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CHAPTER ONE

Introduction

The purpose of this study is to examine the translation techniques in the taberna-
cle accounts of Old Greek (Ì) Exodus as a basis for evaluating the contradictory
claims about the number of translators that produced these sections.1 Specifically,
the translation will be examined with respect to choice of lexical equivalents,
translation of grammatical structures, and accuracy in communicating equivalent
information. Before evaluating the translation techniques, however, textual vari-
ants in the Qumran scrolls (Œ), the Samaritan Pentateuch (ˇ), and the Masoretic
Text (˜) will be examined in order to identify Hebrew textual variants that might
be a possible source of translation differences.2

Evidence from this multifaceted study of the tabernacle accounts of Ì Exo-
dus indicates that a second translator likely produced the second tabernacle
account (35-40) of Ì Exodus using the translation of the first tabernacle account

1. The critical text, John William Wevers, ed., Exodus, Septuaginta. Vetus Testamentum Grae-
cum Auctoritate Academiae Scientiarum Gottingensis editum, vol. 2 (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1991), has been used for the sections of Ì Exodus that are the focus of this study. Other ref-
erences to the Ì, however, are based on various electronic versions of Alfred Rahlfs, ed., Septuaginta
(Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1935).

2. For the tabernacle accounts, the main Œ manuscripts are 4QpaleoGen-Exodl, 4QpaleoEx-
odm, and 4QExod-Levf. In addition, a few small fragments are found in 4QExodk, 2QExoda, and
2QExodb. References to these manuscripts are from DJD editions unless otherwise noted. See M. Bail-
let, J. T. Milik, and R. de Vaux, Les ‘Petites Grottes’ de Qumrân: Exploration de la falaise, Les grottes 2Q,
3Q, 5Q, 6Q, 7Q à 10Q, Le rouleau de cuivre, vol. 3, pt. 1, Discoveries in the Judaean Desert of Jordan
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1962); Patrick W. Skehan and others, Qumran Cave 4.IV Palaeo-Hebrew
and Greek Biblical Manuscripts, vol. 9, Discoveries in the Judaean Desert (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1992); and Eugene Ulrich and others, Qumran Cave 4.VII: Genesis to Numbers, vol. 12, Discoveries in
the Judaean Desert (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1994).

The primary source for the ˇ used in this analysis was the database found in Accordance Ver.
3.0 (Altamonte Springs, Fla.: OakTree Software Specialists, Altamonte Springs, Fla.). This electronic
version of the ˇ is based on the text published in Abraham Tal, The Samaritan Pentateuch: Edited
According to MS 6 (C) of the Shekhem Synagogue (Tel Aviv: Tel Aviv University, 1994). At every point
the computer version of the ˇ has been compared with the standard edition of the ˇ in August Frei-
herrn von Gall, Der hebräische Pentateuch der Samaritaner (Berlin: Alfred Töpelmann Verlag, 1966).
Differences were noted and decisions were made based on the critical notes provided by von Gall.

The Masoretic Text used is that found in K. Elliger and W. Rudolph, eds., Biblia Hebraica
Stuttgartensia (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1977) = BHS.

1
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(25-31) as a point of reference.3 This thesis is supported by the differences in pat-
terns of choices of lexical equivalents between the two tabernacle sections. The
translation of grammatical structures, in contrast, indicates that the same con-
text-sensitive approach was used throughout both tabernacle accounts with only
minor differences in interpretation seen between the two tabernacle accounts.
While the second account is often described as being less accurate because of its
abbreviated nature, a comparison of the translation of several parallel sections
shows that the first tabernacle account tends to be more ambiguous than the sec-
ond tabernacle account.4 This difference in accuracy provides further support for
the hypothesis that a different translator produced the second tabernacle account.
Thus, while both tabernacle accounts use a similar approach to the translation of
grammatical structures, the evidence from the choice of lexical equivalents and
the accuracy of the translation points to the probable involvement of a second
translator.

In this chapter I will first identify the nature of the text critical problem in
the tabernacle accounts of Ì Exodus. Next, I will summarize past scholarly solu-
tions to this problem. In the third section I will describe the methodology and
contributions of this study. Finally, I will give a preview of the contents of this
book.

I. Identifying the Problem

The Ì translation of Exodus is generally considered to be an accurate, relatively
free translation in good Koine Greek. The tabernacle accounts, however, are
always included in lists of difficult text critical problems in the Pentateuch.5 In
brief, the first tabernacle account (25-31) is considered to be a fairly accurate
translation consistent with the style of the first part of Exodus. The second taber-
nacle account (35-40), which uses almost identical terminology in Hebrew, is so
aberrant in the Ì that even Origen, in the early third century a.d., commented on

Consistency of Translation Techniques2

3. Throughout this book, all Biblical references refer to Exodus unless otherwise indicated.
4. Ambiguity, as used in this book, refers to the unintentional lack of clarity that is present to

some extent in all texts, both translated and natural. This type of ambiguity is generally clarified for
the reader by the context. When the author/translator and reader do not share the same cultural
knowledge and implicit information, however, the text will often remain ambiguous to the reader.

5. See Emanuel Tov, The Text-Critical Use of the Septuagint in Biblical Research: Second Edition,
Revised and Enlarged (Jerusalem: Simor, 1997), 256 and Marguerite Harl, Gilles Dorival, and Olivier
Munnich, La Bible grecque des Septante: Du judaïsme hellénistique au christianisme ancien, Initiations
au christianisme ancien (Paris: Cerf, 1988), 173-74. Aejmelaeus refers to this as “One of the greatest
textual problems in the Greek Pentateuch.” See Anneli Aejmelaeus, “Septuagintal Translation Tech-
niques—A Solution to the Problem of the Tabernacle Account,” in Septuagint, Scrolls and Cognate
Writings: Papers Presented to the International Symposium on the Septuagint and Its Relations to the
Dead Sea Scrolls and Other Writings, Manchester, 1990, ed. George J. Brooke and Barnabas Lindars,
Septuagint and Cognate Studies, no. 33 (Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars Press, 1992), 382.
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the differences as follows: “What needs there speak of Exodus, where there is such
diversity in what is said about the tabernacle and its court, and the ark, and the
garments of the high priest and the priests, that sometimes the meaning even does
not seem to be akin?”6

The major differences regularly noted in the second tabernacle account of
the Ì are the unique vocabulary, significant reordering of the material in the cen-
ter portion of the account, the abbreviated nature of the text, and internal con-
flicts. Several major studies of the tabernacle accounts include lists of contrasting
terms, many of which are considered to be technical terms.7 In addition to lists of
terms, most complete studies include a comparison of at least the order of the ˜
and Ì of the second account and occasionally they also compare this with the
order of the ̃ and Ì in the first account.8 The major difference in order in the sec-
ond tabernacle account involves the location of the production of the priestly gar-
ments at the beginning of the constructed items in the Ì (Ì 36:8-38) instead of
towards the end, as in the ˜ (˜ 39:1-31). In addition, the construction of the
courtyard (38:9-20 [Ì 37:7-18]) is located before the construction of the furniture
of the tabernacle in the Ì (37:1-38:8 [Ì 38:1-26]). These two differences in order
have shifted the verse numbering of a sizable portion of the second tabernacle
account, but with the exception of these two large differences, the remainder of
the items maintains the same approximate relationship to one another in the ˜
and Ì.9 Along with these differences in order, the construction of the tabernacle is

Introduction 3

6. Origen, Epistula ad Africanum 4.
7. Both Finn and Gooding referred to the list of seventeen terms found in A. H. McNeile, The

Book of Exodus (London: Methuen and Company, 1908), 226 and identified errors in his analysis.
They also highlighted the incompleteness of the picture that he presented. Nelson examined the trans-
lation of over 140 words from the tabernacle accounts in comparison to other translations and Jose-
phus in search of a means of objectively placing the words in a specific time period. In the discussion
of each word he carefully noted the translations used in each account, many of which were identical,
and then attempted to assign the unique terms to either the Old Greek or to a Palestinian revision. The
complete list may be found in Nelson, 42-47. At the conclusion of Wevers’ comparison of the two
tabernacle accounts, he noted five words that were not found elsewhere in the LXX and five that were
unique to the second tabernacle account. See WeversText, 144.

8. McNeile’s table compared both accounts in the ˜ and Ì according to sections or topics.
(McNeile, The Book of Exodus, 224-25.) Nelson’s table was similar, but instead of focusing on topics,
he presented a verse-by-verse comparison. (Nelson, 21-27.) The most concise presentation of the dif-
ferences in ordering between the ˜ and Ì of the main part of the second tabernacle account (˜ 36:8-
39:31) is probably found in Henry Barclay Swete, An Introduction to the Old Testament in Greek
(Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson Publishers, 1989), 235. Studies without tables of this nature often
included a verbal description of the differences, such as WeversText, 117-18. 

9. Because of these differences in verse numbering between the ˜ and Ì, I have chosen to indi-
cate the verse number of the Ì in parentheses after the ˜ verse number when the Ì differs from the ˜.
To minimize the use of this double numbering of verses, I have chosen to use the verse numbering in
Rahlfs, which generally follows the ˜, rather than the verse numbering of the critical edition of the
text, which is often slightly different from that of the ˜. The text used is that of the critical edition of
the text, but Rahlfs numbering of the verses makes for an easier comparison of the ˜ and Ì. Parallel
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largely absent in the Ì of the second tabernacle account, as are also other verses.10

Internal conflicts are the least mentioned of the difficulties in the second taberna-
cle account, but for Gooding they are the key factor that leads to his hypothesis
that a later editor compiled Ì 38 and rearranged the Greek text from its original
order, which was more like that of the ˜.11

As noted above, these differences have been known since the time of Origen.
Indeed, Origen himself or an earlier revisor of the Ì text apparently despaired of
finding any easy way of bringing the Greek into agreement with the Hebrew and
instead produced a version of the Greek that more “accurately” reflected a text
similar to the ˜. This revision may be found in all major editions of the Ì. The
character of these revisions has been discussed by Wevers and analyzed in detail
by Fraenkel, but will not be discussed in this book.12 The fact that the Hexaplaric
revision of the Ì is so distinct from the Ì, however, is clear evidence that the dif-
ferences between the Greek and Hebrew were recognized at an early stage and that
the cultural definition of an acceptable translation had changed sufficiently
enough (or the Hebrew text that the revisers used differed enough from the one
used by the translator(s) of the Ì) that this part of the Ì was outside of the limits
of what they were willing to tolerate. Thus, the Hexaplaric evidence highlights the
fact that the second tabernacle account of Ì Exodus has been considered a major
text critical problem since the beginning of serious text critical work.

II. Past Solutions to the Problem

Modern scholarly discussions of this problem began in the nineteenth century
with Frankel’s (1851) comments on the tabernacle accounts.13 Popper (1862),

Consistency of Translation Techniques4

verses in the two tabernacle accounts are indicated by placing an equal sign between the two refer-
ences, e.g., 25:10=37:1 (Ì 38:1).

10. The construction of the tabernacle discussed in ˜ 36:10-33 is a minus in the Ì. Other
verses that are minuses in the Ì of the second account include the following: 35:8, 18; 37:12, 24-28;
38:2, 6; 39:39; 40:7, 11, 28. In addition, many parts of verses are minuses, as will be discussed in chap-
ter five.

11. According to Gooding, Ì 38 contains many “mistakes and absurdities.” See Gooding, 67.
Gooding described these contradictions in detail in chapter six of his book. 

12. John William Wevers, “PreOrigen Recensional Activity in the Greek Exodus,” in Studien
zur Septuaginta—Robert Hanhart zu Ehren: Aus Anlass seines 65. Geburtstages, ed. Detlef Fraenkel,
Udo Quast, and John William Wevers, Mitteilungen des Septuaginta-Unternehmens, no. 20 (Göttin-
gen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1990), 121-39 and Detlef Fraenkel, “Die Quellen der asterisierten
Zusätze im zweiten Tabernakelbericht Exod 35-40,” in Studien zur Septuaginta—Robert Hanhart zu
Ehren: Aus Anlass seines 65. Geburtstages, ed. Detlef Fraenkel, Udo Quast, and John William Wevers,
Mitteilungen des Septuaginta-Unternehmens, no. 20 (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1990),
140-86.

13. Z. Frankel, Über den Einfluss der palästinischen Exegese auf die alexandrinische Hermeneutik
(Leipzig: Joh. Ambr. Barth, 1851). See summary of Frankel’s views in relationship to those of Popper
and others in Cornelis Houtman, Exodus, vol. 3, Chapters 20-40, Historical Commentary on the Old
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however, is the one who brought the issues into focus and presented a systematic
study of both tabernacle accounts using quotations from Frankel as his starting
point on some discussions.14 Popper concluded that 36:8-38:20 was the latest part
in the ̃ and that the Ì of that section was produced by a different translator using
a Vorlage that differed from the ˜.15 His conclusions, when modified by Kuenen,
fit well with the development of the text that had been suggested on other
grounds by those of the historico-critical school.16

Popper’s views were introduced to English speaking scholars mediated
through the views of Kuenen, Smith, Swete, McNeile, and Driver.17 In this medi-
ated view, the entire second tabernacle account was generally viewed as having
been produced by a second translator due to the contrasting vocabulary, but dif-
ference in arrangement was viewed either as the product of that translator or as

Introduction 5

Testament, trans. Sierd Woudstra (Leuven: Peeters, 2000), 314-16. See also the survey of literature on
this topic in Alain Le Boulluec and Pierre Sandevoir, L’Exode, vol. 2, La Bible D’Alexandrie, ed. Mar-
guerite Harl (Paris: Cerf, 1989), 61-69.

14. For instance, Popper quoted approximately one and a half pages from Frankel on the con-
trasting vocabulary of the tabernacle accounts and then added his own list of translations to that of
Frankel. See Julius Popper, Der biblische Bericht über die Stiftshütte: Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte der
Composition und Diaskeue des Pentateuch. (Leipzig: Heinrich Hunger, 1862), 172-74. As Nelson
noted, Popper did not agree with Frankel, but he did use his comments as a starting point. See Nelson,
32-33 n. 20.

15. Popper, Der biblische Bericht über die Stiftshütte. For a summary of Popper’s study see Nel-
son, 3-8. Popper’s views are also discussed throughout Gooding.

16. In historico-critical studies, 35-40 is generally viewed as a later stratum of the priestly
source. (McNeile, The Book of Exodus, 226.) For the influence of Popper on Kuenen see Simon J. De
Vries, “The Hexateuchal Criticism of Abraham Kuenen,” Journal of Biblical Literature 82 (1963): 42-
43. Kuenen’s discussion of the tabernacle may be found in Abraham Kuenen, An Historico-critical
Inquiry into the Origin and Composition of the Hexateuch (Pentateuch and Book of Joshua), trans. Philip
H. Wiksteed (London: Macmillan and Co., 1886), 76-80. Aejmelaeus, in particular, has been influ-
enced by Kuenen and quotes his criticism of Popper, “Kuenen already saw in the divergencies of the
Septuagintal version reason to ‘suspect that the final redaction of these chapters was hardly com-
pleted—if indeed completed—when that translation was made, i.e., about 250 b.c.’ . . . He rejected the
theory of two successive translators which was put forward by his contemporary J. Popper . . . ,
because ‘we have no right to place the original Greek translator between the composition of Ex. 39, 40
(+ Lev. 8) and the compilation of 36-38’ . . . , an opinion still worth noting.” See Aejmelaeus, “Septu-
agintal Translation Techniques,” 399-400.

17. Kuenen modified Popper’s views slightly by stating “that the differences between Ex. 25-31
and 35-40 in the Greek version indicate different translators.” (Kuenen, Historico-critical Inquiry, 79.)
Kuenen’s views were then echoed in a slightly modified form in Smith, who used the tabernacle
accounts in Ì as evidence “either that the text of this section of the Pentateuch was not yet fixed in the
third century before Christ, or that the translator did not feel himself bound to treat it with the same
reverence as the rest of the Law. But indeed there are strong reasons for suspecting that the Greek ver-
sion of these chapters is not by the same hand as the rest of the Book of Exodus, various Hebrew words
being represented by other Greek equivalents than those used in the earlier chapters. And thus it
seems possible that this whole section was lacking in the copy that lay before the first translator of the
Law.” See W. Robertson Smith, The Old Testament in the Jewish Church: A Course of Lectures on Bibli-
cal Criticism, 2d ed. (London: Adam and Charles Black, 1892), 125. Swete quoted from Smith con-
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evidence of a Vorlage that differed from the order of the ˜.18 In either case, the
Vorlage was viewed as a later stratum of P than 25-29. Thus, partially due to the
influence of the historico-critical approach in which 35-40 was generally viewed
as a later addition to Exodus, Popper’s emphasis on the distinct character of 36:8-
38:20 was ignored and his emphasis on the difference in Vorlage was diminished
in favor of the possibility that the change in order had been produced by the
translator. This shift in perspective on the part of some scholars (especially Swete)
may have been due to the growing recognition of the variety of translation tech-
niques used in the Ì, as noted by Thackeray.19

Finn (1915) was the earliest proponent of the opposite approach to the dif-
ferences between the tabernacle accounts. He concluded that these differences
were the result of the translation techniques used and that only one translator was
involved in the project.20 Finn clearly identified the presuppositions that were the
basis of his predecessor’s conclusions about the tabernacle accounts and strove to
illustrate the incorrectness of these presuppositions that led to the conclusion that
each tabernacle account had been produced by a different translator.21 Further-
more, he was often able to show that the evidence used in McNeile’s study had
been incomplete and thus did not give the correct picture of the translation tech-
niques. Instead of noting the contrasts, Finn emphasized the variation found in
each account, the passages in which the second account shows an obvious knowl-
edge of the first account, the shared “careless mistakes,” and the similar “tendency
to omit or paraphrase perplexing passages, and occasionally to insert explanatory
words or phrases.” The strength of Finn’s argument, however, was probably dis-
missed because of the fact that he tried to use the unity of the translation as “evi-

Consistency of Translation Techniques6

cerning the differences between the Ì and ˜ of this passage and then noted two possible options for
the source of the difference in ordering between the two accounts, i.e., the translator or the Vorlage.
(Swete, Introduction to the Old Testament in Greek, 234-36.) In later works, however, it was often Swete
rather than Smith who was quoted. McNeile emphasized both vocabulary differences and differences
in order and then quoted Swete on the possible source of the difference in ordering. (McNeile, The
Book of Exodus, 223-26.) In his commentary on Exodus, Driver referred to McNeile and again quoted
Swete’s conclusion. See S. R. Driver, The Book of Exodus, The Cambridge Bible for Schools and Col-
leges, ed. A. F. Kirkpatrick (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1918), 378-79.

18. Swete, Introduction to the Old Testament in Greek, 234-36.
19. Henry St. John Thackeray, A Grammar of the Old Testament in Greek According to the Sep-

tuagint, vol. 1, Introduction, Orthography and Accidence (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1909).

20. A. H. Finn, “The Tabernacle Chapters,” Journal of Theological Studies 16 (1915): 449-82.
21. One presupposition he noted is that “the LXX translators were fairly consistent in their

rendering of Hebrew words.” Finn showed the error of this presupposition by listing translations of
terms that varied within short stretches of text in Exodus and elsewhere in the Pentateuch. Finn also
noted the contradictory nature of the claims made by those who critiqued the translator(s) for not
being consistent and yet at the same time advocated that the translators of the second account had a
Hebrew Vorlage unlike the ˜. As Finn rightly questioned, “But if the translators of Group II had
before them a text different from that which we now possess, how can we be sure that they had the
same words to translate?” Ibid., 450, 457.
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dence that as far back as 250 b.c. the book of Exodus was substantially complete as
we now have it.”22 Further, because Finn was arguing in support of the priority of
the ˜ in its present form, he failed to recognize features that are characteristic of
any translation and so he denigrated the Ì in order to elevate the ˜.23 A large sec-
tion of Finn’s article was spent arguing against the claims that 30-31 were a later
addition to the first account and that the second account in the ˜ was a still later
addition to the text. Thus, for Finn the key issue was the unity and priority of the
˜ of the tabernacle accounts and the discussion about the number of translators
that produced the Ì was simply an argument that could be used to support his
larger concern.

Gooding (1959) likewise affirmed that most of both tabernacle accounts was
produced by one translator using a consistently inconsistent translation tech-
nique. While this inconsistent translation technique could be used to account for
most of the differences in the text, Gooding assumed that the translator would not
have reordered the text in the drastic way that it was reordered in the second
account. In addition, he identified what he considered to be blatant contradic-
tions within the Greek text, especially in Ì 38, that must have been the work of
another translator or editor. As a result, Gooding concluded that most of Ì 38 and
the reordering in the second tabernacle account were the work of a later editor.24

Gooding’s thorough, if caustic, description of the translation techniques was gen-
erally well received in the academic community.25 This was partially due to the
fact that Gooding, unlike Finn, had separated the issue of the number of transla-
tors who produced the text from the discussion about the formation of the
Hebrew text.

Nelson (1986), like Popper, viewed the Ì of the second tabernacle account as
clear evidence of a different Hebrew Vorlage. His emphasis on the evidence from
the Ì is probably due to his acceptance of Cross’ local text theory, which sees the Ì
as evidence of the textual family that developed in Egypt.26 Nelson’s examination
of the vocabulary of the tabernacle accounts, however, turned Popper’s timetable
around and as a result he concluded that the oldest part of both tabernacle
accounts was 36:8-38:20, which was translated first, and that the rest of the trans-
lation was based on a revised version of the Hebrew text. The main criterion he

Introduction 7

22. Ibid., 455-57.
23. For instance, Finn claimed, “Where the order differs, the Hebrew is consistent and natural,

the Greek confused and contradictory.” (Ibid., 466.) After quoting a list of similar comments found in
Finn’s article, Wevers concluded by saying, “Such statements do not induce much confidence in a
writer’s objectivity.” See WeversText, 119.

24. Gooding, 99-101.
25. See Raymond Thornhill, review of The Account of the Tabernacle: Translation and Textual

Problems of the Greek Exodus, by David W. Gooding, Journal of Theological Studies, n.s. 11 (1960): 124-
27 and George S. Glanzman, review of The Account of the Tabernacle: Translation and Textual Prob-
lems of the Greek Exodus, by David W. Gooding, Theological Studies 23 (1962): 106-8.

26. Nelson, 14. 
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used was a comparison of the vocabulary in Exodus with that of Josephus, the
temple sections of the Ì translation of 1 Kings and 2 Chronicles, and the kaige
recension.27 Nelson’s study thus reunited the issues of the formation of the
Hebrew text and the Greek translation, but in a way that was the exact opposite of
Finn. Rather than advocating the unity and priority of the ˜, Nelson attempted to
show that a text similar to the current ̃ of the tabernacle texts was one of the final
stages in the development of the text. Nelson’s study also differed from some of
the earlier studies in the authority that he granted to the Ì text as an indicator of
the probable Vorlage.

In the past decade, three Septuagintal scholars have weighed in on this issue.
Wevers (1992, 1993) claimed that because of several major translation issues, one
of which was the translation of the compass points in relationship to the taberna-
cle, there had to have been two translators. The Hebrew text used by the transla-
tors, however, was basically the same as the ˜ that we use today. Unlike some
scholars, Wevers was quite willing to assign the reordering of the second account
to the translator. For Wevers, assigning differences between the Ì and ˜ to a dif-
ference in Vorlage is considered to be a last resort that should only be used when
no other explanation can be found for a difference.28

Aejmelaeus (1992), in contrast, claimed that the translator of Exodus must
have been using a Hebrew text vastly different from the current text. According to
Aejmelaeus, smaller differences were due to translation technique, but even in a
free translation, like that of Exodus, there was no reason for the translator to
reorder the text so drastically. Aejmelaeus used her discussion of the tabernacle
accounts to illustrate her position that “it is possible to have both free translation
and a different Vorlage in the same text,” rather than having to assign differences
to either translation technique or a difference in Vorlage.29

Bogaert (1996) would agree with Aejmelaeus in pointing to both differences
due to translation technique and differences in the Hebrew text used by the trans-
lators. He claimed that the solution to some of the problems, especially in 35-40,
could be found by examining the Old Latin text, which points to a different Greek
translation and thus to a different Hebrew text than the one that we currently
use.30 In addition to a difference in Vorlage, however, Bogaert (1981) was the first
to suggest a possible difference in translators due to the difference in orientation
of the courtyard in the first and second accounts, a significant contribution that
was recognized by Wevers.31

Consistency of Translation Techniques8

27. Ibid., 364-70.
28. John William Wevers, “The Building of the Tabernacle,” Journal of Northwest Semitic Lan-

guages 19 (1993): 123-31 and WeversText, 144-46.
29. Aejmelaeus, “Septuagintal Translation Techniques,” 398.
30. P. M. Bogaert, “L’importance de la Septante et du «Monacensis» de la Vetus Latina pour

l’exégèse du livre de l’Exode (chap. 35-40),” in Studies in the Book of Exodus: Redaction-Reception-
Interpretation, ed. Marc Vervenne (Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1996), 399-428.

31. P. M. Bogaert, “L’orientation du parvis du sanctuaire dans la version grecque de l’Exode
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Several other articles in this past decade have also dealt with some of the
problems in the Ì tabernacle accounts by either comparing the tabernacle
accounts with other texts or by discussing the differences in the tabernacle
accounts as an aspect of the translation techniques in the Ì. Fraenkel (1995)
accepted the theory of multiple translators and focused on the literary art of the
translation in both of the tabernacle accounts.32 Because of his emphasis on liter-
ary artistry, the possibility of differences in Vorlage was not often raised. Brooke
(1990) noted similarities between the Temple Scroll and 35-40 and argued for the
possibility of a different Hebrew text as the basis for the translation.33 Whether or
not one agrees with all of Brooke’s conclusions, his emphasis on the existence in
antiquity of different forms of similar material is an important one that should
not be dismissed. Cook (1996), in contrast, noted the reordering of the text in
Proverbs 31 and suggested that Ì 38 may be following a similar model of transla-
tion in which reordering was an acceptable option.34 Thus, as can be seen by these
more recent contributions on the topic, the diversity of solutions and arguments
concerning the tabernacle accounts of Ì Exodus has continued to grow through-
out the last decade of the twentieth century.

As can be seen in this brief survey of conflicting theories, there is no consen-
sus about either the development of the Hebrew text or the effect this has had on
the Ì translation that we currently use. Each scholarly contribution has identified
issues that need to be resolved, but no theory has provided a convincing argument
that will explain all the differences in the Ì. The issue-oriented nature of discus-
sions in brief articles has probably contributed to this lack of a coherent solution
to all of the problems. Lists of similarities or differences between the sections are
found in most of the longer studies, but there has not been a comprehensive
examination of the translation techniques within both tabernacle accounts. This
book will contribute to the text critical study of the tabernacle accounts by pro-
viding a basis for further discussion of the development and translation of the
text.

Introduction 9

(Ex., 27, 9-13 LXX),” L’Antiquité classique 50 (1981): 79-85. Bogaert’s main contribution was that he
identified the clear difference in orientation instead of following the normal path of reinterpreting the
directional terms, as had been done in previous studies such as Popper’s. Wevers succinctly describes
Popper’s rationalization of the compass points as “simply wrong.” See WeversText, 123.

32. Detlef Fraenkel, “Übersetzungsnorm und literarische Gestaltung—Spuren individueller
Übersetzungstechnik in Exodus 25ff. + 35ff.,” in VIII Congress of the International Organization for
Septuagint and Cognate Studies, Paris, 1991, ed. Leonard Greenspoon and Olivier Munnich, Septu-
agint and Cognate Studies, no. 41 (Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars Press, 1995), 73-87.

33. George J. Brooke, “The Temple Scroll and LXX Exodus 35-40,” in Septuagint, Scrolls and
Cognate Writings: Papers Presented to the International Symposium on the Septuagint and Its Relations
to the Dead Sea Scrolls and Other Writings, Manchester, 1990, ed. George J. Brooke and Barnabas Lin-
dars, Septuagint and Cognate Studies, no. 33 (Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars Press, 1990), 81-106.

34. Johann Cook, “Exodus 38 and Proverbs 31: A Case of Different Order of Verses and Chap-
ters in the Septuagint,” in Studies in the Book of Exodus: Redaction-Reception-Interpretation, ed. Marc
Vervenne (Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1996), 537-49.
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III. Methodology and Contribution

The major research methodology in this book will be an exhaustive examination
of the translations of Hebrew words and grammatical structures in 25-31 and 35-
40, with special attention to their semantic and grammatical contexts. In addition,
11-13 will be examined to provide a “control sample” of a similar genre from out-
side of the tabernacle accounts. After the data are examined, a comparison will be
made of translation techniques throughout the tabernacle accounts to determine
the nature and location of any distinctive translation techniques.

In addition to providing a basis for further discussion of the development
and translation of the tabernacle accounts, as noted above, this study will also
contribute to recent discussions about methodologies for examining and evaluat-
ing translation techniques in the Ì. The Ì Scriptures contain a variety of transla-
tion styles from woodenly literal translations, such as Qoheleth, to very free
translations, such as Isaiah. Early descriptions of the differences in these transla-
tion techniques tended to be anecdotal in nature. A scholar asserted that the
translation was literal, gave a long list of items to “prove” his point and then noted
that there were a few exceptions.35 In the last few decades there has been a growing
consensus that a more objective means of analysis is needed. One major approach
that strives for objectivity uses a computerized, statistical model that attempts to
eliminate the human factor in analysis. Studies from within this framework have
focused on lexical consistency, consistency in word order, the degree to which all
elements of the Hebrew text are represented in the Greek, and similar factors.36

Another major approach involves exhaustive studies of one type of grammatical
structure throughout a section of the Ì. The results of these types of analyses are
then compared with the usages of the same structures in non-translated Greek
texts. Statistics are also used in this approach as a means of presenting the
results.37 Both of these approaches produce valid observations, but neither gives a
holistic picture of the translation. In this study I intend to combine aspects of
both of these approaches in an examination of the translation techniques of the
tabernacle accounts in the Ì Exodus.

This study will contribute to the discussion about the proper methodology
for evaluating a translation by illustrating the semantic and grammatical bases for
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35. Tov, Text-Critical Use of the Septuagint, 25 n. 39. 
36. Emanuel Tov and Benjamin G. Wright, “Computer-Assisted Study of the Criteria for

Assessing the Literalness of Translation Units in the LXX,” Textus 12 (1985): 149-87.
37. Ilmari Soisalon-Soininen, Die Infinitive in der Septuaginta (Helsinki: Suomalainen

Tiedeakatemia, 1965); Raija Sollamo, Rendering of Hebrew Semiprepositions in the Septuagint
(Helsinki: Suomalainen Tiedeakatemia, 1979); Anneli Aejmelaeus, Parataxis in the Septuagint: A
Study of the Renderings of the Hebrew Coordinate Clauses in the Greek Pentateuch, Annales Academiae
Scientiarum Fennicae: Dissertationes Humanarum Litterarum, no. 31 (Helsinki: Suomalainen
Tiedeakatemia, 1982); and Raija Sollamo, Repetition of the Possessive Pronouns in the Septuagint, Sep-
tuagint and Cognate Studies, ed. Bernard A. Taylor, no. 40 (Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars Press, 1995).
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many of the decisions made by the translator. Too often, the variations within
Exodus, especially the choices of lexical equivalents, have been attributed either to
the translator’s desire for variety, the inconsistency of the translator’s technique,
or a difference in either the translator or the Vorlage. Most of the choices of lexical
equivalents, as well as the choices of translation equivalents for grammatical
structures, within the sections of Exodus used in this study, however, can be
explained on the basis of a careful examination of the semantic and grammatical
contexts.

The major resources used in this book are the Accordance computer pro-
gram, which includes the MT/LXX aligned text file, in conjunction with the stan-
dard critical editions of the ˜, ˇ, Ì, and published editions of pertinent Œ
manuscripts.38 The linguistic framework used in this analysis is eclectic and
focuses on semantic and grammatical factors that may affect choices of lexical
equivalents and other types of adjustments commonly found in modern transla-
tions. Rather than using technical linguistic terminology, I will attempt to use
grammatical terminology that is found in standard Greek and Hebrew reference
grammars and to define carefully any terminology that is deemed to be outside
the norm of Biblical scholarship.

IV. Contents

In chapter two I will address the issue of the Hebrew text used by the translator(s)
of the tabernacle accounts. This will be accomplished through a detailed discus-
sion of Hebrew textual variants in the Œ manuscripts, ˇ, and ˜. In past scholarly
studies, variants have often been broadly divided into two groups—variants that
are irrelevant to the Ì translation and variants that could have affected the Ì
translation. These categories will be used in chapter two. In the tabernacle
accounts, however, the “irrelevant” variants sometimes prove to be quite impor-
tant for understanding the interpretation of the text that is reflected in the Ì
translation. In addition to discussing the variants found in the Hebrew texts of the
tabernacle accounts, I will also discuss the consistent, secondary nature of the
revision that is seen in the ˇ and the irrelevance of claims about the development
of the Hebrew text that are based on spelling differences within the ˜. Finally, I
will conclude by emphasizing the importance of examining all textual variants
within their immediate and larger context before making any conclusions about
the importance of the variants.

In chapter three I will focus on lexical consistency, which has been one of the
major criteria used for claims about the number of translators and the nature of
the translation techniques used. Lexical consistency has been defined and mea-
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38. Accordance Ver. 3.0 (Altamonte Springs, Fla.: OakTree Software Specialists, Altamonte
Springs, Fla.).
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sured using a variety of methodologies. This chapter will begin by identifying
some of these methodologies, which have ranged from strictly intuitive studies to
computer-based statistical analyses. In contrast to past studies, the methodology
that will be used in this study emphasizes factors in the semantic and grammatical
contexts that have affected the choice of lexical equivalents for nouns and verbs in
the tabernacle accounts and control sample of Ì Exodus. After presenting an anal-
ysis of the choices of lexical equivalents within the tabernacle accounts, it will be
shown that choices of lexical equivalents within the tabernacle accounts are
mainly conditioned by the semantic and grammatical context of the word, rather
than being the work of a Palestinian revisor, as suggested by Nelson, or simply
synonyms, as often suggested by Wevers. The choices of lexical equivalents for
some words, however, do point to the probability that a second translator pro-
duced the second tabernacle account. Evidence from the translation of technical
terminology and the points of the compass will be discussed in the third section of
this chapter and will provide further support for the two-translator hypothesis. In
the fourth section of this chapter I will demonstrate that a careful examination of
choices of lexical equivalents in the Ì translation will often provide exegetical
insights concerning the interpretation of the Hebrew text in the third century b.c.

Consistency in the translation of grammatical structures is only rarely used
as a basis for claims about the number of translators that produced the tabernacle
accounts of Ì Exodus. In chapter four, I will survey grammatical studies of aspects
of the Ì Pentateuch as well as other statistical studies that have been used in dis-
cussions of differences of style in the Koine Greek. In contrast to some statistical
studies, I have chosen to analyze the translation of grammatical structures by
means of an emphasis on both the structures used as translation equivalents and
the semantic functions that these translation equivalents convey. In the second
section of this chapter I will use this approach in the analysis of three frequently
occurring grammatical structures—the preposition B], the simple construct chain,
and the relative clause with rv,a}. As with choices of lexical equivalents, choices in
the translation of grammatical structures in Ì Exodus are generally context-sensi-
tive in that they are controlled by the semantic and grammatical context in which
they occur. In the third section of this chapter I will highlight differences in the
interpretation and translation of grammatical structures that may indicate that
the tabernacle accounts were produced by different translators. These differences,
however, are rather minute and thus the main contribution of this study of the
translation of grammatical structures is the fact that it indicates that both taber-
nacle accounts have been translated with a sensitivity to the semantic and the
grammatical contexts, both of which can affect the choice of translation equiva-
lents.

Ultimately, the resolution of the text critical problem of the tabernacle
accounts revolves around the issue of accuracy. Since the Vorlage of the Ì is
unknown, accuracy, as used in this chapter, will refer to the degree to which the Ì

Consistency of Translation Techniques12
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communicates the same meaning as the ̃ . In the first section of this chapter I will
review two text critical studies of Exodus and attempt to show the effect of one’s
presuppositions on the interpretation of the differences (pluses, minuses, synony-
mous variants, and differences in order) that exist between the Ì and ˜. Rather
than a traditional approach to textual variants in the Ì, I have chosen to analyze
the differences using three categories of meaning (referential, organizational, and
situational) that are used in analyzing modern translations. Within each category
of meaning, differences may reflect either a quantitative change or a change of the
status (implicit versus explicit) of the meaning. The combination of these factors
results in six categories that will be used in the second section of this chapter to
categorize over nine hundred textual variants that have been identified in the con-
trol sample and tabernacle accounts. This detailed analysis will show that textual
variants in all of these sections have similar effects on the meaning. The major dif-
ference between the accounts is in the quantity or distribution of these variants
rather than in the type of variants. The comparison of parallel sections and the
analysis of the pluses in the second tabernacle account, however, provide evidence
that would support the hypothesis that a second translator produced the second
tabernacle account using the translation of the first tabernacle account as a point
of reference. These will be discussed in the third section of the chapter. While this
evidence contributes to the growing mountain of minutiae that would support a
two-translator theory, the problem is ultimately unsolvable because of our lack of
a complete knowledge of the translator’s culture and the acceptable limits of
modifications that could be introduced by a translator, as will be discussed in the
fourth section. Because of this lack of knowledge, most conclusions ultimately are
based on the scholar’s presuppositions about what translators in antiquity would
or would not have done.

Chapter six will begin with a summary of the four main chapters of this
book. The results obtained from studying three aspects of the translation tech-
niques of the tabernacle accounts will then be used to evaluate previous hypothe-
ses with respect to the unity of the core and the remainder of the second
tabernacle account, the unity of the first and second tabernacle accounts, and the
nature of the translation. I will conclude by briefly sketching a hypothetical socio-
logical setting that would account for the results produced by this examination of
the tabernacle accounts of Ì Exodus. In light of the results of this study, I will sug-
gest that a second translator likely produced the second tabernacle account of the
Ì Exodus using the translation of the first tabernacle account as a point of refer-
ence. No theory about the translation of the tabernacle accounts is ultimately
“provable,” but the results of this study will show that some of the past claims
about the tabernacle accounts were based on inaccurate statements about transla-
tion techniques in Ì Exodus.

Introduction 13
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CHAPTER TWO

Hebrew Vorlage

The Old Greek translation of the tabernacle accounts of Exodus can only be effec-
tively evaluated by comparing it with its Hebrew Vorlage. Unfortunately, the
Hebrew Vorlage of the Old Greek (Ì), like the often discussed Urtext, is not avail-
able for our examination. Instead, we are faced with a multiplicity of Hebrew tex-
tual variants from the Qumran scrolls (Œ), the Samaritan Pentateuch (ˇ), and the
Masoretic Text (˜),1 any of which may represent the Hebrew Vorlage of the Ì.2 In
this chapter, I will discuss variants in the Hebrew texts and their relationship to
the Ì. The standard text that will be used as the starting point for identifying vari-
ants will be the ˜ of BHS.3 Most of the significant textual variants discussed in
this chapter are from the ˇ. Unique readings from the Œ manuscripts will be
noted where relevant.

Hebrew textual variants have been grouped into two categories. The first cat-
egory contains variants that are supposedly “irrelevant” for translation into
Greek. The second category contains variants that could have affected the Ì trans-
lation. Within both of these categories I will discuss variants according to appro-
priate grammatical categories. I will conclude with a discussion of two secondary
issues involving the Hebrew texts. These are the patterns of adjustments within
the ˇ and spelling differences within the Hebrew texts. Orthographic differences

1. See note 2 in chapter one.
2. Retroversions from the Ì are another possible source of Hebrew variants. See chapter three

in Emanuel Tov, The Text-Critical Use of the Septuagint in Biblical Research: Second Edition, Revised
and Enlarged (Jerusalem: Simor, 1997), especially pp. 66-67 for examples of retroversions from Ì that
are also found in the Œ manuscripts. Retroverted variants will not, however, be used in this discussion
of the Hebrew Vorlage of the Ì. 

3. Flint’s third step in collecting and organizing textual variants is to “Collate all Variant Read-
ings against a Standard Text.” See Peter W. Flint, “Methods for Determining Relationships between
Manuscripts, with Special Reference to the Psalms Scrolls,” in Methods of Investigation of the Dead Sea
Scrolls and the Khirbet Qumran Site: Present Realities and Future Prospects, ed. Michael O. Wise, et al.,
vol. 722, Annals of the New York Academy of Science (New York: The New York Academy of Sci-
ences, 1994), 201. The standard text that was used by Flint was the ˜ of BHS. He considers this to be a
“practical or working standard” rather than an “ideal standard.” Because of the accessibility of the BHS,
it has been chosen as the starting point for all discussions in this chapter. The terms “pluses,”
“minuses,” and “synonymous variants” are used simply to represent a text’s relationship to this edi-
tion of the ˜ and not as an evaluation of the variant in relationship to the Urtext.

14
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are probably the most frequent type of variant in the Hebrew texts of the taberna-
cle accounts, but these differences are the least likely to affect a translation and will
only be briefly discussed.

From a detailed examination of the Hebrew variants, the following observa-
tions can be made. First, textual variants in the ˇ that are often discounted as
“irrelevant” may point to an interpretation of the text that was shared by the
translators of the Ì. Second, other “irrelevant” textual variants point to ambigu-
ous passages that the ˇ has attempted to clarify by means of grammatical parti-
cles that are pluses. The Ì has likewise identified and attempted to clarify these
same passages, though not always in the same manner as in the ˇ. Third, within
the textual variants that are considered to be significant for translation, the Ì and
ˇ often seem to agree on smaller changes, but rarely on any major changes in the
text. These apparent agreements may indicate that the Hebrew Vorlage of the Ì
was similar to the text from which the ˇ was derived, but this proto-Samaritan
form of the text did not yet contain the major adjustments in order, such as the
placement of ˜ 30:1-10 after 26:35. Closer examinations of the apparent agree-
ments, however, often show that the agreements may be due more to the fact that
the Ì and ˇ shared the same interpretive approach to the Hebrew text, rather
than an actual shared text.

I. Variants “Irrelevant” to
the Old Greek Translation

Many Hebrew variants are “irrelevant” for the evaluation of the Ì translation,
though they might be quite useful for the determining of the Urtext. In the taber-
nacle accounts of Exodus the “irrelevant” variants are grammatical morphemes
that are not reflected in Greek due to language differences.4 Many text critics
would include in this category the large number of differences in articles and con-
junctions.5 Recently, however, some text critics have been placing more emphasis
on these minute differences and have shown that differences in conjunctions may
at times reflect significant differences in the interpretation of the text.6 I have
chosen to discuss articles and conjunctions in this section, but have noted a few of
the changes that may not be irrelevant for translation.

Hebrew Vorlage 15

4. John William Wevers, “The Use of Versions for Text Criticism: The Septuagint,” in La Sep-
tuaginta en la investigacion contemporanea: V Congreso de la IOSCS, ed. Natalio Fernandez Marcos,
Textos y Estudios «Cardenal Cisneros» de la Biblia Poliglota Matritense, no. 34 (Madrid: Instituto
«Arias Montano» C.S.I.C., 1985), 15-24.

5. Tov, Text-Critical Use of the Septuagint, 154-62. See also Anneli Aejmelaeus, “What Can We
Know about the Hebrew Vorlage of the Septuagint,” Zeitschrift für die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft 99
(1987): 58-89.

6. Andrew E. Steinmann, “Jacob’s Family Goes to Egypt: Varying Portraits of Unity and Dis-
unity in the Textual Traditions of Exodus 1:1-5,” TC: A Journal of Biblical Textual Criticism [http://
purl.org/TC] 2 (1997): pars. 1-27.
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Grammatical Markers

Many markers of grammatical functions are not directly translated from Hebrew
to Greek in a relatively free translation such as Exodus.7 Variants included in this
category are changes in grammatical gender, other nominal and adjectival
changes, changes in the aspect and stem of verbs, the presence or absence of the
locative he, and the presence or absence of the so-called object marker, tae.8 Some
of these variations may be due to changes in the Hebrew language, but the Greek
translation would probably have been the same whether its Hebrew Vorlage was
similar to the variants in the ˜, the ˇ, or one of the Œ manuscripts.

Changes in Grammatical Gender. According to Wevers,“Gender in the source
language [Hebrew] is almost entirely irrelevant and untranslatable.”9 The irrele-
vance of gender for the Ì translation can be easily illustrated by noting that in
25:29, Greek uses a feminine possessive pronoun, which agrees with its referent
travpeza, whereas Hebrew uses a masculine suffix, which agrees with @j;l]vu, a mas-
culine noun. This same verse, however, also contains an example of a common
modification in the ˇ, i.e., the reassigning of traditionally feminine nouns to the
masculine gender.10 The ˜ refers to the utensils, all of which are feminine plural
nouns, by using the feminine plural suffix, @heB;. The ˇ, in contrast, uses !hb. Of
twenty-seven changes in gender within the tabernacle accounts of the ˇ, seven-
teen are changes from feminine in the ˜ to masculine in the ˇ.11 The ten remain-

Consistency of Translation Techniques16

7. “In the various translation-technical studies which describe the translators’ way of handling
typically Hebrew syntactical phenomena, Exodus has proved to be one of the most freely translated
books in the LXX and one of those in which the requirements of Greek idiom have been best taken
into account.” See Anneli Aejmelaeus, “Septuagintal Translation Techniques—A Solution to the
Problem of the Tabernacle Account,” in Septuagint, Scrolls and Cognate Writings: Papers Presented to
the International Symposium on the Septuagint and Its Relations to the Dead Sea Scrolls and Other Writ-
ings, Manchester, 1990, ed. George J. Brooke and Barnabas Lindars, Septuagint and Cognate Studies,
no. 33 (Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars Press, 1992), 388. In contrast to the free translation style of Exodus, the
translation of Qoheleth literally renders grammatical markers, such as its translation of the object
marker by means of suvn plus the accusative. See Choon-Leong Seow, Ecclesiastes: A New Translation
with Introduction and Commentary, vol. 18C, The Anchor Bible (New York: Doubleday, 1997), 7.

8. Waltke has thoroughly discussed the kinds of changes that are commonly found in the ˇ.
See Bruce K. Waltke, “The Samaritan Pentateuch and the Text of the Old Testament,” in New Perspec-
tives on the Old Testament, ed. J. B. Payne (Waco, Tex.: Word Books, 1970), 219-39. See also The
Anchor Bible Dictionary, s.v. “Samaritan Pentateuch,” 5:932-40.

9. Wevers, “Use of Versions for Text Criticism,” 18.
10. E. Kautzsch, ed., Gesenius’ Hebrew Grammar, Second English ed. (Oxford: Clarendon

Press, 1910), § 135o, refers to the “weakening in the distinction of gender” in Hebrew. In linguistic
terms, this represents a move from a more “marked” form to an “unmarked” form. See the brief dis-
cussion about this issue in Bruce K. Waltke and M. O’Connor, An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syn-
tax (Winona Lake, Ind.: Eisenbrauns, 1990), 96. 

11. Changes in grammatical gender from feminine to masculine that do not affect the interpre-
tation include changes in pronominal suffixes (25:17 [2x]=37:6 [2x]; 25:29=37:16) and changes in the
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ing changes are from a masculine form (at least in the Kethiv reading) to a femi-
nine form and include all five examples of changes of gender of independent pro-
nouns.12 Several of these changes (25:29; 31:13) are also found in 4QpaleoExodm,
which gives further evidence that changes in grammatical gender were common
in the Hebrew language of that period. Some of these changes may be due to the
correcting of a perceived incongruity in gender that was present in the ˜.13 A few
cases, however, may be due to ambiguity of reference in that both feminine and
masculine nouns are present in the context and could be the referent for the pro-
noun. Of these, two (27:5; 30:36) are noteworthy because the Ì has in each case
used a plural where the ˜ has a 3fs suffix and the ˇ has a 3ms suffix.14 In 27:5, the
Ì seems to be referring to the rings (a masculine plural noun) rather than the
“network” that is being referred to by the 3fs suffix in the ˜. The ˇ uses a femi-
nine verb with “network” later in the same verse so it is probable that its use of the
3ms suffix rather than referring to the “network” refers to the “grating” as a whole,
which is the only possible masculine referent.15 Wevers notes that in the Ì there is
a substitution of the hearth (grating) for the network in Ì 27:4.16 The ˇ and Ì,
therefore, seem to share a common understanding of the text. This example shows
that while Wevers’ statement about grammatical gender is generally true, some
changes in gender in Hebrew variants are important because they signal a change
in the referent and changes in referent often affect a translation.

Hebrew Vorlage 17

gender of a number (25:36=37:22; 38:24 [variant in ˇ]). In addition, there are eight cases that may
involve differences in the interpretation of the referent (27:5; 29:41 [2x]; 30:7, 35, 36 [2x]; 35:2). 

12. Changes of grammatical gender from masculine to feminine include one change to a cog-
nate noun of the feminine gender (30:21); four cases of the perpetual Qere awhi being replaced by the
3fs pronoun (31:13, 14 [2x], 17); one example of the replacement of a 3ms pronoun with a 3fs pro-
noun in a non-verbal clause with a feminine noun (29:14); one case in which the choice of grammati-
cal gender in the ˇ is also the more frequent usage in the ˜ (29:40); one change of gender to bring it
into agreement with a plus in the ˇ (28:20); and two cases that may be due to a difference in referent
(30:35; 39:40). In 4QExod-Levf 39:7 a feminine plural pronoun is used instead of a masculine, a differ-
ence that may reflect a change in reference.

13. See Waltke, “Samaritan Pentateuch and the Text,” 218.
14. In 30:36, both the 3fs suffix in the ˜ and the 3p demonstrative pronoun in the Ì are

ambiguous. According to Wevers, the 3fs suffix in the ˜ refers to hn:bol] in 30:34 and the plural pro-
noun in the Ì refers to hJduvsmata, also in 30:34. See WeversNotes, 503. It could be just as easily
argued, however, that the 3fs pronoun in the ̃ refers to tr,foq] in 30:35 and that the 3p pronoun in the
Ì refers to the entire list of items in 30:34. The use of the 3ms pronoun in the ˇ may refer to hc,[}m' in
30:35, which would agree more with the usage in the Ì, if it is referring to the entire list. Due to other
difficulties with grammatical gender and references in this passage, the most that can be said is that the
presence of the 3ms suffix in the ˇ is an attempt to clarify a very ambiguous passage and that the Ì
attempts to solve the same problem, but in a slightly different manner. 

15. The noun hc,[}m', which is in apposition to rB;k]mi, is likewise a masculine noun. Its referent,
however, is the same as rB;k]mi, i.e., the “grating.”

16. WeversNotes, 433. Wevers says that the Ì “having taken the ‘network’ to be the composi-
tion of the hearth, naturally has ‘for the hearth.’” 
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Other Nominal and Adjectival Changes. Other “irrelevant” changes that are
found in the ˇ include differences in the use of construct versus absolute forms
and differences in the use of singular forms for collective terms. In 25:18, the ˜
has an absolute form of the number two, !yIn"v], being used adjectivally with the fol-
lowing noun, but the ˇ has changed this to a construct form, yn`, being used sub-
stantivally, which is the form more commonly found in Exodus. In 26:18, 19, and
20, the ˜ uses a commonly found combination of a plural number with a singular
noun, vr,q, !yric][,. In the ˇ this is “corrected” so that the noun is also plural.
These types of differences in forms of numbers and in the agreement between
nouns and adjectives for plural terms are easily identified as problems that do not
affect a translation. There are, however, eleven other nouns or adjectives that are
plural in one form of the text and singular in the other. Both the ˜ and ˇ contain
a mixture of plural and singular forms, though the ̌ definitely tends to use plural
forms more frequently.17 The Ì, in contrast to both the ̃ and ̌ , simply translates
according to context, which means that it uses plural for all forms except for the
“stem” in 25:31. As a result, the Ì “agrees” with the ˜ four times and with the ˇ
three times.18 These kinds of “agreements,” however, are meaningless for deter-
mining textual affinities. The Ì was using the forms natural in Greek, whereas the
contrasting forms in the ˜ and the ˇ illustrate the variations allowable at certain
stages of the Hebrew language and also the changes in language usage that
occurred through the centuries.

Changes of Aspect and Stem. According to Waltke, “SP sometimes replaces
waw-consecutive (‘conversive’) and the perfect with the waw conjunctive and the
normal tense.”19 In the tabernacle accounts, a change similar to this is seen in the
use of an imperfect without a conjunction in the ˇ instead of the waw-consecu-
tive used with the perfect (28:7; 29:33; 30:21).20 Both of these Hebrew forms refer
to future activities and would be translated by a future in the Greek. Therefore, the
only difference that might be noticed in Greek is the lack of a conjunction, as is
the case in these three examples. Other adjustments in aspect made by the ˇ also

Consistency of Translation Techniques18

17. There are three plural forms of the ˜ that are probably singular in the ˇ (28:3; 35:25;
39:21) and eight singular forms of the ˜ that are plural in the ˇ (25:31 [2x]=37:17 [2x]; 29:9; 31:18;
35:28; 36:8). 

18. The Ì “agrees” with the ˜ in contrast to the ˇ in the use of singular or plural nouns and
adjectives four times (25:31; 28:3; 35:25; 39:21 [Ì 36:28]) and agrees with the ̌ in contrast to the ̃ in
the use of plural nouns and adjectives three times (25:31; 29:9; 35:28). In addition, the Ì uses a plural
adjective instead of a singular noun as in the ˜ (31:18) and is lacking a translation of the Hebrew text
in verses that are either abbreviated or are minuses in the Ì (36:8 [Ì 37:1]; 37:17 [Ì 38:13]). 

19. Waltke, “Samaritan Pentateuch and the Text,” 215. 
20. The lack of a conjunction in the ˇ may have been due to orthographic confusion between

w and y, but due to the tendency noted by Waltke, I believe that this is a grammatical change rather
than an orthographic error. 
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do not seem to affect the Ì in that the Ì uses Greek forms that are appropriate for
the context.21

Waltke has noted the tendency of the ˇ to use the hiphil over other forms.22

Some changes to the hiphil in the ˇ result in changes in meaning. These will be
discussed in the next section. Often, however, the Hebrew forms seem to have
approximately the same meanings in several different stems. In the tabernacle
accounts, these “irrelevant” changes include changes from both the qal and piel to
the hiphil and also one example of a change from a qal passive to a hophal.23

Locative he. Waltke notes the frequent omission of the locative he suffix and
says that “its absence in the SP is best understood as a later modernization of the
text of the SP.”24 He then gives several examples of omission and also notes that
“sometimes the SP preserves the form where it is omitted in the MT.”25 Within the
tabernacle accounts of the ˇ and the Œ manuscripts, both of these processes are
present, but they are not random processes. All pluses (or “preservations”) of the
locative he in the ̌ and Œ manuscripts occur on the directional terms that refer to
north, south, and west.26 The ˇ has a locative he as a plus on each of the direc-
tional terms that was lacking the locative he in the ˜. The opposite pattern, how-
ever, is followed with the adverb !v;. All occurrences without the locative he in the
˜ are maintained in the ˇ. All occurrences of the locative he with !v;, except for
when it occurs with the verb d[y, are minuses in the ˇ.27 The evidence in the Œ
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21. The waw conjunctive plus the imperfect of the ˜ is retained in the ˇ three times (25:2;
27:20; 28:28), but is changed to a waw consecutive plus perfect two times (26:24; 35:10). In 35:10, the
Ì has translated the conjoined verb forms by means of a participle plus a finite verb, which is a com-
mon translation technique noted by Aejmelaeus in “Hebrew Vorlage of the Septuagint,” 75. For a
fuller discussion of parataxis and its translation in the Ì, see Anneli Aejmelaeus, Parataxis in the Septu-
agint: A Study of the Renderings of the Hebrew Coordinate Clauses in the Greek Pentateuch, Annales
Academiae Scientiarum Fennicae: Dissertationes Humanarum Litterarum, no. 31 (Helsinki: Suoma-
lainen Tiedeakatemia, 1982). One waw consecutive plus imperfect used with a participle in the ˜ is
also changed to a waw consecutive plus perfect in the ˇ (37:9). The Ì here simply uses a present par-
ticipial clause, which emphasizes the continuing nature of the activity and could be a translation of
either the ˜ or ˇ forms. The change in aspect in ˇ 36:29 is a bit more complicated, but the Ì is miss-
ing for this verse.

22. Waltke, “Samaritan Pentateuch and the Text,” 216.
23. In 27:21, the qal form &ro[}y" is changed to a hiphil ^yr[y; in 35:3, the piel form Wr[}b't] is

changed to a hiphil wry[bt; and in 30:32, the qal passive form &s;yyI is changed to a hophal ^swy. The Ì
translations of all three of these would probably be the same no matter which form was in its Hebrew
Vorlage. 

24. Waltke, “Samaritan Pentateuch and the Text,” 217.
25. Ibid. 
26. Pluses of the locative he in the ˇ occur with bg≤n< (27:9=38:9; 36:23), @wOpx; (26:20=36:25,

26:35, 27:11=38:11), and !y: (27:12=38:12). 
27. The locative he with !v; is a minus with a variety of verbs (26:33; 30:18; 40:30). The verb

d[y does occur once with !v; in the ˜ (25:22) and this occurrence without the locative he is main-
tained by the ˇ. All other occurrences of the locative he on !v; following the verb d[y are either main-
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manuscripts is mixed, indicating the probable state of transition that the language
was experiencing at that time.28 Wevers has stated that “grammatical elements are
not per se translatable. That is to say translations should involve both decoding
the message of a source language and then recoding it in the target language.”29

The locative he would seem to qualify as this type of grammatical element that is
“not per se translatable.” Both !v; and hM;v; can be translated by either ejkei' or
ejkei'qen in Exodus. An examination of the actual occurrences of ejkei'qen, how-
ever, reveals a pattern that is similar to the usage of hM;v; in the ˇ. When the verb
d[y is translated by gnwsqhvsomai, the adverb, whether !v; or hM;v;, is translated
by ejkei'qen (25:22; 29:42; 30:6, 36).30 The fact that a similar pattern was shared by
the Ì and the ˇ does not necessarily indicate that the Ì was using a Vorlage simi-
lar to the ˇ, but it may indicate that both the Ì translation and the ˇ were sensi-
tive to the manner in which God revealed himself.31

Object Marker. According to Waltke, the object marker, tae, has often been
inserted in the ̌ “to achieve greater clarity.”32 As with most grammatical particles,
there is no simple rule to explain all the pluses. The three examples of minuses of
the object marker, likewise, defy any easy explanation.33 In a free translation, the
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tained in the ˇ (29:42; 30:6 [located after 26:35 in the ˇ], 36) or a different verb root is used in the ˇ
and the locative he is a minus (29:43). This shift in the ˇ may indicate a change in language with ref-
erence to the usage of the locative he with certain verbs or it may be that special attention was being
given to the concept of God meeting with humans. According to Lowy, the reason for the change of
verb root in ˇ 29:43 was that in the ˇ “‘meeting God’ could not apply to all the people of Israel,” but
was reserved as the “exclusive prerogative of Moses.” See S. Lowy, The Principles of Samaritan Bible
Exegesis (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1977), 90.

28. Sanderson says that 4QpaleoExodm belongs to the same “text-type or traditions” as the ˇ.
(Skehan and others, DJD 9, 66.) This may be true, but it contains three readings that lack the locative
he and thus agrees with the reading in the ˜ as opposed to the ˇ (27:9, 11; 36:23). Ulrich says that
4QpaleoGen-Exodl is a “conservative and careful text” that “lacks the typological expansions of the
Exodmˇ tradition, but which in smaller variants sometimes agrees with ˜, sometimes with ˇ, some-
times with Exodm, and sometimes preserves a unique reading.” (Ibid., 23.) This “conservative and
careful” text contains one reading with the locative he that agrees with the ˇ in 27:9, one without the
locative he that agrees with the ˜ in 27:11, and one without the locative he in 26:33 that agrees with a
variant in the ˇ. A third manuscript, 4QExod-Levf, contains the only example of a minus (with
respect to the ˜) of the locative he from a directional term, north, in 40:22.

29. Wevers, “Use of Versions for Text Criticism,” 19.
30. These are the only occurrences of ejkei'qen in Exodus. In several of these verses (29:42;

30:6), there is evidence of a later revision of the Ì from ejkei'qen to ejkei' in order to make the transla-
tion more “consistent.” Wevers notes that ejkei'qen is connected with “the idiom ‘I will be known to
you there,’” but does not mention the similarity of this pattern to that of the ˇ. See WeversText, 268.

31. Alternately, this could be a case of coincidental collocational similarities of verbs in two
different languages, but given the theological importance of the event, I tend to doubt that possibility. 

32. Waltke, “Samaritan Pentateuch and the Text,” 221. 
33. In the ˇ, the object marker is used as a clarifying plus where there is a fronted object

(26:35), at the beginning of a list that functions as the direct object (25:29), when there is a change in
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pluses and minuses of the object marker come close to being one of the “not . . .
translatable” particles that Wevers described above. Here again, though, the pres-
ence or absence of the object marker has served to separate the interpretation of
the ˇ from that of the ˜ and this does affect decisions about the Vorlage of the Ì.
For instance, in 25:31 the pointing of the ˜ indicates a 3fs niphal imperfect verb,
but in the ˇ, the plus of the object marker probably indicates that h`[t was
being read as a 2ms qal imperfect, as was also done in the Ì.

The Ì translation of 29:22 fairly accurately renders every part of the ˜ ver-
sion, except for the initial part of the list. The fact that this was a perplexing struc-
ture is signaled in the ˇ by the attempt to clarify the matter by adding an object
marker and deleting a waw conjunction.34 A comparison of modern translations
likewise indicates the problems that this passage continues to cause.35 Thus, the
object markers, while technically unimportant for the evaluation of the Ì of Exo-
dus, often do either confirm the reading of the text in the ̃ or highlight the ambi-
guity of the passage when the ̌ was developing. Rather than being ignored in text
critical studies, the plus of object markers in the ˇ should be especially noted as
indicators of potential problems in interpretation.

Waw Conjunction

According to Waltke, Gesenius noted that “the prefix waw is added two hundred
times and deleted one hundred times; the LXX, with very few exceptions, follows
the SP exactly.”36 While noting that “Gesenius typically overstated the case,”
Waltke nevertheless agreed with his analysis that the ˇ and LXX had “identical
secondary expansions,” which included the article and conjunctions.37 Secondary
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the form of the verb (25:31; 29:21), with the plus of a verb (27:19), when there are changes in the struc-
ture of a noun phrase that is the direct object (39:17), and where the normal word order has been dis-
turbed (28:9; 29:22). The object marker is a minus three times (along with an article in the first two
examples—27:1; 36:35; 40:14).

34. 4QpaleoExodm gives a conflated reading that includes both the object marker of the ˇ and
the waw of the ˜ in 29:22. In 4QExod-Levf, two other pluses of object markers in potentially ambigu-
ous clauses were noted. In 40:14 it was used to mark a direct object and in 40:17 it was used to mark
the subject of a hophal verb, which according to Cross is a “not unexpected” usage of the object
marker with “the subject of passives.” See Ulrich and others, DJD 12, 142.

35. The major translation problem involves deciding whether the first term, bl,jeh', is a generic
term in apposition to the following list (NJPS “You shall take from the ram the fat parts—the broad
tail, the fat that covers the entrails . . .”) or a member of the list (NRSV “You shall also take the fat of
the ram, the fat tail, the fat that covers the entrails . . .”). CEV “solves” the translation problem by
deleting the generic term “fat” and leaving the members of the list, a tactic that is similar to the one
used in the ˇ, which has read the first “fat” as an adjective modifying the ram and then begins the list
with the fat tail as the first item to be removed from the ram. The Ì has “deleted” the “the fat tail” and
according to Wevers is reading the fat as a generic term specified more clearly by the following phrase,
i.e., “‘its fat, even the fat which . . . .’” See WeversNotes, 475.

36. Waltke, “Samaritan Pentateuch and the Text,” 230.
37. Ibid.
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pluses of conjunctions in the ˇ are generally accepted as a “given” and ignored.
Steinmann, however, closely examined the textual variants in 1:2-4 and concluded
that some of the changes in usage of conjunctions indicate different views of the
“unity or disunity that existed in Israel as it entered Egypt.”38 In the tabernacle
accounts, one would be hard pressed to assert that major ideological differences
are indicated by the changes in conjunctions, but the pluses and minuses are far
from haphazard. Most pluses and minuses are due to the desire to clarify gram-
matical structures and differences in perceived groupings of items.39 The consis-
tency of the changes in the ˇ can be seen in the fact that identical changes were
made in both tabernacle accounts.40

Contrary to Gesenius’ findings, the Ì did not follow the ̌ exactly “with very
few exceptions.”41 In the pluses of conjunctions in the ˇ, the Ì tended to follow
the ˇ. In the minuses of conjunctions in the ˇ, however, the Ì tended to follow
the ˜ and retain the conjunctions. Both the pluses and minuses in the Ì might be
better explained by the acknowledged differences in the Greek and Hebrew lan-
guages, especially in lists, which comprise most of the examples in this data. One
might conclude that conjunctions that are pluses or minuses in the ˇ should just
be ignored, but as with other “minor” particles, changes in the conjunctions often
accompany other changes. For instance, in 40:31, a conjunction is missing
between the names Moses and Aaron. In this same clause, the 3mp verb Wxj}r;w“ in
the ˜ has been changed to a 3ms verb xjryw in the ˇ. These two changes empha-
size the prominence of Moses and “correct” this verse so that it fits better with the
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38. Steinmann, “Jacob’s Family,” par. 2.
39. Clause level waw conjunctions are most frequently pluses in the ˇ that serve to separate

two clauses and indicate the relationship between the clauses. In the tabernacle accounts all of these
pluses occur when the ˜ juxtaposes a verbal clause with a fronted element directly after the preceding
clause. These examples occur in what are now initial positions in verses (26:3, 35:24, 29) as well as
before final clauses in verses (27:8, 30:32, 36:11). In addition, a conjunction is a plus at the beginning
of 27:19, but this is part of a larger change that includes the plus of a verb. The ˇ often contains waw
conjunctions that are pluses in lists. The ˜ tends to group items by the absence of waw conjunctions,
but the ˇ tends to use conjunctions between all items in a list, thus eliminating the hierarchical or
semantic groupings of the ˜. This may be seen in the plus of three waw conjunctions in 35:11. Group-
ings similar to the ˜, however, are sometimes maintained, possibly when they are viewed as being in
apposition to the preceding element, such as in 35:16, where the stand and basin are the vessels that
are being discussed. Other examples of pluses are found in lists (25:6 [2x], 7, 39; 35:17, 18, 19, 25, 31,
35; 39:36, 37, 39, 40, 41) or in juxtaposed nonverbal clauses (38:10).

Minuses of clause level conjunctions and conjunctions within the clause are more diverse in
nature. Often these minuses occur before non-verbal clauses (27:10, 11, 14; 36:38); in conjunction
with other changes involving the verb or a fronted element (25:19 [ˇ 25:18]; 28:7; 29:33; 30:21); in
lists (28:20; 30:28; 31:7, 8 [3x], 9, 10, 11; 35:14, 22); with numbers (38:25, 28); or as indicators of dif-
ferent interpretations (28:4; 29:22; 40:31). 

40. Identical minuses of waw’s are found in 25:3=35:5; 25:4=35:6; 25:31=37:17; 26:1=36:8
(and a similar phrase in 39:29); 26:16=36:21; and 26:24=36:29.

41. Waltke, “Samaritan Pentateuch and the Text,” 230. 
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surrounding context. Prominence is given to Moses by the use of a 3ms verb with
a compound subject.42 In addition, the change to the waw-consecutive imperfect
form of the verb in the ˇ, which is similar to the verbs found in the surrounding
context (40:30, 33), has remedied two inconsistencies in the ˜. First, it has made
the agent, Moses, consistent throughout the passage (at least as far as always hav-
ing a 3ms verb is concerned). Second, it has made all the activities sequential,
rather than retaining the habitual activity of the ˜ in 40:31. Both the emphasis on
the importance of Moses and the tendency to “correct” inconsistencies in the text
are known tendencies of the Samaritans.43 The Ì, in contrast to the ˇ, follows a
text that is similar to the ˜, though there has been some syntactical restructuring
and reordering of the passage (located in Ì 38:27) that may reflect a different
approach to “solving” the grammatical inconsistencies of 40:31-32 with respect to
the difference in aspect. Thus, the absence of a conjunction, while normally “irrel-
evant,” is one of several changes that mark a shift that has taken place in the text of
the ˇ.

Article

Waltke lists the article as one of the types of “identical secondary expansion” that
unite the Ì and the ˇ.44 Wevers, in contrast, notes that the “articulation patterns
are quite different in the two languages. In fact, the presence or absence of the arti-
cle in the target language is often irrelevant for the text critic.”45 Within the taber-
nacle account, the pluses and minuses of articles often are connected with other
changes in the understanding of the relationship between two words and with the
tendency toward consistency of expression in the ˇ.46 As with the waw conjunc-
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42. According to Revell, “A singular component typically stands first in a compound nominal
denoting humans which contains one or more such components. This initial component is the “prin-
cipal” of the compound, it designates the leader or superior among those represented by the com-
pound. . . . The choice of a singular verb recognizes the status of the singular component (already
marked by the structure of the compound) as principal, as representing the most important actor in
the context. . . .” See E. J. Revell, The Designation of the Individual: Expressive Usage in Biblical Narra-
tive (Kampen, Netherlands: Kok Pharos, 1996), 230.

43. See Lowy, Samaritan Bible Exegesis, 86-94 for a discussion of the “glorification of Moses by
the Samaritans,” and pp. 83-85 for a discussion of “the belief in the indefectibility and perfection of
the Law (and tradition), which cannot possibly tolerate any contradictions or discrepancies, whether
in the text or in interpretation.”

44. Waltke, “Samaritan Pentateuch and the Text,” 230.
45. Wevers, “Use of Versions for Text Criticism,” 19.
46. The reanalysis of a phrase is seen in the definite construct chain ynIV;h' t['l'/T of the ̃  (28:5;

35:25; 39:3), which in the ̌ is a definite noun phrase yn`h t[lwth. Most other pluses of articles come
between a number and the following noun. The ̃ text will often have a definite construct chain with a
number followed by an indefinite form of the same chain, as with “five curtains” in 26:3. In the ˇ,
however, the second occurrence of the construct chain also has an article. The pluses of articles after
numbers is probably the most frequent type of plus (26:3=36:10; 26:8=36:15; 28:25=39:18; 38:27).
Minuses are less frequent and cannot be easily categorized. Pluses and minuses are also found in the Œ
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tions, the Ì tends to agree with the pluses in the ˇ, but very seldom does it follow
the minuses. This is probably due to the different usages of articles in each lan-
guage and the frequency with which articles are used in Greek. As with other
“irrelevant” particles, however, ignoring the differences in articles can sometimes
mean missing a more important point of difference between the ˇ and ˜. For
instance, in the ˜ tabernacle accounts, a construct chain d[ewOm lh,ao @K'v]mi is used
to refer to the tabernacle (39:32; 40:2, 6, 29), i.e., tabernacle of (the) tent of meet-
ing. In the ̌ , however, an article is added to the word @K;v]mi in all four occurrences
of the phrase. Thus, the construct chain of the ˜ becomes a definite noun fol-
lowed by a construct chain in apposition to it, d[wm lha @k`mh, i.e., the taberna-
cle, that is, (the) tent of meeting. The Ì translates this phrase with a phrase similar
to skhnh;n tou' marturivou.47 If the Hebrew Vorlage used by the Ì was similar to
that of the ˇ, then even more credence is given to the choice of collapsing the two
ways of referring to the tabernacle into one phrase in the Ì.48

Summary

Most text critics agree that many grammatical categories are irrelevant for the
purpose of evaluating the Ì translation. Hebrew variants that fall into this cate-
gory of “irrelevant” changes include changes in grammatical gender; some
changes in state and number of nouns and adjectives; some changes in aspect and
stem of verbs; and the presence or absence of the locative he, the object marker,
the article, and the waw conjunction. The majority of these variants are probably
correctly considered to be “irrelevant,” but the text critic who takes the time to
investigate these minutiae is often rewarded for the effort. Besides providing evi-
dence of probable linguistic change in the Hebrew language, the “irrelevant”
changes in the tabernacle accounts of the ˇ shed light on translations in the Ì
that have often been considered slightly deficient. Other “irrelevant” changes
point towards interpretations shared by the ˇ and Ì and a few changes point to
interpretations that are only found in the ˇ, such as the increased emphasis on
Moses. Above all, these “irrelevant” changes in the ˇ often indicate the presence
of an ambiguity in the text. Translators frequently have to resolve such ambigui-
ties before a passage can be translated. Thus, these minute changes in the ˇ often
indicate the places where translation decisions would have had to have been made
and the resulting Ì translation reflects those decisions.
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manuscripts. When the ˜ and ˇ differ, the Œ manuscripts sometimes agree with the ˜ (4QpaleoEx-
odm 26:8; 4QpaleoGen-Exodl 27:7) and sometimes agree with the ˇ (4QExod-Levf 39:17). Some
pluses, however, are not found in either the ˜ or the ˇ (4QpaleoExodm 29:22; 4QExod-Levf 40:14,
21). The presence of these variants in the Œ manuscripts simply affirm that there were variations pre-
sent in early times and that they are not simply corruptions unique to the ˇ. 

47. This form of the phrase is seen in 40:2, 6. In 39:32 (Ì 39:9) and 40:29, this phrase is part of
a larger phrase and is translated as th'" skhnh'" tou' marturivou.

48. In many modern functional equivalent translations, the phrases are assumed to be in appo-
sition and one phrase is used instead of two (CEV, Tok Pisin).
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II. Variants That Could Affect
the Old Greek Translation

Along with the “irrelevant” variants, the ˇ and Œ manuscripts contain many vari-
ants that could produce significant differences in any translation, although they
rarely change the overall meaning of the passage. Included in this category are
changes in morphological forms, changes in order, synonymous variants, pluses,
and minuses. Most of these changes involve a word or at most a phrase, but entire
clauses are occasionally included in the category of pluses and one change of
order involves the shifting of ten verses to another location. The Ì does not nor-
mally agree with these larger changes, but within the category of changes in mor-
phological forms, the quantity of agreements makes it doubtful that all of the
changes can be explained away as “coincidental” agreements.

Changes in Morphological Forms

Changes in morphological forms that could affect a translation include changes
in person and number of pronominal suffixes and of verbs. In addition, changes
of stem that affect the meaning and therefore the translation of the verbs will be
discussed in this section. On the surface level, the Ì does tend to agree with the ˇ
more than with the ˜ in several of these categories. The key to understanding the
Ì, however, lies in an examination of the immediate context of the change and an
examination of the entire pattern of changes rather than in a simple tabulation of
the agreements and disagreements.

Pronominal Suffixes. Pronominal suffixes in the ˜ and ˇ differ at least ten
times in the tabernacle account. Of these, five involve participant referencing
choices between a noun, pronoun, or pronominal suffix.49 The remainder are
adjustments in the choice of either person or number of the pronominal suffix.
One of the most common adjustments for participant referencing is the choice of
using a pronoun versus a noun to refer to the posts, !ydiMu['h;, when they are being
used to identify the hooks, ww:, i.e., the hooks of the posts. The ˇ agrees with the ˜
in its choice of either !h,ywEw: or !ydiMu['h; ywEw: in nine of twelve occurrences.50 When
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49. Three of these are related and will be discussed below. The other two examples are harder
to explain. In 38:30, the ˜ uses a pronominal suffix to refer to the altar, the ˇ has a noun, and the Ì
does not have the phrase because the verse is abbreviated. Little can be said about this choice of a noun
versus a pronoun because there are no other examples that are parallel to it. In 29:21, the ̃ uses a pro-
noun, aWh, to refer to Aaron. The ˇ, in contrast, has a different grammatical structure with a transi-
tive verb and as a result the reference to Aaron is by means of a pronominal suffix on the verb. This
change could have affected the Ì, which uses a passive verb and does not identify the agent who would
do the sanctifying. 

50. The participant referencing “rules” are a bit complex, but can be summarized as follows: If
there is no intervening major noun in the list (specifically, the term “bases”) between “posts” and
“hooks,” then the pronominal suffix is used in the ˜ to refer to “posts.” In all of these cases the word
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the ˇ differs from the ˜, the ˜ always has a construct chain and the ˇ, in con-
trast, has a pronominal suffix. This difference is a problem in participant referenc-
ing in which the pronoun alone was deemed sufficient in the ˇ in contrast to the
fuller specification of the participant, i.e., “of the posts,” in the ˜. The Ì clearly
agrees with the ̌ in contrast to the ̃ two times and in the third case, there is sub-
stantial manuscript support for a reading that agrees with the ˇ even though it
was not chosen by Wevers for the eclectic text.51

The Ì also agrees with the ̌ against the ̃ in four of the five remaining cases
of changes in pronominal suffixes. In each case the ˇ has either adjusted the pro-
noun to match the person and number of another pronoun or noun in the con-
text or to match a similar phrase in another section of Exodus.52 This agreement
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“posts,” which occurs in the list before hooks, does not have a 3mp suffix. The only apparent excep-
tion to this “rule” in the ˜ is 38:17, but the word “posts” is not actually a main word in the list.
Instead, it is being used to modify the word “bases.” The ˜ here uses a noun for “posts” when it is
modifying the hooks and the ˇ, in contrast, uses the 3mp suffix because there is no intervening noun
that could be the referent for the pronoun. When the word for “bases” occurs in the list between
“posts” and “hooks,” the ˜ uses the noun instead of the 3mp pronominal suffix to refer to “posts.”
The only exception to this “rule” in the ˜ is 38:19. The ˇ follows this “exception” in the ˜, but the
3mp suffix here is ambiguous and may refer to the “hangings” in 38:18 rather than to the “posts.” The
fact that this is the twelfth reference to hooks (all in a “possessed” form) in the text, however, would
probably mean that the reader would make the correct assumption about the referent for the 3mp
pronominal suffix. In the ˇ, there are two occurrences (27:10, 11) that do not follow this “rule” and
as a result there is a possible ambiguity in that the 3mp suffix may refer to “bases” or to “posts” in
27:10 and 27:11, or possibly even to “hangings” in 27:11. 

51. The Ì and ˇ agree in the use of a 3p pronoun in 27:10 and 38:17 (Ì 37:15). In 27:11, how-
ever, the manuscript evidence is mixed and Wevers has chosen to follow B, which does not have the
pronoun, despite the wide array of manuscripts that attest to the presence of aujtw'n. 

52. In 27:11, the ˇ and Ì have a 3p pronoun for the “possessor” of “posts” that refers to the
hangings, i.e., the posts of the hangings, which is a common way of referring to the posts (e.g., 27:12,
14, 15, 16). In 27:21, the ˇ and Ì have used a 2p pronoun, “your generations,” instead of the 3mp
pronominal suffix of the ˜. This matches similar phrases with the 2p pronoun (e.g., 12:14, 17; 29:42).
In both 29:42 and 30:37, the ˜ has two prepositions, one with a 2ms pronominal suffix and one with a
2mp pronominal suffix. The ˇ and Ì have “corrected” these problems by using 2s pronouns in 29:42,
which probably refer to Moses, and in 30:37, 2p pronouns have been used in both instances. 

In 39:33, the ˇ has used the 3mp suffixed form, !hynda, which is the form most commonly
found in the tabernacle accounts, rather than the 3ms suffixed form in the ˜, wyn:d:a}. The Ì texts of
both Rahlfs and Wevers, however, do not contain any possessive pronoun directly after the word
bavsei" (Ì 39:13). Sollamo notes that the Ì of this verse contains two coordinate pairs in which the
possessive pronoun occurs after the first element in each coordinate pair. See Raija Sollamo, Repetition
of the Possessive Pronouns in the Septuagint, Septuagint and Cognate Studies, ed. Bernard A. Taylor, no.
40 (Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars Press, 1995), 44. This, however, seems to be contrary to the typical grouping
that includes a possessed form of “vessels,” which normally goes with the preceding item in the list (Ì
35:13, 14, 16; 40:9). In light of the typical patterns of grouping of these terms and the fairly widespread
manuscript support for the possessive pronoun, aujth'", it seems likely that a possessive pronoun was
in the original Ì. Because of the rearrangement of the order of items in the list, the pronoun is in the
singular in conformity with the surrounding possessive pronouns, but the Hebrew Vorlage could have
been either the singular of the ˜ or the plural of the ˇ. Wevers openly admits the arbitrariness of his
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between the ˇ and the Ì in the choice of pronominal references is rather unusual
because languages often differ greatly in the use of pronouns. This suggests that
either the Ì had a Vorlage similar to the ˇ or that these changes are a part of a
larger set of changes that the Ì has made in participant referencing. The Œ
manuscripts contain only a few examples of this type of change with only one
clear example of a variant not found in the other traditions.53

Verbs. The ˇ and Œ manuscripts generally agree with the ˜ in the area of
person and number of verbs. Within the tabernacle accounts of the ˇ, however,
there are at least thirty-two changes in the person and number of verbs. Of these
changes, the ̌ and Ì agreed against the ̃ fourteen times, the Ì agreed with the ̃
against the ˇ eight times, each tradition took a separate route eight times, and
two times the Ì was missing a verse in which there was a change in the ˇ. On the
surface level, the Ì does appear to share more agreements with the ˇ, but a closer
examination of the data gives a slightly different picture. In 25-28, the ̃ fluctuates
between 2ms, 2mp, and occasionally 3mp and 3ms in the instructions part of the
tabernacle accounts. The ˇ tends to smooth out some of these differences and
uses the 2ms form more consistently, a tactic that is also followed by the Ì.54 In
addition, the Ì continues the same process of adjustment and has a 2s verb form
in several places where the ˇ has a 3mp instead of the 3ms of the ˜.55 In the
actual construction part of the tabernacle accounts, 35-40, the ˇ and ˜ both
switch back and forth between 3ms and 3mp with no consistent pattern in their
differences.56 When the ̌ differs from the ̃ , the Ì tends to use the 3p form of the
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decision to follow B, which has no possessive pronoun, but did so because he failed to see any “partic-
ular pattern” in the possessive pronouns in the list. (WeversText, 188.) Thus, the one “exception” to
the pattern of agreements of the Ì with the ˇ in this type of pronominal usage is suspect, to say the
least. For a further discussion of this “exception,” see chapter three.

53. In 40:16, 4QExod-Levf has a 3mp suffix !twa rather than the 3ms wta that is in the ˜ and
the ˇ and that is also reflected in the Ì translation. Cross calls this a “lapsus calami,” i.e., a slip of the
pen, though he also discusses other possible reconstructions. (Ulrich and others, DJD 12, 142.) Both
4QpaleoGen-Exod l and 4QpaleoExodm seem to provide support for the reading !ydIMu['h; ywEw: in ˜
27:11, but the phrase is not complete in either manuscript.

54. In 25-28, the ˇ and Ì agree in this type of change to the 2s, as follows: 25:9, 10, 19, 37, 39
(moved to the end of Ì 25:38); 27:7.

55. In 25:29 and 26:31, the ˜ has 3s, the ˇ has 3p, and the Ì has 2s. In addition to the com-
mands, the ˇ differs from the ˜ in two descriptive clauses. In 25:28, the 3ms niphal of the ˜ has been
changed to a 3mp qal, but the Ì agrees with the ˜ and uses a 3ms passive form. In 25:37, the ˜ refers
to the light shining by using a 3ms form (probably referring to the entire lampstand and lights as a
unit), but the ˇ and the Ì use a 3p form that probably refers to the multiplicity of lamps that are dis-
cussed in the immediate context.

56. The ˇ probably tends to use more 3mp forms, but because of the use of 3ms forms with
collective noun phrases in the ˇ, i.e., phrases with “all” (35:10 [2x], 22, 25) and coordinated noun
phrases (36:6; 40:31), the total count of 3mp versus 3ms forms is about the same in both the ˜ and
the ˇ. 
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verb, which means that it alternately agrees with either the ˜ or the ˇ depending
on which of these has the 3p form.57 That the Ì agrees with one versus the other is
not significant, because the agreements are accidental to the apparent attempt at
consistency in the Ì.58 Changes in the ˇ form of 29-31 occur in material that is
more descriptive or procedural in nature rather than being direct commands to
Moses. The Ì agrees with the changes made by the ˇ against the ˜ in three out of
six times.59 The pattern of agreements may, however, be more coincidental than
real because the changes involve the handling of the choice of singular versus plu-
ral verbs with coordinate subjects and collective nouns. In both Greek and
Hebrew, the author’s choice of singular and plural is influenced by a variety of fac-
tors including the prominence of the subject(s).60 The Ì tends to “agree” with the
ˇ in the treatment of collectives, but not with the consistent tendency of the ˇ to
give prominence to Moses over Aaron and Aaron over his sons.61 When all exam-
ples of the phrase “Aaron and his sons” in the subject position within the taber-
nacle accounts are collected and compared, the uniqueness of the approach of the
ˇ stands out clearly. All six occurrences of “Aaron and his sons” are used with sin-
gular verbs in the ˇ, whereas in the ˜ and Ì the examples are divided between 3s
and 3p verbs with no clear pattern of agreement between the two traditions, i.e.,
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57. This difference is especially noticeable in 39 (Ì 36) in the translation of the verb hc[ by
poievw. In 39:2, 8, and 22, the ˜ has 3ms forms, the ˇ has 3mp forms and the Ì has 3p forms (Ì 36:9,
15, 29). In 39:4 and 39:9, however, the ̃ has 3mp forms, the ̌ has 3ms forms, and the Ì has 3p forms
(Ì 36:11 [connected with the previous verse in the critical text] and Ì 36:16). In addition, there are
three other examples of the Ì sharing the 3p with the ˜ in contrast to 3ms of the ˇ (35:22; 36:6; 40:31
[Ì 38:27]) and one additional example of Ì sharing the 3p with the ˇ in contrast to the infinitive
absolute of the ˜ (36:7). 

58. In the eight other places where the ˇ differs from the ˜ in 35-40, the Ì is either missing
(36:31), has used an infinitive (35:25, 35), or has made other adjustments in the verb form. These
include the probable reading of the 3fs niphal form of the ˜ as a 2ms form (35:2), the use of a passive
in addition to other changes (39:3 [Ì 36:10]), the use of a 3ms form that agrees with the ˜ (39:7 [Ì
36:14]), and the use of a participle plus 3s verb, in agreement with the ˇ, as a translation of two con-
joined verbs with a collective subject (35:10). 

59. In 30:4 and 30:14, the ˇ and Ì have 3p forms in contrast to the 3ms form of the ˜, which
is being used in a collective or distributive sense. In 30:19, both the Ì and ˇ use a 3s form that gives
prominence to Aaron in contrast to the 3mp form in the ˜. 

60. For Greek, see Daniel B. Wallace, Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics: An Exegetical Syntax of
the New Testament (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Zondervan, 1996), 400-402. For Hebrew, see Revell, Desig-
nation of the Individual, 221-41.

61. This tendency was discussed earlier in reference to 40:31, where the Ì (Ì 38:27) agrees with
the ˜. In ˇ 29:21, Moses is given prominence by changing a descriptive clause into a transitive clause
with Moses as the subject, which also makes the clause more consistent with the surrounding material.
In ˇ 29:15, Aaron is given prominence over his sons through the use of the singular verb form, but
the Ì uses forms that are more in agreement with the ˜ both here and in 29:21. As noted above, how-
ever, the Ì does “agree” with the ˇ in the prominence given to Aaron in 30:19. 
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the Ì and ˜ follow the usage that is viewed as appropriate for that language in the
specific context.62

In addition to changes in person and number, the ˇ four times has a hiphil
form of awB instead of the qal or hophal form as in the ˜. In two of these (35:21,
22) the Ì appears to agree with the ˇ by its choice of fevrw as a translation equiv-
alent, but in 36:4, the Ì agrees with the ˜, as is shown by its choice of paragivno-
mai, a common translation equivalent in Exodus for the qal form of awB. These
apparent agreements between the ˇ and Ì, however, are not as clear cut as they
would first appear because the ˜ has a hiphil form of awB shortly after the qal
form in both 35:21 and 35:22. The difference in context alone could have brought
the Ì into apparent agreement with the ˇ. In 27:7, however, the Ì clearly follows
a Hebrew Vorlage similar to that of the ̌ , tabhw, as indicated by both the usage of
the 2s verbal ending and the choice of translation equivalent, i.e., eijsavgw.

The Œ manuscripts of the tabernacle accounts contribute very little to the
discussion of the Vorlage of the Ì in the area of morphological changes of verb
forms. A 3ms verb form (28:11) and a 2mp verb form (28:41) are attested in
4QpaleoExodm and the variants of an infinitive absolute (40:10) and a hiphil
imperfect in conjunction with a change in order (40:12) are found in 4QExod-
Levf. In all of these verses, the ˜, ˇ, and Ì are in agreement and differ from the
readings in the Œ manuscripts. This unified witness of the ˜, ˇ, and Ì shows that
while variants did occasionally occur due to a variety of factors, they were not the
accepted norms of the three main traditions. The changes that were accepted into
these traditions were ones that led to increasing consistency.

Changes in Order 

Changes in order that are not accompanied by other types of changes do not nor-
mally affect the referential meaning of the passage, but they often affect emphasis
and in larger changes of order, the interpretation of a passage may also be affected
by being in a new context. In the ˇ recension of the tabernacle accounts, changes
of order are found both on the clause level and in the reordering of a verse or an
entire passage. If the Vorlage of the Ì had been similar to the ˇ, then one would
expect the larger changes of order to be present, but changes in the word order
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62. The ˜ uses 3ms verbs four times (27:21; 29:10, 19, 32) and 3mp verbs two times (29:15;
30:19). The Ì, in contrast uses 3s verbs three times (27:21; 29:19; 30:19) and 3p verbs three times
(29:10, 15, 32). Since the ˇ is consistent in this matter, the important facts are that the ˜ and Ì only
agree once on the choice of 3p verbs and that the Ì has two unique usages of 3p verbs and the ˜ has
one unique usage of a 3p verb. Thus, in the choice of 3p verbs with the compound subject “Aaron and
his sons,” each tradition has used a separate tactic that only coincidentally agrees at times due to the
fact that only two options are available with each verb, i.e., 3s or 3p. In addition to these examples,
there is a similar agreement of the ˜ and Ì in 40:31 (Ì 38:27), but this compound contains an addi-
tional agent, Moses, and so it has not been included here. 
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within a verse would be partially dependent on the translation techniques used.
Greek word order is flexible and thus could reflect some of the changes seen in
the ˇ.

Word Order. In the ˇ there are at least ten changes of word order that occur
within a verse. Of these, the Ì follows an order like that of the ˇ in three verses.63

One change of order found in the ̌ and followed by the Ì is an inversion of noun
and number (26:10). This change of order is also seen in 4QpaleoExodm. The only
other change of this type in the Œ manuscripts is a change of order from verb-sub-
ject to subject-verb in 4QExod-Levf (40:12), a change that is not reflected in any
other tradition. In the places where the Ì does agree with the word order of the ̌ ,
the resulting change either creates an exactly parallel structure in a verbal clause
(40:38) or it creates a chiastic-like reversal of the order found in an identical noun
phrase (26:10) or a parallel non-verbal clause (26:8). Thus, the changes in the Ì
that “agree” with the ˇ may be parallel stylistic changes rather than clear exam-
ples of agreement.

Other changes of order in the tabernacle accounts of the ˇ do not involve
parallel structures and are not followed by the Ì. Sanderson dismissed these
changes saying,

The one moderate difference, 29.21, is easily explainable as parablepsis later cor-
rected. Scarcely any of the others give evidence of anything other than scribal lapses.
Once again we see how close these two traditions are.64

On the contrary, rather than being scribal lapses, some of these changes are exam-
ples of the known tendency of the ˇ to “correct” the text to make it more like the
later portions of the Pentateuch. For instance, in 25:29, the ˜ order of jugs and
bowls, wyt;YOQin"m]W wyt;wOcq]W, is “corrected” to the order, wyt`qw wytyqnmw, which is
found in the ̃ in 37:16 and Num 4:7.65 Some changes of order (26:8, 10) are “cor-
rections” to make the phrases like those found in the parallel ˜ text (36:15, 17).
Likewise, the change in 29:18, in addition to making it parallel to the previous
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63. The Ì appears to agree with the ˇ against the ˜ word order three times (26:8, 10; 40:38).
In the remaining examples the Ì either seems to agree with the order of the ˜ (25:29; 29:18, 21; 30:13,
19; 36:1) or the use of an idiom prevents any direct comparison of word order (35:29). The agreement
between ˜ and Ì in 36:1, however, may be more apparent than real because the Ì has used a passive
verb instead of an active verb as in the ˜. 

64. Judith E. Sanderson, An Exodus Scroll from Qumran: 4QpaleoExodm and the Samaritan
Tradition (Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars Press, 1986), 235.

65. Each language has accepted orderings of word pairs. Changing the order of a word pair, for
instance, “jelly and peanut butter” instead of “peanut butter and jelly,” does not change the meaning
in American English, but for the native speaker the second order is the “correct” order. These kinds of
preferences in word order can change or become more established with the passage of time. 
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phrase in the verse, also makes it parallel to an identical phrase in Lev 8:21. Other
changes in word order in the ˇ result in changes of emphasis within the clause.66

Verse Order. The placement of ˇ 29:21 after 29:28 was initially explained by
Sanderson as “parablepsis later corrected.” In her later work, however, this change
of verse ordering was more correctly analyzed as an adjustment that “agrees with
the fulfillment of the command as recorded in ˇ ˜ Ì of Lev 8:22-30.”67 The ˇ
recension corrects the order of the instructions in 29:21 so that it matches the
order of the fulfillment in Lev 8:30, i.e., the anointing taking place after the giving
of the offerings (29:27-28; Lev 8:29). In addition to the change in order of the
verse itself, there is also a change in order of the blood and oil that makes it more
nearly similar to Lev 8:30. The Ì reflects neither of these changes in order.

The major change in order in the ˇ tabernacle accounts and also 4Qpale-
oExodm, according to Sanderson, is the placement of ˜ 30:1-10 after ˜ 26:35.68

Sanderson includes a lengthy discussion of the differences between the placement
of this passage in the various traditions and notes that “in the account of the con-
struction, ˇ ˜ . . . place the incense altar in an order which seems logical: . . . .”69

In the instructions part of the tabernacle accounts, however, she claims,

Neither order seems obviously superior or inferior to the other judging from context,
nor is it obvious that or why anyone would have deliberately transposed these ten
verses from one of these positions to the other.70

Sanderson concludes by saying, “Since neither order seems correct, neither can be
chosen as preferable; it may well be that both reflect insertions of a secondary
pericope.”71

In response to Sanderson’s evaluation of the text, it should be noted that she
seems to be focusing on this text as being just a list of instructions for building the
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66. The fronting of the prepositional phrase in ˇ 30:19 may be a correction to make the verse
more like the order found in 40:31, which in the ˇ also contains a similar change in the form of the
verb. This change in order may, however, be similar to the changes in 35:29 and 36:1, in which the
“normal” Hebrew word order is changed, thus emphasizing the displaced item. See Christo H. J. van
der Merwe, Jackie A. Naudé, and Jan H. Kroeze, A Biblical Hebrew Reference Grammar (Sheffield:
Sheffield Academic Press, 1999), 336-50, for a discussion of word order and emphasis in Hebrew. The
change of word order in 40:38 may result in a change of emphasis, but more likely it is a change to cre-
ate parallelism, a change that the Ì likewise made, as noted above.

67. Compare Sanderson, Exodus Scroll from Qumran, 235 and Skehan and others, DJD 9, 118.
68. Sanderson’s arguments for the presence of this change of order in 4QpaleoExodm are

largely based on reconstructed order and estimations of the space that would have been available for
the text rather than on a large amount of direct textual evidence, since only three words of the peri-
cope are extant. See Sanderson, Exodus Scroll from Qumran, 111-15. See also Skehan and others, DJD
9, 113.

69. Sanderson, Exodus Scroll from Qumran, 113.
70. Ibid., 111. 
71. Ibid., 115. 
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tabernacle and thus fails to grasp the main point of the passage. According to
Longacre’s analysis of the linguistic features of the passage,

The Peak of the whole text can plausibly be considered to be 29:38-46. That this is
clearly meant to be a major section—although consisting of only one paragraph—is
seen by the use of a cleft sentence in its introduction (29:38).

This is, in a sense, the “target” of the whole discourse: the institution of the daily
worship.
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
The consecration of the priests in prepeak and the construction and projected imple-
mentation of the incense altar in postpeak partake of some of the culminating tension
that is expressed in the peak itself.72

When the reader grasps the main purpose of the passage, the “logic” of the ˜
order becomes more comprehensible.

Meyers, likewise, examined the ˜ order to discern the reason for the “odd”
placement of the instructions for the construction of the incense altar. Her con-
clusion is worth quoting in totality.

The connection of the golden incense altar with the three realms of sanctity of the
tabernacle complex thus sets it apart from the golden appurtenances of the outer
sanctum, or the middle zone, that were otherwise similar in conception and material.
The text of Exodus 25-27 signifies an ordered sacred reality. As such, the text could
not be disrupted by the presence of an object that functionally interrupted this order.
The golden altar of incense is hardly misplaced in its present position. It appears out-
side the carefully gradated sequence of the core of the prescriptive texts precisely
because it crosses the realms of sanctity that the texts represent with such exquisite
precision.73

It is to be noted that Meyers, approaching the text from a very different perspec-
tive, has, like Longacre, focused on the ritual acts, the worship, as being the key to
understanding the placement of the incense altar in the text. Contra Sanderson,
there is a reasonable explanation for the placement of the construction of the
incense altar in the ˜ version of the text.

Sanderson’s claim that there is no “obvious” reason for moving these ten
verses is also incorrect. The change in placement of 30:1-10 fits well with the
demonstrated practice of the ˇ to “correct” the text to make it more like parallel
sections later in the Pentateuch. These corrections never involve major changes to
the actual text, but as seen in the smaller examples above, reordering was an
accepted method of “correcting” the Hebrew text. In the construction section of
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72. Robert E. Longacre, “Building for the Worship of God: Exodus 25:1-30:10,” in Discourse
Analysis of Biblical Literature: What It Is and What It Offers, ed. Walter R. Bodine (Atlanta, Ga.: Schol-
ars Press, 1995), 32-34. 

73. Carol L. Meyers, “Realms of Sanctity: The Case of the “Misplaced” Incense Altar in the
Tabernacle Texts of Exodus,” in Texts, Temples and Traditions: A Tribute to Menahem Haran, ed.
Michael V. Fox, et al. (Winona Lake, Ind.: Eisenbrauns, 1996), 46.
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the tabernacle account, the key passages that are the basis for understanding the
placement of 30:1-10 in the ˇ are 39:38-39 and 40:4b-6. Both of these lists and
the actual construction account in 37:17-38:7 place the three major items (lamp-
stand, golden altar, and bronze altar) in the same order. In table 1 the order of
these lists and the construction account are placed in comparison with the order
of the ˇ (using the verse numbering of the ˜) in 25:31-27:8.

Since the ˇ seems to accept expansionary pluses, as will be seen later in this
chapter, the presence of the extra sections about the tabernacle and worship was
probably not viewed as a disruption of the order.74 Earlier in this section I noted
that the ˇ often “corrected” the order of minor items. It is my suggestion that the
ˇ likewise corrected this problem in the order of a major item of the tabernacle,
the golden altar. Therefore, the order in the ˇ is probably a secondary variant
rather than a synonymous variant whose status cannot be determined, as claimed
by Sanderson. The order of the Ì has not been affected by this change of order in
the ˇ.
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74. See Jeffrey H. Tigay, ed., Empirical Models for Biblical Criticism (Philadelphia: University of
Pennsylvania Press, 1985), especially chap. 2, “Conflation as a Redactional Technique.”

Items discussed Order in ˇ Order in Order in Order in 
form of construction final list placement

instructions account

lampstand 25:31-40 37:17-24 39:37 40:4b

tabernacle and 26:1-35 ——— ——— ———
placement of table

and lampstand

golden altar 30:1-5 37:25-28 39:38a 40:5a

placement of 30:6-10 ——— ——— ———
golden altar and

worship with
incense

oil and incense ——— 37:29 39:38b ———

screen at tent’s 26:36-37 ——— 39:38c 40:5b
entrance

bronze altar 27:1-8 38:1-7 39:39 40:6

Table 1. “Reordering” of items in the ˇ
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Synonymous Variants

Within the tabernacle accounts of the ˇ, there are synonymous variants that
involve the substitution of one phrase or word for an equivalent phrase or word.
Many of these synonymous variants may be the result of changes in language
usage or confusion due to phonological convergence, but only occasionally does a
synonymous variant affect the meaning. Most synonymous variants do not have a
clear affect on the Ì because the Ì has chosen a separate way of expressing the
idea. There are, however, several prepositions, nouns, and participles in the ̌ that
may reflect more accurately the Vorlage of the Ì.

Prepositions. Prepositions that are synonymous variants most frequently
involve the exchange of l[' and la,. Cross says that this is due to the loss of con-
trast between the way the two words were pronounced, i.e., phonological conver-
gence.75 While this may indeed be true, many of the changes seem to have a
semantic component or are affected by the attempt in the ˇ to make the text
more consistent grammatically. For instance, 25:11 contains the only example of a
gold molding being made “upon”l[' rather than the more common expression of
being made “for”l. The ˇ has “corrected” 25:11 to the more common grammati-
cal construction.76 Other corrections are either a correction of the form in the
first account to that of the second account or a “correction” of both accounts in
the ˇ.77 The fact that it is not a sporadic change is also seen in the fact that the
“corrections” can go in either direction, i.e., l[ to la or la to l[, and usages with
the same verbs are all changed even when they are not in parallel accounts.78 The
remaining synonymous variants that involve prepositions can probably best be
explained by a growing differentiation between the functions of the two preposi-
tions, with la being increasingly used for directional motion and l[ being used
more for a location in relationship to another item rather than including a direc-
tional component.79 For instance, when @tn is used with the meaning of “put” in
28:30, the ˇ has used the locative preposition l[ rather than the directional
preposition la, as in the ˜. The Ì also reflects this interpretation of @tn, which
connects it with a locative meaning. As a result, it has translated the verb with ejpi-
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75. According to Cross, “The confusion of la and l[ is frequent owing to the falling together
of the two in pronunciation in the late period.” See Ulrich and others, DJD 12, 142.

76. Similar phrases may be found in the ˜ 25:24, 25; 30:3; 37:2, 11, 12, 26. 
77. Corrections of the first account of the ˇ to that of the second are found in 28:7=39:4;

28:24=39:17. The phrases in both accounts of the ˇ have been changed in 28:26=39:19. 
78. Nonparallel corrections can be seen in 26:12, 13.
79. This factor is probably involved in other changes of l[ and la that are found in the ˇ

(25:37; 26:24). Changes of other prepositions are also found in the ˇ (26:4=36:11; 26:25; 27:19;
35:30). There were, however, too few examples of these other prepositions in the tabernacle accounts
to make any suggestions about the reason for these changes. Three examples of other changes of
prepositions were noted in the Œ manuscripts (4QpaleoExodm 37:13; 4QExod-Levf 40:20, 22). 
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tivqhmi and the preposition with ejpiv, which is the normal translation equivalent of
l[. In 30:16, however, the opposite direction has been taken. The ˇ has inter-
preted @tn with the meaning of “give” with a directional preposition la being used
to indicate that the “work” was the “recipient” of the silver that was given, rather
than l[ as in the ˜. The Ì again follows the same interpretation using divdwmi to
translate @tn and eij" to translate the preposition. This “agreement” of the Ì and ˇ
does not necessarily mean that the Vorlage of the Ì was similar to that of the ˇ.
Rather, the interpretive decisions of the Ì, as seen in the usage of different verbs to
translate @tn, affected the choice of prepositions and created a surface level agree-
ment in translation equivalents between the ˇ and Ì. The most that can be said is
that the Ì and ˇ shared the same interpretive heritage.80

Nouns, Adjectives, and Participles. Synonymous variants that involve nouns,
adjectives, and participles in the ˇ include corrections of inconsistencies in the ˜
and the substitution of words that are almost synonymous.81 These changes do
not seem to be reflected in the Ì. In addition, there are several changes that are
probably orthographic or due to inner Hebrew corruptions of the ˇ.82 Most of
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80. This same “agreement” between the Ì and ˇ is also seen in 28:7. In one example, the Ì
could be said to agree with the ˜ against the ˇ (26:13). A more tenuous “agreement” of the ˇ and Ì
may occur in 26:25, but in the remaining instances where the ̌ differs from the ̃ , one would be hard
pressed to say that the Ì agrees specifically with either the ˜ or the ˇ against the other tradition. 

81. Corrections of the text may be seen in 27:18 where the ˇ has substituted hmab for a diffi-
cult phrase, !yVimij}B', but the Ì faithfully follows the tradition reflected in the ˜. In 26:35 the ˇ has
substituted ̂ ry for [l;xe and in 27:15, hap for #teK;. Both of these pairs share translation equivalents in
Greek. The choice of equivalents is controlled more by the context than by the Hebrew Vorlage. The
change in ˇ 27:15 does not seem to be for the purpose of consistency, but the change in 26:35 is prob-
ably due to the fact that @K;v]Mih' &r,y< is the phrase more commonly used in the ˜ with the preposition
l['. The phrase used in the ̃ , @K;v]Mih' [l'x,, is more commonly found in a phrase describing the boards
(e.g., 26:26, 27), rather than as a location (40:22, 24). Thus, the context may have been the factor that
influenced the ˇ to “correct” the text. Similarly, in 27:11, the ˇ has substituted hmab for &r,ao. This
synonymous variant makes it more nearly parallel 38:11 and it also clears up a difficult phrase,
&r,ao ha;me, that is especially difficult because the word “length” is already present in the clause. The Ì
likewise resolves the problem following an interpretation similar to the ˇ, i.e., adding the implicit
information that the “one hundred” was referring to cubits. In contrast to the ˇ, however, the Ì
resolves the issue of the double occurrence of the word for length by deleting the first occurrence,
rather than the second occurrence, as was done in the ˇ. The Ì parallel to this verse (Ì 37:9) contains
a different translation problem and the changes in 27:11 do not make the two more nearly parallel in
the Ì. Thus, any move towards parallelism would have had to have been in the Hebrew Vorlage only. If
the Hebrew Vorlage was like the ˜, then this change in the Ì would simply illustrate the translator’s
tendency to make implicit information explicit. 

82. Spelling differences or other variants within the ˇ tradition that do not seem to affect the
Ì may be seen in the following differences between the ˜ and the ˇ: rb,[e (˜) and rbj (ˇ) (25:37;
28:26=39:19); wyt;doy“ (˜) and wytdty (ˇ) (26:19 [2x]=36:24 [2x]); yrIWa (˜) and yrwj (ˇ) (31:2; 35:30;
38:22). The use of the synonymous variant ryfqm (ˇ) instead of rf'q]mi (˜) in 30:1 may be a differ-
ence in form or spelling, but it seemingly has no effect on the Ì translation. The use of the synony-
mous variant trpkh (ˇ) instead of tk,roP;h' (˜) in 40:3 may be due to a scribal error or the accidental
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the differences in spelling will not be discussed as they rarely affect translation.
The ˜ contains several examples, however, in which two very similar words are
used for the same item, often within the same verse.83 The ˇ “corrects” several of
these discrepancies and the Ì reflects a similar tradition. For instance, in 26:4 the
˜ uses both tr,b,jo and tr,B,j]m'. A surface level examination of the ˇ would sug-
gest that the longer form of the word, tr,B,j]m', has been chosen and used in both
places in an attempt to make the text consistent, but this hypothesis fails to
explain all the differences. A comparison with the Ì, however, provides the needed
insight for solving the problem. In the text of the ˇ, a noun and a participle from
the same root are used, whereas in the ˜ there are two nouns and a participle.
When the ˇ has used the nominal form, trbjm, the Ì has consistently used the
term sumbolhv.84 When the ˇ has used a participle, trbj, the Ì has used the par-
ticipial forms of two different verb roots—sunevcw and sunavptw.85 This could,
however, just be a coincidental agreement based on a similar interpretation that
assumes that trbj with the preposition b is a noun and that the same form with
the article or with no prefix is a participle. Likewise, every form of tr,B,j]m' is
assumed to be a noun that is synonymous with tr,b,jo. Because four verses con-
taining these terms are minuses in the Ì, there are too few examples to allow a
firm conclusion to be reached, but the Ì definitely shared the same interpretation
as the ˇ, if not a similar text as its Vorlage.86

Verbs. Very few synonymous variants occur in finite verb forms in the taber-
nacle accounts of the ˇ. Of these, most changes only occur once and thus I can
only speculate about the reasons for the changes.87 One change is part of the nor-
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substitution of another item that is commonly placed on the ark. In either case, the change has not
affected the Ì, which follows the tradition seen in the ˜. 

83. The ˜ uses trov]r“v' three times (28:14 [2x]; 39:15) and tvor“v' one time (28:22). The ˇ has
eliminated this inconsistency and has written all occurrences as twr`r`. The Ì follows its own strat-
egy using krosswtov" and krossov", as will be discussed in chapter five. 

84. See ˇ 26.4 (2x), 5, 10; 39:20 (Ì 36:27). 
85. The plural participle twrbj is used in ˇ 26:3 [2x] while the singular is found in ˇ 26:10.

There is an inner Greek variant, the participle of e[cw, that is found as the translation equivalent of the
first occurrence of twrbj in ˇ 26:3.

86. A similar phenomenon is also seen in 26:24 and its parallel in 36:29, which in the ̃ contain
!ymia}to and !yMit'. In the ˇ, however, !ymat occurs twice in both verses. Only 26:24 is found in the Ì
translation and i[so" is seemingly used to translate both terms. This points to an interpretive tradition
or text similar to that of the ˇ. Elsewhere in Exodus, and even in the entire Pentateuch, this transla-
tion equivalent is not found for !yMit'.

87. The use of the synonymous variant `rd instead of d[y in 29:43 was part of a composite
change mentioned in the discussion of the locative he. In 36:6, the ˇ has lkyw instead of aleK;YIw". This
may be a change in the root from alk to hlk. A similar change is found in Gen 8:2, but the verb root
only occurs once in ˜ Exodus, which limits what can be said. In addition there was one change from
crp to @tn in 4QExod-Levf (40:19) and a minor change in form that Sanderson considered to be an
error in 4QpaleoExodm (31:4). See Sanderson, Exodus Scroll from Qumran, 90.
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mal pattern of “correcting” similar passages.88 The only recurring change is the
interchange of rma and rbd, which has been thoroughly discussed by Sanderson.
Her conclusion is that “These variations may indicate some degree of concern
within the ˇ tradition to alternate the verbs in such cases for the sake of vari-
ety.”89 There are only three variants of this type in the tabernacle accounts of the
ˇ.90 Of these, only one (31:12) is possibly reflected in the Ì usage of ejlavlhsen
instead of the typical ei\pen. Other factors, however, may have influenced this
change in the ˇ towards the more frequent use of rbd. In Miller’s discussion of
speech in the Pentateuchal legislation, she notes that “more utterances introduced
with rmal rbd are attributed to YHWH than to any other participant in the nar-
ratives.”91 Two of the verbs changed in the ˇ (30:34; 31:12) would fall into this
category and make YHWH’s “speeches” consistently introduced in the same way.
If this “reported speech” is also functioning as “a narrative trope to structure and
segment the narrative,”92 then the changes would also affect the narrative struc-
ture by highlighting the instructions for the incense (30:34-38) and the rules for
the Sabbath (31:12-17). The other example in the tabernacle accounts in which
the ˇ has substituted rbd for rma is 36:5. According to Miller’s analysis of speech
in Biblical Hebrew narrative, 36:5 in the ˜ represents a usage of rmal rma for
“choral speech,” a function that is more frequently indicated by rmal rbd, the
form used in the ˇ.93 These changes in the ˇ may have been for the sake of “vari-
ety,” but as the text was changed, it was intuitively changed to patterns that made
the text more consistent and at the same time changed the text towards the forms
used more frequently for certain functions in Hebrew narrative. The Ì translation
follows neither the ˇ nor the ˜ consistently on these three changes. Instead, the
translator(s) seem to translate according to their perception of the context.94

Phrases. Most phrases that are synonymous variants in the ˇ, whether they
involve substitution of a different grammatical structure or a different wording,
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88. In 40:22 the ̌ substitutes the verb !y` for @tn to make it like the usage in 26:35. The Ì uses
tivqhmi, which can be used to translate either verb.

89. Sanderson, Exodus Scroll from Qumran, 228-230. This would be similar to the translation
technique of “dissimilation,” i.e., the use of two lexical equivalents for one term in contexts where the
term’s meaning seems to be the same. See Nechama Leitier, “Assimilation and Dissimilation Tech-
niques in the LXX of the Book of Balaam,” Textus 12 (1985): 79-95.

90. 30:34; 31:12; 36:5. 
91. Cynthia L. Miller, The Representation of Speech in Biblical Hebrew Narrative: A Linguistic

Analysis, Harvard Semitic Monographs, ed. Peter Machinist (Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars Press, 1996), 383-
84.

92. Ibid., 384.
93. Ibid., 377 and 388 n. 126.
94. In 30:34 and 36:5, the choice would seem to reflect the ˜ root rma, but in 31:12, the Ì has

copied the pattern of similar phrases that “structure and segment the narrative” in 25:1; 30:11, 17, 22;
31:1, 12. See Miller, Speech in Biblical Hebrew Narrative, 384.
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do not change the basic meaning of the passage, but instead are indicators of the
“correcting” of the parallel accounts in the ˇ. In addition, these synonymous
variants may indicate changes in language usage. Synonymous variants in 26:25
and 26:26 make both of these verses more like their parallels in 36:30 and 36:31.95

Sanderson says that the use of the construct in the ˇ and the absolute in the ˜ of
26:26 are synonymous variants of equal status, i.e., no decision can be reached
about the preferability of one over the other.96 Her analysis of this difference is
faulty on two accounts. First, while quoting Gesenius about the use of construct
chains for materials from which items are constructed, she fails to recognize that
the text in the ˜ is probably a double accusative, a common structure with the
verb hc[ that is also discussed by Gesenius.97 Second, while noting that the use of
a construct chain in the ˇ makes it like the parallel phrase in 36:31, she fails to
recognize this as a part of the consistent pattern of “corrections” that the ˇ has
made in the tabernacle account.98 Thus, this variant in the ˇ is clearly secondary
rather than a synonymous variant of equal status.

The phrases that are most consistently changed in the ˇ, wyjia;Ala, vyai and
Ht;joa}Ala, hV;ai, have been thoroughly discussed by Sanderson.99 Like Waltke, she
sees the ˜ as being the original reading in 25:20, but differs with him on the rea-
son for the change in the ˇ. Waltke follows Geiger and classifies this change with
those phrases where the “SP replaces rare and lively expressions with customary and
prosaic expressions.”100 Sanderson correctly points to “the motive of standardizing
parallel passages” as a factor in the change.101 She also notes that the ˇ does agree
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95. In ˇ 26:25 the phrase dj;a,h; vr,Q,h' tj'T' is a minus. As a result, the ˇ contains the phrase
!ynda yn` !ynda yn`, a phrase that is likewise found in the parallel verse (36:30). This could be a case
of parablepsis, but the fact that the preposition was also changed to make it like a phrase in 26:17
seems to point to more than a simple scribal error. An additional reason for asserting the intentional-
ity of this correction towards the second account is that similar repeated phrases are maintained when
they are found in their parallel passages in the second tabernacle account (26:19=36:24). The Ì follows
the ˜ in that it does not delete the phrase “under the one board,” but instead it has its own rather free
translation of the phrase, which would almost appear to be a double translation. This identical phrase
is also found in the Ì in 26:19 (2x) and 26:21 (2x).

In 26:26, the change is less drastic in that it only involves the minus of one letter that changes
the double accusative to a construct chain. This change makes the verse more nearly similar to its par-
allel in 36:31, which also contains a construct chain. The Ì uses a prepositional phrase, a structure that
is generally used to translate similar phrases that are clearly double accusatives (25:28). This type of
prepositional phrase in Ì, however, can also be used to translate construct chains when the clause has
added complexity (27:6). 

96. Sanderson, Exodus Scroll from Qumran, 118.
97. E. Kautzsch, ed., Gesenius’ Hebrew Grammar, Second English ed. (Oxford: Clarendon

Press, 1910), § 117hh-ii.
98. The patterns of adjustments in the ˇ will be discussed fully in the third section of this

chapter.
99. Sanderson, Exodus Scroll from Qumran, 94-95.
100. Waltke, “Samaritan Pentateuch and the Text,” 220. 
101. Sanderson, Exodus Scroll from Qumran, 94.
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with the ̃ when this phrase is used for humans. In my opinion, standardization is
the key factor for the changes, but Sanderson could have gone one step further in
her analysis of the use of these phrases with animate beings (including humans)
versus inanimate objects. In the ̃ , male animate beings are only referred to by the
phrase wyjia;Ala, vyai, but inanimate objects can be referred to either by this phrase
(or its feminine equivalent) or tj;a,Ala, tj'a' (or the masculine equivalent, though
it does not occur in the ˜ form of the tabernacle accounts). The ˇ retains the use
of the phrase wyja la `ya for humans (all examples are masculine gender in Exo-
dus), but uses the phrases dja la dja or tja la tja with all inanimate
objects. The cherubim are viewed as a problem in Sanderson’s analysis because
the ˜ consistently reads wyjia;Ala, vyai in contrast to the ˇ, thus taking away the
motive of standardizing 25:20 to match its parallel in 37:9. This difference, how-
ever, is probably due to a change in the “animacy” status of the cherubim. In the ˜
the cherubim were considered to be “alive” and thus were discussed using the
same phrase as for male humans, wyjia;Ala, vyai. In the ˇ, however, the cherubim
were just another inanimate object with which they consistently used the mascu-
line phrase dja la dja. The changes in this phrase in the ˇ are, therefore, the
result of two processes. The major factor was the correcting of the first tabernacle
account to match the second, i.e., standardization.102 In addition, the changes in
25:20 and 37:9 were the result of a change in the “animacy” classification of the
cherubim. The Ì translation uses a variety of phrases in its translation of these
Hebrew phrases and thus could be seen as a valid translation of either the ̌ or the
˜ forms of the phrases.

Minuses

Minuses are less frequent than pluses in the ˇ and generally do not affect the
main content. Items that are minuses in the ̌ include pronouns, pronominal suf-
fixes, prepositions, nouns, and a few phrases. In the first tabernacle account, the Ì
is a “fuller” translation and tends not to follow the ˇ in its minuses. In the second
tabernacle account, however, the Ì tends to abbreviate the information and in the
process often coincidentally agrees with the minuses of the ˇ. Minuses of
pronominal suffixes and prepositions in the ˇ, however, do not lend themselves
to any firm conclusions about the Vorlage of the Ì.

Pronominal Suffixes. At least six pronominal suffixes have been deleted in the
ˇ and an additional minus is also found in 4QpaleoGen-Exodl.103 In all cases, the
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102. This factor accounts for the changes in ˇ 26:3 (2x), 5, 6, 17.
103. In 26:30, 4QpaleoGen-Exodl is missing the pronominal suffix found at the end of the ˜

form /fP;v]miK]. The Ì translation of this noun is a definite noun, which is a common equivalent in
Exodus of a Hebrew possessed noun. Thus, the Ì could have had a Vorlage similar to that of the ˜,
even though there is no possessive pronoun per se. 
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pronoun is also missing in the Ì, but in two cases it is missing because of the
abbreviated translation in the Ì.104 In at least two of the other four instances, the
Ì could be said to follow the ˇ.105 Three of these minuses in the ˇ illustrate the
tendency of the ˇ to strive for consistency in phrases. These three minuses are
found in material that does not have a parallel, per se, in the second tabernacle
account.106 In each case, the phrase wOnh}k'l] in the ˜ has been changed to @hkl in
the ˇ, which makes it identical to the six other examples of the infinitive con-
struct of this verb in the tabernacle accounts.107 Other than making the text more
consistent, this minus also makes the text easier since subjective suffixes on infini-
tive constructs of transitive verbs are a relatively rare phenomenon. The Ì trans-
lates each of these three phrases (28:1, 3, 4) in a slightly different way, so no firm
conclusions can be reached about the Vorlage of the Ì in these cases.

Prepositions. Most minuses of prepositions in the ˇ result in increased con-
sistency in that the phrase becomes identical to a phrase either in the surrounding
verses or in the parallel account.108 While corrections towards parallel passages
are fairly obvious, phrases that appear to be ' corrected towards phrases in sur-
rounding verses tend to be more of a challenge because of the mixed evidence. For
instance, in 29:13 there is no obvious reason for a scribal minus, l[', from the
phrase dbeK;h'Al[' tr,t,YOh' due to the immediate context, though the minus does
make the phrase more nearly parallel to the phrase dbeK;h' tr,t,yO in 29:22. On the
surface level, the absence of ejpiv in the translation of the phrase in Ì 29:13 would
also affirm the ̌ form, dbkh trtwy. The translation of this phrase in similar pas-
sages in Leviticus, however, gives mixed evidence.109 In 29:13 and 29:22, this par-
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104. 38:1 (Ì 38:22) (2x).
105. In 28:1 and 28:4, the Ì is clearly missing an explicit equivalent of the pronominal suffix on

the infinitive constructs. In 28:3 the pronominal suffix on the infinitive construct could be said to be
equivalent to the 3ms subject marker on the finite verb form used to translate the infinitive. The
minus of the 3ms suffix on wyD:B' in 27:7 in the ˇ may be part of the restructuring that results in an
active clause in the ˇ rather than the passive clause in the ˜. In addition, the ˇ contains the plus of
an article on the word for poles. The Ì reflects the grammatical structure of the ˇ and likewise lacks a
possessive pronoun on the word for poles. 

106. The same type of minus is found three times in the ˇ (28:1, 3, 4). 
107. In the ̃ , this form of the infinitive construct without the suffix is found in 29:1, 44; 30:30;

31:10; 35:19; and 39:41. 
108. In 25:27, the preposition l is a minus in the ˇ, which means that the phrase is more

nearly similar to 37:14. The preposition b is a minus in ˇ 26:8, which makes it more nearly similar to
its parallel in 36:15 and in ˇ 38:12 the same preposition in a similar construction is a minus, which
makes it more nearly similar to its parallel in 27:12. The fact that the same change is made in opposite
parts of the tabernacle accounts may indicate that this is part of a change in the language away from
describing something as “[number] in cubits” towards simply “[number] cubits,” at least in certain
contexts. 

109. In Lev 8:16 an ejpiv is present in the translation despite the contrary evidence of both the ̌
and the ˜ forms of this verse and in Lev 3:15 the preposition ejpiv is missing despite the fact that both
the ˇ and ˜ have the preposition l['. The fact that this kind of variation occurs in Leviticus, which is
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ticular phrase is translated identically by the Greek phrase to;n lobo;n tou' h{pato".
The immediately preceding phrase in both verses, which is identical in both ˇ
and ˜, however, is translated differently in each verse, illustrating one of the
known tendencies of the Ì translation of Exodus, i.e., the use of dissimilation as a
translation technique. Thus, the arguments can become quite circular and one is
tempted to go with Sanderson’s classification of this change as a synonymous
variant in which there is no preferable form, but the pervasiveness of the tendency
of the ˇ to “correct” leads me to believe that the preposition was present in the
Urtext and then was deleted in the ˇ. Similar circular arguments can also be used
for the minuses of other prepositions, but ultimately these changes affect the
meaning only slightly and may have little or no impact on a relatively free transla-
tion such as the Ì of Exodus.110

Nouns, Adjectives, and Participles. In most examples of minuses of nouns,
adjectives, and participles in the ˇ, the Ì supports the ˜ reading. These minuses,
contrary to other changes in the ˇ, do not bring parallel passages into greater
consistency. In fact, in a few places they make parallel passages less nearly
parallel.111 Many of these examples are similar in that the minuses involve words
that occur at least twice in the verse and the evidence of the Ì supports the ˜.112

These minuses may be due to the perceived “redundancy” in the Hebrew or scribal
errors. In 29:5 the minus dpoaeh;, which is a modifier of the robe, may have been
due to the presence of the ephod itself as the next item in the list. Other minuses
in the ˇ, however, are either changes towards more frequently used grammatical
structures or are nouns that are also minuses in the Ì.113
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normally more literal than Exodus, raises further doubts about the possibility of reaching a firm con-
clusion.

110. In ˇ 29:41, the preposition l] is a minus. According to Wevers, the ˇ “represents Exod’s
[Ì] parent text,” and the preposition eij", which is found in some manuscripts, is a hexaplaric reading.
(WeversNotes, 485.) One of the major factors in Wevers’ argument is the naturalness of the Greek
grammatical structure, an issue which will not be discussed here. (WeversText, 210.) The Ì, however,
is consistent even when the Hebrew has different forms as in 29:18 and 29:25. Exodus 29:18 seems to
be the most nearly parallel to the structure in 29:41, which would mean that this minus in the ˇ could
also be part of the tendency towards making the text “consistent” and that the preposition would have
been present in the Urtext. See also the minus l] and other resulting changes in placement of the article
in ˇ 35:28, which results in a text that is similar to 35:14.

111. 28:17=39:10; 28:23=39:16.
112. In the ˇ, these include the minus @b,a; (28:17); ynEv] and yTev] (28:23); tyxij}m' (30:13); lk;

(35:24); lWpK; (39:9); !h,yqeWvj} (while leaving a related term !yqiV;jum] in 38:17). The Ì translates both
of these terms in 38:17 by a participle form of periargurovw (Ì 37:15). The ˇ makes the reference to
the “robe” consistent in both 39:22 and 39:23 by means of a minus, dpoaeh;, in 39:22, but the Ì agrees
with the ˜ and contains a translation of ephod. The adverb bybis; is also probably missing in 4Qpale-
oGen-Exodl 25:11, but is found in the ˜, ˇ, and Ì. Likewise, hl;[]m;l]mi appears to be a minus in
4QExod-Levf 40:20. These are the only identified examples from the Œ manuscripts that fit in this cat-
egory. 

113. In 35:22, the ˇ uses r`a lk instead of rv,a} vyaiAlk;, as in the ˜. This minus represents a
move to a more frequently used structure, though there are examples of both structures in the imme-
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Phrases. Most of the minuses of phrases in the first tabernacle account of the
ˇ are found in both the ˜ and Ì, but in the second tabernacle account the
phrases deleted in the ˇ are often also missing in the Ì, though sometimes this is
due to the abbreviated nature of the translation. Some of the minuses of phrases
that only occur in the ˇ may be due to scribal errors with orthographically simi-
lar words, but that explanation cannot easily be used for other minuses.114 Some
phrases that are minuses in both the ̌ and Ì are minuses of repeated phrases that
are found either in the same verse or in an adjacent verse.115 Out of a total of eight
minuses of phrases, only three could be said to reflect a possible difference in Vor-
lage for the Ì.116 All of these, however, are minuses of repetitions, a common
translation technique in the Ì Exodus. As a result, their value for discerning the
Vorlage of the Ì is negated.

Pluses

Pluses within the tabernacle accounts of the ˇ are relatively frequent, but few of
these add any new information to the text. Most of these pluses are copies of
material found in the immediate context and result in grammatically more sym-
metrical patterns. Occasionally, the pluses serve to clarify ambiguities in the
grammatical structures. When new information is added, it is mostly information
that would be known by anyone reading the entire book. Several of these pluses
are also found in the Ì or the plus in the ̌ clarifies a problem in the Ì translation.
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diate context. The Ì translation of Exodus never includes “man” in its translation of this phrase,
though it is found in Leviticus, which is more literal. The minus lko in the standard phrase
hw:hy“ hW:xi rv,a} lkoK], likewise, changes the form in the ˇ to the more frequently used expression
hw:hy“ hW:xi rv,a}K'. The Greek translation would seem to agree with the ˇ in the lack of the term “all”
(39:32 [Ì 39:10]), but this may only be a surface level agreement because in 39:42 (Ì 39:22) “all” is
again missing even though it is present in both the ̃ and ̌ . The Ì is even less likely than the ̌ to use
the word “all” in this kind of expression. The minus tv,jon“ in 38:10 is unexplainable and the Ì equiva-
lent (Ì 37:8) is an abbreviated translation that does not include this part of the verse, though one
might speculate that the term was also missing in their Vorlage. This “minus,” if it really is a minus, is
the opposite of the trend to “add” tv,jon“, which is seen in ˇ 27:12, 14, 15, 16.

114. Orthographically similar words may have led to minuses in the ˇ in a few cases, as fol-
lows: *yl,ae @Tea, rv,a} (25:21); hw:hy“ ynEp]li (29:25); tdu[eh;Al[' rv,a} tr,PoK'h' ynEp]li (30:6—a minus in both
ˇ and Ì); h;yt,ronEAta,w“ (35:14—this part of the verse is not found in Ì). Other cases, however, are
doubtful, such as @m,V;B' !yjivum] (29:2) and /l (37:13). The minus in 37:13 does make it more like 38:5,
but at the same time it disturbs the parallelism in 25:26=37:13. The source of this minus cannot be eas-
ily determined.

In addition, Sanderson suggests that fourteen words of 31:13-14 are part of a large minus in
4QpaleoExodm. (Skehan and others, DJD 9, 123.) Cross likewise notes a minus, @TeYIw" @K;v]Mih'Ata, hv,mo,
in 4QExod-Levf 40:18 that he attributes to haplography as well as other differences. (Ulrich and oth-
ers, DJD 12, 142.) Neither of these minuses, however, is supported in the three major traditions (Ì, ̌ ,
and ˜).

115. In 38:25 (Ì 39:2) vd,Qoh' lq,v,B] is a minus, which is also found in 38:24, 26 (Ì 39:1, 3). In
39:25 (Ì 36:32), the first occurrence of !ynIMorIh; &/tB] is a minus.

116. 30:6; 38:25 (Ì 39:2); 39:25 (Ì 36:32).
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Prepositions and Prepositional Phrases. There are at least nine prepositions or
prepositional phrases that are pluses in the tabernacle accounts of the ˇ. The Ì
translation of all but three of these passages either clearly supports the ˜ or the Ì
translation equivalent is one that is used in other verses for both the form of the
phrase found in the ˇ and also the form found in the ˜. One exception is 37:5 (Ì
38:4), in which the ˇ contains the plus !hb and the Ì has a clear equivalent of
this Hebrew phrase. Unfortunately, the clarity of this example loses its weight as
support for an alternate reading when one notices that the Ì also contains a trans-
lation of this phrase as a plus in 25:27, a passage in which both the ˜ and ˇ agree
on its absence. Therefore, this passage becomes one more example of a trait
shared by both the ˇ and Ì, i.e., the filling out a passage by means of pluses that
contain information known from the general context. Other examples in this cat-
egory are the plus rhb in 25:9 and the plus !yrxmm !taxl as a modifier of “sec-
ond year” in 40:17. At first glance both of these would appear to be synonymous
variants that could be viewed as preferable. In light of the occurrence of similar
phrases in the ˜ and the tendency of the ˇ to make phrases more nearly similar,
however, these examples should probably be considered secondary variants that
are also reflected in the Ì.117

Other prepositions and prepositional phrases that are not reflected in the Ì
could be pluses that are due to scribal errors. For instance, the plus of m to rv,a} in
29:26 could be a case of dittography since the preceding word ends in !. Given the
tendency of the ˇ towards “correcting” passages to make them more nearly simi-
lar to other passages, however, this plus is more likely to be a “correction” towards
the identical phrase in the following verse.118 An additional piece of evidence that
may support this conclusion is the lack of ajpov in the Greek, which is present in the
translation of the almost identical phrase found in the following verse.119 The
only example that does not fit this pattern of “correcting” a passage towards a par-
allel is the plus l in 38:17. This preposition is a plus that occurs with a phrase in
apposition to the subject of a non-verbal clause in the ˜ and Ì. The phrase in the
˜ is difficult, to say the least, and there have been other modifications in the ˇ
form of the verse, but the intent of this plus seems to be to clarify the relationship
of the phrase to the rest of the clause. Clarifying difficulties in the ˜ has been pre-
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117. Similar phrases with “on the mountain” are found in 25:40; 26:30; 27:8. A slightly variant
phrase, “of their going out from the land of Egypt,” is found in Num 1:1; 9:1. In 2QExoda a similar
type of plus is seen in 30:25, [!ky]twrwdl, which is similar to phrases in 30:21, 31.

118. Other pluses of prepositions and prepositional phrases that make the passages similar are
as follows: b (27:19); !b (29:33); hwhy ynpl (40:27); and ynpl (40:29). A similar plus, wynpl, is also
found in 4QExod-Levf 40:27.

119. The argument from Greek alone would not be sufficient, given the tendency towards dis-
similation as a translation technique, but combined with the tendency towards “corrections” in the ˇ
it becomes more persuasive. Compare, however, with the discussion of circular argumentation in the
section on the minuses of prepositions. 
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viously discussed as a characteristic of some of the changes in the ˇ and is again
seen in this category.120

Nouns, Pronouns, and Adjectives. In the ˇ, nouns and adjectives often occur
as pluses that make implicit information explicit and result in parallel phrases
within the text.121 Most of these pluses are not reflected in the Ì.122 The pronouns
that are pluses, but are not copies of other pronouns, serve to clarify the grammat-
ical structures and may be reflected in the similar restructuring of a verse in the
Ì.123 The pluses of lk are interesting in that each one that was identified as a plus
in the ˇ was also found in the Ì. This may indicate that some of these occur-
rences of lk were accidental minuses in the ˜ or it may indicate that both the ˇ
and the Ì were making the phrases parallel to other phrases.124 Three pluses in the
ˇ, however, are new information that may represent the Hebrew Vorlage of the Ì.
They also result in a text that is more nearly similar to other phrases in Exodus or
elsewhere in the Pentateuch.125

Verbs. Pluses of finite verbs and other verbal forms often fill in ellipses in the
˜. The Ì likewise fills in some of the same ellipses, but only about half of the ones
that are handled in the ˇ.126 The most common verb that is a plus is h`[, which
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120. See discussions above under the categories of the object marker, article, waw conjunction,
and others. 

121. The following pluses are copies of words in the same verse and function to make the
phrases more nearly parallel other parts of the verse or an adjacent verse: djah (26:16=36:21);
jtp hwhy (29:10); !ta (29:25); `ya (35:21); `dqh (30:13 [along with other changes]); [lx (36:32).
Pluses of implicit information may be seen in the following pluses: rwhf (26:37); hma (27:15); t`jn
(27:12, 14, 15, 16); tjah (36:17); bhz (39:26 [2x]). The noun phrase bhz twxb`m yt` is a plus in
28:23 that results in this verse being more nearly similar to the parallel verse (39:16). In 39:24, ``w is a
plus, which makes it parallel the many other occurrences of this phrase. 

122. Of the examples listed in the preceding footnote, only the pluses of “one” in 26:16, “cubit”
in 27:15, and one occurrence of “gold” in 39:26 (Ì 36:33) are also found in the Ì. The Ì is missing ˜
28:23, although Ì 28:29a contains most of the elements of the verse, including a reference to the
“chains” in the ˇ. 

123. Pronouns are pluses in 28:12, which the Ì translation reflects in the verb eijsi;n, and also
in 30:13, where it is connected with other modifications. This latter plus is not reflected in the Ì. 

124. In the ˇ, lk is a plus with three occurrences of ylk (30:27; 31:8; 35:14). In addition, lk is
a plus with hkalmh in 40:33, which makes the phrase more nearly parallel 39:43. In other phrases
with hkalm, however, the ˇ seems to faithfully follow the ˜ in the presence or absence of lk. 

125. The phrase rz`m `` in 28:33 is a plus that is also found in the Ì. This plus makes the pas-
sage in the ˇ more nearly similar its parallel in ˇ 39:24. The word lyg[ is a plus in ˇ 35:22 and is
reflected in the Ì, which also lists five items, rather than the four items in the ˜. This word is also
found in a list of golden jewelry in Num 31:50, but only three of five items are the same as in the list in
ˇ 35:22. The phrase dymt tl[ is a plus in ˇ 29:38 and is also found in the Ì. This plus in the ˇ
makes the verse more like Num 28:3, which also mentions the daily offering of two lambs.

126. The Ì fills in a different set of ellipses in addition to these due to the differences in Greek
and Hebrew grammar. 
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is understandable since the tabernacle accounts involve the “making” of things.127

Other verbs that are pluses are generally copies of verbs found in the immediate
context or in similar phrases.128 Because of differences between the Greek and
Hebrew languages and the fact that the Ì does not attempt to make parallel pas-
sages identical, only two of these pluses in the ˇ are also found in the Ì.129

Clauses. The tabernacle accounts of the ˇ contain several pluses that are
entire clauses. The interesting aspect of these pluses is that they too strive to
increase the parallelism and consistency of the text. In the ˜, there are no refer-
ences to the making of the Urim and Thummim. The ˇ has corrected this
“inconsistency” by adding a clause at the beginning of 28:30 giving directions to
make the Urim and Thummim. Then at the end of 39:21 the ˇ contains a plus
with the simple fulfillment of those instructions followed by a duplication of the
preceding phrase that affirms that this was done “just as Yahweh commanded
Moses.” These pluses are not found in the Ì, but Cross notes that a similar phrase
is found in 4QExod-Levf 39:21. He considers it to be an original phrase that was
“lost by parablepsis” from the other traditions.130 Whether this was a plus of the
type often seen in the ˇ or an original phrase lost by parablepsis, the presence of
this variant in 4QExod-Levf shows that some variants in the ˇ were known at an
early period even though they were not present in the Ì.

In 29:5, the ˇ contains the plus wta t`blhw fynba wta trgj in the middle
of the verse. This plus serves to “correct” a possible problem concerning the order
of dressing the priests and also makes the verse more nearly similar to Lev 8:7,
which gives a detailed account of the fulfillment of these instructions. The order
of putting on the garments in Lev 8:7 is the same as that in the ˇ form of 29:5.
The Ì again does not agree with the ˇ in this plus.

In 27:19, the ˇ and possibly 4QpaleoExodm add a clause instructing Moses
to make garments of the various materials.131 The reason for this plus is a bit com-
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127. The verb h`[ is a plus in 25:33; 26:10, 20; 27:19; 36:8. 
128. Copies from the immediate context are seen in the plus hnyyht in 26:3 as well as most of

the examples of h`[. In 30:34, the infinitive phrase rmal is a plus that makes the verse more like the
speech phrases that were discussed earlier in this chapter. The plus of the participle twbswm in 28:20
makes the verse parallel to 39:13. In the process, however, the consonantal text of the following word
in the ˜, !yxiB;vum], has been “corrected” to the feminine gender and the word is probably being read as
the noun t/xB]v]mi, rather than the participle that is in the ˜. 

129. Pluses of identical verbs in the Ì are found in 26:3 and 26:10. 
130. Ulrich and others, DJD 12, 139.
131. Sanderson describes ˇ 27:19b as “a very strange expansion because it seems so unneces-

sary and because (in ˇ at least) it has been put in the wrong place.” Sanderson does recognize its sim-
ilarity to 39:1, but fails to grasp the importance of that similarity. As a result she concludes, “it is
perhaps misleading to group it with the major expansions, since all the others reflect careful scribal
deliberation. Possibly it should be classified rather as the result of a scribal lapse.” (Sanderson, Exodus
Scroll from Qumran, 209-11.) In this work Sanderson suggested other possible positions for this text in
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plex, but understanding this plus may help explain a “problem” in the Ì of 28:6.
First, at no place does the ˜ specifically give directions for the type of material to
be used in the constructing of the garments. The types of garments to be con-
structed are given in a list in 28:4. The next verse begins with an unidentified 3mp
agent that is referred to by !he, one of the few usages of this pronoun as an agent in
the entire tabernacle account.132 The ˜, by its use of the petuha at the end of 28:5,
has signaled that the verse is the end of a section and that the next verse is a new
section. The use of the pronoun, however, may indicate that 28:5 is the beginning
of a new section and should be read together with 28:6. If 28:5 is read as the gath-
ering of the material for the making of the ephod, then the presence of the gold is
explained and the text does not conflict with 39:1, in which the colored yarns or
materials are listed for the making of the garments, but the gold is absent. Gold
was reserved for the ephod and other additional items that were attached to the
priest’s garments. The ˇ seemingly read 28:5 as a list of the materials for the
ephod and added a clause at the end of 27:19 that gave instructions for the making
of the garments, thus preserving the cherished balance between instructions and
fulfillment. The Ì, while not agreeing with this plus, seems to agree with the inter-
pretation of 28:5. Using the translation technique of combining repeated mate-
rial, the duplicate items in the list of materials in 28:6 were deleted. The “linen”
was probably maintained in 28:6 because it was the major construction material
and because the Hebrew text here has the phrase rz:v]m; vve rather than just vVeh'''' as
in 28:5. When the Ì is read with the understanding provided by the ˇ, it can be
seen that the Ì accurately represented the Hebrew text rather than “limiting the
materials for the ephod to ejk buvssou keklwsmevnh",” as claimed by Wevers.133

Summary

In this section I have examined a variety of changes in morphological forms,
changes in order, synonymous variants, minuses, and pluses found in the ˇ and
the Œ manuscripts. The tendency of the ˇ to correct inconsistencies and make
phrases and passages more nearly parallel has been noted repeatedly as one of the
main factors that influenced these changes. Most of these changes are not
reflected directly in the translation of the Ì, but there are several significant agree-
ments in interpretive approaches that have influenced the Ì translation and
caused a surface level agreement. These surface level agreements were seen in the
choice of 2s subjects of verbs in the instruction part of the tabernacle accounts,
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4QpaleoExodm, but in her later analysis she affirms that 4QpaleoExodm agrees with ˇ on the position
of this plus. See Skehan and others, DJD 9, 114.

132. See discussion of personal pronouns used with finite verbs in Takamitsu Muraoka,
Emphatic Words and Structures in Biblical Hebrew (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1985), 47-59.

133. WeversNotes, 447.
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the choice of prepositions when there has possibly been confusion between la
and l[, parallel stylistic changes in order, and similar interpretations of “synony-
mous” Hebrew words that have been “corrected” in the ˇ. Other agreements,
however, such as some of the pronominal references, pluses of the word lko, and a
few of the added phrases, may indicate that the Ì was following a Hebrew Vorlage
similar to that of the ˇ. These agreements, especially ones in which the Ì consis-
tently follows the ˇ in a particular type of change that is scattered throughout the
text, are hard to explain by any other method except by an appeal to a similar
shared text.

In addition to discussing changes that may indicate a different Hebrew Vor-
lage of the Ì, several changes in the ̌ were discussed in detail to determine if they
were synonymous variants equal in status to the ˜ or scribal lapses, as often
claimed by Sanderson, or if they were secondary variants characteristic of the ˇ.
On the basis of probable language change and the tendency of the ˇ to correct
inconsistencies both in the text itself and especially in the order of items and
events within the text, I argued that these were mostly secondary variants. Most of
these secondary variants were not reflected in the Ì, but the secondary variants in
the ˇ do provide the necessary insight to interpret correctly the Ì translation of
28:6, which has often been viewed as slightly deficient. Thus, as with the “irrele-
vant” variants in the ˇ, the more significant variants in the ˇ must be examined
both within their immediate context and as representatives of patterns of changes
in order to evaluate correctly whether or not they possibly reflect the Hebrew Vor-
lage of the Ì or an interpretive approach shared by the ˇ and Ì.

III. Other Observations about
the Tabernacle Accounts

Two other areas of interest remain to be commented on in this chapter. First,
throughout this chapter, I have repeatedly referred to the tendency of the ˇ to
“correct” a passage to make it more like a parallel passage. Most of these changes
involve grammatical minutiae and rarely change the basic meaning, but when
these changes are examined as a whole, they reveal the pervasiveness and inten-
tionality of the changes that were being made in the text. The first part of this sec-
tion will discuss the patterns of adjustments in the ˇ. The largest quantity of
variants in the Hebrew texts, however, is found in the area of orthography. While
these variants do not normally affect the Ì translation, they deserve at least a pass-
ing mention. In addition, variations in spelling within the ˜ have been the basis
for some claims about the formation of both the Hebrew text and the Ì transla-
tion. Because of this, it is necessary to discuss briefly the claims and counter-
claims that have been made on the basis of orthographic differences in the
tabernacle accounts.
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First account Second account Type of change
25:6 35:8 added waw conjunction (2x)
25:7 35:9 added waw conjunction

25:11 37:2 changed preposition
25:27 37:14 deleted preposition
25:29 37:16 changed order of words
25:31 37:17 added object marker
25:33 37:19 deleted article
25:39 37:24 added waw conjunction
26:3 36:10 changed idiom (2x)
26:5 36:12 changed idiom
26:6 36:13 changed idiom
26:8 36:15 changed word order
26:8 36:15 deleted preposition

26:10 36:17 changed word order
26:10 36:17 added verb
26:10 36:17 changed word
26:17 36:22 changed idiom
26:18 36:23 changed noun to plural
26:19 36:24 changed noun to plural
26:20 36:25 added verb
26:20 36:25 changed noun to plural
26:24 36:29 changed preposition
26:24 36:29 changed aspect of verb (?)
26:25 36:30 deleted phrase
26:26 36:31 changed to construct chain
27:7 38:7 deleted suffix and added article
27:7 38:7 changed verb stem to hiphil

27:11 38:11 changed phrase
27:11 38:11 deleted waw conjunction
27:11 38:11 changed pronominal suffix
27:15 38:15 added noun
28:7 39:4 changed preposition
28:7 39:4 deleted waw conjunction

28:20 39:13 added verb
28:20 39:13 deleted waw conjunction
28:20 39:13 changed gender
28:23 39:16 added phrase
28:24 39:17 changed preposition 
28:33 39:24 added word
29:5 Lev 8:7 added clauses

29:18 Lev 8:21 changed order of words
29:21 Lev 8:30 changed order of words

Table 2. Adjustments of first account to second
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Patterns of Adjustment in the ˇ

When the ˇ account is examined as a whole, three patterns of adjustments
become evident.134 The most frequent pattern is the adjustment of the first
account to conform to the second account. The next most frequent pattern of
adjustments is the “correcting” of both accounts. In addition, there is a limited
number of examples in which the second account has been adjusted to conform
to that of the first. In the following sections I will include tables of all the adjust-
ments according to these categories and briefly mention the types of changes
found in each category.

Adjustments of First Account to Second. The first pattern of adjustments
involves changes made in 25-29 that result in verses becoming more like their par-
allels in 35-39 and parts of Leviticus. At least forty-four changes of this type are
found in the first account. (See table 2.) Because of the minor nature of these
changes, it would be tempting to say that they were just haphazard, accidental
agreements of scribal “errors.” The quantity of changes, the fact that they occur
throughout the account, and the variety of types of changes that have been made,
however, point to a concerted effort to make the accounts more nearly parallel
without significantly changing the content of the first account.

Adjustments to Both Accounts. In addition to adjustments to make the first
account more like the second, the ˇ also contains at least thirty-one adjustments
that were made in each account, i.e., at least sixty-two changes altogether. (See
table 3.) Many of these adjustments were probably due to language change and
the desire to “correct” the grammar of the Hebrew text to make it more like the
current practice of that time. This may be seen in both tabernacle accounts in the
four changes of gender, four pluses of locative he’s, and the three pluses of articles
to nouns that follow numbers.135 It is highly unlikely that these kinds of changes
were just scribal errors that happened to occur in parallel accounts.

Adjustments of Second Account to First. The final set of adjustments is much
smaller. There are only thirteen changes of the second account that make it more
like the first account. (See table 4.) Several of these changes were probably due to
language change, such as the plus of a locative he (36:23) and the avoidance of the
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134. In addition, there are some changes made in the ˇ that do not result in increased confor-
mity to a parallel passage. These changes have been noted throughout this chapter, but are not the
focus of this section.

135. These items are discussed in the first section of this chapter. 
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niphal verb form (35:2), a known characteristic of the ˇ.136 It is possible that the
wording in the first account of some of these examples was considered to be
clearer or more explicit than the wording in the second account. This would
explain the two pluses of bhz in ˇ 39:26 and other examples.
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136. Waltke, “Samaritan Pentateuch and the Text,” 219. Waltke groups this under the classifi-
cation, “SP replaces passive constructions with active constructions.”

Table 3. Adjustments to both accounts

First account Second account Type of change

25:3 35:5 deleted waw conjunction

25:4 35:6 deleted waw conjunction

25:17 37:6 changed gender (2x)

25:20 37:9 changed idiom

25:29 37:16 changed gender

25:31 37:17 deleted waw conjunction

25:31 37:17 changed to plural (2x)

25:33 37:19 deleted article

25:36 37:22 changed gender

26:1 36:8 deleted waw conjunction

26:3 36:10 added article

26:4 36:11 changed preposition

26:8 36:15 added article

26:8 36:15 changed form of word

26:16 36:21 added word

26:16 36:21 deleted waw conjunction

26:19 (ˇ variant) 36:24 (ˇ variant) changed noun (2x)

26:20 36:25 added locative he

26:24 36:29 deleted waw conjunction

26:24 36:29 changed word

27:9 38:9 added locative he

27:11 38:11 added locative he

27:12 38:12 added locative he

28:15 39:8 added article

28:25 39:18 added article

28:26 39:19 changed preposition

28:30 39:21 added clause

28:33 39:24 added word
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Orthography

The ˇ is known for its consistently fuller orthography and this is quickly con-
firmed in the tabernacle accounts, though occasionally defective forms are
found.137 The Œ manuscripts also contain a similar, fuller orthography, though
sometimes at variance with both the ˇ and ˜.138 The importance of the orthog-
raphy of the ˇ and Œ manuscripts, however, is due more to the fact that it pro-
vides a standard against which the ˜ can be compared. For Nelson, the
comparison of the orthography of the ̃ with that of the ̌ provides evidence that
the ˜ text developed as a revision of the original section, which was the Hebrew
Vorlage of Ì 37-38 (˜ 36:8-38:20). This comparison of orthographies also pro-
vides a tentative time-table for the development of the ˜. Nelson summarizes this
evidence as follows:

A final piece of evidence for revision was found in the orthography of the MT.
In one member of parallel verses an increased use of matres lectionis was
found. The increased use of waw and he was similar to that found in 4QExf.
The slightly fuller orthography of the SP and the Hasmonaean fragments sug-
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137. In a quick count of the tabernacle accounts of the ˇ, I found over 380 words that were
spelled more fully in contrast to the more defective forms of the ˜. Most examples involved plene
waw’s, though there were a few with yod’s and he’s. In addition, there were a few forms in the ˇ that
were written more defectively than in the ˜, such as ydqp (38:25), wyt`qw (25:29), and jqr (30:35). 

138. For instance, 4QpaleoExodm contains spellings such as rqwbb (29:39), `dwqh (30:13),
@wrha (29:32), and lhwa (30:16). See the discussion of the spelling differences within 4QExod-Levf in
David Noel Freedman, “The Massoretic Text and the Qumran Scrolls: A Study in Orthography,” in
Qumran and the History of the Biblical Text, ed. Frank Moore Cross and Shemaryahu Talmon (Cam-
bridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1975), 207-9.

Second account First account Type of change

35:2 31:15 changed verb form

36:23 26:18 added locative he

36:32 26:27 added word

36:35 26:31 deleted object marker

36:35 26:31 deleted article

37:5 25:14 added phrase

37:9 25:20 changed verb aspect (?)

38:10 27:10 changed number of suffix

38:12 27:12 deleted preposition

39:17 28:24 added object marker

39:17 28:24 deleted article

39:26 28:34 added noun (2x)

Table 4. Adjustments of second account to first
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gests that the Tabernacle Account was revised sometime in the fourth-third
centuries b.c.e. Neither the MT nor the SP compare to the very full orthogra-
phy of the Herodian fragments from Qumran.139

On the surface level, Nelson’s comments appear to have some validity. In the
tabernacle accounts of the ˇ there is on the average less than one word (.84) per
verse that has been spelled more fully. In the section that Nelson considers to be
“original,” however, there is a slightly higher ratio of fully spelled words (about
one per verse) because there are more defectively spelled words in the ˜ form of
this section. Barr, in his study of spelling in the Hebrew Bible, also notes that there
are more defectively spelled words in the second tabernacle account (35-40) than
in the first (25-31).140 Within the first account, however, he notes that there are
sections that tend towards shorter spellings and sections that tend towards longer
spellings.141 Barr’s conclusion from his detailed study of spelling is as follows:

Neither of the two texts shows any sign of having been modified from the exist-
ing spelling of the other. The evidence is entirely compatible with the supposi-
tion that both Text I and Text II were derived from an earlier text that was
dominantly short, and that both of them independently added a certain num-
ber of waws and yods, both of them inconsistently and haphazardly.142

Orthographic differences are only one piece of evidence used by Nelson to
argue his case for the development of the tabernacle accounts. The fact that his
arguments and evidence are flawed at this point does not destroy his case, but it
definitely raises questions about the validity of other examples used in the disser-
tation.143 More disturbing is his attempt to argue that the first tabernacle account
is a later development with fuller spellings than the second tabernacle account
and yet at the same time he attempts to explain away “discrepancies” in the second
tabernacle account by claiming,
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139. Nelson, 287-88.
140. James Barr, The Variable Spellings of the Hebrew Bible: The Schweich Lectures of the British

Academy 1986 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1989), 174-76.
141. According to Barr, 25:1-28:19 tends to have shorter spellings than the parallel text, 28:20-

32 tends to have the longer spellings, and in 28:33-40 the texts vary back and forth. Beginning in 29:1,
Barr notes that the first account has shorter spellings than its parallel in Leviticus. Ibid., 177.

142. Ibid. 
143. For instance, in his list of examples of final he, httn = ttn, he lists the parallel references

28:24, 25, 27=39:17, 18, 20, but the 2ms form of the verb, ttn, is not found in these examples from 39.
Nelson claims that “When there is variation of form in the Tabernacle Account, MTI alone reads a
final he.” The 2ms verb is, however, found in both long, httn (25:12; 26:32, 33; 27:5; 28:14, 24, 25, 27;
29:12, 20; 30:6, 36; 40:5, 6) and short form, ttn (25:16, 21, 26, 30; 26:34; 28:23, 30; 29:3, 6, 17; 30:16, 18
[2x], 40:7 [2x], 8), in both tabernacle accounts of the ˜ and does not occur in the core of the second
account. Another example that he uses is a contrast of htja (26:3, 5, 6) and tja (36:10, 12, 13), as
examples with and without the final he, but these are different words so his example is irrelevant. (Nel-
son, 184.) These are probably just inadvertent errors that occur in all dissertations, but the frequency
of such errors in this dissertation has led me to check personally any data that is being used to prove an
important point. 
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Most MT II examples [of the use of waw to represent oµ derived from aµ] are
found in chapter 39 or before 36:8, those sections found in the Greek to be a
Palestinian revision. This may be an indication that these sections along with
MT I were part of a revision in Hebrew by a Palestinian hand.144

Thus, Nelson is, on the one hand, claiming that the spelling of these sections of
the second tabernacle account is due to the same revision as that of the first
account and yet many of his examples “proving” that the first account has fuller
spellings than the second account are from the same sections of the second
account that were supposedly revised.

Finally, in an endnote, Nelson approvingly quotes from O’Connell who says,

The scribe who composed it [˜ 28:23-28] on the basis of MT Exod. 39:16-21,
apparently used a fuller orthography in his own new composition, while he
retained the more defective orthography when simply copying the older pas-
sage.145

If, as Nelson claims, this is “true throughout the Tabernacle Account,” then one
would expect that in all parts of the “new composition” the fuller orthography
would be used.146 That is not, in fact, the case. Since this is a minor point, I will
give just one example to the contrary. As O’Connell noted, the plene form twO[B]f' is
used in 28:23 (2x), 26, 27. These verses are almost exact copies of the parallel pas-
sage in 39. In the rest of the first tabernacle account, however, the word is always
spelled defectively, t[oB]f' or t[oB;f'.147 In the second tabernacle account, it is like-
wise spelled defectively except for one plene spelling, twO[B;f', in 37:3, which is part
of Nelson’s “original” version of the text.148 Examples of this type could be multi-
plied, but Barr’s conclusion, as follows, seems to have some validity, “There is no
correlation, then, between the spelling tendencies and the date of origin of the
books.”149

As a result of his study, Barr criticized both Cross’ use of orthography in
restoring the original text and his claim that as a part of the formation of the “offi-
cial text, . . . . A single orthographic tradition, in part archaizing to pre- or non-
Maccabaean spelling practices, was systematically imposed.”150 Even if one rejects
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144. Ibid.
145. Kevin G. O’Connell, S. J., The Theodotionic Revision of the Book of Exodus: A Contribution

to the Study of the Early History of the Transmission of the Old Testament in Greek (Cambridge, Mass.:
Harvard University Press, 1972), 70.

146. Nelson, 295. 
147. Defectively spelled forms of this word are found in the following verses in the first taber-

nacle account: 25:12 (3x), 14, 15, 26 (2x), 27; 26:29; 27:4, 7; 28:24, 28; 30:4.
148. Defectively spelled forms of this word are found in the following verses in the second

tabernacle account: 36:34; 37:3 (2x), 5, 13 (2x), 14, 27; 38:5, 7; 39:16 (2x), 17, 19, 20, 21 (2x).
149. Barr, Variable Spellings, 201.
150. Frank Moore Cross, “The History of the Biblical Text in the Light of Discoveries in the

Judaean Desert,” in Qumran and the History of the Biblical Text, ed. Frank Moore Cross and She-
maryahu Talmon (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1975), 185. See Barr’s criticism of this
statement in Variable Spellings, 187.
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Barr’s conclusion about variation in spelling, accepting Cross’ claim could also
lead one to the same rejection of spelling differences as evidence for the develop-
ment of any stage of the text. If a spelling system, even one that Barr views as
irregular, had been “systematically imposed” on the text, one would conclude that
significant variations could no longer be assumed to be part of the “original” text.
Therefore, Nelson’s discussion of spelling variations is irrelevant and his case for
the development of the text must be judged on other evidence that he presents.
Spelling variations are also irrelevant for the evaluation of the Ì translation of the
tabernacle accounts, which is the focus of this study.

Summary

The ˇ and Œ manuscripts do contain a consistently fuller spelling of words in the
tabernacle accounts. Orthographic differences in the ˜ have been used by Nelson
as supporting evidence for his theory about the development of the Hebrew text
of the tabernacle accounts along with the Ì translation of these accounts. This
theory, however, cannot be proven on the basis of Hebrew orthography. Varia-
tions in spelling occur throughout both accounts and often in the same verses,
which led Barr to claim that some of the waw’s and yod’s were added “inconsis-
tently and haphazardly.”151

In the first part of this section, over one hundred changes were noted that
resulted in the two tabernacle accounts of the ˇ being more alike in form. These
changes are not major and most of them do not significantly change the meaning
of the text, but the sheer quantity of the changes points unavoidably to the pur-
poseful revision of the text that was carried out in the ˇ.152 This revision also
included the “correcting” or standardizing of the grammar rather than allowing
the diversity of the ˜.153 The Ì reflects some of these changes, but due to the
grammatical nature of many of the changes, they were only relevant for the
Hebrew.

IV. Conclusion

Text critics have generally concentrated on tabulating agreements and disagree-
ments among various textual traditions as the basis for making statements about
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151. Ibid., 177.
152. Skehan has used a similar argument for the revisions he noted in the Isaiah Scroll. Patrick

W. Skehan, “The Qumran Manuscripts and Textual Criticism,” in Qumran and the History of the Bib-
lical Text, ed. Frank Moore Cross and Shemaryahu Talmon (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University
Press, 1975), 216. 

153. This trend in the ˇ is another indicator of the lateness of this recension. Modern day
translators working in previously unwritten languages have also noted (and in many cases encour-
aged) the standardization of written language. In the process much of the variation that is noted in
spoken language is gradually eliminated and the written language becomes a “homogenized and pas-
teurized” form of the spoken language. 
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textual affinities. Most text critics acknowledge that it is not the simple total of the
number of agreements, but also the types of agreements that are important. While
this has been generally claimed by text critics, some text critical studies still tend
to be tabulations of lists with discussions of only the types of major changes that
are interesting to that text critic. Few text critics have combined an in-depth
examination of both the changes within their contexts and the changes in com-
parison to other changes of a similar nature. Using this approach in the tabernacle
accounts of Exodus has produced an emerging picture of the ˇ as a recension
that cherished the balance between instructions and fulfillment. To increase the
parallels between the two parts of the tabernacle account, the ˇ intentionally
modified either one or both accounts through changes in morphology, changes in
order, synonymous variants, minuses, and pluses. These changes did not, in most
cases, change the basic meaning of the text. Rather, the text was simply made more
consistent and some of the text was updated to suit the grammatical usages of the
Hebrew language in their times.

In general, the Ì did not follow the tendency of the ˇ towards consistency
between parallel passages of the tabernacle accounts. Many of the grammatical
changes in the ˇ were “irrelevant” for the Ì because of differences in grammar
between the Greek and Hebrew languages. The importance of the ˇ for under-
standing the Ì, however, was demonstrated repeatedly throughout this chapter.
Minor changes in the ˇ often indicated an interpretation that was at variance
with the ˜. Often, similar interpretations of an ambiguous Hebrew Vorlage could
also be seen in the Ì. Pluses and other changes in the ˇ also provided the insight
needed for understanding some of the Ì translations that have in the past been
viewed as slightly deficient. Other changes in the ˇ that were reflected in the Ì
can only be explained on the basis of a Hebrew Vorlage that was more like the text
of the ˇ. As a result of this evidence, text critics working in the Pentateuch would
be wise to note carefully changes in the ˇ, because these changes often indicate
passages containing ambiguities that had to be resolved in the Ì.
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CHAPTER THREE

Lexical Consistency

The tabernacle accounts of Ì Exodus are characterized by a consistent pattern of
using lexical equivalents that are grammatically, semantically, and exegetically
appropriate for each context. Because of the variety of contexts in the tabernacle
accounts of Ì Exodus, the traditional methods that have been used for evaluating
lexical consistency lead to the conclusion that the translation was produced by at
least two translators. In contrast, those who claim that the translator of the taber-
nacle accounts of Ì Exodus was consistently inconsistent are able to claim that the
wide variety of lexical equivalents used for terms in the first tabernacle account
effectively negates any claims made about differences in vocabulary between the
two tabernacle accounts.1 A closer inspection of the lexical equivalents in both
accounts, however, demonstrates that the choices of lexical equivalents are con-
text-sensitive rather than being inconsistent. When all words are examined in
their contexts, only a small percentage of the contrasting lexical equivalents can be
used to support a two-translator theory of the production of the Ì tabernacle
accounts. Rather than true contrasts, many of the choices of lexical equivalents for
words that occur in both accounts demonstrate a pervasive shifting of the usages
of the lexical equivalents as well as the maintaining of lexical cohesion by the use
of lexical equivalents that appear in both tabernacle accounts.2 It is this evidence
of the shifting of usages of lexical equivalents, rather than actual contradictory
lexical equivalents, that makes it doubtful that both tabernacle accounts were pro-
duced by the same translator.

1. A modified view of this position is held by Gooding, who claims that the lack of consistency
means that one translator produced all but a small section of the second tabernacle account that con-
tains internal contradictions. See Gooding.

2. In this study, lexical cohesion is used in a narrow sense to refer to the repetition of words.
Lexical cohesion both defines the boundaries of a text or portion of a text and also holds a text
together as a coherent unit. See Mildred L. Larson, Meaning-Based Translation: A Guide to Cross-
Language Equivalence, 2d ed. (Lanham, Md.: University Press of America, 1998), 431-33, for a discus-
sion of lexical cohesion used in a wider sense that includes “synonyms, antonyms, substitution of
generic words for specific words, parallel expressions,” and “expectancy chains,” i.e., language or cul-
tural specific events that can be expected to occur together in a set order in a text. For a broader intro-
duction to cohesion see Kathleen Callow, Discourse Considerations in Translating the Word of God
(Grand Rapids, Mich.: Zondervan, 1974), 29-48. 
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In this chapter I will begin with a discussion of various methods of measur-
ing lexical consistency. This will include both a survey of past methodologies as
well as a description of the means of measuring and comparing lexical consis-
tency that will be used in this study. Next, I will present a survey of the types of
lexical consistency seen in four sections of Exodus as well as presenting a compar-
ison of various sets of sections. In the third section I will discuss the translation of
some of the technical terminology of the tabernacle and also the translation of the
compass points. In past studies, the translation of technical terminology and
compass points has been the key evidence used to support one of the theories
about the number of translators who produced the tabernacle accounts. In the
fourth section, I will discuss other observations that can be gained from studying
lexical equivalents in the Ì. Specifically, I will discuss choices of lexical equivalents
that clarify ambiguous sections of the Hebrew text as well as choices of lexical
equivalents that indicate the translator’s interpretation of the text. Finally, I will
conclude by summarizing some observations about lexical consistency and its
effect on the discussion concerning the number of translators that produced the
tabernacle accounts of Ì Exodus.

I. Defining and Measuring
Lexical Consistency 

Historically, lexical consistency has been defined and measured based on the
assumption that the Ì translation was a literal translation. This assumption has
been modified with time, but it is still an underlying part of most studies. It is true
that the Ì Exodus is literal in some aspects of its translation methodology, but the
choice of lexical equivalents is not one of those aspects. Because of the context-
sensitive nature of the choices of lexical equivalents, past methodologies, which
were largely intuitive analyses of a handful of terms, failed to grasp the nature of
the translation. Modern statistical methodologies likewise fail because computers
are not yet able to examine semantic contexts and evaluate the effect of these con-
texts on choices of lexical equivalents. As a result, a different approach will be used
in this study. Rather than calculating the percentage of the occurrences that use a
stereotypical translation of a term, I will instead compare the percentage of nouns
and verbs that are rendered by one lexical equivalent in contrast to those that are
rendered by more than one lexical equivalent. This methodology highlights the
context-sensitive nature of choices of lexical equivalents for nouns and especially
for verbs. While this methodology will use statistics to summarize the results of
the examination of the verbs and nouns in four sections of Exodus, the statistics
are not considered to be the most important aspect of the methodology. Rather,
the verbal description of the types of factors that have affected the choices of lexi-
cal equivalents in Ì Exodus is the main method that will be used to highlight the
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true nature of the translation, i.e., that it is a context-sensitive translation with
respect to the choice of lexical equivalents.

In this section I will first survey past studies of lexical consistency beginning
with Thackeray and ending with computer-dependent models. Included in this
survey will be brief descriptions of the use of lexical consistency within these
studies. Following this survey, I will describe in more detail the methodology that
will be used in this study and briefly illustrate some of the factors that affect
choices of lexical equivalents in Ì Exodus.

Survey of Past Methodologies 

Lexical consistency or the lack thereof has long been used as one of the main crite-
ria in evaluating the Ì translation with regard to the degree of literalness of the
translation, the number of translators, and the possibility of producing an accu-
rate retroversion to the Hebrew Vorlage. The importance of lexical consistency is
seen in the wide variety of ways that it has been used.

In Thackeray’s examination of the entire corpus of Ì Scriptures, he clearly
explained his methodology and grouped the putative component translations
according to the manner in which they translated certain terms or phrases. In
choosing this approach, he noted that “Vocabulary affords the easiest criterion to
begin with: the results which it yields can then be tested by grammatical phenom-
ena.”3 His classification of the books of the Ì Scriptures has generally been vali-
dated by more recent studies of other aspects of the Ì. For Thackeray, however,
the changes in lexical equivalents also provided a basis for claims about the theol-
ogy of the translators. For instance, noting the changes in the translation of the
term “servant” he says,

We cannot fail to note in the LXX renderings a growing tendency to emphasize
the distance between God and man. Qeravpwn “the confidential attendant” is
replaced by oijkevth" (which may include all members of the household and
therefore implies close intimacy), then by the more colourless but still familiar
pai'", finally by dou'lo" the “bond-servant” without a will of his own.4

Some of these changes in the choice of lexical equivalents may, however, be the
result of the translations being produced over a long span of time. Thus, the dif-
ferences may reflect a shift in language usage, rather than a changing theology.5
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3. Henry St. John Thackeray, A Grammar of the Old Testament in Greek According to the Septu-
agint, vol. 1, Introduction, Orthography and Accidence (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1909), 7.

4. Ibid., 8.
5. Benjamin G. Wright, “Dou'lo" and Pai'" as Translations of db[: Lexical Equivalences and

Conceptual Transformations,” in IX Congress of the International Organization for Septuagint and Cog-
nate Studies, Cambridge, 1995, ed. Dirk Büchner and Bernard A. Taylor, Septuagint and Cognate Stud-
ies, no. 45 (Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars Press, 1997), 261-77. Wright points to changes in the use of terms for
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Traditionally, lexical consistency or the lack thereof has been one of the cri-
teria for determining whether a book was translated by one or more translators.
Early studies by Thackeray, Baab, and others emphasized the different ways that
terms were translated and on the basis of the distribution of these terms divided
books, such as Genesis, Jeremiah, and Ezekiel, into two or more parts.6 These
studies generally made no claims about being complete studies of the vocabulary
of the book, but rather emphasized lexical inconsistency between the parts of a
book because they assumed that the Ì translations were basically literal and that
one translator would not suddenly switch vocabulary.

In Gooding’s study of the tabernacle accounts of Exodus, however, lexical
inconsistency was seen as one of the defining features of the translator’s tech-
nique.7 Because of the presence of lexical inconsistency throughout Exodus,
Gooding claimed that the lexical differences between the two tabernacle accounts
were primarily due to the translator’s technique rather than the presence of two
translators, as had been claimed by Smith, Swete, and others.8

Gooding’s negative evaluation of lexical inconsistency has, in recent times,
been countered by Leitier, who sees some examples of lexical inconsistency as a
positive attribute of a translator’s techniques.9 These techniques are described as
assimilation, in which different Hebrew terms are translated by the same Greek
term, and dissimilation, in which the same Hebrew terms are translated by differ-
ent Greek terms. Leitier found both of these techniques being used within very
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servants and emphasizes the lack of contrast between some of the terms both in the Ì Scriptures and
later Greek literature. There are, however, several key factors that Wright has not included in his anal-
ysis of the contexts in which these terms are used. Wright fails to remember that usages in quotations
may be different from those found in narrative texts. He also forgets that sociolinguistic factors are
most likely to affect speech, e.g., when speaking to a superior, a person will often refer to himself by a
“lower” term. This does not make the “lower” term synonymous with the “higher” term used in the
surrounding narrative, as Wright would have us believe. An example of the effect of a different set of
sociolinguistic factors may be seen in a comparison of 11:3 and 11:8. In 11:3, Pharaoh’s officials are
referred to in the narrative by the term qeravpwn. In Moses’ speech, however, these same officials are
derogatorily referred to using the term pai'" (11:8).

6. Henry St. John Thackeray, “The Greek Translators of Jeremiah,” Journal of Theological Stud-
ies 4 (1902-3): 245-66; idem, “The Bisection of Books in Primitive Septuagint MSS.,” Journal of Theo-
logical Studies 9 (1907): 88-98; and Otto J. Baab, “A Theory of Two Translators for the Greek Genesis,”
Journal of Biblical Literature 52 (1933): 239-43.

7. Gooding, 28. Gooding describes the translator’s style by pointing to “his disregard for tech-
nicalities, his inconsistencies, his inaccuracies” and “his positive errors.” This emphasis on lexical
inconsistency is also seen in an earlier study by A. H. Finn, “The Tabernacle Chapters,” Journal of
Theological Studies 16 (1915): 449-82.

8. Henry Barclay Swete, An Introduction to the Old Testament in Greek (Peabody, Mass.: Hen-
drickson Publishers, 1989), 236. See also the discussion and bibliography in Emanuel Tov, The Text-
Critical Use of the Septuagint in Biblical Research: Second Edition, Revised and Enlarged (Jerusalem:
Simor, 1997), 256-57.

9. Nechama Leitier, “Assimilation and Dissimilation Techniques in the LXX of the Book of
Balaam,” Textus 12 (1985): 79-95.
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short sections of text in which there were no obvious semantic differences in the
contexts. Gooding and Leitier, in contrast to some earlier scholars, agree that
translators can sometimes be inconsistent. The difference between Gooding and
Leitier is that Gooding referred to this as a sloppy translation technique and
Leitier described it as a purposeful choice.

Tov, in his study of Jeremiah, did a more complete analysis of the vocabulary
than that done by Thackeray.10 As a result, Tov was able to show that while there
was some lexical inconsistency in Jeremiah, Thackeray’s study failed to recognize
the importance of the consistency that existed in many areas of the vocabulary.
On the basis of lexical consistency within both parts of Jeremiah, as well as other
factors, Tov tried to show that the small amount of lexical inconsistency between
the two parts of the book was due to a revision of the second part of the book. Tov
also expressed his disagreement with Thackeray’s attitude towards literal transla-
tions, as follows:

Further, it seems to us that Thackeray’s group of “literal or unintelligent ver-
sions” in which he includes Jer. b' is based on a wrong assumption: “literal”
versions are not necessarily “unintelligent” and vice versa.11

Tov’s more positive attitude towards literal translations is probably due to his
interest in textual criticism as is seen in his statement about the value of the LXX,
as follows: “For OT scholarship, the main importance of the LXX lies in its
Hebrew Vorlage, which at times may be superior to MT.”12

Barr’s study on literalness pointed to lexical consistency as one of a set of cri-
teria used in defining the degree of literalness of a translation.13 His assumption
was that all the Ì translations were literal and that they only varied in the degree
of literalness. He also noted that translations could be more or less literal in vari-
ous aspects of their work. Tov and Wright built on Barr’s study and began to iden-
tify features of the translation that could be counted with the help of computer
technology.14 Because of Tov and Wright’s interest in the Hebrew Vorlage, their
main reason for producing the statistics was to have an objective measurement of
the degree of literalness of a translation. The objective measurements could then
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10. Emanuel Tov, The Septuagint Translation of Jeremiah and Baruch: A Discussion of an Early
Revision of the LXX of Jeremiah 29-52 and Baruch 1:1-3:8, Harvard Semitic Monographs, no. 8 (Mis-
soula, Mont.: Scholars Press, 1976).

11. Ibid., 159.
12. Ibid., 168. See also J. Gerald Janzen, Studies in the Text of Jeremiah, Harvard Semitic Mono-

graphs, no. 6 (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1973).
13. James Barr, The Typology of Literalism in Ancient Biblical Translations, Mitteilungen des

Septuaginta-Unternehmens, no. 15 (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1979), 279-325. 
14. Emanuel Tov and Benjamin G. Wright, “Computer-Assisted Study of the Criteria for

Assessing the Literalness of Translation Units in the LXX,” Textus 12 (1985): 149-87.
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be used as a basis for generalizations “about the character of the translation,”
which “is the only help in evaluating deviations of the LXX.”15

Wright’s statistical study was likewise focused on determining the degree to
which one can confidently recover the Hebrew Vorlage by retroversion from the
Greek.16 A more literal translation would probably provide a sounder basis for
retroversion, so Wright statistically analyzed several aspects of various transla-
tions to provide an objective basis for determining the degree of literalness of a
translation. One criterion he used was lexical consistency. Since his study was
based on Sirach, which is only partially extant in Hebrew, his statistical studies of
lexical consistency used Greek as their starting point. In general, Wright’s study
supported Thackeray’s earlier descriptions of the books of the Ì Scriptures.

The problems involved in defining lexical consistency, along with the variety
of terms that have been used to describe this concept, have been thoroughly dis-
cussed by Olofsson.17 In an extremely literal translation, lexical consistency is
manifested by a one-to-one correspondence of Hebrew to Greek terms. Aquila’s
revision of the Ì is often described as a translation with this kind of lexical consis-
tency that is sometimes called “stereotyping.” Statistical studies that measure lexi-
cal consistency generally are trying to measure the degree to which a one-to-one
correspondence is maintained either from Hebrew to Greek or vice versa. In a less
literal translation of the Hebrew, on the other hand, lexical consistency is mani-
fested by the degree to which the Ì consistently represents the different meanings
of the Hebrew terms by repeatedly using the same Greek terms for the same
meanings. These two types of lexical consistency have sometimes been described
as pseudo concordance (stereotyping) and real concordance (the consistent rep-
resentation of semantic concepts).18 A translation that consistently represents
semantic concepts may at times appear to be a “stereotyping” translation if the
terms in both languages generally refer to the same concept. Due to the nature of
languages and the probability that the concepts referred to by nouns are more
likely to coincide, Olofsson suggests that “the consistent rendering of a verb is as a
rule a better sign of a literal translation than the stereotype translation of a
noun.”19

In summary, lexical consistency has long been recognized as a means of eval-
uating various aspects of the Ì translations. The most frequent foci of these stud-
ies were the question of the number of translators and the retroversion to the

Lexical Consistency 61

15. Ibid., 150-51.
16. Benjamin G. Wright, No Small Difference: Sirach’s Relationship to Its Hebrew Parent Text,

Septuagint and Cognate Studies, ed. Claude E. Cox, no. 26 (Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars Press, 1989). 
17. Staffan Olofsson, “Consistency as a Translation Technique,” Scandinavian Journal of the

Old Testament 6 (1992): 14-30.
18. Larson, Meaning-Based Translation, 162-63.
19. Olofsson, “Consistency as a Translation Technique,” 20.
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Hebrew Vorlage. The methods used to study lexical consistency have generally
been what Tov has called “intuitive description.”20 In the last two decades, how-
ever, computer technology has made it possible to analyze statistically large seg-
ments of the Ì. These statistical analyses reportedly provide an objective analysis
of the lexical consistency of the Ì translations.

Methodology Used in This Study

In a relatively free translation, such as Exodus, lexical consistency is best described
by means of identifying the factors that affect the lexical choices and the degree to
which these same factors are used throughout the translation rather than by
means of a statistical study of the frequency with which stereotypical equivalents
are used.21 In this section I will first list and illustrate some of the factors that
affect lexical choices for nouns and verbs in Ì Exodus.22 Following this, I will
briefly describe the method that will be used in this study for comparing the
degree of lexical consistency in four sections of Exodus.

Factors That Affect Lexical Consistency. Lexical consistency in Ì Exodus is
affected by a variety of semantic and grammatical factors. Because of the influ-
ence of these factors, Ì Exodus appears on the surface to be relatively inconsistent
in its choice of lexical equivalents. Some of the factors that affect the choice of lex-
ical equivalents include the grammatical forms of the Hebrew verb, the nature of
the object of the verb, and the contextual translation of nouns.

One of the more frequently cited factors that affect lexical equivalents in the
Ì is the grammatical forms of verbs. Included in the list of oft cited forms are
verbs in the hiphil and infinitive absolutes.23 Examples of the effect of these gram-
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20. Tov, Text-Critical Use of the Septuagint, 25.
21. A statistical analysis of 11-13 using Wright’s methodology indicated that it was a fairly

literal translation, but an examination of the actual words in context showed that the translation
choices were affected by a variety of semantic and grammatical factors. This kind of disparity between
statistical results and the actual usage in the text is especially problematic in smaller books or portions
of text. Because of this, I have chosen not to use a statistical approach in this study. See Martha L.
Wade, “Evaluating Lexical Consistency in the Old Greek Bible,” Bulletin of the International Organiza-
tion for Septuagint and Cognate Studies 33 (2000): 53-75.

22. Within the category of nouns I have included adjectives, which may be analyzed as a sub-
category of nouns. I have not, however, included demonstratives, numbers, pronouns, or proper
nouns. For a Hebrew grammar that treats adjectives as a subcategory of nouns, see Christo H. J. van
der Merwe, Jackie A. Naudé, and Jan H. Kroeze, A Biblical Hebrew Reference Grammar (Sheffield:
Sheffield Academic Press, 1999), 57. In addition, idiomatic phrases are not included in the statistics.

23. Emanuel Tov, “The Representation of the Causative Aspects of the Hiph’il in the LXX: A
Study in Translation Technique,” Biblica 63 (1982): 417-24; Raija Sollamo, “The LXX Renderings of
the Infinitive Absolute Used with a Paranymous Finite Verb in the Pentateuch,” in La Septuaginta en
la Investigacion Contemporanea: V Congreso de la IOSCS, ed. Natalio Fernandez Marcos, Textos Y
Estudios «Cardenal Cisneros» de la Biblia Poliglota Matritense, no. 34 (Madrid: Instituto «Arias
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matical forms may be found in both of the tabernacle accounts of Exodus and also
the control sample (11-13). For instance, infinitive absolutes that immediately
precede a finite form of the same verb are translated by cognate nouns rather than
by a verb form.24 Likewise, hiphil forms of many verbs are translated by different
lexical equivalents than the qal forms. For instance, awB in the qal is often trans-
lated by a form of e[rcomai whereas in the hiphil it is frequently translated by a
form of fevrw.25 The grammatical form alone, however, is not sufficient for
explaining the variety of lexical choices found in Ì Exodus.26

Another major factor that affects the translation of the verb is the direct
object. For instance, within the tabernacle accounts $jr is translated by louvw,
nivptw, and pluvnw. The Hebrew term, as used in Exodus, is a generic term that can
refer to various types of washing, but the Greek terms are specific terms that refer
to the washing of particular objects.27 Likewise, the translation of rfq by
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Montano» C.S.I.C., 1985), 101-13; and Emanuel Tov, “Renderings of Combinations of the Infinitive
Absolute and Finite Verbs in the LXX—Their Nature and Distribution,” in Studien zur Septuaginta—
Robert Hanhart zu Ehren: Aus Anlass seines 65. Geburtstages, ed. Detlef Fraenkel, Udo Quast, and John
William Wevers, Mitteilungen des Septuaginta-Unternehmens, no. 20 (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1990), 64-73. See also Swete, Introduction to the Old Testament in Greek, 308 and Thackeray,
Grammar of the Old Testament in Greek, 47-50.

24. Translations of this usage of the infinitive absolute are found three times in the control
sample (ejkbolh'/ [11:1], ejpiskoph'/ and o{rkw/ [13:19]), but only once in the critical text of the taberna-
cle accounts (qanavtw/ [31:14]). The relative frequency of this structure in the control sample may be
due to its action-oriented nature. 

25. The following are a few of the contrasting translations of qal and hiphil forms of verbs that
may be found in the tabernacle accounts and control sample: awB—qal (eijsevrcomai [29:30] and eijs-
poreuvomai [28:30]) and hiphil (eijsavgw [25:14], eijsfevrw [26:33], and fevrw [36:3]); har—qal (oJravw
[12:13]) and hiphil (deivknumi [25:9] and paradeivknumi [27:8]); brq—qal (prosevrcomai [12:48]
and prosporeuvomai [36:2]) and hiphil (prosavgw [28:1] and prosfevrw [29:3]); axy—qal (ejxevrco-
mai [11:8], eijsporeuvomai [11:4], ejkporeuvomai [13:4]) and hiphil (ejkfevrw [12:39] and ejxavgw
[29:46]); and hl[— qal (ajnabaivnw [13:18] and sunanabaivnw [12:38]) and hiphil (ajnafevrw [30:9],
ejpitivqhmi [40:4], ejxavptw [30:8], and sunanafevrw [13:19]). Frequently, verbs that are intransitive in
the qal are translated by a different lexical choice when they occur in the hiphil because of the change
in transitivity, i.e., the addition of a “causer.”

26. In addition to grammatical form, the choice of lexical equivalents for verbs of motion, such
as axy, is affected by prepositional clauses indicating the direction of motion (compare the translation
of axy in 11:4 and 11:8). Another even more pervasive factor is the animate versus inanimate nature of
the item that is being caused to move in hiphil forms of verbs. If the direct object is an inanimate item
that has to be carried (meat or dough), then it will be translated with a form of fevrw (12:39, 46). If the
direct object is animate (people), then a form of the verb a[gw will be used (29:46). The effect of the
nature of the object of the verb may be seen in several of the lexical equivalents of the verbs mentioned
above, but there are “exceptions,” such as 25:14 where eijsavgw is used for the insertion of the poles,
which are inanimate objects. This “exception,” however, may be due to the fact that awB is referring to
the guiding of the poles into the rings rather than to the carrying of the poles, a difference that is also
seen when animate beings are caused to move.

27. If objects, such as pieces of a sacrificial ram (29:17), were being washed, the Greek transla-
tor used the term pluvnw. When a human was washing his hands or feet, the term nivptw was used
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ajnafevrw and qumiavw is dependent on the items being “turned into smoke” in a
particular context. The term ajnafevrw is the more generic term that can be used
in a wider context, whereas qumiavw is limited to the burning of incense alone.
Gooding, however, used the translations of rfq as an example of “variety in the
translation of technical terms.”28

Finally, the translator’s theology and hermeneutical approach will occasion-
ally affect lexical choices for verbs. For instance, the translator’s understanding of
God has affected the translation of the term @kv. In the Ì Exodus, God does not
“dwell” among the Israelites. Instead, God is either “seen” or “called upon.”29 Like-
wise, the translator’s understanding about service by women at the door of the
tent of meeting has affected his translation of abx in 38:8 (Ì 38:26).30 Rather than
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(30:18, 19, 20, 21; 40:31 [Ì 38:27a], 32 [Ì 38:27b]). Finally, louvw was used for the bathing of the entire
person (29:4; 40:12). These usages reflect the definitions of the words in Johannes P. Louw and Eugene
A. Nida, eds., Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament: Based on Semantic Domains, 2d ed. (New
York: United Bible Societies, 1989), s.v. 47.8, 9, 12. See also the discussion of these terms in J. A. L. Lee,
A Lexical Study of the Septuagint Version of the Pentateuch, Septuagint and Cognate Studies, no. 14
(Chico, Calif.: Scholars Press, 1983), 36-40.

28. Gooding, 19. In contrast to Gooding’s conclusion, the translation of rfq is context sensi-
tive. When the object of the verb rfq is either a meat product or a combination of meat and other
products that are turned into smoke on the altar of burnt offering, then the verb ajnafevrw is used to
refer to the event (29:18, 25; 30:20). If the object of the verb rfq is incense only, then the verb qumiavw
is used to refer to the event (30:7, 8; 40:27). In Exodus, the only exception to this description of the lex-
ical equivalents for rfq is 29:13, where the verb ejpitivqhmi is used. Interestingly enough, this is also
the one occurrence where Wevers discusses the variants in the targums that may reflect another inter-
pretation. See WeversNotes, 471. Thus, what Gooding describes as variation for variation’s sake is in
actuality choices of lexical equivalents that either reflect the difference in the object being burned or
point to a difference in either the interpretation or the Hebrew Vorlage. 

29. In 25:8, the Ì translates yTin“k'v; with ojfqhvsomai when God is “seen” in a physical dwelling
place. When @kv is used in the context of God’s relationship with his people, however, the translator
uses a term that focuses on their interaction, ejpikalevw (29:45, 46). This same lexical equivalent,
ejpikalevw, is frequently used in Deuteronomy to translate a similar phrase that refers to the place of
worship where God’s name will “dwell” (Deut 12:11, 14:23; 16:2, 6, 11; 26:2). When the subject of @kv
is the cloud, the translator appropriately used a term that described the physical relationship of the
cloud over the tent, ejpiskiavzw (40:35). There is no evidence that these differences should be
attributed to the presence of a different Vorlage. Wevers simply notes that “Exod [Ì] changes the
notion of God’s dwelling into a matter of self-revelation.” (Wevers Notes, 395.) Fritsch contends that
this change is theologically motivated by the translator’s avoidance of “the idea of God’s meeting with
man, an idea which would not agree with the more spiritualized conception of God generally found in
the Greek translation of the Old Testament.” See Charles T. Fritsch, The Anti-anthropomorphisms of
the Greek Pentateuch (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1943), 32-33. Fritsch’s study, however,
overemphasizes the theological differences in the Greek. Many of the issues he discusses are language
related differences that are found in relatively free translations. It cannot, however, be denied that a
translator’s theology can affect the translation, as will be seen below.

30. Gooding discusses the possibility that the translator’s Hebrew text contained the verb !Wx
instead of abx (or that the translator misread the verb), but dismisses this option. If the original had
read !Wx, there would have been no reason to change it to abx, which is the more difficult reading.
Gooding sees the use of the term for fasting as an example of midrash. According to Gooding, “It is the
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using the generic term leitourgevw, which is used to translate abx in Num 4:23,
the translator of Exodus used nhsteuvw, a term that refers to a specific kind of ser-
vice that was appropriate for women.31

Nouns, likewise, are affected by a variety of contextual factors. One of the
major grammatical factors that affects nouns is their grammatical function in a
phrase or clause. For instance, in Hebrew the three types of metals used in the
tabernacle construction are referred to by nouns, but in Greek they are translated
by either nouns or adjectives depending upon the grammatical structure in which
they occur and the syntactical requirements of the verb.32 In addition to materials
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common habit of midrash, not to confuse Hebrew words, but to interpret a (difficult, or objectionable,
or sometimes quite innocent) word by deliberately substituting another, quite different word, the only
justification for which is that it faintly resembles the first word in sound.” See David W. Gooding,
“Two Possible Examples of Midrashic Interpretation in the Septuagint Exodus,” in Wort, Lied und
Gottesspruch: Festschrift für Joseph Ziegler, ed. Josef Schreiner (Echter Verlag: Katholisches Bibelwerk,
1972), 44-45. 

In contrast to Gooding, I believe that this translation choice is the result of the translator’s
hermeneutical approach that views Scriptures as a unified, non-contradictory whole. Because there is
no other reference to women performing cultic service in the Pentateuch, the translator chose to
translate this single, ambiguous verse in the light of the remainder of the Pentateuch. This resulted in
the use of a specific term for a kind of service that women could do, nhsteuvw, rather than using the
more generic term for service, leitourgevw, that could have been misinterpreted. This same
hermeneutical approach was also used by other translators of the Ì and as a result the other reference
to women “serving” at the door of the “tent of meeting” in 1 Sam 2:22 was deleted. This type of “sani-
tizing” of the text (if it was done by the translator instead of being caused by a difference in the Hebrew
Vorlage) is not a phenomenon limited to ancient translators. In my translation work in Papua New
Guinea, I have had many long “discussions” with national translators who did not want their Bible to
contain passages such as Gen 38 or crude remarks such as that of Paul in Gal 5:12.

Tov, in contrast, views the phrase in 1 Sam 2:22 as an addition to the ˜ based on 38:8. His dis-
cussion has some merit, but fails to include a reason for the change in the Ì translation of 38:8 (Ì
38:26). Since Tov connects these two passages, I believe that an explanation for the changes should
also include both passages. See Emanuel Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible (Minneapolis,
Minn.: Fortress Press, 1992), 273-74. 

31. Concerning this choice of lexical equivalents, Wevers says, “Exod [Ì] rather ingeniously
has . . . ‘the women who fasted,’ fasting being one kind of cultic practice which anyone could perform;
the women were thus performing their service by fasting, hardly a translation, but it is an interpreta-
tion,” in WeversNotes, 631. Wevers, however, fails to see that the use of a specific term instead of a
generic term is a frequently used translation technique, as has been described above. 

32. A few of the grammatical and semantic factors that affect the translation of grammatical
structures such as construct chains will be more thoroughly discussed in chapter four, but a few exam-
ples of the translations of bh;z: will illustrate some of the conditioning factors. If bh;z: is an unmodified
noun in the nomen rectum position of a construct chain, the adjective, crusou'", will be the normal
translation choice (25:26; 37:3 [Ì 38:3]; 40:26). If bh;z: is modified by an adjective, such as r/hf;, then
the normal translation choice will be the nominal form crusivon (25:17; 37:2 [Ì 38:2]; 39:15 [Ì
36:22]), but there are two exceptions in the first account that cannot currently be explained (28:36 and
30:4, which is a plus in the Ì). In addition, the grammatical requirements of the verb may affect the
translation choices for bh;z:. For instance, when bh;z: is a double accusative with the verb hc[, it is nor-
mally translated by an adjectival form (37:7 [Ì 38:6]), but with hpx, it is generally translated by a
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used in the manufacture of items, other concepts that are expressed by means of
nouns in Hebrew may be translated by either nouns or adjectives in Greek
depending on the context.33

In Exodus, the lexical equivalents used for generic terms and terms with
multiple meanings are determined by their contexts. For instance, &rEy: is trans-
lated by kaulov" when it refers to the stem of the lampstand (25:31; 37:17 [Ì
38:13]), by mhrov" when it refers to a person’s thigh (28:42), and by klivto" when it
refers to the side of the tabernacle (40:22, 24).34 Context also affects the transla-
tion of terms that can refer to the same item. For instance, lh,ao and @K;v]mi rarely
co-occur and thus both are translated by skhnhv unless the context forces the
translator to distinguish between the two.35 When the Hebrew text clearly uses the
two terms to refer to distinct items, @K;v]mi, which is the inner tent, is always trans-
lated by skhnhv and the outer tent is referred to by either generic terms for cover-
ings or by specific terms for curtains.36
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nominal form (25:13). The contrast between these two verbs can best be seen in 26:29, which contains
both verbs in parallel constructions using their contrasting choices of adjective versus noun for the
translation of bh;z:. Many clauses with hc[, however, are ambiguous in that bh;z: could be interpreted
either as a double accusative or as a nomen rectum of a construct chain, both of which would be trans-
lated by an adjective in Ì Exodus (25:24; 39:16 [Ì 36:23]). In contrast, most clauses with hpx have a
pronoun that refers to the item being covered. The presence of this pronoun limits the translation
choice for bh;z: to a nominal form in Greek (26:37; 37:15 [Ì 38:11]). As can be seen by the above refer-
ences, the factors that affect the translation choices for bh;z: and similar words are widely varied and
can be found in all sections of the tabernacle account. Similar choices are found in the lexical equiva-
lents for the following Hebrew words that refer to materials used in the building of the tabernacle: @b,a,,
#s,K,, tv,jon“, z[e, vve, and tl,keT].

33. For instance, rq,Bo is normally translated by prwiv (29:34), but as the nomen rectum of a
construct chain it is translated by prwinov" (29:41). Likewise !yhiløa> is generally translated qeov", but
when !yhiløa> is interpreted as an attribute in the nomen rectum of a construct chain, i.e., a godly spirit
rather than the Spirit of God, it is translated by qei'o" (31:3). This contrasts with the more frequent
part-whole interpretation of a construct chain in which qeov" is the lexical equivalent used, e.g., “the
finger of God” (31:18). 

34. Another example of a similar nature is the translation of rc;B; by kreva" when it refers to the
flesh of animals (12:8, 46; 29:14, 31, 32, 34), by savrx when it is referring to the human body (30:32),
and by crwv" when it refers to the skin (28:42), though the difference between savrx and crwv" is not
clear from these limited contexts. The fact that kreva" would not be a meaningful replacement for
savrx or crwv", however, points to the fact that context affects the choice of lexical equivalents in Ì
Exodus. 

35. This is an example of assimilation, i.e., two distinct Hebrew terms being translated by one
Greek term. 

36. In 26:7, skevph was used to designate the outer tent, but in 26:11 lh,ao is translated devrri"
when it refers to the curtains that were joined together to form the outer tent. In 35:11, the plural form
of paravrruma was used as the translation of lh,ao in a list of items connected with the inner tent. In
40:19, the plural form of aujlaiva was the term used to refer to the item being spread over the inner
tent. When lh,ao and @K;v]mi co-occur in the phrase, d[e/m lh,ao @K'v]mi, they are treated as terms in appo-
sition and are collapsed into a form of the Greek phrase skhnhv tou' marturivou (Ì 39:9; 40:2, 6, 29).
This is similar to the exegetical understanding seen in the ˇ, which has d[wm lha @k`mh (39:32;
40:2, 6, 29). See the discussion of this phrase in chapter two.
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These examples illustrate the context-sensitive nature of choices of lexical
equivalents in Ì Exodus. A wide diversity of factors has been shown to affect these
choices for both nouns and verbs in all sections of the tabernacle accounts. Below,
I will describe the method that will be used to quantify the amount of variation in
lexical equivalents and to compare the degree to which choices of lexical equiva-
lents are affected in sections of Ì Exodus.

Comparing the Degree of Lexical Consistency. As has been previously noted,
lack of lexical consistency has been one of the main criteria used for assigning
parts of the tabernacle account to different translators. These studies, however,
have tended to focus on the few “obvious” differences without acknowledging the
high degree of consistency in both accounts.37 In order to gain a better perspective
on the nature of the similarities and differences in the lexical choices within the
tabernacle accounts, the methodology used in this study will include the presenta-
tion of a detailed comparison of the tabernacle accounts with respect to lexical
choices for nouns and verbs. This comparison will include analyses of lexical con-
sistency in four sections of Exodus—a control sample (11-13), the first tabernacle
account (25-31), the “core” of the second tabernacle account (˜ 36:8-38:20), and
the remainder of the second tabernacle account (35:1-36:7; 38:21-40:38).38 Before
comparing the lexical equivalents in these sections, however, I will present an
analysis of the degree to which single versus multiple lexical equivalents of nouns
and verbs are used within each section. The lack of stereotypical translations of
nouns and verbs in these sections will demonstrate that Exodus in not an exces-
sively literal translation in the sense that it uses only stereotypical lexical choices,
i.e., one Hebrew word being consistently translated by one Greek word. At the
same time, however, a comparison of the degree to which multiple lexical equiva-
lents are used points to the similarity of approach in all four sections of Exodus.

The first tabernacle account has generally been considered to have been pro-
duced by the same translator as the first part of Exodus.39 Because of this, the first
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37. In Tov’s study of Jeremiah, the amount of shared unique renderings between the parts of
Jeremiah was one of the factors that led Tov to conclude that the second part of Jeremiah was a revi-
sion rather than a separate translation. This examination of the shared features of the translation is
one way in which Tov’s study of Jeremiah differed from Thackeray’s. See Tov, Jeremiah and Baruch. 

38. In Nelson’s analysis of the tabernacle accounts he concludes that “there were two hands at
work in the Tabernacle Account. The earliest level was the Old Greek, maintained in the core of Greek
II.” See Nelson, 130. This “core” section for Nelson is the translation of the ˜ 36:8b-38:20, which is
found in Ì 37-38. Due to different divisions of 36:8 in other studies, for the purpose of this study I
have included ˜ 36:8-38:20 in the core. The difference of a half verse is not likely to have affected the
statistical evidence presented in this chapter.

39. In an early study by Thackeray, he proposed that Exodus be divided in half, but the division
was for the purpose of transcription and not translation. According to Thackeray, the two sections
could be identified by the “use or disuse of the form ejavn for a[n with the relative pronoun o{" (o{sti",
o{so") or with a conjunction (hJnivka).” In addition, he notes the difference in the use of ejnantivon and
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tabernacle account and the control sample, which is of a similar genre, will be
compared and used as a basis for evaluating the similarities and differences in lex-
ical consistency of other sections of the tabernacle accounts. The other sets that
will be compared are the core section in relationship to the remainder of the sec-
ond tabernacle account and the entire second account in relationship to the first
account.40 For each of these sets of sections, a comparison will be made of the lex-
ical equivalents of Hebrew nouns and verbs that occur in both sections of a set.
These comparisons will include the degree to which the two sections in a set have
identical lexical equivalents, partially shared lexical equivalents, and contrastive
lexical equivalents. This comprehensive comparison of each set will show that a
large percentage of both nouns and verbs is translated with either identical or par-
tially shared lexical equivalents in both sections of a set. This high degree of
shared lexical equivalents contrasts with the relatively small percentage of com-
pletely contrastive lexical equivalents that have been the basis for many discus-
sions about the number of translators that produced the tabernacle accounts.

II. Lexical Consistency
within the Tabernacle Accounts

In this section I will first present tables that will show that all sections of Exodus
examined for this book contain examples of the contextual translation of nouns
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e[nanti. The two parts of Exodus identified on the basis of these factors were 1:1-23:19 and 23:20-
40:38. (See Thackeray, “Bisection of Books,” 88-98.) The scribal nature of these differences may be
seen in Wevers’ comments about the gradual shift in usage from a[n in the third century b.c. to ejavn in
the second century a.d. Wevers concludes, “Accordingly one is fully justified to accept only a[n in rela-
tive clauses for the Pentateuch regardless of the witness of the fourth and fifth century manuscripts B
and A which often have ejavn.” See John William Wevers, “The Göttingen Pentateuch: Some Post-
partem Reflections,” in VII Congress of the International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate
Studies, Leuven, 1989, ed. Claude E. Cox, Septuagint and Cognate Studies, no. 31 (Atlanta, Ga.: Schol-
ars Press, 1991), 53.

40. There are, of course, some difficulties with any comparison of dissimilar material, but the
similarities between the first set (control sample [11-13] and first tabernacle account [25-31]) and the
second set (core of the second tabernacle account [36:8-38:20] and remainder of the second taber-
nacle account [35:1-36:7; 38:21-40:38]) are worth noting. First, while the number of verses in the first
set represents an approximately 1 to 3 ratio (83 verses in the control sample and 243 verses in the first
account), the second set on the surface appears to have a very different ratio, 1 to 1.6 (80 verses in the
core and 134 in the remainder of the second account). This difference, however, is more apparent
than real because the Ì translation of the core section contains fewer than 47 verses. The remaining
verses are part of the numerous “minuses” that will be discussed in chapter five. Thus the ratio of the
verses in the second set is about the same as that in the first set. In addition, the second set, like the first
set, does not contain identical material. This contrasts with the third set (first and second tabernacle
accounts), which contains the translation of large sections of material that are almost identical in the
˜ of both accounts. One would expect a greater number of shared vocabulary items in the comparison
of this final set. 
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and verbs by more than one lexical equivalent. Second, I will present tables that
show the degree to which translation choices are identical, partially shared, or
contrastive in the three sets of sections discussed above. Finally, a larger sampling
of the choices of lexical equivalents contained in both tabernacle accounts will be
examined to further identify the factors that have affected these choices. Included
in this will be discussions of lexical equivalents that may have been caused by
either a different Vorlage, a misreading of the Hebrew text, or different translators.
Major differences in lexical consistency that have been cited as evidence either for
or against a single-translator theory will be discussed in the third section of this
chapter.

Comparison of Lexical Consistency

in Four Sections of Exodus

In all sections of Exodus studied for this book, a large percentage of both nouns
and verbs had two or more lexical equivalents. In general, the more frequently a
word was used, the more likely there were to be two or more lexical equivalents.
Thus, the largest sections (first tabernacle account and remainder of second
tabernacle account) contained larger percentages of nouns with multiple lexical
equivalents than the smaller sections (control sample and core of second taberna-
cle account). (See table 5.) In addition, nouns were more likely to have stereotypi-
cal lexical equivalents than verbs, i.e., nouns were more likely to have one fixed
lexical equivalent than verbs. (Compare tables 5 and 6.) 

The core of the second tabernacle account was noticeably deficient in verbs
available for analysis. This is due to both the nature of the Hebrew text and the
fact that the Ì contains an even further reduction of the number of verbal clauses.
Despite the scarcity of verbs, however, this section, like the other sections, trans-
lated verbs contextually.41 The factors that affected these choices, however, were
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41. The conditioning factors for these three verbs lie in the larger context of the text. For
instance, hc[ is normally translated by poievw in the core section, as can be seen in the verses sur-
rounding the one exception (36:35, 37 [Ì 37:3, 5]). In 36:36 (Ì 37:4), however, hc[ is translated by
ejpitivqhmi. The use of ejpitivqhmi makes the second tabernacle account almost identical to the parallel
verse in the first tabernacle account with only minor changes in the case of a noun phrase (changed
from genitive to accusative), the tense of the verb (changed from the future to aorist), and a minor
plus, ejn, that is probably added in conjunction with the choice of katacrusovw instead of crusovw.
This choice to make the verse parallel to the first account allows the translator to shift the focus from
the construction of the wood and metal items in the ˜ to the focus on the placement of the curtain in
the Ì. It also makes explicit the fulfillment of the command in the first account. Alternately, the Vor-
lage used by the translator could have been more like the parallel first account verse (26:32). In addi-
tion, the participle in the phrase hk;al;M]h' yce[oB] (36:8) is translated by a participial form of ejrgavzomai
and hk;al;M]h' is technically a minus. Thus, the use of a specific term, ejrgavzomai, instead of a generic
term, poievw, is appropriate for the context. Due to the large quantity of difficulties in this verse, how-
ever, little more can be said about this choice of lexical equivalents.
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The translation of !qr (36:37 [Ì 37:5]) by uJfavnto" instead of poikilthv" (38:18 [Ì 37:16]) is
connected with other changes of vocabulary that make the curtain of the entranceway of the tent
(outer curtain) identical to the inner curtain. This change in lexical equivalents for !qr is one of a
series of difficulties in the text that resulted in an ambiguous translation with respect to the two cur-
tains of the tent. If this change was due to the translator, then it reflects his interpretation that the
entire tent was of the same construction with cherub designs on the inner tent and both curtains, i.e.,
the curtain that separated the Holy of Holies from the Holy Place and the curtain at the entranceway
of the tent (Ì 26:1; 37:3, 5). In the ˜, in contrast, the inner tent and inner curtain were works made by
bvj, whereas the curtain at the entranceway of the tent (outer curtain) and the curtain at the gate of
the courtyard were made by !qr (˜ 26:36; 27:16). See Menahem Haran, Temples and Temple-Service
in Ancient Israel: An Inquiry into Biblical Cult Phenomena and the Historical Setting of the Priestly School
(Winona Lake, Ind.: Eisenbrauns, 1985), 160-63, for a discussion of the three types of fabric used in
the tabernacle accounts. Positing a different Vorlage because of this lexical equivalent, however, would
not resolve the other interrelated differences in the text and thus it is likely that the lexical equivalent
used was due to the translator’s choice.

The final verb in the core of the second tabernacle account that used two lexical equivalents is
qxy. Unlike the other lexical equivalents discussed above, the translation of qxy by ejpitivqhmi instead

Table 5. Lexical equivalents of nouns in four sections of Exodus

Control First Core of Remainder

sample tabernacle second of second

account tabernacle tabernacle

account account

Nouns with 1 42 65 25 40

lexical equivalent

(2-4 occurrences)

Nouns with 1 10 22 5 17

lexical equivalent

(5-9 occurrences)

Nouns with 1 4 16 1 8

lexical equivalent

(10 or more

occurences)

Nouns with 2 18 54 10 30

lexical equivalents

Nouns with 3 or more 2 29 1 14

lexical equivalents

Total of nouns 76 186 42 109

Percentage of nouns 26% 45% 26% 40%

with 2 or more 

lexical equivalents
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of cwneuvw seems to be due to difficulties in the Hebrew text. The combination of qxy plus B]] is not
found elsewhere in the tabernacle accounts. In 1 Kgs 7:46, however, the B]] identifies the material (clay)
used for the mold into which the metal is poured. Context and the parallel passage (27:4) would indi-
cate that this is not the appropriate meaning for 38:5. The translator could have ignored the Hebrew
preposition and made 38:5 (Ì 38:24b) parallel to 37:3, 13 (Ì 38:3, 10). This, however, would not have
faithfully rendered the distinctiveness of the Hebrew text. Instead, the translator used a generic term,
ejpitivqhmi, which often occurs as the second step of the process of attaching the rings, as is seen in
25:12, 26; 39:19, 20 (Ì 36:26, 27). In the ˜, the making of the rings in 38:5 is explicit, but the attaching
of the rings is left implicit. In the Ì, the reverse is true. The making of the rings is left implicit and the
attaching of the rings is made explicit. (In the CEV, the translators likewise chose to leave the making
of the rings implicit and simply said, “Then he attached a bronze ring beneath the ledge at the four
corners to put the poles through.” Other modern translations [TEV, Tok Pisin] have made both the
making and the attaching of the rings explicit.) This verse in Hebrew is also difficult because it appears
to contradict the parallel verse in the first account. In the first account, the rings are “made” on the
tv,r,, but in the second account they are “poured out” on/in the sides of the rB;k]mi. It is possible that by
choosing to translate the term as “put on” the translator was attempting to ease the apparent “contra-
diction” between the parallel accounts in the Hebrew. 

Table 6. Lexical equivalents of verbs in four sections of Exodus

Control First Core of Remainder

sample tabernacle second of second

account tabernacle tabernacle

account account

Verbs with 1 12 20 3 13

lexical equivalent

Verbs with 2 18 19 2 13

lexical equivalents

Verbs with 3 or more 11 19 1 10

lexical equivalents

Total of verbs 41 58 6 36

Percentage of verbs 71% 66% 50% 64%

with 2 or more 

lexical equivalents

often the larger context of the verse and the conforming of the second account to
the first account. In any case, the lexical equivalents were not synonyms used sim-
ply for the sake of variation.

Comparison of Lexical Consistency in Three Sets of Texts 

Tables 7 and 8 are comparisons of the lexical equivalents of shared vocabulary in
three sets of sections. Within each set being compared, a Hebrew word either has
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Control sample Core and First and second

and first remainder of tabernacle

tabernacle account second tabernacle accounts

account

Nouns with identical 8 10 36
lexical equivalents
(2-4 occurrences)

Nouns with identical 7 7 19
lexical equivalents
(5-9 occurrences)

Nouns with identical 3 5 9
lexical equivalents

(10-14 occurrences)

Nouns with identical 3 3 14
lexical equivalents

(15 or more occurrences)

Nouns with both 1 1 10
lexical equivalents

shared

Nouns with 1 of 2 8 13 29
lexical equivalents

shared

Nouns with multiple 9 6 31
lexical equivalents of

which 1 or more
are shared

Nouns with 9 2 22
contrastive lexical

equivalents

Total of nouns 48 47 170

Percentage of nouns 46% 55% 52%
with identical lexical

equivalents

Percentage of nouns 35% 41% 35%
with partially shared
lexical equivalents

Percentage of nouns 19% 4% 13%
with contrastive

lexical equivalents

Table 7. Identical, partially shared, and
contrastive lexical equivalents of nouns

72
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one lexical equivalent that occurs in both sections (identical), multiple lexical
equivalents with at least one lexical equivalent that occurs in both sections (par-
tially shared), or multiple lexical equivalents that are contrastive, i.e., one lexical
equivalent occurs in one section and the other(s) in the second section. Given that
the choice of lexical equivalents is often controlled by the semantic and grammat-
ical contexts, the presence of multiple lexical equivalents, either partially shared or
contrastive, does not necessarily point to the presence of different translators.
Rather, it may simply point to different contexts. The only significant differences
are those that are found in identical contexts.
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Control sample Core and First and second

and first remainder of tabernacle

tabernacle account second tabernacle accounts

account

Verbs with 1 3 1 9
identical lexical

equivalent

Verbs with 1 or 2 6 0 8
lexical equivalents

shared

Verbs with multiple 13 3 23
lexical equivalents
of which 1 or more

are shared

Verbs with 9 3 13
contrastive lexical

equivalents

Total of verbs 31 7 53

Percentage of verbs 10% 14% 17%
with identical lexical

equivalents

Percentage of verbs 61% 43% 58%
with partially shared
lexical equivalents

Percentage of verbs 29% 43% 25%
with contrastive

lexical equivalents

Table 8. Identical, partially shared, and
contrastive lexical equivalents of verbs
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Tables 7 and 8 show that all three sets share a similarly large degree of identi-
cal and partially shared lexical equivalents. In all three sets the percentage of con-
trastive lexical equivalents is relatively small. Thus, those who point to contrasting
vocabulary as the main criteria to support a two-translator theory are focusing on
a very small set of the vocabulary, whereas the majority of the words share all or
some lexical equivalents. Verbs, as expected, contain fewer examples of identical
lexical equivalents and most of these are verbs that occur infrequently. Thus, the
relatively low percentage of identical lexical equivalents for the verbs again con-
firms that Exodus is a relatively free translation that is not characterized by a high
degree of stereotyping.

Factors Affecting Choice of Lexical Equivalents

Lexical equivalents for Hebrew nouns and verbs that occur in both tabernacle
accounts may be broadly grouped into three categories—nouns and verbs with
identical lexical equivalents in both accounts, nouns and verbs with one (or more)
shared lexical equivalents, and nouns and verbs with contrastive lexical equiva-
lents. In this section I will summarize some of the factors that affect the choice of
lexical equivalents in each of these categories.

Identical Lexical Equivalents. Lexical equivalents that were identical in both
tabernacle accounts included a few verbs and a large number of nouns. The verbs,
in general, occurred infrequently and thus the use of identical lexical equivalents
was largely due to the identical environments in which they occurred.42 The
nouns included both common vocabulary items and items that were more techni-
cal in nature. Many of these common nouns were translated with lexical equiva-
lents that are found throughout the Ì Scriptures.43 Other items only occurred
once in each tabernacle account and were translated in an identical manner.44 The
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42. Verbs that were translated with identical equivalents included a few common verbs with
equivalents found elsewhere in the Ì Scriptures (e.g., btK—gravfw, jql—lambavnw, trv—lei-
tourgevw), as well as more specific verbs that occurred in similar contexts in both accounts (e.g.,
!da—ejruqrodanovw, [br—tetravgwno", &sn—spevndw, !wr—ajfairevw). Identical lexical equiva-
lents of verbs were occasionally found in parallel verses, but often the unifying factor was the meaning
rather than the parallel nature of the verses. In the wider context of the entire book of Exodus, these
verbs were often found to have other contextually appropriate lexical equivalents.

43. A few of the common nouns found in Ì Exodus that used a lexical equivalent found
throughout the Ì Scriptures were as follows: lyIa'—kriov", vae—pu'r, @Be—uiJov", r/D—geneav, !y:—
qavlassa, @heKo—iJereuv", #n:K;—ptevrux, hn<j}m'—parembolhv, !yIm'—u{dwr, !['—la'o", lg≤r,—pouv",
@j;l]vu—travpeza, !ve—o[noma. 

44. This is especially true of the list of twelve precious stones that was translated identically in
both accounts (28:17-20 and 39:10-13 [Ì 36:17-20]). In the context of the list, twelve distinct lexical
equivalents were used for the stones. Outside of the lists, however, the term !h'vo was also translated by
the terms savrdion and smavragdo", which were used in the lists for two of the other stones, !d,ao and
tq,r,B;. Wevers says that the source of this variety of terms was the “uncertain identity” of the stone.
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technical nature of these items and their occurrence in lists, however, may mean
that either these terms were the common lexical equivalents of that time or that
the translator of one list had access to the other list and copied the lexical choices.
In either case, the combination of common vocabulary items and the translation
of infrequently used technical terms resulted in a large percentage of nouns that
were translated identically in both tabernacle accounts.

In addition, there was a limited number of Hebrew nouns that had two iden-
tical lexical equivalents in both accounts. In most cases, these were grammatically
determined combinations of nouns and adjectives that functioned as lexical
equivalents of nouns, as was discussed earlier in this chapter.45 Other cases of
identical lexical equivalents are due to possible differences in the Vorlage that were
either present in the parallel passages of both accounts or were copied from one
account to the other.46 Finally, a few words with shared equivalents are best ana-
lyzed as examples of dissimilation that are either true synonyms or are used to
increase the lexical cohesiveness of larger sections of the text.47
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(WeversNotes, 394.) The important point for the comparison of the two tabernacle accounts, how-
ever, is that the translations are identical in the parallel passages despite the conflicting patterns of
assimilation (two terms translated by the same term) and dissimilation (one term translated by a vari-
ety of terms) that are found in the translation of the term !h'vo. This points with high probability to the
dependence of one account on the other account. In addition, several pieces of equipment associated
with the tabernacle are identically translated, but because of differences in the surrounding contexts
and occasionally in the order of the items, there is less of an impression of a list just being copied into
another account. These lexical equivalents include the following: glez“m'—kreavgra and qr:z“mi—fiavlh
(27:3=38:3 [Ì 38:23]); and tyQin"m]—kuvaqo", hr:[;q]—trublivon, and hw:c]q'—spondei'on (25:29=37:16
[Ì 38:12]). 

45. These included the following nouns that were translated by either a nominal or an adjecti-
val form depending on context: bh;z:, tv,jon“, vve, and tl,keT]. In addition, one noun, bWrK], had two lexi-
cal equivalents due to the transliteration of the singular form of the noun by ceroub (25:19 [2x]; 37:8
[Ì 38:7 (2x)]) and the plural form of the noun by ceroubim (25:18, 19, 20 [2x], 22; 26:1, 31; 36:35 [Ì
37:3]; 37:7 [Ì 38:6]). Rather than translating the terms that refer to cherubs, the translator treated
these terms as proper names and transliterated them following the Hebrew form in the text.

46. Either a difference in Vorlage or the misreading of the text led to the translation of ˜
hM;a'b; ha;me by eJkato;n ejf! eJkatovn (27:18; 38:9 [Ì 37:7], 38:11 [Ì 37:9]). This resulted in a phrase that
was parallel to the translation of !yVimij}B' !yVimij} (27:18). The second tabernacle account in the ̃ does
not contain the phrase !yVimij}B' !yVimij}. Because of this, there would have been no reason in the imme-
diate context to adjust the translation in the second account. Therefore, the source of the difference
must be sought elsewhere. The most likely source for this difference in lexical equivalents is either a
different Vorlage or the dependence of the second account on the translation of the first account. 

47. For example, hj;v]mi is translated by cri'si" (29:21; 30:31; 31:11; 35:28; 37:29 [Ì 38:25];
39:38 [Ì 39:15]) and cri'sma (29:7; 30:25 [2x]; 35:15 [Ì 35:12a]; 40:9). Both lexical equivalents are
used in both accounts, but only one pair of verses is similar and these use different lexical equivalents
(30:25=37:29 [Ì 38:25]). These two terms appear to be either true synonyms or at least words with
overlapping referential meaning. In either case, the difference in meaning cannot be determined from
the present contexts in the Ì Exodus. 

The translation of tWd[e by martuvrion and diaqhvkh is an example of a different type of dissim-
ilation that uses two distinct Greek terms that can refer to the same item (the tablets or the ark that
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Partially Shared Lexical Equivalents. Words with partially shared lexical
equivalents fall into one of three patterns. In the first pattern, the first account has
additional lexical equivalents that are not present in the second. In the second pat-
tern, the second account has additional lexical equivalents that are not present in
the first account. In the third pattern, each account has unique, additional lexical
equivalents. Verbs with partially shared lexical equivalents were almost equally
distributed among the three patterns with slightly fewer following the second pat-
tern because the second account is slightly shorter and has fewer verbal clauses.48

Nouns, however, were unevenly distributed with the preponderance of the nouns
belonging to the first pattern. A slightly higher number of nouns would have been
expected because of the larger number of contexts in the first account that would
have allowed for more variety of word meaning. While the nouns in the second
and third pattern were approximately equal in quantity, there were over two times
as many nouns in the first pattern as in the other categories.49 This difference may
indicate that when the first account was translated, the lexical equivalents were
not established and thus a greater variety of terms was used as the translator
attempted to communicate the ideas in the first tabernacle account. When the
second account was translated, the translator had access to a set of lexical equiva-
lents and was able either to choose the best from those equivalents for use in the
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contains them). In their more frequent usages, however, the meanings of these terms are distinct
(“witness” versus “covenant”). The lexical equivalent tWd[e—martuvrion occurs most frequently in the
tabernacle accounts (25:16, 21, 22; 26:33, 34; 30:6, 26, 36; 31:18; 38:21 [Ì 37:19]; 40:3, 20, 21). The lex-
ical equivalent tWd[e—diaqhvkh, in contrast, only occurs three times in the tabernacle accounts. Twice
it is used as part of the designation for the ark (31:7; 39:35 [Ì 39:14]) and once it refers to the tablets
and by extension the ark (27:21). The term diaqhvkh is the most frequent lexical equivalent for tyrIB] in
the Ì Scriptures. In Joshua, the ark is repeatedly referred to as tyrIB]h' @/ra} (e.g., Josh 3:6), but this ter-
minology is not found in the Pentateuch. Thus, it is unlikely that the difference in Ì Exodus is due to
the Vorlage. Instead, the term tWd[e is used to refer to the two tablets as one type of witness or testi-
mony to God’s covenant with the people (e.g., 2:24; 6:4; 19:5). The term tyrIB], in contrast, refers to the
actual covenant, but can also be used to refer to the two tablets. The term tyrIB] is only used once in the
tabernacle accounts (31:16), but it occurs frequently throughout other parts of Exodus to refer to
God’s covenant with the people. The reason for the use of two lexical equivalents for tWd[e is
unknown, but the effect of this choice is to provide lexical cohesion between otherwise distinct parts
of Exodus through the use of the term diaqhvkh. The use of the lexical equivalent tWd[e—diaqhvkh in
the second account is only found in a list in 39:35 (Ì 39:14). This list is the parallel of the list in 31:7
and functions to summarize the list of items that were constructed, just as the list in 31:7 is the final list
in the instructions given by God. Because of the parallel nature of the lists, it is unlikely that the lexical
equivalents in the two accounts were independently made decisions, though the lists are by no means
identical. Rather, this lexical equivalent provides further evidence of the interrelationship of the trans-
lation of the two accounts, though the direction of the interrelationship cannot be determined by the
lexical equivalents used for tWd[e.

48. In the lists compiled from the tabernacle accounts, ten verbs followed the first pattern,
eight verbs followed the second pattern, and thirteen verbs followed the third pattern.

49. In the lists compiled from the tabernacle accounts, thirty-two nouns followed the first pat-
tern, thirteen nouns followed the second pattern, and fifteen nouns followed the third pattern.
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second tabernacle account or to choose to reject those options and use a lexical
equivalent that was viewed as an improvement over the choices in the first
account. This does not necessarily point to a second translator for the second
account, but it would point to the priority of the first account, especially if choices
in the second account are generally an “improvement” over those of the first
account.50

Despite the difference in the amount of variation in the first account in com-
parison to the second account, the choices of lexical equivalents have been influ-
enced by many of the same factors that were discussed above. A few nouns are
translated by either a noun or an adjective depending on the grammatical struc-
ture in which they occur.51 Many nouns are translated by contextually controlled
variants in which the first tabernacle account has a wider variety of contexts.
Some of these are words that have meanings in different semantic domains, such
as the term #K', which is translated by ceivr when it refers to the human hand
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50. This suggestion is based on the assumption that translation quality tends to “improve”
rather than degenerate when past experiences are used as a basis for future work. “Improvement,”
however, is culturally defined. Cultures that value a literal translation would see increased lexical con-
sistency as an improvement. Cultures that value a meaning-based translation would see increased
clarity as an improvement. The difficulty with any speculation in this area is that our knowledge of
their culture must be derived from the results of their labors. See Roger G. Omanson, “Translation as
Communication,” The Bible Translator 47 (1996): 407-13 for a brief discussion of contrasting views of
Bible translation in the modern world. According to Omanson, James Barr, as a representative of the
academic community, desires a more literal translation in contrast to the functional equivalent
approach used by many Bible societies. For a contradictory view of the development of texts that
expects the text to degenerate, see James R. Davila, “Text-Type and Terminology: Genesis and Exodus
as Test Cases,” Revue de Qumran 16 (1993): 15. Concerning the creation account, Davila argues “that
the more consistent pattern of G [Ì] is the more original and that the inconsistent readings of M [˜]
in 1,7 and 20 are due simply to entropy.” See also William P. Brown, Structure, Role, and Ideology in
the Hebrew and Greek Text of Genesis 1:1-2:3, SBL Dissertation Series, no. 132 (Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars
Press, 1993).

51. Some nouns are translated by either an adjective or a noun, but only one of the two gram-
matical contexts is found in both accounts and the other is found only in the first account. These
include the following nouns, whose conditioning factors are similar to those discussed in the category
of identical equivalents: @b,a,, !yhiløa>, rq,Bo, #s,K,, !l;/[, and z[e. Both the nominal and adjectival lexical
equivalents of #s,K, are found in both tabernacle accounts, but the first account has an additional
nominal equivalent, a[rguro" (27:11) that was later revised to a form of ajrguvrion in the majority
(Byzantine) text. (WeversNotes, 437.) In similar phrases in the second tabernacle account, only the
more frequent nominal equivalent, ajrguvrion, is used (38:17, 19 [Ì 37:15, 17]). Thus, the second
account is more consistent through the elimination of an “unnecessary” lexical equivalent. 

Both tabernacle accounts contain the adjectival equivalent of !yhiløa>, which was discussed
above. The fact that the nominal lexical equivalent, qeov", is only present in the first account, however,
is due to its probable absence from the Vorlage and not due to a translation choice. The word qeov"
does, however, occur in 36:2 as the translation of hw:hy“ in the ˜ or possibly as the indicator of the pres-
ence of !yhiløa> in the Vorlage used by the Ì translators. Wevers, however, notes that “Exod [Ì] did not
always carefully distinguish between hwhy and !yhla. . . .” See the brief discussion of this issue in Wev-
ersNotes, 206.
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(29:24) and by quivskh when it refers to a censer or type of dish (25:29; 37:16 [Ì
38:12]).52 For a few terms, the “extra” lexical equivalent in the first account is due
not so much to a change in meaning, but rather to the introduction of a new item
in a part of the discourse, such as the translation of tr,PoK' by iJlasthvrion ejpivqema
when it first occurs (25:17).53 These are just a few examples of the diversity of fac-
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52. Another example of contextually controlled meaning is seen in the translation of vyai. The
distributive usage of vyai is translated e{kasto", but when vyai is used to refer to a male human it is
translated by ajnhvr. The distributive usage of vyai is found in both accounts (28:21; 30:12; 35:21; 36:4;
39:14 [Ì 36:21]). The usage of vyai to refer to a male human, however, is only found in conjunction
with hV;ai in the second account (35:22a, 29; 36:6). This does not, however, give the complete picture.
In addition, the word vyai is translated as a part of an idiom (25:20) and the parallel to this verse is part
of a “minus” in the second account (37:9 [Ì 38:8]). Finally, when vyai occurs as the head of a relative
clause, it is generally not literally translated and could be analyzed as a minus (25:2; 30:33, 38; 35:22b,
23; 36:1, 2). 

The word j'Wr is another example of a word that is translated by an “extra” lexical equivalent
in the second account due to the presence of another semantic context. In the first account, j'Wr is
described as something that “fills” a person and is translated by pneu'ma. This same usage is found in
35:31, which is the parallel of 31:3, but in 35:21, the j'Wr is described as the moving force behind a per-
son and is translated by yuchv. The word yuchv in all other occurrences in Exodus is a translation of
vp,n<. One could suggest that the use of yuchv represents a different Vorlage, but this ignores the fact
that pneu'ma does not co-occur with dokevw in the Ì. Thus, co-occurrence restrictions may have
affected the choice of lexical equivalents for j'Wr in this clause. This also ignores the fact that the trans-
lation of j'Wr is part of the literary artistry discussed in Detlef Fraenkel, “Übersetzungsnorm und liter-
arische Gestaltung—Spuren individueller Übersetzungstechnik in Exodus 25ff. + 35ff.,” in VIII
Congress of the International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies, Paris, 1991, ed. Leonard
Greenspoon and Olivier Munnich, Septuagint and Cognate Studies, no. 41 (Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars
Press, 1995), 83.

53. The word tr,PoK' is translated in both accounts by the term iJlasthvrion. The first occur-
rence of this term in the first account (and also in the entire Pentateuch), however, is translated by
iJlasthvrion ejpivqema. This is the only place in the Ì that the term ejpivqema is used as a part of the
translation of tr,PoK'. Nelson correctly notes that the word ejpivqema was the term used by Josephus
(Ant. 3.135, 137) to refer to the mercy seat. (Nelson, 143 n. 136.) Josephus, however, was writing to an
audience that was uninformed about both the Jewish religion and the tabernacle. Because of his audi-
ence, he used a very generic term that described the physical appearance of the mercy seat, i.e.,
ejpivqema “cover.” The other two usages in Josephus that are cited by Nelson affirm the generic nature
of the term because Josephus is using them not for the mercy seat, but rather as part of his attempt to
describe some of the plants that he envisioned as models for part of the high priest’s headdress (Ant.
3.176, 177). Thus, contra Nelson, the term ejpivqema cannot be called a “Palestinian gloss” rather than
the Old Greek simply on the basis of its generic usage by Josephus. Indeed, according to Liddell and
Scott, the term has been in regular use from the Iliad down to at least the second century a.d. See
Henry George Liddell and Robert Scott, A Greek-English Lexicon, 9th rev. and augmented with Revised
Supplement ed. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1996), s.v. “ejpivqema.”

Prior to Nelson’s attempt to explain the usage of iJlasthvrion ejpivqema, Frankel, as quoted by
Popper, and McNeile had listed the “contrasting” translations of tr,PoK' as evidence that supported the
theory that two translators produced the two tabernacle accounts. See Julius Popper, Der biblische
Bericht über die Stiftshütte: Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte der Composition und Diaskeue des Pentateuch.
(Leipzig: Heinrich Hunger, 1862), 173 and A. H. McNeile, The Book of Exodus (London: Methuen and
Company, 1908), 226. Gooding rightly critiqued their usage of this and other similar examples
because they referred to singular occurrences in each account rather than examining all the terms that
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tors that have resulted in the presence of an “extra” lexical equivalent in either the
first or second account. These extra lexical equivalents, however, are contextually
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were used in each account. Gooding dismisses the translation of tr,PoK' by iJlasthvrion ejpivqema as just
another example of the translator’s use of “variety in the translation of technical terms.” (Gooding,
32-37.) Le Boulluec and Sandevoir, in contrast, suggest that ejpivqema is an etymologizing gloss based
on rpk. See Alain Le Boulluec and Pierre Sandevoir, L’Exode, vol. 2, La Bible D’Alexandrie, ed. Mar-
guerite Harl (Paris: Cerf, 1989), 256-57. Finn allows that ejpivqema may be part of the text “due to a
variant reading which has crept from the margin into the text,” but he seems to prefer the possibility
“that when the Mercy-seat is first mentioned the translators thought it advisable to define iJlasthvrion
more closely as a ‘covering’, and afterwards dropped the explanatory word.” (Finn, “The Tabernacle
Chapters,” 451.) This same thought is also seen in WeversNotes, 398. Even if ejpivqema were a gloss,
one would still need to explain why it appears only with the first occurrence of the term iJlasthvrion.
Linguistically, this is the position in a discourse in which one would expect a fuller reference because
of the fact that new information was being introduced to the reader. (Larson, Meaning-Based Transla-
tion, 482-84.) The “rules” for introducing new information, however, are very language specific and
extra identification was evidently not needed in Hebrew. (In Hebrew, both the first usage [25:17] and
the usage of tr,PoK' in the parallel verse [37:6] are indefinite and all other occurrences are definite. In
Greek, however, the first occurrence is indefinite and all other occurrences are definite including the
parallel verse in the second account.) In either case, whether gloss or translation technique, the use of
ejpivqema is appropriate for its position in the discourse and cannot be used as evidence in the discus-
sion about the number of translators who produced the tabernacle accounts. For a more theological
discussion of the translation of tr,PoK' see Klaus Koch, “Some Considerations on the Translation of
kapporet in the Septuagint,” in Pomegranates and Golden Bells: Studies in Biblical, Jewish, and Near
Eastern Ritual, Law, and Literature in Honor of Jacob Milgrom, ed. David P. Wright, David Noel Freed-
man, and Avi Hurvitz (Winona Lake, Ind.: Eisenbrauns, 1995), 65-75.

Another example of a translation or gloss that is appropriate for its place in the discourse is the
use of the appositional phrase e[laion a[leimma as a translation of the term @m,v, (30:31). In all other
occurrences in both accounts, the term @m,v, is translated simply by e[laion. In these other occurrences,
however, the oil is always further defined by the context, so that the reader knows the function of the
oil, e.g., oil for the light (27:20; 39:37 [Ì 39:16]); oil that is used with bread and flour (29:2, 23, 40); oil
of anointing that is poured, sprinkled, or “anointed” on an object (29:7, 21; 40:9); oil that is made by a
perfumer (30:25); or oil that is in a list with spices (30:24; 31:11; 35:15 [Ì 35:12a], 19 [a plus in the Ì],
28; 37:29 [Ì 38:25]; 39:38 [Ì 39:15]). In 30:31, however, @m,v, occurs in a simple stative clause in which
the oil is the item being identified. In the following verses, the oil is described, but only in negative
terms of what cannot be done with it or made like it. In addition, this reference is in a quotation that is
within the larger quotation (the instructions from God). Within a new quotation, information is often
treated as “new” information even if it has been discussed in the discourse prior to the quotation.
Given that the usage of @m,v, in 30:31 is unique in that it is in a quotation and lacks a context that
defines the oil’s function, Le Boulluec and Sandevoir’s suggestion that the addition of a[leimma was for
the purpose of defining the usage of the oil, i.e., as an ointment, seems appropriate. (Le Boulluec and
Sandevoir, L’Exode, 311.) Thus, as with the addition of ejpivqema, a[leimma was added to clarify the
identification of an item. Like ejpivqema, it also cannot be proven whether it was an addition through a
gloss that was incorporated into the text or part of the translation technique. The appropriateness of
its location in the text argues against this addition being accidental, but unlike the addition of
ejpivqema, the addition of a[leimma was not accepted by later scribes. (See discussion of textual variants
in WeversNotes, 501.) This may be due to the fact that while ejpivqema was viewed as a good explana-
tion of the iJlasthvrion, the @m,v, was viewed by the later scribes not as a[leimma, but as a flowing oil
that could be poured. Again, as with tr,PoK', this additional lexical equivalent for @m,v, cannot be used as
part of the evidence for a two-translator theory of the production of the Ì tabernacle accounts. 
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determined and cannot be used as support for a two-translator theory of the pro-
duction of the Ì tabernacle accounts.

As mentioned above, the first account often appears to distinguish carefully
the contexts in which Hebrew words occur and then to use a distinct Greek term
for each significant context. The second account, however, tends to modify the
usage of the terms in the first account while maintaining lexical cohesion through
the use of some of the same terms, especially in parallel or similar verses. One
example of this is hm;WrT], which in the first account is translated by three terms
from the same semantic domain—ajparchv, ajfaivrema, and eijsforav. In the sec-
ond account, ajparchv and ajfaivrema continue to be used, but the “pluses” in the
Ì, the careful placement of ajparchv to form an inclusio around a list, and the liter-
ary effect of the use of ajfaivrema to translate related Hebrew terms demonstrate
the shift in usage of the lexical equivalents.54 A similar shift in the usage of lexical

Consistency of Translation Techniques80

54. The lexical equivalents ajparchv and ajfaivrema are found in both tabernacle accounts, but
eijsforav is only found in the first tabernacle account. As with other lexical equivalents, the context
determines which lexical equivalent is used in each occurrence of the first account. The term ajparchv
is used to refer to the gifts brought for the building of the tabernacle (25:2 [2x], 3). The term ajfaivrema
is limited to the offerings/sacrifices made by the priests (29:27, 28 [3x]). The term eijsforav is used for
the head tax of the census (30:13, 14, 15). In the second account, the term ajparchv is used as the trans-
lation of hm;WrT] only at the beginning of the list of materials (35:5b) and at the conclusion when the
people are prohibited from bringing any further contributions (36:6). The literary effect of these lexi-
cal choices is to form an inclusio that separates the list of materials in the introduction from the actual
production of the tabernacle. It also creates lexical cohesion between the first and second tabernacle
accounts. In the last part of the second tabernacle account, the translator has created further lexical
cohesion by using ajparchv as the translation of hp;WnT] at the beginning of the summary that lists the
amounts of metal used in the construction of the tabernacle (38:24 [Ì 39:1]). This context is parallel to
that of 35:5b, which also begins its list of materials with gold. All other occurrences of hm;WrT] in the
second tabernacle account are translated by ajfaivrema (35:5a, 21, 24 [2x]; 36:3). The term ajfaivrema is
also used to translate hp;WnT] (35:22, 38:29 [Ì 39:6]) and hb;d:n“ (35:29). As a result of these lexical
choices, the introduction of the second tabernacle account (35:1-36:7) uses ajfaivrema to refer to all
the contributions with the exception of the use of ajparchv in the inclusio. Thus, ajfaivrema in effect
becomes the generic term that is used for all types of offerings in the second account. It is even
included as a “plus” in the text of 38:25 (Ì 39:2) so that all three metals—silver from the census (38:25
[Ì 39:2]), bronze (38:29 [Ì 39:6]), and the left-over gold (Ì 39:11 [This entire verse is a “plus” in the
Ì.])—are referred to by the term ajfaivrema, as is also the case in 35:24 for the silver and bronze. 

In the first tabernacle account, the terms ajparchv and ajfaivrema are used in two distinct con-
texts to refer to separate types of gifts or offerings. Both lexical equivalents are retained in the second
account and used to refer to the same items, the gifts. In this sense, Wevers is correct in noting that the
terms are “synonyms.” (WeversNotes, 391.) This, however, fails to capture the shift in usage between
the two accounts. Nelson’s suggestion “that the Old Greek is ajfaivrema and that in the introductory
sections of Gk II ajparchv has been used by a Palestinian revisor,” would be hard to defend given the
fact that both terms are used in both accounts. (Nelson, 96.) This is especially true since his “Old
Greek” term, ajfaivrema, is used in a section of the first account that discusses the offerings made by
the priests, a section that has no parallel in the second account and thus could not have been copied
from Nelson’s “core” account or from anywhere in the second tabernacle account, which is an earlier
translation according to Nelson. Instead of a shift in preferences from ajfaivrema to ajparchv over the
passage of time, as Nelson claims, the usage of these two terms in the second tabernacle account repre-
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equivalents between the two accounts may also be seen in an examination of the
lexical equivalents of lq,v, and ble.55 The translations of these terms show both
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sents a change of usage with ajfaivrema assuming the role of a more generic term that can refer to the
same items referred to by ajparchv. The term ajparchv, in turn, is mainly used to accomplish a literary
effect (inclusio) and to provide lexical cohesion between the first account and both the beginning and
end of the second account.

55. In the first tabernacle account, the term lq,v, is transliterated, sivklo", when it refers to a
weight (30:24), but divdracmon is used when lq,v, refers to a monetary amount (30:13 [4x], 15). In the
second tabernacle account, the word lq,v, is always transliterated. The fact that a lq,v, is the equiva-
lent of a divdracmon is, however, also presupposed in the second tabernacle account, as can be seen by
the translation of [q'B, “half of a shekel” by dracmhv (38:26 [Ì 39:3]). Thus, the underlying meaning is
identical in both accounts, but in the second account the translator chooses to use the same lexical
equivalent, sivklo", for every occurrence of lq,v, rather than using two lexical equivalents as is done in
the first account.

In the first tabernacle account, the word ble is translated by sth'qo" when it refers to the place-
ment of the breastpiece on Aaron’s chest (28:29, 30), a passage that has no parallel in the second taber-
nacle account. In both accounts, the term ble, when it refers to the mental and/or psychological center
of a person, is translated either by kardiva or diavnoia. Fraenkel suggests that the variation between
kardiva and diavnoia in 35:21-29 is part of a literary technique built around the use of repetition, chi-
astic structures, and other literary phenomena. (Fraenkel, “Übersetzungsnorm und literarische
Gestaltung,” 81-84.) While there is no doubt that the translator’s literary skill has affected the choice
of vocabulary in 35, this does not explain the choices in the other parts of the accounts nor does it
explain why two seemingly synonymous lexical equivalents existed. After examining the lexical equiv-
alents of ble, Nelson says, “The conclusion from this evidence is that the Old Greek is kardiva and the
Palestinian form diavnoia. This is another indication that the introductory material has undergone
Palestinian revision.” (Nelson, 70-71.) His conclusion, however, fails to adequately explain the con-
tinued existence of both lexical equivalents in both accounts after supposedly undergoing such a revi-
sion. It also does not explain the continued usage of kardiva to represent this concept in both
Intertestamental and NT literature. If Nelson’s hypothesis about diavnoia being a part of a Palestinian
revision is correct, then this revisionary tendency was a phenomenon of very limited scope that did
not leave a lasting impression on language usage. In contrast to Nelson, Wevers says concerning a text
critical decision between kardiva and diavnoia in 35:10 (35:9 in the Göttingen edition), “In view of the
obvious preference which the translator of ch. 35 had for dianoiva/ this would seem to be a wise choice
for critical text in v. 9.” See WeversText, 271. This may be true, but the translator’s “obvious prefer-
ence” does not explain the remaining three occurrences of kardiva in the second account.

The interrelatedness of the first and second accounts may be seen in the fact that the two sets of
verses that would be considered to be either parallel (25:2=35:5) or at least similar (31:6 and 36:2) use
the same lexical equivalent, kardiva. The presence of parallel or similar passages would, therefore,
explain two occurrences of kardiva in the second account. In addition, the usage of pa'si toi'" sofoi'"
th'/ dianoiva/ in 28:3 is mirrored in the singular phrase pa'" sofo;" th'/ dianoiva/ in 36:1, though the verses
themselves are not similar. Thus, all the lexical choices in the first account that refer to the mental
and/or psychological center of a person (whether kardiva or diavnoia) are replicated in the second
account. This leaves “unexplained” only the use of kardiva in 35:21, which Fraenkel claims is part of
the literary technique. The remainder of the occurrences of ble in the second account are all translated
by diavnoia, which is the more “natural” Greek equivalent for the mind. Thus, the lexical choices in the
second account are best explained using the first account as the point of reference. The fact that kar-
diva and diavnoia are used interchangeably for this meaning of ble is best viewed as a reflection of a
sociolinguistic setting in which two linguistic systems (Greek and Hebrew) collided and became
mixed. This same phenomenon is seen regularly when there is interaction between two language sys-
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continuity and change in the choice of lexical equivalents in the second tabernacle
account with respect to the first tabernacle account. The fact of the interdepen-
dence of the two accounts is clearly seen in these examples. In addition, the
detailed discussions of these words in the notes below show that the shift in usage
of lexical equivalents for at least hm;WrT] and ble is best explained when the first
account is used as the point of reference for the choices in the second account.

Besides simply shifting the usage of the lexical equivalents in the process of
translating the second account, in a few cases it appears that the translator of the
second account chose to abandon the multiplicity of nouns used in the first
account and bring a degree of consistency to the translation.56 Other variations in
lexical equivalents in the second account are due to the occurrences of Hebrew
words in more grammatically complex structures in the second account than
those found in the first account. Occasionally, however, even when the same
structure occurs in parallel verses in both accounts, different translations are
used. This does not necessarily indicate that the second account was produced by
a different translator, but it does highlight the fact that the early translator(s) like
their modern counterparts struggled with grammatical difficulties in the text and
resolved the problems using a variety of approaches.57
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tems and one system encroaches upon the other. In this type of sociolinguistic setting, the morphol-
ogy of the language being used (Greek) is the least likely to be affected by the other language, whereas
equivalent lexical items and concepts are often substituted or used “interchangeably” within even the
first generation of bilingual speakers. This kind of “interchangeability” is never, however, either com-
plete or random. Rather, it is controlled by the “audience” being addressed and other factors such as
the speaker’s background. In the multi-lingual sociolinguistic setting of Hellenistic times, the usage of
both kardiva and diavnoia can best be understood when the audience that was being addressed and
other sociolinguistic factors are considered. Examples of differing usages in Philo, Josephus, NT, and
others may be seen in the Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, s.v. “kardia,” 3:605-14. For a
more theoretical discussion of some of the factors that affect language change, see Carol Myers-Scot-
ton, Duelling Languages: Grammatical Structure in Codeswitching (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1993).

56. The “extra” lexical equivalents for hc,[}m' in the first account are mainly due to the use of
more specific terms in phrases that elsewhere in the first account are translated with the more generic
term e[rgon. For instance, hc,[}m' is translated by ejrgasiva (26:1), poikiliva (27:16), and tevcnh (30:25)
in clauses where its grammatical role is also reinterpreted from being in apposition to another phrase
in the ̃ to being in the dative case as a description of the manner in which the item was made in the Ì.
The dative case can also be used with e[rgon (27:4), so the grammatical and contextual factors that led
the translator to use a dative case are not sufficient in and of themselves to explain the variety of lexical
equivalents used for hc,[}m'. In addition, when hc,[}m' is used as a point of comparison for the work-
manship of another item, the translator of the first account again uses more specific terms. In 28:15,
the term rJuqmov" is used after earlier using poivhsi" for a similar concept (28:8), though admittedly in a
more complex grammatical structure. This last usage, which is appropriate since a product rather than
an activity is being discussed, is retained in the parallel verse in the second account (39:5 [Ì 36:12]).
The retention of this term provided some continuity between the accounts, since this parallel verse in
the second account is modified in several other ways. All other occurrences of hc,[}m' in the second
account are translated by e[rgon (36:35, 37 [Ì 37:3, 5]; 37:29 [Ì 38:25]; 38:4 [Ì 38:24]; 38:18 [Ì 37:16];
39:3 [Ì 36:10]). 

57. The word hk;al;m] is used in very limited contexts in the first account and thus is always
translated by e[rgon (31:3, 5, 14, 15 [2x]). In the second account, the lexical equivalent e[rgon is used
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Finally, the translation choices in the second tabernacle account often
demonstrate a desire to express a concept using a more specific or accurate term.
As a result of this, the second tabernacle account contains lexical equivalents that
are not found in the first account. Two of these “extra” lexical equivalents in the
second tabernacle account demonstrate the same translation technique of using a
referentially correct, but definitely non-literal translation of a term.58 In other
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most frequently (35:2 [2x], 21, 24, 29, 33, 35 [2x], 36:1, 2, 3, 4 [2x], 5, 7; 38:24 [Ì 39:1]; 39:43 [Ì
39:23]; 40:33), but there are also a number of verses that have been adjusted due to the complexity of
the grammatical context and its co-occurrence with other words. For instance, 31:3 and its parallel
verse, 35:31, contain a phrase that is difficult to interpret due to the unequal nature of the four items
that are conjoined, i.e., hk;al;m]Alk;b]W t['d'b]W hn:Wbt]biW hm;k]j;B]. The first three items in this phrase are
terms from the same semantic domain that are often found in parallel expressions. The fourth item,
“all work,” however, does not seem to “fit” with “wisdom, understanding, and knowledge.” While
some modern exegetes and translations have attempted to maintain the four categories represented by
these terms (RSV; see also Durham, Exodus, 409-10, who maintains the four categories in his transla-
tion, but not as clearly in his comments.), others have interpreted the final phrase as being subordi-
nate to the third term or one that modifies the previous three terms (NIV, NJPS, NRSV, TEV). This
latter interpretation is the one chosen by the Ì, although the more literal translation in the first
account, ejn panti; e[rgw/, is adjusted to pavntwn in the second account with a “plus,” kata; pavnta ta;
e[rga, in the following verse that looks similar to a more literal translation of the phrase. Thus, the first
and second accounts represent two attempts at translating a difficult phrase that still causes problems
for translators and exegetes. These could represent two attempts by the same translator or separate
attempts by two different translators.

In addition to e[rgon, hk;al;m] is also translated by a variety of terms that are largely determined
by the grammatical context and other terms in the context. For instance, in 36:6 the direct object
hk;al;m] has been incorporated into the translation of the verb, i.e., “to work” instead of “to do work.”
This simplifies the translation of the following grammatical structure. While this exact translation
technique is not found elsewhere in Exodus (with the possible exception of a problematic verse
[36:8]), the verb ejrgavzomai is used elsewhere as a translation of hc[ in both accounts (31:4, 5; 35:10;
36:4). In two cases, the word hk;al;m] fills two different semantic functions in the same clause. The sec-
ond occurrence of hk;al;m] in each of these cases is translated by a distinct, but appropriate term,
kataskeuhv (36:7) and ejrgasiva (38:24 [Ì 39:1]). In 36:4 the word hk;al;m] also occurs twice in the
same clause, but here the second occurrence of the word is in a phrase that is in apposition to a phrase
in the main clause. Because of this, it is semantically acceptable to use the same lexical equivalent,
e[rgon, two times. Thus the “extra” lexical equivalents for hk;al;m] in the second tabernacle account are
primarily due to the grammatical complexities of the Hebrew text. Wevers fails to see the effect of
semantic function on the choice of lexical equivalents and thus somewhat obtusely comments about
(38:24 [Ì 39:1]), “the translator thus distinguished between the cognates hkalm and tkalm by using
cognate nouns as well.” See WeversText, 139.

58. The term vd,qo is translated by either a{gio" or aJgivasma in both tabernacle accounts,
depending on the context. In 38:27 (Ì 39:4) the same term, vd,qo, refers to the tabernacle and is used in
the phrase vd,Qoh' ynEd“a'. Rather than being translated with its normal lexical equivalent, a{gio", how-
ever, it is translated by skhnhv. This usage of the term is referentially correct, but it is not a literal trans-
lation. It is possible that the translator’s text contained a different Vorlage or that he somehow misread
the text, but the translation, in any case, fits well with the following chapter in which the 3ms suffix on
the term wyn:d:a} refers back to the @K;v]mi (40:18) or possibly to lh,ao (39:33 [Ì 39:13]). In either case, the
item to which the bases are related in the following chapters is translated by skhnhv in the Ì.

This same translation technique is also seen in the choice of a lexical equivalent for hl;[o in 38:1
(Ì 38:22). In the first tabernacle account, the frequently seen approach that uses unique terms for each
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examples, the second account uses more specific terms instead of the generic
terms used in the first account.59 A few differences, such as the translation of
rB;k]mi and related terms, may reflect a difference in interpretation as well as a
difference in translation technique that will be discussed in section four of this
chapter.

Verbs with partially shared lexical equivalents were more likely than nouns
to include contextually controlled lexical equivalents. The choice of these lexical
equivalents may be controlled by either semantic or grammatical factors in the
context. Because of the differences in contexts, “extra” lexical equivalents may be
found in either or both tabernacle accounts.60

Consistency of Translation Techniques84

unique context is probably the source of the four different lexical equivalents for the term hl;[o—
oJlokauvtwma (29:18; 30:28), oJlokauvtwsi" (29:25), qusiva (29:42), and kavrpwma (30:9). In contrast,
the second tabernacle account uses only kavrpwma (40:6, 10, 29), except for 38:1 (Ì 38:22), which
refers to the altar as to; qusiasthvrion to; calkou'n rather than to; qusiasthvrion tw'n karpwmavtwn.
The choice of this lexical equivalent is probably due to the “plus” in the Ì that identifies the source of
the material used for the making of the bronze altar. This “plus” could have been present in the Vor-
lage used by the translator of the Ì, but it is more likely due to the translator’s hermeneutical approach
to the text, as will be discussed further in chapter five.

59. The word #teK;, when it refers to the shoulder-pieces of the ephod, is translated by ejpwmiv"
(in the plural) in both accounts (28:7=39:4 [Ì 36:11]). Both accounts likewise translate #teK; by w\mo"
when it occurs in the phrase dpoaeh; tpot]Ki (28:12=39:7 [Ì 36:14]; 39:18, 20 [Ì 36:25, 27]). When #teK;
is used to refer to the parts of the courtyard curtains on either side of the gate of the courtyard, how-
ever, the first account uses the generic term klivto" (27:14, 15), which has also been used for the longer
sides of the courtyard (27:9, 11), whereas the second account uses the more accurate term nw'ton
(38:14, 15 [Ì 37:12, 13]). This same Greek term is also used for the parts of the walls on the sides of the
gates in Ezekiel’s vision of the temple (Ezek 40:41, 44; 46:19), which confirms the accuracy of this
translation in the second tabernacle account.

A second example is seen in the translations of hx;q;. In parallel verses, in which hx;q; refers to
part of the ephod, both accounts use the term mevro" (28:7=39:4 [Ì 36:11]). When hx;q; is used to refer
to the part of the mercy seat to which the cherubs are attached, the first account uses the generic term
klivto" (25:18-19), but the second account uses the more specific term a[kro" (37:8 [Ì 38:7]), which is
used to refer to the extremities of various items in Exodus. Likewise, while the first account again uses
klivto" to refer to a part of the breastpiece (Ì 28:29a), the second account, in contrast, translates hx;q;
with the more specific term ajrchv (39:16 [Ì 36:23]). According to Louw and Nida, this term refers to
“the corner of a two-dimensional object, such as a sheet of cloth.” (Louw and Nida, Semantic
Domains, s.v. 79.106.) The remaining occurrences of hx;q; in the first account’s description of the
breastpiece and ephod are a “minus” in the Ì, but in the translation of the parallel second account, the
lexical equivalents sumbolhv (39:18 [Ì 36:25]) and pteruvgion (39:19 [Ì 36:26]) are used in an attempt
to describe accurately the construction of this item. 

60. For instance, the qal passive participle of lpK, which refers to the doubled over fabric of
the ephod, is translated appropriately by the adjective diplou'" in both tabernacle accounts
(28:16=39:9 [Ì 36:16]). In the first account, however, a finite form of lpK is also used to refer to an
event and is correctly translated ejpidiplovw (26:9). 

As with nouns, verbs are often translated with distinct terms for each context in the first
account. The verb hpx is most frequently translated by katacrusovw in both tabernacle accounts
(25:11a, 13, 28; 26:29 [2x]; 30:3, 5; 36:36, 38 [Ì 37:4, 6]; 37:2 [Ì 38:2]; 37:15 [Ì 38:11]; 38:28 [Ì 39:5]),
but the first account also uses three other lexical equivalents that are probably determined by both the
item being “covered” and the metal that is used to “cover” the item. For instance, bronze bars are cov-
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Contrastive Lexical Equivalents. In addition to nouns and verbs that either
have identical or partially shared lexical equivalents, there is a limited number of
nouns and verbs that have contrastive lexical equivalents. These contrasting
choices often represent differences in interpretation. The second interpretation
may reflect either a new understanding by the same translator or the interpreta-
tion of a second translator.61 These contrastive lexical equivalents are often found,
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ered using the term pericalkovw (27:6), whereas the bronze horns on the altar are covered using the
term kaluvptw (27:2). The only difficult term to explain is the use of crusovw. In 25:11, crusovw is used
for the covering of the inside of the ark with gold. This verse includes a difference in the ordering of
“inside” and “outside” between the Ì and ˜ and the choice of lexical equivalents may be due to the
collocational clash between “inside” and the verb katacrusovw. In the parallel passage of the second
account these two clauses are combined into one clause in both the ˜ and Ì and the verb kata-
crusovw is used (37:2 [Ì 38:2]). Thus, there is not enough evidence available to reach any firm conclu-
sions about the basis for the differences. The remaining two instances of crusovw in the first tabernacle
account are used in reference to the pillars that support the inner and outer curtains of the tent (26:32,
37). In the second tabernacle account, in contrast, the term katacrusovw is used for all occurrences of
hpx except for those in 36:34 (Ì 38:18). This verse is difficult both because of its meaning and also
because of its lack of a clear Vorlage in the ̃ . (Most analyses treat Ì 38:18 as a plus, as will also be done
in chapter five of this book.) The verb hpx appears to be translated by crusovw, when it is used to refer
to covering the bars of the tabernacle with gold and by periargurovw, which appears to be a mistrans-
lation that is one of many differences between the ˜ and Ì. This verse will be discussed further in
chapter five. 

The translation of the verb alm also involves contextually controlled lexical equivalents. Of
the translated usages of alm, the most frequent and most literal lexical equivalent used in both
accounts is ejmpivplhmi, which is used with reference to God filling people with wisdom, understand-
ing, and knowledge (28:3; 31:3; 35:31, 35). In the initial occurrence of the idiom referring to the dedi-
cation of the priests (“fill the hands”), alm is translated literally using ejmpivplhmi (28:41), but in all
occurrences after that the translator has used the term teleiovw (29:9, 29, 33, 35). When the glory of
the Lord fills the tent in the second account, the Ì uses the passive of the verb pivmplhmi (40:34, 35),
which is more appropriate than ejmpivplhmi. The one context in which the tabernacle accounts appear
to differ is in the use of alm to refer to the manner in which the precious stones are put on the breast-
piece. In the first account, the translator uses kaqufaivnw (28:17), but in the second account the term
sunufaivnw is used (39:10 [Ì 36:17]). Because of the limited occurrences of these two verbs I can only
speculate that the difference between the lexical equivalents may be due to the translator’s perception
of how the precious stones are affixed to the breastpiece. In the second account, the translator has cho-
sen to use sunufaivnw, a term that is also used to translate other terms in the tabernacle accounts.
These other occurrences are translations of generic verbs and are used to refer to the weaving of the
band around the neck of the robe (28:32) and the interweaving of the gold with colored threads in the
making of the ephod (39:3 [Ì 36:10]). Thus, the translator has chosen to use a term that was elsewhere
used to refer to woven works. This choice resulted in assimilation, i.e., the translation of three differ-
ent Hebrew terms (hyh, hc[, and alm) by the same Greek term (sunufaivnw). The translator of the
first account, in contrast, followed his normal pattern of using distinct terms for each distinct context
and has chosen to use the term kaqufaivnw to translate this usage of alm. The term kaqufaivnw is also
used in Jdt 10:21 in reference to precious stones, but that is the only other occurrence of this verb in
the Ì. In addition, the difference in lexical equivalents may have been affected by the fact that kaq-
ufanei'" (28:17) is an active verb, whereas sunufavnqh (39:10 [Ì 36:17]) is a passive translation of an
active Hebrew verb, which results in a shift of focus. 

61. One clear contrast is the translation of !yIj'q;l]m, by ejparusthvr in the first account (25:38)
and by labiv" in the second account (37:23 [Ì 38:17]). The translation choice in the second account
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however, in sections in which the first account appears to be less accurate in either
the choice of vocabulary or in the completeness of the translation. Because of the
ambiguity that was created in the translation, the parallel passage in the second
account appears to diverge widely from the first account in Ì, and sometimes even
from the Hebrew. Yet in a sense, the translation in the second account is more
accurate. These changes will be discussed more thoroughly in chapter five.62

Like nouns, there are a few verbs that have contrastive lexical equivalents in
the two tabernacle accounts. Most of these “contrasts” are due to the contrasting
contexts of the accounts and thus are contextually controlled lexical equivalents
that demonstrate the translator’s understanding of the usage of the Hebrew
verb.63 Contrastive lexical equivalents of verbs can also illustrate the tendency of
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could represent a difference in Vorlage, but given that it is in a passage that contains multiple differ-
ences, it may rather reflect part of the attempt to “improve” the translation by making it more accu-
rate in comparison to the first account. Thus, the interpretation of !yIj'q;l]m, as a funnel rather than as
tongs was viewed by the translator of the second account as an inaccurate representation of the
Hebrew text. In Gooding’s discussion of this contrast, he calls the translation in the first account a
“mistaken translation.” See Gooding, 34-35.

The word dx' was translated in accordance with the normal practice of the first account, i.e.,
different lexical equivalents for each context—plavgio" for both sides of the lampstand or tabernacle
when treated as a unit (25:32, 26:13), klivto" for each individual side of the lampstand (25:32), and
pleurovn for the two sides of the incense altar treated as a unit (30:4). In the second account, dx' is
only translated in one verse where it refers to the sides of the lampstand. Instead of using one of the
two terms used for the side of the lampstand in the first account, the translator of the second account
chose to use a neutral term, mevro" (37:18 [Ì 38:14]).

The lexical equivalents of hv;q]mi are a frequently cited difference between the two accounts
and possibly reflect two contrasting understandings, though this would be hard to prove from the lim-
ited evidence in the tabernacle account. In the first account, hv;q]mi is translated toreutov" (25:18, 31,
36), which envisions the cherubim and parts of the lampstand as being things that are “worked in
relief,” whereas in the second account the lampstand is envisioned as something that is “solid” and
hv;q]mi is translated by stereov" (37:17 [Ì 38:13]). 

62. The instructions for and construction of the breastpiece (28:13-29=39:8-21 [Ì 36:15-28])
and the lampstand (25:31-39=37:17-24 [Ì 38:13-17]) are two of the most divergent sections that are
found in both accounts. In these sections, the Ì of the first account contains either ambiguities or
“minuses” in comparison to the ˜. The second account, in contrast, is a much clearer translation, but
the lexical equivalents used are very different. In addition, the construction of the lampstand in the
second account is much shorter in the Ì.

63. The verb hlK is translated by katapauvw in the first account when it refers to the cessation
of God’s speaking to Moses (31:18), but it is translated by suntelevw in the second account when it
refers to the completion of the work (40:33). (The occurrence of hlK in 39:32 is part of a “minus” in
the Ì.) These contrastive lexical equivalents show that the translator correctly thought that the “com-
pletion” of speaking had a different result than the “completion” of work. 

A similar case can be made for the translator’s perception of the context being the controlling
factor that affected the translation of the term #wn in the tabernacle accounts. In the first tabernacle
account, #wn refers to activities that would be performed in the ordination of the priests and thus is
translated ajforivzw (29:24, 26, 27). In the second tabernacle account, however, #wn refers to the bring-
ing of gifts by the people for the construction of the tabernacle and is translated by a more generic
term, fevrw, that could not be construed as having cultic significance (35:22). 
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the second account to attempt to “improve” on the translation of the first account.
This is seen in examples such as axy, which was translated literally by ejkporeuvo-
mai in the first account’s description of the lampstand (25:32, 33, 35), and by a
more descriptive term, ejxevcw, in the second account (37:19 [Ì 38:15]).64 Other
verbs with contrastive lexical equivalents seem to be true contrasts that do not
appear to improve the translation. For instance, in the first tabernacle account !wq
is translated by ajnivsthmi in reference to setting up the tent (26:30), whereas it is
translated by i{sthmi in the second tabernacle account (40:2, 17, 18, 33).65 These
choices still may be affected by some unidentified factor in the context, but they
are the best available examples of verbs with contrastive lexical equivalents in the
tabernacle accounts. Thus, the few examples of verbs with contrastive lexical
equivalents provide little evidence that can be used independently to support a
two-translator theory for the tabernacle accounts, though some of them could be
construed as supporting evidence for a two-translator theory of the production of
the Ì tabernacle accounts.

In this section I have demonstrated that all four sections of Ì Exodus exam-
ined for this book contain the same type of context-sensitive lexical consistency.
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64. Other lexical equivalents used for axy have been discussed above and are contextually
determined. 

65. In the remainder of Exodus, !wq is translated in the typical context-sensitive manner.
When a person begins an activity (including the Hebrew usage of !wq in which everyone first “rises
up” before doing anything else), the lexical equivalent ajnivsthmi is used (1:8, 2:17; 12:30, 31; 24:13;
32:1, 6). When a person physically goes out from his house, however, the lexical equivalent ejx-
anivsthmi is used (10:23; 21:19). When the qal form of !wq is used to refer to people that are standing
in a fixed location (33:8, 10) or when the hiphil form of !wq is used figuratively to refer to establishing
a covenant (6:4), then the lexical equivalent i{sthmi is used. Finally, people who are opposing them are
referred to using a qal participle form of !wq in the Hebrew, but in the Ì these people are referred to
with the term uJpenantivo" (32:25). Because all other usages appear to be determined by context, there
may still be some unidentified reason for this difference in usage between the two tabernacle accounts.
On the surface, however, the contexts appear similar enough that the same term could have been used
and thus this difference may be due to a difference in translators. 

A similar though less persuasive example may be seen in the lexical equivalents used for &ks.
The second account contains one clear contextually controlled difference in translation in that the
“covering” or “concealing” of the ark with the curtain is expressed by means of the term skepavzw
(40:3, 21). (See Lee, Lexical Study, 50, for a discussion of the probable shift in meaning of this term
from “cover” to “conceal.”) This usage is distinct from the remaining two usages, which are in parallel
passages that describe the “covering” or “overshadowing” of the ark with the wings of the cherubim
(25:20=37:9 [Ì 38:8]). In the first account &ks is translated by suskiavzw, whereas in the second
account it is translated by skiavzw. On the surface this would appear to be an example that could be
used in the support of a two-translator theory. If so, it would also be a counter example to Nelson’s
thesis in that the word used in the core section of the second account is also used in a similar context in
the temple account of 1 Chr 28:18, which probably is a later translation. Alternately, the difference in
terms could be due to the fact that in the first account the term ejkteivnw is used in conjunction with
suskiavzw and so the translator chose to use a more specific term, whereas in the second account, the
term crP is a “minus” in the Ì and thus a more generic term skiavzw is used in the more generic con-
text of the Ì 38:8.
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Nouns, in general, were rendered with more consistency than verbs, but this is
more due to the fact that nouns are more likely to be used for items that can be
consistently referred to with a single term. Because of the context-sensitive nature
of the translation of verbs in Exodus, only a few verbs could be used as evidence in
the discussion of any theory of the number of translators for the tabernacle
accounts of Ì Exodus. The choice of lexical equivalents for most nouns was also
more likely to be a context-sensitive choice rather than providing clear evidence
of another translator. Nelson’s attempts to explain these choices as the result of
the work of a Palestinian revisor as well as Wevers’ dismissal of differences as the
simple use of synonyms, were generally found to be non-productive approaches
to the text. There was, however, a small number of nouns for which the choice of
lexical equivalents was best explained by the hypothesis that the second tabernacle
account was produced by a second translator who used the translation of the first
account as his point of reference.

III. Lexical Equivalents That Affect Decisions
about the Number of Translators

The main evidence that has been used as a basis for deciding how many transla-
tors produced the tabernacle accounts has been the variation in the translation of
technical terminology and/or the contrasting translation of the compass points in
the tabernacle accounts. One of the key problems with this approach is the
assumption that technical terminology should be translated consistently.
Included in this is also the problem of determining which terms should be
included in a list of technical terminology. In modern meaning-based translation
theory, the focus is generally on communicating concepts rather than maintain-
ing identical translations of a set list of terms.66 Evidence from this analysis of Ì
Exodus has placed the Ì Exodus more toward the side of a meaning-based trans-
lation rather than a literal one with respect to the choice of lexical equivalents.
Because of this, it is likely that the use of consistent terminology was not the main
focus in the translation, but even in light of this, some of the variation and appar-
ent contradictions in the Ì translation are difficult to explain apart from the
hypothesis of either a second translator or a revisionary attempt by the first trans-
lator.

Consistency of Translation Techniques88

66. Meaning-based translations do, however, encourage the use of consistent representation of
“key terms” that refer to the same concepts. Minimally these include such nouns as God, angel, king,
priest, and prophet. Maximally, these “key terms” include a wide range of concepts that occur repeat-
edly in the Scriptures. Identification of “key terms” is based to a certain extent on cultural and/or the-
ological considerations of the people group for whom the translation is being produced. See Katherine
Barnwell, Paul Dancy, and Anthony G. Pope, Key Biblical Terms in the New Testament: An Aid for Bible
Translators (Dallas, Tex.: Summer Institute of Linguistics, forthcoming).
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In this section, I will first analyze a few of the technical terms for parts of the
tabernacle structure that have been discussed in past studies of the tabernacle
accounts. This list of terms will not be all-inclusive, but it will provide a sampling
of some of the problems that are encountered when one tries to explain the
choices of lexical equivalents in the tabernacle accounts. After this I will discuss in
detail the translation of the compass points, an issue that has been cited in several
recent studies as the key factor that makes the two-translator theory more neces-
sary.

Technical Terminology

The translation of technical terminology has been the focus of several studies of
the Ì tabernacle accounts. Those who argue for a two-translator theory generally
assume that translators would be consistent in their use of technical terminology,
whereas those who argue for a one-translator theory emphasize the consistent
inconsistency of the translator of the first tabernacle account. By doing this, they
show that the differences in the second tabernacle account are a continuation of
the same pattern of inconsistency that was seen in the first account. There have
been a few exceptions, however, to this approach. For Nelson, the “inconsisten-
cies” in technical terms represent opportunities for determining if the section
contained the vocabulary of the Ì or the vocabulary of a later Palestinian revisor.
Each “variation” thus had to be assigned to a particular time period. Wevers gives
a more sympathetic reading of each variation as he attempts to see the effect of the
choice of terminology on the meaning of the translation. Thus, unlike Gooding,
who lambastes the translation, Wevers generally gives it a positive review, but even
he notes that the translator of the second tabernacle account avoids some of the
terminology used in the first account. In this section, I will focus on the transla-
tion of a few of the technical terms in the tabernacle accounts. These include the
poles, curtains, pillars, and several items connected with the pillars.

Poles. According to Nelson, one of the most frequently cited differences
between the tabernacle accounts is the translation of the term dB'.67 Wevers also
uses this term to illustrate his point that the translator of the second account “dis-
tances himself from” the choices made in the first account.68 In brief, the term dB'
is translated by ajnaforeuv", skutavlh, and foreuv" in the first tabernacle account
and by ajnaforeuv", diwsthvr, and moclov" in the second tabernacle account. Nel-
son suggests that diwsthvr is the Ì term and that the presence of ajnaforeuv" in the
second account is due to the Palestinian revisor, who used two additional terms
that were also used in the Palestinian sources analyzed by Nelson.

Lexical Consistency 89

67. Nelson, 53.
68. WeversText, 144.
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A closer examination of the translation of dB', however, shows that it too fol-
lows the characteristic patterns of choices of lexical equivalents that have been
seen in the examination of other terms. In the first account, three terms are used
to distinguish carefully the poles of the ark and table (ajnaforeuv"), the poles of
the bronze altar (foreuv"), and the poles of the incense altar (skutavlh). 69 From
the choices used in the first account, the second tabernacle account retains the use
of ajnaforeuv" for the first occurrence of dB' in the second tabernacle account
(35:12). Aside from this first occurrence, which provides lexical cohesion between
the two accounts, the translator of the second account, like the translator of the
first tabernacle account, used one term for the poles of the ark and table and a
separate term for the poles of the bronze altar, though the latter may be due to a
misreading of the Hebrew Vorlage.70 Thus, there is lexical cohesion between the
two accounts in the shared usage of one lexical equivalent and the use of a similar
type of consistency within each account. This pattern is similar to that of other
terms discussed above.

Curtains. The terms for the curtains of the inner tent, outer tent, and court-
yard have been discussed in several studies, but are not generally used as a starting
point for the discussion of the differences between the two accounts because of
the confusing pattern of both assimilation and dissimilation in lexical equiva-
lents. The Hebrew text in both accounts uses one word, h[;yrIy“, to refer to the cur-
tains of both the inner and outer tent; and a second term, [l'q,,, for the curtains of
the courtyard. The first account in Ì, however, uses three terms to distinguish
carefully the curtains of the three items (aujlaiva, devrri", and iJstivon). The second
account, in contrast, elevates one of the terms, aujlaiva, to a generic term that can
be used to refer to all three types of curtains and then also uses another term from
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69. Examples of these usages are as follows: ajnaforeuv" (25:13, 14, 15, 27, 28), foreuv" (27:6, 7),
and skutavlh (30:4, 5).

70. Most of the occurrences of the term dB' in the second tabernacle account are in verses that
are part of the minuses in the Ì. In the remaining examples, the first occurrence (35:12) is in a fairly
literally rendered verse and uses ajnaforeuv". The text of the Ì 38 is greatly abbreviated in comparison
to the ˜ 37. In the abbreviated form of the Ì, the poles of both the ark and table are constructed after
the construction of the table (Ì 38:11). The lexical equivalent diwsthvr is used here for dB'. Because of
the abbreviated nature of the text, a literal translation was no longer possible for 37:5 (Ì 38:4). In the
˜, the poles are described as being moved into the rings, but since the poles had not yet been con-
structed in the Ì text order, the rings were simply described as being wide enough for the poles. This
same translation was then used throughout the remainder of the second account using eujruv" to
describe the rings (37:14 [Ì 38:10], 38:5 [Ì 38:24]) and diwsthvr to refer to the poles (37:14, 15 [Ì
38:10, 11]; 39:35 [Ì 39:14]; 40:20). The one exception (38:5 [Ì 38:24]), may be due to the misreading
of !yDIB' as a form of the word j'yrIB], which was translated by its normal lexical equivalent moclov".
(Gooding says that moclov" was “mistakenly” used. See Gooding, 33.) The fact that this only occurred
with the bronze altar, however, raises the question of whether this use of a separate lexical equivalent
parallels the use of foreuv" for the bronze altar in the first account. It is also noteworthy that in the Ì of
the second account poles are never said to be constructed for the bronze altar. The naive reader might,
therefore, think that the bars (moclov") of the tabernacle were used to carry the bronze altar. 

wadelxx.qxd  1/28/2003  11:40 PM  Page 90



the first account, iJstivon, as a synonym for one of the usages of aujlaiva.71 The
word devrri", even though it can be used in a more generic way to refer to a tent or
curtain, is not used in the second account, possibly because it could be misinter-
preted as referring to skins rather than curtains of goat hair.72

The word h[;yrIy“ is the least problematic of the terms. In the first account, the
word h[;yrIy“ is translated by aujlaiva when it refers to the inner tent and by devrri"
when it refers to the outer tent.73 In the second account, the parallel verses refer-
ring to the outer tent are part of a “minus” in the Ì. Because of the limited con-
texts within the Ì of the second account, the only lexical equivalent used for h[;yrIy“
is aujlaiva, which is used to refer to the inner tent, as in the first account. On the
basis of the translation of lh,ao by aujlaiva in 40:19, however, one suspects that the
translator of the second account would have used the more generic term aujlaiva
for the outer tent curtains if the material had not been part of a “minus” in
the Ì.74

While the difference in the translation of h[;yrIy“ in the second tabernacle
account can be explained on the basis of the difference in referential meaning, the
lexical equivalents used for [l'q, are much more difficult to explain. The word
[l'q, is translated only by iJstivon in the first account, but by both iJstivon and
aujlaiva in the second account. In the second account, the terms aujlaiva and iJs-
tivon are used in contexts that refer to almost identical parts of the courtyard.75
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71. Nelson makes an unconvincing argument about the usage of the lexical equivalents of
h[;yrIy“ to illustrate his point that “While Greek I [first account] and Josephus use different words to
translate the Hebrew terms, they agree on the basic understanding of the terms they translate. This
leads to the conclusion that Greek I and Josephus present alternate Palestinian translations.” He
makes a similar comment on [l'q, noting that “the distinction between the Old Greek and the Pales-
tinian revision in Greek I is not in the differing words used to translate but in the differing use of those
words. Greek I and Josephus make the same distinction between the curtains of the tent and those of
the tabernacle, even though they use different words to translate. Greek II makes no distinction.”
(Nelson, 110-11 and 114.) Nelson is correct in noting differences in the usage of the terms in the two
accounts, but there is no evidence that would necessitate that this difference be assigned to a later
Palestinian revision. These two terms, like many other terms, exhibit a similar pattern of shared and
distinctive lexical equivalents.

72. For a good discussion of this term, see WeversText, 124. For an example of a modern mis-
understanding of the Ì due to reading the word devrri" without looking at the larger context, see
Durham, Exodus, 367.

73. When h[;yrIy“ refers to the curtains of the inner tent in the first account, it is translated by
aujlaiva (26:1, 2 [3x], 3 [2x], 4 [2x], 5 [2x], 6). When h[;yrIy“ refers to the goat hair curtains of the outer
tent, it is translated by devrri" (26:7 [2x], 8 [3x], 9 [3x], 10 [2x], 12 [2x], 13). In the second account,
h[;yrIy“ refers to the inner tent and is translated by aujlaiva (36:8, 9 [Ì 37:1, 2 (2x)]). 

74. When lh,ao refers to the outer tent, it is translated by devrri" in the first account (26:11) and
by aujlaiva in the second account (40:19). This shows that the same referential meaning was main-
tained for the two terms in their respective sections despite the fact that they were used to translate dif-
ferent terms. Understanding this difference also helps explain the variety of terms used in translating
lh,ao in the tabernacle accounts. 

75. The term [l'q, is translated by iJstivon in two parallel verses referring to parts of the court-
yard: “southern” side—27:9=38:9 (Ì 37:7) and first side of the gate—27:14=38:14 (Ì 37:12). In two
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Wevers uses this to affirm that the terms are synonymous. Nelson uses this to
affirm his position that the examples of iJstivon are due to the work of a Palestinian
revisor. The pattern of usage, however, is similar to that seen with hm;WrT] in which
two equally acceptable words are used, but the translator of the first account
prefers to distinguish carefully each usage based on referential meaning. The
translator of the second account, in contrast, uses the first account as a point of
reference for his own translation, but then uses the terms with a slightly different
pattern of distribution than was seen in the first account.

Pillars and Related Items. The next set of vocabulary items that have been
widely discussed includes terms that refer to the upright pillars and related para-
phernalia, i.e., capitals, bands, hooks, and bases. The term used for the pillars
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additional parallel verses, the first account uses iJstivon and the second account uses aujlaiva as follows:
“western” side—27:12=38:12 (Ì 37:10) and second side of the gate—27:15=38:15 (Ì 37:13). The term
[l'q, is lacking in the description of the “north” side in the second account, but in the first account it is
present and is translated by iJstivon (27:11). In the general reference to the eastern side that precedes
the description of its parts, the term [l'q, is lacking in both accounts, but the first account has made
this implicit referent explicit using the term, iJstivon (Ì 27:13). In addition, the first and last occur-
rences of [l'q, in the second account are translated by iJstivon (35:17 [Ì 35:12a], 39:40 [Ì 39:19]).
Another occurrence of iJstivon is in a verse that emphasizes that the dimensions of the curtain at the
gate of the courtyard were the same as that of the iJstivon of the courtyard (38:18 [Ì 37:16]). The only
other occurrence of [l'q, is in a summary verse that states that all the aujlaiva of the courtyard were
linen (38:16 [Ì 37:14]). If, as Nelson claims, the word aujlaiva is the Old Greek and the occurrences of
iJstivon are due to the Palestinian revisor, then the occurrence of so many revisions in the sections that
Nelson considers to be the core of the second account must be explained. The translations of this term
in the second account, however, reflect an approach that is similar to the translations of hm;WrT] and
ble. The initial occurrence of the term [l'q, uses the term iJstivon, the term used in the first account, in
order to provide lexical cohesion between the two accounts. The use of iJstivon in the two parallel
verses is likewise to be expected. If aujlaiva was indeed the more natural Greek equivalent, as might be
suggested from its occurrence in deuterocanonical literature (Jdt 14:14 and possibly 2 Macc 14:41),
then the translator chose to introduce this term with the description of the western side where he
retained the same lexical equivalent for the same compass point as in the first account. By doing this,
he introduced a “new” usage of a term (aujlaiva) that was different from the first account on the side of
the courtyard where most of the other information was “old” information, i.e., words that were iden-
tical with the first account. (See below for a discussion of the compass points.) The usage of the term
aujlaiva on an opposing side of the gate would have been another opportunity for the two terms, one
possibly less well known, to be equated. The summary verse (38:16 [Ì 37:14]) only occurs in the sec-
ond account and thus the more “natural” term aujlaiva is used. The usage of iJstivon in 38:18 (Ì 37:16)
may have been a very deliberate choice to help the readers interpret the usage of u{yo" in the first
account. This usage of the word u{yo", which is a “plus” in the first account (27:14, 15, 16), has drawn
much criticism from Gooding, 25-26. The use of u{yo" in the second account is, at least, based on a
Hebrew text, even if it is very ambiguous. Thus, by using the term iJstivon the translator was trying to
correct possible misunderstandings in the first account. It would be possible to reverse this argument
in favor of a revisionist’s approach, such as Nelson’s approach. The lack of later evidence for iJstivon
and the fact that the types of translation choices reflected here are similar to those of ble, where the
natural Greek term, diavnoia, is known, however, leads me to conclude that the priority of the first
account is a better basis for explaining the change in usages.
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themselves has not been the source of a major problem, but the translation of @d,a,,
which is found with both dWM[' and vr,q,, is dependent on the translator’s under-
standing of these terms. In the Ì, the translation of dWM[' and vr,q, by the same
Greek term, stu'lo", is an excellent example of assimilation.76 The choice of
stu'lo" for the translation of vr,q, is appropriate in light of the first occurrence of
!yvir:Q]h' in which they are described as !ydIm][o.77 Thus, both dWM[' and vr,q, refer to
upright items from which curtains are hung, according to the Greek.

In the ˜, both dWM[' and vr,q, are connected to one or more @d,a,. In the first
account, the term @d,a, is consistently translated bavsi". In the second account,
however, @d,a, is translated by both bavsi" and kefaliv". As expected, this difference
has been used as “proof” that the second account was the work of a second trans-
lator or that the translator was inconsistent or that the occurrence of kefaliv" as
the translation of @d,a, is evidence of a Palestinian revisor.78 Obviously, all of these
conclusions cannot be correct, but they do point to a major problem in the trans-
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76. This is similar to the translation of lh,ao and @K;v]mi by the term skhnhv, as discussed above,
but unlike dWM[ë and vr,q,, the terms lh,ao and @K;v]mi occur several times in a context that required a dis-
tinction to be made. The terms dWM[' and vr,q,, in contrast, only co-occur in lists that are largely abbre-
viated in the Ì. In these lists, either the two terms were translated by one occurrence of stu'lo" or the
term vr,q, is a “minus” in the Ì due to the abbreviated nature of the text’s Vorlage (35:11, 39:33 [Ì
39:13]; 40:18). The only time vr,q, is possibly translated in the second account is in 36:34 (Ì 38:18),
but even here the Ì is ambiguous with respect to the ˜ because the word stu'lo" occurs twice. Good-
ing views Ì 38:18-20 as “an incomplete compilation of details collected inefficiently from the Greek of
the other chapters of Exodus,” rather than as a translation of a particular Hebrew text. See Gooding,
47.

77. WeversNotes, 420-21. In addition, the Ì noticeable leaves out the translation of the term
&r,ao in 26:16. Wevers simply notes that the word has been replaced in the Ì by the verb poihvsei". If,
however, vr,q, was viewed as a vertical pillar, then the presence of the term mh'ko" would have created
a confused translation, since length is normally attributed to horizontal items. All other occurrences
of &r,ao in the first tabernacle account are translated by mh'ko" except for the second occurrence of &r,ao
in the ˜ 27:11, which is a minus in the ˇ version of the verse. If the absence of mh'ko" in 26:16 was an
accidental minus, then it is interesting to note that it occurs in the one verse where mh'ko" could have
created a misunderstanding. 

78. This difference is noted in a list of contrasts used by Popper, Der biblische Bericht über die
Stiftshütte, 172. Gooding views the inconsistencies of the translation of this term as beyond even the
normal practices of the translator of Exodus. Because of this, he contends that there was originally a
mistranslation of @d,a, in Ì 39 that was later used in “a very carelessly compiled and incomplete list that
has culled its information not directly from a Hebrew text, but indirectly and with obvious lack of
understanding from the Greek of other chapters.” This is the work of the editor that Gooding posits as
the one who rearranged the material in the second tabernacle account. (Gooding, 50). Nelson appeals
to the work of his Palestinian revisor for the translation of @d,a, by kefaliv", but he does this by merely
asserting that this must be the case since it is near a section (38:24-31) that “shows signs of revision by
a Palestinian hand.” (Nelson, 48-49.) Wevers tries to let the translator off the hook by saying that the
term kefaliv" was being used in a generic sense of “extremity” since the translator viewed the frames
of the tabernacle as having “bases” on both ends. Ultimately, even Wevers struggles with the transla-
tor’s choice and says, “but one could wish that he had not been quite so clever about it and had used
bavsei" throughout. . . .” See WeversText, 136.
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lation. The word kefaliv" also occurs in Ì 38:20, a verse that is a “plus” in the Ì.
Because of the lack of a Vorlage, this usage will be discussed with other “pluses” in
chapter five instead of incorporating it into the discussion of the lexical equiva-
lents of @d,a,.79 In the two verses in which the probable Hebrew text @d,a, was trans-
lated by kefaliv", the word @d,a, is in phrases in which it is related to an item other
than the pillars or frames. As has been demonstrated throughout this chapter, the
translation of words in Exodus is context-sensitive. Therefore, it is possible that
the translator of the second account thought that the @d,a, of the pillar or frame
was distinct from the @d,a, of the vd,Qoh' or tk,roP;h' and thus used the lexical equiv-
alent kefaliv" in the latter contexts (38:27 [Ì 39:4]).80 This understanding of the
choice of lexical equivalents is affirmed by the translation of wyn:d:a} by kefaliv" in
40:18. In this phrase, the possessive pronoun refers back to @K;v]Mih', the same item
referred to by vd,Qoh' in 38:27. The translation of @d,a, by bavsi" in 39:33 (Ì 39:13),
however, is an apparent counter-example in that the possessive pronoun on wyn:d;a}
refers back to either the tent or tabernacle. The ˇ version of this verse, however,
reads !hynda and the 3mp suffix refers back to the pillars. Given that the Ì often
reflects a Vorlage similar to the ˇ, it is likely that this “exception” is actually a
reflection of a Vorlage that is not like the ˜. Thus, the evidence from the examina-
tion of the translation of @d,a, suggests the translator of the second account trans-
lated contextually. The second account, however, contained contexts that were not
found in the first account and thus the translator had to choose a lexical equiva-
lent for these new contexts. Modern readers may disparage his choices of lexical
equivalents, but he was consistent with his probable Vorlage, which may have been
more like the ˇ.81
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79. Gooding used this verse to prove that a contradiction was created if kefaliv" did not refer
to “bases” and yet at the same time he showed that kefaliv" was used throughout the Ì with its more
natural Greek meaning of “capital.” (Gooding, 46-47.) Interestingly, even in this plus there is a sense
of consistency in that the kefaliv" of the tent is silver, as also is the case in 38:27 (Ì 39:4).

80. The bases of pillars (dWM[') (26:32, 37; 27:10, 11, 17, 18; 36:36, 38 [Ì 37:4, 6]; 38:17 [Ì
37:15]); the bases of frames (vr,q,) (26:19, 21, 25); the bases of curtains ([l'q,) (or more likely pillars
(dWM[') although it is ambiguous) (27:12, 14, 15, 16; 38:10, 11, 12, 14, 15 [Ì 37:8, 9, 10, 12, 13]; 38:19
[Ì 37:17]); the bases of the door of the tent of meeting (38:30 [Ì 39:7]); the bases of the courtyard and
the gate of the courtyard (38:31 [Ì 39:8]) are all translated by the term bavsi". Other occurrences of
@d,a, are minuses in the Ì (35:11, 17; 36:24, 26, 30; 39:40 [Ì 39:21]). 

81. An additional factor that is not generally brought into the discussion of this translation
choice is the fact that bavsi" is also used in this same section of the second account to refer to the foun-
dation of the bronze altar and the stand of the laver. The presence of bavsi" being used for separate
items would not require the use of a different translation choice for @d,a,, but it may have been a small
factor that influenced the choice. In the first tabernacle account bavsi" is used to translate d/sy“ (29:12)
and @Ke (30:18, 28; 31:9), but none of these examples are found close to contexts in which the bases of
the pillars are found. In the second account, however, bavsi" is used to translate rysi (38:3 [Ì 38:23])
(though the translator may have had a different Vorlage in this instance) and @Ke (38:8 [Ì 38:26]) in a
section that also contains bases of pillars.
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The translation of ww: by kefaliv" and krivko" in the first account and by
kefaliv", krivko", and ajgkuvlh in the second account is, as usual, interpreted in
contradictory ways by analysts who have discussed this term. Explanations
include the following: dismissing the translation as incompetent, saying that the
translations of ww: are another example of the use of variety, and explaining the
source of each of these lexical equivalents by pointing to either a different Vorlage
or a Palestinian revision.82 Nelson’s suggestions about the reasons for the variety
of terms used in the translation have some merit, but ultimately begin to unravel
because he uses an unlikely understanding of the Hebrew grammar as the basis
for his claim about the presence of a difference Vorlage.83 A better explanation,
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82. Gooding argues that the use of kefaliv" as a translation of ww: is due to carelessness rather
than to the presence of a different Hebrew Vorlage. See Gooding, 22-23. See also Finn, “The Taber-
nacle Chapters,” 450, who cites the examples in the first account to show the use of variety in the same
context. These views and that of Popper have been summarized by Nelson, 57-58. 

83. Nelson argues that the presence of kefaliv" in the Ì of the first account indicates that its
Vorlage contained vaOr instead of ww:. Further, he asserts that the Old Greek term for ww: was ajgkuvlh,
which was then replaced by krivko" in the Palestinian revision. Nelson’s explanation of the use of these
three terms to translate ww:, however, depends on being able to “explain away” the usage of kefaliv"
through his suggestion that it represents a different Vorlage, vaOr, thus leaving two terms, one of
which is assigned to the Old Greek and the other is assigned to the Palestinian revisor. 

Nelson correctly notes that the term vaOr is not used with reference to the pillars in the first
account, though it is used generically for the top (?) of the frames (26:24). This lack of vaOr in the first
account in combination with a supposed difference in the construction of the hooks in the two
accounts is used by Nelson as a basis for his claim that the Hebrew text used by the Ì contained the
term vaOr instead of ww:. Nelson says, “There is an important difference between the Hebrew of MT I
and MT II. In MT II the “hooks” (!hyww) are said to be made (h`[), while the “capitals” (!hy`ar) are
said to be overlaid (hpx). In MT I there are no capitals, but the hooks are said to be overlayed [sic].
The Gk I readings suggest that no hooks were mentioned in its Hebrew text, but that it is the capitals
that were overlaid.” (Nelson, 58.) This supposed difference is used by Nelson as the basis for his claim
that the Hebrew Vorlage read vaOr in the instances where ww: is translated by kefaliv". It is interesting to
note that while Nelson suggests the presence of a different Vorlage for these occurrences of kefaliv",
he does not make that same suggestion when kefaliv" is used as a translation of the term @d,a,. The
validity of Nelson’s argument for a different Vorlage rests entirely on his claims about the differences
in construction. These claims, however, are based on an inaccurate reading of the Hebrew text that is
not reflected in the Ì translation. In both tabernacle accounts, ww:, is translated by kefaliv" when it
occurs in a stative clause that identifies the material from which the hooks are made. This stative
clause is juxtaposed after a verbal clause and is in each case directly followed by a statement concern-
ing the bases and the material of which they are composed (26:32, 37; 27:17; 36:36 [Ì 37:4]). Nelson’s
reading of these verses would involve ellipsis of the verb, a phenomenon that is more often seen in
poetry than in prose. See M. O’Connor, Hebrew Verse Structure (Winona Lake, Ind.: Eisenbrauns,
1980), 122-29. This elliptical reading, however, was clearly not the one used by the Ì, which uses the
nominative case for both kefaliv" and the following adjective that describes the material used for this
part of the posts. A better explanation for the lack of the term vaOr in the first account is the possibility
that in the ˜ vaOr is being used generically to refer to a part of the posts rather than referring to a sep-
arate item that had to be constructed. Thus, in the second account of the ˜, which gives more details
of a few parts of the construction, the tops of the pillars are described as being overlaid with various
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however, is found when the first account is used as the beginning point. Except for
one usage that creates an apparent contradiction (27:17), the first account trans-
lates ww: with two distinct terms whose usages are referential determined, i.e., each
term refers to a distinct type of hook that was located on separate items. The
translation choices in the second account, however, are affected by a variety of
contextual factors that allow the translator to maintain lexical cohesion through
the use of both of the terms used in the first account, while at the same time com-
pensating for the apparent contradiction in the first account through the use of a
third term.84 In addition, the terms krivko" and ajgkuvlh both occur in a large
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metals, rather than the overlaying of a “capital.” In the Ì, however, the vaOr assumed a higher visibil-
ity due to the translation choices and may have been viewed as a discrete entity. According to Meyers,
the ancient incense burners, which were pillar-like, had “bulging ring or rings, giving the appearance
of a capital, at the point where the shaft narrows.” See Carol L. Meyers, The Tabernacle Menorah: A
Synthetic Study of a Symbol from the Biblical Cult, American Schools of Oriental Research Dissertation
Series, ed. David Noel Freedman (Missoula, Mont.: Scholars Press, 1976), 64. It is possible that the
bands on the posts, qWvj;, made the posts appear to have a separate capital, just as the ancient incense
burners appeared to have capitals.

84. As has often been noted throughout this chapter, in the first account Hebrew terms are
translated with distinct terms for each context. The translations of the first four occurrences of ww:
appear to follow this pattern in that kefaliv" is used when the ww: is a part of a pillar that supports a cur-
tain at an entranceway, whether the curtain that separates the Holy of Holies from the Holy Place
(26:32) or the curtain at the door of the tent (26:37). When ww: is a part of the pillars that support the
curtains of the courtyard, however, it is translated by krivko" and occurs in conjunction with yaliv",
which translates qWvj; (27:10, 11). In 27:17, however, the translation of the courtyard section contains
an apparent contradiction in that the ww: that is located on the pillars of the courtyard is translated by
kefaliv". This translation choice may have been a mistake due to the combination of the similarity of
this phrase with phrases used in the descriptions of the pillars for the door (26:37) and also the lack of
yaliv", which normally is used in conjunction with krivko". Whatever the source of the apparent con-
tradiction, this difficulty is just one of many in a section in which the translator had difficulties with
the compass points, as will be discussed below. In addition to this apparent contradiction, the use of
krivko" to translate ww: is another example of assimilation, i.e., krivko" was used in the first account to
translate both ww: and sr,q,, the clasps that were used for joining together the curtains of the tent (26:6
[2x], 11). 

In the second account, the translator begins by following the usage of the first account with
kefaliv" being used in conjunction with the curtain that separates the Holy of Holies from the Holy
Place (36:36 [Ì 37:4]). This usage creates lexical cohesion between the two tabernacle accounts and is
a pattern that has been seen elsewhere, i.e., the first occurrence of the term in the second account is
identical with the usage in the first account. As discussed above, the translation of 36:36 (Ì 37:4) was
also heavily modified so that the Ì form of this verse is almost an exact parallel of Ì 26:32 despite the
fact that the Hebrew texts are different. In the next occurrence of ww: (36:38 [Ì 37:6]), however,
kefaliv" could not be used for the hooks on the pillars at the door of the tent because of the presence
of vaOr in the Hebrew text, which naturally was translated kefaliv". Because of the presence of yaliv",
which translates qWvj;, the term krivko" was used in this verse and the verse was also modified so that
these hooks, ww:, are specifically described as being golden, a statement that is found in the parallel verse
in the first account (26:37), but not in the ̃ form of the second account (36:38). Thus, despite the dif-
ferences in the Ì choice of terminology for translating ww:, the overall meaning of the passage is kept the
same through modifications in the Ì of the second account. In the remaining occurrences that are
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“plus” found in the Ì. This “plus” will be discussed in chapter five, but it appears
to bring together phrases from the first account both with their original lexical
equivalents and with the substitution of the neutral term used in the second
account, ajgkuvlh, in an attempt to defuse the apparent contradictions. The suc-
cess of this endeavor may be disputed, but it reflects a similar approach seen with
other terms and with other “pluses” in the same chapter.85

This brief discussion of some of the technical terms used in the tabernacle
accounts reveals that contradictory usages of technical terms are present in the
translation. The question that must be resolved, however, is whether this is due to
a different Vorlage, the work of a second translator or an incompetent editor, or
one of the problems that unavoidably appears in most translations. The presence
of other problems that have created ambiguity in the translation would argue that
the latter may be the source of at least some of the problems.86 Fortunately, most
of the choices of lexical equivalents for technical terms in the tabernacle accounts
did not result in outright contradictions. Rather, many of the terms demonstrated
the same type of shifting of meaning combined with the maintenance of lexical
cohesion between the two accounts that has been described in other terms dis-
cussed in previous sections. The usages of the technical terms in the “pluses” of
the Ì, however, will have to be examined in more depth in chapter five before any
firm conclusions can be reached about the usage of technical terms in the taber-
nacle accounts.
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translated in the second account, ww: refers either to the hooks for the courtyard curtains (38:17 [Ì
37:15]), the hooks for the curtain at the gate of the courtyard (38:19 [Ì 37:17]), or to unspecified
hooks (38:28 [Ì 39:5]). In all three verses it is found in conjunction with vaOr, which is translated
kefaliv", but due to other translation choices (a verbal rather than a nominal translation of qWvj; in
38:17 [Ì 37:15] and 38:19 [Ì 37:17-18]) yaliv" is not in the Ì text. Without yaliv" in the verse, which
would have encouraged the use of the normal word pair krivko" and yaliv", the translator was free to
use a more neutral term. Rather than using one of two terms that had been used in the first account
with the result that an apparent contradiction had been created, the translator of the second account
used ajgkuvlh in these three occurrences of the second account (38:17, 19 [Ì 37:15, 17], 28 [Ì 39:5]).
The term ajgkuvlh is used in the first tabernacle account to translate t/al;lu, the item that the sr,q, con-
nected together to form the tabernacle and the outer tent. This Hebrew term, however, is not trans-
lated in the second account of the Ì and thus no immediate problem would have occurred by using
ajgkuvlh. Rather, this is another case of assimilation in which two items (t/al;lu and sr,q,) used in con-
necting curtains to other curtains or to a pillar were translated by one term ajgkuvlh. This assimilation,
however, occurs between accounts, rather than within one account.

85. This is similar to the mixing of the translation of ble by kardiva and diavnoia. On a larger
scale, the “plus” of Korah’s rebellion in 38, whether in the Vorlage or due to the translator’s hermeneu-
tical approach, illustrates the practice of placing two “contradictory” pieces of information together
and thus attempting to dispel an apparent contradiction. This passage will be discussed further in
chapter five. 

86. I have argued elsewhere that the placement of the incense altar in the Holy of Holies in Heb
9:4 was partially due to the ambiguity of the Ì Exodus. See Martha L. Wade, “Translation as Interpre-
tation in the Old Greek Exodus” (paper presented at the Fellowship of Professors, Johnson Bible Col-
lege, 1999).
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Compass Points

The translation of compass points in the tabernacle accounts is considered by sev-
eral scholars to be one of the major pieces of evidence in favor of a two-translator
theory.87 Within the first tabernacle account, the points of the compass are trans-
lated by two distinct sets of lexical equivalents. In 26, three of the points of the
compass are used to designate the sides of the tabernacle and are translated using
the expected terminology.88 In the next chapter, however, the sides of the court-
yard are described using a different set of lexical equivalents for the points of the
compass.89 A third set of slightly different lexical equivalents is used for the points
of the compass in the parallel passage about the courtyard that is located in the
second tabernacle account.90 In addition, both tabernacle accounts use the com-
mon lexical equivalents for north and south to describe the placement of the table
and lamp in relationship to the altar.91 This contrasting usage of vocabulary for
the points of the compass is considered by Gooding to be just another example of
the translator’s consistent inconsistency.92 Bogaert, however, has argued that the
terms used in 27 point to an Alexandrian orientation of the courtyard with the
gate of the courtyard facing south. His argument has been accepted by Wevers,
who says that one translator could not have produced two such “schizophrenic”
translations.93 While the difference between the two courtyard passages can be
explained by positing the presence of two translators, this does not, however, solve
the difficulty caused by the contrast of an eastern-facing tabernacle in 26:18-22
and a southern-facing courtyard in 27:9-13. Wevers tentatively suggests that this
may be an ideological statement about the relationship of the diaspora to
Jerusalem.94 Fraenkel takes a more holistic view of the text and tries to explain
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87. P. M. Bogaert, “L’orientation du parvis du sanctuaire dans la version grecque de l’Exode
(Ex., 27, 9-13 LXX),” L’Antiquité classique 50 (1981): 79-85 and WeversText, 146.

88. In 26, hn:m;yte hB;g“n< is translated by novto" (26:18 [Ì 26:20]), @/px; by borra'" (26:20 [Ì
26:18]), and hM;y: by qavlassa (26:22). The parallel passage in ˜ 36 is part of a large minus in the sec-
ond tabernacle account of the Ì.

89. In 27, hn:m;yTeAbg≤n< is translated by livy (27:9), @/px; by ajphliwvth" (27:11), !y:: by qavlassa
(27:12), and hj;r:z“mi hm;d“qe by novto" (27:13). 

90. In ˜ 38, hn:m;yTe bg≤n< is translated by livy (38:9 [Ì 37:7]), @/px; by borra'" (38:11 [Ì 37:9]), !y:
by qavlassa (38:12 [Ì 37:10]), and hj;r:z“mi hm;d“qe by ajnatolhv (38:13 [Ì 37:11]).

91. The Ì terms for north and south used here are identical to those in 26, i.e., @/px; (26:35)
and hn:pox (40:22) are translated by borra'", while hn:m;yTe (26:35) and hB;g“n< (40:24) are translated by
novto". 

92. Gooding, 23-24.
93. Wevers says, “. . . I find it hard to believe that the translator who translated ch. 27 using an

Alexandrian point of view could also in schizophrenic fashion have translated the B [second] account
in the way in which it was done,” in WeversText, 146.

94. Wevers says, “It is possible that the Alexandrian translators were subtly saying something
about the relation of Jerusalem to the diaspora in placing a Jerusalem oriented skhnhv within an
Alexandrian oriented aujlhv, but this should not be pressed,” in WeversNotes, 435. 
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both the change in the orientation of the courtyard (27:9-13) as well as the rever-
sal of north and south (Ì 26:18, 20) as part of a literary technique that was used to
form chiastic pairs of directional terms.95

Any explanation of the translation of the terms used for the points of the
compass in the tabernacle accounts needs to be able to account for both the differ-
ence between 26:18-22 and 27:9-13 as well as the contrast between the two paral-
lel accounts. Despite the differences in terminology, no one claims that 26:18-22
and 27:9-13 were produced by different translators. In both 26:22 and 27:12, the
word !y: is translated literally by qavlassa and is used for a compass point.96 In
27:12, however, the translator has used the preposition katav instead of prov".
Wevers says that katav is being used to “draw attention to the fact that qavlassan
was not taken in the usual Palestinian sense of ‘west’ but rather as ‘north’; . . . .”97

While the conclusion that “sea” is here being used to refer to “north” might be dis-
puted, Wevers is correct that the translator is signaling a difference in usage of the
word “sea.” In both tabernacle accounts the translator has chosen a literal render-
ing of the term !y: rather than substituting one of the more natural Greek equiva-
lents for “west”—livy, duvsi", or dusmhv. In 26:22 the translator uses the normal
preposition for points of the compass and thus forces his readers to interpret it by
the context in which it is seen as a point of the compass other than north or south,
which are represented by the pair novto" and borra'". In 27:12, however, the trans-
lator used qavlassa in a more literal sense and signaled this distinction through
the use of katav, i.e.,“along the sea.” In addition, the translator chose to use ajphli-
wvth" and livy, terms for east and west that were often used for winds, rather than
the terms that are based on the rising and setting of the sun, ajnatolhv and duvsi".
The pair of terms he chose, however, were ones that were commonly found in the
literature from that location (Egypt) and time period (third century b.c.).98 The
normal term for south, novto", was maintained even though this created a poten-
tial ambiguity with the presence of both livy and novto", both of which were used
for the south in the Ì. As a result, the translation in 27:9-13 was both ambiguous
and inaccurate, if the translator was trying to represent the Hebrew text rather
than adding a Alexandrian ideological twist to the translation.

As is the case with other ambiguous sections of the first tabernacle account,
the translation of the parallel text in the second tabernacle is a definite improve-
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95. Fraenkel, “Übersetzungsnorm und literarische Gestaltung,” 77-81. 
96. This usage of qavlassa as a compass point is not found in the NT. In the Ì Scriptures,

however, it is used fairly frequently in this way, e.g., Gen 13:14; 28:14; Josh 17:10; Ezek 47:20.
97. WeversNotes, 437-38.
98. According to Moulton and Milligan, the term livy is found in third century b.c. Egypt with

the meaning “west” and is used opposite ajphliwvth", but in the Ì Scriptures livy could also be used for
“south” (e.g., Gen 13:14; 28:14; Num 35:5; Deut 3:27). See James Hope Moulton and George Milligan,
The Vocabulary of the Greek Testament: Illustrated from the Papyri and Other Non-Literary Sources
(London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1952), s.v. “livy.”
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ment in that it is less ambiguous and more accurate.99 The translation in Ì 37:7-
11 has returned to the usage of qavlassa as a compass point, as signaled by the
use of the preposition prov". This term can then be properly interpreted in a con-
text in which there are clear terms for north, borra'", and east, ajnatolhv. The
choice of livy instead of novto", however, remains problematic. Possibly the trans-
lator was seeking to reflect the difference between bg≤n< and hB;g“n<.100 All examples of
bg≤n< are translated by livy, whereas all examples of hB;g“n< are translated by novto".101

A more likely reason for the choice of livy, however, is that it maintains continuity
with the first account. This is accomplished both by the use of livy and by the fact
that the livy sides in both accounts were one hundred cubits in length. If the
translator of the second account had chosen the term novto", then a blatant con-
tradiction would have been present in that the novto" side would have been fifty
cubits in length in 27:13, whereas in the second account it would have been one
hundred cubits in length. Thus, the translation of the parallel passage in the sec-
ond account improves on the first account by restoring the proper orientation of
the courtyard and yet maintains continuity by retaining the directional terms for
two contiguous sides of the rectangle, qavlassa and livy. The source of the differ-
ent orientation of the courtyard in 27:9-13 could be either ideological or due to a
series of errors on the part of the translator, but this is best evaluated in light of
the overall accuracy of the tabernacle accounts, which is the topic of chapter five.

IV. Other Observations Gained
from Studying Lexical Equivalents

In addition to providing evidence for the discussion about the number of transla-
tors that produced the tabernacle accounts, the examination of choices of lexical
equivalents in the Ì provides insights into the exegetical approach used by trans-
lator(s) in the third century b.c. As was seen in chapter two, the Ì and the ˇ often
shared the same exegetical understanding of the text, or at least both saw the same
ambiguity in a text even though they often resolved the ambiguity in different
manners.

In this section, I will begin by giving a few examples of ambiguities in the
Hebrew text that have been clarified in the Ì. These ambiguities include a phrase

Consistency of Translation Techniques100

99. Other examples of ambiguous sections will be discussed in chapter five.
100. In the ˇ this difference was eliminated by the addition of a locative he where it was lack-

ing in the ̃ (27:9; 36:23; 38:9). If the Vorlage of the Ì was more like that of the ̌ , then another reason
for the difference must be sought, but it is possible that this change in the ˇ was part of a later change
in language usage. See discussion of locative he in chapter two.

101. Examples of the translation of hB;g“n< by novto" may be found in 26:18 (Ì 26:20) and 40:24.
The translation of bg≤n< by livy may be found in 27:9 and 38:9 (Ì 37:7). 
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with disputed meaning as well as parallel passages in the tabernacle accounts that
contain known textual variants as well as an apparent contradiction between the
two Hebrew texts. Following a discussion of how the translator(s) resolved these
ambiguities in the text, I will give a few examples of choices of lexical equivalents
that in a sense add meaning to the text. Most of this “extra” layer of meaning is not
contradictory to the Hebrew text, but it states the meaning of the Hebrew text in a
manner that is more specific than the Hebrew text may have intended for it to be.
Choices of this type reflect the exegetical understanding of the translator’s time
rather than any explicitly stated meaning in the Hebrew text.

Clarifying Ambiguities

The phrase !yIB;r“['h; @yBe has been much discussed by both rabbinic and modern
exegetes.102 Identifying the time period that this phrase refers to is seen as impor-
tant for the proper fulfillment of the commands concerning the Passover and
other offerings. The translator of the first part of Exodus (including the control
sample and first account), however, followed his normal procedure of interpret-
ing the phrase in context rather than using one fixed lexical equivalent. The
phrase !yIB;r“['h; @yBe was translated by pro;" eJspevran when it referred to the
slaughtering and eating of food (12:6; 16:12), i.e., the slaughtering was done
“towards” evening rather than “at dusk” so that there was plenty of time to accom-
plish the task. When the phrase refers to the time period for the evening sacrifice,
it is translated to; deilinovn, a phrase that is found paired with morning, prwinov" ,
both in the first tabernacle account and in literature from third century b.c.
Egypt.103 In 30:8, the translator uses another term, ojyev, to refer to the time when
the lamps would be lit and incense offered. The term ojyev would seem to refer to a
slightly later period in the day than that referred to by pro;" eJspevran, as indicated
both by the preposition with eJspevra and the choice of lexical equivalents.104 This
choice fits with the probable cultural norm of the translator’s time, i.e., lamps are
not lit until they are needed, rather than being lit in the afternoon. Thus, whereas
the Hebrew phrase is ambiguous at best and has been much discussed, the transla-

Lexical Consistency 101

102. Nahum M. Sarna, Exodus: The Traditional Hebrew Text with the New JPS Translation, The
JPS Torah Commentary (Philadelphia: The Jewish Publication Society, 1991), 55, 244-45 n. 16. 

103. Lee, Lexical Study, 110. Lee cites P.Cair.Zen. 207.37 as an example of the third century b.c.
usage of this term. This same combination of morning and afternoon is seen in 29:41 in which
instructions are given for the second lamb to be sacrificed like the morning (prwinov") sacrifice. In
29:39, to; prwi; is used to refer to the time period for offering the first sacrifice. The term to; prwi; also
occurs in 16:12, but the similarity of the context (eating) to that of 12:6 probably influenced the trans-
lator to use pro;" eJspevran rather than to; deilinovn. 

104. According to Louw and Nida, eJspevra refers to “a period from late in the afternoon until
darkness,” whereas ojyev refers to “the period after sunset and before darkness” in Semantic Domains,
s.v. 67.191, 197.
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tor of the Ì made the meaning clear according to what was appropriate for the
context.105

In addition to phrases whose meaning may be disputed, the translator of the
Ì also had to interpret texts that were both grammatically complex as well as
being complex because of the structural details that had to be communicated. The
parallel passages about the construction of the bronze altar contain this kind of a
combination of grammatical difficulties and technical terminology. In each
account, a distinct approach was taken to the resolving of these difficulties. In the
first account, the translation reflects the interpretation seen in the ˇ, which treats
the hearth (grating) as a unit composed of net-work rather than carefully distin-
guishing the network from the grating.106 In addition, the translator either mis-
read bKor“K' or his Vorlage read rB;k]mi instead of bKor“K' and as a result, the translator
of 27:4-5 was able to use ejscavra to translate three distinct terms—bKor“K', rB;k]mi,
and tv,r<.107 The resulting translation is a coherent, but simplified version of the
instructions for the construction of the bronze altar in the ˜. The translator of the
second tabernacle account, in contrast, was faced with a different set of chal-
lenges. Because of the conflicting usage of ejscavra in the first account, the term
ejscavra was not used in the second account. As a result, bKor“K' was translated by a
separate term, purei'on. In addition, the translator of the second account had to
resolve an apparent discrepancy between the Hebrew texts of the first and second
accounts, which was discussed above.108 Thus, the translation of these parallel
passages illustrates two distinct approaches to clarifying ambiguities through the
choice of lexical equivalents. In the first account, the passage was clarified through
simplification and the use of assimilation in lexical equivalents, i.e., three Hebrew
terms were translated by one Greek term. In the second account, the translator
clarified the passage by choosing distinct terms for each item in the passage and by
eliminating the apparent contradictions in the ˜. In the process, the translator
avoided the use of the term ejscavra and thus there were no new contradictions
created with respect to the translation in the first tabernacle account.

Consistency of Translation Techniques102

105. Interestingly, while the NIV consistently translates the phrase “at twilight,” the NRSV
reflects a technique similar to that of the Ì and translates the first two occurrences “at twilight” (12:6;
16:12) and the remaining occurrences as “in the evening” (29:39, 41; 30:8). In the notes on these verses
in The HarperCollins Study Bible, however, Greenstein indicates that he believes that this phrase
should have been translated in an identical manner throughout Exodus. See Wayne A. Meeks, ed., The
HarperCollins Study Bible: New Revised Standard Version with the Apocryphal/Deuterocanonical Books
(New York: HarperCollins Publishers, 1993).

106. See the discussion in chapter two of the “irrelevant” changes of gender in ˇ 27:5. 
107. The first occurrence of tv,r, used to describe the workmanship of the grating, is translated

by diktuwtov". This same lexical equivalent for tv,r, is found also in the second account, which has one
rather than two occurrences of tv,r,.

108. This was discussed in section two and involved the fact that the rings are made on the tv,r,
in 27:4, but are poured out on the four edges of the rB;k]mi in 38:5.
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Identifying Interpretations of the Translators

The choice of lexical equivalents is one factor that identifies the translator’s
understanding of the text. These interpretations may be as simple as the fact that
the translator envisioned the same prominent color scheme being continued with
the outer leather covering of the tabernacle. This understanding is seen in both
tabernacle accounts in the choice of uJakivnqino" to translate vj'T', which is under-
stood by modern exegetes to be the skin of some unidentified animal.109 Thus, the
inner tent was linen, which was covered with a goat-hair outer tent and with both
a red and a blue covering of leather. This is similar to the list of materials used for
many of the tabernacle items—blue, purple, crimson, and fine linen. This inter-
pretation does not negate anything in the ˜. Instead, it uses a meaningful lexical
equivalent that fits the color scheme of the tabernacle rather than using the name
of an animal that would possibly be unknown to some of the readers.

A slightly different process of interpretation is seen in the translation of hwx
by two different lexical equivalents—ejntevllomai and suntavssw. Wevers would
have us believe that these are synonyms that could possibly be used to support a
two-translator theory of the production of the tabernacle accounts.110 These
terms in Exodus, however, were used in the same distinct way as was later seen in
the NT, i.e., ejntevllomai meant “to give definite orders, implying authority or offi-
cial sanction,” whereas suntavssw meant “to give detailed instructions as to what
must be done.”111

As Wevers observed, in the second tabernacle account suntavssw was the
most frequent translation of hwx with ejntevllomai only occurring in 40:16. He
attributed this exception in 40:16 to the influence from the first part of Exodus
where ejntevllomai was more frequently used. This is a possible explanation espe-
cially in light of the usage of lexical equivalents from the first account to maintain
lexical cohesion between the two accounts. The singular occurrence at the end of
the account, however, raises doubts about this analysis. An examination of the
contexts shows that all occurrences of suntavssw in the second tabernacle
account were concerned with fulfilling directions that God gave Moses about the
construction of the tabernacle and other related items. Exodus 40:16, however,
comes at the end of the passage in which Moses was commanded to set up and
anoint the tabernacle and also to anoint Aaron and his sons for a priesthood that

Lexical Consistency 103

109. See the discussion of possible interpretations in Haran, Temples and Temple-Service, 162-
63.

110. Wevers concludes that the “two are synonyms,” but then in a later discussion of the taber-
nacle accounts he seems to indicate that the first account tended to use one term and the second
account used the other term. See WeversNotes, 183, 646.

111. Louw and Nida, Semantic Domains, s.v. 33.325, 329. The fact that the words had different
meanings in the NT does not mean that the same difference can always be found in the Ì. If there is a
difference in meaning in the Ì, however, it is probable that the same difference, possibly in a modified
form, will be seen in the NT. 
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would continue for eternity. This verse indicates Moses’ compliance with all these
commands. The translator indicated the “authority or official sanction” behind
this set of commands (which included the priesthood) by his choice of ejntevllo-
mai. In the mind of the translator, instructions for sanctifying the tabernacle and
establishing the priesthood were not the same as instructions for the building of
the tabernacle, though from our Western perspective they both appear to be the
same type of detailed, tedious instructions.

This contrast of “detailed instructions” versus “authority or official sanc-
tion” can also be seen in the first tabernacle account.112 Wevers’ conclusion that
the two words were synonyms would, however, appear to be vindicated by the
usage of suntavssw (31:6) and ejntevllomai (31:11) in almost identical phrases,
but a careful analysis of these verses shows that the Greek terms are used with dis-
tinct meanings.113 Other examples in the remainder of Exodus confirm the dis-
tinction between these two terms.114

Consistency of Translation Techniques104

112. The word suntavssw is used when Moses was told to “give detailed instructions” to the
Israelites about bringing the oil for the lamps (27:20). In contrast, the word ejntevllomai is used when
God gave commands with “authority or official sanction” from between the cherubim (25:22). The
issue of “authority” is also the reason ejntevllomai is used for the commands given concerning the
ordination of the priests (29:35).

113. The Hebrew phrases *tiyWIxi rv,a}AlK; tae Wc[;w“ (31:6) and Wc[}y" *tiyWIxiArv,a} lkoK] (31:11)
are chiastic clauses that form an inclusio around the list of items that the craftsmen were directed to
construct. Assuming that the choice of different terms for “command” was purposeful, the reason for
the choice may have been the presence of the preposition K] in 31:11. In 31:6, the Greek translation
indicates that the craftsmen will do/make all the tabernacle-related items about which God has given
Moses detailed instructions. In contrast, the translation of 31:11 states that they will do/make “accord-
ing to,” i.e., within the parameters of, all that God authoritatively commanded Moses, a usage that is
similar to that in ˜ 40:16. This implies that there were additional authoritative commands that were
for Moses and had nothing to do with the instructions that the craftsmen would so faithfully com-
plete.

114. In the Hebrew text of Exodus, Pharaoh is twice said to “command” (1:22, 5:6), but in the
Ì he only gives “detailed instructions” that are either secretly subverted (as with the throwing of the
babies into the Nile) or openly questioned (when straw is no longer given for the making of bricks).
God, in contrast, commands “authoritatively” when he speaks to Moses or to Moses and Aaron about
what they should say and do (4:28, 7:2, 6, 10). The only exception in 1-13 is when God gives “detailed
instructions” to Moses and Aaron concerning Pharaoh and the bringing out of the Israelites from
Egypt (6:13), a verse that functions as the conclusion to that particular section. By using the term sun-
tavssw, the translator may have been implying that God did more that just give a few authoritative
commands to Moses and Aaron about the signs. God also gave other detailed instructions that were
not explicitly stated in the text. The remaining examples of the translation of hwx in Exodus can be
understood in a similar way, but the context of each must be closely examined to see things from the
translator’s perspective.

Directions for the collection of manna are communicated by either God or Moses using sun-
tavssw, the term for “detailed instructions” (16:16, 24, 32, 34). The directions about the preparation of
the two stone tablets (34:4) are also given with the same term. When Moses first went up on Mt. Sinai,
the words of God that are reported are general instructions about the relationship of God to his peo-
ple. These are referred to by the translator as the giving of “detailed instructions” because there are no
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Thus, for the translator(s) of Exodus, the terms ejntevllomai and suntavssw
were used with their natural Greek meaning, but the translator had to decide
which term was appropriate for each context. The fact that the translator viewed
the “commands” about the building of the tabernacle and its related items as
“detailed instructions” that did not merit the same level of authority as God’s
commands about the priesthood or the commands that God would give from
between the cherubim, is an added layer of interpretation that was not present in
the Hebrew text. This interpretation would most likely reflect the values of the
translator’s culture, which possibly placed a higher emphasis on the priesthood
and communication from God by contrast to the construction of a tabernacle
that no longer existed.

V. Conclusions

Lexical consistency in relatively free translations such as Ì Exodus cannot be eas-
ily measured and used as a standard for determining the number of translators
that produced a given translation. Relatively free translations are best understood
through an examination of the contextual factors that affected the choices of lexi-
cal equivalents. Within the tabernacle accounts of Ì Exodus, this type of examina-
tion has shown that the same factors affected lexical choices in each section to the
same relative degree. On the surface level, the main differences were due to the
size of the section examined. Larger sections usually contained a larger variety of
contexts and thus allowed for the possible use of a greater variety of lexical equiv-
alents for each Hebrew term. This was especially the case with verbs, as was
expected in a relatively free translation.

When three different sets of texts were compared from the tabernacle
accounts and the control sample, it was found that the percentage of identical,
partially shared, and contrastive lexical equivalents in each set was approximately
the same. The relatively small percentage of contrastive lexical equivalents has
often been overemphasized in past studies of the tabernacle accounts. Granted,
some of the contrasts are striking, but in light of the high percentage of identical
and partially shared lexical equivalents, there seems to be little reason for putting
such an emphasis on the contrasting lexical equivalents.
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commands explicitly mentioned and because it is envisioned as overall directions that set the tone for
the future of the people (19:7). In contrast, the term ejntevllomai is used for authoritative commands
in reference to the Passover (23:15; 34:18), the breaking of God’s command by the making of the
golden calf (32:8), warnings to obey the covenant that God commanded (34:11), Moses’ authoritative
commanding of the people to obey all that God spoke on Mt. Sinai (34:32), and God’s authoritative
commands that were given when Moses spoke with God in the tent outside the camp (34:34). In addi-
tion, the word hwx is either contextually interpreted or the translator’s text had a different Hebrew
word in three verses where hwx is translated by the following verbs: katiscuvw (18:23), ei\pon (35:1),
and prostavssw (36:6).

wadelxx.qxd  1/28/2003  11:40 PM  Page 105



Rather than contrasting lexical equivalents, the shift in usage of lexical
equivalents is the more pervasive characteristic of the translation that must be
explained in any discussion of the tabernacle accounts. In the first account, the
most characteristic pattern was the usage of distinct lexical equivalents for each
contrastive context. This led to a multiplicity of “extra” lexical equivalents that are
found only in the first tabernacle account. In the second tabernacle account, in
contrast, the characteristic pattern involved a delicate balancing act between three
key factors. First, the translator of the second account attempted to maintain lexi-
cal cohesion between the two accounts through the repetition of at least one of
the lexical equivalents from the first account. Second, the translator of the second
account often used a specific term from the first account as a generic term that
was substituted for the diversity of lexical equivalents used in the first account.
Finally, the translator of the second account strove to resolve ambiguities in the
Hebrew text and prevent the creation of any contradictions between accounts
through the careful choice of lexical equivalents. The result of maintaining this
delicate balance is that despite the problems in the first account, the Ì tabernacle
accounts appear to be a unified whole in which the choice of lexical equivalents is
context-sensitive and reflects both the natural Greek meaning and the translator’s
interpretation of the text.
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CHAPTER FOUR

Grammatical Consistency

This study of the translation of grammatical structures will show that the control
sample and both tabernacle accounts of Ì Exodus were translated using a context-
sensitive approach in which a variety of translation equivalents was used to express
clearly the wide range of meanings that can be communicated by Hebrew gram-
matical structures. The general consistency of this approach in both tabernacle
accounts could be used as evidence to prove that either one translator produced
both tabernacle accounts or that the tabernacle accounts were translated by a mul-
tiplicity of translators that shared the same approach to the translation of gram-
matical structures. Even though both tabernacle accounts use a similar approach,
the choice of translation equivalents for grammatical structures is not always iden-
tical in parallel verses from both accounts. Minute differences in the choice of
translation equivalents are the main evidence from this chapter than can be used to
support the theory that the tabernacle accounts were produced by different trans-
lators using a similar approach to the translation of grammatical structures.

In this chapter I will first survey past studies of grammatical consistency and
then briefly discuss the approach to analyzing grammatical consistency that will
be used in this chapter. Second, I will present a detailed analysis of the translation
equivalents of the preposition B], simple construct chains, and relative clauses with
rv,a} in the control sample and tabernacle accounts of Ì Exodus. In the third
section, I will give a few examples of translation equivalents of grammatical struc-
tures that point to contrasting interpretations of identical grammatical struc-
tures. In addition, the effect of grammatical context on the choice of translation
equivalents will be further demonstrated. Ultimately, the variations in the transla-
tion of grammatical structures provide little evidence for proving whether or not
the translation was produced by one or more translators, but it does point to the
fact that the same type of context-sensitive approach was used throughout the
control sample and tabernacle accounts.

I. Defining and Measuring
Grammatical Consistency

Past studies of grammatical consistency have primarily focused on identifying
Hebraic features of the translation and measuring the degree to which these fea-
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tures occur in the books of the Ì Scriptures. Statistical studies of these grammati-
cal features were used earlier than statistical studies of lexical consistency because
of their perceived value in attempting to identify NT books that were translations
of Semitic originals. Despite claims about the value of these types of studies, they
do not appear to have been widely accepted, despite being periodically resurrected
during this last century. Grammatical studies that appear to be gaining in accep-
tance are those from the Finnish school that emphasize an examination of gram-
matical features within their contexts. In this section I will first survey the variety
of grammatical studies that have been used in the study of the Ì and then I will
describe the methodology that I will be using in the analysis of three grammatical
structures in section two of this chapter.

Survey of Past Methodologies 

Early studies of the grammar of the Ì revolved around the issue of identifying
Hebraisms and grouping the putative component translations of the Ì according
to the degree to which the grammar reflected “natural” Greek versus “Hebraic”
Greek. In Thackeray’s discussion of the Semitic elements in the Ì, he mentions
contrasting translations of the following grammatical structures: infinitive abso-
lutes used with finite verbs; prepositional phrases used for the object of transitive
verbs instead of the more “natural” accusative case; and the translation of terms
and phrases that function either on the discourse level, such as yhiy“w", or as modals,
such as #sy. In each case, Thackeray highlights the wide range of options that have
been used in the Ì and then emphasizes the tendency to use a more literal transla-
tion technique in the books that were translated later. Speaking about this ten-
dency he says, “ . . . the reason for the change is to be sought, it appears, rather in a
growing reverence for the letter of the Hebrew than in ignorance of Greek.”1

In contrast to these brief observations, Thackeray presents a detailed analysis
of changes in orthography and accidence. This focus is primarily due to the fact
that Thackeray and others of his time were trying to “be of service to the textual
critic in the reconstruction of the original text of the LXX.”2 Thackeray’s focus is
also a reflection of the focus of most grammatical studies of that time period, i.e.,
most studies emphasized phonology, word formation, and lower level grammati-
cal elements.3 These studies are valuable for the dating of manuscript traditions
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1. Henry St. John Thackeray, A Grammar of the Old Testament in Greek According to the Septu-
agint, vol. 1, Introduction, Orthography and Accidence (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1909), 30. The grammatical features mentioned above are discussed on pp. 46-53. 

2. Ibid., x.
3. The current focus in many linguistic fields has shifted to the discourse level and sociolin-

guistic factors that affect the text. Studies in Biblical Greek and Hebrew have only begun to make this
shift and many, like Wallace, are unwilling to move in that direction due to the less concrete nature of
discourse studies. See Daniel B. Wallace, Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics: An Exegetical Syntax of the
New Testament (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Zondervan, 1996), xv. This gradual shift in focus has been
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and other foundational studies, but are less valuable for studies such as this in
which the consistency of translation technique within one book is the focus.

With the discovery of more papyri, many of the features previously identi-
fied as “Hebraic” were found to occur in natural texts. Because of this, Thackeray
said,

The Hebraic character of these books consists in the accumulation of a number
of just tolerable Greek phrases, which nearly correspond to what is normal and
idiomatic in Hebrew. If we take these phrases individually, we can discover iso-
lated parallels to them in the papyri, but in no document outside the Bible or
writings directly dependent upon it do we find them in such profusion.4

Observations such as this one by Thackeray led to an emphasis on statistical anal-
yses of the frequency of words and other grammatical structures as a basis for dis-
cerning translated versus non-translated Greek texts.

In the first part of the twentieth century this interest in the statistical analysis
of words and grammatical structures developed into a methodology for identify-
ing translation Greek versus original Greek. This methodology countered the typ-
ical approach of detecting translation Greek by the use of the “literal rendering of
individual foreign words and idioms, i.e. for traces of, or lapses into systematic
representation.”5 Instead of focusing on the translation of individual words, Rife
examined word order as a basis for identifying translation Greek. Unlike some
more recent studies, however, Rife noted some of the difficulties of statistical
approaches due to the changing nature of Greek. Concerning this he said, “the
nature of the subject matter is continually upsetting the validity of statistical com-
parisons, . . . .”6 Rife was aware of the fact that syntactical features in various parts
of a discourse or in various types of discourses could differ from the norm and
thus upset any statistical analysis of the syntax. Nevertheless, Rife concluded that
the vast difference in the frequency with which the VSO word ordering was used
in the Ì Scriptures in contrast to original Greek texts was a significant indicator
that they were translated from a Semitic source. Rife concludes his brief article by
stating, “it still appears unlikely that the facts of word-order will offer much sup-
port to the theory that any NT books are translation Greek, but they clearly indi-
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made possible by those like Thackeray, who laid solid foundations on which later generations could
build.

4. Thackeray, Grammar of the Old Testament in Greek, 29. 
5. J. Merle Rife, “The Mechanics of Translation Greek,” Journal of Biblical Literature 52 (1933):

246.
6. Rife’s list of Semitic word-order that does not match the Greek word-order includes the fol-

lowing: “No word comes between the article and its noun. An adjective always immediately follows its
substantive. No postpositive conjunctions. A genitive always immediately follows its construct. A
direct, personal, pronominal object always follows its governing verb. A demonstrative pronoun
always follows its substantive.” Ibid., 247.
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cate, per se, that Judith, I Maccabees, and other LXX books, are from Semitic orig-
inals.”7

Later in the twentieth century, Martin brought syntactical studies of gram-
matical structures again into focus. In his early article, Martin focused on the dif-
ferences in the frequency of a variety of prepositions and their usage with various
cases. As a result of this study, Martin established percentages of relative frequen-
cies that served as the boundary between translation Greek and original Greek
documents.8 The characteristics that could be measured statistically were then
expanded to include a list of seventeen criteria that Jobes accepted and used in her
studies of various Greek translations including the Old Greek and Theodotionic
recension of Daniel.9 According to Jobes, her “study validates the usefulness of
comparative syntactic analysis as a tool in Septuagint studies” because the “results
. . . are consistent with current theories about the Greek versions of Daniel reached
by other means. . . .” Specifically, she claims, “A similar contour of the profiles cor-
roborates the theory of genetic relationship; dissimilar profiles suggests [sic] the
texts are not genetically related to each other, at least not in their recent past.”10
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7. Ibid., 252.
8. R. A. Martin, “Some Syntactical Criteria of Translation Greek,” Vetus Testamentum 10

(1960): 295-310. The percentages in his early study were generally revised downward in his more com-
plete study. In R. A. Martin, Syntactical Evidence of Semitic Sources in Greek Documents, Septuagint
and Cognate Studies, no. 3 (Cambridge, Mass.: Scholars Press, 1974), 9, the following percentages
were suggested for the relative frequencies of various prepositions in relationship to the preposition
ejn: diav with all cases .18 - .01; katav with all cases .19 - .01; periv with all cases .27 - .01; eij" .49 - .01.
According to Martin, texts whose relative percentages fall within these ranges are translated texts,
whereas those outside of these ranges are natural Greek texts. When this technique of analyzing the
syntax is applied to the four sections of Exodus used in this study, which is a part of a text that every-
one claims is almost totally a translation of some type of Hebrew Vorlage, the results are not quite as
expected. While the percentages for diav (.063) and periv (.028) are well within the “norm” for trans-
lated texts, the percentages for katav (.359) and eij" (.746) fall outside of that range according to his
revised percentages. Granted, I have not used all of Martin’s criteria in my computer-produced statis-
tics for these four sections of Exodus, but this sampling alone was enough to raise further questions
about the usefulness of these types of purely statistical studies. 

9. The rationale for the seventeen criteria used by Jobes may be found in Martin, Syntactical
Evidence of Semitic Sources. Martin’s seventeen criteria, as summarized by Jobes, are, “Criteria #1-8.
The relative frequency of occurrence of eight prepositions with respect to the preposition ejn: 1. diav
with the genitive 2. diav in all occurrences 3. eij" 4. katav with the accusative 5. katav in all occurrences
6. periv in all occurrences 7. prov" with the dative 8. uJpov with the genitive #9. the frequency of occur-
rence of the coordinating kaiv relative to dev #10. the percentage of articles separated from their sub-
stantives #11. the relative frequency of dependent genitives following the word on which they depend
#12. the relative frequency of occurrence of dependent genitive personal pronouns #13. the relative
frequency of genitive personal pronouns dependent on anarthrous substantives #14. the relative fre-
quency of attributive adjectives preceding the word they qualify #15. the relative infrequency of
attributive adjectives #16. the relative frequency of adverbial participles #17. the relative frequency of
the dative case without the preposition ejn.” See Karen H. Jobes, “A Comparative Syntactic Analysis of
the Greek Versions of Daniel: A Test Case for New Methodology,” Bulletin of the International Organi-
zation for Septuagint and Cognate Studies 28 (1995): 20-21.

10. Ibid., 36-37.
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McLay, however, has shown the pitfalls of her approach. He especially noted her
use of the lack of shared readings to prove genetic linkage, her dependence on cri-
teria that are illustrated by only a few examples in the text, and the lack of an
examination of the data in context. McLay concludes, “Without a comparison of
where syntactical criteria actually occur in the texts under investigation, Jobes’
analysis has determined nothing more than the fact that both are ‘translations’
according to Martin’s criteria.” No matter how “enticing” a methodology may
appear, the genetic connection of a recension to the Ì cannot be proven on the
basis of these kinds of statistical studies in which the grammatical features are
divorced from their contexts.11

Another approach to evaluating translation techniques with respect to
grammatical consistency focuses on identifying the use of natural Greek expres-
sions versus literal translations of Hebrew grammatical structures.12 These studies
from the Finnish school begin with a complete examination of the data in context
and then statistics are compiled and presented “either a) as a ration, i.e. as the
ratio of actual occurrences to potential occurrences or of actual occurrences to
occurrences of a near-synonymous feature, or b) as a percentage, i.e. they are
given as the percentage of the number of total possible occurrences.”13 McGregor
has questioned the value of these kinds of statistics because of the problems of
“the ‘significance’ of a figure and the need for a representative section.”14 After
compiling the statistics, the frequency of the grammatical structure in the Septu-
agint is often compared with its frequency in non-translated Greek texts from a
similar time period to discern how “natural” the translation is in its use of gram-
matical structures. Within this school of Septuagintal studies, monographs have
appeared on such grammatical structures as infinitives, semiprepositions,
parataxis, repetition of possessive pronouns, as well as many articles on a variety
of grammatical topics.15 The statistical difficulties of this approach have been
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11. Tim McLay, “Syntactic Profiles and the Characteristics of Revision: A Response to Karen
Jobes,” Bulletin of the International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies 29 (1996): 17, 20.

12. See Staffan Olofsson, The LXX Version: A Guide to the Translation Techniques of the Septu-
agint (Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell International, 1990), 65-66 for a brief discussion of the
approach used by the Finnish school and bibliographic references. For a recent example of this
approach, see Raija Sollamo, Repetition of the Possessive Pronouns in the Septuagint, Septuagint and
Cognate Studies, ed. Bernard A. Taylor, no. 40 (Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars Press, 1995). See also Leonard
Greenspoon, “‘It’s All Greek to Me’: Septuagint Studies Since 1968,” Currents in Research 5 (1997):
149-50.

13. Leslie John McGregor, The Greek Text of Ezekiel: An Examination of Its Homogeneity, Sep-
tuagint and Cognate Studies, ed. Claude E. Cox, no. 18 (Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars Press, 1985), 51.

14. Ibid., 53.
15. See Ilmari Soisalon-Soininen, Die Infinitive in der Septuaginta (Helsinki: Suomalainen

Tiedeakatemia, 1965); Raija Sollamo, Rendering of Hebrew Semiprepositions in the Septuagint
(Helsinki: Suomalainen Tiedeakatemia, 1979); Anneli Aejmelaeus, Parataxis in the Septuagint: A
Study of the Renderings of the Hebrew Coordinate Clauses in the Greek Pentateuch, Annales Academiae
Scientiarum Fennicae: Dissertationes Humanarum Litterarum, no. 31 (Helsinki: Suomalainen
Tiedeakatemia, 1982); Sollamo, Repetition of the Possessive Pronouns; Anneli Aejmelaeus, On the Trail
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pointed out by McGregor, but the strength of this approach is its careful examina-
tion of the data in context, a feature that is often missing in other studies.

The use of the computer has also been advocated for some aspects of the
grammatical study of the Septuagint, as discussed by Tov and Wright.16 After this
initial study, Wright used this approach with a larger set of criteria.17 The features
that can most easily be studied with the computer are factors such as changes in
word order, the systematic representation of all parts of grammatical words, the
representation of specific prepositions and conjunctions, such as b by ejn and yk
by o{ti or diovti, and “the frequency of Greek post-positive particles.”18 These sta-
tistical studies are interesting and generally support Thackeray’s analysis of the
books, but as has been noted with other computer-based approaches, the context
is not adequately taken into account.19

A broader survey of publications about translation techniques of the Septu-
agint may be found in Tov’s article on the topic.20 In this work, Tov traces the
beginning of the study of translation techniques to the mid-nineteenth century.
Tov especially notes the impressionistic nature of the works and the lack of thor-
ough, comparative analyses of the translations of grammatical structures
throughout the Ì Scriptures. The work of Tov, Kraft, and others on the aligned
text project has made it possible to produce broader studies of translation tech-
niques that interest Tov, but these studies will never replace the detailed analyses
of grammatical structures in their contexts, which were noted above. Computer-
assisted studies that include context will have to wait for the next generation of
computer software and tagged texts. Until then, those who are interested in the
context, must struggle with the data and find means other than computer-pro-
duced statistics to help the reader grasp the nature of the translation techniques
used for grammatical structures in the Ì Scriptures.

Grammatical consistency or the lack thereof is rarely a major piece of evi-
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of the Septuagint Translators: Collected Essays (Kampen, Netherlands: Kok Pharos, 1993); and Anneli
Aejmelaeus and Raija Sollamo, eds., Studien zur Septuaginta-Syntax (Helsinki: Suomalainen
Tiedeakatemia, 1987).

16. Emanuel Tov and Benjamin G. Wright, “Computer-Assisted Study of the Criteria for
Assessing the Literalness of Translation Units in the LXX,” Textus 12 (1985): 149-87. 

17. Benjamin G. Wright, No Small Difference: Sirach’s Relationship to Its Hebrew Parent Text,
Septuagint and Cognate Studies, ed. Claude E. Cox, no. 26 (Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars Press, 1989).

18. Tov and Wright, “Computer-Assisted Study of the Criteria,” 158.
19. For a discussion of the methodological issue of how syntax should be studied, including the

use of computer-based analyses versus detailed examinations of the text, see Ilmari Soisalon-Soininen,
“Methodologische Fragen der Erforschung der Septuaginta-Syntax,” in VI Congress of the Inter-
national Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies, Jerusalem, 1986, ed. Claude E. Cox, Septu-
agint and Cognate Studies, no. 23 (Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars Press, 1987), 425-44.

20. Emanuel Tov, “The Nature and Study of the Translation Technique of the LXX in the Past
and Present,” in VI Congress of the International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies,
Jerusalem, 1986, ed. Claude E. Cox, Septuagint and Cognate Studies, no. 23 (Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars
Press, 1987), 337-59.
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dence used in the scholarly discussions about the number of translators who pro-
duced the tabernacle accounts of Ì Exodus. A few studies, however, have noted
small differences that have occasionally been attributed to the work of two trans-
lators. For instance, Wevers claims that differences in the translators’ styles can be
seen in the rendering of the “articulated adjectival phrase” and in the “patterning
of compound numbers.”21 Because of the lack of free renderings of conjunctions
that is typically found in Exodus, Aejmelaeus has suggested that the final chapters
of Exodus (35-40) may be connected with Leviticus rather than having been pro-
duced by the translator of the first part of Exodus.22 Sollamo, on the basis of her
study of the repetition of possessive pronouns, however, raises a note of caution
showing that in some ways 1-34, rather than 35-40, is more like Leviticus. Sollamo
concludes by saying,“But as I have stated before, my material is too sparse to allow
reliable conclusions concerning the possible dichotomy between chapters 1-34
and 35-40 of Exod.”23 This cautionary note should be remembered with reference
to all grammatical studies based on a limited number of examples or the study of
a limited aspect of the grammar. The major problem with these types of gram-
matical studies is that their broad conclusions are often based on a limited num-
ber of “exceptions” or counter-examples that may in reality be caused by other
difficulties in the translation or Vorlage. Limited data from one aspect of the
translation technique, such as these grammatical studies, can at best lend sup-
porting evidence to theories based on other data. Their larger benefit, however, is
that they help the reader to understand the general nature of the translation and
the extent of the translator’s repertoire of translation equivalents for grammatical
structures.
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21. “In Greek two patterns are equally normal; either ‘article + noun + article + adjectival
modifier’ or ‘article + adjectival modifier + noun’ can occur. In Exod A [first tabernacle account in Ì]
the former with few exceptions is the pattern found. It should be said that excluded from considera-
tion are all instances in which the modifier is a cardinal or ordinal number, for which both patterns
recur throughout Exod.” Wevers also notes a few other exceptions and only one example of the “arti-
cle + adjectival modifier + noun” pattern in the first account, to; e{teron klivto" (26:28), whereas in the
second account he notes four examples, as follows: ta; a{gia kaqhvkonta (36:1); tw'n ejpeskemmevnwn
ajndrw'n (38:25 [Ì 39:2]); To; . . . loipo;n crusivon (Ì 39:11); th;n kataleifqei'san uJavkinqon (Ì 39:12).
Concerning numbers, Wevers says, “. . . the patterning of compound numbers is also different in Exod
B [second tabernacle account of Ì]. The pattern in Exod [Ì] is that of descending grades, i.e. myriads,
thousands, hundreds, tens and single units. In ch. 6 these are unconnected with kaiv but in ch. 39 they
are all thus connected except for the final tens and single units.” See WeversText, 144. These are inter-
esting differences that Wevers notes, but the scarcity of the examples would raise questions as to their
validity for making any major claims. In addition, the examples that he gives of articulated adjectival
phrases in the tabernacle accounts all involve pluses in the Ì or texts that have been reinterpreted.
When the translator is not following a Hebrew Vorlage, it would be expected that a more natural
Greek form would be used. I have not chosen to pursue these categories any further due to the relative
infrequency of the structures, but a brief computer search of Exodus did produce further examples of
the latter pattern of articulated adjectival phrases outside of the tabernacle accounts. 

22. Aejmelaeus, Parataxis in the Septuagint, 175.
23. Sollamo, Repetition of the Possessive Pronouns, 83-84.
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Methodology Used in This Study

In this chapter I will examine three grammatical structures that occur with suffi-
cient frequency so that some generalizations can be made about the translation
techniques of each of the four sections of Exodus used in this study.24 The three
grammatical structures that will be analyzed in this chapter are the preposition B],
simple construct chains, and relative clauses with rv,a}. In my analysis of each
Hebrew grammatical structure, I will describe both the Greek structures that are
used as translation equivalents and their semantic functions. As part of this
description, the distribution of the various translation equivalents will be noted.

II. Grammatical Consistency
within the Tabernacle Accounts

Within the control sample and tabernacle accounts of Ì Exodus, a wide variety of
translation equivalents is used to translate grammatical structures. The systematic
nature of the variation of translation equivalents points to the fact that the trans-
lator(s) interpreted each structure according to its semantic and grammatical
context. The translator’s choice of translation equivalents for grammatical struc-
tures was also affected by the choice of lexical equivalents for the nouns in each
grammatical structure. In this section I will analyze the translation equivalents for
the preposition B], simple construct chains, and relative clauses with rv,a}. The
similarity of approach seen in these translation equivalents will show that the
control sample and tabernacle accounts all used a contextual approach to the
translation of grammatical structures.

Preposition B

Tov and Wright refer to the rendering of the Hebrew preposition B] by the Greek
preposition ejn as “one of the best criteria for investigating the literalness of trans-
lation units.” According to Tov and Wright, the frequency with which ejn is used to
translate B] is directly proportionate to the literalness of the translation. In gen-
eral, their findings confirm intuitive analyses of the differences in translation
techniques in the books of the Ì Scriptures.25
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24. The rationale for the choice of these four sections was described in detail in previous chap-
ters. The four sections are as follows: control sample (11-13), first tabernacle account (25-31), core of
second tabernacle account (36:8-38:20), and the remainder of second tabernacle account (35:1-36:7;
38:21-40:38).

25. For instance, according to Tov and Wright’s statistical study, Qoheleth was the most literal
(92.4%) and Job was the least literal (27.7%). Exodus was not included in their study, but Numbers,
which is generally considered to be a little more literal than Exodus, had a percentage of 47.1%. See
Tov and Wright, “Computer-Assisted Study of the Criteria,” 159-63.
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Table 9 presents the percentages of the occurrences of the preposition B] that were
translated by ejn in the four sections of Exodus used in this study. Although the
control sample and first tabernacle account are generally considered to have been
produced by the same translator, the percentages in table 9 would raise doubts
about that conclusion, if the percentages are in fact a valid way of assessing trans-
lation technique. In addition, if this statistical approach was valid, then the first
and the remainder of the second tabernacle accounts would seem to use the same
approach in translating B], especially when the percentages are adjusted to account
for the minuses. The inordinately low percentage seen in the core of the second
tabernacle account, then, would point to its uniqueness, even when adjusted for
the minuses. This low percentage found in the core of the second account, how-
ever, is probably another example that illustrates the problem of the statistical
analyses of small sections of text, which I have discussed elsewhere.26 Rather than
an indicator of differences in translation technique, these statistics indicate the
frequency of reference to the semantic functions of means, location (place), and
time, which are often translated by ejn.27 The control sample is the section that is
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26. Martha L. Wade, “Evaluating Lexical Consistency in the Old Greek Bible,” Bulletin of the
International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies 33 (2000): 53-75.

27. According to van der Merwe, Naudé, and Kroeze, “Approximately 60% of the cases where
this preposition [B]] is used in the Hebrew Bible have a locative connotation while 15% have a tempo-
ral connotation.” They also note “that B] in BH [Biblical Hebrew] has a more general meaning than ‘in’
or ‘within.’ It is a preposition that is not very specialized semantically.” For a description of the seman-
tic functions of B] see Christo H. J. van der Merwe, Jackie A. Naudé, and Jan H. Kroeze, A Biblical
Hebrew Reference Grammar (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999), 279-82. Because of the fre-
quency with which B] is used in a locative sense, a natural translation equivalent is ejn, which is often
used to indicate a locative function. This is also a natural translation equivalent because like B] the

Control First Core of Remainder Combined

sample tabernacle second of second second

account tabernacle tabernacle tabernacle

account account account

Number of B] 85 114 29 68 97

Number of B] 42 35 2 16 18
translated by ejn

Percentage of B] 49.4% 30.7% 6.9% 23.5% 18.6%
translated by ejn

Percentage 50.6% 32.1% 15.4% 27.6% 25.4%
adjusted for

minuses

Table 9. Translation of B] by ejn
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most like a narrative, which naturally includes more references to time and loca-
tion. The first account contains a large section (29) that is more like a narrative
than other sections of the tabernacle accounts, which are more like lists. The core
of the second account, in contrast, is primarily a list. The remainder of the second
account contains a narrative-like framework at the beginning and the end that
increases the percentages for ejn, but does not totally compensate for the minuses,
which mainly indicate location and means (material used in the manufacture of
clothing). Thus, rather than indicating differences in translation technique, the
percentages in table 9 primarily indicate that each section differed in its semantic
content and that some contained more narrative material that included references
to location, time, and means.28

The variety of translation equivalents used for the 296 occurrences of B] in
four sections of Exodus indicates that none of the sections uses a woodenly literal
translation technique. Rather, each section uses a variety of translation equiva-
lents that are conditioned by the semantic and grammatical contexts of both the
Greek and Hebrew. Table 10 lists the translation equivalents used for the preposi-
tion B] in each of the four sections. Most of these translation equivalents occur in
both tabernacle accounts. Of those translation equivalents found in only one sec-
tion, most of them occur in the control sample.29 The greater number of transla-

Consistency of Translation Techniques116

preposition ejn, which in the NT is considered to be the “workhorse of prepositions,” is found to occur
“more frequently and in more varied situations than any other.” See Wallace, Greek Grammar Beyond
the Basics, 372.

28. This is not to say that the translator did not have choices in the translation of B] when it
indicates location, time, and means. These functions may also be translated by a variety of other trans-
lation equivalents that will be discussed below.

29. Of nine translation equivalents that are only found in one section, six are in the control
sample, one in the first account, and two in the remainder of the second account. Translation equiva-
lents that only occur in one of the sections generally translate unique semantic functions of B], unique
phrases with B], or indicate the possibility of a different Vorlage. For instance, ajpov is used as the trans-
lation equivalent for the starting point of a range of physical items (13:2) or the starting point of a time
period (12:15, 18). In addition, it is most frequently found as the translation of B] when it is used in a
partitive sense to refer to a part of the Passover lamb (12:43, 44, 45, 46, 48). This partitive usage could
be due to a difference in Vorlage (@mi instead of B]), but the repeated use of this phrase and the fact that
it is translated with the same preposition in an identical Hebrew phrase in Lev 22:13 would probably
indicate the originality of B]. This is especially true since the rest of the clause in Lev 22:13 is translated
using different verb forms and a different number of pronoun despite the identical nature of the prob-
able Hebrew Vorlage. In contrast, it is possible that the usage of ajpov in 12:22 may indicate that the
Vorlage used by the translator contained the preposition @mi, rather than B]. Elsewhere in the Penta-
teuch, the preposition B] used in combination with the verb lbf is translated using translation equiva-
lents such as eij" (Lev 4:6), ejn (Deut 33:24), and the dative case (Gen 37:31), but the use of the dative is
probably due to the choice of moluvnw rather than bavptw for the lexical equivalent of lbf. Because of
the lack of further examples of this combination in Exodus, however, no definitive conclusion can be
reached about whether ajpov was a contextual translation unique to Exodus or whether it was based on
a different Vorlage. The possibility of a different Vorlage cannot be quickly dismissed for this one
instance of ajpov. The difference in meaning between B] and @mi would, however, be slight, i.e., dipping
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the branch into the blood versus dipping some of the blood out of the basin. In either case, the result is
the same, i.e., a branch that is covered with enough blood to mark the door posts and lintel. 

Translation Control First Core of Remainder Totals
equivalents sample tabernacle second of second

of B] account tabernacle tabernacle
account account

Accusative 0 8 1 5 14

Dative 7 16 1 12 36

Genitive 2 13 3 5 23

Nominative 2 1 1 0 4

ajnav + accusative 0 2 0 1 3

ajpov + genitive 9 0 0 0 9

diav + genitive (phrase) 0 0 0 2 2

eij" + accusative 2 4 0 2 8

ejk + genitive 0 8 3 3 14

ejn + dative 42 35 2 16 95

ejnantivon + genitive 4 0 0 0 4
(phrase)

ejpiv + genitive 0 5 2 1 8

e{w" + genitive 2 0 0 0 2

hJnivka (with infinitive 1 0 0 1 2
construct)

katav + accusative 2 8 0 3 13

metav + genitive 2 0 0 0 2

o{tan (with infinitive 1 7 0 1 9
construct)

parav + accusative 3 0 0 0 3

prov" 0 2 0 0 2

suvn + dative 0 0 0 4 4

wJ" (with infinitive 2 0 0 0 2
construct)

Idiomatic translation 2 0 0 2 4
of phrases

Minuses 2 5 16 10 33

Totals 85 114 29 68 296

Table 10. Translation equivalents of B]
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tion equivalents in the control sample is probably due to the wider range of
semantic functions that B] signals in this narrative-like section of the text.

Consistency of Translation Techniques118

Translation equivalents that are only found in one section include two phrases with B], i.e.,
ynEy[eB], which is translated by ejnantivon, when it refers to the location in front of humans (11:3 [3x],
12:36), and dy"B], which is translated by diav, when it indicates human agency (35:29; 38:21 [Ì 37:19]).
Elsewhere in Exodus these phrases are translated by means of a variety of translation equivalents, most
of which are controlled by the context. For instance, dy"B] is translated more “literally,” i.e., using the
word ceivr and the preposition ejn, when it refers to a physical hand as the location of an item, ejn tai'"
cersi;n (12:11), or with a simple dative when the hands are the instrument or means of doing an activ-
ity, tai'" cersi;n (35:25). When dy"B] is used to refer to God’s hand as a symbol of his power, it is also
translated in a “literal” manner, ejn . . . ceiri; krataia'/ (13:9). These are the only occurrences of dy"B] in
the sections of Exodus used in this study, but in the remainder of Exodus a wide array of translation
equivalents are used, both more literal and very idiomatic. The phrase ynEy[eB], in contrast, is never
translated literally in Exodus. Elsewhere in Exodus it is either translated ejnantivon (3:21; 5:21 [2x];
15:26; 33:13 [2x]), ejnwvpion (33:17; 34:9), parav (33:12, 16), or as a dative case due to a change from a
nonverbal clause in Hebrew to a verbal clause in Greek (21:8). The difference between these equiva-
lents has not been investigated because ynEy[eB] only occurs in the control sample. 

The translation equivalent suvn only occurs in the second tabernacle account. Three of the
occurrences are in conjunction with the verb sunufaivnw (39:3 [Ì 36:10] [3x]). Thus, the choice of the
lexical equivalent sunufaivnw for the verb hc[ probably determines the translation of the preposition
B] by suvn. As a result, the gold threads are pictured as being interwoven with the colored yarn, rather
than using a generic term as in the ˜. There is no parallel of this verse in the first account, but it is
likely that if a different lexical equivalent had been used for the verb, the prepositions would have also
been translated in a different manner. The fourth occurrence of this translation equivalent, suvn, is
part of a clause that is either a reinterpretation of the Hebrew or reflects a different Hebrew Vorlage.
Again, as with the above example, it is the choice of a lexical equivalent, this time the noun, that deter-
mines the translation of the preposition. The ˜ contains the noun !h,y[es]m', but in the Ì th'/ ajpartiva/
aujtw'n is found (40:36). As a result, suvn is used because ajpartiva refers to the things that were taken
with them on their journeys, rather than referring to the actual journeying, as in the ˜.

In 26:4, the preposition B] is translated by prov" with the dative case. The preposition prov" is
normally used with the accusative case. The only other occurrence with the dative in Exodus is a tem-
poral usage with an articular infinitive, pro;" tw'/ tivktein (1:16), which is a free translation of a difficult
phrase in Hebrew, !yIn:b]a;h;Al['. Because of the lack of comparable evidence, it is difficult to determine
the exact meaning in 26:4, but it is likely that the choice of lexical equivalents for tr,B,j]M' (as a refer-
ence to a joint, sumbolh'/, rather than to a “set”) affected the choice of prepositions. The only other
translated occurrence of the phrase tr,B,j]M'B' is found in a relative clause that will be discussed below.
This occurrence has also been reinterpreted rather than translated literally. Thus, the use of prov" with
the dative reflects the difference in interpretation of the entire phrase rather than just being an odd
translation equivalent for B]. The use of prov" with the accusative as a translation equivalent for B] is
found in 29:5. Like prov" with the dative, this translation equivalent reflects either a reinterpretation
(clarification) of the entire clause, dpoaeh; bv,jeB] /l T;d“p'a;, or a distinctly different Vorlage. In either
case, positing a Vorlage that includes la,, the more frequent Vorlage of prov", would not resolve all the
problems in either 26:4 or 29:5.

When B] is used to refer to the ending point of a period of time or a range of items, it is trans-
lated by e{w" (12:18; 13:2), a translation equivalent only found in the control sample. The phrase ajpo;
ajnqrwvpou e{w" kthvnou" (13:2) is found elsewhere in Exodus as the translation of a Hebrew text that
contains the prepositions @mi and d[' (9:25; 11:7; 12:12). This, of course, raises questions about the
Vorlage of 13:2, especially since the phrase hm;heB]b'W !d:a;B; is elsewhere translated literally in Exodus
with the preposition ejn (8:13, 14; 9:10). The phrases that are translated literally, however, differ from
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Because of the minuses in the second account of the Ì and the usage of B] in
the more narrative-like sections that do not have parallels in the other tabernacle
account, there are fewer parallel passages containing the preposition B] than one
might expect. In the following discussion, the translation of parallel passages and
similar phrases will be highlighted when they contrast, but the main emphasis in
this section will be on describing the semantic functions and related issues for
each of the twelve remaining translation equivalents of B].

Two of these translation equivalents, hJnivka and o{tan, only occur as transla-
tions of B] with infinitive constructs. The grammatical form alone, however, is not
sufficient for determining whether hJnivka and o{tan should be used. This choice is
either controlled by the translator’s understanding of the context, an understand-
ing that is not always available to us today, or it represents a stage in the develop-
ment of the language when one conjunction was starting to be used less
frequently and the other was gaining in usage.30 Within these four sections of
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13:2 in their semantic function. In the verses where the phrase is translated literally, the “men and cat-
tle” are the location of the item being discussed (gnats and boils). In 13:2, however, the “men and cat-
tle” are part of the description of the firstborn males that belong to God. In Numbers, this same phrase
with the preposition B] is also translated “non-literally,” but again rather than being a location, the
phrase modifies the firstborn males who belong to God (Num 8:17; 18:15) or it modifies the plunder
that functions as direct object of the clause (Num 31:11). Thus, the semantic function of the object of
the preposition in relationship to the larger context is the controlling factor for the translation of the
preposition and as a result, it is probable that the Vorlage contained B].

When B] is used to indicate the attendant circumstances of an activity, metav with the genitive is
the preferred translation (11:8; 12:11). This semantic function is one of the few in which metav and B]
overlap. The preposition metav is elsewhere used for a very wide range of semantic functions that trans-
late a variety of Hebrew words.

The translation equivalent, parav with the accusative, is used when one item is located in prox-
imity to another item (12:22 [2x]; 13:20). In 13:20, parav is actually the translation of a phrase hxeq]Bi,
and thus the object of the preposition in effect has determined the choice of lexical equivalents for the
preposition. In 12:22, the choice of translation equivalents is again determined by the interpretation of
the noun that is the object of the preposition. If #s' had been interpreted as a basin instead of as (a part
of) the door, then it is more likely that ejn would have been used to translate the preposition B]. Thus,
in all cases in which B] is translated by parav, the determining factor is the object of the preposition. 

The translation equivalent wJ" occurs twice with infinitive constructs in the control sample
(13:8, 17). In each case, the clause is a temporal clause that refers to the time frame in which the main
clause occurs. English translations, like the Ì, generally translate both of these occurrences as “when”
even though in 13:17 it is actually the translation of a phrase, B] yhiy“w", that gives more prominence to
the subordinate clause. The difference between wJ" and two other translation equivalents, hJnivka and
o{tan, which will be discussed below, is not known. Wevers, however, felt strongly enough about the
translation technique of Ì Exodus that in the critical text o{tan rather than wJ" a]n is used in 28:43
(28:39 in Wevers’ text). (See WeversText, 267-68.) At this point, the most that can be said is that the
use of wJ" may be an example of dissimilation.

30. Within the tabernacle accounts, hJnivka is used to indicate subordinate temporal clauses
that are either contingent (“whenever”) (40:36) or are viewed as happening in the past (12:27). The
conjunction o{tan is likewise used for subordinate temporal clauses that are either contingent (“when-
ever”) (28:30, 43 [2x]; 30:7, 8, 20 [2x]; 40:32 [Ì 38:27]) or are viewed as happening in the future
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Exodus, the word o{tan is definitely the more frequently used term. The term
hJnivka, in contrast, is only found twice, once in the second account and once in the
control sample. The most that can be said at this time is that these two represent a
case of dissimilation that will only be understood when grammarians are better
able to distinguish clearly between the almost overlapping meanings of these two
Greek translation equivalents.

Several of the translation equivalents of B] could represent a difference in the
Vorlage, but are best analyzed as contextual translations. This is especially true of
the translation equivalents ajnav and ejpiv. The preposition ajnav is only found in a
phrase, ajna; mevson, as the translation of the semipreposition &/tB]. Similar usages
of ajnav are seen in parallel passages in the tabernacle account, which would indi-
cate that the same basic approach was being used in the translation of preposi-
tions in each account.31 The translation equivalent ejpiv is also found in both
accounts, but due to various difficulties in the second account, it seems likely that
two of the occurrences of ejpiv were based on the first account rather than being
independent decisions by the translator of the second account.32
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(12:13). The nature of the temporal clauses, however, is controlled more by the content and context,
i.e., the form of the verb and the view of the activity in the context, than by the choice of conjunctions.
The difference between these two conjunctions may be due to shifting language usage in that hJnivka is
used less frequently in the NT than in the LXX. As has been emphasized throughout this study, how-
ever, statistical differences in frequency of words may signal nothing more than a difference in the
semantic functions of the information being discussed. Nevertheless, it is interesting to note that there
is a steady decline in the use of hJnivka. In the Pentateuch, which most scholars agree was translated
first, hJnivka occurs 53 times and o{tan occurs 55 times. In the remainder of the Ì Scriptures, hJnivka
occurs 49 times and o{tan occurs 147 times. In the NT, hJnivka only occurs 2 times and o{tan occurs 123
times. If this change is not connected with semantics, then it indicates a clear shift in language usage. 

31. Three occurrences of B] are found in the phrase &/tB] and are translated by the Greek phrase
ajna; mevson (26:28; 28:33=39:25 [Ì 36:32]). The majority of the other occurrences of ajna; mevson in
Exodus are translations of @ybe, which normally occurs in a pair with another @ybe phrase, though a sin-
gle occurrence can be used when the two items are identical (25:22). While these forms are similar on
the surface level, the underlying meaning is different. When ajna; mevson is a translation of @ybe, it is used
to communicate the location of one item between two other distinct items, e.g., 30:18. In contrast, a
single occurrence of ajna; mevson as a translation of &/tB] is used to communicate the location of one
item among or in the middle of many items, e.g., 26:28.

The other two occurrences of the translation equivalent ajnav are in parallel passages that are
similar, but not identical in each language due to the fact that the pomegranates are referred to by a
pronominal suffix (Hebrew) or a demonstrative pronoun (Greek) in 28:33, whereas in the parallel
passage (39:25 [Ì 36:32]), the pomegranates are referred to by a noun in both Hebrew and Greek.

32. As discussed in chapter three, the phrase eJkato;n ejf! eJkatovn is probably based on a mis-
reading of hM;a'b; ha;me (or it reflects a different Vorlage) that was then translated to make it parallel the
following phrase, !yVimij}B' !yVimij} (27:18). This second phrase is not found in the ˜ of the second
account and as a result there would have been no parallel phrase to encourage the change to eJkato;n
ejf! eJkatovn. This assumes, however, that the text of the first account would have been like the ˜ rather
than the ˇ, which has “corrected” the second phrase to hmab !y`mj. The Hebrew preposition B] is
probably being used in a distributive sense in this phrase, i.e., fifty to each side. The distributive usage,
however, is not a common one for the Greek preposition ejpiv. Wevers offers several ways of under-
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The remaining translation equivalents used for B] include both prepositions
and the use of cases without any prepositions. The nominative, accusative, and
genitive cases that appear as translation equivalents for B] are frequently the result
of the restructuring of the text.33 The prepositions eij" and ejk are most frequently
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standing the phrase, but reaches no firm conclusion. See WeversNotes, 440, 613. The exact meaning of
the Greek translation eJkato;n ejf! eJkatovn may be disputed, but it is found in both accounts (27:18
[2x]; 38:9, 11 [Ì 37:7, 9]) and it is likely that the translation in the second account is based on the first
account. In addition to this unusual meaning, the preposition ejpiv is also used with the typical locative
meaning, but in each passage the meaning of the probable Hebrew Vorlage has been slightly reinter-
preted. As will be discussed in chapter five, in 40:38 the fire is reinterpreted as being “on” the tent
rather than “in” the cloud. In 29:3, the lexical equivalent, ejpitivqhmi, for the first verb, @tn, in combi-
nation with the first Hebrew preposition used with the basket, l[', basically “set the course” for the
next reference to the basket in which the bread continued to be “on” the basket in Greek, rather than
“in” the basket, as in Hebrew. The shift in meaning is slight, but the difference is largely due to the
choice of verbs and the choice of using a consistent reference to the relationship of the bread to ' the
basket. Likewise, in 28:29, the use of ejpiv as a translation equivalent represents either a slight shift in
meaning or a clarification of the relationship of the names to the breastpiece. The final example (26:4),
however, may involve the use of a different Vorlage than the current ̃ tp'c]Bi. Either the text that the Ì
translator was using had l[', the preposition used in the preceding clause with h[;yrIy“h' tp'c], or the
translator chose to increase the consistency of the translation by using the same preposition in both
clauses. The verbs and the objects of the preposition are identical in the probable Hebrew Vorlage of
both clauses in 26:4. The greater problem in 26:4 is explaining why the ˜ has B] and what difference in
meaning that might indicate. As all of the above cases show, the preposition ejpiv is not a “normal” lex-
ical equivalent for B]. Rather, ejpiv is used when there has been a reinterpretation of the text. With the
exception of 26:4, suggesting that the Vorlage was l[' instead of B] would not resolve all the other
changes in the text that are related to the translator’s understanding of the text and thus would not in
the end be a simpler solution.

33. The nominative case is used when a temporal phrase is shifted from being the object of a
preposition to being the topic of either a verbal or nonverbal clause (12:16 [2x]). This results in a shift
in focus from the meeting to the day itself as being the important item in 12:16. The last two occur-
rences of the nominative case (27:19, 38:18 [Ì 37:16]) occur when complex noun phrases (a noun
modified by a prepositional phrase with B]) are reinterpreted as coordinated nouns. It is interesting to
note that similar restructuring processes are seen in these noun phrases that are in different tabernacle
accounts, but are not in parallel verses.

The accusative case also is generally found in verses that have been restructured. For instance,
in parallel verses (31:4=35:32) the three metals in Hebrew are referred to as the medium in which the
designing is done using a preposition with each of the metals, tv,joN“b'W #s,K,b'W bh;Z:B' t/c[}l'. In the Ì,
however, the three metals are the direct objects that are affected by the designing, ejrgavzesqai (poiei'n
in 35:32) to; crusivon kai; to; ajrguvrion kai; to;n calko;n. In later translations this same phrase is trans-
lated more literally as tou' poih'sai ejn tw'/ crusivw/ kai; ejn tw'/ ajrgurivw/ kai; ejn tw'/ calkw'/ (2 Chr 2:6).
Thus, some instances of the translation of B] by ejn are probably good indicators of differences in trans-
lation technique. In Exodus, however, both tabernacle accounts have followed the same non-literal
approach. A similar type of restructuring may also result in the use of the accusative in 31:5. The
restructuring in 37:5 (Ì 38:4) has been discussed elsewhere and involves a variety of changes among
which the use of an accusative instead of a preposition is a rather minor change. In 30:24, however, the
phrase sivklou" tou' aJgivou could be considered evidence of a different Vorlage. Other phrases of this
nature in Hebrew include the term “shekel” with the number and then modify it with the phrase
vd,Qoh' lq,v,B] (e.g., 30:13), in which B] is translated in the Ì by katav. Thus, part of the problem in 30:24
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used to translate B] in idiomatic phrases and in phrases that contain a distinct
directional component.34 The preposition katav is used with an accusative of ref-
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is that the verse does not follow the typical Hebrew pattern and as a result the translation has likewise
been adjusted. No conclusion can be reached as to the ultimate source of this difference due to lack of
comparable data. The remaining usages of the accusative are strictly linguistic in nature in that the
Greek temporal word used as the lexical equivalent for rq,BoB' normally is found in the accusative, (to;)
prwi; (29:39; 30:7 [2x]; 36:3 [2x]). 

The genitive case is frequently used as a translation equivalent for B] when a Greek genitive
construction can effectively communicate the appropriate semantic functions, as may be seen in the
following types of genitive found in the control sample and tabernacle accounts: genitive of mea-
sure—(number) phvcewn (26:2 [2x], 8 [2x], 27:9; 36:9 [Ì 37:2] [2x]; 38:12 [Ì 37:10]); genitive of
time—(a{pax) tou' ejniautou' (30:10 [2x]); partitive genitive—(prwtovtokon ajnqrwvpou) tw'n uiJw'n sou
(13:13); objective genitive—(pa'" oJ aJptovmeno") tou' qusiasthrivou (29:37); (oJ aJptovmeno") aujtw'n
(30:29); genitive of apposition—(pneu'ma qei'on) sofiva" kai; sunevsew" kai; ejpisthvmh" (31:3
[3x]=35:31 [3x]); genitive of reference—pavntwn (35:31); and a genitive of place (28:43). This last
example is a regular genitive of place, qusiasthvrion tou' aJgivou, in Greek, but the verse in which it
occurs has been restructured to put the reference to the Holy Place as a defining feature of the altar
rather than as a location in the next clause, as will be discussed in chapter five. In the final usage of the
genitive case, genitive participial phrases are used as the translation equivalents for B] when it is used
with freely translated temporal noun phrases (12:29) or with an infinitive construct (40:32 [Ì 38:27]).
In the parallel of this last reference, the first account translates both occurrences of B] with the infini-
tive by means of the translation equivalent o{tan (30:20), in contrast to the use of the genitive absolute
for the first occurrence and o{tan for the second (40:32 [Ì 38:27]). This difference, however, may be
due to the grammatical structure. In 30:20, both clauses with o{tan precede the clauses with the inde-
pendent verb nivyontai to which they are subordinated. In Ì 38:27 the o{tan clause precedes the clause
with ejnivptonto to which it is subordinated, but the clause translated by a genitive absolute follows the
clause with nivptwntai to which it is subordinated. Thus, the position of the clause in the Ì in relation-
ship to its main clause may have influenced the choice of the genitive absolute rather than a more fre-
quently used translation equivalent. According to Turner, temporal clauses with o{tan “precede much
more often than they follow” the main clause, a fact that sets them apart from some dependent clause
types. Because of this the genitive absolute may have been used when the dependent clause followed
the main clause. Due to the fluidity of Greek grammatical structures, no definitive conclusion can be
reached on this translation equivalent. See Nigel Turner, A Grammar of New Testament Greek, vol. 3,
Syntax (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1963), 344. The above examples illustrate that the usage of the gen-
itive in these sections of Ì Exodus falls well within the normal range of Greek usage and generally
communicates the same information as the Hebrew prepositional phrase, though some of the transla-
tions present a slightly different interpretation than the Hebrew text. 

34. The directional component is most clearly seen in relationship to the rings, i.e., when the
poles are moved, eijsavgw, into the rings on the ark or bronze altar the preposition B] is translated eij"
(25:14; 27:7). Another occurrence of eij" as a translation of B] involves God’s movement, eijsporeuvo-
mai, into the middle, &/tB], of Egypt (11:4). The choice of eij" in all the above cases is partially deter-
mined by the choice of verbal lexical equivalents that include the preposition eij". In the other
occurrences, however, eij" is either the normal idiomatic usage, such as speaking eij" ta; w\ta (11:2), an
idiom that occurs several times in the Pentateuch (e.g., Gen 23:16; Num 14:28; Deut 31:30); an indica-
tor that the translator interpreted the phrase as a purpose (or dative of reference) (26:4; 31:5); or it
may indicate a difference in Vorlage (40:22, 24). The usage of eij" in 26:4 is interpreted by Wevers to be
a purpose phrase, “for the joining,” with the same approximate meaning as pro;" th'/ sumbolh'/ th'/
deutevra/ at the end of the verse. (WeversNotes, 413-14.) Even though Wevers’ interpretation clarifies
a difficult passage, I believe that this fails to distinguish between the two prepositions. In any case, the
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erence and an accusative of measure that identifies the extent of a location that is
referred to by the object of the preposition katav.35 The final two translation
equivalents of B] are the dative case and the preposition ejn used in conjunction
with the dative case, which are the two most frequently occurring options. Both of
these are used to indicate a similar wide range of semantic functions.36 Nothing
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usage of two different prepositions combined with the choice of lexical equivalents for tr,b,jo indicates
that the translator was interpreting the passage in a way that differed from that of modern exegetes.
The occurrences of eij" in the placement of the table and lampstand (40:22, 24), when compared with
the placement of the ark (40:21) and gold altar (40:26), means that the probable Vorlage of each of
these verses could have been la, (as in 40:21) rather than B] (which is translated literally as ejn in
40:26). In the ˜, however, la, is the appropriate choice in 40:21 due to the frequent usage of awB with
la,, and thus cannot be viewed as a very strong piece of supporting evidence for a difference in Vorlage
in either 40:22 or 40:24.

The preposition ejk is used in both accounts to translate an idiomatic phrase, !veb] ytiar:q;
(31:2) and !veB] hw:hy“ ar:q; (35:30). This usage of ejk could be analyzed as a dative of means. In addi-
tion, ejk is used to communicate other semantic functions that are normal for ejk, as follows: means
(26:11; 30:26; 38:8 [Ì 38:26]; 38:30 [Ì 39:7]; 39:21 [Ì 36:28]); separation (?) (26:5; 37:19 [Ì 38:15]
[2x]); partitive (?) (26:13 [2x], 23; 28:32). Some of these semantic functions in the Ì are not identical
to those in the ˜. For instance, !yIt;k;r“Y"B' in 26:23 is probably a location in the ˜, but in the Greek it is
translated as a partitive relationship. The differences in interpretation are, however, generally minor
unless there have been other changes in the translation. 

35. The preposition katav can be used with the accusative of measure that indicates the extent
of a location, rather than referring to a location as a point (11:6; 26:5, 10). Several of these illustrate
reinterpretations of the text, as have been discussed elsewhere. More frequently this translation equiv-
alent is used for the more nebulous accusative of reference that relates two items in a more general
manner (12:4; 25:40; 28:20; 30:13, 32, 37; 31:5; 38:24 [Ì 39:1] [2x], 26 [Ì 39:3]). 

36. The dative case alone is most frequently used to signal time (12:3, 8, 18; 13:6; 31:15 [2x], 17;
35:2, 3; 40:2, 17 [2x]). In addition, it may signal means, which in some grammatical systems includes
both material (35:35 [2x]; 38:23 [Ì 37:21] [2x]) and instrument (13:13; 25:20; 26:6; 29:12, 14, 34;
31:18; 35:25; 37:9 [Ì 38:8]; 40:12). Occasionally, it is also used for other functions such as a dative of
reference (30:34) and an indirect object (31:6), though this latter may represent a slight reinterpreta-
tion of the text. Alternately it could be read as a locative. When the text has been restructured due to
choices of lexical equivalents for the verb, the dative case alone may be used to signal the agent of a
passive verb (29:46). Examples of the dative case alone signaling location are rare and in this set of
texts only one example is found. In 26:5, Moses is instructed to make the loops th'/ aujlaiva/ th'/ mia'/. This
could be interpreted as a dative of advantage, i.e., “for the one curtain,” but the following phrase,
which is similar, uses prepositions that more specifically refer to a location and thus the locative usage
of the dative is more likely in the context. In addition, the dative case alone sometimes occurs when
there has been ellipsis of the preposition in coordinated phrases, such as the ellipsis of ejn before
aujtovcqosin (12:19) and suvn before th'/ porfuvra/ (39:3 [Ì 36:10]). Another grammatical context in
which the dative case alone may be used is the infinitive construct with B]. If the infinitive construct
only adds details to the main clause, then a participial clause in the dative may be used as a temporal
participle (13:17; 28:29; 28:35 [2x]). In contrast, the preposition ejn plus an infinitive is used to trans-
late B] plus the infinitive construct when the infinitive construct is interpreted as referring to a purpose
(27:7; 29:36).

The preposition ejn is most frequently used in these texts to translate B] when it is used with a
locative meaning (11:5, 9; 12:1, 7, 11 [2x], 12 [2x], 13, 19 [2x], 20, 27, 29 [2x], 30, 40, 46, 49; 13:2, 7, 15,
20; 25:8, 15, 33, 34, 40; 26:30, 34; 27:8, 21; 28:17; 29:29 [?], 30, 31, 32, 45; 30:36; 31:18; 35:3, 10, 36:6;
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conclusive about the difference between the two forms can be stated from the
small quantity of data used in this study, but it is interesting to note that while
many of the semantic functions can be signaled by either form, the locative mean-
ing is almost always signaled with the preposition ejn.37

In summary, the preposition B] can be translated by a wide variety of transla-
tion equivalents. The uses of many of these translation equivalents in the control
sample and tabernacle accounts, however, are controlled by the choice of lexical
equivalent for the verb or the noun with which they occur, such as parav, prov",
and suvn. The three conjunctions, hJnivka, o{tan, and wJ", only occur as a translation
equivalent of B] with the infinitive construct, but the differences among these three
have not yet been determined. Other translation equivalents, ajnav, diav, and ejnan-
tivon, are only used to translate semiprepositions that contain B]. The translation
equivalent ejpiv, the nominative case, and the accusative case often occur when the
meaning of the Vorlage has been restructured. The translation equivalents ajpov,
eij", ejk, e{w", katav, and metav are used with a few examples that fall within a nar-
row range of semantic functions. The translation equivalents of the genitive case,
the dative case, and ejn, in contrast, occur more frequently and with a much wider
range of semantic functions. As noted above, the preposition ejn is the default
translation and most frequently indicates a location.
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39:10 [Ì 36:17]; 39:23 [Ì 36:30]; 40:9, 26). Like the dative case alone, however, the preposition ejn can
also be used for time (12:12, 16, 17, 51; 13:4, 5, 8; 31:14; 35:2; 40:2, 17) and means, which most fre-
quently is an instrument (12:9, 10, 34; 13:3, 9, 14, 16, 21 [2x]; 25:14, 28, 29; 29:2 [2x], 4, 33, 40, 43;
30:4, 38; 37:16 [Ì 38:12]). In addition, the preposition ejn, like the dative case alone, may be used to
indicate a dative of reference (12:12, 13; 13:9 [?]; 26:12 [?]; 30:12 [2x]; 31:3; 35:33, 34; 36:2, 8; 40:38),
manner (35:26), and possibly an indirect object (36:1). Some of these latter examples could be ana-
lyzed as other functions such as a locative, if, for instance, the judgment and plague are viewed as hap-
pening “among” the stated participants rather than “with reference” to them (12:12, 13). Some of the
other examples of the locative usage could also be interpreted in different ways, such as 25:8 in which
ejn uJmi'n could indicate the agent of the passive verb and in 35:10 ejn uJmi'n could be interpreted as a par-
titive (“every wise person who is part of your group”) rather than as a locative (“among you”), but the
important thing to notice is that while the dative case and the preposition ejn overlap in the semantic
functions that they signal, they still show distinct tendencies, i.e., the preposition ejn is most likely to be
used in a locative sense, while the dative case used without a preposition is most likely to indicate time
or means. Soisalon-Soininen notes the variety of translation equivalents that are used to translate
some of the semantic functions of B] and concludes for at least the instrumental usages that the evi-
dence cannot be used to identifying clear differences between translators in the Pentateuch, though
Deuteronomy does appear to be more literal than some of the others. See Ilmari Soisalon-Soininen,
“Die Wiedergabe des b Instrumenti im griechischen Pentateuch,” in Studien zur Septuaginta-Syntax,
ed. Anneli Aejmelaeus and Raija Sollamo (Helsinki: Suomalainen Tiedeakatemia, 1987), 129. For a
further discussion of the translations of the temporal functions of B] see Ilmari Soisalon-Soininen,
“Die Wiedergabe einiger Hebräischer, mit der Präposition Be ausgedrückter Zeitangaben in der Sep-
tuaginta,” Annual of the Swedish Theological Institute 11 (1978): 138-46. 

37. By the NT times, “the simple dative is phasing out in Koine Greek, being replaced largely
by prepositions, especially ejn + the dative.” See Wallace, Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics, 138.
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Simple Construct Chains

In this section I will discuss the grammatical structures used in the Ì to translate
over five hundred examples of simple construct chains.38 The majority (slightly
over 55%) of the simple construct chains are translated by means of a genitive
construction, a structure that conveys a broad range of semantic functions similar
to that of construct chains in Hebrew.39 In addition, however, simple construct
chains may be translated by a variety of other structures that are found in all sec-
tions of the tabernacle accounts as well as the control sample, as may be seen in
table 11. Each of these structures will be discussed below along with the semantic
functions that they convey.

Construct chains are most frequently translated by genitive constructions, as
noted above. The genitives in these translation equivalents are most frequently
either a partitive genitive, a genitive of reference, or a genitive of relationship.40
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38. For the purpose of this study, simple construct chains are defined as a construct form fol-
lowed by an absolute form that may consist of a noun, noun phrase, or coordinated noun phrases.
Complex construct chains, in contrast, involve the use of two or more construct forms followed by an
absolute form. In addition, simple construct chains with a number or the word lKo have been excluded
from this study. In most cases these forms are translated by simple noun phrases in the Ì, rather than
by genitive constructions. Examples in which there are probable minuses that result in a loss of refer-
ential meaning in the Ì with respect to the ̃ have likewise been eliminated from this study. Due to the
nature of the construct chain and current forms of tagged computer files of the ˜, no claims are made
about the completeness of this data, though an attempt was made to be exhaustive. Nevertheless, the
over 500 identified examples used for this section should provide a sufficient database for initial
observations about the translation of the simple construct chain in the tabernacle accounts of Ì
Exodus. 

39. Soisalon-Soininen estimates that 90-95% of the construct chains in the Pentateuch are
translated by genitives. His estimate, though, was not based on any statistical study of the text. If con-
struct chains with numbers and with lKo had been included in my data, the percentage of simple con-
struct chains translated by genitive constructions would have been slightly lower than the 55% noted
above. See Ilmari Soisalon-Soininen, “Verschiedene Wiedergaben der hebräischen Status-Construc-
tus-Verbindung im griechischen Pentateuch,” in Studien zur Septuaginta-Syntax, ed. Anneli Aejme-
laeus and Raija Sollamo (Helsinki: Suomalainen Tie'd'eakatemia, 1987), 63. '

40. Examples of these three semantic functions may be found in the control sample and the
tabernacle accounts, as follows: partitive—th;n quvran tou' oi[kou aujtou' (12:22); th;n kefalh;n tou'
kriou' (29:19); iJstiva th'" aujlh'" (38:9 [Ì 37:7]); to; klivto" th'" skhnh'" (40:24); reference—oJ novmo"
tou' pasca (12:43); th;n kibwto;n tou' marturivou (30:26); to; e[laion th'" crivsew" to; a{gion (37:29 [Ì
38:25]); th;n skhnh;n tou' marturivou (40:22); relationship—prwtotovkou th'" aijcmalwtivdo" (12:29);
uiJou;" Aarwn (28:1); oJ tou' Acisamak (38:23 [Ì 37:21]). In this study, the genitive of reference is used
in an expansive way. Specifically, it is used as the classification for marturivou, which comprises the
majority of examples of this type of genitive. This usage could be analyzed as several other types of
genitive. For example, it could be interpreted as a genitive of apposition, i.e., the tent, that is, the testi-
mony (to God’s presence). Other examples of genitives of reference could also be analyzed in alternate
ways depending on one’s understanding of the text. In a similar way, the genitive of relationship has
been expanded to include all interpersonal relationships rather than including these relationships
under the category of “possession,” as is done in many grammars. This change has been made because
of the fact that cross-linguistically interpersonal relationships are often expressed by a different range
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These three types of semantic functions combined account for about 65% of the
genitive constructions that translate simple construct chains in this study. The
remainder of the genitives indicate at least four other semantic functions.41 Most
of these are usages commonly found in the New Testament, but the genitive con-
struction a{gion tou' aJgivou, which is used to translate the Hebrew superlative
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of grammatical structures than ownership, which is the main category left under the classification of
“possession.” 

41. Other semantic functions indicated by the genitive as a part of the translation equivalent
for the construct chain are as follows: attributive genitive—ojsmh;n eujwdiva" (29:18); e[rgon ejmplokivou
(39:15 [Ì 36:22]); genitive of apposition (generic-specific)—livqou" sardivou (25:7); to; qumivama th'"
sunqevsew" (39:38 [Ì 39:15]); possession—ta;" stola;" tw'n uiJw'n aujtou' (29:21; 31:10; 39:41 [Ì
39:18]); tw'n katovptrwn tw'n nhsteusasw'n (38:8 [Ì 38:26]); subjective genitive—e[rgon poikiltou'
(28:39; 39:29 [Ì 36:36]); e[rgon mureyou' (37:29 [Ì 38:25]).

Translation Control First Core of Remainder Totals
equivalents sample tabernacle second of second
of simple account tabernacle tabernacle

construct chains account account

Adjective only 4 3 0 0 7

Adjective + noun 2 1 0 0 3

Genitive construction 39 154 8 90 291

Noun only 2 2 0 3 7

Noun + adjective 8 58 7 24 97

Noun + dative noun 2 1 0 4 7

Noun + noun 11 5 0 3 19
in apposition

Noun + participle 0 9 5 8 22

Noun + prepositional 1 8 2 4 15
phrase

Participle + noun 1 0 0 1 2

Preposition + noun 1 9 2 1 13

Semipreposition 4 15 0 6 25
translated by phrase

Read as an infinitive 0 0 0 3 3
or participle

Restructured or 1 3 1 6 11
reinterpreted

Totals 76 268 25 153 522

Table 11. Translation equivalents of simple construct chains

wadelxx.qxd  1/28/2003  11:40 PM  Page 126



!yvid;q; vd,qo (29:37), is a clear example of a literal translation of a grammatical
structure, i.e., a Hebraism.42 While other Hebraic usages certainly appear in the
translation of Ì Exodus, the genitive construction generally appears to reflect the
Koine Greek of the Ptolemaic times. According to Soisalon-Soininen, the genitive
of material is less frequently used in the Pentateuch, which reflects a similar shift
in usage seen in the Ptolemaic Papyri.43 In the control sample and tabernacle
accounts, the construct chain that indicates the material from which an item is
made is translated most frequently by a noun (or other substantive) followed by
an adjective and only infrequently by a genitive construction. In addition, this
type of construct chain is occasionally translated by a noun followed by a preposi-
tional phrase with ejk or by a nonverbal clause.44

The second most frequently used grammatical structure that functions as a
translation equivalent for the construct chain is a simple noun phrase composed
of a noun followed by an adjective. As with the genitive construction, this struc-
ture can also be used to communicate a variety of semantic functions, but most
fall within the classification of attributes or material from which an item is con-
structed.45 The semantic relationships between the parts of the construct chain in
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42. The Hebrew superlative is used both as a title for the innermost section of the tabernacle
and as a'' phrase that describes an attribute of an item in the tabernacle accounts of Ì Exodus. When it
refe'rs to the innermost section of the tabernacle, the Hebrew form is definite, !yvid:Q?h' vd,qo, and the
Greek form likewise has an article before the first term and uses a plural for the second term (tou'
aJgivou tw'n aJgivwn [26:33] and tw'/ aJgivw/ tw'n aJgivwn [26:34]). When it is used as a descriptive phrase in
the tabernacle accounts, the form is indefinite in the Hebrew, !yvid:q; vd,qo, and it also lacks an article
before the first word in the Greek. The genitive in this phrase is found in either a singular form, a{gion
tou' aJgivou (29:37), or a plural form, i.e., a{gion tw'n aJgivwn (30:10, 36; 40:10) or a{gia tw'n aJgivwn
(30:29). 

43. Soisalon-Soininen, “Verschiedene Wiedergaben der hebräischen Status-Constructus-
Verbindung,” 63.

44. Wallace notes that the genitive of material “is quite rare in the NT (the notion of material is
somewhat more frequently stated with ejk + gen.).” (Wallace, Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics, 91.)
Of approximately forty identified examples of construct chains that involve the material from which
an item was constructed, there are only two clear examples of the genitive of material in the tabernacle
accounts, r/hf; bh;z: tr,Pok'—iJlasthvrion ejpivqema crusivou kaqarou' (25:17) and bh;Z:h' yjeP'—ta; pev-
tala tou' crusivou (39:3 [Ì 36:10]). In both cases, there has been either a plus or a significant restruc-
turing that results in appositional phrases either within the phrase (25:17) or with the following noun
(Ì 36:10). In the control sample, there are four other examples of possible genitives of material that
refer to the pillar of cloud (13:21, 22) and the pillar of fire (13:21, 22), though some might analyze this
as a different type of semantic function, 'such as a genitive of apposition. Most (approximately thirty)
of the construct chains that refer' to the material from which an item is constructed are translated by a
noun followed by an adjective, e.g., devrrei" tricivna" (26:7); kivdarin bussivnhn (28:39); (tevssara")
daktulivou" crusou'" (37:3 [Ì 38:3]); to; qusiasthvrion to; crusou'n (40:5). The remaining few exam-
ples are either translated by a noun plus a prepositional phrase with ejk, e.g., lucnivan ejk crusivou
kaqarou' (25:31) or the information has been restructured as part of a nonverbal clause, e.g.,
#s,k;AynEd“a' is restructured as part of the nonverbal clause aiJ bavsei" aujtw'n tevssare" ajrgurai' (36:36
[Ì 37:4]).

45. In the control sample and tabernacle accounts, approximately sixty examples of this gram-
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Hebrew, however, are not always identical with the semantic relationships com-
municated in Greek due to the choice of lexical equivalents.46 A similar transla-
tion equivalent is the use of a noun (or other substantive) followed by a participle.
This translation equivalent, while referring ultimately to an event, is functionally
an attributive usage similar to that of a noun followed by an adjective.47

Two less frequently used translation equivalents are two nouns in apposition
and a noun followed by a noun in the dative. Both of these are used to express a
limited set of semantic functions.48 The choice of translation equivalents is par-
tially due to translation technique, but in the Ì Exodus it is largely controlled by
the semantic relationship between the two nouns in the construct chain. This can
be most clearly seen in the difference between the translation of
tv,jon“W #s,K, tm'WrT] by appositional nouns, ajfaivrema ajrguvrion kai; calko;n, to
express a generic-specific relationship and the translation of hw:hy“ tm'WrT] by a
noun followed by a dative noun, ta; ajfairevmata kurivw/, that expresses a dative of
advantage, both of which are found in 35.24.49
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matical construction are used to communicate an attribute, e.g., ejgkrufiva" ajzuvmou" (12:39); stola;"
aJgiva" (28:4); e[rgon diktuwtovn (38:4 [Ì 38:24]); e[rgon uJfantovn (39:3 [Ì 36:10]). The remaining
examples of this translation equivalent generally refer to the material from which an item is con-
structed, as noted in the examples cited above. 

46. The two most obvious examples of this are the change from a generic-specific relationship,
!yFivi yxe[}, to an attributive relationship, xuvla a[shpta (25:5); and the change from a part-whole rela-
tionship, !yvij;T] tro[o, to the use of an attributive relationship, devrmata uJakivnqina (25:5). 

47. All of these examples with participles are found in the tabernacle accounts and generally
occur as a part of the translation of ynIv; t['l'/t. Participles used in this way include a variety of seman-
tically related terms, as follows: keklwsmevnou (26:31); dianenhsmevnou (28:8); nenhsmevnou (38:18 [Ì
37:16]). In addition, participles are used in a variety of free translations of construct chains, e.g.,
tl,keT] lytiP]—uJakivnqou keklwsmevnh" (28:37) and ttobo[}h; trov]r“v'—ta; krosswta; ta; peplegmevna
(28:14). 

48. When two nouns in apposition are used to translate a Hebrew construct chain, the second
term generally defines or identifies the first term. Often this translation equivalent is used for the iden-
tifying or naming of geographic locations, such as gh'/ Aijguvptw/ (11:5) and tw'/ o[rei tw'/ Sina (31:18). In
addition, the appositional translation equivalent can be used for a generic-specific relationship, such
as Qusiva to; pasca (12:27), or an attributive usage, such as savbbata ajnavpausi" (35:2), though this
example has been restructured slightly. 

49. The phrase hw:hy“ tm'WrT] is consistently translated by a noun followed by kurivw/ throughout
Exodus. While the translation equivalent for this grammatical structure remains consistent through-
out Exodus, the choice of lexical equivalents for hm;WrT] varies, which results in translations such as
eijsfora;n kurivw/ (30:15), ajparca;" kurivw// (35:5), and ajfaivrema kurivw/ (35:21), as was mentioned in
chapter three. In Numbers, however, the translation uses a dative of advantage as well as a genitive of
possession to translate hwhy. The difference in translation equivalents in Numbers may be related to
whether the offering being discussed is in the process of being offered for God’s benefit (dative of
advantage) (Num 18:26, 28b), as is the case in all the examples in Exodus, or if it is viewed as a posses-
sion belonging to God (genitive) that is entrusted to others (Num 18:28a; 31:29, 41). Wevers, in con-
trast, says, “The translation of hwhy (tmwrt) by a dative, presumably one of possession, is rhetorically
unfortunate, since it is followed by another dative indicating indirect object, . . . .” See John William
Wevers, Notes on the Greek Text of Numbers, Septuagint and Cognate Studies, ed. Bernard A. Taylor,
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Several translation equivalents of construct chains involve prepositions.
Often these involve idiomatic translations of the so-called semiprepositions, such
as, ynEy[eB], ynEp]li, and dy"B].50 A similar translation equivalent, i.e., preposition plus
noun, is also found as the translation of other phrases that are not generally con-
sidered to be semiprepositions.51 In addition, phrases such as hn:m;yTeAbg≤n< ta'p]li
(27:9) and others are generally translated by a noun modified by a prepositional
phrase used to refer to a direction, e.g., eij" to; klivto" to; pro;" livba.52

Simple construct chains are also occasionally translated by either a noun or
an adjective alone when the Hebrew construct chain is an idiom or when there has
been an ellipsis in the Greek due to the presence of a coordinated phrase.53

Another translation equivalent of the construct chain that occurs infrequently is
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no. 46 (Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars Press, 1998), 308. The use of the dative versus the genitive might be con-
sidered a simple case of dissimilation, but since both translation equivalents are used in Num 18:26,
the difference deserves a closer examination to determine if it is a difference that is due to a difference
in the meaning, a different Vorlage, or the translation technique of dissimilation. As has often been
found in Exodus, there are other minute differences in the Ì Numbers that may indicate that the
translator’s interpretation of the text is the probable source of the differences in translation equiva-
lents. 

50. In construct chains, semiprepositions, such as, ynEy[eB], ynEp]li, and dy"B], are often translated
idiomatically, e.g., !yIr'x]mi ynEy[eB]—ejnantivon tw'n Aijguptivwn (12:36); hw:hy“ ynEp]li—e[nanti kurivou
(28:12); and hv,moAdy"B]—dia; Mwush' (35:29), as discussed above. For a complete analysis of semi-
prepositions in the Pentateuch, see Sollamo, Rendering of Hebrew Semiprepositions.

51. For example, a preposition followed by a noun is used as the free translation of preposi-
tional phrases that contain construct chains, e.g., rB;d“Mih' hxeq]Bi—para; th;n e[rhmon (13:20); yrejoa} l['
@K;v]Mih'—ojpivsw th'" skhnh'" (26:12); /Tr“B'j]m, tM'[ul]—kata; th;n sumbolh;n (39:20 [Ì 36:27]). Almost
all examples of this nature involve the location of an item.

52. Most of these occur in the descriptions of the tabernacle (26:18, 20) and the courtyard
(27:11, 12, 13; 38:11, 12 [Ì 37:9, 10]). In addition, a prepositional phrase used attributively as a modi-
fier of a noun can be used to identify an object by means of its location, e.g., rB;d“Mih' &r,D,,—oJdo;n th;n
eij" th;n e[rhmon (13:18). A prepositional phrase used in the translation of a Hebrew construct chain
may also occur as a modifier on the clausal level rather than being related attributively to the noun,
e.g., r/hf; bh;z: tr'nOm], which is translated by lucnivan ejk crusivou kaqarou' (25:31).

53. Construct chains that are translated by a single noun or adjective include the following:
#a;AyrIj?—qumou' (11:8); hn:v;A@B,—ejniauvsion (12:5); r/Bh' tybe—tw'/ lavkkw/ (12:29); #s,K;Atn"q]mi—
ajrgurwvnhton (12:44); /vaOrAyp i—peristovmion (28:32); hn :v ;Ayn EB ]—ejniausivou" (29:38);
hn:v; !yrIc][, @B,—eijkosaetou'" (30:14); @b,a, tv,roj}—ta; liqourgika; (31:5). Some of these phrases,
such as #a;AyrIj? (11:8), could be described as a doublet in the ˜ and others, such as tw'/ lavkkw/ (12:29),
could be described as a minus in the Ì, but even when all the dubious examples are eliminated, some
examples remain that can only be explained by the fact that in a freer translation idiomatic phrases in
Hebrew are sometimes translated by single words, either nouns or adjectives, in Greek. 

Construct chains are also occasionally translated by single words when there has been an ellip-
sis due to the occurrence of the chain in a coordinated structure, as follows: bh;z: ylek]—crusa' (11:2;
12:35); @m;G:r“a'h; &/t—th'/ porfuvra/ (39:3 [Ì 36:10]). (The ellipsis in the latter example involves the
translation of the semipreposition &/tB].) These are technically minuses, but due to the grammatical
nature of these ellipses I have chosen to include them here. Minuses in which referential meaning has
been lost or which do not occur in coordinated phrases have not been listed here. For a complete
description of minuses see the appropriate section in chapter five. 
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an adjective followed by a noun or a participle followed by a noun.54 The remain-
ing identified examples involve either a different reading of the consonantal text
or significant restructuring and thus cannot be easily classified.55

In summary, simple construct chains can be translated by a variety of trans-
lation equivalents. The most frequent or default translation is the genitive con-
struction, which is used with the full range of semantic functions that is found in
natural Greek. When the construct chain communicates an attributive function
or the material from which an item is made, then the translation equivalent of a
noun followed by an adjective may be used. Nouns in apposition, nouns followed
by dative nouns, and nouns followed by participles are found in more limited
contexts and express a narrower range of semantic functions. The remaining
equivalents are found only in the translation of idiomatic phrases and phrases in
which there have been ellipses.56 In addition, there are a few examples with
semiprepositions that have been translated by phrases and a few other examples
that have been misread or purposely restructured.
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54. The only clear examples are phrases that appear to be idiomatic in nature and/or do not
occur elsewhere, i.e., mevsa" nuvkta" (11:4) and ejruqra;n qavlassan (13:18). The only other example is
found in 28:34, where @/MrIw“ bh;z: @mo[}P' is translated by para; rJoivskon crusou'n kwvdwna. If the transla-
tor’s interpretation followed the ˜ then the term crusou'n should modify the bells, but if, as discussed
elsewhere, the translator was following a different interpretation of the text, then the adjective cru-
sou'n actually modifies the preceding noun and would not be counted in this category.

There are only two examples of simple construct chains being translated by a participle fol-
lowed by a noun, i.e., mesouvsh" th'" nukto;" (12:29) and ejggeglummevnai sfragi'de" (39:14 [Ì 36:21]).
Because of the limited number of examples, no conclusions can be drawn about the reason for this
construction being used, but it is interesting to compare the translation of similar phrases. In 11:4 the
phrase hl;y“L'h' txoj} is the object of a preposition in both the Ì, periv, and the ˜, K]. As a result of the
context, a forewarning of what the Lord would do, it is translated as an adjective followed by a noun,
mevsa" nuvkta". This prepositional phrase thus states the approximate time for one particular event. In
12:29, the phrase hl;y“L'h' yxij} is also the object of a preposition, but this preposition is part of a phrase,
B] yhiy“w", that “signals that a new scene or episode is subsequent to a previously mentioned scene, and
that this scene is part of the mainstream of a larger episode or narrative.” (van der Merwe, Naudé, and
Kroeze, Biblical Hebrew Reference Grammar, 332.) As a result of this context, the genitive absolute,
mesouvsh" th'" nukto;", has been used with !Egenhvqh to provide a temporal frame of reference for the
next clause of the sentence. The discourse structure, therefore, appears to be the main reason for the
difference in the translation of similar phrases in 11:4 and 12:29. The difference between the transla-
tion of the phrase !t;jo yjeWTPi in Ì 36:13, by a genitive construction, ejkkovlamma sfragi'do", and in Ì
36:21, by a nominative absolute participial phrase, ejggeglummevnai sfragi'de", may be partially due to
the choices of lexical equivalents. More importantly, however, the phrase in 39:6 (Ì 36:13) follows a
cognate participle in both Greek and Hebrew, whereas the phrase in 39:14 (Ì 36:21) is in a verse with
appositional phrases that describe the twelve stones. Thus, the grammatical context appears to have
influenced the choice of translation equivalents for the construct chain. 

55. For instance, several examples appear to involve the reading of a noun as an infinitive, e.g.,
$[e tv,roj}b'W—kai; katergavzesqai ta; xuvla (35:33) or a participle, e.g., bh;z: txoB]v]mi—perisesia-
lwmevnou" crusivw// (39:6 [Ì 36:13]). Examples of restructuring may be due to translation technique or
the use of a different Vorlage and often include pluses, e.g., !YIwIl]h' td'bo[}—th;n leitourgivan ei\nai tw'n
Leuitw'n (38:21 [Ì 37:19]), and minuses, e.g., !l;/[ tQ'jul]—eij" to;n aijw'na (29:9).

56. These include the adjective only, adjective followed by a noun, noun only, noun followed
by a prepositional phrase, a participle followed by a noun, and a preposition followed by a noun.
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Relative Clauses with rva

In this section I will discuss the semantic functions of the relative pronoun and
the grammatical structures used in Greek to translate the 122 relative clauses with
rv,a} that are found in the control sample and tabernacle accounts. As is the case
with other words, the translation equivalents used for rv,a} are affected by both
the semantic and grammatical contexts. As a result, nine forms are used to trans-
late rv,a} and an additional five forms are used to translate the phrase rv,a}K'.
Tables 12 and 13 present the forms and distribution of these translation equiva-
lents. Following the charts, I will discuss both the grammatical structures and
semantic functions of the translation equivalents of rv,a} in relative clauses. The
translation of resumptive pronouns in relative clauses has often been identified as
an indicator of the degree of literalness of a translation, but due to the limited
number of examples of this feature in the probable Vorlage of the tabernacle
accounts, it cannot serve as a decisive factor in this analysis.57

As can be seen in table 13, the occurrences of the phrase rv,a}K' are not evenly
distributed throughout the ˜. As a result, a statistical comparison of the actual
number of occurrences would be irrelevant. The relative pronoun rv,a}, in con-
trast, is more evenly distributed (table 12), but like the phrase rv,a}K', more can be
learned by examining the translation equivalents and semantic functions than by
a purely statistical analysis. The important fact to notice is that the relative pro-
noun is translated by a variety of semantically and grammatically controlled
translation equivalents in each of the four sections.

When rv,a} refers to an item that is described by the relative clause as being in
a certain location, it is consistently translated by an article, oJ. In all of these cases,
the Hebrew and Greek relative clauses are simple prepositional phrases.58 As is to
be expected, in this attributive usage the article that is the translation equivalent
of rv,a} agrees in number and case with the article of the noun that it modifies in
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57. According to Soisalon-Soininen, the pleonastic pronoun in the entire book of Exodus is
omitted sixteen times and retained twenty-eight times. As expected, Exodus is more nearly similar to
Genesis than to the remainder of the Pentateuch, which tends to retain more of the pronouns.
According to Soisalon-Soininen, “The ratio of omissions of the pleonastic pronoun to retentions of it
is as follows: Gen 18 omissions, 22 retentions, . . . , Lev 16 : 49, Num 5 : 34 and Dtn 14 : 61.” See Ilmari
Soisalon-Soininen, “The Rendering of the Hebrew Relative Clause in the Greek Pentateuch,” in Stu-
dien zur Septuaginta-Syntax, ed. Anneli Aejmelaeus and Raija Sollamo (Helsinki: Suomalainen
Tiedeakatemia, 1987), 61. In a more recent article by Sollamo, slightly different statistics are pre-
sented, but the same basic conclusion is reached, i.e., that Genesis and Exodus are freer translations
than the rest of the Pentateuch. Sollamo summarizes by saying about Genesis and Exodus, “It is char-
acteristic for these good translators, too, that they are not consistent in rendering grammatical struc-
tures. In cases of the resumptive element in relative clauses they render freely 44-46% of cases, but
literally 51-54% of cases.” See Raija 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, Septuagint and Cognate Studies, no.
31 (Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars Press, 1991), 83-84.

58. In the following examples, the relative clauses in both Hebrew and Greek are prepositional
phrases: 11:5; 12:22a, 29; 27:21; 29:13, 21, 22, 32; 31:7; 40:9. 
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the main clause. There are, however, several articles that are genitive and do not
agree in case with the nouns that are the antecedents of the relative clauses. Rather
than indicating the location of an item, the relative clauses in which the relative
pronouns are translated by articles in the genitive case communicate either a part-
whole relationship or a more generic relationship.59 The relative clauses that are

Consistency of Translation Techniques132

59. In 25:26, the relative clause wyl;g“r' [B'r“a'l] rv,a} is translated by the genitive phrase tw'n
podw'n aujth'", which indicates the “whole” to which the parts, ta; tevssara mevrh, are related. In 39:19
(Ì 36:26), the relative clause dpoaeh; rb,[eAla, rv,a} is likewise translated by a genitive tou' ojpisqivou th'"
ejpwmivdo" and indicates that the corners that were being discussed were the ones that “belonged to”
the back part of the ephod, i.e., a partitive genitive. The relationship signaled by the translation of
@j;l]Vuh'Al[' rv,a} (37:16 [Ì 38:12]) as a genitive phrase th'" trapevzh" is a bit more nebulous, but there
has been a clear reinterpretation of the items as being related to the table instead of being located on
the table, as will be discussed further in chapter five. 

The offerings from the ram of dedication that was offered up for Aaron and his sons are
referred to by the coordinated phrases, wyn:b;l] rv,a}meW @roh}a'l] rv,a}me (29:27). In the Ì the preposition
“from” is retained in the translation, but the relative clauses themselves are translated by genitive
phrases within coordinated prepositional phrases, ajpo; tou' Aarwn kai; ajpo; tw'n uiJw'n aujtou'. These
genitive phrases could be a substantival usage that indicates possession, i.e., from (the piece [?] of the
ram) belonging to Aaron and from (the piece [?] of the ram) belonging to his sons. Alternately, this
could be a reinterpretation of the Hebrew that simply indicates source, i.e., (the ram) from Aaron and
his sons. These are the interpretive possibilities seen in the Ì, but in some English translations the l] of
the ˜ is read as an indicator of the beneficiary or recipient, i.e., “since it is for Aaron and for his sons”
(RSV). For a fuller discussion of the interpretation and translation of this phrase see Noel D. Osborn
and Howard A. Hatton, A Handbook on Exodus (New York: United Bible Societies, 1999), 697-99.

Translation Control First Core of Remainder Totals
equivalents of sample tabernacle second of second

rv,a} account tabernacle tabernacle
account account

kaqav 0 0 0 2 2

katav 0 1 0 1 2

o{" 10 18 2 11 41

o{" ejstin 1 3 0 1 5

o{qen 0 1 0 0 1

o{so" 3 6 0 8 17

o{sti" 1 0 0 0 1

oJ 3 6 0 1 10

oJ + participle 0 6 0 1 7

Genitive 0 3 1 1 5

Minuses 1 3 2 3 9

Totals 19 47 5 29 100

Table 12. Translation equivalents of rv,a} in four sections of Exodus

wadelxx.qxd  1/28/2003  11:40 PM  Page 132



translated by genitive phrases are found in all three of the main sections of the
tabernacle accounts, which indicates the similarity of approach to the text
throughout both tabernacle accounts.60

When Hebrew relative clauses with prepositional phrases occur in more
complex constructions, a participle of the verb eijmiv can occur as a plus in the Ì.61

These pluses clarify the grammatical structure by segmenting the clause into
meaningful units. In 29:23, the plus proteqeimevnwn serves the same function of
clarification in the translation of the relative clause, but it also adds an interpretive
layer of meaning to the translation. A few relative clauses that contain verbal
clauses are also translated using an article as the translation equivalent of rv,a} and
a participle as the form used for the verb of the relative clause. In all of these
clauses, the relative pronoun in the Hebrew is the grammatical subject (but not
always the agent) of the relative clause.62
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60. For a detailed survey of nominal relative clauses, which have been discussed above, see
Soisalon-Soininen, “Rendering of the Hebrew Relative Clause,” 55-61. In this article, Soisalon-Soini-
nen illustrates the wide variety of Hebrew forms in the Pentateuch and their translations in the Ì. Con-
cerning the use of the article to translate rv,a} he says, “wherever it does occur, the reader of the Greek
text gets the impression that the translator is using good Greek. The good stylistic quality of this transla-
tion is not due here to any freedom on the part of the translator. This is shown especially by the fact
mentioned above that the unusually literal translator of Judges has considered this the normal transla-
tion.” He concludes his discussion of nominal relative clauses by saying, “Considered statistically, none
of the groups of expressions examined indicates significant differences between the various books of the
Pentateuch. For example, the relative frequencies of the addition of the copula and of changing the
clause into an attribute or a substantive are so similar as to have no bearing upon the quality of the
translation. Single exceptions cannot generally be given any decisive significance.” Ibid., 57, 59.

61. Participial forms of eijmiv occur as pluses in the translation of relative clauses in 25:22a and
30:6a. 

62. In 25:40 and 26:30, a hophal is translated by a perfect passive. Thus, the subject of the
participial clauses (the pattern) is actually the patient of the verb rather than the agent. In 29:46, the

Translation Control First Core of Remainder Totals
equivalents of sample tabernacle second of second

rv,a}K'} account tabernacle tabernacle
account account

kaqav 2 0 0 7 9

kaqavper 0 0 0 2 2

kaqovti 1 0 0 0 1
katav + oJ + 0 1 0 0 1
participle

o}n trovpon 1 0 0 7 8

Minus 0 0 0 1 1

Totals 4 1 0 17 22

Table 13. Translation equivalents of rv,a}K' in four sections of Exodus
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The most frequent translation of rv,a} is o{". The majority of these relative
clauses contain verbal clauses in both their Hebrew and Greek forms.63 The rela-
tive pronouns in this group can fill a variety of semantic functions within the rel-
ative clause, but most frequently they function as the patient, location of an event,
or means (instrument).64 Only rarely does the relative pronoun o{" function as the
agent of the relative clause.65 Besides being used to translate relative clauses with
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article plus a participial clause is used to translate a relative clause in which the grammatical subject
functions as “causer.” In 36:2b the free translation of a Hebrew idiom results in two parallel participial
clauses functioning as one of the coordinated objects of the main clause, pavnta" tou;" e[conta" th;n
sofivan, . . . , kai; pavnta" tou;" eJkousivw" boulomevnou". These objects both function as subjects of
their respective participial clauses, the second of which translates a relative clause with rv,a}. The dif-
ference in meaning between this translation equivalent, i.e., the article followed by a participle, and o{"
is not known at this time. 

63. The two exceptions are relative clauses that contain either an idiomatic phrase
*yl,g“r'B]Arv,a} (11:8) or a negative stative clause tme !v;A@yae rv,a} (12:30), both of which are translated
by verbal clauses in the Ì.

64. Examples of the semantic function of the relative pronoun within the relative clause are as
follows: patient (11:8; 12:25a, 39, 40; 13:5; 25:3, 16, 21; 28:3, 4; 29:1, 27 [2x - passive], 38; 35:1, 4 [?],
21a, 29a; 36:3, 4); location (12:7, 13, 30); time (13:3); recipient (36:1a, 2a); means (including instru-
ment) (25:29; 29:33, 42; 30:6; 37:16 [Ì 38:12]); source (35:23, 24). In 29:42, the relative pronoun is
separated from its antecedent and the translator chooses to use oi|", which “is an indefinite reference
to all the foregoing matters, . . . .” (WeversNotes, 486.) This is also seen in 30:6, which is similar to
29:42, but contrasts with 30:36 where the relative pronoun is translated by o{qen and is preceded by a
clear antecedent.

65. Some relative pronouns that function as subjects in relative clauses are widely separated
from their antecedents. For instance, in ˜ 29:30, the antecedent of the relative pronoun is probably
@heKoh', which is separated from the relative clause by other modifying phrases. (This is one of the few
uses of “the priest” that refers to someone other than Aaron.) In the Ì the relative pronoun is in appo-
sition to or modifies oJ iJereu;" in the main clause and is also the subject of the relative clause. In 38:8 (Ì
38:26) the relative clause modifies a substantival participle in the main clause and the relative pronoun
is the subject of the same verb in the relative clause, ejk tw'n katovptrwn tw'n nhsteusasw'n, ai} ejnhvs-
teusan. In other cases, the relative clauses in which relative pronouns are subjects are used substanti-
vally (30:33 [2x], 38). In addition, Wevers’ text contains o{", which immediately follows its antecedent
and is the subject of the relative clause, instead of the majority text reading wJ" in 12:27. Wevers justi-
fies his decision by saying, “. . . but Hebrew has r`a, so that the relative pronoun must be original,
and the variant arose through homophony.” (WeversNotes, 182.) While Wevers is probably correct, it
must be noted that this usage of o{" is not frequently found in the small sampling of data used in this
study. 

In addition there are two examples of relative pronouns for which the semantic function is
ambiguous and the use of o{" instead of o{so" is an exception to the description of the usage of o{so"
that is noted below. Both of these are in free translations of idiomatic phrases (25:2; 35:26). The fact
that these are free translations with the verb dokevw probably contributes to the use of the dative forms
of the relative pronouns (oi|" and ai|"). In 25:2, the dative plural relative pronoun may be a substanti-
val usage in apposition to uiJoi'". This interpretation would result in parallel constructions both in the
addressees and in the verbal clauses (kai; lavbetev . . . kai; lhvmyesqe), rather than the heavily embed-
ded form of the Hebrew. If this interpretation is correct then the relative clause in the Ì was viewed as
being in apposition to toi'" uiJoi'" Israhl, rather than referring to a subclass of willing people who
were from the sons of Israel. This reinterpretation of the Hebrew would also explain why the Greek
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verbs, the relative pronoun o{" in combination with a plus, ejstin, is used to trans-
late nonverbal clauses that refer to the possession or location of an item.66 A
related translation equivalent, o{sti", only occurs one time in the control sample
and refers to a more indefinite item, as would be expected.67

Within the control sample and tabernacle accounts, the relative pronoun
o{so" is used mainly to refer to the patient (direct object of an active verb or sub-
ject of a passive verb) within the relative clause, although a few other semantic
functions are also found.68 Frequently it is found in contexts where either the ̃ or
the Ì has the equivalent of the word “all.” This focus on quantity is the factor that
generally distinguishes o{so" from o{" in the translation of relative clauses with
rv,a}.69 The relative pronoun o{so" occurs occasionally without the equivalent of
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does not use o{so", which is the normal translation equivalent for rv,a} after the word “all.” Wevers, in
contrast, explains the dative plural form by saying that it is “plural because of pavntwn and dative
because of dovxh/.” (WeversNotes, 391.) His explanation is definitely possible and in light of a similar
phrase in 35:26, which has a less complex grammatical structure, Wevers’ interpretation becomes
more likely, but his explanation does not account for the choice of o{" instead of o{so". In 35:26, the
resumptive possessive pronoun has been translated, aujtw'n, whereas this feature is a minus in 25:2. As
a result, the meaning is less ambiguous in 35:26. These two verses, however, are not identical in the ˜,
which may indicate that the Vorlage of the Ì was also not identical. Because of this, the comparison of
these verses should not be overemphasized. It should be noted, however, that both verses use the most
frequent translation equivalent, o{", which serves as the default translation that is sometimes used
when a passage is unclear to the translator.

66. The use of appropriate forms of o{" ejstin for nonverbal clauses that refer to the possession
of an item is due to the fact that Greek has no exact equivalent for the prepositional phrase @roh}a'l] in a
relative clause (29:26, 29; 39:1 [Ì 36:8]). The use of the dative, Aarwn tw'/ iJerei' (Ì 36:8), however,
may indicate that the Ì was interpreting Aaron to be the beneficiary, an interpretation reflected in
most English translations, i.e., “for Aaron.” The other two examples, however, are ambiguous in the Ì
due to the fact that Aarwn is indeclinable. In addition, forms of o{" ejstin are used for the location of
an item when the relative clause is in a more complex clause (12:22b; 28:8). The referential meaning is
probably identical to the use of the article in the translation of similar relative clauses, but the choice of
translation equivalents serves to clarify the grammatical structures. These two translation choices may
be compared in the translation of identical relative clauses, #S'B'Arv,a}, by tou' para; th;n quvran and o{
ejstin para; th;n quvran in 12:22. The controlling factor in the choice of translation equivalents is prob-
ably the complexity of the clause within which each relative clause is located. 

67. The indefinite relative pronoun o{sti" is used only to refer to a general event, the wailing of
the Egyptians, kraugh; megavlh, which is predicted in 11:6 and described as being unlike anything
before or after it. Because it only occurs in the control sample, the main value of noting this translation
equivalent is that it affirms the wide range of translation equivalents that are used in an attempt to
communicate accurately the meaning of the text. 

68. The relative pronoun o{so" has the following semantic functions within the relative clause:
patient (11:7 [?]; 12:16; 25:9, 22b; 28:38; 29:35; 31:6, 11; 35:10, 21b, 29b; 36:1b, 5; 39:42 [Ì 39:22];
40:16); agent (13:12; 35:22).

69. Within Exodus, the combination of a plural form of pa'" followed by a form of o{so",
almost always occurs as the translation of rv,a} lko in the probable Hebrew Vorlage (7:2; 18:1, 8, 14,
19:8; 23:13, 22; 24:7; 25:9, 22; 29:35; 31:6, 11; 34:32; 35:10, 22 [ˇ only]; 36:1; 40:16). The only
exception is 34:11 where an unusual phrase, *W“x'm] ykinOa; rv,a} tae, was translated as if it was similar to
more standard phrases (or its Vorlage possibly contained a more standard phrase), such as
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the word “all,” but in most of these cases the relative clause is being used substan-
tivally, i.e., with no antecedent. This type of substantive usage often contains a
thin layer of interpretive meaning that the translator has added to his text.70

In two verses, the relative clauses have been reinterpreted and translated as
simple prepositional phrases with katav rather than as dependent clauses. In both
cases the relative clause in Hebrew consists of a prepositional phrase that gives
further details about the location of the item.71 This translation choice is found in
each tabernacle account, but not in parallel verses. Along with these verses in
which the relative clauses are restructured, there are a number of verses in which
the relative clause is a minus due to the abbreviated nature of the Ì.72

The final two translation equivalents for rv,a} are more adverbial in nature.
In 30:36, the translation equivalent is the adverb, o{qen, which is used to refer to
the location where God will reveal himself.73 In addition, the translation equiva-
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*tiyWIxi rv,a}AlK; tae in 31:6. The word pa'" is also used with the relative pronoun o{", but this combina-
tion is not generally used as the translation of a relative clause with rv,a}. Instead, it is used mainly in
the singular (five of seven times) and mostly as a translation of “all” plus a participle (12:15, 19; 31:14,
15) or adjective (35:22). In addition, this type of structure with a plural form of pa'" occurs once as a
plus in the Ì (10:23) and once in an ambiguous structure (25:2) that was discussed above.

70. For instance, in 11:7 the relative clause is used substantivally as the direct object of the verb
eijdh'/". The choice of o{so" in this verse emphasizes the quantity of ways in which God differentiated
between the Egyptians and the Israelites. Likewise, in 12:16 the exception to the “no-work” command
is stated in terms of quantity and uses the relative pronoun o{so" in a substantival relative clause. In
13:12, the relative pronoun may, like the Hebrew relative pronoun, refer back to the equivalent of the
word “all,” but in light of the reinterpretation of the complex noun phrase in the Ì, it is likely that the
relative pronoun refers to the herds of animals, rather than the firstborn animals. Thus, the use of
o{so" is focusing on the quantity of animals that will later belong to the Israelites. In 28:38, the focus is
on the quantity of holy offerings that will be offered by the Israelites. If the relative pronoun o{" had
been used, then the translation would have been a simple statement of fact, but the use of o{so"
emphasizes the indefinite number of those sin-offerings. Likewise, when the people brought an over-
abundance of gifts for the construction of the tabernacle, the word o{so" is used despite the fact that
there is no equivalent of the word “all” in the probable Hebrew Vorlage (36:5). In 39:42 (Ì 39:22), the
word lKo is present in the probable Hebrew Vorlage, but is not translated in the Greek. Instead, o{so" is
used substantivally and emphasizes the quantity of the things that were commanded by God. 

71. In 26:5 the Hebrew text, tynIVeh' tr,B,j]M'B' rv,a}, further defines the curtain as being one that
is in the second set of curtains. The Ì, however, interprets the noun differently and as a result has the
translation, kata; th;n sumbolh;n th'" deutevra". This translation identifies the position of the part of
the curtain, which is at or along the joint, instead of further defining the curtain as in the ˜, i.e., the
curtain in the second set. In 39:5 (Ì 36:12), the relative clause wyl;[; rv,a} is translated kaq! eJauto;. This
choice is probably affected by the explanatory plus, eij" a[llhla sumpeplegmevnon, that occurs just
before this phrase. This plus gives details about the means by which the decorative band is connected
to the ephod.

72. The following occurrences of rv,a} are either minuses or part of a synonymous variant in
the Ì: 12:32; 28:26; 30:6b, 37; 35:16; 36:12; 37:13 (Ì 38:10); 38:30 (Ì 39:7); 39:39. These minuses will
be discussed with other minuses in chapter five. 

73. As noted above, this is parallel to the translations in 29:42 and 30:6, but the translation
equivalent in this verse is unique. In 30:36 o{qen is used instead of ejn oi|". This choice may clarify that it
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lent kaqav is used in two verses that are similar in content to the relative clauses
that occur with rv,a}K'.74 Both of these relative clauses have been interpreted by the
translator(s) as modifiers of the entire clause, rather than as modifying one ele-
ment in the clause. In this way, they are functionally equivalent to relative clauses
that begin with the phrase rv,a}K'. In addition, the reordering of the text may have
affected the choice of translation equivalents in 38:22 (Ì 37:20).75

Relative clauses with rv,a}K' are generally interpreted as adverbial modifiers
of the main clause, though this is not always the case as can be seen in 27:8.76 Most
of these relative clauses are translated as comparatives, but the type or emphasis
on the comparison is not always uniform, as can be seen by the variety of transla-
tion equivalents used for relative clauses with rv,a}K'. In 12:25b, the Ì uses kaqovti,
which is used with a causal component elsewhere in Exodus and is often used with
subjunctive clauses.77 Another infrequently used translation choice for rv,a}K'
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is the general location that is the focal point for the self-revelation of God and not “all the foregoing
matters,” as noted above. 

74. In 38:21 (Ì 37:19), the idiomatic Hebrew relative clause, hv,mo yPiAl[' dQ'Pu rv,a}, is trans-
lated into more natural Greek, kaqa; sunetavgh Mwush'/. In 38:22 (Ì 37:20), the Greek translation of
the relative clause hv,moAta, hw:hy“ hW:xiArv,a}AlK; tae is identical with other phrases used throughout the
second account, kaqa; sunevtaxen kuvrio" tw'/ Mwush'/, e.g., 39:5, 7 (Ì 36:12, 14). This raises the possi-
bility that the translator’s Vorlage was more like that of the similar phrases or that the translator was
increasing the consistency of the translation by using the same phrase as in other passages.

75. In 38:22 (Ì 37:20), the use of kaqav reflects a slight shift in meaning from the Hebrew text.
In the ˜, the focus is on the fact that Bezalel completed all the tasks that God commanded Moses to
do, hv,moAta, hw:hy“ hW:xiArv,a}AlK; tae hc;[;. In the Ì, in contrast, the focus is on the manner, i.e., Bezalel
did just as the Lord commanded Moses, ejpoivhsen kaqa; sunevtaxen kuvrio" tw'/ Mwush'/. This shift
results in a more appropriate beginning for the list of items that Bezalel constructs in Ì 38 in that the
introductory summary statement does not emphasize the completion of everything. This shift may
also indicate that the larger reordering of the material in the second tabernacle account had already
taken place. While the Hebrew phrase is appropriate for its location after the making of the furniture
for the tabernacle, the Greek phrase is more appropriate for its location before the making of the fur-
niture. Thus, if the Vorlage was similar to the ˜, the choice of this translation equivalent was affected
not only by its function in the clause, but also by its position in the entire text. Alternately, this transla-
tion equivalent could, of course, be the reflection of a different Vorlage. 

76. In 27:8, the Ì has interpreted the relative clause with rv,a}K' as if it were a preposition fol-
lowed by a relative clause used substantivally, kata; to; paradeicqevn soi ejn tw/' o[rei. This relative
clause is similar to the relative clauses in 25:40 and 26:30 in both form and content. The major differ-
ence is that there is no antecedent for the relative clause in either Greek or Hebrew and so the particip-
ial clause is used substantivally. The choice of lexical equivalents is also unique, i.e., paradeivknumi
instead of deivknumi, which is used in the two similar phrases. Thus, the choice of translation equiva-
lents for this occurrence of rv,a}K' was probably influenced by the desire to make it more like the simi-
lar passages in the preceding chapters (or it may have had a different Vorlage), but the resulting
translation was still not identical with that of preceding phrases.

77. According to the standard lexicons, kaqovti can be used both causally as well as compara-
tively. The causal interpretation of the text is probably one factor in the choice of translation equiva-
lents in some verses (e.g., 1:12). Even in the comparative usages, however, the focus may be more on
the causative force or reason in the relative clause rather than on a comparison of the manner. This
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clauses is kaqavper, which according to Louw and Nida is a more emphatic form
than kaqav.78 In the tabernacle accounts, kaqavper is only used in conjunction
with two cultic activities, the ritual washing of the priests and the burning of
incense for the first time.79

The remaining occurrences of rv,a}K'' are translated by either kaqav or o}n
trovpon, translation equivalents that seem to largely overlap in meaning within the
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can possibly be seen in 34:4 in which one wonders if Moses went back up the mountain with the new
set of stone tables as (comparatively) or because (causally) God commanded him to go. In any case,
whether being used comparatively or causally, kaqovti is often used when there is a negative element in
the context or when it is a hypothetical situation (1:17; 10:10; 21:22). The use of the subjunctive in
12:25, therefore, may have been a factor that contributed to the choice of kaqovti. While kaqovti does
not occur in the tabernacle accounts, it illustrates one more choice that the translator had in his reper-
toire as a translation equivalent for rv,a}K'.

78. The word kaqavper is one of the “emphatic markers of comparison between events and
states,” and is said to be more emphatic than kaqav in Johannes P. Louw and Eugene A. Nida, eds.,
Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament: Based on Semantic Domains, 2d ed. (New York: United
Bible Societies, 1989), s.v. 64.15.

79. These two occurrences in the Hebrew text are found at the conclusion of the book when
worship is instituted for the first time. This might have contributed to the choice of a more emphatic
form, but due to the reordering of the text, these two occurrences are widely separated in the Ì (40:27
and 40:32 [Ì 38:27]). In addition, the other event that might have been expected to use the same
emphatic form, the offering up of the first burnt offering (40:29), is a minus in the Ì. Thus, the order
of these two cultic activities in the Hebrew Vorlage of the Ì (if it was like the ˜) might have encour-
aged an emphatic reading, which the translation may reflect, but despite this emphasis the translator
or his Vorlage did not feel bound to maintain that same order due to other exegetical considerations. 

In the remainder of Exodus, kaqavper is mainly used in situations where an emphatic compar-
ison would not be inappropriate, and often it occurs throughout a passage, though not without an
occasional occurrence of a less emphatic form. For instance, the similarity of the quantity of brick in
comparison to previous days is emphasized (5:7, 13, 14) and throughout the first part of the account
of the ten miracles it is repeatedly emphasized that things are occurring just as predicted or com-
manded (7:6, 10, 13, 20, 22; 8:9, 11, 15, 23, 27; 9:35). (The occurrence of kaqav in 9:12 is unusual. It is
also the first occurrence of this form in Exodus, but due to other minute changes in the larger text, the
reason for this choice could probably only be understood through a complete analysis of the text,
which is beyond the scope of this book.) The emphatic nature of the comparisons in this first part of
Exodus, however, eventually disappears and by the time the translator reaches the instructions for the
Passover he is simply stating that things are done in accordance with the commands, kaqav (12:28, 31,
35, 50). The five remaining occurrences of the emphatic form, kaqavper, are found in connection with
the manna being kept overnight as commanded (16:24); Joshua conquering the Amalekites because
he did as commanded (17:10); God’s first person command about the feast of unleavened bread
(23:15; 34:18 [rv,a}K' in the ˇ]); and the fact that the second set of stone tablets were identical to the
first set (34:4). In retrospect it is easy to see that these were important events, but it must be acknowl-
edged that the difference between kaqavper and kaqav is not overwhelming. In addition, while
kaqavper is generally used as a translation of rv,a}K', a few of the examples are emphatic translations of
K]. This translation of K] occurs when the object of this preposition is interpreted as referring either to
an activity that is inferred from the context (5:7, 14; 34:4) or the nominal form was read as an infini-
tive construct (8:9, 27). Likewise, while kaqav is generally a translation of rv,a}K', it also can be used as a
translation of K], when the object of the preposition is interpreted as referring to an event (or possibly
when the unpointed text was read as an infinitive construct rather than as a noun, as in 12:31, 35;
32:28), or as a translation of rv,a} (38:21, 22 [Ì 37:19, 20]), as discussed above. 
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tabernacle accounts. Within Exodus, however, kaqav is always used with speech
forms, i.e., in conformity with a command, whereas o}n trovpon, in addition to
being used with speech, is also used in comparisons of other types of events.80

Modern studies of the tabernacle accounts often emphasize the two seven-fold
repetitions of the phrase hv,moAta, hw:hy“ hW:xi rv,a}K' or a similar phrase, which are
found in 39 and 40.81 This “important” seven-fold pattern, however, was either
not noticed, purposely obliterated by the translation technique of dissimilation,
or else the translator translated contextually focusing on a different type of mean-
ing than what is identified by modern scholars.82 In any case, the result is that in
the Ì neither chapter has a seven-fold repetition.83
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80. In Exodus, kaqav is used to translate a variety of Hebrew forms, as noted above, but in all
instances it is used to emphasize the compliance of the participants to verbal instructions by stating
that an activity was done according to the verbal instructions or commands that are given for that
activity (9:12; 12:28, 35, 50; 32:28; 38:21, 22 [Ì 37:19, 20]; 39:1, 5, 7, 21, 26 [Ì 36:8, 12, 14, 28, 33], 32
[r`ak in ˇ] [Ì 39:10]; 40:19). The phrase o}n trovpon can also be used for this type of affirmation that
the activity was done according to a previous verbal statement (13:11; 16:34; 39:29, 31 [Ì 36:36, 38];
39:43 [Ì 39:23]; 40:21, 23, 25). In addition, however, o}n trovpon can be used to compare two events,
such as the similarity in the manner of killing (2:14) and the similarity in the manner of anointing
(40:15). The use of o}n trovpon in the translation of a complex construction, !t,yair“ rv,a} yK
!/Yh' !yIr'x]miAta,, in 14:13 may indicate that the translator was focusing on the manner in which the
Egyptians were seen by the Israelites, i.e., as a conquering armed force that was rapidly approaching
(14:10). Modern translations, in contrast, interpret this use of rv,a} as a substantival relative clause and
translate it as a reference to the specific Egyptians seen that day (NIV, NRSV). Interestingly enough,
Gesenius identified this as one of the few occurrences where rv,a} “occurs in the same sense” as rv,a}K'.
See E. Kautzsch, ed., Gesenius’ Hebrew Grammar, Second English ed. (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1910), § 161b. If his understanding of the grammar is correct, then the Ì translation of this verse as a
comparison is affirmed and should at least be considered by modern translations. In any case, for the
Ì translator the focus was not on the fact that those particular Egyptians would never be seen again,
but that the Israelites would never again be in a situation where they would be on the verge of being
totally destroyed by a well-armed Egyptian army. This translation may, however, simply be a reflec-
tion of a Vorlage that was similar to that of the ˇ, r`ak. See Cornelis Houtman, Exodus, vol. 2, Chap-
ters 7:14-19:25, Historical Commentary on the Old Testament, trans. Sierd Woudstra (Kampen,
Netherlands: Kok Publishing House, 1996), 265, who refers to Philo and others who seem to have
shared this understanding of the text. These last three examples may affirm that even though o}n trov-
pon and kaqav can be used interchangeable in the tabernacle accounts, the focus of o}n trovpon is more
on the manner in which the activity is done versus the more generic comparison that is signaled by
kaqav. From a Western perspective, however, there seems to be little difference between these forms in
the tabernacle accounts. 

81. The following occurrences are generally counted in the two seven-fold repetitions of the
clause: 39:1, 5, 7, 21, 26, 29, 31; 40:19, 21, 23, 25, 27, 29, 32. See John I. Durham, Exodus, vol. 3, Word
Biblical Commentary (Waco, Tex.: Word Books, 1987), 494, 500, though there appears to be a typo-
graphic error on p. 494. See also A. H. McNeile, The Book of Exodus (London: Methuen and Company,
1908), 155-56, who further expands upon the seven-fold arrangements in the tabernacle accounts. In
addition, the same clause is found in the summary statement in 39:43. 

82. One might argue that the translator was using a different Vorlage, an argument that might
be more effective for chapter 40 than for chapter 39, where the only difference in most cases is the
choice of o}n trovpon versus kaqav. 

83. In the first seven-fold set, the Ì uses kaqav for the first five occurrences (Ì 36:8, 12, 14, 28,
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In summary, relative clauses with rv,a} and rv,a}K' are translated by a slightly
smaller variety of translation equivalents than seen in the two previous sections.
The default translation of rv,a} is o{", which also can occur with a plus, o{" ejstin,
in the translation of nonverbal clauses. The more frequently used form with non-
verbal clauses that indicate location is oJ, which can also occur with the plus of a
participle that interprets or clarifies more complex grammatical structures. When
the relative pronoun refers to a quantity of items, especially when it occurs with
lKo, the translation equivalent o{so" is used. In addition, five other translation
equivalents are used for a limited number of semantic functions or interpreta-
tions.84 The default translation of rv,a}K' cannot be established on the basis of the
tabernacle accounts because it is translated by both kaqav and o}n trovpon in almost
equal amounts. Further study is needed to better understand the difference
between these translation equivalents in Ì Exodus. The three remaining transla-
tion equivalents are used in limited contexts where they add slight layers of inter-
pretation to the text.85
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33) and o}n trovpon for the last two occurrences (Ì 36:36, 38) and also for the summary (Ì 39:23),
which is, however, located in a different chapter in the Ì. In the second set, in contrast, one phrase is a
minus in the Ì (40:29); kaqav is used for the first occurrence (40:19); o}n trovpon is use for the next
three occurrences (40:21, 23, 25); and the final two occurrences are translated by kaqavper (40:27, 32
[Ì 38:27]).

If the manner or some other focus was the reason for the translator’s use of o}n trovpon in some
places, then the translator was possibly interpreting the dependent clause on a sentence level rather
than on a discourse level. If this is the case, the activity for which the manner was being emphasized
would be the activity in the immediately preceding clause. If so, the translator was distinguishing the
manner in which the following activities were accomplished: the manner in which the sashes were
embroidered, the manner of attaching the rosette to the miter, the manner of shielding the ark with
the curtain, the manner of placing the bread on the table, and the manner in which the lamps were
placed before (facing ?) the Lord. In contrast, generic comparisons that simply stated that it was done
according to the instructions of the Lord were used for the following activities: the making of the robes
for the priest, the workmanship of the band of the ephod, the placement of the stones on the shoul-
ders, the use of the blue cord to keep the breastpiece from swinging away from the ephod, the inter-
mingling of the bells and pomegranates on the hem of the robe, and the stretching out of the outer
layers of the tent. These two lists do not appear to be distinctly different in the eyes of the modern
reader. The use of these two translation equivalents does, however, raise the important question about
whether the translator was reading this phrase, hv,moAta, hw:hy“ hW:xi rv,a}K', as a discourse level phe-
nomenon (i.e., a phrase used to segment the text in 39 and 40) or whether the translator was simply
reading it as a part of the sentence to which it was grammatically connected. This type of variation in
translation equivalents could be an important indicator of the level on which the translator was read-
ing his text. Alternately, the variation between kaqav and o}n trovpon could simply indicate that modern
exegetes attach a higher degree of importance to the seven-fold repetition of this phrase than did the
translator of Ì Exodus.

84. These include the following translation equivalents: kaqav, katav, o{qen, o{sti", and the gen-
itive case.

85. These three equivalents are kaqavper, kaqovti, and katav followed by an article and a par-
ticiple, which involves a reinterpretation of the text.
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Summary

In this section I have examined translation equivalents for three grammatical
structures—the preposition B], simple construct chains, and relative clauses with
rv,a}. By means of this detailed study, it has been shown that each construction
was translated by a multitude of translation equivalents that were chosen accord-
ing to the semantic and grammatical context in which the structure was found.
The preposition B] was translated by twenty-one distinct translation equivalents
in addition to idiomatic translations of phrases. Of these, eleven were found to
occur in both tabernacle accounts. Of the remaining translation equivalents, the
control sample was found to contain the largest quantity (six) of translation
equivalents that were unique to one section. This is due to the fact that the control
sample was also the section in which B] was used with the highest relative fre-
quency and with the largest diversity of semantic functions. Thus, the variety in
the choice of translation equivalents for B] was largely controlled by semantic and
grammatical factors in the text, rather than by any difference in translators.

The simple construct chain was likewise translated by a diversity of transla-
tion equivalents in addition to examples that were restructured or reinterpreted in
the translation. Of the twelve translation equivalents used for construct chains,
nine were found in both tabernacle accounts. The remaining three occurred in
limited contexts that were found in one of the tabernacle accounts in addition to
the control sample. As with the translation equivalents for B], the control sample
contained at least one example of almost every translation equivalent despite its
relatively small size. This diversity again points to the fact that the variety of
semantic and grammatical contexts was the controlling factor in the choice of
translation equivalents in the control sample.

The final grammatical structure analyzed, the relative clause with rv,a}, was
translated by fifteen different translation equivalents. Of these, seven occur in
both tabernacle accounts. Unlike the two previous grammatical constructions,
the control sample did not contain the widest diversity of translation equivalents
for the relative clause. This is probably due to the fact that relative clauses tend to
be used more in descriptive and procedural material and thus the greatest diver-
sity of contexts occurred in the second tabernacle account, which used eleven dif-
ferent translation equivalents. The difference in distribution is also due to the fact
that the relative pronoun occurs much less frequently (122 times) than the prepo-
sition B] (296 times) or the simple construct chain (over 500 times). This more
limited number of examples resulted in a more limited distribution of the transla-
tion equivalents. Again, as with the other two grammatical structures, the seman-
tic and grammatical (including discourse-level) contexts were shown to have had
an effect on the choice of translation equivalents for the relative clause.

All four sections of Exodus show a similar approach to the translation of
grammatical structures. Because of this similar approach to the translation of
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grammatical structures, the only evidences that may point to a difference in trans-
lators are the differences in the interpretations of parallel verses and similar
phrases. In the next section, a few of these differences in interpretation will be
noted.

IV. Other Observations Gained from
Studying the Translation of

Grammatical Structures

In a translation that is not woodenly literal, the choice of translation equivalents
for grammatical structures, whether consciously or unconsciously made, indi-
cates the translator’s interpretation of ambiguous structures. Because of this, dif-
ferences in the translation equivalents for these structures, in combination with
choice of lexical equivalents, may indicate the presence of two interpretations.
This choice will not, however, indicate whether the two interpretations derive
from one or two translators. At the same time, however, some of these differences
in translation equivalents are determined by the grammatical contexts rather than
by a difference in interpretation. Distinguishing between differences in transla-
tion equivalents caused by differences in interpretation and those caused by dif-
ferences in grammatical context, both of which will be illustrated below, is one of
the major difficulties in any study of the Ì.

Clarifying or Reinterpreting Ambiguous Structures

The Ì translation tends to clarify ambiguous grammatical structures such as con-
struct chains, but differences in the manner of clarification may be seen between
the two tabernacle accounts. The second tabernacle account’s translation of
dpoaeh; ly[im] clarifies the relationship between the two items, as can be seen in the
translation to;n uJpoduvthn uJpo; th;n ejpwmivda (39:22 [Ì 36:29]). If the reader had
not seen the garments of the high priest or did not know what each term referred
to, the construct chain dpoaeh; ly[im] might be interpreted incorrectly as a part-
whole construction similar to dpoaeh; tpot]Ki (39:7 [Ì 36:14]). In the first account,
in contrast, the identical phrase in the ˜ is translated by uJpoduvthn podhvrh
(28:31), a translation that identifies the robe by an attribute rather than by its rela-
tionship to the ephod, as in the Hebrew text. The Ì translation of this same phrase
in 29:5 probably is a reflection of a unique Vorlage that is identical to neither the ̃
nor the ˇ.86 In any case, the Ì continues to refer to a floor-length garment that is
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86. In the ˜ the phrase dpoaeh;Ata,w“ dpoaeh; ly[im] taew“ is part of a list of four items with which
Moses is told to clothe Aaron. In the ˇ, in contrast, the list is subdivided by means of additional verbs
that are pluses with respect to the ˜. As a result, ly[mh ta is the only direct object in a clause and
@`jh taw dwpah ta are the direct objects in the next clause. 
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separate from the ephod, to;n citw'na to;n podhvrh kai; th;n ejpwmivda. Thus, the
phrase dpoaeh; ly[im] is distinctly interpreted in each tabernacle account, but the
second account’s translation is a more accurate representation of the probable
Hebrew Vorlage in that both the robe and the ephod are retained and the relation-
ship between the two is clarified.

Some ambiguous construct chains are clarified in an identical manner in
both tabernacle accounts. This may be due to the fact that unlike the above “clari-
fication” in the first account, which may not have accurately interpreted the chain,
the first account’s clarification of !yaiLumi ynEb]a' by livqou" eij" th;n glufh;n was
acceptable enough to be maintained in verses that were otherwise identical
(25:7=35:9). In a later, nonparallel verse (35:27), however, a different lexical
equivalent, plhrwvsew", was used for !yaiLumi, as well as a genitive construction
rather than a noun followed by a prepositional phrase. This clarification avoids
the combination of two similar prepositional phrases in a row, eij" th;n glufh;n eij"
th;n ejpwmivda, which is a less frequently used Greek construction.87 The use of a
genitive construction also reflects a change in the interpretation of the construct
chain. Rather than being stones that were identified by their location in the set-
tings, the stones were identified with reference to the activity of filling (placing ?)
them into the ephod and the breastpiece.88 Thus, while the second account shares
the translation found in a verse that is identical to a verse in the first account, the
translator of the second account felt free to reinterpret the phrase or use a more
neutral translation in a slightly different context.

These two examples of clarification of ambiguous structures illustrate an
approach similar to that seen in the choice of lexical equivalents discussed in
chapter three. In parallel verses where the first account was fairly accurate, the sec-
ond account used the same translation equivalent. When, however, the first
account was inaccurate, the second account chose a more accurate translation
equivalent. If a phrase from the first account was used in a new context in the sec-
ond account, the translator of the second account felt free to use a translation
equivalent that was more appropriate for the context. Thus, a few of the transla-
tion equivalents of grammatical structures can be used to support the hypothesis
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87. A quick computer search produced only five examples in the NT and ten in the Ì that had
this exact grammatical form, although a more complex search would certainly produce a few more
examples of a similar nature.

88. Alternately, this could be a reference to the dedication, but this is the only occurrence of
plhvrwsi" in Exodus and so I can only speculate about the exact meaning. On the surface level, this
translation appears to be an etymologically based interpretation, a technique that may indicate that
the translator did not fully understand the meaning and thus used the default translation of the gram-
matical structure, a genitive construction, and an etymologically based lexical equivalent. See
Emanuel Tov, “Did the Septuagint Translators Always Understand Their Hebrew Text?,” in De Septu-
aginta: Studies in Honour of John William Wevers on His Sixty-fifth Birthday, ed. Albert Pietersma and
Claude E. Cox (Mississauga, Ontario, Canada: Benden Publications, 1984), 67-68, for a discussion of
etymological translation as a technique used when translators did not understand the text.
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that a second translator likely produced the second tabernacle account of the Ì
Exodus using the translation of the first tabernacle account as a point of refer-
ence.89

Grammatically Influenced Choices 

Most translation equivalents are primarily affected by the semantic context. In
light of these semantic contexts, the translator chooses translation equivalents
that clarify or reinterpret the meaning of ambiguous phrases. A few choices of
translation equivalents for grammatical structures, however, are more strongly
affected by the grammatical context than by the semantic context. These gram-
matical contexts influence the choice between similar translation equivalents that
in other contexts clearly distinguish differences in meaning. Thus, the difference
in meaning between two translation equivalents is effectively neutralized in some
grammatical contexts. As a result, two different translation equivalents will some-
times communicate the same basic meaning.

The translation of vd,qo in the nomen rectum of a construct chain provides a
good illustration of the neutralization of differences in meaning between two oth-
erwise contrastive translation equivalents. The noun vd,qo, when it is used inde-
pendently in the tabernacle accounts, refers to a part of the tabernacle, i.e., the
Holy Place.90 When the singular form of this noun is used in the nomen rectum of
a construct chain, however, it can be translated by one of two translation equiva-
lents, i.e., an adjective that agrees with the preceding noun or a genitive form used
substantivally that modifies the preceding noun. The adjective is used to convey
an attribute of an item, i.e., a holy item, but the genitive form refers to the fact that
the substantive in the nomen regens is in some type of relationship to the part of
the tabernacle that is called the Holy Place. Most items that are in a construct
chain with vd,qo are consistently translated by means of one or the other of the
translation equivalents so that the item is either considered holy or is related to
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89. Another example of contrasting choice of translation equivalents for a prepositional phrase
is the translation of hd:Why“ hFem'l] by th'" fulh'" Iouda in the first account (31:2) and by ejk fulh'" Iouda
in the second account (35:30; 38:22 [Ì 37:20]). Contrasting translations are also seen for the phrase
hw:hyl' vd,qo, which is translated @Agivasma kurivou in the first account (28:36) and @Agivasma kurivw/ in
the parallel verse of the second account (39:30 [Ì 36:37]). In a different context in the first account the
same phrase is also translated aJgiva tw'/ kurivw/ (31:15), when it is used as a description of the Sabbath
rather than as the inscription on the rosette. Other differences in the translation of grammatical struc-
tures are noted in appendix B.

90. When the independent noun vd,qo refers to the Holy Place, it is almost always an articu-
lated singular noun in both Greek and Hebrew (26:33; 28:29, 35, 43), though the Ì has been slightly
restructured in 28:43, as discussed elsewhere. In 29:30, however, the plural, toi'" aJgivoi", is used. Wev-
ers sees this as a reference to both the Holy Place and Holy of Holies due to the translator’s under-
standing of this verse as referring to the high priest, who goes into both parts of the tabernacle. See
WeversNotes, 480.
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the Holy Place.91 Unfortunately, some of these items are only referred to in one
section of the text and this limited context may have contributed to the uniform
choice of translation equivalents. The translations of vd,Qoh' lq,v, and vd,qoAydEg“bi,
however, illustrate the use of both translation equivalents to refer seemingly to the
same items. For these two phrases the conditioning factor for the choice of trans-
lation equivalents is either the translation technique or the grammatical con-
text.92 Thus, because of grammatical context and/or translation technique, the
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91. For instance, when vd,qo is used with a noun that refers to work, the genitive form is always
used. This probably indicates that the work itself was not viewed as holy. Instead, vd,qo was interpreted
as referring to the Holy Place and the work was work done with reference to the Holy Place, as can be
seen in the following examples: vd,Qoh' td'bo[} tk,al,m]—ta; e[rga tou' aJgivou (36:3); vd,Qoh' tk,al,m]—ta;
e[rga tou' aJgivou (36:4). As with the use of the plural to refer to the Holy Place and the Holy of Holies,
as noted above, a similar choice of the plural may be seen in 38:24 (Ì 39:1) where the work is referring
to the gold that was used not only in the Holy Place, but also in the Holy of Holies, if the use of the plu-
ral is indeed purposeful in the Ì. The translation and restructuring of vd,Qoh' td'bo[} tk,al,m] in 36:1 by
ta; e[rga kata; ta; a{gia kaqhvkonta may be due to literary restructuring involving the use of lexical
equivalents that link this section with the first part of Exodus. For a discussion of the choice of lexical
equivalents in this verse and the contrasting of the work here and in 5:13, see Detlef Fraenkel, “Über-
setzungsnorm und literarische Gestaltung—Spuren individueller Übersetzungstechnik in Exodus
25ff. + 35ff.,” in VIII Congress of the International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies,
Paris, 1991, ed. Leonard Greenspoon and Olivier Munnich, Septuagint and Cognate Studies, no. 41
(Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars Press, 1995), 83-84. Likewise, offerings of various types are considered to be
related to the Holy Place rather than being holy in and of themselves, vd,Qoh' tm'Wrt]—ta;" ajparca;"
tou' aJgivou (36:6). In contrast, the oil of anointing is holy and the adjectival form is used as the transla-
tion equivalent for the unarticulated form of vd,qo, as follows: vd,qoAtj'v]mi @m,v,—e[laion cri'sma
a{gion (30:25 [2x]); vd,qoAtj'v]mi @m,v,—#Elaion a[leimma crivsew" a{gion (30:31). In 37:29 (Ì 38:25),
the oil of anointing is described as holy in a clearly attributive usage, vd,qo hj;v]Mih' @m,v,, rather than by
means of a construct chain. The translation in Greek, however, uses the same adjectival form (with the
addition of articulation) as was also seen in the translation equivalents for the construct chains, to;
e[laion th'" crivsew" to; a{gion. Soisalon-Soininen also noted the variations in the translation of
vd,qo in the Pentateuch, but in contrast to the above description he suggested that the word vd,qo is
translated by an adjective when it cannot refer to the sanctuary. See Soisalon-Soininen, “Verschiedene
Wiedergaben der hebräischen Status-Constructus-Verbindung,” 65-66.

92. In the first tabernacle account, two different lexical equivalents are used for lq,v, and two
translation equivalents are likewise used for vd,Qoh' in the construct chain. When lq,v, is used for a
monetary unit in the first account, the shekel is described as holy, to; divdracmon to; a{gion (30:13).
Later, when the shekel refers to a unit of measure, however, the first account refers to it as being
related to the Holy Place using a genitive, sivklou" tou' aJgivou (30:24). In the second tabernacle
account the choice of translation equivalents for the construct chain illustrates a technique similar to
that used for the choice of lexical equivalents, as discussed in chapter three. The translator compro-
mised in order to maintain continuity with the first tabernacle account. As a result, the translator used
the lexical equivalent of 30:24 and the translation equivalent for the construct chain seen in 30:13,
which resulted in the form to;n sivklon to;n a{gion (38:24, 26 [Ì 39:1, 3]).

In contrast to the translation of the holy shekel, the holy garments are not affected by lexical
equivalents, but two different translation equivalents for the construct chain are found in both taber-
nacle accounts. The word vd,qo is translated by an adjective when it is followed by a construction indi-
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difference between otherwise distinct translation equivalents is effectively neu-
tralized and both translation equivalents with these specific phrases should be
interpreted in an identical manner.

Summary

Within a free translation, such as Ì Exodus, the choice of translation equivalents
for grammatical structures is one of the indicators of a difference in the transla-
tor’s interpretation of the text. Thus, small differences between the two tabernacle
accounts may be the result of a difference in translators. Each context, however,
must be carefully examined for its effect on the choice of translation equivalents.
In some grammatical contexts, the difference between two otherwise contrastive
translation equivalents may be effectively neutralized so that there is no difference
in meaning. The choice of lexical equivalents in these contexts is almost com-
pletely controlled by the difference in grammatical context. Examples such as the
ones discussed in this section, then, emphasize the importance of context and
point to the tension that exists between assigning a discrete meaning difference to
every grammatical structure versus acknowledging the semantic similarity of
contrasting grammatical structures in some contexts. This kind of tension, how-
ever, is common in all languages and is thus another indicator of the naturalness
of the Ì translation of Exodus.

IV. Conclusions

Over the last century scholars have attempted to quantify the differences that they
intuitively know to be present in the translation of grammatical structures in the
putative component parts of the Ì Scriptures. These studies have produced statis-
tics that appear to support conclusions that have been made on a more intuitive
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cating the person for whom the garments are made or to whom they belong, as follows: vd,qoAydeg“bi
*yjia; @roh}a'l]—stolh;n aJgivan Aarwn tw'/ ajdelfw'/ sou (28:2), wyn:b;l]W *yjia; @roh}a'l] vd,qoAydeg“bi—stola;"
aJgiva" Aarwn kai; toi'" uiJoi'" aujtou' (28:4), @heKoh' @roh}a'l] vd,Qoh' ydeg“Bi—ta;" stola;" ta;" aJgiva" Aarwn
tou' iJerevw" (35:19). When vd,qo is followed by a relative clause or is in a construct chain used indepen-
dently, vd,qo is generally translated by a genitive, as follows: @roh}a'l] rv,a} vd,Qoh' ydeg“bi—hJ stolh; tou'
aJgivou, h{ ejstin Aarwn (29:29), vd,Qoh' ydeg“bi—ta;" stola;" tou' aJgivou (35:21), rv,a} vd,Qoh' ydeg“Bi
@roh}a'l]—ta;" stola;" tw'n aJgivwn, ai{ eijsin Aarwn tw'/ iJerei' (39:1 [Ì 36:8—tw'/ iJerei' is a plus in the Ì]).
The only exception is in 40:13, vd,Qoh' ydeg“Bi tae @roh}a'Ata, T;v]B'l]hiw“—kai; ejnduvsei" Aarwn ta;" stola;"
ta;" aJgiva". This verse, however, could be confusing due to the presence of Aarwn, which is indeclin-
able, before the noun phrase ta;" stola;" ta;" aJgiva". The similarity of the translation of this phrase to
other above mentioned phrases with an adjective, i.e., the fact that the name Aaron is adjacent to the
noun phrase, possibly influenced the translator’s choice of the adjective form as the translation equiv-
alent for vd,qo. This may not have been a conscious choice, but translators often evaluate phrases on
the basis of the way they “sound” and intuitively choose the less ambiguous or less complex transla-
tion equivalent.
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basis, especially in delineating the most literally translated books from the most
freely translated books. Studies of smaller sections and portions that are not as
distinct in their translation techniques, however, highlight the problems of these
types of statistical studies. In addition, several of the grammatical features studied
include such a small sampling of data that they cannot be used as major pieces of
evidence for any theory about the number of translators that produced the taber-
nacle accounts of Ì Exodus. Because of these types of difficulties, I chose to study
three frequently occurring Hebrew structures and focused on identifying the
grammatical structures that were used to translate these three structures. Within
the four sections of Exodus used in this book, each of these Hebrew structures was
translated by a wide array of translation equivalents, each of which was generally
connected with a small cluster of semantic functions. Some of the grammatical
structures were found to share a few semantic functions, but in general each
Greek structure was used to translate a defined range of semantic functions. In
addition, one of the translation equivalents for each structure served as the
“catch-all” or default translation that was probably used for any questionable
Hebrew structures. For the preposition B], the default translation was ejn; for the
simple construct chain, the default translation was the Greek genitive construc-
tion; and for the relative clause with rv,a}, the default translation was o{". Each of
these default translation equivalents was a very generic term that was used for a
wide range of meanings in natural Greek. This natural fit between Greek and
Hebrew grammatical structures, however, did not stop the translator from using a
full range of more specific Greek translation equivalents that were controlled by
the semantic and grammatical contexts.

The translation equivalents used for these grammatical structures were not
evenly distributed among all four sections. The tabernacle accounts seemed to
share half or more of the translation equivalents that were available for each
grammatical structure. The shared translation equivalents were due in most cases
to shared semantic functions that were translated in similar ways, some of which
were in parallel verses. This high degree of shared equivalents seemed to point to a
similar approach to the choice of translation equivalents. The translation equiva-
lents that were not shared were primarily due to the lack of shared semantic func-
tions, rather than the translator(s) having chosen to translate grammatical
structures in conflicting ways. There were, however, a few examples of choices of
translation equivalents that clearly illustrated different interpretations of the text.
As with the choices of lexical equivalents, however, the translator of the second
account only diverged from the first account when the translation in the first
account was questionable or when there was no exact parallel of a context in the
first account. It is only with a few examples of this nature that the two-translator
theory of the production of the tabernacle accounts might be supported. Aside
from that, both tabernacle accounts seem to use the same context-sensitive
approach to the translation of grammatical structures.
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The primary value of this study of the translation of grammatical structures
is that it has shown that all parts of the tabernacle accounts of the Ì Exodus are
carefully crafted pieces of translation, whether done intuitively or consciously.
Claims by Gooding and Fin that the translation was sloppy and inconsistent have
already been shown to be invalid in the area of lexical equivalents and in this
chapter have been shown to be invalid in the area of translation equivalents of
grammatical structures. There are, admittedly, cases where the semantic differ-
ence between two contrasting translation equivalents is effectively neutralized due
to the grammatical context, but this type of neutralization of contrast can be
found cross-linguistically in many areas of linguistic studies. These types of con-
ditioning factors rather than pointing to a sloppy translation, show that Ì Exodus
is a translation in natural Greek by a translator or translators who interpreted the
text and then translated it in a manner that was appropriate for the semantic and
grammatical context.

Consistency of Translation Techniques148
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CHAPTER FIVE

Accuracy

Within the tabernacle accounts of Ì Exodus, pluses, minuses, synonymous vari-
ants, and differences in order affect the meaning of the text in similar ways, but
not in similar proportions. The most significant difference between the two
accounts is found in the minuses. The majority of the minuses in the first account
are largely those one would expect in any translation. In contrast, the minuses in
the second account produce an abbreviated text that is evidence of either a differ-
ent approach to the text (i.e., a different translator or the work of an editor) or a
different Vorlage. Even though the second account is highly abbreviated, the same
approach to lexical equivalents is seen throughout the second account, including
the major pluses. This indicates that the pluses were probably produced by the
same translator that produced the remainder of the second account, rather than
by Gooding’s inept editor. This translator also produced “improved” versions of
sections of the first account that were especially ambiguous. Because of our lack of
knowledge about translation techniques and definitions of accuracy in antiquity,
however, no definitive conclusion can be reached about the question of whether
the abbreviation of the text was due to the work of the translator or due to the
nature of the Vorlage that he used. Rather, the most that can be accomplished at
this time is to produce a careful description of the effect of textual variants on the
meaning communicated in both tabernacle accounts. Within that description, a
variety of differences will be identified that can be used as evidence to support the
hypothesis that a second translator likely produced the second tabernacle account
of the Old Greek Exodus using the translation of the first tabernacle account as a
point of reference.

In this chapter, after briefly defining accuracy I will review the methodology
used in two recent text critical analyses of Exodus. This review will provide a basis
of comparison for my methodology, which is an adaptation of current theory
used by some modern Bible translators. Next, I will define and illustrate the six
categories that will be used in the analysis of the differences in meaning that result
from textual variants in the tabernacle accounts. In the second section, I will pre-
sent an analysis of the pluses, minuses, synonymous variants, and differences in
order in the control sample and tabernacle accounts in light of the impact of these
variants on the meaning. Because of the large quantity of variants (over nine hun-

149
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dred), the analysis will at times consist of categorized lists in the notes, but all
interesting variants will be briefly discussed. In section three, the accuracy of the
tabernacle accounts will be compared and illustrated by a detailed examination of
two passages in the first account that are more ambiguous than their parallel pas-
sages in the second account. In addition, I will discuss the pluses that Gooding
believed were the key to the proper analysis of the second tabernacle account. In
the fourth section, the unanswerable questions about translation techniques and
accuracy in antiquity will be briefly discussed.

I. Defining and Measuring Accuracy

An accurate translation is one that conveys “what the original author intended to
communicate to his readers/hearers.”1 In the process of conveying this meaning
that the author intended, translators make numerous adjustments in at least the
following areas: participant referencing (the use of nouns, pronouns, proper
names, pronominal suffixes and verbal affixes to indicate to whom or to what the
author is referring), definiteness, and verbal systems.2 These kinds of adjustments
may not change the underlying meaning of the text, but they usually result in dif-
ferences in the surface form of the text. Adjustments of this nature are regularly
found in the Ì in addition to changes that reflect a difference in meaning. As a
result of these adjustments, the Ì contains many pluses, minuses, synonymous
variants, and differences in order with respect to the ˜. All of these variants must
be evaluated as possible evidence of a different Vorlage, but many of the variants
are due to the adjustments that are required by the process of translation. Since
the Vorlage of the Ì is unknown, accuracy, as used in this chapter, will refer to the
degree to which the ˜ and Ì communicate the same meaning. Differences in
meaning, therefore, may represent differences in the Vorlage, differences due to
translation techniques, or differences that arose in the process of the transmission
of the text.

Survey of Past Methodologies

The methodology that will be used in this chapter combines standard categories
used in previous text critical studies with an evaluation of the differences in
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1. Ernst R. Wendland, Language, Society, and Bible Translation: With Special Reference to the
Style and Structure of Segments of Direct Speech in the Scriptures (Roggebaai, Cape Town, South Africa:
Bible Society of South Africa, 1985), 216-17.

2. See John William Wevers, “The Use of Versions for Text Criticism: The Septuagint,” in La
Septuaginta en la investigacion contemporanea: V Congreso de la IOSCS, ed. Natalio Fernandez Marcos,
Textos y Estudios «Cardenal Cisneros» de la Biblia Poliglota Matritense, no. 34 (Madrid: Instituto
«Arias Montano» C.S.I.C., 1985), 18, who says about the addition of pronouns, “Such plusses have no
textual basis; they simply represent the translator’s attempt to render the intent of the source language
unambiguously.” 
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meaning between the ˜ and Ì using categories from modern translation theory.
Traditional text critical studies, however, are not identical in nature. Each study is
uniquely influenced by the author’s presuppositions and the goal of the study.
This can be seen in the following survey of the text critical aspects of two recent
studies that discuss some of the pluses, minuses, synonymous variants, and differ-
ences in order that are also discussed in this chapter.

In Sanderson’s analysis of variants in 4QpaleoExodm, ˜, ˇ, and Ì, she
focuses on classifying variants as either preferable, secondary, or synonymous
variants. These classifications are acknowledged as subjective, but are based on
careful argumentation that differentiates between a variant that is an error, which
would be the work of a scribe, versus a “less smooth reading,” which would be the
work of a “composer or editor.”3 While emphasizing the art of textual criticism as
opposed to the use of standard rules, she notes that her studies of Exodus have
affirmed the validity of the general rule that shorter readings are to be preferred.4

Having critically evaluated each variant, Sanderson then groups the variants
within each category “first by their attestation, and second by their type.” These
variants are then described using labels such as “shorter, longer, less familiar
word,” and many other descriptive phrases that “give indication of the nature of
that text or group.”5 Because the main goal of Sanderson’s work is to establish the
textual affinity and character of 4QpaleoExodm with respect to the three other
main witnesses to the text (˜, ˇ, and Ì), a large part of her work concentrates on
calculating the number and types of shared and independent readings. In combi-
nation with the statistical evaluation of the witnesses, however, Sanderson also
describes the character of each witness and the types of changes that have been
made in these witnesses. On the basis of her study of a limited number of variants
(less than two hundred), she concludes that 4QpaleoExodm is most closely related
to the ˇ tradition and notes concerning the Ì “that while it deserves its reputa-
tion of being expansionist, it nevertheless preserves some preferable shorter read-
ings as well.”6 These are just a few of the observations found in Sanderson’s
detailed examination of a wide variety of variants.
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3. In Sanderson’s discussion of the rule about “the more difficult reading,” she notes, “It has
seemed more helpful to me to distinguish actual errors, which have produced readings that are gram-
matically or syntactically wrong (to the best of our knowledge from this distance), from readings
which appear to be possible but not quite smooth. In the case of errors, one normally attributes the
correct reading to the composer or editor and the error to scribes. But in the case of readings that have
made a text read more smoothly, one normally attributes the less smooth reading to the composer or
editor and the more smooth, more flowing, more consistent reading to a scribe.” Judith E. Sanderson,
An Exodus Scroll from Qumran: 4QpaleoExod m and the Samaritan Tradition (Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars
Press, 1986), 46.

4. Ibid., 47. Her studies, however, were limited to the parts of Exodus extant in the 4Qpaleo-
Exodm scroll and therefore did not include much of the second tabernacle account.

5. Ibid., 50.
6. Ibid., 311.
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Nelson’s study of Exodus, in contrast to Sanderson’s traditional text critical
approach, focuses on the development of the texts of the tabernacle accounts.
Nelson emphasizes the use of the vocabulary of the Ì as evidence of the priority of
the Vorlage of Ì 37-38. Because of his presupposition that the Ì is a generally
accurate representation of a shorter Hebrew Vorlage in the second account, Nel-
son rarely refers to minuses in the Ì. Rather, the text is viewed as continually
expanding with further pluses, substitutions, and order changes as the Hebrew
text developed and was anchored into its current setting by narrative additions. In
his notes, he points to the pluses that occur in both accounts of the Ì and ˜ and
describes them in terms of “explicating glosses, additions from the same or nearby
verse; additions from similar, but more distant, verse; . . . conflations of variant
readings; and readings which suggest a different Vorlage than MT I.”7 Nelson
does, however, note that “small changes have occurred through normal copyist’s
errors, such as dittographies, haplographies, and the like.”8 His primary focus,
however, is on identifying textual variants that point to an intentional revision of
the text, rather than minor differences due to the work of scribes.

The contrast between these two approaches is obvious, even though both
discuss textual variants. As a result of their contrasting approaches, their analyses
of the evidence from variants in the Ì are also contrasting. Nelson gives priority to
the Ì and finds evidence of the “original” text in the unrevised “core” section of
the second account (Ì 37-38). Sanderson, in contrast, strives not to be biased and
as a result concludes that many differences are synonymous variants of equal sta-
tus that reflect the variety of text forms that were in existence before the text was
canonized. Sanderson finds very few preferable readings among the variants that
are unique to the Ì. Ultimately, the difference between Nelson’s and Sanderson’s
approaches to the text involves their presuppositions about the existence and
development of an Urtext, a topic that is beyond the scope of this book.

This study will use some of the categories seen in more traditional text criti-
cal studies, such as Sanderson’s. In contrast to the traditional emphasis on the size
of the variant, however, this factor will be largely ignored in my analysis due to the
fact that the size of the variant in a translation does not always reflect the impact
of the variant, as can be seen in a comparison of the impact of a “large” plus in
29:20 and a “minor” synonymous variant in 38:3 (Ì 38:23).9 In addition, rather
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7. Nelson, 295.
8. Ibid., 259.
9. In 29:20, the plus tou' dexiou' kai; ejpi; to; a[kron th'" ceiro;" th'" dexia'" kai; ejpi; to; a[kron tou'

podo;" tou' dexiou' may slightly affect the focus or emphasis of the passage, but primarily this plus “fills
in” information that is implicitly present in the elliptical statement in the ˜. The source of the plus in
the Ì could be ascribed to a scribal expansion in the Ì or in its Hebrew Vorlage or a minus in the ˜
with respect to the original text. This type of investigation of the development of the text, however, is
beyond the scope of this study. The important point for this study is that the Ì and ̃ are equivalent in
meaning, with the only difference being that the meaning has been explicitly stated in the Ì in contrast
to the ˜, which has left the meaning implicit.

wadelxx.qxd  1/28/2003  11:40 PM  Page 152



than analyzing the variants in the hopes of finding the preferable reading, as was
done by Sanderson, the textual variants will be examined to identify the similari-
ties and differences of the meaning in the Ì and ˜, i.e., how “accurate” the Ì is
with respect to the ˜. To accomplish this comparison, the text will be examined
using the tools of modern translation methodology in combination with cate-
gories similar to those of Sanderson, as will be discussed below.

Methodology Used in This Study

In this study I will evaluate the accuracy of the translation of the Ì tabernacle
accounts by comparing the types of meaning differences that are seen in the
pluses, minuses, synonymous variants, and differences in order of the Ì with
respect to the ˜. Pluses and minuses will be identified based on the increase or
decrease in the number of words in the text.10 Synonymous variants will include
the substitution of a Greek word or group of words for its Hebrew counterpart as
well as the substitution of grammatical forms, such as differences in the person
and/or number of a verb. Differences in order, both within the clause and on a
larger textual level, will be discussed after examining the other variants. Variants
that involve only conjunctions, articles, and prepositions will not generally be
included due to the limited nature of this study.11
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This large plus contrasts with a “minor” synonymous variant in which a singular is used
instead of a plural in 38:3 (Ì 38:23). Most differences of this nature in the Ì do not represent a differ-
ence in meaning. More often they represent language differences in which one language uses a singu-
lar collective and the other uses a plural. As a result, this type of “minor” difference in the Ì is usually
ignored in text critical studies, but in 38:3 (Ì 38:23) the minor synonymous variant indicates a small,
but significant difference in meaning. Rather than using a plural to refer to the censers used with the
altar in the ˜, the Ì uses the singular purei'on, which is also used in Ì 38:24 to refer to an integral part
of the bronze altar. Thus, a minor synonymous variant (the use of a singular) probably indicates a dif-
ference in meaning in the Ì, whereas the large plus in 29:20 did not change the meaning. 

10. For this study, Hebrew conjunctions, object suffixes, and similar grammatical units will be
treated as “words” in the sense that they function independently of the other “words” to which they
are attached. More importantly, they are treated as “words” because a literal translation in the Greek
language would use an independent word to represent them.

11. As was discussed in chapter two, conjunctions and articles are often used to clarify ambigu-
ous passages and thus, the variants that involve these items are important in text critical studies of dif-
ferent Hebrew texts. Because of the differences in the usage of these words in Hebrew and Greek,
however, it is difficult to determine if the variant is due to an underlying difference in the Hebrew Vor-
lage of the Ì or if the variant is due to standard usage in Greek. Conjunctions probably provide the
clearest examples of the importance of examining all the variants in the text. In the ˜, several apposi-
tional items have been reinterpreted in the Ì as separate items in lists. One example of this is seen in
36:2, in which the appositional phrase, hk;al;M]h'Ala, hb;r“q;l] /Bli /ac;n“ rv,a} lKo, has been reinter-
preted in the Ì as a separate group of people, as can be seen by the “addition” of the conjunction, kai;
pavnta" tou;" eJkousivw" boulomevnou" prosporeuvesqai pro;" ta; e[rga. It is possible that this is an
explicative usage of the conjunction, but this would not be the natural reading. English translations do
not follow the interpretation in the Ì. Instead, they are divided between interpreting this clause as a
true apposition (NRSV, NJPS) versus a coordinated restrictive relative clause (NIV, TEV). For a brief
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Rather than evaluating the size or grammatical structure of these variants in
the Ì, I will instead focus on the differences in the types of meaning communi-
cated in the Ì and the ˜. Each of the four sections of Exodus (the control sample,
first tabernacle account, core of second tabernacle account, and remainder of the
second tabernacle account) will be compared both with respect to the quantity of
pluses, minuses, synonymous variants, and differences in order, as well as the dif-
ferences in the types of meaning within each of these groups. In this section on
methodology, I will define and give examples that illustrate the six categories that
will be used in the presentation of the data from the control sample and taberna-
cle accounts of Ì Exodus.

According to Larson, every text contains three types of meaning—referen-
tial, organizational, and situational. Referential meaning is the “information con-
tent” of the text. This information is then formed into a coherent text that
contains organizational meaning, which is signaled by “deictics, repetition,
groupings, and by many other features in the grammatical structure of a text.” In
addition to referential and organizational meaning, each text includes situational
meaning that derives from the culture(s) in which the text was written and from
the culture of the addressee(s).12 This last category will be modified slightly for
this study in that it will also include the culture of the translator(s), e.g., his pre-
suppositions and hermeneutical principles.
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discussion of interpretive options see Noel D. Osborn and Howard A. Hatton, A Handbook on Exodus
(New York: United Bible Societies, 1999), 840. Another example of a reinterpreted appositional
phrase may be see in 12:38, in which the appositional phrase daom] dbeK; hn<q]mi has been interpreted as a
third item kai; kthvnh polla; sfovdra.

In addition to lists, conjunctions can also be important for understanding the differences
between clausal relationships in the ̃ and the Ì. For instance, the plus ou|to" at the beginning of every
verse in Ì 38:18-26 has often been discussed, but the focus has generally been on the reportedly
unusual usage of ou|to". The absence of conjunctions in the Greek has scarcely been mentioned. The
lack of a translation of the Hebrew conjunctions, however, is an important factor in showing that this
section has been clearly shifted from a event-oriented, sequential “narrative” to a descriptive list. Sim-
ilar descriptive clauses may be seen as integrated parts of lists in Genesis (Gen 2:11, 13, 14; 4:20-21;
10:8-9), but in these cases both the ˜ and Ì are descriptive in nature and both lack conjunctions.
These clauses in Genesis are not identical with the clauses in Exodus, but they illustrate both the use of
the demonstrative ou|to" and the lack of conjunctions in descriptive lists. Thus, conjunctions may be
difficult to assess in the Ì, but these types of variants should never be ignored.

Most prepositions that are pluses make explicit the meaning of grammatical structures, such as
construct chains, e.g., in 25:7 !yaiLumi ynEb]a' is translated livqou" eij" th;n glufh;n. Due to the limited
nature of this study, prepositions are not normally counted as independent pluses. Rather, they are
treated as part of the translation of grammatical structures, but prepositions are nevertheless impor-
tant. For instance, the preposition ejpiv in 36:36 (Ì 37:4), expresses more clearly the meaning of the Ì
verb ejpevqhkan. In addition, this plus is further evidence of the difference in meaning between the ˜
and the Ì form of this verse, which has been adjusted to be more like that of the first account (26:32).
Thus, prepositions are important, but due to limitations of space they will not generally be included in
this study.

12. Mildred L. Larson, Meaning-Based Translation: A Guide to Cross-Language Equivalence, 2d
ed. (Lanham, Md.: University Press of America, 1998), 41-43. 
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Each of these three types of information may be communicated either
explicitly or implicitly.

Explicit information . . . is the information which is overtly stated by lexical
items and grammatical forms. It is part of the surface structure form. The
implicit information is that for which there is no form but the information is
part of the total communication intended or assumed by the writer.13

Many of the pluses and minuses in the Ì do not involve a difference in meaning,
but rather reflect a difference in the status of the information, i.e., whether the
information is implicit or explicit. Pluses often reflect information that is implicit
in the Hebrew text, but has been made explicit in the Greek. Likewise, minuses
often reflect information that is explicit in the Hebrew text, but left implicit in the
Greek. In addition to information that changes in status from either implicit to
explicit or vice versa, there are also true differences in the quantity of information,
i.e., information that is absent in the Hebrew text is present in the Greek and vice
versa. These differences in the quantity of information may involve differences in
either referential, organizational, or situational meaning. Synonymous variants,
by contrast, involve a substitution of one referential, organizational, or situational
meaning for another. The use of these categories, however, says nothing about the
source(s) of the differences. These differences may be due either to the translator,
his Vorlage, or differences that arose in the transmission of the text.

The combination of these three types of meaning in conjunction with
changes in either the quantity or status (implicit or explicit) of the meaning will
provide the six categories that will be used throughout this chapter. (See table 14.)
Each of these categories will be explained and illustrated below. As could be
expected, many of the differences in the Ì with respect to the ˜ could be catego-
rized in several different ways. In fact, most changes in organizational and situa-
tional meaning also affect referential meaning. In each case, however, I have made
a subjective decision and assigned the variant to a single category.

The quantity of referential meaning in the Ì may be either greater (plus),
lesser (minus), or simply different (synonymous variant) from that in the ˜. For
instance, the plus a[nwqen th'" kibwtou' in 37:6 (Ì 38:5) is a quantitative increase
of referential meaning that explains the exact location of the mercy seat. The
phrase is not found elsewhere in the text though the same information is con-
tained in 25:21, ejpi; th;n kibwto;n a[nwqen, which is a nonparallel verse in the first
tabernacle account.

The quantity of referential meaning is also affected by situational meaning.
Specifically, in the Ì the quantity of referential meaning is often different because
of the scribe’s or translator’s desire that the text be internally consistent as well as
consistent with the rest of the Pentateuch. For instance, the plus ejk tw'n pureivwn
tw'n calkw'n, a} h\n toi'" ajndravsin toi'" katastasiavsasi meta; th'" Kore sun-
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13. Ibid., 44.
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agwgh'" in 38:1 (Ì 38:22) attempts to resolve a potential contradiction between
Exodus and Numbers concerning the etiology of the bronze used to make the
altar of burnt offering, as will be discussed further below. The important fact is
that the Ì (or its Vorlage) contains more referential meaning than the ˜ and that
this plus is probably due to a desire to make the text more consistent. This desire
for consistency is probably a reflection of the fact that the situation (culture) in
which the text(s) were produced placed an emphasis on the consistency of God’s
Word.14 This type of difference is classified as a difference in the quantity of situa-
tional meaning.

The quantity of organizational meaning is the most difficult to define in
terms of pluses, minuses, and synonymous variants. Variants that affect the quan-
tity of organizational meaning often involve some type of emphasis. For instance,
the minus *l] (30:23)  is a reflexive usage of a prepositional phrase with a
pronominal suffix that has “an additional emphatic nuance” in Hebrew.15 Literal
translations of words with this type of emphatic function rarely communicate the
same organizational meaning (emphasis) as the original language. As a result,
they are often minuses in translations that focus more on the meaning than on the
form.16
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14. This decision is based partially on the known characteristic of the ˇ that led to increased
consistency and harmonization of the text, as was discussed in chapter two. Although the Ì of Exodus
does not show the same degree of concern about grammatical minutiae, there are still many examples
that point to a similar concern being present in the Ì.

15. Bruce K. Waltke and M. O’Connor, An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax (Winona
Lake, Ind.: Eisenbrauns, 1990), 305. Waltke and O’Connor would, however, classify this as an ethical
dative in contrast to van der Merwe, Naudé, and Kroeze, who classify the “so-called ethical dative” as a
reflexive. In any case, whether classified as a reflexive or an ethical dative, this form affects the organi-
zational meaning by a change of emphasis rather than producing a change of referential meaning. See
Christo H. J. van der Merwe, Jackie A. Naudé, and Jan H. Kroeze, A Biblical Hebrew Reference Gram-
mar (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999), 287. 

16. This reflexive pronoun is not translated literally in most English translations. In the NIV
and NRSV, the simple imperative is used, which is probably a sufficient functional equivalent. No

Referential Situational Organizational

meaning meaning meaning

Quantity Quantity of Quantity of Quantity of
referential situational organizational
meaning meaning meaning

Status (implicit Status of Status of Status of
or explicit) referential situational organizational

meaning meaning meaning

Table 14. Categories of meaning
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The status of referential meaning can be changed through pluses, minuses,
and synonymous variants that make the implicit referential meaning of the
Hebrew explicit in the Greek or that allow explicit meaning in the Hebrew to be
left implicit in the Greek. A clear example of this is seen in the minus t[oB;f' in 37:3
(Ì 38:3). The ˜ explicitly states that there were two rings that were placed on one
side, tj;a,h; /[l]x'Al[' t[oB;f' yTev], whereas the Ì leaves the rings implicit, duvo ejpi; to;
klivto" to; e}n. Due to the context, there is no loss of referential meaning. Rather,
the fact that the rings are implicit in the Ì increases the coherence of the passage,
i.e., the passage must be read in context to be understood.

The status of situational meaning is probably the least frequently used in this
study of the Ì because of our lack of knowledge of the Vorlage and of the culture
of the translator. In the tabernacle accounts, one example of situational meaning
is the designation of Aaron as “the priest.” For those who shared the translator’s
knowledge of the Scriptures, this designation would have been unnecessary
because Aaron was a well known person in the Scriptures. For people who were
less aware of Aaron’s identity, however, there would be the possibility that Aaron
the priest might be confused with some other Aaron.17 Thus, it is not surprising
that the term priest is found as both a plus and a minus in the Ì. In each instance,
this might reflect either a different Vorlage or the translator’s decision to make
explicit or leave implicit Aaron’s role in the text.18 If these variants are the result of
the translator’s decision, then context is probably the controlling factor. In either
case, whether in the Hebrew Vorlage or in the Old Greek, the presence or absence
of the term priest does not affect the referential meaning of the text.19 Rather, it
affects the status of the situational meaning, i.e., the known cultural information
about Aaron’s role as priest.
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translation is able to fully communicate all of the meaning in the original. Organizational meaning,
especially emphasis, is the most frequently “lost” meaning. 

17. In the Scriptures, both the Ì and ˜, however, the name Aaron is limited to references to
Moses’ brother and to the descendants of Moses’ brother, i.e., “sons of Aaron.” This latter phrase is
used as a generic reference for priests.

18. Aaron’s designation as a priest can be found as a minus @heKoh' (31:10; 39:41 [Ì 39:18]) and
as a plus tw'/ iJerei' (39:1 [Ì 36:8]). The plus in Ì 36:8 is perhaps “necessary” because of the displaced
nature of the text in the Ì. In the ˜, it is preceded by a description of other garments that are specifi-
cally for service vd,QoB' trev;l] (39:1), but in the Ì those garments for service, leitourgei'n ejn aujtai'"
ejn tw'/ aJgivw/, are referred to in a later section of the text (Ì 39:12), and the garments in Ì 36:8 are sim-
ply described as ta;" stola;" tw'n aJgivwn. This change may have contributed to the presence of the plus,
though the possibility of a different Vorlage cannot be eliminated. The minuses could be explained by
a reversal of this same argument because they both occur in contexts in which the garments are
described as being @hek'l], which is translated as iJerateuvein moi (31:10) and eij" th;n iJerateivan (Ì
39:18). Because of the presence of a reference to priestly service, the designation of Aaron as @heKoh' may
have been less necessary in the Ì. 

19. See E. J. Revell, The Designation of the Individual: Expressive Usage in Biblical Narrative
(Kampen, Netherlands: Kok Pharos, 1996), 162. Revell’s work refers specifically to narratives, but the
function of titles that he discusses is relevant in all texts even though it may be expressed by slightly
different means in a non-narrative text.
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The status of organizational meaning is frequently affected by pluses,
minuses, and synonymous variants. These types of variants most frequently
reflect the differences in participant referencing between Hebrew and Greek, i.e.,
each language has a distinct way of using nouns, pronouns, and verbal suffixes to
refer to participants in the text. As a result of these different strategies, partici-
pants that are referred to in Hebrew by a pronoun are not referred to in the Ì or
vice versa. For instance, the term t['B'f' occurs in a possessed form, !h,yte[oB]f', in
26:29, but in the Ì the text simply reads tou;" daktulivou". The reference to the
posts (3p pronoun) is left implicit in the Ì because the relationship of the rings
and the posts can be understood from the context. This example reflects the gen-
eral tendency to use more possessed forms in Hebrew, whereas in Greek the con-
text and use of definite and indefinite noun phrases accomplish the same purpose
of keeping track of the participants in the text.

Summary

Recent text critical studies of the tabernacle accounts have used more traditional
approaches and focused on either the development of the text (Nelson) or the
assessing of textual affinities and preferable readings (Sanderson). This study, in
contrast, will focus on evaluating the accuracy of the Ì, i.e., the similarities and
differences in the meaning communicated by the Ì and ˜. To accomplish this
task, I will evaluate the status and quantity of the referential, situational, and orga-
nizational meaning in the pluses, minuses, synonymous variants, and differences
in order of the Ì with respect to the ˜.

II. Accuracy in the Tabernacle Accounts

A detailed examination of the control sample and tabernacle accounts produces a
list of over nine hundred variants, of which almost eight hundred are found in the
tabernacle accounts. Minuses were found to be the most frequently occurring
type of variant in the tabernacle accounts and differences in order were the least
frequently occurring type of variant in all sections. The quantity of variants, how-
ever, does not indicate the quantity of difference in meaning between the two
texts. Approximately half of the variants in the pluses, minuses, and synonymous
variants resulted in a difference in the status (implicit or explicit) of the meaning,
rather than a difference in the meaning. While a few of the variants resulted in a
meaning that differed greatly from the ˜, most of the variants that affected the
quantity of meaning resulted in a text in which ambiguities had been clarified,
locations had been more clearly explained, and discrepancies between parts of the
text had been removed by means of a hermeneutical approach that assumes that
the text should be consistent and contain no internal contradictions.

In the following sections, the pluses, minuses, synonymous variants, and dif-
ferences in order that have been identified in the control sample and tabernacle
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accounts will be categorized and briefly discussed in the notes. In each section, the
variants that agree with the ˇ will be discussed first due to the high probability
that these agreements may indicate that the Vorlage followed by the Ì was similar
to that of the ̌ . After discussing the variants that agree with the ̌ , the remaining
variants will be discussed using the six categories listed above. These categories
will be grouped according to whether the variants affect the status of the meaning
or the quantity of the meaning.

Pluses

The majority of pluses in the control sample and tabernacle accounts either make
explicit the status of organizational meaning or result in a quantitative increase in
the referential meaning of the text. In both the core and the remainder of the sec-
ond tabernacle account, the majority of pluses are evenly distributed between
those that affect the status of the meaning and those that affect the quantity of the
meaning. In the control sample and first tabernacle account, however, there are
more than twice as many pluses in the category of status of organizational mean-
ing as there are in the category of quantitative increases in referential meaning.
This means that even though there is a similar number of pluses in both taberna-
cle accounts, the effect of those pluses on the meaning is different. The pluses in
the second account are more likely to “add” meaning to the text, while the pluses
in the control sample and first account are more likely to make explicit the mean-
ing that was already present in the probable Vorlage. In the following sections, I
will first discuss the pluses in which the Ì and ˇ agree. Following that I will dis-
cuss pluses that affect the status of meaning and then pluses that affect the quan-
tity of meaning. The source of these pluses can be debated, but the fact that pluses
affect the meaning of the Ì text in different ways is the focus of this section.

That Reflect a Vorlage Similar to the ˇ. Within the control sample and taber-
nacle accounts there are over thirty pluses in which the Ì and ˇ agree. These
pluses are almost evenly divided between the two major categories, i.e., differences
in the quantity of meaning and differences in the status (implicit or explicit) of
the meaning. Pluses in each of these categories will be discussed below.

Implicit meaning that is made explicit in both the ˇ and Ì is divided among
all three categories—referential, organizational, and situational. Referential
meaning that is made explicit include pluses such as phvcewn (hma in the ˇ),
which explicitly states the unit of measurement for a number that is present in all
three major texts.20 Some pluses found in both the Ì and ˇ reflect situational
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20. This plus (cubit) is found in both the ˇ and the Ì (27:11, 15). Another example of implicit
referential meaning being stated explicitly can be found in 39:26 (Ì 36:33). In this verse, the bells on
the high priest’s garment are explicitly said to be crusou'" in the Ì (and the ˇ), whereas this meaning
is implicit in the ˜ form of this verse. The fact that the bells were golden, however, can be found
explicitly stated in the previous verse of all three texts. A final example of implicit referential meaning
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(cultural) meaning that is made explicit, such as the fact that hwhy is an !yhla.21

Most, however, are differences in the status of the organizational meaning. These

Consistency of Translation Techniques160

that is made explicit in both the ˇ and the Ì is ta;" quvra" in Ì 29:10. This meaning is explicitly stated
in all three texts in 29:11. Because of this, it would be hard to argue that this is a true addition of refer-
ential meaning to the larger text. The text that the translator of the Ì used was, however, probably not
identical to the ˇ, as can be seen by an examination of the three major texts of 29:10. In this verse,
Moses is instructed to bring the bull before the tent of meeting in the ̃ , but in the ̌ this is more care-
fully specified using a phrase that is identical to that which is found in all texts (˜, ˇ, and Ì) in 29:11,
d[e/m lh,ao jt'P, hw:hy“ ynEp]li. The Ì, however, has a copy of this fuller phrase as a plus at the end of
29:10, since the placing of the hands on the bull is part of the ceremony done “before the Lord.” At the
beginning of the verse, however, the Ì specifies that the bull is brought to the doors of the tent of
meeting, but the Ì does not follow the ˇ in saying that the bull was brought into the presence of the
Lord. Thus, the Ì either had a text that differed from that of the ˇ or the translator felt free to present
the information in a manner that agreed with his understanding of the passage. 

21. Within Exodus, most of the occurrences (about thirty of over forty occurrences) of kuvrio"
oJ qeov" are based on a Hebrew Vorlage like the ˜ that contains some form of !yhla hwhy. There are at
least eight occurrences, however, where the ˜ has only hwhy (10:9, 24; 12:31; 13:5, 8, 11; 19:22; 23:17

Control First Core of Remainder Totals
sample tabernacle second of second

account tabernacle tabernacle
account account

Quantity of 1 0 5 0 6
organizational

meaning

Quantity of 11 26 5 30 72
referential
meaning

Quantity of 6 17 6 12 41
situational
meaning

Status of 30 53 9 23 115
organizational

meaning

Status of 3 18 0 6 27
referential
meaning

Status of 11 2 0 4 17
situational
meaning

Totals 62 116 25 75 278

Table 15. Types of meaning in the pluses of Ì Exodus
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pluses include differences in participant referencing and the “filling in” of ellipti-
cal statements with a copy of a word or phrase left implicit in the ˜.22 One of the
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[?]), but the Ì has a longer phrase. Two of these have !yhla hwhy in the ˇ (13:5, 11). The remaining
examples of kuvrio" oJ qeov" could be either explanatory pluses added by the translator of the Ì or
reflections of a Vorlage with a fuller text. Wevers’ conclusion, based on a fuller range of data, seems to
be that these differences are either exegetical in nature or glosses, since there are no clear patterns that
would point to a difference in Vorlage. See WeversText, 240-41. This type of plus is, however, only
found in the control sample and thus is outside of the main focus of this book. In any case, there is no
difference in the referential meaning of text. Instead, these pluses only make cultural knowledge
explicit, i.e., that the “Lord” referred to in the Ì text is God.

Another plus that could be classified as the making explicit of implicit situational (cultural)
knowledge is the plus uiJw'n, which is found three times in the control sample, two of which are also in
the ̌ . The original audience of the Hebrew Vorlage would presumably have known that Israel was not
only the name of a person, but also the name of a people group, i.e., the “sons” of Israel. The presence
of uiJw'n in phrases with the name Israel in the Ì, therefore, makes explicit cultural knowledge about
the name, i.e., that the name is being used to refer to the descendants of Israel and not the person him-
self. In addition to making cultural knowledge explicit, these pluses also make the phrase more nearly
parallel to the translation of the frequently occurring phrase, laer:c]yIAynEB] td'[} (16:1, 2, 9, 10; 17:1; 35:1,
4, 20). In 12, however, the ˜ contains four cases of laer:c]yIAtd'[} (12:3, 6, 19, 47). Of these, two are
found in the fuller form in both the ˇ, lar`y ynb td[, and Ì, sunagwgh; uiJw'n Israhl (12:3, 6). One
is found in the fuller form only in the Ì (12:47), and one is found in the shorter form in all three texts.
Interestingly, in all the verses where one or more of the texts contain the fuller form of the phrase, the
people of Israel are viewed as acting as a unit. In 12:19, however, the instructions are given for the
“cutting off” of a disobedient member, whether that person was a sojourner (i.e., not a “son”) or a
native-born person. This contextual difference may have been a contributing factor to the difference
in the text. In 12:3, 6, 47, the Vorlage used by the Ì translator probably contained the fuller phrase,
laer:c]yIAynEB] td'[}, but even if it did not contain the fuller form, the plus would have only made explicit
information that would have been known to the original audience. 

The final example of a plus that makes situational (cultural) knowledge explicit is gh', which
occurs as a plus before the word Ai[gupto". In Greek, this plus would have resulted in information
being marked twice, i.e., in the word gh' and also in the lexical equivalent Ai[gupto", which is used for
the land in contrast to Aijguvptio", which is used for the people. The choice of lexical equivalents in
Greek is influenced by the presence of $r,a, in its Vorlage. Two of these pluses in the Ì are reflections of
the plus $ra in the ̌ (12:40; 13:3). Wevers, however, has failed to note this plus in the ̌ . This failure
in combination with his understanding of the translation techniques used in Exodus results in his
rejection of gh'" in the critical text of 13:3. (See WeversText, 238-39.) In addition to the pluses that are
shared with the ̌ , gh' is also found two times in the Ì only, both of which may be a reflection of a Vor-
lage that differed from the ˜ (12:30; 13:14). In any case, whether or not the plus in the Ì reflects a dif-
ferent Vorlage, there is no change in the referential meaning of the text since this information is
cultural knowledge that would have been known whether or not it was explicitly stated, i.e., that Egypt
refers to a geographical region. 

22. Pluses in the Ì that parallel pluses in the ̌ frequently reflect a difference in participant ref-
erencing, as follows: verbal suffix only (3ms) in ˜ → verbal suffix plus a proper noun in Ì—Iwshf
(13:19); zero reference in ˜ → pronoun or pronoun in a prepositional phrase in Ì—sou (13:5, 11);
ejn aujtoi'" (37:5 [Ì 38:4]). The pluses sou (13:5, 11) are both part of larger pluses, oJ qeov" sou, but
unlike the implicit cultural knowledge that hwhy is God, the pronoun sou is organizational informa-
tion that is specific to the context in which Moses is addressing the people of Israel. In another context,
a different pronoun would be used to signal the relationship between God and the people of Israel. 

Several words that are missing in the ˜ due to ellipses have been “filled in” in the Ì (and the
ˇ), as follows: e[sontai (26:3); poihvsei" (26:10); to;n e{na (26:16). 
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pluses in this last category highlights the ambiguity of implicit organizational
meaning in the ˜. In most English translations, laer;c]yI ynEb]li @roK;zI ynEb]a' is inter-
preted as an explanatory appositional phrase, i.e., “as stones of remembrance for
the sons of Israel (NRSV 28:12).” In the ˇ and Ì, however, it was interpreted as an
independent equative clause that provides explanatory information. The ˜ tech-
nically allows both readings because the organizational meaning has been left
implicit, but the ˇ and Ì have made their reading of the organizational meaning
explicit through a plus.23 As a result, the function of the stones is more prominent
in the structure of the ˇ and Ì because it is presented in a main clause, rather
than being in a structure that is normally read as an appositional aside.

Some shared pluses in the ˇ and Ì also reflect differences in the quantity of
either referential or situational meaning. In the sections of Exodus examined for
this book, the most frequently shared plus that reflects a true, if small, increase in
the meaning is the word “all.”24 Other pluses that increase the quantity of referen-
tial meaning are explanatory phrases based on a general knowledge of the text.25

In addition to general quantitative increases in the referential meaning, some
pluses reflect the harmonizing hermeneutic that has been identified in both the ̌
and Ì.26 These differences in the referential meaning are due to the influence of
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23. In the ˇ the plus is in the form of a pronoun, hnh, which functions as a copula, whereas in
the Ì the plus is an equative verb, eijsi;n.

24. The word pa'" is a plus that is probably based on a text similar to the ˇ in 30:27; 31:8;
35:14; 40:33. In addition, pa'" is also found in the following verses in the Ì where the ̌ , like the ̃ , has
a shorter text: 11:3; 12:30; 13:22; 35:21 (2x), 32; 36:3. Some of these are parts of larger pluses in the text
(35:32). In light of the ˇ, it is possible that many of these pluses reflect a different Vorlage. 

Another plus that may reflect an increase in the quantity of referential information is kai; ejm-
plovkia (35:22). The ˇ contains the word lyg[ that is translated with the same term in Ì Num 31:50.
There are, however, differences in the lists. Because of these differences and the difficulty of envision-
ing a theological or textual need to harmonize these two lists of jewelry, this plus has been included in
the more general category of a simple quantitative increase in referential meaning.

25. In the second account, a larger plus in the Ì, which is similar to the ˇ, is ejkporeuomevnwn
aujtw'n ejx Aijguvptou (40:17). This plus makes the text like similar phrases in the Pentateuch (e.g., Num
1:1; 9:1), but more importantly it explains the meaning of the “second year,” a phrase that is ambigu-
ous when taken out of the larger context of the book. It is also similar to the plus dymt tl[, which is
discussed below, in that the two occurrences in Exodus (16:1; 40:17) are translated contextually and
not identically.

A similar phrase that seems to provide explanatory information about the place where Moses
was shown the pattern of the tabernacle is seen in the plus, ejn tw'/ o[rei (25:9), which is also found in
the ̌ . This could be viewed as another example of the promise/fulfillment motif that will be discussed
below, but the fact that it is a common phrase used throughout Exodus makes this less likely. 

26. One example of this is found in 28:20. The ˇ contains the phrase bhz twxb`m twbswm,
which is the same as the second account of both the ˇ and ̃ , bh;z: t/xB]v]mi tBos'Wm (39:13), whereas in
28:20 the ˜ simply reads bh;z: !yxiB;vum]. The Ì of the first account, like the ˇ, uses a phrase with two
participles and in addition contains a repetition of the word gold, perikekalummevna crusivw/, sun-
dedemevna ejn crusivw/. The second account in the Ì has modified the grammar slightly and made one
“improvement” in choice of lexical equivalents similar to those discussed in chapter three, peri-
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situational (cultural) meaning that affirms the unity and consistency of the text
and hence feels free to “add” referential meaning that emphasizes the exact fulfill-
ment of promises in the text and also bring the texts into agreement with texts in
other parts of the Pentateuch.27 The fact that the Vorlage of the Ì (a text similar to
the ˇ) tended to harmonize the text, though, does not necessarily mean that the
translator of the Ì was always following the same principle, as may be seen in the
different translations of dymt tl[ in the Ì.28

That Reflect a Difference in the Status of Meaning. The majority of pluses in
the Ì reflect a difference in the status of the referential, organizational, or situa-
tional meaning in the text. Most pluses fall into the category of differences in the
status of organizational meaning, which includes participant referencing, i.e.,
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kekuklwmevna crusivw/ kai; sundedemevna crusivw/ (Ì 36:20). Another example of the harmonization
of the two accounts is seen in similar pluses in the ˇ and Ì in the parallel passages 28:33=39:24 (Ì
36:31). The Ì contains the respective pluses, kai; buvssou keklwsmevnh" and kai; buvssou, which result
in the last phrases in each account being identical with similar phrases throughout the book. 

27. For example, the promise in ˜ 11:2 is lacking the clothing found in 12:35, but the ˇ has
the same items in each place. The Ì also contains a plus, kai; iJmatismovn, with respect to the ̃ . In addi-
tion, the ̌ form of 11:3 contains an extended plus that includes a promise concerning the death of the
first-borns. The Ì does not follow this extended plus, but it does contain a plus, kai; e[crhsan aujtoi'",
which is probably the translation of a Vorlage similar to that of the ̌ , !wlya`hw. This same verb in the
qal form is found in the parallel text in 12:35 of both ˜ and ˇ. The source of this difference in Ì 11:3
could theoretically be either a minus in the ̃ or a plus in the tradition represented in the ̌ and Ì, but
this decision ultimately rests on the overall character of the texts. 

A different type of harmonization is seen in the Ì plus kai; ejn gh'/ Canaan (12:40), which is
similar to that of the ˇ, but occurs in a different order. According to Wevers, this is an attempt to
resolve the issue of the problematic 430 years and related matters. See WeversNotes, 190. See also
David W. Gooding, “On the Use of the LXX for Dating Midrashic Elements in the Targums,” Journal
of Theological Studies 25 (1974): 4, who cites early (late third century b.c.) witnesses that refer to a sim-
ilar interpretation of the 430 years. The two pluses in 13:5, kai; Gergesaivwn and kai; Ferezaivwn,
result in a fuller list of nations similar to that in the ˇ form of this verse as well as in other parts of the
Pentateuch. (For a discussion of some of the problems with this list, see WeversText, 157-58.) All of
these pluses, however, are in the control sample and are outside of the main focus of this book. They
do, however, illustrate the harmonizing tendency of the ˇ, which appears to have been similar to the
Vorlage of the Ì.

28. In 29:38, the ˇ contains the plus dymt tl[, which is an exact copy of the phrase that
occurs at the beginning of 29:42. This phrase is also used in the description of the same offering in
Num 28:3-6. This plus in the ˇ may be due to a desire to identify clearly the first reference to this
important burnt offering in the Pentateuch. The Ì translations of these two occurrences of dymt tl[
(ˇ 29:38, 42), however, are not identical. In 29:38 the phrase is translated kavrpwma ejndelecismou',
while in 29:42 it is translated qusivan ejndelecismou'. Thus, while the translator’s Vorlage, if it was sim-
ilar to the ˇ, tended towards increased harmonization and consistency, the context sensitive
approach of the Ì took precedence over this type of harmonization. In both the ˇ and Ì there is a
clear difference in the quantity of meaning when compared with the ˜. In the ˇ this plus is clearly
motivated by the desire to harmonize the text and make it consistent, but the plus in the Ì may be sim-
ply a contextual translation of the Vorlage that lay before the translator.
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how a participant is referred to in the text.29 Pluses also include the “filling in” of
ellipses and other adjustments due to grammatical differences in the languages.
These types of pluses all indicate differences in the status of the organizational
meaning.30 The placement of pluses in relationship to other grammatical struc-
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29. Examples of pluses that result in more explicit participant referencing may be found in the
control sample and both tabernacle accounts, as follows: verbal affix (3ms verb) in ˜ → verbal affix
plus a proper noun or noun phrase in Ì—Mwush'" (11:8); Faraw (12:31); oiJ uiJoi; Israhl (13:20);
verbal affix in ˜ → verbal affix plus of a pronoun in Ì—ti" (12:48); ejgw; (31:11); zero reference in ˜
→ proper noun in Ì—Aarwn (39:1 [Ì 39:12 (?)]); tw'/ Mwush'/ (39:43 [Ì 39:23]); zero reference in ˜
→ pronoun, pronoun combined with a reflexive pronoun, or pronoun in a prepositional phrase in
Ì—uJma'" (11:1b); aujtou' (11:3; 12:36; 29:22); sou (11:8b; 13:12; 29:5); aujtoi'" (12:27, 31, 35); uJmw'n
(12:31); pro;" aujtouv" (12:50); ejn aujtoi'" (25:27); aujtai'" (26:4); aujtw'n (26:32; 28:42; 36:36 [Ì 37:4];
39:29 [Ì 36:36]); peri; aujtw'n (28:12); pro;" eJautou;" (28:43); aujtouv" (29:1, 29); aujto; (29:7); ejmoi;
(29:9); uJmi'n eJautoi'" (30:32); moi (31:10); aujth'" (35:12; 40:25); ejn aujtai'" (35:19; 37:14 [Ì 38:10];
39:1 [Ì 39:12]); aujta; (35:29; 39:43 [Ì 39:23]); aujtw'/ (38:5 [Ì 38:24]); ejx aujtou' (40:32 [Ì 38:27]);
pronominal suffix in ˜ → pronoun plus a reflexive pronoun in Ì—eJautoi'" (12:21; 30:37); aujtw'n
(35:5). Some of these pluses are due to or at least connected with other changes in the surrounding
environment (e.g., the lexical choices and interpretation of grammatical structures in ˜ 38:5 is part of
the reason for the plus aujtw'/ [Ì 38:24]). 

30. The “filling in” of ellipses or restructured translations that would have resulted in elliptical
statements are frequent sources of pluses in the Ì. Examples of this type of plus may be found in the
control sample and both tabernacle accounts, as follows: mhvtran (13:12, 13); poihvsei" (26:16); th'"
skhnh'" (26:35); tou' iJlasthrivou (37:8 [Ì 38:7]); crusou'" and crusa'" (modified for gender and
number) (37:23 [Ì 38:17]); and crusivw/ (28:20; 39:13 [Ì 36:20], which was discussed above).

In the first account, one plus (Ì 25:9—kai; poihvsei" moi) is an exact copy of material in the
preceding verse (25:8). This plus in the Ì does not add meaning, but simply interprets the elliptical
phrase in the ˜ and makes information explicit according to the translator’s understanding of the
verse. In addition, the first clause has been joined to the preceding verses with a conjunction and the
remainder of the first clause has been restructured and combined with the second clause so that it is
composed of a fronted topic in a juxtaposed clause that further explains the first clause. Thus, the waw
conjunction has been translated, not by an explicit word, but by the structure, i.e., the juxtaposing of
two clauses. English translations have taken two approaches to this verse, both of which collapse the
verse into one convoluted clause rather than using the elliptical reading that the Ì illustrates. In the
first approach (followed by NRSV and NJPS), the structure of the ˜ is followed, which results in a
fronted, very complex topic in English, and @kew“ is translated as an anaphoric reference (“so”) to the
fronted topic. These translations keep the focus on the objects, but the English sentence structure is
problematic. In the second approach (followed by NIV and CEV), the verse is restructured so that the
verb is fronted and translated as an imperative rather than a future with imperatival force. In addition,
there appears to be no translation of @kew“ either by a word or by a syntactic structure. This results in a
much more readable English sentence, but it also results in a shift of focus from the objects to the
activity. A plus that is similar to the plus in 25:9 is also found in 36:8 (Ì 37:1), Kai; ejpoivhsan. This plus
is related to the differences in order of material between the ˜ and the Ì and may be analyzed as a
duplicate translation of the ˜ verb so that the clause in its new context has a verb rather than being an
elliptical clause. (The translation of most of 36:8 can be found in either Ì 36:8a or Ì 37:1.)

Another language difference that sometimes results in pluses is seen in the coordination of
phrases and clauses. In the ˜, prepositional phrases may be coordinated either as separate phrases
(each phrase preceded by the same preposition) or as one phrase with coordinated objects of one
preposition. While the Ì generally follows the ˜ in conveying this type of organizational meaning,
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tures is a strong indicator of the probable lack of a Hebrew Vorlage for at least a
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occasionally a preposition occurs as a plus in the Ì so that the coordinated items each have a preposi-
tion, e.g., e{w" (12:29). More frequently, however, a preposition in coordinated phrases of the ˜ is a
minus in the Ì and the Ì has a related plus, te, that signals the coordination. For example, te is used to
join the objects of a preposition (12:19), or direct objects that are marked in Hebrew with tae (28:1;
37:16 [Ì 38:12]), or indirect objects (35:34). (This usage of te could be viewed as a synonymous vari-
ant of the prepositions that are minuses in the Ì of these verses, but because te has a wider range of
functions, I have chosen to treat it as a separate plus.)

Pluses may also be seen in the coordination of negated clauses. In 12:9, the Ì contains an
“extra” negative term due to language differences in the scope of negation, i.e., the amount of material
“negated” by one negative term. In Hebrew, the scope of negation extends from la', at the beginning
of the verse, until !ai yKi with the result that two clauses are negated. In Greek, however, each of these
clauses is independently negated with its own negative word and thus the Ì contains a “plus” that
occurs with the conjunction, oujde;. Another example occurs in 28:43 in combination with the reinter-
pretation of the second clause. In the ˜, the second clause is a coordinate clause that is negated
together with the first clause, but in the Ì it has been restructured as a subordinate purpose clause and
is negated separately. Thus, the Ì contains the “plus” mh; in addition to the negative oujk, which occurs
in the first clause. 

In the ˜, descriptive statements (e.g., ownership, attribution, identification, and location) are
often communicated by means of either a noun phrase or a non-verbal clause, but in the Ì these
phrases and non-verbal clauses are often transformed into stative verbal clauses by means of a plus, as
follows: ejste (12:13); ei\nai (12:42); o[ntwn (25:22); e[stai (26:2 [2x], 8 [2x]; 28:17; 30:2); e[stin (28:8;
29:1, 22, 26, 29, 33; 30:13; 31:14); eijmi (29:46); ei\nai (29:46; 38:21 [Ì 37:19]); o[nto" (30:6); e[conta"
(36:2); eijsin (39:1 [Ì 36:8]); e[con (39:23 (Ì 36:30]); h\n (40:38). These pluses may be due to transla-
tion technique or to a difference in Vorlage. For instance, in the first account e[con has a known
Vorlage hy<h]yI (28:32), but in the parallel passage e[con is a plus with reference to the ˜. This plus could
be the result of either an independently made translation decision, a Vorlage that was more like that of
the first account, or an attempt to make the second account more like the first. The number of other
differences in this verse, however, make it obvious that if it was copied, the “copying” was not done by
a scribe mindlessly following the first account. In any case, none of these pluses change the referential
meaning of the text. Rather, they make explicit the organizational meaning in the text using structures
that are suitable for the Greek language. Pluses of this nature are sometimes found in combination
with a relative clause marker and are used to make the organizational meaning explicit rather than
using juxtaposed structures as in the ˜. Often these pluses are found in conjunction with other
changes in the text. The following pluses of relative pronouns with or without a stative verb are found
in the tabernacle accounts: o{ ejstin (30:13); w| (35:22); o}" (38:23 [Ì 37:21]); ai{ eijsin (39:41 [Ì 39:18]). 

In the Ì, quotations are often introduced with the word levgwn or o{ti. These most frequently
represent the translation of rmoaLe, but three times these are found as pluses with respect to the ˜, as
follows: levgwn (12:43); o{ti (12:33; 13:14). These types of pluses are difficult to evaluate because of the
naturalness of the phrase in Ì. They could represent either a plus that was added by the translator or a
different Hebrew Vorlage. These pluses do not, however, change the referential meaning. Rather, they
explicitly indicate the beginning of a quotation instead of allowing it to be determined by the reader. 

Logical relationships between clauses are made explicit by the following pluses: w{ste (12:42b);
gavr (13:4; 29:14); i{na (28:32). In addition, the highlighted nature of the fronted infinitive in 35:34 is
made explicit in Greek with the plus ge. Fronted infinitives are more frequently used in Greek than in
Hebrew and as a result the translator made explicit the organizational emphasis of the Hebrew by
adding ge. 

Deixis involves organizational meaning because the deictic reference is only relevant within
the context of a specific text. Deictic reference to preceding phrases and clauses is signaled by the plus
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few of the pluses.31 In addition to differences in the status of the organizational
meaning, there are a number of pluses that involve differences in the status
(implicit versus explicit) of the referential meaning.32 Finally, some of the pluses
involve meaning that would have been generally known from the cultural setting,
i.e., implicit situational meaning that is made more explicit in the Ì.33
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ou{tw" (25:35). In the ˜, deixis was often implicit in the structure, but in the Ì this has been made
explicit through the deictic usage of the number one and other similar pluses, as follows: tou' eJno;"
(26:4); eJno;" and e{teron (26:28); tw'/ eJniv (27:14). In addition, the plus eJni; in 26:26 probably fits in this
category. According to Wevers, the singular pillar in the Ì is a collective usage and thus eJni; makes
explicit the fact that five bars were made for each set of pillars. See WeversNotes, 425-26.

31. For example, in 37:8b (Ì 38:7b), the phrase tr,PoK'h'A@mi hZ≤mi hx;Q;mi is translated by to; a[kron
to; deuvteron tou' iJlasthrivou, which follows the general order of the ̃ of both accounts (25:19=37:8).
The copy of tou' iJlasthrivou that is a plus in 37:8a (Ì 38:7a), however, is placed more centrally in the
noun phrase to; a[kron tou' iJlasthrivou to; e}n. This placement of tou' iJlasthrivou points to its proba-
ble lack of dependence on a Hebrew Vorlage because this would be a less natural word order in
Hebrew, even though it is acceptable in Greek.

32. Pluses of this nature include the following: tou' prwvtou (12:18); ta; ajrsenikav (13:12);
aJgiavsei" (13:12); duvo (25:19); tw'n devrrewn (26:13); eJno;" (26:16); iJstiva (27:13); th;n aJgivan (28:3);
eij" to; a{gion (28:30); e[nanti kurivou para; ta;" quvra" th'" skhnh'" tou' marturivou (29:10); u{dati
(29:17; 30:19); tou' dexiou' kai; ejpi; to; a[kron th'" ceiro;" th'" dexia'" kai; ejpi; to; a[kron tou' podo;" tou'
dexiou' (29:20); tou' kriou' (29:20 [Ì 29:21]); proteqeimevnwn (29:23); ejpi; to; qusiasthvrion (29:38);
sivklou" (30:23); e[rgon (30:35); tou' aJgivou (35:35); miva (38:26 [Ì 39:3]); sivklou" (38:28 [Ì 39:5]);
tou;" crusou'" (39:16 [Ì 36:23]); to; crusou'n (39:30 [Ì 36:37]). On the surface level, poihvsei (25:38)
would also appear to be a plus, but if it is a plus, then it is combined with an identical minus in the next
verse. Rather, it might best be viewed as a reshuffling of the basic meaning with the verbal event being
made explicit a clause earlier than it is stated in the ̃ . In light of this, it will be listed with differences in
order. Some of the above pluses were made necessary by other translation decisions, e.g., the verbal
translation of @VoarIB; in 12:18. Pluses like aJgiavsei" (13:12) could be viewed as a change in the quan-
tity of referential meaning, i.e., an exegetical gloss, but I have chosen to analyze this as the making
explicit of meaning that was implicit in the ̃ phrase hw:hyl' !yrIk;Z“h'. Other pluses, such as the long one
in 29:20, could possibly be categorized as an ellipsis and thus a member of a different category, i.e.,
organizational meaning. While the categorizations of some of these pluses can be disputed, it cannot,
however, be disputed that many of the pluses in the Ì simply make explicit a type of meaning that is
implicit in the ˜. 

33. For instance, the fact that Aaron was a priest and also the brother of Moses is information
that the original readers would have known, as discussed above. Pluses of this nature, therefore, are
implicit cultural information that is made explicit in the Ì, as follows: to;n ajdelfovn (29:5); tw'/ iJerei'
(39:1 [Ì 36:8]). Additional implicit cultural information is seen in the plus ajndrw'n (38:25 [Ì 39:2]),
which makes explicit the fact that the “sons” of Israel who were to take part in the census in 30:11-16
were in fact only the men.

If the word trivca" (25:4; 35:6, 26) is considered to be a plus, then it would fall into this cate-
gory of situational meaning. This plus is based on the cultural knowledge that goat hair and not goats
were used to make the curtains. This “plus,” however, is part of a phrase that is used as a lexical equiv-
alent for z[e when it occurs as an independent noun. When z[e occurs in the nomen rectum of a con-
struct chain with h[;yrIy“, it is translated by the adjective trivcino" (26:7). Positing a Vorlage that
contained a phrase with a one-to-one equivalent for trivca" aijgeiva" would be non-productive
because the usual Hebrew term, r[;ce, that is translated by the lexical equivalent qrivx does not co-
occur with z[e in the ˜. 
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While all of these pluses only reflect differences in the status of the meaning
and not in the quantity of the meaning, they do at times appear to follow a differ-
ent exegetical tack than that of modern translators, who sometimes allow ambi-
guities to remain in the translated text. This contrasting approach is seen in 39:29
(Ì 36:36). The ˜ refers to a belt (singular), but the Ì uses the plural noun for belt
and as a result the pronoun used (a plus in the Ì) is also plural, aujtw'n. This plus
makes it explicit that the sons of Aaron, like their father, wore belts, as was also
seen in the first account (28:40). This collective/distributive usage of the singular
form of fnEb]a' was also seen in ˜ 29:9, where it was likewise translated by a plural
in the Ì, though this was likely based on a Vorlage similar to the ˇ, !yfynba. Mod-
ern English translations, in contrast, leave the reader with the possible misunder-
standing (in 39:29, but not in 29:9) that only one belt was made, whereas it was
actually one belt per person that was made. For some this is an exegetical decision,
but for others it is probably just a matter of following the number of the Hebrew
noun and choosing to leave it ambiguous.34

That Reflect a Difference in the Quantity of Meaning. Pluses may quantita-
tively increase the referential, organizational, or situational meaning in the text. In
the control sample and tabernacle accounts, only a few pluses could be said to
change the quantity of organizational meaning.35 Referential and situational
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34. In 39:29, the plural is used in a few translations (NJPS, CEV), but most follow the singular
translation (NIV, NRSV, TEV). Osborn and Hatton advocate the singular translation saying, “since it
is singular it must refer only to Aaron’s ‘sash.’” (Osborn and Hatton, Handbook on Exodus, 889.) It is
interesting, though, that neither a recent Jewish translation (NJPS) nor the ancient Jewish translation
(Ì) follow that interpretation of the verse. See also Cornelis Houtman, Exodus, vol. 3, Chapters 20-40,
Historical Commentary on the Old Testament, trans. Sierd Woudstra (Leuven: Peeters, 2000), 521-22
for a discussion of the belt.

35. In the control sample, a difference in organizational meaning is seen with the plus tauvthn
after ejntolh;n in 12:17. The translation of this noun is based on a text like the ̌ hwxmh. If the term had
been left unmodified, however, a reader in a later time period may have misunderstood it as a refer-
ence to the entire Law of Moses rather than to the particular command that was referred to in that pas-
sage, though this is definitely a less frequent usage of ejntolhv. Because of this, the plus becomes almost
a necessity to ensure that the verse is properly interpreted. 

In the second account, a change in organizational meaning is signaled by the plus ou|to" (37:29
[Ì 38:25]; 38:1, 3, 4, 8 [Ì 38:22, 23, 24, 26]). This plus, in addition to the corresponding minuses of the
conjunction in each of these verses, signals the change in structure from the sequential, event-oriented
text of the ˜ to the descriptive text of the Ì that focuses on the materials used in the construction, as
was discussed above. This plus causes no change in the referential meaning. The source of this plus is,
of course, widely debated. Aejmelaeus argues strongly for a difference in Vorlage, but even she notes,
“This style is highly exceptional, but perhaps still not absolutely impossible in Hebrew.” See Anneli
Aejmelaeus, “Septuagintal Translation Techniques—A Solution to the Problem of the Tabernacle
Account,” in Septuagint, Scrolls and Cognate Writings: Papers Presented to the International Symposium
on the Septuagint and Its Relations to the Dead Sea Scrolls and Other Writings, Manchester, 1990, ed.
George J. Brooke and Barnabas Lindars, Septuagint and Cognate Studies, no. 33 (Atlanta, Ga.: Schol-
ars Press, 1992), 394.
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meanings, however, are often affected by pluses in the text. In this section, pluses
that are assigned to the category of situational meaning are those that illustrate
either an obvious attempt to harmonize the two tabernacle accounts or a signifi-
cant difference in the referential meaning such that the meaning cannot be
derived from the immediate context. This decision is based on the assumption
that major differences in the text are most likely to be products of the cultural sit-
uation in which either the Vorlage or the translation was produced, rather than
simply being products of the translation technique or accidents of textual trans-
mission, though one cannot deny that accidents have occurred in the transmis-
sion of texts. Other pluses, including those that appear to be errors rather than
intentional changes, will be discussed under the category of referential meaning.

Pluses that reflect a quantitative difference in referential meaning are gener-
ally explanatory in nature. Often these pluses add a thin layer of interpretive
meaning to the text, such as the plus krufh'/ (11:2) that modifies God’s command
to the people in a contextually appropriate manner, even though it is unlikely to
have been a part of the Vorlage.36 Explanatory pluses may involve the use of more
specific words, the clarification of an ambiguous phrase, specification of a
location, or other types of explanations.37 Some of these explanatory pluses are

Consistency of Translation Techniques168

36. For instance, in 11:10 the ˜ and ˇ say that Pharaoh jL'viAalø the children of Israel out of
his land, but the Ì says that Pharaoh oujk hjqevlhsen ejxapostei'lai the children of Israel. The Ì con-
tains all the referential meaning found in the Hebrew text of this phrase, but it also contains an addi-
tional piece of information, i.e., the fact that Pharaoh in addition to not sending them away, did not
even want to send them away. This plus comes in the form of a modal verb in the Ì and its probable
source is the translator. This same plus is also found in parallel phrases in 8:28 and 10:4. This plus could
be placed in other categories, e.g., implicit referential meaning that is made explicit, if one assumes that
the ˜ contained this meaning implicitly. Alternately, it could be viewed as a change in the quantity of
situational meaning that is reflected in a difference in referential meaning, if it reflected a larger cultural
or exegetical issue. At this time, however, no larger cultural or exegetical issue has been found that
would have motivated this change. Thus, it is considered to be a plus of referential meaning.

Another interpretative plus can be seen in 11:3. The ˜ simply states that Moses was very great
(a non-verbal clause in Hebrew), but in the Ì, rather than using a simple “be” verb, the translator
chooses a form of givnomai, which indicates that Moses’ state of being “great” is a new state that repre-
sents a change. In the context of the verse, the plus, ejgenhvqh, would imply that this greatness is a result
of God’s activity rather than something that comes from Moses’ inherent personality traits. This is a
minor change, but it does represent the translator’s understanding of the passage, an understanding
that can be drawn from the Hebrew, but definitely is not explicit in the ˜. 

The plus poiei'n (35:29) is a bit more complex, though it ultimately is derivable from the text.
The preceding verses state that some of the people were actually helping to do the work (the spinning)
and were not simply bringing the material for the work. Thus, the translator added a plus that made
this passage harmonize in a minor way with the context. Another plus that may be in the text for simi-
lar reason is sunievnai (35:35).

37. An example of the use of a more specific term is seen in the plus ejp! a[krou. This plus could
almost be classified as a doublet of ejpi; ta; duvo pteruvgia, which is used to translate t/xq] ynEv]Al['
(39:19 [Ì 36:26]). By the use of this piling up of specific terms, the translator was attempting to clarify
a passage that was not accurately translated in the first account. (See the discussion of the construction
of the breastpiece in the next section of this chapter.)

In Ì 30:7 the plus leptovn is a copy of a specific term that is part of the description of the mak-
ing of the incense for the offering in 30:36. This plus ties together two sections of instructions about
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identical with longer phrases in the Hebrew Vorlage and thus raise the issue of
whether they are pluses derived from the translation technique or reflections of a
different Vorlage.38 A few explanatory pluses are generally considered to be
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the incense, which is especially important in light of the lack of the phrase !yMis' tr,foq] in 30:36, a
phrase that more fully identifies this special kind of incense, in contrast to “strange” incense. In addi-
tion, the use of this plus, leptovn, helps define the boundaries of a section that begins and ends with a
mention of God making himself known at the place where this incense is offered. These boundaries
unite a section of the text that might otherwise appear to be a jumbled set of unrelated instructions.
The translator, however, saw the unity and encouraged the reading of the text in this way by the use of
lexical cohesion created by a plus in the text or possibly by a plus in the Vorlage that he used. Normally,
this plus is considered to be a gloss, but whether a later gloss or the work of the translator, the place-
ment of this term encourages the reading of the text as the first part of an inclusio and cannot be con-
sidered to be a random gloss that happened to be inserted into the text at this point.

In the second account, the bronze grating of the bronze altar in ˜ 38:5 is referred to as
tv,joN“h' rB'k]mi, but in the Ì the grating is referred to as tou' paraqevmato" tou' qusiasthrivou calkou'"
(Ì 38:24). One way of analyzing this ‘plus’ is that the translator interpreted tv,joN“h' as a substantive
referring to the altar, i.e., the bronze thing, and then stated this explicitly in the translation. All other
occurrences of the articulated form, tv,joN“h', however, are part of the minuses in the tabernacle
accounts. This lack of comparative evidence means that no firm conclusion can be reached as to the
source of this plus, but in any case the information in the plus could have been derived from the ˜.

In the first account, the plus th'" qusiva" (29:34) clarifies an ambiguous phrase that indicates
the relationship between the meat and the ordination of the priests. This fact is probably implicit in
the general context of the ˜ and yet the phrase that is created by the plus in the Ì, th'" qusiva" th'"
teleiwvsew", is not found elsewhere in this exact form in the Ì Scriptures. (The closest parallel to this
phrase is found in 2 Macc 2:9.) Another example of clarification of ambiguities in the text is seen in ˜
29:12, where it says that “all” the blood was poured out at the base of the altar. This usage of “all,”
however, is relative since the text just stated that some of the blood had been put on the horns of the
altar. To clarify this potential contradiction, the Ì has to; . . . loipo;n pa'n, i.e., the blood was put on the
horns of the altar and then the remainder was poured out at the base of the altar. This is a sensible
translation and several major English translations follow this same approach (NIV “the rest,” NRSV
“all the rest”). In addition to these pluses, other pluses that clarify and prevent misinterpretation
include the following: ejx ajllhvlwn (26:3); eij" ajmfovtera ta; mevrh aujtou' (26:21 [2x], 25); kata; to;
mevro" (26:22); eJtevra th;n eJtevran (28:7); ejxisouvmenoi ajllhvloi" (37:18 [Ì 38:15]); ajmfotevrwn (37:18
[Ì 38:14]); ajfaivrema (38:25 [Ì 39:2]); eij" a[llhla sumpeplegmevnon (39:5 [Ì 36:12]); ajmfotevrou"
(39:6 [Ì 36:13]); ajmfotevrwn (39:17 [Ì 36:24]); th'" skhnh'" (40:22); leitourgei'n (40:32 [Ì 38:27]).

Explanatory pluses that specify the location are as follows: ejn gh'/ Aijguvptw/ (11:10); eij" th;n oJdovn
(12:39); kata; ta;" parwmivda" aujtw'n ejk tw'n ejmprosqivwn (28:14); a[nwqen th'" kibwtou' (37:6 [Ì 38:5]).

In the second account two pluses are found as summary statements at the end of lists or parts
of lists, as follows: kai; pavnta ta; skeuvh aujtou' (39:38 [Ì 39:15]); kai; pavnta ta; ejrgalei'a ta; eij" ta;
e[rga th'" skhnh'" tou' marturivou (39:40 [Ì 39:21]).

38. In both the first and second account, the first reference to the ark in the ̃ is @/ra}, but in the
Ì it is found in an expanded form—kibwto;n marturivou (25:10) and kibwto;n tou' marturivou (35:12).
An examination of the ˜ shows that the phrase tWd[eh; @/ra} is not used until after directions are given
for the putting of the stone tablets in the ark. After that event (end of 25:21), all following references to
the ark in the first account of the ˜ are with the phrase tWd[eh; @/ra}, which is generally translated by a
form of kibwto;" tou' marturivou, except in 31:7, where tdu[el; @roa;h; is translated kibwto;n th'"
diaqhvkh". (The choice of diaqhvkh in this verse was discussed in chapter three.) Thus, positing a Vor-
lage that contained tWd[eh; in ˜ 25:10 would not “fit” with the usage throughout the remainder of the
first account. In the ˜ of the second account, the ark is likewise referred to simply by @/ra} until after
the completion of the construction. After that it is generally referred to by tWd[eh; @/ra}, except when it
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doublets.39 The use of a doublet is, however, sometimes necessitated by the fact
that the Hebrew word can refer to two aspects of a process for which there is no
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is the second occurrence of the term in a verse (40:3) or when the testimony (tablets) is placed in the
ark (40:20). In these latter cases it is simply referred to by @/ra}. In chapter three it was argued that the
use of expanded translation equivalents for both tr,Pok' (25:17) and @m,v, (30:31) was an appropriate
technique in the translation of the initial occurrences of words in some types of discourse. With these
latter two terms, the evidence was insufficient for proving the source of the pluses (ejpivqema [25:17];
a[leimma [30:31]), i.e., whether they were glosses in the Ì or whether the pluses were part of the trans-
lation technique. For the pluses of marturivou (25:10) and tou' marturivou (35:12), however, the evi-
dence points to translation technique as the source due to the fact that while it is a common way of
referring to the ark, it is inappropriate to posit a fuller form in the Hebrew Vorlage due to the larger
context of the ˜. In addition, the use of a pronoun instead of a noun phrase in 37:5 (Ì 38:4) points to
the willingness of the translator of the second account to use translation techniques other than one-to-
one, formal translation equivalents. The fact that these two expanded forms of the term are in parallel
verses means that the choice was probably made in one account and simply accepted and used in the
other account. 

A similar plus is seen in the first occurrence of vve in both tabernacle accounts (25:4=35:6). In
the ˜ both accounts have the unmodified form vve, but in the Ì both have buvsson keklwsmevnhn,
which is the normal translation of rz:v]m; vve. This plus possibly produces a slight shift in meaning in
that the emphasis is placed on the material being in a particular form, i.e., spun, but this is hard to
prove from the examples in the text. The fact that both pluses occur in parallel verses probably indi-
cates the interdependence of the verses, i.e., because of translation technique or Vorlage, one account
had the fuller form and this was copied to the other account. The only other plus with this term occurs
in 39:3 (Ì 36:10). This plus, however, is more likely to be due to translation technique. In 39:2 (Ì 36:9)
the linen is referred to by the fuller phrase rz:v]m; vve, but in the next verse that refers back to the same
item (39:3 [Ì 36:10]), the Hebrew text used the shorter form and simply said vve. The Ì, however,
chose to maintain the same longer form, th'/ buvssw/ th'/ keklwsmevnh/, when referring to the same item.
This difference may also be due to the fact that Hebrew uses a construct chain vVeh' &/t, which would
have become more complicated with the longer form, whereas the prepositional phrase in Ì allows the
use of the longer phrase without any difficulty.

In the control sample, 11:3 contains the plus kai; ejnantivon Faraw, which makes it more like
other phrases that refer to Pharaoh and his servants in the Ì (e.g., 5:21; 7:9, 10, 20; 9:8). Some of these
phrases, however, also reflect a plus with reference to the ˜. For instance, in 7:9 and 9:8, only Pharaoh
is mentioned in the ˜, but in the Ì the servants are also present, which fits with the probable cultural
understanding that Pharaoh would always be accompanied by his servants, especially when meeting
with foreigners.

In 27:12 it is explicitly stated that the western side of the courtyard has ten pillars and ten bases.
In the next verse (27:13), which refers to the parallel side, the overall length is stated, but in the ˜ the
pillars are enumerated according to the three sections of that side (27:14-16). In the Ì text, however,
the identical nature of the two sides is emphasized by means of a plus, stu'loi aujtw'n devka, kai; aiJ
bavsei" aujtw'n devka, in 27:13. This plus could have been in the Vorlage and it definitely does not con-
tradict any referential meaning in the text. The effect of the plus is to emphasize the uniformity of the
opposing sides of the courtyard by means of a doublet-like construction in which the same informa-
tion is stated twice. 

The plus kata; pavnta ta; e[rga (35:32) may be related to the minus at the end of the previous
verse that was discussed in chapter three. Other pluses that may reflect a different Vorlage, though
some are less likely, include the following: ta; shmei'a kai; (11:9, 10); tou' marturivou (36:37 [Ì 37:5];
40:5, 22); e[rgon (39:5 [Ì 36:12]). The last example, however, may simply be an attempt to harmonize
Ì 36:12 with 39:3 (Ì 36:10) where e[rgon uJfantovn occurs as a translation of bvejo hce[}m'. 

39. For instance, in the second account the ˜ text has one participle, but the Ì uses two par-
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one-word equivalent in the Greek. A theologically important example of this is
seen in the translation of !yriPuKi and rpK in 30:10.40

Pluses in the quantity of situational meaning include a variety of small
pluses that indicate that the translator or his Vorlage understood the text in a way
that differed from that seen in the ˜.41 Some of these statements that appear to

Accuracy 171

ticiples, which may be part of the translation technique, i.e., using a term similar to a term in the first
account, geglummevnou" kai;, and also using a second term, ejkkekolammevnou", that matches the ˜
pattern of a participle followed by a cognate noun (39:6 [Ì 36:13]). The plus to; kavlumma tou' kata-
petavsmato" is often considered to be a doublet (40:5). Both of these terms are used in the first
account, but kavlumma is used as the lexical equivalent of &s;m; when it refers to the curtain at the gate
of the courtyard in the first account (27:16). Since the translator of the second account had envisioned
the curtain of the tent as being of the same type of material as the inner curtain, as was discussed in
chapter three, the translator chose to combine the formal lexical equivalent for &s;m; with the term
used more frequently for the curtain at the door of the tent, katapevtasma. By doing this, the transla-
tor has connected the accounts through lexical cohesion and at the same time has emphasized for the
reader that this is the same type of curtain that was previously discussed and that functions to cover
the opening at the door of the tent. The genitive construction is thus an appositional genitive in which
the second term more clearly identifies the first.

Other examples of pluses that are possible doublets are as follows: ajntipivptousai (26:5);
kaqaro;n (27:20); poikiltou' (28:6); katavpausi" (35:2); kai; sunevsew" (35:35). Other doublet-like
forms that are probably due to translation technique, i.e., the use of a phrase to translate one term, are
as follows: strepta; kumavtia (25:24); strepto;n kumavtion (25:25); strepth;n stefavnhn (30:4); ta;
e[rga ta; tektonika; (31:5). 

40. The two forms of rpK in 30:10 are translated by distinct, one-word equivalents, ejxilavse-
tai and kaqariei', which capture the fact that the word rpK refers to an activity that affects both God
and the altar, but in different ways. This difference is signaled both by the choice of verbs and also by
the semantic function of the altar. In the first occurrence of the verb, the translator has stated that
atonement is done on the horns of the altar, i.e., the altar is the location of the act that is focused
toward God. In the second occurrence of the verb rpK, however, the altar is the direct object of
kaqarivzw and is thus the item affected by the atoning process. Given the duel aspects of the Hebrew
term rpK, the translator brought both aspects of the meaning of the term into the translation of the
phrase !yrIPuKih' taF'j' !D' by using a doublet, i.e., two translations of !yrIPuKih'—tou' ai{mato" tou'
kaqarismou' tw'n aJmartiw'n tou' ejxilasmou'. Technically, tou' kaqarismou' is a plus that could be a
later gloss. This plus, however, is best explained as the intentional creation of the translator who used
nominal forms of both the verbs used to translate rpK, rather than being an accident of textual trans-
mission.

41. In the second account, the inner and outer curtain of the tent were identical in design as
can be seen in the plus ceroubim (36:37 [Ì 37:5]). This differs from the first account, but this differ-
ence between the two accounts is probably minimized by the use of an unusual translation equivalent,
ejpivspastron, for the outer curtain in the first account, as well as a minus, lh,aoh; jt'p,l], that makes
the referent ambiguous in the Ì of the first account (26:36). In a similar way, the woven material of the
breastpiece was also considered to be embroidered in the second account as can be seen in the plus
poikiliva/ (39:8 [Ì 36:15]). 

In 39:40 (Ì 39:19), the Ì contains a plus, th'" quvra" th'" skhnh'" kai;, that expands the meaning
of the ˜ by the inclusion of the curtain at the door of the tent, which appears to be either missing in
the list or incorporated into one of the generic terms. This same combination of the door of the tent
and the gate of the courtyard is also part of a large plus (Ì 38:20), which may indicate that the pluses
came from the same source.

In 28:33, the Ì contains a plus, kavtwqen wJsei; ejxanqouvsh" rJova", which clarifies the text by
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contradict the ˜ may have been found in the Vorlage or may have been due to an
error, but the result is a plus in the text that cannot be derived from the ˜ itself.42

Consistency of Translation Techniques172

describing the form and clarifying the position of the pomegranates in relationship to the hem of the
garment. This plus, however, must be analyzed in conjunction with other changes both in the same
verse and also in 28:34. At the end of 28:33 the Ì contains the plus to; aujto; . . . ei\do" rJoivskou", in
which the pomegranates rather than the bells are described as crusou'" in the Ì. This same “reassign-
ment” of the modifier “golden” to the pomegranates instead of the bells is also seen in 28:34, although
the phrase, para; rJoivskon crusou'n kwvdwna, is ambiguous. In addition, Ì 28:34 contains the plus,
kai; a[nqinon, which emphasizes the floral nature of the one kind of pomegranate. As a result of these
pluses, it is apparent that while the ˜ has only one kind of pomegranate, the Ì has two kinds of
pomegranates, one made of multicolored yarns and one made of gold, that were intermingled with the
bells along the hem of the garment. (See WeversNotes, 459-60, for a detailed discussion of the text.)
These pluses in the text may reflect an early understanding of a standard motif in both the tabernacle
and the temple. While this motif with two kinds of pomegranates is not found elsewhere in the ˜, it is
found in Ì 2 Chr 4:13, which describes the capitals of the columns as being covered with golden bells
(an apparent contradiction since the capitals were made of bronze) and two kinds of pomegranates
(duvo gevnh rJoi?skwn), rather than two rows of pomegranates. Since the capitals were made of bronze,
these pomegranates were by no means identical with the pomegranates on the garment, but these ref-
erences may indicate that in the Hellenistic times, motifs with bells and pomegranates included two
kinds of pomegranates, flowering and non-flowering, which may be part of the justification for this
“plus” in 28:33. Flowers were also a plus in the gold chains that were part of the design of the breast-
piece, as can be seen in the plus ejn a[nqesin (28:14). Meyers notes that pomegranates were combined
with flowers on “the stone menorah from H |ammath Tiberias.” See Carol L. Meyers, The Tabernacle
Menorah: A Synthetic Study of a Symbol from the Biblical Cult, American Schools of Oriental Research
Dissertation Series, ed. David Noel Freedman (Missoula, Mont.: Scholars Press, 1976), 54 n. 124 and
L. H. Vincent, “Les fouilles juives d’el-H |ammam, à Tibériade,” Revue Biblique 31 (1922): 119.

A similar, but slightly modified (wJ" instead of wJsei) plus, kavtwqen wJ" ejxanqouvsh" rJova", is
also found in 39:24 (Ì 36:31). Other changes in the surrounding text point towards the interdepen-
dence of the two accounts rather than one account being the exact copy of the other. The direction of
that interdependence cannot, however, be decided on the basis of the information in this verse. In the
second account, however, the text is more like the ˜ in that there are no golden pomegranates. The
phrase that is ambiguous in Ì 28:34 is no longer a problem in the translation of the nearly identical
first part of 39:26 (Ì 36:33), because the second account follows a text similar to the ˇ, which clearly
identified the bells as being golden. 

42. Wevers suggests several possible ways of understanding the plus kai; aiJ bavsei" perihrgu-
rwmevnai in 27:11, but concludes that this information is not based on the ˜. (See WeversNotes, 437.)
Gooding likewise sees it as a misstatement, but in addition he sees it as a part of the translator’s
attempt to “vary the expression.” See Gooding, 27. Given the other problems in this section of the first
account, it is likely that this is an error.

The plus of to; u{yo" (27:14, 15, 16) is a mistake according to Gooding. (Ibid., 25-26.) Wevers,
however, tries to explain it in a reasonable manner and says, “The term probably comes from the
weaving trade and designates the position on the loom, the indefinite length being the upright weave.
That u{yo" means length of the hangings is clear from fifteen plus twenty plus fifteen constituting the
breadth (hardly height) of the south end of the court.” (WeversNotes, 439.) Nelson includes these
pluses in his list of “explicating glosses.” (Nelson, 295 n. 31.) One possible source for these pluses is
found in the second account. The ˜ of the parallel account contains the phrase bj'rob] hm;/qw“ &r,ao,
which is part of two clauses and has been translated in the Ì as to; mh'ko", kai; to; u{yo" kai; to; eu\ro"
(38:18 [Ì 37:16]). Modern translators and exegetes continue to struggle with this phrase as can been
seen in the variety of translations. Some have simply “deleted” the translation of bj'rob] (NIV). See also
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Some pluses, rather than creating contradictions, lead to an overall increase of the
consistency and coherence within both the immediate text and the Pentateuch as
a whole.43 Included in this type of plus are the pluses that obviously result in
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John I. Durham, Exodus, vol. 3, Word Biblical Commentary (Waco, Tex.: Word Books, 1987), 485.
Others, in contrast, have in one way or another equated the two terms for height and width—“along
the width of it, five cubits high” (NRSV) and “height—or width —” (NJPS). While this is not quite the
same problem as that found in the first account, it does illustrate the difficulty involved in describing
two-dimensional items that can be viewed from several different perspectives. 

In the second account, confusion seems to be the result of the addition of tw'n loipw'n (39:34
[Ì 39:20]) and ta;" stola;" (39:33 [Ì 39:13]), though Wevers sees the latter plus as a reference back to
the immediately preceding verses, which are a “major” plus. If so, this small plus functions to tie the
“major” plus in with the rest of the text. Concerning the other plus, Wevers has speculated that tw'n
loipw'n ta; ejpikaluvmmata, “is a cover term for all other coverings not specifically included. . . .” See
WeversNotes, 639, 642.

43. In the control sample, the one large plus is a command in Ì 12:10 (kai; ojstou'n ouj sun-
trivyete ajp! aujtou') that makes the first set of commands more nearly parallel to the Passover com-
mands in 12:46. This illustrates the same general harmonizing tendency seen in the ˇ, as was
discussed in chapter two.

In the first account, the clause to; pleonavzon tw'n devrrewn th'" skhnh'" uJpokaluvyei" (26:12),
which is a slightly modified version of the previous clause, is a plus that indicates several differences in
the way the translator understood the text. This understanding was probably the source of other dif-
ferences in the text, including what could be called a synonymous variant, i.e., instead of the fronted
topic in the ̃ , the Ì has an independent clause and instead of reading jr's]Ti as a 3fs verb, as is done by
most modern translators, the Ì read the text as a 2ms verb, a reading that fits well with the surround-
ing context. See U. Cassuto, A Commentary on the Book of Exodus (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1967),
353, who also read it as a 2ms verb. In addition to these synonymous variants, the Ì contains the plus
mentioned above, which Wevers understands as an attempt by the translator to eliminate a possible
contradiction. In 26:9, some of the excess was to be put over the front of the tent, whereas in ˜ 26:12
all the excess appears to be put at the back of the tent. (WeversNotes, 418.) Nelson, in contrast, labels
this plus as being caused by dittography, but this fails to account for the change from ejn tai'" devr-
resin to tw'n devrrewn in the plus. (See Nelson, 297.) This difference may indicate a slight change in
meaning or it may point to the fact that the first occurrence is a more literal translation of the Hebrew
text whereas the second is a more natural usage that was possible since there was no Hebrew Vorlage.
In either case, simple dittography will not explain this plus nor the other changes in the text. Rather,
this reflects the translator’s general practice of bringing increased consistency to the text through elim-
inating minor discrepancies, a tendency that was also seen in the ˇ.

The plus ajmwvmou" (29:38) makes explicit the fact that the lamb was without defect. The rams
for the dedication of the priests have been described in this way in 29:1, so the term is known to the
reader, but it is a difference in the quantity of referential meaning about the lamb. This difference is
probably motivated by a desire to harmonize this verse with Num 28:3, where the lambs for this sacri-
fice are explicitly said to be without defect, as was discussed above in connection with the plus
dymt tl[ in both the ˇ and Ì.

On a larger scale, the first account in the Ì is brought into closer agreement with the ˜ version
of the second account through a plus, kai; th;n uJavkinqon kai; th;n porfuvran kai; to; kovkkinon to;
nhsto;n kai; th;n buvsson th;n keklwsmevnhn, in 31:4. This plus makes explicit God’s promise that he
would fill the men with the needed skill to work in fabrics, as well as in metal and stone. The fulfill-
ment of this promise is seen in ˜ 35:35, but the Ì form of this verse only contains an abbreviated list.
This plus in the first account, therefore, may indicate that the translator had access to the second
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bringing the two tabernacle accounts into greater agreement whether due to a
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account in a form similar to the ˜, but did not have (or at least did not use) the Greek translation of
the second account, at least not one like the current version. 

In the second account, the common phrase, ejgw; kuvrio", occurs as a plus in 35:3, which is
copied from a similar (but not identical) verse in the first account (31:13). Just as the second account
begins where the first account ended, i.e., with commands concerning the Sabbath, in a similar way,
but on a smaller scale, the plus ejgw; kuvrio" in Ì 35:3 means that the commands about the Sabbath end
in the second account where the first account began, i.e., the first reason stated for the Sabbath in the
first account is that the people will know that ejgw; kuvrio" and in the second account of the Ì this is the
last stated reason that substantiates the Sabbath laws. Thus, the plus in the Ì adds to the coherence of
the two accounts and results in an inclusio-like bracketing of the Sabbath laws. Within the larger con-
text of the Pentateuch, these two parallel versions of the Sabbath laws differ also in that the first
account looks back to the creation while the second account looks forward, as signaled by the seem-
ingly misplaced command about not kindling a fire on the Sabbath. This command is important
because it clearly lays the ground work for the stoning of the man that was gathering firewood (pre-
sumably for the kindling of a fire) on the Sabbath in Num 15:32-36. The prohibition about kindling a
fire on the Sabbath is apparently not found elsewhere, but the effect of this command on both daily
living and on the construction of the tabernacle is obvious.

The plus kai; tou;" livqou" th'" smaravgdou (35:12a) brings coherence to the text by stating that
the material later used in the making of the ephod and breastpiece has been brought as part of the
offering. (Compare with 28:9 in the first account.) In 35:9, the livqou" sardivou were brought, which is
parallel to the first account (25:7). Unfortunately, the first account used several terms to translate
!h'vo, as was discussed in chapter three. To compensate for this usage of multiple translation equiva-
lents in the first account, the second account has both types of stones explicitly stated as being brought
for use in making the tabernacle related items, which results in a plus in the second account.

In 37:10 (Ì 38:9) the table is carefully identified by the phrase th;n prokeimevnhn, which is a
plus. This exact wording is not found elsewhere in Exodus, but it is the translation used for the phrase,
!ynIP;h' @j'l]vu, in Num 4:7. The fact that these translations are interdependent is obvious, but the direc-
tion of interdependency cannot be proven due to lack of data. This may have been the common termi-
nology in use among the religious communities to which the translator(s) belonged, as can be seen by
the fact that the bread is described with a similar phrase, tou;" a[rtou" tou;" prokeimevnou" (39:36 [Ì
39:17]). This was not, however, the only terminology being used for the table, as can be seen by the
fact that the table is referred to with a different plus, th'" proqevsew", in the same verse with the bread. 

Likewise, in 37:17 (Ì 38:13) the lampstand is more fully described with the plus, h} fwtivzei,
which is similar to the description in Num 4:9, th;n lucnivan th;n fwtivzousan. In Num 4:9 this is the
translation of a phrase, r/aM;h' tr'nOm], which is translated th;n lucnivan tou' fwto;" in 35:14. Thus, the
source of the plus cannot be explained, but the effect is that the lampstand, like the table, is reintro-
duced into the text by means of a new descriptive label. 

The major plus in 38:8 (Ì 38:26), ejn h| hJmevra/ e[phxen aujthvn, clarifies the potential ambiguity
about the identity of the tent of meeting and also the potential temporal contradiction concerning the
time when the women “served/fasted.” The major plus in 38:1 (Ì 38:22), ejk tw'n pureivwn tw'n calk-
w'n, a} h\n toi'" ajndravsin toi'" katastasiavsasi meta; th'" Kore sunagwgh'", likewise attempts to
resolve a potential contradiction between Exodus and Numbers concerning the etiology of the bronze
used to make the altar of burnt offering. This plus creates a potential temporal contradiction for West-
ern readers, but for the translator it involved a minor telescoping of two events, both of which could
be placed at Sinai. The account of Korah’s rebellion in Numbers 16-17 is surrounded by laws, which at
a later time were all assumed to have been delivered at Sinai, as can be seen in Ezra’s recital of the his-
tory of Israel (Neh 9:13-14). This indirect connection of Korah’s rebellion with the giving of laws at
Sinai, in combination with the lack of firm chronological connections to the surrounding narratives in
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purposeful choice or because the Vorlage was more internally consistent.44 These
pluses do not, however, always set forth the same viewpoint throughout the taber-
nacle accounts, as can be seen in the difference in approach towards “pure” gold.45
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Numbers, may have contributed to the fact that the translator viewed the connecting of Korah’s rebel-
lion and the construction of the tabernacle as a minor telescoping of the time-line. By combining these
two events, the translator was able to eliminate the apparent contradiction that was of greater concern
to him, i.e., the source of the bronze for the altar. For a contrary interpretation of these two pluses, see
David W. Gooding, “Two Possible Examples of Midrashic Interpretation in the Septuagint Exodus,”
in Wort, Lied und Gottesspruch: Festschrift für Joseph Ziegler, ed. Josef Schreiner (Echter Verlag: Katho-
lisches Bibelwerk, 1972), 39-48. For a fuller discussion of both of these pluses and a critique of Good-
ing’s approach see Martha L. Wade, “Translation as Interpretation in the Old Greek Exodus” (paper
presented at the Fellowship of Professors, Johnson Bible College, 1999). 

44. A clear example of a smaller plus of this nature is u{fasma katavliqon (39:10 [Ì 36:17]).
The ̃ of the first account (28:17) contains an additional phrase with respect to the parallel verse in the
second account, but due to the plus in the second account of the Ì the verses are identical except for
the choice of verbs, which was discussed in chapter three, and the difference between the active and
passive structures of the clauses. 

Another example of this is the plus at the end of 35:19, kai; to; e[laion tou' crivsmato" kai; to;
qumivama th'" sunqevsew", which is a slightly modified version of 31:11 (Ì 31:11 uses cri'si" instead of
cri'sma and also modifies the incense with the phrase tou' aJgivou, a phrase that is also present in the
probable Vorlage.) As with the reordering and plus in Ì 38:27, which will be discussed below, this plus
(Ì 35:19) brings the list at the beginning of the second account into closer agreement with the end of
the first account. (In the first account, 31:10 refers to the priestly garments and is followed by the oil
and incense. The list at beginning of the second account in the ˜ ends with the priestly garments in
35:19.) Thus, the two accounts are in accord both in the related minuses (25:6=35:8) as well as in the
plus that makes the second account more like the conclusion of the first account. Since the oil and
incense are manufactured items rather than raw materials, they have been removed from the initial list
in the first account (25:6), which was largely “copied” in the second account. The confusing part in the
second account is that the oil appears in two different positions in the list (Ì 35:12a, 19). The plus in
35:19 brings the second account into agreement with the conclusion of the first account, which is
immediately followed by the note that everything was done as commanded. The apparent plus in Ì
35:12a is actually a translation of part of 35:15 that has been reordered. Though there is repetition due
to the pluses, in many ways this is similar to the translation techniques discussed in previous chapters
in which the translator of the second account is trying to be faithful to his Hebrew Vorlage as well as
trying to bring the two accounts into greater harmony.

45. In the first account, kaqarov" occurs three times as a plus with gold in the Ì (25:28; 28:13;
30:4). In the second account, however, the term r/hf; is often a minus in the Ì (37:16, 17, 23 [Ì 38:12,
13, 17]; 39:25 [Ì 36:32]). If Ì 38:16 is considered to contain the translation of ˜ 37:22, then kaqarov"
is also a minus in this verse. In addition, it is a minus due to the fact that it is a part of verses that are
minuses in the Ì (37:11, 24, 26). This appears to be a clearly contrastive emphasis in the two taberna-
cle accounts. The first account in the Ì appears to be more concerned with the issue of the quality or
type of gold than the second account in the Ì. Nelson sees this as evidence of the early nature of the
Vorlage of the text in the second account. As a result he sees kaqarov" as one of the “explicating
glosses” added as the text developed. (Nelson, 295-96.) Wevers fails to note the difference between the
two accounts and thus he tries to explain away the differences when there is no textual support for the
longer phrase in the Ì. This also affects his reading of Ì 38:5, about which he says, “That Exod [Ì]
should have rendered rwhf bhz by ejk crusivou would be strange indeed.” Instead, he explains the
absence of kaqarou' in some manuscripts by saying, “Its omission was originally probably due to
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In either case, the result of these pluses in the text is that the meaning of the Ì dif-
fers with that of the ˜. These pluses, however, often co-occur with other differ-
ences in the text and hence it is the overall impact of the pluses, minuses, and
synonymous variants that result in a difference of meaning in the text rather than
the impact of the plus in isolation, as can be seen in the combination of different
types of variants in 37:4 and 37:15 (Ì 38:11).46

Minuses

The minuses in the second tabernacle account of the Ì are the most frequently
commented upon difference between the ˜ and the Ì. An examination of all
minuses affirms the fact that there are quantitatively more minuses in the second
tabernacle account and that those minuses are generally larger sections of text. A
comparison of the distribution of minuses, however, shows that the same basic
types of minuses can be found in the control sample and all sections of the taber-
nacle accounts. (See table 16.) The main difference is that in the control sample
and first tabernacle account there are over three times as many minuses that
reflect a difference in the status of organizational meaning as there are minuses
that reflect a difference in the quantity of referential meaning. In both parts of the
second tabernacle account, by contrast, most of the differences are in the quantity
of referential meaning. This affirms what has been intuitively noticed in most
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homoioteleuton.” Because of this he has incorporated kaqarou' into his critical text of Ì 38:5, despite
the textual evidence. (WeversText, 257.) Contra Wevers, the better explanation is that r/hf; was often
a minus in the second account and that this was part of the overall pattern of simplification that is seen
throughout the second account. The word kaqarov" is, however, retained as a modifier of crusivon
with a limited number of items, as follows: chains connecting ephod and breastpiece (39:15 [Ì
36:22]); rosette on high priest’s turban (39:30 [Ì 36:37]); material used for the ark (37:2 [Ì 38:2]);
material used for the table (37:11 [Ì 38:9]).

46. For instance, the plus th'" kibwtou' kai; th'" trapevzh" (37:15 [Ì 38:11]) at first appears to be
a combination of implicit information made explicit (the ˜ is referring to the poles of the table in this
verse) and additional information that seems out of place (the poles of the ark). When, however, one
recognizes that this plus is needed because of a minus in the Ì with respect to the ˜ (˜ 37:4 is missing
in the Ì.), then the information no longer seems inappropriate. The making of both sets of poles is
present in both texts, but the information has been reordered. In addition, it is obvious that the plus
and minus are also related to the change in vocabulary, the use of eujrei'", that was discussed in chap-
ter three. Thus, the plus in this text is related to other differences in the text and cannot be analyzed in
isolation.

Another example is seen in Ì 28:29a, which may be viewed as a plus that consists of an entire
verse, but some of the contents of this plus are very similar to the corresponding minus (˜ 28:23-28)
and thus this is best analyzed as a synonymous variant in which two different versions of the informa-
tion are presented. This text and its parallel passage in the second account will be discussed later in this
chapter. Another large plus that must be evaluated in light of the entire text is Ì 38:18-21, which
shares some features with ˜ 36:34, but is largely an independent plus. Likewise, the large plus in Ì
39:11-12a is based on an earlier piece of information, but is basically a plus in relationship to the ˜.
Both of these pluses will be discussed in a later section of this chapter.
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analyses. Most minuses in the first account do not change the referential meaning,
while those in the second account result in a significant difference in referential
meaning. Aside from the absence of most of the construction of the tabernacle
itself, the meaning in the remainder of the minuses of the second account could
be classified as explanatory details.47 There are, however, several recurrent
minuses of significant items that will be discussed below.

In the following sections, I will discuss the types of minuses found in the
control sample and the tabernacle accounts using the six categories that were dis-
cussed above. These will be broadly grouped into those that reflect a difference in
the status of the meaning and those that reflect a difference in the quantity of the
meaning in the texts. The few minuses in which the ˇ and Ì agree will be dis-
cussed separately before proceeding to the minuses that are found in the Ì alone.
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47. These details include items such as the material, measurements, and workmanship of the
furniture; the peripheral items attached to the main pieces of furniture; and phrases that specify the
placement of peripheral items and of the furniture pieces themselves. All of these minuses are listed
below.

Control First Core of Remainder Totals
sample tabernacle second of second

account tabernacle tabernacle
account account

Quantity of 8 6 1 7 22
organizational

meaning

Quantity of 5 27 32 77 141
referential
meaning

Quantity of 1 1 4 4 10
situational
meaning

Status of 20 87 6 34 147
organizational

meaning

Status of 2 13 14 10 39
referential
meaning

Status of 0 2 0 1 3
situational
meaning

Totals 36 136 57 133 362

Table 16. Types of meaning in the minuses of Ì Exodus
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That Reflect a Vorlage Similar to the ˇ. Minuses in which there are agree-
ments between the ˇ and Ì are less frequent than pluses. Of the twelve minuses
identified, half reflect a decrease in the quantity of referential meaning and the
other half reflect a difference in the status (implicit versus explicit) of the mean-
ing. Differences in the status of meaning can be found in both referential and
organizational meanings.

Referential meaning that is left implicit in both the ˇ and the Ì generally
involves phrases that have been repeated in the ˜, though other small minuses
may also fit this category.48 Other minuses are pronominal suffixes and grammat-
ical markers that make the organizational meaning explicit in the ˜. In the Ì and
ˇ, however, this meaning has been left implicit.49 At times it is difficult to decide
whether the organizational meaning has been left implicit or if there has been a
true decrease in the organizational meaning, e.g., a loss of emphasis that was sig-
naled in the ˜ through the repetition of a word or a phrase.50

Referential meaning that is absent in both the ˇ and Ì is generally rather
minor items or modifiers that more clearly identify an item in the ˜.51 Some of
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48. For instance, the phrase vd,Qoh' lq,v,B] is found in the ˜ in both 38:24 (Ì 39:1) and 38:25 (Ì
39:2), but the second occurrence is a minus in both the ˇ and Ì. The result of this minus is that the
meaning is left implicit and the reader would naturally read 38:25 (Ì 39:2) in light of the description of
the type of shekel that has been given in the preceding verse. In 35:22 the word vyai is a minus in both
the ˇ and Ì. This minus results in a minor piece of referential meaning being left implicit. This type
of minus, however, is part of the translation technique used with relative clauses throughout Exodus.

49. For instance, two pronominal suffixes on infinitive constructs are absent in the ̌ (28:1, 4).
The Ì also has no lexical equivalents for these suffixes. The organizational meaning, however, is still
implicitly present in the texts due to the grammatical structure. A similar minus is also seen in 35:5
where the 3fs suffix in the ̃ refers to the offerings, but is absent in the ̌ and Ì. All of these may, how-
ever, be functioning in the ˜ to signal emphasis, another aspect of organizational meaning. If so, then
these minuses reflect a loss of emphasis that was present in the ˜, but not in the ˇ and Ì.

In 29:41 the grammatical marker l] that signals the grammatical and semantic function of j'yre
is a minus in the ˇ and Ì. This minus results in a less explicitly marked construction that is in reality
probably easier to understand due to the simplification of the grammatical structure. A similar exam-
ple is seen in 29:13 where the ˜ has dbeK;h'Al[' tr,t,YOh', whereas the Ì has to;n lobo;n tou' h{pato", which
reflects the ˇ dbkh trtwy. The difference in meaning between these two forms of the text is slight,
though one could say that in the ˜ the “appendage” is seen more as an independent unit than in the Ì
and ˇ. The difference is probably more organizational (emphasis) than referential. This could, how-
ever, be the result of the translation technique rather than the use of a Vorlage similar to that of the ˇ. 

50. For instance, in 39:25 (Ì 36:32) the phrase !ynIMorIh; &/tB] is repeated in the ˜, but the first
occurrence of this phrase in the ˜ is a minus in the Ì and ˇ. The lack of this phrase does not change
the referential meaning conveyed in the verse, but it possibly results in a lack of emphasis on the posi-
tion of the bells in relationship to the pomegranates. Some modern translations contain a similar
minus (NIV), whereas others have kept the repetition (NRSV, NJPS). 

51. For instance, one of the decreases in referential meaning is due to the absence of the second
item !h,yqeWvj}w" (38:17 [Ì 37:15]) in a word pair that frequently co-occurs. This meaning may simply
have been left implicit, but it is probably absent. Another minor item that is a minus in both the ˇ
and Ì is lko (39:32 [Ì 39:10]). (See discussion of lko under pluses.) In 29:5 the word dpoaeh; in the ˜
serves to more specifically identify the ly[im] that is mentioned in the text. This word is a minus in both
the Ì and ˇ, but the affect of its absence is different in each text, as was discussed in chapter four.
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these shared minuses in the Ì and ˇ may point to a text that was shorter due to
parablepsis.52 The fact that the Ì and ˇ share some minuses does not, however,
necessarily mean that they share every minus.53

That Reflect a Difference in the Status of Meaning. A limited number of
minuses in the Ì reflect a difference in the status of referential, organizational, and
situational meaning. Minuses that reflect a difference in the status of the situa-
tional meaning are the least frequent. Of these few examples, the source of the dif-
ferences between the ˜ and the Ì is open to debate.54 In any case, neither these
examples nor any of the other differences in the status of the meaning results in a
difference in referential meaning between the ˜ and Ì.55

Referential meaning that is left implicit in the Ì often involves differences in
the ways languages express things idiomatically.56 These differences, while most
frequently semantic in nature, sometimes are connected with specific grammati-
cal structures.57 In addition, minuses often involve referential meaning that has
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52. Parablepsis could easily have been the source of the minus tdu[eh;Al[' rv,a} tr,PoK'h' ynEp]li
(30:6).

53. In 35:14, both the ̌ and the Ì share the minus h;yt,ronEAta,w“, but the Ì is also lacking a trans-
lation of the following phrase in the ˜. 

54. For instance, the minus *yjia; (28:4), which results in the culturally known information
about Moses and Aaron’s relationship being implicit rather than explicit, may in reality be a plus in
the ˜. The source of this plus in the ˜ would have been derived from a desire to make this kinship
relationship explicit in as many occurrences as possible. In addition to situational meaning, this minus
involves organizational meaning (a 2ms suffix) that is left implicit. Another example is the minus
@heKoh' (31:10; 39:41 [Ì 39:18]), which was discussed above.

55. Some differences are more apparent than real in that they are almost required by language
differences. One language difference that results in a minus (technically) in the text is the use of one
word to translate a Hebrew number phrase, i.e., rc;[; ynEv] → dwvdeka (28:21). Some of these number
phrases, however, can be translated by two words, as can be seen by a comparison of Rahlfs’ choice of
devka duvo and Wevers’ choice of dwvdeka in 28:21. Because of this, the effect of translation technique
on numbers cannot be totally dismissed. See Wevers’ comments on the differences between numbers
in the first and second accounts in WeversText, 144.

56. In 12:6 the ˜ explicitly states that the number fourteen refers to the fourteenth day, !/y, of
the month. In the Ì, however, it was sufficient to just say th'" tessareskaidekavth" tou' mhno;" for the
original audience to understand that the number fourteen was referring to the day of the month.
Thus, the information is still present in Ì, but it is implicit, which represents a change in the status of
the meaning. Other examples of a similar nature are as follows: rK'ki (29:23); ble (36:2, 8a); AtyBe
(40:38). In addition, doublet-like phrases in the ˜ are sometimes expressed by a single term in the Ì,
as can be seen in the following examples: hn:m;yte hB;g“n< → novton (26:18 [Ì 26:20]); hn:m;yTeAbg≤n< → livba
(27:9; 38:9 [Ì 37:7]); hj;r:z“mi hm;d“qe → novton (27:13); hj;r:z“mi hm;d“qe → ajnatola;" (38:13 [Ì 37:11]).
While these technically involve minuses, the use of one word instead of two is not the source of any
difference in the referential meaning.

57. For instance, relative clauses in Hebrew often explicitly state that a human, vyai, is
involved, whereas in the Ì this information was frequently left implicit, which is reflected in the minus
vyai (25:2; 30:33, 38; 35:23; 36:1, 2). In 37:22 (Ì 38:16) the minus tj'a' is probably connected with the
change in grammatical structure from a non-verbal clause to a noun phrase, stereo;n o{lon crusou'n.
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been stated elsewhere in the general context, though not in an identical construc-
tion, i.e., these are not ellipses.58

Organizational meaning that is left implicit in the Ì has generally been
stated explicitly elsewhere in the immediate context.59 One type of minus in
which organizational meaning is left implicit is due to the language specific differ-
ences in ellipses. As noted in the discussion of pluses, the Ì “fills in” some elliptical
statements in the ˜, but the reverse process can also be seen in Ì.60 In addition,
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As a result, the “oneness” of the hammered work of the parts of the lamp is left implicit rather than
adding further complexity to an already complex noun phrase. In addition, this minus may provide
further support for Brooke’s suggestion about the amount of gold used in the construction of the
lampstand, as will be discussed below.

58. In the ˜, Pharaoh’s address to Moses contains two similar phrases, !k,r“B,d'K] (12:31) and
!T,r“B'DI rv,a}K' (12:32), that refer back to previous speeches. In the Ì, however, the second phrase is a
minus. Because the two verses are closely linked, however, it is highly likely that this information
would have been implicit in the Ì rather than actually representing a “loss” of referential meaning. 

Slightly different examples of this can be seen in the two minuses yTev] in 39:17 (Ì 36:24). In
the previous verse it was clearly stated that there were two rings, which means that this information
would have been implicit in 39:17 (Ì 36:24), especially since the plural form of rings is used. In addi-
tion, however, there were two chains, as indicated by the use of the plural form, ta; ejmplovkia. Possibly
this could be a real “loss” of meaning, in that more chains could be implied, but the most natural read-
ing would be to assume that there were two chains, one for each ring. Further, this is explicitly stated
in the next verse. Thus, these minuses could represent a different Vorlage, but ultimately there is no
difference in the quantity of the referential meaning. Only the status of the information is changed
since it is implicit in the Ì.

Some of the following examples involve organizational meaning to a limited degree, but they
are classified here as referential meaning if they involve nouns or verbs that do not occur in parallel
constructions. Examples of this type of minus that results in referential meaning being left implicit in
the Ì are as follows: [B'r“a' (25:26); taol;Luh' (26:5); hM;a'h; (26:16); @K;v]Mih' (26:20); &r,aoB; (27:11); bleb]
(31:6); t[oyrIy“h' (36:9 [Ì 37:2]); Ht;ao hc;[; (36:35 [Ì 37:3]); t/[B;f' (37:3 [Ì 38:3] [2x]); c['y" (37:7 [Ì
38:6]); @j;l]Vuh'Ata, (37:14 [Ì 38:10]); hr:nOM]h'Ata, hc;[; (37:17 [Ì 38:13]); c['Y" (37:23 [Ì 38:17]);
hc;[; wyl;KeAlK; (38:3 [Ì 38:23]); tv,jon“ (38:4 [Ì 38:24]); Wc[}Y"w" (39:1 [Ì 36:8]). Minuses that involve
only pronouns or participants that are marked on the verbs will be discussed under the category of
organizational meaning.

59. For instance, in 11:1 hZ≤mi is a minus in the Ì, but this same phrase occurs earlier in the verse
with a different verb to refer to the same event and location. Thus, this minus leads to no “loss” of
organizational meaning, but the meaning is implicit in the Ì rather than explicit, as in the ˜. Other
minuses that would fit in this category are as follows: hw:hoy“ (13:15; 36:1); !v; (29:42); hN:M,mi (30:36).

60. In the ˜, the term ylek] is repeated, i.e., vessels of gold and vessels of silver (11:2, 12:35), but
in the Ì the second ylek] is a minus due to ellipsis in a coordinated noun phrase. Other common ellip-
tical statements in the Ì involve prepositional phrases. In the ˜, the grammatical structure involves
two coordinated prepositional phrases, but the Ì has coordinated objects of one preposition. As a
result several prepositions are minuses in the Ì with respect to the ˜, as follows: @ybe (11:7); la, (12:1);
@mi (12:5); b] (12:19); l] (25:7; 28:2, 40). This type of ellipsis, however, is rare and many similar exam-
ples can be found in which the technique of ellipsis was not used. In any case, there is no difference in
referential or organizational meaning, but only a change in the status of the organizational meaning.
The Vorlage of the Ì in these cases could be lacking the second preposition, which would suggest that
the ˜ form contains the more frequently occurring pattern of repeated prepositions, but this cannot
be proven. These examples are, however, interesting in that most are closely related pairs of items,

wadelxx.qxd  1/28/2003  11:41 PM  Page 180



languages often communicate distributive meaning and emphasis by means of
repetition, but Greek and Hebrew differ in this feature and this is reflected in sev-
eral minuses in the text.61 Participant referencing is another area where languages
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which would have made it more likely in both Hebrew and Greek to emphasize their relatedness by
omitting a preposition.

In addition to elliptical statements, the Ì sometimes combines appositional noun phrases into
one noun phrase. For instance, in 26:25, the ̃ uses two noun phrases, !ynId:a} rc;[; hV;vi #s,K, !h,ynEd“a'w“,
to communicate the material and the quantity of bases. The Ì, in contrast, uses one clause with both
concepts, kai; aiJ bavsei" aujtw'n ajrgurai' devka e{x. This results in a minus, !ynId:a}. Another possible
example of this type of minus is yDeB' (27:6), though the difference in order seen in the textual variants
also affects the analysis of this text. In 38:21 the ˜ has two construct chains that are in apposition,
tdu[eh; @K'v]mi @K;v]Mih' ydeWqp], (Ì 37:19). These phrases include the repetition of the term @K;v]mi, which
creates a type of organizational meaning (emphasis). In the Ì, however, this repetition is gone and the
appositional phrases are collapsed into one phrase, suvntaxi" th'" skhnh'" tou' marturivou. There has
been no loss in referential meaning, but there may have been a loss of organizational meaning
(emphasis).

61. For instance, in 25:33, the ˜ contains a repetition of the first clause, !ydIQ;vum] !y[ibig“ hv;løv]W
jr'p;w: rTop]K' dj;a,h; hn<Q;B', and then concludes with a statement about the extent of the distribution of
these constructions, i.e., to all six “reeds.” In the Ì, however, this repetition of the descriptive phrase is
a minus. Thus the Ì communicates the distributive concept by stating the item once and then stating
the extent of the distribution. There is no “loss” of meaning, but rather the ̃ communicates this orga-
nizational meaning more explicitly, i.e., by repeating it, whereas the Ì communicates the same organi-
zational meaning implicitly, i.e., without repeating it. 

The minus hN:M,mi !ynIQ;h' ynEv]Atj'T' rTop]k'w“ in 25:35 appears at first to be similar to 25:33, i.e., the
last repetition is a minus. This minus, however, is combined with a synonymous variant in the preced-
ing phrase, i.e., ˜ refers to two reeds whereas Ì refers to four. The result is a text that is more ambigu-
ous than that of the ̃ . This in turn may have contributed to the fact that the translation of this passage
in the parallel second tabernacle account reflects a new approach to the text rather than a copying of
the translation of the first account, as will be discussed in the next section. 

A slightly different form of this kind of minus is seen in 28:34. While the ˜ has two occur-
rences of the phrase @/MrIw“ bh;z: @mo[}P' to indicate the distribution of the bells and pomegranates, the Ì
has one phrase para; rJoivskon crusou'n kwvdwna. A similar minus, @MorIw“ @mo[}P', is seen in the parallel
passage (39:26 [Ì 36:33]), though the translation is slightly different, kwvdwn crusou'" kai; rJoivsko".

Likewise, the minus !h,l; t;yci[; (28:40) does not result in a loss of referential meaning since a
similar phrase occurs two more times in the verse. What this may affect, however, is the emphasis on
the belts, i.e., they are “demoted” from an item of equal importance with the tunic and turban to a
subordinate item that accompanies the tunic. A similar type of minus is found in 30:12, !t;ao dqop]Bi.
As with the previous minus, it is the middle “repetition” that is a minus and even though the repeti-
tions in the ˜ are not identical, the translation of the remaining repetitions are the same in the Ì. The
effect of the minus in 30:12 is that referential meaning is left implicit rather than being explicitly
stated. The main shift, however, is probably organizational. In combination with the choice of verb
forms, the minus results in the two main clauses being more clearly connected together in contrast to
the subordinate ejavn clause at the beginning of the sentence. Many English translations give promi-
nence to the final negative clause, but the Ì would probably not have been read in that manner.

The phrase hw:hy“ ynIa} is a minus in its second occurrence in 29:46. In the Ì the end of this verse
has been significantly restructured, which probably contributes to the minus in Ì. There is no actual
loss of referential meaning, since this phrase is an exact repetition of an earlier phrase. The Ì does,
however, lack the symmetry of the ˜, which has the same statement at the beginning and end. Thus,
the Ì is probably lacking the same type of emphasis that is seen in the ˜.
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often differ and this is reflected in pronominal references that are minuses in the Ì
due to the fact that the organizational meaning is left implicit.62 A final type of
organizational meaning is logical relationships, which may also be left implicit in
Greek and communicated simply through the juxtapositioning of two clauses.63

As with other differences, organizational meaning that is left implicit is often
found in conjunction with other variants in the text.64
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62. In 25:26, the ̃ says that the rings are made /L, i.e., for the table. In the Ì this is a minus, but
the same information is communicated in the remainder of the clause since the rings are put on the
“feet” of the table. Thus, even though technically /L is a minus in the Ì, the meaning of that minus has
not been lost, but rather is implicit in the text. Other minuses of pronominal forms that reflect this
same change in the status of organizational meaning are as follows: /Tai (28:1; 38:23 [Ì 37:21]); HL;
(29:41); Ht;ao (36:5, 7). In addition, pronominal suffixes are often left implicit. In the ˜, their main
function is keeping track of referents (participant referencing) and uniting parts of sentences. Exam-
ples of this type of minus in the Ì are as follows: 3ms (11:5; 12:8, 9 [3x], 29, 34; 25:10 [3x], 19, 23 [3x],
25, 29 [3x]; 26:24; 27:2 [3x], 4; 28:3, 8 [2x], 16 [2x], 29 [2x], 35 [2x]; 29:14 [2x], 16, 17 [5x], 31; 30:2
[2x]; 35:5, 11 [5x]; 36:2; 37:3 [Ì 38:3] [2x]; 37:16 [Ì 38:12] [3x]; 39:4 [Ì 36:11], 9 [Ì 36:16] [2x]; 18 [Ì
36:25], 19 [Ì 36:26], 20 [Ì 36:27], 23 [Ì 36:30] [2x], 33 [Ì 39:13] [2x]; 40:18 [3x]; 3fs (25:17 [2x], 31
[4x], 32 [2x], 34, 36; 26:3 [2x], 5, 6, 17; 35:25; 37:22 [Ì 38:16]; 39:40 [Ì 39:19], 40 [Ì 39:21]); 3mp
(12:34; 25:36 [2x]; 26:24, 29; 27:10; 29:28 [2x]; 30:19 [2x], 21 [2x]; 39:18 [Ì 36:25], 20 [Ì 36:27];
40:15, 31 [Ì 38:27]); 2mp (12:11 [2x]). Some of these minuses are due to differences in the ways lan-
guages handle the repetition of possessive pronouns in lists, e.g., in Ì 25:29 the first of four items in
the list has a possessive pronoun, but the last three possessive pronouns in the ˜ are a minus in the Ì.
For a complete analysis of this phenomenon in the Pentateuch, see Raija Sollamo, Repetition of the
Possessive Pronouns in the Septuagint, Septuagint and Cognate Studies, ed. Bernard A. Taylor, no. 40
(Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars Press, 1995).

A slightly different change in the status of the organizational meaning is seen in 28:10, where
the ˜ has !t;moV]mi hV;vi, but the Ì has e}x ojnovmata. In the Ì, organizational meaning has been left
implicit and the reader must understand from context that these six names are half of the ones
referred to in the previous verse. In the ˜, in contrast, this organizational meaning is made explicit by
the use of the possessive pronoun and the partitive preposition. There is no difference in organiza-
tional meaning in the ˜ and Ì, but in the Ì the organizational meaning is implicit rather than being
stated explicitly. 

63. The conjunction yKi is a minus three times in the Ì (12:15, 19; 31:14). With reference to the
minuses in 12:15 and 12:19, Wevers claims that this demonstrates a change in meaning, “MT contin-
ues with a yk clause as though the reason for getting rid of leaven was the threat of excommunication
from the community. Exod [Ì] removes such fear as the basis for obedience by leaving out the yk,
making the simple statement: everyone who eats leaven, that person shall be destroyed from Israel.”
(WeversNotes, 176.) Wevers’ analysis is probably based on the assumption that juxtapositioning of
clauses does not communicate a semantic relationship, but this can be easily disproved by a cross-lin-
guistic study of juxtapositioning. See Larson, Meaning-Based Translation, 341-46 for a brief discussion
of some semantic functions that are realized by the juxtapositioning of clauses in other languages.
Rather, this minus in the Ì represents a shift in the status of organizational meaning from explicit in
the ˜ to implicit in the Ì. 

64. For instance, in 38:26 (Ì 39:3), the ˜ contains an explanatory phrase, Al[' rbe[oh; lkol]
hl;[]m'w: hn:v; !yrIc][, @B,mi !ydIquP]h', that is in apposition to tl,GOl]G¨l'. In the Ì, however, the explanatory
phrase is in the nominative and is the subject of the next clause. This represents a minus of a preposi-
tion, l], and organizational meaning is left implicit in the Ì in that the reader must understand that
“head” and “all” refer to the same group. By making this organizational information implicit, the
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That Reflect a Difference in the Quantity of Meaning. Most minuses in the Ì
reflect a decrease in the quantity of the organizational or referential meaning.
While minuses are present in both tabernacle accounts, the difference in the
quantity of minuses between the two accounts is striking, as can be seen above in
table 16.

Most quantitative decreases in organizational meaning in the Ì involve pro-
nouns and other particles that are used to communicate emphasis in the ˜.65

Likewise, when the verb hyh is a minus, the grammatical structure is reorganized
and there is probably a loss of some emphasis.66 All quantitative decreases of orga-
nizational meaning must, however, be closely examined because some of them
may also reflect a slight change in referential meaning.67

Accuracy 183

translator was able to divide a complex non-verbal clause in the ˜ into two less complex non-verbal
clauses in the Ì, with the presumed result that the text was more readable.

65. In 12:3 the phrase !h,l; is a minus in the Ì. In the ̃ , this phrase functions as a reflexive pro-
noun that emphasizes the fact that these are instructions for each Israelite household. While there is
no translation of the phrase !h,l; in the Ì, this “loss” is partially compensated for by the choice of the
lexical equivalent e{kasto" for the term vyai. In addition to this example, the following pronouns,
prepositions with pronominal suffixes, and other particles that signal some type of emphasis are also
minuses in the Ì: !x,[, (12:17, 51); aWh (12:30; 29:18); !t;ao (28:14; 35:29); !b; (29:29); *l] (30:23); hNEhi
(31:6); /tao (35:21); hn:t;ao (35:26). In addition, the phrase !k,l; (12:26) is a minus that involves the loss
of both referential and organizational meaning.

66. For instance, the minus hy:h; changes the structure from a verbal clause in the ˜ to a
fronted topic in the Ì (39:9 [Ì 36:16]). Comparing emphasis cross-linguistically is difficult. Ulti-
mately, there may have been only a minor decrease of emphasis in the Ì in comparison to the ˜.
Other minuses of a similar nature are as follows: hy:h; (12:25; 13:14); yhiy“ (13:15, 17); hy<h]yI (28:32).

67. For instance, wyn:b;W @roh}a', which is in apposition to !t;ao, is a minus in Ì 29:9. At first glance
this minus appears to be an appropriate adjustment in that the same participants (apparently) have
just been referred to with !t;ao and the minus is an emphatic identification of the 3p referents. Thus, at
the most this minus would represent a loss of organizational meaning, i.e., emphasis. Without this
phrase, however, the text can be read in a slightly different manner, i.e., 29:5-7 only refers to Aaron
and 29:8-9a only refers to the sons. This may even be viewed as a correction in that Aaron, as high
priest, wears the mivtra (29:6), but not the kivdari" (29:9). See Osborn and Hatton, Handbook on Exo-
dus, 683-84 for a discussion of this variant and of HOTTP’s B rating of the ˜ text, wyn:b;W @roh}a'. See
Dominique Barthélemy and others, Preliminary and Interim Report on the Hebrew Old Testament Text
Project, vol. 1, Pentateuch (New York: United Bible Societies, 1973), 137.

In 40:16, the minus K] reflects a relatively small, but significant change of meaning that
emphasizes the completeness of Moses fulfillment of God’s authoritative commands. Moses did not
just complete things within the parameters of what was commanded (as in the ˜). Instead, he actually
did all that God authoritatively commanded. See chapters three and four for a more comprehensive
discussion of this phrase.

The minus !k,l; hy<h]yI (35:2) makes the Ì text more like the parallel Ì text (31:15), but the
verses are still not identical. Phrases identical to this are regularly translated literally in the Ì (12:5, 16;
30:32). This minus, therefore, raises the possibility that the translator either had a different Vorlage or
intentionally tried to make the accounts more nearly similar, as was seen with the plus ejgw; kuvrio"
(35:3), which was discussed above. In either case, this minus is a loss of organizational meaning and
not of any substantial referential meaning.
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Most minuses that affect referential meaning are also small and have a rela-
tively slight impact on the whole text.68 A few of these minuses, however, are
related to other differences in the text and therefore must be evaluated in context
before determining their impact on referential meaning.69 When contexts are
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68. The minus lK; is often connected with other changes in relative clauses. This word was dis-
cussed above in connection with pluses, but minuses involving lK; have been listed here for the sake of
completeness. Minuses that involve a relatively small decrease in referential meaning are as follows:
lK; (12:50; 27:19; 31:7; 35:21 [2x], 23, 24; 36:4, 7; 38:22 [Ì 37:20]; 38:31 [Ì 39:8] [2x]; 39:33 [Ì 39:13];
40:36); !yFivi (26:37); ynIV;h' (28:5; 35:25, 35; 38:23 [Ì 37:21]; 39:1 [Ì 39:12]); dymiT; (28:29); tXom' tLøj'w“
(29:2); tQ'ju (29:9); hy:l]a'h;w“ (29:22—See chapter two for a discussion of variants in the ˇ and related
problems.); lyae (29:22); tj'a' . . . !j,l, tL'j' (29:23); rf'q]mi (30:1); td'bo[} (36:1, 3); hd:bo[}h; (36:5);
bybis; (38:16 [Ì 37:14]); dB;h' (39:28 [Ì 36:35]); rz:v]m; (39:29 [Ì 36:36] [See also the above discussion
of pluses in the translation of vve.]); lk,Te (39:32 [Ì 39:9]); lkoK]] (39:42 [Ì 39:22]); !v; (40:3); tdu[eh;
(40:5). A few of these minuses involve terms that have sometimes been considered doublets and thus
may result in relatively little loss of referential meaning.

69. The minus bh;z: (25:25) may fall in the category of a decrease in the quantity of referential
meaning, if one accepts Wevers’ analysis. (WeversNotes, 403.) This minus, however, might be better
classified as a change in the status of the referential meaning. The items before and after this minus in
the text are specifically said to be golden or made of gold. Because of this it seems likely that the origi-
nal readers would have assumed that the molding was likewise gold. Thus, the minus may represent
simply a change in status from explicit to implicit information. A closer examination of the text indi-
cates that the meaning may have been reorganized, but not left implicit. In 25:24, the ̃ uses the singu-
lar word rzE, but the Ì uses a plural phrase strepta; kumavtia. Since this is the same term used for the
item whose construction material is disputed in the next verse, it seems likely that the plural word in
the Ì (Ì 25:24) refers to both of the rzE in the ˜ (25:24, 25). If this is the correct understanding of the
plural in the Ì, then in the Ì as well as in the ˜, both of these items are golden and there has been no
real change in the quantity of the referential meaning of the text. In 25:11, however, the singular rzE
has also been translated by a plural, kumavtia strepta;, in contrast to the rzE on the incense altar, which
was translated by a singular, strepth;n stefavnhn (30:3). The use of the plural form with the ark may
point to the fact that the translator envisioned a similarity in construction between the ark and the
table, i.e., that both of them had two moldings. This would be similar to the grouping of the golden
altar and bronze altar that will be discussed below. This would also affirm the grouping of the ark and
table seen in the second account when the poles of the table and ark are combined in Ì 38:11. The sin-
gular molding of the ark in the ˜ was, however, more accurately translated in the second account,
which according to the critical text reads kumavtion crusou'n (37:2 [Ì 38:2]). This phrase is missing in
some of the older Greek manuscripts, but Wevers dismisses this as a simple case of parablepsis in
WeversText, 257. For a further discussion of rzE see Houtman, Exodus, 376-77 and 394-95. 

In 11:3, the phrase ![;h; ynEy[eb]W is a minus in the Ì. Strictly speaking this minus represents a
quantitative decrease of referential meaning in the Ì, but because of other changes in the text, i.e., the
translation of !yIr'x]mi $r,a,B] by ejnantivon tw'n Aijguptivwn, the referent, i.e., the (Egyptian) people, is
still explicitly stated in the Ì. As a result of these changes, the information that is lacking an equivalent
in the Ì is !yIr'x]mi $r,a,B], if that phrase does actually refer to the geographical territory rather than to
the inhabitants of that geographical territory. See, however, Osborn and Hatton, who say, “In the land
of Egypt may be omitted (see TEV), since this is understood by the reference to the Egyptians.”
(Osborn and Hatton, Handbook on Exodus, 260.)

In 25:24, the phrase r/hf; bh;z: /tao t;yPixiw“, which describes the construction of the golden
table, is a minus in the Ì. This minus, however, is related to a synonymous variant in the preceding
verse and will be discussed below. The minus !t;ao hc,[}T' bh;z: t/xB]v]mi tBos'mu (28:11) is connected
with differences in the following text about the construction of the breastpiece, which will be dis-
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examined carefully, a few differences in referential meaning are found to be more
apparent than real.70 Minuses of referential meaning sometimes also involve the
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cussed in the next section. The minus @j;l]Vuh'Ata, tacel; (37:15 [Ì 38:11]) is “required” due to the fact
that this verse in the Ì refers to both the poles of the table and the poles of the ark. Translating this part
of the verse literally would have created a problem in the text. The minus bh;Z:h' (39:38 [Ì 39:15]) in
conjunction with the absence of the following verse (39:39), has raised many questions about which
altar is being discussed in the Ì and at what stage the incense altar was known in the cult. Wevers in
WeversNotes, 640, argues that this text refers to the bronze altar because of its combination with the
phrase “and its vessels,” which is connected with the bronze altar in the next verse, as well as the lack of
references elsewhere to the golden altar. See, however, my discussion of this issue later in this chapter. 

The minus lh,aoh; jt'p,l] (26:36) is one of many differences in the Ì with respect to the ˜ that
has resulted in confusion about the curtains of the tent and the related issue of the placement of the
incense altar in Heb 9:4. This particular minus results in a quantitative decrease in referential mean-
ing. Other related minuses are as follows: &s;M;h' (35:12); @K;v]Mih' jt'p,l] jt'P,h' &s'm;Ata,w“ (35:15);
lh,aoh; jt'P, &s'm; taew“ (39:38 [Ì 39:15]); @K;v]Mil' jt'P,h' &s'm;Ata, !c,Y:w" (40:28—This minus is an entire
verse.). In addition, there are several minuses related to the courtyard curtain that are mentioned
below. For a fuller discussion of the problems created by these minuses and the choice of lexical equiv-
alents for the curtain at the gate of the courtyard and the two curtains of the tent, see Wade, “Transla-
tion as Interpretation.”

A minus of a slightly different nature, !ydIm][o (26:15), may be connected with the choice of lex-
ical equivalents in the Ì. Since !yvir:Q]h' is translated using the term stuvlou", it may no longer have
been necessary to specify that they were !ydIm][o. This also applies to the minus &r,ao (26:16), which
could have created a collocational clash, as discussed in chapter three. Likewise, the minus yTev] (27:7)
is technically a “loss” of referential meaning, but because of the choice of lexical equivalents and the
use of the plural, ta; pleura;, the reader would almost certainly have assumed that there were two
sides. 

The clause wyv;r:q]Ata, !c,Y:w" (40:18) may technically be a minus, but due to assimilation the
same lexical equivalent is used for both vr,q, and dWM[', both of which occur in this verse. As is the
practice with other such occurrences and with other examples of assimilation, one of the terms is
“dropped.” Since the pillars are stood up at the end of the verse in the ˜, it may be that this “minus” is
due to the choice of lexical equivalents, i.e., the pillars could not be both “put” and “stood up” in the
Ì.

In the Ì, ̃ 37:4, which describes the making of the poles for the ark, is a minus, but these poles
“reappear” in a plus in 37:15 (Ì 38:11) that describes their construction along with the construction of
the poles of the table. The reason for the minus (37:4) is unknown, but it is interdependent on the syn-
onymous variant in 37:5 (Ì 38:4). In the ̃ , the poles are moved into the rings along the side of the ark,
but in the Ì, the rings are simply described as being wide enough for the poles. This lexical equivalent
is used because of the fact that the poles had not yet been made in the Ì. See the discussion of this issue
in chapter three.

Other minuses that might fit in this category are as follows: @K;v]Mih' (27:19); rb;D:h' (29:1);
hk;al;m] (35:31); hw:hy“ (40:38). 

70. For instance, in 39:3 (Ì 36:10) W[Q]r'y“w" and $Xeqiw“ are translated by kai; ejtmhvqh. The first
activity, [qr, is technically a minus, but the fact that it is thin sheets of gold that are cut shows that the
first activity in the ˜ is presumed to have happened in the Ì. The focus has been shifted from the
agents in the ˜ to the objects in the Ì, as shown by the use of the passive. This shift in focus may par-
tially account for the first activity being a minus in the Ì.

A similar example occurs in 39:33 (Ì 39:13) where @K;v]Mih' is apparently a minus. The referent
of @K;v]Mih' is, however, referred to by the translation of lh,aoh;Ata, and thus this minus does not ulti-
mately result in the loss of referential meaning due to assimilation of lexical equivalents. Combined
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“loss” of organizational meaning (emphasis) that was present in the ˜.71 Longer
phrases that are minuses, however, sometimes result in a significant loss of mean-
ing, although often the meaning lost is not essential for understanding the main
point of the text. Some of this loss of referential meaning may be purposeful in
that it corrects problems that could arise in interpreting the text.72

Consistency of Translation Techniques186

with this minus, however, is the plus ta;" stola;", which has been much discussed in the literature. See
Gooding, 89-91, who views this as some of the “floating debris in the Greek text.” According to Good-
ing, “it is the Greek and not the Hebrew order that has suffered change.” Gooding’s discussion also
includes a summary of Popper’s view. Wevers, in contrast, describes ta;" stola;" as a substitution for
@K;v]Mih' and says that ta;" stola;" ties this verse to the preceding section and combined with “‘tent’
serves as a kind of superscription for the materials that follow, . . .” See WeversNotes, 639.

In addition, the phrase d[e/m lh,ao @K'v]mi, which is translated th;n skhnh;n tou' marturivou, could
be described as containing a minus, @K'v]mi (40:2). This difference, however, is probably due to the
translation technique that has been discussed in previous chapters. Other examples of this phrase are
as follows: 39:32 (Ì 39:9b); 40:6, 29.

71. In 12:41, the clause hZ<h' !/Yh' !x,[,B] yhiy“w" is a minus in the Ì. The main function of this
clause, however, is to emphasize the time frame for the exodus from Egypt, which has just been stated.
Thus, there is a decrease of emphasis in the Ì. Smaller minuses of the same nature, !x,[,, were dis-
cussed above.

72. For instance, 30:37 identifies the incense using a relative clause, HT;n“Kut]m'B] hc,[}T' rv,a}, but
then immediately says that you will not make it. In the Ì, hc,[}T' rv,a} is a minus and thus the apparent
contradiction of making and not making is eliminated, while at the same time the incense is still care-
fully enough identified so that there would be no loss in overall referential meaning. 

One minus that results in a more significant loss of referential meaning in the control sample is
hl;y“l;w: !m;/y tk,l,l; !h,l; ryaih;l] (13:21). In addition, there are a few minuses in the first account that
result in a loss of referential meaning, as follows: wyt;dotey“Alk;w“ (27:19); wyl;KeAlK;Ata,w“ (31:9); ydeg“BiAta,w“
vd,Qoh' (31:10).

In the second tabernacle account the nature of these “more significant” minuses that are only
partial verses is best understood when they are grouped according to the items that are being
described. Minuses that fit into this category are related to the following items: 

minuses related to materials collected and workmen—
ynIv; t['l'/tw“ @m;G:r“a'w“ tl,keT] and !yZI[iw“ (35:23); 
taLøm'l] (35:33); 
grEaow“ (35:35);
@m;G:r“a'b;W tl,keT]B' (35:35); 
rWjA@b, (38:22 [Ì 37:20]); 
@m;G:r“a'b;W tl,keT]B' (38:23 [Ì 37:21]);

minuses related to the tabernacle—
wyv;r:q]Ata,w“ (35:11); 
wyn:d:a}Ata,w“ (35:11);
!t;ao hc;[; bvejo hce[}m' !ybiruK] ynIv; t['l'/tw“ @m;G:r“a'w“ tl,ket]W rz:v]m; vve (36:8 [Ì 37:1]); 
w“ @K;v]Mil' (38:20 [Ì 37:18]); 
wyv;r:q] wys;r:q] (39:33 [Ì 39:13]);

minuse's related to the ark—
/tm;qo yxijew: hM;a'w“ /Bj]r: yxijew: hM;a'w“ /Kr“a; yxijew: !yIt'M;a' !yFivi yxe[} (37:1 [Ì 38:1]); 
wyt;mo[}P' [B'r“a' l[' (37:3 [Ì 38:3]); 
HB;j]r: yxijew: hM;a'w“ HK;r“a; yxijew: !yIt'M;a'; (37:6 [Ì 38:5]); 
tr,PoK'h' t/xq] ynEV]mi !t;ao hc;[; hv;q]mi (37:7 [Ì 38:6]); 
wyt;/xq] ynEV]mi !ybiruK]h'Ata, hc;[; (37:8 [Ì 38:7]);
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Small quantitative decreases in referential meaning should not be ignored
because these decreases occasionally appear to be purposeful corrections of the
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hl;[]m'l] !yIp'''n:k] ycer“Po !ybiruK]h' Wyh]YIw" (37:9 [Ì 38:8]); 
!ybiruK]h' ynEP] Wyh; tr,PoK'h''Ala, wyjia;Ala, vyai !h,ynEp]W (37:9 [Ì 38:8]); 
tr,PoK'h' taew“ (39:35 [Ì 39:14]); 
hl;[]m;l]mi @roa;h;Al[' tr,PoK'h'Ata, @TeYIw" (40:20); 

minuses related to the lampstand—
r/aM;h' @m,v, taew“ (35:14); 
r/am;l] @m,V;h'Ata,w“ (35:28); 
h;yl,KeAlK;Ata,w“ (39:37 [Ì 39:16]); 
@j;l]Vuh' jk'nO (40:24);

minuses related to the table—
wyD:B'Ata,w“ (35:13); 
!ynIP;h' !j,l, taew“ (35:13); 
/tm;qo yxijew: hM;a'w“ /Bj]r: hM;a'w“ /Kr“a; !yIt'M;a' !yFivi yxe[} (37:10 [Ì 38:9]); 
/tao #x'y“w" (37:11 [Ì 38:9]); 
bybis; bh;z: rzE /l c['Y"w" (37:11 [Ì 38:9]); 
tr,G≤s]Mih' tM'[ul] t[oB;F'h' Wyh; (37:14 [Ì 38:10]); 
!yFivi yxe[} (37:15 [Ì 38:11]); 

minuses related to the incense altar—
wyD:B'Ata,w“ tr,foQ]h' jB'z“miAta,w“ (35:15 [Ì 35:12a]); 
bh;Z:h' (39:38 [Ì 39:15]);

minuses related to the altar of burnt offering—
wyD:B'Ata, /lArv,a} tv,joN“h' rB'k]miAta,w“ hl;[oh; (35:16); 
/tm;qo t/Ma' vløv;w“ ['Wbr: /Bj]r: t/Ma'Avmej;w“ /Kr“a; t/Ma' vmej; !yFivi yxe[} (38:1 [Ì 38:22]); 
!y[iY:h'Ata,w“ (38:3 [Ì 38:23]); 
j'Bez“Mih' t[ol]x' l[' t[oB;F'B' !yDIB'h'Ata, abeY:w" (38:7 [Ì 38:24]); 
/tao hc;[; tjolu bWbn“ (38:7 [Ì 38:24]); 

minuses related to the laver—
/NK'Ata,w“ rYKoih'Ata, (35:16); 
hx;j]r:l] !yIm' hM;v; @TeYIw" j'Bez“Mih' @ybeW d[e/m lh,aoA@yBe (40:30 [Ì 38:27]); 

minuses related to the courtyard—
rxej;h, r['v' &s'm; taew“ h;yn<d:a}Ata,w“ (35:17 [Ì 35:12a]); 
#s,K; !h,yqevuj}w" !ydIMu['h; ywEw: tv,jon“ (38:10 [Ì 37:8]); 
#s,K; !h,yqevuj}w" !ydIMu['h; ywEw: tv,jon“ (38:11 [Ì 37:9]); 
#s,K; !h,yqeWvj}w" !ydIMu['h; ywEw: (38:12 [Ì 37:10]); 
wyr:t;ymeAta, (39:40 [Ì 39:19]); 
rxej;h, r['v' &s'm;Ata, T;t'n:w“ (40:8); 
rxej;h, r['v' &s'm;Ata, @TeYIw" (40:33);

minuses related to the garments—
dr:C]h' (35:19); 
vd,QoB' (35:19); 
rv,a} /tD:pua} (39:5 [Ì 36:12]); 
!t;aoLumiB] (39:13 [Ì 36:20]); 
yrea}P' (39:28 [Ì 36:35]);
vd,QoB' trev;l] dr:C]h' ydeg“BiAta, (39:41 [Ì 39:18]). 

In addition to these minuses, there are verses and entire sections that are also minuses, as will
be listed below.
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text due to the situational meaning.73 These kinds of decreases in referential
meaning are often related to other variants in the text that reflect situational
meaning, e.g., the translator’s hermeneutical approach that results in the absence
of the bronze altar from the list in 38:30 (Ì 39:9).74 In addition to minuses that are
parts of verses, there are in both accounts, but especially the second account,
entire verses and large sections that are minuses in the Ì.75 Accounting for these is
one of the major problems in the tabernacle accounts that will be discussed below.
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73. In 13:11, the Ì contains a small minus, *l], that may be a correction of the referential
meaning. The ̃ says that God made an oath to “you” and your fathers. Since there is no record of God
making this oath directly to the people being addressed by Moses, this minus may be a correction by
the translator. (See WeversNotes, 199.) Assuming that this was not an accidental minus, this would be
classified as a quantitative decrease in referential meaning due to the translator’s culture (situational
meaning), which required that the text be consistent from the perspective of the reader. This minus
also makes the text more like similar phrases in Deuteronomy, e.g., Deut 6:10, in which the promise is
just to “your fathers,” rather than to “you,” even though the “you” is affected by the promise. 

74In 38:1 (Ì 38:22) the Ì contains a large plus that harmonizes Numbers 16-17 with the con-
struction of the bronze altar in Exodus. In that plus, the material for the altar itself is said to be the
firepans of Korah’s congregation. Because of this plus, there is a corresponding minus, jBíz“mi taew“
tv,joN“h' (38:30 [Ì 39:9]), which eliminates the bronze altar (but not the grating and other items) from
the list of items that are constructed from the bronze that was given by the people. This minor minus,
then, is an important part of the harmonizing hermeneutic of the translator (or of his Vorlage) and
cannot be treated in isolation as a minor minus of referential meaning. This minus also leads to a syn-
onymous variant (change in participant referencing) that is found in the next phrase, i.e., because the
noun (bronze altar) is a minus, the following pronominal suffix that refers to the altar in the ̃ phrase,
/lArv,a}, had to be translated by a noun, tou' qusiasthrivou, rather than by a pronoun (38:30 [Ì
39:9]).

In 36:36 (Ì 37:4), the minus !h,l; qxoYI, which results in a quantitative decrease of referential
meaning, is just one of many adjustments that makes this verse more nearly similar to the parallel
verse in the first account (26:32) and shifts the focus from the constructing to the assembling of the
pillars and curtain, as discussed in chapter three. 

The minus w“ ynIv; t['l'/T @m;G:r“a'w“ tl,keT] bh;z: (28:6) reflects an exegetical approach similar to that
which was seen in the ˇ, though not reflecting the exact text of the ˇ. This exegetical difference may
be due to the translator’s or his Vorlage’s desire to harmonize the instructions and the fulfillment of
those commands, as was discussed in chapter two. 

In 40:29 the minus hv,moAta, hw:hy“ hW:xi rv,a}K' hj;n“Mih'Ata,w“ hl;[oh;Ata, wyl;[; l['Y"w" was “neces-
sary” because offerings were not offered until after the ordination of the priest, which is described in
Leviticus. Because of the translator’s (or his Vorlage’s) harmonizing hermeneutic, this part of the verse
is a minus. 

The differences between the translation of r/hf; in the first and second accounts have been dis-
cussed above. While this does not represent a major difference in meaning, the consistency of the dif-
ference points to a purposeful choice either by the translator or in his Vorlage. The word r/hf; is a
minus in 37:16, 17, 22, 23 (Ì 38:12, 13, 16, 17); 39:25 (Ì 36:32).

75. In the first account, only 25:6 is a minus. (In addition, 28:23-28 is missing, but this has
been treated as a synonymous variant with respect to the plus Ì 28:29a and will be discussed in the
next section.) In the second account, the following verses, which have been grouped according to con-
tent, are minuses: oil and spices (35:8); items related to tabernacle and courtyard (35:18; 36:10-33);
items related to the table (37:12); items related to material of the lampstand (37:24); items related to
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Synonymous Variants

Synonymous variants in this chapter are defined as differences between the ˜ and
Ì that cannot be easily explained on the basis of pluses, minuses, or choices of lex-
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the incense altar (37:25-28); items related to the bronze altar (38:2, 6; 39:39a); items related to the
laver (39:39b; 40:7, 11). In addition, 36:34 is probably a minus, though most of the elements of the
verse are seen in Ì 38:18. Many of these minuses are due to the effect of situational meaning in the
form of the translator’s or editor’s intent. Most of these minuses have been discussed elsewhere in this
chapter and a few more will be discussed below.

Exodus 39:39, which refers to the bronze altar, laver, and related items, is a minus in the Ì that
cannot be easily explained. Some argue that the altar in 39:38 (Ì 39:15) refers to the bronze altar since
the gold altar is never described as being accompanied by vessels. Numbers 4:12, however, appears to
refer to vessels that are in some way connected with the gold altar and are distinct from the vessels of
the bronze altar, which are described in Num 4:14. Thus, this plus, kai; pavnta ta; skeuvh aujtou' (39:38
[Ì 39:15]), may harmonize this detail that might appear to be a difference between the two accounts.
It is possible that the bronze altar and the laver are absent from the list in 39:39 due to the unusual
sources of their material, a fact that is only mentioned in the second account and is not a part of God’s
instructions in the first account. Whether the minus was intentional, a result of the Vorlage, or simply
an accident of textual transmission, the result fits well with the harmonizing tendencies that have been
noted in the translation. The absence of the bronze altar, laver, and related items from the list of items
brought to Moses means that a possible contradiction is avoided in that the translation does not state
that these items were made according to God’s instructions to Moses. This, however, is only specula-
tion and thus this minus remains one of the minuses that is more difficult to explain. More important,
perhaps, is the fact that the laver and associated items are treated as a unit with the bronze altar in this
verse.

The bronze laver is also a separate minus in several verses, but like the bronze altar, each con-
text must be examined individually to determine the reason for the minus. For instance, in 35:16 the
bronze laver and its stand is a minus, but it is not the only minus. The grating and poles are also
minuses. In the abbreviated form of the Ì, only the essential, unmodified item and a generic summary
of the accompanying items are mentioned, kai; to; qusiasthvrion kai; pavnta ta; skeuvh aujtou'. As with
39:38, however, this phrase is ambiguous because only one altar is mentioned in the Ì translation of
35:15-16. The verses containing the instructions for the placement of the laver and the anointing of
the laver (40:7, 11) are also minuses in the Ì, but these minuses are best seen in light of 35:16. Just as
the laver was subsumed under the generic term, kai; pavnta ta; skeuvh aujtou', in 35:16, so also it is
included in a similar phrase in 40:10 and is not listed separately in the instructions in order to main-
tain the consistency of the passages. In the Ì, the laver is not attributed a high status. Rather, it is rele-
gated to simply one of the pieces of equipment associated with the bronze altar. 

Brooke suggested that the absence of 37:24 in the Ì may be due to an exegetical issue in the ˜,
i.e., “whether the lampstand, and all its lamps and connected utensils were made from one talent of
gold, or whether the lampstand alone was made from one talent, another talent being used for every-
thing else.” In Ì 25:39 this problem is resolved in favor of the use of two talents, as can be seen in the
translation pavnta ta; skeuvh tau'ta. Brooke says that this solution is similar to the dual form, !yrkk,
found in the Temple Scroll that refers to the amount of gold for the lampstand, i.e., two talents of gold
total being used. Thus, the absence of 37:24 in the second account of the Ì seems to confirm that
interpretation. Brooke says, “Perhaps the LXX omits any mention of the amount of pure gold because
for Exodus 25 the decision has already been made to interpret the Hebrew to mean that two talents of
gold were required. To this extent 11QTa and LXX seem to agree in their exegetical handling of the
tradition, if not in their wording of the text.” See George J. Brooke, “The Temple Scroll and LXX
Exodus 35-40,” in Septuagint, Scrolls and Cognate Writings: Papers Presented to the International Sym-
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ical equivalents. Most differences in this category are small, reflecting linguistic
differences between Hebrew and Greek. Other synonymous variants, however,
involve large sections in the Ì that communicate information about the same
topic, but not in the same way. These large synonymous variants can best be
explained by looking at the parallel passages in both tabernacle accounts, as will
be done in a later section.76 In this section, I will first discuss synonymous variants
that reflect a Vorlage similar to the ˇ. Next, I will discuss other synonymous vari-
ants that are unique to the Ì. These synonymous variants include variants that
reflect a difference in the status of the meaning of the text and variants that reflect
a difference in the actual meaning of the text.

Table 17 summarizes the distribution of the types of meaning that are found
in the synonymous variants of the control sample and tabernacle accounts. When
these are compared, it is found that the two largest sections of the tabernacle
accounts contain about the same proportionate number of variants, though the
totals are distributed in slightly different ways. Thus, despite the differences in the
texts, many of the same types of synonymous variants were used with the same
approximate frequency in both tabernacle accounts.

That Reflect a Vorlage Similar to the ˇ. Over forty synonymous variants in
the Ì reflect a Vorlage similar to the ˇ. Of these, approximately half involve a dif-
ference in the actual meaning with respect to the ˜. These synonymous variants
generally result in a text that is less ambiguous and more consistent. Many of these
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posium on the Septuagint and Its Relations to the Dead Sea Scrolls and Other Writings, Manchester, 1990,
ed. George J. Brooke and Barnabas Lindars, Septuagint and Cognate Studies, no. 33 (Atlanta, Ga.:
Scholars Press, 1990), 93-94. If Brooke’s understanding of the passage is correct, then the minus of the
entire verse (37:4) and also the minus Ht;ao (25:39) would be due to the effect of situational meaning,
i.e., the translator’s interpretation of the text. 

The minus 37:25-28 has generally been attributed to the supposedly late addition of the
incense altar to the cultic setting. This is also reportedly the reason for the placement of the incense
altar in 30:1-10 rather than with all the other tabernacle furniture. As was discussed in chapter two,
however, the placement of the incense altar in the first account of the ˜ reflects instead its unique
function in worship as a place where different realms of sanctity meet. In contrast, the structure of the
˜ in the second tabernacle account has placed the incense altar in a position in the list of constructed
items that reflects the order in which the items were placed in the completed tabernacle. In the Ì,
however, the order reflects more that of the first account, in which the incense altar appears to be “out
of place.” This displaced order in combination with other similar changes in the text, may reflect the
translator’s or his Vorlage’s intent to make the first and second accounts more nearly similar at least in
the order of the essential aspects of the tabernacle, as will be discussed below. In either case, whether
due to the “late” introduction of the incense altar to the cult or the translator’s desire to make the sec-
ond account more like the first with respect to order, the quantitative change in referential meaning is
due to the situational meaning, i.e., the culture and the intent of the translator or editor.

76. The synonymous variants in the descriptions of the breastpiece in the first account (28:23-
28 [Ì 28:29a]) and the lampstand in the second account (37:17-22 [Ì 38:13-16]) together with their
parallel accounts will be discussed in a later section. 
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differences were probably the result of the scribe’s hermeneutical approach to the
text and thus can be classified as differences influenced by the situational mean-
ing.77 Other synonymous variants in the Ì may reflect scribal errors and other
modifications of a Vorlage similar in form to that of the ˇ.78 Linguistic differ-
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77. The use of the number six rather than seven in Ì 13:6 reflects a Vorlage similar to the ˇ,
which tends to harmonize apparent discrepancies in the Pentateuch. This variant brings ˇ 13:6 into
closer agreement with Deut 16:8, which uses the number six in both the ˜ and ˇ. The translations of
these two verses in the Ì, however, are hardly identical. This points to the probability that the differ-
ence was found in the Vorlage rather than being “created” in the translation. In addition, in 26:24 the
Ì reflects a Vorlage similar to that of the ˇ in that it uses the same lexical equivalent i[so" for both of
the occurrences of !ymat in the ˇ, whereas the ˜ has two different terms, !ymia}to and !yMit'.

78. For instance, the Ì reflects a Vorlage similar to the hiphil in the ˇ (35:21, 22). This differ-
ence between hiphil in the ˇ and qal in the ˜ could have been due to either a scribal slip of the pen or
to the scribe’s desire to make the text more consistent. In either case, the Ì reflects a form more like
that of the ˇ, as discussed in chapter two.

In 12:17, the ˇ has hwxmh instead of t/XM'h' as the object of rmv, which is reflected in the Ì
th;n ejntolh;n. The reading in the ̌ and Ì is a more frequently occurring phrase in the Pentateuch than

Control First Core of Remainder Totals
sample tabernacle second of second

account tabernacle tabernacle
account account

Difference in 1 24 1 9 35
organizational

meaning

Difference in 2 13 10 9 34
referential
meaning

Difference in 1 1 0 0 2
situational
meaning

Status of 11 24 6 13 54
organizational

meaning

Status of 12 43 0 30 85
referential
meaning

Status of 0 0 0 0 0
situational
meaning

Totals 27 105 17 61 210

Table 17. Types of meaning in the synonymous variants of Ì Exodus
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ences in the use of singular and plural nouns often affect the status of the referen-
tial meaning, e.g., the plural nature of the items referred to by a singular collective
is made explicit through the use of a plural and vice versa. This may occasionally
be a matter of interpretation, but it is largely a matter of linguistic preferences,
which may change even within one language over a period of time.79 All of these
variants reflect a difference in referential meaning.
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the phrase used in the ˜. Because of this, the Ì could be either an independently derived variant or a
reflection of a Vorlage similar to the ˇ. 

A slightly different type of agreement between the ̌ and Ì is also seen in another synonymous
variant in 12:17. In the Ì a more generic term, poihvsete, is used instead of the more specific term in
the ˜, !T,r“m'v]. This could be described simply as another lexical equivalent for rmv instead of the
more common lexical equivalent fulavssw, which was used at the beginning of the verse. The ˇ,
however, may provide the key to understanding this choice in that it contains a “doublet,” !trm`
!ty`[w. These three synonymous variants of the text (˜, ˇ, and Ì) could have been derived in a
number of ways, but for the purpose of this study it is sufficient to classify poihvsete as a synonymous
variant that was probably based on a Vorlage that was similar to the ˇ. 

The difference between ˜ vr,Q,h' tj'T' and ˇ `rql is difficult to categorize, but a Vorlage
similar to that of the ˇ may have resulted in the use of the dative case alone in the Ì, i.e., tw'/ stuvlw/
(26:25). This difference results in a slight change in meaning in that the focus is on a more generic
relationship of the bases to the frames (pillars) rather than their physical location in relationship to the
frames (pillars). A similar emphasis on relationship rather than location is seen in all three texts in
26:27, which discusses the bars. 

79. One linguistic difference between the Hebrew of the ˇ and the ˜ is seen in the difference
in the use of vr,q, versus !y`rq with the number twenty. This same difference is reflected in the Ì,
which agrees with the ˇ in the use of the plural (26:18, 19, 20). The source of these particular agree-
ments may be a Vorlage similar to the ˇ, but these may also be accidental agreements. A similar lin-
guistic adjustment is seen in the use of the plural tavlanta with the number one hundred, but with this
word both the ˜ and the ˇ use the singular rK'Ki (38:27 [Ì 39:4]) instead of the plural. This change in
the Ì makes explicit the agreement within a noun phrase, which is a type of organizational meaning. 

In addition to making explicit agreement within noun phrases, plural synonymous variants
also make explicit referential meaning, i.e., the fact that the item referred to by a singular in the ˜ is
actually referring to a plurality of items. This results in greater consistency in the text. For instance, in
12:11, the ˜ uses the plural terms for feet and sandals, but the terms for hand and staff are singular. In
the ˇ these are all consistently plural, as is also found in the Ì, bakthrivai and cersi;n (12:11). Other
shared agreements that probably fit in this category, though adjustments in number may have been
made for other reasons, are as follows: singular in ˜ and plural in Ì (and ˇ)—kalamivskoi (25:31);
zwvnai" (29:9); sunqevsei" (35:28).

Some shared agreements of differences in number, however, could be based on a different
exegetical understanding of the text, such as the use of the singular in the Ì, purei'on, (and the proba-
ble singular form in the ˇ, wtytjm) versus the plural in ˜ wyt;Toj]m' (27:3). The plural would have been
the expected form in order to agree with the other plural objects, but it may be singular because it
refers to a part of the bronze altar rather than to individual censers. This same term is used in the sec-
ond tabernacle account to translate bKor“K'. If this is the reason for the difference, then the singular in
the Ì (and possibly the ˇ) contains a different referential meaning than that in the ˜. This same sin-
gular form is maintained in the parallel account of the Ì (38:3 [Ì 38:23]) even though the ˇ and ˜
both contain the plural. Thus, the synonymous variant that could have been based on the ˇ in the
first account was adopted by the second account without a similar known Hebrew Vorlage, though
one could have existed. Moreover, read within the context, the natural interpretation in the second
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Other differences, however, primarily involve organizational meaning,
though there may also be a slight shift in referential meaning.80 One type of orga-
nizational meaning reflected in synonymous variants is participant referencing,
e.g., use of a pronoun instead of a noun.81 In addition to this type of synonymous
variant, verbal and pronominal suffixes often differ in number. These differences
reflect not so much a difference in referential meaning as a difference in the per-
spective of the author, translator, or scribe with reference to whether a group is
referred to as individuals within a group or collectively as a group.82 Occasionally,
there are differences in person and/or number that are due to the shift from a pas-
sive to an active structure.83 This type of synonymous variant affects only the
organizational meaning (focus) and not the referential meaning.84 Other synony-
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account would be that the word purei'on in Ì 38:23 and pureivou in Ì 38:24 refer to the same item,
even though they do not translate the same Hebrew terms. Thus, the “odd” singular form in the first
tabernacle account becomes a completely integrated part of the second tabernacle account, despite the
differences in the known Hebrew texts.

80. For instance, in the ˜ 25:36 the number one, tj'a', is feminine and modifies hv;q]mi. In the
ˇ, however, the number one, dja, is masculine. The Ì translation of this word by a prepositional
phrase ejx eJno;" reflects this same separation of the number from the noun hv;q]mi. This synonymous
variant reflects a change in the organizational meaning and possibly a slight change in the referential
meaning. Thus, in the Ì it is a hammered piece from one (talent ?) of pure gold, rather than being
“one hammered piece” as in the ˜. This synonymous variant possibly provides another piece of evi-
dence that supports Brooke’s claim about the interpretation of the amount of gold used in the making
of the lamp and its equipment, as was discussed above.

81. Cross-linguistically, nouns are considered to be a more prominent or specific form of ref-
erencing than pronouns. The ˇ and Ì twice agree in the use of a pronoun (Ì aujtw'n) rather than the
noun that is used in the ˜, !ydIMu['h; (27:10; 38:17 [Ì 37:15]). This results is a less specific form of par-
ticipant referencing than was used in the ˜. 

82. The ˇ and Ì agree on the following changes in number of the subjects of verbs: 2mp ˜ →
2s Ì (11:7; 25:9, 10, 19); 2ms ˜ → 2p Ì (12:46); infinitive absolute functioning as 2s imperative ˜ →
2p Ì (13:3); 3ms ̃ → 3p Ì (25:37; 30:4, 14; 35:10 [2x]; 39:8, 22 [Ì 36:15, 29]). This same difference is
also seen in pronouns, as follows: 2s ˜ → 2p Ì (12:48; 30:37). Most of these changes result in
increased consistency within the text. 

83. For instance, in 12:39 the ˜ contains a clause with a verb in the pual, !yIr'x]Mimi Wvr“gO, but in
the ˇ this has been seemingly transformed to an active, !yrxm !w`rg, though it is likely that the
change may have been prompted by a scribal error in the division of words. In any case, the Ì reflects a
similar active structure with an explicit subject and object, ejxevbalon ga;r aujtou;" oiJ Aijguvptioi. Refer-
entially these two clauses are very similar, but the Ì makes explicit that the agents were the Egyptians.
Though this variant may have been derived from a Vorlage similar to the ˇ, it is also possible that it is
based on an independent reading of the consonantal text of the ˜. Another example of this type of
change in organizational meaning is seen in 27:7 where the ˜ has ab;Whw“, but the Ì has kai; eijsavxei",
which agrees with the ˇ variant tabhw.

84. In 25:37, the Ì ejpiqhvsei" reflects a reading similar to the ˇ tyl[h. The ˜, in contrast,
contains a 3ms hiphil form, hl;[>h,. This difference in organizational meaning allows the text to remain
focused on the agent (“you”) rather than switching to a 3ms subject. Along with these changes, the ˇ
uses wryah in the final clause rather than the ˜ ryaihe. This form in the ˇ is likewise reflected in the Ì
fanou'sin and resolves the ambiguity in the ˜, which has a plural noun that is apparently the subject
of the 3ms verb in the final clause. In the final analysis, the ˇ and the Ì are much more grammatically
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mous variants that involve differences of person and number result in a text that is
more internally consistent than that of the ˜.85

That Reflect a Difference in the Status of Meaning. Most of the synonymous
variants in the Ì do not reflect a difference in the referential meaning of the text.
Rather, they reflect differences in the status of the referential and organizational
meaning. Most frequently these involve differences in the use of singulars and
plurals that result in a text with either more explicit or more implicit referential
and organizational meaning.

Differences in the status of the referential meaning most frequently reflect
language specific use of singular terms as collectives. Differences of this nature
can be found in both languages, i.e., the implicit meaning in a singular collective
of the ̃ may be explicit in the Ì plural or the explicit meaning in a ̃ plural can be
left implicit in the singular collective of the Ì.86 Often these changes are found in
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consistent texts than that of ˜ 25:37. If increased consistency is the result of the work of scribes and
translators, then these readings would all be considered secondary with respect to the less consistent
˜. For a discussion of the possible meanings of the hiphil and its translation in related passages see E.
Talstra, “Reconstructing the Menorah on Disk: Some Syntactic Remarks,” in Studies in the Book of
Exodus: Redaction-Reception-Interpretation, ed. Marc Vervenne (Leuven: Leuven University Press,
1996), 332-33.

85. This is probably the case in 13:16 where the ˜ uses the first person plural suffix and the ˇ
and Ì use the second person singular for the direct object. Throughout this section of the text the
addressee (2s) has been consistently referred to without the inclusion of the speaker. Because of this,
the sudden inclusion of the speaker by means of the first person plural reference in the ˜ results in
inconsistency. This difficulty, however, is resolved in the ˇ and Ì by the use of the 2s form for the
direct object. The change from the 3mp pronoun in the ̃ to the 2p pronoun in the ̌ and the Ì forms
of 25:8 is likewise due to a difference in perspective within the quotation. Examples similar to these
include the following: 3ms pronoun ˜ → 3p pronoun Ì (27:11); 3mp pronoun ˜ → 2p pronoun Ì
(27:21).

86. Singular collectives (both nouns and participles used substantivally) of the ̃ are translated
by the following plurals in the Ì: kreva (12:8; 29:14, 31, 32); ejndosqivoi" (12:9); kataleipovmena
(12:10); giwvrai" and aujtovcqosin (12:19); ajparca;" (25:2 [2x]); kefalw'n (26:24); krivsei" (28:30);
aJmarthvmata (28:38); a[rtou" (29:2, 32); cei'ra" (29:9 [2x], 29, 35); ejndovsqia (29:17); w[twn, a[kra
tw'n ceirw'n, and a[kra tw'n podw'n (29:20); aJgivoi" (29:30); a{gia (29:33); krew'n, a[rtwn, and loipa;
(29:34); e[rga (31:5, 15; 35:2, 21, 24; 36:1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7; 38:24 [Ì 39:1]; 39:43 [Ì 39:23]; 40:33); ta; e[rga
ta; tektonika; (31:5); xuvlwn (31:5); savbbata (31:14, 15, 16); sabbavtwn (35:2, 3); ajfairevmata (35:22,
24; 36:3); ta; a{gia kaqhvkonta (36:1); ta; prosferovmena (36:3); ajparca;" (36:6); aJgivwn (38:24 [Ì
39:1]); aJgiva (40:9); karpwmavtwn (40:10, 29); aJgiva" (40:13). Some of these synonymous variants,
however, signal exegetical differences. For instance, when the word tdu[eh; refers to the tablets that are
to be put in the ark (25:16, 21; 40:20) or in front of which incense can be placed (30:36), rather than
referring to the covenant itself (an abstract noun), the plural noun martuvria is used in the Ì. Context
does not require the same interpretation in 30:6, but this difference in reference (tablets versus the
covenant itself) is a possible explanation for the use of marturivwn. Likewise, the use of the plural
strepta; kumavtia for the singular rzE (25:24) reflects a difference in reference, as was discussed in con-
nection with a minus in 25:25. Other possible exegetical differences were mentioned in chapter four.

In addition to these examples, there are over one hundred occurrences of lK;, which are trans-
lated as either plurals or singulars that agree in number with the nouns that they modify or with the
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conjunction with lexical equivalents that are more generic, more specific, or based
on a different Vorlage than the ˜.87 This difference in the use of singular versus
plural nouns also affects the status of organizational meaning in the text since
pronominal references will agree with the nouns to which they refer.88 Differences
in organizational meaning that are similar to those found in the agreements of the
Ì and ˇ are also found in the Ì alone.89
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relative clauses that modify the substantival use of “all.” These examples have not been examined in
detail, but most of the usages of the plural could probably be classified as the making explicit of
implicit referential meaning, i.e., the plurality of the referents. In addition, these variants in the Ì
reflect the grammatical agreement that is the norm within Greek noun phrases, which is a type of
organizational meaning that is being made explicit in the Ì. 

Duals and plurals of the ˜ are translated by the following singular collectives in the Ì: muvlon
(11:5); ejkdivkhsin (12:12); katoikhthrivw/ (12:20); gerousivan (12:21); iJmatismovn (12:35); stuvlw/
(26:26, 27 [2x] [See discussion of 26:26-27 above under pluses and below in the section on Ì 38:18-
21.]); ejktuvpwma (28:36); kaqarismou' (29:36); eijsfora'" (30:16); katoikiva/ (35:3); suvntaxi" (38:21
[Ì 37:19]); sunqevsew" (40:27). Some of these, however, could represent exegetical differences. For
instance, in 28:2 and 28:3, the ˜ commands the making of the ydeg“bi for Aaron and uses this term to
refer to all the different parts of Aaron’s attire. In the Ì, however, the singular, stolh;n, is used and it is
possible that the translator meant for this to represent the main garment for Aaron, of which there
would be only one. If this were the case, there would be an actual change in referential meaning in the
Ì. In 28:4, however, the plural is used in both languages with the parts of the attire listed. This seems to
indicate that the phrase stolh;n aJgivan (28:2, 3 [articulated]) is a collective term used to refer to the
entire attire of Aaron. Thus, there is no change in referential meaning. The usage of hJ stolh; aujtou' in
29:21, however, is a little more ambiguous and could be interpreted either way. In 29:29, if the singu-
lar refers to one item, an apparent contradiction would be created in the translation by the retention
of the plural pronoun, aujta;, that refers to the garment(s) (29:30). The phrase hJ stolh; tou' aJgivou
should, therefore, probably be interpreted as a collective term rather than as a reference to a single gar-
ment.

87. For instance, in 30:16 the ˜ uses the plural term !yrIPuKih', whereas Ì uses the collective sin-
gular term, eijsfora'", a more generic term than that of the ˜. Differences in number are also found in
conjunction with possible variants in the Vorlage, such as the plural troySih', which is translated by the
singular th;n bavsin (38:3 [Ì 38:23]). Wevers, however, considers troySih' to be a minus in 38:3 (Ì
38:23) because it is not translated by a term that Wevers considers to be an appropriate equivalent. See
WeversNotes, 629.

88. For instance, in the ˜ the term tB;V'h' is used twice in the same clause (31:16). In the Ì,
however, the first reference is translated by a plural noun and the next reference is translated by a plu-
ral pronoun. The use of a pronoun instead of a noun could be expected, but the choice of a plural pro-
noun is dependent on the use of a plural noun in the Ì that makes explicit the status of the referential
meaning, i.e., that the noun in the ˜ is a collective singular. Similar examples can be seen in the use of
aujtav in 36:2, 3; 39:43 (Ì 39:23). This same usage of plurals can be seen with deictics such as tau'tav
(29:1, 38). Other changes in pronouns also make explicit organizational meaning and do not change
the referential meaning, such as, 3ms pronominal suffix in ̃  → 3p pronoun in Ì (12:7, 9; 35:21 [2x])
and 3mp pronominal suffix in ˜ → 3s pronoun in Ì (30:21). 

89. In 35:19 the ˜ uses a 3ms pronominal suffix to refer to Aaron, but the Ì uses his proper
name. The result of this synonymous variant is that the organizational meaning is more explicit in the
Ì than in the ˜. The reason for this difference may be due to the differences in order that are found
prior to this variant in the Ì. In 39:40 (Ì 39:19), a similar variant is found, but this time the ˜ has the
more specific form, the phrase d[e/m lh,aol], whereas the Ì has the pronoun, aujth'". In the Ì, the tent
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Synonymous variants that involve differences in number often make explicit
the organizational meaning, i.e., the unity of the text. If the Hebrew text had been
translated literally, the inconsistencies in number probably would have resulted in
a disjointed text in the Ì. As a result, the translator made explicit the organiza-
tional unity of the text by using the types of verbal agreements that were normal
for Greek.90
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has just been mentioned and as a result only the pronoun is used rather than a noun phrase, as in the
˜. Other examples of the use of a noun phrase or proper noun instead of the pronominal suffix of the
˜ are as follows: 3mp suffix ˜ → tw'n uiJw'n Israhl (28:12); 3ms suffix ˜ → tou' uJpoduvtou (28:33
[2x]); 3ms suffix ˜ → Aarwn (28:38). 

90. For instance, in 11:2, the ˜ uses a 3mp subject to refer to the people, who are asking the
Egyptians for gold and silver vessels, but the same referents are referred to by 3ms and 3fs pronominal
suffixes later in the clause. The Ì, in contrast, uses a 3s subject of the verb and definite, non-possessed
forms for the neighbors and thus avoids the inconsistency of the ˜. Another example of this desire for
consistency affecting the person of the verb may be seen in the use of a 3s form in the critical text of the
Ì instead of the 2mp verb in ˜ 30:32. This 3s form in the Ì brings the verse into agreement with the
following verse, which uses a 3ms verb. In addition to the desire for increased consistency, another
factor that sometimes results in a change to a singular form of the verb is the fact that neuter plural
subjects use the singular form of the verb in Greek, as can be seen in 25:31. Examples of these and
other variants in the number of the subject of the verb are as follows: 3ms ˜ → 3p Ì (35:22; 36:35, 36,
37, 38 [Ì 37:3, 4, 5, 6]; 38:28 [Ì 39:5]; 3mp ˜ → 3s Ì (12:27; 13:17; 29:29; 30:29; 35:20; 36:8; 38:24 [Ì
39:1]; 39:30 [Ì 36:37]); 3fp ˜ → 3s Ì (27:2); 3mp pronominal suffix on infinitive in ˜ → singular
participle in Ì (13:17); 2mp ˜ → 2s Ì (25:8). 

After surveying the translations of indefinite singular and plural subjects in ancient transla-
tions, Rabin concludes, “We may thus with some confidence advance the view that the determining
factor in the choice of construction in the various Versions is the style of the target language, and that
the actual textual picture is the result of an interplay between this factor and the tendency to adhere to
the construction found in the source language. It results from this that deviations from the Hebrew
construction have no text-critical value. There may indeed have been a different Vorlage, but the devi-
ation in the Version does not prove it.” See Chaim Rabin, “The Ancient Versions and the Indefinite
Subject,” Textus 2 (1962): 76. While Rabin’s conclusion is generally valid for indefinite subjects, this
conclusion cannot be expanded and used to dismiss all differences in singular and plural subjects.
Occasionally, differences in number reflect a difference in the referent or at least a changed perspective
on the referent. For instance, in 28:30, the ˜ uses a plural verb to refer to the fact that the Urim and
Thummim are on Aaron’s chest, but the Ì uses a singular, which refers to the breastpiece being on
Aaron’s chest. This is a referential difference, but the change may have been influenced by the fact that
the Urim and Thummim were translated in an etymological fashion with abstract nouns, th;n dhvlwsin
kai; th;n ajlhvqeian, which would have made it more difficult to envision them as being placed on
Aaron’s chest. Ultimately, the change in referential meaning is slight since the Ì refers to the breast-
piece as a whole and the ˜ refers to items that are an integral part of the breastpiece. 

Likewise, the difference in the translation of indefinite subjects in 38:28 (Ì 39:5) may be inter-
pretive in nature when read in light of the larger context. While the ̃ has 3ms subject (Bezalel ?) for all
three verbs, the Ì indicates that a larger group (3p) made the silver objects and one individual (Beza-
lel ?) covered their “heads” with gold and decorated them. This difference could be viewed as a change
in referential meaning or the making explicit of the meaning in the ˜, which has kept the focus on
Bezalel despite the fact that he probably did not personally make each item. This contrasts with the
translation of a similar phrase in 36:38 (Ì 37:6), in which hP;xi is translated by the 3p katecruvswsan.
This translation, however, occurs in the section before Bezalel is reintroduced (Ì 37:21) and becomes
the center of focus in Ì 38:1. Thus, Bezalel was not “on stage” and is not individually highlighted in the
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On the surface, many of these synonymous variants that do not change the
referential meaning of the text may appear to be “automatic” due to the require-
ments of Greek. A close examination of the text, however, shows that the transla-
tor had to make decisions even about the use of singular and plural forms. For
instance, even though most translations of hk;al;m] and hm;WrT]] are interpreted as
collectives and translated by plurals, they can also be translated by singular forms
when one person (especially a 3s referent) is the subject of the verb in the Ì. This
type of careful, contextual translation of singular and plural forms of identical
singular Hebrew nouns can be found together in the same verses (35:2, 24; 36:4).

That Reflect a Difference in the Meaning. Some synonymous variants reflect a
difference in the meaning. Most frequently this is a difference in the referential
meaning, but it may also be a difference in the organizational or situational mean-
ing. Differences in meaning vary greatly in the impact they have on the overall
meaning of the text, but most do not greatly change the referential meaning.91

Differences in referential meaning are often combined with changes in
grammatical structures, such as the grammatical and semantic shift that causes
Moses to “disappear” from 36:3.92 A few of these synonymous variants have been
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translation. Modern English translations likewise differ in their interpretation of the indefinite subject
in this passage (38:28-31) with most following the 3s subject of the ˜ (NRSV, NJPS, TEV), the NIV
using a 3p subject throughout, and the CEV neatly avoiding the issue by using a passive and keeping
the focus on the material being used. 

91. Some of the “larger” synonymous variants are seen in the instructions concerning the
breastpiece and the construction of the lampstand, which will be discussed in the next section. In
addition, the construction of the table has been a widely discussed issue that could be considered a
complex synonymous variant or a synonymous variant with a related minus, as has been done in this
study. In the first account, the ˜ describes the table as being constructed of acacia wood and covered
with gold (25:23-24). The Ì, in contrast, simply says poihvsei" travpezan crusivou kaqarou'. Aejme-
laeus and others claim that this points to the use of a different Vorlage in which the table was made of
solid gold in contrast to the gold covered table of the ˜. (See Aejmelaeus, “Septuagintal Translation
Techniques,” 392 and Nelson, 231-32.) Wevers, however, assigns this difference to the translator say-
ing, “It is clear that Exod [Ì] intentionally increases the value of the table by making it of pure gold
just as its moldings, rings and vessels, leaving only the poles to be made of gilded wood.” (WeversText,
121.) In the second account, the table is likewise described in the Ì as being made ejk crusivou
kaqarou' (37:10-11 [Ì 38:9]), instead of being made from wood and covered with gold as in the ˜.
The table, in contrast with other larger items, is described in such a way as to make it similar to smaller
items that were made of solid gold. The source of this difference cannot be proven. The interrelated-
ness of the two Ì accounts is obvious. The only question is the direction of the dependency and the
original source of the synonymous variant, i.e., the translator or a different Vorlage. 

92. The following examples of synonymous variants involve slight differences in referential
meaning in combination with the use of different grammatical structures than were used in the ˜.
Most of these types of restructuring occur in the second account, though a few similar examples can be
found in the first account. In 35:34, the ˜ describes God as putting the desire to teach /BliB], but in the
Ì a more idiomatic means of expression is used in the synonymous variant aujtw'/ ejn th'/ dianoiva/, so
that the person rather than the mind/heart is viewed as the recipient. This is a slight shift in meaning
due to the language.
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referred to as stylistic improvements, in that they are more like a natural Greek
phrase than a literal translation of the Hebrew.93 These differences generally result
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In 36:3, the ˜ describes the event using an active form in which the people bringing the gifts
are focused upon as seen by the fact that they are referred to by an independent pronoun, !he, and are
also the subject of the verb Waybihe. In the Ì, however, this focus has been changed to those who are
receiving the gifts, as can be seen by the choice of lexical equivalents for the verb, prosedevconto. This
shift in focus is also seen in the fact that the independent pronoun in the Ì, aujtoi;, refers to those who
are receiving the gifts rather than those giving the gifts and the plus, para; tw'n ferovntwn, refers to the
people who were the subject of the sentence in the ˜. This synonymous variant results in a shift of
focus that highlights the ones who were helping Moses to receive the gifts. As a result of the shift in
focus, there is greater continuity between the clauses in the verse in that they share the same subject,
but Moses has completely receded into the background and is absent in the Ì clause.

Exodus 39:40 (Ì 39:19) concludes with a complex noun phrase that summarizes all the vessels,
d[e/m lh,aol] @K;v]Mih' td'bo[} yleK]AlK; taew“. The Ì, however, has a synonymous variant with two noun
phrases that give equal emphasis to both the vessels and the work. This variant also includes several
changes that could be analyzed as pluses. The result of this synonymous variant, however, is to sim-
plify the grammatical structure and increase the emphasis placed on the work, an emphasis that is also
seen in the plus in Ì 39:21 that refers to the work of the tent of meeting. 

In 38:19 (Ì 37:18) the ˜ has !h,yqevuj}, but the Ì has aujtoi; perihrgurwmevnoi. This synony-
mous variant is largely due to the choice of a verbal form to translate !h,yqevuj}. Having made that
choice, the organizational meaning was maintained through the use of a nominative pronoun rather
than the expected possessive pronoun that would have been used with a noun. 

In 39:23 (Ì 36:30) the ˜ uses a clause, ['reQ;yI alø, whereas the Ì uses a word, ajdiavluton, to
communicate the same information. A similar variant is found in 25:15 where the ˜ has a clause,
WNM,mi Wrsuy: alø, but the Ì has one word, ajkivnhtoi.

In 39:5 (Ì 36:12) the ˜ has aWh as the subject of a nonverbal clause followed by an apposi-
tional statement, but in Ì this has been transformed to a verbal clause that has ejpoivhsan instead of the
3ms pronoun of the ˜. Likewise, the fronted topic of the clause in ˜ 26:12 appears in the Ì as an inde-
pendent verbal clause, in which the synonymous variant uJpoqhvsei" to; pleonavzon has replaced
#de[oh; jr's,.

The synonymous variant in 39:23 (Ì 36:30) illustrates the difference between the use of a com-
parison in the ˜, ar:j]t' ypiK], and a functionally equivalent expression of the meaning of the compari-
son, diufasmevnon sumplektovn, which is the form that appears in the Ì. A similar structure was used
in the parallel passage (28:32), but the choice of lexical equivalents was unique, th;n sumbolh;n
sunufasmevnhn. This type of translation of the meaning rather than the form of a simile is a frequently
used translation technique in modern functional equivalent translations. 

93. Wevers refers to the use of met! aujtovn as a stylistic improvement in 30:21. He considers this
to be a translation of the phrase !t;rodol], which is the last phrase in the ˜, but I believe it is more likely
that it represents /[r“z"l], because of the consistency with which r/D is translated in this type of phrase.
This does, however, mean that there is an inversion of the order of phrases in the translation, a prob-
lem that makes Wevers’ interpretation the simpler solution. (See WeversNotes, 498.) In either case,
the meaning has changed slightly, but the greatest difference is the switch to a more natural Greek
phrase. The change from a noun phrase in Hebrew to an adjective in Greek may also be a “stylistic”
difference that has little affect on the referential meaning, as follows: !yrIWf h[;B;r“a' → tetravsticon
(28:17); yrEWf h[;B;r“a' → tetravsticon (39:10 [Ì 36:17]).

Instead of literally translating the phrase wyjia;Ala, vyai in 25:20, the Ì uses a synonymous vari-
ant that could be viewed as a more natural Greek equivalent, eij" a[llhla. The Hebrew term wD:j]y" is
translated by the phrase kata; to; aujto; (26:24), an equivalent that can probably be attributed to trans-
lation technique. The parallel text is a minus in the second account and the only other occurrence of
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in the meaning being more explicit and more consistent within the larger context.
This, however, is not always the case as may be seen in the synonymous variant in
25:35.94
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the term in Exodus is translated contextual as oJmoqumado;n (19:8), which is appropriate since it refers
to an animate rather than an inanimate subject, as in the tabernacle account.

94. As discussed above, the use of tevssara" instead of the expected translation of ynEv], in com-
bination with a minus in 25:35, results in confusion in the first account’s description of the lampstand.
This will be discussed in more detail in a later section of this chapter. Other synonymous variants dis-
cussed below, however, do result in a more consistent text.

In 26:24, the ˜ uses the verb hy<h]yI in a clause that envisions the future state, but the Ì uses the
verb poihvsei", which has been used throughout the instructions for the building of the tabernacle.
This synonymous variant in the Ì makes it explicit that the “envisioned future state” will be accom-
plished through an activity that Moses (and others) are instructed to do. This synonymous variant
involves both the choice of a more specific lexical equivalent as well as the use of a 2s verb that results
in a shift of focus.

In the “large” synonymous variant in 37:13-14 (Ì 38:10), the Ì presents a simpler and clearer
explanation of the placement of the rings on the table than the description seen in the ˜. The more
generic terminology used in the Ì is almost identical with the placement of the four rings on the ark in
37:3 (Ì 38:3). Thus, rather than following the translation of the parallel passage in the first account,
the translation in the second account was modeled on a similar construction in the preceding section
of the second account. While the wording is similar to that of 37:3 (Ì 38:3), it is not an exact copy.
Instead of using an accusative case with the preposition ejpiv as was done in 37:3 (Ì 38:3) and its paral-
lel text in 25:12, the genitive case was used. The reason for this is not known, but it may be that the
freer translation in Ì 38:10, which was not based on a parallel text, allowed the translator to use a more
“natural” choice of case. According to Mayser, the genitive is the case that most frequently occurs with
ejpiv in the Ptolemaic papyri. Because of the lack of semantic contexts, this statistic alone is not a deci-
sive factor. Three cases are used with ejpiv and no grammarian is definitive about the reason for this
variety. The translator’s technique would, however, undeniably have influenced the choice of case. See
Edwin Mayser, Grammatik der griechischen Papyri aus der Ptolemäerzeit, Bd. 2, Nr. 2 (Berlin: Walter de
Gruyter & Co., 1934), 462 and Nigel Turner, A Grammar of New Testament Greek, vol. 3, Syntax
(Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1963), 271-72.

Another interesting, but minor, synonymous variant clarifies the meaning of the ˜. In 37:16
(Ì 38:12), the ˜ uses the phrase @j;l]Vuh'Al[' rv,a}, which could be misunderstood as meaning that
these vessels are physically placed on the table. The meaning of the text as expressed by the Ì, th'"
trapevzh", however, is that the vessels are related to the table in some significant way. They “belong” to
the table and the various rituals performed on the table. The opposite change can be seen in 37:23 (Ì
38:17), where the ˜ reads h;yt,ronE, but the Ì has luvcnou" ejp! aujth'". In this case the lights were physi-
cally placed upon the lampstand in contrast to the accompanying tools that “belong” to the lamp.
These tools, in contrast to the lamps, are modified with possessive pronouns in the Ì and pronominal
suffixes in ˜, e.g., labivda" aujth'"—h;yj,q;l]m'. The issue of whether the lamps were an integral part of
the lampstand or removable is often discussed, though modern scholars generally agree that they were
removable. See Nahum M. Sarna, Exodus: The Traditional Hebrew Text with the New JPS Translation,
The JPS Torah Commentary (Philadelphia: The Jewish Publication Society, 1991), 166, who refers to
an earlier debate of the issue. As can be seen in this translation, for the translator of the second account
the answer was clearly that the lamps were removable. 

The synonymous variants in 38:9, 11 (Ì 37:7, 9) result in a text form in the Ì that is more like
that of the first account (27:18). The ˜ has hM;a'B; ha;me, but the Ì reads eJkato;n ejf! eJkatovn in both
verses. See the discussion in chapter three, which identified the first account as the probable source of
this variant in the second account.
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The trend toward consistency is especially seen in the synonymous variants
that involve pronouns and other indicators of organizational meaning.95 Some of
these synonymous variants result in a text that is more internally consistent and
parallel to other phrases in the immediate and larger context.96 While most of
these changes result in greater consistency, some reflect a different exegetical
understanding of the text.97 Other differences in organizational meaning may
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95. Some synonymous variants initially appear to be differences between the use of the singu-
lar collective versus plural, as was discussed above, but a closer examination shows that there may be
an exegetical difference behind the change in pronouns. For instance, in 27:2 the ˜ uses a 3ms pro-
noun to refer to the item covered (the entire bronze altar), whereas in the Ì a 3p pronoun is used that
refers back to the horns on the altar as the items being covered. This exegetical difference also coin-
cides with a difference in the choice of lexical equivalents for hpx that was discussed in chapter three.
It is possible that the translator of the Ì had a different Vorlage or that he wrongly interpreted the ˜
3ms pronoun as a collective. In any case, the result is that the referential meaning of the Ì is slightly
different from that of the ̃ . A similar change is also seen in the instructions for the construction of the
golden incense altar in 30:3. In the ˜, the 3ms object pronoun is clearly referring to the altar as a
whole, followed by an appositional phrase that describes the parts of that altar, i.e., /GG æAta,
wyt;nOr“q'Ata,w“ bybis; wyt;royqiAta,w“. The Ì, however, uses a 3p pronoun, aujta;, to refer to that same apposi-
tional phrase, i.e., the parts of the altar. Thus, in 30:3 the difference in usage is more clearly seen as a
difference in perspective, i.e., focusing on the whole versus focusing on the parts. This difference in
referential meaning is very slight, but it is indicative of the types of differences found in the tabernacle
accounts. A similar difference was also seen in the number of the subject of the verb in 28:30, as dis-
cussed above.

Differences in the person/number of verbs, which indicates a type of organizational meaning,
also result in an increase of the internal consistency of the text. For instance, in the ˜ Moses is seem-
ingly instructed to make the incense in 30:35, as can be seen by the use of the 2ms verb, t;yci[;. In 31:11,
however, the text says that the craftsmen will make the incense, Wc[}y". The Ì uses poihvsousin in both
verses and thus remedies the apparent contradiction and acknowledges the fact that while the com-
mands were given to Moses, they were carried out by other people, as is explicitly stated in ˜ 31:11.

96. For instance, in 40:38, the ̃ reports that the fire is in the cloud, /B, whereas the Ì envisions
the fire being upon the tent, ejp! aujth'", just as the cloud was upon the tent. Thus, the synonymous
variant in the Ì places the fire in the same relationship to the tent as that affirmed for the cloud. Ulti-
mately, little is changed in the overall meaning, but the Ì is probably more consistent with earlier pas-
sages, which refer to the pillar of cloud and the pillar of fire, rather than a pillar of cloud with fire in it.
The fact that it is more consistent with the earlier texts, however, reflects more on the impact of situa-
tional meaning (desire for consistency) than the probable Vorlage. Another example of increased con-
sistency in the synonymous variants of the Ì is seen in the use of a 2p pronoun instead of a 1s pronoun
in ˜ 30:31. This change in organizational meaning makes the verse more consistent with similar
phrases in following verses (30:32, 36). 

97. For instance, in 27:5 the ̃ , ̌ , and Ì reflect three separate interpretive traditions about the
construction of the altar. The ˜ uses Ht;ao to refer to the tv,r, as the item being placed under the ledge,
the ˇ uses wta to refer to the rbkm, and the Ì uses aujtou;" to refer to the daktulivou", as was dis-
cussed in chapters two and three. Each of these conveys a distinctly different referential meaning,
though admittedly it does not change the overall meaning of the larger text. 

A similar difference is seen in 27:10 where the ˜ and ˇ contain a 3ms suffix on the pillars,
wyd:Mu[', that refers back to the courtyard, but the Ì has a 3p pronoun, aujtw'n, that probably refers to the
curtains. This is a minor difference in that the curtains are part of the courtyard, but it illustrates the
use of a more specific referent, i.e., a part (curtains) of the whole (courtyard). The curtains may also be
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reflect a difference in the Vorlage or a different reading of the consonantal text.98 A
few synonymous variants, such as changes from active to passive verbs, result in a
change of focus, which is also a type of organizational meaning.99
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a more appropriate referent in that they are directly connected to the pillars. The overall meaning has
not changed, but the organizational meaning has changed and that change reflects a slightly different
interpretation of the passage. Other differences in subject of verbs that probably reflect a slight change
in the meaning are as follows: 3mp ̃ → 3s Ì (39:21 [Ì 36:28], 39:30 [Ì 36:37]). Both of these changes
involve activities that would probably have been limited to one person by the nature of the activity,
i.e., tying the breastpiece to the ephod with a cord and writing on the rosette. Thus, the Ì states that it
was one of the “they” that performed these two particular activities. 

In 29:43, the change from a 3ms niphal in the ˜ to a 1s future passive in the Ì represents a dif-
ference in meaning in that the object that is sanctified has changed from the place to God himself, but
the main change is probably one of focus. This clause is surrounded by clauses in which God (1s) is the
subject of the verb. In the Ì, this focus is kept consistent by the use of the 1s form, but the focus of the
˜ is shifted briefly by the use of the 3ms niphal vD'q]nI. The source of this synonymous variant is open
to speculation. The effect, however, is that the Ì maintains a consistent focus at the cost of a slightly
different referential meaning. The referential meaning that is “lost,” however, is conveyed in the fol-
lowing verses, so there is ultimately no loss of meaning within the larger context.

98. In 30:8 and 30:10, the ˜ uses a 2mp pronominal suffix, but the Ì uses a 3p possessive pro-
noun. Both forms of the phrase are found in the ˜ in verses where the ˜ and Ì agree (!t;rodol] [12:42;
31:16; 40:15] and !k,yterodol] [12:14, 17; 29:42; 30:31; 31:13]). In 27:21, the ˇ and Ì agree on the use of
the 2p in contrast to the 3p in the ˜. In 30:21, the Ì alone uses a 3s pronoun instead of a 3p, but the
analysis of this verse is complicated by the use of a synonymous variant for /[r“z"l], which was discussed
above. In light of these differences, it is possible that these synonymous variants (30:8, 10) were pre-
sent in the Vorlage. In any case, the difference in meaning is organizational and not referential, as the
same general referents are being referred to with either form of the phrase. 

In 26:12, the ˜ jr's]Ti can be read as a 3fs form or a 2ms form, but the Ì read the text as a 2ms
form and translated it accordingly as uJpokaluvyei". The other differences in the Ì may be related to
this difference. Whether because of a different Vorlage or a different reading of the text, the result is
that the Ì retains its focus on the 2s agent in this verse rather than shifting focus to the curtains, as is
probably the meaning of the ˜. These two interpretations are also seen in modern commentaries and
translations. Most interpret it as a 3fs form (NJPS, NIV, NRSV), but a few interpret it as a 2ms form
(TEV and Cassuto, Commentary on the Book of Exodus, 353.).

In 31:15, the ˜ contains the verb hc,[;yE and in the parallel text, 35:2, the ˜ has the form hc,[;Te.
Both of these are translated by poihvsei" in the Ì. The interdependence of the Ì forms is probable, but
the source of this difference is debatable. In the second account (35:2) it is possible that a consonantal
text similar to the ˜ was read as a 2ms qal imperfect rather than as a 3fs niphal imperfect. Given that
the Ì often appears to follow a Vorlage similar to the ˇ, however, this possible explanation would be
eliminated because the ˇ uses the same form, h`[y, in both verses. A more likely explanation is that
the Ì followed its normal pattern of increasing the consistency of the text through a shift from the
focus on work in the ˜ to the focus on the person doing the work in the Ì. This shift probably origi-
nated in the first account and then was accepted by the translator of the second account along with
other adjustments that made the second account more like that of the first account. The reverse argu-
ment could also be made for the derivation of these synonymous variants, but the decision must ulti-
mately be made on the basis of the preponderance of evidence for the source of differences in the Ì
translation.

99. In 39:10 (Ì 36:17) the ˜ uses an active form with a 3mp subject. The Ì, in contrast, uses a
3s passive verb and includes the plus, u{fasma katavliqon, which is the translation of a phrase found
only in the parallel account (28:17). Another example of a change from passive to active is seen in
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Differences in situational meaning are much more difficult to identify
clearly among the synonymous variants. The clearest example of this type occurs
in 27:3, in which the phrase wy[;y:w“ /nV]d'l] wyt;roySi of the ˜ is translated by stefavnhn
tw'/ qusiasthrivw/ kai; to;n kalupth'ra aujtou' in the Ì. This synonymous variant
could, of course, be due to a different Vorlage, but whether the changes occurred
before or during the translation process, they can only be understood in light of a
literalistic interpretation that seeks to harmonize this passage with other Penta-
teuchal passages.100 This reflects a type of situational meaning.

Consistency of Translation Techniques202

25:29 where the ˜ uses a 3ms hophal imperfect and the Ì uses a 2s future active verb. In addition to
shifts of focus due to changes from the passive to the active, some shifts of focus occur with the choice
of singular versus plural for verbs used with coordinated subjects, a strategy that both Greek and
Hebrew uses to highlight the first member of a coordinated pair. This difference in focus may be seen
in the following verses: 3ms ˜ → 3p Ì (29:10, 32). 

A slightly different type of focus is seen in 31:6. In the ˜, Oholiab is simply the person who
accompanies Bezalel, /Tai. In the Ì, however, the status of Oholiab is raised as both Bezalel and Oho-
liab are coordinated objects of the verb through the use of the synonymous variant aujto;n kai;. For a
discussion of the reportedly different perceptions of the roles of Bezalel and Oholiab as presented in
the ˜, Ì, and Old Latin, see P. M. Bogaert, “L’importance de la Septante et du «Monacensis» de la
Vetus Latina pour l’exégèse du livre de l’Exode (chap. 35-40),” in Studies in the Book of Exodus: Redac-
tion-Reception-Interpretation, ed. Marc Vervenne (Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1996), 399-428.

100. In Gooding’s analysis of 27:3, he points to the unity of the view presented in the Ì and in
some of the rabbinical discussions and concludes that the Ì represents “a traditional view . . . the idea
that the altar needed a kalupthvr only arises when one chooses to interpret another biblical passage in
a literalistic way . . . if you interpret Lev. 6:6 (13) in a literalistic fashion to mean that the fire had to be
kept burning not only when the altar was stationary but even when it was being transported, then you
cannot spread a cloth on the altar during the journey unless you first cover the glowing embers with a
substantial covering.” This covering in some of the rabbinical discussions was one of the large pots,
which is a possible explanation for the replacement of the pots with a cover in the Ì, since both had the
same function. Thus, this synonymous variant represents an alternate tradition that Gooding suggests
is secondary and derived from a literalistic approach to interpreting the Scriptures, a factor that has
been seen elsewhere in the Ì tabernacle accounts. See Gooding, “Use of the LXX for Dating Midrashic
Elements,” 6-11.

One part of this same synonymous variant, stefavnhn tw'/ qusiasthrivw/, is also an indicator
that in the first account either the translator’s Vorlage or the translator himself envisioned the golden
altar and the bronze altar as being constructed in a similar fashion, i.e., both had a type of molding or
rim. In the ˜ the terms rzE and tr,G≤s]mi are distinct terms that refer to a molding and a rim respectively.
As is typical in the first tabernacle account, however, both terms have been translated contextually.
This has resulted in the molding of the table and altar being translated by the term kumavtion, which is
modified by the term streptov" (25:11, 25, 27). The molding of the golden altar, in contrast, is trans-
lated by the term stefavnh, which is likewise modified by the term streptov" (30:3). The rim, tr,G≤s]mi,
which is only found in the ̃ on the table, is translated by stefavnh, but as the text itself says, the mold-
ing was made “for the rim,” and so these two parts of the table (molding and rim) become practically
speaking one item that was defined more by the item it was attached to than by the Hebrew term that
was being translated. Because of the harmonization of Scripture discussed above, the bronze altar,
which in the ˜ has neither rim nor molding, was envisioned as having some sort of rim/molding that
would have kept the pot or covering in position. Because the bronze altar was envisioned as being sim-
ilar in form to the gold altar, the term stefavnh was used, though in an unmodified form, i.e., without
the term streptov" (Ì 27:3). This similarity of construction style is also supported by the fact that in
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Synonymous variants are often interdependent on other pluses and minuses
in the context.101 As a result, the Ì translation of identical Hebrew phrases may
diverge and yet continue to communicate the same basic meaning. This can be
clearly seen in the divergent translations of the phrase !qerow“ bvejow“ vr:j;, which is
found in two different contexts in the second tabernacle account (35:35; 38:23 [Ì
37:21]).102

Accuracy 203

the Ì the golden altar, as well as the bronze altar, had an ejscavran (30:3). In the ˜, in contrast, the
golden altar had a gG:, a more solid platform for the burning of the incense. Thus, through the choice of
a lexical equivalent for gG: as well as through the synonymous variant stefavnhn, the bronze altar and
the golden altar became more identical in form in the first account of the Ì. In the second account, the
details of the altar are largely absent so the images of the altars are not clear, but a modification of a
similar type was seen in the description of the curtain at the door of the tent in the second account, as
was discussed above.

101. See the discussion of 37:5 (Ì 38:4) both above and in chapter three.
102. In both of these verses in the Ì, the phrase !qerow“ bvejow“ vr:j; is interpreted as referring to

the product of the craftsmen and not to the craftsmen themselves, as in the ˜. These two verses share
some lexical equivalents, but aside from that they differ because of their contexts, i.e., their functions
in their respective clauses. In ˜ 35:35 this phrase defines the work, but in the Ì, instead of defining the
type of work, this phrase is translated as an activity and the products that will be made once they have
the knowledge, i.e., kai; ta; uJfanta; kai; ta; poikilta; uJfa'nai. The Ì contains references to the two
main types of products that are made, i.e., woven things and embroidered things (!qerow“ bvejow“), but
these are viewed as a hendiadys or at least as some natural grouping of items, as can be seen by the use
of a single article in Rahlfs’ text. Wevers’ critical text, however, includes the article with both terms
because, “The translator would hardly have articulated the first one and not the second.” (Wevers-
Text, 160.) Wevers’ text critical decision, however, rests more on his evaluation of what the translator
would/should have done, rather than on the evidence of the manuscripts. In 38:23 (Ì 37:21) the same
phrase is translated as ta; uJfanta; kai; ta; rJafideuta; kai; ta; poikiltika; uJfa'nai, using three terms to
describe the workmanship. Articulation of these three words is also disputed. Rahlfs’ text articulates
the first two of the three, but Wevers articulates all and comments about the last two, which are dis-
puted, “It would be stylistically quite inept to leave one of them without an article as Ra [Rahlfs] does.
Admittedly, the support is not overly widespread, but one might note that the two articles in question
share a number of witnesses, . . . , and if one were to adopt one as original text one would have to adopt
both.” If one were to adopt as original the form with only one article both here and in 35:35, then both
would only refer to one general grouping of materials that are characterized as woven material with
needle-works and embroidery. See Daniel B. Wallace, Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics: An Exegetical
Syntax of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Zondervan, 1996), 277-83, for a discussion of the
variety of semantic relationships that can exist between coordinated terms that share one article. The
use of the doublet-like rJafideuta; kai; poikiltika; would then be just another example of the transla-
tor’s technique of using vocabulary similar to that of the first account (27:16) to unite the two taber-
nacle accounts. In both verses vr:j; is translated uJfa'nai, which is a specific translation of a generic
verb that can refer to all types of designing and constructing. In addition, in 38:23 (Ì 37:21) the syn-
onymous variant in the Ì contains an additional verb that connects the materials to the context in
which they are used to identify Oholiab, i.e., hjrcitektovnhsen. The ˜ form of 38:23 is a rather com-
plex series of appositional phrases. The Ì, in contrast, has simplified the grammar by placing the
translation of the last appositional phrase in a relative clause, o}" hjrcitektovnhsen ta; uJfanta; kai; ta;
rJafideuta; kai; ta; poikiltika; uJfa'nai tw'/ kokkivnw/ kai; th'/ buvssw/. This analysis does not resolve all
the difficulties of these translations of identical phrases, but it does identify the fact that the translation
in the Ì was moving toward a simplified grammar that was adjusted to fit the context and that
employed vocabulary from the first account in order to unite the two accounts.
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Differences in Order

The Ì tends to follow the ˜ fairly literally with respect to word order and general
sentence structure. As with the other differences between the Ì and ˜, the differ-
ences in order derive from a variety of sources including the use of a different Vor-
lage, grammatical differences between Greek and Hebrew, and the hermeneutical
approach or intent of the translator or editor. The effects of these differences in
order are also varied, though the majority of them result in a difference in organi-
zational meaning (e.g., emphasis). (See table 18.)

That Reflect a Vorlage Similar to the ˇ. Only four differences in order in the
ˇ are reflected in the Ì. All are relatively minor differences that at most reflect a
slight difference in organizational meaning (emphasis).103 The major difference
of order in the ˇ, the placement of 30:1-10 after 26:35, was discussed in chapter
two and is not followed by the Ì. Nelson attempts to use the difference in order in
Ì 26:8 to support his conclusion concerning the revised nature of the first taber-
nacle account in the ˜, but his failure to recognize the presence of this same dif-
ference in order in the ˇ raises doubts about the use of this piece of evidence.104

Consistency of Translation Techniques204

103. In 11:5, the Ì prwtotovkou panto;" kthvnou", reflects the order of the ˇ instead of the
order of the ˜, hm;heB] r/kB] lko. This difference in order results in a slightly different emphasis from
that of the ˜. In the ˜ the emphasis is on the totality of the firstborns, but in the Ì the emphasis is on
the totality of the “cattle.”

In 26:10 the ˜ contains the phrase taol;lu !yVimij}, which is inverted in the ˇ and Ì. This inver-
sion, as with many other differences in order, does not change the referential meaning, but it does
make the text more like that of the parallel in the second account (36:17). This increases the overall
consistency of the ˇ, but the parallel text is missing in the Ì. Thus, the source of this difference in
order was probably a Vorlage similar to the ˇ. The final difference in order involves the inversion of
two words in 40:38: The ˜ contains the order /B hl;y“l', but the ˇ and the Ì reverse this order, which
might involve a slight shift in emphasis, a type of organizational meaning.

104. In 26:8, the ˜ has the order tj;a,h; h[;yrIy“h' hM;a'B; [B'r“a' bj'ro, the ˇ has twma [bra
tjah h[yryh bjr, and the Ì has tessavrwn phvcewn to; eu\ro" th'" devrrew" th'" mia'". According to
Nelson, “While Gk I [first account in the Ì] in (26:8) preserves an original order, MT I [first account
in ˜] has changed this order to agree with the order of the first part of the verse.” (Nelson, 197.) Nel-
son’s conclusion is based on his presuppositions about the development of the text and the fact that
the same order is preserved in the second tabernacle account of the ˜ (36:15). Nelson, however, fails
to recognize that the Ì is based on a Vorlage similar to the ˇ and that the difference in order in the ˇ
is part of a pervasive revision that makes the first account more like the second account, as discussed in
chapter two. If this had been an isolated difference in order, then Nelson’s suggestion would be worth
further consideration, but in light of the ˇ, other explanations for the difference must be sought. In
26:8, the difference in order in the ˇ, which is reflected in the Ì, results in a chiastic-like structure in
the Ì in contrast to a parallel structure in the ˜. There is no change in referential meaning as a result
of this literacy technique. The most one can say is that the order in the ˜ and Ì represent synonymous
variants in organizational meaning, i.e., two different ways of structuring a passage to indicate its
unity. On a larger scale, this change in order reflects the scribal attempt in the probable Vorlage of the
Ì to make the first and second tabernacle accounts more consistent, as was seen in the ˇ.
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That Reflect a Difference in the Status of Meaning. Some of the differences in
order in the control sample and tabernacle accounts are “required” by the Greek
grammar, e.g., the placement of de; after the first element of the clause.105 Simi-
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105. The fact that the translator chose to use de; or ga;r is important, but the difference in order
that these create is less important because it does not involve a choice. A few of these occurrences are
actually pluses in the text, but due to the limited nature of this study they have not been counted with
the other pluses. The occurrences of de; and ga;r from the control sample and tabernacle accounts are
simply listed here, but are not used in any of the statistical analyses: de; (11:1 [2x], 3, 7, 8, 9, 10 [2x];
12:1, 4, 10, 11, 15, 20, 21, 22 [2x], 25, 27, 29, 32, 34, 35, 37, 40, 43, 48; 13:1, 3, 6, 13, 14, 15, 17, 18, 20, 21
[2x]; 25:13, 32; 26:3; 27:5, 12, 18; 28:33; 29:12, 14, 20 [Ì 29:21], 34; 30:13; 31:15; 35:2; 39:23 [Ì 36:30];
Ì 39:11 [The verse is a plus in the Ì.]; 40:36, 37); ga;r (12:17, 30, 33, 39 [2x], 13:3, 4, 9, 16, 17, 19;
29:14, 22, 28, 33, 34; 40:38).

Other differences in order that are probably related to grammatical features of the languages
include the difference between ha,r“m; hT;a' and to;n dedeigmevnon soi (25:40). This difference is proba-
bly due to the fact that in the ˜ the “causee/indirect object” with a hophal participle is the subject and

Control First Core of Remainder Totals
sample tabernacle second of second

account tabernacle tabernacle
account account

Difference in 12 22 8 20 62
organizational

meaning

Difference in 0 1 1 2 4
referential
meaning

Difference in 0 4 2 4 10
situational
meaning

Status of 1 5 0 5 11
organizational

meaning

Status of 1 3 0 0 4
referential
meaning

Status of 0 0 0 0 0
situational
meaning

Totals 14 35 11 31 91

Table 18. Types of meaning in the differences in order of Ì Exodus
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larly, numbers above ten are generally presented in different orders in Hebrew and
Greek. This is one type of grammatical difference that results in a difference in
order, but not a difference in meaning.106

When differences in order occur in conjunction with other changes, the dif-
ference in order may assist in properly interpreting the phrase. Though this kind
of difference may involve a shift in emphasis (organizational meaning), the pri-
mary function of these types of differences in order is to make explicit the referen-
tial meaning of the text.107

Consistency of Translation Techniques206

tends to come before the verb, whereas the 2s pronoun in the Ì is a dative and tends to come after the
participle.

106. Examples of numbers in the Ì that occur in inverted order from that of the ˜ are as fol-
lows: e[th tetrakovsia triavkonta (12:40); devka e{x (26:25); diakosivou" penthvkonta (30:23 [2x]); eJb-
domhvkonta pevnte (38:25, 28 [Ì 39:2, 5]). In addition to these clear examples of inversion of numbers,
the number #l,a, t/ameAvve is handled in contrasting ways. In the control sample the Hebrew
approach is basically used, eJxakosiva" ciliavda" (12:37). In the second account, however, this same
phrase is translated eJxhvkonta muriavda" (38:26 [Ì 39:3]). This difference is primarily due to the
choice of lexical equivalents, but the regrouping of the numerical concepts in the second account is
rather unique. The fact that this phrase is part of a larger number may have influenced the choice of
lexical equivalents. This example has not, however, been counted in any of the statistics.

107. For instance, in Ì 11:9 the possessive pronoun is fronted rather than placing the pronoun
in the normal order after the noun in imitation of the Hebrew pronominal suffix. This placement of
the possessive pronoun before the plus ta; shmei'a kai; indicates that the phrase mou ta; shmei'a kai; ta;
tevrata is meant to be read as a hendiadys. Thus, the difference in order brings clarity to the text. A
similar example is seen in the placement of the number at the end of the phrase in the Ì form of 29:1,
moscavrion ejk bow'n e}n. This placement makes explicit the explanatory nature of the appositional
phrase in the ˜, rq;B;A@B, dj;a, rP'.

Likewise, the difference in order seen in 26:26 involves the clarification of a complex construct
chain in the ˜, dj;a,h; @K;v]Mih'A[l'x, yver“q'l]. In Hebrew, the number one could technically modify
either @K;v]Mih' or [l'x,,, but the Ì translation clarifies the issue and translates it as tou' eJno;" mevrou" th'"
skhnh'", a translation that is also followed in most English translations. Thus, this difference in order
simply reflects an appropriate exegetical choice. 

A more complex example is seen in 28:43. By means of the difference in order, the referential
meaning of the text is clarified, i.e., that the altar mentioned in the text is the altar in the Holy Place. In
the ̃ , the altar and the location are placed in separate clauses, vd,QoB' trev;l] j'Bez“Mih'Ala, !T;v]gIb],, but in
the Ì the information has been reorganized so that the identification of the altar is clear, o{tan pro-
sporeuvwntai leitourgei'n pro;" to; qusiasthvrion tou' aJgivou. A similar reordering is seen in 40:20. In
the ˜, the direct object follows the two verbs, tdu[eh;Ata, @TeYIw" jQ'YIw". In the Ì, however, the direct object
is located immediately following the first verb in the clause, labw;n ta; martuvria ejnevbalen.

The final clause in 29:20 in the ̃ is located at the end of Ì 29:21. The result of this difference in
order is that the logical order (a progression from the most to the least important) and the temporal
order are made explicit, i.e., placing blood on the body parts of Aaron and his sons, sprinkling Aaron
and his sons with blood and oil, and then pouring out the blood around the altar. 

In 29:33 the 3p pronominal reference that refers to the food has been shifted from the subordi-
nate explanatory clause in the ˜ to the main clause in the Ì. This shift makes explicit that the holy
items being discussed in the Ì are the food items. Another example that may fit in this category is the
movement of “all” to a position before the infinitives in 35:35 so that the Ì reads pavnta sunievnai poi-
h'sai ta; e[rga instead of ˜ tk,al,m]AlK; t/c[}l'. This difference in order, however, does not as clearly
affect the meaning.
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That Reflect a Difference in the Meaning. Most differences in order between
the Ì and the ˜ are minor inversions of elements within a phrase or clause. These
differences in order do not change the referential meaning, but they may at times
change the organizational meaning by shifting emphasis to the fronted item.108
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The difference in order in 40:2 is difficult to assess, but it ultimately seems to result in a clearer
text in the Ì, though it is still probably more redundant than a natural Greek temporal phrase. The ˜
reads dj;a,B] @/varIh; vd,joh'A!/yB], whereas Ì reads !En hJmevra/ mia'/ tou' mhno;" tou' prwvtou.

108. In 13:3, the ̃ has the construct chain dy: qz≤jo, which is translated in the Ì with a change in
the order of elements, ceiri; krataia'/. This may result in a slight change in emphasis, but there is defi-
nitely no change in referential meaning. This same difference in order is seen in identical phrases in
13:14, 16. 

The similarity of some differences in order suggests that one initial difference, whether in the
Vorlage or in the translation, led to other differences in order. Compare for example these two differ-
ence's in order: !k,t]a, hw:hoy“ →uJma'" kuvrio" (13:3) and !k,t]a, !yhiløa> → uJma'" kuvrio" (13:19). 

The placement of the possessive pronoun before the noun it possesses is often cited as a sign of
a more natural Greek expression and a freer translation style. Examples of this type of reordering are
as follows: yt'mox][' → mou ta; ojsta' (13:19); !d:y: → aujtw'n ta;" cei'ra" (29:35); wyl;Ke → aujtou' ta;
skeuvh (30:28; 40:10); wyl;Ke → aujth'" ta; skeuvh (39:36 [Ì 39:17]); /mv] → eJautou' ojnovmato" (39:14
[Ì 36:21]).

Other differences in order are seen in the following inverted phrases and clauses, some of
which may be due to nominal forms being read as verbal forms: !yrIMuvi hw:hyl' → profulakh; kurivw/
(12:42); rG:h' rG´l' → tw'/ proselqovnti proshluvtw/ (12:49); yWIjih'w“ yrImoa>h;w“ → Euaivwn . . . kai; Amor-
raivwn (13:4); yser“q' !yVimij} → krivkou" penthvkonta (26:6); #s,k;AynEd“a' h[;B;r“a' → aiJ bavsei" aujtw'n
tevssare" ajrgurai' (26:32=36:36 [Ì 37:4]); &r,ao hM;a'b; ha;me→ mh'ko" eJkato;n phcw'n (27:9); rWf @b,a;
→ stivco" livqwn (28:17); bybis; wypil] → kuvklw/ tou' peristomivou (28:32); tl,keT] lytiP] → uJakivnqou
keklwsmevnh" (28:37); hw:r“[, rc'B] → ajschmosuvnhn crwto;" (28:42); lyIa'h;AlK; → to;n krio;n o{lon
(29:18); *tiyWIxi → soi sunevtaxa (31:6); hk;al;m] /b → e[rgon ejn aujth'/ (35:2); hj;v]Mih' @m,v, taew“
!yMiS'h' tr,foq] taew“ → qumivama kai; to; e[laion tou' crivsmato" (35:15 [Ì 35:12a]); !yMiS'h' tr,foq] →
suvnqesin tou' qumiavmato" (35:28; 37:29 [Ì 38:25]); !Y:d' → aujtoi'" iJkana; (36:7); tacel; !yDIB'l' →
ai[rein toi'" diwsth'rsin (37:14 [Ì 38:10]); !h,yvear: yWPxi → aiJ kefalivde" aujtw'n perihrgurwmevnai
(38:17, 19 [Ì 37:15, 17]); wyn:P; lWMmi hF;m'l]mi → kavtwqen aujtou' kata; provswpon (39:20 [Ì 36:27]);
bybis; wypil] →kuvklw/ to; peristovmion (39:23 [Ì 36:30]); vve t[oB;g“Mih' yrea}P'Ata,w“ vve tp,n<x]Mih' taew“ →
ta;" kidavrei" ejk buvssou kai; th;n mivtran ejk buvssou (39:28 [Ì 36:35]); /tao hw:hy“ → aujtw'/ kuvrio"
(40:16); !j,l, &r,[e → a[rtou" th'" proqevsew" (40:23).

Differences in order often involve numbers that are moved to a position before the noun or at
the end of a noun phrase. This type of difference in order is often considered to be a sign of a freer
translation, as can be seen in the following examples: dj;a, [gæn< → mivan plhgh;n (11:1); dj;a,h; hn<Q; →
tw'/ eJni; kalamivskw/ (25:33); tj;a,h; ha;Pel' → tw'/ eJni; klivtei (27:9); hV;Vih' t/mv]Ata, → ta; e}x ojnovmata
(28:10); !miymiT] !yIn"v] !liyae → kriou;" ajmwvmou" duvo (29:1); tynIVeh' hn:V;B' → tw'/ deutevrw/ e[tei (40:17). 

A more complex difference in order is seen in 25:11 in which the Ì has the order e[xwqen kai;
e[swqen in contrast to the order seen in the ̃ $WjmiW tyIB'mi, an order that is followed in the Ì of the sec-
ond account (37:2 [Ì 38:2]). This difference in order may have affected the choice of lexical equiva-
lents for hpx, as was discussed in chapter three.

Another complex set of differences in order is seen in 36:9 (Ì 37:2). Rather than following the
order in th'e ˜ and in the parallel verse in 26:2, the Ì inverts the dimension and the measurement that
goes with that dimension for both the length and width, i.e., the ˜ reads hM;a'B; [B'r“a' bj'ro
tj;a,h; h[;yrIy“h', but the Ì reads tessavrwn phcw'n to; eu\ro" th'" aujlaiva" th'" mia'". This difference in
order, however, makes it like other statements about length (38:18 [Ì 37:16]; 39:9 [Ì 36:16]) and
width (39:9 [Ì 36:16]) in both the Ì and ˜ of the second account. In addition to these differences in
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Occasionally the difference in order in the Ì brings the clause back to a more stan-
dard order (verb first) rather than maintaining the fronted element of the ˜.109

Most of these probably do not reflect the use of a different Vorlage. For a few
examples, however, the possibility of a different Vorlage cannot be discounted.110

Differences in referential meaning that occur because of differences in order
are occasionally balanced by an equal and opposite difference in order that
ensures that the overall referential meaning remains unchanged.111 Other differ-
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order within two of the main clauses, the last clause of the ˜ form of the verse occurs as the middle
clause in the Ì. All other similar clauses in the Ì occur at the end so there is no obvious reason for this
difference in order, but the result is only a difference in organizational meaning (emphasis) and not in
referential meaning.

109. A clear example of this may be seen in 28:14. In the ˜ the verb hc,[}T' occurs after the
fronted direct object. In the Ì, however, the verb poihvsei" is placed first in the clause after the con-
junction. This difference in order means that the Ì is in the more frequently used order and the focus
in the clause is kept on the activity rather than on the object. In contrast, the difference in order in
25:39 is difficult to assess because the verb, poihvsei", could be either a part of the clause in 25:39 or of
the clause in 25:38, as in the printed text. If this verb is part of 25:39, then the difference in order
reflects a shift in focus in that the ˜ focuses on the amount of gold (the fronted element in the clause),
whereas the Greek maintains the focus on the activity by placing the verb first. If poihvsei" is part of
the preceding clause, then the difference in order would place the items being discussed in the first
position, a much more common order. In either case, the difference in order alone does not affect the
referential meaning. A similar example is seen in 39:4 (Ì 36:11) in which tpoteK] is fronted in the ̃ , but
in the Ì, ejpoivhsan aujto; is fronted. In the critical text of the Ì, however, ejpoivhsan aujto; has been
interpreted as belonging to the previous clause, which would affect one’s assessment of pluses and
minuses. Because of the similarity of the reordering pattern, I have chosen to keep the words with Ì
36:11, despite the difficulty of the double accusative.

The reason for the difference in order in 29:15 is more problematic. While the Ì does retain
the ram as a fronted topic, it also retains the number in the appropriate place for the direct object so
that there is no confusion about the direct object, to;n krio;n lhvmyh/ to;n e{na. This unusual approach to
fronted topics in the ˜ has not been found elsewhere in the Ì of the tabernacle accounts.

The opposite difference in order is also found in the Ì and often occurs when there is a plus in
the text. For instance, 37:15 (Ì 38:11) contains the plus th'" kibwtou' kai; and the resulting noun
phrase that functions as the direct object has been fronted in contrast to the location of the verb at the
beginning of the clause in the ˜. Another example in which the direct object has been fronted can be
seen in 40:6. In the ˜ the verb is first, but in the Ì the direct object, which is the altar of burnt offering,
has been fronted to give it prominence or possibly as the reflection of a Vorlage in which it was
fronted. 

110. For instance, in 12:29, the same difference in order, prwtotovkou panto;" kthvnou", is
found that was seen in 11:5, a difference that was based on a Vorlage similar to the ˇ. This difference
in order in 12:29 could have originated either at the hand of a translator that was trying to increase the
consistency of the translation, or the Vorlage he was using could have contained the same order as was
found in 11:5.

In 35:23, the ˜ gives the order of red skins and then fine leather (blue skins), but in the Ì these
two are reversed. This is the only place in the tabernacle accounts where these items are reversed. This
could have been due to a difference in the Vorlage or a scribal reversal at some point in the transmis-
sion of the text. 

111. One clear example of this is the inversion of north and south that occurs in 26:18 and
26:20. This difference was discussed in chapter three in conjunction with Fraenkel’s suggestion that
this inversion is a literary device.
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ences in order, however, occur in combination with pluses, minuses, and synony-
mous variants that result in a meaning that is different from that of the ˜.112

Some differences in order result in the material of the second account being
in an order that resembles that of the first account.113 This type of difference in
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112. In 28:33 the ̃ clearly describes the bells as being golden, bh;z: ynEmo[}p'W, but in the Ì a differ-
ence in order has placed the adjective crusou'" with the pomegranates. Likewise in 28:34 a difference
in order has placed crusou'n in an ambiguous position before the bells and as a result the meaning of
the text is possibly different. These verses have been discussed above.

Another example is found in 35:19 in which the referential meaning of the verse is slightly
transformed. In the ˜, this verse consists of one generic phrase, vd,QoB' trev;l] dr:C]h' ydeg“BiAta,, that is
further defined by a list of two types of garments that belong to this generic classification, ydeg“BiAta,
@hek'l] wyn:b; ydeg“BiAta,w“ @heKoh' @roh}a'l] vd,Qoh'. In the Ì, however, the generic term is transformed by several
minuses and placed second in the list. As a result, the Ì lists three types of garments—Aaron’s set of
holy garments, general outer garments in which to serve, and tunics of the priesthood for the sons.
Thus, the difference in order is an integral part of the change in meaning that highlights Aaron’s set of
garments by placing it at the front of a list of three items. This difference may, however, reflect the
reading of the ˇ, though the difference in order is not present in the ˇ. Instead, the ˇ has a plus of a
conjunction before the second item of the list and thus the ˇ like the Ì refers to three items in a list
rather than a generic term that is defined by the two following terms, as in the ˜. A similar three-cate-
gory reading is also seen in the ˜ and ˇ of the parallel verse (31:10), but the Ì in that verse is abbrevi-
ated and contains only two sets of garments. Thus the Ì of the second account reflects the most
common understanding of these terms (i.e., three distinct sets of garments) as seen in four out of six
forms of this list. More importantly, the Ì does not follow the abbreviated first account, but rather fol-
lows a Vorlage that had three categories of garments.

In 36:5, the ˜ uses a modal verb to emphasize the repetitious nature of the activity of bringing,
aybih;l] ![;h; !yBir“m'. In the Ì, as also in most English translations, the emphasis on the activity has
been shifted to an emphasis on the quantity of the objects brought, Plh'qo" fevrei oJ lao;", along with
adjustments in word order.

In the ̃ form of 36:38 (Ì 37:6), the activity of covering items with gold appears to apply just to
!h,yqevuj}w" !h,yvear:, but in the Ì, the verb is located at the end of the clause which means that four cat-
egories of items are covered with gold, kai; tou;" stuvlou" aujtou' pevnte kai; tou;" krivkou" aujtw'n, kai;
ta;" kefalivda" aujtw'n kai; ta;" yalivda" aujtw'n. (See WeversNotes, 612.) This change in order results
in the meaning of the text, but not the form, being more nearly similar to its parallel verse in 26:37.

113. This can happen on both the clausal level, as well as with larger sections of the text. In
39:14 (Ì 36:21), the ˜ 3fp pronoun, hN:he, is translated by h\san and placed in a position after the sub-
ject. At first this appears to be a simple difference in order combined with the choice of lexical equiva-
lents. A comparison of this and the first account (28:21), however, shows that as a result of these
differences the second account is more like the first account, except for the difference in tense. The
remainder of the verse, however, is not identical so these changes are not a matter of simply copying
from one account to another. The Vorlage of the second account could possibly have been more like
the first account, but there is no other textual evidence to support this conclusion. 

The second account in the Ì contains a verse (35:12a) that on the surface appears to be a
“plus,” but a closer examination of the contents shows that some of the material includes reordered
elements of 35:15 (incense and oil) and 35:17 (curtains of courtyard and its pillars). The reason for
these differences in order that occur in conjunction with other pluses and minuses is not known. It is
interesting to note, however, that the list in 31 contains a nebulous phrase, lh,aoh; yleK]AlK; taew“, in the
same position in the list, i.e., after the ark (31:7). In the first account this is translated by diaskeuh;n
th'" skhnh'", a phrase that uses a rare term that only occurs elsewhere in the Ì Scriptures in 1 Macc
11:10. Wevers speculates that this phrase would refer to items such as, “the curtains, pillars, veils, bars
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order along with differences of order in lists may reflect the influence of situa-
tional meaning, i.e., the intent of the editor, scribe, or translator to transform the
text so that it complies with another standard.114 The general reordering of the
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and screens, not otherwise in the inventory list.” (WeversNotes, 510.) If Wevers is correct, then the
elements from 35:17, kai; ta; iJstiva th'" aujlh'" kai; tou;" stuvlou" aujth'", which have been reordered to
a parallel position in the list of the second account, would make the two lists more nearly similar. The
other reordered elements and the plus in Ì 35:12a, however, do not as easily fit into this category of
lh,aoh; yleK]. All that can be noted about them is that these elements (stones for the Urim and Thum-
mim, incense, and oil) are all connected with the worship in the Holy of Holies and the ark, which is
the last major item in the preceding verse (35:12). These items might, therefore, be classified as the
“vessels” of that part of the tent.

In addition, Ì 38:27 is another verse that on the surface appears to be a “plus,” but on a closer
examination is seen to be a modification of 40:30-32. In the ˜, 38:8 (Ì 38:26), which describes the
making of the laver, is immediately followed by the construction of the courtyard. In the Ì, however,
this verse is followed by a “plus,” Ì 38:27, that makes the passage more nearly parallel to the first
account (30:18-21). In the first account the construction of the laver is followed by a description of its
placement and purpose, i.e., for ceremonial washing. The physical placement of the laver between the
tent and the altar and the filling of the laver with water that is found in the first account and also in the
˜ version of the second account is missing in the Ì version of the second account, but the purpose of
the laver is stated. In this purpose, the “plus” resembles more the second account because Moses, as
well as Aaron and his sons are mentioned as the ones who will do the washing, whereas in the first
account the directions just pertain to Aaron and his sons. It is more like the first account, however, in
that it includes a stated purpose for approaching the altar, i.e., leitourgei'n. In the first account a
fuller more explicit purpose is given, than in the second account of the ˜. Thus, while the text of Ì
38:27 is primarily that of 40:30-32, there is one minor “plus” in addition to the reordering of the mate-
rial that results in the final form of the text being more nearly parallel to the first account. In addition,
this difference in order in the Ì resolves the minor difficulty of the waw consecutive plus perfect and
the imperfect in 40:31-32. The grammatical structure is interpreted in the Ì as being habitual in
nature and as a result is placed with the description of the making of the laver, which is a more appro-
priate place than its placement in the setting up of the tabernacle, as in the ˜.

114. In the two lists of items at the end of the first tabernacle account, there are differences in
order that result in the table always being placed after the altars. In ˜ 30:27, the table occurs before the
lampstand, a position found throughout the ˜ in the instructions for the construction and also the
actual construction and placement of the table in the tabernacle. In the Ì, however, the table occurs
after the two altars in 30:28: In Ì 31:8 the table also occurs after both altars. This time, however, the
difference in order occurs in the placement of the altars, which occur in the ˜ in 31:8b and 31:9a, but
in the Ì in 31:8a. This difference maintains the order of altars followed by table, but this time the unit
occurs before the lampstand rather than after as in 30:28: In 35, in contrast, there are no differences
between the ordering of this part of the list in the Ì and the ˜, though there are minuses. Nelson tries
to account for this difference in the first account by saying, “The Gk I [first account in Ì] arrangement
(placing the altars after the ark) may have been influenced by the general order of MT I [first account
in ̃ ], where the altar of burnt sacrifice follows the tabernacle section. Combining the references to the
altars may have allowed the arrangement of placing the altar of incense after the ark and its mercy seat,
which were also placed inside the tabernacle.” Nelson sees this as an attempt “to revise the lists accord-
ing to the MT I general order.” (Nelson, 337.) While this does point to a source outside of the text as
the influencing factor for the change, i.e., the editor’s or translator’s desire to arrange the material
more systematically, I do not believe that the “MT I general order” provides the needed solution to the
problem because the order in the first account of the ˜ is still that of ˜ 30 and ˜ 31, i.e., ark, table,
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second tabernacle account has been described in detail in almost every major
(and minor) work on the tabernacle accounts and will not be the focus of this
study.115 The reason for the two major differences in order noted by Gooding is a
source of much speculation, but they are probably intentional differences. One
can only speculate whether the change occurred in the Vorlage or through the
work of a translator or as the result of the work of a later editor of the transla-
tion.116
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lampstand. If the ordering in the Ì and ˜ reflect in any sense the degree of importance of the item,
then the difference in the Ì would point to the increased importance of the altars in the time of the
translator with respect to the table or with respect to both the lampstand and table. At no time, how-
ever, do the altars take priority over the ark. Supporting evidence of a cultural change in the value
placed on the altar in relationship to the table can possibly be seen in the order of the list of items taken
from the temple in 1 Macc 1:21-22, which contains the order of golden altar, lampstand, and table
along with assorted vessels connected with the lampstand and table. This cannot, however, be taken as
conclusive proof of the reason for the differences in order, but it at least raises the question of whether
the difference was purposeful or not. 

The list of items in ̃ 39:33-41 (Ì 39:13-21) has likewise been reordered either in the process of
translation or in the Vorlage. The ˜ order proceeds from the tabernacle to the furniture (ark, table,
lampstand, golden altar, bronze altar) and then to the courtyard with the priestly garments being the
last items brought to Moses. The Ì likewise begins with the inner tent of the tabernacle (after the plus
[or synonymous variant] stola;") and the furniture, but the order of the furniture is different (ark,
altar, lampstand, table). This order combines aspects of the order in Ì 30 and Ì 31 as seen in the place-
ment of an altar (but singular rather than plural) after the ark, which like the ark in 31:7 is called th;n
kibwto;n th'" diaqhvkh", rather than th;n kibwto;n tou' marturivou. Like 30, the lampstand precedes
rather than follows the table. The similarity in order as well as the unique lexical equivalent, diaqhvkh",
points to the probable interdependence of these lists. The furniture is then followed by the priestly
garments (as also in 31) with the last items being the courtyard and the outer tent, which differs from
the ˜. The mixed evidence of all the lists is thoroughly discussed by Nelson, 332-59, though his con-
clusions are contrary those discussed above. 

As discussed above, the to; purei'on in 38:3 (Ì 38:23) may refer to one of the integral parts of
the altar. Because of this, the translator may have placed it more towards the top of the list (closer to
the altar) than its placement in the ˜. If this is the case, then Wevers’ placement of to; purei'on in the
second position, despite strong manuscript evidence, should be reconsidered and Rahlfs’ text order
accepted as the preferred text. See discussion in WeversText, 181.

The difference in order of the items in 38:30-31 is probably due to the minus tv,joN“h' jB'z“mi taew“
(38:30 [Ì 39:9]). Because of the absence of the altar, it was “logical” to place the bases of the courtyard
and the tent pegs after the bases of the entranceway of the tent and then after that to proceed to the
vessels connected with the bronze altar. This reordering involves the placing of the translation of 38:31
between the first and last parts of 38:30.

The difference in order of the bases in 39:33 (Ì 39:13), however, is harder to explain and so it
will simply be noted here. Both the ̃ and the Ì normally have the term for bases after the term for pil-
lars, but in this abbreviated list, the bases are after the vessels in the Ì whereas in the ˜ they are after
the pillars.

115. Henry Barclay Swete, An Introduction to the Old Testament in Greek (Peabody, Mass.:
Hendrickson Publishers, 1989), 235, contains one of the clearest charts of the differences in order in
the second tabernacle account.

116. Gooding identifies these two major differences as “first, the position of the furniture. The
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Summary

In this section I have listed and briefly discussed the effects of over nine hundred
textual variants on the meaning in the control sample and tabernacle accounts of
Ì Exodus. Of these variants, fewer than one hundred reflect agreements of the ˇ
and Ì, most of which were pluses or synonymous variants. In the categories of
pluses and minuses, the totals were evenly divided between those that affected the
status (implicit versus explicit) of the meaning and those that affected the quan-
tity of the meaning. Synonymous variants and changes of order, however, did not
follow this pattern. Synonymous variants were almost twice as likely to affect the
status of the meaning (implicit versus explicit) than the quantity of the meaning,
i.e., the actual meaning of the passage was less likely to be affected by synonymous
variants than by pluses and minuses. Most changes in order, by contrast, affected
the quantity of meaning, but this almost always involved organizational meaning
(e.g., emphasis) rather than referential meaning. Throughout this section, how-
ever, it was repeatedly shown that textual variants cannot be evaluated in isola-
tion. Rather, it is the total impact of a variety of textual variants in context that has
produced the differences in the status and quantity of meaning seen in the Ì.

III. Evaluating the Tabernacle Accounts
in Light of Accuracy

The large quantity of variants (over nine hundred) analyzed in the previous sec-
tion would, on the surface, raise serious questions about the accuracy of both
tabernacle accounts. The majority of these variants, however, involve the standard
types of adjustments seen in all translations, i.e., shifts in emphasis (organiza-
tional meaning) and differences in the status (implicit or explicit) of organiza-
tional and referential meaning. In this section I will first give a brief comparison
of the differences between the accuracy of the two tabernacle accounts. Next, I will
present a detailed analysis of the parallel passages that describe the instructions
for and construction of the breastpiece and the lampstand. These two sets of par-
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M.T. puts the court hangings, gate and pillars after the furniture; the Greek puts them before the furni-
ture immediately after the tabernacle curtains, veils and pillars; second, the position of the vestments.
The M.T. puts them in ch. 39, the Greek in ch. 36.” (Gooding, 78.) Gooding attributes this difference
to a later editor using evidence from the pluses that will be discussed in the next section. Nelson sees
this as the reflection of a different Vorlage. Wevers sees this as the work of the translator, who arranged
the material according to a different logical arrangement, i.e., by materials. According to Wevers, the
translator purposefully reported the constructing of the tabernacle before the items that would be per-
manently placed in it. Given the fact that reordering was a technique used to clarify the meaning
within smaller sections of the text, the unresolved issue is whether or not the same technique would
have been used on a larger scale. For details about the conclusions of these three authors see Gooding,
99-101; Nelson, 368-70; and WeversText, 143-45.
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allel passages clearly illustrate the differences of approach that are regularly seen
throughout the tabernacle accounts. Finally, I will discuss two pluses that Good-
ing viewed as the key evidence of an inept editor’s work. Gooding assigned much
of Ì 38 and the general reordering of the second account to this later editor on the
basis of apparent contradictions. In the final part of this section I will show that
these pluses use the same approach to lexical equivalents that has been seen
throughout the second tabernacle account. Because of this, the pluses are best
attributed to the translator of the second account, rather than to an inept editor.

Comparison of the Two Accounts

The above detailed examination of pluses, minuses, synonymous variants, and
differences in order illustrates that there are differences between the two accounts,
but the differences are not in the types of textual variants, most of which are seen
in each account. Rather, the pluses and minuses in the tabernacle accounts differ
in their impact on the meaning. In the second account, the majority of pluses and
minuses result in a difference in the referential meaning. In the first account, by
contrast, the majority of pluses and minuses result in the meaning of the text
being stated explicitly rather than being left implicit as in the ˜. In addition, even
though the size of the variants was ignored in the assembling of the statistics, a
brief glance at the data shows that most of the minuses in the second account are
significantly larger in size, i.e., ranging from a word to over 20 verses. In contrast,
the majority of the minuses in the first account were pronominal suffixes with a
small percentage of words and larger units. Thus, there has been a greater loss of
referential meaning in the second account. Except for the details of the construc-
tion of the tabernacle, however, most of the meaning of the second account of the
˜ can be found in some abbreviated form in the Ì.117 Thus, despite the “loss” of
referential meaning most of the key information is still present in the Ì. This is
due to the fact that most of the minuses involve “non-essential” information, as
can be seen in the classification of minuses in appendix A.118 Since the second
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117. I can only speculate about the reason for the absence of the tabernacle details in the sec-
ond account. First, the tabernacle itself was not the focus of worship and hence was not as important
as the actual furniture that was housed in and around the tabernacle. Second, and more importantly,
the tabernacle section in the first account was translated in a fairly accurate manner with no serious
problems that needed correction. This contrasted greatly with the courtyard section, which had been
(incorrectly ?) reoriented in the first account and was then corrected in the second account. Thus, the
“missing” section in the second account is one of the few that could have been left out without a loss of
meaning in the larger text and without a loss of focus on the furniture and other items that were
important for maintaining the focus on worship.

118. All of the minuses classified in appendix A have been discussed above. Besides the
minuses that include the construction of the tabernacle (36:10-33), the most difficult to explain are
the many minuses involving the curtains at the entranceways. These are admittedly “peripheral” items
of the tabernacle and courtyard, but these minuses contributed to the ambiguity of the text, which has
been mentioned above. The absence of the gold altar, bronze altar, and laver is more frequently the
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tabernacle account is the second part of a unit in the present form of all three
major texts, this “loss” of meaning (almost all of which can be found in the first
account) may be a reflection of the “shared information” that according to Larson
is part of all communication.119

In addition, however, it must be noted that while there are significant differ-
ences between the two accounts in the Ì, there are also phrases that are more
nearly similar in the Ì than they are in the ˜.120 There are also sporadic identical
translations that could have been produced either by the same translator or by
one translator copying the work of the other. In general, however, each account
tends to follow its respective probable Hebrew Vorlage using the contextual
approach to the translation of words and grammatical structures that has been
discussed in preceding chapters. The minute differences between the two
accounts, however, are the more perplexing problem. Appendix B contains a list of
the identical verses and identical minuses, as well as other minute similarities and
differences that have been found in the parallel accounts. These are differences
that cannot be explained on the basis of any obvious contextual factors.

Some of these differences could be due to changes in the Greek that arose in
the process of the transmission of the text, but one would normally expect scribes
to “correct” these types of grammatical differences rather than increasing the
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focus of discussions. Most of these minuses, however, relate to the adjustments in order that make the
second account more like the first account and other adjustments that harmonize the making of the
bronze altar and laver with their appropriate sources of material, rather than being included in the lists
of items made from the metal given as gifts. Most of these differences have been discussed above. The
final items that are difficult to explain are the absence of various materials in the list in 35. Some of
these minuses make the list more like the first account, but their absence there also needs explanation.
The oil and incense may be minuses because they did not have to be “constructed” and were not used
in the construction of the furniture. Rather, both the oil and incense are used in worship after the con-
struction is completed and hence could be left out of the list of materials. A suggestion similar to this is
made by A. H. Finn, “The Tabernacle Chapters,” Journal of Theological Studies 16 (1915): 463-64.
This, however, is pure speculation and there is no other supporting evidence. The remainder of the
minuses that were not discussed in detail above include peripheral items; materials, measurements,
and construction methods; location and placement of items; and summary statements. While these
involve a loss of meaning, the result is similar to a “Reader’s Digest” version of the account rather than
an account that has undergone sporadic, inconsistent minuses. Alternately, the second account in the
˜ could be viewed as the “amplified” version of a Vorlage similar to the Ì, as suggested by Nelson, but
there are innumerable problems with his approach as have been noted throughout this study.

119. See Larson, Meaning-Based Translation, 43. The amount of information left implicit is
defined both by the culture and the discourse type. Some studies of the tabernacle account have dis-
paraged the repetitious nature of the instructions in the first account followed by a very similar repeti-
tion of the text in the fulfillment of those instructions in the second tabernacle account. Culturally
similar forms, however, have been found in Ugaritic and other extra-Biblical texts that describe the
construction of buildings in repetitious ways. See Cassuto, Commentary on the Book of Exodus, 452-53
and Victor Avigdor Hurowitz, “The Priestly Account of Building the Tabernacle,” Vetus Testamen-
tum, Supplements 29 (1978): 25-30.

120. Compare 26:32 and 36:36 (Ì 37:4).
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number of differences. The list in the appendix is not complete, but the fact that
these similarities and differences are found scattered throughout the parallel sec-
tions raises the question of whether they can be attributed to one source, i.e., a
second translator who was “improving” the translation at the same time as mak-
ing the two accounts internally consistent. As discussed in chapters three and four,
the choices of lexical equivalents and choices of grammatical structures in the
parallel accounts often reflect an attempt to improve upon the first account,
rather than just copying the first account. The changes in appendix B, then, may
be another reflection of the same attempt to improve on the text through synony-
mous variants such as differences in case, additions of prepositions to clarify
grammatical relationships, and other minor “improvements.” At the least, these
differences indicate that the accounts were to some degree interdependent, but
were not identical copies even when they were very similar.

Sections That Are More Ambiguous in First Account

The attempt by the translator of the second account to improve on the first
account can be clearly seen in two parallel sections that have been treated as syn-
onymous variants. The first section involves the construction of the breastpiece
(28:15-29=39:8-21 [Ì 36:15-28]), which was probably translated in an abbrevi-
ated form in the first account due to problems in the Hebrew text. The second sec-
tion involves the construction of the lampstand (25:31-39=37:17-24 [Ì
38:13-17]). In this section, the translation of the first account is fairly complete,
but due to problems in the translation, especially in lexical equivalents, the second
account has studiously avoided problematic terminology and created a fairly
clear, but abbreviated translation. Both of these sections will be discussed in detail
in order to demonstrate the differences in translation techniques seen in the two
accounts.

Construction of the Breastpiece. The construction of the breastpiece is one of
the few sections of the tabernacle account in which the first account is signifi-
cantly shorter than the second account. The source of this difference is variously
attributed to a shorter (earlier) Vorlage (Nelson), omission by the translator due
to a defective translation (Finn), or abbreviation of a difficult text (Wevers).121

The abbreviated nature of the translation of 28:22-29, however, can only be
understood by comparing the parallel passages that give the instructions and the
fulfillment of those instructions in both the ˜ and the Ì, as can be seen in
appendix C.
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121. See Finn, “The Tabernacle Chapters,” 459; WeversText, 120, 125; and Nelson, 257. This
passage in the first account creates difficulties for Nelson as can be seen in his comment, “While this
type of expansion is common for MT I and MT II, it is unusual that Gk I preserves an earlier text and
Gk II renders a later expansion.” 
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The main element that creates a difficulty in comparing the Ì and ˜
accounts of these parallel passages is the making of the two gold filigree settings.
In the ˜, ˇ, and Ì of the first account, the instructions for the two gold filigree
settings are found before the construction of the actual breastpiece (28:13). In the
˜ and Ì of the second account, however, the gold filigree settings are reported as
being constructed after the construction of the breastpiece (39:16 [Ì 36:23]). The
solution to this apparent discrepancy, however, is found in the ˇ 28:23, which
contains the plus bhz twxb`m yt`. Thus, in the first account of the ˇ the instruc-
tions for the construction of the gold filigree settings are repeated along with the
repetition of the instructions for the two gold chains (28:14, 22). Most commen-
tators seem to think that the gold chains in 28:22 are the same chains as those
mentioned in 28:14, but there are some doubts about this interpretation.122 The
Ì, in contrast, viewed the chains in 28:14 and 28:22 as separate items, as can be
seen by the distinct choices of lexical equivalents.123 These choices may reflect the
difference between the ˜ trov]r]v' (28:14) and tvor]v' (28:22), but this difference is
not present in the ˇ, which has twr`r` in both places. In any case, the difference
in terminology in combination with the explanatory plus, kata; ta;" parwmivda"
aujtw'n ejk tw'n ejmprosqivwn, which specifies more exactly the location of the floral
chains in Ì 28:14, points towards the fact that for the translator of the first
account there were two separate sets of gold chains. In the second account, how-
ever, there was only one set of chains, which in both the ˜ and the Ì were con-
structed after the making of the breastpiece. In contrast to the first account’s term
for chains that was connected with warfare, the translator of the second account
chose to use ejmplokivon, a term found elsewhere in lists of jewelry (35:22; Num
31:50). Thus, while keeping the verse (Ì 36:22) almost identical with the first
account (28:22), the translator of the second account avoided the warfare
imagery.

The other major problem with this section is that 28:23-28 is a minus in the
Ì. This section describes in a complex way the making of various gold rings and
the attaching of chains and a blue thread to complete the assembly of the breast-
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122. According to this view, the chains in 28:14 are more fully described in 28:22-28. See Cas-
suto, Commentary on the Book of Exodus, 377 and Sarna, Exodus, 180. For a contrasting view, or at least
discussions that allow for the other interpretation, see Durham, Exodus, 387 and Osborn and Hatton,
Handbook on Exodus, 662-63.

123. In the Ì the chains are referred to by krosswta; (28:14) and by krossou;" (28:22). More
interesting is the difference in terminology of some of the accompanying phrases and the plus ejn
a[nqesin in 28:14. In 28:14 the lexical equivalents seem to be drawn from terminology for decorations
in which the overall workmanship is described as plokh'", a term often connected with the braiding of
hair. In addition, this braided work is intermingled with a floral motif that is not present in the ˜. In
28:22, in contrast, the chains are described as being the workmanship of aJlusidwto;n, which elsewhere
is used in the description of armor (1 Sam 17:5; 1 Macc 6:35). Rather than being intermingled with
flowers, these chains, krossou;", are simply sumpeplegmevnou", a more generic term used for fasten-
ing things together.
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piece and related items. One can only speculate as to whether this was lacking in
the Vorlage or if its absence was due to the translator’s confusion about the gold
rings, but the second set of chains was not left unattached in the first account. In
the plus in Ì 28:29a, instructions are given for the placement of the chains on the
sides of the breastpiece (presumably to attach the lower part of the breastpiece to
the ephod) and the placement of the gold filigree settings (with their floral braids
already attached below or along the shoulder straps) on the shoulders towards the
front. This abbreviated translation clearly specifies where each set of chains is to
be placed, whereas the ˜ is ambiguous due to the ambiguity concerning the num-
ber of sets of chains. The major information that is lost is the specific means of
attaching the chains (i.e., the gold rings) and the information about the use of the
blue thread to keep the breastpiece from swinging away from the ephod.

The construction of the breastpiece in the second account, in contrast, fol-
lows the ˜ very closely, including all the details of the means of attaching the
chains. Unlike the first account, which was translating an ambiguous source text,
the known Hebrew texts of the second account unambiguously refer to the mak-
ing of one pair of gold filigree settings and one pair of chains.124 Where the first
account in the Ì is present, the translation in the second account is very similar to
that of the first account, but the translator chose terminology for the chains that
was more like the chains of 28:14 than those of 28:22. He also used more accurate
terminology for the translation of other words, as has been discussed in chapter
three.125

Construction of the Lampstand. The first and second tabernacle accounts in
the Ì also differ in their descriptions of the lampstand. Unlike the sections that
describe the breastpiece, however, the Ì of the first account, which gives the
instructions for the lampstand, closely follows the order of a known Hebrew
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124. In the first account, the ˜ does not specify that there were only two gold filigree settings.
This is implicit in 28:13 due to the fact that the gold filigree settings are for the Urim and Thummim.
In the ˇ this information is made explicit in 28:23. In the second account, in contrast, the ˜ explicitly
states that there were two gold filigree settings (39:16 [Ì 36:23]). Thus, the translator of the second
account had an easier text to translate and was very faithful to that text, which must have been very
similar to the ˜. 

Filigree-like settings for the twelve other stones are also referred to in the ˜. In the Ì of both
accounts, however, these twelve settings were described using verbal forms, i.e., they were not viewed
as being identical to the gold filigree settings for the Urim and Thummim. As a result of these changes,
the Ì was a distinctly less ambiguous text than the ˜. In addition, a similar phrase used in reference to
the Urim and Thummim, !t;ao hc,[}T' bh;z: t/xB]v]mi tBos'mu, is also a minus in the Ì (28:11). As a result
of this minus, the making of the gold filigree settings for the Urim and Thummim is only referred to
once in the first account of the Ì.

125. The second account, however, does not follow the pluses of the first account in 28:13-14.
Only the first tabernacle account contains the plus kaqarou' (28:13); the floral plus, ejn a[nqesin
(28:14); and the explanatory plus about the location of the chains, kata; ta;" parwmivda" aujtw'n ejk tw'n
ejmprosqivwn (28:14).
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Vorlage with only minor grammatical variants due to language specific differences
in the presentation of organizational meaning.126 The two main minuses in the
first tabernacle account of this section are in distributive lists. If these two
minuses were isolated phenomena, the standard analysis, i.e., that they are due to
scribal errors, would be the best choice. This type of minus, however, is a regular
part of the translation technique that is used in several different grammatical
structures, as was discussed above. Thus, the text communicates the same mean-
ing without the extra repetitions seen in the ˜. Rather than minuses, the major
difficulties in the translation of the first account are those caused by choices of
lexical equivalents and the confusion connected with the relationship of the
branches and main stem to the cups, calyxes, and petals. These difficulties can be
most clearly identified when seen in relationship to the Ì of the second account.

Both tabernacle accounts share lexical equivalents for the entire lampstand,
lucniva; main stem, kaulov"; branches, kalamivsko"; and lamps, luvcno". These
are the undisputed parts that are clearly understood in both accounts. The lexical
equivalents for the smaller, more decorative aspects of the lampstand and its
accompanying equipment, however, are unique in each account, though some of
the choices are related. For instance, both accounts share the understanding that
one of the items on the lampstand was similar in form to an almond and that one
of the pieces of equipment connected with the lampstand was an oil-pouring ves-
sel of some type.127

When the choices of lexical equivalents for the decorative aspects of the
lamp in the two accounts are compared with the remainder of the Ì Scriptures,
the inadequacy of the choices in the first account becomes obvious. While the first
account uses the term krathvr, a term that can be used for a wide variety of bowls
including drinking bowls, to translate ['ybiG:, the second account uses lampavdion, a
term used for the bowl upon which lamps are placed both here and in several
other Ì passages.128 Further, in the Ì of the second account these lampavdia are
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126. One of the most obvious differences between the Ì and ˜ is the lack of the repetition of
possessive pronouns, as follows: 25:31 (4x), 32 (2x), 34. 

127. The bowls in Hebrew are described as !ydIQ;vum],, which is translated by a participial phrase
in the first account, ejktetupwmevnoi karuivskou" (25:33), and by an adjective in the second account,
karuwta; (37:19 ? [Ì 38:16]). Both of these communicate similar referential meaning, but the gram-
matical forms used in each are unique. 

In the first tabernacle account of the Ì, the oil-pouring vessel is referred to by the term
ejparusth'ra (25:38), whereas in the second tabernacle account the term ejparustrivda" is used, but
occurs in an inverted order from that of the first account (37:23 [Ì 38:17]). This difference in order, as
well as the use of a singular in the first account of the Ì, raises some doubts about whethe'r or not the
translator of the first account was using a Vorlage similar to the ˜. The ˜ text contains two plural
items, h;yt,Toj]m'W h;yj,q;l]m'W, neither of which are oil-pouring vessels. In other texts about lamps, how-
ever, oil-pouring vessels are often present in the Ì (Num 4:9; 1 Kgs 7:35; Zech 4:2, 12), so this choice
of equipment to accompany the lampstand is a natural choice. 

128. The term lampavdion is used with luvcnou" and ejparustrivda" in 1 Kgs 7:49 (Ì 1 Kgs 7:35)
and Zech 4:2, where the luvcnoi are upon the lampavdion that is on the lucniva. The term lampavdion,
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clearly described as having ejnqevmia, upon which the lamps are placed. The
phrase with ejnqevmia clarifies the placement of the lamps, but has no equivalent in
the ˜.129

For the phrase jr'p;w: rTop]K', which is translated as “calyx and petals” in the
NRSV (25:33), the Ì of the second account has blastov" (37:19 [Ì 38:15]), a more
generic term for blossom that includes both of the items in the ˜.130 This use of a
generic term avoids some of the less-than-ideal lexical equivalents used in the first
account of the Ì. The term sfairwthvr, used in the first account to translate
rTop]K', is not found elsewhere in the Ì Scriptures with this meaning.131 The term
krivnon, which is used to translate jr'P, in the first account, is a common term that
is generally used to refer to a lily or to a lily-shaped decorative item (@v;/v or @v'Wv),
such as those found on the rim of the molten sea (1 Kgs 7:26 [Ì 1 Kgs 7:12]) and
on the pillars (1 Kgs 7:19 [Ì 1 Kgs 7:8]). Unfortunately, the use of krivnon creates
the image of an almond-shaped cup with lily-like blossoms, when one might
assume that the blossoms would also be like those of an almond.132 This minor
potential ambiguity in combination with the difficulty of the other term probably
led to the use of the generic term blastov" in the second account.

In addition to the confusion of lexical items, there is also the difficulty with
the quantity and placement of the cups, calyxes, and petals in relationship to the
branches and the main stem of the lampstand. In the ˜, three cups with their
calyxes and petals are located on the top of each of the six branches.133 In addi-
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however, is not used as a set lexical equivalent for one Hebrew word, as can be seen by the fact that in
each book it translates a separate Hebrew word. Rather, the translator, after mentally picturing the
item as described in his Hebrew Vorlage, uses natural Greek terms to describe an elaborate version of a
common item, a lampstand.

129. While this could be viewed as a separate explanatory plus, I have counted this whole sec-
tion as a synonymous variant because of the variety of differences between the ˜ and the Ì. The term
ejnqevmia has been widely discussed and disputed. (See Gooding, 55-57 for a summary of the discus-
sion.) Gooding’s conclusions about the vocabulary and translation style of the lampstand section in
the second account is worth noting, “The ch. 38 account is a paraphrase, and, because of the general
laxity in the use of technical terms, it is impossible to say with certainty what Hebrew words lie behind
its description.” This conclusion reflects Gooding’s presupposition that technical terms should be
translated consistently. See also the discussion of ejnqevmia in Nelson, 249-50.

130. Meyers says that this phrase is a hendiadys, which adds further credibility to the Ì transla-
tion of the phrase. See Meyers, Tabernacle Menorah, 25.

131. Aside from the occurrences of sfairwthvr in 25, it is only used in Gen 14:23 as a transla-
tion of &/rc], which refers to a part of a sandal.

132. Meyers, however, describes them as being lily-like possibly due to her examination of the
Ì of the first account without considering the Ì of the second account. (Ibid., 24-26.) The interpreta-
tion of the petals as being lily-like is found in both ancient and modern sources. This may be due to
the fact that r/Tp]K' is often used as a term for the capital of a column and lilies were a standard part of
architectural decorations on columns in ancient times. See Sarna, Exodus, 165.

133. Cassuto and others, however, envision only one cup on the end of the branch and two
other cups placed along each branch. (Cassuto, Commentary on the Book of Exodus, 343.) The text
itself only designates that they are B] the branch. The difficulty with having the three cups on the top is
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tion, there are four cups with their calyxes and petals on the top of the main stem
and three calyxes positioned on the main stem at the places where opposing
branches come out of the main stem. An alternate interpretation of the calyxes
under the pairs of branches is that these three calyxes are three of the four that are
described as being on the main stem of the lampstand. If this interpretation is fol-
lowed, then there would be only one cup with its calyx and petal on top of the
main stem of the lampstand.134

In the first account of the Ì, the translation is confused in at least two points.
First, in the process of translating the repetitions in 25:35, the translation ended
up with a calyx under four branches, rather than the expected two branches. This
error would most certainly have resulted in an ambiguous translation, which is
the probable instigating factor for the corrections of this phrase in various
manuscripts.135 In addition, in 25:34 there is a well-attested variant rejected by
Wevers that may hint at the traditional understanding of the lampstand as con-
sisting of seven branches.136 In this variant the ejn tw'/ eJni; kalamivskw/ is in apposi-
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in interpreting the relationship of one lamp to the three cups. The second tabernacle account of the Ì
has, however, resolved this problem through the introduction of lampholders, ejnqevmia. 

An additional, though minor, problem is the fact that the translator appears to have followed
the use of singular and plural for the calyx and petal that is found in the ˜ rather than adjusting the
term to a plural in the appropriate places. (If the singular were interpreted literally, this could be inter-
preted as meaning that there was only one calyx and petal for the three bowls, rather than one for each
bowl.) In other Ì translations, it has been noted that the translator falls back on a very literal transla-
tion style (“formal equivalency translation”) when the passage is not understood. Thus the use of the
singular may be one more indication of the confusion in this section of the translation. See John H.
Sailhamer, The Translational Technique of the Greek Septuagint for the Hebrew Verbs and Participles in
Psalms 3-41, Studies in Biblical Greek, ed. D. A. Carson, no. 2 (New York: Peter Lang, 1991), 209. If
the Ì of the first account was as confusing to the original reader as it was to Gooding, then the need for
a fresh approach to the translation in the second account would have been obvious. See Gooding,
55-57.

134. This interpretation is seemingly dependent on the reading of the waw as a waw-explica-
tive in 25:35 and is described in Meyers, Tabernacle Menorah, 25-26. The problem with this interpreta-
tion, however, is that the normal combination of calyx and petal is not present under the opposing
branches. Instead, just the calyx is present. Because of this, Meyers’ interpretation seems unlikely, but
it seems to be the preferred interpretation in commentaries that clarify the issue. See Cassuto, Com-
mentary on the Book of Exodus, 343; Durham, Exodus, 364; Houtman, Exodus, 406; and Osborn and
Hatton, Handbook on Exodus, 603.

Another exegetical difficulty is the interpretation of !t;nOq]W (25:36), i.e., whether these refer to
the same items as !ynIQ;h' (25:35). The difference in form probably means that it refers to different
items, as has been argued by Cassuto and as is reflected in the translation of the NJPS “stems” instead
of “branches.” (See Cassuto, Commentary on the Book of Exodus, 343-44.) In the first account of the Ì,
however, both of these terms were translated by the same lexical equivalent, kalamivsko". This same
approach is also followed by most modern English translations. 

135. See the discussion of textual variants in WeversNotes, 408.
136. See Erwin R. Goodenough, “The Menorah among Jews of the Roman World,” Hebrew

Union College Annual 23 (1950-51): 449-50, who refers to the traditional seven-branched menorah
and the rabbinical discussions about the number of branches allowable on menorah used at home. 
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tion to the phrase ejn th'/ lucniva/ and thus defines the lampstand (i.e., its main
stem) as a branch. If this is the interpretation meant in the original translation,
then the use of the number eJni; is that of a deictic, i.e., on that particular branch, a
semantic function for the number one that has been seen elsewhere in the taber-
nacle accounts. Other problems in the first account involve singular and plural
forms of the terms used for calyx and petal that result in a general confusion
about the number of these items, as noted above.

The second account, possibly as a result of the confusion in the first account,
describes the lampstand in a simplified fashion. There is no mention of calyxes
under the opposing branches and on the top of the main stem there is only one
“cup” and its associated lampholder. The only possible ambiguity in the text is
found in Ì 38:15. The Ì uses the phrase trei'" ejk touvtou kai; trei'" ejk touvtou,
ejxisouvmenoi ajllhvloi", which according to Wevers refers to the branches coming
out from the main stem.137 The natural reading, especially in light of the nomina-
tive participle, however, is that this refers to the blastoi;, three of which were
located on each branch. If this natural reading is the meaning of the Ì, then the Ì
of the second account has left implicit the fact that there were six branches. This
fact is implied by the use of to; ejnqevmion to; e{bdomon in Ì 38:16, but it is not
explicitly stated. This would also mean that the translator assumes that his audi-
ence knows how many branches there are on the lampstand and that this infor-
mation does not need to be repeated.

When the translations in the two Ì accounts are compared, it becomes obvi-
ous that the first account was deficient due to vocabulary choices, confusion
about the number and placement of the calyxes and petals, and probable errors in
the process of translating the repetitious phrases of a Vorlage similar to the ̃ . This
confused account was used as the starting point for the second account, as can be
seen by the shared vocabulary items. Instead of perpetuating the confusion of the
first account, however, the translator of the second account chose to use vocabu-
lary items commonly used for the parts of lamps and lampstands. In addition, he
avoided the issue of where the calyxes were located on the main stem, a problem
that is still discussed in modern scholarly works. The translator also chose to add
information about the placement of the lamps on the branches and on the main
stem. These pluses, like other clarifying pluses found in the Ì, more carefully spec-
ify the placement of one item in relationship to another.138 This results in a
clearer, simplified description of the lampstand in the second account in which
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137. WeversNotes, 624. Wevers’ interpretation is not, however, derived as much from the Ì as
from the presupposition that the Greek must reflect the Hebrew text accurately and so he points the
reader to 25:32 for a proper understanding of this phrase in the Ì.

138. For instance, in the ̃ the placement of the four cups, calyxes, and petals on the main stem
is only stated generically in the ˜, hr:nOM]b' (25:34; 37:20). In the first account of the Ì this is translated
literally ejn th'/ lucniva/ (Ì 25:34), but in the second account, the placement of the seventh lampholder,
ejnqevmion, is very carefully specified, ejp! a[krou tou' lampadivou ejpi; th'" korufh'" a[nwqen (Ì 38:16). 
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the translator assumes that the readers have some knowledge of seven-branched
lampstands. This simplified translation was either based on a simplified Vorlage
or the translator chose to avoid a difficult issue, just as he avoided the use of
ambiguous vocabulary from the first account.

Structurally Significant Pluses 

Gooding spends an entire chapter comparing the order of the ˜ and the Ì in the
second account and demonstrating clearly the probability that the Ì was based on
a text that was similar to the ˜ in order as well as general content. For Gooding,
the key passages that led him to the conclusion that the difference in order was
accomplished by a later editor, rather than the translator, are the pluses in Ì 38:18-
20 and Ì 39:10-13. According to Gooding, these verses, especially Ì 38:18-20, con-
tain contradictions and appear to be compiled by an editor who “either did not
know Hebrew well, or else did not trouble to consult the Hebrew underlying the
original before rearranging the Greek.”139 The source of these pluses continues to
be debated.140 When these passages are analyzed in light of the translation tech-
niques discussed throughout this study, however, they are found to be consistent
in technique with the rest of the second account, contra Gooding. Choice of lexi-
cal equivalents and the influence of the harmonizing hermeneutic of the transla-
tor or editor are shown to be the keys to understanding the pluses in Ì 38:18-21
and Ì 39:11-12a.141

Ì 38:18-21. As mentioned in chapter three, Ì 38:18-21 contains lexical
equivalents from both of the tabernacle accounts that have been juxtaposed in a
manner that creates apparent contradictions, if the words are examined without
attention to their contexts. This is one of the features that led Gooding to con-
clude that chapter 38 and the reordering of the second account were the work of a
later editor who did not understand the text. Whether the work of an editor or of
the translator of the second account, this section functions as a bridge between
the description of the making of the gold items of the tent and the bronze items of
the courtyard. This bridging effect is accomplished by introducing into the text
the gold, silver, and bronze items of the tabernacle and courtyard. The combina-
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139. Gooding, 101.
140. As to be expected, Nelson argues that these texts translate a Hebrew Vorlage that “fits the

pattern of the Old Greek throughout the tabernacle and court sections.” (Nelson, 223.) Wevers simply
says, “That there is something wrong about vv. 18-21 seems obvious.” He then proceeds to describe
those “obvious” problems. (WeversNotes, 626.) Wevers also says that these verses, “have no particular
Hebrew parent text.” See WeversText, 135.

141. Gooding specifically mentions Ì 38:18-20 and Ì 39:10-13, but his discussion and the dis-
cussions in other studies led me to slightly modify the range of verses that I would discuss in this study.
(See Gooding, 79, 101.) Thus, I have chosen to discuss Ì 38:18-21 and Ì 39:11-12a, which I believe
will cover the most important issues with regard to textual variants. 
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tion of the minus of the construction of the golden incense altar (37:25-28) and
the plus of this bridge section results in a final form that is more nearly parallel to
the order in the first account, which proceeds from the lampstand to the tent and
then to the bronze altar.142

The major problem in these verses is identifying the referents for kefaliv",
stu'lo", krivko", and ajgkuvlh in such a way that it is consistent with the descrip-
tions of parts of the tabernacle and courtyard found in other parts of the text.
When the Greek terms are read in context, however, the majority of the problems
disappear. This type of close reading of the text illustrates that textual variants
should not be too quickly dismissed as “mistakes,” because these variants often
prove to be the key to understanding the passage.143 Repeatedly, this section illus-
trates the importance of context in that identical words are used to refer to differ-
ent items. For instance, the kefaliv" of the tent refers to the base of the frames of
the tabernacle, which were cast out of silver. The kefaliv" of the door of the tent
and of the gate of the courtyard refers to the heads or capitals of these pillars,
which are envisioned in the Ì as being cast out of bronze and covered with sil-
ver.144 This passage also demonstrates repeatedly a knowledge of vocabulary
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142. The only major discrepancy in order in the second account is the fact that the bridge sec-
tion contains references to some items connected with the courtyard curtains and gate, which are not
described in the first account until after the instructions for the bronze altar.

143. The first two clauses of Ì 38:18 appear to be in error about the construction of the pillars,
but the key to the problem is provided by the textual variant tw'/ stuvlw/, which Wevers dismisses as a
“careless mistake” because “the plural is demanded by the sense of the passage.” (WeversText, 201.)
Most analyses of Ì 38:18 assume that the pillars referred to in the first clause are the same as those
referred to by the second clause. Because of this, most of their discussions center on the word peri-
hrguvrwsen, which is viewed either as an error or a generic usage of a specific term because everyone
“knows” that the frames of the tabernacle were gold covered, as can be seen in ˜ 36:34. In the second
clause, the rings are said to be made tw'/ stuvlw/, a singular term referring to the set of pillars on the side
of the tabernacle. This same usage was noted in 26:26-27 and discussed earlier in this chapter. In light
of this, the first clause probably refers to the pillars of the courtyard, which were silver, and the second
reference (the singular pillar), refers to the set(s) of pillars, i.e., the frames of the sides of the taber-
nacle. The lack of further description of the frames fits the context of the second tabernacle account in
the Ì, which assumes their existence, but does not describe their construction. The third reference to
pillars specifies that it is the pillars of the tou' katapetavsmato", which are covered with gold. Thus,
three different types of pillars are referred to in this verse—the silver pillars of the courtyard, the gold
pillars of the (inner ?) curtain, and the set(s) of pillars of the tabernacle for which the gold rings are
made.

144. As was noted in chapter three, kefaliv" was used to refer to the bases of the tent, but not of
the door of the tent. Thus in Ì 38:20, the first occurrence of kefaliv" refers to the silver bases of the
tabernacle, which everyone agrees were silver and which are referred to again by kefaliv" in 38:27 (Ì
39:4). The next occurrence of kefaliv", however, refers to the “heads” of the pillars of the gate of the
tent and courtyard, rather than the bases, which are referred to by the term bavsi" in 38:30 (Ì 39:7).
Many object to this interpretation on the basis of the “fact” that the capitals of the pillars of both gates
were silver. Nelson resolves this issue by simply positing a different Vorlage. “Either Gk II [second
account in the Ì] is rendering an older textual tradition where the capitals were silver for the taber-
nacle and bronze for the door of the tent, or bases were replaced by capitals in the Vorlage of Gk II and
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usage in both the first and second accounts.145 In addition to knowledge of both
accounts, this section shares a phrase that is only found elsewhere in a plus in the

Consistency of Translation Techniques224

so rendered kefalida" here. Both possibilities have some Gk II support. In either case Gk II was read-
ing !y`ar in its Vorlage.” (Nelson, 221.) A simpler solution may, however, be found within the texts
as they now exist. The tabernacle section of the second account (36:10-33) does not exist in our cur-
rent version of the Ì, but the construction of the pillars of the courtyard are discussed. The heads of
both the pillars of the courtyard itself and also of the gates of the courtyard are said to have yWPxi
!h,yvear:, a phrase that is not found in the first account of the ˜. The problem is that the text never
describes the materials from which the heads themselves are composed. In the ˜ it would appear that
the heads were simply the top part of the wooden posts that were then covered with metal. These
heads appeared to be separate entities due to the banding of the pillars, which was discussed in chapter
three, and also the use of a different type of metal for the head. In Ì 38:20, however, the heads of the
posts are envisioned as capitals that are cast out of metal just as the bases were cast out of metal. For
the gates these capitals in the Ì were cast out of bronze and then covered with silver, ou|to" peri-
hrguvrwsen aujtav". This same description of the gate’s pillars is seen in Ì 37:17, kai; aiJ kefalivde"
aujtw'n perihrgurwmevnai ajrgurivw/. This might also explain the feminine plural pronoun at the end of
Ì 38:20, though it is still difficult due to the distance between the pronoun and its referent. Wevers
dismisses the feminine plural pronoun as inappropriate despite the manuscript evidence and instead
uses the masculine form that would refer back to the pillars. (See WeversText, 193-94.) If my interpre-
tation is correct, then the appearance of the heads of the pillars of the gate of the courtyard and of the
door of the tabernacle is identical to that in the ˜, i.e., silver on the outside. The difference, though, is
that information left implicit in the ˜, i.e., the exact construction of the heads, has been made explicit
in the Ì. Most commentators would probably say that the translator supplied incorrect implicit infor-
mation, but the translator probably based his construction of the heads of the pillars on the technol-
ogy that was current in his day, i.e., cheaper metal covered by a thin layer of more expensive metal.
This technology was known in antiquity and is probably being referred to in Isa 40:19, where metal
idols are covered with gold. See The Anchor Bible Dictionary, s.v. “Overlay,” 5:52.

145. As with kefaliv", the term krivko" is used in Ì 38:19 to refer to different items, both
usages of which were found in the first tabernacle account. The first usage refers to the golden clasps
and the third usage refers to the bronze clasps for the outer coverings of the tent. These two usages are
rarely disputed. As with the pillars, however, the middle occurrence of the term krivko" does not con-
tain a clear designation of the material from which it is made. One would assume bronze from the
context, but a comparison of this verse with 27:10 shows that materials of the krivko" in that verse
were also not individually described, but from the context one would assume that they were silver. In
addition, rather than being clasps, the middle occurrence would seem to refer to hooks on the pillars
of the courtyard, as in 27:10. The usage of krivko" thus resembles that of stu'lo" in the preceding verse
with multiple referents and an unspecified middle term. Nelson attributes this middle usage of krivko"
to the development of the text claiming that “. . . as the court section was expanded the clasps were lost
or replaced by hooks of the frame unit. (38:19, 20) would, therefore, be the only place where both the
clasps and hooks were retained. The structure of (38:19) obscures the distinction of the clasps of the
tabernacle from the clasps of the court by the metals from which they were made.” (Nelson, 220.)
While Nelson’s suggestion is possible, it is not necessary in light of clear usages of krivko" to refer to
the hooks of the courtyard in the first account. Gooding berates this section because of the duplication
of information seen in the usage of ajgkuvlh to refer to the hooks (Ì 38:19-20). This pattern of dissimi-
lation, i.e., the translation of one Hebrew word by several Greek words, however, has been seen
repeatedly in the tabernacle accounts. Gooding himself has correctly seen the solution to this “prob-
lem,” but refuses to accept it because of his presuppositions about languages and translations, as may
be seen in the following quote: “It might be argued that v. 20 describes the hooks on the gate pillars
only and not the hooks on the rest of the court pillars; but the distinction, if intended, is not valid,
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second tabernacle account.146 The final verse of this section contains no new
information, but it does provide one more reference to the metal tent pegs, which
Bezalel was responsible for making.147 Thus, contra Gooding, this plus (Ì 38:18-
21) was used by the translator (or editor) to bring greater unity to the tabernacle
accounts through three different tactics. First, vocabulary from both accounts was
combined in a non-contradictory manner. Second, the second account was
brought into closer conformity to the order of the first account through the
absence of the incense altar and the presence of the metal tabernacle and court-
yard parts. Third, the plus functioned as a bridge from the equipment made of
gold to the equipment made of bronze. None of the information in this plus is
new information, but it has been placed in a new context in order to encourage
the reading of the two tabernacle accounts as a unified whole.

Ì 39:11-12a. The smaller plus, Ì 39:11-12a, serves to unite the first and last
parts of the second tabernacle account by providing a resolution for information
that was introduced, but never resolved in the ˜. In 36:7, the text states that the
people gave so generously that there was material left-over. These “leftovers” were
part of the offerings of the people. With food items from the Passover and from
other offerings, clear instructions had been given for the disposal of the excess
because of its sacred nature. In the ˜ there are no further statements about the
“left-over” offerings of materials for the tabernacle. In the Ì, however, this prob-
lem is resolved by a plus, Ì 39:11-12a, which describes the making of gold dishes
for service in the tabernacle, and the using of the “left-over” material for extra
garments for the priests.148 The vocabulary of this plus, especially the use of
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since the Hebrew word is the same for all the hooks, and the seeming difference caused by the varying
translations in the Greek is not a real one.” (Gooding, 43 n. 1.) Whether the distinction is “real” or
not, depends on one’s cultural and linguistic perspective. Since we do not have a full knowledge of the
culture of the translator(s) of the Ì, all we can do is describe what they did rather than prescribe what
they should have done. Gooding’s failure in correctly analyzing this passage is due not to a lack of ana-
lytical insight, but to a failure to accept that other cultures may have different presuppositions about
the process of translating.

146. In both Ì 38:20 and 39:40 (Ì 39:19), the Ì contains a plus that unites the door of the tent
and the gate of the courtyard in a coordinate phrase. This phrase is not found at any point in a known
Hebrew Vorlage, which may point to the fact that the source was the editor or translator of the second
account, who in the process of summarizing often combined related items. (See also the combining of
the poles of the table and the ark, which was discussed above.)

147. The description of the tent pegs in Ì 38:21 is almost identical to 38:31 (Ì 39:8). The major
difference is the larger context. In Ì 38:21, the items are referred to as being made, whereas 38:31 (Ì
39:8) occurs as part of a list of items that were made from the bronze. In the first account the tent-pegs
of the tent and the courtyard are mentioned together in 27:19 in a summary statement at the end of
the construction of the courtyard. Due to either the inaccuracy (?) of the first account, the use of a dif-
ferent Vorlage, or the deletion of the items because the location seemed inappropriate, the tent pegs of
the tabernacle are missing in Ì 27:19. The plus in Ì 38:21 remedies this problem of the first account. 

148. In 39:1 (Ì 39:12), the preposition @mi can indicate either a partitive meaning or the actual
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ajfaivrema, indicates its connection with the initial part of the second tabernacle
account as well as the first part of Ì 39.149

Summary

A comparison of the tabernacle accounts reveals that there are significant differ-
ences between the two tabernacle accounts, especially in the category of minuses.
These minuses, however, involve the “non-essential” aspects of the second
account. In addition to the minuses, each account uses separate approaches to
“problem” passages. The differences between these approaches are best seen in
their unique handling of the translation of the passages describing the breastpiece
and the lampstand. While the translations of both passages in the first account are
ambiguous, those of the second account are clear. The pluses claimed by Gooding
to be evidence of the work of a later editor were shown in this section to be consis-
tent with the rest of the second tabernacle account. Therefore, these pluses cannot
be used as evidence to prove that it must have been someone other than the trans-
lator who rearranged the text. Gooding’s attempt to separate the reorganizing of
the text from the work of the translator indicates his basic presupposition that a
translator in ancient times would have just translated the text and not rearranged
the text. This presupposition and other unanswerable questions about translation
techniques in antiquity will be the focus of the next section.
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material being used in the making of the garments. If it is the actual material, the plus, th;n kata-
leifqei'san, would be a further clarification of which material is used for the making of these gar-
ments, i.e., the material that was left-over. This also brings a resolution to the question of what was
done with the “leftovers” that were mentioned in 36:7 and thus would fit in the category of situational
meaning in that it is intentionally added to the text to harmonize the text internally.

Gooding noted the connection of 36:7 and 39:1 (Ì 39:12) and says, “It could only make sense if
the stolaiv of ch. 39.13 [Ì 39.12] were thought of as additional to those mentioned in ch. 36; but this
is manifestly not the meaning either of the Greek or of the Hebrew which the Greek 39.13 [Ì 39.12] is
meant to translate.” Thus, Gooding has again analyzed the “plus” correctly, but because of his presup-
positions about translation (i.e., that a translator would not “add to” or reinterpret the meaning), he
rejects that option and uses this plus as evidence that a later editor must have changed the order of the
text. See Gooding, 89.

It might appear surprising that there is no plus concerning the left-over bronze and silver. An
examination of Ì 39:1-9, however, shows that the silver is accounted for exactly and the bronze items
contain a rather complete list with a summary statement at the end. The gold, in contrast, is not
accounted for exactly. This lack of an exact account in combination with the absence of 37:24, which
specifies the amount of gold used on the lampstand and its equipment, leaves the possibility open that
there was gold from the offering that was “left-over.” 

149. The description of the gold as crusivon tou' ajfairevmato" (Ì 39:11) is a designation found
only in the second account due to the translator’s choices of lexical equivalents, as discussed in chapter
three. (See also ajfairevmata crusivou in 35:22.) This designation is also similar to that used for the
silver and bronze (Ì 39:2, 6), but not the gold, earlier in Ì 39.
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IV. Unanswerable Questions
about Translation Techniques

Ultimately, the resolution of the text critical problems of the tabernacle accounts
revolves around the issue of the purpose of the translation and the extent to which
the translator can “modify” the text without affecting the acceptance of the trans-
lation by the community for which it is produced. In the absence of historical evi-
dence that could be used to resolve these issues, the best that can be done in this
brief section is to survey past observations that often reach opposite conclusions.
First, I will discuss the two basic approaches to translation that were referred to in
antiquity and the relationship of Exodus to these two approaches. Second, I will
discuss the problem of faithfulness and whether reordering of material is permis-
sible in a text that aims at being faithful.

Two Approaches to Translation in Antiquity

In ancient times there were reportedly two major types of translation that served
separate functions. According to Brock, these could be described as literary trans-
lations that attempt to communicate the meaning and non-literary translations
that are word-for-word translations. Non-literary translations were generally
used for legal documents, business affairs, and literature used in a school set-
ting.150 Thus, the crucial issue is whether the Scriptures were viewed as literature
or as legal documents. The standard thought is that the translation effort began
with the relatively free, but accurate translation style seen in Genesis and Exodus
and then moved steadily toward a more literal word-for-word approach, as the
Scriptures came to be viewed as sacred. Fraenkel, however, notes that the sociolin-
guistic setting was not that simple.151 Even in antiquity opposite approaches coex-
isted both in the later translations, as seen in the free translation style of Isaiah as
opposed to Qoheleth, and also in the later revisions of the Ì, as may be seen in the
contrasting approaches of Aquila and Symmachus. Thus, rather than a united
approach, translation techniques have from antiquity exhibited the same con-
trasting approaches that are seen even today.
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150. Sebastian P. Brock, “Aspects of Translation Technique in Antiquity,” in Syriac Perspec-
tives on Late Antiquity (London: Variorum Reprints, 1984), 69-87. See also idem, “To Revise or Not to
Revise: Attitudes to Jewish Biblical Translation,” in Septuagint, Scrolls and Cognate Writings: Papers
Presented to the International Symposium on the Septuagint and Its Relations to the Dead Sea Scrolls and
Other Writings, Manchester, 1990, ed. George J. Brooke and Barnabas Lindars, Septuagint and Cognate
Studies, no. 33 (Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars Press, 1992), 301-38.

151. Detlef Fraenkel, “Übersetzungsnorm und literarische Gestaltung—Spuren individueller
Übersetzungstechnik in Exodus 25ff. + 35ff.,” in VIII Congress of the International Organization for
Septuagint and Cognate Studies, Paris, 1991, ed. Leonard Greenspoon and Olivier Munnich, Septu-
agint and Cognate Studies, no. 41 (Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars Press, 1995), 74-76.
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Barr claims that translations in antiquity were generally literal and that the
key issue was to determine the degree and type of literalness. Specifically, Barr
outlines six categories by which the literalness of a translation can be character-
ized and notes that translations may be more literal in one aspect of the transla-
tion than in another.152 While Exodus has been described as a relatively free
translation throughout this study, Barr’s comments are in a sense applicable even
to Exodus. When the ˜ and Ì forms of Exodus are seen in an aligned text file, the
Ì appears to fairly consistently follow the ̃ in the areas of general structure of the
verses, word order in clauses, and in providing a translation for each word or
phrase. The freedom of the translation, however, is seen in the semantically and
grammatically controlled choices of lexical equivalents and in the variety of struc-
tures used in translating Hebrew grammatical structures. Thus, the tabernacle
accounts, like other ancient translations, combine more literal and less literal
aspects of translation into a unified whole. For the second tabernacle account,
however, the key question is whether or not a translator, who is generally faithful
to a Vorlage similar to the ˜, would rearrange the text as a part of the translation
process.

Faithfulness and Reordering 

The source of the differences in order in the second tabernacle account has gener-
ally been attributed to either a different translator, a later editor, or a different Vor-
lage. Presuppositions about what a translator would and would not do appear to
be the major problem. Aejmelaeus’ position can be clearly seen in her statement,
“Since this kind of editing and abridging would be most unusual in the Greek
Pentateuch and not easily ascribed to the translators, various theories have been
developed to explain it.”153 This presupposition is not, however, shared by all.
Similar editing and rearranging of the text have been identified in Proverbs and
used by Cook as a basis for suggesting that Ì 38 can be understood in a similar
light, i.e., as the work of the translator.154 While many share Aejmelaeus’ presup-
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152. Barr lists the following “modes of difference between a more literal and a less literal ren-
dering of a Hebrew text: 1. The division into elements or segments, and the sequence in which these
elements are represented. 2. The quantitative addition or subtraction of elements. 3. Consistency or
non-consistency in the rendering, i.e. the degree to which a particular versional term is used for all (or
most) cases of a particular term of the original. 4. Accuracy and level of semantic information, espe-
cially in cases of metaphor and idiom. 5. Coded “etymological” indication of formal/semantic rela-
tionships obtaining in the vocabulary of the original languages. 6. Level of text and level of analysis.”
See James Barr, The Typology of Literalism in Ancient Biblical Translations, Mitteilungen des Septua-
ginta-Unternehmens, no. 15 (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1979), 294.

153. Aejmelaeus, “Septuagintal Translation Techniques,” 385-86.
154. Johann Cook, “Exodus 38 and Proverbs 31: A Case of Different Order of Verses and

Chapters in the Septuagint,” in Studies in the Book of Exodus: Redaction-Reception-Interpretation, ed.
Marc Vervenne (Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1996), 545-49.
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position about translators, evidence from the literature of the Intertestamental
period clearly indicates that this type of reorganizing of information in Hebrew
was not unusual. For instance, Brooke points to the rearrangement of informa-
tion in the Temple Scroll that is similar to the information in the tabernacle
accounts and uses this as his basis for positing a different Vorlage for the Ì taber-
nacle accounts.155 Given that rearrangements of texts are known to exist in
Hebrew from the general time period of the Ì translation of the tabernacle
accounts, would the translator of the second account have assumed that that type
of rearranging and abbreviating would be acceptable if it improved the literary
effect? Or, would the translator have felt bound to translate the text as a legal doc-
ument in a very literal manner? The crucial and unanswerable question is the def-
inition of faithfulness or accuracy used by the translator of Exodus. Could a
faithful/accurate translation include the rearrangement of material according to a
different logical system? Sanderson notes about ancient editorial and scribal pro-
cesses,

It seems, then, that the words of revelation were treated with more care than
the form and structure of revelation. Words from Deuteronomy could be
brought into Exodus even if they were thus out of their revealed position.
Apparently the scribes attributed greater revelatory significance to exactness of
wording than to the structure of a pericope or of a scroll. This freedom
extended even to a certain disregard for time and place in narratives. If Yahweh
had ever at any time in Moses’ life promised a prophet to come (or com-
manded the building of an altar on Gerizim!), then those words could be
placed during the theophany at Sinai.156

If this attitude was prevalent in the culture at the time when the ˇ and
4QpaleoExodm were developing, it is hard to imagine that translators of the taber-
nacle accounts were somehow aloof to that influence despite the fact that minute
exegetical similarities between the ˇ and Ì have been noted throughout this
study. Modern translators definitely use this technique, though there is always a
continuing debate about the extent to which it should be used.157 Ultimately, the
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155. Brooke, “Temple Scroll and LXX Exodus 35-40,” 81-106.
156. Sanderson, Exodus Scroll from Qumran, 271.
157. Modern translation organizations often use an abbreviated Old Testament that eliminates

many of the tedious, detailed sections and adds summaries to connect the passages. The Papua New
Guinea Branch of the Summer Institute of Linguistics has prepared a suggested “short” Old Testa-
ment with summaries that includes approximately 27% of the material in the Old Testament. See
International Translation Department, Old Testament Selections, Translator’s Workplace Version 2.0
[CD-ROM] (Summer Institute of Linguistics et al., 1995). Their choice of material from the taberna-
cle account illustrates a modern approach to the redundancy. From the first account, selected verses
interspersed with summaries of the longer, more detailed passages are used to communicate the infor-
mation. The second account, however, begins with a very brief summary that states that Moses fol-
lowed God’s command, asked the people for offerings and then Bezalel, Oholiab, and the skilled
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limits of acceptability are set by the community for which the translation is being
produced. This is the information that we are lacking for the tabernacle accounts
of Ì Exodus and hence the question remains unresolved. The danger in all specu-
lations of this sort is that we as modern readers will either assume that the transla-
tors in antiquity shared the same presuppositions about translation that we hold
or that we will limit translators due to our perception of the “unenlightened”
techniques of the past.

V. Conclusions

Accuracy, as defined in this chapter, centers around the issue of whether or not the
same meaning is communicated in the Ì as is present in the ˜. Modern transla-
tion theory recognizes that each text contains three types of meaning—referen-
tial, organizational, and situational. All three of these types of meaning can either
be communicated explicitly or implicitly in the text without changing the mean-
ing of the text. A detailed examination and categorization of over nine hundred
identified variants in the control sample and tabernacle accounts revealed that
approximately half of the pluses, minuses, synonymous variants, and differences
in order resulted in a change in the status of the meaning from explicit to implicit
or vice versa, rather than resulting in a difference in the meaning. The other half
of the variants, however, were real, though often minute, differences in the mean-
ing. Many of the more “significant” differences could be traced to an exegetical
interest in harmonizing the text both internally and with respect to other Penta-
teuchal passages, a tendency that was also seen in the ̌ . Other differences added a
slight layer of meaning to the text that probably reflected the translator’s interpre-
tation or the interpretation that was current in his community. Whatever the
source of these differences, the important fact is that they were distributed
throughout both tabernacle accounts with similar types of changes being made in
both accounts.

The most significant difference between the two accounts was found in the
minuses. The second tabernacle account had a significantly higher number of
minuses. These minuses were also significantly larger and resulted in a greater loss
of referential meaning than those seen in the first account. Most of the meaning
that was lost, however, was of a secondary nature, such as materials, measure-
ments, and peripheral items. Accounting for these differences has led to much
speculation about the source of the differences, i.e., the use of a shorter Vorlage,
the work of the translator, or the work of a later editor.
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workers made everything according to the way God had shown Moses. The only translated sections
are 39:32-40; 40:1-2, 16-38. As abbreviated as this “short” Old Testament might appear, it is still a
much greater amount of material than two other forms of “short” Old Testaments in which the taber-
nacle accounts are basically eliminated. 
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Along with the minuses, however, there was a pervasive layer of minute
changes in grammatical forms (included in appendix B) that highlighted the fact
that the two tabernacle accounts were related, but were not identical copies, i.e.,
the parallel passages in the Ì were not generally copied from one account to the
other. The interdependence of the two accounts was seen in the similarities
between the accounts despite these minute differences.158 The direction of depen-
dency, however, could not be proven from that evidence. It was only in a detailed
comparison of the parallel sections about the breastpiece and the lampstand that
the translation in the second account was shown to be a distinct improvement on
the ambiguous and less accurate translation that was found in the first account.
Thus, the second account, when compared to the first account, was shown to be a
careful translation that used the first translation as its point of reference and left
much information implicit with the assumption that the reader would have
already read and basically understood the first account. Interestingly, the largest
section missing in the second account was the building of the tabernacle, a section
that was translated with a much greater degree of accuracy than other parallel sec-
tions in the first account. In contrast, the courtyard and the instructions for the
breastpiece, both of which were less accurately translated in the first account,
appear in very complete forms in the second tabernacle account.

The reason for the reordering of the material in the second account has been
the source of much speculation, but the variants in Ì 38 point to the fact that the
translation emphasizes the material used in the construction of the items rather
than using the sequential, event-oriented form of the ˜. This reordering was not
discussed in this chapter, but most studies agree that both the Ì and ˜ systems
have a certain logic about them, i.e., the arrangement appears purposeful rather
than just being an accident that occurred in the process of transmitting the text.159

Gooding sought to assign the rearranging of the text to the editor, who also added
several pluses, two of which were discussed above. A careful study of the pluses,
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158. The fact that these differences in parallel passages were not harmonized could be viewed
as additional evidence against the hypothesis that the minuses and reordering were the work of an edi-
tor, if editors are presupposed to “correct” these kinds of grammatical differences.

159. Swete says, “It is clear from this comparison that both Ì and ˜ follow a system, i.e. that
the difference of sequence is due to a deliberate rearrangement of the groups. Either the Alexandrian
translator has purposely changed their relative order, giving precedence to the ornaments of the
priesthood . . . or he had before him . . . another Hebrew text in which the present Greek order was
observed.” (Swete, Introduction to the Old Testament in Greek, 235.) Wevers attributes the reordering
to the translator and notes, “The answer to this cannot, of course, be an absolute one, and it must also
be methodologically conditioned by the principle that different parent texts should only be postulated
if reasonable attempts to understand Exod [Ì] on the basis of a text more or less like ˜ have been
made.” (WeversText, 144-45.) Finn likewise attributes the reordering to the translator, but says,
“Unskilful [sic] condensation and rearrangement of a fuller original would account for all these pecu-
liarities. Where the order differs, the Hebrew is consistent and natural, the Greek confused and contradic-
tory.” See Finn, “The Tabernacle Chapters,” 466.
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however, shows that the vocabulary in those pluses is being used in the same way
as other words in the second tabernacle account. Thus, the pluses are probably the
work of the translator of the second account. With no other textual evidence that
necessitates a hypothetical editor, we are forced to face the issue that is at the core
of all analyses of the tabernacle accounts—our presuppositions about translators.
If translators are envisioned as being bound by a literal mind-set in which Scrip-
tures must be handled carefully, then the only options are to either posit a shorter
Vorlage or an editor who was somehow not bound by the same scruples as the
translator. If, however, translators are envisioned as being products of their cul-
tural time period in which multiple forms of Hebrew Scriptures were present and
in which scriptural texts were rearranged, interspersed with commentary, and
harmonized with other scriptural passages, then it is hard to image how transla-
tors could have escaped that influence and approached the text as a legal docu-
ment that had to be rendered very literally. Even Philo, who held the Greek
translation in high esteem, regularly modified the passages he quoted and added
his own interpretation.160

This question about the translator’s approach to the text will never be
resolved due to our lack of a clear knowledge of the translator’s culture. Rather
than continuing the debate that hinges on presuppositions about what translators
would and would not have done in antiquity, this chapter has simply described in
detail the differences between the Ì and the ˜. By accumulating similar detailed
descriptions of the differences between the Ì and the ˜, we may eventually arrive
at a clearer picture of the nature of the Ì translations and their translators. This
type of accumulated evidence, instead of our presuppositions, would provide a
better basis for deciding whether or not the differences are due to the translator or
are the evidence of a different Vorlage.
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160. Speaking about Philo, Swete said, “Nevertheless he did not scruple to quote his text freely,
changing words at pleasure, and sometimes mingling interpretation with citation. This method of
dealing with a source, however high its authority, was probably not peculiar to Philo, but a literary
habit which he shared with other Jewish writers of his age.” See Swete, Introduction to the Old Testa-
ment in Greek, 376.

wadelxx.qxd  1/28/2003  11:41 PM  Page 232



CHAPTER SIX

Conclusion

The tabernacle accounts of Ì Exodus represent one of the most difficult text criti-
cal problems in the Pentateuch. This problem was recognized at the beginning of
text critical work and in modern times a variety of solutions have been proposed
that involve differing views of the development of the text and differing views of
the number of translators involved in the production of the Ì translation. In this
book a multifaceted approach was used to establish a clearer picture of the nature
of the translation. Because of our lack of knowledge of the translator’s culture, no
definitive conclusion can be reached about this text critical problem. The cumula-
tive effect of minute differences between the two tabernacle accounts, however,
points to the likelihood that the second tabernacle account was produced by a sec-
ond translator using the translation of the first tabernacle account as a point of
reference.

In this chapter I will first summarize the findings of the four main chapters
of this book. Next, I will briefly evaluate the major theories about the production
of the tabernacle accounts in light of the findings of this study with respect to the
unity of the core and the remainder of the second tabernacle account, the unity of
the first and second tabernacle accounts, and the nature of the translation. Finally,
I will conclude by describing a hypothetical sociological setting that would sup-
port the view of the production of the tabernacle accounts suggested by the find-
ings of this study.

I. Summary of Four Main Chapters 

The four main chapters (chapters two through five) of this book each dealt with a
distinct aspect of the text of the tabernacle accounts. Chapter two examined
Hebrew textual variants in order to identify variants that may have affected the Ì
translation. In the next three chapters, the control sample (11-13) provided a
point of comparison for the analysis of the three sections of the tabernacle
accounts: first tabernacle account (25-31), core of second tabernacle account
(36:8-38:20), and the remainder of the second tabernacle account (35:1-36:7;
38:21-40:38). Chapter three compared the lexical consistency of the translation of
nouns and verbs. In chapter four, the grammatical consistency of the translation
of three grammatical structures was compared. Chapter five compared the accu-
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racy with which the Ì conveyed the meaning of the ˜. In this section I will sum-
marize the findings of each of these chapters.

In chapter two, textual variants in the ˇ and Œ manuscripts were discussed
in relationship to the ˜ in order to identify variants that could have affected the Ì
translation. While the Œ manuscripts yielded a few unique variants, the majority
of the Hebrew textual variants were found in the ̌ . Many textual variants that are
normally ignored as irrelevant to the analysis of the Ì, as well as the textual vari-
ants that are normally considered “important,” were found either to provide key
insights for the interpretation seen in the Ì or to identify a difficulty in the text
that the ˇ resolved in one manner and the Ì resolved in another. In any case, the
“irrelevant” variants often proved to be far from irrelevant in the understanding
of the Ì. Of the “important” textual variants, it was found that while the Ì did not
share some of the major differences in the ˇ, the Ì and ˇ often did share the
same exegetical understanding of the text. In addition, it was found that on cer-
tain small grammatical differences found throughout the text, the Ì was more
likely to follow the reading of the ˇ than that of the ˜. In conjunction with
minute changes it was also shown that at the time of the production of the ˇ, the
complete text in a form similar to the ˜ was available, as shown by over one hun-
dred minute changes that resulted in the two tabernacle accounts being more con-
sistent in the ˇ. Most of these changes resulted either in the first account being
conformed to the second account or in both accounts being conformed to a new
standard. This indicates that at the time that the ˇ recension was produced both
accounts were essentially complete.

In chapter three, past studies of lexical consistency were surveyed in order to
place in perspective the approach used in this book. In contrast to past studies,
which assumed that the Ì was a literal translation that used terms in a stereotypi-
cal manner, this study showed that in all four sections of Exodus both nouns and
verbs were translated in a context-sensitive manner. Because of the difference in
the nature of nouns and verbs, however, this meant that nouns, which tend to
refer more often to the same items, were translated with a greater degree of “con-
sistency” than were the verbs. This study also showed that the greater the number
of occurrences of a noun or verb, the more likely it was that a wider variety of lex-
ical equivalents would be used due to the wider variety of contexts. While all four
sections showed a similar approach to the choice of lexical equivalents, the two
accounts did contrast in the choice of a few lexical equivalents, but hardly enough
to support a two-translator theory of the production of the tabernacle accounts.
Rather, the major difference between the two tabernacle accounts could best be
seen in shifts in the usage of lexical equivalents. In the first account, distinct lexical
equivalents were generally used for each new context, which led to a multiplicity
of lexical equivalents. In the second account, however, the translator used a vari-
ety of techniques including the use of lexical equivalents from the first account to
create lexical cohesion between the two accounts. While striving to maintain lexi-
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cal cohesion between the two accounts, the translator of the second account at the
same time tried to resolve ambiguities in the Hebrew text and prevent any contra-
dictions between the two accounts. As a result of his careful work, the tabernacle
accounts appear to be a unified whole in which the choices of lexical equivalents
are context-sensitive and reflect both the natural Greek meaning and the transla-
tor’s interpretation of the text.

In chapter four, the survey of past grammatical studies illustrated the
repeated attempts by scholars to devise statistical means of objectively measuring
the grammatical consistency of translations in the Ì Scriptures. These objective
methodologies, however, failed to identify the semantic and grammatical bases
for differences in the translation of grammatical structures, such as those that
were identified by the analysis of three grammatical structures in this chapter (the
preposition B], the simple construct chain, the relative clause with rv,a}). Each
structure did, however, have a “default” translation that was the one that occurred
most frequently and was probably the translation choice most likely to be used
when the translator was unsure of the interpretation of a structure. Despite the
use of a context-sensitive approach in all sections, there were minute differences
in interpretation reflected in the translation of a few structures that could be used
as supporting evidence for the two-translator theory of the production of the Ì
tabernacle accounts. The most significant insight from this chapter, however, was
that the tabernacle accounts were shown to be consistently context-sensitive in
their translation of grammatical structures in contrast to Gooding’s picture of a
consistently inconsistent translator.

In chapter five, a review of two text-critical studies of Exodus pointed to the
effect of presuppositions on the interpretation of textual variants. Rather than
attempting to identify the preferred readings, as has been the case in many text-
critical studies, this study of the accuracy of the tabernacle accounts was done
from the perspective of modern translation theory in which the meaning of the Ì
was compared with that of the ˜ to identify the differences in meaning. These dif-
ferences were then categorized according to whether they were quantitative differ-
ences or differences in status (implicit versus explicit) with respect to the
referential, organizational (participant referencing and other grammatical fac-
tors), or situational (cultural) meaning. This categorization of over nine hundred
textual variants in the four sections of Exodus showed that the same types of vari-
ants were found in all sections. The major difference between the two accounts
that was quantified by this study (but was already intuitively identified in all past
studies) was the fact that the second tabernacle account differed significantly in
the quantity of minuses that affected referential meaning. An examination of
these minuses, however, showed that the information that was “missing” was not
the main facts, but was primarily the explanatory details. With the exception of
the minuses, this categorization of textual variants showed that the types of
adjustments made throughout the tabernacle accounts were those that are com-
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mon to all translations, both ancient and modern. Despite the similarities, how-
ever, differences in approach seen in parallel passages showed that sections that
were translated in an ambiguous or inaccurate manner in the first account had
been used by the translator of the second account to produce a more accurate,
though sometimes abbreviated, translation. In addition, it was shown in chapter
five that the two large pluses most often identified as containing contradictions
with respect to the remainder of the text, were in fact shown to be consistent as
long as the terms were read in context, rather than as abstract terms used in a
stereotypical manner. Despite the clarity of the differences between translation
techniques used in these parallel passages, the problem of the number of transla-
tors and the source of the differences between the two tabernacle accounts proved
to be ultimately unsolvable because all conclusions rest on our presuppositions
about what a translator in antiquity would or would not have done in the process
of producing a translation. Specifically, we have no historical evidence that would
prove that abbreviation of a text would have been accepted in the ancient commu-
nity for which the Ì translation was produced.

II. Comparison with Previous Hypotheses 

Previous hypotheses about the production of the tabernacle accounts of Ì Exodus
have divided over three major issues, each of which will be addressed in this sec-
tion. First, the unity or lack of unity of the second account has been a major factor
in almost every theory due to the disordered nature of the center section of the
second account in Ì. Second, several theories have concentrated on proving or
disproving the consistency of translation techniques used in the first and second
tabernacle accounts. Finally, underlying differences are seen in the scholarly pre-
suppositions about the nature of translations in antiquity.

Unity of the Core and Remainder of Second Account

In past scholarly analyses, the second account has been divided in two distinct
ways. Popper and Nelson separated out the core of the second tabernacle account
(36:8-38:20), which contains the majority of the minuses, large pluses, reordering,
and “contradictory” lexical equivalents. Popper assigned this core of the second
tabernacle account to one of the later strata in the development of the Hebrew
text and claimed that the difference in ordering in the Ì was due to a Vorlage that
differed from the ˜, which had not yet been completed.1 Nelson shared Popper’s
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3-8.
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view of the distinctiveness of this core section and likewise assigned these differ-
ences primarily to a difference in Vorlage. Unlike Popper, however, Nelson con-
cluded that the Vorlage of this core section in the Ì was the original part of the
tabernacle account that was then used as the basis for the development of the first
account and a fuller, revised form of the second account. One of the main pieces
of evidence used to support this view was the supposed early nature of the vocab-
ulary used in the Ì of the core of the second account.2 Thus, Popper and Nelson
saw the difference in 36:8-38:20 as one of the Vorlage, primarily because of the dif-
ference in ordering, content, and vocabulary. A difference in Vorlage for both of
these theories also meant a difference in translators because of the view that the
text developed over a long period of time. Gooding, in contrast, thought that the
Vorlage of Ì Exodus was similar to the ˜ and he also assigned most of the differ-
ences in vocabulary and the minuses to the translator’s consistently inconsistent
translation technique. In contrast to Popper and Nelson, Gooding thought that Ì
38 was the only section that was different in nature from the remainder of the sec-
ond account.3 Gooding assigned this difference to an editor because of internal
contradictions in Ì 38. He also assigned the reordering of the center part of the
second tabernacle account to the same editor because he did not believe that the
reordering would have been done by the primary translator.

In this study, which focused on translation technique rather than on the
development of the text, the core of the second tabernacle account was compared
with the remainder of the second tabernacle account with respect to the lexical
consistency, grammatical consistency, and accuracy. In all areas, the core and the
remainder of the second tabernacle account were found to use the same approach
to the translation of the text. Statistical differences between the core and the
remainder of the second tabernacle account were primarily due to the size of the
core section, rather than the nature of the translation. All of the statistical studies
used in this book highlighted problems that related to statistical analyses of small
texts. When the actual choices of equivalents for words and grammatical struc-
tures were examined, however, no significant differences were found. Moreover,
the supposed internal contradictions of the lexical equivalents in the larger pluses
were found to be consistent with the translation techniques of the second taber-
nacle account. The difficulty with Gooding’s analysis proved to be his presupposi-
tions about the nature of a translation and the resulting rejection of his own
analytical observations, rather than a problem in the translation itself, as dis-
cussed in chapter five. Nelson’s attempt to prove the antiquity of the vocabulary of
the core of the second account was also shown to be invalid or at least question-
able in all of the examples examined in chapter three. While I did not discuss all of
the over 140 words examined by Nelson, the examples chosen were some of the
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key ones that supposedly proved the validity of his analysis. On the basis of my
analysis of the lexical and grammatical consistency of the core and remainder of
the second tabernacle account, any theory based on the lack of consistency in the
translation of words and grammatical structures within the second tabernacle
account is unlikely to be valid.

This study was not, however, able to seriously address the issue of the differ-
ences of order within the second account and the source(s) of the minuses and
pluses, though suggestions have been made throughout the study. With respect to
the minuses, it was shown that most of the minuses in the second account of Ì
Exodus were generally information that was secondary to the major points of the
text. While these could be due to the use of a shorter Vorlage, it was noted that the
effect of the minuses, i.e., information left implicit in the second account, was to
increase the cohesion between the two accounts because a “correct” understand-
ing of the second tabernacle account in the Ì could only be obtained by reading it
in tandem with the first account. The larger pluses, in contrast, were generally
viewed by scholars as additions by an editor or a revisor rather than as the transla-
tion of a different Vorlage.4 Several of these larger pluses in the second account
served as bridges to connect sections within the text in a more consistent manner.
Other larger pluses demonstrated a distinct hermeneutical approach to the text
that was based on the presupposition that the text was a unified, non-contradic-
tory whole. This same hermeneutical approach was seen in the ˇ, though it was
often manifested in distinct ways in the Ì. Thus, while the pluses could have
derived from a later editor, the nature of the pluses suited the general hermeneuti-
cal approach that was characteristic of the general time period of the translator.

Differences in order in the second account have proven to be the most diffi-
cult to assign to a probable source. While an editor could have produced the
reordering in the text, the more likely source would have been either the translator
himself or the use of a Vorlage that contained a different order. This was especially
true since the supposed internal inconsistencies that necessitated Gooding’s posit-
ing of an editor were shown to be actually consistent with the general approach in
the second account. Ultimately, however, the decision about the differences in
order, pluses, and minuses in the second account depended on the scholar’s per-
ception of the nature of translation in antiquity, which will be discussed below.

Unity of the First and Second Tabernacle Accounts

Most scholarly discussions of the unity or lack of unity between the first and sec-
ond accounts have hinged on the reported differences in choices of lexical equiva-
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tion in the Septuagint Exodus,” in Wort, Lied und Gottesspruch: Festschrift für Joseph Ziegler, ed. Josef
Schreiner (Echter Verlag: Katholisches Bibelwerk, 1972), 44-48, who emphasizes the midrashic nature
of some of these pluses.

wadelxx.qxd  1/28/2003  11:41 PM  Page 238



lents. McNeile pointed to the contrasting choices of lexical equivalents and noted
that the first and second accounts used different terms and therefore must have
been produced by different translators.5 Finn and Gooding, however, were easily
able to show the fallacies of McNeile’s data and his approach to the problem.
Instead of two distinct translators, Finn and Gooding showed that the same trans-
lator produced most of both tabernacle accounts using the same consistently
inconsistent approach.6 While Nelson argued against the unity of the second
tabernacle account, he contended that the first and last sections of the second
tabernacle account were part of the same Palestinian revision that was seen in the
first tabernacle account.7 In contrast to these general arguments for the unity of
the first account with at least parts of the second account, there has been a steadily
growing undercurrent that has noted differences between the accounts that have
not been accounted for by those who argue for the complete or partial unity of the
two accounts. Initially, this came in a small article by Bogaert on the differences in
the orientation of the courtyard in the two accounts, an analysis that was accepted
by Wevers.8 In addition to this difference in vocabulary, Wevers noted a few gram-
matical differences between the two accounts and other small differences in
vocabulary items. Rather than arguing for a second translator as the source of the
differences in order and the abbreviation of the text, however, Wevers assumed
that these differences could have been produced by a translator using a text simi-
lar to the ˜ and that the approach in the second account was different enough
from the first account that it must have been the product of a second translator.
Wevers’ main interest, however, was in the nature of the translation, rather than in
trying to prove a particular theory.9

As with the core and remainder of the second account, this study has shown
that both the first and second accounts used a context-sensitive approach to the
choice of lexical equivalents and the translation of grammatical structures. The
actual contrasting lexical equivalents in the two accounts, in contrast to the shared
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Gooding, 32-37.
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9. This is most clearly seen in the introduction to his comparison of the two tabernacle

accounts where he says, “I propose to approach the problem from a somewhat different vantage point.
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Alexandrian community accepting a translation as a canonical text that was illogical, confused and
inconsistent.” Ibid., 119.
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and partially overlapping choices of lexical equivalents, were so minimal that any
theory built on these differences alone is likely to collapse under the weight of the
similarities. This is true to an even greater extent in the consistency of the
approach used in the translation of grammatical structures. Both tabernacle
accounts used a similar wide range of translation equivalents to express the same
types of semantic functions in each account. Likewise, the pluses, minuses, syn-
onymous variants, and differences in order had similar effects on the referential,
organizational, and situational meaning in both tabernacle accounts. The differ-
ences between the two accounts were seen in the proportion of changes in the sec-
ond account rather than in the types of changes. Thus, on the surface level,
arguments based on grammatical and lexical consistency would support the claim
that the two accounts should be viewed as a unit. This “proof” of the unity of the
two tabernacle accounts, however, begins to unravel when one examines the lexi-
cal equivalents in detail. Each account was shown to use a distinct approach. In
the first account this led to a multiplicity of lexical equivalents in which different
terms were used for each context. In the second account, in contrast, the transla-
tor was able to assess the lexical equivalents used in the first account and use
enough of them to create lexical cohesion between the two accounts while at the
same time correcting ambiguities and other problems in the first account. This
resulted in a second account that appeared to be a unit with the first account and
yet on the whole is a more accurate translation. This same type of minute differ-
ences was seen in the translation of grammatical structures, though the differ-
ences in grammatical consistency were mainly seen in the interpretation, as
evidenced in the choice of translation equivalents, rather than by a difference in
the types of translation equivalents used in each account. Ultimately, the problem
of the minuses and the differences in order became the key contrasts between the
two accounts. While the first account is not lacking in some of these same types of
differences, the sheer quantity of the differences raises questions that either result
in the hypothesis that the second tabernacle account was based on a Vorlage that
was different from the ˜ or that a different approach to the translation was used,
which in all likelihood would mean that the account was produced by a different
translator. Again, however, the key question was whether or not a translator in
antiquity would have felt free to abbreviate and reorder his text.

Nature of the Translation

The attributed source of the differences in the second tabernacle, whether the Vor-
lage or the translator, ultimately is determined by the scholar’s presuppositions
about the nature of translation in antiquity. Aejmelaeus argued that differences in
the tabernacle accounts should not be a case of either differences in Vorlage or dif-
ferences due to translation technique, but rather a case of both differences due to
Vorlage and differences due to translation technique. At the same time, however,
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she rejected the notion that the major differences could be due to the translator
because translators in antiquity supposedly would not have departed that drasti-
cally from their text.10 While Aejmelaeus is correct in that some changes are due to
a difference in Vorlage and some are due to translation technique, she has effec-
tively drawn the line at how much she is willing to assign to the translator. It is this
presupposition that has effectively determined her conclusions about the taberna-
cle account. Coincidentally, her analysis also happened to fit well with her his-
torico-critical approach to the development of the text in which she followed
Kuenen and Noth.11 A different approach to the argument about the order in the
second account was seen in Brooke, who pointed to similar differences in order in
the Temple Scroll and argued that the Ì could have been based on a Vorlage that
already was abbreviated and contained the differences in order.12 As can be seen in
his article and other studies of texts from Qumran, there was a multiplicity of
forms of texts at Qumran and this highlights the fact that texts were handled in a
slightly different manner in antiquity than in modern times. Unfortunately, no Œ
manuscripts have yet been found to support directly the existence of a different
order of the text in the second tabernacle account of Exodus. If such a scroll had
been found, then there would have been little need for this study because the text
critical problem of the tabernacle accounts of Ì Exodus would have been solved.

On the other side of the argument, however, are those such as Cook, who
argued that the reordering in 38 was similar to that of Proverbs 31 and thus was
the product of the translator rather than due to a difference in Vorlage.13 Wevers
took a different tack and generally strove to show the reasonableness of the Ì
translation. Wevers emphasized the fact that the translator perceived his task as
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Reception-Interpretation, ed. Marc Vervenne (Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1996), 399-428, like-
wise argues for differences in the Vorlage, but his argument in a sense boils down to an advocacy of the
value of studying the Old Latin as another witness to an early stage in the development of the text. Due
to the narrow scope of this study, I was unable to evaluate critically Bogaert’s claims concerning this
particular text. In theory, though, I would agree that examining more early translations would ulti-
mately improve the quality of a text critic’s work. 
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that of communicating the message of a Vorlage, which was probably similar to
that of the ˜. Because of the high esteem with which Wevers viewed the Ì transla-
tion, however, he sometimes made text critical decisions based on what the trans-
lator should have done and also interpreted the ambiguities of the Ì in light of the
˜, as discussed in chapter five. Thus, the major difference in perspective seems to
be between those who presuppose that a translator can make major adjustments
or reinterpretations in the text and those who presuppose that the ancient transla-
tor would not have been free to do such a thing.

Concerning a similar text-critical problem in Jeremiah, Tov comments as
follows:

In text-critical studies, cases of a short versus a long text are normally evaluated
individually on the basis of internal evidence. However, unlike other books of
the LXX, the »omissions« of Jer do not occur occasionally; rather, they charac-
terize the LXX of this book as a whole. For this reason they should be explained
collectively. . . . Either we adopt the solution suggested above that the Hebrew
text of the translator was shorter than MT or we assume that the translator
deliberately shortened the Hebrew Vorlage. In any event, the attempt should
be made to explain individual »omissions« as much as possible according to
one of the two possible hypotheses. . . . It would be methodologically unsound
to invoke one principle in one passage and another one elsewhere. For since
the same types of omissions recur throughout the book, they should be
approached with the same method.14

While there are differences between 35-40 and Jeremiah, the similarity of the
problem is such that Tov’s suggestion about trying to explain all of the changes by
means of one hypothesis, rather than going back and forth between the two, is
definitely valid. In this book I have not tried to specifically argue for one position
versus another, but the cumulative weight of the minute differences between the
accounts and the similar nature of the minuses could all be explained by the the-
ory that the second tabernacle account was produced by a second translator who
used the translation of the first tabernacle account as his point of reference. This,
however, would only be acceptable if one were willing to allow ancient translators
the same freedom that is often ascribed to ancient editors and that resulted in the
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variety of text forms that are found at Qumran.15 In any case, whether or not the
abbreviation and reordering were the work of the translator of the second
account, it is unlikely that the translator of the first account would have produced
the second tabernacle account using an abbreviated Vorlage. An abbreviated Vor-
lage in and of itself would not have resulted in the shift in lexical equivalents and
the retranslation of sections that were ambiguous in the first account, both of
which are most easily explained by the hypothesis of a second translator rather
than a sudden improvement in the translation technique of the first translator.

III. One View of the Production
of the Tabernacle Accounts

Given the likelihood that the second tabernacle account was produced by a second
translator using the translation of the first tabernacle account as a point of refer-
ence, several remaining tensions need to be explained. Specifically, any hypothesis
concerning the production of the Ì tabernacle accounts needs to account for the
similarity in the general translation technique while at the same time explaining
why the first account was not revised to correspond more closing to the second
account, if indeed the second account was translated at a later time. While this can
only be a matter of speculation, it may provide some explanation for Wevers’“ten-
tative conclusion that Exod B was created later (not necessarily much later), and
by another translator seems to be a not unreasonable one.”16 The unity of the
tabernacle accounts as seen in the general style and the context-sensitive approach
points to translators who were schooled in the same approach to the text. This
similarity in training, whether formal or informal, would account for the similar-
ity of the lexical and grammatical consistency seen throughout all sections of the
text. Some scholars have suggested that the presence of a second translator points
of necessity to the fact that the second account was not present when the first
translator did his work. Based on my experience with modern translators, how-
ever, I would suggest that while that is one possible explanation, it is not the only
explanation for the translator not continuing on through the second tabernacle
account.17 For whatever reason, a fairly convincing argument can be made that
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and approach to the text. My predisposition has been reinforced through working with Ì Exodus and
learning to appreciate the care with which most translation decisions were made and the creativity
used in solving translation problems, though the translation is by no means perfect.

16. WeversText, 146.
17. While working with national translators in Papua New Guinea, I have noticed two oppo-

site reactions when translators are assigned a section very similar to one they have just completed. For
some, it is a sigh of relief in that they have solved the problems once and the second time through is
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another translator completed the task by translating the second tabernacle
account. Given the improved quality of the second account, despite its abbrevi-
ated nature, one might wonder why that translator did not go back and revise the
first account. If, however, the second translator was a contemporary of the first
and especially if the first translator was the teacher or at least the more experi-
enced translator, then cultural restrictions may have made revision work next to
impossible.18 If the second translator had lived in a distinctly different time
period from that in which the translator of the first account lived, then it would
have been more likely that a revision of the first account would have been possi-
ble, as indeed both accounts were later revised in similar ways.19 Thus, a working
hypothesis would be that 1-34 was completed by an elderly translator, who was
possibly the teacher of the second translator. The second translator, for whatever
reason, was allowed to complete the task begun by his master and while his own
distinct translation style shone through the translation, the student was skilled
enough to make the work sound like that of his teacher, while not repeating the
errors found in his teacher’s work. Out of respect for his teacher he left the first
account unrevised, but at the same time he did everything he could to make sure
that there were no contradictions between the two accounts, just as he also made
sure that the tabernacle accounts did not contradict the larger text, i.e., the Penta-
teuch.20 Again, this is sheer speculation, but it does set a stage that would provide
a basis for the similarities and differences seen in the tabernacle accounts of Ì
Exodus.

This study ultimately makes no claims about proving or disproving any par-
ticular theory of the number of translators that produced the tabernacle accounts

Consistency of Translation Techniques244

viewed as being easier. Others, however, whether due to boredom or frustration, basically refuse to do
a similar passage and insist that someone else be given the “opportunity” to translate the material.

18. This is based on two presuppositions. First, in cultures where elders are respected, their
decision is correct even if it is actually wrong. Respect of elders is seen throughout Scriptures and it is
still a major factor in many modern cultures. Because of this, my presupposition is that if the transla-
tor who produced 1-34 had been an older translator or a teacher, then his work would have been
inherently respected, though this would not have eliminated improvements in a separate work based
on the elder’s work. My second presupposition is a presupposition about human pride. Modern trans-
lators of all nationalities become very involved with their work to the point that criticism of the work
is viewed as criticism of the translator. If ancient translators suffered from the same problem of pride,
then it would have been very hard for a second translator to revise the first account without offending
someone, especially if the first translator was still living or if the memory of the first translator was still
alive.

19. In the Hexaplaric recension, sections from both tabernacle accounts (e.g., 28:23-28 and
37:24-28) that were minuses in the Ì have been translated from a text similar to the ˜ and “added” to
the translation. These Hexaplaric additions are included in all critical editions of the text. This revi-
sionary work, however, was probably accomplished at least a century after the original translation,
assuming the latest possible date for the Ì and the earliest possible date for the revisionary work. 

20. This hermeneutical approach was discussed in chapter five with reference to the plus about
Korah’s rebellion in Ì 38:22.
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of the Ì Exodus. Rather than proving a particular theory, the exhaustive analysis
of lexical consistency, grammatical consistency, and accuracy of the four sections
of Exodus emphasizes the fact that the translator(s) of these sections generally
understood the text and tried to communicate that meaning in natural Greek
using a full range of translation techniques similar to those used by modern Bible
translators. Past claims that have disparaged the nature of the translation failed to
view the translation through a translator’s eyes and also failed to recognize that
these translations, as a form of interpretation, sometimes differed from the origi-
nal texts that they were translating, or rather they differed from our modern inter-
pretation of the Hebrew texts that we now use. While no claims can be made
about proving or disproving a particular theory, this detailed, multifaceted exam-
ination of the tabernacle accounts identified consistent, minute differences
between the approaches in the two accounts, especially in the translation of the
parallel accounts that were ambiguous in the first account. On the basis of this
accumulation of minutiae, it seems likely that the second tabernacle account was
produced by a second translator who used the translation of the first tabernacle
account as a point of reference.

Conclusion 245
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Type of information in minus Number of occurrences

Lexical choices—assimilation and words
left implicit due to context 31

Location and placement of items 17

Materials, measurements, and
construction method 17

Minuses that are either related
to exegesis or missing in Vorlage 16

Modifiers of noun phrases and
other phrases that clarify or emphasize 34

Parallels first account 3

Participant referencing 39

Peripheral items 17

Result of other changes 2

Summary statements 7

Vorlage—Missing in ˇ 7

Total 190

APPENDIX A

CLASSIFICATION OF MINUSES IN THE SECOND ACCOUNT
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First Second Second Adjustment Comparison
account account account

in ˜ in Ì

25:4 35:6 identical pluses of modifier Identical plus

25:5 35:7 identical verses Identical

25:6 35:8 identical minuses of a verse Identical minus
in both accounts

25:7 35:9 identical verses in both Identical

25:10 35:12 both contain similar pluses Similar plus

25:12 37:3 38:3 first account is self- Second
contradictory and second improves on

omits problem clause first

25:17 37:6 38:5 both contain explanatory Similar plus
pluses, but pluses are 

unique in each 

25:17 37:6 38:5 second account contains Distinct
preposition ejk as a
plus before material 

25:19 37:8 38:7 second account contains Second based 
preposition ejpiv, which is on first

based on parallel first 
account

25:20 37:9 38:8 two accounts use different Distinct
cases with same preposition

25:23 37:10 38:9 second account contains Distinct
preposition ejk as a plus

before material

25:23-24 37:10-11 38:9 wood and covering it (with Similar minus
gold) are missing in

both accounts 

25:29 37:16 38:12 opposite order of same Distinct
items in list

26:2 36:9 37:2 opposite order of phrases Distinct
and clauses

26:32 36:36 37:4 second account follows first Second is a
account, but has added a modification 

preposition ejn and changed of first
the case with ejpiv

APPENDIX B

COMPARISON OF SOME PARALLEL PASSAGES
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First Second Second Adjustment Comparison
account account account

in ˜ in Ì

26:36 36:37 37:5 minus in first account not Distinct
followed in second account

—lexical equivalent may have
affected this

26:37 36:38 37:6 second account reordered to Second based
communicate same on first
material as in first

27:3 38:3 38:23 items in list reordered in Distinct
second account

27:9 38:9 37:7 plus in first account Distinct
not followed in second 

27:11 38:11 37:9 two accounts use different Distinct
cases with same Hebrew

construction, though may be
affected by context

27:15 38:15 37:13 two accounts use different Distinct
vocabulary and grammatical
structures for same Hebrew

construction

27:19 38:20 37:18 tent pegs of tabernacle Similar minus
missing in both but found

in plus in Ì 38:21

28:11 39:6 36:13 minus in first account not Distinct
followed in second

28:12 39:7 36:14 two accounts use different Distinct
cases with same preposition

28:17 39:10 36:17 plus in second makes Second based
like first on first

28:18 39:11 36:18 identical verses Identical

28:19 39:12 36:19 identical verses Identical

28:20 39:13 36:20 first account contains the Distinct
plus of a preposition ejn and
the second account contains

a minus of the last phrase

28:32 39:23 36:30 plus of verb makes second Second based
like first, but case of on first

noun changed

Appendix B248

backmatter.qxd  1/28/2003  11:43 PM  Page 248



First Second Second Adjustment Comparison
account account account

in ˜ in Ì

28:32 39:23 36:30 meaning rather than form of Similar change
simile translated in both

28:33 39:24 36:31 similar plus in both Similar plus
accounts, but unique

particles used

28:33 39:24 36:31 case changed with ejpiv Distinct

28:34 39:26 36:33 similar minus of repeated Similar minus
phrases in both

28:36 39:30 36:37 case of noun changed Distinct

28:37 39:31 36:38 case changed with ejpiv (2x), Distinct
but context may affect these

31:2 35:30 second account contains Distinct
plus of preposition ejk

31:3 35:31 identical except translation Similar
of last phrase

31:4 35:35 plus makes first account First
like second of ˜, but not Ì conforms to

Hebrew second

31:11 35:19 plus in second account is Second based
similar to first account on first

31:13 35:3 plus in second account Second based
makes it more like on first

first account

31:15 35:2 shared change of Identical
person/number of verb

31:15 35:2 minus in second account Second based
makes it more like on first

first account

Appendix B 249
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First account First acccount Second account Second acccount
in ˜ in Ì in ˜ in Ì

make gold 28:13 28:13 Missing Missing
filigree settings

make two chains 28:14a 28:14a Missing Missing
of pure gold trov]r]v' (plus—

with flowers)

put two rope chains 28:14b 28:14b Missing Missing
on gold filigree (plus—toward

settings the front)

make breastpiece 28:15-19 28:15-19 39:8-12 36:15-19
and first 3 rows 

of stones

row 4—slight 28:20 28:20 (follows 39:13 36:20
improvements in ˇ and second  
second account account of ˜) 

12 names carved 28:21 28:21 39:14 36:21
on stones

make two chains 28:22 28:22 39:15 36:22
upon the tvor]v' trov]r]v'''

breastpiece 

make two gold (ˇ 28:23) Missing 39:16a 36:23a
filigree settings  

make and attach 28:23-27 Missing 39:16b-20 36:23b-27
rings and other

items

bind breastpiece 28:28 Missing 39:21 36:28
to ephod with (ˇ 28:28b

thread  through make Urim 
rings and

Thummim)

Aaron’s role in 28:29 28:29 Missing Missing
wearing the
breastpiece 

put two chains Missing 28:29a Missing Missing
and settings on

breastpiece 

APPENDIX C

CONSTRUCTION AND ASSEMBLY OF THE BREASTPIECE 
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a[rto", 174, 194, 207
ajrchv, 84
ajrcitektonevw, 203
a[shpto", 128
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gavr, 165, 193, 205
ge, 165
geneav, 74
gevno", 172
Gergesai'o", 163
gerousiva, 195
gh', 128, 161, 163, 169
givnomai, 130, 168
ginwvskw, 20
giwvra", 194
glufhv, 143, 154
gluvfw, 171
gravfw, 74

daktuvlio", 127, 158, 200
dev, 110, 205
deivknumi, 63, 137, 205
deilinov", 101
devka, 170, 179, 181, 206
dexiov", 152, 166
devrma, 128
devrri", 66, 90, 91, 127, 166,

173, 204
deuvtero", 122, 136, 166, 207
dhvlwsi", 196
diav, 110, 117, 118, 124, 129
diaqhvkh, 75, 76, 169, 211
diakovsioi, 206
dianhvqw, 128
diavnoia, 81, 82, 92, 97, 197
diaskeuhv, 209
divdracmon, 81, 145
divdwmi, 35
diktuwtov", 102, 128
diovti, 112
diplou'", 84
diufaivnw, 198
diwsthvr, 89, 90, 207
dokevw, 78, 134, 135
dou'lo", 58
dracmhv, 81
duvo, 157, 166, 168, 172, 179,

207
duvsi", 99
dusmhv, 99
dwvdeka, 179

ejavn, 67, 68, 181
eJautou', 136, 164, 207
eJbdomhvkonta, 206

e{bdomo", 221
ejggluvfw, 130
ejgkrufiva", 128
ejgwv, 157, 164, 174, 183, 206,

207
ei\do", 172
eijkosaethv", 129
eijmiv, 44, 130, 132, 133, 135,

140, 146, 155, 161,
162, 165, 174, 209

ei\pon, 37, 105
ei|", 123, 157, 161, 166, 193,

204, 206, 207, 208,
220, 221

eij", 35, 41, 110, 116, 117, 121,
122, 123, 124, 129,
130, 136, 143, 154,
157, 166, 169, 198

eijsavgw, 29, 63, 122, 193
eijsevrcomai, 63
eijsporeuvomai, 63, 122
eijsfevrw, 63
eijsforav, 80, 128, 195
ejk, 46, 117, 121, 123, 124,

127, 129, 134, 144,
155, 162, 164, 169,
174, 175, 193, 197,
206, 207, 216, 217,
221, 247, 249

e{kasto", 78, 183
eJkatovn, 75, 120, 121, 199,

207
ejkbavllw, 193
ejkbolhv, 63
ejkdivkhsi", 195
ejkei', 20
ejkei'qen, 20
ejkkolavptw, 130, 171
eJkousivw", 134, 153
ejkporeuvomai, 63, 87, 162
ejkteivnw, 87
ejktupovw, 218
ejktuvpwma, 195
ejkfevrw, 63
e[laion, 79, 125, 145, 175,

207
ejmbavllw, 206
ejmpivplhmi, 85
ejmplovkion, 126, 162, 180,

216

Greek Words 273

ejmprovsqio", 169, 216, 217
ejn, 69, 83, 110, 112, 114, 115,

116, 117, 118, 119,
121, 123, 124, 136,
137, 147, 157, 161,
162, 163, 164, 169,
172, 173, 174, 197,
207, 216, 217, 220,
221, 247, 248

e[nanti, 68, 129, 166
ejnantivon, 67, 117, 118, 124,

129, 170, 184
ejndelecismov", 163
ejndovsqia, 194
ejnduvw, 146
ejnqevmion, 219, 220, 221
ejniauvsio", 129
ejniautov", 122
ejntevllomai, 103, 104, 105
ejntolhv, 167, 191
ejnwvpion, 118
e{x, 181, 182, 206, 207
ejxavgw, 63
eJxakovsioi, 206
ejxanqevw, 171, 172
ejxanivsthmi, 87
ejxapostevllw, 168
ejxavptw, 63
ejxevrcomai, 63
ejxevcw, 87
eJxhvkonta, 206
ejxilavskomai, 171
ejxilasmov", 171
ejxisovw, 169, 221
e[xwqen, 207
ejparusthvr, 85, 218
ejparustriv", 218
ejpiv, 35, 40, 75, 117, 120, 121,

124, 152, 154, 155,
157, 166, 168, 199,
200, 221, 247, 249

ejpidiplovw, 84
ejpivqema, 78, 79, 127, 170
ejpikalevw, 64
ejpikavlumma, 173
ejpiskevptw, 113
ejpiskiavzw, 64
ejpiskophv, 63
ejpivspastron, 171
ejpisthvmh, 122
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ejpitivqhmi, 35, 63, 64, 69, 71,
121, 154, 193

ejpwmiv", 84, 132, 142, 143
ejrgavzomai, 69, 83, 121
ejrgalei'on, 169
ejrgasiva, 82, 83
e[rgon, 82, 83, 126, 128, 145,

153, 166, 169, 170,
171, 194, 206, 207

e[rhmo", 129
ejruqrodanovw, 74
ejruqrov", 130
e[rcomai, 63
eJspevra, 101
ejscavra, 102, 203
e[swqen, 207
e{tero", 113, 166, 169
e[to", 206, 207
Euai'o", 207
eu\ro", 172, 204, 207
eujruv", 90, 176
eujwdiva, 126
e[cw, 36, 134, 165
e{w", 117, 118, 124, 165

zwvnh, 192

h{dusma, 17
hJmevra, 174, 207
hJnivka, 67, 117, 119, 120, 124
h|par, 41, 178

qavlassa, 74, 98, 99, 100,
130

qavnato", 63
qei'o", 66, 122
qevlw, 168
qeov", 66, 77, 160, 161
qeravpwn, 58, 59
qrivx, 166
quivskh, 78
qumivama, 126, 175, 207
qumiavw, 64
qumov", 129
quvra, 125, 135, 160, 166, 171
qusiva, 84, 128, 163, 169
qusiasthvrion, 84, 122, 127,

166, 169, 188, 189,
202, 206

iJerateiva, 157
iJerateuvw, 157
iJereuv", 74, 134, 135, 146,

157, 166
iJkanov", 207
iJlasthvrion, 78, 79, 127, 164,

166
iJmatismov", 163, 195
i{na, 165
!Iouvda, 144
i[so", 36, 191
!Israhvl, 134, 161, 164, 196
i{sthmi, 87
iJstivon, 90, 91, 92, 125, 166,

210
!Iwshvf, 161

kaqav, 132, 133, 137, 138,
139, 140

kaqavper, 133, 138, 140
kaqarivzw, 171
kaqarismov", 171, 195
kaqarov", 127, 129, 171, 175,

176, 197, 217
kaqhvkw, 113, 145, 194
kaqovti, 133, 137, 138, 140
kaqufaivnw, 85
kaiv, 110, 113
kalamivsko", 192, 207, 218,

220
kavlumma, 171
kalupthvr, 202
kaluvptw, 85
kardiva, 81, 82, 97
kavrpwma, 84, 163, 194
karui?sko", 218
karuwtov", 218
katav, 83, 99, 110, 117, 121,

122, 123, 124, 129,
132, 133, 136, 137,
140, 145, 169, 170,
198, 207, 216, 217

kataleivpw, 113, 194, 226
katavliqo", 175, 201
katavpausi", 171
katapauvw, 86
katapevtasma, 171, 223
kataskeuhv, 83
katastasiavzw, 155, 174
katacrusovw, 69, 84, 85, 196

Indexes274

katergavzomai, 130
katiscuvw, 105
katoikhthvrion, 195
katoikiva, 195
kavtoptron, 126, 134
kavtwqen, 171, 172, 207
kaulov", 66, 218
kefalhv, 125, 194
kefaliv", 93, 94, 95, 96, 97,

207, 209, 223, 224
kibwtov", 125, 155, 169, 176,

208, 211
kivdari", 127, 183, 207
klivto", 66, 84, 86, 113, 125,

129, 157, 207
klwvqw, 46, 128, 163, 170,

173, 207
kovkkino", 173, 203
Kovre, 155, 174
korufhv, 221
krataiov", 118, 207
krathvr, 218
kraughv, 135
kreavgra, 75
kreva", 66, 194
krivko", 95, 96, 97, 207, 209,

223, 224
krivnon, 219
kriov", 74, 125, 166, 207, 208
krivsi", 194
krossov", 36, 216
krosswtov", 36, 128, 216
krufh'/, 168
kth'no", 118, 154, 204, 208
kuvaqo", 75
kuvklo", 207
kumavtion, 171, 184, 194, 202
kuvrio", 128, 129, 137, 144,

160, 161, 166, 174,
183, 207

kwvdwn, 130, 172, 181

labiv", 85, 199
lavkko", 129
lalevw, 37
lambavnw, 74, 134, 206, 208
lampavdion, 218, 221
laov", 74, 209
levgw, 165
leitourgevw, 65, 74, 157, 169,

206, 210
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leitourgiva, 130
leptov", 168, 169
Leuivth", 130
livqo", 126, 143, 154, 174, 207
liqourgikov", 129
livy, 98, 99, 100, 129, 179
lobov", 41, 178
loipov", 113, 169, 173, 194
louvw, 63, 64
lucniva, 127, 129, 174, 218,

221
luvcno", 199, 218

martuvrion, 24, 66, 75, 76,
125, 166, 169, 170,
181, 186, 194, 206,
211

mevga", 135
mevro", 84, 86, 132, 169, 206
mevso", 120, 130
mesovw, 130
metav, 117, 119, 124, 155, 174,

198
mhv, 165
mh'ko", 93, 172, 207
mhvn, 179, 207
mhrov", 66
mhvtra, 164
mivtra, 183, 207
moluvnw, 116
moscavrion, 206
moclov", 89, 90
muvlo", 195
mureyov", 126
muriav", 206
Mwu>sh'", 129, 137, 164

nhvqw, 128
nhsteuvw, 65, 126, 134
nhstov", 173
nivptw, 63, 122
novmo", 125
novto", 98, 99, 100, 179
nuvx, 130
nw'ton, 84

xuvlon, 128, 130, 194

oJ, 131, 132, 133, 140
oJdov", 129, 169

o{qen, 132, 134, 136, 140
oi\da, 136
oijkevth", 58
oi\ko", 125
oJlokauvtwma, 84
oJlokauvtwsi", 84
o{lo", 179, 207
oJmoqumadovn, 199
o[noma, 74, 182, 207
ojpivsqio", 132
ojpivsw, 129
oJravw, 63, 64
o{rko", 63
o[ro", 128, 137, 162
o{", 67, 132, 133, 134, 135,

136, 138, 139, 140,
146, 147, 155, 165,
174, 203

ojsmhv, 126
o{so", 67, 132, 134, 135, 136,

140
o{sti", 67, 132, 135, 140
ojstou'n, 173, 207
o{tan, 117, 119, 120, 122, 124,

206
o{ti, 112, 165
ouj, 165, 168, 173
oujdev, 165
ou\", 122, 194
ou|to", 154, 167, 189, 195,

221, 224
ou{tw", 166
ojyev, 101

pai'", 58, 59
parav, 117, 118, 119, 124,

129, 130, 135, 166,
172, 181, 198

paragivnomai, 29
paradeivknumi, 63, 137
paravqema, 169
paravrruma, 66
parembolhv, 74
parwmiv", 169, 216, 217
pa'", 81, 83, 122, 134, 135,

136, 153, 162, 169,
170, 189, 204, 206,
208

pavsca, 125, 128
pevnte, 206, 209

Greek Words 275

penthvkonta, 206, 207
periv, 110, 130, 164
periargurovw, 41, 85, 172,

198, 207, 223, 224
perikaluvptw, 162
perikuklovw, 163
perisialovw, 130
peristovmion, 129, 207
pericalkovw, 85
pevtalon, 127
phvgnumi, 174
ph'cu", 122, 159, 204, 207
pivmplhmi, 85
plavgio", 86
plevkw, 128
pleonavzw, 173, 198
pleurovn, 86, 185
plhghv, 207
plh'qo", 209
plhvrwsi", 143
plokhv, 216
pluvnw, 63
pneu'ma, 78, 122
podhvrh", 142, 143
poievw, 28, 69, 93, 121, 137,

161, 164, 166, 168,
192, 197, 198, 199,
200, 201, 206, 208

poivhsi", 82
poikiliva, 82, 171
poikilthv", 70, 126, 171
poikiltikov", 203
poikiltov", 203
poluv", 154
porfuvra, 123, 129, 173
pouv", 74, 132, 152, 166, 194
provqesi", 174, 207
provkeimai, 174
prov", 99, 100, 101, 110, 117,

118, 122, 124, 129,
153, 164, 206

prosavgw, 63
prosdevcomai, 198
prosevrcomai, 63, 207
proshvluto", 207
prosporeuvomai, 63, 153, 206
prostavssw, 105
prosfevrw, 63, 194
provswpon, 207
protivqhmi, 133, 166
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profulakhv, 207
prwiv, 66, 101, 122
prwinov", 66, 101
prw'to", 166, 207
prwtovtoko", 122, 125, 204,

208
pteruvgion, 84, 168
ptevrux, 74
pu'r, 74
purei'on, 102, 153, 155, 174,

192, 193, 211

rJafideutov", 203
rJova, 171, 172
rJoi?sko", 130, 172, 181
rJuqmov", 82

savbbaton, 128, 194
savrdion, 74, 126, 174
savrx, 66
shmei'on, 170, 206
sivklo", 81, 121, 145, 166
Sinav, 128
skepavzw, 87
skevph, 66
skeu'o", 169, 189, 207
skhnhv, 24, 66, 83, 93, 98,

125, 129, 164, 166,
169, 171, 173, 181,
186, 206, 209

skiavzw, 87
skutavlh, 89, 90
smavragdo", 74, 174
sofiva, 122, 134
sofov", 81
spevndw, 74
spondei'on, 75
stereov", 86, 179
stefavnh, 171, 184, 202, 203
sth'qo", 81
stivco", 207
stolhv, 126, 128, 146, 157,

173, 186, 195, 211,
226

streptov", 171, 184, 194, 202
stu'lo", 93, 170, 185, 192,

195, 209, 210, 223,
224

suv, 122, 124, 137, 146, 161,
164, 205, 207

sumbolhv, 36, 84, 118, 122,
129, 136, 198

sumplektov", 198
sumplevkw, 136, 169, 216
suvn, 16, 117, 118, 123, 124
sunagwghv, 156, 161, 174
sunanabaivnw, 63
sunanafevrw, 63
sunavptw, 36
sundevw, 162, 163
suvneimi, 206
suvnesi", 122, 171
sunevcw, 36
suvnqesi", 126, 175, 192, 195,

207
sunivhmi, 168
suvntaxi", 181, 195
suntavssw, 103, 104, 105,

137, 207
suntelevw, 86
suntrivbw, 173
sunufaivnw, 85, 118, 198
suskiavzw, 87
sfairwthvr, 219
sfovdra, 154
sfragiv", 130

tavlanton, 192
te, 165
tektonikov", 171, 194
teleiovw, 85
teleivwsi", 169
tevmnw, 185
tevra", 206
tevssare", 127, 132, 199,

204, 207
tessareskaidevkato", 179
tetravgwno", 74
tetrakovsioi, 206
tetravstico", 198
tevcnh, 82
tivqhmi, 37
tivktw, 118
ti", 164
toreutov", 86
travpeza, 16, 74, 132, 176,

197, 199
trei'", 221
triavkonta, 206
trivcino", 127, 166

Indexes276

trovpo", 133, 138, 139, 140
trublivon, 75

uJakivnqino", 103, 128
uJavkinqo", 113, 128, 173, 207
u{dwr, 74, 166
uiJov", 74, 122, 125, 126, 132,

134, 146, 161, 164,
196

uJpenantivo", 87
uJpov, 110, 142
uJpoduvth", 142, 196
uJpokaluvptw, 173, 201
uJpotivqhmi, 198
uJfaivnw, 203
uJfantov", 70, 128, 170, 203
u{fasma, 175, 201
u{yo", 92, 172

faivnw, 193
Farawv, 164, 170
Ferezai'o", 163
fevrw, 29, 63, 86, 198, 209
fiavlh, 75
foreuv", 89, 90
fulavssw, 192
fulhv, 144
fw'", 174
fwtivzw, 174

calkov", 121, 128
calkou'", 84, 155, 169, 174
Canavan, 163
ceivr, 77, 118, 152, 166, 192,

194, 207
ceroub, 75
ceroubim, 75, 171
ciliav", 206
citwvn, 143
cravw, 163
cri'si", 75, 125, 145, 175
cri'sma, 75, 145, 175, 207
crusivon, 65, 113, 121, 127,

129, 130, 162, 163,
164, 175, 176, 197,
226

crusou'", 65, 127, 129, 130,
159, 164, 166, 172,
179, 181, 184, 209

crusovw, 69, 85
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crwv", 66, 207
cwneuvw, 71

yaliv", 96, 97, 209

dp'a;], 118
hD;pua}, 187
d/pae, 41, 84, 118, 132, 142,

143, 178
[B'r]a', 132, 180, 186, 198,

204, 207
gr'a;, 186
@m;G:r]a', 129, 186, 188
@/ra}, 76, 169, 170, 187
&r,ao, 35, 93, 172, 180, 185,

186, 187, 207
$r,a,, 161, 184
vae, 74
hV;ai, 38, 78
rv,a}, 12, 41, 42, 43, 104, 107,

114, 131, 132, 133,
134, 135, 136, 137,
138, 139, 140, 141,
146, 147, 153, 179,
180, 186, 187, 188,
199, 235

tae, 16, 20, 27, 42, 44, 45,
104, 135, 136, 137,
139, 140, 142, 146,
165, 179, 180, 181,
182, 183, 184, 185,
186, 187, 188, 190,
198, 200, 202, 207,
209, 211, 217

hT;a', 205

B], 12, 16, 35, 36, 40, 42, 43,
51, 69, 71, 75, 83, 107,
112, 114, 115, 116,
117, 118, 119, 120,
121, 122, 123, 124,
129, 130, 134, 135,
136, 141, 147, 157,
166, 172, 178, 180,
181, 183, 184, 186,
187, 197, 199, 200,
204, 206, 207, 209,
219, 221, 235

Hebrew Words 277

dg,B,, 145, 146, 186, 187, 195,
209

dB', 40, 89, 90, 181, 184, 187,
207

hm;heB], 118, 204
a/B, 29, 63, 123, 187, 193,

198, 209
r/B, 129
@yIB', 101, 120, 180, 187
tyIB', 129, 179, 207
r/kB], 204
@Be, 74, 129, 132, 146, 161,

162, 182, 183, 186,
206, 209

r['B;, 19
[q'B,, 81
rq…B;, 206
rq,Bo, 51, 66, 77, 122
j'yrIB], 90
tyrIB], 76
tq,r<B;, 74
rc;B;, 66, 207

['ybiG:, 181, 218
gG:, 200, 203
rWG, 207
tl,GOl]G¨, 182
rG´, 207
vr'G:, 193

rb'D:, 37, 180
rb;D:, 185
r/D, 43, 74, 198, 201
yD', 207
!D:, 171
t['D', 83
^r,D<, 129
vr'D:, 36
@veD:, 202

aWh, 17, 25, 183, 198
hy:h;, 45, 85, 108, 119, 130,

165, 183, 186, 187,
199

Hebrew Words

yuchv, 78

w\mo", 84
wJ", 117, 119, 124, 134, 172

wJseiv, 171, 172
w{ste, 165

@b,a,, 41, 66, 77, 118, 129, 143,
154, 162, 207

fnEb]a', 45, 167
!d…a;, 118
!doa;, 74
!d,ao, 74
@d,a,, 26, 38, 83, 93, 94, 95,

127, 181, 186, 187,
207

lh,ao, 24, 51, 66, 83, 91, 93,
160, 171, 185, 186,
187, 195, 198, 209,
210

@roh}a', 51, 132, 135, 146, 183,
209

r/a, 186, 193
yrIWa, 35
ja;, 38, 39, 146, 179, 187, 198
dj;a,, 38, 39, 44, 52, 157, 179,

181, 184, 193, 204,
206, 207

r/ja;, 129
t/ja;, 38, 52
lyIa', 74, 184, 207
@yIa', 134
vyai, 38, 39, 41, 44, 78, 178,

179, 183, 187, 198
la', 165
la,, 34, 35, 38, 39, 42, 47,

118, 123, 132, 153,
180, 187, 198, 206

!yhiløa>, 66, 77, 160, 161, 207
hy:l]a', 184
#l,a,, 206
!ai, 165
hM;a', 35, 44, 75, 120, 159,

180, 186, 187, 199,
204, 207

rm'a;, 37, 45, 165
yrImoa>, 207
ynIa}, 181
ykinúa;, 135
#a', 129
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^l'h;, 186
!he, 46, 162, 198, 209
hNEhi, 183
rh', 43

ww:, 25, 27, 95, 96, 97, 187

hz≤, 166, 180, 186
bh;z:, 44, 50, 65, 66, 75, 121,

127, 129, 130, 162,
175, 181, 184, 185,
187, 188, 209, 216,
217

rk;z:, 166
@/rK;zI, 162
rzE, 184, 187, 194, 202
[r'z<, 198, 201

rb'j;, 35, 36
tr,b,jo, 36, 123
rgæj;, 45
vd,jo, 207
yWIji, 207
$Wj, 207
rWj, 186
yrIWj, 35
qz≤jo, 207
taF;j', 171
hm;k]j;, 83
bl,je, 21
hL;j', 184
vmej;, 187
!yVimij}, 35, 75, 120, 204, 207
t/xj;, 130
yxij}, 130, 186, 187
rxej;, 187
hQ;ju, 130, 184
yrIj?, 129
vr;j;, 203
tv,roj}, 129, 130
bv'j;, 70, 170, 186, 203
bv,je, 118
qWvj;, 41, 96, 97, 178, 187,

198, 209
@v,jo, 142
qv'j;, 41
!t;jo, 130

lb'f;, 116
t['B'f', 53, 157, 158, 180, 187

r/hf;, 44, 65, 127, 129, 175,
176, 184, 188

rWf, 198, 207

dy:, 35, 118, 129, 207
hd;Why“, 144
hwhy, 42, 43, 44, 77, 123, 128,

129, 137, 139, 140,
144, 160, 161, 166,
180, 181, 185, 188,
207

!/y, 139, 179, 186, 207
!m;/y, 186
dj'y", 198
!y:, 19, 74, 98, 99
d/sy“, 94
#s'y:, 108
[y:, 187, 202
d['y:, 19, 20, 36
ax;y:, 43, 63, 87
qx'y:, 70, 71, 188
h[;yrIy“, 90, 91, 121, 166, 180,

204, 207
^rey:, 35, 66
hk;r]y", 123
laer;c]yI, 161, 162
dtey:, 35, 186
tr,t,yú, 40, 178

K], 39, 42, 104, 130, 131, 133,
137, 138, 139, 140,
180, 183, 184, 188,
198

dbeK;, 40, 154, 178
@h'K;, 40, 157, 209
@heKo, 74, 134, 146, 157, 179,

209
yKi, 112, 139, 165, 182
r/YKi, 187
rK;Ki, 179, 189, 192
lKo, 41, 42, 44, 47, 83, 104,

125, 135, 136, 137,
140, 153, 178, 180,
182, 184, 186, 187,
194, 198, 204, 206,
207, 209

al;K;, 36
hl;K;, 36, 86, 184
yliK], 44, 129, 180, 186, 187,

198, 207, 209, 210

Indexes278

@Ke, 94, 164, 187
#n:K;, 74, 187
#s,K,, 66, 77, 121, 127, 128,

129, 181, 187, 207
#K', 77
lp'K;, 41, 84
rP,Ki, 79, 171
!yrIPuKi, 171, 195
tr,PoK', 35, 42, 78, 79, 127,

166, 170, 179, 186,
187

r/Tp]K', 181, 219
bWrK], 75, 186, 187
bKor]K', 102, 192
bt'K;, 74
#teK;, 35, 84, 142, 208

l], 34, 37, 40, 41, 42, 43, 45,
118, 121, 129, 130,
132, 135, 144, 146,
153, 156, 157, 160,
162, 165, 166, 169,
171, 178, 179, 180,
181, 182, 183, 185,
186, 187, 188, 192,
195, 198, 201, 202,
206, 207, 209

alø, 168, 198
ble, 81, 82, 92, 97, 153, 179,

180, 197
hn:bol], 17
vbel;, 45, 146
j'Wl, 187
ywIle, 130
!j,l,, 184, 187, 207
hl;y“l', 130, 186, 204
t/al;lu, 97, 180, 204
jq'l;, 74, 206

daom], 154
ha;me, 35, 75, 120, 199, 206,

207
r/am;, 174, 187
h[;B;g“mi, 207
rB;d]mi, 129
lWm, 207
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