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Preface

Five years ago I undertook this commentary on the Old Greek (OG) and 
the Peshitta (S) of Isaiah as a first step toward writing a commentary on 
the Hebrew text of Isaiah 1–39 for the SBL series Hebrew Bible: A Critical 
Edition. I had argued previously that textual criticism must take the form 
of commentary on the life of the text rather than merely listing differences 
between the translations and extant Hebrew manuscripts. Even a brief 
commentary correlated with an apparatus, as in the HBCE, is more useful 
than a bare apparatus. In particular, the evidence of OG and S needs a dis-
cussion of the likely origins of an apparent difference to establish whether 
it attests a Hebrew variant prior to admitting it to discussion of its role in 
the life of the Hebrew text.

This commentary was, then, a first step to constructing a commentary 
on the life of the Hebrew text of Isa 1–39. Life itself, however, is unpre-
dictable. Who could have foreseen a pandemic that confined many of us 
to home and even disrupted research? In fact, editing the manuscript for 
chapters 1–20 of this volume was stalled considerably by the pandemic’s 
effects on SBL Press. Only in the fall of 2021 did progress resume, thanks 
to the efforts of Bob Buller, Director of the Press, who personally under-
took much of the editing. Without his diligent work, this volume would 
yet be languishing.

But the pandemic also had an impact on my plans. Although I have 
not fallen prey to the virus itself, the isolation it imposed and a health crisis 
in my family altered my expectations for completing the project with the 
HBCE and this commentary on OG and S. I had, however, already written 
commentary on chapters 21–25, and Bob Buller kindly agreed to publish 
those with chapters 1–20. Bob has been an indispensable aid in bring-
ing this commentary to press, raising good questions about the intent of 
words and making certain the formatting comports with the standards of 
SBL Press.
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x Preface

I am also grateful for those who have nourished and expanded 
my thinking about the versions and textual criticism, beginning with 
Michael V. Fox, who introduced me to the field. My colleague at the Uni-
versity of Wisconsin-Madison, Jeremy Hutton, engaged in helpful con-
versations arising from his work in translation studies, while colleagues 
in the field throughout academe have provided useful comments on the 
various projects I have undertaken to date. Special mention is due Arie 
van der Kooij, who has repeatedly proven himself ready to offer comments 
and collegiality. Despite reaching different conclusions about the approach 
taken by the translator of OG-Isaiah, we share a passion for studying the 
version.

I also wish to thank for his contributions Dr. Preston Atwood, who 
successfully defended a dissertation on the first twenty chapters of the 
Peshitta of Isaiah at the University of Wisconsin-Madison. Dr. Atwood 
was my project assistant for a semester just prior to my retirement, com-
piling and reviewing prior publications on S-Isaiah and engaging me in 
discussions of its character.

My greatest gratitude, as always, goes to my wife, Jacki, whose pursuit 
of her own passions has enabled “parallel play” throughout our marriage. 
Retirement has given us opportunities for travel and experiences that our 
careers in education precluded. I am grateful to enjoy these years with my 
best friend.

This work is dedicated to the two sons that Jacki and I raised, whom 
we have always regarded as our most important life’s work. Each son was 
fortunate to find a partner well matched to his personality and needs (Ben 
and Angie, Bryan and Tyler), and together they have given us three won-
derful grandchildren: Noah, Aubrey, and Blake. Watching our sons’ part-
nerships with their wives, especially in parenting the world’s cutest grand-
children, has brought us great satisfaction. To the four of them (and their 
children) I dedicate my labors in writing this book.

Minneapolis
December 2021
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AB Anchor Bible
ArBib Aramaic Bible
ATA Alttestamentliche Abhandlungen
AThR Anglican Theological Review
AUSS Andrews University Seminary Studies
b. Babylonian talmudic tractate
Bib Biblica
BIOSCS Bulletin of the International Organization for Septuagint and 

Cognate Studies
BO Bibliotheca Orientalis
BZAW Beihefte zur Zeitschrift für die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft
CBET Contributions to Biblical Exegesis and Theology
CC Continental Commentaries
CurBR Currents in Biblical Research
DSS Dead Sea Scrolls
DTS Descriptive Translation Studies
ETL Ephemerides Theologicae Lovanienses
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frag(s). fragment(s)
GRBS Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies
HBCE Hebrew Bible: A Critical Edition
HKAT Handkommentar zum Alten Testament
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HUB Hebrew University Bible
HUCA Hebrew Union College Annual
ICC International Critical Commentary
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LBH Late Biblical Hebrew
LHBOTS Library of Hebrew Bible/Old Testament Studies
Mek. Mekilta
MPIL Monographs of the Peshitta Institute Leiden
MSU Mitteilungen des Septuaginta-Unternehmens
NCB New Century Bible Commentary
OBO Orbis Biblicus et Orientalis
OTL Old Testament Library
OTS Old Testament Studies
RB Revue Biblique
Roš Haš. Roš Haššanah
SANER Studies in Ancient Near Eastern Records
SBLCS Society of Biblical Literature Commentary on the Septuagint
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STDJ Studies on the Texts of the Desert of Judah
TJ Targum Jonathan
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VTSup Supplements to Vetus Testamentum
WBC Word Biblical Commentary
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Symbols, Abbreviations, and Bibliography

Symbols and Technical Abbreviations

> indicates a minus in a textual witness.
+ directly attached to a word or phrase marks a plus attributable 

to the translator
+/- plus or minus; shorthand for the presence or absence of a 

form that avoids prejudicial descriptors like “addition” and 
“omission.”

*___* (surrounding a word/phrase) marks an adopted emendation
ad loc.  in the place specified
e.g. for example (exempli gratia)
κτλ	 καὶ	τὰ	λοιπά (“and the rest”)
q.v. which see (quid vide); refers the reader to the passage cited.
s.v. under the word (sub verbum); refers to a discussion of a word 

in a lexical resource, found under the heading for the word.
vid. it appears (videtur); designates a manuscript reading that is 

only partially visible or certain, but considered likely.
(1)/[1] Following a verse reference, a superscript number in brack-

ets identifies which instance (out of multiple occurrences of a 
word in a verse) is under discussion. The brackets distinguish 
the superscript number from a footnote.

Bible Texts and Translations

MT Masoretic Text. MS Leningrad B19a.
OG Old Greek. Joseph Ziegler. Isaias. Septuaginta: Vetus Testamen-

tum Graecum. Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1983.
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OL Old Latin. Cited from Roger Gryson and Paul-Augustin 
Deproost, eds. Commentaires de Jerome sur le prophete Isaie: 
Livres I–IV. Aus der Geschichte der lateinischen Bibel 23. 
Freiburg im Breisgau: Herder, 1993.

S Peshitta. Sebastian Brock. Isaiah. 2nd ed. Old Testament in 
Syriac according to the Peshitta Version 3.1. Leiden: Brill, 1993.

T Targum. “Aramaic Targums.” Accordance Bible v. 12.2.8. Oak-
Tree Software, 2014.

V Vulgate. Robert Weber and Roger Gryson, eds. Biblia Sacra 
Iuxta Vulgatam. 5th ed. Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 
2007.

Frequently Cited Works

Citations of these works stand within the text, typically with page num-
bers in parentheses following the author’s name.

BDAG — Danker, Frederick W., Walter Bauer, William F. Arndt, and F. 
Wilbur Gingrich. Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and 
Other Early Christian Literature. 3rd ed. Chicago: University of Chi-
cago Press, 2000.

BDF — Blass, Friedrich, Albert Debrunner, and Robert W. Funk. A Greek 
Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian Literature. 
Chicago: University of Chicago, 1961.

Byun — Byun, Seulgi L. The Influence of Post-Biblical Hebrew and Aramaic 
on the Translator of Septuagint Isaiah. LHBOTS 635. Hebrew Bible and 
Its Versions 9. New York: Bloomsbury T&T Clark, 2017.

das Neves—Neves, J. C. M. das. A Teologia da Tradução Grega dos Setenta 
no Livro de Isaías. Lisbon: Universidade Católica Portuguesa, 1973.

Fischer — Fischer, Johann. In Welcher Schrift lag das Buch Isaias den LXX 
vor? BZAW 56. Giessen: Töpelmann, 1930.

GELS — Muraoka, Takamitsu. A Greek-English Lexicon of the Septuagint. 
Leuven: Peeters, 2009.

Goshen-Gottstein — Goshen-Gottstein, Moshe H. ed. The Book of Isaiah. 
HUB 1. Jerusalem: Magnes, 1975. HUB 2. Jerusalem: Magnes, 1981. 
Hebrew page numbers cited.

Greenberg and Walter — Bali, Joseph, Gillian Greenberg, George A. Kiraz, 
and Donald M. Walter. The Syriac Peshiṭta Bible with English Transla-
tion: Isaiah. Antioch Bible. Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias, 2012.
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HALOT — Koehler, Ludwig, Walter Baumgartner, and Johann Jakob 
Stamm. The Hebrew and Aramaic Lexicon of the Old Testament. 4 vols. 
Leiden: Brill, 1994–1999.

JM — Joüon, Paul, and Takamitsu Muraoka. A Grammar of Biblical Hebrew. 
2nd ed. Subsidia Biblica 27. Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 2006.

La Bible d’Alexandrie — Le Boulleuec, Alain, and Philippe Le Mogne. 
Vision Que Vit Isaïe: Traduction du texte du prophète Isaïe selon la Sep-
tante. La Bible d’Alexandrie. Paris: Cerf, 2014.

LSJ — Liddell, Henry, Robert Scott, and Henry Stuart Jones. A Greek-
English Lexicon. 9th ed. with revised supplement Oxford: Clarendon, 
1968.

NETS — Pietersma, Albert, and Benjamin G. Wright III eds. A New Eng-
lish Translation of the Septuagint. Oxford: Oxford, 2007.

Nöldeke — Nöldeke, Theodor. Compendious Syriac Grammar, with an 
Appendix: The Handwritten Additions in Theodor Nöldeke’s Personal 
Copy. Translated by James A. Crichton and Peter T. Daniels. Winona 
Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2001.

Ottley — Ottley, Richard R. The Book of Isaiah According to the Septuagint. 
2 vols. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1904–1906.

Payne-Smith — Smith, Jessie Payne. A Compendious Syriac Dictionary. 
Oxford: Clarendon, 1903.

Scholz — Scholz, Anton. Die alexandrinische Übersetzung des Buches Jesa-
ias. Würzburg: Woerl, 1880.

Seeligmann — Seeligmann, I. L. The Septuagint Version of Isaiah. Leuven: 
Brill, 1948.

Septuaginta Deutsch — Kraus, Wolfgang, and Martin Karrer, eds. Septu-
aginta Deutsch: Das griechische Alte Testament in deutscher Überset-
zung. 2nd ed. Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2010.

Smyth — Smyth, Herbert W. Greek Grammar. Cambridge: Harvard Uni-
versity Press, 1956.

SyrLex — Sokolof, Michael. A Syriac Lexicon: A Translation from the Latin, 
Correction, Expansion, and Update of C. Brockelmann’s Lexicon Syri-
acum. Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns; Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias, 2009.

Troxel — Troxel, Ronald L. LXX-Isaiah as Translation and Interpretation. 
JSJSup 124. Leiden: Brill, 2008.

Van der Kooij — Kooij, Arie van der. Die alten Textzeugen des Jesajabu-
ches: Ein Beitrag zur Textgeschichte des Alten Testaments. OBO 35. 
Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1981.
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Van der Vorm-Croughs — Vorm-Croughs, Mirjam van der. The Old Greek 
of Isaiah: An Analysis of Its Pluses and Minuses. SCS 61. Atlanta: SBL 
Press, 2014.

Wagner — Wagner, J. Ross. Reading the Sealed Book: Old Greek Isaiah and 
the Problem of Septuagint Hermeneutics. FAT 88. Tübingen: Mohr Sie-
beck, 2013.

Warszawski — Warszawski, Ludwig. Die Peschitta zu Jesaja (Kap. 1–39): 
Ihr Verhältnis zum massoretischen Texte, zur Septuaginta und zum 
Targum. Berlin: Itzkowski, 1897.

Weisz — Weisz, Heinrich. “Die Peschitta zu Deuterojesaia und ihr 
Verhältniss zu MT., LXX. u. Trg.” Halle, 1893.

Ziegler — Ziegler, Joseph. Untersuchungen zur Septuaginta des Buches 
Isaias. ATA 12.3. Münster: Aschendorffschen, 1934.
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tischen Grammatik des Hebräischen. Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1927.

Zahn, Molly M. Rethinking Rewritten Scripture: Composition and Exegesis 
in the 4Q Reworked Pentateuch Manuscripts. STDJ 95. Leiden: Brill, 
2011.



Introduction

This commentary on the Old Greek (OG) and the Peshitta (S) is intended 
as a resource for textual criticism of the Hebrew text of Isaiah, to be 
assessed alongside evidence from the Vulgate (V), Targum (T), and the 
scrolls from the Judean Desert. Because the goal of textual criticism is to 
describe the life of the text (rather than merely sorting errors and deliber-
ate changes to arrive at a “pristine text”), the only adequate vehicle for such 
work is a commentary.1

The compositions we call texts (however much writing, rewriting, and 
expansion they entail) exist in multiple instantiations whose relationship 
is that of “type” to “token.”2 Type names the document after composition 
is complete, with each stage of editing constituting a type. The type comes 
to exist in tokens, copies that can differ from their type. Thus, “the type 
encompasses a family of tokens, the internal relationships of which may 
be complicated or irrecoverable.”3

Translations, on the other hand, are not a token, because they con-
stitute typologically different forms of the text, since the composition has 
been modified according to the norms of a target language. Thus, we can 
speak of the Greek text of Isaiah, the Syriac text, or the Latin text, over 
against the Hebrew text of Isaiah.4 Each represents Isaiah, insofar as they 
represent its distinguishing content—but they constitute Hebrew, Greek, 
Syriac, and Latin types of the book. At whatever points retroversion can 

1. See Ronald L. Troxel, “Writing Commentary on the Life of a Text,” VT 67 
(2017): 105–28.

2. Ronald Hendel, “What Is a Biblical Book?” in From Author to Copyist: Compo-
sition, Redaction, and Transmission of the Hebrew Bible, ed. Cana Werman (Winona 
Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2015), 288.

3. Hendel, “What Is a Biblical Book,” 292.
4. Ronald L. Troxel, “What Is the ‘Text’ in Textual Criticism?” VT 66 (2016): 624.
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claim to have ascertained the translator’s source text, it is possible to speak 
of that as part of a token of the Hebrew text of Isaiah.

Mere citation of divergences between OG, S, and extant Hebrew man-
uscripts in an apparatus is insufficient. When a translation diverges from 
any extant Hebrew text, the critic needs access to detailed analysis of how 
the divergence might have arisen before addressing whether it represents 
a Hebrew variant for evaluation. This commentary will provide a basis for 
shorter notations in a commentary on the Hebrew text of Isaiah.

As long as a translation is transparent to a Vorlage like MT, explana-
tions of differences are straightforward. However, OG-Isaiah and S-Isaiah 
have oblique renderings that require extended discussion. Equally, the 
question of whether S’s rendering is dependent on OG is frequently raised, 
with a decision about whether an apparent difference in S is derivative 
from OG or offers an independent witness at stake. These issues cannot be 
resolved in an apparatus. Thus, analysis of the character and readings of 
these translations must precede judgment on whatever evidence of vari-
ants to Hebrew Isaiah they might hold.

1. Previous Commentaries on Syriac Isaiah

There has been no detailed, sequential commentary on S-Isaiah. The ear-
liest study was Heinrich Weisz’s inaugural dissertation on the Peshitta of 
Isa 40–66 in 1893, which was soon followed by Warszawski’s study of Isa 
1–39 in 1897.5 Although each presents comments on selected readings 
in each chapter, Weisz treats nearly every verse in chapters 40–66 and 
discusses possible variant readings in S’s source text, while Warszawski’s 
comments are sporadic (only two readings are addressed in chapters 4, 
12, 31, 36, and 39; only one in 20). They note possible misreadings of a 
source text similar to MT, as well as agreements and disagreements with 
OG, T, and MT. Both acknowledge the problems with establishing the 
text of the book (Weisz, 12; Warszawski, 5–6), but note its frequent pat-
terns of +conjunctive waw, simple dālat representing לאמור and ויאמר, 
transformations of voice, changes in word order, ad sensum translations, 

5. For Gesenius’s evaluation of S in his commentary on Isaiah (Wilhelm Gese-
nius, Philologisch-kritischer und historischer Commentar über den Jesaia, vol. 1 
[Leipzig: Vogel, 1821]), as well as a more detailed history of research on S-Isaiah, see 
Preston L. Atwood, “The Peshiṭta of Isaiah in Past and Present Scholarship,” CurBR  
18 (2020): 211–45.
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paraphrases, confusions of similar looking consonants, and words or 
phrases in MT lacking equivalents in S (Weisz, 5–6; Warszawski, 6–8). 
Although they note that S shows independence from OG and T in many 
readings and that its source text frequently diverges from MT (Weisz, 11; 
Warszawski, 8), they also record many readings similar to OG, leading 
each to conclude that S’s translator frequently consulted OG, a translation 
they assume was broadly known (Warszawski, 8; Weisz, 11). However, 
whereas Weisz (12) considered S’s agreements with Targum Jonathan (TJ) 
to betray reliance on it also, Warszawski (10) concluded that those agree-
ments simply reflect that “die im Munde des jüdischen Volkes lebende 
Textauffassung über die Grenze Palästinas hinaus bis nach Syrien vorge-
drungen war.”

The issues identified by Weisz and Warszawski have been central to 
scholarship on all books in the Peshitta. The most heavily discussed issue, 
however, has been the relationship between S, OG, and T, the latter of 
which dominated discussion in the first half of the twentieth century.

Anton Baumstark and Paul Kahle, followed by Curt Peters and Schaje 
Wohl, argued that the Peshitta of the Pentateuch was a translation of an old 
Jewish Targum.6 That claim was advanced for Isaiah by Lienhard Delekat, 
who concluded that OG “von einem aramäischen Targum kräftig beein-
flusst worden ist” and that “S die Rezension eines alteren (syrischen oder 
aramäischen) Textes nach M ist,” which equally constituted the foundation 
for TJ.7 Leonna Running, following Arthur Vööbus’s hypothesis that the 
variants in S’s pentateuchal manuscripts betray revisions of an early form 
of S that tracked closely with an early Targum, sought to recover a putative 
old Syriac version of Isaiah that, beneath subsequent revisions of S toward 
MT, attested that an early Targum was its base.8

6. See Michael P. Weitzman, The Syriac Version of the Old Testament (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1999), 87.

7. Lienhard Delekat, “Die Peschitta zu Jesaja zwischen Targum und Septuaginta,” 
Bib 38 (1957): 193–195. He considered that although S and TJ were based “auf einem 
alten Targum,” OG was the version most strongly dependent on it (195). Cf. E. R. 
Rowlands, “The Targum and the Peshiṭta Version of the Book of Isaiah,” VT 9 (1959): 
182.

8. Arthur Vöobus, Peschitta und Targumim des Pentateuchs: Neues Licht zur Frage 
der Herkunft der Peschitta aus dem altpalästinischen Targum (Stockholm: Estonian 
Theological Society in Exile, 1958). Leona Running, “An Investigation of the Syriac 
Version of Isaiah: I,” AUSS 3 (1965): 138–57; “An Investigation of the Syriac Version 
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Studies undertaken as a basis for the Leiden edition have put to rest 
the notion of a Targumic tradition at the base of the Peshitta, as well as the 
hypothesis of a Vetus Syra underlying revisions of S toward MT.9 Marinus 
Koster’s “Copernican Revolution” in understanding the textual history of 
the Peshitta as encompassing three stages of transmission applies equally 
to Isaiah. As in other books, the Textus Receptus is represented in Nesto-
rian and Jacobite manuscripts from the ninth century on. The preceding 
stage comprises manuscripts of the seventh and eight centuries, especially 
the base text of the Leiden edition, 7a1, plus 8a1 and 6h3.5.10 The earliest 
form of the text is often witnessed in the fragmentary palimpsest 5ph1 and 
“to a certain extent, in 9a1,” although “both MSS are … full of idiosyncra-
sies which often represent secondary developments.”11 Even though the 
arc of the evidence points to the earliest stratum of S tracking closely with 
MT, Sebastian Brock judged it “foolhardy to propose a blanket rule that 
the original reading will always be the one closest to the Hebrew, for there 
are many other considerations which we need to take into account,” such 
as whether agreement with the Hebrew is attributable to an inner-Syriac 
error common within the manuscript, whether the apparent agreement 
“conformed to the norm of translation technique elsewhere in P-Isaiah,” 
or even whether it might be attributable to “sporadic later correction on 
the basis of the Hebrew.”12 Eight of the early readings agreeing with the 
Hebrew that Brock isolates fall within chapters 1–39, of which he judges 

of Isaiah: II,” AUSS 4 (1966): 37–64; “An Investigation of the Syriac Version of Isaiah: 
III,” AUSS 4 (1966): 135–48.

9. Marinus D. Koster, “The Copernican Revolution in the Study of the Origins 
of the Peshitta,” in Targum Studies 2, Volume 2: Targum and Peshitta, ed. Paul V. F. 
Flesher, SFSHJ 165 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1998), 19–20.

10. Although in many books 9a1 is a trustworthy carrier of early readings, in 
Isaiah “it has absorbed more new readings (as well as some even later readings that 
had become popular in the west) than in other books” (Weitzman, Syriac Version, 284).

11. Sebastian Brock, “Text History and Text Division in Peshiṭta Isaiah,” in The 
Peshiṭta: Its Early Text and History, ed. Peter B. Dirksen, MPIL 4 (Leiden: Brill, 1988), 
50. Cf. Koster’s observation that every manuscript, at whatever stage, shows “the same 
process took place that characterizes the development of P as a whole: the gradual 
change and expansion of the text further away from MT” (Marinus D. Koster, “Peshiṭta 
Revisited: A Reassessment of Its Value as a Version,” JSS 38 [1993]: 242).

12. For the evidence pointing toward the MT, see Peter B. Dirksen, “The Peshiṭta 
and Textual Criticism of the Old Testament,” VT 42 (1992): 376. Quotations from 
Brock, “Text History and Text Division,” 59, 60, 62.
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only the transposed order of verses in 5ph1 and 9a1 at 38:21–22 convinc-
ing enough to emend 7a1 in his edition.13

The notion of an early literal stage does not necessarily imply the ste-
reotypical and quantitative equivalents or the adherence to word order 
that are standard characteristics of more literal translations. Koster con-
cedes that “the originally fairly literal translation … could have included 
already a fair number of Jewish translation traditions.”14 He also admits 
cases in which “the translator deliberately solved the problem of translat-
ing a difficult or even corrupt Hebrew text by adapting it to the context” 
and allows that “he may intentionally have sought a variety of expression.”15 
Even if the description of the original translation as “fairly literal” is defen-
sible, Koster’s qualifications create space for evaluating cases where OG 
and S agree against MT as attributable to polygenesis.

Absent the theory of a common Targumic touchstone, perceived 
similarities between S and OG are often phrased as S “consulting OG.” 
Arie van der Kooij confesses himself convinced by the examples prof-
fered by Warszawski and Weisz that “der Verfasser der Peš Jes mit LXX 
Jes vertraut war,” citing sixteen agreements of S and OG against MT. 16 He 
highlights “vor allem die Qualität bestimmter Übereinstimmungen” to 
conclude that S’s translator “den griechischen Bibeltext des Jasajabuches 
gut kannte” (287).

Other scholarship has questioned too facilely resorting to the conclu-
sion that S relied on OG. Moshe Goshen-Gottstein concluded that “about 
ninety-five percent of the content variants in Isaiah common to Septua-

13. Brock, “Text History and Text Division,” 54–57. The apparatus of Brock’s 
Leiden edition reports variants that accord with the Hebrew in 5ph1 (13:16; 20:2; 
27:13; 33:20; 37:12, 21; 38:2, 20–22) and 9a1/9a1fam (10:6).

14. Koster, “Copernican Revolution,” 30.
15. Marinus Koster, “ ‘Translation or Transmission? That is the Question’: The Use 

of the Leiden O. T. Peshitta Edition,” in Basel und Bibel: Collected Communications to 
the XVIIth Congress of the International Organizations for the Study of the Old Testa-
ment, Basel 2001, ed. Matthias Augustin and Hermann M. Niemann (Frankfurt am 
Main: Lang, 2004), 303. Koster argues that “the chance of inadvertently assimilating 
the text to nearby (or even more distanced) verses, without any explainable conscious 
motive, is many times greater with scribes,” and thus a product of transmission (303, 
emphasis original), but the use of “inadvertently” makes this formulation problematic, 
since we have no criteria by which to judge what reflects a deliberate change.

16. Arie van der Kooij, Die alten Textzeugen des Jesajabuches, OBO 35 (Fribourg: 
Presses Universitaires; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1981), 287.
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gint and Peshitta” reflect “their common exegetical background,” while 
he disputed “the claim of any large-scale dependence of the Peshitta on 
the Septuagint.”17 Gillian Greenberg concluded that an “extremely small” 
number of agreements between S and OG in Jeremiah are explicable solely 
in terms of S relying upon OG, while frequently polygenesis is either pos-
sible or likely.18 Most discussions of the question for Isaiah have drawn 
on isolated phrases rather than considering the translator’s habits gener-
ally, much less evaluating tendencies within sections of text. The focus on 
similar vocabulary in the context of a single book sometimes overlooks 
comparisons with usage elsewhere (e.g., Isa 2:20; 5:7; 10:33; 11:15; 13:9).

Peter Dirksen cites approvingly Jerome Lund’s principle that “when 
translation technique adequately accounts for the difference between MT 
and S, the extra masoretic agreement between S and G must be considered 
coincidental,” but he rejects Lund’s argument that apparent variants shared 
by S and OG otherwise must be taken at face value, because the ques-
tion of translation technique must be correlated with whether “the type of 
deviation in which the P and the LXX agree also occurs in the P without a 
corresponding translation in the LXX.”19

Heidi Szpek has elaborated these criteria, stipulating that to qualify 
as dependence, an agreement must be substantive rather than trivial (e.g., 
agreements in grammatical number, which are most likely coincidental 
choices).20 Equally important is the question of how extensive the congru-
ence between S and OG is.21 If it does not surpass phrase level, its value as 
evidence of reliance is weak.22 In particular, a congruence within a clause 
or set of clauses that contain features that distinguish the versions (e.g., 
via an added complementary infinitive or a prepositional phrase) reduces 
the likelihood of dependence.23 That likelihood is equally reduced if the 
reading shared by S and OG is found in another version, since this might 

17. Moshe H. Goshen-Gottstein, “Theory and Practice of Textual Criticism,” 
Textus 3 (1963): 139–40.

18. For S relying on OG, see Gillian Greenberg, Translation Technique in the 
Peshitta to Jeremiah, MPIL 13 (Leiden: Brill, 2002), 22; for polygenesis, see pp. 149–68.

19. Greenberg, Translation Technique, 381.
20. Heidi M. Szpek, “On the Influence of the Septuagint on the Peshitta,” CBQ 60 

(1998): 257.
21. Szpek, “On the Influence,” 257.
22. This applies to several of the oft-cited agreements between S and OG in Isaiah: 

2:6; 3:23; 5:13; 7:9; 14:21.
23. Szpek, “On the Influence,” 261.
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point to a common variant, a shared translation tradition, or a similar 
impulse.24 Finally, since a common supposition is that S appealed to OG 
when uncertain about how to render its Vorlage, the lack of apparent “Sep-
tuagintal influence on very difficult passages might be used as an argu-
ment in absentia that elsewhere the Peshitta’s translator did not consult the 
LXX.”25 A challenge for this argument is how to determine which texts a 
translator might have found difficult, since passages we find cruxes might 
not have been for him.

One viable measure for this criterion comes from S’s habit of providing 
the same equivalent for repeated, unusual phrases, whereas OG varies its 
renderings. Thus in 18:2, 7, S renders גוי\עם ממשך ומורט with ܥܡܐ ܕܡܠܝܓ 
 ξένον in 18:2; and	καὶ	μετέωρον	in each verse, while OG gives ἔθνος ܘܥܩܝܪ
λαοῦ	τεθλιμμένου	καὶ	τετιλμένου in 18:7. The subsequent גוי קו קו ומבוסה is 
rendered by OG with ἔθνος	ἀνέλπιστον	καὶ	καταπεπατημένον in 18:2, but 
with ἔθνος	ἐλπίζον	καὶ	καταπεπατημένον in 18:7, while S gives ܕܡܫܟܪ  ܥܡܐ 
 in both verses. The variation in OG’s renderings in 18:2, 7 stand over ܘܕܝܫ
against S’s use of the same equivalents in both verses, none of which align 
with OG in either verse.

The difference between the translators’ renderings of קו קו is particu-
larly useful for assaying their renderings of repeated קו later, in 28:10, 13. 
Their equivalents are identical in each verse, except for OG’s +προσδέχου 
in 28:13:

כי צו לצו צו לצו
ܡܛܠ ܕܬܒܬܐ ܥܠ ܬܒܬܐ ܘܬܒܬܐ ܥܠ ܬܒܬܐ
θλῖψιν	ἐπὶ	θλῖψιν	(προσδέχου)

קו לקו קו לקו
ܘܬܝܘܒܐ ܥܠ ܬܝܘܒܐ ܘܬܝܘܒܐ ܥܠ ܬܝܘܒܐ
ἐλπίδα	ἐπ᾿	ἐλπίδι

Old Greek’s collapse of these phrases is characteristic of its tendency to omit 
similar or identical words in adjoining phrases (Van der Vorm-Croughs, 
188–96), whereas S reflects the repetitions.26 Whereas ἐλπίς ||קו  accords 

24. Szpek, “On the Influence,” 259.
25. Szpek, “On the Influence,” 259.
26. By contrast, S’s compression of קו קו  ܕܡܫܟܪ into גוי   in 18:2, 7 has the ܥܡܐ 

same limited scope as its translation of צחה צמא with ܨܗܝܐ in 5:13, its collapse of את 
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with OG’s equivalents in 18:2, 7, S’s ܬܝܘܒܐ diverges from its equivalent ܡܫܟܪ 
 ܡܛܠ ܕܟܠܗܘܢ ܦܬܘܪ̈ܐ ܐܬܡܠܝܘ ܬܝܘܒܐ ܘܬܒܬܐ) there. Referring back to 28:8 קו ||
 reveals the basis of the translator’s choice of (כי כל שלחנות מלאו קיא צאה ||
 as well ,(in 19:14 בקיאו || ܒܬܝܒܬܗ .cf) קיא by association with קו || ܬܝܘܒܐ
as of צו || ܬܒܬܐ by association with צאה. Old Greek’s θλῖψιν	ἐπὶ	θλῖψιν || צו 
 which it elsewhere renders ,צר by contrast, is likely by association with ,לצו
with θλῖψις (8:22; 26:16; 30:6, 20; 63:9; 65:16). Both translators clearly have 
difficulty with these phrases, but each follows its own path to resolve it.

This test case for the question of whether S consulted OG when faced 
with perplexing words and phrases justifies skepticism about using the 
hypothesis that S resorted to OG when confronting a difficulty. Further 
evidence against the hypothesis is noted in the commentary on 3:9; 8:1; 
10:18; 11:3; 20:2.

As previously noted, Warszawski’s commentary on Isa 1–39 is spo-
radic and laconic. Providing a base for understanding S in order to use it 
in textual criticism of Hebrew Isaiah requires a comprehensive assessment 
of S’s differences from MT, both when they agree with OG and when they 
go their own way. This commentary aims to fill that role.

2. Previous Commentaries on Old Greek Isaiah

Despite numerous studies of the translator’s approach to his task, the only 
commentary is Richard Ottley’s two volume The Book of Isaiah according 
to the Septuagint.27 Using Codex Alexandrinus as base text, he devoted 
the first thirty-five pages of the introduction to assessing the textual wit-
nesses, and he frequently included text-critical discussions in the body of 
his commentary. Although discussions of features are fuller than those of 
Warszawski and Weisz on S, he did not comment on each verse, and it is 

 in 2:20 (cf. 31:7), and its occasional ܦܬܟܪ̈ܐ ܕܕܗܒܐ ܘܕܣܐܡܐ into אלילי כספו ואת אלילי זהבו
condensation of divine names (e.g., ܐܡܪ ;2:12 ,כי יום ליהוה צבאות || ܡܛܠ ܕܝܘܡܗ ܕܡܪܝܐ 
 כה אמר אדני יהוה || ܗܟܢܐ ܐܡܪ ܡܪܝܐ ܚܝܠܬܢܐ ;3:15 ,נאם אדני יהוה צבאות || ܡܪܝܐ ܚܝܠܬܢܐ
.(10:24 ,צבאות

27. For the history of research, see Troxel, 4–19; Van der Vorm-Croughs, 2–12. 
Among recent studies to be added are Rodrigo F. de Sousa, Eschatology and Messian-
ism in LXX Isaiah 1–12, LHBOTS 516 (London: T&T Clark, 2010); J. Ross Wagner, 
Reading the Sealed Book: Old Greek Isaiah and the Problem of Septuagint Hermeneutics, 
FAT 88 (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2013); Wilson de Angelo Cunha, LXX Isaiah 24:1–
26:6 as Interpretation and Translation: A Methodological Discussion, SCS 62 (Atlanta: 
SBL Press, 2014).
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not always clear why he selects certain features for discussion while omit-
ting comment on other vexing issues.

Three projects have been undertaken to address the lack of running 
commentary on OG: La Bible d’Alexandrie, Brill’s Septuagint Commen-
tary Series, and the Society of Biblical Literature Commentary on the Sep-
tuagint. The first volume of La Bible d’Alexandrie was published in 1986, 
setting out to fulfill Dominique Barthélemy’s goal of comparing OG and 
MT as equal representatives of the biblical text.28 Its “phrase par phrase” 
translation of each book “met en relief des détails du texte qui passeraient 
inaperçu, exige la mise en relation d’une partie du texte avec ses autres par-
ties, révèle l’expressivatè propre à la langue traduite, découvre des aspects 
originaux de la pensée qui la sous-tend.”29 The translation of OG-Isaiah 
into French, based on Joseph Ziegler’s edition, appeared in 2014.30 The 
translators confess their aim to be “fidèles à l’esprit du texte plutôt qu’à 
sa lettre,” which they consider to accord with how the Greek translator 
rendered his source text.31 Appended to the translation is a brief survey 
of characteristics of the translation, along with discussion of its date and 
the presupposed Alexandrian milieu, as well as an index of proper names 
to highlight networks of meanings through wordplays.32 The translation 
will be followed by a volume comparing the Greek translation with the 
Hebrew text, commentary on Greek syntax and lexicography, and notes on 
its reception among early Christian readers.33

Brill’s Septuagint Commentary Series, whose first volume appeared 
in 2005, offers “a literary commentary on the Greek text of the Septua-
gint,” based on a single codex chosen by each commentator, accompanied 

28. Marguerite Alexandre and Monique Harl, La Genèse, La Bible d’Alexandrie 1 
(Paris: Cerf, 1986). Monique Harl, “La Bible d’Alexandrie dans les debats actuels sur la 
Septante,” in La Double transmission du texte biblique: Études d’histoire du texte offertes 
en hommage à Adrian Schenker, ed. Yohanan Goldman and Christoph Uehlinger, OBO 
179 (Fribourg: Editions Universitaires; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2001), 7.

29. Harl “Bible d’Alexandrie,” 8.
30. Departures from Ziegler’s text are reported in Alain Le Boulluec and Philippe 

Le Moigne, Vision que vit Isaïe: Traduction du texte du prophète Isaïe selon la Septante, 
La Bible d’Alexandrie (Paris: Cerf, 2014), 168–70.

31. Boulluec and Moigne, Vision que vit Isaïe, 163.
32. For the survey and discussion, see Boulluec and Moigne, Vision que vit Isaïe, 

149–62. For the index, see pp. 177–312.
33. Boulluec and Moigne, Vision que vit Isaïe, 171.
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by a translation.34 The section-by-section commentary focuses on the 
translation in its own right, “without extended reference to the Hebrew 
text.”35 The Isaiah volume is under preparation by Ken Penner, who has 
chosen Sinaiticus as base text. He projects a verse-by-verse commentary 
that will address “special vocabulary, peculiar translations, textual differ-
ences among the main editions and manuscripts, differences between the 
Greek and its Hebrew source, interpretations of the passage (quotations, 
allusions) in the NT and Church Fathers.”36

The Society of Biblical Literature Commentary on the Septuagint 
(SBLCS), whose Isaiah volume is being edited by Van der Kooij, has an 
extended published discussion of its principles that allows a more penetrat-
ing assessment. Its earliest specified goal, as stated in the initial prospectus 
of 1998, was to explicate “what is perceived to be the original meaning of 
the text” (equated with the translator’s intent) by reading it “as much as 
possible … like an original composition in Greek.”37 Since “the translated 
text is the only accessible expression of ‘the translator’s mind,’” linguis-
tic information derived from comparison of the source text constitutes 
the “arbiter of meaning,” inasmuch as it can “arbitrate between established 
meanings in the target language.”38 Subsequent discussion of the aims and 
principles of the translation have modified the original prospectus, espe-
cially regarding the translator’s intent and the goal of studying it “like an 
original composition in Greek.”

34. Graeme Auld, Joshua: Jesus, son of Nauē, in Codex Vaticanus, Septuagint 
Commentary Series (Leiden: Brill, 2005). Quotation from the Septuagint Commen-
tary Series (Brill), http://www.brill.com/publications/septuagint-commentary-series. 
Deserving of mention, although not allied with this series, is Septuaginta Deutsch: Das 
griechische Alte Testament in deutscher Übersetzung, ed. Wolfgang Kraus and Martin 
Karrer, 2nd ed. (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2010), which is based on the 
Göttingen edition (if none has been published for a book, Rahlf ’s edition is used), 
with divergences from the MT marked and important Greek variants noted.

35. Septuagint Commentary Series (Brill).
36. Ken M. Penner, “Introduction to the Series on Greek Isaiah,” B-Greek: The 

Biblical Greek Forum, 11 July 2011; http://www.ibiblio.org/bgreek/forum/viewtopic.
php?f=51&t=426.

37. Albert Pietersma et al., “A Prospectus for a Commentary on the Septuagint,” 
BIOSCS 31 (1998): 44.

38. First quotation from Pietersma et al., “A Prospectus for a Commentary on the 
Septuagint,” 44. Second quotation from Albert Pietersma, “Response to: T. Muraoka, 
‘Recent Discussions on the Septuagint Lexicography with Special Reference to the So-
called Interlinear Model,’ ” https://tinyurl.com/SBL7013a, 7, emphasis original.
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Paradigmatic for reconstituting the source text is Albert Pietersma’s 
hypothesis of “interlinearity,” meant to explicate why “the Greek text qua 
text has a dimension of unintelligibility.”39 Promising to account for “the 
birth of the Septuagint, i.e. its original Sitz im Leben,” Pietersma initially 
adduced evidence that pupils in Hellenistic schools studied Homer by pro-
ducing line-by-line translations in colloquial Greek.40 While dismissing 
the need to assume that there was ever a manuscript with a Greek trans-
lation alternating with lines of Hebrew, he posited that the model clari-
fies the “linguistic relationship … of subservience and dependence of the 
Greek translation vis-à-vis the Hebrew parent text.”41 The interlinear char-
acter of most books of the Septuagint betrays its origins within the school, 
with its register indicating that the translation constituted “a study aid to a 
text in another language,” “a crib for study of the Hebrew.”42

Pietersma has since recoiled from the reception of his proposal “as a 
theory about the historical circumstances of the Septuagint,” claiming that 
he intended it to serve as “a metaphor or a heuristic tool” and attributing 
misperceptions to “the failure to recognize that interlinearity as a theory of 
origins and interlinearity as a heuristic tool are mutually exclusive.”43 This 
defense is, however, difficult to square with Pietersma’s confidence that his 
identification of the school as OG’s “original Sitz im Leben” positions the 
translation to shed light on “what was happening in the Jewish schools of 
the Greek speaking diaspora.”44

Additionally, it is difficult to see how labeling interlinearity “a heu-
ristic tool” elevates it beyond what Pietersma acknowledges that “Sep-
tuagint scholars in fact routinely do, namely, have recourse to the parent 
text in order to account for the translated text.”45 His charge that all 
previous approaches “derive from one and the same paradigm, namely, 
the paradigm of the Septuagint as an independent, free-standing text” 

39. 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), 350.

40. Pietersma, “New Paradigm,” 346–49; quotation from 340.
41. Pietersma, “New Paradigm,” 350.
42. Pietersma, “New Paradigm,” 358, 360.
43. Albert Pietersma, “Beyond Literalism: Interlinearity Revisited,” in Translation 

is Required: The Septuagint in Retrospect and Prospect, ed. Robert J. V. Hiebert, SCS 56 
(Atlanta: SBL Press, 2010), 11, emphasis original.

44. Pietersma, “New Paradigm,” 340, 361.
45. Pietersma, “New Paradigm,” 355.
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is overstated.46 Never has there been doubt among septuagintal schol-
ars of the need to consult the source text “for some essential linguistic 
information.”47 In fact, his ranking of the SBLCS as “akin in principle” to 
Ottley’s commentary on Isaiah “and especially J. W. Wever’s Notes on the 
Pentateuch” presumes that interlinearity already has a pedigree within 
the field.48 It is at the core of the longstanding principle of aligning the 
Greek translation with MT.49

Pietersma’s insistence that interlinearity is the only secure model by 
which to discover the text-as-produced rests upon his “axiomatic distinc-
tion between text production and text reception.”50 He finds that “a fail-
ure to distinguish between these quite different Greek texts or a failure 
to delineate them as clearly as possible typically leads to a schizophrenic 
approach to the LXX—treating it now as a translation and then as a text in 
its own right, both within a single study.”51 I am among those Pietersma 
has in mind, as is clear from his criticism that my monograph on LXX-
Isaiah “ends up being more about the text as (possibly) received than about 
the text as produced.”52 He especially faults my analysis of Isa 28, which 
begins with an attempt “to comprehend the literary structure of the pas-
sage in the LXX without reference to its Vorlage” (Troxel, 250). From this 
he infers that my “de facto object appears to be LXX-Isaiah as a linguisti-
cally independent document of Hellenistic Judaism, hence tantamount to 
an original composition.”53

46. Pietersma, “New Paradigm,” 340.
47. Pietersma, “New Paradigm,” 350, emphasis original.
48. Pietersma et al., “Prospectus for a Commentary,” 43.
49. See, e.g., Emanuel Tov, The Text-Critical Use of the Septuagint in Biblical 

Research. 3rd ed. (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2015), 44.
50. Pietersma, “Beyond Literalism,” 11.
51. Albert Pietersma, “The Society of Biblical Literature Commentary on the Sep-

tuagint: Basic Principles,” in The SBL Commentary on the Septuagint: An Introduction, 
ed. Dirk Büchner, SCS 67 (Atlanta: SBL Press, 2017), 3 (emphasis original).

52. Albert Pietersma, “A Panel Presentation on Ronald Troxel’s LXX-Isaiah,” 
(panel discussion at the Annual Meeting of the Society of Biblical Literature, Boston, 
MA, 23 November 2008), http://homes.chass.utoronto.ca/~pietersm/.

53. Pietersma, “Panel Presentation.” His subsequent statement that “even mis-
taken readings of the source text are forced into exegetical and expositional moves by 
the translator” misses the point of the book that the Isaiah translator—quite differ-
ently than most others—frequently does not content himself with merely reflecting 
his Hebrew Vorlage, but provides an interpretation of it that takes advantage of oblique 
morphology and the vagaries of orthography.
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In defense of his divide between the text-as-produced and the text-as-
received, he cites the assertion by André LaCocque and Paul Ricoeur that

we hold that the meaning of a text is in each instance an event that is 
born at the intersection between, on the one hand, those constraints that 
the text bears within itself and that have to do in large part with its Sitz 
im Leben [i.e., the text as produced] and, on the other hand, the different 
expectations of a series of communities of reading and interpretation 
that the presumed authors [or translators] of the text under consider-
ation could not have anticipated [i.e., the text as received].54

Pietersma seems unaware that their definition of meaning as “an event 
that is born at the intersection between [emphasis added]” (to use Piet-
ersma’s phrases) “the text as produced” and “the text as received” fol-
lows Gadamer’s insight that our only access to any ancient work is by 
“the placing of oneself within a process … of tradition in which past 
and present are constantly fused.”55 Thus Hans Jauss, citing approvingly 
Walther Bulst’s observation that “no text was ever written to be read and 
interpreted philologically by philologists,” adds that neither was any text 
written to be studied “historically by historians.”56 He rightly objects that 
“both methods lack the reader in his genuine role, a role as unalterable 
for aesthetic as for historical knowledge: as the addressee for whom the 
literary work is primarily destined.”57 This applies as much to a translation 
whose prospective audience is forever obscured as it does to a composi-
tion whose anticipated audience is unknown. Analyzing the structure of 
the text, including its morphological and syntactic structure compared 
to the source text, is essential to considering how the text was produced. 
Pietersma’s proposed text as produced is beyond recovery because we 
have no direct access to the translator’s mind. Our only access to its pro-
duction is by tracing the structures created, understood by the constraints 
of grammar and discourse. In the end, this is not really reception history, 

54. André LaCocque and Paul Ricoeur, Thinking Biblically: Exegetical and Herme-
neutical Studies, trans. David Pellauer (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1998), xi, 
cited by Pietersma, “Panel Presentation.” The parenthetical insertions are his.

55. Hans-Georg Gadamer, Truth and Method (London: Sheed & Ward, 1975), 258.
56. Hans Robert Jauss, Toward an Aesthetic of Reception, trans. Timothy Bahti, 

Theory and History of Literature 2 (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 
1982), 19.

57. Jauss, Toward an Aesthetic of Reception, 19.
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of course, but part of an inquiry into what effects the translator left as 
clues to his process.

As the “Preamble to the Guidelines” for the commentary cautions, a 
translation “should not always be assumed to make sense.”58 There are, 
in fact, series of verses in Isaiah where both OG and S seem to have lost 
their bearings (e.g., 16:1–12), forcing the conclusion that not only were 
they unclear about the meaning of their Hebrew source texts, but also 
failed to give a coherent rendering for their prospective audiences. On 
the other hand, chapter 18 in OG-Isaiah shows such a considered choice 
of equivalents and sufficient coherence to suggest that the translator had 
a clear conception of the meaning he was producing, whether or not he 
understood all of the source text. Equally, vocabulary choices in 13:21–
14:4 with 32:16–18; and 34:14–17 (see the comments at 14:1) reveal a 
translator aware of the connections between them, forcing us to recognize 
that the translator did not work within the confines of the putative inter-
linear method.

For this reason, I regard the premise of the “Prologue” that “unintel-
ligibility is one of the inherent characteristics of the text-as-produced” as 
a false starting point for study of OG-Isaiah.59 Even if unintelligibility is 
part of the text-linguistic makeup of other translations in the LXX, the 
Isaiah translator is more frequently concerned with the acceptability of the 
product than its adequacy, as has been acknowledged in every study of the 
book since Ziegler’s Untersuchungen.

The methodological problems with assuming that we can bypass the 
effects of translation in favor of a clear view to the text-as-produced also 
raises problems for adopting the project’s goal of explicating “both what 
the translator did say and why.”60 As Gideon Toury has noted, in forming 
hypotheses about why a translator rendered as he did “it is very easy, very 
tempting, and indeed rather common to suggest explanations that are psy-
chologically dubious.”61 Even when a translation shift is typical enough to 
find a place in an inventory of transformations, it cannot readily reveal the 

58. Albert Pietersma et al., “Preamble to the Guidelines for the Contributors to 
the SBL Commentary on the Septuagint,” in Büchner, SBL Commentary, 258.

59. Pietersma et al., “Preamble to the Guidelines,” 258.
60. Pietersma et al., “Preamble to the Guidelines,” 258.
61. Gideon Toury, “A Handful of Methodological Issues in DTS: Are They Appli-

cable to the Study of the Septuagint as an Assumed Translation?,” BIOSCS 39 (2006): 22.
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translator’s motivation.62 Granted, a pattern of shifts in the grammatical 
number or person of pronouns within a series of adjacent verses can evince 
an attempt to present a coherent discourse; but not even that can reveal 
why the translator did so. Was it for the sake of the reader’s ease in track-
ing a narrative or speech? Was it because the translator was constructing a 
particular understanding of the details of the discourse? Was it because he 
saw the discourse as paralleling a topic of his day and shaping the passage 
to correlate with it? It is precisely “why” that eludes certainty. As Toury 
observes, all “ ‘translation relationships’ are unidirectional,” and “one and 
the same product may result from the activation of different strategies.”63

Accordingly, this commentary will eschew confident assertions about 
why a translator effected a particular shift. We can mount hypotheses and 
sift them for probability. But even when we think we can perceive a clue 
to the translator’s trajectory, those observations remain necessarily hypo-
thetical. Qualifiers like “perhaps,” “likely,” and “might be” will pervade this 
commentary.

This means that the evidence for the translator’s Vorlage can never be 
as certain as a reading in Hebrew, even when one considers a particular 
conclusion likely. This correlates with the recognition that textual criti-
cism itself is a rhetorical discipline. Even when faced with evidence from 
Hebrew texts, one can never prove that a particular reading preceded 
others; one can only argue why a particular assessment seems more likely 
than alternative explanations. When a pattern of behavior (such as shifts 
in grammatical number) is evident, it can provide support for an argued 
assessment of how a translator proceeded in a particular case. A series 
of similar shifts within a set of verses might increase the tenability of the 
hypothesis. But the exposition of the translator’s work is always a hypo-
thetical construal of effects embedded in the product.

The “Preamble to the Guidelines” also endorses descriptive transla-
tion studies as a primary methodology. Descriptive translation studies 
assesses a translation’s balance between acceptability and adequacy in 
reflecting linguistic features of the source text. That balance constitutes 

62. Because “knowledge of transformations is necessary in order to reach con-
clusions about the source text of the Greek translators,” Theo van der Louw compiles 
a useful inventory of shifts common in translations (Transformations in the Septua-
gint: Towards an Interaction of Septuagint Studies and Translation Studies, CBET 47 
[Leuven: Peeters, 2007], 57–92; quotation from p. 92).

63. Toury, “Handful of Methodological Issues,” 21.
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the initial norm for the translation, while operational norms govern the 
process of rendering specific words and phrases into the target language.64 
Understanding a translation qua translation requires analyzing the pro-
cess within a matrix comprising the product and the anticipated function.65 
The Society of Biblical Literature Commentary on the Septuagint seeks “to 
elucidate the meaning of the text-as-produced” by identifying “the strate-
gies and norms by means of which the text came into being.”66

Toury developed descriptive translation studies for analysis of trans-
lations whose source text and prospective function are known, so as to 
permit comparison of the position “a translation (or group of translations) 
has actually assumed in the host culture with the position it was intended 
to have, and offer explanations for the perceived differences.”67 Although 
this analytic “presupposes an extensive knowledge of the target culture” 
that is inaccessible for the Greek Bible translations, Theo van der Louw 
claims that descriptive translation studies permits “a bottom-up analysis 
that less presupposes such prior knowledge.”68

Regarding that claim, Toury remarks that “the relations between socio-
cultural context and translation process are not very different from the 
relations … between product and process,” since a translation’s prospec-
tive function is calibrated to culturally determined norms that shape the 
product.69 Allowing that ignorance of one or more data sets is analogous 
to a mathematical equation with unknown variables, Toury suggests that 
“sometimes the best heuristics would be to tentatively assume knowledge 
of one or another of the variables and see where this assumption would 
lead us.”70 Nevertheless, he adds the caveat that “the greater the number of 
unknown factors, the more complex the study will turn out to be and the 
more controversies there will be about the validity of the results.”71

The challenge here is that, whereas a mathematical equation with 
variables can be plotted on a line due to numerical stability, the variables 

64. For initial norm, see Gideon Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies and 
Beyond, Benjamins Translation Library 4 (Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 1995), 79; for 
operational norms, see p. 82.

65. Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies and Beyond, 5.
66. Pietersma et al., “Preamble to the Guidelines,” 257 (emphasis original).
67. Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies and Beyond, 8.
68. Van der Louw, Transformations in the Septuagint, 20, 21.
69. Toury, “Handful of Methodological Issues,” 23.
70. Toury, “Handful of Methodological Issues,” 23.
71. Toury, “Handful of Methodological Issues,” 24.
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in a translation are intrinsically unstable, owing to the choices made by 
a translator whose rationale remains undisclosed.72 As Toury stipulates, 
“once over, the act of translation will have completely vanished,” so that 
“translation strategies and entire processes … cannot be tackled in any 
direct way,” but must be “reconstructed from the observables,” bestowing 
on them “only feasibility in their role as viable explanations.”73 This calls 
into question confidence in the explanatory power of descriptive transla-
tion studies for study of the OG. Although inventories of commonly used 
shifts are helpful, simply describing what can be ascertained about the 
mechanics does not lead us to any certain knowledge of why the translator 
produced the text as he did.

3. The Aims of This Commentary

This commentary is written to be of service in textual criticism of the 
Hebrew Bible by attempting to identify readings that likely stood in the 
Vorlagen of OG and S, which are prime witnesses to both early forms 
of the Hebrew text and to the earliest attempts to render that text into 
other languages. Although this is not a commentary on either OG or S 
qua translation, observations about each translation will offer material for 
such descriptions.

The reason for treating S and OG together is to afford detailed analy-
sis of their relationship, with particular attention to whether S consulted 
OG directly or, perhaps, was indirectly influenced by OG. A side benefit 
of that aim is the light comparison sheds on both the shared and distinct 
tacks the translators took in rendering lexemes, phrases, verses, and even 
passages. In the course of doing so, observations about the consequent lit-
erary structure will be offered, not out of unswerving confidence that the 
translator deliberately constructed them, but as an attempt to understand 
how the effects of a translator’s process constitutes a coherent (or incoher-
ent) discourse in the target language.

Finding coherence within a set of verses is no more part of recep-
tion than attempts to identify the intent of a translator in the text-as-
produced. Any analysis is subject to the perceptions and analyses of the 

72. I owe this observation to Jeremy M. Hutton, pers. comm.
73. Toury, “Handful of Methodological Issues,” 22 (emphasis original).
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reader. However, arguments about coherence, defended as effects of 
choices likely due to the translator, have prima facie cogency.74

This commentary seeks to be comprehensive while being selective on 
some levels. I will address the translational features in each verse that are 
not transparent to a text like that of Leningrad B19A, whose consonantal 
text I provide, alongside which I will cite the critically edited texts of the 
Göttingen and Leiden editions, omitting their punctuation, adducing that 
only when relevant to discussion of phrasing. Any deviations from the 
texts of the Göttingen and Leiden editions will be noted and explained.

Although I will not regularly assess evidence for features like +/-con-
junctive waw or +/-article, I intend to render judgment on every feature 
that I consider to obscure a clear view of the Vorlage or that seems to me 
important to the flow and logic of the discourse in the version. I will engage 
in asides on, for example, the translators’ habits of representing or omit-
ting הנה, and I devote a lengthy appendix to +/-כל in G and S, measured 
against variations of כל in 1QIsaa and the SP of Exodus. Equivalents for 
individual lexemes and syntagms will be compared to their appearances 
elsewhere in Isaiah and the remainder of the Greek and Syriac Bible trans-
lations, because these can confirm the likely underlying Vorlage or provide 
a basis for measuring the translator’s approach to his task alongside that 
of other translators.

I will adduce parallel translations in V and T and evidence from the 
Dead Sea Scrolls when they shed light on an issue at hand. I cannot guar-
antee that every reader will find what I merit worthy of comment salient, 
any more than I can assume she or he will agree with my descriptions. It 
might equally be that a reader will decide that I have overlooked a cru-
cial feature in a verse. Given that this is the first comprehensive attempt 
to compare and account for how these translators rendered the book of 
Isaiah, I hope for both expansions to and disagreements with my work.

Much more scholarship has been devoted to OG than S. The many 
monographs I have utilized are listed in the bibliographies of the front 

74. Cf. Hiebert’s observation that ἤρξατο	ὁ	θεὸς	ποιῆσαι || ברא אלהים לעשות in 
Gen 2:3 forms an inclusio with ἐν	ἀρχῇ	ἐποίησεν	ὁ	θεός || בראשית ברא אלהים in Gen 
1:1 (Robert J. V. Hiebert, “In the Beginning: A Commentary on the Old Greek Text of 
Genesis 1.1–2.3,” in Büchner, SBL Commentary, 19). Although I concur that “G seems 
intentionally to have departed from his source text” in 2:3, his inference that he did so 
“in fashioning the end component of an inclusio” that “demarcates the limits of this 
segment of OG Genesis” (67) is vulnerable to Pietersma’s opprobrium of reception.
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matter (“Symbols, Abbreviations, and Bibliography”), and I refer the 
reader again to the reviews noted above, note 27. One recent publication 
that proved particularly useful is Mirjam van der Vorm-Croughs’s analysis 
of the pluses and minuses in OG-Isaiah, which receives as many citations 
in the course of this commentary as Ottley, Ziegler, and Seeligmann.75 I 
am grateful for her catalogues of recurring phenomena and the accompa-
nying observations she makes. Without those, this work would be much 
the poorer.

75. Mirjam van der Vorm-Croughs, The Old Greek of Isaiah: An Analysis of Its 
Pluses and Minuses, SCS 61 (Atlanta: SBL Press, 2014).





Isaiah 1

1:1

Goshen-Gottstein (א) reasonably doubts that ὅρασις	ἣν	εἶδεν	Ησαίας	υἱὸς	
Αμως	ἣν	εἶδε attests two occurrences of אשר חזה. The front-shifted ἣν	εἶδεν 
complies with target language norms, and the use of the resumptive pro-
noun is prominent in Exodus, Leviticus, and Numbers, but found oth-
erwise in Isaiah only in 8:20 (περὶ	οὗ	οὐκ	ἔστι	δῶρα	δοῦναι	περὶ	αὐτοῦ || 
 1.( אשר אתה בוטח בו|| αὐτῷ	ἐπ᾿	εἶ	πεποιθὼς	ᾧ	ἐφ᾿) 37:10 ;(אשר אין לו שחר
This pleoanasm appears twice elsewhere in Isaiah without a correspond-
ing אשר in any witness: ἐν	ᾗ	δικαιοσύνη	ἐκοιμήθη	ἐν	αὐτῇ || ילין בה  ,צדק 
1:21; τοῦ	εὑρεῖν	σε	τὴν	ὁδόν	ἐν	ᾗ	πορεύσῃ	ἐν	αὐτῇ || 48:17 ,מדריכך בדרך תלך. 
More frequently the translator avoids the construction, as in 13:1, which is 
structurally similar to this verse: Ὅρασις,	ἣν	εἶδεν	Ησαίας	υἱὸς	Αμως	κατὰ	
Βαβυλῶνος || 2.משא בבל אשר חזה ישעיהו בן אמוץ Accordingly, the initial 
ἣν	εἶδεν is less likely a “Glosse aus dem folgenden ἣν	εἶδεν [sic]” (Zeigler, 
60; cf. Van der Vorm-Croughs, 167) than a rare appearance of a construc-
tion common elsewhere in the Greek Bible but typically eschewed by this 
translator.

The +preposition in καὶ	κατὰ	Ιερουσαλημ and וירושלם || ܘܥܠ ܐܘܪܫܠܡ 
occurs again in 2:1. Although these might be the translator’s harmoniza-
tions to על יהודה, it is equally possible that ירושלם ועל stood in the Vorlage 

1. Raija Sollamo, “The Pleonastic Use of the Pronoun in Connection with the Rel-
ative Pronoun in the LXX of Leviticus, Numbers and Deuteronomy,” in VIII Congress 
of the International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies, Paris, 1992, ed. 
Leonard J. Greenspoon and Olivier Munnich, SCS 41 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1995), 
43–62; Sollamo, “The Pleonastic Use of the Pronoun in Connection with the Relative 
Pronoun in the Greek Pentateuch,” in VII Congress of the International Organization 
for Septuagint and Cognate Studies, Leuven, 1989, ed. Claude E. Cox, SCS 31 (Atlanta: 
Scholars Press, 1991), 75–85.

2. On the variety of tacks this translator takes see Van der Vorm-Croughs, 105–7.
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by attraction to the frequent use of על in parallel phrases (e.g., על ישראל 
  על יהודה;Jer 36:2 ,על ישראל ועל יהודה ועל כל הגוים ;Kgs 1:35 1 ,ועל יהודה
 Zeph 1:4), in accord with Goshen-Gottstein’s “law of ,ועל כל יושבי ירושלם
the scribes” as shorthand for scribal tendencies to conform to common 
patterns subconsciously (cf. the comments at 9:6).3

ἐν	 βασιλείᾳ	Οζίου || עזיהו 	is striking by comparison to ἐν בימי  ταῖς	
ἡμέραις	Αχαζ || (7:1) בימי אחז, the only other incidence of בימי in Isaiah.4 
Goshen-Gottstein (א) compares Gen 14:1’s Ἐγένετο	δὲ	ἐν	τῇ	βασιλείᾳ	τῇ	
Ἀμαρφὰλ	βασιλέως	Σενναάρ (|| ויהי בימי אמרפל מלך שנער), where the use 
of בימי + ruler’s name is comparable.

Eugene Ulrich attributes οἳ	ἐβασίλευσαν	τῆς	Ιουδαίας || מלכי יהודה to 
either the translator’s technique or a Vorlage reading 5.מלכו This is a strong 
possibility, although there is insufficient basis for a sure choice. In either 
case, the translator would have supplied the relative pronoun.

1:2

ἄκουε || שמעו accommodates the grammatical number of οὐρανέ.
ἐγέννησα || גדלתי is anomalous. Nowhere else in Isaiah does γεννάω 

translate גדל but renders ילד exclusively (9:6[5]; 39:7; 45:10; 49:21; 66:9), 
as is typical throughout the Greek Bible.6 However, given that this trans-
lator’s most frequent equivalent for גדל is ὑψόω (10:15; 28:29; 51:18; cf. 
ὑψηλῇ || גדל in 9:9[8]) and he uses μεγαλύνω for גדל in 42:21 (cf. μέγαν || 
 ὕψωσα	in 10:12), he likely chose ἐγέννησα for differentiation from καὶ גדל
	just as he uses τρέφω for that purpose in 23:4: οὐδὲ ,ורוממתי || ἐξέθρεψα	
νεανίσκους	 οὐδὲ	 ὕψωσα	 παρθένους || בתולות רוממתי  בחורים  גדלתי   7.ולא 

3. Moshe H. Goshen-Gottstein, “Biblical Philology and the Concordance,” JJS 8 
(1957): 6.

4. Cf. also OG-Isaiah’s translation of ביום + a noun in the construct state: e.g., τῇ	
ἡμέρᾳ	ᾗ	ἂν	ἐπέλθῃ	ὁ	θυμὸς	αὐτοῦ || (13:13) וביום חרון אפו; τῇ	δὲ	ἡμέρᾳ	ᾗ	ἂν	φυτεύσῃς 
.(17:11) ביום נטעך ||

5. Eugene Ulrich, ed., The Biblical Qumran Scrolls: Transcripts and Textual Vari-
ants, Vol. 2: Isaiah–Twelve Minor Prophets (Leiden: Brill, 2013), 330.

6. Its only other correspondences are היה (Jer 16:2; Job 42:13; 1 Chr 7:15), ברא 
(Ezek 21:35), קנה (Zech 13:5), חלל (Prov 8:25), הרה (1 Chr 4:17), with a Hebrew equiv-
alent lacking in three other places (Gen 46:21; Job 42:17; Prov 11:19). καὶ	γεννήσω || 
.הולדתי in Ezek 36:12 suggests that the Vorlage read הולכתי

7. He renders גדל with τρέφω again in 49:21, where the subject is the rearing of 
children: τούτους	δὲ	τίς	ἐξέθρεψέ || ואלה מי גדל.
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Moreover, as Goshen-Gottstein (א) observes, “beget” and “raise” are allied 
concepts, as evidenced in 23:4; 49:21; 51:8 (T renders ילד with רבי in 49:21; 
65:23). Positing that the translator calibrated his word choice to the con-
text seems more likely than suggesting that OG’s Vorlage read a form of ילד 
(pace Ziegler, 136; Ottley 2:8).8

Although Wagner (77) rightly notes that ἀθετέω generally renders בגד, 
its use for פשע is exampled again in 27:4 and elsewhere (e.g., 3 Kgdms 
8:50; 12:19; 4 Kgdms 1:1; 3:5).9 For  פשעו ||  ܐܥܠܝܘ , compare פשע || ܥܠܐ in Isa 
43:27; 59:13; 66:24; 1 Kgs 8:47.

1:3

Although it is possible that OG’s lack of representation of the 3ms pro-
nominal suffix of קנהו may attest haplography in its Vorlage or that the final 
waw is a dittograph (from the following וחמור), likely the definite article 
(τὸν	κτησάμενον) sufficed to represent the 3ms suffix, given the obvious 
relationship between the βοῦς and its owner. Such shifts are common (e.g., 
ὅταν	τὰς	χεῖρας	ἐκτείνητε	πρός	με || 1:15 ,ובפרשכם כפיכם; οὐ	παύσεται	γάρ	
μου	ὁ	θυμὸς	ἐν	τοῖς	ὑπεναντίοις || 1:24 ,אנחם מצרי) and accord with target 
language norms (see Smyth §1121).

The two occurrences of enclitic με as direct object (unparalleled in 
other witnesses, including 1QIsaa; 4Q55 [4QIsaa]) owe to explicitation by 
the translator (see Van der Vorm-Croughs, 49). While καὶ	 ὁ	λαός	με	 οὐ	
συνῆκεν || עמי לא התבונן is doubtless based on the 1cs suffix of עמי, the lat-
ter’s juxtaposition to the foregoing ידע likely triggered supply of με for it, 
as well.

Neither OG’s +δέ (Ισραηλ	δέ) and καί (καὶ	ὁ	λαός) nor S’s ܘܐܝܣܪܝܠ and 
 provide sufficient foundation to infer that their Vorlagen contained ܘܥܡܝ
+ waw (despite וישראל in 4Q63 [4QIsaj]; and ועמי in 1QIsaa). Because 
uncertainty of whether +/- conjunction betrays +/- waw in the Vorlage 
or has been supplied for the target language, +/- waw will typically not be 

8. Cf. the contextually nuanced καὶ	ὑετὸς	ἐμήκυνεν || וגשם יגדל in 44:14.
9. Wagner’s larger hypothesis about literary connections between ch. 1 and chs. 

65–66 (such as his claim that the translator’s rendering of עזבו with ἐγκατελίπετε in 
1:4 “replicates one of the verbal links connecting the opening of the vision to its final 
movement” [81]), while well established for the Hebrew text, is implausible for this 
translator, whose associations between one passage and others was too sporadic to fit 
this schema.
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addressed in this commentary, although it will take note when a transla-
tor appears to have utilized +waw/καί or a lexical substitution for waw to 
structure syntax in the target language.

1:4

For λαὸς	πλήρης	ἁμαρτιῶν ||  עם כבד עון compare μετὰ	δυνάμεως	πολλῆς || 
 in the grammatical plural (ἁμαρτιῶν) עון in 36:2. The translation of בחיל כבד
occurs again in 5:18’s οἱ	ἐπισπώμενοι	τὰς	ἁμαρτίας || משכי העון (and note 
τὰς	ἀνομίας || חטאה at the end of that verse).

σπέρμα	πονηρόν ||  זרע מרעים places the equivalent for מרעים in agree-
ment of grammatical number with σπέρμα || זרע (cf. S’s ܡܒܐܫܐ  in ,(ܙܪܥܐ 
contrast to the construct state of זרע in MT.10 As Ottley (2:8) notes, σπέρμα	
πονηρόν || זרע מרעים  occurs again in 14:20.

Old Greek translates both עזבו and נאצו with grammatically second-
person plural forms (ἐγκατελίπετε, παρωργίσατε), as does S (,ܫܒܩܬܘܢ 
 as vocative.11 The conforming הוי גוי חטא apparently construing ,(  ܐܪܓܙܬܘܢ
of the person (ἐγκατελίπετε, παρωργίσατε) to the second-person plural 
address in 1:5 is typical of this translator’s shifting of grammatical features 
to accord with an overall understanding of the context (see Seeligmann, 
56; Scholz, 34–35).

For the equivalent παρωργίσατε || נאצו (S  ܐܪܓܙܬܘܢ ) compare τὸ	λόγιον	
τοῦ	ἁγίου	Ισραηλ	παρώξυναν || ואת אמרת קדוש ישראל נאצו  in 5:24 (S ܐܪܓܙܘ  ).

 || ἀπεστράφησαν	δὲ	OG.12 Given αὐτοὶ < (MT, 1QIsaa, S, V, T) נזרו אחור 
 in נזרו אחור in 42:17, it is unlikely that the translator passed over נסגו אחור
silence. Although he does not give as precise an equivalent for the similar 
phrase in 50:5 (ἐγὼ	δὲ	οὐκ	ἀπειθῶ	οὐδὲ	ἀντιλέγω || ואנכי לא מריתי אחור לא 
 he does not leave the slot empty. Because there is no discernable ,(נסוגתי
trigger for parablepsis, נזרו אחור was likely absent from OG’s Vorlage.13

10. Cf. the influence of the grammatical number of the verb on that of the noun 
in 1:16’s παύσασθε	ἀπὸ	τῶν	πονηριῶν	ὑμῶν || חדלו הרע .

11. Although that might seem to conflict with λαός, distinct vocative forms are 
not as common in Hellenistic Greek: BDF §147.

12. 4Q56 (4QIsab) attests the final ר and perhaps ו before it. S’s ܘܗܦܟܬܘܢ 
ܠܐ in 42:17; andנסגו אחור  || ܢܗܦܟܘܢ ܠܒܣܬܪܗܘܢ accords with its ܠܒܣܬܪܟܘܢ  ܘܐܢܐ 
 comports אסתחרו והוו לאחרא in 50:5, while T’s אחור לא נסוגתי || ܗܦܟܬ ܠܒܣܬܪܝ
with יסתחרון לאחרא in 42:17; and לאחרא לא אסתחרית in 50:5 (cf. V).

13. In agreement with Ziegler, 53; pace Van der Vorm-Croughs, 479; and H. G. M. 
Williamson, Isaiah 1–5, ICC (London: T&T Clark, 2006), 39.
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1:5

Both OG (τί) and S (ܠܡܢܐ) construe על מה as “because of what?” =“why?”
For ἀνομίαν || סרה compare ἄνομον ||  סרה  in 31:6.
Syriac’s  ܠܡܬܪ݂ܕܝܘ  is likely an inner-Syriac corruption of ܡܪܕܘܬܐ  , in light of 

 שובו לאשר העמיקו סרה || ܬܘܒܘ ܒܢܝ̈ ܐܝܣܪܝܠ ܕܐܥܫܢܬܘܢ ܡܪܕܘܬܐ ,in 14:6 סרה || ܡܪܕܘ
.in 59:13 (Greenberg and Walter, xxiv) סרה || ܘܡܪܕܢ in 31:6; and בני ישראל

Although חלי occurs but three other times in Isaiah: μαλακία in 38:9; 
53:3 (cf. Deut 7:15; 28:61; 2 Chr 21:5, 18); and τὰς	ἁμαρτίας	ἡμῶν || חלינו 
in 53:4, πόνος renders חלי in Jer 6:7 (cf. τὸ	τραῦμά in Jer 10:19).14 This gives 
adequate support to recognize εἰς	πόνον || לחלי here.

Adjectival דוי  and its indistinguishable nominal counterpart occur five 
times. λύπην || דוי  here is comparable to ὀδύνη || דוי in Ps 40[41]:4; and 
λυπεῖται || דוי in Lam 1:22.

1:6

Van der Vorm-Croughs (69–70) cites ἀπὸ	ποδῶν || מכף רגל among passages 
where the translator omits a term for a body part in construct with another 
noun (e.g., καὶ	ἐρημώσει	κύριος	τὴν	θάλασσαν	Αἰγύπτου || והחרים יהוה את 
 ὄρους	ἐπ᾿ ;30:6 ,כתף עירים ישאו על || ὄνων	ἐπ᾿	ἔφερον	οἳ ;11:15 ,לשון ים מצרים
 ,Such omissions are hardly ideologically motivated .(30:17 ,על ראש ההר ||
since words for body parts are often translated.15 Van der Vorm-Croughs 
(69–70) places these omissions under the broader umbrella of “omission 
of the governing noun in a genitival relationship,” one of several strategies 
for condensing a phrase or clause (cf. Ziegler, 46–47).

 Deut 28:35; 2 Sam 14:25; Job) קדקד elsewhere translates (ראש ||)  ܡܘܚܐ 
2:7) and always in the same merism as here, except in Job 20:11; 21:24, 
where it renders עצמותיו, in the sense of “marrow.”

οὔτε	τραῦμα	οὔτε	μώλωψ	οὔτε	πληγὴ	φλεγμαίνουσα gives equivalents 
for three of four units, including a quantitative match for ומכה טריה. Most 
equivalences are exampled elsewhere: τραῦμα || פצע (e.g., Gen 4:23; Exod 

14. The rendering of 53:4 echoes 53:3, whose καὶ	εἰδὼς	φέρειν	μαλακίαν expands 
חלי  is its object. The חלינו in 1:4, where נשׂא by using the same verb used for וידוע 
resulting impression is that οὗτος	τὰς	ἁμαρτίας	ἡμῶν	φέρει in 53:4 decodes חלי as a 
metaphor for sin.

15. E.g., the translator typically renders כף with χεῖρα (1:15; 28:4; 33:15; 36:6; 38:6; 
49:16; 59:3; 62:3).
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21:25; Prov 27:6); μώλωψ || חבורה (e.g., Gen 4:23; Exod 21:25 [2x]; Isa 
53:5); πληγή || מכה (e.g., Isa 10:26; 14:6 [2x]; 30:26). φλεγμαίνω appears 
again only in Neh 3:19, where it is also paired with πληγή (οὐκ	ἔστιν	ἴασις	
τῇ	συντριβῇ	σου	ἐφλέγμανεν	ἡ	πληγή	σου || אין כהה לשברך נחלה מכתך). 
Given that ἐρριμμένην || טריה in Judg 15:15 (the only other instance of 
 seems based on speculation about where a donkey’s jowl might be (טריה
found (καὶ	εὗρεν	σιαγόνα	ὄνου	ἐρριμμένην	ἐν	τῇ	ὁδῷ || וימצא לחי חמור טריה), 
there is no reason to consider φλεγμαίνουσα here more than a guess. More 
importantly, the omission of an equivalent for מתם (which Judg 20:48 ren-
ders with ἑξῆς; and Ps 37[38]:4, 8 with ἴασις—its only other appearances) 
is part of a reformulation that lists the afflictions for which no treatment 
is available (note the accent ἔστι, “it is possible”). Although καταδέσμους 
aligns semantically with חבשו (cf. Ezek 30:21; 34:4, 16) and ἔλαιον with 
 (in 7:4 ירך || ἀσθενείτω) רככה nor (a hapax legomenon) זרו neither ,שמן
are represented.16 Although Goshen-Gottstein’s (ב) observation that οὔτε	
ἔλαιον	 οὔτε	 καταδέσμους places the treatments in the expected order is 
apt, the translator’s reformulation seems primarily interested in deriving a 
coherent sense from the verse.

As Wagner (86) notes, by rendering אין בו with οὔτε, supplying οὔτε 
before πληγή, giving οὐκ	ἔστι for לא and οὔτε for each occurrence of ולא, 
“he maintains the syntactical cohesion.”

Syriac’s  ܕܫܪܝܪܐ  substitutes the concrete for the abstract, a מתם ||  ܕܘܟܬܐ 
tendency similarly evident in the grammatically plural nouns ܨܘ̈ܠܦܬܐ 
 which transition from generic injuries ,פצע וחבורה ומכה || ܘܫܘ̈ܡܬܐ ܘܡܚ̈ܘܬܐ
to particular ones.

Syriac translates טריה with the adjectival phrase,  ܕܥܒ̈ܝܐ  “which are 
swollen.” The only other occurrences of ܥܒ̈ܝܐ   translate 1) עביו Kgs 7:26; 
Jer 52:21). Given the construction ܕܥܒ̈ܝܐ ,ומכה טריה || ܘܡܚ̈ܘܬܐ ܕܥܒ̈ܝܐ   seems 
likely an equivalent chosen based on the context. (S translates the only 
other occurrence of טריה [Judg 15:15] with ܛܪܘܢܐ   “fresh.”)

 ,uses a verb that appears in only one other place: 2 Sam 20:28 ܠܐ ܠܡܨܡܕ
where ܗܘܬ ܡܨܡܕܐ   חרב and the sword was bound on” translates“ ܘܣܦܣܪܐ 
 ,ܠܡܨܡܕ to bandage” shares similar semantics with“ ܠܡܥܨܒ Syriac’s .מצמדת
since ܥܨܒ serves elsewhere as an equivalent for חבש (Isa 30:26; 61:1; Ezek 
30:21; Ps 147:3) and even רפא (Ps 60:4; Zech 11:16). The semantic overlap 

16. Given Ezek 30:21; 34:4, 16, the alignment καταδέσμους || חבשו seems more 
likely than Goshen-Gottstein’s (ב) speculation that the translator read צרי for זרו.
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raises the question of which verb each translates: זרו or חבשו. The rela-
tionship to זרו is vague, especially when we compare S’s equivalents with 
kindred verbs elsewhere: ܘܥܨܪܗ ܠܓܙܬܐ “and he pressed out the fleece” || ויזר 
 in Isa 59:5. The semantic kinship והזורה || ܘܕܬܒܪܗ in Judg 6:38; and את הגזה
of ܨܡܕ and ܥܨܒ suggests that, although the translator offered a quantitative 
rendering, his choices were keyed to the semantics of חבשו. His translation 
with ܐܦ ܠܐ likely has an illocutionary force that highlights רככה as the least 
that should have been done: “There is no binding, no treating, not even 
softening with oil.”

1:7

Syriac translates both occurrences of  שממה  as adjectival: ܚܪܒܐ ,ܨܕܝܐ. OG 
follows a similar path, although it renders the second with a stative verb: 
ἔρημος, ἠρήμωται.

Old Greek’s κατεστραμμένη || כמהפכת examples the translator’s fre-
quent use of participles to create subordinate clauses (e.g., τί	ἔτι	πληγῆτε	
προστιθέντες	ἀνομίαν || 1:5 ,על מה תכו עוד תוסיפו סרה; cf. 2:18b–19; 3:16).

Van der Vorm-Croughs (59–60) lists ὑπὸ	λαῶν	ἀλλοτρίων || זרים among 
cases of OG supplying “a pleonastic noun.” Particularly notable are nouns 
added for explicitation, such as ὡς	γυναικὸς	τικτούσης || (13:8) כיולדה and 
καὶ	μάρτυράς	μοι	ποίησον	πιστοὺς	ἀνθρώπους || (8:2)עדים נאמנים  ואעידה לי.

1:8

Both OG and S have simple conjunctions before the second clause, but S 
also has one before the final clause, which in OG and MT is appositional 
to the preceding clause.

ὀπωροφυλάκιον || מלונה occurs again in 24:20.
As Warszawski (11) observes, כעיר נצורה || ܘܐܝܟ ܡܕܝܢܬܐ ܚܒܝܫܬܐ is likely 

based on association of נצורה with צור (cf. T’s כקרתא דצירין עלה), for which 
he compares ܠܕܘܝܕ דוד || ܠܡܚܒܫ  אל   || ܘܚܝܠܬܟ .in 1 Sam 23:8 (cf לצור 
 In 27:3 (2x) and .ואצרך in 49:8 renders ܘܓܒܠܬܟ in 42:6), whereas ואצרך
48:6 S translates נצר with ܢܛܪ; and reads תצר || ܬܛܪ in 26:3.

To OG’s ὡς	 πόλις	 πολιορκουμένη || נצורה 	compare πόλις ,כעיר 
πολιορκουμένη || נצרה in 27:3, the only other place in the book where 
πολιορκέω translates נצר (otherwise 9 ,37:8 ;7:1 :לחם), although πόλις	
πολιορκουμένη there is the second of two renderings, the first being πόλις	
ἰσχυρά. Ziegler (88) argues that πόλις	πολιορκουμένη is an original render-
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ing of כרם in 1:2 (read as כרך [via Aramaic, “city”]), to which πολιορκουμένη 
was added in light of 1:8. More likely, πολιορκουμένη || נצורה reflects asso-
ciation with צור like S.

1:9

Ziegler (106) notes the similarity of ἐγκατέλιπεν	ἡμῖν	σπέρμα || הותיר לנו 
	to ἕως שריד τοῦ	 μὴ	 καταλιπεῖν	 αὐτοῦ	 σπέρμα || שריד לו  השאיר  בלתי   עד 
in Deut 3:3. Van der Vorm-Croughs’s (373) suggestion that OG omitted 
 under the influence of this parallel is strained. It is one thing for כמעט
reminiscence of a passage to affect the choice of equivalents (cf. the influ-
ence of Deut 32:14 on Isa 34:6, as discussed below, 1:11), but quite another 
to suggest that such reminiscence can effect omission of a clause extrane-
ous to the choice of equivalents.

Furthermore, not just OG, but also S and V lack a clear equivalent 
for כמעט (attested by 1QIsaa; T is too periphrastic to infer its Vorlage), 
prompting Ziegler (53) to declare it a “wahrsch. später Einfügung.” Old 
Greek and S offer suitable equivalents for רגע 	in Isa 26:20: μικρὸν כמעט 
ὅσον	 ὅσον/כמעט ܙܥܘܪ.   appears seventeen other times, for which S ܩܠܝܠ 
shows the most stereotypical equivalent: ܥܕ ܩܠܝܠ  (Gen 26:10; Ezek 16:47; 
Pss 2:12; 73:2; 81:15; 94:17; 119:87; Job 32:22; Prov 5:14; Ezra 9:8), while 
 scarcely” in 2 Sam 19:37.17 Old“  ܠܡܚܣܢ appears in Song 3:4 and ܩܠܝܠ
Greek, for its part, renders every other occurrence of כמעט using semanti-
cally similar equivalents: μικροῦ (Gen 26:10); παρὰ	βραχύ (Ps 93[94:17]; 
118[119]:87); παρὰ	 μικρόν (Ezek 16:47; Ps 72[73]:2); παρ᾿	 ὀλίγον (Prov 
5:14); ὡς	βραχύ (2 Kgdms19:37); ὡς	μικρόν (Song 3:4; 2 Chr 12:7).

Given the evidence of the translators’ ability to render כמעט in varied 
settings, it seems unlikely that they would have passed over it in Isa 1:9, 
had it been in their Vorlagen. Although one might attribute its absence 
to homoioarchton within כמעט כסדם, the lack of attestation of כמעט in 
OG, S, and V makes this hypothesis as tenuous as Bernard Duhm’s ver-
dict that the translators simply ignored it.18 David Baer similarly suggests 
the translator deliberately passed over it, since he “did not consider the 
remnant which God had left to be a small thing, and so purposely left 

17. The only instance of כמעט lacking an equivalent in S is 2 Chr 12:7, but it 
stands within a set of verses (11:5–12:12) that lack an equivalent.

18. Bernard Duhm, Das Buch Jesaia, ed. D. Wilhelm Nowack, HKAT 3 (Göttin-
gen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1892), 5.
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-untranslated.”19 He adduces instances where the translator con כמעט
verts a negative image of Israel into a positive one (49:6; 54:6), finding in 
them reason to posit the translator’s omission of כמעט here. However, it 
is one thing to reformulate verses and another to pass over components 
in silence.

Williamson, although conceding that כמעט is not attested in S, argues 
that its presence in the OG’s Vorlage is betrayed by the double occurrence 
of ὡς … ἄν that contributes “a measure of emphasis (‘we would nearly have 
become…’).”20 However, ἄν in conjunction with the preterite (ὡς	Σοδομα	
ἂν	ἐγενήθημεν	καὶ	ὡς	Γομορρα	ἂν	ὡμοιώθημεν) constitutes a contrary-to-
fact apodosis, following καὶ	εἰ	μὴ	κύριος	σαβαωθ	ἐγκατέλιπεν	ἡμῖν	σπέρμα: 
“Unless the Lord Sabaoth had left seed to us, we would have become like 
Sodom and would have been like Gomorrah.”

Uchlen, recognizing the irrealis construction, argues that כמעט was 
omitted because it merely “intensifies the irrealis character of the clause as 
a whole.”21 But this amounts to an argument ex silentio that, furthermore, 
does not take account of the fact that S and V also lack an equivalent. Its 
absence from the Vorlagen of all three versions seems likely.

1:10

Although ἐνωτίζομαι is the most frequent equivalent for האזין in the Greek 
Bible (thirty-one times; cf. 1:2), translators use προσέχω again in Deut 
1:45; 32:1; Ps 76[77]:2. προσέχοντες || יבוא אליהם in 1:23 (καὶ	κρίσιν	χηρῶν	
οὐ	προσέχοντες || וריב אלמנה לא יבוא אליהם) illustrates its semantic aptness 
for “pay attention to.”

Old Greek’s silence regarding the pronominal suffix of אלהינו (νόμον	
θεοῦ) might be for harmony with the preceding דבר יהוה || λόγον	κυρίου. 
However, a misreading or miswriting of (אלהי)נו as (אלהי)ם is at least as 

19. David A. Baer, “It’s All about Us! Nationalistic Exegesis in the Greek Isaiah 
(Chapters 1–12),” SBLSP 40 (2001): 199.

20. Williamson, Isaiah 1–5, 53.
21. Nico A. van Uchelen, “Isaiah 1:9: Text and Context,” in Remembering All the 

Way: A Collection of Old Testament Studies Studies Published on the Occasion of the 
Fortieth Anniversary of the Oudtestamentisch Werkgezelschap in Nederland, ed. Bertil 
Albrektson, OTS 21 (Leiden: Brill, 1981), 158. For the same reason, V’s pluperfect 
(fuissemus) provides no attestation of כמעט, since it marks nothing more than the 
irrealis construction (pace Goshen-Gottstein, ב).
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possible, given the frequent appearance of errant ligatures between nun 
and waw in textual witnesses.22

1:11

ܗܘܝܢ ܠܝ) ܗܘܝܢ לי || ܠܡܢܐ   is likely supplied as an explicit copula, in (למה 
accord with Syriac syntactic norms.

Old Greek’s equivalent πλήρης	 εἰμί || שבעתי is unremarkable, given 
that שבע is often translated with forms of (ἐμ)πίμπλημι (cf. 9:19; 44:16; 
53:11; 58:10, 11; 66:11).

The accusative case of (καὶ) στέαρ breaks phrasing after ὁλοκαυτωμάτων	
κριῶν, initiating a new clause (contra MT).

Old Greek lacks an equivalent for וכבשים. It translates עם כבש with 
μετὰ	ἀρνός in 11:7, while οἱ	διηρπασμένοι || כבשים in 5:17 is best explained 
by Ottley’s (2:128) hypothesis that the translator analyzed כבשים as the qal 
passive participle כְבֻשִׁים (see the discussion at 5:17). Although Van der 
Vorm-Croughs (188–90) provides a substantial list of passages where, she 
posits, the translator omitted “synonymous words or phrases in coordina-
tion,” particularly “when the translator regarded more than two words or 
phrases with a similar content in the same verse as too much of the same 
thing” (190), she attributes the absence of וכבשים in 1:11 to the influence 
of the phrase ταύρων	 καὶ	 τράγων from Deut 32:1–43, one of five verses 
(including 26:15; 34:6; 44:2; 65:3) that betray its interference (367–68). 
Although there is a solid argument for her claim with regard to Isa 34:6, 
here the translator retains an equivalent for דם and follows the Hebrew 
word order (in contrast to 34:6, q.v.), leaving the influence of Deut 32:14 
unclear. Because this translator’s propensity to omit synonyms cannot be 
discounted, Van der Louw rightly suggests that the translator passed over 
in 1:11 as “semantically superfluous.”23 כבשים

1:12

οὐδ᾿	 ἄν || כי concludes the clause begun with καὶ	 στέαρ	ἀρνῶν	καὶ	αἷμα	
ταύρων	καὶ	τράγων	οὐ	βούλομαι at the end of 1:11. The use of ἄν is simi-
lar to 58:5, where, after specifying ἡμέραν	ταπεινοῦν	ἄνθρωπον	τὴν	ψυχὴν	

22. See Emanuel Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, 3rd ed. (Minneapolis: 
Fortress, 2012), 232.

23. Van der Louw, Transformations in the Septuagint, 189.
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αὐτοῦ as a type of fasting the Lord does not choose, οὐδ’	ἂν	κάμψῃς	ὡς	
κρίκον	 τὸν	 τράχηλόν	 σου (“you should not bow your neck like a hook”) 
is another rejected type of fasting. Similarly, οὐ	βούλομαι	οὐδ᾿	ἂν	ἔρχησθε	
ὀφθῆναί	μοι in 1:12 caps the rejection of sacrifices with a rejection of the 
people’s approach to offer such sacrifices: “nor should you come to appear 
before me” (cf. Wagner, 109).

By contrast, S’s ܟܕ ܬܐܬܘܢ accords with the syntax of MT, serving as a pro-
tasis answered by ܝܕܝܟܘܢ

̈
 Equally notable is its translation .ܡܢܘ ܒܥܐ ܗܠܝܢ ܡܢ ܐ

of לראות with an active infinitive (ܠܡܚܙܐ), rather than the passive infinitive 
of OG (ὀφθῆναι).

Old Greek supplies γάρ (τίς	γὰρ	ἐξεζήτησε || ׁמי בקש), as often (Troxel, 
92), to connect with the preceding clause, after linking the clause headed 
by כי (οὐδ᾿	ἂν	ἔρχησθε || כי תבאו) with 1:11. In that light, ταῦτα || זאת refers 
back to the various types of sacrifices just listed (cf. S’s  ܗܠܝܢ ).

Whereas MT’s חצרי זאת) זאת is likely in apposition to רמס  בקש   מי 
 .in 1:13 לא תוסיפו || προσθήσεσθε	OG construes it as the object of οὐ ,(מידכם
OG’s τὴν	αὐλήν	μου signals that the translator construed חצרי as a gram-
matically singular noun + 1cs pronominal suffix (contrast S, ܕܪ̈ܝ). Despite 
segmenting the phrases differently than MT, OG retains its word order.

1:13

Old Greek construes πατεῖν	τὴν	αὐλήν	μου || רמס חצרי in 1:12 as the com-
plement to οὐ	προσθήσεσθε	|| לא תוסיפו at the start of this verse.

Much as with γάρ in 1:12, the translator supplies ἐάν in service of his 
segmentation of the verse, in which ἐὰν	φέρητε begins a new clause.

Although there is no semantic difference in the nouns σεμίδαλιν	
μάταιον || מנחת שוא , OG’s implicit segmentation shifts the idea. Rather than 
a prohibition against an “empty offering,” any flour offering is described as 
“vain.” Although OG correctly reproduces the syntax of קטרת תועבה היא 
 given ἐάν at the outset of the preceding phrase, θυμίαμα is parallel to ,לי
σεμίδαλιν, so that a direct prohibition of bringing offerings (MT) becomes 
a declaration of their detestable character.

Syriac translates שוא  ܩܘܪ̈ܒܢܐ ) with a plural noun and adjective  מנחת 
-apparently construing it as a characterization of the rejected sacri ,( ܣܪ̈ܝܩܐ
fices of the preceding verse.

The +ὑμῶν of τὰς	 νουμηνίας	 ὑμῶν || חדש more likely reinforces the 
mode of address than reflects  חדשכם  in the Vorlage (cf. ἐγενήθητέ	μοι || היו 
 in חדשיכם in 1:14). The pronoun might have been supplied based on עלי
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1:14, which OG renders τὰς	νουμηνίας	ὑμῶν. Although it is possible that 
this change had already been effected in the Vorlage, OG frequently adds 
pronouns, particularly in the genitive case (see Van der Vorm-Croughs, 
33–36).

As Seeligmann (102–3) infers, ἡμέραν	 μεγάλην || מקרא  likely  קרא 
reflects language used for the Day of Atonement in the translator’s com-
munity, as is supported by evidence from the Talmud (b Roš Haš. 21a) and 
from later Christian sources that attest רבא יומא as an epithet.

Ziegler (106) rejects Johann Fischer’s and Bernard Duhm’s perceptions 
that νηστείαν arose through the translator misreading און as צום, positing 
instead that his Vorlage read צום and that it was the original reading, since 
it better fits the concern with cultic matters in these verses and accords 
with their juxtaposition in Joel 1:14; 2:15 (קדשו צום קראו עצרה). Although 
Ziegler’s opinion about the original reading is irrelevant to divining what 
stood in the translator’s Vorlage, his conclusion can appeal to the fact that 
twenty-five of the remaining twenty-six appearances of νηστεία align with 
 in the MT (including Isa 58:3, 5 [2x], 6), while no other Greek noun צום
translates 24.צום Nevertheless, that nearly invariable equivalence is insuf-
ficient to prove that the Vorlage read צום, since recognition that ἡμέραν	
μεγάλην || קרא מקרא reflects an epithet for the Day of Atonement intro-
duces uncertainty at how he arrived at the attending νηστείαν || און and 
ἀργίαν || ועצרה (see further below).

Notably, just as πατεῖν	τὴν	αὐλήν	μου	οὐ	προσθήσεσθε form a clause 
that crosses the boundary between 1:12, 13 in MT (cf. οὐδ᾿	 ἂν	 ἔρχησθε 
at the head of 1:12, continuing οὐ	βούλομαι), so νηστείαν	καὶ	ἀργίαν	καὶ	
τὰς	νουμηνίας	ὑμῶν	καὶ	τὰς	ἑορτὰς	ὑμῶν	μισεῖ	ἡ	ψυχή	μου straddle 1:13, 
14. Between them are three other clauses, the first of which is headed by 
ἐάν, marking the translator’s segmentation of the verse. The two clauses 
governed by ἐάν demean specific offerings: σεμίδαλιν as inefficacious and 
θυμίαμα as contemptible. The third clause brands three observances intol-
erable by connecting οὐκ	ἀνέχομαι (|| לא אוכל) with them: τὰς	νουμηνίας	
ὑμῶν	καὶ	τὰ	σάββατα	καὶ	ἡμέραν	μεγάλην.

The clause that overlaps 1:13–14 pairs two ritual acts (νηστείαν	 καὶ	
ἀργίαν) and two ritual festivals (καὶ	 τὰς	 νουμηνίας	 ὑμῶν	 καὶ	 τὰς	 ἑορτὰς	

24. So also Ulrich, Biblical Qumran Scrolls, 331. Although nineteen of the twenty-
one occurrences of the verb צום are translated by νηστεύω or νηστεία, its equivalent in 
Esth 4:16 is the synonym ἀσιτέω. (No equivalent to הצמות can be identified in Esth 
9:31.)
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ὑμῶν), the first of which was mentioned in the preceding triad. The upshot 
of these segmentations—along with paired νηστείαν	καὶ	ἀργίαν—is that OG 
does not simply inveigh against inappropriate cultic practices, but all cultic 
practices. Given the careful structure created by the translator, we must 
consider the possibility that νηστείαν	καὶ	ἀργίαν are not precisely based in 
the translator’s Vorlage, but are, like ἡμέραν	μεγάλην ||  קרא מקרא, chosen 
as representing prominent features in cultic life that are declared useless.

Ziegler (106–7) considered καὶ	 ἀργίαν || ועצרה “absichtlich von der 
LXX gewählt sein,” since τὰ	σάββατα signifies an absence of work, although 
he also suggested that the translator might have connected עצרה with עצל. 
The other two appearances of ἀργία in the Greek Bible afford no help (πλὴν	
τῆς	ἀργίας	αὐτοῦ	ἀποτείσει || רק שבתו יתן, Exod 21:19; καὶ	ἐν	ἀργίᾳ	χειρῶν 
-Eccl 10:18), and speculation about the translator associat , ובשפלות ידים||
ing עצרה with עצל lacks a demonstrable basis, leaving us with no sure path 
to reconstruct what underlay the choice of νηστείαν	καὶ	ἀργίαν. Above all, 
there are no grounds to infer what his Vorlage read.

Syriac paraphrases  קרא מקרא with  ܟܢܫܝܢ ܐܢܬܘܢ ܟܢܘܫܝܐ  to characterize the 
people’s behavior on two occasions, each marked by bēth prefixed to each 
noun: ݂חדש ושבת ||   ܒܪܝܫ ܝܪ̈ܚܐ ܘܒܫܒܬܐ. As a result, S “construes the remain-
der of [the verse] as a separate sentence” (Wagner, 106), whose ܐܢܐ  is   ܐܟܠ 
an intelligible but surprising construal of אוכל. Its ועצרה ||   ܘܕܚܒܘܫܝܐ arises 
from construal of the root as עצר, as evident from its rendering of  מעצר  
by ܡܢ ܚܒܘܫܝܐ  in 53:8 (so also Warszawski, 11). More difficult is trying to 
penetrate to what sense the translator made of this, unless, having given 
the perplexing ܐܟܠ ܐܢܐ, he left it to readers to make of it what they could.25

1:14

Syriac tracks closely with MT, while OG offers intriguing transforma-
tions. ἐγενήθητέ	μοι || היו עלי likely owes to modifying the phrase to fit the 
address.

In the case of εἰς	πλησμονήν || לטרח, the translator was likely unfamil-
iar with טרח. The noun occurs elsewhere only in Deut 1:12, where OG 
translates טרחכם by τὸν	κόπον	ὑμῶν, likely in the sense of “labor on your 
behalf,” as suggested by the following καὶ	τὴν	ὑπόστασιν	ὑμῶν || ומשאכם 

25. By contrast, in Ps 101:5 S integrates the same errant analysis sensibly: ܠܕܪ̈ܡܢ 
.גבה עינים ורחב לבב אתו לא אוכל || ܥܝܢܘ̈ܗܝ ܘܪܘܝܚ ܠܒܗ ܥܡܗ ܠܐ ܐܟܠ ܗܘܝܬ
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“support of you.” The translator seems to have arrived at εἰς	πλησμονήν || 
 by reasoning from the context. Elsewhere in Isaiah πλησμονή renders לטרח
 suggesting that he uses it here in the ,(65:15) שבועה and (56:11 ;55:2) שבעה
sense of “satiety,” but with a negative connotation.26

Notable is the plus in οὐκέτι	ἀνήσω	τὰς	ἁμαρτίας	ὑμῶν || נלאיתי נשא. 
The translator likely supplied τὰς	ἁμαρτίας as a contextually suitable com-
plement of ἀνήσω (cf. Van der Vorm-Croughs, 54) and added to it the 2 pl. 
pronoun based on the context, as in the case of ἐγενήθητε. The translator’s 
familiarity with  לאה  is attested by 16:12 (ὅτι	 ἐκοπίασε	Μωαβ || נלאה  כי 
-ἀνήσω might reflect reti	οὐκέτι 27.(נלאית || κεκοπίακας) and 47:13 ;( מואב
cence to speak of the Kyrios being weary of forgiveness.28 Wagner (129) 
astutely compares the rendering of similar theological affronts in 43:24, 
where OG again finds the Kyrios rejecting sacrifices:

	 	לא קנית לי בכסף קנה οὐδὲ	ἐκτήσω	μοι	ἀργυρίου	θυμίαμα
	 ἐπεθύμησα	σου	θυσιῶν	τῶν	στέαρ	τὸ	οὐδὲ וחלב זבחיך לא הרויתני
	 σου	ἁμαρτίαις	ταῖς	ἐν	ἀλλὰ אך העבדתני בחטאותיך
	 σου	προέστην	σου	ἀδικίαις	ταῖς	ἐν	καὶ הוגעתני בעונתיך

1:15

Consistent with OG’s pattern of inserting pronouns (see above, 1:13), it 
supplies πρός	με to complement τὰς	χεῖρας	ἐκτείνητε, and the genitive pro-
noun ὑμῶν to complement εἰσακούσομαι, as it does again in 1:19.

ἀποστρέψω	τοὺς	ὀφθαλμούς	μου || עיני  finds a parallel in Prov אעלים 
28:27 (ὃς	 δὲ	 ἀποστρέφει	 τὸν	 ὀφθαλμὸν	 αὐτοῦ || עיניו  although ,(ומעלים 
the phrase also appears with different Hebrew verbs in Ps 117[118]:37 
(ἀπόστρεψον	τοὺς	ὀφθαλμούς	μου || העבר עיני); and Song 6:5 (ἀπόστρεψον	
ὀφθαλμούς	σου	ἀπεναντίον	μου || הסבי עיניך מנגדי). Similarly, S’s ̈ܐܗܡܐ ܥܝܢܝ 

26. The only other occurrence of πλησμονή is in 30:23, where πλησμονὴ	 καὶ	
λιπαρός || דשן ושמן seems to have the positive connotation of “satisfaction.”

27. Νote, however, μὴ	 μικρὸν	 ὑμῖν	 ἀγῶνα	 παρέχειν	 ἀνθρώποις;	 καὶ	 πῶς	 κυρίῳ	
παρέχετε	ἀγῶνα; || המעט מכם הלאות אנשים כי תלאו גם את אלהי  in 7:13.

28. Notably, the equivalent for each instance of לאה in the Torah has been chosen 
for its context: καὶ	παρελύθησαν	ζητοῦντες	τὴν	θύραν || וילאו למצא הפתח (Gen 19:11); 
καὶ	οὐ	δυνήσονται	οἱ	Αἰγύπτιοι	πιεῖν	ὕδωρ	ἀπὸ	τοῦ	ποταμοῦ || ונלאו מצרים לשתות מים מן 
.(Exod 7:18) היאר 
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(“I will avert my eyes”) || אעלים עיני has parallels in Job 7:7 (ܘܬܗܦܘܟ ܥܝܢܝ || 
.(הסבי עיניך || ܐܗܦܟܝ ܥܝܢܝܟܝ) and Song 6:5 ;(תשוב עיני

As with +γάρ in 1:12, the translator supplies an explanatory γάρ in the 
final clause: αἱ	γὰρ	χεῖρες	ὑμῶν || ידיכם.

1:16

Syriac’s plural רע || (1)ܒܝܫ̈ܬܐ is apparently intended to be coordinate with 
 or teases out the idea that deeds result in a multitude of evils. The   ܕܥܒ̈ܕܝܟܘܢ
latter seems confirmed by הרע || (2) ܒܝܫ̈ܬܐ at the end of the sentence . Simi-
larly, τὰς	πονηρίας || רע and τῶν	πονηριῶν || הרע accord with the translator’s 
typical shifts, as does +ὑμῶν with τῶν	πονηριῶν, while the supply of ἀπό 
was necessitated after rendering הרע with a noun.

Seeligmann (54) diagnosed ἀπὸ	 τῶν	 ψυχῶν	 ὑμῶν as likely attesting 
a Vorlage that read מעל לבכם rather than מעלליכם, based on the fact that 
 is translated by simple ἀπό in 6:6; 7:17; 10:27 (2x); 14:25 (2x); 20:2 מעל
(2x); 25:8 (2x); 56:3, and לב with ψυχή in 24:7; 33:18; 42:25.29 This seems 
more likely than Goshen-Gottstein’s (ג) speculation that OG relies on the 
“common picture of ‘cleaning soul.’ ”

1:17

As Warszawski (11) observed, S’s +waw (ܘܐܝܠܦܘ) suggests the translator 
linked this clause with ܫܠܘ ܡܢ ܒܝܫ̈ܬܐ in 1:16.

Old Greek translates all other occurrences of אשר with μακαρίζω 
(3:12; 9:15) or εὐλογέω (36:16). As Wagner (141) concludes, although the 
translator might have derived ῥύσασθε by reasoning “from √אשר via √ישר
to ישע,” his choice “may have simply derived from his sense of what the 
immediate context required.”

Old Greek and S analyze  חמוץ  as a passive voice verbal noun: 
ἀδικούμενον/ܠܛܠܝܡ̈ܐ.

As Ottley (2:107) notes, the dative complement to κρίνω (κρίνατε	
ὀρφανῷ) “is hardly classical or usual Greek; it seems to suggest the interest 
of the orphans in receiving justice.”

29. Ottley (2:107) attributes the initial suggestion of this to Robert Govett, Isaiah 
Unfulfilled (London: Nisbet, 1841).
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1:18

Old Greek and S have a +conjunction with the initial imperative ( ܘܬܘ /καὶ	
δεῦτε), but S lacks any with the following verb (ܚ̈ܕܕܐ ܥܡ   ,(ונוכחה ||   ܢܡܠܠ 
which accords with S’s tendency to simply juxtapose coordinate verbs (OG 
καὶ	διελεγχθῶμεν). Since S translates every other occurrence of יכח with 
  ܢܡܠܠ ܥܡ Warszawski’s suggestion (11) that ,(37:4 ;29:21 ;4 ,11:3 ;2:4) ܟܣܣ
 is a deliberate attenuation owing to scruples over the notion of ונוכחה ||
humans reproaching God is compelling.

Both OG and S seem to supply the simple conjunction in καὶ	ἐὰν	ὦσιν/
 ,אם יאדימו || ܘܐܢ ܢܣܡܩܘܢ/κόκκινον	ὡς	ὦσιν	δὲ	as well as in ἐὰν ,אם יהיו || ܘܐܢ
although their grammatical renderings of the verbal form differ.

Whereas S’s ܢܬܚܘܪܘܢ and ܢܣܡܩܘܢ conform to the grammatical person 
and number of their Hebrew counterparts (ילבינו and יאדימו), OG renders 
the first with λευκανῶ and rephrases כתולע יאדימו  	as ἐὰν אם  δὲ	ὦσιν	ὡς	
κόκκινον, to which it conforms the final כצמר יהיו: ὡς	ἔριον	λευκανῶ. There 
is no reason to think that this reflects anything more than his stylistic pro-
clivities.

1:19

.just as θέλητε is in OG ,אבה is one of S’s common equivalents for  ܬܛܦܝܣܘܢ 
Old Greek’s τὰ	ἀγαθά || טוב comports with the translator’s frequent use 

of plural forms to translate grammatically singular nouns (cf. S’s ܛܘܒܗ).
Although OG’s εἰσακούσητέ	μου || ושמעתם again provides a pronoun in 

the genitive case with εἰσακούω (cf. εἰσακούσομαι	ὑμῶν, 1:15; εἰσακούσητέ	
μου, 1:20), S’s lack of such a tendency (cf. ܐܢܐ  ,ܘܐܢ ܠܐ ܬܛܦܝܣܘܢ ;in 1:15 ܫܡܥ 
1:20) suggests that the suffix on ושמעתם  ||   ܘܬܫܡܥܘܢܢ݂ܝ  likely reflects corrup-
tion of the final mem. The resultant  שמעתני  might then have been analyzed 
as defectively written (cf. צמתֻּני  in Zech 7:5).

1:20

Old Greek’s ἐὰν	δὲ	μὴ	θέλητε	μηδὲ	εἰσακούσητέ	μου || ואם תמאנו ומריתם is 
a good example of the translator’s occasional reformulation by negating 
an antonym, particularly with verbs of will or desire: for example, οὐ	γὰρ	
ἠθέλησαν	τὸν	νόμον	κυρίου	σαβαωθ || (5:24) כי מאסו את תורת יהוה צבאות; 
διὰ	τὸ	μὴ	βούλεσθαι	τὸν	λαὸν	τοῦτον || (8:6) יען כי מאס העם הזה. A similar 
use of a negative occurs in S’s equivalent, ܠܐ .ܘܐܢ ܠܐ ܬܛܦܝܣܘܢ with a verb of 
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volition is standard for מאן throughout S (e.g., ܨܒܐ  ;in Gen 37:35; 39:8 ܠܐ 
48:19). Even if ܠܐ + ܦܝܣ typically translates לא אבה, its choice was likely 
also with awareness of אם תאבו || ܘܐܢ ܬܛܦܝܣܘܢ in 1:19.

Old Greek’s μηδὲ	εἰσακούσητέ || ומריתם specifies the sort of rebellion 
in view by coordination with καὶ	εἰσακούσητε || ושמעתם in 1:19. Compare 
30:15, where the translator supplies ἀκούειν to specify the type of resis-
tance: καὶ	οὐκ	ἐβούλεσθε	ἀκούειν || ולא אביתם. For OG’s +μου as comple-
ment to εἰσακούσητε see the comments at 1:15, 19; and compare ἐλάλησε	
ταῦτα || דבר below.

For  ݂ומריתם  ||  ܘܬܬܚܪܘܢ , see וימררהו  ||   ܘܐܬܚܪܝܘ ܥܡܗ  in Gen 49:23.
In light of OG’s supply of μου as complement to εἰσακούσητε, μάχαιρα	

ὑμᾶς	κατέδεται || חרב תאכלו is an evident reformulation.
Syriac has no equivalent to  כי , which might have been lost by hap-

lography with  פי  or added secondarily. Old Greek has γάρ, although its 
tendency to add this particle makes its evidence equivocal.

For OG’s ταῦτα (ἐλάλησε	ταῦτα || דבר) compare τὸ	γὰρ	στόμα	κυρίου	
ἐλάλησε	ταῦτα || כי פי יהוה דבר in 58:14; and its ταῦτα || הדבר הזה in 24:3 
(τὸ	γὰρ	στόμα	κυρίου	ἐλάλησε	ταῦτα || יהוה דבר את הדבר הזה  Most .(כי 
likely the translator supplied ταῦτα.

1:21

Although Σιων (πόλις	πιστὴ	Σιων || קריה נאמנה) might reflect ציון in OG’s 
Vorlage, it is more likely the translator’s insertion, making it parallel to 
μητρόπολις	πιστὴ	Σιων || קריה נאמנה in 1:26, where Σιων is drawn from ציון 
in 1:27 to create the phrase πιστὴ	Σιων (contra Troxel, 192).

Syriac’s reformulation of  מלאתי משפט with  ܕܡܠܝܐ ܗܘܬ ܕܝܢܐ  yields a more 
prosaic structure.

Old Greek’s double representation of בה in its relative clause and again 
at the end (ἐν	ᾗ	δικαιοσύνη	ἐκοιμήθη	ἐν	αὐτῇ || צדק ילין בה) is a structure 
found throughout the Greek Bible, but not frequently in OG-Isaiah (see 
the comments on 1:1).

1:22

As Ziegler (81) observes, ἀδόκιμον || לסיגים likely owes to the translator’s 
unfamiliarity with the Hebrew word, for which he substituted a contex-
tually apt guess (cf. τοὺς	 δὲ	 ἀπειθοῦντας || סיגיך in 1:25)—an equivalent 
that appears again in Prov 25:4 τύπτε	ἀδόκιμον	ἀργύριον || הגו סיגים מכסף. 
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Syriac’s  ܐܣܬܠܝ לסיגים ||  ܟܣܦܟܝ  היה  	agrees with OG’s τὸ כספך  ἀργύριον	
ὑμῶν	ἀδόκιμον, whereas T’s לפסולא and V’s in scoriam (both “dross”) are 
allied. Despite the striking semantic similarity between οἱ	κάπηλοί	σου and 
 both equivalents fit the topic of smelting, diminishing ,(see below)  ܚܢܘܝ̈ܝܟܝ
any claim that S relied on OG.

Old Greek’s οἱ	κάπηλοί	σου “might mean generally ‘traders,’ ‘hucksters,’ 
or more particularly ‘wine-merchants,’ ‘tavern keepers’” (Ottley 2:108), 
and is the likely equivalent for סבאך, as Ziegler (60) perceived.30 That judg-
ment is supported by the pronoun σου, whereas τὸν	οἶνον lacks a pronoun.31 
As Van der Vorm-Croughs (271) points out, the parallel between the pro-
nouns in οἱ	κάπηλοί	σου	μίσγουσι (|| סבאך) and οἱ	ἄρχοντές	σου	ἀπειθοῦσι 
-οἶνον was likely sup	in 1:23 is striking. In that light, τὸν (שריך סוררים ||)
plied by the translator.

Syriac’s  סבאך מהול במים || ܚܢܘܝ̈ܝܟܝ ܚܠܛܝܢ ܡ̈ܝܐ aligns with the OG’s οἱ	
κάπηλοί	 σου	 μίσγουσι	 τὸν	 οἶνον	 ὕδατι, without any complement for τὸν	
οἶνον. Warszawski, who judged that S “sich auch oft an die damals sehr 
verbreitete Uebersetzung der LXX angelehnt und dieselbe direct benutzt 
habe” (8), concludes that S “scheint die dem Sinne entsprechende Umsch-
reibung der LXX als wirkliche Uebersetzung des Textes aufgefasst zu 
haben” (11–12), while omitting a complement like 32.ܒܚܡܪܐ His contention 
that S adopted OG’s paraphrase while omitting a key component in it for 
the sake of being literal amounts to special pleading, especially since S 
does not tend to be literal in its rendering, as is evident, for example, in 
-This places the similar .(1:13) מקרא  ושבת קרא || ܘܒܫܒܬܐ ܟܢܫܝܢ ܐܢܬܘܢ ܟܢܘܫܝܐ
ity of ܚܢܘܝ̈ܝܟܝ  and οἱ	κάπηλοί	σου into the unsatisfying territory of a shared 
tradition, although the poorly attested transmission of S until the sixth 

 appears elsewhere only in Hos 4:18 and Nah 1:10, in neither of which סבאך .30
does the Greek translator seem familiar with the noun, suggesting that the Isaiah 
translator was also uncertain about its meaning, just as he was likely unfamiliar with 
the hapax legomenon מהל.

31. Van der Vorm-Croughs (33–36) notes Wilk’s suggestion that οἱ	κάπηλοί	σου 
depends on interpreting סבאך as שבא and thus, “your merchants”, comparing ἔμποροι	
Σαβα	καὶ	Ραγμα || רכלי שבא ורעמה in Ezek 27:22 (Florian Wilk, “ ‘Vision wider Judäa 
und wider Jerusalem’ [Jes 1 LXX]: Zur Eigenart der Septuaginta-Version des Jesaja-
buches,” in Frühjudentum und Neues Testament im Horizont Biblischer Theologie, ed. 
Wolfgang Kraus et al., WUNT 162 [Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2003]). The connection 
seems strained, however.

32. Gesenius also finds S reliant on OG, without commenting on the lack of an 
equivalent for τὸν	οἶνον (Gesenius, Commentar über den Jesaia 1:82).
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century also leaves open the possibility of secondary influence from OG. 
Nevertheless, the absence of a counterpart to τὸν	οἶνον makes supposing 
the translator’s reliance on OG problematic.

By comparison, Jerome’s commentary attests the OL’s reading as cau-
pones tui miscent vinum aqua, in agreement with OG, while attributing 
vinum tuum mixtum est aqua (the reading in V) to Symmachus.33 V’s vinum 
aligns with סבאך as the drink, as does T’s חמריך מערב במיא, although T dis-
tinguishes itself from OL by analyzing the final kaph as a pronoun.

1:23

 are frequent in OG-Isaiah (see כל-/OG. Although +πᾶς < (כולם 1QIsaa) כלו
Van der Vorm-Croughs, 41–42, 72–73), +πᾶς occurs in environments suf-
ficiently similar to this (Ziegler, 58) as to support the suspicion that many 
pluses were supplied by the translator (see appendix A). On the other 
hand, the frequent lack of an equivalent for כל is often due to the transla-
tor’s tendency to omit words whose contribution to the semantics is neg-
ligible (Van der Vorm-Croughs, 72), as seems the case here. Even if כלו 
stresses the pilfery of each and every שר (or 1QIsaa’s כולם, of the implied 
group), OG’s reformulation of the sentence as asyndetic clauses and its 
rendering of grammatically singular אהב and ורדף as grammatically plural 
(ἀγαπῶντες … διώκοντες) make an equivalent for כלו superfluous in this 
sweeping characterization of Jerusalem’s rulers.

Old Greek’s ἀπειθοῦσι || סוררים is one of a variety of Hebrew words 
signifying obstinance or disobedience for which ἀπειθέω is used. Compare 
especially ἀπειθοῦσι || ויסרני in 8:11.

Both OG and S render יתום and אלמנה  as grammatically plural nouns 
(ὀρφανοῖς/ܝ̈ܬܡܐ and χηρῶν/ܐܪ̈ܡܠܬܐ), elaborating constituent members of the 
class. Old Greek’s οὐ	προσέχοντες || לא יבוא אליהם simultaneously concret-
izes the action and highlights agency (cf. προσέχετε || האזינו in 1:10).

1:24

 נאם is somewhat unusual, since the typical equivalent for נאם || ܗܟܢܐ ܐܡܪ
-represent a formula that incor   ܗܟܢܐ ܐܡܪ Only in 56:8 does . ܐܡܪ ܡܪܝܐ is יהוה

33. Jerome, Commentaires de Jerome sur le prophete Isaie, Livres I–IV, ed. Roger 
Gryson and Paul-Augustin Deproost, Aus der Geschichte der Lateinischen Bibel 23 
(Freiburg am Breisgau: Herder, 1993), 174.
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porates  נאם אדני יהוה  ||  ܗܟܢܐ ܐܡܪ ܡܪܝܐ ܐܠܗܐ : נאם . Elsewhere ܗܟܢܐ ܐܡܪ = כה 
 Although it is likely .(אמר except 49:5, where it aligns with simple) אמר
that S’s Vorlage read כה in 49:5, +ܗܟܢܐ here and in 56:8 probably owes to a 
mechanical insertion (Goshen-Gottstein’s “law of the scribes”) by either 
the translator or a scribe.34

Οὐαί, which is “not a classical Greek interjection, but common in the 
LXX” (Ottley 2:109) as an equivalent for both הוי and אוי, is transferred 
forward owing to the construal of ישראל  as an epithet for Israel’s אביר 
rulers, οἱ	ἰσχύοντες	Ισραηλ, which parallels οἱ	ἄρχοντες in 1:23, a recurrent 
theme in the book (see Troxel, 230–34). Compare καὶ	ὁ	υἱός	σου	ὁ	κάλλιστος	
ὃν	ἀγαπᾷς	μαχαίρᾳ	πεσεῖται	καὶ	οἱ	ἰσχύοντες	ὑμῶν	μαχαίρᾳ	πεσοῦνται	καὶ	
ταπεινωθήσονται || מתיך בחרב יפלו וגבורתך במלחמה in 3:25 (q.v.).35 Quite 
likely the role of the “mighty” as Israel’s rulers determined the transla-
tor’s path here, especially since the context makes clear that the opponents 
(ὑπεναντίοις) are the rulers.

Given the translator’s address of οἱ	 ἰσχύοντες	Ισραηλ as under “woe” 
(οὐαί), the supply of γάρ in the next clause, so as to explain their plight, is 
intelligible.

οὐ	παύσεται	γάρ	μου	ὁ	θυμὸς	ἐν	τοῖς	ὑπεναντίοις || אנחם מצרי is a refor-
mulation. Most often in Isaiah  נחם  appears in the piel and is translated 
with παρακαλεῖν (22:4; 40:1 [2x]; 51:3 [2x]; 51:12, 19; 54:11; 61:2; 66:13). 
As Tov argues, in this instance the translator likely employed biliteral asso-
ciation with נוח, which is frequently rendered by παύομαι.36 The transla-
tor’s insertion of ὁ	θυμός	as subject is likely inferred from the context.37 
His supply of the negative particle is among Seeligmann’s (57) examples 
of the translator “wrenching” meaning from a passage “either by adding 
a negation not occurring in the Hebrew text, or by neglecting a negation 

34. Goshen-Gottstein, “Biblical Philology and the Concordance,” 6.
35. Cf. οὐαὶ	οἱ	ἰσχύοντες	ὑμῶν	οἱ	τὸν	οἶνον	πίνοντες	καὶ	οἱ	δυνάσται	οἱ	κεραννύντες	

τὸ	σικερα || הוי גבורים לשתות יין ואנשי חיל למסך שכר in 5:22.
36. Emanuel Tov, “Biliteral Exegesis of Hebrew Roots in the Septuagint,” in Reflec-

tion and Refraction: Studies in Biblical Historiography in Honour of A. Graeme Auld, 
ed. Robert Rezetko, Timothy H. Lim, and W. Brian Aucker, VTSup 113 (Leiden: Brill, 
2007), 472. He reports that נחם is rendered by παύομαι also in Jer 26(33):3, 13, 19; 
31(38):15; 42(49):10.

37. Similarly, in 57:6, OG again teases out the semantics of “wrath” from אנחם: 
ἐπὶ	τούτοις	οὖν	οὐκ	ὀργισθήσομαι || העל אלה אנחם. οὐκ	ὀργισθήσομαι amounts to a com-
pressed form of οὐ	παύσεται (γάρ) μου	ὁ	θυμός.
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which does figure in the Hebrew original,” a tack found also in OG-Job (cf. 
Troxel, 93–99).38

Although this is the only occurrence of the verb  נקם  in Isaiah, its nom-
inal form occurs six times and is twice rendered by κρίσις (34:8; 35:4). The 
combination κρίσις + ποιήσω follows a common tack for creating verbal 
action (e.g., ἔμεινα	τοῦ	ποιῆσαι	κρίσιν	ποιῆσαι	κρίσιν || ויקו למשפט in 5:7; 
Τοῦ	ὀξέως	προνομὴν	ποιῆσαι	σκύλων || 8:1 ,למהר שלל חש בז).

1:25

ἐπάξω || אשיבה is relatively unremarkable, once the translator’s use of 
ἐπάγω for diverse verbs is noted: ἀλλὰ	ἐπάξει	ὁ	θεὸς	ἐπὶ	σέ || יביא יהוה עליך 
(7:17); ἐπάξει	ἐπὶ	τὸν	νοῦν	τὸν	μέγαν || (10:12) אפקד על פרי גדל לבב; πληγὴν	
γὰρ	ἐγὼ	ἐπάγω	ἐπὶ	σὲ	τοῦ	ἰδεῖν	ὁδὸν	Αἰγύπτου || ומטהו ישא עליך בדרך מצרים 
(10:24); ἐπάξω	γὰρ	ἐπὶ	Ρεμμων || (15:9) כי אשית על דימון.

Ziegler (81) cites πυρώσω	σε	εἰς	καθαρόν || ואצרף כבר among several 
passages exemplifying the translator’s tendency “Bilder aus der Natur 
und unpersönliche Ausdrücke persönlich umzugestalten.” The transla-
tor’s supply of σε as the direct object of πυρώσω aligns the phrase with ἐπὶ	
σέ || עליך. Ziegler (81) also astutely identifies καθαρόν as arising from the 
translator’s association of  ברר  with  בר . Ottley (2:111–12) notes that, as “in 
classical Greek, especially Plato and Thucydides,” the neuter adjective “is 
equivalent to an abstract substantive.”

Goshen-Gottstein (ה) suggests that the translator arrived at τοὺς	 δὲ	
ἀπειθοῦντας || סיגיך by relating  סיג  to  סוג , comparing παραβαίνοντας || סגים 
in Ps 118[119]:119. More relevant might be the association of ἀντιλέγω || 
 || ἀντιλέγω	οὐδὲ	ἀπειθῶ	οὐκ	δὲ	in Isa 50:5 (ἐγὼ מריתי || with ἀπειθῶ נסוגתי
 cf. Ziegler, 81). The translator’s construal of ;ואנכי לא מריתי אחור לא נסוגתי
 with the next clause ואסירה as the direct object and his association of סיגיך
might have prompted his supply ἀπολέσω as an action coordinate with καὶ	
ἀφελῶ || ואסירה.

Syriac, on the other hand, seems to have translated סיגיך with  ܡܪ̈ܘܕܝܟܝ , 
corresponding to סוררים  || ܡܪ̈ܘܕܝܢ  in 1:23. (S-Isaiah consistently translates 
 Syraic parallels OG in associating .([14 ,59:13 ;50:5 ;42:17] ܗܦܟ with סוג
ܘ— ברר   with בר  although Warszawski (12)—ואצרף כבר ||   ܐܨܪ̈ܘܦ ܡܪ̈ܘܕܝܟܝ݂ ܠܕܟܝ݂݁

38. Harry M. Orlinsky, “Studies in the Septuagint of the Book of Job, Chapter II,” 
HUCA 29 (1958): 231.
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notes that S’s כבר || ܠܕܟܝܘ is similar to כבר || ܘܐܝܟ ܕܟܝܘܬܐ in Ps 18:21, 25. 
Neither of these maneuvers can be convincingly attributed to reliance on 
OG.39

Old Greek renders (ו)אסירה twice—once with the equivalent for סיגיך 
(τοὺς	δὲ	ἀπειθοῦντας	ἀπολέσω) and the second with its equivalent for  בדיליך  
(καὶ	ἀφελῶ	πάντας	ἀνόμους	ἀπὸ	σοῦ). ἀνόμους || בדיל —which is elsewhere 
translated by μόλιβος (Num 31:22; Ezek 22:20), κασσίτερος (Ezek 27:12; 
Zech 4:10), or σίδηρος (Ezek 22:18), but appearing only here in Isaiah—is 
among the many cases of this translator resorting to words in the group 
ἄνομος/ἀνομία/ἀνομέω for a wide range of words (e.g., חטא ,זמה ,זד ,און, 
 to express the idea (שקר ,שחת ,שודד ,רשע ,פשע ,עריץ ,סרה ,משפח ,מעלל ,חנף
of impiety (see Seeligmann, 105).40 ἀπὸ	σοῦ seems inferred from the suffix 
of  סיגיך  and בדיליך.

Syriac similarly renders כל בדיליך   with  ܥܘ̈ܠܝܟܝ ܟܠܗܘܢ  “all your evildo-
ers,” choosing a general word for offenders, based on the context. It uses 
the same word for  פשעים  in 1:28, parallel to OG’s ἄνομοι.

καὶ	πάντας	ὑπερηφάνους	ταπεινώσω lacks a corresponding phrase in 
MT. Jean Koenig reasonably posits that this clause has been borrowed 
and adapted from 13:11b: καὶ	ὕβριν	ὑπερηφάνων	ταπεινώσω || וגאות עריצים 
 The theme of humiliation turns up unexpectedly elsewhere, such 41.אשפיל
as διότι	νῦν	ἐταπεινώθη	ἡ	δόξα	αὐτῶν || אל יהוה למרות עני כבודו in 3:8. Even 
if one can account for ἐταπεινώθη there via עני, that rephrasing suggests the 
important place the theme of abasement held for the translator. Compare 
also καὶ	ταπεινώσει	ὁ	θεὸς	ἀρχούσας	θυγατέρας	Σιων	|| ושפח אדני קדקד בנות 
.in 3:17 ציון

1:26

 καὶ	ἐπιστήσω || ואשיבה is notable for shifting the semantics from “return” 
to “appoint,” but equally by contrast with ἐπάξω || אשיבה in 1:25. The trans-
lator employs ἐφίστημι for varied words (שוב here; 21:4 ,שים ;3:4 ,נתן and 
 is—ואשיבה ||  ܘܐܩܝܡ —Syriac’s semantic shift .(63:5 ,סמך ;29:11 ,ידע ;41:22

39. Pace Gesenius, Commentar über den Jesaia 1:82.
40. A prime example is καὶ	κατακαυθήσονται	οἱ	ἄνομοι	καὶ	οἱ	ἁμαρτωλοὶ	ἅμα || 

.in 1:31 (q.v.) ובערו שניהם יחדו
41. Jean Koenig, L’ Herméneutique analogique du Judaïsme antique, VTSup 33 

(Leiden: Brill, 1982), 84. Cf. Ziegler, 61.
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similar to its ונתתי ||   ܘܐܩܝܡ in 3:4, where OG reads καὶ	ἐπιστήσω. Elsewhere 
OG uses a form of ἐφίστημι, however, S’s equivalents hew closer to MT: 
 ;41:22 ,נשימה || versus ἐφέστηκεν ܘܢܣܝܡ ;21:4 ,שם || versus ἐφέστηκεν ܣܡܘ
and ܣܡܟ versus ἐπέστη || 63:5 ,סמך. Given these comparisons, it is unlikely 
that the similarity of ܘܐܩܝܡ   to ἐπιστήσω arose from S consulting OG. Nota-
bly S’s קריה נאמנה || ܘܡܕܝܢܬܐ ܕܗܝܡܢܘܬܐ aligns with the MT while diverging 
from OG’s μητρόπολις	πιστὴ	Σιων.

 varies slightly from the rendering of the קריה נאמנה || ܘܡܕܝܢܬܐ ܕܗܝܡܢܘܬܐ
same phrase with ݁ܡܕܝܢܬܐ ܡܗܝܡܢܬܐ   in 1:21, but this is less likely due to a vari-
ant than attraction to the syntactic pattern of ݂עיר הצדק  ||   ܡܕܝܢܬܐ ܕܙܕܝܩܘܬܐ .

As Seeligmann (113–14) posits, OG’s translation of קריה with 
μητρόπολις registers affection for Jerusalem with a term that was likely cur-
rent in Alexandrian Jewish circles. Old Greek’s drawing Σιων from ציון at 
the outset of 1:27 supports the surmise that it supplied Σιων in 1:21 (πιστὴ	
Σιων) parallel to πιστὴ	Σιων here.

Old Greek’s κληθήσῃ || יקרא לך (1QIsaa יקראו לך) is typical of reformu-
lations this translator effects.

1:27

Even though ושביה || ܘܫܒܝܬܗ  parallels OG’s ἡ	αἰχμαλωσία	αὐτῆς, their 
agreement is likely attributable to polygenesis, since the etymological 
association is hardly obscure.

As irregular as ἐλεημοσύνης || צדקה might seem at first blush, the same 
equivalence appears elsewhere in the book (28:17; 59:16) and outside it 
(Deut 6:25; 24:13; Pss 23[24]:5; 32[33]:5; 102[103]:6).

1:28

In contrast to OG’s καὶ συντριβήσονται || ושבר, S uses a noun (ܘܬܒܪܐ) and 
adjusts the two following equivalents: פשעים וחטאים || ܕܥܘ̈ܠܐ ܘܕܚ̈ܛܝܐ (versus 
οἱ	ἄνομοι	καὶ	οἱ	ἁμαρτωλοί).

1:29

 καταισχυνθήσονται/ἐπῃσχύνθησαν + ἐπί + dative is an atypical equivalent. 
More typical equivalents use ἀπό/ἐκ + ablative function (cf. Ezek 36:32; 
Hos 4:19; Mic 7:16; Zeph 3:11; Zech 13:4) or ἐνετράπησαν + ἀπό + ablative 
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function (Judg 11:33; 4 Kgdms 22:19; 2 Chr 12:12; 30:11; 34:27; 36:12).42 
καταισχυνθήσονται + ἐπί + dative appears also in Jer 10:14, where the 
Hebrew phrase is similar to this verse: κατῃσχύνθη	πᾶς	χρυσοχόος	ἐπὶ	τοῖς	
γλυπτοῖς	αὐτοῦ || הביש כל צורף מפסל. Compare also μὴ	ἐντραπείησαν	ἐπ᾿	
ἐμοὶ	οἱ	ζητοῦντές	σε	ὁ	θεὸς	τοῦ	Ισραηλ	|| אל יכלמו בי מבקשיך אלהי ישראל, Ps 
68(69):7. ἐπί + dative in these constructions designates the cause of shame.

The noun (איל*) אלים meaning “mighty trees” appears only here, in 
57:5; 61:3; and Ezek 31:14. In 57:5 OG translates it with τὰ	εἴδωλα, as here.43 
This is the first occurrence of εἴδωλον in Isaiah, which serves as equivalent 
for פסיל in 30:22; for עצב in 10:11 (where καὶ	τοῖς	εἰδώλοις	αὐτῆς || ולעצביה 
is parallel to καὶ	τοῖς	χειροποιήτοις	αὐτῆς || ולאליליה) and 48:5; for אלהים in 
37:19; and for אלה in 41:28. In this case, τοῖς	εἰδώλοις	αὐτῶν is probably 
based on associating אילים with אליל or אלהים, as seems to have happened 
in 41:28. There is no reason to assume that the Vorlage contained a differ-
ent word.

For the modification of the person of ἠβούλοντο	καὶ	ἐπῃσχύνθησαν || 
 to accord with καταισχυνθήσονται בחרתם || and ἐπεθύμησαν חמדתם ותחפרו
 see above, 1:4. The addition of αὐτῶν(2) equally accords with this ,יבשו ||
translator’s recognized tendencies (cf. 1:13, 16).

Although S’s 3mp verbal forms  חמדתם ותחפרו ||  ܕܪܓܘ ܘܢܚܦܪܘܢ  and ܓܒܘ    ܕ
 ... ἐπεθύμησαν, it	ἐπῃσχύνθησαν	καὶ	accord with OG’s ἠβούλοντο  בחרתם ||
is hardly necessary to infer dependence, since S and OG coordinate these 
verbs with the person of יבשו, for which they read the equivalents ܢܒܗܬܘܢ 
and καταισχυνθήσονται. Of course, it is not impossible that these modifica-
tions had been introduced into one or both of their Vorlagen.

1:30

Old Greek and S continue the difference of the person noted in 1:29: 
ἔσονται/תהיו || ܢܗܘܘܢ, although the question of whether this is attributable 
to the translators or their Vorlagen remains open. Both also analyze עלה as 
a collective noun (τὰ	φύλλα/ܛܪ̈ܦܝܗ). There is no reason to suppose influ-
ence of OG upon S in either case, especially since they differ in whether 

42. The specification of the source of shame in these constructions contrasts with 
the frequent use of Hebrew verbs for shame without a complement.

43. Isa 61:3 γενεαὶ	δικαιοσύνης || אילי הצדק; Ezek 31:14 καὶ	οὐκ	ἔστησαν	ἐν	τῷ	ὕψει	
αὐτῶν	πρὸς	αὐτὰ	πάντες	οἱ	πίνοντες	ὕδωρ || ולא יעמדו אליהם בגבהם כל שתי מים.
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they represent אלה as the subject of נבלת (τερέβινθος	 ἀποβεβληκυῖα	 τὰ	
φύλλα) or (ܒܛܡܬܐ ܕܢܬܪ̈ܘ ܛܪ̈ܦܝܗ) עלה.

1:31

Both OG and S translate חסן with words for strength (ἡ	 ἰσχύς/ܥܘܫܢܐ), as 
they do in the only other appearance of חסן, Amos 2:9 (ἰσχυρός/ܚܣܝܢ). 
Only three other times in Isaiah do ἰσχύς and ܥܘܫܢܐ cooccur as the trans-
lators’ choices for גאון, and all are clustered in 2:10, 19, 21. Although this 
coincidence might suggest dependence of S upon OG in this early section 
of the book, it is notable that S translates גאון with ܬܘܩܦܐ (OG δόξα) in Exod 
15:7, so that S associates strength with גאון outside Isaiah, just as גאון is 
translated with ܓܐܝܘܬܐ in Lev 26:19 and occurs also in Isa 4:2; 24:14 (both 
δόξα in OG); 13:19 (OG ἔνδοξος); 16:6 (OG ὕβρις). Semantically similar 
equivalents, by themselves, are insufficient to establish dependence.

Ziegler (92) cites ὡς	καλάμη	στιππύου || לנערת among passages where 
he thinks ל was replaced by כ, which is typically translated by ὡς in OG-
Isaiah. The translator’s flexibility in translating prepositions makes this 
unverifiable.

Ziegler (92) suggests that the translator may have chosen καλάμη “weil 
es öfters in Verbindung mit dem Feuer als Bild der Bestrafung der Got-
tlosen verwendet wird, vgl. 5,24; Mal 4,1 (3,19).” He also posits that per-
haps “stand καλάμη urspr. allein in 1,31 und ist στιππύου erst später als 
genauere Wiedergabe des MT (nach Jud 16,9) eingefügt” (92), which is 
possible, but unprovable.

The 3mp pronoun of ἡ	ἰσχὺς	αὐτῶν and החסן || ܥܘܫܢܗܘܢ, as well as καἱ	
ἐργασίαι	αὐτῶν and ופעלו || ܘܥ݁ܒ̈ܕܝܗܘܢ (together with their grammatically 
plural equivalents for the noun) accords with ἔσονται/תהיו || ܢܗܘܘܢ in 1:30, 
as well as ἠβούλοντο	καὶ	ἐπῃσχύνθησαν/חמדתם ותחפרו ||   ܕܪܓܘ݂ ܘܢܚ݁ܦܪܘܢ  and 
ἐπεθύμησαν/ܓܒ݂ܘ  for החסנכם in 1:29. Meanwhile, 1QIsaa reads  בחרתם ||   ܕ
MT’s החסן and ופעלכם for ופעלו, heightening uncertainty about the trans-
lators’ Vorlagen.

Old Greek’s most frequent equivalent for יחדו is ἅμα (twenty of twenty-
seven times), as here. But OG also has +ἅμα with word pairs in 11:7; 13:3; 
and 41:7.44 The explicitation of שניהם יחדו with οἱ	ἄνομοι	καὶ	οἱ	ἁμαρτωλοί 

44. Although +יחדו may have stood in the Vorlage in 11:7 as a scribal addition to 
balance ואריה כבקר יאכל תבן (καὶ	λέων	καὶ	βοῦς	ἅμα	φάγονται	ἄχυρα) with ופרה ודב 
 that argument seems strained for ,(βοσκηθήσονται	ἅμα	ἄρκος	καὶ	βοῦς	καὶ) תרעינה יחדו
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likely arose by comparison with פשעים וחטאים יחדו in 1:28. It is unneces-
sary to posit any trigger for this by an insertion from outside Isaiah (pace 
Ziegler, 92–93). The frequency with which the OG translator expands for 
the sake of explicitation makes him suspect of this addition.

καὶ	ἅμα	τὰ	παιδία	αὐτῶν	ἔσονται || ילדיהן. On the other hand, συναχθήτωσαν	πάντες	
καὶ	στήτωσαν	ἅμα || יתקבצו כלם יעמדו יפחדו in 44:11 likely reflects יחדו (for יפחדו) in 
the Vorlage.



Isaiah 2

2:1

Goshen-Gottstein (ו) describes ὁ	 γενόμενος	 παρὰ	 κυρίου || חזה  as אשר 
a “formulaic change,” comparing ὁ	 λόγος	 ὁ	 γενόμενος	 παρὰ	 κυρίου	 πρὸς	
Ιερεμίαν || הדבר אשר היה אל ירמיהו מאת יהוה in Jer 11:1; 35:1. Given the 
translator’s ἣν	εἶδεν || אשר חזה in 1:1; 13:1, however, it seems more likely 
that this instance reflects a Vorlage that read היה rather than חזה (or prob-
lems of legibility prompted the translator to read it thus), which in turn 
prompted his supply of παρὰ	κυρίου.

Old Greek reads καὶ	περὶ	Ιερουσαλημ, and S וירושלם || ܘܥܠ ܐܘܪܫܠܡ. The 
additional preposition is coordinate with περὶ	τῆς	Ιουδαίας/על || ܥܠ ܝܗܘܕܐ 
 Although this plus might have been coincidentally supplied by each .יהודה
translator, it might also have stood in their Vorlagen, added by a scribe 
influenced by the pattern of על in juxtaposed clauses (e.g., על ישראל ועל 
.Kgs 1:35). See the comments at 1:1 1 ,יהודה

2:2

Old Greek reads ὅτι	ἔσται || והיה, while S has asyndetic ܢܗܘܐ. Although OG’s 
Vorlage might have read כי, it renders initial waw with ὅτι elsewhere (e.g., 
9:19; 15:4; 24:6), and ὅτι also frequently lacks a Hebrew counterpart (e.g., 
9:20; 10:24; 20:4).

Neither OG nor S appears, on first blush, to have an equivalent for 
 והיה באחרית הימים נכון הר) which is also absent from 4Q59 (4QIsae) , יהיה
 before היה and 4Q60 (4QIsaf) reads ,יהיה although 1QIsaa reads ,(בית יהוה
 with initial yod perhaps concealed by a lacuna. Accordingly, while ,הר
either OG or S may have omitted an equivalent for יהיה for the sake of 
concision, it is possible that it was absent from the Vorlage of one or both. 
To arrive at a conclusion, we must compare the position of ἐμφανές and 
.in Isa 2:2 and Mic 4:1 נכון

-47 -
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Whereas S’s equivalent for (ܡܬܩܢ) נכון stands after ܕܡܪܝܐ ܒܝܬܗ   ,ܛܘܪ 
ἐμφανές, as a predicate adjective to τὸ	 ὄρος and complementing ἔσται, 
stands in the same slot as נכון. Although this might signal that OG regarded
:as redundant, comparison with Mic 4:1 spurs a different analysis  יהיה

והיה באחרית הימים
ܘܢܗܘܐ ܒܝ̈ܘܡܬܐ ܐܚܪ̈ܝܐ
καὶ	ἔσται	ἐπ᾿	ἐσχάτων	τῶν	ἡμερῶν

יהיה הר בית יהוה
ܛܘܪ ܒܝܬܗ ܕܡܪܝܐ
ἐμφανὲς	τὸ	ὄρος	τοῦ	κυρίου,

נכון בראש ההרים
ܡܬܩܢ ܒܪܝܫ ܛܘܪ̈ܐ
ἕτοιμον	ἐπὶ	τὰς	κορυφὰς	τῶν	ὀρέων.

Notably S reads והיה || ܘܢܗܘܐ (versus asyndetic ܢܗܘܐ  in Isa 2:2) and ܡܬܩܢ fills 
the same place in the word order as נכון, which occupies a different slot 
than it does in Isa 2:2 (נכון בראש versus נכון יהיה). Rather than suggesting 
that S conformed its translation of Isa 2:2 to its rendering of Mic 4:1 (which 
would make the variation between ܢܗܘܐ   and ܘܢܗܘܐ hard to explain), it seems 
likely that S’s Vorlage in Isa 2:1 had been conformed to Mic 4:1 (note that 
4Q59 reads [וא]הונשא  here, in agreement with Mic 4:1; and cf. S’s + ܕܒܪܘܚܩܐ   
in 2:4). On the other hand, because ἐμφανές stands in the same position 
in both Isaiah and Micah, and because ἕτοιμον aligns with נכון in Mic 4, 
ἐμφανές in both passages likely serves as the equivalent for יהיה.

ἐμφανής and ἐμφανίζω appear rarely elsewhere in the Greek Bible: 
ἐμφανὲς	γέγονεν || נודע (Exod 2:14); ἐμφάνισόν	μοι || הודעני (Exod 33:13); 
and ἐνεφάνισεν || ותאמר (Esth 2:22, likely to accord with the preceding καὶ	
ἐδηλώθη || ויודע and καὶ	 ἐσήμανεν || ויגד). Within Isaiah, ἀνήγγειλαν	 καὶ	
ἐνεφάνισαν	translates הגידו לא כחדו in 3:9; and ἐμφανὴς	ἐγενόμην	τοῖς	ἐμὲ	
μὴ	ζητοῦσιν	renders נדרשתי ללוא שאלו in 65:1. Most likely, in both Isa 1:2 
and Mic 4:1, ἐμφανές is the equivalent for יהיה, read as יחזה, much like חזה 
is read as היה in Isa 2:1.1 Meanwhile, OG’s lack of equivalent for נכון in Isa 
2:2 might attest its absence from the Vorlage.

1. Observed by Meek, who preferred the reading to יהיה (Theophile James Meek, 
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τὸ	ὄρος	τοῦ	κυρίου	καὶ	ὁ	οἶκος	τοῦ	θεοῦ || הר בית יהוה in Isa 2:2 might 
signal that בית was absent from the Vorlage, while καὶ	ὁ	οἶκος	τοῦ	θεοῦ might 
be borrowed from 2:3 (εἰς	τὸν	οἶκον	τοῦ	θεοῦ	Ιακωβ || אל בית אלהי יעקב), just 
as the translator inserted Σιων in 1:21 based on the parallel in 2:26 (Van der 
Vorm-Croughs, 321). However, both OG-Isaiah and OG-Micah lack an 
equivalent for בית in הר בית יהוה, even though it is attested in all other wit-
nesses. Although it is possible that OG-Isaiah omitted an equivalent for בית 
to create balance with καὶ	ὁ	οἶκος	τοῦ	θεοῦ, borrowed from 2:3, we would 
have to posit that he concomitantly omitted an equivalent for both יעקב 
and אל, rendering בית in the nominative case to provide a precise match to 
τὸ	ὄρος	τοῦ	κυρίου. We would also need to explain the lack of an equivalent 
for בית in Mic 4:1, which lacks καὶ	ὁ	οἶκος	τοῦ	θεοῦ. In short, there is more 
afoot with the absence of an equivalent for בית than simple harmonization.

It is possible that אלהים ובית (or יהוה ובית) stood in the OG’s Vorlage 
as an alternative reading (perhaps from the margin) for יהוה הר that, in 
another stream of transmission, became יהוה בית   through variants הר 
conflation. This would parallel the way נכון, absent from OG’s Vorlage, 
migrated into Isa 2:2 in the train of manuscripts leading to the MT (= 
1QIsaa; 4Q59) and the Vorlage of S, while taking different places in the 
word order. In the end, however, none of these scenarios for +καὶ	ὁ	οἶκος	
τοῦ	θεοῦ is provable, leaving us with the bare conclusion that the OG-Isa-
iah’s Vorlage lacked בית and נכון, but that אלהים ובית preceded הר יהוה. On 
the other hand, S likely omitted יהיה in service of target language norms.

Both OG’s καὶ	ὑψωθήσεται and S’s ܪܡ coordinate with their translations 
of נשא elsewhere (e.g., ὑψόω || נשא || ܪܡ ;63:9 ;13 ,52:8 ;33:10 ;19:13 ,נשא, 
2:13, 14; 6:1).

καὶ ἥξουσιν and ונהרו || ܘܢܣܟܘܢ are likely guesses keyed to the context, 
owing to unfamiliarity with the verb נהר, as seems the case again in Mic 
4:1’s καὶ	 σπεύσουσιν/ונהרו || ܘܢܬܟܢܫܘܢ. The verb recurs only in Jer 51:44, 
where συναχθῶσιν and ܢܕܚܠܘܢ render ינהר.

2:3

ἀναγγέλλω as the equivalent for ירה (here καὶ	ἀναγγελεῖ	ἡμῖν || וירנו) appears 
again in 28:9’s τίνι	ἀνηγγείλαμεν	κακά || את מי יורה דעה.

“Some Emendations in the Old Testament,” JBL 48 [1929]: 162–63). Wildberger dismisses 
Meek’s emendation, without commenting on OG’s Vorlage (Hans Wildberger, Isaiah 
1–12, trans. Thomas H. Trapp, CC [Minneapolis: Fortress, 1991], 82).
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OG’s rendering of מדרכיו with the simple accusative τὴν	ὁδὸν	αὐτοῦ 
(S ܐܘܪ̈ܚܬܗ 	with οὐ אנחם מצרי is comparable to its reformulation of (ܡܢ 
παύσεται	γάρ	μου	ὁ	θυμὸς	ἐν	τοῖς	ὑπεναντίοις (1:24) and τοιγαροῦν	ἀρεῖ	
σύσσημον	ἐν	τοῖς	ἔθνεσιν	τοῖς	μακράν || (5:26) ונשא נס לגוים מרחוק: in each 
case the translator conforms the equivalent to target-language norms.

There is also a question about the difference in grammatical number 
between τὴν	ὁδὸν	αὐτοῦ and מדרכיו. In most cases OG’s equivalent for דרך 
agrees in grammatical number with MT, including in 42:24’s thematically 
parallel καὶ	οὐκ	ἐβούλοντο	ἐν	ταῖς	ὁδοῖς	αὐτοῦ	πορεύεσθαι || ולא אבו בדרכיו 
-By this measure, we might conclude that his rendering of the sub .הלוך
sequent (ונלכה) בארחתיו with (καὶ	πορευσόμεθα) ἐν	αὐτῇ || בארחתיו con-
forms the noun’s grammatical number to earlier מדרכו. On the other hand, 
although in 55:8 OG preserves the grammatical number in οὐδὲ	ὥσπερ	αἱ	
ὁδοὶ	ὑμῶν	αἱ	ὁδοί	μου || ולא דרכיכם דרכי, it diverges from it in the next verse: 
οὕτως	ἀπέχει	ἡ	ὁδός	μου	ἀπὸ	τῶν	ὁδῶν	ὑμῶν	καὶ	τὰ	διανοήματα	ὑμῶν	ἀπὸ	
τῆς	διανοίας	μου || (55:9) כן גבהו דרכי מדרכיכם ומחשבתי ממחשבתיכם. The 
translator’s shift of grammatical number in rendering דרכי and מחשבתי 
in 2:9, despite his translation of דרכי (and מחשבותי) with grammatically 
plural nouns in 2:8, raises questions about whether he would have been 
scrupulous about preserving grammatical agreement in 2:3.

Old Greek’s substitution of a pronoun for a parallel synonym (καὶ	
πορευσόμεθα	ἐν	αὐτῇ ||  ונלכה בארחתיו[S ܒܫ̈ܒܝܠܘܗܝ]) accords with its ten-
dency to mute parallel, semantically similar words (see Van der Vorm-
Croughs, 188–90).

2:4

Old Greek’s grammatically singular λαὸν	πολύν || לעמים רבים is remarkable, 
given the surrounding plural forms (τῶν	ἐθνῶν || בין הגוים; καὶ	συγκόψουσι 
-it would have been unsur ,רב לעם Even if OG’s Vorlage had read .(וכתתו ||
prising for this translator to render it as grammatically plural in agreement 
with the adjacent plural forms. Accordingly, it seems likely that he meant 
to distinguish λαὸν	πολύν from τῶν	ἐθνῶν. A reasonable inference is that 
he associated this λαὸν	πολύν with the λαός of 1:3, 4, 10, where it denotes 
Israel, and perhaps even more so, ἀνῆκε	γὰρ	τὸν	λαὸν	αὐτοῦ	τὸν	οἶκον	τοῦ	
Ισραηλ || כי נטשתה עמך בית יעקב in 2:6.2

2. Although OG’s τὸν	λαὸν	αὐτοῦ || עמים in 3:13 might seem susceptible of a simi-
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Syriac’s +  ܕܒܪܘܚܩܐ  agrees with + עד רחוק in Mic 4:3, which S translates 
with רחוק .  ܕܒܪܘܚܩܐ  ,had likely insinuated itself into S’s Vorlage in 2:4 עד 
given that S’s לגוים עצמים עד רחוק || ܠܥܡ̈ܡܐ ܥܫܝܢܐ̈ ܕܒܪܘܚܩܐ  in Mic 4:3 (versus 
-here) makes it unlikely that the trans לעמים רבים ||  ܠܥܡ̈ܡܐ ܣ̈ܓܝܐܐ ܕܒܪܘܚܩܐ
lator compared the parallel in Micah.

Old Greek’s πολεμεῖν || מלחמה accords with its use of an infinitive for a 
noun elsewhere (e.g., τοῦ	ὑψῶσαι	καὶ	δοξάσαι || 4:2 ,לגאון ולתפארת).

2:5

Old Greek’s clause-initial καὶ	νῦν might reflect ועתה in its Vorlage (unat-
tested in any other witness), but more likely it is one among the several 
instances in which the translator supplied νῦν, including clause-initial καὶ	
νῦν in 2:10.3

Although Van der Kooij accurately notes that +καὶ	νῦν in 2:10 stresses 
that “the LORD is going to act, right now, against every one that is high and 
arrogant” (cf. +ἀλλὰ	νῦν in 3:13), his claim that καὶ	νῦν generically “evokes 
the idea that a crucial moment of time has arrived” gains no validation 
from καὶ	νῦν elsewhere, and 2:5 contains nothing to signal that nuance.4 
Rather, καὶ	νῦν transitions from the description of the future interactions 

lar explanation, there are good reasons to think that OG’s Vorlage read עמי, not least 
of which is S’s similar ܠܥܡܗ, despite its divergence from the rest of OG’s translation 
in that verse.

3. καὶ	 νῦν (5:3; 16:14; 36:10; 43:1; 48:16; 49:5; 52:5; 64:7) and νῦν	δέ (1:21; 5:5; 
37:26; 44:1; 47:8) typically represent ועתה. καὶ	νῦν aligns with עתה in 36:5; νῦν	δέ with 
 .in 29:22; 33:10 (3x); 36:8; 48:7; 49:19 עתה in 36:8 and ועתה in 37:26; bare νῦν with עתה
Cf. +καὶ	νῦν in 40:28, as well as +διότι	νῦν in 3:8; +ἀλλὰ	νῦν in 3:13; and +οὐδὲ	νῦν 
in 48:19. In addition, καὶ	 νῦν/νῦν	 δέ correspond to conjunctive waw in 33:4; 37:28; 
47:9; and 51:13, while they correspond to אך in 14:15; אף in 26:11; כי in 51:3; and 
 in ועתה || ὑμεῖς	in its Vorlage and καὶ ואתה in 37:20 reflects ועתה || δέ	in 64:8. σὺ הן
28:22 reflects ואתה, which the translator rendered grammatically plural as subject of 
μὴ	εὐφρανθείητε (cf. οὐ	νῦν	ἐκάλεσά	σε || ולא אתי קראת in 43:22). Isaiah 21:2; 43:22; 
and 58:2 contain + νῦν, while νῦν is sometimes an understandable equivalent: for אפוא 
in 19:12; 22:1 (cf. Judg 9:38); for נא in 47:12 (cf. Gen 18:27). It is inserted three times 
to conform a phrase to type: ἀπὸ	τοῦ	νῦν	καὶ	εἰς	τὸν	αἰῶνα	χρόνον || 18:7 ,מן הוא והלאה; 
ἀπὸ	τοῦ	νῦν	καὶ	εἰς	τὸν	αἰῶνα	χρόνον || (6)9:7 ,מעתה ועד עולם; and 59:21. Similar is OG’s 
use of νῦν in 33:11 (νῦν	ὄψεσθε	νῦν	αἰσθηθήσεσθε || תהרו חשש תלדו קש) to extend the 
pattern of νῦν	δοξασθήσομαι	νῦν	ὑψωθήσομαι || עתה ארומם עתה אנשא in 2:10.

4. Arie van der Kooij, “The Septuagint of Isaiah and the Hebrew Text of Isa 2:22 
and 36:7,” in Studies in the Hebrew Bible, Qumran, and the Septuagint Presented to 
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between the nations and the Kyrios in 2:1–4 to the summons of the house 
of Jacob in 2:5.

2:6

Old Greek’s τοῦ	 Ισραηλ || יעקב is unattested in other witnesses. Van der 
Kooij argues that the translator replaced “Jacob” with “Israel” in con-
nection with his translation of נטשתה by ἀνῆκε, chosen to signal a link 
between this verse and καὶ	 ἀνήσω	 τὸν	 ἀμπελῶνά	μου || בתה  in ואשיתהו 
5:6, after which 5:7 identifies the vineyard as οἶκος	τοῦ	Ισραηλ.5 However, 
ἀνίημι hardly constitutes a clear signal to associate this verse with 5:6, since 
it occurs eleven other times in the book, and there is no other mark that 
either verse affected the rendering of the other.6 Lacking a perceptible 
motivation for the translator substituting Ισραηλ for יעקב, I conclude that 
his Vorlage read בית ישראל. In fact, one could reasonably contend that בית 
-was substituted reflex בית יעקב was the original reading, for which ישראל
ively, under the influence of יעקב in the preceding verses, especially 2:3, 5.

Old Greek’s ἀνῆκε	 γὰρ	 τὸν	 λαὸν	 αὐτοῦ || עמך נטשתה   is alone in כי 
using the third-person singular form of the verb and the third-person 
singular pronoun (1QIsaa, 4Q56, S, and V read a verb conjugated in the 
second-person singular).7 Alongside these differences we must also note 
the third-person form ἐνεπλήσθη || 1 =) מלאוQIsaa and 4Q56; S and V use 
grammatically plural verbs), whose subject is ἡ	χώρα	αὐτῶν, which lacks a 
corresponding word in 1QIsaa, 4Q56, S, and V.8

Seeligmann’s (56) observation that the translator “often sacrifices 
grammatical accuracy to his own stylistic text-formulation,” coupled 
with Ziegler’s (7–8) comment that the translator frequently appears “von 

Eugene Ulrich, ed. Peter W. Flint, Emanuel Tov, and James VanderKam, VTSupp 101 
(Leiden: Brill, 2006), 382, 381.

5. Van der Kooij, “Septuagint of Isaiah,” 381.
6. Van der Kooij contends that ἀνῆκε signals a connection to 5:6 because ἀνίημι 

bears the technical agrarian sense attested in the papyri (381, referring to Ziegler, 
180.). However, ἀνίημι bears diverse meanings in Isaiah, as evidenced by its uses in 
οὐκέτι	ἀνήσω	τὰς	ἁμαρτίας	ὑμῶν (1:14); and καὶ	ἀνήσει	τὰς	χεῖρας	αὐτοῦ (25:11). It is 
difficult to see why the translator might expect a reader to perceive a link to 5:6 via 
this verb.

7. T’s paraphrastic rendering has the 2mp: ארי שבקתון דחלת תקיפא דהוה פריק לכון.
8. Although T reads ארעכון, it stands within its expansive paraphrase, and T likely 

drew it from 2:7, like OG.
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irgendeinem Gedanken beherrscht zu sein und übersetzt dann unter 
dem Einfluß dieses Gedankens die betreffenden Stellen” seems apropos 
to this passage. The translator might have perceived 2:6 as explanatory of 
the summons δεῦτε	πορευθῶμεν	τῷ	φωτὶ	κυρίου in 2:5, motivated by the 
Kyrios’s abandonment of the people for what they have allowed to fill their 
country, a motif built around ὅτι	ἐνεπλήσθη (|| כי מלאו) here and ἐνεπλήσθη	
γάρ in 2:7 (|| ותמלא). Although each verse has ἡ	χώρα	αὐτῶν as its subject, 
only in 2:7 does ἡ	χώρα	αὐτῶν align with a Hebrew word: ארצו. The level-
ing of מלאו and תמלא via ἐνεπλήσθη in 2:6–8 suggests that the translator 
supplied ἡ	χώρα	αὐτῶν as subject in 2:6, correlative to ἡ	χώρα	αὐτῶν || ארצו
in 2:7a and ἡ	γῆ || ארצו in 2:7b, 8.9 The resultant shift from ἡ	χώρα	αὐτῶν 
with ἐνεπλήσθη in the first two clauses to ἡ	γῆ (|| ארצו) with ἐνεπλήσθη in 
the last two suggests a conscious shaping of 2:6–8 in Greek that additional 
features in 2:6 support.

In particular, although ἀλλόφυλοι is a common OG equivalent for 
 as here and in 11:14, the translator uses ,(e.g., 1 Kgdms 4:1, 2, 3) פלשתים
it also for נכרים. By supplying the definite article with ὡς	ἡ	τῶν	ἀλλοφύλων 
-αὐτῶν, assert	χώρα	ἡ	the translator creates a closer parallel to ,כפלשתים ||
ing that the assimilation of their land to the ἀλλόφυλοι, via the abundance 
of κληδονισμοί, has led to their own offspring being ἀλλόφυλοι. Because 
αὐτοῖς is likely anaphoric to αὐτῶν, ἀλλόφυλα is used to denigrate the char-
acter of Israel’s children rather than as an ethnic label.

ἐγενήθη	αὐτοῖς || ישפיקו is likely a guess to provide a contextually appro-
priate predicate. שפק appears again only in Job 27:23, where κροτήσει	ἐπ᾿	
αὐτοῦ	χεῖρας	αὐτοῦ || ישפק עלימו כפימו stands subasterisk and agrees with 
the equivalent ascribed to σ′ in this passage (εκροτησαν; θ′ ηρκεσαντο).10 
Syriac’s equivalent, ܪܒܝܘ (like its ܢܛܪܦ in Job 27:23) and V’s et pueris alienis 
adheserunt (stringet super eum manus suas in Job 27:23) suggest similar 
unfamiliarity with the Hebrew verb (T offers no clear equivalent).

9. Ziegler (107), noting that מעונן is translated by κληδών in Deut 18:14 and by 
κληδονίζω in Deut 18:10 (cf. 4 Kgdms 21:6; 2 Chr 33:6), posits that the translator’s 
insertion of ἡ	χώρα	αὐτῶν was motived by his recollection of Deut 18. However, while 
Deut 18:10, 14 prohibit imitating the nations’ practice of divination, those verses do 
not specifically mention the land. Thus, even if the translator thought of Deut 18:10, 
14, it is more likely that his insertion of ἡ	χώρα	αὐτῶν was prompted by 2:7.

10. 4Q56 reads יספיקו, the more frequently occurring by-form of שפק (e.g., Num 
24:10; Jer 31:19; Ezek 21:17; Lam 2:15; Job 27:23).
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Not only does ܪܒܝܘ betray the translator’s unfamiliarity with ישפיקו, 
but his ܢܘܟܪ̈ܝܐ ܕܒܢܝ̈ܐ   doubles down on that choice.11 ובילדי נכרים || ܘܣܘܓܐܐ 
Given that ܪܒܝܘ is a pael perfect 3mp (for the peal perfect 3mp see ܘܪܒܘ 
ܕܐܢܬܬܐ האשה || ܒܢܝ̈ܗ  בני   accenting the ܘܣܘܓܐܐ+ in Judg 11:2), with ויגדלו 
multitude of foreign children the people bear.

Syriac’s +ܐܝܟ in כי מלאו מקדם  ||  ܕܐܬܡܠܝܘ ܐܝܟ ܕܡܢ ܩܕܝܡ  is comparable to 
OG’s +ὡς in ὅτι	 ἐνεπλήσθη	 ὡς	 τὸ	 ἀπ᾿	 ἀρχῆς. מקדם can designate either 
geography or time, as both translators recognize (cf. ἀφ᾿	ἡλίου	ἀνατολῶν/
 ומקדם || ܘܡܢ ܩܕܝܡ ܐܝܠܝܢ ܕܠܐ ܐܬܥܒܕ/γενέσθαι	αὐτὰ	πρὶν ;9:11 ,מקדם || ܡܢ ܡܕܢܚܐ
 Only in 45:21 do we find equivalents similar to 2:6 .(46:10 ,אשר לא נעשו
(ἀπ᾿	ἀρχῆς/ܡܢ ܩܕܝܡ). Under the perception that מקדם is temporal, and given 
that the topic is what has caused the Kyrios to abandon the people in the 
present, a comparison to past behavior might have seemed more apt than 
speaking of sins in the past. Accordingly, the comparative clauses in both 
OG and S of 2:6 likely reflect similar analyses of מקדם as temporal.

In fact, S’s ועננים || ܘܡܢܚܫܝܢ differs significantly from OG’s rendering. 
Whereas OG’s genitive case in κληδονισμῶν designates what fills the house 
of Jacob (cf. 2:7, where S designates the material of filling by simple ܣܐܡܐ 
 in the absolute state, serves as predicate for a ,ܡܢܚܫܝܢ S’s participle ,(ܘܕܗܒܐ
new clause that assumes the same subject as the clause headed by ܡܛܘܠ 
-because they are filled, as in the past, and are practicing divina“ :ܕܐܬܡܠܝܘ
tion like the Philistines.” S seems content to leave the material with which 
they are filled ambiguous.

2:7

Both S and OG translate the pronominal suffixes of לאצרתיו  ,(1)ארצו , and 
 with grammatically plural pronouns, in agreement with the  למרכבתיו 
grammatical person and number of their verbs in 2:6. On the other hand, 
whereas S translates (2)ארצו with  ܐܪܥܗܘܢ, OG has ἡ	γῆ, the article carrying 
the force of a possessive pronoun.

Syriac translates both instances of קצה  with ܣܟܐ, used elsewhere for קצה  
in the sense of “limit/extent” (e.g., וירא משם קצה העם || ܘܚܙܐ ܡܢ ܬܡܢ ܣܟܗ ܕܥܡܐ, 
Num 22:41), but found only here in Isaiah. By contrast, OG renders both 
occurrences of קצה  with ἀριθμός, found outside Isaiah only in the phrase καὶ	

11. Bodor’s argument that S “was inspired by LXX’s ἐγενήθη” lacks any observable 
basis (Attila Bodor, “The Reception of the Septuagint in the Peshitta of Isaiah,” VT 69 
[2019]: 29–30).
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οὐκ	ἦν	ἀριθμός || אין מספר (Ps 146[147]:5; 2 Chr 12:3).12 Both instances of 
καὶ	οὐκ	ἦν	ἀριθμός || ואין קצה here elaborate the result of ἐνεπλήσθη.

2:8

Old Greek and S render ארצו as they did (2)ארצו in 2:7 (ἡ	γῆ/ܐܪܥܗܘܢ  [cf. T 
 with אצבעתיו and ידיו and translate the 3ms pronominal suffix of ([ארעהון
plural pronouns (τῶν	χειρῶν	αὐτῶν/ܝܕܝܗܘܢ

̈
/αὐτῶν	δάκτυλοι	οἱ ,[ידיהון T]  ܐ

.just as they did the suffixes in 2:7 ,([אצבעתהון T] ܨܒ̈ܥܬܗܘܢ
βδελύγματα || אלילים occurs again in 2:20. Although it is possible that 

τῶν	ἔργων || למעשה reflects a Vorlage lacking initial ל (OG regularly trans-
lates מעשה with τὰ	ἔργα in the phrase מעשה יד [e.g., 5:12]), the transla-
tor might have felt pressed to choose between למעשה ידיו and לאשר עשו 
 of ל and analyzed the ישתחוו as the recipient of the action in אצבעתיו
	as equivalent to a genitival relationship, which allowed αὐτῶν (τῶν למעשה
χειρῶν	αὐτῶν || ידיו) to attribute responsibility for the βδελύγματα directly 
to the people.

2:9

The alternation between ἄνθρωπος and ἀνήρ in καὶ	 ἔκυψεν	 ἄνθρωπος	 καὶ	
ἐταπεινώθη	ἀνήρ || איש וישפל  אדם   follows typical usage patterns for וישח 
these lexemes in Isaiah. ἄνθρωπος is more frequent than ἀνήρ (eighty-six 
times versus fifteen times), rendering both איש (thirty-four times) and אדם   
(twenty-six times), while ἀνήρ translates only איש (ten times).13 Although 
the translator is not averse to using ἄνθρωπος multiple times in a sentence 
(cf. 2:17; 3:5; 13:14; 19:2; 25:4, 5; 51:12; 52:14; 53:3), here and two other 
times (5:15; 31:8) he alternates ἄνθρωπος and ἀνήρ. Because each of those 

12. Elsewhere in Isaiah, ἀριθμός is the equivalent for ספר ;(40:26 ;10:19) מספר 
(33:18; 34:16); and (34:2) צבא.

13. ἄνθρωπος also serves as the equivalent for 36:11) עם ;(25:3) גוים ;(24:6) אנוש; 
44:7) and provides explicitation in phrases like πιστοὺς	ἀνθρώπους || (8:2) נאמנים and 
καὶ	ἁλώσονται	ἄνθρωποι || ונלכדו (8:15; cf. 19:20; 22:25; 23:15; 25:4, 5; 29:11; 31:2; 40:6). 
In other cases, tracing it back to a Hebrew Vorlage is difficult: ἄνθρωπον	ὃς	δυνήσεται	
κεφαλὴν	ἆραι	ἢ	δυνατὸν	συντελέσασθαί	τι || יגיע 	πεποιθότες ;(8:8) שטף ועבר עד צואר 
ἐπ᾿	ἀνθρώποις || (32:3) תשׁעינה עיני ראים. ἀνήρ also translates גבר in 22:17 and serves as 
explicator three times: πτωχοὶ	δὲ	ἄνδρες || (14:30) ואביונים; ἀνὴρ	τέκτων || ׁ(41:7) חרש; 
τῆς	ἐχούσης	τὸν	ἄνδρα || (54:1) בעולה.
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entails parallelism with a neighboring clause, as here, this variation is likely 
stylistic.

Although καὶ	οὐ	μὴ	ἀνήσω	αὐτούς || ואל תשא להם comports with this 
translator’s shift of the grammatical person in verbal forms elsewhere, his 
motivation here is perceptible by noting that ἀνίημι is the same verb he 
used in 2:6, where the subject of ἀνῆκε is the Kyrios.14 Goshen-Gottstein’s 
 suggestion that ἀνήσω is “theol exeg” prompts the question of when an (ז)
equivalent occurring elsewhere (1:14; 42:2; 46:4) constitutes a theological 
choice. Even if the translator adds τὰς	ἁμαρτίας	ὑμῶν as object of ἀνήσω || 
 the addition ,(נלאיתי נשא || ὑμῶν	ἁμαρτίας	τὰς	ἀνήσω	οὐκέτι) in 1:14 נשא
simply makes explicit a nuance legitimately associated with the verb (cf. 
Gen 18:24; Josh 24:19).

Although in Attic οὐ	μή with the aorist subjunctive or the future tense 
expressed emphatic denial (Smyth §§1804, 2755), a weakened sense is 
“far more common in the LXX and the NT.”15 In the latter it occurs pri-
marily in “quotations from the LXX and sayings of Jesus,” where it is “for 
the most part less emphatic than in the classical language” (BDF §365).16 
That description befits OG-Isaiah, where οὐ	μή + aorist subjunctive in 
the third-person commonly represents לא + verb (2:4; 5:6 [2x]; 7:7, 25; 
8:10; 11:9 [2x]; 13:18, 20 [2x]; 16:12; 17:8; 24:20; 25:2; 27:9, 11 [2x]; 28:15, 
16, 18[2]; 31:2; 35:8 [2x], 9[2]; 37:10, 33 [3x]; 39:6; 41:28; 43:2; 44:12; 46:7 
[3x]; 47:14; 51:6; 54:10; 55:10, 11; 55:9; 59:21; 63:8; 65:17, 20, 22); or בל + 
verb (26:10, 14 [2x]; 33:20 [2x], 24; 35:9[1]).17 Similarly, when οὐ	μή + 

14. S, V, and T have second-person verb forms; 4Q55 preserves only שא-, and the 
entire verb stands in a lacuna in 4Q56, although both read ולא for ואל (on the absence 
of 2:9b–10 in 1QIsaa see Ziegler, 107). Comparison of DSS witnesses to Isaiah shows 
no general pattern of replacing אל with 1 .לאQIsaa reads על for both occurrences of אל 
in MT of 6:9 (OG, S, V, T have negative particles), doubtless owing to the “weaken-
ing of laryngeals and pharyngeals” (E. Y. Kutscher, The Language and Linguistic Back-
ground of the Isaiah Scroll [IQIsaa], STDJ 6 [Leiden: Brill, 1974], 505).

15. James H. Moulton, A Grammar of New Testament Greek: Prolegomena (Edin-
burgh: T&T Clark, 1906) 1:188.

16. Moulton speculates that, because quotations from the LXX and the logia 
constituted sacred texts “in the first age of Christianity, one is tempted to put [this 
construction] down to the same cause in both—a feeling that inspired language was 
fitly rendered by words of a decisive tone not needed generally elsewhere” (Moulton, 
Grammar of New Testament Greek, 1:192.).

17. Simple μή + the imperative (7:4 [2x]; 10:24; 35:4; 36:11, 16; 36:14, 15; 37:10; 
40:9; 41:10 [2x], 13; 43:1, 5, 6, 18 [2x]; 44:2, 8; 51:7; 52:11; 54:41; 56:3 [2x]; 64:8[1]); the 
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a second-person verb in the subjunctive mood expresses prohibition, it 
regularly aligns with 8:12 ;6:9) לא [2x]; 9:19; 14:20; 33:8; 36:15; 41:12; 
47:11).18

Yet, as Moulton observes, οὐ	 μή with the aorist subjunctive or the 
future tense remained “capable of being used by a cultured writer like 
Paul with its full classical emphasis.”19 Thus, despite the general attenu-
ation of οὐ	μή + aorist subjunctive, there may be instances it retained its 
locutionary force, as seems the case in 48:19, where a pleonastic negation 
+ subjunctive is followed by οὐδε + future tense, in both cases translating 
 μου	ἐνώπιόν	σου	ὄνομά	τὸ	ἀπολεῖται	οὐδὲ	ἐξολεθρευθῇς	μὴ	οὐ	νῦν	οὐδὲ :לא
 μή with the future tense occurs with	οὐ 20.לא יכרת ולא ישמד שמו מלפני ||
the second-person in 54:4 and with the third-person in 16:10; 65:8, but 
seems to carry no more emphasis than the future tenses preceding it in 
those verses.

Nevertheless, οὐ	μή + a future tense 1cs verb in two other passages 
(besides 2:9) is noteworthy. First is Ahaz’s exclamation in 7:12, where 
emphasis seems likely in οὐ	μὴ	αἰτήσω	 οὐδ᾿	 οὐ	μὴ	πειράσω	κύριον || לא 
יהוה את  אנסה  ולא  -The formal rhetorical style of 43:25 also sug .אשאל 
gests emphasis: ἐγώ	εἰμι	ἐγώ	εἰμι	ὁ	ἐξαλείφων	τὰς	ἀνομίας	σου	καὶ	οὐ	μὴ	
μνησθήσομαι || אנכי אנכי הוא מחה פשעיך למעני וחטאתיך לא אזכר. It is in 
comparison with that set of examples that καὶ	οὐ	μὴ	ἀνήσω	αὐτούς || ואל 
 μή	in 2:9 seems at home. The disavowal of forgiveness gives to οὐ תשא להם
+ the future tense the tenor of an asseveration.21

subjunctive (6:9 [2x]; 16:3; 22:4; 37:6; 54:2, 4[2]; 58:1; 64:8[2]; 65:5, 8); or the optative 
(14:29; 28:22) mood translates אל, with the exception of 62:6, where we find οὐκ	ἔστι	
γὰρ	ὑμῖν	ὅμοιος || אל דמי לכם (but also ואל תתנו דמי לו at the start of 2:7), likely due to 
the preceding οἳ	διὰ	τέλους	οὐ	σιωπήσονται	μιμνῃσκόμενοι	κυρίου || לא יחשו המזכרים 
.את יהוה

18. Although we find οὐ	μὴ	συνάψητε, πλανήθητε	τὴν	ἔρημον in 16:8, it has no 
Hebrew analogue in MT and 1Q8 (1 <  ים … בעליQIsaa) (cf. 28:17, 18).

19. Moulton, Grammar of New Testament Greek 1:190.
20. Similarly, οὐ	μή (|| לא) appears in 50:7 with an aorist subjunctive, 1cs verb, 

in an indirect rhetorical statement where emphatic negation seems likely: ἀλλὰ	ἔθηκα	
τὸ	πρόσωπόν	μου	ὡς	στερεὰν	πέτραν	καὶ	ἔγνων	ὅτι	οὐ	μὴ	αἰσχυνθῶ || שמתי פני כחלמיש 
.ואדע כי לא אבוש

21. Although ולא for ואל in 4Q55; 4Q56 opens the possibility that the same read-
ing stood in OG’s Vorlage, smoothing the way to the choice of οὐ	μή + the future tense, 
this translator unlikely required such a foundation for his choice.
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2:10

Although OG’s initial +καὶ	νῦν might reflect ועתה in its Vorlage (without 
attestation in any other witness), more likely the translator supplied it as a 
transition from 2:9 (cf. +καὶ	νῦν in 2:5).

Both OG and S render the grammatical person of the imperatives 
 Each .  ܘܐܬܛܡܪܘ/κρύπτεσθε	and καὶ  ܥܘܠܘ /as plural: εἰσέλθατε  והטמן and בוא
seems to have adjusted the grammatical number to the context, particu-
larly להם (αὐτούς/ܠܗܘܢ) at the end of 2:9.

The equivalent  גאנו ||  ܥܘܫܢܗ is attested elsewhere (Lev 26:19; Jer 12:5; 
49:19; 50:44; Ezek 32:12; cf. ܬܘܩܦܐ in Exod 15:7; and ܚܝܠܐ in Ezek 30:6), even 
if ܓܐܝܘܬܐ ,ܪܡܘܬܐ, and ܐܝܩܪܐ are more frequent equivalents in Isaiah.

On the other hand, OG’s τῆς	ἰσχύος (αὐτοῦ) || גאנו occurs again only for 
 are ὕβρις (e.g., Lev גאון in 2:19, 21. The more frequent equivalents for גאנו
26:19; Isa 13:11; 16:6); and ὑπερηφανία (e.g., Ezek 7:20; 16:49, 56; Amos 
8:7; Prov 8:13). Given that the 3ms suffix in גאנו in these verses refers to the 
LORD, the use of either ὕβρις or ὑπερηφανία might have been objection-
able. δόξα (|| גאון in Exod 15:7; Isa 14:11; 24:14; Mic 5:3) was already used 
for הדר, perhaps compelling a different equivalent here. Why ἰσχύς was 
chosen is not evident, although “strength” is a frequently mentioned attri-
bute of the deity.22 The fact that S also frequently uses words for “strength” 
to translate גאון suggests that the association was a shared tradition.

Ziegler (61) attributes ὅταν	ἀναστῇ	θραῦσαι	τὴν	γῆν to borrowing from 
2:19, 20, where בקומו לערץ הארץ (ὅταν	ἀναστῇ	θραῦσαι	τὴν	γῆν) follows 
 Although this translator’s renderings often seem .מפני פחד יהוה ומהדר גאונו
influenced by passages elsewhere (Ziegler, 103–34), the abundant attesta-
tion of borrowings in proto-SP manuscripts at Qumran and expansions by 
borrowing in the MT of Jeremiah make it possible that some borrowings 
already stood in the translator’s Vorlage.23

22. Greek lexemes for strength align with a variety of Hebrew words: (1) ἰσχύς: 
 מעוז ,(33:13 ;30:15 ;28:6 ;11:2) גבורה ,(37:3 ;10:13) כח ,(21 ,19 ,2:10) גאון ,(1:31) חסן
 חזק ,([1]8:9) אזר ,(8:7) עצום :ἰσχυρός (2) ;(33:11) קש ,(29:2) תאניה ,(23:11) מעזן ,(23:4)
 :participial forms of ἰσχύω (3) ;(33:16) משגב ,(27:3) ? ,(21:17) גבור ,(28:2 ;27:1 ;8:11)
 ,(25:8) נצח ,(22:3) נמצא ,(10:33) מערצה ,(10:21 ;5:22) גבור ,(3:25) גבורה ,(3:2 ;1:24) אביר
.(23:11) נטה ,(23:8) אשר ,([2]8:9) אזר :verbal forms of ἰσχύω (4) ;(4 ,35:3 ;28:22) חזק

23. For Qumran, see Molly M. Zahn, Rethinking Rewritten Scripture: Composi-
tion and Exegesis in the 4Q Reworked Pentateuch Manuscripts, STDJ 95 (Leiden: Brill, 
2011), 143–56. For Jeremiah, see Hermann-Josef Stipp, Das masoretische und alex-
andrinische Sondergut des Jeremiabuches: Textgeschichtlicher Rang, Eigenarten, Trieb-
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2:11

Old Greek’s +γάρ in οἱ	γὰρ	ὀφθαλμοὶ	κυρίου	ὑψηλοί || עיני גבהות fits the pat-
tern of an insertion for the sake of the target language (Troxel, 92). Its οἱ … 
ὀφθαλμοὶ	κυρίου || עיני (unparalleled in other textual witnesses) might have 
been forced upon it by its decision to analyze גבהות as a feminine plural 
adjective modifying עיני (cf. τὰ	ὄρη	τὰ	ὑψηλά || ההרים הגבהים in Gen 7:19). 
Compare S’s ܪ̈ܡܬܐ  Seeligmann (66) suggests that the translator may .ܥܝ̈ܢܐ 
either have inferred that the final yod was an abbreviation of the Tetra-
grammaton or may have found עיני י in his Vorlage. More convincing, how-
ever, given the translator’s apparent familiarity with both the nearer and 
farther contexts of this book (see Troxel, 134), is Ziegler’s (61) suggestion 
that the translator inferred a contrast between the elevation of the Kyrios 
and the abasement of humans from 2:17. In fact, the correlation of ὑψηλοί 
with τὸ	ὕψος	τῶν	ἀνθρώπων || רום אנשים and καὶ	ὑψωθήσεται	κύριος || ונשגב 
	ὑψωθήσεται	and καὶ רום אנשים || ἀνθρώπων	is noteworthy, since ὕψος יהוה
κύριος || ונשגב יהוה occur again in 2:17.

The equivalent ὑψωθήσεται || נשגב here, in 2:17, and in 12:4 (ὑψώθη	
τὸ	ὄνομα	αὐτοῦ || נשגב שמו) is paralleled in Ps 148:13 (ὅτι	ὑψώθη	τὸ	ὄνομα	
αὐτοῦ	μόνου || כי נשגב שמו לבדו); Prov 18:10.24 The choice complements the 
contraposition between forms related to ταπεινός and ὑψηλοί throughout 
2:11–17.

Syriac’s equivalent  ונשגב  ||  ܘܢܥܫܢ  occurs again in 2:17; 9:10.
Syriac’s  ܢܡܟܟ is a pael, in contrast to  שפל , while the ethpaal ܘܢܬܡܟܟ 

accords with ושח but retains an implied divine agent, parallel to the 
implied agent of ܢܡܟܟ . Although S’s Vorlage might have read  ישפל , com-
pare 3:17, where S translates  ושפח  with ܢܡܟܟ  .

2:12

As Zielger (61) notes, +καὶ	μετέωρον has been borrowed from 2:13, cre-
ating a two member adjectival unit parallel to ἐπὶ	 πάντα	 ὑβριστὴν	 καὶ	
ὑπερήφανον. The interpretive scheme that surfaces in 2:13–16 (see 2:13) 
favors seeing this as part of the translator’s shaping of the passage.

krafte, OBO 136 (Fribourg: Academic Press; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 
1994), 106–8, 133–36.

24. On the translator’s difficulties rendering שגב, see the comments at 9:19.
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Old Greek’s grammatical plural καὶ	 ταπεινωθήσονται || ושפל treats 
the juxtaposed prepositional phrases ἐπὶ	πάντα	ὑβριστὴν	καὶ	ὑπερήφανον	
καὶ	ἐπὶ	πάντα	ὑψηλὸν	καὶ	μετέωρον as an implicit compound subject. His 
choice of the masculine singular form for the adjectives marks these as 
persons, while ταπεινωθήσονται suggests that πάντα in each instance is dis-
tributive: “each and every” (see appendix A).

Syriac’s גאה || ܕܡܬܓܐܐ, using dālat + participle as modifier, is one of 
its frequent strategies. ܕܢܬܡܟܟ renders ושפל as a final clause and uses the 
ethpaal, as in 2:11.

2:13

καὶ	ἐπὶ	πᾶσαν	κέδρον	τοῦ	Λιβάνου || ועל כל ארזי הלבנון and δένδρον	βαλάνου	
Βασαν || אלוני הבשן are the first examples of this translator’s tendency to 
render morphologically plural nouns preceded by כל in the grammatical 
singular (cf. ὄρος || ההרים and βουνὸν	 ὑψηλόν || הנשאות  ,in 2:14 הגבעות 
as well as 7:25; 8:7, 9; 15:2; 21:8).25 Not only does it align them with the 
grammatically singular nouns πύργον || מגדל and τεῖχος || חומה in 2:15, but 
it creates a distinctive role for τῶν	ὑψηλῶν	καὶ	μετεώρων by making each 
of these the property of the haughty humans who will be humbled (2:12). 
Their abasement is reprised in 2:17, where πᾶς	ἄνθρωπος (|| גבהות האדם) 
bears the same distributive sense as πάντα in 2:12.

2:14

For OG’s grammatically singular nouns ὄρος (|| ההרים) and βουνόν (|| 
 might owe to הרמים see 2:13. Although its lack of an equivalent for (הגבעות
parablepsis following ההרים, it is equally possible that the translator omit-
ted an equivalent for הרמים for concision, with a view to the following καὶ	
ἐπὶ	πάντα	βουνὸν	ὑψηλόν (ועל כל הגבעות הנשאות).26

The relative clause ܕܪ̈ܡܢ for הרמים and הנשאות is one of S’s common 
ways of rendering an articular modifier.

25. For δένδρον	βαλάνου || אלוני specifying the type of tree, cf. καὶ	ὡς	βάλανος || 
.in 6:13 וכאלון

26. Cf. καὶ	 ἐπὶ	πάντα	ὑψηλὸν	καὶ	μετέωρον || ועל כל נשא; and τῶν	ὑψηλῶν	καὶ	
μετεώρων || הרמים והנשאים in 2:12, 13, respectively.
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2:15

S’s  ועל כל מגדל גבה ||  ܘܥܠ ܟܠ ܡ̈ܓܕܠܐ ܕܪ̈ܡܝܢ ; and ועל כל חומה ||   ܘܥܠ ܟܠ ܫܘܪ̈ܐ  
.extrapolate individual cases from a collective noun (cf. 1:30) בצורה

 occurs again in 25:2; 27:10; 36:1. By contrast, the most  בצורה  ||  ܕܥܫܝ̈ܢܝܢ 
common equivalent for בצורה throughout translations in the Greek Bible 
is ὀχυραί (e.g., Deut 3:5; 28:52; 2 Kgdms 20:6), as occurs in 25:2; 36:1; 37:26, 
while ὑψηλόν is its equivalent only here, likely chosen for this context in 
the same way that καὶ ὑψωθήσεται || ונשגב was in 2:11 and 17.27

2:16

For OG’s grammatically singular πᾶν	πλοῖον || כל אניות, see the comment 
on πᾶσαν	κέδρον || כל ארזי in 2:13. Goshen-Gottstein (ח) notes that πλοῖον	
θαλάσσης || אניות תרשיש parallels an exegetical tack “esp. frequent in 𝔗 𝔙.”

Ziegler (61) offers the most likely explanation of θέαν	πλοίων || שכיות, 
positing a double rendering, the first based on the similarity to Aramaic 
 In the same .אניות || to see,” the second based on the parallel πλοῖον“ סכא
vein, Warszawski (13) suggests that S’s  ܕܘܩ̈ܐ ܕܪܓܬܐ  “observations of delight” 
rests on a similar perceived relationship to 28.ܣܟܐ Use of Aramaic is attested 
for both OG and S, allowing this case to be attributable to polygenesis.

For κάλλους || החמדה compare κάλλος || ונחמדהו in 53:2.

2:17

Old Greek’s translation of the first half of this verse bears comparison 
to 2:11, where the Hebrew lexemes are identical (except עיני there), as 
are the equivalents ἄνθρωπος || אדם; καὶ	 ταπεινωθήσεται || ושח; ὕψος || 
	πεσεῖται	A notable difference is καὶ .אנשים || and ἀνθρώπων ;רום   ושפל ||
here and ταπεινός || שפל in 2:11, since nowhere else does πίπτω trans-
late שפל, whose most frequent equivalent is ταπεινόω. However, in 25:12’s 
ταπεινώσει	 καὶ	 καταβήσεται	 ἕως	 τοῦ	 ἐδάφους (|| לארץ הגיע  השפיל   השח 
 .καταβήσεται was likely chosen to avoid repeating ταπεινόω	καὶ ,(עד עפר

27. In Num 13:28 ὀχυραί is modified by τετειχισμέναι, while in Deut 1:28; Hos 
8:14 another inflected form of the perfect passive participle is the sole equivalent, and 
in Deut 9:1; 2 Chr 32:1; 33:14 a form of the adjective τειχήρης suffices. Cf. εἰς	ὀχύρωμα	
τοῦ	τείχους	τῇ	πόλει || לבצר החומה in 22:10; πόλεις	ὀχυράς || קריה בצורה in 25:2.

28.Cf. α′ οψεις <της> επιθυμιας; σ′ θ′ θεας	επιθυμητας.
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That impulse might account for πεσεῖται || ושפל here, in the wake of καὶ	
ταπεινωθήσεται || ושח.

More striking is πᾶς	ἄνθρωπος || גבהות האדם, in contrast to ὑψηλοί	ὁ	
δὲ	ἄνθρωπος || גבהות אדם in 2:11, whose ὑψηλοί serves as predicate adjec-
tive for οἱ	γὰρ	ὀφθαλμοὶ	κυρίου || עיני. Although that rendering is intel-
ligible, he might have had pause at גבהות האדם here, especially since the 
slot occupied by עיני in 2:11 is occupied by ושח here. Also, because the 
semantics of גבהות are reflected in ὕψος	ἀνθρώπων || רום אנשים, πᾶς might 
be a type of compensation along the lines of πάντες	οἱ	ἀντίδικοί	σου || אנשי 
 in 41:11. In any event, this verse is among many cases of πᾶς lacking ריבך
a semantic counterpart in Hebrew (see Van der Vorm-Croughs, 41–42), 
many of which involve πᾶς || על or expansions like ὁ	 ἀποστέλλων	πρὸς	
πάντα	τὰ	ἔθνη || חולשׁ על גוים in 14:12 (cf. ἰδοὺ	πάντες	ὡς	φρύγανα	ἐπὶ	πυρὶ	
κατακαήσονται || 47:14 ,הנה היו כקש אש שרפתם). For a detailed discus-
sion, see appendix A.

On OG’s καὶ	ὑψωθήσεται and S’s ונשגב || ܘܢܥܫܢ, see 2:11.

2:18

Both καὶ	τὰ	χειροποίητα	πάντα	κατακρύψουσιν and ܘܦܬܟܪ̈ܐ ܓܡܝܪܐܝܬ ܢܥܒܪܘܢ 
are transparent to והאלילים כליל יחלף, although ܢܥܒܪܘܢ better fits the seman-
tics and voice of יחלף. Old Greek shifts the subject from האלילים to the 
abased people of 2:17 and links κατακρύψουσιν to the subordinate parti-
ciple εἰσενέγκαντες || ובאו at the outset of 2:19, whereas S’s ܘܢܥܠܘܢ begins 
a new clause. The grammatically plural verb forms in both translations 
accord with יחלופו in 1QIsaa (cf. V, T).

2:19

As Goshen-Gottstein (ח) suggests, OG’s εἰσενέγκαντες likely reads יבאו 
and analyzes it as a hiphil. By rendering it as a participle the translator 
subordinates it to κατακρύψουσιν in 2:18.

Although Ziegler (61) posits that OG’s εἰς	τὰ	σπήλαια	καὶ	εἰς	τὰς	σχισμὰς	
τῶν	 πετρῶν reflects a double translation of במערות, while “wahrsch. ist 
σπήλαια spätere Korrektur nach dem MT,” more likely καὶ	εἰς	τὰς	σχισμὰς	
τῶν	πετρῶν || צרים reflects the translator’s harmonization with καὶ	εἰς	τὰς	
σχισμὰς	τῶν	πετρῶν || בנקרות הצרים in 2:21, where that phrase is followed, 
as here, by καὶ	εἰς	τὰς	τρώγλας	τῆς	γῆς (cf. Van der Vorm-Croughs, 146). In 
fact, καὶ	εἰς	τὰς	τρώγλας	τῆς	γῆς in 2:21 aligns with ובסעפי הסלעים, whereas 
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here it aligns with ובמחלות עפר, suggesting that these harmonizations took 
place in the translation process and for the sake of the product rather than 
reflecting a variant Hebrew Vorlage.

Regarding καὶ	ἀπὸ	τῆς	δόξης	τῆς	 ἰσχύος	αὐτοῦ || ומהדר גאונו, see the 
notes on τῆς	ἰσχύος	αὐτοῦ || גאנו in 2:10.

2:20

Old Greek’s lack of an equivalent for the 3ms suffix of זהבו, following τὰ	
βδελύγματα	αὐτοῦ	τὰ	ἀργυρᾶ || את אלילי כספו befits its typical practices, 
as evinced again in 31:7’s τὰ	χειροποίητα	αὐτῶν	τὰ	ἀργυρᾶ	καὶ	τὰ	χρυσᾶ || 
.אלילי כספו ואלילי זהבו

Syriac’s  ܦܬܟܪ̈ܐ ܕܕܗܒܐ ܘܕܣܐܡܐ collapses את אלילי כספו ואת אלילי זהבו, but 
differs from OG’s condensation (τὰ	βδελύγματα	αὐτοῦ	τὰ	ἀργυρᾶ	καὶ	τὰ	
χρυσᾶ) by lacking an equivalent for either of the 3ms pronominal suffixes. 
Nevertheless, this rendering comports with ܘܕܕܗܒܐ ܕܣܐܡܐ   אלילי || ܦܬܟܪ̈ܐ 
.in 31:7 כספו ואלילי זהבו

Syriac again shows its tendency to extrapolate from singular to plural 
with the verbal form of ישליך האדם || ܢܫܕܘܢ ܐܢܫܐ and the pronominal suffix in 
 In both cases OG takes a different path, reproducing .עשו לו ||   ܕܥܒܕܘ ܠܗܘܢ
the singular number in ἐκβαλεῖ	ἄνθρωπος || ישליך האדם and reformulating 
.προσκυνεῖν	ἐποίησαν	as a relative clause: ἃ עשו לו להשתחות

The semantic similarity of  לחפר פרות ||  ܠܣܪܝܩܘܬܐ to τοῖς	ματαίοις (α′ 
ορυκταις, σ′ ακαρποις) appears to be one reason that Warszawski (9) lists 
this among passages where agreement between S and OG “nicht aus dem 
Text allein zu erklären sind, sodern [sic] deutlich auf eine Abhängigkeit 
der Pesch. von LXX hinweisen.” In support of that claim he notes (13) 
that both render פרות  לחפרפרים with one word.29 However, given לחפר 
in 1QIsaa, we cannot assume that either translator conjoined separate 
words; and even though the term’s status as a hapax legomenon makes the 
semantic similarity of the equivalents notable, S renders it with an abstract 
noun rather than a nominalized adjective. This difference must be viewed 
alongside the other differences in grammatical features already noted that 
distinguish their renderings in this verse.

The parallel between καὶ	 ταῖς	 νυκτερίσιν and ולעטלפים || ܘܠܦܪ̈ܚܕܘܕܐ 
seems more salient, since νυκτερίς is the equivalent for the noun in its only 

29. See Gesenius, Commentar über den Jesaia 1:82.



64 ISAIAH 2

other appearances (Lev 11:19; Deut 14:18), whereas S uses ܛܘܣܐ “peacock,” 
while ܠܦܪ̈ܚܕܘܕܐ appears only here. A useful base from which to evaluate 
whether ܠܦܪ̈ܚܕܘܕܐ is based on the OG, as Warszawski (13) contends, is to 
compare their equivalents for another entomological species in 33:4.

אסף החסיל
כמשׁק גבים

שׁוקק בו

ὃν	τρόπον	ἐάν	τις	συναγάγῃ
ἀκρίδας
οὕτως	ἐμπαίξουσιν	ὑμῖν

ܐܝܟ ܟܢܘܫܝܐ ܕܙܚܠܐ
ܘܐܝܟ ܟܢܘܫܝܐ ܕܩܡܨܐ

ܕܟܢܝܫ

ἀκρίδας is a frequent Greek equivalent for “locusts” and appears again in 
40:22, for חגבים. The translator may have arrived at ἀκρίδας || גבים here 
through its graphic similarity to חגבים, just as S uses ܩܡܨܐ for גבים here 
and חגבים in 40:22. Old Greek lacks a clear equivalent for משק and חסיל, 
perhaps owing to its tendency to reduce synonyms (cf. Van der Vorm-
Croughs, 188–90), while S (despite rendering כמשק by replicating ܐܝܟ 
 a term it uses for locusts elsewhere.30 ,ܙܚܠܐ with חסיל renders (אסף || ܟܢܘܫܝܐ
Notably, however, while חסיל || ܙܚܠܐ in 33:4 is attested again in 1 Kgs 8:37, 
it is not S’s most frequent equivalent: חסיל || ܨܪܨܘܪܐ in Joel 1:4; 2:25, and ܩܡܨܐ 
 in contrast to עטלפים || ܦܪ̈ܚܕܘܕܐ ,in Ps 78:46. Given this variation חסיל ||
 in Lev 11:19; Deut 14:18 affords no reason to suppose that עטלפים || ܛܘܣܐ
it relied on OG.

2:21

εἰς	τὰς	τρώγλας (τῆς	στερεᾶς	πέτρας) || (הצרים) בנקרות conforms to εἰς	τὰς	
τρώγλας (τῆς	γῆς) || (עפר) ובמחלות in 2:19 (q.v.). πέτρα is a common equiv-
alent for צור (e.g., Exod 17:6 [2x]; 33:21, 22); and (as later in this verse) סלע 
(e.g., Num 20:8, 10; 1 Kgdms 13:6; Isa 7:19; 16:1; 22:16; 31:9). The Isaiah 
translator uniquely uses στερεά	πέτρα for צור here; in 5:28; and in 51:1; as 
well as for חלמיש in 50:7 (the only parallel is ἐκ	στερεᾶς	πέτρας || מחלמיש 
.(in Deut 32:13 צור

30. Pace Van der Vorm-Croughs’s claim (345 n. 106) that ὃν	 τρόπον	 ἐάν	 τις	
συναγάγῃ owes to associating כמשק with קשש, συναγάγῃ || אסף is more likely. חסיל 
appears only here in Isaiah, but OG elsewhere translates it with ἐρυσίβη (Joel 1:4; 2:25; 
3 Kgdms 8:37; Ps 77[78]:46); or βροῦχος (2 Chr 6:28). 1) ארבה חסיל || ܘܩܡܨܐ ܘܙܚܠܐ Kgs 
 ܩܡܨܐ ;(Joel 1:4, 25) חסיל || ܨܪܨܘܪܐ ,ילק || ܩܡܨܐ ܙܚܠܐ ,ארבה || ܩܡܨܐ ܦܪܚܐ ,גזם || ܡܫܘܛܐ ;(8:37
.(Chr 6:28 2) ארבה וחסיל || ܩܡܨܐ ܦܪܚܐ ܘܙܚܠܐ ;(Ps 78:46) חסיל ||
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Syriac’s בנקרות הצרים || ܒܡܥܪ̈ܐ ܕܛܪܢܐ (T במערת טנריא) recalls ܒܡܥܪ̈ܐ ܕܟܐܦܐ 
 and הצרים || (ܟܐܦܐ rather than) ܛܪܢܐ in 2:19, save for the use of צרים במערות ||
 (בנקרות הצרים the sole analogue to) However, in Exod 33:22 .הסלעים || ܟܐܦܐ
S reads, similarly to here, ܕܛܪܢܐ טינרא T) הצור בנקרת || ܒܡܥܪܬܐ   ,(במערת 
whereas OG reads εἰς	ὀπὴν	τῆς	πέτρας.

In contrast to OG’s repetition of καὶ	εἰς	τὰς	σχισμὰς	τῶν	πετρῶν from 
עפר ||) 2:19  ,(ובשקיפי T) ܫ̈ܩܝܦܐ with ובסעפי S translates ,(.q.v) (ובמחלות 
whereas it rendered מחלות with ܚ̈ܘܠܢܐ in 2:19.

Regarding OG’s τῆς	ἰσχύος	αὐτοῦ and S’s גאונו || ܥܘܫܢܗ, see 2:10.

2:22

The verse is lacking in the OG. As Ulrich observes, “there is no trigger 
for parablepsis, whereas the change to second person in the imperative 
contrasts with the previous two verses and suggests that it too is a latter 
expansion.”31

Van der Kooij argues that, although the verse was present in the trans-
lator’s Vorlage, he omitted it as superfluous following his interpretation of 
2:5–21.32 He bases this on the observation that ἀνῆκε	γὰρ	τὸν	λαὸν	αὐτοῦ	
τὸν	 οἶκον	 τοῦ	 Ισραηλ in 2:6 differs from the MT (and 1QIsaa, 4Q56) in 
the grammatical number of ἀνῆκε (נטשתה)—which he ascribes to “assimi-
lation to the ending of 2:5”—and in the name Ισραηλ (יעקב), which he 
judges linked to the choice of ἀνίημι for נטש (see the comments above, 
2:6). Arguing that the two occurrences of καὶ	νῦν divide 2:5–21 into two 
units (2:5–10 and 11–21), he finds that the first “contains a passage (2:6b–
9), which explains why God had abandoned his people” (see the notes 
at 2:5) “whereas the second section (2:10–21) announces the day of the 
LORD on which every one that is high and lofty will be humbled.”33 The 

31. Eugene Ulrich, The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Developmental Composition of the 
Bible, VTSup 169 (Leiden: Brill, 2015), 291–92.

32. Van der Kooij, “Septuagint of Isaiah,” 382.
33. Van der Kooij, “Septuagint of Isaiah,” 380. Although he concedes that 2:10’s 

call on the people to hide themselves from the Kyrios’s wrath “may seem different 
from that of 2:5,” his only response to the problem is to compare the exhortation to 
the people in 26:20 to hide themselves from the wrath of the Kyrios that will last but a 
little while. Evidently he means that the significance of καὶ	νῦν as “the crucial moment” 
in 2:5 relates to the short time the abasement of the people (cf. 2:9) will last. However 
that might be, his isolation of 2:6b–9 as the core, even though + καὶ	νῦν introduces the 
summons to the house of Jacob, goes unaddressed.
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translator’s emphasis of that turning point made him consider superflu-
ous 2:22’s admonition not to rely on “man,” understood as “the strong and 
arrogant man in verses 9, 11, 17 (see also 2:20).”34

The fundamental problem is that, after acknowledging that “the inter-
pretation of [2:22] is disputed,” Van der Kooij posits his interpretation of 
it and assumes that this was the translator’s understanding of 2:22, without 
offering any support for that assumption.35 Of course, no support is avail-
able, precisely because OG offers no translation of the verse.

Syriac’s query  כי במה נחשב הוא ||  ܡܛܠ ܕܐܝܟ ܡܢܐ ܚܫܝܒ is distinctive, not 
only because ܒܡܢܐ is S’s equivalent for במה in twenty-six of its twenty-eight 
occurrences, but also because ܡܢܐ  occurs only here in the Peshitta.36 ܐܝܟ 
Although one might conjecture that ܐܝܟ ܡܢܐ reflects כמה in its Vorlage, that 
compound is fittingly translated with ܟܡܐ in ten of its twelve occurrences.37 
 is likely an ad hoc rendering tailored to the question about the value ܐܝܟ ܡܢܐ
of mortals, using semantics akin to פרסות || ܘܦܪ̈ܣܬܐ ܕܪ̈ܟܫܝܗܘܢ ܐܝܟ ܛܪ̈ܢܐ ܢܬܚܫ̈ܒܢ 
 כחמר היצר יחשב || ܐܝܟ ܛܝܢܐ ܕܦܚܪܐ ܚܫܝܒܝܢ ܐܢܬܘܢ in 5:28; and סוסיו כצר נחשבו
in 29:16.

34. Van der Kooij, “Septuagint of Isaiah,” 378–79.
35. Van der Kooij, “Septuagint of Isaiah,” 378.
36. The two exceptions are ܡܛܠ ܕܡܢܘ ܢܝܬܝܘܗܝ ܠܡܚܙܐ ܒܟܠ ܕܢܗܘܐ ܡܢ ܒܬܪܗ || 

 in Qoh 3:22; and in a widely divergent rendering of כי מי יביאנו לראות במה שיהיה אחריו
2 Chr 7:21 that includes ܘܢܐܡܪܘܢ ܡܛܠ ܡܢܐ ܥܒܕ ܡܪܝܐ ܠܩܪܝܬܐ ܗܕܐ ܗܟܢܐ ܘܠܒܝܬܐ ܗܢܐ 
 occurs only as part of a relative ܐܝܟ ܡܢ .ואמר במה עשה יהוה ככה לארץ הזאת ולבית הזה ||
clause: 1 ,כשׁמע בקול יהוה || ܐܝܟ ܡܢ ܕܫܡܥ ܒܩܠܗ Sam 15:22; ܠܐ ܢܫܬܟܚ ܡܢ ܕܐܣܪ ܐܝܟ 
.Kgs 20:11 1 ,אל יתהלל חגר כמפתח || ܡܢ ܕܫܪܐ

37. But note אדני כמה תראה || ܡܪܝ ܟܕܘ ܚܙܝܬ, Ps 35:17; ܗܢܘܢ ܡܪܡܪܘܗܝ ܒܡܕܒܪܐ || 
.Ps 78:40 ,כמה ימרוהו במדבר



Isaiah 3

3:1

Ἰδοὺ	δή (|| כי הנה) translates הנה alone in 22:17; 33:7, suggesting that here 
it might render only הנה. However, δή translates כי in 39:8, while it is the 
equivalent for נא in 5:1; 7:13. In that light, OG might simply have com-
pressed כי הנה.

The epithet צבאות יהוה   ܡܪܐ aligns with (occurring only here) האדון 
 ܡܪܐ σαβαωθ). This is the only instance of	κύριος	δεσπότης	in S (OG ὁ ܡܪ̈ܘܬܐ
-unaccompanied by another epithet in Isaiah, and there is no attes ܡܪ̈ܘܬܐ
tation of יהוה  in the Hebrew witnesses צבאות unaccompanied by האדון 
of Isaiah. Syriac renders צבאות יהוה  ܚܝܠܬܢܐ with האדון  ܡܪ̈ܘܬܐ   in 1:24 ܡܪܐ 
(OG ὁ	δεσπότης	κύριος	σαβαωθ); ܡܪܝܐ ܐܠܗܐ ܚܝܠܬܢܐ in 10:16 (κύριος	σαβαωθ) 
and 10:33 (ὁ	 δεσπότης	 κύριος	 σαβαωθ); and ܚܝܠܬܢܐ 	in 19:14 (κύριος ܡܪܝܐ 
σαβαωθ). These equivalents throughout both S and OG suggest that the 
variation is attributable to the translators.

Old Greek’s transposition ἀπὸ	 τῆς	 Ιουδαίας	 καὶ	 ἀπὸ	 Ιερουσαλημ || 
ומיהודה  agrees with the Hebrew word order in 1:1; 2:1, but OG מירושלם 
alone attests the order here. It has a similar transposition in 5:3 (ἄνθρωπος	
τοῦ	Ιουδα	καὶ	οἱ	ἐνοικοῦντες	ἐν	Ιερουσαλημ || יושב ירושלם ואיש יהודה), where 
S agrees (ܓܒܪ̈ܐ ܕܝܗܘܕܐ ܘܥܡܘܪ̈ܝܗ ܕܐܘܪܫܠܡ ). On the other hand, OG agrees with 
MT’s order in 3:8 (Ιερουσαλημ	καὶ	ἡ	Ιουδαία || ירושׁלם ויהודה); 22:21 (τοῖς	
ἐνοικοῦσιν	ἐν	Ιερουσαλημ	καὶ	τοῖς	ἐνοικοῦσιν	ἐν	Ιουδα || ליושב ירושלם ולבית 
 It is impossible to know whether these differences are due to the .(יהודה
translator or to an earlier scribe in each case.

Syriac renders משען ומשענה with ܣܡܘܟܐ ܘܣܡܘܟܬܐ and translates the 
two instances of משען in the second half of the verse with ܣܡܟ (cf. T’s 
 in 36:6.1 On משענת || ܣܡܟܐ comparable to ,(סמך … סמך … סמיך וסעיד

1. Outside Isaiah, S translates משען with ܣܡܟܐ (2 Kgs 18:21); ܚܘܛܪܐ (Exod 21:19; 
Num 21:18; Judg 6:21; 2 Kgs 4:29; 18:21; Ezek 29:6; Zech 8:4; Ps 23:4); ܡܣܝܥܢܐ “helper” 
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the other hand, ἰσχύοντα	καὶ	ἰσχύουσαν || משען ומשענה and ἰσχύν || משען 
(2x) have no parallel, and none of the typical Hebrew couterparts to these 
words are likely candidates for retroversion.2 Throughout Isaiah, Greek 
words for “strength/strong” align with atypical Hebrew counterparts.3 
In 2:10, 19, and 21 ἰσχύς translated גאון, an equivalence that appears 
nowhere else in the OG but agrees with S’s ܥܘܫܢܐ (see the comments on 
2:10). Given that elsewhere ἰσχύς, ἰσχυρός, and ἰσχύω appear without a 
typical counterpart in any extant Hebrew text (see above, p. 58 n. 22), 
and since γίγαντα	καὶ	ἰσχύοντα at the outset of 3:2 is a double translation 
of גבור, OG’s choice of grammatically gendered ἰσχύοντα	καὶ	ἰσχύουσαν is 
likely keyed to the larger context’s theme of undermining the aristocracy, 
whether men or women.4

Although OG’s lack of an equivalent for כל in 1:23 is likely due to the 
translator’s reformulation of the phrase, the absence of an equivalent for 
either instance of כל here is more vexing.5 The fact that OG tracks closely 
with MT otherwise seems to favor concluding that כל was absent from the 
Vorlage and added secondarily (the omission of both instances suggests 
that this does not owe simply to haplography). Although one can imagine 

(2 Sam 22:19); ܦܪܘܩܐ (Ps 18:19). S’s use of משען || ܦܪܘܩܐ in Ps 18:19 correlates with 
 with the שען in Isa 50:10. Otherwise, S-Isaiah translates verb forms of וישען || ܘܢܬܦܪܩ
ethpeel of ܬܟܠ (10:20 [2x]; 30:12; 31:1).

2. Equivalents elsewhere are ῥάβδος (Exod 21:19; Judg 6:21; 4 Kgdms 18:21; Isa 
36:6; Ezek 29:6; Zech 8:4; Ps 22[23]:4); βακτηρία “staff ” (4 Kgdms 4:29 [2x], 31); 
ἐπιστήριγμα “support” (2 Kgdms 22:19); and ἀντιστήριγμα (Ps 17[18]:19), while it 
renders במשענתם with ἐν	τῷ	κυριεῦσαι	αὐτῶν in Num 21:18. Old Greek-Isaiah trans-
lates verbal forms of שען with the passive voice of πείθω (10:20 [2x]; 30:12; 31:1) and 
ἀντιστηρίζω (50:10; cf. ἐπιστήριγμα || משען in 2 Kgdms 22:19; ἀντιστήριγμα || משען in 
Ps 17[18]:19).

3. συνταράσσει	τοὺς	 ἐνδόξους	μετὰ	 ἰσχύος || (10:33) מסעף פארה במערצה;	καὶ	 οἱ	
ἰσχύοντες	ἐν	σοὶ	πόρρω	πεφεύγασι || (22:3) כל נמצאיך אסרו יחדו מרחוק ברחו; μὴ	ἥσσων	
ἐστὶν	ἢ	οὐκ	ἰσχύει || (23:8) המעטירה אשר; ἐνετείλατο	περὶ	Χανααν	ἀπολέσαι	αὐτῆς	τὴν	
ἰσχύν || (23:11) צוה אל כנען לשמד מעזניה; κατέπιεν	ὁ	θάνατος	ἰσχύσας || בלע המות לנצח 
(25:8); ἐγὼ	πόλις	ἰσχυρά,	πόλις	πολιορκουμένη || (27:3) אני יהוה נצרה; καὶ	ἔσται	αὐτῆς	ἡ	
ἰσχύς || (29:2) והיתה תאניה; ματαία	ἔσται	ἡ	ἰσχὺς	τοῦ	πνεύματος	ὑμῶν || תלדו קש רוחכם 
(33:11).

4. ἰσχύοντες elsewhere designates Israel’s rulers (e.g., 1:24; 3:25).
5. The presence of כל before both instances of משען problematizes Van der Vorm-

Croughs’s (73–74) citation of this as a passage where “an extra motivation for the 
omission of כל may have been the amelioration of parallelism, given that in a parallel 
phrase or clause a word corresponding to כל is absent.”
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מים ומשען  לחם   משען serving as a gloss (original or secondary) on משען 
 כל it is difficult to see what would have spurred the insertion of ,ומשענה
before each phrase, except perhaps to highlight the comprehensive span 
of ומשענה  but this becomes as speculative as positing reasons the ,משען 
translator might have omitted equivalents for each כל.

3:2

γίγαντα	 καὶ	 ἰσχύοντα is a double translation of גבור, just as in 3:18 τὴν	
δόξαν	τοῦ	ἱματισμοῦ	αὐτῶν	καὶ	τοὺς	κόσμους	αὐτῶν is a double translation 
of תפארת. γίγας (13:3; 49:24, 25), ἰσχύων (5:22; 10:21), and ἰσχυρός (21:17) 
render גבור elsewhere in the book. Seeligmann (33), noting that ἰσχύοντα is 
obelized in Q-oI (and omitted in א), posits that γίγαντα is original and that 
καὶ	ἰσχύοντα was added to override mythological connotations.6 However, 
this involves unwarranted speculation about the translator’s psyche.

Ziegler’s (61) diagnosis that +καὶ	ἰσχύοντα is “infolge des vorausgehen-
den ἰσχύοντα 3:1” fails to address why ἰσχύων and ἰσχύς were used for משען 
in 3:1 to begin with, since the effect might have worked in reverse: that is, 
from 3:2 to 3:1. Van der Vorm-Croughs (146) speculates that the translator 
may have provided the double rendering “with the aim of further increas-
ing the number of forms related to ἰσχύω in this passage (counting five in 
the LXX),” although this raises the question of why ἰσχύοντα alone would 
not have sufficed. In short, there is no adequate explanation of what might 
have triggered the double rendering.

3:3

 for the ונשוא פנים is a good (partial) resolution of the metaphor ܘܗܕܝܪ ܐܦܐ
target language. The equivalent occurs again in 9:14.

As Goshen-Gottstein (י) suggested, καὶ	θαυμαστὸν	σύμβουλον is a con-
densation of ונשוא פנים ויועץ. Compare καὶ	τοὺς	τὰ	πρόσωπα	θαυμάζοντας 
.in 9:14 ונשוא פנים ||

 need not reflect influence from OG’s ἀρχιτέκτονα (pace חרשים || ܢܓܪ̈ܐ
Warszawksi, 13), since ܢܓܪܐ is a common equivalent for חרשים in S (e.g., 
Exod 35:35; 38:23). The grammatical singular ἀρχιτέκτονα || חרשים con-
forms to the surrounding grammatically singular nouns.

6. α′	δυνατον	σ′	ανδρειον Q 710 Eus.; θ′ δυναστην Q Syh 710 Eus.j.
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ἀκροατήν || לחש is analogous to καὶ	τὰ	ἐνώτια || והלחשים in 3:20, while 
its ἐν	θλίψει	μικρᾷ || צקון לחש in 26:16 is likely a guess.7 Similarly, S’s trans-
lation of לחש with ܡܠܟܐ (T בעיצא) seems based on the preceding ܘܡܠܘܟܐ 
8.ויועץ ||

3:4

Both OG and S translate ותעלולים with a term for “mockers” (καὶ	ἐμπαῖκται/
	in 66:4 (τὰ בתעלליהם just as they arrive at similar equivalents for ,(ܘܡܒ̈ܙܚܢܐ
ἐμπαίγματα	 αὐτῶν/ܒܒܘܙܚܗܘܢ). Although these are the only two occur-
rences of תעלולים, S translates התעללת בי with ܒܙܚܬ ܒܝ in Num 22:9 (OG 
ἐμπέπαιχάς	μοι); התעלל בהם with ܒܙܚܘ ܒܗܘܢ in 1 Sam 6:6 (OG ἐνέπαιξεν	
αὐτοῖς); and והתעללו בי with ܘܢܒܙܚܘܢ ܒܝ in 1 Sam 31:4 (OG καὶ	ἐμπαίξωσίν	
μοι). Thus, the equivalents are native to each translation.

3:5

καὶ	 συμπεσεῖται || ונגש differs from equivalences attested elsewhere in 
Isaiah. Old Greek renders נגש with πράκτωρ “tax collector” in 3:12; and 
with ἀπαιτέω “demand payment” in 9:3; 14:4, while it translates ורדו 
 ונגשיך αὐτῶν in 14:2; and	κυριεύσαντες	οἱ	κυριευθήσονται	with καὶ בנגשיהם
with καὶ	τοὺς	ἐπισκόπους	σου in 60:17.9 Notably different is καὶ	πάντας	τοὺς	
ὑποχειρίους	ὑμῶν	ὑπονύσσετε || וכל עצביכם תנגשו in 58:3, the only occur-
rence of ὑπονύσσω “afflict” in the Greek Bible, likely influenced by associa-
tion with 10.עצב Similarly, συμπεσεῖται || ונגש is also likely chosen based on 
context, with the translator taking account of the parallel ירהבו (Goshen-

7. In Jer 8:17; Eccl 10:11 (the only other occurrences) OG translates לחש with 
ἐπαείδω “sing an incantation.”

8. S’s equivalent to והלחשים in 3:20 is ܘܐܩ̈ܠܢܝܗܝܢ “their armlets,” which is also 
likely a guess based on context. In Isa 26:16 S uses the verb ܠܚܫ “murmur,” while in 
Jer 8:17; Eccl 10:11 the translator uses ܠܘܚܫܬܐ “charm.”

9. The translator recognized the phonically distinct נגש, most often rendering 
it with ἐγγίζω (29:13; 41:21, 22; 45:21; 50:8; 65:5). Isaiah 45:20’s συνάχθητε	καὶ	ἥκετε	
βουλεύσασθε	ἅμα || התנגשו יחדו הקבצו ובאו may stand under the influence of ἤγγισαν	
αἱ	βουλαὶ	ὑμῶν || הגישו עצמותיכם in 41:21 (cf. Ziegler, 158).

10. Besides the translation of nominal עצב with εἰδώλοι (10:11; 48:5) and γλυπτά 
	is translated with ὀδύνη (14:3) and καὶ עצב ,(46:1) ὀλιγόψυχον (|| רוח  ,(54:6 ,ועצובת 
while ועצבו is translated καὶ	παρώξυναν in 63:10.
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Gottstein, י). As Ottley (2:116) noted, “συμπίπτειν seems to admit some 
suggestion of a hostile intent.”

The hostile tenor of προσκόψει || ירהבו accords with ὁ	ἐπισπουδαστής 
in 14:4, reflecting מרהבה in its Vorlage (MT מדהבה), the reading in 1QIsaa 
(see the comments at 14:4). Syriac’s ירהבו || ܘܢܬܓܪܘܢ accords with its ren-
dering of ורהב רעיך by ܓܪܓ ܗܟܝܠ ܚܒܪܟ “stir up, then, your friend” in Prov 
6:3 (OG παρόξυνε	δὲ	καὶ	τὸν	φίλον	σου).11 Compare T’s ויתגרון “and they 
will provoke each other.”

Similar to καὶ	 συμπεσεῖται is S’s ונגש || ܘܢܦܠ, which differs from its 
other equivalents for נגש. The participle of נגש is rendered with ܫܠܝܛܐ 
(e.g., 3:12; 14:4; 60:17), but also (9:3) ܡܫܥܒܕ and (14:2) ܡܫܥܒܕܢܐ, while finite 
verbal forms are rendered with (58:3 ;53:7) ܩܪܒ. The present case is com-
plicated by S’s use of ܢܦܠ as a slot verb elsewhere: לארץ תשב || ܒܐܪܥܐ ܬܦܠ, 
 ܒܐܪܥܐ ܢܦܠܬ ;6:13 ,וכאלון אשר בשלכת מצבת || ܘܐܝܟ ܒܠܘܛܐ ܕܢܦܠ ܡܢ ܩܥܪܬܗ ;3:26
לארץ ||  The translator might have .2 ,46:1 ,כרע || ܢܦܠ and ;14:12 ,נגדעת 
resorted to ܘܢܦܠ as a contextually apt equivalent, particularly in light of 
 diverges והנקלה || ܘܡܨܥܪ̈ܐ ,Notably 12.והנקלה || ܘܡܨܥܪ̈ܐ and ירהבו || ܘܢܬܓܪܘܢ
semantically from OG’s ὁ	ἄτιμος, making it unlikely that ונגש || ܘܢܦܠ owes 
to consultation of OG.

Syriac’s grammatically plural הנער בזקן || ܥܠܠܝ̈ܡܐ ܥܠ ܣ̈ܒܐ likely owes 
to the preceding plural verb, ירהבו || ܘܢܬܓܪܘܢ.

3:6

Old Greek and S understand כי יתפש איש באחיו בית אביו differently, even 
though each seems to have read a Vorlage like MT. Although neither 
translation accords with the typically perceived meaning of “seizing one’s 
brother,” OG’s ἄνθρωπος	τοῦ	ἀδελφοῦ	αὐτοῦ accurately represents the syn-
tactic relationship in איש באחיו. Syriac, on the other hand, gives a double 
rendering of איש, the first time as subject (כי יתפש איש || ܡܛܠ ܕܢܐܚܘܕ ܓܒܪܐ), 
the second qualifying the subject by the reciprocal phrase ܠܐܚܘܗܝ  ,ܓܒܪ 
similar to ܓܒܪ ܒܓܒܪ in 3:5. Just as ܓܒܪ ܒܓܒܪ modifies the subject (ܥܡܐ || 
 a corporate ܓܒܪܐ in 3:6 makes of איש in 3:5, the double rendering of (העם
figure whose action is distributed among its constituents via ܓܒܪ ܠܐܚܘܗܝ. 

11. S’s translation in the two other cases of רהב are ܕܢܦܫܝ ܥܘܫܢܗ   || ܘܐܣܓܝܬ 
.(Song 6:5) הרהיבני || ”stirred me up“ ܐܦܪܕܢܝ and ;(Ps 138:3)תרהבני בנפשי עז 

12. N.B. its underscoring of the motif of internecine strife in 3:6’s ܕܢܐܚܘܕ  ܡܛܠ 
.כי יתפש איש באחיו || ܓܒܪܐ ܓܒܪ ܠܐܚܘܗܝ
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It seems more likely that the translator replicated the structure of 3:5 than 
that his Vorlage read כי יתפש איש איש. Although dittography is possible 
in the transmission of either Hebrew or S, the distinctive character of this 
idiom would likely secure the attention of any sober scribe, making an 
accidental dittograph unlikely.

Old Greek’s ἤ before τοῦ	οἰκείου	τοῦ	πατρὸς	αὐτοῦ differentiates candi-
dates to draft and shifts the meaning of בית אביו, with τοῦ	οἰκείου	τοῦ	πατρὸς	
αὐτοῦ approximating “his father’s relative,” as in Lev 18:12: ἀσχημοσύνην	
ἀδελφῆς	πατρός	σου	οὐκ	ἀποκαλύψεις	οἰκεία	γὰρ	πατρός	σού	ἐστιν || ערות 
 בית Syriac, on the other hand, translates 13.אחות אביך לא תגלה שאר אביך הוא
 by prefixing mem to specify a genetically related ܐܚܘܗܝ as modifiying אביו
brother (ܡܢ ܒܝܬ ܐܒܘܗܝ), with its pronominal suffix anaphoric to ܓܒܪ/ܓܒܪܐ.

Although OG’s λέγων and S’s ܘܢܐܡܪ ܠܗ (cf. T למימר) might reflect לאמר 
in their Vorlagen, it is also possible that each simply found it necessary to 
mark off the quotation, parallel to לאמר in 3:7.

Both OG and S sensibly render תהיה with an imperative (γενοῦ/ܗܘܝ) 
(see the comments at 8:13 regarding their tendencies to shift verbal forms), 
since קצין תהיה לנו implies a command. Parallel to this, OG supplies ἔστω 
in the predicate of the final clause, whereas both MT and S have nominal 
clauses that gap the verb.

 ,.e.g) כשל for ܬܩܠ accords with S’s regular use of והמכשלה || ܘܬܘܩܠܬܐ
3:8; 5:27; 8:15). Old Greek’s equivalents for כשל are more varied: ἀνίημι, 3:8; 
κοπιάω, 5:27; 31:3; 63:13; ἀδυνατέω, 8:15; πίπτω, 28:13; 59:10; καταλίσκω, 
59:14; παραλύω, 35:3; ἀνίσχυες	 ἔσονται || יכשלו  ,However .40:30 ,כשול 
nowhere else does it associate כשל with food. βρῶμα appears again only in 
62:8, where it translates מאכל. As Zeigler (136) concludes, even though it 
is impossible to know what stood in the translator’s Vorlage, most likely he 
chose βρῶμα with a view to the respondent’s objection that he lacked לחם 
(3:7), parallel to his lack of a שמלה.

Old Greek probably chose τὸ	ἐμόν || הזאת as a counterpart to ὑπὸ	σέ, 
which condenses תחת ידך, similar to τότε	ἐλάλησε	κύριος	πρὸς	Ησαίαν || 
 in ביד עוננו || ἡμῶν	ἁμαρτίας	τὰς	in 20:2; διὰ בעת ההיא דבר יהוה ביד ישעיהו

13. Although בית אביו functions adverbially, often understood as “in his father’s 
house,” it seems less to identify location than to explicitize “brother” as a literal kinship 
rather than fictive. οἰκεῖος appears twice more in Isaiah: in 31:9’s μακάριος	ὃς	ἔχει	ἐν	
Σιων	σπέρμα	καὶ	οἰκείους	ἐν	Ιερουσαλημ || אשר אור לו בציון ותנור לו בירושלם; and then 
in 58:7, where σπέρμα and οἰκείους are still more closely joined: καὶ	ἀπὸ	τῶν	οἰκείων	
τοῦ	σπέρματός	σου	οὐχ	ὑπερόψῃ || ומבשרך לא תתעלם.
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64:6(7); and καὶ	ἔλαβεν	Εζεκίας	τὸ	βιβλίον	παρὰ	τῶν	ἀγγέλων || ויקח חזקיהו 
.in 37:14 (see Van der Vorm-Croughs, 124–27) את הספרים מיד המלאכים

3:7

Although ἀποκρίνομαι typically renders 36:21 ;21:9 ;32 ,14:10) ענה[2x]; 
but ἀποκριθῶσίν	 μοι || דבר  here is ישא || in 41:28), καὶ ἀποκριθείς ישיבו 
comparable to εὐφράνθητι	ἔρημος || ישאו מדבר in 42:11, correlating with 
εὐφρανθήσονται || ירנו later in the verse, and likely arose by regarding נשא 
as shorthand for נשא קול (cf. ἀναβοῆσαν	δὲ	τὸ	παιδίον	ἔκλαυσεν || ותשא את 
ותבך  Gen 21:16). Reasoning similarly here, the translator rendered ,קלה 
 occupies ܘܢܐܡܪ) ישא || with ἐρεῖ, to which he subordianted ἀποκριθείς לאמר
the same slot as לאמר in MT).

 is קול likely also reflects an assumption that (יתיב cf. T’s) ישא ||  ܘܢܥܢܐ
implicit with ישא, just as S renders ושבו עד יהוה ונעתר להם ורפאם in 19:22 
with ܘܢܥܢܐ ܐܢܘܢ ܘܢܐܣܐ ܐܢܘܢ, under the assumption that דבר is implicit.

Syriac’s ܪܝܫܐ ܐܢܐ  ܗܘܐ  חבש is a peculiar rendering of ܠܐ  אהיה  -espe ,לא 
cially when compared with its translation of אהיה in Isa 44:7, its only other 
appearance in the book: ותאמרי לעולם אהיה || ܘܐܡܪܬܝ ܕܠܥܠܡ ܐܗܘܐ ܓܢܒܪܬܐ 
ܘܢܐܡܪ Whereas .גברת ܗܘ  ܒܝܘܡܐ   sets the discourse in the future, the ܘܢܥܢܐ 
predication ܗܘܐ ܐܢܐ (participle + pronoun) is likely of modal force (“I would 
not be”) rather than a straightforward rejection of the role (cf. οὐκ	ἔσομαί	
σου	 ἀρχηγός).14 Its חבש || ܪܝܫܐ (cf. T ריש) resembles ἀρχηγός insofar as 
it designates a leader, but it does so metaphorically (cf. ܚܡܫܝܢ  שר || ܘܪܝܫ 
 which is its equivalent for ,ܫܠܝܛܐ rather than via a word like (3:3 ,חמשים
.later in the verse (for which OG uses ἀρχηγός once more) קצין

As Van der Vorm-Croughs (321) perceives, the translator likely sup-
plied the pronoun in σου	ἀρχηγός in response to ἀρχηγὸς	ἡμῶν	γενοῦ in 
3:6. Equally, οὐκ	ἔσομαι || לא תשימני is conformed to οὐκ	ἔσομαι || לא אהיה 
earlier in this verse.

Syriac’s ואין || ܘܐܦ ܠܐ entails reformulation for the target language. For 
 ושמלתנו || ܘܢܚ̈ܬܝܢ ܢܬܟܣܐ in 3:6, compare שמלה || ܢܚ̈ܬܐ versus שמלה || ܬܟܣܝܬܐ
.in Exod 22:6 (cf. Deut 10:18; 22:3) שמלתו || ܬܟܣܝܬܗ in 4:1; and note נלבש

Old Greek’s +demonstrative in τοῦ	λαοῦ	τούτου || עם occurs again in 
65:3 (ὁ	λαὸς	οὗτος	ὁ	παροξύνων	με || העם המכעיסים). הזה העם is so frequent 

14. Although the participle can be employed to speak of the future (Nöldeke 
§§270, 272), the volitional force of אהיה is not conveyed by the Syriac participle.
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in the book (eleven times) as to occasion its addition here by either the 
translator or an earlier scribe (Goshen-Gottstein’s “law of the scribes”).

3:8

Although ἀνεῖται || כשלה is unattested elsewhere in the Greek Bible, this 
translator often renders כשל with terms for loss of power: ἀδυνατέω, 8:15; 
ἀνίσχυες	ἔσονται, 40:30; καταναλώθη, 59:14 (cf. the notes on והמכשלה in 
3:6).15 The most relevant comparison here is 35:3, where ἀνίημι (|| רפות) 
and παραλύω (|| כשלות) stand in parallel. Although συμπέπτωκε (|| נפל) is 
reminiscent of καὶ	συμπεσεῖται || ונגש in 3:5, the parallel ἀνεῖται affects its 
nuance.

καὶ	 αἱ	 γλῶσσαι	 αὐτῶν	 μετὰ	 ἀνομίας is a reformulation of לשונם  כי 
 ,מעל with מעלליהם in which ἀνομίας likely owes to association of ,ומעלליהם
as Seeligmann (54) perceived.16 By contrast, S translates ומעלליהם with the 
phrase ݂ܘܥܒܕ ܐܝܕܝܗܘܢ (cf. מעלל || ܥܒܕܐ in 1:16; 3:10), which elsewhere trans-
lates (65:22 ;64:7 ;19:25 ;5:12) ומעשה ידי and even גמול ידיו in 3:11. Here it 
is part of a reformulation: ܝܕܝܗܘܢ݂ ܡܪܡܪܘ ܩ݂ܕܡ ܡܪܝܐ

̈
ܐ  כי || ܡܛܠ ܕܠܫܢܗܘܢ ܘܥܒ݂ܕ 

 ,אל יהוה למרות || ܡܪܡܪܘ ܩ݂ܕܡ ܡܪܝܐ Alongside .לשונם ומעלליהם אל יהוה למרות
ܝܕܝܗܘܢ݂

̈
.is comprehensible as paraphrastic ܘܥܒܕ ܐ

Old Greek’s +διότι	νῦν must be considered in light of what follows. As 
Ottley (2:116) observes, ἐταπεινώθη is based on associating עני with ענה, 
perhaps in light of Aramaic morphology (cf. Seeligmann, 50).17 The verb 
ταπεινόω and the adjective ταπεινός previously translated (2:11) שח or שפל 
(2:9; 2:11, 12, 17), and καὶ	ταπεινώσει	ὁ	θεὸς	ἀρχούσας	θυγατέρας	Σιων || 
 in 3:17 is likely based on biliteral etymological ושפח אדני קדקד בנות ציון

15. For the development of the meaning “weaken” for כשל in postbiblical Hebrew 
as a basis for these equivalents, see Byun, 69–70.

16. καί aligns with כי sixteen other times in the book (see appendix C). For 
ἀνομίας, cf. ἐν	 ταῖς	 ἀνομίαις	 αὐτῶν || במעלם in 1 Chr 9:1; ἐν	 ταῖς	 ἀνομίαις	 αὐτοῦ || 
	in 1 Chr 10:13. The diversity of equivalents for similar forms in this chapter (καὶ במעלו
ἐμπαῖκται || 3:4 ,ותעלולים; τῶν	ἔργων	αὐτῶν || 3:10 ,מעלליהם; καλαμῶνται || 3:12 ,מעולל) 
suggests the translator’s attention to the overall sense of the discourse (see Ronald L. 
Troxel, “Economic Plunder as a Leitmotif in LXX-Isaiah,” Bib 83 [2002]: 375–81).

17. 1QIsaa reads עיני, but ἐταπεινώθη more likely arises from the defectively writ-
ten עני attested in MT. This equivalent appears again in the later chapters of the book: 
ἐταπεινώσαμεν || 58:3 ,ענינו; ταπεινοῦν || 58:5 ,ענות; τεταπεινωμένην || 58:10 ,נענה; 
ταπεινωσάντων	σε || 60:14 ,מעניך.
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association of the hapax legomenon שפח with שפל and 18.שח The domina-
tion of the translator’s mind by the theme of abasement is equally revealed 
in his καὶ	ἡ	αἰσχύνη	τοῦ	προσώπου	αὐτῶν	|| הכרת פניהם in 3:9 (q.v.). Accord-
ingly, +διότι	νῦν is inferential, linking ἐταπεινώθη	ἡ	δόξα	αὐτῶν || עני כבודו 
to what precedes to summarize the preceding verses. This surmise seems 
stronger than Van der Vorm-Crough’s suggestion of dependence on Hos 
5:3–5, since, as she admits (440), “the points of contact between these two 
texts are only subtle.”19

τὰ	πρὸς	κύριον	ἀπειθοῦντες || אל יהוה למרות (1QIsaa על) is based on מרה, 
for which ἀπείθω serves as equivalent frequently in the Greek Bible (e.g., 
Num 20:10; Deut 1:26; Isa 50:5; 63:10). Van der Vorm-Croughs (373) rea-
sonably posits that this reformulation betrays recollection of ἀπειθοῦντες	
διετελεῖτε	τὰ	πρὸς	κύριον || ממרים הייתם עם יהוה in Deut 9:7. The expan-
sion of אל יהוה into τὰ	πρὸς	κύριον elaborates their crime as opposition to 
anything related to the κύριος.

Like OG, S translates למרות with a finite verb: ܡܪܡܪܘ. However, rather 
than rendering יהוה ܡܪܝܐ as the direct recipient of the action, its אל   ܩܕܡ 
adopts the circumlocution especially familiar from the targumim, help-
ing to explain why the quadraliteral verb ܡܪܡܪܘ, which is always transitive, 
lacks a direct object. Equally in contrast to OG, S joins its ܡܛܠ ܕܠܫܢܗܘܢ 
ܝܕܝܗܘܢ

̈
.to this clause as subject ומעלליהם כי לשונם || ܘܥܒܕ ܐ

If ܥܢܢܐ is the correct reading, then S’s Vorlage likely read ענן כבודו rather 
than עני כבודו (1QIsaa עיני). However, ܘܠܥܢܢܐ could be an inner-Syriac error 
for ܠܥܝ̈ܢܐ.

The shift to the third-person plural pronoun in (ἡ	δόξα) αὐτῶν || כבודו, 
conforms the grammatical number to αἱ	γλῶσσαι	αὐτῶν || לשונם.

3:9

Ziegler’s (107) suggestion that ἡ	αἰσχύνη reflects חפרת instead of הכרת in 
the Vorlage is possible, but it is equally possible that the translator divined 
the association in conjunction with the immediately preceding ἐταπεινώθη	ἡ	
δόξα	αὐτῶν || עני כבודו. In fact, given the insertion of διότι	νῦν just before that 
phrase, Ziegler reasonably places a comma after ἡ	δόξα	αὐτῶν, recognizing 
καὶ	ἡ	αἰσχύνη	τοῦ	προσώπου	αὐτῶν	ἀντέστη	αὐτοῖς as a clause parallel to it.

18. The use of biliteral etymology (on which see Tov, “Biliteral Exegesis”) was 
encountered already in 1:24.

19. Regarding the translator’s use of conjunctions, see Troxel, 91–93.
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The grammatically plural nouns τὰ	γενήματα and פרי || ܦܐܪ̈ܝ are likely 
by attraction to מעלליהם. Compare OG’s πονηρὰ	κατὰ	τὰ	ἔργα	τῶν	χειρῶν	
αὐτοῦ || רע כי גמול ידיו in 3:11.

 אשתמודעות agrees with הכרת פניהם || ”their partiality“ ܡܣܒ ܒܐܦܝܗܘܢ݂
ܦܐ in T. The idiom אפיהון

̈
 (ומשא פנים ||) occurs again in 2 Chr 19:7 ܡܣܒ ܒܐ

and is S’s equivalent for ὑπόκρισις in 2 Macc 6:25; Matt 23:28. Old Greek’s 
likely path to καὶ	ἡ	αἰσχύνη suggests a struggle to make sense of the text, 
as does V’s agnitio vultus eorum, which differs from its idiom personarum 
acceptio (e.g., 2 Chr 19:7; Rom 2:11; Eph 6:9; Col 3:25). The fact that S’s 
equivalent for הכרת agrees with T points to a shared exegetical tradition 
rather than simply a similar exegetical reasoning. Syriac’s grammatical 
plural וחטאתם || ܘܚ̈ܛܗܝܗܘܢ (OG τὴν	δὲ	ἁμαρτίαν	αὐτῶν) and its expansion 
of רעה into ܚ̈ܘܒܠܐ ܒܝܫ̈ܐ underscores the people’s crimes as the verse’s topic.

For ἀντέστη	αὐτοῖς || ענתה בם compare ἀντέστησαν	ἡμῖν || ענתה בנו in 
59:12, in whose light Ottley (2:117) remarks that ἀντέστη in 3:9 “doubtless 
implies coming forward in witness against” (emphasis original).

ἐνεφάνισαν || לא כחדו exemplifies the translator’s penchant for refor-
mulating phrases and clauses by manipulating negative particles.20

The subject of כחדו || ܐܬܬܟܣܘ is uncertain, calling into question equally 
what serves as subject of ܚܘܝܘ. Although no conclusion can be drawn from 
the absence of a lāmad to mark a direct object, it is difficult to construe 
-since that would leave no object. Accord ,ܚܘܝܘ as the subject of ܚ̈ܛܗܝܗܘܢ
ingly, its subject must be identical with the suffixes of ܦܝܗܘܢ

̈
 .ܘܚ̈ܛܗܝܗܘܢ and ܒܐ

However, it is strained to think that the referent of those pronouns is also 
the subject of ܐܬܬܟܣܘ (for כחד || ܟܣܐ, cf. 1 Sam 3:18; Jer 38:14), compelling 
the inference that ܚ̈ܛܗܝܗܘܢ is its subject: “and (their sins) were not hidden.”

Syriac’s rendering of גמל is unusual: ܘܝ ܠܢܦܫܗܘܢ ܕܐܪܡܝܘ ܠܗܘܢ ܚ̈ܘܒܠܐ ܒܝܫ̈ܐ 
 with its most גמל In 63:7 S twice translates 21.אוי לנפשם כי גמלו להם רעה ||
common equivalent, ܦܪܥ (cf. 1 Sam 24:18; 2 Sam 19:37; 22:21; Joel 4:4; Pss 
7:5; 18:21; 103:10; 116:7; 137:8; 142:8; 2 Chr 20:11).22 Nevertheless, ܐܪܡܝܘ || 
 גמל ||) ܓܒܪܐ ܚܣܝܐ ܪܡܐ ܠܢܦܫܗ ܚ̈ܘܒܠܐ ܛܒ̈ܐ finds a parallel in Prov 11:17’s גמלו
23.(נפשו איש חסד

20. See the comments at 1:20 and the broader discussion in Troxel, 93–99.
.is attested in MT; 1QIsaa and implied by V’s reddita sunt גמלו להם .21
22. Presuming the text is correct, we find כי גמל עלי || ܕܦܪܩܢܝ in Ps 13:6, but cf. 

.in 142:8 תגמל עלי || ܬܦܪܥܢܝ ;in Ps 116:7 גמל עליכי || ܦܪܥܟܝ
23. Although ܢܦܫܐ + pronoun is often reflexive, the parallel betweenܠܢܦܫܗ 

andܦܓܪܗ in the next clause makes that unlikely. Conversely, ܠܗܘܢ in the next clause 
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The woe begun in the last half of 3:9 of OG—οὐαὶ	τῇ	ψυχῇ	αὐτῶν	διότι	
βεβούλευνται	βουλὴν	πονηρὰν	καθ᾿	ἑαυτῶν ||אוי לנפשם כי גמלו להם רעה—
continues with εἰπόντες (3:10) that introduces a call to attack τὸν	δίκαιον. 
The particle τοίνυν signals that the final clause of 3:10 is an exposition of 
the woe pronounced on the speakers: τοίνυν	τὰ	γενήματα	τῶν	ἔργων	αὐτῶν	
φάγονται. Central to this motif of retribution is διότι	βεβούλευνται	βουλὴν	
πονηρὰν	καθ᾿	ἑαυτῶν || כי גמלו להם רעה, which contains no recognizable 
equivalent for גמלו (cf. κατὰ	 τὰ	 ἔργα	 τῶν	χειρῶν	αὐτοῦ || ידיו גמול   in כי 
3:11), while the only evident Hebrew counterpart to βεβούλευνται	βουλὴν	
πονηρὰν	καθ᾿	ἑαυτῶν is להם רעה.

The collocation of βουλεύω and βουλή, without corresponding 
Hebrew terms, occurs throughout the book. Isaiah 31:6 is a key example: 
ἐπιστράφητε	οἱ	τὴν	βαθεῖαν	βουλὴν	βουλευόμενοι	καὶ	ἄνομον || שובו לאשר 
 Although ἐπιστράφητε and βαθεῖαν are transparent .העמיקו סרה בני ישראל
to the Hebrew, οἱ aligns with לאשר, and ἄνομον || סרה recalls ἀνομίαν || 
 βουλευόμενοι lacks any apparent footing. Ziegler (148)	in 1:5, βουλὴν סרה
righly detects mutual influence between 31:6 and 29:15, where the basis 
for βουλή is clear:

	הוי המעמיקים מיהוה  οὐαὶ	οἱ	βαθέως	βουλὴν	ποιοῦντες	καὶ	οὐ	διὰ	κυρίου
	לסתר עצה  οὐαὶ	οἱ	ἐν	κρυφῇ	βουλὴν	ποιοῦντες

The translator gives double renderings of both הוי and עצה, and twice 
makes use of ποιοῦντες to create verbal phrases.24

But 29:15 is also striking for its reminiscence of ἐβουλεύσαντο	βουλὴν	
πονηράν in 7:5:

	יען כי יעץ עליך ארם רעה  καὶ	ὁ	υἱὸς	τοῦ	Αραμ	καὶ	ὁ	υἱὸς	τοῦ	Ρομελίου
	אפרים ובן רמליהו  ὅτι	ἐβουλεύσαντο	βουλὴν	πονηρὰν	περὶ	σοῦ

The rooting of ἐβουλεύσαντο in יעץ is transparent, while the translator sup-
plied βουλήν as an explicitation for πονηράν || רעה (see comments ad loc.).

is likely reflexive (“Woe to the souls of those who cast evil rewards for themselves”) a 
role that lāmad + pronoun can fill. Cf. Nöldeke, §223, who implies that reflexive ܢܦܫܐ 
is more frequent in prose.

24. His use of ποιέω to fashion verbal phrases is exampled also in καὶ	κρίσιν	ἐκ	τῶν	
ἐχθρῶν	μου	ποιήσω || 1:24 ,ואנקמה מאויבי; ἔμεινα	τοῦ	ποιῆσαι	κρίσιν,	ἐποίησε	δὲ	ἀνομίαν 
 ,למהר שלל חש בז || σκύλων	ποιῆσαι	προνομὴν	ὀξέως	Τοῦ ;5:7 ,ויקו למשפט והנה משפח ||
8:1 (cf. 10:6).
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βουλή appears unexpectedly in 25:7’s ἡ	 γὰρ	 βουλὴ	 αὕτη || והמסכה 
	αὕτη	βουλὴ	while the phrases ἡ ,(14:26 ,זאת העצה || βουλή	ἡ	cf. αὕτη) הנסוכה
οὐδὲ	ἔσται || ולא תהיה in 7:7; ἐπὶ	τὴν	βουλὴν	αὐτῶν || על תבליתם in 10:25; 
and ἀρὰ	ἔδεται	ταύτην	τὴν	βουλήν	αὕτη	γὰρ	ἡ	βουλὴ	ἕνεκεν	πλεονεξίας || כי 
-in 28:8 all attest the translator’s procliv כל שלחנות מלאו קיא צאה בלי מקום
ity to supply the notion of “counsel.”25 Isaiah 3:9’s βεβούλευνται	 βουλὴν	
πονηράν, untethered to any extant Hebrew text, seems to evince the same 
fascination with the theme, particularly as a plot by the wicked.

βεβούλευνται	 βουλὴν	 πονηράν in 3:9 was triggered by רעה (cf. 7:5), 
in view of the conspiracy against τὸν	 δίκαιον divined in 3:10. Given the 
translator’s frequent pairing of βουλεύω with βουλή, his rendering of גמלו 
by βεβούλευνται rather than a verb like ἀνταποδίδωμι (as in 35:4; 63:7; cf. 
Deut 32:6; 1 Kgdms 24:18; 2 Kgdms 19:37) is intelligible, while he renders 
.ἑαυτῶν	with καθ᾿ להם

3:10

Syriac’s +(אמרו צדיק כי טוב || ܐܡܪܘ ܠܙܕܝܩܐ ܛܒ) ܠ, which likely marks the 
indirect object (T לצדיקיא), matches the supralinear ל before צדיק in 1QIsaa. 
Syriac apparently analyzes כי as nominalizer but provides no equivalent, as 
again in 31:1; 39:8 (see appendix C).26 The question is the function of ܛܒ.

Greenberg and Walter (15) render ܐܡܪܘ as an imperative, ܠܙܕܝܩܐ as indi-
rect object, and ܛܒ as an implied predicate: “Say to the righteous—Good 
[it is]: because of this they will eat the fruits of their works.” They appear 
to have arrived at this as parallel to 3:11’s ܝܕܘܗܝ

̈
 ܘܝ ܠܪܫܝܥܐ ܒܝܫܐ ܡܛܠ ܕܥܒܕ ܐ

 which they render, “Alas! For the wicked—Evil: for the work of ,ܡܬܦܪܥ
his hands is repaid.” But this seems strained, owing to two dissimilarities 
between the clauses. First, ܐܡܪܘ and ܘܝ have different syntactic functions: 
while ܐܡܪܘ is an imperative, ܘܝ is an interjection bound to ܠܪܫܝܥܐ: “Alas for 
the wicked!” Second, while ܛܒ is a masculine singular absolute form, if 
 is analyzed as the absolute state, it is in the feminine gender, raising ܒܝܫܐ
the question of how it parallels ܛܒ. More likely, its agreement with ܠܪܫܝܥܐ, 
in the masculine singular determined state, identifies it as an attributive 

25. See Ronald L. Troxel, “ΒΟΥΛΗ and ΒΟΥΛΕΥΕΙΝ in LXX Isaiah,” in The Old 
Greek of Isaiah: Issues and Perspectives; Papers Read at the Conference on the Septuagint 
of Isaiah, Held in Leiden 10–11 April 2008, ed. Arie van der Kooij and Michael N. van 
der Meer, CBET 55 (Leuven: Peeters, 2010), 164–68.

26. Nominalizing כי || ܕ is infrequent (e.g. 12:4; 16:12).
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adjective (“the dastardly wicked”). If the translator intended these clauses 
to be read in parallel, it is perplexing that he avoided rendering פרי  כי 
-which would have secured paral ,ܡܛܠ ܕܦܐܪ̈ܝ ܥܒܕ̈ܝܗܘܢ in 3:10 with מעלליהם
lelism with ܝܕܘܗܝ

̈
.in 3:11 גמול ידיו || ܡܛܠ ܕܥܒܕ ܐ

Although the role of ܛܒ remains oblique, a more tenable analysis is 
that ܐܡܪܘ is a 3mp perfect, whose subject is the same as ܕܐܪܡܝܘ in 3:9, and 
concludes the accusation of the wicked, while the lāmad in ܠܙܕܝܩܐ is the ref-
erence point for ܛܒ: “They said of the righteous man, ‘he is good,’” implic-
itly recognizing that they, having piled up (3:9) ܚ̈ܘܒܠܐ ܒܝܫ̈ܐ, are not good. 
The standard meaning of ܡܛܠ ܗܢܐ as “therefore” draws an inference from 
what has preceded:27 “Therefore, they will eat the fruits of their deeds.” 
While the translator’s rendering leaves obscurities, his exegetical maneu-
vers are evident and show no sign of him consulting OG to extricate him-
self from the aporia.

Old Greek’s εἰπόντες	 δήσωμεν || אמרו is either a double rendering—
first as אמרו (MT, 1QIsaa; cf. S, V, T), then as אסרו—or it reflects a Vorlage 
that read אסרו, before which the translator supplied εἰπόντες to introduce 
the words of the wicked.28 Although the evidence is insufficient to deter-
mine which was the case, Tov correctly observes that δήσωμεν “changed 
the meaning of the text,” compelling the translator “to render טוב antitheti-
cally with δύσχρηστος.”29 The translator’s tendency to manipulate negative 
particles was noted in 3:9 (ἐνεφάνισαν || לא כחדו), and already in chapter 
one (1:20, 24).30 τοίνυν || כי accords with his frequently novel renderings of 
conjunctions (cf. ἰδοὺ	δή || כי הנה in 3:1).31

 ܡܛܠ while ,(see appendix C) כי is S’s most common equivalent for ܡܛܠ ܕ .27
 ;(e.g., 1:24; 5:13, 14, 24) לכן translates either ܡܛܠ ܗܢܐ is distinctive. Elsewhere כי || ܗܢܐ
or (13 ,13:7 ;9:16 ;5:25) על כן, except 44:9 (למען יבשׁו || ܡܛܠ ܗܢܐ ܢܒܗܬܘܢ), where his 
Vorlage may have read על כן, since למען marking purpose is regularly translated with ܕ 
+ imperfect. ܡܛܠ ܗܢܐ has no equivalent in 43:10; 66:11.

28. Ottley (2:117) and Ziegler (61) waver between these options, while Seelig-
mann (57) implies that אסרו stood alone in the source text. Van der Vorm-Croughs 
(24) calls it a double translation, with δήσωμεν an “associative rendering.” Tov (Text-
Critical Use of the Septuagint, 150–51) concludes that אסרו אמרו stood in the Vorlage.

29. Tov, Text-Critical Use of the Septuagint, 151.
30. Cf. Seeligmann’s comments (57) on the translator’s use of this tack and Orlin-

sky’s notice of the same phenomenon in Job (Orlinsky, “Studies in the Septuagint of 
the Book of Job,” 231).

31. τοίνυν renders לכן in 5:13 but lacks a Hebrew counterpart in 27:4; 33:23. It 
occurs outside Isaiah only in Job 8:13; 36:14; 1 Chr 28:10; 2 Chr 28:23.
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3:11

The MT segments the verse after אוי לרשע רע (via athnach), with which S 
agrees: ܘܝ ܠܪܫܝܥܐ ܒܝܫܐ “woe to the dastardly evil person.” By contrast, as 
Tov notes, OG renders אוי לרשע as an independent clause (οὐαὶ	τῷ	ἀνόμῳ) 
and begins another with πονηρὰ	κατὰ	τὰ	ἔργα	τῶν	χειρῶν	αὐτοῦ.32

ܝܕܘܗܝ ܡܬܦܪܥ
̈
ܝܕܝܗܘܢis allied with כי גמול ידיו יעשה לו || ܡܛܠ ܕܥܒܕ ܐ

̈
 ܘܥܒܕ ܐ

ܝܕܘܗܝ in 3:8 by virtue of the phrase ומעלליהם ||
̈
ܐ  which required the ,ܥܒܕ 

insertion of ܥܒܕ there and likely influenced its use for גמול here, although 
-ren ܦܪܥ given that ,גמול might also reflect the influence of יעשה || ܡܬܦܪܥ
ders גמול and גמל in 59:18; 63:7.

Similarly, although κατὰ	τὰ	ἔργα	aligns with כגמול, τὰ	ἔργα	τῶν	χειρῶν 
is in the same spirit as τὰ	 γενήματα	 τῶν	 ἔργων	 αὐτῶν	 φάγονται || פרי 
יאכלו  ;with ἀνταποδίδωμι in 35:4 גמל in 3:10. The rendering of מעלליהם 
63:7 supports that conclusion, while Goshen-Gottstein (יא) helpfully com-
pares κατὰ	τὸ	ἀνταπόδομα	τῆς	χειρὸς	αὐτοῦ || כגמול ידיו in Judg 9:16.

αὐτῷ following συμβήσεται marks the phrase as the equivalent for 
 betraying the translator’s choice of συμβαίνω, likely based on its ,יעשה לו
suitability to the discourse.33

3:12

Syriac’s reformulation of עמי נגשיו as ܫ̈ܠܝܛܘܗܝ ܕܥܡܝ resolves the extrapo-
sition of עמי, while it supplies ܠܗ (its pronoun anaphoric to ܥܡܝ) as the 
direct object of ܡܒܥܪܝܢ. Old Greek follows MT’s word order but casts עמי as 
vocative (λαός	μου), as is clear from its shift of the pronominal suffix of נגשיו 
to second-person plural (οἱ	πράκτορες	ὑμῶν) and its supply of ὑμᾶς as direct 
object of καλαμῶνται.34 He effects the same shift in pronouns in the suc-
ceeding clause (καὶ	οἱ	ἀπαιτοῦντες	κυριεύουσιν	ὑμῶν), making the pronouns 
agree throughout the verse, although the final two pronouns shift only from 

32. Tov, Text-Critical Use of the Septuagint, 132. T expands רע into a relative clause 
modifying דעובדיהון בישין :לרשיעיא.

33. συμβαίνω appears again only in 41:22’s ἐγγισάτωσαν	καὶ	ἀναγγειλάτωσαν	ὑμῖν	
ἃ	συμβήσεται, || יגישו ויגידו לנו את אשר תקרינה.

34. The nominative form frequently usurps the vocative form (BDF §147). Given 
this translator’s frequent modification of pronouns to suit the context (see Troxel, 
“Economic Plunder,” 376 n. 3), this explanation is more likely than positing that his 
Vorlage read נגשיך (and בך).
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singular to plural: οἱ	μακαρίζοντες	ὑμᾶς || מאשריך, τῶν	ποδῶν	ὑμῶν || ארחתיך. 
The rendering of מתעים with πλανῶσιν	ὑμᾶς finds parallels in S (ܐܛܥܝܘܟ), V 
(ipsi te decipiunt), and T (אטעיוך). The fact that none agree with OG’s prior 
shifts of third-person pronouns to second-person raises the possibility of 
 as a variant owing to graphic confusion, whether in Aramaic script or מתעיך
paleo-Hebrew (1QIsaa מתעים). In my estimation, it remains more likely that 
they supplied the pronoun under the influence of מאשריך.

Ziegler (200) notes that the papyri use πράκτωρ of a civil office, while 
James Moulton and George Milligan specify that “the πράκτωρ in the Ptol-
emaic era was concerned with the exaction of fines or payments.”35 The 
translator’s choice of πράκτωρ is illuminated by καὶ	οἱ	ἀπαιτοῦντες || ונשים, 
derived by analyzing נשים as a participle from נשׁה, so that οἱ	ἀπαιτοῦντες 
denotes “those who demand payment,” in accord with the use of ἀπαιτέω 
in the papyri for collecting taxes.36 Thus, πράκτορες	ὑμῶν || נגשיו reflects 
the Hellenistic system of tax collection, with the translator casting the abu-
sive rulers as “tax farmers.”

καλαμῶνται || מעולל is based on association with עלל, as in 24:13, 
where οὕτως	 καλαμήσονται	 αὐτούς || כעוללת follows ὃν	 τρόπον	 ἐάν	 τις	
καλαμήσηται	ἐλαίαν || 37.כנקף זית The choice of this equivalent was likely 
stimulated by הכרם in 3:14, yielding a striking metaphor in which, as 
Ottley (2:118) observed, καλαμῶνται approaches “the sense of English 
‘fleece.’” Taken together with καὶ	ἐμπαῖκται || ותעלולים in 3:4; μετὰ	ἀνομίας 
 in 3:10, it evinces the מעלליהם || αὐτῶν	ἔργων	in 3:8; and τῶν ומעלליהם ||
translator’s studied attention to rendering עלל in this chapter.

καὶ	 τὴν	τρίβον	τῶν	ποδῶν	ὑμῶν || ודרך ארחתיך is noteworthy on two 
counts. First, even though καὶ	τὴν	τρίβον aligns with ודרך, this equivalent 
appears again only in Prov 2:20; 30:19, while ὁδός is the most frequent 
equivalent.38 τρίβος typically renders words like מסלה (e.g., 40:3); נתיב (e.g., 

35. James H. Moulton and George Milligan, The Vocabulary of the Greek Testa-
ment Illustrated from the Papyri and Other Non-literary Sources (Grand Rapids: Eerd-
mans, 1930), 533.

36. The calculation behind the choice to analyze נשים as a participle becomes evi-
dent from γυναῖκες || נשים in the remaining instances of נשים in Isaiah (4:1; 19:16; 27:1; 
32:9). For ἀπαιτέω in the papyri, see Moulton and Milligan, Vocabulary, 52. Ziegler 
(200) reports that ἀπαιτής in the papyri designates a tax collector. Cf. Ottley’s transla-
tion (1:73) of οἱ	ἀπαιτοῦντες	κυριεύουσιν	ὑμῶν: “the tax gatherers shall lord it over you.”

37. Cf. T’s כמעללי כרמא; S’s ܡܒܥܪܝܢ ܠܗ.
38. τρίβος renders both דרך and ארח in Prov 2:20. In Prov 30:19 we find ἴχνη … 

καὶ	ὁδοὺς … καὶ	τρίβους … καὶ	ὁδούς || ודרך … דרך … דרך  … דרך.
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42:16); and ארח (e.g., 30:11). In passages where דרך and a synonym stand 
parallel, it is always rendered with ὁδός, while τρίβος is regularly used for the 
synonym.39 By this measure, τὴν	τρίβον is an irregular equivalent for דרך.

Second, although πούς is not a common equivalent for either noun, 
comparison with 58:13 might shed light on the translator’s word choice: 
οὐκ	ἀρεῖς	τὸν	πόδα	σου	ἐπ᾿	ἔργῳ || וכבדתו מעשות דרכיך. This clause contin-
ues the protasis begun in the first clause of the verse: ἐὰν	ἀποστρέψῃς	τὸν	
πόδα	σου	ἀπὸ	τῶν	σαββάτων	τοῦ	μὴ	ποιεῖν	τὰ	θελήματά	σου (|| אם תשיב 
 and that clause seems to have influenced how the ,(משבת רגלך עשות חפציך
translator rendered וכבדתו מעשות דרכיך. Not only does οὐκ	ἀρεῖς displace 
 at מעשות || ἔργῳ	but the position of ἐπ᾿ ,(preceding it מכבד and) וכבדתו
the end of the clause makes it semantically similar to τὰ	 θελήματά	σου, 
while τὸν	πόδα	σου || דרכיך seems chosen to parallel the prior τὸν	πόδα	
σου || רגלך, which in both cases serves as a metonymy for behavior. This 
illumines the choice of τῶν	ποδῶν	ὑμῶν || ארחתיך in 3:12 in a similar met-
onymic role, in which light καὶ	τῇ	πορείᾳ	τῶν	ποδῶν || הלוך in 3:16 can 
hardly be accidental.40 Thus, καὶ	τὴν	τρίβον	τῶν	ποδῶν	ὑμῶν likely reflects 
a Vorlage identical to the MT.41

As for ταράσσουσιν || בלעו, the translator usually renders בלע with 
καταπίνω (9:16; 16:8; 25:8; 28:4; 49:19), while he employs ταράσσω errati-
cally, using it twelve times, but never more than once for a Hebrew word 
and sometimes with an opaque relationship to the MT (e.g. || 24:14 ,צהלו; 
 He might have chosen ταράσσουσιν here to .(30:28 ,להנפה ;24:19 ,התרעעה
resolve what he saw as a peculiar metaphor in בלעו (cf. S ܕܠܚܘ “trouble,” 
T קלקילו “ruin”). Goshen-Gottstein (יב) compares κύριος	 ἐν	 ὀργῇ	 αὐτοῦ	
συνταράξει	αὐτούς || יהוה באפו יבלעם in Ps 20(21):10.

39. τῆς	ὁδοῦ … τὸν	τρίβον || 30:11 ,ארח … דרך; τὴν	ὁδόν … τὰς	τρίβους	τοῦ	θεοῦ	
ἡμῶν || 40:3 ,מסלה … דרך; ἐν	ὁδῷ	… καὶ	τρίβους, || 42:16 ,בנתיבות … בדרך; ὁδὸν … 
τρίβον || 43:16 ,נתיבה … דרך (cf. 43:16; 49:9, 11; 59:8).

40. Cf. καὶ	διώξεται	αὐτοὺς	καὶ	διελεύσεται	ἐν	εἰρήνῃ	ἡ	ὁδὸς	τῶν	ποδῶν	αὐτοῦ || 
 in 41:3, where the phrase again seems to have ירדפם יעבור שלום ארח ברגליו לא יבוא
suggested itself to the translator, although τῶν	ποδῶν	αὐτοῦ there actually renders a 
form of רגל. Goshen-Gottstein (יב) rightly dismisses any supposition that ποδῶν is an 
inner-Greek error for ὁδῶν.

41. 1QIsaa reads ודרךי אורחותיך, with the first yod added supralinearly following 
a final kaph.
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3:13

ἀλλὰ	νῦν lacks a counterpart in MT, 1QIsaa, or any other witness. As noted 
already at 2:5, 10; 3:8, the translator often inserts νῦν to highlight a link 
between sentences and clauses. ἀλλὰ	νῦν here marks a shift from describ-
ing the plunder of the people to the scene of the Kyrios defending them.

Although OG’s equivalents follow the Hebrew word order and are 
quantitatively similar, their semantics shift. This is particularly clear when 
viewed against S’s leveling of semantics by translating both נצב and עמד 
with ܩܐܡ, as well as both לריב and לדין with ܠܡܕܢ. Although OG also uses 
the same equivalent for לריב and לדין—εἰς	κρίσιν—its equivalents for נצב 
and עמד distinguish the role of εἰς	κρίσιν from that of 42.ܠܡܕܢ Although 
καταστήσεται and στήσει can be either transitive or intransitive, the accu-
sative case of τὸν	λαὸν	αὐτοῦ marks στήσει as transitive and, given the role 
of εἰς	κρίσιν as verbal complement with both verbs, the same seems true of 
καταστήσεται: “But now the Kyrios will appoint for judgment and station 
for judgment his people.” While S speaks of the Lord standing to conduct 
judgment, OG speaks of the Kyrios stationing his people for judgment.

Old Greek’s τὸν	λαὸν	αὐτοῦ and S’s עמים || ܠܥܡܗ (MT, 1QIsaa; cf. T) 
might attest עמו. Syriac’s divergence from OG’s interpretation of the sur-
rounding verses in other respects strengthens this conclusion, suggesting 
that S offers independent attestation of עמו.

3:14

αὐτὸς	κύριος || יהוה is unparalleled in any other textual witness. Although 
αὐτός might reflect a corrupt dittograph of יהוה as הוא, more likely the 
translator supplied the pronoun to distinguish a new phase of divine action 
labeled as εἰς	κρίσιν from 3:13. Whereas there the Kyrios was to station “his 
people for judgment,” here he will “come for judgment” with those he has 
charged with crimes against his people.

εἰς	 κρίσιν	 ἥξει is an unusual translation of the idiom יבוא  .במשפט 
ἔρχομαι	is the typical equivalent for בוא elsewhere:

	ואל תבוא במשפט  καὶ	μὴ	εἰσέλθῃς	εἰς	κρίσιν
	את עבדך  μετὰ	τοῦ	δούλου	σου (Ps 142[143]:2)

42. Goshen-Gottstein’s (יב) suggestion that καὶ	 στήσει might suppose (ו)יעמד, 
read as a hiphil, would not account for καταστήσεται || נצב.
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	תביא במשפט עמך  εἰσελθεῖν	ἐν	κρίματι	ἐνώπιόν	σου (Job 14:3)
	יבוא עמך במשפט  συνεισελεύσεταί	σοι	εἰς	κρίσιν (Job 22:4)

On the two occasions that בוא is construed as transitive, ἄγω is used:

	ודע כי על כל אלה  γνῶθι	ὅτι	ἐπὶ	πᾶσι	τούτοις
	יביאך האלהים במשפט  ἄξει	σε	ὁ	θεὸς	ἐν	κρίσει (Qoh 11:9)
	כי את כל מעשה  ὅτι	σὺν	πᾶν	τὸ	ποίημα
	האלהים יבא במשפט  ὁ	θεὸς	ἄξει	ἐν	κρίσει (Qoh 12:14).

By contrast, αὐτὸς	κύριος	εἰς	κρίσιν	ἥξει stresses the arrival of the Kyrios 
for an act of judgment. The scene is similar to 4:5, where καὶ	ἥξει || וברא 
(perhaps reflecting ויבוא: see the comments ad loc.) describes a theophany.

+μετά in the second phrase of μετὰ	 τῶν	πρεσβυτέρων	 τοῦ	λαοῦ	καὶ	
μετὰ	τῶν	ἀρχόντων	αὐτοῦ	(|| זקני עמו ושריו  examples the translator’s (עם 
tendency to repeat a preposition, as observed with κατὰ	 Ιερουσαλημ || 
	καὶ ;1:5 ,דוי || λύπην	in 1:1 (cf. εἰς וירושלם εἰς	 τὰς	σχισμάς || 2:19 ,צרים). 
These phrases headed by μετά less likely speak of those who accompany 
the Kyrios than of the opponents in judgment, against whom the next 
words level an accusation.

τί before ἐνεπυρίσατε might reflect למה after ואתם, but the translator 
likely supplied it corresponding to τί in 3:15 (no interrogative pronoun or 
particle appears in 1QIsaa, S, or T; V translates ואתם with vos enim).

Similarly, although τὸν	ἀμπελῶνά	μου might reflect כרמי in place of 
 in the Vorlage, the accent on the indictment of the wicked rulers הכרם
could just as easily have inspired it as an explicitation of the definite article, 
opposite ὑμεῖς at the start of the accusation. As Van der Vorm-Croughs 
(34 n. 8) observes, this role for τὸν	ἀμπελῶνά	μου resonates with 5:1, 3, 4, 
5, 6, where διαρπαγήν || (3:5) לבער suggests a conceptual association with 
these verses.

Although ἡ	 ἁρπαγή || גזלת is a semantically apt match, every other 
occurrence of גזלה in the Bible is rendered by ἅρπαγμα (Lev 5:23; Ezek 
18:7, 12, 16; 33:15), a word used for plundered goods in 61:8 (καὶ	μισῶν	
ἁρπάγματα	ἐξ	ἀδικίας || 42:22 ;(שנא גזל בעולה (καὶ	οὐκ	ἦν	ὁ	ἐξαιρούμενος	
ἅρπαγμα || משסה מציל   in accord with classical morphosemantics ,(ואין 
of nouns ending in -μα designating the result of an action (Smyth §841). 
ἁρπαγή, on the other hand, occurs again only in 10:2, where εἰς	ἁρπαγήν || 
 This signals that ἁρπαγή in 3:14 .יבזו || προνομήν	stands parallel to εἰς שללם
designates the act of plundering.
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3:15

Ziegler (81) suggests that ἀδικεῖτε || תדכאו and καταισχύνετε || תטחנו are 
the translator’s way of dealing with a metaphor that he found “zu real und 
derb,” much as Ottley (2:119) posits that “LXX softens the Heb. verbs 
‘crush’ … ‘grind.’” More to the point, however, the translator seems to 
have been uncertain about rendering דכא elsewhere. In 53:10, καθαρίσαι	
αὐτόν || דכאו reflects the semantics of Aramaic דכא (cf. T למצרף ולדכאה). 
In 57:15, καὶ	 διδοὺς	 ζωὴν	 τοῖς	 συντετριμμένοις	 τὴν	 καρδίαν || לב  ולהחיות 
 ושפל רוח להחיות רוח || μακροθυμίαν	διδοὺς	ὀλιγοψύχοις	follows καὶ נדכאים
 obscuring whether he was familiar with the meaning “crush” for ,שפלים
 However, Seeligmann (42) observes that ἀδικέω (along with ἀδίκως) 43.דכא
is used throughout the book as a “wellnigh [sic] technical term, to express, 
without any direct sanction from the Hebrew text, the violence from which 
Israel was made to suffer by other peoples (10:20; 23:13; 25:3–4; 43:24; 
51:23).” Whether or not it constituted a technical term, the use of it in such 
contexts suggests that it was not likely intended to “soften” the verbs here.

 ;elsewhere (19:10 דכא || ܡܟܟ differs from the use of תדכאו || ܢܟܝܬܘܢ
 ܘܠܐ ܢܟܐ ܐܢܘܢ appears in Isaiah again only in 49:10, where ܢܟܐ .(57:15 ;10 ,53:5
 an equivalence found again in Ps ,ושמש ולא יכם שרב translates ܫܘܒܐ ܘܫܡܫܐ
121:6.44 The translator’s choice of ܢܟܝܬܘܢ here is hard to explain, especially 
since ܡܟܟܬܘܢ or ܡܟܬܘܢܐ would have suited the context. It is worth noting, 
however, that ܢܟܝܬܘܢ is Leiden’s conjecture for 7a1’s ܢܢܝܬܘܢ, which occurs 
only here in the Bible, is attested rarely (according to SyrLex s.v. “ܢܟܝ”), and 
its meaning of “lull” does not fit the context. The uncertainty over the text 
gives no room to speculate about S’s Vorlage.

ἄλεσον	|| טחן in 47:2 suggests that the translator likely would have 
recognized תטחנו here. Perhaps, however, having translated תדכאו with 
ἀδικεῖτε, ἀλέω seemed “zu real und derb” (Ziegler, 81), and καταισχύνετε 

43. συντρίβω elsewhere in Isaiah translates forms of שבר (eleven times), גדע 
(twice); possibly בקע in 59:5; and appears to be a guess for קרס in 46:1. Byun (128–29) 
details the difficulty דכא posed for most Greek translators.

44. In two of the four other uses of ܢܟܐ outside Isaiah, the relationship to the 
Hebrew is transparent: חמס || ܢܟܝܢ in Prov 8:36; and ܗܘܐ  in Dan 8:5. The נוגע || ܢܟܐ 
relationship is more oblique in Zech 3:1 (והשטן || ܘܣܛܢܐ ܩܐܡ ܗܘܐ ܡܢ ܝܡܝܢܗ ܕܢܟܝܘܗܝ 
 In Prov 10:26 .שטן aligns with the second occurrence of ܢܟܐ where ,(עמד על ימינו לשטנו
 is supplied in a simile ܢܟܐ a participial form of (כחמץ לשנים || ܐܝܟܢܐ ܕܒܣܪ̈ܐ ܠܫܢܐ̈ ܢܟ̈ܝܢ)
about the affect of sour grapes on teeth.
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was an attractive parallel to ἀδικεῖτε. This again involves speculation rather 
than strict inference. On the other hand, none of the words that αἰσχύνω/
αἰσχύνη translate elsewhere (primarily בוש, but also [33:9] חפר and כלמה 
[45:16; 50:6]) is graphically close to תטחנו. The most that can be inferred is 
that καταισχύνετε likely reflects the translator’s word choice rather than a 
different Vorlage (cf. καὶ	ὁ	πιστεύων	ἐπ᾿	αὐτῷ	οὐ	μὴ	καταισχυνθῇ || המאמין 
.(28:16 ,לא יחיש

 ,תטחנו in 47:2 establishes the translator’s ability to recognize וטחני || ܛܚܢܝ
if his Vorlage read it. Although the similarity of ܐܒܗܬܬܘܢ to καταισχύνετε 
raises the question of reliance on OG, it is unclear what would have occa-
sioned it. A similar case is found in 44:11, where ܘܢܒܗܬܘܢ ܘܢܚܦܪܘܢ ܐܝܟ ܚܕܐ || 
 .ἅμα	αἰσχυνθήτωσαν	καὶ	aggrees with OG’s ἐντραπήτωσαν יפחדו יבשו יחד
Syriac would hardly have been stumped by יפחדו, since it rendered אל 
 ;in 12:12 ܙܘܥ with פחד in 3:8 (cf. 51:13) and translated ܠܐ ܬܕܚܠܘܢ with תפחדו
19:16, and with ܪܗܒ in 19:17; 33:14. Given that S 47:2 shows S’s familiarity 
with טחן, the similar choices of ܘܢܒܗܬܘܢ and καταισχύνετε are likely coin-
cidental.

Similar to OG, S collapsed יהוה ויאמר  צבאות  יהוה  אדני   into a נאם 
single equivalent, but distinctly: ܐܡܪ ܡܪܝܐ ܚܝܠܬܢܐ versus τάδε	λέγει	κύριος. 
An instructive parallel is 22:14, where OG translates the first two divine 
names (ἐν	τοῖς	ὠσὶ	κυρίου	σαβαωθ || באזני יהוה צבאות) but lacks equivalents 
for the final אדני יהוה צבאות because 22:15 begins with τάδε	λέγει	κύριος	
σαβαωθ	|| כה אמר אדני יהוה צבאות. Old Greek’s lack of an equivalent for 
 in 3:15 is unremarkable, since OG “in nearly all instances where צבאות
the Hebrew presents the combinations אדני יה or ,האדון יהוה ,יהוה   ,יהוה 
translates this with only one divine name” (Van der Vorm-Croughs, 503).45

Syriac also shows a tendency to condense divine names, as in 2:12 
 לכן || ܗܟܢܐ ܐܡܪ ܡܪܝܐ ܚܝܠܬܢܐ) and 10:24 (כי יום ליהוה צבאות || ܡܛܠ ܕܝܘܡܗ ܕܡܪܝܐ)
 although it does not do so as regularly as OG. In ,(כה אמר אדני יהוה צבאות
particular, it frequently renders צבאות when OG omits it, as here (cf. 8:13; 
9:18; 10:23, 26; 19:17, 18, 20).46

45. In 1QIsaa אדוני has been inserted supralinearly as a correction by the scroll’s 
original scribe, a phenomenon that recurs in 28:16, 22; 30:15; 49:22; 52:4; 61:1; 65:13 
(Van der Vorm-Croughs, 503).

46. Exceptional is 3:1, where S’s equivalent is more condensed than OG’s: ܡܛܠ 
.(σαβαωθ	κύριος	δεσπότης	ὁ	δὴ	versus ἰδοὺ) כי הנה האדון יהוה צבאות || ܕܗܐ ܡܪܐ ܡܪ̈ܘܬܐ
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3:16

On S’s lack of equivalents for ויאמר יהוה see above, 3:15.
ܪܡܐ גרון reformulates ܒܨܘܪܐ  	similar to OG’s ὑψηλῷ ,נטו[י]ות  τραχήλῳ, 

although each transformation fits the norms of its target language.47

Syriac’s translation of ומשקרות עינים with ܘܒܪܡܙܐ ܕܥܝ̈ܢܐ resembles OG’s 
καὶ	 νεύμασιν	 ὀφθαλμῶν, to the extent that it uses a nominal form in an 
adverbial phrase. The fact that the previous clause spoke of the disposi-
tion of their necks sets the expectation that this reference to eyes is about 
behavior and appearance, making the semantic similarity between S and 
OG unsurprising.

Syriac diverges from OG in construing הלוך with what precedes it 
(contrast MT’s athnach), so that ܡܗ̈ܠܟܢ ܗ̈ܘܝ parallels ܘܗܠܟ earlier in the 
verse. It also diverges from OG in its rendition of וברגליהם תלכנה   וטפף 
 and knocking with their feet and“ ܘܡܛܪ̈ܦܢ ܒܪ̈ܓܠܝܗܝܢ ܘܡܪ̈ܓܙܢ݂ with תעכסנה
provoking.” Targum’s comparable מרגזן points to an exegetical association 
of תעכסנה with כעס. This difference is noteworthy because its rendering of 
—”the glory of their garments“ ܘܒܚܐ ܕܢܚ̈ܬܝܗܝܢ—in 3:18 את תפארת העכסים
accords with OG’s τὴν	δόξαν	τοῦ	ἱματισμοῦ	αὐτῶν.

Old Greek renders הלוך וטפף תלכנה וברגליהם expansively: καὶ	τῇ	πορείᾳ	
τῶν	ποδῶν	ἅμα	σύρουσαι	τοὺς	χιτῶνας	καὶ	τοῖς	ποσὶν	ἅμα	παίζουσαι. καὶ	τῇ	
πορείᾳ	τῶν	ποδῶν is reminiscent of καὶ	τὴν	τρίβον	τῶν	ποδῶν	ὑμῶν in 3:12 
and is likely a substitution for הלוך rather than a translation. Old Greek 
uses σύρω again in 28:2; 30:28, in both cases for שטף, to speak of water 
sweeping through a locale, although it is unclear whether the translator 
was familiar with the Hebrew verb.48 τοὺς	χιτῶνας, the object of σύρουσαι, 
lacks any isolable equivalent. As Goshen-Gottstein (יב) perceived, σύρουσαι	
τοὺς	χιτῶνας is an image that the translator deemed fitting for the context.

Finally, καὶ	τοῖς	ποσίν renders וברגליהם, whereas παίζουσαι aligns with 
-the only time the equivalence appears in the Greek Bible (else ,תעכסנה
where παίζω translates צחק [three times] or שחק [twelve times]). Anne-
Françoise Loiseau suggests that παίζουσαι derives from the same exegetical 
play between עכס and כעס attested in S (  noting that ,(מרגזן) and T (ܘܡܪ̈ܓܙܢ݂

47. As Seeligmann (48) notes, χεὶρ	 ὑψηλή is a regular equivalent for נטויה  ידו 
(9:11, 16, 20; 10:4), which S translates with ܐܝܕܗ ܪܡܐ.

-lacks a clear equivalent in 8:8, is rendered by a semantically inapt equiva שטף .48
lent in three cases (συντέμνων, 10:22; συγκλύσουσι, 43:2; εἰρήνης, 66:12), and stands in 
three phrases for which καταιγίς is substituted (28:15, 17, 18).
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“παίζω a pris un sens sexuel dans les passages où c’était le cas en hébru 
pour צחק/שׂחק,” so that παίζουσαι here implies enticing foot motions.49 
Although this is possible, it entails a bit of mind reading of the translator.

More readily evident is that ἅμα in both this participial phrase and 
the preceding one describes simultaneous effects for τῇ	πορείᾳ	τῶν	ποδῶν, 
making the women’s carriage coordinate with their outstretched necks and 
eye movements.

3:17

Ziegler (137) posits that the translator was likely unfamiliar with the hapax 
legomenon שפח and chose ταπεινώσει in view of the following description 
of the abasement of daughter Zion’s haughtiness. It might also reflect bilit-
eral etymological analysis of שפח via שפל (cf. above, 3:8).

 וישעביד ταπεινώσει and T’s	accords with both OG’s καὶ ושפח || ܢܡܟܟ
“and shall subdue” (1QIsaa and V [decalvabit] = MT). Syriac often employs 
 ;[2]5:15 ;17 ,12 ,2:11) שפל and (60:14 ;26:5 ;25:12 ;5:15 ;11 ,2:9) שחח for ܡܟܟ
13:11; 25:11, 12; 26:5; 29:4; 32:19; 40:4; 57:9, 15 [2x]) and even uses it for 
both verbs in 2:11 (ܘܢܬܡܟܟ ושח || ܢܡܟܟ   Thus S, like OG probably .(שפל 
associated שפח with שפל/שחח.

	θυγατέρας	accords with OG’s ἀρχούσας קדקד בנות ציון || ܪ̈ܫܝܬܐ ܕܒܢܬ̈ ܨܗܝܘܢ
Σιων, which finds a parallel in ἄρχοντα || קדקד in Deut 33:20 (S ܪܝܫܐ); and 
 in Jer 48:45 (> G), evincing that OG and S וקדקד בני שאון || ܘܪ̈ܫܢܐ ܕܒܢܝ̈ ܫܐܘܢ
could each extrapolate from קדקד to the notion of a ruler.

ἀποκαλύψει || יערה has precedent in ἀπεκάλυψεν || הערה in Lev 20:18, 
19 (in both verses immediately after ἀποκαλύπτω || גלה), but lacks a paral-
lel in the book.50 Syriac’s ܢܦܪܣܐ, on the other hand, accords with the equiva-
lents for (ܦܘܪܣܝܐ) ערותה and ערה (ܓܠܐ and ܦܘܪܣܝܐ) in Lev 20:18, 19; and ܦܪܣ 
in Zeph 2:4, leaving no reason to suspect its reliance on OG.

 αὐτῶν, the only appearance of	σχῆμα	parallels OG’s τὸ פתהן || ܐܣܟܡܗܝܢ
σχῆμα in the Greek Bible, while ܐܣܟܡܐ occurs again in Num 18:7 (ܘܟܠܗܘܢ 
 ;([θυσιαστηρίου	τοῦ	τρόπον	πάντα	κατὰ] לכל דבר המזבח || ܐܣ̈ܟܡܘܗܝ ܕܡܕܒܚܐ

49. Anne-Françoise Loiseau, L’influence de l’araméen sur les traducteurs de la LXX 
principalement, sur les traducteurs grecs postérieurs, ainsi que sur les scribes de la Vor-
lage de la LXX, SCS 65 (Atlanta: SBL Press, 2016), 169.

50. The remainder of OG-Isaiah gives semantically inapt equivalents: καὶ	
συναγωγὴ	παρατάξεως || 22:6 ,וקיר ערה מגן; ἕως	ἂν	ἐπέλθῃ || 32:15 ,עד יערה; ἀνθ᾿	ὧν	
παρεδόθη || 53:12 ,תחת אשר הערה.
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and Prov 7:10 (והנה אשה לקראתו שית זונה || ܘܢܦܩܬ ܐܢܬܬܐ ܠܐܘܪܥܗ ܒܐܣܟܝܡܐ ܕܙܢܝܬܐ 
[ἡ	δὲ	γυνὴ	συναντᾷ	αὐτῷ	εἶδος	ἔχουσα	πορνικόν]).51 Those other appear-
ances of ܐܣܟܝܡܐ permit the conclusion that the translator chose ܐܣܟܝܡܐ 
independently of OG, in accord with the topic of depriving the women of 
their pretenses.52

3:18

Ziegler’s (203) preface to the OG of 3:18–24 provides an entré equally 
applicable to S:

Hier ist es naheliegend, daß der Übers. die Fachausdrücke seiner Zeit 
wählte, die von seinen Landsleuten und besonders auch von den Leser-
innen verstanden werden konnten. Dazu kommt, daß viele Wörter der 
hebr. Vorlage schwierig und unbekannt waren, die der Übers. einfach 
durch griech. Ausdrücke ersetzte, ohne sich sonderlich Mühe zu geben, 
die richtigen Äquivalente zu suchen und ohne auch in der Lage zu sein, 
bei allen Wörtern philologisch richtig zu übersetzen. Deshalb ist es 
teilweise schwierig, immer die zusammengehördenden Äquivalente zu 
finden.

A useful starting point is to note the alignments between MT, OG, and S, 
based not on word order but semantics, beginning with 3:18:

את תפארת ܫܘܒܚܐ τὴν	δόξαν
τοῦ	ἱματισμοῦ	αὐτῶν
καὶ	τοὺς	κόσμους	αὐτῶν

העכסים ܕܢܚ̈ܬܝܗܝܢ καὶ	τὰ	ἐμπλόκια
והשביסים ܘܕܨܒܬܗܝܢ καὶ	τοὺς	κοσύμβους
והשהרנים ܓܕܘ̈ܠܝܗܝܢ ܘܕ καὶ	τοὺς	μηνίσκους

Examining word choices here and in 3:19 quickly confounds any percep-
tion that S has leaned on OG for assistance. Although both identify תפארת 
with terms for clothing, OG connects only τοῦ	ἱματισμοῦ	αὐτῶν with τὴν	

 with והפתות לדלתות appears again only in 1 Sam 7:50, where OG renders פת .51
καὶ	τὰ	θυρώματα	τῶν	θυρῶν, and S with ܘܩܪܡܐ ܕܬܪܥܐ.

52. Pace Warszawski (14) and Gesenius, Commentar über den Jesaia, 82.
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δόξαν, while its καὶ	τοὺς	κόσμους	αὐτῶν is a second object of ἀφελεῖ, fol-
lowed by three more objects. Syriac, by contrast, binds the series ܕܢܚ̈ܬܝܗܝܢ 
ܓܕܘ̈ܠܝܗܝܢ ܘܕ  העכסים providing a quantitative match to ,ܫܘܒܚܐ to ܘܕܨܒܬܗܝܢ 
.והשביסים והשהרנים

Noting the semantic similarity between ܕܢܚ̈ܬܝܗܝܢ and τοῦ	 ἱματισμοῦ	
αὐτῶν, as well as καὶ	τὰ	ἐμπλόκια and (ܘܕ)ܓܕܘ̈ܠܝܗܝܢ, one might posit that S 
consulted OG to translate העכסים והשביסים והשהרנים, using its first three 
equivalents but ignoring the last two. GELS (s.v. “ἐμπλόκιον”) glosses 
ἐμπλόκιον (which occurs again in 3:20, without a clear Hebrew corollary) 
as an “accessory woven into hair,” which agrees with Ziegler’s (205) report 
of its use in the papyri to designate a hair ornament.53 Syriac’s ܓܕܘ̈ܠܝܗܝܢ 
“their curls,” from ܓܕܠ “twist, braid,” is comparable to ἐμπλόκιον, insofar 
as it has to do with styling of the hair.

That might suggest that ܕܢܚ̈ܬܝܗܝܢ is based on τοῦ	ἱματισμοῦ	αὐτῶν and 
-fol (3:19) ܘܐܣܦܪ̈ܐ ܕܣܥܪ̈ܝܗܝܢ αὐτῶν, in which case	κόσμους	τοὺς	on καὶ ܘܕܨܒܬܗܝܢ
lows καὶ	τοὺς	κοσύμβους	καὶ	τοὺς	μηνίσκους to render והשביסים והשהרנים. 
Ziegler (204) reports uncertainty about the meaning of κοσύμβους but 
speculates that it might designate hairnets, if it is related to the preceed-
ing ἐμπλόκια. That, however, prompts the question of whether perhaps it 
should be related to καὶ	τοὺς	μηνίσκους, which Ziegler (204) notes appears 
in the papyri for a crescent-shaped jewelry item. This muddies specula-
tion about ܘܐܣܦܪ̈ܐ ܕܣܥܪ̈ܝܗܝܢ being chosen with reference to τοὺς	κοσύμβους. 
Moreover, καὶ	τοὺς	κοσύμβους aligns physically with והשביסים, whereas 
 It seems likely that S’s choices of .(3:19) הנטיפות aligns with ܘܐܣܦܪ̈ܐ ܕܣܥܪ̈ܝܗܝܢ
ܓܕܘ̈ܠܝܗܝܢ .owe to its translator, independent of OG ܘܐܣܦܪ̈ܐ ܕܣܥܪ̈ܝܗܝܢ and ܘܕ

Again, although S’s next phrase, ܦܝܗܝܢ
̈
ܕܐ  is semantically ,(3:20) ܘܨܦܬܐ 

parallel to OG’s καὶ	τὸν	κόσμον	τοῦ	προσώπου	αὐτῶν of 3:19, to suppose 
that S followed OG here would mean that it offers nothing corresponding 
to the preceeding καὶ	τὸ	κάθεμα. Given that S has elaborated the theme of 
coiffure in 3:19, without any connection to OG, makes it unlikely that ܘܨܦܬܐ 
ܦܝܗܝܢ

̈
.derives from OG ܕܐ

This discussion suffices to show the problems of trying to find S 
indebted to OG in these verses. Throughout the rest of OG there are spo-
radic links to MT, such as τῆς	 δόξης || הפארים and τοὺς	 δακτυλίους	 καὶ	
τὰ	 ἐνώτια || ונזמי  .but no clear correlations between OG and S הטבעות 

53. Cf. καὶ	τὰ	ἐμπλόκια || העכסים differs from τῶν	σιρώνων “ornaments” || השהרנים 
in Judg 8:26.
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Given that the strongest apparent link between OG and S is τὴν	 δόξαν	
τοῦ	 ἱματισμοῦ	 αὐτῶν	 καὶ	 τοὺς	 κόσμους	 αὐτῶν || ܘܕܨܒܬܗܝܢ ܕܢܚ̈ܬܝܗܝܢ   ,ܫܘܒܚܐ 
their common themes may be attributable to a shared tradition or similar 
exegetical perceptions. As Goshen-Gottstein (יג) posited, OG’s (τὴν	δόξαν) 
τοῦ	ἱματισμοῦ	αὐτῶν	καὶ	τοὺς	κόσμους	αὐτῶν amounts to an “introductory 
summary” attributable to the translator.

Thus Ziegler (204) inferred that, for OG, “Die Veranlassung bildeten 
die V. 21–23, die Kleidungsstücke nennen,” concluding that the translator 
“wußte bloß aus den bekannteren Begriffen (so 3:21 טבעת ,נזם), daß es 
sich um Schmuckgegenstände und um Kleidungsstücke handelte, und so 
zählte er die bekanntesten Stücke mit den griech Namen seiner Zeit auf ” 
(208). That S should have worked similarly should not be surprising, given 
that it rightly understands these verses enumerating beauty regimens and 
garments of aristocratic women.

Syriac and OG share the distinction (from all other witnesses) of 
reading third-person plural pronouns with τοῦ	ἱματισμοῦ	αὐτῶν	καὶ	τοὺς	
κόσμους	αὐτῶν and ܕܢܚ̈ܬܝܗܝܢ ܘܕܨܒܬܗܝܢ. However ܓܕܘ̈ܠܝܗܝܢ  again has a 3fp ܘܕ
pronominal suffix, which will remain the regular inflection through 3:24. 
Old Greek, on the other hand, lacks a pronoun with any of its final three 
nouns in 3:18. It has a third-person plural pronoun in 3:19 (τοῦ	προσώπου	
αὐτῶν), but not another until its second-person singular pronouns in 
3:24. These differences, along with the different semantics in word choices 
already noted, undermine Warszawski’s (14) conclusion that “Die Pesch. 
folgt meistens der Uebersetzung der LXX.”

3:19

As Ziegler (205) observes, “3:19 nennt der hebr. Text drei Glieder, während 
die LXX nur einen bestimmten Gegenstand und einen allgemeinen Begriff 
hat.” GELS (s.v. “κάθεμα”) compares to κάθεμα here its use in Ezek 16:11 
(καὶ	κάθεμα	περὶ	τὸν	τράχηλόν	σου || ורביד על גרונך), glossing it as “neck-
lace, collar,” as does LSJ (s.v. “κάθεμα”), citing this passage and Antiphanes 
Comicus 319, where the orthography is κάθημα.

καὶ	 τὸν	κόσμον	τοῦ	προσώπου	αὐτῶν is impossible to align semanti-
cally with the lexemes in MT (= 1QIsaa). The plural form of κόσμος already 
appeared in 3:19 but here it is defined by the genitive phrase as adorn-
ments for the face.

Syriac, meanwhile, continues its focus on hair begun with ܓܕܘ̈ܠܝܗܝܢ  ܘܕ
at the end of 3:18. Its ܘܐܣܦܪ̈ܐ ܕܣܥܪ̈ܝܗܝܢ ܘܒ̈ܠܘܪܝܗܝܢ “and their circlets of hair, 
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and their plaits” diverges not only from OG but also T, whose list of jew-
elry is closer to OG.

3:20

As Ziegler (205) observes, καὶ	τὴν	σύνθεσιν	τοῦ	κόσμου	τῆς	δόξης is a gen-
eral expression and “veranlaßt durch הפארים … der hier doppelt durch 
κόσμος und δόξα wiedergeben ist.” σύνθεσις, on the other hand, accords 
with its usage in the papyri to refer to “die ‘ganze Kleidergarnitur’” (205).

The six jewelry items that follow in OG—καὶ	τοὺς	χλιδῶνας	καὶ	τὰ	ψέλια	
καὶ	τὸ	ἐμπλόκιον	καὶ	τὰ	περιδέξια	καὶ	τοὺς	δακτυλίους	καὶ	τὰ	ἐνώτια—have 
few identifiable correlative Hebrew terms: “Außer den beiden Wörtern 
δακτυλίος, ἐνώτιον = נזם ,טבעת können im Hebr. die Äquivalente nich fes-
tgestellt warden” (Ziegler, 206).54

Because the relationships between S’s equivalents and their Hebrew 
counterparts are as tenuous as those in OG, and because only the old belief 
in the Urtext as determinant could justify sorting them out as text-criti-
cal evidence, I will simply cite Greenberg and Walter’s (17) translation of 
ܦܝܗܝܢ ܘܥܩ̈ܝܗܝܢ ܘܨܕܥ̈ܝܗܝܢ

̈
 ܘܨܕܥ̈ܝܗܝܢ shifting their equivalent for) ܘܩ̈ܕܫܝܗܝܢ ܘܨܒܬܐ ܕܐ

to the beginning of 3:20 to accord with the Leiden edition): “their temples, 
the decorations of their faces, their earrings, their necklaces.” The seman-
tic divergence from OG is clear, as is the difference from T’s כליליא ושירי 
וחליטתא וקדשיא  וקולמזמסיא   the headdresses, and the anklets and“ רגליא 
the combs and the earrings and the necklaces.”55

3:21

In contrast to OG’s καὶ	τοὺς	δακτυλίους	καὶ	τὰ	ἐνώτια || הטבעות ונזמי האף 
(incorporated into 3:20), S’s equivalents are less semantically matched 

54. Based on comparison of the Greek terms in this list and other passages in the 
Greek Bible that mention them, Ziegler (208) observes that, rather than being guided 
by whimsy, “scheint der Übers. die Listen von Schmucksachen und Kleidungsstoffen, 
wie sie an anderen Stellen des AT aufgeführt werden, gekannt und ausgeschrieben zu 
haben.”

55. Translation by Bruce D. Chilton, The Isaiah Targum: Introduction, Translation, 
Apparatus and Notes, ArBib 11 (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1987), who observes, “The 
number of Greek loan words in the last passage [in this verse, קולמזמסיא “combs”] … 
may suggest that specifically Hellenistic practices are in mind” (9).
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to the Hebrew: ܘܫܐܪ̈ܝܗܝܢ  ”.their bracelets and their bangles“ ܘܩ̈ܘܠܒܝܗܝܢ 
Although ܘܐܩ̈ܠܢܝܗܝܢ formally aligns with הטבעות, in its only other occur-
rence (2 Sam 1:10) it translates אצעדה “bracelet.” ܫܐܪ̈ܝܗܝܢ appears again in 
Gen 24:22, where it renders צמידים (so also in Num 31:50), but נזם in Gen 
24:30, 47; Exod 35:22, which accounts for its use for נזמי here.

Meanwhile, OG reads καὶ	τὰ	περιπόρφυρα	καὶ	τὰ	μεσοπόρφυρα “pur-
ple-edged and purple striped garments” (see GELS, s.v. “περιπόρφυρα”; 
Ziegler, 206). The words appear only here in the Bible and only rarely in 
the papyri, and none matches a Hebrew lexeme.

3:22

Old Greek again lacks transparent links to Hebrew lexemes: καὶ	 τὰ	
ἐπιβλήματα	 τὰ	 κατὰ	 τὴν	 οἰκίαν	 καὶ	 τὰ	 διαφανῆ	 Λακωνικα || המחלצות 
והחריטים והמטפחות   is translated with מחלצות In Zech 3:4 .והמעטפות 
ποδήρη, a much simpler equivalent than καὶ	τὰ	ἐπιβλήματα	τὰ	κατὰ	τὴν	
οἰκίαν here. Ziegler (207) considers doubtful Otto Procksch’s claim that 
the reference to τὰ	διαφανῆ	Λακωνικα is derived from והגלינים (via גלה) in 
3:23,56 since “Die lakonischen Gewebe scheinen in damaliger Zeit einen 
besonderen Namen gehabt zu haben.”

Syriac also enumerates items of clothing, but of different types: 
ܘܐܪ̈ܓܘܢܝܗܝܢ ܘܒܘܨܗܝܢ  ܘܡܫ̈ܠܡܢܝܬܗܝܢ  ܝܢܝܬܗܝܢ 

̈
 ,their coats, their long robes“ ܘܟܘܬ

their fine white linens, their purple garments” (Greenberg and Walter, 17). 
Although the similarity between ܝܢܝܬܗܝܢ

̈
 is notable, it is המחלצות and ܘܟܘܬ

difficult to know how significant this is, since S’s equivalent for מחלצות in 
its only other occurrence is ܢܐ ܛܒ̈ܐ

̈
.(Zech 3:4) ܡܐ

Although ܒܘܨܐ and Aramaic בוצא are related to biblical Hebrew בוץ, 
which appears first in Ezek 27:16 (HALOT, s.v. “בּוּץ”), and their roots are 
related to βύσσος (3:23), there is no confirmable link between ܘܒܘܨܗܝܢ and 
any of the four Hebrew words here (but cf. τὰ	βύσσινα || והגלינים in 3:23).

Most telling for the relationship between S and T here is that the latter 
does not use בוצא, while its first and third equivalents are Greek loan-
words: כיתוניא ושושיפיא ולבורנקיא ומחכיא “the tunics and the mantles and 
the shawls and the breast ornaments.”57

56. Otto Procksch and Paul Volz, Jesaja 1, KAT 9,1 (Leipzig: Deichert, 1930), 80.
57. Chilton, Isaiah Targum. “And the breast ornaments” is based on reading 

 for which Chilton cites J. F. Stenning, The Targum of Isaiah ,ומחכיא rather than ומחוכיא
(Oxford: Clarendon, 1949), 15.
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3:23

As Ziegler (207) notes, attempting to align the equivalents in this verse 
proves fruitless. Because no Greek word aligns with its Hebrew counter-
part elsewhere in the Bible (for details see Ziegler, 207), καὶ	τὰ	βύσσινα	
καὶ	τὰ	ὑακίνθινα	καὶ	τὰ	κόκκινα	καὶ	τὴν	βύσσον	σὺν	χρυσίῳ	καὶ	ὑακίνθῳ	
συγκαθυφασμένα	καὶ	θέριστρα	κατάκλιτα seems to be the translator’s cre-
ation. As Ziegler (208) concludes for the entire passage,

Wir können hier seine Arbeit eigentlich gar nicht als “Übersetzung” 
bezeichnen; denn bei den meisten Ausdrücken ist das Äquivalent nicht 
zu finden, sondern ein anderer Begriff an die Stelle gesetzt. So kommt es, 
daß vielfach die griech. Übersetzung ganz andere Gegenstände bringt 
und auch für die Bedeutung des betreffenden hebr. Wortes nicht verw-
ertet werden kann.

Syriac continues along a different path: ܘܢܚ̈ܬܝܗܝܢ ܘܬܟܠܠܝ̈ܬܗܝܢ ܘܙܚܘܪ̈ܝܬܗܝܢ ܘܨܡܕܐ 
ܕܨܒ̈ܬܗܝܢ -their long coats, their violet (garments), their scarlet (gar“ ܟܠܗ 
ments), and all the outer cloak of their adornments.”58 Likewise, T con-
tinues to follow its own path: וכבינתא וכתריא  וקרטיסיא   and the“ ומחזיתא 
mirrors and the linen garments and the turbans and the cloaks.”59 Chilton 
judges that T’s ומחזיתא offers “a possible translation” of והגלינים, while also 
noting that קרטיסיא “is a Greek loan word (cf. kretikon and Jastrow II, p. 
1417).”60

3:24

 καὶ	ἔσται (|| והיה) is the sole predication in the clause, with no equivalent 
for יהיה that follows in MT. יהיה is also absent from 1QIsaa, which also 

58. Warszawski’s (15) perception that S “hat ܓܠܐ = גליון syr. ‘mantel’ genommen” 
faces the problem that ܘܢܚ̈ܬܝܗܝܢ gives no hint of the translator’s reasoning. “Outer 
cloak” is Sokoloff ’s gloss, although he adds, “Mng. uncertain” (SyrLex, s.v. “ܨܡܕܐ”). In 
Greenberg and Walter’s (17) translation, “the casket (for) all their decorations,” the 
construal of ܟܠܗ with ܕܨܒ̈ܬܗܝܢ cannot be right, since the pronominal suffix agrees 
with ܨܡܕܐ. They note that, besides “casket,” ܨܡܕܐ could designate a “cloak, wrapper.” ܨܒܬܐ 
appears again in 49:18, which compares Jerusalem’s returnees to ornaments one wears: 
.כי כלם כעדי תלבשי || ܕܟܠܗܘܢ ܐܝܟ ܨܒܬܐ ܬܠܒܫܝܢ

59. Chilton, Isaiah Targum, 9.
60. Chilton, Isaiah Targum, 8.
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reads ויהיו rather than והיה at the outset.61 Although 1QIsaa retains initial 
 in MT, while 1QIsab has it. 1QIsaa יהיה in 7:23, it lacks the subsequent והיה
consistently drops יהיה in such cases, as exampled by its והיה באחרית הימים 
 ,is absent from 4Q59 יהיה in 2:2 (= 4Q60), although נכון יהיה הר בית יהוה
as well.

Old Greek’s lack of an equivalent for יהיה accords with this tendency 
and is paralleled in 7:23 (καὶ	ἔσται	ἐν	τῇ	ἡμέρᾳ	ἐκείνῃ	πᾶς	τόπος || והיה ביום 
	καὶ	ἰσχὺς	ἡ	αὐτῆς	ἔσται	καὶ	Αριηλ	γὰρ	ἐκθλίψω) 29:2 ;(ההוא יהיה כל מקום
τὸ	πλοῦτος	ἐμοί || והציקותי לאריאל והיתה תאניה ואניה והיתה לי כאריאל). The 
pattern fits the translator’s tendency toward concision.

 in the מק again in 5:24, the only other occurrence of מק renders ܚܠܐ݂
Bible where, given the parallel אבק || ܥܘܪܐ, it must mean “dust.”62 Similarly, 
OG, which reads κονιορτός || מק here, renders the same noun with χνοῦς in 
5:24.63 Although the two versions’ shared understanding of מק is apparent, 
their different renderings of the next two clauses argue against S having 
consulted OG.

Syriac’s shift of ݂ܚܠܐ to follow ܘܢܗܘܐ accords with other modifications in 
this verse, especially the expansive translation of בשם with ܪܝܚܗܝܢ ܒܣܝܡܐ, 
whose 3fp suffix distinguishes it from OG’s ὀσμῆς	ἡδείας, a suffix found 
with all S’s nouns in the verse, but unparalleled in OG.

ܚ̈ܨܝܗܝܢ ܚ̈ܨܝܗܘܢ is an expansion similar to חגורה || ܐܣܪ   אזור חלציו || ܐܣܪ 
in 5:27; and אזור מתניו || ܐܣܪ ܚ̈ܨܘܗܝ in 11:5 (cf. Ezek 9:2, 3; Ps 109:19; Prov 
31:24). Old Greek’s σχοινίῳ is closer semantically to the likely meaning of 
the hapax legomenon נקפה than S’s ܡܝܙܪ̈ܢܐ “belts” (T פסיקיא).

To accompany ζώνης || חגורה, OG supplies the verb ζώσῃ, coordinate 
with περιζώσῃ || מחגרת later in the verse, whereas S uses ܟܣܝܢ

̈
 in accord ,ܢܬ

with its use of verbs like ܠܒܫ for חגר when the topic is donning a gar-
ment (e.g., 2 ,ודוד חגור אפוד בד || ܘܕܘܝܕ ܠܒܝܫ ܦܕܬܐ ܕܒܘܨܐ Sam 6:14). While 
3fp pronouns continue to dominate S, OG conjugates both its verbs in 

61. The tendency to replace waw + qatal with waw + yiqtol is likely due to the 
latter having become defunct in LBH (JM §119zb), as evidenced again in 1QIsaa’s ויהיה 
(MT והיה) in 4:3. See Kutscher, Language and Linguistic Background, 351–52, 357. 

62. Although S uses the homonym ݂אבק || ܚܠܐ in 5:24; 29:5 and aligns with OG’s 
κονιορτός, “dust” is hardly a fitting contrast to former sweet odors. ݂ܚܠܐ elsewhere trans-
lates אבק in 5:24; 29:5, as it does in Ezek 26:10; Nah 1:3; Song 3:6. All appearances of 
the homonym ݂ܚܠܐ “vinegar” align with חמץ (Num 6:3 [2x]; Ruth 2:14; Ps 69:22; Prov 
25:20).

63. κονιορτός renders אבק in 5:24; 29:5, and חמר in 10:6 (q.v.), while it is inserted 
in a phrase by association in 17:13 (q.v.).
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the second-person singular and it supplies σου with τὰ	ἔργα (διὰ	τὰ	ἔργα	
σου || מעשה [see below]). The previous pronouns in 3:18–23 were third-
person plural (3:18, 19, building on those in 3:16–17), and only OG has 
the second-person singular pronoun in this verse. This creates a transition 
to the second-person singular pronoun at the outset of 3:25 (ὁ	 υἱός	 σου 
 ἀγαπᾷς, which is made even	continued in the relative clause, ὃν ,(מתיך ||
more curious by OG’s switch to the second-person plural pronoun with 
καὶ	οἱ	ἰσχύοντες	ὑμῶν || וגבורתך.

Hebrew counterparts for καὶ	ἀντὶ	τοῦ	κόσμου	τῆς	κεφαλῆς	τοῦ	χρυσίου	
φαλάκρωμα are isolable only for καὶ	ἀντί (ותחת) and φαλάκρωμα (קרחה). 
κόσμος, which appears without a Hebrew counterpart three other times 
in 3:18–20, might align with מעשה, while τῆς	κεφαλῆς could have been 
inferred from the predicted change to קרחה (|| φαλάκρωμα). Elsewhere 
Greek translators analyze the homonym מקשה “wrought metal work” as 
an adjective and render it with either τορευτός “worked in relief ” (Exod 
25:18, 31, 36; Jer 10:5); στερεός “firm” (Num 8:4 [2x]); or ἐλατός “ham-
mered” (Num 10:2).64 In most cases מקשה is associated with זהב, which 
might account for τοῦ	χρυσίου modifying τοῦ	κόσμου here. The problem 
at each step of this reconstruction is having nothing concrete to signal the 
precise path the translator took to his rendering.

In the same vein, διὰ	τὰ	ἔργα	σου at the end of the clause might be 
a second rendering of 65.ותחת מעשה Compare κατὰ	τὰ	ἔργα	τῶν	χειρῶν	
αὐτοῦ	συμβήσεται	αὐτῷ || כי גמול ידיו יעשה לו in 3:11, particularly because 
that phrase has to do with retribution. The translator likely supplied ἕξεις 
as a generic verb fit for expressing the replacement of מקשה with קרחה, 
conjugated it in the 2ms, in concert with ζώσῃ || חגורה and περιζώσῃ || 
.σου	ἔργα	τὰ	and supplied the 2ms pronoun in διὰ ,מחגרת

Old Greek’s τοῦ	χιτῶνος || פתיגיל is an appropriate equivalent, but likely 
arrived at intuitively, since פתיגיל is a hapax legomenon rendered variously 
by the versions, including S’s ܬܟ̈ܠܝܬܗܝܢ , which reprises ܘܬܟܠܠܝ̈ܬܗܝܢ from 
3:23 (T מהלכן בגיוה). Old Greek likely inferred its meaning from its con-
trast to σάκκον || שק. Modification of τοῦ	χιτῶνος with τοῦ	μεσοπορφύρου 
reminds of 3:21’s καὶ	 τὰ	 περιπόρφυρα	 καὶ	 τὰ	 μεσοπόρφυρα as colors of 
fabric composing garments.

.OG-Exod 37:7, 17, 22 < מקשה .64
65. This explanation seems more compelling than Seeligmann’s (36) speculation 

that διὰ	τὰ	ἔργα	σου is a fragment of an earlier translation that was later displaced (but 
not fully replaced) by τοῦ	κόσμου	τῆς	κεφαλῆς	τοῦ	χρυσίου.
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 שחת with תחת perhaps associates כי תחת יפי || ܡܛܠ ܕܢܬܚܒܠ ܫܘܦܪܗܝܢ
 66 The 3fp.(in 1:4; 11:9; 14:20; 38:17; 51:13, 14; 65:8 [2x], 25 שחת || ܚܒ݁ܠ)
suffix in יפי || ܫܘܦܪܗܝܢ conforms to S’s supply of pronouns in ܚ̈ܨܝܗܝܢ ,ܪܝܚܗܝܢ, 
ܟܣܝܢ and ,ܬܟ̈ܠܝܬܗܝܢ ,ܢܐܣܪ̈ܢ

̈
 in accord with the 3fp pronouns it uses in ,ܢܬ

describing the daughters of Jerusalem throughout 3:18–24, despite their 
absence from MT, 1QIsaa, 4Q56 (in 3:18, 20, 22 [frags.]), and V. For OG’s 
equivalent for כי תחת יפי, see 3:25.

3:25

Although OG has no equivalent to כי תחת יפי at the end of 3:24, κάλλος is 
the most frequent equivalent for יפי, providing the most likely explanation 
for ὁ	κάλλιστος modifying ὁ	υἱός.67 The translator’s omission of an equiva-
lent for כי תחת accords with his frequent omission of repeated words.

The pronoun σου following ὁ	 υἱός hints that this is the translator’s 
rendering of מתיך, even though the equivalent is attested nowhere else.68 
Given that distinction and because ὃν	ἀγαπᾷς lacks a Hebrew counterpart, 
Ottley’s (2:120) perception that this entails “a reminiscence of Gen. xxii. 2” 
is the likely explanation, given Ziegler’s documentation of the translator’s 
habit of borrowing phrases from elsewhere (see Ziegler, 134–75).

Syriac’s מתיך || ܘܥܫܝ̈ܢܝܟܝ accords with T’s גיברך. Its other equivalents 
for מתי מספר || ܩܠܝܠ ܒܡܢܝܢܐ ) מתים, Gen 34:30; Deut 4:17; cf. ܩܠܝܠ ܒܡܢܝܢܐ 
 ,in Deut 33:6 ויהי מתיו מספר || ܘܢܗܘܐ ܒܡܢܝܢܐ Deut 28:62; and ,במתי מעט ||
which helps account for ܕܐܝܣܪܝܠ  in Isa 41:14) would מתי ישראל || ܘܡܢܝܢܗ 
have been ill-fitting. Syriac likely chose ܘܥܫܝ̈ܢܝܟܝ parallel to ܘܓܢܒܪ̈ܝܟܝ || 
.in the next clause וגבורתך

Old Greek and S translate וגבורתך as if it were גבוריך (καὶ	οἱ	ἰσχύοντες	
ὑμῶν, ܘܓܢܒܪ̈ܝܟܝ), which is the original reading in 1QIsaa, to which ות is 
added supralinearly, apparently by the original hand. Although OG and 

66. Warszawski’s (15) intuition that ܢܬܚܒܠ betrays an association with חתת fal-
ters on the fact that ܚܒܠ never translates חתת in the book, which it renders with ܬܒܪ 
(7x); (51:6) ܥܒܪ ;(31:4) ܕܚܠ ;(7:8) ܢܬܪ; and (51:7) ܙܘܥ.

67. κάλλος || יפי, Ezek 16:14, 15, 25; 27:3, 4, 11; 28:7, 12, 17; 31:8; Ps 44(45):12; 
Prov 6:25; 31:30; Esth 1:11; καλός, Zech 9:17; εὐπρέπεια, Ps 49(50):2.

68. Its rendering of יעקב מתי ישראל by Ιακωβ	ὀλιγοστὸς	Ισραηλ in 41:14 accords 
with the translation of מתים by ὀλίγος (Deut 4:27; Jer 51[44]:28) or ὀλιγοστός (Gen 
34:30; 1 Chr 16:19) elsewhere, while νεκρῶν	διὰ	λιμόν || מתי רעב in 5:13 owes to con-
struing מתי as from מות.
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S might have found גבוריך in their Vorlagen, both translators show them-
selves capable of effecting this shift on their own.

Old Greek’s shift of the suffixed pronoun of וגבורתך to the grammati-
cal plural is striking, given the earlier agreement of pronouns in ὁ	υἱός	σου 
 || ὑμῶν	κόσμου	τοῦ	θῆκαι	Although the same shift occurs with αἱ .מתיך ||
 there suggests that the translator ונקתה || καταλειφθήσῃ	in 3:26, καὶ פתחיה
likely understood the second-person singular pronouns as collectives. For 
a suggestion of what referents the translator imagined for these pronouns 
in their discourse context, see the excursus following 3:26.

Old Greek’s μαχαίρᾳ	 πεσοῦνται draws its verb from the preceding 
πεσεῖται and repeats μαχαίρᾳ for במלחמה. Van der Vorm-Croughs (181) 
cites other passages where “the verb phrase is repeated in a (nearly) identi-
cal way,” among which 14:29 is especially pertinent:

	כי משרש נחש יצא צפע  ἐκ	γὰρ	σπέρματος	ὄφεων	ἐξελεύσεται	ἔκγονα	ἀσπίδων
	ופריו שרף מעופף  καὶ	τὰ	ἔκγονα	αὐτῶν	ἐξελεύσονται	ὄφεις	πετόμενοι

Not only does this illustrate the repetition of a verbal phrase to fill out par-
allel lines, but the insertion of ἔκγονα in the first line exemplifies the same 
influence of nominal complements in parallel clauses as μαχαίρᾳ here.

As Ottley (2:120) correctly perceived, ταπεινωθήσονται is likely 
intended as the equivalent for 3:26’s ואנו, read as if it were וענו. Goshen-
Gottstein (יד) compares ταπεινουμένην	καὶ	τεταπεινωμένην || תאניה ואניה 
in Lam 2:5.

3:26

 ܐܠܬ ܘܝܬܒܬ again in 19:8, while ואבלו will be S’s equivalent for ܘܢܬܒܘܢ ܒܐܒܠܐ
ܐܪܥܐ נבלה הארץ will translate ܒܐܒܠܐ   in אבל אמללה ארץ in 24:4; and אבלה 
33:9.

After καὶ	πενθήσουσιν || ואבלו, OG diverges from MT, with only εἰς	τὴν	
γῆν || לארץ being transparent. The noun θήκη (αἱ	θῆκαι	τοῦ	κόσμου	ὑμῶν || 
 appears again in Isa 6:13, where it designates the “husk” containing (פתחיה
the seed of the oak tree. Outside Isaiah it is found only in Exod 25:26(27), 
where it designates the container for the rings of the temple curtains (εἰς	
θήκας || לבתים). Ottley’s (120) speculation that the translator may have 
arrived at αἱ	θῆκαι by associating פתח with צפחת “jar” in 2 Kgs 17:12, 14, 
16, (rendered with καψάκης) seems unnecessary. More likely, just as he 
supplied τοῦ	κόσμου in reference to the list of accouterments in 3:18–24, 
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so he supplied θήκη for their storage boxes, even if the metaphor of these 
engaging in mourning is unusual. ὑμῶν accords with the pronouns used 
throughout 3:24–26 (see the excursus, below).

Seeligmann (71) observes regarding καὶ	καταλειφθήσῃ	μόνη, “anyone 
will here recognize the effect of 49.21: ἐγὼ	δὲ	κατελείφθην	μόνη = הן אני 
 The translator’s attraction to 49:21 is sensible, inasmuch as ”.נשארתי לבדי
those words are ascribed to desolate Jerusalem.

The verb ἐδαφίζω (καὶ	 εἰς	 τὴν	 γῆν	 ἐδαφισθήσῃ || תשב לארץ   (ונקתה 
appears only here in Isaiah and elsewhere translates רטש (Hos 10:14; 14:1; 
Nah 3:10); נטש (Ezek 31:12); and נפץ (Ps 136[137]:9). Comparison with 
καὶ	καταβήσεται	ἕως	τοῦ	ἐδάφους || (25:12) הגיע לארץ עד עפר; καὶ	κατάξεις	
ἕως	ἐδάφους || (26:5) עד ארץ יגיענה עד עפר; and καὶ	πρὸς	τὸ	ἔδαφος	ἡ	φωνή	
σου	 ἀσθενήσει || תצפצף אמרתך   suggests that the translator (29:4) ומעפר 
chose it by association with εἰς	τὴν	γῆν || לארץ.

Syriac’s ܘܙܟܘܬܗ (“her innocence”) || ונקתה is intelligible by comparing 
 ܡܛܠ ܕܠܐ ܡܙܟܐ ܡܪܝܐ ܠܡܢ ;Gen 24:8 ,ונקית משבעתי זאת || ܗܘܝܬ ܙܟܝ ܡܢ ܡܘܡ̈ܬܝ ܗܕܐ
ܓܠܘܬܐ  ;Exod 20:7 ,כי לא ינקה יהוה את אשר ישא את שמו לשוא || ܕܝܡܐ ܒܫܡܗ ܒܕ
and 21:19 ,ונקה המכה || ܢܙܟܐ ܡܢ ܕܡܚܝܗܝ.

Syriac’s תשב || ܬܦܠ is likely another case of ܢܦܠ used as a slot verb (cf. 
3:5), here owing to having used ܝܬܒ in ואבלו || ܘܢܬܒܘܢ ܒܐܒܠܐ.

Excursus: Old Greek’s Pronouns in 3:18–24

Although S adds pronouns in these verses more often than OG, those 
pronouns are consistently third-person feminine plural. Old Greek, on 
the other hand, has a limited number of third-person plural pronouns 
in 3:18–19, but then has a curious interchange of grammatically singular 
and plural second-person pronouns in 3:24–26. This variation apparently 
addresses the people as a group and, alternately, as its constituents (for a 
similar alternation between singular and plural in an address owing to the 
translator’s maneuvers, cf. 14:29–31). Given that these second-person pro-
nouns appear an innovation by the translator, an important question is how 
he understood the referents of these pronouns in their literary context.

The only previous second-person pronouns in this chapter stand in 
3:12–15. Isaiah 3:1–10 forecast the removal of the ruling class and their 
replacement with “youths” and “mockers,” leading to social disorder and 
oppression of “the righteous man,” with woe pronounced on “the law-
less man.” Those woes use grammatically plural pronouns referring to 
the wicked (ἐταπεινώθη	ἡ	δόξα	αὐτῶν … ἡ	αἰσχύνη	τοῦ	προσώπου	αὐτῶν	
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ἀντέστη	αὐτοῖς … τὴν	δὲ	ἁμαρτίαν	αὐτῶν … τῇ	ψυχῇ	αὐτῶν, 3:8–9)—and 
embodies them in a single exemplar (τῷ	 ἀνόμῳ)—intermingled with 
plural pronouns describing their actions (βεβούλευνται	 βουλὴν	 πονηρὰν	
καθ᾿	 ἑαυτῶν … εἰπόντες … τὰ	 γενήματα	 τῶν	 ἔργων	 αὐτῶν	φάγονται … 
κατὰ	τὰ	ἔργα	τῶν	χειρῶν	αὐτοῦ, 3:9–11).

The same interchange of singular and plural continues in the address 
of those they have wronged, with a second-person plural pronoun first 
appearing in 3:12: λαός	μου	οἱ	πράκτορες	ὑμῶν	καλαμῶνται	ὑμᾶς. When 
the second-person pronoun appears next, in 3:14–15, it is addressed to 
the “elders” and “rulers” charged with wronging and shaming the people. 
Isaiah 3:16–17 launch into the assault on the haughty “daughters of Zion,” 
“the ruling daughters of Zion.” When 3:24–26 resume the second-person 
pronouns, one assumes that the addressees encompass the same group 
charged in 3:14–15. Not only does this fit well the designation of the 
women called ‘‘the ruling daughters of Zion” who are lambasted in 3:16–
24, but the link is secured with αἱ	θῆκαι	τοῦ	κόσμου	ὑμῶν, which recalls 
the articles of clothing and jewelry enumerated in 3:18–24. Thus, ὁ	υἱός	
σου	ὁ	κάλλιστος and οἱ	ἰσχύοντες	ὑμῶν who fall by the sword are the men 
related to these women, who will be left desolate. This analysis suggests a 
coherence wrought by the translator’s choices. While we can describe the 
effects of those choices, explaining why he made them often leads onto 
uncertain terrain.



Isaiah 4

4:1

Old Greek’s lack of an equivalent for ביום ההוא is unique among the textual 
witnesses. Of the forty-five appearances of this phrase in Isaiah (MT), an 
equivalent is lacking in OG here and again in 20:6; 24:21 but is attested by 
all other witnesses. H. G. M. Williamson dismisses OG’s minus here on the 
grounds of “the translator’s free approach to translation,” including elimi-
nation of redundant phrases, since ביום ההוא appears at the beginning of 
4:2.1 However, those tendencies must be weighed against the minuses of 
this phrase in 20:6; 24:21, where redundancy is not a factor, and against 
the fact that OG translates both instances of ביום ההוא in successive verses 
in 19:19–20, 23–24. Thus, ביום ההוא was likely absent from OG’s Vorlage 
and inserted later in the Hebrew text’s transmission.2

4:2

Ziegler’s (107) endorsement of Fischer’s (20) judgment that ἐπιλάμψει 
derives from reading צמח in light of the Aramaic verb meaning “be bright, 
shine” has been put on a sound footing by Seulgi Byun (174–77), who 
notes that this meaning also developed for צמח in postbiblical Hebrew.3 
The translator’s collapse of יהיה צמח into a single verb is intelligible in light 

1. Williamson, Isaiah 1–5, 294.
2. For scribal insertions of ביום ההוא, see Simon J. De Vries, From Old Revelation 

to New: A Tradition-Historical and Redaction-Critical Study of Temporal Transitions in 
Prophetic Prediction (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995), 40–41, who includes 4:1 among 
his examples.

3. This undermines Bodor’s attempt to show that S’s ܕܢܚܗ ܕܡܪܝܐ reflects theologi-
cal influence from OG (Bodor, “Reception of the Septuagint,” 30–31).
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of his omission of pleonastic יהיה elsewhere (see the comments at 3:24 and 
cf. S’s ܕܢܚܗ ܕܡܪܝܐ).

Although the judgment that ἐν	βουλῇ || לצבי is based on Aramaic צבא 
(translated by βούλεσθαι in Dan 5:19) has also been frequently advanced 
(Ziegler, 107; Troxel, 77), Byun’s (179) evaluation of the evidence finds “con-
jectural hurdles that make such a claim questionable.” Those include the lack 
of a precise semantic match between צבא and βουλή and OG-Isaiah’s trans-
lation of the six other occurrences of צבי by ἐλπίς (24:16; 28:4, 5), as well as 
δόξα and ἔνδοξος (13:19; 23:9; 28:1). Most likely the translator’s affinity for 
βουλή and βουλεύειν played a role in his rendering, but it does not account 
for his use of the phrase ἐν	βουλῇ.4 While μετὰ	δόξης naturally complements 
ἐπιλάμψει, the contribution of ἐν	βουλῇ to the verb’s meaning is uncertain. 
Given the semantics of βουλή as a plan, the phrase’s role must be understood 
with a view to τοῦ	ὑψῶσαι	καὶ	δοξάσαι	τὸ	καταλειφθὲν	τοῦ	Ισραηλ.5

The choice of δόξα for כבוד might have left the translator in a bit of a 
quandary as to how to render צבי, since δόξα is one of its regular equiva-
lents. Also noteworthy is Ziegler’s (137) observation that, while μετὰ	δόξης 
 and (וכבד ||) δόξης appears again in 33:27	is intelligible, μετὰ (ו)לכבוד ||
 where “sieht er eine Theophanie geschildert,” supporting ,(ביפיו ||) 33:17
his inference, “Der Übers. sah in 4,2ff. eine Theophanie … geschildert” 
(107; cf. 3:16). Perhaps a perception of the theophany as purposeful trig-
gered his use of ἐν	 βουλῇ, with the plan explicated by τοῦ	 ὑψῶσαι	 καὶ	
δοξάσαι	τὸ	καταλειφθὲν	τοῦ	Ισραηλ, although this engages in speculation 
about the translator’s mental processes. Although τοῦ	ὑψῶσαι	καὶ	δοξάσαι 
 is transparent, the choice to use infinitival forms is likely לגאון ולתפארת ||
significant (contrast S’s ܠܫܘܒܚܐ ܘܠܐܝܩܪܐ).

Although κύριος is most frequent for יהוה, ὁ	θεός is also used (e.g., 6:12; 
7:17; 8:17, 18; 9:10; 10:20, 23 [ὁ	θεός || [אדני יהוה], 7 ,5 ,3 ,14:2 ;3 ,11:2 ;26).

Goshen-Gottstein (יד) rightly dismisses OG’s ἐπὶ	τῆς	γῆς (|| ופרי הארץ) 
as attesting ופני, positing instead that ἐπὶ	τῆς	γῆς is exegetically related to 
the translator’s choice of ἐπιλάμψει (so also Ziegler, 108). Old Greek’s ten-

4. These lexemes appear 51x in Isaiah, or 18.8x per 100 words, the highest fre-
quency in the Greek Bible (Troxel, “ΒΟΥΛΗ and ΒΟΥΛΕΥΕΙΝ,” 153), and often with-
out a suitable Hebrew counterpart (3:9; 7:5, 7; 10:25; 25:7; 28:8 [2x]; 29:15; 31:6; 32:7, 
8; 36:5; 41:21; 44:25; 55:7, 8). Even if many of these are explicable on the basis of 
context (see Troxel, “ΒΟΥΛΗ and ΒΟΥΛΕΥΕΙΝ,” 157–71), they attest the translator’s 
“besondere Neigung für die Idee der βουλή” (Ziegler, 148).

5. See Troxel, “ΒΟΥΛΗ and ΒΟΥΛΕΥΕΙΝ,” 154–57.
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dency to render a text according to its predilections was apparent in: the 
varied equivalents for עלל in 3:4, 8, 12; καὶ	οἱ	ἀπαιτοῦντες || ונשים in 3:12; 
his association of עני with ענה in 3:8 and ואנו with וענו in 3:26; his possible 
exploitation of graphic similarities with ἐμφανές || יהיה in 2:2; and his ren-
dering of שפח by biliteral association with שפל in 3:17.

τὸ	καταλειφθέν || לפליטת shares with S’s ܕܐܫܬܚܪ  an impersonal  ܠܡܕܡ 
description of the “remnant” (contrast V’s his qui salvati fuerint), although 
this does not inevitably imply S’s dependence on OG.

4:3

Although τὸ	ὑπολειφθέν … καὶ	τὸ	καταλειφθέν || והנותר … הנשׁאר continues 
OG’s impersonal description of the remnant, S shifts to personal construc-
tions: ܡܢ ܕܡܫܬܚܪ ܒܨܗܝܘܢ ܘܡܢ ܕܡܫܬܚܪ ܒܐܘܪܫܠܡ (cf. V’s omnis qui relictus fuerit 
in Sion et residuus in Hierusalem). On the other hand, whereas OG refor-
mulates לו יאמר  	using the grammatical plural (ἅγιοι קדוש  κληθήσονται) 
and renders כל הכתוב in the grammatical plural (πάντες	οἱ	γραφέντες), S 
uses collectives: ܩܕܝܫܐ ܢܬܩܪܐ and ܟܠ ܕܟܬܝܒ.

Syriac’s transposition of בירושלם ܠܚ̈ܝܐ into  לחיים   stresses ܒܐܘܪܫܠܡ 
where the inscription is written. This shift likely reflects ideology less than 
simply the influence of word order in the preceding phrases: הנשאר בציון 
.והנותר בירושלם 

4:4

Even if OG’s renderings of Hebrew conjunctions are frequently atypi-
cal, they are also often paralleled elsewhere in the book. For ὅτι	ἐκπλυνεῖ	
κύριος || אם רחץ אדני, compare ὅτι	οὐκ	ἀφεθήσεται	ὑμῖν	αὕτη	ἡ	ἁμαρτία || 
in 22:14.6 אם יכפר העון הזה לכם

Syriac’s simple waw in רחץ  || ܘܢܫܝܓ  is its ܐܢ is noteworthy, since אם 
typical equivalent for  אם. Although it is possible that S’s Vorlage read ורחץ, 
the translator may have had difficulty finding a suitable semantic function 
for  אם. His simplification of this verse is evident in his reformulation of 
.ܘܕܡܐ ܢܪܚܩ ܡܢ ܓܘܗ ܕܐܘܪܫܠܡ with ואת דמי ירושלם ידיח מקרבה

6. The translator’s use of ὅτι for unusual equivalents is evident again in ὅτι	ἐν	σοὶ	
ὁ	θεός	ἐστιν || (45:14) אך בך אל. He also inserts ὅτι to establish a relationship between 
clauses: ὅτι	ἡμάρτοσαν	οἱ	κατοικοῦντες	αὐτήν || 24:6 ,ויאשמו ישבי בה; ὅτι	οἱ	ὀφθαλμοί	
σου	ὄψονται	τοὺς	πλανῶντάς	σε || 30:20 ,והיו עיניך ראות את מוריך.
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Ziegler (62) attributes +τῶν	υἱῶν	καί to the translator supplying a com-
panion to τῶν	θυγατέρων. Similar expansions occur in 45:11 (᾿Ερωτήσατέ	
με	περὶ	τῶν	υἱῶν	μου	καὶ	περὶ	τῶν	θυγατέρων	μου || 56:6 ;(שאלוני על בני (τοῦ	
εἶναι	αὐτῷ	εἰς	δούλους	καὶ	δούλας || להיות לו לעבדים). It is, however, possible 
that these additions already stood in the OG’s Vorlage, since complemen-
tary masculine and feminine phrases are prominent in Deuteronomy (e.g., 
 ,אתה ובנך ובתך ועבדך ואמתך ;12:12 ,ובנתיכם ועבדיכם ואמהתיכם אתם ובניכם
12:18) and could have been supplied for Isaiah by any scribe. Compare 
 the only ,ישראל ויהודה at the end of 4:2 in 1QIsaa, creating the pair +ויהודה
instance of this expansion in 1QIsaa.

τὸ	αἷμα	ἐκκαθαριεῖ	ἐκ	μέσου	αὐτῶν || ואת דמי ירושלם ידיח מקרבה lacks 
an equivalent for ירושלם, while translating דמי as if it read דם or דמים 
(αἷμα translates either). Ziegler (51) cites numerous passages where the 
translator condensed words by omitting “ein synonymes Wort im paral-
lelen Satzglied,” such as καὶ	ἐπὶ	πᾶν	ὄρος	καὶ	ἐπὶ	πάντα	βουνὸν	ὑψηλόν || 
ועל כל הגבעות הנשאות  Old Greek’s .(cf. 2:17 ;2:14) ועל כל ההרים הרמים 
lack of an equivalent for ירושלם here (following בנות ציון) likely reflects 
a similar maneuver, while the translator simplifies דמי with αἷμα. As 
Goshen-Gottstein (טו) observes, the omission occasioned the translation 
of מקרבה with the third-person plural pronoun, ἐκ	μέσου	αὐτῶν. Syriac, 
on the other hand, reformulates ואת דמי ירושלם ידיח מקרבה with ܘܕܡܐ ܢܪܚܩ 
.ܡܢ ܓܘܗ ܕܐܘܪܫܠܡ

4:5

Old Greek’s καὶ	ἥξει || וברא differs from its equivalents for ברא elsewhere: 
εἰμί (65:17); γίνομαι (48:7); καταδείκνυμι (40:26; 41:20; 43:15); κατασκευάζω 
(40:28; 43:7); κτίζω (45:7[2]; 45:8; 54:16 [2x]); ποιέω (42:5; 43:1; 45:7[1], 18 
[2x]; 65:18[2]), each of which (except εἰμί and κατασκευάζω) translate ברא 
in the Pentateuch.7 Within Isaiah, ἥκω most frequently renders בוא, sug-
gesting either that the Vorlage read (an irregular) ובוא (Goshen-Gottstein 
 or (more likely) that (יביא reports that one de Rossi manuscript reads [טו]
the translator exploited a graphic similarity. That latter possibility is but-

7. An equivalent for ברא is lacking in 45:12 (likely omitted as redundant after 
ἐγὼ	ἐποίησα || 57:19 ,(עשיתי אנכי (part of a larger minus), and 65:18(1) (likely omitted 
as redundant preceding ὅτι	ἰδοὺ	ἐγὼ	ποιῶ || כי הנני בורא). Outside the Pentateuch and 
Isaiah, κτίζω is the dominant equivalent (twelve times), with γεγέννησαι || נבראת in 
Ezek 21:35 the only divergence.
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tressed by the following καὶ	ἔσται || יהוה, which might attest והיה or reflects 
exploitation of graphic similarity (cf. καὶ	ἔσται || יהוה in 8:18; 28:21).8 As 
Ziegler (108) notes, “hängt die Wiedergabe enge mit V. 2 zusammen,” con-
tinuing the theophany introduced there.

Given the previous modifications, πᾶς	τόπος	τοῦ	ὄρους	Σιων || על כל 
ציון הר   as may be the case also with ,על might owe to passing over מכון 
καὶ	πάντα	τὰ	περικύκλῳ	αὐτῆς || ועל מקראה. On the other hand, Seelig-
mann (62–63) reports R. Akiba’s citation of this passage in Mek. Bô (§14) 
as יומם ענן מקראה ועל ציון הר מכון על ´ה וברא and, noting the absence of 
both instances of כל there, he concludes that MT attests variants confla-
tion, with על the original reading in each phrase. Whether the translator 
passed over על in both cases or his Vorlage read only כל in each phrase is 
difficult to determine, given the lack of transparency of OG to MT in the 
surrounding context.

Goshen-Gottstein rejects proposed retroversions of πάντα	 τὰ	
περικύκλῳ	αὐτῆς (|| מקראה), arguing that the translator was influenced by 
Ps 97:2, where “סביביו stands in parallelism to מכון in connection with ענן,” 
although he allows that “the appearance of an equivalent of סביב may have 
been influenced also by some additional verses,” such as Ps 1:3; Lam 2:3.9 
This proposal, however, seems to hang by a thread, since the only thing 
to commend it is the partial similarity of κύκλῳ	αὐτοῦ || סביביו there to 
περικύκλῳ	αὐτῆς here. Nor does the fact that κύκλῳ renders סביב in 42:25; 
49:18; and 60:4 establish any relationship between them.

It seems preferable to entertain evidence from within Isaiah. Espe-
cially pertinent is τὰ	 κύκλῳ	 τῶν	 βουνῶν	 πάντα || עשן  ,in 9:18(17) גאות 
which bears the marks of a substitution rather than translation (see the 
commentary at 9:18). Likewise, in translating ערות על יאור על פי יאור in 
19:7, OG renders ערות with καὶ	τὸ	ἄχι	τὸ	χλωρόν (on its addition of the 
adjective, see the notes at 19:7), while it condenses the remainder into πᾶν	
τὸ	κύκλῳ	τοῦ	ποταμοῦ. In both verses πᾶς is integral to the construction, 
just as it figures in πάντα	τὰ	περικύκλῳ	αὐτῆς here. The most likely assess-
ment of the phrase here, then, is that it is a substitution for מקראה.

+σκιάσει is a fitting action supplied for ענן hovering over Zion and 
might, as Ziegler (62) suspected, reflect reminiscence of Exod 40:35’s ὅτι	
ἐπεσκίαζεν	ἐπ᾿	αὐτὴν	ἡ	νεφέλη || כי שכן עליו הענן.

8. S, V, T, and 1QIsaa attest ברא, although 1QIsaa reads ויברא.
9. Goshen-Gottstein, “Theory and Practice of Textual Criticism,” 143.
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 αὐτῆς. Most often in the	περικύκλῳ	resembles OG’s τὰ מקראה || ܚܕܪ̈ܝܗ
Peshitta ܚܕܪܐ translates סביב (including Isa 42:25; 49:18; 60:4), although in 
several cases it renders קץ or קצה (Num 11:1; Jer 50:26; 51:13; Ezek 25:9). 
More significantly, whereas OG uses περικύκλῳ invariably for סביב, S uses 
ܚܕܪ̈ܘܗܝ ܠܥܪܒܐ ܘܠܛܘܪܐ) for other Hebrew words in Deut 1:7 ܚܕܪܐ  || ܘܠܟܠ 
 and ;(ירעשו מגרשות || ܢܙܘܥܘܢ ܕܚܕܪ̈ܝܟܝ) Ezek 27:28 ;(ואל כל שכניו בערבה בהר
1 Chr 6:41 (ואת שדה העיר ואת חצריה || ܘܟܠܗܝܢ ܚܩ̈ܠܬܐ ܕܩܘܪ̈ܝܐ ܕܚܕܪܝܗ). Syriac’s 
 .αὐτῆς	περικύκλῳ	seems cut from the same cloth as OG’s τὰ מקראה || ܚܕܪ̈ܝܗ
However, if OG’s rendering reflects an exegetical ploy, S’s ܚܕܪ̈ܝܗ might 
reflect common knowledge of that ploy, particularly when we note their 
different approaches to the rest of the verse.

The lāmad of ܠܛܘܪܐ  likely marks the action as taken “on behalf of 
Mount Zion.” The absence of waw before ܥܠ ܚܕܪ̈ܝܗ  suggests that the suffix 
refers to ܕܨܗܝܘܢ  ܡܬܩܢܐ since the 3fs suffix cannot be anaphoric to ,ܠܛܘܪܐ 
(for ܨܗܝܘܢ marked as feminine, see ܕܨܗܝܘܢ ܣܝܗ 

̈
 in 14:32). Recognizing ܫܬܐ

that syntactic feature, ܚܕܪ̈ܝܗ -likely functions as a conceptual apposi ܥܠ 
tive to ܥܠ ܟܠܗ ܡܬܩܢܐ: “The Lord will create over all the place, for Mount 
Zion—over all its surroundings—a cloud by day and smoke and bright-
ness of [produced by] a flame of fire by night.” Notable is the transposition 
 καιομένου	for the sake of sense (cf. OG’s πυρὸς אש להבה || ܕܫܠܗܒܝܬܐ ܕܢܘܪܐ
that retains the word order by the use of a participle).

Although חפה || ܬܛܠ might be explained by the following סכה (since 
 יהוה צלך || ܡܪܝܐ ܢܛܠ ܠܟ ܒܐܝܕܗ ܕܝܡܝܢܐ .cf) צל or (סכך frequently translates ܛܠܠ
 ܘܒܝܬܐ ܪܒܐ ܛܠܠ ܒܩܝ̈ܣܐ) in 2 Chr 3:5 חפה renders ܛܠܠ ,(Ps 121:5 ,על יד ימינך
 Syriac gives a distinct equivalent) .(ואת הבית הגדול חפה עץ ברושים || ܕܩܛܪܩܐ
for וסכה in 4:6.) The subject of ܬܛܠ  is likely the grammatically feminine 
 and ܥܠ ܟܠܗ ܡܬܩܢܐ is synonymous with ܥܠ ܟܠ ܐܝܩܪ suggesting that ,ܥܢܢܐ
ܚܕܪ̈ܝܗ  ,σκεπασθήσεται	δόξῃ	τῇ	This differentiates S from OG’s πάσῃ .ܥܠ 
whose subject appears to be πᾶς	τόπος	τοῦ	ὄρους	Σιων.

Given the number of shifts attributable to OG’s translator, the ὡς pre-
fixed to καπνοῦ and φωτός likely subordinates to νεφέλη these character-
izations of its nocturnal appearance, making the cloud the central feature 
of the theophany.

Old Greek’s omission of על with πάσῃ	τῇ	δόξῃ (|| על כל כבוד) parallels 
its lack of an equivalent for על earlier. Even if על was absent from its Vor-
lage in those instances (see above), the omission of על here is consonant 
with the translator’s willingness to alter or dispense with prepositions (cf. 
τῇ	ἰσχυρᾷ	χειρί || כחזקת היד in 8:11). Similarly, the translator is not so scru-
pulous in his rendering of conjunctions that the absence of an equivalent 
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for כי should prompt speculation of whether it stood in his Vorlage (cf. his 
translation of כי by δή [3:1]; καί [3:8; 6:5; 8:23; 9:17]; τοίνυν [3:10]; ἀλλά 
[7:8; 10:7]; > 7:22; 8:11; 15:1).

Was OG’s σκεπασθήσεται based on חפה at the end of 4:5 or וסכה at the 
outset of 4:6? Elsewhere in Isaiah σκεπάζω translates כסה ;(49:2 ;28:15) סתר 
(51:6); and  חפה  .(30:2) ולחסות בצל occurs again only in Joel 2:16; Ps 19:6, 
where OG translates it with παστός “bridal chamber,” and S with ܒܝܬ ܓܢܘܢܐ  
“house of the chamber,” in both verses. Although σκεπασθήσεται may have 
been based on the idea of protection implicit in the context, the relation-
ship between σκεπασθήσεται and וסכה (which otherwise lacks an equiva-
lent) is noteworthy, inasmuch as σκεπάζω translates סכך in Exod 40:3, 21, 
the same chapter that may have influenced the translator to supply σκιάσει 
earlier in the verse. In that case σκεπασθήσεται is likely a condensation of 
.וסכה חפה

4:6

Unlike OG, S offers a distinct equivalent for ܣܬܪܐ || וסכה. Elsewhere in 
Isaiah ܣܬܪܐ translates סתר (32:2 ;28:17 ;16:4; cf. Ps 31:21; Job 22:14); חסה 
 However, there are two .(33:6) חסן ;(cf. Ps 62:9; Job 24:8 ;25:4) מחסה ;(30:3)
similar employments of ܣܬܪܐ in Psalms: ܕܢܛܫܝܢܝ ܒܣܬܪܗ ܒܝܘܡܐ ܒܝܫܐ  ܡܛܠ 
 כי אעבר || ܡܛܠ ܕܐܥܒܪ ܒܣܬܪܟ ܥܫܝܢܐ and ;(27:5) כי יצפנני בסכה ביום רעה ||
.(42:5) בסך אדדם

Old Greek probably prefixes the coordinating conjunction καί (καὶ	
ἔσται || תהיה) in the wake of σκεπασθήσεται || חפה וסכה.

There is no apparent reason that OG should have omitted יומם, had it 
been in its Vorlage. Old Greek likely attests a form of the text before יומם 
was added.10 Thus Ziegler (53) lists it among words that “einen glossenar-
tigen Charakter tragen” and were likely absent from the Vorlage.

ἀπὸ	 σκληρότητος || מזרם likely reflects the translator’s uncertainty 
about זרם, as is evident elsewhere, such as in 28:2:

	 	לאדני כזרם ברד… ὁ	θυμὸς	κυρίου	ὡς	χάλαζα…
	 	כזרם מים כבירים שטפים ὡς	ὕδατος	πολὺ	πλῆθος	σῦρον	χώραν

10. See Wildberger, Isaiah 1–12, 163; Williamson, Isaiah 1–5, 304.
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The translator gives no equivalent for זרם in either clause, collapsing it 
(together with its prefixed kaph) into the following noun. Similar maneuvers 
omitting or obscuring זרם are found in 25:4; 30:30; and 32:2. Accordingly, 
ἀπὸ σκληρότητος	is likely an attempt to represent מזרם by inferring its mean-
ing from the context.11

11. σκληρότης appears in Isaiah again only in 28:27 (μετὰ	σκληρότητος || בחרוץ), 
while σκληρός is the typical equivalent for קשה.



Isaiah 5

5:1

Syriac lacks an equivalent for נא, as often (e.g., 1:18; 5:3, 5), but it is also 
absent from 1QIsaa here, further complicating the question of whether S’s 
Vorlage read נא. Old Greek has δή || נא here and in 7:13 but lacks an equiv-
alent in 5:3, 5, and for eleven other occurrences of נא in MT.1

The lack of a personal pronoun with τῷ	ἠγαπημένῳ || לידידי (in both 
instances) or with τοῦ	ἀγαπητοῦ || דודי raises the question of whether the 
translator reckoned the final yod part of the noun. Pronominal suffixes on 
 ;Pss 59[60]:7; 107[108]:7 ,ידידיך || σου	ἀγαπητοί	are often rendered (οἱ ידיד
τοῖς	ἀγαπητοῖς	αὐτοῦ || לידידו, Ps 126[127]:2), while the 1cs pronoun of לידידי 
in Jer 11:15 was likely represented by the prefixed article in τί	ἡ	ἠγαπημένη	
ἐν	τῷ	οἴκῳ	μου	ἐποίησε	βδέλυγμα || מה לידידי בביתי עשותה המזמתה, particu-
larly since ἡ	ἠγαπημένη refers to Judah/Jerusalem, addressed in 5:11. The 
present case might be similarly explained if the translator considered the 
Kyrios speaker, as suggested by τῷ	ἀμπελῶνί	μου || לכרמו.

The shifts to the grammatical first-person of all the verbs in 5:2 
(καὶ	φραγμὸν	περιέθηκα	καὶ	ἐχαράκωσα	καὶ	ἐφύτευσα	ἄμπελον	σωρηχ	καὶ	
ᾠκοδόμησα || ויעזקהו ויסקלהו ויטעהו שרק ויבן) and with ἔμεινα || ויקו in 5:7 
(as well as τί	ποιήσω || מה לעשות in 5:4, ἀφελῶ || הסר and καὶ	καθελῶ || פרץ 
in 5:5) are noteworthy. These pervasive shifts make it likely that the trans-
lator rendered לכרמו in light of τῷ	ἀμπελῶνί	μου || לכרמי in 5:4, 5 (cf. καὶ	
ἀνήσω	τὸν	ἀμπελῶνά	μου || ואשיתהו בתה in 5:6).2

Syriac correctly understood בן שמן to characterize the land and so sup-
plied ܐܬܪܐ to explicitize ܫܡܝܢܐ. Old Greek similarly supplies ἐν	τόπῳ to con-
cretize πίονι, although its ἐν	τόπῳ	πίονι stands in apposition to ἐν	κέρατι 

1. OG reads καὶ	δεῦτε for לכו נא in 1:18, and νῦν || נא in 47:12.
2. Cf. the absence of a pronoun in καὶ	ἄνθρωπος	τοῦ	Ιουδα	νεόφυτον	ἠγαπημένον || 

.5:7 ,ואיש יהודה נטע שעשועיו
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rather bound with it in the manner of ܒܩܪܢܐ ܕܐܬܪܐ ܫܡܝܢܐ. In fact, OG’s repeti-
tion of ἐν || בן hints that it may have considered this equivalent to ב, as sug-
gested further by ἐν	ἐμοί || ביני in 5:3. Given that both OG and S perceive 
this as a question of the soil in which the vineyard is planted, polygenesis 
is a reasonable explanation of their similar addition of a noun designating 
a place (contrast their equivalents in 5:2).

5:2

OG renders the hapax legomenon ויעזקהו with φραγμὸν	περιέθηκα, simi-
lar to its use of φραγμός for another hapax legomenon in 5:5: τὸν	φραγμὸν	
αὐτοῦ || משוכתו (S ܡܓܕܠܗ). Syriac renders ויעזקהו with ܘܦܠܚܗ, a verb fre-
quently used for tilling soil (e.g., Gen 2:5, 15), as it will be in 5:6 (ܘܠܐ ܢܬܦܠܚ 
.(ולא יעדר ||

These must be considered together with their renderings of ויסקלהו, 
for which neither OG nor S gives a semantically apt equivalent. סקל occurs 
twenty times outside Isaiah, for which OG most often employs λιθοβολέω 
(thirteen times), while S uses ܪܓܡ exclusively.3 Both instances of סקל in 
Isaiah have privative force, which both translators reflect in 62:10:

סקלו מאבן
ܦܘܗܝ

̈
ܘܩܘܠܘ ܟܐ

καὶ	τοὺς	λίθους	τοὺς	ἐκ	τῆς	ὁδοῦ	διαρρίψατε

However, ܘܩܘܠܘ and διαρρίψατε might owe less to familiarity with the 
privative use of סקל than to the association of prefixed min of מאבן with 
the preceding call to prepare a way for the people.

The similarity of S’s ܘܐܚܕܪܗ ܣܝܓܐ to OG’s καὶ	φραγμὸν	περιέθηκα might 
spur an inference that S relied on OG and simply transposed the phrases 
(cf. the comments on 5:3). However, that does not explain why S chose 
 ἐχαράκωσα. Likely the	rather than a word symantically closer to καὶ ܘܦܠܚܗ
two translators independently lighted on the idea of surrounding the plot 
with a wall, if for no other reason than they divined the destruction of τὸν	
φραγμόν/ܣܝܓܐ in 5:5, albeit in different phrases: ἀφελῶ	τὸν	φραγμὸν	αὐτοῦ 
	OG καὶ) פרץ גדרו || ܘܬܪܥ ܐܢܐ ܣܝܓܗ versus (ܥܩܪ ܐܢܐ ܡܓܕܠܗ S) הסר משוכתו ||

3. καταλιθοβολέω is used in Exod 17:4 and λιθάζω in 2 Sam 16:6, 13. The absence 
of an equivalent in 3 Kgdms 21:15 is within a large minus: G < כי סקל נבות וימת. S lacks 
an equivalent for ויסקלו אתם באבנים in Josh 7:25 and for סקל (alone) in 1 Kgs 21:15.
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καθελῶ	τὸν	τοῖχον	αὐτοῦ). Moreover, whereas καὶ	φραγμὸν	περιέθηκα	καὶ	
ἐχαράκωσα pairs verbs about erecting a barrier, ܘܦܠܚܗ speaks of tilling 
the vineyard.4 This raises doubt about Goshen-Gottstein’s (טז) otherwise 
attractive suggestion that φραγμὸν	περιέθηκα is based on association with 
Aramaic עזקתה “ring.” Syriac, at least, failed to perceive that association, 
and OG might have arrived at its solution from its perception of the scene.

The choice of ἐχαράκωσα might seem odd, since it is used in Jer 
39(32):2 to describe the investiture of Jerusalem and given that χάραξ is a 
feature of a siege in Isa 29:3; 31:9; 37:33. Nevertheless, the verb’s concrete 
meaning “to set stakes” accounts for why both it and φραγμός were used in 
the papyri for an enclosure around a vineyard (Ziegler, 179).

Both OG and S translate ויטעהו accurately but differ in the semantic 
equivalents they choose for שרק: ἄμπελον and ܫܒܘܩܐ, the same equivalents 
each uses for שרק in Jer 2:21. Notably, ἄμπελον accompanies σωρηχ, likely 
to gloss what it considered a technical name (cf. T’s גפן בחירא). In 16:8 OG 
translates שרוקיה with τὰς	ἀμπέλους	αὐτῆς, immediately following ἄμπελος	
Σεβαμα || גפן שבמה.

Old Greek’s καὶ	προλήνιον	ὤρυξα	 ἐν	 αὐτῷ || בו חצב  יקב   besides ,וגם 
continuing to recast verbs in the first-person, uses προλήνιον for יקב, 
which is more commonly translated by ληνός throughout the Greek Bible. 
Although it is reasonable to suppose that this draws on a technical term 
of viticultural, no evidence of such usage survives in the papyri (Zielger, 
179). Equally curious is S’s bland חצב || ܥܒܕ, whereas it uses החצב ||  ܕܦܣܩ 
in 10:15 and כי חצבת || ܕܢܩܪܬ in 22:16.

Both here and 5:4 OG translates באשים with ἀκάνθας, likely a guess. 
Syriac renders it with ܚܪ̈ܘܒܐ, which SyrLex and Payne-Smith (s.v. “ܚܪܘܒܐ”) 
report can designate the carob tree. However, while Payne-Smith adds 
merely that it can designate “its husks or pods which are used for fodder,” 
SyrLex reports that it can designate “wild grapes,” for which he cites proba-
tive examples.

5:3

	are transposed in OG and S: ἄνθρωπος (יושבי 1QIsaa) יושב ירושלם ואיש יהודה
τοῦ	Ιουδα	καὶ	οἱ	ἐνοικοῦντες	ἐν	Ιερουσαλημ/5.ܓܒܪ̈ܐ ܕܝܗܘܕܐ ܘܥܡܘܪ̈ܝܗ ܕܐܘܪܫܠܡ 

4. For OG’s inflection of all the verbs as 1cs, see 5:1.
5. A similar transposition appeared in 3:1 in OG alone: ἀφελεῖ	ἀπὸ	τῆς	Ιουδαίας	

καὶ	ἀπὸ	Ιερουσαλημ || מסיר מירושלם ומיהודה (the same order as in 1:1; 2:1).
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Both OG and S agree with MT’s order ירושלם ויהודה in 3:8; 22:21. There is 
insufficient evidence to know the basis or reason for the transposition in 
either OG or S.

Old Greek and S lack equivalents for נא, as often (see comments at 
5:1).6 Although OG rendered נא with δή in 5:1, κρίνατε	 δή would likely 
have been infelicitous Greek after καὶ	νῦν in the first clause.

With κρίνατε	ἐν	ἐμοὶ	καὶ	ἀνὰ	μέσον	τοῦ	ἀμπελῶνός	μου || שפטו נא ביני 
	τοῦ	καὶ	ὑμῶν	μέσον	ἀνὰ	διιστῶσιν	ὑμῶν	ἁμαρτήματα	compare τὰ ,ובין כרמי
θεοῦ || עונתיכם היו מבדלים בינכם לבין אלהיכם in 59:2, the only other occur-
rence of בין … בין in Isaiah.7 The characteristic equivalent for בין … בין is 
ἀνὰ	μέσον + genitive + καὶ	ἀνὰ	μέσον + genitive (e.g., Gen 1:4), although 
the condensed form of 59:2 (above) occurs occasionally (e.g., 1 Kgdms 
24:13; 3 Kgdms 15:19). ἐν	 ἐμοί || ביני, however, is unique.8 Although 
κρίνω	ἐν occurs in 2 Chr 20:12 (οὐ	κρινεῖς	ἐν	αὐτοῖς || הלא תשפט בם); Ps 
109(110):6 (κρινεῖ	ἐν	τοῖς	ἔθνεσιν || ידין בגוים), the accompanying pronoun 
or noun specifies the realm in which judgment is made. Although Ottley 
(2:124) suggests that בי stood in the source text, comparison with ἐν	τόπῳ	
πίονι || בן שמן in 5:1 hints that the translator may have regarded ביני as an 
extended form of בי, considering the entire clause to mean, “execute judg-
ment in my case, specifically in relation to my vineyard.”

5:4

 is a peal active participle, masculine singular absolute of a pe-waw verb ܘܠܐ
meaning “be fitting” (cf. Num 12:14) that explicitizes the meaning of מה 
-It contrasts with the mali .ܗܘܐ serving as predicate adjective with ,לעשות
cious intent of ܐܢܐ ܠܗ ܠܟܪܡܝ  (טז) in 5:5. As Goshen-Gottstein ܡܕܡ ܕܥܒܕ 
suggests, αὐτῷ/בו || ܠܗ is likely by harmonization with the preceding τῷ	
ἀμπελῶνί	μου/לכרמי || ܠܟܪܡܝ.

Old Greek and S render מדוע with causal conjunctions (διότι	 ἔμεινα/
קויתי || ܕܣܟܝܬ /in 50:2 (τί מדוע different from their equivalents for ,(מדוע 
	διὰ) 63:2 ;(ܠܡܢܐ τί/ܠܡܢܐ), as well as from τί	 ὅτι and διὰ	 τί, the most fre-
quent equivalents for מדוע in the Bible, and from ܠܡܢܐ as its most frequent 

6. 1QIsaa’s שפוטונה entails ה/א confusion, as appears again in its שמעו || שמעו נה 
.19:12 ,ויגידו נא || ויגידונא cf. also its ;7:13 ,נא

7. S reads ܕܘܢܘ ܒܝܢܝ̈ ܠܟܪܡܝ here and ܒܝܢܝ̈ܟܘܢ ܠܐܠܗܟܘܢ in 59:2.
8. ὡς	κρίνον	ἐν	μέσῳ	ἀκανθῶν	οὕτως	ἡ	πλησίον	μου	ἀνὰ	μέσον	τῶν	θυγατέρων || 

.in Song 2:2 is not a genuine parallel כשושנה בין החוחים כן רעיתי בין הבנות
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equivalent in the Peshitta.9 מדוע הכעסוני || ܡܛܘܠ ܕܐܪܓܙܘܢܝ (OG διὰ	τί) in Jer 
8:19 and מדוע ראיתי || ܡܛܠ ܕܚܙܝܬ (τί	ὅτι) in Jer 46:5 (OG 26:5) also render 
ܘܠܐ ܗܘܐ ܠܡܥܒܕ ܠܟܪܡܝ as causal. The difference between מדוע ܬܘܒ   and ܡܢܐ 
τί	ποιήσω	ἔτι	τῷ	ἀμπελῶνί	μου and their different semantic equivalents for 
 make it improbable that S cherry-picked OG’s causal (ἀκάνθας/ܚܪ̈ܘܒܐ) באשים
particle.

5:5

Although OG’s conforming of pronouns to the first-person singular form 
was already evident in 5:1–2, its ἀφελῶ and S’s הסר || ܥܩܪ ܐܢܐ find a parallel 
in 1QIsaa’s אסיר, which is itself explicable as aural confusion of ה and א. 
Neither OG nor S would have required אסיר in their Vorlage to employ the 
1cs form, as evident from their καὶ	καθελῶ/פרץ || ܘܬܪܥ ܐܢܐ.

As noted in 5:2, OG’s τὸν	φραγμὸν	αὐτοῦ || משוכתו is based on its use 
of terminology associated with vineyards in the papyri. Meanwhile, S’s 
-simply substitutes for the hapax legomenon the equiva משוכתו || ܡܓܕܠܗ
lent it used for מגדל in 5:2 (OG πύργον).

διαρπαγήν || לבער is unusual. The most frequent equivalents for בער 
are καίω and its permutations (ἐκκαίω, κατακαίω, καῦσις) (twelve times), 
but also ἐμπυρίζω (3:14) and μωραίνω (19:11), all of which are attested 
elsewhere in the Greek Bible. In 6:13 לבער is rendered with εἰς	προνομήν 
(S ܠܝܩܕܢܐ). As expounded elsewhere, the OG translator betrays a height-
ened interest in the theme of plunder.10 Already in 3:14 he equates burn-
ing “my vineyard” (τί	ἐνεπυρίσατε	τὸν	ἀμπελῶνά	μου || בערתם הכרם) with 
ἡ	ἁρπαγὴ	τοῦ	πτωχοῦ (|| גזלת העני). That charge is leveled at οἱ	πράκτορες 
and οἱ	ἀπαιτοῦντες who “glean” the people (καλαμῶνται	ὑμᾶς) (5:12). In 
that light, it is reasonable to infer that the choice of διαρπαγήν || לבער here 
reflects attraction to the theme of the people’s plunder under the image of 
a vineyard in 3:14, which he will allude to again via οἱ	διηρπασμένοι in 5:17 
(see below).

9. Other equivalents are ܡܛܠ ܡܢܐ (e.g., Exod 1:18; 2:18; cf. ܡܛܠ ܡܐ, Jer 2:31; 
 and ;(Sam 21:2; 2 Sam 13:4 1) ܡܢܘ ܕ ;(e.g., Judg 5:28; 11:7) ܡܢܐ ܗܘ ;(Jer 13:22 ,ܥܠ ܡܢܐ
bare ܡܢܐ (2 Kgs 4:23; 9:11). Semantically divergent equivalents appear in Num 16:3 (ܐܠܐ 
 ܕܐܬܢܒܝ) 26:9 ;(τι	OG ὅ ;ܡܛܠ ܗܢܐ) τί); 22:2	διὰ	OG καὶ ;ומדוע תתנשאו || ܕܬܫܬܩܠܘܢ
 OG ;מדוע ראיתי || ܡܛܠ ܕܚܙܝܬ) ἐπροφήτευσας); and 46:5	τι	OG [33:9] ὅ ;מדוע נבית ||
[26:5] τί	ὅτι).

10. Troxel, “Economic Plunder,” 375–91.
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 diverges from ܒܙܬܐ parallels OG’s διαρπαγήν, especially since לבער || ܠܒܙܬܐ
S’s typical equivalents for בער. Elsewhere in Isaiah ܒܙܬܐ translates a word that 
means plunder (שלל/בז) or that S regularly associates with that idea (שד, 
13:6; 51:19; 59:7; 60:16, 18). Conversely, its standard equivalents for בער in 
Isaiah are verbal ܝܩܕ and nominal ܝܩܕܢܐ, and it renders בערתם  with ובזיקות 
ܓܘܙܠܬܟܘܢ  in 9:17 are unusual ܣܘܦ in 42:25 and ܚܒܒ) in 50:11 ܘܒܫܠܗܒܝܬܐ ܕ
equivalents but remote from ܒܙܬܐ here). Meanwhile, S’s ܠܒܙܬܐ aligns with T’s 
 in כבשים || διηρπασμένοι	while neither S nor T accords with OG’s οἱ ,למיבז
 nor does S ,(לצרבא/ܠܝܩܕܢܐ) in 6:13 לבער || προνομήν	or εἰς (צדיקיא/ܐܡܪ̈ܐ) 5:17
inject the theme of plundering elsewhere. Thus there is little reason to sus-
pect that S took its cue from διαρπαγήν and more reason to conclude that it 
rendered לבער in accord with a tradition shared with T, or even one that all 
three versions shared but OG exploited further elsewhere.

Syriac renders פרץ with a participle (ܘܬܪܥ ܐܢܐ), while OG uses a finite 
verb (καὶ καθελῶ), which each inflects in the first-person singular, in con-
cord with their preceding verbs. The Greek Bible’s wide range of equiv-
alents for פרץ includes καὶ	 καθαιρέω in 4 Kgdms 14:13; Pss 79(80):13; 
88(89):41. Syriac’s range of verbs for פרץ is equally broad (e.g., ܣܓܐ, Gen 
 is attested again in Gen פרץ || ܬܪܥ Exod 19:22), and ,ܫܠܛ ;30:43 ,ܥܬܪ ;28:14
38:29; 2 Sam 5:20; 6:8; 2 Kgs 14:13.

5:6

καὶ	 ἀνήσω	 τὸν	 ἀμπελῶνά	 μου || בתה 	is notable, first, for τὸν ואשיתהו 
ἀμπελῶνά	μου explicitizing the object pronoun of ואשיתהו, based on the 
context. בתה is a hapax legomenon, likely unfamiliar to the translator, who 
then used καὶ	ἀνήσω as a guess that the vineyard’s abandonment was the 
topic (cf. T’s ואשוינון רטישין; V’s et ponam eam desertam). ܘܐܥܒܕܝܘܗܝ ܕܢܚܪܒ 
.must also be ranked a guess ואשיתהו בתה ||

 connoted ܦܠܚ in 5:2, where ויעזקהו || ܘܦܠܚܗ recalls its יעדר || ܢܬܦܠܚ
tilling the ground. Syriac renders וכל ההרים אשר במעדר יעדרון in 7:25 with 
the more precise ܘܟܠܗܘܢ ܛܘܪ̈ܐ ܕܕܒܪܐ ܗܘܬ ܒܗܘܢ ܦܕܢܐ ܢܬܕܒܪܘܢ. Old Greek’s σκαφῇ 
	accords with its καὶ יעדר || πᾶν	 ὄρος	 ἀροτριώμενον	 ἀροτριαθήσεται || וכל 
.in 7:25 ההרים אשר במעדר יעדרון

Old Greek supplies εἰς	αὐτόν after καὶ	ἀναβήσεται, parallel to εἰς	αὐτόν 
 although this hardly ,ܒܗ later in the verse. Syriac similarly supplies עליו ||
requires stimulus from OG.

ὡς	εἰς	χέρσον	ἄκανθα || שמיר ושית recurs in 7:23, 24, 25.
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 is structurally אצוה מהמטיר עליו מטר || ܘܐܦܩܘܕ ܠܥܢܢ̈ܐ ܕܠܐ ܢܚܬܢ ܥܠܘܗܝ ܡܛܪܐ
similar to (ואשיתהו בתה ||) ܘܐܥܒܕܝܘܗܝ ܕܢܚܪܒ at the outset of the verse. The 
translator supplies ܠܥܢܢ̈ܐ as the complement to ܘܐܦܩܘܕ. The circumlocution 
 ܡܛܠ ܕܠܐ ܐܚܬ ܡܪܝܐ ܐܠܗܐ ܡܛܪܐ ܥܠ recalls מהמטיר עליו מטר || ܢܚܬܢ ܥܠܘܗܝ ܡܛܪܐ
.in Gen 2:5; 7:4 כי לא המטיר יהוה אלהים על הארץ || ܐܪܥܐ

5:7

νεόφυτον is a neuter nominative singular adjective used substantivally (see 
GELS, s.v. “νεόφυτον”) for נטע, which is translated with φύτευμα in 17:10, 
while φυτεύσῃς renders נטעך in 17:11.

	appears again in Jer 31:20, where παιδίον שעשעים ἐντρυφῶν “child 
of revelers” renders שעשעים  ואהיה and it stands within the phrase ,ילד 
 προσέχαιρεν “I was	ᾗ	ἤμην	in Prov 8:30, where it is rendered ἐγὼ שעשעים
the one in whom he delighted.” שעשעי is rendered with μελέτη	μού	“my 
meditation” in Ps 118(119):24, 77, 92, 143, and 174. καὶ	 ἐνευφραίνετο is 
the equivalent for ושעשעי in Prov 8:31, although immediately after ὅτε	
εὐφραίνετο || משחקת, which might have influenced the word choice. Given 
this diversity of equivalents, there is reason to suspect that ἠγαπημένον || 
 was chosen under the influence of ἠγαπημένῳ in 5:1 and in light of שעשועיו
the detailed actions by which the Kyrios nurtured the plant. Additionally, 
as Ottley (2:123) noted, ἠγαπημένος appears as an epithet for Israel in 44:2 
(παῖς	μου	Ιακωβ	καὶ	ὁ	ἠγαπημένος	Ισραηλ || עבדי יעקב וישרון), echoing the 
translation of ישרון by ὁ	ἠγαπημένος already in Deut 32:15, as well as Deut 
33:5, 26.

ܘܚܒܝܒܬܐ ܚܕܬܐ   might entail a double rendering of נטע שעשועיו || ܢܨܒܬܐ 
 and is attested again in Prov (נצבא דחדותיה) agrees with T ܚܕܬܐ .שעשועיו
ܝܘܡ :8:30 ܟܠ  ܗܘܐ  ܚܕܐ  יום ואהיה || ܒܝ  יום   ,Meanwhile .(cf. 8:31) שעשעים 
ܚܒܝܒܐ accords with ܘܚܒܝܒܬ ילד שעשעים || ܘܝܠܕܐ  -in Jer 31:20, in con אם 
trast to OG’s ἐντρυφῶν. Accordingly, even if ܘܚܒܝܒܬܐ is similar to OG’s 
ἠγαπημένον, there is reason to suspect polygenesis.

Syriac’s expansionistic  בית ישראל || ܒܝܬܐ … ܕܒܝܬ ܐܝܣܪܝܠ accords with 
its use of ܐܝܣܪܝܠ  ,.for “those belonging to the house of Israel” (e.g ܕܒܝܬ 
 ܘܓܒ̈ܪܐ in 14:2; cf. 46:3; 63:7).11 בית ישראל והתנחלום || ܘܢܐܪܬܘܢ ܐܢܘܢ ܕܒܝܬ ܐܝܣܪܝܠ
 reinforces (in 5:3 יהודה ואיש || ܓܒܪ̈ܐ ܕܝܗܘܕܐ contrast) ואיש יהודה || ܕܡܢ ܝܗܘܕܐ݂
the perception that ܐܝܣܪܝܠ  .designates Israel’s constituent members ܕܒܝܬ 

11. Contrast S’s לשני בתי ישראל || ܠܬܪ̈ܝܗܘܢ ܒ̈ܬܐ ܕܐܝܣܪܝܠ in 8:14.
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Accordingly, ܡܛܠ ܕܟܪܡܗ ܕܡܪܝܐ ܚܝܠܬܢܐ ܒܝܬܐ ܗܘ ܕܒܝܬ ܐܝܣܪܝܠ ܘܓܒ̈ܪܐ ܕܡܢ ܝܗܘܕܐ 
can be translated “because the vineyard of the Lord Almighty is the house 
composed of Israelites and the men who are from Judah.”

The translation of ויקו with a 1cs verb in OG (ἔμεινα) and S (ܣܟܝ݁ܬ) is 
paralleled in V (et expectavi) and T (אמרית), and is more likely attributable 
to harmonizing of the grammatical person with 5:6 rather than to ואקו in 
their Vorlagen (pace Goshen-Gottstein, יז).

τοῦ	ποιῆσαι	κρίσιν || למשפט uses ποιέω to create a verbal phrase, as the 
translator does occasionally elsewhere in the book (e.g., 1:24; 8:1), and 
was likely the impetus for the succeeding ἐποίησε	δὲ	ἀνομίαν || והנה משפח. 
Notably, the translator replaces והנה in the next clause with a conjunction: 
ἀλλὰ	κραυγήν || והנה צעקה. Although S’s והנה משפח || ܘܗܘܐ ܚܛܘܦܝܐ might 
reflect והיה in its Vorlage (cf. its subsequent והנה צעקה || ܘܗܐ ܐܝܠܠܬܐ), 5:30 
has the same equivalent (והנה חשך || ܘܢܗܘܐ ܚܫܘܟܐ), while the absence of an 
equivalent for והנה in the middle of 5:26 (cf. ܡܛܠ ܗܢܐ ܢܣܩ ܡܪܝܐ ܥܠܝܗܘܢ || 
 ,ואל ארץ יביט והנה צרה || ܘܒܐܪܥܐ ܢܚܘܪ ܘܐܘܠܨܢܐ ;8:7 ,ולכן הנה אדני מעלה עליהם
8:22) suggests that the translator may have dealt with midsentence הנה 
more freely than sentence-initial הנה, which he typically translates.

Neither OG nor S seem familiar with the hapax legomenon משפח, and 
each offers a word befitting the context: ἀνομίαν, ܚܛܘܦܝܐ. As mentioned 
with ἀνόμους || בדיל in 1:25, OG resorts to lexemes from the ἄνομος-group 
for a wide range of Hebrew lexemes to express the idea of impiety (see 
Seeligmann, 105). Syriac used ܚܛܘܦܝܐ for גזלת in 3:14 and will use it for גזל 
in 61:8, while more frequently ܚܛܘܦܝܐ translates חמס (e.g., Jer 6:7; 51:46; 
Ezek 45:9; Joel 4:19; Amos 3:10; 6:3). Thus here it might have been chosen 
from intuition that משפח designates wrongdoing in general.

καὶ	 οὐ	 δικαιοσύνην || לצדקה presents another case of the translator 
mentally injecting a negative particle (irrespective of whether he took 
lamed as pretext), as first noted in commenting on 1:20, 24 and most strik-
ingly exampled in δύσχρηστος || טוב in 3:10.

5:8

Old Greek and S appear to follow the word order of their Vorlagen in the 
first half of the verse but render יקריבו as a participle (ἐγγίζοντες/ܚܠܛܝܢ), 
coordinating it with οἱ	συνάπτοντες/מגיעי || ܠܕܡܩܪܒܝܢ. Although it is not 
impossible to imagine a scribe changing יקריבו into מקריבים to comport 
with מגיעי, both of these translators often effect such shifts.
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Whereas עד אפס מקום marks the result of the actions in the verse’s first 
half, OG renders it as a verbal clause expressing intent: ἵνα	 τοῦ	πλησίον	
ἀφέλωνταί	τι. ἵνα || עד is unparalleled and is likely a substitution, chosen 
to express the perceived syntactic role of the clause, much as he can insert 
ἵνα or substitute it for a particle to mark a syntactic relationship (e.g., 
ἵνα	εἴπωσιν	οὐχ	ὡς	τὸ	ῥῆμα	τοῦτο || יאמרו כדבר הזה 	μὴ	ἵνα ;8:20 ,אם לא 
ἀναστῶσι || 12.(14:21 ,בל יקמו ἀφέλωνται || אפס is similar to the renderings 
of אפס with αἴρω in 16:4 and ἐκλείπω in 29:20.

In its three other appearances, πλησίον renders (41:6 ;19:2 ;3:5) רע. 
Although מקום is most frequently translated by τόπος in Isaiah (twelve 
times), notable substitutions are καὶ	 ἡ	 γῆ	 σεισθήσεται	 ἐκ	 τῶν	 θεμελίων	
αὐτῆς || ותרעש הארץ ממקומה in 13:13 and ἰδοὺ	γὰρ	κύριος	ἀπὸ	τοῦ	ἁγίου	
ἐπάγει	τὴν	ὀργὴν	ἐπὶ	τοὺς	ἐνοικοῦντας	ἐπὶ	τῆς	γῆς || כי הנה יהוה יצא ממקומו 
-in 26:21. Just as in both of those cases the transla לפקד עון ישב הארץ עליו
tor explicitizes the “place,” so he does here via a metonymic association of 
 with the property (τι, already given specificity by οἰκίαν and ἀγρόν) מקום
that they take from τοῦ	πλησίον.

Although ܕܬܐܚܕܘܢ ܐܬܪܐ likewise reformulates עד אפס מקום as a purpose 
clause, ܐܬܪܐ is one of its regular equivalents for מקום (e.g., 7:23; 18:7). ܐܚܕ 
 appears extrapolated from the context, much as seems the case (ܕܬܐܚܕܘܢ)
in 52:4’s ܕܒܪܗ ܒܩܛܝܪܐ   ܕܬܐܚܕܘܢ The inflection of .ואשור באפס עשקו || ܘܐܬܘܪܝܐ 
as second-person masculine plural differs from OG’s third-person plural 
inflection of ἀφέλωνται. Equally distinct is that S continues the purpose 
clause with והושבתם || ܘܬܬܒܘܢ, whereas OG renders it as an asyndetic rhe-
torical question that, by insinuating a negative particle, anticipates a nega-
tive response: μὴ	οἰκήσετε || והושבתם. Use of the active voice likely owes to 
difficulty expressing the hophal, as Goshen-Gottstein (יז) suggests.

As Van der Vorm-Croughs documents (127), ἐπὶ	τῆς	γῆς || בקרב הארץ 
is common in Isaiah (see 6:12; 7:22; 10:23; 19:24; 24:13).

12. This translator elsewhere renders עד as temporal, especially via ἕως (e.g., 1:6; 
6:11 [2x]; 9:12; but always εἰς	τὸν	αἰῶνα [χρόνον] || 59:21 ;34:17 ;9:6 ,עד עולם) and uses 
πρός for action that extends to a person (e.g., πρὸς	κύριον || 19:22 ,עד יהוה; πρὸς	αὐτόν 
 in Isaiah, but this collocation עד אפס Not only is this the only case of .(45:24 ,עדיו ||
appears elsewhere only in the phrase עד אפסי ארץ (Mic 5:3; Zech 9:10; Ps 72:8).
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5:9

Both OG and S analyze the relationship באזני יהוה as genitival: εἰς	τὰ	ὦτα	
κυρίου/ܡܪܝܐ ܕܢܝ 

̈
	aptly compares καὶ (יז) Goshen-Gottstein 13.ܒܐ ἀνακεκα

λυμμένα	ταῦτά	ἐστιν	ἐν	τοῖς	ὠσὶ	κυρίου	σαβαωθ || ונגלה באזני יהוה צבאות 
in 22:14.

Each also inserts a contextually fitting verb (ἠκούσθη/ܐܫܬܡܥ), differing 
only in its placement within the sentence. Old Greek supplies ταῦτα as sub-
ject, while S seems to regard the words that follow as the proclamation.14 This 
decision likely accounts for the fact that S lacks an equivalent for אם לא, while 
OG offers ἐὰν	γάρ. Both translators deal with אם לא variously elsewhere.

Excursus: Translation of אם לא in Old Greek and Syriac

In 10:9 S twice elides 15:אם לא

הלא ככרכמיש כלנו אם לא כארפד חמת
ܗܐ ܐܝܟ ܟܪܟܡܘܫ ܒܠܝܘ ܘܐܝܟ ܪܦܕ ܚܡܬ

אם לא כדמשק שמרון
ܘܐܝܟ ܕܪܡܣܘܩ ܫܡܪܝܢ

Equally pertinent is 14:24, where S and OG omit אם לא in an oath:

נשבע יהוה צבאות לאמר
ܐܝܡܐ ܡܪܝܐ ܚܝܠܬܢܐ ܘܐܡܪ݂
τάδε	λέγει	κύριος	σαβαωθ

אם לא כאשר דמיתי כן היתה
ܕܐܝܟ ܕܐܬܚ݁ܫܒܬ݂ ܗܟܢܐ ܢܗܘܐ
ὃν	τρόπον	εἴρηκα,	οὕτως	ἔσται

13. As Warszawski (17) observes, this analysis appears more likely than regarding 
ܕܢܝ

̈
.ܐܫܬܡܥ as subject of ܡܪܝܐ as plural + 1cs personal suffix and ܒܐ

14. Van der Vorm-Croughs (44–48) catalogs OG’s many instances of explicitizing 
the subject.

15. On OG’s paraphrastic rendering of 10:9, see the comments there.
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This leaves uncertainty as to whether S and OG understood the function 
of אם לא in oaths. They may simply have found no semantic significance 
in the phrase, as seems the case for S in 40:28

הלוא ידעת אם לא שמעת
ܠܐ ܝܕܥܬ ܘܠܐ ܫܡܥܬ
καὶ	νῦν	οὐκ	ἔγνως	εἰ	μὴ	ἤκουσας

By contrast, in 7:9 each is able to render the sequence כי לא … אם לא to 
good effect in the target language:

אם לא תאמינו
ܘܐܠܐ ܬܗܝܡܢܘܢ
καὶ	ἐὰν	μὴ	πιστεύσητε

כי לא תאמנו
ܐܦ ܠܐ ܬܣܬܟܠܘܢ
οὐδὲ	μὴ	συνῆτε

Comparison of these cases suggests that each translator treated אם לא ad 
hoc, giving a semantically apt equivalent when it agreed with target lan-
guage needs, but modifying it when the target language compelled it. In 
5:9, S likely passed over אם לא because it perceived what followed as what 
was heard, whether regarded as an oath or not.

וטובים  lacks an equivalent in S, whereas OG accommodates גדלים 
μεγάλαι	 καὶ	 καλαί in the sentence by supplying γένωνται.16 There is no 
apparent trigger for omission by S, whose tendency to represent sub-
stantives, particularly in the interior of a sentence (and certainly ones as 
common as these), argues that this phrase was absent from the Vorlage. 
Their absence from S but attestation by OG illustrates Goshen-Gottstein’s 
observation that, despite the growing dominance of proto-MT, otherwise 
unattested variants are found in the “rivulets flowing side by side with it.”17

16. Although this could be considered a double rendering of יהיו, first with 
γένωνται, then ἔσονται, Van der Vorm-Crough (56–57) documents that the translator 
often supplies either εἰμί or γίνομαι to complete clauses (cf. τοίνυν	αἰχμάλωτος	ὁ	λαός	
μου	ἐγενήθη || לכן גלה עמי in 5:13).

17. Moshe H. Goshen-Gottstein, The Book of Isaiah, Sample Edition with Intro-
duction (Jerusalem: Magnes, 1965), 17. Talmon similarly observed that the absence of 
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Whereas ܡܢ ܒܠܝ ܕܝܬܒ matches מאין יושב, articular οἱ	ἐνοικοῦντες par-
ticularizes the phrase, with the article bearing the force of a possessive 
pronoun: “and their inhabitants will not exist.”

5:10

ζεῦγος is OG’s most frequent equivalent for צמד, although δύο appears in 
Isa 21:7’s ἱππεῖς	δύο || צמד פרשים (cf. 1 Kgdms 11:7). Ziegler’s (108) specu-
lation that the translator saw “in der ersten [Vershälfte] ganz allgemein das 
Ackerland (nicht speziell den Weinberg) geschildert” seems less persua-
sive than Fischer’s (21) proposal that the translator read כרם as פרם.

ἐργῶνται lacks a clear counterpart. The word choice presumes the 
same agrarian setting as ἐργάζου	τὴν	γῆν	σου || עברי ארצך (read as עבדי)
in 23:10 and οἱ	ταῦροι	ὑμῶν	καὶ	οἱ	βόες	οἱ	ἐργαζόμενοι	τὴν	γῆν || והאלפים 
 in 30:24. In that light, it is less likely that ἐργῶνται is והעירים עבדי האדמה
a first rendering of יעשו than that it was supplied (along with οὗ) to form 
a protasis. יעשו is more clearly rendered with the grammatically singular 
ποιήσει, whose subject is less likely the neuter plural δέκα	ζεύγη (given the 
plural inflexion of ἐργῶνται) than an impersonal subject related to οὗ: “it 
[that place] will produce.”

Although S gives a clear equivalent for ܐܫܟܪ̈ܐ ,כרם is not a standard 
equivalent for ܐܫܟܪ̈ܐ 18.צמדי occurs again only in 2 Sam 23:11’s ܘܗܘܬ ܬܡܢ ܐܫܟܪܐ 
 Here, as there, it stands .חלקת השדה מלאה עדשים ותהי שם || ܚܕܐ ܕܙܪܝܥܐ ܛܠܦܚ̈ܐ
for a quantity of land, a meaning צמד itself bears in 1 Sam 14:14’s כבחצי 
.מענה צמד שדה

Ziegler (193) asserts that, by using κεράμιον	ἕν and ἀρτάβας, OG has 
“an Stelle der israelitischen Maßbezeichnungen die griech.-ägyptischen 
Maße gesetzt.” He reports that κεράμιον (a hapax legomenon in the Greek 
Bible) appears frequently in the papyri, although it does not designate 
“einen einheitlichen Rauminhalt,” while ἀρτάβη (found again only in 
Bel 3) is “ein gebräuchliches Hohlmaß, namentlich für Getreide, dessen 

a concerted effort to establish a uniform text allowed the survival of vestiges of earlier 
traditions (Shemaryahu Talmon, “The Old Testament Text,” in The Cambridge History 
of the Bible: Volume 1, From the Beginning to Jerome, ed. Peter R. Ackroyd and Craig A. 
Evans [Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1970], 198).

18. Elsewhere: ܬܪ̈ܝܢ (Judg 19:3, 10; 2 Sam 16:1; 2 Kgs 5:17; Isa 21:7: 1 Sam 11:7; 
1 Kgs 19:21; Job 1:3); ܦܕܢܐ (1 Sam 14:14; 1 Kgs 19:19). Cf. ܗܘܬ ܕܕܒܪܐ  ܛܘܪ̈ܐ   ܘܟܠܗܘܢ 
.in Isa 7:25 וכל ההרים אשר במעדר יעדרון || ܒܗܘܢ ܦܕܢܐ ܢܬܕܒܪܘܢ
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Raum inhalt ebenfalls sehr verschieden ist” (193). ἕξ and τρία are likely 
specifications supplied by the translator (cf. T’s תלת יעביד  זרע  כור   ובית 
.reasonably constitutes the subject וזרע || σπείρων	ὁ	καὶ .(סאין

 Kgs 1 ,בת || ܡܬܪ̈ܝܢ) appears only here in the Peshitta (בת ||) ܚܒܝܬܐ
ܩܠܐ ;38 ,7:26

̈
 ;in Exod 8:10 חמר renders ܟܘܪܐ Exod 45:10, 11), while ,בת || ܡܬ

Lev 27:16; Num 11:32, and ܣܐܬܐ renders איפה in Exod 16:36; Lev 5:11; et 
passim.

5:11

οἱ	ἐγειρόμενοι || משכימי is a semantically apt choice but a unique equiva-
lent.19 Elsewhere in the Bible שכם is rendered with ὀρθρίζω (thirty-eight 
times); ὄρθρος (six times); ὀρθρινός (twice); and ἀνίστημι (eight times), the 
latter of which appears in the compound form καὶ	ἐξαναστάντες || וישכימו 
in Isa 37:36.20

Both OG and S reformulate ירדפו as a substantival participle (διώκοντες/
	σικερα	τὸ	in describing the recipients of woe. Notably, however, καὶ (ܘܪܗܛܝܢ
διώκοντες accords with the Hebrew word order, whereas ܘܪܗܛܝܢ ܠܫܟܪܐ fits 
with the word order of the preceding and following phrases of the target 
text. Similarly, whereas S renders the finite verb in the final clause with a 
participle (ידליקם || ܡܘܩܕ ܠܗܘܢ), OG elects a finite verb (αὐτοὺς	συγκαύσει) 
and supplies a conjunction (ὁ	γὰρ	οἶνος) that makes the final clause explan-
atory of the preceding actions.

5:12

The translations produced by OG and S are structurally parallel. Each lacks 
an equivalent for והיה and renders משתיהם with a verbal form: the finite 
verb πίνουσι in OG and the participleܫܬܝܢ in S. Both analyze the four initial 
nouns as modifying the verb: OG inflects the four nouns in the genitive 

19. Elsewhere in Isaiah ἐγείρω translates hiphil forms (26:19) קיץ ;(14:9) קום; and 
 In 26:19 it appears in the passive voice (ἐγερθήσονται), alongside .(45:13 ;41:25) עיר
ἀναστήσονται (26:19).

20. Verbal שכם > OG in Josh 8:14; 1 Kgdms 7:16, 20 (a lengthy minus); Jer 7:13; 
11:7 (a lengthy minus); 36(29):19 (a lengthy minus); 42(35):15. The prime exception is 
καὶ	ἐκοιμήθη || וישכמו in 1 Kgdms 9:26, where Driver recognized the superiority of the 
OG’s Vorlage (Samuel R. Driver, Notes on the Hebrew Text of Samuel [London: Oxford 
University Press, 1912], 77).
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case, governed by a single μετά, while S prefixes the preposition bēth to 
each.21 Both translators render ויין as the verb’s object: τὸν	οἶνον/ܚܡܪܐ.

Although both translators elsewhere suppress יהיה within a clause 
when it follows והיה (see the comments at 3:24), the lack of an equiva-
lent for clause-initial והיה is unusual. Notably, however, this is not simply 
a case of suppressing והיה but of allowing verbal equivalents for משתיהם 
to eclipse it. Old Greek follows a similar path in 23:3, where it collapses 
	τῶν	μεταβόλοι	οἱ	εἰσφερομένου	ἀμητοῦ	into a participle: ὡς תבואתה ותהי
ἐθνῶν || קציר יאור תבואתה ותהי סחר גוים, whereas S gives ותהי its due: ܙܪܥܐ 
 On the other hand, S suppresses .ܕܬܓܪܐ ܚܨܕܐ ܕܢܗܪܐ ܥܠܠܬܗ ܗܘܬ ܬܐܓܘܪܬܐ ܠܥܡ̈ܡܐ
initial והיה in 24:18, rendering והיה הנס מקול הפחד יפל אל הפחת with ܘܡܢ 
ܕܕܚܠܬܐ ܢܦܠ ܒܓܘܡܨܐ 	φόβον	τὸν	φεύγων	ὁ	ἔσται	whereas καὶ ,ܕܢܥܪܘܩ ܡܢ ܩܠܐ 
ἐμπεσεῖται	εἰς	τὸν	βόθυνον incorporates והיה. Thus, although the tacks taken 
by OG and S in 5:12 are remarkably similar, each translator is capable of 
this shift. Comparing what each accomplished by means of this reflects 
different construals.

Old Greek’s insertion of γάρ (while δέ || waw distinguishes the next 
clause) makes this clause account for what proved egregious in the behav-
ior of the drunks of 5:10.22 Syriac’s collapse of והיה and משתיהם into the 
participle ܫܬܝܢ, on the other hand, continues the string of participles it 
forged in 5:11, thereby extending the woe oracle.

Whereas OG renders the verbs of the final two clauses with finite forms 
(ἐμβλέπουσι || יביטו; κατανοοῦσι || ראו), S continues its string of participles 
 Although both translators appropriately use verbs that 23.(ܡܣܬܟܠܝܢ; ܚܝܪ̈ܝܢ)
connote paying close attention, for OG the failure to give heed, against 
the backdrop of constant revelry, constitutes the chief affront, whereas S 
describes their behavior as an undifferentiated series of acts.

Although OG and S both translate פעל with grammatically plural 
nouns (τὰ	δὲ	ἔργα/ܘܒܥܒ̈ܕܘܗܝ; cf. 5:19), OG renders ומעשה with grammati-

21. The nominal equivalents occur elsewhere: e.g., μετὰ	 αὐλῶν	 καὶ	 κιθάρας/
/κινύρα	καὶ	αὐλὸς	καὶ	τύμπανον	καὶ	Isa 30:32; νάβλα ,בתפים ובכנרות || ܒ̈ܦܠܓܐ ܘܒܟܢܪ̈ܐ
/ψαλτηρίῳ	ἐν	κιθάρᾳ	Sam 10:5; ἐν 1 ,נבל ותף וחליל וכנור || ܩܝܬܪ̈ܐ ܘܟܢܪ̈ܐ ܘ̈ܦܠܓܐ ܘܪ̈ܒܝܥܐ
.Ps 33:2 ,בכנור בנבל || ܒܟܢܪܐ ܘܒܩܝܬܪܐ

22. A rendering of והיה with καὶ	 ἔσται would have blunted this explication by 
placing the action in the future.

23. S renders the same sequence similarly in 42:18: ܘܚܙܘ ܐܣܬܟܠܘ   || ܘܥܘܝܪ̈ܐ 
.והעורים הביטו לראות
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cally plural καὶ	τὰ	ἔργα, while S uses grammatically singular ܘܒܥܒܕ (cf. τῶν	
ἔργων	τῶν	χειρῶν	αὐτῶν vs. ܝܕܘܗܝ

̈
.(in 2:8 למעשה ידיו || ܥܒܕ ܐ

5:13

OG’s αἰχμάλωτος … ἐγενήθη || גלה uses a predicate of existence to forge a 
verbal equivalent, similar to πλήρης	εἰμί || שבעתי in 1:11; and οὐκ	ἔσομαι	
ἀρχηγός || לא תשימני קצין in 3:7.

+τὸν	κύριον as the object of knowing (εἰδέναι || דעת) is attested by no 
other witness (although T reads ידעו אוריתא  but the plus recalls ,(מידלא 
+με (2x) in 1:3. Although τὸν	 κύριον might be the equivalent for וכבודו 
and καὶ	 πλῆθος for והמונו, nowhere else does κύριος render כבוד, while 
this translator’s penchant to supply a direct object for verbs (see Van der 
Vorm-Croughs, 49–55) makes him more likely the source of +τὸν	κύριον.24 
In fact, given the word order agreement in καὶ	πλῆθος	ἐγενήθη	νεκρῶν	διὰ	
λιμόν || וכבודו מתי רעב, καὶ	πλῆθος is likely the equivalent for וכבודו, under 
the influence of והמונו (cf. πλῆθος || המון in 17:12; 63:5), which is then omit-
ted in the next clause (cf. ἐγγισάτω || יחישה in 5:19, where it is based on 
the following ותקרב that otherwise lacks an equivalent).25 Additionally, 
his analysis of מתי as a form of מות (νεκρῶν) might have inclined him to 
translate וכבודו with καὶ	πλῆθος (cf. S, below). He then supplied ἐγενήθη to 
complete the clause, as he did by inserting γένωνται in 5:9.

The choices of ܘܣܓܝܘ for וכבודו and of ܘܥܫܢܘ for והמונו seem coordi-
nate. ܣܓܐ is otherwise the equivalent for רב or רבה, save in 45:8 (ܘܢܣܓܐ 
 Syriac most .(ושמאול תפרצי || ܘܠܣܡܠܐ ܬܣܓܝܢ) and 54:3 ;(ויפרו ישע || ܦܘܪܩܢܐ
frequently renders כבוד with ܐܝܩܪܐ, although nominal and verbal forms of 
-here is likely tied to the transla וכבודו || ܘܣܓܝܘ render it four times.26 ܫܒܚ
tor’s analysis of מתי as a form of (ܡܝ̈ܬܝܗܘܢ ܡܢ ܟܦܢܐ) מות.

Given that choice, והמונו || ܘܥܫܢܘ is equally intelligible. Syriac’s render-
ing of המון with ܚܝܠܐ (Judg 4:7; 1 Sam 14:16; 1 Kgs 20:13; Isa 17:12); and 
-suggest that the translator’s understand (Isa 16:14; 29:5, 7, 8; 31:4) ܣܘܓܐܐ

24. The equivalents are an alignment suggested (under “?”) in the CATSS database.
25. Cf. Van der Vorm-Croughs’s (208) parallel examples, including οἱ	 ἔμποροι	

αὐτῆς	 ἔνδοξοι,	 ἄρχοντες	 τῆς	 γῆς || ארץ נכבדי  כנעניה  שרים  סחריה  	and ὁ ;23:8 ,אשר 
πλοῦτος	τῶν	ἀσεβῶν	καὶ	ὡς	χνοῦς	φερόμενος || 29:5 ,המון זריך וכמץ עבר המון עריצים.

26. The only other variation is in 17:3, where ܘܫܪܟܐ ܕܐܦܪܝܡ ܐܝܟ ܫܪܟܐ ܕܒܢܝ̈ ܐܝܣܪܝܠ 
 diverges from MT and all other witnesses (OG ושאר ארם ככבוד בני ישראל יהיו || ܢܗܘܘܢ
effects its own modification, on which see the comments at 17:3).
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ing of המון associated it with both “strength” and “large quantity.” ܡܫܒ̈ܚܐ 
-in 5:14 also attests the translator’s asso הדרה והמונה ושאונה || ܘܡܝܩܪ̈ܐ ܘܥܫܝ̈ܢܐ
ciation of these ideas. והמונו || ܘܥܫܢܘ  notably differs from OG’s collapse of 
.into πλῆθος והמונו and וכבודו

Old Greek condenses צחה צמא into καὶ	δίψαν and supplies ὕδατος as 
its natural complement, yielding a compound prepositional phrase: διὰ	
λιμὸν	καὶ	δίψαν	ὕδατος. Although צחה is a hapax legomenon, its Aramaic 
cognate appears in T’s ולצמאי || ולצחותי in Ps 69:22, as well as Job 24:19; 
Ruth 1:1; Lam 2:12; and 2 Chr 32:11, raising the possibility that OG and S 
recognized צחה. Although S condenses צחה צמא into a single word (ܨܗܝܐ), 
it renders רעב and צחה צמא distinctly rather than as a compound phrase 
.(ܡܢ ܟܦܢܐ … ܡܢ ܨܗܝܐ)

5:14

Old Greek’s most frequent equivalent for לכן is διὰ	τοῦτο (nineteen times), 
although it also employs τοίνυν (5:13); ἀλλά (10:16); καὶ	πάλιν (30:18[1]); and 
οὕτως (61:7), while it lacks an equivalent in 16:7; 30:7; 52:6(2). But because OG 
often uses simple καί for a semantically dissimilar conjunction (e.g., על כן, 
 ἐπλάτυνεν	καὶ ,(27:7 ,אם ;23:13 ,הן ;19:11 ;16:7 ,אך ;32:13 ;25:4 ;15:16 ,כי ;5:25
.here raises no necessary suspicion of a Hebrew variant לכן הרחיבה ||

τοῦ	μὴ	 διαλιπεῖν is a paraphrase of לבלי חק (only here in the Bible) 
comparable to διὰ	τὸ	μὴ	εἰδέναι	αὐτοὺς	τὸν	κύριον || מבלי דעת in 5:13.

Although both S and OG inflect their renderings of וירד in the gram-
matical plural (ܘܢܚܬܘܢ/καὶ	καταβήσονται) and render the following subject 
nouns with substantival adjectives, only OG renders the multiple 3fs pro-
nominal suffixes, albeit reducing them to a solitary αὐτῆς (in accord with 
target language norms), whose antecedent is ψυχήν. By contrast, S supplies 
.ܫܝܘܠ with its antecedent being ,ܘܢܚܬܘܢ as complement to ܠܗ

Old Greek’s rendering of all three nouns in ושאונה והמונה  	οἱ) הדרה 
ἔνδοξοι	καὶ	οἱ	μεγάλοι	καὶ	οἱ	πλούσιοι) is likely less about quantitative fidel-
ity than the cumulative effect of classifying the wicked.27 This suspicion 

27. ἔνδοξοι || הדר is paralleled by δόξα || הדר in 2:10, 19, 21; 53:2. Although μέγας 
nowhere else translates המון, πλῆθος renders it in 17:12; 31:4; 63:15 (cf. 5:13). Despite 
πλούσιαι || שאננות in 32:9; μετὰ	πλούτου || שאננות in 32:18; and πλουσία || שאנן in 
33:20, it is unclear that the translator understood שאון to mean “wealth” (cf. Ziegler, 
81), given his variety of equivalents for it (νῶτος, 17:12[1]; ὕδωρ, 17:12[2], 13; πικρία, 
37:29; κραυγή, 66:6; > 13:4; 25:5; 32:11). Even in 24:8’s πέπαυται	αὐθάδεια	καὶ	πλοῦτος	
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is piqued by καὶ	οἱ	λοιμοὶ	αὐτῆς (|| ועלז בה), which appears only here in 
Isaiah, while elsewhere translating בליעל (e.g., 1 Sam 1:16; 2:12); לץץ (e.g., 
Hos 7:5; Ps 1:1); פריץ (Ezek 18:10); עריץ (e.g., Ezek 28:7; 30:11); 1) רע Sam 
 The only other instance of .(Chr 13:7 2) רק and ;(Ezek 7:21) רשע ;(30:22
 ὑβρίζειν. Given	in 23:12, which OG renders with τοῦ לעלוז in Isaiah is עלז
that the translator did not strive for semantic accuracy with καὶ	οἱ	μεγάλοι	
καὶ	οἱ	πλούσιοι || והמונה ושאונה (see n. 27), Ottley’s (2:127) suggestion that 
οἱ	λοιμοὶ	αὐτῆς	reflects עריציה in place of ועלז בה is less likely than Seelig-
mann’s (104) perception that “the distinguished, notable and wealthy are, 
to the translator, בני בליעל.”

The semantics of ܡܫܒ̈ܚܐ and ܘܡܝܩܪ̈ܐ are closer to הדרה, while ܘܥܫܢܘ 
 leaving no ,והמונה here is keyed to ܘܥܫܝ̈ܢܐ in 5:13 indicates that והמונו ||
explicit equivalent for שאונה, but also no equivalent for 28.ועלז בה In 23:12 
S renders לעלוז with ܠܡܬܥܫܢܘ, the same verb that translates עלז in Jer 
11:15; Pss 68:5; 96:12, although the equivalent ܕܚܠ appears in Jer 15:17; 
 .in Jer 51:39 ܬܒܪ in Jer 50:11 (cf. 2 Sam 1:20; Hab 3:18; Zeph 3:14); and ܕܘܨ
This translator’s use of ܥܫܢ as an equivalent for עלז in 23:12; 32:13 may 
illuminate the translator’s conundrum, since ܘܥܫܝ̈ܢܐ likely renders והמונה. 
Although it is possible that ועלז בה was absent from S’s Vorlage (through 
homoioteleuton with בה), it might equally be that he considered ܘܥܫܝ̈ܢܐ to 
suffice for both והמונה and ועלז בה.

In 5:9, S’s tendency to preserve substantives embedded within a sen-
tence was cited as a reason to conclude that גדלים וטובים was absent from 
S’s Vorlage. Here, however, בה  without an equivalent in S, stands ,ועלז 
at the end of this sentence, much as with ישאו in the final line of 17:12: 
ܡܘܬܐ ܐܝܟ ܩܠܐ ܕܡ̈ܝܐ ܣ̈ܓܝܐܐ

̈
 || ܩܠܐ .ושאון לאמים כשאון מים כבירים ישאו || ܘܪܓܘܫܝܐ ܕܐ

-could be derived from the asso ,שאון || ܪܓܘܫܝܐ might avoid repeating שאון
ciation of שאון and קול elsewhere (e.g., 13:14 ,קול שאון || ܩܠܐ ܕܪܓܘܫܝܐ), and 

ἀσεβῶν || חדל שאון עליזים, πλοῦτος is not singularly aligned with שאון and might be a 
later gloss, given that αὐθάδεια appears only here in the Greek Bible (cf. Ziegler, 66). 
Nowhere else in the Bible does a word for wealth translate שאון. On the other hand, 
 πλούσιοι might	is translated by πλοῦτος in 16:14; 29:5, 7, 8; 32:14; 60:5, so that οἱ המון
be influenced by והמונה.

28. S’s קול שאון || ܩܠܐ ܕܪܓܘܫܝܐ in 13:4; ܡܘܬܐ
̈
 in 17:12; as ושאון לאמים || ܘܪܓܘܫܝܐ ܕܐ

well as קול שאון || ܩܠܐ ܕܕܠܘܚܝܐ in Isa 66:6 reveal the translator’s familiarity with שאון 
as “turmoil,” while other equivalents stray from that field: שאון || ܪܡܘܬܐ ܕܢܘܟܪ̈ܝܐ ܬܬܡܟܟ 
 || ܘܒܡܫܟܢܐ ܕܣܒܪܐ parallel to) ובמנוחת שאננות || ܘܒܝܬ ܡܫܪܝܐ ܕܣܒܪܐ ;25:5 ,זרים תכניע
ܕܢܝ and ;32:18 ;(ובמשכנות מבטחים

̈
 Clearly .37:29 ,ושאננך עלה באזני || ܘܓܘܕܦܟ ܣܠܩ ܒܐ

the translator was not averse to selecting an equivalent befitting the context.
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finds a parallel with שאון עליזים || ܩܠܐ ܕܕܝܨܐ in 24:8. His omission of an equiva-
lent for ישאו is likely for concision, to which the omission of a distinct 
equivalent for ועלז בה here might be comparable. Although it is necessary 
to retain that argument as a plausible, alternative explanation, the absence 
of ועלז בה from S’s Vorlage remains quite possible.

5:15

Old Greek’s καὶ	ἀτιμασθήσεται || וישפל resolves the metaphor, although it 
might also have been used to avoid three occurrences of ταπεινόω in the 
sentence.29 Although S renders וישח and תשפלנה with ܡܟܟ, it renders the 
intervening וישפל with ܘܢܫܬܦܠ.

Although S and OG translate גבהים  with a noun + attributive ועיני 
adjective—݂ܘܥܝ̈ܢܐ ܪ̈ܡܬܐ and καὶ	οἱ	ὀφθαλμοὶ	οἱ	μετέωροι—it is unnecessary to 
suppose that their Vorlagen read ועינים גבהות. Goshen-Gottstein (יט) draws 
attention to οἱ	γὰρ	ὀφθαλμοὶ	κυρίου	ὑψηλοί/עיני גבהות || ܥܝ̈ܢܐ ܪ̈ܡܬܐ in 2:11.

5:16

Old Greek’s δοξασθήσεται || נקדש (S ܢܬܩܕܫ) is the sole case of קדש trans-
lated by a word for “glory.” The equivalents for the verbal and nominal 
forms of קדש elsewhere are ἁγιάζω (four times); ἅγιος (twenty-three 
times); ἁγίασμα (63:18[2]); καθαρός (65:5); and ἁγνίζομαι (66:17). On the 
other hand, A. Haire Forster noted that, of the twenty-five Hebrew words 
translated by δόξα in the Greek Bible, sixteen of them occur in Isaiah, of 
which fully half are translated by δόξα only in Isaiah (e.g., καὶ	πλήρης	 ὁ	
οἶκος	τῆς	δόξης	αὐτοῦ || 30.(6:1 ,ושוליו מלאים את ההיכל The translator’s inter-
est in δόξα is expressed equally in his use of δοξάζω to render not only 
forms of (66:5 ;49:5 ;44:23 ;23 ,43:4) כבד and 49:3 ;44:23 ;10:15 ;4:2) פאר; 
60:7, 13) but also (33:10 ;25:1) רום ,(42:10) תהלה, and 52:13) גבה/ונשא, καὶ	
ὑψωθήσεται	καὶ	δοξασθήσεται	σφόδρα || ירום ונשא וגבה מאד).

Here the phrase δοξασθήσεται	 ἐν	 δικαιοσύνῃ (|| נקדש בצדקה) is sug-
gestive, since δόξα and δικαιοσύνη are paired elsewhere, even when כבוד 
is not present, as in 45:24: λέγων	δικαιοσύνη	καὶ	δόξα	πρὸς	αὐτὸν	ἥξουσι 

29. ἀτιμάζω translates קלל in 16:14; 23:9; and בזה in 53:3.
30. A. Haire Forster, “The Meaning of Δόξα in the Greek Bible,” ATR 12 

(1929/1930): 312–13.
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יבוא) עדיו  ועז  -31 Their juxtaposition is espe.(cf. 26:10; 58:8) (אמר צדקות 
cially noteworthy in 61:3

	 	לשום לאבלי ציון δοθῆναι	τοῖς	πενθοῦσι	Σιων
σποδοῦ	ἀντὶ	δόξαν לתת להם פאר תחת אפר	
	 πένθους	ἀντὶ	εὐφροσύνης	ἄλειμμα שמן ששון תחת אבל

ἀκηδίας	πνεύματος	ἀντὶ	δόξης	καταστολὴν מעטה תהלה תחת רוח כהה 
	 δικαιοσύνης	Γενεαὶ	κληθήσονται	καὶ וקרא להם אילי הצדק
	 δόξαν	εἰς	κυρίου	Φύτευμα מטע יהוה להתפאר

Although δόξα translates פאר in 3:20, and δόξα/δοξάζω regularly translate 
 occurs only תהלה || δόξα ,(e.g., 3:18; 4:2; 10:12; 20:5) תפארת or תפארה
in 61:3; Exod 15:11. Although καταστολήν || מעטה is intelligible (cf. καὶ	
ἀφελεῖ	τὴν	στολήν	σου || 22:17 ,ועטך עטה), καταστολὴν	δόξης is reminiscent 
of καὶ	ἡ	δόξα	τοῦ	θεοῦ	περιστελεῖ	σε || כבוד יהוה יאספך in 58:8, whose next 
clause associates this wearing of δόξα with δικαιοσύνη: καὶ	προπορεύσεται	
ἔμπροσθέν	σου	ἡ	δικαιοσύνη	σου || והלך לפניך צדקך. Such correlations pro-
vide reason to attribute to the translator the collocation δοξασθήσεται	ἐν	
δικαιοσύνῃ || נקדש בצדקה here.

5:17

Syriac more clearly follows MT than does OG: ܐܡܪ̈ܐ reflects כבשים, over 
against OG’s οἱ	 διηρπασμένοι, while in contrast to ὡς	 ταῦροι || כדברם, 
 as a דבר recognizes the 3mp suffix and perhaps reflects analysis of ܒܙܕܩܗܘܢ
(legal) decree.

Although מחים is the sole instance of nominal מח in Isaiah, the trans-
lator renders the graphically similar ממחים in 25:6 by association with 
 A different 32.ממחים שמרים מזקקים שמנים || ܘܫܡܝܢܐ ܕܡܚܝܢܢ ܫܡܝܢܐ ܘܥܫܝܢܐ :חיה
association might account for מחים || ܐܬܒܢܝ here. Warszawski (17) notes S’s 
equivalents in 51:3, where the topic of ruins appears again: ܡܛܠ ܕܒܢܐ ܡܪܝܐ 
-If the transla .כי נחם יהוה ציון נחם כל חרבתיה || ܠܨܗܝܘܢ ܘܡܒܢܐ ܠܟܠܗܝܢ ܚܪ̈ܒܬܗ

31. Cf. δόξα || עז in 12:2, where OG’s διότι	ἡ	δόξα	μου	καὶ	ἡ	αἴνεσίς	μου	κύριος || 
 associates δόξα with the theme of salvation (see the comments on כי עזי וזמרת יה יהוה
12:2), as δικαιοσύνη often does (Seeligmann, 98).

32. The only other occurrence of מח in the Bible is in Ps 66:15, where S correctly 
divines its semantics: עלות מחים אעלה לך || ܝܩ̈ܕܐ ܫܡ̈ܝܢܐ ܐܣܩ ܠܟ. He appears to have 
read שמנים in place of the second שמרים.
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tor associated “rebuilding” with “comfort” in speaking of a destroyed city, 
he may have reasoned similarly here by associating מחים with נחם.

Syriac explicitizes the object of ܢܐܟܠܘܢ by supplying (anaphoric) ܢܝܢ
̈
.ܐ

Each of OG’s divergences from MT in the following underlined words 
has generated explanations based on aural or graphic errors:

	 	ורעו כבשים כדברם καὶ	βοσκηθήσονται	οἱ	διηρπασμένοι	ὡς	ταῦροι
	 ἀπηλειμμένων	τῶν	ἐρήμους	τὰς	καὶ וחרבות מחים
	 φάγονται	ἄρνες גרים יאכלו

Seeligmann (11 n. 8), citing J. F. Schleusner and Richard Ottley and assert-
ing that “Ziegler erroneously omitted to mention this correction” (his 
edition reads ἀπειλημμένων), argues persuasively that τῶν	ἀπηλειμμένων 
reflects analysis of מחים as a form of מחה, noting that ἀπαλείφω || מחה is 
attested in 44:22, as well as Gen 6:7; 4 Kdgms 21:13, while ἐξαλείφω || מחה 
occurs frequently.

Ottley (2:128) proposes that ταῦροι arose from the translator read-
ing כאבירים. However, the equivalents for אביר in this book (οἱ	ἰσχύοντες, 
1:24; πόλεις, 10:13; οἱ	κριοί, 34:7; οἱ	ἀπολωλεκότες, 46:12; ἰσχύος, 49:26; θεός, 
60:16) do not support this reconstruction. Noting Anton Scholz’s (38) 
hypothesis that ταῦροι reflects an aural error of כפרים for כדברם, Ziegler 
(101) nevertheless attributes it to a “wohl absichtlich” misreading of כדברם 
as כפרים. Although ὡς indicates the translator interpreted word-initial 
kaph as a preposition, attributing ταῦροι to an intentional misreading 
seems less likely than Goshen-Gottstein’s (יט) proposal that the translator 
simply required “a new suitable subject,” alongside ἄρνες.

There are two viable proposals for explaining ἄρνες || גרים. T. K. Cheyne 
posited that גרים is an aural error for כרים, which is translated by ἀρνός 
in Deut 32:14; Isa 34:6, as well as 4 Kdms 3:4; Jer 51[28]:40.33 One need 
not presume an oral setting for this, however, since phonetic confusion 
can arise from the “interior dictation” that accompanies copying.34 Ottley 
(2:128) proposed that גרים is a graphic error for גדים (ἀρνός translates גדי 
in Exod 23:19; 34:26). Either גדים or כרים is a plausible retroversion of 

33. Ottley (128) reports this stood in the fourth edition of T. K. Cheyne’s The 
Prophecies of Isaiah (London, 1887).

34. Regarding “interior dictation” see Martin Worthington, Principles of Akka-
dian Textual Criticism, SANER 1 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2012), 98–100.
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ἄρνες and preferable to גרים, since one expects the subject of יאכלו to be an 
animal, given the preceding ורעו כבשים.

Scholz’s (38) hypothesis that διηρπασμένοι reflects aural confusion of 
-seems implausible on phonetic grounds. More בזז with a form of כבשים
over, although בזז is elsewhere frequently translated by διαρπάζω (e.g., Gen 
34:27, 29; 1 Kgdms 14:36; 4 Kgdms 7:16; Ezek 7:21), in Isaiah it is trans-
lated by προνομή/προνομεύω (10:2, 6; 11:14; 24:3 [2x]; 33:23; 44:22 [2x], 24) 
and κληρονομέω (17:14), while διαρπάζω serves as the equivalent for השס 
(42:22); ἁρπάζω renders (10:2) גזל; and ἁρπαγή renders (3:14) גזלת and שלל 
(10:2).

Ottley (2:128) speculated that the translator settled on διηρπασμένοι 
by analyzing כבשים as a qal passive participle of כבש “subdue.” However, 
nowhere else in the Greek Bible does a term for “plunder” translate כבש, 
while equivalents for כבש better accord with its recognized semantics: 
κατακυριεύω (Gen 1:28; Num 32:22, 29); κρατέω (Josh 18:1); καταδυναστεύω 
(2 Kgdms 8:11; Neh 5:5 [2x]); ὠθέω (Jer 41[34]:11); καταδύω (Mic 7:19); 
καταχώννυμι (Zech 9:15); βιάζομαι (Esther 7:8); ὑποτάσσω (1 Chr 22:18); 
and κατακτάομαι (2 Chr 28:10).35 On the other hand, the frequency of כבש 
in the Bible (even if it appears nowhere else in Isaiah) suggests that the 
translator would likely have been familiar with it.

As already noted at 3:14; 5:5, the motif of plunder is prominent in OG-
Isaiah, not simply by virtue of its equivalents for בזז/בז (προνομεύω, 8:3; 
24:3; 42:22, 24; προνομή, 10:2, 6; 24:3; 33:23; 42:22); for גזלת/גזל (ἁρπαγή, 
3:14; ἅρπαγμα, 61:8; ἁρπάζω, 10:2); for משסה/שסה (ἅρπαγμα; 42:22; 
προνομεύω, 10:13; 17:14); and for שלל (ἁρπαγή, 10:2; προνομή, 8:1; 33:23), 
but also their association with themes of taxation, as in 3:12–15; 5:5. The 
fact that the association will be reprised by εἰς	προνομήν || לבער in 6:13 sug-
gests that it was prominent in the translator’s mind.

In that light, and given the overtones of salvation in 5:16’s καὶ	ὁ	θεὸς	
ὁ	ἅγιος	δοξασθήσεται	ἐν	δικαιοσύνῃ that leads to the dispossessed thriving, 
Ottley’s proposal that the translator analyzed כבשים as a passive participle 
is the most tenable explanation of οἱ διηρπασμένοι.

35. OG offers no equivalent in Jer 41[34]:16; 2 Chr 9:18’s ἐνδεδεμένοι	χρυσίῳ || 
בזהב  leaves unanswered the question of whether ἐνδεδεμένοι is intended as a וכבש 
translation of וכבש or was simply supplied to accompany χρυσίῳ.
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5:18

Old Greek and Syraic reflect the metaphor of משכי העון, with slight dif-
ferences. The similarity of ὡς	σχοινίῳ	μακρῷ and ܐܪܝܟܐ  בחבלי for) ܐܝܟ ܚ݁ܒܠܐ݂ 
 (השוא for) ܐܪܝܟܐ is noteworthy, as is the observation that μακρῷ and (השוא
are semantically equivalent, while differing from equivalents for שוא else-
where (μάταιος in 1:13; 30:28; κενός in 59:4; ܣܪ̈ܝܩܐ in 1:13; 30:28; ܪܝܩܢܘܬܐ in 
59:4). Additionally, both OG and S render העון and חטאה with grammati-
cally plural nouns: τὰς	ἁμαρτίας and τὰς	ἀνομίας/ܚ̈ܛܗܝܗܘܢ and 36.ܚܛܝܬܗܘܢ 
Syriac, however, attaches a pronoun to each noun, explicitizing the rela-
tionship between the subjects of the verbs and the direct objects.

The similarity of ὡς	 σχοινίῳ and ܚܒܠܐ -spurred Goshen בחבלי || ܐܝܟ 
Gottstein (יט) to speculate that both Vorlagen read כחבלי. Although a 
kaph/bet interchange is possible, it is just as likely that each translator 
assimilated the preposition to וכעבות for the sake of parallelism. More 
precisely, while ܚܒܠܐ  the instrumental ,כחבלי can be retroverted to ܐܝܟ 
(dative) case in ὡς	σχοινίῳ can equally be analyzed as reflecting בחבלי, 
with ὡς either a double rendering or supplied by the translator. The case is 
complicated by the likelihood that the translator conformed the phrases 
ὡς	σχοινίῳ	μακρῷ	καὶ	ὡς	ζυγοῦ	 ἱμάντι	δαμάλεως to one another. In the 
latter phrase, ὡς	 ζυγοῦ	 ἱμάντι	 δαμάλεως || העגלה  explicitizes the וכעבות 
role of the rope in relation to the heifer.

Even though ἐπισπάομαι translates משך only here, οὐαὶ	οἱ	ἐπισπώμενοι	
τὰς	 ἁμαρτίας is semantically transparent to העון משכי   Although 37.הוי 
 is unparalleled elsewhere, its semantics are not clearly משכי || ܠܕܡܘܪܟܝܢ
aligned with משכי. And whereas S renders משכי קשת with ܕܢܓܕܝܢ ܒܩܫܬܐ in 
66:19—the typical equivalent for this phrase elsewhere (Gen 37:28, Deut 
21:3, Jer 31:3; 38:13)—it gives ܕܡܠܝܓ ܘܥܩܝܪ  אל for the oblique ܠܘܬ ܥܡܐ 
ומורט ממשך  	in 18:2 (OG πρὸς גוי  ἔθνος	 μετέωρον	 καὶ	 ξένον), 7 (ἐκ	 λαοῦ	
τεθλιμμένου	 καὶ	 τετιλμένου), and it renders ימשכו לא   ܘܝܘܡ̈ܬܗ with וימיה 
χρονιεῖ).38	οὐ	in 13:22 (OG καὶ ܬܘܒ ܠܐ ܢܬܡܬܚܘܢ

36. OG frequently renders grammatically singular עון and חטאה with plural noun 
forms (e.g., 58:1 ;53:12 ;38:17 ;30:1 ,חטאה ;14:21 ;13:11 ;6:7 ;1:4 ,עון), as does S (עון, 
.(30:1 ;6:7 ;3:9 ,חטאה ;8 ,6 ,64:5

37. ἐπισπάομαι translates תפש in Gen 39:12, its only other appearance. ἐκσπάω 
occurs seventeen times (e.g., Judg 3:22; 16:14; 20:32; 1 Sam 17:35).

38. The idiom is rendered with ܫܕܐ ܗܘܐ ܒܩܫܬܐ in 1 Kgs 22:34; 2 Chr 18:33. ܢܓܕ 
otherwise renders משך only in Hos 7:5; 11:4; Ps 10:9; Job 21:33; Song 1:4.
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Syriac uses a broad range of equivalents for משך elsewhere, such as 
 ומשכתי || ܘܢܐܬܘܢ ܥܡܟ in Judg 4:6, followed by ומשכת בהר || ܘܬܬܒ ܒܛܘܪܐ
 ;appears in Judg 5:14 משכים בשבט ספר || ܕܟܬܒܝܢ ܒܩܢܝܐ ܕܣܦܪܐ .in 5:7 אליך
 אל || ܠܐ ܬܡܢܝܢܝ ܥܡ ܪ̈ܫܝܥܐ in Ezek 12:25; and לא תמשך עוד || ܘܠܐ ܡܫܘܚܪ ܐܢܐ
 ܘܝܘܡ̈ܬܗ in Ps 28:3.39 Therefore, it is intelligible that תמשכני עם רשעים
ܢܬܡܬܚܘܢ ܠܐ   ,should be S’s rendering of Isa 13:22 וימיה לא ימשכו || ܬܘܒ 
even if this equivalent occurs nowhere else, while this translator uses 
 ;[נטע MT] 16 ,51:13 ;45:12 ;44:24 ;42:5 ;[1]40:22 ;34:11) נטה for ܡܬܚ
54:2); and ([2]40:22) מתח. Similarly, the choice of משכי || ܠܕܡܘܪܟܝܢ here 
seems calibrated to the understanding of בחבלי השוא as a simile and 
the choice of 40.השוא || ܐܪܝܟܐ

Even if OG’s μακρῷ and S’s השוא || ܐܪܝܟܐ are similar, OG’s ὡς	 σχοινίῳ	
μακρῷ describes how those addressed draw their sins (“as if with a long 
rope”), whereas S compares the lengthening of their sins to “a long cord.” 
The similarity between OG’s μακρῷ and S’s השוא || ܐܪܝܟܐ thus proves to be 
superficial.

This singular appearance of μακρός in the book has prompted numer-
ous suggestions, such as Robert Lowth’s proposal (reported by Ottley, 
2:128) that the Vorlage read שרוע “extended,” as in Lev 21:18; 22:23, and 
Ottley’s proposal that an original ΜΑΤΑΙΩ was corrupted into ΜΑΚΡΩ. 
Lowth’s proposal posits retroversion to a word otherwise not found in 
Isaiah, while Goshen-Gottstein rightly rejects Ottley’s proposal as entail-
ing “considerable palaeographical or phonetic difficulties.”41 However, 
Goshen-Gottstein’s tracing of μακρῷ to midrashic roots is as tenuous as 
the proposals he rejects.42 Ultimately, there is no satisfying explanation for 
how the translator lighted upon μακρῷ || השוא (or S upon ܐܪܝܟܐ).

39. Even if the translator guessed right with במשך בקרן || ܘܡܐ ܕܝܒܒܘ ܒܩܪ̈ܢܬܐ in 
Josh 6:5 (היובלים || ܘܢܝܒܒܘܢ appears in the previous verse), במשך || ܘܡܐ ܕܫܬܩܬ ܩܪܢܐ 
 in Exod 19:3 reflects difficulty reconciling permission to ascend the mountain היבל
with the earlier proscription of it.

40. Elswehere in Isaiah ܐܪܟ translates only (57:4 ;54:2 ;48:9) ארך. Outside of 
Isaiah ܐܪܟ occurs only in Ezek 31:5 (ותארכנה || ܘܐܝܪܟ) and 35:13 (ותגדילו || ܘܐܘܪܟܬܘܢ). 
Although ܗܘܐ + ܐܪܝܟ renders ויאר(י)כו in 1 Kgs 8:8; 2 Chr 5:9, the primary equivalents 
for ארך are ܢܓܪ (e.g., Gen 26:8; Num 9:19) and ܣܓܐ, especially with ܝܘܡ̈ܬܐ as object 
(Exod 20:12; Deut 4:26, 40).

41. Goshen-Gottstein, “Theory and Practice,” 139.
42. Goshen-Gottstein, “Theory and Practice,” 140–41.
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5:19

Although both S and OG represent ימהר יחישה with an adverb preceding 
a finite verb (ܒܥܓܠ ܢܣܪܗܒ/τὸ	τάχος	ἐγγισάτω), only ܢܣܪܗܒ preserves the 
semantics of יחישה (cf. 1 ,מהרה חושה || ܐܣܬܪܗܒ ܒܥܓܠ Sam 20:38).43 Since 
ἐγγίζομαι often translates קרב (e.g., ἐγγίζοντες || יקריבו in 5:8), whereas 
 למען || ἐλθέτω	καὶ	ἴδωμεν	later in this verse lacks an equivalent (ἵνα ותקרב
 and given the translator’s seeming unfamiliarity with ,(נראה ותקרב ותבואה
44.ותקרב based on ,יחישה elsewhere, ἐγγισάτω might be a substitute for חוש

Old Greek renders מעשהו with ἃ	ποιήσει, which serves as subject of 
ἐγγισάτω. Syriac, on the other hand, analyzes מעשהו as the direct object of 
 .ܒܥܓܠ ܢܣܪܗܒ ܡܪܝܐ ܥܒ̈ܕܘܗܝ :to explicitize the subject ܡܪܝܐ and adds יחישה
Similarly, S adds the pronoun ܐܢܘܢ as direct object of ܕܢܚܙܐ, corresponding 
to its grammatically plural מעשהו || ܥܒ̈ܕܘܗܝ, a shift it makes also with 
ܕܐܠܗܐ ;1:31 ,ופעלו || ܘܥܒ̈ܕܝܗܘܢ יהוה || ܘܒܥܒ̈ܕܘܗܝ   ܟܠܗܘܢ and ;5:12 ,ואת פעל 
 Although it might also have supplied the .10:12 ,את כל מעשהו || ܥܒܕܘܗܝ
objective pronominal suffix of ונדעה || ܘܢܕܥܝܗ, more likely that represents 
the final he, with ܬܪܥܝܬܗ assumed as its antecedent.

5:20

Old Greek creates a balanced structure, lacking an equivalent for any of the 
four lamed prepositions and leveling morphemes by rendering each parti-
ciple as articular and prefixing τό to the first nominal form in each clause.

The only notable distinctive in S is its lexical choice האמרים || ܠܕܩܪܝܢ, a 
verb that explicitates the notion of naming or designating.

43. S accords a similar meaning to חוש in 8:1 (ܠܡܣܪܗܒܘ ܫܒܝܐ ܘܠܡܬܟܒ ܒܙܬܐ 
 :but its equivalents in the verb’s two other instances are oblique ,(למהר שלל חש בז ||
 אני יהוה בעתה || ܐܢܐ ܡܪܝܐ ܠܙܒܢܗ ܐܛܪܝܘܗܝ ;28:16 ,המאמין לא יחיש || ܕܡܗܝܡܢ ܠܐ ܢܕܚܠ
.60:22 ,אחישנה

44. Although πάρεστι	γάρ || חש בז in 8:1 is reminiscent of Deut 32:35 (καὶ	πάρεστιν	
ἕτοιμα	ὑμῖν || וחש עתדת למו), πάρεστιν is an oblique equivalent for חש, at best. Equally, 
καὶ	ὁ	πιστεύων	ἐπ᾿	αὐτῷ	οὐ	μὴ	καταισχυνθῇ || המאמין לא יחיש in 28:16; and ἐγὼ	κύριος	
κατὰ	καιρὸν	συνάξω	αὐτούς || אני יהוה בעתה אחישנה in 60:22 suggest that the translator 
had difficulty with the verb. Cf. 5:13, where καὶ	πλῆθος || וכבודו is likely rooted in the 
following והמונו, which lacks an equivalent in its slot.
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5:21

Old Greek’s +οἱ harmonizes the structure of this woe with that used in 
5:19, 20. The same modification will appear again in 5:22.

ἐν	ἑαυτοῖς || בעיניהם accords with this translator’s regular condensation 
of בעיני with a suffixed pronoun: ἐνώπιόν	σου || 38:3 ,בעיניך; ἐναντίον	μου 
 .in 59:15 וירע בעיניו || αὐτῷ	ἤρεσεν	οὐκ	in 43:4; 65:12; 66:4; and καὶ בעיני ||
Similarly, the rendering of ונגד פניהם with καὶ	ἐνώπιον	ἑαυτῶν (the reflex-
ive pronoun is paralleled in ܒܥܝܢܝ̈ ܢܦܫܗܘܢ) is comparable to ἐνώπιόν	σου || 
.(cf. 30:11; 41:2; 43:10 ;13:16 ,לעיניהם || αὐτῶν	ἐνώπιον ;9:2 ,לפניך

5:22

As in 5:21, by prefixing the article to συνετοί OG harmonizes the struc-
ture of this woe with those that precede. Also, just as OG forged stylis-
tic uniformity in 5:20, so it does here via two appellations (οἱ	 ἰσχύοντες	
ὑμῶν, οἱ	δυνάσται), each modified by an attributive clause that overrides 
the Hebrew syntagmeme lamed + infinitive, creating a link to the attribu-
tive clauses of 5:23.

Although +ὑμῶν might attest גבוריכם in place of גבורים, οἱ	 ἰσχύοντες	
ὑμῶν must be evaluated in light of thematic links in the larger context. The 
most recent second-person pronoun was in 5:5 (νῦν	δὲ	ἀναγγελῶ	ὑμῖν	τί	
ποιήσω	τῷ	ἀμπελῶνί	μου || ועתה אודיעה נא אתכם את אשר אני עשה לכרמי), in 
accord with which the addressees are ἄνθρωπος	τοῦ	Ιουδα	καὶ	οἱ	ἐνοικοῦντες	
ἐν	Ιερουσαλημ (5:3). The vineyard becomes identified as οἶκος	τοῦ	Ισραήλ 
and ἄνθρωπος	τοῦ	Ιουδα, which is equated with the νεόφυτον	ἠγαπημένον 
(5:7), implying that the addressees and the vineyard are coreferential. Fur-
thermore, εἰς	προνομήν || לבער in 5:5 reprises the motif of the people as 
a plundered vineyard that was developed in 3:12–15 and is highlighted 
again by οἱ	διηρπασμένοι in 5:17.

In this light, οἱ	ἰσχύοντες	ὑμῶν in 5:22 is likely considered similar to 
οἱ	ἄρχοντες who are charged with harming τὸν	ἀμπελῶνά	μου in 3:14 and 
are implicit agents in the people’s plundering in 5:17. οἱ	ἰσχύοντες	ὑμῶν || 
 are classes similar אנשי חיל || δυνάσται	and the unique equivalent οἱ גבורים
to οἱ	 ἰσχύοντες in 3:25 (q.v.).45 Thus, +ὑμῶν with οἱ	 ἰσχύοντες less likely 
reflects גבוריכם than clarifies their relationship to the people.

45. The equivalents for חיל 	elsewhere are ἄνδρες אנשי  δυνατοί (Exod 18:21, 25; 
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Syriac, on the other hand, uses no personal pronoun and follows both 
the syntax and semantics of MT in the first half of the verse, while render-
ing למסך in the second half as a relative clause (ܓܝܢ  after translating ,(ܕܡܙ
חיל ܚܝ̈ܠܬܢܐ with ואנשי   ;an equivalent found also in Judg 20:46 ,ܘܠܓܒܪ̈ܐ 
2 Sam 11:16; Jer 48:14; and Ps 76:6.

5:23

οἱ	δικαιοῦντες || מצדיקי conforms to and extends the attributive clauses 
modifying οἱ ἰσχύοντες	ὑμῶν and οἱ	δυνάσται in 5:22. The grammatically 
singular τοῦ	δικαίου || צדיקים likely means to project a generic class par-
allel to τὸν	ἀσεβῆ || רשע (similarly, S ܕܙܟܝܐ), just as its rendering of יסירו 
with αἴροντες conforms it grammatically to δικαιοῦντες (cf. ܡܥܒܪܝܢ). Old 
Greek’s lack of an equivalent for ממנו might owe to implicitiation with 
τοῦ	 δικαίου (cf. καὶ	 οἰκοδομηθήσονταί	 σου	 αἱ	 ἔρημοι	 αἰώνιοι || ממך  ובנו 
in 58:12).46 חרבות עולם

Although the +pronominal suffix of ܫܘܚܕܗ might attest שחדו (owing 
to dittography of the following conjunctive waw), it was more likely added 
for explicitation (cf. ̈וירד || ܘܢܚܬܘܢ ܠܗ in 5:14).

5:24

Old Greek resolves the metaphors for fire in the first two clauses, begin-
ning with καυθήσεται || כאכל (cf. καίεται || 33:14 ,אוכלה), corresponding 
to which he likely chose καὶ	συγκαυθήσεται out of uncertainty over חשש, 
which appears again only in Isa 33:11: νῦν	ὄψεσθε	νῦν	αἰσθηθήσεσθε	ματαία	
ἔσται	ἡ	ἰσχὺς	τοῦ	πνεύματος	ὑμῶν || תהרו חשש תלדו קש רוחכם (cf. discus-
sion of יחישה in 5:19, above).

-is likely also a guess, employing a verb that elsewhere ren וחשש || ܕܐܚܕܐ
ders phrases for kindling fire (e.g., לא תבערו אש || ܠܐ ܬܘܚܕܘܢ ܢܘܪܐ, Exod 35:3; 
 as subject, in ܢܘܪܐ is again fientive, with ܐܚܕ .(Judg 15:5 ,ויבער אש || ܘܐܘܚܕ ܢܘܪܐ
Ps 39:4 (תבער אש || ܐܚܕܬ ܢܘܪܐ); Ps 78:21 (ואש נשקה || ܘܢܘܪܐ ܐܚܕܬ).

ὑπὸ	ἄνθρακος || לשון occurs only here, where it resolves the metaphor. 
The only other juxtaposition of לשון and אש in the Bible is in 30:27, where 

Judg 20:24, 26; Nah 2:4); ἄνδρες	δυνάμεως (2 Sam 11:16); and ἄνδρες	τοῦ	πλούτου (Ps 
75[76]:6; Neh 11:6).

46. Regarding the translation strategy of implicitation, see Van der Vorm-
Croughs, 63–81.
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καὶ	ἡ	ὀργὴ	τοῦ	θυμοῦ	ὡς	πῦρ	ἔδεται || זעם ולשונו כאש אכלת entails omission 
of ולשונו, explicable under the translator’s penchant to elide body parts in 
construct phrases (see Van der Vorm-Croughs, 69–70). The same phrase 
as here, ἄνθρακας	 πυρός, appears in 47:14, where it renders לחמם  גחלת 
 || πυρός	Prov 6:28; and ἄνθρακας ,על הגחלים || πυρός	ἀνθράκων	cf. ἐπ᾿) אור
-Prov 25:22).47 Although both Isa 5:24; 47:14 show a nearly quantita ,גחלים
tive match between ἄνθρακας	πυρός and the Hebrew, the phrase is a substi-
tution rather than a translation.48

Although the lexical equivalents of ὑπὸ	φλογὸς	ἀνειμένης || להבה ירפה 
are unremarkable and the phrase bears a sensible meaning—“by a flame 
run wild” (see GELS, s.v. “ἀνίημι”)—the formulation avoids a set phrase 
such as ὑπὸ	γλώσσης	πυρός (29:6; 66:15), despite having just used another 
one, ἄνθρακας	πυρός.49 In both phrases the translator had to supply ὑπό to 
complement the passive verb.

ܢܬܐܟܠܘܢ ܕܡܫܬܒܩܐ  ܫܠܗܒܝܬܐ  ירפה || ܡܢ   is similar to OG insofar להבה 
as it prefixes a preposition to its equivalent for ܡܫܬܒܩܐ .להבה befits the 
semantics of ירפה but also parallels OG’s ἀνειμένης. Its choice of equivalent 
for ירפה here is different than in its use of ܢܬܪ̈ܦܝܢ in the metaphor כל ידים 
 differs from ירפה || in 13:7, in the same way that OG’s ἀνειμένης תרפינה
ἐκλυθήσεται || תרפינה in 13:7.

 וחשש seems a plus by the translator, who has already rendered ܢܬܐܟܠܘܢ
with ܕܐܚܕܐ.

On ὡς	χνοῦς || כמק see the discussion of κονιορτός || מק in 3:24.
οὐ … ἠθέλησαν || מאסו is another example of the translator’s penchant 

to translate מאס by a negated verb of “willing” (see the comments at 1:20).
Old Greek’s underscoring of the contrast via ἀλλὰ	 τὸ	 λόγιον || ואת 

 in 5:7 and recalls its supply of והנה צעקה || κραυγήν	parallels ἀλλὰ אמרת
ἀλλὰ	νῦν at the outset of 3:13.

47. ἄνθραξ renders גחל in 44:19; 47:14, as elsewhere in the Bible (e.g., Lev 16:12; 
2 Kgdms 14:7; 22:9, 13).

48. Cf. 6:6, where ἄνθρακα || רצפה is a guess befitting the context, as is likely the 
case also for ἄνθρακα	τὸν	λίθον	σου || בפוך אבניך in 54:11.

49. φλόξ is a common equivalent for להבה (cf. 13:8; 29:6; 30:30; 43:2; 47:14), and 
ἀνίημι || רפה occurs elsewhere (e.g., Deut 31:6, 8; Judg 8:3; 1 Sam 11:3), including 
χεῖρες	ἀνειμέναι || ידים רפות in Isa 35:3.
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5:25

Old Greek’s use of a broad range of conjunctions (see Troxel, 91–93) is 
epitomized in its choices from the end of 5:24 to the beginning of 5:26: 
ἀλλὰ	τὸ	λόγιον || ואת אמרת … καὶ	ἐθυμώθη || על כן חרה … ἀλλ᾿	ἔτι || ועוד … 
τοιγαροῦν	ἀρεῖ || ונשא. For OG’s καί || על כן (4Q56 על), see the comments 
on καί || לכן in 5:14.

Old Greek’s +σαβαωθ parallels the apparent reading of 4Q56, where a 
supralinear צ is visible just after יהוה, on the edge of a lacuna. No other wit-
ness attests this plus, but OG’s tendency to omit an equivalent for צבאות 
(see the comments at 8:13) makes it more likely that צבאות stood in its 
Vorlage than that it inserted σαβαωθ.

Although ἐθυμώθη	ὀργῇ	κύριος accords with MT’s חרה אף יהוה, the use 
of κύριος in the nominative case and ὀργή in the dative contrasts with the 
translator’s typical inflection of ὀργή in the nominative or accusative (cf. 
7:4; 9:18[19]; 13:13; 26:20; 42:25; 59:19). On the other hand, it agrees with 
the regular structure of equivalents for חרה אף יהוה from the Pentateuch 
through 4 Kingdoms (e.g., Exod 4:14; Num 32:10).50

Although OG and S provide an equivalent for נטויה here and most 
subsequent instances of נטויה 	ἡ) ידו  χεὶρ	 ὑψηλή/ܪܡܐ  ;in 9:11, 16, 20 ܐܝܕܗ 
10:4), only S invokes “height” in rendering ויט ידו with ܘܐܪܝܡ ܐܝܕܗ (OG καὶ	
ἐπέβαλε	τὴν	χεῖρα	αὐτοῦ).51 Although they use similar semantics for וזאת 
 (ܘܗܕܐ ܗܝ ܐܝܕܐ ܕܐܬܬܪܝܡܬ/ὑψηλή	ἡ	χεὶρ	ἡ	αὕτη	καὶ) in 14:26 היד הנטויה על כל הגוים
and וידו הנטויה in 14:27 (καὶ	τὴν	χεῖρα	τὴν	ὑψηλήν/ܘܠܐܝܕܗ ܪܡܬܐ), their render-
ings in 23:11 differ: ἡ	δὲ	χείρ	σου	οὐκέτι	ἰσχύει	κατὰ	θάλασσαν/ܐܝܕܗ ܐܪܝܡ ܥܠ 
 when נטה Only S uses a stereotypical equivalent for .ידו נטה על הים || ܝܡܐ
associated with יד. Given how frequently נטה occurs in Isaiah (twenty-
seven times) and the varied equivalents for it when not associated with יד 
(e.g., καὶ	ἐπιβληθήσεται/34:11 ,ונטה || ܘܢܬܡܬܚ; εἰσάκουσον	κύριε/ܡܪܝܐ  ܨܠܝ 
 ܕܡܬܚ ܫܡܝܐ ܐܝܟ/οὐρανόν	τὸν	καμάραν	ὡς	στήσας	ὁ ;37:17 ,הטה יהוה אזנך || ܐܕܢܟ
 their occasional shared use of “height” in ,(40:22 ,הנוטה כדק שמים || ܟܦܬܐ
metaphors about the Lord’s hand is likely coincidental rather than a sign 
of S consulting OG.

50. Even when different phrasing is used, it is never ἐθυμώθη/ὠργίσθη + ὀργὴ	
κυρίου (e.g., καὶ	κύριος	ἐθυμώθη	εἰς	τὸν	λαόν || ואף יהוה חרה בעם, Num 11:33; καὶ	ὀργὴ	
θυμοῦ	κυρίου	ἐπ᾿	αὐτοῖς || 12:9 ,ויחר אף יהוה בם).

51. Cf. καὶ	ἐπὶ	κοίτην	ἐκγόνων	ἀσπίδων	τὴν	χεῖρα	ἐπιβαλεῖ || ועל מאורת צפעוני גמול 
.in 11:8 ܘܒܚܘܪܐ ܕܐܣܦܣ ܢܘܫܛ ܐܝܕܗ ܚܣܝܠܐ versus ידו הדה
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Old Greek and S both explicitize the collective semantics of בעמו in 
rendering עליו ויכהו: ἐπ᾿	αὐτοὺς	καὶ	ἐπάταξεν	αὐτούς/ܥܠܝܗܘܢ ܘܡܚܐ ܐܢܘܢ.

For καὶ	παρωξύνθη || וירגזו, compare 14:16; 23:11.
Old Greek’s grammatically singular ὁδοῦ || חוצות accords with its ἐπ᾿	

ἄκρου	πάσης	ἐξόδου || בראש כל חוצות in 51:20, the only other place where 
 ,חוצות || πόλεις	is translated with a semantically apt noun (cf. τὰς חוצות
10:6; πανταχῇ || 24:11 ,בחוצות).

Old Greek and S translate בכל זאת as grammatically plural here (ἐπὶ	
τούτοις	πᾶσιν/ܘܒܗܠܝܢ ܟܠܗܝܢ) and in the other appearances of this phrase 
(9:11, 16, 20; 10:4). In this case the plural accords with the multiple acts of 
judgment in the preceding clauses.

5:26

τοιγαροῦν appears again in Greek translations of books in the Hebrew Bible 
only in Prov 1:26 (τοιγαροῦν	κἀγώ || גם אני) and 31 (τοιγαροῦν	ἔδονται || 
 πιστεύσῃ	μὴ	οὐ	and 24:22 (τοιγαροῦν ;(על כן || τοιγαροῦν) Job 22:10 ;(ויאכלו
יאמין ||  Here it strongly links the pronouncement that the Kyrios’s .(ולא 
hand remains high to the summons of a group outside Israel’s borders.

The prepositional phrase in ἀρεῖ	σύσσημον	ἐν	τοῖς	ἔθνεσιν	τοῖς	μακράν 
 γῆς	τῆς	ἄκρου	ἀπ᾿	αὐτοῖς	συριεῖ	contrasted with καὶ ,ונשא נס לגוים מרחוק ||
 is distinctive, particularly by comparison with the ,ושרק לו מקצה הארץ ||
similar phrases of 11:12 (καὶ	ἀρεῖ	σημεῖον	εἰς	τὰ	ἔθνη || ונשא נס לגוים), 49:22 
(αἴρω	εἰς	τὰ	ἔθνη	τὴν	χεῖρά	μου	καὶ	εἰς	τὰς	νήσους	ἀρῶ	σύσσημόν	μου || אשא 
 || ἔθνη	τὰ	εἰς	σύσσημον	and 62:10 (ἐξάρατε ,(אל גוים ידי ואל עמים ארים נסי
 Given the lack of a clear motivation for the translator .(הרימו נס על העמים
to render לגוים with ἐν	τοῖς	ἔθνεσι, OG’s Vorlage might have read בגוים.

τοῖς	μακράν || מרחוק (modifying ἐν	τοῖς	ἔθνεσι) is an ad hoc render-
ing, much like the renderings of מרחוק in βουλὴν	ἀρχαίαν	ἀληθινήν || עצות 
.(49:1) מרחוק יהוה || στήσεται	πολλοῦ	χρόνου	and διὰ (25:1) מרחוק אמונה

Old Greek’s and S’s grammatical plurals αὐτοῖς/לו || ܠܗܘܢ are more 
likely assimilations to (ל\ב)גוים than attestations of להם, especially in light 
of ἔρχονται/יבוא || ܢܐܬܘܢ at the end of the sentence and the shifts to gram-
matically plural forms in 5:27.

ܢܐܬܘܢ  ܘܩܠܝܠܐܝܬ  יבוא || ܘܒܥܓܠ  קל   lacks an equivalent for והנה מהרה 
	which is attested by OG (καὶ ,הנה ἰδού). Although S regularly translates 
clause-initial הנה, it frequently has no equivalent for it midsentence (see 
above, 5:7).
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5:27

Old Greek and S adopt parallel strategies. They render אין + participle and 
 finite verb with a negative particle + a finite verb, each in the future + לא
tense.52 They also translate נפתח with an active verb (λύσουσι/ܢܫܪܘܢ)—more 
likely conforming the grammatical number to the preceding verbs than 
reading פתחו—while retaining the passive voice of נתק (ῥαγῶσιν/ܢܬܦܣ̈ܩܢ) 
(soldiers breaking their own sandal thongs would be inconceivable). And 
both render the suffix of חלציו with a plural pronoun (τῆς	ὀσφύος	αὐτῶν/
 in either version is likely because it בו The lack of an equivalent for .(ܚ̈ܨܝܗܘܢ
would disrupt symmetry. Each of these renderings is a reasonable adapta-
tion of the source text, given the choices each made in 5:26.

Old Greek and S differ only in their rendering of חלציו  Syriac .אזור 
gives ܐܣܪ ܚ̈ܨܝܗܘܢ, while OG’s equivalent is expansive: τὰς	ζώνας	αὐτῶν	ἀπὸ	
τῆς	 ὀσφύος	 αὐτῶν. Not only does retroversion to מחלציו  create an אזורו 
unlikely Hebrew phrase, but the same type of difference appears in 11:5, 
where S renders והיה צדק אזור מתניו with ܬܗܘܐ ܙܕܝܩܘܬܐ ܐܣܪ ܚ̈ܨܘܗܝ, whereas OG 
reads καὶ	ἔσται	δικαιοσύνῃ	ἐζωσμένος	τὴν	ὀσφὺν	αὐτοῦ (cf. 3:24). Syriac’s 
use of ܐܣܪ ܚ̈ܨܐ versus circumlocutions in OG appears also in Ezek 9:2, 3; Ps 
109:19; Prov 31:24. Old Greek never uses an equivalent of the sort ἡ	ζώνη	
τῆς	ὀσφύος.

5:28

Old Greek and S conform the 3ms pronominal suffixes to the plural pro-
nouns, extending choices each made already in 5:26, 27.

Whereas OG renders אשר with ὧν (τὰ	 βέλη	 ὀξεῖά	 ἐστι), S elides it 
ܫ̈ܢܝܢܝܢ)  creating an asyndetic independent clause (contrast ,(ܓܐܪ̈ܝܗܘܢ 
לו || ܘܢܗܡܬܗܘܢ  This seems part of S’s decision about how to .(5:29 ,שאגה 
structure 5:27–29, on which see 5:29. The absence of the relative pro-
noun marks more clearly the shift from the soldiers’ behavior and dress 
to descriptions of appurtenances. On the other hand, +waw in ܘܢܗܡܬܗܘܢ || 
 at the outset of 5:29 links the similes describing their weapons at שאגה לו
the end of 5:28 with the comparison to lions.

52. κοπιάσουσιν and ܢܬܬܩܠܘܢ are regular equivalents for כשל in the respective 
translations (κοπιάω, 31:3; 63:13; 8:15 ;3:8 ,ܬܩܠ). S’s ݂עיף || ܢܬܛܪܦܘܢ matches its equiva-
lents in 8:23; 28:12.
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 in 21:15, while OG’s קשת דרוכה || ܩܫܬܐ ܕܡܠܝܐ is echoed in דרכות || ܡ̈ܠܝܢ
ἐντεταμένα is similar to its choice of τῶν	διατεταμένων for דרוכה in 21:15. 
στερεὰ	πέτρα (|| כצר, read as ֹכצר) is the equivalent for צר in 2:21, צור in 
51:1, and חלמיש in 50:7. Similarly, ܛܪܢܐ renders צר in 2:21 and צור in 2:10; 
8:14; 48:21.

Both OG and S lack an equivalent for כל (before קשתתיו), which is 
attested by 1QIsaa, V, and T. Although S might have passed over כל to 
enhance symmetry, as he seems to have done with בו and אשר, render-
ing כל would not have created awkwardness in the target language that an 
equivalent for בו would have after ܢܬܬܩܠܘܢ. Nevertheless, we lack sufficient 
information to judge whether S elided כל or if its Vorlage lacked it.

Like S, OG enforces regularity on verbal forms and pronominal suf-
fixes in 5:27 and lacks an equivalent for בו, which would likely have 
been as awkward with its verb (οὐδὲ	κοπιάσουσιν || בו  as with (ואין כושל 
S’s 53.ܢܬܬܩܠܘܢ On the other hand, OG represents the initial אשר (ὧν	 τὰ	
βέλη || אשר חציו), while it explicitizes גלגליו by adding τῶν	ἁρμάτων (cf. the 
association of the deity’s chariots with סופה in 66:15’s καὶ	ὡς	καταιγὶς	τὰ	
ἅρματα	αὐτοῦ || וכסופה מרכבתיו). It is not clear, however, that its lack of an 
equivalent for כל embodies a desire to rectify an imbalance between חציו 
 since ,(pace Van der Vorm-Croughs, 73–74) וכל קשתתיו דרכות and שנונים
elsewhere OG allows such an imbalance to stand (see appendix A). As in 
the case of S, we have too little information to render judgment.

5:29

 appear only here in Isaiah. ὁρμῶσιν utilizes the most frequent שאג and שאגה
equivalent for שאג in the Greek Bible (Judg 14:5; Jer 2:15; Ezek 22:25; Hos 
11:10; Zeph 3:3; 11:3; Pss 21[22]:14; 37[38]:9; 103[104]:21).54 Although 
καὶ	παρέστηκαν || ושאג is remarkable, ἅμα	ὡς	λέοντες	ἐξηγέρθησαν	καὶ	ὡς	
σκύμνοι	λεόντων || יחדו ככפרים ישאגו נערו כגורי אריות in Jer 28(51):38 like-
wise intuits a comparison to lions’ movements (even though ὠρύοντο ren-
ders ישאגו in Jer 2:15). Following οἱ	τροχοί	τῶν	ἁρμάτων	αὐτῶν, the Isaiah 

53. κοπιάω renders כשל again in 31:3; 63:13.
54. Its nominal cognate appears in Ezek 19:7: ὠρύματος	αὐτοῦ || שאגתו. Among 

the less frequent equivalents, ἐρεύγομαι “I declare” renders שאג in Hos 11:10; Amos 
3:4, 8; χρηματίζω renders it twice in Jer 32[25]:30, while other verbs for speaking 
occur singly: ἀνακεκράξω (Joel 4:16); κράζω (Ps 31[32]:3); φθέγγομαι (Amos 1:2); 
ἐγκαυχάομαι (Ps 73[74]:4); and βόαω (Job 37:4, subasterisk).
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translator appears to have perceived the swift arrival of lions as an essential 
point of comparison.

καὶ	βοήσεται || וינהם is identical to the rendering at the outset of 5:30, 
although here the translator (most likely) transposes καὶ	βοήσεται with καὶ	
ἐπιλήμψεται (|| ויאחז) to reflect the typical order of behavior.

Regardless of whether ܢܢܗܡ reflects ישאג (MT’s qere) or harmonizes it 
with וינהם, it places the latter verb in a relative clause: ܘܐܝܟ ܓܘܪܝܐ ܕܐܪܝܐ ܕܢܗܡ || 
 in contrast to its apparent elision of—(ܘܐܝܟ) In fact, its +waw .ככפירים וינהם
 ܘܐܝܟ ܓܘܪܝܐ as ככפירים וינהם in 5:28—together with its reformulation of אשר
 not least through ,ܘܢܗܡܬܗܘܢ ܐܝܟ ܐܪܝܐ ܢܢܗܡ make it a closer parallel to ,ܕܐܪܝܐ ܕܢܗܡ
use of grammatically singular ܐܪܝܐ in each clause.

The distinctive features of S noted since 5:27 create a clear structure. 
Following the report of the nations’ response to the divine summons 
(5:26), 5:27 begins a characterization of the approaching horde to which 
S gives tighter unity by its regularized use of 3 + ܠܐmp imperfect verbs, its 
consistent rendering of 3ms singular pronominal suffixes as grammatically 
plural, and its elision of (5:27) בו and (5:28) אשר that would otherwise dis-
rupt the symmetry. The list culminates in the parallel clauses ܘܢܗܡܬܗܘܢ ܐܝܟ 
-as gram ככפירים including the translation of ,ܐܪܝܐ ܢܢܗܡ ܘܐܝܟ ܓܘܪܝܐ ܕܐܪܝܐ ܕܢܗܡ
matically singular (ܓܘܪܝܐ ܕܐܪܝܐ) to coordinate with (ܕ)ܢܗܡ and the rendering 
of the waw of וינהם with the relative pronoun (ܕܢܗܡ).

5:30

ܚܛܘܦܝܐ .cf) והנה is likely a substitution for ܘܢܗܘܐ צעקה || ܘܗܘܐ   in 5:7 והנה 
and the apparent replacement of הנה with the explanatory particle in 5:26: 
 ,is a hapax legomenon עריפים .(והנה מהרה קל יבוא || ܕܒܥܓܠ ܘܩܠܝܠܐܝܬ ܢܐܬܘܢ
unfamiliarity with which might have prompted the choice of ܒܥܡܛܢܗܘܢ as 
a parallel to ܚܫܘܟܐ.

Syriac renders the 3fs suffix of ܒܥܡܛܢܗܘܢ in the 3mp, agreeing with 
 ܠܥܡ̈ܡܐ conforming the referents to the plural ,ונבט || ܘܢܚܘܪܘܢ and עליו || ܥܠܝܗܘܢ
in 5:26, as it has every pronoun after that. Old Greek does the same with δι᾿	
αὐτούς || עליו; καὶ	ἐμβλέψονται || ונבט; and ἐν	τῇ	ἀπορίᾳ	αὐτῶν || בעריפיה.

Although ὡς	φωνή || כנהמת is consistent with καὶ	βοήσεται || וינהם, 
the conjoined θαλάσσης	 κυμαινούσης || ים closely resembles ὡς	 θάλασσα	
κυμαίνουσα || כהמות ימים in 17:12.55 ἡ	πόλις	βοώντων || עיר הומיה in 22:2 

55. The only other instance of נהמה in the book is translated with στενάζω (ὡς	
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is reminiscent of καὶ	βοήσεται || וינהם, suggesting that ὡς	φωνὴ	θαλάσσης	
κυμαινούσης || כנהמת ים might entail a double rendering of נהמת, perhaps 
due to the frequent association of noise with waves (κύματα), as in 51:15 
(cf. Ps 65[64]:8).56

ἐν	τῇ	ἀπορίᾳ	αὐτῶν || בעריפיה, while doubtless a guess for the hapax 
legomenon, is just as surely coordinated with 8:22

	 	והנה צרה וחשכה καὶ	ἰδοὺ	θλῖψις	καὶ	στενοχωρία	καὶ	σκότος
	 σκότος	καὶ	στενὴ	ἀπορία מעוף צוקה ואפלה

Ziegler (138) considered the lack of an equivalent for ואור חשך evidence 
that it was absent from OG’s Vorlage, since “es wäre ja auffallend, wenn 
sie diese bekannten Wörter gelesen, aber nicht übersetzt hätte.” He infers 
that they are probably “eine Glosse, die dasselbe wie 8,23a besagen will: 
‘aber Licht wird die Finsternis’ (also das Gegnteil von MT).”57 However, 
Ziegler’s conviction that the translator would have translated ואור חשך if 
present in his Vorlage overlooks the translator’s tendency to omit repeated 
words or synonyms (חשך) and omit words difficult to integrate (אור). 
Thus, the lack of an equivalent seems weak grounds on which to judge the 
words absent from the Vorlage. ואור חשך is attested by 1QIsaa, S, and V (T 
is too paraphrastic to permit perception of its Vorlage).

ἀποθνῄσκοντες	 στενάξουσιν || כמתים  while ,([end of 59:10 and start of 5:11] נהמה 
equivalents for המה are ἠχέω (16:11; 51:15); and βοάω (22:2).

56. Although φωνὴ	αὐτοῦ	ὡς	θάλασσα	κυμαίνουσα || קולם כים יהמה in Jer 6:23 is 
reminiscent of Isa 5:30, κυμαίνω is used frequently in descriptions of the sea through-
out Greek literature, from Homer on (see LSJ and GELS, s.v. “κυμαίνω”), vacating sus-
picion of dependence of OG-Jeremiah on OG-Isaiah. Certainly ὡς	ποταμοὶ	κυμαίνουσιν	
ὕδωρ || כנהרות יתגעשו מימיו in Jer 26[46]:7 is explicable without that hypothesis.

57. If it is a secondary insertion, MT’s vocalization (ְוָאוֹר חָשַׁך) might rightly see it 
as correlative to 8:22–9:1, where the reverse process occurs.





Isaiah 6

6:1

καὶ	ἐγένετο (> MT) most frequently renders 38:4 ;37:1 ;36:1 ;12:2 ;7:1) ויהי; 
48:19; 63:8).1 We might suspect that the translator himself supplied καὶ	
ἐγένετο to introduce the genitive τοῦ	ἐνιαυτοῦ, if it were not for 14:28 (τοῦ	
ἔτους	οὗ	ἀπέθανεν	Αχαζ	ὁ	βασιλεύς || בשנת מות המלך אחז) and 20:1 (τοῦ	
ἔτους	οὗ	εἰσῆλθε	Ταναθαν	εἰς	Ἄζωτον || בשנת בא תרתן אשדודה), where a 
genitive noun serves as a clause-initial temporal phrase. In that light, and 
given OG’s regular use of καὶ	ἐγένετο for ויהי, as well as the rarity of +καὶ	
ἐγένετο, OG’s Vorlage likely read ויהי בשנת מות המלך עזיהו, a scribe having 
supplied ויהי to conform the phrase to the typical construction for a tem-
poral clause (cf. 7:1).

For the translator’s reformulation of a construct phrase with a relative 
clause here (τοῦ	ἐνιαυτοῦ	οὗ	ἀπέθανεν	Οζίας || בשנת מות המלך עזיהו), in 
14:28; and in 20:1, see the examples Van der Vorm-Croughs (105) cites 
from elsewhere in OG-Isaiah. For the order Οζίας	ὁ	βασιλεύς || המלך עזיהו, 
compare Αχαζ	ὁ	βασιλεύς || המלך אחז in 14:28, both of which reflect the 
more common order (e.g., 7:1; 8:6), although this might already have been 
effected in the OG’s Vorlage in each place.

As an equivalent for מות, S employs a relative pronoun + peal 3ms per-
fect, ܕܡܝܬ. Its ואראה || ܚܙܝܬ omits the waw apodosis in accord with target 
language norms.

1. Conversely, ויהי is rendered with καὶ	ἔσται in 9:18; καὶ	ἔσονται in 22:7; ἐγένετο	
ἄν in 48:18 (irreal apodosis); and ויהי הוא משתחוה in 37:38 is reformulated as καὶ	ἐν	τᾠ	
αὐτὸν	προσκυνεῖν. In 42:22 καὶ	ἐγένετο aligns with והוא: (καὶ	εἶδον) καὶ	ἐγένετο	ὁ	λαὸς	
πεπρονομευμένος	καὶ	διηρπασμένος || והוא עם בזוז ושסוי. OG’s nearly uniform rendering 
of והיה with καὶ	ἔσται undercuts positing that its Vorlage read והיה for והוא. Notably, 
καὶ	ἐγένετο there joins with καὶ	εἶδον, continuing the clause, and is thus probably a 
substitute for והוא.

-143 -
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 ,as nominal נשא suggests that the translator understood ונשא || ܘܫܩܠܐ
“a lifting.”2 ܫܩܠ is the equivalent for נשא elsewhere in S (e.g., 1:14; 2:4, 
12). The translation of the initial waw of ושוליו with dālat (ܕܫ̈ܦܘܠܘܗܝ) is 
comparable to ܕܢܗ݂ܡ ܕܐܪܝܐ  וינהם || ܓܘܪܝܐ   in 5:29. Although dālat ככפירים 
there functions as a relative pronoun, both instances reformulate syntactic 
relationships.

It seems less likely that ܗܝܟܠܗ attests היכלו than that the pronomi-
nal suffix conveys the force of articular ההיכל as anaphorically referring 
to אדני.

καὶ	πλήρης	ὁ	οἶκος	τῆς	δόξης	αὐτοῦ || ושוליו מלאים את ההיכל harmo-
nizes with πλήρης	πᾶσα	ἡ	γῆ	τῆς	δόξης	αὐτοῦ || מלא כל הארץ כבודו in 6:3 
(cf. T’s ומזיו יקריה אתמלי היכלא, parallel to מליא כל ארעא זיו יקריה in 6:3). 
 might well have been unfamiliar to the translator, as suggested by שוליו
comparison with τὰ	ὀπίσθιά	σου || שוליך in Jer 13:22, 26; Nah 3:5; and πρὸς	
ποδῶν	αὐτῆς || בשוליה in Lam 1:9. Regarding the translator’s interest in the 
theme of δόξα, see Troxel, 128–31.

6:2

Although S’s ܡܢܗ ܠܥܠ   fittingly renders the spatial relationship ܩܝܡܝܢ 
in לו  αὐτοῦ, even	κύκλῳ	OG renders this with εἱστήκεισαν ,עמדים ממעל 
though OG’s ἐπάνω	τῶν	ἄστρων	τοῦ	θεοῦ || ממעל לכוכבי אל in 14:13; and 
εὐφρανθήτω	ὁ	οὐρανὸς	ἄνωθεν || הרעיפו שמים ממעל in 45:8 show that the 
translator comprehended the construction. Wildberger is likely justified 
in speculating that “it would not set well with the translator that the sera-
phim should be standing over their divine Lord.”3 Although it is possible 
that a scribe had already replaced ממעל with סביב from a similar motiva-
tion, no such reading survives in any witness.

Both S and OG modify the repeated שש כנפים שש כנפים: S by repeating 
only the numeral (ܫܬܐ ܫܬܐ ܓܦܝ̈ܢ), as is typical of distributive expressions 
in Syriac (Nöldeke §240); OG does so by adding τᾠ	ἑνί to each phrase (ἓξ	
πτέρυγες	τᾠ	ἑνὶ	καὶ	ἓξ	πτέρυγες	τᾠ	ἑνί).

Syriac’s +ܡܢܗܘܢ explicitizes the implied partitive in לאחד, at the same 
time that it modifies the grammatical number of the participles to plural: 

2. This translator’s renderings are not sufficiently stereotypical to assume that his 
Vorlage read משא, as Warszawski (18) proposes.

3. Wildberger, Isaiah 1–12, 249.
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 Old Greek also explicitizes the plurality of seraphim .ܦܪ̈ܚ݁ܝܢ ,ܡܟܣܝܢ ,ܡܟܣܝܢ
via grammatically plural verbs: κατεκάλυπτον,	κατεκάλυπτον,	ἐπέταντο.

6:3

Old Greek and S render וקרא with grammatically plural forms (καὶ	
ἐκέκραγον/ܘܩܪܝܢ), consistent with their modification of verbs in 6:2. 1QIsaa’s 
 זה likely attests a similar harmonization with the plural implicit in וקראים
-to a grammati ואמר On the other hand, although OG also modifies 4.אל זה
cally plural form (καὶ	 ἔλεγον), S renders it with grammatically singular 
.implicitly assigning the words to one seraph at a time ,ܘܐܡܪ

The punctuation of MS 7a1 carries a distinctive phrasing of קדוש קדוש 
.ܩܕܝܫ ܩܕܝܫ. ܩܕܝܫ ܡܪܝܐ ܚܝܠܬܢܐ :קדוש placing a break after the second ,קדוש

6:4

καὶ	ἐπήρθη (|| וינעו) might attest a form of נשא, an equivalent found in 6:1 
(καὶ	ἐπηρμένου || ונשא), since ἐπαίρω appears only in these verses within 
the book. Old Greek renders נוע elsewhere with ἐξίστημι (7:2[1]); σαλεύω 
(7:2[2]; 19:1); κλίνω (24:20[1]); σείω (24:20[2]); and κινέω (37:22) (it gives no 
equivalent for נעו in 29:9). Although Goshen-Gottstein (כב) deflects the 
conclusion that OG reads נשא by suggesting that καὶ	 ἐπήρθη is exegeti-
cally related to Ps 23(24):7 (ἄρατε	πύλας || שאו שערים), it is not clear what 
would trigger such an association. Neither does καὶ	ἐπήρθη seem a likely 
semantic substitute for וינעו, since σαλεύω, κλίνω, σείω, or κινέω would fit 
the sense well. Old Greek’s Vorlage likely read either וישאו or ונשאו.

ܣܟܦܬܐ ܕܬܪ̈ܥܐ
̈
 אמות the lintels of the gates” is an intelligible rendering of“ ܐ

 although its quantitatively matched equivalent differs from OG’s ,הספים
single term, τὸ	ὑπέρθυρον, one of nine times when OG uses a compound 
Greek word to translate two or more Hebrew words.5 Syriac uses סף || ܬܪܥܐ 
in Judg 19:27; 1 Kgs 14:17; 2 Kgs 12:10; 22:4; 23:4; 25:18 et passim.

Old Greek’s ἧς	ἐκέκραγον || הקורא extends its shift of verbal forms into 
the grammatical plural that began in 6:2–3, whereas S reads ܩܪܐ, in concert 
with its shift from plural verb forms to singular that began with וינעו || ܘܙܥ 
earlier in the verse.

4. 1QIsaa also lacks ואמר, as well as one instance of קדוש.
5. Emanuel Tov, “Compound Words in the LXX Representing Two or More 

Hebrew Words,” Bib 58 (1977): 206–12.
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6:5

Although τάλας frequently occurs in laments in works composed in Greek 
(see 4 Macc 8:17; 12:4; Wisd 15:14), it appears only here in translations 
from Hebrew, reflecting the translator’s concern for acceptability in the 
target language.

 renders the second ܘܬܘܪܘ has a parallel in 15:1, where נדמיתי || ܕܬܘܝܪ ܐܢܐ
instance of נדמה in the verse (ܘܬܡܗܘ translates the first). κατανένυγμαι 
 elsewhere in the דמה is unparalleled among equivalents for נדמיתי ||
Bible, which are either ὁμοιόω (Hos 4:5, 6; Zeph 1:1; Ps 48[49]:13, 21) or 
ἀπορίπτω (Hos 10:7, 15; Obad 1:5). On the other hand, κατανενυγμένη || 
 ;elsewhere (Lev 10:3 דמם || in 47:5 and instances of κατανύσσομαι דומם
Pss 4:5; 29[30]:13; 35[36]:15) parallel the translator’s use of κατανένυγμαι 
here.6 נדמיתי ||

Although S translates the first occurrence of טמא שפתים precisely with 
-cor ܕܛܡ̈ܐܢ ܣ̈ܦܘܬܗ its translation of the second occurrence with ,ܛܡܐ ܣ̈ܦܘܬܐ
relates with the distinction between ܛܡܐ as modifier of ܓܒܪܐ and the rela-
tive clause ܕܛܡ̈ܐܢ ܣ̈ܦܘܬܗ, whose 3ms pronominal suffix is anaphoric to ܥܡܐ. 
They differ in whether “unclean” modifies the person (ܓܒܪܐ) or the lips 
.ultimately a rather subtle difference ,(ܛܡ̈ܐܢ)

Old Greek, on the other hand, pairs its equivalent for each instance 
of טמא closely with χείλη. In the first case it creates two independent par-
ticipial phrases:	ἄνθρωπος	ὢν	καὶ	ἀκάθαρτα	χείλη	ἔχων. In the second, it 
gives a single clause in which ἀκάθαρτα	χείλη	ἔχοντος modifies λαοῦ.

The insertion of ὤν, ἔχων, and ἔχοντος in each case surpasses adequacy. 
The ὅτι preceding ἄνθρωπος (|| כי איש) introduces the reason for his peril. 
The insertion of ὢν	 καί and the substitution of ἔχων for a pronominal 
equivalent to (2)אנכי create two circumstantial clauses. Even though the 
central predication (ἐγὼ	οἰκῶ) is about where he lives, defined in terms of 
people who also “have unclean lips” (ἔχοντος modifying λαοῦ), the speaker’s 
description of himself is the focus. The circumstantial participles highlight 
his predicament as his humanity: “since I am a man and have unclean lips.”

Similarly, his rendering of עיני with the instrumental case shifts it from 
subject to a utility of the speaker: εἶδον	τοῖς	ὀφθαλμοῖς	μου. καί (|| כי) at 
the outset of that clause, followed by εἶδον, places this assertion on the 
same plane as the first, allowing the inference that the problem with seeing 

6. Regarding the absence of a rendering of נדמה in 15:1; 23:1, 14, see appendix C.
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the Kyrios is inherent in being a corrupt human. Whatever the transla-
tor’s conception of “unclean lips,” his sentence structure conveys a notion 
that innate corruption separates humanity from the deity, over against the 
assumption of the Hebrew that Isaiah’s lips must be purified to speak in 
the divine council.

Syriac likewise translates the third כי with a simple conjunction but 
renders ̈ܥܝܢܝ as the subject of the clause.7 For S, having unclean lips and 
living amid people in the same state is a predicament, but seeing the Lord 
in S is not as clearly infused with the dire anthropology implied by OG.

6:6

Even if καὶ	ἀπεστάλη would typically betoken a form such as וישלח (cf. 
6:8; 9:7) in place of ויעף, it seems likely that the translator inferred from 
the seraphims’ role as divine attendants that the Kyrios’s dispatch of the 
seraph was implied.

Old Greek supplies εἶχεν as part of its reformulation of the relationship 
of ובידו רצפה for the target language, including its rendering of במלקחים 
-Although S’s equiva 8.רצפה as a relative clause modifying לקח מעל המזבח
lents are transparent to the Hebrew, it reorders them, placing ܫܩܠ after 
 to the end. This proved necessary when he ܒܟܠܒܬܐ and postponing ܓܡܘܪܬܐ
considered ובידו רצפה the beginning of a new clause rather than a circum-
stantial clause modifying what precedes it.

6:7

Syriac supplies ܠܝ as indirect object to ܘܐܡܪ, as he will again in 6:9. He has 
a penchant for explicitizing the indirect object with verbs of speaking (cf. 
3:6; 4:1).

Syriac translates both instances of נגע as transitive, employing the pael 
of ܩܪܒ, as in 5:8. The translator’s rendering of נגע זה על שפתיך  with הנה 
ܠܣ̈ܦܘܬܟ ܗܕܐ  ܩܪܒܬ   ,ܘܩܪܒ makes clear that the seraph is the subject of ܗܐ 

7. The relationship between the clauses expressed by כי was likely as obscure to 
OG and S as it often has been to subsequent interpreters, so that their common simple 
conjunction unlikely reflects a variant.

8. The translator elsewhere reformulates asyndetic relationships via a relative 
clause that creates hypotaxis (e.g., 1:21; 7:20). For a catalog of cases, see Van der Vorm-
Croughs, 102–3.



148 ISAIAH 6

since the 1cs form identifies the speaker with the subject of ܘܩܪܒ. This is 
doubtless attributable to the translator, since retroversion of ܩܪܒܬ  would 
produce הגעתי, which is graphically distant from נגע.

Conversely, although one might assume that the subject of καὶ	ἥψατο 
is the seraph, with ἄνθρακα the implied object, the following ἰδοὺ	ἥψατο	
τοῦτο	 τῶν	 χειλέων	 σου suggests that ἄνθραξ is subject. That inference is 
supported by ἀφελεῖ and περικαθαριεῖ later in the seraph’s utterance.

For περικαθαριεῖ || תכפר compare οὐ	μὴ	δυνήσῃ	καθαρὰ	γενέσθαι || לא 
 employs וסר עונך || σου	ἀνομίας	τὰς	ἀφελεῖ	in 47:11. Its prior καὶ תוכלי כפרה
a lexeme it uses for כפר in 27:9; 28:18, while manipulating transitivity (cf. 
ἀφεῖλεν || 7:17 ,סור), as happens frequently in the book (Seeligmann, 56).

The contrast in grammatical number between OG’s τὰς	ἀνομίας	σου	
καὶ	τὰς	ἁμαρτίας	σου and S’s (עונך וחטאתך ||)  ܥܘܠܟ ܘܚܛܗܝܟ suggests that 
S renders עונך precisely, whereas τὰς	ἁμαρτίας	σου is a shift by the transla-
tor to match the grammatical number of καὶ	τὰς	ἀνομίας	σου (cf. וחטאותיך 
in 1QIsaa, whereas its עוונך agrees in grammatical number with MT). As 
noted at 5:18, OG and S frequently render grammatically singular forms 
of עון and חטאה with grammatically plural nouns. Their renderings of 
	whether as an independent noun (e.g., ἁμαρτίας ,חטאת ἐφ᾿	 ἁμαρτίαις/
 ,.or with pronominal suffixes (e.g (30:1 ,חטאת על חטאת || ܚ̈ܛܗܐ ܥܠ ܚ̈ܛܗܐ
αὐτοῦ	τὴν	ἁμαρτίαν/27:9 ,וחטאתם || ܚܛܝܬܗ), typically agree in grammatical 
number, while their occasional differences (e.g., ἁμαρτίαν	αὐτῶν/ܘܚ̈ܛܗܝܗܘܢ 
 is read as grammatically חטאת in 3:9) have to do with whether וחטאתם ||
singular or plural.

On the other hand, every instance of ܥܘܠܐ is inflected in the grammati-
cal singular, as it is here, despite being conjoined with 9.וחטאתך || ܘܚܛܗܝܟ 
When the translator renders עון with a plural noun, he always uses ܚ̈ܛܗܐ  
10.(64:8 ,עון ;64:6 ,עוננו ;64:5 ,ועוננו || ܚ̈ܛܗܝܢ ;53:6 ,עון || ܚ̈ܛܗܐ)

Syriac’s תכפר || ܢܫܬܒܩܘܢ transmutes כפר into the idea of forgiveness, 
as it does with יכפר || ܢܫܬܒܩ in 27:9, whose subject is עון ||) ܥܘܠܗ ܕܝܥܩܘܒ 
 ܘܢܫܬܒܩ ܠܗ This word choice will become especially significant with .(יעקב
.in 6:10 (q.v.) ורפא לו ||

9. Although ואסירה כל בדיליך || ܘܐܥܒܪ ܥܘ̈ܠܝܟܝ ܟܠܗܘܢ occurs in 1:25, the paral-
lel phrase ואצרף כבר סיגיך || ܘܐܨܪ̈ܘܦ ܡܪ̈ܘܕܝܟܝ ܠܕܟܝܘ reveals ܥܘ̈ܠܝܟܝ to be the hom-
onymic adjective, which appears again in 46:8; 53:12.

10. Notably, in 43:24 בעונתיך ||  ܘܒܥܘܠܟ (OG καὶ	ἐν	ταῖς	ἀδικίαις	σου) agrees with 
1QIsaa’s בעונכה (T and V use grammatically plural nouns).
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Although ܫܒܩ translates כפר in the Torah, it does so only in phrases 
where the topic is remission of sin (e.g., אולי אכפרה || ܛܟ ܢܫܒܘܩ ܠܚ̈ܘܒܝܟܘܢ 
 are rendered כפר Exod 32:20), while explicitly cultic uses of ,בעד חטאתכם
with ܚܣܐ (e.g., Exod 29:36; 30:15), even when accompanied by a term for 
sin (e.g., וכפר || ܘܢܚܣܐ ܐܗܪܘܢ ܥܠ ܩܪ̈ܢܬܗ ܕܡܕܒܚܐ ܚܕܐ ܒܫܢܬܐ ܡܢ ܕܡܐ ܕܚܛܗܐ ܕܚܘܣܝܐ 
 Exod 30:10). Emblematic of ,אהרן על קרנתיו אחת בשנה מדם חטאת הכפרים
the relationship is וכפר עלהם הכהן ונסלח || ܘܢܚܣܐ ܥܠܝܗܘܢ ܟܗܢܐ ܘܢܫܬܒܩ ܠܗܘܢ 
.in Lev 4:20 להם

6:8

Notable are S’s lack of an equivalent for (ומי ילך לנו || ܘܡܢ ܢܐܙܠ) לנו and OG’s 
explicitizing expansion—καὶ	τίς	πορεύσεται	πρὸς	τὸν	λαὸν	τοῦτον—likely 
based on לעם הזה in 6:9 (Ziegler, 62). Although it is possible that הזה לעם 
had already replaced לנו in the Vorlage, no other evidence of that survives. 
V reads et quis ibit nobis, which Jerome describes as in accord with “all 
other interpreters,” despite his uncertainty as to “with what purpose LXX 
put down ‘to that people,’ ” while citing Gen 1:26 to claim that לנו refers to 
the Trinity.11 Likely OG and S found alternative ways of surmounting the 
implication of multiple divine beings (a council).

6:9

Syriac supplies ܠܝ as indirect object after a verb of speaking, as in 6:7.
Old Greek’s equivalents ἀκοᾐ	ἀκούσετε || שמעו שמוע and καὶ	βλέποντες	

βλέψετε || ראו  adopt two ways of handling the infinitive absolute וראו 
common among Greek translators of the Hebrew books: dative + finite 
verb (cf. Gen 2:16, 17 et passim), participle + finite verb (cf. Gen 3:16; 
15:13 et passim). Athough οὐ	μή + subjunctive in Attic is an intensified 
negation, it often loses that force in Koine (BDF §365). The shift from the 
volative implied by אל to the simple future in Greek was exampled already 
in 2:9’s καὶ	οὐ	μὴ	ἀνήσω	αὐτούς || ואל תשא להם.

6:10

Syriac’s ܐܬܥܒܝ could be parsed as an imperative, if not for ܠܗ, which signals 
that it is a 3ms perfect, with ܠܒܗ its subject and with ܠܗ as ethical dative. 

11. Jerome, Commentaires de Jerome, 321, my translation.
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Like S, OG translates השמן with past tense verbs in the passive voice. ܐܬܥܒܝ 
draws on a standard equivalent for the idiom of “hardening the heart” in 
the Pentateuch (Exod 7:22; 9:35; 14:17; 8:11). Old Greek-Pentateuch uses 
σκληρύνω (Exod 7:22; 9:35; 14:7) or βαρύνω (Exod 8:11) for that idiom, 
whereas OG-Isaiah’s ἐπαχύνθη seems to rest on semantic analysis of השמן, 
as confirmed by παχύς || שמנים in 28:1; and supported by ἐπαχύνθη	ἀπὸ	
στέατος || הדשנה מחלב in 34:6.

The conjunction ܓܝܪ marks this sentence as explaining 6:9.
Although ܐܘܩܪ and ܥܡܨ could be imperatives or 3ms perfects, more 

likely, in the wake of ܐܬܥܒܝ, they are zero-termination 3fs perfects. SyrLex 
(s.v. “ܝܩܪ”) documents instances of the aphel of ܝܩܪ as intransitive, including 
a case with ܐܕܢܝܗܘܢ. SyrLex also reports that ܥܡܨ can be either transitive or 
intransitive in the peal.

Whereas S translates הכבד with a single verb (ܐܘܩܪ), OG elaborates the 
semantics with βαρέως	ἤκουσαν.

Old Greek understands העם הזה as the subject of the remaining verbs, 
whose grammatical number it modifies to explicitate the collective force: 
ἤκουσαν || הכבד; ἐκάμμυσαν || השע; ἴδωσι || יראה; ἀκούσωσι || 12 ישמע; 
συνῶσι || יבין; καὶ	ἐπιστρέψωσι || ושב. Correlatively, it shifts the grammati-
cal number of the 3ms pronominal suffixes to plural: καὶ	τοῖς	ὠσὶν	αὐτῶν || 
 Syriac, on the other hand, inflects .ועיניו || αὐτῶν	ὀφθαλμοὺς	τοὺς	καὶ ;ואזניו
all forms as grammatically singular.

The equivalents to MT’s ולבבו in OG (καὶ	τῇ	καρδίᾳ) and S (ܒܠܒܗ) 
accord with בלבבו in 1QIsaa and ובלבבו in 4Q60. Although this raises the 
possibility that they found bet in their Vorlagen, it is equally possible that 
one or both translators effected the shift to accord with their renderings of 
.ובאזניו and בעיניו

Despite OG and S’s similar renderings of השמן in the past tense and 
the passive voice and their similar supply of explanatory γάρ/ܓܝܪ , their 
renderings of verbs in 6:9 suggest that those similarities are coincidental. 
Old Greek’s future-tense verbs in 6:9 predict the people’s difficulty hear-
ing and seeing, owing to the impairment of their hearts, ears, and eyes 
recounted in 6:10. By contrast, S renders the verbs of 6:9 as imperatives 
whose accompanying prohibition of gaining “insight” or “knowledge” are 
explained by 6:10’s description of impaired senses.

12. 1QIsaa reads ישמעו but has the grammatically singular suffix in בלבבו, while 
its remaining verbs are conjugated in the singular number.
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Equally differentiating OG and S are their equivalents for ורפא. Syri-
ac’s ורפא || ܘܢܫܬܒܩ echoes its תכפר || ܢܫܬܒܩܘܢ in 6:7 (q.v.), while correlating 
well with ܘܢܬܘܒ, and makes a natural complement for לו || ܠܗ. Old Greek, 
on the other hand, renders ורפא לו with καὶ	 ἰάσομαι	αὐτούς, providing a 
counterpoint to the people’s willful obduracy by stating what the Kyrios 
would have done for them (with αὐτούς || לו cf. ἅγιοι	κληθήσονται || קדוש 
.(in 4:3 יאמר לו

6:11

Noteworthy for its stylistic awareness is πόλεις	παρὰ	τὸ	μὴ	κατοικεῖσθαι	καὶ	
οἶκοι	παρὰ	τὸ	μὴ	εἶναι	ἀνθρώπους || ערים מאין יושב ובתים מאין אדם. While 
using semantically apt equivalents, it conveys elegantly the effects of the 
parallel clauses in Hebrew, accommodated to Greek grammatical struc-
tures.

Although Goshen-Gottstein (כג) explores the possibility that 
καταλειφθήσεται betrays תשאר (which he reports stands in one Kennicott 
manuscript), he astutely compares 24:12, whose καὶ	 καταλειφθήσονται	
πόλεις	 ἔρημοι	καὶ	 οἶκοι	 ἐγκαταλελειμμένοι	ἀπολοῦνται || בעיר שמה  נשאר 
.is dependent on this passage (cf. Ziegler, 144–45) ושאיה יכת שער

Syriac’s ܘܬܨܕܐ assumes analysis of שממה as a verb, to which the transla-
tor prefixed a conjunction. Less likely, a waw might already have stood in 
his Vorlage, which would have precluded analysis of שממה as a predicate 
adjunct. Old Greek’s Vorlage apparently read simply שממה, which it con-
strued as adjectival: ἔρημος (cf. 1:7).

6:12

καὶ	μετὰ	ταῦτα	μακρυνεῖ || ורחק is comparable to +καὶ	νῦν in 2:5, 10; +διότι	
νῦν	in 3:8; and +ἀλλὰ	νῦν in 3:13, as well as cases where νῦν	+ conjunction 
replaces particles (e.g., νῦν	δὲ	εἰς	ᾅδου || 14:15 ,אך אל שאול; καὶ	νῦν	πῦρ	τοὺς	
ὑπεναντίους	ἔδεται || 26:11 ,אף אש צריך תאכלם). μετὰ	ταῦτα is the equiva-
lent for אחרי כן in 1:26 and for אחרון in 44:6 but inserted by the translator 
here to explicitize a sequence of actions.

Analyzing ורבה as waw + verb (cf. ܘܬܣܓܐ), OG conjugated it in the 
grammatical plural (πληθυνθήσονται), coordinate with οἱ	καταλειφθέντες 
	Given τὸ .העזובה || καταλειφθὲν	 τοῦ	 Ισραηλ || ישראל 	in 4:2, τὸ לפליטת 
καταλειφθὲν	ἐν	Ιερουσαλημ || והנותר בירושלם in 4:3, and πᾶς	ὁ	καταλειφθεὶς	
ἐπὶ	 τῆς	γῆς || הארץ בקרב  הנותר  -in 7:22, his choice of the grammati כל 
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cal plural οἱ	 καταλειφθέντες	 πληθυνθήσονται || העזובה  must be ורבה 
seen as significant. As Seeligman (116) observed, καὶ	 οἱ	 καταλειφθέντες	
πληθυνθήσονται renders העזובה not “in its abstract but in its concrete 
meaning (i.e., the community which was left behind and spared).”

Although Seeligmann (116) detected in this the translator’s “amal-
gamation of prophetic with contemporaneous expectations regarding 
the future” having to do with the Egyptian diaspora, and Ziegler (139) 
observes, “Die Idee des Restes spielt beim Js-Übers. eine große Rolle,” the 
decision to render both ורבה and העזובה with grammatically plural forms 
was likely simply of a piece with his rendering of אדם with ἀνθρώπους in 
both 6:11, 12. In fact, articular τοὺς	ἀνθρώπους here is most readily under-
stood as anaphoric to ἀνθρώπους in 6:11, whose removal would result in 
the prolific growth of those remaining. Whatever motivated the rendering 
of phrases about a remnant elsewhere, the translator’s decisions here seem 
to derive from this context.

ἐπὶ	τῆς	γῆς || בקרב הארץ is common in Isaiah (e.g., 5:8; 7:22; 19:24).

6:13

Syriac renders ועוד בה as a noun phrase (ܘܕܦܝܫܝܢ ܒܗ) whose predicate is ܚܕ 
 ,Those who remain in it are one-tenth.”13 Old Greek, by contrast“ :ܡܢ ܥܣܪ̈ܐ
retains the adverbial force of ועוד via καὶ	ἔτι: “and yet upon it is a tenth.”

εἰς	προνομήν || לבער recalls εἰς	διαρπαγήν || לבער in 5:5 and, as there, 
is part of this translator’s heightened motif of plunder as a form of divine 
punishment (see the comments at 5:5).

Although ὅταν	ἐκπέσῃ is the formal equivalent for בשלכת, its choice 
is less likely based on perceived semantics than on the translator’s assess-
ment of the source domain of the metaphor as an agrarian image entail-
ing ejection of a seed from its “husk.”14 βάλανος (|| אלון) likely denotes 
the acorn rather than the oak tree, since in its only other appearance 
βάλανος is conjoined with δένδρον to designate the tree (δένδρον	βαλάνου	
Βασαν || 2:13 ,אלוני הבשן). Accordingly, τῆς	θήκης	αὐτῆς (likely a guess 
for מצבת), probably designates the acorn’s outer shell, whose loss makes 

13. Although ܦܘܫ appears forty other times in the Bible (never elsewhere in 
Isaiah), the closest parallel is ועודנו || ܐܢ ܦܐܫ ܐܢܬ in Jer 40:5.

14. On 1QIsaa’s משלכת and במה, see Troxel, “Writing a Commentary,” 121, 124–
25. For the agrarian image, see Troxel, “Economic Plunder,” 386 n. 53.
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it vulnerable, thereby serving as a metaphor for the land’s exposure to 
repeated plundering.15

Karl Budde’s argument that the feminine pronoun in τῆς	θήκης	αὐτῆς 
shows that a scribe’s eye skipped from מצבת to מצבתה would be compelling 
if this were a translator who hewed strictly to his Vorlage.16 Not only does 
this one show a willingness to reformulate clauses and sentences, but he 
also has a penchant for condensing repeated or synonymous words. Else-
where he inserts a personal pronoun in the genitive to explicitize the refer-
ent or modifies one to suit the context (see Troxel, 138). He might, then, 
have modified the pronominal suffix in מצבת בם to clarify its antecedent 
as the feminine noun βάλανος. Thus, his Vorlage must remain uncertain.

Although I once judged that ܕܢܦܠ ܡܢ ܩܥܪܬܗ “which fell from its gourd” 
betrays reliance on the OG, further consideration reveals that the only sig-
nificant tie between S and OG is ἐκπέσῃ/ 17.ܢܦܠ Whereas OG employs it in 
a temporal phrase to modify βάλανος, S prefixes a relative pronoun to ܢܦܠ 
so that it modifies ܒܠܘܛܐ, to which the “seed” is compared. The preposition 
“from” (both OG and S) is derivable from (צבת)מ. The translators interpret 
the morphology and semantics distinctly, with each offering a guess for 
.There is no evidence of collusion .(מ)צבת

15. For other interpretations of OG’s intent, see Troxel, “Writing a Commen-
tary,” 122.

16. Karl Budde, “Über die Schranken, die Jesajas prophetischer Botschaft zu 
setzen sind,” ZAW 41 (1923): 167.

17. Troxel, “Writing a Commentary,” 121 n. 91.





Isaiah 7

7:1

Αχαζ	τοῦ	Ιωαθαμ || אחז בן יותם is distinctive, inasmuch as the translator 
gives an equivalent for בן in τοῦ	υἱοῦ	Οζίου || בן עזיהו and καὶ	Φακεε	υἱὸς	
Ρομελίου || ופקח בן רמליהו, and does so again in 7:4, 6, and 9, as well as 
often elsewhere (e.g., 1:1; 2:1; 8:2, 6; 13:1; 20:2). On the other hand, Van 
der Vorm-Croughs (136) notes that “בן־ used in patronyms is now and 
then not represented in LXX Isaiah,” as in 36:3, 22 (Ελιακιμ	ὁ	τοῦ	Χελκίου 
 even though it ,(ויואח בן אסף || Ασαφ	τοῦ	ὁ	Ιωαχ	καὶ … אליקים בן חלקיהו ||
is rendered again in 37:2, 21; 38:1; and 39:1. Because the use of the geni-
tive case to denote parent-child relationships is common in Greek (Smyth 
§1301), nothing can be inferred from the lack of an equivalent for בן.

Both OG and S translate למלחמה with an infinitive (πολεμῆσαι/
 parallel יכל || ܐܫܟܚܘ/Meanwhile, their 3mp forms ἠδυνήθησαν .(ܠܡܬܟܬܫܘ
 in 1QIsaa, although this is a change any tradent might make to force יכלו
agreement with the plural subject (there is no evident trigger for omission 
of final waw). Compare 7:5, where both OG and S render יעץ as gram-
matically plural to coordinate with the subject, whereas 1QIsaa reads יעץ, 
in concord with MT.

All of these changes plausibly evince polygenesis. Indeed, whereas OG 
uses distinct verbs for למלחמה and להלחם (πολεμῆσαι	αὐτήν … πολιορκῆσαι	
αὐτήν), S uses the same verb, varying equivalents only for the two occur-
rences of 1.ܠܡܬܟܬܫܘ ܥܡܗ … ܕܢܬܟܬܫܘܢ ܥܠܝܗ :עליה

1. The same equivalent occurs in 37:8 (πολιορκοῦντα || נלחם ); 37:9 (πολιορκῆσαι || 
.in Josh 1:29; 10:31, 34 וילחם || ἐπολιόρκει	Cf. καὶ .( להלחם

-155 -
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7:2

 tolerate omission of an explicit (ܕܐܫܬܘܝ) and recitative dālat ויג || ܘܐܬܐܡܪ
equivalent for לאמר.

Syriac’s נחה || ܕܐܫܬܘܝ need not evince dependence on OG’s συνεφώνησεν, 
since both are reasonable guesses as to what “rest on” might mean (cf. 
.אתחבר in Job 22:2, 21).2 Compare T’s סכן || ܐܫܬܘܝ

Whereas S renders both instances of נוע with semantically equivalent 
 resolves the metaphor. Old Greek וינע לבבו || αὐτοῦ	ψυχὴ	ἡ	ἐξέστη	καὶ ,ܙܘܥ
matches equivalents for לבב to the context, often using καρδία when refer-
ring metaphorically to the center of one’s being (e.g., 1:5; 9:8; 19:1; 32:4; 
47:8), ψυχή when emotional turmoil is implied (cf. 7:4; 13:7), and διανοίᾳ 
(14:13) or νοῦς (10:7, 12) when it is a matter of mental activity. Although 
there are cases of καρδία or ψυχή that diverge from these uses (e.g., 6:10; 
10:7; 49:21; 60:5), the translator seems often to have considered the seman-
tics in choosing an equivalent.

Syriac’s ܐܝܟ ܕܙܝܥܝܢ ܐܝ̈ܠܢܐ ܕܥܒܐ reformulates כנוע עצי יער to meet target lan-
guage norms, as does OG’s ὃν	τρόπον	ὅταν	ἐν	δρυμῷ	ξύλον (ὑπὸ	πνεύματος) 
σαλευθῇ, although the latter speaks of a single tree, perhaps to match the 
grammatical number of the subject of the simile to ἡ	ψυχὴ	αὐτοῦ	καὶ	ἡ	
ψυχὴ	τοῦ	λαοῦ	αὐτοῦ, conceived as if a single ψυχή.

7:3

Old Greek’s and S’s translations of אל קצה תעלת הברכה construe קצה dif-
ferently. πρὸς	τὴν	κολυμβήθραν emphasizes the end point of their travel, 
while ܥܠ ܓܒ ܝܡܬܐ situates the meeting with Ahaz as alongside the pool 
(cf. 56:11 ,מקצהו || ܘܠܓܒܗ).

Whereas ܥܠܝܬܐ  so that ,הברכה as modifying העליונה analyzes ܝܡܬܐ 
 העליונה ὁδοῦ associates	ἄνω	is the identifying mark of the pool, τῆς ܥܠܝܬܐ
with מסלת  .making it the distinguishing characteristic of this road ,אל 
Meanwhile, S’s rendering of אל with a relative pronoun and preposition 
bēth (ܕܩܨܪܐ ܕܚܩܠܗ   specifies the location of (אל מסלת שדה כובס || ܕܒܐܘܪܚܐ 
the pool.

2. Cf. πάντες	οὗτοι	συνεφώνησαν || כל אלה חברו in Gen 14:3, for which S reads 
.ܟܠܗܘܢ ܗܠܝܢ ܐܬܟܢܫܘ
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7:4

Although καὶ	 ἐρεῖς accurately reflects the morphology of ואמרת, S cap-
tures its function via an imperative (ܘܐܡܪ), following the imperative ܦܘܩ || 
.in 7:3 צא

Old Greek’s resolution of the syndetic imperatives השמר והשקט into 
φύλαξαι	 τοῦ	 ἡσυχάσαι creates subordination, in accord with target lan-
guage norms.

Although S’s translation of רככה with the cognate ܠܡܪܟܟܘ in 1:6 sug-
gests familiarity with the semantics of ירך, the rendering of אל ירך לבב with 
-in Deut 20:3; Jer 51:46; and 2 Chr 34:27 (cf. 2 Kgs 22:19) sug ܠܐ ܢܬܬܒܪ ܠܒܐ
gests a less precise grasp of the verb’s meaning, so that ܘܠܒܟ ܠܐ ܢܬܘܪ likely 
reflects the translator’s estimate of its semantics in this context.3 Following 
the prohibition of fear, he finds a command against being dumbfounded.

Old Greek’s ἀπὸ	τῶν	δύο	ξύλων	τῶν	δαλῶν	τῶν	καπνιζομένων	τούτων 
follows the word order of משני זנבות האודים העשנים האלה but substitutes 
ξύλων for זנבות (a choice likely based on context), perhaps out of perplex-
ity over what “tails” might mean (cf. οὐράν || זנב in 19:14, 15). Syriac, on 
the other hand, translates זנבות with an appropriate semantic equivalent 
but alters the word order: ܡܢ ܗܠܝܢ ܬܪ̈ܝܢ ܕܘܢܒ̈ܬܐ ܐܘ̈ܕܐ ܡܚܪ̈ܟܐ. The shift of ܗܠܝܢ 
 is appositional ܐܘ̈ܕܐ ܡܚܪ̈ܟܐ to the front of the clause makes clear that האלה ||
to ܕܘܢܒ̈ܬܐ. There is no reason to attribute this word order to anyone but the 
translator, who appears to have had difficulty understanding the sentence.

Syriac renders every occurrence of nominal עשן with 9:17 ;6:4 ;4:5) ܬܢܢܐ; 
14:31; 34:10; 51:6; 65:5). Syriac’s only recognition of verbal forms are in 
Gen 15:17; Exod 20:18, where it uses a participial form (masculine singu-
lar absolute) of ܬܢܢ. The use of ܡܚܪ̈ܟܐ “burning” here was likely extrapolated 
from “smoke.”

Although OG’s ὅταν	γὰρ	ὀργὴ	τοῦ	θυμοῦ	μου	γένηται || בחרי אף seems 
self-explanatory, its choice to translate this as a verbal clause differs from 
equivalents for the phrase elsewhere: μετὰ	θυμοῦ (Exod 11:8); and ἐν	ὀργῇ	
θυμοῦ (1 Sam 20:34; Lam 2:3; 2 Chr 25:10).4 These alternative renderings of 

3. Cf. ואל הרך לבי || ܐܙܝܥ ܠܒܝ in Job 23:16. S uses ܬܘܪ as the equivalent for הלומי 
.(cf. 15:1) כי נדמיתי || ܕܬܘܝܪ ܐܢܐ in 6:5’s נדמיתי and for (ܕܬܘܝܪ̈ܝܢ ܒܚܡܪܐ) in 28:1 יין

4. Although γάρ aligns with +כי in 1QIsaa, the OG translator too frequently sup-
plies γάρ to consider either witness corroboration of the other.
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the phrase render unnecessary Ottley’s (2:140) surmise that θυμοῦ “seems 
to be רצון, ‘violence,’ for רצין” (cf. Seeligmann, 56).5

On the other hand, OG’s path to πάλιν	ἰάσομαι is obscure. Although 
it is possible that ὅταν	 γὰρ	 κτλ renders only בחרי, while πάλιν is based 
on אף, understood as a conjunction, the derivation of ἰάσομαι from רצין is 
difficult to explain. It seems preferable to retain the conclusion that ὅταν	
γὰρ	κτλ renders בחרי אף and infer that רצין was absent from OG’s Vorlage. 
Conversely, S’s ܕܪܨ ܢ ܘܕܒܪ ܪܘܡܠܝܐ lacks an equivalent for וארם, while clearly 
OG read it.

It is less likely that OG’s καὶ	 ὁ	υἱὸς	τοῦ	Αραμ || וארם reflects בן ארם 
in its Vorlage (cf. ארם מלך  	than that the translator supplied ὁ (7:1 ,רצין 
υἱός to match ὁ	 υἱὸς	 τοῦ	 Ρομελίου within the extraposed καὶ	 ὁ	 υἱὸς	 τοῦ	
Αραμ	καὶ	ὁ	υἱὸς	τοῦ	Ρομελίου at the outset of 7:5. At the same time, OG 
and S might represent variant forms of the text—ארם ובן רמליהו (OG) and 
 so) רצין וארם ובן רמליהו that became conflate in MT’s—(S) רצין ובן רמליהו
already in 1QIsaa).

Old Greek’s καὶ	ὁ	υἱὸς	τοῦ	Αραμ renders improbable Ottley’s (2:140) 
(already fanciful) speculation that πάλιν	 ἰάσομαι derives from confusion 
of ארם with אפרים in 7:5, read as if it were ארפא. Given that πάλιν	ἰάσομαι 
appears untethered to any Hebrew words, Ziegler’s (62) surmise that the 
translator tailored this clause to accord with 6:10 is tenable, if unprovable. 
Under this explanation, the translator correlated the forecast of healing 
following the Kyrios’s expenditure of wrath with the forecast of survivors 
multiplying after cities and the populace have been decimated due to the 
people’s obduracy that blocked their healing (6:10–11).

7:5

καὶ	ὁ	υἱὸς	τοῦ	Αραμ	καὶ	ὁ	υἱὸς	τοῦ	Ρομελίου derives from 7:4 (see the com-
ments there), in the wake of which the translator might well have consid-
ered ארם and אפרים ובן רמליהו superfluous, consistent with his tendency 
to suppress synonyms and repetitions, including toponyms (cf. 4:4; 29:2).

Both OG and S translate יעץ as grammatically plural (ἐβουλεύσαντο	
βουλήν/ܐܬܡܠܟܘ), while all other witnesses have grammatically singular 
verbs. Old Greek’s cognate accusative βουλήν (> MT) accords with the 

5. This reverses the judgment in Ronald L. Troxel, “Isaiah 7,14–16 through the 
Eyes of the Septuagint,” ETL 79 (2003): 13 n. 63.
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translator’s tendency to supply βουλή, especially in cases of mutual influ-
ence (3:9; 7:5; 25:7; and 31:6).6 Syriac translates לאמר with a finite verb 
conjugated in the 3mp (ܘܐܡ݂ܪܘ), comparable to which is OG’s plural parti-
ciple λέγοντες.

7:6

Syriac likely chose ܘܢܥܩܪܝܗ out of perplexity at ונקיצנה and with a view to 
 ;elsewhere (e.g., Gen 7:11 בקע a verb used for ,(ונבקענה אלינו ||) ܘܢܬܪܥܝܗ
Ps 78:3). The closest morphological comparison to ונקיצנה in the book is 
 its typical ,ܥܝܪ in 26:19; 29:8, which S rendered with the ethpaal of הקיץ
equivalent elsewhere (e.g., 1 Sam 26:12; 2 Kgs 4:31; Jer 31:26). Old Greek’s 
καὶ	συλλαλήσαντες	αὐτοῖς is equally a guess at ונקיצנה, envisioning a more 
diplomatic interaction, similar to its συνεφώνησεν	Αραμ	πρὸς	τὸν	Εφραιμ 
.in 7:2 נחה ארם על אפרים ||

Whereas ܡܠܟܐ ܒܗ  מלך represents each component of ܘܢܡܠܟ   ונמליך 
 ,αὐτῆς fits its habit of condensing phrases	βασιλεύσομεν	OG’s καὶ ,בתוכה
particularly its omission of repeated words or synonyms.

Although S’s בתוכה || ܒܗ is less common than a syntagm like ܒܓܘܗ 
ܡܘܬܐ comparison of ,(5:2) בתוכו ||

̈
ܒܐ ܕܙܪܥܟܘܢ   וצאצאיהם בתוך העמים || ܘܙܪܥܐ 

in 61:9, בתוך העם || ܥܡ ܥܡܐ in Jer 37:12, and בתוך אחיהם || ܥܡ ܐܚ̈ܝܗܘܢ in 
Jer 41:8 (cf. Ezek 3:24) permits affirmation that ܒܗ is the equivalent for 
 entails a (ונמליך מלך) בתוכה || βασιλεύσομεν) αὐτῆς	Old Greek’s (καὶ .בתוכה
similar elision of an equivalent for תוך (cf. ἐν [μεσημβρινῇ] || [צהרים] בתוך, 
16:3; ἐν [χώρᾳ	Αἰγυπτίων] || [ארץ מצרים] 19:19 ,בתוך) to conform to the 
target language norm of using the genitive case for the object of βασιλεύω: 
οἳ	ἐβασίλευσαν	τῆς	Ιουδαίας || 1:1 ,מלכי יהודה (q.v.); βασιλεύσει	σου	ὁ	θεός 
.52:7 ,מלך אלהיך ||

7:7

Nowhere else in Isaiah does σαβαωθ translate יהוה (or אדני), and OG regu-
larly gives a single equivalent for אדני יהוה, typically κύριος. In 5:25 κύριος	
σαβαωθ (|| יהוה) agrees with what seems the (revised) reading of 4Q56, 
which reads יהוה followed by a supralinear צ (vid.) just before a lacuna. 

6. See Troxel, “ΒΟΥΛΗ and ΒΟΥΛΕΥΕΙΝ,” 162–65.
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Given the prevailing patterns for divine names in OG-Isaiah, צבאות יהוה 
was likely the reading of its Vorlage.

Old Greek explicitizes the subject of ἐμμείνῃ and ἔσται by supplying ἡ	
βουλὴ	αὕτη, based on ἐβουλεύσαντο	βουλὴν	πονηράν in 7:5 (q.v.).

7:8

For ובעוד ששים וחמש שנה || ܘܒܬܪ ܫܬܝܢ ܘܚܡܫ ܫ̈ܢܝܢ, compare ܒܡܫܠܡ ܫܥܬܐ ܐܝܟ 
.in 21:16 בעוד שנה כשני שכיר || ܫ̈ܢܝܐ ܕܐܓܝܪܐ

 with חתת is unparalleled in Isaiah, where S typically renders יחת || ܢܬܪ
 the most common equivalent throughout the Bible (eighteen times).7 ,ܬܒܪ
On the other hand, compare ܬܥܒܪ ܠܐ  תחת || ܘܙܕܝܩܘܬܝ  לא   in 51:6 וצדקתי 
(where OG renders תחת with ἐκλίπῃ, the same verb it uses for יחת here).8 
Even if it is possible that ܢܬܪ is used along the same lines as ܥܒܪ in 51:6, 
that does not fit how ܢܬܪ is otherwise used in the book: to speak of leaves 
falling (1:30; 64:5), stars falling from heaven like a leaf from a vine (34:4), 
and dust that has fallen (41:2). Perhaps by using ܢܬܪ the translator meant to 
depict Ephraim’s disappearance from “the people” as the falling away of a 
dead member, although this inference is quite speculative.

Old Greek’s ἡ	βασιλεία	Εφραιμ || אפרים is more likely a case of explici-
tation than attestation of אפרים  all other witnesses agree with) ממלכת 
MT). Compare εἰς	τὴν	πόλιν	Αγγαι || על עית in 10:28 and τὸ	ὄρος	τὸ	Χερμελ 
.in 29:17 (2x) (cf. Van der Vorm-Croughs, 41) כרמל ||

7:9

Noteworthy are OG’s and S’s similar equivalents for כי לא תאמנו: οὐδὲ	μὴ	
συνῆτε/ܬܣܬܟܠܘܢ ܠܐ   It is unlikely, however, that S followed OG, since .ܐܦ 
 would hardly pose a difficulty and there is no evidence of reliance תאמנו
on OG in the adjacent verses. The Vorlage of each may have read ת(א)בינו, 
either by confusion of mem as bet + yod (perhaps due to a scribe’s recall of 

7. Otherwise: ܙܘܥ (13x); ܕܚܠ (5x); ܪܗܒ (2x); ܚܦܪ (Jer 50:2[1]); ܫܬܩ (Job 32:15).
8. ἐκλείπω aligns with various Hebrew words in the book, including תחת again in 

51:6 but also כלה (15:6 and 21:16); (29:20) אפס ;(19:13) נואלו ;(19:6) דללו ;(19:5) יחרב; 
 יאסף and ;(58:11) יכזבו ;(56:5 ;55:13) כרת ;(59:21 ;54:10) מוש ;(53:3) חדל ;(38:14) דלו
(60:20).
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 in 6:9) or (conversely) as the original reading that suffered ligature of תבינו
bet + yod into mem, with a consequent “correction” by prefixing 9.א

7:10

Syriac’s +ܬܘܒ is likely an addition by the translator or a prior scribe, har-
monizing with ויסף יהוה דבר אלי עוד לאמר || ܘܐܘܣܦ ܬܘܒ ܡܪܝܐ ܠܡܐܡܪ ܠܝ in 
8:5. In both verses ܬܘܒ occupies its normal slot in Syriac word order (cf. 
 ולא ילמדו עוד || ܘܬܘܒ ܠܐ ܢܐܠܦܘܢ ܩܪܒܐ ;1:5 ,על מה תכו עוד || ܠܡܢܐ ܬܘܒ ܬܒܠܥܘܢ
 having rendered ,לאמר The translator omits an equivalent for .(2:4 ,מלחמה
.(cf. 8:5) ܠܡܐܡܪ with דבר

7:11

Syriac’s ݂(2)ܫܐܠ analyzes שאלה as a qal imperative and stands in asyndetic 
coordination with ܥܡܩ, as commonly in Syriac (Nöldeke §337; cf. 1:18; 
2:3, 5).10 By contrast, OG’s symmetrical εἰς	βάθος	ἢ	εἰς	ὕψος || העמק שאלה 
.is a condensation או הגבה למעלה

7:12

Syriac’s final ܐܠܗܝ is unparalleled in other witnesses and likely attests אלהי 
in the Vorlage, a reflexive scribal addition under influence of אלהי in 7:13 
(cf. אלהיך in 7:11). Syriac shows no tendency to expand divine names.

7:13

Syriac’s lack of an equivalent for נא in שמעו נא בית דוד || ܫܡܥܘ ܒܝܬܗ̈ ܕܕܘܝܕ 
accords with its tendency to pass over נא (cf. 1:18; 5:1, 3, 5).

Syriac reformulates הלאות as ܕܡܠܐܝܢ ܐܢܬܘܢ, supplying the 2mp pronoun 
based on its מכם || ܠܟܘܢ. By contrast, OG explicitizes the qal wahomer 
force implied in כי תלאו by translating it with καὶ	πῶς, which often renders 

9. 1QIsaa reads תאמינו, with a scribe conforming the form to the orthography 
of the verb earlier in the verse. As Wildberger observes, תאבינו is more likely a cor-
ruption, since תאמנו makes for a strong play on words, and “perceive” hardly fits the 
context (Isaiah 1–12, 285).

10. Parsing ݂(2)ܫܐܠ as a noun in the absolute state, serving as direct object of ܥܡܩ, 
is contraindicated by ܐܬܐ, which (as direct object of ݂[1]ܫܐܠ) is in the determined state.
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 || Κεϊλα	εἰς	πορευθῶμεν	ἐὰν	ἔσται	πῶς	compare καὶ ;(e.g., 20:6; 36:9) ואיך
.in 1 Kgdms 23:3 ואף כי נלך קעלה

7:14

Whereas OG translates הוא after אדני with emphatic αὐτός, S reads ܢܬܠ 
-Although S can correctly repre .יתן אדני הוא לכם אות || ܠܟܘܢ ܡܪܝܐ ܐܠܗܐ ܐܬܐ
sent הוא functioning as predicate (e.g., כי לא || ܡܛܠ ܕܠܐ ܗܘܐ ܥܡܐ ܣܟܘܠܬܢܐ 
 his equivalents for resumptive pronouns elsewhere ,(27:11 ,עם בינות הוא
suggest uncertainty over their function, as in his reformulation of 35:4’s 
 which overrides ,ܐܠܗܐ ܦܪܘܩܐ ܐܬܐ ܘܦܪܩ ܠܟܘܢ with גמול אלהים הוא יבוא וישעכם
the force of הוא. Similarly, in 45:18 he analyzes (1)הוא as subject pronoun in 
a clause of identification (ܓܒܠ ܐܪܥܐ  (הוא האלהים יצר הארץ || ܘܗܘܝܘ ܐܠܗܐ ܕ
but suppresses the force of (2)הוא by dividing the line into two nonverbal 
clauses: 11.ועשה הוא כוננה || ܘܥܒܕܗ ܘܗܘܝܘ ܬܩܢܗ Uncertainty about the role of 
.seems also to lie behind the absence of an equivalent for it here הוא

Diverse renderings of and variants for וקראת appear in the witnesses. 
Targum’s ותקרי agrees with MT. The same consonants seem to stand behind 
the Three’s καλέσεις, while V’s vocabitis may reflect the same reading, but 
shifted to the grammatical plural, coordinate to the preceding vobis, to 
which is comparable the Greek variant καλέσετε, which I consider the 
reading of the OG.12 1QIsaa reads וקרא, which correlates with Sinaticus’s 
καλέσει and from which form S’s ܘܢܬܩܪܐ and καλέσεται may derive, as might 
the variant καλέσουσι.

7:15

Whereas S construes the lamed of לדעתו as marking purpose (ܕܢܕܥ), OG’s 
πρὶν	ἢ	γνῶναι	αὐτόν finds in it a temporal marker, the only occasion where 
the translator renders simple ל as temporal. Apparently πρὶν	ἤ was chosen 
to coordinate with πρὶν	 ἤ || בטרם in 7:16, an equivalent found again in 
17:14; 28:4; 65:24; 66:7.

Whereas S renders the infinitives absolute in מאוס ברע ובחור בטוב with 
Syriac infinitives prefixed with lāmad (ܠܡܣܠܝܘ ܒܝܫܬܐ ܘܠܡܓܒܐ ܛܒܬܐ) and 
serving as complements to ܢܕܥ, OG translates only the first with an infini-

11. Cf. ܗܝܢ ܡܪܝܐ ܗܘ ܘܗܘܝܘ ܐܠܗܢ ܘܠܐܝܣܪܝܠ ܗܘܝܘ ܝܕܥ
̈
 אל אלהים יהוה || ܐܠܗܝ ܐܠ

.in Josh 22:22 ידע הוא ידע וישראל הוא
12. See Troxel, “Isaiah 7,14–16 through the Eyes of the Septuagint,” 9 n. 37.
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tive (προελέσθαι), while rendering the second with a finite verb (ἐκλέξεται	
τὸ	ἀγαθόν || ובחור בטוב), which serves as the main clause to which πρὶν	ἢ	
κτλ is subordinate.

Although προαιρέω does not appear again in Isaiah, Prov 21:25 pairs it 
with οὐ as an equivalent for מאן:

 תאות עצל תמיתנו כי מאנו ידיו לעשות
ἐπιθυμίαι	 ὀκνηρὸν	 ἀποκτείνουσιν	 οὐ	 γὰρ	 προαιροῦνται	 αἱ	 χεῖρες	
αὐτοῦ	ποιεῖν	τι

As noted in discussing μὴ	 θέλητε || תמאנו in 1:20, the Isaiah translator 
shares the strategy of rendering verbs of refusal by negating a verb of will-
ingness or choosing (cf. 5:24; 8:6). However, Seeligmann (57) has noted 
also the translator’s penchant to neglect “a negation which does figure in 
the Hebrew original,” as in 30:19:

בירושלם בכו לא תבכה חנון יחנך לקול זעקך
καὶ	 Ιερουσαλημ	 κλαυθμῷ	 ἔκλαυσεν	 ἐλέησόν	 με	 ἐλεήσει	 σε	 τὴν	
φωνὴν	τῆς	κραυγῆς	σου

The translator renders חנון תבכה  לא   as a recollection of Jerusalem’s בכו 
tearful petitions that will receive an answer, accomplished by means of 
modifications that include suppressing לא, shifting the person and tense of 
-while analyzing the former as an impera ,יחנך from חנון separating ,תבכה
tive and supplying a pronoun object.

The translator’s manipulations in 7:15 are as deliberate as in 30:19, 
beginning with his choice of πρὶν	ἤ for (ל)דעתו (by association with בטרם 
 .in 7:16) and supplying the correlative ἤ (“before he knows or prefers”) ידע
His suppression of לא to permit a choice (προελέσθαι) correlates with his 
interpolation of ἀγαθὸν	ἢ	κακόν in 7:16 under the ideology of youth as a 
period of innocence. Here he transmutes rejecting evil into a possible choice 
eclipsed by the child opting for “the good” before he knows or is tempted 
to prefer “evil things” (πονηρά, in contrast to πονηρίᾳ as a category in 7:16).

7:16

Whereas OG’s διότι	 πρὶν	 ἢ	 γνῶναι	 τὸ	 παιδίον is transparent to בטרם  כי 
 ,κακόν matches nothing in any extant witness (MT	ἢ	its ἀγαθὸν ,ידע הנער
1QIsaa, S, V, T). Although Goshen-Gottstein (כז) correctly observes that 
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this amounts to a double rendering of ברע and בטוב is accurate, their 
extraction from the larger phrase differs in character from most double 
renderings, in which the second rendering is merely juxtaposed to the 
first. The subordination of ἀγαθὸν	ἢ	κακόν	 to	γνῶναι and its association 
with a child hints at speculation about the time one comes to “know good 
and evil” similar to what is implied by the pluses of Num 14:23; 32:11 
that identify adolescence as a threshold leading from innocence to moral 
accountability.13 What sets the child aside, then, making him a σημεῖον, is 
his precocious rejection of evil in favor of “the good.”14

Just as OG recast the syntactic relationship between מאוס ברע ובחור 
	in 7:15 by its choice of moods and tenses, so here it subordinates τοῦ בטוב
ἐκλέξασθαι	τὸ	ἀγαθόν || ובחור בטוב to ἀπειθεῖ	πονηρίᾳ || מאוס ברע.

As in 7:15, S prefixes a lāmad to each infinitive (מאס || ܠܡܣܠܝܘ and 
.ܢܕܥ as complements to (ובחר || ܘܠܡܓܒܐ

Both OG and S infer that the direct antecedent of אשר is the land (ἣν	
σὺ	φοβῇ/ܒܗ ܐܢܬ   rather than properly recognizing the anaphoric ,(ܕܡܥܩ 
suffix in 15.מלכיה Old Greek omits any equivalent for the suffix, while S 
supplies ܒܗ as the object of ܕܡܥܩ, with ܡܢ ܩܕܡ ܬܪ̈ܝܢ ܡ̈ܠܟܝܗ specifying why 
they loathe “the land.”

7:17

Although most occurrences of ἀλλά align with conjunctive waw or כי, the 
choice of ἀλλά always registers the translator’s appraisal of the semantic 
connection between clauses and phrases, as becomes especially clear from 
his insertion of it to clarify discourse relationships (cf. 3:13; and the notes 
on +διότι	 νῦν in 3:8).16 Consequently, although his Vorlage might have 
read waw in place of yod at the outset of the verse, more likely he supplied 
ἀλλά to underscore the shift in fortunes from 7:16. Correlatively, οὔπω (αἳ	

13. For a discussion of these passages, see Troxel, “Isaiah 7,14–16 through the 
Eyes of the Septuagint,” 3–7.

14. Although the translator provides no indication of what constitutes “the good,” 
the fact that τὸ	ἀγαθόν is set over against πονηρά in 7:14, maintains it as an abstract 
entity akin to its role in Greek philosophy.

15. For אשר אתה קץ || ܕܡܥܩ ܐܢܬ, cf. ויקץ בישראל || ܐܥܝܩ ܠܒܢܝ ܐܝܣܪܝܠ in 1 Kgs 
11:25.

16. 1QIsaa’s ויביא can hardly be taken as substantiation that the translator’s Vor-
lage contained a waw.



 ISAIAH 7 165

οὔπω	ἥκασιν || אשר לא באו), which appears only here in Isaiah, seems to 
have been supplied to underscore the temporal semantics in the relative 
clause (cf. οὐκέτι in 1:14; 17:3; 23:11).

ἀφεῖλεν || סור suggests that the translator perceived the subject as the 
same agent who brings “new” days on the people: ὁ	θεός. τὸν	βασιλέα	τῶν	
Ἀσσυρίων (in the accusative case) reflects analysis of את מלך אשור as appo-
sitional to ´ימים.

We might infer that “God” is the subject of S’s ܐܥܒܪ, but that would 
leave ܕܐܬܘܪ  dangling. As Warazawski (20) perceives, the translator ܡܠܟܐ 
likely considered ܕܐܬܘܪ ܝܗܘܕܐ the subject of ܡܠܟܐ  ܡܢ  ܠܐܦܪܝܡ  ܝܘܡܐ) ܕܐܥܒܪ   .(ܡܢ 
Taking ܡܠܟܐ ܕܐܬܘܪ as subject hearkens back to 7:2’s report of Aram negoti-
ating a treaty with Ephraim, alienating it from Judah.

Although ἀφεῖλεν and ܐܥܒܪ might attest הסיר in their Vorlagen, the 
syntax of the Hebrew is ambiguous enough that the choice of transitive 
verbs is a minor shift.

7:18

Syriac translates the collective nouns זבוב and דבורה with grammatically 
plural nouns: ܠܕܒ̈ܒܐ and ܘܠܕܒܘܪ̈ܝܬܐ. Although OG renders זבוב with a 
grammatically plural noun (μυίαις), it renders דבורה with τῇ	μελίσσῃ, the 
article perhaps marking the class (see Smyth §§1122–23). This correlates 
with a notable difference in the relative clause that modifies each noun. ὃ	
κυριεύει	μέρους	ποταμοῦ	Αἰγύπτου construes μυίαις as a collective by means 
of the neuter singular pronoun ὅ, serving as the subject of the grammati-
cally singular κυριεύει. By contrast, the relative pronoun anaphoric to τῇ	
μελίσσῃ agrees with it in gender and number: ἥ	ἐστιν	ἐν	χώρᾳ	Ἀσσυρίων.

Correlative to this is a distinction between the verbs in these clauses. 
The second clause uses simple ἐστίν to establish the location of the “bee”: 
ἥ	ἐστιν	ἐν	χώρᾳ	Ἀσσυρίων || אשר בארץ אשור. The first clause, on the other 
hand, has the more specific κυριεύει. Although μέρος is a frequent equiva-
lent for קצה (e.g., ἐν	 μέρει || בקצה, Gen 23:9; εἰς	 μέρος || קצה  Exod ,אל 
16:35), the translator likely extrapolated from prefixed bet the notion of 
ruling over the region. This less likely owes to association of שרר with אשר 
(pace Ziegler, 62) than to viewing μυίαις as a metaphor for rulers, as in 
5:26, where the Lord whistles to summon the nations against Judah—the 
only other place in Isaiah were שרק and συρίζω occur.

ποταμοῦ	Αἰγύπτου || יארי מצרים accords with the use of the grammati-
cal singular of ποταμός whenever the Nile is referent (see the notes at 19:6). 
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Syriac’s (אשר בקצה ||) ܕܒܫ̈ܦܘܠܝ echoes ונגע בקצהו || ܘܠܐ ܬܬܩܪܒܘܢ ܠܫ̈ܦܘܠܘܗܝ 
in Exod 19:12.

7:19

Zielger (10) aligns τὰ	σπήλαια with הנעצוצים, noting καὶ	ἀντὶ	τῆς	στοιβῆς 
 in 55:13 and inferring that the translator’s uncertainty about תחת הנעצוץ ||
the meaning of הנעצוצים underlay his choice of τὰ	σπήλαια parallel to ταῖς	
τρώγλαις, phrases that appear together in 2:19. On the other hand, ῥαγάς 
is a hapax legomenon within the Greek Bible, while καὶ	εἰς	πᾶσαν aligns 
with ובכל before הנעצוצים. The translator might well have been unfamiliar 
with the hapax legomenon נהללים as with 17.הנעצוצים Unfamiliarity with 
 ,τρώγλαις from 2:19	ταῖς	likely accounts, also, for the adoption of ἐν נקיקי
where it translates 18.במחלות Although φάραγξ || נחל is well attested (cf. 
 χώρας likely a	is another hapax legomenon, making τῆς בתות ,(30:28 ;15:7
guess.19 Accordingly, καὶ	ἐν	ταῖς	τρώγλαις	τῶν	πετρῶν were borrowed from 
2:19, while καὶ	εἰς	τὰ	σπήλαια amounts to a second translation of ובנקיקי.

Syriac translates the hapax legomenon הבתות as a place name, ܝܬܘܬ, 
even though this creates a hapax legomenon.20 Warszawski (20) notes that 
Mar Ephraim reads ܕܒܬܘܬ in place of ܕܝܬܘܬ, which would align better with 
 and might well be the original (תות construing the place name as) הבתות
reading in S.

 ܗܐ ܥܒܪ̈ܝܐ ܢܦܩܝܢ ܡܢ ܚ̈ܠܠܠܐ ܕܐܬܛܫܝܘ :appears only two other times in S ܚ̈ܠܠܠܐ
 ܘܐܬܛܫܝܘ and ;(Sam 14:11 1) הנה עברים יצאים מן החרים אשר התחבאו שם || ܬܡܢ
 ויתחבאו העם במערות ובחוחים || ܠܗܘܢ ܒܡܥܪ̈ܐ݂ ܘܒܚ̈ܠܠܠܐ ܘܒܫ̈ܩܝܦܐ ܘܒܦܥܪܐ ܘܒܓܘ̈ܒܐ
 is a hapax חוח in the latter of which ,(Sam 13:6 1) ובסלעים ובצרחים ובברות
legomenon, for which ܘܒܚ̈ܠܠܠܐ is likely a guess. In Isa 7:19 ܚ̈ܠܠܠܐ aligns with 
either נהללים or הנעצוצים, since ובכל precedes both, but the graphic simi-

 ,בנקיק(י) הסלע(ים) occurs elsewhere only in Jer 13:4; 16:16, in the phrase נקיק .17
rendered both times by τρυμαλιά “hole” +	τῆς	πέτρας/τῶν	πετρῶν.

18. εἰς	τὰς	τρώγλας	τῆς	στερεᾶς	πέτρας renders בנקרות הצרים in 2:21, where also 
καὶ	εἰς	τὰς	σχισμὰς	τῶν	πετρῶν aligns with ובסעפי הסלעים.

19. Cf. τῆς	 γῆς || עפר in καὶ	 εἰς	 τὰς	 τρώγλας	 τῆς	 γῆς || עפר  .(2:19) ובמחלות 
Although γῆ is the most common equivalent for עפר throughout Isaiah, the transla-
tor also uses ἔδαφος and χοῦς where those are contextually better suited (25:12; 26:5; 
29:4; 49:23; 52:2).

20. S translates ואשיתהו בתה in 5:6 with ܘܐܥܒܕܝܘܗܝ ܕܢܚܪܒ, which appears likely 
a guess.
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larity of ܚ̈ܠܠܠܐ to נהללים likely signals what evoked it.21 Although one might 
suspect haplography (homoioarchton, via ובכל), S does not always pursue 
quantitative agreement.

7:20

Old Greek’s μεμεθυσμένῳ and S’s ܪܘܝܐ owe to reading the sibilant in השכירה 
as shin. Although τῷ	μεγάλῳ might attest +הגדולה, there is little indication 
of what might have triggered a scribe to add it. The translator, on the other 
hand, employs μέγας readily in phrases such as μεγάλης	βουλῆς || פלא יועץ 
(9:6[5]), καὶ	ἀπὸ	λαοῦ	μεγάλου || נורא 	ὁ	μέγας	ὁ	θεὸς	and ὁ ,(18:7) ומעם 
αἰώνιος || (26:4) כי ביה יהוה צור עולמים, and he uses it to aggrandize images: 
πληγῇ	μεγάλῃ || (19:22) נגף; εἰς	χώραν	μεγάλην	καὶ	ἀμέτρητον || אל ארץ 
.μεγάλῳ was likely supplied by the translator	Thus, τῷ .(22:18) רחבת ידים

Old Greek’s ὅ	ἐστι	πέραν	τοῦ	ποταμοῦ	βασιλέως	Ἀσσυρίων || בעברי נהר 
-or the transla נהר מלך אשור reflects either a Vorlage that read במלך אשור
tor’s failure to perceive that במלך אשור glosses the metaphor describing the 
river. The latter is more likely, since there is no obvious graphic trigger for 
omission of bet.

Syriac reformulates the list of areas from which hair is removed as 
a merismus (ܕܩܢܗ ܘܐܦ  ܕܪ̈ܓܠܘܗܝ  ܪܝܫܗ ܘܠܣܥܪܐ   whereas OG connects ,(ܡܢ 
the direct objects with simple καί. Both translators appear to assume 
that the subject of תספה is implicit אדני, while their semantically similar 
equivalents for תספה (ἀφελεῖ/ܢܫܩܘܠ) recalls their similar choice of transi-
tive verbs for סור in 7:17 (ἀφεῖλεν/ܕܐܥܒܪ).22 That common reflex cannot be 
cited as evidence of S’s reliance on OG in isolation from S’s independent 
choice to render the rest of the clause as a merismus.23

7:21

Although τρέφω occurs only here in Isaiah, the rendering of יחיה with 
θρέψει finds a corollary in the translation of גדל by ἐκτρέφω in 23:4’s οὐδὲ	
ἐξέθρεψα	 νεανίσκους	 οὐδὲ	 ὕψωσα	 παρθένους || רוממתי בחורים  גדלתי   ולא 

21. In 55:13 S translates הנעצוצים with ݁ܚܓܬܐ “thorn.”
22. The choice of ἀφελεῖ || תספה is comparable to the use of ἀπόλλυμι and 

συναπόλλυμι to render ספה in Gen 18:23, 24; 19:15, where S used ܐܒܕ, conjugated in 
the aphel (18:23, 24), and (19:15) ܒܠܥ.

23. Pace Gesenius, Commentar über den Jesaia 1:82.
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 ,In both cases .ואלה מי גדל || μοι	ἐξέθρεψέ	τίς	δὲ	and 49:21’s τούτους ;בתולות
ἐκτρέφω is used of nourishing a living creature, as is θρέψει here. τρέφω is 
also the equivalent for להחיות in Gen 6:19, 20.

δάμαλιν	βοῶν || עגלת בקר occurs again in 1 Kgdms 16:2, where we also 
find ܥܓܠܬܐ ܕܬܘܪ̈ܐ again in S.

7:22

OG is the only witness to lack equivalents for כי חמאה   Although .יאכל 
this could be explained as some type of haplography, word order does not 
lend itself to this.24 Assuming that the translator’s eye skipped from the 
first חמאה to the second should have caught him up short, since he would 
already have rendered the יאכל just before חמאה, thereby raising a prob-
lem when he reached the יאכל following ודבש. More likely, this is another 
instance of the translator collapsing identical or similar adjacent phrases 
(see Van der Vorm-Croughs, 201).

Syriac’s כי חמאה ודבש || ܡܛܠ ܕܕܒܫܐ ܘܚܐܘܬܐ ܢܐܟܘܠ ܡܢ ܕܡܫܬܚܪ ܒܓܘܗ ܕܐܪܥܐ 
 from its Vorlage, since it כל suggests absence of בקרב הארץ יאכל כל הנותר
otherwise renders כל +participle or adjective with 2:12) ܟܠ ܕ [2x]; 3:1[2x]; 
4:3; 13:15 [2x]; 19:7, 10; 29:20; 30:18; 36:6; 43:7; 45:24; 55:1; 56:6; 59:8; 
66:10), as it does also 25.(63:7 ;6 ,4 ,39:2 19:17) כל אשר On the other hand, 
it uses ܡܢ ܕ for he + participle (4:3 [2x]; 10:15 [3x]; 24:18 [2x]; 28:4; 40:22) 
and even an anarthrous participle (41:15). This is also its regular equiva-
lent for a participle with prefixed preposition (28:6; 29:11) or a pronominal 
suffix (10:20), and can render a relative clause (29:12; 43:4) or (in the case 
of 44:7) a preposition + infinitive construct + suffix (משומי || ܡܢ ܕܣܡܬ).26 
The inference that S’s Vorlage lacked כל finds a notable parallel in 1QIsaa, 
where a corrector struck a line through כול (see appendix A).

24. Wildberger, Isaiah 1–12, 320 views it as haplography.
25. We also find כל ישבי || ܟܠܗܘܢ ܥܡܘܪ̈ܝܗ (18:3; cf. 23:9; 29:7; 60:14; 61:9; 66:10).
26. Other deviations are הנה אתה שמעת || ܗܐ ܐܢܬ ܫܡܥܬ ܟܠ ܕܥܒܕܘ ܡ̈ܠܟܐ ܕܐܬܘܪ 

 ,in 37:21, where אשר התפללת אלי || ܟܠ ܕܨܠܝܬ ܩܕܡܝ in 37:11; and אשר עשו מלכי אשור
given the regularity of equivalents elsewhere, we are forced to reckon with a Vorlage 
that read כל אשר in both cases. Cf. also 19:8 ,ܕܪܡܝܢ ܨܢܪ̈ܝܬܐ ܒܢܗܪܐ || כל משליכי ביאור חכה. 
S’s agreement with OG in 22:3 confirms the absence of כל in the Vorlage of each ver-
sion: καὶ	οἱ	ἰσχύοντες	ἐν	σοί/כל נמצאיך || ܕܐܫܬܚܪܘ ܒܟܝ. Meanwhile, ܐܪܥܐ ܘܟܠ ܕܒܗ || 
 ,αὐτῇ) is a paraphrase in light of Ps 24:1	ἐν	τὰ	καὶ	γῆν	in 42:5 (OG τὴν הארץ וצאצאיה
while 54:15 (ܝܕܝ ܢܥܠܘܢ ܠܟܝ

̈
 diverges too (הן גור יגור אפס מאותי || ܘܟܠ ܕܡܬܦܢܝܢ ܡܢ ܐ

widely from any attested Hebrew text to evaluate.
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7:23

Syriac’s lack of an equivalent for יהיה is likely due to the translator, who 
typically leaves יהיה untranslated after clause-initial והיה (e.g., 2:2; 3:24).

This singular occurrence of σίκλος in Isaiah is explicable from the fre-
quent association of σίκλος with ἄργυρος, both in rendering the phrase 
 and when σίκλος accompanies ἄργυρος in (e.g., 2 Kgdms 24:24) כסף שקלים
rendering כסף (e.g., χιλίους	σίκλους	ἀργυρίου || 2 ,אלף כסף Kgdms 18:12; cf. 
4 Kgdms 6:25). Here σίκλων alone renders כסף.

7:24

Although τόξευμα means “arrow” and is elsewhere the equivalent for חץ 
(Gen 49:23; Jer 50[27]:14; 51[28]:11; 39:3, 9; Prov 7:23; 25:18), it is used for 
.in its every occurrence in Isaiah (cf. 13:18; 21:15, 17) קשת

All the versions represent יבוא as grammatically plural (εἰσελεύσονται, 
 ingredientur), whereas both 1QIsaa and 1Q8 agree with MT’s ,יהכון ,ܢܥܠܘܢ
-The grammatically plural forms of the versions are likely explicita .יבוא
tions of the group implied by כל הנותר in 7:22.

Syriac’s תהיה || ܬܬܡܠܐ is calibrated to target-language semantics and 
contrasts with OG’s ἔσται. To S’s grammatically plural ובקשת || ܘܒܩܫ̈ܬܬܐ, 
compare 1QIsaa’s ובקשתות.

7:25

As Warszawski (21) observes, both OG and S analyze אשר במעדר as modi-
fying ההרים, which both take as the subject of יעדרון, but they proceed 
quite differently. Old Greek reduces אשר במעדר to the passive participle 
ἀροτριώμενον and makes ἀροτριαθήσεται (|| יעדרון) the predicate of the 
clause, while creating a new clause with καὶ	οὐ	μὴ	ἐπέλθῃ || לא תבוא. By 
contrast, S translates the relative clause with ܕܕܒܪܐ ܗܘܬ ܒܗܘܢ ܦܕܢܐ, shifting 
the verb into the active voice and adding ܒܗܘܢ, whose antecedent is ܛܘܪ̈ܐ.

Old Greek’s καὶ	 πᾶν	 ὄρος || ההרים  accords with the observable וכל 
tendency to render morphologically plural nouns preceded by כל in the 
grammatical singular, with πᾶς (e.g., 2:13[2x], 14 [2x], 16[2x]; 8:7[2x], 9; 
15:2; 21:8).

The syntactic relations in this verse proved problematic for OG and S, 
largely owing to uncertainty about the role of יראת, which is likely reflected 
also by the superlinear ברזל after it in 1QIsaa, apparently clarifying the 
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object of fear.27 Both OG and S analyze יראת as the subject of תבוא, although 
they negotiate the relationship between יראת and שמיר ושית differently, with 
φόβος || יראת concluding a clause in OG, whereas S renders שמיר ושית as 
modifying יראת.

Owing to its declaration of the absence of fear in the plowed land, 
OG construes the final clause as an explanation (γάρ) and provides ἀπό to 
integrate שמיר ושית into its syntax.

ܪܥܝܐ ܠܬܘܪܐ  a marker of ܒܝܬ with ,למשלח שור is a paraphrase of ܒܝܬ 
location (cf. 10:29; 23:18; 25:12), correlative to שה ܕܝܫܐ by ולמרמס   ܘܒܝܬ 
 with variations on the phrase משלח יד Although S elsewhere renders .ܠܥܢܐ
ܐܝܕܝܟܘܢ ܐܢܬܘܢ   this is the only ,(Deut 12:17, 18; 15:10; 23:21; 28:20) ܡܘܫܛܝܢ 
occurrence of משלח outside Deuteronomy and the only time it is com-
bined with a noun other than יד. Although one might posit S’s reliance 
on OG’s εἰς	 βόσκημα, equating a place where oxen are dispatched with 
pasture is insufficiently arcane to attribute to a single mind (cf. ܟܪ ܕܕܪܟ ܬܘܪܐ 
.(in 32:20 משלחי רגל השור והחמור || ܘܚܡܪܐ

27. Whether this addition played a role in the scribe blotting out taw of תהיה 
(conceivably with יראת as subject) in favor of a supralinear yod is not knowable.



Isaiah 8

8:1

Old Greek’s τόμον	καινοῦ	μεγάλου || גליון גדול is an enduring crux, to which 
the textual evidence bears witness. καινοῦ stands subasterisk in Q and 
Ziegler’s oI (88-Syh), attesting Origen’s inability to detect a corresponding 
Hebrew equivalent. The reading καινον	μεγαν is widely attested (especially 
in Zielger’s L and C groupings), while +χαρτου “papyrus sheet” is also 
sporadically attested. Likely both καινον	μεγαν and χαρτου are secondary 
readings meant to make sense of the text. The relationship μεγάλου || גדול 
is transparent, and although τόμος occurs only here in Greek translations 
of biblical books, in 1 Esd 6:22 it refers to a document of court records, 
which befits τόμον || גליון here.

Peter Katz rested his suggestion that καινοῦ is a corruption of original 
κλήρου on Kurt Galling’s proposal that גדול is a corruption of גורל, thereby 
relating this document’s inscription to the child whose birth is reported 
in 8:3: the גורל גליון would have allocated land to the prophet’s anticipated 
son.1 An emendation proposed for the Hebrew text, based on specula-
tion about the relationship between 8:1 and 8:3, is hardly solid footing for 
positing that καινοῦ is a corruption of κλήρου. It seems more likely that we 
should consider καινοῦ an explicitation by the translator that this “sheet of 
a large (scroll)” has not been used previously.

Comparison of τοῦ	 ὀξέως	 προνομὴν	 ποιῆσαι	 σκύλων with ταχέως	
σκύλευσον	 ὀξέως	 προνόμευσον in 8:3 (where מהר and חש have distinct 
equivalents) suggests that, although it first appears that the translator con-
densed מהר and חש in 8:1 into a single equivalent (τοῦ	ὀξέως), more likely 
πάρεστι	γάρ represents חש.

1. Peter Katz, “Notes on the Septuagint: I. Isaiah VIII 1a,” JTS 47(1946): 30.
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 ויצר אתו בחרט appears again only in Exod 32:4, where S renders חרט
with ܒܛܘܦܣܐ  and he shaped it (in accord) with the copy,” whereas“ ܘܨܪܗ 
OG renders בחרט with ἐν	τῇ	γραφίδι, as here. Most likely בחרט || ܒܟܬܒܐ 
here, which does not accord with OG’s γραφίδι, was selected as equivalent 
by inference from the context.

The prefixed lāmad in חש || ܘܠܡܬܟܒ was likely supplied in coordina-
tion with למהר || ܠܡܣܪܗܒܘ.

8:2–3

While MT and 1Q8 read ואעידה, the imperative forms ποίησον and ܘܣܗܕ 
concur with והעד in 1QIsaa.

Old Greek lacks an equivalent for הכהן, while S renders it with ܟܗܢܐ. 
Because there is no obvious trigger for haplography, and because all other 
witnesses attest הכהן, we must suspect that it was absent from OG’s Vor-
lage. If a scribe added it secondarily, it might have been for differentiation 
with אריה in 21:8.

Although OG’s ταχέως	σκύλευσον	ὀξέως	προνόμευσον || מהר שלל חש בז 
differs from its rendering of the same phrases in 8:1 (including σκύλευσον 
vs. προνομὴν	ποιῆσαι and its readily evident, parallel equivalents for מהר 
and חש), S’s ܡܣܪܗܒ ܫܒܐ ܘܬܟܒ ܒܐܙ differs little from its equivalent there.

8:4

The pronominal suffixes of אבי ואמי (MT, 4Q59, and 4Q60 [vid.]) have no 
counterpart in OG’s πατέρα	ἢ	μητέρα and S’s ܐܒܐ ܘܐܡܐ (T אבא ואמא), similar 
to their renderings in Gen 22:7, which again entail a vocative use of 2:אבי

ויאמר יצחק אל אברהם אביו ויאמר אבי
ܘܐܡܪ ܐܝܣܚܩ ܠܐܒܪܗܡ ܐܒܘܗܝ ܘܐܡܪ ܐܒܐ 
εἶπεν	δὲ	Ισαακ	πρὸς	Αβρααμ	τὸν	πατέρα	αὐτοῦ	εἴπας	πάτερ

Syriac does not consistently follow this pattern, however. For example, 
although OG renders אבי with πάτερ in Gen 27:18, 34, 38; 48:18, S uses ܐܒܝ.

2. Contrast 1QIsaa (אביו ואמו) and V (patrem suum et matrem suam), owing to 
yod/waw confusion.
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8:5

Although both OG and S frequently render לאמר with a finite verb (e.g., 
3:7), a participle (e.g., 9:8), or a recitative particle (e.g., OG uses ὅτι in 
44:19; S uses ܕ in 7:2), each can also can simply pass over it in silence, espe-
cially when it follows a finite verb of speaking, as here (cf. τάδε	λέγει	κύριος	
σαβαωθ || כי אמר || ܡܛܠ ܕܐܡܪ ܝܡܐ ܘܥܘܫܢܗ ܕܝܡܐ ;14:24 ,נשבע יהוה צבאות לאמר 
.(23:4 ,ים מעוז הים לאמר

8:6

Syriac inflects both finite verbs as grammatically plural, in accord with the 
collective noun ܥܡܐ. Old Greek’s τὸ	πορευόμενον, by contrast, renders the 
grammatical number of ההלכים in the singular to accord with the Greek 
collective noun ὕδωρ.

Syriac and T represent ומשוש as a grammatically plural verb: ܘܚܕܝܘ/
רמליה Whereas T’s .ואתרעיאו ובר  ברצין   expresses merely the ואתרעיאו 
people delighting in these rulers, OG’s equivalent accents acquiescence: 
ἀλλὰ	βούλεσθαι, opposite τὸ	μὴ	βούλεσθαι || מאס. Meanwhile, its supply of 
the complements ἔχειν and βασιλέα	ἐφ᾿	ὑμῶν explicitizes what preference 
for τὸν	Ραασσων	καὶ	τὸν	υἱὸν	Ρομελίου entails. Since ἐφ᾿	ὑμῶν was likely 
supplied by the translator, this embodies his perception that the oracle of 
8:5–8 is directed to the people.

8:7

Old Greek lacks the quantifier in καὶ	 τὴν	 δόξαν	 αὐτοῦ || כבודו כל   .ואת 
Although OG can omit quantifiers (see appendix A), in this case the 
emphatic function of כל makes it suspect of being a scribal addition not 
yet present in OG’s Vorlage, especially since the translator represents כל 
in ἐπὶ	πᾶσαν	φάραγγα	ὑμῶν || על כל אפיקיו and ἐπὶ	πᾶν	τεῖχος	ὑμῶν || על 
.כל גדותיו

The differences in grammatical person and number in ἐφ᾿	 ὑμᾶς || 
 are attributable to גדותיו || ὑμῶν	and τεῖχος ,אפיקיו || ὑμῶν	φάραγγα ,עליהם
the translator, whose penchant for modifying the grammatical person and 
number of pronouns is well recognized (Seeligmann, 56; Troxel, 89–90, 
138, 219–22). Similarly, S conforms the grammatical number of the pro-
nominal suffixes in אפיקיו || ܦܨܝ̈ܕܝܗܘܢ and גדותיו || ܫܘܪ̈ܝܗܘܢ to (ܥܠܝܗܘܢ) עליהם 
earlier in the sentence.
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Syriac’s העצומים והרבים || ܣ̈ܓܝܐܐ݂ ܘܥܫܝ̈ܢܐ may reflect a transposition in 
its Vorlage like that attested in 4Q60: הרבים וה֯[עצומים.

περιπατέω translates הלך only here in Isaiah, for which the translator 
typically uses πορεύομαι (thirty-nine times) (but cf. τοῖς	πατοῦσιν || להלכים, 
42:5). More strikingly, τεῖχος (ὑμῶν) || גדותיו (a hapax legomenon in Isaiah) 
differs from κρηπίς || גד(י)תיו in Josh 3:15; 4:18; and 1 Chr 12:16. The image 
of the Assyrian ruler “walking about on your walls” is likely the translator’s 
concretization of the picture as the conquest of a city.

8:8

Although only here does ἀφαιρέω translate חלף, it is comparable to καὶ	
ἀπελεύσει	ἐκεῖθεν || וחלפת משם in 1 Kgdms 10:3, which speaks of a physi-
cal departure, while τὸ	πρωὶ	ὡσεὶ	χλόη	παρέλθοι || יחלף  and בבקר כחציר 
τὸ	πρωὶ	ἀνθήσαι	καὶ	παρέλθοι || בבקר יציץ וחלף in Ps 89(90):5–6 treat חלף 
as a euphemism for death. καὶ	ἀφελεῖ here renders חלף as causative, com-
parable to ἀφεῖλεν	Εφραιμ || סור אפרים in 7:17. ἀπό || ב was more likely 
chosen under the influence of ἀφελεῖ than attests mem/bet confusion in 
the Vorlage.

Especially remarkable is the similarity to 3:1’s ἀφελεῖ	ἀπὸ	τῆς	Ιουδαίας	
καὶ	ἀπὸ	Ιερουσαλημ || מסיר מירושלם ומיהודה, first because its (transposed) 
order for ἀπὸ	τῆς	Ιουδαίας	agrees with καὶ	ἀφελεῖ	ἀπὸ	τῆς	Ιουδαίας here, 
but even more so because of the thematic similarity of the object of ἀφελεῖ 
here—ἄνθρωπον	ὃς	δυνήσεται	κεφαλὴν	ἆραι	ἢ	δυνατὸν	συντελέσασθαί	τι || 
 משען || ἰσχύουσαν	καὶ	to its object there: ἰσχύοντα—שטף ועבר עד צואר יגיע
.ומשענה

A possible trace of MT within ἄνθρωπον	ὃς	δυνήσεται	κεφαλὴν	ἆραι	
ἢ	 δυνατὸν	 συντελέσασθαί	 τι is detectable in κεφαλήν || צואר. Although 
the equivalent for צואר is τράχηλος in 30:28; 52:2, the rendering of ועלו 
צוארך 	with καὶ מעל  ὁ	 ζυγὸς	αὐτοῦ	ἀπὸ	τοῦ	ὤμου	σου in 10:27 suggests 
that the translator could find that it implicates adjacent areas of the body 
as well. Nevertheless, labeling this as a “possible trace” is apt, since we 
cannot know how much anatomy the translator supposed this term to 
encompass.

Old Greek insinuates δύναμαι as a verbal modifier elsewhere (e.g., εἰς	
βοήθειαν	οἳ	οὐκ	ἠδύναντο	σωθῆναι || 20:6 ,לעזרה להנצל; καὶ	οὐ	μὴ	δύνηται	
ἀναστῆναι || 24:20 ,ולא תסיף קום; στενοχωρούμενοι	οὐ	δυνάμεθα	μάχεσθαι 
 δυνήσεται is paired with	In this verse, ὃς .(28:20 ,כי קצר המצע מהשתרע ||
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δυνατόν as a predicate of ἄνθρωπον.3 Even if we allow that he has insinuated 
this predicate and propose that ἄνθρωπον reflects the use of ἄνθρωπος for 
explicitation (cf. καὶ ἀποστελεῖ	αὐτοῖς	κύριος	ἄνθρωπον	ὃς	σώσει	αὐτούς || 
 in 19:20), we are left with inscrutable links to any putative וישלח להם מושיע
Hebrew text until we reach καὶ ἔσται || והיה. Although one might intuit a 
relationship between συντελέσασθαί	τι and יגיע, there is no evidence from 
elsewhere to confirm that connection.

Given Ziegler’s (134) catalog of “sinnverwandten Stellen des Js-
Buches” that raise “die Möglichkeit einer gegenseitigen Beeinflussung,” 
influence of 3:1 on the rendering of 8:8 seems a more likely explanation 
than Seeligmann’s (84) confident assertion that “the Hebrew text is here 
given greater concreteness in the translation by being made to allude to 
a definite contemporaneous historical event” (see Troxel, 226). As Ottley 
(2:148) observed, 8:8 “almost summarises iii.1.” Given the shaping of the 
end of 8:7 to speak of the Assyrian ruler traipsing the walls, the assertion 
of his removal of anyone with power is readily intelligible.

καὶ	ἔσται	ἡ	παρεμβολὴ	αὐτοῦ || והיה מטות כנפיו supports this surmise. 
This is the lone occurrence of מטות in the Bible, helping to explain S’s ܪܘܡܐ 
as a guess (cf. its recurrent use of ܪܡܐ for 20 ,16 ,9:11 ;5:25 :נטויה) and the 
fact that OG’s ἡ	παρεμβολὴ	αὐτοῦ aligns morphologically with כנפיו. Old 
Greek’s regular equivalent for כנף is πτέρυξ (cf. 6:2; 11:12; 18:1; 24:16), 
while παρεμβολή renders מחנה in 37:6 (its most frequent equivalent in the 
Bible); and משמרת in 21:8, where καὶ	ἐπὶ	τῆς	παρεμβολῆς	ἔστην is on the 
lips of a watchman. Given that the translator has found in 8:7–8 the image 
of an Assyrian king victorious in battle, ἡ	παρεμβολὴ	αὐτοῦ || כנפיו likely 
registers his inference of that scenario here.

For OG’s creation of a syntactic link of מלא רחב ארצך to והיה מטות כנפיו 
via ὥστε + infinitive, compare καὶ	οὐκ	ἔσται	ὁ	συνάγων	ὥστε	ἄνθρωπον	εἰς	
τὸν	λαὸν	αὐτοῦ	ἀποστραφῆναι	|| ואין מקבץ איש אל עמו יפנו in 13:14.

8:9

As often suggested (e.g., Goshen-Gottstein, ל), γνῶτε reflects דעו rather 
than רעו in OG’s Vorlage, while ܙܘܥܘ is based on analyzing רעו as רעע, 

3. The peculiar grammatical relationship of δυνατόν to ὃς	δυνήσεται owes to the 
syntactic requirements of the relative clause. The accusative case of δυνατόν is by 
attraction to ἄνθρωπον in extending the semantic function of the relative clause.
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cognate to Aramaic רצץ, as it appears to do again in 24:19’s ܡܙܥ ܬܙܘܥ ܐܪܥܐ 
.רעה התרעעה הארץ ||

Old Greek supplies ἕως to conform its rendering of מרחקי ארץ to the 
idiom ἕως	 ἐσχάτου	 τῆς	 γῆς, which elsewhere renders הארץ קצה   אל/עד 
(48:20; 49:6; 62:11).

 ;elsewhere (e.g., 1 Sam 2:4 אזר comports with S’s equivalents for ܐܬܥܫܢܘ
2 Sam 22:40), while ܬܒܪ is S’s most frequent equivalent for חתת (see the 
comments on ἐκλείψει in 7:8). ܐܬܥܫܢܘ ܘܐܬܬܒܪܘ represents only one instance 
of התאזרו וחתו, and no manuscript of S evinces a variant. It was likely miss-
ing in S’s Vorlage, especially since the same minus is attested by 1QIsaa and 
appears to have been the case also in 4Q59 and likely 4Q60.4

Meanwhile, OG, despite often omitting repeated phrases, accom-
modates this one by creating an explanatory conditional sentence out of 
the second (ἐὰν	γάρ), adding πάλιν to each of its verbs, and varying the 
inflection of its equivalents for התאזרו between the substantival parti-
ciple ἰσχυκότες and the finite verb ἰσχύσητε. This reformulation appears 
closely linked to the continuity the translator forges with this verse in 
8:10.

8:10

Old Greek’s divergences come not from lexical choices but grammatical 
ones, accompanied by pluses. βουλεύσησθε	βουλήν || עצו עצה is hardly sur-
prising, given ἐβουλεύσαντο	βουλὴν	πονηρὰν	περὶ	σοῦ || יעץ עליך ארם רעה 
in 7:5 and the translator’s special interest in βουλή throughout Isaiah (see 
the comments at 7:5). More significant is the shift of conjugation from 
 || ἄν, alongside the shift in λαλήσητε	to βουλεύσησθε, with the plus ἣν עצו
 ἐάν. These appear to be an extension of	connected with the plus ὃν ,דברו
the reformulation of the final clause of 8:9 as conditional (ἐὰν	γάρ). In this 
light, both κύριος and ὑμῖν are best considered explicitizing additions. The 
κύριος in μεθ᾿	ἡμῶν	κύριος	ὁ	θεός || עמנו אל is likely the translator’s addition, 
both given the Hebrew formula (without a variant in any other witness) 
and an observable tendency to expand a single divine epithet into κύριος	ὁ	
θεός elsewhere (e.g., 26:12; 28:13; 41:21).

.פרר is for ܒܛܠ in S, even as עצה is a frequent equivalent for ܬܪܥܝܬܐ݂

4. See Eugene Ulrich et al., eds., Qumran Cave 4.X: The Prophets, DJD 15 (Oxford: 
Clarendon, 1997), 93, 105.
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8:11

Neither S nor OG represents initial כי. The bottom line of 4Q60 (frag. 12) 
begins with כה אמר יה[וה. The preceding line began with עצו עצה ו[תפר, 
the initial words of 8:10, but the remainder is lost. Although this leaves the 
possibility that כי stood at the end of that line, Patrick Skehan and Eugene 
Ulrich opined that “There was probably a short interval at the end of this 
line (ס 𝔐), and it is unlikely that this scribe wrote כי … after the interval, 
at its left margin.”5 Although the lack of representation of כי in S likely 
betrays its absence in its Vorlage, כי is one of the particles most frequently 
without an equivalent in OG (Van der Vorm-Croughs, 95), leaving the 
reason for its absence here ambiguous.

Old Greek’s lack of an equivalent for אלי might reflect implicitation, 
with the indirect object omitted as self-evident (so Van der Vorm-Croughs, 
77; cf. 1:23’s ὀρφανοῖς	οὐ	κρίνοντες	καὶ	κρίσιν	χηρῶν	οὐ	προσέχοντες || יתום 
-However, as recently as 8:1 OG ren .(לא ישפטו וריב אלמנה לא יבוא אליהם
dered אלי יהוה  	with καὶ ויאמר  εἶπεν	 κύριος	 πρός	με. Therefore, this case 
must be evaluated in conjunction with other divergences from MT in this 
verse.

Although ἀπειθοῦσι might suggest that the translator analyzed ויסרני 
as the hiphil imperfect of סור, similar to S’s ܘܢܣܛܝܢܝ—perhaps even lack-
ing the prefixed waw, similar to 1QIsaa’s יסירנו—Fischer (23), comparing 
οἱ	ἄρχοντές	σου	ἀπειθοῦσιν || שריך סוררים in 1:23, reasonably posited that 
the translator related the verb to סרר. Although OG’s failure to reflect the 
pronominal suffix—whether ויסרני with MT (cf. S, V, T) or יסירנו with 
1QIsaa—might indicate that it read ויסר, a decision on that question must 
be linked with evaluation of τῇ	πορείᾳ	τῆς	ὁδοῦ || מלכת בדרך (S ܕܠܐ ܐܗܠܟ 
.(ܒܐܘܪܚܗ ܕܥܡܐ ܗܢܐ

While the lexical choice of τῇ	πορείᾳ || (מ)לכת echoes τῇ	πορείᾳ || 
 is unique to this מן in 3:16, the lack of an equivalent for prefixed הלוך
verse.6 The translator typically renders מן + infinitive construct via an 
infinitival phrase with privative semantics (e.g., τοῦ	μὴ	βρέξαι	εἰς	αὐτὸν	
ὑετόν || 7.(5:6 ,מהמטיר עליו מטר Even when he chooses a different syn-
tactic construction (e.g., ἵνα	μὴ	ἀκούσῃ || משמע or ἵνα	μὴ	 ἴδῃ || מראות 

5. Ulrich, Qumran Cave 4.X, 105. Ulrich presumes this evaluation again in his 
more recent edited volume, Biblical Qumran Scrolls, 346.

6. This equivalence appears again only in Jonah 3:3; Prov 2:7.
7. As an action complementary to a verb (5:6; 24:10), object (21:3), negative pur-
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in 33:15), the relationship to the morphology of the Hebrew remains 
discernable.8 In the present case, the lack of an equivalent for prefixed 
 likely owes to the choice of ἀπειθοῦσι, a verb whose complement is מן
regularly in the dative case (cf. ἀπειθεῖ	πονηρίᾳ || 7:16 ,מאס ברע). While 
Goshen-Gottstein (לא) reasonably infers that the lack of an equivalent 
for the bet of בדרך is a “condens[ation],” the associated neglect of the 
prefixed preposition in מלכת, along with omission of an equivalent for 
the kaph in היד 	τῇ) כחזקת  ἰσχυρᾷ	χειρί), makes it more likely that the 
translator also disregarded the suffixed pronoun of (ו/)ויסרני than that he 
found a reading like ויסר in his Vorlage.

In the light of these modifications, the translator’s silence on אלי is 
attributable to his construal of the verse in its context rather than lack of 
 might be in אלי from his Vorlage.9 The omission of an equivalent for אלי
service of the translator’s shaping of the pronouns of 8:12–14 to address a 
group. The implication of אלי that the oracle was delivered to an individual 
might have seemed to him a diversion from perceiving the addressees as 
a group.

8:12

A conundrum arises immediately with μήποτε	 εἴπητε	 σκληρόν, which 
NETS translates with, “Never say ‘hard.’ ” Although LSJ notes that μήποτε 
is used with the aorist subjunctive as a prohibition in Classical Greek, 

pose (59:2), or result (49:15; 56:2, 9), or expressing incapacity to undertake an action 
(28:20; 33:19; 44:18; 59:1).

8. Cf. ἀφ᾿	οὗ	ἐποίησα	ἄνθρωπον	εἰς	τὸν	αἰῶνα || 44:7 ,משומי עם עולם; μέγα	σοί	ἐστιν	
τοῦ	κληθῆναί	σε	παῖδά	μου || 49:6 ,נקל מהיותך לי עבד. In 54:9 (καθότι	ὤμοσα	αὐτῷ	ἐν	τῷ	
χρόνῳ	ἐκείνῳ	τῇ	γῇ	μὴ	θυμωθήσεσθαι	ἐπὶ	σοὶ	ἔτι || אשר נשבעתי מעבר מי נח עוד על הארץ 
 and מעבר מי נח the translator appears to have been perplexed by (כן נשבעתי מקצף עליך
perhaps construed מי נח as מי נחי, setting aside מעבר entirely. In 58:13, οὐκ	ἀρεῖς	τὸν	
πόδα	σου	ἐπ᾿	ἔργῳ || מעשות דרכיך accords with the translator’s avoidance of repeated 
phrases, since he had rendered חפציך אם תשיב משבת רגלך עשות with ἐὰν	ἀποστρέψῃς	
τὸν	πόδα	σου	ἀπὸ	τῶν	σαββάτων	τοῦ	μὴ	ποιεῖν	τὰ	θελήματά	σου	earlier in the verse. He 
likely chose ἀρεῖς in order to describe moving the foot ἐπ᾿	ἔργῳ, which might be his 
equivalent for the second occurrence of חפצך that appears two words later. γινώσκω	
ἐγὼ	ὅτι	σκληρὸς	εἶ || מדעתי כי קשה אתה in 48:4 renders מדעתי as if it were ידעתי.

9. Attempts to link the translator’s rendering of these verses to political events in 
Jerusalem of the early second century BCE are untenable (see Troxel, 237–43), leaving 
us with shifts but no verifiable explanation of their motivation.
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GELS, BDAG, and BDF list no examples of μήποτε with a volitive, and 
there is no clear example elsewhere in the Greek Bible.10 The only other 
instance of μήποτε translating לא is a report of words addressed to Joseph 
by his brothers: καὶ	εἶπαν	αὐτῷ	μήποτε	ἐκτριβῶμεν	ἀπὸ	τοῦ	κυρίου	ἡμῶν 
-Although this might be an indi .(Gen 47:18) ויאמרו לו לא נכחד מאדני ||
rect volitive, a similar use of μήποτε in the brothers’ plot following Isaac’s 
death (50:15) is not so easily explained: εἶπαν	μήποτε	μνησικακήσῃ	ἡμῖν	
Ιωσηφ (|| לו ישטמנו יוסף) καὶ	ἀνταπόδομα	ἀνταποδῷ	ἡμῖν	πάντα	τὰ	κακά	
ἃ	ἐνεδειξάμεθα	αὐτῷ. Because this rumination is followed by the broth-
ers approaching Joseph with a false report of Isaac having required that 
he pardon them, μήποτε	μνησικακήσῃ	ἡμῖν	 Ιωσηφ seems a compressed 
expression of apprehension along the lines, “There is reason to fear 
that Joseph will bear ill-will against us.” This accords with GELS’s (s.v. 
“μήποτε”) observation that the nuance of apprehension with μήποτε 
can be tacit.11 In that light, (καὶ	εἶπαν	αὐτῷ) μήποτε	ἐκτριβῶμεν	ἀπὸ	τοῦ	
κυρίου	 ἡμῶν in Gen 47:18 likely approximates, “We fear that we might 
perish from before our lord,” which is explained by the following clause, 
εἰ	γὰρ	ἐκλέλοιπεν	τὸ	ἀργύριον	καὶ	τὰ	ὑπάρχοντα	καὶ	τὰ	κτήνη	πρὸς	σὲ	τὸν	
κύριον, καὶ	οὐχ	ὑπολείπεται	ἡμῖν	ἐναντίον	τοῦ	κυρίου	ἡμῶν	ἀλλ᾿	ἢ	τὸ	ἴδιον	
σῶμα	καὶ	ἡ	γῆ	ἡμῶν: “because given that our money, goods, and posses-
sions have devolved to you, our lord, the only things remaining to us are 
our bodies and our land.”

Accordingly, against the NETS assumption that λέγοντες in Isa 8:11 
introduces a statement of strong resistance to “the journey of the way of 
this people” in the form of prohibiting use of the word σκληρόν (8:12), 
μήποτε likely expresses the reason for that opposition: “lest you say some-
thing harsh.” The insertion of γάρ in πᾶν	 γάρ	 ὃ	 ἐὰν	 εἴπῃ	 ὁ	 λαὸς	 οὗτος	
σκληρόν	ἐστι (|| לכל אשר יאמר העם הזה קשר) would, then, explain that fear 
as rooted in the people’s habits of speech.

10. Although μήποτε	θῇς	διαθήκην	τοῖς	ἐγκαθημένοις	ἐπὶ	τῆς	γῆς in Exod 34:15 ini-
tially seems to qualify, it reprises πρόσεχε	σεαυτῷ	μήποτε	θῇς	διαθήκην	τοῖς	ἐγκαθημένοις	
ἐπὶ	τῆς	γῆς in 8:12 (μήποτε renders פן in both verses).

11. Similarly, μήποτε	ἐκτριβῶμεν	ἀπὸ	τοῦ	κυρίου	ἡμῶν in Gen 47:18 should be 
translated, “We fear being annihilated from our lord,” following which the brothers 
explain the reason for their fear (εἰ	γὰρ	ἐκλέλοιπεν	τὸ	ἀργύριον	καὶ	τὰ	ὑπάρχοντα	καὶ	
τὰ	κτήνη	πρὸς	σὲ	τὸν	κύριον) and propose a remedy (8:19): ἵνα	 οὖν	μὴ	ἀποθάνωμεν	
ἐναντίον	σου (|| למה נמות לעיניך) … κτῆσαι	ἡμᾶς	καὶ	τὴν	γῆν	ἡμῶν	ἀντὶ	ἄρτων.
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σκληρόν || קשר is readily diagnosed as involving קשר versus קשה, 
whether owing to a variant in the Vorlage, taking advantage of unclear 
orthography, or lexical association based on the first two consonants. 
There is no clear basis to decide between these options.

Much remains oblique in these verses (not least of which is the subject 
of ἀπειθοῦσι), and we need not assume that the translator had a clear pic-
ture of the actors and actions he divined in his source text. Nevertheless, 
the modifications he introduced in 8:11, his choice of μήποτε || לא, and 
his insertion of γάρ in this verse suggest that he was intent on producing a 
sensible Greek translation.

Syriac’s ܕܐܡܪ  כל while perhaps reflecting minus ,לכל אשר יאמר || ܐܝܟ 
in its Vorlage, should be compared to its use of ܐܝܟ ܕ for lamed in 11:3 (ܐܝܟ 
ܕܢܘܗܝ and למראה עיניו || ܕܚ̈ܙܝܢ ܥܝ̈ܢܘܗܝ

̈
 or insertion (למשמע אזניו || ܐܝܟ ܕܫܡ̈ܥܢ ܐ

within an expanded phrase in 60:9 (בראשנה || ܐܝܟ ܕܒܩܕܡܝܬܐ) and 62:5 (ܡܛܠ 
 here ܐܝܟ ܕܐܡܪ ,In any case .(כי יבעל בחור בתולה || ܕܐܝܟ ܕܒܥܠ ܓܕܘܕܐ ܠܒܬܘܠܬܐ
makes the presence or absence of כל in S’s Vorlage hard to determine.

The 3mp pronominal suffix on מוראו ||) ܘܒܕܚ̈ܠܬܗܘܢ -is construc (ואת 
tio ad sensum following ܒ .ܥܡܐ is Syriac’s typical preposition prefixed to a 
complement to ܕܚܠ.

Although ταράσσω is nowhere else the equivalent for ערץ, compare 
use of καὶ	ταραχθήσονται || ונבהלו in 13:8 and the wide range of Hebrew 
verbs ταράσσω translates in the book, as discussed at 3:12. φόβος is the 
single equivalent for מוראכם and מערצכם in 8:13, and φοβηθήσονται ren-
ders יעריצו in 29:23. ταραχθῆτε might have been used after οὐ	μὴ	φοβηθῆτε 
.to avoid repeating that verb in the next clause לא תיראו ||

8:13

Old Greek lacks an equivalent for צבאות again in 9:18; 10:23, 26; 14:24; 
19:17, 18, 20; 24:23; 31:5; 39:5. On OG’s minuses with divine names, see the 
commentary at 3:15. Van der Vorm-Croughs (68 n. 13) speculates that an 
equivalent for צבאות may have been omitted for the sake of “assimilation 
to the phrase κύριος	αὐτός/αὐτὸς	κύριος, which occurs in LXX Isa 3:14; 7:14; 
and 63:9, and elsewhere in the LXX e.g., in Deut 10:9; 18:2; and Ps 104:7, 21; 
151:3.”

Syriac is the only witness to lack an equivalent for אתו, which could 
owe to parablepsis following צבאות but just as likely reflects the translator’s 
judgment that ܠܗ would be superfluous following ܠܡܪܝܐ (cf. discussion of 
S’s lack of an equivalent for הוא in 7:14 ,לכן יתן אדני הוא לכם אות).



 ISAIAH 8 181

Old Greek and S both render תקדישו with an imperative (ἁγιάσατε/ܩܕܫܘ) 
raising the question of whether their Vorlagen read הקדישו. Both translators 
rendered תהיה with an imperative in 3:6 (γενοῦ/ܗܘܝ), where לנו תהיה   קצין 
implies a command. Old Greek shifts second-person future forms to impera-
tives in 27:12 (συναγάγετε || תלקטו); 30:16 (ἀλλ’	 εἴπατε || ותאמרו), while S 
does so in 20:2, where ܙܠ ܫܪܝ suffices for both לך ופתחת and תחלץ. Notable 
are the different tenses each chooses for Hebrew imperfect forms in the rhe-
torical questions of 3:15: τί	 ὑμεῖς	 ἀδικεῖτε/ܢܢܝܬܘܢ תדכאו || ܠܡܢܐ   and ;מלכם 
καταισχύνετε/תטחנו || ܐܒܗܬܬܘܢ. Of similar interest is a comparison of καὶ	
ἀπέστρεψας	τὸν	θυμόν	σου	καὶ	ἠλέησάς	με with ישב || ܘܐܗܦܟܬ ܪܘܓܙܟ ܘܒܝܐܬܢܝ 
 in 12:1, where both translators recognize that the words forecast אפך ותנחמני
for the future look back on the replacement of anger with comfort and, thus, 
they chose the past tense. The variety with which each translator rendered 
imperfect forms and the discourse logic that makes them sensible in each 
case accounts for their imperative equivalents for תקדישו rather than Vorla-
gen that read הקדישו.

For מערצכם S reads ܡܣܝܥܢܟܘܢ “your helper,” in contrast to its render-
ing of תעריצו by ܬܙܘܥܘܢ in 8:12 (cf. ואל תערצו || ܘܠܐ ܬܙܘܥܘܢ, Deut 31:6); and 
 12.(in Ps 10:18 לערץ || ܠܡܘܒܕܘ .cf) in 2:19, 21 לערץ הארץ || ܠܡܟܒܫܘ ܠܐܪܥܐ
Syriac renders the remaining occurrences of ערץ in Isaiah with forms 
of תערוצי || ܬܬܥܫܢܝܢ ;29:3 ,יעריצו || ܢܥܫܢܘܢ ;10:33 ,במערצה || ܒܥܘܫܢܐ) ܥܫܢ, 
47:12), an equivalent found nowhere outside Isaiah. The association of 
 here מערצכם || ܡܣܝܥܢܟܘܢ with “strength” might, however, help explain ערץ
(as Warszawski [21] posited), since S renders לדל מעוז לאביון כי היית מעוז 
לו ܒܐܘܠܨܢܗ in 25:4 with בצר  ܠܒܝܫܐ  ܘܥܕܘܪܐ  ܠܡܣܟܢܐ  ܡܣܝܥܢܐ  ܕܗܘܝܬ   ,ܡܛܠ 
reflecting analysis that the metaphor of God as a stronghold means that 
he is a help.13

Although we cannot rule out that καὶ	αὐτὸς	 ἔσται	σου	φόβος || והוא 
והוא מערצכם  might attest the absence of one of the two phrases מוראכם 
from the Vorlage, this translator frequently collapses synonymous phras-
es.14 His rendering of the 2mp pronominal suffix with the grammatically 
singular σου correlates with πεποιθὼς	ᾖς	ἔσται	σοι in 8:14.

 ,(Deut 1:29; 7:21; Josh 1:9) ערץ is the more frequent equivalent for ܕܚܠ .12
although we also find ואל תערצו || ܘܠܐ ܬܬܪܗܒܘܢ in Deut 20:3.

13. There is evidence of this inference also in Psalms: e.g., יהוה עזי || ܡܪܝܐ ܥܕܘܪܝ, 
.31:5 ,כי אתה מעוזי || ܡܛܠ ܕܐܢܬ ܗܘ ܡܣܝܥܢܝ ;28:8 ,ומעוז || ܡܣܝܥܢܐ ;28:7

14. Thus Goshen-Gottstein (לא) marks this with “condens.”
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8:14

Two pluses in OG are remarkable. Ziegler’s explanation of +καὶ	 ἐὰν	 ἐπ᾿	
αὐτῷ	 πεποιθὼς	 ᾖς as evincing the translator’s struggle to connect והיה 
 with what precedes finds a parallel (as he notes) in T’s prefix of a למקדש
conditional protasis: ואם לא תקבלון ויהי מימריה בכון לפורען. Targum’s focus 
on the consequences of refusing to receive the (prophetic) mandate dif-
ferentiates its strategy for linking 8:14 to 8:13 from OG’s focus on what 
accrues to the one relying on the Kyrios. Despite the similar creation of 
a conditional sentence, this difference weakens Zielger’s (96) claim that 
the parallel proves that OG’s maneuver “wohl nicht eine Privatmeinung 
eines Übers. vorliegt, sondern bereits eine Schultradition.” Similarly, his 
claim (95) that the translator “zweifellos von 28,16 abhängig gewesen, wo 
derselbe Gedanke (allerdings etwas variiernd) ausgesprochen ist” rests on 
the similar theme of reliance on the Kyrios that protects against disaster, 
with which the phrases ἐπ᾿	αὐτῷ	πεποιθὼς	ᾖς and καὶ	ὁ	πιστεύων	ἐπ᾿	αὐτῷ 
share only vocabulary, while the expansion of 8:14 with συναντήσεσθε	αὐτῷ 
has no obvious connection to οὐ	μὴ	καταισχυνθῇ there. On the other hand, 
phrases involving a perfect active participle of πείθω are frequent, even 
when not semantically apt, suggesting that ἐπ᾿	αὐτῷ	πεποιθὼς	ᾖς	was dic-
tion ready-to-hand for the translator.15 Correspondingly, he hardly needed 
special warrant to insert συναντήσεσθε	 αὐτῷ as the harmful event that a 
pious person would avoid.

The variation of grammatical number between πεποιθὼς	ᾖς	ἔσται	σοι 
and συναντήσεσθε matches the shift from ἁγιάσατε to σου	φόβος in 8:13. 
While the grammatical number in 8:13 differs from מוראכם והוא מערצכם, 
the pronouns in 8:14, having no Hebrew counterparts, strengthen the 
argument that the translator generated the shifts.

Van der Vorm-Croughs (49) reasonably places +σοι (ἔσται	 σοι	 εἰς	
ἁγίασμα || והיה למקדש) among cases of a pronoun added for explicitation. 
Seeligmann (57) ranks καὶ	 οὐχ	ὡς	 λίθου || ולאבן among instances when 
the translator supplied a negative particle (see the commentary on 1:19, 

15. πείθω most often renders בטח (sixteen times, as well as מבטם and מבטנו in 
20:5, 6, based on biliteral association); but also 28:17) מחסה ;(33:2 ;8:17) קוה; cf. 30:3, 
based on biliteral association), 20:10) שען [2x]; 30:12; 32:3; so also for שעה in 17:7, 8, 
based on biliteral association), and words even farther afield semantically, such as תלה 
 ,or even without a corresponding Hebrew word ,(65:12) תכרעו ;(58:14) תתענג ;(22:24)
as in 32:19.
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24), which occurs so frequently (see Troxel, 93–99) so as to make posit-
ing a dittograph לאבן  .in the Vorlage unnecessary (pace Ziegler, 95) ולא 
The translator’s supplements make his modification of the prepositions in 
 a minor feature of his rendering, but it is notable that his ולצור and ולאבן
shifts explicitize these as metaphors.

Old Greek’s ὁ	δὲ	οἶκος	Ιακωβ is not a translation of לשני בתי ישראל (MT, 
1QIsaa; cf. S, V, T). Although the lack of an equivalent for ל fits this trans-
lator’s tendencies (cf. ἐγκαθήμενοι || ליושב), nowhere else does OG read 
a name in place of ישראל, and every other occurrence of οἶκος	Ιακωβ in 
Isaiah corresponds to 16.(58:1 ;48:1 ;46:3 ;29:22 ;14:1 ;8:17 ;5 ,2:3) בית יעקב 
Because OG does not seem to have effected this type of change elsewhere, 
 (לב) probably stood in its Vorlage. Although Goshen-Gottstein’s לבית יעקב
attribution of this change to the translator is unlikely, his suggestion that it 
reflects exegesis by association with 8:17 could be correct. There is, how-
ever, no reason to deny that to an earlier scribal tradent.

(ὁ	δὲ	οἶκος	Ιακωβ) ἐν	παγίδι	καὶ	ἐν	κοιλάσματι	ἐγκαθήμενοι	ἐν	Ιερουσαλημ 
ולמוקש לפח || ליושב  יעקב) ירושלם  -entails modifications of preposi (לבית 
tions, similar to ὡς	λίθου	προσκόμματι	… ὡς	πέτρας	πτώματι || ולאבן נגף 
 that are, again, features of a reformulated sentence. Although ולצור מכשול
ἐν	παγίδι || לפח uses an equivalent that occurs elsewhere (24:17, 18; 42:22), 
καὶ	 ἐν	 κοιλάσματι || ולמוקש not only uses an equivalent unattested else-
where (cf. πρόσκομμα [Exod 23:33; 34:12]; σκῶλον [Exod 10:7; Deut 7:16]; 
and especially σκάνδαλον [e.g., Josh 23:13; 1 Sam 18:21; Pss 68(69):23; 
105(106):36;]), but a word found nowhere else in the Greek Bible. The 
cognate nouns κοιλάς (“a valley/hollow”) and κοιλία (a body cavity, often 
“belly/womb”) occur in the Greek Bible with the same senses as in Classi-
cal Greek (cf. LSJ and GELS, s.v. “κοιλάς,” “κοιλία”), which leads Muraoka, 
noting the parallel ἐν	 παγίδι, to venture that ἐν	 κοιλάσματι	 ἐγκαθήμενοι 
means “lying in ambush” (GELS, s.v. “κοίλασμα”). However, as suggested 
by καὶ	οἱ	ἐγκαθήμενοι	ἐν	Σαμαρείᾳ (|| ויושב שמרון) in 9:9(8) (the only other 
use of ἐγκάθημαι in Isaiah), ἐγκαθήμενοι should be linked to ἐν	Ιερουσαλημ 
as the subject of its nonverbal clause, parallel to ὁ	δὲ	οἶκος	Ιακωβ.

A clue to what the translator imagines here is the translation of היעלה 
	τῆς	ἐπὶ	παγὶς	σχασθήσεται	in Amos 3:5 with εἰ פח מן האדמה ולכוד לא ילכוד

16. οἶκος	τοῦ	Ισραηλ renders בית ישראל in 5:7 and 63:7, but no equivalent appears 
for it in 14:2, likely because it was a later gloss (see the comments ad loc). Similarly, 
in 46:3 OG’s καὶ	πᾶν	τὸ	κατάλοιπον	τοῦ	Ισραηλ || וכל שארית בית ישראל agrees with S’s 
.is secondary בית suggesting that ,ܘܟܠܗ ܫܪܟܗ ܕܐܝܣܪܝܠ
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γῆς	ἄνευ	τοῦ	συλλαβεῖν	τι. The verb σχάζω appears only here in the Greek 
Bible, but is attested in Classical Greek as an action of traps (see LSJ, s.v. 
“σχάζω”) when their tension is relaxed and they snap shut. In that light, 
the translator’s selection of ἐν	κοιλάσματι, parallel to ἐν	παγίδι, envisions 
the concave center of a trap, with the idea that peril impends for the inhab-
itants of Jerusalem, coming when the trap snaps shut.

Syriac’s plural nouns ܘܠܡ̈ܨܝܕܬܐ ולמוקש || ܠܦܚ̈ܐ   are intelligible in לפח 
light of its construal of ליושב as a collective: ܠܥܡܘܪ̈ܝܗ. For מכשול || ܬܘܩܠܬܐ 
compare Lev 19:14; 1 Sam 25:31; Isa 57:14.

8:15

While S tracks with MT and 1QIsaa (as do V and T), OG contains pluses 
and unusual equivalents. In thirty-seven of its forty-one occurrences, διὰ	
τοῦτο is OG’s equivalent for לכן (e.g., 1:24; 5:24) or כן  ;e.g., 9:17[16]) על 
13:7), while it aligns with אכן in 49:4. It appears without a Hebrew coun-
terpart in 27:4 (τοίνυν	διὰ	τοῦτο	ἐποίησεν	κύριος	ὁ	θεὸς	πάντα	ὅσα	συνέταξεν 
 ,(בהם עולם ונושע || ἐπλανήθημεν	τοῦτο	διὰ) 64:5 ;(אפשעה בה אציתנה יחד ||
both of which entail extensive differences from extant Hebrew witnesses, 
betraying scant dependence on the Vorlage.17

Although it is possible that διὰ	τοῦτο is the translator’s rendering of 
conjunctive waw in וכשלו, he typically uses νῦν to explicitize connections 
in such cases (νῦν	δέ, 33:4; 37:28; καὶ	νῦν, 26:11; 51:13). While his use of 
διὰ	τοῦτο in phrases he created (27:4; 64:4) leaves open the possibility that 
he supplied it here, it is also possible that a scribe had already inserted לכן 
or על כן to link 8:15 to 8:14.18

Even if, as Van der Kooij notes, ἀδυνατέω occurs only here in the 
Greek Bible (ἀδυνατήσουσιν || [ו]כשלו), that is inadequate for his identi-
fication of those opposed to “the way of this people” as those in “a posi-

17. Zielger (87) describes 27:2–5 as “ein schönes Beispiel dafür, daß der Übers. sich 
von einem Gedanken … leiten ließ und im Bannkreis dieser Vorstellung die einzelnen 
Ausdrücke übersetzte.” Although he detects points of contact between words in OG 
and MT (ἐποίησεν || אפשעה, via עשה; συνέταξεν || אציתנה), he (90) accounts for the 
final two lines above as language taken from Isa 37:26; Lam 2:17.

18. Uncertainty over the origins of διὰ	τοῦτο places a question mark over Seelig-
mann’s (105–6) citation of it as a mark of the translator shaping this passage as a 
polemic against antinomians in his day. His hypothesis does not stand or fall on this 
claim, but the question of what stood in the Vorlage affects judgments of whether the 
translator (re)shaped the passage.
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tion of power and might” in the translator’s sociopolitical environment.19 
Since OG elsewhere renders כשל with terms for loss of power (ἀνεῖται, 
3:8; ἀνίσχυες	ἔσονται, 40:30; καταναλώθη, 59:14), ἀδυνατήσουσιν affords no 
basis for speculating about the translator’s motivation.

A greater divergence from the putative Vorlage arises with καὶ	ἐγγιοῦσι 
 ὄντες. Ziegler (34) notes the	ἀσφαλείᾳ	ἐν	followed by +ἄνθρωποι ,ונוקשו ||
different rendering of the similar verb sequence in 28:13: καὶ	πέσωσιν	εἰς	τὰ	
ὀπίσω	καὶ	κινδυνεύσουσιν	καὶ	συντριβήσονται	καὶ	ἁλώσονται || וכשלו אחור 
ונלכדו ונוקשו   ;1:28) שבר Given how frequently συντρίβω renders .ונשברו 
14:5, 29; 21:9; 42:3; 45:2; 61:1), καὶ	κινδυνεύσουσιν appears the equivalent 
for ונוקשו. Because κινδυνεύω is but one of the diverse equivalents for יקש 
in the Greek Bible, there seems to have been uncertainty about the latter’s 
meaning.20 Accordingly, καὶ	ἐγγιοῦσι || ונוקשו (the only other occurrence 
of יקש in Isaiah) was likely a guess, perhaps through phonetic associa-
tion with נגש, as Ziegler (34) suggested (so also Goshen-Gottstein, לב). 
One consequence of this choice is that καὶ	ἐγγιοῦσι	καὶ	ἁλώσονται depicts 
action distinct from καὶ	πεσοῦνται	καὶ	συντριβήσονται (as Ziegler’s comma 
after συντριβήσονται implies). Although Ziegler (62) posits that this dis-
tinction prompted the translator to supply ἄνθρωποι	ἐν	ἀσφαλείᾳ	ὄντες as 
subject, Van der Kooij’s speculation that the phrase “is probably based on 
the Hebrew צור taken in the sense of ‘rock,’ ‘refuge’ ” is attractive.21 It would 
explain the absence, otherwise, of an equivalent for צור and could reflect 
reasoning from 2:10, where entering בצור has to do with hiding oneself 
from divine wrath. Even if this yields no firm conclusion about the Vor-
lage, it provides an attractive hypothesis about how the translator might 
have derived the phrase from a text resembling MT.

8:16

This is one of four passages in OG Isaiah without a clear equivalent for 
τότε (30:15; 44:8; 65:25), which otherwise translates 41:1 ;6 ,35:5) אז; 
45:21; 58:8, 9; 60:5); waw prefixed to a verb (28:25; 30:23; 58:10); and בעת 

19. Arie van der Kooij, “Isaiah in the Septuagint,” in Writing and Reading the 
Scroll of Isaiah, ed. Craig C. Broyles and Craig A. Evans, VTSup 70 (Leiden: Brill, 
1997), 528.

20. πταίω, Deut 7:25; ἐπιτίθημι, Jer 27(50):24; θηρεύω, Ps 123(124):7; συνίστημι, 
Ps 140(141):9; παγίς, Prov 6:2; παγιδεύω, Qoh 9:12.

21. Van der Kooij, “Isaiah in the Septuagint,” 526.
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	marks the reversal of ὅταν (תושעון ||) σωθήσῃ	In 30:15, τότε .(20:2) ההיא
ἀποστραφεὶς	στενάξῃς || בשובה ונחת in the preceding clause. In 65:25 τότε 
supplies a temporal/logical connection to 8:24. Although καὶ	 οὐκ	 ἦσαν	
τότε in 44:8 diverges too broadly from MT (ואין צור בל ידעתי) to diagnose 
its origins, τότε accords with the denials of 8:7 that other deities success-
fully contended for the Kyrios’s role in the past. The most likely conclusion 
is that the translator supplied τότε there and did so here.

Van der Kooij speculates that φανεροὶ	ἔσονται reveals the translator’s 
association of תעודה with the hiphil of 22.ידע Although that is possible, a 
more likely path might be that the translator read תעורה, which he associ-
ated with ערה, comparable to his rendering of 3:17’s ויהוה פתהן יערה with 
καὶ	κύριος	ἀποκαλύψει	τὸ	σχῆμα	αὐτῶν.

οἱ	 σφραγιζόμενοι	 τὸν	 νόμον reflects תורה 	while τοῦ ,חתום  μὴ	 μαθεῖν 
 + מן employs the privative construction OG typically uses for (בלמדי ||)
infinitive, as discussed in connection with 8:11’s מלכת. Although frequent 
confusion of ב and מ in manuscripts leaves open the possibility that the 
Vorlage read מלמדי, this translator has a tendency either to (mis)read let-
ters or render prepositions according to what yields a suitable meaning in 
the context.

The most striking feature of S is the full stop 7a1 places after ܢܡܘܣܐ, so 
that ܒܝܘܠܦܢܝ must be read with ܐܟܬܪ ܠܡܪܝܐ in 8:17. בלמדי || ܒܝܘܠܦܢܝ reflects 
etymological reasoning different than OG’s. Warszawski’s (21) assessment 
that the grammatically plural imperatives ܨܘܪܘ and ܚܬܘܡܘ are directed to 
the people is difficult to confirm. Although the plural forms agree with 
 in 8:13, those ܡܣܝܥܢܟܘܢ and ܚܠܬܟܘܢ and the pronominal suffixes on ܩܕܫܘ
agree with the grammatical number of their Hebrew equivalents, suggest-
ing that the morphology of ܨܘܪܘ and ܚܬܘܡܘ are harmonized with 8:13.

8:17

Old Greek’s +καὶ	ἐρεῖ is one of several occasions when the translator inserts 
such a formula (καὶ	 ἐρεῖ/καὶ	 ἐροῦσιν/καὶ	 εἶπεν/καὶ	 εἰπόν) to explicitize a 
change of speaker (10:9; 14:16; 21:8; 22:15; 45:14).

Syriac’s המסתיר פניו || ܕܐܦܢܝ ܐܦܘܗܝ accords with its פני לא || ܘܐܦܝ ܠܐ ܐܦܢܝܬ 
.in 54:8  הסתרתי פני || ܐܦܢܝܬ ܐܦܝ in 50:6; and הסתרתי

22. Van der Kooij, “Isaiah in the Septuagint,” 527. Cf. Goshen-Gottstein, לב.
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8:18

In καὶ	ἔσται	εἰς	σημεῖα || לאתות the translator appears to have supplied καὶ	
ἔσται to set this clause apart from the previous one.

All manuscripts of S read ܠܐܬܐ and ܘܠܬܕܡܘܪܬܐ—grammatically singu-
lar—against לאתות and ולמופתים in MT (OG εἰς	σημεῖα	καὶ	τέρατα, T אתין 
 and V (in signum et (לאות ולמופת) but in agreement with 1QIsaa (ומופתין
in portentum). The grammatically plural forms are suspect of having been 
conformed to the compound subject אנכי והילדים, while there is no evident 
motivation to shift the plural forms to the singular number.

8:19

Old Greek’s τοὺς	ἀπὸ	τῆς	γῆς	φωνοῦντας || האבות is the equivalence used 
also in 19:3; 29:4. The more common equivalent elsewhere is ἐγγαστρίμυθος 
(Lev 19:31; 20:6, 27; Deut 18:11; 1 Kgdms 28:3, 7; 1 Sam 28:8, 9; 1 Chr 
19:13; 2 Chr 33:6), which here renders הידענים, as it does in 19:3.23

The verb צפף appears only in Isaiah and always in the polel. Old 
Greek’s equivalent for its other appearances is obscure: ἢ	 ἀντείπῃ	μοι || 
 ומעפר || ἀσθενήσει	σου	φωνή	ἡ	ἔδαφος	τὸ	πρὸς	καὶ ;(10:14) ופצה פה ומצפצף
 Old .(38:14) כן אצפצף אהגה || φωνήσω	and οὕτως ;(29:24) אמרתך תצפצף
Greek’s τοὺς	κενολογοῦντας, a verb that occurs only here in the Greek Bible, 
must be considered within the larger phrase, המצפצפים והמהגים, whose οἳ	
ἐκ	τῆς	κοιλίας	φωνοῦσιν || והמהגים is also unique. Old Greek’s most fre-
quent equivalent for הגה is μελετάω (16:7; 27:8; 33:18; 59:3, 13), although 
ὃν	τρόπον	ἐὰν	βοήσῃ	ὁ	λέων	ἢ	ὁ	σκύμνος || כאשר יהגה האריה והכפיר appears 
in 31:4. ἐκ	 τῆς	 κοιλίας elsewhere in Isaiah renders 46:3 ;24 ,44:2) מבטן; 
48:8; 49:1), as typically throughout the Greek Bible. The whole of τοὺς	
κενολογοῦντας	οἳ	ἐκ	τῆς	κοιλίας	φωνοῦσιν || המצפצפים והמהגים seems, then, 
to be the translator’s own paraphrase.

Syriac’s equivalents, ܝܕܘ̈ܥܐ  ;are commonplace (e.g., Lev 19:31 ,ܙܟܘܪ̈ܐ … 
Deut 18:11; 1 Sam 28:3), while ܢܨܪ̈ܝܢ ܘܢܗܡܝܢ are the same equivalents used in 
.(כסוס עגור כן אצפצף אהגה || ܐܝܟ ܣܢܘܢܝܬܐ ܕܡܢܨܪܐ ܢܨܪܬ) 38:14

23. 4 Kgdms 21:6; 23:24 use θελητής for אוב. Equivalents for ידענים elsewhere are 
ἐπαοιδός (Lev 19:31; 20:6, 27; 2 Chr 33:6); γνώστης (1 Kgdms 28:3, 9; 4 Kgdms 21:6; 
23:24 [γνωριστής]); and τερατοσκόπος (Deut 18:1).
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Although S largely follows Hebrew word order, it reformulates the 
final half of the verse as the response to those advocating various types 
of divination. In place of the he-interrogative, it supplies the past predi-
cate ܗܘܘ and integrates its equivalent for ידרש into the relative construc-
tion ܐܝܠܝܢ ܕܫܐܠܝܢ. Although it rearranges the word order of בעד החיים אל 
 as “on behalf ܥܠ it retains its semantics (for ,ܠܡܝ̈ܬܐ ܥܠ ܚ̈ܝܐ with המתים
of ” cf. ונשאת תפלה בעד השארית הנמצאה || ܘܬܒܥܐ ܘܬܨܠܐ ܥܠ ܫܪܟܐ ܕܐܫܬܚܪܘ in 
37:4).

8:20

The ambiguous syntactic role of לתורה ולתעודה has its effects on S. Manu-
script 7a1 has a minor stop at the end of 8:19, and another stands after 
-with a full stop at the end of the next clause. This phras ,ܠܢܡܘܣܐ ܘܠܣܗܕܘܬܐ
ing construes ܠܢܡܘܣܐ ܘܠܣܗܕܘܬܐ as continuing the assertion at the end of 
8:19. Setting aside this punctuation, an alternative is to connect ܠܢܡܘܣܐ 
 with what follows, as do Greenberg and Walter (ad loc): “On ܘܠܣܗܕܘܬܐ
account of the law and on account of the testimony, they should not speak 
thus.” However, the translation of ܢܐܡܪܘܢ  as “they should not speak” is ܕܠܐ 
problematic, since ܕܠܐ + imperfect expresses negative purpose/apprehension.

Syriac’s אם לא || ܕܠܐ recalls the observation at Isa 5:19 about S’s varied 
equivalents for אם לא, which it often omits. In this case it represents the 
negative particle, but creates a negative purpose clause: “lest they speak 
according to this word, for which there is no bribe to give.” The most likely 
construal of this phrase is to identify the subject of ܢܐܡܪܘܢ with ܥܡܗ ܕܐܠܗܐ 
in 8:19: “The people of God are not those who seek the dead on behalf of 
the living about torah and testimony so as to avoid saying this sort of thing 
for which there is no ransom.”

Old Greek’s ἵνα	εἴπωσιν	οὐχ	ὡς	τὸ	ῥῆμα	τοῦτο || אם לא יאמרו כדבר הזה 
employs an atypical equivalent for אם, although OG renders אם distinctly 
elsewhere (e.g., ὅτι	ἐκπλυνεῖ	κύριος || 4:4 ,אם רחץ אדני; ὅτι	οὐκ	ἀφεθήσεται	
ὑμῖν	αὕτη	ἡ	ἁμαρτία || 24:14 ,אם יכפר העון הזה לכם). Although this negative 
purpose clause is reminiscent of S, it functions differently in relationship 
to the clause that precedes it.

νόμον	γὰρ	εἰς	βοήθειαν	ἔδωκεν || לתורה ולתעודה must be ranked as a 
reformulation. As Ottley (2:150) perceived, OG’s εἰς	βοήθειαν is based on 
reading ולתעודה as a form of עזר, while adding “ἔδωκεν to complete the 
sense; γάρ for connection.” It is the help of torah that keeps its adherents 
from speaking ὡς	τὸ	ῥῆμα	τοῦτο.
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Old Greek’s δῶρα and S’s ܫܘܚܕܐ suggest that either their Vorlagen read 
 as a dalet.24 Likewise, both שחר or they misconstrued the resh of שחד
translators supplied an infinitive (δοῦναι/ܠܡܬܠ). However, because 
 ἔδωκεν, it	βοήθειαν	εἰς	γὰρ	does not accord with νόμον ܠܢܡܘܣܐ ܘܠܣܗܕܘܬܐ
is difficult to regard ܠܡܬܠ ܥܠܝܗ ܫܘܚܕܐ as reflecting dependence on OG.

8:21

σκληρὰ	λιμός || ורעב 	ἥξει	confirms that καὶ נקשה  ἐφ᾿	ὑμᾶς || ועבר בה is 
chosen for this reformulation. ἐφ᾿	ὑμᾶς indicates that the translator looked 
back to πρὸς	ὑμᾶς || אליכם in 8:19 for its referent. Although ἥκω most fre-
quently translates בוא, there are cases lacking a Hebrew equivalent (e.g., 
10:29; 30:28; 32:19), or that align with a nontypical equivalent (e.g., תחרף, 
 + A ready association of ἥκω with ἐπί .(61:5 ,ויעמדו ;60:7 ,ישרתונך ;18:6
pronoun is apparent in ἐπ᾿	αὐτὸν	ἥξει || עליו תחרף in 18:6 and ἡ	δὲ	χάλαζα	
ἐὰν	καταβῇ	οὐκ	ἐφ᾿	ὑμᾶς	ἥξει || וברד ברדת in 32:19.

 קשה as derived from נקשה shows that the translator recognized ܘܢܩܫܝܗ
but analyzed its he termination as a 3fs objective pronoun.

Syriac treats והיה as otiose (ܓܙ  as ,(והיה כי ירעב והתקצף || ܘܡܐ ܕܟܦܢ ܢܪ
in 5:12.25

8:22

Whereas OG renders ונבט לארץ in 5:30 with καὶ	ἐμβλέψονται	εἰς	τὴν	γῆν, 
its use of the same equivalents for יביט  .here incorporates κάτω ואל ארץ 
κάτω translates למטה in 37:31 and מתחת in 51:6, the latter case being the 
more significant: καὶ	ἐμβλέψατε	εἰς	τὴν	γῆν	κάτω || והביטו אל הארץ מתחת. 
Given that κάτω does not appear in the similarly phrased 5:30, it appears 
less likely that the translator added it by attraction to 51:6 (since we would 
then expect it also in 5:30) than that a scribe had inserted it in 8:22, so that 
OG’s Vorlage read ונבט אל הארץ מתחת. θλῖψις renders צרה again in 30:6; 
33:2; 37:3; 46:7; 63:9; 65:16.

Given the semantic alignment καὶ	 σκότος || וחשכה, καὶ	 στενοχωρία 
seems to be the equivalent to מעוף. However, we must consider this 
together with the rendering of the first half of 8:23 (in Hebrew):

24. So also Ottley (2:150); Bodor, “Reception of the Septuagint,” 26.
25. By contrast, his rendering of temporal expressions involving ב + היה tends to 

be more isomorphic (e.g., 7:1, 18, 22, 23; 10:12, 20, 27; 11:10, 11).
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כי לא מועף לאשׁר מוצק לה כעת
καὶ	οὐκ	ἀπορηθήσεται	ὁ	ἐν	στενοχωρίᾳ	ὢν	ἕως	καιροῦ

The physical alignment of ἀπορηθήσεται with מועף and στενοχωρίᾳ with 
 ,in 8:22. Meanwhile צוקה || and ἀπορία מעוף || differs from στενοχωρία מוצק
καὶ	τῇ	στενοχωρίᾳ renders וצוקה in 30:6. Also worth noting in 8:22 is the 
word order καὶ	 στενοχωρία	 καὶ	 σκότος	 ἀπορία	 στενή || צוקה מעוף   .וחשכה 
These variations call into question how much we can determine from word 
order here.

The translator’s supply of στενή to modify ἀπορία might have been 
motivated by the preceding στενοχωρία, while ὥστε	μὴ	βλέπειν is a rea-
sonably conceived consequence of the “distress and darkness,” whether or 
not the translator related מנדח to מן + Aramaic דנח, as Fisher (23–24) pro-
posed (cf. Ziegler, 139).

The preposition bēth in ואל ארץ || ܘܒܐܪܥܐ is the target language comple-
ment to ܢܚ݂ܘܪ. Syriac lacks an equivalent for והנה in midsentence, as it did in 
8:7, likely a tendency of this translator (see the notes at 5:26).

 judging ,מעוף צוקה appears to be S’s equivalent for the phrase ܘܥܩܬܐ݂
by ݂צוקה || ܥܩܬܐ in 8:23 (cf. מעוף || ܢܛܪܦ). The rendering of מנדח as a 3mp 
imperfect with a 3ms objective pronominal suffix (ܢܕܚܩܝܘܗܝ) betrays con-
strual of ܘܐܘܠܨܢܐ ܘܚܫܘܟܐ ܘܥܩܬܐ݂ ܘܥܡܛܢܐ as a compound subject.

8:23

Parallel to מועף || ܢܛܪܦ here is עיף || ܢܬܛܪܦܘܢ in 5:27. In 8:22 the translator 
employed ݂ܥܩܬܐ for צוקה and here renders מוצק with the aphel passive par-
ticiple ܡܥܩ. This participle, in the masculine gender, may have left no clear 
role for לה, accounting for the lack of an equivalent.

Whereas כעת הראשון is likely meant to be construed with the follow-
ing הקל, S connects ܐܝܟ ܕܒܙܒܢܐ ܩܕܡܝܐ with what precedes it: “for he will not 
exhaust the one who is weary just as in the former time.” The implication is 
that the expulsion of the one who curses his god and king will bring relief 
to the one who has been distressed.

Although S’s translation of הקל with ܣܪܗܒܬ seems to make the terri-
tories of Zebulun and Naphtali force haste on something, the verb can be 
used fientively: “they hasten.”

Given that OG’s previous verse ended with ἕως	καιροῦ || כעת, πρῶτον 
aligns with הראשון, while ποίει has been supplied to fashion it into an 
imperative, similar to ταχὺ	ποίει || הקל. (On the use of ποιέω + noun or 
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adverb to create a verbal phrase, see 1:24.) The compelling inference is that 
the translator also supplied τοῦτο to create a clause out of הראשון.

Although one might suppose that ܘܐܘܚܕܢܐ derives from reading והאחרון 
as והאחדון and rendering it via Aramic (ܐܘܚܕܢܐ renders אחוזה in Num 27:7; 
32:32; 35:2; Ps 2:8), it is equally possible that the translator read והאחרון 
as (Hebrew) ܐܘܚܕܢܐ .והאחזון occurs just one more time in Isaiah, in 11:15, 
where its selection seems calibrated to the context: ܢܗܪܐ ܥܠ  ܐܝܕܗ   ܘܢܪܝܡ 
 What seems clear is that it did .והניף ידו על הנהר בעים רוחו || ܒܐܘܚܕܢܐ ܕܪܘܚܗ
not read והאחרון.

The translator uses ܥܫܢ for כבד again in 24:20, where ܘܢܥܫܢ corresponds 
to וכבד, and 47:6, where ܐܥܫܢܬܝ ܢܝܪܟܝ ܛܒ represents הכבדת עלך מאד.

Seeligmann (80) argued convincingly that καὶ	οἱ	λοιποὶ	οἱ	τὴν	παραλίαν	
κατοικοῦντες “was literally taken over from Ezek 25:16” (καὶ	ἀπολῶ	τοὺς	
καταλοίπους	τοὺς	κατοικοῦντας	τὴν	παραλίαν || חוף  והאבדתי את שארית 
 Van der Vorm-Croughs (432) raises the question of whether OG .(הים
Ezekiel might rely on OG Isaiah instead, since τοὺς	κατοικοῦντας is a plus 
in Ezekiel, while it leaves הים untranslated. However, as she (432 n. 340) 
notes, “παραλία already implies ‘the sea,’ so the separate mention of that 
noun is not necessary.” As for τοὺς … κατοικοῦντας, translation of שארית 
 שארית virtually requires a modifier to specify the relationship of חוף הים
to 26.חוף הים τοὺς	… κατοικοῦντας was likely added by the translator for 
that purpose.

1QIsaa reads ארץ זבולון והארץ נפתלי for MT’s ארצה זבלון וארצה נפתלי, 
but OG hardly needs such morphology to justify its χώρα	Ζαβουλων	ἡ	γῆ	
Νεφθαλιμ.

In association with observations about the translator’s interest in 
geography, Seeligmann (80) draws attention to τὰ	 μέρη	 τῆς	 Ιουδαίας as 
amounting to a “technical formulation … [for] the districts of Judea—or 
Palestine.” He (81 n. 21) notes that “the use of μέρος, in the technical sig-
nification of ‘district’ is particularly known from the papyri.” Even if Johan 
Lust reads too much into this phrase in asserting that it is meant to “apply 
the oracle originally addressed to the northern kingdom of Israel, to the 
southern of kingdom of Judah,” μέρος befits the kind of updating of geog-
raphy found in OG-Isaiah.27

26. On the relationship between OG-Isaiah and OG-Ezekiel, see Seeligmann, 
74–75.

27. Johan Lust, “Messianism in the Septuagint: Isaiah 8:23b–9:6 (9:1–7),” in The 
Interpretation of the Bible, ed. Joze Krašovec, JSOTSup 289 (Sheffield: Sheffield Aca-
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Although S might have expanded הירדן into ܢܗܪܐ  this phrase ,ܝܘܪܕܢܢ 
appears in none of the other 192 renderings of הירדן in the Peshitta. On 
the other hand, never does הנהר הירדן occur in the Hebrew Bible, making a 
scribal addition of הנהר here hard to imagine. ܝܘܪܕܢܢ ܢܗܪܐ occurs in the Syriac 
translation of 1 Macc 9:42, where the Greek lacks an equivalent for ܢܗܪܐ. 
Thus, it seems more likely that the translator supplied ܢܗܪܐ here than that 
he found הנהר הירדן in his Vorlage.

demic, 1998), 155. For the updating of geography, see Ronald L Troxel, “What’s in a 
Name? Contemporization and Toponyms in LXX-Isaiah,” in Seeking Out the Wisdom 
of the Ancients: Essays Offered to Honor Michael V. Fox on the Occasion of His Sixty-
Fifth Birthday, ed. Ronald L Troxel, Kelvin Friebel, and Dennis Magary (Winona Lake, 
IN: Eisenbrauns, 2005), 327–44.



Isaiah 9

9:1

The difference in grammatical number between ὁ	πορευόμενος and ההלכים 
(cf. S ܕܡܗܠܟܝܢ  doubtless owes to its use as an attributive adjective (ܥܡܐ 
directly joined with ὁ	λαός (cf. λαὸς	πλήρης || 1:4 ,עם כבד). The translator 
is able to resume his habit of rendering subsequent references to collective 
 as an imperative ראו with grammatically plural pronouns via analysis of עם
(ἴδετε).1 It and the subsequent shift in the pronoun of עליהם to ἐφ᾿	ὑμᾶς 
(which could have forced reanalysis of ראו as a 3ms perfect form) confirm 
that ὁ	λαὸς	ὁ	πορευόμενος is a vocative.2

 is S’s regular equivalent (e.g., Jer 2:6; 13:16; Amos  צלמות  ||  ܕ̈ܛܠܠܝ ܡܘܬܐ 
5:8), even as σκιᾷ	θανάτου is standard in OG (e.g., Jer 13:16; Amos 5:8; Ps 
22[23]:4).

Only here does  ܕܢܚ  translate  נגה , whose typical equivalent is ܢܗܪ   (cf. 
13:10; 2 Sam 22:29; Ps 18:29). Not surprisingly, ܕܢܚ   most often translates 
 in Isaiah, as in 58:10; 60:1, 2, in each of which there is an association  זרח 
between light rising and deliverance. Isaiah 11:3’s ܕܡܪܝܐ ܒܕܚܠܬܗ   ||   ܘܢܕܢܚ 
יהוה ביראת   for an atypical equivalent, as   ܕܢܚ examples the use of והריחו 
does ܬܕܢܚ ܒܥܓܠ   ||   ܙܕܝܩܘܬܟ in 58:8, where  וארכתך מהרה תצמח ||   ܘܙܕܝܩܘܬܟ 
 in the next  צדקך  ||   ܙܕܝܩܘܬܟ seems to have been chosen in view of ( ו)ארכתך
hemistich, while the choice of תצמח ||  ܬܕܢܚ likely owes to ܢܬܦܬܚ ܢܘܗܪܟ ܐܝܟ  
.in the preceding clause יבקע כשחר אורך || ܨܦܪܐ

1. For an example of this habit, see τοίνυν	αἰχμάλωτος	ὁ	λαός	μου	ἐγενήθη	διὰ	τὸ	
μὴ	εἰδέναι	αὐτοὺς	τὸν	κύριον || לכן גלה עמי מבלי דעת in 5:13.

2. The nominative often usurps the vocative form, especially with participial 
modifiers, “which hardly ever form the vocative” (BDF §147 [2]).
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9:2

πλεῖστον occurs again in Isaiah only in 7:22’s ἀπὸ	τοῦ	πλεῖστον || מרב, con-
firming that τὸ	πλεῖστον is related to MT’s הרבית הגוי but leaving open the 
question of what form stood in OG’s Vorlage. All other textual witnesses 
reflect הרבית (1QIsaa, הרביתה; S, ܐܣܓܝܬ; T, אסגיתא; V, multiplicasti). How-
ever, τὸ	πλεῖστον	τοῦ	λαοῦ || הרבית הגוי must be considered together with 
ὃ	κατήγαγες || הגדלת and in light of what has already been noted about the 
translator’s rendering of 9:1–5.

Scholz (36) posited that κατήγαγες reflects הרגלת in the Vorlage, 
owing to graphic confusion and consequent transposition of consonants. 
However, as Goshen-Gottstein noted, κατάγω || רגל is unattested else-
where.3 The most frequent equivalents for רגל are κατάσκοποι (|| מרגלים), 
κατασκοπεύω, and κατασκέπτομαι, while twice it is rendered with a verb 
denoting “deception” (μεθώδευω, 4 Kgdms 19:28; δολόω, Ps 14[15]:3) and 
once with a verb for “binding feet” (συμπαδίζω, Hos 11:3).

Goshen-Gottstein rejected Franz Wutz’s proposal that the Vorlage read 
 on the grounds that it has nothing to do with κατάγω, despite the ,הדגלת
graphic similarity.4 Although Wutz’s alternative proposal, that κατήγαγες 
reflects הגרית, seems to find support in ἀνάγει || יגר in Lev 11:7, examina-
tion of the full clause, καὶ	τοῦτο	οὐκ	ἀνάγει	μηρυκισμόν (|| והוא גרה לא יגר), 
shows that the translator merely followed his rendering of 9:3: καὶ	ἀνάγον	
μηρυκισμόν || גרה  is semantically הפלתה Ulrich’s retroversion to 5.מעלת 
compatible with κατήγαγες, but it is difficult to explain the graphic changes 
this would entail.6 Goshen-Gottstein suggests that κατήγαγες	ἐν	εὐφροσύνῃ 
reflects an “exegetical association,” since it is “a perfect expression for lead-
ing back the people from exile,” comparing ἐν	γὰρ	εὐφροσύνῃ	ἐξελεύσεσθε	
καὶ	ἐν	χαρᾷ	διαχθήσεσθε || כי בשמחה תצאו ובשלום תובלון in 55:12.7 Taken 

3. Goshen-Gottstein, “Theory and Practice,” 150.
4. Goshen-Gottstein, “Theory and Practice,” 150.
5. Franz Wutz, Die Transkriptionen von der Septuaginta bis zu Hieronymus, 

ed. Paul Kahle, Texte und Untersuchungen zur vormasoretischen Grammatik des 
Hebräischen (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1927), 237. For the examination of the full 
clause, see John W. Wevers, Notes on the Greek Text of Leviticus, SCS 44 (Atlanta: 
Scholars Press, 1997), 145.

6. Ulrich, Biblical Qumran Scrolls, 348.
7. Goshen-Gottstein, “Theory and Practice,” 150. Nevertheless, he disputes 

Ziegler’s adoption of διαχθήσεσθε in 55:12 (attested by 22c, 93, cI, 198, Co, Hi., and 
supported by V’s deducemini), preferring the more widely attested διδαχθήσεσθε, judg-
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together with τὸ πλεῖστον || הרבית, there is good reason to suppose that 
the translator’s rendering was not strictly determined by his Hebrew text, 
which hobbles our ability to speculate about his Vorlage.

Whatever the explanation for κατήγαγες, it seems clear he replaced 
 with a relative pronoun (in agreement with the qere ,ܘܠܗ cf. S’s) לו/לא
(ὅ), a maneuver in evidence elsewhere in the book (see Van der Vorm-
Croughs, 102–3). Equally, his supply of σου accords with his willingness to 
modify or add pronouns elsewhere, while his ὡς	οἱ	εὐφραινόμενοι || כשמחת 
accords with his frequent substitution of a participle for a nominal form or 
phrase (e.g., πυρὸς	καιομένου || 4:5 ,אש להבה; οἱ	τὸν	οἶνον	πίνοντες || לשתות 
 כאשר יגילו || διαιρούμενοι	οἱ	τρόπον	ὃν	as exampled again in καὶ ,(5:22 ,יין
 doubtless ,יגילו which also entails omission of a rendering for ,בחלקם שלל
to avoid yet another instance of εὐφραίνω.

Syriac’s parallel structures כשמחת בקציר || ܐܝܟ ܗܢܘܢ ܕܚܕܝܢ  and ܘܐܝܟ ܗܢܘܢ 
-suggest the translator’s aim to create a balanced construc כאשר יגילו || ܕܕܝܨܝ̈ܠܢ
tion in Syriac.

9:3

διότι	ἀφαιρεθήσεται	ὁ	ζυγὸς	ὁ	ἐπ᾿	αὐτῶν	κείμενος	καὶ	ἡ	ῥάβδος	ἡ	ἐπὶ	τοῦ	
τραχήλου	αὐτῶν || כי את על סבלו ואת מטה שכמו should be compared with 
the two other passages containing this vocabulary:

10:27
	 	יסור סבלו מעל שכמך ἀφαιρεθήσεται	ὁ	φόβος	αὐτοῦ	ἀπὸ	σοῦ	
	ועלו מעל צוארך  καὶ	ὁ	ζυγὸς	αὐτοῦ	ἀπὸ	τοῦ	ὤμου	σου

14:25
	 	וסר מעליהם עלו καὶ	ἀφαιρεθήσεται	ἀπ᾿	αὐτῶν	ὁ	ζυγὸς	αὐτῶν	
	וסבלו מעל שכמו יסור  καὶ	τὸ	κῦδος	αὐτῶν	ἀπὸ	τῶν	ὤμων	ἀφαιρεθήσεται

This comparison suggests that the translator added ἀφαιρεθήσεται in 9:3, 
under influence of the other two verses, overriding the object marker את 
and making על the subject. The varied equivalents for סבלו in these verses 
(ὁ	φόβος	αὐτοῦ and καὶ	 τὸ	κῦδος	αὐτῶν) suggest that he was unfamiliar 

ing διαχθήσεσθε “a rather well-taken correction” toward MT (151). I consider Ziegler’s 
evaluation of the evidence defensible, but that argument is not germane to the current 
verse.
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with סבל, forcing him to choose an equivalent suitable to the context: ὁ	ἐπ᾿	
αὐτῶν	κείμενος. That modifying phrase, in turn, likely influenced his ren-
dering of שכמו with ἡ	ἐπὶ	τοῦ	τραχήλου	αὐτῶν. Although τράχηλος renders 
 ,in 10:27 מעל צוארך σου renders	ὤμου	τοῦ	in 48:4, ἀπὸ ערף in 30:28 and צואר
semantically similar to τραχήλου	αὐτῶν || שכמו here (cf. τὸν	τράχηλόν	σου 
.(in 58:5 ראשו ||

Although τῶν	 ἀπαιτούντων is an unusual equivalent for הנגש, com-
parison of καὶ	οἱ	ἀπαιτοῦντες || ונשים parallel to οἱ	πράκτορες	ὑμῶν || נגשיו 
in 3:12 shows that the translator analyzed ונשים as from נשה and construed 
.as economic oppressors (see the comments at 3:12) נגשיו

In accord with the Kyrios’s role in deliverance implied by κατήγαγες	
ἐν	 εὐφροσύνῃ	 σου and ἐνώπιόν	 σου in 9:2, the OG shifts the person in 
διεσκέδασε || החתת (1QIsaa, 4 ;והחתתQ57 [4QIsac], [הח]תותי) and explicit-
izes its subject with κύριος.

Syriac’s translation of   סבלו with  ܫܘܥܒܕܗܘܢ  is echoed in its equivalents 
for the only other occurrences of nominal סבל in Isaiah, 10:27 (ܫܘܥܒܕܗ || 
8.(וסבלו || ܘܫܘܥܒܕܗ) 14:25 ;(סבלו

Syriac’s pronominal suffixes in  ܕܟܬܦܗܘܢ , ܫܘܥܒܕܗܘܢ, and ܠܗܘܢ accord 
with the collective ܥܡܐ in 9:2.

Old Greek explicitizes כיום מדין by expanding it into ὡς	τῇ	ἡμέρᾳ	τῇ	
ἐπὶ	Μαδιαμ.

9:4

The hapax legomena סאון סאן proved problematic for both OG and S (cf. V, 
omnis violenta praedatio; T, כל מיסבהון ומיתנהון). Warszawski’s (22) percep-
tion that  ܩܠ ܐܫܬܡܥ  is based on reading סאון as שאון is substantiated by ܐܝܟ 
 חדל שאון || ܘܫܠܝ ܩܠܐ ܕܕܝܨܐ ,in 17:12 כשאון מים כבירים ישאון || ܩܠܐ ܕܡ̈ܝܐ ܣ̈ܓܝܐܐ
.in 66:6 קול שאון || ܩܠܐ ܕܕܠܘܚܝܐ in 25:5, and עליזים

Old Greek’s rendering of סאן 	with στολὴν סאון  ἐπισυνηγμένην	 δόλῳ 
is notably distinct from S. Ziegler’s (195) observation that the translator 
likely chose στολήν || סאון based on the parallel שמלה accords with the 
translator’s frequent appeal to parallelism (Ziegler, 9–10), obviating spec-
ulation that he read סאון as (Aramaic) מאן (Fischer, 24). As Byun (218) 
observes, “ἱμάτιον and στολή are synonymous terms in the LXX.” 

8. Verbal forms of סבל are translated with ܣܒܠ in 46:4 [2x]; 53:4, 11, reinforcing 
the perception that ܫܘܥܒܕܐ in 9:3; 10:27; and 14:25 register the translator’s perception 
that סבלו connotes hard service.
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On the other hand, μετὰ	καταλλαγῆς	ἀποτείσουσι ||  בדמים  is מגוללה 
opaque. Ziegler’s (195) proposal that μετὰ	καταλλαγῆς || בדמים is based 
on the translator understanding דמים according to “das späthebr. דְּמִים im 
Sinne … daß ‘Kaufpreis’, ‘Wert’, und allgemein ‘Geld’ bedutet” has been 
endorsed by Byun, who notes (218) that in postbiblical Hebrew “דָּמִים 
means ‘price, value’ and in Aramaic דָּמִין has a similar semantic range,” cor-
relative to which “ἀποτίνω (‘repay’) and καταλλαγή (‘exchange,’ ‘compensa-
tion,’ ‘profit’) are distinctly mercantile terms.” Thus Byun (219) posits that 
the translator chose ἀποτείσουσι with a view to “the commercial nature of 
PBH דמים and Aramaic דמין,” whether by associating מגוללה with post-
biblical גלם, which could refer “to the calculation of a cost or price” (Byun, 
220), or by association with גאל (Ziegler, 196).

ܒܕܡܐ ܒܕܡܗ finds a parallel in מגוללה בדמים || ܡܦܠܦܠ  ܗܘܐ   || ܡܦܠܦܠ 
-in 2 Sam 20:11, perhaps so rendered by association with a pas מתגלל בדם
sage such as Gen 37:31 (ויטבלו את הכתנת בדם || ܘܦܠܦܠܘܗ ܠܟܘܬܝܢܐ ܒܕܡܗ). 
 ,.becomes common in descriptions of contamination with blood (e.g ܦܠܠ
 Jer 6:26; 25:34; 27:30; Ezek 27:30; Hos ,פלש ;Ezek 16:6, 22 ,מתבוססת || ܦܠܠ
6:8; Mic 1:10; גאל, Lam 4:14).

Fischer’s (24) diagnosis of ἐπισυνηγμένην as based on association 
of סאן with Aramaic אסן “gather” via mental transposition of the first 
two consonants offers a possible (but quite speculative) reconstruc-
tion, as does his proposal that δόλῳ derives from metathesis of ברעש 
reflected in T’s ברשע. Although Ziegler (195) adopted Fischer’s explana-
tions, Byun (216) has objected that δόλος || רשע would be anomalous, 
since the translator “consistently translates רשע in Isaiah as ‘ungodly’ or 
‘wicked’ (usually with ἀσεβής or ἄδικος),” while δόλος appears again in 
Isaiah only in 53:9, where it renders מרמה, as it does elsewhere (Gen 
27:35; 34:13; 2 Kgdms 9:23; Jer 5:27). He concludes (221) that the trans-
lator’s “confidence in בדמים  as being appropriately rendered by מגוללה 
μετὰ	καταλλαγῆς	ἀποτείσουσι	… was strong enough for him to overlook 
 δόλῳ ‘gathered with	and devise the analogous phrase ἐπισυνηγμένην רעש
trickery’ for ברעש סאן.”

Although the relationship of ἐπισυνηγμένην to סאן is too opaque to 
account for satisfactorily, Fischer’s diagnosis of δόλῳ as resting on trans-
position of consonants in ברעש is more plausible than Byun allows. 
While ἀσεβής is the most frequent equivalent for nominal רשע in Isaiah 
(five times), we also find ἄνομος (3:11), ἀνομία (|| 9:17 ,רשעה), ἄδικος 
(57:20), ἀδικία (58:6), ἁμαρτωλός (14:5), πονηρός (53:9), and ταπεινός 
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(58:4, based on √רש).9 The verbal form ירשיעני is rendered with κακώσει	
με in 50:9, while in 54:17 ἡττήσεις renders תרשיעי, although the following 
οἱ	δὲ	ἔνοχοί	σου there appears based on it as well. This range of equiva-
lents permits supposition that the translator might have associated רעש 
with רשע, while chosing δόλῳ in light of the commercial tenor of μετὰ	
καταλλαγῆς	ἀποτείσουσι.

The translator’s path to καὶ	 θελήσουσιν	 εἰ	 ἐγενήθησαν	πυρίκαυστοι || 
-hinges on his insertion of εἰ that, with his sub והיתה לשרפה מאכלת אש
stitution of θελήσουσιν for והיתה, created a contrary-to-fact wish. Taking 
as a starting point the GELS gloss of ἀποτίνω as “make compensation for” 
(s.v. “ἀποτίνω”), I translate the sentence, “they will pay for every garment 
and cloak that was deceitfully gathered, and they will wish that they had 
been burned.”10 I construe the subject of ἀποτείσουσι and θελήσουσιν	 εἰ	
ἐγενήθησαν as those referred to as τῶν	 ἀπαιτούντων in 9:4.11 This verse 
explicates what the breaking of their “rod” entails.

9:5

Both οὗ	 ἡ	 ἀρχή and  ܫܘܠܛܢܗ  represent the definite article of המשרה 
through a possessive pronoun (cf. 9:6). There is no reason to suspect 
 in their Vorlagen or dependence of S on OG, since both use this משרתו
strategy elsewhere (e.g., ἐπὶ	τοῖς	κήποις	αὐτῶν || ܥܘܫܢܗܘܢ ;1:29 ,מהגנות || 

9. Although ταπεινόν might attest רש in the Vorlage, more likely it reflects the 
translator’s use of etymology to identify a direct object for the verb: καὶ	 τύπτετε	
πυγμαῖς	ταπεινόν || ולהכות באגרף רשע. Although רוש appears nowhere in MT-Isaiah, 
the translator similarly detects a Hebrew word that does not otherwise occur in the 
book in θάνατος || דבר in 9:7.

10. This construal accords with both Septuaginta Deutsch and La Bible 
d’Alexandrie and is preferable to NETS’s perplexing “and they will be willing to do so 
even if they have been burned by fire.”

11. In agreement with Septuaginta Deutsch (1239 n. 9.5a) but demuring from 
its construal of μετὰ καταλλαγῆς as modifying ἱμάτιον via an implied predication: 
“Denn jedes Gewand, das mit List zusammengebracht wurde, and (jedes) Kleid (, das) 
mit Aufgeld (erworben wurde,) werden sie bezahlen.” So also La Bible d’Alexandrie: 
“Car ils paieront toute robe gagnée par ruse et tout vêtement gagné avec profit.” The 
juxtaposition of the economic terms καταλλαγή and ἀποτίνω favors analyzing μετὰ	
καταλλαγῆς as modifying ἀποτείσουσι, although not with the meaning “reconcilia-
tion” adopted by NETS.
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 (  ܘܐܬܩܪܝ) in the passive voice  ויקרא Similarly, S’s rendering of .(1:31 ,החסן
parallels OG (καὶ	καλεῖται), but neither is remarkable.12

Whether ܘܡܠܘܟܐ ויועץ attests ܕܘܡܪܐ  -or (more likely) the transla פלא 
tor supplied the conjunction for the sake of a sensible equivalent, its rela-
tionship to the Hebrew is significantly clearer than OG’s μεγάλης	βουλῆς	
ἄγγελος. Although θαυμαστὰ	πράγματα || פלא in 25:1 uses the more fre-
quent equivalent for פלא (especially in Psalms, but see also Exod 3:20; 
Josh 3:5; Jer 21:2; Joel 2:26), while τέρας appears in 28:29 (cf. Exod 15:11), 
μεγάλης || פלא finds precedent in ὃς	ἂν	μεγάλως	εὔξηται	εὐχήν || כי יפלא 
.(Num 15:3, 8) לפלא נדר || εὐχήν	and μεγαλῦναι (Num 6:2) לנדר נדר

Given this translator’s use of βουλή or βουλεύω six times for semanti-
cally dissimilar equivalents (3:9; 10:25; 32:7; 32:8; 44:25; 45:20) and six 
times without a Hebrew counterpart (7:5, 7; 28:8 [2x]; 29:15; 31:6), his 
use of βουλῆς for יועץ is not surprising, while he likely supplied ἄγγελος to 
explicitize the agent.13

As Scholz (25) divined, the translator likely arrived at ἐγὼ	γὰρ	ἄξω	
εἰρήνην	ἐπὶ	τοὺς	ἄρχοντας	for אביעד שר שלום by analyzing אבי as equiva-
lent to אביא and reading עד שר together, although ἐπὶ	τοὺς	ἄρχοντας is 
probably equally the equivalent for אל גבור, the two phrases combined 
into a single equivalent (cf. τοῦ	μὴ	ἐμπεσεῖν	εἰς	ἐπαγωγήν || בלתי כרע 
 || ξύλον	ἢ	ῥάβδον	ἄρῃ	τις	ἐάν	ὡσαύτως ;10:4 ,תחת אסיר ותחת הרוגים יפלו
-Although this trans 14.(10:15 ,כהניף שבט ואת מרימיו כהרים מטה לא עץ
lator elsewhere renders גבור with γίγας (3:2; 13:3; 49:24, 25), ἰσχύων 
(3:2; 5:22; 10:21), ἰσχυρός (21:17), and δύναμις (42:13), his use of ἄρχων 
translates more nouns than מחקקנו ;22:23 ,יתד ;13:2 ,נדיב ;1:10 ,קצין) שר 
[ἄρχων	ἡμῶν], 33:22; 41:25 ,סגנים ;40:23 ,רוזנים ;9 ,43:4 ;41:1 ;34:1 ,לאמים, 
 ,(60:17 ,[σου	ἄρχοντάς	τοὺς] פקדתך ;43:27 ,[αὐτῶν	ἄρχοντες	οἱ	καὶ] מליציך
making the hypothesis that he conjoined אל גבור and עד שר in ἐπὶ	τοὺς	
ἄρχοντας tenable.

Seeligmann (119) reasonably judged εἰρήνην	καὶ	ὑγίειαν	αὐτῷ “to be a 
second translation of עד שר שלום,” although Van der Kooij better described 
it as “eine Doppelübersetzung von שׁלום … und zwar in zweierlei Hinsicht, 
(1) als zweite Wiedergabe von שׁלום, und (2) als Doppelwiedergabe dieses 

12. 1QIsaa’s וקרא is noteworthy, although neither OG nor S was scrupulous 
enough about following Hebrew verb forms to posit that their Vorlagen read this.

13. See Troxel, “ΒΟΥΛΗ and ΒΟΥΛΕΥΕΙΝ in LXX Isaiah,” 153–71.
14. The phrase’s two other occurrences are rendered: ἐπὶ	θεὸν	ἰσχύοντα || אל אל 

.(Jer 27[50]:36) אל גבוריה || αὐτῆς	μαχητὰς	τοὺς	and ἐπὶ ;(Isa 10:21) גבור
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Wortes.”15 Thus also Seeligmann (119) notes that “ὑγιαίνω is used no fewer 
than ten times as as a translation of שלום in the sense of personal prosper-
ity” (cf. ὑγιής in Josh 10:21), so that both εἰρήνην and ὑγίειαν reflect שלום.

Seeligmann’s (119) companion judgment that the similar diction in Sir 
1:18 (στέφανος	σοφίας	φόβος	κυρίου	ἀναθάλλων	εἰρήνην	καὶ	ὑγίειαν	ἰάσεως) 
“strongly suggests this second translation is actually a later addition” is not 
compelling, since a mere juxtaposition of words cannot bear the weight 
of that inference. Further, as Van der Kooij observes, there is a reason to 
think that αὐτῷ derives from the first two consonants of למרבה, which is 
written לם רבה in the Aleppo Codex (despite the vocalization לְםַ רְבֵּה) and 
with a slight gap between למ and רבה in 1QIsaa.16 αὐτῷ, which aligns with 
no other Hebrew word, would be a reasonable rendering of למ, if perceived 
as ל + pronominal suffix.17

Although אל גבור || ܐܠܗܐ ܓܢܒܪܐ is clear, the conjoined ܕܥ̈ܠܡܐ seems a 
truncated equivalent for אביעד, which explains the addition of ܘܐܒܐ ܕܥܠܡܐ 
 at the end of the verse in multiple manuscripts, although that phrase ܕܥܬܝܕ
is rightly rejected in the Leiden edition’s apparatus.18 Syriac’s reformula-
tion of כי כה אמר רם ונשא שכן עד with ܡܛܠ ܕܗܟܢܐ ܐܡܪ ܡܪܝܐ ܡܪܝܡܐ ܘܡܫܩܠܐ ܕܫܪܐ 
 with (as nomen rectum) עולם in 57:15 accords with its rendering of ܠܥܠܡܝܢ
an adverbial phrase throughout the book.19

9:6

μεγάλη renders רבה independent of למ (see 9:5), while ܠܡܣܓܝܘ is recog-
nizable as an equivalent for למרבה.

15. Arie van der Kooij, “Wie heißt der Messias?,” in Vergegenwärtigung des alten 
Testaments: Beiträge zur biblischen Hermeneutik; Festschrift für Rudolf Smend zum 70. 
Geburtstag, ed. Christoph Bultmann, Walter Dietrich, and Christoph Levin (Göttin-
gen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2002), 158–59.

16. Van der Kooij, “Wie heißt der Messias,” 159. See Eugene Ulrich and Peter W. 
Flint, Qumran Cave 1, 2: The Isaiah Scrolls, Part 2: Introductions, Commentary, and 
Textual Variants, DJD 32 (Oxford: Clarendon, 2010), 102.

17. Of course, we cannot preclude that his Vorlage actually read למו or even לו. On 
.see JM §103f לו as a poetic form of למו

18. Similarly, the textual evidence for OG preserves various pluses following 
μεγάλης meant to square the Greek with MT (see the apparatus in Ziegler’s edition).

19. Cf. ܡܢ ܕܣܡܬ ;40:28 ,שמעת אלהי עולם יהוה || ܫܡܥܬ ܕܐܠܗܐ ܠܥܠܡ ܡܪܝܐ ܗܘ 
 ושמחת עולם || ܘܠܥܠܡܝܢ ܬܗܘܐ ܚܕܘܬܐ ܥܠ ܪ̈ܫܝܗܘܢ ;44:7 ,משומי עם עולם || ܥܡܐ ܠܥܠܡ
.(similarly, 54:8; 55:13; 56:5) 51:11 ,על ראשם
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As in 9:5, OG and S have a third-person possessive pronoun with their 
renderings of articular המשרה (ἡ	ἀρχὴ	αὐτοῦ, ܫܘܠܛܢܗ), and both supply 
one with their equivalents for ולשלום (καὶ	τῆς	εἰρήνης	αὐτοῦ, ܘܠܫܠܡܗ). In 
neither case is there need to posit a different Vorlage. Given both trans-
lators’ use elsewhere of a possessive pronoun for an articular noun (see 
above, on 9:5), the supply of a possessive pronoun amounts to a reflex.

Old Greek typically renders each instance of על prefixed to nouns 
in series (cf. 9:7; 2:12–16; 7:17; 8:7) and has an equivalent for על before 
a second noun where MT and 1QIsaa (cf. V and T) lack it in 1:1; 2:1.20 
Although the close association between כסא דוד and ממלכתו might have 
prompted the translator to omit the second על, in view of how regularly 
OG renders repeated על, it seems more likely that על was absent from its 
Vorlage, while MT and 1QIsaa (cf. S, V, T) reflect its later addition by the 
same scribal reflex that introduced it in 1:1; 2:1 (q.v.).21

The word order of ἐν	δικαιοσύνῃ	καὶ	ἐν	κρίματι is the inverse of במשפט 
 As with .(the regular order for this word pair; cf. 5:16; 16:5; 32:16) ובצדקה
transpositions elsewhere (3:1; 5:3; 6:1; 8:7 [in S]), it is impossible to know 
whether this was a change effected by the translator or already stood in his 
Vorlage.

καὶ	εἰς	τὸν	αἰῶνα	χρόνον || ועד עולם appears again at 34:7 (see the note 
at 13:20).

9:7

Although θάνατος typically translates מות in Isaiah, elsewhere it also ren-
ders דֶּבֶר (e.g., Exod 5:3; 9:3, 15), a Hebrew word that never occurs in Isaiah 
but that the translator seems to have divined here.22

καὶ	ἦλθεν	ἐπὶ	 Ισραηλ || ונפל בישראל is one of only three times in 
Isaiah that a verb other than πίπτω renders 23.נפל Instructive is the 

20. S’s ܥܠ ܝܗܘܕܐ ܘܥܠ ܐܘܪܫܠܡ agrees with OG in 1:1; 2:1. 
21. Cf. OG’s καί || ועל in 30:6, where its Vorlage may well attest a stage prior to a 

reflexive scribal addition of על attested by MT and 1QIsaa (cf. S, V, T).
22. The exceptions are ἤκουσεν	 γὰρ	 ὅτι	 ἐμαλακίσθη	 ἕως	 θανάτου	 καὶ	 ἀνέστη || 

 מפשע || θάνατον	εἰς	ἤχθη	μου	λαοῦ	τοῦ	ἀνομιῶν	τῶν	in 39:1 and ἀπὸ וישמע כי חלה ויחזק
.in 53:8 עמי נגע למו

23. πίπτω || נפל appears fifteen times, and its compound forms render it another 
five times: συμπίπτω (3:8); ἐκπίπτω (14:12); and ἐμπίπτω (10:4; 24:18; 47:11). The lack 
of an equivalent for ונפל in 31:3 is explicable as a condensation of adjacent, semanti-
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double rendering of ותפל in 47:11’s καὶ	 ἥξει	 ἐπὶ	 σὲ	 ἀπώλεια	 καὶ	 οὐ	
μὴ	γνῷς	βόθυνος	 καὶ	 ἐμπεσῇ	 εἰς	 αὐτόν	 καὶ	 ἥξει	 ἐπὶ	 σὲ	 ταλαιπωρία || 
	ἐπὶ	Similarly, 54:15’s καὶ .ובא עליך רעה לא תדעי שחרה ותפל עליך הוה
σὲ	 καταφεύξονται || יפול 	appears shaped by the preceding ἰδοὺ עליך 
προσήλυτοι	προσελεύσονταί	σοι	δι᾿	ἐμοῦ || יגור אפס מאותי מי גר  הן גור 
 here is also calibrated ונפל בישראל || Ισραηλ	ἐπὶ	ἦλθεν	Likely καὶ 24.אתך
to the context.

9:8

In contrast to MT’s כלו  S reads ,(1QIsaa and 4Q57; cf. OG, V, T =) העם 
grammatically plural ܟܠܗܘܢ  either to assert that the nations will , ܥܡ̈ܡܐ 
“know” or to exhort them to do so (“let the peoples know”). Because S 
typically agrees in grammatical number with MT’s  עם  or  גוי  (even in 9:12’s 
 its divergence here might reflect its construal ,( והעם לא שב  ||   ܘܥܡܐ ܠܐ ܐܬܦܢܝܘ
of וידעו העם כלו as an assertion that the nations will know the ܦܬܓܡܐ that 
the Lord has sent on Jacob/Israel (9:7). Compare 13:4, where S reads ܕܘܡܝܐ 
 קול שאון ממלכות גוים  likely due to the following , דמות עם רב  ||  ܕܥܡ̈ܡܐ ܣ̈ܓܝܐܐ
.(ܩܠܐ ܕܪܓܘܫܝܐ ܕܡ̈ܠܟܘܬܐ ܕܥܡ̈ܡܐ)

Syriac translates ויושב  with ܘܥܡܘܪ̈ܝܗ , like OG’s καὶ	οἱ	ἐγκαθήμενοι. 
Syriac’s translation of לאמר  with ܘܐܡܪ̈ܝܢ (cf. OG’s λέγοντες) varies from 

its typical translation of לאמר with waw + finite verb or ܠܡܐܡܪ (cf. ܕܐܡܪܐ || 
.(as antecedent in 30:21 ܡܠܬܐ with ,לאמר

9:9

Ziegler (109) convincingly accounted for OG’s approach to this verse: 

Die Übers. steht unter dem Einfluß von Gn 11,3ff., wie schon der 
Zusatz der LXX: “wir wollen uns einen Turm bauen” = Gn 11,4 
beweist. Deshalbe werden auch die λίθοι im Zusammenhang mit den 
πλίνθοι erwähnt, vgl. Gn 11,3, wo ebenfalls diese beiden griech. Aus-
drücke vorkommen.

cally similar phrases: καὶ	κοπιάσουσιν	οἱ	βοηθοῦντες	καὶ	ἅμα	πάντες	ἀπολοῦνται || וכשל 
.עוזר ונפל עזר ויחדו כלם יכליון

24. The third instance of an unusual equivalent for נפל is καὶ	αὐτὸς	ἐπιβαλεῖ	αὐτοῖς	
κλήρους || (34:7) והוא הפיל להן גורל, which conforms to idioms for casting lots (cf. Prov 
1:14; Jonah 1:7; Josh 18:10; Joel 4:3; Obad 11).
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He (63) similarly attributed +ἀλλὰ	δεῦτε to the translator’s reliance on Gen 
11:3–4, whose influence he perceived again in “die Glosse 10,9: ‘wo der 
Turm gebaut wurde.’ ”

Koenig faults Ziegler’s perception that καὶ	 οἰκοδομήσωμεν	 ἑαυτοῖς	
πύργον was borrowed from Gen 11:4 as being misled “par la modifica-
tion de l’ordre des mots et la correspondence formelle avec Gen 11,4.”25 
Whereas ἐκκόψωμεν renders גדעו, the translator created an allusion to 
Gen 11:4 by transposing the equivalents for the second (נבנה) and fourth 
 verbs, with the equivalent for the fourth, λαξεύσωμεν, reached “par (נחליף)
un recours à une rac. araméenne homonyme de la rac. courante en hébru 
ancient qui figure dans H,” meaning “cut.”26 This has, he claims, the advan-
tage of uncovering the translator’s methodological approach.

Two difficulties confront Koenig’s argument. First, this translator uses 
ἀλλάσσω (the most frequent equivalent for חלף in the LXX) in 24:5, 40:31, 
and 41:1 and uses κατακρύπτω in 2:18, ἀφαιρέω in 8:8, and διέρχομαι in 
21:1, leaving no hint of familiarity with a meaning “cut off ” for חלף. Nor 
do we find a trace of that elsewhere in the LXX. Second, λαξεύω does not 
mean simply “cut off ” but “cut stone,” in accord with the following λίθους, 
which has no counterpart in Hebrew. Thus, Ziegler’s hypothesis that the 
translator borrowed from Gen 11:4 provides a more straightforward 
explanation than Koenig’s notion that the translator worked by “l’analyse 
des relations analogiques.”27

With regard to S, Warszawski (23) rightly concluded, “Durch diese 
dem Texte nicht ganz entsprechende Wiedergabe werden die Gegensätze 
zwischen den einzelnen Gliedern des Satzes verwischt.” Syriac renders the 
declaration לבנים נפלו as an exhortation: ܠܒ̈ܢܐ ܢܪ̈ܡܐ (cf. הבה ||   ܬܘ ܢܪܡܐ ܠܒܢܐ  
28.  וגזית נבנה ||  ܘܢܓܙܘܪ ܓܙܝܪ̈ܬܐ݂ Gen 11:3), alongside ,נלבנה לבנים 

There is no substantive indication that OG influenced S, despite the 
word order of ܘܐܪ̈ܙܐ ܫܩ̈ܡܐ  	καὶ/ܘܢܦܣܘܩ  ἐκκόψωμεν	 συκαμίνους	 καὶ	 κέδρους 
ܢܚܠܘܦ) ܢܚܠܘܦ with ܘܐܪ̈ܙܐ Syriac’s join of .שקמים גדעו וארזים ||  וארזים || ܘܐܪ̈ܙܐ 

25. Koenig, Herméneutique analogique, 92.
26. Koenig, Herméneutique analogique, 94–95.
27. Koenig, Herméneutique analogique, 89. See the critique by Arie van der Kooij, 

“Accident or Method? On ‘Analogical’ Interpretation in the Old Greek of Isa and in 
1QIsa,” BO 43 (1986): 366–76.

28. S uses ܪܡܝ in the aphel for the hiphil of  נפל  in 34:17 (݂והוא ||   ܘܗ݂ܘ ܐܪܡܝ ܠܗܝܢ ܦܨܐ  
 as frequently ,( והפלתיו בחרב בארצו ||   ܘܐܪܡܝܘܗܝ ܒܚܪܒܐ ܒܐܪܥܗ) and 37:7 ( הפיל להן גורל
occurs in the Peshitta (e.g., Gen 2:21).



204 ISAIAH 9

ܫܩ̈ܡܐ suggests that (נחליף גדעו || ܘܢܦܣܘܩ   follows target language שקמים 
norms for word order.

9:10

Syriac translated  שגב  with  ܥܫܢ  in 2:11, 17 and will do so again in 12:4; 
26:5 (cf. Deut 2:36; Ps 107:4; Prov 18:10). The imperfect (ܘܢܥܫܢ ) places the 
action in the future, similar to OG’s καὶ	ῥάξει (on which see below).

τοὺς	ἐπανιστανομένους	ἐπ᾿	ὄρος	Σιων || את צרי רצין is arresting, since 
the equivalent for רצין is typically Ραασσων, both within Isaiah (7:1; 8:6) 
and outside it (e.g., 4 Kgdms 15:37; 16:5, 6, 9).29 Although Seeligmann 
(81) posited that the translator took advantage of the orthography of רצין 
to find a reference to Zion, comparison of τῆς	φάραγγος	Σιων || גיא חזיון in 
22:1 and ἐν	φάραγγι	Σιων || בגיא חזיון in 22:5 (for which a Vorlage reading 
 את is likely) favors Duhm’s conclusion that OG’s Vorlage in fact read הציון
30.צרי הר ציון

καὶ	ῥάξει || וישגב at the outset of the verse is distinctive. The transla-
tor’s most frequent equivalent for שגב is ὑψόω (2:11, 17; 12:4), and even 
πόλεις	ὀχυράς	καταβαλεῖς || קריה נשגבה ישפילנה in 26:5 follows κατήγαγες	
τοὺς	ἐνοικοῦντας	ἐν	ὑψηλοῖς || השח ישבי מרום, while the choice of πόλεις	
ὀχυράς seems influenced by πόλις	ὀχυρά || עיר עז in 26:1.31 In 33:5 we find 
ἅγιος	ὁ	θεὸς	ὁ	κατοικῶν	ἐν	ὑψηλοῖς || נשגב יהוה כי שכן מרום, comparable to 
OG’s ἐκραταιώθη || נשגבה in Ps 138(139):6, where S reads 32.ܐܬܚܝܠܬ

Similar perplexity over שגב is evident elsewhere, not least in Deut 2:36 
(its only instance in the Pentateuch), where Moses asserts, οὐκ	 ἐγενήθη	
πόλις	ἥτις	διέφυγεν	ἡμᾶς || לא היתה קריה אשר שגבה ממנו. Equivalents for 
	θεοῦ	τοῦ	ὄνομα	τὸ	σου	vary greatly throughout the Bible: ὑπερασπίσαι שגב
Ιακωβ || ישגבך שם אלהי יעקב (Ps 19[20]:2); ἐπ᾿	ἐμὲ	λύτρωσαί	με || תשגבני 

29. Regarding רצין in 7:4, see the commentary there. The masculine plural pro-
noun in ἐπ᾿	αὐτούς || עליו is coordinate with τοὺς	ἐπανιστανομένους.

30. Duhm, Buch Jesaia, 70.
31. The fact that 30:13 renders נשגבה with πόλεως	ὀχυρᾶς, inferred from 26:5, sug-

gests that the association of נשגב with a stronghold was intuitive (ὀχυρά || מבצר in 17:3; 
.(in 36:1; 37:26 בצרות in 25:2; and בצורה

32. Although one might posit that the Isaiah translator avoided using ὑψόω 
for נשגב because of the following ὁ	 κατοικῶν	 ἐν	 ὑψηλοῖς || מרום  the translator ,שכן 
does not consistently avoid repetition, as is clear from ὁ	 δὲ	 ἄνθρωπος	 ταπεινός	 καὶ	
ταπεινωθήσεται	τὸ	ὕψος	τῶν	ἀνθρώπων || אדם שפל ושח רום אנשים in 2:11.
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(Ps 58[59]:2); ἀντελάβετό	μου || תשגבני (Ps 68[69]:30); σκεπάσω	αὐτόν || 
 ἐξεγείροντα ;(Ps 106[107]:41) וישגב || ἐβοήθησεν	καὶ ;(Ps 90[91]:14) אשגבהו
.εὐφρανθήσεται (Prov 29:25) ;(Job 5:11) שגבו ישע ||

Meanwhile, ῥήγνυμι || (59:5 ;58:8 ;35:6) בקע is common (e.g., Gen 
7:11; Exod 14:16), likely explaining its use for פצחו in Isa 49:13; 52:9; 54:1. 
On the other hand, ἐρράγησαν (τὰ	σχοινία	σου) || (חבליך) נטשו in 33:23 is 
unparalleled, and (οὐδὲ	μή) ῥαγῶσιν	οἱ	ἱμάντες (τῶν	ὑποδημάτων	αὐτῶν) || 
	in 5:27 finds a parallel only in the peculiar ἐρράγη (ולא) נתק (שרוך נעליו)
δὲ	τὰ	ἄρθρα	τῆς	καρδίας	μου || נתקו מורשי לבבי of Job 17:11.33 Thus there 
is reason to suspect that the translator employed καὶ	ῥάξει for וישגב here 
based on his comprehension of the context rather than the verb.

That conclusion is reinforced by διασκεδάσει || יסכסך at the end of the 
verse.34 Although this translator uses διασκεδάννυμι for 14:27 ;8:10) פרר; 
44:25), as do others (e.g., Gen 17:14; Lev 26:15, 44), he employs it dis-
tinctively for חתת in 9:4(3) and בלע in 19:3, while he inserts it parallel to 
καταφθεῖραι in 32:7. Given the semantic compatibility of διασκεδάσει and 
ῥάξει, his choices of verbs for וישגב and יסכסך seem guided by his percep-
tion that the verse speaks of an assault on Zion’s foes (particularly founded 
on את צרי הר ציון in his Vorlage).

9:11

Syriac reads  ארם  as  אדם  and construes both it and  ופלשתים as appositional 
to (ܘܠܒ̈ܥܠܕܒܒܘܗܝ) איביו in 9:10.35

Whereas  ܘܢܐܟܠܘܢܗ  accords with  ויאכלו  in MT, OG employs a participle, 
describing what these enemies have done to Israel: τοὺς	κατεσθίοντας.

Only here is Συρία OG’s equivalent for ארם, although Σύρος renders it 
in 17:3. The only other occurrences of ארם in Isaiah are in chapter 7, where 
Αραμ is the consistent equivalent (see the commentary on 7:4, 5).36

33. OG’s path to τὰ	ἄρθρα from מורשי is uncertain. Clines judges Dhorme’s asso-
ciation of it with Aramaic מרשא “rope” “questionable” (David J. A. Clines, Job 1–20, 
WBC 17 [Dallas: Word, 1989], 374).

34. The verb סוך appears elsewhere only in Isa 19:2’s καὶ	ἐπεγερθήσονται	Αἰγύπτιοι	
ἐπ᾿	Αἰγυπτίους || וסכסכתי מצרים במצרים.

35. Translation of ארם as אדם is frequent throughout S. See Weitzman, Syriac 
Version, 62–67.

36. See Troxel, “What’s in a Name?,” 332.
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καὶ	τοὺς	Ἕλληνας || ופלשתים occurs only here, with ἀφ᾿	ἡλίου	ἀνατολῶν 
 identifying the Hellenistic coastal cities as the contemporary (מאחור ||)
equivalent for 37.פלשתים

For ἀφ᾿	ἡλίου	ἀνατολῶν || מקדם, cf. 11:14. Although (ἀφ᾿) ἡλίου	δυσμῶν 
 δυσμῶν	ἐπὶ	τῆς	θαλάσσης	τῆς	ἕως	is unexampled elsewhere, καὶ (מ)אחור ||
renders ועד הים האחרון in Deut 11:24, in which book δυσμή also renders 
.(ܡܥܪܒܐ cf. S’s) as it does in Isa 43:5, 6; 59:19 ,(Deut 1:1; 11:30) ערבה

-ana , בכל פה  explicitizes the agent by adding a suffix to ܒܟܠܗ ܦܘܡܗܘܢ 
phoric to the subject assumed by ܘܢܐܟܠܘܢܗ  (cf. 10:24). Both OG and S trans-
late בכל זאת   with a grammatical plural (ἐπὶ	τούτοις	πᾶσιν/ܘܒܗܠܝܢ ܟܠܗܝܢ ), 
as both do in all other occurences of the phrase (5:25; 9:16, 20; 10:4).

ἐπὶ	τούτοις	πᾶσιν	οὐκ	ἀπεστράφη	ὁ	θυμός	ἀλλ᾿	ἔτι	ἡ	χεὶρ	ὑψηλή is the 
rendering of בכל זאת לא שב אפו ועוד ידו נטויה again in 9:21(20); 10:4, while 
the only variations elsewhere affect בכל זאת: ἐν	πᾶσι	τούτοις in 5:25; and 
ἐπὶ	πᾶσιν	τούτοις in 9:16. Syriac’s equivalents are the same in each case.

9:12

Syriac’s use of the grammatical plural  שב  ||  ܐܬܦܢܝܘ  betrays recognition that 
ܥܡ̈ܡܐ is a collective noun (contrast its והעם || ܘܥܡܐ  in וידעו העם || ܘܢܕܥܘܢ 
9:8) and conforms it to the grammatically plural דרשו || ܒܥܘ at the end of 
the verse.38 This seems more likely than S’s Vorlage having  ו שב, given S’s 
tendency to explicitize עם as collective.

Syriac renders the hiphil of  נכה  with  ܒܠܥ  again in 1:5; 30:31 (cf. 2 Sam 
11:15), although its more frequent equivalent is ܡܚܐ   (e.g., 5:25; 10:24; 11:4, 15; 
 is used intransitively in both 1:5; 30:31, as it is here, which   ܒܠܥ .(27:7 ;14:6
made possible the translator’s shift from the morpho-syntax of  המכהו  to 
 Old Greek’s ἐπλήγη also shifts the Hebrew verb, but into the passive .ܒܠܥܘ
voice.39

37. Troxel, “What’s in a Name?,” 332.
38. S uses ܒܥܐ to render דרש again in 31:1; 34:16; 55:6; 58:2; 65:1, 10. OG uses 

ἐκζητέω for דרש also in 1:17; 8:19; 16:5; 31:1.
39. This and the fact that S uses  ܒܠܥ  intransitively elsewhere undermines Gese-

nius’s perception that S is dependent on OG here (Gesenius, Commentar über den 
Jesaia, 82).
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9:13

Syriac translates  כרת  with the aphel of  ܐܒܕ  again in 14:22; 22:5.
Old Greek and S appear flumoxed by ואגמון -Old Greek substi .כפה 

tutes the merismus μέγαν	καὶ	μικρόν, as elsewhere when perplexed (22:5, 
24; 33:4, 19), although it renders כפה ואגמון in 19:15 with ἀρχὴν	καὶ	τέλος, 
likely as an exposition of the preceding κεφαλὴν	καὶ	οὐράν. By contrast, 
.are the same equivalents used in 19:15 ܘܕܢܘܒܬܐ ܘܪܝܫܐ

Old Greek’s ἐν	 μιᾷ	 ἡμέρᾳ and S’s ܚܕ  correlate with 1QIsaa’s ܒܝܘܡܐ 
אחד אחד against MT’s ,ביום  אחד However, because .יום  -can func יום 
tion adverbially in the same sense (cf. Gen 27:45; 33:13), the translators 
might have prefixed the preposition, which might also account for the 
reading of 1QIsaa.

9:14

Old Greek construes פנים ונשוא   as continuing the pairs of terms זקן 
from the previous verse, placing its equivalents (πρεσβύτην	 καὶ	 τοὺς	
τὰ	πρόσωπα	θαυμάζοντας, both attested throughout the Greek Bible) in 
the accusative case, while using the nominative case with αὕτη	ἡ	ἀρχή 
 ἀρχή—rather than κεφαλή	by ἡ הראש The translation of .הוא הראש ||
(9:13)—suggests a carefully considered identification of הראש (cf. 
ἀρχὴν	καὶ	τέλος || כפה ואגמון in 19:15). πρεσβύτην	καὶ	τοὺς	τὰ	πρόσωπα	
θαυμάζοντας appear to be the civic leaders. In contrast to these are the 
prophets he identifies with ἡ	 οὐρά || הזנב, which he terms προφήτην	
διδάσκοντα	 ἄνομα || שקר מורה   Although this translator uses .ונביא 
ψεῦδος as an equivalent for שקר in 28:15; 44:20, he uses moralistic 
equivalents when שקר typifies speech: ἐν	λόγοις	ἀδίκοις || באמרי שקר 
(32:7); τὰ	δὲ	χείλη	ὑμῶν	ἐλάλησεν	ἀνομίαν || (59:3) שפתותיכם דברו שקר; 
λόγους	ἀδίκους || (59:13) דברי שקר.

ܦܐ
̈
-partially decodes the meta (found already in 3:3) ונשוא פנים || ܘܗܕܝܪ ܐ

phor of ונשוא, much as V reduces the phrase to et honorabilis.

9:15

Old Greek and S construe ויהיו as waw + imperfect: καὶ	 ἔσονται/ܘܢܗܘܘܢ. 
Whereas MT’s מאשרי and ומאשריו are best understood as designating 
those who “direct” the people and those who have “been directed,” OG 
and S identify מאשרי with the noun אשרי and render it as a verb, using 
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the same equivalents each adopted to render מתעים 	in 3:12 (οἱ מאשריך 
μακαρίζοντες	ὑμᾶς	πλανῶσιν	ὑμᾶς/ܒܢܝܟ ܐܛܥܝܘܟ

̈
 Syriac, however, lacks .(ܡܛܐ

an equivalent for ומאשריו, connecting מתעים directly with ܡܛܥܝܢ :מבלעים 
 Although the translator might have omitted an equivalent 40.ܘܡܛܒܥܝܢ ܠܗ
for ומאשריו, regarding it redundant after מאשרי, it is equally possible that 
his Vorlage read simply מתעים ומבלעים.

Analysis of OG might point in the same direction. ὅπως	καταπίωσιν	
αὐτούς (|| מבלעים) is closely bound with καὶ	πλανῶσιν (|| ומאשריו), as if 
the translator read ומתעיו rather than ומאשריו and rendered it with a finite 
verbal form. However, given the similarity to λαός	 μου	 οἱ	 μακαρίζοντες	
ὑμᾶς in 3:12, and noting the finite verb form πλανῶσιν	ὑμᾶς || מתעים there, 
πλανῶντες	καὶ	πλανῶσιν could be a double rendering of מתעים. πλανῶντες 
 which compelled ,ויהיו || ἔσονται	is intelligible in the wake of καὶ מתעים ||
a predicate complement for οἱ	 μακαρίζοντες. Although the translator 
might have substituted καὶ	πλανῶσιν for ומאשריו, it is at least as likely that 
 πλανῶσιν	was absent from his Vorlage and that he supplied καὶ ומאשריו
as a second rendering of מתעים to serve as predicate for ὅπως	καταπίωσιν	
αὐτούς || מבלעים. If so, ומאשריו (unattested also in S) would be a scribal 
addition triggered by recollection of the pairing of מאשריך and מתעים in 
3:12. In that case, paired with מבלעים ,מתעים should be analyzed as a piel 
participle.

9:16

Although S retained the singular number of הזה  throughout 9:15 העם 
(including with ܘܡܛܒܥܝܢ ܠܗ versus OG’s καταπίωσιν	αὐτούς), in this verse 
it translated 3ms suffixes as 3mp (ܡܝܗܘܢ݁ ,  ܥܠܝܡ̈ܝܗܘܢ

̈
 and (  ܟܠܗܘܢ ,  ܐܪ̈ܡܠܬܗܘܢ݂ ,  ܝܬ

rendered the corresponding predicate adjectives in the masculine plural, in 
accord with OG (save for the grammatically singular נבלה || ܫܛܝܘܬܐ versus 
ἄδικα). Given the differences between ܘܡܛܒܥܝܢ ܠܗ and καὶ	πλανῶσιν	ὅπως	
καταπίωσιν	αὐτούς in 9:15, arguing that S was influenced by knowledge of 
OG here would amount to cherry-picking. Rather, its shifts to the gram-
matical plural are comparable to 9:12, where it rendered העם in the gram-
matical singular (ܘܥܡܐ) but utilized grammatically plural verbs (… ܐܬܦܢܝܘ 
 …	in contrast to OG’s grammatically singular verbs (ἀπεστράφη (ܕܒܠܥܘ

40. S uses ܛܒܥ to render בלע again in 19:3 (ועצתו אבלע || ܘܬܪܥܝܬܗ ܐܛܒܥ), while 
using בלע || ܒܠܥ in 28:7 but || ܕܠܚ in 3:12 (ודרך ארחתיך || ܘܐܘܪܚܐ ܕܫܒܝ̈ܠܝܟ ܕܠܚܘ 
.(בלעו



 ISAIAH 9 209

ἐπλήγη). The rendering of ומרע by a simple adjective in both OG and S (καὶ	
πονηροί/ܘܒܝܫ̈ܝܢ) is unremarkable, given the preceding ὅτι	 πάντες	 ἄνομοι/
 The grammatically plural ἄδικα designates .כי כלו חנף || ܡܛܠ ܕܟܠܗܘܢ ܚܠܦܝܢ
the numerous unjust utterances of every mouth, just as the prophet in 9:14 
taught ἄνομα (cf. ὁ	γὰρ	μωρὸς	μωρὰ	λαλήσει || כי נבל נבלה ידבר in 32:6).

Although one might suspect that  ( ירחם  ||)  ܢܪܚܦ is a corruption of ܢܪܚܡ  , 
Isa 30:18 attests the same equivalent (לרחמכם || ܠܡܪܚܦܘ ܥܠܝܟܘܢ), and ܪܚܦ  
renders  חנן  and  חוס  elsewhere (e.g., Isa 27:11; Jer 13:14).

For OG’s and S’s renderings of the refrain ´בכל זאת, see 9:11.

9:17

Although OG renders רשעה as subject of בערה, its καὶ	ὡς	ἄγρωστις	ξηρά 
	shifting ἡ ,כאש || πῦρ	creates an analogy coordinate with ὡς שמיר ושית ||
ἀνομία (רשעה) from agent of the action to its victim, as clarified by the 
translation of תאכל in the passive voice, βρωθήσεται, with the addition of 
ὑπὸ	πυρός as agent.

Its ἄγρωστις	ξηρά || שמיר ושית is distinct from every prior occurrence 
of the phrase, where χέρσος	καὶ	ἄκανθα was the equivalent (5:6; 7:23, 24, 
25).41 The unique καὶ	ὡς	ἄγρωστις	ξηρά || שמיר ושית reinforces the judg-
ment that the translator considered this verse focused on the destruction 
of ἡ	ἀνομία.42

Syriac’s rendering, on the other hand, reflects the most likely reading 
of the Hebrew. Notably, it translates both בערה and ותצת with ܣܦܦ, which 
appears only here in Isaiah, where the typical equivalent for בער is ܝܩܕ (e.g., 
1:31; 6:13; 10:17), which is used also for the only other appearance of יצת 
(33:12).43 On the other hand, ܣܦܦ renders בער in Num 11:1, 3; Judg 15:14; 
Job 1:16 and יצת in 2 Kgs 22:17. ܘܟܘ̈ܒܐ  is S’s standard equivalent for ܝܥܪܐ 
.(cf. 5:6; 7:24, 15) שמיר ושית

41. In 10:17 we find καὶ	φάγεται	ὡσεὶ	χόρτον	τὴν	ὕλην || ואכלה שיתו ושמירו and 
in 27:4 τίς	με	θήσει	φυλάσσειν	καλάμην	ἐν	ἀγρῷ || מי יתנני שמיר שית (in 32:13 שמיר is 
paired with קוץ: ἄκανθα	καὶ	χόρτος || קוץ שמיר).

42. ἄγρωστις appears again in Isa 37:27 (καὶ	ἐγένοντο	ὡς	χόρτος	ξηρὸς	ἐπὶ	δωμάτων	
καὶ	ὡς	ἄγρωστις || היו עשב שדה וירק דשא חציר גגות ושדמה לפני קמה), where it seems 
the equivalent for either עשב or דשא, judged by comparison with ἐπ᾿	ἄγρωστιν || עלי 
 in Mic 5:6. Its only other occurrence עלי עשב || ἄγρωστιν	in Deut 32:2 and ἐπὶ דשא
is ἀνατελεῖ	ὡς	ἄγρωστις	κρίμα	ἐπὶ	χέρσον	ἀγροῦ || ופרח כראש משפט על תלמי שדי in 
Hos 10:4.

43. S renders בער with ܚܒܒ in 42:25; and with ܕܠܩ in 62:1.
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The fact that (ויתאבכו) אבך is a hapax legomenon helps elucidate OG’s 
συγκαταφάγεται as a corollary to βρωθήσεται, each of which follows a καὶ	
καυθήσεται. Ziegler’s (109) explanation of βρωθήσεται as deriving from 
 ,likely attributes to the translator too analytic a tack ”כלה oder auch אכל“
as does his suggestion that κύκλῳ reflects reading בסבכי (already rendered 
with ἐν	τοῖς	δάσεσι) as if it were מסביב. More on point are his recognition 
that τῶν	βουνῶν likely derives from the notion of height in גאות, particu-
larly parallel to יער (cf. τὰ	ὄρη	καὶ	οἱ	βουνοὶ	καὶ	οἱ	δρυμοί || יערו וכרמלו in 
10:18; καὶ	πεσοῦνται	οἱ	ὑψηλοὶ	μαχαίρᾳ || ונקף סבכי היער in 10:34) and his 
judgment that πάντα is likely a “wohl freie Zufügung” (Ziegler, 109).44 The 
entire phrase, τὰ	κύκλῳ	τῶν	βουνῶν	πάντα, is likely the translator’s substi-
tution for גאות עשן, comparable to καὶ	πάντα	τὰ	περικύκλῳ	αὐτῆς	σκιάσει	
νεφέλη	ἡμέρας || ועל מקראה ענן יומם in 4:5 and καὶ	τὸ	ἄχι	τὸ	χλωρὸν	πᾶν	τὸ	
κύκλῳ	τοῦ	ποταμοῦ || ערות על יאור על פי יאור in 19:7.

Syriac’s ויתאבכו || ܘܢܬܥܪܩܠܘܢ, on the other hand, is less likely a substi-
tution (קולע || ܡܥܪܩܠ seems a guess in Jer 10:18) than an association with 
 as גאות might reflect an interpretation of ܓܒ̈ܝܐ in Jewish Aramaic. Its אבק
designating the “highest” (trees) and thus the “choicest” ones, similar to 
its equivalents וישימני לחץ ברור || ܥܒܕܢܝ ܐܝܟ ܓܐܪܐ ܓܒܝܐ in 49:2; and ܒ̈ܟܐܦܐ 
in 54:12.45 לאבני חפץ || ܓܒܝ̈ܬܐ

9:18

 ;in Isaiah (30:17[2x]; 50:2  גערה  typically translates (בעברת || ܒܟܐܬܗ)  ܟܐܬܐ 
51:20; 66:15) and often outside it (e.g., Deut 22:20; 2 Sam 22:16; Ps 18:16). 
Although this would suggest that the translator’s Vorlage read בגערת, there 
is a close graphic similarity between ܟܐܬܐ   and ܐܟܬܐ  , which frequently renders 
ܐܟܬܢܐ) in Isaiah עברה   ܪܘܓܙܗ ;in 10:6   עם עברתי ||   ܥܡܐ  ܘܚ݁ܡܝܡ    ועברה ||   ܐܟܬܢ 
 (in 14:6 מכת מכה עמים בעברה || ܕܡܚܐ ܗܘܐ ܥܡ̈ܡܐ ܒܐܟܬܐ ܡܚܘܬܐ ;in 13:9 וחרון אף 
and does so again in Amos 1:11; Zeph 1:15.46 The only other divergences 

44. Alternatively, Ziegler (109) posits that כל might have been lost by hapologra-
phy after אכל. It is difficult, however, to imagine how כל (given the position of πάντα) 
might have stood near enough to אכל to suffer haplography.

 ;45:4 ;43:20 ;42:1) בחיר and (37:24 ;22:7) מבחר otherwise translates ܓܒܝܐ .45
65:9, 15, 22).

  ועברתם  occurs in the Pentateuch only in Gen 49:7, where S translates עברה   .46
with  ܘܚܡܬܗܘܢ , a frequent equivalent for   עברה   throughout S (e.g., Ezek 21:36; 22:21; 
Hos 13:11; Pss 78:49; 85:4; Job 40:11).
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from עברה ||   ܐܟܬܐ in Isaiah are 16:6, where S translates  ועברתו  with ܘܐܠܡܗ   
“and his ill-will”; and 13:13, where the phrase is identical to here (ܒܟܐܬܗ 
 here and   ܒܟܐܬܗ In this light, most likely .(בעברת יהוה צבאות || ܕܡܪܝܐ ܚܝܠܬܢܐ
in 13:13 are copyists’ errors for ܒܐܟܬܐ  .

Old Greek’s διὰ	θυμὸν	ὀργῆς	κυρίου || בעברת יהוה צבאות finds a paral-
lel in διὰ	θυμὸν	ὀργῆς	κυρίου	σαβαωθ || יהוה צבאות  in 13:13. Van בעברת 
der Vorm-Croughs (153) posits that “θυμὸν	 ὀργῆς is most likely formed 
in assimilation to the common Hebrew formulations אף חרון and אף חרי” 
that “figure in 7:4 and 13:9, 13.”47 The combination of θυμός and ὀργῆ are 
also used for אף חמה, often in the order ὀργὴ	θυμοῦ (e.g., Isa 42:25; Exod 
32:12; Num 25:4), although there is no evidence of attempts to match a 
specific Greek lexeme to a Hebrew term (e.g., ὀργὴ	 θυμοῦ	κυρίου || חרון 
 Num ,חרון אף יהוה || κυρίου	ὀργῆς	τῆς	θυμὸν	Num 25:4 versus τὸν ,אף יהוה
32:14). The variation in word order was a natural part of the equivalent for 
collocations of חרי ,חרון ,אף, and חמה.

Although the Isaiah translator employs this phrase in 7:4 (ὅταν	γὰρ	
ὀργὴ	τοῦ	θυμοῦ	μου	γένηται || בחרי אף) and 42:25 (ὀργὴν	θυμοῦ	αὐτοῦ || חמה 
	κυρίου	ἡμέρα	γὰρ	equally remarkable are the places he does not: ἰδοὺ ,(אפו
ἀνίατος	ἔρχεται	θυμοῦ	καὶ	ὀργῆς || יום יהוה בא אכזרי ועברה וחרון אף  ,הנה 
13:9; τῇ	ἡμέρᾳ	ᾗ	ἂν	ἐπέλθῃ	ὁ	θυμὸς	αὐτοῦ || 13:13 ,וביום חרון אפו; ἀποδοῦναι	
ἐν	θυμῷ	ἐκδίκησιν || 66:15.48 ,להשיב בחמה אפו In 30:27 he repeats τὸ	λόγιον 
from the preceding phrase (τὸ	λόγιον	τῶν	χειλέων	αὐτοῦ || משאה שפתיו) as 
subject of ὀργῆς	πλῆρες || מלאו זעם and then utilizes the compound phrase: 
καὶ	ἡ	ὀργὴ	τοῦ	θυμοῦ	ὡς	πῦρ	ἔδεται || 49.ולשונו כאש אכלת In 30:30 he ren-
ders ונחת זרועו יראה בזעף אף with καὶ	τὸν	θυμὸν	τοῦ	βραχίονος	αὐτοῦ	δείξει	
μετὰ	θυμοῦ	καὶ	ὀργῆς and translates כי יבוא כנהר צר רוח יהוה נססה בו with 
ἥξει	γὰρ	ὡς	ποταμὸς	βίαιος	ἡ	ὀργὴ	παρὰ	κυρίου	ἥξει	μετὰ	θυμοῦ in 59:19. In 
this light, the motivation for διὰ	θυμὸν	ὀργῆς	κυρίου || בעברת יהוה here and 
in 13:13 is as impossible to recover as the reason he does not use the phrase 
for (66:15) בחמה אפו ;(13:13) חרון אפו ;(13:9) וחרון אף.

47. This phrase also translates אף חמה (e.g., Isa 42:25; Ezek 23:25).
48. It is unlikely that the translator intended ἐκδίκησιν in 66:15 as his equivalent 

for אפו (which would be unparalleled) and more likely that he supplied it as a direct 
object paired with καὶ	ἀποσκορακισμόν || וגערתו (cf. καὶ	ἀποσκορακιεῖ	αὐτόν || וגער בו, 
17:13). ἐκδίκησις occurs again in Isaiah only in 59:17, where it renders נקם, as else-
where (e.g., Num 31:2; Deut 32:35; 2 Kgdms 4:8).

49. Van der Vorm-Croughs (69–70) notes the translator’s tendency to omit nouns 
denoting body parts when they serve as nomen regens, as in 5:24 (q.v.).
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For צבאות > OG, see the discussion at 3:15.
 has (cf. V’s conturbata est)  ܙܥܬ  is a hapax legomenon. Syriac’s  נעתם 

spurred a suggestion that the Hebrew verb is a qal 3fs perfect of נוע, 
with enclitic mem.50 More likely ܙܥܬ   is a guess calibrated to the con-
text, as Warszawski (23) judged. Crediting S with recognition of enclitic 
mem seems overly generous. Old Greek’s συγκέκαυται || נעתם appears a 
guess based on the motif of fire in 9:17, as evidenced by its ὡς	ὑπὸ	πυρὸς	
κατακεκαυμένος || כמאכלת אש.

ἡ	γῆ	ὅλη expands ארץ (1QIsaa, הארץ), parallel to τὰ	κύκλῳ	τῶν	βουνῶν	
πάντα. ὅλος modifies γῆ only here in Isaiah, which otherwise is modified 
by πᾶς (ten times).51

Syriac reformulates כמאכלת אש as ܐܝܟ ܗܘ ܕܐܟܠܬܗ ܢܘܪܐ, while OG renders 
it in the passive voice:	ὡς	ὑπὸ	πυρὸς	κατακεκαυμένος. It is hardly necessary 
to diagnose S as dependent on OG, since it uses this type of reformulation 
elsewhere, even when OG does not, as in: ݁ܘܚܕܘܬܗ ܕܠܒܐ ܐܝܟ ܗܘ ܕܡܗܠܟ ܒܚܕܘܬܐ   
  ܘܢܦܠ ܐܦ ;(εὐφραινομένους	ὡσεὶ	OG, καὶ) 30:29 ,  ושמחת לבב כהולך בחליל ||
.(βοηθοῦντες	οἱ	κοπιάσουσιν	OG, καὶ) 31:3 ,  ונפל עזר || ܗܘ ܕܡܬܥܕܪ

ἐλεήσει/ יחמלו  ||  ܢܚܘܣ are most likely changes of grammatical number 
for the sake of target language subject/verb agreement (ἄνθρωπος/ܘܓܒܪ). 
Compare φάγεται/יאכלו ||   ܢܐܟܘܠ at the outset of 9:20.

9:19

The verb גזר evidently proved difficult to many LXX translators. Although 
 ;is rendered well with διέλετε in 3 Kgdms 3:25, 26 (cf. Ps 135[136]:13) גזרו
and with καὶ	ἔτεμνον in 4 Kgdms 4:6, the semantics of “dividing” or “cut-
ting” are readily inferred from those contexts. More frequent are oblique 
equivalents such as ἀπόλωλεν	ἡ	ἐλπὶς	ἡμῶν	διαπεφωνήκαμεν || ואבדה תקותנו 
לנו 	ἐξέλιπον ,(Ezek 37:11) נגזרנו  ἀπὸ	βρώσεως	 πρόβατα || צאן ממכלה   גזר 
(Hab 3:11), and καὶ	αὐτοὶ	ἐκ	τῆς	χειρός	σου	ἀπώσθησαν || והמה מידך נגזרו 
(Ps 88[87]:6). The equivalent used in Isa 53:8 (the only other occurrence of 
	ζωὴ	ἡ	γῆς	τῆς	ἀπὸ	αἴρεται	was probably also inferred from context: ὅτι (גזר

50. William L. Moran, “The Putative Root of ʿTM in Isaiah 9:18,” CBQ 12 (1950): 
153–54.

51. Although πᾶς is never added before γῆ, three times ὅλη is supplied before 
οἰκουμένη. ὅλος is the only universal quantifier with οἰκουμένη, appearing otherwise 
only in ὅλῳ	τῷ	στόματι (9:12[11]), ὅλην	τὴν	ἡμέραν (28:24; 62:6; 65:2), or ὅλην	τὴν	
νύκτα (21:8). For details, see appendix A.
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αὐτοῦ || כי נגזר מארץ חיים. Uncertainty over ויגזר in 9:19 and the presence 
of על ימין and על שמאול likely account for the translator’s use of the idiom 
ἐκκλῖναι	δεξιὰν	οὐδὲ	ἀριστεράν, which translates לנטות ימין ושמאול in Num 
22:26 (cf. Num 20:17) and אסור ימין ושמאול in Deut 2:27 (cf. 2 Chr 34:2).

Old Greek’s translation of the initial waw of ויגזר with ἀλλά (cf. 5:7, 24, 
25; 8:6; 9:11) was likely to explicitize the contrast in action with ἐλεήσει. 
Similarly, by rendering the initial waw of ורעב with ὅτι, OG makes it the 
reason for inclining to the right.

The suffixes in  ימין  ||  ܝܡܝܢܗ  and שמאול ||   ܣܡܠܗ  are likely to explicitize 
the location of the action relative to the subject.

Old Greek inserts ἔσθων in its reformulation of בשר איש  שבעו   ולא 
 ,αὐτοῦ	βραχίονος	τοῦ	σάρκας	τὰς	ἔσθων	ἄνθρωπος	ἐμπλησθῇ	with μὴ זרעו
likely based on ויאכל earlier. Both OG and S connect ולא שבעו with the rest 
of the verse, resulting in reading יאכלו with 9:20. However, whereas OG 
conforms the grammatical number of ἐμπλησθῇ and ἔσθων to ἄνθρωπος (|| 
52.שבעו reflects the grammatical plural ܢܣܒܥܘܢ Syriac’s ,(איש

9:20

The agreement of OG and S in construing יאכלו  as the predicate of the 
first clause in 9:20 extends to their adjustment of its grammatical number 
to מנשה, unless the Vorlage of one or both of them read ויאכל like 1QIsaa. 
Old Greek’s γάρ explicitizes this as an explanation of the eating reported 
in 9:19.

Despite S’s lack of an equivalent for המה , its translation of the phrase 
is an adequate rendering. Although πολιορκήσουσι aligns with המה, OG 
doubtless supplied it as a verb fitting the context. Ziegler (63) compares 
καὶ	οὐκ	ἠδυνήθησαν	πολιορκῆσαι	αὐτήν || ולא יכל להלחם עליה in 7:1, where 
καὶ	οὐκ	ἠδυνήθησαν	πολιορκῆσαι	αὐτήν expresses a failure of the preced-
ing ἀνέβη	Ραασσων	… ἐπὶ	Ιερουσαλημ	πολεμῆσαι	αὐτήν, a nuance accom-
plished despite the fact that πολεμῆσαι renders למלחמה while πολιορκῆσαι 
translates להלחם. Here it seems less likely that the OG’s Vorlage contained 
something other than המה than that πολιορκῆσαι decodes the metaphor of 
“eating,” which ὅτι signals this verse will do.

52. As Goshen-Gottstein (לז) observes, OG’s καὶ	οὐ	μὴ	ἐμπλησθῇ	ἄνθρωπος has 
different phrasing than MT, which has athnach under שבעו.





Isaiah 10

10:1

 The central .הוי החקקים חקקי און appears to attest ܘܝ ܠܕܒܕܩܝܢ ܒܕܩ̈ܐ ܕܥܬܐ
question is the meaning of ܒܕܩ̈ܐ, which occurs only here in Isaiah. Syriac-
Isaiah uses ܪܫܡ for חקק when it esteems it to mean “cut, engrave” (22:16; 
49:16). On the other hand, ܕܩܝܡܗܘܢ ܟܬܒܐ  חקה || ܘܥܠ  ספר   in Isa ועל 
30:8 attests the translator’s perception that חקק can refer to a promul-
gated document. Given that S’s ומכתבים עמל כתבו || ܘܟܬܒܝܢ ܥܘܠܐ seems to 
collapse כתבו into מכתבים as a parallel to ܕܒܕܩܝܢ ܒܕܩ̈ܐ ܕܥܬܐ, and in light 
of the use of ܡܒܕܩܢܐ for מחקק in 33:22 (which Greenberg and Walter 
translate as “lawgiver”), they render, “Woe to those who promulgate 
unfair precepts.”1 However, in none of its other appearances does ܡܒܕܩܢܐ 
mean “lawgiver,” nor does ܒܕܩ mean “promulgate” or ܒܕܩܐ “precept” (see 
SyrLex, s.vv. “ܒܕܩܐ“ ”,ܒܕܩ,” and “ܡܒܕܩܢܐ”). 

However, ܒܕܩ frequently renders חקר in the sense of “search” (e.g., 
Num 21:18; 1 Sam 20:12; see the comments at 16:6) and is used with that 
meaning for חקק elsewhere (e.g., Judg 5:15, 16). Accordingly, ܘܝ ܠܕܒܕܩܝܢ 
”.proclaims woe on “those making inquiries into villainy  ܒܕܩ̈ܐ ܕܥܬܐ

Old Greek imposes a different relationship between the two clauses by 
supplying γάρ, overriding the parallelism and designating γράφοντες … 
πόνον	γράφουσιν as the reason for pronouncing woe. As Goshen-Gottstein 
.החקקים חקקי און πονηρίαν condenses	γράφουσι	observed, τοῖς (לח)

 in Isa 33:22 כי יהוה שפטנו יהוה מחקקנו || ܡܛܠ ܕܡܪܝܐ ܗܘ ܕܝܢܐ ܘܡܪܝܐ ܗܘ ܡܒܕܩܢܐ .1
accords with use of ܡܒܕܩܢܐ “ruler, leader” as an equivalent for מחקק in Gen 49:10; 
Deut 33:21; Judg 5:14 (for חוקקי in Judg 5:9). However, none of these can be consid-
ered equivalent to “lawgiver,” nor does SyrLex attest that meaning.

-215 -
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10:2

The most prominent commonality in OG and S is their lack of an equiva-
lent for the prefixed preposition of מדין, likely in the interest of a more 
direct expression. Although ἐκκλίνοντες is a semantically sensible equiv-
alent for להטות (although with its grammatical number placed in con-
cord with γράφουσιν in 10:1), when ἐκκλίνω is used transitively, it takes 
an object in the accusative case (e.g., ὥστε	ἐκκλῖναι	κρίσιν || להטת, Exod 
23:2; cf. Deut 16:9), with any prepositional phrase a complement (e.g., καὶ	
ἐξέκλινεν	Ισραηλ	ἀπ᾿	αὐτοῦ || ויט ישראל מעליו, Num 20:21). When a prep-
ositional phrase directly follows ἐκκλίνω, the verb is always intransitive 
(e.g., Num 22:33; Deut 17:11; 20:3). Thus, OG renders מדין much like οὐκ	
ἐκκλινεῖς	κρίσιν	προσηλύτου || לא תטה משפט גר in Deut 24:17.

 ,similarly reflects target language norms להטות מדין דלים || ܠܡܨܠܐ ܕܝܢܐ ܕܡܣ̈ܟܢܐ
since ܨܠܝ is not used transitively with ܡܢ elsewhere (it is transitive in ܨܠܝ ܡܪܝܐ 
 in Exod משפט + נטה renders ܨܠܐ ܕܝܢܐ cf. 55:3), and ;37:17 ,הטה יהוה אזנך || ܐܕܢܟ
23:6; Deut 16:19; 24:17; 27:19; 1 Sam 8:3. This produces a close syntactic and 
semantic parallel to the following ולגזל משפט עניי עמי || ܘܠܡܒܙ ܕܝܢܐ ܕܒܝܫܐ ܕܥܡܝ.

 while ,ולגזל and להטות conform to the infinitives ܘܠܡܒܙ and ܠܡܨܠܐ
ἐκκλίνοντες and ἁρπάζοντες coordinate with γράφοντες || מכתבים in 10:1. The 
significance of this is that OG’s participles are syntactically independent from 
οὐαὶ	τοῖς	γράφουσι	πονηρίαν (especially owing to +γάρ), whereas S’s infinitives 
continue to explain why the miscreants commited their acts. Warszawski’s (24) 
characterization of S’s translation as similar to OG overlooks these distinctions.

Syriac’s reformulation ݂ܠܐܪ̈ܡܠܬܐ שללם || ܕܢܫܒܘܢ  אלמנות   creates a להיות 
syntactic parallel with ואת יתומים יבזו || ܘܢܒܙܘܢ ܠܠܝ̈ܬܡܐ. Its lexical choice of 
 .in 10:6 (cf לשלל שלל || ܕܢܫܒܐ ܫܒܝܐ is comparable to להיות … שללם || ܕܢܫܒܘܢ
 .(in 8:3 שלל || ܫܒܐ

ὥστε	 εἶναι is isomorphic with להיות, while the translator supplies 
the complement αὐτοῖς (cf. ὑμῖν in 10:3), renders אלמנות and יתומים in 
the grammatical singular (χήραν, ὀρφανόν), and reformulates יבזו as εἰς	
προνομήν, parallel to εἰς	ἁρπαγήν || שללם. This pattern of reformulations, 
morphological shifts, and pluses fits the profile of this translator, rendering 
speculation about a divergent Vorlage moot.

10:3

The shift of grammatical person in καὶ	τί	ποιήσουσιν || ומה תעשו creates agree-
ment with ἐκκλίνοντες, ἁρπάζοντες, and αὐτοῖς in 10:2. Old Greek’s supply 
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of the pronoun ὑμῖν (cf. αὐτοῖς in 10:2) agrees in person and number with 
καταφεύξεσθε || תנוסו and καταλείψετε || תעזב. As in 10:1, +γάρ explicitizes 
the relationship between the second clause and the first, for which ולשואה 
has been rendered with ἡ	θλῖψις as the subject of ἥξει. Although θλῖψις is 
typically the equivalent for צר (e.g., 8:22; 10:26; 26:16) and nowhere else in 
the Bible renders שואה, diverse equivalents for שואה elsewhere (e.g., ὑετός, 
Ezek 38:9; ἀωρία, Zeph 1:15) suggest some uncertainty about the word. Sim-
ilarly in Isa 22:2, μάταια || תשאות is by association with שוא. A similar guess 
is likely even in Isa 47:11, where καὶ	ἥξει	ἐπὶ	σὲ	ἐξαπίνης	ἀπώλεια	καὶ	οὐ	μὴ	
γνῷς || ותבא עליך פתאם שואה לא תדעי seems chosen in the light of καὶ	ἥξει	
ἐπὶ	σὲ	ἀπώλεια	καὶ	οὐ	μὴ	γνῷς || ובא עליך רעה לא תדעי earlier in the verse. 
θλῖψις || ולשואה here likely reflects a similar uncertainty over semantics.

 in 47:11 but also שואה || ܕܠܘܚܝܐ not only matches ולשואה || ܘܠܕܠܘܚܝܐ
the rendering of תשאות in 22:2 and שאון in 66:6. Syriac’s translation of 
ܪܘܚܩܐ) ܘܠܕܠܘܚܝܐ as a modifier of ממרחק ܕܡܢ   accords with its (ܘܠܕܠܘܚܝܐ 
frequent construction of relative clauses (e.g., ואיש יהודה || ܘܓܒ̈ܪܐ ܕܡܢ ܝܗܘܕܐ, 
.(5:29 ,ככפירים וינהם || ܘܐܝܟ ܓܘܪܝܐ ܕܐܪܝܐ ܕܢܗܡ ;5:7

Syriac reformulates לעזרה as verbal, ܕܬܬܥܕܪܘܢ, comparable to its transla-
tion of לעזרה with ܠܡܬܥܕܪܘ in 20:6; 31:1.

Although ואנה תעזבו כבודכם || ܘܠܘܬ ܡܢ ܬܫܒܩܘܢ could be analyzed as 
harmonization with על מי תנוסו || ܠܘܬ ܡܢ ܬܥܪܩܘܢ, there is no comparable 
rendering of אנה elsewhere.2 Even though this is the sole occurrence of אנה 
in Isaiah, there is no reason to suppose that this translator was unaware of 
its meaning, nor is it clear what the translator would gain by avoiding 3.ܠܐܝܟܐ 
Even in his reformulation of להיות אלמנות שללם as ݂ܠܐܪ̈ܡܠܬܐ  ,(10:2) ܕܢܫܒܘܢ 
coordinate with ואת יתומים יבזו || ܘܢܒܙܘܢ ܠܠܝ̈ܬܡܐ, he used ܫܒܐ to render שלל 
as elsewhere (e.g., 8:1, 3). Thus, ܡܢ  likely attests a Vorlage in which ܠܘܬ 
.under influence of the preceding clause ועל מי had been replaced by ואנה

10:4

 confirm that S shifted the grammatical יפלו || ܬܦܠܘܢ and כרע || ܬܒܪܟܘܢ
person to the 2mp verbal forms in the preceding verse, much like its shift 
.in 10:2 (cf. 10:5) להיות אלמנות שללם || ܕܢܫܒܘܢ

2. Its typical equivalent is ܠܐܝܟܐ (e.g., Gen 16:8; 32:18; 37:30), while ܥܕܡܐ ܠܐܡܬܝ 
regularly translates עד אנה (e.g., Exod 16:28; Num 14:11; Josh 18:3).

3. There is no evidence in the context that ואנה || ܠܘܬ ܡܢ is an exegetical ploy to 
suggest hope of some sort of divine refuge.
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Although one might posit that OG’s lack of an equivalent for ותחת 
יפלו  ,attests a transmission error (see the discussion in Ziegler הרוגים 
46–48), this translator’s penchant for omitting semantically parallel clauses 
makes it likely that he collapsed בלתי כרע תחת אסיר ותחת הרוגים יפלו into 
τοῦ	μὴ	ἐμπεσεῖν	εἰς	ἐπαγωγήν. Although ἐμπεσεῖν is semantically closer to 
.in 46:1 כרע בל || Βηλ	compare ἔπεσε ,כרע than to יפלו

The translator uses ἐπαγωγή for אסיר again in 14:17, outside of which 
it appears only in καὶ	ἐκλελοιπότας	ἐν	ἐπαγωγῇ || ואפס עצור in Deut 32:36. 
Correlatively, this translator uses ἐπάγω to speak of judgment, often in 
accord with equivalents attested in the Pentateuch, while also using it for 
unusual counterparts: ὁ	δὲ	κύριος	ἐπάξει	τὴν	χεῖρα	αὐτοῦ	ἐπ᾿	αὐτούς || ויהוה 
ידו 	καὶ ;(31:3) יטה  ἐπήγαγεν	 ἐπ᾿	 αὐτοὺς	 ὀργὴν	 θυμοῦ	 αὐτοῦ || עליו  וישפך 
 ;(48:9) ותהלתי אחטם לך || σοί	ἐπὶ	ἐπάξω	μου	ἔνδοξά	τὰ	καὶ ;(42:25) חמה אפו
ἐπάγει	ἡμῖν	κατὰ	τὸ	ἔλεος	αὐτοῦ	καὶ	κατὰ	τὸ	πλῆθος	τῆς	δικαιοσύνης	αὐτοῦ 
 These distinctive renderings accord 4.(63:7) אשר גמלם כרחמיו וכרב חסדיו ||
with the use of ἐπαγωγή here to connote straits into which one might fall.

10:5

Whereas OG almost invariably renders אשור with the grammatically plural 
Ἀσσύριοι, S translates it with a grammatically singular noun, whether ܐܬܘܪ 
or the gentilic ܐܬܘܪܝܐ, as here.

Syriac construes שבט אפי as a predication (ܫܒܛܐ ܗܘ ܕܪܘܓܙܝ), in accord 
with ומטה הוא בידם || ܘܚܘܛܪܐ ܗܘ ܒܐܝܕܗܘܢ. Syriac can separate a genitival rela-
tionship marked by dālat from the governing noun (Nöldeke §208), as it 
does with ܕܡܚܘܬܝ, whose nomen regens is ܘܚܘܛܪܐ.

Warszawski’s (24) “Vielleicht ist für ܕܚܡܬܝ – ܕܡܚܘܬܝ zu lessen, was 
dem זעמי besser entspräche” is persuasive. ܕܚܡܬܝ is the preferred reading.

Although omitting an equivalent for מטה, considered redundant after 
-intro ומטה הוא || ἐστιν	ὀργῆς	would be typical of this translator, καὶ ,שבט
duces a synonym for τοῦ	θυμοῦ. He is not averse to conjoining θυμός and 
ὀργή, as evident in διὰ	θυμὸν	ὀργῆς	κυρίου || בעברת יהוה צבאות of 9:18 (cf. 

4. ἐπάγω || (27:21 ;26:14 ;24:21 ;15:7 ;10:12) פקד has precedent in Exod 32:34; 
34:7; ἐπάγω || (10:24) ישא in Exod 28:43; Lev 22:16; and Deut 28:49, while καὶ	ἐπάξω 
 in Exod 15:26 שים || in ἐπάγω (15:9) אשית || in Exod 15:19; and ἐπάξω (1:25) ואשיבה ||
(2x). Curiously, ἐπάξει || יביא in 7:17 is the lone instance in Isaiah of the most frequent 
Hebrew counterpart for ἐπάγω (12/25 in the Pentateuch; 6/9 in 1–4 Kingdoms; 22/23 
in Jeremiah).
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13:13). His inclusion of τὴν	ὀργήν	μου (isomorphic with זעמי) with the first 
clause of 10:6 overrides the parallelism of אפי  and the association שבט 
of ומטה with זעמי, perhaps out of perplexity over the syntax of ומטה הוא 
 ”with “wrath מטה More significant is the translator’s equation of .בידם זעמי
again in 10:26’s καὶ	ὁ	θυμὸς	αὐτοῦ	τῇ	ὁδῷ	τῇ	κατὰ	θάλασσαν || עורב ומטהו על 
 עברה with עורב Although θυμός there is likely based on association of .הים
(cf. 9:18), καὶ	 ὁ	 θυμὸς	 αὐτοῦ reflects the grammatical features of ומטהו, 
suggesting that the translator did not simply omit ומטהו but considered it 
integral to his equivalent. This gives good reason to think that καὶ	ὀργῆς	
ἐστιν, isomorphic with ומטה הוא, reflects the translator’s word choice.

10:6

τὴν	ὀργήν	μου renders זעמי at the end of 10:5, making עברתי seem dispen-
sible, as this translator often esteems parallel synonyms.

τῷ	 ἐμῷ	 λαῷ is most naturally construed as the indirect object of 
συντάξω, which would distinguish the referent from the preceding εἰς	
ἔθνος	ἄνομον. In that case, 10:6 spells out at least part of the form the “woe” 
against the Assyrians will take: divine wrath executed against them via 
“my people.”

Although one might perceive ἐμῷ as borrowed from the suffix of עברתי, 
the entirety of עברתי is rendered with τὴν	ὀργήν	μου. More likely, then, the 
translator supplied ἐμῷ to clarify which people are intended, much as in 
3:6 he renders והמכשלה הזאת תחת ידך with καὶ	τὸ	βρῶμα	τὸ	ἐμὸν	ὑπὸ	σὲ	
ἔστω	for the sake of explicitation alongside ὑπὸ	σέ. The form of the pro-
noun, ἐμός, occurs nine times in Isaiah (as in Job and comparable with 
Genesis [11x] and 3 Kgdms [5x]).5 Those nine instances contrast strongly 
with the more than 250 occurrences of μου, befitting GELS’s perception 
that ἐμός typically carries “a stressed notion of ownership, affiliation, or 
claim” (s.v. “ἐμός”; cf. τοῦ	ἀπολέσαι	τοὺς	Ἀσσυρίους	ἀπὸ	τῆς	γῆς	τῆς	ἐμῆς 
 ,עמי in 14:25). Although the Vorlage might have read לשבר אשור בארצי ||
the choice of ἐμῷ supports the suspicion that the translator supplied it to 
explicitize the identity of this nation.

 in the עברתי places the equivalent for ועל עם עברתי || ܘܥܠ ܥܡܐ ܐܟܬܢܐ
same slot as in the Hebrew word order but carries no trace of the 1cs pro-
nominal suffix. The noun ܐܟܬܐ renders עברה in 14:6 (ܕܡܚܐ ܗܘܐ ܥܡ̈ܡܐ ܒܐܟܬܐ 

5. The outlier is Proverbs, where ἐμός occurs thirty-eight times.
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 as well as in Amos 1:11; Zeph 1:15, while ,(מכה עמים בעברה מכת || ܡܚܘܬܐ
the adjectival form (עברה ||) ܐܟܬܢܐ in 13:9 is noteworthy, inasmuch as ܕܐܣܝܘ 
 .ועברה וחרון אף || ܐܟܬܢ ܘܚܡܝܡ ܪܘܓܙܗ prepares the way for אכזרי || ܠܝܬ ܒܗ
The phrase עם עברתי || ܥܡܐ ܐܟܬܢܐ here describes a people not just as profane 
-but as vicious. This word choice might have made it problem (ܥܡܐ ܚܠܦܐ)
atic to represent the pronominal suffix of עברתי, if it stood in S’s Vorlage. 
Whereas OG’s +ἐμῷ explicitizes this people as Israel, S seems to think of 
this target of wrath as another nation.

Old Greek collapses לשלל שלל ולבז בז into ποιῆσαι	σκῦλα	καὶ	προνομήν 
(cf. 8:1). For לשלל שלל || ܕܢܫܒܐ ܫܒܝܐ see the comments at 10:2.

Old Greek compresses מרמס 	into καὶ (ולשום 1QIsaa) ולשימו  κατα
πατεῖν, the verb used for רמס in 16:4; 28:3; 41:25. However, καὶ	 θεῖναι	
αὐτάς	εἰς	κονιορτόν appears to offer a second rendering of ולשימו, joined 
with כחמר, that gains significance from comparison with an alternative 
(hypothetical) καὶ	 καταπατεῖν	 τὰς	πόλεις	 εἰς	 κονιορτόν. The effect of καὶ	
θεῖναι	κτλ is to highlight the action’s consequences.

Ziegler (63) described τὰς	πόλεις as “vom Übers. als sinngemäße Obj. 
ergänzt” but does not explain why τὰς	πόλεις would have been an intui-
tive choice. Although we might suspect that τὰς	πόλεις	is the translator’s 
metonymic equivalent for חוצות at the end of the clause by comparing ἐν	
ταῖς	πλατείαις	αὐτῆς || בחוצתיו in 15:3, equivalents for חוץ elsewhere raise 
doubts that he associated חוצות with city streets. In 42:2; 51:23 he ren-
ders חוץ with ἔξω, its nearly unvarying equivalent in the Penateuch (50/53 
times), just as ἐπ᾿	ἄκρου	πάσης	ἐξόδου || בראש כל חוצות in 51:20 employs 
a common equivalent (e.g., 2 Kgdms 1:20; cf. Jer 11:13; Prov 1:20; 24:27) 
not associated with cities (cf. πανταχῇ || בחוצות in 24:11). There is reason, 
then, to think that τὰς	πόλεις is a substitution (rather than a translation) 
for חוצות.

Although πόλιν in 10:28’s ἥξει	γὰρ	εἰς	τὴν	πόλιν	Αγγαι || בא על עית 
(Αγγαι renders העי in Gen 12:8; 13:3) and Ραμα	πόλιν	Σαουλ || הרמה 
 in 10:29 merely serve to classify each of these names, πόλις is גבעת שאול
a Hellenistic label for a central social structure.6 The reformulation καὶ	
σείσω	πόλεις	κατοικουμένας	καὶ	τὴν	οἰκουμένην	ὅλην	καταλήμψομαι	τῇ	
χειρὶ	ὡς	νοσσιάν || ותמצא כקן ידי לחיל העמים in 10:14 provides eloquent 
witness to its importance. As argued below, 10:14 gives a fuller expres-
sion of the translator’s perception that this ruler’s central aim is to attack 

6. Cf. ἀσφάλεια	ἔσται	ἐν	τῇ	ἐμῇ	πόλει || אשקוטה ואביטה במכוני in 18:4.
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cities. Correspondingly, τὰς	πόλεις here are the cities of the Ἀσσυρίοις of 
10:5, with the article anaphoric to αὐτῶν at the end of that verse.

10:7

The referent of αὐτὸς	δέ (והוא) cannot be Ἀσσυρίοις, given the difference 
in grammatical number. Needless to say, this translator could have easily 
modified the grammatical number to ensure that connection. Instead, he 
likely associated והוא with τὸν	ἄρχοντα	τῶν	Ἀσσυρίων || מלך אשור in 10:12, 
where the epithet τὸν	νοῦν	τὸν	μέγαν (|| פרי גדל לבב) resonates with the 
diction in this verse.7

This translator’s typical equivalent for דמה is ὁμοιόω (1:9; 40:18, 25; 
46:5), while ὅμοιος is its equivalent in 14:14 and renders דמות in 13:4, דמו in 
23:2, and דמי in 62:7.8 ἐνθυμέομαι, on the other hand, which appears only 
here in Isaiah and nowhere else in the Greek Bible, renders דמה. ἐνεθυμήθη 
9.בלבבו || αὐτοῦ	νοῦς	appears a choice associated with ὁ ידמה ||

ψυχή || לבב appears again in 7:2 (2x), 4; 13:7, although καρδία || לבב 
is more frequent (1:5; 6:10; 9:8; 19:1; 21:4; 32:4; 47:8; 49:21; 60:5). ὁ	νοῦς	
αὐτοῦ || בלבבו and τὸν	νοῦν || לבב in 10:12 are two of four appearances of 
νοῦς in Isaiah, and only in 42:21 does νοῦς again render 10.לבב The choice 
of νοῦς here resonates with 14:13, where σὺ	δὲ	εἶπας	ἐν	τῇ	διανοίᾳ	σου	εἰς	

7. According to a hypothesis advanced by Seeligmann (88) and developed by Van 
der Kooij (34–38), the translator shaped the actions ascribed to the Assyrian ruler in 
10:5–14 to reflect those of Antiochus Epiphanes IV, seen as the contemporary fulfill-
ment of these verses. For problems with this model, see Troxel, 226–34.

8. He translated נדמיתי with κατανένυγμαι in 6:5 and rendered דומם with 
κατανενυγμένη in 47:5 (κατανενυγμένη || דומם). Isaiah 15:1 lacks a disernable equiva-
lent for נדמה. εἴρηκα || דמיתי in 14:24 likely either attests a variant or is a misreading 
of it as דברתי.

9. Cf. Josh 6:18, where μήποτε	 ἐνθυμηθέντες	 ὑμεῖς	 αὐτοὶ	 λάβητε	 ἀπὸ	 τοῦ	
ἀναθέματος (|| החרם מן  ולקחתם  תחרימו   uses ἐνθυμηθέντες rather than a form of (פן 
ἀναθεματίζω (as in 6:21) to make sense of the preceding warning to guard themselves 
ἀπὸ	τοῦ	ἀναθέματος (|| מן החרם).

10. ἵνα	 ἴδωσιν	 καὶ	 γνῶσιν	 καὶ	 ἐννοηθῶσιν	 καὶ	 ἐπιστῶνται	 ἅμα || וידעו יראו   למען 
	ἐπιστήσομεν	in 41:20 suggests that it influenced the diction of καὶ וישימו וישכילו יחדו
τὸν	νοῦν || ונשימה לבנו in 10:21. The other appearance of νοῦς is in 40:13’s τίς	ἔγνω	νοῦν	
κυρίου || מי תכן את רוח יהוה. On the other hand, ὀλιγόψυχοι	τῇ	διανοίᾳ || לנמהרי לב in 
35:4 and καὶ	ἡ	καρδία	τῶν	ἀσθενούντων || ולבב נמהרים in 32:4 suggest a focus on the 
meaning of the phrases rather than an equivalent for לבב on its own.
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τὸν	οὐρανὸν	ἀναβήσομαι || ואתה אמרת בלבבך השמים אעלה describes the 
ruler’s arrogance.

Although the choice of ἀλλά to render כי is hardly surprising (cf. S’s ܐܠܐ), 
ἀπαλλάξει || להשמיד presents a puzzle. Although ἀπαλλάσσω can be used 
intransitively (“depart”), the lack of a complementary prepositional phrase 
(e.g., ἀπό) negates that possibility. Ottley (2:160) observes that the transi-
tive meaning, “remove,” “would agree with the Heb.” but concludes that 
“LXX are hardly likely to have used it so.”11 Thus he translates ἀπαλλάξει	ὁ	
νοῦς	αὐτοῦ with “his mind shall change” (1:103) and suggests (2:160) that 
the translator “may have read some form of שׁנה.” Not only is that graphi-
cally unlikely, but we should begin with the semantic agreement between 
ἀπαλλάξει and להשמיד and note that the following καὶ	τοῦ	ἐξολεθρεῦσαι con-
forms to the semantics and morphology of ולהכרית. Although ἀπαλλάξει is 
the reading of most of the codices, Ziegler’s conjecture, ἀπαλλάξαι (reported 
in his first apparatus), is more likely, while ἀπαλλάξει is easily explicable 
as a modification to accomodate analysis of ὁ	 νοῦς	αὐτοῦ as subject. The 
resulting ἀλλὰ	ἀπαλλάξαι	ὁ	νοῦς	αὐτοῦ	καὶ	τοῦ	ἐξολεθρεῦσαι	ἔθνη is hardly 
elegant Greek but can be analyzed as a nonverbal sentence whose predicate 
is ἀπαλλάξαι κτλ, as does La Bible d’Alexandrie: “mais détruire est son idée, 
et exterminer un bon nombre de nations” (cf. Septuaginta Deutsch).

Although ܗܘܐ might spur analysis of (ידמה ||) ܕܡܝ as a peal passive par-
ticiple serving as predicate adjective (“and he was not of the same sort” ≈ 
“he was not so minded”), לא כן יחשב || ܠܐ ܗܘܐ ܗܟܢܐ ܐܬܚܫܒ favors analyzing 
-as a 3ms pael per ܕܡܝ in both clauses as pleonastic (Nöldke §263) and ܗܘܐ
fect: “and he did not think that way.” S’s insertion of bēth in ולבבו || ܘܒܠܒܗ 
(making it parallel to the following בלבבו || ܒܠܒܗ) and its rendering of כי 
with ܐܠܐ conveys a contrast: “but rather (the intent) that he should destroy 
was in his mind.”

Syriac resolves the litotes of גוים לא מעט with ܥܡ̈ܡܐ ܣ̈ܓܝܐܐ, whereas OG 
renders it forthrightly: ἔθνη	οὐκ	ὀλίγα.

10:8

Old Greek’s pattern of frequently supplying pronouns likely explains its 
+αὐτῷ, perhaps compelled by the person and number of εἴπωσιν || יאמר. 

11. ἀπαλλάσσω bears this meaning in Job 27:5; 34:5; Jer 39:31, in each case render-
ing a hiphil form of סור.
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σύ … εἶ equally lack counterparts in Hebrew and are most plausibly attrib-
utable to the translator.

Also remarkable is OG’s selection of μόνος to represent יחדו, given 
that ἅμα is typical (nineteen out of twenty-nine times), while μόνος is 
used almost exclusively for לבד (seven times).12 The translator’s collapse 
of שרי and מלכים into ἄρχων accords with his tendency to eliminate 
synonyms. His rendering of them in the grammatical singular, coor-
dinate with σὺ	μόνος	 εἶ, suggests that his rendering of this verse had 
the larger context in view. These words by an unidentified group could 
be construed either as a declaration of uncontested sovereignty (“You 
alone are”) or a question of that (“Are you alone?”), options that must 
be weighed.13

The apodosis to καὶ	 ἐὰν	 εἴπωσιν (καὶ	 ἐρεῖ, 10:9) is marked by the 
indicative mood and a change of speaker, which is followed by the ruler’s 
boast of his successes (10:9–11).14 If σὺ	μόνος	 εἶ	 ἄρχων is a declaration, 
his rhetorical questions would affirm the acclamation (10:9–11). However, 
construing it as a question accenting μόνος provides a stronger rhetorical 
set up for his detailed résumé as a refutation of all doubts. Given the seem-
ingly sovereign hand of the translator in shaping these verses, that stronger 
rhetorical ploy is possible.

 (always grammatically plural in Syriac) שר as the equivalent for ܪ̈ܘܪܒܢܐ
is established as early as 1:23; 3:4, 14. The absence of the pronominal suffix 
of שרי, however, is anomalous among S’s renderings of שרי + pronominal 
suffix. Although ܪ̈ܘܪܒܢܐ might attest שרים in the Vorlage, there is no obvious 
trigger for omitting the pronoun. More likely is Warszawski’s (24) diag-
nosis that ܪ̈ܘܪܒܢܐ is an inner-S error for ܪ̈ܘܪܒܢܝ that “wohl durch das ܐ des 
folgenden ܐܟܚܕܐ entstanden [ist].”

12. Other formal equivalents for יחדו are ἀλλά (43:17); οἱ	 ἀντικείμενοι	 αὐτῷ 
(45:16); and ἐπὶ	τὸ	αὐτό (66:17). A Greek equivalent is lacking in 22:3; 40:5; 41:19; and 
65:7. The only other deviation from the μόνος || לבד pattern is 3:26, where μόνη serves 
as a subject complement, without a Hebrew counterpart.

13. Direct questions can use the same phrasing as a statement (Smyth §§2637, 
2640). Note that the translator does not give an equivalent for הלא, although he will 
render the same syntagm with οὐκ at the outset of 10:9.

14. καὶ	ἔσται	ὅταν	συντελέσῃ in 10:12 marks a new stage in the discourse, fore-
casting the Kyrios’s punishment of the ruler.
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10:9

+καὶ	ἐρεῖ at the outset is attributable to the translator creating the apodosis 
to καὶ	ἐὰν	εἴπωσιν	αὐτῷ in 10:8. The rendering of הלא with οὐκ at the start 
of the question sets the expectation of an affirmative response.

Syriac renders the initial הלא with ܗܐ (cf. 10:8) and lets it suffice for the 
two succeeding instances of אם לא (see the excursus at 5:9).

ἔλαβον appears twice without a corresponding Hebrew lexeme, both 
times likely inserted to explicitate the action perceived in the similes. The 
translator seems to have shaped his rendering according to his perception 
of the verse’s role in the context, so that the ruler’s assertions about cap-
tured lands would explicitize the claim implied by μόνος	ἄρχων.

The comments on 9:9 reported scholars’ perception that Genesis’s 
scene of building a tower influenced the translator, based on phrases 
resonate with Gen 11:4. Seeligmann’s (78) suggestion that τὴν	χώραν	τὴν	
ἐπάνω	Βαβυλῶνος || ככרכמיש here betrays the translator’s unfamiliarity 
with the toponym does not address why he chose a description rather 
than transliteration, which was his most frequent expedient for unfa-
miliar toponyms (cf. Χαρχαμις in Jer 26[46]:2).15 The solution likely has 
to do with his identification of כלנו with the city כלנה mentioned in Gen 
10:10 (καὶ	Χαλαννη	ἐν	τῇ	γῇ	Σεννααρ || וכלנה בארץ שנער), which this 
translator associates with the story of the tower, as attested by his inser-
tion of οὗ	ὁ	πύργος	ᾠκοδομήθη. שנער appears in Isa 11:11 at the end of 
a series of place names, where καὶ	ἀπὸ	ἡλίου	ἀνατολῶν renders ומשנער, 
even though its equivalent in Gen 11:10, following Χαλαννη (|| כלנה) 
is Σεννααρ. However, that story begins (Gen 11:2) with the report καὶ	
ἐγένετο	ἐν	τῷ	κινῆσαι	αὐτοὺς	ἀπὸ	ἀνατολῶν	εὗρον	πεδίον	ἐν	γῇ	Σεννααρ	
καὶ	κατῴκησαν	ἐκεῖ. Thus in the list of lands in Isa 11:11, the translator 
represents שנער simply as situated in the east, while in 10:9 he locates 
 Χαλαννη, whose claim	καὶ	Βαβυλῶνος	ἐπάνω	τὴν	χώραν	as τὴν כרכמיש
to fame was the tower. Notably, OG-Zech 5:11 renders בארץ שנער with 
ἐν	γῇ	Βαβυλῶνος.

Although Δαμασκὸν	 καὶ	 Σαμάρειαν aligns with שמרון  the ,כדמשק 
basis for Ἀραβίαν || כארפד חמת is inscrutable, although it is likely a guess. 
It recurs in 11:11, where καὶ	 ἐξ	Ἀραβίας renders ומחמת, although else-
where חמת is transliterated as Αιμαθ (Isa 36:19; 37:13; 4 Kgdms 14:25, 

15. See Troxel, “What’s in a Name?” 329.
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28, et passim); Εφααθ (Num 13:21); Εμαθ (Num 34:8; Josh 13:5); Ημαθ 
(2 Kgdms 8:9; 3 Kgdms 8:65; Jer 30[49]:23).

10:10

A series of divergences from MT in this verse bear the marks of shifts 
effected by the translator. The omission of an explicit equivalent for ידי 
is explained by the inflection of ἔλαβον in the first-person (cf. τῇ	ἰσχύι || 
	χειρὶ	τῇ	is paralleled by καταλήμψομαι מצא || in 10:13). λαμβάνω בכח ידי
ὡς	νοσσιάν || ותמצא כקן ידי in 10:14, although ידי there is not collapsed into 
the verb, even if the 1cs pronominal suffix is omitted in consideration of 
the subject. ἔλαβον here is coordinate with ἔλαβον in 10:9, explicitizing the 
claim of conquest.16

Similarly, the translator inserted λήμψομαι in the second line, conju-
gated in the future tense for the boast that his past seizures are the tem-
plate for future victories. To it he prefixed ταύτας as anaphoric to the list 
of territories the speaker claims to have captured previously (10:9).17 His 
rendering of לממלכת with καὶ	πάσας	τὰς	χώρας (correlative to τὴν	χώραν	
τὴν	ἐπάνω	Βαβυλῶνος, 10:9)—including the addition of πάσας—buttresses 
that correlation and echoes the ruler’s resolve τοῦ	ἔθνη	ἐξολεθρεῦσαι	οὐκ	
ὀλίγα || ולהכרית גוים לא מעט in 10:7.18

Given OG’s modifications here and the preceding verse, it is more 
likely that ὀλολύξατε || האליל takes advantage of the graphic similarity to 
 than that the latter actually stood in its Vorlage. The equivalents for היליל
 ,βδελύγματα (2:8	elsewhere (always morphologically plural) are τὰ אליל
20), τὰ	 χειροποίητα (2:18; 10:11; 19:1; 31:7), and τοὺς	 θεούς (19:3). This 
grammatically singular form of אליל in Isaiah, prefixed with the article, 
enabled association with היליל, which this translator always renders with 
ὀλολύζω.19 His masculine plural imperative ὀλολύξατε might reflect read-

16. This finds further support from καὶ	σείσω || ותמצא in 10:14 (where ידי again 
lacks an equivalent), a choice that seems again calibrated to the context.

17. In a passage where the translator exercises broad freedom in rendering 
phrases and clauses, I see no need to attribute his insertion of ταύτας to an association 
of האליל with אלה (pace Van der Vorm-Croughs, 166).

18. To τὰς	χώρας || לממלכת, cf. ἐν	ταῖς	φάραγξι	τῆς	χώρας || 7:19 ,בנחלי הבתות; and 
πάντες	ὡς	χώρα	κατοικουμένη·	κατοικηθήσεται	ἡ	χώρα	αὐτῶν || כל ישבי תבל ושכני ארץ, 
18:3. On frequent +πᾶς in OG-Isaiah, see appendix A.

19. 1Q8 reads האליל  לממלכות while 1QIsaa reads ,(cf. V, regna idoli) לממלכת 
ܕܦܬܟܪ̈ܐ similar to which S reads ,האלילים לטעותא and T ;ܠܡ̈ܠܟܘܬܐ  פלחא  די   .מלכוון 
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ing the initial waw of ופסיליהם with האליל or might simply be an accom-
modation to the address to τὰ	γλυπτά.

Although τὰ	γλυπτά might have arisen by suppressing the pronominal 
suffix of ופסיליהם following ὀλολύξατε, S’s ܓܠܝܦܐ -attests a similar read ܘܕ̈
ing, following its האליל || ܦܬܟܪ̈ܐ. The Vorlagen of OG and S may have read 
 the latter of which might have arisen under ,ופסיליהם rather than ופסילים
the influence of ולאליליה in 10:11.

The remainder of the verse in S and OG is transparent to a Vorlage 
like MT. The use of ἐν for the prefixed מן in מירושלם ומשמרון falls within 
the range of freedom rendering particles that the Greek translator evinces.

10:11

Syriac and OG provide no clear equivalent for הלא, translating the state-
ment as a simple assertion. γάρ is one of OG’s most frequent additions, in 
this case serving to make this clause an explanation of 10:10’s summons of 
the idols to wail. The +καί following οὕτως	ποιήσω parallels +καί introduc-
ing the clause of comparison after ἔλαβον in 10:10.

10:12

Although nominal בצע occurs in Gen 37:26; Exod 18:21; Judg 5:19; and 
1 Sam 8:3, its verbal forms appear only in the prophets (ten times), Psalms 
(once), Job (twice), Proverbs (twice), and Lamentations (once). συντελέω 
(συντελέσῃ || יבצע) is its most frequent equivalent (Jer 6:13; Ezek 22:12; 
Joel 2:8; Prov 1:19; Lam 2:17; cf. ἐπιτελέω in Zech 4:9). Similarly, ܫܡܠܝ || 
 ܘܫܡܠܝ in Job 6:9 and יתר ידו ויבצעני || ܘܢܦܪܘܣ ܐܝܕܗ ܘܢܫܡܠܝܢܝ agrees with יבצע
in Lam 2:17.20 בצע אמרתו || ܡܠܬܗ

Old Greek’s reformulation of מעשהו כל  	as πάντα את  ποιῶν is both 
transparent (cf. ἃ	ποιήσει || מעשהו in 5:19) and a fitting complement to 

1QIsaa likely entails harmonization with the predominently plural forms of אליל in 
Isaiah and morphological attraction to לממלכות. The habit of referring to idols as a 
collective likely lies behind the plural forms in S and T. All twenty-one instances of 
.in Isaiah are grammatically plural ܦܬܟܪ̈ܐ

20. The other appearance of בצע in Isaiah (38:12) is rendered ܕܩܪܝܒ ܢܘܠܐ   ܘܐܝܟ 
 || ܐܬܩܦܕܘ ܐܝܟ ܣܝܪ̈ܣ ܚ̈ܝܝ under influence of the preceding ,יבצעני מדלה || ܠܡܬܓܕܕܘ
.קפדתי כארג חיי
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συντελέσῃ. Syriac’s grammatically plural מעשהו || ܥܒܕܘܗܝ is typical in 
Isaiah (5:19; 19:14; 28:21 [2x]).21

Although ἐπάξει could reflect יפקד in place of אפקד (MT, 1QIsaa, S, 
V, T), a modification of the grammatical person to accord with συντελέσῃ 
befits this translator’s practice.

All the versions construe גדל as an adjective, with V and T retaining 
its position before לבב (magnifici cordis; רם ליבא), while OG and S reverse 
the order (τὸν	νοῦν	τὸν	μέγαν/ܕܠܒܐ ܪܒܐ), in accord with word-order norms 
in their target languages. Their equivalents for מלך אשור (τὸν	ἄρχοντα	τῶν	
Ἀσσυρίων/ܡܠܟܐ ܕܐܬܘܪ) stand in apposition to τὸν	νοῦν	τὸν	μέγαν/ܕܠܒܐ ܪܒܐ.

The topic of τὸν	νοῦν	τὸν	μέγαν recalls ἀλλὰ	ἀπαλλάξει	ὁ	νοῦς	αὐτοῦ || כי 
 in 10:7. In light of the ruler’s hubristic ידמה || and ἐνεθυμήθη להשמיד בלבבו
reasoning in 10:8–11, that epithet is likely sarcastic. The omission of an 
equivalent for פרי is one of the translator’s many omissions of a nomen 
regens catalogued by Van der Vorm-Croughs (71). Perhaps the translator’s 
focus on the characterization of the ruler as τὸν	νοῦν	τὸν	μέγαν rendered 
.superfluous in his mind פרי

ἄρχων is the equivalent for מלך only here and in 8:21, where τὸν	
ἄρχοντα || במלכו appears to have no greater significance than the choice of 
καὶ	τὰ	παταχρα || ובאלהיו in the neighboring phrase. The choice of ἄρχων 
here is likely determined by the use of ἄρχων to render שרי (יחדו) מלכים in 
10:8.22

Equally distinctive is the transposition of תפארת and רום in ἐπὶ	 τὸ	
ὕψος	τῆς	δόξης	τῶν	ὀφθαλμῶν	αὐτοῦ || ועל תפארת רום עיניו. This could be a 
reformulation to correlate with the description of the ruler’s haughtiness 
in 10:7–11 (it might be regarded as slightly stronger than [a hypothetical] 
ἐπὶ	τὴν	δόξαν	τοῦ	ὕψου	τῶν	ὀφθαλμῶν	αὐτοῦ), or the transposition might 
have already stood in the Vorlage.

10:13–14

Old Greek lacks an equivalent for both instances of ידי in these verses: 
τῇ	ἰσχύι	ποιήσω || בכח ידי עשיתי in 10:13; and (καὶ	τὴν	οἰκουμένην	ὅλην) 
καταλήμψομαι	τῇ	χειρὶ	ὡς	νοσσιάν || ותמצא כקן ידי in 10:14. The implici-
tation of יד in 10:13 is comparable to τὰ	 ἔργα	 μου || ידי  in 29:23 מעשה 

21. The lone exception is 54:16 ,ומוציא כלי למעשהו || ܘܓܡܪ ܡܐܢܐ ܠܥܒܕܗ.
22. Attempts to identify this ἄρχων as alluding to a specific Hellenistic ruler are 

unsupportable, in my view (see Troxel, 228–34).
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(see Van der Vorm-Croughs, 109–10). The omission of the 1cs suffix of ידי 
in each instance is explicable from the first-person subject of each verb, 
allowing the definite article of τῇ	ἰσχύι and τῇ	χειρί to bear its force.

Given the translator’s frequent resort to reformulation in the sur-
rounding verses, τῇ	σοφίᾳ	τῆς	συνέσεως || ובחכמתי כי נבנותי suggests that 
he compressed the clauses, representing the 1cs suffix by the force of the 
article, since the person is identified in ποιήσω. כי נבנותי || ܡܛܠ ܕܣܟܘܠܬܢ ܐܢܐ 
renders נבנותי sensibly within an explanatory clause (cf. T, ארי סוכלתן אנא).

The relationship between τὴν	ἰσχὺν	αὐτῶν and ועתודותיהם) ועתידתיהם 
 is rendered with τράγων, while 14:9’s עתודים ,is obscure. In 1:11; 34:6 (ק´
πάντες	οἱ	γίγαντες	οἱ	ἄρξαντες	τῆς	γῆς || כל עתודי ארץ likely reflects an 
exegetical tradition (see the discussion there). Although the equivalent 
ἰσχύς ||עתיד  is without parallel elsewhere, this would not be the עתוד\ 
first substitution of a word meaning “strength” for a word rendered more 
suitably elsewhere (see esp. ἰσχύς || גאון in 2:10, 19, 21), nor will it be the 
last (μετὰ	 ἰσχύος || 10:33 ,במערצה; αὐτῆς	ἡ	 ἰσχύς || 29:2 ,תאניה; ἰσχύς || 
 αὐτῶν	ἰσχὺν	Thus, τὴν .(33:16 ,סלעים משגבו || ἰσχυρᾶς	πέτρας ;33:11 ,קש
might be a substitution for ועתי/ודתיהם, although this does not mean that 
it arose out of thin air. Conspicuous in 10:14 is the lack of an equiva-
lent for לחיל העמים, as is the shift forward of καὶ	τὴν	οἰκουμένην	ὅλην || 
 to serve as direct object of καταλήμψομαι. Given the semantic כל הארץ
match between ἰσχύς and חיל, and given the similarity of לחיל העמים to 
10:13’s גבולת עמים, the translator might have perceived חיל as a guide to 
the perplexing ועתי/ודתיהם.

A similar association might account for S’s ועתי/ודתיהם || ܘܢܟܣ̈ܝܗܘܢ, 
even if one might infer that the translator found it a suitable object for ܒܙܬ 
 23 The.(Num 31:9 ,ואת כל חילם בזזו || ܘܠܟܠܗܘܢ ܢܟܣ̈ܝܗܘܢ ܒܙܘ .cf) שושתי ||
only other occurrence of ܢܟܣܐ in Isaiah is חיל גוים || ܢܟܣ̈ܝܗܘܢ ܕܥܡ̈ܡܐ in 61:6 
 elsewhere: e.g., Gen 34:29; Num 31:9; Deut חיל frequently renders ܢܟܣܐ)
8:17), where OG reads ἰσχὺν	ἐθνῶν.24 Although S renders לחיל העמים with 
 with ועתי/ודתיהם in 10:14 (where OG is silent), its rendering of ܠܚܝܠܐ ܕܥܡ̈ܡܐ
a term that frequently renders חיל makes for a notable parallel to τὴν	ἰσχὺν	
αὐτῶν, even if there is no reason to suspect collusion otherwise.

23. S renders עתודים with ܓܕ̈ܝܐ in 1:11; 34:6 and analyzes עתודי ארץ in 14:9 as a 
metaphor for rulers: ܫ̈ܠܝܛܢܐ ܕܐܪܥܐ.

24. Although T reads ועתי/ודתיהם || תושבחתהון וקרוי here, in 14:9 it renders כל 
.עתירי נכסיא with עתודי ארץ
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The choice of the passive voice κατοικουμένας for יושבים is significant. 
The most frequent equivalents for ישב in Isaiah are κατοικέω (twelve times) 
and ἐνοικέω (fifteen times), with the latter inflected as an active participle 
in nineteen of its twenty appearances, while thirteen of twenty-four cases 
of κατοικέω || ישב are active participles.25 κατοικέω is inflected as a passive 
participle again only in 18:3, a verse that illustrates the translator’s use of 
it in the passive voice with topographic terms: (νῦν	 οἱ	ποταμοὶ	 τῆς	 γῆς) 
πάντες	ὡς	χώρα	κατοικουμένη || כל ישבי תבל, followed by the finite verb 
form κατοικηθήσεται	ἡ	χώρα	αὐτῶν || ושכני ארץ. It is inflected as a finite 
passive verb again in 44:26’s forecast: ὁ	λέγων	Ιερουσαλημ	κατοικηθήσῃ || 
 while the two remaining cases of κατοικέω in the passive ,האמר לירושלם
voice are infinitives: ἕως	ἂν	ἐρημωθῶσι	πόλεις	παρὰ	τὸ	μὴ	κατοικεῖσθαι || 
יושב 	αὐτὴν	ἐποίησεν	κενὸν	εἰς	and οὐκ ;(6:11) עד אשר אם שאו ערים מאין 
ἀλλὰ	 κατοικεῖσθαι || יצרה לשבת  בראה  תהו   The uniform use .(45:18) לא 
of κατοικέω in the passive voice to speak of populated territory seems 
to evince a habit of the translator’s mind, making the explicitation of 
κατοικουμένας with πόλεις intelligible, in light of the subtle clues about his 
view of the πόλις as a primary social structure discussed in 10:6.

The similarity of S’s ܡܕܝܢܬ̈ܐ ܕܝ̈ܬܒܢ to πόλεις	κατοικουμένας is frequently 
cited as evidence of S’s reliance on OG (Warszawski, 24–25; Van der 
Kooij, 288), a claim based on the assumption that OG carries distinctive 
exegesis. However, the discovery of “cities” in this verse is paralleled in 
T, which finds the ruler boasting that he will plunder “esteemed cities” 
and forcefully debase the “inhabitants of strong cities”: תושבחתהון  וקרוי 
 ועתי/ודתיהם שושתי ואוריד כאביר || בזית ואחיתית בתקוף ית יתבי כרכין תקיפין
-explic כרכין while ,כאביר seems its equivalent for תקיפין Targum’s 26.יושבים
itizes the referent. Targum’s perception that the ruler boasts of attacks on 
peoples is evident already in the preceding clause: ואגליתי עממיא ממדינא 
 appear intelligible ܡܕܝܢܬ̈ܐ In this light, πόλεις and .ואסיר גבולת עמים || למדינא
as explicitations of יושבים along the same lines as T, whatever each made 

25. Other equivalents for ישב: οἰκέω (4x), κάθημαι (5x), καθίζω (5x), ἐγκάθημαι 
(2x), κατέχω (1x), ἐδαφίζω (1x), ἵστημι (1x), παύω (1x). The exception for κατοικέω || 
.in 32:18 ובמשכנות || ἐνοικήσει	καὶ :ישב

26. T’s rendering of the immediately preceding clause reinforces the perception 
that the translator divined in these phrases attacks on politically organized popula-
tions: ואסיר גבולת עמים || ואגליתי עממיא ממדינא למדינא.
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of 27.כאביר There remains, however, another issue to consider with regard 
to ܡܕܝܢܬ̈ܐ ܕܝ̈ܬܒܢ.

Syriac’s most frequent equivalents for participial forms of ישב are 
 ;23:18 ;10:24 ;6:5) ܥܡܪ and participial forms of (twenty-two times) ܥܡܘܪܐ
26:5; 38:11; 42:10). Less frequently used is a participial form of 9:1) ܝܬܒ; 
10:31; 33:24; 42:11), which is always conjugated in the active voice.28 ܝ̈ܬܒܢ 
is itself an active participle (peal, feminine plural) in the absolute state, 
serving as predicate in a relative clause whose referent is ܡܕܝܢܬ̈ܐ. This would 
be the only example in Isaiah of ܝܬܒ in the peal meaning “be inhabited,” 
for which the ethpaal is used in 44:26: לירושלם האמר || ܕܐܡܪ ܠܐܪܫܠܡ ܕܬܬܝܬܒ 
 לא תשב לנצח Additionally, in 13:20, where OG appropriately renders .תושב
(subject בבל) with οὐ	κατοικηθήσεται	εἰς	τὸν	αἰῶνα	χρόνον, S renders it with 
 ”has the intransitive meaning “dwell ܬܬܒ and confirms that ܠܐ ܬܬܒ ܠܥܠܡ
in its rendering of the next two clauses: ܘܠܐ ܬܫܪܐ ܠܕܪܕܪܝܢ ܘܠܐ ܢܫܪܘܢ ܬܡܢ ܥܪ̈ܒܝܐ || 
 The meaning “inhabited” that seems .ולא תשכן עד דור ודור ולא יהל שם ערבי
appropriate for ܕܝ̈ܬܒܢ here would be anomalous in S-Isaiah.29

Crucially, S’s similarity to OG does not extend beyond this phrase. 
 || ܘܢܟܣ̈ܝܗܘܢ σείσω, just as	gives no hint of influence from καὶ ואוריד || ܘܟܒܫܬ
 αὐτῶν. These	ἰσχὺν	betrays no direct influence from OG’s τὴν ועתי/ודתיהם
observations hint that the similarity of (anomalous) ܕܝ̈ܬܒܢ to κατοικουμένας 
unlikely owes to the translator consulting OG and could even have entered 
during S’s transmission.

27. As recognized recently by Bodor, “Reception of the Septuagint,” 26. Although 
the translator renders אביר with οἱ	ἰσχύοντες in 1:24; and ἰσχύος in 49:26, his equiv-
alents for אביר in 34:7 (καὶ	 οἱ	 κριοὶ	 καὶ	 οἱ	 ταῦροι || אבירים עם  	and 46:12 (οἱ (ופרים 
ἀπολωλεκότες	τὴν	καρδίαν || אבירי לב) attest his willingness to substitute for it a con-
textually suitable Greek word.

 ܡܢ ܝܬܒܐ and ,(6:11 ;5:9) מאין יושב translates both instances of ܡܢ ܒܠܝ ܕܝܬܒ .28
renders מיושב in 49:19. ܝܬܒ renders ישב when it denotes sitting, whether literally or 
metaphorically (6:1; 13:20 [ܝܬܒ used parallel to ܫܪܐ]; 42:7 ;[1]40:22 ;37:16 ;36:12 ;28:1; 
47:8; 65:4).

29. SyrLex gives instances of ܝܬܒ used with this meaning outside the Peshitta, 
but the only example he cites within it (Zech 12:6) does not clearly support the mean-
ing, owing to the ambiguous role of ܘܬܬܒ ܐܘܪܫܠܡ ܬܘܒ ܒܕܘܟܬܗ ܒܐܘܪܫܠܡ :ܐܘܪܫܠܡ 
 ;Similarly, although he cites 1 Sam 23:22; Ezek 6:6 .וישבה ירושלם עוד תחתיה בירושלם ||
34:13; 48:15; Jer 47:5 as examples of the noun ܝܬܒܐ “dwelling, habitation,” only in Ezek 
34:13; 48:15 does it hint at the implied passive voice of “an inhabited place” rather 
than “a place one inhabits,” which is the sense it bears in its only appearance in Isaiah: 
.(40:22) וימתחם כאהל לשבת || ܘܡܬܚ ܐܢܘܢ ܐܝܟ ܡܫܟܢܐ ܠܝܬܒܐ
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Equally noteworthy is OG’s καὶ	σείσω, which nowhere else renders ירד. 
The only other passage in the Greek Bible to associate σείω and πόλις is Isa 
33:20’s praise of Jerusalem as τὸ	σωτήριον	ἡμῶν:

	נוה שאנן אהל בל יצען	 πόλις	πλουσία	σκηναὶ	αἳ	οὐ	μὴ	σεισθῶσιν
	 αὐτῆς	σκηνῆς	τῆς	πάσσαλοι	οἱ	κινηθῶσιν	μὴ	οὐδὲ בל יסע יתדתיו
	 	לנצח εἰς	τὸν	αἰῶνα	χρόνον

Because צען is a hapax legomenon, σεισθῶσιν is likely a guess, chosen for 
use in a metaphor denying vulnerability for πόλις	 πλουσία. The equiva-
lent for יסע, κινηθῶσιν, renders נסע elsewhere only in Gen 11:2, 20.30 Both 
σεισθῶσιν and κινηθῶσιν appear to have been chosen to mark (but deny) the 
vulnerability of tents and, by transfer, that of the πόλις	πλουσία.

The similarity between the vulnerability of a tent in 33:20 and inhab-
ited cities seems instructive for the choice of καὶ	σείσω in 10:14 to con-
note a military assault, with πόλεις	κατοικουμένας	καὶ	τὴν	οἰκουμένην	ὅλην 
expressing the extent the Assyrian ruler’s overreach. To achieve this image, 
the translator moved forward his equivalent for כל הארץ, τὴν	οἰκουμένην	
ὅλην. Even though οἰκουμένη occurs often in the book (fifteen times), its 
pairing with cognate κατοικουμένας stands out.31

Syriac renders הורד with ܢܚܬ in 14:11 and ואוריד with ܘܐܚܬܬ in 63:6, 
while in 43:14 it renders והורדתי with ܘܐܝܬܝܬ, likely because that verb is 
more compatible with its translation of בריחים as an adjective from ברח: 
-here may reasonably be per ܘܟܒܫܬ with ואוריד Its translation of .ܥܪ̈ܘܩܐ
ceived as extrapolating what “bring down” implies in this context (cf. ܡܢ 
.(in 10:15  מניפו || ܕܢܣܪ ܒܗ

30. Within Isaiah, κινέω renders מוש in 22:25; 46:7 and מוט in 41:7.
31. Seeligmann (81) considers the translator’s use of οἰκουμένη to betray his Hel-

lenistic environment, particularly joined with πόλεις	κατοικουμένας, which transposes 
us “from the atmosphere surrounding the Assyrian claims to world sovereignty into 
the Hellenistic period” (cf. Van der Kooij, 38). As in the rest of the Bible, οἰκουμένη fre-
quently renders תבל in Isaiah (13:11; 14:17; 24:4; 27:6; 34:1)—as does γῆ (14:21; 26:9, 
18)—and renders ארץ often (10:14, 23; 13:5, 9; 14:26; 23:17; 24:1; 37:16), although 
γῆ (100+) and χώρα (17x) are more frequent. However, if the use of οἰκουμένη is as 
revealing as Seeligmann claims, it is odd that γῆ renders both ארץ and תבל in 14:21, a 
passage Seeligmann ranked an allusion to Antiochus IV’s death (84).
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Given S’s wide range of equivalents for ולא היה || ܘܠܐ ܗܘܐ ܕܡܪܝܡ ܓܦܐ ,נדד 
-might reflect uncertainty about its semantics, prompting the trans נדד כנף
lator to supply a contextually suitable meaning.32

διαφεύξεται is transparent to נדד (translated by φεύγω in 21:14, 15; 
22:3), although με was doubtless supplied by the translator, as often (see 
Van der Vorm-Croughs, 49–52). Although ἢ	ἀντείπῃ	μοι || ופצה פה ומצפצף 
might be based on פה, compare κενολογοῦντας || המצפצפים in 8:19 and 
οὕτως	φωνήσω || כן אצפצף in 38:14, suggesting that the translator associ-
ated (צפף) צפצף with speech.

10:15

The attribution of +(היתפאר || ܕܠܡܐ ܡܫܬܒܚ) ܕܠܡܐ to the translator is sup-
ported by comparison to הכל היום יחרש || ܕܠܡܐ ܝܘܡܐ ܟܠܗ ܕܒܪ ܐܟܪܐ ܠܡܙܪܥ 
 ,(29:16) כי יאמר מעשה לעשהו || ܕܠܡܐ ܐܡܪ ܥܒܕܐ ܠܥܒܘܕܗ ,(28:24) החרש לזרע
and ܗܝܗܘܢ ܕܥܡ̈ܡܐ

̈
.(36:18) ההצילו אלהי הגוים || ܕܠܡܐ ܦܨܝܘ ܐܠ

Old Greek uses ἄνευ for both instances of על, despite the semantic gap. 
Seeligmann’s (68) speculation that ἄνευ attests מן is rendered unnecessary 
by comparison of the other occurrences of ἄνευ in the book: οἱ	μεθύοντες	
ἄνευ	οἴνου || הלומי יין in 28:1; καὶ	νῦν	μὴ	ἄνευ	κυρίου	ἀνέβημεν || ־ועתה המבל
 שברו בלוא || ἀργυρίου	ἄνευ	πίετε	καὶ	in 36:10; and ἀγοράσατε עדי יהוה עליתי
 ,in 55:1. Although the equivalent in the final example is transparent כסף
and 36:10 might be intelligible, 28:1 provides no reason to suppose that the 
translator sought precise lexical grounds for ἄνευ.

ἢ	 ὑψωθήσεται	 πρίων	 ἄνευ	 τοῦ	 ἕλκοντος	 αὐτόν agrees with Hebrew 
word order, although τοῦ	ἕλκοντος || (ו)מניפ was likely chosen to express 
the exertion of sawing, just as the following ἄρῃ || (כ)הניף seems chosen as 
an action befitting a rod.33 ὡσαύτως	ἐάν	τις	ἄρῃ	ῥάβδον	ἢ	ξύλον condenses 

32. E.g., כעוף נודד קן || ܐܝܟ ܦܪܚܬܐ ܕܡܫܢܝܐ ܩܢܗ ;10:31 ,נדדה מדמנה || ܐܬܪܚܩܬ ܡܪܡܢܐ, 
 ,נדחים likely based on the preceding) 16:3 ,נדד אל תגלי || ܘܠܕܡܒܕܪ̈ܝܢ ܠܐ ܬܓܠܝܢ ;16:2
which it translated with ܠܕܛܥܝܢ).

33. πρίων appears again only in Amos 1:3, where it is accompanied by the cognate 
verb, πρίζω. The selection of ἕλκοντος (which appears only here in Isaiah) and ἄρῃ is 
similar to the inferences for נוף in 10:32 (τῇ	χειρὶ	παρακαλεῖτε || ידו  and 13:2 (ינפף 
(παρακαλεῖτε	τῇ	χειρί || הניפו יד), whereas only καὶ	ἐπιβαλεῖ	τὴν	χεῖρα	αὐτοῦ || והניף 
 use an equivalent attested elsewhere (19:16) מניף עליו || αὐτοῖς	and ἐπιβαλεῖ (11:15) ידו
(Exod 20:25; Deut 23:26; 27:5; Josh 9:2b[8:31]).
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 directly (see עץ and שבט by linking כהניף שבט ואת מרימיו כהרים מטה לא עץ
Van der Vorm-Croughs, 201).

Although S uses the Syriac cognate verb ܐܢܝܦ in rendering יד  in הניף 
10:32; 13:2, it translates the same phrase with ܢܪܝܡ in 11:15; 19:16, similar 
to ܡܬܬܪܝܡ here. On the other hand, מניפו || ܡܢ ܕܢܣܪ ܒܗ explicitizes the action 
-coor כהניף || ܐܘ ܡܫܬܩܠ The translator might have chosen .(המשור || ܡܣܪܐ)
dinate with אם יתגדל || ܐܘ ܡܬܬܪܝܡ.

As Ottley (2:161–62) perceived, καὶ	οὐχ	οὕτως reflects the translator 
reading (10:16) לכן as though it were לא כן perhaps under influence of לא 
(prefixed to עץ) that he otherwise passes over. A similar case appears in 
16:7, where οὐχ	οὕτως || לכן was likely influenced by οὐχ	οὕτως || לא כן in 
10:6. Such manipulations of negative adverbs are common in OG-Isaiah 
(see Troxel, 93–98).

10:16

Although ἀλλά most often corresponds to כי (thirteen times) or waw 
(twenty times), another thirteen times it lacks a formal equivalent (cf. 7:17; 
9:9[10]). Here it creates a natural transition to the action of the Kyrios after 
καὶ	οὐχ	οὕτως.

κύριος	 σαβαωθ || צבאות יהוה  -accords with Van der Vorm האדון 
Crough’s (503) observation that OG-Isaiah, “in nearly all instances where 
the Hebrew presents the combinations אדני האדון ,יהוה  יה or ,יהוה   ,יהוה 
translates this with only one divine name.”

 as is apparent in Mic 6:10 ,רזון likely reflects unfamiliarity with ܐܒܕܢܐ
 and ,([ἀδικία	ὕβρεως	μετὰ	OG καὶ] ואיפת רזון זעומה || ܘܟܝܠܬܐ ܙܥܘܪܬܐ ܕܥܬܐ)
explains Ps 106:15, where וישלח רזון בנפשם || ܘܫܕܪ ܣܒܥܐ ܠܢܦܫ̈ܬܗܘܢ seems 
an outcome inferred from the preceding שאלתם להם  ܠܗܘܢ) ויתן   ܝܗܒ 
ܠܬܗܘܢ

̈
 here comports with other examples of this ܐܒܕܢܐ The choice of 34.(ܫܐ

translator using ܐܒܕܢܐ for destruction: e.g., ܠܐܒ݁ܕܢܐ  ;(34:12) יהיו אפס || ܢܗܘܘܢ݂ 
.(40:17) מאפס ותהו נחשבו לו || ܠܐܒܕܢܐ ܘܠܚܪܒܐ ܚܫܝܒܝܢ ܠܗ

Old Greek’s capacity to recognize במשמניו is suggested by καὶ	τὰ	πίονα 
	in 17:4, where it is part of its rendering καὶ ומשמן || τὰ	πίονα	τῆς	 δόξης	
αὐτοῦ	σεισθήσεται || ומשמן בשרו ירזה, a clause that can illuminate εἰς	τὴν	
σὴν	 τιμήν || במשמניו here. Just as its τῆς	 δόξης	 αὐτοῦ || בשרו was likely 

34. S chooses a cognate Syriac lexeme for רזה in Isa 17:4 (ܘܫܘܡܢܐ ܕܒܣܪܗ ܢܬܪܙܐ || 
.(ומשמן בשרו ירזה
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chosen parallel to τῆς	δόξης	Ιακωβ || כבוד יעקב in the first half of the verse, 
εἰς	τὴν	σὴν	τιμήν || במשמניו, and καὶ	εἰς	τὴν	σὴν	δόξαν || ותחת כבדו here 
are fashioned as complements (cf. τιμή || כבוד in 11:10; 14:18). It is in that 
light that ἀτιμίαν || רזון is intelligible, as Ziegler (140) noted. Simultane-
ously, OG’s shift of the third-person singular suffix of במשמניו to a second-
person singular pronoun (τὴν	σὴν	τιμήν) and the insertion of the pronoun 
into the companion phrase (τὴν	σὴν	δόξαν) transforms this into a threat 
against a particular agent, likely the arrogant ruler of 10:9–11, 13–14, 
whose ripeness for divine judgment was announced in 10:12.

Pairing of πῦρ and καίω (πῦρ	 καιόμενον	 καυθήσεται || כיקוד יקד   יקד 
 is frequent in Isaiah, even when it differs from the Hebrew, as it will (אש
again in 10:17.35 The translator’s condensation of the multiple forms of יקד 
is unsurprising.

Syriac’s +3ms suffix in יקד || ܝܩܕܢܗ explicitizes the ruler as the fire’s fuel.

10:17

καὶ	ἁγιάσει || וקדושו might reflect וקדשו (i.e., without mater lectionis) but 
is more likely attribtable to the translator’s penchant to treat morphology 
flexibly.

Syriac’s grammatical plural noun (וקדושו ||) ܘܩܕܝܫ̈ܘܗܝ, unique among 
the textual witnesses, might reflect a Vorlage reading וקדושיו. That infer-
ence finds support in the pecularity that S does not treat וקדושו as a divine 
epithet (contrast 1:4 ,את קדוש ישראל || ܠܩܕܝܫܐ ܕܐܝܣܪܝܠ; cf. 5:19, 24).36 The 
3ms suffix is apparently anaphoric to ܐܝܣܪܝܠ, treated as masculine singular 
(cf. 1:3 ,ܘܐܝܣܪܝܠ ܠܐ ܝܕܥ).

As noted in 10:16, ἐν	πυρὶ	καιομένῳ || ובערה  belongs to a set ללהבה 
of passages where πῦρ and καίω are paired in rendering widely different 
phrases.

καὶ	φάγεται	ὡσεὶ	χόρτον	τὴν	ὕλην || ואכלה שיתו ושמירו is conspicuous 
in regard to both +ὡσεί and the lack of clear equivalents for the pronomi-
nal suffixes. A similar addition of a comparative particle appears in 5:6 
(καὶ	ἀναβήσεται	εἰς	αὐτὸν	ὡς	εἰς	χέρσον	ἄκανθα || ועלה שמיר ושית); 9:17 (καὶ	

35. Cf. καὶ	ὡς	φωτὸς	πυρὸς	καιομένου	νυκτός || 5:23 ,ונגה אש להבה לילה; ἰδοὺ	πάντες	
ὑμεῖς	πῦρ	καίετε || 50:11 ,הן כלכם קדחי אש.

36. Although ܘܩܕܝܫ̈ܘܗܝ seems comparable to זקניו || ܩܕܝܫ̈ܘܗܝ in 24:23, the 
uniqueness of that translation raises suspicion that it is a copyist’s error for ܩܫܝܫ̈ܘܗܝ 
(see the comments ad loc.).
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ὡς	ἄγρωστις	ξηρά || שמיר ושית). There, as here, the insertion enables the 
collapse of שמיר ושית into a single phrase. The lack of equivalents for the 
pronominal suffixes likely owes to the same standardization of the phrase 
that transformed it into a simile, although the definite article (τὴν	ὕλην) 
might represent the pronominal suffix.

ὕλη appears only here in Isaiah and is found elsewhere only in Job 
29:29; 38:40. The choice of ὕλη might be influenced by יערו in 10:18.

Old Greek reads τῇ	ἡμέρᾳ	ἐκείνῃ || ביום אחד at the head of 10:18, in 
contrast to ἐν	 μιᾷ	 ἡμέρᾳ || אחד  in 47:9; 66:8. Although OG might ביום 
attest ביום ההוא (1QIsaa, S, V, and T attest ביום אחד), more likely the trans-
lator’s decision to read the phrase with 10:18 spurred adjustment to the 
more common phrase, particularly given the similar modifications in 14:3 
(καὶ	ἔσται	ἐν	τῇ	ἡμέρᾳ	ἐκείνῃ	ἀναπαύσει	σε	ὁ	θεός || והיה ביום הניח יהוה לך); 
30:25 (ἐν	τῇ	ἡμέρᾳ	ἐκείνῃ	ὅταν	ἀπόλωνται	πολλοί || ביום הרג רב).

10:18

Given τῇ	ἡμέρᾳ	 ἐκείνῃ || ביום אחד and καὶ	καταφάγεται	 ἀπὸ	ψυχῆς	 ἕως	
σαρκῶν || מנפש ועד בשר יכלה, we might expect that ἀποσβεσθήσεται	τὰ	ὄρη	
καὶ	οἱ	βουνοὶ	καὶ	οἱ	δρυμοί renders וכבוד יערו וכרמלו (MT, 1QIsaa; 1Q8 pre-
serves יערו וכרמלו [the fragment of the preceding letter leaves it unclear]; 
cf. S and V). Although Ottley’s (2:162) proposal that ἀποσβεσθήσεται	τὰ	
ὄρη reflects a Vorlage that read ההרים יכבו posits a graphically intelligible 
corruption of וכבוד, the gap between ההרים and יערו is too great to explain 
on graphic or phonological grounds.37 He offers no explanation of καὶ	οἱ	
βουνοὶ	καὶ	οἱ	δρυμοί || וכרמלו.

δρυμός regularly translates יער (e.g., 7:2; 9:18; 21:13; 32:19; 37:24), 
making καὶ	οἱ	δρυμοί || יערו transparent.38 τὰ	ὄρη collocates with οἱ	βουνοί 
so frequently in Isaiah, particularly as a word pair (2:14; cf. 2:2; 10:32; 
30:17, 25; 40:4; 41:15; 44:23; 54:10; 55:12; 65:7), that we should consider 
them jointly. In fact, βοήσατε	ὄρη	εὐφροσύνην	οἱ	βουνοὶ	καὶ	πάντα	τὰ	ξύλα	
τὰ	ἐν	αὐτοῖς || פצחו הרים רנה יער וכל עץ בו in 44:23 likely reflects the influ-
ence of the word pair ὄρη + βουνοί on the translator’s word choice. Some-
thing similar seems afoot with τὰ	ὄρη	καὶ	οἱ	βουνοί || וכרמלו here.

37. ἀποσβέννυμι appears only here in Isaiah, but σβέννυμι regularly renders כבה 
(1:31; 34:10; 42:3; 43:17[2]; 66:24).

 again in 29:17(2x); 32:15; 37:24, where it is always כרמל is linked with יער .38
rendered by δρυμός.
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 Although כרמל is transliterated Χερμελ in 29:17; 32:15 and Κάρμηλος 
in 32:16; 33:9; 35:2, it seems collapsed into יער in 37:24’s τοῦ	δρυμοῦ || יער 
	ἀρθήσεται	is rendered metonymically: καὶ כרמל Moreover, in 16:10 .כרמלו
εὐφροσύνη	 καὶ	 ἀγαλλίαμα	 ἐκ	 τῶν	 ἀμπελώνων	 σου || מן וגיל  שמחה   ונאסף 
	οὐ	σου	ἀμπελῶσίν	τοῖς	ἐν	ἀμπελώνων is likely chosen in light of καὶ) הכרמל
μὴ	εὐφρανθήσονται || ובכרמים לא ירנן that follows). Similarly here, τὰ	ὄρη	
καὶ	οἱ	βουνοὶ	καὶ	οἱ	δρυμοί (||יערו וכרמלו) detail the scope of the devastation 
by the fire that now turns to destroy humans (καὶ	καταφάγεται	ἀπὸ	ψυχῆς	
ἕως	σαρκῶν).39

In the wake of two verses whose vocabulary the translator manipu-
lated to speak of a πῦρ	καιόμενον	devouring the ruler’s δόξαν, the percep-
tion that he derived ἀποσβεσθήσεται from reading וכבוד as from כבה seems 
likely, although speculating about the particular form he read requires 
more information than this translator reveals. There is no clearer evidence 
of his tack than καὶ	ἔσται	ὁ	φεύγων	ὡς	ὁ	φεύγων	ἀπὸ	φλογὸς	καιομένης || 
 at the end of the verse, where he utilizes an association with והיה כמסס נסס
 καιομένης, in accord with his double use	φλογὸς	but also supplies ἀπὸ נוס
of πῦρ	καιόμενον in 10:16, 17.

Although S’s ܐܝܟ  ܕܠܐ the relationship of ,והיה כ(מסס) aligns with ܘܢܗܘܐ 
 to the remainder of the clause is oblique. The only similar phrases are ܗܘܐ
 כאשר || ܘܗܘܝܬ ܕܝܢ ܐܝܟ ܕܠܐ ܗܘܝܬ in Obad 16 and והיו כלוא היו || ܘܢܗܘܘܢ ܐܝܟ ܕܠܐ ܗܘܘ
 מסס in Job 10:19. The Isaiah translator renders verb forms of לא הייתי אהיה
elsewhere with ܡܣܐ, conjugated in the ethpeel (13:7; 19:1; 34:3). The most 
plausible inference is that he found כמסס נסס inscrutable and substituted 
for it a sensible parallel to 40.יכלה || ܢܓܡܪ Notably, although he seems to 
have found himself at a loss, he did not draw on OG.

10:19

Although καὶ	οἱ	καταλειφθέντες is transparent to ושאר (cf. τὸ	καταλειφθὲν	
Ισραηλ || ישראל 	elsewhere by καὶ שאר in 10:20), the rendering of שאר 
κατάλειμμα (14:22), τὸ	 λοιπόν (17:3), and τὸ	 κατάλοιπον (21:17) accen-
tuates his exercise of choice here. καὶ	 οἱ	 καταλειφθέντες shifts attention 

39. καταφάγεται || יכלה aligns with the semantics of כלה but also fits the image of 
destruction by fire (cf. καὶ	φλὸξ	πυρὸς	κατεσθίουσα || 29:6 ,ולהב אש אוכלה; καὶ	φλογὸς	
κατεσθιούσης || 30:30 ,אוכלה ולהב אש).

40. Warszawski’s (25) diagnosis that the translator construed “מסס im Sinne von 
‘zerfliessen, verschwinden’ ” is possible but beyond confirmation.
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from the impious ruler to the fate of a group that the translator might have 
inferred from generic ὁ	φεύγων in 10:18, as suggested by his +ἀπ᾿	αὐτῶν.

His exercise of choice seems also to entail the omission of יערו  עץ 
(perhaps considered redundant after יערו in 10:18) and the supply of ἀπ᾿	
αὐτῶν. Ziegler’s (82) explication, “Der Übers. verläßt das Bild des Waldes, 
das V. 18 vorliegt, und deutet die Worte auf die Einwohner,” provides the 
most likely account of the translator’s path.

10:20

After καὶ	ἔσται	ἐν	τῇ	ἡμέρᾳ	ἐκείνῃ, the translator shifts attention from the 
survivors (οἱ	 καταλειφθέντες) among the Assyrians to the collective τὸ	
καταλειφθὲν	Ισραηλ || שאר ישראל (S ܫܪܟܗ ܕܐܝܣܪܝܠ, versus ܘܫܪܟܐ ܕܩܝ̈ܣܐ ܕܥܒܗ 
 ופליטת in 10:19). Both OG and S explicitize the collective ושאר עץ יערו ||
by using forms in the grammatical plural (καὶ	οἱ	σωθέντες/ܘܐܝܠܝܢ ܕܡܬܦܨܝܠܢ), 
after which they inflect all nouns and pronouns referring to that group in 
the grammatical plural.

Ottley (2:163) suggests that οὐκέτι	 προστεθήσεται	 τὸ	 καταλειφθὲν	
Ισραηλ	καὶ	οἱ	σωθέντες	τοῦ	Ιακωβ	οὐκέτι	μὴ	πεποιθότες reveals that the “the 
translator may not have grasped the construction here,” since προστίθημι 
typically takes an infinitive complement. However, we do find alterna-
tive constructions involving προστίθημι, such as προσθέμενος	δὲ	Αβρααμ	
ἔλαβεν	γυναῖκα in Gen 25:1 (cf. Gen 38:5) and καὶ	προσέθετο	ὁ	ἄγγελος	τοῦ	
θεοῦ	καὶ	ἀπελθὼν	ὑπέστη	ἐν	τόπῳ	στενῷ in Num 22:26. In Isa 10:20 the 
considerable gap between יוסיף  and the fact that πεποιθώς להשען and לא 
+ εἰμί is the standard formation for πείθω (thirty of thirty-six times, with 
finite forms appearing only six times) likely shaped the translator’s use of 
verbal coordination, with οὐκέτι (+ μή) repeated before πεποιθότες	ὦσιν.41

Old Greek’s lack of an equivalent for בית in καὶ	οἱ	σωθέντες	τοῦ	Ιακωβ 
יעקב || בית   is among the many cases of the translator omitting a ופליטת 
nomen regens (cf. ἐπὶ	τὸν	νοῦν	τὸν	μέγαν || על פרי גדל לבב in 10:12; see Van 
der Vorm-Croughs, 71).

Despite τοὺς	ἀδικήσαντας	αὐτούς || מכהו (S, ܡܢ ܕܢܟܐܐ ܐܢܘܢ), the grammati-
cal number of the participle less likely reflects מכיו (a form unattested in the 
Bible) than teases out the implication that the attackers would be a group.

41. Under this analysis, Ziegler’s comma after Ισραηλ obscures that οἱ	σωθέντες is 
part of a compound subject.
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10:21

τὸ	καταλειφθὲν	τοῦ	Ιακωβ || שאר יעקב, spurring +καὶ	ἔσται as predicate, 
might attest the loss of שאר ישוב by haplography (homoioarchton) in its 
Vorlage (but attested in all other witnesses). However, this translator’s pen-
chant to reduce coordinated synonymous words and phrases offers a fit-
ting explanation, especially given τὸ	κατάλειμμα	σωθήσεται || שאר ישוב in 
10:22.42 By supplying καὶ	ἔσται and using the same preposition with ἐπὶ	
θεὸν	ἰσχύοντα || אל אל גבור as for ἐπὶ	τὸν	θεὸν	τὸν	ἅγιον	τοῦ	Ισραηλ || על יהוה 
-in 10:20, the translator implicitly extends the force of predica קדוש ישראל
tive πεποιθότες (10:20) through this verse.

10:22–23

καὶ	 ἐάν fits within OG’s range of equivalents for כי אם (ὅτι, 33:21; ἀλλά, 
37:19; 59:2; 65:11; ἀλλ᾿	ἤ, 42:19; ἕως	ἄν, 55:10, 11; 65:6). Similarly, ܘܐܢ com-
ports with S’s range of equivalents (55:10 ;42:19 ;37:19 ,ܐܠܐ ;33:21 ,ܡܛܠ ܕ; 
.(65:6 ,ܥܕܡܐ ܕ ;55:11 ,ܐܠܐ ܐܢ ;65:18 ;59:2

ὁ	λαὸς	Ισραηλ || עמך ישראל less likely attests עם ישראל than it reflects 
the translator conforming the phrase to τὸ	καταλειφθὲν	Ισραηλ and (look-
ing back to 10:20) οἱ	σωθέντες	τοῦ	Ιακωβ in anticipation of τὸ	κατάλειμμα	
σωθήσεται || שאר ישוב בו. σωθήσεται || ישוב בו contrasts with καὶ	ἔσται	τὸ	
καταλειφθὲν	τοῦ	Ιακωβ || שאר ישוב שאר יעקב in 10:21. Although σωθήσεται 
might reflect a form of ישע, more likely it interprets ישוב בו in the light of 
τὸ	καταλειφθὲν	Ισραηλ	καὶ	οἱ	σωθέντες	τοῦ	Ιακωβ || שאר ישראל ופליטת בית 
.in 10:20 יעקב

Syriac’s ܡܢܗܘܢ interprets בו as partitive and explicitizes the collectivity 
of ישראל.

 prune” in S. It likely reflects“ ܟܪܡ is the sole appearance of כליון || ܟܪܡ
reasoning that hinges on the semantics of חרוץ, which it translates with 
 an equivalent employed also in 1 Kgs 20:40; Job 14:5. Syriac appears ,ܘܦܣܩ
to tease out the theme of remnant under a viticultural metaphor, much 
like the ܟܪܡܐ of 5:1–7, albeit without any signal that he has that passage in 
mind. שטף || ܘܓܪܦ appeared earlier in 8:8 and will again in 28:2, 17; 30:28; 
43:2; 66:12.

42. OG rendered שאר ישוב with καὶ	ὁ	καταλειφθεὶς	Ιασουβ in 7:3.
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Whereas λόγον	γὰρ	συντελῶν	καὶ	συντέμνων || כליון חרוץ שוטף is inter-
wined with vocabulary at the outset of 10:23 (ὅτι	λόγον	συντετμημένον || כי 
.S’s rendering of 10:23 is separable from 10:22 ,(כלה ונחרצה

Although ܘܦܣ̈ܝܩܬܐ ܓܡܘܪܝܐ  ܕ ונחרצה || ܡܛܠ  כלה   is identical כי 
with S’s rendering of this clause in 28:22, διότι	 συντετελεσμένα	 καὶ	
συντετμημένα	 πράγματα in 28:22 differs from 10:22 by rendering כלה 
with συντετελεσμένα rather than λόγον.43 Scholz (38), followed by Fischer 
(26–27), attributed λόγον in 10:22, 23 to misreading כליון as מליון and כלה 
as מלה. As Ziegler (140) recognized, “Eine sichere Lösung ist nicht zu 
geben,” particularly since “gehören beide Stellen zusammen und haben 
aufeinander engewirkt.” There are indications, however, that OG reflects 
interpretation rather than a different Vorlage.

συντελεσθήσονται renders יכלו in 1:28, an equivalence found sixty-five 
times in the Greek Bible and likely the basis for συντετελεσμένα || כלה in 
28:22, so that συντελῶν might be OG’s rendering of כליון. συντετμημένον 
is the equivalent for ונחרצה in 10:22, while καὶ	συντετμημένα aligns with 
 .here חרוץ in 28:22, suggesting that συντέμνων is the equivalent to ונחרצה
On the other hand, based on the formal alignment of equivalents in Greek 
and Hebrew, καὶ	 συντέμνων pairs with שוטף, a word rendered by σύρω 
in 28:2; 30:28, ἐπικλύζω in 66:12, συγκλύω in 43:2, and incorporated into 
καταιγὶς	φερομένη || שוטף -in 28:15, 18, suggesting that the transla שוט 
tor may have finessed his rendering of שטף for its contexts. Accepting 
Scholz’s and Fischer’s proposals that λόγον misreads כליון as מליון implies 
that συντελῶν renders חרוץ and καὶ	συντέμνων renders שוטף, contrary to 
the comparisons just noted. Acknowledging that συντελῶν is the intended 
equivalent for כליון and συντέμνων for חרוץ compels acceptance of Ziegler’s 
(140) inference that the translator omitted an equivalent for שוטף. Under 
either scenario, the crux is λόγον.

Already Ottley (2:163) suggested that λόγον “may be a mere para-
phrase,” comparing the addition of “πράγματα to complete the paraphrase” 
in 28:22 (διότι	συντετελεσμένα	καὶ	συντετμημένα	πράγματα	ἤκουσα || כי 
 συντελῶν	Although Ziegler (140) posited that λόγον .(כלה ונחרצה שמעתי
might be a “Doppelübers. von כליון,” he also allowed that λόγον might be an 
addition similar to πράγματα in 28:22, where it is clarified by another plus: 
ἃ	ποιήσει	ἐπὶ	πᾶσαν	τὴν	γῆν || על כל הארץ. As he also noted, +πράγματα 

 ܓܡܘܪܝܐ in Dan 9:26, 27; 11:36, and נחרצת/נחרצה is the equivalent for ܦܣܝܩܬܐ .43
renders כלה in Dan 9:27.
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there finds a parallel in 25:1’s ὅτι	 ἐποίησας	 θαυμαστὰ	 πράγματα	 βουλὴν	
ἀρχαίαν	ἀληθινήν || כי עשית פלא עצות מרחוק אמונה. Correspondingly, the 
πράγματα heard in 28:22 are plans decreed that the Kyrios will execute in 
the future, just as in 10:22 λόγον	γὰρ	συντελῶν	καὶ	συντέμνων explains (as 
marked by +γάρ) the forecast that τὸ	 κατάλειμμα	 σωθήσεται, and 10:23 
expounds it with the assertion λόγον	συντετμημένον	ποιήσει	ὁ	θεός. Most 
likely, then, λόγον was supplied by the translator, who also compressed 
 כלה ונחרצה συντέμνων and abbreviated	καὶ	into συντελῶν כליון חרוץ שוטף
as συντετμημένον, in accord with his bent toward concision.

ὁ	θεός || אדני יהוה צבאות accords with OG’s tendency to condense or 
omit a divine epithet conjoined with another (cf. 3:15). The reduction of 
the epithet to ὁ	 θεός (cf. ὁ	 θεός || יהוה in 10:26) provides the subject for 
ποιήσει, while a fuller epithet stands at the outset of 10:24.

Syriac’s אדני יהוה צבאות || ܡܪܝܐ ܚܝܠܬܢܐ appeared already in 3:15 and will 
occur again in 10:23, as well as in 22:15, 22.

This lone occurrence of בקרב כל הארץ in the Bible is attested by 1QIsaa 
and V, while OG reads ἐν	 τῇ	 οἰκουμένῃ	 ὅλῃ and S ܐܪܥܐ כל ,T) ܒܟܠܗ   עם 
 γῆς	τῆς	into ἐπὶ בקרב הארץ Although OG often condenses .(רשיעי ארעא
(e.g., 5:8; 6:12; 7:22) or ἐν	τῇ	γῇ (e.g., 24:13), S otherwise represents each 
component: ܕܐܪܥܐ  again כל precedes בקרב .(24:13 ;7:22 ;6:12 ;5:8) ܒܓܘܗ 
only in Deut 11:6, where S reads 44.בקרב כל ישראל || ܒܝܢܬ̈ ܟܠܗ ܐܝܣܪܝܠ The 
regularity of ܕܐܪܥܐ  in Isaiah suggests that S’s Vorlage בקרב הארץ || ܒܓܘܗ 
read בכל הארץ.

10:24

Syriac lacks an equivalent for לכן, contrasting with its typical ܡܛܠ ܗܢܐ ܗܟܢܐ 
 was likely absent from its לכן .(65:13 ;37:33 ;30:12 ;29:22 ;28:16) כה לכן ||
Vorlage.

κύριος	σαβαωθ || אדני יהוה צבאות appears again in 22:5, 12; 28:22. Syr-
iac’s equivalent, ܡܪܝܐ ܚܝܠܬܢܐ, is the same as in 10:23.

οἱ	κατοικοῦντες || ישב explicitizes the collective noun ὁ	λαός (contrast 
S’s ܕܥܡܪ ܒܨܗܝܘܢ, V’s habitator Sion, and T’s יתיב ציון).

 has a בקרב throughout the Pentateuch, especially when בקרב renders ܒܝܢܬ .44
pronominal suffix (e.g., Gen 24:3; Exod 3:20; 10:1; Num 11:4, 21; Deut 1:42; 13:2, 12), 
but also before nouns in Deut 17:20; 18:2; 29:15. ܒܓܘܗ ܕܐܪܥܐ renders בקרב הארץ in 
Gen 45:6; 48:16; Exod 8:18.
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Syriac reformulates בשבט יככה with ܕܡܚܐ ܠܟ ܒܫܒܛܗ and ומטהו ישא 
 ;while OG’s insertion of ὅτι (cf. γάρ in 10:22 ,ܘܚܘܛܪܗ ܡܪܝܡ ܥܠܝܟ with עליך
and +ὅτι in 9:19[20], 20[21]) makes the clause explanatory: ὅτι	ἐν	ῥάβδῳ	
πατάξει	σε. For S’s explicitaion by adding the pronominal suffix (ܒܫܒܛܗ) 
compare בכל פה || ܒܟܠܗ ܦܘܡܗܘܢ in 9:11; ימין || ܝܡܝܢܗ and שמאול || ܣܡܠܗ 
in 9:19.

Although Seeligmann (83) perceived in πληγὴν	γὰρ	ἐγὼ	ἐπάγω	ἐπὶ	σὲ	
τοῦ	ἰδεῖν	ὁδὸν	Αἰγύπτου || ומטהו ישא עליך בדרך מצרים an “echo of the idea 
of a Jewish emigration from Palestine to Egypt to escape the religious per-
secution of Antiochus Epiphanes,” Van der Kooij (39) considered it more 
likely that πληγή refers to events involving Onias’s deposition prior to 167 
and “scheint eine Flucht nach Ägypten ausgelöst zu haben.” Both of these 
explanations rest on perceptions that the translator insinuated references 
to events of the early second century in Jerusalem, which I have disputed 
elsewhere (Troxel, 209–34). It seems sounder to analyze this passage by 
critical evaluation of the Hebrew text and through what we know of the 
translator’s strategies.

πληγὴν	 γάρ || ומטהו readily retroverts to ומכה, which finds support 
from πληγή || ומכה in 1:6; 10:26; 14:6; 30:26; 53:4. On the other hand, τῇ	
πληγῇ || בשבט (τῇ	πληγῇ	ᾗ	ἂν	πατάξῃ	αὐτούς || בשבט יכה) in 30:31 is not as 
likely due to a confusion with or corruption into במכה, and πληγή renders 
 again in Prov 22:8; 29:15. It remains possible, nevertheless, that OG’s שבט
Vorlage read ומכהו as an error for ומטהו, under the influence of the preced-
ing יככה.

Old Greek’s +ἐγώ (ἐγὼ	 ἐπάγω || ישא) accords with target language 
norms by marking the change of subject. Scholz (38) argues that ἐπάγω 
attests אשית, as in 15:9, where OG reads ἐπάξω. Ottley (2:164) rejects this, 
suggesting אביא, for which ἐπάξει || יביא in 7:17 is a precedent. However, 
the range of verbs translated by ἐπάγω is broad enough (cf. 1:25 ,ואשיבה; 
 to make speculating about (63:7 ,גמלם ;48:9 ,אחטם ;31:3 ,יטה ;10:12 ,אפקד
a variant reading tenuous.

Ottley (2:164) analyzed the surplus infinitive in τοῦ	ἰδεῖν	ὁδὸν	Αἰγύπτου 
 ,as the translator’s allusion “to such passages as Exod. xiv.13 בדרך מצרים ||
Deut. xvii.16, xxii.68” (sic; read xxviii.68). Among these possible allusions 
Ziegler (64) highlighted Deut 28:68, where OG’s καὶ	ἀποστρέψει	σε	κύριος	
εἰς	Αἴγυπτον	ἐν	πλοίοις	ἐν	τῇ	ὁδῷ	ᾗ	εἶπα	οὐ	προσθήσεσθε	ἔτι	ἰδεῖν	αὐτήν, 
transparent to a Hebrew text like MT, revealing in its ἐν	τῇ	ὁδῷ	ᾗ analysis 
of the relative clause אשר אמרתי לך לא תסיף עוד לראתה as anaphoric to 
 בדרך Αἴγυπτον in 10:26 renders	κατ᾿	τὴν	ὁδὸν	τὴν	Noting that εἰς .(ב)דרך
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 ἰδεῖν might be a corruption of	Ziegler (64) questions whether τοῦ ,מצרים
διὰ (ὁδὸν	Αἰγύπτου), which would align it with Symmachus. But εἰς	 τὴν	
ὁδὸν	τὴν	κατ᾿	Αἴγυπτον || בדרך מצרים in 10:26 is more complicated, since 
it is preceded by τῇ	ὁδῷ	τῇ	κατὰ	θάλασσαν || ומטהו על הים, which has likely 
been influenced by ὁδὸν	θαλάσσης || דרך הים in 8:23.

The insertion of τοῦ	 ἰδεῖν (ὁδὸν	 Αἰγύπτου) clarifies the prohibition 
μὴ	φοβοῦ by ascribing a potentially salutary effect of the Assyrian blows. 
Even if the precise significance of seeing ὁδὸν	Αἰγύπτου is uncertain, it, 
coupled with ἐγὼ	 ἐπάγω, suggests that the Assyrian assault is a divine 
aid for the people. καὶ	ὁ	θυμὸς	αὐτοῦ	τῇ	ὁδῷ	τῇ	κατὰ	θάλασσαν	εἰς	τὴν	
ὁδὸν	τὴν	κατ᾿	Αἴγυπτον in 10:26, where divine wrath is transferred to the 
people’s foes, suggests that the route to Egypt is envisioned as the place of 
the Assyrians’ defeat.

10:25

The condensation (ἔτι	γὰρ) μικρόν || (כי עוד) מעט מזער finds parallels in 
16:14 (ὀλιγοστός); 29:17 (μικρόν).

Syriac’s +1cs suffix in זעם || ܪܘܓܙܝ might reflect זעמי in its Vorlage, 
although it would be the lone witnesses to that. More likely, S supplied 
the 1cs suffix to match ואפי || ܘܚܡܬܝ (cf. ܘܢܗܘܐ ܥܘܫܢܗܘܢ ܠܣܪܩܬܐ ܘܥܒ̈ܕܝܗܘܢ 
.(1:31 ,והיה החסן לנערת ופעלו לניצוץ || ܠܒܠܨܘܨܝ̈ܬܐ

Old Greek’s τὴν	βουλὴν	αὐτῶν is the equivalent for the hapax legome-
non תבליתם, which also seems to have perplexed S, ܚܒܠܗܘܢ (cf. T, ־לשי
 תבלותם to destroy them”; V, scelus eorum “their crime”). 1QIsaa’s“ ציותהון
has spurred conjecture that OG may have read (or associated תבליתם with) 
 occurs only in Job תחבולות ,However .(מב ,cf. Goshen-Gottstein) תחבלותם
37:12, where it is transliterated as θεεβουλαθω; and Prov 1:5; 11:4; 12:5; 
24:6, in all of which it is rendered with κυβερνάω or κυβερνήσις.45 There is 
no reason to suppose that this translator would have been more familiar 
with תחבלותם than with תבליתם.

On the other hand, βουλή and βουλεύω are often atypical equivalents 
for a Hebrew word in this translation (e.g., 4:2 ,צבי ;3:9 ,גמלו; ἡ	γὰρ	βουλὴ	
αὕτη || 25:7 ,והמסכה הנסוכה) or are inserted without any warrant from the 
Hebrew (e.g., 3:9; 7:5, 7; 28:8).46 Here the translator likely chose τὴν	βουλὴν	

.appears in Prov 20:18, but the verse is absent from OG תחבלות .45
46. See Troxel, “ΒΟΥΛΗ and ΒΟΥΛΕΥΕΙΝ,” 164–68.
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αὐτῶν (|| תבליתם) in regard to the Assyrian attacks of 10:25, much as in 3:9 
he rendered כי גמלו להם רעה with διότι	βεβούλευνται	βουλὴν	πονηρὰν	καθ᾿	
ἑαυτῶν.

10:26

For OG’s ὁ	θεός || יהוה, compare 10:24. On its frequent omission of צבאות, 
see 3:15.

 which appears only here in Isaiah, is translated with μάστιξ in all ,שוט
other appearances (3 Kgdms 12:11, 14; Nah 3:2; Job 5:21; Prov 26:3; 2 Chr 
10:11, 14). Although Van der Vorm-Croughs (195) places this among 
“examples of the reduction of synonymous elements,” the rendering of 
(the homonym) שוט with καταιγίς in 28:15, 18 leaves the translator’s rec-
ognition of שוט here uncertain. Goshen-Gottstein’s (מב) verdict that this 
is a condensation seems inadequate, inasmuch as active voice ἐπεγείρω 
typically takes a direct object (13:17; 42:13; 43:14; cf. 1 Kgdms 3:12; 22:8), 
which could be filled by any equivalent for שוט.

The anomalous absence of a direct object for ἐπεγερεῖ echoes in the 
verbless clause καὶ	 ὁ	 θυμὸς	 αὐτοῦ || ומטהו  The nominative case is .עורב 
remarkable, since ומטהו is a second object of ועורר, parallel to שוט. This 
reinforces the likelihood that the translator was unfamiliar with שוט, but 
equally underscores the peculiarity that he chose not to substitute a word 
as direct object for ἐπεγερεῖ, allowing it to be implied by κατὰ	τὴν	πληγὴν	
τὴν	Μαδιαμ.

ἐν	τόπῳ	θλίψεως || בצור accords with OG’s frequent θλίψις || 8:22) צר; 
26:16; 30:6, 20; 33:20; 37:3; 63:9; 65:16). The explicitizing use of ἐν	τόπῳ with 
θλίψεως is comparable to ἐν	κέρατι	ἐν	τόπῳ	πίονι || בקרן בן שמן in 5:1; and τῇ	
ἡμέρᾳ	ἐκείνῃ	τόπον	πίονα	καὶ	εὐρύχωρον || ביום ההוא כר נרחב in 30:23.

Although S’s (ב)צור || (ܕܒ)ܛܘܪܐ is close to ܛܪܢܐ, its most frequent equiva-
lent for (21:2) צורי מדי || ܘܛܘܪ̈ܝ ܡܕܝ ,([1]48:21 ;8:14 ;5:28 ;21 ,2:10) צור and 
 .cf) צור || ܛܘܪܐ attest (51:1) הביטו אל צור חצבתם || ܚܘܪܘ ܠܛܘܪܐ ܕܐܬܓܙܪܬܘܢ ܡܢܗ
Num 23:9; 1 Sam 24:3; Jer 18:14).47

 This could .חורב is S’s typical equivalent for the place-name ܚܘܪܝܒ
reflect חורב in the Vorlage, as Goshen-Gottstein (מב) suggests, through 
association of בצור עורב with phrases such as הצור בחרב (Exod 17:6), מהר 

 ;is its equivalent in 17:10, 26:4 ܬܩܝܦܐ in 2:19; 48:21(2), while צור renders ܟܐܦܐ .47
30:29; and ܬܩܝܦ renders it in 44:8.
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 ܒܛܘܪܗ ܕܐܠܗܐ ܒܚܘܪܝܒ .Exod 3:1; cf) הר האלהים חרבה and ,(Exod 33:6) חורב
 Exod 4:27). Although such an association might be in the ,בהר האלהים ||
mind of the translator, it also easily arises in copying a text.48

ὁ	θυμὸς	αὐτοῦ renders עורב (only here in Isaiah) by association with 
 ,עבדתו || αὐτοῦ	θυμὸς	δὲ	for which θυμός is used in 13:9, 13; 14:6 (cf. ὁ ,עברה
28:21). However, καὶ	ὁ	θυμὸς	αὐτοῦ also reflects the grammatical features 
of ומטהו (conjunction and suffixed pronoun), highlighting its similarity to 
καὶ	ὀργῆς	ἐστιν || ומטה הוא in 10:5 (q.v.).

Old Greek’s τῇ	ὁδῷ	τῇ	κατὰ	θάλασσαν	εἰς	τὴν	ὁδὸν	τὴν	κατ᾿	Αἴγυπτον 
מצרים || בדרך  ונשאו  הים  	twice, the first time in τῇ בדרך renders על  ὁδῷ	
τῇ	κατὰ	θάλασσαν. Although this might be based on recollection of ὁδὸν	
θαλάσσης || דרך הים in 8:23, the translator might also have inserted τῇ	ὁδῷ	
τῇ to create a parallel to εἰς	τὴν	ὁδὸν	τὴν	κατ᾿	Αἴγυπτον, as Ziegler (64) 
proposed. The translator apparently overrode ונשאו in this reformulation.

10:27

The translations of סבלו by OG (ὁ	φόβος	αὐτοῦ) and S (ܫܘܥܒܕܗ) are guesses, 
as suggested by their translations of כי את על סבלו with διότι … ὁ	ζυγὸς	ὁ	ἐπ᾿	
αὐτῶν	κείμενος and ܡܛܠ ܕܢܝܪܐ ܕܫܘܥܒܕܗܘܢ in 9:3 and of עלו וסבלו מעל שכמו 
 ܘܫܘܥܒܕܗ ܡܢ ἀφαιρεθήσεται and	ὤμων	τῶν	ἀπὸ	ζυγὸς49 αὐτῶν	ὁ	by καὶ יסור
 in 14:25.50 Notably, S’s equivalent is the same in all passages ܟܬܦܗܘܢ݂ ܢܥܒܪ
.whereas OG’s equivalents in 9:3; 14:25 differ from here ,(ܫܘܥܒܕܐ)

Old Greek’s ἀπὸ	 σοῦ || שכמך 	finds a parallel in (καὶ מעל  δώσω	 τὴν	
δόξαν	Δαυιδ) αὐτῷ || (ונתתי מפתח בית דוד) על שכמו in 22:22 and is allied 
with the translator’s habit of collapsing construct phrases (e.g., ἐπὶ	 τῆς	
γῆς || 5:8 ,בקרב הארץ). Here, however, he did not simply elide שכם but 
allowed it to determine his rendering of both מעל צוארך (ἀπὸ	τοῦ	ὤμου	
σου) and שמן 	ἀπὸ) מפני  τῶν	 ὤμων	 ὑμῶν).51 The switch in grammatical 

48. See Goshen-Gottstein’s discussion of the “law of the scribes” in “Biblical Phi-
lology and the Concordance,” 6.

49. Reading ὁ	ζυγός in place of τὸ	κῦδος, adopting Ziegler’s (16) argument that 
τὸ	κῦδος is an inner-Greek error rising from paelographic confusion. See the com-
mentary on 14:25.

50. Cf. αἴρουσιν	αὐτὸ	ἐπὶ	τῶν	ὤμων	καὶ	πορεύονται/ܦܬܗܘܢ
̈
 ܘܫܩܠܝܢ ܠܗ ܥܠ ܟܬ

 .in 46:7 ישאהו על כתף יסבלהו || ܘܡܗܠܟܝܢ ܠܗ
51. His familiarity with צואר is evinced by his rendering of it with τράχηλος in 

30:28; 52:2.
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number from ἀπὸ	τοῦ	ὤμου	σου	to	ἀπὸ	τῶν	ὤμων	ὑμῶν is similar to the 
shifts of grammatical number in	μὴ	φοβοῦ	ὁ	λαός	μου	οἱ	κατοικοῦντες	ἐν	
Σιων	… πατάξει	σε in 10:24.

Whereas the Leiden edition accepts ܡܘܫܚܐ “calves” in place of ܡܫ̈ܘܚܐ 
“annointers” found in 7a1, R. Bar ter Haar Romney cites credible evidence 
from Severus’s commentary that the original reading was ܡܫܚܐ “oil.”52

10:28

 in 1 Chr ענר in 1 Chr 7:28; as well as עיה is S’s equivalent for (עית ||) ܥܢܬ
 .in Josh 13:18 מפעת in Josh 15:59; and ענות ;in Judg 1:33; 3:31; 5:6 ענת ;6:55
Old Greek’s +πόλιν explicitizes the identity of Αγγαι (|| עית) (cf. πόλιν	Σαουλ 
.in Gen 12:8; 13:3 העי in 10:29). Αγγαι is the equivalent for גבעת שאול ||

For מגרון OG reads Μαγεδω; and S reads ܡܓܕܘ, while the remaining 
witnesses accord with מגרון. Dalet/resh interchange is evident. Syriac’s 
standard equivalent for מגדו is ܡܓܕܘ (ܡܓܕܘܠ in Josh 12:21), and OG else-
where renders it with Μαγεδων (e.g., Josh 12:21; 2 Chr 35:22) or Μαγεδω/
Μαγεδδω (e.g., Josh 17:11; 2 Kgs 23:9). It is unlikely that S arrived at ܡܓܕܘ 
by consulting OG for assistance with an isolated place-name. Neither is it 
necessary to suppose that it needed to compare OG’s θήσει || יפקיד to arrive 
at ܣܡ as semantically compatible with ܢܘܗܝ

̈
.כליו || ܡܐ

10:29

Although φάραγξ || מעברה occurs only here in the Greek Bible, ἔπειτα	
δέ	Αρνων || לארנון 	in 16:2; and καὶ מעברת  ἔσται	αὐτῷ	κυκλόθεν || והיה 
-tem (in Isaiah מעברה the only other appearances of) in 30:32 כל מעבר
pers suspicion of a different Vorlage, especially since φάραγγα constitutes 
a sensible equivalent for מעברה in this overland journey, as Goshen-
Gottstein (מג) observed.

καὶ	ἥξει	εἰς	Αγγαι is the same rendering OG gives for בא על עית in 10:28 
(discounting γάρ), but it has no perceptible relationship to גבע מלון לנו. The 
only reasonably tenable speculation is that the translator substituted the 
clause from 10:28 for words that were unintelligible or illegible to him.

52. R. Bas Ter Haar Romeny, “The Peshiṭta of Isaiah: Evidence from the Syriac 
Fathers,” in Text, Translation, and Tradition: Studies on the Peshitta and Its Use in the 
Syriac Tradition, ed. Wido Theodor Van Peursen and R. Bas Ter Haar Romeny, MPIL 
14 (Leiden: Brill, 2006), 158.
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Syriac renders גבע as a place-name, bound with ܓܒܥ :מעברה  .ܠܡܥܒܪܐ ܕ
The relationship between ܒܝܬܢ לנו and ܠܒܝܬ  -is discernable, under מלון 
standing the phrase as “to the place of our lodging.”

Both OG’s nominal φόβος and S’s verbal ܕܚܠܬ render חרדה. For OG’s 
periphrastic φόβος	λήμψεται, compare καὶ	αἰσχύνη	λήμψεται || ובשו in 19:9 
and λήμψεται	αὐτοὺς	ὀδύνη || יחילו in 23:5.

Old Greek transforms גבעת שאול into πόλιν	Σαουλ, like εἰς	τὴν	πόλιν	
Αγγαι || על עית in 10:28, while S gives ܓܒܥܬ ܫܐܘܠ. See 10:6 on the appar-
ent significance of πόλις for OG.

10:30

Old Greek’s lack of an equivalent for צהלי קולך is conspicuous, although it 
is attested by all other witnesses and lacks any evident trigger for omission. 
Goshen-Gottstein’s (מג) suggestion that the translator might have consid-
ered צהלי קולך adequately expressed in his rendering is possible, but OG’s 
equivalents for צהל elsewhere might betray uncertainty over its meaning.53 
If so, it might be for that reason that he regarded his rendering sufficient, 
despite silence about the first clause. Meanwhile, his use of ἐπακούσεται 
for הקשיבי and עניה attest his interest in fashioning the verse into parallel 
clauses.

Like OG, S treats עניה as a verb, using cognate ܥܢܝ. Its prefixed bēth in 
.ܥܢܝ follows target language norms for complements to ܒܩܠܟܝ

10:31

ἐξέστη || נדדה is an equivalent found again in 16:3; 32:11; 33:3 but elsewhere 
only in Jer 9:9. (For παρακαλεῖτε || העיזו, see the comments on 10:32.)

 in ידיח for ܪܚܩ is comparable to the translator’s choice of נדדה || ܐܬܪܚܩܬ
 and befits his (ואת דמי ירושלם ידיח מקרבה || ܘܕܡܐ ܢܪܚܩ ܡܢ ܓܘܗ ܕܐܘܪܫܠܡ) 4:4

53. ταραχθήσεται	τὸ	ὕδωρ	τῆς	θαλάσσης || צהלו מים in 24:14 must be considered 
in light of the translator’s use of ταράσσω for a wide range of Hebrew words (e.g., 
 but never twice for the same word. His ,(30:28 ,נוף ;24:19 ,רעע ;8:12 ,ערץ ;3:2 ,בלע
ἀγαλλιᾶσθε || צהלי in 12:6 might be guided by the conjoined καὶ	εὐφραίνεσθε || ורני, a 
frequent equivalent (e.g., 16:10; 24:14; 26:19; 28:26). On the other hand, his omission 
of an equivalent for וצהלי in 54:1 (εὐφράνθητι	στεῖρα	ἡ	οὐ	τίκτουσα	ῥῆξον	καὶ	βόησον,	
ἡ	οὐκ	ὠδίνουσα || רני עקרה לא ילדה פצחי רנה וצהלי לא חלה) fits his tendency toward 
concision.



 ISAIAH 10 247

substitution of a contextually fitting verb in 10:14: ולא || ܘܠܐ ܗܘܐ ܕܡܪܝܡ ܓܦܐ 
 .(in 16:2 והיה כעוף נודד קן משלח || ܘܢܗܘܐ ܐܝܟ ܦܪܚܬܐ ܕܡܫܢܝܐ ܩܢܗ .cf) היה נדד כנף
Its rendering of העיזו with ܥܫܢܘ is intelligible.

Μαδεβηνα || מדמנה attests a bet/mem interchange, while ܡܪܡܢܐ seems 
to reflect a resh/dalet interchange, in agreement with מרמנה in 1QIsaa, just 
as Γιββιρ || הגבים might signal a difference of the final consonant. On the 
other hand, the peculiarities of the equivalents for proper nouns in 10:28 
(q.v.) caution against too easily embracing that conclusion.

10:32

Old Greek renders העיזו with this verse. Ottley’s (2:165) notice that 
παρακαλέω (and παράκλησις) are among the translator’s “favourite words” 
(cf. 21:2; 28:29; 30:7; 33:7) is useful in considering its double appearance 
here. Given the translator’s use of ἐπακούσεται in parallel clauses in 10:30, 
παρακαλεῖτε || העיזו is likely calibrated to the parallel τῇ	χειρὶ	παρακαλεῖτε 
 in 13:2, likely the הניפו יד || χειρί	τῇ	which matches παρακαλεῖτε ,ינפף ידו ||
consequence of imagining the type of communication הניפו יד designates.54

The relationship of σήμερον	 ἐν	 ὁδῷ	 τοῦ	μεῖναι to לעמד בנב  היום   עוד 
is largely recognizable, with עוד likely implicitized in τοῦ	μεῖναι || לעמד. 
As Goshen-Gottstein (מג) implies, ἐν	ὁδῷ is likely a substitution for בנב, 
under the same impulse as τῇ	ὁδῷ	τῇ	κατὰ	θάλασσαν || על הים in 10:26 and 
παρακαλέσω	εἰς	ὁδόν || מבשר אתן in 41:27. It is unlikely that ἐν	ὁδῷ || בנב 
is attributable to paleographic confusion, as Ottley (2:165) supposes, or 
deliberate modification of a transcribed ἐν	νοβ or ἐν	νοδ, as Seeligmann 
(30) posits.

Syriac’s +ܥܠ (2x) following ܐܝܕܗ  accords with target language ܐܢܝܦ 
norms.

Given other features of OG’s translation in this verse, καὶ	οἱ	βουνοὶ	οἱ	
ἐν	Ιερουσαλημ || גבעת ירושלם is more likely an expansion by the translator 
than attesting a Vorlage that read הגבעת אשר בירושלם.

θυγατέρα, ܕܒܪܬ, and filiae (V) all reflect the qere, בת, which is also the 
reading in 1QIsaa and 4Q57 (T reads בית).

54. The absence of a pronoun corresponding to the suffix of ידו accords with the 
locutionary force of the Greek article.
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10:33

Old Greek’s insinuation of γάρ designates this verse as the motivation for 
the call to proclaim encouragement in 10:32. Old Greek used δεσπότης 
 appears only in the phrase האדון ,already in 1:24; 3:1. Otherwise האדון ||
.σαβαωθ (10:16; 19:4)	which OG renders with κύριος ,האדון יהוה צבאות

Both OG’s and S’s equivalents for פארה (τοὺς	ἐνδόξους/ܠܡܫ̈ܒܚܐ) accord 
with their frequent use of δόξα and ܫܘܒܚܐ to translate פאר and תפארת (e.g., 
4:2; 10:12, 15). However, even though מערצה || ܥܘܫܢܐ accords with ܢܥܫܢܘܢ 
 in ערץ in 47:12, OG’s equivalents for תערוצי || ܬܬܥܫܢܝܢ in 29:23 and יעריצו ||
those passages differ from S’s (φοβηθήσονται || 29:23 ,יעריצו; ὠφεληθῆναι || 
 here does it use a word מערצה || ἰσχύος	and only with μετὰ ,(47:12 תערוצי
for strength to render ערץ.

The compound verb συνταράσσω appears only here in the book, but its 
simple form, ταράσσω, is one of OG’s slot verbs (see above, n. 53), which 
likely accounts for συνταράσσει || מסעף, a verb appearing only here in the 
Bible. Syriac’s equivalent, ܡܣܚܦ “cast down/destroy,” is elsewhere used for 
verbs that express destruction or collapse: גדע ;(49:17 ;22:19 ;14:17) הרס 
.(2 ,46:1) קרס ;(31:3 ;28:13) כשל ;(26:19) נפל ;(22:5)

Equally noteworthy is the difference in their equivalents for ורמי 
 by their ([ו]רמי ||) ὑψηλοί	defines οἱ הקומה || ὕβρει	While τῇ .הקומה גדועים
attitude, ܘܕܪ̈ܡܝܢ ܒܩ̈ܘܡܬܐ employs a noun used primarily for either physical 
height or age (see SyrLex, s.v. “ܩܘܡܬܐ”).55 

Although OG most often uses συντρίβω for שבר, συντριβήσονται || 
.in 14:12 נגדעת || is comparable to συνετρίβη גדועים

 attested nowhere else in S, was likely influenced by ,גדועים || ܢܬܡ̈ܟܟܘܢ
the parallel והגבהים ישפלו || ܘܕܪܡܝܢ ܢܫܬܦܠܘܢ, since ܡܟܟ and ܫܦܠ are often 
paired (2:9, 17; 5:15; 25:12). Similarly, although S translates גדע with words 
for cutting in 9:9 (ܦܣܩ) and 45:2 (ܓܕܡ) (each an equivalent occurring also 
outside Isaiah), נגדעת לארץ || ܢܦܠܬ ܒܐܪܥܐ in 14:12 is explicable from the 
preceding 56.נפלת משמים || ܢܦܠܬ ܡܢ ܫܡܝܐ

55. The only other occurrence of קומה in Isaiah is τὸ	ὕψος	τῆς	κέδρου	αὐτοῦ || קומת 
.(3 ,28:1 ;25:11 ;16:6 ;11 ,13:3 ;9:8) גאה in 37:24. ὕβρις typically translates forms of ארזיו

 outside גדע renders ܦܣܩ in S, while גדע is the primary equivalent for ܓܕܡ .56
Isaiah only in 2 Chr 14:2. The only other instance of גדע in Isaiah is in 22:25, where it 
is translated with ܣܚܦ.



 ISAIAH 10 249

10:34

The translator’s likely uncertainty over ונקף (cf. his equivalents for נקף in 
15:8; 17:6; 24:13) probably played a role in his choice of καὶ	πεσοῦνται || 
.at the end of the verse יפול || parallel to πεσεῖται ונקף

οἱ	ὑψηλοί || סבכי היער (compared to ἐν	τοῖς	δάσεσι	τοῦ	δρυμοῦ || בסבכי 
	τοῖς	in 9:17), together with σὺν היער ὑψηλοῖς || באדיר (a word he seems 
unsure of in 33:21’s ὅτι	τὸ	ὄνομα	κυρίου	μέγα	ὑμῖν || כי אם שם אדיר יהוה 
 suggests that the translator’s rendering of this verse was shaped by ,(לנו
the description of the Kyrios troubling and abasing τοὺς	ἐνδόξους and οἱ	
ὑψηλοὶ	τῇ	ὕβρει in 10:33. The first evident link to the Hebrew is μαχαίρᾳ || 
 .although this equivalent never occurs elsewhere in the Greek Bible ,בברזל
 is typically rendered by σίδηρος or its adjectival form, σιδηροῦς, which ברזל
are the equivalents elsewhere in Isaiah (44:12; 45:2; 48:4; 60:17[2x]). The 
translator likely chose μαχαίρᾳ as an appropriate weapon for the felling of 
opponents in battle.

Syriac is responsible for the explicitizing pronoun in באדיר || ܒܫܘܒܚܗ, 
similar to its יקד || ܝܩܕܢܗ in 10:16. It renders אדיר with ܡܫܒܚܐ again in 33:21.





Isaiah 11

11:1

Syriac reformulates the second half of the verse, making ܘܢܦܪܥ clause-
initial, parallel to ܘܢܦܘܩ. Whether ܥܩܪܗ  rather than) משרשו attests ܡܢ 
 in its Vorlage or simply portrays the “root” as simplex, parallel to (משרשיו
 anaphoric to ,ܥܩܪܗ is uncertain. It is also possible that the suffix of ,מגזע ישי
 1.ܓܘܙܥܗ prompted modification of the grammatical number to match ,ܐܝܫܝ
The same is possible (perhaps even more likely) for OG, which renders 
	τῆς	with ἐκ משרשיו and (again) מגזע ῥίζης, whose definite article stands 
in lieu of a possessive personal pronoun (see Van der Vorm-Croughs, 
111). The grammatical plural of שרש does not appear again in Isaiah and 
does so only twelve times elsewhere, most of which OG and S render with 
grammatically plural nouns.2

ῥίζα is the translator’s most common equivalent for both שרש and גזע, 
and in 40:24 he collocates forms of the word again: οὐδὲ	 μὴ	 ῥιζωθῇ	 εἰς	
τὴν	γῆν	ἡ	ῥίζα	αὐτῶν || גזעם בל שרש בארץ   Although this translator .אף 
frequently eliminates synonyms in parallel clauses and avoids repetition, 
clearly this was not a thoroughgoing principle for him, even if we cannot 
assign a reason for repetition in a short space (he translates שרש with 
σπέρμα in 14:29, 30 and ישרש יעקב with τέκνα	Ιακωβ in 27:6).

Syriac never uses ܦܪܥ for פרה again in Isaiah (cf. ܕܦܐܪ̈ܝܗ  גפן || ܓܦܬܐ 
 whereas its other occurrences in Isaiah ,(45:8 ,ויפרו || ܘܢܣܓܐ ;32:12 ,פריה

1. Cf. the relationship of רשע || ܠܪ̈ܫܝܥܐ to לענוי ארץ || ܠܒܝܫ̈ܝܗ ܕܐܪܥܐ in 11:4.
2. The highest concentration of the plural form is in Ezekiel’s allegory of the eagle 

(Ezek 17:3–9), where it appears four times, all of which OG and S translate with gram-
matically plural forms, save for S’s למשאות אותה משרשיה || ܢܥܩܪܝܗ ܡܢ ܥܩܪܗ in 11:9 
(OG ἐκσπάσαι	αὐτὴν	 ἐκ	ῥιζῶν	αὐτῆς), similar to which is its ܥܩܪܗ  ותשרש || ܘܢܨܒܬ 
	in Ps 80:10 (OG καὶ שרשיה κατεφύτευσας	 τὰς	 ῥίζας	αὐτῆς), despite both rendering 
.with grammatically plural forms in Jer 17:8; Hos 14:6; Amos 2:9; Job 18:16 שרשיו

-251 -
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render פרח (27:6 ;17:11; and 35:1), as commonly in the Bible (Gen 40:10; 
Num 17:23; plus twelve other times). There is good reason to infer that its 
Vorlage read יפרח.

The situation with ἀναβήσεται || יפרה is less clear. The regular equiva-
lent for פרה throughout the Greek Bible is αὐξάνω, which appears in Isaiah 
only in 61:11’s καὶ	ὡς	γῆν	αὔξουσαν || 3.כי כארץ תוציא Of the three other 
appearances of פרה in Isaiah, the only equivalent for it found also outside 
the book is ἀνατειλάτω || ויפרו in 45:8, although it never again renders 
 ;Lev 14:43; Hos 10:4; Pss 71[72]:7) פרח while occasionally rendering ,פרה
91[92]:8; Prov 11:28).4 ἀναβαίνω renders עלה twenty-five times in Isaiah, 
but on three other occasions its choice seems calibrated to the context: καὶ	
ἀνέβη	εἰς	τὸν	οἶκον	κυρίου || יהוה 	τοὺς	ἥλιος	ὁ	ἀνέβη	καὶ ;(37:1) ויבא בית 
δέκα	ἀναβαθμούς || (38:8) ותשב השמש עשר מעלות; and καὶ	οὐκ	ἀναβήσεται	
αὐτῶν	ἐπὶ	τὴν	καρδίαν || וכי נסתרו מעיני, parallel to ἐπιλήσονται	γάρ || כי 
 ,The same might be true here, although ἀναβήσεται, then .(65:16) נשכחו
affords no clear view into what OG’s Vorlage read.

 נצר appears only two other times in Isaiah. The translator renders נצר
in 60:21 with φυλάσσων (S 1 < נצר ,ܢܘܪܒܐQ8) but כנצר נתעב with ὡς	νεκρὸς	
ἐβδελυγμένος in 14:19 (S ܐܝܟ ܢܘܪܒܐ), where νεκρός is more likely part of the 
interpretation of the verse than due to a corrupted transliteration of נצר 
with νσρ (see the comments on 14:19). The choice of καὶ	ἄνθος || ונצר here 
is likely also a guess, perhaps based on (biliteral) association with נצה, 
which is rendered with ἄνθος in 18:5 (cf. Job 15:33).

11:2

ܘܬܫܪܐ   ותשרי Targum’s .ונחה appears to be a double rendering of ܘܢܬܬܢܝܚ 
is cognate to S’s ܘܬܫܪܐ, although T regularly translates נוח with 7:19) שרי; 
14:1), as well as (30:32 ;23:12 ;7 ,14:3) נוח. It is not clear what motivated S’s 
double rendering.

εὐσεβείας || ויראת יהוה is echoed by εὐσέβεια	πρὸς	τὸν	κύριον || יראת 
 in Prov 1:7. εὐσέβεια יראת יהוה || θεόν	εἰς	δὲ	in 33:6, similar to εὐσέβεια יהוה
appears only in Isaiah and Proverbs in translations of Hebrew Bible books 
but is a common noun for “piety” in 3 and 4 Maccabees, including τὴν	εἰς	

3. αὐξάνω renders פרה in twenty-two of its thirty appearances, with the only other 
divergences being φύω (Deut 29:17), καρπός (Ezek 19:10), and εὐθηνέω (Ps 128[127]:3).

4. (καὶ	ἀμπέλου) γενήματος || (גפן) פריה in 32:12 seems chosen for juxtaposition 
with גפן, while καταλειφθῇ || פריה in 17:6 parallels καὶ	καταλειφθῇ || ונשאר.
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τὸν	θεὸν	εὐσέβειαν in 4 Mac 12:14. Here εὐσεβείας probably represents the 
whole phrase ויראת יהוה. Although parablepsis involving יהוה is possible, 
there is no apparent trigger for it. On the other hand, it would comport 
with this translator’s tendencies that he settled on εὐσεβείας || ויראת יהוה 
with an eye to 11:3, where he renders ביראת יהוה with φόβου	θεοῦ, thereby 
avoiding repetition of a divine name.

11:3

ἐμπλήσει	 αὐτὸν	 πνεῦμα || והריחו is an etymological rendering, probably 
encouraged by the four occurrences of רוח in 11:2.5 Jerome adopts this 
solution (likely via the OL) with et replebit eum spiritus, while T’s ויקרביניה 
.seems a guess (לדחלתיה יוי)

 ”וזרח = ܘܢܕܢܚ“ is peculiar. Warszawski’s (26) suggestion והריחו || ܘܢܕܢܚ
retroverts to the most frequent equivalent (cf. 58:10; 60:1, 2), but graphic 
confusion of he and zayin is improbable, and the absence of the 3ms pro-
nominal suffix is unexplained. More likely is Goshen-Gottstein’s (מד) ver-
dict that ܘܢܕܢܚ is an inner-S error for 6.ܘܢܪܝܚ

Old Greek’s κατὰ	 τὴν	 δόξαν || עיניו 	and κατὰ למראה  τὴν	 λαλιάν || 
 .are associative with the action that the Hebrew phrases imply למשמע אזניו
δόξα is used in its sense of “appearance,” while λαλιά (appearing only here 
in Isaiah) seems used in the neutral sense of “speech,” as in Ps 19(18):4; 
Song 4:3; 6:7; Job 29:23; 33:1.

ܕܢܘܗܝ and למראה עיניו || ܐܝܟ ܕܚ̈ܙܝܢ ܥܝ̈ܢܘܗܝ
̈
-refor למשמע אזניו || ܐܝܟ ܕܫܡ̈ܥܢ ܐ

mulate the verbal nouns as participial phrases nominalized by dālat.

11:4

This is one of several times OG renders waw with the adversative ἀλλά 
(e.g., 5:24, 25; 7:8) or simply imposes it (e.g., 3:13; 7:17). See the comments 
at 3:13.

5. Goshen-Gottstein (מד) notes the similarity to Exod 31:3’s καὶ	ἐνέπλησα	αὐτὸν	
πνεῦμα	θεῖον || ואמלא אתו רוח אלהים.

6. Use of ܕܢܚ offers no detectable path to an exegetical ploy. ܕܢܚ renders נגה in 9:1 
and for צמח in 58:8 (cf. Ps 132:17; Ezek 29:21; Zech 6:12), while the verb is pressed into 
play in phrases about light (e.g., דרך כוכב מיעקב || ܢܕܢܚ ܟܘܟܒܐ ܡܢ ܝܥܩܘܒ, Num 24:17; 
.(Job 25:3 ,יקום אורהו ועל מי לא || ܘܥܠ ܡܢܘ ܠܐ ܕܢܚ ܢܘܗܪܗ
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 diverges remarkably from S’s equivalents elsewhere in בצדק || ܒܩܘܫܬܐ
Isaiah, where ܒܩܘܫܬܐ renders (61:8 ;54:14 ;48:1 ;38:3 ;16:5 ;10:20) באמת, 
 ,On the other hand .(15 ,59:14 ;43:9 ;39:8 ;38:18) אמת simple ,(42:3) לאמת
it renders הבצדק/בצדק exclusively with 45:13 ;42:6 ;9:6 ;5:16 ;1:27) ܒܙܕܝܩܘܬܐ; 
48:1; 59:4; 63:1). Given this distribution, and given that no special motiva-
tion to render בצדק with ܒܩܘܫܬܐ is evident, S’s Vorlage likely read 7.באמת

Old Greek’s (ἀλλὰ) κρινεῖ	ταπεινῷ	κρίσιν || (ו)שפט בצדק דלים asserts 
that the Kyrios will act on behalf of the poor, reformulating adverbial בצדק 
much as he does in 59:4’s οὐδεὶς	λαλεῖ	δίκαια	οὐδὲ	ἔστιν	κρίσις	ἀληθινή || אין 
	ταπεινοὺς	τοὺς	ἐλέγξει	On the other hand, καὶ .קרא בצדק ואין נשפט באמונה
τῆς	γῆς || לענוי ארץ 	cf. εἰς) במישור lacks an equivalent for והוכיח במישור 
εὐθεῖαν || 42:16 ;40:4 ,למישור), perhaps in affinity with his modification of 
adverbial בצדק in the preceding clause. ἀλλά (for initial waw) may signal 
that these are formulated as examples of the (negated) behaviors in 11:3: 
κρινεῖ	ταπεινῷ	κρίσιν implies οὐ	κατὰ	τὴν	δόξαν	κρινεῖ, while καὶ	ἐλέγξει	
τοὺς	ταπεινοὺς	τῆς	γῆς is an instance of οὐδὲ	κατὰ	τὴν	λαλιὰν	ἐλέγξει.

τῷ	λόγῳ	τοῦ	στόματος || בשבט פיו resolves the metaphor the same way 
as T’s במימר פומיה (contrast S’s ܒܫܒܛܐ ܕܦܘܡܗ). Although their renderings 
might imply a common interpretative tack, it is an obvious enough resolu-
tion as not to have required a tradition. It would be a strain to suppose that 
a scribe of the Hebrew text would have substituted בדבר for בשבט.

The preposition διά in the phrase ἐν	 πνεύματι	 διὰ	 χειλέων || וברוח 
-explicitizes the semantic relationship between the nouns. In con שפתיו
trast to the resolution of the metaphor via τῷ	λόγῳ, this phrase presup-
poses a literal meaning for רוח. Old Greek likely omitted a pronominal 
equivalent to the suffix of שפתיו because the definite article implies a link 
with τοῦ	στόματος	αὐτοῦ.

Syriac’s grammatical plural רשע || ܠܪ̈ܫܝܥܐ is likely a modification to 
coordinate with the grammatical plural לענוי ארץ || ܠܒܝܫ̈ܝܗ ܕܐܪܥܐ.

11:5

Old Greek and S seem to have had a common impulse to vary their equiv-
alents for אזור. Old Greek renders them with participles from different 

7. Although T reads בקושטא, its distribution of this equivalent differs from S. It 
regularly uses בקשוט for (61:8 ;48:1 ;38:3 ;16:5 ;10:20) באמת but also for בצדק again in 
42:6; 45:13; and 59:4, consistent with its frequent translation of צדק with קושטא (e.g., 
1:21, 26; 32:1).
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verbs (ἐζωσμένος and εἰλημένος), while S employs the nouns ܐܣܪ and ܚܙܩܐ. 
Old Greek’s omission of pronouns for the suffixes of מתניו and חלציו (S 
renders them) is attributable to his use of articular nouns, τὴν	ὀσφύν and 
τὰς	πλευράς.

Whereas S renders צדק and והאמונה as the subjects of the clauses, OG 
declines its equivalents in the dative case to designate with what the sub-
ject clothes himself.

11:6

Old Greek’s καὶ	συμβοσκηθήσεται || וגר differs from all other versions, which 
recognize a verb signifying “to dwell” (S, ܢܥܡܪ; V, habitabit; T, וידור). This 
lone instance of συμβόσκομαι in the Greek Bible coordinates with the later 
ἅμα	βοσκηθήσονται, while the prefix in συναναπαύσεται || ירבץ (making it 
also a hapax legomenon) equally marks joint action (cf. ἀναπαύω || רבץ in 
13:20, 21; 14:30; 27:10). Given ירבץ, it would seem sensible for him to have 
translated וגר with a verb such as παροικέω (cf. παροικήσουσί	σοι || יגורו בך 
in 16:4). His use of verbs with prefixed συν- and the presence of ἅμα || יחדו 
reflects his perception of joint action. A similar perplexity arises in 11:7, 
where יחדו ירבצו, for which συναναπαύσεται here would seem suitable, is 
rendered with ἅμα … ἔσονται. In neither case do we have a hint of what 
motivated the translator’s word choices.

The possibility that OG’s βοσκηθήσονται and S’s ܢܪܥܘܢ attest a verb in 
their Vorlagen might find support from  (ומריא ||)  ימרו in 1QIsaa, which is 
most likely a form of  מרא  “become fat,” with loss of aleph through quies-
cence. Barthélemy inferred that perhaps an earlier form of the Hebrew read 
 which in MT suffered parablepsis of the verb and in 1QIsaa ,ומריא ימראו
parablepsis of the noun.8 Although this proposal is enticing, the likelihood 
of graphic confusion involving yod/waw with (an original) ימראו would be 
sufficient to account for the text. The caution Wildberger gives is that “the 
verb is not found elsewhere in the OT, but it is found in rabbinic Hebrew 
and examples have also been found in Ugarit.”9 Before rendering judg-
ment, we must consider what OG and S might have read for ומריא.

An alignment of καὶ	μοσχάριον	καὶ	ταῦρος	καὶ	λέων	ἅμα	βοσκηθήσονται 
with יחדו ומריא  וכפיר   is difficult, since it is not clear for which word ועגל 

8. Dominique Barthélemy, “Le grand rouleau d’Isaïe trouvé près de la Mer Morte,” 
RB 57 (1950): 542.

9. Wildberger, Isaiah 1–12, 462.
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ταῦρος is the equivalent. ταῦροι renders פרים in 1:11; 34:7, while οἱ	 ταῦροι	
ὑμῶν translates האלפים in 30:24. By contrast, מריאים in 1:11 is rendered with 
ἀρνῶν, its most common equivalent in the Greek Bible, while ταῦρος never 
elsewhere renders it. Thus, while καὶ	λέων renders וכפיר, ταῦρος is difficult to 
align with a particular word. Its parallel in S, (ܘ)ܬܘܪܐ, more clearly aligns ומריא 
in word order. Syriac used ܬܘܪܐ for פרים in 1:11 (cf. 34:7), where it rendered 
 ,its most frequent equivalent in the Bible.10 Meanwhile ,ܡ̈ܦܛܡܐ with מריאים
 .again in Ps 17:12; Isa 31:4; Hos 5:14; Mic 5:7; Job 4:10  כפיר  renders ܓܘܪܝܐ ܕܐܪܝܐ 
Neither version allows a clear view of its path in word selection. The subject 
in each is trifold (as in MT), even if their equivalents for וכפיר stand in differ-
ent word order slots. Nevertheless, their use of three nominal components 
makes it difficult to infer that they read a verb form in place of ומריא.

Old Greek’s ἅμα	βοσκηθήσονται and S’s יחדו || ܐܟܚܕܐ ܢܪ̈ܥܝܢ are identical 
to their equivalents for תרעינה יחדו in 11:7 and stand in the same order as 
there. Although it is possible that a scribe had inserted תרעינה after יחדו in 
either or both of their Vorlagen (based on 11:7), it is also possible that one 
or both translators mentally supplied תרעינה to fill out the clause.

11:7

Old Greek and S have multiple renderings of the  יחדו that appears once in 
MT, 1QIsaa, 4Q57 (cf. V, T). ܐܟܚܕܐ precedes the verb in each of the first two 
clauses: ܢܪ̈ܥܝܢ ܢܪܒܥܘܢ (ܘܒ̈ܢܝܗܝܢ) ܐܟܚܕܐ  (ילדיהן) || ܐܟܚܕܐ   The .תרעינה יחדו ירבצו 
repetition likely owes to the position of יחדו between תרעינה and ירבצו, 
spurring a rendering of it with each verb.

Old Greek has ἅμα both before the verb of the first clause (ἅμα	
βοσκηθήσονται || תרעינה יחדו) and as a complement to ἔσονται in the second 
clause (καὶ	ἅμα	τὰ	παιδία	αὐτῶν	ἔσονται || ירבצו ילדיהן), where ἔσονται curi-
ously differs from typical equivalents for רבץ (cf. συναναπαύσεται in 11:6; 
ἀναπαύω in 13:20, 21; 14:30; 27:10). There is nothing in the environment 
to suggest that ירבצו would have suffered haplography. As with OG’s καὶ	
συμβοσκηθήσεται || וגר in 11:6, nothing affords us a view into the transla-
tor’s choice.

Finally, OG uniquely reads ἅμα	φάγονται || יאכל in the final clause, 
likely part of its insinuation of συν- or ἅμα throughout 11:6–7. The render-
ing of ואריה כבקר with καὶ	λέων	καὶ	βοῦς (cf. καὶ	Δαμασκὸν	καὶ	Σαμάρειαν 

10. S uses בקר || ܬܘܪܐ in 11:7; 22:13; 65:25 but more frequently || שׁור.
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 ἄρκος in the	καὶ	βοῦς	in 10:9) creates a tidier match to καὶ כדמשק שמרון ||
first clause (contrast S’s ܐܪܝܐ ܐܝܟ ܬܘܪܐ).

11:8

The compound καὶ	 παιδίον	 νήπιον || יונק  .likely involves a guess ושעשע 
 with תשעשעו II occurs again only in 66:12, where OG renders עשׁע
παρακληθήσονται, one of the translator’s favorite slot words (cf. 10:31). 
 || ἔκστητε	καὶ	ἐκλύθητε) 29:9 ;(השע || ἐκάμμυσαν) I appears in 6:10 עשׁע
 in 5:7 נטע שעשועיו || ἠγαπημένον	νεόφυτον .(התמהמהו ותמהו השתעשעו ושעו
is an inference from 11:1 (see the comments there), similar to the παιδίον	
ἐντρυφῶν || ילד שעשעים in Jer 38(31):20.11 There is no evidence that any of 
the Greek translators knew its precise meaning.

Although παιδίον translates יונק in 53:2 and τὰ	παιδία	αὐτῶν renders 
 in 66:12, νήπιος appears only here in Isaiah, while outside the book וינקתם
it most often renders עולל or נער. It is possible that νήπιον reflects his infer-
ence of the age of the child. The numerical equivalence to ושעשע יונק may 
have been spurred by παιδίον	μικρόν in 11:6, but he offers no equivalent for 
-ἀσπίδων, as Goshen	in the next clause, unless it figures in ἐκγόνων גמול
Gottstein (מו) suggested (but see below). 

Although OG’s ἐπὶ	τρώγλην	ἀσπίδων represents על חר פתן accurately, 
S lacks an equivalent for  חר   . Even if S had been unfamiliar with this word 
(it appears in Isaiah again only in 42:22, in the form בחורים, which S ren-
ders with ܓܕܘ̈ܕܐ “young men”), the parallel ועל מאורת, which S renders with 
 would hardly have stumped it. In that light, S’s על חר shows that ,ܘܒܚܘܪܐ
rendering of יונק על חר פתן  and a child“ ܘܢܫܬܥܐ ܝܠܘܕܐ ܒܚܪܡܢܐ with ושעשע 
shall play among snakes” might have led to an inner-Syriac haplography of 
an original על חר || ܘܒܚܘܪ ܚܪܡܢܐ, as Warszawski (26) posited.

-occurs again in 59:5, where OG translates it with ἀσπίς. How צפעוני
ever, the full phrase ἐκγόνων	ἀσπίδων occurs again in 14:29 as the equiva-
lent for צפע (followed by καὶ	τὰ	ἔκγονα	αὐτῶν || ופריו) and in 30:6, where καὶ	
ἀσπίδες	καὶ	ἔκγονα	ἀσπίδων	πετομένων renders אפעה ושרף מעופף. There is 
good reason, then, to regard ἐκγόνων	ἀσπίδων as OG’s equivalent for 12.צפעוני

 appears five times in Ps 118(119), each rendered with μελέτη, and שעשעים .11
twice in Proverbs, rendered with προσχαίρω (8:30); εὐφραίνομαι (8:31).

12. 1QIsaa and 4Q57 read צפעונים, but ἀσπίδων || פתן earlier in the verse and OG’s 
tendency to render grammatical singulars in the plural number becloud the transla-
tor’s Vorlage.
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 is a hapax legomenon. Old Greek’s rendering of it with ἐπιβαλεῖ הדה
is explicable from the translator’s frequent insertion of ἐπιβάλλω into 
phrases with יד: καὶ	ἐπέβαλε	τὴν	χεῖρα	αὐτοῦ	ἐπ᾿	αὐτούς || 5:25 ,ויט ידו עליו; 
καὶ	ἐπὶ	Μωαβ	πρῶτον	τὰς	χεῖρας	ἐπιβαλοῦσιν || 11:14 ,ומואב משלוח ידם (cf. 
11:15; 19:16; 25:11). The article likely suffices for the pronominal suffix of 
.given the clear referent ,ידו

Syriac’s ידו הדה || ܢܘܫܛ ܐܝܕܗ employs the same verb it will use in 11:14 
 || ܐܝܕܐ + ܝܫܛ in accord with S’s idiomatic use of ,(משׁלוח ידם || ܢܘܫܛܘܢ ܐܝ̈ܕܝܗܘܢ)
.outside Isaiah (e.g., Gen 3:22; 8:9; 19:10; Exod 3:20) יד + שלח

11:9

Old Greek’s rendering of ישחיתו  entails two pluses. +οὐδένα accords ולא 
with the translator’s penchant to supply a pronoun as direct object of a 
verb (Van der Vorm-Croughs, 49–52). +δύνωνται typifies his occasional 
use of δύναμαι to explicitize a perceived verbal modality, as in 20:6, where 
	ἠδύναντο	οὐκ	is reformulated as a relative clause: οἳ להנצל מפני מלך אשור
σωθῆναι	ἀπὸ	βασιλέως	Ἀσσυρίων.13

Old Greek’s lack of an equivalent for כל in ἐπὶ	τὸ	ὄρος	τὸ	ἅγιόν	μου 
parallels 1QIsaa’s  בהר קדשי (V and T reflect MT’s בכל הר). כל is atypical 
in phrases that include בהר in Isaiah (ציון  בהר ,[24:23 ;10:12 ;8:18] בהר 
הקדש and ,[10 ,7 ,25:6] הזה כל while the phrase ,([27:13] בהר  הר   קדשי 
occurs only here and 65:25 in the Bible.14 In the latter verse, OG’s ἐπὶ	τῷ	
ὄρει	τῷ	ἁγίῳ	μου again lacks an equivalent for כל, while all other witnesses 
(MT, 1QIsaa, and 1Q8; cf. S, V, and T) attest בכל הר קדשי. Van der Vorm-
Croughs (131) posits that OG omits an equivalent for כל under influence 
of τὸ	ὄρος	τὸ	ἅγιόν	μου || הר קדשי, in 65:11, just as that phrase seems to 
have influenced καὶ	κληρονομήσει	τὸ	ὄρος	τὸ	ἅγιόν	μου || יורש הרי in 11:9. 
However, expanding הרי into τὸ	ὄρος	τὸ	ἅγιόν	μου is quite different from 
omitting an equivalent for כל that profiles the scope of the sacred space 

13. Cf. καὶ	πῶς	δύνασθε	ἀποστρέψαι || (36:9) ואיך תשיב; μὴ	ἐδύναντο	ῥύσασθαι || 
 ולא יציל את נפשו || αὐτοῦ	ψυχὴν	τὴν	ἐξελέσθαι	δύναται	οὐδεὶς	and καὶ ;(36:19) וכי הצילו
(44:20). +δύναμαι in 24:20 replaces תסיף: καὶ	πεσεῖται	καὶ	οὐ	μὴ	δύνηται	ἀναστῆναι || 
.ונפלה ולא תסיף קום

14. Nowhere else is כל part of (י)בהר קדש (Isa 27:13; Ezek 20:40; 28:14; Joel 2:1; 
Zeph 3:11; Pss 14[15]:1; 88[87]:1) nor is כל prefixed to (י)הר קדש (Isa 56:7; 57:13; 
65:11; 66:20; Joel 4:17; Obad 16; Pss 2:6; 3:5; 43:3; 48:2; 99:9; Dan 9:16, 20).
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under protection.15 Given OG’s apparent addition of πᾶς to enhance the 
locutionary force elsewhere (e.g., 23;18; 24:13; 27:4), it is difficult to per-
ceive what would have motivated its omission here. Old Greek and 1QIsaa 
likely attest a text preceding the insertion of כל.

σύμπασα appears only here in Isaiah. However, it renders תבל in Ezek 
27:13; Nah 1:5, while τὴν	σύμπασαν is likely the equivalent for בארץ in Job 
2:2, making σύμπασα an intelligible equivalent for הארץ here.

It is not possible to judge whether S’s (ܕ)ܬܬܡܠܐ reflects a Vorlage reading 
 or simply ,(in MT, 4Q56, and 4Q57 מלאה) as attested by 1QIsaa ,תמלאה
shifted the tense to agree with ܢܐܒܫܘܢ and ܢܚܒܠܘܢ.

As Goshen-Gottstein (מו) judged, דעה את יהוה || ܐܝܕܥܬܗ ܕܡܪܝܐ is more 
likely a reformulation than evidence of דעת יהוה.

Old Greek uniquely reads ὡς	ὕδωρ	πολύ || כמים, which can be retro-
verted as רבים  ,appears elsewhere in Isaiah in 17:13; 23:3 רבים מים .כמים 
where it is translated with ὕδωρ	 πολύ, as here. There are no grounds to 
decide whether the adjective originated with the translator or a prior scribe.

Syriac’s reformulation of כמים לים מכסים with  ܐܝܟ ܡ̈ܝܐ ܕܡܟܣ݁ܝܢ ܠܝܡܐ is 
an example of its penchant to elaborate a participial phrase with a relative 
clause.

11:10

Old Greek’s reformulation of the relative clause אשר עמד לנס עמים as an 
independent clause (καὶ	ὁ	ἀνιστάμενος	ἄρχειν	ἐθνῶν) has parallels in 49:9 
(λέγοντα	τοῖς	ἐν	δεσμοῖς	ἐξέλθατε	καὶ	τοῖς	ἐν	τῷ	σκότει	ἀνακαλυφθῆναι || 
	κύριος	ἐγὼ	ὅτι	γνώσῃ	and 49:23 (καὶ (לאמר לאסורים צאו לאשר בחשׁך הגלו
καὶ	οὐκ	αἰσχυνθήσῃ || וידעת כי אני יהוה אשׁר לא יבשׁו קוי).

Old Greek’s ἄρχειν ||  לנס varies from its renderings of נס with 
σύσσημον (5:26; 49:22; 62:10), σημαίαν (30:17), and σημεῖον (11:12; 13:2; 
18:3; 33:23).16 Ziegler (82) suggested, “Viell. ist er auf die Deutung ἄρχειν 
verfallen infolge des lautlichen Anklanges an נסיך (Jos 13,21 = ἄρχων) 
oder an das aram. נסיא ‘Fürst.’ ” However, the words translated by ἄρχειν 
range broadly enough as to make identifying a semantic basis for ἄρχειν 
here futile. Besides the frequent uses of ἄρχων for מלך ,שר, and other 

15. Additionally, while 65:9’s τὸ	ὄρος	τὸ	ἅγιόν	μου matches 11:11, it also matches 
τὸ	ὄρος	τὸ	ἅγιόν	μου in 11:9, suggesting that the impetus for expanding יורש הרי in 65:9 
may have run deeper than just 11:11.

16. In 31:9 it treats מנס as if from נוס: φεύγων.
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terms for rulers, the translator renders ותקעתיו יתד with καὶ	στήσω	αὐτὸν	
ἄρχοντα	in 22:23; יהוה מחקקנו with ἄρχων	ἡμῶν	κύριος (preceding βασιλεὺς	
ἡμῶν	κύριος || יהוה מלכנו) in 33:22; ומליציך with καὶ	οἱ	ἄρχοντες	αὐτῶν in 
43:27; and פקדתך with τοὺς	 ἄρχοντάς	 σου in 60:17.17 Suggestive that he 
found his own way to ἄρχειν here is his rendering of אשר עמד with καὶ	ὁ	
ἀνιστάμενος.18 ἀνίστημι typically renders קום (fifteen times) and was likely 
chosen to coordinate with ἄρχειν || לנס  (i.e., the choice was more at phrase 
level than a selection of individual words).

Although לנס עמים || ܐܬܐ ܠܥܡ̈ܡܐ uses the same equivalents as in 11:12 
-its syntactic role in the clause is oblique. The pre ,(נס לגוים || ܐܬܐ ܠܥܡ̈ܡܐ)
fixed waw in אליו  || ܘܥܠܘܗܝ  forces the first half of the verse to be read as a 
distinct clause (in contrast to MT, OG, and T).19 Although ܘܢܗܘܐ ܒܝܘܡܐ ܗܘ 
often serves as a temporal phrase + predicate for a following verbal clause 
(as in 11:11), that is not the case here. Syriac construes ישי  rather) שרש 
than the clause גוים ידרשו) as the subject of והיה. Analyzing ܕܩܐܡ ܐܬܐ ܠܥܡ̈ܡܐ 
as an ascriptive relative clause (“who stands [as] a sign for the nations”) 
leaves ܘܢܗܘܐ without a predicate complement. The more viable syntactic 
analysis is to construe ܐܬܐ ܠܥܡ̈ܡܐ alone in that role: “In that day the root of 
Jesse who arises will be a sign to the nations.”20 Syriac’s misperception of 
the syntactic role of אליו גוים ידרשו led to its rendering of לנס עמים like נס 
.in 11:12 לגוים

ἐλπιοῦσι (|| ידרשו) is a unique equivalent for דרש, which is predomi-
nately translated by ζητέω (three times) or its compounds (ἐκζητέω [five 
times]; ἐπιζητέω, 62:12). As Ziegler (141) observes, ἐπ᾿	αὐτῷ	ἔθνη	ἐλπιοῦσι 
ידרשׁו || גוים   is one of several passages where the translator “scheint אליו 
eine besondere Vorliebe für den Gedanken zu haben, daß die Völker und 
Inseln auf Jahwh ‘hoffen’ ” (e.g., cf. καὶ	εἰς	τὸν	βραχίονά	μου	ἔθνη	ἐλπιοῦσιν 
ישפטו || עמים   More broadly, this translator highlights the .(51:5 ,וזרעי 
theme of hope by using ἐλπίζω not only for (38:18) שבר ;(39:12 ;26:4) בטח; 

17. ἄρχων also serves as the equivalent for חר ;(22:18) אדון ;(22:3 ;1:10) קצין 
 נגיד ;(29:10) ראשׁ ;(40:23) רוזנים ;(63:19 ;49:7 ;28:14 ;14:5) משׁל ;(32:5 ;13:2) נדיב ;(34:12)
.(3:17) קדקד and ;(40:23) שׁפט ;(41:25) סגנים ;(14:9) עתוד ;(55:4)

18. ἀνίστημι renders עמד again only in 50:8, where ἀντιστήτω	μοι (|| נעמדה) is 
used with a legal sense of opposition. ἵστημι is the most common equivalent for עמד 
(eleven times); μένω in 10:32; 46:7; and 66:22; ἀφίστημι in 59:14; ἥκω in 61:5.

19. V creates a separate clause by (apparently) implicitizing אל in the verb, while 
leaving its suffixed pronoun fronted: ipsum gentes deprecabuntur.

20. Cf. 7:23, where S’s ellipsis of יהיה (see the comments there) compels ܟܠ ܐܬܪ 
.(cf. 2:2; 3:24) ܘܢܗܘܐ (ܒܝܘܡܐ ܗܘ) to serve as subject of ܕܐܝܬ ܒܗ
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and (42:4) יחל, but also for קוה (גוי קו קו ;26:8 ;25:9 in 18:7), whose more 
frequent equivalent is μένω (5:2, 4, 7; 40:31; 51:5; 59:9, 11; 60:9).21 Equally 
distinctive is ἡ	δὲ	ψυχὴ	αὐτοῦ	εἰς	κενὸν	ἤλπισεν || ונפשו שוקקה כן in 29:8.

11:11

Old Greek’s tendency to eliminate redundancy obscures whether its Vor-
lage lacked שנית (cf. τῷ	δὲ	ἐνιαυτῷ	τῷ	δευτέρῳ || ובשנה השנית in 37:30) or 
the translator passed over it following προσθήσει (cf. S’s  ܕܐܝܕܗ  Ottley’s .( ܬܢܝܐ 
(2:168) speculation that “LXX. supplies τοῦ	δεῖξαι” is likely right, although 
“substitutes τοῦ	δεῖξαι for שנית” would be more accurate. There is no evi-
dent semantic relationship between τοῦ	 δεῖξαι and שנית, prompting the 
(unanswerable) question of why the translator did not employ a verb such 
as αἴρω, which he uses with σημεῖον in 11:12. Elsewhere he uses δείκνυμι 
for the hiphil of  ראה  (39:2 ;30:30 [2x]; 53:11), the piel of  48:17 ;40:14)  למד; 
elsewhere only in Deut 4:5), and the hiphil of  (40:14)  ידע, in each case in the 
sense of “disclose.”22 It might be, as Goshen-Gottstein (מו) hints, that the 
translator perceived “revelation” as befitting the appearance of the hand of 
the Kyrios.

Although τοῦ	 ζηλῶσαι might reflect לקנאות in OG’s Vorlage, more 
likely it interprets לקנות by association with קנא, in accord with his fre-
quent recourse to biliteral etymological analysis.23

τὸ	 καταλειφθὲν	 ὑπόλοιπον || שאר (ὑπόλοιπον appears only here in 
Isaiah) is among the translator’s occasional double renderings of verbs, 
comparable to ταπεινώσας	 κατήγαγες || השח in 26:5 and εὐλαβηθεῖσα	
ἐφοβήθης || ותיראי in 51:12 (cf. Van der Vorm-Croughs, 155).

Two other variations are standard in OG and S. The articular τοῦ	λαοῦ 
 suffices to imply the relationship denoted by the suffixed pronoun (עמו ||)
in Hebrew. Syriac’s אשר ישאר || ܕܐܫܬܚܪܘ explicitizes the collective force of 
.(cf. 1:3; 5:13, 25; 8:6, 12) עם

21. Cf. πείθω || קוה in 8:17; 33:2.
22. The only anomaly is ἕνεκεν	τοῦ	ἐμοῦ	ὀνόματος	δείξω	σοι	τὸν	θυμόν	μου || למען 

 although the ,אראיך in 48:9, where it is possible that the Vorlage read שמי אאריך אפי
resonance of this with καὶ	τὸν	θυμὸν	τοῦ	βραχίονος	αὐτοῦ	δείξει	μετὰ	θυμοῦ	καὶ	ὀργῆς 
 in 30:30 raises the possibility that the translator rendered ונחת זרועו יראה בזעף אף ||
48:9 with 30:30 in mind.

23. See Tov, “Biliteral Exegesis,” 475, citing Isa 11:11 as an example.



262 ISAIAH 11

Although every other occurrence of פתרוס is transliterated as Παθουρης 
(Jer 51[44]:1, 15; Ezek 29:15; 30:14), καὶ	Βαβυλωνίας || ומפתרוס is intelli-
gible alongside καὶ	 ἀπὸ	 ἡλίου	 ἀνατολῶν || ומשנער. τὴν	 χώραν	 τὴν	 ἐπάνω	
Βαβυλῶνος || ככרכמיש in 10:9 was explicable in light of the following καὶ	
Χαλαννη	οὗ	ὁ	πύργος	ᾠκοδομήθη || כלנו, a reference to καὶ	Χαλαννη	ἐν	τῇ	γῇ	
Σεννααρ || וכלנה בארץ שנער in Gen 10:10, cross-referenced with καὶ	ἐγένετο	
ἐν	 τῷ	 κινῆσαι	 αὐτοὺς	 ἀπὸ	 ἀνατολῶν	 εὗρον	 πεδίον	 ἐν	 γῇ	 Σεννααρ in Gen 
11:2. The location of שנער in the east accounts for καὶ	ἀπὸ	ἡλίου	ἀνατολῶν 
	with τὴν כרכמיש here, while the equation of ומשנער || χώραν	 τὴν	 ἐπάνω	
Βαβυλῶνος in association with Χαλαννη in 10:9 explicates καὶ	Βαβυλωνίας 
 || Confirming this is Ἀραβίας 24.(ומשנער || ומבבל cf. T’s) here ומפתרוס ||
.which also occurred in 10:9 (see Troxel, 146–47) ,חמת

-in S’s Vor ומשעיר into ומשנער attests either a corruption of ܘܡܢ ܣܥܝܪ
lage, as Warszawski (26) perceived, or an inner-S corruption of ܣܢܥܪ, as 
Goshen-Gottstein (מז) proposed.

Ziegler (55) lists ומאיי הים among omissions from the OG that he con-
siders to have “einen glossenartigen Charakter.” He suggests that ומאיי הים 
may have been borrowed “viell. aus 24,15” (56). However, given the trans-
lator’s tendency to condense enumerated lists through omissions (Van der 
Vorm-Croughs, 190–91) and the attestation of ומאיי הים in MT and 1QIsaa 
(cf. S, V, and T), there is greater reason to suspect that the translator simply 
left this generic phrase untranslated in the wake of the more specific top-
onyms.

11:12

Old Greek’s τοὺς	ἀπολομένους (Ισραηλ) || (ישראל) נדחי is paralleled by οἱ	
ἀπολόμενοι || והנדחים in 27:13, while ישראל 	is rendered with τοὺς נדחי 
διεσπαρμένους	Ισραηλ in 56:8, comparable to καὶ	τοὺς	διεσπαρμένους	Ιουδα 
.here ונפצות יהודה ||

24. Given the parallel with 10:9, it is less likely that καὶ	ἀπὸ	ἡλίου	ἀνατολῶν renders 
-As Van der Vorm .(מו ,so Goshen-Gottstein) ”understood as “from the sun ,ומחמת
Croughs (207) notes, OG-Isaiah often follows Hellenistic Greek style of not repeating 
a preposition that governs successive phrases.
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11:13

Although only here in Isaiah does ἐχθρός render צרר (otherwise אויב); 
ἐχθρός translates צרר elsewhere (e.g. Gen 14:20; Num 24:8; Deut 32:41, 43; 
33:7).

Old Greek and S each render יכרתו with a generic word for perish-
ing that they employ for כרת elsewhere: ἀπολοῦνται (cf. 14:22), ܢܐܒܕܘܢ (cf. 
22:25).

11:14

Syriac’s ועפו  || ܘܢܦܠܚܘܢ is remarkable not only in contrast to OG’s more 
appropriate καὶ	πετασθήσονται but more so because S typically renders עוף 
with  (60:8 ;31:5 ;30:6 ;14:29 ;6 ,6:2)  ܦܪܚ. Syriac uses  ܦܠܚ  three times for 
 while in 5:2, 6 it uses it as a (contextually apt) slot ,(60:12 ;30:24 ;19:23)  עבד 
word for  עזק  and  עדר , respectively. Although it is possible that S’s Vorlage 
read עבו, which a scribe attempted to fix by adding a dalet (with S read-
ing the resultant form according to its meaning in Aramaic), more likely 
.as Warszawski (26) suggested ,ܘܢܦܪܚܘܢ is an inner-Syriac error for ܘܢܦܠܚܘܢ

The peculiarity of πετασθήσονται	ἐν	πλοίοις lies in the fact that else-
where the translator renders כתף with ὦμος (46:7; 49:22), a frequent equiv-
alent in the Bible (e.g., Exod 28:12; Num 7:9; Josh 6:3).25 Ottley (2:169) 
regards ἐν	 πλοίοις || בכתף as likely “a paraphrase or guess,” noting that 
“ ‘ships’ intrudes also in LXX. ii.16, xviii.1.” The word “intrudes” is, how-
ever, an exaggeration for 2:16, where אניות (πλοῖον) is already present, 
while πλοίων in 28:1 likely renders the hapax legomenon שכיות in light of 
 by  צלצל  The rendering of the rare word .(.see the comments ad loc) אניות
πλοίων in 18:1 (cf. ἡ	ἐρυσίβη || הצלצל in Deut 28:42) is likely a logical infer-
ence from 11:2’s reference to travel by sea (see the comments ad loc.).26 It 
is similarly possible to understand that the translator here reasoned from 
the return of the survivors foreseen in 11:11–12 to a means of transport-
ing them. His rendering of ימה as the direct object of יבזו (θάλασσαν	ἅμα	
προνομεύσουσι) coheres with an interpretation of the people’s return as a 

25. The only other variation involving כתף occurs in 30:6, where it lacks an equiv-
alent in the condensed rendering ישאו על כתף עירים חילהם ועל דבשת גמלים אוצרתם by 
ἔφερον	ἐπ᾿	ὄνων	καὶ	καμήλων	τὸν	πλοῦτον	αὐτῶν.

26. καὶ	 ἐν	 πλοίοις	 ἁλιέων	 κεφαλὴν	 αὐτοῦ || ראשו דגים   in Job 40:31 can ובצלצל 
hardly be adduced as evidence, since it stands subasterisk.
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sea voyage on which they begin the plunder that will envelope the Idu-
means, Moabites, and Amonites. Compare 23:10, where ἐργάζου	τὴν	γῆν	
σου	 καὶ	 γὰρ	πλοῖα	 οὐκέτι	 ἔρχεται	 ἐκ	Καρχηδόνος (|| בת כיאר  ארצך   עברי 
	extrapolates the topic of ships from the call, ὀλολύζετε (תרשיש אין מזח עוד
πλοῖα	Καρχηδόνος	ὅτι	ἀπώλετο || משא צר הילילו אניות תרשיש כי שדד in 11:1.

τοὺς	ἀφ᾿	ἡλίου	ἀνατολῶν || את בני קדם finds parallels in other phrases 
containing בן in a sense “other than ‘son’ ” (Van der Vorm-Croughs, 136), 
such as ὁ	πρωὶ	ἀνατέλλων || בן שחר in 14:12, ἀπὸ	τῶν	ἀνθρώπων || מבני אדם 
in 52:14 (cf. 56:2), and ὁ	ἀλλογενής || בן הנכר in 56:3 (cf. 61:5). By contrast, 
note the noun phrase οἱ	δὲ	υἱοὶ	Αμμων || ובני עמון later in the verse. For S’s 
.in 9:11 (מקדם ארם) || ܠܐܕܘܡ ܡܢ ܡܕܢܚܐ compare ,את בני קדם || ܠܒܢܝ̈ ܡܕܢܚܐ

The contemporizing equivalent Ιδουμαία || אדום appears again in 34:5, 
6 (as well as for דומה in 21:11, likely by connection with the final aleph of 
the preceding משא). Εδωμ appears only in 63:1.

Old Greek’s τὰς	 χεῖρας	 ἐπιβαλοῦσιν || ידם  accords with this משלוח 
translator’s use of ἐπιβάλλω when “hands” is the object of a verb (as dis-
cussed in the comments on τὴν	χεῖρα	ἐπιβαλεῖ || ידו הדה in 11:8), while its 
omission of an equivalent for the possessive pronoun (ידו) is common with 
an articular equivalent.

-at first blush seems peculiar, since S’s regu משלוח ידם || ܢܘܫܛܘܢ ܐܝ̈ܕܝܗܘܢ
lar equivalent for שלח is ܫܕܪ (ܫܠܚ in 37:17, 21), while ܝܫܛ occurs only here 
and in 11:8.27 However, ܐܝܕܐ + ܝܫܛ is the equivalent for יד + שלח elsewhere 
(see 11:8), correlative to which bēt is prefixed to the proper nouns in ܒܐܕܘܡ 
.(for bēt as adversative, see 1 Sam 24:7, 11; 26:11, 23) ܘܒܡܘܐܒ

Old Greek and S render משמעתם with verbs connoting obedience, 
inflected in the third-person plural in accord with the 3mp personal pro-
noun (ὑπακούσονται/ܢܫܬܡܥܘܢ), while S adds ܠܗܘܢ to explicitize that this 
obedience is rendered to the (returning) people of Israel and Judah.

No warrant for OG’s πρῶτον or πρῶτοι survives in any Hebrew wit-
ness and is unparalleled in any other translation. Ottley (2:17) opines that 
perhaps the translator sought to recall “the early conquests of David” so 
as to anticipate that the “glories of the Kingdom of the Twelve Tribes are 
to be renewed.” Although noting Ottley’s suggestion, Ziegler (64) sug-

27. S renders והיה למשלח שור in 7:25 with ܘܢܗܘܐ ܒܝܬ ܪܥܝܐ ܠܬܘܪ̈ܐ, while translat-
ing והיה כעוף נודד קן משלח in 16:2 with כי עיר בצורה בדד ;ܘܢܗܘܐ ܐܝܟ ܦܪܚܬܐ ܕܡܫܢܝܐ ܩܢܗ 
 ܡܛܠ ܕܩܪܝܬܐ ܥܫܝܢܬܐ ܒܠܚܘܕܝܗ ܚܪܒܐ ܘܡܫܬܒܩܐ in 27:10 with נוה משלח ונעזב כמדבר
 in 32:20 משלחי רגל השור והחמור and ;(see 50:1 [2x] שלח || ܫܒܩ for) ܘܚܪܒܐ ܐܝܟ ܡܕܒܪܐ
with ܟܪ ܕܕܪܟ ܬܘܪܐ ܘܚܡܪܐ.
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gests, “Viell. stand am Rand die Glosse רִאשׁוֹן, die ein Leser beifügte, der 
über Moab zuerst das Gericht vollzogen wissen wollte.” As is the nature 
of speculation, each of these explanations is possible, but neither can 
be confirmed. Ziegler (64) pertinently notes +πρῶτος in 43:26, a verse 
OG apparently understood as the logical sequel to the Kyrios’s promise 
to wipe out the people’s sins and remember them no more (11:25). The 
Kyrios calls on them to recall their sins and enter into litigation (σὺ	δὲ	
μνήσθητι	καὶ	κριθῶμεν || הזכירני נשפטה יחד), in which their role will be 
first to speak their sins (λέγε	σὺ	τὰς	ἀνομίας	σου	πρῶτος || ספר אתה) ἵνα	
δικαιωθῇς (|| תצדק  In that case, however, +πρῶτος is little more .(למען 
than a stage direction, whereas in its occurrences here it seems to empha-
size the penalties that Moab and Ammon will pay with Israel’s restora-
tion. Whatever the explanation for πρῶτον and πρῶτοι here, there is no 
reason to think that they reflect a form of the text earlier than attested by 
M, 1QIsaa, V, and T.

11:15

καὶ	ἐρημώσει/ והחרים || ܘܢܚܪܒ might reflect  והחריב . Old Greek and S trans-
late every verbal form of חרב with ἐρημόω/49:17 ;44:27 ;37:18 ;34:10) ܚܪܒ; 
51:10; 60:12) and every nominal form חרבות with ἔρημος/44:26 ;5:17) ܚܪܒܬܐ; 
48:21; 49:19; 51:3; 52:9; 58:12; 61:4). On the other hand, S also translates 
ܐܢܘܢ  with  החרימם   להחרימם in 34:2 and (αὐτούς	ἀπολέσαι	OG τοῦ)  ܕܢܚܪܘܒ 
with ܠܡܚܪܒܘ (OG ἀπώλεσαν) in 37:11. Although S’s use of ܚܪܒ for חרם as 
well as חרב makes its Vorlage here uncertain, OG’s use of ἐρημόω for חרב in 
37:18; 60:12 could attest והחריב, although two cases provide slim grounds 
for that conclusion. Although a bet/mem interchange is conceivable, there 
is insufficient evidence to conclude that here. However, see the comments 
on ἐν	Αἰγύπτῳ || מאשור in 11:16.

The omission of an equivalent for לשון falls within the set of examples 
Van der Vorm-Croughs (69) cites of a body part serving as nomen regens 
that the translator omits as superfluous (e.g., ἀπὸ	ποδῶν || 1:6 ,מכף רגל; ἐπ᾿	
ὄνων || 30:6 ,על כתף עירים).

To ים מצרים || ܝܡܐ ܕܒܡܨܪܝܢ compare עמי מצרים || ܥܡܝ ܕܒܡܨܪܝܢ in 19:25, but 
also את כל כבודי במצרים || ܟܠܗ ܐܝܩܪܝ ܕܒܡܨܪܝܢ in Gen 45:13 and ܨܥܢ ܕܒܡܨܪܝܢ || 
 in Num 13:22. These typify S’s penchant to render modifiers via צען מצרים
relative clauses (cf. 1:6, 21).
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 is a hapax legomenon that lacks a well-attested Semitic cognate.28  עים 
Old Greek translates the phrase  בעים רוחו with πνεύματι	βιαίῳ and S with 
 However, βίαιος is 29.בעצם prompting BHS to commend reading ,ܒܐܘܚܕܢܐ
difficult to align semantically with the Hebrew in its two other appear-
ances in Isaiah (διάλυε	στραγγαλιὰς	βιαίων	συναλλαγμάτων || התר אגדות 
 כי יבוא כנהר  || κυρίου	παρὰ	ὀργὴ	ἡ	βίαιος	ποταμὸς	ὡς	γὰρ	ἥξει ;58:6 ,מוטה
יהוה רוח  	and the nominal form features in the phrase βίᾳ (59:19 , צר 
καταφερομέν(ου/η) to describe the violent force of water (17:13) or hail 
(28:2; 30:30), without clear roots in the Hebrew (cf. καὶ	εἰς	Ἀσσυρίους	βίᾳ	
ἤχθησαν || עשקו באפס   עצם in 52:4). Meanwhile, equivalents for ואשׁור 
(verbal or nominal) throughout the Greek Bible denote strength (ἰσχύρω, 
κραταίω, κράτος, δυνατός, στερεόω) or plenitude (πλῆθος, πληθύνω). Nei-
ther the use of βίαιος by this translator or typical Greek translation equiva-
lents for עצם supports positing an original עצם, making it more likely that 
βιαίῳ is a guess for בעים.

Syriac’s equivalents for עצם similarly denote strength (ܬܩܦ ,ܥܘܫܢܐ ,ܥܫܢ) 
or plenitude (ܣܓܝܐ ,ܣܓܝ), while ܐܘܚܕܢܐ most often renders אחזה (e.g., Num 
27:7; 32:32; Ps 2:8), but also חסן (Prov 27:24; Dan 4:27).30 Thus there is 
little reason to suspect עצם behind ܒܐܘܚܕܢܐ here. Most likely, OG and S each 
offers its own guess at the meaning of בעים (there is no reason to think 
S’s ܒܐܘܚܕܢܐ is based on βιαίῳ). Neither grants insight into what stood in its 
Vorlage, if not בעים.

Old Greek’s lack of a possessive pronoun with πνεύματι || רוחו coin-
cides with רוח in 1QIsaa. The following word begins with a waw (והכהו), 
raising the possibility of haplography or dittography in transmission (see 
Van der Vorm-Croughs, 500).

Another possible case of +/-waw suffix concerns καὶ	πατάξει || והכהו, 
perhaps attesting והכה. More likely, the absence of an independent pro-
noun owes to the verb continuing the action of καὶ	 ἐπιβαλεῖ	 τὴν	 χεῖρα	
αὐτοῦ, the recipient of whose action is τὸν	ποταμόν, which can be assumed 
as object also of καὶ	πατάξει.

ὥστε	διαπορεύεσθαι (αὐτόν) || והדריך matches ܕܢܬܥܒܪ. αὐτόν might find 
a parallel in 1QIsaa, which preserves the top of a letter following kaph, with 

28. See Wildberger, Isaiah 1–12, 488.
29. See J. J. M. Roberts, First Isaiah: A Commentary, Heremeneia (Minneapolis: 

Fortress, 2015), 185.
30. In Isa 8:23 והאחרון הכביד || ܐܘܚܕܢܐ ܥܫܢ likely reflects והאחזון rather than a mis-

reading as והאחדון (see the commentary ad loc.).
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a form closer to waw than yod: 31.והדריכו Given the ambiguous referent of 
αὐτόν, it was less likely introduced by the translator than reflects a Vorlage 
similar to 1QIsaa.

11:16

τῷ	καταλειφθέντι	μου	λαῷ || לשאר עמו אשר ישאר is notable for the lack 
of an equivalent to אשר ישאר, which is the touchstone for the subsequent 
היתה 	which OG renders with καὶ ,כאשר  ἔσται. The closest parallel to 
the lack of an equivalent for the relative clause is τότε	 ἔσται	 ὁ	 ὑετὸς	 τῷ	
σπέρματι	τῆς	γῆς	σου || ונתן מטר זרעך אשר תזרע את האדמה in 30:23, which 
condenses אשר + a verbal cognate to the earlier noun. The translator elim-
inates a relative clause also in 28:1’s τὸ	ἄνθος	τὸ	ἐκπεσὸν	ἐκ	τῆς	δόξης	ἐπὶ	
τῆς	κορυφῆς	τοῦ	ὄρους	τοῦ	παχέος || וציץ נבל צבי תפארתו אשר על ראש גיא 
 אשר Similarly here the translator might have omitted .(cf. 28:4, 12) שמנים
.in the interest of concision ישאר

More significant is μου	λαῷ || עמו. A Vorlage reading עמי more likely 
underlies this than a deliberate misreading, which likely would have 
prompted rendering עלתו with ἐξήγαγον rather than ἐξῆλθεν.

Seeligmann (117) considered OG’s ἐν	 Αἰγύπτῳ || מאשור “a strik-
ing contemporization” that refers to “the Jewish diaspora in Egypt.” He 
found confirmation in the rendering of 19:25 (εὐλογημένος	ὁ	λαός	μου	ὁ	ἐν	
Αἰγύπτῳ	καὶ	ὁ	ἐν	Ἀσσυρίοις	καὶ	ἡ	κληρονομία	μου	Ισραηλ || ברוך עמי מצרים 
ישראל ונחלתי  ידי אשור   inferring that the replacement of “Egypt ,(ומעשה 
and Assyria, as the recipients of God’s blessing … by the diaspora groups 
in Egypt and Mesopotamia” (117) evinces what he earlier (111) called “the 
Galuth psychology of Alexandrian Jewry.” Seeligmann’s exposition of this 
alleged facet of the translation set the agenda for much scholarship on 
OG-Isaiah, despite the fact that his accounts take the product as prima 
facie evidence of contemporization by correlating divergences from MT 
with circumstances in the Hellenistic world, without applying text-critical 
questions about scribal errors or considering other possible motivations.

ἐν	Αἰγύπτῳ might be an effect of a Vorlage that read והחריב in 11:15. 
 appears in describing the evaporation of water (19:5; 44:27), including חרב
the sea (50:2) and especially in the exodus (51:10). והחריב is a likely spur 

31. V’s ita ut transeant per eum likely derives from the OL, even as in fortitudine 
spiritus sui is almost certainly Jerome’s modification iuxta Hebraica[m].
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to a reflexive (mental) substitution of ממצרים for מאשור, especially given 
that ביום עלתו מארץ מצרים refers to the exodus. That difference is no more 
likely ideologically motivated than τὸν	οἶκον	τοῦ	Ισραηλ || בית יעקב in 2:6, 
ὁ	δὲ	οἶκος	Ιακωβ || בתי ישראל in 8:14, or the transposed order of ἀπὸ	τῆς	
Ιουδαίας	καὶ	ἀπὸ	Ιερουσαλημ || מירושלם ומיהודה in 3:1. In fact, in 11:11 the 
translator seems to have been content to allow ἀπὸ	τῶν	Ἀσσυρίων	καὶ	ἀπὸ	
Αἰγύπτου || מאשור וממצרים to stand equally among the locations where τὸ	
καταλειφθὲν	ὑπόλοιπον	τοῦ	λαοῦ reside, despite Seeligmann’s (117) claim 
that the translator “presumably regarded the diaspora in Egypt … as the 
rightful recipient of the prophetically promised salvation.” A greater moti-
vation for a reflexive change to ἐν	Αἰγύπτῳ in 11:16 is that the verse refer-
ences the exodus.

Syriac’s אשר ישאר || ܕܐܫܬܚܪܘ explicitizes the collective force of עמו, just 
as it did with ܕܐܫܬܚܪܘ ישאר || ܕܥܡܗ  אשר   in 11:11. Its translation of עמו 
ܕ)ܣܠܩܘ with (ביום) עלתו  extends that effect, while the addition of (ܒܝܘܡܐ 
 is a strategy (עלתו ביום || ܒܝܘܡܐ ܕܣܠܩܘ ܒܗ) as a resumptive pronoun ܒܗ
found again with לעדרים תהיינה ורבצו || ܘܢܗ̈ܘܝܢ ܠܓܙܪ̈ܐ ܕܢܪܒܥܘܢ ܒܗܝܢ in 17:2 
and ולא ימצא במכתתו חרש || ܕܠܐ ܡܫܬܟܚ ܒܬܒܪ̈ܘܗܝ ܚܨܦܐ ܠܡܣܒ ܒܗ ܢܘܪܐ ܡܢ ܝܩܕܢܐ 
.in 30:14 (cf. 48:17) לחתות אש מיקוד



Isaiah 12

12:1

Old Greek’s and S’s equivalents for ישב (καὶ	 ἀπέστρεψας/ܘܐܗܦܟܬ) and 
 are inflected as second-person singular (ܘܒܝܐܬܢܝ/με	ἠλέησάς	καὶ) ותנחמני
preterite verbs, in conformity with ὠργίσθης/אנפת || (ܕ)ܪܓܙܬ. Polygenesis 
readily accounts for this.

Goshen-Gottstein (מח) considers whether καὶ	ἠλέησάς	με might reflect 
 ;(ירחם || ἐλεήσει) for which one could cite 9:17 ,ותנחמני rather than ותרחמני
13:18 (ἐλεήσουσιν || ירחמו) (cf. 30:18; 49:10, 15). However, he also notes 
passages where ἐλεέω again renders נחם: ἠλέησεν	ὁ	θεός || (49:13) נחם יהוה; 
ἠλέησε	κύριος || 1.(52:9) נחם יהוה There is no reason to posit a variant.

12:2

Old Greek and S render ישועתי with a nomen agentis, σωτήρ	μου/ܦܪܘܩܝ. 
Compare τὸν	θεὸν	τὸν	σωτῆρά	σου/אלהי ישעך || ܠܐܠܗܐ ܦܪܘܩܟܝ in 17:10 and 
ἰδού	σοι	ὁ	σωτὴρ	παραγίνεται/הנה ישעך בא || ܗܐ ܐܬܐ ܦܪܘܩܟܝ in 62:11.2 Here 
the confessional tenor of the context likely prompted explicit titling of the 
deity as savior.

Old Greek’s personal pronoun with ὁ	θεός	μου (|| אל) could owe to dit-
tography of yod in the following ישועתי or might attest a 1cs pronominal 
suffix אלי lost by haplography. It is notable, however, that μου accompa-
nies each of these proper nouns, despite the translator’s tendency to omit 

1. ἐλεέω also renders (9:18) חמל and (33:2 ;30:19 ;27:11) חנן and is used on appar-
ently exegetical grounds for (54:7) קבץ ,(52:8) שוב ,(44:23) עשה, and (59:2) שמוע.

2. S uses ܦܪܘܩܐ for a broader range of Hebrew words than OG does σωτήρ, 
including ישועתנו || ܦܪܘܩܢ in 33:2 (OG ἡ	δὲ	σωτηρία	ἡμῶν), as well as for שוע in 32:5 
(σίγα), יושיענו in 33:22 (ἡμᾶς	σώσει), גאל in 41:14 (ὁ	λυτρούμενός	σε), and גמול in 
35:4 (ἀνταποδώσει).
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pronouns with articular nouns. The liturgical tenor likely accounts for 
the use of the pronoun. Supporting this analysis is +κύριος, for which a 
Hebrew counterpart is unattested in any other witness, but might have 
been inserted to effect a confessional tenor. As Van der Vorm-Croughs 
(392) notes, θεός	μου	σωτήρ	μου appears in Ps 61(62):3, 7, where OG uses 
the same confessional formula in each verse:

μου	ἀντιλήμπτωρ	μου	σωτήρ	καὶ	μου	θεός	αὐτὸς הוא צורי וישועתי משגבי	

Although she initially suggests that the Isaiah translator “may have taken 
Ps 62(61):3, 7 as an example,” she later observes that “ὁ	θεός	μου is a quite 
common biblical phrase that may just as easily have been produced with-
out interference of LXX Psalms.” She compares the similar epithets in Isa 
17:10 (392 n. 255):

	 σου	σωτῆρά	τὸν	θεὸν	τὸν	κατέλιπες	διότι כי שכחת אלהי ישעך
	 ἐμνήσθης	οὐκ	σου	βοηθοῦ	τοῦ	κυρίου	καὶ וצור מעזך לא זכרת

Both τὸν	σωτῆρά	σου || ישעך and καὶ	κυρίου || וצור appear to be reformula-
tions suggestive of “the influence of the liturgy in the Jewish-Alexandrian 
milieu” that Seeligmann (101) noted. For additional evidence of this influ-
ence, he pointed to equivalents such as γένοιτο	κύριε || אמן that concludes 
the prayer of 25:1 and ἅγιος	ὁ	θεὸς	ὁ	κατοικῶν	ἐν	ὑψηλοῖς || נשגב יהוה כי 
 in 33:5. Accordingly, the similarity between the confession of Isa שכן מרום
12:2; Ps 61(62):3, 7 likely owes to common liturgical forms.

This perception is strengthened by +ἐπ᾿	αὐτῷ in the next clause, which 
the translator supplied to complement πεποιθὼς	ἔσομαι || אבטח (cf. ἐφ᾿	οἷς	
ἦσαν	πεποιθότες	οἱ	Αἰγύπτιοι || 20:5 ,מבטם ומן מצרים; καὶ	τοῖς	πεποιθόσιν	ἐπ᾿	
Αἴγυπτον || 30:3 ,והחסות בצל מצרים).

Syriac also reformulates the first half of the verse, incorporating the 
verbless clause (ܐܠܗܐ ܦܪܘܩܝ) אל ישועתי with a prefixed ܥܠ, the character-
istic prepositional complement to the passive participle ܬܟܝܠ (cf. ܐܝܠܝܢ 
 in 1QIsaa אל+ Isa 42:17).3 Although ,הבטחים בפסל || ܕܬܟܝܠܝܢ ܥܠ ܓ̈ܠܝܦܐ
 might reflect S’s Vorlage, it is equally possible that (הנה אל אל ישועתי אבטח)
the translator supplied ܥܠ to accent the profession of trust.

3. S translates פחד with ܙܘܥ elsewhere in 19:16 and uses ܙܘܥ for בעת in 21:4 and 
.in 51:7 (תיראו || ܬܕܚܠܘܢ parallel to) חתת
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Old Greek’s διότι	ἡ	δόξα	μου	καὶ	ἡ	αἴνεσίς	μου	κύριος || כי עזי וזמרת 
 ܡܛܠ evinces one of the many odd uses of δόξα in this book (S יה יהוה
 As L. H. Brockington notes, δόξα is often central to OG’s 4.(ܕܬܘܩܦܝ
“marked soteriological emphasis,” as in 40:5, where the translator effects 
a parallel of salvation to glory (καὶ	ὀφθήσεται	ἡ	δόξα	κυρίου, καὶ	ὄψεται	
πᾶσα	σὰρξ	τὸ	σωτήριον	τοῦ	θεοῦ || ונגלה כבוד יהוה וראו כל בשר יחדו) and, 
of particular interest here, 44:23, where God’s redemption of Jacob is 
spoken of equally as Israel’s “glorification”: ὅτι	 ἐλυτρώσατο	 ὁ	 θεὸς	 τὸν	
Ιακωβ	 καὶ	 Ισραηλ	 δοξασθήσεται || יתפאר ובישראל  יעקב  יהוה  גאל   5.כי 
Psalm 67[68]:35 substitutes δόξα for עז, as here: δότε	δόξαν	τῷ	θεῷ || תנו 
 ועזו בשחקים || νεφέλαις	ταῖς	ἐν	αὐτοῦ	δύναμις	ἡ	contrast καὶ) עז לאלהים
later in that verse).

Old Greek and S have a 1cs pronoun with their rendering of וזמרת: 
καὶ	ἡ	αἴνεσίς	μου/ܘܫܘܒܚܝ, while having a single divine name for 6.יה יהוה 
Notably, 1QIsaa reads וזמרת יה || וזמרתיה, with supralinear he supplied by 
the original scribe. Whatever the impetus for the correction, the earlier 
reading allows the possibility that the Vorlagen of OG and S might have 
read וזמרתי, although it is also possible that each translator supplied the 
pronoun coordinate to עזי.

12:3

.(e.g., Gen 24:11; Deut 29:10; Josh 9:21) שאב is a frequent equivalent for ܡܠܐ
Syriac’s use of the grammatical singular, ממעיני || ܡܒܘܥܐ, has too many 

variables (from loss of seyame to loss of yod in Hebrew) to proffer an 
explanation.

12:4

καὶ	 ἐρεῖς || ואמרתם is remarkable, given the regularity of grammatical 
number in the subsequent verses (καὶ	ἀντλήσετε, 12:3; ὑμνεῖτε	… βοᾶτε	
… ἀναγγείλατε	… μιμνῄσκεσθε, 12:4; ὑμνήσατε and ἀναγγείλατε, 12:5; 
and ἀγαλλιᾶσθε	καὶ	εὐφραίνεσθε, 12:6). Given such consistent use of the 

4. See Forster, “Meaning of Δόξα,” 312–13.
5. L. H. Brockington, “The Greek Translator of Isaiah and His Interest in DOXA,” 

VT 1 (1951): 30.
6. T’s יה יהוה || דחילא יוי is similar to ביה יהוה || במימר דחילא יוי in 26:4 and קדם) 

.in 38:11 יה יה || (דחילא דיוי
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second-person plural, it seems unlikely that the translator would have 
modified his equivalent for ואמרתם in this verse to accord with καὶ	ἐρεῖς || 
 in 12:1. More likely, his Vorlage read the second-person singular, as ואמרת
attested by ואמרתה in 1QIsaa.

Old Greek will use ὑμνήσατε for זמרו in 12:5 but ὑμνήσω for אודה 
in 25:1 (like its ὑμνεῖτε || הודו here), where the verb again takes a direct 
object in the accusative, as frequently in Greek literature (see BDAG, 
s.v. “ὑμνέω”). The accusative case in βοᾶτε	τὸ	ὄνομα	αὐτοῦ || קראו בשמו 
accords with the accusative in ὑμνεῖτε	κύριον. Compare S’s ܫܡܗ  || ܘܩܪܘ 
 in 65:11, although לא קרא בשמי || ܕܠܐ ܩܪܐ ܫܡܝ in accord with ,קראו בשמו
more often S renders בשם + קרא with (64:6 ;44:5 ;43:7 ;41:25) ܩܪܐ ܒܫܡ. 
Both OG and S seem to understand the phrase as mandating proclama-
tion of the name.

Old Greek’s τὰ	ἔνδοξα	αὐτοῦ || עלילתיו is singular; ἐπιτηδεύματα is the 
most frequent equivalent for עלילה in the Bible. Although עלילה appears 
only here in Isaiah, τῶν	ἔργων	αὐτῶν || מעלליהם in 3:10 (cf. Pss 77[76]:12; 
78[77]:7), τοῖς	 ἔργοις || העליליה in Jer 39(32):19 and ἀπαγγείλατε	 ἐν	 τοῖς	
ἔθνεσιν	τὰ	ἔργα	αὐτοῦ || הודיעו בעמים עלילותיו in Ps 104(105):1 likely eluci-
date the translator’s path. His word choice is similar to καὶ	τὰ	ἔνδοξά	μου	
ἐπάξω	ἐπὶ	σοί || ותהלתי אחטם לך in 48:9 and ὅταν	ποιῇς	τὰ	ἔνδοξα || בעשותך 
.in 64:2 נוראות

 .elsewhere (e.g., 1 Sam 2:3; Ezek 14:22, 23; 20:43) עללות renders ܨܢ̈ܥܬܐ
Similarly, שגב || ܥܫܢ is exampled elsewhere (e.g., Deut 2:36; Isa 2:11, 17; 
9:10).

12:5

ὑμνήσατε	τὸ	ὄνομα	κυρίου || זמרו יהוה can be accounted for in one of two 
ways: either the translator added τὸ	ὄνομα in the light of 12:4, or שם was 
already supplied by a copyist who was similarly motivated (cf. ὑμνήσω	τὸ	
ὄνομά	 σου || שמך  There are no grounds to decide between .(25:1 ,אודה 
these options.

Although זמרו יהוה || ܙܡܪܘ ܠܡܪܝܐ might reflect the translator’s predilec-
tion, 1QIsaa reads זמרו ליהוה, in accord with the structure S implies.

Although OG’s ἀναγγείλατε might attest הודיעו (cf. ἀναγγελῶ || אודיעה 
in 5:5), it is more likely due to the translator conforming מידעת (or ′מודעת ק; 
cf. 1QIsaa מודעות) to the preceding imperative(s), given his penchant for 
harmonization.



 ISAIAH 12 273

12:6

In 10:30 S translated צהלי with ܨܗ݂ܠܝ, which it uses again in 24:14 (ܘܢܨܗ݂ܠܘܢ || 
7.ܘܕܘܨܝ :as here וצהלי In 54:1, however, it uses the same equivalent for .(צהלו

Despite allowing the possibility of waw/yod confusion, ἀγαλλιᾶσθε	καὶ	
εὐφραίνεσθε || צהלי ורני accords with the translator’s penchant to harmo-
nize the number of the person (cf. οἱ	κατοικοῦντες || יושבת, which he might 
have analyzed as a plural, but, if so, shifted it to the masculine gender).

Syriac distinguishes itself from OG (and all other witnesses) with its 
rendering of גדול בקרבך with (ܡܛܠ ܕ)ܪܒ ܗܘ ܕܒܓܘܟܝ, so that בקרבך, rather 
than limiting גדול, becomes a nominal clause to which ܩܕܝܫܐ ܕܐܝܣܪܝܠ is in 
apposition. Given S’s penchant to create relative clauses, there is no reason 
to suspect a different Vorlage.

7. S uses this lexeme for יגילו in 9:2 (ܕܕܝܨܝ̈ܠܢ  ;cf. 25:9; 29:19; 35:1; 35:2; 41:6 ; ܗ݁ܢܘܢ 
 and ,(cf. 52:9 ;פצחו רנה || ܘܕܨܬ ܒܬܫܒܘܚܬܐ ) in 14:7 פצחו ,(66:10 ;65:18 ;61:10 ;49:13
.(וששתי בעמי || ܘܐܕܘܨ ܒܥܡܝ) in 65:19 וששתי





Isaiah 13

13:1

ὅρασις	ἣν	εἶδεν	Ησαίας	υἱὸς	Αμως	κατὰ	Βαβυλῶνος reformulates משא בבל 
אמוץ בן  ישעיהו  חזה  	in accord with 1:1 in OG (minus its ἣν אשר  εἶδε). 
Whereas ὅρασις there translates חזון, here it renders משא, an equivalent 
found again in 19:1; 30:6. Although κατὰ	Βαβυλῶνος || בבל parallels κατὰ	
τῆς	Ιουδαίας in 1:1, both lexically and by its position in the sentence, there 
κατά renders על. Nevertheless, τὸ	ῥῆμα	τὸ	κατὰ	τῆς	Μωαβίτιδος || משא 
-in 17:1 sug משא דמשק || Δαμασκοῦ	κατὰ	τὸ	ῥῆμα	in 15:1 and τὸ מואב
gest that this way of representing משא בבל proved useful again (contrast 
ὅρασις	Αἰγύπτου || משא מצרים in 19:1; ἡ	ὅρασις	τῶν	τετραπόδων || משא 
.(in 30:6 בהמות

13:2

Old Greek’s πεδινοῦ for נשפה, a verb that occurs only here and Job 33:21 
(where it has no Greek equivalent), might be based on association with 
 ובשפלה תשפל || πεδινῇ	τῇ	ἐν	οἱ	as suggested by ὡς (biliteral exegesis) שפל
in 32:19 and πεδινός || שפלה elsewhere (e.g., Josh 9:1; 10:40; 3 Kgdms 10:27; 
Jer 17:26).1 ܫ̈ܦܝܐ, on the other hand, associates נשפה with שפי.

More notable is that הר נשפה || ܛܘܪ̈ܐ ܫ̈ܦܝܐ entails a change of grammati-
cal number (OG reads the grammatical singular, ὄρους). Every occurrence 
of ܛܘܪܐ to this point in the book has agreed in number with MT. However, 
comparison with ושוע אל ההר || ܘܓܥܐ ܥܠ ܛܘܪ̈ܐ in 22:5 and ܥܠ ܛܘܪ̈ܐ ܪ̈ܡܐ ܣܩܝ 
 in 40:9 suggests that the plural form might reflect על הר גבה עלי לך || ܠܟܝ
an assumption (born of realism?) that such a proclamation to the nations 
requires multiple mountains.

1. This seems more likely than Seeligmann’s (50) suggestion that the translator 
derived this “from the spirit of the Aramaic language with which he was familiar.”
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Ottley (2:171) reasonably diagnoses μὴ	 φοβεῖσθε following 
ὑψώσατε	τὴν	φωνὴν	αὐτοῖς as “an intrusion from xl.9,” where ὑψώσατε	
μὴ	φοβεῖσθε || הרימי אל תיראי follows ὕψωσον	τῇ	ἰσχύι	τὴν	φωνήν	σου || 
.הרימי בכח קולך

Ziegler (140) cites παρακαλεῖτε	τῇ	χειρί || הניפו יד as modeled on τῇ	
χειρὶ	παρακαλεῖτε || ינפף ידו in 10:32 as an example of a rendering in one 
passage having an impact on another. This phrase occurs only in 10:32 
and here, which are also the only places that παρακαλέω renders נוף in 
the Bible.

Although the similarity between OG’s instrumental case τῇ	χειρί and 
S’s prefixed preposition in ܒܐܝܕܐ might suggest that each read ביד, their dif-
ferent equivalents for the same phrase in 10:32 (τῇ	χειρὶ	παρακαλεῖτε/ܐܢܝܦ 
 makes (והניף ידו || ܘܢܪܝܡ ܐܝܕܗ/αὐτοῦ	χεῖρα	τὴν	ἐπιβαλεῖ) 11:15 ;(ינפף ידו || ܐܝܕܗ
it more likely that their agreement here is coincidental.

Old Greek’s ἀνοίξατε likely arose from reading פתחי as פתחו. Ottley’s 
(2:171) surmise that “having thus found a verb, [OG] omitted ‘that they 
may go into,’ ” seems more likely than Warszawski’s (27) surmise that ויבאו 
was absent from the Vorlage.

Warszawski’s (27) inference from פתחי || ܒܬܪ̈ܥܝܟܝ that “Pesch. hat 
vielleicht פתחַי oder פתחיה gelesen” does not accomplish much, since 
on either reading one must reckon with the translator supplying the 2fs 
pronominal suffix. The entrance of ܫ̈ܠܝܛܢܐ through city gates appears 
effected both by reanalysis of the syntactic relationship of פתחי נדיבים and 
by adding the 2fs suffixed pronoun ܒܬܪ̈ܥܝܟܝ, apparently based on infer-
ring that (13:1) ܒܒܠ is the addressee, even though the previous impera-
tive forms were inflected in the masculine plural (ܐܪܝܡܘ ;שאו || ܫܩܘܠܘ || 
 Despite this inconcinnity (and partially because of 2.(הניפו || ܐܢܝܦܘ ;הרימו
it), there is no reason to ascribe these changes to any source other than 
the translator.

13:3

The witnesses pose problems for establishing OG’s text after ἐγὼ	
συντάσσω. The majority reading is και	εγω	αγω	αυτους but is unattested in 
many manuscripts in Ziegler’s Lucianic group and a few other witnesses 

2. V’s et ingrediantur portas duces is similar, insofar as it reanalyzes the syntactic 
relationship of פתחי נדיבים, although this is likely derived from OL’s reflection of OG, 
which had already isolated οἱ	ἄρχοντες || נדיבים as subject.
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(449 613, Tht). A and B read simply και	εγω	αυτους, although B also lacks 
ηγιασμενοι	 εισι	 και	 εγω	αγω	αυτους (found in Bmg), as does the rest of 
Ziegler’s Origenic group, most of the Catenen group, and several of the 
mixed codices, an omission likely caused by homoioteleuton, as noted by 
Rahlfs and Ziegler. On the other hand, 88 reads εγω	παρακαλω, and 301 
has εγω	καλω. Based on this evidence, Ziegler reads (“scripsi”) καὶ	ἁγιάζω	
αὐτούς,	places	ηγιασμενοι	εισι	within brackets, and proposes (“scripsi”) 
καλω in place of the second αγω, noting voco in Tyconius, while reporting 
αγιω in 26 and the absence of the entire clause from 106. For ηγιασμενοι, 
α′ reads τοις	ηγιασμενοις	μου, corresponding to which V reads sanctificatis 
meis. Although ηγιασμενοι clearly corresponds to למקדשי (α′ and V even 
more so), OG’s text appears corrupt and thus too uncertain to say any-
thing useful about its Vorlage after ἐγὼ	συντάσσω || אני צויתי until γίγαντες 
.גבורי ||

 is likely attributable to the translator construing the final גבורי || ܠܓܢܒܪ̈ܐ
yod as the masculine plural construct, as he does with ܘܡܬܥܫܢܝܢ ܒܓܐܝܘܬܝ 
 קריה || ܩܪܝܬܐ ܥܫܝܢܬܐ compare ,עליז as S’s equivalent for ܥܫܢ For .עליזי גאותי ||
 || ܥܫܝܢܬܐ and ;(23:12) לעלוז || ܠܡܬܥܫܢܘ ;(23:7) עליזה || ܥܫܝܢܬܐ ;(22:2) עליזה
.(32:13) עליזה

Ziegler (64) posits that the translator “frei ergänzt [ἔρχονται	πληρῶσαι] 
um einen besseren Sinn zu bekomment,” speculating, “viell. war sein Text 
verderbt.” Whether the translator “frei ergänzt” ἔρχονται or did so by 
evoking ויבאו from 13:2 (where it has no equivalent), it is more likely that 
πληρῶσαι was supplied to fill out the sense of לאפי than that it reflects a 
divergent Vorlage. The fact that the translator supplied the infinitive as a 
verbal complement rather than as πληροῦσιν seems telling. In the wake of 
13:2’s summons, as well as 13:3’s issuance of a command, ἔρχονται is con-
textually fitting (cf. ἔρχεσθαι || 13:5 ,באים).

Although +ἅμα in χαίροντες	 ἅμα	 καὶ	 ὑβρίζοντες || גאותי  might עליזי 
signal simultaneous action (cf. ὁ	μεθύων	καὶ	ὁ	ἐμῶν	ἅμα || שׁכור בקיאו in 
19:14), its slot in the clause more likely accents shared exultation among 
the approaching γίγαντες,	an effect of inserted ἅμα elsewhere (e.g., 24:14; 
41:5; 44:11; 46:10).

13:4

ἐθνῶν	πολλῶν || המון is as much unparalleled as καὶ	οἱ	μεγάλοι || והמונה in 
5:14 and (διὰ	φωνὴν) τοῦ	φόβου	σου || המון (מקול) in 33:3. Only three times 
does this translator use an equivalent for המון attested outside the book: 
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πλῆθος (5:13; 17:12; 63:5). Its most frequent equivalent is πλοῦτος (16:14; 
29:5, 7, 8; 32:14; 60:5), which is unique in the Greek Bible.3 Although 
πολλῶν || המון finds precedent in πολλῶν (ἐθνῶν) || (גוים) המון in Gen 17:5, 
the translator likely supplied ἐθνῶν here to accord with ἐθνῶν	πολλῶν || עם 
-rests on its par קול שאון ממלכות || βασιλέων	that follows.4 In turn, φωνὴ רב
allel to φωνὴ	ἐθνῶν	πολλῶν, prompting analysis of ממלכות as metonymic 
for the rulers themselves. φωνὴ	κραυγῆς || קול שאון in 66:6 suggests that the 
translator may have considered שאון a virtual synonym to קול and omitted 
it (cf. Van der Vorm-Croughs, 194).

Syriac’s grammatically singular בהרים || ܒܛܘܪܐ is likely tied to its ren-
dering of למקדשי with ܠܡܩܕܫܝ in 13:3, which led the translator to think of 
the Temple Mount.

Like ἐθνῶν	πολλῶν || עם רב, S’s ܣ̈ܓܝܐܐ  as a collective עם treats ܕܥܡ̈ܡܐ 
rather than a mass noun.

Although קול שאון || ܩܠܐ ܕܪܓܘܫܝܐ is apt, it is the same equivalent used for 
.(in 17:12 ושאון || ܘܪܓܘܫܝܐ .cf) earlier קול המון

The prefixed dālat on the participle נאספים || ܕܡܬܟܢܫܝܢ, creating a rel-
ative clause, is one of this translator’s common strategies for attributive 
adjectives.

.occurs again in Ruth 1:6; Ps 17:3; Hos 4:14 פקד || ܣܥܪ
ἔθνει || צבא is unparalleled in the Bible. When צבא occurs in the gram-

matical singular, it is sometimes rendered with grammatically singular 
equivalents (e.g., τὸν	 κόσμον in 24:21; 40:26) whose use is attested else-
where (κόσμος in Gen 2:1; Deut 4:19). ἔθνει amounts to a substitution for 
 in a reverse of the ,(מלחמה) chosen for association with ὁπλομάχῳ ,צבא
process that generated οἱ	 στρατευσάμενοι || הצבאים  in 29:7, where הגוים 
 .(in Gen 21:22, 32; 26:26 צבא || cf. ἀρχιστράτηγος) is suppressed הגוים
The adjective ὁπλομάχῳ || מלחמה is an equivalent that appears only here, 
although καὶ	οἱ	ὁπλομάχοι	αὐτοῦ || וכלי זעמו (again unique) occurs in 13:5. 
This pairing of ἔθνει	ὁπλομάχῳ and οἱ	ὁπλομάχοι	αὐτοῦ suggests that the 
translator had a clear conception of the role of those summoned.

3. In 33:3 the translator renders מקול המון נדדו עמים מרוממתך נפצו גוים with διὰ	
φωνὴν	τοῦ	φόβου	σου	 ἐξέστησαν	λαοὶ	ἀπὸ	τοῦ	φόβου	σου	καὶ	 διεσπάρησαν	τὰ	 ἔθνη, 
where the notion of the people’s astonishment (ἐξέστησαν || נדדו, as in 10:31; 16:3), 
in speaking of ἡ	δὲ	σωτηρία	ἡμῶν	ἐν	καιρῷ	θλίψεως (13:2), seems to have guided the 
choice of τοῦ	φόβου	σου in both cases.

4. For the reverse, cf. ἐθνῶν	πολλῶν || לאמים, following ἐθνῶν	πολλῶν || עמים רבים 
in 17:12.
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 as a military force, using the grammatical plural in צבא construes ܚܝ̈ܠܐ
agreement with מלחמה || ܩܪ̈ܒܬܢܐ, whose role as nomen agentis and gram-
matical number are determined by its connection with באים מארץ מרחק at 
the beginning of 13:5, where it likely condenses מארץ מרחק into ܡܢ ܪܘܚܩܐ, 
implicitizing ארץ for conformity to ܪܘܚܩܐ  ;e.g., 5:26; 22:11) מרחוק || ܡܢ 
25:1). Compare ממרחק תבוא || ܕܡܢ ܪܘܚܩܐ ܐܬܐ in 10:3.

13:5

Like S (see above), OG connects the end of 13:4 with 13:5 but by subordi-
nating באים to מפקד: ἐντέταλται … ἔρχεσθαι.

Although ἀπ᾿	 ἄκρου is a common equivalent for 41:9 ;5:26) מקצה; 
42:10; 43:6) and τοῦ	 οὐρανοῦ renders השמים, θεμελίου lacks an evident 
equivalent. Ziegler (64) posits that it is “Doppelübers. von מקצה,” although 
no other Greek equivalent for קצה approaches this sense, leaving this pro-
posal tenuous.

Alternatively, Ziegler (64) opines, “θεμελίου ist viell. Zusatz des 
Übers., der das Mißverständnis ausschließen wollte, als ob ‘vom höch-
sten Himmel’ die Rede sei.” Although that might offer a motivation for the 
addition, it is not clear why this translator would fear that inference when 
the translators of Neh 1:9 (ἀπ᾿	ἄκρου	τοῦ	οὐρανοῦ || בקצה השמים) and Ps 
18(19):7 (ἀπ᾿	ἄκρου	τοῦ	οὐρανοῦ || מקצה השמים) apparently did not.

Although Van der Vorm-Croughs (37 n. 24) posits that possibly “the 
translator has borrowed θεμελίου from 13:13,” where καὶ	ἡ	γῆ	σεισθήσεται	
ἐκ	 τῶν	 θεμελίων	αὐτῆς renders ממקומה הארץ   she does not offer ,ותרעש 
a hypothesis about what might have motivated the borrowing. And 
although, as she notes, “τὰ	θεμέλια	τοῦ	οὐρανοῦ also occurs in 2 Kgdms 
22:8,” there it aligns clearly with מוסדות השמים. There is no obvious reason 
that this translator should have associated 13:5 with that passage. In the 
end, there is no good explanation for why θεμελίου is here.

13:6

 appears only here in Isaiah. Syriac regularly translates the epithet שדי
elsewhere with ܐܠܗܐ (e.g., Num 24:4, 16; Ezek 1:24; Joel 1:15), much as 
OG here reads παρὰ	τοῦ	θεοῦ || 5.משדי The same phrase as here, וכשד 

5. For OG’s συντριβή || כשד, cf. τὸ	σύντριμμα || שד in 22:4; 59:7; 60:18.
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 ܘܒܙܬܐ݂ ܡܢ ܐܠܗܐ appears in Joel 1:15, where S’s rendering with ,משדי יבוא
 ”,here “ein Schreibfehler ܡܢ ܫܠܝܐ spurs Warszawski (28) to label S’s ܬܐܬܐ
positing that “es muss dafür ܐܠܗܐ gelesen werden,” a tenable resolution 
to the problem.6

13:7

πᾶσα	χείρ || כל ידים comports with OG’s translation elsewhere of a gram-
matically plural noun following כל in the grammatical singular, yielding a 
distributive nuance, as in καὶ	ἐπὶ	πᾶσαν	κέδρον	τοῦ	Λιβάνου || ועל כל ארזי 
 ;2:13 ,ועל כל אלוני הבשן || Βασαν	βαλάνου	δένδρον	πᾶν	ἐπὶ	and καὶ הלבנון
πᾶν	ὄρος ||7:25 ;2:14 , כל ההרים.

Old Greek’s δειλιάσει || ימס (the only occurrence of δειλιάω in 
Isaiah) finds precedent in δειλιάνῃ || ימס in Deut 20:8 and καὶ	διελύθησαν 
 as frequently as לבב in Judg 15:14. This translator uses ψυχή for וימסו ||
καρδία.

13:8

The punctuation in 7a1 marks ונבהלו || ܘܢܬܕܠܚܘܢ as coordinate with ܢܬܡܣܐ 
ܐܢܘܢ at the end of 13:7, making ימס || ܢܐܚܕܘܢ  ܕܝܠܕܬܐ  ܐܝܟ  ܘܚ̈ܒܠܐ   צירים || ܘܨܘܪ̈ܢܐ 
 a separate clause. Both OG and S read a 3mp object וחבלים יאחזון כיולדה
pronoun in their equivalents for יאחזון: αὐτοὺς	ἕξουσιν/7.ܢܐܚܕܘܢ ܐܢܘܢ A pro-
nominal object is commonly specified with this phraseology elsewhere (cf. 
 Jer 49:24; cf. Jer 22:23; Hos ,צרה וחבלים אחזתה ;Jer 13:21 ,הלוא חבלים יאחזוך
13:13). Although it is possible that S’s Vorlage read יאחזום, the degree of 
the translator’s manipulation of the word order raises the likelihood that 
he supplied the pronoun. Old Greek’s tendency to add object pronouns 
makes that explanation likely for αὐτούς also.

οἱ	πρέσβεις || צירים is the equivalent for forms containing צר again in 
 accords with its use of (ܘ)ܨܘܪ̈ܢܐ Syriac’s .(צר) and 63:9 ;(צריך) 57:9 ;(צורי) 21:2
 ;59:19 ;20 ,49:19 ;29:3 ;26:16 ;25:4) צר for words containing ܐܠܘܨܐ/ܐܘܠܨܢܐ/ܐܠܨ
63:9).

6. Contrast S’s כי פתאם יבא השדד עלינו || ܡܛܠ ܕܡܢ ܫܠܝܐ ܢܐܬܘܢ ܥܠܝܟܝ ܒܙܘ̈ܙܐ in 
Jer 6:26, where ܕܡܢ ܫܠܝܐ renders פתאם and השדד is translated by ܒܙܘ̈ܙܐ.

7. OG places the pronoun before the verb, while S places the simile before the 
verb: ܘܨܘܪ̈ܢܐ ܘܚ̈ܒܠܐ ܐܝܟ ܕܝܠܕܬܐ ܢܐܚܕܘܢ ܐܢܘܢ.
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To ὡς	γυναικὸς	τικτούσης || כיולדה, compare ὡς	ἡ	τίκτουσα || כיולדה in 
42:14. γυναικός is an explicitation similar to πιστοὺς	ἀνθρώπους || נאמנים in 
8:2 (cf. 19:20, 25; 25:4).

For the lack of an equivalent for the suffix of רעהו (τὸν	ἕτερον), com-
pare καὶ	βοήσονται	ἕτερος	πρὸς	τὸν	ἕτερον || ושעיר על רעהו יקרא in 34:14.

καὶ	τὸ	πρόσωπον	αὐτῶν	ὡς	φλὸξ	μεταβαλοῦσιν || פני להבים פניהם, follow-
ing καὶ	ἐκστήσονται || יתמהו, is similar to 29:22, where οὐδὲ	νῦν	τὸ	πρόσωπον	
μεταβαλεῖ	Ισραηλ || ולא עתה פניו יחורו follows οὐ	νῦν	αἰσχυνθήσεται	Ιακωβ 
-In each case, the face mirrors the emotion of the pre .לא עתה יבוש יעקב ||
ceding verb. In this case the change of face, compared to (the flicker of) a 
flame, registers astonishment.

13:9

ἀνίατος is a frequent equivalent for אכזרי and אכזר throughout the Greek 
Bible. Syriac’s equivalents are more diverse: ܒܝܫ (Deut 32:33; Jer 6:23; 
ܡܪܚܡ ;(Job 31:2) ܪܚܩ ;(Job 30:21) ܒܥܠܕܒܒܐ ;(Jer 30:14) ܬܩܝܦܬܐ ;(50:24  ܕܠܐ 
(Prov 5:9; 11:17; cf. 12:10; 17:11). Clauses containing ܐܣܝܘܬܐ -else ܠܝܬ 
where render locutions with מרפא + אין (Jer 14:19; Prov 6:15; 16:24; 29:1; 
2 Chr 21:18; 36:16), although it is used as an equivalent for אכזר in Lam 
4:3. These diverse equivalents undermine confidence that ܕܐܣܝܘ ܠܝܬ ܒܗ 
evinces dependence on OG (pace Warszawski, 9).

For καὶ	ὀργῆς || וחרון אף, compare ᾗ	ἂν	ἐπέλθῃ	ὁ	θυμὸς	αὐτοῦ || וביום 
 in 13:13, and see the discussion at 9:18. Syriac translates all three חרון אפו
nouns, rendering the first two as predicate adjectives modifying ܪܘܓܙܗ || 
.ܝܘܡܗ ܕܡܪܝܐ which bears a +3ms pronominal suffix anaphoric to ,אף

ὅλος is the only universal quantifier with οἰκουμένη in OG-Isaiah. 
οἰκουμένη	ὅλη || כל הארץ occurs eight times (10:14, 23; 13:5, 9, 11; 14:17, 
26; 37:18), while (οἰκουμένη) +ὅλη stands without a parallel in other wit-
nesses here; 13:11; and 14:17. In each case it was likely supplied by the 
translator. See appendix A.

The definite article of τοὺς	ἁμαρτωλούς || וחטאיה suffices for the pro-
nominal suffix. The shift ἀπολέσαι || ישמיד coordinates with the preceding 
θεῖναι || לשום.

13:10

The only analogue to καὶ	 ὁ	 Ὠρίων || וכסיליהם is καὶ	 φραγμὸν	 Ὠρίωνος	
ἤνοιξας || או משכות כסיל תפתח in Job 38:31 (following συνῆκας	δὲ	δεσμὸν	
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Πλειάδος || התקשר מעדנות כימה [cf. Job 9:9]).8 Ziegler (64) posits that καὶ	
πᾶς	ὁ	κόσμος	τοῦ	οὐρανοῦ is a gloss from 24:21 (τὸν	κόσμον	τοῦ	οὐρανοῦ 
המרום ||  ”.zu erklären כסיליהם viell. schon in der Vorlage, um“ ,(צבא 
Although that is possible, it is also possible that it is the original transla-
tion (extrapolating from כוכבי השמים), with ὁ	Ὠρίων added secondarily as 
a more precise identification.9

 ܐܘ .suggests a generalized notion of the term (cf וכסיליהם || ܘܚܝܠܘܬܗܘܢ݂
-is ren כסיל Job 38:31), although ,או משכות כסיל תפתח || ܫܒܝܠ ܓܢܒܪܐ ܚܙܝܬ
dered accurately with ݁ܥܝܘܬܐ “Orion” in Amos 5:8; Job 9:9. The plural form 
of כסיל, found only here, might have occassioned a general term for the 
heavenly bodies.

Syriac likely compressed אורם  to avoid juxtaposing ܢܢܗܪܘܢ into יהלו 
nominal and verbal forms of ܢܗܪ (cf. אור נגה עליהם || ܢܘܗܪܐ ܕܢܚ ܠܗܘܢ in 9:1; 
 in Job 31:26), in accord with the כי יהל אם אראה אור || ܐܢ ܚܙܝܬ ܢܘܗܪܐ ܟܕ ܕܢܝܚ
subsequent reformulation, ܢܢܗܪ ܠܐ  יגיה אורו || ܘܢܘܗܪܗ ܕܣܗܪܐ   which ,וירח לא 
avoids the juxtaposition יגיה אורו.

τὸ	 φῶς	 οὐ	 δώσουσι (|| אורם יהלו  	and οὐ (לא  δώσει	 τὸ	 φῶς	 αὐτῆς (|| 
	use imprecise equivalents for the verbs compared with φῶς (לא יגיה אורו
λάμψει	ἐφ᾿	ὑμᾶς || אור נגה עליהם in 9:1; οὐδὲ	ἀνατολὴ	σελήνης	φωτιεῖ	σοι	
τὴν	νύκτα || לך יאיר  לא  הירח   in 60:19.10 The circumlocutions with ולנגה 
δίδωμι likely owe more to parallelism than divergent readings. Compare 
the circumlocution ἀνάπαυσιν	δώσει || תנוח in 25:10.

For τοῦ	ἡλίου	ἀνατέλλοντος || השמש בצאתו, compare καθὼς	ἡ	ἀνατολὴ	
τοῦ	ἡλίου || כצאת השמש in Judg 5:31.

13:11

For +ὅλῃ in τῇ	οἰκουμένῃ	ὅλῃ || תבל, see the comments on 13:9.
With τὰς ἁμαρτίας	αὐτῶν || עונם, OG follows its pattern elsewhere of 

rendering terms for sin in the grammatical plural (cf. 1:4; 5:18; 6:7).

 עשה || μετασκευάζων	καὶ	πάντα	is rendered differently in Amos 5:8’s ποιῶν כסיל .8
.כימה וכסיל

9. Cf. καὶ	πάντα	τὸν	κόσμον	τοῦ	οὐρανοῦ || כל צבא השמים (after καὶ	τοὺς	ἀστέρας 
.in Deut 4:19 (ואת הכוכבים ||

 || ἀνατέλλων	πρωὶ	ὁ	ἑωσφόρος	appears only here in Isaiah (although cf. ὁ הלל .10
 αὐτοῦ	λύχνος	ὁ	ηὔγει	and only three other times in the Bible: ὅτε (14:12 ,הילל בן שחר
 ;31:26 ,אם אראה אור כי יהל || ἐκλείποντα	ἐπιφαύσκοντα	τὸν	Job 29:3; ἥλιον ,בהלו נרו ||
ἐπιφαύσκεται	φέγγος || 41:10 ,תהל אור.
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καὶ	ἀπολῶ || והשבתי comports with the wide range of words for which 
this translator uses ἀπόλλυμι, such as נדחי ,(11:9) ישחיתו ,(1:25) ואסירה 
.(14:25) לשבר and ,(11:13) יכרתו ,(11:12)

καὶ	ὕβριν	ὑπερηφάνων || וגאות עריצים accords with OG’s rendering of 
-elsewhere as denoting evil action (ἀδικουμένων in 25:3, 4; ἄνομος [par עריץ
allel to ὑπερήφανος || לץ] in 29:20).

.occurs again in 25:3, 4, 5; 29:5 עריצים || ܥܫܝ̈ܢܐ

13:12

Although καὶ	ἔσονται	οἱ	καταλελειμμένοι lacks a semantic counterpart, it 
likely explicitizes אנוש as survivors of the day of the Lord in the foregoing 
verses (cf. his insertion of καὶ	ἔσονται	οἱ	καταλελειμμένοι at the outset of 
13:14).

Although the relationship of ἔντιμοι to אוקיר is evident (cf. ἔντιμον || 
 χρυσίον renders	τὸ	ἢ	and μᾶλλον (43:4 ,יקרת || ἐγένου	ἔντιμος ;28:16 ,יקרת
 this is the only occurrence ,(cf. χρυσᾶς, Song 5:15; χρυσᾶ, Job 28:17) מפז
of ἄπυρος in the Greek Bible. Perhaps the translator supplied τὸ	ἄπυρον to 
specify what sort of gold proves inferior to οἱ	καταλελειμμένοι. Although 
this is speculative, it seems more likely than positing an otherwise unat-
tested Hebrew equivalent here.

Although אופיר frequently denotes a type of gold (1 Kgs 9:28; 10:11; 
22:49; 1 Chr 29:4; 2 Chr 8:18; 9:19) and אופיר 	is translated with ἐν כתם 
ἱματισμῷ	διαχρύσῳ in Ps 44[45]:10 and χρυσίῳ	Ωφιρ in Job 28:16, (μᾶλλον	
ἔντιμος	ἔσται	ἢ) ὁ	λίθος	ὁ	ἐν	Σουφιρ || (מ)כתם אופיר here is similar to λίθῳ	
πολυτελεῖ || לכתם אמרתי in Job 31:24 and σάρδιον	πολυτελές || וחלי כתם in 
Prov 25:12. For σουφιρ || אופיר, compare 3 Kgdms 9:28; 10:11.

13:13

ἐκ	τῶν	θεμελίων	αὐτῆς || ממקומה is comparable to καὶ	εἰς	τὰ	θεμέλια	τῆς	
γῆς || אל ירכתי בור in 14:15 and θεμέλια	τῆς	γῆς || תחתיות ארץ in 44:23.

As in 9:18 (q.v.), ܒܐܟܬܗ is to be preferred over ܒܟܐܬܗ.
ὁ	γὰρ	οὐρανὸς	θυμωθήσεται translates שמים ארגיז in the passive voice, 

in harmony with the following καὶ	ἡ	γῆ	σεισθήσεται || ותרעש הארץ.
Regarding διὰ	θυμὸν	ὀργῆς	κυρίου || בעברת יהוה, see the comments on 

9:18(19), where the same equivalent occurs.
To τῇ	ἡμέρᾳ	ᾗ	ἂν	ἐπέλθῃ	ὁ	θυμὸς	αὐτοῦ || וביום חרון אפו, compare τῇ	δὲ	

ἡμέρᾳ	ᾗ	ἂν	φυτεύσῃς || ביום נטעך in 17:11.
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13:14

Although מדח || ܥܪܩܝܢ accords with S’s equivalents for נדח elsewhere (e.g., 
 its use ,(16:3 ,נדחים || ܘܠܕܡܒܕܪ̈ܝܢ ;11:12 ,נדחי || ܠܛܥ̈ܝܐ ;8:22 ,מנדח || ܢܕܚܩܝܘܗܝ
also correlates with ינוסו || ܢܥܪܩܘܢ at the end of the verse.

καὶ	ἔσονται	οἱ	καταλελειμμένοι || והיה transfers here 13:12’s (καὶ	ἔσονται) 
οἱ	 καταλελειμμένοι, as an explicitation of אנוש as those who survive the 
day of the Lord. Parallel to ὡς	δορκάδιον	φεῦγον || כצבי מדח, the translator 
appears to have supplied πλανώμενον to modify καὶ	ὡς	πρόβατον || וכצאן, 
while the insertion of ὥστε to create hypotaxis for ἀποστραφῆναι || יפנו and 
διῶξαι || ינוסו gives to καὶ	οὐκ	ἔσται	ὁ	συνάγων || ואין מקבץ a different role in 
the sentence than is marked by athnach in MT.11 Although the collocation 
of πλανάω and πρόβατον may have suggested itself naturally, in 21:15 the 
translator pairs them either by a double rendering of נדדו or by associat-
ing נטושה with נטה: διὰ	 τὸ	 πλῆθος	 τῶν	φευγόντων	 καὶ	 διὰ	 τὸ	 πλῆθος	 τῶν	
πλανωμένων	καὶ	διὰ	τὸ	πλῆθος	τῆς	μαχαίρας || כי מפני חרבות נדדו מפני חרב 
 12 There is no necessity to suppose that.(Van der Vorm-Croughs, 175) נטושה
καὶ	ὡς	πρόβατον	πλανώμενον in 13:14 attests a Vorlage reading וכצאן נטה.

-as predicate for the com והיה indicates that, rather than construing ܢܗܘܘܢ
pound clause begun by איש אל עמו (which S sets off from with a conjunctive 
waw: ܘܐܢܫ), it assumes an unidentified group as subject. Given the absence of 
a plural noun in 13:12–13, the likely suspects are the “wicked,” “boastful,” and 
“mighty” of 13:11. The result is four distinct clauses, the first two affording 
comparisons that signal distress and the last two describing the group’s flight.

Old Greek creates a connection between the clauses whose topic is 
flight by inserting ὥστε and reformulating יפנו and ינוסו as infinitives. 
Although διώκω is otherwise transitive in Isaiah (most often rendering רדף 
but also [16:4] שודד and [17:2] מחריד), GELS (s.v. “διώκω”) cites examples 
of διώκω as fientive, “to move with speed”: Jer 28:31 (3x || רוץ); Hag 1:9 (|| 
.(דהר ||) Nah 3:2 ;(רוץ ||) Amos 6:12 ;(רוץ

13:15

ἁλῷ is intelligible as OG’s semantic finessing of הנמצא in describing the 
aftermath of the day of the Lord. דקר appears only here in Isaiah, but is fre-

11. Cf. φεύγουσιν || נדחים in 16:3; οἱ	φυγάδες || נדחי in 16:4.
.μαχαίρας	are collapsed into a single equivalent: τῆς חרב and חרבות .12
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quently translated by κεντέω (Num 25:8; 1 Kgdms 31:4[2x]; Jer 44[37]:10; 
28[51]:4; Lam 4:9), raising doubts about how likely it would have been that 
the translator did not recognize it.13 Although this translator often employs 
ἡττάω to render (51:7 ;31:9 ;30:31 ;20:5 ;8:9) חתת, he also uses it for other 
verbs implying harm (54:17 ,תרשיעי ;33:1 ,יבגדו ;19:1 ,ימס), which might be 
why he resorted to it here. Syriac, on the other hand, is transparent to a text 
like MT.

 ,למען ספות || ܕܢܘܣܦ .cf) יסף as a form of הנספה construes ܘܟܠ ܕܢܬܬܘܣܦ
Deut 29:18). ספה occurs elsewhere in Isaiah only in 7:20, where S translates 
 as ,הנוספה Although it is possible that S’s Vorlage read 14.ܢܫܩܘܠ with תספה
Warszawski (28) posited, it is at least as likely that ܕܢܬܬܘܣܦ reflects a text 
like MT, with ܢܬܬܘܣܦ inflected to agree with the preceding ܢܫܬܟܚ.

συνηγμένοι associates הנספה with אסף via biliteral etymology, despite 
its translation of תספה with ἀφελεῖ in 7:20.15

13:16

Whereas suitable Greek equivalents are given for the four instances of 
 ;elsewhere (ἐνσείσεις in 4 Kgdms 8:12; ἐδαφίζω in Hos 10:14; 14:1 רטש
Nah 3:10), ῥάξουσι || ירטשו is odd, as is συντρίψουσιν || תרטשנה in 13:18. 
Both Greek verbs are employed for unusual counterparts elsewhere in the 
book (ῥήγνυμι || שגב in 9:11[10]; נטשו in 33:23; פצח in 49:13; 52:9; 54:1; 
συντρίβω || גדע in 10:33; 14:12; קרס in 46:1). ῥάξουσι likely substitutes for a 
verb the translator did not recognize.

 piques interest by its semantic similarity to ῥάξουσι ירטשו || ܢܫܬܩܦܘܢ
and by the fact that its תרטשנה || ܢܬܬܒܪ̈ܢ in 13:18 similarly accords with 
OG’s συντρίψουσι. However, ܫܩܦ is S’s equivalent for רטש in 2 Kgs 8:12; 
Hos 10:14; 14:1; Nah 3:10.

For ἐνώπιον	αὐτῶν || לעיניהם, compare καὶ	ἐνώπιον	ἑαυτῶν || ונגד פניהם 
in 5:21 and the examples cited there.

The equivalent ܛܥܪ̈ܢ  is found again in Zech 14:2, one of only תשגלנה || ܢܨ
three other occurrences of שׁגל in the Bible, the others being Deut 28:30 

13. On the other hand, the equivalent for דקר in Zech 12:10 is κατορχέομαι, while 
συμποδίζω renders it in Zech 13:3, perhaps reflecting that translator’s lack of familiar-
ity with it.

14. Cf. S’s equivalents for ספה in Gen 18:23, 24 (תספה || ܡܘܒܕ ܐܢܬ); ܬܒܠܥ) 19:15 
.(אספה || ܐܟܢܫ) Deut 32:33 ;(cf. Num 16:26 ;תספה || ܬܐܒܕ) 19:17 ;(תספה ||

15. See Tov, “Biliteral Exegesis,” 473.
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-finds a paral תשגלנה || ἕξουσιν .(שגלת || ܐܬܛܢܦܬܝ) Jer 3:2 ;(ישגלנה || ܢܣܒܝܗ)
lel in Deut 28:30’s καὶ	ἀνὴρ	ἕτερος	ἕξει	αὐτήν || ואיש אחר ישגלנה (contrast 
ἐξεφύρθης || שגלת in Jer 3:2; μολυνθήσονται || תשגלנה in Zech 14:2).16

13:17

For ἰδοὺ	ἐπεγείρω || הנני מעיר, compare καὶ	ἐπεγερεῖ || ועורר in 10:26.
The second-person pronouns in ὑμῖν and עליהם || ܥܠܝܟܘܢ (unattested in 

any other witness) are difficult to comprehend as intentional modifications, 
since there have been no second-person plural forms since the imperative 
ὀλολύζετε/הילילו || ܐܝܠܠܘ in 13:6, and both OG and S represent the four 3mp 
pronominal suffixes in 13:16. Old Greek’s second-person plural pronoun 
τὰ	τέκνα	ὑμῶν || (ܦܐܪ̈ܐ ܕܟܪܣܐ) ופרי בטן in 13:18 might be due to the translator 
(but see below). The next second-person pronoun appears in 14:3. Thus the 
Vorlagen of both OG and S likely read עליכם in place of עליהם.

χρείαν	 ἔχω || חפץ occurs also in Jer 22:28; 31(48):38; Prov 18:2; Job 
31:16.

The construction ܠܗܘܢ ܚܫܝܒ  יחשבו || ܠܐ   finds a parallel twice in לא 
 (אין די עולה || ܠܐ ܚܫܝܒܐ ܠܗ ܠܥܠܬܐ and אין די בער || ܠܐ ܚܫܝܒ ܠܗ ܠܝܩܕܢܐ) 40:16
and twice in 40:17 (נחשבו לו || ܚܫܝܒܝܢ ܠܗ ;כאין נגדו || ܐܝܟ ܠܐ ܡܕܡ ܚܫܝܒܝܢ ܠܗ).

13:18

For τοξεύματα || וקשתות, see the comments on 7:24.
συντρίψουσιν (|| תרטשנה) renders diverse verbs in Isaiah (see the com-

ment on ῥάξουσι || ירטשו in 13:16). However, it is regularly used in phrases 
about breaking bows (Pss 36[37]:15; 45[46]:10; 75[76]:4; Hos 1:5; 2:29; Jer 
25[49]:35), which likely influenced its choice here.

Although S otherwise translates רטש with ܫܩܦ (as in 13:16) and typi-
cally uses ܬܒܪ for שבר or חתת, it translates טרפו with ܡܕܡ ܕܬܒܪ in 31:4 (see 
also 5:29 ,טרף || ܬܒܪܐ) and והזורה with ܘܕܬܒܪܗ in 59:5. Syriac likely chose 
ܬܐ … ܢܬܬܒܪ̈ܢ

̈
 ܩܫ̈ܬܬܐ … under influence of the phrase וקשתות … תרטשנה || ܩܫܬ

 .(e.g., 1 Sam 2:4; Ps 37:15; Jer 51:56; Zech 9:10) קשתות שבר/חתת || ܢܬܬܒܪ̈ܢ
Its similarity to συντρίψουσιν owes to polygenesis.

16. In each passage the masorah qetannah commends a form of כבש as qere, with 
which OG shows no familiarity.
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The OG translator could be responsible for (καὶ	τὰ	τέκνα) ὑμῶν || ופרי 
-along with the addi ,(בנים || τέκνοις	itself a harmonization with τοῖς) בטן
tion of the pronoun, with a view to ὑμῖν in 13:17. However, S’s ݂בנים || ܒ̈ܢܝܗܘܢ 
provokes a question. Although S might have supplied the pronoun to add 
specificity, such an addition would be atypical for it, compelling consid-
eration that its Vorlage might have read בניהם. It is, accordingly, possible 
that OG’s ἐπὶ	 τοῖς	 τέκνοις reflects that reading, with the article referring 
anaphorically to τὰ	τέκνα	ὑμῶν. If so, the pronoun ὑμῶν would have been 
added in anticipation of בניהם, while modifying its third-person plural pro-
noun to accord with the second-person pronoun in 13:17. Although this 
degree of speculation problematizes this hypothesis, OG’s pattern of using 
the article with the force of a pronoun makes it conceivable, if unprovable.

The plural forms οὐ	φείσονται	οἱ	ὀφθαλμοὶ	αὐτῶν and ܠܐ ܢܚ̈ܘܣܢ ܥܝ̈ܢܝܗܘܢ 
 are so frequently adjustments by the translators as to make לא תחוס עינם ||
any determination of whether either of them read something different 
than MT impossible.

13:19

Syriac translates צבי with ܚܝܠܐ again in 23:9; 24:16; 28:1, 4.
The alignments between ἣ	καλεῖται	 ἔνδοξος	ὑπὸ	βασιλέως	Χαλδαίων 

and כשדים גאון   are: (1) ἔνδοξος as the equivalent for צבי ממלכות תפארת 
 ,(10:33 ,פארה || ἐνδόξους	cf. τοὺς) תפארת ,(23:9 ,צבי || ἐνδόξων	cf. τῶν) צבי
and גאון (cf. ἡ	δόξα	σου || 14:11 ,גאונך); (2) βασιλέως as the equivalent for 
 καλεῖται and	The introduction of ἣ .כשדים and (3) Χαλδαίων for ;ממלכות
the association of ממלכות with כשדים to create ὑπὸ	βασιλέως	Χαλδαίων 
yield a concise statement about Babylon’s downfall.

13:20

εἰς	τὸν	αἰῶνα	χρόνον || לנצח appears again in 33:20 (cf. 9:7[6]; 34:17).
εἰσέλθωσιν || שכן is anomalous, since שכן elsewhere in Isaiah is rendered 

by κατοικέω (οἰκέω in 33:16) or ἀναπαύω (as in 13:21), while εἰσέρχομαι is 
otherwise the equivalent for בוא. εἰσέλθωσιν || שכן was perhaps chosen as 
a companion to διέλθωσιν || יהל, itself explicable via biliteral association of 
17.(cf. Warzawski, 28; Seeligmann, 65) יהלך with יהל

17. The natural pairing of these verbs is evident in Ezek 44:2’s equivalents for בא: 
καὶ	οὐδεὶς	μὴ	διέλθῃ	δι᾿	αὐτῆς	ὅτι	κύριος	ὁ	θεὸς	τοῦ	Ισραηλ	εἰσελεύσεται	δι᾿	αὐτῆς || ואיש 
.(cf. Josh 19:27) ישראל בא בו לא יבא בו כי יהוה אלהי
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Old Greek’s supply of εἰς	αὐτήν to complement εἰσέλθωσιν parallels its 
frequent insertion of a pronominal object with a verb (see Van der Vorm-
Croughs, 49). Similar are his renderings of (1)שם with αὐτήν and (2)שם with 
ἐν	αὐτῇ as complements to the immediately preceding verbs (cf. ἐκεῖ || שם 
[3x] in 13:21).

13:21

θηρία || ציים is unusual. θηρίον elsewhere in Isaiah renders בהמה (2x) 
or חיה (5x), while ציים appears again only in 23:13; 34:14. While in 
23:13 OG’s divergences from all other witnesses obscure identifying an 
equivalent to לציים, in 34:14 καὶ	συναντήσουσι	δαιμόνια	ὀνοκενταύροις || 
 creates uncertainty by dint of its quantitative ופגשו ציים את איים ושעיר
differences. Although δαιμόνια || ושעיר seems similar to καὶ	δαιμόνια || 
 in 13:21, the word order of 34:14 seems to align δαιμόνια with ושעירים
 ושעיר in 13:22 might leave איים || Meanwhile, ὀνοκένταυροι 18.איים or ציים
in 34:14 unaligned. The only other instance of ὀνοκένταυροι is in 34:11, 
where καὶ	 ὀνοκένταυροι	 οἰκήσουσιν	 ἐν	 αὐτῇ || חריה בהו   is likely ואבני 
a phrase substituted in accord with καὶ	 κατοικήσουσιν	 ἐν	 αὐτῇ	 ὄρνεα	
καὶ	ἐχῖνοι	καὶ	ἴβεις	καὶ	κόρακες earlier in the verse (cf. Van der Vorm-
Croughs, 346 n. 108).

Likewise, σειρῆνες || יענה  ,appears only here (13:21) in Isaiah בנות 
while σειρῆνες || תנים stands alongside (θυγατέρες) στρουθῶν || בנות יענה in 
34:14; 43:20 (cf. Jer 27[50]:39; Mic 1:8). Meanwhile, ותנים is rendered by 
ἐχῖνοι in 13:22 (which renders קפד in 14:23; 34:11 and קפוז in 34:15), while 
.δράκοντα in 27:1	is rendered by τὸν התנין

The upshot of these comparisons is that the translator likely had no 
fixed equivalents for these terms. Accordingly, he might have chosen θηρία 
as a generic term under which to categorize the creatures in 13:21–22. 
Most likely, as Ziegler (142) observes, “Der Übers. nennt jeweils die 
gleichen Fabeltiere, weil ihm die Tiere der Vorlage nicht genau bekannt 
waren; als Prädikat faßt er an den verschiednen Stellen die gleiche Tätig-
keit.” This is reminiscent of 3:18–23, where OG offered not a translation 
per se, but, given a listing of apparel, “zählte er die bekannstesten Stücke 
mit den griech. Namen seiner Zeit auf ” (Ziegler, 208).

18. In its only other appearances in Isaiah, τῷ	δαιμονίῳ aligns with לגד in 65:11, 
while it is a plus in 65:3.
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Syriac’s ציים || ܚܝ̈ܘܬܐ need not be attributed to taking its cue from OG’s 
θηρία, given T’s use of ציים || תמון here and again in 34:14. Each transla-
tor has rendered ציים with a generic name for creatures said to inhabit 
abandoned Babylon. Neither is ܕܐ

̈
 chosen by comparison with ושעירים || ܘܫܐ

OG’s καὶ	δαιμόνια, since ܕܐ
̈
 in 34:14 and ושעיר is again the equivalent for ܘܫܐ

stands as the equivalent for שעיר already in Lev 17:7 (ܕܐ
̈
.(לשעירם || ܠܫܐ

Old Greek’s lack of a personal pronoun with αἱ	οἰκίαι (|| בתיהם) implies 
that the article is anaphoric to Babylon, via ἐκεῖ, although likely with a 
view to the city’s denizens, as suggested by ἐν	τοῖς	οἴκοις	αὐτῶν || בהיכלי in 
13:22 (q.v.).

Seeligmann’s (30) suggestion that ἤχου is “a consciously applied altera-
tion” of a transcription of אחים stands among his proposals that ἐν	 ὁδῷ 
 νοδ, that lying	νοβ or ἐν	in 10:32 belies an earlier transcription ἐν בנב ||
behind ὡς	νεκρός || כנצר in 14:19 is νεσρ, and that σίγα in 32:5 arose from 
a transliteration of שוע. Although each of these Greek lexemes is problem-
atic as an equivalent for its Hebrew counterpart and each has a phono-
logical connection to the Hebrew, one must tolerate considerable specu-
lation to accept Seeligmann’s diagnosis. With a translation that treats its 
source text as supplely as this one, other explanations are more likely. In 
this case, the inference of noise filling the abandoned houses befits θηρία 
and σειρῆνες. Syriac’s ܩ̈ܠܐ  ,designates animals that make noise אחים || ܒܢܬ̈ 
parallel to בנות יענה || ܒܢܬ̈ ܢܥܡ̈ܐ. The similarity of this to ἤχου might point 
to a shared understanding of אחים, although it is hardly inconceivable that 
S and OG should reach similar inferences about with what these animals 
would fill the abandoned houses, especially since S renders וענה in 13:22 
with ܘܢܥܢܝ̈ܢ (contrast κατοικήσουσι) and understands its subject as ܣܝܪ̈ܝܢܣ.

Old Greek’s καὶ	ἀναπαύσονται || ושכנו is found again in 32:16; 34:17; 
57:15. To ἐκεῖ || שם, compare ἐκεῖ || באלמנותיו in 13:22.

13:22

 Syriac’s and OG’s renderings differ markedly. Old Greek’s substitution of 
ἐκεῖ for באלמנותיו, followed by a verb that accords better with 13:21’s por-
trayal of animals who ἀναπαύσονται	ἐκεῖ than with וענה, suggest that the 
translator’s word choices were influenced by context.19 His insertion of 

19. Seeligmann’s (51) suggestion that OG preserves memory of ענה as “to reside,” 
based more “on a traditional or living verbal custom than on any linguistic-comparative 
method,” is nothing more than speculation.
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καὶ	νοσσοποιήσουσιν supplies an action parallel to κατοικήσουσι, tailored to 
the kind of dwelling befitting ἐχῖνοι. As Goshen-Gottstein (נב) notes, his 
phraseology appears dependent on ἐνόσσευσεν	ἐχῖνος || קננה קפוז in 34:15.

ὀνοκένταυροι aligns with איים, for which S reads ܣܝܪ̈ܝܢܣ (found again 
only in Jer 50:39’s ܣܝܪ̈ܢܣ ܒܗ  ܢܥܡܪ̈ܢ  ܗܢܐ  איים || ܡܛܘܠ  ציים את  ישבו   ,(לכן 
whose cognate, σειρῆνες, aligns with יענה  in 13:21. The only other בנות 
occurrences of ὀνοκένταυροι in the Bible are in Isa 34:11, 14, discussed in 
comments on 13:21, above.

For ἐν	τοῖς	οἴκοις	αὐτῶν || בהיכלי compare ὁ	οἶκος || היכל in 6:1, ἐν	τῷ	
οἴκῳ || בהיכל in 39:7, and καὶ	τὸν	οἶκον || והיכל in 44:28. 1QIsaa reads בהיכלו 
 which, if shared by OG’s Vorlage, might account ,בהיכלי ענג instead of ענוגו
for αὐτῶν. However, we must weigh this against the absence of an equiva-
lent for ענוגו/ענג, which is elsewhere rendered by τρυφερός (47:1; 58:13) 
and its verbal forms with (ἐν)τρυφάω (55:2; 57:4; 66:11).20 It is hardly dif-
ficult to imagine the translator uncertain what to do with ענג in a context 
that concerns abandoned buildings now occupied by animals. In any case, 
the lack of an equivalent for ענג makes an appeal to 1QIsaa’s בהיכלו ענוגו to 
account for ἐν	τοῖς	οἴκοις	αὐτῶν unsupportable.

In the case of ݂באלמנותיו || ܒܣܚܪ̈ܬܗܘܢ, S seems more likely to have 
conformed the suffix to the implied number of the (former) citizens of 
Babylon and attached the same suffix to ענג || ܕܦܘܢܩ̈ܝܗܘܢ than to have read 
.ענגיהם and באלמנותיהם

 although ,(thirty-eight times) עוד is S-Isaiah’s typical equivalent for ܬܘܒ
it also renders שוב in 9:11; 21:12.21 Only three times besides here does ܬܘܒ 
lack a counterpart in Isaiah. In 7:10’s ויוסף יהוה || ܘܐܘܣܦ ܬܘܒ ܡܪܝܐ ܠܡܐܡܪ ܠܐܚܙ 
-by the transla ܬܘܒ by a scribe or of עוד addition of ,(.q.v) דבר אל אחז לאמר
tor are equally possible. The same assessment applies to 43:11, where ܘܠܝܬ 
 ܘܠܝܬ ܬܘܒ resembles the recurring phrase ואין (מבלעדי) || ܬܘܒ (ܠܒܪ ܡܢܝ)
 ܘܚ̈ܛܗܝܟ ܬܘܒ ܠܐ ܐܬܕܟܪ Similarly, 43:25 reads .(e.g., 45:6, 18, 21, 22) ואין עוד ||

20. The sole exception is 58:14, where, on the heels of τρυφερά || ענג in 13:13, καὶ	
ἔσῃ	πεποιθὼς	ἐπὶ	κύριον	καὶ	ἀναβιβάσει	σε	ἐπὶ	τὰ	ἀγαθὰ	τῆς	γῆς || ־אז תתענג על יהוה והר
.is likely a tendentious rendering (see Ziegler, 131, 166) ארץ [ק′ במתי] כבתיך על במותי

21. S’s equivalents for עוד in temporal phrases often involve ܥܕ: e.g., ܥܕ ܩܠܝܠ 
 || ܥܕ ܗܝ ܒܐܝܕܗ ;10:32 ,עוד היום || ܥܕܟܝܠ ܝܘܡܐ ;(cf. 29:17) 10:25 ,עוד מעט מזער || ܙܥܘܪ
 ܘܒܬܪ ܫܬܝܢ ܘܚܡܫ ܫ̈ܢܝܢ ,in 6:13 ועוד בה || ܘܕܦܝܫܝܢ ܒܗ Distinctive are .28:4 ,בעודה בכפו
 was absent עוד .in 21:16 בעוד שנה || ܒܡܫܠܡ ܫܢܬܐ in 7:8, and ובעוד ששים וחמש שנה ||
from its Vorlage in 60:20 and lost by parablepsis from לאור עולם in 13:19 to לאור עולם 
in 13:20.
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 in 54:4.22 לא תזכרי עוד || ܬܘܒ ܠܐ ܬܬܕܟܪܝܢ in accord with ,וחטאתיך לא אזכר ||
These additions are equally possible for a scribe or the translator.

As for וימיה לא ימשכו || ܘܝܘܡ̈ܬܗ ܬܘܒ ܠܐ ܢܬܡܬܚܘܢ here, עוד + משך occurs 
again only in Ezek 12:25, where ܐܢܐ ܡܫܘܚܪ  עוד renders ܘܠܐ   and ,לא תמשך 
three verses later (12:28), where ܬܘܒ ܠܐ ܢܗܘܐ ܦܘܫܐ renders the same phrase. 
The possibility that S’s ܬܘܒ attests עוד in its Vorlage in Isa 13:22 is enhanced 
by ימשכו עוד in 1QIsaa.

Seeligmann (72) characterized ταχὺ	ἔρχεται	καὶ	οὐ	χρονιεῖ || וקרוב לבוא 
 as a “very free rendering” that carries “a distinct echo עתה וימיה לא ימשכו
of Hab. 2.3,” where ὅτι	ἐρχόμενος	ἥξει	καὶ	οὐ	μὴ	χρονίσῃ renders כי בא יבא 
יאחר  Ziegler (112) more explicitly attributed χρονιεῖ to “eine direkte .לא 
Wiedergabe von Hab 2,3,” which he hypothesized “bereits an den Rand 
von Js 14,1 geschrieben war.” This presupposes his perception that Hab 2:3 
“trägt in der LXX sicherlich messianischen Charakter” and that “χρονίζειν 
besagt das Verschieben, das Verzögern des Heiles” that was central to the 
“Messiashoffnungen” of the era when OG-Isaiah was produced. Although 
eschatological delay is a frequent motif in literature of the Second Temple 
period, it is linguistically problematic to use a perceived role of οὐ	 μὴ	
χρονίσῃ in the discourse setting of Hab 2:3 to explain οὐ	χρονιεῖ here.

As Cécile Dogniez observes, “il n’est pas absolument certain que le 
lien avec Habacuc soit délibére et l’on peut penser à une traduction tribu-
taire d’une exégèse de l’époque du traducteur ou à une traduction libre.”23 
In favor of “une traduction libre” she points to the equally opaque ἐν	
γὰρ	τῷ	σῴζεσθαί	σε	οὐ	στήσεται	οὐδὲ	χρονιεῖ || מהר צעה להפתח ולא ימות 
לחמו יחסר  ולא   in 51:14. However one explains that rendering’s לשחת 
relationship to MT, whose text is largely confirmed by other witnesses, 
οὐ	στήσεται	οὐδὲ	χρονιεῖ qualifies ἐν	γὰρ	τῷ	σῴζεσθαί	σε, suggesting the 
swift arrival of salvation (cf. 51:5), in contrast to καὶ	 ἰδοὺ	ταχὺ	κούφως	
ἔρχονται (|| והנה מהרה קל יבוא) in 5:26, which stresses the swift arrival 
of the warriors whom the Kyrios has summoned.24 Consequently, “rien 

22. This diction is found more frequently outside Isaiah (e.g., Jer 11:19; 23:36; 
31:34; Ezek 23:27; Hos 2:19; Zech 13:2).

23. Cécile Dogniez, “Le traducteur d’Isaïe connaissait-il le texte grec du 
Dodekapropheten?” Adamantius 13 (2007): 31.

24. Rejecting Fischer’s (62) proposal that ἐν	 γὰρ	 τῷ	 σῴζεσθαί	 σε derives from 
 vermutet und die ישׁע Ziegler (113) posited that “hat LXX hier den Stamm ,להפתח
zwei ersten Worte in ָבְּחוֹשִׁיעֲך verlesen” and ignored להפתח. He identified οὐ	στήσεται 
as equivalent to ולא ימות “das in לאֹ יַעֲמֹד erlesen oder besser verhört wurde,” while οὐδὲ	
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ne nous indique qu’il y a un emprunt volontaire de la part du traducteur 
d’Isaïe à ce passage précis des XII.”25 A description of the relationship of 
OG to MT must focus on this verse.

ταχὺ	 ἔρχεται has a perceptible semantic relationship to לבוא  וקרוב 
 ,קרוב צדקי || μου	δικαιοσύνη	ἡ	ταχὺ	to which we can compare ἐγγίζει ,עתה
51:5. The lack of a discrete equivalent for עתה is intelligible in light of πρὸς	
ἑσπέραν || ערב ההיא || τότε ,(17:14) לעת  	and ἡνίκα ,(20:2) בעת  ἐγένετο 
	οὐ	within καὶ (ו)ימיה Similarly, the implicit role of .(48:16) מעת היותה ||
χρονιεῖ || וימיה לא ימשׁכו is comparable to σπέρμα	μακρόβιον || זרע יאריך 
 to) (ו)ימיה (לא) ימשכו in 53:10. χρονιεῖ suggests a semantic analysis of ימים
“draw out days” = to “delay”) parallel to the semantics it inferred from 
.וקרוב לבוא עתה

Ziegler (112) was likely right, however, in judging that ταχὺ	ἔρχεται	
καὶ	οὐ	χρονιεῖ is closely linked to καὶ	ἐλεήσει	κύριος	τὸν	Ιακωβ in 14:1 (q.v.).

χρονιεῖ derives from ולא יחסר, for which the translator chose χρονίζειν over ὑστερεῖν. 
Despite my agreement with Ziegler against Fischer’s (62) conclusion that “LXX kein 
Äquivalent hatte oder der Text verlorengangen sei … ist unwahrscheinlich,” most of 
Ziegler’s speculations strain credulity, even if οὐδὲ	χρονιεῖ may have been the transla-
tor’s choice for 1 .ולא יחסרQIsaa reads צרה for צעה, while S reads ܥܫܝ̈ܢܐ, V gradiens, 
and T פורענא. S’s equivalent for להפתח is ܠܡܚܒܠܘ, while it shares with T a differ-
ence in the grammatical number of (ימותון/ܢܡܘܬܘܢ) ימות, which V renders in the third-
person singular but as causative (interficiet).

25. Dogniez, “Traducteur d’Isaïe,” 31.



Isaiah 14

14:1

Ziegler (112) regarded ταχὺ	ἔρχεται	καὶ	οὐ	χρονιεῖ as the beginning of a 
new literary unit (14:1–2), “wo von der Wiederherstellung Israels gespro-
chen wird.”1 The signal that 14:1 continues 13:22 is the translator’s choice 
of καί for כי, rather than, say, ὅτι or γάρ (cf. S ܡܛܠ ܕܡܪܚܡ ܡܪܝܐ). Whether 
this means that ταχὺ	 ἔρχεται	 κτλ introduces a discrete unit is another 
question. Whereas Ziegler inferred that based on a shift to the theme of 
Israel’s restoration, other word choices question how distinct the transla-
tor considered these verses from what preceded them.

Although καὶ	 ἀναπαύσονται || והניחם is a lexical equivalence found 
elsewhere (7:19; 11:2; 14:3), we might have expected a transitive verb form, 
as with ἀναπαύσει	 σε || הניח in 14:3. Retroversion of καὶ	 ἀναπαύσονται 
should yield ונחו (cf. 7:19). However, comparing this rendering with ἐκεῖ	
ἀναπαύσονται	ὀνοκένταυροι || שם הרגיעה לילית in 34:14 gives reason to sus-
pect that the translator effected the semantic shift. Surveying the use of 
this verb elsewhere brings further light to bear.

Although ἀναπαύω (18x) and ἀνάπαυσις (9x) are dispersed throughout 
the book, six occurrences cluster in 13:21–14:4, another three in 32:16–18, 
and three others in 34:14–17. We have already noted that the translator 
drew καὶ	νοσσοποιήσουσιν in 13:22 from 34:15. His attraction to 34:14–17 
in rendering this passage is understandable, given its similar theme of 
δαιμόνια, ὀνοκένταυροι, and ἐχῖνος inhabiting vacated properties.

Isaiah 32:16–18 equally bears an affinity with these verses, inasmuch 
as, following a call to lament the abandonment of the land and dwell-
ings of “my people” to animals (32:9–15), 14:16–17 forecast the resting 
(ἀναπαύσεται) of κρίμα	καὶ	δικαιοσύνη in the wilderness, with δικαιοσύνη 

1. That matches V’s versification: prope est ut veniat tempus eius et dies eius non 
elongabuntur miserebitur enim Dominus Iacob.

-293 -
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“laying hold of rest” (καὶ	κρατήσει	ἡ	δικαιοσύνη	ἀνάπαυσιν). Isaiah 14:18 
then claims that ὁ	λαὸς	αὐτοῦ will dwell securely καὶ	ἀναπαύσονται	μετὰ	
πλούτου, similar to the scene of restoration announced in 14:1–2.

It is not the mere clusters of these lexemes that prove salient but how 
the translator effected them. ἀναπαύω, ἀνάπαυσις, and ἀνάπαυμα (14:1, 3; 
32:18; 34:14) are regular equivalents for מנוח ,נוח, and מנוחה (thirteen of 
eighteen times), just as ἀναπαύω is the common equivalent for רבץ (six of 
eight times), as in 13:20, 21. However, even though ἀναπαύω renders שכן 
(found in these passages in 13:21; 32:16; 34:17) again in 57:15 and trans-
lates שקט (found in 32:17) again in 57:20, it renders שבת only in 14:4 (2x) 
and רגע only in 34:14.2 The translator’s use of ἀναπαύω, ἀνάπαυσις, and 
ἀνάπαυμα for varied lexemes in a narrow range of verses that are themati-
cally related comports with Ziegler’s (135) observation, “Der Js.-Übers. 
scheint überhaupt sein Buch sehr gut dem Inhalte nach im Gedächtnis 
gehabt zu haben; denn es begegnen viele Wiedergaben, die sich nur auf 
Grund der Exegese nach sinnerwandten Stellen erklären lassen.”

ἀναπαύσονται || והניחם in 14:1 activates a contrast with the animals 
who abide (καὶ	 ἀναπαύσονται || 13:21 ,ורבצו) in Babylon’s abandoned 
spaces, similar to the way that 32:16–18 counters the abandonment of 
Israel’s land with a new habitation. For that reason, it seems likely that the 
translator regarded 14:1 as continuing 13:21–22, anticipating the promise 
to the people that God would give them rest (ἀναπαύσει	σε || הניח יהוה לך) 
from their previous afflictions, putting them in a position to mock the rest 
(ἀναπέπαυται || שבת [2x]) of Babylon’s king (14:3–4).

Syriac’s rendering of the verb in כי ירחם יהוה || ܡܛܠ ܕܡܪܚܡ ܡܪܝܐ might 
raise suspicion that its Vorlage read מרחם. Its subsequent rendering of 
ܛܒܐ ,with a participle ובחר -assumes no morphologically different read ,ܘܡܨ
ing but could suggest that a scribe had modified ירחם to מרחם. However, 
because S’s rendering of these clauses smacks of a confessional formula-
tion (ܒܐܝܣܪܝܠ ܬܘܒ  ܛܒܐ  ܘܡܨ ܝܥܩܘܒ  ܥܠ  ܡܪܝܐ  ܕܡܪܚܡ   it is likely that ,(ܡܛܠ 
liturgical traditions have shaped the rendering. All other witnesses (OG, 
V, T, 1QIsaa, and 4Q57) agree with MT.

2. The most frequent equivalents for שכן are permutations of οἰκέω (seven of thir-
teen times), while שקט is otherwise rendered with ἡσυχάσαι (7:4), πεποιθώς (14:7), 
ἀσφάλεια (18:4), and ἀνήσω (62:1). שבת is translated with πέπαυται in 16:10, 24:8 (2x); 
33:8; ἀφαιρέω in 30:11; ἀπόλλυμι in 13:11; and καὶ	οὐκέτι	ἔσται in 17:3 (2x). Elsewhere 
.ταράσσων (51:15)	is translated with ταχύ (51:4) and ὁ רגע
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Syriac explicitizes the collective sense of הגר by translating it with a 
grammatical plural (ܥܡܘܪ̈ܐ), coordinate with the grammatical number of 
its verb: ונלוה || ܘܢܬܠܘܘܢ (cf. T’s ויתוספון גיורין).

ܬܘܒ ܒܐܝܣܪܝܠ ܛܒܐ   ובחר עוד seems to bear a different nuance than ܘܡܨ
 Whereas MT speaks of a new selection of Israel, S diverges from .בישראל
its use of ܓܒܐ for the three previous occurrences of (16 ,7:15 ;1:29) בחר 
and for thirteen out of its fifteen remaining occurrences.3 The two excep-
tions are relevant for ܛܒܐ :here. Isaiah 66:3 concludes with ובחר || ܘܡܨ

	ܐܦ ܗܢܘܢ ܐܬܪܥܝܘ ܒܐܘܪ̈ܚܬܗܘܢ	 גם המה בחרו בדרכיהם
	ܘܨܒܬ ܢܦܫܗܘܢ ܒܦܬܟܪ̈ܝܗܘܢ  ובשקוציהם נפשם חפצה

The deliberation over their ways (בחרו || ܐܬܪܥܝܘ) that results in their delight 
in idols receives a studied contrast in 66:4: ܒܒܘܙܚܗܘܢ ܐܨܒܐ  ܐܢܐ   גם אני || ܐܦ 
ܛܒܐ ,Similarly .אבחר בתעלליהם  in 14:1 expresses God’s delight ובחר || ܘܡܨ
in Israel.

Syriac’s והניחם || ܘܢܫܒܘܩ ܐܢܘܢ finds a parallel in 65:15 (והנחתם || ܘܬܫܒܩܘܢ) 
and accords with the rendering of the hiphil of נוח with ܫܒܩ elsewhere 
(e.g., Gen 2:5; 49:23; Exod 16:24; 36:10).

Old Greek translates both נלוה and נספחו with προστεθήσεται. Although 
this translator otherwise uses προστίθημι for יסף, προστίθημι renders לוה 
outside Isaiah (e.g., Num 18:2, 4).4 The translator was likely unfamiliar 
with ספח, as seems the case with all other Greek translators who confront 
the verb (1 Kgdms 2:36; 26:19; Hab 2:15; Job 30:7). Syriac’s ܘܢܬܬܘܣܦܘܢ 
likely also reflects unfamiliarity with ספח, although it is hardly sustainable 
to posit dependence on OG for its word choice, given its ונלוה || ܘܢܬܠܘܘܢ 
(versus προστεθήσεται) in the preceding clause.

14:2

 יקח || ܢܕܒܪܟܘܢ ,.is an equivalent attested elsewhere (e.g ולקחום || ܘܢܕܒܪܘܢ
 and is more contextually apt (36:17 ,ולקחתי אתכם || ܘܐܕܒܪܟܘܢ ;28:19 ,אתכם
than, say, (47:2 ;44:15 ;23:16 ;8:1) ܢܣܒ.

 and likely צרפתיך || ܨܪܦܬܟ in 48:10 creates a better parallel to בחרתיך || ܘܒܚܪܬܟ .3
reflects בחנתיך in its Vorlage, just as 1QIsaa reads בחנתיכה.

4. The lone exception is in 50:4, where ἔθηκέ	μοι	πρωί	προσέθηκέ	μοι	ὠτίον	ἀκούειν 
 was perhaps spurred by uncertainty about how to יעיר בבקר בבקר יעיר לי אזן לשׁמע ||
render יעיר in context.
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Although אל מקומם || ܠܐܪܥܗܘܢ might have been chosen coordinate to 
 this is the only time in Isaiah that S does not ,יהוה על אדמת || ܒܐܪܥܗ ܕܡܪܝܐ
translate מקום with ܐܬܪܐ or ܕܘܟܬܐ, while it otherwise uses ܐܪܥܐ for ארץ or אדמה 
exclusively.5 This makes inescapable the conclusion that S’s Vorlage read 
.אדמתם or ארצם

καὶ	 κατακληρονομήσουσι	 καὶ	 πληθυνθήσονται	 ἐπὶ	 τῆς	 γῆς	 τοῦ	 θεοῦ 
shows points of contact with והתנחלום and 6.על אדמת יהוה The lack of an 
equivalent for the 3mp suffix of והתנחלום is insignificant, since this trans-
lator often passes over objective pronominal suffixes: when the object is 
otherwise clear, as with καὶ	εἰσάξουσιν || והביאום earlier in this verse; when 
a shift of voice renders it superfluous (e.g., οὐκ	ἔσομαι || 3:7 ,תשימני; καὶ	
οὐκ	ἐλογίσθη || 53:3 ,ולא חשבנהו); in syntactic reformulations (e.g., διὰ	τὸ	
προστάξαι	τὸν	βασιλέα	μηδένα	ἀποκριθῆναι || היא לאמר לא כי מצות המלך 
-and when overriding it creates a more sensible Greek sen ;(36:21 ,תענהו
tence (e.g., ἐπάξω	γὰρ	 ἐπὶ	 τὴν	φάραγγα	Ἄραβας	καὶ	λήμψονται	αὐτήν || 
 קוינוך || σου	ὀνόματί	τῷ	ἐπὶ	ἠλπίσαμεν ;15:7 ,ופקדתם על נחל הערבים ישאום
 ,would be redundant והתנחלום An equivalent for the suffix of .(26:8 ,לשמך
in any event, after καὶ	λήμψονται	αὐτούς (cf. καὶ	εἰσάξουσιν || והביאום).

More provocative are καὶ	πληθυνθήσονται, which lacks a Hebrew coun-
terpart, and the absence of an equivalent for ישראל  ,Ziegler (139) .בית 
noting the similarity of καὶ	πληθυνθήσονται to 6:12’s καὶ	οἱ	καταλειφθέντες	
πληθυνθήσονται	ἐπὶ	τῆς	γῆς || ורבה העזובה בקרב הארץ, concluded that 14:2 
distinctively introduces the “Idee des Restes” that plays “eine große Rolle” 
in the translation, for which he cites 13:12, 14; 24:14. Noting the absence 
of an equivalent for בית ישראל, he concludes (139), “der Übers. scheint mit 
diesem Ausdruck nicht zurecht gekommen zu sein und hat deshalb nach 
6,12 übersetzt,” but also asks, “Hat der Übers. vermutet ר) ורבות … יהוה aus 
 is hardly an בית ישראל ,des vorhergehenden Verbums verlesen)?” However מ
obscure or insignificant phrase, nor would it seem outside this translator’s 
skill to incorporate it. Even if, for sake of argument, we grant that the Vorlage 

5. In 27:13 והשתחוו ליהוה || ܘܢܣܓܕܘܢ ܒܐܪܥܗ ܕܡܪܝܐ ܠܡܪܝܐ attests a scribal addi-
tion of יהוה בארץ as a balance to the preceding ובאו האבדים בארץ אשור והנדחים בארץ 
.מצרים

6. The third edition of Ziegler’s Göttingen text (1983) accepts τοῦ	θεοῦ, against the 
conclusion advanced in his Untersuchungen (139): “Die Lesart von S τοῦ	θεοῦ	αὐτῶν 
und AQΓ τοῦ	θεοῦ scheint spätere Verbesserung nach dem MT zu sein.” The evidence 
in his apparatus better supports his later acceptance of τοῦ	 θεοῦ as original, which 
Seeligmann (117) also adopted.
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might have lent itself to reading ורבות, a text that read ישראל  seems ורבות 
unlikely to result in πληθυνθήσονται, without Ισραηλ serving as its subject.

Van der Vorm-Croughs (338) posits that בית ישראל was a gloss added 
subsequent to the translator’s Vorlage in order to specify the subject of 
 The OG translator, on the other hand, resolves that ambiguity .והתנחלום
by “omit[ing] the object suffix in והתנחלום, and add[ing] the phrase καὶ	
πληθυνθήσονται, so that the text, rather than invoke the offensive idea that 
the people would inherit Israel as slaves, would instead insinuate that the 
foreign people themselves would become slaves of Israel” (Van der Vorm-
Croughs, 338, emphasis original).

The suggestion that בית ישראל is a gloss inserted later than OG’s Vor-
lage is tenable prima facie, insofar as any sentence without a subject invites 
a gloss. On the other hand, her surmise (338) that καὶ	 πληθυνθήσονται 
was supplied to obviate “the offensive idea that the people would inherit 
Israel as slaves, would instead insinuate that the foreign people themselves 
would become slaves of Israel” is unpersuasive. Although she rightly con-
cludes that the translator “continued with the subject עמים and considered 
this also to govern והתנחלום,” her inference that he omitted rendering the 
pronominal suffix to obviate the people taking Israel as slaves miscon-
strues the likely semantics of κατακληρονομήσουσι, which is frequently 
causative, and in this case could presume a double object of the people 
and τὸν	τόπον	αὐτῶν.7

Seeligmann’s understanding of 14:2 is rooted in his claim (116) that οἱ	
καταλειφθέντες || העזובה in 6:12 identifies “the community which was left 
behind and spared” and now invested with “the promises of future salva-
tion.” The translator imported πληθυνθήσονται here from 6:12 (where οἱ 
καταλειφθέντες is its subject) in order to elaborate the topic of “the prom-
ised numerical increase of the Remnant” by speaking of the increase of ὁ	
γιώρας (14:1)—“a technical term for ‘proselyte’ ”—through “propagating 
the Jewish religion among the Gentiles” (Seeligmann, 117). The transla-
tor’s vision of the restored community “could not imagine Israel being 
blessed in the future without a constant flow of proselytes” (117).

Seeligmann’s assertion that the translator supplied καὶ	πληθυνθήσονται 
to link 14:1–2 with prospects for οἱ	καταλειφθέντες in 6:12 must be con-

7. κατακληρονομέω is used elsewhere for granting possession to someone (e.g., 
Deut 3:28; 12:10; 31:7) and κληρονομέω seems used in this sense in 53:12’s διὰ	τοῦτο	
αὐτὸς	κληρονομήσει	πολλούς || לכן אחלק לו ברבים, given the following καὶ	τῶν	ἰσχυρῶν	
μεριεῖ	σκῦλα || ואת עצומים יחלק שלל (cf. GELS, s.v. “κληρονομέω”).
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sidered from two vantage points. First is his claim that πληθυνθήσονται is 
borrowed from 6:12, a proposal that seeks to explain why it stands here 
without any clear Hebrew counterpart. Support for this proposal can be 
found especially from ἐπὶ	τῆς	γῆς	τοῦ	θεοῦ and its similarity to an expan-
sion in 24:14

	 	המה ישאו קולם οὗτοι	φωνῇ	βοήσονται
	 	 οἱ	δὲ	καταλειφθέντες	ἐπὶ	τῆς	γῆς
	 κυρίου	δόξῃ	τῇ	ἅμα	εὐφρανθήσονται ירנו בגאון יהוה

There is little doubt that the translator insinuated the contrast between 
the fates of two groups, importing οἱ	δὲ	καταλειφθέντες	ἐπὶ	τῆς	γῆς from 
6:12. Although ἐπὶ	τῆς	γῆς	τοῦ	θεοῦ || על אדמת יהוה in 14:2 is as unremark-
able as ἐπὶ	τῆς	γῆς || בקרב הארץ in 6:12 (cf. 5:8 and 7:22), the juxtaposi-
tion of καὶ	πληθυνθήσονται with ἐπὶ	τῆς	γῆς makes deliberate imitation of 
πληθυνθήσονται	ἐπὶ	τῆς	γῆς in 6:12 as likely here as the insertion of οἱ	δὲ	
καταλειφθέντες	ἐπὶ	τῆς	γῆς in 24:14.8 To that degree, Seeligmann’s percep-
tion that the translator considered 14:2 related to 6:12 in its vision of the 
people’s future is convincing.9

On the other hand, his assumption that πληθυνθήσονται envisions 
propagation of “the Jewish religion among the Gentiles” that will ensure “a 
constant flow of proselytes” (117, emphasis added) is unsupportable. Even 
if 14:1 speaks of ὁ	γιώρας as added to the people, εἰς	δούλους	καὶ	δούλας 
seems unrelated to proselytes. κατακληρονομήσουσι asserts that the ἔθνη 
cause the people they lead back to inherit τὸν	τόπον	αὐτῶν, equivalent to 
τῆς	γῆς	τοῦ	θεοῦ. Their consequent multiplication εἰς	δούλους	καὶ	δούλας 
is less likely a matter of ὁ	γιώρας than a description of them as αἰχμάλωτοι 
who κυριευθήσονται. Notably, the translator created that description of 
the new role for the ἔθνη by reformulating the final words of the verse: 

8. πληθύνω otherwise renders a word the translator perceived as a form of רבה 
(1:15; 6:12; 51:2; 57:9). καὶ	ἐπλήθυνας	τὴν	πορνείαν	σου || ותשרי למלך בשמן in 57:9 is 
accounted for by Ziegler’s (129) perception of borrowing from Ezek 16:25 (ותרבי את 
 appears in ותרבי ,um den schweren Text von Js 57,9 zu verdeutlichen.” Notably“ (תזנתך
the next clause of 57:9 (ותרבי רקחיך, rendered with καὶ	πολλοὺς	ἐποίησας	τοὺς	μακρὰν	
ἀπὸ	σοῦ) and likely triggered the association with Ezek 16:25. Thus, ἐπλήθυνας in 57:9 
also arises from a form of רבה.

9. This explanation also strengthens Van der Vorm-Crough’s (338) hypothesis 
that בית ישראל was a gloss to clarify the subject of והתנחלום but supplied later than 
OG’s Vorlage.



 ISAIAH 14 299

καὶ	ἔσονται	αἰχμάλωτοι	οἱ	αἰχμαλωτεύσαντες	αὐτούς	καὶ	κυριευθήσονται	οἱ	
κυριεύσαντες	αὐτῶν || והיו שבים לשביהם ורדו בנגשיהם. πληθυνθήσονται does 
not forecast numerous proselytes but the subjugation of numerous nations 
who formerly ruled over Israel.

Syriac’s rendering of בנגשיהם with ܒܡܫ̈ܥܒܕܢܝܗܘܢ echoes ܘܫܒܛܐ ܕܡܫܥܒܕ || 
.שבט מכך || ܫܒܛܐ ܕܡܫܥܒܕܢܟܝ in 9:3 and finds a parallel in 14:29’s שבט הנגש

14:3

ἐν	τῇ	ἡμέρᾳ	ἐκείνῃ || ביום might reflect ביום ההוא in the Vorlage, resulting 
from a scribe analyzing הניח as a finite verb (cf. OG’s ἀναπαύσει) and sup-
plying the demonstrative. Comparison of ὅταν	ἀπόλωνται	πολλοὶ	καὶ	ὅταν	
πέσωσι	πύργοι || ביום הרג רב בנפל מגדלים in 30:25 suggests it is unlikely 
that the translator would have been stumped by ביום heading a temporal 
clause, although that does not preclude that the translator supplied ἐκείνῃ. 
Nevertheless, this case differs from 10:18, whose initial τῇ	ἡμέρᾳ	 ἐκείνῃ 
aligns with ביום אחד at the end of 10:17 and is most likely a modification 
occasioned by connecting the phrase to 10:18. Neither is it comparable to 
14:4, where OG has +ἐν	τῇ	ἡμέρᾳ	ἐκείνῃ after καὶ	ἐρεῖς || ואמרת (q.v.). Most 
likely, OG’s Vorlage here read ביום ההוא.

ἧς	ἐδούλευσας	αὐτοῖς and ܕܐܫܬܥܒܕܬ reformulate אשר עבד בך for their 
target languages. Old Greek’s +αὐτοῖς is likely a reflex from the reversal 
of captors and captives in 14:2, assuming as referent their former captors.

14:4

For λαμβάνω || נשא, compare 2:4; 8:4; 15:7.
The appearance of ἐρεῖς	ἐν	τῇ	ἡμέρᾳ	ἐκείνῃ || ואמרת ביום ההוא prior to 

this (3:7; 12:1, 4) makes equally possible the insertion of ἐν	τῇ	ἡμέρᾳ	ἐκείνῃ 
by the translator or of ביום ההוא by a scribe.

 exhort” appears nowhere else in extant translations of Hebrew“ ܚܦܛ
texts. It is found only in superscriptions to Pss 127:1; 147:1, which differ 
notably from MT. In Prov 13:24 the adverb ܚܦܝܛܐܝܬ renders שחרו; it ren-
ders Aramaic בהתבהלה in Dan 2:25 and Aramaic אספרנא in Ezra 7:21. 
Accordingly, מדהבה || ܡܚܦܛܢܐ in Isa 14:4 likely reflects מרהבה, as read by 
1QIsaa and implied by ἐπισπουδαστής.

The hostile tenor of ὁ	ἐπισπουδαστής is evident from its pairing with ὁ	
ἀπαιτῶν in reference to τὸν	βασιλέα	Βαβυλῶνος, epithets that collocate in 
9:4(3) as technical terms for tax farmers.
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14:5

The shift in grammatical number with רשעים || ܕܪܫܝܥܐ and משלים || ܕܫܠܝܛܐ 
is likely attributable to the translator conforming them to ܫܠܝܛܐ and 
.in 14:4 ܡܚܦܛܢܐ

14:6

Whereas S renders both עמים and גוים with grammatically plural ܥܡ̈ܡܐ, 
OG renders both with grammatically singular ἔθνος. Because +αὐτοῖς in 
14:3 suggests the translator saw these verses continuing the theme of the 
reversed relationship between captors and captives (14:2), and given its 
word pair ὁ	ἀπαιτῶν	καὶ	… ὁ	ἐπισπουδαστής in 14:4 that signals the transla-
tor picking up the theme of a foe “gleaning” the people through taxation 
(developed in 3:12–15), there is reason to think that the translator chose 
the grammatical singular for a people personified in its king as ἀπαιτῶν	καὶ	
… ὁ	ἐπισπουδαστής.

Although both OG and S render מכה with a participle, their analysis 
of its syntactic role differs. Old Greek’s πατάξας assumes that ὁ	θεός (14:5) 
continues to be the subject, and the clause parallels the participial clause 
headed by παίων, with ἀνεπαύσατο	πεποιθώς as predicate. Syriac prefixes 
a relative pronoun in מכה || ܕܡܚܐ ܗܘܐ, parallel to which is רדה || ܘܪܕܐ ܗܘܐ, by 
virtue of which the subject of the parallel clauses is the ܚܘܛܪܐ/ܫܒܛܐ in 14:5. 
 as a finite ܪܕܦ marks ܗܘܐ whose lack of ,מרדף בלי חשך || ܘܪܕܦ ܠܗܘܢ ܕܠܐ ܚܘܣܢ
verb, is an independent clause.

Old Greek’s ἀνιάτῳ and S’s ܕܠܐ ܡܪܕܘ are both intelligible renderings of 
סרה  in the sense of מכת modifying סרה with OG understanding ,בלתי 
“relenting,” whereas S understands it in terms of מכת as intended to make 
the people “turn back.” Although S offers a recognizable rendering of רדה 
 and was chastising” (cf. Lev“ ܘܪܕܐ ܗܘܐ with רדה its translation of ,באף גוים
26:18; Deut 21:18) differs from its ורדו בנגשיהם || ܘܢܫܬܠܛܘܢ ܒܡܫ̈ܥܒܕܢܝܗܘܢ in 
14:2, the verb’s only other occurrence in the book.

With παίων	ἔθνος	πληγὴν	θυμοῦ, OG likely interpreted רדה parallel to 
 .(מכך || ὑμᾶς	παίοντος	τοῦ) for which παίω is the equivalent in 14:29 ,מכה
Although OG rendered ורדו in 14:2 with καὶ	κυριευθήσονται, לא תרדה בו 
 ,μόχθοις in Lev 25:43, 46	τοῖς	ἐν	αὐτὸν	κατατενεῖ	is rendered with οὐ בפרך
53 and ורדו בכם with καὶ	διώξονται	ὑμᾶς in Lev 26:17, raising the possibil-
ity that OG might have chosen παίων || רדה based on the same meaning S 
detects. However, whereas S rendered נחה שקטה with 14:6, construing כל 
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 πεποιθώς	OG makes ἀνεπαύσατο ,(ܐܬܬܢܝܚܬ ܘܫܠܬ ܟܠܗ ܐܪܥܐ) as subject הארץ
the predicate of the clause, conforming the gender of πεποιθώς || שקטה to 
πατάξας and παίων. For OG, having inflicted an incurable wound unspar-
ingly, the Kyrios rests at ease (cf. Goshen-Gottstein, נג).

14:7

Old Greek renders פצח with βοάω again in 44:23, while S translates it 
with ܕܘܨ again in 52:9, where ܫܒܚ renders the accompanying רנן, similar to 
 ܐܬܬܢܝܚܬ) here. Syriac’s shift from the earth at rest and quiet רנה || ܒܬܫܒܘܚܬܐ
 ,(ܘܕܨܬ) פצחו to “rejoicing” entails a shift of the number and gender of (ܘܫܠܬ
while βοᾷ in the grammatical singular accords with πᾶσα	ἡ	γῆ. Although 
it is possible that their Vorlagen read פצחה, both translators modify gram-
matical person or number often.10

14:8

Syriac joins ברושים and ארזי לבנון in a compound subject (ܘܐܦ ܒܪܘܬܐ ܘܐܪ̈ܙܐ), 
while OG follows the Hebrew word order. Old Greek’s rendering of the 
other occurrences of ברוש with κυπάρισσος (41:19; 55:13; 60:13) makes τὰ	
ξύλα	τοῦ	Λιβάνου novel.11 There is no apparent reason that the translator 
could not have written αἱ	κυπάρισσοι	τοῦ	Λιβάνου, but there is equally no 
reason to suspect a Vorlage that read עצי לבנון rather than ברושים. Goshen-
Gottstein’s (נג) perception that the translator was guided by parallelism 
with ἡ	 κέδρος	 τοῦ	Λιβάνου is probably right. The translator might have 
chosen τὰ	ξύλα	τοῦ	Λιβάνου as a generic term before ἡ	κέδρος	τοῦ	Λιβάνου.

.as a hiphil infinitive הכרת betrays S’s analysis of ܠܡܦܣܩ

14:9

Syriac and OG construe the semantics of רגזה similarly: ܐܬܡܪܡܪܬ/ἐπικράνθη. 
Although πικραίνω occurs only here in Isaiah, the semantically compa-

רנה .10 ברושים should more likely be read with פצחו   at the start of 14:8, to גם 
which שמחו לך ארזי לבנון stands parallel.

 πεύκινα in 3 Kgdms 6:34; 9:11, but never is ξύλα	is rendered ξύλα עצי ברושים .11
used alone for ברושים. Cf. ξύλα	κέδρινα || עצי ארזים in 3 Kgdms 5:22, while in 5:24 the 
same Hebrew phrase is rendered simply by κέδρους.
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rable καὶ	παρωξύνθη || וירגזו appears in 5:25, and ὁ	παροξύνων will render 
.in 14:16 ܕܡܪܡܪ with מרגיז in 14:16 (cf. 23:11). Similarly, S renders מרגיז

Although neither S nor OG give an explicit equivalent for לך, S repre-
sents each component of (ܠܘܩܒܠ ܡܥܠܟ) לקראת בואך, whereas OG con-
denses them into συναντήσας	σοι.

συνηγέρθησαν || עורר is comparable to καὶ	 ἐπεγερεῖ || ועורר in 10:26 
(cf. 13:17) and ἐξήγειρεν || העיר in 41:2. Whereas OG renders עורר with 
a third-person plural verb form (συνηγέρθησαν), regarding οἱ	γίγαντες (|| 
-continues as sub ܫܝܘܠ assumes that (ܐܥܝܪܬ) as subject, S’s 3fs form (רפאים
ject, as does its הקים || ܕܐܩܝܡܬ, while OG renders הקים with οἱ	ἐγείραντες.

οἱ	 γίγαντες is OG’s equivalent for רפאים (cf. Gen 14:5; Josh 12:4; 
13:12), before which it places its equivalent for כל and then renders עתודי 
	γίγαντες. The similarity of οἱ	γῆς, modifying οἱ	τῆς	ἄρξαντες	with οἱ ארץ
ἄρξαντες	τῆς	γῆς	to S’s ܫ̈ܠܝܛܢܐ ܕܐܪܥܐ reflects either a shared exegetical tradi-
tion or a similar impulse (cf. V omnes principes terrae). Syriac’s distinctive 
understanding of ܫܝܘܠ as the subject of ܕܐܩܝܡܬ undercuts suspicion that it 
consulted OG.

In rendering הקים with the participial phrase οἱ	ἐγείραντες (modify-
ing οἱ	γίγαντες) and construing πάντας	βασιλεῖς	ἐθνῶν (|| כל מלכי גוים) as 
its direct object, OG depicts two groups rising to meet the arriving king: 
πάντες	οἱ	γίγαντες	οἱ	ἄρξαντες	τῆς	γῆς and πάντας	βασιλεῖς	ἐθνῶν whom 
they stir from their thrones. Syriac, on the other hand, employs ܟܠܗܘܢ 
.in 14:10 ܢܥܢܘܢ as the subject of ܡ̈ܠܟܐ ܕܥܡ̈ܡܐ

14:10

Syriac lacks a representation of כלם, which is also absent from 4Q59 (OG, 
V, T, and 1QIsaa attest it). Although the connection of ܢܥܢܘܢ with ܟܠܗܘܢ 
 from S’s Vorlage, more כלם of 14:9 might reflect an absence of ܡ̈ܠܟܐ ܕܥܡ̈ܡܐ
likely S’s construal of ܫܝܘܠ as subject of ܐܥܝܪܬ, followed by its analysis of כל 
-as already repre כלם caused it to perceive ,יענו as the subject of מלכי גוים
sented in ܟܠܗܘܢ ܡ̈ܠܟܐ ܕܥܡ̈ܡܐ.

ἑάλως || חלית is peculiar. The most frequent equivalent for חלה is 
μαλακίζομαι (38:1, 9; 39:1), similar to which κοπιῶ || חליתי in 33:24 con-
notes being “weary” (cf. οὐ	πεινάσουσιν	οὐδὲ	κοπιάσουσιν || אין עיף ואין כושל, 
5:27).12 There are, however, three other passages where ἁλίσκομαι finds no 

12. κληρώσῃ in 17:11 analyzes נחלה as from נחל; τῆς	πληγῆς in 53:10 construes 
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evident foothold in the Hebrew.13 In 30:13 ὡς	 τεῖχος	πῖπτον	παραχρῆμα	
πόλεως	 ὀχυρᾶς	 ἑαλωκυίας	 ἧς	 παραχρῆμα	 πάρεστι	 τὸ	 πτῶμα is partially 
transparent to יבוא שברה  ,כפרץ נפל נבעה בחומה נשגבה אשר פתאם לפתע 
with the exception of πόλεως	ὀχυρᾶς	ἑαλωκυίας. Comparison with πόλεις	
ὀχυράς || קריה נשגבה in 26:5 accounts for ὀχυρᾶς || נשגבה, suggesting that 
πόλεως is likely an explicitation.14 The translator likely supplied the modi-
fier ἑαλωκυίας as part of the phrase defining ὡς	τεῖχος	πῖπτον. Similarly, 
in 31:9 ὁ	δὲ	φεύγων	ἁλώσεται || מנס שריו recognizes נוס, while ἁλώσεται 
was likely substituted to underscore the preceding assertion that νεανίσκοι 
will fall (καὶ	 ἡττηθήσονται || וחתו) even when shielded by a rock (cf. ὃς	
γὰρ	ἐὰν	ἁλῷ	ἡττηθήσεται || כל הנמצא ידקר in 13:15). In 33:1 ἁλώσονται	οἱ	
ἀθετοῦντες	καὶ	παραδοθήσονται	καὶ	ὡς	σὴς	ἐφ᾿	ἱματίου	οὕτως	ἡττηθήσονται 
	οὐκ	ὑμᾶς	ἀθετῶν	ὁ	following καὶ) כהתמך שודד תושד כנלתך לבגד יבגדו בך ||
ἀθετεῖ || בו בגדו  ולא   shows a similar association of ἁλώσονται and (ובוגד 
ἡττηθήσονται, without identifiable Hebrew counterparts. Like these exam-
ples, καὶ	σὺ	ἑάλως	ὥσπερ	καὶ	ἡμεῖς || גם אתה חלית כמונו in 14:10 likely owes 
to the translator providing a contextually appropriate substitute for חלית.

κατελογίσθης is a contextually sensible choice for נמשלת, as seems true 
also for S’s ܐܫܬܠܡܬ (cf. ונמשלתי || ܘܐܫܬܠܡ, Ps 28:1; ונמשלתי || ܕܠܐ ܐܫܬܠܡ, Ps 
Ps 143:7).15 ,נמשל || ܐܫܬܠܡ ;21 ,49:13

14:11

Syriac modifies the word order of (ܘܐܝܩܪܟ ܢܚܬ ܠܫܝܘܠ) הורד שאול גאונך with-
out a difference in meaning (note the shift הורד || ܢܚܬ; cf. 14:15) and ana-
lyzes המית as from (ܘܡܝܬ) מית. Old Greek renders המית with πολλή, which 
might be related (via biliteral exegesis) to its καὶ	οἱ	μεγάλοι || והמונה in 5:14 
and φωνὴ	ἐθνῶν	πολλῶν || קול המון in 13:4. On the other hand, its transla-
tion of נבליך with σου	 εὐφροσύνη (S, ܟܢܪܟ; V, cadaver tuum) is a notable 
divergence from καὶ	ψαλτηρίου || ונבל in 5:12, the only other instance of נבל 
in Isaiah. Although one might posit that the translator extrapolated from 

 in the piel חלה in 57:10 reasons from usage of חלית || as nominal; and κατεδεήθης החלי
(cf. καὶ	τοῦ	προσώπου	τοῦ	κυρίου	οὐκ	ἐδεήθην || 1 ,ופני יהוה לא חליתי Kgdms 13:12).

13. καὶ	οἱ	ἁλόντες || יחד in 22:3 is likely by association with Aramaic (אחז =) אחד.
14. πόλεως is less likely based on (ב)חומה via metonomy, since OG likely arrived 

at ὡς	τεῖχος by associating כפרץ and בחומה.
15. The only other appearance of משׁל I in Isaiah is ונדמה  in 46:5, for ותמשלוני 

which S lacks an equivalent.
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“harps” to their role in rejoicing, the basis for εὐφροσύνη 25:6’s πίονται	
εὐφροσύνην	πίονται	οἶνον || משתה שמנים משתה שמרים is equally opaque (S 
.V convivium pinguium), leaving us without a suitable explanation ;ܘܡܝܬ

Whereas στρώσουσιν || יצע uses the active voice (cf. ὑποστρώσῃ || יציע 
in 58:5; ἔστρωσαν || יצע in Esth 4:3), ܬܬܡܟܟ is passive voice, with ܪܡܬܐ || 
 יצע || ܡܟܝܟ ;in 58:5 יצע || ܡܐܟ .in MT (cf יֻצַּע as subject, in accord with רמה
in Esth 4:3, but also ܐܚܘܬ ܠܫܝܘܠ 	in Ps 139:8 [OG ἐὰν ואציעה שאול || ܘܐܢ 
καταβῶ	εἰς	τὸν	ᾅδην]).

Old Greek’s καὶ	τὸ	κατακάλυμμά	σου || ומכסיך entails a difference in 
number but also a shift to a nominal form, making it unavailable for com-
parison with ומכסך in 1QIsaa (pace Goshen-Gottstein, נד).

14:12

The shift of person in ἐξέπεσεν || נפלת breaks the pattern of second-person 
pronouns that have dominated the preceding verses and will return in 
14:13. However, the shift parallels its συνετρίβη || נגדעת and accords with 
the epithets ὁ	ἑωσφόρος	ὁ	πρωὶ	ἀνατέλλων and ὁ	ἀποστέλλων, each of which 
betray reflective choices by the translator. The shift in the grammatical 
person of the main verbs might reflect harmonizing with the lament of 
14:4: πῶς	ἀναπέπαυται	ὁ	ἀπαιτῶν	καὶ	ἀναπέπαυται	ὁ	ἐπισπουδαστής || איך 
.שבת נגש שבתה מ(ר)הבה

 appears only here in the Bible, as the equivalent for the hapax ܐܝܠܠ
legomenon הילל. It must be regarded as a transliteration, since the verb ܐܝܠܠ 
denotes lamenting, which would be out of place here. As for בן שחר || ܒܨܦܪܐ, 
although S often renders independent בן with ܒܪ, it can incorporate בן in a 
phrasal equivalent (19:11 ,בן חכמים אני || ܚ̈ܟܝܡܐ ܚܢܢ ;5:1 ,בן שמן || ܐܬܪܐ ܫܡܝܢܐ), 
which seems to be its tack here.16 ܫܦܪܐ is the most frequent equivalent for 
 is used ܨܦܪܐ throughout S (e.g., Gen 19:15; 32:25, 27; Josh 6:15), while שחר
here and for the only שחר in Isaiah: (58:8) כשחר || ܐܝܟ ܨܦܪܐ.

The only other instance of ἑωσφόρος in the Greek Bible is within a 
merismus: ἀπὸ	ἑωσφόρου	ἕως	δείλης || מהנשף ועד הערב (1 Kgdms 30:17). 
Here, by contrast, it reflects the religious culture of Ptolemaic Egypt, as 
Seeligmann (100) noted. The Pompe, composed by Callixenius of Rhodes 
to report “a lavish sacred procession early in the reign of Philadelphus,” 
specifies the position of Ἑωσφόρος:	πρώτη	δ’	 εβάδιζεν	ἡ	Ἑωσφόρου·	καὶ	

16. We also find בן בטנה || ܒܪ ܡ̈ܥܝܗ in 49:15 and בן הנכר || ܒܪ ܢܘܟܪ̈ܝܐ in 56:3.
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γὰρ	ἀρχὴν	 εἶχεν	 ἡ	πομπὴ	καθ᾿	 ὃν	 ὁ	προειρημένος	ἀστήρ	φαίνεται	 χρόνον 
(“First came the [image] of Heosphoros, for the procession had a begin-
ning in accord with the time the aforesaid star appears”).17 Thus, ὁ	πρωὶ	
ἀνατέλλων || בן שחר is intelligible as the translator’s gloss on ἑωσφόρος.18

Syriac renders נגדעת with ܢܦܠܬ and OG with συνετρίβη. Whereas in 
9:9 OG translated גדעו with ἐκκόψωμεν (S ܢܦܣܘܩ), in 10:33 it renders גדועים 
with συντριβήσονται (S ܢܬܡ̈ܟܟܘܢ), as here. In 22:25 S translates ונגדעה with 
 ,(OG offers no clear equivalent) ונפלה || ܘܬܦܠ immediately before ܘܬܣܬܚܦ
just as וכשל || ܘܢܣܬܚܦ stands parallel to ונפל || ܘܢܦܠ in 31:3 and ܘܐܣܬܚܦ ܢܒܘ 
 in 46:1. Despite that pattern, S seems כרע בל || ܢܦܠ ܒܝܠ parallels קרס נבו ||
to have rendered נגדעת with ܢܦܠܬ here under the impress of נפלת || ܢܦܠܬ 
earlier in the verse.

ܕܥܡ̈ܡܐ גוים || ܡܨܥܪܢܐ  על   ,חלש likely owes to unfamiliarity with חולש 
whose only other occurrence (ויחלש, Exod 17:13) S translates with ܘܬܒܪ. 
As Fischer (28) observed, ὁ	ἀποστέλλων reflects association of חולש with 
-after which he (likely) pre ,על πάντα is its equivalent for	while πρὸς ,שלח
fixed πάντα	to	τὰ	ἔθνη.19 Regarding OG’s frequent insertion of πᾶς, see 
appendix A.

14:13

 ὑψηλῷ coincide semantically, although they differ in	ὄρει	and ἐν ܒܛܘܪ̈ܐ ܪ̈ܡܐ
grammatical number. Together they conflict with בהר מועד in MT, 1QIsaa, 
and 4Q57 (vid.), the only collocation of these words (let alone this phrase) 
in the Bible. Warszawski (29) posited that their Vorlagen read ועד רם בהר, 
but neither OG nor S shows a trace of ועד. It is possible that their Vorlagen 
read בהר רם (later corrupted to בהר מועד?), which S rendered in the gram-
matical plural, as it does similarly elsewhere: ושוע אל ההר || ܘܓܥܐ ܥܠ ܛܘܪ̈ܐ 

17. Peter M. Fraser, Ptolemaic Alexandria, 3 vols. (Oxford: Clarendon, 1972), 
1:191, 2:1001.

18. Cf. V’s qui mane oriebaris and T’s זיותן בגו בני אנשא ככוכבי נגהא בין  דהויתא 
.כוכביא

19. Cf. Goshen-Gottstein’s (נד) labeling of ὁ	ἀποστέλλων as “exeg[etical],” likely 
as an etymological exigency. Although ὁ	ἀδύνατος || החלש in Joel 4:10 might attest 
familiarity with חלש, the remainder of the clause (λεγέτω	ὅτι	Ἰσχύω	ἐγώ || יאמר גבור 
-in the Bible under חלש might have guided its word choice. The other two cases of (אני
cut confidence that the word was familiar to OG translators: καὶ	ἐτρέψατο	Ἰησοῦς	τὸν	
Αμαληκ || ויחלש יהושע את עמלק, Exod 17:13; ἀνὴρ	δὲ	τελευτήσας	ᾤχετο || וגבר ימות 
.Job 14:10 ,ויחלש
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in 22:5 (OG, πλανῶνται	ἐπὶ	τὰ	ὄρη); על הר גבה ||  ܥܠ ܛܘܪ̈ܐ ܪ̈ܡܐ in 40:9; 57:7 
(OG, ἐπ᾿	ὄρος	ὑψηλόν).

We must consider, however, that the phrase הר מועד (only here in the 
Bible) might have caused problems for one or both translators. Although 
καὶ	τὰς	ἑορτὰς	ὑμῶν/ומועדיכם || ܘܥܕ̈ܥܐܕܝܟܘܢ in 1:14 is intelligible in an address 
to the people and ܕܝܢ

̈
-in 33:20 was rec קרית מועדנו signals that ܩܪܝܬܐ ܕܥܕܥܐ

ognizable as an epithet of Jerusalem, already in the latter verse OG gives 
ἡ	πόλις	τὸ	σωτήριον	ἡμῶν (see especially the comments on 18:4, below). 
Although S’s ܕܘܗܝ

̈
ܕܝܚܝܕܝ ܒܥܕܥܐ  in 14:31 already ואין בודד במועדיו || ܘܠܝܬ 

strains intelligibility (and OG’s καὶ	οὐκ	ἔστιν	τοῦ	εἶναι registers perplexity), 
we cannot overlook the conceptual difficulty that הר מועד, located in the 
distant north, might have presented for these translators.20

Despite the semantic agreement between ܒܛܘܪ̈ܐ ܪ̈ܡܐ and ἐν	ὄρει	ὑψηλῷ, 
they part company in rendering צפון ܓܪܒܝܐ Syriac’s .בירכתי   || ܕܒܫ̈ܦܘܠܝ 
 in 37:24, and OG’s לבנון ירכתי || ܘܠܫ̈ܦܘܠܘܗܝ ܕܠܒܢܢ is similar to בירכתי צפון
(τὰ) πρὸς	βορρᾶν accords with the use of πρὸς	βορρᾶν for צפון elsewhere, 
while εἰς	τὰ	θεμέλια	τῆς	γῆς || (14:15) אל ירכתי בור and εἰς	τὰ	ἔσχατα	τοῦ	
Λιβάνου || ירכתי לבנון in 37:24 suggest that ἐπὶ	τὰ	ὄρη	τὰ	ὑψηλὰ	τὰ	πρὸς	
βορρᾶν could be the translator’s rendering of בירכתי צפון, particularly given 
this translator’s insertions of ὄρος elsewhere.21

A notable effect of the translator’s choices is that ἐν	 ὄρει	 ὑψηλῷ	 ἐπὶ	
τὰ	 ὄρη	 τὰ	 ὑψηλὰ	 τὰ	 πρὸς	 βορρᾶν specifies a terrestrial location for the 
king’s placement of his θρόνον. Old Greek’s rendering of ארים with θήσω, 
a verb commonly associated with θρόνον, obviates redundancy, since εἰς	

20. T renders בהר מועד with בטור זמן, similar to its קרית מועדנו || קרית זמננא in 
33:20, whose זמן is frequently used in the sense of “meeting” (especially זמנא  ,משכן 
e.g., Exod 27:21; 28:43), comparable to במועדיו || במזמנוהי in 14:31. Although T also 
uses זמן for מועד in the sense of “time” (e.g., Gen 1:14; 17:21), it never does for מועדים 
as holy festivals, for which it uses מועדיא (e.g., Isa 1:14). Note the distinction T creates 
in Lev 23:4 between אלה מועדי יהוה || אלין מועדיא דיוי and אשר || דתערעון יתהון בזמניהון 
.תקראו אתם במועדם

21. πρὸς	βορρᾶν renders צפנה (e.g., Gen 13:14; Lev 1:11; Num 2:25; cf. ἐπὶ	βορρᾶν 
in Gen 28:14) and even bare צפון (e.g., Exod 26:35; Num 34:7; 35:5). τὸ	ὄρος	τὸ	Χερμελ 
explicitizes כרמל in 29:17 (cf. discussion of τὰ	ὄρη	καὶ	οἱ	βουνοὶ	καὶ	οἱ	δρυμοί || וכבוד 
 || ὄρεσιν	τοῖς	ἐν	ῥιφήσῃ	δὲ	at 10:18), while ὄρος lacks an equivalent in σὺ יערו וכרמלו
 על ראש גיא שמנים || παχέος	τοῦ	ὄρους	τοῦ	κορυφῆς	τῆς	in 14:19; ἐπὶ ואתה השלכת מקברך
in 28:1, 4; and ἕως	ἂν	ἐμπλησθῇ	τὰ	ὄρη	τῆς	φωνῆς	αὐτοῦ || מלא רעים מקולם in 31:4 (cf. 
41:18).



 ISAIAH 14 307

τὸν	 οὐρανὸν	 ἀναβήσομαι already specifies height.22 Although the prefix-
ing of ἐπί	 to	 τὰ	 ὄρη	might seem unremarkable, the preceding καθιῶ	 ἐν	
ὄρει || ואשב בהר gives ἐπί a distinctive function before τὰ	ὄρη	τὰ	ὑψηλά. 
Comparisons of ἐπὶ	τὸ	ὄρος	τὸ	ἅγιόν	μου || בכל הר קדשי in 11:9 and ἐπ᾿	
ὄρους	πεδινοῦ	ἄρατε	σημεῖον || על הר נשפה שאו נס in 13:2 (cf. 25:10; 27:13) 
support the spatial import of ἐπὶ	τὰ	ὄρη	τὰ	ὑψηλά.23 ἐν	ὄρει	ὑψηλῷ	ἐπὶ	τὰ	
ὄρη	τὰ	ὑψηλὰ	τὰ	πρὸς	βορρᾶν designates the highest of the northern moun-
tains as the location for the king’s throne. In this light, these prepositional 
phrases were more likely chosen as a unit than as reflexive equivalents for 
.בירכתי צפון and בהר מועד

There is no indication that S’s ܒܛܘܪ̈ܐ ܪ̈ܡܐ was based on OG’s ἐν	ὄρει	ὑψηλῷ, 
since it did not take over its ἐπὶ	τὰ	ὄρη	τὰ	ὑψηλά.24 Faced with any possible 
Vorlage considered here, S would hardly have been at a loss for equivalents.

14:14

Although S translates forms of במה with ܥܠܬܐ in 15:2; 16:12; 36:7; in 58:14 
it translates והרכבתיך על במתי ארץ with ܕܐܪܥܐ  perhaps ,ܕܐܪܟܒܟ ܥܠ ܥܘܫܢܗ 
because it found במתי unfamiliar. That is likely also what led to ܘܐܣܩ ܥܠ 
 νεφελῶν might	τῶν	ἐπάνω	here. ἀναβήσομαι אעלה על במתי עב || ܪܘܡܐ ܕܥܢܢܐ̈
reflect similar perplexity.

14:15

Old Greek and S give similar equivalents for initial אך (νῦν	 δέ/ ܡܟܝܠ), 
marking the contrast between the king’s aspirations and what awaits him. 
Although neither translation consistently gives an equivalent for אך, here 
both use a temporal expression: νῦν	δέ/ 25.ܡܟܝܠ Only in 33:4 does ܡܟܝܠ 
again parallel νῦν, where each renders conjunctive waw (ܡܟܝܠ ܬܬܟܢܫ /νῦν	

22. Collocations of τίθημι and θρόνος render כסא + שים in 3 Kgdms 2:19; 4 Kgdms 
10:3; Jer 25:18(49:38); 50(43):10. They also render כסא + שית in Ps 132(131):11, נתן + 
.in Dan 7:9 כרסון רמיו in Jer 1:15, and כסא

23. ἐπί with the accusative seems indistinguishable from ἐπί with the genitive: 
e.g., φωνὴ	ἐθνῶν	πολλῶν	ἐπὶ	τῶν	ὀρέων || קול המון בהרים in 13:4; καὶ	ἔσται	ἐπὶ	παντὸς	
ὄρους	ὑψηλοῦ || והיה על כל הר גבה in 30:25.

24. The same question applies to its ܓܘܒܐ  in 14:15, which אל ירכתי בור || ܘܠܐܫܬܗ ܕ
OG renders more intelligibly with καὶ	εἰς	τὰ	θεμέλια	τῆς	γῆς.

25. For אך, see appendix B. ܡܟܝܠ is S’s regular equivalent for 29:22) עתה [2x]; 
30:8; 33:10 [3x]; 44:21 [reading עתה for אתה]; 49:19 ;48:7) or (9:6) מעתה, just as OG 
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δὲ	συναχθήσεται || ואסף), with ܡܟܝܠ and νῦν	δε marking the shift from an 
address of the deity (33:2–3) to addressing the nations, despite OG’s and 
S’s different understandings of 33:4. Here as there, the similarity of ܡܟܝܠ 
and νῦν	δέ reflects polygenesis, since the contrast between what the king 
anticipated for himself and the fate awaiting him is sufficient to spur ܡܟܝܠ 
as much as νῦν	δέ.

As noted with τὰ	ὄρη	τὰ	ὑψηλὰ	τὰ	πρὸς	βορρᾶν || בירכתי צפון in 14:13, 
τὰ	θεμέλια	τῆς	γῆς || ירכתי בור understands ירכתי as the farthest extremi-
ties. The rendering of בור in two other passages shows a similar perception 
of בור as the nether regions: καταβαινόντων	 εἰς	 ᾅδου || בור אבני  אל   ורדי 
(14:9); and οἱ	ἐν	ᾅδου || (38:18) יורדי בור.

14:16

-is unattested in any other witness. Although S does not show a pen ܟܠ
chant to add ܟܠ (the only likely case is in 3:23), in this instance, twice in 
24:6, and again in 37:11, 2, ܟܠ is attributable to either the translator or כל 
in the Vorlage.

Both OG and S have a verb of speech before הזה (καὶ	ἐροῦσιν/  ,(ܘܢܐܡܪܘܢ݂
as does T (יימרון), while none is present in V. Although it is possible that 
 had been inserted in the Vorlage of each to clarify that the יאמרו or ואמרו
following words are those of the observers, each translator might just as 
readily have supplied a verb of speaking for the same reason. Old Greek’s 
καὶ	ἐροῦσιν stands in the slot where יתבוננו is attested in all other witnesses. 
Although it is possible that its Vorlage lacked יתבוננו, more likely the trans-
lator considered it redundant, having determined that אליך is the comple-
ment to ישגיחו (οἱ	 ἰδόντες	σε	θαυμάσουσιν	 ἐπὶ	σοί). Old Greek’s choice of 
θαυμάσουσιν for ישגיחו (a hapax legomenon in Isaiah, appearing again only 
in Ps 33:14; Song 2:9) comports with the translator’s use of it for unfamiliar 
verbs in 41:23 (καὶ	θαυμασόμεθα	καὶ	ὀψόμεθα	ἅμα || ונשתעה ונרא יחדו); 52:5 
(οὕτως	θαυμάσονται	ἔθνη	πολλὰ	ἐπ᾿	αὐτῷ || כן יזה גוים רבים עליו).26

To מרגיז || ܡܪܡܪ, compare רגזה || ܐܬܡܪܡܪܬ in 14:9; וירגז || ܘܐܬܡܪܡܪ in 2 Sam 19:1.
βασιλεῖς || ממלכות is comparable to 13:4, 19, where the translator ren-

dered ממלכות with a grammatically plural form of βασιλεύς. The recurring 

regularly translates עתה with νῦν, although it sometimes inserts νῦν (see the comments 
on 3:1).

26. μὴ	πλανῶ,	ἐγὼ	γάρ	εἰμι	ὁ	θεός	σου || אל תשתע כי אני אלהיך in 41:10 betrays 
OG’s association of תשתע there with תעה.
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role of βασιλεῖς in this chapter (cf. 14:4, 9, 18) likely influenced the transla-
tor’s choice here.

14:17

Although שם || ܐܚܪܒ might reflect analysis of שם as from שמם (Goshen-
Gottstein, נה), S otherwise renders that verb with ܬܡܗ ,(54:3 ;33:8) ܨܕܐ 
(52:14), or (63:5) ܕܡܪ, although the nominal form ܚܪ̈ܒܬܐ renders שממות in 
49:8, 19. Because the translator frequently renders the consonant combi-
nation שם with ܥܒܕ (see esp. 14:23’s למורש ושמתיה || ܘܐܥܒܕܝܗ ܝܪܬܘܬܐ ܠܩܘ̈ܦܕܐ 
 might be a finessing of the equivalent to explicitize ܐܚܪܒ the choice of ,(קפד
how the world will become like a wilderness. Particularly notable for its 
use of ܚܪܒ for atypical equivalents is ܒܠܚܘܕܝܗ ܚܪܒܐ ܘܡܫܬܒܩܐ ܘܚܪܒܐ ܐܝܟ ܡܕܒܪܐ 
.in 27:10 בדד נוה משלח ונעזב כמדבר ||

οἰκουμένη is accompanied by the quantifier ὅλη in each of its occur-
rences to this point (10:14, 23; 13:5, 9, 11) and will be again in 14:26(1); 
37:18, while a quantifier is lacking (both in Greek and Hebrew) in 23:17; 
24:1, 4; 27:6; 34:1; 37:16; 62:4. As in 13:9, 11 (q.v.), where ὅλη is unat-
tested in other witnesses, the translator likely supplied the quantifier with 
οἰκουμένη.27

 πόλεις lack an equivalent for the 3ms pronominal	τὰς	and καὶ ܘܩܘܪ̈ܝܐ
suffix of ועריו (attested in V and T), although that observation must be 
qualified for OG, since the pronoun might be implicitly anaphoric to τὴν	
οἰκουμένην	ὅλην. Because omission of the pronoun is uncharacteristic for 
S, its Vorlage might have read וערים.

For τοὺς	ἐν	ἐπαγωγῇ || אסיריו, compare εἰς	ἐπαγωγήν || תחת אסיר in 
10:4.

Both S and OG lack an equivalent for ביתה, while V reads carcerem and 
T ביתה .תרעא itself is improbable, since the he-locale is nonsensical with 
the piel of פתח (as analyzed by OG and S), for which a complement should 
specify from what one is liberated. Syriac’s lack of an equivalent suggests 
that ביתה was absent from its source text and buttresses the likelihood that 
it was absent from OG’s Vorlage, as well (pace Goshen-Gottstein, נה).28

27. On the related difficulty with trying to ascertain significance in the distribu-
tion of οἰκουμένη in Isaiah, see the comments on 10:13–14.

 pronominal suffix marked with he rather) בביתו might be a variant of ביתה .28
than waw) at the end of 14:18 that was erroneously inserted at the end of 14:17 from 
the margin.
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14:18

The lack of a clear equivalent for כלם in both S and OG might be elimina-
tion of redundancy in the wake of כל מלכי גוים. Notably, however, it is also 
absent from 1QIsaa (but attested in both V and T). Although this cannot 
verify that כלם was absent from the Vorlagen of OG and S, it raises the 
possibility that MT (cf. V and T) reflects secondary assimilation to כל מלכי 
.in 14:9–10 גוים כלם

14:19

μετὰ	πολλῶν	τεθνηκότων || לבוש הרגים is likely a paraphrase, as Seeligmann 
(84) suggested, concretizing the image. A similar conclusion applies to ἐν	
τοῖς	 ὄρεσιν || מקברך, which concretizes the place where the warmonger 
died in accord with the common trope in Hellenistic histories of moun-
tains as the scene of battle (see Troxel, 214–16).29 More plausible than 
Seeligmann’s (30) proposal that νεκρός developed out of transliteration of 
	suggestion that ὡς (נה) with νεσρ is Goshen-Gottstein’s נצר νεκρός owes 
to association of כנצר with (otherwise untranslated) כפגר. The image of 
a warrior slain in battle is evident again in ἐκκεκεντημένων	μαχαίραις || 
-Suspicion that ἐκκεντέω attests knowledge of the hapax lego .מטעני חרב
menon טען is dampened by the use of ἐκκεντέω for הרג in Num 22:29; Judg 
9:54, making it likely that ἐκκεκεντημένων is a second rendering of הרגים, 
chosen by association with חרב as the instrument of death. Compatible 
with this explanation is that S’s repetitive הרגים מטעני || ܕܩ̈ܛܝܠܐ ܕܩ̈ܛܝܠܝܢ likely 
owes to ignorance of טען.

Old Greek’s εἰς	ᾅδου || אל אבני בור is comparable to εἰς	ᾅδου	καταβήσῃ 
 הורד || ᾅδου	εἰς	δὲ	that follows and resonates with κατέβη אל שאול תורד ||
 is written supralinearly אבני) .in 14:11 as the destination of the king שאול
in 1QIsaa but in the same hand as the original scribe.)

ὃν	τρόπον	ἱμάτιον might attest כבגד in place of כפגר, but it more likely 
picks up the previously untranslated לבוש, as Goshen-Gottstein (נו) sug-
gested. οὐκ	ἔσται	καθαρόν is the first of two renderings of לא טחר—instead 
of (14:20) לא תחד—in OG’s Vorlage, as Ottley (2:180; cf. Ziegler, 94) sug-
gested. Furthermore, Ziegler (94) noted that πεφυρμένην	ἐν	τῷ	αἵματί	σου 

29. I have elsewhere (Troxel, 209–23) argued against Seeligmann’s (82–83) per-
ception, elaborated by Van der Kooij (39–42), that OG’s rendering of 14:18–20 means 
to portray Antiochus IV as a fulfillment of this as prophecy.
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renders בדמיך  ,(Jer 12:10 ,בססו || cf. ἐμόλυναν) in Jer 16:6, 22 מתבוססת 
while πεφυρμένος	ἐν	τῷ	αἵματι || מתגלל בדם in 2 Kgdms 20:12 and φύρονται	
ἐν	αἵματι || יעלעו דם in Job 39:30 shows that “das Bild vom ‘Kleid, das mit 
Blut besudelt ist’, nicht fernliegend [war]” (Ziegler, 95).

Syriac’s grammatically plural ܕܝܫ̈ܬܐ ܫ̈ܠܕܐ  מובס || ܐܝܟ  -likely con כפגר 
forms to the preceding plural nouns, especially ܕܩ̈ܛܝܠܐ ܕܩ̈ܛܝܠܝܢ.

14:20

Syriac’s לא תחד || ܘܠܐ ܬܚܕܐ is based on Aramaic חדי (cf. יחד לבבי || ܢܚܕܐ ܠܒܝ, 
Ps 86:11).

Old Greek’s οὐδὲ	σὺ	ἔσῃ	καθαρός || לא תחד suggests that it read לא טהר, 
as noted in 14:19, while συ likely derives from reading אתם as the second-
person pronoun rendered in the grammatical singular in coordination 
with שחת and הרגת, even though the translator also shifted the suffixes on 
.μου	λαόν	μου, τὸν	γῆν	to the first-person: τὴν עמך and ארצך

Old Greek’s οὐ	 μὴ	μείνῃς and S’s ܢܩܘܡ  in both ,יקרא diverge from ܠܐ 
cases likely reading לא יקום in their Vorlagen (cf. 14:24; 27:9; 32:8; 40:8), a 
surmise supported by T’s 30.יתקיים Old Greek’s μείνῃς shifts the person in 
harmony with ἀπέκτεινας (|| שחת) and the following ἑτοίμασον (|| הכינו), 
as well as his rendering of the pronominal suffix of לבניו with τὰ	τέκνα	σου 
and אבותם in 14:21 with τοῦ	πατρός	σου.

Syriac renders the plural (זרע) מרעים in the singular number (ܙܪܥܐ) ܒܝܫܐ 
to serve as a collective for the sons whose rise must be prevented. Old Greek 
also renders מרעים in the grammatical singular (πονηρόν) but as part of an 
epithet for the addressee as the head of what might have been a dynasty.

14:21

Old Greek translates הכינו with a grammatically singular imperative 
(ἑτοίμασον) that, together with τὰ	τέκνα	σου || לבניו and τοῦ	πατρός	σου 
 .continues to harmonize pronouns in an address to the ruler ,אבותם ||
σφαγῆναι || מטבח might simply be a substitution of part of speech, but 
it could also have been inspired by the form’s affinity to the Aramaic 
infinitive.

30. Although יקרא is the more distinctive reading, יקום is sensible, and יקרא could 
have arisen by corruption.
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Although הכינו || ܛܝܒ could likewise be read as a second-person (mas-
culine) singular imperative, there is no clearly identifiable addressee. Thus, 
it is more likely a 3ms perfect (pael), assigning responsibility for the sons’ 
deaths to their father, who “set them up” for slaughter. Although it is pos-
sible that S’s Vorlage read הכין, all witnesses besides OG (1QIsaa, 4Q59, V, 
T) attest הכינו. Thus, the translator likely effected the shift to the grammati-
cal singular.

As Goshen-Gottstein (נו) observed, ἐμπλήσωσι	τὴν	γῆν || ומלאו פני תבל 
entails a condensation. Van der Vorm-Croughs (70) notes that condensa-
tion of פני תבל occurs again in 27:6 (ἡ	οἰκουμένη). It is also connected with 
her catalogue of omisssions of words for body parts in construct phrases 
(69–70).

Syriac’s rendering of ערים with ܩܪܒܐ, which otherwise corresponds to 
-is similar to OG’s πολέμων (contra Ziegler’s adop ,(eight times) מלחמה
tion of πολέων), which (together with πολεμέω and πολεμιστής) typically 
renders 31.מלחמה Warszawski’s (30) proposal that “sie haben ערים von 
 aufregen’ abgeleitet” raises the question of what would motivate such‘ עור
analysis. The reading could have had its roots in a corruption of πολέων as 
πολέμων, but the lack of indications that OG influenced S otherwise (see 
esp. ܬܚܕܐ ܥܡܗܘܢ versus σὺ	ἔσῃ	καθαρός || ܕܐܪܥܟ ;תחד אתם versus τὴν	γῆν	μου 
	versus τὰ ܠܒܢܘ̈ܗܝ ;14:20 ,עמך || μου	λαόν	τὸν	versus καὶ ܘܥܡܟ and ;ארצך ||
τέκνα	σου || ܕܐܒܘܗܘܢ ;לבניו versus τοῦ	πατρός	σου || 14:21 ,אבותם) makes it 
unlikely that S arrived at ܩܪܒܐ by consultation with OG. The similar equiv-
alents might derive from an interpretive tradition (cf. T’s בעלי דבב), per-
haps related to 14:19’s assumption of a battle (לבוש הרגים מטעני חרב), but 
venturing even that far exceeds what the text reveals.

14:22

αὐτῶν	 ὄνομα || שם 	to 14:23, where τὴν בבל apparently postpones לבבל 
Βαβυλωνίαν lacks a Hebrew counterpart. As an effect of that, this proc-
lamation is more closely annexed to the opposition to the ruler’s line as 
σπέρμα	πονηρόν at the end of 14:20 and as τὰ	τέκνα	σου in 14:21, to whom 
αὐτῶν	ὄνομα here might then equally refer.

31. πολέμων is attested by all witnesses but V-oII (as well as σ′, α′, θ′), which read 
πολέων (Ziegler’s text). Seeligmann’s (14) classification of πολέων among variants that, 
while secondary, “borrow authentic material from older sources or must be an older 
textual form” seems special pleading.
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καὶ	κατάλειμμα	καὶ	σπέρμα represents the semantics of ושאר ונין ונכד, 
while its use of two nouns in place of three accords with its condensation of 
lists of similar words (see Van der Vorm-Croughs, 190–91). On the other 
hand, ܘܙܪܥܗ ܘܛܘܗܡܗ ܘܫܪܒܬܗ agrees quantitatively with ושאר ונין ונכד, and 
its last two equivalents are the same ones it uses in Gen 21:23 (ܘܒܛܘܗܡܝ 
 differs from its regular equivalent for ܘܙܪܥܗ while ,(ולניני ולנכדי || ܘܒܫܪܒܬܝ
-perhaps for harmony with the previous nouns. The posses ,(ܫܪܟܐ) שאר
sive pronoun it adds to each noun is anapohoric to ܫܡܗ ܕܒܒܠ. Although 
OG uses σπέρμα for ולניני ולנכדי, it renders ושאר with καὶ	κατάλειμμα (cf. 
10:22).

14:23

Old Greek’s rendering of this verse entails remarkable divergences from 
MT, beginning with τὴν	Βαβυλωνίαν, which appears transferred from 
14:22 as a substitute for the 3fs suffix of ושמתיה, while it supplies ἔρημον 
as a predicate complement (cf. ὁ	θεὶς	τὴν	οἰκουμένην	ὅλην	ἔρημον || שם 
כמדבר 	ὥστε .(14:17 ,תבל  κατοικεῖν aligns with למורש (treated like an 
Aramaic infinitive).32

καὶ	ἔσται	εἰς	οὐδέν can hardly be reckoned a translation of ואגמי מים, 
which OG translates with ἕλη in 41:18, the same equivalent it uses for אגם 
alone in 35:7; 42:15. εἰς	οὐδέν renders לאין in 40:23 and לריק in 49:4, while 
its only appearance outside Isaiah is for לאל in Job 24:25. It is less likely 
that one of these phrases stood in the translator’s Vorlage here than that 
καὶ	ἔσται	εἰς	οὐδέν is a substitute for whatever he might have read.

The syntactic parallel of καὶ	θήσω	αὐτήν to καὶ	θήσω	τὴν	Βαβυλωνίαν 
reveals it to be a second rendering of ושמתיה, with the 3fs suffix explic-
itly represented. טאטא and its accompanying derivative noun are hapax 
legomena. As Ziegler (190) perceived, πηλοῦ suggests an association of 
 Although the .(41:25 ,ירמס טיט || πηλόν	τὸν	cf. καταπατῶν) טיט with טאטא
accompanying βάραθρον is a hapax legomenon in the Greek Bible, Ziegler 
(189) cites Strabo’s report that βάραθρον was applied to the marshlands of 
the Nile Delta region, deriving “von dem Lehm und von dem Schlamm,” 
making its association with πηλοῦ a reflection of the translator’s likely 
Egyptian setting.

32. ὥστε	κατοικεῖν || למורש is comparable to καὶ	κατοικήσουσιν	ἐν	αὐτῇ || וירשוה in 
34:11, the only other use of κατοικέω for ירש in the Greek Bible.
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Syriac replicates the juxtaposition of cognate terms in וטאטאתיה במטאטא, 
rendering the phrase with ܘܐܟܢܫܝܗ ܒܡܟܢܫܬܐ, which parallels T’s ואהממנה כמא 
.although the basis for these renderings is unclear ,דמהממין במבינא

τάδε	λέγει	κύριος	σαβαωθ at the start of 14:24 reflects נאם יהוה צבאות 
at the end of this verse.

14:24

Old Greek omits an equivalent for נשבע יהוה צבאות in light of τάδε	λέγει	
κύριος	σαβαωθ || נאם יהוה צבאות.

OG and S give no express equivalent for אם לא, leaving the assevera-
tion tacit (see the excursus at 5:9).

ὅν	τρόπον	εἴρηκα || כאשר דמיתי departs from typical equivalences for 
 of which the most frequent is ὡμοιόω (1:9; 40:25; 46:5; cf. 14:14), as ,דמה
throughout the Greek Bible. Old Greek renders דמה with ἐνεθυμήθη in 
10:7, perhaps under influence of the parallel λελόγισται || 33.יחשב εἴρηκα 
here might be calibrated to the parallel καὶ	ὃν	τρόπον	βεβούλευμαι || וכאשר 
	in the same way that καὶ ,יעצתי ἣν	ἂν	βουλεύσησθε	βουλήν || עצה  is עצו 
parallel to καὶ	λόγον	ὃν	ἐὰν	λαλήσητε || דברו דבר in 8:10.

Although the verb tense in the correlative οὕτως	 ἔσται || היתה  is כן 
likely the translator’s modification, 1QIsaa reads כן תהיה.

As Goshen-Gottstein (נז) perceived, οὕτως || היא likely owes to paral-
lelism with οὕτως || כן earlier.

14:25

.is a target language shift (ἀπολέσαι	OG τοῦ) לשבר || ܕܐܬܒܪ
Old Greek’s shift to grammatical plural pronouns in ὁ	 ζυγὸς	 αὐτῶν	 καὶ	

τὸ	κῦδος	αὐτῶν || וסבלו עלו comports with the reformulation καὶ	 ἔσονται	 εἰς	
καταπάτημα || אבוסנו, which allows τοὺς	Ἀσσυρίους to serve as the implied sub-
ject. The use of the article for the suffixed pronoun of שכמו is commonplace.

Although S reads עלו || ܢܝܪܗ and וסבלו || ܘܫܘܥܒܕܗ, it has the grammati-
cally plural suffix in שכמו || ܟܬܦܗܘܢ, likely ad sensum (in light of ܡܢܗܘܢ || 
already stood in the Vorlage.34 שכמם although it is conceivable that ,(מעליהם

33. The only other rendering of דמה with a verb of speaking is μὴ	εἴπῃς	σεαυτῇ	ὅτι	
σωθήσῃ	μόνη || אל תדמי בנפשך להמלט in Esth 4:13, which might consider תדמי בנפשך 
as related to thought, transmuting it into the idiom of speaking in one’s heart.

.in 9:3; 10:27 סבל was S’s equivalent for ܫܘܥܒܕܐ .34
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The referent of OG’s other third-person plural pronouns is more 
ambiguous than in the Hebrew, where the grammatically singular pro-
nouns of עלו וסבלו distinguish them from the referent of מעליהם. Never-
theless, given the shift of subject in καὶ	ἔσονται	εἰς	καταπάτημα (|| אבוסנו) 
and because of the ejection of τοὺς	Ἀσσυρίους	ἀπὸ	τῆς	γῆς	τῆς	 ἐμῆς	καὶ	
ἀπὸ	τῶν	ὀρέων	μου (|| בארצי ועל הרי), those relieved of the yoke and their 
shoulders unburdened seem implicitly those living in “my land.”

Although numerous examples of bet/mem confusion allow that ἀπὸ	
τῆς	 γῆς	 τῆς	 ἐμῆς could attest מארצי and that ἀπὸ	 τῶν	 ὀρέων	 μου might 
reflect מן הרי for על הרי, the change is more likely due to the translator, 
whose equivalents for prepositions are often fitted to his understanding 
of a clause or phrase (cf. καὶ	φάγεται	ἐκ	τῶν	ἀριστερῶν || ויאכל על שמאול, 
9:19; καὶ	ἐπὶ	τῶν	μαστῶν	κόπτεσθε	ἀπὸ	ἀγροῦ	ἐπιθυμήματος	καὶ	ἀμπέλου	
γενήματος || 32:12 ,על שדים ספדים על שדי חמד על גפן פריה).

τὸ	κῦδος occurs only here in the Greek Bible, prompting the question 
of why the translator resorted to it in place of the more common δόξα 
or τιμή. Most likely correct is Ziegler’s (16) suggestion of an inner-Greek 
corruption of ζυγός, “zumal beide Worte paläographisch sehr leicht zu ver-
wechseln waren.”

14:26

The reformulation embodied ἣν	βεβούλευται	κύριος || היעוצה is reminis-
cent of καὶ	ἔσονται	εἰς	καταπάτημα || אבוסנו in 14:25 and was likely trig-
gered by כי יהוה צבאות יעץ in 14:27 (cf. Ziegler, 65).

The phrase ἡ	οἰκουμένη	ὅλη often corresponds to 23 ,10:14) כל הארץ; 
13:5; 37:18), as it does in its first appearance in this verse. Although +τῆς	
οἰκουμένης might reflect הארץ in the Vorlage, it could just as readily have 
been supplied by the translator as a reprisal of τὴν	οἰκουμένην earlier in the 
verse (cf. Van der Vorm-Croughs, 36–37). Adding ὅλης would have been 
superfluous, given that τῆς	οἰκουμένης modifies ἐπὶ	πάντα	τὰ	ἔθνη.

14:27

Given OG’s modifications in the preceding verses, it is more likely that 
the translator supplied ἅ to synthesize כי יהוה צבאות יעץ ומי יפר in a single 
clause than that it reflects אשר in his Vorlage. He effects a similar synthesis 
by translating וידו in the accusative case (καὶ	 τὴν	χεῖρα) as the object of 
ἀποστρέψει (|| ישיבנה).
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Syriac, on the other hand, lacks an equivalent for כי. Since it is diffi-
cult to detect a reason the translator might have omitted it deliberately, we 
must allow that his Vorlage might not have contained it. Two possibilities 
come to mind: (1) it was the victim of the association of its yod with that 
of the Tetragrammaton (perhaps already by a scribe) or (2) כי was inserted 
secondarily to mark this as an explanation of what precedes. In favor of 
the latter option is that the paired clauses are more poignant rhetorically 
without the (possibly) pedantic כי.

14:28

Syriac’s ܡܫܩܠܐ ܕܦܠܫܬ attests a heading משא מצרים not found in any other 
witness but one that builds upon ܗܢܐ ܡܫܩܠܐ   and the היה המשא הזה || ܗܘܐ 
address of פלשת in 14:29 (cf. משא מואב || ܡܫܩܠܐ ܕܡܘܐܒ in 15:1).

Old Greek employs τὸ	ῥῆμα for משא again in 15:1; 17:1, as well as for 
.in 16:13 הדבר

14:29

Old Greek’s shift of תשמחי פלשת כלך and מכך into grammatically plural forms 
(εὐφρανθείητε	πάντες	οἱ	ἀλλόφυλοι	… ὑμᾶς), followed by its rendering the 
second-person singular pronouns in 14:30 (τὸ	σπέρμα	σου	καὶ	τὸ	κατάλειμμά	
σου || שרשך ושאריתך) and a return to second-person plural forms in 14:31 
(ὀλολύζετε, πύλαι || הילילי שער; οἱ	ἀλλόφυλοι	πάντες || פלשת כלך) is a pattern 
noted in 3:18–24, as discussed in the excursus following 3:26.

The Leiden Peshitta emends the reading of 7a1 (ܟܠܗ) to ܟܘܠܟܝ (|| 
 While lacking manuscript evidence, the emendation is induced by .(כלך
the 2fs form 7 .(תשמחי ||) ܬܚܕܝܢa1’s ܟܠܗ is likely due to inadvertent influ-
ence of ܐܬܕܠܚܬ ܦܠܫܬ ܟܠܗ in 14:31, which is itself at variance with MT’s 
.(.see the comments ad loc) נמוג פלשת כלך

Only here in Isaiah does S use ܡܫܥܒܕܢܐ to render נכה, the same noun it 
used for בנגשיהם in 14:2 (its only other appearance in the book), while it 
translated העבדה הקשה with ܫܘܥܒܕܐ ܩܫܝܐ in 14:3 (but עבדתו || ܥܒܝ̈ܕܬܗ [2x] 
in 28:21 and ועבדת הצדקה || ܘܦܘܠܚܢܗ ܕܙܕܝܩܘܬܐ in 32:17) and rendered וסבלו 
with ܘܫܘܥܒܕܗ in 14:25.35 Given the concentration of nominal forms from 

 ;37:38) ܩܛܠ ;(30:31 ;9:12 ;1:5) ܒܠܥ ;(11x) ܡܚܐ is otherwise rendered by נכה .35
 in 9:3 (cf. Exod נגש renders ܡܫܥܒܕ Although .(37:36) ܚܪܒ and ;(10:20) ܟܐܐ ;(66:3
3:7; Ezek 34:27; Zech 9:8; Job 3:18), the remaining occurrences of נגש in Isaiah are 
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 is comprehensible as attestating מכך || ܡܫܥܒܕܢܟܝ in this chapter, its ܫܥܒܕ
the translator’s perception of “subservience” as a leitmotif here.

ἐκ	 … σπέρματος || משרש diverges from OG’s regular equivalent 
for שרש, ῥίζα (6x) but is echoed in 14:30’s τὸ	 σπέρμα	 σου || שרשך. The 
word choice owes to the theme of offspring (cf. οἱ	ἐρχόμενοι	τέκνα	Ιακωβ	
βλαστήσει	καὶ	ἐξανθήσει	Ισραηλ || 27:6 ,הבאים ישרש יעקב יציץ ופרח ישראל).

ἔκγονα	ἀσπίδων (|| צפע here) rendered צפעוני in 11:8 and will render 
 at the שרף מעופף πετόμενοι renders	in 30:6, although ὄφεις (ו)שרף מעופף
end of this verse. καὶ	τὰ	ἔκγονα	αὐτῶν || ופריו, echoing ἔκγονα	ἀσπίδων || 
 of the preceding clause and followed by ἐξελεύσονται, borrowed from צפע
ἐξελεύσεται || יצא earlier, recalls the translator’s maneuvers in 3:25, where 
μαχαίρᾳ	πεσοῦνται || במלחמה is based on μαχαίρᾳ	πεσεῖται || בחרב יפלו in 
the previous clause.

14:30

It is less likely that OG failed to recognize the ubiquitous בכורי (for which 
πρωτότοκος was the equivalent established in the Pentateuch) than that 
the oddity of the phrase בכורי דלים spurred its omission of an equivalent, 
with δι᾿	αὐτοῦ constituting a quantitative compensation whose semantics 
fit the context.

Syriac’s rendering of יהרג in the passive voice (ܢܬܩܛܠ) is intelligible 
after והמתי || ܘܐܡܝܬ. Although this suggests that its Vorlage read the same 
contrast in grammatical person between the verbs as in the MT, all other 
witnesses show agreement in person between the verbs. On the one hand, 
OG reads ἀνελεῖ	δέ || והמתי and ἀνελεῖ || יהרג, which accords with T’s וימית 
and יקטיל. One might argue that the third-person singular reflects the 
original reading, since the divine voice appears nowhere else in this unit, 
and והמתי might entail an errant transposition of yod and taw, with והמית 
the original reading. However, OG’s desire to harmonize in this passage is 
evident in its lexical choice of σπέρμα	σου || שרשך, linking with σπέρματος 
 (αὐτοῦ, see above	on δι᾿) דלים in 14:29, and in his simple πτωχοί for שרש ||
that accords with explicitizing πτωχοὶ	… ἄνδρες || ואביונים. Thus, it is fea-
sible that OG harmonized the grammatical person of the verbs, and T is 
equally susceptible to that explanation.

rendered with (58:3 ;53:7) ܩܪܒ ,(3:5) ܢܦܠ, or a nominal form of 14:4 ;3:12) ܫܠܛ; 
60:17).
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On the other hand, 1QIsaa reads והמתי and אהרוג, with which V’s et 
interire faciam … interficiam agrees. Given V’s typical fidelity to its Vor-
lage, its interficiam likely reflects אהרוג in its Vorlage, perhaps reflecting a 
scribal harmonization. The same analysis might explain 1QIsaa.

14:31

 עיר elsewhere in Isaiah corresponds to ܩܪܝܬܐ݁ is irregular, since שער || ܩܪܝܬܐ
 קיר) ܬܪܥܐ is otherwise translated by שער ,Conversely 36.קריה or (in 15:1 ער)
with ݂ܐܣܬܐ in 38:2 and ܬܪܥܐ in 59:10), except here and in 29:21. Warszawski 
(30) posits that “שער ist als pars pro toto mit ܩܪܝܬܐ wiedergegeben.” How-
ever, it is possible that S’s Vorlage read עיר for שער, under influence of the 
following עיר, and the same reading would explain OG.

Indeed, OG might represent variants conflation: πύλαι	πόλεων || שער 
 This is the sole occurrence of this combination in Isaiah, and its only .עיר
parallel in Hebrew is בפתחי שערים בעיר in Prov 1:21. Although it remains 
possible that OG supplied πόλεων under the influence of עיר (|| πόλεις) later 
in the verse, it is difficult to explicate S’s solitary ܩܪܝܬܐ under that supposition.

Given OG’s willingness to manipulate grammatical features, the plural 
forms ὀλολύζετε	πύλαι || הילילי שער are attributable to the translator. The 
same is true of κεκραγέτωσαν	πόλεις || זעקי עיר, including the decision to 
inflect the verb in the subjunctive mood rather than the imperative, as 
suggested by its τεταραγμέναι || נמוג to modify πόλεις. Equally, the choice 
of ταράσσω marks the translator’s shaping of this verse, since this verb 
(11x) renders a wide range of Hebrew lexemes, with none represented 
more than once (see the comments on ταράσσουσιν in 3:12).

 ܘܐܦ ܕܚܠܘ ܟܘܠܗܘܢ݂ ܥܡܘܪ̈ܝܗ :finds a parallel in Josh 2:9(24) נמוג || ܐܬܕܠܚܬ
ܩܕܡܝܟܘܢ ܡܢ  נמגו כל ישבי הארץ מפניכם || ܕܐܪܥܐ   The translator seems to .וכי 
have taken the liberty afforded by the lack of inflection for person in נמוג 

36. There is already an anomaly in Hebrew, insofar as שער is regularly gram-
matically masculine, whereas הילילי is inflected as feminine. This could be explained 
as reflecting an assumption that שער is metonymic for עיר. It is uncertain what would 
motivate this, however, and S has no clear examples of this elsewhere. S uses ܡܕܝܢܬܐ 
for קריה in 1:21, 26 and for עיר in 1:8, 26; 19:2 (2x); 36:1. עיר lacks an equivalent in 
 || ܘܚܕܐ ܡܢܗܝܢ probably because ,(עיר ההרס יאמר לאחת || ܘܚܕܐ ܡܢܗܝܢ ܗܪܣ ܬܬܩܪܐ) 19:18
 at the outset of the verse. The only other חמש ערים || ܚܡܫ ܩܘܪ̈ܝܐ is anaphoric to לאחת
notable difference in equivalents is ומלאו פני תבל ערים || ܘܢܡܠܘܢ ܐܦܝ ܬܒܝܠ ܩܪܒܐ in 
14:21 (q.v.).
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to render it as a 3fs. Whether his Vorlage read כלה, as suggested by ܟܠܗ, 
is difficult to say, although it is notable that the translator retains both the 
gender and person of במועדיו, even while rendering it in the grammati-
cal plural: ܒܥܕܥܐܕܘܗܝ. Notably, OG reads simply οἱ	ἀλλόφυλοι	πάντες (so 
also in 14:29), as does V Philisthea omnis (also in 14:29), while 1QIsaa 
reads כולך, and T reads פלשתאי כולכון (as in 14:29). One might argue that 
 נמוג פלשת ,reflects an error under the influence of 14:29. In that case כלך
 would describe the addressee’s state of mind, the infinitive absolute כלה
expressing an action accompanying the outcry. This seems strained, how-
ever, for which reason כלך is likely original, with S’s ݁ܟܠܗ a change already 
effected in its Vorlage.

 .cf) בודד || ܝܚܝܕܝܐ is the same as in Hos 8:9, where S reads בודד || ܝܚܝܕܝ
.(Ps 102:8 ,בודד || ܒܠܚܘܕܝ

Old Greek’s καὶ	 οὐκ	 ἔστι	 τοῦ	 εἶναι || במועדיו בודד   might reflect ואין 
uncertainty about the meaning of the Hebrew, spurring an ad hoc transla-
tion. Compare καὶ	ἔσται	εἰς	οὐδέν || ואגמי מים in 14:23.

14:32

Although βασιλεῖς	ἐθνῶν || מלאכי גוי might reflect מלכי in its Vorlage (which 
is the reading in 1QIsaa), this translator’s attention to connections within 
this passage affords a foothold for Ziegler’s (142) conclusion, “Der Übers. 
hat das א ignoriert (vgl. Fischer 29f.), wohl in Hinsicht auf V. 9 und V. 
18 dieses Kap., wo die ‘Könige der Völker’ genannt sind.”37 This decision 
might have been influenced by the perception that the noun was the sub-
ject of יענה (thus ἀποκριθήσονται).

In neither OG nor S should ἐθνῶν or ܕܥܡ̈ܡܐ be presumed to reflect a 
variant גוים.

καὶ	δι᾿	αὐτοῦ might well attest ובו in OG’s Vorlage, which is also the 
reading of 1QIsaa. Alternatively, it could be based on analysis of the final 
he as a 3ms suffix. However, this translator’s often flexible rendering of the 
person, gender, and number of pronouns must be kept in mind. The article 
of τοῦ	λαοῦ takes the force of the personal pronoun, as often.

Although σώζω is the equivalent for חסה only here in the Greek Bible, 
this translator’s equivalents for the two other occurrences of חסה allow for 

37. Cf. βασιλέων || ממלכות in 13:4, where the translator analyzes ממלכות as met-
onymic.
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a wide range of meaning: καὶ	σκεπασθῆναι	ὑπὸ	Αἰγυπτίων || ולחסות בצל 
	δὲ	οἱ ;(לעוז במעוז פרעה || Φαραω	ὑπὸ	βοηθηθῆναι	alongside τοῦ) 30:2 ,מצרים
ἀντεχόμενοί	μου	κτήσονται	γῆν || 57:13 ,והחוסה בי ינחל ארץ. σωθήσονται || 
.easily fits within this range of meanings יחסו



Isaiah 15

15:1

As in 14:28, ῥῆμα is OG’s equivalent for משא. The modifier τὸ	κατὰ (τῆς	
Μωαβίτιδος) is paralleled by τὸ	ῥῆμα	τὸ	κατὰ	Δαμασκοῦ || משא דמשק in 
17:1.

Old Greek and S lack an equivalent for the first כי. Although this 
accords with OG’s frequent omission of an equivalent for כי, its absence 
here could owe to the fact that the clause it introduces has no intrinsic 
dependence on τὸ	ῥῆμα	τὸ	κατὰ	τῆς	Μωαβίτιδος.1 Although that might 
also explain the lack of an equivalent in S, it is also possible that כי was 
absent from the Vorlagen of both versions and was supplied by a later 
Hebrew scribe, under the influence of כי בליל.

Syriac’s omission of the second כי might owe to viewing it as superflu-
ous, especially since it would obscure the parallel phrases headed by ܒܠܠܝܐ. 
Old Greek renders (2)כי with γάρ, which rivals ὅτι for the most frequent 
equivalent for כי throughout Isaiah.

Syriac’s שדד || ܐܬܒܙܙܬ parallels 16:4 (מפני שודד || ܡܢ ܩܕܡ ܒܙܘܙܐ) and 21:2 
 The translation of .(cf. 23:1, 14; 33:1, et passim) (והשודד שׁודד || ܘܒܙܘܙܐ݂ ܒܐܙ)
 ܘܬܡܗܘ ,in 6:5. Notably נדמיתי || ܬܘܝܪ accord with ܬܘܪܘ and ܬܡܗܘ with נדמה
and ܘܬܘܪܘ are conjugated in the 3mp, like שדד || ܐܬܒܙܙܘ. Although ܫܘܪ̈ܝܗ, a 
masculine plural noun + 3fs suffix, is the subject of ܐܬܒܙܙܘ and might be also 
for ܘܬܘܪܘ, more likely both ܘܬܡܗܘ and ܘܬܘܪܘ assume Moab’s citizens as those 
appalled.

Meanwhile, OG’s twice-used equivalent for שדד here, ἀπολεῖται, recurs 
in 23:1 (ὅτι	ἀπώλετο || כי שדד) and 23:14 (ἀπώλετο || שדד). Its lack of an 
equivalent for the first נדמה—just as an equivalent for נדמה is missing after 
ὅτι	ἀπώλετο || כי שדד in 23:1, 14—accords with its tendency to condense 

1. On OG’s and S’s renderings of כי, see appendix C.
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coordinate synonyms (Van der Vorm-Croughs, 188–30). The second נדמה 
is accounted for by λυπεῖσθε at the start of 15:2.

The lack of an equivalent for ער with OG’s nominalized feminine sin-
gular adjective ἡ	Μωαβῖτις || ער מואב (as throughout ch. 15) is compa-
rable to ἐν	τῇ	Ιδουμαίᾳ || בארץ אדום in 34:6 and εἰς	Ἀρμενίαν || ארץ אררט 
in 37:38.2

15:2

The only modification in S’s rendering of the first clause is עלה || ܣܠܩܘ, for 
the sake of agreement with ܘܬܡܗܘ and ܘܬܘܪܘ in 15:1. As Goshen-Gottstein 
 with the he analyzed as ,עלה ἑαυτοῖς likely derives from	perceived, ἐφ᾿ (נט)
a pronoun and adjusted for agreement with λυπεῖσθε.

The semantic field of λυπεῖσθε encompasses verbs implying pain like 
κατανένυγμαι || נדמיתי in 6:5 (cf. λυπηθήσονται	καὶ	τὰς	ψυχὰς	πονέσουσιν in 
19:10). Parallel to that, λυπεῖσθε here likely renders (2)נדמה in 15:1, which 
otherwise lacks an equivalent.

ἀπολεῖται was likely adopted from ἀπολεῖται in 15:1 to create an 
explanatory clause (γάρ) for the exhortation to “grieve over yourselves.” 
Although הבית might have been absent from OG’s Vorlage, it is just as 
likely that the translator found no role for “house” in the reformulation. 
Goshen-Gottstein (נט) recalls καὶ	ἀνήσω	τὸν	ἀμπελῶνά	μου || ואשיתהו בתה 
in 5:6, where τὸν	ἀμπελῶνά	μου is a replacement.

Despite uncertainty about Λεβηδων || דיבן, the supply of οὗ and ἐκεῖ 
marks it as a place-name (there is no reason to suppose that they reflect 
words in the Vorlage).3

τῆς	Μωαβίτιδος || מידבא מואב might be due to the translator associat-
ing מידבא with Aramaic מדינתא and rendering the phrase parallel to τῆς	
Μωαβίτιδος || ער מואב in 15:1. In that case, he would also be responsible 
for the collapsing of על נבו ועל מידבא מואב into ἐπὶ	Ναβαυ	τῆς	Μωαβίτιδος.

Although ὁ	βωμός renders הבמות (cf. ἐπὶ	 τοῖς	βωμοῖς || הבמה  in על 
16:12), the adjoining ὑμῶν was more likely supplied by the translator than 

2. Cf. the lack of a noun to categorize a toponym with ἐν	Αἰγύπτῳ || בארץ מצרים 
in 19:18; 27:13; cf. ἐκ	τῆς	Μωαβίτιδος || ומארץ מואב in Jer 31(48):33; followed by καὶ	
τὴν	Μωαβῖτιν || ואת מואב in 32(25):21.

3. Ziegler’s apparatus attests a wide range of inner-Greek variants, some of them 
corrections toward MT. Cf. τὸ	Ρεμμων || דימון in 15:9.
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attests במותיך or במותיכם in his Vorlage. Syriac’s equivalent הבמות || ܥ̈ܠܘܬܐ 
appears again in 16:12 (על הבמה || ܥܠ ܥ̈ܠܘܬܐ); (במתיו || ܥ̈ܠܘܬܐ) 36:7.

Although ἐφ᾿	ἑαυτοῖς is likely based on עלה, ἀναβήσεσθε might be a 
second rendering of it as a verbal form. κλαίειν clearly renders לבכי. The 
similarity to κλαίοντες	ἀναβήσονται || בבכי יעלה in 15:5 is likely telling for 
the translator’s choice here.

Sporadic links between OG and MT are recognizable in the second half 
of the verse, particularly in ἐπὶ	πάσης	κεφαλῆς	φαλάκρωμα || בכל ראשיו קרחה 
and πάντες	βραχίονες	κατατετμημένοι || כל זקן גרועה. Not surprisingly βραχίων 
most often renders זרוע, while הזקן in 7:20 (its only other instance in the book) 
is translated with τὸν	 πώγωνα. Accordingly, Ziegler (26) opined that the 
translator’s Vorlage here likely differed from MT but rejected the suggestion 
by Scholz (38) and Fischer (30) that the translator misread זקן as זרוע, since 
the only commonality is the initial letter. He concluded that κατατετμημένοι, 
which in 3 Kgdms 18:28; Hos 7:14 renders התגדד, reflects a Vorlage that 
incorporated על כל ידים גדדת from Jer 48:37 (where it follows כי כל ראש קרחה 
 speculating (26–27), “Vielleicht stand sie ursprünglich am Rand ,(וכל זקן גרעה
und wurde von einem Redaktor (wohl nach Jer 48) beigefügt, der hier diese 
Trauerzeremonie vermißte; LXX hat sie dann für ihre Wiedergabe benützt, 
dafür aber die Stelle vom Bartschneiden unterdrückt.”

As imaginative as this proposal is, its suppositions about how the 
putative Hebrew came to exist and what caused the translator to omit the 
final clause are too speculative to embrace. Further, the problem becomes 
sharper when Ziegler (27) speculates that καὶ	κόπτεσθε in 15:3 is an inser-
tion “aus seiner Randglosse מִסְפֵּד, die aus der Jer-Parallele [48:37] stammt 
und von einem Redaktor beigefügt wurde.”

More straightforward is the possibility that זקן had been corrupted 
into זרוע (or simply זרע) under the influence of adjacent גרועה. Syriac’s 
-in association with some גרועה attests an impulse to render ܘܟܠ ܕܩܢ ܓܙܝܙ
thing subject to cutting. As Ziegler (26) observes, the cutting of arms as a 
mourning rite is commonly referenced in the Bible, making the associa-
tion of cutting with “arms” intelligible.

15:3

The change in grammatical gender of the pronoun in ἐν	 ταῖς	 πλατείαις	
αὐτῆς || בחוצתיו correlates with its referent, ἡ	Μωαβῖτις.

The lack of an equivalent for the pronominal suffixes in גגותיה  על 
ܘܒܫ̈ܘܩܐ) וברחבתיה ܐܓܪ̈ܐ   is atypical for S but must be considered in (ܘܥܠ 
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conjunction with the following reformulation ܟܠ ܐܢܫ ܡܝܠܠ ܘܢܚܬ ܒܒܟܬܐ || 
 which is difficult to attribute to a different Vorlage. This ,כלה ייליל ירד בבכי
suggests that the translator used a freer hand in this rendering than he 
typically did.

+καὶ	κόπτεσθε likely owes to πάντες	βραχίονες	κατατετμημένοι in 15:2, 
seen as a mourning ritual. One need not assume a variant in the Vorlage. 
The choice of καὶ	ἐν	ταῖς	ῥύμαις	αὐτῆς || וברחבתיה is remarkable inasmuch 
as ῥύμη appears only here in translations of Hebrew compositions in the 
Greek Bible.

The plural imperative ὀλολύζετε coordinates grammatically with 
περιζώσασθε, which can be justified from חגרו (1QIsaa חגורו). It is con-
ceivable that the Vorlage read כל היליל (in place of כלה ייליל) and the trans-
lator transposed it into the grammatical plural, just as he manipulates 
inflections elsewhere. But no such explanation is at hand for ὀλολύζετε || 
 in 15:2, whose imperative form follows the phrase λυπεῖσθε. Because ייליל
the translator has been responsible since 15:2 for creating a series of 
commands to lament, it is doubtful that πάντες	ὀλολύζετε	μετὰ	κλαυθμοῦ 
attests a variant Vorlage. Given the translator’s shaping of his rendering, 
it is reasonable to suppose that he condensed the clause by omitting an 
equivalent for ירד, whose absence is otherwise difficult to explain.

15:4

Old Greek’s ὅτι	κέκραγεν || ותזעק epitomizes the translator’s flexibility in 
choosing conjunctions for subordinate clauses, particularly in rendering 
waw. Equally, ἡ	φωνὴ	αὐτῆς || קולם tallies with OG’s manipulation of pro-
nouns throughout the book. Syriac also modifies the pronominal suffix 
.ܬܝܠܠ to agree with the compound subject of (ܩܠܗܝܢ)

ἡ	 ὀσφύς || חלצי is intelligible as a homonymic misidentification. 
 is perhaps related to the frequent rendering of חלצי מואב || ܡܚ̈ܣܢܘܗܝ ܕܡܘܐܒ
 used of an armed force ,ܡܙܝܢܝܢ especially in the plural participle ,ܙܝܢ with חלץ
(e.g., Num 31:5; 32:20, 21).

Syriac’s ܬܩܥܐ reflects analysis of ירעה as a form of רוע, like the fore-
going יריעו || ܢܩܥܘܢ. Old Greek’s γνώσεται reflects ידעה rather than ירעה, 
whether its Vorlage read ד in place of ר or the translator thought ידעה 
was intended. Its omission of לו, if construed as the ethical dative, is 
unsurprising.
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15:5

 The same reading might underlie .ברוחה as בריחה reflects reading ܒܪܘܚܗ
OG’s unusual equivalent, ἐν	ἑαυτῇ. Although this is not the only time OG 
gives an unusual equivalent for a perceived instance of רוח, ἐν	ἑαυτῇ could 
be aligned with Van der Vorm-Croughs’s (119–29) category of “free trans-
lation” of “semiprepositions” with pronominal suffixes (e.g., καὶ	ἡ	καρδία	
αὐτῶν	ἡττηθήσεται	ἐν	αὐτοῖς || 19:1 ,ולבב מצרים ימס בקרבו; οὐαὶ	οἱ	συνετοὶ	
ἐν	ἑαυτοῖς || 5:21 ,הוי חכמים בעיניהם) or the omission of nouns designating 
“body parts” with attached pronominal suffixes (Van der Vorm-Croughs, 
70).4 Compare especially ἐν	ταῖς	ὁδοῖς	αὐτοῦ || 57:17 ,בדרך לבו. ἐν	ἑαυτῇ 
might be a similarly collapsed reading of בריחה ברוחה().

Even though δάμαλις is a frequent equivalent for עגלה (e.g., 5:18; 7:21) 
and τριετής || שלשיה is transparent, δάμαλις	γάρ	ἐστι	τριετής is difficult to 
comprehend as an explanation (γάρ) of the preceding clause and seems an 
uncharacteristically wooden rendering for this translator. ܬܘܠܬܐ  ,ܥܓܠܬܐ 
by contrast, is a toponym, like עד חרנים || ܘܥܕܡܐ ܠܟܪܟܐ ܕܐܠܣ ܥܓܠܬܐ ܬܘܠܬܐ 
.in Jer 48:34 עגלת שלשיה

Following its transparent ἐπὶ	δὲ	τῆς	ἀναβάσεως	τῆς	Λουιθ || כי מעלה 
 ,OG supplies πρὸς σέ to provide a point of reference for κλαίοντες ,הלוחית
which functions as a circumstantial participle modifying ἀναβήσονται. As 
noted in 15:2, the parallel to ἀναβήσεσθε	κλαίειν there is telling and might 
account for the lack of an equivalent for בו here. The intended referent of 
σέ and the subject of ἀναβήσονται are oblique, particularly since the fol-
lowing βοᾷ || זעקת returns to the third-person singular.

The only previous plural verb forms appeared in the summons to a 
group of addressees to lament, in 15:2–3. The reason for lament is sub-
sumed under ὅτι at the outset of 15:4 and concerns the suffering that spurs 
the “loins” and “heart” τῆς	Μωαβίτιδος to cry out. κλαίοντες	ἀναβήσονται 
is redolent of ἐκεῖ	ἀναβήσεσθε	κλαίειν in 15:2, suggesting that the address-
ees of 15:2–3 are here spoken of in the third-person as weeping for some-
one addressed in the second-person singular (σέ). Even though the verb 
βοᾷ that follows is reminiscent of βοᾷ in 15:4 and earlier in this verse, its 

4. For רוח, cf. καὶ	μάτην	οἱ	πλάσσοντες	ὑμᾶς || רוח ותהו נסכיהם in 41:29. Other 
distinctive equivalents for רוח are καὶ	οὐκ	ἔστι	βοήθεια || ולא רוח in 31:3 and καὶ	ἔσται	
ὁ	ἄνθρωπος	κρύπτων	τοὺς	λόγους	αὐτοῦ || והיה איש כמחבא רוח in 32:2. Its most frequent 
equivalents are πνεῦμα and ἄνεμος.
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subject is σύντριμμα	καὶ	σεισμός. Isaiah 15:6 turns from her expression of 
suffering to a description of calamities that befall her.5

At first blush, S’s כי דרך חורנים || ܘܒܐܘܪܚܐ ܕܚܘܪܢܝܡ resembles OG’s τῇ	ὁδῷ	
Αρωνιιμ. Warszawksi (9) cited this as an example of OG and S reliant “auf 
einer gleichen, vom MT abweichenden Lesart.” There are, however, three 
telling differences between them. First, whereas ܒܗ  ,בו represents ܢܣܩܘܢ 
ἀναβήσονται lacks an equivalent for it. Second, S renders כי with a waw, 
which it uses nine other times for כי (see appendix C), whereas OG gives 
no equivalent. Third, not only does S prefix bēth in (ܘ)ܒܐܘܪܚܐ, but that cor-
relates with (ܕ)ܒܡܣܩܬܐ earlier. Via these modifications, S creates nicely bal-
anced clauses, based on a Vorlage like MT.

Old Greek, on the other hand, appears uninterested in balance. 
Although it supplies ἐπί with τῆς	ἀναβάσεως, analogous to (ܕ)ܒܡܣܩܬܐ, its 
omission of equivalents for בו and כי, although not atypical for this transla-
tor, leave τῇ	ὁδῷ imbalanced with ἐπὶ	δὲ	τῆς	ἀναβάσεως. There is no reason 
to suspect that OG’s Vorlage diverged from what we find in MT, but it fol-
lows a very different tack than S.

 in the Bible, may have עור the solitary instance a pilpel form of ,יעערו
perplexed S’s translator, who rendered it with the generic semantics 
of ܢܥܒܕܘܢ. One might contemplate that OG’s καὶ	 σεισμός recognizes עור, 
although σεισμός occurs again only in 29:6, where it translates רעש (thus, 
Ottley [2:185] suggested that the Vorlage read ורעש here). Old Greek most 
often translates עור with ἐγείρω or one of its compounds (10:26; 13:17; 
14:9; 41:2, 25; 42:13; 45:13; 51:9 [3x], 17 [2x]; 52:1 [2x]). Positing a leap 
from those semantics to an earthquake is highly speculative. The only 
inference available (short of adopting Ottley’s proposal that ורעש stood 
in the Vorlage) is that the translator found σεισμός a fitting companion 
to σύντριμμα. As Warszawski (31) observes, S’s יעערו || ܢܥܒܕܘܢ “aus dem 
Zusammenhange geraten ist.”

15:6

Old Greek’s lack of an equivalent for כי is one of twenty-three times it 
neglects clause-initial כי (see appendix C). It is possible that the transla-
tor did not see a connection of 15:6 to 15:5 that warranted a causal or 

5. This description is tendered with full acknowledgment that the translator’s 
path and intent are opaque.
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explanatory conjunction, just as his rendering of the second כי with καί 
likely reflects an assessment that the two clauses functioned on the same 
syntactic plane. By contrast, his addition of γάρ in the final clause explains 
the failure of χόρτος as an instance of the vanishing of χόρτος	χλωρός.

 || ܡܛܠ ܕܡ̈ܝܐ ܕܢܡܪܝܡ ܢܓܘܙܘܢ occurs again in Jer 48:34’s משמות יהיו || ܢܓܘܙܘܢ
 By contrast, in Ezekiel, the only other book where .כי גם מי נמרים למשמות יהיו
.(35:3 ;29 ,33:28 ;6:14 ;5:15) ܬܡܗܐ appears, S’s regular equivalent is משמות

It is less likely that the personal pronoun in ὁ	 χόρτος	 αὐτῆς reflects 
 as another חציר in the Vorlage than that the translator construed חצירו
property of τῆς	Νεμριμ || נמרים, a relationship that αὐτῆς explicitizes (Van 
der Vorm-Croughs, 33–34).

ἐκλείψει || כלה, an equivalent that appears again in 21:16, suffices also 
for יבש, as part of a condensation. Syriac’s כלה || ܚܡܐ was likely chosen 
for its compatibility with ܝܒܫ, as it is in 40:7–8, where ܚܡܐ translates נבל, 
alongside יבש || ܐܝܒܫ.

15:7

Although עשה || ܥܒܪ invites recognition of graphic similarity to ܥܒܕ and 
the latter’s semantic fit with עשה, it is not clear how “he made/did that 
which was left” would fit contextually (pace Warszawski’s [31] adoption 
of 6.(ܥܒܕ On the other hand, ܥܒܪ ܕܐܫܬܚܪ   is sensible in context as a ܡܕܡ 
statement that everything will perish. How the translator arrived at this 
equivalent is unclear, unless it constitutes what he considered a meaning 
appropriate to the context.

Old Greek rephrases על כן יתרה עשה as a rhetorical question: μὴ	καὶ	
οὕτως	μέλλει	σωθῆναι. Although μή might derive from reading על as אל, this 
translator readily supplies or removes negative particles according to what 
he perceives to be the sense of a phrase (see Troxel, 93–99). Ziegler (29) 
summarizes examples of OG associating forms similar to עשה with ישע 
with “diese Beispiele … zeigen deutlich, daß עָשָׂה und ַהוֹשִׁיע, eben infolge 
ihrer graphischen Ähnlichkeit, leicht vermengt wereden konnten,” lead-
ing him to conclude that σωθῆναι arose from association of עשה with ישע. 
μέλλει accompanies σωθῆναι as a circumlocution for the future tense that 
also reflects the semantics of יתרה (cf. ὁ	μέλλων	τὸ	μέγα	κῆτος	χειρώσασθαι 
.(Job 3:8 ,העתידים ערר לויתן ||

6. The only variant reported in Leiden’s apparatus is ܥܒܪܘ (12a1).
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The lexical equivalent ἐπάξω || ופקדתם is attested elsewhere in the 
book (10:12; 24:21; 26:14, 21; 27:1), while manipulation of inflection is 
one of this translator’s salient marks. ἐπάξω is intelligible following μὴ	καὶ	
οὕτως	μέλλει	σωθῆναι || יתרה עשה, as is the supply of γάρ to mark the clause 
as explanatory.

ܚܝ̈ܠܐ accords with ופקדתם || ܘܣܘܥܪܢܗܘܢ݂ ܣܥܪ  ܚܝܠܬܢܐ   יהוה צבאות || ܡܪܝܐ 
.in 13:4, an equivalent found also in Ruth 1:6; Ps 17:3; Hos 4:14 מפקד צבא

While OG’s λήμψονται	 αὐτήν || ישאום shifts the pronoun to accord 
with its perceived antecedent, τὴν	φάραγγα, S’s ܢܫܩܠܘܢ evidently analyzed 
the suffix as anaphoric to ופקדתם ( .but considered it redundant (ܘܣܘܥܪܢܗܘܢ݂

15:8

Old Greek’s συνῆψε || הקיפה is likely a guess, as suggested by καὶ	πεσοῦνται 
 in 29:1, the verb’s חגים ינקפו || Μωαβ	σὺν	γὰρ	in 10:34 and φάγεσθε ונקף ||
only other appearances in the book.7 Syriac’s ܕܚܕܪܬ matches its use of ܟܪܟ for 
.elsewhere (e.g., Josh 6:3; 2 Kgs 6:14; 11:8; cf. Josh 6:11; 1 Kgs 7:24) הקיף

Old Greek’s translation of only one instance of יללתה befits its pattern of 
omitting synonyms, which is a more convincing explanation than Ziegler’s 
judgment (16) that the second יללתה “ist wohl nicht ursprünglich.” Equally, 
the position of ἕως (|| עד) in τῆς Μωαβίτιδος	τῆς	Αγαλλιμ	καὶ	ὀλολυγμὸς	
αὐτῆς	ἕως	τοῦ	φρέατος	τοῦ	Αιλιμ || מואב עד אגלים יללתה ובאר אילים is more 
likely due to the translator than the Vorlage.

15:9

 whereas ,(e.g., Num 21:30; 32:34) דיבון is S’s common equivalent for ܪܝܒܘܢ
Ρεμμων is OG’s common equivalent for רמון/רמן (e.g., Num 33:19, 20; Judg 
20:47). Thus, whereas ד/ר confusion lies behind Ρεμμων, ܪܝܒܘܢ is part of a 
larger pattern. 1QIsaa reads דיבון in both instances.

As Ottley (2:186) perceived, ἀρῶ is based on נוספות, construed as a 
form of אסף (cf. 10:4; 16:4 [ἤρθη || אפס], 10), while Ἄραβας lacks a clear 
equivalent. ἐπάξω || אשית is not found elsewhere in the book but is a verb 

7. OG lacks an equivalent for תקפו in Lev 19:27 and הקיף in Josh 6:3, 11; while 
ἀνιστᾶν renders מקפים in 3 Kgdms 7:24, συνετελέσθησαν is the equivalent for הקיפו in 
Job 1:5, and ὕψωσεν renders הקיף in Job 19:6. On the other hand, κυκλόω is a suitable 
equivalent in 4 Kgdms 11:8; Lam 3:5; 2 Chr 4:3; 23:7, as is περικυκλόω in 4 Kgdms 
6:14, περιέχω in Pss 16(17):9; 21(22):17, and περιλαμβάνω in Pss 47(48):13; 87(88):18.
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the translator often uses to speak of divine retribution, as an equivalent 
for a wide range of Hebrew verbs (e.g., for אפקד ;7:17 ,יביא ;1:25 ,ואשיבה, 
10:12). He last used it in the clause ἐπάξω	γὰρ	ἐπὶ	τὴν	φάραγγα	Ἄραβας || 
 from which he likely imported Ἄραβας as ,(15:7) ופקדתם על נחל הערבים
the force imposed upon Ρεμμων, annihilating Moab’s offspring.

Everywhere else OG translates פליטה (here || τὸ	σπέρμα) with a verbal 
or nominal form of λείπω, similar to κατάλοιπον || שארית later in the verse. 
τὸ	σπέρμα is comparable to ἀνελεῖ	δὲ	λιμῷ	τὸ	σπέρμα	σου || והמתי ברעב 
	κατάλειμμά	τὸ	parallel to καὶ) שרשך || σου	in 14:30, whose σπέρμα שרשך
σου || ושאריתך) clarifies what will be eradicated.

Although S elsewhere translates אריה with (65:25 ;35:9 ;31:4 ;11:7) ܐܪܝܐ, 
there is no recognizable equivalent here. Concomitantly, ܘܐܪܢܐ (typically 
for הגה, as in 27:8; 59:3, 13) lacks a Hebrew counterpart. Warszawski (31) 
urges reading ܐܪܝܐ but does not consider the position of ܘܐܪܢܐ in the sentence 
relative to אריה, nor does he address the rendering of לפליטת with ܥܠ 
.ܘܐܪܢܐ as the complement to ܐܝܠܝܢ ܕܡܬܦܨܝܠܢ

 might signal that the translator meant the literally rendered but ܘܐܪܢܐ
oblique ܡܛܠ ܕܐܣܝܡ ܥܠ ܪܝܒܘܢ ܬܘܣܦܬܐ in the sense, “I will plot more things 
against ܪܝܒܘܢ.” Despite the graphic similarity between ܐܪܝܐ and ܐܪܢܐ, it is far-
fetched to imagine that he chose ܘܐܪܢܐ through linguistic play on אריה. It 
was more likely the sense ascribed to כי אשית על דימון נוספות that led to a 
reformulation in which אריה had no suitable role and was replaced by the 
verb. Something comparable happens in Ps 41:9, where the translator, fol-
lowing עלי יחשבו רעה לי || ܘܐܬܚܫܒܘ ܥܠܝ ܒܝܫܬܐ at the end of 41:8, renders 
41:9’s דבר בליעל יצוק בו with ܒܡܠܬܐ ܕܥܘܠܐ ܪܢܝܢ ܗܘܘ. There ܪܢܐ is used instead 
of יצוק בו, based on the theme of plotting in the preceding clause.

Accordingly, ולשארית אדמה || ܘܥܠ ܫܪܟܐ ܕܐܪܥܐ is more likely to be read 
with the preceding phrases than with ܕܐܪܥܐ ܫܠܝܛܐ   in 16:1 (pace ܫܕܪ ܠܒܪ 
Greenberg and Walter, 79). If the phrase were intended to be the comple-
ment of ܫܕܪ, translating the prefixed preposition of ולשארית with ܘܠܫܪܟܐ 
would have differentiated the phrase from the preceding ܥܠ ܪܝܒܘܢ and ܥܠ 
 to mark the indirect ܥܠ Moreover, when this translator uses .ܐܝܠܝܢ ܕܡܬܦܨܝܠܢ
object of ܫܕܪ, it carries adversative force (10:6, 16), whereas he typically 
uses (66:19 ;57:9 ;43:14 ;39:1 ;37:2 ;36:2 ;19:20 ;6:8) ܠ when the sending 
bears a neutral or positive tenor.8

8. Once as an adversative for bet, in 9:7 (ܘܢܦܠ ܒܝܥܩܘܒ  ܡܪܝܐ  ܫܕܪ   ܦܬܓܡܐ 
 serves the neutral or positive role ܠܘܬ .(דבר שלח אדני ביעקב ונפל בישראל || ܒܐܝܣܪܝܠ
in 36:2; 37:9.
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Αριηλ || אריה (usually translated with λέων) is OG’s equivalent for 
 was an אריה in 29:1, 2, 7. The translator might have inferred that אריאל
abbreviation of אריאל, associated with the city David battled (ἐπολέμησεν 
.in 29:1 (חנה ||



Isaiah 16

16:1

Old Greek alone reads a 1cs form for שלחו: ἀποστελῶ. Given that ἀρῶ || 
 in 15:9 conforms in grammatical person and number, as well as נוספות
tense, to the preceding ἐπάξω || אשית, ἀποστελῶ more likely reflects a simi-
lar modification of שלחו than attests a variant אשלח.

The parsing of S’s (שלחו ||) ܫܕܪ is equivocal: it could be either a 3ms 
perfect or a pael masculine singular imperative. Either breaks from the 
first-person singular speech of 15:9. Isaiah 16:2 (in Syriac) describes an 
action of the ruler compared to the flight of a bird, after which 16:3–4 
have a series of feminine singular imperative forms. The next reference to 
a ruler arises in 16:5, which characterizes his reign as the pursuit of justice 
but with no clear connection to this verse. Nevertheless, given that 16:5 
speaks of the ruler as a figure in the future, ܫܕܪ is better analyzed as an 
imperative (understood as a petition) than as a perfect tense.

Old Greek’s ὡς	ἑρπετὰ	ἐπὶ	τὴν	γῆν reflects a different division of words 
than MT’s כר משל ארץ. ἑρπετόν appears only here in Isaiah but frequently 
renders רמש elsewhere (e.g., Gen 1:21, 26, 28; 7:8, 14; 8:19), suggesting that 
OG read כרמשל. This is also the reading of 1QIsaa, which cautions against 
assuming that the translator simply innovated this reading.1 Indeed, even 
though the word division in S’s Vorlage appears to have been the same that 
MT attests, it reads כר as if it were ܠܒܪ ܫܠܝܛܐ ܕܐܪܥܐ :בר. In the only other 
appearance of כר in Isaiah (34:6), S reads ܓܕܝܐ  מחלב || ܘܡܢ ܬܪܒܐ ܕܡ̈ܦܛܡܐ ܘܕ̈
 ܘܕܫܡ̈ܝܢܐ ;Deut 32:14 ,עם חלב כרים || ܥܡ ܬܪܒܐ ܕܡ̈ܦܛܡܐ .cf) מדם כרים ועתודים
ܦܝܢ ܫܡܝ̈ܢܐ ܕܥ̈ܢܐ ;Sam 15:9 1 ,והמשנים ועל הכרים || ܘܕܡ̈ܦܛܡܐ

̈
 מאה אלף || ܡܐܐ ܐܠ

.(Kgs 3:4 2 ,כרים

1. Ziegler’s (101) suggestion, “Der Übers. hat den kontinuierlich geschriebenen 
Konsonantentext von 16,1 anders punktiert und eigenteilt,” rests on the assumption 
that texts were transmitted in scriptio continua.

-331 -
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Old Greek’s μή reads אל as the negative particle and shifts the location 
of πέτρα	ἔρημος, its equivalent for מסלע מדברה, within the clause.

This is the only appearance of ציון ציון in Isaiah, although הר בת   by בת 
itself appears in 1:8; 37:22; 52:2; and 62:11, each time rendered by θυγάτηρ	
Σιων. Although בת might have been absent from the Vorlage, it is equally pos-
sible that the translator conformed his rendering to the commonplace הר ציון.

16:2

ἔσῃ aligns the grammatical person of והיה with the addressee of 16:3 
(βουλεύου	 ποίει	 τε || עשו עצה  הביאי]  [ק′   while νεοσσός serves as ,(הביאו 
a subject complement, by association with קן, in light of ὡς	 πετεινοῦ || 
 establishes the connection with משלח || The modifier ἀφῃρημένος .כעוף
πετεινοῦ	as	ἀνιπταμένου, even as νεοσσός functions as a metaphor for the 
addressee, θυγάτηρ	Μωαβ (|| בנות מואב). By inserting ἔπειτα	δέ, placing 
the equivalent for לארנון before πλείονα (see below), and joining the latter 
with βουλεύου at the outset of 16:3, he creates a second address, parallel to 
that to θυγάτηρ	Μωαβ. The shift of number in θυγάτηρ || בנות conforms to 
ἔσῃ and the second-person singular imperatives in 16:3.

Syriac entails a significant reformulation, placing its equivalent for 
 (בנות מואב ||) ܘܒܢܬ̈ ܡܘܐܒ after ,(תהיינה ||) ܢܗ̈ܘܝܢ along with ,ܫܒܝ̈ܩܬܐ ,משלח
and attaching it to ܒܡܥܒܪܬܐ ܕܐܪܢܘܢ, to which it prefixes bēth.

Every other occurrence of מעברה outside Isaiah is translated with διαβάσις 
(Josh 2:7; Judg 3:28; 12:5, 6; 1 Sam 14:4; Jer 51:32). מעברה appeared in 10:29, 
where καὶ	παρελεύσεται	φάραγγα	καὶ	ἥξει	εἰς	Αγγαι is difficult to align with 
 in 30:32 is equally difficult to מעבר while the cognate ,עברו מעברה גבע מלון לנו
align with an equivalent: καὶ	ἔσται	αὐτῷ	κυκλόθεν || והיה כל מעבר. Neither is 
there any retroversion of ἔπειτα	δέ that could be linked to מעברה here.

ἔπειτα occurs only here in Greek Bible translations of Hebrew. ἔπειτα	
δέ is less likely intended as a substitute for מעברה (pace Van der Vorm-
Croughs, 159) than inserted to clarify the relationship between the pre-
ceding address of θυγάτηρ	Μωαβ and the commands to Αρνων that follow. 
Such an insertion accords with behaviors of this translator elsewhere, such 
as his supply twice of τοίνυν (27:4; 33:23), his use of τοιγαροῦν for conjunc-
tive waw in 5:26, his frequent addition of νῦν, and his insertion of γάρ 
without a Hebrew counterpart (see Troxel, 92–93).

It is less likely that πλείονα is OG’s equivalent for מעברת than that it 
was supplied as direct object for βουλεύου in 16:3. In fact, מעברת is not 
the only lexeme lacking an equivalent, since in 16:3 βουλεύου || עצה likely 
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implicitizes הביאו/הביאי, ποίει corresponds to both עשו and שיתי, and פלילה 
lacks a clear equivalent. It seems pointless, then, to try to identify a textual 
basis for πλείονα, particularly since this translator often supplies πολύς: for 
example, καὶ	τέκνα	πολλὰ	ἀλλόφυλα	ἐγενήθη	αὐτοῖς || ובילדי נכרים ישׂפיקו 
(2:6), ὡς	ὕδωρ	πολὺ	κατακαλύψαι	θαλάσσας || (11:9) כמים לים מכסים, διὰ	
πολλῶν	γενεῶν || (13:20) עד דור ודור, ἡ	πολλή	σου	εὐφροσύνη || המית נבליך 
(14:11), μετὰ	πολλῶν	τεθνηκότων || (14:19) לבוש הרגים.

16:3

 whether as a variant in its Vorlage or as an exigency to ,עשי reads ܘܥܒܕܝ
conform עשו to the other 2fs forms in the verse. The fact that both פלילה 
and ܬܘܓܢܐ are hapax legomena is likely not coincidental. ܘܥܒܕܝ ܬܘܓܢܐ, par-
allel to ܝܬܝ ܬܪܥܝܬܐ

̈
 ܬܘܓܢܐ likely means “engage in meditation.” Positing that ,ܐ

reflects recognition that פלילה might entail the semantics of prayer (פלל) 
seems overly speculative. It was more likely chosen simply to parallel ܬܪܥܝܬܐ.

σκέπην	πένθους is difficult to align with particular Hebrew counter-
parts, unless πένθους means to render פלילה by association with prayer 
.but that seems tenuous ,(פלל)

σκέπη renders סתר in 16:4, drawing attention to the otherwise untrans-
lated סתרי later in this verse. On the other hand, σκέπη translates צל in 25:4; 
49:2 (cf. καὶ	σκεπασθῆναι || בצל in 30:2; σκέπη || צל in Gen 19:8; Judg 9:15) 
and might be the touchstone for σκέπην. However, we also must account 
for σκοτίᾳ in the next clause, the only occurrence of this noun in Isaiah, 
although σκότος renders חשך (14x), as well as אפל (2x) and קדר (1x). The 
question of whether σκοτίᾳ was chosen through association with σκία || 
 despite the imperfect semantic overlap—or if σκέπη—(51:16 ;38:8 ;4:6) צל
translates צל or סתרי is unanswerable and perhaps unnecessary, since the 
translator hardly renders 16:1–4 based on a strict alignment of words.

αὐτῇ was likely supplied by the translator to explicitize Arnon’s service 
of Moab in creating a “shelter from mourning.” Meanwhile, διὰ	παντός is 
based on כליל, as confirmed by διὰ	παντός || כליל in 30:29.

Old Greek’s ἐν || בתוך (i.e., without a distinct representation of תוך) is 
paralleled by ἐν	χώρᾳ	Αἰγυπτίων || בתוך ארץ מצרים in 19:19; ἐκ	τοῦ	βοθύνου 
 in 58:9. For the adverbial function מתוכך || σοῦ	in 24:18; ἀπὸ מתוך הפחת ||
of ܡܨܥܬ ܛܗܪܐ, compare ܡܨܥܬ ܚܝܠܗ in Ezek 32:25.

For φεύγουσιν	 ἐξέστησαν || נדד  || Μωαβ	φυγάδες	compare οἱ ,נדחים 
 || Μαδεβηνα	as well as ἐξέστη ,(in 13:14 מדח || φεῦγον) in 16:4 נדחי מואב
.in 33:3 נדדו || in 10:31 and ἐξέστησαν נדדה מדמנה
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Old Greek’s translation of תגלי with ἀπαχθῇς compares with τοίνυν	
αἰχμάλωτος	ὁ	λαός	μου	ἐγενήθη || לכן גלה עמי in 5:13 and ἦκται	αἰχμάλωτος 
	μὴ	in 23:1. The use of ἀπάγω for captivity finds a parallel in τοῦ נגלה למו ||
ἐμπεσεῖν	εἰς	ἐπαγωγήν || בלתי כרע תחת אסיר in 10:14 and τοὺς	ἐν	ἐπαγωγῇ	
οὐκ	ἔλυσεν || אסיריו לא פתח ביתה in 14:7.

16:4

Whereas MT’s נִדָּחַי serves as subject of יגורו and regards מואב as addressee 
(so also V and T), OG and S analyze נדחי as a plural construct form: οἱ	
φυγάδες	Μωαβ/ܡܒܕܪ̈ܐ ܕܡܘܐܒ. However, whereas ܗܘܝ ܠܗܘܢ ܣܬܪܐ ܡܢ ܩܕܡ ܒܙܘܙܐ 
comports with הוי סתר למו מפני שודד, ἔσονται renders הוי as if it were יהיו, in 
concord with the grammatical person and number of יגורו. ὑμῖν modifies למו 
for the addressee it has presumed since 16:2 (alternating grammatical plural 
pronouns with second-person singular ones, such as the preceding σοι). Nei-
ther case sustains suspicion that the Vorlage differed from MT. Notably, OG 
carries the twist that, while the σκέπη called for in 16:3 was for the benefit of 
Moab, the σκέπη of this verse is constituted by the refugees of Moab, protect-
ing Arnon from “the pursuer.” The result is a less than coherent picture, sug-
gesting that the translator was perhaps confused about the text’s meaning.

Although OG typically uses διώκω for 41:3 ;30:16 ;17:13 ;5:11 ;1:23) רדף; 
51:1), we also find διώκων || מחריד in 17:2. Conversely, ἀπόλλυμι renders שדד 
in 15:1(2x) and 23:1, 14, and ταλαιπωροῦσιν and ποιεῖ	ταλαιπώρους render 
forms of שדד in 33:1. There is sufficient variety in these renderings to account 
for διώκοντος || שודד here, which is chosen in connection with φυγάδες.

Whereas καὶ	ὁ	ἄρχων	ἀπώλετο likely rests on reading שד as שר and 
collapsing כלה and תמו (1QIsaa תמ), the noun συμμαχία appears only here 
in books of the Greek Bible translated from Hebrew, although συμμαχέω 
translates עזר in Josh 1:14; 1 Par 1:22.2 Vulgate’s pulvis agrees with S 
 ”.as “the oppressor המץ interpreting ,ארי סף מעיקא while T reads ,(ܕܚܝܚܐ)
Most likely, ἡ	συμμαχία	σου was substituted for המץ to express an under-
standing of Arnon’s new relationship to Moab, facilitated by the end of 
a compact. As already noted, the translator’s grasp of the text’s meaning 
seems tenuous.

ἐπὶ	τῆς	γῆς || מן הארץ is doubtless another of the translator’s modifica-
tions of prepositions to fit the Greek sentence.

.(ܐܝܟ ܕܚܝܚܐ S) כמץ || χνοῦν	appears again in Isaiah only in 17:13’s ὡς מץ .2
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16:5

Both OG and S track transparently with MT. For OG’s καὶ	διορθωθήσεται || 
.in 62:7 יכונן || compare διορθώσῃ ,והוכן

16:6

 which appears in the same ,גאה is a hapax legomenon. 1QIsaa reads גא
phrase in Jer 48:29 (שמענו גאון מואב גאה מאד). ܐܬܓܐܝ is the 3ms perfect 
(1cs imperfect would be ܐܬܓܐܐ), and the initial dālat of ܕܛܒ ܐܬܓܐܝ is either 
causal or nominalizing: “(We have heard the boast of Moab,) because/that 
it boasts voluminously.”3

Old Greek translates גאה as an appositive to Μωαβ: ὑβριστὴς	σφόδρα.4 
Whereas S gives equivalents for each component of ועברתו וגאונו   ,גאותו 
OG collapses וגאונו  with ועברתו ὑπερηφανίαν and renders	into τὴν גאותו 
ἐξῆρας, likely based on the verb עבר (cf. τὴν	κρίσιν	ἀφεῖλεν || משפטי יעבור, 
40:27).

Syriac analyzes בדיו as “diviners” (ܩܨܘ̈ܡܘܗܝ) and, taking כן as an adverb, 
expands the clause by stipulating an appropriate action with ܒܕܩܘ, which 
appears in Isaiah again in 10:1, where it renders חקק in the sense of “search” 
(see the comments ad loc.). ܠܐ ܗܘܐ ܗܟܢܐ ܒܕܩܘ ܥܠܘܗܝ ܩܨܘ̈ܡܘܗܝ thus means, 
“It was not thus that his diviners inquired on his behalf.” OG’s ἡ	μαντεία	
σου construes בדיו along the same lines as S, but its second οὐχ	οὕτως is 
derived from לכן in 16:7, read as לא כן. The role each statement plays in 
its respective discourse is opaque, suggesting that neither S nor OG had a 
clear grasp of the passage.

16:7

Although OG’s ὀλολύξει	Μωαβ || ייליל מואב is transparent, what follows 
exemplifies its flexible rendering of prepositions: ἐν	 γὰρ	 τῇ	 Μωαβίτιδι	
πάντες	ὀλολύξουσι || למואב כלה ייליל. The insertion of γάρ makes the clause 

3. Although the gender of ܡܘܐܒ is not otherwise evident in this verse (the third-
person suffixes on ܓܐܝܘܬܗ ܘܪܡܘܬܗ ܘܐܠܡܗ could be masculine or feminine), com-
parison of ܢܝܠܠ ܡܘܐܒ in 16:7 (cf. 15:2 ,ܡܘܐܒ ܡܝܠܠ) and ܕܠܐܝ ܡܘܐܒ in 16:12 confirms 
the masculine gender.

4. Although ὑβριστὴς	 σφόδρα could be vocative, it is difficult to see how τὴν	
ὑπερηφανίαν	ἐξῆρας could be addressed to Moab.
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explanatory of ὀλολύξει	Μωαβ, assisted by rendering ייליל -as gram כלה 
matically plural, thereby distinguishing it from ὀλολύξει	Μωαβ. By con-
trast, S’s למואב || ܘܥܠ ܡܘܐܒ uses an equivalent for ל that it employs again 
in ܫܝܬܐ

̈
.לאשישי || ܥܠ ܐ

Although ܫܝܬܐ
̈
 there ,אשישי might be a guess for the hapax legomenon ܐ

is merit in Warszawski’s perception (33) that “Pesch. hat אשיש von dem 
aramäischen אשש,” comparing ܣܝܗ

̈
-in Ezra 4:12 (cf. Goshen ואשיא || ܘܫܬܐ

Gottstein, 5.(סג
τοῖς	κατοικοῦσιν is likely its guess for אשישי, which is inferred to be 

a property of Αδεσεθ.6 This translator incorporates κατοικέω into other 
passages implying habitation: καὶ	οἱ	λοιποὶ	οἱ	τὴν	παραλίαν	κατοικοῦντες	
καὶ	 πέραν	 τοῦ	 Ιορδάνου || הירדן 	καὶ ,([9:1]/8:23) עבר  ὀνοκένταυροι	 ἐκεῖ	
κατοικήσουσι || באלמנותיו איים  	καὶ ,(13:22) וענה  θήσω	 τὴν	 Βαβυλωνίαν	
ἔρημον	ὥστε	κατοικεῖν	ἐχίνους || (14:23) ושמתיה למורש קפד.

Old Greek’s reduction of חרשת -to Αδεσεθ (dalet/resh inter קיר 
change), in distinction from ὡσεὶ	τεῖχος	ὃ	ἐνεκαίνισας || לקיר חרש in 16:11, 
below (which again presumes dalet/resh interchange), is comparable to ἡ	
Μωαβῖτις || ער מואב in 15:1 and τῆς	Μωαβίτιδος || מידבא מואב in 15:2 (see 
comments above).

Syriac’s ܕܡܬܗ̈ܓܡܢ construes חרשת as modifying קיר and associates it 
with הרס, rendering it with a participle in the passive voice, as it will again 
in 16:12.7

 appears only here in Isaiah. Ottley (2:189) (ἐντραπήσῃ || נכאים) נכא
refers to 16:12, where καὶ	ἔσται	εἰς	τὸ	ἐντραπῆναί	σε aligns with והיה כי נראה. 
There he (2:190) posits that the translator’s Vorlage read נכאה, pointing to 
Dan 11:30, where θ′ reads καὶ	 ταπεινωήσεται || ונכאה. However, even if 
OG’s Vorlage read נכאה, ἐντρέπω elsewhere in Isaiah translates 41:11) כלם; 
45:16, 17; 50:7) or (44:11) פחד. The only similar Hebrew construction is 
 ἡσύχιον.8	which OG renders with καὶ ,(in 1QIsaa ונכאי רוח) in 66:2 ונכה רוח

5. Cf. ܓܘܒܐ .in 14:15 אל ירכתי בור || ܘܠܐܫܬܗ ܕ
6. This seems more likely than Goshen-Gottstein’s (סב) speculation that τοῖς	

κατοικοῦσιν reflects לאישי or לאנשי.
7. In 19:18, the only occurrence of הרס in Isaiah, S transliterates it as a proper 

noun: עיר ההרס יאמר לאחת || ܘܚܕܐ ܡܢܗܝܢ ܗܪܣ ܬܬܩܪܐ.
8. He may have inferred “silence” as the effect of a “stricken spirit” (cf. πεπληγὼς	

τοὺς	πόδας || 2 ,רגלים נכה Sam 4:4; 9:3; συνήχθησαν	ἐπ᾿	ἐμὲ	μάστιγες || נאספו עלי נכים, 
Ps 34[35]:15).
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There is no clear indication of how the translator arrived at ἐντραπήσῃ here 
or ἐντραπῆναι in 16:12, even if he saw a link between them.

Although the rapidly shifting addressees in 16:7–12 confound detec-
tion of a coherent discourse, the second-person singular μελετήσεις (|| 
 assumes the same addressee as in 16:6, who is said to have removed (תהגו
(ἐξῆρας || ועברתו) Moab’s infamous hubris. If μελετήσεις	καὶ	οὐκ	ἐντραπήσῃ 
in 16:7 carries on this address, then the addressee is said to show con-
cern for the inhabitants of Αδεσεθ without being put to shame. The iden-
tity of the addressee in the verses leading to 16:12 becomes even more 
clouded by the assertion that the addressee will be ashamed (καὶ	 ἔσται	
εἰς	τὸ	ἐντραπῆναί	σε || והיה כי נראה). Accordingly, although the translator 
apparently sought to produce a grammatically coherent address, whatever 
identity he conceived for the addressee (if he did so) remains obscure.

16:8

As in 15:1, 5, 6, OG lacks an equivalent for כי. There is no reason to suspect 
its Vorlage lacked it here, but also no evidence to decisively call it an omis-
sion. See appendix C.

Although all other occurrences of πεδίον translate 41:18 ;40:4) בקעה; 
63:14), it is difficult to imagine בקעה underlying it here, given the graphic 
dissimilarity to שדמות. More likely, OG was uncertain about שדמות (it has 
no clear equivalent for it in 37:27, its only other appearance in the book). 
Although it is tempting to suggest that the translator related שדמות to שדה 
(cf. S’s ܚ̈ܩܠܬܐ), he typically translates the latter with ἀγρός. τὰ	πεδία is likely 
a guess that places τὰ	πεδία	Εσεβων, a generic topographic term, parallel 
to ἄμπελος	Σεβαμα.

Syriac elsewhere renders אמל with ܐܠܐ or ܐܒܠ (24:4[2x], 7; 33:9) and 
once with (19:8) ܟܪܗ. Although S uses ܚܪܒ for חרב (e.g., 19:5, 6), it also 
frequently substitutes it for another verb, as seems the case here (see the 
comments on שם תבל כמדבר || ܘܐܚܪܒ ܬܒܝܠ ܐܝܟ ܡܕܒܪܐ in 14:17; cf. בתה || ܚܪܒ 
in 5:6; שאה in 6:11[2x]; חרה in 24:6; שלח in 27:10; and נער in 33:9).

τοῦ	κυρίου	αὐτοῦ || בעליו in 1:3 attests its familiarity with בעל, and καὶ	
τίς	ὁ	κρινόμενός	μοι || מי בעל משפטי in 50:8 represents well its function in a 
phrase. Most likely, then, καταπίνοντες here attests בלעי, analyzed as a form 
of the verb בלע that OG translates with καταπίνω in 9:15, 25:8, 28:4, and 
49:19.

Syriac’s equivalents for הלם in its two other occurrences in the book 
suggest that the translator was unfamiliar with it: יין || ܕܬܘܝܪ̈ܝܢ ܒܚܡܪܐ  הלומי 
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(28:1) and (41:7) מחליק פטיש את הולם פעם || ܕܐܪܫ ܒܩܘܪܢܣܐ ܘܦܠܚ. Thus its 
rendering of הלמו with ܓܡܘ is likely with a view to its semantic compat-
ibility with שרוקיה || ܫܒ̈ܘܩܝܗ.

καταπατήσατε || הלמו is likely a guess based on the context, especially 
with the object τὰς	ἀμπέλους	αὐτῆς. The translator’s lack of familiarity with 
	and 41:7 (καὶ (הלומי יין || οἴνου	ἄνευ	μεθύοντες	οἱ) is suggested by 28:1 הלמו
χαλκεὺς	 τύπτων	 σφύρῃ	 ἅμα	 ἐλαύνων || הולם את  פטיש  מחליק  צרף   9.(את 
Compare the comments on καταπατήσω || הידד in 16:9.

The choice of τὰς	ἀμπέλους	αὐτῆς || שרוקיה (a hapax legomenon) was 
likely with recollection of שרק in 5:2, where the double rendering ἄμπελον	
σωρηχ likely intends ἄμπελον as a gloss.

συνάψητε || נגעו compares with οἱ	συνάπτοντες || מגיעי in 5:8, while pre-
fixed οὐ	μή is attributable to the translator’s willingness to supply negative 
particles based on the perceived requirement of the context.

Elsewhere ܥܢܩܐ renders יונקת (Ps 80:12; Job 14:7; 15:30). The choice of 
 ,שרוקיה || ܫܒ̈ܘܩܝܗ here is likely influenced by the parallel שלחותיה || ܥܢܩ̈ܝܗ
similar to the inference that seems perceptible behind ܘܥܒܕܬ ܫܒ̈ܘܩܐ ܘܦܫܛܬ 
.in Ezek 17:6 ותעש בדים ותשלח פארות || ܥܢܩ̈ܝܗ

In ܢܓܕܘ ,נטשו עברו ים || ܢܓܕܘ ܘܥܒܪܘ ܝܡܐ is likely intransitive (“draw back/
away”), given the parallel ܘܥܒܪܘ (cf. ܠܕܚܣܝܠܝܢ ܡܢ ܚܠܒܐ ܘܢܓܝܕܝܢ ܡܢ ܬܕܝܐ || 
 ת) with the peal נתש Elsewhere S translates .(28:9 ,גמולי מחלב עתיקי משדים
.(33:23) ܫܪܐ or ,(32:14) ܛܥܐ ,(21:15) ܒܕܪ or the ethpeel of (2:6) ܫܒܩ of (ט <

The closest parallels to τὴν	ἔρημον || ים here are, first, τὸ	ὅραμα	τῆς	
ἐρήμου || משא מדבר ים in 21:1, where the Vorlage might have lacked 10.ים 
The other parallel is ὁ	ἀναβιβάσας	ἐκ	τῆς	γῆς	τὸν	ποιμένα	τῶν	προβάτων 
 in 63:11, where a reflexive scribal substitution המעלם מים את רעי צאנו ||
of מארץ for מים is possible, given that the context concerns the exodus. 
Equally here (16:8), we cannot exclude that a scribe, under the influence 
of מדבר מדבר earlier in the verse, wrote תעו  ים rather than עברו   ,עברו 
although it is possible that the translator effected the substitution for a 
similar reason.

9. Its varied equivalents throughout the OG (ἀπεκόπησαν, Judg 5:22; ἀπέτεμεν, 
Judg 5:26; κατέρραξαν, Ps 73[74]:6; παιδεύσει, Ps 140[141]:5; ἐνέπαιξαν, Prov 23:35) 
point to uncertainty about הלם.

10. τὸ	ὅραμα || משא is likely by attraction to חזות in 16:2. Cf. ὅρασις || משא in 13:1.
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16:9

Syriac’s +2fs suffix on אבכה || ܐܒܟܝܟܝ comports with the following ܐܪܘܝܟܝ || 
and might reflect scribal harmonization with Jer 48:32:11 אריוך

	מבכי יעזר אבכה לך הגפן שבמה  ܡܢ ܒܟܬܐ ܕܝܥܙܝܪ ܐܒܟܝܟܝ ܓܦܬܐ ܕܣܒܡܐ

 to Isa לך opens the possibility that a scribe had added אבכה לך || ܐܒܟܝܟܝ
16:9 under the influence of the parallel. Although the next clause in Jer 
נגעו) 48:32 יעזר  ים  עד  ים  עברו   differs from the next in Isa 16:9 (נטישתיך 
:the clause after that is again similar ,(אריוך דמעתי חשבון ואלעלה)

Isa 16:9
	כי על קיצך ועל קצירך הידד נפל  ܡܛܠ ܕܥܠ ܚܨܕܟܝ ܘܥܠ ܩܛܦܟܝ ܕܝܘܫܐ ܢܦܠ

Jer 48:32
	על קיצך ועל בצירך שדד נפל  	ܡܛܠ ܕܥܠ ܚܨܕܟܝ ܘܥܠ ܩܛܦܟܝ ܒܙܘܙܐ ܢܦܠ

Especially notable is ܡܛܠ ܕ in Jer 48:32, in agreement with כי in Isa 16:9. 
Although solitary ܡܛܠ renders על in phrases such as ܡܛܠ ܟܠܗܝܢ ܒܝܫ̈ܬܗܘܢ 
רעתם || כל  ܗܠܝܢ and (1:16) על   none of the other ,(4:28) זאת על || ܡܛܠ 
262 instances of ܡܛܠ ܕ in Jeremiah (besides 48:32) render על, while most 
render כי. Accordingly, ܡܛܠ ܕܥܠ there unequivocally attests כי על, most 
likely as a scribal harmonization with Isa 6:9. This strengthens the percep-
tion that ܐܒܟܝܟܝ in Isa 16:9 reflects (אבכה) לך, owing to scribal harmoniza-
tion with Jer 48:32.

Less certain is whether ܕܡܥܬܟܝ reflects דמעתך in S’s Vorlage or the 
translator modified the suffix by attraction to אריוך.

Old Greek’s ὡς	 τὸν	 κλαυθμόν || בבכי might be another example of 
manipulation of prepositions found throughout the translation, but it also 
curiously matches ὡς	κλαυθμόν || מבכי in the parallel Jer 31(48):32.

τὰ	δένδρα	σου || אריוך probably reflects a text like ארזיך in 1QIsaa, while 
τὰ	δένδρα	αὐτῶν || (וה)אשרים in 17:8 and 27:9 evince his use of δένδρα as 
a generic term.

δάκρυον || דמעה in 25:8 and τὰ	δάκρυά	σου || דמעתך in 38:5 show the 
translator’s familiarity with דמעה, while the only other use of καταβάλλω 

11. The Leiden Peshitta corrects the ungrammatical ܐܒܟܟܝ of 7a1 to ܐܒܟܝܟܝ.
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in the book is semantically apt: καταβαλεῖς || (26:5) ישפילנה. Ottley’s 
(2:189) suggestion that the translator read “perhaps דמה ‘destroyed’ or רמה 
‘threw down’ ” would require substantial differences from דמעתי to spur 
κατέβαλεν. More likely the verb was chosen as an action suitable to the 
destruction of trees.

Old Greek’s single pronoun in ἐπὶ	τῷ	θερισμῷ	καὶ	ἐπὶ	τῷ	τρυγήτῳ	σου 
-reflects its tendency to render only one possessive pro על קיצך ועל קצירך ||
noun in a series (see Van der Vorm-Croughs, 206–13).12

Corresponding to הידד S reads ܕܝܘܫܐ, whose verbal form it uses for 
 ܡܛܠ ܕܠܕܝܘܫܐ in its reformulated הידד in 16:10 and then repeats for הדרך
 in 16:10 הדרך as a synonym of הידד The treatment of .הידד השבתי || ܐܒܛܠ
accounts for הידד || ܕܝܘܫܐ here.

Old Greek’s καταπατήσω likely reflects uncertainty over הידד, for which 
it gives no clear equivalent in 16:10. However, given the translator’s use of 
καταπατήσατε for the unfamiliar הלמו in 16:8, he likely found καταπατήσω 
a congenial replacement for הידד in 16:9, with the κατα- prefix offering a 
useful resonance with κατέβαλεν.

+πάντα is readily understood as the subject the translator supplied for 
πεσοῦνται (see appendix A). Remarkable is his choice to render נפל in the gram-
matical plural (πεσοῦνται) rather than singular (as is common with a neuter 
plural subject), since this profiles the multiple features that come to grief.

16:10

 in 4:1. Syriac אסף חרפתנו || ܘܐܥܒܪ݂ ܚܣܕܢ finds precedent in ונאסף || ܘܬܥܒܪ
uses ܥܒܪ for a range of Hebrew verbs, most frequently סור (e.g., 1:16, 25; 3:1, 
18; 5:23; 6:7) but also (15:7 ;5:10) עשה ,([1]8:18 ;2:18) החליף, and (11:15) הדריך.

Old Greek regularly uses ἄμπελος for גפן (as in 16:8), and its use for 
	ἀμπελώνων	τῶν	is common throughout the Greek Bible. However, ἐκ כרם
σου || הכרמל  with Χερμελ כרמל diverges from its transliterations of מן 
(29:17[2x]; 32:15) and Καρμήλος (32:16; 33:9; 35:2).13 Although ובכרמים 
following מן הכרמל might have triggered corruption of הכרמל into הכרמים, 
the expected direction of corruption would be from הכרמל to הכרמים, 
as seems to underlie S’s ܡܢ ܟܪܡܠܐ ܘܒܟܪܡܠܐ. More likely OG considered τῶν	

12. Contrast the distinct translation of each pronoun in ἐπὶ	 ὀπώραν	 σου	 ἐπὶ	
τρυγηταῖς	σου || על קיצך ועל בצירך in Jer 48(31):32.

13. None of the variants inferable from OG or S are related to differences with 
this verse in Jer 48:33.
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ἀμπελώνων a contextually appropriate metonym for כרמל, just as in 10:18 
and 37:24 it omits a toponymic equivalent juxtaposed to יער: καὶ	οἱ	δρυμοί 
14.(37:24) יער כרמלו || δρυμοῦ	τοῦ ;(10:18) יערו וכרמלו ||

Although graphic similarity of mem and kaph in Paleo-Hebrew could 
be adduced to explain σου in each phrase, the pronoun likely arose from 
an attempt to create parallel phrases and link with the second-person sin-
gular pronouns of 16:9.

εὐφρανθήσονται/ירנן || ܢܚܕܘܢ agree not only with the grammatical plural 
in T (ידוצון) but also 1QIsaa (ירננו), whose 3mp inflection is distinct from 
the following ירועע (which OG, S, and T translate with grammatically 
plural verbs).

Whereas V’s neque iubilabit and T’s ולא יחיכון both analyze (לא) ירעע 
as from רוע, OG and S fill the slot before יין ביקבים with verbs apt for crush-
ing grapes: καὶ	οὐ	μὴ	πατήσουσιν/15.ܘܠܐ ܢܥܨܪܘܢ For OG this less likely betrays 
a semantic interpretation of לא ירעע via IIרעע (pace Goshen-Gottstein, סג) 
than a transfer of its rendering for לא ידרך before יין ביקבים, after which it 
omits any translation of הדרך הידד (cf. 16:9).

By contrast, S provides an expanded rendering of לא ידרך הדרך הידד, 
using ܕܝܘܫܐ for הידד, as in 16:9, as well as for הדרך, while using the cognate 
 ܘܠܐ suggests that דרך However, the use of those equivalents for .ידרך || ܢܕܘܫ
 shifted forward than S’s studied לא ידרך is less likely an equivalent for ܢܥܨܪܘܢ
choice for לא ירעע. Notably, S regularly uses the verb ܥܨܪ for pressing grapes 
(e.g., ואקח את הענבים ואשחט אתם || ܘܢܣܒܬ ܥܢܒ̈ܐ ܘܥܨܪܬ ܐܢܝ̈ܢ, Gen 40:11; cf. 
Amos 9:13) or olives (e.g., שמן זית זך כתית || ܡܫܚܐ ܕܟܝܐ ܕܙܝܬܐ ܥܨܝܪܐ, Lev 24:2). 
Having inferred that ܘܒܟܪܡܠܐ ܠܐ ܢܚܕܘܢ was the counterpart to ܘܬܥܒܪ ܚܕܘܬܐ ܘܕܝܨܐ 
 לא ירנן he considered ,ובכרמל to מן הכרמל based on the shift from ,ܡܢ ܟܪܡܠܐ
 as joined with לא ירעע the end of the parallel clause and analyzed (ܠܐ ܢܚܕܘܢ)
.(ܘܠܐ ܢܥܨܪܘܢ ܚܡܪܐ ܒܡܥܨܪܬܐ) יין ביקבים

14. Less likely does OG regard βουνός as a semantic equivalent for יער (pace Van 
der Vorm-Croughs, 146 n. 18). The nouns have distinct equivalents in 32:15’s καὶ	
ἔσται	ἔρημος	ὁ	Χερμελ	καὶ	ὁ	Χερμελ	εἰς	δρυμὸν	λογισθήσεται || והיה מדבר לכרמל וכרמל 
.ו[ה]כרמל ליער יחשב

15. In 15:4 S translated יריעו with ܬܩܥܐ and OG with βοᾷ, equivalents they use for 
it again in 42:13, while in 44:23 S renders הריעו with ܝܒ̈ܒܝܢ, and OG uses σαλπίσατε. 
On the other hand, in 24:19 both S and OG translate רעה התרעעה with words meaning 
“to tremble” (ܡܙܥ ܬܙܘܥ/ταραχῇ	ταραχθήσεται), recognizing the verb as IIרעע (cf. S’s 
.(דעו in 8:9, where OG’s γνῶτε attests רעו || ܙܘܥܘ
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Although OG and S conjugate their equivalents for השבתי in differ-
ent voices (πέπαυται/ܐܒܛܠ), each provides a similar conjunction to link 
the clause with what precedes (γάρ/–ܡܛܠ ܕ). The differences in the voice 
of their verbs (which correlates with whether they give an equivalent for 
 make it likely that their similarities owe to polygenesis rather than (הידד
borrowing.

16:11

For יהמו || ܬܡܠܠ, compare כהמות ימים || ܐܝܟ ܩܠܐ ܕܝܡ̈ܡܐ in 17:12 and ܩܠܐ ܐܬܡܠܝܬ 
 ויהמו || ἠχῶν	is comparable to καὶ יהמו || in 22:2. ἠχήσει הומיה קריה || ܩܪܝܬܐ
in 57:15.

Syriac and OG construe קיר as a common noun, while S’s ܕܡܬܗܓܡ 
translates חרש as a participle (“destroyed”), analyzing it as a by-form of 
.as in 16:7 ,הרס

16:12

For καὶ	ἔσται	εἰς	τὸ	ἐντραπῆναί	σε || והיה כי נראה, compare 16:7, where καὶ	
οὐκ	ἐντραπήσῃ translates אך נכאים. Although Ottley’s (2:190) speculation 
that the translator’s Vorlage read נכאה for נראה is possible, the translator’s 
use of ἐντρέπω for either כלם or בוש elsewhere leaves his path to ἐντραπῆναι 
here opaque, as was the case with ἐντραπήσῃ in 16:7 (q.v.).

Ottley (2:190) posits that σε might represent (נראה) כי read as ך, but 
ὅτι is a clear equivalent for כי, and the translator’s willingness to supply a 
pronoun is well established.

Syriac passes over והיה in translating נראה  ,as a temporal clause כי 
although he renders the verb in the active voice: ܘܡܐ ܕܚܙܐ.

The relationship between τὰ	χειροποίητα	αὐτῆς and מקדשו is uncer-
tain. χειροποίητα translates אלילים in 2:18; 10:11; 19:1; and 31:7, τὰ	
χειροποίητα	αὐτῆς translates פסילי אלהיה in 21:9, and ἐποίησαν	χειροποίητα 
renders ויעשהו אל in 46:6. τὰ	χειροποίητα	αὐτῆς might be an interpreta-
tion of מקדשו as Moabite holy objects, but, lacking similar equivalents, this 
amounts to trying to read the translator’s mind. Unlikely is Ottley’s (2:190) 
suggestion that the Vorlage “read ׁוחרש for ׁוקדש,” which fails to take into 
account the mem prefix of מקדשו. Syriac lacks the suffix of מקדשו in its 
equivalent, ܠܡܩܕܫܐ.

ἐξελέσθαι	αὐτόν appears supplied by the translator as a complement 
to δύνηται (|| יוכל), based on the preceding καὶ	 εἰσελεύσεται || ובא, just 



 ISAIAH 16 343

as in 29:11 he supplies an infinitive complement for δύναμαι (οὐ	δύναμαι	
ἀναγνῶναι || לא אוכל) based on the preceding ἀνάγνωθι || קרא.

16:13

Syriac’s frequent creation of relative clauses, particularly after a demon-
strative + articular noun (e.g., ܐܪܥܐ ܗܘܐ  ܕܡܪܡܪ   הזה האיש מרגיז || ܗܢܘ ܓܒܪܐ 
ܩܕܡ̈ܝܐ ;14:16 ,הארץ ܝܘܡ̈ܬܐ  ܕܡܢ  ܥܫܝܢܬܐ  ܠܟܘܢ  ܗܝ  עליזה מימי || ܗܕܐ   הזאת לכם 
 הדבר and its use of the relative pronoun in phrases headed by ,(23:7 ,קדם
 in the first אשר make the absence of an equivalent for (22 ,37:6 ;2:1) אשר
clause remarkable. It likely reflects the absence not merely of אשר but of 
the phrase דבר  owing to homoioteleuton. The translator supplied ,אשר 
 as direct object. Although this account ܗܢܐ ܦܬܓܡܐ as predicate, with ܡܠܠ
is speculative, the absence of a relative pronoun is so uncharacteristic of S 
that some hypothesis is in order.

Old Greek represents אשר, with καὶ	ἐλάλησε likely supplied as a com-
plement to ὁπότε || מאז (for which he uses a variety of equivalents else-
where: οὗ, 14:8; ἀπ’	 ἀρχῆς, 44:8; 48:8; τότε, 45:21; ἔτι, 48:3; πάλαι, 48:5, 
7). With the addition of καὶ	ἐλάλησε, in anticipation of דבר יהוה in 16:14, 
what in the Hebrew text was a modification of a previous oracle became an 
oracle once spoken in conjunction with another: ὁπότε	καὶ	ἐλάλησε.

16:14

καὶ	νῦν	λέγω || ועתה דבר יהוה לאמר is of a piece with +καὶ	ἐλάλησε at the 
end of 16:13, making 16:14 the ῥῆμα cited from the past.

It appears that the translator chose to accommodate the kaph in his 
rendering ἐτῶν	μισθωτοῦ || כשני שכיר by using the genitive case to define 
the quality of ἐν	τρισὶν	ἔτεσιν (cf. his frequent use of ὡς with the genitive: 
e.g., 4:5; 8:14; 13:8; 16:2).

Syriac translates המון with ܣܘܓܐܐ again in 29:5[2x], 7, 8; 31:4. Similarly, 
OG renders המון with πλοῦτος again in 29:5, 7, 8; 32:14; 60:5.

Although הרב || ܕܥܡܗ might be a deduction based on the tacit use of 
 רב for “many people” (e.g., 8:15) and the frequent juxtaposition of רבים
and עם (e.g., 2:3, 4; 13:4; 17:12), the fact that ܥܡ appears alone (rather than 
in an expansion such as ܥܡܗ ܪܒܐ), while ܥܡ never occurs elsewhere in S 
without support from the Hebrew, suggests that his Vorlage read העם (less 
likely עמו) rather than הרב, despite the lack of graphic similarity.
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καὶ	οὐκ	ἔντιμος seems to read לוא כביר as לא כבוד (cf. S’s ܘܠܐ ܣܓܝ). 
The equivalence ἔντιμος || כבוד (cf. τιμή || 14:18; 11:10 ,כבוד) matches the 
phrase correlative to ἀτιμασθήσεται || ונקלה earlier. ὀλιγοστός || מעט מזער is 
comparable to μικρόν || מעט מזער in 10:25.



Isaiah 17

17:1

Regarding τὸ	ῥῆμα	τὸ	κατά || משא, see 15:1.
ἀπὸ	πόλεων (|| מעיר) less likely attests מערים than attempts to make 

sense of the assertion that Damascus will be “removed” (ἀρθήσεται || מוסר 
via סור). Given the perception that this has to do with its downfall, the 
notion of its removal from among cities is an intelligible inference.

 S renders the hapax legomenon מעי with ܠܚܘܪܒܐ, comparable to ܚܪܒܬܐ 
 in Jer 26:18; Mic 3:12; Ps 79:1. Old Greek’s lack of an equivalent for it עי ||
led Bernard Duhm and George Buchanan Gray to posit that מעי is a cor-
rupt dittography of מעיר that entered a form of the text after OG’s Vorlage.1 
Hans Wildberger rejected their proposal on the grounds that it “does not 
directly follow מעיר” and argued that מעי, “a less common form of the 
better known עי,” was selected “because the word sounded so much like 
	καὶ ,מעי Aside from that aesthetic defense of 2”.מעיר ἔσται	 εἰς	 πτῶσιν || 
 is too readily attributable to the translator’s penchant for והיתה מעי מפלה
concision to consider it evidence that מעי was absent from the Vorlage.

Beyond that, there is little evidence for OG’s familiarity with עי. 
Although the word ὀπωροφυλάκιον that OG uses for מלונה in 1:8 (ὡς	
ὀπωροφυλάκιον	ἐν	σικυηράτῳ || כמלונה במקשה; cf. 24:20), translates עי in 
Mic 1:6 (εἰς	ὀπωροφυλάκιον	ἀγροῦ || לעי השדה); Mic 3:12 (καὶ	Ιερουσαλημ	ὡς	
ὀπωροφυλάκιον	ἔσται || וירושלם עיין תהיה); Ps 78(79):1 (εἰς	ὀπωροφυλάκιον 
 these are suspect of having appropriated the phraseology from Isa ,(לעיים ||

1. Duhm, Buch Jesaia, 108. George Buchanan Gray, A Critical and Exegetical Com-
mentary on the Book of Isaiah I–XXVII, ICC (Edinburgh: T&T Clark), 298. HALOT 
attributes the same judgment to Seeligmann, but the only discussion of 17:1–2 (73) 
makes no mention of this.

2. Hans Wildberger, Isaiah 13–27, trans. Thomas H. Trapp, CC (Minneapolis: 
Fortress, 1997), 156.
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1:8. Only καὶ	Ιερουσαλημ	εἰς	ἄβατον	ἔσται || וירושלים עיים תהיה in Jer 33:18 
provides a semantically apt equivalent. There is diminished reason, then, 
to think that the translator would have recognized מעי.

17:2

Although it is possible that a scribe had already supplied תהיינה at the 
outset of the verse, corresponding to תהיינה later, the lack of attestation in 
any other witness makes it more likely that S supplied ܘܢܗ̈ܘܝܢ to fill out the 
clause. This is but the first supplement the translator provides in reshaping 
the verse. ܘܢܗ̈ܘܝܢ ܠܓܙܪ̈ܐ ܕܢܪܒܥܘܢ ܒܗܝܢ reformulates ורבצו as a relative clause, 
with its +ܒܗܝܢ explicitizing the relationship to ܩܘܪ̈ܝܐ ܕܥܕܘܥܝܪ, just as ܠܗܘܢ is 
added in ואין מחריד || ܘܠܐ ܢܗܘܐ ܠܗܘܢ ܡܗܪܢܐ.

Because OG construed עזבות as referring to Damascus, it inflected it 
in the grammatical singular, καταλελειμμένη.3 εἰς	τὸν	αἰῶνα implies read-
ing ערער as עד עד, and the translator likely also read the preceding ערי as 
4.עדי

ποιμνίων is the equivalent for לעדרים in a reformulation whose εἰς	
κοίτην and καὶ	ἀνάπαυσιν appear to be double renderings of ורבצו.

καὶ	 οὐκ	 ἔσται	 ὁ	 διώκων || מחריד 	recalls ἔσονται ואין  σκέπη	 ὑμῖν	 ἀπὸ	
προσώπου	διώκοντος || הוי סתר למו מפני שודד in 16:4, where διώκοντος is a 
generic term for one who afflicts fugitives (οἱ	φυγάδες), a topic the transla-
tor will introduce again in 17:3 with τοῦ	καταφυγεῖν.

17:3

Although καὶ	οὐκέτι	ἔσται renders שבת nowhere else in the Greek Bible, 
the use of παύω for שבת in 15:10; 24:8 (2x); 33:8; 58:12 suggests that οὐκέτι	
ἔσται is the translator’s choice for ונשבת here. Correspondingly, the repeti-
tion of καὶ	 οὐκέτι	 ἔσται before βασιλεία seems more likely his insertion 
than attestation of a second ונשבת in his Vorlage (cf. S’s +ܘܢܗ̈ܘܝܢ in 17:2).

ὀχυρά (|| מבצר) could be parsed as a neuter plural adjective, but more 
likely it is feminine nominative singular, serving as a predicate adjective 
for implicit Δαμασκός (17:1), just as καταλελειμμένη (|| עזבות) did in 17:2.5 

3. This observation remains true even if its Vorlage read, say, עזובת.
.is translated with Αροηρ elsewhere (e.g., Num 32:34; Deut 2:36; 3:12) ערער .4
5. ὀχυρά || בצר occurs commonly in the phrase πόλεις	 ὀχυραί throughout the 

Greek Bible (e.g., Num 13:28; Deut 3:5; Isa 25:2; 36:1; 37:26).
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The translator’s supply of +τοῦ	καταφυγεῖν explicitizes the function that 
Damascus as ὀχυρά is unable to play for Ephraim.6

Syriac’s מבצר || ܥܘܫܢܐ occurs again in 34:13. Its (ושאר) || (ܘܫܪܟܐ) ܕܐܦܪܝܡ 
 ,(מ)אפרים likely reflects a scribal error in light of the preceding ארם
although it is possible that the misreading was by the translator.

Old Greek’s +ἀπολεῖται extends the semantics of καὶ	οὐκέτι	ἔσται || ונשבת, 
using a verb that renders שבת in 13:11; 33:11 (and often outside Isaiah).

The comparative adjective βελτίων is infrequent in the Greek Bible.7 
The first of two equivalents for ככבוד, βελτίων casts the comparison of 
Damascus to Israel and its glory via a question with an insinuated nega-
tive particle, as this translator often does. This use of βελτίων is similar to 
ποῖον	βέλτιον || הוי רב in 45:9, insofar as it stands in a contrived rhetorical 
question. The second rendering of ככבוד leaves the comparison behind 
and is shifted to the end of the clause, with anaphoric αὐτῶν supplied to 
specify to whose “glory” Damascus falls short. Not only does this entail 
reformulation as a question, but one addressed to an unspecified person, 
although the context leaves Damascus the presumed addressee. Although 
one would expect οὐ	γὰρ	σὺ	βελτίων	εἶ to expect an affirmative response, 
the discourse context undermines that, unless the translator understood 
the question to sarcastically taunt an addressee who assumes superiority.

Old Greek joins its rendering of צבאות יהוה  	τάδε) נאם  λέγει	 κύριος	
σαβαωθ) with the beginning of 17:4, just as its τάδε	 λέγει	 κύριος	 ὁ	 θεὸς	
Ισραηλ (|| נאם יהוה אלהי ישראל) at the end of 17:6 serves as preface to τῇ	
ἡμέρᾳ	ἐκείνῃ at the beginning of 17:7.

17:4

ἔκλειψις || ידל finds a parallel in 38:14’s ἐξέλιπον || דלו, although both might 
be based on association of the verb with חדל, which is translated with 
ἐκλεῖπον in 53:3 (cf. Gen 18:11; Deut 15:11).

6. Cf. καὶ	τὸ	ὕψος	τῆς	καταφυγῆς	τοῦ	τοίχου	σου || ומבצר משגב חומתיך השח in 
25:12, where τὸ	ὕψος reflects משגב (cf. 2:11, 17; 12:4; but cf. καταφυγή || משגב in Ps 
9:10; 94:22), while τῆς	καταφυγῆς appears to align with מבצר to specify the function 
the wall will (not) play for the addressee.

7. It typically renders טוב (Num 14:3; Judg 18:19; Jer 22:15; 38[45]:20; 40[47]:9; 
42[49]:6; Prov 8:19). The lone exception outside Isaiah is ὡς	συμφέρει	καὶ	ὡς	βέλτιον	
ὑμῖν || וכישר בעיניכם  in Jer 26[33]:14, although it is used as a virtual synonym כטוב 
alongside ὡς	συμφέρει || כטוב.
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τῆς	δόξης	αὐτοῦ || בשרו accords with T’s יקריה. Analogous to his infer-
ential rendering in the last clause of 17:3, the translator may have rea-
soned from the parallel כבוד יעקב, to which the pronominal suffix of בשרו 
is anaphoric, and from that extended the theme of δόξα with which 17:3 
concluded. A similar choice of δόξα based on context is 6:1’s καὶ	πλήρης	ὁ	
οἶκος	τῆς	δόξης	αὐτοῦ || ושוליו מלאים את ההיכל, coordinate with 6:3’s πλήρης	
πᾶσα	ἡ	γῆ	τῆς	δόξης	αὐτοῦ || מלא כל הארץ כבודו (cf. 40:6). Although it is 
not always clear how the translator arrived at his choice of δόξα, the lexeme 
becomes a leitmotif in the translation (see Troxel, 128–32).

σεισθήσεται || ירזה seems attributable to associating the verb with 
 ;which it translates with σείω in 13:13 ,(based on biliteral etymology) רגז
 appears only here and Zeph 2:11, where it is translated with רזה 14:16.8
ἐξολεθρεύσει.

17:5

 ܐܝܟ ܗܘ ܕܡܠܩܛ .as kaph + participle (cf כאסף reflects analysis of ܐܝܟ ܗܘ ܕܟܢܫ
-as a con קציר קמה construes ܚܨܕܐ ܕܩܝܡܬܐ݁ later in the verse), while כמלקט ||
struct phrase, whereas MT’s קָצִיר קָמָה entails apposition. As Warszawski 
(84) notes, καὶ	ἔσται	ὃν	τρόπον	ἐάν	τις	συναγάγῃ || והיה כאסף is formally 
similar to ܘܢܗܘܐ ܐܝܟ ܗܘ ܕܟܢܫ. However, S frequently uses dālat to nominalize 
verbal phrases, and other cases of ܐܝܟ ܗܘ ܕ do not correlate with a clause 
containing τις in OG (cf. ܐܝܟ ܗܘ ܕܐܟܠܬܗ ܢܘܪܐ/ὡς	ὑπὸ	πυρὸς	κατακεκαυμένος 
 כהולך || εὐφραινομένους	ὡσεὶ	καὶ/ܐܝܟ ܗܘ ܕܡܗܠܟ ܒܚܕܘܬܐ ;9:18 ,כמאכלת אש ||
 so that the similarity here is inconsequential to the question ,(30:29 ,בחליל
of whether S relied on OG.

Although καὶ	σπέρμα might attest וזרע (rather than וזרעו), it is equally 
likely that the translator ignored the final waw once he understood the 

8. For biliteral etymology, see Tov’s examples in “Biliteral Exegesis,” 461–78. As 
he concludes, “it is hard to know how widespread this procedure was since it comes to 
light only from the recognition of occasional errors in identification” (478), but these 
suggest “an unsystematic ad hoc exegesis in the identification process” that sometimes 
entailed disregarding letters of words “because the translator did not recognize them” 
(479). Ziegler (140) endorsed Wutz’s perception that the translator associated ירזה 
with רעש (Wutz, Transkriptionen, 99), but the shared grapheme ר is hardly sufficient to 
sustain the hypothesis. Regarding the difficulties with Goshen-Gottstein’s (סה) opin-
ion that σεισθήσεται is based on the translator associating ירזה with Aramaic רזי “be 
violent,” see Byun, 118–19 n. 22.
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lexeme as “seed” and analyzed it as syntactically bound to שבלים, similar to 
σπέρμα	Χαλδαίων || וזרעו כשדים in 48:14, as Goshen-Gottstein (סה) noted.

It is unclear what to make of στερεᾷ || רפאים, since elsewhere in Isaiah 
the adjective accompanies πέτρα (2:21; 5:28; 50:7; 51:1), and φάραγξ and 
στερεός collocate only here in the Greek Bible. רפאים is translated with 
οἱ	 γίγαντες in 14:9 (cf. τοὺς	 γίγαντας || רפאים in Gen 14:5), while the 
seven occurrences of the toponym רפאים -have different equiva עמק 
lents: γῆς	Ραφαϊν (Josh 15:8); ἐκ	μέρους	Εμεκραφαϊν (Josh 18:16); τὴν	
κοιλάδα	τῶν	τιτάνων (2 Sam 5:18 [= 1 Chr 14:19], 22; 23:13 [= 1 Chr 
11:15]).9 Although association of στερεός with ἐν	φάραγγι (|| בעמק; cf. 
22:7; 28:21; 65:10) might owe to perplexity over רפאים, why he supplied 
any modifier is unclear. Ziegler (114) attributed it to recollection of Deut 
21:4, “wo die LXX im Gegensatz zum MT (‘immerfließender Bach’) dem 
‘rauhen Tal’ das Präd. zuschreibt: ‘das nicht bebaut noch besät wird,’ ” 
but this is highly speculative.

17:6

 .appears elsewhere in Judg 8:2, Jer 49:9, Obad 5, and Mic 7:1 עוללת || ܒܘܥܪܐ
The reformulation כנקף זית || ܐܝܟ ܙܝܬܐ ܕܚܒܝܛ is structurally similar to ܐܝܟ ܗܘ 
 in those ܗܘ occupying the slot of ܙܝܬܐ in 17:5, with ܐܝܟ ܗܘ ܕܡܠܩܛ and ܕܟܢܫ
phrases.

The antecedent of ἐν	αὐτῇ (|| בו) is φάραγγι (17:5), and καὶ	καταλειφθῇ 
 .is coordinate with συναγάγῃ (17:5), while καλάμη is its subject (ונשאר ||)
Comparing καλάμη	ἢ	ὡς	ῥῶγες	ἐλαίας || עוללת כנקף זית to 24:13’s ὃν	τρόπον	
ἐάν	τις	καλαμήσηται	ἐλαίαν	οὕτως	καλαμήσονται	αὐτούς || כנקף זית כעוללת 
elucidates the translator’s word choice (cf. καλαμῶνται || מעולל in 3:12).10 
As noted at 15:8 (q.v.), the translator’s handling of נקף elsewhere suggests 
it was unfamiliar to him, making ὡς	ῥῶγες || כנקף most likely a guess. The 
lack of a discernable equivalent for גרגרים befits the translator’s tendency 
to dispense with unfamiliar words he found superfluous.

Although ܙܝ̈ܬܝܢ aligns formally with גרגרים, it is defined by ܟܢܐ  ܒܪܝܫ 
 suggesting that ,בסעפיה which incorporates an equivalent for ,ܒܣ̈ܘܟܘܗܝ
-is a guess for what would be found on branches after a gleaning, com ܙܝ̈ܬܝܢ
parable to “an olive tree that has been beaten.” The shift forward of its 

9. In 26:14 ἰατροί translates רפאים.
10. καλάμη appears again in ὡς	καλάμη	στιππύου || (1:31) לנערת; καλάμη || קש 

(5:24); φυλάσσειν	καλάμην	ἐν	ἀγρῷ || (27:4) שמיר שית.
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equivalent for בסעפיה and the lack of an equivalent for פריה (typically ren-
dered with ܦܪܝܐ [e.g., 3:10; 4:2; 10:12]) reflect a struggle to make sense of 
the verse.

As Warszawski (34) observes, OG also lacks a clear equivalent for פריה. 
However, whereas S shifted its equivalent for בסעפיה forward, OG’s ἐπὶ	τῶν	
κλάδων aligns with its slot in the sentence, while καταλειφθῇ aligns with 
the slot occupied by פריה, although it was doubtless chosen to accord with 
καὶ	καταλειφθῇ || ונשאר at the start of the verse. The differences between S 
and OG prevent a clear perception of what stood in their Vorlagen in the 
slot that פריה occupies.

Although ܟܢܐ could be seen as proving the translator’s familiarity with 
 the latter appears again in the Bible only in 17:9, where S renders ,אמיר
 .more likely a guess that befits the context ܟܢܐ making ,ܘܕܐܡܝܪ with והאמיר
Similarly, OG’s μετεώρου || אמיר is likely a guess, perhaps based on associa-
tion with רום (cf. 2:12, 13).

17:7

The equivalents πεποιθὼς	ἔσται and ܢܬܬܟܠ for ישעה recur in 17:8, just as in 
31:1 OG renders ולא שעו על קדוש ישראל with καὶ	οὐκ	ἦσαν	πεποιθότες	ἐπὶ	
τὸν	ἅγιον	τοῦ	Ισραηλ and S with ܘܠܐ ܐܬܬܟܠܘ ܥܠ ܩܕܝܫܐ ܕܐܝܣܪܝܠ. In the latter 
case, those equivalents follow οἱ	ἐφ᾿	ἵπποις	πεποιθότες/ܘܥܠ ܪ̈ܟܫܐ ܡܬܬܟܠܝܢ || 
 suggesting that they are based on biliteral association with ,על סוסים ישענו
 in 32:3, where תשעינה Notably, OG and S part company in rendering .שען
OG reformulates ולא תשעינה עיני ראים with καὶ	οὐκέτι	ἔσονται	πεποιθότες	
ἐπ᾿	ἀνθρώποις, while ܘܠܐ ܢܬܬܫ̈ܝܥܢ ܥܝܢܝ̈ܗܘܢ ܕܐܝܠܝܢ ܕܚ̈ܙܝܢ associates תשעינה with 
Aramaic ܫܘܥ (cf. 44:18 ,כי טח מראות עיניהם || ܕܫܝܥ ܗܘ ܚܙܘܐ ܕܥܝܢܝ̈ܗܘܢ).

17:8

Although OG’s and S’s equivalents for ולא ישעה are semantically alike and 
each renders אל with a preposition suitable before the object of reliance 
(ἐπί/ܥܠ), OG inflects its verb in the grammatical plural, explicitizing the 
collective force of ἄνθρωπος of 17:7.

ܨܒ̈ܥܬܗ ܝܕܘܗܝ ܘܥܒܕ 
̈
ܐ ܕܥܒܕ  ידיו ואשר reformulates ܡܕܒܚ̈ܐ   מזבחות מעשה 

אצבעתיו  with coordinate, verbal relative clauses, while OG removes עשו 
the apposition of מעשה ידיו to אל המזבחות, making them coordinate: ἐπὶ	
τοῖς	βωμοῖς	οὐδὲ	ἐπὶ	τοῖς	ἔργοις	τῶν	χειρῶν	αὐτῶν. Old Greek’s rendering of 
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the pronominal suffixes in the grammatical plural (αὐτῶν) comports with 
πεποιθότες	ὦσιν.

Each associates לא יראה (καὶ	οὐκ	ὄψονται/ܘܠܐ ܢܚܘܪ) with the next clause, 
a consequence of not recognizing ישעה as semantically parallel to יראה. 
Old Greek inflects the verb in the grammatical plural, coordinate with 
πεποιθότες	ὦσιν and αὐτῶν.

The +pronoun (αὐτῶν) following τοῖς	ἔργοις	τῶν	χειρῶν accords with 
the characteristic diction of this phrase (cf. 2:8; 3:11; 5:12), in the wake of 
which +αὐτῶν with οἱ	δάκτυλοι was a natural addition.

Whereas S translates והאשרים והחמנים with synonyms for idols (ܒܦܬܟܪܐ 
	with τὰ והאשרים OG renders ,(ܘܒܕܚ̈ܠܬܐ δένδρα (αὐτῶν), as it does again 
in 27:9 (the typical equivalent for אשרים is ἄλση: e.g., 1 Kgs 14:23; 17:10; 
23:14; 2 Chr 14:2; 17:6), and והחמנים with τὰ	βδελύγματα (αὐτῶν), a word 
it elsewhere uses for אלילים ,(44:19 ;41:24 ;1:13) תועבה (20 ,2:8 [2x]), and 
11.(17 ,66:3) שקץ

+αὐτῶν with τὰ	δένδρα and τὰ	βδελύγματα accords with the transla-
tor’s additions of a pronoun in the genitive case elsewhere to explicitize 
relationships (Van der Vorm-Croughs, 33–36).

17:9

Each instance of ܓܘܒܐ elsewhere in Isaiah translates בור, except 30:14, 
where it renders the synonymous (מים מגבא || ܡܝܐ ܡܢ ܓܘܒܐ) גבא. Goshen-
Gottstein (סו) rightly dismisses conjecture of an inner-S corruption of 
 interchange (by an ܓ/ܥ Although .(ע[ז]ובת as a transliteration of) ܥܘܒܐ
aural/quasi-aural error) would account for ܓܘܒܐ, it is improbable that S 
would have given a transliteration for עזובת rather than a translation.

Greenberg and Walter (xxii) argue that the translator, having settled 
on החרש || ܚܪܫ, “needed a word which would fit his use of ‘silent’; a disused 
abandoned well would be silent.” This tautology does not explain why the 
translator should have associated עזובת with an abandoned well. There is 
no satisfying explanation of ܓܘܒܐ.

Old Greek’s addition of the second-person singular pronoun in αἱ	
πόλεις	σου || ערי embodies the translator’s tendency to add pronouns for 

11. Contrast 27:9, where τὰ	εἴδωλα	αὐτῶν || חמנים (cf. τὰ	ξύλινα	χειροποίητα	ὑμῶν 
.(in Lev 26:30 את חמניכם ||
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clarification, as noted in 17:8.12 σου anticipates κατέλιπες || שכחת and τοῦ	
βοηθοῦ	σου || ישעך in 17:10.

ἐγκαταλελειμμέναι || מעזו correlates with ὃν	 τρόπον	 ἐγκατέλιπον || 
 suggesting that ἐγκαταλελειμμέναι reflects biliteral association of ,כעזובת
 (מ)עזו based on graphic similarity between ,(Byun, 187 n. 15) עזב with מעזו
and (כ)עזובת. Old Greek’s lack of an equivalent for אשר עזבו fits its pen-
chant for omitting synonymns.

 Although οἱ	 Αμορραῖοι || האמיר (read as האמרי) seems transparent 
 החוי Ευαῖοι, which represents	οἱ ,(analyzes it as a passive participle ܘܕܐܡܝܪ)
in the Pentateuch, lacks a clear foothold in the Hebrew, although it aligns 
formally with החרש, which otherwise has no evident equivalent.13 Ottley 
(2:192) reports suggestions that OG’s Vorlage read החוי in place of החרש, 
as well as Paul de Lagarde’s observation that וי can be easily confused with 
 in some stages of the script. But he also judges that this suggestion רש
founders on word order, since οἱ	Αμορραῖοι	καὶ	οἱ	Ευαῖοι is the reverse of 
(putative) והאמרי החוי החרש והאמיר. The translator’s starting point might 
have been identifying האמיר with the Amorites, to which he paired the 
Hivites, a group frequently associated with them in the Pentateuch (e.g., 
Exod 3:8, 17; 13:5; 23:23). In the end, however, there can be no certainty 
about the translator’s mental process or his Vorlage.

καὶ	 ἔσονται || והיתה shifts the grammatical number to match αἱ	πόλεις	
σου.

17:10

Syriac translates כי with a simple waw, as it does in nine other cases (see 
appendix C), and renders שכחת with ܛܥܝܬܝ, just as it translates נשכחת 
with ܬܬܛܥܐ in 23:15 and ܐܬܛܥܝܬ in 23:16 (cf. 49:14, 15; 51:13; 54:4; 65:16). 
The fact that κατέλιπες (|| שכחת) accords with the use of ἐγκαταλείπω in 
17:9 suggests that OG might have chosen it to explicitize the consequence 
of “forgetting,” as he does again in 23:15 (καταλειφθήσεται || נשכחת).14

12. Notably, this countervails his tendency to allow a definite article to serve as 
surrogate for a pronoun. This translator is hardly one to abide by “rules.”

13. Neither gentilic occurs elsewhere in OG-Isaiah. OG translates the other 
instances of חרש in Isaiah with τέκτων, χαλκεύς, or κωφός.

14. The equivalent for שכח otherwise is ἐπιλανθάνομαι (23:16; 49:14, 15[3x]; 
51:13; 54:4; 65:16).
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Syriac’s rendering of ישעך with the nomen agentis ܦܪܘܩܟܝ, in apposi-
tion to ܠܐܠܗܐ, does not presume אלהים (rather than אלהי) in his Vorlage, 
as demonstrated by comparing ܡܪܝܐ ܕܝܢܐ  ܗܘ  ܕܐܠܗܐ  משפט || ܡܛܠ  אלהי   כי 
 הלוא ידעת אם לא || ܠܐ ܝܕܥܬ ܘܠܐ ܫܡܥܬ ܕܐܠܗܐ ܠܥܠܡ ܡܪܝܐ ܗܘ in 30:18 and יהוה
	τὸν	θεὸν	in 40:28. Old Greek takes the same path: τὸν שמעת אלהי עולם יהוה
σωτῆρά	σου. On the translators’ distinct uses of σωτήρ and ܦܪܘܩܐ as equiva-
lents, see the comments on 12:2.

Syriac translates other occurrences of צור with 8:14 ;21 ,2:10) ܛܪܢܐ; 
 appears צור || ܬܩܝܦܐ .(51:1 ;10:26) ܛܘܪܐ and ,([2]48:21 ;2:19) ܟܐܦܐ ,([1]48:21
again in 26:4, where צור is a divine epithet (cf. 30:29), and in 44:8’s ܘܠܝܬ 
ܐܢܐ  the ,ܬܩܝܦܐ In keeping with the epithet .ואין צור בל ידעתי || ܕܬܩܝܦ ܕܠܐ ܝܕܥ 
deity’s action is characterized via מעזך || ܡܥܫܢܢܟܝ (cf. מעזו || ܥܘܫܢܗ in 17:9).

καὶ	κυρίου || וצור is comparable to OG’s rendering of צור with θεός in 
30:29; 44:8 and with ὁ	μέγας in 26:4. For τοῦ	βοηθοῦ	σου || מעזך, compare 
βοηθός || מעוז in 25:4 and τοῦ	βοηθηθῆναι	ὑπὸ	Φαραω || לעוז במעוז פרעה in 
30:2, each of which perhaps reflects biliteral association with עזר (cf. εἰς	
βοήθειαν || ולתעודה in 8:20).

Old Greek and S render both components of נטעי נעמנים in the gram-
matical singular (φύτευμα	 ἄπιστον/ܝܐܝܬܐ  as do V (plantationem ,(ܢܨܒܬܐ 
fidelem) and T (נצבא בחירא). The unanimity of the versions more likely 
reflects a shared perception that נטעי נעמנים designates a single plant than 
that it attests a variant נטע.

Although S’s נעמנים || ܝܐܝܬܐ seems intuitively intelligible, the equiva-
lence never occurs elsewhere. Syriac’s most frequent equivalent for נעם 
is ܒܣܡ (Ezek 32:19; Ps 141:6; Prov 2:10; 9:17; 24:25; Song 7:7), while ܛܒ 
renders it in Gen 49:15 and ܚܒܝܒ in 2 Sam 1:26. The adjective ܝܐܐ renders 
 ,.elsewhere (e.g נאה in 52:7, just as it frequently renders other forms of נאוו
Pss 33:1; 93:5; 147:1; Prov 17:7). In that light, ܝܐܝܬܐ was likely selected for 
.here as an attribute suited to the context נעמנים

Similarly ἄπιστον(1) || נעמנים owes to reading the Hebrew as נאמנים and 
mentally supplying a negation, as this translator often does. Although the 
Vorlage itself might have read נאמנים (through an aural error), the trans-
lator’s frequent interpretive ploys make an exegetical maneuver equally 
likely.

In contrast with ܝܐܝܬܐ נעמנים || ܢܨܒܬܐ   is the grammatical plural נטעי 
ܢܘܟܪ̈ܝܐ -Per .(is found also in Num 13:23 זמרת || ܫܒܘܩܐ) זמרת זר || ܒܫܒ̈ܘܩܐ 
haps the translator declined it as grammatically plural and prefixed bēth 
to clarify how planting ܢܨܒܬܐ ܝܐܝܬܐ is a consequence of neglecting the deity, 
but this is highly speculative. On the other hand, his rendering of תזרענו 
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with ܬܙܪܥܝܢܗ, inflected as the 2fs imperfect +3fs suffix, comports with the 
preceding ܬܨܒܝܢ and with ܕܬܨܒܝܢܗ in 17:11.

Old Greek, on the other hand, renders the final clause as a phrase par-
allel to the preceding one, the most significant difference being σπέρμα 
 while ἄπιστον(2) is likely repeated from the preceding line as a ,תזרענו ||
substitution for זמרת, which occurs only here in Isaiah.15

17:11

Both S and OG translate ביום נטעך with a verbal clause that refers back to 
17:10, and both conjugate the verb in the second-person singular. Syriac’s 
added 3fs suffix (ܕܬܨܒܝܢܗ) is anaphoric to ܢܨܒܬܐ ܝܐܝܬܐ in 17:10, while φυτεύσῃς 
-φύτευμα in 17:10, while also illuminating its sub	echoes φυτεύσεις נטעך ||
sequent ἐὰν	σπείρῃς || זרעך.

πλανηθήσῃ reflects analysis of תשגשגי as שגה (cf. ὁ	πλανῶν || משגה, Deut 
27:18). Syriac’s (תשגשגי || ܢܦܘܩ ܣܡܕܪܐ) ܣܡܕܪܐ appears elsewhere only in Song 
2:13, 15; 7:13, each time for סמדר. Warszawski’s (34) suggestion that the 
translator associated תשגשגי with שגא is semantically too far removed from 
ܣܡܕܪܐ  to confirm. More likely, the translator chose his rendering by ܢܦܘܩ 
association with ביום נטעך || ܒܝܘܡܐ ܕܬܨܒܝܢܗ. Whereas OG identifies a negative 
result from the planting, S simply extrapolates the natural consequence.

Although ܢܝܪܐ suggests that S read נר in place of נד, it is doubtful that ܐܝܟ 
reflects a prefixed kaph, just as it is unlikely that ܘܐܝܟ ܟܐܒܐ attests וככאב. More 
likely, the translator inferred that these phrases function as comparisons.

εἰς	ἀμητόν might reflect עד קציר in the Vorlage, although it is also pos-
sible that εἰς is simply part of OG’s construal of the syntax, while it passed 
over the unfamiliar נד. The translator’s frequent manipulation of inflection 
undercuts suspicion that ἀνθήσει attests תפרח for תפריחי.

ᾗ	ἂν	ἡμέρᾳ	κληρώσῃ || ביום נחלה follows naturally from τῇ	δὲ	ἡμέρᾳ	ᾗ	
ἂν	φυτεύσῃς || ביום נטעך at the outset of the verse.

ܠܡܣܬܪܗ appears again in 28:20’s ܟܪܐ ܡܐܢܐ  ܕܟܪܝ  המצע || ܡܛܠ  קצר   כי 
 here is a second rendering of ܟܪܝܐ Although we might posit that .מהשתרע
 ”,creating a comparison to the light of harvest as that of a “short day ,קציר
more likely it is an inner-Syriac error for נחלה || ܟܪܗܐ, S’s regular equivalent 
for (39:1 ;9 ,38:1 ;33:24 ;14:10) חלה.

15. κλῆμα renders זמרת in Num 13:23, which is its equivalent again in Ezek 14:2, 
while τὰ	κλήματα	αὐτῶν translates זמריהם in Nah 2:3. The OG of Ezek 8:17 reads ἰδοὺ	
αὐτοὶ	ὡς	μυκτηρίζοντες || והנם שלחים את הזמורה אל אפם.
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Following καὶ	ὡς	πατὴρ	ἀνθρώπου || אנוש  ו+כ+אב analyzed as ,וכאב 
 it appears probable that the translator introduced κληρώσῃ(2) again ,אנוש
and added τοῖς	υἱοῖς	σου to complete the clause.

17:12

 in 32:14 המון עיר || ܘܚܝܠܐ ܕܩܪܝܬܐ݂ is paralleled by its המון עמים || ܠܚܝܠܐ ܕܥܡܡܐ
(cf. והמונו || ܘܥܫܢܘ in 5:13).

Syriac’s reformulation ܘܝ ܠܚܝܠܐ ܕܥܡ̈ܡܐ ܣ̈ܓܝܐܐ ܕܐܙܠ ܩܠܗܘܢ ܐܝܟ ܩܠܐ ܕܝܡ̈ܡܐ 
 ܩܠܐ ܪܒܐ ܐܝܟ :is comparable to Jer 51:55 הוי המון עמים רבים כהמות ימים יהמיון ||
-Col .קול גדול והמו גליהם כמים רבים נתן שאון קולם || ܡ̈ܝܐ ܣ̈ܓܝܐܐ ܕܐܙܠ ܩܠܗܘܢ
location of ܩܠܐ and ܐܙܠ occurs also in Ezek 23:42: וקול || ܘܩܠܐ ܕܚܕܘܬܗܝܢ ܐܙܠ ܗܘܐ 
 ,יהמיון here is most likely S’s substitution for ܕܐܙܠ ,In this light .המון שלו בה
shifted forward to create a relative clause, with ܩܠܗܘܢ supplied as subject 
by inference.

ܡܘܬܐ following ,כשאון מים || ܐܝܟ ܩܠܐ ܕܡ̈ܝܐ
̈
 recalls ,לאמים ושאון || ܘܪܓܘܫܝܐ ܕܐ

 .appears in Isaiah ܪܓܘܫܝܐ in 13:4, the only other place קול שאון || ܩܠܐ ܕܪܓܘܫܝܐ
.שאון עליזים || ܩܠܐ ܕܕܝ݁ܨܐ :again in 24:8 שאון renders ܩܠܐ

πλῆθος	ἐθνῶν	πολλῶν || המון עמים רבים compares to ποῦ	ἐστι	τὸ	πλῆθος	
τοῦ	ἐλέους	σου || המון מעיך in 63:15 (cf. καὶ	τὸ	πλῆθος	τοῦ	θυμοῦ || ומהמונם 
in 31:4).

ὡς	θάλασσα	κυμαίνουσα || כהמות ימים recalls 5:30’s ὡς	φωνὴ	θαλάσσης	
κυμαινούσης || כנהמת ים, the only other occurrence of κυμαίνω in the book. 
ταράσσω is a slot word favored by this translator (see the comments at 
3:12), who likely supplied οὕτως	ταραχθήσεσθε correlative to ὡς	θάλασσα 
(cf. ταραχθήσεται	τὸ	ὕδωρ	τῆς	θαλάσσης || 24:14 ,צהלו מים).

The crux in this verse is καὶ	 νῶτος	 ἐθνῶν || לאמים  ܘܪܓܘܫܝܐ ,S) ושאון 
ܡܘܬܐ

̈
 and even ,גו ,גב ,שכם ,כתף ,ערף νῶτος and νῶτον elsewhere render .(ܕܐ

 ,However .(Kgdms 4:18 1) מפרקתו and (Pss 66[65]:11; 69[68]:24) מתנים
none of these clarifies how the translator arrived at νῶτος or what his Vor-
lage might have read, nor is there a compelling explanation. ἐθνῶν	πολλῶν, 
on the other hand, reflects connecting כבירים with לאמים (cf. ὡς	 ὕδατος	
πολὺ	πλῆθος || 28:2 ,כזרם מים כבירים).

ܕܡ̈ܝܐ ܣ̈ܓܝܐܐ  suggests correlation with כשאון מים כבירים ישאון || ܐܝܟ ܩܠܐ 
 is מים כבירים || (ܕ)ܡ̈ܝܐ ܣ̈ܓܝܐܐ .כהמות ימים יהמיון || ܕܐܙܠ ܩܠܗܘܢ ܐܝܟ ܩܠܐ ܕܝܡ̈ܡܐ
found again in 28:2.

With ἠχήσει || ישאון, compare ὡς	 κιθάρα	 ἠχήσει || יהמו  in ככנור 
16:11 and καὶ	ἠχῶν	τὰ	κύματα	αὐτῆς || ויהמו גליו in 51:15, the only other 
instances of ἠχέω in Isaiah. These comparisons suggest that the transla-
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tor’s choice of this verb for ישאון was conditioned by the prior יהמיון, 
even though he rendered it with ταραχθήσεσθε. The omission of an 
equivalent to כשאון likely owes to the translator regarding ἠχήσει as suf-
ficing for כשאון and ישאון.

17:13

Syriac lacks equivalents for לאמים כשאון מים רבים ישאון at the outset. With 
the exception of רבים (in place of כבירים), the phrase is identical with the 
end of 17:12, raising the question of whether it might have originated as 
a marginal notation to preserve רבים that was subsequently copied into 
the text erroneously. Alternatively, the phrase might have been omitted by 
parablepsis in S’s Vorlage.

On the other hand, ὡς	ὕδωρ	πολὺ	ἔθνη	πολλά reverses the word order 
of רבים מים   πολλά plays a different syntactic role	and ἔθνη ,לאמים כשאון 
than (καὶ	νῶτος) ἐθνῶν	πολλῶν	ὡς	ὕδωρ in 17:12 by dint of its nominative 
case. Hypothesizing a Vorlage that read כבירים  would suppose an לאמים 
unusual type of scribal modification. Because only OG associates כבירים 
with לאמים in 17:12, +πολλά in 17:13 is most likely the translator’s addi-
tion.

Whereas καὶ	 νῶτος	 ἐθνῶν aligns with לאמים  in 17:12, only ושאון 
the kaph of כשאון seems represented in ὡς	 ὕδωρ here. Meanwhile, βίᾳ	
καταφερομένου (following ὡς	 ὕδατος	 πολλοῦ as a second translation of 
רבים מים   lacks foundation in any attested Hebrew witness and (כשאון 
occupies the same slot as ישאון. As Ziegler (143) recognized, the transla-
tor had “eine besondere Vorliebe zu dem appositionellen φερόμενος,” as 
evidenced with καταιγὶς	φέρουσα || סופה again later in the verse. The com-
bination of καταφέρω and βία, together with ὡς + ὕδωρ + πολύς, recurs 
in 28:2 (ὡς	χάλαζα	καταφερομένη	οὐκ	ἔχουσα	σκέπην	βίᾳ	καταφερομένη	
ὡς	 ὕδατος	 πολὺ	 πλῆθος || כבירים מים  כזרם  קטב  שער  ברד   30:30 ;(כזרם 
(κεραυνώσει	βιαίως	καὶ	ὡς	ὕδωρ	καὶ	χάλαζα	συγκαταφερομένη	βίᾳ || נפץ 
-As Ziegler (143) notes, βία “hat keine richtige Entsprech .(וזרם ואבן ברד
ung im MT und scheint infolge der Ähnlichkeit den Stellen beigefügt 
worden zu sein.”

καὶ	 ἀποσκορακιεῖ || וגער is unique to OG-Isaiah, although the verb 
appears again in Ps 26(27):9: μὴ	 ἀποσκορακίσῃς	 με	 καὶ	 μὴ	 ἐγκαταλίπῃς	
με || תעזבני ואל   in Isa גערת Nominal ἀποσκορακισμός renders .אל תטשני 
66:15 (ἀποδοῦναι	 ἐν	 θυμῷ	 ἐκδίκησιν	καὶ	ἀποσκορακισμὸν	 ἐν	φλογὶ	πυρός 
וגערתו בלהבי אש ||  in whose light ἀποσκορακιεῖ likely ,(להשיב בחמה אפו 
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means “curse” (see GELS, s.v. “ἀποσκορακίζω”). This correlates with the 
rendering of גער in 54:9, where (καθότι	ὤμοσα	αὐτῷ) μὴ	θυμωθήσεσθαι	ἐπὶ	
σοὶ	ἔτι	μηδὲ	ἐν	ἀπειλῇ	σου renders 16.מקצף עליך ומגער בך

καὶ	πόρρω	αὐτὸν	διώξεται not only renders ממרחק ורדף but might also 
encompass נס, regarded as semantically allied with רדף, allowing διώξεται 
to suffice for both.

Syriac’s ורדף || ܘܢܪܗܛ is likely a semantic choice based on the percep-
tion that the subject is the same as that of ונס || ܘܢܥܪܘܩ.

Old Greek uses χνοῦς for מץ in 5:24; 29:5; 41:15 and ἄχυρα for חמיץ in 
30:24, suggesting that ὡς	χνοῦν	ἀχύρου might be a double rendering of כמץ.

λικμώντων || הרים is distinctive. Out of the fifty-seven occurrences of 
 in Isaiah, only in three other cases does it lack an equivalent or is it הר
translated by a word other than ὄρος.17

(1) In 18:6 τοῖς	πετεινοῖς	τοῦ	οὐρανοῦ	καὶ	τοῖς	θηρίοις	τῆς	γῆς || לעיט 
הארץ ולבהמת  	likely uses τοῦ הרים  οὐρανοῦ in view of the contrast with 
“earth,” although a variant שמים, arising from the same impulse, might 
have stood in the Vorlage.

(2) The absence of an equivalent for בהר in ὅτι	βασιλεύσει	κύριος	ἐκ	
Σιων	καὶ	ἐν	Ιερουσαλημ || כי מלך יהוה צבאות בהר ציון ובירושלם in 24:3 is 
unique to OG. Given the translator’s penchant for concision and in view of 
the parallel ἐν	Ιερουσαλημ, the minus might be attributable to the transla-
tor. On the other hand, an omission of בהר ציון simply for concision would 
be remarkable, whereas the addition of בהר could have been motivated by 
recollection of 2:3.

(3) When 66:20 enumerates the vehicles and animals bringing refu-
gees על הר קדשי ירושלם, εἰς	τὴν	ἁγίαν	πόλιν	Ιερουσαλημ (alone among the 
witnesses) displaces הר with πόλιν. The lack of an equivalent for the suf-
fixed 1cs pronoun on קדשי is striking, although it is conceivable that the 
translator regarded ירושלם in apposition to a putative על קדשי and omitted 
the pronoun. On the other hand, when πόλις and ἁγία cooccur elsewhere, 
the Hebrew phrasing is (52:1) עיר הקדש ,(48:2) (מ)עיר הקדש, and ערי קדשך 
(64:9). The Vorlage is inscrutable.

This translator uses λικμάω for the verb זרה in each of its other 
occurrences (30:22; 30:24; 41:16). Notably, it is associated with חמיץ 

16. ἀπειλή appears in 50:2’s ἰδοὺ	 τῇ	 ἀπειλῇ	μου	 ἐξερημώσω	 τὴν	 θάλασσαν || הן 
.(cf. Nah 1:4) בגערתי אחריב ים

17. The whole of אחריב הרים וגבעות וכל עשבם אוביש is unrepresented in OG in 
42:15.
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in 30:24 and מץ in 41:15–16, similar to כמץ here. The translator might 
either have read or mentally substituted זרים for הרים in association with 
18.לפני רוח and כמץ

Most likely S chose ܓܠܐ because of the preceding ܐܝܟ ܕܚܝܚܐ, even if ܓܠܐ 
is not a semantic equivalent to גלגל. Its ܒܙܒܢܐ ܕܪܡܫܐ renders לעת ערב from 
the start of 17:14.

Old Greek correctly renders גלגל with τροχοῦ but expands it into ὡς	
κονιορτὸν	τροχοῦ, parallel to ὡς	χνοῦν	ἀχύρου. The phrase ὡς	κονιορτὸς	ἀπὸ	
τροχοῦ translates כאבק דק in 29:5, suggesting that the association was to 
hand in the translator’s mind.

17:14

Although OG usually translates הנה with ἰδού, its divergences from that 
caution against positing that ἔσται attests והיה. Not only do הנה and הן 
sometimes lack an equivalent (e.g., 29:8 [2x]; 38:8, 17; 40:15[2]) or are ren-
dered by an atypical equivalent (e.g., δέ and ἀλλά in 5:7 [cf. δέ in 22:13]; 
καί in 23:13; ἔτι, 29:8[3]; ἢ, 37:11; ὅτι, 41:24), but ἔσται can lack an explicit 
warrant (e.g., καὶ	ἔσται	εἰς	σημεῖα	καὶ	τέρατα || 8:18 ,לאתות ולמופתים; καὶ	
ἔσται	τὸ	καταλειφθὲν	τοῦ	 Ιακωβ || יעקב ישוב שאר  -Accord .(10:21 ,שאר 
ingly, ἔσται || והנה here is ambiguous.

 appears only here in Isaiah. Its three occurrences in Ezekiel בלהה
(26:21; 27:36; 28:19) are translated by ܐܒܕܢܐ in S and ἀπώλεια in OG. In Ps 
73:19 S translates it with ܕܠܘܚܝܐ but OG with ἀνομία. In Job, S translates 
 ,(30:15 ;27:20) ܕܠܘܚܝܐ and ,(24:17) ܒܠܗܝ ,(14 ,18:11) ܒܘܠܗܝܐ with בלהה
while OG uses ὀδύναι (18:11; 27:20; 30:15) and ἀνάγκη (18:14). Accord-
ingly, S’s ܚܘܛܦܐ (only here in the Bible) and OG’s πένθος here are likely 
guesses. Similarly, their equivalents for איננו (ܘܠܐ ܢܫܬ݂ܚܪ /καὶ	οὐκ	ἔσται) were 
likely selected based on the context.

In 10:13 S translated שושתי with ܒܙܬ, while in 42:22 it translates ושסוי 
with ܘܕܝܫܐ, both of which occur in this verse: לבזזינו || ܕܒܙܘܙܢ and ܕܕܝܘܫܢ || 
.again in 30:10 ܦܠܓܘܬܐ with חלקות Likewise, S translates .שוסינו

κληρονομέω typically represents ירש (נחל in 49:8; חלק in 53:2) but is 
pressed into service for בזז here, which itself is otherwise regularly ren-
dered by προνομεύω (11:14; 24:3[2]; 33:23; 42:22, 24; προνομή in 10:2, 6; 

18. This explanation seems more compelling than Ziegler’s (93) speculation that 
the translator considered “daß die Tätigkeit des Dreschens und Worfelns in Palästina 
möglichst auf Bergen geschieht.”
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24:3[1]). Having already used προνομευσάντων for שוסינו, he might have 
chosen κληρονομήσασιν for לבזזינו to accord with κληρονομία || גורל. The 
most frequent equivalent for גורל outside Isaiah is κλῆρος (cf. Isa 34:17; 
57:6), while κληρονομία || גורל appears again only in Ps 15(16):5. Aside 
from this passage, κληρονομία in Isaiah translates only נחלה, for which it is 
the exclusive equivalent (19:25; 47:6; 49:8; 54:17; 58:14; 63:17). Although 
this fact does not support an assumption that the Vorlage read נחלה 
here (any more than κληρονομήσασιν attests לירשינו rather than לבזזינו), 
it does signal the translator’s attentive choice of κληρονομία	 τοῖς	 ὑμᾶς	
κληρονομήσασιν || וגורל לבזזינו.

The use of ὑμᾶς as object with each of these participles (rather than the 
first-person plural pronouns of שוסינו and לבזזינו) is likely due to the trans-
lator, who established the addressee with ταραχθήσεσθε || יהמיון in 17:12.





Isaiah 18

18:1

 is transparent, while πλοίων likely owes to unfamiliarity with צלצל || (ܕ)ܛܠܠܠܐ
 ,(60:9 ;43:14 ;14 ,23:1 ;2:16) אניות πλοῖα in Isaiah regularly renders 1.צלצל
the exceptions being 11:14; 23:10, of which 11:14 is particularly relevant: 
καὶ	 πετασθήσονται	 ἐν	 πλοίοις	 ἀλλοφύλων	 θάλασσαν || פלשתים בכתף   ועפו 
 Both there and here language about flight, in connection with the 2.ימה
sea, seems to have engendered an association with ships, even if the pre-
cise trigger is unclear.

18:2

Old Greek’s ὅμηρα || צירים is the only appearance of ὅμηρος in the Greek 
translation of books that became part of the Hebrew Bible. Nevertheless, 
it appears five times in 1 Maccabees (1:10; 8:7; 9:53; 10:6; 11:61), where 
it is always inflected as grammatically plural, even when referring to an 
individual hostage (1:10). Notably, S translates each instance of ὅμηρα in 
1 Maccabees with the Greek loanword ܗܡܝܪܐ, the equivalent used for צירים 
here. This seems prima facie evidence that S consulted OG here.

Although ὅμηρα appears only here, ܗܡܝܪܐ renders פליטם in Num 21:29 
	υἱοὶ	οἱ	where OG reads ἀπεδόθησαν ,(נתן בניו פליטם || ܝܗܒ ܒܢܘ̈ܗܝ ܒܗܡܝܪ̈ܐ)
αὐτῶν	 διασῴζεσθαι, showing that S can select ܗܡܝܪܐ independently.3 The 

1. Cf. ἡ	ἐρυσίβη || צלצל in Deut 28:42. Job 40:31’s καὶ	ἐν	πλοίοις	ἁλιέων	κεφαλὴν	
αὐτοῦ || ובצלצל דגים ראשו stands subasterisk and, as Ziegler (114) observed, is “von 
Js abhängig.”

2. ἐργάζου	τὴν	γῆν	σου	καὶ	γὰρ	πλοῖα	οὐκέτι	ἔρχεται	ἐκ	Καρχηδόνος || עברי ארצך 
	Καρχηδόνος	πλοῖα	in 23:10 was likely fashioned in light of ὀλολύζετε כיאר בת תרשיש
ὅτι	ἀπώλετο	καὶ	οὐκέτι	ἔρχονται	ἐκ	γῆς	Κιτιέων in 23:1.

3. S more often renders פליט with the cognate ܦܠܛ, as in Gen 14:13’s ܡܢ ܕܐܬܦܠܛ 
.(in Isa 45:20 פליטי הגוים || ܐܝܠܝܢ ܕܡܬܦܨܝܠܢ ܡܢ ܥܡ̈ܡܐ .cf) הפליט ||
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most likely basis for ܗܡܝܪܐ is inference from צור. Although most of S’s 
equivalents for צר mean “oppress” (63:9 ;20 ,49:19 ;29:3 ,ܐܠܨ; cf. ܐܘܠܨܢܐ in 
 to bind” in 8:16, an“ ܨܘܪܘ with צור in 59:19), it renders ܐܠܘܨܐ ;26:16 ;25:4
equivalent found elsewhere (Deut 14:25; 2 Kgs 5:23; 12:11).4

Most telling against S’s reliance on OG, however, is ܕܦܦܝܪܘܢ  ,ܘܒܡܐܢܐ 
which is closer to ובכלי גמא than καὶ	ἐπιστολὰς	βυβλίνας (ἐπιστολάς explic-
itizes כלי), as well as the closer semantic alignment of ܥܡܐ ܕܡܠܝܓ ܘܥܩܝܪ to 
.ξένον	καὶ	μετέωρον	than is the case with OG’s ἔθνος גוי ממשך ומורט

Syriac’s ממשך ומורט || ܡܠܝܓܐ ܘܥܩܝܪܐ are apt verbs for an object removed. 
While ܡܠܓ (ironically) translates מרט in Ezra 9:3, the Isaiah translator 
uses diverse equivalents for ܚ̈ܛܗܝܗܘܢ) משך ܠܕܡܘܪܟܝܢ  העון || ܘܝ   ,הוי משכי 
ܢܬܡܬܚܘܢ ;5:18 ܠܐ  ܬܘܒ  ימשכו || ܘܝܘܡ̈ܬܗ  לא  ܒܩܫܬܐ ;13:22 ,וימיה  ܕܢܓܕܝܢ   ܘܠܠܘܕ 
 each seemingly chosen for its context, which is ,(66:19 ,ולוד משכי קשת ||
equally the impression given by ܡܠܝܓܐ ܘܥܩܝܪܐ here.5

Syriac’s equivalents in the rest of the verse are nearly identical to those 
used in 18:7, the sole difference being the relative clause in 18:2 (ܕܡܠܝܓ 
 The only observable .(ܡܠܝܓܐ ܘܥܩܝܪܐ) versus simple adjectives in 18:7 (ܘܥܩܝܪ
difference between S and MT in either verse is ומעם נורא || ܥܡܐ ܕܚܝܠܐ in 18:7.6

Old Greek’s equivalents here do not always correlate with those in 18:7 
(differences in the Hebrew text of 18:7 against 18:2 are in parentheses):

18:2 18:7

אל גוי (עם) ממשך
ומורט

אל עם (ומעם) נורא
מן הוא והלאה

גוי קו קו
ומבוסה

אשר בזאו נהרים
ארצו

πρὸς	ἔθνος	μετέωρον
καὶ	ξένον
λαὸν	καὶ	χαλεπόν,
τίς	αὐτοῦ	ἐπέκεινα;
ἔθνος	ἀνέλπιστον
καὶ	καταπεπατημένον
νῦν	οἱ	ποταμοὶ
τῆς	γῆς

ἐκ	λαοῦ	τεθλιμμένου
καὶ	τετιλμένου
καὶ	ἀπὸ	λαοῦ	μεγάλου
ἀπὸ	τοῦ	νῦν	καὶ	εἰς	τὸν	αἰῶνα	χρόνον
ἔθνος	ἐλπίζον
καὶ	καταπεπατημένον
ὅ	ἐστιν	ἐν	μέρει	ποταμοῦ
τῆς	χώρας	αὐτοῦ

4. S renders צירים with ܨܘܪ̈ܢܐ “distresses” in 13:8. OG’s most frequent rendering for 
ܓܕܝܟܝ πρέσβεις (13:8; 21:2; 57:9; 63:9)—cf. S’s	is οἱ צר  in 57:9—while other צריך || ܐܝܙ
equivalents appear but once: βάλλω (29:3); βίαιος (59:19); ἔνδεια (25:4); θλίψις (26:16); 
στενοχωρέω (49:19); στενός (49:20).

5. Cf. the use of ܫܕܐ + ܒܩܫܬܐ for the other two collocations of 1) קשת + משך Kgs 
22:34; 2 Chr 18:33).

6. Its אשר בזאו || ܕܒܙܘ in both verses is by association with בזז.
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Although πρός in 18:2 aligns with the first אל, OG has no equivalent for 
the second אל, joining καὶ	ξένον directly to λαόν and supplying καί before 
χαλεπόν || נורא. Both ξένος and χαλεπός appear only here in Isaiah, although 
χαλεπόν renders נורא more aptly than does μεγάλου (18:7). μετέωρον (|| 
-in 5:15; 57:7. θλίβω ren גבה in 2:12, 13; 30:25 and נשא renders (18:2 ,ממשך
ders various verbs in Isaiah (29:7 ,צוק ;28:14 ,לצון ;19:20 ,לחץ ;11:13 ,צרר; 
51:13 [2x]; ינה [hiphil], 49:26) but is nowhere else an equivalent for משך 
(ἐπισπάομαι, 5:18; χρονίζω, 13:22; Μοσοχ, 66:19). Although τετιλμένου || 
	in 18:7 accords with καὶ מורט ἔτιλλον || ואמרטה in Ezra 9:3 and ἐτίλη || 
.elsewhere ירא in Dan 7:4, μεγάλου is not an equivalent for מריטו

μετέωρον	καὶ	ξένον	… χαλεπόν seem chosen to comport with πορεύ
σονται	γὰρ	ἄγγελοι	κοῦφοι	πρὸς	ἔθνος || לכו מלאכים קלים אל גוי in 18:2, with 
μετέωρον	καὶ	ξένον	λαόν apparently chosen to describe this distant people 
(τίς	 αὐτοῦ	 ἐπέκεινα;). Similarly, τεθλιμμένου	 … μεγάλου in 18:7 were 
chosen to describe those from whom ἀνενεχθήσεται	δῶρα	κυρίῳ	σαβαωθ 
ליהוה צבאות ||  That perception might account for the antonyms .יובל שי 
ἀνέλπιστον and ἐλπίζον that translate קו קו in each verse (ἐλπίζω || קוה in 
25:9; 26:8; and קו in 28:17), contrasting the “fierce” and distant people who 
have no hope with the “afflicted” but “great” people who do.

Although the path from מן הוא והלאה to ἀπὸ	τοῦ	νῦν	καὶ	εἰς	τὸν	αἰῶνα	
χρόνον in 18:7 is readily apparent, τίς	αὐτοῦ	ἐπέκεινα for the same phrase 
in 18:3 likely associates מן with the Aramaic interrogative pronoun, while 
αὐτοῦ	ἐπέκεινα befits the description of a ξένον	λαὸν	καὶ	χαλεπόν to whom 
messages must be sent by sea.7

The different translations of אשר בזאו נהרים ארצו with νῦν	οἱ	ποταμοὶ	
τῆς	γῆς and ὅ	ἐστιν	ἐν	μέρει	ποταμοῦ	τῆς	χώρας	αὐτοῦ seem equally cali-
brated to the clauses that follow: πάντες	ὡς	χώρα	κατοικουμένη || כל ישבי 
 אל || Σιων	ὄρος	σαβαωθ	κυρίου	ὄνομα	τὸ	οὗ	τόπον	τὸν	in 18:3; and εἰς תבל
.in 18:7 מקום שם יהוה צבאות הר ציון

Whether the translator conceived of these as contrasting groups is 
beyond recovery, but his vocabulary choices (particularly ἀνέλπιστον versus 
ἐλπίζον) can be read that way. Equally beyond recovery is whether the trans-
lator had any extratextual referents in mind. We cannot, however, simply 
chalk up these images to chance; as part of the translation-as-produced, the 
translator’s renderings in these verses were likely motivated, not indifferent.

7. Pace Goshen-Gottstein (סח), whose diagnosis of מן as “(א)מנהו and reformu-
lated as a question” sidesteps the question of why the translator formulated the ques-
tion with τίς.
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Because of the variety of words for which νῦν is used and the many 
times it is inserted (see the comments at 2:5), nothing can be inferred from 
its alignment with בזאו 	The rendering of the phrase with ὅ 8.אשר  ἐστιν	
ἐν	μέρει (ποταμοῦ) in 18:7 suggests unfamiliarity with the verb, even as it 
betrays analysis of the initial bet as a preposition. In both verses, OG links 
its equivalent for אשר בזאו to נהרים ארצו.

While ܘܕܝܫ is transparent to ומבוסה, the relationship of ܕܡܫܟܪ to קו קו 
is opaque, at best, even if the same equivalent is used for קו  in both קו 
verses. All fifteen verbal forms of קוה in Isaiah are translated by ܣܟܐ, while 
nominal קו is most often translated with terms for measurement: ܚܘܛܐ 
 ܡܫܘܚܬܐ Although .(44:13) ܡܫܚ and the verb ;(34:17 ;28:17) ܡܫܘܚܬܐ ;(34:11)
 in 28:10, 13, similar to 18:2, 7, is קו occurs in 28:17, the repetition of קו ||
rendered by unique equivalents, identical in both verses: ܘܬܝܘܒܐ ܥܠ ܬܝܘܒܐ 
 The only clue .(see the comments there) קו לקו קו לקו || ܘܬܝܘܒܐ ܥܠ ܬܝܘܒܐ
about what might have occasioned קו קו || ܡܫܟܪ here is the juxtaposition to 
 ܘܫܢܝ is in 1 Sam 21:14’s ܫܟܪ The only other occurrence of .(ומבוסה ||) ܘܕܝܫ
ܒܥܝܢܝ̈ܗܘܢ ܘܐܫܬܟܪ  ܒܥܝ̈ܢܘܗܝ  בידם ||) ܛܥܡܗ  ויתהלל  בעיניהם  טעמו  את   ,(וישנו 
where it amounts to “and became despised in their eyes,” a meaning that 
conceivably correlates with the disfigurement (literal or metaphorical) 
implied in ܥܡܐ ܕܡܠܝܓ ܘܥܩܝܪ here.

18:3

Following πάντες || כל (modifying οἱ	ποταμοί in 18:2), OG exhibits a series 
of studied reformulations. χώρα	κατοικουμένη || ישבי תבל, with prefixed 
ὡς, creates a parallel with the equally reformulated ὡσεὶ	σημεῖον	ἀπὸ	ὄρους	
ἀρθῇ || כנשא נס הרים (lacking an equivalent for the following תראו) and the 
reformulation of וכתקע שופר תשמעו as ὡς	σάλπιγγος	φωνὴ	ἀκουστὸν	ἔσται, 
which collapses וכתקע and תשמעו into a single predicate (cf. σαλπιοῦσιν	
τῇ	σάλπιγγι || 27:13 ,יתקע בשופר) and explicitizes what is heard by adding 
φωνή. Each reformulation renders its predicate in the passive voice (includ-
ing κατοικουμένη as a predication of χώρα). The role of the repeated lexical 
choices (κατοικέω || ישבי and ושכנ; χώρα || תבל and ארץ) in unifying the 
first half of the verse is notable, reinforcing the perception of a considered 
approach to translating these verses.

8. It is tempting to speculate that the translator analyzed בזאו as בזא or בזאת and 
extrapolated from it “in this time” = “now.” Although this is possible, the translator’s 
frequent insertion of νῦν undermines treating that proposal seriously.
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Syriac, meanwhile, analyzes כל ישבי תבל as the start of a new clause 
and reformulates כנשא by a temporal clause with an impersonal subject. 
Its rendering of ושכני ܒܐܪܥܐ with ארץ   exemplifies S’s penchant for ܕܫܪܝܢ 
using dālat + participle to create a relative clause as modifier.

18:4

Although ܫܠܝ is S’s regular equivalent for שקט in Isaiah (7:4; 14:7; 18:4; 
30:15; 32:17; 57:20; 62:1), it is otherwise in the G-stem. Furthermore, the 
collocation of ܐܫܠܐ with the 2ms imperative (ואביטה ||) ܘܚܘܪ creates a quan-
dary over whether to analyze ܐܫܠܐ as an aphel 2ms imperative, “Be silent,” or 
as an aphel 1cs imperfect, “I will bring calm” (so Greenberg and Walter).9 
Because ܘܚܘܪ suggests that S considered this oracle a mandate, ܐܫܠܐ is most 
likely an imperative. Perhaps the translator understood the call to “be 
silent and look on what I have founded” as a reassurance to the people 
when they see the nations rising against them (18:3). As Goshen-Gottstein 
.והביטה השקיטה observed, it is possible that S’s Vorlage read (סט)

For S’s במכוני || ܒܛܘܝܒܝ, compare לבניו הכינו || ܛܝܒ ܠܒܢܘܗܝ in 14:21 
and להשחית כונן || ܕܡܛܝܒ ܗܘܐ ܠܡܚܒܠܘ in 51:13. Warszawski (35) compares 
.in Ezek 43:11 ותכונתו || ܘܛܘܝܒܗ

Although ἀσφαλεία || אשקוטה seems intuitive, elsewhere שקט 
is rendered with τοῦ	 ἡσυχάσαι (7:4), ἀνάπαυσιν (32:17), ἀναπαύομαι 
(14:7; 57:20), and σιωπάω (62:1).10 Neither of the other appearances 
of ἀσφάλεια in Isaiah has a clear Hebrew counterpart: καὶ	 ἐγγιοῦσι	καὶ	
ἁλώσονται	ἄνθρωποι	ἐν	ἀσφαλείᾳ	ὄντες || (8:15) ונוקשו ונלכדו; καὶ	ἔσωσεν	
ἡ	γῆ	τὰ	παιδία	αὐτῆς	μετὰ	ἀσφαλείας || 11.(34:15) ותמלט ובקעה ודגרה בצלה 
The translator’s choice of ἀσφάλεια here, then, was likely driven by his 
construal of the verse as reassurance about the security offered by Jeru-
salem, similar to 33:20’s ἡ	πόλις	τὸ	σωτήριον	ἡμῶν || קרית מועדנו. Even if, 

9. Cf. בעמדם תרפינה כנפיהן || ܘܡܐ ܕܩܝ̈ܡܢ ܗ̈ܘܝ ܡܫ̈ܠܝܢ ܗ̈ܘܝ ܓܦܝ̈ܗܝܢ, Ezek 1:25.
10. The translator’s regular use of πειθώ || בטח explains the collapse of בהשקט 

.(31:1 ,ישענו ויבטחו || … πεποιθότες	cf. οἱ) ἐπεποίθεις in 30:15	into ὅτε ובבטחה
11. Even if the bet of בצלה could be aligned with μετά in 34:15, most likely ἐν	

ἀσφαλείᾳ in 8:15 and μετὰ	ἀσφαλείας in 34:15 were supplied. They are similar to καὶ	
οὐκ	ἐν	ἀσφαλείᾳ || אל יתמכו בו in Prov 28:17, where ἐν	ἀσφαλείᾳ has, at best, an intui-
tive relationship to יתמכו בו. Elsewhere, ἀσφάλεια renders בטח (Lev 26:5; Deut 12:10; 
Prov 11:15) and מכון (Ps 103[104]:5), while in Prov 8:14 it is the equivalent to תושיה 
(ἐμὴ	βουλὴ	καὶ	ἀσφάλεια || לי עצה ותושיה).
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as seems likely, S’s במכוני || ܒܛܘܝܒܝ refers to Jerusalem, OG’s ἐν	τῇ	ἐμῇ	
πόλει is more explicit.

μεσημβρίας || צח might be based on association with צהרים, for which 
μεσημβρία is the equivalent in 58:10; 59:10.12 Although one might adduce 
μεσημβρίας || כחם היום in Gen 18:1, καύματος is the clear equivalent for חם 
here (cf. Gen 8:22; 2 Kgdms 4:5; Jer 17:8), although that might have had a 
role in spurring recollection of μεσημβρίας. φῶς is an explicitizing supple-
ment, like φωνή in 18:3.

Syriac’s ܒܝܘܡܐ ܕܚܨܕܐ might reflect a Vorlage that read חציר ביום, a possi-
bility strengthened by OG’s ἡμέρας	ἀμήτου. Nowhere else does OG render 
 ,τῷ + infinitive, ὅταν	prefixed to an infinitive with ἡμέρα (typically ἐν כ\ב
or ἡνίκα), nor does S use ܝܘܡܐ in such an environment (typically ܟܕ or ܡܐ ܕ 
+ finite verb). As Goshen-Gottstein (סט) suggested, OG and S likely attest 
.בחם in place of ביום

Syriac’s supply of the relative pronoun in אור עלי || ܕܥܠ ܢܗܪܐ is congru-
ent with its patterns elsewhere (cf. 18:4, above). More interestingly, how-
ever, ܢܗܪܐ likely reflects יאור in the Vorlage (Goshen-Gotstein, סט), as in 
.על יאור על פי יאור || ܕܥܠ ܢܗܪܐ ܘܥܠ ܦܘܡܗ ܕܢܗܪܐ :19:7

18:5

Old Greek’s lack of an equivalent for כי is not necessarily evidence of its 
absence in its Vorlage, since it represents כי irregularly (see appendix C)

Syriac reformulates the first half of the verse by subsuming three 
clauses to the temporal phrase ܡܢ ܩܕܡ ܚܨܕܐ. It passes over the kaph of כתם 
and makes the next clause the main clause, renders ובסר גמל as an indepen-
dent clause (ܘܗܒܒܐ ܚܣܠ), and then supplies a conjunction (יהיה || ܘܢܗܘܐ) 
to create a third clause. Its ובסר || ܘܗܒܒܐ is remarkable, however, because 
all other instances of בסר are translated with ܒܣܪܐ (Jer 31:29, 30; Ezek 18:2; 
Job 15:33) and because ܗܒܒܐ most often renders אביב (Exod 13:4; 23:15; 
34:18; Deut 16:1). The Isaiah translator likely chose ܗܒܒܐ coordinate to 
.in Song 2:12 הנצנים is the equivalent for ܗ̈ܒܒܐ ,Notably .פרח || ܦܪܥܐ

Whereas ὄμφαξ || בסר is more precise than ܗܒܒܐ, its ἄνθος	ὀμφακίζουσα 
 ἀνθήσῃ, in contrast	is a reformulation based on the prior ὄμφαξ יהיה נצה ||
to S’s more exact ܘܢܗܘܐ ܥܘܦܝܐ. The choice of τὰ	βοτρύδια || הזלזלים (a hapax 

12. Unfamiliarity with צח is evinced by λαλεῖν	εἰρήνην || לדבר צחות in 32:4, πνεῦμα	
πλανήσεως	ἐν τῇ	ἐρήμῳ || רוח צח שפיים במדבר in Jer 4:11, and ἀδελφιδός	μου	λευκὸς	καὶ	
πυρρός || דודי צח ואדום in Song 5:10.
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legomenon) is semantically linked to ὄμφαξ || בסר, whereas S has recourse 
to the cognate ܙܠܝܠܐ. Old Greek’s +τὰ	μικρά explicates what makes the clus-
ters defective and why they are removed.

 ;33:15) נער elsewhere for ܢܦܨ is a hapax legomenon. Syriac uses (התז) תזז
52:2) and (34:15) מלט, and it likely constitutes a guess here. Earlier in the 
verse OG translated וכרת with καὶ	ἀφελεῖ, which it uses again for הסיר, 
just before καὶ	κατακόψει || התז. Although ἀφαιρέω renders כרת elsewhere 
(9:13; 22:25), κόπτω (and its prefixed analogues) also render 14:8) כרת; 
37:24; 44:14). For that reason, καὶ	 κατακόψει is more likely indebted to 
lexical associations endemic to the verse than to recognition of התז.

18:6

Syriac renders יעזבו in the passive voice (ܘܢܫܬܒܩܘܢ), whereas OG inflects it 
in the active voice, with a change of person: καὶ	καταλείψει. Old Greek’s 
frequent shifts of inflectional details suggest that the translator coordi-
nated the grammatical person with	ἀφελεῖ	καὶ	κατακόψει	in 18:5.

The replacement of “mountains” with “heaven” (τοῖς	 πετεινοῖς	 τοῦ	
οὐρανοῦ	 καὶ	 τοῖς	 θηρίοις	 τῆς	 γῆς || הארץ ולבהמת  הרים   likely owed (לעיט 
to the contrast with “earth,” resulting in an “idiomatic pair” (Goshen-
Gottstein, סט). This change could trace back to either the translator or his 
Vorlage (see the notes on 17:13). No other witness attests this reading.

Neither S nor OG recognizes the denominative verbs for summer 
 and OG with ܘܬܟܢܫ Syriac renders the first with .(תחרף) and winter (וקץ)
καὶ	 συναχθήσεται, each perhaps associating (ו)קץ with קבץ, which they 
elsewhere translate with ܟܢܫ and συνάγω (e.g., 11:12; 13:14). Alternatively, 
they might have arrived at their equivalents for (ו)קץ based on the type of 
action implied by the context (cf. ἥξει).

They take notably different tacks in rendering תחרף: whereas ܬܪܓܙ 
associates it with חרף, OG’s ἥξει is a generic verb of motion, against its 
regular rendering of חרף with ὀνειδίζω (37:4, 17, 23, 24; 65:7).

18:7

The renderings of S and OG are transparent to a Vorlage like MT from 
the outset through צבאות and again from ארצו to the verse’s end. Syriac’s 
rendering of the remainder of the verse largely tracks with 18:2, although 
its ומעם נורא מן הוא והלאה || ܥܡܐ ܕܚܝܠܐ ܡܢܗ ܘܠܗܠ lacks representation of 
waw + מן. Neither MT nor S has a preposition before עם ממשך, distinct 
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from ממשך גוי  	and καὶ עם || λαοῦ	in 18:2. By contrast, OG reads ἐκ אל 
ἀπὸ	λαοῦ || ומעם. An associated difference is OG’s rendering of יובל with a 
passive-voice verb (ἀνενεχθήσεται), whereas S uses a causative form in the 
active voice (ܢܘܒܠ). The passive-voice verb likely spurred OG to supply 
ἐκ, parallel to ἀπό. Syriac, on the other hand, required a subject for ܢܘܒܠ, 
which it found in עם ממשך ומורט || ܥܡܐ ܡܠܝܓܐ ܘܥܩܝܪܐ. The remainder of 
S’s equivalents are identical to 18:2. Old Greek’s equivalents, on the other 
hand, vary significantly from 18:2, on which see the comments there.



Isaiah 19

19:1

For ὅρασις || משא, see 13:1; 30:6.
The shift of grammatical number with עב קל || ܥܢܢ̈ܐ ܩ̈ܠܝܠܬܐ is so charac-

teristic of S as to make speculation that its Vorlage read קלים עבים needless.
Although OG-Isaiah elsewhere translates רכב with ἀναβάτης (30:16; 

36:8) and ἀναβιβάζω (58:14), καὶ	 ἐπεκάθισαν renders וירכבו in 2 Kgdms 
13:29 (cf. καὶ	ἐπεκάθισεν	ἐπὶ	Χερουβιν || 2 ,על כרוב וירכב Kgdms 22:11), 
providing a parallel to κάθηται	ἐπὶ	νεφέλης	κούφης || רכב על עב קל here.

While ܕܡܨܪܝܐ מצרים || ܘܠܒܗ   makes the referent of the pronoun in ולבב 
	clear, OG’s ἡ ܒܓܘܗ καρδία	 αὐτῶν and ἐν	 αὐτοῖς leaves uncertainty about 
whether the referent is Egypt or its idols. καὶ	ἡ	καρδία	αὐτῶν is most likely an 
implicitation of ולבב מצרים, since it stands parallel to τὰ	χειροποίητα	Αἰγύπτου.

In 13:7 OG translated ימס with δειλιάσει, an equivalent found in Deut 
20:8 (cf. Judg 15:14). The translator uses ἡττάομαι most frequently for 
	ἁλῷ	ἐὰν	γὰρ	but also employs it as a generic word for defeat, as in ὃς חתת
ἡττηθήσεται || 13:15 ,כל הנמצא ידקר (q.v.), so that ἡττηθήσεται || ימס hardly 
offers reason to suspect a different reading in OG’s Vorlage.

Old Greek will render בקרבו with ἐν	αὐτοῖς again in 19:3 (cf. 63:7) and 
 The lack of .(in 29:23 בקרבו || ἐμέ	cf. δι᾿) with simple αὐτοῖς in 19:14 בקרבה
a distinct equivalent for קרב appeared as early as ἐπὶ	τῆς	γῆς || בקרב הארץ 
in 5:8 (q.v.).

19:2

Syriac’s ܘܐܓܪܐ is a suitable match for וסכסכתי, even though it appears 
only here and in 9:10 (יסכסך || ܢܓܪܓ).1 On the other hand, OG’s καὶ	

1. Whether the translator was familiar with סוך or simply happened on an apt 
equivalent for a verb that appears only twice is difficult to know. This translator uses 

-369 -



370 ISAIAH 19

ἐπεγερθήσονται, whose voice and grammatical number have been shifted, 
is likely a substitution for a verb the translator did not know, as suggested 
by διασκεδάσει || יסכסך in 9:10, the only other occurrence of סוך in Isaiah. 
Both versions have shifted the grammatical plural of ונלחמו to singular 
(καὶ	πολεμήσει/ܘܢܬܟܬܫ) to agree with איש as subject.

Seeligmann (79–80), citing Adolf Deissman, noted that καὶ	 νομὸς	
ἐπὶ	νομόν || ממלכה בממלכה reflects the translator’s Egyptian background. 
Ziegler (192) added, “Die Nomoi werden in der übrigen LXX nicht 
erwähnt; nur in den Makkabäerbüchern kehren sie öfters wieder.”

19:3

Although S frequently uses ܦܣܩ for verbs that denote cutting (חצב ,גדע, 
 in 5:27; 33:20; 58:6(2), in each נתק he also employs it for ,(חצה and ,כרת ,חרץ
case evidently choosing it according to his perception of the scene, which 
likely also explains ܕܢܟܠܐ ܡܐܣܪ̈ܝܬܐ   in 58:6 (cf. the התר אגדות מוטה || ܘܬܦܣܩ 
following ונבקה || ܘܬܬܦܣܩ 2.(וכל מוטה תנתקו || ܘܟܠܗܝܢ ܡܣܐܪ̈ܝܬܐ ܬܦܣܩܘܢ here 
(probably used metaphorically) is likely based on a similar deduction, made 
necessary by the translator’s perplexity at ונבקה, as suggested also by his 
rendering of הנה יהוה בוקק הארץ with ܗܐ ܡܪܝܐ ܡܚܒܠ ܐܪܥܐ in 24:1 (cf. 24:3).3

A similar inference likely explains καὶ	 ταραχθήσεται || ונבקה. This 
translator uses ταράσσω for a variety of Hebrew words (e.g., בהל, ,ערץ ,בלע, 
 pressing it into service as a slot word, based on ,(הנף ,רעע ,צהל ,המה ,מוג
the context. Here as elsewhere, “scheinen jedoch den Übers. die parallelen 
Stellen beeinflußt zu haben, wo ταράσσειν ebenfalls von πνεῦμα, ψυχή oder 
καρδία, vgl. Gen 41:8; 3 Rg 20(21):4; Ps 6:4; 41(42):7; 37(38):11; 54(55):5” 
(Ziegler, 115).

For ἐν	αὐτοῖς || בקרבו, see 19:1. Its grammatically plural pronoun is 
explained by OG’s penchant to adjust grammatical number to the context, 
as is also the case with καὶ	τὴν	βουλὴν	αὐτῶν || ועצתו.

For אבלע || ܐܛܒܥ, see מבלעים || ܘܡܛܒܥܝܢ ܠܗ in 9:15 and the comments 
there.

the same Syriac verb in two places where it is a peculiar equivalent: ܘܢܬܓܪܘܢ ܥܠܠܝ̈ܡܐ 
 29:20 ,ונכרתו כל שקדי און || ܘܐܒܕܘ ܟܠ ܕܡܓܪܓܝܢ ܥܘܠܐ ;3:5 ,ירהבו הנער בזקן || ܥܠ ܣ̈ܒܐ
(cf. Deut 1:41; 7:20; 32:24; 2 Kgs 15:37).

.in 24:12 likely reflects etymological exegesis יכת || ܢܦܣܩ .2
3. Cf. also ויבקקו את ארצה || ܘܢܕܘܫܘܢ ܐܪܥܗ in Jer 51:2; ܓܦܬܐ ܕܫܒ̈ܘܩܐ ܐܝܣܪܝܠ || 

.in Hos 10:1 גפן בוקק ישראל
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Old Greek-Isaiah translates בלע with καταπίνω in 25:8; 28:4; 49:19. 
Nevertheless, καὶ	τὴν	βουλὴν	αὐτῶν	διασκεδάσω || ועצתו אבלע accords with 
its use of διασκεδάννυμι with βουλή and its verbal cognates again in 8:10 
(καὶ	ἣν	ἂν	βουλεύσησθε	βουλήν	διασκεδάσει	κύριος || עצו עצה ותפר); 14:27 
(ἃ	γὰρ	ὁ	θεὸς	ὁ	ἅγιος	βεβούλευται	τίς	διασκεδάσει || כי יהוה צבאות יעץ ומי 
.(cf. 32:7) (יפר

Old Greek uses ἐπερωτάω again in 30:2 (ἐμὲ	δὲ	οὐκ	ἐπερώτησαν || ופי 
 both of which ,(ללא בקשני || ἐπερωτῶσιν	μὴ	ἐμὲ	τοῖς) and 65:1 (לא שאלו
concern consulting the deity, as does καὶ	ἐπερωτήσουσι || ודרשו here.

ἄγαλμα (|| האטים) appears again in OG-Isaiah only in 21:9’s καὶ	πάντα	
τὰ	ἀγάλματα	αὐτῆς || 4.וכל פסילי אלהיה Outside of 19:3; 21:9, it occurs only 
in 2 Macc 2:2 in the Greek Bible. τὰ	ἀγάλματα	αὐτῶν might betoken unfa-
miliarity with האטים, with the translator deducing its meaning from the 
parallel τοὺς	θεοὺς	αὐτῶν || האלילים.

The +αὐτῶν with each term for foreign deities befits the translator’s 
penchant to add a pronoun in the genitive case to explicitize relationships 
(Van der Vorm-Croughs, 33–36), including (notably) seven other times 
with terms for idols (1:29 [2x]; 17:8 [2x]; 27:9 [2x]; 40:20).

καὶ	τοὺς	ἐκ	τῆς	γῆς	φωνοῦντας	καὶ	τοὺς	ἐγγαστριμύθους || ואל האבות ואל 
	καὶ	φωνοῦντας	γῆς	τῆς	are the same equivalents found in 8:19’s ἀπὸ הידענים
τοὺς	ἐγγαστριμύθους || אל האבות ואל הידענים.

19:4

 παραδώσω)	is given fitting equivalents by OG (καὶ (a hapax legomenon) סכר
and S (ܘܐܫܠܡ).5 They also agree in rendering both components of אדנים 
-while T trans ,(σκληρῶν	κυρίων/ܕܡܪ̈ܝܐ ܩܫ̈ܝܐ) in the grammatical plural קשה
lates them as grammatically singular (ריבון קשי). Although it is possible 
that the Vorlagen of OG and S had been modified to read קשים, more 
likely the translators analyzed אדנים as semantically plural and adjusted 
the grammatical number of the adjective to match. Old Greek’s ἀνθρώπων 
explicitizes κυρίων as human overlords.6

4. OG otherwise translates פסיל with γλυπτός (10:10; 42:8) and εἴδωλον (30:22).
5. S uses ܫܠܡ to render ביד + סגר in 1 Sam 17:46; 24:19; 26:8, for which OG uses 

ἀποκλείω, its regular equivalent for phonically similar סגר (e.g., Gen 19:10; Judg 3:22), 
although that does not imply that either read וסכרתי in its Vorlage here.

6. Regarding OG’s frequent addition of ἄνθρωπος for explicitation, see Van der 
Vorm-Croughs, 60.
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Old Greek-Isaiah gives varied equivalences for עז, such as πτωχός 
(25:3), ἰσχυρός (43:16), and ἀναιδής (56:11). Its καὶ	βασιλεῖς	σκληροί || ומלך 
 including ,אדנים קשה || σκληρῶν	likely reflects coordination with κυρίων עז
in its grammatical number.

The concision κύριος/יהוה || ܡܪܝܐ  is frequent in both versions (ה)אדון 
(e.g., 7:7; 10:16, 24; 22:5; 22:12).

19:5

Old Greek (καὶ	πίονται) associates ונשתו with שתה, and it likely supplied οἱ	
Αἰγύπτιοι as subject from 19:4, rather than as a second rendering of מים, as 
Ziegler (65) posited. Syriac renders ונשתו with ܘܢܓܘܙܘܢ, a verb it uses in the 
similar contexts of 15:6 (כי מי נמרים משמות יהיו || ܡܛܠ ܕܡ̈ܝܐ ܕܢܡܪܝܡ ܢܓܘܙܘܢ); 
ܡ̈ܘܗܝ) 58:11 ܕܠܐ ܓܝܙܝܢ  ܕܡ̈ܝܐ  יכזבו מימיו || ܘܐܝܟ ܡܒܘܥܐ   .(וכמוצא מים אשר לא 
 and OG ܝܒܫ where S translates it with ,(נשתה) appears again in 41:17 נשת
with ἐξηράνθη, choices doubtless determined by the preceding ܒܨܗܝܐ) צמא/
δίψης) as part of a description of a failed search for water.

For OG’s phrasal modifier (ὕδωρ) τὸ	 παρὰ	 θάλασσαν || (מים) מהים, 
compare (ἡ	γὰρ	δρόσος) ἡ	παρὰ	σοῦ || טלך in 26:19 (cf. 46:13; 52:10; 54:10; 
59:21).

ἐκλείψει || יחרב reserves ξηρανθήσεται for יבש (but contrast 19:6).7 
OG uses ἐκλείπω to render diverse verbs (cf. 7:8), as becomes apparent by 
comparing the outset of 19:6, where it renders וחרבו with ξηρανθήσεται.

19:6 

 ונשתו uses the same verb (and conjugation) it used for והאזניחו || ܘܢܓܘܙܘܢ
in 19:5 and likely chosen based on context, since זנח appears only here in 
Isaiah and, when it appears elsewhere, S’s regular equivalent is ܛܥܐ (e.g., 
Hos 8:3, 5; Zech 10:6; Pss 43:2; 44:10). Although ἐκλείψει aligns formally 
with והאזניחו, it is more likely based on דללו, given ἔκλειψις || ידל in 17:4 
and ἐξέλιπον || דלו in 38:14, the only other appearances of דלל in Isaiah.8 

7. Although this could be seen as countervailing OG’s pattern of reducing syn-
onyms, that description falsely assumes that the translator was beholden to a set of 
invariable principles.

8. The four equivalents for דלל outside Isaiah render it with words for poverty: 
πτωχεύω in Judg 6:6; Ps 79(78):8 and ταπεινόω in Pss 116(115):6; 142(141):7.



 ISAIAH 19 373

Whereas in 19:5 ἐκλείψει || יחרב seems reserved καὶ	ξηρανθήσεται for ויבש, 
here καὶ	ξηρανθήσεται renders וחרבו.

As Seeligmann (46) observes, vocabulary similar to οἱ	ποταμοὶ	… ἐν	
παντὶ	ἕλει occurs in Exod 7:19 

	על נהרתם על יאריהם	 ἐπὶ	τοὺς	ποταμοὺς	αὐτῶν	καὶ	ἐπὶ	τὰς	διώρυγας	αὐτῶν
	 	ועל אגמיהם καὶ	ἐπὶ	τὰ	ἕλη	αὐτῶν

τὰς	διώρυγας	αὐτῶν || יאריהם in that verse agrees with αἱ	διώρυγες || יארי 
here.9 As for τοῦ	 ποταμοῦ || מצור, Ziegler (115) compares συναγωγὴ	
ὕδατος || יארי מצור in 37:25. Although τὰ	ἕλη	αὐτῶν || אגמיהם in Exod 
7:19 occurs also in Isaiah (35:7; 41:18; 42:15), more enlightening is ἕλη	
ἐγένετο	ὁ	Σαρων || קמל היה השרון in 33:9, since καὶ	ἐν	παντὶ	ἕλει	καλάμου	
καὶ	παπύρου	is likely the rendering of קנה וסוף קמלו. Ziegler (65) plau-
sibly suggests that the translator “hat קמל ‘welken’, das nur noch 33,9 
vorkommt, nicht verstanden, sondern als ἕλος (= גֹּמֶא?) genommen 
(ebenso 33,9) als verwandten Begriff zu κάμαλος.” It seems likely, then, 
that the translator used a set of lexemes for marshland and waterways 
that he did not always calibrate to particular Hebrew lexemes, making it 
difficult to verify his Vorlage.

Like OG, S does not render מצור as a toponym, translating יארי מצור 
with ̈ܥܫܝܢܐ  to render a ܥܫܝܢܐ as it does again in 37:25. He employs ,ܢܗܪ̈ܘܬܐ 
wide range of Hebrew lexemes (e.g., עלז ;3:25 ,מתיך ;2:15 ,בצורה ;1:4 ,כבד, 
.(12:4 ,נשגב ;8:7 ,עצום ;5:14

Syriac has a surplus of equivalents for קמלו וסוף  ܘܐܪܒܢܐ :קנה   ܩܢܝܐ 
ܢܐܒܫܘܢ  an addition that “aus ܘܦܦܝܪܘܢ Warszawski (36) considered .ܘܦܦܝܪܘܢ 
LXX nachträglich in den Text der Pesch. interpoliert worden ist,” while 
Goshen-Gottstein (עא) diagnosed ܘܐܪܒܢܐ ܘܦܦܝܪܘܢ as a double rendering of 
 ܘܐܪܒܢܐ and קנה with ܩܢܝܐ On the other hand, given the alignment of .סוף
with ܦܦܝܪܘܢ ,וסוף (which renders גמא in 18:2) might be the equivalent for 
 as predicate, coordinate ܢܐܒܫܘܢ after which the translator supplied ,קמלו
with the preceding verbs for evaporation (ܘܢܓܘܙܘܢ, ܘܢܚܪܒܘܢ). Syriac’s ren-
dering of קמל with ܘܒܗܬ in Isa 33:9 (the only other occurrence of קמל in 

9. Ziegler (191) notes that Herodotus, Strabo, and Diodorus described the canal 
system and that the papyri frequently referred to the system under the monikers of 
διῶρυξ and ὑδραγωγός. Cf. ἀπὸ	τῆς	διώρυγος	τοῦ	ποταμοῦ || משבלת הנהר in Isa 27:12, 
followed by ἕως	Ῥινοκορούρων (|| עד נחל מצרים), the Hellenistic technical term for the 
boundary between Egypt and Syria (Seeligmann, 80).
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the book) seems calibrated to the previous החפיר || ܘܐܚܦܪ, suggesting that it 
was unfamiliar with the קמל. In the end, it cannot be determined whether 
 קמלו its equivalent for ܢܐܒܫܘܢ and סוף is a double rendering of ܘܐܪܒܢܐ ܘܦܦܝܪܘܢ
or if ܢܐܒܫܘܢ was a supplement. There is, however, no reason to conclude 
that S consulted OG.

19:7

ἄχι occurs only here in translations of Hebrew books in the Bible (but 
cf. ἄχι	ἐπὶ	παντὸς	ὕδατος || כקרמית על גפות נחל in Sir 40:16 [Mas1h 2:6]), 
while ערות is a hapax legomenon in the Bible.10 Although Ziegler (190) 
concluded, “scheint die Vorlage nicht in Ordnung zu sein; wahrsch. hat 
die LXX gelesen: ּכָל־אָחו,” following πᾶσα	συναγωγή OG appears to have 
constructed a collocation of terms for plants beside bodies of water rather 
than words matched to each Hebrew lexeme. Syriac seems also to offer a 
contextually fitting guess for the hapax legomenon: ערות || ܘܠܘܥܐ ܕܥܠ ܢܗܪܐ 
.על יאור

While S provides a recognizable translation of ܘܥܠ ܦܘܡܗ) על פי יאור 
	into the single phrase πᾶν על יאור על פי יאור OG appears to collapse ,(ܕܢܗܪܐ
τὸ	κύκλῳ	τοῦ	ποταμοῦ (cf. the comments on τὰ	κύκλῳ	τῶν	βουνῶν	πάντα 
in 9:18[17]). The modifier τὸ	 χλωρόν translates ירק in 15:6 (χόρτος	 γὰρ	
χλωρός || 37:27 ;(דשא ירק (καὶ	ἐγένοντο	ὡς	χόρτος	ξηρὸς	ἐπὶ	δωμάτων || וירק 
 χλωρόν	In this verse the translator might have supplied τὸ .(דשא חציר גגות
to heighten ξηρανθήσεται || ייבש, as he seems to have done with ἐν	αὐτῇ	πᾶν	
χλωρὸν	διὰ	τὸ	ξηρανθῆναι || ביבש קצירה תשברנה in 27:11.

Old Greek and S analyze מזרע as a participle (καὶ	πᾶν	τὸ	σπειρόμενον/
 and supply a prepositional phrase to connect their (וכל מזרע || ܘܟܠ ܕܡܙܕܪܥ
equivalent for יאור (διὰ	τοῦ	ποταμοῦ/ܥܠ ܓܒܗ ܕܢܗܪܐ). However, whereas S 
has a quantitative approximation for (ܘܢܫܬܩܦ ܘܠܐ ܢܫܬܟܚ) נדף ואיננו, OG offers 
ἀνεμόφθορον “wind-blasted,” a word occurring nowhere else in Isaiah but 
five times in the phrase στάχυες	λεπτοὶ	καὶ	ἀνεμόφθοροι (with slight varia-
tions) in Gen 41:6, 7, 23, 24, 27, where it is the equivalent for ושדופת קדים. 
In Prov 10:5 ἀνεμόφθορος is the equivalent for נרדם, where it read either 

10. Skehan identifies קרמית in Sir 40:16 “as presumably Greek kalamē accommo-
dated to Aramaic, then Hebrew, usage, by a typical Aramaic permutation of the liquid 
-l- to -r-, and an accommodation to the usual morphology of feminines in -î” (Patrick 
W. Skehan and Alexander A. Di Lella, The Wisdom of Ben Sira: A New Translation with 
Notes, AB 39 [New York: Doubleday, 1987], 466).



 ISAIAH 19 375

 as here, while in Hos 8:7 ἀνεμόφθορα aligns with ,נדף ,or, less likely נרדף
 Thus, ἀνεμόφθορον appears to have been chosen to specify the cause 11.רוח
of the drying and amounts to a substitute for נדף ואיננו.

19:8

ܒܐܒܠܐ ܒܐܒܠܐ accords with ואבלו || ܘܢܬܒܘܢ   ;in 3:26 (cf. 24:4 ואבלו || ܘܢܬܒܘܢ 
33:9), suggesting that ܘܢܬܒܘܢ ܒܐܒܠܐ here, as well as ואנו || ܘܢܐܠܘܢ (an equiva-
lence also found in 3:26), engages stock vocabulary for lament. Accord-
ingly, although everywhere else ܟܪܗ renders אמללו || ܐܬܟܪܗܘ ,חלה might owe 
to avoiding repetition of ܐܒܠ.

Syriac renders חכה as grammatically plural (ܨܢܪ̈ܝܬܐ), perhaps because 
more than one agent (משליכי || ܕܪܡܝܢ) throws a hook (contrast OG’s 
ἄγκιστρον).

Syriac has no equivalent for כל, which is attested by all other witnesses 
(1QIsaa, 4Q56, OG, V, T). Given S’s regular translation of כל, its absence is 
difficult to explain if its Vorlage contained it (see appendix A).

Although οἱ	ἀμφιβολεῖς (a hapax legomenon in the Greek Bible) aligns 
with על פני מים, it is not transparent to it. Its derivation from βάλλω reso-
nates with the preceding οἱ	βάλλοντες (2x), whose use for משליכי and פרשי 
creates a conspicuous parallelism, another variation from the translator’s 
tendency to avoid synonyms.

Simplex βάλλω appears again in 29:3; 37:33 (2x) but renders שלך or 
 is translated by ἐκβάλλω in 2:20 (cf. Lev שלך only here.12 Although פרש
1:16; 14:40; Deut 29:27), the more frequent equivalent is ῥίπτω (Isa 14:9; 
34:3; ἀπορίπτω in 38:17), as it is in the Pentateuch (fifteen times).

Comparably, פרש is translated with ἐκτείνω in 1:15 (cf. Exod 25:20) 
but with ἀνίημι in 25:11, χαλάω in 33:23, ἀνοίγω in 37:14 (cf. ἀναπτύσσω 
in Deut 22:17), and ἐκπετάννυμι in 65:2 (cf. Exod 9:29, 33).13 ἐπιβάλλω 
renders פרש in Num 4:6, 7, 8, 14, but simple βάλλω appears nowhere else.

A useful parallel is Hab 1:15–16, where, following ἐν	ταῖς	σαγήναις	αὐτοῦ 
	θύσει	τούτου	in 1:15, 1:16 reads ἕνεκεν (here מכמרת || cf. σαγήνας) במכמרתו ||

11. Michael V. Fox, Proverbs: An Eclectic Edition with Introduction and Textual 
Commentary, Hebrew Bible: A Critical Edition (Atlanta: SBL Press, 2015), 174–75. 
 αὐτῶν renders	τόξα	τὰ	ἐξωσμένα	φρύγανα	ὡς	appears again in Isa 41:2, where καὶ נדף
.כקש נדף קשתו

12. βάλλω renders שלך in 2 Kgdms 20:22; Mic 2:5; Ps 146(147):6; Eccl 3:5.
.is rendered by ἐπικαλύπτω in Num 4:11, 13; διΐημι in Deut 32:11 פרש .13
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τῇ	σαγήνῃ	αὐτοῦ	καὶ	θυμιάσει	τῷ	ἀμφιβλήστρῳ	αὐτοῦ || יזבח לחרמו כן   על 
-ἀμφιβολεῖς here might be a second render	In that light, οἱ .ויקטר למכמרתו
ing of מכמרת, with על פני מים considered superfluous after εἰς	τὸν	ποταμόν. 
Alternatively, οἱ	ἀμφιβολεῖς could be extrapolated from על פני מים (in view of 
the mention of a hook and nets) to supply a subject for πενθήσουσι || אמללו.

19:9

καὶ	αἰσχύνη	λήμψεται paraphrases ובשו similar to φόβος	λήμψεται	Ραμα || 
 .in 26:11 (cf. 23:5) קנאת עם || λαόν	λήμψεται	in 10:29 and ζῆλος חרדה הרמה
Old Greek fashions parallel clauses, giving τοὺς	ἐργαζομένους	τὸ	λίνον for 
	ἐργαζομένους	τοὺς	with καὶ וארגים חורי and rendering עבדי פשתים שריקות
τὴν	βύσσον. The latter contrasts with the apt equivalents for ארג in 38:12 
(ὡς	ἱστὸς	ἐρίθου || כארג) and 59:5 (ὑφαίνουσιν || יארגו), while the forging of 
parallelism is similar to 19:8.

Although שריקות || ܕܣܪܩܝܢ is intelligible as a grammatical shift for har-
monization with חורי || ܠܚܕܘܬܐ ,וארגים || ܘܙܩܪܝܢ is difficult.14 Because this 
translator uses the verb ܚܘܪ to translate לבן in Isa 1:18 (cf. Gen 30:37; Lev 
13:3, 4 [2x], 10, 13, 16), it is doubtful that he would have failed to recog-
nize חורי here (cf. לבושה כתלג חור || ܠܒܘܫܐ ܐܝܟ ܬܠܓܐ ܚܘܪܐ, Dan 7:9; ܒܠܒܘܫܐ 
Esth 8:15).15 ,בלבוש מלכות תכלת וחור || ܕܡܠܟܘܬܐ ܕܬܟܬܠܐ ܘܕܒܘܨܐ

Generally, S offers suitable equivalents to חר/חור as toponyms, per-
sons, and ethnic groups.16 It renders חרי “wrath” with ܚܡܬܐ or verbal ܚܡܬ 
(e.g., Exod 11:8; Deut 29:23; Isa 7:4) and translates חר “hole” with ܚܘܪܐ (Isa 
 Nah) ܢܩܥܐ ,(Kgs 12:10; Ezek 8:7; Song 5:4 2) ܢܩܒܐ ,(Sam 14:11 1) ܚ̈ܠܠܠܐ ,(11:8
2:13), and ܚ̈ܘܠܢܐ (Job 30:6).17 Its equivalents for חר “noble” are ܚܐܪ̈ܐ “free 

14. Although S’s Vorlage might have read שרקות, as Warszawski (36) posits, its 
tendency to impose grammatical shifts makes that explanation more likely. OG trans-
lates חורי with τὴν	βύσσον. 1QIsaa and 4Q56 read חורו, which could be construed as the 
verb “became white” (see Wildberger, Isaiah 13–27, 232).

15. S’s ܦܘܗܝ
̈
 in Isa 29:22 suggests that his Vorlage read the lectio פניו יחורו || ܢܚܦܪ̈ܢ ܐ

facilior ויחפרו.
16. Toponymns: חר ܓܕ = הגדגד  ܓܕ בית || ܚܘܪܢ ܒܝܬ ;(Num 33:32, 33) ܚܕ  חורן 

(14x), but בית חורון || ܘܒܩܘܪ̈ܝܐ ܕܥܡ̈ܡܐ in 2 Chr 25:13. Persons: ܚܘܪ = חור (Exod 17:10, 
12; 24:14; 31:2; 35:30; 38:22; Num 31:8: Josh 13:21; 1 Kgs 4:8; 1 Chr 2:20, 50; 4:4; 2 Chr 
1:5; Neh 3:9 [but ܚܕܝ in Num 13:5; ܢܚܘܪ in 1 Chr 2:19; ܝܥܘܪ in 1 Chr 4:1]); ܚܘܪ = חורי 
(1 Chr 1:39; 5:14); ܚܘܪܝ in Gen 36:22; but ܚܕܝ in 2 Sam 23:30 || 1 Chr 11:32. Ethnic 
groups: ܚܘܪ̈ܝܐ = חרי (Gen 14:6; 36:21, 29, 30; 40:16; Deut 2:12, 22).

17. Intelligibly it renders בחורים with ܓܕܘ̈ܕܐ in Isa 42:22. Less readily explicable is 
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ones” (1 Kgs 21:8, 11; Jer 39:6; Neh 7:5; Qoh 10:17]), ܪ̈ܘܪܒܢܐ (Jer 27:20; Neh 
.(Neh 2:16) ܫ̈ܠܝܛܢܐ and ,(Neh 3:17) ܪ̈ܫܐ ,(6:17 ;13 ,4:8

Conversely, ܚܕܘܬܐ elsewhere in Isaiah most often renders שמחה (13x), 
while six times it renders משוש and once ששון. Another unusual align-
ment appears in 30:29’s ܒܚܕܘܬ ܕܡܗܠܟ  ܗܘ  ܐܝܟ  ܕܠܒܐ   ושמחת לבב || ܘܚܕܘܬܗ 
 might have played a role in שמחת where the front position of ,כהולך בחליל
the choice of ܒܚܕܘܬ (contrast וחליל || ܘܒܪ̈ܒܝܥܐ in 5:12). Unfortunately, this 
sheds little light on ܚܕܘܬܐ in 19:9.

Although Warszawski’s (37) speculation that ܠܚܕܘܬܐ is a corruption of 
an original ܠܚܘܪ̈ܬܐ is tenable on its face, comparison of the reformulation 
of חריה ואין שם as ܘܠܐ ܬܗܘܐ ܬܡܢ ܚܕܘܬܐ in Isa 34:12 reduces the likelihood that 
.here is a copying error ܠܚܕܘܬܐ

Goshen-Gottstein (עא) suggested that חורי || ܠܚܕܘܬܐ in 19:9 might be 
attributable to “interchange ד/ר in Vorlage” and, similarly, that ܚܕܘܬܐ || 
 .cf ;קמה) חורי for חודה in 34:12 might reflect a Vorlage that read חריה
Warszawski, 36). Although S translates all forms containing -חוד in MT 
with ܐܚܕ, support for Goshen-Gottstein’s proposal comes from tracing S’s 
use of the verb ܚܕܝ, especially when used for forms containing the con-
sonant cluster 18.חד Syriac translates the two recognized instances of the 
Hebrew verb חדה with ויחד || ܘܚܕܝ) ܚܕܝ, Exod 18:9; תחדהו || ܘܚܕܝܬܝܗܝ, 
Ps 21:7), but it also renders לא תחד אתם בקבורה (MT תֵחַד) in Isa 14:20 
with ܘܠܐ ܬܚܕܐ ܥܡܗܘܢ ܒܩܒܪܐ, an equivalent found again in Ps 86:11 (ܢܚܕܐ ܠܒܝ 
ܕܕܚܠܝܢ ܠܫܡܟ  ܗܝܕܝܢ ,Likewise 19.([יַחֵד MT] יחד לבבי ליראה שמך || ܒܐܝܠܝܢ 
 in Isa 60:5 אז תראי ונהרת ופחד ורחב לבבך || ܬܚܙܝܢ ܘܬܢܗܪܝܢ ܘܬܚܕܝܢ ܘܢܪܘܚ ܠܒܟܝ
suggests that the translator read ותחד for 20.ופחד Given the translator’s 
detection of forms of חדה in 14:20; 60:5, there is reason to infer that he 
derived ܚܕܘܬܐ from חורי, read as חודי, in 19:9 and from חריה, read as חדיה, 
in 34:12.

 in Neh 5:7 likely ואריבה את החרים || ܘܐܓܪܬ ܪܘܚܝ .in Zech 14:12 בחריהן || ܒܕܘܟܝ̈ܬܗܘܢ
owes to either an exegetical association or a Vorlage that read a form of רוח.

 .Ezek 17:2 ,חוד חידה || ܐܚܘܕ ܐܘܚܕܬܐ Judg 14:13; and ,חודה חידתך || ܐܚܘܕ ܐܘܚܕܬܟ .18
Most often ܚܕܝ renders (+140) שמח; less often שוש (9x); or גיל (6x); twice: רנן and 
.עלץ and ,צחק ,לעג ,רנן and once each ;שחק

19. S elsewhere aptly renders חדה with the adjective ܚܪܝܦܐ “sharp” (Isa 49:2; Ezek 
5:1; Ps 57:5; Prov 5:4).

20. Elsewhere S translates פחד (verb or noun) with 24:17 ;21 ,19 ,2:10) ܕܚܠܬ/ܕܚܠ, 
 Nowhere else .(44:11) ܒܗܬ and ,(33:14 ;19:17) ܪܗܒ ,(19:16 ;12:2) ܙܘܥ ,(51:13 ;44:8 ;18
does פחד || ܚܕܝ occur. For a similar variant reading involving ܚܕܝ, see ܡܡܠܟ ܐܢܬ ܕܐܢܬ 
.מתחדה in Jer 22:15, which supposes התמלך כי אתה מתחרה בארז || ܡܬܚܕܐ ܒܐܪ̈ܙܐ
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19:10

 ;in 53:5, 10 דכא accords with S’s rendering of מדכאים (שתתיה) והיו || ܘܢܬܡܟܟܘܢ
57:15 (cf. תדכאו || ܢܟܝܬܘܢ in 3:15, q.v.). Its rendering is a reformulation of the 
verse that appears to postpone its equivalent for שתתיה to the end of the verse, 
where ܠܡܫܬܝܐ seems a substitute for אגמי (cf. OG, below) to fit with שכר || ܫܟܪܐ.

καὶ	ἔσονται	οἱ	διαζόμενοι	αὐτά || והיו שתתיה uses an equivalent better 
suited semantically for ארגים of 19:9 and was perhaps chosen in its light. 
The noun שת occurs again in 20:4’s מצרים ערות  שת   which OG ,וחשופי 
translates with ἀνακεκαλυμμένους	 τὴν	 αἰσχύνην	 Αἰγύπτου and S with 
21.שת suggesting their unfamiliarity with ,ܘܢܬܓܠܐ ܦܘܪܣܝܗ ܕܡܨܪܝܢ

The rendering of שכר by τὸν	 ζῦτον, which occurs only here in the 
Bible, betrays that “die LXX hat von ihrer ägyptischen Einstellung aus richt 
anschaulich übersetzt; denn ζῦθος ist das einheimische Nationalgetränk” 
(Ziegler, 194).

Old Greek’s ἐν	 ὀδύνῃ || מדכאים differs from its equivalents for דכא 
elsewhere (e.g., ἀδικέω, 14:3; μαλακίζομαι, 53:5; καθαρίζω [Aramaic דכא], 
53:10; τοῖς	συντετριμμένοις	τὴν	καρδίαν [|| נדכאים לב], 57:15), while ὀδύνη 
renders various words (יגון ;30:26 ,מחץ ;23:5 ,יחילו ;21:10 ,בן גרני ;14:3 ,עצב, 
51:11).22 The seeming ambiguity in the translator’s understanding of דכא 
raises the possibility that ἐν	ὀδύνῃ is linked with his supply of λυπηθήσονται 
as predicate for πάντες	οἱ	τὸν	ζῦτον	ποιοῦντες (|| כל עשי שכר) and his ren-
dering of נפש 	with καὶ אגמי  τὰς	 ψυχὰς	 πονέσουσι, less likely owing to 
knowledge of the hapax legomenon אגמי than to a guess.23

19:11

Syriac’s lack of an equivalent for אך and OG’s καί are exampled elsewhere. 
See the discussion of their renderings of אך in appendix B.

21. Dependence of S on OG is unlikely, since the diction of “uncovering naked-
ness” appears again in Isa 47:3 with the same equivalents used (ἀνακαλυφθήσεται	ἡ	
αἰσχύνη	σου/ערותך תגל || ܢܬܓܠܐ ܦܘܪܣܝܟܝ) and is frequent elsewhere in the prophets 
(e.g., Ezek 16:36, 37; 22:10).

22. The first occurrence of דכא in 57:15 is difficult to align with a specific equivalent: 
καὶ	ὀλιγοψύχοις	διδοὺς	μακροθυμίαν || ואת דכא ושפל רוח להחיות רוח שפלים. ὀλιγοψύχος 
aligns with different phrases elsewhere: 54:6 ,עצובת רוח ;35:4 ,נמהרי לב ;25:5 ,חרב. Per-
haps καὶ	ὀλιγοψύχοις here translates ושפל רוח, while דכא lacks a specific equivalent.

23. The homonym אגם occurs frequently in Isaiah. OG gives no equivalent for it 
in 14:23 but uses ἕλη in 35:7; 41:18; 42:15. S uses ܓܡܐ

̈
.for it each time ܐ
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Old Greek renders the nominal function of אולים with μωροί, while 
using the allied verbal form later in the verse: μωρανθήσεται || נבערה. 
Syriac, on the other hand, highlights the counselors’ errant behavior with 
 and ,(נבערה עצה || ܡ̈ܠܟܐ ܫ̈ܛܝܐ) נבערה uses the same verb for ,אולים || ܫܛܘ
will use it again for נואלו in 19:13, in a sentence similar to this one: ܫܛܘ 
.נואלו שרי צען || ܪ̈ܘܪܒܢܐ ܕܨܥܢ

Old Greek reads βασιλεύς for both occurrences of פרעה. Although 
one might posit that this is a substitution, Φαραω renders פרעה in 30:2, 
3, and Φαραω	βασιλεὺς	Αἰγύπτου translates פרעה מלך מצרים in 36:6 (the 
only other appearances of פרעה in the book). Moreover, nowhere else in 
the Greek Bible does βασιλεύς render פרעה, and the only occasions when 
 lacks a noun equivalent in OG entail substitution of a pronoun (αὐτῷ פרעה
 Exod 8:25).24 Conversely, all other מפרעה || σοῦ	Exod 5:1; ἀπὸ ,פרעה אל ||
appearances of βασιλεύς in Isaiah align with מלך (70x), (34:12) מלוכה, 
 while βασιλέα is ,(14:32) מלאכי or ,(60:12 ;23:1 ;14:16 ;19 ,13:4) ממלכה
a plus in 8:6, and καὶ	 οἱ	 βασιλεῖς aligns with ולאומי in 51:4.25 Thus it is 
more likely that OG’s Vorlage read מלך than that the translator substituted 
βασιλεύς for פרעה. Although in an oracle labeled מצרים  the (19:1) משא 
referent of מלך is intelligible, a scribal substitution of פרעה for מלך would 
harmonize with other references to פרעה.

Notably, S reads (1)פרעה || ܠܦܪܥܘܢ ܡܠܟܐ but simply אל פרעה || ܠܦܪܥܘܢ; 
 .in 36:6 פרעה מלך מצרים || ܦܪܥܘܢ ܡܠܟܐ ܕܡܨܪܝܢ in 30:2, 3 and פרעה || ܦܪܥܘܢ
Every other occurrence of ܡܠܟܐ  ;Gen 41:46) ܕܡܨܪܝܢ is linked with  ܦܪܥܘܢ 
Exod 6:11, 13, 27, 29; 14:8; Deut 7:8; 11:3; 1 Kgs 3:1; 9:16; 11:18; 2 Kgs 17:7; 
18:21; Isa 36:6; Jer 25:19; Ezek 29:2, 3; 30:21, 22; 31:2; 32:2). Although ܡܠܟܐ 
could be a dittograph of the following ܡ̈ܠܟܐ, as Goshen-Gottstein (עב) sug-
gested, no textual evidence for that reading survives in the manuscript 

24. OG translates פרעה מלך מצרים with Φαραω	βασιλεὺς	Αἰγύπτου, never omitting 
Φαραω (Exod 6:11, 13, 27, 29; 14:5, 8; Deut 7:8; 11:3; 3 Kgdms 9:16; 11:18; 4 Kgdms 
17:7; 18:21; 23:29; Jer 25:19; 51[44]:30; 26[46]:2, 17 [+Νεχαω, as in 3 Kgdms 23:29; Jer 
26(46):2]); Ezek 29:2; 30:21, 22; 31:2; 32:2), while Φαραω + βασιλεύς || פרעה occurs 
in Gen 45:21; Exod 3:10, 11. OG reads Φαραω || פרעה מלך מצרים in Ezek 29:3. All 
of 1 Kgs 3:1, which contains פרעה מלך מצרים, is lacking in OG, while 1 Kgs 9:16–19 
(including פרעה מלך מצרים in 19:16) is replaced with other text in OG.

25. οἳ	ἐβασίλευσαν	τῆς	Ιουδαίας renders מלכי יהודה in 1:1; καὶ	βασιλεύσομεν	αὐτῆς 
 out of three, in) מלך in 7:6 (cf. 30:33; 36:1). Only one instance of ונמליך מלך בתוכה ||
series) is rendered in 37:13. καὶ	ἐπλήθυνας	τὴν	πορνείαν	σου	μετ᾿	αὐτῶν in 57:9 lacks 
recognizable correspondences with MT’s בשמן למלך   On the unique textual .ותשרי 
problems in 37:8–9, see the comments there.



380 ISAIAH 19

evidence. Syriac might attest a conflate reading, with ܡܠܟܐ surviving from 
the reading of OG’s Vorlage but פרעה added.

Syriac’s עצה נבערה || ܡ̈ܠܟܐ ܫ̈ܛܝܐ likely owes its existence to the render-
ing of חכמי יעצי with the relative clause ܚ̈ܟܝܡܐ ܕܡܠܟܝܢ earlier, spawning a 
direct object. There is little reason to suspect that יעצים נבערים stood in the 
Vorlage.

 with the grammatical ,בן חכמים אני is likely a condensation of ܚ̈ܟܝܡܐ ܚܢܢ
number harmonized to תאמרו (cf. OG’s υἱοὶ	συνετῶν	ἡμεῖς), similar to ܐܬܪܐ 
 in similar locutions בן in 5:1, even though S renders בקרן בן שמן || ܫܡܝܢܐ
elsewhere (e.g., 11:14; 49:20).

19:12

Syriac renders אים with ܐܝܟܐ ܐܢܘܢ but lacks an equivalent for אפוא, which it 
translates with ܗܪܟܐ in 22:1 by association with פה, which it renders with 
 in 22:16 (3x); 52:5 (cf. Exod 33:16).26 That equivalent would have ܗܪܟܐ
been redundant alongside אים || ܐܝܟܐ ܐܢܘܢ, however, likely accounting for S’s 
silence.

Given how frequently ἀναγγέλλω translates both נגד (e.g., 3:9; 7:2; 
21:6) and ידע (e.g., 5:5; 12:4, 5), it is more likely that the translator selected 
καὶ	εἰπάτωσαν || וידעו to follow καὶ	ἀναγγειλάτωσάν || ויגידו than that his 
Vorlage read something different. Isaiah 48:6 has another curious interplay 
of these words, rendering הלוא תגידו with οὐκ	ἔγνωτε and ולא ידעתם with 
καὶ	οὐκ	εἶπας.

19:13

 from the start of 19:11, but the rendering ܫܛܘ not only reprises נואלו || ܫܛܘ
of all of נואלו שרי צען נשאו שרי נף accords with its אולים || ܫܛܘ ܪ̈ܘܪܒܢܐ ܕܨܥܢ 
-there. Such wholesale borrowing of phrasing from a parallel pas שרי צען
sage is frequent in OG but rare in S.

ἐξέλιπον || נואלו is among the varied equivalents for ἐκλείπω in this 
book, as discussed at 7:8 (cf. ἐκλείψει || יחרב in 19:5; καὶ	 ἐκλείψουσιν || 
 appears only three other times in יאל ,in 19:6). On the other hand דללו
the Bible. Whereas ἠγνοήσαμεν || נואלנו in Num 12:11 is semantically apt, 

26. S renders אפוא variously elsewhere: ܟܝ (Gen 27:33); ܗܟܝܠ (Gen 27:37; Hos 
13:10; Job 19:6); ܗܟܢܐ (Prov 6:3); ܐܝܟܐ ܗܘ (Gen 43:11; Judg 9:38); 2) ܡܟܝܠ Kgs 10:10; 
Job 17:15).
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ἐδυνάσθησαν || נואלו in Jer 5:4 is not, and the absence of an equivalent in 
Jer 27(50):36 might reflect uncertainty about 27.נאלו The Isaiah translator 
might have been similarly uncertain about the singular נואלו.

Old Greek’s ὑψώθησαν and S’s (נשאו ||) ܐܬܬܪܝܡܘ employ equivalents each 
uses for נשא elsewhere (cf. 2:2).

Although γωνία is frequently used for פנה (e.g., Exod 7:2; 1 Sam 14:38) 
and ἀκρογωνιαῖον translates פנת in Isa 28:16, κατὰ	 φυλάς || שבטיה  פנת 
here likely owes to imitation of this phrase elsewhere (e.g., κατὰ	φυλάς || 
 .(Deut 16:18 ,לשבטיך || φυλάς	Num 24:2 [cf. 26:55 and 33:54]; κατὰ ,לשבטיו
Goshen-Gottstein (עב) usefully compares τὸ	δὲ	εὖρος	τῆς	αὐλῆς	τὸ	κατὰ	
θάλασσαν || ורחב החצר לפאת ים in Exod 27:12 and ἐὰν	δὲ	κατὰ	πρόσωπον	
μαδήσῃ	ἡ	κεφαλὴ	αὐτοῦ || ואם מפאת פניו ימרט ראשו in Lev 13:41.

19:14

The translator’s supply of γάρ provides a connection to the preceding 
clause, so that it explains why the rulers of Tanis and Memphis will wander 
Egypt. The theme of wandering is underscored by πλάνησις || עועים. πλανάω 
often translates תעה in the book (e.g., 3:12; 9:15; 16:8; 19:13; 21:4; 28:7[2]; 
29:24), even as καὶ	ἐπλάνησαν renders והתעו and ὡς	πλανᾶται כהתעות in 
this verse. Those seem to have spurred the translator to use πλανήσεως for 
the hapax legomenon עועים, as also appears the case with S’s ܛܥܝܬܐ (along-
side its כהתעות || ܐܝܟ ܕܛܥܐ ;והתעו || ܘܐܛܥܝܗ), both likely inferring that עועים 
was etymologically related (association of wandering with drink may also 
have been reflexive, as evidenced in 28:7, q.v.).

Syriac’s ܘܐܛܥܝܗ likely owes to analysis of the final waw in והתעו as a 
pronoun, which it conformed to the gender of בקרבה || ܒܓܘܗ. For αὐτοῖς 
.in 19:1 בקרבו || αὐτοῖς	see the comments on ἐν ,בקרבה ||

καὶ	ὁ	ἐμῶν	ἅμα || בקיאו is, on the one hand, semantically apt, while 
+ἅμα has parallels in passages where the translator seems to have added 
ἅμα to clarify the coordination of nouns or actions (cf. 11:7; 13:3; and see 
the comments at 1:31).

27. Δέομαι	κύριε	μὴ	συνεπιθῇ	ἡμῖν	ἁμαρτίαν	διότι	ἠγνοήσαμεν	καθότι	ἡμάρτομεν 
 OG-Pentateuch .(Num 12:11) בי אדני אל נא תשת עלינו חטאת אשר נואלנו ואשר חטאנו ||
uses ἀγνοέω in several passages invoking ignorance as a mitigating factor in sin: ἔθνος	
ἀγνοοῦν	καὶ	 δίκαιον	ἀπολεῖς; || צדיק תהרג גם  	Gen 20:4; ἐὰν ,הגוי  δὲ	πᾶσα	συναγωγὴ	
Ἰσραὴλ	ἀγνοήσῃ || ואם כל עדת ישראל ישגו, Lev 4:13 (cf. 5:18).
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19:15

Although OG frequently supplies explicitizing ἄνθρωπος (see Van der 
Vorm-Croughs, 60), S appears to do something similar only here: ܓܒܪܐ 
-Syriac frequently substantivizes clauses by prefix .מעשה אשר יעשה || ܕܢܥܒܕ
ing a dālat, but nowhere else does it utilize ܓܒܪܐ in such a construction.28 
That fact is a basis for accepting Herbert Thorndike’s proposal (cited by 
Warszawski, 37) that ܓܒܪܐ is an error for מעשה || ܥܒܕܐ.

Old Greek translates כפה ואגמון as an exposition of ראש וזנב: ἀρχὴν	
καὶ	τέλος (cf. its μέγαν	καὶ	μικρὸν || כפה ואגמון in 9:13).29 Syriac translates 
these words with the same equivalents it uses for ראש וזנב but in reverse 
order: ܘܕܢܘܒܬܐ ܘܪܝܫܐ. These are the same equivalents it used for כפה ואגמון 
in 9:13.

19:16

The prepositional phrases ἐν	φόβῳ	καὶ	ἐν	τρόμῳ || וחרד ופחד, part of the 
predicate for οἱ	Αἰγύπτιοι (|| מצרים), are complements to ἔσονται (|| יהיה), 
whose grammatical number has been modified to agree with οἱ	Αἰγύπτιοι. 
Although φόβος	καὶ	βόθυνος	καὶ	παγὶς	ἐφ᾿	ὑμᾶς	τοὺς	ἐνοικοῦντας	ἐπὶ	τῆς	
γῆς || הארץ יושב  עליך  ופח  ופחת   in 24:17 is semantically similar to פחד 
this adverbial complement, the closest syntactic parallel comes from early 
Christian literature: κἀγὼ	 ἐν	 ἀσθενείᾳ	 καὶ	 ἐν	φόβῳ	καὶ	 ἐν	 τρόμῳ	πολλῷ	
ἐγενόμην	πρὸς	 ὑμᾶς (1 Cor 2:3), likely equivalent to ὡς	μετὰ	φόβου	 καὶ	
τρόμου	ἐδέξασθε	αὐτόν in 2 Cor 7:15 (cf. Phil 2:12).

ἣν	αὐτὸς	ἐπιβαλεῖ	αὐτοῖς || אשר הוא מניף עליו (with τὴν	χεῖρα	αὐτοῦ the 
antecedent) is comparable to καὶ	ἐπιβαλεῖ	τὴν	χεῖρα	αὐτοῦ	ἐπὶ	τὸν	ποταμόν 
 תנופת in 11:15, while the omission of an equivalent for והניף ידו על הנהר ||
in the preceding ἀπὸ	προσώπου	τῆς	χειρὸς	κυρίου || יד יהוה  is מפני תנופת 
explicable from the translator’s tendency to pass over synonyms in adja-
cent phrases.30

28. Phraseology similar to ܓܒܪܐ ܕܢܥܒܕ appears only in ܛܘܒܘܗܝ ܠܓܒܪܐ ܕܢܥܒܕ 
ܓܒܪ̈ܐ ܕܐܥܠܝܘ ܒܝ ;(56:2) אשרי אנוש יעשה זאת || ܗܕܐ  ויצאו || ܘܢܦܩܘܢ ܘܢܚܙܘܢ ܫ̈ܠܕܝܗܘܢ ܕ
.(cf. 36:12; 41:11, 12; 45:14 ;66:24) וראו בפגרי האנשים הפשעים בי

	occurs again in Job 15:32, where OG translates it appropriately with ὁ כפה .29
ῥάδαμνος, while S uses אגמן .ܘܐܝܕܘܗܝ appears again in Isa 58:5 (ὡς	κρίκον versus ܐܝܟ 
.([?] ܡܫܬܓܪ ἀνθράκων versus) and Job 41:21 ;(ܦܓܘܕܬܐ versus <) Job 40:26 ;(ܟܪܘܠܐ

30. ἐπιβάλλω translates נוף also in Exod 20:25; Deut 23:26; 27:5; Josh 8:3.
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With תנופת יד || ܪܘܡܐ ܕܐܝܕܗ and מניף || ܕܡܪܝܡ, compare והניף || ܘܢܪܝܡ ܐܝܕܗ 
.in 11:15 ידו

19:17

The grammatical number of αὐτοῖς || אליו has been brought into agree-
ment with τοῖς	Αἰγυπτίοις || למצרים. Oddly, the subject of φοβηθήσονται 
 Ιουδαίων (αὐτήν) to	τῶν	χώρα	appears to be those who mention ἡ (יפחד ||)
the Egyptians (αὐτοῖς), despite the fact that the preceding clause declared 
that land φόβητρον to the Egyptians. One would need to suppose anaco-
luthon to construe the Egyptians as the subject of φοβηθήσονται. On the 
other hand, the fear possessing the subject of the verb is the divine plan for 
Judah, which might be conceivable as knowledge held by some who speak 
to the Egyptians about Judah. Nevertheless, the meaning is opaque.

Although OG’s most frequent equivalent for זכר is μιμνῄσκομαι, com-
parable to ὀνομάσῃ || יזכיר is τὸ	ὄνομά	σου	ὀνομάζομεν || נזכיר שמך in 26:13 
(cf. Josh 23:7; Jer 3:16; 20:9; 23:36; Amos 6:10).

Old Greek integrates יהוה in its reformulation διὰ	 τὴν	 βουλήν	 ἣν	
βεβούλευται	κύριος	ἐπ᾿	αὐτήν || מפני עצת יהוה צבאות אשר הוא יועץ עליו but 
lacks an equivalent for צבאות  (cf. 3:15 and comments there).

For יפחד || ܢܬܪܗܒ, compare 33:14; 44:8; 57:11.

19:18

ἐν	Αἰγύπτῳ || בארץ מצרים differs from ἐν	χώρᾳ	Αἰγύπτου || בארץ מצרים in 
19:20 but parallels ἐν	Αἰγύπτῳ || מצרים in 27:13 (where it is preceded by ἐν	
τῇ	χώρᾳ	τῶν	Ἀσσυρίων || בארץ אשור). Likewise, we find ἐν	τῇ	Ιδουμαίᾳ || 
.in 34:6 בארץ אדום

Although χεῖλος is the standard equivalent for שפה, γλῶσσα renders 
it also in Gen 11:7(1); Zeph 3:9; Ps 80(81):6. Similarly, although ܣܦܬܐ is S’s 
common equivalent for שפה, it often uses ܠܫܢܐ (as here) when שפה is met-
onymic for speech (e.g., Gen 11:1, 6, 7, 9; Exod 6:12, 30; Ps 81:6).

Although τῷ	ὀνόματι	κυρίου || ליהוה could be the translator’s expan-
sion, the assimilation of ליהוה to יהוה  in an expression of an oath לשם 
might already have been an expansion in the Vorlage. As in 19:17, OG 
lacks an equivalent for צבאות.

As I argue in detail elsewhere (Troxel, 167–71), Πόλιςασεδεκ is likely 
a transcribed corruption of ההרס (or החרס, as in 1QIsaa) into הסדח. ἡ	
μία	πόλις is an explicitation of אחת. Syriac renders אחת with ܡܢܗܝܢ  ,ܘܚܕܐ 
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perhaps regarding (עיר ההרס || ܗܪܣ) עיר superfluous because ܡܢܗܝܢ is ana-
phoric to חמש ערים || ܚܡܫ ܩܘܪ̈ܝܐ.

19:19

For ἐν	χώρᾳ	Αἰγυπτίων || בתוך ארץ מצרים, compare the comments on ἐν 
(μεσημβρινῇ) || (צהרים) בתוך in 16:3.

For πρὸς	τὸ	ὅριον	αὐτῆς || אצל גבולה, compare πρὸς	Βηθλεεμ || אצל בית 
	Jer 48:17; πρὸς ,לחם τὸν	 κριόν || האיל 	Dan 8:7; πρὸς ,אצל  τοὺς	 ἀδελφοὺς	
αὐτῶν || 2 ,אצל אחיהם Chr 28:15.

19:20

εἰς	τὸν	αἰῶνα || ולעד is transparent, despite assuming a different vocaliza-
tion than MT’s וּלְעֵד. For διά || מפני, compare Gen 7:7; 27:46; Exod 9:11; 
19:18 et passim. For the absence of an equivalent for צבאות, see 19:17.

Although τοὺς	θλίβοντας	αὐτούς (|| לחצים) suggests לחציהם, this translator 
regularly supplies object pronouns (see Van der Vorm-Croughs, 49–53). For 
.see Exod 3:9; Judg 2:18; 6:9; 10:12; 1 Sam 10:18; 2 Kgs 13:4, 22 ,לחצים || ܐܠܘܨܐ

καὶ	ἀποστελεῖ	αὐτοῖς	κύριος || וישלח להם either reflects + יהוה in the 
Vorlage or is simply the translator’s supply of a subject, based on ὅτι	
κεκράξονται	πρὸς	κύριον. The latter explanation becomes the more likely 
one in light of the expansive ἄνθρωπον	ὃς	σώσει	αὐτούς || מושיע. ἄνθρωπον 
has been supplied for the sake of explicitation, as in 19:4. Equally, αὐτούς 
has been added in the same way as (τοὺς	θλίβοντας) αὐτούς earlier.

κρίνων	σώσει	 αὐτούς || והצילם -examples the translator’s subordi ורב 
nation of one verb to another by use of the participle (cf. ὁ	ᾅδης	κάτωθεν	
ἐπικράνθη	 συναντήσας	 σοι || בואך לקראת  לך  רגזה  מתחת  	καὶ ;14:9 ,שאול 
ἀποκριθεὶς	εἶπε || 21:9 ,ויען ויאמר).

For אל יהוה || ܩܕܡ ܡܪܝܐ (cf. T, קדם יוי), compare אל יהוה || ܩܕܡ ܡܪܝܐ in 3:8.

19:21

Old Greek’s θυσίας || ומנחה  accords with its penchant to condense זבח 
coordinate synonyms (Van der Vorm-Croughs, 188–90). Syriac’s choice of 
 מעלה here, just as it renders ועבדו recognizes the cultic semantics of ܘܢܩܪܒܘܢ
 in 66:3. Contrast ܕܡܩܪܒ ܠܒܘܢܬܐ with מזכיר לבנה and ܕܡܩܪܒ ܣܡܝܕܐ with מנחה
 ומנחה || ܘܣܡܝܕܐ in 19:23. Warszawski (37) aptly compares ועבדו || ܘܢܦܠܚܘܢ
to מנחה || ܘܣܡܝܕܐ in Lev 2:1.
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The equivalents in καὶ	εὔξονται	εὐχάς || ונדרו נדר appear already in, for 
example, Gen 28:20 (καὶ	ηὔξατο	Ιακωβ	εὐχήν || וידר יעקב נדר); Gen 31:13 
(καὶ	ηὔξω	μοι	ἐκεῖ	εὐχήν || אשר נדרת לי שם נדר).

19:22

καὶ	πατάξει	… πληγῇ	μεγάλῃ is OG’s equivalent for ונגף … נגף. For the sake 
of balance, it seems, the translator supplied a nominal complement to the 
verb in the parallel clause, καὶ	ἰάσεται	αὐτοὺς	ἰάσει || ורפוא, in addition to 
providing αὐτούς as direct object.

19:23

ὁδὸς	Αἰγύπτου likely reflects manipulation of מסלה ממצרים to accord with 
the phrase דרך מצרים, rendered with ὁδὸν	Αἰγύπτου in 10:24.

ܐܬܘܪ ܠܡܨܪܝܢ  in S’s מאשור מצרימה likely attests a scribal addition of ܘܡܢ 
Vorlage as a companion to אשורה  matching the paired phrases ,ממצרים 
 that follow. Although it is possible that the translator במצרים ומצרים באשור
created this expansion, he does not typically innovate such harmonizations.

Old Greek likely supplied πορεύσονται as predicate for Αἰγύπτιοι to fill 
out the clause, parallel to καὶ	εἰσελεύσονται	Ἀσσύριοι	εἰς	Αἴγυπτον || ובא 
.אשור במצרים

19:24

Old Greek’s translation of this verse is transparent to a Hebrew Vorlage 
much like MT, save that ἐν	 τοῖς	 Ἀσσυρίοις	 καὶ	 ἐν	 τοῖς	 Αἰγυπτίοις likely 
reflects the word order לאשור ולמצרים. The translator’s rendering of both 
instances of ל with ἐν accords with the flexibility in rendering prepositions 
found throughout this translation, just as ἐν	τῇ	γῇ || בקרב הארץ is a typical 
condensation in this book (cf. 5:8; 6:12; 7:22; 10:23).

 is the same solution used in 6:13’s שלישיה for the ordinal ܚܕ ܡܢ ܬܠܬܐ
.עשריה || ܚܕ ܡܢ ܥܣܪ̈ܐ

19:25

.is commonplace in S (e.g., 3:7; 4:1; 7:5) לאמר || ܘܐܡܪ
Old Greek presents two issues: the translation of עמי מצרים by ὁ	λαός	

μου	ὁ	 ἐν	Αἰγύπτῳ and of ידי אשור 	by καὶ ומעשה  ὁ	 ἐν	Ἀσσυρίοις, lacking 
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any equivalent for ܥܡܝ ܕܒܡܨܪܝܢ .מעשה ידי translates the first phrase similar 
to OG, and its second relative clause conjoined with bēth (ܕܒܐܬܘܪ) paral-
lels καὶ	 ὁ	 ἐν, except that the antecedent of the pronoun is ܝܕܝ

̈
ܐ  ||) ܘܥܒܕ 

ידי -Nevertheless, OG and S both call people from Israel resid .(ומעשה 
ing in Egypt and Assyria “my people,” likely owing to a shared disbelief 
that Egypt and Assyria could ever merit that label (cf. Warszawski, 38).31 
This hardly requires direct influence of OG on S. In fact, according to the 
manuscript tradition, the pronoun of ܕܠܗ at the outset of the sentence is 
masculine gender (contrast ἥν), signaling that S considered its antecedent 
to be ܐܝܣܪܝܠ in 19:24, so that the blessing spoken is exclusively on “my 
people,” an understanding that would readily motivate its renderings of 
.אשור and מצרים

ܕܒܐܬܘܪ ܝܕܝ 
̈
ܐ ידי אשור || ܘܥܒܕ   utilizes S’s common maneuver of ומעשה 

creating a relative clause as a modifier. Old Greek represents יד  + מעשה 
pronominal suffix everywhere else it occurs, and there is no evident trig-
ger for parablepsis to explain accidental omission from the Vorlage.32 But 
neither is it likely that the phrase was added secondarily, given the kinds 
of problems אשור posed for these interpreters. ידי  constitutes an ומעשה 
epithet for אשור, just like עמי before מצרים and like ונחלתי before ישראל. 
Passing over ידי  might have been attractive to OG, owing to the ומעשה 
symmetry of ὁ	ἐν	Αἰγύπτῳ	καὶ	ὁ	ἐν	Ἀσσυρίοις	καὶ	ἡ	κληρονομία	μου	Ισραηλ, 
after it construed עמי as an epithet for Israel.

31. There is no reason to consider this a special reflection of the Hellenistic era, 
as Seeligmann (117) claims.

32. Most frequently it renders מעשה יד + pronominal suffix with (τὰ) ἔργα/ἔργον	
τῶν	χειρῶν + pronoun (2:8; 17:8; 37:19; 60:21), but simply τὰ	ἔργα in 5:12 (|| ומעשה 
ידי ||) and 29:23 (ידיו ידיהם || αὐτῶν	πόνων	τῶν	ἔργα	and τὰ (מעשה   .in 65:22 ומעשה 
Especially remarkable is its rendering מעשה ידך as an epithet for Israel in 64:7’s ἡμεῖς	
δὲ	πηλὸς	ἔργον	τῶν	χειρῶν	σου	πάντες || אנחנו החמר ואתה יצרנו ומעשה ידך כלנו.



Isaiah 20

20:1

Besides Ταναθαν || תרתן (Θαρθαν in 4 Kgdms 18:17, S ܬܐܪܬܢ); Σαρναν || סרגון 
(a hapax legomenon, S ܣܪܓܘܢ), and the Hellenistic toponym Ἄζωτον (S 
 בשלח the only noteworthy feature is OG’s translation of ,אשדודה || (ܠܐܫܕܘܕ
.(ܟܕ ܫܕܪܗ S) ἀπεστάλη	with a passive construction: ἡνίκα אתו

20:2

Old Greek’s τότε || בעת ההיא is distinctive alongside its other renderings of 
this phrase with ἐν	τῷ	καιρῷ	ἐκείνῳ (18:7; 39:1). τότε most often translates 
 but also renders waw prefixed (60:5 ;9 ,58:8 ;[מאז] 45:21 ;41:1 ;6 ,35:5) אז
to a verb (28:25; 30:23; 58:10), or the translator supplies it to specify a 
temporal relationship between clauses (8:16; 30:15; 44:8; 65:25). Despite 
this being the only time that τότε renders בעת ההיא, there is no reasonable 
suspicion that the Vorlage read anything different, since τότε is a temporal 
adverb, and the translator uses temporal phrases rather freely (cf. ᾗ	 ἂν	
ἡμέρᾳ	κληρώσῃ || ביום נחלה in 17:11 and his frequent insertion of νῦν, as 
summarized in the note regarding καὶ	νῦν at 2:5).

The most frequent equivalents for ביד in OG-Isaiah are ἐν (τῇ) χειρί/
ταῖς	χερσίν (6:6; 10:5; 28:2 [ταῖς	χερσὶ]; 36:15; 62:3) and εἰς	τὴν	χεῖρα/(τὰς) 
χεῖρας (19:4; 22:21; 37:13; 47:6; 51:23).1 The closest parallel to πρὸς	Ησαίαν 
 ביד עבדיך חרפת || κύριον	ὠνείδισας	ἀγγέλων	δι᾿	is 37:24’s ὅτι ביד ישעיהו ||
משה || Μωυσῆ	cf. διὰ) אדני 	Josh 20:2; πρὸς ,ביד  Ιου	 τὸν	 προφήτην || ביד 

1. OG-Isaiah translates ביד with the genitive τῆς	χειρός in connection with the 
verbs κρατέω (42:6) and ἀντιλαμβάνω (51:18). Its translation of ותמוגנו ביד עוננו with 
καὶ	παρέδωκας	ἡμᾶς	διὰ	τὰς	ἁμαρτίας	ἡμῶν in 64:7(6) reflects a nuancing of phrasing 
for the setting, and he passes over ביד in καὶ	βούλεται	κύριος	ἀφελεῖν	ἀπὸ	τοῦ	πόνου	τῆς	
ψυχῆς	αὐτοῦ || 11–53:10 ,וחפץ יהוה בידו יצלח מעמל נפשו.

-387 -
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-Kgs 16:12). More importantly, this case fits Van der Vorm 1 ,יהוא הנביא
Croughs’s (70) observation about the tendency to elide words for body 
parts when they serve as a nomen regens.

Old Greek’s lack of an equivalent for אמוץ  more likely signals its בן 
absence from its Vorlage than a deliberate omission, since OG gives equiv-
alents for it in 1:1; 2:1; 13:1; 37:2, 21; 38:1. בן אמוץ in MT, 1QIsaa, and 4Q56 
(cf. S, V, T), on the other hand, likely attests a scribal addition to fill out 
the title found elsewhere. Its absence from OG accords with the likelihood 
that chapter 20 had its own history before being incorporated into Isaiah.2

Syriac has +ܢܒܝܐ following ܐܫܥܝܐ. The full title הנביא אמוץ  בן   ישעיהו 
appears in MT (= 1QIsaa, OG, V, T) only in 37:2; 38:1, in both of which 
S has the word order ܐܫܥܝܐ ܢܒܝܐ ܒܪ ܐܡܘܨ, as here. ܐܫܥܝܐ ܢܒܝܐ in 39:3 accords 
with MT and OG, as does ܐܫܥܝܐ ܒܪ ܐܡܘܨ in 1:1; 2:1; 13:1 and its solitary ܐܫܥܝܐ 
in 7:3; 20:3. Given these data, the full phrase in S might owe to a scribal 
harmonization already found in its Vorlage.

Syriac’s lack of an equivalent for תחלץ might evince condensation but 
could also owe to uncertainty over semantics, not only because S’s other 
equivalents for חלץ denote “strength” (15:4 ,חלצי מואב || ܡܚ̈ܣܢܘܗܝ ܕܡܘܐܒ; 
 חלץ but because S rarely recognizes in (58:11 ,ועצמתיך יחליץ || ܘܢܫܪ ܓܪ̈ܡܝܟ
the meaning “draw off.” Although it renders חלץ with ܫܪܐ in Deut 25:9, 
10, the direct object is “sandal” and רגלו נעלו מעל   in 20:9 already וחלצה 
implies removal (ܪܓܠܗ ܡܢ  ܡܣܢܗ   ,The same is true of Lev 14:40 .(ܘܬܫܪܐ 
43, where ܫܡܛ renders חלץ in speaking of extracting stones that have a 
defiling mark (ܓܪܒܐ ܦܐ ܕܐܝܬ ܒܗܝܢ ܡܚܘܬܐ ܕ

̈
ܢܝܢ ܠܟܐ

̈
 וחלצו את האבנים || ܘܢܫܡܛܘܢ ܐ

 ,Num 31:3, 5; 32:17, 20) ܙܝܢ with חלץ Otherwise S translates 3.(אשר בהן הנגע
21, 27, 29, 30, 32; Deut 3:18; Josh 4:13; 6:7, 9, 13; Ps 60:7), ܥܫܢ (Pss 50:15; 
91:15; Prov 11:9), 2) ܦܨܐ Sam 22:20; Pss 6:5; 18:20; 34:8; 81:8; 116:8; 119:153; 
140:2; Prov 11:8), ܦܪܩ (Hos 5:6; Ps 108:7), ܫܘܙܒ (Job 36:15), and ܓܠܐ (Lam 
4:3).4 It is highly unlikely that תחלץ was a later addition, given that חלץ is 
regularly associated with the phraseology נעלך … מעל רגליך, while ופתחת 
would be an unusual verb to associate with it via zeugma. There is no sign 

2. See Wildberger, Isaiah 13–27, 286–88.
 ,.e.g) שלף or הריק translating ,ܣܝܦܐ elsewhere is typically associated with ܫܡܛ .3

Exod 15:9; Lev 26:33; Num 22:23).
4. Notable circumlocutions are ܚܝܠܐ  ܥܒܕ̈ܝ ;in 1 Chr 12:25 חלוצי צבא || ܓܢܒܪ̈ܝ 

 Chr 2 ,בצאת לפני החלוץ || ܟܕ ܢܦܩ ܩܕܡ ܚܝ̈ܠܘܬܢ in 2 Chr 17:18; and חלוצי צבא || ܩܪܒܐ
20:21. In Ps 7:5, ܘܐܢ ܐܠܨܬ likely reads ואלחצה for ואחלצה.
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of a potential trigger for parablepsis of תחלץ. Syriac’s lack of an equivalent 
is best ascribed to the translator’s uncertainty over the verb.

Old Greek’s semantically apt ὑπόλυσαι || תחלץ is found also in Deut 
25:9, 10. The fact that S did not follow OG’s path here is tacit evidence that 
it did not regularly consult OG when stumped.

Syriac’s transposed order ערום ויחף || ܚܦܝܝ ܘܥܪܛܠ is paralleled in 20:3 
 .in 20:4 ערום ויחף || ܥܪܛܠ ܘܚܦܝܝ while we find ,(ערום ויחף || ܚܦܝܝ ܘܥܪܛܠ)
Although S shows a freedom to reformulate word order, it does so typi-
cally in regard to order of verb, subject, object, and modifiers, not iso-
lated phrases. It is difficult to see what might have motivated the transla-
tor to transpose these phrases, making it likely that they were transposed 
in its Vorlage.

20:3–4

Neither OG nor S reflects the correspondence between כאשר in 20:3 and 
 הלך) in 20:4 in MT, where Isaiah’s walking about naked and unshod כן
 שלש שנים אות is qualified by the adverbial phrase (עבדי ישעיהו ערום ויחף
 כן ינהג :and 20:4 provides the correlative warning ,ומופת על מצרים ועל כוש
 Old Greek disrupts the comparison by supplying +ἔσται, while .מלך אשור
S inserts ܗܟܢܐ at the same spot.

Old Greek construes שלש שנים as a temporal frame for Isaiah’s activity 
more directly than MT, whose athnach (ף  marks the temporal phrase (וְיָחֵ֑
either as the beginning of a separate clause or, more likely, in apposition 
to the first. OG creates a second clause by supplying ἔσται before σημεῖα	
καὶ	τέρατα (|| אות ומופת) and regards both instances of על as marking the 
indirect object: τοῖς	 Αἰγυπτίοις	 καὶ	 Αἰθίοψιν. The absence of a conjunc-
tion before ἔσται creates uncertainty about the relationship of the clause 
to what precedes, as well as the subject. These problems are elucidated by 
comparing the rendering of 8:18, the only other place this phraseology 
occurs in the book:

	הנה אנכי והילדים אשר נתן לי יהוה	 ἰδοὺ	ἐγὼ	καὶ	τὰ	παιδία	ἅ	μοι	ἔδωκεν	ὁ	θεός
	 τέρατα	καὶ	σημεῖα	εἰς	ἔσται	καὶ לאתות ולמופתים
	 	בישראל מעם יהוה צבאות ἐν	τῷ	Ισραηλ	παρὰ	κυρίου	σαβαωθ

The most striking similarity to 20:3 is the translator’s insertion of καὶ	ἔσται 
before εἰς	σημεῖα	καὶ	τέρατα. However, his inclusion of καί in 8:18 under-
scores the ambiguous relationship of the clause to the preceding clause 
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in 20:3. Although the subject of καὶ	ἔσται in 8:18 is oblique, εἰς prevents 
identifying σημεῖα	 καὶ	 τέρατα in that role. There the preceding clause 
seems the only available subject, consistent with the translator’s render-
ing of presentative הנה, which would be left hanging otherwise.5 The lack 
of a conjunction before ἔσται in 20:3 makes it likely that its subject is the 
preceding clause, as confirmed by the fact that 20:4 identifies the prime 
corollary (οὕτως) to the clause headed by ὃν	τρόπον (in 20:3) as the Assyr-
ian king leading Egyptian and Ethiopian captives γυμνοὺς	καὶ	ἀνυποδέτους	
ἀνακεκαλυμμένους	 τὴν	 αἰσχύνην	 Αἰγύπτου. However, +ὅτι likely makes 
20:4 the explanation of how Isaiah’s action constitutes σημεῖα	καὶ	τέρατα	
τοῖς	Αἰγυπτίοις	καὶ	Αἰθίοψιν.6

Additionally, although οὕτως || כן marks the corollary to ὃν	τρόπον in 
20:3, the tense difference between πεπόρευται (|| הלך) and ἔσται must be 
given its due. The translator’s supply of ἔσται, rather than translating אות 
 τέρατα, differentiates between Isaiah’s past	καὶ	σημεῖα	with, say, εἰς ומופת
act and its function as σημεῖα	καὶ	τέρατα for the Egyptians and Ethiopians 
in the future.

Like OG, S inserts a verb of existence before (ܢܗ̈ܘܝܢ) אות ומופת in 20:3, 
but it also adds the correlative ܗܟܢܐ, explicitizing what is implied in OG. On 
the other hand, whereas OG construes שלש שנים as the duration of Isaiah’s 
behavior, S uses it to describe the period when the “signs and wonders” 
will appear: ܫ̈ܢܝܢ ܘܬܐ ܘܬܕܡܪ̈ܬܐ ܬܠܬ 

̈
ܐܬ ܢܗ̈ܘܝܢ   at the outset of ܗܟܢܐ Syriac’s .ܗܟܢܐ 

20:4 marks the fulfillment of 20:3’s ܘܬܐ ܘܬܕܡܪ̈ܬܐ
̈
.ܐܬ

Less significant differences between OG and S are that the latter 
uses ܫܒܝܬܐ for both שבי and גלות, whereas OG provides an equivalent for 
only one—in accord with its tendency to omit synonyms in coordinate 
phrases—just as S translates both occurrences of על, whereas OG collapses 
both into a single τοῖς. Regarding S’s transposition ערום ויחף || ܚܦܝܝ ܘܥܪܛܠ, 
see the notes on 20:2. The pattern of agreements and differences suggests 
that, although each translator made some similar decisions, those attest 
independent attempts to render the text.

For the lack of an equivalent for שת (in both OG and S), see the notes 
on שתתיה in 19:10. OG’s equivalent, ἀνακεκαλυμμένους || וחשופי, appears 
again in 47:2; 52:10, where S once more uses ܓܠܐ for חשף.

5. For the translator’s handling of הנה, see the comments at 17:14.
6. It seems less likely that ὅτι is recitative, detailing the import of σημεῖα	καὶ	τέρατα.
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20:5

Old Greek’s καὶ	αἰσχυνθήσονται	ἡττηθέντες || וחתו ובשו employs standard 
equivalents, while its subordination of one verb to the other by use of a 
participle is common. Notable is the decision of which verb to subordinate 
to the other, assuming that the word order of the Vorlage was the same as 
MT (= 1QIsaa; cf. S, T).

Old Greek appears to have supplied οἱ	Αἰγύπτιοι(1) based on its reading 
of the verse along the following lines. Its ἐπὶ	τοῖς	Αἰθίοψιν || מכוש and ἐφ᾿	οἷς	
ἦσαν	πεποιθότες || מבטם suggest that it treated the mem of each alike. Its ἐφ᾿	
οἷς	ἦσαν	πεποιθότες (as well as ἡμεῖς	ἦμεν	πεποιθότες || מבטנו in 20:6) likely 
reflects biliteral etymology that relates מבטם to בטח, just as it based πείθω 
on a biliteral etymology of ישעה by association with שען in 17:7, 8 (q.v.).7 
That analysis seems to have been the basis for his construal of οἱ	Αἰγύπτιοι 
 ,Αἰγύπτιοι	and his supply of οἱ מבטם as the subject of (ומן ignoring) מצרים ||
correlatively, as the subject of καὶ	αἰσχυνθήσονται	ἡττηθέντες. δόξα || תפארת 
is commonplace in the book (e.g., 3:18; 10:12; 28:1, 4, 5; 52:1; 60:19, 21; 
63:12, 14, 15; 64:10), while ἦσαν	 γὰρ	 αὐτοῖς fills out the sense, with the 
inflection of the verb likely related to the 3mp suffix of תפארתם.

Like OG, S gives an etymological rendering of (ܬܘܟܠܢܗܘܢ) מבטם, just 
as it translated ישעה with ܬܟܠ in 17:7–8, based on association with שען. Its 
overall structure of the verse differs so much from OG that contemplating 
this as a sign of dependence on OG would infer that the translator cherry-
picked this feature. Its תפארתם || ܬܫܒܘܚܬܗܘܢ accords with other occasions 
it renders תפארת with ܫܒܚ (e.g., 3:18; 4:2; 10:12; 13:19).

20:6

Most of OG’s adjustments here are consistent with its Übersetzungsweise, 
such as its rendering of ישב in the grammatical plural (cf. 10:24; 26:1), its 
reformulation of נסנו 	into τοῦ אשר  φυγεῖν, and its rendering of שם as εἰς	
αὐτούς, based on the perception that שם is anaphoric to τοῖς	Αἰθίοψιν in 20:5.8 

7. πείθω translates בטח in 12:12; 30:15; 32:11, 17, 18; 36:4, 5, 6, 7, 9, 10; 42:17; 47:8; 
 ;in 12:2; 30:12; 31:1; 36:4, 5, 6 (2x), 7, 9, 15 בטח is the equivalent for ܬܟܠ .59:4 ;50:10
37:10; 42:17; 47:10; 59:4.

8. For τοῦ	φυγεῖν, cf. its use of the articular infinitive in the reformulations of 5:7; 
10:3; 14:31; 16:12; 17:3. For שם, cf. οὐδὲ	μὴ	διέλθωσιν	αὐτήν || 13:20 ,ולא יהל שם; οὐδὲ	
μὴ	βάλῃ	ἐπ᾿	αὐτὴν	βέλος || 37:33 ,ולא יורה שם חץ.
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One can also reasonably posit that it omitted an equivalent for כה following 
ἰδού || הנה as part of its penchant for concision.9

More peculiar, however, is the absence of an equivalent for ביום ההוא, 
since OG’s standard equivalent, ἐν	τῇ	ἡμέρᾳ	ἐκείνῃ, would seem to pres-
ent no problem, given the future tense of καὶ	ἐροῦσιν (cf. 3:7; 5:30; 12:1). 
Although ביום ההוא might have suffered parablepsis in OG’s Vorlage after 
 the phrase is also possibly a ,(but this seems not particularly likely) הזה
scribal insertion. (Compare the discussion of OG’s +ἐν	τῇ	ἡμέρᾳ	ἐκείνῃ in 
14:4.) It might have been absent from OG’s Vorlage because it was inserted 
later in the transmission of Isaiah.

For OG’s ἡμεῖς	ἦμεν	πεποιθότες and S’s מבטנו || ܬܘܟܠܢܢ, see above, 20:5. 
 ܐܠܐ ܥܡ ܟܠ ܡܢ ܕܗܪܟܐ ܗܘ finds a parallel only in Deut 29:14’s הנה כה || ܗܪܟܐ ܗܘ
 which ,כה rather than פה where its Vorlage likely read ,כי את אשר ישנו פה ||
likely explains ܗܪܟܐ here, also. This rendering might have led to regarding 
 as pleonastic, explaining the absence of an equivalent for it here. Syriac שם
shows itself willing to omit midclausal הנה (see the comments on 5:26).

οἳ	οὐκ	ἠδύναντο	σωθῆναι || להנצל explicitizes a perceived verbal modal-
ity, just as in the rendering οὐδὲ	μὴ	δύνωνται	ἀπολέσαι	οὐδένα || ולא ישחיתו 
in 11:9.

 as it is ,כה אמר is always rendered (οὕτως or τάδε) when part of the phrase כה .9
in every other occurrence except 24:13’s ταῦτα	πάντα	ἔσται	ἐν	τῇ	γῇ || כי כה יהיה בקרב 
 .collocated with another particle הנה Similarly, there are only two examples of .הארץ
One of those is ἰδοὺ	δὴ	ὁ	δεσπότης || כי הנה האדון in 3:1, which is comparable to ἰδοὺ	
δή || הנה alone in 22:17; 33:7, suggesting that the phrase translates only הנה in 3:1. The 
other instance is the repetition of הנני in 65:1, which OG condenses: εἶπα	Ἰδού	εἰμι || 
.אמרתי הנני הנני



Isaiah 21

21:1

ὅρασις is the equivalent for משא at 13:1; 19:1; 30:6, while ὅραμα renders it 
in 21:11; 22:1; 23:1, and ῥῆμα does so in 14:28; 15:1; 17:1. Never outside 
Isaiah is משא as a term for divine communication described as visible. 
The standard equivalent elsewhere is λῆμμα (e.g., Jer 23:33, 34; Nah 1:1; 
Hab 1:1). The precedent for ὅρασις to render משא is set by Isa 13:1, whose 
ὅρασις	ἣν	εἶδεν	Ησαιας	υἱὸς	Αμως	κατὰ	Βαβυλῶνος || משא בבל אשר חזה 
בן אמוץ על was likely conformed to ישעיהו  חזה  בן אמוץ אשר  ישעיהו   חזון 
 see comments on) חזון in 1:1, although there ὅρασις renders יהודה וירושלם
13:1). Whether the translator weighted the semantics of “vision” in choos-
ing ὅρασις/ὅραμα rather than simply viewing them as technical terms for 
oracles is irretrievable.

Old Greek’s lack of an equivalent for ים is one of the frequently dis-
cussed problems with this superscription. Given the difficulty of figuring 
out a role for מדבר, with or without 1,ים it seems almost perilous to ven-
ture whether ים was present in the translator’s Vorlage or he omitted it 
out of uncertainty over what a מדבר ים might be. Goshen-Gottstein’s (עו) 
comment, “cf. context,” although cryptic, at least spurs comparison with 
τὸ	ὅραμα	τῆς	Ιδουμαίας || משא דומה in 21:11 and ἐν	τῷ	δρυμῷ	ἑσπέρας || 
 in 21:13, where the translator fought to make sense of the משא בערב ביער
Hebrew.

καταιγίς for סופה is commonplace (cf. 5:28; 17:13), while the render-
ing of a grammatically plural noun with a grammatically singular form is 
unremarkable for this translator.

1. For a discussion of the many problems besetting this superscript, see Wild-
berger, Isaiah 13-27, 301–2. As he notes, the problem persists even if we try to work 
from 1QIsaa’s דבר ים.

-393 -
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Although the use of ἔρημος for both מדבר and נגב might seem signifi-
cant on first blush (particularly by comparison with S’s בנגב || ܡܢ ܬܝܡܢܐ after 
ܕܡܕܒܪܐ מדבר || ܡܫܩܠܐ   ,.ἔρημος is used for each noun elsewhere (e.g ,(משא 
 likely owes בנגב || ܡܢ ܬܝܡܢܐ S’s preposition in .(30:6 ,נגב ;16:1 ;14:17 ,מדבר
to its choice of לחלף || ܬܪܗܛ, an equivalent unexampled elsewhere (חלף is 
typically rendered by ܚܠܦ [16x] and occasionally by ܥܒܪ [7x]).2 The same 
can be said of OG’s διέλθοι, which nowhere else in the Bible renders חלף 
(typically 60 עברx, 18 הלךx, 14 בואx, 8 יצאx). Although its most common 
equivalent, ἀλλάσσω (10x), renders חלף in Isa 24:5; 40:31; 41:1,3 in the 
three prior instances of חלף the translator either chose a verb to fit with 
the context (2:18; 8:8) or offered no apparent equivalent (9:9). Like S, OG 
here likely selected a target language verb that befit the context.4

Syriac’s מארץ נוראה || ܡܢ ܐܪܥܐ ܪܚܝܩܬܐ attests a Vorlage in agreement with 
the first hand of 1QIsaa, whose רחוקה has been struck through and נוראה 
inserted above it.

21:2

Old Greek’s construal of נוראה (end of 21:1) as modifying חזות, just as 
it does with קשה, is grammatically defensible, given that each lexeme is 
declined as feminine. More telling are the use of the definite article (τὸ	
ὅραμα) and the pairing of φοβερόν with σκληρόν by insertion of καί, cre-
ating what amount to predicate adjectives to a determined subject. The 
article likely has anaphoric force: “that vision, fearful and harsh, was pro-
claimed to me.”

 elsewhere in Isaiah נגד is distinctive, inasmuch as S renders הגד || ܐܬܚܙܝ
with either ܚܘܐ (29x; cf. 21:6, 10) or ܐܡܪ (40:21 ;7:2, each time ܐܬܐܡܪ),5 dimin-
ishing the likelihood that S chose ܐܬܚܙܝ coordinate to ܚܙܐ .(חזות) ܚܙܘܐ renders 
all twelve occurrences of חזה and is the regular equivalent for ראה (as in 

2. Exceptional are ויחלף || ܘܐܢ ܡܬܟܪܟ ܚܕܪܝ in Job 9:11 and ܠܟܠܗܘܢ ܒܢܝܐ ܥܘ̈ܠܐ || 
.in Prov 31:8 כל בני חלוף

3. A contextually apt synonym to ἀλλάσσω	is	τότε	μεταβαλεῖ	τὸ	πνεῦμα || אז חלף 
.in Hab 1:11 רוח

4. Compare καὶ	ἀπελεύσει	ἐκεῖθεν || וחלפת משם in 1 Kgdms 10:3, τὸ	πρωὶ	ὡσεὶ	
χλόη	παρέλθοι || בבקר כחציר יחלף in Ps 89(90):5 (cf. 89[90]:6), καὶ	πνεῦμα	ἐπὶ	πρόσωπόν	
μου	ἐπῆλθεν || ורוח על פני יחלף in Job 4:15, and καὶ	ἐὰν	παρέλθῃ	με || ויחלף in Job 9:11 
(cf. ἀπῆλθεν || חלף in Song 2:11).

.in 45:21 הגידה lacks an equivalent in 43:9, as does יגד .5
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21:3) but appears in the passive voice again only in 33:7 (הן || ܐܢ ܐܬܚܙܐ ܠܗܘܢ 
 || ܘܐܝܩܪܗ ܥܠܝܟܝ ܢܬܚܙܐ) 60:2 ;(גם תראה חרפתך || ܘܢܬܚܙܐ ܚܣܕܟܝ) 47:3 ;(אראלם
 and its הגד Because S likely read something other than .(וכבודו עליך יראה
Vorlage read רחוקה rather than נוראה in 21:1, we must entertain the pos-
sibility that it read נראה here. Although there is no clear graphic change 
that would mutate רחוקה into נוראה, it is possible to imagine confusion by 
which נראה was incorrectly copied into 21:1 and הגד provided as the verb 
in its place, especially given its use in 21:6, where יגיד is subjoined to יראה. 
Whether or not this accurately traces the vicissitudes of the text, S likely 
read נראה here.

ἀθετέω renders בגד again in 24:16 (2x); 33:1 (2x); and 48:8 (2x) but 
renders פשע in 1:2 and 27:4, while οὐ	μὴ	ἀθετηθῇ renders לא הסיר in 31:2, 
and οὐ	μὴ	ἀθετήσωσι translates לא ישקרו in 63:8.

On the other hand, ὁ	ἀνομῶν	ἀνομεῖ || והשודד שודד is anomalous. The 
most frequent equivalent for שדד in Isaiah is ἀπόλλυμι (15:1; 23:1, 14), 
found also in Ezek 32:12 (cf. ἀπώλεια || ושדם, Prov 11:3). The equivalents 
τοῖς	ταλαιπωροῦσιν || שודד and ὑμᾶς	δὲ	οὐδεὶς	ποιεῖ	ταλαιπώρους || ואתה לא 
 are the most frequent throughout the Bible.6 The (both in Isa 33:1) שדוד
lexical group ἄνομος/ἀνομία/ἀνομέω is used for such a wide range of words 
(see the comments at 1:25) that the use of ἀνομέω for שדד, parallel to ὁ	
ἀθετῶν	ἀθετεῖ, is intelligible.

οἱ	 πρέσβεις	 τῶν	Περσῶν || מדי 	accords with οἱ צורי  πρέσβεις || צירים 
in 13:8 (cf. 57:9; 63:9), and 1QIsaa reads צירי. Notably, however, OG will 
translate צירים with ὠδῖνες in 21:3 (q.v.). S’s צורי מדי || ܘܛܘܪܝ ܡܕܝ recalls its 
rendering of  כמכת מדין בצור עורב with ܐܝܟ ܡܚܘܬܐ ܕܡܕܝܢ ܕܒܛܘܪܐ ܕܚܘܪܝܒ.

Ziegler’s (65) verdict regarding + ἐπ᾿	ἐμὲ	ἔρχονται is sound: “Als Prä-
dikat zu πρέσβεις ergänzt.”

The translator often supplied νῦν, as here (see the data at 2:5), while 
στενάξω elsewhere renders ואנחה (cf. στενάξουσι || 24:7 ,נאנחו). Nota-
bly, in 30:15 OG renders ונחת 	with ὅταν בשובה  ἀποστραφεὶς	 στενάξῃς, 
likely employing biliteral association with אנח, a device that here prob-
ably accounts for καὶ	 παρακαλέσω	 ἐμαυτόν as a second rendering of 
 ,(most often translated with παρακαλέω) נחם via association with ואנחה
a reflex attested elsewhere: καὶ	ἐν	γαστρὶ	ἐχούσας	παρακαλέσει || עלות ינהל 
(40:11); ὁ	ἐλεῶν	αὐτοὺς	παρακαλέσει || (49:10) מרחמם ינהגם; καὶ	οὐκ	ἦν	ὁ	

6. For the unique ἀπὸ	προσώπου	διώκοντος || מפני שודד in 16:4, see the comments 
ad loc.
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παρακαλῶν	σε || (51:18) אין מנהל לה. In this case, the association might 
have been encouraged by השבתי, which implies putting an end to groan-
ing. On OG’s omission of an equivalent for כל, see appendix A. S’s transla-
tion of כל אנחתה in the grammatical plural comports with shifts in gram-
mar it tolerates frequently.

21:3

 appears elsewhere only in Ezek 30:4, 9; Nah 2:11. OG uses ταραχή חלחלה
in both verses in Ezekiel and ὠδῖνες in Nahum, while S uses ܒܘܠܗܝܐ in Ezek 
 in Nah 2:11. Their equivalents here are ܪܥܠܐ in Ezek 30:9; and ܕܠܘܚܝܐ ;30:4
likely just as much chosen for contextual fit as in those verses. That seems 
especially evident with S’s ܙܘܥܬܐ, which appears chosen in tandem with ܙܥܬ 
 ܘܣܚܦ an equivalence found again in Ps 38:7 but differing from ,נעויתי ||
ܦܝܗ

̈
 ,.e.g) ܣܟܠ in Isa 24:1 and the frequently appearing equivalent ועוה || ܐ

2 Sam 19:20; 1 Kgs 8:47; Ps 106:6). The suspicion that S’s word choices are 
strategic finds support from בעתתני || ܐܙܝܥܘܢܝ in 21:4 (q.v.).

Old Greek’s lack of an equivalent for (כ)צירי accords with its tendency 
to omit repeated words, with the (minor) consequence that it compares 
being attacked with pains to a woman giving birth rather than comparing 
his pains to birth pains.

21:4

The equivalent פלצות || ܨܘܪܢܐ occurs elsewhere (Ezek 7:18; Job 21:6),7 and 
 is found again in Job 9:34; 13:21; 33:7, each time in the בעתתני || ܐܙܝܥܘܢܝ
clause ܕܚܠܬܝ ܠܐ ܬܙܝܥܟ, the only difference being the pronominal suffix on 
the noun. In both 2 Sam 22:5 and Ps 18:5 ܕܠܚܢܝ renders 8,יבעתוני while ܒܥܬ 
translates בעת in Job 3:5; 7:14; 15:24. The choice of ܐܙܝܥܘܢܝ here was likely 
coordinated with ܙܘܥܬܐ and ܙܥܬ in 21:3.

Although OG’s με	βαπτίζει || בעתתני is similar to καὶ	 ἔπνιγεν	αὐτὸν	
πνεῦμα	πονηρὸν	παρὰ	κυρίου || ובעתתו רוח רעה מאת יהוה in 1 Kgdms 16:14 

.(cf. OG σκότος) צלמות in Ps 55:6 likely attests פלצות || ܡܘܬܐ .7
8. On the other hand, the translation of ובעתתו with ܘܡܕܝܒܐ ܠܗ in 1 Sam 16:14 

 ורוח יהוה סרה || ܘܪܘܚܗ ܕܐܠܗܐ ܥܒܪܬ ܡܢ ܫܐܘܠ ܘܡܕܝܒܐ ܠܗ ܪܘܚܐ ܒܝܫܬܐ ܡܢ ܩܕܡ ܡܪܝܐ)
-might reflect uncertainty about the verb’s mean (מעם שאול ובעתתו רוח רעה מאת יהוה
ing. S’s lack of an equivalent for it in v. 15 owes to parablepsis from הנה נא to נא in v. 
16, which likely occasioned omission of אדננו, whether by a scribe or the translator.
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(cf. πνεῦμα	κυρίου	πονηρὸν	πνίγει	 σε || רעה מבעתך אלהים   ,(in 16:15 רוח 
equivalents that connote “troubling” (θαμβέω, ταράσσω, καταπλήσσω, 
στροβείτω) are more frequent. Here it seems likely chosen coordinate to 
ἡ	ἀνομία || פלצות, a noun that appears only here in Isaiah and is translated 
with θάμβος (Ezek 7:18) and ὀδύναι in Job 21:6,9 while its verbal cognate 
 is rendered with σαλεύονται in Job 9:6, where it is coordinate with (יתפלצון)
ὁ	σείων || המרגיז. The choice of ἀνομία was perhaps influenced by ὁ	ἀνομῶν	
ἀνομεῖ || והשודד שודד in 21:2.

Warszawski’s (38) suggestion that ܘܫܦܪܐ should be read for ܘܫܘܦܪܐ is 
strengthened by נשף || ܫܦܪܐ in 59:10 (cf. 2 Kgs 7:5, 7; Job 3:9; 7:4).

While the words most frequently rendered by ܨܒܝܢܐ in Isaiah are חפץ 
(8x) and רצון (5x), the rendering of the verbal form חשקת by ܨܒܝܬ in 38:17 
is a common equivalence elsewhere (e.g., Gen 34:8; Deut 10:15; 21:11).

Old Greek-Isaiah elsewhere recognizes the temporal meaning of נשף, 
translating בנשף with τὸ	ὀψέ in 5:11 and כנשף with ὡς	ἐν	μεσονυκτίῳ in 
59:10.

Although the transposition of consonants reflected in ἡ	ψυχή	μου || נשף 
might have stood in the Vorlage (with or without the first-person common 
singular suffix, which might have been inferred from the parallel לבבי), 
the equivalence for ἐφέστηκεν is uncertain, since it corresponds formally 
to חשקי שם לי. Whereas ἐφίστημι is transitive in 1:26 (καὶ	ἐπιστήσω	τοὺς	
κριτάς	 σου || ואשיבה שפטיך) and 3:4 (καὶ	 ἐπιστήσω	 νεανίσκους	ἄρχοντας	
αὐτῶν || ונתתי נערים שריהם), its intransitive use here is particularly strik-
ing owing to the silence about לי. However, this parallels καὶ	ὁ	θυμός	μου	
ἐπέστη || וחמתי היא סמכתני in 63:5, where a pronoun is suppressed and the 
verb is intransitive: “And my wrath stood ready” (following καὶ	ἐρρύσατο	
αὐτοὺς	ὁ	βραχίων	μου). In this verse, standing in the wake of ἡ	καρδία	μου	
πλανᾶται	καὶ	ἡ	ἀνομία	με	βαπτίζει, the clause ἡ	ψυχή	μου	ἐφέστηκεν	εἰς	
φόβον seems to connote something like “my soul is paralyzed [stood still] 
with fear.” Owing to the translator’s apparent reading of this verse (in light 
of 21:3) as a statement of psychological distress, Ziegler’s diagnosis (9) that 
“die Konsonanten sind einfach umgestelt” as an instance among “manchen 
selteneren und schwierigen Wörtern” that “errät der Übers. ihre Bedeu-
tung aus dem Zusammenhang” seems likely, since the phrase נשף חשקי 
might easily have proved perplexing.

9. For σκότος || פלצות in Ps 54(55):6, see n. 7, above.
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21:5

Both OG and S translate ערך as an imperative but differ in grammatical 
number: ἑτοίμασον/ܛܝܒܘ. Both render שתה  as grammatical plural אכול 
imperatives, but their order is inverted in OG: πίετε	φάγετε/ܘܐܫܬܘ ܐܟܘܠܘ.

Old Greek has no equivalent for צפה הצפית, despite σκοπόν || המצפה 
in 21:6, as well as ὅτι	φωνὴ	τῶν	φυλασσόντων	σε ||  קול צפיך in 52:8 and 
ἴδετε	ὅτι	πάντες	ἐκτετύφλωνται || צפו עורים כלם in 56:10, not to mention 
the wide familiarity with צפה outside this book (e.g., ἐπίδοι	 ὁ	 θεὸς	 ἀνὰ	
μέσον	ἐμοῦ	καὶ	σοῦ || יצף יהוה ביני ובינך, Gen 31:49; καὶ	παρέλαβεν	αὐτὸν	
εἰς	ἀγροῦ	σκοπιάν || ויקחהו שדה צפים, Num 23:14). Van der Vorm-Croughs 
(192) justly catalogs it among the many cases in which the translator omits 
one of two parallel clauses, in this case perhaps because, having perceived 
the command as related to setting a watch (cf. 21:6 ,המצפה), he found it 
extraneous to preparing a meal (cf. Ziegler, 48). Evidence of his consid-
ered view of the action is the switch from the second-person singular of 
ἑτοίμασον (for the equivalent, cf. καὶ	ἑτοιμασάτω	μοι || 44:7 ,ויערכה לי) to 
the grammatically plural forms πίετε	φάγετε || 10,אכול שתה followed by 
the command ἑτοιμάσατε	θυρεούς (|| משכו מגן). Following the unspecified 
agent addressed with ἑτοίμασον, the primary directives are to οἱ	ἄρχοντες.

Ziegler (115) is likely right that ἑτοιμάσατε	θυρεούς (|| משחו מגן) “ist 
abhängig von dem vorhergehenden ἑτοίμασον τὴν	 τράπεζαν.”11 In good 
Greek style, OG subordinates קומו to its rendering of משחו via a participle, 
ἀναστάντες, as it will do again in 21:6 by rendering לך with βαδίσας.

21:6

OG appears to give a double rendering of לך (βαδίσας	σεαυτῷ), unless it 
reflects a dittograph. The ethical dative is associated primarily with the 
finite verb, στῆσον, although it effectively pertains to βαδίσας as well. 
Accordingly, the rendering of יגיד יראה  	with ὃ אשר  ἐὰν	 ἴδῃς	 ἀνάγγειλον 
reflects the translator’s modification of the pronoun to accord with its per-

10. Although the word order of πίετε	φάγετε differs from אכול שתה, it cannot be 
determined if this owes to the translator or was already in his Vorlage.

11. Contrast θυρεὸς	Σαουλ	 οὐκ	 ἐχρίσθη	 ἐν	 ἐλαίῳ || בשמן משיח  בלי  שאול   in  מגן 
2 Kgdms 1:21, while καὶ	ἡτοίμαζεν	αὐτοῖς	Οζιας	πάσῃ	τῇ	δυνάμει	θυρεούς || ויכן להם 
.is found in 2 Par 26:14, as Zielger (115) notes עזיהו לכל הצבא מגנים
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ception that πρός	με makes the address wholly about what the prophet is 
tasked to do.

This is the only appearance in Isaiah of σκοπός (but cf. εἰς	τὴν	σκοπιὰν	
κυρίου || 21:8 ,על מצפה אדני), which renders forms of צפה elsewhere sev-
enteen times. Language about appointing a σκοπός occurs also in Jer 6:17 
(κατέστακα	ἐφ᾿	ὑμᾶς	σκοπούς || והקמתי עליכם צפים) and Ezek 3:17 (σκοπὸν	
δέδωκά	σε	τῷ	οἴκῳ	Ισραηλ || צפה נתתיך לבית ישראל; cf. Ezek 33:2, 7), each 
time of a human watchman. Although we might construe στῆσον	σκοπόν as 
a command to appoint someone else a watchman, that stands awkwardly 
with the following καὶ	 ὃ	 ἐὰν	 ἴδῃς	 ἀνάγγειλον (a rendering that manipu-
lates the grammatical person of יגיד יראה   which suggests that the ,(אשר 
addressee himself serves as watchman. Yet we cannot regard στῆσον as 
intransitive, since that would require the nominative, σκοπός, as subject 
complement (“stand as a watchman”). Because the accusative case requires 
σκοπόν to be external to the addressee, while the connected καὶ	ὃ	ἐὰν	ἴδῃς	
ἀνάγγειλον suggests an allied action, the translator likely used σκοπόν simi-
lar to σκοπιάν in 21:8: “take up position at a watchpost.”

21:7

One distinction between OG and S already apparent in this passage is that 
S renders finite verb forms in these verses in the same person, voice, and 
mood as in its source text (save for שבר || ܐܬܬܒܪܘ in 21:9), whereas OG 
readily shifts such grammatical features. The parsing of καὶ	εἶδον (|| וראה) 
pushes this distinction fully into the light. Morphologically, εἶδον could be 
analyzed as a second aorist active indicative, first-person singular, effec-
tively fulfilling the command, καὶ	 ὃ	 ἐὰν	 ἴδῃς	 ἀνάγγειλον. However, this 
leaves dangling the following command, ἀκρόασαι	ἀκρόασιν	πολλήν, which 
is followed by another in 21:8, καὶ	κάλεσον. The second-person singular 
imperatives are abrupt if καὶ	εἶδον begins a vision report.

Although it is possible that ἀκρόασαι	ἀκρόασιν	πολλήν tacitly resumes 
the divine address, this would imply that the translator left the shift in 
speakers unmarked, whereas in 21:8 he supplies καὶ	εἶπεν to flag a shift in 
speakers. Why would he leave the shift unmarked with ἀκρόασαι?

If we analyze καὶ	 εἶδον as a second aorist active imperative singular 
(transparent to וראה), adopting the first aorist form (like εἶπον in 22:15; 
38:5; 40:9, over against the more common εἶπε), it comports with the pre-
ceding ἀνάγγειλον, the following ἀκρόασαι (|| והקשיב), and καὶ	κάλεσον (|| 
 ,in 21:8. On the other hand, this would initiate a peculiar sequence (ויקרא
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since the commands lead to the summoning Ουρίαν, who then makes his 
own statement, without a report by the speaker in 21:6 of what he saw.

Although it is possible that the translator lacked a clear sense of the 
relationships between speakers, it seems clear from ὃ	ἐὰν	ἴδῃς	ἀνάγγειλον 
 that he (לך || σεαυτῷ	if not already from βαδίσας) in 21:6 אשר יראה יגיד ||
picked his way through these verses with some conception of the speakers 
and addressees. It seems likely that he chose καὶ	εἶδον to report what the 
speaker saw (as commanded), leaving implicit the reversion to the Kyrios 
as speaker with ἀκρόασαι	ἀκρόασιν	πολλὴν	καὶ	κάλεσον.

Old Greek’s condensation of קשב רב  	into ἀκρόασιν קשב  πολλήν is 
consistent with this translator’s reduction of repeated words (see Van 
der Vorm-Croughs, 196–97). Syriac’s ܣܓܝܐܐ  might entail a similar ܫܡܥܐ 
reduction, although S typically retains repeated words. It is possible that 
its Vorlage lacked the final קשב, but it should be noted that 1QIsaa, the only 
extant Hebrew witness besides MT, reads קשב רב קשב.

21:8

Syriac’s most perplexing equivalent is ܒܐܕܢܝ. Warszawski (39) accounted 
for ܕܘܩܐ ܒܐܕܢܝ  under the hypothesis that “statt ויקרא אריה על מצפה || ܘܩܪܐ 
 ’als ‘der auf der Warte stehende על מצפה ,gelesen באזני = אזני hat sie אריה
aufgefasst und wie LXX die folgende Rede als die Rede Gottes genom-
men.” Although ܕܘܩܐ might be explained by 1QIsaa’s הראה (for אריה), that 
would leave both ܒܐܕܢܝ and the absence of an equivalent for על מצפה unex-
plained. Moreover, ܕܘܩܐ translated מצפה in 21:6 and צפה in 21:5, equiva-
lents common in the Bible (e.g., Gen 31:49; Num 23:14; Josh 11:3). S’s 
-before direct speech else ܐܡܪ accords with its insertion of a form of ܘܐܡܪ+
where (e.g., ܘܢܐܡܪ ܠܗ in 3:6; ܘܢܐܡܪܘܢ in 14:16; ܘܐܡܪ in 22:14), signaling its 
direction in handling the difficult אריה. Although its Vorlage might have 
read אזני as a corruption of אריה, the rendering of מצפה as subject, with 
insertion of ܘܐܡܪ to introduce speech, suggests that the translator drew on 
the pattern of ונגלה באזני יהוה צבאות in 21:14 to make a sense of the clause, 
given opaque אריה.

OG’s choice to render ויקרא by a grammatically singular imperative 
(καὶ	κάλεσον) is unremarkable, given its unique conjugations of verbs in 
21:6–7. 

The detection of a personal name in אריה accords with τὸν	Ουρίαν 
 with λέων אריה in 8:2. Because the translator elsewhere renders אוריה ||
(11:7; 31:4; 35:9; 65:25), Ottley’s (2:206) surmise that “the translator prob-
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ably thought of viii.2” is likely and accords with Ziegler’s (143) observa-
tion, “Diese Stelle ist wiederum ein deutlicher Beweis, daß der Js-Übers. 
sein Buch auch inhaltlich gut beherrschte.” Nevertheless, the insinuation 
of Ουρίαν here, while resolving the question of אריה, introduces another 
agent into an already complex discourse.

The inserted καὶ	 εἶπεν (cf. 8:17; 10:9; 14:16; 22:15; 45:14) specifies a 
shift in speaker to Ουρίαν, who has been summoned εἰς	τὴν	σκοπιὰν	κυρίου. 
παρεμβολή || משמרת is unexampled elsewhere, while the lack of an equiva-
lent for the suffixed pronoun (משמרתי) likely owes to the discourse force 
of the article (τῆς	παρεμβολῆς). The usual equivalent for משמרת is φυλακή 
(found in Isa 42:7, for כלא), just as φυλάσσω is the most frequent equiva-
lent for שמר (cf. 21:11, 12; 7:4; 26:2; 42:20; 56:1, 2, 4, 6). παρεμβολή, on 
the other hand, translates מחנה in 37:36 (its equivalent in the Greek Bible 
200+ times), while in 8:8 ἡ παρεμβολὴ	αὐτοῦ concretizes מטות כנפיו. The 
translator might have chosen παρεμβολή here with a view to the ἀναβάτης	
συνωρίδος of 21:9, understood as a military image.

Old Greek’s ὅλην	τὴν	νύκτα || כל הלילות uses the grammatical singular 
typical of this phrase in Greek idiom.

21:9

This verse is the report by Ουρίαν of what he has seen, with αὐτός (|| זה) 
highlighting the shift of subject to the ἀναβάτης	συνωρίδος, whose approach 
had already been noted in 21:7. Although, as Ottley (2:207) observes, 
“οὗτος would represent Heb. more exactly” and is this translator’s typical 
equivalent for זה, he occasionally provides a distinctive equivalent, such 
as καὶ	τὸ	βρῶμα	τὸ	ἐμόν || (3:6) והמכשלה הזאת, καὶ	ἐκέκραγον	ἕτερος	πρὸς	
τὸν	ἕτερον ||  וקרא זה אל זה (6:3; cf. 44:5), ἀπάγγειλον	αὐτοῖς || קראתי לזאת 
(30:7), καὶ	ἐπὶ	τίνα	ἐπιβλέψω ||  (66:2) ואל זה אביט. Although it is possible 
that the translator chose αὐτός with an eye to איש, which otherwise lacks 
an equivalent, his pattern of rendering is hardly so scrupulous as to think 
he felt compelled to represent איש. Compare S’s ܘܗܐ ܐܬܐ ܓܒܪܐ ܡܢ ܪܟܒܐ ܕܦܪܫܐ 
 without an isolable equivalent זה which leaves ,והנה זה בא רכב איש צמד ||
and renders רכב איש with a partitive phrase.

Since the messenger’s words are cast in the past tense (καὶ	ἀποκριθεὶς	
εἶπε), ἔρχεται (|| בא) should be understood as a historical present, lending 
vividness to the report marked by ἰδού.

The use of varied equivalents for lexemes in a recurrent phrase was 
seen already in 18:2 and 7 and here is manifest in συνωρίδος (a hapax lego-
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menon in the Greek Bible). The phrase for which it is the equivalent here, 
.δύο in 21:7	was translated with ἱππεῖς ,צמד פרשים

As typical for OG, it reduces the repetition in נפלה  to a single נפלה 
πέπτωκεν.

Instructive for considering OG’s καὶ	 πάντα	 τὰ	 ἀγάλματα	 αὐτῆς	 καὶ	
τὰ	χειροποίητα	αὐτῆς || וכל פסילי אלהיה is its καὶ	ἐπερωτήσουσι	τοὺς	θεοὺς	
αὐτῶν	καὶ	τὰ	ἀγάλματα	αὐτῶν || ודרשו אל האלילים ואל האטים in 19:3 (the 
only other occurrence of ἄγαλμα in OG-Isaiah), where it supplies the 
third-person plural possessive pronouns, similar to τὰ	 ἀγάλματα	 αὐτῆς 
here, creating parallel conjoined phrases. Its rendering of האלילים with 
τοὺς	 θεούς suggests that τὰ	 χειροποίητα	 αὐτῆς || אלהיה is not chosen to 
deny the people’s view of them as divine but to emphasize their fabrica-
tion. Although χειροποίητος elsewhere in Isaiah renders 2:18) אלילים; 
10:11; 19:1; 31:7), it is unnecessary to suppose that אליליה stood in OG’s 
source text, as shown by ἐποίησαν	χειροποίητα || ויעשהו אל in 46:6.

Syriac contains two deviations from its likely source text. First is its 
reformulation of רכב איש צמד פרשים with ܓܒܪܐ ܡܢ ܪܟܒܐ ܕܦܪܫܐ, which entails 
the creation of a partitive phrase but also lacks an equivalent for צמד, in 
contrast to its rendering of רכב צמד פרשים in 21:7 with ܕܬܪܝܢ ܦܪܫܝܢ  .ܪܟܘܒܐ 
Although S typically represents all Hebrew lexemes, in this case the choice 
to construe איש in a partitive phrase might have made something like ܓܒܪܐ 
.seem awkward ܡܢ ܪܟܘܒܐ ܕܬܪܝܢ ܦܪܫܝܢ

Alongside this, Syriac’s reformulation of וכל פסילי אלהיה into ܘܟܘܠܗܘܢ 
-seems another concession to acceptability. A useful compar ܐܠܗܝܗ ܓܠܝܦܐ
ison is its rendering of another clause that happens to contain פסיל (with-
out suggesting that the noun itself triggered the modifications): ܘܬܛܘܫܘܢ 
 Although the .(30:22)  וטמאתם את צפוי פסילי כספך || ܣܐܡܐ ܕܩܪܝܡ ܠܦܬܟܪܝܟܘܢ
omission of an explicit equivalent for את is unremarkable, the reformula-
tion of the clause again evinces the translator’s willingness to rephrase for 
acceptability. (Notably, S omits a significant lexeme in 21:11’s ܢܛܘܪܐ ܕܒܠܠܝܐ 
(.שמר מה מלילה ||

Both OG and S render שבר in the passive voice and the third-person 
plural form: συνετρίβησαν/ܐܬܬܒܪܘ. Although the grammatically plural form 
accords also with 1QIsaa (שברו), V (contrita sunt), and T (ידקקון), there 
are no graphic ambiguities that could account for a loss of final waw in 
MT, while creating agreement with the grammatical number of the subject 
might have proved attractive.
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21:10

Warszawski (39) astutely regards ܐܕܪ ܒܠܝ  ܘܡܢ  ܚܨܕ   as part of the final ܡܢ 
clause of 21:9. Given that nouns with ܡܢ prefixed are regularly placed in 
the emphatic state (cf. 21:1 ,ܡܢ ܐܪܥܐ … ܡܢ ܡܕܒܪܐ … ܡܢ ܬܝܡܢܐ), the use of the 
absolute state for both these nouns is notable and reminiscent of adverbial 
expressions such as ܡܢ ܫܠܝ (always ܡܢ ܫܠܝܐ in Isaiah) and ܡܢ ܥܠܡ. Even 
 in ܡܢ ܒܠܝ ܡܝܐ in 28:8 and ܡܢ ܒܠܝ ܐܬܪܐ distinguishes itself from ܘܡܢ ܒܠܝ ܐܕܪ
50:2. The semantic-syntactic function of ܡܢ ܚܨܕ ܘܡܢ ܒܠܝ ܐܕܪ here amounts 
to “deprived of any threshing floor and without any barn” and seems to be 
the translator’s attempt to make sense of מדשתי ובן גרני.

Although OG frequently eliminates repetition in adjacent phrases, the 
two occurrences of ἀκούσατε here were likely inserted to create balance, as 
the translator will do more elaborately in 21:15 (compare 17:3 and see Van 
der Vorm-Croughs, 226). As Ziegler (65) perceived, ἀκούσατε, which is 
common in the book (e.g., 1:10; 7:13), is calibrated to the relative clause, ἃ	
ἤκουσα. The significant questions, however, are whom the translator con-
sidered the addressees and whom the speaker.

Seeligmann (109), observing that the wording “is practically indepen-
dent of the Hebrew text,” opined that the translator “must have had in 
mind his exiled compatriots,” citing use of καταλείπω also in 6:12, 11:16, 
and 14:2 as evidence that the translator regarded hope of a “remnant” rel-
evant for his diaspora community (Seeligmann, 116–17). The commen-
tary on each of those passages pointed out the problems with attempt-
ing to diagnose them as marking an overarching theme the translator saw 
connected to his community. Most instances of καταλείπω render such 
Hebrew words as עזב ,יתר, and שאר, and where καταλείπω lacks a Hebrew 
counterpart it is difficult to ascribe its use to preoccupation with a rem-
nant of Israel. Thus for example, οἱ	καταλελειμμένοι in 13:12 and 14 (where 
it lacks a Hebrew counterpart) are those who have survived the Day of 
the Lord. They are described as rarer than gold and fleeing like animals 
who lack anyone to gather them. That hardly betokens the translator’s pre-
occupation with a specially saved remnant. In this verse the choice of οἱ	
καταλελειμμένοι	καὶ	οἱ	ὀδυνώμενοι as the addressees is consonant with the 
previous scene of calamity for Babylon in 21:9.

 occurs only here in Isaiah but is common elsewhere, including the גרן
Torah, where it is most often rendered with ἅλων (Gen 50:10, 11; Exod 
22:5; Deut 16:13) or ἅλως  (Num 15:20; 18:27, 30), making it likely that 
the translator knew the word. Equally telling is that the Isaiah translator 
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uses the verbal cognate ἀλοήσεις as the equivalent for תדוש in 41:15, while 
translating דוש with πατέω in 25:10(2) and with καταπατέω in 25:10(1); 
28:28, leaving little doubt about his ability to recognize מדשתי ובן גרני, if 
that stood in his source text. On the other hand, although שאר, sometimes 
rendered with καταλείπω, is graphically close to מדשתי and ובן גרני might 
have been connected with יגון (cf. ὀδύνη || יגון in 35:10; 53:4), the chance 
maligning of the graphics so as to produce a text that read like נשאר ובן יגון 
is implausible when compared with the translator’s need to derive sense 
from a text like MT’s in this location. His insertion of ἀκούσατε already 
evinces his attempt to integrate these phrases into the verse, including his 
perception that שבר לארץ closed the previous clause.

Lacking a signal of a change of speaker, the first-person pronoun of 
ἤκουσα likely assumes the same speaker who announced the fall of Baby-
lon in 21:9. The concluding ὁ	θεὸς	τοῦ	Ισραηλ	ἀνήγγειλεν	ἡμῖν, entailing a 
shift from לכם that is likely due to the translator, identifies the speaker with 
those addressed.

The introduction of a new oracle in 21:11 signals that 21:10 concludes 
the oracle that 21:1 introduced as τὸ	ὅραμα	τῆς	ἐρήμου. As noted previously, 
the Greek translator’s grasp of coherence in these verses is uncertain. More 
evident is his attempt to produce sensible renderings of individual clauses, 
without giving great attention to how they integrated.

21:11

Ἰδουμαία is more often the equivalent for (6 ,34:5 ;11:14) אדום, although its 
use for דומה here is comparable to Ιδουμα || דומה in Gen 25:14 and 1 Chr 
1:30.

Given that S typically translates repeated phrases or clauses (e.g., 28:10, 
13), either שמר מה מלילה or its twin (with מליל) might have been absent 
from the source text. Its ܢܛܘܪܐ ܕܒܠܠܝܐ seems more likely a reformulation (to 
obviate the problem of מה) than witness to a text that read שמר אשר בלילה.

Although φυλάσσετε correlates with שמר, the translator’s frequent 
manipulation of grammatical features (as displayed in 21:1–10) renders 
doubtful his source text having read שמרו. Equally, his standard omis-
sion of repetitions obscures what his source text read beyond (1)שמר, an 
uncertainty that involves ἔπαλξεις, which occurs again in 54:12. There the 
translator uses it for an obscure architectural term: καὶ	θήσω	τὰς	ἐπάλξεις	
σου	 ἴασπιν	καὶ	τὰς	πύλας	σου	λίθους	κρυστάλλου || ושמתי כדכד שמשתיך 
אקדח לאבני   to conclude שעריך the translator reasoning from ,ושעריך 
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that שמשתיך designated another defensive structure. The same infer-
ence is likely in the three other appearances of ἔπαλξις in translations 
from Hebrew: ἔπεσαν	αἱ	ἐπάλξεις	αὐτῆς	καὶ	κατεσκάφη	τὸ	τεῖχος	αὐτῆς || 
	οἰκοδομήσωμεν	ἐστιν	τεῖχός	εἰ ;(Jer 27[50]:15) נפלו אשויתיה נהרסו חומותיה
ἐπ̓	 αὐτὴν	 ἐπάλξεις	 ἀργυρᾶς || כסף טירת  עליה  נבנה  היא  חומה   Song) אם 
8:9); ἐπίγνωθι	 ὅτι	 ἐν	μέσῳ	παγίδων	διαβαίνεις	καὶ	 ἐπὶ	 ἐπάλξεων	πόλεως	
περιπατεῖς || דע כי בין פחים תצעד ועל רשת תתהלך (Sir 9:13 [SirA 3v.13–
14]). In Isa 21:10 ἔπαλξεις seems to have been supplied as a complement 
to φυλάσσετε amidst imagery of the watchman awaiting messengers that 
includes the phrase καὶ	 ἐπὶ	 τῆς	 παρεμβολῆς	 ἔστην (21:8) in a claim to 
having stood watch day and night, as appears again at the outset of 21:12. 
The meaning he attaches to that verb is likely similar to φυλάσσω in 21:12, 
where it is intransitive, with τὸ	πρωὶ	καὶ	τὴν	νύκτα serving as adverbial 
modifiers rather than direct objects. A similar meaning is likely here: 
“Keep a lookout at the parapets.”

21:12

The translator appears to have allowed φυλάσσω	τὸ	πρωὶ	 καὶ	 τὴν	 νύκτα 
to suffice for both מה מלילה שמר מה מליל in 21:11 and שמר אתה בקר וגם 
 without equivalents. As dramatic as אתה and אמר here, while leaving לילה
this condensation is, it would hardly be atypical for this translator, whose 
rendering of the remainder of the verse points to a similar characterization 
of his work.

Both ζητῇς and ζήτει differ from the address of a group in MT (תבעיון 
 ἐμοι	Comparison of (καὶ) παρ᾿ .(שבו ||) and the same is true of οἴκει ,(בעיו
and אתיו suggests analysis of the latter as a preposition, with its pronomi-
nal suffix conformed to πρὸς	ἐμέ || אלי in 21:11. Although these surmises 
are reasonable inferences from a comparison of the text produced with our 
closest approximation to a source text, the most we can affirm about his 
Vorlage is that it contained a form of שמר, a phrase resembling (גם)בקר ו 
 .ישב and a form he associated with ,בעה followed by two forms of אם ,לילה
Even if we can align these with forms in MT, our inferences of his Vorlage 
and thus how he produced his translation remain inevitably hypothetical.

21:13

Whereas S’s ܡܫܩܠܐ ܕܥܪܒ attests משא בערב (albeit reformulated), OG gives 
no equivalent for it. Ziegler’s (48) suggestion that “viell. von der LXX über-



406 ISAIAH 21

sehen infolge 2 בערבº” is reasonable if it is understood as intentional con-
densation, given that ἐν	τῷ	δρυμῷ || ביער makes parablepsis unlikely. OG’s 
low tolerance for repetition accounts for its single equivalent for בערב. Its 
omission of משא might owe to condensation in respect to perception of 
τὸ	ὅραμα	τῆς	Ιδουμαίας (21:11) as the title for these verses. Even if these 
explanations could account for OG’s silence on משא בערב, it remains pos-
sible that these words were lacking in OG’s source text.

Whereas S’s ܬܒܘܬܘܢ matches the morphology of תלינו, OG’s κοιμηθήσῃ 
differs in using the singular grammatical number.

Both OG and S render ארחות in the grammatical singular and with a 
prefixed locative preposition: ἐν	τῇ	ὁδῷ/ܒܫܒܝܠܐ (cf. ἐν	χώρᾳ || 21:14 ,ארץ). 
Their use of a preposition is likely a result of polygenesis, owing to the 
need to integrate ארחות into the clause. Although it is possible that each 
read ארח in its source text, it is equally likely that the shift in number 
was occasioned by the assumption that this designated the “route to” this 
people or nation.

21:14

Old Greek’s ἄρτοις || בלחמו employs ἄρτος as a count noun (“loaves of 
bread”), as it does again in 44:15: καὶ	καύσαντες	ἔπεψαν	ἄρτους || אף ישיק 
 leaving uncertain whether OG’s ,בלחם However, 1QIsaa reads .ואפה לחם
Vorlage had a pronominal suffix on the noun. Although the personal pro-
noun of S’s ܒܠܚܡܟܘܢ compares favorably with T’s זמינו  ,ממא דאתון אכלין 
the latter is a paraphrase that has no equivalent for the beth prefixed to 
 that is reflected in all other witnesses. S likely adjusted the pronoun לחם
to accord with the second masculine plural imperative inflexion of ܐܪܘܥܘ.

OG’s switch in grammatical number from διψῶντι || צמא earlier to the 
plural number τοῖς	φεύγουσι || נדד is likely coordinate with διὰ	τὸ	πλῆθος	
τῶν	φευγόντων || כי מפני חרבות נדדו in 21:15, where the notion of a multi-
tude of those in flight logically implies the grammatical plural.

21:15

As Ottley (2:208-09) observed, “the repeated διὰ	τὸ	πλῆθος is apparently 
an attempt to explain and enforce the Heb. מפני … followed twice by חרב, 
‘sword’, which may have been misread as רב, ‘multitude.’ ” Besides needing 
to include כי in the Hebrew phrase underlying διά (since this translator 
frequently conflates synonyms), it is likely that the “misreading” involved 
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reading the initial ח as ה, although it is not necessary to suppose that the 
translator read חרבות “as though it were הרב” (Van der Vorm-Croughs, 
175), since the translator often shows himself content with reasoning from 
affinities in groups of consonants. The repetition of the phrase exemplifies 
the translator’s occasional creation of anaphora, despite his tendency to 
condense phrases (see Van der Vorm-Croughs, 225–30).

Ottley (2:209) regarded καὶ	διὰ	τὸ	πλῆθος	τῶν	πλανωμένων as “pos-
sibly a duplicate” of the first clause, which used τῶν	φευγόντων for נדדו 
(cf. πεφεύγασιν || 22:3 ,נדדו). Van der Vorm-Croughs (175) opines that 
this “might mirror two conjugations of נדד,” τῶν	φευγόντων reflecting “the 
Polal meaning of this root” and τῶν	πλανωμένων giving “its Qal meaning, 
‘to wander around.’ ” Although the nominal form πλανῆται renders נדדים 
in Hos 9:17, never is πλανάω elsewhere an equivalent for נדד, and there 
is no clear example of this translator distinguishing the semantics of נדד 
based on conjugation.12

A useful parallel might be ὡς	 δορκάδιον	 φεῦγον	 καὶ	 ὡς	 πρόβατον	
πλανώμενον || כצבי מדח וכצאן, in 13:14, whose φεῦγον	καὶ … πλανώμενον 
likely entails a double rendering of נדח .מדח is rendered by φεύγω in 16:3 
(cf. οἱ	φυγάδες in 16:4), and, even though πλανάω never translates נדח in 
Isaiah, it does so in Deut 4:19; 22:1; 30:17; Ezek 34:4, 16. Perhaps נדד stim-
ulated association of the concepts here. We must also consider that נטושה 
lacks an isolable equivalent, while καὶ	πλανῶνται is the equivalent for הותל 
 ,In either case .נטה with הטהו in 44:20, perhaps based on associating הטהו
τῶν	πλανωμένων is the product of the translator’s mind.

Goshen-Gottstein (עח) speculates that perhaps S’s נטושה || ܕܠܛܝܫܐ is 
rooted in the translator’s perception of “twin roots (נטוש/*לטוש).” Notably, 
the translator followed his tack of modifying ܚܪܒܐ via an adjective with 
prefixed relative pronoun in the phrase קשת דרוכה || ܩܫܬܐ ܕܡܠܝܐ.

Ottley (209) regards τῶν	πεπτωκότων as “a misreading or misunder-
standing of כבד, ‘weight’ ” but offers no suggestion of what would occasion 
it, while none of the equivalents for כבד in the book hint what might have 
triggered use of πεπτωκότων. Lacking such clues, one might hypothesize 
that, in a context that speaks of many swords and bows, the idea of those 
fallen in battle seemed apt, similar to his rendering of the haughty ruler 
cast aside ὡς	νεκρὸς	ἐβδελυγμένος	μετὰ	πολλῶν	τεθνηκότων	ἐκκεκεντημένων	
μαχαίραις || כנצר נתעב לבוש הרגים מטעני חרב in 14:19.

12. HALOT offers no evidence that the semantics of the qal and polal differ.
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21:16

The translator likely chose the grammatical singular form of ὡς	ἐνιαυτὸς	
μισθωτοῦ (|| כשני שכיר) coordinate to the preceding ἐνιαυτός || שנה.

S’s ܒܡܫܠܡ is a unique equivalent for בעוד, which is elsewhere rendered 
by ܒܬܪ (Isa 7:8; Gen 40:13, 19), ܥܕ (Isa 28:4; Gen 25:26; Deut 31:27), and 
other temporal particles (ܡܟܐ, Josh 1:11; Jer 28:3; 2 ,ܟܕ Sam 12:22; Job 29:5; 
 a noun found nowhere ,ܡܫܠܡ Amos 4:7), but never otherwise with ,ܩܕܡ
else in S. There is less reason to suspect a word other than בעוד underlying 
.than to attribute its selection to a nuance intuited in the source text ܡܫܠܡ

OG’s lack of an equivalent for כל in קדר כבוד  כל   agrees with וכלה 
1QIsaa, supporting the hypothesis that כל was added, whether under the 
graphic influence of וכלה or by inference from the semantics of eliminat-
ing an asset, which implies a totality. Nevertheless, haplography following 
.(is attested in S, V, and T כל) remains possible וכלה

As Ziegler (66) posited, either τῶν	υἱῶν	Κηδαρ || קדר reflects a Vorlage 
harmonized with קדר  in 21:17 or the translator was responsible for בני 
doing so.

21:17

The lack of an equivalent for מספר in καὶ	τὸ	κατάλοιπον	τῶν	τοξευμάτων 
 is explicable by comparison with other passages where ושאר מספר קשת ||
the translator omitted the nomen regens, such as ἐπὶ	τὸν	νοῦν	τὸν	μέγαν || 
 for additional) (14:19) אל אבני בור || ᾅδου	and εἰς (10:12) על פרי גדל לבב
examples, see Van der Vorm-Croughs, 71).



Isaiah 22

22:1

τῆς	φάραγγος	Σιων || גיא חזיון comports with ἐν	φάραγγι	Σιων || בגיא חזיון 
in 22:5, as well as καὶ	ῥάξει	ὁ	θεὸς	τοὺς	ἐπανιστανομένους	ἐπ᾿	ὄρος	Σιων	ἐπ᾿	
αὐτούς || עליו רצין  צרי  יהוה את  -in 9:11 (10), where a Vorlage read וישגב 
ing ציון  is likely. Ottley (2:209) offers that OG “may have interpreted הר 
or guessed, or may have misread it as ציון; but this last seems unlikely, 
as the phrase recurs in v. 5.” If misreading seems unlikely, it is equally 
unclear why חזיון reflects a guess, since he recognizes forms of חזה else-
where, including ὄψεσθε || תחזינה in 33:17. Goshen-Gottstein (עט) points 
particularly to ἰδοὺ	Σιων || חזה ציון in 33:20, where the translator distin-
guishes the juxtaposed lexemes. Although a hypothesis that the translator 
interpreted חזיון is possible, the motivation is unclear. Although 22:8–11 
describe calamities that are explicitly associated with Judah and Jerusalem, 
it is uncertain why positing that the translator interpreted חזיון as Zion is 
preferable to supposing that graphic similarity lent itself to a scribe modi-
fying חזיון to הציון both here and in 22:5. Either hypothesis is possible.

νῦν || אפוא appeared already in 19:12, the only other instance of אפוא 
in the book. S translates אפוא with ܗܪܟܐ, likely by association with פה, 
which it renders with ܗܪܟܐ in 22:16 (3x) and 52:5 (cf. Exod 33:16). Perhaps 
its Vorlage actually read פה, which Goshen-Gottstein (עט) reports is found 
in one of de Rossi’s manuscripts.

Whereas the differences in grammatical number between ἀνέβητε || 
 μάταια, on the other	δώματα	are unremarkable, εἰς לגגות || ܠܐܓܪܐ and עלית
hand, was produced by connecting לגגות with תשאות from 22:2, as Ziegler 
(115) observed. Compare the translator’s use of his use of μάταιος for שוא 
in 1:13 and 30:28 and for תושיה in 28:29. Ziegler’s suggestion that μάταια 
has in view the futility of rooftop worship of foreign gods is too speculative 
to adopt. The most that can be said is that the translator views flight to the 
roofs a vain address to the addressees’ predicament.

-409 -
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Old Greek’s shift from the second-person singular pronoun σοι || לך 
to second-person plural ἀνέβητε	 πάντες || כלך  is perplexing when עלית 
viewed solely within this verse. Although a full discussion must await a 
retrospective look at pronouns in 22:14, it is worth noting that second-
person singular pronouns are used in 22:2 (2x), 3 (2x), and 7 (2x), before 
being replaced by second-person plural pronouns in 22:11 (3x) and 14 
(2x). Perhaps the translator anticipated this shift here. Such a strategic dis-
tribution of pronouns seems detectable elsewhere, such as 3:18–24, dis-
cussed in the excursus following 3:26.

22:2

Syriac’s תשאות || ܕܠܘܚܝܐ finds analogues in ולשואה || ܘܠܕܠܘܚܝܐ in 10:3 and 
 ,הומיה || ܩܠܐ as predicate for ܐܬܡܠܝܬ in 47:11. Syriac repeats שואה || ܕܠܘܚܝܐ
for which compare כהמות ימים יהמיון ||  ܕܐܙܠ ܩܠܗܘܢ ܐܝܟ ܩܠܐ ܕܝܡܡܐ in 17:12.

Although nowhere else does βοάω render המה, the use of ἠχέω for 
 helps verify that (ישאון in 17:12 it translates) in 16:11 and 51:15 המה
 underlies βοώντων, especially considering that ἠχέω is otherwise הומיה
used of an inanimate force such as the kithara (16:11) or the sea (17:12; 
cf. 51:15).

While I agree with Van der Vorm-Croughs (192) that the translator 
omitted עליזה  because he perceived it as redundant in light of the קריה 
foregoing clause, I would not include הומיה in the omission, disputing her 
diagnosis that תשאות underlies βοώντων. S, on the other hand, renders 
 כהמות ימים  || ܕܐܙܠ ܩܠܗܘܢ ܐܝܟ ܩܠܐ ܕܝܡܡܐ ;16:12 ,יהמו || ܬܡܠܠ .cf) ܩܠܐ with הומיה
 || ܥܫܝܢܬܐ from the preceding clause. For ܐܬܡܠܝܬ and insinuates (17:12 ,יהמיון
.see 13:3, 23:7, and 32:13, where the same equivalence appears ,עליזה

To create a full clause parallel to οἱ	 τραυματίαι	 σου	 οὐ	 τραυματίαι	
μαχαίρας, OG’s translator supplies οἱ	 νεκροί	 σου as subject for νεκροὶ	
πολέμου, just as he insinuates verbs, nouns, or prepositions to create a par-
allel phrase elsewhere (see Van der Vorm-Croughs, 178–83).

22:3

σκληρῶς renders מקשת, analyzed as from קשה, whether based on a per-
ception of biliteral affinity (cf. σκληρόν || 8:12 ,קשר) or construal of קשת 
as feminine singular (e.g., σκληρὰ	ἡμέρα || 1 ,קשת רוח Kgdms 1:15). The 
translator omits a specific equivalent for prefixed mem, just as he does with 
πόρρω || מרחוק later in the verse.
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Fischer (37) suggested that OG’s Vorlage read ויחד, which the transla-
tor associated with the Aramaic passive participle אחיד and connected to 
it the מ prefix of the following מקשת. Alternatively, the translator may have 
read יחד and associated it with Aramaic אחד (cf. Byun, 188), particularly 
under recollection of his ὃς	γὰρ	ἂν	ἁλῷ || כל הנמצא in 13:15 (cf. Deut 24:7; 
Jer 2:26).

Nowhere else in the Greek Bible does a word meaning “strong” 
translate 1,מצא while the translation of the suffix of נמצאיך with ἐν	σοί is 
unparalleled in Isaiah.2 Ottley’s (2:211) attempt to find a faulty reading, 
either because נמצאיך “was misread by transposition, omitting אמציך ,נ; 
or, by sound, מעזיך,” seems less profitable than taking stock of the parallel 
between οἱ	ἄρχοντές	σου	πεφεύγασι in the first clause and οἱ	ἰσχύοντες	ἐν	σοὶ	
πόρρω	πεφεύγασι in the third.3 Given that this translator often uses ἰσχύω 
and ἰσχύς for Hebrew words whose semantics are disimilar,4 οἱ	ἰσχύοντες 
may have been chosen as a suitable companion to οἱ	ἄρχοντές	σου. 

The lack of an equivalent for (2)כל in both S and OG likely signals its 
absence in their source texts (see appendix A).

Unremarkable for OG are the absence of an equivalent for (2)אסרו 
(condensation) and the implicitation of יחדו (as in 27:4; 40:5; 41:19; 43:26; 
45:16) (see Van der Vorm-Croughs, 74).

Although ἐν	σοί finds a parallel in S’s ܕܐܫܬܚܪܘ ܒܟܝ, suggesting a Vorlage 
reading בך  for both S and OG, S’s lexical choice is curious, given נמצאי 

1. The closest is οὐκ	 ἠδυνήθησαν	 ἀποκριθῆναι	 ἀντίθετα	 Ιωβ || מענה מצאו   in לא 
Job 32:13. This is a reasonable translation but does not draw on the semantics of 
“strength.” Although ἰσχύω translates אמץ in Deut 31:6, 7, and 23, there is no evidence 
that this translator strategically rearranged consonants to derive meaning, even if he 
sometimes relies on a biliteral theory to do so.

2. Other cases where the translator renders an objective pronominal suffix with 
ἐν + pronoun are condensations of phrases (καὶ	πορευσόμεθα	ἐν	αὐτῇ || ונלכה בארחתיו, 
2:3; ἐν	αὐτοῖς || 63:11 ;3 ,19:1 ,בקרבו), conformity to the norms of Greek semantics 
(τοὺς	ἐνοικοῦντας	ἐν	αὐτῇ || 24:1 ,ישביה; cf. 27:5; 40:22), or paraphrases/substitutions 
(ἐν	αὐτῇ || 13:20 ,שם; οἱ	ἐν	αὐτῇ … καὶ	ὁ	λαὸς	ὁ	ἐν	αὐτῇ || ומלאה … צאצאיה in 34:1 [cf. 
42:5]; ἐν	ᾗ	πορεύσῃ	ἐν	αὐτῇ || 48:17 ,בדרך תלך). ὥστε	μὴ	εὑρεῖν	ἐν	αὐτοῖς	ὄστρακον || ולא 
 + Otherwise, ἐν .בתוך with מכתת in 30:14 likely reflects associating ימצא במכתתו חרש
pronoun translates ל/ב/אל + pronominal suffix.

3. Scholz’s (38) suggestion that the translator read the second אסרו as אדיר seems 
(graphically) improbable, as does Seeligman’s (50) proposal that the translator thought 
of Aramaic מצי “be able.”

4. Compare ἰσχύοντα	καὶ	ἰσχύουσαν || משען ומשענה in 3:1 and n. 3 there.
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the more common use of ܫܟܚ for מצא (13x). Nevertheless, S occasionally 
renders מצא with equivalents chosen for the context (e.g., ܕܝܨܐ ܚܕܘܬܐ ܢܫܬܡܥ 
 || ܗܐ ܒܝܘܡܐ ܕܨܘܡܟܘܢ ܥܒܕܝܢ ܐܢܬܘܢ ܨܒܝܢܝܟܘܢ ;51:3 ,ששון ושמחה ימצא בה  || ܒܓܘܗ
 בעד || ܥܠ ܫܪܟܐ ܕܐܫܬܚܪܘ most notably in its ,(58:3 ,הן ביום צמכם תמצאו חפץ 
 and ܡܢ ܩܫܬܐ with מקשת in 37:4. Here the translator renders השארית הנמצאה
links it with אסרו to speak of capture without a fight. He construes נמצאיך 
as the subject, expressed with the help of a prefixed relative pronoun and 
understood as those who remain after the rulers have fled. Because its ren-
dering of the second-person suffix with ܒܟܝ comports with the semantics 
of ܕܐܫܬܚܪܘ, it is unnecessary to infer that נמצאי בך stood in its Vorlage. 

22:4

Old Greek’s ἄφετέ	με and S’s ܫܘܒܩܘܢܝ agree in their understanding of שעו 
 without raising suspicions of collusion, particularly in light of T’s ,מני
מני  The translators diverge in their accommodations to the next 5.שבוקו 
clause, אמרר בבכי, whose first-person singular finite verb is the key to S’s 
 κλαύσομαι takes the pronominal suffix of	while OG’s πικρῶς ,ܐܬܡܪܡܪ ܒܒܟܬܐ
-as its starting point. Both correctly perceive the semantics of compul בבכי
sion in אל תאיצו (μὴ	κατισχύσητε/ܠܐ ܬܐܠܨܘܢ).

γένος appears only twice elsewhere in Isaiah, both for (43:20 ;42:6) עם. 
As much as one is tempted to suggest that this equivalent connotes special 
affection or loyalty, neither of the other appearances supports that conclu-
sion.

22:5

S’s connection of ומבוכה to בכה is transparent in its ܘܕܒܟܬܐ, as is the seman-
tic basis for its ומבוסה || ܘܕܕܝܫܐ. Whereas תשאות || ܕܠܘܚܝܐ in 22:1 has ana-
logues in Isa 10:3, 47:11, and 66:11 (cf. Pss 74:23; 89:10; Ezek 38:9) but only 
here renders מהומה, it is the equivalent for מהומה in Deut 28:20 and Ezek 
.in Zech 9:15 המו in 1 Sam 4:14, and המון ,11 ,7:7

Zielger’s (66) observation regarding ταραχῆς	 καὶ	 ἀπωλείας	 καὶ	
καταπατήματος	 καὶ	 πλάνησις || ומבוכה ומבוסה  -Es liegt Dop“ ,מהומה 
pelübers. vor; jedoch ist es nicht zu entscheiden, welches griech. Wort in 

5. The same combination of Hebrew words appears in Job 7:19, where S renders 
.(με	ἐᾷς	οὐκ	τίνος	OG ἕως) ܘܥܕܡܐ ܗܘ ܠܐܡܬܝ ܠܐ ܫܒܩ ܐܢܬ ܠܝ with כמה לא תשעה ממני
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Betracht kommt,” is somewhat overstated. The correspondence between καὶ	
καταπατήματος and ומבוסה is clear. Although ταραχή appears elsewhere in 
Isaiah only in 24:19 (ταραχῇ	ταραχθήσεται || רעה התרעעה) and 52:12 (ὅτι	οὐ	
μετὰ	ταραχῆς	ἐξελεύσεσθε || כי לא בחפזון תצאו), the translator uses ταράσσω 
twelve times, never more than once for any Hebrew word, to describe a dis-
turbance (e.g., καὶ	τὴν	τρίβον	τῶν	ποδῶν	ὑμῶν	ταράσσουσιν || ודרך ארחתיך 
 עיר || τεταραγμέναι	πόλεις ;8:12 ,ולא תעריצו || ταραχθῆτε	μὴ	οὐδὲ ;3:12 ,בלעו
 כהמות || ταραχθήσεσθε	οὕτως	κυμαίνουσα	θάλασσα	including ὡς ,(14:31 ,נמוג
 ,is, therefore מהומה in 17:12. A relationship between ταραχῆς and ימים יהמיון
not hard to perceive, but neither, it turns out, is a relationship between καὶ	
ἀπωλείας and מהומה, inasmuch as the translator uses ἀπωλεία as cavalierly 
as he does ταράσσω. Although εἰς	ἀπώλειαν || השמד in 14:23 is semanti-
cally apt, ἐγενήθη	τὸ	σπέρμα	τῶν	ἀπειθούντων	εἰς	ἀπώλειαν in 33:2 is only 
partly transparent to היה זרעם לבקרים and likely fashioned as counterpart 
to the following ἡ	 δὲ	 σωτηρία	 ἡμῶν	 ἐν	 καιρῷ	 θλίψεως || בעת ישועתנו   אף 
 based (as Ziegler, 69–70, suggested) on the trope of the destruction ,צרה
of the wicked.6 Although ἐπὶ	τὸν	λαὸν	τῆς	ἀπωλείας	μετὰ	κρίσεως || ועל עם 
 וכל || ἀπώλειαν	εἰς	ἔσονται	αὐτῆς	μεγιστᾶνες	οἱ	in 34:5 and καὶ חרמי למשפט
יהיו אפס  ,in 34:12 are intelligible, the latter is unparalleled. Notably שריה 
καὶ	ἀπολέσει	αὐτοὺς	ἀπωλείᾳ	μεγάλῃ translates  והמם מהומה גדלה in Deut 
7:23, and τάραχος	μέγας	σφόδρα is the equivalent for מהומה גדולה מאד in 
1 Kgdms 5:9, providing a prima facie case that καὶ	ἀπωλείας is a second 
rendering of מהומה here. Although καὶ	πλάνησις does not have as evident 
a connection to ומבוכה as S’s ܘܕܒܟܬܐ, Ottley (2:210) notes the similar word 
choice in Exod 14:3’s οἱ	υἱοὶ	Ισραηλ	πλανῶνται	οὗτοι	ἐν	τῇ	γῇ || לבני ישראל 
בארץ הם  -As recently as 21:15, however, we have seen the transla .נבכים 
tor impose the verb πλανάω without clear justification from the Hebrew, 
just as we observed the insinuation of the verb in 13:14’s καὶ	ὡς	πρόβατον	
πλανώμενον || וכצאן. Equally, given the following πλανῶνται	ἀπὸ	μικροῦ	ἕως	
μεγάλου	πλανῶνται	ἐπὶ	τὰ	ὄρη || מקרקר קר ושוע אל ההר, there is reason to 
conclude that καὶ	πλάνησις reflects more the translator’s conception of the 
verse than his reading of a particular Hebrew word. 

As with τῆς	φάραγγος	Σιων || גיא חזיון in 22:1 (q.v.), a Vorlage reading 
 is likely, even if it remains possible that the translator חזיון in place of הציון
simply “interpreted” חזיון as הציון, as Ottley (2:209) suggested.

6. Van der Vorm-Croughs’s hypothesis (162) that “לבקרים received two render-
ings,” with τῶν	ἀπειθούντων perhaps echoing בגדים and εἰς	ἀπώλειαν “obtained from 
.is untenably speculative ”,שקר via the noun לבקרים
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As Ottley (2:210) notes, πλανῶνται “is supplied before as well as after” 
ἀπὸ	μικροῦ	ἕως	μεγάλου, “which is peculiar here.” He reports Thackeray’s 
observation that the phrase μικρὸς	καὶ	μέγας is “a characteristic phrase of 
the Isaiah translator … [to which] he seems to have recourse … when in 
doubt as to the meaning of the Hebrew,” noting its use “as the equivalent of 
five different Hebrew phrases (although ix 14 (13), xxii 5, 24, xxxiii 4, 19), 
none of these being the common 7”.מקטון ועד גדול Comparison of μέγαν	
καὶ	μικρόν || כפה ואגמון in 9:13 with his translation of the same Hebrew 
phrase with ἀρχὴν	καὶ	τέλος in 19:15 reveals this to be a strategy of sub-
stitution: they are words readily retroverted into Hebrew but not owing to 
graphic similarities or to prior lexical or syntactic decisions that forced the 
translator to innovate.8

Whereas Ottley (2:211) allows that πλανῶνται(1) is part of the transla-
tor’s peculiar handling of קר  he infers that πλανῶνται(2) “seems ,מקרקר 
simply due to LXX. having read ּוְשׁוֹעַ שׁגו (cf. xxviii.7); perhaps an error 
of sound, or partly so.” Although OG reads οὗτοι	γὰρ	οἴνῳ	πεπλανημένοι	
εἰσίν || וגם אלה ביין שגו in 27:8 (q.v.) and rendered תשגשגי by πλανηθήσῃ in 
17:11, the wide range of words translated by πλανάω and πλανήσις in this 
book (מוריך ,30:10 ,מהתלות ;19:14 ,עועים ;9:15 ,מאשריו [2x], 30:20; בנפת, 
30:28) and the times it lacks a Hebrew counterpart (13:14; 21:15; 30:21) 
caution against assuming that the translator chose πλανῶνται for a par-
ticular Hebrew lexeme.

As Warszawski (40) observes, S’s מקרקר || ܒܨܐ is paralleled by T’s 
 notes that a similar equivalent appears in (פ) Goshen-Gottstein .מבלשין
V’s scrutans murum, again producing a picture of inspecting the walls. 
Notably, S discovers a similar theme in 23:13 (ܘܐܩܝܡ ܒܨܘܝܐ ܒܨܘ ܣܚܪܬܗ ܘܥܒܕܘܗ  
 where the assignment (הקימו בחיניו עררו ארמנותיה שמה למפלה || ܠܡܦܘܠܬܐ
of inspectors who examine the citadels of a city prepare them for downfall. 

22:6

ἀναβάται	ἄνθρωποι	ἐφ᾿	ἵπποις || ברכב אדם פרשים is transparent under this 
translator’s procedures. He already used ἀναβάτης || רכב in 21:7 (3x), 9, 

7. H. St. John Thackeray, “The Greek Translators of the Prophetical Book,” JTS 4 
(1903): 583 n. 3.

8. Compare Tov, Text-Critical Use of the Septuagint, 184–85. In each of the exam-
ples Thackeray cites, the use of μικρὸς	καὶ	μέγας is not necessary to fill a semantic or 
syntactic gap; the translator could reasonably have omitted an equivalent.
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while his choice of ἵπποις for פרשים was likely because ἀναβάται is a nomen 
agentis.

Ottley (2:211) suggests that συναγωγή might result from reading “קרי 
for קיר Kir” and observes that “the Greek word sometimes represents 
 are in Leviticus קרי but this is not very near.” The only occurrences of ,מקוה
(26:21, 23, 24, 27, 28, 40, 41) and are all translated with πλάγιος. συναγωγή 
appears elsewhere in Isaiah in the phrase πᾶσα	συναγωγὴ	ὕδατος || יארי 
 אקבץ עליו לנקבציו || συναγωγήν	αὐτὸν	ἐπ᾿	and in συνάξω (37:25 ;19:6) מצור
(56:8). 

Equally, although Ottley’s (2:211) proposal that “LXX. read ערך, 
‘order,’ ‘arrangement,’ for ערה” is a sensible retroversion supported by 
καὶ	 παρετάξαντο || ויערכו in Gen 14:8 (cf. 1 Kgdms 17:8; 2 Kgdms 10:8, 
9, 10, 17), the only other occurrence of the Greek noun in Isaiah renders 
 אך דבר שפתים || γίνεται	παράταξις	χειλέων	λόγοις	ἢ	βουλῇ	ἐν	μὴ) מלחמה
 || effectively a metonym similar to παρατάξεως ,(36:5 ,עצה וגבורה למלחמה
 here. This undermines Ottley’s (2:211) hypothesis that the translator מגן
omitted מגן, which was “perhaps considered to be implied.” More likely, 
καὶ	 συναγωγὴ	 παρατάξεως amounts to a substitution for מגן ערה   ,וקיר 
chosen to fit in a series of preparations for battles: archers taking quivers 
and horsemen mounted on their steeds.

22:7

καὶ	ἔσονται and ויהי || ܘܢܗܘܘܢ (cf. V, et erunt) might attest a scribal modifica-
tion into ויהו (1QIsaa reads והיה) but are more likely due to the translators’ 
adjustments of the grammatical number in their equivalents ἐκλεκταί/
 .a Hebrew word regularly in the grammatical singular (cf ,מבחר || ܓܒܝܐ
37:24).

Both OG (ἐμφράξουσι) and S (ܢܣܬܕܪܘܢ) offer verbal substitutes for שת 
 as Warszawski (40) observed. The ,ממנן closer to T’s ܢܣܬܕܪܘܢ with S’s ,שתו
renderings of השערה with grammatically plural nouns (so also T) is an 
intelligible shift. It is unlikely that OG’s +σου represents a reading שעריך, 
especially given the translator’s tendency to supply pronouns for purposes 
of explicitation (Van der Vorm-Croughs, 33–36).

22:8

OG and S have opposing perceptions of the actions in this verse. Whereas 
OG finds the actions of the attackers of 22:6–7 continuing here, S speci-
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fies Judah’s defensive maneuvers. Thus, whereas OG renders ויגל with a 
grammatically plural verb form (ἀνακαλύψουσι) to continue the report of 
the assault, S renders it in the grammatical singular, identifying יהודה as 
its subject (ܢܓܠܐ  als die das Land deckende“ מסך and construing (ܘܝܗܘܕܐ 
Schutzwehr der Mannschaft” (Warszawski, 40).9 OG’s τὰς	 πύλας || מסך, 
meanwhile, seems likely chosen in light of τὰς	πύλας	σου || השערה at the 
end of 22:7. Ottley (2:211) suspects that the use of πύλας, ἐκλεκτοὺς, as well 
as ἀνακαλύψουσι and οἴκων in 22:9, “each unwarranted by the Hebrew” but 
“rightly used just above at this point,” evinces that “the translator’s or a 
scribe’s eye had repeatedly strayed backward at some stage in the history 
of the text, or the lines been disordered.” These seem more appropriately 
explained, however, as an attempt to create a coherent picture of the action 
in these verses (cf. 21:10, 15). Not only is ἐκλεκτούς likely a substitute for 
	under the influence of ἐκλεκταί in 22:7 (note its semantics in λίθον נשק
πολυτελῆ	ἐκλεκτὸν	ἀκρογωνιαῖον	ἔντιμον || אבן בחן פנת יקרת in 28:16), but 
τῆς	πόλεως less likely owes to העיר in the Vorlage than to explicitizing the 
location of these gates and houses, just as he adds εἰς	τὴν	πόλιν at the end 
of 22:9 and τῇ	πόλει at the end of 22:10 to make the location explicit.

22:9

τὰ	κρυπτά is not explicable from other equivalents for בקע in this book 
(thrice by ῥήγνυμι; once each by ἀποστρέφω, κατισχύω, σχίζω, συντρίβω), 
nor does any semantically similar equivalent appear elsewhere in the 
Greek Bible. As Ottley (2:211) inferred, it was likely chosen “to suit 
ἀνακαλύψουσι.”

As noted in 22:8, τῶν	οἴκων is an expansion imported from there. It 
is unnecessary to suppose (pace Ziegler, 116) that τῆς	ἄκρας	Δαυιδ || עיר 
 is attributable to the translator’s familiarity with 2 Kgdms 5:9 and 3 דוד
Kgdms 11:27 (where ἄκρα renders מלוא), since ἡ	πόλις	Δαυιδ || עיר דוד also 
appears in those verses and (as Ziegler notes) ἄκρα “sehr oft die Davids-
burg bezeichnet,” independently of language about the “city of David.” In 
the context of an attack on the city, the choice of ἄκρα is unsurprising.

9. For ܝܗܘܕܐ as subject of a third-person masculine singular verb, see ܠܐ  ܘܝܗܘܕܐ 
 ,is second masculine singular ܘܬܚܙܐ in 11:13. This implies, however, that ܢܐܠܘܨ ܠܐܦܪܝܡ
since its subject is likely not ܝܗܘܕܐ. The addressee is not immediately clear, although it 
is notable that ܚܙܝܬܘܢ in 22:9 agrees with ראיתם. S’s lack of an equivalent for ܙܝܢܐ) אל || 
.is peculiar, since one expects a prefixed lamed in any case (אל נשק
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ἀπέστρεψαν	τὸ	ὕδωρ || ותקבצו את מי comports with ἀποστρέψω	τοὺς	
ὀφθαλμούς	 μου	 ἀφ᾿	 ὑμῶν || מכם עיני  	in 1:15 and ἀποστρέψωμεν אעלים 
αὐτοὺς	πρὸς	ἡμᾶς || ונבקענה אלינו in 7:6. 

Despite Ziegler’s verdict (66) that τῆς	ἀρχαίας is a “plus” “aus V. 11 her-
aufgenommen,” it is not actually a plus, since an equivalent for התחתונה 
is absent. Given that every other occurrence of תחתון is rendered with a 
directional adverb functioning as adjective (typically κάτω or  ὑποκάτω), 
τῆς	 ἀρχαίας might attest הישנה in the source text, the effect of a copy-
ist’s accidental assimilation to the phrase in 22:11. Given the considered 
nature of the translator’s rendering, this is unlikely a simple misreading. 
Taking into account the consideration the translator gives to describing 
the construction of the κολυμβήθρα as water between its “two inner walls” 
in 22:11, it is reasonable to attribute to him the substitution of ἀρχαίας here 
to make the descriptions cohere.

As noted in discussing 22:8, the translator adds εἰς	τὴν	πόλιν here and 
τῇ	πόλει at the end of 22:10 to make the location explicit.

22:10

As Van der Vorm-Croughs (87–88) observes, the translator’s insertion of 
ὅτι before the last clause in 22:9 and at the outset of this verse “has trans-
formed two independent clauses into subordinate ones, still depending on 
the verb ‘to see’ earlier in the text.” While καθαιρέω is a frequent equivalent 
for נתץ in the Greek Bible (13x), the translator shifts καθείλοσαν forward to 
follow ὅτι and passes over ספרתם, perhaps due to his perplexity about how 
it coordinates with ותתצו. 

Although S’s ܘܡܠܝܬܘܢ seems to reflect perplexity at ספרתם, Warsza-
wski (40) infers that this is an inner-Syriac misreading for ܘܡܢܝܬܘܢ, com-
paring T’s מניתון. Although S’s ספר אתה || ܐܡܪܬ in 43:26 and ܐܬܐܡܪ ܠܗܘܢ || 
 as a verb for ספר in 52:15 show the translator’s familiarity with ספר להם
speech, its translation of  איה ספר איה שקל איה ספר את המגדלים with ܐܝܟܘ 
 ספר in 33:18 shows his familiarity both with ܣܦܪܐ ܘܐܝܟܘ ܬܩܘܠܐ ܘܐܝܟܘ ܕܡܢܐ ܡܓܕܠܐ
as a title and with the semantics of “count,”10 for which ܡܢܐ is the frequent 
equivalent elsewhere (e.g., Gen 15:5; 16:10; 32:13). 

10. Its rendering of 43:21, containing the only other appearance of ספר in Isaiah, 
is oblique: ܓܒܝܬ ܠܝ ܢܫܬܘܢ  That clause is .עם זו יצרתי לי תהלתי יספרו || ܥܡܐ ܗܢܐ ܕ
curiously like its final clause in 43:20: להשקות עמי בחירי || ܕܢܫܬܐ ܥܡܝ ܓܒܝܐ.
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On the other hand, out of the thirty-seven occurrences of ܡܠܐ in Isaiah, 
all but ten translate a form of מלא. Two are in the phrase קשת || ܩܫܬܐ ܕܡܠܝܐ 
ܡܝܐ  while ,(21:15 ;5:28) דרוכה -in 12:3 uses a stan ושאבתם מים || ܘܬܡܠܘܢ 
dard equivalent for  שאב  in S (e.g., Gen 24:11; Deut 29:10; Josh 9:21), and 
its second occurrence in 22:2 is attributable to the translator (see above 
on 22:2). ܐܪܥܐ ܟܠܗ  ܬܬܡܠܐ  ܘܟܘܒܐ  ܕܝܥܪܐ  ושית תהיה כל הארץ ||  ܡܛܠ   כי שמיר 
in 7:24 likely reflects an attempt at a suitable equivalent for תהיה, using 
the phrasing of 6:3, while ܥܒܕܘܗܝ ܟܠܗܘܢ  ܡܪܝܐ  ܕܫܡܠܝ  ܡܐ  כי ||  ܘܢܗܘܐ   והיה 
 in 10:12 reflects the same approach to semantics יבצע אדני את כל מעשהו
as וכלה זעם ואפי על תבליתם ||  ܘܢܫܬܡܠܐ ܪܘܓܙܝ ܘܚܡܬܝ ܥܠ ܚܒܠܗܘܢ in 10:25. 
Both 40:4’s כל גיא ינשא ||  ܟܠܗܘܢ ܢܚܠܐ ܢܬܡܠܘܢ and 65:11’s  ܘܡܠܝܬܘܢ ܦܬܘܪܐ ܠܓܕܐ 
-seem attempts to corral the verbs into a suitable mean הערכים לגד שלחן ||
ing. The whole of 28:20 reflects an attempt to decipher its meaning: ܡܛܠ 
 כי קצר המצע מהשתרע והמסכה || ܕܟܪܝ ܡܐܢܐ ܠܡܣܬܪܗ ܘܡܫܬܝܬܐ ܩܛܢܬ ܘܠܐ ܡܡܠܠܝܐ
 to provide a semantically apt ܡܠܐ Given the translator’s use of .צרה כהתכנס
verb in several of these verses, emendation to ܘܡܢܝܬܘܢ seems less probable 
than Warszawski suggests. Although it is unclear what the translator had 
in mind with ܘܡܠܝܬܘܢ ܒܬܐ ܕܐܘܪܫܠܡ, it is possible that he considered it more 
sensible than “numbering” houses.

Although OG renders במבצריה with καὶ	 εἰς	 τὰ	 ὀχυρώματα	 αὐτῆς 
in 34:13, in 23:14 τὸ	 ὀχύρωμα	 ὑμῶν renders מעזכן, and in 24:22 καὶ	
ἀποκλείσουσιν	εἰς	ὀχύρωμα	καὶ	εἰς	δεσμωτήριον renders אסיר על בור וסגרו 
מסגר  בצורה ,in 17:3 מבצר Nevertheless, the adjective ὀχυρός renders .על 
in 25:2, and בצרות in 36:1; 37:26, confirming the relationship between εἰς	
ὀχύρωμα and לבצר here. Similarly, the relationship between ܕܬܥܫܢܘܢ and 
 ܥܫܝܢܬܐ in 17:3 and מבצר || ܥܘܫܢܐ is easily established by comparing לבצר
 in 25:2; 36:1. The transformation of the infinitive into a purpose בצורה ||
clause is unremarkable.

For OG’s +τῇ	πόλει, compare the comments on +τῆς	πόλεως in 22:8 
and +εἰς	τὴν	πόλιν in 22:9.

22:11

Although καὶ	ἐποιήσατε	ἑαυτοῖς (|| עשיתם) could attest +לו, that possibility 
needs to be considered in light of other features of this verse. The translator 
placed ὕδωρ (transparent to למי) before his equivalent for בין החמתים (ἀνὰ	
μέσον	τῶν	δύο	τειχέων) and likely presumed the notion of מקוה implied in 
the provision of water ἀνὰ	μέσον	τῶν	δύο	τειχέων, which he further speci-
fies as ἐσώτερον	τῆς	κολυμβήθρας (הברכה), thus imagining the structure of 
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the κολυμβήθρα that was created by diverting water in 22:9. Rather than a 
κολυμβήθρα built between the city walls, the walls of the κολυμβήθρα hold 
its water. Given these modifications, it is conceivable that the translator 
supplied ἑαυτοῖς as befitting the contrast between what the people did and 
what they left undone.

ἀπ᾿	 ἀρχῆς renders such a wide range of words (מקדם ;1:26 ,בתחלה, 
2:6; 45:21 [cf. 23:7]; 48:16 ,מראש ;48:8 ;44:8 ,מאז ;43:13 ,מיום ;42:9 ,ראשנות; 
 here is unremarkable, as is equally מרחוק that its use for (19 ,63:16 ,מעולם
true of the translator’s shift of its place in the sentence.

22:12

OG’s κύριος	σαβαωθ || אדני יהוה צבאות comports with its reduction of mul-
tiple divine names elsewhere. See the comments at 3:15.

22:13

Although OG most often renders הנה with ἰδού, substitutions occur, as 
apparent with ἀρχὴν	 Σιων	 δώσω	 καὶ	 Ιερουσαλημ	 παρακαλέσω	 εἰς	 ὁδόν 
אתן  || מבשר  ולירושלם  הנם  הנה  לציון  	Although αὐτοὶ .(41:17) ראשון  δὲ	
ἐποιήσαντο || והנה ששון here might reflect interpretation of הנה as a femi-
nine plural pronoun, ἐποιήσαντο accords with the translator’s tendency to 
insinuate forms of ποιέω to create a verbal phrase, as in 5:7, where הנה 
is twice replaced: ἔμεινα	 τοῦ	 ποιῆσαι	 κρίσιν	 ἐποίησεν	 δὲ	 ἀνομίαν	 καὶ	 οὐ	
δικαιοσύνην	ἀλλὰ	κραυγήν ||  ויקו למשפט והנה משפח לצדקה והנה צעקה. The 
closest analogue to αὐτοὶ	δὲ	ἐποιήσαντο || והנה ששון is his reformulation of 
59:9: ὑπομεινάντων	αὐτῶν	φῶς	ἐγένετο	αὐτοῖς	σκότος ||  נקוה לאור והנה חשך.  
In such reformulations it is unnecessary to assume that an independent 
subject pronoun in Greek attests one in Hebrew (cf. אשר חמדתם || ἃ	αὐτοὶ	
ἠβούλοντο, 1:29; αὐτὸς	κύριος	εἰς	κρίσιν	ἥξει || 3:14 ,יהוה במשפט יבוא). In 
the present case, αὐτοὶ	δὲ contrasts the people’s behavior to the Kyrios’s call 
for weeping in 22:12.

ὥστε	φαγεῖν || אכל is merely a more elaborated example of the trans-
lator’s renderings of uninflected (infinitive absolute) verbs in this verse, 
including the following φάγωμεν	 καὶ	 πίωμεν || ושתו  ܢܐܟܘܠ cf. S’s) אכול 
 :although it renders the previous infinitives with nominal forms ,ܘܢܫܬܐ
.(ܡܫܬܝܐ and ,ܡܐܟܘܠܬܐ ,[2x] ܢܟܣܬܐ

Old Greek’s +λέγοντες is an explicitation of reported discourse, as 
in 3:6’s ὅτι	 ἐπιλήμψεται	 ἄνθρωπος	 τοῦ	 ἀδελφοῦ	 αὐτοῦ … λέγων	 Ἱμάτιον	
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ἔχεις || לכ אביו שמלה  בית  באחיו  איש  יתפש  	cf. ᾄσονται) כי  τὸ	ᾆσμα	τοῦτο	
ἐπὶ	γῆς	Ιουδα	λέγοντες || 26:1 ,יושר השיר הזה בארץ יהודה; λέγοντες	τί	ὅτι	
ἐνηστεύσαμεν	καὶ	οὐκ	εἶδες || 58:3 למה צמנו ולא ראית). Note equally +καὶ	
εἶπον	αὐτῷ in 22:15.

22:14

Both OG and S construe באזני as a plural construct, joined with יהוה: ἐν	
τοῖς	ὠσὶ	κυρίου/11.ܒܐܕܢܝ ܡܪܝܐ Although differing in the grammatical number 
of καὶ	ἀνακεκαλυμμένα	ταῦτα/ונגלה || ܓܠܝܐ ܗܝ, the syntactic role of these 
phrases is the same: identifying what the Lord knows. In both versions, the 
demonstrative pronoun is likely anaphoric to at least 22:13 (ταῦτα might 
encompass more; see below), especially the declaration by the voices at the 
end of the verse. These/this is what is uncovered in the Lord’s ears; that is, 
he has overheard these statements. In S the focus is on what the Lord says 
in response, which it introduces by supplying a discourse marker (ܘܐܡܪ), as 
it has done occasionally elsewhere (eg., 3:6; 14:16; 21:8) and will do again 
at the end of 22:15.

Warszawski (40) renders the following judgment regarding ܬܣܒܘܢ  ܠܐ 
ܕܬܡܘܬܘܢ ܥܕܡܐ  ܗܕܐ  ܚܛܝܬܐ  תמתון || ܠܟܘܢ  עד  לכם  הזה  העון  יכפר   Diese“ :אם 
Uebersetzung giebt einen dem Texte entgegengesetzten Sinn, ausserdem 
hat ܠܟܘܢ neben ܬܣܒܘܢ wenig Sinn und ist der Ausdruck ܚܛܝܬܐ  ܬܣܒܘܢ 
ungewöhnlich; daher ist statt ܬܣܒܘܢ wohl ܬܫܬܒܩ zu lessen, wie כפר auch 
sonst wiedergegeben wird, vg. 6, 7; 27,9.” As much as ܬܫܬܒܩ might be 
expected, it is both graphically and aurally distant, leaving it difficult to 
imagine what would trigger a change, let alone how such an error would 
produce a second-person plural form coordinate with ܠܟܘܢ. Although 
ܚܛܝܬܐ  is “ungewöhnlich,” it might not be as incomprehensible as ܬܣܒܘܢ 
Warzawski thinks. Because ܢܣܒ can bear the meaning “carry off, remove” 
(cf. ואת כלם ישא רוח יקח הבל ||  ܠܟܠܗܘܢ ܬܫܩܘܠ ܐܢܘܢ ܪܘܚܐ ܘܬܣܒ ܐܢܘܢ ܥܠܥܠܐ, 
57:13), the oath (note the absence of an explicit equivalent for אם) could be 
construed as barring them from removing this sin ܥܕܡܐ ܕܬܡܘܬܘܢ, coordinate 
with their expectation, ܡܛܠ ܕܡܚܪ ܢܡܘܬ.

Whereas Syriac appears to assume that אם introduces an oath, OG 
reads ὅτι, an equivalent found already in 4:4, as well as ὅτι	ἐν	σοὶ	ὁ	θεός	

11. Although morphologically ܒܐܕܢܝ could be parsed as a plural noun with a first 
person suffix, its passive construction, ונגלה || ܓܠܝܐ ܗܝ, provides the subject, despite 
the awkward shift to ܘܐܡܪ.
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ἐστιν || אך בך אל in 45:14 and paralleled by insertions of ὅτι to establish a 
relationship between clauses in 24:6 (ὅτι	ἡμάρτοσαν	οἱ	κατοικοῦντες	αὐτήν 
	πλανῶντάς	τοὺς	ὄψονται	σου	ὀφθαλμοί	οἱ	and 30:20 (ὅτι (ויאשמו ישבי בה ||
σε || והיו עיניך ראות את מוריך).

ὅτι likely marks a cause or explanation (consecution is not in its range) 
of what ταῦτα signifies: the Kyrios’s knowledge of the addresses’ rebellious 
revery. But whom does the translator identify as the malfeasants? 

Although it is possible that he rendered the Hebrew pronouns with-
out thinking about whom they designated, as recently as 22:5–11 he intro-
duced words to clarify the nature of the assault on Jerusalem and shaped 
the description of the conduit to form a sensible picture. In 22:13 he intro-
duced αὐτοὶ	δὲ	ἐποιήσαντο to characterize the group’s actions as contrary to 
the Kyrios’s mandate, while 22:14 reports the Kyrios’s knowledge of these 
actions, linking them to a resolve not to forgive the people, addressed as the 
audience (ὑμῖν	… ἀποθάνητε), in agreement with the Hebrew pronouns. 

The most recent second-person plural pronouns were in 22:11’s report, 
καὶ	ἐποιήσατε	ἑαυτοῖς	ὕδωρ	ἀνὰ	μέσον	τῶν	δύο	τειχέων	ἐσώτερον, which is 
contrasted with what they failed to do: καὶ	 οὐκ	 ἐνεβλέψατε	 εἰς	 τὸν	 ἀπ᾿	
ἀρχῆς	ποιήσαντα	αὐτήν. Prior to that, in 22:7 the second-person singular 
pronoun spoke of the fate befalling the addressees’ properties at the hand 
of Elamite (22:6) forces. While φάραγγές	 σου there accords with עמקיך, 
τὰς	πύλας	σου aligns with השערה, the translator adding the explicitizing 
pronoun. The remainder of 22:9–10 speak of the destruction of the city, 
before 22:11–13 remind the addressees of their rebellious acts. This, in 
turn, reaches back to the beginning of the oracle, which addresses the city 
with a second-person singular pronoun that immediately shifts to second-
person plural: τί	 ἐγένετό	 σοι	 νῦν	 ὅτι	 ἀνέβητε	πάντες	 εἰς	 δώματα	μάταια 
(22:1). The translator’s choice of pronouns, including interchange between 
singular and plural number, can reasonably be considered strategic.

For the condensation τάδε	λέγει	κύριος	σαβαω || אמר אדני יהוה צבאות 
 נאם אדני יהוה צבאות || κύριος	λέγει	compare τάδε ,כה אמר אדני יהוה צבאות
	τρόπον	ὃν	σαβαωθ	κύριος	λέγει	τάδε	ἀπώλειαν	in 3:15–16 and εἰς ויאמר יהוה
εἴρηκα || כאשר לא  אם  לאמר  צבאות  יהוה  נשבע  צבאות  יהוה  נאם   in השמד 
14:23–24.

22:15

Old Greek frequently collapses divine names, as here: κύριος	σαβαωθ || אדני 
.(see Van der Vorm-Croughs, 503) יהוה צבאות
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Old Greek’s tendency to condense synonyms explains πορεύου || לך 
 ,ܙܠ Although S similarly reads only .(cf. Van der Vorm-Croughs, 189) בא
assessment of this is not as clear-cut, since S does not show the same ten-
dency to collapse juxtaposed verbs (e.g., ܘܫܩܠ ܣܢܚܪܝܒ ܘܗܦܟ ܐܙܠ ܝܬܒ ܒܢܝܢܘܐ  
versus καὶ	ἀποστραφεὶς	ἀπῆλθε	βασιλεὺς	Ἀσσυρίων	καὶ	ᾤκησεν	ἐν	Νινευη 
-in 37:37), and this juxtaposi ויסע וילך וישב סנחריב מלך אשור וישב בנינוה ||
tion of imperatives is rendered fully elsewhere: ולכו באו || ܘܙܠܘ ܐܘܒܠܘ, Gen 
 .Kgs 5:4 2 ,לך בא || ܬܐ ܙܠ ;Sam 20:40 1 ,לך הביא העיר || ܙܠ ܐܥܠ ܠܩܪܝܬܐ ;45:17
However, the collocation of  ܐܙܠ ܠܘܬ is ubiquitous in the Peshitta, and this 
is the only occurrence of לך בא in Isaiah. The direct association of ܙܠ with 
-might have led to streamlining the command, although this sugges ܠܘܬ
tion is speculative.

All other instances of παστοφόριον in the Greek Bible translate לשכה 
(Jer 35 [42]:4; Ezek 40:17, 38; 1 Chr 9:26; 23:28; 26:16; 28:12; 2 Chr 31:11). 
The title הסכן occurs only here in the Bible, although סכנת appears in 1 
Kgs 1:2, 4 (both times of the בתולה assigned to lie with the aged David), 
where it is rendered with θάλπουσα.12 Although S treats it as a proper name 
 T ,(qui habitat) שכן and V translates it as if it were a bi-form of (ܣܘܟܢ)
renders it as a title for a steward (פרנסא). S uses ܪܒܝܬܐ for אשר על הבית, just 
as OG renders it with ταμίαν, which Ziegler (201) reports designates “der 
(königliche) Schatzmeister” in Hellenistic literature.

Most notable is OG and S’s shared command to speak (καὶ	εἶπον	αὐτῷ/
 without analogue in any other textual witness. Although we can ,(ܘܐܡܪ ܠܗ
readily enough retrovert these to לו  OG inserted λέγοντες as an ,ואמרת 
explicitation of reported discourse already in 22:13, and S supplied ܘܐܡܪ 
for the same purpose in 22:14. Given that 22:16 is a question addressed to 
another person, these pluses likely reflect polygenesis.

22:16

Although S rendered מה לך פה with ܡܢܐ ܐܝܬ ܠܟܝ ܗܪܟܐ in 22:1 (cf. Josh 22:24; 
Judg 8:24), מה לך פה || ܡܢܐ ܥܒܕ ܐܢܬ ܗܪܟܐ here appears also in Judg 18:3 and 
1 Kgs 19:9, 13.

Old Greek’s tendency to condense repeated words makes καὶ	ἐποίησας	
σεαυτῷ	ἐν	ὑψηλῷ	μνημεῖον || חצבי מרום קברו curious. Although one can 

12. The verb סכן elsewhere in the Greek Bible is rendered by ὑπεροράω in Num 
22:30, προοράω in Ps 138(139):3, and ἐπισκοπή in Job 34:9; it lacks a semantically 
aligned equivalent in Job 15:3; 22:2, 21; 35:3; Eccl 10:9.
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understand the switch from a verb for cutting to the generic ἐποίησας || חצבי 
and the suppression of the suffixed pronoun of קברו, the translator’s addi-
tion of σεαυτῷ to coordinate with the preceding clause is remarkable, espe-
cially since he might have simply incorporated ἐν	ὑψηλῷ into the previous 
clause and left חצבי … קברו untranslated. The fact that this contravenes a 
tendency apparent elsewhere illustrates that tendencies are merely that. In 
fact, his addition of σεαυτῷ accords with a tendency to supply nouns or 
pronouns to balance parallel clauses (Van der Vorm-Croughs, 270–80), 
which is effected again with +σεαυτῷ in the next clause. The adjustment 
of the pronominal suffixes of both חצבי and חקקי to the morphology of 
the Greek verbs (ἐποίησας … ἔγραψας) is equally typical for this translator.

By contrast, S renders חצבי and חקקי with third-person masculine 
singular perfect forms (ܢܩܪ and ܪܫܡ), perhaps based on reading the first-
person singular suffixes as waws, analyzing them as third masculine singu-
lar pronouns, although one cannot rule out the possibility that its Vorlage 
lacked the suffix in each case.

22:17

ἰδοὺ	δή rendered הנה already in 3:1 and will translate הן in 33:7.
As in 7:7; 23:11; 45:14 σαβαωθ lacks צבאות in any other witness, while 

in 5:25 its +σαβαωθ parallels the apparent reading of 4QIsab, where a 
supralinear צ is visible just after יהוה, on the edge of a lacuna. In each case, 
OG’s tendency to omit an equivalent for צבאות (see the comments at 8:13) 
makes it more likely that צבאות stood in its Vorlage than that it inserted 
σαβαωθ.

Whereas Syriac’s ܠܟ ܫܕܐ  טלטלה is transparent to ܡܫܕܐ   OG ,מטלטלך 
renders טלטלה with a verb different from the semantically apt ἐκβαλεῖ || 
 ἐκτρίψει, which occurs only here in Isaiah, although it appears	καὶ :מטלטלך
frequently elsewhere in the Greek Bible (especially for שחת and שמד), and 
its near synonym συντρίβω is the standard equivalent for שבר in Isaiah. 
The choice of verb in καὶ	ἀφελεῖ	τὴν	στολήν	σου || ועטך עטה accords with 
ἐκτρίψει semantically, while τὴν	στολήν	σου likely reflects recognition of 
the verb עטה, which is frequently rendered with περιβάλλω (Lev 13:45; Pss 
70[71]:13; 108[109]:19, 29; Song 1:7).13

13. Unnecessary is Fischer’s (38) surmise, endorsed by Zielger (85), that the 
translator related עטה to Aramaic עדה.
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As Fischer (38) perceived, the translator derived στέφανος from צנוף 
(22:18), in support of which Ziegler (85) noted the parallelism between 
στέφανος || עטרת and καὶ	 διάδημα || וצנו/יף in 62:3 (1QIsaa צניפ). The 
second-person singular suffix, σου, is readily attributable to יצנפך. Given 
the correspondence of καὶ	τὸν	στέφανόν	σου	τὸν	ἔνδοξον to the phrase צנוף 
	one need not strain to detect a scrupulous derivation for τὸν ,יצנפך צנפה
ἔνδοξον (pace Fischer, 38; Ziegler, 85), particularly given how frequently 
the translator found grounds for it elsewhere (τὰ	ἔνδοξα	αὐτοῦ || עלילתיו, 
12:4; τῶν	ἐνδόξων || 23:9 ,צבי; καὶ	τὰ	ἔνδοξά	μου || 48:9 ,ותהלתי; τὰ	ἔνδοξα || 
.and his partiality to the δόξα lexical group (Troxel, 128–31) (64:2 ,נוראות

S’s ועטך עטה || ܘܡܛܥܐ ܛܥܐ ܠܟ follows the structure of ܫܕܐ ܠܟ  || ܡܫܕܐ 
.מטלטלך טלטלה

22:18

Although ܐܘܠܨܢܐ ܐܝܟ  ܒܐܘܠܨܢܐ   and צנוף יצנפך צנפה clearly aligns with ܢܐܠܨܟ 
 ܐܘܠܨܢܐ into which the translator inserted ,כדור corresponds to ܐܝܟ … ܕܐܣܦܪܐ
to coordinate with the preceding clause, how the translator arrived at ܐܠܨ 
as equivalent for צנף in the first place is inscrutable.

Even if καὶ	ῥίψει	σε aligns with כדור (Ziegler, 85), it is unclear whether 
the translator found a semantic foothold for his equivalent or simply chose 
a verb that he considered befit the context. As Ziegler (85) remarks, because 
the translator “in Verlegenheit war,” owing to the unfamiliar vocabulary, 
he “bewußt und absichtlich in V. 17 (18) seinen Test gestaltete.”

 נהרים יארים רחבי occurs again in 33:21, where OG renders רחבת ידים
	with ποταμοὶ ידים καὶ	 διώρυγες	 πλατεῖς	 καὶ	 εὐρύχωροι, both of which 
adjectives are equivalents for ידים  ;elsewhere (πλατεῖα, Gen 34:21 רחבת 
εὐρύχωρος, Judg 18:10). μεγάλην	καὶ	ἀμέτρητον here is likely a double ren-
dering.

Given εἰς	ἀτιμίαν || קלון, the translator likely supplied εἰς	καταπάτημα 
to match it (Ziegler, 85). Compare +σεαυτῷ (2x) in 22:16.

22:19

 is given various equivalents in both OG and S. Although the apt הדף
equivalent ὠθέω (“push out”) is used in Num 35:20, 22 (cf. διωθέω in Ezek 
34:21; ἀπωθέω in Job 18:18), more common are general words for destruc-
tion (e.g., ἐκδιώκω, Deut 6:19; ἐξαναλίσκω, Deut 9:4; ἐξολεθρεύω, Josh 23:5; 
παρλύω, Jer 46:15). ἀφαιρέω is a favorite slot verb for this translator to 
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express removal or deprivation, as in 22:17’s καὶ	ἀφελεῖ	 τὴν	στολήν	σου 
 ונכרת || αὐτόν	ἐπ᾿	ἡ	δόξα	ἡ	ἀφαιρεθήσεται	and in 22:25’s καὶ ועטך עטה ||
עליה אשר  	cf. καὶ) המשא  τὸν	 πώγωνα	 ἀφελεῖ || תספה הזקן  את   ;7:20 ,וגם 
νεοσσὸς	ἀφῃρημένος || 16:2 ,קן משלח). Notably here, ἀφαιρεθήσῃ stands as 
the single equivalent for both והדפתיך and יהרסך.

 accords semantically with S’s typical equivalents for והדפתיך || ܘܐܗܓܡܟ
 most frequent ,(Deut 6:19; 9:4; Josh 23:5 ,ܬܒܪ ;Num 35:20, 22 ,ܡܚܐ ,.e.g) הדף
of which is ܣܚܦ (Jer 46:15; Ezek 34:31; Job 18:18; Prov 10:3), which is used 
later in this verse for ܡܬܗܓܡܢ .(ܘܐܣܚܦܟ) יהרסך rendered חרשת in 16:7.

The word οἰκονομία appears again in this book only in 22:21, as part 
of a double rendering (καὶ	τὸ	κράτος	καὶ	τὴν	οἰκονομίαν	σου || וממשלתך) 
of the intangible benefits accompanying the investiture of a third person 
with the tunic and crown (τὴν	στολήν	σου	καὶ	τὸν	στέφανόν	σου || כתנתך 
 stripped from the addressee (22:17). The bestowal of οἰκονομία on (ואבנטך
Ελιακιμ	τὸν	τοῦ	Χελκίου (22:20) correlates with the epithet ὁ	οἰκονόμος he 
bears in 36:3, where it renders אשר על הבית, the same phrase translated as 
ταμία in 22:15 (q.v.).

The relationship of ἐκ	τῆς	οἰκονομίας	σου to ממצבך is opaque. Although 
 appears only here in the book, it seems to have provoked perplexity מצב
among other translators also. Joshua 4:3 lacks an equivalent for the phrase 
 λίθους	δώδεκα	ἑτοίμους	Ιορδάνου	τοῦ	μέσου	ἐκ	Ἀνέλεσθε :ממצב רגלי הכהנים
 The .שאו לכם מזה מתוך הירדן ממצב רגלי הכהנים הכין שתים עשרה אבנים ||
omission might be partly illuminated by comparing the rendering of מצב 
in Josh 4:9: ἔστησεν	δὲ	Ἰησοῦς	καὶ	ἄλλους	δώδεκα	λίθους	ἐν	αὐτῷ	τῷ	Ιορδάνῃ	
ἐν	τῷ	γενομένῳ	τόπῳ	ὑπὸ	τοὺς	πόδας	τῶν	ἱερέων ||  ושתים עשרה אבנים הקים 
 is simply transcribed מצב ,Similarly .יהושע בתוך הירדן תחת מצב רגלי הכהנים
in 1 Kgdms 14:1, 11 (μεσσαβ	 τῶν	 ἀλλοφύλων || פלשתים 	εἰς) 14:6 ;(מצב 
μεσσαβ	τῶν	ἀπεριτμήτων	τούτων ||  אל מצב הערלים האלה); and 14:15 (καὶ	
πᾶς	ὁ	λαὸς	οἱ	 ἐν	μεσσαβ || ובכל העם המצב). In two cases מצב פלשתים is 
translated with ὑπόστασις	τῶν	ἀλλοφύλων (13:23; 14:4) and once with τὸ	
ὑπόστημα	τῶν	ἀλλοφύλων (2 Kgdms 23:14). There is every reason, then, to 
infer that ἐκ	τῆς	οἰκονομίας	σου is a substitution for an unfamiliar lexeme, 
chosen to suit the context.

Although Syriac’s ממצבך || ܡܢ ܐܝܩܪܟ recalls OG’s frequent use of δόξα 
for Hebrew words with differing semantics (e.g., τὴν	δόξαν	Δαυιδ || מפתח 
-the only diver ,(22:25 ,המשא אשר עליה || αὐτόν	ἐπ᾿	ἡ	δόξα	ἡ ;22:22 ,בית דוד
gences from כבוד || ܐܝܩܪܐ in the book are for (60:15 ;23:9 ;14:11) גאון—a 
semantic association recognized also in OG (14:11; 24:14)—and  ܒܣܘܓܐܐ 
 in Isaiah, while מצב in 40:26. This is the only instance of מרב אונים || ܕܐܝܩܪܗ
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the phrase מצב פלשתים is translated with ܩܝܡܐ ܕܦܠܫܬܝܐ in 1 and 2 Samuel 
(5x), while ܕܩܐܡ  occurs in 1 Sam 14:15, in ובכל העם המצב || ܘܒܟܠܗ ܥܡܐ 
accord with S’s regular translation of נצב with ܩܘܡ (e.g., Gen 18:2; 21:28; 
Exod 17:9). There is little reason to suspect that S’s Vorlage read anything 
like a graphically dissimilar מכב(ו)דך, and it seems equally unlikely that 
 ,functions as modifier ܕܐܝܩܪܟ where ,(מרכבות כבודך  ||) in 22:18 ܡܪܟܒܬܐ ܕܐܝܩܪܟ
spurred the translator to substitute ܐܝܩܪܟ for (מ)מצבך. Given the anomaly 
of this rendering, the most likely explanation is that ܡܢ ܐܝܩܪܟ is an inner-
Syriac error for ܡܢ ܩܝܡܟ, the same equivalent used for וממעמדך (unsurpris-
ingly, ܩܘܡ is the regular equivalent for עמד).

22:20

Only S marks direct speech: ܐܡܪ ܡܪܝܐ. As noted with +ܘܐܡܪ in 22:14 and +ܘܐܡܪ 
.in 22:15, this translator often explicitizes direct speech ܠܗ

22:21

Although אבנט appears only here in Isaiah, it occurs frequently enough in 
Exodus and Leviticus (17x, always rendered with ζώνη) that it was likely 
familiar to the translator, who seems to have substituted στέφανος to coor-
dinate what is bestowed on Ελιακιμ with τὴν	στολήν	σου	καὶ	τὸν	στέφανόν	
σου that were removed from Σομναν in 22:17. As noted in 22:19, ἐκ	τῆς	
οἰκονομίας	σου || ממצבך was chosen as the office for Ελιακιμ	ὁ	οἰκονόμος, 
of 36:3, and here οἰκονομία is one component of a double rendering of 
 σου. Also part of these echoes is	οἰκονομίαν	τὴν	καὶ	κράτος	τὸ	καὶ :וממשלתך
δώσω	αὐτῷ || אחזקנו, which not only pairs with δώσω	εἰς	τὰς	χεῖρας	αὐτοῦ || 
 but also is a counter action to ἀφαιρεθήσῃ in 22:19. In 22:19–21 14 אתן בידו
as elsewhere, the translator has orchestrated a rendering attentive to rela-
tionships within a context rather than simply isolated words and phrases.

τοῖς	ἐνοικοῦσιν	ἐν	Ιερουσαλημ || ליושב ירושלם hardly attests a difference 
in grammatical number, given the frequency with which יושב is translated 
in the grammatical plural (e.g., 5:9; 8:14; 9:1, 8; 10:24; 12:6; 20:6; 24:27). 
Old Greek’s supply of τοῖς	 ἐνοικοῦσιν in the juxtaposed clause is equally 

14. To OG’s εἰς	τὰς	χεῖρας	αὐτοῦ || בידו, cf. S’s ܒܐܝܕܘܗ, which is hardly evidence of 
dependence, nor is it possible to detect whether either actually attests בידיו. The same 
applies to a comparison of OG’s τοῖς	ἐνοικοῦσιν and S’s ܠܥܡܘܪܝܗ.
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unremarkable, given the translator’s penchant to insert components to 
enhance parallelism (see Van der Vorm-Croughs, 270–80). 

By contrast, S’s ולבית יהודה || ܘܠܓܒܪܐ ܕܒܝܬ ܝܗܘܕܐ is noteworthy because 
its characteristic way of rendering phrases that include a proper name per-
ceived as a group is with prefixed dalet (e.g., 2:5 ,בית יעקב || ܕܒܝܬ ܝܥܩܘܒ; cf., 
e.g., 2:6; 5:7; 8:17; 10:20; 14:1), even when בית has a prefixed lamed: ܠܕܒܝܬ 
 Comparison with .63:7 ,לבית ישראל || ܥܠ ܕܒܝܬ ܐܝܣܪܝܠ ;7:2 ,לבית דוד || ܕܘܝܕ
 in 5:3 and ועתה יושב ירושלם ואיש יהודה ||  ܗܫܐ ܓܒܪܐ ܕܝܗܘܕܐ ܘܥܡܘܪܝܗ ܕܐܘܪܫܠܡ
 in 5:7 suggests that its בית ישראל ואיש יהודה || ܕܒܝܬ ܐܝܣܪܝܠ ܘܓܒܪܐ ܕܡܢ ܝܗܘܕܐ
Vorlage in this verse read 15.ולאיש בית יהודה

22:22

Ziegler (86), after defending his textual decisions (which agree with Ottley 
[2:213], who notes agreement with Field and Ceriani), denies that any 
of OG’s divergence from MT owes to misreading (pace Wutz, Transkrip-
tionen, 94; Fischer, 39), concluding that they are “absichtliche Deutungen 
der Bilder”:

Denn δόξα kann schwerlich aus מפתּח als Verlesung abgeleitet werden, 
sondern is bewußte Deutung in Verbindung mit V. 25 [sic; read 21] und 
V. 23; ebenso is καὶ	ἄρξει gewählt infolge des Zusammenhanges mit dem 
vorhergehenden V. 21 (οἰκονομία) und V. 25 [sic; read 23] (ἄρχων; θρόνος). 
Die Wiedergabe καὶ	οὐκ	ἔσται	ὁ	ἀντιλέγων soll den widerspruchslosen 
Gehorsam ausdrücken.

To καὶ	οὐκ	ἔσται	ὁ	ἀντιλέγων he compares the “ähnliche Deutung” found 
in 10:14’s καὶ	οὐκ	ἔστιν	ὃς	διαφεύξεταί	με	ἢ	ἀντείπῃ	μοι || ולא היה נדד כנף 
 ואנכי לא מריתי אחור || ἀντιλέγω	οὐδὲ	ἀπειθῶ	οὐκ	δὲ	and ἐγὼ ופצה פה ומצפצף
נסוגתי  in 50:5. It is difficult to gainsay Ziegler’s analysis, particularly לא 
given evidence of the translator reasoning from the context in 22:19–21.

By contrast, S’s ונתתי || ܘܢܣܝܡ (unparalleled in any other extant wit-
ness) is peculiar, since there is no apparent reason for the translator to 
diverge from the first common singular pronouns that have preceded this. 
An inner-Syriac corruption of ܘܐܣܝܡ seems more likely than ונתן in S’s 
Vorlage.

15. The only place the translator supplies ܓܒܪܐ without an explicit equivalent in 
Hebrew is  ܓܒܪܐ ܕܢܥܒܕ ܪܝܫܐ in reformulating מעשה אשר יעשה ראש in 19:5.
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22:23

Old Greek’s καὶ	στήσω	αὐτόν || ותקעתיו (cf. Λαβαν	δὲ	ἔστησεν	τοὺς	ἀδελφοὺς	
αὐτοῦ	ἐν	τῷ	ὄρει	Γαλααδ || ולבן תקע את אחיו בהר הגלעד  in Gen 31:25) con-
trasts with ὁ	ἐστηριγμένος || התקועה in 22:25 but accords with the impre-
cise equivalents καὶ	ἀφαιρεθήσῃ || והדפתיך (and יהרסך) in 22:19 and δώσω	
αὐτῷ || אחזקנו in 22:21. The choice here is likely coordinate with ἄρχοντα 
	to which Ziegler (86) compares ὁ ,יתד || ἄνθρωπος || יתד in 22:25, even 
though the translator attests his familiarity with the word in 33:20 and 54:2 
by rendering it with πάσσαλος. “Das persönliche ἄρχων ist hier gewählt mit 
Rücksicht auf V. 18 (καὶ	τὸν	οἶκον	τοῦ	ἄρχοντός	σου)” (Ziegler, 86) and with 
a view to εἰς	θρόνον. The translator’s hand in shaping this verse is as appar-
ent as in the foregoing verses.

22:24

πείθω appears often (36x) in the book, most frequently for בטח (15x) but 
also for a variety of other Hebrew words, including שען (10:20 [2x]). Use 
of πείθω as a metaphorical equivalent likely lies behind καὶ	ἔσται	πεποιθὼς	
ἐπ᾿	αὐτὸν || ותלו עליו here. 

-seems to have presented a problem for both transla הצאצאים והצפעות
tors, with nothing corresponding to the phrase in OG and ܡܝܩܪܐ ܘܡܫܒܚܐ its 
equivalent in S. Although OG renders צאצאיך with ἐπὶ	τὰ	τέκνα	σου and S 
with ܥܠ ܒܢܝܟ in 44:3 and both render  וצאצאי מעיך similarly in 48:19 (καὶ	
τὰ	ἔκγονα	τῆς	κοιλίας	σου/ܘܝܠܕܐ ܕܡܥܝܟ), in each case צאצא directly follows a 
form of זרע, making inference easy. More distinctly, whereas OG translates 
 ܬܒܝܠ αὐτῇ, S gives	ἐν	ὁ	λαὸς	ὁ	καὶ	οἰκουμένη	in 34:1 with ἡ תבל וכל צאצאיה
	ἐν	τὰ	καὶ	γῆν	with τὴν הארץ וצאצאיה In 42:5 OG translates .ܘܟܠܗܘܢ ܥܡܘܪܝܗ
αὐτῇ, while S reads ܐܪܥܐ ܘܟܠ ܕܒܗ. Whereas OG translates  זרעם וצאצאיהם in 
61:9 with τὸ	σπέρμα	αὐτῶν	καὶ	τὰ	ἔκγονα	αὐτῶν, S renders with ܘܙܪܥܐ ܕܙܪܥܟܘܢ 
 ,in 65:23 המה וצאצאיהם אתם || ܗܢܘܢ ܘܒܢܝܗܘܢ ܥܡܗܘܢ Although S offers .ܒܐܡܘܬܐ
the lack of an equivalent in OG suggests that the phrase was absent from its 
Vorlage and might have been a later supplement based on 61:9. 

Thus, both translators appear to have been nonplussed by צאצא. OG 
seems to have omitted an equivalent for הצאצאים והצפעות, perhaps judg-
ing it implicit in בית אביו. Syriac’s ܡܝܩܪܐ ܘܡܫܒܚܐ is likely a phrase chosen to 
fill the gap for words that perplexed the translator.

Old Greek’s merism ἀπὸ	μικροῦ	ἕως	μεγάλου is a substitution for the 
remainder of the verse, triggered by ועד … הקטן (cf. ἀπὸ	μικροῦ	ἕως	μεγάλου 
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 αὐτῷ	ἐπικρεμάμενοι	ἔσονται	in 22:5),16 while its concluding καὶ מקרקר קר ||
seems a second rendering of ותלו עליו (see Ziegler, 87).

22:25

Ziegler’s edition rightly places ἐν	τῇ	ἡμέρᾳ	ἐκείνῃ with the preceding clause 
(cf. Goshen-Gottstein, פב), leaving τάδε	λέγει	κύριος	σαβαωθ to begin a 
new divine speech. Verses 15–24 forecast the replacement of the current 
steward, Σομναν (22:15–19), with Ελιακιμ (22:20–24). Verses 16–21 are 
addressed to Σομναν via second-person singular pronouns, and verses 
22–24 are implicitly part of that address. τάδε	 λέγει	 κύριος	 σαβαωθ in 
22:25 introduces speech about the person being removed, which clarifies ὁ	
ἄνθρωπος || היתד (versus ἄρχοντα || יתד in 22:23, designating an office). This 
use of ἄνθρωπος is similar to 19:20 (καὶ	ἀποστελεῖ	αὐτοῖς	κύριος	ἄνθρωπον	
ὃς	σώσει	αὐτούς || וישלח להם מושיע; cf. 25:4), where ἄνθρωπος explicitizes 
the agent of the action. In this case, the action is given in ὁ	ἐστηριγμένος || 
 as in 22:23. The ,במקום נאמן || πιστῷ	τόπῳ	which is delimited by ἐν ,התקועה
articular nominal forms seem anaphoric references to Σομναν.

Old Greek’s lack of an equivalent for ונגדעה accords with the trans-
lator’s penchant to condense by omitting coordinate synonymous words 
(Van der Vorm-Croughs, 188–90). S used ܣܚܦ to render יהרסך in 22:19 
and הרס in 14:17, while ܓܢܒܪܐ ܬܣܬܚܦ  in וארץ רפאים תפיל translates ܘܐܪܥܐ ܕ
26:19, and ܘܢܣܬܚܦܘܢ ܠܒܣܬܪܗܘܢ  renders וכשלו אחור in 28:13. Conversely, 
its equivalents for גדע are varied: (14:12) ܢܦܠ ,(10:33) ܡܟܟ ,(9:9) ܦܣܩ, and 
.here unsuspicious ונגדעה || ܘܬܣܬܚܦ leaving ,(45:2) ܓܕܡ

καὶ	ἀφαιρεθήσεται || ונכרת is an equivalent found already in 9:13; 18:5. 
Similarly, ܘܢܐܒܕ uses the same equivalent for כרת as in 9:13; 11:13; 14:22. 
The insertion of ܕܣܝܡ before עליה || ܥܠܝܗ is unremarkable.

Ziegler’s suggestion (87) that ἡ	δόξα || המשא betrays that the transla-
tor “an den Stamm נשׂא ‘erhaben sein’ gedacht hat” finds possible support 
from only one out of the fifty-eight appearances of נשא (καὶ	ὑψωθήσεται	
καὶ	 δοξασθήσεται	 σφόδρα ||  מאד וגבה  ונשא   while nowhere ,(53:13 ,ירום 
else in the book does δόξα translate משא. More likely, the translator’s τὴν	
δόξαν	Δαυιδ || מפתח בית דוד in 22:22, under influence of כבוד in 22:23–24, 
explains this equivalent as part of his understanding of 22:15–25.

16. Ziegler (87) compares μέγαν	καὶ	μικρόν || כפה ואגמון in 9:13(14), μικροῦ	καὶ	
μεγάλου·	 ὃν	 τρόπον	 ἐάν	τις	συναγάγῃ	ἀκρίδας || גבים  in 33:4, and אסף החסיל כמשק 
μικρὸν	καὶ	μέγαν	λαόν || את עם נועז in 33:9.





Isaiah 23

23:1

Καρχηδόνος as equivalent for תרשיש appears only in these verses (6, 10, 
14), while Καρχηδόνιοι renders תרשיש in Ezek 27:12, 25 and 38:13. Θαρσις 
is its equivalent in Isa 60:9, 66:19, and elsewhere (Gen 10:4; 3 Kgdms 
10:22; 22:49; Jer 10:9; Jonah 1:3 [3x]; 4:2; Pss 47[48]:8; 71[72]:10; 1 Chr 
1:7; 2 Chr 9:21 [2x]; 20:36, 37). Unique is πλοῖον	θαλάσσης || אניות תרשיש 
in Isa 2:16, differing not only from πλοῖα	Καρχηδόνος here and in 23:14 but 
also πλοῖα	Θαρσις in 60:9; Ps 47(48):8 and πλοῖα	ἐκ	Θαρσις in 2 Chr 9:2 
(cf. Ezek 27:25). 

The Hellenistic toponym Καρχηδών identifies תרשיש (whose location 
is debated) with the Tunisian coastal city of Carthage, a choice Arie van der 
Kooij suggests alludes to the Roman destruction of Carthage in 146 BCE.1 
Noting the parallel between ὀλολύζετε	πλοῖα	Καρχηδόνος	ὅτι	ἀπώλετο in 
23:1 and ὀλολύζετε	 πλοῖα	Καρχηδόνος	 ὅτι	 ἀπώλετο	 τὸ	 ὀχύρωμα	 ὑμῶν in 
23:14, where the ships are called to bemoan the fate of their fortress, he 
infers that “this fortress is also the implied subject of the last part of v. 1,” 
whose grammatically singular ἦκται	 αἰχμάλωτος agrees with the person 
and number of ἀπώλετο.2 On the other hand, the subject of ἔρχονται, 
he argues, is established by καὶ	γὰρ	πλοῖα	οὐκέτι	ἔρχεται	ἐκ	Καρχηδόνος 
in 23:10, which has no analogue in MT. Read in the light of 23:10, the 
subject of ἔρχονται in 23:1 is the ships: “ships no longer come ‘from the 
land of Kittim,’ apparently because ‘their fortress’ ” (Carthage) “has been 
destroyed.”3

1. Arie van der Kooij, The Oracle of Tyre: The Septuagint of Isaiah 23 as Version 
and Vision, VTSup 71 (Leiden: Brill, 1998), 96–98. On the use of Hellenistic toponyms 
in OG Isaiah, see Troxel, “What’s in a Name?”

2. Van der Kooij, The Oracle of Tyre, 76.
3. Van der Kooij, The Oracle of Tyre, 77.
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Van der Kooij’s detection of a relationship between ἔρχονται in 23:1 
and ἔρχεται in 23:10 is perceptive. His comparison of καὶ	οὐκέτι	ἔρχονται 
 in 24:10 illuminates the translator’s מבוא || εἰσελθεῖν	μὴ	with τοῦ מבוא ||
path, while he notes that the translator made it “the beginning of an inde-
pendent verbal clause, introduced by καί.”4 The οὐκέτι	ἔρχονται of 23:1 is 
echoed in 23:10, where καὶ	γὰρ	πλοῖα	οὐκέτι	ἔρχεται	ἐκ	Καρχηδόνος differs 
from כיאר בת תרשיש אין מזח עוד. Although οὐκέτι reasonably corresponds 
to אין … עוד, ἔρχεται has no foothold in the Hebrew, and the same is true of 
πλοῖα, which last appeared in 23:1 (in combination with Καρχηδόνος) and 
will appear in 23:14, where similarities with 23:1 are again striking. As Van 
der Kooij argues, καὶ	οὐκέτι	ἔρχονται in 23:1 “is best understood as part of 
a strategy of producing a coherent Greek version of ch. 23.”5

The question, however, is whether these links allow us to fill in the 
subjects of ἀπώλετο and ἔρχονται in 23:1 or if they are simply part of a pat-
tern of shared words and images with unspecified subjects. While πλοῖα, 
for example, is the subject of ἔρχεται (23:10), conjugated in the grammati-
cal singular with the plural neuter noun, it is difficult to explain the gram-
matical plural ἔρχονται in 23:1 if πλοῖα is its implied subject. Although 
ἔρχονται could be a constructio ad sensum for “ships,” καί presents a prob-
lem. Given that ὅτι	ἀπώλετο is predicate for calling the ships to wail, καὶ	
οὐκέτι	 ἔρχονται offers a correlative reason to wail. Given that the πλοῖα	
Καρχηδόνος are called upon to wail within this ὅραμα	Τύρου, most likely 
the subject of ἀπώλετο is Tyre, also referenced by γῆς	Κιτιέων (the lone 
occurrence of Κιτιεύς in Isaiah), which is the subject of ἦκται	αἰχμάλωτος, 
“[Tyre] has become captive.”6 The subject of the grammatically plural 
ἔρχονται is likely impersonal “they,” explicitized by μεταβόλοι	Φοινίκης in 
23:2. πλοῖα	Καρχηδόνος are not those belonging to a destroyed Carthage 
but merchant ships traveling from there to a now-destroyed Tyre, the sub-
ject of the lament.

As Warszawski (41) suggested, S’s ܡܝܬܝܢܐ suggests that it read מביא in 
place of מבוא. Although S most often translates למו with 30:5 ;16:4) ܠܗܘܢ; 
43:8; 48:21), it also renders it with (35:8) ܒܗ and (44:15) ܠܗ or omits an 

4. Van der Kooij, The Oracle of Tyre, 49.
5. Van der Kooij, The Oracle of Tyre, 125.
6. The masculine and feminine markers of the adjective αἰχμάλωτος are shared, as 

is clear with ἡ	αἰχμάλωτος	θυγάτηρ in 52:2. For ἦκται	αἰχμάλωτος || נגלה למו, compare 
αἰχμάλωτος	ὁ	λαός	μου	ἐγενήθη || למו .5:13 ,גלה עמי lacks an equivalent again in 30:5’s 
οὔτε	εἰς	ὠφέλειαν || לא יועילו למו.
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equivalent (26:16; 44:7). Accordingly, it is tenuous to suppose that ܠܢ here 
attests לנו, as Warszawski (41) proposed.

23:2

Whereas S’s ܫܬܘܩܘ recognizes דמו as a masculine plural imperative from 
 The .דמה OG analyzes it as a third-person plural perfect form of ,דמם
supply of τίνι (used with ὁμοιόω in 40:18, 25; 46:5) is coordinate with the 
construal of קציר in 23:3 as a simile: ὡς	ἀμητοῦ.

Although OG-Isaiah is the only translation of a biblical book that ren-
ders צידון with Φοινίκης, it is not the only one to use this Hellenistic top-
onym. Exodus 16:35 renders עד באם אל קצה ארץ כנען with ἕως	παρεγένοντο	
εἰς	μέρος	τῆς	Φοινίκης, while οἱ	βασιλεῖς	τῆς	Φοινίκης is the equivalent for 
 ארץ כנען Φοινίκων renders	τῶν	χώραν	in Josh 5:1, and τὴν וכל מלכי הכנעני
in Josh 5:12. Although the Isaiah translator employs Σιδών for צידון in 23:4, 
12, that variation is similar to his rendering of  ארם מקדם ופלשתים מאחור in 
9:11 with Συρίαν	ἀφ᾿	ἡλίου	ἀνατολῶν	καὶ	τοὺς	Ἕλληνας	ἀφ᾿	ἡλίου	δυσμῶν, 
in contrast to his otherwise consistent rendering פלשת or פלשתי with οἱ	
ἀλλόφυλοι (2:6; 11:14; 14:29, 31). Just as in 9:11, where τοὺς	Ἕλληνας	ἀφ᾿	
ἡλίου	δυσμῶν is joined with Συρία || ארם to orient readers by the toponyms 
of their day,7 the translator employed Φοινίκης || צידון to explicitize for his 
readers the region, parallel to his rendering of תרשיש with Καρχηδών.

μεταβόλοι appears in translations of biblical books only here and 23:3 
(twice for סחר and once for שחר), while μεταβολή appears only in 30:32 
(πολεμήσουσιν	αὐτὸν	ἐκ	μεταβολῆς || ובמלחמות תנופה נלחם בה) and 47:15 
(ἐν	 τῇ	 μεταβολῇ	 σου || סחריך). The typical equivalent for סחר outside 
Isaiah is ἔμποροι (10x) (or its verb form, ἐμπορεύω, 9x), as found in 23:8 (οἱ	
ἔμποροι	αὐτῆς || סחריה). Van der Kooij finds significance in a distinction 
between the μεταβόλος as “the retailer, i.e. the small business man who 
sells in small quantities,” over against the ἔμπορος, “who is the ‘wholesaler,’ 
the merchant, the big business man,” upon whom the μεταβόλος relies for 
merchandise.8 Accordingly, “ ‘the inhabitants of the isle’ are called ‘the 
retailers of Phoenicia’; they are not its ‘merchants’ (ἔμποροι).”9 In fact, οἱ	

7. Σύρος || ארם appears in 17:3, while Αραμ || ארם is the equivalent in 7:1, 2, 8. 
On both τοὺς	Ἕλληνας || פלשתים and Συρία || ארם, see Troxel, 192–93, and the com-
mentary on 9:11.

8. Van der Kooij, The Oracle of Tyre, 52.
9. Van der Kooij, The Oracle of Tyre, 52.
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ἔμποροι	αὐτῆς (23:8) reside in Carthage and are spoken of as Tyre’s ἔμποροι 
because “Tyre was the mother-city of Carthage…, [which was] founded by 
traders from Tyre.”10

Although Van der Kooij presents a plausible reconstruction of the 
trading relationship, his inference that οἱ	ἔμποροι	αὐτῆς live in Carthage 
rests on special pleading, invoking a distinction between the roles of 
μεταβόλοι and ἔμποροι to allow οἱ	ἔμποροι	αὐτῆς in Carthage to be called 
Tyre’s ἔμποροι. Trying to confirm this distinction in the translator’s word 
choice is difficult, however, because the terms are not juxtaposed in a way 
that spurs that inference, and both μεταβόλοι and ἔμποροι render forms 
of סחר, raising the possibility that the translator used them as synonyms. 

Equally, the nominal forms μεταβολή and ἐμπορία occur only in iso-
lation: μεταβολή appears in 30:32 (πολεμήσουσιν	 αὐτὸν	 ἐκ	 μεταβολῆς || 
 while ,(סחריך || σου	μεταβολῇ	τῇ	ἐν) and 47:15 (ובמלחמות תנופה נלחם בה
ἐμπορία twice renders סחרה in 23:18 and סחר in 45:14. Van der Kooij’s con-
strual rests on a priori assumptions in identifying the cities and describing 
their trading relationships.

Old Greek’s lack of an equivalent for מלאוך is striking, since it else-
where lacks an equivalent for מלא (30x) only in 28:8, which diverges 
widely from MT (ἀρὰ	ἔδεται	ταύτην	τὴν	βουλήν	αὕτη	γὰρ	ἡ	βουλὴ	ἕνεκεν	
πλεονεξίας ||  מקום בלי  צאה  קיא  מלאו  שלחנות  כל  -There are no evi 11.(כי 
dent triggers that would spur haplography in 23:2. Although 1QIsab reads 
 none of these explains ;מלאך and 4QIsaa reads ,מלאכיך 1QIsaa reads ,מלאיך
the lack of an equivalent in OG, while V and T each offer one. Zielger (52) 
catalogs this minus under the heading, “Seltene und schwierige Wörter hat 
LXX an folgenden Stellen ausgelassen.” מלאוך can hardly be called a “rare” 
word, but one can comprehend why the translator, having concluded that 
צידון implies a comparison, construed דמו אי as elaborating סחר   ,ישבי 
and having found ים  nicht מ′′ to describe their behavior, “kam mit עבר 
zurecht” (Ziegler, 52). This supposition is strengthened by his direct link 
of διαπερῶντες	τὴν	θάλασσαν with the beginning of 23:3: ἐν	ὕδατι	πολλῷ || 
.ובמים רבים

10. Van der Kooij, The Oracle of Tyre, 81.
11. Typical equivalents are (ἐμ)πίμπλημι, πλήρης, or πληρόω. The substitutions 

in 34:1 (ἀκουσάτω	ἡ	γῆ	καὶ	οἱ	ἐν	αὐτῇ,	ἡ	οἰκουμένη	καὶ	ὁ	λαὸς	ὁ	ἐν	αὐτῇ ||  תשמע הארץ 
צאצאיה וכל  	καταβαίνοντες	and 42:10 (οἱ (ומלאה תבל  εἰς	 τὴν	 θάλασσαν	καὶ	πλέοντες	
αὐτήν ||  יורדי הים ומלאו איים וישביהם) are readily intelligible.
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23:3

Ziegler’s (101) perception that “Der Übers. kannte sich in der Konstruk-
tion der hebr. Vorlage nicht aus, und hat frei ὡς zur Verdeutlichung einge-
schoben” is valid if “der Konstruktion der hebr. Vorlage” means the flow of 
23:2–3, a difficulty already apparent in the lack of an equivalent for מלאוך 
and the linking of ובמים רבים with עבר ים in 23:2. Even then, the supply of 
ὡς is not a spontaneous attempt “zur Verdeutlichung” but dependent on 
his prior rendering of דמו with τίνι	ὅμοιοι	γεγόνασιν, to which this simile 
is the answer. In Van der Kooij’s estimation, its meaning “is not difficult to 
guess: Instead of ‘crossing the sea’ as ‘the retailers of the nations’ ‘the retail-
ers of Phoenicia’ have become ‘as when a harvest is gathered in,’ that is to 
say, they have to stay at home.”12 His “guess” is hardly self-evident, how-
ever, since the comparison could focus on the merchants’ hard labor or the 
reward they bring in, either of which seems more likely than comparing a 
circumstance only incidental to the harvest.

Although the relationship of εἰσφερομένου to תבואתה is transparent,13 
the translator seems also to have found it necessary to pass over ותהי so as 
to construe סחר גוים as subject of the verbless clause, much as he omitted a 
rendering of מלאוך at the end of 23:2. This buttresses Ziegler’s (52) evalu-
ation of 23:2 that “LXX hat diesen Vers ganz frei wiedergegeben” and his 
(101) extension of that by commenting, “Das ganze Kap. 23 ist ziemlich 
frei wiedergegeben.”

23:4

Old Greek and Syriac treat differently כי אמר followed by לאמר and the 
juxtaposed ים מעוז הים. OG renders them as two distinct clauses, making 
 as ,(כי אמר ים || θάλασσα	ἡ	εἶπεν) כי and passing over אמר the subject of ים
it did with מלאוך and ותהי in 23:2–3, while rendering לאמר with a second 
εἶπεν. S, on the other hand, reflects כי, while reformulating ים מעוז הים with 
+waw conjunctive, with an appended pronoun (ܕܝܡܐ ܘܥܘܫܢܗ   while ,(ܝܡܐ 
leaving לאמר without an equivalent.

12. Van der Kooij, The Oracle of Tyre, 54.
13. S uses ܬܐܓܘܪܬܐ for סחר again in 23:18 (2x).
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23:5

Old Greek and Syriac render כאשר שמע as temporal (ὅταν	 δὲ	ἀκουστὸν	
γένηται/ܕܐܫܬܡܥ 	similarly: λήμψεται יחילו and they rephrase ,(ܡܐ  αὐτοὺς	
ὀδύνη/ܐܢܘܢ ܢܐܚ̈ܕܘܢ   They part company, however, in their handling of .ܚܒܠܐ 
-as tem כאשר שמע Despite translating .ܐܝܟ ܫܡܥܐ ܕܨܘܪ/Τύρου	περὶ :כשמע צר
poral, S renders the kaph of כשמע as comparative, whereas OG collapses 
 despite its) שמע Τύρου, likely owing to the repetition of	into περὶ כשמע צר
willingness to employ a second εἶπεν in 23:4, owing to rendering מעוז הים 
.(as an independent clause לאמר

Old Greek’s rendering of יחילו with λήμψεται	αὐτοὺς	ὀδύνη is similar 
to its καὶ	αἰσχύνη	λήμψεται || ובשו in 19:9, φόβος	λήμψεται	Ραμα || חרדה 
 in 26:11. Although S קנאת עם || λαόν	λήμψεται	in 10:29, and ζῆλος הרמה
translated לא חלתי  with ܠܐ ܚܒܠܬ in 23:4 (cf. 26:17, 18; 54:1; 66:7, 8 [2x]), its 
 וחבלים יאחזון כיולדה is phraseology it used to render יחילו || ܚܒܠܐ ܢܐܚ̈ܕܘܢ ܐܢܘܢ
  ܘܐܪܬܝܬܐ ܐܚܕ ܐܢܘܢ ܘܚܒܠܐ ܐܝܟ ܕܝܠܕܬܐ .in 13:8 (cf ܘܚܒܠܐ ܐܝܟ ܕܝܠܕܬܐ ܢܐܚܕܘܢ ܐܢܘܢ with יחילון
 Ps 48:7). Thus there is no reason to suspect ,רעדה אחזתם שם חיל כיולדה ||
that S has followed OG here. 

23:6

ἀπέρχομαι will translate עבר again in 23:12, the only other place this equiv-
alent appears in the biblical books translated into Greek.

Although one might suggest that the translator found a basis for ταύτῃ 
in 23:7’s הזאת (which it renders with οὐχ	αὕτη), Goshen-Gottstein (פה) 
points toward a more likely solution by noting 23:2, where the νῆσος is 
first mentioned, making an anaphoric demonstrative pronoun fitting and 
recalling the phrase האי הזה (ἐν	τῇ	νήσῳ	ταύτῃ) in 20:6. For the translator’s 
willingness to supply the near demonstrative, compare 10:10 and 22:14.

23:7

Whereas Syriac renders עליזה with the adjective ܥܫܝܢܬܐ (cf. ܥܫܝܢܬܐ  ܩܪܝܬܐ 
עליזה || 	ὕβρις (cf. τοῦ	Old Greek renders it with the noun ἡ ,(22:2 ,קריה 
ὑβρίζειν || לעלוז in 23:12). Each translator construes מימי קדם as modifying 
	᾿ἀπ ;2:6 ,מקדם || ἀρχῆς	ἀπ᾿	τὸ	cf. ὡς ,מימי קדם || ἀρχῆς	for OG’s ἀπ᾿) עליזה
ἀρχῆς || 45:21 ,מקדם מאז).

For πρὶν	 ἤ || קדמתה, compare πρὶν	 αὐτὰ	 γενέσθαι || לא אשר   ומקדם 
	As for παραδοθῆναι .46:10 ,נעשו αὐτήν || יבלוה, even though יובל is aptly 
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translated by ἀναφέρω in 18:7 and ἄγω in 53:7, each in the passive voice,14 
Ottley (1:50) cited this instance as an example of the translator’s frequent 
employment of παραδίδωμι as a “stop-gap” word (cf. Ziegler, 14).

Although S renders יובל with ܢܘܒܠ in 18:7, its equivalent for it in 53:7 
is ܐܬܕܒܪ, while it renders תובלון in 55:12 with ܬܐܙܠܘܢ, paralleling ܢܐܙܠܢ here. 
Its reformulation of לגור with ܕܬܥܡܪ is transparent, its subject being ܥܫܝܢܬܐ, 
understood as an epithet.

Old Greek’s lack of an equivalent for לגור מרחוק   is explicable רגליה 
under either option stipulated by Zielger (49): “Entweder war ihre Vorlage 
hier schlecht, oder sie kam mit ihrer Vorlage nicht zurecht.” No trigger for 
haplography is apparent, and it is difficult to imagine how יבלוה could have 
concluded the sentence, while Ziegler (49) reminds us that the translator 
“hat Kap. 23 vielfach abwegig und gekürzt wiedergegeben,” for which one 
might look ahead to the inexplicable lack of equivalents for קומי עברי in 
23:12. There are no grounds for a confident account of why the verse ends 
with παραδοθῆναι	αὐτήν.

23:8

Although the relationship between ἥσσων and המעטירה via מעט is trans-
parent, the translator’s path to ἢ	 οὐκ	 ἰσχύει is oblique. Van der Kooij 
regards “the clause, ἢ	οὐκ	ἰσχύει, as an expansion meant to elucidate the 
first clause,” citing “the similar case in LXX Isa. 8:8.”15 Earlier he adduced 
comparison of 8:8 for its clause added (with ἢ) “as a clarification of the 
first (Hebraistic) part”: ἄνθρωπον	 ὃς	 δυνήσεται	 κεφαλὴν	 ἆραι	 ἢ	 δυνατὸν	
συντελέσασθαί	τι || 16.שטף ועבר עד צואר יגיע As analyzed in the comments 
on 8:8, the only potential associations with the Hebrew are κεφαλήν || צואר 
and συντελέσασθαι || יגיע, but even identifying these is speculative. There 
is no “Hebraistic” clause on which ἢ	δυνατὸν	συντελέσασθαί	τι elaborates. 
That said, it is possible that ἢ	οὐκ	ἰσχύει is an expansion by the translator.

Ottley (2:217) suggested that “ἢ	οὐκ	ἰσχύει may be a duplicate,” urging 
comparison of 23:11 (ἡ	δὲ	χείρ	σου	οὐκέτι	ἰσχύει || ידו נטה) and 50:2 (μὴ	
οὐκ	 ἰσχύει	 ἡ	χείρ	μου	 τοῦ	 ῥύσασθαι || מפדות ידי  קצרה   Although .(הקצור 
neither of these provides evidence of a duplicate rendering here, they do 

14. As Ziegler (165) suggests, διδαχθήσεσθε || תובלון in 55:12 “ist verderbt aus 
διαχθήσεσθε, wie die Mn. 22, 93, 198, 308 lesen.”

15. Van der Kooij, The Oracle of Tyre, 135.
16. Van der Kooij, The Oracle of Tyre, 59.
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show a similar impulse to press ἰσχύω into service. Ziegler (66) endorses 
Ottley’s reference to 23:11, arguing that “scheint es aus V. 11 zu stam-
men,” but points to the translation of אזר with ἰσχύω ||  in 8:9 (2x) and 
50:11 to suggest that “viell. wurde aus dem hebr. Text der Stamm אזר (= 
ἰσχύειν oder κατισχύειν) herausgelesen.” Although he sets aside Fischer’s 
(39) perception that ἰσχύει arises from “Aram., אשר = ‘fest, stark sein,’ ” 
Byun (152) has noted that “one of the primary meanings of אשר in PBH is 
‘confirm’ or ‘verify,’ which often occurs in legal contexts,” while “another 
common meaning is ‘make strong’ or ‘make firm.’ ” He concludes (154) 
that, from “an etymological standpoint, it appears that the PBH [Post-Bib-
lical Hebrew] and Aramaic meanings of אשר ‘strengthen’ and ‘confirm’ are 
related to Aramaic שרר (Pael) ‘make strong.’ ” Reviewing the Isaiah trans-
lator’s renderings of אשר and observing that the translator shows no famil-
iarity with the meanings “go straight,” “lead” found in BH but unattested 
in PBH (152), he concludes that ἰσχύει here is based on אשר in its PBH 
meaning “be strong” (159). Although the translator’s frequent insinuation 
of a negative particle makes it unnecessary to suppose that his Vorlage 
read ולא in place of (המעט)ירה (pace Buyn, 159), this explanation for ἰσχύει 
seems more likely than the other proposals. 

Although ἥσσων is a comparative adjective, it does not necessarily 
imply comparison to a particular referent,17 since a comparative adjective 
can be used absolutely (Smyth §1083; BDF §244). The more significant 
rhetorical feature here is the shift from μή to οὐκ in the question: “Not 
inferior, surely, is she, (but) strong, right?” The evidence of her strength is 
her merchants’ repute as ἔνδοξοι.

Likely alignments of words in οἱ	ἔμποροι	αὐτῆς	ἔνδοξοι	ἄρχοντες	τῆς	
γῆς || סחריה שרים כנעניה נכבדי ארץ are apparent, despite the altered word 
order. Equally obvious is the absence of an equivalent for כנעניה (cf. Χανααν 
-most likely owing to a “distributive rendering” between par ,(23:11 ,כנען ||
allel clauses that omits “a specific syntactic unit … from one clause, the 
function of which was then taken over by the parallel unit in the preceding 
or following clause,” which here and in 5:13 entails omission of “a noun 
and a pronoun … referring to the same entity” (Van der Vorm-Croughs, 
207–8).

17. Pace Van der Kooij, The Oracle of Tyre, 60.
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23:9

OG’s lack of an equivalent for the pronominal suffix of יעצה is barely 
remarkable in this chapter. ὕβρις previously translated גאון in 13:11; 16:6 
(followed by ὑπερηφανίαν || [2]גאון), although other equivalents are ἰσχύς 
(2:10, 19, 21), ὑψόω (4:2), ἔνδοξος (13:19), δόξα (14:11), and ἀγαλλίαμα 
(60:15). Its use here likely owes to ἡ	ὕβρις in 23:7.

Although τῶν	ἐνδόξων || צבי might be considered explicated by 28:1’s 
τὸ	ἄνθος	τὸ	ἐκπεσὸν	ἐκ	τῆς	δόξης ||  וציץ נבל צבי תפארתו, δόξης there more 
likely renders תפארתו (as in 3:18; 10:12; 20:5; 28:4; 52:1), which would 
otherwise lack an equivalent (cf. καὶ	ἔσται	Βαβυλών	ἣ	καλεῖται	ἔνδοξος	ὑπὸ	
βασιλέως	Χαλδαίων ||  13:19 ,והיתה בבל צבי ממלכות תפארת גאון כשדים). τῶν	
ἐνδόξων anticipates נכבדי ארץ as an epithet of the rulers mentioned in 23:8, 
while πᾶν	ἔνδοξον	ἐπὶ	τῆς	γῆς || כל נכבדי ארץ reduces the grammatically 
plural noun to the singular following the universal quantifier, as often (see 
appendix A), with +ἐπί before τῆς	γῆς.

To גאון || ܐܝܩܪܐ, compare  גאונך || ܘܐܝܩܪܟ in 14:11 and  ܐܥܒܕܟܝ ܐܝܩܪܐ ܠܥܠܡ  
.in 60:15 ושמתיך לגאון עולם ||

23:10

As Ottley (2:217) observed, ἐργάζου assumes עבדי (attested in 1QIsaa) 
rather than עברי. Καρχηδόνος || תרשיש is the only clear correspondence 
in the remainder of the verse. Ziegler (144) opined, “Der Übers. hat in 
seiner Vorlage vermutet אֳנִיּוֹת  ein Verbum מזח aus dem schwierigen ,כִי 
der Bewgung herausgelesen und nach V. 1 den Vers übersetzt,” but this 
is based on his speculative retroversion of καὶ	 γὰρ	 πλοῖα. More tenable 
is his (144) observation, “Bei der Wiedergabe von V. 10 war sicher V. 1 
maßgebend,” while any reconstruction of the Vorlage is “hier sehr vorsi-
chtig zu machen, nachdem der Js-Übers. in Kap. 23 ganz frei übersetzt” 
(compare the translator’s reliance on the broad context in 22:21–25). As 
van der Koiij observes, the similarity to the Greek of 23:1 “may explain the 
actual wording of the paraphrase, because it gives the Greek text of Isa. 23 
coherence.”18

18. Van der Kooij, The Oracle of Tyre, 139.
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S’s אין מזח עוד || ܠܝܬ ܬܘܒ ܕܕܚܩ ܠܟܝ appears to analyze מזח as a parti-
ciple (Goshen-Gottstein, פו), although how the translator chose its lexical 
equivalent is unclear.

23:11

Ottley’s (2:217) comparison of 50:2’s μὴ	οὐκ	ἰσχύει	ἡ	χείρ	μου	τοῦ	ῥύσασθαι 
ידי מפדות || 	οὐκ	cf. μὴ) הקצור קצרה  ἰσχύει	ἡ	χεὶρ	κυρίου	τοῦ	σῶσαι || הן 
	σου	χείρ	δὲ	to clarify 23:8 is applicable to ἡ (59:1 ,לא קצרה יד יהוה מהושיע
οὐκέτι	ἰσχύει || ידו נטה here, whose ἰσχύει he (2:217) considered “explana-
tory of ‘stretched out.’ ” The repeated translation of נטויה  χεὶρ	with ἡ  ידו 
(ἡ) ὑψηλή (5:25; 9:11, 16, 20; 10:4; 14:26, 27), of   ויט ידו עליו ויכהו with καὶ	
ἐπέβαλεν	τὴν	χεῖρα	αὐτοῦ	ἐπ᾿	αὐτοὺς	καὶ	ἐπάταξεν	αὐτούς in 5:25, and of 
ידו  יטה  	κύριος	δὲ	with ὁ ויהוה  ἐπάξει	 τὴν	χεῖρα	αὐτοῦ	 ἐπ᾿	αὐτούς in 31:3 
entail a similar decoding of the metaphor.

As Ziegler (144) observes, “οὐκέτι stammt wohl aus V. 10,” where it 
rendered אין … עוד.

Old Greek-Isaiah translated ממלכות with βασιλεύς previously in 13:4, 
19; 14:16 and will again in 60:12. As in those passages, there is little reason 
to suppose that OG’s Vorlage read מלכים. Not only do all other witnesses 
attest ממלכות (1QIsaa, 4QIsab, 4QIsac, S, V, T), but the translator’s special 
interest in the ἄρχοντες (evidenced partly by his use of ἄρχων to translate 
seventeen different Hebrew words [see Troxel, 230]) supports the infer-
ence that his translations of ממלכות by βασιλεύς (usually inflected in the 
grammatical plural, as here) equally highlight the rulers of nations.

As in 5:25, 7:7, and 45:14, +σαβαωθ most likely attests יהוה צבאות in 
the source text, given the translator’s tendency to omit an equivalent for 
.(see the comments at 8:13) צבאות

23:12

The different grammatical number of καὶ	ἐροῦσιν || ויאמר is unique to Old 
Greek, whose translator likely assumed that βασιλεῖς of 23:11 was its sub-
ject. (Compare the comments on καὶ	ἐροῦσι || ואמר at 25:9.)

τοῦ	ὑβρίζειν || לעלוז accords with ἡ	ὕβρις || עליזה in 23:7, while ἀδικεῖν 
 עשק || in 54:14 and ἄδικα מעשק || ἀδίκου	correlates with ἀπὸ המעשקה ||
in 59:13. It is unclear why OG should have omitted בתולת before בת 
	τὴν) צידון θυγατέρα	Σιδῶνος), since an equivalent for it appears in the 
addresses of 37:22 (παρθένος	θυγάτηρ	Σιων) and 47:1 (παρθένος	θυγάτηρ	
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Βαβυλῶνος).19 Although one could posit haplography before בת, it is 
equally possible that בתולת was added later. In either case, it was likely 
not present in OG’s Vorlage.

In light of ἀπέλθατε	εἰς	Καρχηδόνα || עברו תרשישה in 23:6, the refor-
mulation of כתיים קומי עברי as καὶ	ἐὰν	ἀπέλθῃς	εἰς	Κιτιεῖς is transparent as 
a condensation of the predicate via omission of an equivalent for קומי. S 
shifts its equivalent for כתיים to the same position in the sentence, in con-
formity with Syriac word order norms: ܩܘܡܝ ܥܒܪܝ ܠܟܬܝܡ.

23:13

For καί || הן, compare ὅτι	 πόθεν	 ἐστὲ	 ὑμεῖς || מאין אתם  	in 41:24, καὶ הן 
πάντες	ὅθεν	ἐγένοντο	ἐξηράνθησαν || הן כל חבריו יבשו in 44:11, ἐγὼ	δέ || הן 
.in 64:8 הן הבט נא || ἐπίβλεψον	νῦν	in 49:21, and καὶ אני

As Van der Koiij observes regarding καὶ	 αὕτη	 ἠρήμωται	 ἀπὸ	 τῶν	
Ἀσσυρίων, “one gets the impression that this is a paraphrastic rendering” 
of 20.זה העם לא היה אשור Although use of ἠρήμωται recalls 6:11’s ἕως	ἂν	
ἐρημωθῶσι	πόλεις || עד אשר אם שאו ערים, a textual basis for it in MT is 
opaque.

Although Van der Kooij regards ὅτι	 ὁ	 τοῖχος	 αὐτῆς	 πέπτωκεν “as a 
paraphrastic rendering of the Hebrew from הקימו up to 21”,למפלה the only 
clear point of contact is πέπτωκεν || למפלה, making it hard to describe this 
as an attempt to represent the Hebrew at all. Ziegler’s (144) suggestion 
that perhaps ὁ	τοῖχος	αὐτῆς arose because “hat der Übers. in ּשְׁרָה verlesen” 
strains plausibility. More credible is his (144) speculation that “למפלה am 
Ende von V. 13 mag ihm Anlaß gegeben haben, diese Wendung hier zu 
gebrauchen, die auch sonst bei der Js-LXX eine besondere Rolle spielt.” In 
support of this, he cites 24:23, where καὶ	πεσεῖται	τὸ	τεῖχος finds a toehold 
in 27:3 ;ובושה החמה, where πεσεῖται	τὸ	τεῖχος aligns with אצרנה; and 30:13, 
where ὡς	τεῖχος	πῖπτον corresponds to כפרץ נפל נבעה בחומה. As Van der 
Kooij concludes, given that in each case “this expression is used as a free 
rendering of the Hebrew … it seems that it represents a favourite expres-

19. Pace Goshen-Gottstein (פו), T’s לעמא דבצידון does not support condensation 
by OG. Although its rendering of בתולת בת with מלכות כנשתא in 37:22; 47:1 is a quan-
titative match, לעמא is semantically distinct from כנשתא, voiding any inference about 
T’s Vorlage here.

20. Van der Kooij, The Oracle of Tyre, 144.
21. Van der Kooij, The Oracle of Tyre, 144.
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sion of the translator,”22 here triggered by למפלה. That said, there is no 
clear evidence of what stood in his Vorlage for MT’s יסדה לציים הקימו בחיניו 
.עררו ארמנותיה שמה

S’s translation of the same words presents its own challenges. 
Whereas the equivalents ארמנותיה || ܣܚܪܬܗ ,הקימו || ܘܐܩܝܡ, and ܠܡܦܘܠܬܐ 
 is vexing. As Warszawski (42) לציים || ܠܪܘܚܐ ,are transparent למפלה ||
notes, this equivalence occurs again in 34:14, where S renders ופגשו ציים  
 there is clarified by ܪ̈ܘܚܐ The choice of .ܘܢܐܪܬܘܢ ܒܗ ܪ̈ܘܚܐ ܒ̈ܦܓܥܐ with את איים
the parallel clause, ושעיר על רעהו יקרא || ܘܫܐܕܐ ܠܚܒܪܗ ܢܩܪܐ, which is similar 
to ציים || ܣܝܪ̈ܢܣ in Jer 50:39. Warszawski’s (42) proposal that a seyame 
should be read here (ܪ̈ܘܚܐ), in agreement with 34:14, prejudices the mean-
ing of ܠܪܘܚܐ. This translator renders ציים with ܚܝ̈ܘܬܐ in 13:21 and provides 
no clear equivalent for וצי in 33:21 (ܕܠܐ ܬܡܠܟ ܡܪܘܬܐ ܕܫܠܝܛܐ ܘܥܫܝܢܐ ܕܢܫܬܟܚ 
 His quandary seems .(בל תלך בו אני שיט וצי אדיר לא יעברנו  || ܠܐ ܢܥܒܪ ܒܗ
shared by other Syriac translators: וצים  || ܘܠܓ̈ܝܘܢܐ, Num 24:24; ܣܝܪ̈ܢܣ || 
 ܠܥܡܐ ;Ps 72:9 ,ציים || ܓܙܪ̈ܬܐ ;Ezek 30:9 ,בצים || ܡܣܪܗܒܐܝܬ ;Jer 50:39 ,ציים
לציים || ܥܫܝܢܐ ܕܟܬܝܐ ;Ps 74:14 ,לעם  כתים || ܡܫܪ̈ܝܬܐ   Dan 11:30. Given ,ציים 
the uncertain meaning of ܠܪܘܚܐ here, we can hardly conclude that 34:14 
compels reading a seyame here. 

 with the ,(in Jer 17:10 בחן || ܒܨܐ .cf) בחיניו seems derived from  ܒܨܘܝܐ
noun’s verbal analogue (ܒܨܘ) substituted for עררו, despite the rendering 
of ועורר with ܘܢܥܝܪ in 10:26 and עורר with ܐܥܝܪܬ in 14:9. This explanation 
gains credibility from the preceding 23,יסדה || ܥܒܕܗ a substitution similar 
to זעקת שבר יעערו || ܓܥܬܐ ܕܬܒܪܐ ܢܥܒܕܘܢ in 15:5, where the translator chose 
a verb befitting the production of sound.

Adjectival אשור || ܐܬܘܪܝܐ is not unusual in the book. Although אשור is 
often rendered with the toponym ܐܬܘܪ (e.g., 7:17, 18, 20; 8:4), the adjective 
appears in the grammatical plural, such as ܕܪܘܓܙܝ ܗܘ  ܫܒܛܐ  ܠܐܬܘܪ̈ܝܐ   || ܘܝ 
 suggests that the plural is treated as ܗܘ in 10:5 (where  הוי אשור שבט אפי
a group), but also in the singular, as in 19:23, alongside the plural: ܘܢܥܘܠ  
 ובא אשור במצרים ומצרים באשור || ܐܬܘܪܝܐ ܠܡܨܪܝܢ ܘܡܨܪܝܐ ܠܐܬܘܪ ܘܢܦܠܚܘܢ ܡܨܪ̈ܝܐ ܠܐܬܘܪ̈ܝܐ
 ܐܬܘܪܝܐ There is no reason, therefore, to assume that .ועבדו מצרים את אשור
designates an individual. The translation of הקימו in the grammatical 
singular, ܘܐܩܝܡ, is understandable as referring to the actions of a people. 
Although the shift to the plural number with ܒܨܘ̈ܝܐ ܒܨܘ conforms to בחיניו 

22. Van der Kooij, The Oracle of Tyre, 144–45.
23. S typically renders יסד with (54:11 ;16 ,51:13 ;48:13 ;28:16 ;14:32) ܬܩܢ. The fol-

lowing שמה || ܘܥܒܕܘܗ aligns with use of ܥܒܕ for שים elsewhere (e.g., 3:7; 10:6; 13:9).
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 suggests (שמה ||) ܘܥܒܕܘܗ the continuation with grammatically plural ,עררו
that the translator considered its subject the same as with ܒܨܘ, namely, 
 as a relative לא היה אשור יסדה לציים Also notable is the rendering of .ܒܨܘ̈ܝܐ
clause modifying העם. 

Given these alignments, what sense does S’s translation carry? First, 
given that this verse stands in an oracle about Tyre and otherwise addresses 
ܕܬܪܫܝܫ ܕܟܠܕܝܐ it is more likely that ,(as it will again in 23:14) ܐܠܦܐ  ܐܪܥܐ   ܗܐ 
introduces statements about this land than an address of it. The punctua-
tion of MS 7a1 isolates ܗܐ ܐܪܥܐ ܕܟܠܕܝܐ as a discrete clause and marks a divi-
sion after ܠܪܘܚܐ and another after ܣܚܪ̈ܬܐ. This demarcation seems a useful 
starting point, as one construal of the phrasing. 

Taken by itself, ܗܢܘ ܥܡܐ ܕܠܐ ܗܘܐ suffices as a predication. If, however, 
it is read with what follows, there is a double predication: ܗܘܐ and ܥܒܕܗ, 
the antecedent of whose pronominal suffix is ܐܪܥܐ ܕܟ̈ܠܕܝܐ, while the sub-
ject of both verbs is ܐܬܘܪܝܐ. Although the most common use of ܗܘܐ with 
another verbal form is with a participle (e.g., ܘܟܠܗܘܢ ܛܘܪܐ ܕܕܒܪܐ ܗܘܬ ܒܗܘܢ  
 its pleonastic use with ,(7:25 ,וכל ההרים אשר במעדר יעדרון || ܦܕܢܐ ܢܬܕܒܪܘܢ
finite verb (Nöldeke, §263) is occasionally found, as in ܗܟܢܐ ܗܘܐ  ܠܐ    ܘܗܘ 
 on ,10:7) והוא לא כן ידמה ולבבו לא כן יחשב || ܕܡܝ ܘܒܠܒܗ ܠܐ ܗܘܐ ܗܟܢܐ ܐܬܚܫܒ
which see the commentary). Thus here, ܗܢܘ ܥܡܐ ܕܠܐ ܗܘܐ ܐܬܘܪܝܐ ܥܒܕܗ ܠܪܘܚܐ 
is likely best understood as “This is the people that Assyria did not make 
into wind.”

Although ܘܐܩܝܡ ܒܨܘ̈ܝܐ is intelligible as another act by the Assyrians, the 
subject of ܒܨܘ is ܒܨܘ̈ܝܐ, which does not allow ܒܨܘ  to be explained ܘܐܩܝܡ … 
as readily as ܘܐܩܝܡ .ܗܘܐ … ܥܒܕܗ cannot be connected with what precedes, 
because it would then be subject to ܠܐ, which governs the preceding clause. 
It seems to be part of a contrast to what stands before, except that one 
would expect a third feminine singular objective suffix in that case. The 
only option seems to be reading ܒܨܘ̈ܝܐ  as a full clause, followed by ܘܐܩܝܡ 
the distinct clause ܣܚܪ̈ܬܗ  despite standing in a unit demarcated in ,ܒܨܘ 
the 7a1: “[Assyria] established inquirers: they investigated its towers.” The 
concluding ܘܥܒܕܘܗ ܠܡܦܘܠܬܐ parallels ܥܒܕܗ ܠܪܘܚܐ earlier, but with a dif-
ferent subject: “And they made them into a ruin.”

This reading is not entirely satisfying but seems the only one defen-
sible. In no detail does it attest a Vorlage divergent from MT, while provid-
ing a good example of S being perplexed by its source text but not turning 
to OG for help.
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23:14

S used nominal and verbal forms of ܒܙܙ as an equivalent for שדד already in 
15:1 (2x); 16:4; 21:2 (2x).

23:15

The relationship between καταλειφθήσεται and ונשכחת is not only intui-
tively clear but exampled in 17:10’s διότι	κατέλιπες	τὸν	θεὸν	τὸν	σωτῆρά	σου 
 ”.As there, καταλειφθήσεται concretizes “forgetting .כי שכחת אלהי ישעך ||
Contrast ἐπιλελησμένη || נשכחה in 23:16.

It is not clear on what grounds Zielger (66) considers +ὡς	 χρόνος	
ἀνθρώπου “Spätere Glosse, die sich aus ὡς	χρόνος	βασιλέως bildete” rather 
than a repetition of ὡς	χρόνος in rendering אחד with ἀνθρώπου, compa-
rable to substitutions such as ὁ	ἄνθρωπος || יתד in 22:25 and ἀνθρώπων || 
.in 25:3 גוים

Ziegler (66) is doubtless right to judge καὶ	ἔσται(2) as a “Wiederhol-
ung des καὶ	ἔσται 1º als bekannte Einleitungsformel,” which explains the 
absence of an equivalent for the prefixed lamed of לצר, since Τύρος is the 
subject of the preceding ἔσται.

Similarly, S’s lack of an equivalent for the prefixed kaph of כשירת is 
likely attributable to its choice to reformulate יהיה לצר כשירת הזונה with 
 prior to 23:16’s call to perform (grammatical plural) ܢܙܡܪܘܢ ܠܨܘܪ ܙܡܝܪܬܐ ܕܙܢܝܬܐ
the song. This seems more straightforward than positing that a verb such 
as ישירו stood in place of יהיה and the prefixed kaph of כשירת was lost.

23:16

Although OG’s πόλις || עיר lacks any text-critical significance, the inflec-
tion is significant for its role as a vocative, with πόρνη	 ἐπιλελησμένη in 
apposition. The city, personified as a forgotten harlot (ἐπιλελησμένη || 
 in 23:15) is told to take ונשכחת || in contrast to καταλειφθήσεται 24,נשכחה
up the lyre and sing a large repertoire of songs: πολλὰ	ᾆσον, a grammatical 
inversion of הרבי שיר.

καὶ	ἔσται	μετὰ	ἑβδομήκοντα	ἔτη	κ.τ.λ. will be addressed with 23:17.

24. S’s rendering of נשכחה in its role as modifier via prefixed relative pronoun 
.is unremarkable (ܕܐܬܛܥܝܬ)
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23:17

This translator’s use of ποιέω + a noun to render a verb (ἐπισκοπὴν	ποιήσει || 
 ποιήσω	μου	ἐχθρῶν	τῶν	ἐκ	κρίσιν	is a maneuver attested previously: καὶ (יפקד
.8:1 ,למהר שלל || σκύλων	ποιῆσαι	προνομὴν	ὀξέως	τοῦ ;1:24 ,אנחם מצרי ||

καὶ	πάλιν likely renders ושבה (as in 6:13), while Ottley (2:219) posits 
that εἰς	τὸ	ἀρχαῖον (|| לאתננה) might owe to the translator connecting “the 
word with איתן, which Theodotion renders by ἀρχαῖον in Jerem v. 15, par-
allel to ἀπ’	αἰῶνος.” This explains not only εἰς	τὸ	ἀρχαῖον || לאתננה but also 
why the choice of equivalent differs from καὶ	ὁ	μισθός || ואתננה in 23:18. In 
that event, ἀποκατασταθήσεται is likely a second rendering of ושבה (cf. καὶ	
ἀπεκατέστησεν || וישב, Gen 40:21; καὶ	πάλιν	ἀπεκατέστη || והנה שבה, Exod 
4:7) (cf. Van der Vorm-Croughs, 159). Although Ottley (2:219) posits that 
εἰς	 τὸ	 ἀρχαῖον (|| לאתננה) means something like “to her ancient way,” it 
seems more likely a reference to her former prominence in trade. ἐμπόριον 
is more likely a second equivalent for לאתננה than a rendering of וזנתה. As 
in 23:15, +καὶ	ἔσται was supplied by the translator.

Van der Vorm-Croughs (195) rightly places τῆς	οἰκουμένης || הארץ על 
-among examples of condensation by the “reduction of synony פני האדמה
mous elements,” although S’s ܒܟܠܗܝܢ ܡܠܟܘܬܐ ܕܥܠ ܐܦܝ ܐܪܥܐ raises a question 
about whether perhaps הארץ was absent from its Vorlage and (by exten-
sion) OG’s as well. The superfluity of terms could attest variants conflation 
in MT (= 1QIsaa & 4QIsac; V; cf. T’s מלכות עממיא דעל אפי ארעא).

23:18

For the neuter declension of ἅγιον || קדש, compare τὸ	ἅγιον || 26:13 ,הקדש. 
With συναχθήσεται || יאצר, Van der Vorm-Croughs (169) aptly com-

pares καὶ	 ὅσα	συνήγαγον || אצרו  in 39:6 and rightly lists (192) the ואשר 
absence of an equivalent for יחסן  among examples of condensation ולא 
by omission of a verb in a parallel clause. There is little reason to doubt 
that the translator supplied αὐτοῖς to correspond to ἀλλὰ	τοῖς	κατοικοῦσιν 
 allowing ,יהיה correlative to his omission of an equivalent for ,כי לישבים ||
συναχθήσεται to serve as the controlling verb for both phrases. Similarly, 
he is likely responsible for +πᾶσα emphasizing the devotion of ἡ	ἐμπορία 
to the second group exclusively (for his free additions and omissions of the 
universal quantifier, see appendix A). Even if +καὶ	πιεῖν based on לשתות in 
the source text is not unthinkable, it is more likely an expansion correlative 
to φαγεῖν || לאכל.
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Seeligmann (47) saw in εἰς	 συμβολὴν	 μνημόσυνον	 ἔναντι	 κυρίου || 
 an echo of Num 31.54, where the statement to the effect of“ ולמכסה עתיק
a similar destination being given to the booty of the Midianites finishes 
on the words” זכרון לבני ישראל לפני יהוה. Van der Kooij elaborates on this 
by suggesting that “συμβολή reflects Hebrew מכסה (MT = 1Qa, 4Qc) in 
the sense of מִכְסָה, ‘portion, contribution,’ ” comparing מכס in Num 31:28, 
37–41.25 Although that is possible, it is at least noteworthy that each of 
those six cases is rendered by τέλος, whereas συμβολή is otherwise used in 
the Pentateuch for a “joint” or “coupling” (|| מחברת in Exod 26:4 [2x], 5, 
	ἐκτείνου	in Exod 36:25), while μηδὲ קצות ;in Exod 28:32 תחרא ;36:27 ;10
συμβολαῖς	 κρεῶν renders בשר  .in Prov 23:20. Muraoka (GELS, s.v בזללי 
“συμβολή”) suggests that it is in the sense of Prov 23:20, “joint meal,” that 
it is used here with μνημόσυνον	ἔναντι	κυρίου to designate a “commemora-
tive” meal. Even if μνημόσυνον	ἔναντι	κυρίου is reminiscent of Num 31:54 
(μνημόσυνον	τῶν	υἱῶν	Ἰσραὴλ	ἔναντι	κυρίου || זכרון לבני ישראל לפני יהוה), 
the notion of a meal is more likely evoked by φαγεῖν	καὶ	πιεῖν than by a 
meaning derived from מכסה. 

Similarly, Van der Kooij’s adoption of Scholz’s suggestion that “the 
Hebrew עתיק, ‘old,’ was taken in the sense of ‘the Old of Days’, i.e. God, of 
Dan. 7:9 (עתיק יומין)” relies on too many assumptions to embrace.26 Conse-
quently, little can be said about the Hebrew underlying OG’s εἰς	συμβολὴν	
μνημόσυνον	ἔναντι	κυρίου.

S’s ܥܬܝܩ̈ܝܗ seems to make עתיק serve sensibly as the object of ܘܠܡܟܣܝܘ, 
perhaps in the sense of using some of the bounty as clothing for its elderly 
denizens.

25. Van der Kooij, The Oracle of Tyre, 148.
26. Van der Kooij, The Oracle of Tyre, 148.
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24:1

Although equivalents for בקק elsewhere (e.g., καὶ	ταραχθήσεται/ܘܬܬܦܣܩ || 
	εὐκληματοῦσα	Jer 19:7; ἄμπελος ,ובקתי || ܘܐܒܛܠ/σφάξω	Isa 19:3; καὶ ,ונבקה
Ισραηλ/ܐܝܣܪܝܠ ܕܫܒܘܩܐ  ישראל  || ܓܦܬܐ   Hos 10:1) suggest lack of ,גפן בוקק 
familiarity with this verb, the correlation between καταφθείρει/ܡܚܒܠ || 
-in 24:3 sug הבוק תבוק || ܡܬܚܒܠܘ ܬܬܚܒܠ/φθαρήσεται	here and φθορᾷ בוקק
gests that the source text for each translation read the same verb in both 
verses. 

Similarly, in the case of καὶ	 ἐρημώσει	 αὐτήν || ובולקה, the translator 
likely chose a contextually fitting Greek verb for an unfamiliar Hebrew 
one, but the lack of a parallel elsewhere leaves its source text opaque. 

On the other hand, Syriac’s ובולקה || ܘܡܬܪܥ ܠܗ agrees with its ܘܡܬܪܥܬܐ 
 ܬܪܥ ἐκβρασμός). Only in these verses does	in Nah 2:11 (OG καὶ ומבלקה ||
render בלק and otherwise is primarily the equivalent for בקע (15x) or פרץ 
(19x), although it renders חתר three times and פלס once (Ps 78:50). The 
curiosity that ܬܪܥ renders the only two extant verbal forms of 1,בלק despite 
their disparate locations, might suggest biliteral association with בקע, an 
exegetical technique frequent in OG. However, examination of neighbor-
ing word choices suggests that ܬܪܥ was employed in each verse based on 
a general perception of the meaning of the phrases. In particular, note 
S’s association of ܣܚܦ as the equivalent for different verbs in each verse: 
 ܡܚܒܠ ܐܪܥܐ in Nah 2:11 versus בוקה ומבוקה ומבלקה || ܕܝܫܬܐ ܘܣܚܝܦܬܐ ܘܡܬܪܥܬܐ
 || ܕܝܫܬܐ ,here. Equally בוקק הארץ ובולקה ועוה פניה || ܘܡܬܪܥ ܠܗ ܘܣܚܦ ܐܦܝܗ
 here increases the probability that בוקק || ܡܚܒܠ in Nah 2:11 versus בוקה
the translator supplied equivalents based on his perception of the context 
of each verse.

1. Unremarkably, S transliterates the proper name בלק (in Numbers) with ܒܠܩ.

-447 -
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As Goshen-Gottstein (פח) suggests, καὶ	 ἀνακαλύψει likely reflects a 
reading וערה, a proposal that traces back to Scholz (40), who compared a 
similar confusion of ו and ר in 37:26’s συνέταξα || ויצרתיה. For ἀνακαλύπτω 
as equivalent for ערה, compare ἀποκαλύψει || יערה in 3:17.

For OG’s expansion of ישביה into τοὺς	ἐνοικοῦντας	ἐν	αὐτῇ following 
τὴν	οἰκουμένην, compare καὶ	οἱ	ἐνοικοῦντες	ἐν	αὐτῇ || וישביה following τῆς	
γῆς in 40:22.

24:2

Old Greek and Syriac adopt similar strategies for rendering the first five 
pairs of juxtaposed comparative phrases in this verse (e.g., ככהן  2,(כעם 
leaving the first kaph untranslated (cf. καὶ	 ἔσται	 ὁ	 δίκαιος	ὡς	 ὁ	 ἀσεβής/
ܐܝܟ ܚܝܒܐ ܙܟܝܐ   Gen 18:25). However, for the final ,והיה כצדיק כרשע || ܘܢܗܘܐ 
pair (בו  כנשה S provides an equivalent for the kaph of (כנשה כאשר נשא 
but lacks one for כאשר, whereas OG continues its pattern of translating 
only the second comparative particle in paired phrases. OG distinguishes 
itself from S further by lacking an equivalent for the personal pronouns of 
 and adding a conjunction between the first and second כגברתה and כאדניו
paired clauses, as well as between the third and fourth, while it has +ἔσται 
preceding the third pair. Although it is possible that OG’s Vorlage read יהיה 
(or והיה), the likelihood seems greater that the translator supplied ἔσται in 
creating a balanced structure (for OG’s insertion of the copula elsewhere, 
see 8:18; 18:4; 20:3). No other witness attests an explicit predicative con-
struction.

24:3

Both Old Greek and Syriac use the same verbal roots for הבוק תבוק (φθορᾷ	
φθαρήσεται/ܬܬܚܒܠ  || ܡܚܒܠ/that they use in 24:1 (καταφθείρει (ܡܬܚܒܠܘ 
.(בוקק

Old Greek’s +ἡ	γῆ is likely the translator’s explicitation of the subject, 
as he does frequently elsewhere (see Van der Vorm-Croughs, 47–48), cre-
ating a balanced clause structure, similar to supply of +ἔσται in 24:2.

As Ziegler (66) posits, τὸ	γὰρ	στόμα	κυρίου might reflect כי פי in the 
Vorlage, as could also be the case in τὸ	 γὰρ	 στόμα	 κυρίου	 ἐλάλησε || כי 

2. Contrast V’s rendering of each particle: sicut … sic.
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 στόμα reflects a	γὰρ	in 25:8.3 Less likely is his suggestion that τὸ יהוה דבר
double rendering of כי, since this translator needs no stimulant to expand 
a phrase, particularly to harmonize it with a phrase elsewhere. Especially 
notable is his rendering of דבר את הדבר הזה with ἐλάλησε	ταῦτα, just as 
he supplies ταῦτα in rendering כי פי יהוה דבר in 1:20; 58:14. Although τὸ	
γὰρ	στόμα	κυρίου	ἐλάλησε	ταῦτα might betray harmonization with כי פי 
elsewhere, as Ottley (2:221) suggested, ὅτι	κύριος	ἐλάλησε || כי פי יהוה דבר 
in 40:5 is a countervailing example that leaves the question open.

24:4

Old Greek regularly renders the verb נבל, when associated with a noun 
denoting vegetation, as “cast off ” (ἀποβάλλω, 1:30) or “fall off ” (ἐκπίπτω, 
28:1, 4; 40:7; πίπτω, 34:4; ἐκρέω, 64:5). S’s word choice is often similar (ܢܬܪ, 
1:30; 34:4; 64:5; cf. ועלהו לא יבול || ܘܛܪܦܘܗܝ ܠܐ ܢܬܪܝܢ, Ps 1:3), although it also 
uses the verb ܚܡܐ, “wither” (40:7, 8), which it also employs for כלה in 15:6 
 refers to mourning אמל Equally, OG recognizes that .(כלה דשא ||  ܘܚܡܐ ܬܕܐܐ)
(cf. πενθέω, 16:8; 19:8), as it does in its second occurrence here. Accord-
ingly, the choice of ἐφθάρη likely owed not to unfamiliarity with נבלה but 
to a sentiment that φθορᾷ	φθαρήσεται	ἡ	γῆ in 24:3 established the import 
of the imagery, justifying the replacement of verbs for vegetative decay 
with the concrete notion of destruction. In fact, καὶ	ἐφθάρη	ἡ	οἰκουμένη 
echoes καταφθείρει	τὴν	οἰκουμένην in 24:1. 

For the idiom ܘܝܬܒܬ ܒܐܒܠܐ, compare ואנו ואבלו || ܘܢܐܠܘܢ ܘܢܬܒܘܢ ܒܐܒܠܐ in 
3:26. As Warszawski (43) observes, S’s equivalents point to its reading נבלה 
as נאבלה, which supports the Leiden edition’s adoption of ܘܐܬܐܒܠܬ in place 
of ܘܐܬܒܠܬ in 7a1. Whether S actually found נאבלה in its Vorlage or simply 
worked by association with the foregoing אבלה and the following אמללה 
cannot be determined, although its rendering of אמללה and (ו)אמלל with 
-suggests some lexical harmoniza ,אבלה the same verb used earlier for ,ܐܠܐ
tion in the verse.

Syriac’s grammatically singular verb ܐܠܐ agrees with אמלל in 1QIsaa and 
4QIsac, as well as V’s infirmata est (altitudo populi terrae), over against the 
plural form אמללו in MT (cf. OG ἐπένθησαν and T ספו). Conspicuously 
absent from both S and OG, however, is an equivalent for עם.

3. S, V, T, 1QIsaa, 4QIsac, & 4QIsaf (vid) agree with MT in 24:3, while S, V, 1QIsaa, 
and 4QIsac agree with MT in 25:8 (T reads ארי במימרא דיוי גזיר כין).
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Scholarship on the Hebrew text has focused on the relationship of 
הארץ to אמללו עם   serving as subject, can ,עם Although the noun .מרום 
agree with either a grammatically singular or plural verb, that reading 
makes the role of מרום problematic. Although Wildberger (2:471) posits 
that מרום could function adverbially, he reasonably finds the resultant 
clause (“In the heights, the people of the earth wilt”) semantically diffi-
cult. Accordingly, he resorts to analyzing מרום as subject, reading עם as 
a preposition, and adopting the grammatically singular אמלל, since it “is 
what one would expect with the substantive (2:470) ”מרום. Blenkinsopp 
(349–50) takes the same tack, translating the clause, “the highest heaven 
languishes with the earth.” Van der Kooij endorses Barthélemy’s judgment 
that MT’s “reading may represent the primary one” if one analyzes מרום עם 
“in the sense of people that are in a high position,” for which he compares 
Job 5:11.4 It is not clear how those semantics accord with the word order of 
 לשום שפלים למרום Nor does Job 5:11’s .עם מרום one would expect ;מרום עם
(τὸν	ποιοῦντα	ταπεινοὺς	εἰς	ὕψος) use מרום for a group, particularly given 
that ישע, in the parallel clause (וקדרים שגבו ישע), echoes the function of 
 That said, it remains possible that Old Greek translator construed .למרום
.in that sense מרום עם

Talmon suggested that OG’s Vorlage lacked עם, as appears the case 
with S. Although OG’s rendering elsewhere of nouns with adjectives 
declined in the plural to designate classes of people (e.g., καὶ	καταβήσονται	
οἱ	ἔνδοξοι	καὶ	οἱ	μεγάλοι	καὶ	οἱ	πλούσιοι || 5:14 ,וירד הדרה והמונה ושאונה) 
makes it unnecessary to assume that עם is presupposed by οἱ	ὑψηλοί, this 
translator can also leave implicit words for humans in an adjectival phrase, 
as in καὶ	οἱ	δυνάσται || (5:22) ואנשי חיל; ἀναβάτης	συνωρίδος || רכב איש צמד 
 ארץ כשדים זה העם לא היה אשור Equally, his paraphrase of .(21:9) פרשים
in 23:13 with (καὶ	 ἐὰν	ἀπέλθῃς…) εἰς	γῆν	Χαλδαίων	καὶ	αὕτη	ἠρήμωται	
ἀπὸ	τῶν	Ἀσσυρίων suggests that melding עם with מרום would fit within his 
range of solutions to problems.5 In the end, there is insufficient evidence to 
posit either the presence or absence of עם in OG’s Vorlage.

4. Arie van der Kooij, “The Text of Isaiah and Its Early Witnesses in Hebrew,” in 
Sôfer Mahîr: Essays in Honour of Adrian Schenker, ed. Yohanan Goldman and Richard 
D. Weis (Leiden: Brill, 2006), 148.

5. Beuken summarily dismisses OG’s rendering as “unter Weglassung von עם” 
(Willem A. M. Beuken, Jesaja 13–27, HThKAT [Freiburg: Herder, 2007], 317). Simi-
larly, Goshen-Gottstein (פט) labels it a condensation. His comparison of διαλλάσσων	
καρδίας	 ἀρχόντων	 γῆς || הארץ עם  ראשי  לב   in Job 12:24 entails more precise מסיר 
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On the other hand, the syntax of S’s ܕܐܪܥܐ -undermines specula ܪܘܡܗ 
tion that עם figures in this rendering, compelling the inference that it was 
absent from the source text. What is more, 1QIsaa attests עמ (with medial 
mem) as a supralinear correction in the hand of the original copyist, lead-
ing Wildberger (2:471) to describe it as “inserted as if the copyist missed 
it the first time.” However, this characterization needs justification, which 
neither Wildberger nor others have provided; they simply assume that עם 
is original to the text of Isaiah. Although Goshen-Gottstein (פט) notes the 
similarity to one Kennicott manuscript that lacks עם, he offers no com-
ment on the case. And no one remarks on the distinctive physical place-
ment of the supralinear addition.

Although the writing of עמ slightly to the left of the position for which 
it seems intended accords with the distinctive habits of this scribe,6 it is 
elevated above the line to a degree unusual for corrections, even when 
they stand at the top of a column. Typical, rather, is the close associa-
tion with the next line seen with אדוניו written in the open space between 
XXIV, 24–25 and with the substitution (secunda manu) of נוראה above an 
original רחוקה that has been struck through (XVI, 14), despite additional 
space above the line, following a petuhah. Even the supralinear bold and 
enlarged kaph above XII, 31 (to correct the incomplete המל) is virtually 
contiguous with the line beneath it. Letters added supralinearly in the top 
margin elsewhere are likewise continguous with the line beneath them, as 
in the insertion of ע above  ישיהוand ו above בימי in I, 1 and of ב above טרם 
in VII, 1. Here, by contrast, עמ is written a full space above XIX, 1, so that, 
absent inference from MT, V, and T, its placement would be uncertain. 

This anomaly cannot speak for itself but comports with Talmon’s con-
jecture that עמ is a vestige of a doublet to מרום הארץ that “was collated 
between the lines from a not anymore extant text-type,” after which it 
was “misconstrued as a corrected omission, and was reinstated in the text 
proper.”7 He concurs with Kutscher’s (549) inference that grammatically 
singular אמלל “indicates that this is not the chance elision of the word עם.” 
Although עם can have a predicate conjugated in the singular number, the 
word order makes מרום the more likely subject.

semantics than οἱ	ὑψηλοί || מרום עם, insofar as the role of ἀρχόντων implies rule over 
people, whereas ὑψηλοί, a social category, is not explicitly related to political power.

6. Ulrich and Flint, Qumran Cave 1, 2, 64
7. Shemaryahu Talmon, “Aspects of the Textual Transmission of the Bible in the 

Light of Qumran Manuscripts,” Textus 4 (1964): 118–19.
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While nothing in this discussion provides insight into the Vorlage 
behind OG’s οἱ	ὑψηλοὶ	τῆς	γῆς, there is good reason to perceive in S’s ܐܠܐ 
 alone was the subject of מרום הארץ a form of the text in which ܪܘܡܗ ܕܐܪܥܐ
grammatically singular אמלל.

24:5

Whereas OG’s ἠνόμησε || חנפה accords with its use of ἄνομος for חנף in 
9:16; 10:6; 32:6 (cf. τοὺς	ἀσεβεῖς || 33:14 ,חנפים), Syriac’s ܐܬܕܡܝܬ differs from 
its rendering of חנף with ܚܠܦ (“idolatrous”) in 9:16; 10:6; 33:14 and of 
-as comple תחת ישביה || ܠܥܡܘܪܝܗ in 32:6. Its ܕܢܥܒܕ ܚܠܦܘܬܐ with לעשות חנף
ment to the verb increases the curiosity, since its typical equivalents for 
 ܚܠܦ ,(14:9, 11; 25:10; 51:6; 57:5 [2x] ;[2x] 10:4 ;3:6) ܬܚܘܬ/ܬܚܝܬ/ܬܚܬ are תחת
(3:24 [4x]; 10:16; 43:4 [2x]; 53:12; 55:13 [2x]; 60:15, 17 [4x]; 61:3 [3x], 7). 
Nevertheless, the translator sometimes chooses equivalents for תחת to fit 
their contexts. For example, after translating תחת with ܚܠܦ in the first 
of four phrases stipulating replacement of a commodity with an inferior 
one in 3:24, he shifts his word choice for the final phrase: ܕܢܬܚܒܠ  ܡܛܠ 
יפי  || ܫܘܦܪܗܝܢ  with נתתי כפרך מצרים Similarly, after paraphrasing .כי תחת 
 with words that emphasize כוש וסבא תחתיך he renders ,ܝܗܒܬ ܠܡܨܪܝܢ ܚܠܦܝܟ
priority: ܐܦܝܟ ܘܠܫܒܐ ܥܠ  ויניחהו His translation of .(43:3) ܘܠܟܘܫ   יסבלהו 
 appears coordinate ܘܡܗܠܟܝܢ ܠܗ ܘܣܝܡܝܢ ܠܗ ܥܠ ܕܘܟܬܗ in 46:7 with תחתיו
with ויעמד ממקומו לא ימיש || ܘܠܐ ܡܫܟܚ ܠܡܩܡ ܡܢ ܕܘܟܬܗ in the companion 
clause.  His choice of ܒܬܪܗ for תחתיו in rendering ܘܐܡܠܟ ܣܪܚܕܘܡ ܒܪܗ ܒܬܪܗ 
 ,in 37:38 befits the idea of succession. Similarly  וימלך אסר חדן בנו תחתיו ||
his choice of prefixed ܠ for תחת here is likely intended to accord with the 
semantics of ܐܬܕܡܝܬ, which becomes the key issue. 

Elsewhere in Isaiah ܕܡܐ renders a form of 40:18 ;14:14 ;10:7 ;1:19) דמה, 
25; 46:5). Given the improbability that S’s Vorlage here read anything like 
 the likeliest explanation is that, when considered in light of his ,דמיתי
typical equivalent חנף || ܚܠܦ, the idea of the earth “practicing idolatry” 
was inscrutable. The notion of the earth being like its inhabitants might 
well have pressed itself by 24:2’s accent on an equal sharing of judgment’s 
effects. This inference seems more likely than Warszawski’s (24) specula-
tion that “Pesch. hat wohl חלפה gelesen und diese Stelle so aufgefasst: und 
das Land ging an die Stelle seiner Bewohner, d. h. wurde ihnen gleich.”

Even though OG was able to comprehend חנפה via its usual semantics 
(ἠνόμησε), its rendering of ישביה  αὐτήν	κατοικοῦντας	τοὺς	with διὰ תחת 
entails a shift of the preposition to make the complement accord with the 
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verb, as in 10:16’s καὶ	εἰς	τὴν	σὴν	δόξαν	πῦρ	καιόμενον	καυθήσεται ||  ותחת 
	τὴν	εἰς	σαβαωθ	κύριος	coordinate with ἀποστελεῖ ,כבדו יקד יקד כיקוד אש
σὴν	τιμὴν	ἀτιμίαν || ישלח האדון יהוה צבאות במשמניו רזון. Equally clear evi-
dence of a struggle to comprehend this clause is V’s et terra interfecta est 
ab habitatoribus suis.

Old Greek’s alteration of the grammatical number with τὸν	νόμον	καὶ 
… τὰ	προστάγματα (|| חק … תורת) likely conforms them to the typical 
inflection of each among the translators (e.g., Deut 4:8; 17:19; 2 Kgs 17:37; 
Amos 2:4), even if תורה is attested by 4QIsac. S (according to the orthogra-
phy of 7a1) renders both תורת and חק in the singular.

 ;throughout Isaiah (8:10; 14:27; 33:8 פרר is Syriac’s equivalent for ܒܛܠ
44:25), for which OG-Isaiah elsewhere gives an equivalent (διασκεδάνυμι 
in 8:10, 14:27, and 44:25; αἴρεται appears the equivalent for הפר in 33:8). 
There is no apparent graphic trigger for haplography here, nor is the verb 
absent from any other textual tradition. Van der Vorm-Croughs (211) is 
likely right to categorize this among the many examples of “distributive 
rendering of the verb phrase,” in which the translator omits an equivalent 
for a verb because its semantic function is filled by a verb in an adjacent 
clause. In this case, διαθήκην	αἰώνιον might have been considered an epit-
ome for τὸν	 νόμον	καὶ … τὰ	προστάγματα, whose violation was already 
expressed by παρέβησαν and ἤλλαξαν.

24:6

Although OG frequently renders initial waw with ὅτι (e.g., 2:2; 9:20[19]), 
ὅτι also often lacks a Hebrew counterpart (e.g., 9:21[20]; 10:24; 20:4). Com-
pare 15:4, where ὅτι	κέκραγεν	Εσεβων	καὶ	Ελεαλη || ותזעק חשבון ואלעלה 
subordinates the clause to the imperatives in the preceding verse, provid-
ing their motivation (cf. 6:10). Similarly here, ὅτι is explicative, anaphoric 
to διὰ	τοῦτο, with ἡμάρτοσαν	οἱ	κατοικοῦντες	αὐτήν correlate to ἠνόμησε	διὰ	
τοὺς	κατοικοῦντας	αὐτήν in 24:5. 

Given Syriac’s consistent equivalent על כן || ܡܛܠ ܗܢܐ elsewhere (5:25; 
9:16; 13:7, 13; 15:4, 7; 16:9, 11; 17:10; 21:3; 22:4), including the second 
occurrence of על כן in this verse and again in 24:15, Warszawski’s (43) per-
ception that “Pesch. hat על אֵלֶּה אָבְלָה gelesen” is compelling, including the 
inference that its source text read אבלה. On the other hand, S’s rendering 
of initial לכן (for which it typically uses ܡܛܠ ܗܢܐ) in 30:18’s ܡܛܠ ܕܢܫܪܐ ܡܪܝܐ 
ܥܠܝܟܘܢ לחננכם  || ܠܡܪܚܡܘ  יהוה  יחכה   leaves open the possibility that ולכן 
.על כן אלה  simply condenses ܡܛܠ ܗܠܝܢ
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The only other occurrence of אשם in Isaiah is 53:10, where S trans-
lates אם תשים אשם נפשו  with ܐܬܬܣܝܡ ܚܛܗܐ ܒܢܦܫܗ, one of S’s most common 
equivalents for אשם. The rendering of ויאשמו with ܘܢܬܚܒܠܘܢ here is unpar-
alleled, and the Leiden edition corrects it to ܘܢܬܚܝܒܘܢ, which renders אשם 
elsewhere (e.g., ואשמו || ܘܢܬܚܝܒܘܢ, Lev 4:13). Nevertheless, the graphic 
similarity is marginal enough to seek an explanation of what triggered the 
change. Although ܘܢܬܚܒܠܘܢ recalls הנה יהוה בוקק הארץ || ܗܐ ܡܪܝܐ ܡܚܒܠ ܐܪܥܐ 
in 24:1 and הבוק תבוק הארץ || ܡܬܚܒܠܘ ܬܬܚܒܠ ܐܪܥܐ in 24:3, it is unclear why 
those forms should have triggered graphic confusion here. Noteworthy 
is the balance between this clause and the next by +ܟܠܗܘܢ in each, unat-
tested in any other witness and not in an environment where the universal 
quantifier is commonplace and thus likely to spur a scribal addition (see 
appendix A, pp. 519–20). The likelihood that the translator thus created 
balanced clauses makes it likely that ויאשמו || ܘܢܬܚܒܠܘܢ and חרו || ܢܬܚܪܒܘܢ 
are his choices. Although OG, V, and T also appear to have guessed at the 
meaning of the hapax חרו (πτωχοὶ	ἔσονται, insanient, ספו), the semantic 
agreement between S’s verbs in these clauses points to the translator intuit-
ing the verse’s meaning from the context.

Despite Old Greek’s ἐθυμώθη || חרה in 5:25—a common equivalent in 
the Greek Bible (e.g., Gen 30:2; 39:19; 44:18)—the translator shows uncer-
tainty about the meaning of חרו here, apparently offering πτωχοὶ	 ἔσονται 
as a guess at what sort of a depleted state would befit those ἄνθρωποι	ὀλίγοι 
who survive.8 They stand over against οἱ	 ὑψηλοὶ	 τῆς	 γῆς who lament the 
plundered land (24:4) and πάντες	οἱ	εὐφραινόμενοι	τὴν	ψυχήν (24:7), the end 
of whose joy correlates with πέπαυται	αὐθάδεια	καὶ	πλοῦτος	ἀσεβῶν (24:8).

Although ܘܢܫܬܚܪܘܢ might attest ונשארו in S’s source text, the transla-
tor’s path to rendering other components of the verse make it likely that 
he conformed the grammatical number of the verb to the collective אנוש 
.καταλειφθήσονται) and V (et relinquentur)	as did OG (καὶ ,מזער

24:7

Warszawski’s (43) judgment that ܥܒܘܪܐ “verallgemeinert” תירוש is unsup-
portable. Although ܥܒܘܪܐ regularly translates דגן in the word pair דגן ותירוש 

8. Similar perplexity underlies οὐ	νῦν	αἰσχυνθήσεται	Ιακωβ	οὐδὲ	νῦν	τὸ	πρόσωπον	
μεταβαλεῖ	Ισραηλ || לא עתה יבושׁ יעקב ולא עתה פניו יחורו in 29:22; καὶ	ἐντραπήσονται	
πάντες	οἱ	ἀντικείμενοί	σοι ||    ויכלמו כל הנחרים בך in 41:11; καὶ	αἰσχυνθήσονται	πάντες	οἱ	
ἀφορίζοντες	ἑαυτούς || ויבשו כל הנחרים בו  in 45:24.
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(e.g., 36:17 ,ארץ דגן ותירוש ||  ܐܪܥܐ ܕܥܒܘܪܐ ܘܕܡܫܚܐ), תירוש || ܡܫܚܐ appears again 
only in Hos 9:2.9 S’s standard equivalent for תירוש otherwise is ܚܡܪܐ (e.g., 
Gen 27:28, 37; Deut 7:13),10 as occurs in 62:8. תירוש appears again in Isaiah 
in 65:8, where S translates  באשכול התירוש  ימצא  ܕܡܫܬܟܚܐ with כאשר   ܐܝܟ 
 berry” as a concretization of“ ,ܛܘܛܝܬܐ evidently choosing ,ܛܘܛܝܬܐ ܒܣܓܘܠܐ
the material in the cluster.11 The only cases that fit the category of “general-
ization” in rendering תירוש are ותאמר להם  || ܐܡܪܐ ܠܗܘܢ ܓܦܬܐ ܠܐ ܫܒܩܐ ܐܢܐ ܐܕܫܝ 
 in ארץ דגן ותירוש || ܐܪܥܐ ܕܐܕܫܐ ܘܕܐܒܐ in Judg 9:13 and הגפן החדלתי את תירושי
1 Kgs 18:32, where the equivalents are generic terms for fruit. Given these 
usages, ܥܒܘܪܐ is not a generalization but a substitution of the other member 
of the word pair, דגן, either by the translator or (more likely) a scribe who 
wrote it as a reflex from familiarity with the phrase. If that is valid, then S’s 
source text would have read אבל דגן.

The grammatically plural forms ܘܐܠܝ ܓܘܦܢܐ likely elaborate the col-
lective גפן.

24:8

As Ziegler (66) suggests, αὐθάδεια	καὶ	πλοῦτος is likely a double rendering 
of שאון. Notably, the translator renders ושאונה with οἱ	 πλούσιοι in 5:14, 
while translating שאננות with πλούσιαι in 32:9 (μετὰ	πλούτου in 32:18) and 
.with πλουσία in 33:20 שאנן

Although αὐθάδεια occurs only here in the Bible, αὐθάδης renders עז in 
Gen 49:3, 7, while θρασὺς	καὶ	αὐθάδης	καὶ	ἀλαζὼν	λοιμὸς	καλεῖται renders 
 in Prov 21:24. Although Fox judges, in the latter case, that זד יהיר לץ שמו
“G compounds the offenses of the pest by adding ἀλαζών,”12 it is notable 
that ἀνὴρ	ἀλαζών renders גבר יהיר in Hab 2:5, the only other appearance 
of יהיר in the Bible. In that light, καὶ	ἀλαζών might be the equivalent for 
 ,זד αὐθάδης is a double rendering of	καὶ	in Prov 21:24, while θρασὺς יהיר

9. Otherwise ܥܒܘܪܐ ܘܚܡܪܐ is the standard rendering of דגן ותירוש (Gen 27:28, 37; 
Deut 7:13; 11:14; 12:17; 14:23; 18:4; 28:51; 33:28; Jer 31:12; Hos 2:10, 11, 24; 7:14; Joel 
1:10; 2:19), although the words are transposed in Num 18:12 (ܘܟܠܗ ܫܘܡܢܐ ܕܥܒܘܪܐ 
.(וכל חלב תירוש ודגן  || ܘܕܚܡܪܐ

 in Isaiah (1:6; 39:2; 41:19; 57:9; 61:3), as it שמן otherwise renders only ܡܫܚܐ .10
does in other books, where it also translates יצהר (e.g., Num 8:12; Deut 7:13; 11:14).

11. Compare ויין ותירוש יקח לב  || ܘܚܡܪܐ ܘܪܘܝܘܬܐ ܢܣܒܗ ܠܠܒܗܘܢ in Hos 4:11, where 
.elaborates wine’s effects ܪܘܝܘܬܐ

12. Fox, Proverbs, 295.
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correlating with translation of זדון by ὑπερηφανία (Deut 17:12; Obad 3), 
ἀσεβεία (Deut 18:22), and ὕβρις (Jer 27:32 [50:32]; Ezek 7:10), as well as 
the verb זיד with ἀσεβέω in Deut 17:13; 18:20, with which resonates καὶ	
ἀπολῶ	ὕβριν	ἀνόμων	καὶ	ὕβριν	ὑπερηφάνων	ταπεινώσω ||  והשבתי גאון זדים 
 זד in Isa 13:11. Although that is the lone instance of וגאות עריצים אשפיל
in Isaiah (זדון does not occur), it underlies the diagnosis of ר/ד confusion 
in τῶν	ἀσεβῶν	πόλις	εἰς	τὸν	αἰῶνα	οὐ	μὴ	οἰκοδομηθῇ || זרים מעיר לעולם לא 
 || ἀσεβῶν	τῶν	πλοῦτος	in 25:5; and ὁ זרים || ἀσεβῶν	in 25:2; ἀνθρώπων יבנה
 in 29:5. The most tenable explanation of the translator’s choice of המון זריך 
αὐθάδεια in his translation of שאון, as Van der Vorm-Croughs (148) posits, 
is that he associated it with either שאנן, in the sense of being at ease (cf. 
ὑπνώσει || שאנן in Jer 26[46]:27; ἀνεπαύσατο in Jer 31[48]:11; ἡσυχάσει in 
Prov 1:33) or with נשא.

Old Greek’s choice of ἀσεβῶν || עליזים in this context accords with its 
equivalents χαίροντες	ἅμα	καὶ	ὑβρίζοντες || עליזי גאותי in 13:3 and οὐχ	αὕτη	
ἦν	ὑμῶν	ἡ	ὕβρις	ἡ	ἀπ᾿	ἀρχῆς ||  הזאת לכם עליזה מימי קדם in 23:7. Equally, 
ἀσεβής renders diverse words in Isaiah, including זרים in 25:2, 5; 29:5, 
.in 33:14 חנפים in 28:21, and פרצים

Old Greek and Syriac show the same impulse to substitute a word 
meaning “voice” for lexemes in these clauses. Although the Greek transla-
tor is willing to use the same Greek equivalent more than once in a verse 
(see Ziegler, 17–21), he can also omit synonyms in paired phrases or 
clauses (see Van der Vorm-Croughs, 188–90), and sometimes he varies 
his word choices (e.g., πολεμῆσαι || למלחמה but also πολιορκῆσαι || להלחם 
in 7:2). Rendering שבת משוש with πέπαυται	φωνὴ	κιθάρας is unlikely an 
attempt to avoid repetition, since πέπαυται is the same form used for שבת 
earlier in the verse. Rather, his choice of φωνή for משוש seems determined 
by כנור, much as his rendering of כנהמת with ὡς	φωνή in 5:30 relates to the 
preceding καὶ	βοήσεται || וינהם (cf. καὶ	βοήσει || 5:29 ,וינהם) and the closely 
bound ים (ὡς	φωνὴ	θαλάσσης || כנהמת ים), even as the image of a trumpet 
sounding seems to have led to the substitution of φωνή for וכתקע in 18:3’s 
ὡς	σάλπιγγος	φωνὴ	ἀκουστὸν	ἔσται || וכתקע שופר תשמעו.

Syriac’s choice of “voice” is rooted in its rendering of the preceding 
phrase, שאון עליזים. This has precedent in the multiple uses of ܩܠܐ in 17:12, 
first in the creation of the relative clause ܕܐܙܠ ܩܠܗܘܢ to modify ܕܥܡܡܐ ܣܓܝܐܐ 
-That appears based on perceiv .(see the comments at 17:12 ;עמים רבים ||)
ing that the people’s ܕܥܡܡܐ ܣܓܝܐܐ) ܚܝܠܐ  is (הוי המון עמים רבים || ܘܝ ܠܚܝܠܐ 
manifest in their uproar, whose force is defined in the verse’s final clause: 
.as here ,שאון is the equivalent for ܩܠܐ where ,ܐܝܟ ܩܠܐ ܕܡܝܐ ܣܓܝܐܐ
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ܕܐܪܥܐ appears again in 24:11, where ܕܝܨܐ  .cf) משוש הארץ translates ܕܝܨܗ 
65:18), once again to forecast its disappearance, with the phrase ܒܛܠܬ 
 used there just as it is in the accompanying clauses here. Elsewhere ܚܕܘܬܐ
 .(51:3) ששון and (35:2 ;16:10) גיל renders nominal and verbal forms of ܕܝܨܐ
Since S renders every other instance of עליז/עלז in Isaiah with a form of ܥܫܢ 
 here is most likely a lexical substitute ܕܕܝܨܐ ,(32:13 ;12 ,23:7 ;22:2 ;13:3 ;5:14)
chosen for compatibility with משוש || ܚܕܘܬܐ in the previous and the follow-
ing clauses.

24:9

ᾐσχύνθησαν likely reflects biliteral association of בשיר with בוש, a maneu-
ver evident throughout the book (see already the discussion of παύσεται 
 (צ) in 1:24). Although Goshen-Gottstein’s נוח via association with אנחם ||
proposed retroversion to בשו invokes conceivable graphic errors, no other 
witness attests a form of בוש. On the other hand, the notion of experienc-
ing shame befits OG’s emphasis on the diminishing of the impious in 24:8.  

Twice elsewhere OG insinuates the notion of shame as punishment. 
In rendering הכרת פניהם ענתה בם with καὶ	ἡ	αἰσχύνη	τοῦ	προσώπου	αὐτῶν	
ἀντέστη	αὐτοῖς in 3:9, the translator’s choice of ἡ	αἰσχύνη more likely owes 
to the preceding διότι	νῦν	ἐταπεινώθη	ἡ	δόξα	αὐτῶν (|| עני כבודו) than to 
a Vorlage reading חפרת in place of הכרת (pace Ziegler, 107). Likewise, in 
rendering the reproach of the “Daughter of the Chaldeans” (47:5–15), the 
Greek translator cites as the reason for the addressee’s imminent comeup-
pance her reliance on magic and charmers: γνῶθι	ὅτι	ἡ	σύνεσις	τούτων	καὶ	
ἡ	πονηρία	σου	ἔσται	σοι	αἰσχύνη || 13.(47:10) ראני חכמתך ודעתך היא שובבתך 
σοι	αἰσχύνη || שובבתך has no parallel in books of the Hebrew Bible trans-
lated into Greek. Similarly, association of בשיר with בוש in 24:9, following 
the assertion that the impious will be bereft of their autonomy, wealth, and 
celebration, likely accounts for ᾐσχύνθησαν.

The omission of an equivalent for the suffixed pronoun of לשתיו (τοῖς	
πίνουσιν) accords with this translator’s tendency to leave the object implicit 
by omitting a pronominal object (Van der Vorm-Croughs, 77–78).

13. Whether OG read דעי כי or (more likely) construed ראני in a way similar to 
his rendering of בל יחזיון יחזו with καὶ	οὐκ	ᾔδεισαν in 26:11, he evidently read ורעתך 
for ודעתך.
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24:10

Both Old Greek and Syriac may have been swayed by תהו in their render-
ings of נשברה. OG’s ἠρημώθη is anomalous as an equivalent for נשברה but 
explicable if chosen with a view to תהו. OG’s equivalents for תהו elsewhere 
include κενός (45:19), μάταιος (44:9; 45:19; 49:4; 59:4), and μάτην (41:29). 
Nowhere else in the Bible does ἐρημόω tranlsate שבר, whose most common 
equivalent is συντρίβω, as it is in Isaiah. On the other hand, ἠρημώθη reso-
nates with σπαρτίον	γεωμετρίας	ἐρήμου || קו תהו in 34:11, making conceiv-
able that the translator did not simply omit תהו (pace Ottley, 2:221) but 
relied on its semantics in choosing ἠρημώθη.

Syriac’s נשברה קרית תהו || ܐܬܒܙܬ ܩܪܝܬܐ is distinctive, since it renders שבר 
by ܬܒܪ in all but one of its fourteen other appearances (ܐܢܐ ܝܗܒܬ ܣܘܟܢܐ ܗܢܐ 
 nine times,14 בזז is the equivalent for ܒܙܙ ,Conversely .(66:9 ,האני אשביר ||
-is the regular equiva ܒܙܙ eight times (for which שדד three times, and שסה
lent elsewhere, such as Judg 5:27; Jer 4:13, 20; Ezek 32:12). Although the 
translator renders תהו with ܣܪܝܩ six times (19 ,45:18 ,ܣܪܝܩܐܝܬ ;44:9 ,ܣܪܝܩ; 
 ܠܐ ܡܕܡ parallel to) ܐܝܟ ܕܠܝܬ its equivalent in 40:23 is 15,(59:4 ,49:4 ,ܣܪܝܩܘܬܐ
 Equivalents for the .(אפס || ܣܪܝܩܝܢ parallel to) in 41:29 ܪܝܩܢܝܬܐ and (לאין ||
three appearances of תהו in three other instances are conceptually more 
concrete: ܚܫܘܟܐ in 29:1 ( ויטו בתהו צדיק  || ܘܨܠܝܢ ܒܚܫܘܟܐ ܠܙܕܝܩܐ) and ܚܪܒܐ in 
both 34:11 (ܕܚܪܒܐ ܚܘܛܐ  ואבני בהו  || ܘܢܬܡܬܚ ܥܠܝܗ   and (ונטה עליה קו תהו 
16.(מאפס ותהו נחשבו לו  || ܠܐܒܕܢܐ ܘܠܚܪܒܐ ܚܫܝܒܝܢ ܠܗ) 40:17

Unlike OG’s ἠρημώθη, there is no clear semantic evidence that S chose 
 has no apparent equivalent. On תהו even though ,תהו with a view to ܐܬܒܙܬ
the other hand, S commonly uses ܒܙܙ for שדד, as in describing the destruc-
tion of Tyre in 23:1, 14. At a minimum, the choice of ܐܬܒܙܬ specifies the 
kind of “breaking” that applies to a city.

Although OG frequently supplies the quantifier πᾶς, in this case it 
seems to have shifted its equivalent for כל in the second clause to the first. 
This transposition seems more likely, on the face of it, than either an inten-
tional or unintentional shift of כל in Hebrew. Although there are plusses 
and minuses of כל in Hebrew tradition and כל stands in a different word 

14. This includes S’s equivalents for בזאו in 18:2, 7.
15. Compare 1 ,אחרי התהו || ܒܬܪ ܣܪܝܩܬܐ Sam 12:21.
16. Compare ובתהו || ܘܒܚܘܪܒܐ in Deut 32:10 (cf. נטה || ܡܬܚ ܓܪܒܝܐ ܡܢ ܚܘܪܒܐ 

 in Gen 1:2 and Jer 4:23, the תהו Job 26:7). Other than transliterations of ,צפון על תהו
only other equivalent used is בתהו || ܒܬܘܫܐ in Ps 107:40; Job 6:18; 12:24.
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order in לחלל כול גאון צבי of 1QIsaa (versus לחלל גאון כל צבי of MT) at Isa 
23:9, transposing כל between two clauses would be an unusual move for 
scribes. 

Because πᾶσαν	οἰκίαν would be an apt parallel to πᾶσα	πόλις, positing 
that the translator omitted כל before בית is implausible. A more likely sce-
nario is that OG’s Vorlage lacked כל in either slot, and the translator sup-
plied πᾶσα before πόλις, as he does in 25:4’s ἐγένου	γὰρ	πάσῃ	πόλει	ταπεινῇ	
βοηθὸς || כי היית מעוז לדל מעוז.

Although κλείσει is transparent to סגר, the choice of the future tense is 
inscrutable, and even though S’s lexical choice of ܐܚܕ for סגר is not unique 
(cf. 26:20; 45:1; 60:11), its conjugation of it in the grammatical plural is 
likely tied to its choice to render the subject (ܒܝܬ ܡܕܢܐ) as plural. Warsza-
wski’s (43) inference about the rendering of בית מבוא is reasonable: “Pesch. 
hat wohl übersetzt: ‘jedes Haus, in welches hineingebracht wird’, oder sie 
hat vielleicht תבואה statt מבוא gelesen.” Neither explanation seems more 
probable than the other.

24:11

In each of its eleven other occurrences in the book, ὀλολύζω translates ילל 
(ὀλολύξατε || האליל in 10:10 reflects association with ילל), while יצוחו in 
42:11 is rendered with βοήσουσιν, and κραυγή renders every instance of the 
noun צוחה (Jer 14:2; 26[46]:12; Ps 143[144]:14). Syriac’s ܝܠܠܬܐ, on the other 
hand, is the same equivalent used in Jer 46:12; Ps 144:14 (although יצוחו 
in Isa 42:11 is rendered as ܢܩܥܘܢ). Therefore, despite the striking semantic 
similarity between ὀλολύζετε and  ܝܠܠܬܐ, only OG’s choice is remarkable. 
Equally distinctive is that, whereas S’s nominal form accords with צוחה, 
OG’s ὀλολύζετε shifts to a second-person plural imperative. Although such 
grammatical shifts are common in this translator, it seems likely part of the 
explanation of his lexical choice, insofar as perceiving a summons to hear-
ers led to characterizing the outcry expected regarding the wine, which 
24:9 suggested had failed.

πανταχῇ occurs only here in Greek translations of Hebrew Bible books. 
It is explicable as an extrapolation from the common equivalent for חוץ, 
ἔξω, which the translator uses in 42:2; 51:23 and which is the dominant 
equivalent for חוץ in the Penateuch (50/53x). The lament is to be under-
taken outside, without limits.

Old Greek’s πέπαυται reprises the verb used in πέπαυται	 εὐφροσύνη 
 takes up again the ܒܛܠܬ ܟܠܗ ܚܕܘܬܐ in 24:8, even as Syriac’s שבת משוש ||
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phrasing it used twice in 24:8, ܒܛܠܬ ܚܕܘܬܐ. In each case, the substitution 
for ערבה likely reflects uncertainty over the verb (cf. νῦν	μείχθητε	τῷ	κυρίῳ	
μου	τῷ	βασιλεῖ	Ἀσσυρίων/ועתה התערב נא || ܘܗܫܐ ܐܬܚܠܛ ܥܡ ܡܪܝ ܡܠܟܐ ܐܬܘܪܝܐ  
 ܡܪܝܐ ܦܨܢܝ ܘܒܣܡܝܢܝ/με	ἐξείλατό	ὃς	κύριον,	τὸν	πρὸς ;36:8 ,את אדני המלך אשור
.(38:14 ,אדני עשקה לי ערבני  ||

Old Greek’s tendency to omit synonymous words and phrases makes 
its lack of specific equivalents for גלה משוש unremarkable.

24:12

Old Greek’s reformulation of נשאר בעיר שמה with καὶ	καταλειφθήσονται	
πόλεις	ἔρημοι is chaste by comparison with its other reformulations that 
describe the fate of cities and their inabitants,17 including the next clause: 
καὶ	οἶκοι	ἐγκαταλελειμμένοι	ἀπολοῦνται || ושאיה יכת שער. After surveying 
possible corruptions of יכת שער  ,offered to explain the rendering ושאיה 
Ziegler (145) concluded, “Die Wiedergabe der LXX ist vielmehr hier unter 
dem Einfluß des Parallelismus enstanden,”18 noting that +οἶκοι might have 
arisen by inspiration from the collocation of “city” and “house” in 6:11 
and 24:10, while also pointing to the similarity to ἔσονται	αἱ	πόλεις	 σου	
ἐγκαταλελειμμέναι	καὶ	ἔσονται	ἔρημοι || יהיו ערי מעזו כעזובת in 17:9. Partic-
ularly comparable, as Ziegler (144) notes, is 32:14’s οἶκοι	ἐγκαταλελειμμένοι	
πλοῦτον	πόλεως	καὶ	οἴκους	ἐπιθυμητοὺς	ἀφήσουσι || כי ארמון נטש המון עיר 
 ,ארמון where οἶκοι is extrapolated from ,עזב עפל ובחן היה בעד מערות עד עולם
an equivalent unexampled elsewhere (ἐγκαταλείπω translates נטש again in 
16:8).19 As Ziegler (145) acknowledges, certainty is unattainable, but the 
hypothesis of reformulation, given this translator’s habits elsewhere, seems 
more plausible than Ottley’s (2:222) speculation that “ἀπολοῦνται, though 
brought to the end of the verse, may represent שׁאיה, the participle may 

17. Compare ὅτι	ἔθηκας	πόλεις	εἰς	χῶμα || 15:2 ,כי שמת מעיר לגל. On occasion 
the translator insinuates πόλεις, as in καὶ	καταπατεῖν	τὰς	πόλεις	καὶ	θεῖναι	αὐτὰς	εἰς	
κονιορτόν || ולשימו מרמס כחמר חוצות in 10:6 and ὀλολύζετε	πύλαι	πόλεων	κεκραγέτωσαν	
πόλεις	τεταραγμέναι || הילילי שער זעקי עיר נמוג in 14:31.

18. In a Nachtrag to his book, Ziegler (214) similarly discounted Rudolph’s pro-
posal that the Vorlage read ושאר בית שער: “LXX hat jedoch hier nur frei im Anschluß 
an den vorausgehenden Satzteil übersetzt.”

19. Although one might initially suspect that τῶν	ἀσεβῶν	πόλις in 25:2 (q.v.) ren-
ders ארמון זרים, further consideration aligns πόλις with (2)מעיר, while τὰ	θεμέλια is the 
equivalent for ארמון, as it is elsewhere (e.g., Jer 6:5; Amos 1:4, 12, 14).
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be שׁאר for שׁער gate, and οἶκοι suggests בתי for יכת ‘is smitten.’ ” Although 
each of these posited misreadings is possible in isolation, it is unclear how 
proposing them in aggregate puts us on firmer ground than Ziegler’s sur-
mise that the translator worked under the influence of motifs and themes 
he shows interest in elsewhere.

Although elsewhere S renders שמה with 13:9 ;5:9) ,ܚܘܪܒܐ; cf. Jer 2:15; 
4:7; 25:18), its choice of ܚܒܠܐ here uniquely in Isaiah (ܬܡܗܐ and ܚܘܪܒܐ are the 
prime equivalents for שמה throughout the Bible, but cf. ܐܦܪܝܡ ܠܚܒܠܐ ܢܗܘܐ  || 
 in Hos 5:9) is intelligible from the translator’s reliance אפרים לשמה תהיה  
on vocabulary earlier in this passage, in this case הבוק || ܡܬܚܒܠܘ ܬܬܚܒܠ 
.in 24:6 ויאשמו || ܘܢܬܚܒܠܘܢ in 24:3 and תבוק

The translator’s supply of the explicitizing pronoun in שער || ܬܪܥܝܗ 
(anaphoric to ܒܩܪܝܬܐ) is exampled elsewhere (e.g., ܒܫܘܒܚܗ ;10:16 , יקד  ||  ܝܩܕܢܗ 
 as שאיה Here it was likely compelled by the construal of .(10:33 ,  באדיר  ||
the subject of יכת, analyzed as in the active voice.

24:13

Although it is possible that ταῦτα	πάντα	ἔσται || כי כה יהיה reflects hap-
lography of כי, OG frequently omits כי at the outset of a clause, including 
before כה (see appendix C).  Whereas the translator’s most frequent equiv-
alent for כה is οὕτως (33x), he often uses τάδε (17x), a lexeme frequently 
used in Greek reports of decrees by Persian kings.20 ταῦτα is an allied 
demonstrative, here modified by the quantifier πάντα, which is frequently 
supplied by the translator (see appendix A). The effect of these choices is 
to cap the preceding list of calamities with a summarizing statement, a 
perception that is reinforced by the translator’s rendering of כעוללת with 
καλαμήσονται	αὐτούς (see below).

S has its own pattern of diminishing the force of כי (see appendix C), 
whether by rendering it with simple waw (9x) or unusual equivalents such 
as (7:9) ܐܦ ,(36:19 ;29:16) ܕܠܡܐ, and (30:21) ܘܠܐ, each of which seems chosen 
for the connection between phrases the translator perceived. It lacks an 
equivalent for כי twelve times, three in agreement with OG, including here 
(cf. 8:11; 49:19). Although כי might have been lacking in S’s source text 
(as in 8:11, q.v.), its omission has no significant effect on ܗܟܢܐ, making it 
equally possible that the translator omitted an equivalent.

20. See BDAG, s.v. “ὅδε.”
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As Van der Vorm-Croughs (127) documents, OG regularly omits an 
equivalent for קרב in the phrase בקרב הארץ.

Since elsewhere the translator appears to have supplied οὕτως as corol-
lary to the preceding comparative clause (cf. 17:12; 27:7 [2x]), his use of it 
for the comparative kaph of כעוללת is unremarkable.

Syriac renders כעוללת with a comparative particle and a verbal noun 
-as a tem אם כלה to which it subordinates its equivalent for ,(ܘܐܝܟ ܒܘܥܪܐ)
poral clause (ܓܡܪ  Although Old Greek’s rendering of the infinitive .(ܡܐ ܕ
construct with a conjugated verb (καλαμήσονται) is unsurprising,21 the 
choice of the third-person plural and the supply of αὐτούς are notable. To 
this point the translator has focused on the effects of judgment on people, 
cities, and produce. Although αὐτούς is anaphoric to the group implied by 
ἐν	μέσῳ	τῶν	ἐθνῶν, the choice of a transitive verb in the third-person plural 
implies otherwise-unidentified agents.22 The likely solution to this conun-
drum relates to οὗτοι at the outset of 24:14, whose referent must be under-
stood as the subject of καλαμήσονται. Given that the subjects in 24:14 are 
beneficiaries of judgment rather than agents and that ταῦτα	πάντα	ἔσται	
κτλ transitions from the list of afflictions to a summary, the role of the 
subjects of καλαμήσονται is to despoil those now devastated.

24:14

Although οὗτοι || המה seems unremarkable, this equivalent appears again 
only in 66:3. Otherwise the pronoun is left implicit in the conjugation 
of the verb it serves (9:20; 44:11; 63:8), is rendered as subject with αὐτοί 
(63:10) or with the copula (e.g., ἦσαν in 37:19; cf. 56:11; 65:23). οὗτοι dis-
tinctively invokes the subject of καλαμήσονται for βοήσονται. 

In every other reference to “raising” קול, OG employs the phrasing 
ὑψώσατε	τὴν	φωνήν (13:2; 37:23; 40:9; 42:8; 58:1). βοάω is used for a vari-
ety of verbs, most frequently קרא but also פצח (2x), רוע (2x), זעק (1x), 

21. καλαμάομαι occurs in Isaiah only here and in 3:12, where it rendered עלל (so 
also in Judg 20:45; Jer 6:9). Use of the verb in the first instance for נקף is singular but 
likely reflects the translator’s difficulty translating נקף noted already in 10:34. Espe-
cially comparable is his rendering of  שלשה שנים  זית  כנקף  עוללת  בו  	with καὶ ונשאר 
καταλειφθῇ	ἐν	αὐτῇ	καλάμη	ἢ	ὡς	ῥῶγες	ἐλαίας	δύο	ἢ	τρεῖς in 17:6.

22. The only agent previously identified was ἀρὰ	 ἔδεται	 τὴν	γῆν (24:6), imply-
ing divine action, as stated explicitly in 24:1: κύριος	καταφθείρει	τὴν	οἰκουμένην	καὶ	
ἐρημώσει	αὐτὴν	… καὶ	διασπερεῖ	τοὺς	ἐνοικοῦντας	ἐν	αὐτῇ.
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	in 22:2. As anomalous as φωνῇ הומיה and for ,(1x) הגה ,(1x) צהל ,(1x) צעק
βοήσονται || ישאו קולם is in Isaiah, it finds a parallel in καὶ	βοήσας	τῇ	φωνῇ	
αὐτοῦ || וישא את קלו in Gen 29:11 and καὶ	βοήσαντες	φωνῇ ||  וישאו קולם in 
Job 2:12 (cf. ἀνεβόησεν	φωνὴν	Ησαυ || וישא עשו קלו, Gen 27:38).

As Ziegler (60) noted, +οἱ	 δὲ	 καταλειφθέντες	 ἐπὶ	 τῆς	 γῆς as subject 
recalls 13:12, where +οἱ	καταλελειμμένοι elaborates an understanding of 
 καταλελειμμένοι	as subject of the clause, followed by 13:14, where οἱ אנוש
is supplied as subject. Seeligmann (116), for his part, noted the similar 
wording of this plus to καὶ	οἱ	καταλειφθέντες	πληθυνθήσονται	ἐπὶ	τῆς	γῆς || 
 in 6:12. Both Ziegler (139) and Seeligmann (117) ורבה העזובה בקרב הארץ
noted the influence of 6:12 on the rendering καὶ	κατακληρονομήσουσι	καὶ	
πληθυνθήσονται	ἐπὶ	τῆς	γῆς	τοῦ	θεοῦ || והתנחלום בית ישראל על אדמת יהוה 
in 14:2 (see the comments there). There is little reason to doubt that the 
translator has drawn from there οἱ	δὲ	καταλειφθέντες	ἐπὶ	τῆς	γῆς as the 
subject for this clause as well.

δόξα previously rendered גאון in 14:11 (ἡ	δόξα	σου || גאונך), and τὴν	
δόξαν	κυρίου translates יהוה  in 26:10. ἅμα rendered the preposition גאות 
bet previously in 3:16; 19:14.

As discussed at 3:12, the translator employs ταράσσω twelve times, each 
time for a different Hebrew word (cf. 24:19, below). Here ταραχθήσεται 
 in 12:6 and צהלי ורני || εὐφραίνεσθε	καὶ	contrasts with ἀγαλλιᾶσθε צהלו ||
εὐφράνθητι	στεῖρα	ἡ	οὐ	τίκτουσα	ῥῆξον	καὶ	βόησον || רני עקרה לא ילדה פצחי 
-and the translator recog ,רנן collocates with צהל in 54:1, since רנה וצהלי
nized צהל as a verbal act. The choice of ταραχθήσεται creates a dramatic 
context for the appearance of the glory of the Kyrios ἐν	ταῖς	νήσοις … τῆς	
θαλάσσης in 24:15.23 That motif might also have triggered +τῆς	θαλάσσης 
as a natural qualifier for ὕδωρ, perhaps as a double rendering of מים. This 
seems more likely than supposing that מי ים stood in his source text, even 
if that cannot be precluded.

24:15

Old Greek and Syriac treat בארים differently, with the former lacking a clear 
equivalent in a slot aligned with its position in Hebrew. Goshen-Gottstein’s 
 כבדו || ܫܒܚܘ is a guess to coordinate with its ܒܬܫܒܘܚܬܐ perception that (צא)
is more plausible than Warszawski’s (43) proposed variant בשירים. 

23. δόξα rendered גאון in 14:11, and τὴν	δόξαν	κυρίου translates גאות יהוה in 26:10.



464 ISAIAH 24

The proposal that ἐν	ταῖς	νήσοις is a substitution for בארים based on 
-seems a less likely expla (צא ,Ottley, 2:222; cf. Goshen-Gottstein) באיי הים
nation than beginning from OG’s rendering of יהוה  as the subject כבדו 
of the clause, to which it supplied the copula, ἔσται.24 Although +ἔνδοξον	
ἔσται at the end of the verse might be a free supplement to accord with 
the theme, it is possible that this is its (postponed) equivalent for בארים 
via association with פאר, for which compare τοὺς	ἐνδόξους || 10:33 ,פארה; 
ἔνδοξον	εἶναι || 60:9 ,פארך.

24:16

Old Greek’s Κύριε	ὁ	θεὸς	Ισραηλ takes up יהוה אלהי ישראל from the end of 
24:15, rendering יהוה a second time, having first used it in the phrase τὸ	
ὄνομα	κυρίου || שם יהוה in 24:15. Although one might posit that the trans-
lator inferred יהוה as an implicit adjunct for שם, that inference is facili-
tated by juxtaposed יהוה itself. In terms of OG’s Vorlage, there is no sound 
reason to posit two occurrences of יהוה.

Unsurprisingly, both Old Greek and Syriac decline their equivalents 
for the noun (מ)כנף in the grammatical plural, in effect understanding כנף 
as a collective: ἀπὸ	τῶν	πτερύγων/ܟܢܦܝܗ -Syriac’s addition of the pro .ܡܢ 
noun is unremarkable.

In 8:18; 20:3 τέρας translates מופת, and in 28:29 τὰ	 τέρατα renders 
 with αἴνεσις in 12:2; 51:3, while its זמרה Conversely, OG renders .הפליא
rendering of זמיר in 25:5 is obscured by difficulty aligning Greek equiva-
lents with Hebrew words. These data support the inference that the trans-
lator chose τέρατα to characterize the content of זמרת, with the phrase 
ἐλπὶς	τῷ	εὐσεβεῖ epitomizing what those τέρατα portend. ἐλπίς renders צבי 
again in 28:4, 5. Although δίκαιος is the most frequent equivalent for צדיק 
(9/14x), εὐσεβής renders it in 26:7 as well (2x).

Although OG’s rendering of ואמר with the grammatically plural καὶ	
ἐροῦσιν is unremarkable, it imposes a switch of subjects, apparently teasing 
out a collective force for τῷ	εὐσεβεῖ and attributing the following woe to 
them. Syriac, on the other hand, ascribes the reported speech to the צדיק 
by prefixing a relative pronoun (ܕܐܡܪ), so that the words that follow are 
those of the ܙܕܝܩܐ.

24. Although OG’s Vorlage might have read כבוד, it is at least as likely that the 
translator collapsed כבדו יהוה into ἡ	δόξα	κυρίου in accord with τῇ	δόξῃ	κυρίου || בגאון 
.in 24:14 יהוה
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Whereas Syriac’s translation of those words is transparent to their 
Hebrew source, OG’s ἀθετοῦσιν	οἱ	ἀθετοῦντες correlates with its ὁ	ἀθετῶν	
ἀθετεῖ || בוגד 	in 21:2 and suggests that οὐαὶ הבוגד  τοῖς	 ἀθετοῦσιν	 οἱ	
ἀθετοῦντες condenses אוי לי בגדים בגדו ובגד בוגדים בגדו, while omitting an 
equivalent for רזי לי רזי לי owing to unfamiliarity with רזי, as Ziegler (49) 
suggested and as confirmed by its apparent perplexity at related forms in 
10:16’s ἀποστελεῖ	κύριος	σαβαωθ	εἰς	τὴν	σὴν	τιμὴν	ἀτιμίαν || ישלח האדון 
 σεισθήσεται	αὐτοῦ	δόξης	τῆς	πίονα	τὰ	and 17:4’s καὶ יהוה צבאות במשמניו רזון
 .ומשמן בשרו ירזה ||

Old Greek’s propensity to add an explicitizing direct object (see Van 
der Vorm-Croughs, 49–52) likely accounts for +τὸν	 νόμον. The disobe-
dience of torah as cause for punishment was already divined in 24:5’s ἡ	
δὲ	 γῆ	 ἠνόμησε	 διὰ	 τοὺς	 κατοικοῦντας	 αὐτήν	 διότι	 παρέβησαν	 τὸν	 νόμον	
καὶ	ἤλλαξαν	τὰ	προστάγματα, while the paired clauses ὁ	ἀθετῶν	ἀθετεῖ	ὁ	
ἀνομῶν	ἀνομεῖ || הבוגד בוגד והשודד שודד in 21:2 correlates “rejection” and 
“lawlessness,” shedding light on the choice of τὸν	 νόμον as the object of 
ἀθετοῦντες here.

24:17

Old Greek’s rendering of the second-person singular pronoun of עליך 
in the grammatical plural (ἐφ᾿	 ὑμᾶς) accords with its translation of 
 ,ἐνοικοῦντας)	conjugated as a grammatically plural participle (τοὺς יושב
teasing out its collective force. This shift is frequent for this translator, 
as is his supply of a preposition in ἐπὶ	τῆς	γῆς || הארץ, recalling καὶ	οἱ	
ἐγκαθήμενοι	ἐν	Σαμαρείᾳ ||  (9:8) ויושב שמרון, ὁ	λαός	μου	οἱ	κατοικοῦντες	
ἐν	Σιων ||  (10:24) עמי ישב ציון, and οἱ	κατοικοῦντες	ἐν	τῇ	νήσῳ	ταύτῃ || 
.(20:6) ישב האי הזה

24:18

Van der Vorm-Croughs (69–70) includes the lack of an equivalent for מקול 
in her catalog of nouns denoting body parts omitted when they head a 
genitival phrase. However, it is the sole example cited of קול treated as a 
“body part,” raising the question of whether that classification is apt. In 
fact, as she notes (69 n. 22), in 38:5 “one finds a word for ‘voice’ as a plus: 
תפלתך את  	ἤκουσα/שמעתי  τῆς	 φωνῆς	 τῆς	 προσευχῆς	 σου.” Although one 
might suggest that the translator found the notion of fleeing “the sound of 
fear” peculiar, his rendering of 33:3 suggests that the idea was not unintel-
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ligible to him: διὰ	φωνὴν	τοῦ	φόβου	σου	ἐξέστησαν	λαοὶ	ἀπὸ	τοῦ	φόβου	σου	
καὶ	διεσπάρησαν	τὰ	ἔθνη ||  25.מקול המון נדדו עמים מרוממתך נפצו גוים 

An alternative explanation of the missing equivalent for מקול could 
be that the translator sought to replicate the unadorned series φόβος	καὶ	
βόθυνος	καὶ	παγίς of 24:17, with each prefixed article (τόν) having demon-
strative force, anaphoric to the nouns in 24:17 (“that particular fear”). 
However, such speculation is better set aside in favor of a hypothesis that 
the translator’s source text lacked מקול, which was perhaps added at a later 
stage to parallel מתוך.

Regarding ἐκ	τοῦ	βοθύνου || מתוך הפחת, Van der Vorm-Croughs (129) 
notes a similar absence of an equivalent for תוך as part of the compound 
preposition in 58:9’s ἐὰν	ἀφέλῃς	ἀπὸ	σοῦ	σύνδεσμον || אם תסיר מתוכך מוטה, 
despite ἐξέλθατε	ἐκ	μέσου	αὐτῆς || צאו מתוכה in 52:11. (For similar varia-
tions in rendering בתוך, see the comments on 7:6.)

Old Greek renders מרום with οὐρανός again in 24:21 and in 38:14.
Syriac’s ܡܛܠ ܕܡܣܘܟܐ analyzes ארבות after the manner of ܘܢܣܟܐ ܕܫܡܝܐ 

 Old .(in Isa 60:8 ארבתיהם || ܠܟܘܝܗܝܢ .cf) in Gen 7:11; 8:2 וארבת השמים  ||
Greek’s θυρίδες is unique among equivalents for ארבת elsewhere, with 
καταρράκται being the most frequent (Gen 7:11; 8:2; 4 Kgdms 7:2, 19; Mal 
3:10). The choice of θυρίδες is comparable to καὶ	σκοτάσουσιν	αἱ	βλέπουσαι	
ἐν	ταῖς	ὀπαῖς || וחשכו הראות בארבות in Eccl 12:3, where the choice of ταῖς	
ὀπαῖς appears calibrated to βλέπουσαι.26 In this context, the notion of the 
“windows of heaven” allows a broader corollary to “the foundations of the 
earth” shaking than would the notion of καταρράκται, “waterfalls.”

24:19

Elsewhere the OG translator renders רעע with verbs meaning “to be or do 
evil” (11x), “to be displeasing” (59:15[2]), or “to devour” (65:25[1]). With 
ταραχῇ	ταραχθήσεται || רעה התרעעה here, he chose the same verb he used 
as a slot word for צהלו in 24:14 to fit the semantics of the context. Similarly, 
this translator typically renders פרר with διασκεδάνυμι (8:10; 14:27; 44:25; cf. 

25. The rendering of מקול with διὰ	φωνήν is paralleled in 30:31’s διὰ	γὰρ	φωνὴν	
κυρίου	ἡττηθήσονται	Ἀσσύριοι ||  כי מקול יהוה יחת אשור and is similar to 6:4’s καὶ	ἐπήρθη	
τὸ	ὑπέρθυρον	ἀπὸ	τῆς	φωνῆς	ἧς	ἐκέκραγον ||  וינעו אמות הספים מקול הקורא, where ἀπὸ	
τῆς	φωνῆς designates the cause of ἐπήρθη.

26. Ottley’s (2:367) suggestion that καὶ	ὡς	περιστεραὶ	 σὺν	 νεοσσοῖς || אל  וכיונים 
.in its Vorlage is reasonable אפרחיהם in Isa 60:8 might reflect ארבתיהם
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αἴρεται || הפר in 33:8), making καὶ	ἀπορίᾳ	ἀπορηθήσεται || פור התפוררה note-
worthy. The phrases ταραχῇ	ταραχθήσεται and ἀπορίᾳ	ἀπορηθήσεται appear 
chosen jointly under a perception of “calamity” as the controlling idea. That 
inclination seems evident again in his collapse of מוט התמוטטה ארץ with נוע 
.γῆ at the outset of 24:20	σεισθήσεται…ἡ	καὶ	into ἔκλινε תנוע ארץ

Syriac’s רעה התרעעה הארץ || ܡܙܥ ܬܙܘܥ ܐܪܥܐ is intelligible from its use of 
 ”where “earth ,ותרעש הארץ ||  ܘܬܙܘܥ ܐܪܥܐ in 8:9 and from 13:3’s רעו for ܙܘܥܘ
is again the subject. פור התפוררה ארץ || ܘܡܕܠ ܬܕܘܠ ܐܪܥܐ, on the other hand, 
diverges from the regular use of ܒܛܠ for forms of פרר throughout Isaiah 
(8:10; 14:27; 24:5; 33:8; 44:25), as prevails in other books (e.g., Gen 17:14; 
Lev 26:15). ܕܘܠ appears again in 63:19; 64:2, where ܛܘܪܐ ܕܠܘ  ܩܕܡܝܟ   ܘܡܢ 
renders מפניך הרים נזלו (the only occurrences of זלל in the Bible). Other-
wise, ܕܘܠ translates עור in Jeremiah (6x) and חרד in Hos 11:11. There is 
good reason, therefore, to suspect that the translator chose ܕܘܠ to accord 
semantically with ܙܘܥ in the preceding clause and ܡܘܛ in the next one.

24:20

In light of OG’s καὶ	 σεισθήσεται || ונעו in 19:1, it seems likely that καὶ	
σεισθήσεται is the equivalent for תנוע  מוט here, while ἔκλινε renders נוע 
 for ,נטה in 24:19, a choice perhaps guided by association with התמוטטה
which κλίνω is a frequent equivalent in the Greek Bible (e.g., Judg 9:3; 19:8; 
1 Kgdms 4:2; 14:32; 3 Kgdms 2:28 [2x]; 19:16; 20:10).27 The translator’s 
distinctive word choices in reducing מוט התמוטטה ארץ נוע תנוע to ἔκλινε	
καὶ	σεισθήσεται (including his elision of ארץ) shapes his portrayal of earth’s 
suffering, joined to his link of suffering to the lawless behavior of its inhab-
itants (24:5) in repudiating torah (24:16).

The individual components of ὡς	 ὀπωροφυλάκιον	ἡ	γῆ	ὡς	 ὁ	μεθύων 
can be readily aligned with כמלונה and ארץ כשכור. καὶ	κραιπαλῶν is either 
a second equivalent for כשכור or substitution of a verb akin to μεθύων 
for והתנודדה. The only other appearance of κραιπαλάω in the book (29:9) 
translates שכר but also suffices for the collocated נעו (καὶ	κραιπαλήσατε	οὐκ	
ἀπὸ	σικερα	οὐδὲ	ἀπὸ	οἴνου || שכרו ולא יין נעו ולא שכר), similar to the associa-

27. Κλίνω appears again only in 33:23, where ἔκλινεν lacks an isolable Hebrew 
counterpart. Elsewhere this translator renders מוט in the passive voice of σαλεύω (40:20) 
or κινέω (41:7; 54:10[1]) but translates its second occurrence in 54:10 with μεθίστημι 
(οὐδὲ	ἡ	διαθήκη	τῆς	εἰρήνης	σου	οὐ	μὴ	μεταστῇ || וברית שלומי לא תמוט), the same verb 
that rendered ימושו earlier in the verse: τὰ	ὄρη	μεταστήσασθαι || כי ההרים ימושו.
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tion with והתנודדה here. Not only the jumbled distribution of equivalents 
but also the awkward structure of the Greek sentence suggests an attempt 
to wrench meaning from the source text.

Although it is possible that OG’s Vorlage had suffered transposition of 
 the former accords ,קום after וכבד עליה פשעה and read כמלונה and כשכור
with scribal behavior, while the latter is more likely attributable to the 
translator, whose penchant for reformulation is evident throughout the 
book. The insertion of γάρ into the latter clause to make it explanatory 
(κατίσχυσε	γὰρ	ἐπ᾿	αὐτῆς	ἡ	ἀνομία) is a penchant of this translator (e.g., 
1:12, 15, 24; 2:7), who uses it alongside grammatical or syntactical shifts to 
create explanatory clauses (e.g., 6:10; 7:4; 8:9). 

δύνηται || תסיף is notable both for its semantic mismatch and its diver-
gence from the translator’s typical use of προστίθημι for יסף (15/20x).28 The 
only other semantically divergent equivalent for יסף is καὶ	ἀγαλλιάσονται	
πτωχοὶ	διὰ	κύριον	ἐν	εὐφροσύνῃ || ויספו ענוים ביהוה שמחה in 29:19, where 
ἀγαλλιάσονται is coordinate to ἐμπλησθήσονται	εὐφροσύνης || בקדוש ישראל 
 at the end of the verse.29 Aside from the prevalent use of δύναμαι for יגילו
 the verb is occasionally inserted as an explicating verbal adjunct ,(11x) יכל
(8:8 [cf. +δυνατός 2x]; 11:9; 20:6; 28:20; 36:9, 19; 44:20). Even though there 
is no other example of δύναμαι substituting for a Hebrew word (on the 
problems of 8:8 and 28:20, see the comments at 8:8), δύνηται fits the pat-
tern of an added explicating adjunct, and, just as clearly, it occupies the slot 
of תסיף (καὶ	οὐ	μὴ	δύνηται	ἀναστῆναι || ולא תסיף קום). It is likely attribut-
able to the translator, probably as substitution for תסיף (or whatever form 
stood in this slot in his source text).

24:21

Even if 1QIsaa, 1QIsab, S, V, and T all attest והיה ביום ההוא, its absence from 
the Old Greek is comparable to its lack of an equivalent for ביום ההוא in 

28. In 47:5 he uses the adverb οὐκέτι as its semantic equivalent (οὐκέτι	μὴ	κληθῇς 
 while ,(29:1 ;15:9) אסף as from יסף Twice he analyzes a form of .(לא תוסיפי יקראו לך  ||
in reformulating 37:31 he places the copula in its slot and supplies φυήσουσιν as a 
semantically apt predicate with ῥίζαν (καὶ	 ἔσονται	 οἱ	 καταλελειμμένοι	 ἐν	 τῇ	 Ιουδαίᾳ	
φυήσουσιν	ῥίζαν	κάτω || ויספה פליטת בית יהודה הנשארה שרש למטה).

 in the ביהוה in 29:19 may have been omitted as synonymous with בקדוש ישראל .29
preceding clause. ἀγαλλιάω frequently renders גיל, while ἐμπλησθήσονται	εὐφροσύνης 
is conceivably an alternative rendering of  ויספו … שמחה.
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4:1; 20:6. Although there is reason to consider the phrase a later addition 
at 4:1 (q.v.) and the same is possible for 20:6 (q.v.), this case is more doubt-
ful. Although καὶ	ἐπάξει might attest ופקד in the source text, one would 
have to posit the later insertion not only of ביום ההוא but also והיה and the 
consequent modification of ופקד to יפקד. Such changes are possible, but it 
is equally possible to posit a motivation the translator might have had for 
ignoring the phrase. Even if in 19:18–19, 23–24 the translator rendered a 
series of clause-initial phrases composed of ביום ההוא followed by a form 
of היה in the imperfect with τῇ	ἡμέρᾳ	ἐκείνῃ	ἔσται/ἔσονται, in each case 
the formula introduces a topic distinct from the clause preceding it. By 
contrast, this verse continues the description of convulsions that befall the 
earth because of its inhabitants’ misdeeds that might seem disrupted by 
 which might have been seen as redundant. In the end, OG’s ,והיה ביום ההוא
silence is equivocal, since we cannot infer how the translator reasoned or 
establish what his Vorlage read.

Old Greek rendered מרום with οὐρανοῦ previously in 24:18. For τὸν	
κόσμον || צבא, compare not only τὸν	κόσμον	αὐτοῦ || צבאם in 40:26 but also 
(as Ziegler [117] noted) ὁ	κόσμος	αὐτῶν || צבאם in Gen 2:1, τὸν	κόσμον	τοῦ	
οὐρανοῦ || צבא השמים in Deut 4:19, and ἐκ	τοῦ	κόσμου	τοῦ	οὐρανοῦ || צבא 
.in Deut 17:3 השמים

The idiom καὶ	ἐπάξω	τὴν	χεῖρά	ἐπί appeared in 1:25 and will again in 
31:3. In both those cases, however, τὴν	χεῖρα aligns with יד, whereas here 
there is no evident Hebrew counterpart. ἐπάγω elsewhere has the comple-
ment ἐπί + a proper name (10:12; 15:9; 27:1), a group (26:21), or a place 
(φάραγγα, 15:7), although more commonly a personal pronoun (7:17; 
10:24; 31:3; 42:25; 48:9). Even though ἐπάγω + ἐπί can be used absolutely, 
with the sense of “bring punishment upon” (10:12), it is more frequently 
accompanied by an object such as ὀργήν (26:21; 42:25), πληγήν (10:24), 
or χεῖρα. It is this pattern that likely spurred insertion of τὴν	χεῖρα here, 
just as in 31:3 +ἐπ᾿	αὐτούς supplies an expected complement to ἐπάξει	τὴν	
χεῖρα	αὐτοῦ || יטה ידו (cf. Goshen-Gottstein, צב), comparable to the trans-
lator’s tendency to add an explicitizing object (see Van der Vorm-Croughs, 
49–55).

Old Greek’s lack of equivalents for both במרום and על האדמה fit the 
translator’s pattern of omitting juxtaposed, identical elements (Van der 
Vorm-Croughs, 198), making that explanation more likely here than pos-
iting homoioteuleuton.
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24:22

καὶ	συνάξουσι || ואספו אספה is as much an omission of identical elements 
as was the case with במרום and על האדמה in 24:21.

Although the semantics of καὶ	 ἀποκλείσουσιν align with וסגרו (cf. 
κλείσει || 24:10 ,סגר; ἀπόκλεισον || 26:20 ,וסגר), the translator might have 
considered it equally pertinent for אסיר betokening imprisonment (cf. 
δεδεμένους || 42:7 ,אסיר). εἰς	 ὀχύρωμα	καὶ	 εἰς	δεσμωτήριον reflects trans-
lation of both בור מסגר and על  	the latter of which accords with ἐκ ,על 
δεσμῶν || ממסגר in 42:7. ὀχύρωμα has no relationship to equivalents for 
 ,elsewhere in the book (otherwise rendered with λάκκος [36:16; 51:1] בור
γῆ [14:15], and ᾅδης [14:19; 38:18]) but renders בצר in 22:10 and מבצר 
in 34:14 (cf. 4 Kgdms 8:12; Jer 31[48]:18; 30:16 [49:22]; Amos 5:9). On 
the other hand, הבור מן  	is rendered καὶ ויריצהו  ἐξήγαγον	 αὐτὸν	 ἐκ	 τοῦ	
ὀχυρώματος in Gen 41:14. By comparison, the translation of מן  והוצאתני 
 τούτου in Gen 40:13 seems to	ὀχυρώματος	τοῦ	ἐκ	με	by ἐξάξεις הבית הזה
regard בית as an abbreviated form of בית הסהר, which was translated with 
ὀχύρωμα in Gen 39:20; 41:14 and by δεσμωτήριον in 39:22, 23; 40:3, 5. The 
pairing of ὀχύρωμα with δεσμωτήριον in Isa 24:22 comports with these 
cases and clarifies ὀχύρωμα || בור.

In light of the clear equivalents of ואספו אספה || ܘܢܟܢܫܘܢ ܟܢܘܫܝܐ, Warsza-
wski’s (44) proposal that ܘܢܬܚܫܒܘܢ is a corruption of ܘܢܬܚܒܫܘܢ is compel-
ling, particularly given ܚܒܝܫܐ, which he attributes to the translator reading 
-he (43) reason ,ܥܠ ܐܣܝܪ ܓܘܒܐ as a pual passive participle. Regarding מסגר
ably posits that “אסיר על בור ist frei umgestellt zu על אסיר בור.”

Old Greek occasionally renders a verb with a noun + εἰμί (e.g., πλήρης	
εἰμί || 1:11 ,שבעתי), with ἐπισκοπὴ	ἔσται	αὐτῶν || יפקדו here comparable 
to ἐπισκοπὴ	γὰρ	ἔσται || תפקד in 29:6, except with a pronoun included to 
express the grammatical person and number of יפקדו. 

The phrase διὰ	πολλῶν	γενεῶν appeared in 13:20, where it rendered 
 No phrase similar to .לנצח || χρόνον	αἰῶνα	τὸν	parallel to εἰς ,עד דור ודור
διὰ	πολλῶν	γενεῶν appears elsewhere in the Greek Bible, and nowhere else 
does γενεά render יום. Notably, even though διὰ	πολλῶν	γενεῶν in 13:20 
is readily aligned with עד דור ודור, phrases such as (34:10) מדור לדור and 
	γενεάς (34:10; 61:4) or εἰς	are otherwise rendered with εἰς (34:17) לדור ודור
γενεὰς	γενεῶν (34:17; 51:8; cf. 58:12; 60:15). The uniqueness of this para-
phrase suggests that the translator chose it in 13:20 and here without con-
cern to give precise equivalents to the Hebrew.
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Goshen-Gottstein (צב) dismisses the likelihood that ܢܬܦܪܩܘܢ reflects 
 or is (ܢܬܦܩܕܘܢ i.e., for) proposing that it is an “inner-𝔖” corruption ,יפדו
a suitable rendering, despite appearances. The last option agrees with 
Warszawski’s (44) suggestion that the translator יפקדו “[hat] in gutem 
Sinne genommen.” Although that is possible, a surmise that the Vorlage 
read יפדו cannot be summarily dismissed, since ܦܪܩ renders פדה elsewhere 
in the book (e.g., 1:27; 29:22; 35:10), nor can the possibility of scribal mis-
copying be set aside easily. These viable options leave a clear explanation 
of ܢܬܦܪܩܘܢ beyond reach.

24:23

Old Greek’s reading of הלבנה as הַלְּבֵנָה and of החמה as הַחֹמָה guides its 
choice of equivalents for the verbs וחפרה and ובושה, each of which is typi-
cally rendered with αἰσχύνω or its compound forms (ἐπ-/κατ-). On the 
other hand, τήκω appears again only in its rendering of 63:19–64:1, where 
the verb appears chosen based on המסים in 64:1, which the translator ana-
lyzed as מסס (cf. τηκομένη || 4 ,המס Kgdms 17:10; ὡς	τήκεται || כהמס, Ps 
67[68]:3). What caused the translator to attribute the act of “melting” to 
bricks is more difficult to discern than what spurred his choice of πεσεῖται 
to describe a wall’s motion. Nevertheless, the longstanding suggestion that 
the translator read וחפרה as והפרה and analyzed it as a form of פרר (see 
Scholz, 39) comes closer to grasping at straws than a solution, since never 
elsewhere does a form of τήκω (or any synonym) align with פרר.

Regarding OG’s frequent lack of an equivalent for צבאות (as here), see 
the comments at 3:15. ἐκ	Σιων || בהר ציון is understandable alongside other 
instances of the translator omitting the nomen regens in a bound construc-
tion (e.g., καὶ	οἱ	σωθέντες	τοῦ	Ιακωβ || 10:20 ,ופליטת בית יעקב; see Van der 
Vorm-Croughs, 71). For ἐκ || ב, compare καὶ	ἀφελεῖ	ἀπὸ	τῆς	 Ιουδαίας || 
	ἐμῆς	τῆς	γῆς	τῆς	ἀπὸ	Ἀσσυρίους	τοὺς	ἀπολέσαι	in 8:8 and τοῦ וחלף ביהודה
καὶ	ἀπὸ	τῶν	ὀρέων	μου || לשבר אשור בארצי ועל הר in 14:25.

The uniqueness of זקניו || ܩܕܝܫ̈ܘܗܝ raises suspicion that it might be a 
copyist’s error for ܩܫܝܫ̈ܘܗܝ, an adjective that elsewhere translates זקני 
 ܘܐܬܘ ܟܠܗܘܢ ,.and similar phrases (e.g (e.g., Exod 17:5; Josh 7:6; 24:1) ישראל
 ,לזקני העם || ܠܩܫܝ̈ܫܐ ܕܥܡܐ ;Exod 16:22 ,ויבאו כל נשיאי העדה || ܩܫܝܫ̈ܐ ܕܟܢܘܫܬܐ
Exod 19:7). The peculiarity of זקניו || ܩܕܝܫ̈ܘܗܝ and its graphic similarity to 
 ܘܩܫܝܫܐ with וזקן supports this conclusion, as does the rendering of ܩܫܝܫ̈ܘܗܝ
in 3:2.





Isaiah 25

Preface to 25:1–5

A thicket of opaque alignments between OG and MT in 25:1–5 have made 
these verses among the most studied in the book. Reviewing scholarship 
on them shows the shifts in trajectory in study of Old Greek-Isaiah and 
contextualizes the options to be considered by situating them within views 
of the translator and his Vorlage.

Scholz (44–45) first recognized the density of issues here, placing 25:4–
8a under the heading, “Bis zur Unerkennbarkeit des Ursprünglichen ver-
schiedener Text.” Most other entries in this category are isolated phrases, 
with 25:4–8a and 44:9b–11 the only sets of contiguous verses. Whereas 
Scholz categorized ὁ	πτωχός || עז in 25:3 as “Verwechslung ähnlich ausseh-
ender Buchstaben,” with the translator reading עז as עני, he labeled 25:4–5 
examples “Wo kein oder fast kein erträglicher Sinn ausgedrückt ist” (43) 
and among “Ueberarbeitete Stellen” (44). They are among verses Scholz 
(14) alluded to in stating that the translator “folgt im Wesentlichen seinem 
Originale von Wort zu Wort,” although in some passages “eine solche Ver-
schiedenheit vorliegt, dass sich fast nicht mehr feststellen lässt, was das 
Ursprüngliche gewesen sein möchte.” Such divergences attest “die grosse 
Gewissenhaftigkeit des Verfassers” (14), whose goal was “den Leser mit 
den Gedanken des Originales bekannt zu machen” (16). On the other 
hand, the translator faced a Vorlage corrupted via similar-sounding words 
and graphic confusion (19–20) that carried “alle Verschiedenheiten, die 
uns seine Arbeit vorführt, bis auf jene, welche ihrer Natur nach Sache des 
Uebersetzrs sein müssen” (21).

Liebmann shared Scholz’s belief that the translator followed his source 
text closely while prioritizing good sense in the target language.1 Simi-

1. Ernst Liebmann, “Der Text zu Jesaia 24–27,” ZAW 22 (1902): 41, 46.
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lar to Scholz, “alle Zusätze und Auslassungen, die bei ihm zu verzeichnen 
sind, auf seiner, Vorlage beruhen, oder wenigstens den Zweck, weshalb 
sie erfolgt sind, klar erkennen lassen.”2 Thus, OG’s lack of an equivalent 
for (25:1) אתה shows that it was inserted later,3 while τῶν	ἀσεβῶν (πόλις) 
in 25:2 attests זדים for 4,זרים as does ἀπὸ	ἀνθρώπων	πονηρῶν in 25:4.5 He 
inferred that πόλις || (25:2) מעיר arose from analysis of ארמון as direct object 
of מעיר זרים“ ,למפלה wird nun für ihn zu זרים עיר, eine der wenigen Stellen, 
an denen der Übersetzer künstlich einen Zusammenhang herzustellen 
sucht!”6 On the other hand, πόλει (25:4) “scheint auf לעיר in der Vorlage 
hinzuweisen, den ein Grund, מעוז durch πόλις zu übersetzen, könnte kaum 
gefunden werden.”7 Agreeing with Scholz, he perceived that πτωχός (25:3) 
betrays that the translator “verlas er bloss עז in ען und deutete dies auf 
 ,in ähnlichem Sinne wiedergegeben werden עריץ after which “musste ”,עב
und auch גוים und ירא mussten sich dieser Anschauung fügen.”8 Conclud-
ing that ῥύσῃ	αὐτούς “oder etwas Ähnliches musste ergänzt werden” once 
 with σκέπη(2) and צל was rendered with σκέπη (25:4), he aligned מחסה
attributed διψώντων to a Vorlage reading חרבים for 9.כחרב

Ottley (1:150–51) agreed that the translator carefully followed a text 
“very closely resembling the M.T.” but disputed the notion of a master-
ful translator, since one “can see the translator losing his clue, and going 
gradually astray … and apparently reduced to guessing or a stop-gap ren-
dering.” Although sometimes this owed to the “illegibility of MSS,” more 
often it evinces the translator’s “imperfect knowledge of Hebrew” (1:150). 
Accordingly, Ottley (2:225) diagnosed πάσῃ	πόλει	ταπεινῇ	βοηθός || מעוז 
 as the translator having “been confused,” misreading the (25:4) לדל מעוז
first מעוז as עיר and the second as עזר, while “πάσῃ might owe to reading 
”.מעוז before the first כל again as דל

2. Liebmann, “Der Text zu Jesaia 24–27,” 41.
3. Liebmann, “Der Text zu Jesaia 24–27,” 253.
4. To support this claim he cited ἀσεβήσῃ || יזיד in Deut 18:20 (cf. 17:13) and ἐν	

ἀσεβείᾳ || בזדון in Deut 18:22 (Liebmann, “Der Text zu Jesaia 24–27,” 252) Similarly, 
ἀπὸ	ἀνθρώπων	πονηρῶν and ὡς	ἄνθρωποι	ὀλιγόψυχοι in vv. 4–5 attest זדם rather than 
.(259) זרם

5. Liebmann, “Der Text zu Jesaia 24–27,” 259.
6. Liebmann, “Der Text zu Jesaia 24–27,” 255–56.
7. Liebmann, “Der Text zu Jesaia 24–27,” 258.
8. Liebmann, “Der Text zu Jesaia 24–27,” 257.
9. Liebmann, “Der Text zu Jesaia 24–27,” 259.



 ISAIAH 25 475

He posited that ἀπὸ	ἀνθρώπων	πονηρῶν in 25:4 reflects מזרים, in accord 
with 25:2, where τῶν	ἀσεβῶν construes “Heb. ‘strangers,’ often in a bad 
sense” (2:224), adducing (without citation) Delitzsch’s characterization of 
”.as “a general term for the enemies of God’s people זר

While allowing that ῥύσῃ	αὐτούς || צל suggests that the translator “read 
or guessed as some part of (2:225) ”נצל, he also speculated that the source 
text might have read the “Hiphil impf. תציל, with מ from the beginning of 
the next word possibly read as 3 pl. pronoun object-termination” (2:225). 
On the other hand, σκέπη might be “a duplicate rendering of צל” if it is not 
simply “repeated from previous clause” (2:225).

Ottley (2:225) intuited that ὡς	 ἄνθρωποι (25:5) might reflect a mis-
reading of כזרם as כאדם and that ὀλιγόψυχοι “suggests קצר, which may 
have been the LXX.’s attempt to read קיר.” He ranked οἷς	ἡμᾶς	παρέδωκας a 
special conundrum, observing that of “the about six Heb. words to account 
for, … this clause bears no perceptible resemblance to any of them” (2:226). 
Noting that παραδίδωμι is one of the translator’s slot words, he speculated 
that the source text “may have been illegible at this point,” although he 
added that “passages with the same words recurring constantly are apt to 
reduce them [sic] to helplessness” (2:226).

Fischer (5) allowed that the translator shows throughout the book 
“dieselbe freie Übersetzungsmethode und auch dieselbe Unbeholfenheit 
gegenüber schwierigen Texten,” while he attributed many divergences to 
the translator supplying “ein Wort oder mehrere Worte” or finding “durch 
abgekürzte Wiedergabe der Sinn genügend ausgedrückt” (7). The Vor-
lage “war mit unserem MT so ziemlich identische,” and discrepancies are 
mainly only apparent (8).

He surmised (40) that τὰ	θεμέλια (25:1) arose from reading ארמון as 
 reflects (25:4) מעוז || das Verlässige = die Grundfesten,” while πόλει = אמון“
a Vorlage reading מחוו, which the translator associated with Aramaic 
 with כ owes to confusion of כי רוח || πνεῦμα	On the other hand, καὶ .מחווא
 ורוח :which he connected with the following word ,ו as י and misreading ב
(40–41).

Fischer (40) attributed τῶν	ἀσεβῶν (25:2) to the translator reading זדים 
instead of זרים, as again with ἀπὸ	ἀνθρώπων	πονηρῶν || מזדם in 25:4, where 
he (41) elaborated Ottley’s speculation that כזרם was read as כאדם by pos-
iting that the perplexed translator “betrachtete er ז als Überrest eines א 
and nahm ר als ד.” He intuited that ὀλιγόψυχοι (25:4) reflects association 
of קיר with קר, “cold,” construed as a metaphor for distressed souls (41). 
In 25:5 διψῶντες reflects reading בחרב in place of כחרב, “in Trockenheit = 
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in Durst” (41), while οἷς	ἡμᾶς	παρέδωκας reflects corruption of תכניע into 
 als abgekürzter Relativsatz gefaßt” (8). The remainder of the verse תכריע“
“war in der Vorlage eine Lücke oder der Text war so verstümmelt, daß der 
Ü.r auf seine Wiedergabe verzichtete” (8).

Despite the shift in perception from a masterful translator to one who 
struggled to understand his text, the assumptions shared by Scholz, Lieb-
mann, Ottley, and Fischer were that the Vorlage was close to MT and that 
deviations reflect the translator’s attempt to make what he could out of it. 
Joseph Ziegler posited a different notion of how he worked. 

While agreeing with his predecessors’ sketch of a translator who 
“macht sich kein Gewissen daraus, schwere, seltene Wörter einfach aus-
zulassen, wenn dadurch der Sinn des Satzes nicht gestört wird, oder auch 
einen Satz anders einzuteilen and zusammenzuziehen, wenn er nicht mit 
seiner Vorlage auskommt” (Ziegler, 7), he posited that often “scheint er 
von irgendeinem Gedanken beherrscht zu sein and übersetzt dann unter 
dem Einfluß dieses Gedankens die betreffenden Stellen” (7–8). Accord-
ingly, he urged, “muß zunächst die ganze Persönlichkeit des Übers. vor 
uns erstehen,” inasmuch as OG-Isa “ein ganz eigenartiges, individuelles 
Geprägt trägt” (Ziegler, 7).

His comments on 25:4–5 reflect this orientation, beginning with his 
judgment (82) that these verses rest on “Undeutung der hebr. Ausdrücke 
 already כי רוח עריצים כזרם קיר Hitze.’ ” Detecting that‘ חרב Wetter’ und‘ זרם
entails “die Personifizierung” of the first half of 25:4, he judged OG’s ἀπὸ	
ἀνθρώπων	πονηρῶν an extension of that, with the translator having “זדים 
(vgl. V. 2. 5) gelsen oder besser gedeutet und ἄνθρ. ergänzt,” while from 
 hat er den Begriff ‘Hitze’, ‘Durst’ herausgelesen und deshalb (V. 4. 5) חרב“
διψώντων übersetzt (vgl. 35,6 γῆ	 διψῶσα = ערבה)” (Ziegler, 82, empha-
sis added). Although he studied words aligned in the Greek and MT to 
evaluate the translator’s path, he allowed a greater role to the translator as 
interpreter. Thus he reckoned ἄνθρωποι (25:4, 5) as the translator’s inser-
tion, rather than derived from a hypothesized אדם, and suggested that 
ὀλιγόψυχοι might reflect the translator having interpreted (“herausgele-
sen”) זרם קיר by association with צרר or (82) קציר.

Ziegler (83) found the translator’s willingness to divert from “die 
einzelnen hebr. Wendungen seiner Vorlage” apparent in his equivalents 
for words meaning “poor,” where his tendency was “etwas plastischer dar-
zustellen und sozusagen psychologisch auszudrücken.” This explains καὶ	
τοῖς	ἀθυμήσασι || לאביון in 25:4, to which he compared καὶ	οἱ	ἀπηλπισμένοι	
τῶν	ἀνθρώπων || ואביוני אדם in 29:19 (83).
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Ziegler’s (49) initial statement on οἷς	ἡμᾶς	παρέδωκας || חרב בצל עב 
 posited that the translator “hat den ganzen V. 5 verkürzt זמיר עריצים יענה
wiedergegeben,” perhaps owing to a corrupt Vorlage. Later, however, he 
(117) opined that the translator “verfiel auf sein beliebtes παραδιδόναι, weil 
vorher von den ‘gottlossen Menschen’ gesprochen wurde, denen Gott die 
Gerechten in die Hand gegeben hat,” appending the curious suggestion 
that the translator perhaps “aus seiner Vorlage das Verbum מנה oder אנה 
herausgelesen hat.”

Ziegler’s emphasis on “die ganze Persönlichkeit des Übersetzer” was 
extended by Seeligmann, who posited that the translation betrays not only 
the Alexandrian background in its lexical choices but also the influence of 
“the traditional exegesis of the Synagogue” (49), thus breathing “the atmo-
sphere of the synagogue and religious teaching Alexandria” (47). It equally 
betrays the translator’s “efforts to contemporize the old biblical text,” con-
vinced that “the period in which he lived was to be time for the fulfillment 
of ancient prophecies” (4).

His view of prophecy as announcing deliverance based on “an age-
old divine plan” (110) is rooted in ἐποίησας	θαυμαστὰ	πράγματα	βουλὴν	
ἀρχαίαν	 ἀληθινήν || אמונה מרחוק  עצות  פלא  	in 25:1, while γένοιτο עשית 
κύριε || אמן at the end of the verse reflects Alexandrian synagogal liturgy 
(110). While conceding that the translator of 25:1–5 “failed to under-
stand fully the Hebrew text he had before him,” he detected in it a con-
viction that the “Last Judgment, which God has determined upon since 
time immemorial, is going to destroy the large powerful cities,” so that 
“the humiliated people … will sing God’s praise” (112). These projections 
reflect “the conditions of his own time and the state of exile,” as shown by 
the clause οἷς	ἡμᾶς	παρέδωκας (25:5), which identifies the ἀσεβεῖς as those 
“ ‘into whose hands Thou hast delivered us’ παραδιδόναι, a term by which 
the translator time and again refers to the Last Judgment on the various 
peoples” (112).

Jean Coste cited the extensive agreement of 1QIsaa with MT as reason 
to suppose that the source text “état substantiellement identique à celui 
que nous lisons audjourd’hui.”10 Although he noted graphic similarities in 
assessing peculiar equivalents, he considered having to choose between a 
copying error and the translator’s incomprehension “la fausseté d’un pareil 
dilemma” because it ignores consideration of “les mots et les tournures qui 

10. Jean Coste, “Le texte Grec d’Isaie xxv:1–5,” RB 61 (1954): 37.
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portent la marque personnelle du traducteur,”11 reminiscent of Ziegler’s 
summons to regard “die ganze Persönlichkeit des Übersetzer.” 

Citing ὀχυρά || עז in 26:1 to dismiss analysis of πτωχός as betraying 
misreading of עז as עני in 25:3,12 he posited that the translator used “un 
scheme dynamique de lecture qui utilse à son profit toutes les ambiguités 
du texte original,” so that “le ʿ am ʿ az est devenu le ʿ am ʿ ani, les ‘violents’, les 
‘violentés’, tout comme les zarîm étaient les zedîm.”13 In his choice of πτωχός 
the translator was guided by the image of “l’Israël pauvre et opprimé de la 
diaspora.”14 Similarly, the translator contrasted the cities of the impious 
and the oppressed in 25:4 by taking advantage of “une confusion possible 
entre le premier maʿôz (refuge) et maʿîr (πόλει),” while ignoring the lamed 
prefixed to 15.דל

Seeligmann’s influence on Coste is evident in his perception that 
γένοιτο	κύριε || (25:1) אמן betrays a translator “guidé par l’habitude des lec-
tures liturgiques.”16 He posited that the translator fashioned these verses 
to emulate “la lyrique cultuelle des psaumes.”17 While maintaining “foi au 
caractère actuel du texte sacré, son souci de donner à la Parole divine toute 
la resonance et l’ampleur que sa piété lui suggérait.”18

Like Ziegler, Coste appealed to strategies evinced throughout the book 
to explain peculiarities. He concluded that ἀνθρώπων	ἀδικουμένων || גוים 
 less likely shows that “le traducteur ait voulu faire d’ἄνθρωποι (25:3) עריצים
l’équivalent de gôïm” than it reflects his tendency to supply ἄνθρωπος,19 
as again with ἀνθρώπων	ἀσεβῶν || זרים in 25:4. Similarly, ἀδικουμένων || 
 must be evaluated in light of the translator’s repeated perplexity at עריצים
 the lack of an equivalent in 29:5; ἄνομος ;13:11 ,עריצים || ὑπερηφάνων) עריץ
 which nevertheless show “que ,(49:25 ,עריץ || and ἰσχύοντος ;29:20 ,עריץ ||
le traducteur attribuait au mot ʿaris une nuance pejorative assez floue, sus-
ceptible d’être précisée selon le context.”20 

11. Coste, “Le texte Grec d’Isaie xxv:1–5,” 47, 66.
12. Coste, “Le texte Grec d’Isaie xxv:1–5,” 40–41.
13. Coste, “Le texte Grec d’Isaie xxv:1–5,” 47.
14. Coste, “Le texte Grec d’Isaie xxv:1–5,” 47.
15. Coste, “Le texte Grec d’Isaie xxv:1–5,” 41–42.
16. Coste, “Le texte Grec d’Isaie xxv:1–5,” 38.
17. Coste, “Le texte Grec d’Isaie xxv:1–5,” 49.
18. Coste, “Le texte Grec d’Isaie xxv:1–5,” 51.
19. Coste, “Le texte Grec d’Isaie xxv:1–5,” 41.
20. Coste, “Le texte Grec d’Isaie xxv:1–5,” 41
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Coste discerned that the translator, having linked σκέπη with (para-
phrastic) καὶ	τοῖς	ἀθυμήσασι	δι’	ἔνδειαν, read מזרם as מזָּרים and rendered it 
with πονηρῶν and explicitizing ἀνθρώπων. Conceding that “ῥύσῃ et σκέπη 
ont tous les deux de titres à être l’équivalent de ṣel,” he regarded it impos-
sible to decide whether “σκέπη se trouvant rajouté ici in êcho du prec-
edent” or ῥύσῃ	αὐτούς was inserted “pour appuyer ἀπὸ	ἀνθρώπων	πονηρῶν, 
member de phrase resté sans verbe.”21 Rejecting speculation about vari-
ant Hebrew words to account for ὀλιγόψυχοι,22 Coste considered it “plus 
sage de penser … à une glose délibérément détachée du texte,” particularly 
because οἷς	ἡμᾶς	παρέδωκας in 25:5 also elicits that judgment.23 For Coste, 
the translator was also a literary craftsman.

J. C. M. das Neves embraced Seeligmann’s perception that the transla-
tor employed “ ‘actualização’ de antigos textos bíblicos” (21–22), through 
which he presented “o original hebraico segund as necessidades religiosas 
do seu tempo” (43), describing a rift between the diasporic faithful and an 
impious, Hellenized aristocracy in Jerusalem (44).

That rift is epitomized in 25:1–5. Old Greek’s city of the impious over 
against cities of the poor and afflicted who will find deliverance arises from 
the translator’s interpretation of a text identical with MT, as in his deriva-
tion of πόλεις and πόλις from מעיר in 25:2 and of πόλει (25:4) through 
association of (1) מעוז with (168 ,166) מעיר. Likewise, τῶν	ἀσεβῶν (25:2) 
is a “releitura do original  זרים… por זדים,” while ὁ	πτωχός (25:3) shows 
that the translator “relê o original עז (‘forte’) em עני (‘pobre’),” based on 
“reflexão teológica” (167). Similarly, ἀδικουμένων || עריצים accords with the 
book’s varied equivalents for עריץ, through which “o G dirige-se contra o 
povo eleito,” so that “ἀδικούμενος relaciona-se directamente com πτώχος 
e tem sentido religioso e positive” (168). Dismissing variants posited to 
explain ὡς	ἄνθρωποι	ὀλιγόψυχοι || (25:4) כזרם קיר, he detected in it a “relei-
tura intencional, tanto mas que ὀλιγόψυχοι não tem um sentido pejorative 
na tradução G” in 25:5 (169). In these and every other apparent deviation 
from a Hebrew source text, OG offers an interpretation of a Hebrew Vor-
lage identical to MT.

21. Coste, “Le texte Grec d’Isaie xxv:1–5,” 43. He notes that the difficulty in posit-
ing that ῥύσῃ reflects analysis of צל as a form of נצל is that “ce verbe n’est jamais attesté 
au qal” (43).

22. Coste, “Le texte Grec d’Isaie xxv:1–5,” 43.
23. Coste, “Le texte Grec d’Isaie xxv:1–5,” 44.
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Arie van der Kooij accepted that “25:1–5 represents a free translation, 
reflecting the ideas of its author more than the contents of the underlying 
Hebrew text.”24 Although the grammatically plural form πόλεις in 25:2 (2x) 
is “typical of LXX Isa. 24–26,” τῶν	ἀσεβῶν	πόλις appears only here among 
all the translated books.25 He claimed that τῶν	ἀσεβῶν “does not support 
the reading זדים” but reflects זרים, as in 25:5.26 This use of the grammatical 
singular suggests that this “ ‘city of the wicked ones’ must be an important 
city dominating the earth,” which, in the book of Isaiah, must be Babylon.27 
The Old Greek engages in “actualizing interpretation” by which Isaiah is 
“read and interpreted as oracles about events of the time of its translator.”28 
Because it comprehends “prophecies about Ashur and Babel … as refer-
ring to the Seleucid empire,” τῶν	ἀσεβῶν	πόλις, refering to Babylon, is a 
cipher for the Seleucids.29

Wilson de Angelo Cunha, eschewing analysis of “single words or 
phrases at the expense of the broader literary context,”30 sought to evalu-
ate the translation’s coherence “without recourse to the Hebrew.”31 Even if 
atypical lexical equivalents spur the question of what underlay them, the 
answer lies on the literary plane,32 where the interplay of “ ‘free’ and ‘lit-
eral’ renderings” shows “how [the translator] interpreted the Hebrew on a 
higher level.”33 Accordingly, a diagnosis of “misreading” is inaccurate, and 
the category of “mistake” applies only to an equivalent that “does not fit its 
own literary context in the Greek.”34 

Thus δοξάσω	σε || ארוממך in 25:1 (an equivalent occurring again only 
in 33:10) was chosen to echo δοξασθήσεται in 24:23, signaling that 25:1–5 

24. Arie van der Kooij, “The Cities of Isaiah 24–27 according to the Vulgate, 
Targum and Septuagint,” in Studies in Isaiah 24–27, ed. Arie van der Kooij, (Leiden: 
Brill, 2000), 193.

25. Van der Kooij, “The Cities of Isaiah 24–27,” 192.
26. Arie van der Kooij, “Isaiah 24–27: Text-Critical Notes,” in Van der Kooij, Stud-

ies in Isaiah 24–27, 13.
27. Van der Kooij, “The Cities of Isaiah 24–27,” 192–93.
28. Van der Kooij, “The Cities of Isaiah 24–27,” 195.
29. Arie van der Kooij, “The Cities of Isaiah 24–27, 196.
30. Cunha, LXX Isaiah 24:1–26:6, 37.
31. Cunha, LXX Isaiah 24:1–26:6, 44.
32. Cunha, LXX Isaiah 24:1–26:6, 43.
33. Cunha, LXX Isaiah 24:1–26:6, 44.
34. Cunha, LXX Isaiah 24:1–26:6, 38.
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is to “be read in light of and in conjunction with LXX Isa 24:21–23.”35 Sim-
ilarly, by rendering למפלה with τοῦ	πεσεῖν, “πίπτω connects Isa 25:2 and 
24:23 together.”36

Observing the similarity of the grammatical plural form of πόλεις (|| 
 in 24:10, 12, Cunha posited that the use of the (בעיר ||) to πόλεις (מעיר
plural number attests a “ ‘higher level’ interpretation of his Vorlage,”37 just 
as ἀσεβῶν was chosen for זרים in service of “the theme of judgment of the 
ἀσεβής” in Isa 24–26 within “a ‘higher level’ interpretation.”38 Similarly, 
πτωχός (v. 3) does not derive from “misreading” עז but from an interpre-
tive scheme about “the liberation of the ‘poor.’ ”39 ἀδικουμένων (|| עריצים) 
was chosen to complement ὁ	πτωχός and τοῖς	ἀθυμήσασι	δι᾿	ἔνδειαν,40 while 
ἄνθρωποι	ὀλιγόψυχοι coordinates with ἀνθρώπων	ἀδικουμένων in a “ ‘high 
level’ interpretation of the Hebrew that paid considerable attention to the 
immediate literary context.”41

Even if οἷς	ἡμᾶς	παρέδωκας (25:5) might attempt to render תכניע, the 
controlling question remains “how this phrase fits in its literary context.”42 
Noting that παρέδωκας “contrasts sharply in meaning with ῥύσῃ,”43 Cunha 
concluded that “the translator interpreted Isa 25:5 in the light of Isa 64:6 
(LXX 7),” where καὶ	παρέδωκας	ἡμᾶς	διὰ	τὰς	ἁμαρτίας	ἡμῶν stands in a 
context (63:18–19) depicting “God’s people as living under the oppres-
sion of ‘ungodly men,’ ‘nations’ or ‘adversaries.’ ”44 In particular, the trans-
lator’s choice of οἷς	ἡμᾶς	παρέδωκας “betrayed the ‘conditions of his own 
time.’ ”45

These widely differing assessments of the translator’s path through 
these verses turn on two issues: the state of the source text and the role of 
the translator. After early attributions of all significant differences to the 
source text, the dominant evaluation came to be that it was close to MT, 
with the translator creating most of the deviations. Ottley’s accent on the 

35. Cunha, LXX Isaiah 24:1–26:6, 158.
36. Cunha, LXX Isaiah 24:1–26:6, 161–62.
37. Cunha, LXX Isaiah 24:1–26:6, 161.
38. Cunha, LXX Isaiah 24:1–26:6, 160.
39. Cunha, LXX Isaiah 24:1–26:6, 162.
40. Cunha, LXX Isaiah 24:1–26:6, 163.
41. Cunha, LXX Isaiah 24:1–26:6, 168.
42. Cunha, LXX Isaiah 24:1–26:6, 96, 169.
43. Cunha, LXX Isaiah 24:1–26:6, 96, 169.
44. Cunha, LXX Isaiah 24:1–26:6, 170.
45. Cunha, LXX Isaiah 24:1–26:6, 170.
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translator’s deficient knowledge of Hebrew and Fischer’s emphasis on the 
strategies the translator adopted in his rendering of difficult texts yielded 
to Ziegler’s (7) focus on the “die ganze Persönlichkeit des Übersetzer,” 
which included his knowledge of other passages in the book or parallels in 
other books that came to constitute the Hebrew Bible. Seeligmann’s focus 
on the translator’s social setting took account of liturgical phrases and per-
ceived allusions to conditions of the translator’s day. Coste’s evaluation of 
the translator as litterateur extended Seeligmann’s portrayal by isolating 
evidence that the translator addressed circumstances of his day in shaping 
his rendering as a liturgical poem. The development of “contemporizing” 
by Van der Kooij, das Neves, and Cunha accented the religious and ideo-
logical struggles encoded in the translation. Although observations about 
relationships between the Greek and a putative Hebrew source text played 
a role, the controlling factor came to be the image of translator as mantic 
interpreter. 

The thicket of Isa 25:1–5 has served as a Rorschach test for how one 
views the translator. Whereas a concordance enables one to establish 
equivalencies and confirm the translator’s path in verses such as 1:2–3 and 
might even equip one to pick a way through a difficult verse such as 3:8, 
the lexical, semantic, and grammatical divergences in this passage lend 
themselves to speculation presented as solutions. In a passage such as this, 
where we are left only with the text as product, the question is what we can 
infer from the structures the translator created by scrutinizing his word 
choices within their context.

25:1

Old Greek’s rendering of this verse casts it as hymnic praise, beginning 
with the verbal pair δοξάσω	σε	ὑμνήσω	τὸ	ὄνομά	σου (|| ארוממך אודה שמך). 
The use of ὑμνέω as an equivalent for ידה is unique to the OG of Isaiah, 
appearing also in the words 12:4 forecasts the people uttering: ὑμνεῖτε	
κύριον	βοᾶτε	τὸ	ὄνομα	αὐτοῦ || הודו ליהוה קראו בשמו. The translator’s choice 
of γένοιτο to render אמן, with +κύριε, confirms his construal of this as a 
prayer (cf. S’s ܐܡܝܢ). This focus might account for the lack of an equivalent 
for אתה, if he analyzed it as anticipatory of the second masculine singular 
objective suffix of ארוממך.

The expansion θαυμαστὰ	 πράγματα || פלא is comparable to διότι	
συντετελεσμένα	 καὶ	 συντετμημένα	 πράγματα	 ἤκουσα || ונחרצה כלה   כי 
.in 28:22 שמעתי
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Although βουλήν could reflect עצה instead of MT’s 46,עצות the trans-
lator so often manipulates grammatical markers that βουλήν more likely 
reflects his predilection (cf. S’s ܘܬܪܥܝܬܐ). Although ἀρχαίαν is nowhere 
else an equivalent for מרחוק (most often translated with a spatial sense: 
μαρκράν, μακρόθεν, πόρρω, πόρρωθεν), temporal ἀρχαίαν accords with the 
notion of a plan already executed, as presumed in verses 2 and 4, making 
it likely the translator’s choice for מרחוק.

 is one out of nine times that S reads simple waw rather כי עשית || ܘܥܒܕܬ
than כי (see 6:5; 8:21; 17:10; 32:13; 40:2 [2x]; 61:11; 65:16). Given the dif-
ficulty in perceiving what would have motivated shifting from the contex-
tually apt explanatory conjunction, the source text might have read ועשית.

Syriac seems to have shifted forward its adjectival equivalent for אמונה 
to modify its nominal equivalent for עצות, inflecting both in the gram-
matical singular: ܘܬܪܥܝܬܐ ܡܗܝܡܢܬܐ. The choice of the grammatical singular 
likely reflects grammatical analysis of אמונה as a feminine singular adjec-
tive. The seventeen other instances of עצה in the book are in the grammati-
cal singular and are rendered as such in Syriac.47 The translator’s rendering 
of 32:7 conveys a similar description of “counsel” as unitary: ܬܪܥܝܬܐ  ܘܗܘ 
.הוא זמות יעץ || ܡܬܚܫܒ

25:2

Although OG reflects the prefixed preposition of מעיר in 17:1 (ἀπὸ	πόλεων) 
and 66:6 (ἐκ	 πόλεως), the renderings of neither instance of מעיר here 
reflect prefixed מן. The same is the case in 48:2, where τῆς	πόλεως || מעיר is 
entangled with a pleonastic rendering of נקראו: καὶ	ἀντεχόμενοι	τῷ	ὀνόματι	
τῆς	πόλεως	τῆς	ἁγίας ||  כי מעיר הקדש נקראו. Notably ἀπὸ	πόλεων || מעיר in 
17:1 is embroiled in an analysis of מוסר as a form of סור (ἰδοὺ	Δαμασκὸς	

46. Cunha found the grammatical singular βουλήν for עצות remarkable, given the 
preceding plural form of θαυμαστὰ	πράγματα and the fact that “עצה appears regularly 
in the singular and it is equally rendered with the singular of βουλή” (Cunha, LXX 
Isaiah 24:1–26:6, 86). His claim (159) that this owes to “harmonization with LXX Isa 
14:26,” where ἡ	βουλή is directed ἐπὶ	τὴν	οἰκουμένην	ὅλην, with οἰκουμένη translating 
 as it does in 24:1, at the head of the passage literarily connected to 25:1–5, rests on ארץ
multiple unprovable assertions.

47. On the other hand, S generally inflects ܬܪܥܝܬܐ in the plural to match gram-
matical plurals in Hebrew, as in its rendering of עצמותיכם in 41:21 and especially 
forms of מחשבת inflected in the plural (55:8 [2x], 9 [2x]; 59:7 [2x]; 65:22; 66:18; but 
cf. 55:7 ,מחשבתיו || ܬܪܥܝܬܗ).



484 ISAIAH 25

ἀρθήσεται	ἀπὸ	πόλεων || הנה דמשק מוסר מעיר) and seems to have served 
as the touchstone for his reasoning. Correspondingly here, recognition of 
 as verbal likely shaped his rendering of πόλεις as direct object, while שמת
his focus on יבנה לא as the heart of the final clause directed his choice of 
πόλις as subject.

Although S’s מעיר || ܩܪܝܬܐ resembles OG’s πόλεις, so do V’s civitatem 
and T’s פצחין קרוי. However, none of the versions is a trustworthy witness 
to a source text reading עיר, since each had reason to find the direct object 
for שמת in מעיר to provide an intelligible translation. (Notably, 1QIsaa 
reads מעיר.)

ὀχυρά || בצר occurs commonly in the phrase πόλεις	ὀχυραί through-
out the Greek Bible,48 including 36:1; 37:26. S’s equivalent בצורה || ܥܫܝܢܬܐ 
recurs in 36:1 (ܕܝܗܘܕܐ ܥܫܝܢܬܐ  יהודה הבצרות || ܡܕܝܢܬܐ   ܡܕܝܢܬܐ) and 37:26 (ערי 
.(ערים בצרות || ܥܫܝܢܬܐ

In contrast to S’s forthright למפלה || ܠܡܦܘܠܬܐ, OG’s τοῦ	 μὴ	 πεσεῖν 
evinces the translator’s habit of “forcibly tr[ying] to wrench, from passages 
which he cannot understand, some signification” by supplying a negative 
adverb (Seeligmann, 57), a tactic prominent also in OG Job (see the com-
ments at 3:10). In this instance the translator’s perception that למפלה com-
plements בצורה seems to have spurred him to supply a negative.

Although the Isaiah translator often uses θεμέλιον for 24:18) מוסד; 
28:16; 40:21; 58:12), he also uses it unexpectedly, as with ἐκ	τῶν	θεμελίων	
αὐτῆς || ממקומה in 13:13, εἰς	τὰ	θεμέλια	τῆς	γῆς || אל ירכתי בור in 14:15, and 
θεμέλια	τῆς	γῆς || תחתיות ארץ in 44:23. It also shows up in ἔρχεσθαι	ἐκ	γῆς	
πόρρωθεν	ἀπ᾿	ἄκρου	θεμελίου	τοῦ	οὐρανοῦ || באים מארץ מרחק מקצה השמים 
(13:5), where מוסד would be an unlikely interloper in the phrase מקצה 
	γῆς	The translator may have supplied θεμελίου to underscore ἐκ 49.השמים
πόρρωθεν by locating it where the earth’s horizon meets the sky. Although 
ὁ	τοῖχος	αὐτῆς renders ארמנותיה in 23:13 (in close association with למפלה, 
as here) and οἶκοι translates ארמון in 32:14, θεμέλιον is the equivalent for 
.again in Jer 6:5; Amos 1:4, 12, 14; 2:2, 5 ארמון

Old Greek uses ἀσεβής to render זר again in 25:5 and 29:5. Based 
on comparison with καὶ	 ἀπολῶ	 ὕβριν	 ἀνόμων || זדים  .in 13:11 (cf גאון 
παράνομοι || זדים in Pss 85[86]:14; 118[119]:85 and ὑπερήφανοι || זדים in 

48. E.g., καὶ	αἱ	πόλεις	ὀχυραί || והערים בצרות, Num 13:28; cf. Num 32:36; Deut 3:5; 
Josh 10:20; 14:12; 2 Kgdms 20:6.

49. The only similar phrase in the Bible is τὰ	θεμέλια	τοῦ	οὐρανοῦ || מוסדות השמים, 
2 Kgdms 22:8.
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Ps 118[119]:21, 51, 69, 78, 122), it is reasonable to infer that ר/ד confusion 
(whether already in the source text or so read by the translator) accounts 
for ἀσεβῶν for forms of זר here and in 25:5 and 29:5.50 

25:3

εὐλογέω is the equivalent for כבד only here and in 43:20, where the Kyrios 
foresees wilderness creatures’ response to a gift of water: εὐλογήσει	με	τὰ	
θηρία	τοῦ	ἀγροῦ … ὅτι	ἔδωκα	ἐν	τῇ	ἐρήμῳ	ὕδωρ || תכבדני חית השדה … כי 
מים במדבר   The only occurrences of this equivalent in the Greek 51.נתתי 
Bible are here and in 43:20. εὐλογέω befits a hymn of praise, as attested by 
εὐλογήσω	σε	κύριε || אודך יהוה in 12:1, which is also the only time εὐλογέω 
renders ידה in the Bible. These novel selections of εὐλογήσει	σε in hymns 
of praise illuminate the unusual equivalent εὐλογήσουσί	σε || ייראוך at the 
end of the verse.

Scholz (40) posited that graphic confusion lies behind ὁ	λαὸς	ὁ	πτωχός 
 Similar confusion or error likely accounts for .עני read as עז with ,עם עז ||
τὰ	δένδρα	σου || אריוך in 16:9, for which 1QIsaa reads ארזיך. Whether the 
source text read עני or the translator was induced to read it thus in light of 
ταπεινῇ) is unknowable.52	πόλει	in 25:4 (elaborated into πάσῃ לדל

On the other hand, the quest for a Vorlage that spurred πτωχός might 
be beside the point. After all, τοῖς	ἀθυμήσασι || לאביון in 25:4 is similarly 
unparalleled but likely due to the translator’s propensity to choose words 
with psychological coloring, as Ziegler detected (see below, 25:4). Since 
the present context already highlights the plight of ὁ	λαὸς	ὁ	πτωχός	and	
πόλεις	ἀνθρώπων	ἀδικουμένων (25:3) over against τῶν	ἀσεβῶν	πόλις (25:2), 
the more fitting question regarding ὁ	 λαὸς	 ὁ	 πτωχός || עז  might be עם 
about the shape of the discourse the translator created, along the lines 
Coste suggested.

50. For a mirrored confusion, compare the translation of זדים with ἀλλοτρίοι in 
Mal 3:15; Ps 18[19]:14; ἀλλογενεῖς in Mal 3:19.

	αὐτῶν	χείλεσιν	is most often translated with δόξα or δοξάζω. Compare τοῖς כבד .51
τιμῶσίν	με ||  ובשפתיו כבדוני in 29:13. Other equivalents distinctively chosen for their 
setting include: καὶ	 τοῖς	 ὠσὶν	 αὐτῶν	 βαρέως	 ἤκουσαν || הכבד  ;(cf. 59:1) 6:10 ,ואזניו 
κατίσχυσεν	γὰρ	ἐπ᾿	αὐτῆς	ἡ	ἀνομία ||  24:20 ,וכבד עליה פשעה.

52. Although ταπεινός || דל is evidenced elsewhere (10:2; 11:4; 14:30; 26:6), 
nowhere else is עז rendered with πτωχός or ταπεινός.
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ἀδικουμένων is the equivalent for עריצים both here and in 25:4, while 
ἀνθρώπων that precedes it aligns with גוים in this verse but lacks any equiv-
alent in 25:4’s phrase, ἀπὸ	ἀνθρώπων	πονηρῶν || מזרם. As Coste noted, the 
translator frequently insinuated explicative ἄνθρωπος.53

ἀδικέω renders various verbs throughout the book, but only in these 
verses does it render ערץ. As reported in discussing ἀδικεῖτε || תדכאו in 
3:15, Seeligmann (42) perceived that ἀδικέω (along with its cognate forms) 
is used throughout the book as a “wellnigh technical term, to express, with-
out any direct sanction from the Hebrew text, the violence from which 
Israel was made to suffer by other peoples (10:20; 23:13; 25:3–4; 43:24; 
51:23).” The claim that it serves akin to a technical term overstates its role, 
since ἀδικέω || עוה in 21:3, ἀδικία || עון in 43:24, ἀδικέω/ἀδικία/ἄδικος for 
forms of עשק in 23:12, 33:15, 54:14, and 59:13, רשע in 57:20 and 58:6, 
-in 32:7 and 59:13 all have precedents in the Penta שקר in 61:8, and עולה
teuch, while τοὺς	 ἀδικήσαντας	 αὐτούς || מכהו in 10:20, τῶν	ἀδικησάντων	
σε || מוגיך in 51:23, ἀδικία || רעה/רע in 33:15 and 57:1 (cf. ἀδικέω || רעע in 
65:25) are hardly whimsical equivalents.54 On the other hand, there seems 
little doubt that ἀδικεῖτε was chosen strategically to render תדכאו in 3:15, 
whose preceding verses leveled charges of abuse of the people of the Kyrios 
(3:12–14). It is unremarkable that in 9:17(16) the translator rendered כל 
	ἄνομοι	ἄδικα, on the heels of πάντες	λαλεῖ	στόμα	πᾶν	with καὶ פה דבר נבלה
καὶ	πονηροί || כלו חנף ומרע. Although his rendering of לערץ with θραῦσαι in 
2:19, 21, of תעריצו with ταραχθῆτε in 8:12, and of יעריצו with φοβηθήσονται 
in 29:23 (cf. τρωθήσῃ || תערץ, Deut 7:21; πτοηθῇς || תערצו, Deut 31:6) seems 
to belie a perception that ערץ bespeaks a fear-inducing threat, it is not 
clear that his choice of ἀδικουμένων here and in 25:4 relies on semantic 
reasoning. More likely, these instances are similar to the contextually cali-
brated choice of ἀδικεῖτε || תדכאו in 3:15 and ἄδικα || נבלה in 9:17(16). The 
description of those who will bless the Kyrios as ὁ	λαὸς	ὁ	πτωχός and πόλει	
ταπεινῇ who find deliverance ἀπὸ	ἀνθρώπων	πονηρῶν sets the frame of ref-
erence for selecting ἀδικουμένων to describe their distress.

53. Coste, “Le texte Grec d’Isaie xxv:1–5,” 41; cf. Van der Vorm-Croughs, 60.
54. There are unusual but not necessarily erratic alignments, such as ἀδικούμενον 

 in Ps 70(71):4 likely וחומץ || ἀδικοῦντος	in 1:17, whose comparability to καὶ חמוץ ||
owes to each translator associating חמץ with חמס, for which ἀδικία, ἄδικος, and ἀδικέω 
are equivalents in the Pentateuch (Gen 6:11, 13; 16:5; 49:5; Exod 23:1; Deut 19:16) and 
appear again in Isa 60:18 (ἀδικία || חמס) and frequently in Psalms (e.g., 7:17; 10[11]:5; 
17[18]:49; + 10x). 
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Elsewhere in the book, ܥܡܡܐ ܣܓܝܐܐ renders (17:12 ;4 ,2:3) עמים רבים, 
רבים רב ,(52:15) גוים  מעט and (apparently via litotes) ,(13:4) עם  לא   גוים 
(10:7). Goshen-Gottstein (צג) cautions against presuming the Vorlage read 
 .גוים עריצים || ܕܥܡܡܐ ܥܫܝܢܐ owes to the parallel עז || ܣܓܝܐܐ positing that ,רב
Because עריצים || ܥܫܝܢܐ already appeared in 13:11 (ܐܡܟܟ ܕܥܫܝܢܐ   || ܘܓܐܝܘܬܐ 
-ren ܥܫܢ) and will appear in 25:4 and then 29:5; 49:25 (וגאות עריצים אשפיל 
ders ערץ in 29:23; 47:23), the influence seems not to be of עז on עריצים. One 
might detect behind עז || ܣܓܝܐܐ an attempt to differentiate the phrase, but 
this translator does not shy away from using synonyms in parallel clauses. 
Nor does he use ܣܓܝ elsewhere without a footing in the Hebrew. Most 
occurrences align with רב (הרבה in 30:33) or כביר (הרבה in 30:33), the only 
divergences from which are וברחמים גדלים אקבצך || ܘܒܪܚܡܝ ܣܓܝܐܐ ܐܟܢܫܟܝ 
in 54:7 and בחיל כבד || ܒܚܝܠܐ ܣܓܝܐܐ in 36:2 (to which is comparable ܘܣܓܝܘ  
 in 5:13). Although S regularly translates וכבודו מתי רעב || ܡܝܬܝܗܘܢ ܡܢ ܟܦܢܐ
 might have elicited a translation similar to עם עז the phrase ,ܥܫܝܢ with עז
 in 36:2 that accorded with the commonly occurring בחיל כבד || ܒܚܝܠܐ ܣܓܝܐܐ
phrase ܥܡܡܐ ܣܓܝܐܐ. Compare its metaphorical equivalent for עז in 56:11’s 
.והכלבים עזי נפש  || ܘܟܠܒܐ ܐܢܘܢ ܕܝܥܢܐ ܢܦܫܗܘܢ

25:4

Although ταπεινός is a frequent equivalent to דל, πόλει has no obvi-
ous semantic basis in extant Hebrew witnesses. Coste’s inference that 
πόλει	 ταπεινῇ owes to an association of מעוז with מעיר implies a double 
rendering,55 given that βοηθός || מעוז resembles τοῦ	βοηθοῦ	σου || מעזך in 
17:10 and τοῦ	βοηθηθῆναι || במעוז in 30:2. In all three cases the translator 
likely reasoned from biliteral association with עזר, for which βοηθός and 
its cognates are common equivalents (e.g., 10:3; 20:6; 30:5; cf. εἰς	βοήθειαν 
 .(in 8:20 ולתעודה ||

In this light, the translator’s association of מעוז with מעיר seems less 
likely than positing that he supplied πόλει to create a phrase to match ὁ	
λαὸς	ὁ	πτωχός || (25:3) עז עם. Although this proposal is speculative, it is 
a reasonable inference in light of the discourse the translator fashioned. 
The plight of ὁ	λαὸς	ὁ	πτωχός (25:3) over against τῶν	ἀσεβῶν	πόλις (25:2) 
is intrinsic to the product and likely owes to the translator’s reading. Even 
if 25:5 asserts that the Kyrios assigned the wicked to afflict the people, 

55. Coste, “Le texte Grec,” 42–43.
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equally prominent is proclamation of the reduction of the πόλεις … πόλεις	
ὀχυράς (|| מעיר … קריה בצורה) to rubble. These cities are individuated by 
consigning τῶν	 ἀσεβῶν	πόλις (|| מעיר  to enduring desolation, just (זרים 
as πόλεις	 ἀνθρώπων	 ἀδικουμένων (25:3) are individuated by πάσῃ	 πόλει	
ταπεινῇ (25:4) who find deliverance and respond with praise for the Kyrios. 
These structures are unique to the product. 

Just as the grammatically singular בצורה  was translated in the קריה 
plural with πόλεις	 ὀχυράς in 25:2, עריצים גוים  	is rendered πόλεις קרית 
ἀνθρώπων	ἀδικουμένων, with ἀνθρώπων less of an equivalent for גוים than 
an explicitizing substitution for it (cf. +ἄνθρωποι in 25:5). Although Coste 
concluded that πόλει	 ταπεινῇ reflected a Vorlage that read מעיר  in לדל 
place of 56,לדל מעוז the intertwined vocabulary and the strained relation-
ships to any likely Hebrew source text suggest that the translator fashioned 
the grammatically singular πόλει	 ταπεινῇ as an echo of the sequence of 
πόλεις…πόλις in 25:2. Prefixed πάσῃ, likely supplied by the translator (on 
+πᾶς, see appendix A), conspicuously contrasts with the prohibition of 
rebuilding τῶν	ἀσεβῶν	πόλις.

S’s equivalents for ܡܣܝܥܢܐ ,מעוז and ܥܕܘܪܐ, are remarkable within the 
book, where מעוז is otherwise rendered by 30:2 ;27:5 ;14 ,23:4 ;17:9) ܥܘܫܢܐ, 
3) or a participial form of (17:10) ܥܫܢ. Nevertheless, the same equivalents 
as here are attested outside Isaiah: יהוה עזי ומעזי  || ܡܪܝܐ ܚܝܠܝ ܘܡܥܕܪܢܝ (Jer 
16:19; cf. Nah 3:11; Pss 31:3; 37:39); ܛܒ ܗܘ ܡܪܝܐ ܠܡܣܝܥܘ ܒܝܘܡܐ ܕܐܘܠܨܢܐ || 
 This suggests that the .(Nah 1:7; cf. Pss 28:8; 31:5) טוב יהוה למעוז ביום צרה 
same semantic tradition for מעוז reflected in the OG was likely known to 
S’s translator as well. (For עריצים || ܥܫܝܢܐ, see 25:3.)

Although other equivalents for אביון are attested outside Isaiah 
(πτωχοί || 14:30 ,ואביונים; ταπεινῶν || 32:7 ,אביון; καὶ	οἱ	ἐνδεεῖς || והאביונים, 
41:17), ἀθυμέω || אביון is unparalleled and the only appearance of the verb 
in Isaiah.57 As Ziegler (83) phrased it, τοῖς	ἀθυμήσασι || לאביון likely owes 
to the translator’s preference “sozusagen psychologisch auszudrücken” 
terms for the poor, as with ὡς	ἄνθρωποι	ὀλιγόψυχοι || כזרם קיר in 25:5, οἱ	
ὀλιγόψυχοι	τῇ	διανοίᾳ || לנמהרי לב in 35:4, ὀλιγόψυχον || ועצובת רוח in 54:6, 
and καὶ	ὀλιγοψύχοις	διδοὺς	μακροθυμίαν || ואת דכא ושפל רוח in 57:15. That 

56. Coste, “Le texte Grec,” 42–43.
57. ἀθυμέω renders כעס (along with nominal ἀθυμία) in 1 Kgdms 1:6, 7, is used to 

translate the idiom ויחר ל in 1 Kgdms 15:11; 2 Kgdms 6:8; 1 Chr 13:11, while καρδίαν	
ἀθυμοῦσαν || לב רגז is found in Deut 28:65. ἀθυμία	κατέσχεν	με renders זלעפה אחזתני 
in Ps 117(118):53.
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assessment is reinforced by the complement phrase δι᾿	ἔνδειαν || 58.בצר לו 
Although this is the only appearance of ἔνδεια in the book, καὶ	οἱ	ἐνδεεῖς 
renders והאביונים in 41:17.59

The OG translator treats כי variably (see appendix C). In this case, 
given the set of modifications throughout the verse, it is possible (if unver-
ifiable) that he chose καί to place πνεῦμα on the same plane as σκέπη as 
benefits granted those suffering, parallel to βοηθός and σκέπη in the first 
half of the verse.

σκέπη elsewhere renders both (4:6) מחסה and (16:3) צל, and likely its 
two instances here render each noun. At the same time, ῥύσῃ	αὐτούς lacks 
any discernible foundation in the Hebrew and possibly (while speculative) 
arose by biliteral association of צל with נצל (cf. ὁ	 ῥυόμενος || 5:29 ,מציל; 
ῥύσασθαι || 7 + ;36:14 ,להצילx). In fact, after ῥύσασθε || אשרו in 1:17, ῥύομαι 
renders only נצל in its other nine occurrences through 37:12.60 The addi-
tion of αὐτούς as direct object is a frequent maneuver taken by this transla-
tor (see Van der Vorm-Croughs, 49–52). 

25:5

As Ziegler (82) summarized, “25,4.5 liegt Umdeutung der hebr. Ausdrücke 
 Hitze’ vor.” The semantic relationship of διψώντων‘ חרב Wetter’ und‘ זרם
to מחרב is transparent, even if the equivalence occurs nowhere else in 
this book or other translated books of the Hebrew Bible (it commonly 
renders ציה or צמא), while חרב is more frequently rendered in this book 
by ἐρημόω (7x). This unusual equivalent joins those of τοῖς	ἀθυμήσασι	δι᾿	
ἔνδειαν || לאביון בצר לו, ἀνθρώπων	ἀδικουμένων || עריצים, and ὡς	ἄνθρωποι	
ὀλιγόψυχοι, which Ziegler (82) reasonably aligned with קיר  at the כזרם 
end of 25:4, rightly noting that ἄνθρωποι is the same explicative addition 
as in 25:3–4. 

58. Other equivalents for צרר/צר are σκληρός (5:30), στενοχωρέω (49:19), στενός 
(49:20), and θλίψις (3x), which includes ἐν	θλίψει || (26:16) בצר, the most common 
equivalent for בצר in the Greek Bible (along with ἐν	τῷ	θλίβεσθαι).

59. Outside Isaiah, ἔνδεια most frequently renders forms of 8/14) חסרx; cf. διὰ	
τὴν	ἔνδειαν	πάντων || בחסר כל, Deut 28:57). חסר (both times a verb) appears twice in 
Isaiah. Only in 32:6 does it have a clearly identifiable equivalent: κενὰς	ποιῆσαι || יחסיר 
(51:14 diverges too much to align any Greek and Hebrew words).

60. From 44:6 on it translates גאל in eleven cases, as well as ישע (3x) and פדה (1x).
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ὀλιγόψυχος appears twice in the Pentateuch: ἀπὸ	τῆς	ὀλιγοψυχίας || מקצר 
 .(Num 21:4) ותקצר נפש העם || λαὸς	ὁ	ὠλιγοψύχησεν	and καὶ (Exod 6:9) רוח
Elsewhere in Isaiah it figures in οἱ	ὀλιγόψυχοι	τῇ	διανοίᾳ || (35:4) לנמהרי לב, 
καὶ	 ὀλιγόψυχον || רוח 	and καὶ ,(54:6) ועצובת  ὀλιγοψύχοις || ושפל דכא   ואת 
 Whereas each of those cases is based on a Hebrew term for the .(57:15) רוח
psyche (לב/נפש/רוח), the alignment of ἄνθρωποι	ὀλιγόψυχοι with כזרם קיר (= 
1QIsaa, 1QIsab; cf. S, V, T) has no such basis. Ziegler’s (82) speculation that 
the translator associated קיר with צרר or קצר is, of course, unconfirmable. 
Given the predilections evident in τοῖς	 ἀθυμήσασι	 δι᾿	 ἔνδειαν, ἀνθρώπων	
ἀδικουμένων, and διψώντων in 25:4–5, it is possible that the translator simply 
chose ὀλιγόψυχοι as a contextually fitting substitute.

Observing the lack of equivalents for יענה עריצים  זמיר  עב  בצל   ,חרב 
Ziegler (49) posited, “LXX hat den ganzen V. 5 verkürzt wiedergegeben,” 
perhaps because “war er schon in ihrer Vorlage nicht in Ordnung.” Simi-
larly, Fischer (8) cited this minus as evidence that OG’s source text “an 
verdorbenen Stellen gegenüber unserer M durchaus nicht immer einen 
besseren Text hatte.” Abbreviation and a corrupt source text are each pos-
sible, although neither is more verifiable than the other. Nor does the 
translator’s use of παραδίδωμι, one of his favorite slot words, reveal any-
thing about his source text, any more than forging a relative clause such 
as οἷς	 ἡμᾶς	 παρέδωκας befits this translator’s tendencies. Suspecting the 
translator’s hand in this leaves his Vorlage unknowable.

S’s ܘܐܝܟ ܛܠܠܠܐ ܒܫܘܒܐ is similar to (חרב בצל ||) ܘܫܘܒܐ ܒܛܠܠܠܐ later in this 
verse and ܘܛܠܠܠܐ ܡܢ ܫܘܒܐ in 25:4, although there it renders צל מחרב, trans-
lates a form of צל, just as in each of its twelve other appearances (includ-
ing הוי ארץ צלצל || ܘܝ ܠܐܪܥܐ ܕܛܠܠܠܐ in 18:1). As Warzawski (44) reported, in 
32:2 S renders בציון with ܒܨܗܝܐ and the immediately following כצל with 
 in בצל For that reason, he concluded that S’s Vorlage here read .ܘܐܝܟ ܛܠܠܠܐ
place of בציון, although he posited, “scheint im Texte der Pesch. ein Fehler 
zu sein, und es muss wohl ܒܛܠܠܠܐ ܘܐܝܟ ܫܘܒܐ gelesen werden.” His solution 
shoehorns S’s rendering into a two-stage explanation that obscures ambi-
guities. Although a Vorlage reading בצל is conceivable, the lack of textual 
evidence for an inner-Syriac transposition raises the question of whether 
the translator might have been responsible for both features, conforming 
the phrasing to צל מחרב || ܘܛܠܠܠܐ ܡܢ ܫܘܒܐ in 25:4. No answer is possible, but 
Warzawski’s proposal fails to address what would have triggered a scribe 
to transpose the words.

Although שאון || ܪܡܘܬܐ could owe to reading ש as ׂש, (cf. ܘܪܡ ܡܢ ܪܡܬܐ || 
-with equivalents con שאון S renders ,(5:26 ,ונשא || ܘܢܪܝܡ ;2:2 ,ונשא מגבעות 
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noting sound: ܘܪܓܘܫܝܐ ܕܐܡܘܬܐ ܐܝܟ ܩܠܐ ܕܡܝܐ ܣܓܝܐܐ ;(13:4) קול שאון || ܩܠܐ ܕܪܓܘܫܝܐ 
 חדל שאון עליזים  || ܘܫܠܝ ܩܠܐ ܕܕܝܨܐ ;(17:12) ושאון לאמים כשאון מים כבירים ישאון  ||
 However, the variety of .(66:6) קול שאון מעיר  || ܩܠܐ ܕܕܠܘܚܝܐ ܡܢ ܩܪܝܬܐ ;(24:8)
equivalents suggests that the choice of each was linked to the translator’s 
understanding of the context, which is equally likely here.

The translator’s choice of ܡܟܟ for the parallel verbs תכניע and יענה 
likely reflects a leveling based on ענה, given that the typical equivalent for 
 is never its equivalent ܡܟܟ while ,(Lev 26:41; Deut 9:3; +14x) ,ܬܒܪ is כנע
outside Isaiah but renders ענה in 53:4, 7; 58:3; 60:14; 64:11.

As Warzawski (44) perceived, ܫܒܘܩܐ appears based on associating זמיר 
with זמורה (cf. וזמרת זר תזרענו || ܒܫܒܘܩܐ ܢܘܟܪܝܐ ܬܙܪܥܝܢܗ in 17:10).

25:6

The key lexical hook for the translator was משתה, which he twice rendered 
with πίονται. Although οἶνον is a common object for this verb, it is likely 
too generous to assume that the translator selected it as a semantic link 
with שמרים, a word that appears only here in Isaiah and seems to have 
been unfamiliar to the translators of Jer 31(48):11 (καὶ	 πεποιθὼς	 ἦν	 ἐπὶ	
τῇ	δόξῃ	αὐτοῦ ||  ושקט הוא אל שמריו) and Zeph 1:12 (ἐπὶ	τοὺς	ἄνδρας	τοὺς	
καταφρονοῦντας	ἐπὶ	τὰ	φυλάγματα	αὐτῶν ||  על האנשים הקפאים על שמריהם), 
while only Ps 74(75):9 uses a semantically apt equivalent, τρυγίας “dregs.” 

If, however, he supplied οἶνον as an object compatible with πίονται, 
we are harder pressed to explain εὐφροσύνην, which nowhere else is the 
object of πίνω. Even if πίονται	 εὐφροσύνην can be explicated as a figure 
made concrete by πίονται	οἶνον,61 it is unclear what might have spurred the 
translator to forge this novel metaphor. Rather than the translator having 
merely associated שמנים with שמחים (pace Van der Vorm-Croughs, 443), 
his Vorlage probably read שמחים.

On the other hand, Ottley’s (2:226) surmise that with χρίσονται	μύρον 
“the translator had somehow extracted what he took for ימשחו מר from 
-seems peculiar alongside his judgment that 25:6 is other ”משתה שמרים
wise the product of “intentional shortening.” More likely is Ziegler’s (214) 
conclusion that “hat LXX nur frei übersetzt: μύρον entspricht שמנים.” On 

61. The semantics might be similar to the designation of abandoned villages as 
εὐφροσύνη	 ὄνων	 ἀγρίων (|| פראים  in 32:14 as places were wild donkeys take (משוש 
delight, or βοήσατε	ὄρη	εὐφροσύνην (|| פצחו הרים רנה) in 44:23 as characterizing what 
is announced.
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the other hand, Ziegler’s (117) suggestion that the translator “denkt hier 
viell. an Am 6, 6: οἱ	 πίνοντες	 τὸν	 διυλισμένον	 οἶνον,	 καὶ	 τὰ	 πρῶτα	 μύρα	
χριόμενοι” (|| השתים במזרקי יין וראשית שמנים ימשחו) rests only on the few 
words common to the passages while ignoring the differences. More likely 
the translator created the association of drinking wine and anointing with 
oil in a reformulation that condensed verbiage.

Although the shift to describing the acts of the Kyrios via third-person 
pronouns tracks with the Hebrew (καὶ	 ποιήσει	 κύριος || יהוה  the ,(ועשה 
choice to translate משתה as a verb conjugated in the third-person plural 
(πίονται … πίονται … χρίσονται) shifts the focus to the nations’ enjoyment 
of divine gifts. The effect of this decision is clarified from noting that Gen-
esis—the only book of the Torah where משתה appears—renders it with 
nouns: πότος (19:3; 40:20), δοχή (21:8; 26:30), γάμος (29:22). πότος proves 
the standard equivalent throughout most of the Greek Bible (19x).62 The 
choice to render it here with a verb in the third-person plural shifts focus 
from what the Kyrios provides to the nations’ experience.

Each of the first two occurrences of ܫܡܝܢܐ is an adjective modifying an 
instance of ܡܫܬܝܐ, and each corresponds to an instance of שמנים. Similarly, 
 as a passive participle but שמרים based on analysis of ܡܫܬܝܐ modifies ܢܛܝܪܐ
declined in the grammatical singular, coordinate with ܫܡܝܢܐ. 

The relationship of Syriac’s final three words of the verse to MT is 
more opaque. Although the alignment of ܕܡܚܝܢܢ with ממחים suggests asso-
ciation with חיה, the prefixed dalet and the 1cp object suffix point to a 
reformulation, as seems likely the case also with the following ܫܡܝܢܐ that, 
despite sharing the graphic form of the earlier equivalents for שמנים, is 
unlikely the same lexeme, given that it modifies ܕܡܚܝܢܢ, a nomen agentis 
form (ending in -ān) constructed from a participle (Nöldeke §130).63 By 
dint of that grammatical form, the 1cp suffix should serve as an object, 
and the prefixed dalet is an independent relative pronoun, marking an epi-
thet: “the one who delivers us.” In that light, ܫܡܝܢܐ is likely an adjectival 

62. Esther alone uses δοχή (6x) and γάμος (3x). Although it uses πότος for משתה 
six times, it also uses συμπόσιον (7:7) and κώθων (8:17). משתה is translated with a verb 
again only in Prov 15:15b, which contraposes to an assertion that evil people always 
suffer the claim, οἱ	δὲ	ἀγαθοὶ	ἡσυχάζουσιν	διὰ	παντός (||  וטוב לב משתה תמיד).

63. Although this noun occurs nowhere in translations of other books of the 
Hebrew Bible, it appears in the Syriac translation of Wis 16:7, which asserts that those 
who repented during the incident of the bronze serpent (Num 21) were saved not by 
the image but ܡܛܠܬܟ ܕܐܢܬ ܗܘ ܡܐܚܝܢܐ ܕܟܠ  (διὰ	σὲ	τὸν	πάντων	σωτῆρα).
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form from ܫܡܝܐ, a fitting modifier for the deity, especially alongside ܘܥܫܝܢܐ 
 .מזקקים ||

Warszawski’s (45) proposal that S’s Vorlage read מחינו משמים החזק can 
presuppose graphic errors in the first word (initial מ as a dittograph; final 
-was wrongly copied under influ משמים and assume that (נו as ligation of ם
ence of the preceding שמרים. It is more difficult, however, to posit that 
the Vorlage read החזק in place of 64,מזקקים let alone to understand how 
this proposed text might have been comprehended in its context. It seems 
much more likely that the translator created, out of uncertainty about the 
Hebrew, this epithet to be read as a further definition of ܡܪܝܐ ܚܝܠܬܢܐ, iden-
tifying the benefactor of the nations as the deliverer of Israel. In that event, 
S avoids condensation and omitting repeated or unfamiliar words.

25:7

The use of παράδος || ובלע contrasts with κατέπιεν || בלע in 25:8, a common 
equivalent for בלע (e.g., Isa 9:15; 28:4; cf. Gen 41:7, 24). παραδίδωμι is 
among the words the translator employs when he “übersetzt so mehr dem 
Sinne nach, als dem Wortlaut” (Ziegler, 13–14).65 Its use here likely reflects 
uncertainty about the verse more broadly, as highlighted by the lack of an 
equivalent for הלוט הלוט. 

Although  בשמלה לוטה  היא  	is rendered by καὶ הנה  αὐτὴ	 ἐνειλημένη	
ἐν	 ἱματίῳ in 1 Kgdms 21:10 and  באדרתו פניו  	by καὶ וילט  ἐπεκάλυψεν	 τὸ	
πρόσωπον	αὐτοῦ	ἐν	τῇ	μηλωτῇ	ἑαυτοῦ in 3 Kgdms 19:13, the lexical adjuncts 
that constrain semantics there (באדרתו ,בשמלה) have no analogue here. 
While ταῦτα	πάντα aligns with הזה and τοῖς	ἔθνεσιν corresponds to על כל 
 to associate it with כל he might have repositioned his equivalent for ,העמים
 ובלע || παράδος	τούτῳ	ὄρει	τῷ	compare the reordering of syntagms in ἐν) הזה
 There is reason to suspect that the translator simply omitted 66.(בהר הזה
a rendering of פני הלוט הלוט, in accord with Ziegler’s (7) observation that 

64. S’s familiarity with זקק is uncertain. Although it appears only here in Isaiah, 
evidence from elsewhere is mixed. While it is rendered by ܓܒܐ in Mal 3:3 (cf. ܣܐܡܐ 
 in Job 28:1, in each case the ܫܚܠ in Ps 12:7, and ܕܟܐ ,(Prov 10:20 ,כסף נבחר || ܓܒܝܐ
semantics of refining is inferable from the context. In Job 36:27 יזקו is rendered by 
.in 1 Chr 29:4 ככר כסף מזקק is the equivalent for ܟܟܪܐ ܕܟܣܦܐ while ,ܘܢܨܘܪ

65. He renders בלע with favored “slot words” on two other occasions: ταράσσουσιν 
.(19:3) אבלע || and διασκεδάσω (3:12) בלעו ||

66. On the other hand, the translator is not shy about adding forms of πᾶς, as in 
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the translator “macht sich kein Gewissen daraus, schwere, seltene Wörter 
einfach auszulassen, wenn dadurch der Sinn des Satzes nicht gestört wird.” 
That condition appears met in this verse via ταῦτα	πάντα as anaphoric to 
the undertakings for the nations promised in 25:6, whose justification is 
specified by the explanatory clause, ἡ	γὰρ	βουλὴ	αὕτη	ἐπὶ	πάντα	τὰ	ἔθνη.67

ἡ	γὰρ	βουλὴ	αὕτη || והמסכה הנסוכה is the only one among the several 
passages in the book that expound the divine βουλή (see the comments on 
3:9) without a clear footing in the Hebrew. The structure of ἡ	γὰρ	βουλὴ	
αὕτη	 ἐπὶ	πάντα	 τὰ	 ἔθνη is reminiscent of αὕτη	ἡ	βουλή	ἣν	βεβούλευται	
κύριος	ἐπὶ	τὴν	οἰκουμένην	ὅλην || זאת העצה היעוצה על כל הארץ in 14:26, 
except that it lacks an equivalent for הנסוכה similar to how ἣν	βεβούλευται	
κύριος renders היעוצה there. It is hardly necessary to think of this as bor-
rowing from there, any more than one must posit that διότι	βεβούλευνται	
βουλὴν	πονηρὰν	καθ᾿	ἑαυτῶν || כי גמלו להם רעה in 3:9 consciously drew on 
ὅτι	ἐβουλεύσαντο	βουλὴν	πονηρὰν	περὶ	σοῦ || יען כי יעץ עליך ארם רעה in 7:5. 
Rather, it seems to be phraseology at home in the translator’s mind, called 
on when deemed appropriate (cf. ἀρὰ	ἔδεται	ταύτην	τὴν	βουλήν	αὕτη	γὰρ	
ἡ	βουλὴ	ἕνεκεν	πλεονεξίας || 28:8 ,כי כל שלחנות מלאו קיא צאה בלי מקום). 
The phrasing recalls the extolling of the Kyrios’s βουλὴν	ἀρχαίαν	ἀληθινήν 
in 25:1.

Although S appears similarly uncertain about הלוט הלוט, it takes a dif-
ferent tack: ܐܦܝ ܫܠܝܛܐ ܕܫܠܝܛ ܗܘܐ ܥܠ ܟܠܗܘܢ ܥܡܡܐ (cf. 1 Sam 21:10; 1 Kgs 
19:13, which render לוט with ܟܪܟ). Elsewhere in this translation ܫܠܝܛܐ ren-
ders (55:4 ;32:5) נדיב ,(60:17 ;14:4 ;3:12) נגש ,(42:19 ;28:14 ;16:1 ;14:5) משל, 
 Even if some of .(9:5) שר and ,(40:23) רזן ,(7 ,3:6 ;1:10) קצין ,(41:25) סגן
these equivalents would not pass muster with modern lexicography, the 
translator’s sense of semantic correlations between ܫܠܝܛܐ and Hebrew 
lexemes is consistent enough to cast doubt on proposing a variant. More 
likely his approach is comparable to that in 33:21, where, after correctly 

ταῦτα	πάντα || 24:13 ,כה; ἐποίησε	ταῦτα	πάντα || 41:20 ,עשתה זאת. On the use of quan-
titative modifiers, see appendix A.

67. Ziegler’s (145) surmise that “LXX hat den Abschnitt 25,6–8 im Gegensatz 
zum MT in einem den Völkern feindlichen Sinne aufgefaßt” is difficult to sustain in 
light of the rendering of ועשה יהוה צבאות לכל העמים in 25:6 with καὶ	ποιήσει	κύριος	
σαβαωθ	πᾶσι	τοῖς	ἔθνεσιν. Because it is difficult to construe the subject of πίονται (2x) 
and χρίσονται as anyone other than the just-mentioned nations, and each of those acts 
is beneficial to the participants, καὶ	ποιήσει … πᾶσι	τοῖς	ἔθνεσιν seems something done 
for the nations.
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perceiving an assurance of Jerusalem’s inviolability in 33:20, he finds in כי 
 ܡܛܠ ܕܡܪܝܐ ܫܡܐ) a confession regarding the Lord’s name אם שם אדיר יהוה לנו
 מקום || ܘܗܘ ܢܗܘܐ ܠܢ ܐܬܪܐ ܢܗܝܪܐ) that affords them a place of light (ܗܘ ܠܢ ܡܫܒܚܐ
 that will ward off (יארים רחבי ידים || ܘܢܗܝܪܘܬܐ ܘܐܪܘܚܬܐ ܕܐܝܕܝܐ) and relief (נהרים
dominance by a ruler (בל תלך בו אני שיט || ܕܠܐ ܬܡܠܟ ܡܪܘܬܐ ܕܫܠܝܛܐ), whom 
the final clause implies is an invader (וצי אדיר לא || ܘܥܫܝܢܐ ܕܢܫܬܟܚ ܠܐ ܢܥܒܪ ܒܗ 
 rather than מלך reflects ܬܡܠܟ Although one might speculate that .(יעברנו
-the anal ,ܡܛܠ ܕܡܪܝܐ ܫܡܐ ܗܘ ܠܢ ܡܫܒܚܐ the reformulated word order of ,תלך
ysis of שם as ܫܡܐ, and the rendering of (1)אדיר with ܡܫܒܚܐ but (2)אדיר with 
 suggest (unclear וצי with the relationship to ,ܕܢܫܬܟܚ elaborated by) ܥܫܝܢܐ
that the translator struggled to find a reasonable rendering of the verse. A 
similar struggle appears with his inference that ܫܠܝܛܐ ܕܫܠܝܛ ܗܘܐ bespeaks 
a ruler of the nations. 

Although the similarity to T’s כל עממיא על   might betray a רבא דרב 
shared exegetical tradition, S sets off in a different direction in the next 
clause than T’s extension of the notion: ואפי מלכא דשליט על כל מלכותא. 
Although it is simple enough to observe that “Pesch. verwechselt hebr. נסך 
mit aram. נכס” (Warszawski, 45) or that it reflects etymological association 
with נכס (Goshen-Gottstein, צד), that judgment requires asking why it is 
used, since the translator renders both מסכה and נסך adequately elsewhere 
(e.g., ולנסך || ܘܢܩܝܘ ܢܘܩܝܐ ;29:10 ,כי נסך עליכם יהוה  || ܡܛܠ ܕܢܣܟ ܥܠܝܗܘܢ ܡܪܝܐ 
ܕܕܗܒܗܘܢ ;30:1 ,מסכה ܕܢܣܟܬܐ   On the .(30:22 ,ואת אפדת מסכת זהבך  || ܘܦܕܬܐ 
other hand, the translator’s familiarity with it did not prevent using an 
equivalent chosen according to his sense of the context, as in 28:20’s ܡܛܠ 
 כי קצר המצע מהשתרע והמסכה  || ܕܟܪܝ ܡܐܢܐ ܠܡܣܬܪܗ ܘܡܫܬܝܬܐ ܩܛܢܬ ܘܠܐ ܡܡܠܠܝܐ
 might have perplexed the translator, whose המצע The hapax .צרה כהתכנס
word selection seems keyed to מהשתרע, which he analyzed by association 
with Aramaic סתר/שתר, “to overthrow/pull down,” a verb S uses elsewhere 
to render נתץ (Jer 18:7; 31:28), פרץ (Qoh 3:3), and Aramaic סתר ( Ezra 
5:12). Its use here subverts its violent overtones, owing to its subordina-
tion to קצר. The image of something too short to be pulled down likely 
affected the translator’s choice of ܡܐܢܐ for המצע, the use of which likely 
shaped his choice of ܡܫܬܝܬܐ for מסכה, parallel to ܡܐܢܐ. The effect of earlier 
choices seems equally evident in צר || ܩܛܢܬ (the only occurrence of ܩܛܢ in 
the Peshitta), in contrast to the rendering of all other occurrences of צרר 
with ܐܠܨ, including כי עתה תצרי מיושב  || ܡܟܝܠ ܬܬܐܠܨ ܡܢ ܝܬܒܐ in 49:19. The 
rendering of כהתכנס with ܘܠܐ ܡܡܠܠܝܐ seems similarly chosen as corollary to 
 S’s translator is no less adaptive than the OG’s in facing the lexical .ܩܛܢܬ
challenges of this verse but clearly did not look to the latter for his cues.
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25:8

Both OG and S construe המות as subject of בלע, but OG renders the verb 
in the active voice and as fientive (κατέπιεν), while S chooses the passive 
voice (ܘܢܬܒܠܥ). There is no reason to think this reflects a difference in Vor-
lagen rather than the translators’ assessments of the relationship between 
subject and verb.

Syriac’s ܠܙܟܘ ܠܥܠܡܝܢ is a double rendering of לנצח, using equivalents 
it employs elsewhere (e.g., 28:28 ,ܠܙܟܘ ;13:20 ,ܠܥܠܡ), here conjoined to 
explicitize ܡܘܬܐ  ,and OG’s ἰσχύσας ܠܙܟܘ A relationship between .ܘܢܬܒܠܥ 
implied by Warzawski’s (45) assessment that S’s double rendering “vereig-
net somit die Uebersetzung der LXX ἰσχύσας und das Targ. לעלמין,” finds 
no support from S’s use of ܙܟܘܬܐ, which otherwise renders צדקה ,(3:26) נכה 
(5:23), and (28:8) נצח but never a word for “strength.”

Old Greek renders the other occurrences of לנצח with temporal 
phrases, most often εἰς	τὸν	αἰῶνα (χρόνον) (4x) but also διὰ	παντός (57:16).68 
ἰσχύσας finds a parallel only with ἵνα	τί	οἱ	λυποῦντές	με	κατισχύουσίν	μου 
 where the verb is transitive (with an object ,(Jer 15:18) למה היה כאבי נצח ||
complement supplied), likely owing to the construal of כאבי as nomi-
nal. Participial forms of ἰσχύω are often used nominally in OG Isaiah (οἱ	
ἰσχύοντες, 1:24 plus 3x; ἰσχύοντα	καὶ	ἰσχύουσαν, 3:1; [γίγαντα	καὶ] ἰσχύοντα, 
3:2; ἰσχύοντι, 46:2; ἰσχύοντος, 49:25), including as modifier in 10:21’s ἐπὶ	
θεὸν	ἰσχύοντα (|| אל גבור). Although ἰσχύσας agrees in gender and number 
with ὁ	θάνατος, the lack of a definite article suggests that it is more closely 
related to κατέπιεν, comparable to 8:9’s ἰσχυκότες	ἡττᾶσθε, where it stip-
ulates a circumstance. Likely here it explains under what circumstances 
death has come to devour: “Death devoured, having prevailed.”

As Fischer (41) recognized, ἰσχύσας || לנצח is comparable to the spo-
radic εἰς	νῖκος for לנצח (e.g., 2 Kgdms 22:6; Jer 3:5), based on the Aramaic 
verb נצח, “to be strong or victorious.”69 

The rendering of מחה with ἀφαιρέω is unique in the Bible but semanti-
cally similar to the use of ἐξαλείφω in 43:25 and ἀπαλείφω in 44:22, fre-
quent equivalents for מחה elsewhere. The choice of ἀφεῖλεν might owe to 
coordination with ἀφεῖλεν || יסיר in the next clause, which is a common 
equivalent in the book.

68. εἰς	νῖκος is its equivalent occasionally elsewhere (e.g., 2 Kgdms 22:6; Jer 3:5).
69. So Loiseau, L’influence de l’araméen, 45; cf. Byun, 117.
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Although in 43:25 Syriac renders מחה with ܥܛܐ (its most frequent 
equivalent elsewhere: 12/13x in the Pentateuch), in 44:2 ܐܥܒܪܬ renders 
.in the parallel clause here is a standard equivalent in S יסיר || ܢܥܒܪ .מחיתי

The prefixing of καὶ	πάλιν (|| ומחה) accords with the translator’s use 
of πάλιν elsewhere, using it to make explicit that an act is subsequent to 
a similar one (8:9; 28:5).70 As in 7:4, where πάλιν	ἰάσομαι is the apodosis 
to ὅταν	 γὰρ	 ὀργὴ	 τοῦ	 θυμοῦ	 μου	 γένηται,71 and 30:18, where καὶ	 πάλιν 
introduces a promised reversal of judgment (καὶ	πάλιν	μενεῖ	 ὁ	 θεὸς	 τοῦ	
οἰκτιρῆσαι	 ὑμᾶς || לחננכם יהוה  יחכה  	ἀφεῖλεν	πάλιν	καὶ ,(ולכן  ὁ	 θεός here 
underscores a reversal of the effects of death’s reign.

+πᾶν (πᾶν	δάκρυον || דמעה) is unparalleled in any other witness and 
seems to overload the clause before the phrase ἀπὸ	 παντὸς	 προσώπου || 
פנים כל   The translator’s frequent insinuation of πᾶς (see appendix .מעל 
A) might account for it here, although scribal insertion of כל is always 
possible. In fact, it is difficult to detect a rhetorical motivation for either a 
scribe or the translator to insert it.

Representation of a pronominal suffix with the article (τοῦ	λαοῦ || עמו) 
is common and accords with Greek idiom (Smyth §1121).

As Ziegler (66) posited for τὸ	γὰρ	στόμα	κυρίου || כי יהוה דבר in 24:3, 
τὸ	γὰρ	στόμα	κυρίου might reflect כי פי in the Vorlage, although all other 
witnesses agree with MT.72 It is possible, as Ottley (2:221) suggests, that 
the translator supplied στόμα to harmonize with phrasing elsewhere (1:20; 
58:14), but ὅτι	κύριος	 ἐλάλησε || יהוה דבר פי   in 40:5 is countervailing כי 
evidence that leaves the question open.

A notable feature of this verse is the translator’s choice to conjugate 
all the verbs in the aorist (κατέπιεν … ἀφεῖλεν … ἀφεῖλεν), in contrast 
to the future tense that dominated 25:7–8 and will appear again in 25:10. 
Although one might attribute κατέπιεν to conforming the tense of בלע, 
this does not account for ἀφεῖλεν || יסיר later in this verse. Given that this 
translator often bases grammatical or syntactic choices on their fit in the 

70. Of the six other appearances of πάλιν in the book, only 6:13’s καὶ	πάλιν	ἔσται 
.have a basis in Hebrew ושבה || πάλιν	and 23:16’s καὶ ושבה והיתה ||

71. However one accounts for ἰάσομαι (see the comments at 7:4), the prefixed 
πάλιν does not originate with אף, for which πάλιν is never used elsewhere in the LXX, 
while אף seems likely included in the rendering of בחרי אף with ὅταν	γὰρ	ὀργὴ	τοῦ	
θυμοῦ	μου	γένηται.

72. S, V, 1QIsaa, and 4QIsac agree with MT; T reads ארי במימרא דיוי גזיר כין.
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context, what can one surmise about how he might have conceived of 
these shifts of tense in the discourse?

Although the aorist forms used in 25:8 speak retrospectively of 
death’s domination ending, that does not necessarily impose a break with 
the future tenses of 25:6–7. Not only do the performative future tenses 
of δοξάσω … ὑμνήσω (25:1) follow the form of a hymn of thanksgiving, 
but so does the trope of citing past events as motivation: ὅτι	 ἐποίησας	
θαυμαστὰ	πράγματα, with which βουλὴν	ἀρχαίαν	ἀληθινήν is equated. The 
subsequent unfolding of this βουλή remains retrospective: ἔθηκας	πόλεις	
εἰς	χῶμα (25:2). The future tense in εὐλογήσει	σε (25:3) is formulaic (like 
δοξάσω … ὑμνήσω), and the motive for the proclamation is ἐγένου	 γὰρ	
πάσῃ	πόλει	ταπεινῇ	βοηθὸς (25:4). Following ἐγένου, ῥύσῃ	αὐτούς (25:4) is 
likely gnomic, (see BDF §349; Smyth §1914). οἷς	ἡμᾶς	παρέδωκας (25:5) 
points back to what occasioned the distress. 

The future tense used to forecast the Kyrios’s treatment of the nations 
and their consequent benefit (25:6) occurs concurrent with a shift of the 
speaker’s attention from the deliverance the Kyrios has brought to the 
speaker’s group to deliverance for the nations. That distinction is under-
scored by the speaker’s exhortation παράδος	 ταῦτα	 πάντα	 τοῖς	 ἔθνεσιν, 
which he validates with ἡ	γὰρ	βουλὴ	αὕτη	ἐπὶ	πάντα	τὰ	ἔθνη. The same 
βουλὴν	 ἀρχαίαν	 ἀληθινήν that gives rise to thanksgiving for deliverance 
among the Kyrios’s people (25:1) will bring benefits to the nations. By 
choosing the lexeme παραδίδωμι and conjugating it as an imperative in the 
singular number (παράδος, 25:7), the translator resumes the address to the 
deity begun in 25:1–5.

In the flow of that discourse, the shift to past tense in 25:8 rejoins the 
perspective of the speaker who extolls the Kyrios for the performance of 
θαυμαστὰ	πράγματα	βουλὴν	ἀρχαίαν	ἀληθινήν. The overthrow of cities of 
the wicked, aiding the afflicted, has brought to an end the prevalence of 
death with its tears and has removed τὸ	 ὄνειδος	 τοῦ	 λαοῦ … ἀπὸ	πάσης	
τῆς	γῆς. This shift to the future tense in 25:9, introduced by τὸ	γὰρ	στόμα	
κυρίου	ἐλάλησε, leads to a new proclamation of the deeds of the Kyrios in 
25:9–12. Whether or not this is a precise retracing of the translator’s rea-
soning, it suggests coherence in the product.

25:9

Syriac’s ואמר || ܘܬܐܡܪ agrees with the reading of 1QIsaa, ואמרת. Although 
καὶ	ἐροῦσι might attest a variant ואמרו for ואמר, we find the same variation 
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in 23:12’s καὶ	ἐροῦσιν	οὐκέτι	μὴ	προσθῆτε	τοῦ	ὑβρίζειν || ויאמר לא תוסיפי 
 ,OG frequently effects agreement between the subject and verb .עוד לעלוז
as in his rendering of ואמר ישב האי הזה with καὶ	ἐροῦσιν	οἱ	κατοικοῦντες	ἐν	
τῇ	νήσῳ	ταύτῃ in 20:6. In this case, the verb may have been adjusted to the 
grammatical number of those who proclaim hope.

Although OG typically renders זה with inflected forms of οὗτος, he is 
not averse to modifications, such as the interrogative pronoun in καὶ	ἐπὶ	
τίνα	ἐπιβλέψω	ἀλλ᾿	ἢ	ἐπὶ	τὸν	ταπεινόν ||  (66:2) ואל זה אביט אל עני or ποῖον	
τὸ	βιβλίον	τοῦ	ἀποστασίου	τῆς	μητρὸς	ὑμῶν for  אי זה ספר כריתות אמכם in 
50:1 (cf. 66:1 [2x]). His enlisting of the relative clause ἐφ᾿	ᾧ	ἠλπίζομεν for 
	ἐν	ἐκοιμήθη	δικαιοσύνη	ᾗ	is comparable to his reformulations ἐν זה קוינו לו
αὐτῇ || (1:21) צדק ילין בה, περὶ	οὗ	οὐκ	ἔστι	δῶρα	δοῦναι	περὶ	αὐτοῦ || אשר 
.(20:5) מבטם || πεποιθότες	ἦσαν	οἷς	and ἐφ᾿ ,(8:20) אין לו שחר

Syriac’s reformulation integrates ויושיענו within a single clause: ܗܢܘ 
 Rather than just .הנה אלהינו זה קוינו לו ויושיענו || ܡܪܝܐ ܐܠܗܢ ܕܣܟܝܢ ܠܗ ܢܦܪܩܢ
replacing זה with a relative clause, it also shifts its equivalent forward, with 
the demonstrative pronoun + enclitic pronoun, ܗܢܘ, taking the place of 
-as pred ܢܦܪܩܢ leaves ,ܡܪܝܐ ܐܠܗܢ modifying ,ܕܣܟܝܢ ܠܗ The relative clause .הנה
icate of the main clause. This explanation seems more likely than positing 
a difference in the Vorlage. +ܐܠܗܢ in the parallel clause might reflect אלהינו 
in the Vorlage but might equally have been inserted by the translator, who 
otherwise conforms the clause to the preceding one.

One might infer that OG’s ἐφ᾿	ᾧ	ἠλπίζομεν	καὶ	ἠγαλλιώμεθα	 ἐπὶ	 τῇ	
σωτηρίᾳ	ἡμῶν reflects parablepsis from קוינו לו to נגילה. In any accounting 
one must assume that distillation of the synonyms נגילה ונשמחה to a single 
equivalent, καὶ	ἠγαλλιώμεθα, and conforming of the pronominal suffix of 
 to the preceding pronouns. Although it is conceivable that the בישועתו
Vorlage might have read בישועתנו, the translator’s tendency to adjust pro-
nouns to each other in a clause makes it more likely attributable to him. 
For the same reason, the absence of any equivalent for ויושיענו זה יהוה קוינו 
 likely owes to the translator’s proclivity to reduce two parallel clauses to לו
one (see Van der Vorm-Croughs, 191–94).

25:10

With ἀνάπαυσιν	δώσει	ὁ	θεός || תנוח יד יהוה, compare ἀνάπαυσις	ἔσται || ינוח 
in 23:12 and ποιήσει	ἀνάπαυσιν || הניח in 28:2. Although the omission of יד 
has sometimes been attributed to avoidance of anthropomorphic descrip-
tions of God, such omissions are insufficiently consistent to support that 
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inference.73 As Van der Vorm-Croughs (69–70) concludes, the absence of 
an equivalent for יד here is better cataloged among omitted references to 
body parts in a construct chain, as already noted for ἀπὸ	ποδῶν || מכף רגל in 
1:6 and καὶ	ἐρημώσει	κύριος	τὴν	θάλασσαν	Αἰγύπτου || והחרים יהוה את לשון 
 in 11:15. The translator’s tendency to concision likely led him to ים מצרים
regard תחתיו as implicit in καταπατηθήσεται (Van der Vorm-Croughs, 77).

Ziegler (185) reports that πατέω || דוש “ist singulär; dagegen findet 
sich die griech. Wendung καταπατοῦσιν	τοὺς	ἅλως 1 Rg 23,1,” where ἅλως 
translates גרן. He (186) notes that πατέω “in den Papyri öfters das Austreten 
der Körnerfrucht bedeutet” and that ἅλως “zunächst die Tenne bezeichnet 
und gewöhnlich die Wiedergabe des hebr. גרן ist.” Conjugation of the verb 
in the present tense and the grammatical plural (πατοῦσιν) befits a report 
of what typically happens.

Likely owing to the obscure terminology of מתבן במי [ק׳ במו] מדמנה,  
“bringt hier die LXX das Bild von der Tenne, die durch Walzen ‘getreten’ 
wird,” and chooses ἁμάξαις to designate “die Dreschwalzen, weil sie durch 
ihre Tätigkeit die Tenne ‘treten’ ” (Ziegler, 97). The same exigency likely 
led S to render במו מדמנה with ܓܪܐ  There is no need to posit a variant .ܒܓܪ
 cognate to Arabic midmak (pace Wutz,74 as reported by Ziegler, 97) ,מדמכה
or that “sie haben wohl כמורגים gelesen” (Warszawski, 45; cf. Ottley, 2:227).

25:11

ἀνίημι || פרש accords with the translator’s employment of a different equiv-
alent for every instance of פרש in the book: ἐκτείνω (1:15), βάλλω (19:8), 
χαλάω (33:23), ἀνοίγω (37:14), ἐκπετάννυμι (65:2). All these equivalents 
are attested elsewhere in the Greek Bible,75 except οὐ	χαλάσει	τὰ	ἱστία || 
 here. Ziegler’s (145) surmise is ופרש || ἀνήσει	in 33:23 and καὶ בל פרשו נס
as cogent as it is unsatisfying: “Die Vorstellung vom ‘Schlaffwerden’ der 
Hände schien dem Übers. besser in den Zusammenhang zu passen.” It is 
unclear why the translator might have considered it a better fit than καὶ	
ἐκτείνα or καὶ	ἔβαλον.

73. See the survey in Van der Vorm-Croughs, 464–68.
74. Wutz, Transkriptionen, 501.
75. Even the semantically awkward match (καὶ	ἔλαβεν	Εζεκίας	τὸ	βιβλίον) … καὶ	

ἤνοιξεν	αὐτὸ	ἐναντίον	κυρίου || 37:14) ויפרשהו חזקיהו לפני יהוה; cf. καὶ	ἀνέπτυξεν	αὐτά 
 כפה  || πένητι	διήνοιξεν	αὐτῆς	δὲ	Kgdms 19:14) finds a parallel in χεῖρας 4 ,ויפרשהו  ||
.in Prov 31:20 פרשה לעני
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The assumption that he held in mind the image “vom ‘Schlaffwerden’ 
der Hände” accords with πᾶσα	χεὶρ	ἐκλυθήσεται in 13:7 (|| כל ידים תרפינה) 
as a metaphor for enervation, similar to καὶ	 ἐξελύθησαν	αἱ	 χεῖρες	αὐτοῦ 
ידיו  ||)  in 2 Kgdms 4:1. When the verb is in the active voice, the (וירפו 
phrase speaks of ceasing action, with the agent restraining itself, as in the 
command to the destroying angel, ἄνες	τὴν	χεῖρά	σου || 2) הרף ידך Kgdms 
24:16), or the exhortation not to disengage activity, καί	 γε	 ἀπὸ	 τούτου	
μὴ	ἀνῇς	τὴν	χεῖρά	σου || ידך  Attempting .(Eccl 7:18) וגם מזה אל תנח את 
to understand καὶ	 ἀνήσει	 τὰς	 χεῖρας	 αὐτοῦ in this sense is problematic. 
Although one might regard ἡ	Μωαβῖτις as the subject, making this state-
ment the consequence of her trampling in 25:10, the gender of Μωαβῖτις 
is consistently feminine, not only when the article is present (15:1, 2, 4, 5, 
8; 16:7) but also with anaphoric pronouns (15:4, 8).76

A more instructive parallel to καὶ	ἀνήσει	τὰς	χεῖρας	αὐτοῦ	is	ἀνῆκα	τὰς	
χεῖρας in 37:27, which continues the divine speech of 37:26:

מימי קדם ויצרתיה עתה הבאתיה 26ἐξ	ἀρχαίων	ἡμερῶν	συνέταξα	νῦν	δὲ	ἐπέδειξα
ותהי להשאות גלים נצים ἐξερημῶσαι	ἔθνη	ἐν	ὀχυροῖς

ערים בצרות 27וישביהן καὶ	ἐνοικοῦντας	ἐν	πόλεσιν	ὀχυραῖς

The notion that action determined in the past is now revealed recalls 
ἐποίησας	 θαυμαστὰ	 πράγματα	 βουλὴν	 ἀρχαίαν	 ἀληθινήν in 25:1, while 
the action against ἔθνη	ἐν	ὀχυροῖς … recalls ἔθηκας	πόλεις	εἰς	χῶμα	πόλεις	
ὀχυρὰς	τοῦ	πεσεῖν	αὐτῶν	τὰ	θεμέλια in 25:2. The equivalents in 37:27 are 
equally redolent of chapter 25, including its initial phrase:

קצרי יד חתו ובשו 27ἀνῆκα	τὰς	χεῖρας	καὶ	ἐξηράνθησαν
היו עשב שדה וירק דשא חציר גגות καὶ	ἐγένοντο	ὡς	χόρτος	ξηρὸς	ἐπὶ	δωμάτων

ושדמה לפני קמה καὶ	ὡς	ἄγρωστις

ἀνῆκα	τὰς	χεῖρας connotes unleashing one’s power to cause destruction. 
Similarly in 25:11, καὶ	ἀνήσει	τὰς	χεῖρας	αὐτοῦ, assuming the same subject 
as δώσει	ὁ	θεός, speaks of action accompanying the trampling of Moab.

76. Although Μωάβ is occasionally treated as a grammatically masculine noun 
(e.g., εἰς	τὸν	Μωαβ	καὶ	εἰς	τοὺς	υἱοὺς	Αμμων || 1 ,במואב ובבני עמון Kgdms 14:47; cf. Jer 
31[48]:15–17, 25, 39, 35, 38; Ezek 25:9), including perhaps Isa 16:12’s ὅτι	 ἐκοπίασε	
Μωαβ	ἐπὶ	τοῖς	βωμοῖς	καὶ	εἰσελεύσεται	εἰς	τὰ	χειροποίητα	αὐτῆς	ὥστε	προσεύξασθαι,	
καὶ	οὐ	μὴ	δύνηται	ἐξελέσθαι	αὐτόν || כי נלאה מואב על הבמה ובא אל מקדשו להתפלל ולא 
.never is Μωαβῖτις treated as masculine in this translation ,יוכל
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The choice of καὶ	 ἀνήσει	 τὰς	 χεῖρας	 αὐτοῦ likely made it difficult to 
integrate an equivalent for בקרבו, as seems to have been true also in 26:9’s 
ἐκ	 νυκτὸς	 ὀρθρίζει	 τὸ	 πνεῦμά	μου	 πρὸς	 σέ	 ὁ	 θεός ||  בקרבי רוחי  אף   בלילה 
-com ,קרב For the translator’s tendency to condense forms with .אשחרך
pare ἐπὶ	τῆς	γῆς ||  בקרב הארץ in 5:8 (cf. 6:12; 7:22; 10:23; 19:24; 24:13).

The lack of an equivalent for יפרש is explicable from the translator’s 
frequent omission of identical or similar words in adjacent clauses (see 
Van der Vorm-Croughs, 197–200), here abetted by his rendering השחה 
.as the heart of the comparison לשחות

ἐταπείνωσε reflects identification of השחה with שחח, as in 2:11, 17, 
5:15, and 25:12. τοῦ	 ἀπολέσαι renders לשחות by association with שחת 
(compare οὐδὲ	μὴ	δύνωνται	ἀπολέσαι	οὐδένα || 11:9 ,ולא ישחיתו; ἀπώλεσας 
	ταπεινώσει	Correlative to this will be another humbling: καὶ .(14:20 ,שחת ||
τὴν	ὕβριν	αὐτοῦ || והשפיל גאותו. If the referent of αὐτοῦ is the Kyrios, as 
seems to be true with τὰς	χεῖρας	αὐτοῦ, then the Kyrios will abase his own 
ὕβρις, an attribute otherwise not associated with him. This problem has 
produced different solutions. 

NETS’s tack is to pair the first two clauses closely—“And he will send 
forth his hands, as he himself brought him low to destroy him”—allowing 
the next clause to stand independently: “and he will bring low his pride.” 
Although this leaves the referent undefined, it allows the first two clauses 
to form a statement unencumbered by τὴν	 ὕβριν	 αὐτοῦ. The problem, 
however, is the use of ἐταπείνωσε for השחה in the clause introduced by 
ὃν	τρόπον and καὶ	ταπεινώσει for והשפיל in the next. Although ταπεινόω 
renders שפל elsewhere (e.g., 2:9, 11; 10:33; 13:11), the translator avoided 
repeating it in adjacent clauses in 5:15 (καὶ	ταπεινωθήσεται	ἄνθρωπος, καὶ	
ἀτιμασθήσεται	ἀνήρ, καὶ	οἱ	ὀφθαλμοὶ	οἱ	μετέωροι	ταπεινωθήσονται || וישח 
	and will do so again in 25:12’s ταπεινώσει (אדם וישפל איש ועיני גבהים תשפלנה
καὶ	καταβήσεται || השח השפיל. Its repetition in adjacent clauses here high-
lights the correlation between a humiliation accomplished (ἐταπείνωσε) 
and one yet future (καὶ	ταπεινώσει).

This correlation seems implied also by +καὶ	αὐτός. Although καὶ	αὐτός 
could reflect והוא in the source text (as in 8:13; 34:17; 53:7, 12), the transla-
tor elsewhere inserts a pronoun in the nominative case to explicitize (e.g., 
1:29; 30:32; 42:17; 53:12) or underscore (e.g., 3:14; 28:20; 63:9; 65:3, 21 
[2x]) the subject. Notable are +αὐτός in the protasis and +καὶ	 αὐτός in 
27:7’s μὴ	ὡς	 αὐτὸς	 ἐπάταξε	 καὶ	 αὐτὸς	 οὕτως	πληγήσεται; || מכהו  הכמכת 
 Their pairing in the rhetorical question underscores correlation .הכהו
between his abuse of others and the retribution he receives. On the other 
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hand, +αὐτοὶ	 δέ in 28:8’s στενοχωρούμενοι	 οὐ	 δυνάμεθα	 μάχεσθαι	 αὐτοὶ	
δὲ	ἀσθενοῦμεν	τοῦ	ἡμᾶς	συναχθῆναι || כי קצר המצע מהשתרע והמסכה צרה 
 αὐτός	marks the change of subject in the contrast. In 25:11 +καὶ כהתכנס
marks continuity of agent with ἀνήσει, but it is peculiar because the sub-
ject is already clear. Its semantic function, then, is likely to distinguish this 
clause from the preceding one, implicitly marking ὃν	τρόπον as the prota-
sis, with καὶ	ταπεινώσει as apodosis. This, however, provides no solution to 
the problem of referent in τὴν	ὕβριν	αὐτοῦ.

Septuaginta Deutsch resolves the problem by inferring Moab (25:10) 
as subject for ἐταπείνωσε and as referent for (τὴν	 ὕβριν) αὐτοῦ: “und er 
wird seinen Händen freien Lauf lassen, ebenso wie auch er (Moab) 
(andere) erniedrigt hat bis zur Vernichtung; und er wird seine (Moabs) 
Überheblichkeit erniedrigen.” Arrogance is prominently associated with 
Moab in 16:6’s τὴν	ὕβριν	Μωαβ	ὑβριστὴς	σφόδρα (|| גאון מואב גא מאד). The 
problem is that Μωαβῖτις (rather than Μωαβ) is the antecedent to αὐτοῦ, 
and it is consistently treated as grammatically feminine (see n. 77, above). 
Meanwhile, the switch in subject from the Kyrios to Moab and back to the 
Kyrios seems capricious.

Perplexity over the referent in τὴν	 ὕβριν	 αὐτοῦ bumps up against 
another problem: ἐφ᾿	ἃ	τὰς	χεῖρας	ἐπέβαλε || עם ארבות ידיו. NETS separates 
this phrase from what precedes it by an em dash, treating it as a fragment: 
“things on which he laid his hands.” This effective shelving of the problem 
could be explained as an instance of “the translator losing his clue, and 
going gradually astray” (Ottley 1:50). Even granting that the translator was 
likely perplexed by ארבות (cf. S’s ܕܐܝܕܘܗܝ ܫܘܘܛܐ   ,and chose ἐπιβάλλω ( ܥܡ 
as he did often when the phrase involved 77,יד ἐφ᾿	ἅ || עם defies explana-
tion. Although the structure ἐφ᾿	ἅ || עם recalls ἐφ᾿	ᾧ || לו  ,in 25:9 זה … 
the typical equivalent for עם is μετά (7x; cf. καὶ	πάρδαλις	συναναπαύσεται	
ἐρίφῳ ||  11:6 ,ונמר עם גדי ירבץ), while מעם is rendered by παρά four times. 
The only other atypical equivalent is ἐκ	τῆς	συγγενείας	μου (38:12) || עם 
דורי חדל  	μὴ	an understandable choice given the preceding οὐκέτι ,יושבי 

77. Compare καὶ	ἐπέβαλε	τὴν	χεῖρα	αὐτοῦ	ἐπ᾿	αὐτούς || (5:25) ויט ידו עליו, καὶ	ἐπὶ	
Μωαβ	πρῶτον	 τὰς	 χεῖρας	 ἐπιβαλοῦσιν || ידם משלוח  	καὶ ,(11:14) ומואב  ἐπιβαλεῖ	 τὴν	
χεῖρα	αὐτοῦ	ἐπὶ	τὸν	ποταμόν ||והניף ידו על הנהר (11:15; cf. 19:16). Although these uses of 
the verb connote violence, its sense elsewhere is more neutral: καὶ	ἐπὶ	κοίτην	ἐκγόνων	
ἀσπίδων	τὴν	χεῖρα	ἐπιβαλεῖ || (11:8) ועל מאורת צפעוני גמול ידו הדה; καὶ	ἐπιβληθήσεται	
ἐπ᾿	αὐτὴν	σπαρτίον	γεωμετρίας	ἐρήμου || (34:11) ונטה עליה קו תהו; καὶ	αὐτὸς	ἐπιβαλεῖ	
αὐτοῖς	κλήρους || (34:17) והוא הפיל להן גורל.
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ἴδω	ἄνθρωπον (|| לא אביט אדם עוד). Further, despite the similar ἐφ᾿	ἃ	ἂν	
ἐπιβάλωσι	τὰς	χεῖρας	αὐτῶν	καὶ	λήμψονται || ישימו בידם ולקחו in 3 Kgdms 
21:6, the relative pronoun has an antecedent in the preceding clause: καὶ	
ἔσται	τὰ	ἐπιθυμήματα	ὀφθαλμῶν	αὐτῶν (|| והיה כל מחמד עיניך). Although 
ἐπί is frequently used to mark the indirect object (and especially so with 
ἐπιβάλλω), the antecedent of (ἐφ᾿) ἅ is as unclear as that of αὐτοῦ.

One might posit that the Vorlage read על for עם, but it is unclear what 
would have triggered the error. Nor did this translator use ἐπί exclusively 
for על (e.g., καὶ	αἰσχυνθήσονται	ἡττηθέντες	οἱ	Αἰγύπτιοι	ἐπὶ	τοῖς	Αἰθίοψιν || 
 ,.e.g) על any more than he had a single equivalent for ,(20:5 ,וחתו ובשו מכוש
ἣν	εἶδεν	κατὰ	τῆς	Ιουδαίας ||  1:1 ,אשר חזה על יהודה).

Septuaginta Deutsch renders this phrase more expansively through a 
gloss on καὶ	ταπεινώσει	τὴν	ὕβριν	αὐτοῦ that bridges to it: “(, nämlich die 
Unternehmungen vereiteln), an die es Hand angelegt hat.” As is already 
clear from the inferences about subjects and referents, the translation 
reflects an assumption that the translator did not falter but regarded ἐφ᾿	
ἃ… integral to the discourse.

The translator injects a comparably oblique prepositional phrase in 
rendering 46:11, following the proclamation of 46:10b:

אמר עצתי תקום καὶ	εἶπα	πᾶσά	μου	ἡ	βουλὴ	στήσεται
וכל חפצי אעשה καὶ	πάντα	ὅσα	βεβούλευμαι	ποιήσω

11קרא ממזרח עיט 11καλῶν	ἀπ᾿	ἀνατολῶν	πετεινὸν
מארץ מרחק איש עצתי καὶ	ἀπὸ	γῆς	πόρρωθεν	περὶ	ὧν	βεβούλευμαι
אף דברתי אף אביאנה ἐλάλησα	καὶ	ἤγαγον

יצרתי אף אעשנה ἔκτισα	καὶ	ἐποίησα

Although περὶ	ὧν	βεβούλευμαι doubtless refers to ὅσα	βεβούλευμαι before 
it, it aligns only with עצתי  in contrast to the acceptable rendering ,איש 
of עיט by πετεινόν. Nevertheless, as ἐλάλησα	καὶ	ἤγαγον suggests, περὶ	ὧν	
βεβούλευμαι functions as direct object of καλῶν, much like πετεινόν, with 
ὧν grammatically in the neuter plural, reminiscent of ὅσα.

The relative clause ἐφ᾿	 ἃ	 τὰς	 χεῖρας	 ἐπέβαλε here can be similarly 
understood.78 Just as περί in 46:11 seems selected for its relationship to 
βεβούλευμαι, so ἐπί was chosen to match ἐπέβαλε. Likewise, just as περὶ	
ὧν	βεβούλευμαι functions as a nominal phrase, so does ἐφ᾿	ἃ	τὰς	χεῖρας	

78. Although not as tortuous, a somewhat novel use of a relative clause is καὶ	ταχὺ	
οἰκοδομηθήσῃ	ὑφ᾿	ὧν	καθῃρέθης || מהרו בניך מהרסיך in 49:17.
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ἐπέβαλε, the subject of which can be understood more readily as in agree-
ment with αὐτοῦ than ταπεινώσει, although the phrase itself qualifies τὴν	
ὕβριν: “and he will humble the pride of him who laid hands on items.” This 
analysis remains speculative, but it is preferable to concluding that this 
translator simply ignored the meaning he created through these exigencies.

Syriac’s ܫܘܘܛܐ ܕܐܝܕܘܗܝ has traditionally been glossed as “the spreading 
of his hands,” but this is the only occurrence of the noun ܫܘܘܛܐ, whose lexi-
cal roots are uncertain (according to Sokoloff [s.v. “ܫܘܘܛܐ”], Bar Hebraeus 
related it to ܦܫܛܐ).

25:12

 appears only here in Hebrew books translated into Syriac, although ܒܝܬ ܡܪܕܐ
in 2 Macc 5:5 ܒܝܬ ܡܪܕܐ translates τὴν	ἀκρόπολιν, just as ܡܪܕܐ alone does in 2 
Macc 4:28, and it renders ἡ	ἄκρα in 1 Macc 15:28; 2 Macc 15:31. This dif-
fers from the semantics of ܡܪܕܐ as “conspiracy” throughout the translated 
biblical books. In all but one case (|| ראש, Lam 3:5) it is the equivalent for 
 ܥܘܫܢܐ with מבצר Syriac renders the other two appearances of .(12x) קשר
(17:3; 34:13). This complicates identifying equivalents here when we take 
account of 79,משגב which is most frequently translated by ܒܝܬ ܓܘܣܐ (e.g., 
2 Sam 22:3; Pss 9:10; 18:3) but is also rendered by ܥܘܫܢܐ (Ps 48:4) and ܡܥܫܢܢܐ 
(Ps 94:22), while the verb שגב is most often rendered by ܥܫܢ in Isaiah (2:11, 
17; 9:10; 12:4; 26:5). Accordingly, although the precise alignment of equiv-
alents in ומבצר משגב || ܘܒܝܬ ܡܪܕܐ ܕܥܘܫܢܐ is uncertain, there seems no ques-
tion of a different Vorlage.

Comparison with καὶ	ὑψωθήσεται	κύριος	μόνος || יהוה  ,in 2:11 ונשגב 
17 and ὑψώθη	τὸ	 ὄνομα	αὐτοῦ || נשגב שמו in 12:4 suggests that τὸ	ὕψος 
renders משגב, although καταφυγή renders משגב in Pss 9:10; 93(94):22. On 
the other hand, despite OG otherwise rendering מבצר with ὀχυρός (17:3) 
or ὀχύρωμα (22:10; 34:13), as throughout the LXX (e.g., Num 13:28; 32:36; 
Deut 3:5; Josh 10:20; 14:12; 2 Kgdms 20:6), in Isa 17:3 +τοῦ	καταφυγεῖν 
explicitizes the function that Damascus can no longer play for Ephraim 

79. The only other occurrence of משגב in the book stands in the phrase ܘܒܥܘܫܢܐ 
 but the identification of equivalents in ,(33:16) מצדות סלעים משגבו  || ܕܫܩܝܦܐ ܡܫܪܝܗ
that series is uncertain, since ܡܫܪܝܐ renders משגב there alone and more often aligns 
with a form of שכן (e.g., 22:16; 57:15). Although ישכן, which stands directly before the 
phrase in 33:16, is translated by ܢܥܡܪ, given the frequent relationship of ܡܫܪܝܐ to שכן, 
there is a significant likelihood that ישכן influenced the choice of ܡܫܪܝܗ.
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(καὶ	οὐκέτι	ἔσται	ὀχυρὰ	τοῦ	καταφυγεῖν	Εφραιμ || ונשבת מבצר מאפרים). 
As with S, we are left uncertain about the alignment of individual equiva-
lences but have no reason to suspect a source divergent from MT.

καὶ	καταβήσεται	ἕως	τοῦ	ἐδάφους || השפיל הגיע לארץ עד עפר is echoed 
by πόλεις	ὀχυρὰς	καταβαλεῖς	καὶ	κατάξεις	ἕως	ἐδάφους || ־קריה נשגבה ישפי
 is absent from ישפילה in 26:5. Although לנה ישפילה עד ארץ יגיענה עד עפר
1QIsaa in 26:5 and is likely a doublet preserved in MT, it is possible that 
 הגיע itself harbors a doublet in (יגיע 1QIsaa reads) השפיל הגיע לארץ עד עפר
 However, OG is too prone to drop repeated vocabulary for the sake .לארץ
of condensation to support that conclusion. Giving equivalents for both 
 κατάξεις in 26:5 might have been part	καὶ	in καταβαλεῖς יגיענה and ישפילה
of omitting the phrase עד ארץ that separates them, allowing ἕως	ἐδάφους 
.to suffice עד עפר ||



Appendix A: +/-כל in Old Greek and Syriac Isaiah

1. Introduction

Among the challenges to recovering the Vorlage of OG-Isaiah are its many 
cases of +/-כל, linguistically categorized as a “universal quantifier.”1 Even 
restricting this study to chapters 1–39, the number of cases is large. Of the 
145 instances of כל in Lenningrad B19A of those chapters, OG renders 104 
with πᾶς and another 8 with ὅλος, leaving 33 cases without an apparent 
equivalent.2 Conversely, OG reads πᾶς or ὅλος 21 times where כל is not 
attested. In a translation so regularly flexible in rendering its source text, 
discriminating between +/-כל as an effect of pursuing an acceptable trans-
lation versus a variant in the Vorlage often stymies analysis or tempts one 
to a tenuous reading of the translator’s mind.

Because +/-כל functions at a higher semantic level than most cases 
of +/-waw, the instances of +/-כל deserve study. The likelihood that כל 
was present or absent in the source text, how the translator might have 
reckoned with it when an explicit equivalent is lacking, as well as why he 
might have supplied πᾶς or ὅλος must be weighed. However, those obser-
vations will be more disciplined if we first examine patterns of +/-כל in 
Hebrew manuscripts.

1. See David Gil, “Universal Quantification in Hebrew and Arabic,” in Studies 
in Afroasiatic Grammar: Papers from the Second Conference on Afroasiatic Languages 
Sophia Antipolis, 1994, ed. Jacqueline Lecarme, Jean Lowenstamm, and Ur Shlonsky 
(Hague: Holland Academic Graphics, 1996).

2. Hereafter Lenningrad B19A will simply be called MT, but with recognition that 
other Masoretic manuscripts have variants that could affect the statistics and cases 
cited here.
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in Hebrew Manuscripts כל-/+ .2

in Dead Sea Scrolls Witnesses to Isaiah כל-/+ .2.1

Below is the evidence of +/-כל variants in MT and 1QIsaa in Isa 1–39. No 
other Dead Sea Scrolls manuscript agrees with 1QIsaa in these cases, while 
manuscripts supporting MT’s reading are noted.

MT 1QIsaa

2:12  כי יום ליהוה צבאות על כל גאה
= 4QIsab ורם ועל כל נשא ושׁפל

 כיא יום ליהוה צבאות על כל גאה
ורם       ונשא ושפל

7:22 כי חמאה ודבש יאכל כל הנותר כיא חמאה ודבש יאכל כול הנותר

11:9 = 4QIsab ולא ישחיתו בכל הר קדשי ולוא ישחיתו בהר קדשי

14:18 כל מלכי גוים כלם שכבו כול מלכי גואים      שכבו בכבוד

21:16 שכיר וכלה כל כבוד קדר שכיר יכלה      כבוד קדר

23:9 לחלל גאון כל צבי לחלל כול גאון צבי

23:17 ושׁבה לאתננה וזנתה את כל ממלכות
= 4QIsac על פני האדמה הארץ 

 ושבה לאתננה וזנתה את     ממלכות
על פני האדםה הארץ

30:5 כל הבאיש ]הביש[ על עם כלה באש על עמ

39:2 את     בית נכתה ]נכתו[ את
= 4QIsab הכסף 

את כול בית נכתיו את הכסף

Isaiah 23:9 entails a variation in word order, and 30:5 is a matter of word 
division. Isaiah 21:16 attests either haplography or dittography. More sig-
nificant are +כל in MT at 2:12; 11:9; 14:18; 23:17 and the striking of כול in 
7:22. Isaiah 39:2 contains the only +כול in 1QIsaa.

Examining the pluses individually, +ועל כל in 2:12 (MT, 4Q56) con-
forms to the preceding על כל גאה. Similarly, 1QIsaa’s +כול in 39:2 assimi-
lates the line to ואת כול בית כליו later in the sentence. The possibility that 
MT’s +כלם in 14:18 assimilates the preceding גוים  to the end of כל מלכי 
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14:9 will be discussed below in evaluating the lack of an equivalent in OG 
and S.

The deliberate excision of כל at 7:22 in 1QIsaa is striking, given that 
MT’s כל stands before an articular noun, just as 1QIsaa has +ה after כל in 
 in the MT of 11:9 seems unlikely influenced הר and ב between כל+ .7:23
by diction elsewhere, given the many similar phrases without הר בית :כל 
 בהר and even ;(10 ,7 ,25:6) בהר הזה ;(24:23 ;10:12 ;8:18) בהר ציון ;(2:2) יהוה
 in 23:17 is likely a reflexive addition in a כל+ Finally, MT’s .(27:13) הקדש
phrase implying the totality of earth’s kingdoms.3

in Samaritan Pentateuch Exodus כל-/+ .2.2

A further base for considering +/-כל in Hebrew manuscripts is offered by 
comparing cases in MT, SP, and DSS of Exodus, a book of similar length 
to Isa 1–39. Despite the large number of Exodus fragments among the 
DSS, frequent lacunae impede comparison (all available evidence is cited 
below). Although there are no cases of כל in MT but unattested in the DSS, 
the DSS evidence contains two cases of +כל. Nevertheless, most of the evi-
dence comes from comparison of SP with MT. 

MT SP DSS

7:5  וידעו      מצרים כי אני
יהוה

 וידעו כל מצרים כי אני
יהוה

N/A

9:24  לא היה כמהו
 בכל ארץ מצרים

לא היה כמהו
במצרים

4Q14 (4QExodc)  
= MT

9:25 ויך הברד בכל ארץ מצרים ויך הברד בארץ מצרים N/A

11:6  והיתה צעקה גדלה
בכל ארץ מצרים

 והיתה צעקה גדלה
במצרים

2Q2 (2QExoda),  
4Q11 (4Qpaleo- 

Gen–Exodl) = MT

3. “Reflexive” refers to modifications attributable to a scribe’s or translator’s famil-
iarity with diction and idioms elsewhere. Cf. Goshen-Gottstein’s “law of the scribes” 
(“Biblical Philology,” 5–12).
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12:50  ויעשו כל בני ישראל
 כאשר צוה יהוה

את משה ואת אהרן כן עשו

SP, 4Q128,  
4Q136  
= MT

XQ1
ויעשו כל בני ישראל
  ככל אשר צוה יהוה

את משה ואת אהרן כן עשו

14:18  וידעו     מצרים כי אני
יהוה

 וידעו כל מצרים כי אני
יהוה

N/A

20:7  כי לא ינקה יהוה את
אשר ישא את שמו לשוא

SP = MT 4Q149 (4QMez A)
 ]כי[ ל]וא[ ינקה יהוה את

 כ[ל א]שר ]י[שא את שמו
לש]וא [

20:18  וירא     העם
וינעו ויעמדו מרחק

 ויראו כל העם
וינעו ויעמדו מרחק

N/A

20:24  בכל המקום אשר אזכיר
את שמי

 במקום אשר אזכרתי
את שמי שמה

N/A

40:33 ויכל משה את     המלאכה ויכל משה את כל המלאכה N/A

In 9:24, 25; 11:6 MT has the full formula בכל ארץ מצרים found elsewhere 
in Exodus (e.g., 9:9; 10:22). Although כאשר צוה in the MT of 12:50 is the 
more common form of the phrase (twenty-three times in Exodus), the 
phylactery text XQ1 has +כל, the form of the phrase found in MT at 29:35; 
31:11; 39:32, 42; 40:16, and thus likely a reflexive scribal expansion. +כל in 
the relative clause of 20:7 (4Q149) underscores the generic nature of the 
case (“anyone who”). Similarly, +כל in the SP of 14:18; 20:18; 40:33 makes 
explicit the implied scope (“all the ____”). Each of these pluses can be 
understood as a reflexive (rather than deliberative) addition.

 in Exod 20:24 (MT), however, has been suspected of a deliberate כל-/+
change. Molly Zahn has argued that SP intentionally omitted כל as part of 
“the specifically Samaritan revision of SP” to support “the sectarian claim 
that Mt. Gerizim rather than Mt. Zion was chosen by God as his official 
site of worship.”4 Given the vicissitudes of כל generally within Hebrew 
manuscripts, claiming that a scribe omitted it to score an ideological point 

4. Zahn, Rethinking Rewritten Scripture, 157 n. 50.
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requires additional evidence, especially since none of the other instances 
appears to be a matter of SP omitting כל.

It is possible to read במקום as an earlier form of the text into which כל 
has been introduced later. Whether read as arthrous or not, במקום simply 
designates a site where an altar might be built. Within 20:24–26 the loca-
tion of altars is incidental; the focus is on what sort of construction is 
permitted. Although +כל makes clear that multiple sites can be divinely 
sanctioned, that is already implicit in the optional building materials per-
mitted. Thus, כל in MT is likely a later expansion of the reading attested 
in SP.

2.3. Conclusions Based on +/-כל in Hebrew Manuscripts

This survey of +/-כל in Hebrew manuscripts yields three conclusions that 
can inform consideration of cases in OG-Isaiah. First, in a manuscript the 
length of Isa 1–39 and Exod 1–40, the number of cases of +/-כל in the 
Vorlage is unlikely to be as large as OG-Isaiah suggests. Second, we should 
expect an occasional +כל, most often introduced reflexively rather than 
deliberately. Third, the dominant trend is the addition of כל rather than its 
omission, whose only certain case is a corrector striking it in 7:22 of 1QIsaa.

in Syriac and Old Greek כל-/+ .3

A further control for evaluating +/-כל in OG-Isaiah comes from examin-
ing passages where both OG and S attest a variant.

in Syriac and Old Greek כל- .3.1

Although cases of -כל are often especially difficult to evaluate, since the 
prime factor is shared silence, the lack of a rendering in both transla-
tions spurs questions from more angles than contemplating -כל in either 
version alone.

Syriac’s regular equivalent for כל is ܟܠ, which it employs 132 times 
in Isaiah, thirteen of which are pluses in comparison to MT. There are 
six minuses S shares with OG: 5:28; 14:18; 22:3; 30:5; 37:17; 38:16. In 
30:5 both OG and S lack an equivalent for the first two words, כל הבאיש 
(1QIsaa reads כלה באש, a different word division; V and T agree with 
MT), which is most straightforwardly explained as a minus in the Vor-
lage of each translator.
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Isaiah 5:28 is the first instance where both OG and S lack an equivalent 
for כל:

וכל קשתתיו דרכות
ܘܩܫ̈ܬܬܗܘܢ ܡ̈ܠܝܢ
καὶ	τὰ	τόξα	αὐτῶν	ἐντεταμένα

Following 5:26’s report of a divine mustering of troops, S unifies the 
description of the horde by its uniform use of 3 + ܠܐmp imperfect verbs 
in 5:27, its rendering of 3ms pronominal suffixes as grammatically 
plural (נעליו || ܕܡܣܢܝ̈ܗܘܢ ;חלציו || ܚ̈ܨܝܗܘܢ), and its apparent elision of בו 
 Syriac’s lack of an equivalent .(5:29 ,שאגה לו || ܘܢܗܡܬܗܘܢ .cf ;ואין כושל בו)
for אשׁר in 5:28 expedites the shift from the soldiers’ behavior and dress 
to descriptions of their appurtenances, while its translation of שאגה 
 at the head of 5:29 extends the description and links ܘܢܗܡܬܗܘܢ with לו
the similes at the end of 5:28 to the lion similes of 5:29. It is possible 
that the translator omitted a rendering of כל before קשתתיו in 5:28 to 
enhance the symmetry in the same way he seems to have done with בו 
and אשר. However, rendering כל would not have created awkwardness 
for the target language in the way that an equivalent for בו would have 
after ܢܬܬܩܠܘܢ or that a wooden rendering of שאגה לו in 5:29 would have 
for continuing the description from 5:28.5 Consequently, 5:28 provides 
insufficient information to decide whether S elided כל in a sweep of 
harmonizations.

Like S, OG enforces regularity on verbal forms and pronominal suf-
fixes in 5:27 and lacks an equivalent for בו, which would have been as 
awkward with its verb (οὐδὲ	κοπιάσουσιν || ואין כושל בו) as it would have 
with S’s 6.ܢܬܬܩܠܘܢ On the other hand, OG represents the initial  אשר  of 
5:28, while it explicates גלגליו by adding τῶν	ἁρμάτων to οἱ	τροχοί, perhaps 
based on the association of the deity’s chariots with a סופה in 66:15 (καὶ	
ὡς	καταιγὶς	τὰ	ἅρματα	αὐτοῦ || וכסופה מרכבתיו). It is not clear, however, 
that its lack of an equivalent for כל aims to level the phrases חציו שנונים 

5. Regardless of whether ܢܢܗܡ in 5:29 reflects ישאג (MT qere) or is a translational 
shift of ושאג, the translator does not harmonize with it the following וינהם, which he 
renders with a relative clause: ܘܐܝܟ ܓܘܪܝܐ ܕܐܪܝܐ ܕܢܗܡ.

6. Κοπιάω renders כשל again in 31:3; 63:13, while the verse’s other equivalents are 
also attested elsewhere: στερεὰ	πέτρα translates צר here and in 2:21, צור in 51:1, חלמיש 
in 50:7; ἐντεταμένα accords with τῶν	διατεταμένων || דרוכה in 21:15.
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 since elsewhere ,(pace Van der Vorm-Croughs, 73–74) וכל קשתתיו דרכות
OG allows such an imbalance to stand or even creates it (cf. 29:21, dis-
cussed below).

The most we can say about +/-כל in 5:28, then, is that we lack sufficient 
evidence to render judgment about its presence or absence in the Vorlagen 
of OG and S. We cannot assume that its absence is more likely due to the 
translators than their Vorlagen.

Old Greek and S each lack an equivalent for (2)כל in 22:3, where its 
absence in OG has been attributed to the translator’s pursuit of symmetri-
cal clauses (Van der Vorm-Croughs, 74):

כל קציניך נדדו יחד מקשׁת אסרו כל נמצאיך אסרו יחדו מרחוק ברחו
ܐܬܐܣܪܘ ܐܬܐܣܪܘ ܕܐܫܬܚܪܘ ܒܟܝ ܐܟܚܕܐ  ܢܕܘ ܐܟܚܕܐ ܡܢ ܩܫܬܐ   ܟܠܗܘܢ ܫ̈ܠܝܛܢܝܟܝ 

ܘܠܪܘܚܩܐ ܥܪܩܘ
πάντες	οἱ	ἄρχοντές	σου	πεφεύγασι	καὶ	οἱ	ἁλόντες	σκληρῶς	δεδεμένοι	
εἰσί,	καὶ	οἱ	ἰσχύοντες	ἐν	σοὶ	πόρρω	πεφεύγασι

Syriac gives equivalents for both יחד and יחדו (in each case ܐܟܚܕܐ), while 
OG appears, at first blush, to lack an equivalent for either. Their equiva-
lents for נמצאיך similarly distinguish the pronominal suffix from the verb 
via a preposition + pronoun: ܕܐܫܬܚܪܘ ܒܟܝ /καὶ	οἱ	ἰσχύοντες	ἐν	σοί (cf. T כל 
 ,ἰσχύοντες is striking	οἱ	καὶ	σοὶ from	ἐν	The separation of 7.(דאשתכח ביך
since although ܒܟܝ comports with the semantics of ܕܐܫܬܚܪܘ, ἐν	σοί does not 
accord with οἱ	ἰσχύοντες, and no similar semantic construction appears in 
the book.8 Given that consideration, the Vorlagen of OG and S likely read 
.נמצאי בך

Speculating that S’s reformulation of כל נמצאי בך as a relative clause 
spurred omission of כל is countermanded by numerous examples of such 
reformulations retaining כל (e.g., כל || ܟܠ ܕܣܡܟ ܒܠܚܡܐ ܘܟܠ ܕܣܡܟ ܒܡ̈ܝܐ 
 כל || ܟܠ ܕܢܫܬܟܚ ܢܬܕܩܪ ܘܟܠ ܕܢܬܬܘܣܦ ܢܦܠ ܒܚܪܒܐ ;3:1 ,משען לחם וכל משען מים
 Given that S tracks closely with .(13:15 ,הנמצא ידקר וכל הנספה יפול בחרב
a Hebrew text like MT (save for נמצאי בך), it seems likely that its Vorlage 
lacked כל.

7. V’s omnes qui inventi shows no sign of the second-person singular pronoun. 
1QIsaa reads אסורה for the first אסרו but otherwise agrees with MT.

8. The closest comparison is 51:3, where καὶ	ἀγαλλίαμα	εὑρήσουσιν	ἐν	αὐτῇ trans-
lates ושמחה ימצא בה (S ܚܕܘܬܐ ܢܫܬܡܥ ܒܓܘܗ; T וחדוא ישתכח בה).
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Although σκληρῶς	δεδεμένοι	εἰσί is clearly derived from מקשת אסרו, 
the basis for καὶ	οἱ	ἁλόντες is more opaque. Ottley (2:210) suggested that 
the translator read חלים for יחד, “taking the מ from the following word,” in 
support of which he pointed to καὶ	σὺ	ἑάλως || גם אתה חלית in 14:10, even 
though there is no evidence that חלה was elsewhere understood to mean 
“captured,” and the rendering of 14:10 may have been influenced by 14:2.

Perhaps closer to the truth is Fischer’s (37) suggestion that the Vor-
lage read ויחד, which the translator associated with the Aramaic passive 
participle אחיד and connected to it the מ prefix of the following מקשת. 
Although it seems unnecessary to assume that the translator read any-
thing other than יחד, which he may have associated with Aramaic אחד (see 
Byun, 188), this association might have been encouraged by the parallel 
.ἁλῷ in 13:15	ἐὰν	γὰρ	by ὃς כל הנמצא given the translation of ,נמצאי (בך)

Although OG retains the slot for בך 	its path to οἱ ,נמצאי  ἰσχύοντες 
(ἐν	 σοί) is oblique. Scholz’s suggestion (38) that the translator read the 
second אסרו as אדיר seems (graphically) improbable, as do Ottley’s (2:210) 
hypotheses that οἱ	 ἰσχύοντες	 ἐν	 σοί might reflect graphic confusion of 
-Seeligmann’s (50) sugges .מעזיך or aural confusion with אמציך into נמצאיך
tion that the translator thought of Aramaic מצי “be able” is likely unnec-
essary, given the variety and range of Hebrew words translated by ἰσχύω, 
ἰσχυρός, and ἰσχύς.9 More likely the translator placed καὶ	οἱ	 ἰσχύοντες	ἐν	
σοί in the semantic slot occupied by נמצאי בך, having already rendered its 
semantics with οἱ	ἁλόντες and seeking a match for οἱ	ἄρχοντές	σου || 10.קציניך 
Although the translator might have omitted an equivalent for כל because 
he regarded πάντες before οἱ	ἄρχοντές	σου as sufficient, the likelihood that 
 OG seems to have נמצאי בך was absent from S’s Vorlage, whose Vorlage כל
shared, enhances the suspicion that it was also absent from OG’s Vorlage.

The lack of an equivalent for כלם in OG and S at 14:18 (attested by V 
and T) likely reflects its absence from their Vorlagen:

9. ἰσχύω and ἰσχύς || (3:1) משׁען; μετὰ	ἰσχύος || (10:33) במערצה; καὶ	οἱ	ἰσχύοντες	ἐν	
σοί || (22:3) נמצאיך כל; μὴ	ἥσσων	ἐστὶν	ἢ	οὐκ	ἰσχύει || (23:8) המעטירה אשר; αὐτῆς	τὴν	
ἰσχύν || (23:11) מעזניה; κατέπιεν	ὁ	θάνατος	ἰσχύσας || (25:8) בלע המות לנצח; ἐγὼ	πόλις	
ἰσχυρά,	πόλις	πολιορκουμένη || (27:3) אני יהוה נצרה; αὐτῆς	ἡ	ἰσχύς || (29:2) תאניה.

10. Cf. 29:5, where ὁ	πλοῦτος	τῶν	ἀσεβῶν || המון זריך is likely based on המון עריצים 
in the next clause, where OG lacks an equivalent: καὶ	ὡς	χνοῦς	φερόμενος || וכמץ עבר 
.המון עריצים
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כל מלכי גוים כלם שכבו בכבוד איש בביתו איש בביתו
ܟܠܗܘܢ ܡ̈ܠܟܐ ܕܥܡ̈ܡܐ ܫܟܒܘ ܒܐܝܩܪܐ ܐܢܫ ܒܒܝܬܗ

πάντες	οἱ	βασιλεῖς	τῶν	ἐθνῶν	ἐκοιμήθησαν	ἐν	τιμῇ	ἄνθρωπος	ἐν	τῷ	
οἴκῳ	αὐτοῦ

As noted earlier, 1QIsaa lacks כלם, from which E. Y. Kutscher inferred 
that this passage (along with others) “may indicate that the Scr[oll] was 
a source for changes,” implying that the scribe omitted 11.כלם But this 
inference was based on his ranking of 1QIsaa among “popular texts” that 
were exposed to “all the various forms of corruption” that differentiate 
them from MT, in contrast to which “the standard text … was carefully 
preserved in the temple, and elsewhere.”12 As Ulrich observes, that view 
arose because scholars, faced with the scroll’s unusual orthography, “were 
simply unprepared to see that it was not a ‘vulgar’ text impaired by the 
Qumran community.”13 Accordingly, Kutscher’s judgment that a plus like 
 in the MT of 14:18 is of a sort that “it is unlikely that the writer of the כלם
MT could complete on his own” has yielded to recognition that MT “dis-
plays a later stage of textual development,” even if its “linguistic features … 
did not undergo as much updating as those of 1QIsaa.”14 Accordingly, we 
must ponder the absence of כלם at 14:18 in 1QIsaa alongside the lack of an 
equivalent for it in both S and OG.

By comparison, S seems to treat כלם at the head of 14:10 as pleonastic 
in its translation of the final words of 14:9, which it joins with the first 
clause of 14:10:

כל מלכי גוים (10) כלם יענו ויאמרו אליך
ܟܠܗܘܢ ܡ̈ܠܟܐ ܕܥܡ̈ܡܐ ܢܥܢܘܢ ܘܢܐܡܪܘܢ ܠܟ

Old Greek, on the other hand, construes כל מלכי גוים as the direct object 
of a clause in 14:9 and renders כלם as subject of ויאמרו 	in 14:10: (οἱ יענו 
ἐγείραντες	 ἐκ	 τῶν	 θρόνων	 αὐτῶν) πάντας	 βασιλεῖς	 ἐθνῶν. (10) πάντες	
ἀποκριθήσονται	καὶ	ἐροῦσί	σοι.

11. Kutscher, Language and Linguistic Background, 554.
12. Kutscher, Language and Linguistic Background, 78–79.
13. Ulrich, Dead Sea Scrolls and the Developmental Composition, 128.
14. First quotation from Kutscher, Language and Linguistic Background, 554; 

second and third quotations from Ulrich and Flint, Qumran Cave 1, II: The Isaiah 
Scrolls, Part 2, 90.
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Although the lack of an equivalent for כלם in OG and S in 14:18 might 
reflect the same concision S imposes on כלם in 14:10, that cannot explain 
the absence of כלם in 1QIsaa. The redundancy of כלם, so close on the heels 
of כל, has spurred arguments for (either) excising כל, analyzing כל מלכי גוים 
as appositional to אסיריו in 14:17, or retaining both כל and כלם as emphat-
ic.15 The latter seems unduly speculative, however, since no similar concat-
enation of כל for rhetorical emphasis is available.

Even absent sufficient evidence to render judgment about whether 
both כל and כלם stood in the Vorlagen of OG or S, regarded in themselves, 
1QIsaa suggests that MT’s כלם in 14:18 might be an errant assimilation 
of כלם גוים  מלכי  כל   ot גוים  מלכי   in 14:9–10. George Buchanan Gray כל 
rightly cautioned that “it would be unsafe to infer that G had one only of 
the words כלם ,כל,” and the same could be said of S.16 But the lack of כלם 
in 1QIsaa prevents assuming that an impulse to condense makes it more 
likely that it stood in the Vorlagen of OG and S than not.

The lack of an equivalent for כל in both OG and S at 38:16 is likely a 
matter of how each handled the oblique phrase in which it stands:

אדני עליהם יחיו ולכל בהן חיי רוחי
ܡܪܝܐ ܥܠܝܗܘܢ ܢܚܘܢ ܡܛܠ ܗܠܝܢ ܚ̈ܝܐ ܕܪܘܚܝ
κύριε,	περὶ	αὐτῆς	γὰρ	ἀνηγγέλη	σοι	καὶ	ἐξήγειράς	μου	τὴν	πνοήν

 על כן אלה appears again in Isaiah only in 24:6, where it renders ܡܛܠ ܗܠܝܢ
(cf. כי מפני אלה || ܕܡܛܠ ܗܠܝܢ in Jer 23:10 and || על אלה in Neh 13:26). In 
38:16 it is likely a substitute for ולכל בהן in order to present an intellibile 
rendering, playing a role parallel to ܥܠܝܗܘܢ in the speaker’s petition. The 
remainder of S is transparent to a text like MT, in contrast to OG’s opaque 
rendering of the entire verse that also obscures whether its Vorlage read 
 as יחיו Although Ottley’s (2:294) conjecture that ἀνηγγέλη construes .ולכל
 לך read as ולכל is plausible, his speculation that σοι is derived from יחוו
leaves too much opaque to inspire confidence.

Isaiah 37:17 is one of many cases where OG lacks an equivalent for כל 
before an articular plural noun, and S is in agreement:

15. For excising, see Otto Kaiser, Isaiah 13–39, A Commentary, trans. John 
Bowden, OTL (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1974), 29, citing Budde. For appositional, 
see Ronald E. Clements, Isaiah 1–39, NCB (London: Marshall, Morgan & Scott, 1980), 
144. For emphatic, see Roberts, First Isaiah, 206.

16. Gray, Critical and Exegetical Commentary, 260.
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וראה ושמע את כל דברי סנחריב אשר שלח
ܘܚܙܝ ܘܫܡܥ ܡ̈ܠܘܗܝ ܕܣܢܚܪܝܒ ܕܫܠܚ
καὶ	ἴδε	τοὺς	λόγους	οὓς	ἀπέστειλε	Σενναχηριμ

Old Greek’s omission of an equivalent for one verb of perception (καὶ	ἴδε 
 accords with its tendency to reduce near synonyms for the (וראה ושׁמע ||
sake of concision, while its reformulation of the phrase serving as direct 
object does not seem radical enough to have entailed omission of 17.כל S’s 
retention of the syntactic relationship of סנחריב  makes its lack of דברי 
an equivalent for כל conspicuous. Thus, the Vorlagen of OG and S likely 
lacked כל, in contrast to MT, 1QIsaa, V, and T.

in Syriac Alone כל- .3.2

In 7:22 S lacks an equivalent for כל, against MT, 1Q8, OG, V, and T:

כי חמאה ודבש יאכל כל הנותר בקרב הארץ
ܡܛܠ ܕܕܒܫܐ ܘܚܐܘܬܐ ܢܐܟܘܠ ܡܢ ܕܡܫܬܚܪ ܒܓܘܗ ܕܐܪܥܐ

The grammatical construction כל + arthrous participle appears seven 
additional times, each of which S translates with ܕ  ;participle (4:3 + ܟܠ 
36:6; 43:7; 45:24) or a finite verb (13:15 [2x]; 66:10).18 On the other hand, 
 ;translates an arthrous participle (4:3 [2x]; 10:15 [3x]; 24:18 [2x]; 28:4 ܡܢ ܕ
40:22), a participle with a prefixed preposition (28:6; 29:11), or a suffixed 
pronoun (10:20), and even an anarthrous participle (41:15).19 Thus, S’s 
patterns give reason to think that it lacked כל here. Notably, 1QIsaa reads 
-reflected familiarity with another manu כל in 7:22. Whether הנותר כול
script whose reading was not confirmed in rechecking the copy or was 
errantly prefixed to הנותר reflexively (recall MT’s בכל הר in 11:9 and כל 

17. For concision, see Van der Vorm-Croughs, 188–90. The argument that OG 
regarded כל with arthrous plural nouns as “logically inherent” and, therefore, dispen-
sible (Van der Vorm-Croughs, 72) is not compelling. See below, pp. 528–31.

 participle or + כל a participle, finite verb, or adjective also translates + ܟܠ ܕ .18
adjective (2:12 [2x]; 3:1 [2x]; 4:3; 13:15 [2x]; 19:7, 10; 29:20; 30:18; 36:6; 43:7; 45:24; 
55:1; 56:6; 59:8; 66:10), with ܟܠ + noun/participle an alternative rendering (18:3; 23:9; 
29:7; 60:14; 61:9).

19. It also renders a relative clause in 29:12; 43:4, as well as a preposition + infini-
tive construct + suffix in 44:7’s משומי || ܡܢ ܕܣܡܬ.
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 before כל+ in 23:17, each unattested by 1QIsaa, as well as SP’s ממלכות הארץ
 in Exod 40:33), its excision in 7:22 המלאכה in Exod 20:18 and before העם
corroborates the inference that S’s Vorlage lacked כל.

The lack of an equivalent for כל in S’s ܢܒܗܬܘܢ ܘܢܚܦܪܘܢ ܐܝܠܝܢ ܕܣܩܪܝܢ ܠܟ 
 in 41:11, where all other witnesses attest it הן יבשו ויכלמו כל הנחרים בך ||
(MT, 1QIsaa, 1Q8, 4Q56, OG, V, and T), seems equally attributable to its 
Vorlage and susceptible to the hypothesis that it was added by a scribe in a 
different line of textual transmission. The same inference is compelling in 
19:8, where S’s ואבלו כל משליכי || ܘܢܬܒܘܢ ܒܐܒܠܐ ܕܪܡܝܢ is difficult to account for 
if its Vorlage contained כל, even though it is attested by MT, 1QIsaa, 4Q56, 
OG, V, and T.

In 8:12 S again lacks an equivalent for כל, against MT, OG, 1QIsaa, V, 
and T:

לא תאמרון קשרל כל אשׁר יאמר העם הזה קשר
ܠܐ ܬܐܡܪܘܢ ܡܪܕܐ ܐܝܟ ܕܐܡܪ ܥܡܐ ܗܢܐ ܡܪܕܐ

Although (ܐܡܪ)ܕ  ;as in 10:11; 11:16; 14:24; 25:11) כאשר might reflect ܐܝܟ 
31:4), S uses this construction for varied prepositional phrases, of which 
11:3 is particularly relevant: ܕܢܘܗܝ ܢܟܣ

̈
 ܘܠܐ ܐܝܟ ܕܚ̈ܙܝܢ ܥܝ̈ܢܘܗܝ ܢܕܘܢ ܘܠܐ ܐܝܟ ܕܫܡ̈ܥܢ ܐ

 does ככל אשר Although 20.ולא למראה עיניו ישפוט ולא למשמע אזניו יוכיח ||
not appear in Isaiah, S’s equivalents for it elsewhere are instructive, inas-
much as they avoid combining the preposition and the quantifier.21 Thus 
S’s lack of an equivalent for כל in ܐܝܟ ܕܐܡܪ in 8:12 most likely owes to target 
language norms.

In 16:14 S again lacks an equivalent for כל (against MT, 1QIsaa, OG, V, 
and T), and the exigencies of translation might have occasioned its omission:

 בשלש שנים כשני שכיר ונקלה כבוד מואב בכל ההמון הרב ושאר מעט
מזער לוא כביר

20. Cf. the temporal phrases כבתחלה || ܐܝܟ ܕܡܢ ܠܩܘܕܡܝܢ ;כבראשנה || ܐܝܟ ܕܡܢ ܩܕܝܡ 
.(60:9) בראשנה || ܐܝܟ ܕܒܩܕܡܝܬܐ ;(2:6) מקדם || ܐܝܟ ܕܡܢ ܩܕܝܡ ;(1:26)

 .Gen 6:22 (cf ,ויעש נח ככל אשׁר צוה אתו אלהים || ܘܥܒܕ ܢܘܚ ܟܠ ܕܦܩܕܗ ܐܠܗܐ .21
Gen 7:5; Exod 39:32); ܕܫܐܠܝܢ ܠܗ יושת עליו || ܟܡܐ  ܡܕܡ ;Exod 21:30 ,ככל אשר   ܟܠ 
 ככל אשר || ܐܝܟܢܐ ܕܦܩܕܬܟ ;Exod 25:9 (cf. 31:11) ,ככל אשר אני מראה אותך || ܕܡܚܘܐ ܐܢܐ ܠܟ
 Exod 39:42 ,ככל אשר צוה יהוה את משה || ܐܝܟ ܕܦܩܕ ܡܪܝܐ ܠܡܘܫܐ ;Exod 29:35 ,צויתי אתכה
(cf. Num 8:20; 9:5); ויעש משה ככל אשר צוה יהוה אתו || ܘܥܒܕ ܡܘܫܐ ܟܠ ܕܦܩܕܗ ܡܪܝܐ, 
Exod 40:16 (cf. Num 1:54; 2:34).
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ܛܥܪ ܐܝܩܪܗ ܕܡܘܐܒ ܥܠ ܣܘܓܐܐ ܕܥܡܗ ܘܢܫܬܚܪ  ܒܬܠܬ ܫ̈ܢܝܢ ܐܝܟ ܫ̈ܢܝܐ ܕܐܓܝܪܐ ܢܨ
ܩܠܝܠ ܙܥܘܪ ܘܠܐ ܣܓܝ

The translator’s rendering of ב with ܥܠ casts ההמון הרב as the backdrop 
against which Moab’s loss of glory is measured: “in spite of the multitude 
of its people.”22 Having condensed ההמון הרב into ܣܘܓܐܐ (which renders 
both רב and המון throughout S), prefixing ܟܠ might have struck the trans-
lator as just as overstated as the pleonasm he reduced (cf. OG’s ἐν	παντὶ	
τῷ	πλούτῳ	τῷ	πολλῷ). On the other hand, כל may have been added by a 
later scribe for that effect. These deliberations illustrate the problem with 
explaining the absence of כל in some passages: we cannot read the transla-
tor’s mind.

in Syriac Alone כל+ .3.3

Throughout the list of adornments and jewelry in 3:18–23, S frequently 
goes its own way, with OG often closer to T than to S. The divergence 
between OG and S persists in 3:23, where S’s number of objects matches 
MT more closely than OG’s, except in the final phrase:

והגלינים והסדינים והצניפות והרדידי
ܘܢܚ̈ܬܝܗܝܢ ܘܬܟܠܠܝ̈ܬܗܝܢ ܘܙܚܘܪ̈ܝܬܝܗܝܢ ܘܨܡܕܐ ܟܠܗ ܕܨܒ̈ܬܗܝܢ

In light of the independence S shows throughout these verses in construct-
ing a list of fine garments, it would be perilous to suggest that ܟܠܗ attests 
 in its Vorlage. More likely, given that 3:24 will change the rhetoric by כל
speaking of fineries that are replaced with hardships, ܕܨܒ̈ܬܗܝܢ ܟܠܗ   ܘܨܡܕܐ 
caps the list of garments in 3:18–23.

The four remaining cases of +ܟܠ solely in S occur in semantic envi-
ronments where the universal quantifier is commonplace and so might 
have been supplied reflexively by either a Hebrew scribe or the translator:

14:16
ראיך אליך ישגיחו
ܟܠ ܚ̈ܙܝܝܟ ܥܠܝܟ ܢܕܝܩܘܢ

22. “Because of the multitude of its people” would be an odd basis for the reduc-
tion of its honor, and “according to” would be an odd measure for abasement.
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24:6 (2x)
על כן אלה אכלה ארץ ויאשמו ישבי בה על כן חרו ישבי ארץ

ܗܢܐ ܡܛܠ  ܥܡܘܪ̈ܝܗ  ܟܠܗܘܢ  ܘܢܬܚܒܠܘܢ  ܐܪܥܐ  ܒܐܒܠܐ23  ܬܬܒ  ܗܠܝܢ   ܡܛܠ 
  ܢܬܚܪܒܘܢ ܟܠܗܘܢ ܥܡܘܪ̈ܝܗ ܕܐܪܥܐ

  

37:11
הנה אתה שמעת אשר עשו
ܗܐ ܐܢܬ ܫܡܥܬ ܟܠ ܕܥܒܕܘ

37:21
כה אמר יהוה אלהי ישראל אשר התפללת אלי אל סנחריב מלך אשור

 ܗܟܢܐ ܐܡܪ ܡܪܝܐ ܚܝܠܬܢܐ ܐܠܗܐ ܕܐܝܣܪܝܠ ܟܠ ܕܨܠܝܬ ܩܕܡܝ ܥܠ ܣܢܚܪܝܒ ܡܠܟܐ
ܕܐܬܘܪ ܫܡܥܬ

3.4. Summary: Syriac’s Rendering of כל

This survey of +/-כל in S shows the same varied attestation as in 1QIsaa 
and SP Exodus, including cases where כל seems to have been absent from 
S’s Vorlage despite being attested in other witnesses. But it also introduces 
the question of whether an equivalent for כל might be omitted as super-
fluous in a translation, as seems to be the case in 8:12; 14:10; 28:16; and 
perhaps 16:14.

in Old Greek Alone כל-/+ .4

There are thirty-three instances when OG lacks representation of כל in 
MT. Besides the seven already-reviewed cases where כל is also unattested 
in S, another three cases can be set aside, since OG’s lack of equivalents for 
an entire phrase containing כל in 34:4; 38:15; and 39:2 makes questions 
about כל moot.

4.1. Opaque Renderings Obscuring כל

A number of instances where OG lacks an evident equivalent for כל involve 
reformulated clauses or substitutions that inhibit a view to the translator’s 

23. S’s ܬܬܒ ܒܐܒܠܐ attests אבלה for אכלה (cf. 3:26 ,ואבלו || ܘܢܬܒܘܢ ܒܐܒܠܐ).
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Vorlage.24 For example, OG’s translation of 1:23 is lucid Greek but opaque 
to its source text:

 שריך סוררים וחברי גנבים כלו אהב שחד ורדף שלמנים יתום לא ישפטו
וריב אלמנה לא יבוא אליהם

οἱ	 ἄρχοντές	 σου	 ἀπειθοῦσι,	 κοινωνοὶ	 κλεπτῶν,	 ἀγαπῶντες	 δῶρα,	
διώκοντες	ἀνταπόδομα,	ὀρφανοῖς	οὐ	κρίνοντες	καὶ	κρίσιν	χηρῶν	οὐ	
προσέχοντες

The compact οὐ	προσέχοντες || לא יבוא אליהם is a reformulation that sets 
OG apart from S, V, and T, each of which reflects the Hebrew phrase-
ology and word order. The grammatical and syntactic parallel between 
οὐ	κρίνοντες and οὐ	προσέχοντες reflects pursuit of a balanced structure. 
Although S and T render ישפטו with a participle (V uses a finite verb), only 
S renders יבוא with a participle, while both T and V use finite verbs. Old 
Greek’s attention to balanced clauses is equally evident in the rendering of
 ,with the grammatically plural nouns ὀρφανοῖς and χηρῶν אלמנה and יתום
correlative to ἀγαπῶντες || אהב and διώκοντες || ורדף. Although those 
grammatically plural participles agree with S, V, T, and 1QIsaa (אוהבי שוחד 
 the sole ,סוררים || OG distinguishes itself with its ἀπειθοῦσι ,(רודפי שלמונים
finite verb in the sentence. By rendering each phrase asyndetically, OG 
creates modifiers appositional to οἱ	ἄρχοντές	σου that adumbrate how these 
rulers are disobedient. This evident design in the structure of 1:23 raises 
the question of whether כלו (1QIsaa כולם, S ܟܠܗܘܢ, V omnes, T כולהון) was 
absent from OG’s Vorlage or if the translator suppressed it for the sake of 
his structure. Although the latter surmise seems likely, his reformulation 
complicates assessing +/-כל. Given that every component of the Hebrew 
has a clear Greek equivalent, it is reasonable to ask why the rhetorical force 
of πάντες would not have served the translator’s purpose, perhaps by shift-
ing it before the first noun, as he appears to do in 14:9:25

24. “Substitution” designates a class of nontranslations that are not based on inter-
changes of Hebrew letters and are not necessarily required by the translator’s choices 
earlier in a passage. Their primary feature is that they replace words in the text, even 
if they are obviously triggered by some of its words, as with ἀπὸ	μικροῦ	ἕως	μεγάλου || 
.in 22:24 ועד … הקטן

25. It is necessary, however, to recall 1QIsaa’s לחלל כול גאון צבי versus MT’s לחלל 
.in 23:9 גאון כל צבי
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עורר לך רפאים כל עתודי ארץ הקים מכסאותם כל מלכי גוים
συνηγέρθησάν	 σοι	 πάντες	 οἱ	 γίγαντες	 οἱ	 ἄρξαντες	 τῆς	 γῆς	 οἱ	
ἐγείραντες	 ἐκ	 τῶν	 θρόνων	 αὐτῶν	 ἐκ	 τῶν	 θρόνων	 αὐτῶν	 πάντας	
βασιλεῖς	ἐθνῶν

This shift of the word order to utilize כל renders moot the question of 
whether he omitted כל in 1:23 or his Vorlage lacked it.

Old Greek’s rendering of 8:9 is even more opaque:

והאזינו כל מרחקי ארץ
ἐπακούσατε	ἕως	ἐσχάτου	τῆς	γῆς

The phrase ἕως	ἐσχάτου	τῆς	γῆς renders עד קצה הארץ in 48:20; 49:6 and 
 in 62:11. Although this raises the possibility that the Vorlage אל קצה הארץ
read something other than כל, we also must consider מרחקי, whose other 
occurrences in the book are grammatically singular (מרחק) and translated 
with πόρρωθεν (10:3; 13:5; 33:17; 46:11) or πόρρω (17:13), except in 30:27’s 
διὰ	χρόνου	ἔρχεται	πολλοῦ || בא ממרחק. Given this translator’s “viele Wie-
dergaben, die sich nur auf Grund der Exegese nach sinnverwandten Stel-
len erklären lassen” (Ziegler, 135), it is likely that ἐπακούσατε	ἕως	ἐσχάτου	
τῆς	γῆς in 8:9 reflects mental association of the phrase with ἀναγγείλατε	
ἕως	ἐσχάτου	τῆς	γῆς || הוציאוה עד קצה הארץ in 48:20 or ἰδοὺ	γὰρ	κύριος	
ἐποίησεν	ἀκουστὸν	ἕως	ἐσχάτου	τῆς	γῆς || הנה יהוה השמיע אל קצה הארץ in 
62:11. If so, then it is a substitution that renders consideration of +/-כל in 
the translator’s Vorlage fruitless.26

The absence of (2)כל in 22:24 stands within a substitution:

מכלי הקטן  כלי  כל  והצפעות  הצאצאים  אביו  בית  כבוד  כל  עליו   ותלו 
האגנות ועד כל כלי הנבלים

καὶ	ἔσται	πεποιθὼς	ἐπ᾿	αὐτὸν	πᾶς	ἔνδοξος	ἐν	τῷ	οἴκῳ	τοῦ	πατρὸς	
αὐτοῦ	ἀπὸ	μικροῦ	ἕως	μεγάλου	καὶ	ἔσονται	ἐπικρεμάμενοι	αὐτῷ

Although OG renders צאצאיך with ἐπὶ	τὰ	τέκνα	σου in 44:3, וצאצאי with 
καὶ	τὰ	ἔκγονα in 48:19, and וצאצאיהם with καὶ	τὰ	ἔκγονα	αὐτῶν in 61:9, 
in each case צאצא directly follows a form of זרע, likely influencing the 
choice of an equivalent. By contrast, OG translates תבל וכל צאצאיה with ἡ	

26. Cf. νῦν	στενάξω || כל אנחתה in 21:2, discussed below, p. 527. 
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οἰκουμένη	καὶ	ὁ	λαὸς	ὁ	ἐν	αὐτῇ in 34:1 (where כל falls within the reformula-
tion) and הארץ וצאצאיה with τὴν	γῆν	καὶ	τὰ	ἐν	αὐτῇ in 42:5.27 Accordingly, 
in this verse OG might have regarded והצפעות  as references to הצאצאים 
offspring implicit in בית אביו, spurring it to condense the verbiage, a pat-
tern so prevelant in OG-Isaiah as to justify speaking of condensation as a 
tendency (see Van der Vorm-Croughs, 188–90). The merism ἀπὸ	μικροῦ	
ἕως	μεγάλου is a substitution for all words after בית אביו (based on הקטן 
and ועד), similar to the substitution of ἀπὸ	μικροῦ	ἕως	μεγάλου for מקרקר 
 in 22:5. The final clause, on the other hand, is recognizable as a second קר
rendering of ותלו עליו, whether as an attempt to fill out the verse or as a 
secondary translation of the first clause.28 Given OG’s substitution of ἀπὸ	
μικροῦ	ἕως	μεγάλου for extended phrases, there is no basis for opining on 
the presence or absence of (2)כל כלי in its Vorlage.

Isaiah 34:2 shows that the substitution of a single word can render a 
determination about +/-כל infeasible:

כי קצף ליהוה על כל הגוים וחמה על כל צבאם
διότι	θυμὸς	κυρίου	ἐπὶ	πάντα	τὰ	ἔθνη	καὶ	ὀργὴ	ἐπὶ	τὸν	ἀριθμὸν	αὐτῶν

Not only does ἀριθμός typically translate מספר, but only here does it align 
with צבא, which the translator elsewhere renders (besides σαβαωθ || צבאות) 
with τὸν	κόσμον (24:21; 40:26), τὰ	ἄστρα (34:4; 45:12), and ἡ	ταπείνωσις 
(40:2).29 The first two of these occur elsewhere in the Greek Bible, while ἡ	
ταπείνωσις in 40:2 is most likely a substitution for צבאה, meant as a char-
acterization of the exile (cf. T, גלותהא; Ziegler, 123).30 Although only here 
ἀριθμός aligns with צבא, ἀριθμός appears as an unusual equivalent again in 
2:7, where it twice renders קצה:

 ותמלא ארצו כסף וזהב ואין קצה לאצרתיו ותמלא ארצו סוסים ואין קצה
למרכבתיו

27. OG lacks an equivalent in 65:23, where וצאצאיהם אתם may be a late expansion 
based on 61:9.

28. Ziegler (87) asserts that “Dieses Sätchen hat urspr. nicht zur Ur-LXX gehört. 
Die Idee von πεποιθὼς	εἶναι gehört zu den Lieblingsgedanken des Js-Übers.”

29. OG reads ὁ	ἅγιος || צבאות in 14:27 and lacks an equivalent for צבאות in 3:15; 
8:13; 9:18; 10:23, 26; 14:24; 19:17, 18; 24:23; 31:5; 39:5.

30. κόσμος || צבא, Gen 2:1; Deut 4:19; 17:3; τὰ	ἄστρα, Jer 8:2; Dan 8:10 (2x).
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ἐνεπλήσθη	 γὰρ	 ἡ	 χώρα	 αὐτῶν	 ἀργυρίου	 καὶ	 χρυσίου	 καὶ	 οὐκ	 ἦν	
ἀριθμὸς	τῶν	θησαυρῶν	αὐτῶν	καὶ	ἐνεπλήσθη	ἡ	γῆ	ἵππων	καὶ	οὐκ	ἦν	
ἀριθμὸς	τῶν	ἁρμάτων	αὐτῶν

οὐκ	ἦν	ἀριθμός—parallel to the assertion of the land being full of silver, 
gold, and horses—uses litotes to designate an incalculable number.

By contrast, ἐπὶ	τὸν	ἀριθμὸν	αὐτῶν in 34:2 likely connotes “their full 
complement,” parallel to ἐπὶ	πάντα	τὰ	ἔθνη.31 τὸν	ἀριθμὸν	αὐτῶν is OG’s 
equivalent for צבאם, but the semantic shift obscures whether its Vorlage 
read כל, particularly since וחמה על צבאם would suffice as a parallel to קצף 
.ליהוה על כל הגוים

 Problems at least as severe afflict 27:9 (καὶ	τοῦτό	ἐστιν	ἡ	εὐλογία	
αὐτοῦ || 28:8 ;(וזה כל פרי (ἀρὰ	ἔδεται	ταύτην	τὴν	βουλήν	αὕτη	γὰρ	ἡ	βουλὴ	
ἕνεκεν	πλεονεξίας || כי כל שלחנות מלאו קיא צאה בלי מקום); and 30:32 (καὶ	
ἔσται	αὐτῷ	κυκλόθεν	ὅθεν	ἦν	αὐτῷ	ἡ	ἐλπὶς	τῆς	βοηθείας || והיה כל מעבר 
.(מטה מוסדה

4.2. Old Greek’s Vorlage Lacked כל

There are, nevertheless, cases where it seems likely that OG’s Vorlage 
lacked כל, as in 11:9, where it is also absent from 1QIsaa:

לא ירעו ולא ישחיתו בכל הר קדשי
καὶ	οὐ	μὴ	κακοποιήσωσιν	οὐδὲ	μὴ	δύνωνται	ἀπολέσαι	οὐδένα	ἐπὶ	τὸ	
ὄρος	τὸ	ἅγιόν	μου

δύνωνται is explicable in light of other passages where δύναμαι modifies 
the verbal action but lacks a Hebrew counterpart such as 20:6 ;8:8) יכל; 
24:20; 28:20). Since none of the other textual witnesses for these verses 
attest יכל or a similar basis for δύνωνται, it must be regarded as insinuated 
by the translator in each.

There is no reason to suppose that οὐδένα reflects a Vorlage that read 
קדשי בהר  הכל  ישחיתו  -and it is less likely that the translator disas ,ולא 
sociated כל from הר  to make it the object of ἀπολέσαι than that he בכל 
supplied οὐδένα (correlative to οὐδὲ	 μή) as the object of the verb, since 

31. Cf. 34:16’s ἀριθμῷ	 παρῆλθον	 καὶ	 μία	 αὐτῶν	 οὐκ	 ἀπώλετο, whose adverbial 
ἀριθμῷ designates a succession of the ἔλαφοι (34:15) that inhabit destroyed cities.
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the active voice of ἀπόλλυμι typically takes a direct object.32 Similarly, in 
51:13 he rendered שחת with αἴρω (another verb that always takes a direct 
object when in the active voice) and added σε to make the object explicit: 
ὃν	τρόπον	γὰρ	ἐβουλεύσατο	τοῦ	ἆραί	σε || כאשר כונן להשחית.

The possibility that OG’s Vorlage lacked כל finds support in 1QIsaa, 
which reads ולוא ישחיתו בהר קדשי. Although this does not prove that כל 
was absent also from OG’s Vorlage, it evinces that not all manuscripts of 
Isaiah in the era when OG was produced read כל in 11:9.

In 65:25, whose content is reminiscent of 11:9, OG’s οὐκ	ἀδικήσουσιν	
οὐδὲ	λυμανοῦνται	 ἐπὶ	 τῷ	ὄρει	 τῷ	ἁγίῳ	μου || בכל הר ישחיתו  ולא  ירעו   לא 
 was absent כל suggests (בכל ≈ MT, 1QIsaa, and 1Q8; S, V, and T) קדשי
from its Vorlage. Van der Vorm-Croughs (331) proposes that OG’s lack of 
an equivalent for כל results from the influence of τὸ	ὄρος	τὸ	ἅγιόν	μου || הר 
	κληρονομήσει	in 65:11 just as that phrase seems to have influenced καὶ קדשי
τὸ	ὄρος	τὸ	ἅγιόν	μου || יורש הרי in 65:9. However, expanding הרי into τὸ	ὄρος	
τὸ	ἅγιόν	μου is quite different from omitting an equivalent for כל, which 
underscores the scope of the sacred space under protection.33 In fact, כל 
 ,(בכל הר קדשי both) occurs only in Isa 11:9; 65:25 in the Bible הר קדשי
while הר קדשי without כל occurs often in Isaiah (56:7; 57:13; 65:11; 66:20) 
and elsewhere (Exod 20:40; Joel 2:1; 4:17; Obad 16; Zeph 3:11). This pat-
tern strengthens the inference that כל was absent from the Vorlage.

Old Greek’s lack of an equivalent for כל in 21:16’s ἐκλείψει	ἡ	δόξα	τῶν	
υἱῶν	Κηδαρ || וכלה כל כבוד קדר aligns with its absence in 1QIsaa, reinforc-
ing the likelihood that OG’s Vorlage lacked כל, perhaps by haplography, as 
Van der Vorm-Croughs (72 n. 28) suggests, although it is also possible that 
a later scribe added כל to וכלה כבוד קדר in order to emphasize the depth 
of Kedar’s loss.34

By contrast, in 8:7’s τὸν	βασιλέα	τῶν	Ἀσσυρίων	καὶ	τὴν	δόξαν	αὐτοῦ || 
 is attested by 1QIsaa, 4Q59, 4Q60, S, V, and כל) את מלך אשור ואת כל כבודו
T), it is difficult to discern either why כל might have fallen out or why the 

32. Exceptional is 25:11’s ὃν	 τρόπον	 καὶ	 αὐτὸς	 ἐταπείνωσε	 τοῦ	 ἀπολέσαι,	 καὶ	
ταπεινώσει	τὴν	ὕβριν	αὐτοῦ || גאותו והשפיל  יפרש השחה לשחות   The object of .כאשר 
ἀπώλεσαν is implicit in 37:11.

33. Additionally, while 65:9’s τὸ	ὄρος	τὸ	ἅγιόν	μου matches 65:11, it also matches 
τὸ	ὄρος	τὸ	ἅγιόν	μου in 11:9, suggesting that the impetus for expanding יורשׁ הרי in 65:9 
may have run deeper than just 65:11.

34. S, V, and T reflect כל. τῶν	υἱῶν	Κηδαρ || קדר likely reflects a Vorlage harmo-
nized with בני קדר in 21:17.
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translator might have omitted it. On the other hand, one can understand 
why a scribe copying את מלך אשור ואת כבודו might prefix כל to כבודו to 
enhance the gravity of ואת כבודו. Whatever the verdict on the origins of כל, 
it was absent from OG’s Vorlage.

The criterion of probability—whether -כל is more likely attributable to 
the translator or a later scribal addition—is a factor elsewhere, such as 3:1:

וכל ומיהודה כל משען לחם  יהוה צבאות מסיר מירושלם   כי הנה האדון 
משען מים משען ומשענה

Ἰδοὺ	δὴ	ὁ	δεσπότης	κύριος	σαβαωθ	ἀφελεῖ	ἀπὸ	τῆς	Ιουδαίας	καὶ	ἀπὸ	
Ιερουσαλημ	ἰσχύοντα	καὶ	ἰσχύουσαν,	ἰσχὺν	ἄρτου	καὶ	ἰσχὺν	ὕδατος

OG’s transposition ἀπὸ	τῆς	Ιουδαίας	καὶ	ἀπὸ	Ιερουσαλημ || מירושלם ומיהודה 
agrees with the word order of 1:1; 2:1 (וירושלם  even if it is the ,(יהודה 
only witness that does so. Old Greek shows a similar transposition in 5:3 
(ἄνθρωπος	τοῦ	Ιουδα	καὶ	οἱ	ἐνοικοῦντες	ἐν	Ιερουσαλημ || יושב ירושלם ואיש 
 Ιουδαία	ἡ	καὶ	while it agrees with the MT’s order in 3:8 (Ιερουσαλημ ,(יהודה
	ἐν	ἐνοικοῦσιν	τοῖς	καὶ	Ιερουσαλημ	ἐν	ἐνοικοῦσιν	τοῖς) 22:21 ;(ירושלם ויהודה ||
Ιουδα || ליושב ירושלם ולבית יהודה). Given the lack of a discernable pattern, 
these likely reflect OG’s Vorlage.

Old Greek’s rendering of ומשענה 	καὶ	with ἰσχύοντα משען  ἰσχύουσαν 
and both instances of משען with ἰσχύν have no parallel, and none of the 
Hebrew words rendered with ἰσχύς is likely to have stood in the Vorlage.35 
Elsewhere in Isaiah ἰσχύς, ἰσχυρός, and ἰσχύω have unusual Hebrew coun-
terparts, including nearby 2:10, 19 and 21, where ἰσχύς translates גאון, 
an equivalence that agrees solely with S’s 36.ܥܘܫܢܐ Given that γίγαντα	καὶ	
ἰσχύοντα at the outset of 2:2 is a double rendering of גבור, OG’s choice 
of grammatically gendered ἰσχύοντα	 καὶ	 ἰσχύουσαν might be keyed to 

35. OG’s equivalents elsewhere are ῥάβδος (Exod 21:19; Judg 6:21; 4 Kgdms 18:21; 
Isa 36:6; Ezek 29:6; Zech 8:4; Ps 22[23]:4), βακτηρία (2 Kgs 4:29 [2x], 31), ἐπιστήριγμα 
(4 Kgdms 22:19), and ἀντιστήριγμα (Ps 17[18]:19), while it renders במשענתם with 
ἐν	τῷ	κυριεῦσαι	αὐτῶν in Num 21:18. OG-Isaiah translates verbal forms of שען with 
the passive voice of πείθω (10:20 [2x]; 30:12; 31:1) and with ἀντιστηρίζω (50:10; cf. 
ἐπιστήριγμα || משען in 4 Kgdms 22:19; ἀντιστήριγμα || משען in Ps 17[18]:19). ἰσχύς: 
 מעוז ;(33:13 ;30:15 ;28:6 ;11:2) גבורה ;(37:3 ;10:13) כח ;(21 ,19 ,2:10) גאון ;(1:31) חסן
 חזק ;([1]8:9) אזר ;(8:7) עצום :ἰσχυρός .(33:11) תלדו ;(29:2) תאניה ;(23:11) מעזנ ;(23:4)
.(33:15) משגב ;(27:3) ? ;(21:17) גבור ;(28:2 ;27:1 ;8:11)

36. See n. 9, above.
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the larger context’s focus on the aristocracy (cf. 2:4), for which OG uses 
ἰσχύοντες elsewhere (e.g., 1:24; 3:25).

The fact that OG tracks MT closely otherwise favors concluding that 
-was absent from its Vorlage (the omission of both instances makes hap כל
lography improbable). A text that read simply מים ומשׁען  לחם   as a משׁען 
gloss (original or not) on משען ומשענה is conceivable.

4.3. Old Greek Likely Omitted כל

In other cases we can infer that the translator omitted a semantic equiva-
lent for כל. Isaiah 21:2 is a convincing example:

עלי עילם צורי מדי כל אנחתה השבתי
ἐπ᾿	ἐμοὶ	οἱ	Αιλαμῖται,	καὶ	οἱ	πρέσβεις	τῶν	Περσῶν	ἐπ᾿	ἐμὲ	ἔρχονται.	
νῦν	στενάξω	καὶ	παρακαλέσω	ἐμαυτόν

It requires little imagination to perceive that the translator made sense of 
the first two lines by repeating his equivalent for עלי in the second line (with 
variation of the grammatical case) and supplying ἔρχονται (Ziegler, 65). Old 
Greek’s lack of a standard equivalent for השבתי spurred Ottley (2:205) to 
speculate that the translator analyzed it as “from שׁוּב, in sense of ‘refresh,’ 
‘restore,’ ” although he also noted that “παρακαλέω is a favourite word in the 
LXX in Isaiah, to use in cases of doubt or difficulty: cf. x.32, xxxviii.16.” On 
the other hand, the Hebrew word that παρακαλέω most frequently translates 
is נחם (40:1 ;22:4 [2x]; 51:3 [2x], 12, 19; 54:11; 57:5; 61:2; 66:13 [3x]), which 
seems sometimes inferred based on etymological associations, not least 
significant of which is καὶ	ἰασάμην	αὐτὸν	καὶ	παρεκάλεσα	αὐτόν || וארפאהו 
 σε	παρακαλῶν	ὁ	ἦν	οὐκ	καὶ ;40:11 ,ינהל || in 57:18 (cf. παρακαλέσει ואנחהו
 ,כי מרחמם ינהגם || παρακαλέσει	αὐτοὺς	ἐλεῶν	ὁ	ἀλλὰ ;51:18 ,אין מנהל לה ||
49:10). In that light, καὶ	παρακαλέσω	ἐμαυτόν in 21:2 is most likely a second 
rendering of אנחתה, substituted for השבתי. Given these maneuvers, it is rea-
sonable to posit that the translator substituted νῦν for כל, just as elsewhere 
he substitutes it for another particle, as in νῦν	δὲ	εἰς	ᾅδου	καταβήσῃ || אך אל 
 ,אף אש צריך תאכלם || ἔδεται	ὑπεναντίους	τοὺς	πῦρ	νῦν	καὶ ;14:15 ,שאול תורד
26:11; στῆθι	νῦν	ἐν	ταῖς	ἐπαοιδαῖς	σου || 47:12 ,עמדי נא בחבריך.

Isaiah 33:20 invites a similar explanation:

 עיניך תראינה ירושלם נוה שאנן אהל בל יצען בל יסע יתדתיו לנצח וכל
חבליו בל ינתקו
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οἱ	ὀφθαλμοί	σου	ὄψονται	Ιερουσαλημ,	πόλις	πλουσία	σκηναὶ	αἳ	οὐ	
μὴ	σεισθῶσιν	οὐδὲ	μὴ	κινηθῶσιν	οἱ	πάσσαλοι	τῆς	σκηνῆς	αὐτῆς	εἰς	
τὸν	αἰῶνα	χρόνον	οὐδὲ	τὰ	σχοινία	αὐτῆς	οὐ	μὴ	διαρραγῶσιν

One possible explanation of οὐδέ || וכל is that the Vorlage actually read ובל, 
even though MT, 1QIsaa, S, V, and T all attest וכל. Although graphic con-
fusion is possible, it would take a very inattentive scribe to overlook the 
problems in a sentence like ובל חבליו בל ינתקו. The orthography is dissimi-
lar enough to undermine a suggestion that the translator took advantage 
of graphic similarity, as he seems to have done in the case of τὸ	σωτήριον	
ἡμῶν || מועדנו, above. More likely, the translator suppressed כל in favor of 
better coordinating the beginning of this clause with οὐδέ || בל in the pre-
ceding clause. Given the translator’s tendency to omit synonyms, reduce 
the number of enumerated items, and collapse parallel clauses (see Van 
der Vorm-Croughs, 188–96), the possibility that he might omit the uni-
versal quantifier to do so is tenable.

Van der Vorm-Croughs (72) concludes that in most cases when כל 
lacks an equivalent, its meaning is “logically inherent in the text,” of which 
38:13 seems a possible example:

 מיום עד לילה תשלימני 13שויתי עד בקר כארי כן ישבר כל עצמותי מיום
עד לילה תשלימני

13ἐν	τῇ	ἡμέρᾳ	ἐκείνῃ	παρεδόθην	ἕως	πρωὶ	ὡς	λέοντι	οὕτως	τὰ	ὀστᾶ	
μου	συνέτριψεν	ἀπὸ	γὰρ	τῆς	ἡμέρας	ἕως	τῆς	νυκτὸς	παρεδόθην

Following the translator’s substitution of ἐν	 τῇ	ἡμέρᾳ	 ἐκείνῃ for עד  מיום 
 his path from the Hebrew ,(in 38:1 בימים ההם || ἐκείνῳ	καιρῷ	τῷ	cf. ἐν) לילה
is evident, including his omission of an equivalent for שויתי following 
παρεδόθην || תשלימני, correlative to παρεδόθην || תשלימני at the end of the 
verse. Equivalents for the remainder of the words are apparent, save כל. 
Under the assumption that his Vorlage read כל, Van der Vorm-Croughs’s 
(72) observation that the translator perceived the meaning of כל was “logi-
cally inherent” to the context is appealing, with עצמותי understood as a 
synecdoche: the full complement of bones that constitute a person.

The intuition that the translator omitted the quantifier before a seman-
tically determined, plural noun in 38:13 seems equally plausible in the fol-
lowing examples:
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30:18
אשרי כל חוכי לו
μακάριοι	οἱ	ἐμμένοντες	ἐν	αὐτῷ

34:12
וכל שריה יהיו אפס
καὶ	οἱ	μεγιστᾶνες	αὐτῆς	ἔσονται	εἰς	ἀπώλειαν

36:1
על כל ערי יהודה הבצרות
ἐπὶ	τὰς	πόλεις	τῆς	Ιουδαίας	τὰς	ὀχυρὰς

Nevertheless, in all these cases the verdict relies on divining the transla-
tor’s mental processes in his absence, based on what OG lacks in compari-
son to MT.

Against this we must set the cases of +כל before determined nouns in 
Hebrew manuscripts, as in the SP of Exod 20:18 (כל העם; cf. וכל העם earlier 
in the verse) and 40:33 (כל המלאכה ≈ OG), as well as the כל prefixed to  
 in Isa 23:17 ממלכות הארץ in MT at Isa 7:22 (> 1QIsaa, S) and before הנותר
(> 1QIsaa).

Evidence from S also problematizes testing the translator’s motives. Syr-
iac’s lack of כל before arthrous forms in 41:11 (כל הנחרים || ܐܝܠܝܢ ܕܣܩܪܝܢ ܠܟ 
-where MT, 1QIsaa, 1Q8, 4Q56, OG, V, and T all attest it, contrasts strik ,(בך
ingly with passages where S alone has the quantifier: 14:16 ,ראיך || ܟܠ ܚ̈ܙܝܝܟ; 
 ܟܠ ܕܥܒܕܘ ;24:6 ,ישבי ארץ || ܟܠܗܘܢ ܥܡܘܪ̈ܝܗ ܕܐܪܥܐ and ישבי בה || ܟܠܗܘܢ ܥܡܘܪ̈ܝܗ
-As noted in dis .37:21 ,אשר התפללת אלי || ܟܠ ܕܨܠܝܬ ܩܕܡܝ ;37:11 ,אשר עשו ||
cussing these cases above, each seems an addition by a scribe or the trans-
lator, either of whom was capable of supplying it before arthrous nouns or 
phrases implying a set. In that case, OG’s lack of an equivalent for כל in the 
MT of Isa 30:18; 34:12; 36:1; and 38:13 might owe to a scribal addition in the 
transmission process that had not affected OG’s Vorlage.

A correlative observation Van der Vorm-Croughs (73–74) offers is that 
in many cases “an extra motivation for the omission of כל may have been 
the amelioration of parallelism, given that in a parallel phrase or clause a 
word corresponding to כל is absent.” An apt example is 29:20, where OG 
lacks an equivalent for כל in a clause parallel to one lacking it, although 
πάντας in 29:21 complicates matters:
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 כי אפס עריץ וכלה לץ ונכרתו כל שקדי און מחטיאי אדם בדבר ולמוכיח
בשער יקשון יקשון

20ἐξέλιπεν	 ἄνομος,	 καὶ	 ἀπώλετο	 ὑπερήφανος	 καὶ	 ἐξωλεθρεύθησαν	
οἱ	ἀνομοῦντες	ἐπὶ	κακίᾳ	21 καὶ	οἱ	ποιοῦντες	ἁμαρτεῖν	ἀνθρώπους	ἐν	
λόγῳ	πάντας	δὲ	τοὺς	ἐλέγχοντας	ἐν	πύλαις	πρόσκομμα	θήσουσι

The parallelism between οἱ	ἀνομοῦντες	ἐπὶ	κακίᾳ at the end of 29:20 and 
καὶ	οἱ	ποιοῦντες	ἁμαρτεῖν	ἀνθρώπους	ἐν	λόγῳ in the first line of 29:21 (as 
well as the clause preceding it in 29:20) fits the hypothesis that the trans-
lator could silence כל to balance parallel lines. However, +πάντας (> MT, 
1QIsaa, S, V, T) modifying τοὺς	ἐλέγχοντας is more likely attributable to 
the translator, inasmuch as he has modified ולמוכיח to serve as the direct 
object of θήσουσι, with πρόσκομμα serving as object complement for his 
rendering of 37.יקשׁון Also noteworthy is that he declined τοὺς	ἐλέγχοντας 
in the masculine plural, likely to accord with οἱ	ποιοῦντες	ἁμαρτεῖν, despite 
their different syntactic roles. A Vorlage reading ולכל מוכיח is far less likely 
than positing OG’s supply of πάντας.

Thus, whatever his reason for passing over כל in 29:20 in silence 
(assuming that it stood in his Vorlage), his addition of πάντας before an 
arthrous plural noun of his own construction undercuts the notion that 
the translator perceived the universal quantifier as “logically inherent” in 
arthrous plural nouns, and it problematizes the hypothesis that he was 
inclined to omit כל for harmonization with nearby lines.

In fact, he renders other cases of כל before a grammatically plural 
noun with πᾶς and a grammatically singular noun, giving the quanti-
fier the distributive sense of “each/every”: καὶ	 πᾶν	 ὄρος	 ἀροτριώμενον	
ἀροτριαθήσεται || וכל ההרים אשר במעדר יעדרון (7:25; cf. 2:13, 14, 16; 8:7).38 
Especially instructive is the series of six grammatically plural nouns with 
prefixed כל translated by a grammatically singular noun with πᾶς in 2:13–
17 (e.g., πᾶσαν	 κέδρον	 τοῦ	Λιβάνου || הלבנון ארזי   Each stands .(2:13 ,כל 
as an instance of judgment ἐπὶ	πάντα	 ὑβριστὴν	καὶ	 ὑπερήφανον	καὶ	 ἐπὶ	
πάντα	 ὑψηλὸν	 καὶ	 μετέωρον in 2:12, coordinate with which 2:17 begins 
with καὶ	ταπεινωθήσεται	πᾶς	ἄνθρωπος (ושח גבהות האדם), substituting πᾶς 
for גבהות (whose semantics are duly represented by ὕψος || רום). The delib-

37. His use of the circumlocution πρόσκομμα	θήσουσι || יקשון parallels οἱ	ποιοῦντες	
ἁμαρτεῖν || מחטיאי.

38. Cf. the target language shift of כל הלילות to ὅλην	τὴν	νύκτα in 21:8.
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erate choice of πᾶς + singular noun, producing a distributive sense, is that 
of the translator.

Isaiah 15:2 offers an especially interesting example: ἐπὶ	πάσης	κεφαλῆς	
φαλάκρωμα,	πάντες	βραχίονες	κατατετμημένοι || זקן כל   בכל ראשיו קרחה 
 כל ראש קרחה וכל זקן גרעה על כל Ziegler (26–27) rightly points to .גרועה
גדדת גדדת in Jer 48(31):37 as testimony that ידים  ידים  -stood in OG כל 
Isaiah’s Vorlage in place of כל זקן גרועה. Notably, the translator rendered 
 κεφαλῆς but retained	πάσης	with the grammatically singular ἐπὶ בכל ראשיו
the grammatical plural πάντες	βραχίονες || כל ידים. He shows no single pat-
tern of handling כל prefixed to a plural noun.

4.4. +πᾶς/ὅλος in Old Greek

The preceding discussions have already noted +πᾶς in 2:17; 29:21, but 
other cases of +πᾶς/ὅλος remain. Three can be set aside at the outset: καὶ	
τὰ	χειροποίητα	πάντα || והאלילים כליל in 2:18; διὰ	παντός || כליל in 16:3; and 
30:29 (2x). In each case πᾶς renders כליל.

In agreement with Ziegler (58), Van der Vorm-Croughs (41) observes 
that “πᾶς occurs as a plus especially often where in the Hebrew כל is 
found in a nearby—usually consecutive—phrase or clause.” Isaiah 41:11 
offers a useful example:

הן יבשו ויכלמו כל הנחרים בך היו כאין ויאבדו אנשי ריבך
ἰδοὺ	 αἰσχυνθήσονται	 καὶ	 ἐντραπήσονται	 πάντες	 οἱ	 ἀντικείμενοί	
σοι·ἔσονται	γὰρ	ὡς	οὐκ	ὄντες	καὶ	ἀπολοῦνται	πάντες	οἱ	ἀντίδικοί	σου

πάντες represents כל before הנחרים (attested in MT, 1QIsaa, 1Q8, 4Q56, 
V, and T but absent from S; see above, p. 518), and +πᾶς appears in the 
next clause, where no other witness attests a quantifier. Although this fits 
the scenario Van der Vorm-Croughs describes, it is uncertain whether 
the translator inserted the second πάντες or כל already stood in his Vor-
lage.

Similar is 29:7, where +πᾶς in the second clause lacks attestation in 
any other textual witness:

וכל צביה ומצדתה והמציקים לה
καὶ	 πάντες	 οἱ	 στρατευσάμενοι	 ἐπὶ	 Ιερουσαλημ	 καὶ	 πάντες	 οἱ	
συνηγμένοι	ἐπ᾿	αὐτὴν	καὶ	οἱ	θλίβοντες	αὐτήν
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The quantifier may have been added before οἱ	 συνηγμένοι || ומצדתה (οἱ	
συνηγμένοι was likely chosen based on context) to match καὶ	 πάντες	 οἱ	
στρατευσάμενοι || וכל צביה. However, given the evidence we have seen that 
both scribes and translators were attracted to adding the universal quanti-
fier in such environments, there is no reason to presume πάντες was sup-
plied by the translator.

In 14:12 +πᾶς again precedes an arthrous plural noun but is not com-
pelled by πᾶς/כל in a parallel clause:

איך נפלת משמים הילל בן שחר נגדעת לארץ חולש על גוים
πῶς	ἐξέπεσεν	ἐκ	τοῦ	οὐρανοῦ	ὁ	ἑωσφόρος	ὁ	πρωὶ	ἀνατέλλων	συνετρίβη	
εἰς	τὴν	γῆν	ὁ	ἀποστέλλων	πρὸς	πάντα	τὰ	ἔθνη

Ottley’s (2:178) branding of ὁ	ἑωσφόρος	ὁ	πρωὶ	ἀνατέλλων as a paraphrase 
and his intuition that ὁ	ἀποστέλλων owes to the translator mentally trans-
posing the consonants of חולש remain the best hypotheses for these equiv-
alents. Although πρός aligns with על, there is no equivalent to πάντα in 
the other textual witnesses (MT, 1QIsaa, S, V, T).39 However, על כל הגוים 
appears in 14:26, as well as 25:7; 34:2, so that a scribe might have reflexively 
added כל to גוים  ἔθνη	τὰ	although the frequency of the phrase πάντα ,על 
might equally have prompted the translator to add πάντα.40

A peculiar case is 24:10, where 1QIsaa and 4Q57 agree with MT:41

נשברה קרית תהו סגר כל בית מבוא
ἠρημώθη	πᾶσα	πόλις,	κλείσει	οἰκίαν	τοῦ	μὴ	εἰσελθεῖν

39. 1QIsaa’s only variant is גוי for גוים. The phrase גוים על   stands at the חולש 
bottom edge of frag. 21 of 4Q59, where the tops of ולש are visible, followed by the top 
of a single ל. The character preceding that ל is not visible.

40. Cf. 40:15, where the frequent כל הגוים seems to have spurred addition of the 
quantifier, whether by the translator or a scribe. Particularly notable is 36:20, where 
τίς	τῶν	θεῶν	πάντων	τῶν	ἐθνῶν	τούτων (|| מי בכל אלהי הארצות האלה) leaves the rela-
tionship of πάντων to the nouns on either side ambiguous. Given other adjustments 
of Hebrew phrasing for the target language (no equivalent for אשר; conforming the 
grammatical number of the verb to the subject, τίς; and rendering the pronoun in 
 to the more הארצות האלה to the singular number), the translator’s adaptation of ארצם
familiar τῶν	ἐθνῶν	τούτων is intelligible, likely accomplished by shifting the quantifier 
from אלהי 	to πάντων בכל  τῶν	 ἐθνῶν. Still more complicated is 29:7, where not just 
+πάντων but its position is noteworthy: ὁ	πλοῦτος	τῶν	ἐθνῶν	πάντων || המון כל הגוים.

41. 4Q57 reads plene סוגר.
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Old Greek seems to have chosen ἠρημώθη || נשברה with an eye to תהו, as 
suggested by ἐρήμου || תהו in 34:11.42 This rendering correlates with καὶ	
καταλειφθήσονται	πόλεις	ἔρημοι || נשאר בעיר שמה in 24:12, where καὶ	οἶκοι	
ἐγκαταλελειμμένοι	ἀπολοῦνται || ושאיה יכת שער also shows the influence 
of 24:10. Both πᾶσα	πόλις and the bare πόλεις designate a group, without 
reference to a particular set of cities. The lack of an equivalent for כל before 
οἰκίαν in 24:10 is striking, since πᾶσαν	οἰκίαν would be an apt parallel to 
πᾶσα	πόλις. Although one can imagine the translator inserting πᾶσα with 
πόλις, it is difficult to imagine omitting the quantifier if it stood before בית 
in his Vorlage. It is conceivable that the Vorlage lacked כל and that bare 
.were original here בית and קרית

Isaiah 24:13 contains a phrase with +πᾶς that effects a generalization: 
ταῦτα	πάντα	ἔσται	ἐν	τῇ	γῇ	ἐν	μέσῳ	τῶν	ἐθνῶν || יהיה בקרב הארץ  כי כה 
-occurs only here in the Bible and anaphori כה || πάντα	ταῦτα .בתוך העמים
cally references the calamities detailed in 24:1–12 that will befall those 
who have nullified the commands of the Kyrios. ταῦτα	πάντα is not simply 
a semantic equivalent of כה but places stress on the number of calamities.

Allied with this, in 23:18 + πᾶσα seems supplied for a rhetorical purpose:

 והיה סחרה ואתננה קדש ליהוה לא יאצר ולא יחסן כי לישבים לפני יהוה
יהיה סחרה לאכל לשבעה ולמכסה עתיק

καὶ	ἔσται	αὐτῆς	ἡ	ἐμπορία	καὶ	ὁ	μισθὸς	ἅγιον	τῷ	κυρίῳ·	οὐκ	αὐτοῖς	
συναχθήσεται,	ἀλλὰ	τοῖς	κατοικοῦσιν	ἔναντι	κυρίου	πᾶσα	ἡ	ἐμπορία	
αὐτῆς	φαγεῖν	καὶ	πιεῖν	καὶ	ἐμπλησθῆναι	εἰς	συμβολὴν	μνημόσυνον	
ἔναντι	κυρίου

The relationship of this verse to 23:17 differs from the MT. Although in 
both it is a reversal of Tyre’s seventy-year fate, ושבה לאתננה וזנתה (in 23:17) 
employs vocabulary not found previously in this chapter and describes 
Tyre’s business dealings more derogatively. Thus, although it is accurate to 
call OG “an interpretation of the metaphorical language in Hebrew,” it is a 

42. S’s נשברה קרית תהו || ܐܬܒܙܬ ܩܪܝܬܐ diverges from its commonplace rendering of 
 Equally notable is its lack of an equivalent) .ܬܒܪ with a verbal or nominal form of שבר
for תהו, which it renders elsewhere.) נשברה || ܐܬܒܙܬ might be comparable to the only 
other deviation from שבר || ܬܒܪ, in האני אשביר ולא || ܐܢܐ ܝܗܒܬ ܣܘܟܢܐ ܗܢܐ ܘܠܐ ܡܘܠܕ 
 where we must reckon with a guess at meaning befitting the context. Of ,(66:9) אוליד
course, ܐܬܒܙܬ could be an inner-Syriac corruption of original ܐܬܬܒܪܬ.
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remarkably benign one.43 As in MT, the restriction imposed in 23:18 is that 
its trade and profit will belong to the Kyrios. Rather than being collected 
by the merchants of Tyre (emphasized by the insertion of αὐτοῖς before 
συναχθήσεται, which suffices for יאצר and יחסן), it will be “[gathered] to 
those dwelling before the Kyrios” for consumption as a memorial offering. 
The omission of an equivalent for יהיה in the final line allows συναχθήσεται 
to serve as the sole verb of the clause. Accordingly, the effect of +πᾶσα (and 
perhaps, therefore, the reason for its insertion) is to stress the devotion of 
Tyre’s entire income to those near the temple. This is analogous to +כל in 
1QIsaa at 39:2—את כול בית נכתיו (MT [נכתו] את בית נכתה)—emphasizing 
that Hezekiah exposed the entirety of his treasury to Babylonian eyes.

In other cases, +πᾶς stands within a phrase or clause that seems 
an attempt to make sense of a perplexing text. Thus in 16:9 καὶ	πάντα	
πεσοῦνται || נפל  is understandable in light of an attempt to find הידד 
sense in the preceding ὅτι	 ἐπὶ	 τῷ	 θερισμῷ	 καὶ	 ἐπὶ	 τῷ	 τρυγήτῳ	 σου	
καταπατήσω || קצירך ועל  קיצך  על   ,נפל Although πεσοῦνται reflects .כי 
καὶ	πάντα appears to have been provided as a subject for a generalized 
calamity before the trampling of the harvest, in which καταπατήσω is 
likely supplied by association with καταπατήσατε	τὰς	ἀμπέλους	αὐτῆς || 
.in 16:8 הלמו שרוקיה

Especially frequent are instances of +πᾶς within a reformulation, a 
substitution, or an expansion, as in 27:4, where a phrase often associated 
with verbs meaning “to command” seems to have been supplied to com-
plement συντάσσω:

במלחמה אפשעה בה אציתנה יחד
διὰ	τὴν	πολεμίαν	ταύτην	ἠθέτηκα	αὐτήν	τοίνυν	διὰ	τοῦτο	ἐποίησεν	
κύριος	ὁ	θεὸς	πάντα	ὅσα	συνέταξεν.	κατακέκαυμαι

The second half of this verse hangs on two interpretations of אציתנה, the 
latter of which (κατακέκαυμαι) begins a new clause that continues in 27:5. 
The first rendering analyzes אציתנה as from צוה, with the remainder of the 
sentence building on it with formulaic language especially at home in the 
Pentateuch (e.g., Exod 35:10, 29; 39:22; Num 2:34).

Both instances of +πᾶς in 19:6b appear in reformulations:

43. Arie van der Kooij, The Oracle of Tyre: The Septuagint of Isaiah 23 as Version 
and Vision, VTSup 71 (Leiden: Brill, 1998), 72. Cf. T, which has Tyre restored to “her 
place” (לאתרה) and “supplying trade” (ותהי מספקא סחורא) to all the nations.
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וחרבו יארי מצור קנה וסוף קמלו
καὶ	 ξηρανθήσεται	 πᾶσα	 συναγωγὴ	 ὕδατος	 καὶ	 ἐν	 παντὶ	 ἕλει	
καλάμου	καὶ	παπύρου

Viewing these lines in sequence with those preceding them, they appear 
attempts to corral the meaning of the Hebrew:

ונשתו מים מהים ונהר יחרב ויבש והאזניחו נהרות
5καὶ	 πίονται	 οἱ	 Αἰγύπτιοι	 ὕδωρ	 τὸ	 παρὰ	 θάλασσαν	 ὁ	 δὲ	 ποταμὸς	
ἐκλείψει	 καὶ	 ξηρανθήσεται	 6καὶ	 ἐκλείψουσιν	 οἱ	 ποταμοὶ	 καὶ	 αἱ	
διώρυγες	τοῦ	ποταμοῦ

The recurrence of ἐκλείπω and ξηραίνω from 19:5b in 19:6 helps bind 
the verses. Ziegler (143) reasonably divined that the translator chose καὶ	
ἐκλείψουσιν owing to unfamiliarity with והאזניחו “und so übersetzte er 
dem Sinn entsprechend in Anlehung an dieselbe Wendung, die er eben 
im V. 5 gebraucht hatte.” As he notes (115), πᾶσα	συναγωγὴ	ὕδατος || יארי 
 ,in 37:25 כל יארי מצור || ὕδατος	συναγωγὴν	πᾶσαν	is paralleled by καὶ מצור
although equally notable for this verse is ποταμοὶ	 καὶ	 διώρυγες || נהרים 
ποταμοῦ) here.44	διώρυγες (τοῦ	αἱ	καὶ	ποταμοὶ	in 33:21, parallel to οἱ יארים

While ἕλη translates קמל in 33:9, they do not align here. ἕλος ren-
ders גמא in Isa 35:7, recurs in the phrase ובכלי גמא in 18:2, rendered καὶ	
ἐπιστολὰς	βυβλίνας (cf. πάπυρος || גמא, Job 8:11). Although κάλαμος aligns 
with קנה in 35:7; 42:3, καὶ	 ἐν	 παντὶ	 ἕλει	 καλάμου does not neatly align 
with קנה וסוף here, suggesting that the translator rendered קנה וסוף קמלו 
as a semantic unit and to have fashioned the last two clauses of 19:6 from 
phrases elsewhere, incorporating πᾶσα and παντί to stress the failure of any 
source of potable water.

+πᾶς stands in another substitute phrase in 10:10, within verses whose 
images were likely constructed by the translator based on his observation 
of Hellenistic rulers’ behavior.45 In 10:10 the ruler vows, based on past suc-
cesses he enumerated in 10:9, that he will extend his conquests:

כאשר מצאה ידי לממלכת האליל ופסיליהם מירושלם ומשמרון

44. Even ἀπὸ	τῆς	διώρυγος	τοῦ	ποταμοῦ || משבלת הנהר in 27:12, the only other 
appearance of διῶρυξ in Isaiah, attests association of διώρυγες with ποταμοί.

45. See Troxel, 226–34; Seeligmann, 87–88; Van der Kooij, 34–38.
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ὃν	τρόπον	ταύτας	ἔλαβον	καὶ	πάσας	τὰς	χώρας	λήμψομαι	ὀλολύξατε,	
τὰ	γλυπτὰ	ἐν	Ιερουσαλημ	καὶ	ἐν	Σαμαρείᾳ

Allowing that the translator read האליל as if it were היליל (cf. 13:6; 14:31), 
the relationship between his equivalents and the Hebrew in the last two 
lines are transparent. In the first line, however, after the correspondence of 
ὃν	τρόπον to כאשר, the relationship becomes intuitive, with ἔλαβον para-
phrasing מצאה ידי and the translator supplying ταύτας to make the basis of 
comparison explicit. In this light it is possible to grant that καὶ	πάσας	τὰς	
χώρας is his substitution for לממלכת (attested by all other witnesses), while 
he supplied λήμψομαι as corollary to ἔλαβον. πάσας might be the transla-
tor’s extrapolation of the conquest of the nations in 10:9 to any other foe. 
However, the case is also comparable to MT’s את כל ממלכות הארץ versus 
1QIsaa’s את ממלכות הארץ in 23:17, leading to consideration that כל may 
have already stood in his Vorlage.

+πᾶς figures in a substitute phrase in 4:5, whose explanation requires 
comparison to texts elsewhere in the book:

וברא יהוה על כל מכון הר ציון ועל מקראה ענן יומם
καὶ	ἥξει,	καὶ	ἔσται	πᾶς	τόπος	τοῦ	ὄρους	Σιων	καὶ	πάντα	τὰ	περικύκλῳ	
αὐτῆς	σκιάσει	νεφέλη	ἡμέρας

The antecedent of αὐτῆς, representing the 3fs suffix of מקראה, is Σιων. 
πάντα	τὰ	περικύκλῳ, however, is not a recognizable semantic equivalent 
for מקרא, which is elsewhere translated by κλητή (Exod 12:16; 11x in 
Leviticus; 5x in Numbers), ἐπίκλητος (5x in Numbers), ἀνάγνωσις (Neh 
8:8), καλέω (Exod 12:16), and ἀνακαλέω (Num 10:2). Just as OG’s sub-
stitution καὶ	ἡμέραν	μεγάλην recognized מקרא in 1:13 as a festival, so its 
substitution καὶ	πάντα	τὰ	περικύκλῳ	αὐτῆς recognized (ה)מקרא in 4:5 as 
a place. The claim that it is a substitution rather than a translation is sub-
stantiated by two similar phrases in the book, the first of which is τὰ	κύκλῳ	
τῶν	βουνῶν	πάντα in 9:18(17):

 כי בערה כאש רשעה שמיר ושית תאכל ותצת בסבכי היער ויתאבכו גאות
עשן

καὶ	καυθήσεται	ὡς	πῦρ	ἡ	ἀνομία	καὶ	ὡς	ἄγρωστις	ξηρὰ	βρωθήσεται	
ὑπὸ	 πυρός	 καὶ	 καυθήσεται	 ἐν	 τοῖς	 δάσεσι	 τοῦ	 δρυμοῦ	 καὶ	
συγκαταφάγεται	τὰ	κύκλῳ	τῶν	βουνῶν	πάντα
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ἄγρωστις	ξηρά || שמיר ושית varies from χέρσος	καὶ	ἄκανθα || שמיר ושית in 
5:6; 7:23, 24, 25. It appears again in 37:27, within an oracle in which the 
Kyrios, recalling Sennacherib’s boasts that his prior victories were unim-
peded by any other nation’s deities (ἢ	 οὐκ	 ἤκουσας	 ἃ	 ἐποίησαν	 βασιλεῖς	
Ἀσσυρίων || 37:11 ,הנה אתה שמעת אשר עשו מלכי אשור), utters a counter-
part to the Assyrian’s boasts: οὐ	 ταῦτα	 ἤκουσας	πάλαι,	 ἃ	 ἐγὼ	 ἐποίησα || 
:Those deeds include 46.(37:26) הלוא שמעת למרחוק אותה עשיתי

קצרי יד חתו ובשו היו עשב שדה וירק דשא חציר גגות ושדמה לפני קמה
27ἀνῆκα	τὰς	χεῖρας,	καὶ	ἐξηράνθησαν	καὶ	ἐγένοντο	ὡς	χόρτος	ξηρὸς	
ἐπὶ	δωμάτων	καὶ	ὡς	ἄγρωστις

With καὶ	 ὡς	 ἄγρωστις in 9:18 the translator conforms the verse to the 
image of a conflagration, already signaled by his supply of ὑπὸ	πυρός (cf. 
ὡς	πῦρ || כאש) to complement βρωθήσεται.47 A similar indication of this 
is καὶ	συγκαταφάγεται || ויתאבכו (a hapax legomenon), which the transla-
tor likely chose based on the preceeding verbs for burning, after which he 
likely dispensed with עשן as implied by the fire, in accord with his bent 
toward concision (cf. the lack of an equivalent for חתו).

Although βουνός frequently translates 30:17 ;10:32 ;14 ,2:2) גבעה, 
25), only in 9:18(17) does it render גאות, rendered elsewhere with 
ὑψηλός (12:5), ὕβρις (28:1, 3), and δόξα (26:10; cf. ἐνδόξως, δοξάζω || גאה 
in Exod 15:1, 21).48 In light of the previous substitutions in this verse, 
τὰ	κύκλῳ	τῶν	βουνῶν	πάντα is likely another, used to evoke the image 
of a conflagration that destroys all around it. That scope is underscored 
in 9:19(18) by συγκέκαυται	 ἡ	 γῆ	 ὅλη || ארץ  with συγκέκαυται ,נעתם 
extending the motif of burning and, via its prefixed preposition, res-
onating with συγκαταφάγεται in 19:18(17). The use of τὰ	κύκλῳ	τῶν	

46. OG includes its equivalent for וישביהן (at the outset of 37:27) with the final 
phrase of 37:26: καὶ	ἐνοικοῦντας	ἐν	πόλεσιν	ὀχυραῖς || ערים בצרות וישביהן.

-πεδία in 16:8 (cf. Hab 3:17), likely through associ	is rendered by τὰ שדמה .47
ation with שדה, for which πεδίον is frequently employed. OG-Isaiah translates the 
only other occurrence of קמה with a participle, ἀμητὸν	ἑστηκότα || (17:5) קציר קמה, 
although ἄμητος renders קמה in Deut 16:9; 23:26.

48. The translator renders גאות with ὑψηλός in 12:5, ὕβρις in 28:1, 3 (cf. ὕβρις || 
 ,in Exod 15:1 גאה || in 9:8; 13:11; 25:11), and δόξα in 26:10 (cf. ἐνδόξως, δοξάζω גאוה
21).
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βουνῶν	πάντα as a substitute phrase in 9:18(17) supports the perception 
that πάντα	τὰ	περικύκλῳ in 4:5 substitutes for ועל מקראה.

Additional support comes from 19:7 (καὶ	 τὸ	 ἄχι	 τὸ	 χλωρὸν	 πᾶν	 τὸ	
κύκλῳ	τοῦ	ποταμοῦ || ערות על יאור על פי יאור), where OG’s	πᾶν	τὸ	κύκλῳ	
τοῦ	ποταμοῦ, modifying καὶ	τὸ	ἄχι	τὸ	χλωρόν (|| ערות), gives πᾶν	τὸ	κύκλῳ 
as the equivalent to the prepositional phrases of 49.על יאור על פי יאור πᾶν is 
integral to that reformulation, just as it is in τὰ	κύκλῳ	τῶν	βουνῶν	πάντα 
in 9:18(17) and πάντα	τὰ	περικύκλῳ	αὐτῆς in 4:5.

ἡ	γῆ	ὅλη || ארץ in 19:18(19) raises the issue of +πᾶς/ὅλος before geo-
graphic terms. Although 1QIsaa reads הארץ, it is less likely that ἡ	γῆ	ὅλη 
attests כל הארץ than that the translator supplied the quantifier to correlate 
with τὰ	κύκλῳ	τῶν	βουνῶν	πάντα in 19:18.50 In 66:16 the entire phrase 
πᾶσα	ἡ	γῆ—unattested in MT, 1QIsaa, 1Q8, S, V, and T—was added, but it 
is just as likely to reflect +כל הארץ as a supplement by the translator.

καὶ	πᾶς	ὁ	κόσμος	τοῦ	οὐρανοῦ in 13:10 lacks a counterpart in M, 1QIsaa, 
4Q56, S, V, and T:

כי כוכבי השמים וכסיליהם לא יהלו אורם
οἱ	 γὰρ	 ἀστέρες	 τοῦ	 οὐρανοῦ	 καὶ	 ὁ	Ὠρίων	 καὶ	 πᾶς	 ὁ	 κόσμος	 τοῦ	
οὐρανοῦ	τὸ	φῶς	οὐ	δώσουσι

Ziegler (64) diagnoses this as a “Glosse aus 24, 21 … viell[eicht] schon in 
der Vorlage um כסיליהם zu erklären.” With the exception of τὴν	χεῖρα || 
OG’s rendering of that verse is transparent to MT:51 ,במרום

49. τὸ	χλωρόν was likely supplied by the translator to provide a base against which 
ξηρανθήσεται || ייבש is stark, similar to ἐν	αὐτῇ	πᾶν	χλωρὸν	διὰ	τὸ	ξηρανθῆναι || ביבש 
.in 27:11 קצירה תשברנה

50. This is the only time ὅλος modifies γῆ in Isaiah (πᾶς modifies γῆ ten times), 
while it is the only universal quantifier with οἰκουμένη. οἰκουμένη	ὅλη || כל הארץ occurs 
eight times (10:14, 23; 13:5, 9, 11; 14:17, 26; 37:18), while (οἰκουμένη) +ὅλη stands 
without a parallel in other witnesses in 13:9, 11; 14:17. The inclination to supply a 
quantitative particle with γῆ and οἰκουμένη parallels the expansion of במצרים (SP) in 
Exod 9:24; 11:6 and בארץ מצרים (SP) in 9:25 into בכל ארץ מצרים attested in MT. ὅλος 
otherwise occurs only in ὅλῳ	 τῷ	 στόματι (9:12[11]), ὅλην	 τὴν	 ἡμέραν	 (28:24; 62:6; 
65:2), and ὅλην	τὴν	νύκτα (21:8).

51. ἐπάγω || פקד is common in Isaiah (10:12; 15:7; 26:14; 21; 27:1), but τὴν	χεῖρα 
is its direct object elsewhere only in 1:25 (καὶ	ἐπάξω	τὴν	χεῖρά	μου	ἐπὶ	σέ || ואשׁיבה 
 The .(ויהוה יטה ידו || αὐτούς	ἐπ᾿	αὐτοῦ	χεῖρα	τὴν	ἐπάξει	κύριος	δὲ	ὁ) and 31:3 (ידי עליך
translator’s apparent supply of ἐπ᾿	αὐτούς in 31:3 suggests that the idiom of bringing 
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יפקד יהוה על צבא המרום במרום
καὶ	ἐπάξει	ὁ	θεὸς		ἐπὶ	τὸν	κόσμον	τοῦ	οὐρανοῦ	τὴν	χεῖρα

Although κόσμος renders צבא elsewhere in the Greek Bible (e.g., Isa 
40:26; Gen 2:1), οὐρανός || מרום appears again only in Isa 24:18; 38:14 
(ὕψος and ὑψηλός, the primary equivalents elsewhere, are otherwise 
typical). Meanwhile, retroversion of καὶ	πᾶς	 ὁ	 κόσμος	 τοῦ	 οὐρανοῦ to 
 in 13:10 is defensible Hebrew. Given the translator’s ועל כל צבא המרום
identification of (יהם)(ו)כסיל as ὁ	Ὠρίων (found again only in Job 38:31), 
there is no discernable motive for his insertion of the phrase as a gloss; 
the parallel to 24:21 establishes only his use of the same equivalents. 
Although it is possible that he supplied πᾶς, there would be good reason 
for a glossator to include כל in identifying וכסיליהם as something super-
seding the כוכבי השמים.

The translator’s motivation for adding the quantifier in 25:4’s talk of a 
city is transparent from analysis of it in its context:

רוח כי  מחרב  צל  מזרם  מחסה  לו  בצר  לאביון  מעוז  לדל  מעוז  היית   כי 
עריצים כזרם קיר

ἐγένου	γὰρ	πάσῃ	πόλει	ταπεινῇ	βοηθὸς	καὶ	τοῖς	ἀθυμήσασι	δι᾿	ἔνδειαν	
σκέπη	ἀπὸ	ἀνθρώπων	πονηρῶν	ῥύσῃ	αὐτούς	σκέπη	διψώντων	καὶ	
πνεῦμα	ἀνθρώπων	ἀδικουμένων

βοηθός || מעוז is comparable to τοῦ	βοηθοῦ	 σου || מעזך in 17:10 and τοῦ	
βοηθηθῆναι || במעוז in 30:2, with the translator reasoning from biliteral 
association with עזר, for which βοηθός and βοηθέω are common equiva-
lents (e.g., 10:3; 20:6; 30:5).52

Other equivalents involve vocabulary shared by 25:4 and its neigh-
bors. ἀπὸ	ἀνθρώπων	πονηρῶν || מזרם (based on reading as if it where מזדם, 
as Ziegler [82] perceived) corresponds to τῶν	ἀσεβῶν || זרים in 25:2 (cf. ὁ	
πλοῦτος	τῶν	ἀσεβῶν || המון זריך in 29:5) and ἀνθρώπων	ἀσεβῶν || עריצים in 
25:3. ἀσεβῶν renders זרים again in 25:5, while other equivalents link it to 
25:2–4:

the hand upon someone was fixed in his mind, corresponding to which τὴν	χεῖρα || 
.in 24:21 may also be a matter of conforming to the idiom במרום

52. Cf. εἰς	βοήθειαν || ולתעודה in 8:20. See Troxel, 112–13.
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כחרב בציון שאון זרים תכניע
ὡς	ἄνθρωποι	ὀλιγόψυχοι	διψῶντες	ἐν	Σιων	ἀπὸ	ἀνθρώπων	ἀσεβῶν,	
οἷς	ἡμᾶς	παρέδωκας

ἄνθρωπος is twice inserted as an explicitation (cf. πτωχοὶ	 δὲ	 ἄνδρες || 
	echoing ἀνθρώπων ,(14:30 ,ואביונים ἀδικουμένων in 25:3, while διψῶντες 
 in 25:4.53 ὀλιγόψυχος, which lacks a מחרב || matches διψώντων כחרב ||
Hebrew counterpart, was likely supplied by the translator as a parallel to 
τοῖς	ἀθυμήσασι || לאביון in 25:4, the sole instance of ἀθυμέω in the book 
(neither does ἀθυμία occur) and the only time it renders 54.אביון παρέδωκας 
-finds explanation in Ziegler’s (198) observation that the transla תכניע ||
tor often resorted to παραδίδωμι to speak of punishment. The translator 
embedding it in a relative clause he fashioned (cf. 8:10; 10:14) is no more 
surprising than his supply of a pronoun as its object.

This web of relationships provides the frame for explicating πάσῃ	πόλει	
ταπεινῇ || לדל in 25:4, whose relationship to ὁ	λαὸς	ὁ	πτωχός || עם עז in 25:3 
is significant. Although ταπεινός || דל is common, only here does πτωχός 
(or ταπεινός) render עז. ὁ	λαὸς	ὁ	πτωχός || עם עז likely owes to a prejudicial 
reading of עז as עני (Ziegler, 198), influenced by the contrast between the 
righteous and the wicked with which the translator infuses these verses.

J. Coste’s surmise that πόλει	ταπεινῇ attests לדל מעיר in place of לדל 
 although intelligible in terms of graphic changes, is unlikely given the ,מעוז
other unusual equivalences and lexical ties in 25:2–5 created by the trans-
lator.55 Neither does that proposal account for +πάσῃ, which must still be 
attributed to the translator. Likely the translator prefixed πόλει to his ren-
dering of לדל by ταπεινῇ correlative to πόλεις	ἀνθρώπων	ἀδικουμένων (|| 
 that (מעיר ||) in 25:3, over against 25:2’s destroyed πόλεις (קרית גוים עריצים
were built to withstand collapse (πόλεις	 ὀχυρὰς	 τοῦ	μὴ	πεσεῖν	 αὐτῶν	 τὰ	
θεμέλια || קריה בצורה למפלה) and are inhabited by the impious (τῶν	ἀσεβῶν	
πόλις || 56.(זרים מעיר πόλει	ταπεινῇ takes up πόλεις	ἀνθρώπων	ἀδικουμένων, 

53. OG provides no translation for the remainder of the verse (חרב בצל עב זמיר 
 invoked his penchant for condensing עריצים and חרב most likely because ,(עריצים יענה
phrases containing synonyms.

54. Elsewhere, οἱ	 ὀλιγόψυχοι	 τῇ	 διανοίᾳ || לב 	καὶ ;(35:4) לנמהרי  ὀλιγόψυχον || 
.57:15 ,ואת דכא ושפל רוח || ὀλιγοψύχοις	καὶ ;(54:6) ועצובת רוח

55. J. Coste, “Le texte Grec d’Isaie xxv:1–5,” RB 61 (1954): 42–43. Cf. Ottley, 2:225.
56. For ἀνθρώπων || גוים, cf. ἀνθρώπων || (36:11) העם; ἀφ᾿	οὗ	ἐποίησα	ἄνθρωπον || 
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but in the grammatical singular, with the quantifier prefixed to individuate 
the cities of ὁ	λαὸς	ὁ	πτωχός (25:3) who have received divine help.

5. Conclusions

The evidence surveyed yields two observations. First, although some 
instances of -כל in OG are attributable to the Vorlage (3:1; 5:28; 11:9; 22:3; 
24:10), the translator might have omitted an equivalent for כל in some 
cases. The challenge is to establish that its absence can be due only to the 
translator. Under that requirement, the number of omissions securely 
attributable to the translator are fewer than might be supposed. There is 
reason to believe its Vorlage lacked כל in eight verses (3:1[2x]; 8:7; 11:9; 
14:18; 21:16; 22:3; 24:10; 65:25), while there is reason to think the transla-
tor omitted an equivalent in 21:2; 33:20. Even if we can reasonably pos-
tulate that the translator likely omitted an equivalent in other cases, ren-
derings in the following verses render a judgment untenable: 1:23; 5:28; 
8:9; 22:24; 34:2, 4; 38:15, 16; and 39:2. We must allow that an uncertain 
number reflect the absence of כל in OG’s Vorlage.

Second, we must recognize that כל is just as easily added by a scribe 
as πᾶς by a translator, as was in evidence in comparing MT and 1QIsaa 
in 2:12; 7:22; 11:9; 14:18; 23:17; and 39:2, as well as MT, SP, and DSS in 
Exod 7:5; 9:24, 25; 11:6; 12:50; 14:18; 20:7, 18, 24; and 40:33. Thus there is 
uncertainty about whether a scribe or the translator added the quantifier 
in 14:12; 29:7; 30:18; 34:12; 36:1; 38:13; and 41:11. Although +πᾶσα	ἡ	γῆ 
in 66:16 could be ascribed to either a scribe or the translator, +καὶ	πᾶς	ὁ	
κόσμος	τοῦ	οὐρανοῦ in 13:10 most likely reflects a gloss standing in OG’s 
Vorlage. On the other hand, there are reasonable suspicions that the trans-
lator added the quantifier in 9:19(18); 13:9, 11; and 14:17, including for 
rhetorical effect in 23:18; 24:13; and 29:21. We can also ascribe +πᾶς to the 
translator in 2:17; 5:27; 24:10; and 25:4, and it is just as clearly attributable 
to him when it stands within a reformulated or a substituted phrase (i.e., 
nontranslations): 4:5; 9:18[17]; 10:10; 16:9; 19:6; 24:13; and 27:4. Thus the 
impression that this translator often supplied a quantifier is justified, even 
if nearly half occur in nontranslations.

 ἄνθρωποι	ἐστε	ὑμεῖς	for which the only parallels outside Isaiah are εἶτα ,(44:7) משומי עם
.in Prov 29:2 יאנח עם || ἄνδρες	in Job 12:2; στένουσιν אמנם כי אתם עם ||



542 APPENDIX A

The intractability of +/-כל in OG-Isaiah owes to uncertainty over 
whether it was the work of a scribe or the translator. We must temper 
tendencies to assume that the translator was consistently responsible for 
variations, given the evidence of +/-כל in Hebrew manuscripts of the same 
era, as well as careful analysis of each example in OG-Isaiah.



Appendix B:  
Translation of אך in Old Greek and Syriac Isaiah

The renderings of אך by OG and S have some similarities in tack and on 
two occasions are semantically equivalent. More often they differ.

14:15 אך אל שאול תורד νῦν	δὲ	εἰς	ᾅδου	καταβήσῃ ܡܟܝܠ ܠܫܝܘܠ ܬܚܘܬ

16:7 לאשישי קיר
חרשת תהגו

אך נכאים

τοῖς	κατοικοῦσιν	
Δεσεθ	μελετήσεις	
καὶ	οὐκ	ἐντραπήσῃ

ܫܝܬܐ ܕܫܘܪ̈ܐ
̈
 ܥܠ ܐ

ܕܡܬܗ̈ܓܡܢ ܬܢܗܡܘܢ
ܐܝܟ ܟܪ̈ܝܗܐ

19:11 אך אולים
שרי צען

καὶ	μωροὶ	ἔσονται	
οἱ	ἄρχοντες	Τάνεως

 ܫܛܘ
ܪ̈ܘܪܒܢܐ ܕܨܥܢ

34:14 אך שם הרגיעה
לילית

ומצאה לה מנוח

ἐκεῖ	ἀναπαύσονται
ὀνοκένταυροι
εὗρον	γὰρ	αὑτοῖς	ἀνάπαυσιν

 ܬܡܢ ܐܬܬܢܝܚܬ
ܠܠܝܬܐ
ܘܐܫܟܚܬ ܠܗ ܢܝܚܐ

34:15  אך שם נקבצו
דיות אשה רעותה

ἐκεῖ	ἔλαφοι	συνήντησαν	
καὶ	εἶδον	τὰ	πρόσωπα	ἀλλήλων

 ܘܬܡܢ ܐܬܟܢܫ
ܕܝ̈ܬܐ ܚܕܐ ܠܘܬ ܚܕܐ

36:5  אמרתי
 אך דבר

 שפתים עצה
וגבורה למלחמה

μὴ	ἐν	βουλῇ	ἢ	λόγοις	
χειλέων	
παράταξις	γίνεται

 ܘܐܡܪܬ
 ܕܐܝܬ ܒܟ ܡܡܠܠܠܐ ܕܣ̈ܦܘܬܐ
 ܘܬܪܥܝܬܐ ܘܓܢܒܪܘܬܐ
ܠܩܪܒܐ

43:24 אך העבדתני
 בחטאותיך הוגעתני

בעונתיך

ἀλλὰ	
ἐν	ταῖς	ἁμαρτίαις	σου	
καὶ	ἐν	ταῖς	ἀδικίαις	σου	
προέστην	σου

 ܐܠܐ ܫܥܒܕܬܢܝ
 .ܒܚ̈ܛܗܝܟ
ܘܒܥܘܠܟ
ܐܠܐܝܬܢܝ
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45:14  ואליך ישתחוו
 אליך יתפללו

 אך בך אל
ואין עוד אפס אלהים

καὶ	προσκυνήσουσίν	σοι	
καὶ	ἐν	σοὶ	προσεύξονται
ὅτι	ἐν	σοὶ	ὁ	θεός	ἐστιν
καὶ	ἐροῦσιν	
Οὐκ	ἔστιν	θεὸς	πλὴν	σοῦ

ܘܠܟܝ ܢܣܓܕܘܢ
ܘܒܟܝ ܢܨܠܘܢ
 ܕܒܟܝ ܗܘ ܐܠܗܐ
ܘܠܝܬ ܬܘܒ ܐܠܗ ܐܚܪܝܢ

45:24  אך ביהוה לי אמר
 צדקות

ועז עדיו יבוא

λέγων	
Δικαιοσύνη	
καὶ	δόξα	πρὸς	αὐτὸν	ἥξουσιν

 ܘܢܐܡܪܘܢ ܒܡܪܝܐ
ܗܝ ܙܕܝܩܘܬܐ
 ܘܥܫܝ̈ܢܐ ܠܘܬܗ ܢܐܙܠܘܢ

63:8  ויאמר אך עמי המה
בנים לא ישקרו

καὶ	εἶπεν	οὐχ	ὁ	λαός	μου
	τέκνα	οὐ	μὴ	ἀθετήσωσιν

 ܘܐܡܪ ܕܥܡܝ ܐܢܘܢ
ܓܠܝܢ ܒ̈ܢܝܐ ܕܠܐ ܡܕ

Old Greek and S have similar temporal phrases for אך in 14:15 (νῦν	δέ/
 In .(ܐܠܐ/ἀλλά) and have parallel adversative conjunctions in 43:24 (ܡܟܝܠ
14:15 the contrast between what the king anticipated for himself and the 
fate awaiting him is sufficient to spur ܡܟܝܠ as much as νῦν	δέ. In fact, OG 
and S use the same phrases in 33:4 in rendering simple waw (ܡܟܝܠ ܬܬܟܢܫ/
νῦν	 δὲ	 συναχθήσεται || ואסף), marking the shift from an address of the 
deity (33:2–3) to an address of those who possess booty (שללכם). Whereas 
S preserves the ambiguous identity of the addressee throughout the verse, 
OG’s rendering of שוקק בו with οὕτως	ἐμπαίξουσιν	ὑμῖν characterizes the 
addressees as destined for punishment of the sort that its unique rendering 
of 33:1 forecasts will be imposed on those abusing the people.1 Additional 
differences (e.g, OG’s μικροῦ	 καὶ	 μεγάλου) indicate that the translators 
have followed different paths, so that the similarity between S’s ܡܟܝܠ and 
OG’s νῦν	δέ must be attributed to a shared perception of a shift from the 
prayer of 33:2–3 to what is about to happen. A similarly perceived shift 
in 14:15 seems, equally, the most likely explanation of their comparable 
temporal phrases there.

Likewise, although each uses an adversative in 43:24, the differences 
in their renderings of the surrounding words make it apparent that they 
arrived at their equivalents independently. Although at first blush S’s 
translation of קנה with ܕܒܣܡܐ  seems reliant on OG’s (ܐܠܐ just before) ܩܢܝܐ 
θυμίαμα, that phrase is already S’s equivalent for קנה בשם in Exod 30:23 

1. On the problem posed by the suffix of MT’s שללכם, see Hans Wildberger, Isaiah 
28–39, trans. Thomas H. Trapp, CC (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2002), 267.
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(OG καλάμου	εὐώδους) and is its equivalent for קנה הטוב in Jer 6:20 (OG 
κιννάμωμον). Equally, S’s rendering of הרויתני, the verb preceding אך, 
with ܐܪܘܝܬܢܝ is a better semantic equivalent than OG’s ἐπεθύμησα, which 
diverges from the standard μεθύσκω || 55:10 ;7 ,34:5) רוה; cf. Jer 38[31]:14, 
25; 26[46]:10; Ps 65[64]:11; Lam 3:15), likely because no form of μεθύσκω 
befits הרויתני in this context.2 Finally, S’s ܫܥܒܕܬܢܝ is an intelligible equivalent 
to העבדתני, as is its הוגעתני || ܐܠܐܝܬܢܝ. By contrast, OG’s προέστην	σου is based 
on reading the dalet in העבדתני as resh (cf. ὁ	προεστὼς	ἀλλοτρίας	κρίσεως || 
 in Prov 26:17).3 The translators’ only agreement עבר מתעבר על ריב לא לו
comes in envisioning a contrast of actions the speaker has taken to those 
of the addressees, making the agreement explicable as polygenesis.

Although OG and S occasionally render אך with the simple conjunc-
tion (καί [2x]/ܘ [2x]), they never do so for the same occurrence of אך. 
Whereas S reads recitative ܕ in the slot occupied by אך in 36:5; 45:14; 63:8, 
recitative ὅτι does not occur (OG’s ὅτι in 45:14 is causal). Syriac uniquely 
reads ܐܝܟ corresponding to אך in 16:7, although the semantic difference 
makes it difficult to describe this as a translation. Old Greek and S each 
omit an equivalent for אך in 34:14; 45:24, while OG more often omits it 
independently (36:5; 45:24; 63:8) than does S (19:11).

Those omissions, along with the translations’ diverging equivalents, 
suggest uncertainty about the meaning or rhetorical force of אך. If that is 
the case, one might reasonably question whether any word that fills the 
same slot as אך can be appropriately called a translation equivalent rather 
than a substitution.

2. Divergences from this equivalent vary greatly: τὰ	δένδρα	σου	κατέβαλεν || אריוך 
in Isa 16:9;	ἡ	δὲ	ἰδία	ἡγείσθω	σου	καὶ	συνέστω	σοι || דדיה ירוך in Prov 5:19;	ἐλθὲ	καὶ	
ἀπολαύσωμεν	φιλίας	ἕως	ὄρθρου || לכה נרוה דדים עד־הבקר in Prov 7:18; and ἀνὴρ	δὲ	
θυμώδης	οὐκ	εὐσχήμων || ומרוה גם־הוא יורא in Prov 11:25.

3. On OG Prov 26:17 see Fox, Proverbs: An Eclectic Edition, 347; Fox, Proverbs 
10–31, AB 18B (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2009), 1048.





Appendix C:  
Translation of כי in Old Greek and Syriac Isaiah

Surveying the pattern of +/-כי in chapter 15 offers a useful base for com-
paring tendencies in OG and S:

MT OG S

כי בליל (1)15:1 Νυκτός ܒܠܠܝܐ

כי בליל (2)15:1 νυκτὸς	γάρ ܒܠܠܝܐ

15:5(1) כי מעלה ἐπὶ	δὲ	τῆς	ἀναβάσεως ܡܛܠ ܕܒܡܣܩܬܐ

15:5(2) כי דרך τῇ	ὁδῷ ܘܒܐܘܪܚܐ

15:6(1) כי מי נמרים τὸ	ὕδωρ	τῆς	Νεμριμ ܡܛܠ ܕܡ̈ܝܐ ܕܢܡܪܝܡ

15:6(2) כי יבש חציר כלה καὶ	ὁ	χόρτος	αὐτῆς	ἐκλείψει ܡܛܠ ܕܝܒܫ ܥܡܝܪܐ ܘܚܡܐ ܬܕܐܐ

15:8 כי הקיפה συνῆψε	γάρ ܡܛܠ ܕܚܕܪܬ

15:9(1) כי מי דימון τὸ	δὲ	ὕδωρ	τὸ	Ρεμμων ܡܛܠ ܕܡ̈ܝܐ ܕܪܝܒܘܢ

15:9(2) כי אשית על דימון ἐπάξω	γὰρ	ἐπὶ	Ρεμμων ܡܛܠ ܕܐܣܝܡ ܥܠ ܪܝܒܘܢ

Syriac either translates כי with ܡܛܠ ܕ or lacks an equivalent (three times). 
Old Greek has no equivalent in three instances, and its word choices in 
three others are not semantic equivalents (δέ, 15:1, 5 [conjunctive]; καί, 
15:6). γάρ appears three times.
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γάρ and ὅτι are the most frequent equivalents for כי throughout Isaiah. 
καί (15:6) renders כי sixteen other times in the book, while δέ renders it 
solely in 15:5, 9 (with no discernable semantic difference from καί).1 In a 
few cases, the translator seems to have chosen distinctive equivalents to 
express the clausal connections he intuited (e.g., δή, 3:1; τοίνυν, 3:10; εἴτε, 
30:21 [2x]). Forty-three times OG lacks an equivalent for כי, especially 
when it is clause-initial (twenty-three times) and (after the book’s mid-
point) before 2.כה אמר יהוה Some of its omissions appear to be for conci-
sion (7:22; 26:4; 60:9[2]) or to modify phrasing (49:19; 54:6).3

Although ܡܛܠ ܕ is the most common equivalent for כי in S (simple ܕ is 
less frequent, both as causal conjunction and nominalizer), the translator 
renders it with simple waw nine times (6:5; 8:21; 17:10; 25:1; 32:13; 40:2 
[2x]; 61:11; 65:16). Like OG, S has a few distinctive equivalents, such as 
 expressing the intraclausal ,(30:21) ܘܠܐ and ,(7:9) ܐܦ ,(36:19 ;29:16) ܕܠܡܐ
connections the translator perceived.

Syriac lacks an equivalent for כי only twelve times. Notable is its omis-
sion of nominalizing כי when it interrupts the flow of a clause (3:10; 31:1; 
39:8) or when its repetition might be deemed superfluous, as in the case 
of 65:16’s second ܥܝܢ ܥܩ̈ܬܐ ܩܕܡ̈ܝܬܐ ܘܢܬܟܣ̈ܝܢ ܡܢ ܩܕܡܝ :כי

̈
 כי נשכחו || ܡܛܠ ܕܢܬܛ

	which is comparable to OG’s ἐπιλήσονται ,הצרות הראשנות וכי נסתרו מעיני
γὰρ	 τὴν	 θλῖψιν	 αὐτῶν	 τὴν	 πρώτην	 καὶ	 οὐκ	 ἀναβήσεται	 αὐτῶν	 ἐπὶ	 τὴν	
καρδίαν.

The substitute equivalent for the second כי in 49:19 in both OG and S 
permits a smoother syntactic flow in the target languages:

כי חרבתיך ושממתיך וארץ הרסתיך כי עתה תצרי מיושב
ܡܛܠ ܕܚܪ̈ܒܬܟܝ ܘܨܕܝ̈ܬܟܝ ܘܐܪܥܐ ܕܣܚܝܦܘܬܟܝ ܡܟܝܠ ܬܬܐܠܨ ܡܢ ܝܬܒܐ

ὅτι	 τὰ	 ἔρημά	 σου	 καὶ	 τὰ	 διεφθαρμένα	 καὶ	 τὰ	 πεπτωκότα	 νῦν	
στενοχωρήσει	ἀπὸ	τῶν	κατοικούντων

1. καὶ	ἐάν || כי occurs four times.
2. OG lacks an equivalent for clause-initial כי in 10:13(2); 15:1, 5(2), 6; 16:8; 

18:5; 28:10, 15; 28:19, 21; 29:13, 20; 32:10, 14; 33:5; 34:5; 40:2; 45:22; 47:5; 52:1; 57:16; 
60:2, 9. OG renders כי כה אמר with ὅτι	οὕτως + a verb of speaking in 18:4; 21:6, 16; 
31:4; 52:3; 66:12 but lacks an equivalent for כי in 8:11; 30:15; 36:16; 45:18; 49:25; 52:4; 
56:4; 57:15.

3. καὶ	ἔσται	ἀπὸ	τοῦ	πλεῖστον	ποιεῖν	γάλα	βούτυρον	καὶ	μέλι	φάγεται || והיה מרב 
 in 7:22 is likely a case of concision. Although עשות חלב יאכל חמאה כי חמאה ודבש יאכל
parablepsis involving חמאה is possible, the double occurrence of יאכל (which OG ren-
ders but once) makes that unlikely.
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Old Greek and S lack equivalents for clause-initial כי also in 8:11: οὕτως	
λέγει	κύριος/כי כה אמר יהוה אלי || ܗܟܢܐ ܐܡܪ ܠܝ ܡܪܝܐ. Contrary to OG’s omis-
sion of כי before יהוה יהוה before כי S represents ,כה אמר   in all כה אמר 
its other appearances, making the lack of an equivalent here noteworthy. 
Additionally, OG’s omission of כי in this phrase diverges from its render-
ing of it in every instance of כי כה אמר before 30:15. Accordingly, כי was 
likely absent from the Vorlage of each translator (see the comments on 
8:11 regarding its absence from 4Q60).4

Old Greek and S again lack an equivalent for כי in 24:13: ταῦτα	πάντα	
ἔσται	ἐν	τῇ	γῇ/כי כה יהיה בקרב הארץ || .ܗܟܢܐ ܢܗܘܐ ܒܓܘܗ ܕܐܪܥܐ. Old Greek’s 
frequent omission of כי at the outset of a clause and its expansion of כה 
into ταῦτα	πάντα makes it likely that it regarded כי as superfluous. That 
explanation is equally compelling for S, whose ܗܟܢܐ is effective without any 
other link to what precedes.

In only two passages does S alone lack an equivalent for clause-initial 
 ܐܝܟ ܫܡܝܐ ܚ̈ܕܬܐ ܘܐܪܥܐ ܚܕܬܐ and ;14:27 ,כי יהוה צבאות יעץ || ܡܪܝܐ ܚܝܠܬܢܐ ܐܬܪܥܝ :כי
-Although 66:22 yields no conclu .66:22 ,כי כאשר השמים החדשים || ܕܥܒܕ ܐܢܐ
sion about the lack of an equivalent for כי, in 14:27 it may have been absent 
from S’s Vorlage (see the comments ad loc.).

4. As noted at 1:20, S’s ܕܡܪܝܐ ܡܠܠ יהוה דבר || ܦܘܡܗ  פי  	γὰρ	there (OG: τὸ כי 
στόμα	κυρίου) likely reflects a Vorlage that lacked כי, given that it renders the same 
phrase with ܡܛܠ ܕܦܘܡܗ ܕܡܪܝܐ ܡܠܠ in its two other occurrences (40:5; 58:14) and 
renders כי יהוה (אלהי ישראל) דבר with ܡܛܠ ܕܡܪܝܐ (ܐܠܗܐ ܕܐܝܣܪܝܠ) ܡܠܠ in 21:17; 
22:25; 24:3; 25:8.




