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Abstract

This dissertation comprises a translation technical study of the Septuagint version of the 
book of Jeremiah (Jer LXX) conducted for the purpose of characterizing the translation. 
The last two centuries of scholarship on Jer LXX have produced diverse descriptions of 
the translator’s product, ability and approach to translation, ranging from a free and 
arbitrary translation to a literal and faithful one. Though modern scholars mostly agree 
that the translation attempts to follow its Hebrew Vorlage very closely, it contains 
several indicators of free and less formal equivalence. In addition, discrepancy between 
certain renderings within chapters 1–28 (Jer a’) and chapters 29–52 (Jer b’) have borne 
debate regarding the unity of the translation, particularly whether these differences 
reflect the work of multiple translators, a later revision, or the peculiarities of a single 
translator.

A translation technical study has the potential to account for the different factors 
within Jer LXX in a way that previous studies on the character of the translation have 
been unable to do. Earlier research, though pivotal and pertinent in its own ways, relies 
on a minimal analysis of the syntactical and semantic contexts in which the Hebrew 
words and their Greek equivalents occur. A closer look at these contexts by means of a 
translation technical analysis allows a more precise determination of the character of the
translation and its place in the history of the Septuagint, pertaining in particular to the 
relation between the Greek and Hebrew texts of Jer and to the cause of the differences 
between Jer a’ and Jer b’.

The study of translation technique constitutes a comparison between Hebrew words
and expressions and their counterparts in the Greek translation, and it is the primary 
means by which to identify the different factors that influenced the product of 
translation. Three factors, and the extent of their influence, need to be taken into account
when evaluating a translation in the LXX: the syntax and grammar of the Hebrew 
Vorlage, the requirements of the Greek language, and the individual translator’s own 
peculiarities. This type of analysis provides answers to questions regarding the nature of
Jer LXX as a textual witness to the Hebrew text, the development of the Greek text of 
Jer LXX, and the translation character of Jer LXX.



The method is applied to the renderings of Hebrew words and expressions for 
which a difference between Jer a’ and Jer b’ has been identified. This choice of material 
has been made in order that the issue regarding the bisectioning of Jer LXX can be 
addressed to the fullest possible extent by this study. Since the question of a revision in 
Jer LXX revolves around the translation differences between Jer a’ and Jer b’, the 
character of these differences will be further delineated in relation to the revisional 
character of the kaige tradition, an exemplar of early jewish revision that is universally 
accepted as such. This comparison allows a further differentiation of the characteristics 
among the differences that can be categorised as revisional in nature and those that 
cannot, which in turn enables a more precise placement of Jer LXX within the history 
and development of the LXX as a whole.

The conclusions of this study draw from the distinction of the different types of 
changes that occur between Jer a’ and Jer b’. Certain differences between the two do 
reflect the revisional characteristics of the kaige tradition, which suggests that they were
produced by a reviser who was invested in a revisionary tradition similar to kaige. This 
correlates with earlier suggestions that Jer b’ contains a revision. A number of the 
differences, however, indicate that the character of the revision is not as developed in its
system and consistency as are the later exemplars of the kaige tradition. This 
distinguishes the revision in Jer b’ from other known revisions and allows its placement 
as prior to the later kaige revisers. Third, certain differences constitute a change toward 
more natural Greek expression, which is the opposite of what one would expect from a 
revision since Greek idiom usually does not reflect the formal characteristics of Hebrew.
These differences are to be understood as reflecting a change towards more intuitive use
of the Greek language by the first translator of Jer.

This third conclusion provides a window into understanding the motive of the 
revision. The need for revisions came from a perceived disparity between the Septuagint
translation and the Hebrew text used by the reviser. The latter half of the translation of 
Jer LXX evinces a number of changes toward less formal equivalents of the Hebrew 
text, which was unappealing to the reviser. This, together with the possibility of later 
growth in the reviser’s Hebrew text after the initial translation into Greek, combine to 
form conducive conditions for revision.
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1. Introduction and Outline
Septuagint Jeremiah (Jer LXX) has been described as “the most complex book” in the 
Septuagint.1 This statement refers to three aspects of research on the book, all of which 
relate to its textual history. First, Jer LXX attests a markedly different type of text from 
that conveyed by the book of Jeremiah in the Massoretic Text (Jer MT). These 
differences pertain to both the length of the book and the arrangement of its texts. 
Second, significant differences in the translation equivalents employed in the two halves
of Jer LXX have given rise to questions concerning the unity of the translation, 
specifically whether more than one person was involved in producing the text form of 
the transmitted text. Third, the translation character of the book is generally 
characterized as literal and isomorphic, and yet a degree of variation and free translation
can be detected as well.2

These three aspects of reseach reflect three methodological questions that are 
necessarily connected to each other. These are the textual criticism of the Hebrew text, 
the textual criticism of the Greek text, and the translation technique of the Greek text.3 
An attempt to explain any of these three apects related to the book of Jeremiah (Jer), or 
any other book that has a translation in the LXX, must take the other two sufficiently 
into consideration.

For one to be able to employ the text of Jer LXX confidently in pursuing the textual
history of the Hebrew text, one must determine, as far as possible, the original text of 
Greek Jeremiah, which is generally referred to as the Old Greek translation of Jeremiah 
(Jer OG). This step is achieved by a critical evaluation of all the readings transmitted in 
the manuscripts. Once the Greek text has been established, the necessary step in 

1 Pietersma 2006a, 402.
2 Pietersma presents three aspects of research as well, but my third aspect differs somewhat from his. For 
Pietersma, it is not so much the dichotomy between literal and free translation as it is "a discontinuity in 
Hebrew-Greek lexical and grammatical equations," which may be understood as a departure from the 
"senseless transcription" of the LXX source text and a "slavish insistence on isomorphic representation of 
the Hebrew." By this he specifically refers to an exegetical dimension that he identifies in the translation 
equivalents used in Jer LXX (2006a, 402). As presented in his article, Pietersma's third aspect actually 
refers to the discussion around the second aspect, which has to do with the unity of the translation.
3 On the methodological relationship between translation technique, textual criticism of the LXX and 
textual criticism of the Hebrew Bible, cf. sec. 3.2 and Aejmelaeus 1987, 60 (reprinted in Aejmelaeus 
2007, 73).
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determining its Hebrew Vorlage requires a thorough knowledge of the translation 
character of the text. This knowledge enables the researcher to ascertain what types of 
decisions the translator made in the process of translation, thus making the 
reconstruction of his Vorlage possible. Necessarily, however, conclusions regarding the 
OG and its translation character require reference to the Hebrew text.

Determining the Old Greek translation of Jer is complicated by the marked 
differences in Hebrew-Greek equivalents between Jer LXX 1–28 (Jer a’) and Jer LXX 
29–52 (Jer b’),4 as they prompt important questions regarding the textual history of the 
Greek text. What type of phenomenon do these differences reflect? Elsewhere in the 
LXX, such differences between different sections or different versions of a translation 
have led to the identification of revisions (e.g. Judges and the kaige sections in 1–4 
Rgns).5 Could this same phenomenon be at work in Jer LXX? Other suggested 
explanations include that the differences reflect the work of two translators, or that they 
are simply the outcome of the exegetical moorings or of a hiatus in the work of a single 
translator. Needless to say, the interpretation of these differences necessarily affects how
the history of the Greek text is reconstructed.

The most cogent studies on the translational differences between Jer a’ and Jer b’ 
are by Henry St. John Thackeray and Emanuel Tov.6 Thackeray proposed that the 
differences reflect the work of multiple translators, and Tov argues that they result from 
a revision extant only in Jer b’. Their argumentation comprises lists of Hebrew-Greek 
equivalents with a brief elaboration (Tov) or barely any comment at all (Thackeray) 
regarding the nature of the change. This body of evidence, though essential for 
identifying and describing the differences, lacks information on the translation technical 
properties of the text that most likely influenced the changes. What are the factors that 
lead to the differences? Were they caused purely by a separate translator who preferred 

4 The chapter and verse numeration refers to that used in Ziegler's edition of Jer LXX. When these are 
different from the ones found in the Hebrew Bible (HB), the numeration of the HB is presented in 
parentheses according to the BHS edition. E.g. Jer 28(51):11 refers to 28:11 in Jer LXX and 51:11 in Jer 
MT, Jer 34:10(27:12) refers to 34:10 in Jer LXX and 27:12 in Jer MT and Jer 9:2(1) refers to 9:2 in Jer 
LXX and 9:1 in Jer MT. Cases in which either Jer MT or Jer LXX are referred to without reference to the 
other are marked accordingly (e.g. Jer MT 33:4–13 or Jer LXX 1–28).
5 Cf. e.g. the studies by Soisalon-Soininen (1951) on Judg and by Barthélemy (1963) on the kaige 
tradition.
6 For a detailed presentation of Thackeray (1903a) and Tov's (1976) studies, cf. sec. 2.4.2.

2



different equivalents, or is it possible to identify features either within the Hebrew or the
Greek text that occasioned the changes?

The present study aims to correct this deficiency by a translation technical study of 
the differences between Jer a’ and Jer b’ that takes into account the syntactical and 
semantic contexts in which the equivalents occur. A more precise definition of the nature
of the differences is attainable through a consideration of the factors within both the 
Hebrew and the Greek texts that influenced the changes. The purpose of this translation 
technical inquiry is to determine how it reflects on the other two aspects of research 
mentioned above: the textual history of Jer LXX and the textual history of the Hebrew 
text of Jer. A study of translation technique is the most basic and definitive means of 
characterizing the translation and whether the translation reflects revisional changes or 
not. It also enables a more refined understanding of the relationship between the Greek 
and the Hebrew text through a characterization of the qualitative differences that occur.

The material to be analyzed in this study consists of syntactical and lexical 
equivalents throughout Jer LXX. The equivalents chosen are done so because they are 
most likely to reveal the difference in the translation character between the two halves.7 
Applying the method to the material involves analyzing the syntactical and semantic 
contexts of each equivalent in order to identify any reason for the choice of equivalent. 
These analyses are presented in the main chapters of this study (chapters 4, 5 and 6). 
The analysis of each equivalent will be presented as comprehensively as possible, but 
only a survey of equivalents will be presented when the amount of data is too large to 
present in full (e.g. chapter 4). Chapter 7 is a collection of data from the whole material 
that illustrates the competence and disposition of the translator. It presents a 
categorization of the qualitative differences found in the material according to their 
cause.

The analysis is preceded by chapters on research history (chapter 2) and 
methodology (chapter 3). Previous research relevant for this study include research on 
the textual history of the Hebrew text of Jer, on the translation character of Jer LXX, 

7 Though Tony Michael's (2006, 94) appeal to note the differences within the two halves of the translation 
is relevant for drawing a complete picture of the translation character of Jer LXX, these do not outweigh 
the evidence that indicates a marked change that occurs at Jer LXX 29. A difference in translation 
character does not hinge on the whole of the two texts being consistently different from each other, but 
can rest on even a few simple and defining differences. Other consistencies or inconsistencies both within 
each text and between the two texts will not detract from their differing characterization when it is well 
defined.
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and on the issue of bisectioning Jer LXX. The chapter on methodology focuses on the 
necessity and use of translation technique for this study and on the identification of 
revisions in the LXX.

The results of this study are drawn up in chapter 8. The differences between Jer a’ 
and Jer b’ are categorized according to their profile in relation to the known revisional 
principles of the kaige tradition. The principles of the kaige tradition are used as a 
comparative tool to evaluate the nature of the changes in Jer LXX. Most of them do 
conform to the known revisional principles of the kaige tradition, and therefore are seen 
as affirming a revisionary layer in the text of Jer b’, but this does not account for all the 
differences. Some of the differences in Jer b’ do not resemble kaige type revisions, but 
are rather more natural Greek in their expression than the corresponding equivalents in 
Jer a’. These difference are not to be considered revisional but most likely reflect a turn 
toward more natural Greek in the Old Greek translation.

The source texts that are used for this study are Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia8 for 
the Hebrew text and the Göttingen critical edition by Ziegler9 for the Greek text. The 
DJD edition of the Dead Sea Scrolls is used when available and relevant for the 
discussion.10

8 Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia. Ediderunt K. Elliger et W. Rudolph et al. Editio quinta emendata. 
Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft 1997.
9 Ziegler, J., Septuaginta. Vetus Testamentum Graecum (Auctoritate Academiae Scientiarum Gottingensis 
editum). Vol. 15, Ieremias, Baruch, Threni, Epistula Ieremiae. 2nd ed., 1976.
10 For references to these publications, cf. n. 66.
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2. Research History

2.1. Overview
This chapter presents a brief review of research on the text of Jeremiah, both Greek and 
Hebrew, which has particular relevance for the topic of this study. The specific issues to 
be reviewed are text critical research on the Hebrew text of Jer, the translation character 
of Jer LXX, and the textual history of Jer LXX with particular emphasis on the question 
of bisectioning the translation. These three areas of research are methodologically 
connected to each other, and a proper understanding of one requires an understanding of
the other two as well. For this reason, discussion of one of these is generally 
accompanied by discussion of one or both of the other two, as can be seen in this 
review.

Research on textual criticism of the Hebrew text of Jer is presented first. The 
textual history of the Hebrew text has been the topic of many studies, and only a brief 
overview is presented here with reference to fuller descriptions. Research on the text of 
Jer LXX, on its translation character and its textual history, have not been surveyed 
recently, and they are discussed in more detail in this chapter.

2.2. Textual History of the Hebrew Text of Jeremiah

2.2.1. Differences Between Jer MT and Jer LXX
The most significant issue concerning the text of Jer is the textual difference between 
Jer MT and Jer LXX. Textual variants in the LXX as a whole cannot be characterized by
a common denominator,11 but general descriptions of the nature of the LXX as a textual 
witness to different books in the Hebrew Bible (HB) often describe it as 
expansionistic,12 even though this is not the case for many books. Nevertheless, Jer LXX
is exceptional in the volume of quantitative difference between Jer MT and Jer LXX. 
Young-Jin Min has calculated that of the 21111 words in Jer MT, 3097 do not have a 
representation in Jer LXX, which is slightly more than 1/7 of the Hebrew text.13 The 

11 Tov 2015, 216.
12 Cf. e.g. Carroll 1986, 50; Kim (1994, 347) wth regard to the Pentateuch.
13 Min 1977, 159. Min's calculations do not include the nota accusativi את since he suggests that "it is 

5



other notable difference between the two texts is the arrangement of the material, 
particularly the location and order of the oracles against the foreign nations (OAN). In 
the MT, the OAN occur in chapters 46–51, and the order of the oracles, from the first to 
the last, is Egypt, the Philistines, Moab, the Ammonites, Edom, Damascus, Kedar and 
the kingdoms of Hazor, Elam and Babylon. In the LXX, the oracles are located 
immediately after 25:13, and their order is Elam, Egypt, Babylon, the Philistines, Edom,
the Ammonites, Kedar and the kingdoms of Hazor, Damascus and Moab.

Jer LXX Jer MT

Oracles against Judah and Jerusalem (1–24) Oracles against Judah and Jerusalem (1–24)

Judgment oracles against Jerusalem and the nations
(25:1–13)

Judgment oracles against Jerusalem and the nations
(25:1–14)

OAN (25:14–31:44)

Cup of wrath: judgment of Jerusalem and the
nations (32:1–24)

Cup of wrath: judgment of Jerusalem and the
nations (25:15–38)

Jeremiah and other prophets (33–36)
The Book of Consolation and oracles of hope (37–

40)
Fall of Jerusalem and flight to Egypt (41–51)

Jeremiah and other prophets (26–29)
The Book of Consolation and oracles of hope (30–

33)
Fall of Jerusalem and flight to Egypt (34–45)

OAN (46–51)

Destruction of Jerusalem (52) Destruction of Jerusalem (52)

Table 1. The placement of the oracles against the nations (OAN) in Jer LXX and Jer MT.14

Differences in the sequence of verses occur as well, most notably in Jer 10:1–11. These 
verses, according to the MT numeration, occur in the LXX in the sequence 1–4, 5a, 9 
and 5b. Verses 10:6, 7, 8 and 10 are plusses in the MT.15

usually not represented in the Greek Translation of Jer LXX" (1977, 155). Tov (1997, 148) adopts the 
figure used by Min. The estimation that Jer LXX is 1/8 shorter than Jer MT (Carroll 1986, 50 and 
Nissinen 1989, 18–19) is based on the calculations of Graf (1862, xliii), who states that Jer LXX is 2700 
words shorter than Jer MT. Graf, however, does not explain his method of calculation, and his figure 
seems to be an estimation.
14 A similar table was first published in Mäkipelto, Tekoniemi & Tucker 2017, 9. Permission to reuse the 
table has been granted by the authors. Cf. also the chart in Chae 2015, 580. For a discussion on the 
direction of change regarding the placement and arrangement of the OAN, cf. Mäkipelto, Tekoniemi & 
Tucker 2017, 9–12.
15 For a discussion on the sources and textual history of Jer 10:1–11, cf. Tucker 2018, who argues that Jer 
LXX and 4QJerb represent an earlier text form than Jer MT.
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Most of the MT plusses are similar to each other in character, in one way or 
another. Emanuel Tov16 has divided these plusses, and certain differences in content, into
three categories: editorial aspects, exegetical aspects and further characteristics. Each of 
these categories include several different characteristic plusses. 

Editorial aspects among the MT plusses include the addition of headings to 
prophecies, the repetition of sections, the addition of new verses and sections, the 
addition of new details, and changes in content.17 Jer MT contains several headings to 
prophecies that are not included in the LXX (e.g. 2:1–2a and 34[27]:1). In some cases 
where the LXX does have a short heading to a prophecy, the heading in the MT is 
expanded and includes more information (e.g. 7:1–2 and 29[47]:1).

The repetition of sections of a few verses does occur several times in the LXX. MT 
contains these duplicate passages, but it also has additional duplicate passages that are 
not present in the LXX. Examples include 8:10b–12, which is a duplicate of 6:13–15, 
and 30:10–11, which is a duplicate of 26(46):27–28.

Jer MT has additional verses and sections compared to the LXX that contain 
completely new content. Tov points out that these occur in all three major strata into 
which Jer has traditionally been divided, namely poetry, biographical prose and the 
deuteronomistic sections.18 These include Jer MT 33:14–26 and 39:4–13, which are the 
longest sections lacking in Jer LXX. Jer MT 33:14–26 describes YHWH’s enduring 
commitment to the house of David and to the levitical priests, and 39:4–13 is an account
of the invasion of Jerusalem by Nebuchadrezzar’s army.

16 The following discussion follows Tov 1997, 150–167. The terms used in this discussion, “plus” to 
indicate material in one text but absent from the other, and “minus” to indicate material absent from one 
text but present in the other, are not used by Tov. They are adopted in order to present the evidence in a 
text critically neutral manner. Arguments for the direction of change will be presented below. Tov’s 
terminology, "additions" and "changes," is based on his conclusion that “the Hebrew Vorlage of the LXX 
... represent[s] an early edition of Jeremiah which was expanded by the editor of MT” (150).
17 Tov (1997, 151–158) also includes text-arrangement in this category. Differences in the textual 
arrangement of Jer LXX and Jer MT are discussed above.
18 The division of the text of Jer into different sources can be traced back to Bernhard Duhm and Sigmund 
Mowinckel. Duhm divided the material into genuine words of Jeremiah, Baruch's biography of Jeremiah, 
and the rest of the book (1901, X and XVI). Mowinckel proposes five different sections in the book. 
These are (A) Jeremianic oracles, (B) stories about Jeremiah the prophet, (C) Deuteronomistic prose, (D) 
chapters 30–31 and chapters 46–52, which are later additions (1914, 1–67). For surveys on research into 
the literary history of Jer, cf. McKane 1986, xli–xcix; Nissinen 1989, 15; and Lalleman - de Winkel 2000, 
1–48. Henderson (2019) offers an informative critique of the traditional division of Jer into different 
sections.
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By the addition of new details, Tov means certain elements of data that cannot be 
derived from context. For example, the MT plus in 32:12(25:26) mentions that the king 
of Sheshach19 will be the last to drink from the cup of wrath. The names of Ahab and 
Zedekiah’s fathers are not mentioned in the LXX as they are in the MT in 36(29):21. 
Only in Jer MT is Baruch called “the scribe” (e.g. 43[36]:26 and 32). An example of the 
final phenomenon in this category, differences in the contents of the MT and the LXX, 
is found in 45(38):9, where, according to the LXX, Ebed-melech blames the king for 
acting wickedly, while in MT the blame is placed on the city officials.20

Exegetical aspects among the MT plusses include harmonistic additions, contextual 
exegesis, and amplified formulas. In Tov’s view, this category shows how the editor of 
Jer MT clarifies details in the text, makes explicit certain data that is implicit, and 
stresses ideas that are found elsewhere in Jer.

The most prominent harmonistic addition is the filling in of names, both personal 
and titular. This occurs throughout the book. In chapter 48(41) “Ishmael son of 
Nethaniah son of Elishama” is introduced in full name, both in the MT and in the LXX. 
In the rest of the chapter the LXX uses only the short form of his name “Ishmael”, but 
the MT uses mostly the longer form “Ishmael son of Nethaniah” for the same 
occurrences. Similarly, the LXX attaches the epithet “prophet” after Jeremiah’s name 
only four times (49[42]:2, 50[43]:6, 51:31[45:1] and 28[51]:59), while the MT adds the 
title “the prophet” in nearly 30 additional cases,21 and especially very systematically in 
chapters 35–36(28–29). Another harmonistic addition is a contextual addition. A 
contextual addition signifies additional details in one verse that make it identical to 
another verse (e.g. 13:5 based on 13:4, and 34:16[27:13] based on 35[28]:3).

Contextual exegesis consists of additional words or phrases that clarify the meaning
of the text. These include the use of names in the MT where the LXX only uses a 
pronoun to refer to characters (e.g. 42[35]:12 and 52:8) and additions that function to 
further define an idea or a situation (e.g. 34:4[27:5] and 48[41]:6).

19 McKane (1986, 640) and Tov (1997, 155) rightfully note that this is an example of athbash script which
actually refers to the king of Babylon (Kvv = lbb), who is otherwise not mentioned in the list. Athbash 
script is a cipher in which each Hebrew letter is substituted by the letter that corresponds to its position in 
reverse alphabetical order, e.g. ת stands for א and ש stands for ב.
20 For a discussion on Jer 45(38):9, cf. sec. 7.4.
21 Cf. list in Janzen 1973, 145–148.
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Jer MT contains certain amplified formulas in comparison to Jer LXX. Examples of

this category are the more extensive use of the formulas נאם יהוהi(109 times in the 

LXX; 174 times in MT)22 and כה אמר יהוה in MT, the more extensive use of לאמר 

after a verb of speaking (e.g. 5:20), and the more frequent use of צבאות to qualify the 
name of God (10 times in the LXX; 82 times in the MT23).

Tov’s third category of MT plusses, further characteristics of Jer MT, contains three 
textual phenomena. The first is words and expressions that are peculiar to Jer MT. Such 

are, for example, the long formula כה אמר יהוה צבאות אלהי ישראל in e.g. 7:3 and 
the description of Nebuchadrezzar as “God’s servant” (25:9, 34:5[27:6] and 50[43]:10). 
The second characteristic phenomenon in this category is Wiederaufnahme, or 
”resumptive reading.” This refers to the repetition of a lead phrase after a lengthy 
addition in the text. The lead phrase is repeated to keep the reader aware of the main 
idea in the text. Examples include MT 27:21 (cf. v. 19) and 35(28):4 (cf. v. 3). The final 
phenomenon in this category is MT plusses that seem to indicate a post-exilic date of 
origin. Examples of these are MT 25:14 and MT 27:7, which hint at the downfall of 
Babylon after its appointed time.

Jer LXX also contains plusses over against Jer MT, although they are not nearly as 
numerous as those in Jer MT. J. Gerald Janzen gives an account of many plusses in the 
LXX and categorizes them as doublets and additions.24 Plusses in the LXX pose an 
additional problem for scholars that is nonexistent for plusses in MT. One must attempt 
to distinguish whether the plus was already present in the translator’s Vorlage, or 
whether it is the result of an inner Greek phenomenon. Moreover, in the case of 
doublets, it is not alway possible to distinguish the primary part of the doublet from the 
secondary part.25

In his presentation on doublets in Jer LXX, Janzen divides the material into three 
groups: doublets in which both parts correspond to MT, doublets in which the translator 
misread his Vorlage or used a non-MT Vorlage, and doublets that stem from inner-Greek

22 Tov 1997, 163.
23 Janzen 1973, 75.
24 Janzen 1973, 25–32 and 63–67.
25 Janzen 1973, 25.
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corruption. Examples of doublets that correspond to MT are found in 31(48):13 and 
50(43):6. The doublets in 9:21(22) and 29:12(49:11), which, according to Janzen, has 
“misconstrued the sense of the passage,” belong to the second group.26 Doublets that are
the result of inner-Greek corruption include 17:26 and 31(48):36. Janzen lists 38 plusses
that he considers to be additions in Jer LXX.27 These include ψευδῆ in 14:15, Ιουδα in 

41(34):1 and κυρίου in 45(38):27.

2.2.2. Text Critical Research on the Hebrew Text of Jeremiah
Text critical research on the Hebrew text of Jer has largely been based on the study and 
interpretation of the textual phenomena listed above concerning the differences between 
Jer MT and Jer LXX. The discovery of the fragments of Jer among the Dead Sea Scrolls
served as a watershed in the history of this research as it infused the discussion with new
material that shed new light on the issue. However, there is continuity between scholars 
who worked prior to the discovery and those who have been able to take the discovery 
into account. This continuity is evident among those scholars who have regarded the 
LXX as a fairly literal and close translation of its Vorlage.

In his 1985 monograph, Sven Soderlund describes four theories, “broadly 
speaking,” to account for the different conclusions scholars have reached on the textual 
issue of Jer.28 These are the abbreviation theory, the editorial theory, the expansion 
theory, and the mediating theory. The first is characterized by the notion that Jer LXX is 
a version of the Hebrew that is abbreviated or mutilated. This theory implies that the 
LXX Vorlage was similar to the MT and argues that the abbreviation was caused by the 
translator or by a copyist of the Greek text, the former of which has been designated 
more often than not. Before the Jer fragments of Qumran were available for study, this 
was the most popular solution to the problem of the differences between Jer MT and Jer 
LXX. Early proponents of this position are exemplified by Karl Heinrich Graf, who 
contends that the translator is the agent of change.29

26 Janzen 1973, 27–28.
27 Janzen 1973, 63–65.
28 Soderlund 1985, 11–12.
29 For a discussion of Graf's research on Jer LXX, cf. sec. 2.3.2.
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The editorial theory posits that Jeremiah produced two different editions of the 
book, from which the two current texts derive. According to this theory, one copy of Jer 
was used among the Jewish community in Egypt and became the basis for Jer LXX, and
a reworked copy was sent to the community in Babylon and became the basis for Jer 
MT. The main representative of this position is Johann Gottfried Eichhorn.30

The expansion theory, according to which the plusses in Jer MT are the result of 
expansion, interpolation and conflation, and which considers the LXX to be the better 
witness between the two texts, elicited a few detailed defenses in the pre-Qumran era, 
though it was not a common position. This position is taken in the publications of Anton
Scholz, George Workman31 and F. C. Movers. After comparing Jer 52 with 2 Kgs 25, 
Movers recognized that 2 Kgs and Jer LXX mostly agree against Jer MT. He concluded 
that Jer LXX is to be preferred over Jer MT as a representative of an older text, and that 
Jer MT is characterized by expansions.32

Proponents of the mediating theory see it best to treat each divergent reading 
independently and to avoid using generalizations to make conclusions on the priority of 
either text. This position is not as clearly defined as the previous ones. Soderlund 
affiliates such scholars as B. Duhm, F. Giesebrecht, P. Volz, W. Rudolph and J. Bright 
with this theory.33 In principle this position holds that Jer MT has secondary material, 
but that at the same time Jer LXX has a tendency to abridge its Vorlage.

Richard D. Weis has likewise summarized the different scholarly opinnions on the 
textual problems of Jer. He delineates the differences between the two text forms of Jer 
into three categories. The first is large-scale structural differences, which refers to the 
arrangement of the two texts. The second category is large-scale quantitative 
differences, that is, large minuses in the short text (LXX) in comparison to the long text 
(MT). The third category is word- and phrase-level qualitative and quantitative 
differences, which consititute the lion’s share of the differences. Weis notes that there 
are three ways in which the differences are interpreted in contemporary research. The 
most popular view explains the differences as “a mixture of intentional, comprehensive, 
potentially datable intervension(s)” on the one hand, and of typical transmissional 

30 For a presentation of Eichhorn's research on Jer LXX, cf. sec. 2.3.2.
31 For a presentation of Scholz and Workman's research on Jer LXX, cf. sec. 2.3.2.
32 For a summary of Movers' research on Jer LXX, cf. Janzen 1973, 3.
33 Soderlund 1985, 12.
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processes on the other. In this scheme, the relationship between the two texts is regarded
as lineal, the long text deriving from the short text. A second view holds that all of the 
differences are the result of gradual processes that are either textual or redactional in 
nature. This view generally presents the relationship between the two texts as deriving 
from a common ancestor. The third view is that there was ever only one Hebrew text 
form, represented by the MT, and that the shorter text is the result of changes made by 
the Greek translator or of repeated scribal errors. Weis contends that when the text is 
examined on the macro level, the quality and quantity of differences makes it hard to 
explain the textual change without recourse to intentional editorial activity.34

In 1973, Janzen claimed that the mediating position was the consensus view. He 
proceeded to challenge the status quo on account of two significant developments 
regarding the textual criticism of Jer. These were the publication of the Göttingen 
critical edition of Jer LXX by Ziegler and the discovery of 4QJerb, which agrees with 
the LXX against the MT to a significant degree. These two developments, he argues, 
validated the methodological movement from the LXX to its Vorlage by means of 
retroversion.35 The subject of Janzen’s study is what he calls “zero variants” in Jer. 
These are incidents in which one source does not have a textual correspondent to a 
portion of text in the other source. He contends that the notion of a translator who tends 
to shorten the text of Jer cannot be maintained. If the translator omitted the second 
occurrence of a few doublets, for example, why would he choose to translate both 
occurrences of the majority of doublets in Jer? Rather, Janzen argues, Jer MT increases 
explicitness and contains secondary expansion. Several characteristics of Jer MT imply 
that it is a revised text. It attests few incidents of haplography, which is an indication of 
broad transmission, i.e. the text was circulated and copied to such an extent that 
haplographical errors were successfully eradicated. The significant amount of conflation
also strongly implies that Jer MT is a revised text. Jer LXX, on the other hand, is 
conservative and exhibits a high incidence of haplography, which Janzen suggests has 
mainly occurred in the Vorlage. A high volume of haplography in the Vorlage is 
indicative of narrow transmission, i.e. minimal circulation, and the translation probably 
took place after only a small number of manuscript generations. Jer LXX reflects a 

34 Weis 2016, <http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/2452-4107_thb_COM_0007030000> 28.2.2018.
35 Janzen 1973, 7.
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shorter Vorlage than Jer MT, and of the two texts, Jer LXX preserves the more superior 
text with regard to its zero variants.36

Tov has written several articles on the relationship between Jer MT and Jer LXX, 
two of which were published in 1979 and 1981. He, together with P.-M. Bogaert, has 
suggested that the texts witnessed by Jer LXX and 4QJerb reflect an earlier edition of Jer
than the text of Jer MT, labeling the earlier edition I and the later edition II. Tov, like 
Janzen, concludes that the many plusses in Jer MT are the result of expansion that 
occurred during the literary growth between edition I and edition II. He also addresses 
the necessity of applying this general theory to individual cases of variants in Jer:

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 characterize the LXX of this book as a whole. For this reason 
they should be explained collectively.37

Tov believes the character of the translation of Jer LXX justifies this approach. He 
describes the translation as quite faithful to its Vorlage, even literal in the prose sections.
Only in free renderings are omissions and additions to be expected.38 Tov is quick to 
mention, however, the exception of erroneous omissions in the translation, either by the 
translator or by subsequent generations of scribes.

Robert Carroll, William Holladay and William McKane each produced a 
commentary on Jer, all of which were published in the later half of the 1980’s. In their 
introductions they all accept Janzen’s conclusions on a superior and shorter LXX 
Vorlage for Jer in comparison to the MT and stress the importance of the LXX Vorlage 
as a basis for exegesis. However, Holladay does add that the MT expansions are 
characteristic of the prose and not the poetry sections, and that, due to haplographic 
omissions in Jer LXX, “each textual variation must be assessed in its own right.”39

McKane describes the process of development from the Vorlage of Jer LXX to Jer 
MT by introducing the idea of a rolling corpus. Though the differences between Jer MT 

36 Janzen 1973, 7–9, 127–128 and 135. For a critique of Janzen, cf. Soderlund 1985, 193–248. For 
Janzen's response to Soderlund, cf. Janzen 1989, 28–47.
37 Tov 1979, 76. Cf. also Tov 1981a, which is republished in slightly revised form in Tov 1997.
38 For a survey of research on the translation character of Jer LXX, cf. sec. 2.3.
39 Holladay 1989, 3–4.
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and Jer LXX are his only tangible evidence, he believes that similar developments are to
be credited for the current text of Jer LXX as well. The rolling corpus begins from 
certain core texts, which might be only a verse or a few verses in length. These core 
texts, sometimes called “kernels,” have triggered and generated exegetical expansions 
and commentary, which are also often short. McKane argues that this generation of text 
can occur in three different ways: from poetry to prose, from prose to prose, and from 
poetry to poetry. The result is of “piecemeal character,” not exhibiting the characteristics
of a thorough redaction with a clear purpose.40

Much debate on the direction of change between the structures of Jer MT and Jer 
LXX has centered around the notion of a conventional structure of biblical prophetic 
books, occasionally called “tripartite structure” or “eschatological scheme". According 
to this notion, a prophetical book follows the pattern: 1) oracles of judgement against 
Israel or Judah; 2) oracles against other nations; 3) promises of salvation to Israel or 
Judah. This pattern is especially evident in the books of Isaiah and Ezekiel.41

The notion of an eschatological scheme has been used to argue both ways in the 
case of Jer. Alexander Rofé and Cristopher Seitz are both of the opinion that the OAN 
were moved from the end of the book (MT) to the middle position (LXX) in order to 
bring its structure into conformity with the structure of the other major prophetic 
books.42 Rofé contends that the editors of the Vorlage of Jer LXX were also responsible 
for the editing of the other prophetic books and wanted to rearrange the text of Jer so 
that all the prophetic books would follow a familiar structure. Seitz argues against the 
idea that the eschatological scheme could have been the more original structure, 
explaining that in Jer LXX the OAN are not followed by oracles of salvation for Judah 
and Jerusalem, but by more oracles of judgement and the eventual narration of the 
destruction of Jerusalem. Seitz proposes that when the OAN are positioned in the center,
as they are in the LXX, the eschatological scheme does nor function properly.

40 McKane 1986, l–lxxxiii.
41 Carroll (1986, 497) delineates the sections in Is and Ezek as follows: Is 1–12; 13–23; and 40–55 (he 
does not mention chapters 56-66); Ezek 1–24; 25–32; and 34–39. Alexander Rofé (1989, 397) adds 
Zephaniah to the group without explaining the section division. "Tripartite structure" is the term used by 
Carroll, and "eschatological scheme" is my translation of the German term "eschatologische Schema" 
used by Stipp (2014).
42 Rofé 1989, 397; Seitz 1989, 24.
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Robert Carroll and Moon Kwon Chae appeal to the eschatological scheme of Jer 
LXX to argue that it is the more original structure of Jer.43 Hermann-Josef Stipp is also a
proponent for the priority of Jer LXX, but like Seitz, he perceives that the eschatological
scheme does not fit Jer LXX. Most of the chapters that follow the OAN in Jer LXX 
continue the prophecies of judgment on Judah and Jerusalem, with only an occasional 
oracle of hope for a few select groups and individuals.44 The oracles of salvation in Jer 
37–40(30–33) are addressed to Israel and Judah, but they do not function in a central 
role in the structure of Jer LXX. Their location is most probably determined by their 
connections to the content of Jer 36(29).45 Stipp wishes to demonstrate that the 
eschatological scheme should not be considered a reason for an editor to move the OAN
from the end of the book to the middle, because the scheme is not fulfilled in the 
structure of Jer LXX. He further argues that a more compelling motive for change is 
revealed in the reverse direction, from the structure of Jer LXX to Jer MT. In particular, 
he draws attention to the fact that the latter half of Jer MT structures the oracles 
according to their arrangement in the Cup of Wrath passage (Jer MT 25:15–29), 
beginning with judgement on Judah and Jerusalem, followed by judgement on other 
nations, and ending with judgement on Babylon.46

This point by Stipp is corroborated by Mäkipelto, Tekoniemi and Tucker, who 
contend that narrative logic alone should not be relied upon to determine the direction of
change between variant texts.47 This is demonstrated by the fact that scholars appeal to 
narrative structure to argue for both ways of textual development, as seen above. 
Mäkipelto et al. present text critical and redactional evidence to support their argument 
for later MT expansion and textual arrangement in Jer, in addition to examples from 
Josh 8:30–35 and 1 Kgs 22:41–51. Their conclusion, that the more original arrangement
of Jer is reflected in Jer LXX, is based on three arguments: “(1) the close contextual 
relationship between Jer 25 and the OAN, (2) small details in the latter half of the book 

43 Carroll 1986, 497; Chae 2015, 583.
44 Namely the Judeans in the Babylonian exile (29[36]:10–14), King Zedekiah (34[41]:5 and 38[45]:17), 
the Rechabites (35[42]:18–19), those who would surrender to the Babylonians during the siege of 
Jerusalem (38[45]:2), Ebed-Melech (39[46]:17–18), refugees who would stay in the land of Judea 
(42[49]:10–22), and Baruch (45[51]:5).
45 Stipp 2014, 493–494.
46 Stipp 2014, 500–501.
47 Mäkipelto, Tekoniemi and Tucker 2017, 12–16.
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that presuppose the OAN as antecedent, and (3) shared redactional features of the MT 
additions in Jer 25 and the placement of the OAN in the MT that posit a close 
redactional connection between the two."48

The interpretation of how the differences between Jer MT and Jer LXX reflect on 
the textual history of the book continue to vary, but a refined understanding of the 
translation character of Jer LXX has largely shifted the discussion of change away from 
the translator and more towards a difference between the Vorlage of Jer LXX and Jer 
MT.

2.3. The Character of the Greek Translation of Jeremiah

2.3.1. Overview
Research on the Greek translation of Jer has most often been practiced in view of its 
value for the textual criticism of the Hebrew Bible, though it has been studied for other 
purposes as well. The text critical value of Jer LXX cannot be assessed without a means 
of determining the Hebrew Vorlage from which the LXX was translated. For this 
process the study of the character of the translation, or translation technique, is 
indispensable.

Descriptions of the translation character of Jer LXX over the past two centuries 
have ranged from a very liberal translation to a very literal one. This question has been 
closely related to text critical evaluations of the LXX text form in relation to the MT, 
and before the 20th century the two were usually discussed together, often without 
distinction. Generally speaking, scholars who ascribed the differences between the 
Greek and Hebrew texts to the translator also attributed free or liberal characteristics to 
the translation. On the other hand, scholars who argued that the differrences between Jer
LXX and MT were already present in the translator’s Vorlage see the translation as a 
faithful rendering of its Vorlage, whose form should therefor be considered a valuable 
text critical tool in pursuing the original Hebrew text of the book. Only in the latter half 
of the 20th century have the lines between these two positions occasionally blurred, to 

48 Mäkipelto, Tekoniemi and Tucker 2017, 9–12. Aejmelaeus (2017c, 5–6 and 10) argues for the same 
direction of change for the differences between the MT and the LXX in Jer 25:1–7 based on text critical, 
literary critical and redaction critical evidence.
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the point that advocates for the priority of Jer MT over Jer LXX also acknowledge the 
faithful character of the LXX translation to its Vorlage. 

The discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls (DSS) at Qumran in the mid-20th century 
coincides with a change in the discussion on Jer LXX towards a clearer distinction 
between text critical features and the translation character of the text, although a few 
pre-Qumran studies, such as those by Henry St. John Thackeray, do already manifest 
this distinction. The most important contribution of the DSS to this discussion is 4Q71, 
also known as 4QJerb, which is the only surviving Hebrew text of Jer that contains a 
different text type than Jer MT. 4QJerb,49 though fragmentary, contains text ranging from
Jer 9:22 to 10:21, and attests a text similar in length and sequence to that found in Jer 
LXX 10:1–10, which is shorther and arranged differently in comparison to Jer MT. 
Though 4QJerb and Jer LXX are not in agreement in all textual details, this discovery 
served to eradicate most of the doubt among scholars concerning the fidelity of the 
translator to his Vorlage because there was now indisputible evidence of the existence of
a Hebrew text that reflects some of the significant variants attested in the Greek 
translation. The text critical discussion began to shift away from the question of whether
the translator was responsible for the differences between Jer LXX and Jer MT towards 
the enquiry of how the differences between the Vorlage of Jer LXX and Jer MT came 
about. Nevertheless, many observations made in early studies regarding the literal 
translation character of Jer LXX have also been reiterated in later studies, thus proving 
their indispensable value for the research history of Jer.

2.3.2. Early Evaluations of the Translation Character of Jer LXX
Evaluations on the translation character of Jer LXX from the 19th century are, as already 
mentioned, closely associated with text critical evaluations of the witnesses. Within this 
framework, the judgement of the Greek translation as free is affiliated with a preference 
for the priority of the MT as the earlier text form, while a literal evaluation of the 
translation character is affiliated with a preference for the priority of the LXX. 
Summaries of past research place each subsequent study on a continuum between these 
two poles, and locate compromising positions, generally called “mediating,” somewhere

49 The Jeremiah scrolls identified among the Qumran scrolls include 2QJer (2Q13), 4QJera (4Q70), 4QJerb

(4Q71), 4QJerc (4Q72), 4QJerd (4Q72a), and 4QJere (4Q72b). For further information, cf. n. 66.
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between the two.50 The following is a brief presentation of these positions with selected 
examples.

Graf set out to determine in which direction was the text of Jer more likely to have 
developed: the MT from a LXX type text through additions, expansions and glosses, or 
the LXX from a MT type text through omissions and abbreviations. His conclusion was 
to deny the LXX any critical value, but he did add that it can retain occasional traces of 
better readings than the Hebrew text. Graf bases his conclusion on his analysis of the 
Greek text, which served as a benchmark for likeminded scholars who followed him. He
describes the translation as a mutilated and corrupt text, arbitrary and ignorant.51 He 
describes the disposition of the translator as arbitrary and free,52 blaming the following 
differences on the translator: both short and long minuses in the LXX, changed subjects 
of verbs, inexact or incorrect renderings, small and large transpositions, the 
misinterpretation of proper nouns, and the confusion and false vocalization of 
consonants.

C. F. Kiel relies heavily on Graf’s conclusions, recounting that the differences 
between the Greek and the Hebrew texts are the result of the translator’s “free and 
arbitrary way of treating the Hebrew original.” He interprets minuses in the LXX to be 
omissions and ascribes differences in tense, number, gender and person to the 
arbitrariness and carelessness of the translator. Additional faults of the translator include
inexact and false translations, misinterpretations of the Hebrew and transcriptions of 
words he did not understand. Kiel’s conclusion is to restate Graf’s opinion on the 
inconsequential value of Jer LXX for textual criticism.53

C. von Orelli describes the translator as actively adapting the text to “Hellenistic 
style,” although he qualifies this by noting the translator’s arbitrary manner of doing so. 
Unintelligible and obscure words and clauses are omitted, he argues, because they 
“seem superfluous and difficult to the Hellenist.” He also rates the translator’s 
understanding of Hebrew poorly, refering to erroneous translations and 

50 See, for example, a discussion of Soderlund's summary of this continuum in sec. 2.2.2.
51 Graf 1862, li.
52 Graf 1862, xlvii and lii.
53 Kiel 1880, 31–33.

18



misinterpretations. Von Orelli, however, does explicitly state that in certain passages the 
LXX may be used to restore the original text.54

In these three examples the notions of translation character and textual criticism are 
not separated, as the authors of the studies all see the textual differences as deriving 
from the work of the translator. The translator is said to abbreviate the text and to 
change minor grammatical and contextual details, which should rather be understood as 
text critical issues from a methodological point of view. The charges of a poor 
understanding of Hebrew, misunderstandings and errors in the renderings are more 
fitting notions with reference to translation character.

Studies categorized as assuming a mediating position include studies by Eichhorn 
and Giesebrecht. For Eichhorn, the differences between the two text forms are wholly 
editorial and derive from the work of Jeremiah himself, who is suggested to have 
prepared the two text forms at different periods in his lifetime. The shorter text was 
prepared and kept in Egypt, and the longer text was produced later by expanding the 
material. This expanded text made its way to Palestine where it entered the Hebrew 
canon.55 In this narrative, the translation is largely understood as a reliable witness of its 
underlying Hebrew Vorlage, particularly with regard to the minuses in the LXX.

Giesebrecht assumes a position between the two poles of absolute priority for either
the MT or the LXX text. In his opinion, the differences cannot be explained unilaterally 
by recourse to the arbitrariness and frivolity of the translator, nor is it right to simply 
attribute the differences to a different recension. He proposes that the translator’s 
Vorlage was a corrupt version of the Hebrew that contained scribal errors such as the 
confusion of graphically similar letters, metathesis and omission through slips of the 
eye. These corruptions are transmitted throughout the translation. On the other hand, 
Giesebrecht argues that the plusses in the MT are true glosses inserted later into the text.
He also suggests that the translation admits free renderings, which is evident in 
paraphrases and misinterpretations. Misinterpretations in particular hint at the 
translator’s insufficient grasp of Hebrew.56 The text critical solution is therefor, in 

54 von Orelli 1889, 25–27.
55 Eichhorn 1824, 226–227. Cf. also the accounts by Janzen (1973, 2) and Soderlund (1985, 12).
56 Giesebrecht 1907, xxvi–xxxiv.
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Giesebrecht’s mind, not as simple as pronouncing either witness as completely 
secondary, but the earlier text is to be sought from both.

Early arguments for a literal translation character of Jer LXX coincide with the 
notion that Jer LXX represents the earlier form of the book in comparison to Jer MT. 
The proponents of this proposition include Scholz, Workman and A. W. Streane. Scholz 
devotes a whole section of his work on the subject to discussing the translation character
of Jer LXX. The translator’s strategies for mitigating his difficulties in understanding 
the Hebrew include guessing, deriving the meaning from other languages, often 
translating according to the context instead of the etymological meaning of the word, 
and transliterating what he thinks are proper nouns. He likes to vary the equivalents that 
he uses and sometimes chooses them based on similar phonetics regardless of the 
semantic value. With regard to syntax, Scholz notes that the translator follows Hebrew 
syntactic constructions against Greek idiom, often resulting in no bearable sense in the 
target language. Scholz does consider the translation to include some editorial features, 
such as leaving out the second occurrence of doublets found in the MT, but on the whole
he concludes that three quarters of the translation consist of word-for-word translation 
style. Based on this he argues that the translator’s Vorlage was different from Jer MT.57

In his study on the text of Jer, Workman likewise devotes a chapter to describing the
character of the translation.58 A good part of the chapter presents translation features, but
Workman eventually does use a significant portion of the chapter to discuss the text 
critical aspects of the text as well. He outlines five features of the character of Jer LXX, 
two of which pertain specifically to its translation character. These are the traits he calls 
literalness and faithfulness. Under the first he notes that the translation is very literal, 
even more so in the narrative sections of the book. This is seen especially in the 
sequence of words in the Greek, which follows that of the Hebrew text. He uses the term
’hebraizing’59 to describe how Greek style is sacrificed for the sake of following the 
Hebrew word order. The second trait, faithfulness, is seen particularly when the Greek 
and Hebrew texts are in agreement, as even equivalents of the smallest Hebrew 
particles, including conjunctions that would be unnecessary from the Greek perspective,

57 Scholz 1875, 13–22.
58 Workman 1889, 211–224.
59 Workman was not the first scholar to use the term "hebraizing" in relation to the language of the Greek 
OT.
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are used in the translation. The three other traits that Workman mentions, which are 
purity, priority and superiority, have more to do with the text critical value of Jer LXX. 
Under these Workman suggests that the plusses in Jer MT manifest later editorial 
additions, interpolations and amplifications, many of which he deems superfluous in 
comparison to the more concise text represented by Jer LXX.

Streane’s meticulous work on the two versions of Jer sets out to examine and 
classify all the variations found in the text. His conclusions portray a degree of 
distinction between text critical aspects and aspects of translation character. In his 
categorization of the variants, he classifies minuses in the LXX, which he calls 
omissions, as deriving from the translator’s Vorlage. Other variants are accounted for 
either by scribal errors, such as the confusion of letters, minor transpositions and slips of
the eye, or by the translator’s ignorance of the Hebrew, or they are accounted for by 
translation errors, such as misinterpretations. Streane does attribute certain intentional 
changes to the translator, such as midrashic changes and inaccuracies intended to avoid 
the harsh portrayals of Jews and Jeremiah.60

The studies of Scholz, Workman and Streane distinguish certain elements as purely 
related to the translation character of Jer LXX, but nevertheless they are firmly rooted in
the text critical discussion. The emphasis on textual criticism is also evident in the fact 
that each author focuses his attention on differences that arise in comparing the texts to 
one another and largely ignores the rest of the translation, apart from Scholz’s note that 
three quarters of the translation may be characterized as word-for-word translation.

Early studies on Jer LXX heavily engange in discussing the text critical value of the
translation, but within this framework the question of its translation character receives 
significant attention. Though this attention focuses mainly on the differences between 
Jer LXX and Jer MT, it is an important step in the development toward a more precise 
classification of the translation character of the book. Scholz, Workman and Streane’s 
positions on the translation character of Jer LXX and on its text critical value were not 
common place at the time of their publications. However, their discernment of the 
nature of the translation at a time before the discovery of variant Hebrew texts of Jer is 
to be commended.

60 Streane 1896, 4–26.
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2.3.3. Studies Devoted to the Translation Character of Jer LXX
It is not until the studies of Thackeray that the translation character of LXX books is 
considered independently from text critical aspirations, at least with regard to the 
Hebrew text. Thackeray’s discourse on the character of the translations61 was innovative 
for its time, though he does make forays into text critical aspects of the LXX. Regarding
Jer LXX, Thackeray’s classification of the style of LXX translations divides the book 
into two parts. Jer LXX chapters 1–28, which Thackeray labels Jeremiah α, are 

classified as “Indifferent Greek,” while chapters 29–51, labeled Jeremiah β, are 

classified as “Literal or unintelligent."62 He does not elaborate on Jer α, nor does he 

provide examples of its indifferent Greek. Jer β, on the other hand, is described by him 
as a prime case of a translator who has difficulties understanding the Hebrew text, citing
as examples transliterations and hapax legomena found in the translation.63 Thackeray’s 
further discussion on Jer LXX focuses more acutely on the textual history of Jer LXX.64

The late 1940’s and early 50’s saw the discovery of ancient Hebrew texts in the 
caves at Qumran. This was a critical threshhold for biblical studies in general, and 
specifically for the textual criticism of the Hebrew Bible, as the discovery included 
actual Hebrew manuscripts containing variant readings to the texts of the HB.65 Six 
fragmentary scrolls containing text from Jer have been identified and published,66 and 

61 In his "A Grammar of the Old Testament in Greek I," Thackeray categorizes all the translated books of 
the LXX according to their "style." His division is based on the quality of the translation in relation to 
both the source and target languages, i.e. whether they reflect good koine Greek or whether they are to be 
considered literal or free renderings (1909, 13).
62 Thackeray 1909, 13–14. Ostensibly, Thackeray does not classify his third division of Jer LXX, which he
calls Jer. γ (cf. Thackeray 1903, 246 and 1909, 11). Thackeray's classification chart is very general, as he 
himself notes, and a better picture of his analysis of the translations is given in separate articles, such as 
"The Greek Translators of Jeremiah" (1903), "The Greek Translators of Ezekiel" (1903), "The Greek 
Translators of the Prophetical Books" (1903), "The Greek Translators of the Four Books of Kings" 
(1907), and "The Bisection of Books in Primitive Septuagint Mss." (1908). For similar concerns regarding
Thackeray's chart, cf. Mäkipelto 2018, 26 note 106. Further discussion on Thackeray's evaluation of the 
translation character of Jer LXX is presented in sec. 2.4.2.1.
63 Thackeray 1909, 14.
64 For a discussion of Thackeray's division of Jer LXX into separate parts, cf. sec. 2.4.2.
65 For a discussion on the impact of the DSS on the textual criticism of the HB, cf. Tov (2012, 110) and 
Huotari and Tucker (2018, 98–99).
66 The edition of 2QJer (2Q13) is published in DJD III (Baillet et. al. 1962, 62–69), and the editions of 
4QJera, b, c, d and e (4Q70, 4Q71, 4Q72, 4Q72a and 4Q72b) are published in DJD XV (Ulrich et. al. 1997, 
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one of these scrolls, 4QJerb (4Q71), contains a text that is shorter than the MT and 
shares features with the LXX. Though the edition of 4QJerb was not published until 
1997,67 its readings were already known and being discussed in the 1950’s, particularly 
in the publications of Frank Moore Cross.68 The effect of the scrolls for the study of Jer 
LXX and its translation character can already be seen in studies from the late 1950’s.

In 1957, R. A. Martin completed his dissertation on Jer LXX whose sole focus was 
on the character of the translation. In this study, titled “The Syntax of the Greek of 
Jeremiah,” Martin describes the use of pronouns, inflectional cases, and prepositions in 
the translation, with the explicit aim of contributing to a future syntax of the LXX.69 In 
his conclusions he describes the translation character of Jer LXX as a blend of 2nd 
century BCE koine with a “considerable admixture of Hebraic coloring” sourced from 
the Vorlage. Certain features, or basic principles of the “method of translation” as he 
calls them, are common throughout the translation. The first of these is its literal 
character, by which Martin means the use of parallel and similar Greek expressions as 
renderings of given Hebrew constructions in a consistent manner. Equivalents are not, 
however, used slavishly every time a certain Hebrew word or expression occurs, by 
which the translation avoids many “crass” Hebraisms. Much of the Hebraic coloring of 
the translation is derived from the very frequent use of Greek idioms that are not 
common outside of the LXX, but which are syntactically possible. A certain degree of 
free translation can also be seen side-by-side with the literal renderings employed.70 In 
agreement with Thackeray, Martin notes some differences between the two halves of the
translation, and understands this as an indication that the translation was created by two 
translators. First, the use of paraphrase and the substitution of idioms is different in the 
two halves, and second, the translator of the second half of the book is less skilled than 
the translator of the first half.71

145–207). A preliminary transcription of 4QJera and 4QJerb was published by Janzen (1973, 173–184).
67 Cf. the previous footnote.
68 Cf. e.g. Cross 1958, esp. 120–145. Even earlier, Cross (1956, esp. 11–12) had published a brief note on 
how the texts found at Qumran would prove to be significant for the textual criticism of the HB, but he 
did not specifically mention the Jeremiah scrolls in that publication.
69 Martin 1957, 1.
70 Martin 1957, 312–314.
71 Martin's criteria for distinguishing the two halves are discussed in more detail below, sec. 2.4.2.
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In his monograph on the infinitives in the LXX, Ilmari Soisalon-Soininen conducts 
a comparative study by which he groups the books of the LXX according to syntactical 
features that are found in them. He uses four criteria to categorize the books into three 
different groups, the first of which exemplify more natural Greek usage, and the third of 
which includes books that utilize more literalistic features. His criteria for grouping 
books include the use of participium coniunctum to render Hebrew coordinate clauses, 
the use of the genitive articular infinitive to render Hebrew infinitives, the use of Greek 
infinitives in cases where the Hebrew text has no inifinitive, and the renderings of the 

Hebrew construction ְב+infinitive. With regard to the first three of these, Soisalon-
Soininen categorizes Jer LXX in the third of three groups of translations. Jer LXX rarely
employs the participium coniunctum to render coordinate clauses (once every 648,5 
verses),72 it uses the genitive articular infinitive more often than other forms of the 
infinitive (a ratio of 111 to 108),73 and it rarely uses an infinitive where the Hebrew text 
has no infinitive.74 By comparison, in Exodus, which is categorized in the first group, 
the participium coniunctum occurs once every 13,4 verses, the ratio of the gen. articular 
inf. in comparison to other infinitives is 10 to 140, and infinitives are used once every 
36,6 verses when there is no Hebrew infinitive, which in itself is also noted as 

infrequent by Soisalon-Soininen. With regard to the renderings of ְב+inf., however, Jer 
LXX breaks from the mold and is categorized among the first group, with the better 

translations. This is because in Jer LXX the construction ְב+inf. is rendered more often 
by subordinate clauses, participial constructions and other renderings than it is by the 
very literal and unidiomatic ἐν τῴ+infinitive (by a ratio of 10 to 5).75 The character of 
Jer LXX should not, therefore, be described as entirely literal.

Janzen briefly discusses the translation character of Jer LXX in his study, which 
presents a detailed analysis of the quantitative differences between the Greek and 
Hebrew texts of Jer. In a section in which he examines the possibility of abridgement on

72 Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 178.
73 Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 186. For an analysis of the renderings of infinitives in Jer LXX, cf. ch. 4.
74 Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 190. Although Soisalon-Soininen does not provide the statistics for Greek 
infinitives that correspond to non-infinitives in the Hebrew text, he does mention that Jer is to be 
categorized in the third group as it is according to the other criteria.
75 Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 188–189. For an analysis of the renderings of  ְב+inf. in Jer LXX, cf. sec. 
4.4.1.
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the part of the Greek text, Janzen evaluates Giesebrecht’s arguments for characterizing 
the translator as free in his disposition. Janzen’s interest is to disprove Giesebrecht’s 
reasoning that translational features revealed in the minutiae of the translation may be 
used to justify the conclusion that the translator created both small and large omissions 
due to his “free attitude toward his Vorlage."76 Janzen proceeds by summarizing his 
analysis of Giesebrecht’s examples to show that what Giesebrecht interpreted as free 
translation often times is actually attempts by the translator to make sense of obscure 
and difficult Hebrew text. Giesebrecht’s examples clearly indicate the poor competence 
of the translator, but the number of guesses, mistranslations and transliterations should 
rather be taken as indications that the translator was actually trying to render his Vorlage
faithfully, which speaks against the notion that the translator purposefully omitted text. 
Moreover, Janzen notes, if one were to collect data on the literal and exact renderings to 
be found in Jer LXX, they would far outweigh the free and inexact renderings.77

Tov has briefly weighed in on the discussion concerning the translation character of
Jer LXX, and he has done so mainly in the framework of the text critical history of the 
Hebrew text of Jer. In two separate publications Tov stresses the importance of 
determining the translation character of a LXX book in order to use it for text critical 
purposes. In particular, he states that when the text in question occurs in a faithfully or 
literally rendered section, then omissions or additions by the translator should not be 
assumed. A different Hebrew Vorlage is more likely the cause of the differences in such 
cases. Tov categorizes Jer LXX among such faithful and literal translations, and 
considers the differences with Jer MT to have arisen from a different Vorlage.78

Min, also working on the text critical value of Jer LXX like his supervisor Tov, 
presents an impressive and detailed analysis of the degree of stereotyped renderings 
found in Jer LXX.79 The motive for his study is to determine the cause of the 
quantitative differences between Jer MT and Jer LXX, and his underlying assumption is 

76 Janzen 1973, 89.
77 Janzen 1973, 90–91. Janzen's critique of Giesebrecht is not entirely justified with regard to 
Giesebrecht's opinion of the minuses in Jer LXX. Though Giesebrecht does consider the translation to be 
free in character, he regards a number of the plusses in Jer MT to reflect later expansions of the text (cf. 
the presentation of Giesebrecht's study above, sec. 2.3.2, and Min 1977, 8–10).
78 Tov 1979, 74–75; 2015, 19–20. 
79 Min 1977, 183–294.
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that a literal translator would not omit sections of the text that he is translating. His 
guiding principle is that “the degree of stereotyped translation is proportional to the 
literalism in the translation,” and by stereotyped translation he means the use of constant
Hebrew-Greek equivalents. Since the translation per se is not Min’s main concern, he 
limits his inquiry to two samples of text, one from prose (Jer 47[40]:1–16) and one from
poetry (Jer 31[48]:1–20). For comparative purposes, he conducts the same analysis on 
Prov 1:1–20 and Gen 1:1–23. Min’s data indicates that, within the limits of the sample 
texts, Jer LXX uses stereotyped equivalents to a much higher degree (92% of 
equivalents in prose sections and 81% in poetry) than Septuagint Proverbs (57% of 
equivalents), but to a slightly lesser degree than Septuagint Genesis (94% of 
equivalents), and he concludes that Jer LXX is “relatively literal,” as it is more literal 
than Proverbs and less literal than Genesis. Since Jer LXX is a relatively literal 
translation, Min posits that the quantitative differences between Jer LXX and Jer MT are
to be ascribed to the translator’s Vorlage.

Min’s conclusion regarding the relation between Jer LXX and Gen LXX seems 
surprising, as other studies80 have shown that Gen is to be considered one of the better 
translations in the LXX. Min’s choice of Gen LXX for comparison to Jer LXX is, as he 
himself expresses, based on the fact that it is “characteristic of the average LXX 
translation technique."81 The sample text chosen for Gen most likely affects his 
statistics, as the creation story was probably among one of the more familiar texts to the 
translators, and thus had most likely garnered a fairly fixed or common form of 
translation among the Egyptian Jewish population in the Ptolemaic era. Also, the 
equivalents used in Gen might have served as examples for later translators,82 thus 
anachronistically increasing their profile as stereotypical equivalents. This might be the 
reason why Min comes to the conclusion that many “stereotyped” equivalents are used 
in the creation story. A sample text from elsewhere in Gen would likely produce 
different results with regard to the relative translation characters of Jer LXX and Gen 
LXX.

80 E.g. Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 177, 186, and 189; Sollamo 1979, 185; and Aejmelaeus 1982, 172–173.
81 Min 1977, 263.
82 For a discussion on the use of pentateuchal equivalents by translators of the later books of the LXX, cf. 
Tov 1981b.
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Hermann-Josef Stipp has published a significant amount of research on the book of 
Jeremiah. In his book Das masoretische und alexandrinische Sondergut des 
Jeremiabuches, he devotes an entire chapter to discussing the nature and significance of 
the translation character of Jer LXX, and explicitly states that it is methodologically 
necessary to regard the translation technique and the text critical value of Jer LXX as 
two separate issues.83 Stipp recounts the general conclusion that Jer LXX belongs 
among the literal (wortgetreuen) and outstandingly consistent translations, and that the 
translator’s target was to produce a reliable representation of his Vorlage. He advances 
this notion by stating that the translator intended, above all, to remain faithful to the 
Vorlage, even against conventions of intelligibility and linguistic acceptability. That is to
say, the translator would produce a Greek equivalent that is reduced in 
comprehensibility for the sake of representing the Hebrew words even when he did not 
understand them.84 Stipp describes the procedure of the translator as advancing 
mechanically, word-for-word, and producing a specific Greek equivalent for each 
specific Hebrew word. The result is a vocabulary and morphology that is very much that
of contemporary koine Greek, but a syntax and idioms of the Hebrew Vorlage.85

Stipp also goes into details in his description of the translation character. He notes 
that the translator’s faithfulness to the Vorlage applies mainly to lexical equivalents and 
word order, and that morphological aspects of the translation do display a degree of 
freedom. Other aspects of literalism include the abundance of hebraisms, such as the 

renditions of compound prepositions composed of human bodyparts (e.g. פנים) with the 
corresponding body parts in the Greek language, the use of nominal clauses without a 
copula, and associating the wrong prepositions with verbs to match the prepositions 
used with the Hebrew verbs.86 Another literal feature is the transcription and production 
of incomprehensible Greek when the translator does not understand the Hebrew text. 
The translator displays a degree of freedom in representing the morphological aspects of
the Hebrew. He does not always adhere to the grammatical number of nouns and verbs 
nor to the voice and tense of verbs, his use of syndeton and asyndeton varies in relation 
to the Hebrew text, his use of the Greek article fluctuates between faithfulness to the 

83 Stipp 1994, 10.
84 Stipp 1994, 7–8 and 14–15.
85 Stipp 1994, 20.
86 Stipp 1994, 20–21 and 25–26.
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Vorlage and suitability to the Greek language, and his handling of prepositions is very 
generous.87

In two publications, Anneli Aejmelaeus examines the relationship between the LXX
and the MT in Jer 25 and 34(27) from a text critical perspective, and stresses the 
methodological necessity of taking the translation character of Jer LXX into account 
before drawing conclusions on its text critical value.88 She describes the translation as 
“one of the most literal” in the LXX, and that it displays a disposition to produce an 
equivalent for each element of the Hebrew text. This is substantiated by the fact that the 
translation includes erroneous renderings and incomprehensible Greek, which clearly 
indicate that the translator had trouble understanding some of the Hebrew text. 
Aejmelaeus goes on to propose that such a translator should not be faulted for omitting 
something that he could easily translate. No conscious editorial changes, rewritings or 
abridgments should be attributed to the translator. Aejmelaeus does credit the translator 
with a degree of freedom, noting that he does vary his equivalents and occasionally 
appropriates the translation to Greek idiom.

Albert Pietersma and Marc Saunders discuss the profile of Jer LXX in the 
introduction to their translation of Jer LXX in NETS. They highlight “isomorphism” as 
the translator’s basic norm. This means that each morpheme in the Hebrew text has a 
representation in the Greek text. Their extensive list of examples of such Hebrew 
morphemes include both content words (lexemes) and structure words, such as notae 

accusativi, articles, the infinitive prefix ְל, pronominal suffixes, personal pronouns, 
pleonastic pronouns, prepositions, adverbs and conjunctions. The translator employs the
corresponding Greek elements in the translation, but they do not result in standard 
Greek.89 Isomorphism, however, is distinct from lexical consistency, and Pietersma and 
Saunders stress the variation of equivalents that is found in the translation, both on the 
level of individual words and of phrases and clauses. The Greek language of Jer LXX, 
they propose, is usually intelligible but rarely elegant, and yet unintelligible renditions 
are also present. A marked character of Jer LXX is also the many transcriptions that it 
contains. This reinforces the isomorphic nature of the translation, since transcriptions 
are produced even though they do not make much sense in the text. Through 

87 Stipp 1994, 14.
88 Aejmelaeus 2002, esp. 461, 471 and 479–80; 2005a, esp. 10–12.
89 Pietersma and Saunders 2009, 876. Cf. also Pietersma 2010b, 378.

28



transcriptions, the translator has passed on to the reader his difficulties in interpreting 
the Hebrew text.90

Pietersma explores another aspect of the character of Jer LXX in separate 
publications, the aim of which are to reevaluate the evidence for bisectioning Jer LXX 
and to disprove Tov’s theory of a revised text in Jer b’. In two articles he briefly 
describes a proposition specifically regarding Jer LXX, that is, that its “textual-linguistic
makeup” comprises of two distinct features. The first is the feature of rigid isomorphism
described in Pietersma and Saunders’ article. The Second is discontinuity in the Hebrew 
and Greek equivalence both on the lexical and the grammatical level.91 This latter aspect
relates directly to the question of bisectioning the book and forms a significant part of 
Pietersma’s argumentation. In Pietersma’s opinion, this discontinuity points toward an 
exegetical dimension in the translation, which stands in stark contrast to its literal 
aspects that are manifested in the many transcriptions and in the isomorphic character of
the translation. Essentially he argues that the variation of specific equivalents in Jer 
LXX can be explained by a single translator’s interpretation of a Hebrew word in 
different contexts.92

Andrew Shead has described the translation character of Jer LXX on two 
occasions,93 steming in particular from a thorough study conducted on the relationship 
between Jer LXX and Jer MT in chapter 39(32). In that study, his aim is to explicate 
how Jer LXX and Jer MT relate to one another, and how both relate to a common earlier
form of the text. He proceeds by discussing other preliminary questions: (1) how to 
determine the Greek text; (2) in what way is Jer LXX a literal translation;94 and (3) how 
and when can the Vorlage of Jer LXX be recovered? Shead’s description is very useful, 
as it goes well beyond broad generalizations of literalism and freedom.

Shead’s portrayal of the literal character of Jer LXX mainly follows observations by
previous scholars, and he only discusses it briefly. He notes that the translator’s concern 
was to follow his source carefully. This is reflected in the consistent representation of 

90 Pietersma and Saunders 2009, 876–880.
91 Pietersma 2006a, 402 and 2009, http://ccat.sas.upenn.edu/nets/edition/ieremias-excursus.pdf, accessed 
2.3.2018.
92 Pietersma presents similar argumentation in his 2010 article "Divinity Denied: Nebuchadnezzar, Divine 
Appointee but no God." This aspect of Pietersma's argumentation is discussed in more detail below, sec. 
2.4.3.
93 Shead 2002 and 2015.
94 Shead's exact wording is "What is meant by 'literal' (2002, 16).
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both the underlying Hebrew words and word order. Jer LXX is a careful translation but 
not a slavishly literal one. It adheres closely to the Vorlage at the expense of Greek 
idiom, but is not lexically or grammatically consistent. The Greek is koine, but is 
influenced by semitic interference.95

One of Shead’s concerns in his own research is to elaborate on the degree of 
freedom that is apparent in the translation, and he does this by categorizing non-variant 
readings in Jer 39(32) that reflect free translation. The categories he identifies are (1) 
grammatical freedom, (2) lexical freedom and (3) quantitative freedom. Within the first 
category (1) he identifies 17 cases of alterations of grammatical tense, voice, mood, 
person and number.96 Lexical freedom (2) refers to the inconsistent choice of renderings 
for certain words, and Shead stresses that this mainly applies to prepositions and 
technical words, of which he identifies a total of 25 cases. The lack of stereotyping 
prepositions suggests that the translator was not interested in the exact meaning of such 
words.97 This statement is made in contrast to the perceived care by which nouns and 
verbs are rendered consistently with the same equivalents, but on a general note the 
variation of equivalents used to represent prepositions might rather suggest that the 
translator was aware of the multifaceted use and meanings of prepositions and strived to
represent the actual meaning of the prepositions in their various uses and contexts. 
Shead notes the addition or omission of some 40 words in his material that he classifies 
as instances of quantitative freedom (3). These are to be distinguished from true variant 
readings, and they consist of only small segments of text, no more than one word in 
length. Shead includes among these the article, prepositions and the conjunction καί, but
does not count the non-representation of the nota accusativi.98

Shead identifies several reasons for the translator’s reversion to free renderings in 
Jer 39(32). Most cases of free renderings identified by Shead come down to Greek style,
that is, the “non-tendentious free use of the article, conjunctions, and prepositions,” and 
syntax, which refers to the different structures of the two languages in question. 
However, a number of these renderings may be attributed to the translator’s 
interpretation of the text. The more corrupt state of the LXX Vorlage, which mainly 

95 Shead 2015, 473–476.
96 Shead 2002, 251.
97 Shead 2002, 252.
98 Shead 2002, 253.

30



refers to a high incidence of haplographic errors,99 is reflected in the translation, and 
Shead identifies stategies that the translator uses to compensate for the corrupt text. 
Discourse literalism is another feature that Shead appeals to in order to explain 
inconsistent renderings. Discourse literalism means consistency on the level of 
discourse, which can result in inconsistency on the level of single words. This is to say 
that the context can be seen to consistently determine the translator’s choice of 
equivalent or grammatical form.100 In addition, a small amount of free renderings are 
classified by Shead as attempts to clarify the text by way of exegesis, the avoidance of 
syntactic or lexical leveling, and the rewriting of unnacceptable statements, particularly 
concerning YHWH, which he terms “amelioration."101

Georg A. Walser briefly describes the translation character of Jer LXX in his 
commentary on the Greek text of Jer in codex Vaticanus. He likewise depicts the 

translation as very literal, and presents the renderings of the Hebrew בן ’son’ as an 

example. In its singular form, it is always rendered by υἱός save for the one definite 

article in 1:1. The use of υἱος results in frequent unidiomatic Greek expressions, such as 

Ιωσεία υἱοῦ Αμως (1:2) and Σεδεκία υἱοῦ Ιωσεία (1:3). In Walser’s opinion, this literal 
character is not caused by the translator’s knowledge of Greek, but by his intention to 
preserve as much of the Hebrew Vorlage as possible in the translation. In this vein, he 
presents a few features of the translation that indicate the translator’s good knowledge of
Greek. These are the use of aorist participles, of comparative forms, and of the 
antecedent. Other characteristics of the Greek text that Walser highlights are the 
infrequent use of participles and particles, except for καί and ίδου, which goes against 
common Greek usage, the high frequency of figurae etymologicae, even in cases where 
the Hebrew does not have such, and the very limited use of subordinate clauses in 
comparison to main clauses.102

99 Cf. also the discussion on Janzen’s study, sec. 2.2.2 (1973, 128)
100 An example that Shead presents is the translations of the adjectives טוב 'good' and (ה)רע 'evil,' which 
are rendered by singular forms when they modify singular nouns or when they are the sole object of a 
verb. They are rendered by plural forms when they are modified by words like כל 'all,' זאת 'this,' and 
prepositions (2015, 478).
101 Shead 2002, 250–255.
102 Walser 2012, 13–16.
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Georg Fischer’s appraisal of the translation character of Jer LXX is reminiscent of 
the sentiments of Graf, Kiel and von Orelli103 in that he regards the differences between 
Jer MT and Jer LXX to have largely derived from the process of translation. He states 
that “lxx-Jer shortened, interpreted, and rearranged the Hebrew text of Jeremiah."104 The
translation is also the occasion for the rearrangement of the text and for its adaptation to 
the Hellenistic environment of the Jewish community in Egypt.105 Fischer continues the 
line of thought of Graf, Kiel and von Orelli by fusing both the issues of translation 
character and of textual criticism into the point of the translation.

Fischer explicitly indicates that his evaluation of the translation character of Jer 
LXX is dependent on his view of the translation’s text critical value.106 This notion 
forms a pivotal axiom in his argumentation, but it is a very problematic approach. an 
understanding of the translation character of a translation should rather be regarded as a 
prerequisite for assessing its text critical value. To work the other way around, i.e. to 
form an opinion on the translation character based on one’s understanding of the text 
critical value of the translation, is nonsensical, and is conducive to circular reasoning. 
An understanding of the text critical value of a translation is directly dependent on its 
translation character.107

Fischer describes the Greek translation of Jer as mixed or ambiguous in character, 
explaining that its translation technique combines “seemingly contrasting features.” On 
the one hand, in some aspects he posits that the translation follows its original text 
closely. This is manifested in sequential equivalence, denotative equivalence and 

103 For an introduction to the studies by Graf, Kiel and von Orelli, cf. sec. 2.3.2.
104 Fischer's use of the abbreviation "lxx-Jer" is not consistent. The quote above (2016, 7.3.3.2) implies 
that "lxx-Jer" refers to the translator, while occasionally "lxx-Jer" clearly seems to refer to the translation 
itself, as in "lxx-Jer differs greatly from the Hebrew text" (7.3.1.2 <http://dx.doi.org/
10.1163/2452-4107_thb_COM_0007030000> accessed 8.2.2018).
105 Fischer 2016, 7.3.3.3 <http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/2452-4107_thb_COM_0007030000> accessed 
8.2.2018. 
106 Fischer 2016, 7.3.3.2 <http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/2452-4107_thb_COM_0007030000> accessed 
8.2.2018. He states that "a definition of the character of the lxx-Jer translation is dependent upon one's 
view of its text-critical value."
107 Previously scholars have generally contended that the text critical value of a translation should be 
determined based on the character of the translation, e.g. Workman (1889, 211-212), Tov (Tov 1979, 74–
75; 2015, 19–20), Min (1977, 183) and Aejmelaeus (2002, esp. 461, 471 and 479–80; 2005a, esp. 10–12); 
cf. presentations of their arguments above. For further discussion on the methodological relationship 
between textual criticism and translation technique, cf. Aejmelaeus 1987, 60 (reprinted in Aejmelaeus 
2007, 73), and the discussion on methodology in sec. 3.2. 

32



occasional phonetic equivalence. Hebraisms, literality to the degree of unintelligibility 
and transliterations are also marks of this closeness. On the other hand, in Fischer’s 
view, certain aspects of the text portray the translator’s freedom to change the 
composition and to interpret the text anew. As illustrations of this, he presents a few 
examples which he deems to represent changes to the meaning of the text, reductions of 
the text, and attempts to make the text more understandable to its readers. Upon closer 
examination, his examples of changes to the meaning of the text are more readily 
explained as different interpretations of the consonantal text, misunderstandings or 
scribal errors.108 Among the reductions, Fischer particularly mentions the reduction of 
the role of Babylon and its king,109 leaving out the second occurrence of repetitions that 
occur in Jer MT and reducing the form of titles and formulaic expressions.110 Most 
recent studies view these plusses in the MT as later additions to that tradition.111 Fischer 
does note that the shortness of Jer LXX in comparison to Jer MT can be due to 
haplography. He also mentions inconsistency as a feature of the translation and 
discusses means through which the translator deals with difficulties in understanding the
Hebrew text.112

108 Several of Fischer's examples (esp. in section 7.3.4.1 <http://dx.doi.org/
10.1163/2452-4107_thb_COM_0007030000> accessed 8.2.2018) are more readily explained as errors or 
misinterpretations of the Hebrew text rather than free translations. The rendering μετὰ ὀλωλότων ἐν 
μαχαίρᾳ (38[31]:2) clearly understands עם as the preposition ִעם 'with' and ׂשרידי as deriving from the 
verb ׁשדד 'to destroy.' The difference in the pronominal object in 38(31):3 is clearly due to a ו/י  
interchange, from לי to לו. The rendering of ַּתְעִּדי in 38(31):4 by λαμβάνω is not as easily explained. עדה
is not a frequent verb in the HB, and only in Jer b’ and in Job 40:10 is it rendered by a derivative of 
λαμβάνω. The correct interpretation of the verb in Jer 4:30, rendered as κοσμέω 'to adorn,' suggests that 
the equivalent in 38(31):4 might be an indication of the bisectioning of the book. Finally, the lack of the 
third occurrence of the verb נטע in 38(31):5 is more easily explained by haplography.
109 Fischer 2016, 7.3.4.3 <http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/2452-4107_thb_COM_0007030000> accessed 
8.2.2018.
110 Fischer 2016, 7.3.5.2 <http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/2452-4107_thb_COM_0007030000> accessed 
8.2.2018.
111 Janzen (1973) and Tov (1981a and 1985), among other, argue that Jer MT adds material to the text 
from elsewhere in the book; Aejmelaeus (2002 and 2017c) and Mäkipelto, Tekoniemi and Tucker (2017) 
argue that the role of Babylon and its king are enhanced in the later editorial reworking of Jer MT. For 
further discussion on the differences between Jer MT and Jer LXX and their text critical evaluations, cf. 
sec. 2.2.
112 Fischer 2016, 7.3.4–7.3.6 <http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/2452-4107_thb_COM_0007030000> accessed 
8.2.2018.
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James Seth Adcock also describes the translation character of Jer LXX in his recent 
study on the text forms of Jer 10:1–18. The aim of his study is to determine the textual 
history of the passage, and he concludes that Jer MT represents the earlier form of the 
text.113 Contrary to previous advocates of MT priority in the textual history of Jer,114 
Adcock argues against the notion that the translator is responsible for the textual 
variants in relation to Jer MT. He appeals to the presence of transcriptions as evidence 
for “extremely literal renderings,” and proffers that the translator would not, therefor, 
omit text when he did not understand the Hebrew. The translator had a compulsion to 
render every element in the Hebrew text.115 Adcock notes this in particular regard to Jer 
10:1–18, but also states that “many, if not all, of the LXX Jeremiah variations from MT 
would likely indicate straightforward renditions,” signifying that the textual variants are 
present in the Vorlage of the translation.116 Adcock briefly discusses free aspects of the 
translation, in which frame he specifically refers to translation equivalents and plusses. 
He entertains the possibility that plusses in the translation were not present in its 
Vorlage, but he does not present a judgement on the matter.117

2.3.4. Summary
Early assessments of the translation character of Jer LXX concentrated on the 
differences between the Greek and the Hebrew texts of Jer and the quantitative 
differences in particular. These early assessments stem from inquiries into the text 
critical value of Jer LXX, and oftentimes their description of the translation character of 
Jer LXX reflects aspects of textual variance more so than translation character. This is 
evident, for example, in Graf’s description of the translation as a mutilated and corrupt 
text, in Kiel and von Orelli’s attribution of omissions to the translator, and the features 
of purity, priority and superiority that Workman ascribes to the translation in relation to 
Jer MT. This is not to say that the early assessments missed their mark completely. Each

113 Adcock 2017, 245.
114 Particularly Graf, Kiel, von Orelli, and Fischer.
115 Adcock 2017, 102–103.
116 Adcock 2017, 106.
117 Adcock 2017, 104–105. Adcock touches on an issue here that is rarely mentioned in text critical 
discussions on the text of Jer. The plusses in Jer LXX in comparison to Jer MT are few in number, but in 
light of the nature of the other differences between the two textual witnesses, i.e. that the plusses in Jer 
MT reflect later editorial additions and changes, it is plausible to entertain the possibility that the minuses 
in Jer MT reflect later omissions.
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scholar makes a number of important remarks regarding the translation and how it 
reflects its Vorlage, particularly the recognition of mistranslations, and some note 
specific aspects of the translation that are still considered pertinent, such as the Hebrew 
syntax that is reflected in the Greek word order and the occasional variance of tense, 
number, gender and person between the Hebrew and the Greek words.

Thackeray made the first clear forays into describing the translation character of 
books in the LXX apart form their text critical value. This development placed more 
emphasis on the quantitative agreements between the MT and the LXX, which allowed 
a more focused concentration on the nature of the translation and how the translator 
moved from his source text to the translated product. The discovery of the DSS 
solidified the validity of this approach for Jeremiah studies as 4QJerb indicated that even
when Jer LXX differs from Jer MT, it is most likely following a Hebrew Vorlage that is 
itself at variance with the MT. The methodological distinction between text critical and 
translation technical aspects of Jer LXX has now become a threshold for credible 
studies on Jer LXX, as explicitly expressed by Stipp.118

Early descriptions of the translation character of Jer LXX can mostly be divided 
into two poles on a continuum. At the one end stand the assessments by Graf, Kiel and 
von Orelli, who argue that the translator was disposed toward arbitrary and free 
translation, and they ascribe most, if not all, differences between the MT and the LXX 
to the translator. At the other end stand scholars such as Scholz, Workman and Streane, 
who argue that the translator produced a faithful translation that follows its Vorlage very
closely, claiming that the Vorlage already imbodied the differences in relation to Jer MT.
Between these poles stand the assessments by Eichhorn and Giesebrecht, the first of 
whom proposed that Jeremiah himself was responsible for both of the variant text types,
implying that the translation is a faithful rendering of its Vorlage. Giesebrecht argued for
a somewhat middle position, indicating the opinion that the LXX minuses are not 
omissions made by the translator, and that the translation contains some free elements in
it.

The DSS have effected a significant change on this continuum, as only rarely have 
scholars argued for the notion that Jer LXX is a free and arbitrary translation after the 
discovery of 4QJerb. Most studies after the 1950’s argue that Jer LXX is a fairly literal 

118 Stipp 1994, 10.
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translation that attempts to produce a quantitatively faithful representation of its 
Vorlage. From a text critical perspective, scholars both prior to and after the DSS 
discoveries who argue that Jer LXX represents an earlier text form than Jer MT share 
this assessment of the translation character of Jer LXX. Change has occurred mainly 
among scholars who argue that Jer MT represents the earlier text form. Prior to the DSS 
discoveries, they considered the translation to be a free translation, but after the 
discoveries, they too mainly argue that Jer LXX is a literal translation. The notable 
exception to this convention is Fischer, who continues to argue that the differences 
between Jer LXX and Jer MT were created by the translator.

2.4. Bisectioning Theories and Counter Explanations

2.4.1. Overview
Similar to the translation character of Jer LXX, the composition of Jer LXX as it has 
been transmitted has been the subject of discussion in scholarly literature since the 18th 
century. The main feature of Jer LXX that has driven the discussion on its composition 
is the different translation equivalents that are used in separate parts of the book, 
generally identified as chapters 1–28 (Jer a’) and 29–52 (Jer b’).119 In the case of certain 
equivalents, the difference is so stark and abrupt that a casual reader can easily identify 

it. The rendering of the frequent phrase ּכֹה־ָאַמר ְיהָוה, for example, is almost 

consistently τάδε λέγει κύριος in Jer a’ and οὕτος εἶπε κύριος in Jer b’. This example 
and a few others were already noted by scholars in the 18th and 19th centuries who 
entertained the notion that the translation was produced by different translators.120 It was
not, however, until the work of Thackeray in the early 20th century that this question 
received the attention of more thorough scholarly work. This section will proceed by 
first presenting and evaluating the arguments in favor of bisectioning the book, either by
advocating for two translators or a later revision, followed by arguments against 
bisectioning the book, which essentially amount to the notion of one translator who 
varies his renderings. This sequence is facilitated by the chronological order in which 

119 The precise chapter division between the different parts of the translation were not discussed before 
Thackeray's publication "The Greek Translators of Jeremiah" in 1903.
120 Most notably M. G. L. Spohn (1794, 9–10, 17 and 20), P. F. Frankl (1872, 448–449), J. J. Kneucker 
(1879, 83 n. 8), G. C. Workman (1889, xxvii) and A. W. Streane (1896, 1 n. 1). For other surveys of early 
research regarding this issue, cf. Tov 1976, 1–2, and Soderlund 1985, 9 n. 18.
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the arguments have been published and does not reflect a value judgement regarding 
them. I present my own objections and counter-arguments when the occasion arrises.

2.4.2. Arguments in Favor of Bisectioning Jer LXX

2.4.2.1 Arguments for Two Translators
From the previous section (2.3.), it is clear that scholars have generally characterized Jer
LXX as a literal translation. A certain amount of variation in the renderings in different 
sections of the translation, however, prompted scholars to question its unity. J.J. 
Kneucker notes that Jer LXX seems to be translated by at least two hands.121 Workman 
comes to a similar conclusion, stating that “sufficient irregularity appears in certain 
portions of it [Jer LXX] to justify the supposition that several persons were employed in
making the Greek version."122

Thackeray was the first to present a broad characterization of most books in the 
LXX, classifying each on a scale from free, literary Greek to literal and unintelligent 
Greek.123 In several publications, Thackeray advanced the theory that the first half of Jer
LXX, roughly chapters 1–28, and the second half, chapters 29–51, were translated by 
two different translators, and that a third translator was responsible for the translation of 
chapter 52.124 He calls these sections Jer α, Jer β, and Jer γ, respectively. In his 1903 
article, “The Greek Translators of Jeremiah,” he provides 28 examples of Hebrew words
and phrases that are rendered differently in Jer α and Jer β, the most striking example 

being the translation of ּכֹה־ָאַמר ְיהָוה as mentioned above.125 Thackeray’s rationale is 
the following, published in “A Grammar of the Old Testament in Greek According to the
Septuagint,” in 1909:

if [...] it is found that a phrase is consistently rendered in one way in one 
portion of the Greek Bible, and in another way elsewhere, and if, as we 
proceed to extend our investigations to the renderings of other Hebrew 

121 Kneucker 1879, 83 n. 8.
122 Workman 1889, xxvii. For a discussion on Workman's view of the translation character and text critical
value of Jer LXX, cf. sec. 2.3.2.
123 Thackeray 1909, 13. For a discussion on Thackeray's view of the translation character of Jer LXX, cf. 
sec. 2.3.3.
124 Thackeray 1903a, 246; 1909, 11.
125 Thackeray 1903a, 247–251.
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phrases, the same divergence between two portions of the LXX is apparent, 
we gain an increasing assurance that we have to deal with two distinct 
groups of books, which are the production of different translators.126

In the same context he states that these types of divergences in style are to be found 
within single books as well.127 As a qualifier to Thackeray’s theory, he acknowledges 
that the exact point of the juncture between Jer α and Jer β cannot be precisely 

determined due to a certain mixture of equivalents characteristic to both Jer α and Jer β 
at the juncture, which is Jer LXX 29.

Thackeray classifies the first half of Jer LXX as indifferent Greek and the second 
half as literal or unintelligent. This different characterization of the second half of Jer 
LXX is attributed by Thackeray to a “tendency towards pedantic literalism.”128 James 
Barr, in his delineation of types of literalism found in ancient biblical translation, states 
that the trend to favor more rigorous and consequent translations is a late development 
among ancient biblical translations.129 In this scheme, the implication is that the first half
of Jer LXX, characterized as less literal than the second half, represents an early manner
of translation, while the second half represents a later and more literal manner of 
translation.

In conjunction and in support of his multiple-translator theory, Thackeray suggests 
a certain affinity between Jer LXX and the Septuagint translation of the Minor Prophets 
(MP LXX). In his articles “The Greek Translators of Jeremiah” and “The Greek 
Translators of the Prophetical Books,” Thackeray presents two tables of renderings in 
Jer LXX, Ezek LXX and MP LXX that are distinct from all other books in the LXX. In 
the case of Jer LXX, Thackeray claims that Jer a’ manifests the agreeing renderings, 
while Jer b’ does not.130 According to Thackeray, his evidence suggests that “it is not 

126 Thackeray 1909, 6.
127 Thackeray reiterates these arguments in The Septuagint and Jewish Worship (1920), 28–29.
128 Thacheray 1909, 9. Though Thackeray does not explicitly mention the second half of Jer among his 
examples of pedantic literalism, its inclusion in this group may be deduced from his other examples 
(Judg., Ruth, 2 Rgns. 11:2–3 Rgns. 2:11, 4 Rgns. 22:1–4 Rgns. 25:30, and 2 Esdras) that are similarly 
classified in his chart on p. 13.
129 Barr 1979, 281. For discussion on the developing nature of LXX translation, cf. sec. 3.4 and 3.5.
130 Thackeray 1903a, 247–251 (table I), and Thackeray 1903b, 580–582 (table IV). In his table I, 
Thackeray presents 28 instances of difference in renderings between Jer a’ and Jer b’, listing similarities 
with MP LXX, which happen to occur under the column of Jer a’ for the most part, and rarely under the 
column of Jer b’. In Table IV, he presents 35 examples in which Jer a’, Ezek LXX, and MP LXX agree in 
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improbable” that these translations (i.e. Jer a’, Ezek LXX and MP LXX) were made by 
the same translator, and if not by a single translator, then by several collaborators.

Ziegler, in his introduction to the Göttingen edition of Jer LXX, notes that the 
translation character of Jer LXX is not uniform, and that he therefor agrees with 
Thackeray’s notion of multiple translators.131 His adoption of this stance is evident in his
Beiträge zur Ieremias-Septuaginta, in which he refers to the two translators on several 
occasions, and even allows the theory to guide him in making critical decisions in the 
text. One example is the conjectural reading έπίχειρα in 29:11(49:10). He argues for the
conjecture based on the fact that Jer b’ uses this equivalent on two out of three occasions

(31[48]:25 and 34:3[27:5]) to render זרוע ’arm,’ with an express appeal to the second 
translator.132 Ziegler does, however, go on to suggest that further investigation would be 
useful to determine whether the different equivalents suggest the work of a later redactor
on the part of Jer b’ rather than a second translator.133

In his syntax of Jer LXX, Martin argues in favor of Thackeray’s conception of two 
translators based on findings in his material. He notes that distinctive syntactical 
features confirm Thackeray’s suggestion that the text was divided at Jer LXX 29 for 
translation purposes. These distinctive features, he claims, are not coincidental, and their
nature does not allow them to easily be designated as later revisions.134 Among the 
pronouns, Martin notes only two aspects of difference between Jer a’ and b’, namely the 
use of emphatic pronouns apart from prepositions in Jer a’135 and the more frequent 

rendering certain hebrew words or phrases against the other books in the LXX. The most significant 
rendering Thackeray presents is that of יהוה צבאות, though only to show the connection between the 
translation of the prophetic books and not in support of bisectioning Jer LXX. In Jer, in the MP, in the 
originally Greek books of the LXX, and only in a few other instances is the expression κύριος 
παντοκράτωρ used, while elsewhere the Hebrew phrase is translated by either κύριος σαβαώθ or κύριος 
τὼν δυνάμεων. Cases from Jer LXX are not included in every example in table IV.
131 Ziegler 1957, 128 n. 1.
132 Ziegler 1958, 28. For an analysis of the renderings of זרוע in Jer LXX cf. sec. 6.8.
133 Ziegler 1957, 128 n. 1.
134 Martin 1957, 312. Though Martin does not discuss the possibility that the differences between Jer a and
Jer b result from revision, the fact that he mentions revision suggests that he is aware of Ziegler's 
suggestion. Since Ziegler's note was published in the same year as Martin's thesis, Martin was possibly no
longer able to incorporate such a discussion in his work. For a discussion on Martin's view of the 
translation character and text critical value of Jer LXX, cf. sec. 2.3.3.
135 Martin 1957, 41.
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completion of the relative clause with adverbs in Jer a’.136 Regarding the use of cases, he
notes how Jer a’ and Jer b’ employ different cases with certain verbs and equivalents.137 
Most of Martin’s evidence is derived from his analysis of prepositions in Jer LXX. He 
notes differences in the renderings of certain prepositions and improper prepositions138 
and in the employment of prepositions and cases in conjunction to certain words.139 
Martin argues that these syntactical features create distinguishable styles for the two 
translators. The similarities between the two halves are explained by an appeal to 
literalism as the basic underlying principle of both translations, and Jer b’ is noted to be 
the less skilled of the two.140

2.4.2.2 Tov's Translator-Reviser Theory
Tov has proposed a different theory to explain the lexical differences between the two 
halves of Jer LXX in his Ph.D. dissertation, published in 1976. The novelty of Tov’s 
study is not his analysis of the differences between Jer a’ and Jer b’, but rather his 
interpretation of the important similarities between the two halves that distinguish them 
from the rest of the LXX. Tov argues that Thackeray’s explanation for the similarities 
between Jer a’ and Jer b’ constitutes a weakness in his thesis.141 Instead of assigning 
significant agreements between the two sections of Jer LXX to a secondary reason, as 
would be necessary in the case of a two translator theory, Tov takes the agreements as 

136 Martin 1957, 65–66.
137 Martin 1957. The verbs and equivalents are ειπον προς+acc. in Jer a’ vs. ειπον+dat. in Jer b’ (118); the 
equivalents of חטא ְלi(122); the equivalents of עבדi(123–124); and the use of cognate accusatives in Jer a’
vs. cognate datives in Jer b’ as renderings of infinitives absolute (145–148).
138 E.g. מאיןi(190–191), יחדוi(242–243), למען and לבלתיi(276–279).

139 E.g. different prepositions in conjunction to the equivalents of the verb נחםi(though this might also be 
due to the different equivalents that are used in Jer a’ and Jer b’ to render this word, 175–178; and cf. sec. 
6.16); the preference for different cases in conjunction to the preposition ἐπί (226–227); the more 
frequent use of the genitive case in conjunction with κατά in Jer a’ (248–249); the use of ὀμνύμι κατά in 
Jer a’ as opposed to ὀμνύμι+dative in Jer b’ (276 n. 2). Other notable differences mentioned by Martin 
include the use of ἔναντι with reference to God in Jer a’ (292 n. 6; cf. also sec. 5.4 and 5.5) and the use of 
articular prepositional phrases (210–212).
140 Martin 1957, 312–313.
141 Thackeray identifies a few distinctive similarities between Jer a’ and Jer b’. He suggests that the 
translator of Jer b’ is familiar with the equivalents chosen in Jer a’, and that he imitates the vocabulary of 
Jer a’ (1903a, 253–254).
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evidence of an original or first translation, which he identifies with Jer OG. If this is the 
case, he argues, the significant differences between Jer a’ and Jer b’ are to be explained 
as the result of a revision of Jer OG. Since Tov’s treatment of the issue is the most 
extensive, it is presented here in greater detail.

Tov’s hypothesis is that Jer OG consisted of Jer and the Book of Baruch 1:1–3:8. 
This text is extant in Jer a’. Later, Jer OG was revised (Jer-R). This revision is extant in 
Jer b’.142 Tov proposes that this combination of the first half of Jer OG and the second 
half of Jer-R’s revision could have come about from a mistake in which two bisected 
scrolls of Jer, which were of the two different text types, were connected by a scribe 
who did not notice their difference. The first scroll of Jer OG was connected to the 
second scroll of Jer-R.143 Though this is a possibility, the careful art of copying and 
transmitting texts would rather suggest that the two text types became mixed due to 
necessity. For example, if the second bisected scroll of Jer OG was missing, the second 
half of the revised text had to be used to fill out the text. Existing manuscripts attest to 
such procedures, though not on the same scale as Jer LXX.144

A common basis between Jer a’ and b’ is to be established by the indication of 
distinctive agreements145 between them that link them together and at the same time 
distinguish them from the rest of the LXX. If unique agreements can be shown, they 
suggest a connection between the two sections of Jer, and thus provide a reason to 
assume that underlying Jer b’ is Jer OG.146 Tov provides 30 examples of unique and rare 
renditions common to Jer a’ and Jer b’, and 15 rare Greek words common to the two 
halves.

The following are examples of rare and unique renditions found in Jer a’ and Jer b’. 
They serve to distinguish Jer LXX from other translated books in the LXX because 
these equivalents are either not used or are very rarely used in other translated books. 

142 Tov 1976, 6.
143 Tov 1976, 162–3.
144 Cf. e.g. the text of I Sam in the Ms 245 which attests a mixed text. The parent Ms was clearly lacking 
text at the edges and corners of the pages. The missing text was filled in from a Lucianic Ms. Later copies
of this parent MS (including Ms 245) would not differentiate between the two text types used in the text. I
owe this insight to the suggestion by Anneli Aejmelaeus.
145 For a discussion on the significance of distinctive agreements in identifying revised texts, cf. sec. 3.5.
146 Tov 1976, 19.
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The number at the beginning of each example refers to the number Tov assigns to each 
of his examples in chapter II of his publication:147

II. 1. אהה rendered as ὁ ὤν – Jer a’ 1:6, 4:10, 14:13; Jer b’ 39(32):17.

II. 6. היליל rendered as ἀλαλάζω – Jer a’ 4:8; Jer b’ 29(47):2, 30(49):3, 
31(48):39, 32:20(25:34).

II. 14. חוץ / חצות  rendered as ἔξωθεν – Jer a’ 9:21(20), 11:6, 28(51):4; Jer b’
40(33):10, 44(37):21, 51(44):6, 9, 17, 21.

II. 25. הלך rendered as οἴκομαι – Jer a’ 9:10(9), 16:11, 27(50):6; Jer b’ 
31(48):11, 35(28):11, 48(41):10, 12, 15, 17.

II. 27. מסגר rendered as δεσμώτης – Jer a’ 24:1; Jer b’ 36(29):2.

II. 30. הועיד rendered as ἀνθίστημι – Jer a’ 27(50):44; Jer b’ 29:20(49:19).

The following are examples of rare Greek words common to Jer a’ and b’. These 
distinguish Jer LXX from other translations because the Greek words are either not used
or are very rarely used elsewhere in the LXX:148

II. 31. ἐγχειρέω – Jer a’ renders כרו ׁשיחהi18:22, זמםi28(51):12; Jer b’ 
renders השיאi29:17(49:16).

II. 36. ἰταμός, ἰταμία – Jer a’ renders אכזריi6:23, 27(50):42; Jer b’ renders 
.i29:17(49:16)זרון

II. 39. ἀλγηρός – Jer a’ renders נחלהi10:19; Jer b’ renders נחלהi37(30):12, 
.i37(30):13למזור

Tov attempts to show the revisional nature of Jer b’ by highlighting characteristic 
differences between Jer a’ and Jer b’. His examples indicate how a Hebrew word is 
translated with one Greek word in Jer a’ and with another Greek word in Jer b’. By 
analyzing the different kinds of differences he is able to classify them into characteristic 
tendencies of Jer-R:

1. more precise renditions

147 Tov 1976, 24–32. In examples II. 1., II. 6., II. 14., II. 25., II. 27. and II. 30., the Hebrew word is 
presented first, followed by its equivalent in the LXX and the verses it is found in.
148 Tov 1976, 32–36. In examples II. 31., II. 36. and II. 39., the Greek word is presented first, followed by 
its Hebrew Vorlage both in Jer a’ and in b’.
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2. corrections of erroneous renditions

3. stereotyped (literal) replacing non-stereotyped (free) renditions

4. renditions reflecting the Hebrew more consistently

5. other changes149

6. Synonymous renditions150

Examples are provided below from each of these tendencies.151 In each example, 
according to Tov, the rendering in Jer a’ represents the OG translation, while the 
rendering in Jer b’ represents the change from the OG brought about by Jer-R. The 
number at the beginning of each example refers to the number Tov assigns to each 
example in chapter III of his publication. Examples of the tendency towards more 
precise renditions include the following:152

III. 1. ׁשמה / ׁשממה  – Jer a’ renders as ἀφανισμός 18 times (25); Jer b’ 
renders as ἄβατος 12 times (15).

III. 6. לבלתי – Jer a’ renders as τοῦ μή 10 times (11); Jer b’ renders as πρός 
τὸ μή 10 times (11).

III. 7. למען+inf. – Jer a’ renders as a finite clause 3 times (4); Jer b’ renders 
as πρὸς τό+infinitive 4 times (6).

In such cases, Tov proposes that Jer-R’s revisions attempt to express the meaning of the 
Hebrew more accurately than the OG renditions. Most of Tov’s examples in this 
category consist of content words, but examples 6. and 7. are not. The renderings of 

 in Jer b’ do not reflect the meaning of the Hebrew more accurately, but למען and לבלתי
rather its formal qualities.153 In addition, the notion that the renderings in Jer b’ express 

149 Tov 1976, 43. For further discussion on the revisional tendencies of Septuagint revisions, cf. sec. 3.4 
and 3.5.
150 Tov lists synonymous renditions in a separate chapter from the other changes. He reasons that 
synonymous renditions do not display a revisional tendency as do the previous five categories that he 
proposes (1976, 93).
151 Tov 1976, 46–75.
152 In these examples the Hebrew word is first presented, followed by its renditions in both Jer a’ and b’. 
The number in parenthesis, when it appears, e.g. (25) and (15) in example III. 1., represents the total 
number of renderings for the Hebrew word in either Jer a’ or b’.
153 For a more detailed discussion on the renderings of לבלתי and למען, cf. sections 5.7 and 5.8.
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the meaning of the Hebrew better than the OG renderings is misleading, since 
consistency in translation equivalents seems to be more important to the reviser. 
Naturally, the choice of equivalent might be affected by a certain conception of 
meaning, but consistency generally overrides different nuances of meaning in particular 
cases.

The following are examples of a tendency toward correcting OG renditions which 
Jer-R presumably considered erroneous or incorrect:

III. 12. נפץ – Jer a’ renders as διασκορπίζω 10 times (10); Jer b’ renders as 
συγκόπτω once (1).

III. 17. אולי – Jer a’ renders as εἰ or εἰ πῶς 3 times (3); Jer b’ renders as ἴσως 
3 times (3).

Examples of Jer-R’s tendency towards replacing non-stereotyped OG renditions with 
stereotyped renditions include:

III. 18. כה אמר יהוה – Jer a’ renders as τάδε λέγει κύριος 58 times; Jer b’ 
renders as οὕτως εἶπε κύριος 68 times.

III. 19. אלהים אחרים – Jer a’ renders as θεοὶ ἀλλότριοι 12 times (13); Jer b’ 
renders as θεοὶ ἕτεροι 6 times (6).

The following examples express a tendency of Jer-R toward reflecting the Hebrew more
consistently:

III. 42. the noun ֶעֶבד – Jer a’ renders as παῖς or δοῦλος 7 times; Jer b’ 
renders as παῖς 14 times.

III. 44. The verb דבר – Jer a’ renders as λαλέω; Jer b’ renders as λαλέω 
when the subject is human, but as χρηματίζω when the subject is God or a 
prophet.

This tendency differs from the previous one in that here, Jer-R strives for consistency in 
rendering each Hebrew word with its own equivalent, and even each meaning of the 
Hebrew word, based on its context, with its own equivalent.

Tov’s final category, “other changes,” contains three examples, each with its 
individual reason behind the revision. One of these examples is:

III. 51. גבור – Jer a’ renders as μαχητής or ἰσχυρός 11 times; Jer b’ renders 
as ἰσχυρός or δυνατός 6 times.
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In this case Tov claims that Jer-R preferred using standard renditions of גבור instead of 
Jer-OG’s renditions.

Having identified the above-mentioned characteristics of Jer-R’s revision, Tov 
describes its inconsistent nature as well. Based on the evidence available for Jer-R’s 
revisional technique, one finds certain inconsistencies. First, Tov has noticed several 
free and erroneous equivalents that are common to both Jer a’ and Jer b’. One would 
expect Jer-R to have revised such equivalents. Similarly, there are certain free and 
inconsistent renditions that Jer-R did not revise, but that are revised in later Jewish and 
Christian revisions. Third, some renditions in Jer b’ are revised in certain cases, but in 
other instances are not. Jer b’ therefore contains both revised and unrevised renditions. 
This can only be ascribed to inconsistency. Jer-R’s intention, Tov argues, was to 
conform the OG to his conception of a “more literal and stereotyped” translation, but in 
carrying out his intention, he was not very consistent.154

Tov’s point is pertinent. Known revisions generally tend to focus on certain aspects 
of text and not on the text as a whole, and the principles of revision are not usually 
applied to all equivalents in the text. Also, evidence for the earliest revisions of the LXX
indicate that they were not as thorough in applying their principles as later revisions 
were, as Tov himself notes.155 However, certain differences reflect a change in Jer b’ 
toward more natural Greek expression and away from the conception of a literal and 
stereotyped translation. These changes are more difficult to define as revisional since 
early revisions do not display this type of characteristic. The present study agrees with 
Tov regarding the revisional nature of most of the differences in Jer b’, but the changes 
toward more idiomatic Greek expression that do not reflect the formal qualities of the 
Hebrew text are more naturally explained as part of the OG than revisional.

Soderlund discusses Thackeray and Tov’s theories of bisectioning Jer LXX mainly 
by critiquing Tov’s proposal. He centers his critique of the Translator-Reviser theory on 
the distinctive agreements between Jer a’ and Jer b’, which are an essential part of Tov’s 
argumentation. Soderlund’s main concern is with Jer LXX 29, and he confines himself 
to examining the distinctive agreements listed by Tov that appear in that chapter. He 
chooses chapter 29 because it is the juncture between Jer a’ and Jer b’ and the point at 

154 Tov 1976, 44–45, 158–159.
155 Tov 1976, 45.
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which Thackeray noticed a mixture of equivalents between both halves. The primary 
aim of Soderlund’s study is to determine whether Tov’s evidence of distinctive 
agreements between Jer a’ and Jer b’ is conclusive enough to overturn Thackeray’s 
multiple-translator theory, and he comes to the conclusion that it is not. Tov’s criticism 
of the multiple-translator theory does not convince Soderlund, and the examples of 
distinctive agreement that Soderlund analyzed are found by him, in several instances, to 
be “open to challenge and amenable to other interpretations.”156

Soderlund discusses 12 of Tov’s examples of distinctive agreements, from Tov’s 
chapter II, all occuring in Jer LXX 29. Two of Soderlund’s examples are presented here. 
The number refers to Tov’s numeration:

II. 6. Ἀλαλάζω – In the LXX, the most frequent translation of היליל is ὀλολύζω, 

which is similar in sound and meaning to ἀλαλάζω, which in turn is a unique equivalent
to Jer LXX. Soderlund proposes that it would not seem “unusual” for either word to 
suggest itself to separate translators as a suitable equivalent, and deems this example as 
“ambiguous evidence” for identifying the translators.157

II. 36. Ἰταμός, ἰταμία – The three occurrences in Jer LXX are the only instances of 

these words in the whole LXX. Ἰταμός translates אכזרי in the parallel passages of 6:23 

and 27(50):42. For Soderlund, however, the use of the ἰταμία to translate a different 
word in 29:17(49:16) does not constitute very persuasive evidence for identifying the 
translators of these words.158

The examples of differences between Jer a’ and Jer b’, Soderlund suggests, can as 
well be explained by a second translator as they can by a reviser. Though we are in the 
“’post-Barthélemy’ era,” as he calls it,159 and should therefore be wary of the possibility 
of revision in ancient translations of the HB, Soderlund concludes that Tov’s analysis of 
the distinctive similarities between Jer a’ and Jer b’ is not sufficient to prove a common 
text base between Jer a’ and the supposed revisional text in Jer b’. Therefor, the notion 
of multiple translators is as good an explanation, or even a better one, than a translator-

156 Soderlund 1985, 190–191.
157 Soderlund 1985, 155–156.
158 Soderlund 1985, 160–162.
159 Soderlund 1985, 185.
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reviser hypothesis. Soderlund finds the lack of manuscript evidence for the presumed 
OG of Jer a’ and a revision of Jer b’ to be particularly damaging to Tov’s theory.160

Further evidence in support of Tov’s proposal of a revised text in Jer b’ has seldom 
been presented. In a response to Soderlund’s criticism of Tov’s arguments, however, 
Janzen reevaluates the material analyzed by Soderlund and concludes to defend Tov’s 
thesis.161 The main fault he finds in Soderlund’s rebuttal is inadequacy, that is, 
Soderlund does not give Tov’s arguments for distinctive agreements fair treatment, 
particularly by considering only the examples found in Jer LXX 29. Janzen stresses that 
Tov presents six examples of unusual or incorrect renditions in both Jer a’ and Jer b’ that
reflect a “common understanding of a certain Hebrew word,” and that therefore support 
the notion of a common basis between the two halves. Of these six, Soderlund examines
only the weakest.162 Janzen sees the strength of Tov’s thesis in a core of strong cases and
in a large number of supporting cases. Of Tov’s 45 examples of distinctive agreement 
between Jer a’ and Jer b’, Soderlund evaluates only twelve.

2.4.3. Arguments against Bisectioning Jer LXX
Despite the differences among the translation equivalents in Jer a’ and Jer b’, some 
scholars have maintained that only one translator is responsible for the whole 
translation. Early proponents of this position include Scholz, who suggested that the one
translator likes to change the expressions that he uses,163 and Ernst Kühl.164 On account 
of the attention that the differences between Jer a’ and Jer b’ have received through 
Thackeray and Tov’s studies, it has been necessary for later proponents of the single 
translator theory to give an explanation for these differences. Doubts regarding 
bisectioning theories were already raised by Stipp in the 1990’s, but especially the 
publications of Albert Pietersma and his students, Jannes Smith, Tony S. L. Michael and

160 Soderlund 1985, 190–192.
161 Janzen 1989, 18–28.
162 Janzen 1989, 21 and 23.
163 Scholz 1875, 14.
164 Kühl 1882, 8.
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Marc Saunders in particular,165 present alternative explanations for these differences that
argue in favor of a single translator responsible for the whole translation.

Stipp, categorizing the question of bisectioning the book as “Übersetzungskritik,” 
examines some of Tov’s arguments for the translator-reviser theory and intimates that it 
is not a plausible explanation of the evidence. He suggests that the differences may 
simply reflect a break in a single translator’s translation process. Once he continued 
translating after chapter 28, he changed some of his previously preferred equivalents 
without bothering to go back and alter his earlier work.166

Stipp’s main design is to argue against the notion of a revision in Jer b’ rather than 
to advocate for a single translator, which he proposes only in passing. He presents four 
criticisms of Tov’s proposal.167 First, he draws attention to the mixed nature of Jer LXX 
29, which includes equivalents Tov has categorized as belonging to both the OG 
translation extant in Jer a’ and to the revision that is extant in Jer b’. This undermines 
the consistency of the hypothetical revision. Second, Stipp sees the lack of a well 
defined motive for revision as a challenge, since a goal or motives are essential to 
distinguishing a revised text. According to Stipp, Tov’s categories of more precise 
renditions and synonymous renditions are not well defined, and in many of Tov’s 
examples the equivalents in Jer b’ vary to a greater degree than in Jer a’, again 
undermining the consistency in Jer b’. Third, the distribution of the revised equivalents 
proposed by Tov do not always match each other. One revised equivalent, ῥομφαία, 
occurs in a block of text (Jer LXX 44–51[37–45]) which simultaneously employs the 
equivalent ἐντέλλομαι, which elsewhere in Jer b’ is revised to συντάσσω. Fourth, Stipp 
claims that some of Tov’s distinct equivalents to which he appeals for identifying a 
common base text between Jer a’ and Jer b’ are not suitable to the task, thus diminishing
the list of elements that connect the two halves to each other.

165 Smith 2002, 55–96; Pietersma 2002, 101–108; 2006a, 403–413; 2008, 351–371; 2009, http:/
/ccat.sas.upenn.edu/nets/edition/ieremias-excursus.pdf, accessed 2.3.2018; 2010b, 359–387; Michael 
2006, 93–104; Pietersma and Saunders 2009, http://ccat.sas.upenn.edu/nets/edition/34-ieremias-nets.pdf, 
accessed 2.3.2018.
166 Stipp 2015, 153–154. For a discussion on Stipp's understanding of the text critical value and translation
character of Jer LXX, cf. sec. 2.3.3. Fischer (2016, <http://dx.doi.org/
10.1163/2452-4107_thb_COM_0007030000> accessed 8.2.2018) seems to agree with Stipp's suggestion 
regarding the differences between Jer a’ and Jer b’, proposing that the differences are more likely due to a 
change in the translator's translation practices.
167 Stipp 2015, 147–153.
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The mixed nature of the equivalents in Jer LXX 29 and the perceived lack of a 
motive for revision should not be considered detrimental to the possibility of revision. 
Other known early revisions of the LXX, e.g. the kaige revision, present similar 
challenges. The precise starting point of the kaige section in 2. Sam is not clear, and 
scholars disagree whether it should be in chapter 10 or 11. In addition, no specific 
motive has been defined for the kaige revision, and it is usually characterized in general 
terms as correcting the Greek text towards a text type similar to the MT. The 
inconsistent distribution of the revised equivalents also should not be considered beyond
the constitution of early revisions of the LXX.168 Finally, most of Tov’s examples of 
distinctive agreements between Jer a’ and Jer b’ are very accurate. The objections that 
Soderlund and Stipp raise are pertinent, but they pertain to only a few examples and do 
not affect Tov’s stronger arguments.

Stipp’s suggested explanation for the differences between Jer a’ and Jer b’, that a 
single translator changed his disposition in some way during a hiatus between 
translating Jer a’ and Jer b’, deserves consideration. The book of Jer is the longest book 
in the HB, and it would be natural for a translator to take breaks while translating. 
Besides refreshment and rest, breaks would also allow for reflection and contemplation 
of the work in progress, which might very well lead to a reorientation towards the 
process. The likely time and place of the OG translation, the first half of the second 
century BCE in Egypt,169 precludes the influence of early revisionary practice, which is 
thought to have originated in Palestine in the first century BCE.170 Changes made in Jer 
LXX in the nature of the kaige tradition, which a significant portion of the differences in
Jer b’ manifest, would be very unlikely at an earlier period and in a different locale, but 
changes toward more natural Greek expression are a very plausible outcome of Stipp’s 
proposal.

In a series of articles, Pietersma also presents a reexamination of some of Tov’s 
examples. In his first such article, he surveys the use of ἐπίχειρον, a fairly infrequent 
Greek word that appears in Jer b’. He argues against the proposals that the word was 

168 These issues concerning the nature of early revisions of the LXX are discussed further in sec. 3.4 and 
3.5. Cf. also n. 183 concerning Daniel Olariu's criticism of Tim McLay and Chukwudi J. Obiajunwa’s 
unwarranted expectations of coherency and consistency for a revision in Dan θ.
169 Shead 2015, 472–473.
170 Aitken, 2015, 39; Aejmelaeus forthcoming.
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coined by the translator and that it is a correction toward the Hebrew, and he posits that 
this second proposal is susceptible to circular reasoning, as such an argument 
presupposes the notion of a revision.171 The notion that a translator or reviser would coin
a new word in order to correct a LXX translation toward a Hebrew text might seem 
contradictory, but Pietersma himself also explicates how literal revisers such as Aquila 
are known to have done so in order to represent the Hebrew text more precisely.172

In subsequent articles, Pietersma begins to develop his own explanation for the 
differences between Jer a’ and Jer b’ while framing his arguments around criticism of 
Tov’s work in each case. In two articles, Pietersma analyses the renderings of the 

Hebrew nouns ׁשממהi/ ׁשמהi(2006a) and the verb עבדi(2008) in Jer LXX. In both 
cases, Tov’s suggested revisions appear inconsistently within Jer b’,173 and in the case of 

 Pietersma does not deem ἐργάζομαι to be a more precise rendering of the Hebrew ,עבד

than δουλέω, as Tov proposes.174 Pietersma’s own explanation of the evidence amounts 
to a single translator who would occasionally vary his rendering based on exegetical 

considerations. The concept of ἄβατος, for example, a rendering of ׁשמה / ׁשממה  found
in Jer b’, was borrowed from the Septuagint translation of Leviticus (Lev LXX) and 
appropriated to specific contexts within Jer LXX, which happen to be located in Jer 

b’.175 The variation of the renderings of עבד is also explained exegetically by Pietersma.

Service to YHWH was to be termed by δουλέω, of which almost all cases are found in 

Jer a’, and service to Nebuchadrezzar was to be termed by ἐργάζομαι, of which almost 
all cases are found in Jer b’.176 These equivalencies are discussed further in the analysis 
below.177

171 Pietersma 2002, 107. For further discussion on ἐπίχειρον in Jer LXX, cf. sec. 6.8.
172 Pietersma 2002, 102.
173 Pietersma 2006a, 409; 2008, 359.
174 Pietersma 2008, 357.
175 Pietersma 2006a, 405–412.
176 Pietersma 2008, 354–364 and 371.
177 For further discussion on the renderings of ׁשממה / ׁשמה and עבד in Jer LXX, cf. sections 6.25 and 
6.17 respectively.
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Pietersma’s most recent articles on Jer LXX articulate his position in more detail. 
While explaining the shift from τάδε λέγει κύριος in Jer LXX 1–29 to οὕτως εἶπε 

κύριος in 30–52 as the rendering of כה אמר יהוה, he proposes that the translator 
recognized a certain duology in his Hebrew Vorlage. This duology divides the LXX 
Vorlage into chapters 1–32 (LXX-H1) and chapters 33–52 (LXX-H2). LXX-H1 is a 
conceptual overview of history, beginning in Israel’s exodus from Egypt and ending in a
cosmic judgement of the nations. In this section the prophet Jeremiah is portrayed as a 
“divine mouthpiece” who presents the “divine ipsissima verba,” and accordingly the 
oracular formula τάδε λέγει κύριος is used as the rendering. LXX-H2 portrays a shorter 
period of history, from Jehoiakim’s reign to the flight of the Judean refugees to Egypt. 
In this context the prophet Jeremiah is portrayed as a “preacher of God’s word” who 
rather reports “divine speech,” which is then appropriately rendered by οὕτως εἶπε 
κύριος. As an explanation for the fact that οὕτως εἶπε κύριος begins as the equivalent in 
chapter 30 instead of 33, Pietersma proposes that the translator mistakenly switched the 
equivalent a few chapters too early.178 A similar kind of “textual accommodation and 
exegesis” is proposed in Pietersma’s later article on the subject as well, “Of Translation 
and Revision: From Greek Isaiah to Greek Jeremiah,” where he does not present any 
lengthy analysis of equivalents but rather briefly analyses a number of examples that 
Tov uses in his argumentation.179

Though it is true that the character of the text of Jer changes from predominantly 
poetry to mainly prose after Jer LXX 32, the notion that the translator would concieve 
the two parts of the book in such clear and diverse terms as described by Pietersma, and 
that this conception would affect the renderings of so many Hebrew terms, is very 
difficult to prove. The simple fact that a number of the changes between Jer a’ and Jer b’
converge at Jer LXX 29, in the middle of the OAN, instead of after Jer LXX 32 also 
speaks against Pietersma’s proposition. Additionally, exegetically motivated renderings 
are usually not based on the interpretation of such broad sections of texts as is suggested
by Pietersma, but they are rather born from the translator’s perception of single terms, 
concepts or narratives from the immediate context of the word, generally confined to 

178 Pietersma 2009, http://ccat.sas.upenn.edu/nets/edition/ieremias-excursus.pdf, accessed 2.3.2018.
179 Pietersma 2010b, 386.
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within a single sentence or paragraph from the word in question.180 To presume that the 
translator bases his rendering on his delimitation of such a large portion of text at a time 
is unconvetional.

Pietersma also criticizes Tov’s methodology and classification of the types of 
changes that he proposes to have occurred in the revision of Jer LXX. He posits that 
Tov’s methodology and argumentation condition the differences between Jer a’ and Jer 
b’ in a manner that allows the classification of all differences as “hebraizing” revision, 
and the resulting profile of the revision does not resemble any of the hebraizing 
revisions that have been identified.181 Regarding Tov’s classification of revisionary 
changes, Pietersma argues that they consist of “multiple and contradictory forms” of 
revision that do not give a coherent picture of its direction, assuming that the forms of 
revision should “add up."182

Pietersma is correct in noting that Tov’s classification of revisional tendencies do 
not conform with other known early revisions. A quick glance at Tov’s examples reveals
that several of them actually indicate a change in Jer b’ away from the formal 
equivalency that is found in Jer a’, and even change toward more idiomatic Greek 
expression. These examples do not fit the profile of known revisional tendencies, such 
as the kaige tradition, and should rather be defined otherwise.

Pietersma’s projected expectation of a coherent revision that should manifest itself 
were Jer b’ to be classified as a revision, on the other hand, is unfounded.183 Coherence 
and uniformity in revisionary practice are characteristics that appear only in later, more 
developed exemplars of revision, such as the Naḥal Ḥever MP scroll and the later 
translation of Aquila. Earlier forms of revision, such as are found in the kaige sections 
of 1–4 Rgns, do not exhibit such coherency and consistency. The revision in Jer b’ is 

180 For analyses of exegetically motivated changes in Jer LXX, cf. sec. 8.1.2.
181 Pietersma 2010b, 365–366.
182 Pietersma 2010b, 368.
183 For similar criticism of unfounded expectations on consistency and coherence of revisional practice, cf.
the discussion in Olariu 2015, 30. Olariu argues that McLay and Obiajunwa project such expectations on 
the presumed revisionary character of Dan θ. Both McLay (1996) and Obiajunwa (1999) assert that Dan θ
is a separate translation from Dan LXX, implying that the differences between Dan LXX and Dan θ are 
not revisionary in nature. Olariu contends that they project an ideal of a consistent revision in order to 
show that the inconsistent manifestation of differences between Dan LXX and Dan θ cannot be the result 
of a revision. Olariu (2017 and 2019) maintains that Dan θ is a revision of Dan LXX.
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very early, as it has permeated most, if not all, of the Ms tradition, and should not be 
expected to project a similar degree of coherence and consistency as later exemplars of 
revised LXX translations.

Michael approaches the issue of bisectioning Jer LXX by analyzing the translations 
of doublets. He critisizes Thackeray and Tov for approaching the issue “from-the-top-
down,” that is, taking the evidence that divides the book as their starting point and 
adding “scattered differences” in support of their conclusions.184 In contrast, he 
advocates a “from-the-bottom-up” approach, by which he means an examination of all 
differences in translation equivalents throughout the book, not only those that display 
differences between its two halves. By focusing on the different renderings of doublets 
within Jer a’, Michael argues that the translational inconsistency evident in his material 
should be understood to indicate that consistency and inconsistency in translation 
equivalents are not effective means by which to determine translational or revisional 
activity within a translation. He stresses that different translation equivalents are 
common throughout the book, not only between Jer a’ and Jer b’, but within each half as
well, and that such equivalents should be considered and examined as well as the ones 
which indicate differences between the two halves.185

Michael is correct in noting the differences within each half of Jer LXX. This in 
itself does not refute the possibility of a revision in Jer b’. Most of Michael’s examples 
come from Jer a’, which in Tov’s theory represents the OG. Inconsistency and variation 
in the OG is to be expected of a text that has been revised according to tendencies of 
other known revisions of the LXX. Inconsistency and variation in Jer b’ is more of a 
concern in evaluating Tov’s proposition. Even so, Michael’s plea does not eradicate the 
evidence for consistent differences between Jer a’ and Jer b’. A from-the-bottom-up 
approach towards the translation character of Jer LXX will definitely yield numerous 
agreements between Jer a’ and Jer b’, since most of the Hebrew words in the text do not 
have more than one viable alternative equivalent for a literal-minded translator, and it 
will yield many inconsistencies within both halves of the translation.186 The nature of an 
early revision of the LXX, however, cannot be defined in such absolute terms as 

184 Michael 2006, 94.
185 Michael 2006, 104.
186 For further discussion on translation technique as a method of study, cf. sec. 3.2.
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Pietersma and Michael seem to advocate. No known revision applies its principles with 
absolute perfection, and early attempts at revision should be expected to be far less 
consistent than later exemplars of a more refined revisionary tradition as is displayed by 
Aquila, for example. Early attempts to revise books of the LXX were not necessarily 
concerned with revising a large amount of equivalents, nor were they necessarily as 
methodical in their application as the later revisers.

2.4.4. Summary
Differences in the translation equivalents between the two halves of Jer LXX had 
already been noticed by scholars in the 19th century, and the possibility that this reflects 
the work of more than one translator had been proposed. Thackeray, however, was the 
first to present more thorough research on the issue, and he concluded that the 
translation was made by multiple translators. Ziegler, Martin and Soderlund follow 
Thackeray in this conclusion, and Martin in particular presented more arguments in 
favor of multiple translators. Thackeray’s insights into the different styles of translation 
in different sections of the LXX have later proven their merit, since Barthélemy’s 
research concerning the kaige sections of Samuel-Kings are in near accord with the 
different sections Thackeray identified in those books. Though no external evidence in 
the manner of Thackeray’s Jer β has been discovered, his conclusions on Jer LXX 
should be taken no more lightly than his conclusions on Sam-Kgs.

Tov suggested the translator-reviser theory as a better explanation for the distinctive
agreements between the two halves of the translation. This also led him to categorize the
differences between Jer a’ and Jer b’ according to revisional principles which he 
determined by analyzing the differences in the two sections. Though Tov’s principles 
have been criticised, no research has been presented that has thoroughly overturned 
Tov’s proposition. His strongest arguments for the distinctive agreements between Jer a’ 
and Jer b’ persist in their validity, and the large number of differences that Tov has 
collected and identified continue to present a body of work that critics have struggled to 
surmount. The present study regards the distinctive agreements between Jer a’ and Jer b’
to be an essential characteristic of Jer OG that, at its inception, comprised the whole of 
the translation. The differences, on the other hand, are understood as mostly comprising 
revisional changes in agreement with Tov.
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Arguments against bisectioning Jer have mainly focused on critiquing the evidence 
presented by Tov. Stipp questioned the lack of apparent motive for the differences 
between Jer a’ and Jer b’, citing the opinion that identifying such a motive is necessary 
for identifying a revision. He also emphasizes the mixed nature of the equivalents found
in chapter 29, which makes it difficult to pinpoint the location where the OG text ends 
and the revised text begins. Stipp’s other objections concern the uneven distribution 
among the equivalents in Jer b’ and the unconvincing nature of some of Tov’s distinctive
agreements between Jer a’ and Jer b’, which Soderlund had also claimed. Stipp suggests 
that the differences result from a hiatus in the translation process of a single translator 
who varied his equivalents more after returning to the task from chapter 29 onward, but 
he does not argue for this conclusion in detail.

Pietersma and his students also criticise Tov’s arguments, and in the process 
Pietersma has developed his own explanation for the differences between Jer a’ and Jer 
b’. Pietersma proposes that the translator employed a degree of exegetical appropriation 
that is reflected in the different equivalents chosen in different sections of Jer LXX. A 
major component in Pietersma’s argument is his appeal to the different textual nature of 
Jer a’ and Jer b’. The Vorlage of Jer a’ is a conceptual overview of Israel’s history while 
the Vorlage of Jer b’ portrays a shorter and more immediate period in its history, 
according to Pietersma. This difference in the textual nature, together with other 
contextual factors, have contributed to the translator’s decisions in producing the 
different translation equivalents.

A particular note of critique regarding the study of translation style and character 
has been presented by Soisalon-Soininen. In his study on the text forms of Judges he 
concludes that more careful research is needed on the sentence structure of the LXX 
translations in order to determine more precisely the relationship between different text 
forms. He laments that most reseach on LXX syntax at the time had been based on 
phonetic and vocabular aspects of the translations, and only a few studies had 
syntactical costructions in their focus.187 Research on the differences between Jer a’ and 
Jer b’ has also largely been based on a comparison of vocabulary, though a few forays 
into the structural and contextual influences on the choice of equivalents have been 
presented. This study intends to approach the differences through a more thorough 

187 Soisalon-Soininen 1951, 116–117. This same critique is presented in Aejmelaeus 2020, 169–170.
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syntactical analysis that considers both the syntactical and contextual factors that 
influence the choices of equivalent.
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3. Methodology: Translation Technique and 
Revisions

3.1. The Necessity of a Translation Technical Analysis 
for this Study
The study of translation technique is the means for determining the character of a 
translation. This is the aim of this study with regard to the Greek translation of Jer. Since
Jer LXX has significant translational differences between its two halves, a translation 
technical study is the only means for determining how these differences reflect on the 
translation character of these two sections. Previous studies have focused mainly on 
lexical equivalents with only minor remarks on the syntactical and semantic features 
that effect these differences. This study will concentrate on the syntactic and semantic 
aspects of the translation in order to better understand the nature of these differences. A 
determination of the difference in translation character allows a more precise description
of the cause of the differences and ultimately of the relationship between the two 
sections.

Revisions are usually identified through a comparison of different versions of the 
same text. In the case of Jer LXX, however, the manuscript tradition is invariant to the 
extent that, apart from the Hexaplaric and Lucianic recensional features, the text is quite
uniform. There is not enough variance between the manuscripts to indicate a revision 
solely based on variant readings. For this reason, the revision in Jer b’ has been argued 
for on the basis of a comparison between the translation equivalents in Jer a’ and Jer b’. 
Certain differences manifest such a great contrast that commences at Jer LXX 29, the 
break point between the two sections, that it is obvious that some kind of change has 
occurred between Jer a’ and Jer b’.

Since this change cannot be analyzed by comparing variant texts to each other, it is 
necessary to analyze them on the basis of the comparison between Jer a’ and Jer b’. The 
most plausible method of conducting such an analysis is by characterizing the 
differences according to their translation character. This is fulfilled by a translation 
technical study that considers the syntactical and semantic contexts in which the 
different equivalents occur in order to determine the cause of the different choices that 
the translator and reviser made.
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The use of the translation technical method to study revisions was pioneered by 
Soisalon-Soininen on his study of the variant texts of Judges. He argues that a study of 
translation technique, or the peculiarities of the translation, may well indicate whether 
the two text forms can be traced back to the same translation that was later corrected and
changed, or whether there are two different translations. When both texts share the same
translation characteristics, a strong case can be made for their common origin.188 An 
analysis of the translation’s treatment of the structure of the text and its syntactical 
features can provide further information on the identification and nature of revisions that
cannot be derived merely from research on the changes in vocabulary, which is the more
common approach taken to identify revisions.189 The emphasis on vocabulary in the 
study of revisions is understandable since changes in vocabulary are more easy to 
identify than changes to syntactical features.

In this section, I introduce the concept of translation technique and discuss different
types of translation found in the LXX and how they reflect on the textual history of the 
LXX. This is followed by a discussion on the identification and characterization of 
revisions in the LXX. 

3.2. Translation Technique
This study employs a translation technical approach in characterizing the Greek 
translation of Jer. This characterization is carried out by a comparison between the 
extant Hebrew text, or in some cases the reconstructed Hebrew Vorlage of the 
translation, and the Greek translation itself. The Hebrew text serves as the point of 
departure.190 The Greek renderings of each Hebrew word and expression chosen for this 
study are analyzed according to their representation of the grammatical categories 
attested by the source text in order to determine the syntactic and semantic aspects that 
influenced the translation. The goal of such an inquiry is to determine how and why the 
translator arrived at his choice of equivalent.

This approach is employed in order to describe the translation from as many 
relevant angles, and with as many relevant criteria, as possible, and to consider all 

188 Soisalon-Soininen 1951, 14
189 Aejmelaeus 2020, 169–170. Examples of vocabulary lists that have been drawn up to characterize the 
kaige tradition include Greenspoon 1983, 270–273 and McLay 1998, 131–134.
190 Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 10.
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possible factors that played a part in the translator’s decisions. The examination of the 
relationship between the translation and its Vorlage allows one to distinguish how the 
syntax of the Vorlage affects the translation, how the demands of the target language 
affect the translation, and how the peculiarities of the translator affect the translation;191 
it enables the description of the different syntactic phenomena used in the translation 
and a close characterization of the lexical choices made by the translator.192

Aejmelaeus has defined translation technique as a designation of the relationship 
between the text of the translation and its Vorlage and as a description of the translator’s
work.193 Barr describes the process of assessing the nature of the translator’s decisions in
similar terms: “the setting forth of a semantic path which may reasonably be taken to 
have led from the one text [the Hebrew Vorlage] to the other [the Greek translation]."194 
To discern the path of the translator is to unravel the decision making process, whether 
conscious or unconscious, that the translator went through to arrive at his translation. 
Translating from Hebrew, a semitic language, to Greek, an indo-European language, 
presents certain linguistic challenges that force the translator to make decisions about 
lexical and grammatical representation.195

Textual criticism, both of the Hebrew text and of the Greek text, is a necessary 
factor to take into consideration when undertaking a translation technical study.196 This 
is apparent from the fact that both the Hebrew and the Greek texts are assessed in the 
process. In order to perform a translation technical study on a Greek text, both the Greek
text itself and the underlying Hebrew Vorlage must be established. The equivalents to be
assessed depend on which Greek reading is considered to represent the OG text, and the 
translation technical evaluation requires a determination of the Hebrew reading that was 
translated. On the other hand, in many cases a knowledge of the character of the 

191 Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 12; This distinction is reiterated by Aejmelaeus (1982, 1; and 2007, 212).
192 For an in-depth presentation of these methodological issues, cf. Aejmelaeus 1982, 1; and Aejmelaeus 
2007, 63 and 205–222.
193 Aejmelaeus 2007, 63 and 205–206.
194 Barr 1979, 285
195 Regarding the distinctions between the Hebrew and the Greek languages and how they affected the 
translation process, cf., for example, Barr 1979, 291–292; Wevers 1990a, vii; and Aejmelaeus 2007, xiv.
196 Aejmelaeus 2007, 73. Cf. Also Wirth 2016, 24.
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translation is a significant factor in determining both the OG and the Hebrew Vorlage 
that it is translating.

When progressing toward evaluating the translation character of a translation, 
establishing the Hebrew Vorlage and establishing the OG text, there can be no 
predetermined sequence in which these three processes are to be carried out. They are 
rather mutually dependent on each other, and should all be taken into consideration 
when performing each task. The particular text to be analyzed should be taken as the 
determining factor in deciding which step to carry out first. Each text has its own history
and peculiarities. Generally speaking, the analysis of unquestionable readings and 
translation forms should form the basis of such research, after which uncertain readings 
and translations can be examined to complete the picture. Furthermore, the usual and 
regular translations should be presented first, as a depiction of the regular procedure of 
the translator, and the unusual equivalents only afterwards in order to evaluate whether 
they render similar Hebrew constructions or whether they reflect a different Hebrew 
Vorlage.197

3.3. Different Types of Translation in the Septuagint
Each book in the Septuagint embodies a different translation character from the other 
books. This is because the text of each book was produced by different translators. 
Accordingly, each translation should be evaluated separately. The translation character 
of some books are very similar to each other. For example, there are several books 
whose translations are considered to exemplify the kaige tradition. The range of 
translation character is generally evaluated on a continuum between literal and free 
translation. This outlook is derived from modern translation studies, and should not be 
applied as such to ancient translation.

James Barr, among others, has determined that all the books translated in the LXX 
more or less represent a literal translation of their Vorlage in relation to the modern 
notions of free and literal translation. They can, nevertheless, be distinguished from one 
another through various means in which literalism is manifested in ancient translation. 
Barr has proposed six aspects by which literalism can be identified and delineated:

197 Wirth 2016, 25.

60



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 [...]

4. Accuracy and level of semantic information, especially in cases of 
metaphor and idiom.

5. Coded “etymological” indication of formal/semantic relationships 
obtaining in the vocabulary of the original language.

6. Level of text and level of analysis.198

Though a translation is characterized as literal, it is not necessarily so according to all of
Barr’s categories. A translation can be literal in one aspect and free in another.199 One 
translation may manifest one aspect of literalism, such as a close quantitative 
representation of the elements in the Vorlage, while another translation manifests care in
producing consistent renderings of each Hebrew word. Some translations may be literal 
in more aspects that others.200

Several studies have proposed a classification of the translations according to the 
character of their translation. Thackeray proposed four classes of translation:

1) Good κοινή Greek, including the Pentateuch, parts of Josh, Is and 1 Macc;

2) Indifferent Greek, including Jer a’, Ezek, MP, 1 and 2 Chron, the non-
kaige sections of Sam-Kgs, Psalms, Sirach and Judith; 

3) Literal or unintelligent versions, including Jer b’, the B text of Judges, 
Ruth, the kaige sections of Sam-Kgs, Song of Solomon, Lamentations, Dan 
Θ, 2 Esdras and Ecclesiastes;

4) Paraphrase and free rendering (literary Greek), including 1 Esdras, parts 
of Dan LXX, Esther, Job and Proverbs.201

The criteria that Thackeray uses for his classification are somewhat vague, and he 
himself professes that it is a very general classification. Though the categories reflect 

198 Barr 1979, 294. Tov (2015, 18–26) has presented a similar list of aspects of literalism.
199 Barr 1979, 323–324.
200 Barr 1979, 281.
201 Thackeray 1909, 13–14.
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notions related to translation character, such as free rendering, Thackeray explains that 
he groups the books according to Greek style. There is a clear continuum between 
groups 1, 2 and 3, and group 4 is separate from these. Later studies have refined the 
characterizations of many of these translations, and a general consensus regarding which
translations are more rigorous in following the Hebrew structure and features of the 
Vorlage and which are not is perceivable from general introductions to the LXX.202 
Jennifer Dines lists Ecclesiates, Song of Songs and Ruth as examples that portray the 
most formal equivalence, and Job, Isaiah, Proverbs, Dan LXX and Chronicles as 
representing the most dynamic equivalence in the LXX.203 Karen H. Jobes and Moisés 
Silva present a classification based on Raija Sollamo’s study on the translations of 
semiprepositions in the LXX. They note that the “freest” of the translations are Esther, 
Exodus, Proverbs, Isaiah, Dan LXX and Job, and that the “most slavish” of the 
translations are 2 Esdras, Ezekiel, Jeremiah, both text types of Judges, and 2 and 4 
Reigns.204

3.4. Translation Technique and Revisions
The characterizations of the sections Jer a’ and Jer b’ are in some ways different, as both
previous studies have shown and as this study contends.205 By comparing the way in 
which specific syntactic and semantic contexts affect the renderings of certain words 
and expressions in the two sections, one can begin to identify the different approaches 
and solutions that have been applied to them. This not only allows the definition of 
particular and distinct characteristics for different sections, but it also enables their 
comparison to the character of other books in the LXX and their further placement 
within the broader development of the text of the LXX as a whole.

Soisalon-Soininen has poignantly described the necessity of the study of translation 
technique for differentiating between the characters of different translations and 

202 Cf. for example, Dines 2004, 120; Tov 2015, 28–29; Jobes and Silva 2015, 301; and the 
characterization of each translated book in the LXX in Aitken (ed.) 2015.
203 Dines 2004, 120.
204 Jobes and Silva 2015, 301. For the original study by Sollamo, cf. Sollamo 1979, 284–287. Sollamo’s 
classifications do not include Ruth, Eccl and Song of Songs. For a similar classification based on the uses 
of participium coniunctum and genetivus absolutus as renderings of infinitives, cf. Soisalon-Soininen 
1965, 177–179.
205 For previous characterizations, cf. section 2.4. For the conclusions of this study, cf. chapter 9.
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different translators. By analyzing how the different Hebrew grammatical categories are 
rendered, one can differentiate between the differences that already exist in the Hebrew 
Vorlagen of the two translations and between the different features that are introduced 
by the translators. This elucidates how the translators have worked, what expressions 
they render literally, and in what circumstances do they avoid verbatim expressions in 
favor of free expression. Only by this means can the peculiarities of each translator be 
distinguished from the fundamental features of translation that occur in most LXX 
translations.206

Based on certain patterns of difference in the translation character of different 
sections of text in the LXX, one notices a development towards favoring a more literal 
and closer representation of the Hebrew text in the later translations than in the former 
ones. As noted above, the Pentateuch, especially Gen and Ex, is considered to represent 
a better quality of Greek than most of the later translations. At the other extreme are 
books that bear more literalistic aspects and that were translated very late, possibly as 
late as the 1st century CE, such as Ruth, Ecclesiastes and Song of Solomon.207 Barr 
describes this phenomenon as a late development. Increasing literalism was a trend that 
can be seen developing for some centuries within ancient biblical translation.208

The first translators have been described as working with no defined policy or 
pattern of dealing with specific Hebrew structures. Their translations rather reflect an ad
hoc approach, even spontaneity in the way they are varied. The original translators 
employ equivalents both literal and free according to what suits both the character of the
Vorlage and the immediate context.209 Characteristics of literalism and its consistent 
application become more pronounced only in the later translations and revisions of the 

206 Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 14–15.
207 On the dating of these three translations, cf. Bons 2015, 119. On Ecclesiastes as probably the latest of 
the translations, cf. Aitken 2015a, 26.
208 Barr 1979, 281. A good example of increasing literalism within LXX translations is presented by 
Mikhail Seleznev (2018). He shows that the renderings of the Hebrew semipreposition בעיני start out as 
the idiomatic Greek expressions ἐνώπιον and ἐναντίον in the Pentateuch and progress to the literal 
renderings ἐν ὀφθαλμοῖς in Ruth and Ecclesiastes. One factor that Seleznev argues to have affected this 
change is the different regard for anthropomorphisms in relation to YHWH. The earlier translations 
avoided such anthropomorphisms, e.g. by more idiomatic Greek expressions such as ἐνώπιον and 
ἐναντίον, but the later translations valued close representation of the Hebrew text more so than anti-
anthropomorphism. For an analysis of the renderings of בעיני in Jer LXX, cf. sec. 5.5.
209 For this vein of though, cf. Barr 1979, 281 and Aejmelaeus 2020, 172.
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LXX. The revisions in particular display specific patterns of change that indicate their 
intention to “correct” the translation to represent the Hebrew text with more precision 
and consistency.210

Barr proposes some factors that might have influenced the development toward 
increased literalism in ancient biblical translation:211 

1) practical problems of translating: e.g. convenience, word-lists etc. 

2) a drive to achieve greater accuracy: early translations had unaccountable 
variations and unevennesses.

3) conception of inspired scripture: even smallest elements/details of text 
were meaningful.

4) conception of multiple meaning: free translation yielded only one 
meaning.

5) a deepening conviction that real authority lay in the original Hebrew text, 
rather than the Greek text.

Most of these factors proposed by Barr are the same factors that have been identified as 
motivations for the later revisions of the LXX. Barr’s second, third and fifth factors in 
particular convey principles of translation that have been linked to the kaige tradition.212 
The currents of literalistic translation and LXX revision ran hand-in-hand in the early 
development of the text of the LXX, as can be seen in the character classifications of the
LXX books presented above. The more rigorous and formally equivalent renderings are 
precisely those that are considered exemplars of the kaige tradition: Ruth, Eccl, Song, 
which are thought to be among the last books translated into Greek, and the B text of 
Judges and the kaige sections of Sam-Kgs.

This development of translation character among the books in the LXX should be 
taken into consideration when defining the relationship between Jer a’ and Jer b’. In 
comparison to Jer a’, Jer b’ displays a higher degree of consistency in its renderings and 
more frequent use of equivalents that represent the formal qualities of the Hebrew text. 
According to Barr’s aspects of literalism, the character of Jer b’ embodies a greater 
degree of literalistic tendencies than does Jer a’.

210 Aejmelaeus forthcoming.
211 Barr 1979, 324–325. The following is not a direct quotation, but a summary of Barr’s explanation.
212 For discussion on similar features in the kaige tradition, Aitken 2015a, 39–40; Gentry 2016 http:/
/dx.doi.org/10.1163/2452-4107_thb_COM_0001030102 (2.5.2018); Aejmelaeus forthcoming.
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3.5. Criteria for Identifying Revisions
Soisalon-Soininen’s study on the different text forms of Judg LXX presents his criteria 
for differentiating between separate translations and an original translation and its 
revision. If two variant Greek texts share similar translation characteristics, it is likely 
that they can be traced to the same original translation, and that the differences derive 
from later corrections and changes. For Judg LXX, he identified shared mistranslations, 
peculiarities of syntax and certain choices of equivalent between the A and the B texts.213

Tov has articulated similar criteria. In his study on Jer LXX, he defines Jer b’ as a 
revision based on both the significant differences between Jer a’ and Jer b’ and on the 
distinctive agreements between them.214 These criteria are important factors for the 
study and identification of revisions since they lay the foundation for arguing both for a 
common basis between one text and its revision and for the changes that the reviser 
produced. Tov’s criteria for identifying a revision comprise two conditions:

• LXX and the revision share a common textual basis [i.e. the same OG 
translation]. This assumption is based on the recognition of distinctive 
agreements in vocabulary between the two texts that set them apart from the 
remainder of the LXX. If such a common basis cannot be recognized, the 
two sources comprise separate translations rather than a source and its 
revision.

• The revision corrects LXX in a certain direction, generally towards a more 
precise reflection of its Hebrew source.215

As noted above, shared translation characteristics, distinctive agreements and revisional 
changes are generally identified between two versions of the same text. To identify a 
common basis between Jer a’ and Jer b’, which are two different texts, one must refer to 
shared characteristics and distinctive agreements between their translation equivalents. 
Distinctive translation equivalents must be of a nature that distinguishes them from the 
rest of the LXX by their absence or rarity in other translated books.216 For Jer a’ and Jer 
b’, Tov has listed thirty unique and rare common renditions and 15 rare Greek words 

213 Soisalon-Soininen 1951, 23–70.
214 For a summary of Tov’s arguments, cf. section 2.4.
215 Tov 2012, 141.
216 Tov 1976, 19.

65



shared by the two.217 It is very unprobable that separate translators would both employ 
these rare and unique features. They are indicative of a common original translation.

The other criterion for identifying a revision is defining a motive for the change in 
the text. Once distinctive agreements have been found, the focus of inquiry should again
shift to the differences between the texts, and an attempt should be made to discern the 
possible reasons that instigated the change. Defining a motive for change strengthens 
the argument for a revision, but even the absence of a clear motive does not rule out the 
possibility of a revision. Motives for revision are identified through patterns that emerge
among the changed equivalents. The more consistent these patterns are, the more clearer
the motives become.

Revisions that have been identified, and which are accepted as such, are largely 
understood to have changed the text towards a more quantitative and qualitative 
alignment with the concurrent Hebrew text. The principles of later revisions are better 
known than those of early revisions. For example, the Hexaplaric recension aims at a 
close quantitative alignment with the Hebrew,218 yet it does not remove plusses in the 
Greek text, and does not change equivalents. The Lucianic recension, on the other hand, 
changes equivalents to match better Greek style, and it makes certain editorial 
changes.219 Characteristics of quantitative and qualitative alignment are sought for when 
considering the possibility of identifying a revision in other texts as well.

On the other hand, some exemplars of the kaige tradition for example, particularly 
with regard to their revisional nature, were not as developed in their consistency as, for 
say, the later jewish translation of Aquila.220 Moreover, the revisional principles of these 
examplars have not been fully realized. The general development of revisional practices 
is from small, inconsistent changes in early revisions to the systematic and extensive 
corrections in later ones.221 The kaige tradition exhibits exemplars from different stages 
on this continuum, e.g. the kaige sections of 1–4 Rgns do not display kaige features as 

217 For a summary of Tov’s evidence and its later critique, cf. section 2.4.
218 Gentry 2016, <http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/2452-4107_thb_COM_0001030102> (06.09.2019).
219 Gentry 2016, <http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/2452-4107_thb_COM_0001030102> (06.09.2019).
220 For examples of inconsistent revisional practice in the kaige sections of Sam-Kgs and in the Armenian 
translation of the Greek Old Testament, cf. Tucker forthcoming. For examples of inconsistent application 
of kaige equivalents within the translated books ascribed to the kaige tradition, cf. Aitken 2015a, 25–27.
221 Tov 2012, 141; and Olariu 2015, 30 note 53.
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consistently as the later translations of Eccl and Song, and even less so than the Naḥal 
Ḥever MP scroll (8ḥevXIIgr). But even the kaige sections of 1–4 Rgns evince such a 
pervasive application of kaige features that it must be rooted in a history of development
that extends to an earlier period in the history of the LXX. The earliest practice of 
revision was most likely not as pervasive and systematic as what is evident in identified 
revisions of the LXX. Changes in a text that are not simply occasional and which seem 
to follow or fulfil a principle, no matter how inconsistently, are rather to be attributed to 
revisional activity than to the vagaries of a single translator. 

Some of the motives that have been attributed to the reviser of Jer b’ include a 
penchant for expressing the meaning of the Hebrew text more adequately than the OG, 
correcting erroneous renderings, and using equivalents in a more consistent manner. 
These tendencies, however, are not applied exhaustively in Jer b’, and their application 
is not always consistent, as noted by Tov.222 Despite the vague impression that the 
evidence presents regarding possible motives for revision, this should not be taken as a 
refutation of the hypothesis. The definition of an exact motive for the kaige recension 
itself is likewise under dispute,223 though it is generally held that texts depicting kaige 
type readings have been altered to follow a proto-MT text more closely224 and that a 
kaige reading is identified among variants by being the reading that corresponds more 
closely to the MT than the other variants.225 The kaige tradition has been defined largely 
along the lines of lists of lexical items used as translation equivalents.226 Its 
characterizations in terms of translation technique are few, though some important 
features have been identified.227 Despite these issues, the existence of a reworking of the

222 Tov 1976, 44–45 and 158–159. For a discussion of Tov’s characterization of the revision in Jer b’ and 
its critique, cf. section 2.4.
223 McLay 1998, 128–129.
224 Dines 2004, 82.
225 Kauhanen 2017, 148.
226 Lists of 96 equivalents attributed to the kaige tradition may be found in Greenspoon 1983, 270–273 
and McLay 1998 131–134. Tekoniemi (2019, 258) has listed 16 further equivalents that have been 
identified by other scholars. Tuukka Kauhanen and Leonardo Pessoa intend to publish a complete updated
list of kaige features in Samuel-Kings with an explanation of criteria for recognizing such features. They 
are also planning an online database for the known kaige features and their instances in the texts (private 
communication).
227 With regard to the lexical equivalents attributed to kaige, Kauhanen (2017, 147) has noted that a kaige 
rendering most likely fulfills one or several different criteria. These include the notion that "the Greek 
word produces the basic meaning of the Hebrew word or a rendering that might be theologically 
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LXX in the kaige tradition has not been disputed, largely due to the evidence provided 
by the Naḥal Ḥever MP scroll. The lack of an all-encompassing motive that can explain 
all or a majority of the differences should not, therefore, be considered a catalyst against
identifying a revised text.

In addition to the above criteria, it is possible to identify revisionary characteristics 
through a comparison with the translation character of books known to represent 
revisionary traditions, such as the kaige tradition. When a certain equivalent is typical to
a section of text, and at the same time different from the corresponding equivalent used 
in another section of text, and is the same or bears the same qualities as an equivalent 
typical of a known revisionary tradition, then it is possible to characterize that 
equivalent as deriving from the same vein as the one represented by the revisionary 
tradition. In this manner, the kaige sections in 1–4 Reigns have been identified as 
revised translations according to similarities with features of the Naḥal Ḥever MP scroll.

Thackeray was able to distinguish between different sections of the LXX based on 
the different translation equivalents in those sections, but his interpretation was that the 
differences result from the work of different translators. In addition to identifying the 
different characters of Jer a’ and Jer b’, Thackeray also identified the sections in 1–4 
Reigns that have been later classified as kaige sections and non-kaige sections of those 
translations.228 The later discovery of the Naḥal Ḥever MP scroll 8ḥevXIIgr and its 
analysis and characterization by Barthélemy demonstrated that the kaige sections in fact 
contain a revision of the OG translation instead of a separate translation.

Tov has categorized the differences between Jer a’ and Jer b’ according to 
observations on the semantic and formal correspondence between the Hebrew and 
Greek equivalents and on the consistency of the equivalents. The categories are defined 
as the working principles of the reviser, whose revision is evident in Jer b’:

meaningful," and that "the reading produces the same number of elements (particles and lexemes) as the 
corresponding Hebrew reading" (147). Kauhanen’s other criteria are not directly related to translation 
technique. Elsewhere (2018, 64), Kauhanen mentions concordance as one of the principles for revising 
lexical equivalents. Aejmelaeus (2017a, 41–53) has identified an exegetical feature that may be attributed 
to the kaige recension among the renderings of the Hebrew verb נחם nif’al ’to regret / to change one’s 
mind" (for a similar tendency in Jer b’, cf. sections 6.7 and 8.) A few features of verbal syntax are 
described by Raimund Wirth. These include the elimination of praesens historicum and a change in verbal
tenses from perfect forms (identifiable in L) to aorist forms (Wirth 2017, 196 and 2014, 125 n. 36).
228 For Jer LXX, cf. Thackeray 1903a; for 1–4 Reigns, cf. Thackeray 1907. For a discussion on 
Thackeray’s arguments, cf. section 2.3.3.
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1) more precise renditions;

2) corrections of erroneous renditions;

3) stereotyped (literal) replacing non-stereotyped (free) renditions;

4) renditions reflecting the Heb more consistently;

5) other changes.229

Though these categories serve well to describe certain aspects of the differences 
between the two sections of LXX-Jer, Tov notes that at times these principles produce 
incompatible results.230 For example, the more precise equivalent is not always the 
stereotyped equivalent, and a number of the differing equivalents in Jer b’ do not reflect 
the Hebrew in a more consistent manner than do the equivalents in Jer a’.

In comparison to the kaige tradition, some of the changed equivalents in Jer b’ seem
outright contradictory to the notion that they are revised equivalents,231 though this in 
itself does not rule out their characterization as revisional equivalents. This issue raises 
the question whether all the differences ought to be attributed to a reviser. Comparison 
with kaige can serve as a control in defining the types of changes that occur between Jer
a’ and Jer b’ from the perspective of known revisional tendencies. If kaige attests the 
same or a similar change that occurs in Jer b’, then that feature may be defined as 
revisional with greater confidence. Assessing the differences in Jer LXX against 
revisional principles identified as part of the kaige tradition is a more precise method for
placing the changes in Jer LXX within the textual history of the Greek versions of the 
Hebrew Bible than simply assessing their character in relation to each other.

Tov does note a number of similar lexical choices between Jer b’ and the three later 
translators Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion, which he correctly asserts to increase 
the probability that Jer b’ contains a revised translation.232 However, additional features 
of early revisional practices have been identified in the past few decades which can 
assist in more precisely profiling the changes that have taken place in Jer LXX.

229 Tov 1976, 43. For examples of each of these tendencies, cf. sec. 2.4.2.
230 Tov 1976, 157. Cf. also Pietersma’s critique of Tov’s revisional tendencies (sec. 2.4.3).
231 For a list of these equivalents, cf. sec. 8.1.2.
232 Tov 1976, 161.
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Descriptions of the kaige tradition focus on its literal translation character that 
closely follows its source language to produce “awkward, stilted, and wooden” Greek,233

and the use of transliteration to represent Hebrew words is cited as a prominent 
feature.234 The underlying motive of the recension is to make the Greek translation 
represent the Hebrew text, the proto-Masoretic text, more precisely in both quality and 
quantity than the Old Greek frequently does. This is achieved through concordant 
translation equivalents in which each Hebrew word is consistently rendered by the same
Greek word, through a close representation of small details in the Hebrew text, such as 
prepositions, particles and articles, through the addition of elements for which the OG 
has no correspondence to the Hebrew text, and through the omission of elements in the 
Greek that have no corresponding element in the Hebrew.235 This disposition of the 
kaige revision also manifests a degree of exegetical interest in the text that was not 
characteristic of the first translators, as shown by the equivalents of niph’al forms of 

to regret.’236’ ִנַחם

3.6. Summary of Methodology
In this study, I first perform a translation technical analysis of the Greek renderings of 
chosen Hebrew words and expressions (sections 4., 5. and 6.). The choice of words and 
expressions has been made based on identified translational differences between Jer a’ 
and Jer b’ with the intention of explaining the cause and nature of these differences from
a translation technical perspective.

A number of the chosen words and expressions occur often in Jer, and for these I 
have calculated the expected value for each equivalent in each half of the translation. 
The purpose of these calculations is to determine the amount of occurrences to be 
expected for each equivalent if they were randomly distributed between Jer a’ and Jer b’.
The greater the difference between the expected value and the actual value of 
occurrences in each half the more likely it is that a difference in the distribution patterns 
of equivalents between Jer a’ and Jer b’ did not occur by accident. I have chosen the 

233 Gentry 2016, <http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/2452-4107_thb_COM_0001030102> (06.09.2019).
234 Marcos 2000, 146-147.
235 Aejmelaeus forthcoming.
236 Aejmelaeus 2017a, 41-53. For a discussion on similar features in Jer b’, cf. section 6.7 and 8.
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expected value of 5 as a threshold for consideration. Words and expressions that do not 
occur so often will yield an expected value lower than 5 in each half of Jer, in which 
case statistical analysis becomes less relevant.

In chapters 7. and 8., I present two categorizations based on observations made in 
my analysis. Chapter 7. classifies the qualitative differences between Jer MT and Jer 
LXX that appear in my material. The purpose of this classification is to better 
characterize the competence and disposition of the translator towards the task of 
translation. In chapter 8., I categorize the noted differences between Jer a’ and Jer b’ 
according to their correspondence to known characteristics of the kaige tradition. The 
categories that I focus on in particular are renderings that reflect a more formal 
equivalence of the Hebrew text, more consistent renderings, and exegetical concerns 
that are observable in the changes. Most of the differences that I analyze below fit these 
categories, but a number of the differences do not. I have categorized these other 
differences also according to the characteristics of the kaige tradition, but as examples 
of opposite or non-conforming tendencies.
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4. Infinitives

4.1. Overview

4.1.1. Infinitives in Septuagint Jeremiah
The renderings of infinitives (inf.) are a good means by which to characterize a LXX 
translation since they occur very often in the Hebrew text and since they are used in 
various expressions that do not always translate into Greek via the same syntactical 
structures. In the case of Jer LXX, the renderings of inf. have already been noted in 
passing in a few studies regarding its translation character,237 but no broad 
characterization has been written on the matter.

The most common uses of inf. in the Hebrew Bible are infinitives without 

prepositions (0+inf.) and infinitives that are prefixed with the ְל preposition (ְל+inf.). 
The most common renderings for both of these expressions in the LXX are anarthrous 
infinitives (0+inf.) and genitive articular infinitives (τοῦ+inf.). Less frequent renderings 

consist of nouns or finite verbs, particles such as ὥστε and ἵνα followed by an inf., or 
prepositional phrases with or without an article. The most common rendering in the 
LXX of inf. as direct objects is 0+inf. Final inf. are usually rendered by either 0+inf. or 
by τοῦ+inf.

Jer LXX largely employs the same equivalents that are most common in the LXX 

as a whole to render 0+inf. and ְל+inf. There are a total of 636 inf. in the Hebrew text of 
Jer. Of these, 501 are infinitives construct (inf. cs.) and 135 are infinitives absolute (inf. 

abs.).238 Of the 501 inf. cs., the infinitival ֵלאֹמר, which often introduces direct speech, 
forms its own group.239 The remaining 387 instances consist of inf. without prepositions 

and inf. with prepositions, the most common of which is ְל+inf.

237 E.g. Thackeray 1908b; Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 173–174; and Tov 1976, 97.
238 These figures are derived from a search of infinitives construct and infinitives absolute from the 
BibleWorks 8 program. Of the 501 infinitives construct, five have Qere -readings, therefore the total 
depends on how these are calculated. These five Ketiv/Qere differences are found in 7:22; 13:16; 17:23; 
25:7 and 32:35. All five cases are included in the sum 501.
239 For a discussion on the renderings of לאמר in the LXX, cf. Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 71.
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Soisalon-Soininen summarizes the Greek renderings of different inf. 

constructions in Jer in his charts.240 He indicates that inf. without a preposition are 

translated 10 times by 0+inf., four times by an articular inf., and 17 times by other 

means; the expression ְל+inf. is rendered 68 times by 0+inf., 91 times by an articular 

inf., and 34 times by other means; the expressions למען ,בעבור or לבלתי+inf. are 

rendered 10 times by an articular inf., and 19 times by other means, though never by 

0+inf. Other uses of the Hebrew inf. are rendered only once by 0+inf. The Greek 0+inf. 

occurs 29 times when the Hebrew attests something other than an inf. Likewise the 

articular inf. occurs 10 times when there is no inf. in the Hebrew text. When ְב+inf. 

occurs in Jer, it is rendered three times by ἐν τῷ+inf., twice by ἐν+noun, six times by a 

ὅτε -phrase, three times by a genitive absolute, and once by different means.241

Both Thackeray and Tov appeal to the renderings of inf. in support of their 
arguments for bisectioning Jer LXX, but neither analyze these in detail. Thackeray 
observes that in Jer a’, 0+inf. is rare and that τοῦ+inf. is usual. On the other hand, in Jer 

b’, 0+inf. is common, but τοῦ+inf. is also used.242 Soisalon-Soininen comments on 
Thackeray’s argument regarding the renderings of infinitives in Jer LXX and notes the 
difference between the two halves of Jer LXX with regard to their use of τοῦ+inf. He 
also concludes that a break point occurs between chapters 28 and 29. For the purposes 
of his own study, however, he proceeds to address Jer LXX as a single unit in 
comparison to other LXX books. The material, he observes, does point toward the work 
of two translators, but as some of Thackeray’s other multiple translator theories had 
been disproven at the time, Soisalon-Soininen suggests a cautious approach to Jer LXX 
as well.243

Tov restricts his comments to the renderings of the Hebrew construction ְל+inf. 
According to his calculations,244 these are rendered 56 times by an articular inf. and 16 

240 Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 184.
241 Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 188.
242 Thackeray 1903a, 251.
243 Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 174.
244 Tov 1976, 97 n. 13. Tov states that his figures for Jer a' and Jer b' derive from Soisalon-Soininen's 
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times by 0+inf. in Jer a’. In Jer b’, the corresponding figures are 35 times an articular 
inf. and 59 times 0+inf. He concludes that Jer a’ prefers the article as a formal 

equivalent for the preposition ְל, while the reviser has often omitted the article because 
of its “un-Greek employment.” Notably, Tov does not attribute this difference to any 
revisional tendency of the reviser, but rather lists it as a synonymous difference between
the two sections.

Critics of Thackeray and Tov’s theories on bisectioning Jer LXX have rarely 
discussed the renderings of inf. Raija Sollamo, in an article on the translations of inf. 
abs. in Jer LXX, states that the renderings of inf. abs. in Jer LXX do not lend themselves
to support bisectioning the translation,245 but no critique has been applied to the 
evidence cited by Thackeray and Tov, namely the use and non-use of the articular inf.

As is evident from the calculations of Soisalon-Soininen and others, most of the 

Greek equivalents of Hebrew inf. in Jer LXX consist of τοῦ+inf. and 0+inf., which are 

mainly used to render both the Hebrew ְל+inf. and 0+inf. In the following analysis, the 

renderings of ְל+inf. and 0+inf. are presented together due to their functional overlap 

and shared equivalents (section 4.2.). The data is presented according to the Greek form 

of the renderings, both 0+inf. and τοῦ+inf., but an explanation of how the translator 

handles each Hebrew expression is included within this section as well (section 4.2.4). 

The renderings of the Hebrew inf. abs., ְב+infinitive (ְב+inf.) and ְכ+infinitive (ְכ+inf.) 

are presented separately (sections 4.3. and 4.4.). Their occurrence rate is not as 

numerous as ְל+inf. and 0+inf., but they deserve separate treatment.

The analysis will examine the semantic and syntactical contexts in which the 
renderings of inf. are used.The summary at the end of each section discusses the 
implications of the analysis for the translation character of Jer LXX and for the theories 
of its bisectioning. Before the analysis, some relevant background information on the 
use and functions of infinitives in the HB and their renderings in the LXX is presented.

calculations.
245 Sollamo 2012, 19.
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4.1.2. Infinitives in the Hebrew Language
In the Hebrew language, the inf. cs. is a verbal noun, i.e. it functions in a sentence either
as a noun or as a verb. In both functions it is used both with and without prepositions. 

The most common use of the inf. in the HB is with the preposition ְל. The prepositions ְב
and ְכ are not as frequent, but they are common and are especially used to express 
temporal relations. The other form of the inf. is independent, i.e. it is used without a 

preposition (0+inf.). In many instances, the use and meanings of ְל+inf. and 0+inf. 

overlap, but there is an occasional distinction of meaning. Adnominal ְל+inf. gives the 
impression why something is used or why it is convenient or suitable, a meaning which 
the independent inf. does not have.246 The negation used in connection to the infinitive 

construct is בלתי.

As a noun, the inf. cs. may assume the role of subject, predicate, the object of a 
verb, or it may be a part of a genitive construction. As a verb it is often used as a direct 
object to the main verb or to express the purpose or result of the action of the main verb.
With prepositions, inf. cs. often convey the meaning of a subordinate clause. The inf. cs.
is used less frequently as a main verb. In such cases, it is usually associated with either a
subject or an object, and less often with both. Occasionally it is employed in parallel 
with finite forms.247

The most common functions of inf. are as direct objects or as final inf. As direct 

objects, they usually complement another verb, and either 0+inf. or ְל+inf. is used in 
such expressions. Final inf., on the other hand, express the purpose or result of a specific
action, which in turn is expressed by another verb or by a nominal phrase. The Hebrew 

form of final inf. is usually ְל+inf. A third common function of inf. is the epexegetical 
use of inf. An epexegetical inf. functions to explain or clarify the meaning of a previous 
verb or statement.

4.1.3. Infinitives in the Greek Language
In classical Greek, the inf. likewise has characteristics of both verbs and nouns. As a 
verb, it may be used either in an adverbial sense or idependently in the manner of a 

246 Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 27.
247 Waltke and O'Connor 1990, 600–611; Joüon and Muraoka 2003, 432–439; Aspinen 2011, 366–369.

75



finite verb. The adverbial use denotes purpose, result, temporal relationship, cause and 
means. As a noun, its usage is mainly substantival, while it may also be used in an 
adjectival sense. Substantival infinitives are mostly used as subjects, direct objects, in 
apposition or as epexegetical inf.248

The use of infinitives in Greek may further be divided into 0+inf. and articular inf. 
Without the aricle, inf. may function as the subject, predicate, object or appositive in a 
sentence. The inf. with an article may likewise be treated as a subject, predicate and 
object in a sentence, but it also admits to the use of an ordinary noun, and may therefore 
be employed in the different cases.249

For the translated texts in the LXX, Soisalon-Soininen has determined that the use 
of 0+inf. and τοῦ+inf. can function as a criterion for distinguishing translations that 

prefer literal renderings from those that contain more free renderings. Τοῦ+inf. is the 

most common renderings of final ְל+inf. in books that contain the least amount of free 
renderings,250 and it should be identified with a translation character that is more literal 
in nature. Tov also considers τοῦ+inf. to indicate an “un-Greek employment of the 
article” that betrays an attempt to produce a formal equivalent for the Hebrew 

preposition 251.ְלi0+inf., on the other hand, appears in books that favor more instances of 
free renderings. Genesis, for example, which is considered to represent a higher degree 
of good Greek style than most of the later books of the LXX, prefers 0+inf. almost 
exclusively.252

248 Wallace (2000, 263) contends that an infinitive ought to be considered as epexegetical only when it 
qualifies a noun or an adjective. When an infinitive qualifies a verb, he proposes that it ought to be treated
as a complementary infinitive. He does, however, acknowledge that "some grammars" claim the 
epexegetical infinitive to qualify verbs as well. Soisalon-Soininen categorizes epexegetical infinitives 
under the adverbal use of infinitives (1965, 62–68).
249 Smyth 1956, 437–453; Wallace 2000, 254–265.
250 Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 61.
251 Tov 1976, 97.
252 Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 51.
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4.2. Renderings of Independent Infinitives and 
Infinitive+ְל

4.2.1. The Anarthrous Infinitive (0+inf)

4.2.1.1 Overview
The anarthrous infinitive (0+inf) occurs 101 times in Jer LXX253 and is the direct 

equivalent of ְל+inf. in 70 cases.254 It represents other Hebrew constructions to a much 
lesser extent: finite verbs 16 times,255 independent inf. six times,256 inf. abs. four times 
(9:23[2x], 30:12[49:23] and 51[44]:17), and a few cases of other Hebrew 
constructions.257

253 Jer LXX 1:6, 10(5x); 5:3(2x); 6:10; 9:5-6, 24(2x); 11:10-11, 13; 12:16; 13:10, 22, 23; 14:9-10; 15:20; 
16:8; 17:24; 19:11; 20:9, 11; 21:9; 22:15; 27:33; 29:7, 11-13; 30:12; 31:16; 32:14-15; 33:2(2x), 5, 8, 12, 
15, 21; 34:5; 35:14-15; 36:10, 31; 37:21; 38:15, 28(2x), 32, 37; 39:8, 19, 23-24, 31-33, 39; 41:15, 18; 
42:18; 43:3, 5, 20-21, 26; 44:17; 45:21, 26; 47:4, 10, 14; 48:12; 49:15, 17, 22(2x); 50:2, 4-5; 51:3(2x), 5, 
7, 8(3x), 17(2x), 22, 25(2x), 26 and 28.
254 Jer LXX 1:10(5x); 5:3; 6:10; 11:10-11, 13; 12:16; 13:10; 14:9-10; 15:20; 16:8; 17:24; 19:11; 29:13; 
31:16; 32:14-15; 33:2(2x), 5, 8, 12, 15; 34:5; 35:14; 37:21; 38:15, 28(2x), 32; 39:19, 24, 31-33, 39; 43:3, 
5, 21, 26; 45:21, 26; 47:4, 10, 14; 48:12; 49:15, 17, 22(2x); 50:2, 4-5; 51:3(2x), 5, 7, 8(3x), 17, 22, 25(2x) 
and 28. Some cases of 0+inf. are used to render ְל+inf. as free renderings together with auxiliary words, 
such as εὖ ποιῆσαι in 13:23 to render ְלֵהיִטיב. I do not consider such cases to be direct equivalents of 
.inf. since their form reflects other aspects of the Hebrew word as well, e.g. the hiph’il stem in this case+ְל
255 Jer LXX 13:22; 20:9, 11; 21:9; 22:15; 29:7, 11-12; 35:15; 36:31; 39:23; 41:15, 18; 42:18; 43:20 and 
44:17.
256 Jer LXX 1:6; 5:3; 9:5(4), 6(5); 27(50):33 and 33(26):21.
257 A participle in 51(44):26, מן+inf. in 38:37(31:36) and לפי+inf. in 36(29):10. The occurrence of 
κτήσασθαι in Jer 39(32):8 presents a text critical problem with regard to its Vorlage, since the MT has a 
plus of a few words. The most likely Hebrew equivalent is ְקֵנה.
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4.2.1.2 Uses of the Anarthrous Infinitive and Their Hebrew Vorlagen

Direct Object

The simplest use of 0+inf. is as a direct object of the main verb. As such, 0+inf. mainly 

renders the Hebrew ְל+inf. in Jer LXX (20 times).258 A good example of a simple, 
isomorphic representation of the Hebrew is presented in 6:10.

ְלַהְקִׁשיבִהֵּנה ֲעֵרָלה ָאְזָנם ְולֹא יּוְכלּו  6:10  – ἰδοὺ ἀπερίτμητα τὰ ὦτα αὐτῶν,
καὶ οὐ δύνανται ἀκούειν

A Similar example, 14:9, indicates that the translator is not always obliged to follow the 
forms of the Hebrew words while keeping the overall sense intact:

ְלהֹוִׁשיַעָלָּמה ִתְהֶיה ְּכִאיׁש ִנְדָהם ְּכִגּבֹור לֹא־יּוַכל  14:9  – μὴ ἔσῃ ὥσπερ 
ἄνθρωπος ὑπνῶν ἢ ὡς ἀνὴρ οὐ δυνάμενος σῴζειν

The clause לֹא־יּוַכל ְלהֹוִׁשיַע has prompted the use of a participle οὐ δυνάμενος to 

represent the Hebrew imperfect לֹא־יּוַכל.

The present tense of the inf. in the two examples above, ἀκούειν and σῴζειν, 
describe an aspect of continuation in the meaning of the verbs:259 deafness of the ears in 
6:10 and the powerlessness of man in 14:9. These correspond well to the sense of the 
Hebrew text. 

The aorist inf., generally reflecting a simple occurrence, is also employed in a 
contextually suitable manner:

 Ἐγὼ φυλάσσομαι, οὐ μὴ –  ֵּבית ְיהָוהָלבֹואֲאִני ָעצּור לֹא אּוַכל  5:(36)43
δύνωμαι εἰσελθεῖν εἰς οἶκον κυρίου

ְלָהַרעִּכי ִהֵּנה ָבִעיר ֲאֶׁשר ִנְקָרא־ְׁשִמי ָעֶליָה ָאֹנִכי ֵמֵחל  (25:29)32:15  – ὅτι ἐν 
πόλει, ἐν ᾗ ὠνομάσθη τὸ ὄνομά μου ἐπ᾿ αὐτήν, ἐγὼ ἄρχομαι κακῶσαι

258 Jer LXX 5:3; 6:10; 11:10-11; 12:16; 13:10; 14:9-10; 19:11; 32:14-15; 33:2, 8; 38:15; 43:3, 5, 26; 
45:21; 49:22 and 51:22.
259 Smyth 1920, § 1865.

78



ַלֲעׂשֹותאּוַלי ִיְׁשְמעּו ֵּבית ְיהּוָדה ֵאת ָּכל־ָהָרָעה ֲאֶׁשר ָאֹנִכי חֵֹׁשב  3:(36)43  
 ἴσως ἀκούσονται οἶκος Ιουδα πάντα τὰ κακά, ἃ ἐγὼ λογίζομαι – ָלֶהם
ποιῆσαι αὐτοῖς

In the first example (43[36]:5) it is obvious that the restriction is related to the present 
circumstances of the prophet Jeremiah, who is giving instructions to his scribe Baruch. 
In 32:15(25:29) and 43(36):3, the question over the duration of YHWH’s punishment 
might have imbued the verbal tense with theological meaning. The aorist, indicating a 
one-time event, was a natural solution for the translator. The use of the present inf., 
signifying durative action, could have been problematic.

In a few cases 0+inf. complements the verb δύναμαι in the future tense (11:11 and 
19:11) or as a subjunctive (43[36]:5 cf. the previous examples):

ָלֵצאתָלֵכן ּכֹה ָאַמר ְיהָוה ִהְנִני ֵמִביא ֲאֵליֶהם ָרָעה ֲאֶׁשר לֹא־יּוְכלּו  11:11  
 διὰ τοῦτο τάδε λέγει κύριος Ἰδοὺ ἐγὼ ἐπάγω ἐπὶ τὸν λαὸν τοῦτον – ִמֶּמָּנה
κακά, ἐξ ὧν οὐ δυνήσονται ἐξελθεῖν ἐξ αὐτῶν

The translations of the frequently occurring expression מאן+inf. are noteworthy:

ִהִּכיָתה ֹאָתם ְולֹא־ָחלּו ִּכִּליָתם ֵמֲאנּו ַקַחת מּוָסר ִחְּזקּו ְפֵניֶהם ִמֶּסַלע ֵמֲאנּו 5:3
 ἐμαστίγωσας αὐτούς, καὶ οὐκ ἐπόνεσαν· συνετέλεσας αὐτούς, καὶ – ָלׁשּוב
οὐκ ἠθέλησαν δέξασθαι παιδείαν· ἐστερέωσαν τὰ πρόσωπα αὐτῶν ὑπὲρ 
πέτραν καὶ οὐκ ἠθέλησαν ἐπιστραφῆναι

 καὶ εἰ μὴ –  ֶזה ַהָּדָבר ֲאֶׁשר ִהְרַאִני ְיהָוהָלֵצאתְוִאם־ָמֵאן ַאָּתה  21:(38)45
θέλεις σὺ ἐξελθεῖν, οὗτος ὁ λόγος, ὃν ἔδειξέ μοι κύριος

 ֶאת־ְּדָבַרי ַההְֹלִכים ִּבְׁשִררּות ִלָּבם ַוֵּיְלכּוִלְׁשמֹוַעָהָעם ַהֶּזה ָהָרע ַהֵּמֲאִנים  13:10
 τὴν πολλὴν ταύτην ὕβριν, τοὺς μὴ βουλομένους – ַאֲחֵרי ֱאֹלִהים ֲאֵחִרים
ὑπακούειν τῶν λόγων μου καὶ πορευθέντας ὀπίσω θεῶν ἀλλοτρίων

־ַהּכֹוס ִמָּיְדָך ִלְׁשּתֹותָלַקַחתְוָהָיה ִּכי ְיָמֲאנּו  (25:28)32:14  – καὶ ἔσται ὅταν μὴ 
βούλωνται δέξασθαι τὸ ποτήριον ἐκ τῆς χειρός σου ὥστε πιεῖν

Instead of rendering the verb מאן with a semantically equivalent Greek word, the 

translator has opted to use a negation of its near antonym, either θέλω or βούλομαι, a 
translational solution that is common for this Hebrew term elsewhere in the LXX as 
well.
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In a few cases 0+inf. complements bitransitive verbs. These are διδάσκω, 

συντάσσω and ἐντέλλομαι:

 ְוָהָיה ִאם־ָלֹמד ִיְלְמדּו ֶאת־ַּדְרֵכי ַעִּמי ְלִהָּׁשֵבַע ִּבְׁשִמי ַחי־ְיהָוה ַּכֲאֶׁשר 12:16
 καὶ ἔσται ἐὰν μαθόντες –  ַּבָּבַעל ְוִנְבנּו ְּבתֹוְך ַעִּמיְלִהָּׁשֵבַעִלְּמדּו ֶאת־ַעִּמי 

μάθωσιν τὴν ὁδὸν τοῦ λαοῦ μου τοῦ ὀμνύειν τῷ ὀνόματί μου Ζῇ κύριος, 
καθὼς ἐδίδαξαν τὸν λαόν μου ὀμνύειν τῇ Βααλ, καὶ οἰκοδομηθήσονται ἐν 
μέσῳ τοῦ λαοῦ μου

 ַוְיַצֶּוה ַהֶּמֶלְך ֶאת־ְיַרְחְמֵאל ֶּבן־ַהֶּמֶלְך ְוֶאת־ְׂשָרָיהּו ֶבן־ַעְזִריֵאל 26:(36)43
 καὶ –  ֶאת־ָּברּוְך ַהּסֵֹפר ְוֵאת ִיְרְמָיהּו ַהָּנִביאָלַקַחתְוֶאת־ֶׁשֶלְמָיהּו ֶּבן־ַעְבְּדֵאל 

ἐνετείλατο ὁ βασιλεὺς τῷ Ιερεμεηλ υἱῷ τοῦ βασιλέως καὶ τῷ Σαραια υἱῷ 
Εσριηλ συλλαβεῖν τὸν Βαρουχ καὶ τὸν Ιερεμιαν

 ְוִדַּבְרָּת ַעל־ָּכל־ָעֵרי ְיהּוָדה ַהָּבִאים ְלִהְׁשַּתֲחֹות ֵּבית־ְיהָוה ֵאת 2:(26)33
 καὶ χρηματιεῖς ἅπασι τοῖς –  ֲאֵליֶהםְלַדֵּברָּכל־ַהְּדָבִרים ֲאֶׁשר ִצִּויִתיָך 

Ιουδαίοις τοῖς ἐρχομένοις προσκυνεῖν ἐν οἴκῳ κυρίου ἅπαντας τοὺς λόγους,
οὓς συνέταξά σοι αὐτοῖς χρηματίσαι

ְלַדֵּברַוְיִהי ְּכַכּלֹות ִיְרְמָיהּו ְלַדֵּבר ֵאת ָּכל־ֲאֶׁשר־ִצָּוה ְיהָוה  8:(26)33  
 καὶ ἐγένετο Ιερεμιου παυσαμένου λαλοῦντος – ֶאל־ָּכל־ָהָעם ַוִּיְתְּפׂשּו ֹאתֹו
πάντα, ἃ συνέταξεν αὐτῷ κύριος λαλῆσαι παντὶ τῷ λαῷ, καὶ 
συνελάβοσαν αὐτὸν

In each example the inf. serves as the second object of the verb. The translator has 
reproduced the first object of the verb in each example, including 33(26):8 where the 
Hebrew text does not have an equivalent for αὐτῷ.

0+inf. is described as a natural equivalent of the Hebrew infinitive without a 
preposition by Soisalon-Soininen.260 However, there are only five cases of this 
equivalence in Jer. Here are three examples:

 καὶ εἶπα Ὁ –  ִּכי־ַנַער ָאֹנִכיַּדֵּברָוֹאַמר ֲאָהּה ֲאדָֹני ְיהִֹוה ִהֵּנה לֹא־ָיַדְעִּתי  1:6
Ὢν δέσποτα κύριε, ἰδοὺ οὐκ ἐπίσταμαι λαλεῖν, ὅτι νεώτερος ἐγώ εἰμι.

־ֶׁשֶקר ַהֲעֵוהַּדֶּברְוִאיׁש ְּבֵרֵעהּו ְיָהֵתּלּו ֶוֱאֶמת לֹא ְיַדֵּברּו ִלְּמדּו ְלׁשֹוָנם  (4)9:5  
 ἕκαστος κατὰ τοῦ φίλου αὐτοῦ καταπαίξεται, ἀλήθειαν οὐ μὴ – ִנְלאּו

260 Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 22.
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λαλήσωσι· μεμάθηκεν ἡ γλῶσσα αὐτῶν λαλεῖν ψευδῆ, ἠδίκησαν καὶ οὐ 
διέλιπον τοῦ ἐπιστρέψαι

 ֲעׁשּוִקים ְּבֵני־ִיְׂשָרֵאל ּוְבֵני־ְיהּוָדה ַיְחָּדו ְוָכל־ׁשֵֹביֶהם ֶהֱחִזיקּו ָבם 33:(50)27
םַׁשְּלָחֵמֲאנּו   – Καταδεδυνάστευνται υἱοὶ Ισραηλ καὶ υἱοὶ Ιουδα ἅμα, 

πάντες οἱ αἰχμαλωτεύσαντες αὐτοὺς κατεδυνάστευσαν αὐτούς, ὅτι οὐκ 
ἠθέλησαν ἐξαποστεῖλαι αὐτούς

These infinitives function as objects of the verbs θέλω, μανθάνω, and ἐπίστημι,261 
represented in the three examples above. Each of these represents a semantic match for 
its Hebrew counterpart.

0+inf. as a direct object is used to render a few other Hebrew expressions. In two of
these it renders a Hebrew prepositional phrase with an infinitive:

 ִאם־ָיֻמׁשּו ַהֻחִּקים ָהֵאֶּלה ִמְּלָפַני ְנֻאם־ְיהָוה ַּגם ֶזַרע ִיְׂשָרֵאל (31:36)38:37
 Ἐὰν παύσωνται οἱ νόμοι οὗτοι ἀπὸ –  ּגֹוי ְלָפַני ָּכל־ַהָּיִמיםְהיֹותִיְׁשְּבתּו ִמ

προσώπου μου, φησὶ κύριος, καὶ τὸ γένος Ισραηλ παύσεται γενέσθαι ἔθνος
κατὰ πρόσωπόν μου πάσας τὰς ἡμέρας

  ְלָבֶבל ִׁשְבִעים ָׁשָנה ֶאְפקֹדְמלֹאתִּכי־כֹה ָאַמר ְיהָוה ִּכי ְלִפי  10:(29)36
 ὅτι οὕτως εἶπε κύριος Ὅταν μέλλῃ πληροῦσθαι Βαβυλῶνι – ֶאְתֶכם
ἑβδομήκοντα ἔτη, ἐπισκέψομαι ὑμᾶς

In 38:37(31:36), the Hebrew ִמן+inf. is rendered by the simple inf., an equivalent which 

functions suitably with the verb παύω.262 The usual LXX equivalents of the preposition 

 are the Greek prepositions ἀπό and ἐκ. When in conjunction with an infinitive, the ִמן

rendering is often τοῦ μή+inf., even though the sense of ִמן+inf. would correspond to 
the non-negated form very well in certain cases.263 The translator, however, has not 
followed the Hebrew rigorously at this point. In addition to the more natural Greek 

261 As objects of θέλω in 5:3, 9:6(5) and 27(50):33; as an object of μανθάνω in 9:5(4); and as an object of 
ἐπίστημι in 1:6.

262 Though the verb παύω is generally followed by an accusative or a participle in classical Greek, its use 
with inf. is attested a few times.
263 Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 100–101. For a discussion of the renderings of מן as part of the expression 
.in Jer LXX, cf. sec. 5.9 מאין
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expression of the simple inf., he has rendered the plural verb ִיְׁשְּבתּו with the singular 

παύσεται, which is in agreement with the singular subject τὸ γένος.

In the second case, ְלִפי ְמלֹאת in 36(29):10, the Greek inf. does not by itself 
represent the prepositional phrase. Rather, the translator has employed an auxiliary verb,
μέλλω, to convey the meaning: μέλλῃ πληροῦσθαι. The use of the auxiliary verb 
coincidentally allows the translator to both preserve a close representation of the 
Vorlage, by rendering an inf. with an inf., and also by conforming to the requirements of
the target language, since the auxiliary verb requires an infinitive as its object. Although 
Greek papyri generally attest the aorist inf. as the object of μέλλω, the present inf. is 
more common in the LXX.264

There are also a few instances in which 0+inf. renders a finite verb form, including 
a few cases in which a hiph’il verb form is rendered by a combination of a finite verb 
and an object infinitive.

  ֶאת־ָהָעם ַהֶּזהִהְבַטְחָּתְׁשַמע־ָנא ֲחַנְנָיה לֹא־ְׁשָלֲחָך ְיהָוה ְוַאָּתה  15:(28)35
 Οὐκ ἀπέσταλκέ σε κύριος, καὶ πεποιθέναι ἐποίησας τὸν λαὸν – ַעל־ָׁשֶקר
τοῦτον ἐπ᾿ ἀδίκῳ

  ֹאָתם ֵאת ָּכל־ָהָרָעהַוַּתְקֵראָּכל־ֲאֶׁשר ִצִּויָתה ָלֶהם ַלֲעׂשֹות לֹא ָעׂשּו  23:(32)39
ἅπαντα, ἃ ἐνετείλω αὐτοῖς, οὐκ ἐποίησαν· καὶ ἐποίησας συμβῆναι – ַהּזֹאת
αὐτοῖς πάντα τὰ κακὰ ταῦτα

Jer 36(29):31 is semantically similar to 35(28):15 as it renders ַוַּיְבַטח with the same 

words πεποιθέναι ἐποίησεν. The verb ποιέω is used as an auxiliary verb to represent the
causative aspect of the hiph’il stem. According to Tov, auxiliary verbs are one of the 
four methods used in the LXX to render the causative aspect of hif`il verb forms.265

In some instances the translation represents a slightly different text than the MT. 
The translator has simply misread his text, or his Vorlage had a small variant:266

264 Muraoka 2016, 273 esp. n. 5, 298 and 299 esp. n. 1.
265 Tov 1999, 195–202. Soisalon-Soininen (1965, 135) notes such cases among his examples of free 
renderings.
266 The case of 29(49):11 might also be included here, though it might rather be a case of orthography. The
Greek infinitive κρυβήναι to hide would seem to translate the Hebrew ֶנְחּבֹא instead of the MT attested 
.ֶנְחָּבה
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᾿καὶ κύριος μετ –  ְולֹא ֻיָכלּוִיָּכְׁשלּוַויהָוה אֹוִתי ְּכִגּבֹור ָעִריץ ַעל־ֵּכן רְֹדַפי  20:11
ἐμοῦ καθὼς μαχητὴς ἰσχύων· διὰ τοῦτο ἐδίωξαν καὶ νοῆσαι οὐκ ἠδύναντο

ְיָעָדּהֵאיְך ִּתְׁשקִֹטי ַויהָוה ִצָּוה־ָלּה ֶאל־ַאְׁשְקלֹון ְוֶאל־חֹוף ַהָּים ָׁשם  7:(47)29  – 
πῶς ἡσυχάσει; καὶ κύριος ἐνετείλατο αὐτῇ ἐπὶ τὴν Ἀσκαλῶνα καὶ ἐπὶ τὰς
παραθαλασσίους, ἐπὶ τὰς καταλοίπους, ἐπεγερθῆναι

In the first case, the verb νοέω translates the Hebrew verb כׁשל ’to stumble’. The 

translation attests a metathesis of כ and ש, for a common equivalent of νοέω is the 

Hebrew verb שֹכל. A similar misreading has taken place in the second example as well. 

Ἐπεγείρω ’to awaken’ is often the equivalent of the verb עור, suggesting that the 

translator had this verb in mind rather than the MT attested יעד ’to meet’ / ’to appoint.’

Purpose Expressing Infinitives (Final Infinitives)

There are slightly more cases of 0+inf. that function as final inf. than those that function 
as direct objects. There are 47 in total.267 0+inf. is a natural way of expressing the final 
aspect of inf. in the Greek language and can be considered a verbatim equivalent of the 
Hebrew inf.268 Nevertheless, τοῦ+inf. is a much more common manifestation of final 
inf. in the LXX. Final inf. generally express the purpose of movement. Thackeray 
suggests that some portions of the LXX admit a tendency to use 0+inf. of purpose 
(final) with verbs of motion.269 This cannot be said to apply fully to Jer LXX, since most
such cases are rendered by an articular inf.270

A majority of 0+inf. that express the purpose of other verbs (40 cases) render the 

Hebrew prepositional phrase ְל+inf.271 Mostly they are used to express the purpose of the

verb ἔρχομαι and its compound forms, verbs of sending, of giving and of doing:272

267 Jer LXX 1:10 (5x); 11:13; 13:22; 15:21; 16:8; 21:9; 33:2, 12, 15, 21; 34:5; 35:14; 37:21; 38:28 (2x), 
32; 39:8, 19, 24, 31, 32, 33, 39; 41:15, 18; 43:20, 21; 45:26; 47:10, 14; 48:12; 49:15, 17, 22; 50:2, 5; 51:3 
(2x), 5, 7, 8 (2x) and 28.
268 Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 49.
269 Thackeray Grammar of the Old Testament in Greek , 24.
270 Cf. below, sec. 4.2.4.
271 Jer LXX 1:10 (5x); 11:13; 15:21; 16:8; 33:2, 12, 15; 34:5; 35:14; 37:21; 38:28 (2x), 32; 39:19, 24, 31, 
32, 33, 39; 43:21; 45:26; 47:10, 14; 48:12; 49:15, 17, 22; 50:2, 5; 51:3 (2x), 5, 7, 8 (2x) and 28.
272 The verbs of motion whose purpose these final anarthrous inf. express consist of ἔρχομαι Jer LXX 
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 εἰς οἰκίαν πότου –  אֹוָתם ֶלֱאכֹל ְוִלְׁשּתֹותָלֶׁשֶבתּוֵבית־ִמְׁשֶּתה לֹא־ָתבֹוא  16:8
οὐκ εἰσελεύσῃ συγκαθίσαι μετ᾿ αὐτῶν τοῦ φαγεῖν καὶ πιεῖν

 καὶ –  ֵּבית־ְיהָוהְלִהְׁשַּתֲחֹותְוִדַּבְרָּת ַעל־ָּכל־ָעֵרי ְיהּוָדה ַהָּבִאים  2:(26)33
χρηματιεῖς ἅπασι τοῖς Ἰουδαίοις τοῖς ἐρχομένοις προσκυνεῖν ἐν οἴκῳ 
κυρίου

 καὶ ἀπέστειλεν ὁ –  ֶאת־ַהְּמִגָּלהָלַקַחתַוִּיְׁשַלח ַהֶּמֶלְך ֶאת־ְיהּוִדי  21:(36)43
βασιλεὺς τὸν Ιουδιν λαβεῖν τὸ χαρτίον

  ָלֶכםְלַהְכִריתָלָמה ַאֶּתם עִֹׂשים ָרָעה ְגדֹוָלה ֶאל־ַנְפׁשֵֹתֶכם  7:(44)51
Ινα τί ὑμεῖς ποιεῖτε κακὰ μεγάλα ἐπὶ – ִאיׁש־ְוִאָּׁשה עֹוֵלל ְויֹוֵנק ִמּתֹוְך ְיהּוָדה
ψυχαῖς ὑμῶν ἐκκόψαι ὑμῶν ἄνθρωπον καὶ γυναῖκα, νήπιον καὶ θηλάζοντα
ἐκ μέσου Ιουδα

In each of these examples the translation can be seen to follow the Hebrew word order, 

and ְל+inf. is rendered by a simple 0+inf. The use of τοῦ+inf. can also be observed in 

16:8 (τοῦ φαγεῖν καὶ πιεῖν) in the same context, suggesting that the translator had no 
qualms with switching the form of the inf.

Final 0+inf. expresses the purpose of a few other verbs as well,273 but in a few cases
it expresses the purpose of a nominal phrase:

 οἱ –  ְלִאיׁש ִּכְדָרָכיוָלֵתתֵעיֶניָך ְפֻקחֹות ַעל־ָּכל־ַּדְרֵכי ְּבֵני ָאָדם  19:[32]39
ὀφθαλμοί σου εἰς τὰς ὁδοὺς τῶν υἱῶν τῶν ἀνθρώπων δοῦναι ἑκάστῳ κατὰ 
τὴν ὁδὸν αὐτοῦ

Though the Hebrew text contains the passive participle ְפֻקחֹות, the Greek provides no 
direct equivalent for it, apart from the hexaplaric and a few other witnesses which 
supply ανεωγμενοι.274

Not all cases are straightforward. There are several occasions in which the Hebrew 
and the Greek texts differ and do not exactly correspond in semantic terms:

33:2; εἰσέρχομαι 16:8, 49:15, 22; 50:2; 51:8; ἥκω 39:24; οἴχομαι 48:12; πορεύομαι 51:3;  δίδωμι 34:5; 
37:21; 39:39; ἀποστέλλω 33:12, 15; 43:21; 47:14; ἀποστρέφω 45:26; 50:5; τίθημι 35:14; 49:17; ποιέω 
39:32; 51:3, 7, 8 (all four are final resultative); and κλίνω "to incline" 51:5.

273 Namely ἀκούω (39[32]:33), γρηγορέω (38[31]:21), εἴναι (39[32]:31), ἐπιλαμβάνω (38[31]:32), 
καθήμι (47[40]:10), καθίστημι (1:10 and 51[44]:28) and τάσσω (11:13).
274 O–233 L´ C´–239–613 46.
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  ֵאַליָלֶגֶׁשתְוִהְקַרְבִּתיו ְוִנַּגׁש ֵאָלי ִּכי ִמי הּוא־ֶזה ָעַרב ֶאת־ִלּבֹו  21:(30)37
 καὶ συνάξω αὐτούς, καὶ ἀποστρέψουσι πρός με· ὅτι τίς ἐστιν – ְנֻאם־ְיהָוה
οὗτος, ὃς ἔδωκε τὴν καρδίαν αὐτοῦ ἀποστρέψαι πρός με; φησὶ κύριος

The infinitive ָלֶגֶׁשת is rendered by ἀποστρέψαι, which is an unusual equivalent found 

elsewhere only earlier in this verse, where ִנַּגׁש is translated by ἀποστρέψουσι. The 

preceding verb ἔδωκε also does not semantically correspond to its Hebrew counterpart 

ערב which might result from the translator’s poor understanding of the passage, as ,ערב
is quite rare in the Hebrew Bible.

There are also cases in which there is most likely a textual variant:

 ּכֹה־ָאַמר ְיהָוה ְצָבאֹות ֱאֹלֵהי ִיְׂשָרֵאל ִאם־ַאֶּתם ׂשֹום ְּתִׂשמּון ְּפֵניֶכם 15:(42)49
 Οὕτως εἶπε κύριος Ἐὰν ὑμεῖς δῶτε τὸ –  ָׁשםָלגּורָלבֹא ִמְצַרִים ּוָבאֶתם 

πρόσωπον ὑμῶν εἰς Αἴγυπτον καὶ εἰσέλθητε ἐκεῖ κατοικεῖν

 ַוִּיַּקח יֹוָחָנן ֶּבן־ָקֵרַח ְוָכל־ָׂשֵרי ַהֲחָיִלים ֵאת ָּכל־ְׁשֵאִרית ְיהּוָדה 5:(43)50
 καὶ ἔλαβεν –  ְּבֶאֶרץ ְיהּוָדהָלגּורֲאֶׁשר־ָׁשבּו ִמָּכל־ַהּגֹוִים ֲאֶׁשר ִנְּדחּו־ָׁשם 

Ιωαναν καὶ πάντες οἱ ἡγεμόνες τῆς δυνάμεως πάντας τοὺς καταλοίπους 
Ιουδα τοὺς ἀποστρέψαντας κατοικεῖν ἐν τῇ γῇ

In 49(42):15, there is a difference between the Hebrew verb ָלבֹא and the Greek 

participle εἰς. The hexaplaric witnesses add the verb ἐισέλθειν to accord with the 
Hebrew text. The loss of the verb may be caused by haplography in the LXX Vorlage.275 
Verse 50(43):5 attests a larger difference between the two texts. The Hebrew phrase 

 lacks a counterpart in the LXX. Here again the hexaplaric ִמָּכל־ַהּגֹוִים ֲאֶׁשר ִנְּדחּו־ָׁשם
witnesses supply an equivalent to the Hebrew,276 strongly suggesting that it is a later 
addition.

As noted above, in the case of the final infinitives in verse 16:8, the translator has 
employed articular inf. in close conjunction to 0+inf. Such interchange between the two 

275 Another case of haplography with regard to the main verb of the final infinitive may be found in 11:13, 
where ִמְזְּבחֹות ַלּבֶֹׁשת lacks an equivalent in the LXX. This most likely results from haplography between 
 t2° in the Hebrew Vorlage, or from βωμοὺς to the missing βωμοὺς in theִמְזְּבחֹות t1° andִמְזְּבחֹות
transmission of the Greek text.
276 εκ παντων των (> 62) εθνων ου διεσπαρησαν εκει O-233 L' Arm.
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forms of the inf. can be seen elsewhere in Jer LXX as well. There are three passages that
list a chain of inf. which describe YHWH’s actions towards the judeans and the nations:

ְוִלְנתֹוץ ִלְנתֹוׁשְרֵאה ִהְפַקְדִּתיָך ַהּיֹום ַהֶּזה ַעל־ַהּגֹוִים ְוַעל־ַהַּמְמָלכֹות  1:10  
ְוִלְנטֹוַע ִלְבנֹות ְוַלֲהרֹוס ּוְלַהֲאִביד  – ἰδοὺ κατέστακά σε σήμερον ἐπὶ ἔθνη καὶ 

ἐπὶ βασιλείας ἐκριζοῦν καὶ κατασκάπτειν καὶ ἀπολλύειν καὶ ἀνοικοδομεῖν 
καὶ καταφυτεύειν

18:7 and 9  9(... ּוְלַהֲאִביד ְוִלְנתֹוץ ִלְנתֹוׁש ֶרַגע ֲאַדֵּבר ַעל־ּגֹוי ְוַעל־ַמְמָלָכה )7(ו(  
ְוִלְנטַֹע ִלְבֹנתְוֶרַגע ֲאַדֵּבר ַעל־ּגֹוי ְוַעל־ַמְמָלָכה   –ι(7) Πέρας λαλήσω ἐπὶ ἔθνος ἢ

ἐπὶ βασιλείαν τοῦ ἐξᾶραι αὐτοὺς καὶ τοῦ ἀπολλύειν ... (9) καὶ πέρας 
λαλήσω ἐπὶ ἔθνος καὶ ἐπὶ βασιλείαν τοῦ ἀνοικοδομεῖσθαι καὶ τοῦ 
καταφυτεύεσθαι

  ְוִלְנתֹוץ ְוַלֲהרֹס ּוְלַהֲאִבידִלְנתֹוׁשְוָהָיה ַּכֲאֶׁשר ָׁשַקְדִּתי ֲעֵליֶהם  28:(31)38
 καὶ ἔσται ὥσπερ –  ְנֻאם־ְיהָוהְוִלְנטֹוַע ִלְבנֹות ֵּכן ֶאְׁשקֹד ֲעֵליֶהם ּוְלָהֵרַע

ἐγρηγόρουν ἐπ᾿ αὐτοὺς καθαιρεῖν καὶ κακοῦν, οὕτως γρηγορήσω ἐπ᾿ 
αὐτοὺς τοῦ οἰκοδομεῖν καὶ καταφυτεύειν, φησὶ κύριος

The chains of final inf. express the purpose of different verbs: καθίστημι in 1:10, λαλέω
in 18:7 and 9, and γρεγορέω in 38(31):28. In verse 1:10, 0+inf. is used for each inf., and
in 18:7 and 9 the articular inf. is used for each inf. The last example 38(31):28, like 16:8
above, demonstrates the use of both forms of the inf. in the same verse. Both 0+inf. and 
the articular inf. express the purpose of the verb γρεγορέω, the only difference being the
time reference of the verb. The articular inf. portray YHWH’s intentions for the future, 
while 0+inf. refer to past action.

0+inf. as final is used seven times277 to render other Hebrew forms besides ְל+inf. 
These include finite verbs, an inf. without a preposition and an imperative:

 ַעל־ַהַּכְׂשִּדיםָנַפלַהּיֵֹׁשב ָּבִעיר ַהּזֹאת ָימּות ַּבֶחֶרב ּוָבָרָעב ּוַבָּדֶבר ְוַהּיֹוֵצא ְו 21:9
 ὁ καθήμενος ἐν τῇ πόλει ταύτῃ ἀποθανεῖται ἐν – ַהָּצִרים ֲעֵליֶכם ְוָחָיה
μαχαίρᾳ καὶ ἐν λιμῷ, καὶ ὁ ἐκπορευόμενος προσχωρῆσαι πρὸς τοὺς 
Χαλδαίους τοὺς συγκεκλεικότας ὑμᾶς ζήσεται

277 Jer 13:22; 21:9; 33(26):21; 41(34):15, 18 and 43(36):20.
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  ֶאת־ַהָּיָׁשר ְּבֵעיַני ִלְקרֹא ְדרֹור ִאיׁשַּתֲעׂשּוַוָּתֻׁשבּו ַאֶּתם ַהּיֹום ַו 15:(34)41
 καὶ ἐπέστρεψαν σήμερον ποιῆσαι τὸ εὐθὲς πρὸ ὀφθαλμῶν μου – ְלֵרֵעהּו
τοῦ καλέσαι ἄφεσιν ἕκαστον τοῦ πλησίον αὐτοῦ

 ַוִּיְׁשַמע ַהֶּמֶלְך־ְיהֹוָיִקים ְוָכל־ִּגּבֹוָריו ְוָכל־ַהָּׂשִרים ֶאת־ְּדָבָריו ַוְיַבֵּקׁש 21:(26)33
ֹו ַוִּיְׁשַמע אּוִרָּיהּו ַוִּיָרא ַוִּיְבַרח ַוָּיבֹא ִמְצָרִיםֲהִמיתַהֶּמֶלְך    –  καὶ ἤκουσεν ὁ 

βασιλεὺς Ιωακιμ καὶ πάντες οἱ ἄρχοντες πάντας τοὺς λόγους αὐτοῦ καὶ 
ἐζήτουν ἀποκτεῖναι αὐτόν, καὶ ἤκουσεν Ουρίας καὶ εἰσῆλθεν εἰς Αἴγυπτον

 ְקֵנה ָנא ֶאת־ָׂשִדי ֲאֶׁשר־ַּבֲעָנתֹות ֲאֶׁשר ְּבֶאֶרץ ִּבְנָיִמין ִּכי־ְלָך ִמְׁשַּפט 8:(32)39
־ָלְך ָוֵאַדע ִּכי ְדַבר־ְיהָוה הּואְקֵנהַהְיֻרָּׁשה ּוְלָך ַהְּגֻאָּלה   – Κτῆσαι τὸν ἀγρόν 

μου τὸν ἐν γῇ Βενιαμιν τὸν ἐν Αναθωθ, ὅτι σοὶ κρίμα κτήσασθαι, καὶ σὺ 
πρεσβύτερος. καὶ ἔγνων ὅτι λόγος κυρίου ἐστί

The Greek word προσχωρέω ’to go over to’ / ’to join,’ in 21:9, is rare in the LXX, 
occurring elsewhere only three times. The word is employed in an appropriate context 
each time, however, and it always renders the same Hebrew verb and preposition 

combination 278.נפל על The Greek text renders a Hebrew coordinate clause with a final 

inf. A similar case is also found in Jer 13:22  ֲעֵקָבִיְךֶנְחְמסּוִנְגלּו ׁשּוַלִיְך  – ἀνεκαλύφθη 
τὰ ὀπίσθιά σου παραδειγματισθῆναι τὰς πτέρνας σου. The second example above, 
41(34):15, renders a finite verb with a final inf.279

In the third example (33[26]:21) the Greek infinitive expresses the purpose of the 
verb ζητέω rather than its object, even though the Hebrew clause presents the infinitive 

as the object of בקׁש. It seems that the translator has understood the phrase as “they 
sought to kill him” instead of “they sought his death."280 In the last example (39[32]:8), 

the Greek lacks an equivalent for the words ַהְיֻרָּׁשה ּוְלָך ַהְּגֻאָּלה, although it attests the 

278 The three occurrences are found in 1 Chron 12:20 and 21, and 1 Macc 10:26. There is no extant 
Hebrew text for 1 Macc.
279 Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 123 and 125.
280 There is a disagreement between the witnesses regarding the subject and the form of the verb. The MT 
presents the subject as "the king" with a singular verb form, while the LXX presents the subject as the 
king and his rulers together with a plural verb form without repeating the subject in connection with the 
verb. The MT plus ַהֶּמֶלְךi2° was most likely lacking from the translator's Vorlage. Since the preceding 
statement mentioned both the king and his rulers, the translator must have assumed that they all were 
intended as the subject of the verb ַוְיַבֵּקׁש. The second occurence of ַהֶּמֶלְך in the MT is probably a later 
addition to the text derived from the previous sentence.
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phrase καὶ σὺ πρεσβύτερος, which does not have a clear equivalent in the MT. The 

infinitive κτήσασθαι most likely stands for the imperative ְקֵנה, the equivalence of 
which is already attested at the beginning of the verse.

4.2.1.3 Summary and Distribution of 0+inf. in Jer LXX

Anarthrous infinitives mostly occur as renderings of ְל+inf. (70x). These function as 
direct objects on 20 occasions and as final inf. on 40 occasions. As direct objects, 0+inf. 

is the more common rendering of ְל+inf., and τοῦ+inf. is only used 12 times. Final inf., 

however, are more often rendered by τοῦ+inf. (69x). The remaining 30 cases of Greek 
0+inf. render a various mix of other Hebrew constructions, consisting mostly of finite 
verbs (16x) and independent infinitives (6x).

0+inf. as renderings of ְל+inf. that function as verbal objects are distributed quite 
evenly between Jer a’ and Jer b’. Nine occur in Jer a’ and eleven in Jer b’. In Jer a’, 

0+inf. predominantly complements θέλω and δύναμαι, which render מאן and יכל 
respectively,281 but also the similar verb of desire βούλομαι (13:10). The other two cases

of 0+inf. complementing a verb in Jer a’ are ἀγαπάω (14:10) and the bitransitive 

διδάσκω (12:16).

In Jer b’, 0+inf. as a rendering of ְל+inf. complements λογίζομαι (חׁשב) in 43(36):3,
but it is mainly used to complement the same verbs of desire and ability as in Jer a’, 
which are θέλω (38[31]:15 and 45[38]:21), βούλομαι (32:14[25:28] and 49[42]:22) and 

δύναμαι (43[36]:5 and 51[44]:22). Two verbs of commanding that render צוה, 

ἐντέλλομαι (43[36]:26) and συντάσσω (33[26]:2 and 8), and the verb ἄρχομαι 
(32:15[25:29]) are also complemented by the anarthrous infinitive.

Similar Hebrew expressions are rendered by τοῦ+inf. mainly in Jer a’ (10 times) 
and only twice in Jer b’ (33[26]:3 and 51[44]:14).282 These include direct objects to the 

renderings of the Hebrew verbs מאן,יכל  ,צוה  and חׁשב. The Vorlage of Jer b’ contains 

the same expressions that are rendered by τοῦ+inf. in Jer a’, and yet these are all 

281 There are two cases with θέλω (5:3 and 11:10) and four cases with δύναμαι (6:10; 11:11; 14:9 and 
19:11).
282 For a discussion of τοῦ+inf. as a rendering of infinitives functioning as direct objects, cf. sec. 4.2.2.2.
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rendered by an 0+inf., save for the one case of חׁשב+inf. in 33(26):3. This distribution 

between Jer a’ and Jer b’ creates the impression that the use of τοῦ+inf. and 0+inf. as 
verbal objects become inbalanced as one moves from the beginning of the book toward 
its end. Whereas the two forms of inf. are used evenly in Jer a’ to represent verbal 
objects, 0+inf. becomes the predominant equivalent in Jer b’.

0+inf τοῦ+inf total cases

Jer a’ 9 10 19

Jer b’ 11 2 13

Table 2. The distribution of the anarthrous infinitive (0+inf.) and the genitive articular 
infinitive (τοῦ+inf) as renderings of ְל+inf. that function as direct objects.

Elsewhere in the LXX, ְל+inf. as a direct object is generally rendered by 0+inf., which 
corresponds to the Hebrew expression in meaning.283 The translation character of Jer b’ 
is more in line with that of the rest of the LXX than Jer a’, which in turn employs 
τοῦ+inf. slightly more than 0+inf. to render these constructions.

As renderings of ְל+inf. that function as final inf., 0+inf. is used unevenly between 
the two halves of Jer LXX. In Jer a’, this equivalence is found only eight times, five of 
which occur in the same verse, while in Jer b’ it is used 32 times.284 Τοῦ+inf. is used in 
similar cases to a much larger extent in Jer a’ (43 times), and considerably less in Jer b’ 
(26 times).285

0+inf. τοῦ+inf. total cases

Jer a’ 8 43 51

Jer b’ 32 26 58

Table 3. The distribution of the anarthrous infinitive (0+inf) and the genitive articular infinitive
(τοῦ+inf) as a renderings of ְל+inf. that function as purpose expressing infinitives.286

283 Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 43.
284 Jer a 1:10(5x); 11:13; 15:21(20) and 16:8; Jer b 33:2, 12, 15; 34:5; 35:14; 37:21; 38:28(2x), 32; 39:19, 
24, 31-33, 39; 43:21; 45:26; 47:10, 14; 48:12; 49:15, 17, 22; 50:2, 5; 51:3, 3, 5, 7, 8(2x) and 28.
285 For a discussion on the use of τοῦ+inf. as a rendering of purpose expressing inf., cf. sec. 4.2.2.2.
286 The expected value for each cell in a table is the product of the row sum multiplied by the column sum,
the result of which is divided by the grand total (cf. sec. 3.6). The expected value for each form in each 
section differs from the actual value by ca. 10, i.e. the expected value of 0+inf. in Jer a is 18.7, and for Jer 
b it is 21.7. The expected value of τοῦ+inf. in Jer a is 32.3, and in Jer b it is 36.7. The difference of 10 
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In Jer a’, 0+inf. express the purpose of the verbs καθίστημι, τάσσω and εἰσέρχομαι, 
which are verbs of action and movement, and of the verb ‘to be’ (15:21[20]). In Jer b’, 
0+inf. express the purpose of verbs of movement, sending, giving and doing, which are 

renderings of the common Hebrew words: בא,בנה ,הלך  ,יצא ,נתן ,עׂשה  and ׁשלח. 

These same expressions are rendered by τοῦ+inf. in Jer a’.

Soisalon-Soininen notes that the general picture in the LXX is that both of the 
equivalents 0+inf. and τοῦ+inf. may be used within the same book to render similar 
Hebrew expressions. The books of Judg and 2 Chron, for example, display a fairly even 
distribution between the two equivalents. However, a number of books greatly prefer to 
use one equivalent over the other. The books of the Pentateuch, together with Josh, 2. 
Esdr, Esther and Cant, prefer 0+inf., while Ezra, for example, prefers τοῦ+inf.287 Jer a’ 
can clearly be categorized as preferring the articular inf., while Jer b’ is more even in its 
use of the two equivalents.

4.2.2. The Genitive Articular Infintive (τοῦ+inf.)

4.2.2.1 Overview

The genitive articular infinitive (τοῦ+inf) occurs 115 times in Jer LXX.288 A majority of 

these, 102 cases, render the Hebrew ל+inf.289 This rendering encompases the largest 

group out of all the renderings of ל+inf.290 Τοῦ+inf. translates other Hebrew forms only 
occasionally,291 these being the independent inf. and a few prepositional phrases 
involving inf.

renders it very unlikely that the changed proportions of the equivalents was brough about by accident.
287 Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 51–53.
288 This figure does not include cases of τοῦ μή+inf. (14).These render the Hebrew form לבלתי, which is 
analysed separately below, sec. 5.7.
289 Jer LXX 1:8, 12, 19; 2:7, 18(2x), 33, 36; 4:7, 22; 7:18, 30-31; 8:5; 9:21; 10:22; 11:5, 10, 17, 19; 12:16; 
13:6, 10(2x), 11; 15:20; 16:5, 8(2x); 17:10, 27; 18:4, 6, 7(2x), 8, 9(2x), 10, 15-16, 20(2x); 19:5, 12, 14; 
20:18; 22:17(2x); 23:27; 24:7; 25:6(2x); 26:10, 13(2x); 27:28; 28:11, 29-31, 62-63; 29:4; 32:4; 33:3-4, 24;
35:6; 36:10-11, 26; 38:28(2x); 39:35(2x), 41; 40:2, 5(2x); 41:8-10, 15, 17; 42:9, 13, 15; 43:8; 44:7, 
12(2x); 47:5; 48:5, 17; 49:11(2x); 50:3(2x); 51:11 and 14(2x).
290 Apart from לאמר, the expression ְל+inf. occurs 243 times.
291 Jer LXX 1:5(2x); 2:2, 33; 7:10; 9:6, 16; 13:16(2x); 25:17; 36:32; 38:19; 41:16 and 45:9.
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4.2.2.2 Uses of the Genitive Articular Infinitive and their Hebrew 
Vorlagen

Direct Object

Τοῦ+inf. does not often render instances of ל+inf. when they function as direct objects 

(12x).292 Most instances are singular cases within Jer LXX: οὐκ θέλω+inf. for מאן+inf., 

δύναμαι+inf. for יכל+inf., and the bitransitive ἐντέλλομαι+inf. for צוה+inf., 
equivalences which are all translated more often as 0+inf.293

 ַמּדּוַע ׁשֹוְבָבה ָהָעם ַהֶּזה ְירּוָׁשַלםִ ְמֻׁשָבה ִנַּצַחת ֶהֱחִזיקּו ַּבַּתְרִמית ֵמֲאנּו 8:5
 διὰ τί ἀπέστρεψεν ὁ λαός μου ἀποστροφὴν ἀναιδῆ καὶ – ָלׁשּוב
κατεκρατήθησαν ἐν τῇ προαιρέσει αὐτῶν καὶ οὐκ ἠθέλησαν τοῦ 
ἐπιστρέψαι

Εἰ καθὼς ὁ –  ָלֶכם ֵּבית ִיְׂשָרֵאל ְנֻאם־ְיהָוהַלֲעׂשֹותֲהַכּיֹוֵצר ַהֶּזה לֹא־אּוַכל  18:6
κεραμεὺς οὗτος οὐ δυνήσομαι τοῦ ποιῆσαι ὑμᾶς, οἶκος Ισραηλ

־ָׁשםְלָטְמנֹוקּום ֵלְך ְּפָרָתה ְוַקח ִמָּׁשם ֶאת־ָהֵאזֹור ֲאֶׁשר ִצִּויִתיָך  13:6  – 
Ἀνάστηθι βάδισον ἐπὶ τὸν Εὐφράτην καὶ λάβε ἐκεῖθεν τὸ περίζωμα, ὃ 
ἐνετειλάμην σοι τοῦ κατακρύψαι ἐκεῖ

The phrase חׁשב+inf., on the other hand, is rendered three times with τοῦ+inf. This 
equivalence can be found only once in Jer LXX as 0+inf., in 43(36):3. Here are two 
examples:

 καὶ μετανοήσω περὶ τῶν –  לֹוַלֲעׂשֹותְוִנַחְמִּתי ַעל־ָהָרָעה ֲאֶׁשר ָחַׁשְבִּתי  18:8
κακῶν, ὧν ἐλογισάμην τοῦ ποιῆσαι αὐτοῖς

 –  ֶאת־ַעִּמי ְׁשִמי ַּבֲחלֹוֹמָתם ֲאֶׁשר ְיַסְּפרּו ִאיׁש ְלֵרֵעהּוְלַהְׁשִּכיַחַהחְֹׁשִבים  23:27
τῶν λογιζομένων τοῦ ἐπιλαθέσθαι τοῦ ὀνόματός μου ἐν τοῖς ἐνυπνίοις 
αὐτῶν, ἃ διηγοῦντο ἕκαστος τῷ πλησίον αὐτοῦ

292 Jer LXX Jer 8:5; 12:16; 13:6; 18:4, 6, 8, 10; 23:27; 28:30, 63; 33:3 and 51:14.
293 For the anarthrous infinitive as a rendering of infinitival direct objects, cf. sec. 4.2.1.2.
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In two cases, τοῦ+inf. can be found functioning as an ablative, i.e. genitive of 
separation:294

ְלִהָּלֵחםָחְדלּו ִגּבֹוֵרי ָבֶבל  30:(51)28  – ἐξέλιπε μαχητὴς Βαβυλῶνος τοῦ 
πολεμεῖν

  ֶאת־ַהֵּסֶפר ַהֶּזה ִּתְקׁשֹר ָעָליו ֶאֶבן ְוִהְׁשַלְכּתֹוִלְקרֹאְוָהָיה ְּכַכֹּלְתָך  63:(51)28
 ,καὶ ἔσται ὅταν παύσῃ τοῦ ἀναγινώσκειν τὸ βιβλίον τοῦτο – ֶאל־ּתֹוְך ְּפָרת
καὶ ἐπιδήσεις ἐπ᾿ αὐτὸ λίθον καὶ ῥίψεις αὐτὸ εἰς μέσον τοῦ Εὐφράτου

In 28(51):63, the inf. complements the verb παύω. Generally, in classical Greek, this 

verb is followed by a participle as is the case in Jer 33(26):8  ְלַדֵּברַוְיִהי ְּכַכּלֹות ִיְרְמָיהּו  – 

καὶ ἐγένετο Ιερεμίου παυσαμένου λαλοῦντος, even though the Hebrew employs an inf.
This singular case displays the translator’s ability to produce proper Greek, as the inf. is 
far more common in such cases throughout the LXX.295

Only one occurrence of τοῦ+inf. as a direct object renders a Hebrew expression 

other than ְל+inf. In Jer 2:2 the translator uses the accusativus cum infinitivo 

construction to render a Hebrew inf. without a preposition: ָזַכְרִּתי ָלְך ֶחֶסד ְנעּוַרִיְך 
 Ἐμνήσθην ἐλέους νεότητός –  ַאֲחַרי ַּבִּמְדָּבר ְּבֶאֶרץ לֹא ְזרּוָעהֶלְכֵּתְךַאֲהַבת ְּכלּוֹלָתִיְך 

σου καὶ ἀγάπης τελειώσεώς σου τοῦ ἐξακολουθῆσαί σε τῷ ἁγίῳ Ισραηλ, λέγει 
κύριος.

Purpose Expressing Infinitives

Final inf. comprise the largest group of inf. in Jer, both within the Hebrew text and the 
Greek text. Such is the case among the occurrences of τοῦ+inf. in Jer LXX as well. Out 

of the 102 instances of ל+inf. that are rendered by τοῦ+inf., 69 function as final 

infinitives.296 As final inf., τοῦ+inf. does not render any other Hebrew construction in Jer
LXX.

294 Smyth 1920, 329; Muraoka 2016, 360.
295 Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 38–39.
296 Jer LXX 1:8, 12, 19; 2:7, 18(2x), 33, 36; 4:7; 7:18, 30-31; 9:21; 10:22; 11:10, 17, 19; 13:10(2x), 11; 
15:20; 16:5, 8(2x); 17:10; 18:15-16, 20(2x); 19:5, 14; 20:18; 22:17(2x); 24:7; 25:6(2x); 26:10, 13; 27:28; 
28:11, 29, 31; 29:4; 32:4; 33(26):24 with a negation; 36:11, 26; 38:28(2x); 39:35 1°, 41; 40:2, 5(2x); 41:8;
42:9, 15; 44:7, 12(2x); 48:5, 17; 49:11(2x); 50:3(2x); 51:11 and 14.
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Final inf. most commonly express the purpose of verbs of movement. In Jer LXX, 
τοῦ+inf. expresses the purpose of the frequently occurring verbs πορεύομαι, ἔρχομαι 
and the compound forms εἰσέρχομαι and ἐξέρχομαι.297 The following are a few 
examples:

 μὴ –  ָלֶהםְלִהְׁשַּתֲחֹות ּוְלָעְבָדםְוַאל־ֵּתְלכּו ַאֲחֵרי ֱאֹלִהים ֲאֵחִרים  25:6
πορεύεσθε ὀπίσω θεῶν ἀλλοτρίων τοῦ δουλεύειν αὐτοῖς καὶ τοῦ 
προσκυνεῖν αὐτοῖς

 ἵνα τί –  ָעָמל ְוָיגֹון ַוִּיְכלּו ְּבבֶֹׁשת ָיָמיִלְראֹותָלָּמה ֶּזה ֵמֶרֶחם ָיָצאִתי  20:18
τοῦτο ἐξῆλθον ἐκ μήτρας τοῦ βλέπειν κόπους καὶ πόνους, καὶ διετέλεσαν 
ἐν αἰσχύνῃ αἱ ἡμέραι μου

ἐν τῇ ἡμέρᾳ τῇ ἐρχομένῃ –  ֶאת־ָּכל־ְּפִלְׁשִּתיםִלְׁשדֹודַעל־ַהּיֹום ַהָּבא  4:(47)29
τοῦ ἀπολέσαι πάντας τοὺς ἀλλοφύλους.

Apart from these cases, τοῦ+inf. occurs in relation to other verbs expressing movement 

from one place to another. These are ἄγω (11:19), βαδίζω (11:10), ἐπιβαίνω (18:15-16) 

and οἴχομαι 48(41):17.

In addition to verbs of movement, Jer LXX employs the final τοῦ+inf. after verbs of
sending and giving:298

ַאְך ַיד ֲאִחיָקם ֶּבן־ָׁשָפן ָהְיָתה ֶאת־ִיְרְמָיהּו ְלִבְלִּתי ֵּתת־ֹאתֹו ְבַיד־ָהָעם 24:(26)33
 πλὴν χεὶρ Αχικαμ υἱοῦ Σαφαν ἦν μετὰ Ιερεμίου τοῦ μὴ – ַלֲהִמיתֹו
παραδοῦναι αὐτὸν εἰς χεῖρας τοῦ λαοῦ τοῦ μὴ ἀνελεῖν αὐτόν

ְלִהָּנֵבאַוָּיבֹא ִיְרְמָיהּו ֵמַהֹּתֶפת ֲאֶׁשר ְׁשָלחֹו ְיהָוה ָׁשם  19:14  – καὶ ἦλθεν 
Ιερεμίας ἀπὸ τῆς Διαπτώσεως, οὗ ἀπέστειλεν αὐτὸν κύριος ἐκεῖ τοῦ 
προφητεῦσαι

The first example, 33(26):24, is exceptional. The Hebrew inf. ַלֲהִמיתֹו is rendered by its 

negation τοῦ μὴ ἀνελεῖν in the LXX. The translator has extended the influence of the 

297 Τοῦ+inf. expresses the purpose of πορεύομαι in 13:10(2x), 16:5, 25:6(2x) and 42(35):15; the purpose 
of ἔρχομαι in 10:22, 26(46)13, and 29(47):4; the purpose of εἰσέρχομαι in 9:21 and 16:8(2x); and the 
purpose of ἐξέρχομαι in 4:7, 20:18 and 44(37):12(2x).

298 Τοῦ+inf. expresses the purpose of δίδωμι in 33(26):24, 36(29):26 and 50(43):2(2x), and the purpose of
ἀποστέλλω in 19:14 and 44(37):7.
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negation of the previous inf. ְלִבְלִּתי ֵּתת to cover the second inf. as well, thus making it 
unambiguously clear that the actions of Ahikam not only prevent Jeremiah from being 

handed over to the mob, but also prevent his death. The extention of the negation ְלִבְלִּתי 
to subsequent inf. seems to be a particular tendency of this translator.

Other types of action are also expressed together with τοῦ+inf. These mainly 

consist of the verbs οἰκοδομέω ’to build’ and ποιέω ’to do,’299 but also other types of 

action, such as raising up (ἐξανίστημι 28[51]:29), tearing down (καθαιρέω 40[33]:5) 

and running (διώκω 28[51]:31). Here are a few examples:

 ַויהָוה ְצָבאֹות ַהּנֹוֵטַע אֹוָתְך ִּדֶּבר ָעַלִיְך ָרָעה ִּבְגַלל ָרַעת ֵּבית־ִיְׂשָרֵאל 11:17
 καὶ κύριος ὁ –  ְלַקֵּטר ַלָּבַעלְלַהְכִעֵסִניּוֵבית ְיהּוָדה ֲאֶׁשר ָעׂשּו ָלֶהם 

καταφυτεύσας σε ἐλάλησεν ἐπὶ σὲ κακὰ ἀντὶ τῆς κακίας οἴκου Ισραηλ καὶ
οἴκου Ιουδα, ὅτι ἐποίησαν ἑαυτοῖς τοῦ παροργίσαι με ἐν τῷ θυμιᾶν αὐτοὺς
τῇ Βααλ

ָלׂשּוםַוִּתְרַעׁש ָהָאֶרץ ַוָּתחֹל ִּכי ָקָמה ַעל־ָּבֶבל ַמְחְׁשבֹות ְיהָוה  29:(51)28  
 ἐσείσθη ἡ γῆ καὶ ἐπόνεσε, διότι – ֶאת־ֶאֶרץ ָּבֶבל ְלַׁשָּמה ֵמֵאין יֹוֵׁשב
ἐξανέστη ἐπὶ Βαβυλῶνα λογισμὸς κυρίου τοῦ θεῖναι τὴν γῆν Βαβυλῶνος 
εἰς ἀφανισμὸν καὶ μὴ κατοικεῖσθαι αὐτήν

 ְוָהָיה ַּכֲאֶׁשר ָׁשַקְדִּתי ֲעֵליֶהם ִלְנתֹוׁש ְוִלְנתֹוץ ְוַלֲהרֹס ּוְלַהֲאִביד 28:(31)38
 καὶ ἔσται ὥσπερ –  ְנֻאם־ְיהָוהִלְנטֹוַע ְוִלְבנֹותּוְלָהֵרַע ֵּכן ֶאְׁשקֹד ֲעֵליֶהם 

ἐγρηγόρουν ἐπ᾿ αὐτοὺς καθαιρεῖν καὶ κακοῦν, οὕτως γρηγορήσω ἐπ᾿ 
αὐτοὺς τοῦ οἰκοδομεῖν καὶ καταφυτεύειν, φησὶ κύριος

 καὶ ἐπισκέψομαι αὐτοὺς τοῦ –  אֹוָתםְלֵהִטיבְוַׂשְׂשִּתי ֲעֵליֶהם  41:(32)39
ἀγαθῶσαι αὐτοὺς

The translation in 38(31):28 displays the translator’s willingness to vary the way he 
renders inf.300

Τοῦ+inf. functions to express the purpose of a stative phrase whose main verb is to 
be, particularly in several cases that express YHWH’s intent to deliver and save:

299 Τοῦ+inf. expresses the purpose of οἰκοδομέω in 7:31, 19:5, 39(32):35, 42(35):9; and the purpose of 
ποιέω in 11:17 and 40(33):2.
300 For further discussion on the renderings of inf. in Jer 38(31):28, cf. sec. 4.2.1.2.
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 μὴ φοβηθῇς ἀπὸ –  ְנֻאם־ְיהָוהְלַהִּצֶלָךַאל־ִּתיָרא ִמְּפֵניֶהם ִּכי־ִאְּתָך ֲאִני  1:8
προσώπου αὐτῶν, ὅτι μετὰ σοῦ ἐγώ εἰμι τοῦ ἐξαιρεῖσθαί σε, λέγει κύριος

 ַאל־ִּתיְראּו ִמְּפֵני ֶמֶלְך ָּבֶבל ֲאֶׁשר־ַאֶּתם ְיֵרִאים ִמָּפָניו ַאל־ִּתיְראּו 11:(42)49
 μὴ –  ֶאְתֶכם ִמָּידֹוּוְלַהִּציל ֶאְתֶכם ְלהֹוִׁשיַעִמֶּמּנּו ְנֻאם־ְיהָוה ִּכי־ִאְּתֶכם ָאִני 

φοβηθῆτε ἀπὸ προσώπου βασιλέως Βαβυλῶνος, οὗ ὑμεῖς φοβεῖσθε ἀπὸ 
προσώπου αὐτοῦ· μὴ φοβηθῆτε, φησὶ κύριος, ὅτι μεθ᾿ ὑμῶν ἐγώ εἰμι τοῦ 
ἐξαιρεῖσθαι ὑμᾶς καὶ σῴζειν ὑμᾶς ἐκ χειρὸς αὐτοῦ

  ְוַעל־ָהעֶֹׁשקִלְׁשּפֹוְךִּכי ֵאין ֵעיֶניָך ְוִלְּבָך ִּכי ִאם־ַעל־ִּבְצֶעָך ְוַעל ַּדם־ַהָּנִקי  22:17
ַלֲעׂשֹותְוַעל־ַהְּמרּוָצה   – ἰδοὺ οὔκ εἰσιν οἱ ὀφθαλμοί σου οὐδὲ ἡ καρδία σου 

ἀλλ᾿ ἢ εἰς τὴν πλεονεξίαν σου καὶ εἰς τὸ αἷμα τὸ ἀθῷον τοῦ ἐκχέειν αὐτὸ 
καὶ εἰς ἀδίκημα καὶ εἰς φόνον τοῦ ποιεῖν

In each case the Hebrew attests a nominal phrase ִאְּתָך ֲאִני ְלַהִּצֶלָךi(1:8), ִאְּתֶכם ָאִני 
 ֵאין ֵעיֶניָך ְוִלְּבָך ִּכי ִאם־ַעל־ִּבְצֶעָך ְוַעל ַּדם־ַהָּנִקי i(49[42]:11), andְלהֹוִׁשיַע ֶאְתֶכם ּוְלַהִּציל
 i(22:17). The translator has produced the copula in the LXX to complete theִלְׁשּפֹוְך
sentences in Greek.

On the other hand, there are some Hebrew nominal phrases for which the translator 
has not supplied a copula, resulting in ellipsis:

  ֵמי ִׁשחֹור ּוַמה־ָּלְך ְלֶדֶרְך ַאּׁשּורִלְׁשּתֹותְוַעָּתה ַמה־ָּלְך ְלֶדֶרְך ִמְצַרִים  2:18
 καὶ νῦν τί σοι καὶ τῇ ὁδῷ Αἰγύπτου τοῦ πιεῖν ὕδωρ –  ֵמי ָנָהרִלְׁשּתֹות

Γηων; καὶ τί σοι καὶ τῇ ὁδῷ Ἀσσυρίων τοῦ πιεῖν ὕδωρ ποταμῶν

ְלַהְׁשִחיָתּהֵהִעיר ְיהָוה ֶאת־רּוַח ַמְלֵכי ָמַדי ִּכי־ַעל־ָּבֶבל ְמִזָּמתֹו  11:(51)28  – 
ἤγειρε κύριος τὸ πνεῦμα βασιλέως Μήδων, ὅτι εἰς Βαβυλῶνα ἡ ὀργὴ 
αὐτοῦ τοῦ ἐξολεθρεῦσαι αὐτήν

Example 2:18 contains discourse for which Greek generally allows elision of the 
copula.301 The Greek text in 28(51):11 is a bit awkward. The inf. is situated as part of the
subordinate ὅτι clause, and therefore interpreting it as expressing the purpose of the verb
in the main clause is difficult.

The translator has twice slightly departed from the Hebrew to produce the Greek 
accusativus cum infinitivo constructions with τοῦ+inf.:

301 Smyth 1920, 262.
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καὶ εἰσήγαγον ὑμᾶς –  ִּפְרָיּה ְוטּוָבּהֶלֱאכֹלָוָאִביא ֶאְתֶכם ֶאל־ֶאֶרץ ַהַּכְרֶמל  2:7
εἰς τὸν Κάρμηλον τοῦ φαγεῖν ὑμᾶς τοὺς καρποὺς αὐτοῦ καὶ τὰ ἀγαθὰ 
αὐτοῦ

 καὶ δώσω αὐτοῖς καρδίαν τοῦ –  ֹאִתי ִּכי ֲאִני ְיהָוהָלַדַעתְוָנַתִּתי ָלֶהם ֵלב  24:7
εἰδέναι αὐτοὺς ἐμὲ ὅτι ἐγώ εἰμι κύριος

In both cases the subject of the inf. is expressed in the main clause, either as a direct 
object (ὑμᾶς in 2:7) or as an indirect object (αὐτοῖς in 24:7). The Hebrew text does not 
repeat the subject of the inf., but the translator decided to do so in order to conform to 
proper Greek usage: τοῦ φαγεῖν ὑμᾶς τοὺς καρποὺς αὐτοῦ (2:7); τοῦ εἰδέναι αὐτοὺς 
ἐμὲ (24:7).

Other Uses of the Genitive Articular Infinitive

A small group of τοῦ+inf. function as epexegetical inf. when rendering the Hebrew 

 inf. These are mainly found in the context of obedience to YHWH, qualifying the+ל

verb ἀκούω or one of its compound forms:

 καὶ ἔσται ἐὰν μὴ –  ֶאת־יֹום ַהַּׁשָּבתְלַקֵּדׁשְוִאם־לֹא ִתְׁשְמעּו ֵאַלי  17:27
εἰσακούσητέ μου τοῦ ἁγιάζειν τὴν ἡμέραν τῶν σαββάτων

 ְדרֹור ִאיׁש ְלָאִחיוִלְקרֹאָלֵכן ּכֹה־ָאַמר ְיהָוה ַאֶּתם לֹא־ְׁשַמְעֶּתם ֵאַלי  17:(34)41
 διὰ τοῦτο οὕτως εἶπε κύριος Ὑμεῖς οὐκ ἠκούσατέ μου τοῦ – ְוִאיׁש ְלֵרֵעהּו
καλέσαι ἄφεσιν ἕκαστος πρὸς τὸν πλησίον αὐτοῦ

Epexegetical inf. can also be found qualifying other words besides verbs. Here are a few
cases in which they qualify noun phrases:

  ְדרֹור ִאיׁשִלְקרֹאַוָּתֻׁשבּו ַאֶּתם ַהּיֹום ַוַּתֲעׂשּו ֶאת־ַהָּיָׁשר ְּבֵעיַני  15:(34)41
 καὶ ἐπέστρεψαν σήμερον ποιῆσαι τὸ εὐθὲς πρὸ ὀφθαλμῶν μου – ְלֵרֵעהּו
τοῦ καλέσαι ἄφεσιν ἕκαστον τοῦ πλησίον αὐτοῦ

 ָלֶהם ֶאֶרץ ָזַבתָלֵתתְלַמַען ָהִקים ֶאת־ַהְּׁשבּוָעה ֲאֶׁשר־ִנְׁשַּבְעִּתי ַלֲאבֹוֵתיֶכם  11:5
 ,ὅπως στήσω τὸν ὅρκον μου, ὃν ὤμοσα τοῖς πατράσιν ὑμῶν – ָחָלב ּוְדַבׁש
τοῦ δοῦναι αὐτοῖς γῆν ῥέουσαν γάλα καὶ μέλι

The example from 41(34):15, τοῦ καλέσαι, refers to the previous phrase τὸ εὐθὲς πρὸ 
ὀφθαλμῶν μου, substantiating its meaning for the present context. Likewise τοῦ δοῦναι 
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in 11:5 serves to particularize the contents of the vow that is mentioned τὸν ὅρκον μου, 
ὃν ὤμοσα τοῖς πατράσιν ὑμῶν.

Similarly, τοῦ+inf. qualifies adjectives and pronouns in Jer LXX when it renders 

the Hebrew ל+inf.:

  ּוְלֵהיִטיב לֹאְלָהַרעָּבִנים ְסָכִלים ֵהָּמה ְולֹא ְנבֹוִנים ֵהָּמה ֲחָכִמים ֵהָּמה  4:22
 υἱοὶ ἄφρονές εἰσι καὶ οὐ συνετοί· σοφοί εἰσι τοῦ κακοποιῆσαι, τὸ δὲ – ָיָדעּו
καλῶς ποιῆσαι οὐκ ἐπέγνωσαν

  ְנבּוַכְדֶראַּצר ֶמֶלְךָלבֹואַהָּדָבר ֲאֶׁשר ִּדֶּבר ְיהָוה ֶאל־ִיְרְמָיהּו ַהָּנִביא  13:(46)26
 Ἃ ἐλάλησε κύριος ἐν χειρὶ Ιερεμίου τοῦ – ָּבֶבל ְלַהּכֹות ֶאת־ֶאֶרץ ִמְצָרִים
ἐλθεῖν τὸν βασιλέα Βαβυλῶνος τοῦ κόψαι τὴν γῆν Αἰγύπτου

  ַבֵּסֶפרִלְקרֹאַוַּיַעׂש ָּברּוְך ֶּבן־ֵנִרָּיה ְּככֹל ֲאֶׁשר־ִצָּוהּו ִיְרְמָיהּו ַהָּנִביא  8:(36)43
 καὶ ἐποίησε Βαρουχ κατὰ πάντα, ἃ ἐνετείλατο – ִּדְבֵרי ְיהָוה ֵּבית ְיהָֹוה
αὐτῷ Ιερεμίας τοῦ ἀναγνῶναι ἐν τῷ βιβλίῳ λόγους κυρίου ἐν οἴκῳ κυρίου

Example 4:22 attests the inf. τοῦ κακοποιῆσαι qualifying the adjective σοφοί. The 
syntactic affinity between an adjective and a verb is on display in this verse as the 
following clause, τὸ δὲ καλῶς ποιῆσαι οὐκ ἐπέγνωσαν, formulates a semantically 
similar phrase, although antithetical in content.302

The latter two examples exhibit the inf. as qualifying preceding relative pronouns, ἃ
in both cases. Though both could be considered as the second object of the bitransitive 
verbs λαλέω and ἐντέλλομαι, Muraoka suggest that such cases are not genuine objects 
but rather appositional to the preceding relative pronouns.303

Τοῦ+inf. stands as the equivalent of a finite verb on four occasions:

  ַבּטֹוב ֲאֶׁשר־ֲאִניִיְרֶאהלֹא־ִיְהֶיה לֹו ִאיׁש יֹוֵׁשב ְּבתֹוְך־ָהָעם ַהֶּזה ְולֹא־ 32:(29)36
 καὶ οὐκ ἔσται αὐτῷ ἄνθρωπος ἐν μέσῳ ὑμῶν τοῦ ἰδεῖν τὰ – עֶֹׂשה־ְלַעִּמי
ἀγαθά, ἃ ἐγὼ ποιήσω ὑμῖν

  ִאיׁש ֶאת־ַעְבּדֹו ְוִאיׁש ֶאת־ִׁשְפָחתֹוָּתִׁשבּוַוָּתֻׁשבּו ַוְּתַחְּללּו ֶאת־ְׁשִמי ַו 16:(34)41
 καὶ ἐπεστρέψατε καὶ ἐβεβηλώσατε τὸ ὄνομά μου τοῦ – ֲאֶׁשר־ִׁשַּלְחֶּתם

302 Muraoka 2016, 343.
303 Muraoka 2016, 581.
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ἐπιστρέψαι ἕκαστον τὸν παῖδα αὐτοῦ καὶ ἕκαστον τὴν παιδίσκην αὐτοῦ, 
οὓς ἐξαπεστείλατε

 –  ֶאת־ְּדָרָכִיְךִלַּמְדְּתיַמה־ֵּתיִטִבי ַּדְרֵּכְך ְלַבֵּקׁש ַאֲהָבה ָלֵכן ַּגם ֶאת־ָהָרעֹות  2:33
τί ὅτι καλὸν ἐπιτηδεύσεις ἐν ταῖς ὁδοῖς σου τοῦ ζητῆσαι ἀγάπησιν; οὐχ 
οὕτως, ἀλλὰ καὶ σὺ ἐπονηρεύσω τοῦ μιᾶναι τὰς ὁδούς σου

 ֲאדִֹני ַהֶּמֶלְך ֵהֵרעּו ָהֲאָנִׁשים ָהֵאֶּלה ֵאת ָּכל־ֲאֶׁשר ָעׂשּו ְלִיְרְמָיהּו 9:(38)45
 Ἐπονηρεύσω –  ַּתְחָּתיו ִמְּפֵני ָהָרָעבָּיָמתַהָּנִביא ֵאת ֲאֶׁשר־ִהְׁשִליכּו ֶאל־ַהּבֹור ַו

ἃ ἐποίησας τοῦ ἀποκτεῖναι τὸν ἄνθρωπον τοῦτον ἀπὸ προσώπου τοῦ λιμοῦ

The first two of these, 36(29):32 and 41(34):16, render coordinate clauses by using inf. 
In the first case it is a final inf., and in the second case it is an epexegetical inf. 
expressing the manner of desecration. The latter two verses, however, display fairly 
clear cases of distinction between the MT and the LXX, which most likely result from a 

different Vorlage. The equivalence in 2:33, τοῦ μιᾶναι for ִלַּמְדְּתי, occurs only here in 

the LXX, and it is very doubtful that למדתי or the qere reading למדת represent what 

the translator was translating. Μιαίνω commonly translates the Hebrew verb טמא in the
LXX. Verse 45(38):9 is significant as it attempts to locate the blame for placing 
Jeremiah’s life in danger. In the MT it is clear that it is the fault of a third party of “men”
who had placed Jeremiah in the pit, while the LXX lays the blame on king Zedekiah 
himself, who is addressed by Ebed-melech in the dialoge.304 The difference is 
characterised by more than just qualitative differences. The MT expands details in the 
text to accommodate the change.

There are two cases in which the rendering τοῦ+inf. occurs in Jer LXX as a 

representation of the Hebrew 0+inf. The first is in Jer 2:2, where the inf. ֶלְכֵּתְך is 

rendered by the accusativus cum infinitivo τοῦ ἐξακολουθῆσαί σε.305 The second case is 
in 9:5–6(4–5):

  ְּבתֹוְך ִמְרָמהִׁשְבְּתָך )5 (ִלְּמדּו ְלׁשֹוָנם ַּדֶּבר־ֶׁשֶקר ַהֲעֵוה ִנְלאּו׃ (5–4)6–9:5
 μεμάθηκεν ἡ γλῶσσα αὐτῶν λαλεῖν – ְּבִמְרָמה ֵמֲאנּו ַדַעת־אֹוִתי ְנֻאם־ְיהָוה
ψευδῆ, ἠδίκησαν καὶ οὐ διέλιπον τοῦ ἐπιστρέψαι. (5) τόκος ἐπὶ τόκῳ, 
δόλος ἐπὶ δόλῳ· οὐκ ἤθελον εἰδέναι με

304 Tov 1999, 372.
305 Cf. the quote above.
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The MT and the LXX are in disagreement over how the consonantal text should be 
interpreted. The Greek ἠδίκησαν καὶ οὐ διέλιπον τοῦ ἐπιστρέψαι τόκος ἐπὶ τόκῳ, 

δόλος ἐπὶ δόλῳ reflects the Vorlage 306,העוה נלאו ׁשב תך בתך מרמה במרמה 

interpreting ׁשבתך as two separate words instead of the MT ִׁשְבְּתָך. The LXX 

understands ׁשב as an object inf. complementing the verb ִנְלאּו, and the rendering 

reflects the genitive of separation that accompanies the verb διαλείπω.

 Likewise in 28(51):62, the infinitive expression ְלַהְכִריתֹו / τοῦ ἐξολεθρεῦσαι 
αὐτὸν expresses the object of ִדַּבְרָּת / ἐλάλησας.

4.2.2.3 Summary and Distribution of τοῦ+inf

Genitive articular infinitives are mainly used as equivalents of the expression ְל+inf. In 
this capacity, they function as final inf. in 69 occurrences and as direct objects in 12 
occurrences. The remaining 21 cases consist of mostly epexegetical uses and object 
clauses. Otherwise, τοῦ+inf. renders other Hebrew expressions only a few times, such as
independent inf. (2x) and finite verbs (4x).

Τοῦ+inf. in the role of a direct object occurs only 13 times in Jer LXX, and it 

renders ְל+inf. twelve times and 0+inf. only once.307 Hebrew inf. that form direct objects 
are more often rendered by 0+inf., which is the case in both Jer LXX and the LXX as a 

whole.308 Jer a’ uses τοῦ+inf. to render ְל+inf. ten times, and Jer b’ uses it only twice:

0+inf. τοῦ+inf. total cases

Jer a’ 9 10 19

Jer b’ 11 2 13

Table 2. The distribution of the anarthrous infinitive (0+inf) and the genitive articular infinitive
(τοῦ+inf.) as a rendering of ְל+inf. that functions as direct objects.

Jer a’ is exceptional in this case, since it uses the two equivalents quite equally to render 

 inf. in the role of a direct object. As a whole, Jer a’ renders infinitival objects more+ְל

306 McKane 1986, 201.
307 As a rendering of ְל+inf. Jer LXX Jer 8:5; 12:16; 13:6; 18:4, 6, 8, 10; 23:27; 28:30, 63; 33:3 and 51:14.;
as a rendering of 0+inf. in Jer 2:2.
308 Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 38.
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often by means of 0+inf. (14 times out of 24),309 so it seems that the preposition ְל might 

have instigated the use of the genitive article to render ְל+inf. in the remaining ten 

instances. In Jer b’, every case of the Hebrew inf. as an object is manifested by ְל+inf., 

and only two out of 13 cases are rendered by τοῦ+inf.

Τοῦ+inf. is most often used as a rendering of purpose expressing inf. in Jer LXX, 

and as such they render only the Hebrew ְל+inf. The total number of these cases is 69.310 
These cases are distributed unevenly between Jer a’ and Jer b’:

0+inf. τοῦ+inf. total cases

Jer a’ 8 43 51

Jer b’ 32 26 58

Table 3. The distribution of the anarthrous infinitive (0+inf) and the genitive articular infinitive
(τοῦ+inf) as a rendering of ְל+inf. that function as purpose expressing infinitives.311

 inf. expressing purpose is generally rendered by τοῦ+inf. in Jer a’ (43 out of 51+ְל
cases312), where the anarthrous infinitive is used only 8 times. Furthermore, five cases of
0+inf. occur in a single verse (1:10), so that Jer a’ attests this equivalence in only 4 
verses (1:10, 11:13, 15:21[20]313 and 16:8).314 In Jer b’, the anarthrous infinitive is used 
slightly more often than τοῦ+inf. (by a ratio of 32 : 26). This constitutes a significant 
change between the two sections, as the Hebrew expression is used to a nearly equal 
extent in both halves.

309 Jer LXX 1:6; 5:3(2x); 6:10; 9:5-6; 11:10-11; 12:16; 13:10; 14:9-10; 19:11 and 27:33. Cf. discussion on 
these cases in sec. 4.2.1.2. Nine of these render ְל+inf. (cf. Table 7) and the other five cases render the 
Hebrew 0+inf.
310 For references, cf. note 296.
311 For calculations on the expected values of the occurrence of each form in each section of Jer LXX, cf. 
n. 286.
312 Jer LXX 1:8, 12, 19; 2:7, 18(2x), 33, 36; 4:7; 7:18, 30-31; 9:21; 10:22; 11:10, 17, 19; 13:10(2x), 11; 
15:20; 16:5, 8(2x); 17:10; 18:15-16, 20(2x); 19:5, 14; 20:18; 22:17(2x); 24:7; 25:6(2x); 26:10, 13; 27:28; 
28:11, 29 and 31.
313 καὶ ἐξαιρεῖσθαί σε 

.ּוְלַהִּציֶלָך
314 For a discussion on the use of 0+inf. as renderings of final inf., cf. sec. 4.2.1.2.
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In Jer a’, the τοῦ+inf. is used in connection with verbs of action and movement and 
with verbs of giving and sending. The Hebrew equivalents of these verbs are 

common: עׂשה ,נתן ,יצא ,הלך ,בנה ,בא and ׁשלח. The translator of Jer a’ clearly 

preferred to use τοῦ+inf. when rendering final inf. with the preposition ְל, but he used 
0+inf. on rare occasions to express the purpose of verbs of action and movement. As the 
translator seems to aim towards isomorphism,315 it may be assumed that the article is 
used as a formal equivalent for the Hebrew preposition.

In Jer b’, the preferred rendering shifts to 0+inf., but not exclusively. 0+inf. renders 

final ְל+inf. in 32 cases, and τοῦ+inf. renders it in 26 cases.316 The articular infinitives in 
Jer b’ are used to render the same expressions as in Jer a’, that is verbs of movement, 
verbs of action, and verbs of giving and sending. The Hebrew counterparts are the exact 

same verbs: עׂשה ,נתן ,יצא ,הלך ,בנה ,בא and ׁשלח. This gives a slight impression of 
continuity between the two halves. However, the anarthrous infinitive is used in similar 
cases, rendering infinitives that express the purpose of the same verbs of movement, 
action, giving and sending. Some differences can be observed, but such cases are only 
few in number.

4.2.3. Exceptional Renderings of Infinitives

4.2.3.1 Overview

A number of cases, ְל+inf. and 0+inf. are rendered by other means than τοῦ+inf. or the 
Greek 0+inf. These include relative and co-ordinate clauses in which the inf. is rendered
by a finite verb, participles, nouns and other inf., such as nominative and accusative 
articular inf. These are to be considered exceptional renderings, but they only amount to 
ca. 50 cases. Some of these, especially independent inf. rendered by nouns, might be the
result of a different interpretation of the form of the words.317

315 For discussion on isomorphism as a characteristic trait of the translation of Jer LXX, cf. Pietersma and 
Saunders 2009, http://ccat.sas.upenn.edu/nets/edition/ieremias-excursus.pdf (2.3.2018); and A. Shead 
2015, 472.
316 0+inf. in Jer LXX 33:2, 12, 15; 34:5; 35:14; 37:21; 38:28(2x), 32; 39:19, 24, 31-33, 39; 43:21; 45:26; 
47:10, 14; 48:12; 49:15, 17, 22; 50:2, 5; 51:3(2x), 5, 7, 8(2x) and 28; τοῦ+inf. in Jer LXX 29:4; 32:4; 
33:24 with a negation; 36:11, 26; 38:28(2x); 39:35, 41; 40:2, 5(2x); 41:8; 42:9, 15; 44:7, 12(2x); 48:5, 17;
49:11(2x); 50:3(2x); 51:11 and 14.
317 For a discussion of such cases, cf. sec. 7.3.
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4.2.3.2 The Renderings
In a number of instances Hebrew inf. are rendered by finite verbs. These are generally 
considered to be free renderings318 since they do not adhere to the strict form of the 

Hebrew syntax. Eight of these render the Hebrew ְל+inf, and thirteen render 0+inf.319

Among the renderings that are considered to be free are cases in which the inf. is 
represented by relative clauses, co-ordinate clauses, and special cases.

  אֹוָתם ֵמֶאֶרץהֹוִציִאִּכי לֹא־ִדַּבְרִּתי ֶאת־ֲאבֹוֵתיֶכם ְולֹא ִצִּויִתים ְּביֹום  7:22
 ὅτι οὐκ ἐλάλησα πρὸς τοὺς πατέρας ὑμῶν καὶ οὐκ ἐνετειλάμην – ִמְצָרִים
αὐτοῖς ἐν ἡμέρᾳ, ᾗ ἀνήγαγον αὐτοὺς ἐκ γῆς Αἰγύπτου

  אֹוָתם ֵמֶאֶרץ ִמְצַרִיםהֹוִצִאיָאֹנִכי ָּכַרִּתי ְבִרית ֶאת־ֲאבֹוֵתיֶכם ְּביֹום  13:(34)41
 Ἐγὼ διεθέμην διαθήκην πρὸς τοὺς πατέρας ὑμῶν ἐν τῇ – ִמֵּבית ֲעָבִדים
ἡμέρᾳ, ᾗ ἐξειλάμην αὐτοὺς ἐκ γῆς Αἰγύπτου ἐξ οἴκου δουλείας

 ָלֶהם ּבֹארֹותַלְחצֹבִּכי־ְׁשַּתִים ָרעֹות ָעָׂשה ַעִּמי ֹאִתי ָעְזבּו ְמקֹור ַמִים ַחִּיים  2:13
 ὅτι δύο καὶ πονηρὰ ἐποίησεν ὁ λαός μου· ἐμὲ – ּבֹארֹת ִנְׁשָּבִרים
ἐγκατέλιπον, πηγὴν ὕδατος ζωῆς, καὶ ὤρυξαν ἑαυτοῖς λάκκους 
συντετριμμένους 

 καὶ ὅτι –  ָלּה ְנָסִכיםּוְלַהֵּסְךְוִכי־ֲאַנְחנּו ְמַקְּטִרים ִלְמֶלֶכת ַהָּׁשַמִים  19:(44)51
ἡμεῖς ἐθυμιῶμεν τῇ βασιλίσσῃ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ καὶ ἐσπείσαμεν αὐτῇ σπονδάς

 καὶ –  ִּכי־ׁשֵֹקד ֲאִני ַעל־ְּדָבִרי ַלֲעׂשֹתֹוֵהיַטְבָּת ִלְראֹותַוּיֹאֶמר ְיהָוה ֵאַלי  1:12
εἶπε κύριος πρός με Καλῶς ἑόρακας, διότι ἐγρήγορα ἐγὼ ἐπὶ τοὺς λόγους 
μου τοῦ ποιῆσαι αὐτούς

 ּוָבאּו ְוִרְּננּו ִבְמרֹום־ִצּיֹון ְוָנֲהרּו ֶאל־טּוב ְיהָוה ַעל־ָּדָגן ְוַעל־ִּתירֹׁש 12:(31)38
–  עֹודיֹוִסיפּו ְלַדֲאָבהְוַעל־ִיְצָהר ְוַעל־ְּבֵני־צֹאן ּוָבָקר ְוָהְיָתה ַנְפָׁשם ְּכַגן ָרֶוה ְולֹא־

καὶ ἥξουσι καὶ εὐφρανθήσονται ἐν τῷ ὄρει Σιων· καὶ ἥξουσιν ἐπ᾿ ἀγαθὰ 
κυρίου, ἐπὶ γῆν σίτου καὶ οἴνου καὶ καρπῶν καὶ κτηνῶν καὶ προβάτων, 
καὶ ἔσται ἡ ψυχὴ αὐτῶν ὥσπερ ξύλον ἔγκαρπον, καὶ οὐ πεινάσουσιν ἔτι

318 Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 22–23 and 44–46.
 ;inf. in Jer LXX 1:12; 2:13; 16:12; 29:4; 38:2, 12; 46:14 and 51:19; 0+inf. in Jer LXX 3:3; 6:11+ְל 319
7:22; 10:23; 11:4, 14-15; 13:16; 15:6, 15, 18; 28:16 and 41:13.
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Renderings of the inf. הֹוִצִאי in 7:22 (Qere reading) and 41(34):13 consist of a relative 
pronoun with a finite verb. Similar equivalents are in 11:4 and 14. Each of these cases 

renders the Hebrew inf. as part of a construct chain with either ְּביֹום or ְּבֵעת preceding 
the inf. A similar Hebrew construction is used only once elsewhere in Jer (38[31]:32), 
and it is rendered by a patriciple.320

A few cases of ְל+inf. are rendered by co-ordinate clauses, as in examples 2:13 and 
51(44):19. Jer 2:13 mentions two evil deeds that are described by verbs, and the 
translator opted to render the inf. with a finite verb to pair it with the first descriptive 

verb ἐγκατέλιπον. In Jer 51(44):19 the inf. ְלַהֵּסְך is independent and functions as the 
predicate.321 The Greek finite verb captures the meaning well. Similar cases are in 
29(47):4 and 46(39):14.

Other exceptional renderings of inf. in Jer LXX include 1:12, where the inf. object 

 is rendered ֵהיַטְבָּת is translated as the main verb ἑόρακας, while the main verb ִלְראֹות

by the adverb καλῶς.322 Jer 38(31):12 represents one of the few cases in which one 
Greek word stands for a Hebrew verb and its inf. object. Such constructions with the 

verb יסף are generally rendered with προστίθεναι in Greek, but this case is exceptional, 

possibly due to the use of the particle ἔτι, which already conveys the notion of repetition

or addition that would be conveyed by προστίθεναι.323 Another example of one Greek 

word representing a Hebrew finite verb and an inf. is in Jer 16:12 where ֲהֵרעֶֹתם ַלֲעׂשֹות
is rendered by ἐπονηρεύσασθε.324

 Also, it is highly possible that a number of infinitives have simply been 
misinterpreted by the translator, or that he has had a slightly different Vorlage. This 
applies to the following example:

320 Cf. below.
321 Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 32.
322 Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 46.
323 Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 44.
324 Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 46.
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ְלַהְרִּגיעֹוּכֹה ָאַמר ְיהָוה ָמָצא ֵחן ַּבִּמְדָּבר ַעם ְׂשִריֵדי ָחֶרב ָהלֹוְך  2:(31)38  
 οὕτως εἶπε κύριος Εὗρον θερμὸν ἐν ἐρήμῳ μετὰ ὀλωλότων ἐν – ִיְׂשָרֵאל
μαχαίρᾳ· βαδίσατε καὶ μὴ ὀλέσητε τὸν Ισραηλ

The sense of 38(31):2 is different in the two texts. In the MT Israel is said to seek rest 

 and לא but the LXX understands the inf. as consisting of the negation ,ָהלֹוְך ְלַהְרִּגיעֹו

the verb הרג “to kill:” βαδίσατε καὶ μὴ ὀλέσητε.

In addition to finite verbs, some inf. have been rendered by other exceptional 
equvialents as well. These include participles, nouns and prepositional phrases. 

Participles occur over half-a-dozen times as renderings of ְל+inf, and each case is 
located in Jer b’. 0+inf. is translated by a participle twice.

  ֵאת ָּכל־ֲאֶׁשר־ִצָּוה ְיהָוה ְלַדֵּברְלַדֵּברַוְיִהי ְּכַכּלֹות ִיְרְמָיהּו  8:(26)33
 καὶ ἐγένετο Ιερεμίου παυσαμένου λαλοῦντος πάντα, ἃ – ֶאל־ָּכל־ָהָעם
συνέταξεν αὐτῷ κύριος λαλῆσαι παντὶ τῷ λαῷ

 καὶ ἐγένετο τῇ –  ֶאת־ְּגַדְלָיהּו ְוִאיׁש לֹא ָיָדעְלָהִמיתַוְיִהי ַּבּיֹום ַהֵּׁשִני  4:(41)48
ἡμέρᾳ τῇ δευτέρᾳ πατάξαντος αὐτοῦ τὸν Γοδολίαν, καὶ ἄνθρωπος οὐκ 
ἔγνω

  ִלְמֶלֶכת ַהָּׁשַמִים ְוַהֵּסְך־ָלּה ְנָסִכים ָחַסְרנּו כֹלְלַקֵּטרּוִמן־ָאז ָחַדְלנּו  18:(44)51
 καὶ ὡς διελίπομεν θυμιῶντες τῇ βασιλίσσῃ τοῦ – ּוַבֶחֶרב ּוָבָרָעב ָּתְמנּו
οὐρανοῦ, ἠλαττώθημεν πάντες καὶ ἐν ῥομφαίᾳ καὶ ἐν λιμῷ ἐξελίπομεν.

־ָׁשם ְּבֶאֶרץָלגּורְולֹא ִיְהֶיה ָּפִליט ְוָׂשִריד ִלְׁשֵאִרית ְיהּוָדה ַהָּבִאים  14:(44)51  
 καὶ οὐκ ἔσται σεσῳσμένος οὐθεὶς τῶν – ִמְצָרִים ְוָלׁשּוב ֶאֶרץ ְיהּוָדה
ἐπιλοίπων Ιουδα τῶν παροικούντων ἐν γῇ Αἰγύπτῳ τοῦ ἐπιστρέψαι εἰς 
γῆν Ιουδα

The infinitives ְלַדֵּבר in 33(26):8 and ְלָהִמית in 48(41):4 are rendered by the genitive 

participles λαλοῦντος and πατάξαντος respectively. In both cases the translator uses a 

genetivus absolutus to render the temporal expression with 325.ַוְיִהי A similar temporal 

construction  ְבָיָדםֶהֱחִזיִקיְּביֹום  is likewise rendered by genetivus absolutus in 

38(31):32: ἐν ἡμέρᾳ ἐπιλαβομένου μου τῆς χειρὸς αὐτῶν. Objects of the verb παύω 

325 For the gen. abs. in 48(41):4, cf. Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 33. For a more in-depth discussion of the use
of the gen. abs. in Jer LXX, cf. sec. 4.4.3.
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(33[26]:8), as a verb of separation, are often rendered as participles instead of infinitives
in the LXX, though infinitives occur often as well.326 The translator has employed this 

construction elsewhere as well in rendering  ְלַדֵּברַוְיִהי ְּכַכּלֹות ִיְרְמָיהּו  with καὶ ἐγενήθη 
ὡς ἐπαύσατο Ιερεμίας λέγων in 50(43):1.

In 51(44):18, the verb ְלַקֵּטר is rendered by the participle θυμιῶντες. Both words 

function as objects to the preceding verbs ָחַדְלנּו / διελίπομεν ’to cease.’ Objects of the 

Greek verb διαλείπω are often expressed by a participle in Greek literature, suggesting 

that here the translator is following Greek idiom.327 The inf. in the phrase ְׁשֵאִרית ְיהּוָדה
־ָׁשםָלגּורַהָּבִאים  i (51[44]:14) is translated by an attributive participle modifying the 

equivalent of the noun ְׁשֵאִרית: τῶν ἐπιλοίπων Ιουδα τῶν παροικούντων, though it is 

possible that the translator uses παροικούντων as an equivalent of the two words ַהָּבִאים
.since the latter lacks a formal equivalent in the Greek ,ָלגּור

Nouns are the equivalents of inf. on a number of occasions in Jer LXX, especially 
nouns as a part of prepositional phrases. Nouns that are not used in prepositional phrases
are not so common as renderings of inf., and often they are the result of the translator’s 
error in mistaking an infinitive for a noun:

 ὅτι –  ְּבַים־סּוף ִנְׁשַמע קֹוָלּהְצָעָקהִמּקֹול ִנְפָלם ָרֲעָׁשה ָהָאֶרץ  (49:21)29:22
ἀπὸ φωνῆς πτώσεως αὐτῶν ἐφοβήθη ἡ γῆ, καὶ κραυγὴ ἐν θαλάσσῃ Σουφ 
ἠκούσθη.

 ּבֹו ָזכֹר ֶאְזְּכֶרּנּוַדְּבִריֲהֵבן ַיִּקיר ִלי ֶאְפַרִים ִאם ֶיֶלד ַׁשֲעֻׁשִעים ִּכי־ִמֵּדי  20:(31)38
 υἱὸς ἀγαπητὸς Εφραιμ ἐμοί, παιδίον ἐντρυφῶν, ὅτι ἀνθ᾿ ὧν οἱ λόγοι – עֹוד
μου ἐν αὐτῷ, μνείᾳ μνησθήσομαι αὐτοῦ

In 29:22(49:21) the translator has understood ְצָעָקה as a noun and rendered it 

accordingly.328 Likewise in 38(31):20, ַדְּבִרי has been interpreted as a plural noun with a 
pronominal suffix “my words."

326 Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 39.
327 Cf. also the example 9:5–6(4–5) above, p. 99.
328 HALOT s.v. צעק regards ְצָעָקה as an infinitive based on Bauer and Leander (1918) 354e and 354g.
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A separate group among the inf. rendered by nouns is formed by inf. cs. that are 
translated by attributive genitives.

 καὶ –  ַּבחֶֹדׁש ָהֲעִׂשיִרי ֶּבָעׂשֹור ַלחֶֹדׁשְלָמְלכֹוַוְיִהי ַבָּׁשָנה ַהְּתִׁשִעית  52:4
ἐγένετο ἐν τῷ ἔτει τῷ ἐνάτῳ τῆς βασιλείας αὐτοῦ ἐν μηνὶ τῷ δεκάτῳ 
δεκάτῃ τοῦ μηνὸς

ּבָֹאָנהַּגם־ֲחִסיָדה ַבָּׁשַמִים ָיְדָעה מֹוֲעֶדיָה ְוֹתר ְוִסוס ְוָעגּור ָׁשְמרּו ֶאת־ֵעת  8:7  
 καὶ ἡ ασιδα ἐν τῷ οὐρανῷ ἔγνω τὸν – ְוַעִּמי לֹא ָיְדעּו ֵאת ִמְׁשַּפט ְיהָוה
καιρὸν αὐτῆς, τρυγὼν καὶ χελιδών, αγουρ [στρουθία] ἐφύλαξαν καιροὺς 
εἰσόδων αὐτῶν, ὁ δὲ λαός μου οὐκ ἔγνω τὰ κρίματα κυρίου

The preposition ְל in the inf. construction ְלָמְלכֹו in 52:4 expresses possession “(in the 

year) of his reign.” Accordingly, this is rendered by a noun in the genitive case τῆς 

βασιλείας αὐτοῦ.329 The inf. ּבָֹאָנה in 8:7 is part of a construct chain ֵעת ּבָֹאָנה “the time

of its coming,” and is also rendered by a genitive noun καιροὺς εἰσόδων αὐτῶν. Inf. as 
part of construct chains are not always rendered by genitives, as the infinitive in the 

expression ִלֻּמֵדי ָהֵרַע is translated by an accusative object μεμαθηκότες τὰ κακά in 

13:23, which possibly reflects an interpretation of הרע as a noun instead of an inf.

In most cases of nouns that render Hebrew inf., the nouns are part of prepositional 
phrases. In the LXX as a whole, εἰς is the common equivalent of the Hebrew preposition

 ,In this vein, most of these prepositional phrases consist of the preposition εἰς+noun .ְל

and all of them render the Hebrew ְל+inf.

ַלֲהרֹגּוָפַקְדִּתי ֲעֵליֶהם ַאְרַּבע ִמְׁשָּפחֹות ְנֻאם־ְיהָוה ֶאת־ַהֶחֶרב  15:3  
ּוְלַהְׁשִחית ֶלֱאכֹל ְוֶאת־עֹוף ַהָּׁשַמִים ְוֶאת־ֶּבֱהַמת ָהָאֶרץ ִלְסחֹבְוֶאת־ַהְּכָלִבים   – 

καὶ ἐκδικήσω ἐπ᾿ αὐτοὺς τέσσαρα εἴδη, λέγει κύριος, τὴν μάχαιραν εἰς 
σφαγὴν καὶ τοὺς κύνας εἰς διασπασμὸν καὶ τὰ θηρία τῆς γῆς καὶ τὰ 
πετεινὰ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ εἰς βρῶσιν καὶ εἰς διαφθοράν

ָללּוןָלָּמה ִתְהֶיה ְּכֵגר ָּבָאֶרץ ּוְכֹאֵרַח ָנָטה  14:8  – ἵνα τί ἐγενήθης ὡσεὶ 
πάροικος ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς καὶ ὡς αὐτόχθων ἐκκλίνων εἰς κατάλυμα

329 Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 33. Similarly Jer 28(51):59.
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 ֵהיִלילּו ָהרִֹעים ְוַזֲעקּו ְוִהְתַּפְּלׁשּו ַאִּדיֵרי ַהּצֹאן ִּכי־ָמְלאּו ְיֵמיֶכם (25:34)32:20
ἀλαλάξατε, ποιμένες, καὶ κεκράξατε· καὶ κόπτεσθε, οἱ κριοὶ τῶν – ִלְטבֹוַח
προβάτων· ὅτι ἐπληρώθησαν αἱ ἡμέραι ὑμῶν εἰς σφαγήν

ָלֶׁשֶבתֶהְעִמיקּו  (49:30)30:8 // (49:8)29:9  – βαθύνατε εἰς κάθισιν

 ַויהָוה ְצָבאֹות ַהּנֹוֵטַע אֹוָתְך ִּדֶּבר ָעַלִיְך ָרָעה ִּבְגַלל ָרַעת ֵּבית־ִיְׂשָרֵאל 11:17
 καὶ κύριος ὁ –  ַלָּבַעלְלַקֵּטרּוֵבית ְיהּוָדה ֲאֶׁשר ָעׂשּו ָלֶהם ְלַהְכִעֵסִני 

καταφυτεύσας σε ἐλάλησεν ἐπὶ σὲ κακὰ ἀντὶ τῆς κακίας οἴκου Ισραηλ καὶ
οἴκου Ιουδα, ὅτι ἐποίησαν ἑαυτοῖς τοῦ παροργίσαι με ἐν τῷ θυμιᾶν αὐτοὺς
τῇ Βααλ

Jer 15:3 contains a chain of inf. with the preposition ְל, and each is rendered by 

εἰς+noun. In this verse, the Greek prepositional phrase retains the expression of purpose 

that is evident in the use of the Hebrew inf. In Jer 14:8, however, εἰς+noun is directional

in meaning rather than final, as is the Hebrew inf. in this case as well. Εἰς+noun in 

32:20(25:34) reflects yet another use of ְל+inf, that is, ְל+inf. expressing possession “the 

days of slaughter."330 The object inf. in the expression ֶהְעִמיקּו ָלֶׁשֶבת in both 29:9(49:8) 

and 30:8(49:30) is rendered by εἰς+noun.331 Jer 11:17 and 1:2 (ἐν τῇ βασιλείᾳ αὐτοῦ for

 inf. is rendered by a prepositional phrase other+ְל comprise the few cases where (ְלָמְלכֹו

than εἰς+noun, though here θυμιᾶν is an inf.332

Finally, there are a few instances in which a Hebrew inf. is rendered by a Greek inf, 
but the Greek inf. is neither 0+inf. nor τοῦ+inf.. These are considered to be exceptional 
renderings as well.

2:16b(17a)  ֶאת־ְיהָוהָעְזֵבְךֲהלֹוא־זֹאת ַּתֲעֶׂשה־ָּלְך  – οὐχὶ ταῦτα ἐποίησέ σοι 
τὸ καταλιπεῖν σε ἐμέ

 καὶ γνῶθι καὶ ἴδε ὅτι πικρόν –   ֶאת־ְיהָוהָעְזֵבְךּוְדִעי ּוְרִאי ִּכי־ַרע ָוָמר  2:19
σοι τὸ καταλιπεῖν σε ἐμέ

330 Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 33.
331 Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 46.
332 Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 33 and 66.
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 ִּכי ֱאִויל ַעִּמי אֹוִתי לֹא ָיָדעּו ָּבִנים ְסָכִלים ֵהָּמה ְולֹא ְנבֹוִנים ֵהָּמה ֲחָכִמים 4:22
 διότι οἱ ἡγούμενοι τοῦ λαοῦ μου ἐμὲ οὐκ –  לֹא ָיָדעּוּוְלֵהיִטיבֵהָּמה ְלָהַרע 

ᾔδεισαν, υἱοὶ ἄφρονές εἰσι καὶ οὐ συνετοί· σοφοί εἰσι τοῦ κακοποιῆσαι, τὸ 
δὲ καλῶς ποιῆσαι οὐκ ἐπέγνωσαν

  ְוָאַמְרָּת ֲאֵליֶהם ּכֹהִלְׁשּתֹותְוָהָיה ִּכי ְיָמֲאנּו ָלַקַחת־ַהּכֹוס ִמָּיְדָך  (25:28)32:14
 καὶ ἔσται ὅταν μὴ βούλωνται δέξασθαι τὸ – ָאַמר ְיהָוה ְצָבאֹות ָׁשתֹו ִתְׁשּתּו
ποτήριον ἐκ τῆς χειρός σου ὥστε πιεῖν, καὶ ἐρεῖς Οὕτως εἶπε κύριος 
Πιόντες πίεσθε

Both Jer 2:16b(17a) and 19 render the infinitive ָעְזֵבְך with the nominative articular inf. 

τὸ καταλιπεῖν.333 The infinitive ּוְלֵהיִטיב in Jer 4:22, on the other hand, is rendered by an

accusative articular inf. τὸ δὲ καλῶς ποιῆσαι.334 As a natural Greek rendering of the 

purpose expressing inf., ὥστε+inf. occurs only once in Jer LXX, in 32:14(25:28).335

In other instances of the Hebrew inf. whose equivalent is very exceptional, it is 
clear that the translator either understood the text in a different manner from the MT, or 
that he had a different Vorlage.

4.2.3.3 Summary and Distribution of the Exceptional Renderings
Finite verbs and nouns form the largest groups among the exceptional renderings of inf. 
in Jer LXX. With regards to the finite verbs, it is not always clear whether the translator 
has understood that he is rendering an inf., or whether he has understood the word to be 
a finite verb, in which case he might also be using a different Vorlage. Such is the case 
especially when the inf. occurs without any prepositions. Most such cases occur in 
sections of peotry in Jer a’, and most likely have been caused by the translator’s poor 
understanding of the Hebrew text.336

Co-ordinate clauses render inf. four times, one of which is located in Jer a’ (2:13) 
and three in Jer b’ (29[47]:4; 46[39]:14 and 51[44]:19). The reason for separating an inf.

333 Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 21.
334 Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 41.
335 Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 54.
336 Possible cases of the translator's different interpretation of the inf. which I have identified: Jer LXX 
3:3; 6:11; 11:15; 13:16; 15:6, 15, 18; 28:16 and 38:2. 
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from its main verb might simply be practical. A possible reason in 2:13337 might also be 
the two vices mentioned at the beginning of the verse, which the Hebrew describes with 

a finite verb (עזבו) and an infinitive (לחצב). The translator wanted to delineate between
the two vices in clearer terms by rendering the inf. with a finitive verb, thus creating a 
co-ordinate clause to represent the second vice.

Relative clauses render inf. four times, three of which are in Jer a’ (7:22; 11:4 and 
14) and one in Jer b’ (41[34]:13). Each of these renders the Hebrew inf. as part of a 

construct chain with either ביום or בעת. Finite verbs are used to render three cases in 
which the Hebrew inf. is paired with a hiph’il verb: 1:12, 16:12 and 38(31):12. In each 
of these cases the translator has produced an exceptional rendering, either by translating 
the two Hebrew words with one Greek equivalent (16:12 and 38:12) or by using a finite 
verb with an adverb (1:12).

Nouns that render inf. are also possible misinterpretations of the Hebrew on the part
of the translator.338 A few cases of construct forms are rendered by genitive attributes 
and seems to be correctly interpreted by the translator: 8:7, 28(51):59, 29(49):21 and 
52:4.

Most nouns that render inf. are part of the prepositional phrase εἰς+noun, and this 

reflects the Hebrew preposition ְל that is used as a prefix to the inf. Generally these 
prepositional phrases are used to express purpose or direction. Each of the cases that 
express purpose are located in Jer a’,339 and it is possible that such cases were eliminated
by a reviser in Jer b’. Of the directional cases, four occur in Jer a’ and three in Jer b’.340

Among the exceptional renderings of inf. in Jer LXX, a significant difference 
between Jer a’ and Jer b’ constitutes the use of participles as the equivalent. In Jer a’ 

only one such equivalent is used, in 18:20  ְלָפֶניָךָעְמִדיְזכֹר  – μνήσθητι ἑστηκότος μου 
κατὰ πρόσωπόν σου.341 In Jer b’, however, there are a total of eight occurrences of this 

337 Cf. sec. 4.2.3.2.
338 Likely cases of misunderstanding include 29(49):22 and 38(31):20.
339 Jer 15:3(4x); 16:7 and 18:22.
340 Jer a 14:8; 28(51):40 and 31(2x); Jer b 30:13(49:24); 48(41):6 and 10.
341 Cf. Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 23.
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equivalence.342 Three of these form the genetivus absolutus construction in Greek 
(33[26]:8,343 38[31]:32 and 48[41]:4), and they all render the inf. as part of a temporal 
clause: 

Jer 33(26):8  ְלַדֵּברַוְיִהי ְּכַכּלֹות ִיְרְמָיהּו  – καὶ ἐγένετο Ιερεμίου παυσαμένου 
λαλοῦντος

Jer 38(31):32  ְבָיָדםֶהֱחִזיִקיְּביֹום  – ἐν ἡμέρᾳ ἐπιλαβομένου μου τῆς χειρὸς 
αὐτῶν

Jer 48(41):4  ֶאת־ְּגַדְלָיהּוְלָהִמיתַוְיִהי ַּבּיֹום ַהֵּׁשִני  – καὶ ἐγένετο τῇ ἡμέρᾳ τῇ 
δευτέρᾳ πατάξαντος αὐτοῦ τὸν Γοδολίαν

The other participles render various types of usage of the Hebrew inf., including 
epexegetical inf. (51[44]:3 and 45[38]:4), the inf. as a direct object (50[43]:1 and 
51[44]) and a final inf. (51[44]:14). Such Hebrew constructions are elsewhere mostly 
rendered by the anarthrous infinitive or the genitive articular infinitive.

4.2.4. Reflection on the Translation Character of Jer LXX

4.2.4.1 Overview

The Hebrew infinitives 0+inf. and ְל+inf. form the bulk of all infinitival expressions in 
Jer, and a characterization of their Greek equivalents is necessary to ascertain a more 
complete picture of the translation character of Jer LXX. As the analysis indicates, the 
most common equivalents of both of these expressions are the Greek 0+inf. and 
τοῦ+inf. The distribution of these two equivalents is also one of the arguments on which
Thackeray and Tov base their theories for bisectioning Jer LXX. The following charts 
depict the occurrences of each equivalent throughout Jer LXX.

342 Jer LXX 33:8; 38:32; 45:4; 48:4; 50:1; 51:3, 14 and 18.
343 Cf. Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 97.

110



Table 4. Τοῦ+inf. in each chapter of Jer LXX.344

Table 4. shows that there is a spike in the occurrences of τοῦ+inf. in chapter 18, but 

otherwise it appears consistently throughout the translation with only a slight decrease 
in the latter half of the book. The total number of occurrences in each half is 73 cases in 
Jer a’ and 42 cases in Jer b’.

Table 5. 0+inf. in each chapter of Jer LXX 345

344 These figures include the equivalent τοῦ+inf. both as a rendering of ְל+inf. as well as of 0+inf., but 
exclude the renderings of לבלתי+inf, which often are rendered with a genitive article and a negative 
particle (τοῦ μή).
345 These figures include all instances in which the anarthrous infinitive appears in Jer LXX.
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Table 5. shows that there is a clear increase in the usage of 0+inf. in the latter half of the 
book. The number of cases more than doubles from 31 in Jer a’ to 70 in Jer b’.

Why does the use of τοῦ+inf. slightly decrease as we move toward the end of the 
book, and why does the use of 0+inf. increase at the same time? The previous analysis 
has identified certain categories of the Hebrew inf. to which this shift can be attributed. 

The use of ְל+inf. to express the purpose of the main verb is the most obvious. Such 

cases are mainly rendered by τοῦ+inf. in Jer a’ (43 out of 51 cases [84%]) and by 0+inf. 
in Jer b’ (32 out of 58 cases [55%]).346 On a smaller scale, this shift is evident from the 

renderings of ְל+inf. as a direct object and of ְל+inf. in other functions. The equivalents 
of the direct objects in Jer a’ are quite evenly divided between the two translation 
options, but in Jer b’ 0+inf. is used almost exclusively (11 out of 13 times [85%]). When

rendering other uses of ְל+inf., Jer a’ mainly employs τοῦ+inf. (10 out of 11 cases), 
while Jer b’ displays a more equal balance of the two equivalents in using 0+inf. nine 
times and τοῦ+inf. eleven times.

4.2.4.2 Renderings of ְל+inf.

The most common manifestation of the inf. in Jer is that with the preposition ְל, which 
accounts for over 70% (357 out of 501) of all inf. in the book. The majority of these are 
rendered by τοῦ+inf., but a significant number are also rendered by 0+inf. Other 
renderings, such as finite verbs, prepositional phrases and participles, occur in small 

numbers. The following table categorizes each rendering of ְל+inf. according to its form.

Table 6. Translations of ְל+inf. in Jer LXX.347

This data brings Thackeray’s, Soisalon-Soininen’s and Tov’s observations to the fore. 
When the two halves of the book are compared, one can clearly see that the anarthrous 

346

347 This data is collected in accord with the limits presented in note 238. The 114 cases of לאמר and the 28
cases in which Jer LXX does not have a representation of the Hebrew inf. are not included.
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infinitive is infrequent in Jer a’ relative to Jer b’. The frequency of τοῦ+inf. also 
fluctuates between the two halves, though to a lesser extent.

The Anarthrous Infinitive

An anarthrous infinitive is the equivalent of ְל+inf. 70 times in Jer LXX.348 Twenty of 
these function as the direct object of finite verbs, usually translating the Hebrew 

expressions יכל+inf. and מאן+inf., and they are dispersed evenly between the two 
halves of the book: nine occur in Jer a’ and eleven in Jer b’ 349 0+inf. is the usual 
equivalent in such cases in the Septuagint as a whole.350

Most of these 0+inf. in Jer LXX, 40 cases, serve to express the purpose of verbs of 
action that mainly denote movement, sending, giving or doing something. Generally, 
final inf. are rendered in the LXX by τοῦ+inf., but Soisalon-Soininen points out that 

0+inf. is a verbatim equivalent of ְל+inf. in such cases as well.351 The distribution of 
these equivalents is very uneven between the two halves of the book. Only eight occur 
in Jer a’ and 32 in Jer b’.352

The remaining cases of 0+inf. as an equivalent of ְל+inf. are mostly epexegetical in 
nature, that is, inf. used to specify the meaning of exhortations of obedience or grounds 
of accusations. Only one of these occurs in Jer a’, and nine occur in Jer b’.353

Among the 0+inf. that form equivalents of the Hebrew ְל+inf., the disparity between
Jer a’ and Jer b’ is mainly evident with regard to final inf. and inf. that function in other 
forms besides direct objects and final inf.:

348 Figures presented in Table 7.
349 Jer a 5:3; 6:10; 11:10, 11; 12:16; 13:10; 14:9, 10 and 19:11; Jer b 32:14, 15; 33:2, 8; 38:15; 43:3, 5, 26; 
45:21; 49:22 and 51:22. For examples, cf. sec. 4.2.1.2. For a summary of the context in which these occur,
cf. sec. 4.2.4.4.
350 Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 38–39.
351 Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 49.
352 Jer a 1:10 (5x); 11:13; 15:20 and 16:8; Jer b 33:2, 12, 15; 34:5; 35:14; 37:21; 38:28 (2x), 32; 39:19, 24,
31, 32, 33, 39; 43:21; 45:26; 47:10, 14; 48:12; 49:15, 17, 22; 50:2, 5; 51:3 (2x), 5, 7, 8 (2x) and 28. For 
examples, cf. sec. 4.2.1.2. For a summary of the contexts in which these occur, cf. sec. 4.2.2.3.
353 Jer a 17:24; Jer b 29:13; 31:16; 33:5; 47:4; 50:4; 51:8, 17 and 25(2x).
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Table 7. The distribution of the anarthrous infinitive (0+inf.) and the genitive articular 

infinitive (τοῦ+inf.), according to their function, as renderings of ְל+inf. in Jer LXX.

Final ְל+inf. is rendered only eight times by 0+inf. in Jer a’ in contrast to 32 times in Jer 
b’. Similarly, epexegetical and other infinitives are rendered by 0+inf. once in Jer a’ and 
nine times in Jer b’. The more common rendering of similar expressions in Jer a’ in both

of these categories is τοῦ+inf., which is used 43 times to render final ְל+inf. and ten 
times to render epexegetical and other inf. The distribution pattern of these two 
equivalents is also uneven with regard to the object infinitives. Though 0+inf. is used to 
render a fairly equal amount of object inf. in Jer a’ and Jer b’, τοῦ+inf. is employed 
more often in Jer a’ than in Jer b’, that is, ten times in Jer a’ and only twice in Jer b’.

The Genitive Articular Infinitive

The genitive articular infinitive, τοῦ+inf, is the equivalent of the Hebrew ְל+inf. 102 
times in Jer LXX. Of these, twelve are direct objects of other verbs.354 Generally, these 

consist of singular cases within Jer LXX: οὐκ θέλω+inf. translating מאן+inf., 

δύναμαι+inf. translating יכל+inf., and the bitransitive ἐντέλλομαι+inf. translating 

 inf., equivalences which all occur, in slightly greater numbers, as 0+inf. As+צוה
mentioned above, there is an imbalance in the distribution of these renderings between 
Jer a’ and Jer b’. In Jer a’ there are ten cases and in Jer b’ only two 355

Most cases of τοῦ+inf. express the purpose of verbs of action, just as their 
counterparts among 0+inf. Again, the actions denoted are generally movement, sending, 
giving or doing something. There are 69 of these in Jer. Forty three such renderings are 
found in Jer a’ and 26 in Jer b’ 356

354 Figures presented in table 7.
355 Jer a 8:5; 12:16; 13:6, 18:4, 6, 8, 10; 23:27; 28:30 and 63. Jer b 33:3 and 51:14. For examples, cf. sec. 
4.2.2.2. For a summary of the contexts in which these cases occur, cf. sec. 4.2.2.3.
356 Jer a 1:8, 12, 19; 2:7, 18(2x), 33, 36; 4:7; 7:18, 30, 31; 9:21; 10:22; 11:10, 17, 19; 13:10(2x), 11; 15:20;
114



The remaining 21 cases are not uniform. They include epexegetical infinitives, but 
also infinitives that qualify other words besides verbs, such as nouns, adjectives and 
pronouns, and infinitives that function as object clauses in indirect speech. These are 
distributed evenly between the two halves of Septuagint Jeremiah. Ten of them are in Jer
a’ and eleven in Jer b’.357

Like the anarthrous infinitive, the genitive articular infinitive is distributed between 
the two halves of Septuagint Jeremiah in an uneven manner (cf. table 7. above). When 
rendering both object inf. and final inf., τοῦ+inf. predominantly occurs in Jer a’. In the 
case of final inf., the opposite occurs with regard to 0+inf., which is the more common 
equivalent in Jer b’. Another difference in relation to 0+inf. regards the object 

infinitives. 0+inf. is used evenly in both Jer a’ and Jer b’ to render ְל+inf. as a direct 

object, but τοῦ+inf. is used more often in Jer a’ than in b.

16:5, 8(2x); 17:10; 18:15–16, 20(2x); 19:5, 14; 20:18; 22:17(2x); 24:7; 25:6(2x); 26:10, 13; 27:28; 28:11, 
29 and 31. Jer b 29:4; 32:4; 33:24; 36:11, 26; 38:28(2x); 39:35, 41; 40:2, 5(2x); 41:8; 42:9, 15; 44:7, 
12(2x); 48:5, 17; 49:11(2x); 50:3(2x); 51:11 and 14. For examples, cf. sec. 4.2.2.2. For a summary of the 
contexts in which these cases occur, cf. sec. 4.2.2.3.
357 Jer a 4:22 1°; 11:5; 17:27; 18:7(2x), 9(2x); 19:12; 26:13 and 28:62. Jer b 33:4; 35:6; 36:10; 39:35; 
41:9–10, 15, 17; 42:13; 43:8 and 47:5. For examples, cf. sec. 4.2.3. For a summary of the contexts in 
which these cases occur, cf. sec. 4.2.3.3.
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Other Renderings of ְל+Infinitive

Other renderings of ְל+inf. include finite verbs,358 prepositional phrases in the form of 

εἰς+noun,359 participles360 and a few exceptional renderings.361 The distribution of these 
cases does not display a significant difference between Jer a’ and Jer b’.

4.2.4.3 Renderings of Independent Infinitives
Independent inf. only occur 36 times in Jer. Only six are rendered by Greek anarthrous 
inf., five of which are direct objects and one of which is a final infinitive.362 Most cases 
of 0+inf. are rendered by finite verbs (13 cases) as co-ordinate or subordinate clauses, 
and seven cases are rendered by nouns.363 A number of the finite verbs and nouns, 
however, are likely due to the translator’s misinterpretation of the consonantal text.364 
Other equivalents, which are few in number, include articular inf., an adverb and a 
participle.365

Since a majority of the independent inf. occur in Jer a’ (29 out of 36 cases), it is 
difficult to derive any difference between the character of their renderings in the two 
halves of Jer LXX. On the whole, their renderings portray a translation that does not 

358 Jer a 1:12; 2:13 and 16:12; Jer b 29:4; 38:2, 12; 46:14 and 51:19. Co-ordinate clauses in 2:13; 29:4; 
38:2, 12; 46:14 and 51:19; renderings of hiph'il constructions in 1:12; 16:12 and 38:12. For examples, cf. 
4.2.3. For a summary of the contexts in which these cases occur, cf. sec. 4.2.3.3.
359 With the preposition εἰς Jer a 4:11(2x); 14:8; 15:3(4x); 28:31(2x), 40; Jer b 30:13; 32:20; 39:7; 48:6, 10
and 49:17; with the preposition ἐν Jer LXX 1:2; 11:17 and 39:34. For examples, cf. sec. 4.2.3. For a 
summary of the contexts in which these cases occur, cf. sec. 4.2.3.3.
360 For examples of participles as renderings of ְל+inf., cf. sec. 4.2.3. For a summary of the contexts in 
which these cases occur, cf. sec. 4.2.3.3.
361 The construct ְלָמְלכֹו, when functioning as a genitive attribute, is twice translated by a noun in the 
genitive:  ְלָמְלכֹוִּבְׁשַנת ָהְרִבִעית  – ἐν τῷ ἔτει τῷ τετάρτῳ τῆς βασιλείας αὐτοῦ (28[51]:59) and ַוְיִהי ַבָּׁשָנה

ְלָמְלכֹוַהְּתִׁשִעית   – καὶ ἐγένετο ἐν τῷ ἔτει τῷ ἐνάτῳ τῆς βασιλείας αὐτοῦ (52:4). The conjunction 
ὥστε+inf., which is considered to be a more literary rendition, is found once as a translation of ְל+inf.: 

ִלְׁשּתֹותְוָהָיה ִּכי ְיָמֲאנּו ָלַקַחת־ַהּכֹוס ִמָּיְדָך   – καὶ ἔσται ὅταν μὴ βούλωνται δέξασθαι τὸ ποτήριον ἐκ τῆς 
χειρός σου ὥστε πιεῖν (32:14[25:28]). For a discussion of these examples, cf. sec. 4.2.3.
362 Direct objects Jer LXX 1:6; 5:3; 9:5(4)–6(5) and 27(51):33; Final infinitive 33(26):21.
363 For examples of finite verbs and nouns as renderings of 0+inf., cf. sec. 4.2.3.
364 For a discussion of the translator's competence in understanding the Hebrew text, cf. ch. 7.
365 Articular inf. 2:2, 17, 19 and 9:6(5); adverb 20:9; participle 38(31):32.
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formally match its Hebrew Vorlage since only six cases are rendered by infinitives. 
However, rather than categorizing these renderings as free, it seems very likely that they
reflect the translator’s inability to recognize these forms as inf. The verbs in question are
independent inf., which formally and without punctuation are very similar to finite verb 
forms and nouns. Add to this the fact that independent inf. do not occur very often in the
text, the likelihood that the translator would identify the word as a finite verb or a noun 
increases significantly.

4.2.4.4 The Translation Character of Jer a’ and Jer b’
As noted earlier, the most significant differences between Jer a’ and Jer b’ are evident in 
the use of τοῦ+inf. as a direct object and in the renderings of purpose expressing 
infinitives on the whole.

Table 7. The distribution of the anarthrous infinitive (0+inf.) and the genitive articular 

infinitive (τοῦ+inf.), according to their function, as renderings of ְל+inf. in Jer LXX.

Especially regarding the purpose expressing infinitives, there is a major drop in the use 
of τοῦ+inf., from 43 out of 51 (84%) possible cases to 26 out of 58 (45%) possible 
cases. At the same time, the use of the 0+inf. increases from 8 cases (16%) to 32 (55%). 

On a smaller scale, this shift is evident from the renderings of ְל+inf. as direct objects 

and of ְל+inf. in other functions. The equivalents of the direct objects in Jer a’ are quite 
evenly divided between the two translation options, but in Jer b’ 0+inf. is used almost 

exclusively (11 out of 13 times). When rendering other uses of ְל+inf., Jer a’ mainly 

employs τοῦ+inf. (10 out of 11 cases), while Jer b’ displays a more equal balance of the 

two equivalents in using 0+inf. nine times and τοῦ+inf. eleven times. There are two 
main differences between Jer a’ and Jer b’ with regard to the exceptional renderings of 

inf. Most cases in which a prepositional phrase is used as the equivalent are located in+ְל
Jer a’, and conversely all cases in which a participle is used are located in Jer b’.
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The translator of Jer a’ clearly preferred τοῦ+inf. when rendering final ְל+inf., but 
he used 0+inf. on occasion to express the purpose of verbs of action and movement. The
article is used as a formal equivalent for the Hebrew preposition. In Jer b’, the preferred 
rendering shifts to 0+inf., but not exclusively. The use of τοῦ+inf. to a certain extent 
gives a slight impression of continuity between the two halves. However, 0+inf. is used 
to render both semantically and syntactically similar Hebrew constructions as are 
rendered by τοῦ+inf. in Jer a’, i.e. inf. that express the purpose of verbs of movement, 
action, giving and sending. Some differences can be observed, but such cases are only 
few in number.

The evidence regarding final inf. can be described as follows. Tοῦ+inf. is 

predominant in Jer a’, but in Jer b’ both τοῦ+inf. and 0+inf. are used, with a slight 
preference for 0+inf. The most dramatic difference is the rise in the use of 0+inf., from 
only 16% of cases in Jer a’ to 55% of cases in Jer b’.

There are not as many occurrences of ְל+inf. that function as direct objects as there 
are occurrences that express purpose. In Jer a’, nine object inf. are rendered by 0+inf. 

and ten by τοῦ+inf. Both equivalents are used to render the expressions מאן+inf. and 

 inf. Infinitival objects of other verbs are generally rendered by τοῦ+inf, with only+יכל
the occasional 0+inf. In Jer b’, the evidence is slightly different. The articular inf. is 

used to render only two cases of ְל+inf. as a direct object of a verb.366 0+inf., on the other

hand, is used to render both the infinitival objects of the frequently occurring verbs מאן 

and יכל and the infinitival objects of other verbs as well, some of which are cases that 

are rendered by τοῦ+inf. in Jer a’.

The translations of inf. functioning as direct objects give the following picture. In 
Jer a’, the renderings are split nearly half and half between 0+inf. and τοῦ+inf. In Jer b’,
on the other hand, 0+inf. is predominantly used, with a ratio of 11 cases to 2 in 
comparison to τοῦ+inf. The situation is the opposite to that of the final inf., for which 
Jer a’ displayed a strong preference for one of the equivalents, and Jer b’ showed more 
balance between the two equivalents.

366 The verbs in question are חׁשב in 33(26):3 and נׂשא in 51(44):14.
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If the change of preferred renderings of final ְל+inf. from τοῦ+inf. to 0+inf. is 
assumed to be the work of a reviser, he would seem to prefer to use 0+inf., which would
be in line with better Greek style. However, since early revisions generally strived to be 
more consequent and rigorous,367 pedantic literalism being the tendency of early forms 
of conformation towards the Hebrew text,368 we are left with the puzzling fact that 
similar Hebrew expressions are rendered by both equivalents in Jer b’. Both 0+inf. and 
τοῦ+inf. express the purpose of movement, action, giving and sending. It is difficult to 
find any criteria that a reviser would have based his changes on, as Stipp has 
suggested.369 Also, with this frame of early revision in mind, one would expect τοῦ+inf. 
to be more conducive to a revisional tendency as it represents a formal equivalent of the 

Hebrew preposition ְל. This inconsistency, however, does allow the conclusion that the 

continued use of τοῦ+inf. into Jer b’ may be understood as part of the common textual 
basis between the OG text and the revised text, which is a necessary step in identifying a
revised text.370

Assuming that the change in equivalents between Jer a’ and Jer b’ is the work of a 
single translator would lead to the conclusion that the translator changed his disposition 
with regard to the process of translation after he completed the translation of Jer LXX 
28. The possibility of an exegetical reason for the differences must be disregarded since 
τοῦ+inf. in Jer a’ and both τοῦ+inf. and 0+inf. in Jer b’ render the same types of Hebrew

expressions, i.e. ְל+inf. constructions that express the purpose of verbs of action, 
including movement, giving and sending.

In the case of direct objects, it would seem reasonable to argue that the equivalents 
in Jer b’ might be the result of revision. The equivalents are more consistently of one 
kind and the second equivalent is almost completely extinguished. The only possible 
objection would be that the more consistent use of 0+inf. does not suit the tendency of 
known revisions as aiming toward a more literal representation of the Hebrew text.

367 J. Barr 1979, 281.
368 Thackeray 1909, 9.
369 For Stipp’s argumentation against the notion that Jer b’ contains a revision, cf. sec. 2.4.3.
370 The identification of a shared common textual basis between two texts is a prerequisite for identifying 
a relation of dependence between the two texts. For a discussion on the criteria for identifying a revision, 
cf. Tov 2012, 141, and the discussion in sec. 3.5.
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On the other hand, the use of 0+inf. to express a direct object is more natural Greek 
than the use of τοῦ+inf., which reflects a more obvious way of producing a formal 
equivalent of the Hebrew expression. A similar conclusion can be drawn from the 

renderings of final ְל+inf. and the cases of ְל+inf. that are rendered by participles and 

gen. abs. constructions. The use of 0+inf. is more natural Greek than τοῦ+inf. to express
final infinitives, and participles and the gen. abs. are forms that are very characteristic of
the Greek language. To suggest that a single translator made a break in translation only 
to assume the task with a different disposition, i.e. in a more natural Greek style with 
regard to object infinitives, is an apt explanation of the differences. It allows for the 
possibility that, over time, a translator might conform to more natural Greek 
expressions, whether intentionally or not.

4.3. Renderings of Infinitives Absolute
There are 135 infinitives absolute (inf. abs.) in Jer, and 23 do not have an equivalent in 
Jer LXX.371 Sixty nine of the translated cases of inf. abs. are part of the infinitive 
absolute construction (figura etymologica), and 43 form other uses of inf. abs.372 
Thackeray has identified two means by which the translators of the LXX have rendered 
the figura etymologica (fig. etym.), which consists of an inf. abs. in conjunction with a 
finite form of the same verb. The first means of translation is the use of a finite verb 
with a cognate noun, either in the accusative or dative case. The second type of 
rendering is with a finite verb and a participle form of the same verb (participium 
coniunctum). Thackeray notes that the first of these is more akin to natural Greek usage, 
while the second is pure “translatese” that is not used in colloquial or literary Greek. 
There is no occurrence of either Greek expression in the non-translated books of the 
LXX. In the same context, Thackeray notes that Jer a’ contains a significant number of 

371 Jer MT 2:2; 7:13(2x); 8:12; 11:7(3x), 12; 13:17; 23:17, 39; 29:19(2x); 30:11; 35:15(2x); 41:6; 42:15, 
22; 44:18, 29; 49:12(2x). These were most likely lacking in the Vorlage of the translation.
372 Infinitive absolute construction Jer LXX 3:1; 4:10; 5:11; 6:9, 15, 29; 7:5(2x), 25(2x); 8:13; 9:4; 10:5; 
12:16, 17(2x); 13:12; 14:19; 15:18; 17:24; 20:15; 22:4, 10; 23:32; 25:3, 3, 4(2x); 26:28; 27:4(2x), 34; 
28:56, 58; 29:13; 31:9; 32:14-16; 33:5(2x), 8, 15, 19; 38:18, 20(2x); 39:4, 33(2x); 41:3; 42:14(2x); 43:16, 
29; 44:9; 45:3, 15, 17; 46:18; 47:14; 49:19, 10; 51:4(2x), 17, 25(3x); other uses of the inf. abs. in Jer LXX
3:1, 12, 15; 4:18; 7:9(6x), 18; 8:15; 9:5, 24(2x); 10:5; 13:1; 14:5, 19; 17:19; 19:1, 13; 22:14, 19(2x); 
23:14(2x); 30:12; 35:13; 38:2; 39:14, 33, 44(3x); 41:2; 42:2, 13; 43:23; 44:21; 46:16; 51:17, 19. My 
calculations of the translated cases of figura etymologica differ from those of Sollamo (2012, 2), who 
counts 76 cases. I do not count cases in which the fig. etym. is rendered by a finite verb alone since there 
is considerable doubt over whether the Vorlage contained the inf. abs.
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cases in which the Greek does not have an equivalent of the Hebrew construction, and 
he proposes that this is intentional on the part of the translator.373

Martin briefly expands on a small difference in the treatment of the inf. abs. 
between Jer a’ and Jer b’.374 His statistics show that the use of cognate accusatives and 
cognate datives as renderings of fig. etym. is slightly different in the two sections. 
Though the participle is the most frequent equivalent of fig. etym. in both sections of Jer 
LXX, Jer a’ prefers to use cognate accusatives whenever a cognate noun is employed, 
but only by a small margin. Cognate accusatives are used four times, cognate datives 
three times, and a cognate nominative once in Jer a’. On the other hand, cognate datives 
outnumber cognate accusatives by a ratio of 8:1 in Jer b’.

Martin suggests that this small difference is magnified by two factors: first, that Jer 
b’ conforms more to the general treatment of the inf. abs. in the LXX as a whole in its 
more frequent use of the cognate dative, all-the-while Jer a’ differs from this norm in 
using the cognate accusative more often than the dative; and second, Jer b’s use of the 
cognate dative against the backdrop of the common use of the cognate accusative in Jer 
LXX to render the Hebrew cognate accusative. Both Jer a’ and Jer b’ frequently render 
Hebrew cognate accusatives with Greek cognate accusatives, and Jer a’ continues to use 
this equivalent to render the inf. abs, as well. Cognate datives occur less frequently in 
both halves, yet they are used as equivalents in different ways. According to Martin’s 
statistics, cognate datives render an inf. abs. only three times in Jer a’, while they render 
other Hebrew forms a total of ten times, five of which are Hebrew cognate accusatives. 
Jer b’, however, uses the cognate dative eight times to render an inf. abs. and only twice 
otherwise.375

Sollamo has conducted a more thorough analysis of the renderings of the fig. etym. 
in Jer LXX and concludes that Jer LXX is “more literal than the books of the 
Pentateuch,” but its use of a number of free translations, its “freedom within literalism,” 
sets it apart from other literal translations.376 The literal flavor of Jer LXX obtains in its 
use of the participium coniunctum (part. coni.) as the most frequent equivalent of the 

373 Thackeray 1908b, 597–601.
374 Martin 1957, 145–148.
375 Martin 1957, 146–148.
376 Sollamo 2012, 19.
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fig. etym. construction. In comparison to the Pentateuch, cognate nouns are used very 
seldom. Better renderings consist of a single finite verb as the equivalent of both verbs 
in the Hebrew, and free renderings include a prepositional phrase (3:15), an adjective 
(26[46]:28) and a noun (6:29).

Sollamo’s statistics regarding the eqiuvalents in Jer a’ and Jer b’ are slightly 
different from Martin’s. She identifies five cognate datives and three cognate 
accusatives as the renderings of the fig. etym. in Jer a’, where Martin found three cases 
and four cases respectively. In Jer b’, Sollamo identified eight cases of the cognate 
dative and two cases of the cognate accusative, where Martin listed eight cases and one 
case respectively. Sollamo does not refer to Martin’s study in her article, but she 
concludes that the difference between the two halves is not great enough to support a 
theory of bisectioning.377

As noted, part. coni. is the most common rendering of the fig. etym. in Jer LXX. 
The Inf. abs. is rendered 37 times by part. coni. in these cases, which amounts to over 
half the cases of inf. abs.378 Mostly the Greek participle derives from the same verb as 
the finite form that accompanies it, as is generally the case with the Hebrew words that 
are translated:

 –  ִּתָּנֵתן ָהִעיר ַהּזֹאת ְּבַיד ֵחיל ֶמֶלְך־ָּבֶבל ּוְלָכָדּהִהָּנֹתןּכֹה ָאַמר ְיהָוה  3:(38)45
ὅτι οὕτως εἶπεν κύριος Παραδιδομένη παραδοθήσεται ἡ πόλις αὕτη εἰς 
χεῖρας δυνάμεως βασιλέως Βαβυλῶνος, καὶ συλλήμψεται αὐτήν

In a few cases, however, the Greek construction employs two different verbs even 
thought the Hebrew construction consist of the same verbs:

  ֵיְלכּו ֵמָעֵלינּוָהֹלְךּכֹה ָאַמר ְיהָוה ַאל־ַּתִּׁשאּו ַנְפׁשֵֹתיֶכם ֵלאֹמר  9:(37)44
 ὅτι οὕτως εἶπεν κύριος Μὴ ὑπολάβητε ταῖς ψυχαῖς – ַהַּכְׂשִּדים ִּכי־לֹא ֵיֵלכּו
ὑμῶν λέγοντες Ἀποτρέχοντες ἀπελεύσονται ἀφ᾿ ἡμῶν οἱ Χαλδαῖοι, ὅτι οὐ 
μὴ ἀπέλθωσιν

Furthermore, in some expressions of the fig. etym., the Hebrew text employs two 
different inf. abs., and the LXX renders both with part. coni.:

377 Sollamo 2012, 19.
378 Jer LXX 3:1; 4:10; 5:11; 6:15; 7:5(2x); 10:5; 12:16; 13:12; 14:19; 15:18; 20:15; 22:4; 25:3(2x), 4; 
27:4(2x); 28:58; 29:13; 32:14; 33:15, 19; 38:18, 20; 43:16, 29; 44:9; 45:3, 17; 46:18; 49:19, 10; 51:17 and
25(3x).
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 ִמן־ְׁשֹלׁש ֶעְׂשֵרה ָׁשָנה ְליֹאִׁשָּיהּו ֶבן־ָאמֹון ֶמֶלְך ְיהּוָדה ְוַעד ַהּיֹום ַהֶּזה ֶזה 25:3
  ְולֹאְוַדֵּבר 379ַאְׁשֵּכיםָׁשֹלׁש ְוֶעְׂשִרים ָׁשָנה ָהָיה ְדַבר־ְיהָוה ֵאָלי ָוֲאַדֵּבר ֲאֵליֶכם 

 Ἐν τρισκαιδεκάτῳ ἔτει τοῦ Ιωσία υἱοῦ Αμως βασιλέως Ιουδα – ְׁשַמְעֶּתם
καὶ ἕως τῆς ἡμέρας ταύτης εἴκοσι καὶ τρία ἔτη καὶ ἐλάλησα πρὸς ὑμᾶς 
ὀρθρίζων καὶ λέγων

The participium coniunctum as the equivalent occurs evenly between the two halves of 
Jer LXX, that is, 19 times in Jer a’ and 18 times in Jer b’.

Cognate nouns are used 18 times to render fig. etym., and these are also distributed 
evenly between Jer a’ and Jer b’, nine cases in each section. These consist of cognate 
datives, cognate accusatives and one cognate nominative (6:29).380 A noun in the dative 
case is used thirteen times and is the most common among these equivalents.

 ὅτι πᾶς ἀδελφὸς πτέρνῃ –  ַיְעקֹב ְוָכל־ֵרַע ָרִכיל ַיֲהֹלְךָעקֹובִּכי ָכל־ָאח  (3)9:4
πτερνιεῖ, καὶ πᾶς φίλος δολίως πορεύσεται

ְוַאֵּבד ָנתֹוׁשְוִאם לֹא ִיְׁשָמעּו ְוָנַתְׁשִּתי ֶאת־ַהּגֹוי ַההּוא  12:17  – ἐὰν δὲ μὴ 
ἐπιστρέψωσιν, καὶ ἐξαρῶ τὸ ἔθνος ἐκεῖνο ἐξάρσει καὶ ἀπωλείᾳ

 καὶ –  ָּתמּותמֹותַוִּיְתְּפׂשּו ֹאתֹו ַהּכֲֹהִנים ְוַהְּנִבִאים ְוָכל־ָהָעם ֵלאֹמר  8:(26)33
συνελάβοσαν αὐτὸν οἱ ἱερεῖς καὶ οἱ ψευδοπροφῆται καὶ πᾶς ὁ λαὸς λέγων 
Θανάτῳ ἀποθανῇ

  ִיָּנֵתן ְּבַידִהָּנֹתןְוִצְדִקָּיהּו ֶמֶלְך ְיהּוָדה לֹא ִיָּמֵלט ִמַּיד ַהַּכְׂשִּדים ִּכי  4:(32)39
 καὶ Σεδεκιας οὐ μὴ σωθῇ ἐκ χειρὸς τῶν Χαλδαίων, ὅτι – ֶמֶלְך־ָּבֶבל
παραδόσει παραδοθήσεται εἰς χεῖρας βασιλέως Βαβυλῶνος

Jer 9:4(3) and 33(26):8 are good examples of the use of the cognate dative in both Jer a’ 
and Jer b’. In Jer 12:17, the fig. etym. construction contains two cases of inf. abs., and 
both are rendered by a dative noun. The last example (39[32]:4) displays how the 

translation can vary the rendering of the exact same phrase. Here ִהָּנֹתן ִיָּנֵתן is rendered 
by a cognate dative, while a participle is used in 45(38):3.381 There is a slight imbalance 

379 The Qere reading is the inf. abs. ַהְׁשֵּכם, and the LXX reflects the Qere reading.
380 The use of the cognate nominative in 6:29 is to the effect that the noun can actually be understood as 
the subject of the finite verb, as it is understood in the NETS translation ַלָּׁשְוא ָצַרף ָצרֹוף – εἰς κενὸν 
ἀργυροκόπος ἀργυροκοπεῖ "in vain does a silversmith coin silver."
381 Cf. the example above.
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between Jer a’ and Jer b’ in their use of the cognate dative as the equivalent, as has been 
noted by Martin. Five occurrences are located in Jer a’ (9:4[3], 12:17[2x], 17:24 and 
22:10) and eight occurrences in Jer b’.382

Cognate accusatives are used four times as the rendering throughout the translation.
The word order of the renderings do not always follow the Hebrew word order, 
prompting Sollamo to rightly conclude that the location of the inf. abs. in relation to its 
accompanying finite verb was not so significant for this translator.383

 ,ὅτι θεὸς ἀνταποδίδωσιν αὐτοῖς –  ְיַׁשֵּלםַׁשֵּלםִּכי ֵאל ְּגֻמלֹות ְיהָוה  56:(51)28
κύριος ἀνταποδίδωσιν αὐτῇ τὴν ἀνταπόδοσιν

  ִיְׁשַאגָׁשֹאגְיהָוה ִמָּמרֹום ִיְׁשָאג ּוִמְּמעֹון ָקְדׁשֹו ִיֵּתן קֹולֹו  (25:30)32:16
 Κύριος ἀφ᾿ ὑψηλοῦ χρηματιεῖ, ἀπὸ τοῦ ἁγίου αὐτοῦ δώσει – ַעל־ָנֵוהּו
φωνὴν αὐτοῦ· λόγον χρηματιεῖ ἐπὶ τοῦ τόπου αὐτοῦ

Of the cognate accusatives, three occur in Jer a’ (23:32, 27[50]:34 and 28[51]:56) and 
one in Jer b’ (31:16[25:30]).

Finite verbs are a third means by which the translator has rendered the inf. abs. as 
part of fig. etym. in Jer LXX.384

ὅτι τάδε λέγει –  ַכֶּגֶפן ְׁשֵאִרית ִיְׂשָרֵאלעֹוֵלל ְיעֹוְללּוּכֹה ָאַמר ְיהָֹוה ְצָבאֹות  6:9
κύριος Καλαμᾶσθε καλαμᾶσθε ὡς ἄμπελον τὰ κατάλοιπα τοῦ Ισραηλ

  ְוֵאיָנם ׁשְֹמִעיםְוַלֵּמדַוִּיְפנּו ֵאַלי עֶֹרף ְולֹא ָפִנים ְוַלֵּמד ֹאָתם ַהְׁשֵּכם  33:(32)39
 καὶ ἐπέστρεψαν πρός με νῶτον καὶ οὐ πρόσωπον, καὶ – ָלַקַחת מּוָסר
ἐδίδαξα αὐτοὺς ὄρθρου καὶ ἐδίδαξα, καὶ οὐκ ἤκουσαν ἐκλαβεῖν παιδείαν·

Jer 6:9 contains the finite verb καλαμᾶσθε twice. Sollamo has argued that the double 
use of the verb might simply be a mistake, and that the end result creates an emphatic 

effect.385 The other cases are exemplified by use of double inf. abs., the verb ַהְׁשֵּכם 

being one of them. In each case ַהְׁשֵּכם is rendered by the noun ὄρθρου and the second 

382 Jer LXX 31:9; 32:15; 33:8; 38:20; 39:4; 41:3; 45:15 and 47:14.
383 Sollamo 2012, 10.
384 Jer LXX 6:9; 7:25; 8:13; 33:5; 39:33; 42:14; 51:4. The fig. etym. in 8:13 is interpreted as a finite verb 
followed by a noun with a pronominal suffix ָאסֹף ֲאִסיֵפם – καὶ συνάξουσιν τὰ γενήματα αὐτῶν. The 
rendering indicates that the translator did not interpret the verb as an inf. abs.
385 Sollamo 2012, 10–11.
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inf. abs. by an aorist indicative verb, and each case functions as YHWH’s speech. The 

same Hebrew expression with ַהְׁשֵּכם occurs in Jer 25:3386 and 4, but in both cases the 
second inf. abs. is rendered by a participle.

In a number of cases the whole fig. etym. construction is represented by a single 
finite verb. As Sollamo has noted,387 it is not always certain whether a finite verb alone 
as a rendering of fig. etym. is sufficient to claim that the fig. etym. was in the 
translation’s Vorlage, since the equivalent does not have a formal representation of the 
inf. Though finite verbs can be considered a good semantic match to the fig. etym., and 
their use in the Pentateuch suggests as much, the isomorphic character of Jer LXX casts 
a degree of doubt on the exact Vorlage of these equivalents. There are seven possible 
cases in total:388

  ָלֶהםְוהֹוֵׁשַע לֹא־יֹוִׁשיעּוְוָזֲעקּו ֶאל־ָהֱאֹלִהים ֲאֶׁשר ֵהם ְמַקְּטִרים ָלֶהם  11:12
 ·καὶ κεκράξονται πρὸς τοὺς θεούς, οἷς αὐτοὶ θυμιῶσιν αὐτοῖς – ְּבֵעת ָרָעָתם
μὴ σώσουσιν αὐτοὺς ἐν καιρῷ τῶν κακῶν αὐτῶν

ָׁשתֹוִּכי־כֹה ָאַמר ְיהָוה ִהֵּנה ֲאֶׁשר־ֵאין ִמְׁשָּפָטם ִלְׁשּתֹות ַהּכֹוס  (49:12)29:13  
ὅτι τάδε εἶπεν κύριος Οἷς οὐκ ἦν νόμος πιεῖν τὸ ποτήριον, ἔπιον – ִיְׁשּתּו

Jer 11:12 and 29:13(49:12) exemplify the rest of these cases, where the fig. etym. is 
simply represented by a finite verb in the Greek text. These cases are counted among the
23 cases of inf. abs. that do not have an equivalent in Jer LXX since they most likely did
not occur in the translator’s Vorlage.

Of the 43 cases of inf. abs. that are not part of fig. etym. constructions, 33 are 
rendered by finite verbs, all of which are used as predicates and rendered as such in the 
LXX:389

 ֵהן ְיַׁשַּלח ִאיׁש ֶאת־ִאְׁשּתֹו ְוָהְלָכה ֵמִאּתֹו ְוָהְיָתה ְלִאיׁש־ַאֵחר ֲהָיׁשּוב ֵאֶליָה 3:1
  ֵאַליְוׁשֹובעֹוד ֲהלֹוא ָחנֹוף ֶּתֱחַנף ָהָאֶרץ ַהִהיא ְוַאְּת ָזִנית ֵרִעים ַרִּבים 

 ᾿Ἐὰν ἐξαποστείλῃ ἀνὴρ τὴν γυναῖκα αὐτοῦ, καὶ ἀπέλθῃ ἀπ – ְנֻאם־ְיהָֹוה

386 Cf. the example above.
387 Sollamo 2012, 10.
388 Jer LXX 11:12; 13:17; 23:17, 39; 30:6; 48:6 and 49:15.
389 Jer LXX 3:1, 12; 4:18; 7:9(6x), 18; 8:15; 9:5; 13:1; 14:5, 19; 17:19; 19:1, 13; 22:19; 35:13; 38:2; 
39:14, 33, 44(3x); 41:2; 42:2, 13; 43:23; 44:21; 46:16; 51:19.
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αὐτοῦ καὶ γένηται ἀνδρὶ ἑτέρῳ, μὴ ἀνακάμπτουσα ἀνακάμψει πρὸς αὐτὸν
ἔτι; οὐ μιαινομένη μιανθήσεται ἡ γυνὴ ἐκείνη; καὶ σὺ ἐξεπόρνευσας ἐν 
ποιμέσιν πολλοῖς· καὶ ἀνέκαμπτες πρός με; λέγει κύριος.

A few other renderings of inf. abs. occur, but very rarely. Some of these are participles 
and some anarthrous infinitives, and there is one case each of a prepositional phrase and 
an adjective.390 

ְוַהְׂשֵּכילְוָנַתִּתי ָלֶכם רִֹעים ְּכִלִּבי ְוָרעּו ֶאְתֶכם ֵּדָעה  3:15  – καὶ δώσω ὑμῖν 
ποιμένας κατὰ τὴν καρδίαν μου, καὶ ποιμανοῦσιν ὑμᾶς ποιμαίνοντες μετ᾿ 
ἐπιστήμης.

 μὴ φοβηθῆτε –  ֵאין אֹוָתםֵהיֵטיבַאל־ִּתיְראּו ֵמֶהם ִּכי־לֹא ָיֵרעּו ְוַגם־ 10:5
αὐτά, ὅτι οὐ μὴ κακοποιήσωσι, καὶ ἀγαθὸν οὐκ ἔστιν ἐν αὐτοῖς.

The two examples display free renderings by the translator. In 3:15, the manner of 

conduct of the shephards is described by the inf. abs. ַהְׂשֵּכיל, which is rendered by μετὰ

with a genitive noun. In 10:5, the inf. abs. ֵהיֵטיב is rendered by the adjective ἀγαθὸν as 
a predicate. These are both unusual renderings for this translator.

The character of the renderings of fig. etym. in Jer LXX is dissimilar to that of the 
Pentateuch since the Pentateuch attests twice as many cases of cognate nouns with finite
verbs in comparison to the part. coni. construction,391 whereas in Jer the numbers are the
other way around. Jer LXX attests 37 instances of the part. coni. as the rendering and 
only 18 instances of cognate nouns.

The part. coni. as a rendering of inf. abs. produces “unidiomatic” Greek392 and 
betrays the translation’s literal character. There is no distinction between Jer a’ and Jer b’
in this regard, as Jer a’ contains 19 cases and Jer b’ 18 cases. The renderings with 
cognate nouns are more becoming to the Greek language,393 and they occur nine times in

390 Participles in Jer LXX 22:14, 19 and 23:19(23x); anarthrous infinitives in Jer LXX 9:24(23); 30(49):23
and 51(44):18; prepositional phrase with μετὰ Jer LXX 3:15; adjective in Jer LXX 10:5. Sollamo (2012, 
15–16) cites Jer 47(40):12 ַהְרֵּבה as an inf. abs. that is understood as such by the translator. Jer LXX 
renders it with the adjective πολλὴν. It is more feasible that the translator understood the word adverbially
modifying the main verb ַוַּיַאְספּו, since the word ַהְרֵּבה is mainly used adverbially (cf. Davidson 1855, 52).
391 Cf. Sollamo's statistics for the cases in the Pentateuch in Sollamo 2012, 17.
392 Thackeray 1908b, 598. Also quoted in Sollamo 2012, 6.
393 Thackeray 1908b, 597–598.
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each half of the translation. Regarding the number of cognate datives as renderings of 
fig. etym., this analysis has found five such cases in Jer a’, as does Sollamo. This sum 
lessens the contrast with Jer b’, which attests eight cases. The total number of instances 
to be taken into account, however, is so small in comparison to the highly attested use of
part. coni. as a rendering of fig. etym. that it is difficult to argue for a significant 
difference in transalation character based on the use of cognate nouns, particularly when
part. coni. and the cognate nouns both render similar cases of fig. etym.394 In addition, 
the common manner in which infinitives absolute apart from fig. etym. have been 
rendered in Jer a’ and Jer b’ is an aspect that connects the two. Such cases of inf. abs. are
mainly rendered by finite verbs both in Jer a’ (19x) and in Jer b’ (14x).

4.4. Renderings of ְב+Infinitive and ְכ+Infinitive

Infinitive+ְב .4.4.1

The Hebrew preposition ְב in conjunction with an infinitive (ְב+inf.) is used in a 

temporal or a causal sense in the Hebrew Bible.395 In the LXX, ְב+inf. is most often 

rendered by the Greek prepositional phrase ἐν τῷ+inf. This equivalent is most common 
in those translations that may be considered literal in nature. The other renderings of 

 inf. are mainly subordinate clauses, including clauses that begin with the+ְב

conjunctions ὅτε, ὁπότε and ἡνίκα, and genetivus absolutus constructions (gen. abs.), 
the latter of which in particular is a sign of relative freedom in translation technique.396

In Jer, there are a total of 14 translated cases of the expression ְב+inf., and all of 

them are temporal in meaning. All the equivalents of ְב+inf. mentioned above can be 

found in Jer LXX. The rendering with the Greek preposition ἐν occurs only four 
times:397 

394 Martin's argument regarding the increased use of cognate datives in Jer b against the backdrop of a 
multitude of cognate accusatives used throughout the translation is an important observation that calls for 
further investigation.
395 Waltke and O'Connor 1990, 604.
396 Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 89.
397 Jer LXX 22:23; 28:39; 47:1 and 52:1.
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־ָלְך ֲחָבִלים ִחילְּבבֹאיַֹׁשְבְּתי ַּבְּלָבנֹון ְמֻקַּנְנְּתי ָּבֲאָרִזים ַמה־ֵּנַחְנְּת  22:23  
 κατοικοῦσα ἐν τῷ Λιβάνῳ ἐννοσσεύουσα ἐν ταῖς κέδροις – ַּכּיֵֹלָדה
καταστενάξεις ἐν τῷ ἐλθεῖν σοι ὀδύνας, ὠδῖνας ὡς τικτούσης

 ἐν τῇ θερμασίᾳ αὐτῶν δώσω –  ָאִׁשית ֶאת־ִמְׁשֵּתיֶהםְּבֻחָּמם 39:(51)28
πότημα αὐτοῖς

 ַהָּדָבר ֲאֶׁשר־ָהָיה ֶאל־ִיְרְמָיהּו ֵמֵאת ְיהָוה ַאַחר ַׁשַּלח ֹאתֹו ְנבּוַזְרֲאָדן 1:(40)47
  ֹאתו ְוהּוא־ָאסּור ָּבאִזִּקים ְּבתֹוְך ָּכל־ָּגלּותְּבַקְחּתֹוַרב־ַטָּבִחים ִמן־ָהָרָמה 

 Ὁ λόγος ὁ γενόμενος παρὰ κυρίου πρὸς Ιερεμίαν μετὰ  – ְירּוָׁשַלםִ ִויהּוָדהֹ
τὸ ἀποστεῖλαι αὐτὸν Ναβουζαρδαν τὸν ἀρχιμάγειρον τὸν ἐκ Δαμα ἐν τῷ 
λαβεῖν αὐτὸν ἐν χειροπέδαις ἐν μέσῳ ἀποικίας Ιουδα

ְבָמְלכֹוֶּבן־ֶעְׂשִרים ְוַאַחת ָׁשָנה ִצְדִקָּיהּו  52:1  – Ὄντος εἰκοστοῦ καὶ ἑνὸς 
ἔτους Σεδεκίου ἐν τῷ βασιλεύειν αὐτόν

Renderings with the preposition ἐν are used either in cases in which the translator has 
likely interpreted the text in a different manner from the later Masoretic text or in which 
he has difficulty understanding the text. Jer 28(51):39 displays a rare case of ἐν+noun 

instead of ἐν τῷ+inf.398 The translator understood חמם as the noun חם with a plural 
suffix instead of an infinitive. The meaning of the Hebrew text in 22:23 is difficult even 

for modern readers. It transmits two Ketiv/Qere readings in יַֹׁשְבְּתי and ְמֻקַּנְנְּתי. The 

verb ֵּנַחְנְּת is rendered by καταστενάξεις, which reflects an understanding of the verb as

 In addition to quantitative differences, the 399.חנן instead of the nifal form of אנח
sentence structure in 47(40):1 is difficult, as there are several consecutive subordinate 
clauses initiated by prepositional phrases. This might have induced the rigorous 
rendering with ἐν+inf. The final case (52:1) is part of a stock phrase in the books of the 
deuteronomistic history and in Chronicles. Especially in the Greek translation of the 
deuteronomistic history, the phrase is almost consistently rendered by ἐν τῷ+inf. The 
rendering in Jer 52:1 conforms to this tradition.

398 Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 83.
399 This verb elicits confusion among commentators as well. The Dictionary of Classical Hebrew 
considers the verb to be the nif. form of חנן, but adds that it might be a corrupted form of אנח. The latter 
solution may be traced to Bauer and Leander (1918, 315), who suggest that ֵּנַחְנְּת is the result of a 
metathesis of נ and ח.
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A subordinate clause as the equivalent of ְב+inf. occurs seven times.400

  ֵאָליו ַהֶּמֶלְך ִצְדִקָּיהּוִּבְׁשֹלַחַהָּדָבר ֲאֶׁשר־ָהָיה ֶאל־ִיְרְמָיהּו ֵמֵאת ְיהָוה  21:1
 Ὁ λόγος ὁ γενόμενος παρὰ κυρίου πρὸς Ιερεμίαν, ὅτε – ֶאת־ַּפְׁשחּור
ἀπέστειλε πρὸς αὐτὸν ὁ βασιλεὺς Σεδεκίας τὸν Πασχωρ

ְּבׁשּוִביעֹוד יֹאְמרּו ֶאת־ַהָּדָבר ַהֶּזה ְּבֶאֶרץ ְיהּוָדה ּוְבָעָריו  23:(31)38  
 Ἔτι ἐροῦσι τὸν λόγον τοῦτον ἐν γῇ Ιουδα καὶ ἐν πόλεσιν – ֶאת־ְׁשבּוָתם
αὐτοῦ, ὅταν ἀποστρέψω τὴν αἰχμαλωσίαν αὐτοῦ

Six of these begin with the conjunction ὅτε (e.g. 21:1), and one with the conjunction 

ὅταν (38[31]:23). Such subordinate clauses are common renderings of ְב+inf. elsewhere 
in the LXX, and they are a good representation of its temporal use.

A gen. abs. is used as the rendering of ְב+inf. on two occasions in Jer LXX. 

  ְּדַבר ַהָּנִביא ִיָּוַדע ַהָּנִביאְּבבֹאַהָּנִביא ֲאֶׁשר ִיָּנֵבא ְלָׁשלֹום  9:(28)35
 ,ὁ προφήτης ὁ προφητεύσας εἰς εἰρήνην – ֲאֶׁשר־ְׁשָלחֹו ְיהָוה ֶּבֱאֶמת
ἐλθόντος τοῦ λόγου γνώσονται τὸν προφήτην, ὃν ἀπέστειλεν αὐτὸν κύριος
ἐν πίστει

 ּכי כֹה ָאַמר ְיהָוה ְצָבאֹות ֱאֹלֵהי ִיְׂשָרֵאל ַּכֲאֶׁשר ִנַּתְך ַאִּפי ַוֲחָמִתי  18:(42)49
 ὅτι οὕτως εἶπε –  ִמְצָרִיםְּבבֲֹאֶכםַעל־יְֹׁשֵבי ְירּוָׁשַלםִ ֵּכן ִּתַּתְך ֲחָמִתי ֲעֵליֶכם 

κύριος Καθὼς ἔσταξεν ὁ θυμός μου ἐπὶ τοὺς κατοικοῦντας Ιερουσαλημ, 
οὕτως στάξει ὁ θυμός μου ἐφ᾽ ὑμᾶς εἰσελθόντων ὑμῶν εἰς Αἴγυπτον

The use of gen. abs. is a departure from a slavish representation of the formal aspects of 
the Hebrew text, and Hebrew has no formal equivalent to match its function. Its use in 
the translated books of the LXX is, therefore, a sign of free rendering. A further 

occurence of ְב+inf. is rendered by a genitive participle, but its case is dictated by its 

affiliation with the verb ἀκούω 43(36):13 ַוַּיֵּגד ָלֶהם ִמָכְיהּו ֵאת ָּכל־ַהְּדָבִרים ֲאֶׁשר ָׁשֵמַע 
 ,καὶ ἀνήγγειλεν αὐτοῖς Μιχαίας πάντας τοὺς λόγους –  ָברּוְך ַּבֵּסֶפר ְּבָאְזֵני ָהָעםִּבְקרֹא

οὓς ἤκουσεν ἀναγινώσκοντος Βαρουχ εἰς τὰ ὦτα τοῦ λαοῦ.401

One final occurrence of ְב+inf. in Jer MT is in 39:15 (LXX 46:15), but the 
expression does not have a formal equivalent in the LXX. This is likely a case of 

400 Jer LXX 21:1; 28:59; 34:17; 38:23; 42:11; 44:11 and 51:31.
401 Cf. Danove 2001, 234–235.
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homoioarcton in the Hebrew Vorlage, from ִּבְהיֹתֹו to ַּבֲחַצר:iְוֶאל־ִיְרְמָיהּו ָהָיה ְדַבר־ְיהָוה 
Καὶ πρὸς Ιερεμίαν ἐγένετο λόγος κυρίου ἐν τῇ αὐλῇ τῆς –  ָעצּור ַּבֲחַצר ַהַּמָּטָרהִּבְהיֹתֹו

φυλακῆς.

In sum, the renderings of ְב+inf. serve to break the conception of Jer LXX as a very 
literal translation since the majority of its renderings consist of subordinate clauses with 
ὅτε and ὅταν. The two cases of gen. abs. constructions contribute to this 
characterization. Most translationally literal books in the LXX employ the prepositional 
phrase ἐν τῷ+inf. as the equivalent. This characterization is presented by Soisalon-
Soininen as well, who exceptionally groups these equivalents in Jer LXX with 
translations whose Greek style is considered to be some of the best in the LXX, such as 
Job and Ex.402 The translator falls back on the literal rendering ἐν τῷ+inf. in cases that 
are challenging to him. The subordinate clauses and the gen. abs. constructions all occur
in narrative sections, in texts which are fairly straighforward in their meaning.

A notable difference between Jer a’ and Jer b’ is that both cases of gen. abs. as the 

rendering are located in Jer b’. They both render the expressions ְב+the verb בוא, and 

this is rendered in Jer a’ by ἐν τῷ+inf. (22:23). Though the cases of ְב+inf. are few in 
number, the use of gen. abs. as the rendering is significant enough to justify a different 
characterization of these renderings in the two halves of the book. The equivalents in Jer
b’ reflect more natural Greek than do the equivalents in Jer a’.

Infinitive+ְכ .4.4.2

The Hebrew expression ְכ+inf. functions as a temporal clause, but occasionally also as a 

comparative. Compared to ְב+inf., it emphasizes a more immediate temporal 

relationship, whereas ְב+inf. descibes the general temporal proximity of two events.403 

Alternatively, the difference may be described as durative (ְב+inf.) and punctual 

 inf. is mainly rendered by a ὡς -clause, subordinate to the+ְכ ,404 In the LXX.(.inf+ְכ)

main clause. The gen. abs. is also used as an equivalent. On occasion, ְכ+inf. is 

402 Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 189.
403 Waltke and O'Connor 1990, 604.
404 Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 93–94.
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represented in the Greek text by an inf., the most common of which is ἐν τῷ+inf. The 

meaning of ְכ+inf. is, however, difficult to express with a Greek inf, and it is probable 

that in such cases the Greek text witnesses the variant reading ְב+inf. This variance is 

caused by the similar orthography of ב and כ, but it is difficult to say whether the 
confusion occurred already in the Vorlage or whether the translator simply 
misunderstood the text.

In Jer, the expression ְכ+inf. occurs 13 times. Eleven of these are temporal and two 
are comparative. Three cases do not have an equivalent in Jer LXX.405 Of the remaining 
ten, three are translated as ὡς -clauses, three are translated as gen. abs., two are rendered

by ὅταν -clauses, one by a ὅτε -clause and one by the prepositional phrase ἐν τῷ+inf.

 καὶ ἐν τῷ πληρωθῆναι ἑβδομήκοντα –  ִׁשְבִעים ָׁשָנהִכְמלֹאותְוָהָיה  25:12
ἔτη

καὶ ἐγένετο ὅτε εἶδον πᾶς ὁ λαὸς –  ָּכל־ָהָעםִּכְראֹותַוְיִהי  13:(41)48

 καὶ ἔσται ὅταν παύσῃ τοῦ –  ִלְקרֹא ֶאת־ַהֵּסֶפר ַהֶּזהְּכַכֹּלְתָךְוָהָיה  63:(51)28
ἀναγινώσκειν τὸ βιβλίον τοῦτο

 ὡς ψύχει λάκκος ὕδωρ, οὕτως –  ַּבִור ֵמיֶמיָה ֵּכן ֵהֵקָרה ָרָעָתּהְּכָהִקיר 6:7
ψύχει κακίαν αὐτῆς

Καὶ ἐγενήθη ὡς ἐπαύσατο –  ִיְרְמָיהּו ְלַדֵּבר ֶאל־ָּכל־ָהָעםְּכַכּלֹותַוְיִהי  1:(43)50
Ιερεμίας λέγων πρὸς τὸν λαὸν

 καὶ ἐγένετο –  ִיְרְמָיהּו ְלַדֵּבר ֵאת ָּכל־ֲאֶׁשר־ִצָּוה ְיהָוהְּכַכּלֹותַוְיִהי  8:(26)33
Ιερεμίου παυσαμένου λαλοῦντος πάντα, ἃ συνέταξεν αὐτῷ κύριος

 –  ְיהּוִדי ָׁשֹלׁש ְּדָלתֹות ְוַאְרָּבָעה ִיְקָרֶעָה ְּבַתַער ַהּסֵֹפרִּכְקרֹואַוְיִהי  23:(36)43
καὶ ἐγενήθη ἀναγινώσκοντος Ιουδιν τρεῖς σελίδας καὶ τέσσαρας, 
ἀπέτεμνεν αὐτὰς τῷ ξυρῷ τοῦ γραμματέως

Jer 25:12 is the only case in which ְכ+inf. is rendered by ἐν τῷ+inf. It is a temporal 

clause, and the translation does not have an equivalent for the preceding formula ְוָהָיה, 
which possibly indicates that it was lacking in the Vorlage. The second and third 

examples display subordinate clauses as renderings of ְכ+inf., either beginning with ὅτε 

405 Jer MT 5:26; 17:2 and 41:6.
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or with ὅταν. These are also temporal in nature. Together with the previous example, 
these are the cases which possibly witness a variant Hebrew Vorlage with the reading 

 ,inf., or simply a mistake by the translator. Soisalon-Soininen has pointed out that+ְב
since the two Hebrew expressions are occasionally rendered by equal translations, and 

since ְב and ְכ are easily mixed, it is not possible to determine the variants based on the 
LXX alone.406

Ὡς clauses and the gen. abs. are both used three times to render ְכ+inf. in Jer 
LXX.407 Both render the expression when it has a temporal meaning. The only 

comparative ְכ+inf. that has an equivalent in Jer LXX is in 6:7 (cf. above). It is 

translated by a ὡς -clause, which is very appropriate in the context. The temporal cases 
(e.g. 50[43]:1, 33[26]:8 and 43[36]:23 above) are all in similar context. All begin with 

the formula ַוְיִהי or ְוָהָיה followed by the expression ְכ+inf. The same phrase, ַוְיִהי ְּכַכּלֹות
 is even rendered by both options in different locations, καὶ ἐγενήθη ὡς ,ִיְרְמָיהּו ְלַדֵּבר
ἐπαύσατο Ιερεμίας λέγων in 50(43):1 and καὶ ἐγένετο Ιερεμίου παυσαμένου 
λαλοῦντος in 33(26):8. The translator has paid attention to the temporal sequence of the 
inf. and the main verb, that is, aorist forms are used to render infinitives that denote 
prior action, while present tense forms are used to render infinitives that denote 
simultaneous action.

Soisalon-Soininen notes that the renderings of ְכ+inf. are not consistent in most 
books of the LXX, and such is the case with Jer LXX as well. There are not many cases 
in total, and no single equivalent outnumbers the others. The use of gen. abs. on three 
occasions, however, does stand out, which prompts Soisalon-Soininen to list Jer LXX as
exceptional. No other book attests as many cases of this equivalence.408 All three cases 
of the gen. abs. are located in Jer b’, which again contributes to the differing 

characterization of Jer a’ and Jer b’. As is the case with the renderings of ְב+inf., so the 

renderings of ְכ+inf. in Jer b’ reflect more natural Greek than those in Jer a’.

406 Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 95.
407 ῾Ως clauses in Jer LXX 6:7; 43:16 and 50:1; gen. abs. in 33:8; 43:23 and 48:7. 
408 Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 97.
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4.4.3. Reflection on the Translation Character of Jer LXX

The occurrences of the prepositional phrases ְב+inf. and ְכ+inf. are not very numerous in

Jer. Save for two cases of ְכ+inf. that are comparative in nature, all occurrences are 
temporal.  Since the two are graphically similar to each other, they share a few 
equivalents, namely ἐν τῷ+inf., subordinate clauses beginning with ὅτε or ὅταν, and the

gen. abs. Ὅτε and ὅταν clauses are the most common renderings (10 out of 24 possible 

cases), and the equivalents ἐν τῷ+inf. and gen. abs. both occur five times. The other 

four equivalents render ְכ+inf. three times with a ὠς clause and ְב+inf. once with a 

genitive participle, which is not a case of gen. abs. The predominant use of  ὄτε and 

ὅταν clauses distinguishes Jer LXX from the most literal translations in the LXX, which

mainly employ ἐν τῷ+inf.  the rendering, but the few cases of the gen. abs., 

particularly as renderings of ְכ inf., elevate the character of the translation toward more 
natural Greek expression. The location of all five cases of gen. abs. in Jer b’ serves to 
distinguish its translation character from Jer a’. The difference comes to the fore with 
regard to the temporal use of the infinitival expressions. Such cases are rendered by the 
gen. abs. five times in Jer b’ and not a single time in Jer a’, though similar Hebrew 
expressions are to be found in Jer a’.

4.5. The Translation Character of Infinitives in 
Septuagint Jeremiah
The transaltion technical analysis of the translations of infinitives in Jer LXX concurs 
with the observations made by Thackeray, Soisalon-Soininen and Tov, namely that, as 
renderings of Hebrew infinitives, the genitive articular infinitive (τοῦ+inf.) is more 
common in Jer a’ and the anarthrous infinitive (0+inf.) is more common in Jer b’. This 
observation pertains both to infinitives functioning as direct objects and to final 

infinitives. With regard to other functions of infinitives as renderings of ְל+inf., τοῦ+inf. 
is used almost to an equal amount in both Jer a’ and Jer b’, but the occurrence of 0+inf. 
increases from only one case in Jer a’ to nine cases in Jer b’.
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Table 7. The distribution of the anarthrous infinitive (0+inf.) and the genitive articular 

infinitive (τοῦ+inf.), according to their function, as renderings of ְל+inf. in Jer LXX.

The effect that this distribution has on the translation character of Jer a’ and Jer b’ is 
distinct. 0+inf. is the more natural Greek expression of the two, and it is employed as 
the equivalent to a much larger extent in Jer b’. Jer a’ attests a higher ratio of τοῦ+inf. in
comparison to 0+inf., which bestows on it a more literal character.409

This characterization is supported by the renderings of ְב+inf. and ְכ+inf. in the two 
halves of the translation. Though the total number of occurrences for these two 
expressions is not very high, the fact that they are rendered five times by the gen. abs. 
construction in Jer b’ and not a single time in Jer a’ is very significant. The other 
translation equivalents of these two expressions, ἐν τῷ+inf. and subordinate clauses, 
occur throughout the translation and serve to connect the character of the two, but the 
use of gen. abs. in Jer b’ sets it apart from Jer a’. Here again Jer b’ emits a more natural 
Greek flavor than Jer a’.410

The renderings of inf. abs. do not issue much cause to characterize Jer a’ and Jer b’ 
in a different manner. The main equivalent in both sections is the part. coni., which, as a
rendering of inf. abs., produces unidiomatic Greek and is another indication of literal 
translation. Cognate nouns do occur in nearly a third of the renderings, but these are also
distributed evenly between Jer a’ and Jer b’.

This characterization goes against Tov’s general proposition that the reviser of Jer 
b’ attempted a more literal translation of his Vorlage than the translator of Jer a’. Tov 
does not list the difference in the use of τοῦ+inf. between Jer a’ and Jer b’ under any 

particular revisionary principle, and he only suggests that the un-Greek use of τοῦ+inf. 

409 For an analysis of the use of 0+inf. in Jer LXX, cf. sec. 4.2.1. For an analysis of the use of τοῦ+inf. in 
Jer LXX, cf. sec. 4.2.2. For a summary of the translations of ְל+inf. in Jer LXX, cf. sec. 4.2.4.

410 For an analysis of the renderings of ְב+inf. and ְכ+inf. in Jer LXX, cf. sections 4.4.1 and 4.4.2.
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in the OG “may have caused” the reviser to often omit the article.411 Such a practice 
does not accord with models of early revision. The more natural Greek expressions, 
such as 0+inf. and gen. abs., are more becoming to a free and natural disposition toward 
translation. It is more reasonable to assign these changes to the original translator than 
to the later reviser who intentionally changed certain equivalents to better represent the 
underlying Hebrew forms. 

A single translator will naturally vary his equivalents to a certain degree, and as he 
advances in his work he will most likely occasionally revert to more natural Greek 
representations of syntactical expressions that are as mundane as the object infinitive or 
the final infinitive, not to mention temporal subordinate clauses. This can be seen 
already within Jer a’ where the translator occasionally averts to the more natural Greek 
expression of the anarthrous infinitive. Jer is the longest book in the HB, and its 
translation undoubtedly took a significant amount of time. The further the translator 
advances in his translation of such a long book the more likely he is to introduce more 
natural Greek expressions by intuition, to the extent that the intuitive rendering has 
become the more common choice of equivalent in the later stages of translation.412

This conclusion is partially in agreement with Stipp’s suggestion that a single 
translator, who took a break after Jer LXX 28 only to commense by changing a number 
of his preferred equivalents, is responsible for the whole translation. Though Stipp’s 
proposal has difficulty explaining all the differences between Jer a’ and Jer b’, it is a 
good explanation for changes that turned toward more natural Greek expression, such as

the renderings of ְל+inf., ְב+inf. and ְכ+inf. Theo van der Louw has demonstrated how 
LXX translators can change their renderings as they gain experience through practice,413 
and this may be a reason for the change among these renderings. The translator of Jer, 
whose competence of Hebrew is generally considered to be relatively low, set out to 
render infinitives in a literal manner by τοῦ+inf. After trying out the anarthrous 
infinitive a few times, he begins to choose it more often as the rendering, whether 

411 Tov 1976, 97.
412 For a discussion on the accidental nature of free renderings and the lesser amount of intentionality 
involved in their use when they become more frequent renderings, cf. Aejmelaeus 2007, 63.
413 van der Louw 2016, 458.
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consciously or not, since it is a more natural corresponding expression in the target 
language.

Pietersma’s proposal that the differences between Jer a’ and Jer b’ may be reduced 
to textual accommodation or to an exegetical approach by a single translator who 
identified an inherent difference within the contents of Jer a’ and Jer b’ does not 
sufficiently explain the differences pertaining to the translations of infinitives in Jer 
LXX. The above analysis has served to identify the contexts in which the translated 
Hebrew expressions occur, and they have proved to be similar to one another to the 
extent that no contextual explanation for the differences could be determined. The 
change from more literal equivalents in Jer a’ to a significant degree of more natural 
Greek equivalents in Jer b’ is most plausibly explained by the natural variation to be 
expected in the advanced stages of a long translation process.
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5. Other Syntactical Features in Greek Jeremiah

5.1. Overview
Besides the renderings of infintives, there are other notable syntactical constructions 
whose equivalents differ in Jer a’ and Jer b’. A translation technical analysis of a number
of these is presented here. The translations of syntactical constructions are highly 
indicative of differences in translation character. A translator may vary lexical 
equivalents simply for stylistic reasons, but generally, syntactical constructions will only
have a few formal or semantic matches in the target language. A change in the manner 
of rendering syntactic constructions is therefore a greater indicator of change in 
translation character than lexical variation.

Segmentation is a partial factor that can lead to different renderings of syntactic 
expressions because their meaning is usually determined by the preceding and 

succeeding textual content. The conjunction ְו, for example, can be rendered with an 
adversative conjunction in Greek if the translator identifies the adversity in the 

juxtaposition between the clauses that are connected by ְו. Alternatively, the translator 

may choose to employ καί regardless of the context, as the more literal translators of the
LXX tend to do.

The analysis will categorize the renderings according to the function of the Hebrew 
expression that they translate. Following the analysis, the distribution of the renderings 
will be charted to determine their occurrences in Jer a’ and Jer b’. Finally, the change of 
equivalency between Jer a’ and Jer b’ will be characterized. In the concluding section, 
the changes are categorized according to their correspondence with known principles of 
the kaige tradition.

5.2. Conjunctive ְו 
5.2.1. Overview

Conjunctive ְו is used in Hebrew as a connector of clauses and as a connector of nouns 
within a phrase.414 As a connector of nouns on the phrasal level, it mostly functions to 

414 Gesenius, Kautzsch and Cowley 1920, §154; Waltke & O'Connor 1990, §39.2.1.
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separate items in a list. On the other hand, its use as a clausal connector is multifaceted 
since it can assume a wide range of functions that are expressed by different 
conjunctions in other languages.415 Gesenius, Kautzsch ad Cowley note the use of 

copulative ְו to construct object clauses, causal clauses, conditional clauses, comparative 
clauses, adversative clauses, temporal clauses, final clauses and consecutive clauses.416 
This multiplicity of functions indicates that the correct understanding, and thus 

translation, of ְו is in each instance to be derived from context, from the two clauses that 

are connected by 417.ְו

In the LXX, the renderings of paratactic clauses coordinated by ְו mostly consist of 

the use of the conjunction καί. This is a very natural equivalent of ְו when it conjoins 
words and nouns on the phrasal level, but it is not always the most suitable Greek 

equivalent of paratactic 418.ְו Greek employs an array of coordinating and subordinating 

conjunctions to express the relation between clauses, and καί is mainly used in natural 
Greek as a copulative coordinating conjunction as opposed to adversative, disjunctive, 
inferential and causal conjunctions.419 The prevailing use of καί to render paratactic 
clauses is a strong indicator of the literal translation character of the LXX.

In the Pentateuch, the use of καί to render paratactic ְו varies between 62,9% of 
cases in Gen to 90,3% of cases in Lev.420 Other renderings are employed once every 1,4 
verses in Gen (1134 occurrences in 1531 verses) and once every 7,2 verses (120 / 859) 
in Lev. This measurement indicates that Lev is by far the more literal of the two in 
translation character. Jer LXX attests even fewer cases of equivalents other than καί to 

render paratactic ְו than Lev, employing them only once every 9,7 verses (140 / 1357). 
When further divided between Jer a’ and Jer b’, the latter is to be characterized as the 
more literal of the two. Jer a’ employs other renderings once every 7,7 verses (108 / 

415 Aejmelaeus 1982, 2.
416 Gesenius, Kautzsch and Cowley 1910, §154–§166.
417 Aejmelaeus 1982, 6.
418 Aejmelaeus 1982, 12.
419 Smyth 1920, 483–484 (coordinating conjunctions) and 631 (subordinating conjunctions).
420 Aejmelaeus 1982, 13.

138



835), thus appearing quite close to the frequency of Lev, and Jer b’ employs other 
equivalents once every 18,6 verses (32 / 594), which is very infrequent in comparison to
the books of the Pentateuch. Tov appeals to similar statistics in his argumentation, 
stating that the reviser avoided using an alternative (i.e. δέ) to καί in order to represent 

conjunctive ְו in a stereotyped manner more than any other translator in the LXX.421

For a translator who tends toward isomorphic equivalence and consistency, the use 

of καί is very suitable as a rendering of ְו since the two are semantically equivalent as 
independent words, and they both occur at the beginning of the clause. Other 
semantically equivalent particles occur in the postpositive position (δέ and τέ) and do 
not conform to Hebrew word order. Though both Jer a’ and Jer b’ are to be characterized
as literal translations, Jer a’ attests a slightly greater propensity to avoid the hebraistic 
paratactic expression through a variety of means. Though this amounts to only a small 
number of deviating cases from the pervasive use of καί, the difference between Jer a’ 
and Jer b’ is palpable. The number of varying renderings decreases significantly in Jer 
b’, imbuing it with a much more literal character.

This section delineates the Greek renderings of the Hebrew conjunctive ְו. The 

presentation will focus on the renderings that depart from the standard equivalent καί, 
which is used to render the majority of occurrences throughout Jer LXX. This should be 
kept in mind since a discussion focused on the varying renderings can easily give the 
false impression that they form the most significant portion of the equivalents of 

conjunctive ְו. Jer LXX attests the equivalent καί to represent conjunctive ְו in over 2400 
instances and other equivalents in only ca. 200 instances.422 Most of the varying 

equivalents represent the paratactic use of ְו, but a few occur as renderings of ְו preceding

subordinate conjunctions and particles, such as ואם and ואיך, and a number render the 

use of ְו as a connector on the phrasal level.

421 Tov 1976, 63.
422 The total number of cases is presented as an approximation because of the significant quantitative 
difference between Jer MT and Jer LXX. Though it is possible to identify all cases of conjunctive ְו that 
appear in longer MT plusses, and therefore count them out of the total of rendered cases, one cannot 
always be certain of the shorter plusses in the MT, whether they represent minuses in the Vorlage of the 
translation or whether the translator has intentional omitted the representation of the conjunction. The 
approximations account for this uncertainty.
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5.2.2. Common Paratactic Clauses

5.2.2.1 Δέ

The postpositive particle δέ translates conjunctive ְוi18 times in paratactic clauses.423 The

particle δέ usually indicates a degree of contrast in comparison to the preceding 
statement, but this contrast is not as defined or specific as the contrast indicated by 
ἀλλά. This degree of contrast might simply portray a change of speaker, which can be 

seen in the use of δέ to render the expression ויאמר in Gen and Ex. This mild 
adversative use of the particle has been described as copulative or continuative, since it 
does not convey a strong sense of contrast between two sentences, but rather expresses 
connections between clauses that are not so adversative in relation to one another.424 The
second use of δέ is more clearly adversative, expressing a contrast between two clauses. 
In the latter books of the Pentateuch, this usage occurs primarily when the Hebrew word
order deviates from the common clause structure beginning with the verbal predicate. In
these books, δέ renders the conjunctive when the clause begins with a noun, a 

prepositional phrase or a pronoun.425 The following are examples of the use of δέ in Jer 

LXX to render ְו in paratactic clauses: 

ַעִּמי ֵהִמיר ְּכבֹודֹוְוַהֵהיִמיר ּגֹוי ֱאֹלִהים ְוֵהָּמה לֹא ֱאֹלִהים  2:11  – εἰ ἀλλάξονται 
ἔθνη θεοὺς αὐτῶν; καὶ οὗτοι οὔκ εἰσι θεοί. ὁ δὲ λαός μου ἠλλάξατο τὴν 
δόξαν αὐτοῦ

 ַהאֹוִתי לֹא־ִתיָראּו ְנֻאם־ְיהָֹוה ִאם ִמָּפַני לֹא ָתִחילּו ֲאֶׁשר־ַׂשְמִּתי חֹול 23–5:22
ְּגבּול ַלָּים ָחק־עֹוָלם ְולֹא ַיַעְבֶרְנהּו ַוִּיְתָּגֲעׁשּו ְולֹא יּוָכלּו ְוָהמּו ַגָּליו ְולֹא ַיַעְבֻרְנהּו׃

ָלָעם ַהֶּזה ָהָיה ֵלב סֹוֵרר ּומֹוֶרה ָסרּו ַוֵּיֵלכּוְו )23(  – μὴ ἐμὲ οὐ φοβηθήσεσθε; 
λέγει κύριος, ἢ ἀπὸ προσώπου μου οὐκ εὐλαβηθήσεσθε; τὸν τάξαντα 
ἄμμον ὅριον τῇ θαλάσσῃ, πρόσταγμα αἰώνιον, καὶ οὐχ ὑπερβήσεται αὐτό,
καὶ ταραχθήσεται καὶ οὐ δυνήσεται, καὶ ἠχήσουσι τὰ κύματα αὐτῆς καὶ 

423 Equivalents of conjunctive ְו are in Jer LXX 2:11, 21, 25, 32; 3:13, 24; 4:22, 27; 5:10, 23; 8:7; 11:19; 
17:16; 22:27; 26:27-28; 42:16; 47:5. The particle δέ renders other Hebrew equivalents in Jer LXX 4:12; 
7:8; 11:21; 12:17; 22:5; 31:30 and 32:17.
424 Aejmelaeus 1982, 34–37.
425 Aejmelaeus 1982, 38.
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οὐχ ὑπερβήσεται αὐτό. (23) τῷ δὲ λαῷ τούτῳ ἐγενήθη καρδία ἀνήκοος καὶ 
ἀπειθής, καὶ ἐξέκλιναν καὶ ἀπήλθοσαν

ָהָעםְוִּכי ֵהִקימּו ְּבֵני ְיהֹוָנָדב ֶּבן־ֵרָכב ֶאת־ִמְצַות ֲאִביֶהם ֲאֶׁשר ִצָּום  16:(35)42  
 καὶ ἔστησαν υἱοὶ Ιωναδαβ υἱοῦ Ρηχαβ τὴν ἐντολὴν – ַהֶּזה לֹא ָׁשְמעּו ֵאָלי
τοῦ πατρὸς αὐτῶν, ὁ δὲ λαὸς οὗτος οὐκ ἤκουσάν μου

ֹאְתָך לֹא־ֶאֱעֶׂשהְוִּכי ֶאֱעֶׂשה ָכָלה ְּבָכל־ַהּגֹוִים ֲאֶׁשר ִהַּדְחִּתיָך ָׁשָּמה  28:(46)26  
 ὅτι ποιήσω συντέλειαν ἐν παντὶ ἔθνει, εἰς οὓς ἐξῶσά σε ἐκεῖ, σὲ δὲ  – ָכָלה
οὐ μὴ ποιήσω ἐκλιπεῖν

The clauses connected by the highlighted coordinating conjunctions all express a degree
of contrast between each other. In 2:11, the contrast is between a rhetorical question 
“has a nation changed its gods?” and its nonsensical answer “my people have changed 
their glory.” Jer 5:23 contrasts the people’s lack of reverence for YHWH in the face of 
his powerful deeds with the people’s stubborn and rebellious hearts. The latter two 
examples (42[35]:16 and 26[46]:28) present two opposing sentiments. The obedience of
the sons of Rechab is contrasted with the disobedience of the people of Judah in 
42(35):16. In 26(46):28, Israel is promised not to be completely destroyed, while the 
nations will be completely destroyed.

Similar to the use of δέ in the latter books of the Pentateuch, each of these cases of 

δέ is used to render a Hebrew clause that does not begin with the verbal predicate. These
clauses begin with either a noun (e.g. 2:11), a pronoun or a prepositional phrase (e.g. 

5:23). Only the case in 2:25 begins with the verb ַוּתֹאְמִרי – ἡ δὲ εἶπεν, which in turn 
resembles Greek renderings in Gen and Ex that represent a change in speaker.426

 Jer a’ attests δέ 16 times and Jer b’ only two times as renderings of conjunctive ְו 
when it initiates a paratactic clause.427 Jer b’ contains a number of similar cases where ְו 
connects two contrastive clauses but is rendered by καί instead of δέ. These include 

426 Gen. 4:9; 22:1, 7, 11; 24:18, 56, 57, 58; 27:18; 27:20, 24, 32; 29:4, 5, 6, 8; 32:27, 28; 33:5, 8, 15; 
34:31; 37:16; 38:16, 17, 18, 29; 40:8; 42:7, 10, 13, 38; 43:7, 28; 44:7, 10; 46:2; 47:3, 30; Ex 2:8, 14, 18, 
19, 20; 3:4; 4:2; 8:6. A few cases of this rendering are also found in other books: Num. 20:20; 22:30; Jos. 
5:14; 2 Sam. 14:5; 20:17; 1 Kgs 1:17; 2:13; 2 Kgs 4:2, 13, 16, 23, 26, 28; 5:3; Ruth 2:13; 3:9, 16, 18 and 
4:4.
427 Of the cases of δέ that render other Hebrew equivalents besides paratactic ְו, five are in Jer a’ (4:12; 
7:8; 11:21; 12:17 and 22:5) and two in Jer b’ (31:30 and 32:17). Cf. also n. 422.
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cases where the clause initial word is either a verb, which is usually negated (15 
times),428 or a word other than a verb (12 times):429

 ִהֵּנה ַהּסְֹללֹות ָּבאּו ָהִעיר ְלָלְכָדּה ְוָהִעיר ִנְּתָנה ְּבַיד ַהַּכְׂשִּדים 25–24:(32)39
)25( ַהִּנְלָחִמים ָעֶליָה ִמְּפֵני ַהֶחֶרב ְוָהָרָעב ְוַהָּדֶבר ַוֲאֶׁשר ִּדַּבְרָּת ָהָיה ְוִהְּנָך רֶֹאה׃  

ָהִעיר ִנְּתָנה ְוַאָּתה ָאַמְרָּת ֵאַלי ֲאדָֹני ְיהִוה ְקֵנה־ְלָך ַהָּׂשֶדה ַּבֶּכֶסף ְוָהֵעד ֵעִדיםְו  
ἰδοὺ ὄχλος ἥκει εἰς τὴν πόλιν συλλαβεῖν αὐτήν, καὶ ἡ πόλις – ְּבַיד ַהַּכְׂשִּדים
ἐδόθη εἰς χεῖρας Χαλδαίων τῶν πολεμούντων αὐτὴν ἀπὸ προσώπου 
< τῆς > μαχαίρας καὶ τοῦ λιμοῦ· ὡς ἐλάλησας, οὕτως ἐγένετο. (25) καὶ 
σὺ λέγεις πρός με Κτῆσαι σεαυτῷ τὸν ἀγρὸν ἀργυρίου· καὶ ἔγραψα 
βιβλίον καὶ ἐσφραγισάμην καὶ ἐπεμαρτυράμην μάρτυρας· καὶ ἡ πόλις 
ἐδόθη εἰς χεῖρας Χαλδαίων.

לֹא ָׁשַמע ֵאָליו ַוִּיְתֹּפׂשְוַוּיֹאֶמר ִיְרְמָיהּו ֶׁשֶקר ֵאיֶנִּני ֹנֵפל ַעל־ַהַּכְׂשִּדים  14:(37)44
 .καὶ εἶπε Ψεῦδος· οὐκ εἰς τοὺς Χαλδαίους ἐγὼ φεύγω – ִיְרִאָּייה ְּבִיְרְמָיהּו
καὶ οὐκ ἤκουσεν αὐτοῦ καὶ συνέλαβε Σαρουια τὸν Ιερεμίαν

ַהּיֵֹצאְוּכֹה ָאַמר ְיהָוה ַהּיֵֹׁשב ָּבִעיר ַהּזֹאת ָימּות ַּבֶחֶרב ָּבָרָעב ּוַבָּדֶבר  2:(39)45  
 Οὕτως εἶπε κύριος Ὁ κατοικῶν ἐν τῇ πόλει ταύτῃ – ֶאל־ַהַּכְׂשִּדים ְיָחָיה
ἀποθανεῖται ἐν ῥομφαίᾳ καὶ ἐν λιμῷ, καὶ ὁ ἐκπορευόμενος πρὸς τοὺς 
Χαλδαίους ζήσεται

 ִמֵּקץ ֶׁשַבע ָׁשִנים ְּתַׁשְּלחּו ִאיׁש ֶאת־ָאִחיו ָהִעְבִרי ֲאֶׁשר־ִיָּמֵכר ְלָך 14:(34)41
לֹא־ָׁשְמעּו ֲאבֹוֵתיֶכם ֵאַלי ְולֹא ִהּטּוְוַוֲעָבְדָך ֵׁשׁש ָׁשִנים ְוִׁשַּלְחּתֹו ָחְפִׁשי ֵמִעָּמְך   

 Ὅταν πληρωθῇ ἓξ ἔτη, ἀποστελεῖς τὸν ἀδελφόν σου τὸν – ֶאת־ָאְזָנם
Ἐβραῖον, ὃς πραθήσεταί σοι· καὶ ἐργᾶταί σοι ἓξ ἔτη, καὶ ἐξαποστελεῖς 
αὐτὸν ἐλεύθερον. καὶ οὐκ ἤκουσάν μου καὶ οὐκ ἔκλιναν τὸ οὖς αὐτῶν

The first two examples (39[32]:25 and 44[37]:14) present a contrast similar to that 
found in examples 2:11 and 5:23 above which are rendered by δέ. The clauses in 
39(32):25 begin with a pronoun and a noun, and the clause in 44(37):14 begins with a 
negated verb. Examples 45(39):2, 41(34):14 and 45(38):21 are clearly adversative, and 
the use of δέ would suit these clauses very well, as it is used in similar cases in Jer a’.430

428 Jer LXX 35:13; 37:9; 39:23; 41:14, 16; 42:6, 15; 43:31; 44:2, 14; 46:17; 47:14; 49:21; 50:5 and 51:5.
429 Jer LXX 34:12; 36:27, 31; 37:7; 38:32; 39:25(2x), 33, 36; 45:2; 51:18 and 33.
430 Cf. examples 42(35):16 and 26(46):28 above.
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Jer a’ resorts to δέ once every 52,2 verses (16 / 835) to render paratactic ְו where Jer 

b’ attests δέ only once every 297 verses (2 / 594) in similar contexts. This is a significant

difference that strongly suggests that equivalents deviating from standard καί have been 
intentionally avoided in Jer b’, whereas Jer a’ attests enough cases to portray a slight 
inclination toward natural Greek expression. In comparison to Gen, the frequencies in 

Jer LXX are very low. Genesis uses δέ to render paratactic ְו once every two verses (777 

/ 1531). Even Lev employs δέ roughly twice as often as Jer a’, at a frequency of once 
every 28,6 verses (30 / 859).

5.2.2.2 Οὐδε and μηδέ

Οὐδε and μηδέ are generally used to connect two negative clauses.431 The contrasting 

function of δέ is not so common when these expressions are used and is mostly confined

to contexts in which the first clause is positive.432 Jer LXX attests οὐδε or μηδέ on 

eleven occasions where paratactic ְו connects two negative clauses.433

־ִיְהֶיה ָלֶכםְוָרָעב לֹאִהֵּנה ַהְּנִבִאים ֹאְמִרים ָלֶהם לֹא־ִתְראּו ֶחֶרב  14:13  – ἰδοὺ 
οἱ προφῆται αὐτῶν προφητεύουσι καὶ λέγουσιν Οὐκ ὄψεσθε μάχαιραν, 
οὐδὲ λιμὸς ἔσται ἐν ὑμῖν

ָרָאהְו ָיׁשּוב עֹוד לֹא־ָּתֻנדּו לֹו ְּבכּו ָבכֹו ַלהֵֹלְך ִּכי ְוַאלַאל־ִּתְבּכּו ְלֵמת  22:10  
 ·Μὴ κλαίετε τὸν τεθνηκότα μηδὲ θρηνεῖτε αὐτόν – ֶאת־ֶאֶרץ מֹוַלְדּתֹו
κλαύσατε κλαυθμῷ τὸν ἐκπορευόμενον, ὅτι οὐκ ἐπιστρέψει ἔτι οὐδὲ 
ὄψεται τὴν γῆν πατρίδος αὐτοῦ

The Greek οὐδὲ in 22:10 does not have a corresponding negation in the Hebrew text, 
and the translator has shown a definite willingness to depart from a formal 
representation of the Hebrew by adding the negation before the verb ὄψεται. Μηδέ is 

used to render the prohibition with אל, which is the only such case in Jer LXX, and οὐδέ
is used when the negation is followed by an indicative verb.

431 Aejmelaeus 1982, 48.
432 Denniston 1954, 191–192.
433 Jer LXX 3:16; 7:28; 14:13; 16:2, 6; 19:5 (2x); 22:10 (2x); 23:4; 28(51):43.
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The most common rendering of conjunctive ְו connecting two negative clauses is 

καὶ οὐ, and there are plenty of cases in which the translator could have resorted to οὐδέ 
instead, both in Jer a’ and in Jer b’.434 Jer a’ does employ the alternative on eleven 
occasions, but Jer b’ does not attest οὐδέ a single time.

5.2.2.3 Ἀλλά

The stronger adversative conjunction ἀλλά occurs three times as an equivalent of 

conjunctive ְו in Jer LXX, all three of which occur in Jer a’. As an adversative 

conjunction, ἀλλά is more specific than δέ, and it determines the relationship between 

two clauses with more force than δέ. Due to this specificity, ἀλλά is to be considered a 

free rendering of conjunctive 435.ְו

ֵּיְלכּו ְּבֹמֵעצֹות ִּבְׁשִררּות ִלָּבם ָהָרעַוְולֹא ָׁשְמעּו ְולֹא־ִהּטּו ֶאת־ָאְזָנם  7:24  – καὶ 
οὐκ ἤκουσάν μου καὶ οὐ προσέσχον τὸ οὖς αὐτῶν, ἀλλ᾿ ἐπορεύθησαν τοῖς 
ἐνθυμήμασι τῆς καρδίας αὐτῶν τῆς κακῆς

ֵּיְלכּו ַאֲחֵרי ְׁשִררּותַו )14( ְולֹא־ָׁשְמעּו ְבקֹוִלי ְולֹא־ָהְלכּו ָבּה׃ (13–12)14–9:13  
 καὶ οὐκ ἤκουσαν τῆς φωνῆς μου, ἀλλ᾿ ἐπορεύθησαν ὀπίσω τῶν – ִלָּבם
ἀρεστῶν τῆς καρδίας αὐτῶν τῆς κακῆς

ֶאְעֹלז ִמְּפֵני ָיְדָךָולֹא־ָיַׁשְבִּתי ְבסֹוד־ְמַׂשֲחִקים  15:17  – οὐκ ἐκάθισα ἐν 
συνεδρίῳ αὐτῶν παιζόντων, ἀλλὰ εὐλαβούμην ἀπὸ προσώπου χειρός σου

Similar to the use of the equivalent δέ, ἀλλά expresses a contrast between the preceding 
and succeeding clauses. The translator most likely did not want to begin the sentence 
with a verb in order to preserve the Hebrew word order. In addition, the rendering ὁ δέ 
would not be suitable since the subject of the main verbs does not change. In such cases,
ἀλλά is a very suitable equivalent that evades the use of paratactic καί, which would not

express the contrast as well as ἀλλά. In 7:24 and 9:14(13), the actions of the people are 
contrasted with what they should have done. Jer 15:17 contrasts the prophet’s choice of 

434 For example, in Jer a’ 2:6; 3:16; 4:22, 28; 5:12, 21, 22; 7:13, 22, 24, 26, 31; 8:2; 11:11; 13:14; 14:14; 
16:2, 4, 6; 17:8, 23; 20:9; 21:7; 23:32; 25:4; 27(50):40 and 28(51):43; and in Jer b’ 29:19(49:18); 
30:11(49:33); 38(31):40; 39(32):35; 41(34):14; 42(35):15; 43(36):24; 51(44):5 and 10.
435 Aejmelaeus 1982, 61.
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company, preferring the presence of YHWH to the presence of merrymakers.436 Each of 

the three uses of ἀλλά as renderings of conjunctive ְו in Jer LXX occur in conjunction 
with a clause initial verb, and there are a number of similar contrasting clauses in Jer b’ 

that begin with a conjunctive ְו and a clause initial verb which could potentially be 

rendered by ἀλλά, e.g.

Jer 37(30):8–9 ֶאְׁשּבֹר ֻעּלֹו ֵמַעל ַצָּואֶרָך ּומֹוְסרֹוֶתיָך ֲאַנֵּתק ְולֹא־ַיַעְבדּו־בֹו עֹוד 
ָעְבדּו ֵאת ְיהָוה ֱאֹלֵהיֶהם ְוֵאת ָּדִוד ַמְלָּכם ֲאֶׁשר ָאִקים ָלֶהםְוָזִרים׃  i(9) – 

συντρίψω ζυγὸν ἀπὸ τραχήλου αὐτῶν καὶ τοὺς δεσμοὺς αὐτῶν διαρρήξω, 
καὶ οὐκ ἐργῶνται αὐτοὶ ἔτι ἀλλοτρίοις· (9) καὶ ἐργῶνται τῷ κυρίῳ θεῷ 
αὐτῶν, καὶ τὸν Δαυιδ βασιλέα αὐτῶν ἀναστήσω αὐτοῖς.437 

In this and similar cases, the equivalent is καί. However, Jer 37(30):9 does in fact attest 

the variant reading ἀλλά in Ms 534 and in several daughter versions (Bo LaB Syp Arab 
Arm), and could possibly reflect the OG.

The three occurrences of ἀλλά as renderings of paratactic ְו in Jer a’ are comparable 
to the number of the same equivalents in the books of the Pentateuch: six in Gen, three 
in Ex, two in Lev, four in Num and three in Deut.438 In total, ἀλλά occurs 24 times in Jer 

LXX,439 of which 13 cases render ִּכי ִאם and four cases render ִּכי. Three occurrences 

render the particle ַאך, and one case renders 440.ַגם

5.2.2.4 Ὅτι and Δίοτι

The causal conjunction ὅτι occurs once as an equivalent for paratactic ְו. A similar 

conjunction, διότι, is also employed once by the translator:

436 The Hebrew verb ָוֶאְעֹלז can be interpreted as belonging to the preceding sentence, e.g. "I have not sat 
in the company of revelers, and rejoiced," but the translator has clearly interpreted it as being the 
predicate of the following clause ָוֶאְעֹלז ִמְּפֵני ָיְדָך.
437 Other examples include Jer LXX 37:9; 41:16; 42:15; 46:17 and 50:5.
438 Aejmelaeus 1982, 61.
439 Jer LXX 2:20, 33-35; 3:10; 7:23-24, 32; 9:14, 24; 15:17; 16:15; 19:6; 20:3; 22:12, 17; 23:8; 33:15; 
38:30; 41:4; 45:4, 6; 50:3 and 51:14.
440 As renderings of ִכי ִאם in Jer LXX 3:10; 7:23, 32; 9:23; 16:15; 19:6; 20:3; 22:17; 23:8; 38:30; 45:4, 6 
and 51:14; as renderings of ִכי in Jer LXX 2:20, 34; 22:12 and 50:3; as renderings of ַאך in Jer LXX 2:25; 
33:15 and 41:4 and a rendering of ַגם in Jer LXX 2:33.
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ִנְבַחר ָמֶות ֵמַחִּייםְו )3 (לֹא ֵיָאְספּו ְולֹא ִיָּקֵברּו ְלדֶֹמן ַעל־ְּפֵני ָהֲאָדָמה ִיְהיּו׃ 8:3  – 
οὐ κοπήσονται καὶ οὐ ταφήσονται καὶ ἔσονται εἰς παράδειγμα ἐπὶ 
προσώπου τῆς γῆς,(3) ὅτι εἵλοντο τὸν θάνατον ἢ τὴν ζωήν

ִגּבֹוֵריֶהם ֻיַּכּתּוְוַמּדּוַע ָרִאיִתי ֵהָּמה ַחִּתים ְנסִֹגים ָאחֹור  5:(46)26  – τί ὅτι αὐτοὶ 
πτοοῦνται καὶ ἀποχωροῦσιν ὀπίσω; διότι οἱ ἰσχυροὶ αὐτῶν κοπήσονται

The translation in 8:3 interprets the choice of death over life to be the cause of the 
judgment that is described in the previous verse (8:2). The Hebrew text, however, rather 
conveys consequence, that is, death will be preferred because of the circumstances 
described in the previous verse. The Hebrew conjunction in Jer 26(46):5 has also been 
rendered by a causal διότι, indicating that the second clause conveys the reason for the 
dismay that is described in the first clause.

Ὅτι occurs frequently in Jer LXX as a rendering of כי, and διότι occurs 

occasionally as a rendering of the same.441 As an equivalent of paratactic ְו, ὅτι and διότι 
are very rare in other books of the LXX as well. In the Pentateuch, ὅτι is the equivalent 
only six times.442

5.2.2.5 Relative Clauses

The rendering of paratactic ְו separating two coordinate clauses with a Greek relative 
pronoun that initiates a relative clause is mostly confined to Gen in the LXX,443 but there
are six cases in Jer.444

ֵהָּמהְוּכֹה־ָאַמר ְיהָוה ַעל־ַהְּנִבִאים ַהִּנְּבִאים ִּבְׁשִמי ַוֲאִני לֹא־ְׁשַלְחִּתים  14:15  
 τάδε λέγει κύριος περὶ τῶν – ֹאְמִרים ֶחֶרב ְוָרָעב לֹא ִיְהֶיה ָּבָאֶרץ ַהּזֹאת
προφητῶν τῶν προφητευόντων ἐπὶ τῷ ὀνόματί μου ψευδῆ, καὶ ἐγὼ οὐκ 
ἀπέστειλα αὐτούς, οἳ λέγουσι Μάχαιρα καὶ λιμὸς οὐκ ἔσται ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς 
ταύτης

441 For a discussion on the renderings of כי in Jer LXX, cf. sec. 5.3.
442 Aejmelaeus 1982, 81.
443 Aejmelaeus 1982, 74.
444 Jer LXX 2:15; 14:15, 18; 17:6, 11 and 23:4.

146



לֹא ֵתֵׁשבְוְוָׁשַכן ֲחֵרִרים ַּבִּמְדָּבר ֶאֶרץ ְמֵלָחה  17:6  – καὶ κατασκηνώσει ἐν 
ἁλίμοις, ἐν ἐρήμῳ, ἐν γῇ ἁλμυρᾷ ἥτις οὐ κατοικεῖται

לֹא ָיָלדְוקֵֹרא ָדַגר  17:11  – πέρδιξ συνήγαγεν ἃ οὐκ ἔτεκε

ָרעּוםְוַוֲהִקֹמִתי ֲעֵליֶהם רִֹעים  23:4  – καὶ ἀναστήσω αὐτοῖς ποιμένας, οἳ 
ποιμανοῦσιν αὐτούς

The use of the relative pronoun changes the relation of the second clause to the first, 
from a coordinate clause to a subordinate clause. All of these relative clauses are 
attributive, and most of them render paratactic clauses containing finite verbs (2:15; 
14:18; 17:6, 11 and 23:4). Only 14:15 renders a Hebrew nominal clause, which is the 

most common Hebrew construction of paratactic ְו that is rendered by relative clauses in 
Gen LXX.445

5.2.2.6 Infinitive Constructions

In a few cases a coordinate clause beginning with the conjunction ְו has been rendered 
by an infinitive construction. 

  ַבּטֹוב ֲאֶׁשר־ֲאִניְולֹא־ִיְרֶאהלֹא־ִיְהֶיה לֹו ִאיׁש יֹוֵׁשב ְּבתֹוְך־ָהָעם ַהֶּזה  32:(29)36
καὶ οὐκ ἔσται αὐτῷ ἄνθρωπος ἐν μέσῳ ὑμῶν τοῦ ἰδεῖν τὰ ἀγαθά, ἃ – עֶֹׂשה
ἐγὼ ποιήσω

 καὶ –  ִאיׁש ֶאת־ַעְבּדֹוַוָּתִׁשבּוַוָּתֻׁשבּו ַוְּתַחְּללּו ֶאת־ְׁשִמי  16:(34)41
ἐπεστρέψατε καὶ ἐβεβηλώσατε τὸ ὄνομά μου τοῦ ἐπιστρέψαι ἕκαστον τὸν
παῖδα αὐτοῦ

 ἀνεκάλυψα τὰ κρυπτὰ –  לֹא יּוָכלְוֶנְחָּבהִּגֵּליִתי ֶאת־ִמְסָּתָריו  (49:10)29:11
αὐτῶν, κρυβῆναι οὐ μὴ δύνωνται

Jer 36(29):32 displays the transformation of syntax by the removal of negations that is 
typical of Jer LXX, all the while retaining the basic meaning of the Hebrew text.446 In 
this case, the coordinate clause is also transformed into an infinitival expression. Several

instances translate an imperfect with a ו-consecutive (41[34]:15, 16; 42[35]:18 and 

445 Aejmelaeus 1982, 73.
446 For a discussion of this tendency in Jer LXX, cf. sec. 7.5.
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44[37]:17), and two cases translate a perfect with a ו-consecutive (21:9 and 
29:11[49:10]).

Infinitives as a means to avoid paratactic καί result in fine Greek expression. 
Aejmelaeus describes them as an easy solution that would not alter the number of words
in the text or the word order, the difference simply being the absence of the 

conjunction.447 Nevertheless, the infinitive is seldom used to render paratactic ְו in the 
Pentateuch as well as in Jer LXX.

All but one (21:9) of the infinitive constructions as renderings of paratactic ְו occur 

in Jer b’. Two of these cases have variant readings with καί (29:11[49:10] and 

44[37]:17), but in both cases the majority of witnesses lack the conjunction. These 
infinitival expressions may be considered among the more natural Greek expressions 
that are employed in Jer b’ in comparison to Jer a’.

5.2.2.7 Disjunctive ἢ

Disjunctive ἢ occurs twice as a representation of conjunctive ְו that connects two 
coordinate clauses. In both cases it occurs in conjunction with the interrogative particle 

.ִמי

ִמי ָיסּור ִלְׁשֹאל ְלָׁשֹלם ָלְךּוִּכי ִמי־ַיְחֹמל ָעַלִיְך ְירּוָׁשַלםִ ּוִמי ָינּוד ָלְך  15:5  – τίς 
φείσεται ἐπὶ σοί, Ιερουσαλημ; καὶ τίς δειλιάσει ἐπὶ σοί; ἢ τίς ἀνακάμψει 
εἰς εἰρήνην σοι

ִמי ָיבֹוא ִּבְמעֹונֹוֵתינּוּוָהֹאְמִרים ִמי־ֵיַחת ָעֵלינּו  21:13  – τοὺς λέγοντας Τίς 
πτοήσει ἡμᾶς; ἢ τίς εἰσελεύσεται πρὸς τὸ κατοικητήριον ἡμῶν

The construction ּוִמי occurs only a few times in Jer, and the other cases are rendered by 

καὶ τίς (15:5; 29:20[49:19][2x]; 27[50]:44[2x]), except for one case in 29:20(49:19) 

that omits a representation of the interrogative ִמי.

5.2.2.8 Omissions

The most frequent manifestation of renditions other than καί that represent paratactic ְו 
is the simple omission of a direct equivalent. The cause of the non-representation of 

447 Aejmelaeus 1982, 116.
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conjunctive ְו may come down to its unsuitability in parallel clauses within poetic texts, 
but in most cases, if not all, the Greek style has simply been improved by the avoidance 
of paratactic καί.

The first examples portray cases where two poetic verses are connected by ְו. 
Leaving out the Greek conjunction improves the poetic quality of the translation.

–  ְוִסוס ְוָעגּור ָׁשְמרּו ֶאת־ֵעת ּבָֹאָנהְוֹתרַּגם־ֲחִסיָדה ַבָּׁשַמִים ָיְדָעה מֹוֲעֶדיָה  8:7
καὶ ἡ ασιδα ἐν τῷ οὐρανῷ ἔγνω τὸν καιρὸν αὐτῆς, τρυγὼν καὶ χελιδών, 
αγουρ [στρουθία] ἐφύλαξαν καιροὺς εἰσόδων αὐτῶν

 ἕκαστος κατὰ τοῦ φίλου –  לֹא ְיַדֵּברּוֶוֱאֶמתִאיׁש ְּבֵרֵעהּו ְיָהֵתּלּו ְו (4)9:5
αὐτοῦ καταπαίξεται, ἀλήθειαν οὐ μὴ λαλήσωσι

  ַלֶחֶרב ֶאֵּתן ִלְפֵניּוְׁשֵאִריָתםָּבאה ִׁשְמָׁשּה ְּבעֹד יֹוָמם ּבֹוָׁשה ְוָחֵפָרה  15:9
 ἐπέδυ ὁ ἥλιος αὐτῇ ἔτι μεσούσης τῆς ἡμέρας, κατῃσχύνθη καὶ – אְֹיֵביֶהם
ὠνειδίσθη· τοὺς καταλοίπους αὐτῶν εἰς μάχαιραν δώσω ἐναντίον τῶν 
ἐχθρῶν αὐτῶν

ἵνα τί οἱ λυποῦντές –  ֲאנּוָׁשה ֵמֲאָנה ֵהָרֵפאּוַמָּכִתיָלָּמה ָהָיה ְכֵאִבי ֶנַצח  15:18
με κατισχύουσί μου; ἡ πληγή μου στερεά πόθεν ἰαθήσομαι
 καὶ ἔσται ὡς –  ִיְרֶאה ִּכי־ָיבֹוא טֹובְולֹאְוָהָיה ְּכַעְרָער ָּבֲעָרָבה  17:6
ἀγριομυρίκη ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ, οὐκ ὄψεται ὅταν ἔλθῃ τὰ ἀγαθά

 πάντες οἱ –  ָאְמרּו לֹא ֶנְאָׁשםְוָצֵריֶהםָּכל־מֹוְצֵאיֶהם ֲאָכלּום  7:(50)27
εὑρίσκοντες αὐτοὺς κατανάλισκον αὐτούς, οἱ ἐχθροὶ αὐτῶν εἶπαν Μὴ 
ἀνῶμεν αὐτούς

 ,ὅτι ἀνάξω τὸ ἴαμά σου –  ֶאְרָּפֵאְךּוִמַּמּכֹוַתִיְךִּכי ַאֲעֶלה ֲאֻרָכה ָלְך  17:(30)37
ἀπὸ πληγῆς ὀδυνηρᾶς ἰατρεύσω σε

Generally, the omission of a representation of conjunctive ְו that connects two clauses 
results in asyndeton. This occurs both in prose and in poetic texts.

  ִיְזְּכרּו־בֹו ְולֹאְולֹא ַיֲעֶלה ַעל־ֵלב ְולֹאלֹא־יֹאְמרּו עֹוד ֲארֹון ְּבִרית־ְיהָוה  3:16
 ,οὐκ ἐροῦσιν ἔτι Κιβωτὸς διαθήκης ἁγίου Ισραηλ – ִיְפקֹדּו ְולֹא ֵיָעֶׂשה עֹוד
οὐκ ἀναβήσεται ἐπὶ καρδίαν, οὐκ ὀνομασθήσεται οὐδὲ ἐπισκεφθήσεται 
καὶ οὐ ποιηθήσεται ἔτι
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־רּוַח ָּבםְולֹאהִֹביׁש ָּכל־צֹוֵרף ִמָּפֶסל ִּכי ֶׁשֶקר ִנְסּכֹו  17:(51)28 = 10:14  – 
κατῃσχύνθη πᾶς χρυσοχόος ἐπὶ τοῖς γλυπτοῖς (ἀπὸ τῶν γλυπτῶν 28:17) 
αὐτοῦ, ὅτι ψευδῆ ἐχώνευσαν, οὐκ ἔστι πνεῦμα ἐν αὐτοῖς

ֵיְצאּו ַהִּגּבֹוִריםְוִהְתהְֹללּו ָהֶרֶכב ְוֲעלּו ַהּסּוִסים  9:(46)26  – ἐπίβητε ἐπὶ τοὺς 
ἵππους, παρασκευάσατε τὰ ἅρματα· ἐξέλθατε, οἱ μαχηταὶ

The final examples consist of free renderings in which the formal qualities of the 
Hebrew syntax have been abandoned for the sake of natural Greek expression.

לֹא ָיקּומּו ִאם־ָיׁשּוב ְולֹא ָיׁשּובְוֲהִיְּפלּו  8:4  – Μὴ ὁ πίπτων οὐκ ἀνίσταται; ἢ ὁ
ἀποστρέφων οὐκ ἐπιστρέφει

–  ְּכִלי ַאֵחרַוַּיֲעֵׂשהּוְוִנְׁשַחת ַהְּכִלי ֲאֶׁשר הּוא עֶֹׂשה ַּבחֶֹמר ְּבַיד ַהּיֹוֵצר ְוָׁשב  18:4
καὶ διέπεσε τὸ ἀγγεῖον, ὃ αὐτὸς ἐποίει, ἐν ταῖς χερσὶν αὐτοῦ, καὶ πάλιν 
αὐτὸς ἐποίησεν αὐτὸ ἀγγεῖον ἕτερον

 βαδίζοντες καὶ –  ֱאֹלֵהיֶהם ְיַבֵּקׁשּוְוֶאת־ְיהָוהָהלֹוְך ּוָבכֹו ֵיֵלכּו  4:(50)27
κλαίοντες πορεύσονται τὸν κύριον θεὸν αὐτῶν ζητοῦντες

The translation of 8:4 has transformed the Hebrew sentence structure from two 

coordinate clauses ֲהִיְּפלּו ְולֹא ָיקּומּו into a single clause by rendering the first verb with 

a participle that serves as the subject of the clause Μὴ ὁ πίπτων οὐκ ἀνίσταται. In 

addition, the interrogative particle ה that signals the rhetorical question has been freely 
represented by a corresponding Greek construction which, though it does not follow the 
syntactical norms of the Hebrew syntax, indicates the same semantic function as the 
Hebrew.448 This is a good and quite exceptional translation in the LXX.

In 18:4 and 27(50):4, the translations of the highlighted conjunctions are more in 
tune with Greek syntax than the usual rendering of καί with a finite verb. In 18:4, the 

two coordinate clauses ְוָׁשב ַוַּיֲעֵׂשהּו ְּכִלי ַאֵחר are molded into one sentence by 

transforming the verb ָׁשב into the adverb πάλιν.449 This in turn allows the omission of 

the conjunction before the main verb ἐποίησεν. In 27(50):4, the second independent 
clause is transformed into a subordinate clause by the use of the participle form 

448 For a discussion of the renderings of rhetorical questions in Jer LXX, cf. sec. 7.5.
449 A similar rendering is located in Jer LXX 43(36):16, where the imperative ֵׁשב is rendered by πάλιν as 
if it were ָׁשב.
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ζητοῦντες. The translation of the first verb ֵיֵלכּו = πορεύσονται now serves as the main 

verb for both the preceding participium coniunctum βαδίζοντες καὶ κλαίοντες and for 
the following subordinate clause.

Less than 30 cases of omitted conjunctions standing for paratactic ְו are located in 
Jer b’ in comparison to over 70 cases in Jer a’. A partial explanation for this may be that 
Jer a’ contains more poetic texts than Jer b’, and therefore more opportunities to elide 
the conjunction at the beginning of poetic verses. Nevertheless, a decrease of this 
phenomenon in Jer b’ to less than half of its occurrences in Jer a’ suggests a degree of 
intentionality.

in Connection to other Coǌunctions and Particles ְו .5.2.3

ְוִאם 5.2.3.1
There are six cases in which conjunctive ְו followed by the subordinate conjunction ִאם 

is rendered by an equivalent other than καί.450 The rendering with καί occurs eleven 

times. In five cases out of the six which employ a rendering other than καί, ְוִאם begins a
subordinate clause which is then followed by an apodosis.

 ְוָהָיה ִאם־ָלֹמד ִיְלְמדּו ֶאת־ַּדְרֵכי ַעִּמי ְלִהָּׁשֵבַע ִּבְׁשִמי ַחי־ְיהָוה ַּכֲאֶׁשר 17–12:16
  לֹא ִיְׁשָמעּו ְוָנַתְׁשִּתיְוִאם )17(ִלְּמדּו ֶאת־ַעִּמי ְלִהָּׁשֵבַע ַּבָּבַעל ְוִנְבנּו ְּבתֹוְך ַעִּמי׃ 

 καὶ ἔσται ἐὰν μαθόντες μάθωσι – ֶאת־ַהּגֹוי ַההּוא ָנתֹוׁש ְוַאֵּבד ְנֻאם־ְיהָוה׃
τὴν ὁδὸν τοῦ λαοῦ μου τοῦ ὀμνύειν τῷ ὀνόματί μου Ζῇ κύριος, καθὼς 
ἐδίδαξαν τὸν λαόν μου ὀμνύειν τῇ Βααλ, καὶ οἰκοδομηθήσονται ἐν μέσῳ 
τοῦ λαοῦ μου· (17) ἐὰν δὲ μὴ ἐπιστρέψωσι, καὶ ἐξαρῶ τὸ ἔθνος ἐκεῖνο 
ἐξάρσει καὶ ἀπωλείᾳ

־ָּתִסיר ִׁשּקּוֶציָך ִמָּפַני ְולֹאְוִאםִאם־ָּתׁשּוב ִיְׂשָרֵאל ְנֻאם־ְיהָוה ֵאַלי ָּתׁשּוב  4:1  
 ·Ἐὰν ἐπιστραφῇ Ισραηλ, λέγει κύριος, πρός με ἐπιστραφήσεται –  ָתנּוד׃
ἐὰν περιέλῃ τὰ βδελύγματα αὐτοῦ ἐκ στόματος αὐτοῦ καὶ ἀπὸ προσώπου 
μου εὐλαβηθῇ

450 Rahlfs adopts the B reading ἐὰν δὲ μή for ְוִאם לֹא in Jer 13:17. The majority reading ἐὰν μή, which is 
also the reading adopted by Ziegler, is more likely the earliest reading. Since ἐὰν μή most likely reflects a
Vorlage that lacks the conjunction, this case is not considered in the total figure. The phrase is not 
connected to the preceding clause in 13:16, and therefor does not necessitate the use of a conjunction.
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־ְנִבִאים ֵהם ְוִאם־ֵיׁש ְּדַבר־ְיהָוה ִאָּתם ִיְפְּגעּו־ָנא ַּביהָוהְוִאם (27:18)34:15  
 ,εἰ προφῆταί εἰσι καὶ εἰ ἔστι λόγος κυρίου ἐν αὐτοῖς – ְצָבאֹות
ἀπαντησάτωσάν μοι·

The first example (12:17) attests ἐὰν δὲ as the rendering,451 the second attests only ἐάν 
(4:1),452 and the third (34:15[27:18]) uses the interrogative εἰ. Similar Hebrew 

constructions are rendered with καί eight times, either καὶ ἐὰν or καὶ εἰ.453 The omission
of the conjunction in 4:1 can be considered as conforming to the parallelistic structure of

the text, as seen in some of the examples above. The use of δὲ to render conjunctive ְו as 
an introduction to subordinate clauses is a natural Greek expression, and is used 
exceptionally often in the Pentateuch.454

In two passages, ְוִאם is used to introduce the second of two rhetorical questions:455

 –  ְּבגֹוי ֲאֶׁשר־ָּכֶזה לֹא ִתְתַנֵּקם ַנְפִׁשי ְוִאםַהַעל־ֵאֶּלה לֹוא־ֶאְפקֹד ְנֻאם־ְיהָֹוה 5:9
μὴ ἐπὶ τούτοις οὐκ ἐπισκέψομαι, λέγει κύριος, ἢ ἐν ἔθνει τῷ τοιούτῳ οὐκ 
ἐκδικήσει ἡ ψυχή μου

־ַהָּׁשַמִים ִיְּתנּו ְרִבִביםְוִאםֲהֵיׁש ְּבַהְבֵלי ַהּגֹוִים ַמְגִׁשִמים  14:22  – μὴ ἔστιν ἐν 
εἰδώλοις τῶν ἐθνῶν ὑετίζων; καὶ εἰ ὁ οὐρανὸς δώσει πλησμονὴν αὐτοῦ;

The first example (5:9) is rendered exceptionally well as a rhetorical question with only 

the disjunctive ἤ standing in the place of ְוִאם. The style of the second example (14:22) 
is not as natural in Greek as the first. The initial rhetorical question is rendered suitably 
to begin with μή, but the second commences with καὶ εἰ, which does not follow the 
form of Greek rhetorical questions.

A final case of ְוִאם occurs in 45(38):16 where it is used as part of an oath formula 

־ֶאֶּתְנָך ְּבַיד ָהֲאָנִׁשים ָהֵאֶּלהְוִאםִאם־ֲאִמיֶתָך   – εἰ ἀποκτενῶ σε καὶ εἰ δώσω σε εἰς χεῖρας

451 A similar case is in 22:5.
452 A similar case is in 49(42):6.
453 Καὶ ἐάν in Jer LXX 14:18; 15:19; 45(38):18 and 21; καὶ εἰ in Jer LXX 23:22; 34:15(27:18); 49(42):13 
and 31(48):27.
454 Aejmelaeus 1982, 151–152.
455 For a more detailed discussion of the treatment of rhetorical questions in Jer LXX, cf. sec. 7.5.
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τῶν ἀνθρώπων τούτων. Here too ְוִאם is rendered by καὶ εἰ. There is a further case in 

Jer LXX that possibly reflects ְוִאם in the Vorlage, though the MT attests only ְולֹא:

 ָלֵכן ּכֹה־ָאַמר ְיהָוה ַעל־ַאְנֵׁשי ֲעָנתֹות ַהְמַבְקִׁשים ֶאת־ַנְפְׁשָך ֵלאֹמר לֹא 11:21
 διὰ τοῦτο τάδε λέγει κύριος ἐπὶ τοὺς –  ָתמּות ְּבָיֵדנּוְולֹאִתָּנֵבא ְּבֵׁשם ְיהָוה 

ἄνδρας Αναθωθ τοὺς ζητοῦντας τὴν ψυχήν μου τοὺς λέγοντας Οὐ μὴ 
προφητεύσῃς ἐπὶ τῷ ὀνόματι κυρίου· εἰ δὲ μή, ἀποθανῇ ἐν ταῖς χερσὶν 
ἡμῶν.

In total, only six cases of ְוִאם are rendered by equivalents that do not use καί as a 

rendering of conjunctive ְו, with a possible seventh case in 11:21. The conjunction καί is 

used to translate ten cases of ְוִאם. Four of the exceptional renderings are located in Jer 

a’ (4:1; 5:9; 12:17 and 22:5) and two in Jer b’ (34:15[27:18] and 49[42]:6). Καί is used 
four times in Jer a’ and six times in Jer b’. There is only a slight difference between Jer 
a’ and Jer b’ in their use and non-use of the equivalent καί. Jer a’ renders half of the 

cases of ְוִאם with καί and the other half without it, while Jer b’ uses καί in six out of 

eight cases of ְוִאם and resorts to other equivalents only twice.

ְוַעד 5.2.3.2
The Particle ַעד with the conjunction ְו ’and until’ is nearly always rendered by the 

Greek καὶ ἕως. This equivalence is attested in 16 out of 19 occurrences of ְוַעד. Only 

three cases leave out the conjunction καί

 ִנְׁשְּכָבה ְּבָבְׁשֵּתנּו ּוְתַכֵּסנּו ְּכִלָּמֵתנּו ִּכי ַליהָוה ֱאֹלֵהינּו ָחָטאנּו ֲאַנְחנּו 3:25
־ַהּיֹום ַהֶּזהְוַעדַוֲאבֹוֵתינּו ִמְּנעּוֵרינּו   – ἐκοιμήθημεν ἐν τῇ αἰσχύνῃ ἡμῶν, καὶ 

ἐπεκάλυψεν ἡμᾶς ἡ ἀτιμία ἡμῶν, διότι ἔναντι τοῦ θεοῦ ἡμῶν ἡμάρτομεν 
ἡμεῖς καὶ οἱ πατέρες ἡμῶν ἀπὸ νεότητος ἡμῶν ἕως τῆς ἡμέρας ταύτης

 ַעל־ָּכל־ְׁשָפִים ַּבִּמְדָּבר ָּבאּו ׁשְֹדִדים ִּכי ֶחֶרב ַליהָוה ֹאְכָלה ִמְקֵצה־ֶאֶרץ 12:12
־ְקֵצה ָהָאֶרץ ֵאין ָׁשלֹום ְלָכל־ָּבָׂשרְוַעד  – ἐπὶ πᾶσαν διεκβολὴν ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ 

ἤλθοσαν ταλαιπωροῦντες, ὅτι μάχαιρα τοῦ κυρίου καταφάγεται ἀπ᾿ 
ἄκρου τῆς γῆς ἕως ἄκρου τῆς γῆς, οὐκ ἔστιν εἰρήνη πάσῃ σαρκί.

 ְוָאַמְרָּת ְיהָוה ַאָּתה ִדַּבְרָּת ֶאל־ַהָּמקֹום ַהֶּזה ְלַהְכִריתֹו ְלִבְלִּתי 62:(51)28
־ְּבֵהָמה ִּכי־ִׁשְממֹות עֹוָלם ִּתְהֶיהְוַעדֱהיֹות־ּבֹו יֹוֵׁשב ְלֵמָאָדם   – καὶ ἐρεῖς Κύριε 

κύριε, σὺ ἐλάλησας ἐπὶ τὸν τόπον τοῦτον τοῦ ἐξολεθρεῦσαι αὐτὸν καὶ τοῦ 
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μὴ εἶναι ἐν αὐτῷ κατοικοῦντας ἀπὸ ἀνθρώπου ἕως κτήνους, ὅτι ἀφανισμὸς
εἰς τὸν αἰῶνα ἔσται.

All three of these cases occur in Jer a’. All similar cases in Jer b’ attest καὶ ἕως. Each 

example represents a different use of the particle עד. In the first example it is temporal, 
in the second it is local, and in the third it refers to living beings. Each of these three 
uses is also represented among the cases rendered by καὶ ἕως. The omission of the 

Greek conjunction καί in these instances improves the quality of the Greek expression, 
and they do not seem to be cases of a lacking conjunction in the Vorlage.

ְוֵאיך 5.2.3.3
The interrogative ֵאיְך with the conjunction ְו ’and how’ occurs only three times in Jer 

LXX, and each case is rendered without a formal equivalent for ְו.

 –  ֶנְהַּפְכְּת ִלי סּוֵרי ַהֶּגֶפן ָנְכִרָּיהְוֵאיְךְוָאֹנִכי ְנַטְעִּתיְך ׂשֵֹרק ֻּכֹּלה ֶזַרע ֱאֶמת  2:21
ἐγὼ δὲ ἐφύτευσά σε ἄμπελον καρποφόρον πᾶσαν ἀληθινήν· πῶς 
ἐστράφης εἰς πικρίαν, ἡ ἄμπελος ἡ ἀλλοτρία.

  ְּתַתֲחֶרה ֶאת־ַהּסּוִסים ּוְבֶאֶרץ ָׁשלֹוםְוֵאיְךִּכי ֶאת־ַרְגִלים ַרְצָּתה ַוַּיְלאּוָך  12:5
 σοῦ οἱ πόδες τρέχουσι καὶ ἐκλύουσί –  ַּתֲעֶׂשה ִּבְגאֹון ַהַּיְרֵּדןְוֵאיְךַאָּתה בֹוֵטַח 

σε· πῶς παρασκευάσῃ ἐφ᾿ ἵπποις; καὶ ἐν γῇ εἰρήνης σὺ πέποιθας· πῶς 
ποιήσεις ἐν φρυάγματι τοῦ Ἰορδάνου;

In each case, conjunctive ְו connects two coordinate clauses, and the translator has left 

the conjunction without a formal representation. Πῶς is the semantic equivalent of ֵאיְך 
and also its standard equivalent throughout the LXX. Through this means the translator 
has successfully avoided hebraistic parataxis.

5.2.4. Coǌunctive ְו as a Connector of Nouns

There are a few cases in which a conjunctive ְו that connects nouns on the phrasal level 

are rendered by equivalents other than καί, which is here also the most common 

equivalent of conjunctive ְו. The few exceptions are represented by the following 
examples. 
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–  ָׁשְמרּו ֶאת־ֵעת ּבָֹאָנהְוָעגּורַּגם־ֲחִסיָדה ַבָּׁשַמִים ָיְדָעה מֹוֲעֶדיָה ְוֹתר ְוִסוס  8:7
καὶ ἡ ασιδα ἐν τῷ οὐρανῷ ἔγνω τὸν καιρὸν αὐτῆς, τρυγὼν καὶ χελιδών, 
αγουρ [στρουθία] ἐφύλαξαν καιροὺς εἰσόδων αὐτῶν

 ִּכי ַּכֲאֶׁשר ִיְדַּבק ָהֵאזֹור ֶאל־ָמְתֵני־ִאיׁש ֵּכן ִהְדַּבְקִּתי ֵאַלי ֶאת־ָּכל־ֵּבית 13:11
  ְוִלְתִהָּלהּוְלֵׁשםִיְׂשָרֵאל ְוֶאת־ָּכל־ֵּבית ְיהּוָדה ְנֻאם־ְיהָוה ִלְהיֹות ִלי ְלָעם 

 ὅτι καθάπερ κολλᾶται τὸ περίζωμα περὶ τὴν ὀσφὺν τοῦ – ּוְלִתְפָאֶרת
ἀνθρώπου, οὕτως ἐκόλλησα πρὸς ἐμαυτὸν τὸν οἶκον Ισραηλ καὶ πάντα 
οἶκον Ιουδα τοῦ γενέσθαι μοι εἰς λαὸν ὀνομαστὸν καὶ εἰς καύχημα καὶ εἰς 
δόξαν

ַעל־ַמְמָלָכהוֶרַגע ֲאַדֵּבר ַעל־ּגֹוי  18:7 ְ  – Πέρας λαλήσω ἐπὶ ἔθνος ἢ ἐπὶ 
βασιλείαν

־ְּבִציֵרְך ׁשֵֹדד ָנָפלְוַעלַעל־ֵקיֵצְך  32:(48)31  – ἐπὶ ὀπώραν σου, ἐπὶ τρυγηταῖς 
σου ὄλεθρος ἐπέπεσε

The translator does not recognize the meaning of ָעגּור in 8:7 and transliterates it as 

αγουρ. He also leaves out a representation of the conjunction. In 13:11, the translator 

combines the two indirect objects ְלָעם ּוְלֵׁשם by omitting the conjunction. The result is 

that the second noun has become an attribute of the first εἰς λαὸν ὀνομαστὸν. The use of

disjunctive ἢ to render conjunctive ְו in 18:7 is very perceptive, and the omission of the 
conjunction in 31(48):32 is possibly another example of conforming to poetic form.

5.2.5. Other Renderings

A few renderings of conjunctive ְו highlight the ability of the translator to produce 
natural Greek, and even indicate that he is a native Greek speaker:

יִׁשבּום ִמַּדְרָּכם ָהָרע ּוֵמרַֹעִוְוִאם־ָעְמדּו ְּבסֹוִדי ְוַיְׁשִמעּו ְדָבַרי ֶאת־ַעִּמי  23:22  
 καὶ εἰ ἔστησαν ἐν τῇ ὑποστάσει μου καὶ εἰ ἤκουσαν τῶν – ַמַעְלֵליֶהם
λόγων μου, καὶ τὸν λαόν μου ἂν ἀπέστρεφον αὐτοὺς ἀπὸ τῶν πονηρῶν 
ἐπιτηδευμάτων αὐτῶν

 –  ָנָטה ָׁשָמִיםּוִבְתבּוָנתֹועֵֹׂשה ֶאֶרץ ְּבכֹחֹו ֵמִכין ֵּתֵבל ְּבָחְכָמתֹו  15:(51)28
ποιῶν γῆν ἐν τῇ ἰσχύι αὐτοῦ, ἑτοιμάζων οἰκουμένην ἐν τῇ σοφίᾳ αὐτοῦ, ἐν
τῇ συνέσει αὐτοῦ ἐξέτεινε τὸν οὐρανόν

In the unreal conditional clause (23:22), the use of ἂν in the apodosis is a mark of 
natural Greek that does not rise from any element in the Hebrew text. The word stands 
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in the place of conjunctive ְו, but the translation implies an interpretation of the Hebrew 

that is different from the MT. The Hebrew form ִויִׁשבּום has been interpreted as the 

predicate of a clause consisting of ֶאת־ַעִּמי ויׁשבום “they would have turned my 

people.” This is linked to the interpretation of ויׁשמעו as a qal form “to obey” instead of 
the hiph’il form “to proclaim” attested by the MT. The LXX interpretation sets the 
conjunction awkwardly between the object and its predicate, which might have caused 
confusion for the translator. If he did not understand the sentence he might have simply 
guessed at a suitable rendering for the whole.

The Greek rendering of 28(51):15 portrays good use of participles, which are very 
common in Greek literature. In this verse, the participles provide an easy solution for the

translator since the Hebrew text contains two participles (עֵֹׂשה and ֵמִכין). The Greek 
sentence has been formed as a protasis followed by an apodosis, and the conjunction at 

the beginning of the apodosis, which is the position of conjunctive ְו in the Hebrew text, 
has been left out according to natural Greek structure.

5.2.6. Conclusions

The analysis presented above delineates the LXX translations of conjunctive ְו in Jer, 

with the exception of those occurrences that are translated by καί. Jer LXX renders 

conjunctive ְו ca. 2600 times out of its ca. 3050 occurrences in Jer MT. The remaining 
ca. 450 occurrences are to be found among the plusses of Jer MT.

Most of the renderings of conjunctive ְו in Jer LXX employ the word καί, 
approximately 2400 times. Other than these, there are ca. 200 other equivalents. These 
variously consist of different conjunctive particles or relative pronouns, or they have 
been left without a formal representation in the translation for stylistic reasons, resulting
in either asyndeton or varying sentence structure in relation to the Hebrew text. All-in-

all, however, καί is the Greek translation of conjunctive ְו in 92% of the occurrences. Of 

the equivalents other than καί, ca. 150 are located in Jer a’ and only ca. 50 in Jer b’.456 In

456 The imprecise figures allow a small margin of error with regard to cases in which conjunctive ְו has 
been left without a formal representation in the translation. All cases in which conjunctive ְו is represented 
by a particle, a relative pronoun or any other formal representation in Jer LXX are counted for.
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Jer a’, the variety of different equivalents is fairly high, though the number of their 
occurrences is very low, in comparison to conjunctive καί.

Most of these equivalents pertain to cases where conjunctive ְו connects two 

coordinated clauses. In such cases, a frequent alternative to καί is the postpositive 

particle δέ, which is used 19 times to render slightly contrastive uses of conjunctive ְו. 
Also, the equivalents μηδέ and οὐδέ are used eleven times in Jer a’ when paratactic ְו 
connects two negated clauses. The more defined contrastive particle, ἀλλά, is used three 

times. The causal conjunctions ὅτι and δίοτι render conjunctive ְו one time each. The use
of relative pronouns in six instances serve to change the syntax of the text from co-
ordinate clauses to main clauses and their subordinate clauses, a phenomenon that 
occurs elsewhere mostly only in Gen LXX. Infinitive constructions are found to render 

paratactic ְו on several occasions, and disjunctive ἢ twice. The most common means to 
avoid parataxis is to simply omit any representation of the conjunction. This occurs 
frequently in poetic texts at the beginning of a parallel verse, and often results in 
asyndeton.

A second context in which conjunctive ְו receives an alternative rendering to καί is 
when it is prefixed to subordinate conjunctions or particles. This occurs six times among

equivalents of ואם, five of which initiate subordinate clauses and one of which begins a 

rhetorical question, and the expression ועד is translated three times without a 

conjunction. Both are mostly rendered with the conjunction καί in Jer LXX. 

Conjunctive ְו with the interrogative איך occurs only three times, but it is rendered each 
time without a conjunction.

When conjunctive ְו connects nouns on the phrase level it also is generally rendered 

by καί, but in a few cases the conjunction is omitted. This may result in minor 
transformations of the syntax, the changing of a coordinate noun into an attributive 
adjective for example.

In addition, the analysis has identified a few cases of exceptional Greek expressions
which, by their departure from Hebrew idiom and avoidance of parataxis, bear the 
marks of a native Greek speaker. Such renderings are evident in the apodoses in 23:22 
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and 28(51):15, the rhetorical question in 8:4, the rendering of ְוָׁשב as πάλιν in 18:4, and 
the use of participles in 27(50):4.

As mentioned in the introduction, there is a significant difference in the frequency 

in which Jer a’ and Jer b’ attest alternatives to καί as renderings of conjunctive ְו, and 

this can be seen in particular among the renderings of ְו as a connector of two coordinate 
clauses. In such cases, Jer a’ resorts to alternative equivalents once every 7,7 verses (108
times in 835 verses), which is akin to the frequency found in Lev. Jer b’, on the other 

hand, attests an alternative equivalent to paratactic ְו only once every 18,6 verses (32 / 

594). Jer a’ attests a variety of different equivalents to render conjunctive ְו that 

coordinates two clauses. These include δέ and ἀλλά when the causes are contrastive, 

μηδέ and οὐδέ when both clauses are negated, ὅτι and δίοτι, relative pronouns, an 
infinitive in one case, and many cases of the omission of a conjunction. Jer a’ also 
attests the several examples of exceptional renderings that were identified in the 
analysis.

Jer b’, on the other hand, only attests a few alternative equivalents to καί. These are 

two cases of δέ and a number of cases of the infinitive as a rendering of paratactic ְו. 
Other than these, the alternatives mainly consist of the omission of coordinating 
conjunctions. The number of these alternative equivalents to καί is significantly lower 
than the number in Jer a’.

These differences between Jer a’ and Jer b’ are difficult to explain by exegetical 
principle since they are purely syntactic in character. One should assume that a single 
translator would produce the same degree of variation of equivalence within both Jer a’ 
and Jer b’, since the Hebrew Vorlagen of both contain corresponding amounts of the 
Hebrew constructions being translated. The figures indicate a different translation 
characterization for the sections Jer a’ and Jer b’. Though the equivalent καί is by far the

most common rendering of conjunctive ְו in both Jer a’ and Jer b’, and contributes to the 
literalistic characterization of both, the more frequent occurrence of alternative 
renderings in Jer a’ portrays that section as more disposed toward producing clausal 
connections in idiomatic Greek style at the cost of formal equivalency in relation to the 
Hebrew text. The nearly complete lack of direct alternatives to καί in Jer b’ suggests that
such equivalents have been intentionally avoided in favor of the near systematic use of 
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καί to represent conjunctive ְו. Jer a’ does not display such a propensity to avoid other 
equivalents, and the significant drop in the frequency of alternatives in Jer b’ indicates a 
change between the two sections. The character of this change towards a more 

consistent representation of conjunctive ְו with the equivalent καί reflects a revisional 
tendency akin to that of the other known early revisions such as the kaige tradition.

Only one group of alternative equivalents to καί as renderings of conjunctive ְו that 
attest more frequent use in Jer b’ than in Jer a’ is the use of infinitive constructions to 

render paratactic ְו. Six of these cases are located in Jer b’ and only one in Jer a’. This 

feature in Jer a’ does not conform to the tendency to avoid alternative equivalents to καί,
and should be characterized according to the disposition of the translator in Jer a’. It is 
more likely that these infinitive constructions are remnants of the OG that were 
overlooked by the reviser. The ca. 40 instances of non-representation of the conjunction 
in Jer b’ bespeak of inconsistency in the application of the revisional principles.

5.3. The Particle ִכי
5.3.1. Overview

The particle כי is used in several different functions in the Hebrew language, and for this
reason the analysis of its interpretation and renderings in the LXX are a beneficial 

means to characterize the translations. The most common equivalent of כי in the LXX is

the Greek conjunction ὅτι, and the most frequent alternative to ὅτι is διότι. The 

renderings of כי in Jer LXX are significant for this study because they have been used to
argue for bisectioning the translation. These arguments are presented first, and a 

discussion of the renderings of כי in Jer LXX will occupy the remainder of this chapter.

Thackeray and Tov discuss the occurrences of διότι in Jer LXX only briefly, and 
both note that it is used significantly more often in Jer a’ than in Jer b’. Thackeray 
mentions διότι in a discussion about the translators’ avoidance of hiatus. Based on his 

calculations, διότι occurs a’ 30 times in Jer and only three times in Jer b’. He does not 
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further discuss the two-translator theory here, but rather refers to the close relationship 
between the translation of MP, Ezek a and Jer a’.457

Tov’s discussion on the use of διότι in Jer LXX focuses on the bisectioning of the 

translation, and his calculations indicate that διότι occurs 25 times in Jer a’ and not once
in Jer b’. Tov has employed Ziegler’s edition in his calculations, and Ziegler regards the 
occurrences of διότι in some Mss of Jer b’ to be secondary readings. Tov argues that Jer 

OG varied his rendering of כי by using both ὅτι and διότι to a similar extent as is 
evident in other books in the LXX, and that the reviser eliminated this varience in favor 

of the stereotyped equivalent ὅτι,458 which is by far the most common equivalent of כי 
throughout the LXX.

Pietersma criticises Tov’s use of ὅτι and διότι as arguments for his reviser theory, 

first noting that the nature of Tov’s discussion on διότι is ambiguous. The heading does 

not explicate that Tov is referring to renderings of כי, but implies that he is only 

referring to the occurrences of  διότι, though in his discussion Tov specifically refers to 

ὅτι and διότι as the equivalents of כי. Second, Peitersma takes issue with Tov’s 
interpretation of the nature of this equivalence, claiming that if the variance is based on 
an attempt to avoid hiatus, to which Tov refers in his argument, then the difference 
between Jer a’ and Jer b’ is rather a question of style, which in Pietersma’s opinion can 
support a multiple translator theory at the most.459 The occurrences of διότι actually vary

with regard to the avoidance of hiatus. Διότι occurs 17 times following a vowel and 
eleven times following a consonant.460 Its use is not therefore restricted to situations in 
which the preceding letter is a vowel.

Both of the equivalents ὅτι and διότι principally render the Hebrew particle כי, and 
the variation between the two equivalents is a reflection of the translator’s interpretation 
of the Hebrew particle and his choice of equivalent to represent it in each instance. The 

457 Thackeray 1909, 138–9.
458 Tov 1976, 63.
459 Pietersma 2010b, 379.
460 After a vowel in Jer LXX 1:19; 2:10; 4:8, 15; 5:4; 8:17; 15:20; 21:10; 22:4, 11; 23:12; 26:5, 21; 27:11; 
28:14, 29 and 33; after a consonant in Jer LXX 1:12, 15; 3:8, 14, 25; 4:22, 28; 16:9; 20:4; 26:27 and 28:5.
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particle כי occurs very frequently in the HB.461 It mainly functions as a subordinating 

conjunction,462 but unlike ὅτι and διότι, it can indicate both a subordinating and a 

coordinating relationship. A. Schoors categorizes the uses of כי as emphatic or assertive,

as a nominalizing particle, which includes כי introducing an object clause, and as a 
particle introducing adverbial clauses, which includes the causal, temporal and 

conditional use.463 Aejmelaeus has categorized the use of כי according to the position of 

the כי clause in relation to its main clause. When the כי clause precedes its main clause, 
it is often subordinate and can be mostly understood as circumstantial in meaning, that 

is, it holds a causal, temporal or conditional meaning. When the כי clause follows its 
main clause, it may function as a coordinate clause, and its meaning ranges from causal 
to substantival, adversative and consecutive.464

Both ὅτι and διότι are used as subordinating conjunctions in Greek, and they both 
function as either causal or substantival (declarative) conjunctions.465 A. Rijksbaron 
describes ὅτι as “the normal causal subordinator” in ancient Greek, and he posits that 
the substantival interpretation, denoted as the object-interpretaion by him, generally 
follows verba affectuum.466  Compared to the equivalent γάρ, which is more common in 

Greek literature but used relatively less in the LXX, ὅτι and διότι express direct 

causality, while γάρ is used to express indirect causality.467

In the LXX, ὅτι and διότι are mostly used to render the conjunction כי, and only in 

Ex, Num, Deut, Neh, 1 and 2 Chron is διότι used to render mainly other Hebrew terms, 

461 Schoors (1981, 240) mentions "some 4000" occurrences in the HB, Aejmeleus (1986, 193) refers to 
"over four thousand occurrences," Sipilä (1999, 141) repeats the figure 4000, but mentions in a footnote 
that Clines counts nearly 4500 occurrences, and Wirth (2016, 40) notes "ִּכי ist mit rund 4500 Belegen in 
MT."
462 Schoors 1981, 253.
463 Schoors 1981, 242–276. Aejmelaeus (1986, 205) criticizes the use of the emphatic category of כי, 
claiming that it has risen from difficult cases like the indirect causal כי clause. In her opinion, indirect 
causal cases should also be interpreted as connectives instead of emphatic.
464 Aejmelaeus 1986, 195–196 and 199–203.
465 Smyth 1920, 631.
466 Rijksbaron 1976, 146–150.
467 Aejmelaeus 2007, 12.
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such as the relative pronoun 468.אׁשר According to Thackeray, διότι occurs a total of 358
times in the LXX, and nearly 70% of these are found in MP, Ezek and Jer.469 Generally, 
διότι is used as an alternative for the vastly more frequent particle ὅτι, which may be 

considered a standard equivalent of כי, and the only book in which διότι outnumbers the

use of ὅτι is MP (134 cases of διότι and 117 of ὅτι).470

Ὅτι and διότι are good semantic matches for כי when the Hebrew particle is used 
to denote a direct causal relationship between two clauses, or when it introduces an 

object clause. When כי functions as a coordinating conjunction, denoting indirect 

causality, the equivalents ὅτι and διότι are not exact semantic matches. The Greek 

particle γάρ would be a more apt equivalent in such cases, but the use of γάρ by the 
translators is very minimal due to the fact that it is a post-positive particle whose use 
would not align the sequence of equivalents with that of the Hebrew text.471 

Nevertheless, ὅτι is the most common equivalent of כי in the LXX even when it is used 
to indicate indirect causality.

The particle διότι occurs in greater proportion in Jer LXX (28 times) than it does in 
the books of the Pentateuch (16 times), and each of these occurrences is located in Jer 

a’. In 23 cases it renders the Hebrew כי, and it is used twice to render כי אםi(22:4 and 

28[51]:14) and once to render על כיi(4:28). Other instances of διότι occur in 5:4, where 
it does not have a formal equivalent in the Hebrew text, and 26(46):5, where it stands to 

represent conjunctive ְו in the Hebrew text.472 In view of all the renderings of כי, διότι is 

the most frequent alternative to the predominant equivalent ὅτι. כי occurs in Jer over 

400 times, and ca. 300 of these bear the equivalent ὅτι regardless of the syntactical 

468 For further studies on the renderings of כי in the LXX, cf. Sipilä 1999, 140–192; Aejmelaeus 2007, 11–
41 and 130–133; and Wirth 2016, 39–86.
469 Thackeray (1909, 139) counts 30 cases of διότι in Jer, 145 cases in MP and 79 cases in Ezek. 
470 Aejmelaeus 2007, 21.
471 Aejmelaeus 2007, 19. For the significance of word order regarding the LXX translators’ consideration 
of postpositive particles, cf. Soisalon-Soininen 1951, 36.
472 For a discussion on the renderings of conjunctive ְו and the place of the equivalent διότι among them, 
cf. sec. 5.2.
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function of כי. Other alternative renderings include ἀλλά, ἐάν, ὅταν and καί to render 

the various other functions of כי. Each of these occurs less than 20 times.473

The analysis is presented according to the function and position of the particle כי 
within the Hebrew clause, and it is limited to examining the alternative renderings to the
equivalent ὅτι. The purpose of the analysis is to identify the textual conditions in which 

the rendering is different from the common equivalent ὅτι. Most of the alternative 

equivalents are used to render כי when it functions as a causal conjunction connecting 

two coordinate clauses. In a few cases they render כי in a temporal or circumstantial 
subordinate clause that precedes the main clause, as a substantival that introduces a 
noun phrase, as an adversative particle and as part of oath formulas.

as a Connective Conjunction ִכי .5.3.2

The most common use of alternative equivalents to ὅτι as renderings of כי occur when 
the particle connects two coordinate clauses and signifies a causal relationship between 
the two. This occurs a total of 27 times, a majority of which are rendered by διότι (22x),

and a few of which are rendered by καί (4x) or ἰδού (1x).

On four occasions the causal relationship between the כי clause and the preceding 

main clause is direct, in which case the use of the subordinate conjunction διότι is a 

suitable equivalent of כי.

־ִאְּתָך ֲאִני ְנֻאם־ְיהָוה ְלַהִּציֶלָךִּכיְוִנְלֲחמּו ֵאֶליָך ְולֹא־יּוְכלּו ָלְך  1:19  – καὶ 
πολεμήσουσίν σε καὶ οὐ μὴ δύνωνται πρὸς σέ, διότι μετὰ σοῦ ἐγώ εἰμι τοῦ
ἐξαιρεῖσθαί σε, εἶπεν κύριος

  כֹה ָאַמר ְיהָוהִּכילֹא ַפְׁשחּור ָקָרא ְיהָוה ְׁשֶמָך ִּכי ִאם־ָמגֹור ִמָּסִביב׃  4–20:3
 Οὐχὶ Πασχωρ ἐκάλεσεν κύριος τὸ – ִהְנִני ֹנֶתְנָך ְלָמגֹור ְלָך ּוְלָכל־ֹאֲהֶביָך
ὄνομά σου, ἀλλ᾿ ἢ Μέτοικον· διότι τάδε λέγει κύριος Ἰδοὺ ἐγὼ δίδωμί σε 
εἰς μετοικίαν σὺν πᾶσι τοῖς φίλοις σου

473 The rendering ἀλλά occurs in Jer LXX 2:20, 34; 3:10; 7:23, 32; 9:23; 16:15; 19:6; 20:3; 22:17; 
23:8; 38:30; 45:4, 6; 50:3; 51:14; ἐάν occurs in Jer LXX 2:22; 3:16; 4:30(2x); 13:22; 14:12(2x); 15:2; 
22:24; 23:33; 28:53(2x); 44:10; 45:15(2x), 25; ὅταν occurs in Jer LXX 2:26; 5:19; 13:21; 16:10; 17:6, 8; 
32:14; and καί occurs in Jer LXX 2:27; 4:30(2x); 9:18; 27:11; 41:3; 42:16; 44:10, 16; 47:7.
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  ִהְנִני מֹוִׁשֲעָךִּכיְוַאָּתה ַאל־ִּתיָרא ַעְבִּדי ַיֲעקֹב ְוַאל־ֵּתַחת ִיְׂשָרֵאל  27:(46)26
 ,σὺ δὲ μὴ φοβηθῇς, δοῦλός μου Ιακωβ, μηδὲ πτοηθῇς, Ισραηλ – ֵמָרחֹוק
διότι ἰδοὺ ἐγὼ σῴζων σε μακρόθεν

Jer 20:3–4 is an etiological explanation for the name ָמגֹור ִמָּסִביב ’terror on every side.’ 

Causal כי is generally used in such cases elsewhere in the LXX, and the few times that 

διότι is the equivalent of כי in Gen happen to be etiological explanations as well (Gen 

26:22 and 29:32).474 The phrase ִּכי־ִאְּתָך ֲאִני, which is rendered five times in Jer LXX, 

bears the equivalent διότι in two instances (1:19 and 15:20). In the other cases ὅτι is 
employed (1:8; 26[46]:28 and 49[42]:11 with a plural suffix). The last example 
(26[46]:27) explains the reason for Israel to not fear their perilous disposition.

The other instances render כי in an indirect causal relationship with the preceding 

main clause. In Greek, such cases would more naturally be expressed by the particle γάρ
’for.’ Γάρ is only used twice in Jer LXX (27[50]:5 [2x]), and neither occurrence has an 

explicit Hebrew counterpart. Διότι is used as the equivalent in 18 such cases, καί in four

cases, and ίδού once.475

־ׁשֵֹקד ֲאִני ַעל־ְּדָבִרי ַלֲעׂשֹתֹוִּכיַוּיֹאֶמר ְיהָוה ֵאַלי ֵהיַטְבָּת ִלְראֹות  1:12  – καὶ 
εἶπεν κύριος πρός με Καλῶς ἑώρακας, διότι ἐγρήγορα ἐγὼ ἐπὶ τοὺς λόγους
μου τοῦ ποιῆσαι αὐτούς

  ָקָמה ַעל־ָּבֶבל ַמְחְׁשבֹות ְיהָוה ָלׂשּוםִּכיַוִּתְרַעׁש ָהָאֶרץ ַוָּתחֹל  29:(51)28
 ἐσείσθη ἡ γῆ καὶ ἐπόνεσεν, διότι – ֶאת־ֶאֶרץ ָּבֶבל ְלַׁשָּמה ֵמֵאין יֹוֵׁשב
ἐξανέστη ἐπὶ Βαβυλῶνα λογισμὸς κυρίου τοῦ θεῖναι τὴν γῆν Βαβυλῶνος 
εἰς ἀφανισμὸν καὶ μὴ κατοικεῖσθαι αὐτήν

־ָפנּו ֵאַלי עֶֹרף ְולֹא ָפִניםִּכיֹאְמִרים ָלֵעץ ָאִבי ַאָּתה ְוָלֶאֶבן ַאְּת ְיִלְדָּתנּי  2:27   – 
τῷ ξύλῳ εἶπαν ὅτι Πατήρ μου εἶ σύ, καὶ τῷ λίθῳ Σὺ ἐγέννησάς με, καὶ 
ἔστρεψαν ἐπ᾿ ἐμὲ νῶτα καὶ οὐ πρόσωπα αὐτῶν·

474 Aejmelaeus 2007, 32–33.
475 Διότι in Jer LXX Jer. 1:12, 15, 19; 2:10; 3:14, 25; 4:8, 15, 22, 28; 8:17; 15:20; 16:9; 20:4; 21:10; 
22:11; 23:12; 26:21, 27; 28:5, 29 and 33; καί in Jer LXX 2:27; 9:19(18); 41(34):3 and 42(35):16; and ἰδού
in Jer LXX 22:17.
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ִּכי )17(ָּדן ִּדין־ָעִני ְוֶאְביֹון ָאז טֹוב ֲהלֹוא־ִהיא ַהַּדַעת ֹאִתי ְנֻאם־ְיהָוה׃  17–22:16  
 ֵאין ֵעיֶניָך ְוִלְּבָך ִּכי ִאם־ַעל־ִּבְצֶעָך ְוַעל ַּדם־ַהָּנִקי ִלְׁשּפֹוְך ְוַעל־ָהעֶֹׁשק
 ·οὐκ ἔκριναν κρίσιν ταπεινῷ οὐδὲ κρίσιν πένητος – ְוַעל־ַהְּמרּוָצה ַלֲעׂשֹות׃
οὐ τοῦτό ἐστι τὸ μὴ γνῶναί σε ἐμέ; λέγει κύριος. (17) ἰδοὺ οὔκ εἰσιν οἱ 
ὀφθαλμοί σου οὐδὲ ἡ καρδία σου ἀλλ᾿ ἢ εἰς τὴν πλεονεξίαν σου καὶ εἰς τὸ 
αἷμα τὸ ἀθῷον τοῦ ἐκχέειν αὐτὸ καὶ εἰς ἀδίκημα καὶ εἰς φόνον τοῦ ποιεῖν;

In each case, כי stands as a coordinating conjunction, and therefore διότι, as a 
subordinate conjunction, does not semantically match the Hebrew syntax. The use of 
διότι formally strengthens the causal relationship between the two clauses, even if the 

content of the two clauses does not imply a strong causal connection. The use of καί in 
four cases indicates that the translator recognized the fact that there was not a strong 
causal connection between the two clauses, and that a simple connective would suffice 

to express the meaning of כי. The one case of ίδού is exceptional and unexpected. It is 
possible that it derives from a mistake, since the rendering of the previous verse (22:16) 
already attests slight differences between the MT and the LXX.

as a Subordinate Conjunction ִכי .5.3.3

Alternative equivalents to ὅτι occur a few times when כי begins a subordinate clause. 
These are mostly temporal clauses, but a few are ambiguous and may even be 
considered circumstantial (22:4 and 45[38]:15) or adversative (14:12). The equivalent 

ὅταν is used when the כי clause is unambiguously temporal, and ἐάν is used for 

temporal clauses as well as the few ambiguous cases. Καί and διότι are used once each 

to render such כי clauses as well.476

  ִיָּמֵצא ֵּכן הִֹביׁשּו ֵּבית ִיְׂשָרֵאל ֵהָּמה ַמְלֵכיֶהם ָׂשֵריֶהםִּכיְּכבֶֹׁשת ַּגָּנב  2:26
 ὡς αἰσχύνη κλέπτου ὅταν ἁλῷ, οὕτως – ְוכֲֹהֵניֶהם ּוְנִביֵאיֶהם
αἰσχυνθήσονται υἱοὶ Ισραηλ, αὐτοὶ καὶ οἱ βασιλεῖς αὐτῶν καὶ οἱ ἄρχοντες 
αὐτῶν καὶ οἱ ἱερεῖς αὐτῶν καὶ οἱ προφῆται αὐτῶν

  ַתִּגיד ָלָעם ַהֶּזה ֵאת ָּכל־ַהְּדָבִרים ָהֵאֶּלה ְוָאְמרּו ֵאֶליָך ַעל־ֶמהִּכיְוָהָיה  16:10
 καὶ ἔσται ὅταν ἀναγγείλῃς – ִדֶּבר ְיהָוה ָעֵלינּו ֵאת ָּכל־ָהָרָעה ַהְּגדֹוָלה ַהּזֹאת

476 Ὅταν in Jer LXX 2:26; 5:19; 13:21; 16:10; 17:6, 8; 32:14; ἐάν in Jer LXX 3:16; 13:22; 14:12(2x); 
15:2; 23:33; 45(38):15(2x), 25; καί in Jer LXX 44(37):16 and διότι in Jer LXX 22:4.
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τῷ λαῷ τούτῳ πάντα τὰ ῥήματα ταῦτα καὶ εἴπωσι πρὸς σέ Διὰ τί 
ἐλάλησε κύριος ἐφ᾿ ἡμᾶς πάντα τὰ κακὰ ταῦτα;

 ὅτι –  ַיֲעלּו עָֹלה ּוִמְנָחה ֵאיֶנִּני רָֹצםִכי ָיֻצמּו ֵאיֶנִּני ׁשֵֹמַע ֶאל־ִרָּנָתם ְוִּכי 14:12
ἐὰν νηστεύσωσιν, οὐκ εἰσακούσομαι τῆς δεήσεως αὐτῶν, καὶ ἐὰν 
προσενέγκωσιν ὁλοκαυτώματα καὶ θυσίας, οὐκ εὐδοκήσω ἐν αὐτοῖς

  ָבא ִיְרְמָיהּו ֶאל־ֵּבית ַהּבֹור ְוֶאל־ַהֲחֻניֹות ַוֵּיֶׁשב־ָׁשם ִיְרְמָיהּוִּכי 17–16:(37)44
 –  ַוִּיְׁשַלח ַהֶּמֶלְך ִצְדִקָּיהּו ַוִּיָּקֵחהּו ַוִּיְׁשָאֵלהּו ַהֶּמֶלְך ְּבֵביתֹו ַּבֵּסֶתר)17 (ָיִמים ַרִּבים׃

καὶ ἦλθεν Ιερεμίας εἰς οἰκίαν τοῦ λάκκου καὶ εἰς τὴν χερεθ καὶ ἐκάθισεν 
ἐκεῖ ἡμέρας πολλάς. (17) Καὶ ἀπέστειλε Σεδεκίας καὶ ἐκάλεσεν αὐτόν, καὶ 
ἠρώτα αὐτὸν ὁ βασιλεὺς κρυφαίως

The formula ְוָהָיה ִּכי (e.g. 16:10) occurs five times in Jer, and is always rendered by 

either καὶ ἔσται ὅταν or καὶ ἔσται ἐὰν.477 The ִּכי particles in 14:12 necessarily modify 
the following main clauses and can be understood either specifically as temporal or 
generally as circumstantial. The one case rendered by καί contains a long and complex 
subordinate clause that extends to the end of the verse. The main clause occurs in the 
next verse, and the translator’s choice of καί possibly indicates that he did not realize 

the temporal connection between the ִּכי clause and its main clause in the next verse. Καί

reflects the interpretation of ִּכי as a coordinating conjunction.

Introducing a Noun Phrase ִכי .5.3.4

The particle כי is used in Hebrew to introduce object clauses after verbs of saying, of 
perception and of emotion (verba dicendi, verba sentiendi and verba affectuum). In such
cases, alternative equivalents to καί are used four times in Jer LXX. Διότι is the 

equivalent once, ἐάν once, καί once and καὶ ἐάν once.478

  ַעל־ָּכל־אֹדֹות ֲאֶׁשר ִנֲאָפה ְמֻׁשָבה ִיְׂשָרֵאל ִׁשַּלְחִּתיָה ָוֶאֵּתןִּכיָוֵאֶרא  3:8
 καὶ εἶδον διότι περὶ πάντων ὧν κατελήμφθη ἐν – ֶאת־ֵסֶפר ְּכִריֻתֶתיָה ֵאֶליָה
οἷς ἐμοιχᾶτο ἡ κατοικία τοῦ Ισραηλ, καὶ ἐξαπέστειλα αὐτὴν καὶ ἔδωκα 
αὐτῇ βιβλίον ἀποστασίου εἰς τὰς χεῖρας αὐτῆς·

477 Jer LXX 3:16; 5:19; 15:2; 16:10 and 32:14(25:28).
478 Διότι in Jer LXX 3:8; ἐάν, καί and καὶ ἐάν in Jer LXX 4:30.
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־ִתְקְרִעיִּכי־ַתְעִּדי ֲעִדי־ָזָהב ִּכי־ִתְלְּבִׁשי ָׁשִני ִּכיְוַאְּתי ָׁשדּוד ַמה־ַּתֲעִׂשי  4:30  
 καὶ σὺ τί ποιήσεις, ἐὰν περιβάλῃ κόκκινον καὶ – ַבּפּוְך ֵעיַנִיְך ַלָּׁשְוא ִּתְתַיִּפי
κοσμήσῃ κόσμῳ χρυσῷ καὶ ἐὰν ἐγχρίσῃ στίβι τοὺς ὀφθαλμούς σου; εἰς 
μάτην ὁ ὡραϊσμός σου·

The first example contains a main clause with the verb of perception ראה ’to see.’ The 

 is rendered by διότι. Jer 4:30 contains כי clause expresses what is perceived, and כי

three כי clauses, all of which are objects of the preceding main clause ְוַאְּתי ָׁשדּוד 
 McKane interprets this as a rhetorical question ("what do you think you are .ַמה־ַּתֲעִׂשי

doing?")479 whose explanation is provided by the object clauses. Since the כי clauses are 

presented in succession, the use of καί to render the second and third is very insightful 
and molds the translation into smoother Greek than would a repetition of the particle 
ὅτι.

5.3.5. Adversative ִכי
The particle כי, and often the expression כי אם, is sometimes used to express adversity 
or opposition in relation to its main clause. In such cases, the main clause generally 

includes a negation.480 In Jer LXX, such כי constructions that are not rendered by ὅτι are

mostly rendered by ἀλλά (6x) or ἀλλ᾽ ἢ (10x), but a few other equivalents are attested as

well: διότι, ἐάν, καὶ ἐάν and καί once each.481

ִּכיִּכי ֵמעֹוָלם ָׁשַבְרִּתי ֻעֵּלְך ִנַּתְקִּתי מֹוְסרַֹתִיְך ַוּתֹאְמִרי לֹא ֶאֱעבֹד  2:20  
 ὅτι ἀπ᾿ αἰῶνος – ַעל־ָּכל־ִּגְבָעה ְּגבָֹהה ְוַתַחת ָּכל־ֵעץ ַרֲעָנן ַאְּת צָֹעה זָֹנה׃
συνέτριψας τὸν ζυγόν σου, διέσπασας τοὺς δεσμούς σου καὶ εἶπας Οὐ 

479 McKane 1986, 111–112. McKane suggests the deletion of ָׁשדּוד as a later interpolation based on the
fact that it does not have a representation in the Greek text and because it lacks congruence with the 
Hebrew text.

480 Aejmelaeus 1986, 200–201.

481 Ἀλλά in Jer LXX 2:20, 34; 3:10; 16:15; 22:17 and 23:8; ἀλλ᾽ ἢ in Jer LXX 7:23, 32; 9:24(23); 
19:6; 20:3; 38(31):30; 45(38):4, 6; 50(43):3 and 51(44):14; διότι 27(50):11, ἐάν in 2:22, καὶ ἐάν 
44(37):10 and καί 27(50):11.
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δουλεύσω, ἀλλὰ πορεύσομαι ἐπὶ πάντα βουνὸν ὑψηλὸν καὶ ὑποκάτω 
παντὸς ξύλου κατασκίου, ἐκεῖ διαχυθήσομαι ἐν τῇ πορνείᾳ μου.

־ְּתַכְּבִסי ַּבֶּנֶתר ְוַתְרִּבי־ָלְך ּבִֹרית ִנְכָּתם ֲעֹוֵנְך ְלָפַני ְנֻאם ֲאדָֹניִּכי ִאם 2:22  
 ἐὰν ἀποπλύνῃ ἐν νίτρῳ καὶ πληθύνῃς σεαυτῇ πόαν, κεκηλίδωσαι – ְיהִוה׃
ἐν ταῖς ἀδικίαις σου ἐναντίον ἐμοῦ, λέγει κύριος.

  ָתפּוׁשּי ְּכֶעְגָלה ָדָׁשהִּכי ַתַעְלזּי ׁשֵֹסי ַנֲחָלִתי ִּכיִּכי ִתְׂשְמחּי  12–11:(50)27
 ὅτι ηὐφραίνεσθε –  ּבֹוָׁשה ִאְּמֶכם ְמאֹד ָחְפָרה יֹוַלְדְּתֶכם)12 (ְוִתְצֲהלּי ָּכֲאִּבִרים׃

καὶ κατεκαυχᾶσθε διαρπάζοντες τὴν κληρονομίαν μου, διότι ἐσκιρτᾶτε ὡς
βοΐδια ἐν βοτάνῃ καὶ ἐκερατίζετε ὡς ταῦροι. (12) ᾐσχύνθη ἡ μήτηρ ὑμῶν 
σφόδρα

 ַוּיֹאֶמר ֲעַזְרָיה ֶבן־הֹוַׁשְעָיה ְויֹוָחָנן ֶּבן־ָקֵרַח ְוָכל־ָהֲאָנִׁשים ַהֵּזִדים 3–2:(50)43
 ֹאְמִרים ֶאל־ִיְרְמָיהּו ֶׁשֶקר ַאָּתה ְמַדֵּבר לֹא ְׁשָלֲחָך ְיהָוה ֱאֹלֵהינּו ֵלאֹמר

  ָּברּוְך ֶּבן־ֵנִרָּיה ַמִּסית ֹאְתָך ָּבנּו ְלַמַען ֵּתתִּכי )3 (לֹא־ָתבֹאּו ִמְצַרִים ָלגּור ָׁשם׃
 καὶ εἶπεν Αζαρίας – ֹאָתנּו ְבַיד־ַהַּכְׂשִּדים ְלָהִמית ֹאָתנּו ּוְלַהְגלֹות ֹאָתנּו ָּבֶבל
υἱὸς Μαασαίου καὶ Ιωαναν υἱὸς Καρηε καὶ πάντες οἱ ἄνδρες οἱ εἴπαντες 
τῷ Ιερεμίᾳ λέγοντες Ψεύδη, οὐκ ἀπέστειλέ σε κύριος πρὸς ἡμᾶς εἰπεῖν 
Μὴ εἰσέλθητε εἰς Αἴγυπτον οἰκεῖν ἐκεῖ, (3) ἀλλ᾿ ἢ Βαρουχ υἱὸς Νηρίου 
συμβάλλει σε πρὸς ἡμᾶς, ἵνα δῷς ἡμᾶς εἰς χεῖρας τῶν Χαλδαίων τοῦ 
θανατῶσαι ἡμᾶς καὶ ἀποικισθῆναι ἡμᾶς εἰς Βαβυλῶνα.

Examples 2:20 and 43(50):3 present the כי clause following a main clause with a 

negation. In 2:22 and 27(50):11, the כי clause precedes the main clauses. The כי clauses 

that are rendered by ἀλλά or ἀλλ᾽ ἢ all follow their main clauses, which indicates that 
the translator has correctly identified the relationship between the two clauses. However,

the other equivalents, διότι, ἐάν, καὶ ἐάν and καί, all render cases in which the כי clause
precedes the main clause, suggesting that the translator did not recognize the function of

.in these situations כי

as Part of Oath Formulas ִכי .5.3.6

The particle כי occurs three times in oath formulas in Jer. It is rendered once by ὅτι and 
twice by other means.

־ִיְהֶיה ָּכְנָיהּו ֶבן־ְיהֹוָיִקים ֶמֶלְך ְיהּוָדה חֹוָתםִּכי ִאםַחי־ָאִני ְנֻאם־ְיהָוה  25–22:24  
 ζῶ ἐγώ, λέγει –  ּוְנַתִּתיָך ְּבַיד ְמַבְקֵׁשי ַנְפֶׁשָך)25(ַעל־ַיד ְיִמיִני ִּכי ִמָּׁשם ֶאְּתֶקְנָּך׃ 
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κύριος, ἐὰν γενόμενος γένηται Ιεχονίας υἱὸς Ιωακιμ βασιλεὺς Ιουδα 
ἀποσφράγισμα ἐπὶ τῆς χειρὸς τῆς δεξιᾶς μου, ἐκεῖθεν ἐκσπάσω σε (25) καὶ 
παραδώσω σε εἰς χεῖρας ζητούντων τὴν ψυχήν σου

־ִמֵּלאִתיְך ָאָדם ַּכֶּיֶלק ְוָענּו ָעַלִיְךִּכי ִאםִנְׁשַּבע ְיהָוה ְצָבאֹות ְּבַנְפׁשֹו  14:(51)28  
 ὅτι ὤμοσε κύριος κατὰ τοῦ βραχίονος αὐτοῦ Διότι πληρώσω σε – ֵהיָדד
ἀνθρώπων ὡσεὶ ἀκρίδων, καὶ φθέγξονται ἐπὶ σὲ οἱ καταβαίνοντες.

־ְלַׁשָּמה ְלֶחְרָּפה ְלחֶֹרב ְוִלְקָלָלהִּכיִּכי ִבי ִנְׁשַּבְעִּתי ְנֻאם־ְיהָוה  (49:13)29:14  
 ,ὅτι κατ᾿ ἐμαυτοῦ ὤμοσα – ִּתְהֶיה ָבְצָרה ְוָכל־ָעֶריָה ִתְהֶייָנה ְלָחְרבֹות עֹוָלם׃
λέγει κύριος, ὅτι εἰς ἄβατον καὶ εἰς ὀνειδισμὸν καὶ εἰς κατάρασιν ἔσῃ ἐν 
μέσῳ αὐτῆς, καὶ πᾶσαι αἱ πόλεις αὐτῆς ἔσονται ἔρημοι εἰς αἰῶνα.

The use of ִאם in the formula has most likely triggered the rendering ἐὰν in 22:24, but 

the same did not occur in 28(51):14.482 The common rendering ὅτι is used in 

29:14(49:13), which reflects the rendering of כי as part of oath formulas elsewhere in 
the LXX, e.g. 1 Sam.483

5.3.7. Conclusions

The Greek ὅτι renders the Hebrew particle כי a total of 304 times in Jer LXX,484 and 
alternative equivalents are used in 71 instances. Most of these alternatives are employed 

when כי connects two coordinate clauses that form an indirect causal relationship. In 

such cases the equivalent διότι is used 22 times, καί four times and ἰδού once. Temporal 
or circumstantial subordinate clauses receive alternative renderings in 18 cases, ten of 

which consist of ἐάν, seven of ὅταν and one case of καί. The adversative function of כי 

is rendered six times by ἀλλά, ten times by ἀλλ᾽ ἢ, and once each by διότι, ἐάν, καὶ ἐάν 

and καί. כי introducing a noun phrase is rendered four times by either διότι, ἐάν or καί, 

482 For the use of כי in the oath formula, cf. Conklin 2011, 46–59. For Conklin's analysis of the oath 
formula in Jer 28(51):14, cf. Conklin 2011, 74–75.

483 Cf. Wirth 2016, 54–58.
484 Of the 339 occurrences of ὅτι in Jer LXX, 26 do not have a represenatation in the MT: Jer LXX 

1:8; 2:27; 3:19; 6:9; 7:4; 8:8; 12:14; 13:27; 14:7, 14; 23:16; 26:19(2x); 27:5; 30:17(3°); 37:9, 19; 38:3; 
44:27; 45:3; 48:3; 49:21; 50:26, 33, 46 and 51:14; and nine render other words: Jer LXX 8:3, 4, 9; 11:17; 
12:1; 20:17; 30(37):23; 31(38):32 and 46(26):5. 
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and כי as part of the oath formula is rendered by ἐάν once and by διότι once, as opposed

to being rendered one time by ὅτι as well.

The total renderings of כי are divided quite equally between Jer a’ and Jer b’, but 

the use of ὅτι is more pronounced in Jer b’ than it is in Jer a’. Only 13 cases of 
alternative renderings occur in Jer b’ compared to 58 in Jer a’. In particular, only the 

adversative כי and the temporal or circumstantial use of כי introducing subordinate 
clauses are the functions which persist to be rendered by alternative equivalents in Jer 

b’.485 Alternative renderings of כי connecting two coordinate clauses do not occur, save 

for two cases of καί (41[34]:3 and 42[35]:16).

The translation in Jer a’ portrays a character that is more conducive to departure 

from the consistent use of ὅτι to render כי than is evident in Jer b’. Though the 

adversative uses of כי and the temporal and circumstantial uses of כי that initiate 
subordinate clauses continue to be occasionally rendered by more natural Greek 
equivalents than ὅτι in Jer b’, the near complete lack of alternatives to ὅτι as renderings 

of the use of כי to connect coordinate clauses bespeaks of the intentional elimination of 

such renderings. The translator of Jer a’ who employs διότι 22 times to render the 

particle כי as a connective conjunction would most likely continue using it on occasion 

in Jer b’, but not a single case of διότι occurs in Jer b’. The most plausible explanation 

for this is that a reviser has consistently changed such renderings to ὅτι in order to 
preserve both the Hebrew word order and consistency in his equivalents.

In addition, the use of διότι sets Jer a’ apart from a majority of books in the LXX 
since its use is very rare in most of the LXX. Only Ezek (75 times) and MP (157 
times)486 use the particle more often than Jer a’. It occurs 18 times in Is and six times in 
Deut, but in each of the other translated books it occurs no more than four times. The 
absence of διότι as an alternative equivalent to ὅτι in Jer b’ serves to differentiate the 
translation character between Jer a’ and Jer b’.

485 Adversative כי in Jer LXX 38(31):30; 44(37):10; 45(38):4, 6; 50(43):3 and 51(44):14; temporal or 
circumstantial use of כי in Jer LXX 32:14(25:28); 44(37):16; 45(38):15(2x) and 25.

486 These two figures are based on Thackeray's calculations in Thackeray 1909, 139.
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ִלְפֵני .5.4
Thackeray does not mention the renderings of לפני as evidence for bisectioning Jer 
LXX, but Tov appeals to them in support of his theory of revision. He categorizes the 

renderings of לפני as stereotyped renderings preferred by Jer b’ over against non-

stereotyped renderings used in Jer a’. In Jer b’, the predominant equivalent is κατὰ 
πρόσωπον (17 out of 22 renderings), and Tov notes that this equivalent represents both 

components of לפני, that is, the preposition ְל and the noun פנים ’face.’ Tov goes on to 

surmise that, for לפני as well as for the semipreposition בעיני ’in my mind,’ Jer b’ 

substitutes the equivalent ἐναντίον, used in Jer a’, for other equivalents.487 Soderlund 

points out that, though Jer b’ employs the more literal rendering κατὰ πρόσωπον to a 

greater degree than Jer a’, the literal renderings (κατὰ πρόσωπον and πρὸ προσώπου) 

outnumber the more natural Greek renderings (ἐνώπιον and ἐναντίον) by a ratio of 9:7 
even in Jer a’. Therefor, he claims, the literal renderings in Jer b’ should not be 
interpreted as the workings of a reviser that is more literally minded than the hand in Jer
a’.488

 is the most common semipreposition in the Hebrew Bible. According to ִלְפֵני

Sollamo, it occurs 1025 times.489 ִלְפֵני can denote four types of meaning which specify 
the relationship between a verb and a noun: local, temporal, referential and 
comparative.490 The local and temporal meanings are the most common. Referential 
cases denote pre-eminence, or an order of precedence, among two or more entities.491

In the LXX, ִלְפֵני is rendered by a large variety of equivalents. Ἐνώπιον (218 

times), ἐναντίον (181 times) and ἔναντι (153 times) are the most frequent ones. 

Ἐναντίον and ἔναντι are the most common renderings in the Pentateuch, and ἐνώπιον is
the most common in most of the historical books. These equivalents are followed in 

487 Tov 1976, 59.
488 Soderlund 1985, 180.
489 Sollamo 1979, 13.
490 Waltke and O'Connor 1990, 221.
491 Sollamo 1979, 16.
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frequency by ἔμπροσθεν (80 times), the occurrences of which are more or less scattered 
throughout different books. The more literal translations, which employ the noun 
προσώπον, are also fairly common, particularly πρὸ προσώπου (67 times) and κατὰ 
πρόσωπον (65 times). The other equivalents do not occur more than 30 times in the 
LXX.492

In Jer LXX, the most common equivalent of ִלְפֵני is κατὰ πρόσωπον, which renders

half of the 43 occurrences of ִלְפֵני in the book. The other equivalents are not so frequent.

Ἐναντίον is used six times, πρὸ προσώπου four times and πρότερος / πρότερον three 
times. The following chart displays the distribution of the equivalents in Jer a’ and Jer 
b’.

Jer a’ Jer b’ Total

ἐνώπιον 1 – 1

ἐναντίον 6 – 6

πρὸ προσώπου 4 – 4

κατὰ πρόσωπον 5 17 22

εἴς πρόσωπον – 1 1

πρότερος / προτέρω – 3 3

Total 16 21 37
Table 8. Renderings of ִלְפֵני in Jer a’ and Jer b’.493

Ἐνώπιον

The Greek improper preposition ἐνώπιον occurs with the genitive case and it signifies 
“in front of” or “in the presence of". It occurs in contemporary koine texts, but not in the
same frequency as in the LXX. Sollamo argues that the word should not, therefore, be 
considered a hebraism.494 In contemporary Koine texts, the Ptolemaic papyri in 
particular, ἐνώπιον occurs as a preposition only six times, and it is normatively used in a

492 Figures refer to those calculated by Sollamo (1979, 13).

493 One case of the equivalence לפני - κατ᾽ ὀφθαλμούς occurs in Jer 45(38):26, but it most likely reflects 
a variant Vorlage. For discussion on this case, cf. below.
494 Sollamo 1975, 773–782.
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local meaning with reference to living beings.495 Reference to inanimate objects is 
exceptional and occurs rarely in the LXX.496 In the LXX as a whole, ἐνώπιον is the most

common rendering of לפני, but it is the preferred equivalent mainly in Judg, 1–4 Rgns, 2

Esdr and Ps. Contrary to the Hebrew לפני, the term cannot be used temporally in the 

Greek language. In Jer, only one case of לפני is rendered by ἐνώπιον:

Jer 7:10  ַּבַּבִית ַהֶּזה ֲאֶׁשר ִנְקָרא־ְׁשִמי ָעָליוְלָפַניּוָבאֶתם ַוֲעַמְדֶּתם  – καὶ ἤλθετε
καὶ ἔστητε ἐνώπιον ἐμοῦ ἐν τῷ οἴκῳ, οὗ ἐπικέκληται τὸ ὄνομά μου ἐπ᾿ 
αὐτῷ

The case in Jer 7:10 is local in meaning, which conforms to the general use of ἐνώπιον 
in the LXX.497 Sollamo discusses the use of ἐνώπιον in other texts in connection with 

the verb παρίστημι, which denotes the servitude of the subject. This use may be 
considered a hebraism since the expression is not found in koine texts.498 A similar 
meaning can be attributed to ἔστητε ἐνώπιον in this case, which is used as the rendering

of עמד לפני twelve times in the LXX.499 עמד לפני is rendered by other means 

elsewhere in both Jer a’ and Jer b’: πρὸ προσώπου in 15:1 and κατὰ πρόσωπον in 18:20,
24:1, 27(50):44 and 29:20(49:19).

Ἐναντίον

Ἐναντίον is similar to ἐνώπιον, except that it has the additional meaning “against,” 
which is usually expressed with a subsequent dative form. Most of the occurrences are 
followed by a genitive and signify “in front of” or “in the presence of.” Ἐναντίον is 

used more broadly in ancient Greek literature than ἐνώπιον. As an adverb, it is found 
already in Homer, retaining both meanings, but in the classical period a distinction can 

495 Sollamo 1979, 311–312.
496 Sollamo 1979, 18–20.
497 Sollamo 1975, 778.
498 Sollamo 1975, 778 and 1979, 19 (referring in particular to the cases of Judg 20:28 and 1 Rg 16:22).
499 Sollamo 1979, 59.
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be detected between its prepositional use, with the meaning “in front of” or “in the 
presence of,” and its adjectival use, with the meaning “against” or “contrary to."500 

In the LXX, ἐναντίον is used to render לפני in 181 cases, and the similar ἔναντι in 

153 cases. Ἐναντίον and ἔναντι are the preferred renderings in each book of the 
Pentateuch, in Josh and in 1 and 2 Chron, and they occur outside this group of books 
only occasionally.501 In Jer, there are no cases of ἔναντι, and ἐναντίον is found six times 

as an equivalent of לפני, all in Jer a’.

Jer 2:22  ְנֻאם ֲאדָֹניְלָפַניִּכי ִאם־ְּתַכְּבִסי ַּבֶּנֶתר ְוַתְרִּבי־ָלְך ּבִֹרית ִנְכָּתם ֲעֹוֵנְך  
ἐὰν ἀποπλύνῃ ἐν νίτρῳ καὶ πληθύνῃς σεαυτῇ πόαν, κεκηλίδωσαι ἐν – ְיהִוה
ταῖς ἀδικίαις σου ἐναντίον ἐμοῦ, λέγει κύριος

Jer 1:17 ְוִדַּבְרָּת ֲאֵליֶהם ֵאת ָּכל־ֲאֶׁשר ָאֹנִכי ֲאַצֶּוָּך ַאל־ֵּתַחת ִמְּפֵניֶהם ֶּפן־ֲאִחְּתָך
 καὶ εἶπον πάντα, ὅσα ἂν ἐντείλωμαί σοι· μὴ φοβηθῇς ἀπὸ – ִלְפֵניֶהם
προσώπου αὐτῶν μηδὲ πτοηθῇς ἐναντίον αὐτῶν, ὅτι μετὰ σοῦ ἐγώ εἰμι 
τοῦ ἐξαιρεῖσθαί σε, λέγει κύριος502

Jer 19:7  ִלְפֵניּוַבּקִֹתי ֶאת־ֲעַצת ְיהּוָדה ִוירּוָׁשַלםִ ַּבָּמקֹום ַהֶּזה ְוִהַּפְלִּתים ַּבֶחֶרב  
 καὶ σφάξω τὴν βουλὴν Ιουδα καὶ τὴν βουλὴν Ιερουσαλημ ἐν τῷ – אְֹיֵביֶהם
τόπῳ τούτῳ καὶ καταβαλῶ αὐτοὺς ἐν μαχαίρᾳ ἐναντίον τῶν ἐχθρῶν 
αὐτῶν

All of the cases in Jer are local or metaphorically local in meaning. On three occasions 

the object of the equivalence לפני - ἐναντίον is enemies (15:9, 19:7 and 25:17[49:37]). 
Twice these refer to YHWH surrendering Judah and Jerusalem to the sword of their 

500 Sollamo 1979, 313. For examples of the use of ἐναντίον in koine Greek texts, cf. Sollamo 1979, 313f..
501 Sollamo 1979, 14–15.

502  Jer 1:17 attests a variant text, the LXX μηδὲ πτοηθῇς ἐναντίον αὐτῶν for the MT ֶּפן־ֲאִחְּתָך ִלְפֵניֶהם. 
The LXX μηδὲ rather reflects the Hebrew reading ואל instead of פן, as μηδὲ elsewhere nearly always 
renders אל or ואל. Another textual variant in the verse is the LXX μὴ φοβηθῇς ἀπὸ προσώπου αὐτῶν for
the MT ַאל־ֵּתַחת ִמְּפֵניֶהם. McKane (1986, 22) argues for the priority of the MT, suggesting that the LXX 
reading has replaced the more unusual element of threat in the text by adopting the commonly occurring 
phrases μὴ φοβηθῇς ἀπὸ προσώπου αὐτῶν and ὅτι μετὰ σοῦ ἐγώ εἰμι τοῦ ἐξαιρεῖσθαί σε, λέγει κύριος
at the end from verses 1:8 and 1:19 respectively. Ziegler (1958, 88–89) and Janzen (1973, 30 and 96) 
argue for the priority of the LXX reading by appealing to the structure of parallelism in the LXX text. 
Ziegler suggests the often occurring "doppelgliedrige Beruhigungsformel" אל תירא ... ואל תחת is the 
original reading, and that the double occurrence of the verb חתת is not original.
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enemies (15:9 and 19:7). The third occasion is part of the oracle against Elam, in which 
Elam is to become terrified before her enemies ( ׂ25:17]49:37[ ). In Jer 2:22 and 18:23, 

the object of the equivalence לפני - ἐναντίον is YHWH, and in 1:17 it is the people to 
whom YHWH is sending the prophet Jeremiah.

Πρὸ προσώπου

The preposition πρό, which occurs with the genitive case, can be temporal or local, and 
bears the meaning “prior to” or “in front of". The temporal usage is much more common
than the local usage, both within the LXX and in contemporary Greek literature. The 

phrase as a whole, πρὸ προσώπου, is confined to the LXX, where it translates לפניi67 
times. It is not found in any other Greek source, which has led to its classification as a 
hebraism.503 It is not the dominant equivalent in any particular book, save for MP, where

it renders 59,3% of the occurrences of 504.לפני In Jer, this equivalence is found four 
times, all in Jer a’.

Jer 15:19  ַּתֲעֹמדְלָפַניָלֵכן ּכֹה־ָאַמר ְיהָוה ִאם־ָּתׁשּוב ַוֲאִׁשיְבָך  – διὰ τοῦτο 
τάδε λέγει κύριος Ἐὰν ἐπιστρέψῃς, καὶ ἀποκαταστήσω σε, καὶ πρὸ 
προσώπου μου στήσῃ

Jer 21:8  ֶאת־ֶּדֶרְךִלְפֵניֶכםְוֶאל־ָהָעם ַהֶּזה ּתֹאַמר ּכֹה ָאַמר ְיהָוה ִהְנִני ֹנֵתן  
 καὶ πρὸς τὸν λαὸν τοῦτον ἐρεῖς Τάδε λέγει κύριος – ַהַחִּיים ְוֶאת־ֶּדֶרְך ַהָּמֶות
Ἰδοὺ ἐγὼ δέδωκα πρὸ προσώπου ὑμῶν τὴν ὁδὸν τῆς ζωῆς καὶ τὴν ὁδὸν τοῦ
θανάτου

The four cases of the equivalence לפני - πρὸ προσώπου are local in Jer. In 15:1 and 19, 

they modify the verb ἵστημι “to stand", refering to standing before YHWH in both 

cases. In Jer 9:13(12) and 21:8, they follow the verb δίδωμι, referring to inanimate 
objects given by YHWH.

Κατὰ πρόσωπον

The Greek expression κατὰ πρόσωπον can function as a preposition followed by a 
genitive, or rarely a dative, but it can function independently as well when the context 

503 Thackeray 1909, 42–44; Sollamo 1979, 14, 30–31, 323 and 328.
504 Sollamo 1979, 14–15.
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elucidates whose “face” is in question. It is a common expression in hellenistic and pre-
hellenistic Greek literature,505 and generally carries a local meaning “in front of” or “in 
person,” occasionally taking a nuance of defiance.

In the LXX, κατὰ πρόσωπον occurs 65 times as a translation of לפני. It mainly 
refers to living beings, but it is also used with reference to inanimate objects. Only one 
occurence of its independent use has been identified by Sollamo, though the reading has

variants in several manuscripts. The equivalence לפני - κατὰ πρόσωπον is found in over

half of the books of the LXX, but it is the predominant rendering of לפני only in Jer.506 

In Jer, there is only one occurrence of לפני that makes reference to an inanimate object 
(24:1). The other 21 cases refer either to YHWH or to human beings.

Jer 24:1  ֵהיַכל ְיהָוהִלְפֵניִהְרַאִני ְיהָוה ְוִהֵּנה ְׁשֵני ּדּוָדֵאי ְתֵאִנים מּוָעִדים  – 
Ἔδειξέ μοι κύριος δύο καλάθους σύκων κειμένους κατὰ πρόσωπον ναοῦ 
κυρίου

Jer 27(50):44  ְלָפָניִּכי ִמי ָכמֹוִני ּוִמי יֹוִעֶדִּני ּוִמי־ֶזה רֶֹעה ֲאֶׁשר ַיֲעֹמד  – ὅτι τίς 
ὥσπερ ἐγώ; καὶ τίς ἀντιστήσεταί μοι; καὶ τίς οὗτος ποιμήν, ὃς στήσεται 
κατὰ πρόσωπόν μου

Jer 38:37(31:36) ִאם־ָיֻמׁשּו ַהֻחִּקים ָהֵאֶּלה ִמְּלָפַני ְנֻאם־ְיהָוה ַּגם ֶזַרע ִיְׂשָרֵאל 
 Ἐὰν παύσωνται οἱ νόμοι οὗτοι ἀπὸ –  ָּכל־ַהָּיִמיםְלָפַניִיְׁשְּבתּו ִמְהיֹות ּגֹוי 

προσώπου μου, φησὶ κύριος, καὶ τὸ γένος Ισραηλ παύσεται γενέσθαι ἔθνος
κατὰ πρόσωπόν μου πάσας τὰς ἡμέρας

Jer 42(35):5  ְּבֵני ֵבית־ָהֵרָכִבים ְּגִבִעים ְמֵלִאים ַיִין ְוכֹסֹות ָוֹאַמרִלְפֵניָוֶאֵּתן  
 καὶ ἔδωκα κατὰ πρόσωπον αὐτῶν κεράμιον οἴνου καὶ – ֲאֵליֶהם ְׁשתּו־ָיִין
ποτήρια καὶ εἶπα Πίετε οἶνον

Jer 44(37):20  ְלָפֶניָךְוַעָּתה ְׁשַמע־ָנא ֲאדִֹני ַהֶּמֶלְך ִּתָּפל־ָנא ְתִחָּנִתי  – καὶ νῦν, 
κύριε βασιλεῦ, πεσέτω τὸ ἔλεός μου κατὰ πρόσωπόν σου

The examples give a fair overview of the cases in which the equivalence לפני - κατὰ 

πρόσωπον is used. Jer 24:1 is the only instance where לפני refers to an object, that being
the temple of YHWH. Jer 27(50):44 and 38:37(31:36) reference YHWH in the first 

505 Sollamo 1979, 325–327.
506 Sollamo 1979, 14–15 and 31–32.
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person with a metaphorically local meaning. Jer 42(35):5 depicts a situation in which 
objects (a bottle of wine and cups) are physically placed in front of the referent (the 
Rechabites), and 44(37):20 states Jeremiah’s petition to king Zedekiah that he would 
consider his plea.

The equivalent κατὰ πρόσωπον is the only equivalent that is used both in Jer a’ and 
in Jer b’. Five occurrences are in Jer a’, including the one case that refers to an object 
(24:1). The other four refer to YHWH (two times) and to human beings (two times). The
17 cases in Jer b’ refer to YHWH (eigth times) and to human beings (nine times). In this
regard, neither section can be said to avoid anthropomorphisms with reference to 
YHWH. The idiom “to stand before YHWH” is rendered twice by πρὸ προσώπου (15:1 

and 19) and twice by κατὰ πρόσωπον in Jer a’, and it is rendered eight times by κατὰ 
πρόσωπον in Jer b’. Jer a’ employs the anti-anthropomorphic ἐναντίον only twice with 
reference to YHWH (2:22 and 18:23).

Πρότερος / Προτέρω

Πρότερος functions as an adjective and προτέρω as an adverb in Greek texts 
contemporary to the LXX, and these words are mostly temporal in nature. They are 
fairly common in early Koine texts. In the LXX, they are not very common equivalents 

of לפני, occurring only 18 times.507 There are only three occurrences of πρότερος / 

προτέρω that render לפני in Jer, and all three are temporal in nature:

Jer 35(28):8  ִמן־ָהעֹוָלםּוְלָפֶניָך ְלָפַניַהְּנִביִאים ֲאֶׁשר ָהיּו  – Οἱ προφῆται οἱ 
γεγονότες πρότεροί μου καὶ πρότεροι ὑμῶν ἀπὸ τοῦ αἰῶνος

Jer 41(34):5 ְּבָׁשלֹום ָּתמּות ּוְכִמְׂשְרפֹות ֲאבֹוֶתיָך ַהְּמָלִכים ָהִראׁשִֹנים ֲאֶׁשר־ָהיּו 
 Ἐν εἰρήνῃ ἀποθανῇ, καὶ ὡς ἔκλαυσαν τοὺς πατέρας –  ֵּכן ִיְׂשְרפּו־ָלְךְלָפֶניָך

σου τοὺς βασιλεύσαντας πρότερόν σου, κλαύσονται καὶ σὲ

These cases conform to the general use of πρότερος / προτέρω in contemporary Greek 
literature. Both texts refer to people who have lived in a prior time, prophets in Jer 35 
and kings in Jer 41. The referent is either the speaker himself (35[28]:8 1°) or the 

507 Sollamo 1979, 14–15, 36–37 and 324.
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audience (35[28]:8 2°508 and 41[34]:5). All three occurrences are in Jer b’, and there are 
no other temporal cases in Jer.

Other Renderings

Two other renderings of לפני are used in Jer. Εἰς πρόσωπον is similar to other Greek 

equivalents that use the noun πρόσωπον. It is a rare equivalent of לפני in the LXX, 

occuring only twice in total: once in Jer and once in Ezek. The expression τινὶ είς 
πρόσωπον is attested twice in classical and contemporary Koine texts, once each in 
Euripides and in Aristeas. In the LXX, it may be considered a synonym of the 
expression κατὰ πρόσωπον.509

Jer 30(49):5 ִהְנִני ֵמִביא ָעַלִיְך ַּפַחד ְנֻאם־ֲאדָֹני ְיהִוה ְצָבאֹות ִמָּכל־ְסִביָבִיְך 
 ἰδοὺ ἐγὼ φέρω φόβον ἐπὶ σέ, εἶπε –  ְוֵאין ְמַקֵּבץ ַלּנֵֹדדְלָפָניוְוִנַּדְחֶּתם ִאיׁש 

κύριος, ἀπὸ πάσης τῆς περιοίκου σου, καὶ διασπαρήσεσθε ἕκαστος εἰς 
πρόσωπον αὐτοῦ, καὶ οὐκ ἔσται ὁ συνάγων

The Greek preposition εἰς is a common equivalent of the Hebrew preposition ְל, which 

may suggest this is a very close rendering of the Hebrew. However, εἰς is also a 

common marker of the indirect object in conjuction with the verb διασπείρω, which is 
used to indicate the destination of dispersion. The Hebrew expression seems difficult, 

and it is possible that the translator interpreted ְל as an indication of destination here. 

The other equivalents that the translator uses to render לפני would have conveyed a 
different, if not an even more complicated, meaning. The same Greek expression is used

508 There is a textual difference between the MT and the LXX regarding the referent in 35(28):8 2°. The 
MT has the singular pronominal suffix ָך- while the LXX has the plural pronoun ὑμῶν. This difference 
also occurs in the previous verse, where the prophet Jeremiah is again referencing the prophet Hananiah 
(MT) or the people in the temple precincts (LXX). In 35(28):7, the MT reading is also supported by the L 
group. The question is whether Jeremiah is addressing his answer solely to Hananiah or to the whole 
crowd that is listening, as mentioned in 35(28):1. A change from the plural form to the singular seems to 
be the most straightforwards explanation of change. The dialogue between the two prophets is not as 
clearly defined if one of the participants keeps addressing the crowd instead of his opponent. A change to 
the singular form gives the dialogue more focus on the debate between the two characters. A haplographic
error מ  A change from .ולפניך מן־העולם to ולפניכם מן־העולם is also possible in the second case, from מ
the singular to the plural form is not as easily explained, since the singular form fits the context much 
better.
509 Sollamo 1979, 32 and 328.
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once in Jer a’, 18:17  אֹוֵיבִלְפֵניְּכרּוַח־ָקִדים ֲאִפיֵצם  – ὡς ἄνεμον καύσωνα διασπερῶ 
αὐτοὺς κατὰ πρόσωπον ἐχθρῶν αὐτῶν, except with the preposition κατά instead of εἰς.

The Greek equivalent κατ᾿ ὀφθαλμοὺς is found as the Greek counterpart of לפני 
only on one occasion in the whole LXX: Jer 45(38):26. Otherwise, this equivalent is 

exclusively used to render semiprepositions built on the noun עינים, for example לעיני 

and 510.בעיני This raises the possibility that the Vorlage of Jer LXX 45:26 had either of 

these instead of לפני. Only the L´ group attest the variant κατα προσωπον.

Jer 45(38):26  ַהֶּמֶלְך ְלִבְלִּתי ֲהִׁשיֵבִניִלְפֵניְוָאַמְרָּת ֲאֵליֶהם ַמִּפיל־ֲאִני ְתִחָּנִתי  
 ᾿καὶ ἐρεῖς αὐτοῖς Ῥίπτω ἐγὼ τὸ ἔλεός μου κατ – ֵּבית ְיהֹוָנָתן ָלמּות ָׁשם
ὀφθαλμοὺς τοῦ βασιλέως πρὸς τὸ μὴ ἀποστρέψαι με εἰς οἰκίαν Ιωναθαν 
ἀποθανεῖν ἐκεῖ

The expression הפיל תחנה לפני “may (my) plea of mercy come before (you)” only 

occurs in the latter half of Jeremiah, and it is otherwise always rendered with κατὰ 

πρόσωπον (43[36]:7, 44[37]:20 and 49[42]:2). The expression never occurs with לעיני 

or בעיני instead of לפני. If the LXX Vorlage contained לעיני or בעיני, it would likely be 

a corruption of the common phrase הפיל תחנה לפני. The L’ reading κατα προσωπον 
would then be a secondary correction in the Greek text from κατ᾿ ὀφθαλμοὺς towards 
the MT. In this scenario, though L’ has a secondary reading in the Greek mss, it reflects 
the more original Hebrew form of the expression.

Distribution between Jer a’ and Jer b’

There is a clear difference when the equivalents of לפני in Jer a’ are compared to those 

in Jer b’, as is evident from table 8. above. Jer a’ has a total of 16 occurrences of לפני, 

and they are rendered by four different equivalents: ἐναντίον (6 times), πρὸ προσώπου 

(4 times), κατὰ πρόσωπον (5 times), and ἐνώπιον. Jer b’, on the other hand, renders 17 

cases of לפני that are translated by κατὰ πρόσωπον. Other used equivalents are 

πρότερος / προτέρω (3 times) and εἰς πρόσωπον (once).

510 For a presentation on the renderings of בעיני, cf. sec. 5.5.
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The equivalents ἐνώπιον, πρὸ προσώπου and κατὰ πρόσωπον are not striclty used 

in a systematic way in Jer a’. All three are used to render cases of לפני in a 

metaphorically local sense in conjunction with the verb עמד ’to stand,’ and in each case 

the referent of לפני is YHWH.511

Jer 15:1  ֵאין ַנְפִׁשי ֶאל־ָהָעםְלָפַניַוּיֹאֶמר ְיהָוה ֵאַלי ִאם־ַיֲעֹמד ֹמֶׁשה ּוְׁשמּוֵאל  
 Καὶ εἶπε κύριος πρός με Ἐὰν στῇ Μωυσῆς καὶ Σαμουηλ πρὸ – ַהֶּזה
προσώπου μου, οὐκ ἔστιν ἡ ψυχή μου πρὸς αὐτούς

Nevertheless, a partial reservation of equivalents is detectable from the other cases of 

 refers to physical entities in close proximity to לפני The only two times in which .לפני

one another are both rendered by κατὰ πρόσωπον.512

Jer 27(50):8  ־צֹאןִלְפֵניֻנדּו ִמּתֹוְך ָּבֶבל ּוֵמֶאֶרץ ַּכְׂשִּדים יֵצאּו ִוְהיּו ְּכַעּתּוִדים  – 
ἀπαλλοτριώθητε ἐκ μέσου Βαβυλῶνος καὶ ἀπὸ γῆς Χαλδαίων καὶ 
ἐξέλθατε καὶ γένεσθε ὥσπερ δράκοντες κατὰ πρόσωπον προβάτων

When לפני occurs as an indirect object of the verb נתן ’to give’ (twice), and therefore 

indicates the recipient, the equivalent πρὸ προσώπον is used.513

Jer 9:13(12)  ְולֹא־ָׁשְמעּוִלְפֵניֶהםַוּיֹאֶמר ְיהָוה ַעל־ָעְזָבם ֶאת־ּתֹוָרִתי ֲאֶׁשר ָנַתִּתי 
καὶ εἶπε κύριος πρός με Διὰ τὸ ἐγκαταλιπεῖν αὐτοὺς – ְבקֹוִלי ְולֹא־ָהְלכּו ָבּה
τὸν νόμον μου, ὃν ἔδωκα πρὸ προσώπου αὐτῶν, καὶ οὐκ ἤκουσαν τῆς 
φωνῆς μου

Jer a’ presents a picture in which לפני as a local expression indicating presence in front 
of the referent is rendered by the Greek expressions which are more hebraistic than the 
natural Greek terms ἐνώπιον and ἐναντίον, which are used for metaphorically local uses 

of לפני.

Ἐναντίον is mostly reserved to render cases of לפני in which the referent is an 
adversarial entity, whether that be the enemies of Judah and Jerusalem, of Elam, or of 

511 For additional examples, cf. Jer 7:10 (ἐνώπιον), 15:19 (πρὸ προσώπου) and 27(50):44 (κατὰ 
πρόσωπον) above.
512 Cf. also Jer 24:1 above.
513 Cf. also example 21:8 on p. 176.
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the prophet Jeremiah. Only one such case is exceptionally rendered by κατὰ πρόσωπον 
(18:17).514

Jer 25:17(49:37)  אְֹיֵביֶהם ְוִלְפֵני ְמַבְקֵׁשי ַנְפָׁשםִלְפֵניְוַהְחַּתִּתי ֶאת־ֵעיָלם  – καὶ 
πτοήσω αὐτοὺς ἐναντίον τῶν ἐχθρῶν αὐτῶν τῶν ζητούντων τὴν ψυχὴν 
αὐτῶν515

In addition, two cases (2:22 and 18:23) of ἐναντίον render לפני with reference to 
YHWH.

The distribution between the idiomatic Greek equivalents ἐνώπιον and ἐναντίον and

the more literal equivalents κατὰ πρόσωπον and πρὸ προσώπον is uneven. Ἐναντίον 
occurs once in each of the chapters 15, 18, 19 and 25, while κατὰ πρόσωπον or πρὸ 
προσώπον occur twice in each of the chapters 15, 18 and 27, and once in each of the 
chapters 21 and 24. Though the use of the more literal equivalents slightly increases in 
comparison to that of the more natural Greek expressions, the Greek idiom is used 
throughout in most of Jer a’. The absence of ἐνώπιον and ἐναντίον in Jer b’ is no less 
stark in comparison to Jer a’ despite the fact that the two equivalents do not occur in Jer 
LXX 26–28. In conjunction with the other significant differences between Jer a’ and Jer 
b’ it is implausible to argue that the translator gradually changed his choice of 
equivalent, and that he achieved consistency only at or around Jer LXX 28 and 29.

In Jer b’, on the other hand, the equivalent κατὰ προσώπον is pervasive, and there 

are no cases of ἐναντίον, ἐνώπιον or πρὸ προσώπου. The only other renderings are 

514 Cf. also 1:17 and 19:7 above.
515 Jer 25:17(49:37) includes two occurrences of לפני, the second of which does not have an equivalent in 
Jer LXX. The reason for this minus in the LXX in uncertain. The LXX reading implies that the participal 
phrase ְמַבְקֵׁשי ַנְפָׁשם qualifies אְֹיֵביֶהם directly, a reading which is not semantically or grammatically 
problematic. The translator of Jeremiah is known to be isomorphic in his renderings, thus it is unlikely 
that he would have purposefully left out an equivalent of a Hebrew word. A haplographic mistake αὐτῶν 
1° τῶν 2° would be possible. However, the oracle against Edom is found in the OAN section of 
Jeremiah, whose location and arrangement in Jer MT and Jer LXX greatly differ from each other. The MT
text evinces heavy editing in comparison to the LXX, especially in the case of the oracle against Edom. In
light of this, it is plausible to argue that the textual difference in Jer 25:17(49:37) is an addition in the MT.
Janzen (1973, 41–42) argues that the second occurence of לפני has been "filled out from the preceding 
phrase."
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πρότερος / προτέρω and είς πρόσωπον. Πρότερος or προτέρω is used in the only three 

cases in which לפני is temporal in function, referring to people from a previous time.516

Jer 35(28):8  ִמן־ָהעֹוָלםּוְלָפֶניָך ְלָפַניַהְּנִביִאים ֲאֶׁשר ָהיּו  – Οἱ προφῆται οἱ 
γεγονότες πρότεροί μου καὶ πρότεροι ὑμῶν ἀπὸ τοῦ αἰῶνος

The prepositional phrase είς πρόσωπον is employed to mark the destination of 

dispertion (διασπείρω) in 30(49):5. Κατ᾽ ὀφθαλμούς in 45(38):26 is probably not a 

direct rendering of the Hebrew לפני, but more likely the result of a different Vorlage 

517.בעיני or לעיני

Κατὰ πρόσωπον is the equivalent in all other translated occurrences of לפני in Jer 

b’, and these include cases that are similar to those in Jer a’. Κατὰ προσώπον is used 

when לפני occurs in conjunction with the verb עמד ’to stand’, cases that are rendered by
a variety of equivalents in Jer a’.

Jer 29:20(49:19)  ְלָפָניִּכי ִמי ָכמֹוִני ּוִמי יִֹעיֶדִּני ּוִמי־ֶזה רֶֹעה ֲאֶׁשר ַיֲעֹמד  – ὅτι 
τίς ὥσπερ ἐγώ; καὶ τίς ἀντιστήσεταί μοι; καὶ τίς οὗτος ποιμήν, ὃς 
στήσεται κατὰ πρόσωπόν μου

As in Jer a’, κατὰ προσώπον is employed when two physical entities are in close 
proximity to one another.

Jer 43(36):22  ְלָפָניוְוַהֶּמֶלְך יֹוֵׁשב ֵּבית ַהחֶֹרף ַּבחֶֹדׁש ַהְּתִׁשיִעי ְוֶאת־ָהָאח  
 καὶ ὁ βασιλεὺς ἐκάθητο ἐν οἴκῳ χειμερινῷ, καὶ ἐσχάρα πυρὸς – ְמבָֹעֶרת
κατὰ πρόσωπον αὐτοῦ

 to give’, signifying the recipient, is always’ נתן as the indirect object of the verb לפני

rendered by κατὰ πρόσωπον in Jer b’, whereas the equivalent πρὸ προσώπου is used in 
Jer a’ (9:13[12] and 21:8).518

Jer 51(44):10 לֹא ֻדְּכאּו ַעד ַהּיֹום ַהֶּזה ְולֹא ָיְראּו ְולֹא־ָהְלכּו ְבתֹוָרִתי ּוְבֻחּקַֹתי 
 καὶ οὐκ ἐπαύσαντο ἕως τῆς ἡμέρας –  ֲאבֹוֵתיֶכםְוִלְפֵניֲאֶׁשר־ָנַתִּתי ִלְפֵניֶכם 

516 Cf. also 41(34):5 above.
517 Cf. discussion on 45(38):26 above.
518 Cf. also 42(35):5 above.
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ταύτης καὶ οὐκ ἀντείχοντο τῶν προσταγμάτων μου, ὧν ἔδωκα κατὰ 
πρόσωπον τῶν πατέρων αὐτῶν519

Jer b’ cannot be said to make any distinction between local and metaphorically local 

meanings of לפני, as is partially seen in the use of the equivalents κατὰ πρόσωπον and 

πρὸ προσώπον in Jer a’, and there is no attempt to avoid anthropomorphisms in relation 
to YHWH. 

The expression הפיל תחנה לפני “may (my) plea of mercy come before (you)” 

occurs only in Jer b’, where לפני is rendered each time by κατὰ πρόσωπον, except for 

the one case of κατ᾿ ὀφθαλμοὺς mentioned above.520 Other contexts in which the 

equivalence לפני - κατὰ προσώπον occurs are cases in which covenants are made 

(in 43[36]:9 קרא צום לפני) and fasts are declared (in 41[34]:15 and 18 כרת ברית לפני)
before YHWH.

Summary

The translation characters of Jer a’ and Jer b’, as they are embodied in the renderings of 

 are different. Jer a’ uses a variety of equivalents, ranging from the natural Greek ,לפני

terms ἐνώπιον and ἐναντίον to the more hebraistic πρὸ προσώπου and κατὰ πρόσωπον. 

The renderings give a vague sense that each is reserved for a specific use of לפני, but 

not absolutely. The local uses of לפני, cases in which physical approximity is denoted, 

are each time rendered by the hebraistic equivalents πρὸ προσώπου and κατὰ 

πρόσωπον. The metaphorically local meanings of לפני, on the other hand, which denote 

presence before YHWH or before enemies, are mostly rendered by ἐναντίον, but one 

case is rendered by κατὰ πρόσωπον as well.

519 This verse presents another case in which one of the two occurences of לפני does not have an 
equivalent in Jer LXX. The Hexaplaric Mss., together with other witnesses (O–Qmg–86mg–233 239 Sa 
Arm), attest the addition of a second equivalent κατα προσωπον, and the L' group also adds και κατα 
προσωπον αυτων at the end of the verse. The two cases in the Hebrew text occur one after the other, and 
so the probability that an omission has occurred due to haplography is high. However, the variant in the 
hexaplaric and lucianic Mss is most likely a later addition to the Greek text. Janzen (1973, 58) suggests 
that the MT plus is secondary.
520 Cf. example 45(38):26 on p. 180.
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Jer b’ uses the equivalent κατὰ πρόσωπον almost exclusively to render לפני. The 
main exceptions to this are the three temporal cases, which are each rendered by 
πρότερος / προτέρω. Jer b’ is the only section in the LXX in which the equivalent κατὰ 

πρόσωπον is the preferred equivalent of לפני. It is used to render both local and 

metaphorically local uses of לפני, most notably similar cases that are rendered by 

ἐνώπιον and ἐναντίον in Jer a’. There are five cases of κατὰ πρόσωπον in the latter 
chapters of Jer a’ (in chapters 18[2x], 24 ja 27[2x]), but these chapters employ other 
equivalents as well (ἐνάντιον in ch. 18, 19, and 25, and πρὸ προσώπου in ch. 21), and 

cannot be said to be exclusive in their use of κατὰ πρόσωπον as Jer b’.

The marked difference in the way לפני is rendered in Jer a’ and Jer b’ justifies a 
different characterization of the two. Where Jer a’ diplays a variety of equivalents and a 

partial distinction between the local and metaphorical uses of לפני, Jer b’ displays a 
change towards a closer representation of the formal characteristics of the Hebrew and 
towards a more consistent choice in equivalence.

ְבֵעיֵני .5.5
Tov references the difference by which Jer a’ and Jer b’ render the Hebrew expression 

 ’Jer a’ renders the word with ἐναντίον twice and with ἐνώπιον once, while Jer b .בעיני

uses a prepositional phrase with the noun ὀφθαλμός four times and ἐναντίον once. His 
argument is that the reviser chose a stereotyped rendering of the two constituents that 

make up the expression 521.בעיני Shead mentions the renderings of בעיני as an example 
of greater semitic interference in Jer b’, denoting them as “unidiomatic” in comparison 
to the standard koine equivalents used in Jer a’.522

The Hebrew semipreposition בעיני occurs in the Hebrew Bible over 300 times. It is 
a Hebrew idiom that has a local meaning ’in the presence of’ or an intellectual meaning 

’in the judgement of.’ In the LXX, the most common renderings of בעיני are ἐν 
ὀφθαλμοῖς and ἐναντίον, which both are used over 80 times, and ἐνώπιον, which is used

75 times. Ἐν ὀφθαλμοῖς is mainly used in 1, 2 and 4 Rgns, and ἐναντίον is the main 

521 Tov 1976, 59.
522 Shead 2015, 473.
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equivalent in Gen, Ex and Deut. The instances in which ἐνώπιον is used are evenly 
dispersed throughout the books of the LXX, and only 3 Rg and 2 Chron use it as the 

main equivalent of בעיני. Other renderings are not so frequent, occurring only ten times 
each at the most, except for the dative case as an equivalent, which is found 27 times in 
the LXX.523

Mikhail G. Seleznev has pointed out a development within the translated books of 
the LXX regarding the use of non-literal (ἐνώπιον and ἐναντίον) and literal (ἐν 

ὀφθαλμοῖς) renderings of the semipreposition בעיני. The earlier translations, such as the
Pentateuch, favor the non-literal renderings, while the later translations, such as Ruth, 
prefer the literal renderings. Seleznev discusses this development in connection to the 
LXX translators’ stance towards rendering anthropomorphisms in relation to YHWH.524

The expression בעיני is often used to express value judgements in the HB. Sollamo 

delineates three such expressions in which the semipreposition בעיני most often occurs: 

 The .מצא חן בעיני (and 3 רעע/יטב/יׁשר בעיני (i2,עׂשה את הרע/הטוב/היׁשר בעיני (1
meaning in such expressions, and also in their translations, is the intellectual ’in the 
sight of’ or ’in the judgement of’ rather than the local ’in the presence of’. In Greek, the 
meaning ’in the judgement of’ would usually be expressed by the prepositional phrase 
παρά with a dative. The prepositions ἐναντίον and ἐνώπιον, according to Sollamo, 
“were capable of absorbing novel metaphorical nuances” in the context of the LXX 

translation, and so were deemed suitable renderings for 525.בעיני

The equivalents used in Jer LXX are the following. Ἐναντίον and ἐνώπιον have 

been introduced in the discussion on the renderings of 526.לפני Ἐναντίον generally 
occurs with a genitive and signifies ’in the presence of’ or ’in front of,’ both in the LXX 
and in contemporary Greek literature. Ἐνώπιον likewise takes the genitive case, and as 
a preposition, it occurs only a few times in the contemporary Ptolemaic papyri. Its 
meaning, however, is similar to that of ἐναντίον. Ἐν ὀφθαλμοῖς is a prepositional 

523 Sollamo 1979, 123–124.
524 Seleznev 2018, 420–422.
525 Sollamo 1979, 124–125.
526 Cf. sec. 5.4.
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construction that carries the local meaning ’before one’s eyes’, which is generally the 
meaning in the LXX, but the intellectual meaning ’in the opinion of’ or ’in the 
judgement of’ has also been identified in Plato. Πρὸ ὀφθαλμῶν is usually figurative in 
meaning, ’to take into consideration’ or ’to call to mind,’ and only rarely is used to 
convey a literal sense ’before the eyes’. Κατ᾽ ὀφθαλμούς, in certain contexts, is 

synonmous with the expression κατὰ πρόσωπον, meaning ’to a person’s face’ or ’in 
front of.’527

In Jer, there are 13 cases of בעיני, and ten of these have an equivalent in Jer LXX. A
wide variety of equivalents are used in relation to the small number of occurrences, and 
no one equivalent stands out as a preferred rendering.

Jer a’ Jer b’ Total

ἐνώπιον 2 – 2

ἐναντίον 2 1 3

πρὸ ὀφθαλμῶν – 1 1

ἐν ὀφθαλμοῖς – 2 2

κατ᾽ ὀφθαλμούς – 1 1

dat. – 1 1

Total 4 6 10

Table 9. Renderings of בעיני in Jer a’ and Jer b’.

 occurs mostly in the second half of the book (9 out of 13 occurrences), and there בעיני

are only 4 cases in the first half. Ἐνώπιον and ἐναντίον are the only equivalents used in 

Jer a’. Jer b’ employs ἐναντίον once, but otherwise uses other equivalents. Three 

occurrences of בעיני are located in texts that form a long plus in the MT.528

527 Sollamo 1979, 311–317, 329–332.
528 Two occurrences of בעיני are located in Jer MT 40:4b and one in Jer MT 52:2, both of which are 
lacking in the LXX. In the case of Jer MT 40:4b, haplography within Greek transmission is possible, as 
the interrogative εἰ, which is the equivalent of אם earlier in the verse and in the Hexaplaric addition, 
occurs also at the beginning of the next verse εἰ δὲ μή. Alternatively, the MT plus is a later addition to the 
text, partially drawing from the near identical phrase ֶאל־ָּכל־ַהָּיָׁשר ְּבֵעיֶניָך ָלֶלֶכת ֵלְך found in the next verse.
Jer 52:2 and 3 is a short passage that also is lacking from the LXX. This passage is likely a later addition 
from the parallel account of the destruction of Jerusalem in 2 Kgs 24:18–25:30 consisting of an 
explanatory conflation that supplies the reason for Nebuchadrezzar's invasion. The parallel verses are 2 
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Ἐνώπιον

The general use and meaning of ἐνώπιον has been introduced above.529 It occurs in 
contemporary koine texts, but more often in the LXX. Its meaning is local, ’in front of’ 
or ’in the presence of’, and it refers normally to living beings, with only rare cases in the

LXX referring to inanimate objects.530 When rendering בעיני, however, ἐνώπιον has a 
more intellectual meaning ’in the sight of’ or ’in the judgement of’, as it is mainly used 
to translate expressions that signify value judgements, such as the 

expresions מצא חן בעיני or 531.עׂשה את הרע/הטוב/היׁשר בעיני

In the LXX as a whole, בעיני is rendered by ἐνώπιον (or a related form ἐνώπιος or 

κατενώπιον) 74 times. Ἐνώπιον is the most common equivalent only in 3 Reigns, 
where it renders 80% of cases, amounting to 16 total cases. In 2 Chron, it is used as the 
equivalent in 11 out of 20 instances, but otherwise it renders only a few occurences in 
each book. It is noteworthy that this equivalence is found in nearly every translated 
book in the LXX.532

Jer 7:11  ְּבֵעיֵניֶכםַהְמָעַרת ָּפִרִצים ָהָיה ַהַּבִית ַהֶּזה ֲאֶׁשר־ִנְקָרא־ְׁשִמי ָעָליו  – μὴ 
σπήλαιον λῃστῶν ὁ οἶκός μου, οὗ ἐπικέκληται τὸ ὄνομά μου ἐπ᾿ αὐτῷ 
ἐκεῖ, ἐνώπιον ὑμῶν;

Jer 18:4 ְוִנְׁשַחת ַהְּכִלי ֲאֶׁשר הּוא עֶֹׂשה ַּבחֶֹמר ְּבַיד ַהּיֹוֵצר ְוָׁשב ַוַּיֲעֵׂשהּו ְּכִלי 
 καὶ διέπεσε τὸ ἀγγεῖον, ὃ αὐτὸς –  ַהּיֹוֵצר ַלֲעׂשֹותְּבֵעיֵניַאֵחר ַּכֲאֶׁשר ָיַׁשר 

ἐποίει, ἐν ταῖς χερσὶν αὐτοῦ, καὶ πάλιν αὐτὸς ἐποίησεν αὐτὸ ἀγγεῖον 
ἕτερον, καθὼς ἤρεσεν ἐνώπιον αὐτοῦ τοῦ ποιῆσαι

In Jer, ἐνώπιον is used to translate בעיני twice, both in Jer a’, and in both cases the 
meaning refers to opinion, in 7:11 referring to the people’s opinion of the temple as a 

Kgs 24:19–20.
529 Cf. sec. 5.4.
530 Sollamo 1975, 773–782, and Sollamo 1979, 18–20 and 311–312.
531 Sollamo 1979, 128–131.
532 Sollamo 1979, 124.
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den of thieves and in 18:4 referring to the potter’s opinion of his own work. In Jer 18:4, 

ἐνώπιον is used to render one of the common value judgements יׁשר בעיני.

Ἐναντίον

The use and meaning of the Greek ἐναντίον has also been introduced above.533 Like 

ἐνώπιον, it has the meaning ’in front of’ or ’in the presence of’, but may also mean 
’against’ under certain circumstances. In contemporary Greek literature, it is only 
attested in the local sense, and it is more common than ἐνώπιον.534

Like ἐνώπιον, ἐναντίον as a rendering of בעיני is found in nearly every translated 
book in the LXX, with the noteworthy exceptions of 1–2 Rgns and 4 Rgns. Sollamo 
identified 85 cases of the equivalence in the LXX, and she suggests that its use in Gen, 
Ex and Deut can be characterized as stereotyping. Ἐναντίον is also the most frequent 
equivalent in the books of 1 Chron, Job, Is and Jer, but the cases are not so numerous.535

Jer 7:30  ְנֻאום־ְיהָוהְּבֵעיַניִּכי־ָעׂשּו ְבֵני־ְיהּוָדה ָהַרע  – ὅτι ἐποίησαν υἱοὶ Ιουδα 
τὸ πονηρὸν ἐναντίον ἐμοῦ, λέγει κύριος

Jer 18:10  ְלִבְלִּתי ְׁשֹמַע ְּבקֹוִליְּבֵעיַניְוָעָׂשה ָהַרעה  – καὶ ποιήσωσι τὰ πονηρὰ 
ἐναντίον μου τοῦ μὴ ἀκούειν τῆς φωνῆς μου

Jer 47(40):4  ָלבֹוא ִאִּתי ָבֶבל ּבֹא ְוָאִׂשים ֶאת־ֵעיִני ָעֶליָךְּבֵעיֶניָךִאם־טֹוב  – εἰ 
καλὸν ἐναντίον σου ἐλθεῖν μετ᾿ ἐμοῦ εἰς Βαβυλῶνα, ἧκε, καὶ θήσω 
ὀφθαλμούς μου ἐπὶ σέ

In Jer, there are only three cases in which ἐναντίον renders 536.בעיני Two cases (7:30 and

18:10), both in Jer a’, contain the formulaic expression עׂשה הרע בעיני with reference 
to YHWH. Because the formulaic expression is used, it is most reasonable to assume 

that the intellectual meaning of בעיני is employed here, though theoretically a 

533 Cf. sec. 5.4.
534 Sollamo 1979, 131–133 and 313–317.
535 Sollamo 1979, 124.
536 Each case has the variant reading ἐνώπιον. The witnesses supporting the variant readings are A-106 
Q-534 Chrystostom and Cyrillus ALexandrinus in 7:30, a citation of Chrysostom in 18:10, and O-233 L' 
in 47(40):4.
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metaphorically local meaning is also possible. In the third example (47[49]:4), located 
in Jer b’, it is clear that the meaning is the intellectual ’in the judgement of’.

Ἐν ὀφθαλμοῖς

The expression ἐν ὀφθαλμοῖς occurs already in early Greek literature where it generally 
has a local, and occasionally an instrumental, meaning. The intellectual meaning ’in the 
judgement of’ is also attested, but is very rare. In the LXX, it is the most common 

rendering of בעיני by a slight margin in comparison to ἐναντίον. Ἐν ὀφθαλμοῖς is the 
equivalent in 86 cases, and it is the preferred equivalent in 1–2 Rgns and 4 Rgns. 
Elsewhere, it occurs only a few times in the historical books, in poetical books, and in 
Jer. Its absence from the Pentateuch is notable.537

Jer 34:4(27:5) ָאֹנִכי ָעִׂשיִתי ֶאת־ָהָאֶרץ ֶאת־ָהָאָדם ְוֶאת־ַהְּבֵהָמה ֲאֶׁשר ַעל־ְּפֵני 
ְּבֵעיָניָהָאֶרץ ְּבכִֹחי ַהָּגדֹול ּוִבְזרֹוִעי ַהְּנטּוָיה ּוְנַתִּתיָה ַלֲאֶׁשר ָיַׁשר   – ὅτι Ἐγὼ 

ἐποίησα τὴν γῆν ἐν ἰσχύι μου τῇ μεγάλῃ καὶ ἐν τῷ ἐπιχείρῳ μου τῷ 
ὑψηλῷ καὶ δώσω αὐτὴν ᾧ ἐὰν δόξῃ ἐν ὀφθαλμοῖς μου

Jer 47(40):5  ָלֶלֶכת ֵלְךְּבֵעיֶניָךֶאל־ָּכל־ַהָּיָׁשר  – εἰς πάντα τὰ ἀγαθὰ ἐν 
ὀφθαλμοῖς σου τοῦ πορευθῆναι πορεύου

Ἐν ὀφθαλμοῖς is used as a rendering of בעיני twice in Jer LXX, with each case in Jer b’.

In both cases it is used to render the expression יׁשר בעיני with the intellectual meaning 
’in the judgement of,’ one with reference to YHWH and one with reference to Jeremiah.

Πρὸ ὀφθαλμῶν

Πρὸ ὀφθαλμῶν also occurs commonly in ancient Greek literature, where its meaning is 
usually figurative, ’to take into consideration’ or ’to call to mind’. Only rarely is it used 
to convey a literal sense ’before the eyes’. Πρὸ ὀφθαλμῶν is not very common in the 
LXX. It occurs nine times, and one instance is from 2 Macc, which is not a translation. 

Four instances in the Pentateuch render the Hebrew בין עיניך/עיניכם, and one case in 

Lev 5:4 corresponds to the Hebrew ִמֶּמּנּו. In Ps and Job, πρὸ ὀφθαλμῶν renders 

it only occurs in Jer:538 ,בעיני In the LXX, as a rendering of .לנגד עיני

537 Sollamo 1979, 124 and 329–330.
538 Sollamo 1979, 124 and 330–331.
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Jer 41(34):15  ִלְקרֹא ְדרֹור ִאיׁשְּבֵעיַניַוָּתֻׁשבּו ַאֶּתם ַהּיֹום ַוַּתֲעׂשּו ֶאת־ַהָּיָׁשר  
 καὶ ἐπέστρεψαν σήμερον ποιῆσαι τὸ εὐθὲς πρὸ ὀφθαλμῶν μου – ְלֵרֵעהּו
τοῦ καλέσαι ἄφεσιν ἕκαστον τοῦ πλησίον αὐτοῦ

The equivalence is exceptional, and the variant reading εν οφθαλμους is attested in A L’ 
26 534 and in Theodoretus. The rest of the verse, however, is not rendered so rigorously 
as to suggest that this equivalence is not possible. The second verb in the sentence, the 

finite verb ַוַּתֲעׂשּו, is uncharacteristically rendered by an anarthrous infinitive, 

expressing the purpose of the previous action ַוָּתֻׁשבּו. The meaning of πρὸ ὀφθαλμῶν 
here is more in the intellectual sense ’in the judgement of,’ and the referrent is YHWH.

Κατ᾽ ὀφθαλμούς

Κατ᾽ ὀφθαλμούς is a classical Greek expression, but it is not found in Greek texts 

contemporary to the LXX. Its use is often synonymous with the expression κατὰ 
πρόσωπον, meaning ’to a person’s face’ or ’in front of.’ In the LXX, where it usually 

renders לעיני, κατ᾽ ὀφθαλμούς is used mostly in the local sense ’before a person’s eyes’ 

i.e. ’in front of’. The only instance in which κατ᾽ ὀφθαλμούς renders בעיני is in Jer:539

Jer 39(32):30  ִמְּנֻערֵֹתיֶהםְּבֵעיַניִּכי־ָהיּו ְבֵני־ִיְׂשָרֵאל ּוְבֵני ְיהּוָדה ַאְך עִֹׂשים ָהַרע 
– ὅτι ἦσαν υἱοὶ Ισραηλ καὶ υἱοὶ Ιουδα μόνοι ποιοῦντες τὸ πονηρὸν κατ᾿ 
ὀφθαλμούς μου ἐκ νεότητος αὐτῶν

Here the Hebrew expression is the formulaic עׁשה הרע בעיני, and the meaning leans 
more towards the intellectual ’in the judgement of’. The Greek text is not as clear with 
regard to which nuance of meaning it intends to portray, either the local ’in front of’ or 
the intellectual ’in the judgement of’. In light of the classical use of κατ᾽ ὀφθαλμούς, 
one could argue that the Greek should be understood in the local sense. The referrent 
here is also YHWH.

The Dative Case

The dative case of a pronoun or noun as a rendering of בעיני is considered a free 

rendering as it gives no formal equivalent for the lexical units ְב and עינים. The 

539 Sollamo 1979, 128 and 331–332.
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equivalent it provides is the dative form of the referrent, either a noun or a pronoun, to 

which בעיני refers. The dative case is natural in Greek after certain verbs, and Sollamo 
has ascertained that, in most cases in the LXX where this equivalent is used, it functions
naturally with its preceding verb. Such verbs are, for example, ἀρέσκειν, δοκεῖν and 

συμφέρειν. The dative as a rendering of בעיני occurs 27 times in the LXX, mainly in 
the Pentateuch, in Josh, Esth and in Prov. Singular cases are found in 3 Rgns, in Is and 
in Jer.540

Jer 33(26):14  ְּבֵעיֵניֶכםַוֲאִני ִהְנִני ְבֶיְדֶכם ֲעׂשּו־ִלי ַּכּטֹוב ְוַכָּיָׁשר  – καὶ ἰδοὺ ἐγὼ 
ἐν χερσὶν ὑμῶν· ποιήσατέ μοι ὡς συμφέρει καὶ ὡς βέλτιον ὑμῖν

The sole case of the dative as an equivalent of בעיני is used to render the expression 

 The dative case follows the verb συμφέρει, but the verb is a .עׂשה היׁשר בעיני

rendering of either of the adjectival expressions ַּכּטֹוב or ַכָּיָׁשר. The meaning is clearly 
’in the judgement of’, as the people performing the action are also the ones to whom 

refers to.541 בעיני

Summary

The semi-preposition בעיני has a rendering in ten cases in Jer LXX, four of which are in

Jer a’ and 6 in Jer b’. When comparing the renderings of בעיני in Jer a’ and b with one 

another, the feature that stands out is the exclusive use of ἐνώπιον and ἐναντίον in Jer a’ 
as opposed to the preferred use of the more literal equivalents based on the noun 
ὀφθαλμός in Jer b’. The only shared equivalent between the two is ἐναντίον, found 
twice in Jer a’ (7:30 and 18:10) and once in Jer b’ (47[40]:4).

Of the three main expressions in which בעיני is employed in the HB, two are used 

in Jer (עׂשה את הרע/היׁשר בעינ and יׁשר בעיני). These expressions are rendered 

differently in Jer a’ and Jer b’. The expression with the verb עׂשה is translated by 

ἐναντίον in Jer a’ (7:30 and 18:10), while these expressions are rendered by κατ᾽ 
ὀφθαλμούς (39[32]:30), πρὸ ὀφθαλμῶν (41[34]:15) and the dative case (33[26]:14) in 

540 Sollamo 1979, 124 and 134–136.
541 Sollamo 1979, 135.
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Jer b’. The expression יׁשר בעיני is found three times in total. Jer a’ translates it with 

ἐνώπιον (18:4) and Jer b’ with ἐν ὀφθαλμοῖς on both occasions (34:4[27:5] and 

47[40]:5). The only time Jer b’ employs ἐναντίον is when neither of the two Hebrew 

expressions are in use:  ָלבֹוא ִאִּתי ָבֶבל ּבֹאְּבֵעיֶניָךִאם־טֹוב  – εἰ καλὸν ἐναντίον σου 
ἐλθεῖν μετ᾿ ἐμοῦ εἰς Βαβυλῶνα, ἧκε (Jer 47[40]:4). The different Hebrew expression 

may be the cause for this singular use of ἐναντίον as an equivalent for בעיני in Jer b’.

Neither Jer a’ nor Jer b’ make a distinction between the uses of the semipreposition 

 with reference to YHWH or to human beings. Jer a’ uses the non-literal בעיני
equivalents with reference both to human beings and to YHWH, and Jer b’ uses the 
literal equivalents with reference to both as well. This observation for Jer a’ is in slight 

contrast to the renderings of לפני in Jer a’,542 which do display a tendency to use non-
literal equivalents when the referrent is YHWH and literal equivalents otherwise. 
Despite this, Jer a’ does avoid anthropomorphism in relation to YHWH where Jer b’ 
shows no such tendency. This situation is very similar to the distinction between the 
kaige and non-kaige sections in 1–4 Rgns, where the non-kaige sections prefer the 
natural Greek expressions ἐνώπιον and ἐναντίον while the kaige sections use the literal 

equivalents based on the noun ὀφθαλμός when בעיני refers to YHWH.543

The different renderings employed in Jer a’ and Jer b’ reflect a different translation 

character. Even though the number of times בעיני occurs in Jer is relatively low, the near
complete dissimilarity between the way the two sections handle the words warrants a 
different characterization. Jer a’ does not use the formally equivalent expressions based 
on the noun ὀφθαλμός, while these are essentially the default equivalent in Jer b’. This 
characterization is strenghtened by, and supports, the similar characterization of the 

renderings of לפני, which are presented above.544 There too Jer b’ contains hardly any 

trace of renderings other than the literal equivalents based on the nouns πρόσωπον and 

542 Cf. secion 5.4.
543 Seleznev 2018, 420–429. Seleznev’s primary argument is that the non-kaige sections make a 
distinction between cases that refer to YHWH, rendered by the non-literal equivalents, and cases that refer
to human beings, rendered by literal equivalents. He contends that the non-kaige sections of 1–4 Rgns 
consitute a “point of equilibrium” between the early translations which avoid anthropomorphisms in 
relation to YHWH and later translations and revisions which do not avoid them.
544 Cf. sec. 5.4,.
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ὀφθαλμός. Jer a’, on the other hand evinces several occurrences of the more naturally 

Greek equivalents ἐνώπιον and ἐναντίον.

ַאַחר .5.6
Tov proposes that some of the renderings of (י)אחר have been revised in Jer b’ from the

OG equivalent μετά, which he notes to be the stereotyped rendition in the LXX, to 

ὕστερος, which occurs nowhere else as a translation of (י)545.אחר Tov apparently refers 

only to the occurences of (י)אחר that function temporally, as he makes no reference to 

the renderings of local cases of (י)אחר, which are nearly all rendered by ὀπίσω in Jer 
LXX. Pietersma, on the other hand, argues that the translator differentiates between the 

equivalents of (י)אחר based on context. Ὕστερον, he claims, is used when the Greek 

text requires a comparative adverb, and μετἀ is used either when a temporal conjunctive
is required or a temporal preposition.546

The preposition אחר may function either with a temporal or a local meaning. The 
temporal function denotes ’after’ and the local function denotes ’behind’. The local 

function may also be used metaphorically, in which case אחר signifies behavior, e.g. 2 

Kgs 13:2  ַחּטֹאת ָיָרְבָעם ֶּבן־ְנָבטַאַחרַוַּיַעׂש ָהַרע ְּבֵעיֵני ְיהָוה ַוֵּיֶלְך . Waltke and O’Connor
also mention a logical sense of the word, referring to interest or advantage, and a 

derived sense that refers to the edge of an entity, e.g. the far side of a wilderness ַוִּיְנַהג 
547.ֶאת־ַהּצֹאן ַאַחר ַהִּמְדָּבר

The main equivalents of the preposition אחר in the LXX are μετά+acc. and 

ὀπίσω+gen. The preposition μετά is very common in the LXX and carries several 

different meanings. Μετά as a rendering of אחר is generally followed by the accusative

case and denotes the temproal ’after’.  Ὀπίσω mainly denotes location, meaning 
’behind’, but it also is used temporally, meaning ’after’ or ’hereafter’. Other equivalents 
occur seldom. The group ὀπίσθεν ’behind’, κατόπισθεν ’behind’ and ἐξόπισθεν ’from 

545 Tov 1976, 49. Ὕστερος is used elsewhere in Prov, 1 Chron and Sirach, but not as renderings of אחר.
546 Pietersma 2010b, 371.
547 Waltke and O'Connor 1993, 192–193; Joüon and Muraoka 2003, 336. 
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behind’ are used nearly 50 times in the LXX, and other equivalents less than ten times 

each. Ὕστερον, as already mentioned, renders אחר only a few times in the LXX, all of 
which are located in Jer b’.

In Jer LXX, μετά+acc. and ὀπίσω+gen. are the most frequent equivalents of אחר, 
but a few other renderings occur as well. For this study, the temporal and local cases of 

.are distinguished from one another אחר

Temporal אחר Jer a’ Jer b’ Total

μετά 5 8 13

ὕστερος – 3 3

Local אחר Jer a’ Jer b’ Total

ὀπίσω 21 2 23

ὀπίσθεν – 2 2

other 3 1 4

Table 10. renderings of the preposition אחר in Jer LXX.

It is important to note from the outset that the two main equivalents, μετά and ὀπίσω, 

are each used to render one of the two functions of אחר. Μετά + acc. renders the 

temporal uses of אחר, and ὀπίσω+gen. renders the local uses of אחר. Exceptions to this

tendency are two cases in which ὀπίσω renders temporal אחר in Jer a’ (9:22[21] and 
13:27). These two cases, however, are most likely interpreted by the translator as local 

uses of אחר, possibly because they posed difficulties for him.548 Those occurrences of 

that do not have a Greek equivalent are mostly found in large plusses in the MT.549 אחר

548 For discussion on these two cases, cf. below.
549 Long plusses that were most likely not in the Vorlage of Jer LXX and that include occurrences of אחר 
are in Jer MT 29:18(–), 34:11(LXX41:11), 39:5(–), 46:26(–), 49:6(–), and 51:46(–). Jer LXX 27(50):21 
attests several differences between the Hebrew and the Greek texts. First, the Greek πικρῶς seems to 
understand ְמָרַתִים as related to the word מר 'bitter', and renders it so. Second, the Hebrew text does not 
have a direct counterpart for the second occurrence of ἐπ᾽ αὐτήν. Third, the Greek text interprets ְּפקֹוד 
not as a proper noun, but as a derivative of the root פקד, rendering it by ἐκδίκησον 'to avenge'. Finally, 
 lacks an equivalent in the LXX, which possibly reflects a homoioteleuton in the Vorlage due to ַאֲחֵריֶהם
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Μετά+acc.

In ancient Greek, μετά+acc. carried the sense of ’among’ or ’in the midst of.’ This 
implies the notion of succession, both physical and temporal, from which derive the 
meanings ’behind’ and ’after’. Μετά+acc. generally has a local meaning in ancient 
Greek, and in Attic prose its range of meaning is not very wide.550 The temporal 
meaning is, however, to be found already in Homer and in Herodotus.551 In the LXX, on 
the other hand, the temporal use predominates, which is reflected in its use in rendering 

.in Jer LXX אחר

καὶ εἶπα μετὰ τὸ ποιῆσαι –  ֲעׂשֹוָתּה ֶאת־ָּכל־ֵאֶּלה ֵאַלי ָּתׁשּובַאֲחֵריָוֹאַמר  3:7
αὐτὴν ταῦτα πάντα Πρός με ἀνάστρεψον

  ִתִּתי ֶאת־ֵסֶפר ַהִּמְקָנה ֶאל־ָּברּוְךַאֲחֵריָוֶאְתַּפֵּלל ֶאל־ְיהָוה  16:(32)39
Καὶ προσευξάμην πρὸς κύριον μετὰ τὸ δοῦναί με τὸ βιβλίον τῆς – ֶּבן־ֵנִרָּיה
κτήσεως πρὸς Βαρουχ υἱὸν Νηρίου 

  ַהָּיִמים ָהֵהםַאֲחֵריִּכי זֹאת ַהְּבִרית ֲאֶׁשר ֶאְכרֹת ֶאת־ֵּבית ִיְׂשָרֵאל  33:(31)38
 ὅτι αὕτη ἡ διαθήκη, ἣν διαθήσομαι τῷ οἴκῳ Ισραηλ μετὰ τὰς – ְנֻאם־ְיהָוה
ἡμέρας ἐκείνας, φησὶ κύριος

־ֵכן ֶאְׁשַלח ְלַרִּבים ַצָּיִדים ְוָצדּום ֵמַעל ָּכל־ַהר ּוֵמַעל ָּכל־ִּגְבָעהְוַאֲחֵרי 16:16  
 καὶ μετὰ ταῦτα ἀποστελῶ τοὺς πολλοὺς θηρευτάς, καὶ – ּוִמְּנִקיֵקי ַהְּסָלִעים

the similarity with the previous word והחרם. The Hebrew text has proven to be an overwhelming 
challenge to the translator in this case, yet he clearly attempts to produce an equivalent for each Hebrew 
word. This strongly suggests that he would have produced an equivalent for the familiar ַאֲחֵריֶהם if it had 
been in his Vorlage.

In 25:26(32:12) and 41(48):16, אחר is part of a plus in the Hebrew text that consists of a complete phrase,
ֵׁשַׁשְך ִיְׁשֶּתה ַאֲחֵריֶהם ּוֶמֶלְך  in 25:26(23:12) and ֶּבן־ְנַתְנָיה ִמן־ַהִּמְצָּפה ַאַחר ִהָּכה ֶאת־ְּגַדְלָיה ֶּבן־ֲאִחיָקם in 

41(48):16. The first is an addition into the list of nations in the cup of wrath sequence in Jer LXX 32 (Jer 
MT 25). The name of the nation, ֵׁשַׁשְך, is an athbash code name for Babylon, and the purpose of the 
addition is to include Babylon in the list of nations that YHWH intends to punish. This same code name is
found nowhere else in the Hebrew Bible except as a plus in Jer MT in the OAN section, Jer 51:41(LXX 
28:41), indicating that both of these are a later addition to the text. For a discussion of this addition and 
similar redactional changes in the MT tradition of Jer, cf. Mäkipelto, Tekoniemi and Tucker (2017). The 
second case, 41(48):16, is an explanatory addition which briefly recounts the murder of Gedaliah by 
Johanan.
550 Smyth 1920, 381.
551 LSJ. s.v. μετά.
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θηρεύσουσιν αὐτοὺς ἐπάνω παντὸς ὄρους καὶ ἐπάνω παντὸς βουνοῦ καὶ ἐκ
τῶν τρυμαλιῶν τῶν πετρῶν

There are three types of constructions in Jer which are translated with μετά+acc. First, 

when אחר is followed by an infinitive, the rendering μετά is followed by an accusative 
articular infinitive. Examples of these are presented above, Jer 3:7 and 39(32):16.552 

Second, when אחר is followed by a noun or a pronominal suffix, μετά is followed by a 
noun or a pronoun in the accusative, as shown in example 38(31):33.553 The third group 

consists of the expression ַאֲחֵרי־ֵכן, which is rendered as μετὰ ταῦτα. This equivalence 
is found in 16:16 and 21:7.

In Jer a’, there are five cases in which μετά+acc. renders temporal אחר. These 

include the two translated instances of the expression 554.ַאֲחֵרי־ֵכן Three cases of 

temporal אחר in Jer a’ consist of אחר followed by an infinitive and rendered as μετά 
with an accusative articular infinitive (3:7, 12:15 and 24:1). A sixth case of temporal 

is rendered by the Greek ὀπίσω (9:22[21]), which is understood by the translator to אחר
be a local use of the word.555

In Jer b’ there are eleven equivalents of temporal אחר, and eight of them are 

rendered by μετά+acc. Five cases consist of אחר and an infinitive translated as μετά 
with an accusative articular infinitive (35[28]:12, 39[32]:16, 41[34]:8, 43[36]:27 and 

47[40]:1), and three consist of אחר and a noun or a pronominal suffix rendered by μετά
with the corresponding noun or pronoun in the accusative case (38[31]:33, 39[32]:18 

and 9). There are three instances of temporal אחר followed by an infinitive that break 

from this pattern in Jer b’. These are rendered by ὕστερος followed by genitives instead 

of μετά+acc. These renderings are discussed further below.

552 Other cases are 12:15, 24:1, 35(28):12, 41(34):8, 43(36):27, and 47(40):1. Tov argues that the variant 
reading ὕστερον in 47(40):1 is likely a change brought about by the reviser, and accordingly he counts 
47(40):1 as his fourth case of ὕστερος.
553 Other cases are 39(32):18 and 39.
554 The expression occurs three other times in Jer MT (34:11, 46:26 and 49:6), and each is part of a large 
plus in the MT.
555 Cf. discussion on 9:22(21), cf. below.
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Ὀπίσω

Like μετά+acc., ὀπίσω+gen. may also be either local or temporal in ancient Greek. 
When it is followed by a genitive, it is generally local, with the sense of ’to follow’ or 
’go after’ someone or something. In the LXX, the genitive noun following ὀπίσω may 
indicate “an object of attachment and devotion,"556 which is also the most common use 

of ὀπίσω to be found in Jer LXX. In Jer, there are 23 cases of אחר that are rendered by 

ὀπίσω. Twenty one of these are located in Jer a’, and two cases are found in Jer b’.

 –  ַהְּבָעִלים ֲאֶׁשר ִלְּמדּום ֲאבֹוָתםְוַאֲחֵרי ְׁשִררּות ִלָּבם ַאֲחֵריַוֵּיְלכּו  (13)9:14
ἀλλ᾿ ἐπορεύθησαν ὀπίσω τῶν ἀρεστῶν τῆς καρδίας αὐτῶν τῆς κακῆς καὶ 
ὀπίσω τῶν εἰδώλων, ἃ ἐδίδαξαν αὐτοὺς οἱ πατέρες αὐτῶν

 μὴ –  ֱאֹלִהים ֲאֵחִרים ְלָעְבָדם ּוְלִהְׁשַּתֲחֹות ָלֶהםַאֲחֵריְוַאל־ֵּתְלכּו  25:6
πορεύεσθε ὀπίσω θεῶν ἀλλοτρίων τοῦ δουλεύειν αὐτοῖς καὶ τοῦ 
προσκυνεῖν αὐτοῖς

 καὶ οἱ προφῆται –  לֹא־יֹוִעלּו ָהָלכּוְוַאֲחֵריְוַהְּנִביִאים ִנְּבאּו ַבַּבַעל  2:8
ἐπροφήτευον τῇ Βααλ καὶ ὀπίσω ἀνωφελοῦς ἐπορεύθησαν

 –  ַהּקֵֹצרֵמַאֲחֵריְוָנְפָלה ִנְבַלת ָהָאָדם ְּכדֶֹמן ַעל־ְּפֵני ַהָּׂשֶדה ּוְכָעִמיר  (21)9:22
καὶ ἔσονται οἱ νεκροὶ τῶν ἀνθρώπων εἰς παράδειγμα ἐπὶ προσώπου τῆς 
γῆς καὶ ὡς χόρτος ὀπίσω θερίζοντος

ַאֲחֶריָךִּכי ַגם־ַאֶחיָך ּוֵבית־ָאִביָך ַּגם־ֵהָּמה ָּבְגדּו ָבְך ַּגם־ֵהָּמה ָקְראּו  12:6  
 ὅτι καὶ οἱ ἀδελφοί σου καὶ ὁ οἶκος τοῦ πατρός σου, καὶ οὗτοι – ָמֵלא
ἠθέτησάν σε, καὶ αὐτοὶ ἐβόησαν, ἐκ τῶν ὀπίσω σου ἐπισυνήχθησαν·

The occurrences of אחר that are translated by ὀπίσω may be classified similarly to 

those cases translated by μετά: אחר followed by a noun, אחר followed by a verb or 

 ,followed by a pronominal suffix. The first group is the most common of the three אחר

and each instance in this group is rendered by ὀπίσω with a genitive noun. The first two 
examples above (9:14[13] and 25:6) exemplify this group, as they represent two of the 

most common phrases in which the equivalence אחר – ὀπίσω occurs, namely 

 Generally these phrases are .הלך ַאֲחֵרי ְׁשִררּות הלב and הלך ַאֲחֵרי ֱאֹלִהים ֲאֵחִרים

556 Muraoka 2009, 500.
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rendered consistently as πορεύομαι ὀπίσω θεῶν ἀλλοτρίων and πορεύομαι ὀπίσω τῶν 
ἀρεστῶν τῆς καρδίας respectively, but variation does occur.

The third (2:8) and fourth examples (9:22[21]) are cases of אחר followed by a 
verb. In both cases the LXX equivalent is a nominal form in the genitive case. In 2:8, 

this is achieved by transforming the verbal phrase לֹא־יֹוִעלּו ’they will not profit’ into the

adjective ἀνωφελοῦς ’useless / unprofitable’. In 9:22(21), the articular participle ַהּקֵֹצר 

’the one who reaps’ is rendered by the Greek participle θερίζοντος ’reaping’. This 
instance is also notable in that the Hebrew text can be understood as a temporal clause 
’after the reaper (has reaped)’ whereas the Greek text understands it as local ’behind the 

reaper.’557 A similar shift from the temporal use of אחר to the local use is in 13:27, 

which is possibly offset by a different understanding of the sentence due to an extra עד 

in the Vorlage witnessed in the Greek by ἕως:  ָמַתי עֹדַאֲחֵרילֹא ִתְטֲהִרי  – ὅτι οὐκ 
ἐκαθαρίσθης ὀπίσω μου, ἕως τίνος ἔτι;

The final group, which consists of אחר followed by pronominal suffixes, contains 

five cases. The suffix used is either the second masculine singular suffix ַאֲחֶריָך or the 

third masculine plural suffix ַאֲחֵריֶהם, and each is rendered by the corresponding Greek 

genitive pronoun, σου or ἀυτῶν, respectively. The only exceptional case is the one 

presented above (12:6). Instead of the expected ὀπίσω, the Greek text attests the reading

ἐκ τῶν ὀπίσω σου, corresponding to the Hebrew ַאֲחֶריָך. This suggests that the 

translator read or mistook his Vorlage with a prefixed preposition מאחריך.

A striking feature about the equivalence אחר – ὀπίσω in Jer is that they are mainly 
found in Jer a’. Twenty one out of the total of 24558 cases are in Jer a’, and only two are 
in Jer b’.559 This is tempered by the fact that the Hebrew Vorlage of Jer b’ attests only 

five cases of local אחר, in comparison to 24 cases in the Vorlage of Jer a’. Based on 

557 Though it is possible to interpret ὀπίσω as temporal, as stated above, the majority of cases indicate that 
the translator used ὀπίσω when he interpreted אחר as local. It is therefore plausible to conclude the same 
here.
558 Jer a 2:5, 8, 23, 25, 3:17, 7:6, 7:9, 8:2, 9:14(13) 2x, 22(21), 11:10, 12:6, 13:10, 27, 16:11, 12, 17:16, 
18:12, 25:6, and 17(49:36). 
559 Jer b 42(35):15 and 52:8.
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this, it is possible to conclude that both halves of the translation favor ὀπίσω as the 

rendering of local אחר.

Other Renderings of Local ַאַחר
In Jer a’, there are only three cases of local אחר that are rendered otherwise. In 2:2, the 

Hebrew verb and preposition ֶלְכֵּתְך ַאֲחַרי ’that you followed after me’ is artfully 

rendered by an accusativus cum infinitivo construction τοῦ ἐξακολουθῆσαί σε ’you 

followed’ in the phrase τοῦ ἐξακολουθῆσαί σε τῷ ἁγίῳ Ισραηλ.560 In the other two 

cases, the LXX employs other prepositions besides plain ὀπίσω:

καὶ ἀπ᾿ ἐμοῦ οὐκ ἀποστραφήσεσθε –  לֹא ָתׁשּוִבוּוֵמַאֲחַרי 3:19

 καὶ ἐπαποστελῶ ἐπ᾿ αὐτοὺς τὴν –  ֶאת־ַהֶחֶרבַאֲחֵריֶהםְוִׁשַּלְחִּתי  (15)9:16
μάχαιραν

Although one might easily expect the translation to reflect a different Vorlage in such 
cases, the example of 2:2 shows that the translator is capable of renderings that do not 
follow the Hebrew in a strict isomorphic manner. The other two cases are strong 
candidates for a more idiomatic rendering that follows the Greek verbal syntax. 
Ἐπαποστέλλω often takes the preposition ἐπί to indicate the recipient of the action.561

Local אחר is translated five times in Jer b’. Two of these are rendered as ὀπίσω 
(42[35]:15 and 52:8). The rendering in 49(42):16 is similar to 3:19 and 9:16(15) by 
conforming to Greek verbal syntax rather than adhering strictly to the Hebrew text in an 
isomorphic manner. The translation renders the preposition with only an accusative 
pronoun:

καὶ ὁ –  ִמְצַרִיםַאֲחֵריֶכםְוָהָרָעב ֲאֶׁשר־ַאֶּתם ּדֲֹאִגים ִמֶּמּנּו ָׁשם ִיְדַּבק  16:(42)49
λιμός, οὗ ὑμεῖς λόγον ἔχετε ἀπὸ προσώπου αὐτοῦ, καταλήμψεται ὑμᾶς ἐν 
Αἰγύπτῳ

The final two cases of local אחר that have an equivalent in Jer b’ are two cases of 

ὄπισθεν. Ὄπισθεν is an adverb that is synonymous with ὀπίσω. It has both a local and a

560 For a discussion on this example, cf. sec. 4.2.2.2.
561 LSJ, s.v. ἐπαποστέλλω.
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temporal function, meaning both ’behind’ and ’after’. Ὄπισθεν occurs three times in Jer

LXX. It renders the Hebrew ְלָאחֹור once (in 7:24) and the local אחר twice:

 καὶ παῦσιν παύσεται, ὄπισθέν –  ֵּתֶלְך ָחֶרבַאֲחַרִיְךַּגם־ַמְדֵמן ִּתּדִֹּמי  2:(48)31
σου βαδιεῖται μάχαιρα

  ְלֵהיִטיִביֵמַאֲחֵריֶהםְוָכַרִּתי ָלֶהם ְּבִרית עֹוָלם ֲאֶׁשר לֹא־ָאׁשּוב  40:(32)39
 καὶ διαθήσομαι αὐτοῖς διαθήκην αἰώνιον, ἣν οὐ μὴ ἀποστρέψω – אֹוָתם
ὄπισθεν αὐτῶν

The two cases of ὄπισθεν in Jer b’ both occur in conjunction with verbs of movement: 

 in Hebrew and ἀποστρέφω and βαδίζω in Greek. These same verbs are הלך and ׁשוב

used in connection with אחר and ὀπίσω in Jer a’, but in Jer b’ ὀπίσω as the rendering of

 is also used in connection with other verbs of movement, namely καταδιώκω and אחר

πορεύομαι. The reading ὄπισθεν is fairly certain in these passages, as the variant ὀπίσω 
is only found in one ms for each case (codex S in 31[48]:2 and Ms 407 in 39[32]:40).

Ὕστερος

Ὕστερος is also partially synonymous with ὀπίσω, and in ancient Greek it was used 
both locally (’behind’ or ’coming after’) and temporally (’after’ or ’next’) as an 
adjective. Within the translated books of the Septuagint, ὕστερος is only found in Jer, 

where it is always used in a temproal sense to render temporal cases of אחר. Each case 

is located in Jer b’. The equivalent μετά in 47(40):1 has the variant reading ὕστερος in 

the majority of Mss, but Ziegler has chosen μετά as the more likely OG reading.562

  ֵצאת ְיָכְנָיה־ַהֶּמֶלְך ְוַהְּגִביָרה ְוַהָּסִריִסים ָׂשֵרי ְיהּוָדה ִוירּוָׁשַלםִַאֲחֵרי 2:(29)36
ὕστερον ἐξελθόντος Ιεχονίου τοῦ βασιλέως καὶ – ְוֶהָחָרׁש ְוַהַּמְסֵּגר ִמירּוָׁשָלםִ
τῆς βασιλίσσης καὶ τῶν εὐνούχων καὶ παντὸς ἐλευθέρου καὶ δεσμώτου 
καὶ τεχνίτου ἐξ Ιερουσαλημ

562 Ὕστερον as a variant reading is found at 47(40):1 in Mss 88, 407 and the L group. The double reading 
υστερον μετα is attested by a majority of the Mss. Ziegler's choice of μετα for the critical text is attested 
by B-S-106' C' and 26. Tov argues that υστερον is a change made by the reviser in this verse (1976, 49 n. 
31).
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 ὅτι –  ִהָּוְדִעי ָסַפְקִּתי ַעל־ָיֵרְך ּבְֹׁשִּתיְוַאֲחֵרי ׁשּוִבי ִנַחְמִּתי ַאֲחֵריִּכי־ 19:(31)38
ὕστερον αἰχμαλωσίας μου μετενόησα καὶ ὕστερον τοῦ γνῶναί με 
ἐστέναξα ἐφ᾿ ἡμέρας αἰσχύνης

In each case, אחר is followed by an infinitive in the Hebrew, and ὕστερος is followed 
by a genitive in the Greek. The translator only renders the last case with an infinitive, 
however, as the first is rendered with a genitive participle to complement ὕστερος, and 

the second is rendered as if the translator understood ׁשובי as the noun ׁשבי ‘captivity.’ 
In each case, the translator has shaped the Greek grammatical forms into genitives in 
order to conform to the requirement of ὕστερος. As shown above, μετά is the common 

rendering of temporal אחר in both Jer a’ and in Jer b’, and it is used in similar 

syntactical contexts as the three cases of ὕστερος, that is, when אחר is followed by an 

infinitive (e.g. 12:15 and 24:1). Ὕστερος may be used to more clearly mark the 

temporal nature of these clauses, but the contexts of the cases rendered by μετά seem 
unambiguously temporal as well. It is therefore uncertain whether one can ascribe a 
reason for the use of ὕστερος other than the intention to use different equivalents. Of the

two equivalents, μετά is to be considered a more standard choice of the LXX translators

since it is the most common equivalent of temporal אחר. Ὕστερος, on the other hand, is
a more natural Greek expression that was not used by the translators as an equivalent for
any particular Hebrew term.

Summary

The most clear distinction between the different renderings of אחר in Jer LXX is that 

between μετά and ὀπίσω. Μετά is the main equivalent when אחר is temporal, and 

ὀπίσω is the main equivalent when אחר is local. It is the deviation from this pattern that
has borne speculation regarding the unity of the translation, particularly with regard to 

the renderings of temporal אחר. Ὕστερος, a word that is not often used in the LXX, 

renders temporal אחר on three occasions in Jer b’. This equivalence is not found 
elsewhere in the LXX.

The temporal uses of אחר are rendered 13 times by μετά+acc., which is the usual 
rendering of the Hebrew expression throughout the LXX. In Jer a’, there are five such 
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equivalences. In two of these the Hebrew expression is ַאֲחֵרי־ֵכן, rendered as μετὰ 

ταῦτα (16:16 and 21:7). The other three cases render אחר with an infinitive as 

μετά+articular infinitive in the accusative case (3:7, 12:15 and 24:1). In Jer b’, there are 

eight cases of the equivalence between temporal אחר and μετά+acc. Five of these 

render אחר+infinitive (35[28]:12, 39[32]:16, 41[34]:8, 43[36]:27 and 47[40]:1) and 

three render אחר+noun or pronominal suffix (38[31]:33, 39[32]:18 and 9).

The rendering ὕστερος is used three times in Jer LXX, once in 36(29):2 and twice 

in 38(31):19. In both verses, the word renders אחר+infinitive with ὕστερος+gen. The 

Hebrew constructions are very much like the other cases of temporal אחר that are 

rendered by μετά+acc. Jer 36(29):2 is a narrated text that describes the location of 
subsequent events in time, i.e. “after king Jeconiah [...] had departed from Jerusalem.” 
Jer 24:1 employs the same Hebrew expression in a similar narrated context, yet the 
rendering is μετά+acc.: “after Nebuchadrezzar, king of Babylon, had taken into exile 
Jeconiah [...] from Jerusalem.” Jer 38(31):19 presents a dialogue between YHWH and 

Ephraim. Ephraim’s proclamation consists of אחר+inf. followed by a finitive verb. This
pattern occurs twice: “For after I had turned away, I relented, and after I was instructed, 
I struck my thigh.” The same grammatical construction is used in dialogue in Jer 12:15, 
and it is rendered with μετά+acc.: “And after I have plucked them up, I will again have 
compassion on them.” Though it is highly likely that the translator understood the first 

occurrence of אחר in 38(31):19 to be followed by a noun, a similar case is rendered by 

μετά+acc. in 38(31):33. The three cases of ὕστερος essentially render similar Hebrew 

constructions as those cases that are rendered by μετά both in Jer a’ and in Jer b’, and 

the translator appropriates the Greek syntax to conform to the use of ὕστερος.

The renderings of אחר can largely be characterized in the same manner in Jer a’ 

and Jer b’.  Throughout the translation, μετά+acc. is used as the main equivalent of 

temporal אחר, and ὀπίσω+gen. is used as the main equivalent of local אחר. The few 

uses of ὕστερος, however, should be characterized as exceptional renderings that reflect 

more natural Greek expression. Ὕστερος is seldom used in the LXX, and should be 
noted in the characterization of the translation. It is a feature of Jer b’ that must be 
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described as more natural Greek in character and not as a feature that resembles 
revisional changes of the type found in the kaige tradition.

ְלִבְלִתי .5.7
Renderings of the negative particle לבלתי are referenced as evidence for bisectioning 

Jer LXX by both Thackeray and Tov.563 Thackarey notes that the term is rendered by τοῦ
μή in both parts of the book, and that πρὸς τὸ μή is used as a rendering only in Jer b’. 

Tov posits that, for many of the translators, the usual rendering of לבלתי in the LXX, 

τοῦ μή, was not considered an adequate expression of the components of the Hebrew 

word, that is, they did not contain a formal representation of the preposition ְל. This 
prompted the use of other equivalents, but in most books the other equivalents do not 
outnumber the use of  τοῦ μή. Only Jer b’ can be said to use another equivalent with 

more consistency, as πρὸς τὸ μή is the rendering in ten of its eleven translated cases of 

.לבלתי

Because the infinitive construct has a nominal character, its negation is usually 

expressed by לבלתי, which itself is nominal in origin.564 It occurs a total of 86 times in 

the HB. In the LXX, the genitive article with the negation, τοῦ μή, is its most common 

equivalent. This reflects the fact that לבלתי is used as the common negation of the 
infinitive construct. In the LXX, final infinitives are often rendered as genitive articular 
infinitives,565 thus their negation naturally employs the same article. A total of 39 of the 

86 occurrences of לבלתי in the LXX are rendered by τοῦ μή. The equivalent πρὸς τὸ 
μή, exclusive to Jer b’, is the second most common equivalent in the LXX, amounting 
to ten occurrences. Other equivalents occur less frequently, but can be considered to 

represent more formal equivalents of לבלתי than τοῦ μή. Ὅπως μή, ἵνα μή and ὥστε 
μή are all used as renderings, and they all start final clauses in Greek. Other renderings 

563 Thackeray 1903a, 251; Tov 1976, 49–50.
564 Joüon and Muraoka 2003, 284, 433.
565 Cf. the analysis of renderings of infinitives in Jer LXX, ch. 4.
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of לבלתי in the LXX include παρὰ τὸ μή, τὸ παράπαν μή, ἵνα μὴ τούτου, ἕνεκεν οὐ 
μή, τοῦ μὴ εἰς τέλος and τὸ καθόλου μή, all dispersed among various books.566

In Jer LXX, the two most common equivalents of לבלתי are starkly split along the 

lines of Jer a’ and Jer b’, with only one case of a shared equivalent in Jer b’ (τοῦ μή).

Jer a’ Jer b’ Total

τοῦ μή 10 1 11

πρὸς τὸ μή – 10 10

ὅθεν οὐκ 1 – 1

Table 11. renderings of the preposition לבלתי in Jer LXX.

The genitive article with the negation μή (τοῦ μή) is used ten times in Jer a’ and once in 

Jer b’, while the preposition πρός with the genitive article and the negation μή (πρὸς τὸ 
μή) is not used in Jer a’ but is found ten times in Jer b’. The only other equivalent in Jer 

LXX is ὅθεν οὐκ, located in Jer a’ (7:8). All three cases in which לבלתי does not have an
equivalent in the LXX (41[34]:10, 34:15[27:18] and Jer MT 33:20[–]) are longer 
plusses in the MT, and therefor were unlikely in the translator’s Vorlage.567

Τοῦ μή

The genitive article, as a rendering of לבלתי, occurs eleven times in Jer LXX, and it is 
the simplest of the renderings. The function and use of the genitive articular infinitive is 

566 Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 78–80.
567 Jer MT 33:20 is part of a longer plus in the Hebrew text that extends from 33:14 to 33:26. The content 
of this plus describes YHWH's eternal covenant with the house of David and with the levitical priesthood.
It is most likely a later addition to the text. In the two other cases, 34:15(27:18) and 41(34):10, the MT 
plus amounts to a clause or two. In 34:15(27:18) over half of the verse is lacking in the LXX. The MT 
plus details how Jeremiah the prophet expects the false prophets to perform in order to prove that they are 
true prophets. The shared text contains the demand that they should intercede directly with YHWH, but 
the MT plus articulates the particular purpose for this, namely to prevent the looting of the temple vessels 
that have been left in Jerusalem, a theme that is greatly stressed in the other MT plusses in the chapter. Jer
41(34):10 contains a plus in the MT that further describes the covenant that the king and the people of 
Jerusalem had entered into during the siege of the city by the Babylonian army. לבלתי occurs in both of 
these plusses, and both are most likely later additions to the text.
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presented above.568 In Greek, the particle μή is generally used with the articular 
infinitive to indicate its negation.569

ּוְלִבְלִּתי ְׁשמֹוַע ְלִבְלִּתיְולֹא ָׁשְמעּו ְולֹא ִהּטּו ֶאת־ָאְזָנם ַוַּיְקׁשּו ֶאת־ָעְרָּפם  17:23  
 καὶ ἐσκλήρυναν τὸν τράχηλον αὐτῶν ὑπὲρ τοὺς πατέρας – ַקַחת מּוָסר
αὐτῶν τοῦ μὴ ἀκοῦσαί μου καὶ τοῦ μὴ δέξασθαι παιδείαν

 ּוִבְנִבֵאי ְירּוָׁשַלםִ ָרִאיִתי ַׁשֲערּוָרה ָנאֹוף ְוָהֹלְך ַּבֶּׁשֶקר ְוִחְּזקּו ְיֵדי ְמֵרִעים 23:14
־ָׁשבּו ִאיׁש ֵמָרָעתֹו ָהיּו־ִלי ֻכָּלם ִּכְסדֹם ְויְֹׁשֶביָה ַּכֲעֹמָרהְלִבְלִּתי  – καὶ ἐν τοῖς 

προφήταις Ιερουσαλημ ἑόρακα φρικτά, μοιχωμένους καὶ πορευομένους ἐν 
ψεύδεσι καὶ ἀντιλαμβανομένους χειρῶν πονηρῶν τοῦ μὴ ἀποστραφῆναι 
ἕκαστον ἀπὸ τῆς ὁδοῦ αὐτοῦ τῆς πονηρᾶς· ἐγενήθησάν μοι πάντες ὡς 
Σόδομα καὶ οἱ κατοικοῦντες αὐτὴν ὥσπερ Γόμορρα

 ֵּתת־ֹאתֹו ְבַיד־ָהָעםְלִבְלִּתיַאְך ַיד ֲאִחיָקם ֶּבן־ָׁשָפן ָהְיָתה ֶאת־ִיְרְמָיהּו  24:(26)33
 πλὴν χεὶρ Αχικαμ υἱοῦ Σαφαν ἦν μετὰ Ιερεμίου τοῦ μὴ – ַלֲהִמיתֹו
παραδοῦναι αὐτὸν εἰς χεῖρας τοῦ λαοῦ τοῦ μὴ ἀνελεῖν αὐτόν

In most cases, לבלתי is followed by an infinitive. The only perfect form is ְלִבְלִּתי־ָׁשבּו 

in 23:14, but it is unusual, as לא is the proper negation of independent verbal clauses.570 

Proposed emendations of ָׁשבּו to ׁשוב are probably correct,571 and the Greek rendering, 
which is similar to cases that render infinitives, suggests that the LXX Vorlage 
contained an infinitive here as well.

The context of these expressions is almost always YHWH speaking through the 

prophet Jeremiah. The negation לבלתי is used mainly in prohibitions, urging the 
Israelites not to transgress against YHWH’s will, and retellings of past transgressions, 
describing how the Israelites had not complied with YHWH’s directives. Only two cases
occur in other contexts, which portray how Ahikam prevented the murder of Jeremiah 

 and the judgement of YHWH on Babylon, that it (i33[26]:24ְלִבְלִּתי ֵּתת־ֹאתֹו ְבַיד־ָהָעם)

568 Cf. sec. 4.1.3.
569 Smyth 1920, 615.
570 Gesenius et. al. (1910, 483) note a few cases in which לבלתי occurs with a finite verb form (Ex 20:20, 
2 Sam 14:14, Jer 27:18 and Ezek 13:3), but it is likely that these texts have been corrupted and do not 
reflect their original form. In addition, Is 44:10 contains the reading ְלִבְלִּתי הֹוִעיל, but הֹוִעיל should be 
considered an infinitive instead of a perfect.
571 Gesenius, Kautzsch and Cowley 1910, 483.
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should be desolate (ְלִבְלִּתי ֱהיֹות־ּבֹו יֹוֵׁשבi28[51]:62). The expression ְלִבְלִּתי ְׁשֹמַע (e.g. 
in example 17:23) is the most common expression used. It occurs four times while the 
other expressions are all unique in Jer.

Only one case of τοῦ μή as the equivalent of לבלתי is located in Jer b’ (33[26]:24). 

The other ten are all in Jer a’.572 In Jer a’, only one other equivalent of לבלתי+inf. is to 

be found, and that is ὅθεν οὐκ in 7:8.573 In Jer b’, the renderings of לבלתי+inf. are 

predominantly πρὸς τὸ μή+inf.

Πρὸς τὸ μή

Πρὸς τὸ μή consists of the preposition πρός with an accusative article and the negation 

μή. It always occurs as an articular infinitive. Πρός with the articular infinitive is a 

Greek expression that occurs rarely elsewhere in the translated books of the LXX. Πρὸς 
τὸ μή appears a total of nine times in apocryphal books of the LXX, particularly in the 
Greek additions to Esther, in 1 and 2 Maccabees, and in the book of Baruch, and in the 
New Testament.574 Its use in biblical Greek denotes “the end to which an act or state is 
directed, or toward which it tends,"575 i.e. it is final in meaning.

Coincidentally, either as a rendering of לבלתי, in which case the negation μή is 

included, or as a rendering of 576,למען the expression πρός+acc. articular inf. only 

occurs in Jer b’. The equivalence לבלתי – πρὸς τὸ μή is used ten times.

 ְוָכַרִּתי ָלֶהם ְּבִרית עֹוָלם ֲאֶׁשר לֹא־ָאׁשּוב ֵמַאֲחֵריֶהם ְלֵהיִטיִבי אֹוָתם 40:(32)39
καὶ διαθήσομαι αὐτοῖς διαθήκην –  סּור ֵמָעָליְלִבְלִּתיְוֶאת־ִיְרָאִתי ֶאֵּתן ִּבְלָבָבם 

αἰώνιον, ἣν οὐ μὴ ἀποστρέψω ὄπισθεν αὐτῶν· καὶ τὸν φόβον μου δώσω 
εἰς τὴν καρδίαν αὐτῶν πρὸς τὸ μὴ ἀποστῆναι αὐτοὺς ἀπ᾿ ἐμοῦ

572 Jer 16:12; 17:23(2x), 24(2x), 27; 18:10; 19:15; 23:14 and 28(51):62.
573 Cf. example Jer 7:8 below.
574 Esth 13:4-5; 1 Mac 12:10; 2 Mac 5:27; Bar 1:19, 2:5; 2 Cor 3:13; 1 Thess 2:9 and 2 Thess 3:8.
575 Votaw 1896, 20.
576  For an analysis of the renderings of למען in Jer LXX, cf. sec. 5.8.
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  ְׁשתֹות־ַיִיןְלִבְלִּתיַוִּנְׁשַמע ְּבקֹול ְיהֹוָנָדב ֶּבן־ֵרָכב ָאִבינּו ְלכֹל ֲאֶׁשר ִצָּונּו  8:(35)42
 καὶ ἠκούσαμεν τῆς φωνῆς Ιωναδαβ τοῦ πατρὸς ἡμῶν πρὸς τὸ – ָּכל־ָיֵמינּו
μὴ πιεῖν οἶνον πάσας τὰς ἡμέρας ἡμῶν

  ְׂשרֹף ֶאת־ַהְּמִגָּלהְלִבְלִּתיְוַגם ֶאְלָנָתן ּוְדָלָיהּו ּוְגַמְרָיהּו ִהְפִּגעּו ַבֶּמֶלְך  25:(36)43
 καὶ Ελναθαν καὶ Γοδολίας καὶ Γαμαρίας ὑπέθεντο τῷ – ְולֹא ָׁשַמע ֲאֵליֶהם
βασιλεῖ πρὸς τὸ μὴ κατακαῦσαι τὸ χαρτίον

In each case לבלתי+inf. modifies a verb and is therefore used to indicate purpose. The 
genitive articular infinitive is used in the same manner elsewhere in the LXX. The use 
of the exceptional equivalent πρὸς τὸ μή+inf. must reflect a need to use a different 

expression. This is possibly triggered by the morphological components of לבלתי, i.e. 

the preposition ְל and the particle בלתי. The use of the Greek preposition πρός and the 

negation μή allows the reviser to obtain a formal representation of both components of 

the word לבלתי.

Πρὸς τὸ μή is the dominant equivalent of לבלתי in Jer b’. Out of eleven 

occurrences that have an equivalent in Jer b’, ten are rendered by πρὸς τὸ μή.577 Only 

the one case in 33(26):24 is rendered by τοῦ μή. The occurrence in 33(26):24578 is part 
of a narrated section describing past events. Similar cases are found in 41(34):9, 
describing how the people of Jerusalem had freed their slaves from serving them, and 
several cases are located in the account of the Rechabites (42[35]:8, 9 and 14), 
explaining how they had upheld their ancestor’s decree not to drink wine or build 
houses to live in. The contexts in Jer b’ are partially the same as those in Jer a’. These 
are retellings of past transgressions (e.g. 51[44]:5) in addition to the fulfilment of 
prohibitions by the Rechabites. A few cases refer to the future in the form of pleas 
(43[36]:25 and 45[38]:26) or proclamations of what will not or should not come to pass 
(39[32]:40 and 49[42]:13).

577 Jer 39(32):40; 41(34):9; 42(35):8-9, 14; 43(36):25; 45(38):26; 49(42):13; 51(44):5 and 7.
578 The Greek rendering of this verse is exceptional for other reasons as well. The negation of the first 
infinitive (ֵתת) is extended to the second infinitive (ַלֲהִמיתֹו), thus essentially reversing the meaning of the 
second infinitive. This verse is discussed in more detail in sec. 4.2.2.2 and 7.5. 
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Ὅθεν οὐκ

The relative adverb ὅθεν ’from where’ is generally used to introduce local clauses, and 

can substitute the use of a relative pronoun preceded by the preposition ἐκ, e.g. ἐξ οὗ.579 
It occurs 43 times in the Septuagint, but a majority of these are found in apocryphal 
books, such as Judith and 2 Macc. The 18 cases that are translations generally render the

relative pronoun אׁשר. There is only one case of ὅθεν in Jer, and nowhere else is it used 

to render לבלתי.

 εἰ δὲ ὑμεῖς –  הֹוִעילְלִבְלִּתיִהֵּנה ַאֶּתם ּבְֹטִחים ָלֶכם ַעל־ִּדְבֵרי ַהָּׁשֶקר  7:8
πεποίθατε ἐπὶ λόγοις ψευδέσιν, ὅθεν οὐκ ὠφεληθήσεσθε

In Jer 7:8, לבלתי+inf. is rendered by ὅθεν οὐκ followed by an indicative verb form. This

is an exceptional use of ὅθεν since it is not purely local, but metaphorically local. The 
prophet accuses the people of trusting in false words and claims that the lie will lead to 
no avail. The translation of this verse is exceptional in other ways as well. It attests one 
of the few cases in which the postpositive particle δέ is used in Jer, and only one of the 

three such cases in which δέ is not used to render the Hebrew coordinate conjunction 

 has been rendered as an indicative verb. All in ּבְֹטִחים Also, the Hebrew participle 580.ְו
all, these formal differences with the Hebrew text function to create a more natural 
Greek style in this verse.

Summary and Conclusions

The negative particle לבלתי occurs 25 times in Jer and has a Greek equivalent in the 
LXX in 22 of these cases. The genitive articular infinitive and the prepositional phrase 

πρὸς τὸ μή+inf. are used to an almost equal amount as renderings of לבלתיi(11 times 

and 10 times respectively), and the only other equivalent is the relative clause ὅθεν 
οὐκ+finite verb in 7:8.

579 Smyth 1920, 101–102 and 562.
580 The other two cases are found in Jer 31(48):30 and 32(25):31. For an analysis of the renderings of 
conjunctive ְו in Jer LXX, cf. sec. 5.2.
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Jer a’ Jer b’ Total

τοῦ μή 10 1 11

πρὸς τὸ μή – 10 10

ὅθεν οὐκ 1 – 1

Table 11. Renderings of the preposition לבלתי in Jer LXX.

As can be seen from table 11., there is a nearly definitive division of equivalents 
between Jer a’ and Jer b’. In Jer a’, the genitive articular infinitive τοῦ μή is used with 

only one exception, and πρὸς τὸ μή+inf. is never used. In Jer b’, on the other hand, πρὸς
τὸ μή+inf. is used with only one exception, which is the genitive articular infinitive τοῦ 
μή (33[26]:24).

Nearly all cases of לבלתי in the Hebrew text precede an infinitive. Only 23:14 and 
34:15(27:18) attest a perfect form. As discussed above, the case in 23:14 should be 
emended to an infinitive, which is what the LXX seems to translate, and the case in 
34:15(27:18) was most likely lacking in the translator’s Vorlage. From a grammatical 
point of view, then, the translated expressions are all very similar to one another.

The same can be said from a contextual point of view. The expression לבלתי+inf. is
mostly used in direct address concerning probihitions and accusations of past 
transgressions. This is the case for both halves of the translation.

The stark difference between the translation equivalents of לבלתי in Jer a’ and Jer 
b’ contributes to their different characterization. Jer a’ follows the general custom of 

most LXX translations in rendering לבלתי+inf. with τοῦ μή+inf. in ten of its eleven 

translated cases. The one use of ὅθεν οὐκ modifies this picture by presenting a special 
rendering unique to this section of the LXX. Jer b’, on the other hand, after the one use 
of τοῦ μή at 33(26):24, adopts a unique rendering in πρὸς τὸ μή+inf. that is only used 
rarely in other Greek texts. The use of this rendering in ten out of eleven translated cases
gives this section a special character, which sets it off from all other translations in the 
LXX, including the preceding chapters in Jer LXX.

Tov suggests that τοῦ μή was not deemed an adequate rendering by many 

translators, which explains the various other renderings that arose around לבלתי. 

Quantitatively, τοῦ μή+inf. could be considered an adequate equivalent of לבלתי+inf. 
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since it reproduces a representation of each component of the Hebrew construction: the 

preposition ְל (τοῦ), the particle בלתי (μή), and the inf. In this light, the rendering πρὸς 
τὸ μή+inf. seems to produce one element too many, unless the accusative indicator τὸ is
assumed to go along with its governing preposition. On the other hand, the preposition 
might have been chosen due to its semantic value as an expression of the Hebrew 
infinitive, which indicates the purpose or result of an action, as suggested by Votaw,581 
or due to its correspondence with the Hebrew preposition.

Coincidently or not, Jer b’ is the only section in the LXX that employs the 

expression πρός+articular infinitive. This expression is used solely to render לבלתי+inf. 

and למען+inf.582 Ex 1:16 is the only exception to this, but it differs from the cases in Jer 
b’ by its use of the dative article instead of the accusative.

ְלַמַען .5.8
Thackeray and Tov both reference the translations of the Hebrew למען among their 

arguments for bisectioning Jer LXX.583 Thackeray makes the simple note that ἵνα is used

in both sections of Jer LXX as the equivalent, while πρὸς τό is used only in Jer b’. Tov, 

however, specifies that he is only referring to renderings of the construction למען+inf, 

which are translated three times by finite clauses in Jer a’, and four times by πρὸς 
τό+inf. and twice by ἵνα clauses in Jer b’. He explains that the rendering of Jer a’ is the 
usual one in the LXX, and that the renderings in Jer b’ have been revised toward a more 

literal equivalence of the Hebrew. Other scholars do not discuss the renderings of למען 
in their studies.

ְל which may be termed as a prepositional phrase consisting of the preposition ,למען
and the form 584,מען has two principle functions in Hebrew. First, it serves as a 
preposition before nouns or pronouns, meaning ’on account of’ or ’for the sake of’, as in

581 Votaw 1896, 20.
582 Martin 1957, 276. Cf. also the analysis of the renderings of למען in Jer LXX, sec. 5.8.
583 Thackeray 1903a, 251; Tov 1976, 50.
584 For the definition of למען as a prepositional phrase, cf. Joüon and Muraoka 2003, §104b. For the 
constitution of למען as the preposition ְל and the form מען, cf. HALOT, s.v. ַמַען.
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the phrase ְלַמַען ְׁשמֹו ’for his name’s sake’ (Ps 23:3). Second, it serves as a conjunction 
marking a consecutive clause, often preceding verbs (e.g. Gen 37:22) or the relative 

pronoun אׁשר (e.g. Deut 20:18). למען generally functions to express purpose. In Jer, 

 occurs 24 times. Of these, three cases function as prepositions, and 21 cases mark למען
a consecutive clause.585

In Jer LXX, equivalents of למען occur eleven times in Jer a’ and eleven times in Jer

b’. The most common equivalents are ἵνα (8 times) and ὅπως (7 times). The other 

equivalents are πρὸς followed by an accusative articular infinitive (πρὸς τό+inf.; 4 

times), a genitive articular infinitive expressing purpose, the preposition διὰ+acc. and 

ἕνεκεν+acc.

The use and meaning of ὅπως and ἵνα are similar to למען in that they can introduce 

a final clause,586 but ὅπως may also be used in a modal sense.587 Πρὸς+acc. denotes 
direction towards something, whether it be local, metaphorical or temporal.588 The use 
and meaning of the genitive articular infinitive is discussed above.589 Διά with an 
accusative can carry several different meanings. It may have the local sense ’through’ or
’over’, or it may denote indirect agency. An additional meaning, which is the more 
common meaning in the LXX, is causative, denoting reason, ground or credit.590 The 
improper preposition ἕνεκεν is usually a postpositive in ancient Greek, but in the LXX it
generally serves as a preposition with a genitive. It also indicates reason, ground, cause 
or purpose, and is a means of expressing motive.591

585 Prepositional uses are in 7:19, 14:7 and 21; Conjunctive uses are in 4:14; 7:10, 18, 23; 10:18; 11:5; 
25:7; 27(50):34; 28(51):39; 34:8(27:10), 12(15); 39(32):14, 29, 35; 42(35):7; 43(36):3; 49(42):6; 
50(43):3; 51(44):8(2x) and 29.
586 Smyth 1920, §2193.
587 Muraoka 2009, s.v. "ὅπως conj."

588 Smyth 1920, §1695 3.; Muraoka 2009, s.v. "πρὸς prep." III.

589 Cf. the analysis of the renderings of ְל+inf., sec. 4.2.

590 Smyth 1920, §1685 2.; Muraoka 2009, s.v. "διά" II.

591 Smyth 1920, §1679 and §1700; Muraoka 2009, s.v. "ἕνεκα, ἕνεκεν."
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Jer a’ Jer b’ Total

ὅπως 6 1 7

ἵνα 2 6 8

πρός – 4 4

other 3 – 3

Table 12. Renderings of למען in Jer LXX.

As table 12. shows, ὅπως is the most common rendering of למען in Jer a’. In Jer b’, 

however, the most common rendering is ἵνα. Jer a’ attests a few other equivalents, 

namely ἵνα twice, prepositional phrases with διά and ἕνεκεν, and a genitive articular 

infinitive. In Jer b’, ὅπως is used once, and πρὸς is almost as common as ἵνα. There are 

two cases in which the LXX is lacking an equivalent for 592.למען Tov’s study focuses on 

the use of πρός in Jer b’ instead of the difference between the two halves in their uses of 

ὅπως and ἵνα. His argument narrows the number of cases of למען to be considered to 
those that are followed by infinitives, which amounts to twelve cases.593

Ὅπως

Ὅπως is used as the equivalent of למען on seven occasions, six of which are in Jer a’ 

and one in Jer b’. In each case, ὅπως functions as a final conjunction followed by a 

subjunctive. In two instances (7:23 and 42[35]:7) the particle ἄν is used in conjunction 

with ὅπως. In ancient Greek, this mainly occurs in positive clauses.594

 μὴ ἐμὲ –  ּבֶֹׁשת ְּפֵניֶהםְלַמַעןַהֹאִתי ֵהם ַמְכִעִסים ְנֻאם־ְיהָוה ֲהלֹוא ֹאָתם  7:19
αὐτοὶ παροργίζουσι; λέγει κύριος· οὐχὶ ἑαυτούς, ὅπως καταισχυνθῇ τὰ 
πρόσωπα αὐτῶν

592 Jer 25:7 is part of a longer plus in Jer MT and is considered to be a later addition to the text. The MT 
plus in Jer 51(44):29 also consists of several words that form a longer sentence, but haplography is 
possibly the cause of the discrepancy here, either in the Hebrew tradition from עליכם to עליכם or in the 
Greek tradition from ἐφ᾽ ὑμᾶς to ἐφ᾽ ὑμᾶς.
593 Tov 1976, 50.
594 Smyth 1920, §2201.
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 –  ִיְמָצאּוְלַמַעןִהְנִני קֹוֵלַע ֶאת־יֹוְׁשֵבי ָהָאֶרץ ַּבַּפַעם ַהּזֹאת ַוֲהֵצרֹוִתי ָלֶהם  10:18
Ἰδοὺ ἐγὼ σκελίζω τοὺς κατοικοῦντας τὴν γῆν ταύτην ἐν θλίψει, ὅπως 
εὑρεθῇ ἡ πληγή σου

  ִּתְחיּו ָיִמים ַרִּבים ַעל־ְּפֵני ָהֲאָדָמהְלַמַעןָּבֳאָהִלים ֵּתְׁשבּו ָּכל־ְיֵמיֶכם  7:(35)42
 ἐν σκηναῖς οἰκήσετε πάσας τὰς ἡμέρας ὑμῶν, ὅπως – ֲאֶׁשר ַאֶּתם ָּגִרים ָׁשם
ἂν ζήσητε ἡμέρας πολλὰς ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς, ἐφ᾿ ἧς διατρίβετε ὑμεῖς ἐπ᾿ αὐτῆς

 –  ִהְרִּגיַע ֶאת־ָהָאֶרץ ְוִהְרִּגיז ְליְֹׁשֵבי ָבֶבלְלַמַעןִריב ָיִריב ֶאת־ִריָבם  34:(50)27
κρίσιν κρινεῖ πρὸς τοὺς ἀντιδίκους αὐτοῦ, ὅπως ἐξάρῃ τὴν γῆν, καὶ 
παροξυνεῖ τοῖς κατοικοῦσι Βαβυλῶνα

Jer 7:19 is the only case among these in which ὅπως renders למען when it fucntions as a
preposition. The Greek translation has not rendered the Hebrew straightforwardly, but 
has rather resolved the rhetorical question with the negative particle μή.595 Jer 10:18 and

42(35):7 are examples of למען as a conjunctive in connection with an imperfect verb. 

Ὅπως is the equivalent in four such cases in Jer.596 In the two examples, ὅπως is 

employed with a subjunctive verb, and the particle ἄν is used in the latter. The translator

has had some difficulty understanding 10:18, as the main verb ַוֲהֵצרֹוִתי ’to cause 

distress’ has been rendered as the prepositional phrase ἐν θλίψει. This causes ὅπως to 

modify the equivalent of the previous verb קֹוֵלַע (rendered as σκελίζω ’to overthrow / to

upset’) instead. Jer 27(50):34 exemplifies the two cases in which ὅπως translates למען 

followed by an infinitive.597 Of the seven accounts in which ὅπως renders למען in Jer, 
only 42(35):7 is in Jer b’. The six other cases are supplemented by a few other 
renderings in Jer a’.

Ἵνα

Ἵνα occurs eight times in Jer LXX as a rendering of למען, but unlike ὅπως, it occurs 
mainly in Jer b’. Six cases are in Jer b’ and only two in Jer a’.

595 For a discussion on how the translator treats rhetorical questions, cf. sec. 7.5.
596 The other two cases are 7:23 and 28(51):39.
597 The other case is in Jer 11:5.
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 ἀπόπλυναι ἀπὸ κακίας τὴν –  ִּתָּוֵׁשִעיְלַמַעןַּכְּבִסי ֵמָרָעה ִלֵּבְך ְירּוָׁשַלםִ  4:14
καρδίαν σου, Ιερουσαλημ, ἵνα σωθῇς

 ִאם־טֹוב ְוִאם־ָרע ְּבקֹול ְיהָוה ֱאֹלֵהינּו ֲאֶׁשר ֲאַנְּו ׁשְֹלִחים ֹאְתָך ֵאָליו 6:(42)49
 καὶ ἐὰν ἀγαθὸν –  ֲאֶׁשר ִייַטב־ָלנּו ִּכי ִנְׁשַמע ְּבקֹול ְיהָוה ֱאֹלֵהינּוְלַמַעןִנְׁשָמע 

καὶ ἐὰν κακόν, τὴν φωνὴν κυρίου τοῦ θεοῦ ἡμῶν, οὗ ἡμεῖς ἀποστέλλομέν 
σε πρὸς αὐτόν, ἀκουσόμεθα, ἵνα βέλτιον ἡμῖν γένηται, ὅτι ἀκουσόμεθα 
τῆς φωνῆς κυρίου τοῦ θεοῦ ἡμῶν

 –  ֵּתת ֹאָתנּו ְבַיד־ַהַּכְׂשִּדיםְלַמַעןִּכי ָּברּוְך ֶּבן־ֵנִרָּיה ַמִּסית ֹאְתָך ָּבנּו  3:(43)50
ἀλλ᾿ ἢ Βαρουχ υἱὸς Νηρίου συμβάλλει σε πρὸς ἡμᾶς, ἵνα δῷς ἡμᾶς εἰς 
χεῖρας τῶν Χαλδαίων

Ἵνα is used as a rendering in two types of cases. The first type, shown in the first two 

examples (4:14 and 49[42]:6), consists of למען followed by an imperfect verb form. 

These are all rendered by ἵνα and a subjunctive form in Greek, such as ἵνα σωθῇς in 

4:14 and ἵνα βέλτιον ἡμῖν γένηται in 49(42):6.598 The second type of case is למען 
followed by an infinitive, as in the third example (50[43]:3), and these are also rendered 
by ἵνα with a subjunctive.599

As table 12. indicates, ἵνα is used as an equivalent of למען mostly in Jer b’. In Jer a’

this equivalence occurs twice. In 4:14 it renders למען with an imperfect, and in 7:18 it 

renders למען with an infinitive. Elsewhere in Jer a’, apart from 7:10, both of these 

Hebrew constructions are rendered by ὅπως.600 In Jer b’, ἵνα is used more than any other

equivalent to render למען. It is used three times to render למען with an imperfect and 

three times to render למען with an infinitive. The latter construction, however, is 

rendered more often by πρὸς τό+inf. This occurs on four occasions and is discussed 
further below.

598 Other instances are in 39(32):14 and 43(36):3.
599 Other instances are in 7:18 and 51(44):8 (2x).
600 Cf. above.
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Πρός

Πρὸς τὸ+inf. serves as the equivalent of למען in four cases in Jer LXX. Πρός with an 
accusative signifies direction toward something or someone, generally in a local sense. 
The temporal sense is rare in ancient Greek. In the LXX, the construction πρός with the 
accusative articular infinitive is confined to the book of Jeremiah. Only Ex 1:16 attests 
the use of πρός with an articular infinitive elsewhere in the LXX, but in that case the 

articule is a dative. The use of πρός as an indicator of finality is also not so common in 
the LXX, but does occur a few times outside Jer.601

 –  ַהְרִחיק ֶאְתֶכם ֵמַעל ַאְדַמְתֶכםְלַמַעןִּכי ֶׁשֶקר ֵהם ִנְּבִאים ָלֶכם  (27:10)34:8
ὅτι ψευδῆ αὐτοὶ προφητεύουσιν ὑμῖν πρὸς τὸ μακρῦναι ὑμᾶς ἀπὸ τῆς γῆς 
ὑμῶν

 καὶ ἔσπενδον –  ַהְכִעֵסִניְלַמַעןְוִהִּסכּו ְנָסִכים ֵלאֹלִהים ֲאֵחִרים  29:(32)39
σπονδὰς θεοῖς ἑτέροις πρὸς τὸ παραπικρᾶναί με

 ַוִּיְבנּו ֶאת־ָּבמֹות ַהַּבַעל ֲאֶׁשר ְּבֵגיא ֶבן־ִהֹּנם ְלַהֲעִביר ֶאת־ְּבֵניֶהם 35:(32)39
 ְוֶאת־ְּבנֹוֵתיֶהם ַלֹּמֶלְך ֲאֶׁשר לֹא־ִצִּויִתים ְולֹא ָעְלָתה ַעל־ִלִּבי ַלֲעׂשֹות ַהּתֹוֵעָבה

 καὶ ᾠκοδόμησαν τοὺς βωμοὺς τῆς Βααλ –  ַהֲחִטי ֶאת־ְיהּוָדהְלַמַעןַהּזֹאת 
τοὺς ἐν φάραγγι υἱοῦ Εννομ τοῦ ἀναφέρειν τοὺς υἱοὺς αὐτῶν καὶ τὰς 
θυγατέρας αὐτῶν τῷ βασιλεῖ, ἃ οὐ συνέταξα αὐτοῖς καὶ οὐκ ἀνέβη ἐπὶ 
καρδίαν μου, τοῦ ποιῆσαι τὸ βδέλυγμα τοῦτο πρὸς τὸ ἐφαμαρτεῖν τὸν 
Ιουδα

Each instance in which πρός renders למען is located in Jer b’. In each case the translated

Hebrew construction is למען+inf. The infinitive has a first person pronominal suffix 

inf. has a Greek+למען in 34:12(27:15). Jer b’ has three other cases in which ְלַמַען ַהִּדיִחי

equivalent (50[42]:3 and 51[44]:8 [2x]), and all three cases are rendered by ἵνα with a 

subjunctive verb form. In Jer a’, two such cases are rendered by ὅπως, one case by ἵνα 
and the one case in 7:10 by the articular infinitive.

601 Tov 1976, 50.
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Others

Apart from ὅπως, ἵνα and πρός, there are only three other equivalents of למען in Jer 
LXX. These are all presented in the following examples.

 ּוָבאֶתם ַוֲעַמְדֶּתם ְלָפַני ַּבַּבִית ַהֶּזה ֲאֶׁשר ִנְקָרא־ְׁשִמי ָעָליו ַוֲאַמְרֶּתם ִנַּצְלנּו 7:10
καὶ ἤλθετε καὶ ἔστητε ἐνώπιον ἐμοῦ –  ֵאת ָּכל־ַהּתֹוֵעבֹות ָהֵאֶּלהֲעׂשֹות ְלַמַען

ἐν τῷ οἴκῳ, οὗ ἐπικέκληται τὸ ὄνομά μου ἐπ᾿ αὐτῷ, καὶ εἴπατε 
Ἀπεσχήμεθα τοῦ μὴ ποιεῖν πάντα τὰ βδελύγματα ταῦτα

–  ְׁשֶמָך ִּכי־ַרּבּו ְמׁשּובֵֹתינּו ְלָך ָחָטאנּוְלַמַעןִאם־ֲעֹוֵנינּו ָענּו ָבנּו ְיהָוה ֲעֵׂשה  14:7
εἰ αἱ ἁμαρτίαι ἡμῶν ἀντέστησαν ἡμῖν, κύριε, ποίησον ἡμῖν ἕνεκεν σοῦ, ὅτι
πολλαὶ αἱ ἁμαρτίαι ἡμῶν ἐναντίον σοῦ, ὅτι σοὶ ἡμάρτομεν

 κόπασον διὰ τὸ ὄνομά –  ִׁשְמָך ַאל־ְּתַנֵּבל ִּכֵּסא ְכבֹוֶדָךְלַמַעןַאל־ִּתְנַאץ  14:21
σου, μὴ ἀπολέσῃς θρόνον δόξης σου

In the first example, 7:10, למען is followed by an infinitive. There are four such 

constructions in the Hebrew text corresponding to Jer a’. Both ὅπως and ἵνα are used to 
render the other cases.602 The Hebrew sense of 7:10 differs from the sense of the Greek 

text. The irony in the Hebrew text ִנַּצְלנּו ְלַמַען ֲעׂשֹות ֵאת ָּכל־ַהּתֹוֵעבֹות ָהֵאֶּלה “‘We are 
delivered!’—only to go on doing all these abominations?” has been changed into a 
statement which is a lie by implication Ἀπεσχήμεθα τοῦ μὴ ποιεῖν πάντα τὰ 
βδελύγματα ταῦτα  “We have kept away from doing all these abominations". The 
translator either did not understand the irony, or he did not want to reproduce it because 
it might be misunderstood.603 The difference hinges on the use of the negative μή in the 
Greek text, which does not correspond to the Hebrew text. A number of Mss lack the 
negation, whose omission is most likely a later correction toward the Hebrew text.604 
The genitive article represents the genitive of separation that can be expected in 
conjunction with the verb ἀπέχω ’to keep away from’.605

602 Cf. p. 215–216 and notes 596 and 598.
603 For a discussion on the translator's use of converse translation, cf. sec. 7.5.
604 μή B–S A–106' 26 86mg Arab] > rel. 
605 Tov also makes this observation (1976, 50 note 36).
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The other two equivalents render למען when it functions as a preposition in the 

phrase למען שמך ’for your name’s sake’. In 14:7, the equivalent is ἕνεκεν σοῦ, which 

lacks a representation of the noun ׁשם. In 14:21 the rendering is διὰ τὸ ὄνομά σου. A 

third instance of למען as a preposition is ְלַמַען ּבֶֹׁשת ְּפֵניֶהם in 7:19, which is in the same

context as the other two cases. This, however, is rendered by ὅπως with a subjunctive, 

which is generally used to render למען in connection with an imperfect verb. This 

difference may result from the translator understanding the Hebrew as if בׁשת were a 
verb.

The renderings of למען display different characteristics between the two halves of 

Jer LXX. In Jer a’, ὅπως is the most common equivalent, ἵνα is used infrequently, and 

free renderings occur three times. In Jer b’, ἵνα is the most common rendering, and ὅπως

only occurs once. Πρός τό+inf. is also used, but only to render למען followed by an 
infinitive.

Jer a’ Jer b’ Total

ὅπως 6 1 7

ἵνα 2 6 8

πρός – 4 4

other 3 – 3

Table 12. Renderings of למען in Jer LXX.

Both Thackeray and Tov appeal to the equivalents of למען in their argumentation for the

bisectioning of Jer LXX, and both focus on the unique use of πρὸς τό+inf. in Jer b’. 
Only Tov, however, specifies that he is referring solely to renderings of the Hebrew 

construction למען+inf.

The renderings of למען+inf. do in fact conform to Thackeray’s argumentation, as 

ἵνα is attested as the rendering in both halves of Jer LXX. Ἵνα is used once in Jer a’ 

(7:18) and three times in Jer b’ (50[43]:3 and 51[44]:8 [2x]) to render למען+inf. Ἵνα 

and ὅπως, used in finite clauses, are the most common renderings of למען+inf. 
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throughout the LXX,606 and as such they are used in Jer LXX. Three other cases of 

 inf. are, however, rendered differently in Jer a’. Twice they are rendered with+למען

ὅπως (11:5 and 27[50]:34) and once with the negated articular inf. τοῦ μή (7:10). In Jer 

b’, the seven instances of למען+inf. are rendered by either a ἵνα clause (50[43]:3 and 

51[44]:8 [2x]) or by πρὸς τό+inf. (34:8[27:10], 12[15], 39[32]:29 and 39[32]:35). In this

regard, Jer b’ presents more consistency in its choice of equivalents to render למען+inf.

Apart from the expression למען+inf., all the renderings of למען in Jer a’ and Jer b’ 

present a different character as well. Jer a’ employs ὅπως as its main rendering, 

particularly with regard to the conjunctive uses of למעןi(5 of 8 cases).607 All of the 

prepositional uses of למען are located in Jer a’, and they are rendered once by ὅπως 
(7:19), once by ἕνεκεν (14:7), and once by διά+acc. (14:21).

Jer b’, on the other hand, attests ὅπως only once as a rendering of conjunctive 

 i(42[35]:7). Ἵνα clauses are used six times as the rendering and πρὸς τό+inf. onלמען

four occasions.608 Πρὸς τό+inf. is only used to render למען+inf. constructions, while ἵνα

clauses render למען+inf. constructions three times (50[43]:3 and 51[44]:8 [2x]) and 

.imperfect constructions three times (39[32]:14, 43[36]:3 and 49[42]:6)+למען

Jer a’ and Jer b’ do display a different translation character with regard to the 

renderings of למען. This difference is evident in the choice of equivalent to express the 

conjunctive function of the Hebrew preposition. In Jer a’ the choice is clearly ὅπως. In 

Jer b’, ἵνα is preferred over πρός, but only by a slight margin, and πρός is used to render 

 inf. more so than ἵνα. Both sections are quite consistent in their choice of+למען

equivalents. The exceptional rendering πρὸς τό+inf., together with the renderings of 

 as πρὸς τὸ μή+inf, serves to distinguish Jer b’ from the rest of the LXX, as this לבלתי
equivalence is used nowhere else. 

606 Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 77. Tov 1976, 50 n. 37 mistakenly refers to page 72 of Soisalon-Soininen's 
work.
607 Jer 7:23, 10:18, 11:5, 27(50):34 and 28(51):39.
608 Ἵνα clauses in 39(32):14, 43(36):3, 49(42):6, 50(43):3 and 51(44):8 (2x); πρὸς τό+inf. in 34:8(27:10), 
12(15), 39(32):29 and 39(32):35.
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ֵמַאִין .5.9
The translations of מאין are mentioned by Thackeray, Martin and Tov as indications of 

bisectioning Jer LXX.609 Thackeray refers to the translations of מאין as a part of the 

expression מאין יוׁשב ’without inhabitant,’ which is rendered differently in Jer a’ and Jer

b’. Martin delineates the renderings of מאין in more detail and notes that the only shared

rendering between Jer a’ and Jer b’ is παρά+articular inf., which represents the Hebrew 
construction in three out of 15 cases. Tov grounds his argument on the Hebrew 

expression מאין+noun, and focuses on the distinction between the renderings διά/

παρά+articular inf. (Jer a’) and ἀπό+noun (Jer b’). He concludes that ἀπό+noun is the 
more stereotypical of the two renderings and is more becoming of a revisionary 
tendency as it represents the Hebrew forms more precisely than the construction with 
the infinitive.

The Hebrew particle מאין can be interpreted in two ways. First, it can be 
understood as an interrogative adverb “from where”, in which case it consists of the 

preposition מן prefixed to the otherwise unattested form 610.*אין The meaning of this 

form is locative. Second, מאין can be understood as the combination of the preposition 

 signifies ’without’ or מאין ,In this sense 611.אין and the negative adverb of existence מן
’from the lack of’, which also contains a nuance of the causative aspect of the 

preposition מן.

The first use of מאין, as an interrogative adverb, is always rendered as πόθεν in the 
LXX. This is a good lexical match for the word in Greek, as it is also an interrogative 
adverb meaning ’from where’. Though there are only 16 cases of the interrogative 
adverb in the Hebrew Bible, its association with the equivalent πόθεν is so prevalent that

cases of the negative adverb מאין are easily mistaken for the interrogative adverb in the 

Greek translation. One such example is Is. 41:24 ֵהן־ַאֶּתם ֵמַאִין – ὅτι πόθεν ἐστὲ ὑμεῖς. 

609 Thackeray 1903, 248; Martin 1957, 190–191; Tov 1976, 62.
610 Waltke & O'Connor 1990, 327–328.
611 Joüon and Muraoka 2003, 604, claim the original meaning of the negative adverb to be 'where?'

219



The Hebrew is to be understood as “Behold, you are nothing", while the translator has 
clearly understood the text as a question “because from where are you from"?

It is the second use of מאין, the negative adverb of existence, that is found in Jer, 
where it occurs a total of 20 times. There are three different contexts in which the word 
is used. It is mostly found in oracles of doom, both against Judah and against other 

nations, as part of the phrase ֵמֵאין יֹוֵׁשב, referring to the desolation of the city or land in 

question. Similar phrases, ֵמֵאין ָאָדם and ֵמֵאין ְּבֵהָמה, are found in the same oracles of 
doom, but to a lesser extent. The second context refers to the lack of space in burial 

grounds ְוָקְברּו ְבֹתֶפת ֵמֵאין ָמקֹום, “for they will bury in Topheth because there is no 
room [elsewhere]” (7:32), and functions as a threat of punishment against Judah. The 
third context is that of comparison, in which the subject is defined as incomparable, e.g. 

 ”Alas! That day is so great there is none like it“ הֹוי ִּכי ָגדֹול ַהּיֹום ַההּוא ֵמַאִין ָּכֹמהּו
(30:7 MT).

There are several different ways in which these phrases have been rendered in Jer 
LXX. These renderings are distributed between Jer a’ and Jer b’ in the following 
manner.

Jer a’ Jer b’ Total

παρὰ τὸ μή+inf 1 2 3

διὰ τὸ μή+inf 2 – 2

free rendering 2 1 3

ἀπό+noun – 5 5

πόθεν – 1 1

Table 13. Renderings of מאין in Jer LXX.

The most noteable difference between the two halves is the use of διὰ τὸ μη+inf. only in

Jer a’ and ἀπό+noun only in Jer b’. This is also the feature that is emphasized by both 
Thackeray and Tov in their argumentation and inferentially emphasized by Martin. Six 
cases do not have equivalents in Jer LXX, and these are considered later plusses in Jer 
MT.612

612 Jer 10:6 and 7 both contain the expression ֵמֵאין ָּכמֹוָך. Both of these verses, however, are lacking in the 
LXX. The shorter text is also attested in 4QJerb. The evidence strongly suggests that the shorter text is the 
more original. An accidental omission on the part of the LXX or its Vorlage is unlikely because the 
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Παρὰ τὸ μη+Inf. and Διὰ τὸ μη+Inf.

The prepositions παρά and διά with an accusative can both have several different 

meanings. Διά may have a local meaning, signifying movement ’through’ or ’over’ 

something, or it can indicate cause. Παρά+acc. also has a local meaning, signifying 
motion ’towards’ or ’along’ something, but additionally it can be temporal, indicating 
duration, or it can be causative.613 When coupled with an accusative articular infinitive 
in the LXX, both prepositions are used to indicate causation. There are five cases in Jer 
that are rendered by these prepositional phrases.

 καὶ πόλεις καθαιρεθήσονται παρὰ τὸ μὴ –  יֹוֵׁשבֵמֵאיןָעַרִיְך ִּתֶּציָנה  4:7
κατοικεῖσθαι αὐτάς

 עֹוד ִיָּׁשַמע ַּבָּמקֹום־ַהֶּזה ֲאֶׁשר ַאֶּתם ֹאְמִרים ָחֵרב הּוא ֵמֵאין ָאָדם 10:(33)40
  ָאָדם ּוֵמֵאין יֹוֵׁשבֵמֵאיןּוֵמֵאין ְּבֵהָמה ְּבָעֵרי ְיהּוָדה ּוְבֻחצֹות ְירּוָׁשַלםִ ַהְנַׁשּמֹות 

 Ἔτι ἀκουσθήσεται ἐν τῷ τόπῳ τούτῳ, ᾧ ὑμεῖς λέγετε –  ְּבֵהָמהּוֵמֵאין
Ἔρημός ἐστιν ἀπὸ ἀνθρώπων καὶ κτηνῶν, ἐν πόλεσιν Ιουδα καὶ ἔξωθεν 
Ιερουσαλημ ταῖς ἠρημωμέναις παρὰ τὸ μὴ εἶναι ἄνθρωπον καὶ κτῆνος

 καὶ θάψουσιν ἐν τῷ Ταφεθ διὰ τὸ μὴ –  ָמקֹוםֵמֵאיןְוָקְברּו ְבֹתֶפת  7:32
ὑπάρχειν τόπον

 ὅτι Μέμφις εἰς –  יֹוֵׁשבֵמֵאיןִּכי־ֹנף ְלַׁשָּמה ִתְהֶיה ְוִנְּצָתה  19:(46)26
ἀφανισμὸν ἔσται καὶ καυθήσεται διὰ τὸ μὴ ὑπάρχειν κατοικοῦντας ἐν 
αὐτῇ

Παρὰ τὸ μη+inf. is the rendering of מאין in 4:7 and 40(33):10 and διὰ τὸ μή+inf. in 
7:32 and 26(46):19. All four of these cases display a causative interpretation of the 

difference between the two text forms is the clearly defined doxology/hymn of praise to YHWH. It is 
more probable that this passage is a later addition in the MT than a deliberate omission in the LXX or its 
Vorlage. For a discussion of the textual history of Jer 10:1–10, cf. Tucker 2018, who argues that the LXX 
reading represents the early form of the text than the MT.

The other cases are expressions that have parallels elsewhere in Jer. The phrase ּוְבֹתֶפת ִיְקְּברּו ֵמֵאין ָמקֹום 
 they shall bury in Topheth because there will be no place else to bury" in 19:11 is nearly identical" ִלְקּבֹור
to the phrase in 7:32 ְוָקְברּו ְבֹתֶפת ֵמֵאין ָמקֹום mentioned above. Also the expressions ֵמֵאין יֹוֵׁשב in 
40(33):10 and 51(44):22 and ֵמֵאין־ָאָדם ְוַעד־ְּבֵהָמה in 40(33):12 are expressions that occur several times in
Jer. These are most likely later harmonizations in the Hebrew text.
613 Smyth 1920, 374–375 and 382–383.
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Hebrew expression by their choice of equivalent: the cities will be desolate due to the 
lack of inhabitants and cattle. Of the two cases rendered by διὰ τὸ μή+inf., 26(46):19 

can be understood similarly to the two cases rendered as παρὰ τὸ μή+inf. above. The 

main verb in the clause in 26(46):19, ְוִנְּצָתה, derives from the same root (נצה ’to 

destroy’) as the verb in 4:7. The only unambiguous case of causative מן as part of מאין 
is 7:32, which the translator has correctly interpreted. The oracle predicts that people 
will be buried in a place where Judahites performed child sacrifices simply because 
there will not be space in common burial grounds for all the dead.

There are some textual differences between MT and LXX in 40(33):10. For the 

present discussion, the most important difference is the occurrence of מאין five times in 

the verse in comparison to only two explicit equivalents in the LXX. The pair of phrases

 without man and without beast,” occurs twice in the verse, and“ ֵמֵאין ָאָדם ּוֵמֵאין ְּבֵהָמה

it seems likely that the translator would have omitted the second equivalent of מאין in 

both cases of this expression for stylistic reasons,614 thus resulting in the attested ἀπὸ 
ἀνθρώπων καὶ κτηνῶν and παρὰ τὸ μὴ εἶναι ἄνθρωπον καὶ κτῆνος. These should 

therefore be counted as renderings for four of the five instances of מאין in this verse. 

The fifth phrase, ּוֵמֵאין יֹוֵׁשב, is completely lacking in the LXX, and is most likely a 
later addition from a parallel passage.615

Παρὰ τὸ μὴ εἶναι ἄνθρωπον καὶ κτῆνος renders the second occurrence of the pair 

 ְּבָעֵרי ְיהּוָדה ּוְבֻחצֹות in 40(33):10, and it modifies the phrase ֵמֵאין ָאָדם ּוֵמֵאין ְּבֵהָמה
 ”,in the cities of Judah and the streets of Jerusalem that are desolate“ ְירּוָׁשַלםִ ַהְנַׁשּמֹות
which in turn is a part of the larger clause that continues in v. 11 “there shall be heard 
again in this place ... the voice of mirth and the voice of gladness...” It is not necessary 

to interpret the Hebrew text as containing a causative element here. ֵמֵאין ָאָדם ּוֵמֵאין 
 ,can simply be understood as “without man and beast.” The Greek translation ְּבֵהָמה
however, does suggest a causative interpretation, that the fact that there is nothing alive 
has resulted in the desolate state of the cities and streets. Jer 4:7 is a similar case. The 

614 Contra Janzen 1973, 49–50, who suggests that MT adds these two occurrences of מאין.
615 Similarly Janzen 1973, 49–50. The phrase מאין יוׁשב occurs nine times in Jer, and twice (40[33]:10 and 
51[44]:22) it is lacking in the LXX.
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Hebrew text can easily be understood as “your cities will be ruins without inhabitants,” 

but the Greek translation picks up the causative nuance of the Hebrew preposition מן 
and renders the text as if the desolation is the result of the lack of inhabitants.

Three of these equivalents are found in Jer a’. Only the cases in 40(33):10616 are 

located in Jer b’. The Hebrew expression ֵמֵאין יֹוֵׁשב occurs twice elsewhere in Jer a’ and

is rendered in a free manner by the conjunction καί followed by a negation.617 In Jer b’, 

 ֵמֵאין and ֵמֵאין ָאָדם is always rendered by ἀπό+noun. The expressions ֵמֵאין יֹוֵׁשב
 ,are only found in Jer b’, and apart from their second occurrence in 40(33):10 ְּבֵהָמה

they are rendered by ἀπό+noun as well.

Ἀπό+Noun

The preposition ἀπό always occurs with a genitive form, and can convey several 
different meanings. It generally purports the notion ’away from,’ and can function 

locally, temporally and in a causal sense. In Jer LXX, ἀπό+noun is used to render מאין 
on five occasions. Two of these are found in 40(33):10, mentioned above.618

 καὶ ἡ πόλις αὕτη ἐρημωθήσεται –  יֹוֵׁשבֵמֵאיןְוָהִעיר ַהּזֹאת ֶּתֱחַרב  9:(26)33
ἀπὸ κατοικούντων

ֵמֵאיןְוִנְקָנה ַהָּׂשֶדה ָּבָאֶרץ ַהּזֹאת ֲאֶׁשר ַאֶּתם ֹאְמִרים ְׁשָמָמה ִהיא  43:(32)39  
 καὶ κτηθήσονται ἔτι ἀγροὶ ἐν τῇ γῇ, ᾗ σὺ λέγεις Ἄβατός ἐστιν ἀπὸ – ָאָדם
ἀνθρώπου

  ָאָדםֵמֵאיןעֹוד ִיָּׁשַמע ַּבָּמקֹום־ַהֶּזה ֲאֶׁשר ַאֶּתם ֹאְמִרים ָחֵרב הּוא  10:(33)40
 ּוֵמֵאין ְּבֵהָמה ְּבָעֵרי ְיהּוָדה ּוְבֻחצֹות ְירּוָׁשַלםִ ַהְנַׁשּמֹות ֵמֵאין ָאָדם ּוֵמֵאין יֹוֵׁשב
 Ἔτι ἀκουσθήσεται ἐν τῷ τόπῳ τούτῳ, ᾧ ὑμεῖς λέγετε – ּוֵמֵאין ְּבֵהָמה
Ἔρημός ἐστιν ἀπὸ ἀνθρώπων καὶ κτηνῶν, ἐν πόλεσιν Ιουδα καὶ ἔξωθεν 
Ιερουσαλημ ταῖς ἠρημωμέναις παρὰ τὸ μὴ εἶναι ἄνθρωπον καὶ κτῆνος

616 Martin (1957, 191 n. 1) suggests that παρά+inf. might be Hexaplaric. He notes that four additional 
cases of παρά with the articular infinitive are found in the Hexaplaric Ms Q, two of which are marked 
with an asterisk. In addition, he notes that the fifth occurrence of מאין in 40(33):10 has the asterisked 
equivalent παρά+articular inf. in Qmg. The Ms evidence for παρά as a rendering of מאיןi3° is strong. Only
the Ms 239 and the Coptic translations lack it.
617 Cf. examples on p. 228.
618 Cf. example on p. 223.
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 ,καὶ τὰς πόλεις Ιουδα –  יֵֹׁשבֵמֵאיןְוֶאת־ָעֵרי ְיהּוָדה ֶאֵּתן ְׁשָמָמה  22:(34)41
καὶ δώσω αὐτὰς ἐρήμους ἀπὸ κατοικούντων

Ἀπό+noun is used to render the phrases ֵמֵאין יֵֹׁשב ,ֵמֵאין ָאָדם  and ֵמֵאין ְּבֵהָמה, just as 

are διὰ τὸ μή+inf. and παρὰ τὸ μή+inf. mentioned above. The Hebrew context in these 
cases are very similar to each other. In each case the notion of a desolate or a destroyed 

land or city is modified by the phrase  אדם / מאין יוׁשב מאין בהמה / מאין . There are 

two ways in which this is expressed: either with the verbal or adjectival form of חרב or 

 in 39(32):43, 40(33):10 1° and 2°, and 41(34):22 is מאין The meaning of .ׁשמם

unambiguously ’without.’ In the other cases, מאין can be interpreted as causative, e.g. 
“and this city shall be desolate from the lack of inhabitants” (33[26]:9), but “without 
inhabitants” is a natural interpretation as well.

As the Greek equivalent of מאין, ἀπό+noun is only found in Jer b’ in the 

Septuagint. Ἀπό is the most common rendering of the preposition מן in the Pentateuch. 
Discerning whether the translator understood the Hebrew as causative or not is difficult, 

as ἀπό is used to render the preposition מן in all its various functions.619 The equivalent 

may be considered a literal rendering of מאין, though it does not present any formal 

counterpart for אין. Tov argues that ἀπό+noun “was meant to reflect מאין+noun more 

precisely” than the renderings in Jer a’, suggesting that ἀπό+noun is the more 
stereotyped rendering in comparison to renderings in Jer a’.620

Πόθεν

The interrogative adverb πόθεν is attested as the equivalent of מאין on one occasion in 
Jer:

  יֹוֵׁשבֵמֵאיןְּתנּו־ִציץ ְלמֹוָאב ִּכי ָנצֹא ֵּתֵצא ְוָעֶריָה ְלַׁשָּמה ִתְהֶייָנה  9:(48)31
 δότε σημεῖα τῇ Μωαβ, ὅτι ἁφῇ ἀναφθήσεται, καὶ πᾶσαι αἱ πόλεις – ָּבֵהן
αὐτῆς εἰς ἄβατον ἔσονται· πόθεν ἔνοικος αὐτῇ

619 Seppänen 2006, 113.
620 Tov 1976, 62.
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In this case it is obvious that the translator understood מאין as the interrogative adverb 
instead of the negative adverb of existence. Variant readings are attested in a few Mss, 

but the majority supports the reading πόθεν.621 Since the Hebrew מאין יוׁשב occurs 
several times in Jer, it seems odd that the translator would simply misinterpret this one 

case. The use of the prepositional phrase ָּבֵהן might have triggered the different 

interpretation. It is rendered as the feminine dative singular αὐτῇ which refers back to 

Μωαβ and which functions as a dative of interest.622 The result is a rhetorical question 
“from where will she get an inhabitant?"

The translation contains a few equivalents that are becoming of Jer b’, particularly 

ἄβατον for ַׁשָּמה and ἔνοικος for 623,יֹוֵׁשב and that mark this verse as characteristic of Jer
b’ as opposed to the equivalents used in Jer a’. However, there are several discrepancies 
in comparison to the Hebrew text, the most obvious of which are the plus πᾶσαι in the 
LXX and the different form of the last pronoun in the verse, which incidentally also 
changes the referrant from the cities (MT) to Moab (LXX). In light of the tendency to 

add the particle כל in the Hebrew text, which is also reflected in a few plusses of πας in 

the LXX, it is possible that the translator’s Vorlage contained כל in this passage.624

Free Renderings

There are three other renderings of מאין in Jer LXX. These all consist of the conjunction

καί and a negative particle, either οὐ, οὐκ or μή.

ֵמֵאיןִּכי ָקָמה ַעל־ָּבֶבל ַמְחְׁשבֹות ְיהָוה ָלׂשּום ֶאת־ֶאֶרץ ָּבֶבל ְלַׁשָּמה  29:(51)28  
 διότι ἐξανέστη ἐπὶ Βαβυλῶνα λογισμὸς κυρίου τοῦ θεῖναι τὴν γῆν – יֹוֵׁשב
Βαβυλῶνος εἰς ἀφανισμὸν καὶ μὴ κατοικεῖσθαι αὐτήν

621 πόθεν] απο A Arab; pr. παρα το μη ειναι ενοικουντα (κατοικ. 62) εν αυτη  L' Arm (om. εν αυτη) 
Tht.
622 More specifically, the dative of possessor, cf. Smyth 1920, 341.
623 For an analysis of the renderings of ַׁשָּמה in Jer LXX, cf. sec. 6.25; for an analysis of the renderings of 
.in Jer LXX, cf. sec. 6.12 יׁשב

624 Fur further discussion on the addition of כל / πᾶς in Jer, cf. Janzen 1973, 65–67.
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καὶ ἔσται –  יֹוֵׁשבֵמֵאיןְוָהְיָתה ָבֶבל ְלַגִּלים ְמעֹון־ַּתִּנים ַׁשָּמה ּוְׁשֵרָקה  37:(51)28
Βαβυλὼν εἰς ἀφανισμὸν καὶ οὐ κατοικηθήσεται

 ὅτι μεγάλη ἡ ἡμέρα ἐκείνη –  ָּכֹמהּוֵמַאִיןהֹוי ִּכי ָגדֹול ַהּיֹום ַההּוא  7:(30)37
καὶ οὐκ ἔστι τοιαύτη

The two cases in Jer 28(51) are similar to each other. In both, the participle יֹוֵׁשב has 

been rendered by a verbal form, κατοικεῖσθαι in v. 29 and κατοικηθήσεται in v. 37. The

infinitive κατοικεῖσθαι in 28(51):29 is a continuation of the previous clause with an 

articular infinite τοῦ θεῖναι τὴν γῆν Βαβυλῶνος εἰς ἀφανισμὸν “to make the land of 

Babylon an annihilation.” The indicative κατοικηθήσεται in 28(51):37 functions as a 

coordinate clause to its preceding clause καὶ ἔσται Βαβυλὼν εἰς ἀφανισμὸν “and 
Babylon shall become an annihilation."

The third example, 37(30):7, renders the Hebrew ֵמַאִין ָּכֹמהּו “there is none like it.” 

This is also rendered as a coordinate clause of the preceding ὅτι μεγάλη ἡ ἡμέρα ἐκείνη

“because that day is great.” Elsewhere, similar uses of מאין in Jer a’ are located only in 
Jer 10. These, however, both occur in the larger MT plus of verses 10:6–8.625 

Nevertheless, the rendering of מאין by a coordinate clause follows the similar pattern of 
the previous two examples, located in Jer a’.

Summary and Conclusions

Jer LXX translates 14 cases of מאין. Five of these are in Jer a’ and nine are in Jer b’. 
The main difference between the renderings in the two halves of the book is the use of 
the preposition ἀπό in Jer b’. Shared equivalents between the two halves are παρὰ τὸ 
μη+inf. and the negated coordinate clause (free rendering).

625 For a discussion on the text critical differences between Jer MT and Jer LXX in 10:1–11, cf. sec. 2.2.1 
and n. 612 above.
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Jer a’ Jer b’ Total

παρὰ τὸ μή+inf 1 2626 3

διὰ τὸ μή+inf 2 – 2

ἀπό+noun – 5627 5

πόθεν – 1 1

others 2 1 3

Table 13. renderings of מאין in Jer LXX.

The renderings of מאין are few in number in Jer LXX, yet they do display a marked 

difference between their treatment in Jer a’ and Jer b’. The translations in Jer a’ suggest 

that the translator interpreted the preposition מין as bearing a causative nuance. This is 

reflected in the equivalents παρὰ τὸ μή+inf. and διὰ τὸ μή+inf. The phrase מאין מקום 

in 7:32, rendered by διὰ τὸ μή+inf., is unambiguously causative, but the four 

occurrences of יוׁשב מאין  are not. Two cases, one rendered by παρὰ τὸ μή+inf. (4:7) 

and one by διὰ τὸ μή+inf. (26[46]:19), are interpreted as causative, while the other two 
equivalents, negated conjunctive coordinate clauses (28[51]:29 and 37), do not reflect 
any causative interpretation. The context of the oracle against Babylon might have 
triggered the different choice of equivalent, as the oracle refers to a time in the future.

The renderings of מאין in Jer b’ do not display such an obvious understanding of 

the preposition מין as causative, since five of the nine equivalents employ the 

preposition ἀπό, which is used elsewhere in the LXX to render all manners of the 

Hebrew preposition מין. The equivalence מין = ἀπό is most common in the Pentateuch, 

and as such can be characterized as a more literal rendering than the prepositions παρά 

and διά. The expression מאין, on the other hand, is nowhere else rendered by ἀπό+noun,

which makes Jer b’ unique in this sense. The equivalent of two cases of παρὰ τὸ μή+inf.
in Jer 40(33):10 is the only shared equivalent between Jer a’ and Jer b’. Jer b’ does 

626 Includes one elided equivalent that represents מאיןi5° in Jer MT. Martin's calculations include 
40(33):12, but the Greek equivalent found in Rahlfs' text (used by Martin) is most likely a hexaplaric 
reading and is not accounted for in the table.

627 Includes one elided equivalent that represents מאיןi2° in 40(33):12.
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contain one case of a negated coordinate conjunction (37[30]:7), but this renders a 

Hebrew expression, ֵמַאִין ָּכֹמהּו, that bears a different sense than the two cases in Jer a’, 

which render יוׁשב מאין . Jer b’ also contains the one instance in which מאין is 
mistakenly interpreted as an interrogative (31[48]:9), resulting in the Greek 

interrogative πόθεν. Jer b’ is also more consistent in rendering the expression יוׁשב מאין  

than Jer a’, as each case is translated by ἀπό+noun, apart from the misinterpretation in 
31(48):9.

The difference in how the two halves of Jer LXX handle מאין contribute to their 
different characterization. Jer a’ employs free renderings according to a specific 

interpretation of the expression מאין, either as causative in certain contexts or otherwise 
in other contexts. Jer b’, on the other hand, consistently chooses the common equivalent 

ἀπό as a rendering for the prefixed preposition מן, which yields very little information 
about how the Hebrew expression is interpreted. This change is highly indicative of 
revisional activity since it embodies a turn toward more consistency in the choice of 
equivalent and more formal equivalence with the syntactical elements of the Hebrew 
expression.

Furthermore, the case of 40(33):10 may also be seen as evincing the different stages
in the development of the text. The text attests both of the equivalents ἀπό+noun and 

παρὰ τὸ μή+inf. Tov proposes that παρὰ τὸ μή+inf. may be an unrevised exemplar of 
the OG rendition or a Hexaplaric addition in the text, a suggestion offered by Martin as 

well.628 The verse contains several elements derived from elsewhere in Jer, e.g. ֵמֵאין 
 the last of which ,ּוֵמֵאין יֹוֵׁשב and ְּבָעֵרי ְיהּוָדה ּוְבֻחצֹות ְירּוָׁשַלםiִ,ָאָדם ּוֵמֵאין ְּבֵהָמה

clearly seems to be a late addition. The OG rendition παρὰ τὸ μή+inf. might reflect the 

Hebrew verse at its most simplest form עֹוד ִיָּׁשַמע ַּבָּמקֹום־ַהֶּזה ֲאֶׁשר ַאֶּתם ֹאְמִרים ָחֵרב 
 .ׁשמע followed in the next verse by the object of the verb ,הּוא ֵמֵאין ָאָדם ּוֵמֵאין ְּבֵהָמה
By the time the reviser began to work with the translation, his Hebrew text would likely 

have grown to include the phrase ְִּבָעֵרי ְיהּוָדה ּוְבֻחצֹות ְירּוָׁשַלם and the second 

occurrence of ֵמֵאין ָאָדם ּוֵמֵאין ְּבֵהָמה. Finally, neither the OG nor the revision attest the 

628 Tov 1976, 62 n. 83; Martin 1957, 191 n.1.
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final addition to the passage found in the MT, ּוֵמֵאין יֹוֵׁשב near the very end. The fact 
that both equivalents are attested in the same Greek verse testifies to the inconsistency 
of the revision.

5.10. Summary
The translation technical analysis of renderings of Hebrew syntactical features has 
revealed important similarities between Jer a’ and Jer b’ as well as significant 
differences between them. The similarities include the conjunction καί to render the 

Hebrew paratactic conjunction ְו, the use of ὅτι to render the particle כי, and the use of 

μετά+acc. and ὀπίσω to render the temporal and local uses of אחר respectively. These 
equivalences are very common in other books of the LXX, and therefore cannot be 
considered as distinctive agreements between Jer a’ and Jer b’, but they do indicate a 
common characteristic in the translations of the two halves.

The differences between the renderings of these syntactical features display various 
characteristics when comparing the changes from Jer a’ to Jer b’. Only some of these 
changes correspond to revisional principles identified in the kaige revision. A feature 
that is not parallel to those of early Jewish revisions is the use of ὕστερος to render three

cases of temporal אחר in Jer b’. Ὕστερος is a natural Greek expression that is very 

rarely used in the LXX. Semantically, it is a good match for אחר, but the translators of 

the LXX preferred μετά as a more formally adequate equivalent. Other unique 
renderings to Jer b’, which distinguish it from all other translations and revisions, 

consist of πρός+acc. articular inf. to render both למען+inf. and לבלתי+inf., the latter 

with the addition of the negative particle μή. Ἀπό+noun is also a unique rendering of 

.מאין

Ἀπό+noun as a rendering of מאין also possibly indicates a change toward more 

formal representation of the Hebrew expression in Jer b’. The preposition מן is most 

often rendered by ἀπό throughout the LXX. More obvious examples of a change toward
formal equivalence with the Hebrew comprise the renderings of the semiprepositions 

 Jer a’ renders these mainly by the natural Greek expressions ἐνώπιον .בעיני and לפני
and ἐναντίον, but Jer b’ nearly always resorts to the more literal equivalents κατὰ 
προσώπον and ἐν ὀφθαλμοίς respectively. This change is also observable in the kaige 
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revision of 1–4 Reigns in which the anti-anthropomorphisms used to render בעיני with 
reference to YHWH in the OG are replaced with the literal renderings based on the noun

ὀφθαλμός.629 The renderings of לפני in Jer a’ do display a tendency to differentiate 
between cases referring to YHWH and cases referring to human beings, but the 

renderings of בעיני do not. In any case, the change from the non-literal renderings in Jer 
a’ to the literal renderings in Jer b’ is tangible.

Finally, the renderings of the particle כי and the conjunction ְו evince a change 
toward greater consistency from Jer a’ to Jer b’. Both halves employ the standard 
renderings ὅτι and καί respectively, but Jer a’ attests a far greater amount of variant 

equivalents. Jer a’ has a different equivalent for the particle כי once every 14,4 verses 
(58 / 835) and Jer b’ once every 45,7 verses (13 / 594). Similarly, Jer a’ has an 

alternative equivalent to paratactic ְו once every 7,7 verses (108 / 835), while Jer b’ has a
different equivalent once every 18,6 verses (32 / 594). Also, the variety of different 
equivalents significantly decreases when moving from Jer a’ to Jer b’. The disposition 
evident in Jer b’ is tempered to convey the underlying Hebrew conjunction with more 
uniform consistency than Jer a’. The translation in Jer a’ reflects a significantly greater 
willingness to conform to natural Greek expression through the use of varying 

equivalents, particularly the use of διότι for ִּכי and the different contrastive conjunctions

for ְו.

629 Cf. Seleznev 2018.
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6. Studies on Lexical Equivalents in Greek 
Jeremiah

6.1. Overview
Bisectioning theories of Jer LXX are mostly based on lexical differences between Jer a’ 
and Jer b’. Thackeray contended that the differences result from the work of multiple 
translators, while Tov suggested that there was only one translator and that a later 
reviser made the changes.630 They both present there evidence in a very concise manner. 
Thackeray lists references of the equivalents that he refers to with very minimal 
comment, and Tov generally provides a brief discussion in connection to his data. 
However, their approach does not allow for a closer look into the contexts of the 
Hebrew words and their Greek equivalents to determine any possible cause for the 
distinctive renderings.

In this section I analyse a number of important differences between Jer a’ and Jer b’ 
with consideration to the syntactical and semantic contexts of both the Hebrew and the 
Greek texts in which they occur. This is necessary in order to determine what influenced
the translator and reviser to decide on any specific rendering. By this means it is 
possible to distinguish how much the Hebrew text influenced the translation, how much 
the conventions of the Greek language influenced it, and how much the translator’s 
peculiarities influenced it.631

ֱאֹלִהים ֲאֵחִרים .6.2
Tov cites the renderings of the expressions ֱאֹלִהים ֲאֵחִרים “other gods (besides 
YHWH)” in arguing that the reviser has replaced some non-stereotyped equivalents with
stereotyped equivalents.632 He proposes that the reviser has replaced the renderings θεοὶ 
ἀλλότριοι, the equivalent in Jer a’, with θεοὶ ἕτεροι in Jer b’.

630 Cf. the presentation of Thackeray and Tov’s arguments in sec. 2.4.2.
631 For a discussion on this method, cf. sec. 3.2.
632 Tov 1976, 58.

231



Pietersma and Saunders consider the renderings of ֱאֹלִהים ֲאֵחִרים to reflect an 
interpretive element that a single translator has inserted in his translation, though they 
do admit that the reason for variation is not always clear.633 They propose that the 
translator has made a distinction between the renderings based on the locale in which 
the people of Judah and Jerusalem are accused of worshipping strange and foreign gods.
They appeal to Deut for a parallel phenomenon. Deut attests the equivalent ἕτερος in 

chapters 3–30 and ἀλλότριος in chapters 31–32.

The expression ֱאֹלִהים ֲאֵחִרים is solely used in Jer when the text accuses the people
of Judah and Jerusalem, or their forefathers, of worshipping gods other than YHWH. 
The equivalent θεοὶ ἀλλότριοι occurs eleven times, all in Jer a’, and the equivalent θεοὶ 
ἕτεροι occurs seven times, one of which is in Jer a’ and six in Jer b’.634

 καὶ ἐθυμίασαν θεοῖς –  ַוִּיְׁשַּתֲחוּו ְלַמֲעֵׂשי ְיֵדיֶהםֵלאֹלִהים ֲאֵחִריםַוְיַקְּטרּו  1:16
ἀλλοτρίοις καὶ προσεκύνησαν τοῖς ἔργοις τῶν χειρῶν αὐτῶν.

 ּוָבאּו ַהַּכְׂשִּדים ַהִּנְלָחִמים ַעל־ָהִעיר ַהּזֹאת ְוִהִּציתּו ֶאת־ָהִעיר ַהּזֹאת 29:(32)39
 ָּבֵאׁש ּוְׂשָרפּוָה ְוֵאת ַהָּבִּתים ֲאֶׁשר ִקְּטרּו ַעל־ַּגּגֹוֵתיֶהם ַלַּבַעל ְוִהִּסכּו ְנָסִכים

 καὶ ἥξουσιν οἱ Χαλδαῖοι οἱ πολεμοῦντες –  ְלַמַען ַהְכִעֵסִניֵלאֹלִהים ֲאֵחִרים
ἐπὶ τὴν πόλιν ταύτην καὶ καύσουσι τὴν πόλιν ταύτην ἐν πυρὶ καὶ 
κατακαύσουσι τὰς οἰκίας, ἐν αἷς ἐθυμιῶσαν ἐπὶ τῶν δωμάτων αὐτῶν τῇ 
Βααλ καὶ ἔσπενδον σπονδὰς θεοῖς ἑτέροις πρὸς τὸ παραπικρᾶναί με.

 to’ הלך אחרי :occurs as the object of five different verbal expressions ֱאֹלִהים ֲאֵחִרים

go after’ seven times, קטר ְל ’to make a sarifice to’ six times, נסך ְל ’to make a libation 

to’ three times, עבד ’to serve’ once, and ִהְׁשַּתֲחָוה ְל ’to prostrate before’ once.635 Each 

of these phrases occurs in Jer a’, and they are all rendered by θεοὶ ἀλλότριοι save for the

one rendering of עבד ֶאת־ֱאֹלִהים ֲאֵחִרים in 16:13, which is translated by θεοὶ ἕτεροι. 

633 Pietersma and Saunders 2009, 877 http://ccat.sas.upenn.edu/nets/edition/34-ieremias-nets.pdf 
(2.3.2018).
634 Θεοὶ ἀλλότριοι in Jer LXX 1:16; 7:6, 9, 18; 11:10; 13:10; 16:11; 19:4, 13; 22:9; 25:6; θεοὶ ἕτεροι in 
Jer LXX 16:13; 39:29; 42:15; 51:3, 5, 8, 15.
,in Jer LXX 1:16; 19:14; 51:3 קטר ְל ;in Jer LXX 7:6, 9; 11:10; 13:10; 16:11; 25:6 and 42:15 הלך אחרי 635
5, 8 and 15; נסך ְל in Jer LXX 7:18; 19:13 and 39:29; עבד in Jer 16:13; ִהְׁשַּתֲחָוה ְל in Jer 22:9.
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Jer b’ attests the phrases with  קטר ְל,נסך ְל  and הלך אחרי, each of which is rendered 

by θεοὶ ἕτεροι.
Pietersma and Saunders’ proposal applies to the variation of equivalents in Jer a’ 

very well since 16:13 is the only case in Jer a’ that mentions the worship of other gods 
in a foreign land. This distinction does not stand, however, in Jer b’. The occurrences in 
39(32):29, 42(35):15 and 51(44):3 all describe the worship of other gods in Jerusalem or
Judah. The first describes how Jerusalemites have made libations on the rooftops of the 
city, the second is dated to the reign of Jehoiakim and contrasts the loyalty of the 
Rechabites with the unfaithfulness of the people of Jerusalem to serve YHWH, and the 
third accuses the forefathers of the Judean and Jerusalemite refugees of sacrificing to 
other gods in their cities as a reason for the current exile. Though the OG might very 
well attempt to distinguish between the locale of worship, the equivalents in Jer b’ do 
not display such tendency.

Going beyond the expression ֱאֹלִהים ֲאֵחִרים, Jer a’ displays an accute 

differentiation of the uses of אחר ’other.’ As part of the expression, the equivalent is 

ἀλλότριος, with the one exception of 16:13. When the word is used in other contexts, in 

a total of four times in Jer a’, it is rendered by ἕτερος.

ַאֵחרֵלאֹמר ֵהן ְיַׁשַּלח ִאיׁש ֶאת־ִאְׁשּתֹו ְוָהְלָכה ֵמִאּתֹו ְוָהְיָתה ְלִאיׁש־ 3:1  – Ἐὰν 
ἐξαποστείλῃ ἀνὴρ τὴν γυναῖκα αὐτοῦ, καὶ ἀπέλθῃ ἀπ᾿ αὐτοῦ καὶ γένηται 
ἀνδρὶ ἑτέρῳ

 καὶ μεταστραφήσονται αἱ –  ָׂשדֹות ְוָנִׁשים ַיְחָּדוַלֲאֵחִריםְוָנַסּבּו ָבֵּתיֶהם  6:12
οἰκίαι αὐτῶν εἰς ἑτέρους, ἀγροὶ καὶ αἱ γυναῖκες αὐτῶν ἐπὶ τὸ αὐτό

διὰ τοῦτο δώσω τὰς –  ְׂשדֹוֵתיֶהם ְליֹוְרִׁשיםַלֲאֵחִריםָלֵכן ֶאֵּתן ֶאת־ְנֵׁשיֶהם  8:10
γυναῖκας αὐτῶν ἑτέροις καὶ τοὺς ἀγροὺς αὐτῶν τοῖς κληρονόμοις

ַאֵחרְוִנְׁשַחת ַהְּכִלי ֲאֶׁשר הּוא עֶֹׂשה ַּבחֶֹמר ְּבַיד ַהּיֹוֵצר ְוָׁשב ַוַּיֲעֵׂשהּו ְּכִלי  18:4  
καὶ διέπεσε τὸ ἀγγεῖον, ὃ αὐτὸς ἐποίει, ἐν – ַּכֲאֶׁשר ָיַׁשר ְּבֵעיֵני ַהּיֹוֵצר ַלֲעׂשֹות
ταῖς χερσὶν αὐτοῦ, καὶ πάλιν αὐτὸς ἐποίησεν αὐτὸ ἀγγεῖον ἕτερον, καθὼς 
ἤρεσεν ἐνώπιον αὐτοῦ τοῦ ποιῆσαι

Jer 3:1 refers to another man, 6:12 and 8:10 refer to other people, and 18:4 refers to 
another vessel. In each case the equivalent is ἕτερος. By this means the translator of Jer 

a’ does make a clear distinction between the use of אחר as part of the expression ֱאֹלִהים
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 and its other uses. Jer b’ does not display this distinction. It contains two ֲאֵחִרים

instances of אחר apart from the expression ֱאֹלִהים ֲאֵחִרים and both are rendered by 

ἕτερος, the same equivalent that renders ֱאֹלִהים ֲאֵחִרים.

 Πάλιν –  ּוְכֹתב ָעֶליָה ֵאת ָּכל־ַהְּדָבִריםַאֶחֶרתׁשּוב ַקח־ְלָך ְמִגָּלה  28:(36)43
λάβε χαρτίον ἕτερον καὶ γράψον πάντας τοὺς λόγους

 καὶ –  ַוִּיְּתָנּה ֶאל־ָּברּוְך ֶּבן־ֵנִרָּיהּו ַהּסֵֹפרַאֶחֶרתְוִיְרְמָיהּו ָלַקח ְמִגָּלה  32:(36)43
ἔλαβε Βαρουχ χαρτίον ἕτερον

Both instances refer to another scroll. The MT and LXX of Jer 43(36):32 attest 

significantly divergent texts, but the shared element is ְמִגָּלה ַאֶחֶרת / χαρτίον ἕτερον, 
which undoubtedly occurs as such in the Vorlage of the Greek text.

The clear distinction between the equivalents used to render the expression ֱאֹלִהים 
 in Jer a’ and Jer b’ requires a different characterization. The predominant ֲאֵחִרים

rendering of the word אחר in Jer a’ is ἀλλότριος because it is used to render the word as

part of the expression ֱאֹלִהים ֲאֵחִרים. However, the other uses of the word in Jer a’ are 

always rendered by ἕτερος, and therefore conform to the preferred rendering of the word
elsewhere in the LXX. This could also be considered the preferred rendering in Jer a’ 

that is varied only when the phrase ֱאֹלִהים ֲאֵחִרים is to be rendered. In any case, Jer a’ 

makes a clear distinction between the uses of אחר.

Jer b’ on the other hand eradicates any such distinction and sticks to the equivalent 
ἕτερος in all its uses. This difference in character between Jer a’ and Jer b’ is a strong 
implication that the renderings have been revised. The accute differentiation employed 
by Jer a’ would definitely be expected to continue in Jer b’, and it is hard to concieve 
that a single translator would make such a significant change in principle after working 
meticulously to preserve the difference. The most obvious reason for the absence of this 
differentiation in Jer b’ is intentional revision, and its most likely motive is a change 
toward more persistent renderings.

ּכֹה ָאַמר ְיהָוה .6.3
The Hebrew verb אמר holds the general meaning ’to say’ and often follows or is 
followed by direct speech. It rarely introduces direct speech by itself, but rather employs
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the use of auxiliary words, such as ִּכי or ּכֹה, or it is part of a relative clause following 

 ַוּיֹאֶמר ִיְרְמָיה In some contexts the meaning is rather ’to answer’, as in Jer 28:5 .אׁשר
 ”.and Jeremiah the prophet answered Hananiah the prophet“ ַהָּנִביא ֶאל־ֲחַנְנָיה ַהָּנִביא

When אמר is not used in connection with direct speech, its range of meaning is broader,
including ’to speak,’ ’to command,’ or ’to promise.’ The meaning ’to think’ is not 
infrequent, and can easily be identified by the context, through such expressions as 

to say in one’s heart", or when one is speaking to oneself.636" אמר ְּבִלּבֹו

The two equivalents of the phrase ּכֹה ָאַמר ְיהָוה in Jer LXX both employ the verb 

λέγω, but in two different forms: τάδε λέγει κύριος and οὕτως εἶπε κύριος. Generally 

speaking, the verb λέγω is a good semantic match of the Hebrew אמר. Its main uses in 
classical Greek include the meanings ’to say,’ ’to speak’ and ’to command,’ but it may 

also signify ’to count,’637 which does not correspond to any uses of אמר. In the LXX, 

λέγω is a frequent equivalent of אמר. The participle λέγων can be called a stereotyped 

rendering of the frequent Hebrew infinitive ֵלאֹמר because the equivalence is so 

prevalent. As a rendering of כה אמר, τάδε λέγει represents more natural Greek usage 

than οὕτως εἶπε, as τάδε λέγει is found in ancient Greek letters and documents.638 The 

equivalent οὕτως εἶπε is almost exclusively found in Jer b’, with only a few cases in the 
books of Rgns, Chron, Is and Ezek.639

The renderings of this expression and the next one to be discussed (נאם יהוה) form

the most striking and obvious differences between Jer a’ and Jer b’. כה אמר יהוה is the 
first example on Thackeray’s list of evidence for two translators in Jer LXX. He notes 
that τάδε λέγει κὺριος occurs passim in Jer a’, a total of “about 60 times” in Jer LXX 2–

28, with three occurrences also in Jer LXX 29. In Jer b’, οὕτως εἶπε κύριος occurs 
passim “about 70 times” in Jer LXX 30–51.640

636 Clines 2011, s.v. אמר.

637 LSJ, s.v. λέγω.

638 LSJ, s.v. λέγω III, 8.
639 Tov 1976, 57.
640 Thackeray 1903a, 247.
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Tov goes into more detail regarding these equivalents. He lists the occurrences of 
58 cases of τάδε λέγει κὺριος in Jer a’ and 69 occurrences of οὕτως εἶπε κύριος in Jer 
b’, and he also lists the few cases of alternative equivalents in both halves.641 Based on 

his survey of translations of כה followed by verbs of saying (verba dicendi), he reasons 

that the stereotyped rendering of כה when occuring with a verb of saying in the LXX as 

a whole is οὕτως. This is his grounds for claiming that the rendering favored by Jer b’ is 
more literal than that of Jer a’. He also determines the exceptional nature of Jer b’ by 
demonstrating that Jer b’ and the latter half of Isaiah are the only translated portions of 

the LXX in which τάδε λέγει is not the preferred rendering of כה אמר.

Another noteworthy observation on Jer a’ is that it reserves the equivalent τάδε to 

render כה for cases of כה אמר יהוה only, and reverts to οὕτως whenever the word is 
used in other contexts. Tov briefly mentions this, but does not explicate it:642

 οἱ προφῆται –  ֵיָעֶׂשה ָלֶהם׃ּכֹהְוַהְּנִביִאים ִיְהיּו ְלרּוַח ְוַהִּדֵּבר ֵאין ָּבֶהם  5:13
ἡμῶν ἦσαν εἰς ἄνεμον, καὶ λόγος κυρίου οὐχ ὑπῆρχεν ἐν αὐτοῖς· οὕτως 
ἔσται αὐτοῖς.

 καὶ εἶπε πρὸς αὐτοὺς –  תֹאְמֻרן ֶאל־ִצְדִקָּיהּו׃ּכֹהַוּיֹאֶמר ִיְרְמָיהּו ֲאֵליֶהם  21:3
Ιερεμίας Οὕτως ἐρεῖτε πρὸς Σεδεκίαν βασιλέα Ιουδα

  תֹאְמרּו ִאיׁש ַעל־ֵרֵעהּו ְוִאיׁש ֶאל־ָאִחיו ֶמה־ָעָנה ְיהָוה ּוַמה־ִּדֶּברּכֹה 23:35
 οὕτως ἐρεῖτε ἕκαστος πρὸς τὸν πλησίον αὐτοῦ καὶ ἕκαστος πρὸς – ְיהָוה׃
τὸν ἀδελφὸν αὐτοῦ Τί ἀπεκρίθη κύριος καὶ Τί ἐλάλησε κύριος;

In Jer b’, כה only occurs as part of the phrase כה אמר יהוה, so its treatment of כה in 
other contexts is beyond reach. Nonetheless, there is sufficient evidence to draw 
conclusions based on this evidence. For the translator of Jer a’ to meticulously restrict 

his use of τάδε to render כה אמר יהוה and to use οὕτως only in other contexts, and 

then for him to continue by completely reverting his use of οὕτως to render 

 instead of τάδε is implausible. Jer a’ displays a strong intentionality in its כה אמר יהוה

renderings of כה, one that is in line with how the other books of the LXX treat the 

641 Tov 1976, 56–58.
642 Tov 1976, 56.
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pharse כה אמר. Jer b’, on the other hand, is almost unique within the LXX in its 
rendering of the phrase, and represents the past tense of the Hebrew verb with a 
formally equivalent past tense verb in Greek. The approach that Jer a’ and Jer b’ have 

towards כה אמר יהוה and the particle כה are incompatible with each other

Pietersma explains the different renderings by a single translator’s intentional 
variation based on his recognition of a duology in the Vorlage of Jer LXX.643 The first 
part of the duology comprises chapters 1–32 (LXX-H1) and the second part chapters 
33–52 (LXX-H2). Pietersma argues that τάδε λέγει κὺριος is used to render 

 in Jer a’ because the translator recognizes that in that section Jeremiah is כה אמר יהוה
portrayed as the divine mouthpiece who utters the ippsissima verba of YHWH, and that 
the oracular formula is best suited to represent the Hebrew in such a context. In Jer b’, 
however, Jeremiah is portrayed as a preacher who merely reports divine speech, for 
which the past tense equivalent οὕτως εἶπε κύριος suits the context much better.644

The primary problem with Pietersma’s proposal is that the shift from τάδε λέγει 
κὺριος to οὕτως εἶπε κύριος does not take place between Jer LXX 32 and 33, his 
proposed point of division between LXX-H1 and LXX-H2, but rather between Jer LXX 
29 and 30. Pietersma’s division of the book into LXX-H1 and LXX-H2 occurs at the 
end of the OAN section, but the change of equivalent occurs in the middle of the OAN 
section. Pietersma suggests that this mismatch may be attributed to the confusion of the 
translator, who he claims might have recognized a similarity between Jer LXX 30:1–5 
and Josh 13:24–28, texts which both mention territories and cities of the Ammonites.645

Pietersma’s explanation seems unlikely, not only because the change from poetic 
oracles to prose narrative is so stark at the turning point between Jer LXX 32 and 33 and
not between 29 and 30, but also because the equivalent οὕτως εἶπε κύριος is used in the 
oracular section of Jer b’ in chapters 37 and 38, while it is not used in the dated prose 
sections of Jer a’ in Jer LXX 21 and 24. If the translator indeed varies the equivalent 
based on the exegetical principles set out by Pietersma, one would expect him to use the

oracular formula τάδε λέγει κὺριος to represent כה אמר יהוה within chapters 37 and 

643 For a summary of Pietersma's argumentation on the duology of the Vorlage of Jer LXX, cf. sec. 2.4.3.
644 Pietersma 2009, http://ccat.sas.upenn.edu/nets/edition/ieremias-excursus.pdf (2.3.2018).
645 Pietersma 2009, http://ccat.sas.upenn.edu/nets/edition/ieremias-excursus.pdf (2.3.2018).
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38, the oracles of hope for Israel and Judah. These oracles are not dated as those in the 
surrounding prose chapters are, and Jeremiah is here also presented as the conduit of 
YHWH’s ippsissima verba, not only a preacher of YHWH’s word. On the other hand, 
the prose sections in Jer a’ (e.g. Jer LXX 21 and 24) also bear the equivalent τάδε λέγει 
κὺριος even though they are literally more akin to the prose narratives in Jer b’ than to 
the oracles in Jer a’. The change that occurs between Jer a’ and Jer b’ is more 
stereotypical than exegetical. After Jer LXX 29, nearly every occurrence is rendered 
with the same equivalent regardless of the literary or contextual content. Jer a’ 

distinguishes between the uses of כה as part of the oracular formula and the uses outside
of the formula while Jer b’ does not.

ְיהָוה ְנֻאם .6.4  and ָאַמר ְיהָוה
The meaning of the Hebrew noun ְנֻאם is ’utterance’, or more colloquially ’prophetic 
oracle,’ as the term is most commonly used with reference to a divine utterance that is 
reported by a prophet. It is always used in the construct state. In only a few cases is the 
speaker someone other than YHWH.646

The renderings of the phase יהוה ְנֻאם  in Jer LXX are λέγει κύριος and φησὶ 

κύριος. In both cases it is likely that the translators understood נאם as a verb instead of 

a noun.647 The meaning of the verb λέγω is discussed above.648 The verb φημί is a 

synonym of λέγω and carries the similar meanings ’to say,’ ’to speak,’ ’to think,’ and ’to

command.’ It is not very frequent in the LXX and nearly always renders ְנֻאם. It mostly 

appears in the third singular forms φησί(ν) or ἔφη. It assumes the function of its Hebrew
Vorlage, so that it is mostly used to mark direct speech and divine direct speech in 
particular.

Tov refers to these equivalents in his study. He argues that Jer a’ employs λέγει 

κύριος indiscriminately to render both the formulas יהוה ְנֻאם  and ָאַמר יהוה, including 

 and that Jer b’ attempts to distinguish the two by rendering the former ,כה אמר יהוה

646 Clines 2011, s.v. ְנֻאם.
647 For a discussion of this issue, cf. Tov 1976, 70 n. 111.
648 Cf. sec. 6.3.

238



with φησὶ κύριος and the latter with εἶπε κύριος. He also notes that this equivalency is a
shared characteristic between Jer b’ and later known translations, such as the “three,” 
and later revisions, such as the Hexaplaric and Lucianic revisions, and that it is almost 
exclusive to Jer b’ within the LXX.649

Pietersma argues that the switch from the equivalent λέγει to φησί is again due to 
the different nature of the content in LXX-H1 and LXX-H2.650 Here again, however, the 
change in equivalent already occurs at Jer LXX 30 instead of 33, which is the beginning
of LXX-H2 in Pietersma’s argumentation. In addition, φησί is used in Jer LXX 37 and 
38, whose content consists of divine oracles similar to those in Jer a’, a context in which
one would expect the translator to use the oracular formula per Pietersma’s proposition.

Tov and Soderlund calculate the equivalents in a slightly different manner. Though 
he does not explicate it, Tov seems to count cases that have an extant representation in 
Jer MT, while Soderlund states that his figures are based on occurrences in Jer LXX. 
Tov lists 68 cases of λέγει κύριος in Jer a’ compared to Soderlund’s 75. Both mention 

two cases of εἶπε κύριος in Jer a’, and Tov adds that in some Mss. φησὶ κύριος occurs 

four times. In Jer b’, Tov counts 21 cases of  φησὶ κύριος, four cases of λέγει κύριος 
and six cases of εἶπε κύριος, while Soderlund counts 23, 4 and 6 of the same.651 The 

equivalents λέγει κύριος and εἶπε κύριος are sporadic in Jer b’, and they render 

יהוה נאם  in similar cases as those rendered by φησὶ κύριος.652 Their use in Jer b’ is very
inconsistent.

The near exclusive confinement of φησὶ κύριος as the translation equivalent of 

יהוה נאם  in Jer b’ is a strong indication of the distinct character of Jer b’ in relation to 
the other translated books in the LXX, including Jer a’. Here again the objection to 
Pietersma’s argument can be made based on the equivalents in the dated prose sections 
in Jer a’ (e.g. Jer LXX 21 and 24) and the oracular poetic sections in Jer b’ (Jer LXX 30 

649 Tov 1976, 69–70. Other occurrences in the LXX are found in 1 Sam 2:30, 2 Kgs 9:26 and 2 Chr 34:27.
650 For an explanation of Pietersma's theory, cf. sec. 2.4.3.
651 Cf. figures in Tov 1976, 69–70 and Soderlund 1985, 175.
652 The occurrences of the equivalent λέγει κύριος are located in 32:17(25:31); 34:18(27:22); 
29:14(49:13); 51:35(45:5), and the occurrences of the equivalent εἶπε κύριος are located in 30(49):5, 
10(32); 34:6(27:8); 37(30):8; 38(31):1 and 41(34):5.
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and 31). The equivalents in the respective halves do not make any exception for these 
sections, which strongly indicates that the choice of equivalent is not based on an 
exegetical principle that distinguishes between the different literary natures of LXX-H1 
and LXX-H2.

This equivalence in Jer b’ is one of the strongest indications of the revisionary 
character of the differences between Jer a’ and Jer b’ because it is a shared equivalent 
with other known revisions of the LXX. Though it is clear that all of the different 
equivalents to be found in Jer b’ are not the same as those found in other revisions, the 
fact that a number of them are in agreement bespeaks of the character that is to be 
expected from early revisions of the LXX.

ִגּבֹור .6.5
The translations of ִגּבֹור ’mighty’ are used by Tov in his argument for a revision in Jer 

b’.653 He notes that the most common equivalent of the word in Jer a’, μαχητής, is not 
the usual rendering of the word in the LXX, and that the reviser changed the renderings 
to ἰσχυρός and δυνατός in order to employ more standard equivalents.

The adjective ִגּבֹור ’mighty’ is used in the HB attributively mainly to describe ֵאל 
’God,’ but also men, such as kings and princes. Alternatively, it can be used as a 
predicate noun or adjective with the sense ’mighty (one)’ or ’warrior.’654

The Greek terms used to render this adjective in Jer LXX are μαχητής, ἰσχυρός and

δυνατός. These three words, though all within the semantic realm of ’strong,’ have 

different uses and meanings in Greek literature. Μαχητής is a noun that simply refers to
a ’fighter’ or ’warrior.’ The other two words are adjectives, both signifying ’strong,’ 
’powerful’ or ’mighty.’ Ἰσχυρός is used more with reference to essential strength, that is,
personal or physical power, but also strong food (indigestible), taste and literary style 
(vigorous). Δυνατός, on the other hand, is more concerned with outward strength. 
Though it is also used to refer to the strenght of the mind or body, it can indicate one’s 

653 Tov 1976, 75.
654 Clines 2011, s.v. ִגּבֹור.
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power to influence and to produce and one’s potential or ability to accomplish 
something.655

In the LXX, ἰσχυρός and δυνατός are the common renderings of ִגּבֹור. These are 

also the renderings used in Jer b’. Μαχητής, used by Jer a’ in addition to ἰσχυρός, is an 

uncommon rendering of ִגּבֹור found almost exclusively in Jer a’ and the MP. ִגּבֹור is 

represented in Jer 14:9 by ἀνήρ, which most likely results from the translator 

understanding the word as גבר ’man’ instead of ִגּבֹור.
The noun μαχητής is the rendering in eight cases of 656.ִגּבֹור Each case occurs in Jer

a’.

᾿καὶ κύριος μετ –  ָעִריץ ַעל־ֵּכן רְֹדַפי ִיָּכְׁשלּו ְולֹא ֻיָכלּוְּכִגּבֹורַויהָוה אֹוִתי  20:11
ἐμοῦ καθὼς μαχητὴς ἰσχύων· διὰ τοῦτο ἐδίωξαν καὶ νοῆσαι οὐκ ἠδύναντο

  ָּכָׁשלּוִגּבֹור ְּבִגּבֹורָׁשְמעּו גֹוִים ְקלֹוֵנְך ְוִצְוָחֵתְך ָמְלָאה ָהָאֶרץ ִּכי־ 12:(46)26
 ἤκουσαν ἔθνη φωνήν σου, καὶ τῆς κραυγῆς σου – ַיְחָּדיו ָנְפלּו ְׁשֵניֶהם
ἐπλήσθη ἡ γῆ, ὅτι μαχητὴς πρὸς μαχητὴν ἠσθένησεν, ἐπὶ τὸ αὐτὸ ἔπεσαν 
ἀμφότεροι

 ἐξέλιπε –  ָבֶבל ְלִהָּלֵחם ָיְׁשבּו ַּבְּמָצדֹות ָנְׁשָתה ְגבּוָרָתםִגּבֹוֵריָחְדלּו  30:(51)28
μαχητὴς Βαβυλῶνος τοῦ πολεμεῖν, καθήσονται ἐκεῖ ἐν περιοχῇ, ἐθραύσθη
ἡ δυναστεία αὐτῶν

Only the first example (20:11) is a description of YHWH. The other seven cases 
describe the downfall of the warriors of Egypt and Babylon in the oracles against the 
nations in Jer LXX 26–28(MT 46 and 50–51). All but one of these instances (28[51]:56)
have a variant reading attested by the hexaplaric wittnesses. In four cases the hexaplaric 
variant is δυνατός (20:11, 27[50]:9, 36 and 28[51]:30), and in three cases it is ἰσχυρός 
(26[46]:9 and 12[2x]). The later translators did not consider μαχητής to be the proper 

rendering of ִגּבֹור, which also is the inclination of the translators of the other books of 

the LXX since μαχητής is seldom used elsewhere in the LXX to render ִגּבֹור.

655 LSJ s.v. μαχητής, ἰσχυρός and δυνατός.
656 Jer 20:11, 26(46):9, 12(2x); 27(50):9, 36; 28(51):30 and 56.
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The equivalent ἰσχυρός is employed seven times to render 657.ִגּבֹור These cases 
occur in three different contexts.

ַהִּגּבֹורּכֹה ָאַמר ְיהָוה ַאל־ִיְתַהֵּלל ָחָכם ְּבָחְכָמתֹו ְוַאל־ִיְתַהֵּלל  (22)9:23  
 Τάδε λέγει κύριος Μὴ καυχάσθω ὁ – ִּבְגבּוָרתֹו ַאל־ִיְתַהֵּלל ָעִׁשיר ְּבָעְׁשרֹו
σοφὸς ἐν τῇ σοφίᾳ αὐτοῦ, καὶ μὴ καυχάσθω ὁ ἰσχυρὸς ἐν τῇ ἰσχύι αὐτοῦ, 
καὶ μὴ καυχάσθω ὁ πλούσιος ἐν τῷ πλούτῳ αὐτοῦ

 καὶ ἔσται –  ֱאדֹום ַּבּיֹום ַההּוא ְּכֵלב ִאָּׁשה ְמֵצָרהִּגּבֹוֵריְוָהָיה ֵלב  (49:22)29:23
ἡ καρδία τῶν ἰσχυρῶν τῆς Ἰδουμαίας ἐν τῇ ἡμέρᾳ ἐκείνῃ ὡς καρδία 
γυναικὸς ὠδινούσης

 עֶֹׂשה ֶחֶסד ַלֲאָלִפים ּוְמַׁשֵּלם ֲעֹון ָאבֹות ֶאל־ֵחיק ְּבֵניֶהם ַאֲחֵריֶהם 18:(32)39
 ποιῶν ἔλεος εἰς χιλιάδας καὶ –  ְיהָוה ְצָבאֹות ְׁשמֹוַהִּגּבֹורָהֵאל ַהָּגדֹול 

ἀποδιδοὺς ἁμαρτίας πατέρων εἰς κόλπους τέκνων αὐτῶν μετ᾿ αὐτούς, ὁ 
θεὸς ὁ μέγας ὁ ἰσχυρός

The equivalence in 39(32):18 is the only time in Jer that both the Hebrew and Greek 
terms are used as attributive adjectives. In this case they describe YHWH. The reference
in 9:23(22) is to warriors in general, and the other five cases refer to the soldiers of the 
enemy from the north (5:16), Egypt (26[46]:5 and 6), Edom (29:23[49:22]) and Moab 
(31[48]:14). The four cases located in Jer a’ all refer to warriors. Two of the three cases 
in Jer b’ refer to warriors, and one refers to YHWH.

Δυνατός is used to render ִגּבֹור three times in Jer LXX: 48(41):16, 50(43):6658 and 
51(44):20.

  ְוַעל־ַהָּנִׁשים ְוַעל־ָּכל־ָהָעםַהְּגָבִריםַוּיֹאֶמר ִיְרְמָיהּו ֶאל־ָּכל־ָהָעם ַעל־ 20:(44)51
 καὶ εἶπεν Ιερεμίας παντὶ τῷ λαῷ, τοῖς δυνατοῖς – ָהעִֹנים ֹאתֹו ָּדָבר ֵלאֹמר
καὶ ταῖς γυναιξὶ καὶ παντὶ τῷ λαῷ τοῖς ἀποκριθεῖσιν αὐτῷ λόγους, λέγων

These three renderings represent the Hebrew word ְּגָבִרים in the MT, which denotes 
’men’ or ’soldiers.’ This equivalence occurs elsewhere in the LXX only three times 

(Judg 5:30; 1 Chr 24:4 and 26:12), and the usual rendering of ֶּגֶבר is ἀνήρ or ἄνθρωπος. 

657 Jer 5:16; 9:23(22); 26(46):5, 6; 29:23(49:22); 31(48):14 and 39(32):18.
658 The Ms evidence for 50(43):6 attests δυνατους ανδρας in all Mss except O-233 L' (ανδρας). Ziegler 
suggests that the original text only contained δυνατους, implying that ανδρας is a later addition intended 
as a more accurate representation of ְּגָבִרים.
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In these three cases in Jer, it is most likely that the translator has understood the words 

to derive from ִגּבֹור, as δυνατός is a common equivalent of ִגּבֹור in the LXX. In the 

example (51[44]:20), ְּגָבִרים is followed by ָּנִׁשים ’women,’ which implies that the 
meaning is here ’men’ instead of ’warriors.’ The other cases are even more distinct, as 

the word is followed by ָּנִׁשים and ַטף ’children,’ though ’men of war’ are also 
mentioned in 48(41):16.659

Table 14. displays the distribution of the renderings of ִגּבֹור in Jer LXX.

Jer a’ Jer b’ Total

μαχητής 8 - 8

ἰσχυρός 4 3 7

δυνατός - 3 3

other 1 - 1

Total 13 6 19

Table 14. Renderings of גבור in Jer LXX.

Ἰσχυρός is an equivalent shared by both halves of the book, and it is used in similar 
contexts to refer to the warriors of different nations. The difference between the two 
halves concerns the equivalents μαχητής and δυνατός. Μαχητής is the most common 

equivalent of ִגּבֹור in Jer a’, but it is not used at all in Jer b’. The hexaplaric wittnesses 

attest a different equivalent (δυνατός or ἰσχυρός) for almost each case, and these are 
more in line with the equivalents used in Jer b’.

Δυνατός renders the word ְּגָבִרים three times in Jer b’. The word ֶּגֶבר occurs six 
times elsewhere in Jer, but only in singular form, and is each time rendered by 

ἄνθρωπος.660 The translator has interpreted the three plural forms as ִּגּבִֹרים. Δυνατός is a

common equivalent of ִגּבֹור in the LXX, and as an equivalent of ֶּגֶבר, it occurs only 

659 BHS suggests that ַאְנֵׁשי ַהִּמְלָחָמה is an addition to explain the confusion between גברים and גבורים.
660 Jer 17:5, 7; 22:30; 23:9; 30(37):6 and 38(31):22.
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three times elsewhere (Judg 5:30; 1 Chr 24:4 and 26:12). The plural form ִּגּבִֹרים occurs 

six times in Jer a’, and is rendered by both μαχητής and ἰσχυρός.661

The relatively unusual use of μαχητής as an equivalent of ִגּבֹור in Jer a’ sets the 
character of the equivalents apart from Jer b’, since it is not used a single time in Jer b’. 
The OG might very well have employed the equivalent throughout the translation, only 
later to be changed by a reviser who wanted to use the more common equivalents 

δυνατός and ἰσχυρός. In addition, it is very possible that Jer OG rendered ְּגָבִרים 
correctly as ἄνθρωποι in 48(41):16, 50(43):6 and 51(44):20 only to be reinterpreted by 

the reviser as ִּגּבִֹרים and rendered by δυνατός.

הוציא .6.6
The renderings of הוציא are referred to by Tov in his study on Jer LXX.662 He includes 
them under the heading titled “3. Stereotyped (literal) Replacing Non-stereotyped (free) 
Renditions,” and argues that the reviser has eliminated variation among the equivalents 
that was employed by the OG in favor of using a single stereotyped equivalent. 
According to Tov’s statistics, Jer a’ has three different renderings for the verb (ἐκφέρω, 

έξάγω and ἀνάγω) while Jer b’ mainly uses ἐξάγω with a single occurrence of έξαιρέω.

 Its essential meaning is causative, and .יצא is the hiph’il form of the verb הוציא
depending on the object it can signify ’to take out,’ ’to bring out,’ ’to lead out,’ ’to 

produce’ or ’to cause to appear.’663 הוציא occurs 277 times in the Hebrew Bible and 18 
times in Jer.664

In Jer LXX, הוציא is translated by four different verbs. These are the compound 

verbs ἀνάγω, ἐξάγω, ἐκφέρω and ἐξαιρέω. Ἐκφέρω and ἐξάγω are good semantic 

matches for הוציא, though both have their own nuances. Ἐκφέρω is used in Greek 
literature to convey the meanings ’to carry out’ and ’to bring forth,’ with an emphasis on

661 Μαχητής in 26(46):9; 27(50):36; 28(51):30 and 56, and ἰσχυρός in Jer 5:16 and 26(46):5.
662 Tov 1976, 65–66.
663 Clines 2011, s.v. יצא I.
664 Jer 7:22; 8:1; 10:13; 11:4; 15:19; 17:22; 20:3; 26:23; 31:32; 32:21; 34:13; 38:23; 39:14; 50:25; 51:10, 
16, 44 and 52:31.
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the aspect of carrying. Ἐξάγω, on the other hand, has the meanings ’to carry out,’ ’to 
bring out’ and ’to bring forth’ or ’produce,’ but with an emphasis on the aspect of 
leading. Ἐξαιρέω and ἀνάγω are more particular in meaning, ἐξαιρέω signifying ’to 
take out,’ ’to take from’ and in certain contexts ’to remove’ a people from a land, and 
ἀνάγω means ’to lead up’ or ’to bring back.’665

In Jer LXX, ἐξάγω is used eleven times to render הוציא, which includes one case in

which the Hebrew equivalent is actually a hoph’al form of יצא (Jer LXX 

45[38]:22).The other renderings are ἐκφέρω five times, ἀνάγω twice and ἐξαιρέω once. 

Ἐξάγω is used to render הוציא in three types of contexts:

 –  רּוַח ֵמֹאְצרָֹתיוַוּיֹוֵצאַוַּיֲעֶלה ְנִׂשִאים ִמְקֵצה ֶאֶרץ ְּבָרִקים ַלָּמָטר ָעָׂשה  10:13
καὶ ἀνήγαγε νεφέλας ἐξ ἐσχάτου τῆς γῆς, ἀστραπὰς εἰς ὑετὸν ἐποίησε καὶ
ἐξήγαγε φῶς ἐκ θησαυρῶν αὐτοῦ

ְלהֹוִציָאםלֹא ַכְּבִרית ֲאֶׁשר ָּכַרִּתי ֶאת־ֲאבֹוָתם ְּביֹום ֶהֱחִזיִקי ְבָיָדם  32:(31)38  
 οὐ κατὰ τὴν διαθήκην, ἣν διεθέμην τοῖς πατράσιν αὐτῶν – ֵמֶאֶרץ ִמְצָרִים
ἐν ἡμέρᾳ ἐπιλαβομένου μου τῆς χειρὸς αὐτῶν ἐξαγαγεῖν αὐτοὺς ἐκ γῆς 
Αἰγύπτου

 ַוִּיְׁשְלחּו ַוִּיְקחּו ֶאת־ִיְרְמָיהּו ֵמֲחַצר ַהַּמָּטָרה ַוִּיְּתנּו ֹאתֹו ֶאל־ְּגַדְלָיהּו 14:(39)46
 καὶ ἀπέστειλαν –  ֶאל־ַהָּבִית ַוֵּיֶׁשב ְּבתֹוְך ָהָעםְלהֹוִצֵאהּוֶּבן־ֲאִחיָקם ֶּבן־ָׁשָפן 

καὶ ἔλαβον τὸν Ιερεμίαν ἐξ αὐλῆς τῆς φυλακῆς καὶ ἔδωκαν αὐτὸν πρὸς 
Γοδολίαν υἱὸν Αχικαμ υἱοῦ Σαφαν· καὶ ἐξήγαγον αὐτόν, καὶ ἐκάθισεν ἐν 
μέσῳ τοῦ λαοῦ

Most commonly, ἐξάγω translates הוציא when it refers to a concrete situation in which 
a person or persons are brought from one place to another. Such is the case in six 
instances666 as presented in example 46(39):14 in which Jeremiah is brought out from 
confinement to live among the people. Closely related to this context are the two cases 

in which הוציא describes YHWH’s deliverance of the people of Israel from Egyptian 

bondage, in 38(31):32 and 39(32):21. In these two contexts, the notion of ἐξάγω as ’to 
bring out’ or ’to bring forth’ is conveyed. The third group is a mixed group that consists 

665 LSJ s.v. ἀνάγω, ἐκφέρω, ἐξαιρέω and ἐξάγω.
666 Jer 20:3; 33(26):23; 45(38):22, 23; 46(39):14 and 52:31.

245



of the doublet 10:13 || 28(51):16 that describes the power of YHWH over natural forces,

and one case that uses הוציא to refer to the utterance of words ָיָקר ִמּזֹוֵללּתֹוִציאְוִאם־  
 καὶ ἐὰν ἐξαγάγῃς τίμιον ἀπὸ ἀναξίου, ὡς στόμα μου ἔσῃ (15:19). Four – ְּכִפי ִתְהֶיה

cases of the equivalent ἐξάγω occur in Jer a’ and six in Jer b’. All occurrences in Jer b’ 
consist of cases from the first and second group, that is, cases that describe bringing a 
person or a nation from one place to another. Only one occurrence in Jer a’ can be 
considered a part of these two groups, and the other three are categorized in the mixed 
group.

The equivalent ἐκφέρω is used as a rendering of הוציא on five occasions, all in Jer 
a’. The contexts in which it is used can be delineated into two groups.

 καὶ μὴ ἐκφέρετε –  ַמָּׂשא ִמָּבֵּתיֶכם ְּביֹום ַהַּׁשָּבתתֹוִציאּוְולֹא־ 17:22
βαστάγματα ἐξ οἰκιῶν ὑμῶν ἐν τῇ ἡμέρᾳ τῶν σαββάτων

 καὶ ἐκδικήσω ἐπὶ –  ֶאת־ִּבְלעֹו ִמִּפיוְוהֵֹצאִתיּוָפַקְדִּתי ַעל־ֵּבל ְּבָבֶבל  44:(51)28
Βαβυλῶνα καὶ ἐξοίσω ἃ κατέπιεν ἐκ τοῦ στόματος αὐτῆς

The first group consists of cases where הוציא is used to describe the moving of objects, 
such as carrying loads on the Sabbath (17:22). Jer 8:1 describes the moving of bones out
of their graves, and 27(50):25 depicts YHWH bringing out the vessels of his wrath. The 
other context comes close to the metaphorical sense in 27(50):25, but the objects are 
abstract entities, such as the nations that Babylon has “swallowed” in 28(51):44 and 
righteousness in 28(51):10.

The other renderings of הוציא are ἀνάγω twice (7:22 and 11:4) and ἐξαιρέω once 

(41[34]:13). In each case these translate the phrase  ־אֹוָתם ֵמֶאֶרץ־ִמְצַרִיםהֹוִציִאיְּביֹום : ἐν
ἡμέρᾳ, ᾗ ἀνήγαγον αὐτοὺς ἐκ γῆς Αἰγύπτου (7:22 and 11:4); ἐν τῇ ἡμέρᾳ, ᾗ 
ἐξειλάμην αὐτοὺς ἐκ γῆς Αἰγύπτου (41[34]:13).

The difference between Jer a’ and Jer b’ with regard to the renderings of הוציא is 

that the range of equivalents is narrowed down in Jer b’ to include mainly ἐξάγω and 

one occurrence of ἐξαιρέω.
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Jer a’ Jer b’ Total

ἐξάγω 4 7 11

ἀνάγω 2 – 2

ἐκφέρω 5 – 5

ἐξαιρέω – 1 1

Table 15. Renderings of הוציא in Jer LXX.

All the occurrences in Jer b’ refer to the relocation of individuals or the nation of Israel 
from one place to another.667 Such cases are rendered as ἀνάγω in Jer a’ (7:22 and 11:4), 

with the one exception of ἐξάγω in 20:3. The other occurrences of הוציא, all found in 

Jer a’ and all rendered by ἐξάγω or ἐκφέρω,668 all refer to the bringing out of inanimate 
objects, sometimes concrete (e.g. bones in 8:1; a load in 17:22) and sometimes abstract 
(e.g. wind in 10:13 || 28[51]:16; vessels of wrath in 27[50]:25). Since cases in this 
second group do not occur in Jer b’, one cannot ascertain how they would be rendered 
therein.

Taking all equivalents into consideration, Jer b’ can be characterized as narrowing 
down the number of equivalents used to render a single Hebrew word in its various uses.
When the OG translator translates cases that express the leading of people or individuals
from one place to another, he prefers to use ἀνάγω ’to lead up.’ Jer b’ does not use 

ἀνάγω a single time despite the fact that all its cases of הוציא are similar in content. Jer 

b’ prefers ἐξάγω, which in turn, together with ἐκφέρω, is the equivalent used in Jer a’ to 
refer to the bringing out of abstract entities. Jer OG displays a willingness to vary its 
equivalents, while Jer b’ eradicates the variety in favor of the one equivalent ἐξάγω. The
equivalents in Jer b’ are best characterized as revised in the intention of standardizing 
the equivalents.

667 Individuals in 33(26):23; 45(38):22, 23; 46(39):14 and 52:31, and the nation of Israel in 38(31):32; 
39(32):21 and 41(34):13.
668 Ἐξάγω in Jer LXX 10:13 || 28(51):16 and 15:19; ἐκφέρω in Jer LXX 8:1; 17:22; 27(50):25; 28(51):10 
and 44.
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הכעיס .6.7
Thackeray and Tov both regard the renderings of כעס hif’il to indicate the bisectioning 

of Jer LXX.669 Thackeray lists the equivalent of Jer a’ as παροργίζω and the equivalents 

of Jer b’ as πικραίνω and παραπικραίνω, and he offers a few references for their 

occurrences. Tov counts five cases of παροργίζω in Jer a’ and four cases of 

παραπικραίνω in Jer b’, and he adds that the two equivalents are near synonyms but 
that the latter is “a stronger expression.” Thackeray and Tov differ in the data they cite 
for Jer b’.670 This is because Thackeray relied on the edition by Henry Barclay Swete, 
while Tov used Ziegler’s edition.

The verb כעס occurs ca. 100 times in the HB. Half of these are qal forms and half 
are hiph’il forms. In addition, a few pi’el forms are found as well. The qal form signifies
’to be angry,’ and the pi’el and hiph’il forms are causative, ’to provoke (to anger)’ or ’to 
offend.’ Only hiph’il forms occur in Jer.

The Greek renderings of the verb כעס in Jer LXX are παροργίζω and 

παραπικραίνω. The terms can be used synonymously as both denote ’to provoke,’ but 

παραπικραίνω is possibly the stronger expression of the two with a durative aspect ’to 

embitter.’ The meaning of παραπικραίνω is closely connected to the verb πικραίνω 

itself. Any difference between παραπικραίνω and πικραίνω is dependent on how one 

interprets the occurrences of παραπικραίνω in the LXX as it is found only in the LXX 

and related literature. Elsewhere in the LXX, παραπικραίνω mainly renders derivations 

of the word מרה ’to be rebellious,’ and Jer LXX is the only book in which it renders 

.כעס

Παροργίζω is used as the equivalent of כעס on five occasions (7:18, 19; 8:19; 
11:17 and 25:06) in Jer LXX.

669 Thackeray 1903, 249; Tov 1976, 94.
670 In addition, Thackeray refers to two cases in which πικραίνω actually renders other Hebrew words: רגז
'to tremble / to agitate' in Jer LXX 40:9 and קצף 'to be angry / to enrage' in Jer LXX 44:15.
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 ִהֵּנה־קֹול ַׁשְוַעת ַּבת־ַעִּמי ֵמֶאֶרץ ַמְרַחִּקים ַהיהָוה ֵאין ְּבִצּיֹון ִאם־ַמְלָּכּה 11:17
 ἰδοὺ φωνὴ κραυγῆς –  ִּבְפִסֵליֶהם ְּבַהְבֵלי ֵנָכרִהְכִעסּוִניֵאין ָּבּה ַמּדּוַע 

θυγατρὸς λαοῦ μου ἀπὸ γῆς μακρόθεν Μὴ κύριος οὐκ ἔστιν ἐν Σιων; ἢ 
βασιλεὺς οὐκ ἔστιν ἐκεῖ; διὰ τί παρώργισάν με ἐν τοῖς γλυπτοῖς αὐτῶν 
καὶ ἐν ματαίοις ἀλλοτρίοις

ַתְכִעיסּוְוַאל־ֵּתְלכּו ַאֲחֵרי ֱאֹלִהים ֲאֵחִרים ְלָעְבָדם ּוְלִהְׁשַּתֲחֹות ָלֶהם ְולֹא־ 25:6  
 μὴ πορεύεσθε ὀπίσω θεῶν ἀλλοτρίων – אֹוִתי ְּבַמֲעֵׂשה ְיֵדיֶכם ְולֹא ָאַרע ָלֶכם
τοῦ δουλεύειν αὐτοῖς καὶ τοῦ προσκυνεῖν αὐτοῖς, ὅπως μὴ παροργίζητέ με 
ἐν τοῖς ἔργοις τῶν χειρῶν ὑμῶν τοῦ κακῶσαι ὑμᾶς

In each case, the subject of the verb is the people of Israel or Judah. The cause of the 
provocation is related to the worship of other gods besides YHWH, particularly different
rituals, such as the construction and use of idols (7:18 and 8:19), the burning of incense 
(11:17), the baking of cakes (7:18), libations (7:18), and the general “going after other 
gods to serve them and to worship them” (25:6). Each of these renderings occurs in Jer 
a’.

There are four cases (39[32]:29, 32; 51[44]:3 and 8) in which παραπικραίνω 

renders the verb כעס in Jer LXX.

 ּוָבאּו ַהַּכְׂשִּדים ַהִּנְלָחִמים ַעל־ָהִעיר ַהּזֹאת ְוִהִּציתּו ֶאת־ָהִעיר ַהּזֹאת 29:(32)39
 ָּבֵאׁש ּוְׂשָרפּוָה ְוֵאת ַהָּבִּתים ֲאֶׁשר ִקְּטרּו ַעל־ַּגּגֹוֵתיֶהם ַלַּבַעל ְוִהִּסכּו ְנָסִכים

ַהְכִעֵסִניֵלאֹלִהים ֲאֵחִרים ְלַמַען   – καὶ ἥξουσιν οἱ Χαλδαῖοι πολεμοῦντες ἐπὶ 
τὴν πόλιν ταύτην καὶ καύσουσιν τὴν πόλιν ταύτην ἐν πυρὶ καὶ 
κατακαύσουσιν τὰς οἰκίας, ἐν αἷς ἐθυμιῶσαν ἐπὶ τῶν δωμάτων αὐτῶν τῇ 
Βααλ καὶ ἔσπενδον σπονδὰς θεοῖς ἑτέροις πρὸς τὸ παραπικρᾶναί με

  ָלֶלֶכת ְלַקֵּטר ַלֲעבֹד ֵלאֹלִהיםְלַהְכִעֵסִניִמְּפֵני ָרָעָתם ֲאֶׁשר ָעׂשּו  3:(44)51
 ἀπὸ προσώπου πονηρίας αὐτῶν, ἧς ἐποίησαν – ֲאֵחִרים ֲאֶׁשר לֹא ְיָדעּום
παραπικρᾶναί με πορευθέντες θυμιᾶν θεοῖς ἑτέροις, οἷς οὐκ ἔγνωτε

These cases are similar to one another and to the cases that are rendered by παροργίζω. 
The subject is always the people of Israel or Judah, and the cause of provocation is 
related to the worship of other gods. The acts that are specifically described as 
provocative are the burning of incense (39[32]:29, 51[44]:3 and 8), libation offerings 
(39[32]:29), and serving other gods (51[44]:3). The majority of Mss attest the variant 

reading πικραίνω in 39(32):32. Πικραίνω, however does not render כעס anywhere else 
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in the LXX, and each other case in Jer b’ is rendered by παραπικραίνω. The dropping of
the prepositional prefix is easily explained as haplography.

The Hexaplaric reading παροργίζετε is attested as the rendering in 51(44):8. The 
same equivalent is also attested by Hexaplaric witnesses in the two cases in which the 

LXX lacks an equivalent for כעס in Jer (25:7 and 39[32]:30). This suggests that “the 

three” translators preferred παροργίζω as the rendering of כעס throughout Jer LXX.

Table 16. displays the distribution of the renderings of כעס in Jer LXX.

Jer a’ Jer b’ Total

παροργίζω 5 - 5

παραπικραίνω - 4 4

Table 16. Renderings of כעס in Jer LXX.

The difference between Jer a’ and Jer b’ is very clear. The verb כעס is used throughout 
Jer in the same manner and in the same type of context. The translation of the term 
changes from παροργίζω in Jer a’ to παραπικραίνω in Jer b’. There seems to be no other
reason for the change than the simple preference of one equivalent instead of the other. 

The choice of παραπικραίνω to represent כעס hiph’il sets Jer b’ apart from other 
translated books in the LXX since this equivalence is not used elsewhere. Though there 
are not so many cases of the verb in Jer, the clear difference renders the characters of Jer
a’ and Jer b’ as distinct, and these renderings should be regarded as evidence for 
bisectioning the translation. The reviser was not satisfied with the usual rendering in the 
LXX (παροργίζω), and opted to choose the rare equivalent παραπικραίνω. The later 

translators reverted the equivalent to παροργίζω as is evident from the Hexaplaric 
readings.

ְזרֹוַע .6.8
The translations of ְזרֹוַע ’arm’ in Jer LXX are referred to by both Thackeray and Tov in 
their arguments for bisectioning the translation.671 Thackeray lists the two equivalents 
found in Jer LXX, assigning βραχίων to Jer a’ and ἐπίχειρον to Jer b’, and notes that 

671 Thackeray 1903, 250; Tov 1976, 48–49.
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βραχίων also occurs twice in Jer b’. He discusses the meaning of ἐπίχειρον by referring 
to the lexicons, which only cite the meaning of the plural form as ’wages.’ He goes on to
mention the only other occurrence of ἐπίχειρον in the LXX, the plural form in 2 Macc 
15:33, and considers the meaning there to be ’arm.’

In Tov’s opinion, Jer b’s use of ἐπίχειρον reflects the reviser’s attempt to represent 

the meaning of ְזרֹוַע more precisely than the OG rendering βραχίων. Tov interprets the 

meaning of ἐπίχειρον in Jer LXX as “that which is above the hand,” i.e. ’arm.’ He 
further suggests that the reviser may have coined this use of the word since it does not 
occur in the singular form elsewhere in Greek literature. In a footnote, he discusses 
Origen’s use of the term, and supposes that Origen did not understand the meaning of its
singular form, though he did demostrate knowledge of the plural use of the word.

The renderings of ְזרֹוַע have attracted comments from other scholars as well, 

particularly with reference to a conjectural reading ἐπίχειρον in 29:11(49:10) that was 
first proposed by Rudolph and later adopted into the critical text by Ziegler. Rudolph 

argues for the conjecture based on the fact that ְזרֹוַע is never rendered by χείρ.672 Ziegler
regards the conjucture plausible because he accepts Thackeray’s theory that Jer b’ is the 

work of a second translator whose preferred equivalent for ְזרֹוַע is ἐπίχειρον.673 
Soderlund later argues against this emendation in his discussion on Tov’s theory of 

revision in Jer b’ and does not regard the renderings of ְזרֹוַע to be a good example of 
reviser tendency. He claims that it is too difficult to determine whether a translator or a 

reviser would regard ἐπίχειρον as corresponding to the meaning of ְזרֹוַע better than 

βραχίων.674

Pietersma has written an article on this equivalence in Jer LXX as well. His main 
focus is to examine the meaning of the term ἐπίχειρον in more detail, and he identifies a
few passages in non-biblical literature in which its singular form is used. Within these 
passages, Pietersma interprets the semantic range of the term to include ’help,’ ’penalty’ 
and ’reward,’ which is very similar to the meaning of the more common plural form of 

672 Rudolph 1930, 278.
673 Ziegler 1958, 28–29. For discussion on the conjecture itself, cf. below.
674 Soderlund 1985, 147–149 and 174–175.
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the word. Based on this, he argues that ἐπίχειρον is neither unique in attestation nor in 

meaning. He further argues that the variation between βραχίων and ἐπίχειρον does not 
warrant use as evidence for bisectioning the book since the variation is inconsistent and 
since no clear motivation for a change from βραχίων to ἐπίχειρον can be identified.675

The word ְזרֹוַע, variously spelled ְזרַֹע, is fairly straightforward in meaning. It 
signifies ’arm,’ possibly specifically ’forearm,’ but occasionally the meanings ’shoulder’
or ’wrist’ might be a more accurate. The term is also used metaphorically to indicate 
strength, either physical or political.676

The Greek renderings of this term in Jer LXX are βραχίων and ἐπίχειρον. The first 
is a good semantic match of the Hebrew term, denoting ’arm,’ and in certain 
constructions ’shoulder.’ It is also used as a symbol of strength by a few Greek authors. 
Ἐπίχειρον, as a singular form, is rarely used elsewhere in Greek literature. The plural 

form ἐπίχειρα is used in classical Greek to mean ’wages,’ ’reward’ or due 

punishment.677 Βραχίων mainly renders ְזרֹוַע in the LXX, but it is also used as the 

equivalent of ׁשוק, ’the thigh’ of a sacrificial animal, and occasionally of יד ’hand.’ 

Ἐπίχειρον occurs in the LXX only three times, all in Jer LXX, and it renders ְזרֹוַע each 
time.

The term ְזרֹוַע occurs a total of six times in Jer,678 and it is exceptionally spelled 

 seed’ as if it’ ֶזַרע in 39(32):21. In addition to these, Jer LXX renders the word ֶאְזרֹוַע

were ְזרַֹע in 29:11(49:10). On four occasions, ְזרֹוַע is prefixed with the preposition ְב to 
indicate means.

 καὶ πολεμήσω ἐγὼ –  ֲחָזָקהּוִבְזרֹוַעְוִנְלַחְמִּתי ֲאִני ִאְּתֶכם ְּבָיד ְנטּוָיה  21:5
ὑμᾶς ἐν χειρὶ ἐκτεταμένῃ καὶ ἐν βραχίονι κραταιῷ

675 Pietersma 2002, 101–108.
676 Clines 2011, s.v. ְזרֹוַע.
677 LSJ s.v. βραχίων and ἐπίχειρον.
678 Jer 17:5; 21:5; 31(48):25; 34:4(27:5); 39(32):17 and 21.
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 ָאֹנִכי ָעִׂשיִתי ֶאת־ָהָאֶרץ ֶאת־ָהָאָדם ְוֶאת־ַהְּבֵהָמה ֲאֶׁשר ַעל־ְּפֵני (27:5)34:4
 ὅτι Ἐγὼ ἐποίησα τὴν γῆν ἐν ἰσχύι –  ַהְּנטּוָיהּוִבְזרֹוִעיָהָאֶרץ ְּבכִֹחי ַהָּגדֹול 

μου τῇ μεγάλῃ καὶ ἐν τῷ ἐπιχείρῳ μου τῷ ὑψηλῷ

In each of these four cases a momentous event is described as being acted out by the 
arm of YHWH. Two of these refer to the creation of the world (34:4[27:5] and 
39[32]:17), one refers to the exodus (39[32]:21), and one is an oracle of doom against 
Jerusalem (21:5). Three of these are rendered by βραχίων (21:5, 39[32]:17 and 

39[32]:21) and one by ἐπίχειρον (34:4[27:5]). Significantly, the two cases that describe 
the creation of the world, which are nearly identical to each other, employ different 

equivalents for ְזרֹוַע, that is, βραχίων in 39(32):17 and ἐπίχειρον in 34:4(27:5).

Jer LXX renders ְזרֹוַע on two other occasions:

 –  ּוִמן־ְיהָוה ָיסּור ִלּבֹוְזרֹעֹוָארּור ַהֶּגֶבר ֲאֶׁשר ִיְבַטח ָּבָאָדם ְוָׂשם ָּבָׂשר  17:5
Ἐπικατάρατος ὁ ἄνθρωπος, ὃς τὴν ἐλπίδα ἔχει ἐπ᾿ ἄνθρωπον καὶ στηρίσει 
σάρκα βραχίονος αὐτοῦ ἐπ᾿ αὐτόν, καὶ ἀπὸ κυρίου ἀποστῇ ἡ καρδία 
αὐτοῦ

 κατεάχθη κέρας –  ִנְׁשָּבָרה ְנֻאם ְיהָוהּוְזרֹעֹוִנְגְּדָעה ֶקֶרן מֹוָאב  25:(48)31
Μωαβ, καὶ τὸ ἐπίχειρον αὐτοῦ συνετρίβη

In Jer 31(48):25, the arm of Moab is the object of YHWH’s judgement and is rendered 

by ἐπίχειρον. The translation of 17:5 represents בׂשר זרעו as a construct chain σάρκα 

βραχίονος αὐτοῦ “the flesh of his arm.” The sense of the Hebrew ְוָׂשם ָּבָׂשר ְזרֹעֹו is 
rather “and places his strength [i.e. his arm] in flesh.” The Greek rendering indicates that
the Hebrew construction was difficult for the translator, but the addition of ἐπ᾿ αὐτόν 
indicates that his final interpretation is similar to the Hebrew text. Alternatively, ἐπ᾿ 
αὐτόν could represent an attempt to correct the Greek text, or it could reflect a different 
Hebrew Vorlage.

The equivalent ἐπίχειρα in 29:11(49:10) is problematic. 

 ִּכי־ֲאִני ָחַׂשְפִּתי ֶאת־ֵעָׂשו ִּגֵּליִתי ֶאת־ִמְסָּתָריו ְוֶנְחָּבה לֹא יּוָכל (49:10)29:11
 ὅτι ἐγὼ κατέσυρα τὸν Ησαυ, ἀνεκάλυψα –  ְוֶאָחיו ּוְׁשֵכָניו ְוֵאיֶנּנּוַזְרעֹוֻׁשַּדד 

τὰ κρυπτὰ αὐτῶν, κρυβῆναι οὐ μὴ δύνωνται· ὤλοντο ἐπίχειρα ἀδελφοῦ 
αὐτοῦ καὶ γείτονος αὐτοῦ, καὶ οὐκ ἔστιν
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It is a conjecture argued for by Ziegler and Rudolph.679 All Greek manuscripts agree on 
the reading διὰ χεῖρα instead of ἐπίχειρα. While διὰ χεῖρα does not render the MT as 
one would expect, regardless of whether the Hebrew text is understood as ’his seed’ 

 the lack of variant readings in the Mss renders this emendation ,ְזרֹעֹו ’or ’his arm ַזְרעֹו
doubtful. Ziegler’s argumentation in its favor leans toward circular reasoning, since he 
appeals to Thackeray’s theory of multiple translators to support it, all the while the 
conjecture is upheld in support of the theory.680 The slightest possibility in support of the
conjecture would be to argue that an original ἐπι in front of χειρα was changed to διά at 
an early point in the transmission of the text in order to solidify the meaning “He (Esau) 
perished by the hands of his brother and his neighbor.” The reading διὰ χεῖρα, however, 

is grammatically unsuitable in the sentence, since the plural ὤλοντο requires a subject. 

Ziegler further surmises that ἐπίχειρα would fulfil this task.

Due to the problems with the conjecture ἐπίχειρα in 29:11(49:10), it is not included

in the following figures that sum up the renderings of ְזרֹוַע in Jer LXX. The distribution 

of the renderings of ְזרֹוַע in Jer LXX is as follows: 

Jer a’ Jer b’ Total

βραχίων 2 2 4

ἐπίχειρον – 2 2

Table 17. Renderings of ְזרֹוַע in Jer LXX.

Jer a’ renders ְזרֹוַע twice, and both as βραχίων. In Jer b’, there are four cases that 

translate ְזרֹוַע. Βραχίων is used twice and ἐπίχειρον twice. Three of these occurrences 
refer to the arm of YHWH, and one refers to the arm of human beings or mankind. Both
of the equivalents, βραχίων and ἐπίχειρον, are used in both contexts.

The two cases in Jer a’ are 17:5, which refers to the arm of man, and 21:5, which 
refers to the arm of YHWH as it battles against Jerusalem. The translation character to 
be derived from these two cases is uniform, but the very small number of occurrences 
lessens the weight of this evidence.

679 Rudolph 1930, 278; Ziegler 1958, 28–29.
680 For this observation, I thank my colleagues in the study group on textual criticism at the University of 
Helsinki faculty of Theology: Dr. Ville Mäkipelto, Dr. Timo Tekoniemi, Paavo Huotari and Ossi Arpe.
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The four cases in Jer b’ are split between βραχίων and ἐπίχειρον. Βραχίων renders 

the arm of YHWH in its two occurrences (39[32]:17 and 21), and ἐπίχειρον renders 
once with reference to the arm of YHWH 34:4(27:5) and once with reference to the ְזרֹוַע
arm of Moab 31(48):25. A clear definition of the translation character of these 
equivalents is difficult to determine based on so few cases that vary to this degree.

The use of the renderings of ְזרֹוַע in support of bisectioning Jer LXX are hindered 

by two factors. First, there are so few cases of ְזרֹוַע in Jer that it is difficult to determine 
a distinct translation character between Jer a’ and Jer b’. Second, the distribution of the 
two renderings in Jer b’ does not lend itself to apparent distinction so as to supply a 
reason for the variation. However, the fact that the term ἐπίχειρον is itself extremely 
rare in the LXX and in Greek literature does support the description of Jer b’ as 
exceptional in comparison to other translated sections of the LXX. On these grounds, 
ἐπίχειρον can be used in support of other evidence for bisectioning the book.

ֶזַרע .6.9
Tov references the renderings of ֶזַרע ’seed’ as an example of the reviser’s attempt at 
exegetical consistency. He proposes that the reviser distinguishes between the meanings 
’seed’ and “offspring of a certain person or group” in his use of the equivalents σπέρμα 

for the former and γένος for the latter.681

 can refer to the seed of plants, but it is also used to signify the ’semen’ of ֶזַרע
human beings and animals. By extention it may refer to the produce of seed, that is grain
or offspring, whereby it may be used to denote human beings or animals.682

The Greek equivalents of ֶזַרע in Jer LXX are σπέρμα, γένος, καρποφόρος and 

ἐπίχειρον. Σπέρμα is a fair semantic match of ֶזַרע, denoting the ’seed’ of plants, 
animals and human beings. It may also refer to offspring. However, it has the additional 
meaning of ’germ’ or ’origin,’ and can also signify ’race’ or ’descent.’ Σπέρμα is also 

the most commonly used equivalent to render ֶזַרע throughout the LXX. Γένος, on the 

681 Tov 1976, 72.
682 Clines 2011, s.v. ֶזַרע.
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other hand, is a more specific term related to the geneaology of beings, whether plants, 
animals or human beings. It can mean ’offspring’ or ’descent,’ ’clan’ or ’race,’ or even 

’age,’ ’generation’ or ’class,’683 and it is used as the equivalent of ֶזַרע only in Jer b’ and 

once each in Lev, Esth and Dan. Γένος generally translates the words מין ,עם  and 

 ,in the LXX. Καρποφόρος ’fruitful’ occurs only three times in the whole LXX מׁשפחה

and only in Jer does it render ֶזַרע. A misinterpretation of זרע as זרוע has resulted in the 

rendering ἐπίχειρον in 29:11(49:10).684

The rendering σπέρμα occurs seven times in Jer LXX. It is used to denote four 
types of ’seed.’

 ּכֹה ָאַמר ְיהָוה ִּכְתבּו ֶאת־ָהִאיׁש ַהֶּזה ֲעִריִרי ֶּגֶבר לֹא־ִיְצַלח ְּבָיָמיו ִּכי לֹא 22:30
 Γράψον τὸν ἄνδρα –  ִאיׁש יֵֹׁשב ַעל־ִּכֵּסא ָדִוד ּוֹמֵׁשל עֹוד ִּביהּוָדהִמַּזְרעֹוִיְצַלח 

τοῦτον ἐκκήρυκτον ἄνθρωπον, ὅτι οὐ μὴ αὐξηθῇ ἐκ σπέρματος αὐτοῦ 
καθήμενος ἐπὶ θρόνου Δαυιδ ἄρχων ἔτι ἐν τῷ Ιουδα

 ְוַאָּתה ַאל־ִּתיָרא ַעְבִּדי ַיֲעקֹב ְוַאל־ֵּתַחת ִיְׂשָרֵאל ִּכי ִהְנִני מֹוִׁשֲעָך 27:(46)26
 σὺ –  ֵמֶאֶרץ ִׁשְבָים ְוָׁשב ַיֲעקֹוב ְוָׁשַקט ְוַׁשֲאַנן ְוֵאין ַמֲחִרידַזְרֲעָךֵמָרחֹוק ְוֶאת־

δὲ μὴ φοβηθῇς, δοῦλός μου Ιακωβ, μηδὲ πτοηθῇς, Ισραηλ, διότι ἰδοὺ ἐγὼ 
σῴζω σε μακρόθεν καὶ τὸ σπέρμα σου ἐκ γῆς αἰχμαλωσίας αὐτῶν, καὶ 
ἀναστρέψει Ιακωβ καὶ ἡσυχάσει καὶ ὑπνώσει, καὶ οὐκ ἔσται ὁ 
παρενοχλῶν αὐτόν

 ִהֵּנה ָיִמים ָּבִאים ְנֻאם־ְיהָוה ְוָזַרְעִּתי ֶאת־ֵּבית ִיְׂשָרֵאל ְוֶאת־ֵּבית 27:(31)38
 διὰ τοῦτο ἰδοὺ ἡμέραι ἔρχονται, φησὶ –  ְּבֵהָמהְוֶזַרע ָאָדם ֶזַרעְיהּוָדה 

κύριος, καὶ σπερῶ τὸν Ισραηλ καὶ τὸν Ιουδα σπέρμα ἀνθρώπου καὶ 
σπέρμα κτήνους

  לֹא־ִתְזָרעּו ְוֶכֶרם לֹא־ִתָּטעּו ְולֹא ִיְהֶיה ָלֶכם ִּכיְוֶזַרעּוַבִית לֹא־ִתְבנּו  7:(35)42
 καὶ οἰκίαν οὐ μὴ οἰκοδομήσητε καὶ σπέρμα οὐ – ָּבֳאָהִלים ֵּתְׁשבּו ָּכל־ְיֵמיֶכם
μὴ σπείρητε, καὶ ἀμπελὼν οὐκ ἔσται ὑμῖν, ὅτι ἐν σκηναῖς οἰκήσετε πάσας
τὰς ἡμέρας ὑμῶν

In 22:30, the terms refer to the seed or children of a specific person, king Jeconiah of 
Jerusalem.  In 26(46):27, the reference is to the seed of Israel, thus denoting the 

683 LSJ s.v. σπέρμα and γένος.
684 For a discussion of the rendering of זרע in 29:11(49:10), cf. sec. 6.8.
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Israelites, which is similar to “the seed of Ephraim” in 7:15. The two cases in 38(31):27 

refer to the seed of man and the seed of animals, and ֶזַרע in 42(35):7 denotes literal 
seeds to be planted in the ground. This concrete meaning is also used in 42(35):9. 

Three of these renderings are found in Jer a’ (7:15, 22:30 and 26[46]:27) and four in
Jer b’ (38[31]:27 [2x], 42[35]:7 and 9). The cases in Jer a’ refer to the offspring of 
Jeconiah and to the offspring of Israel and Ephraim. The cases in Jer b’ refer to actual 
seeds and to humankind and animals.

Γένος renders ֶזַרע five times in Jer LXX, each in Jer b’. This equivalence is used to 
render three types of uses of the word.685

ַזְרעֹוָלֵכן ּכֹה־ָאַמר ְיהָוה ִהְנִני ֹפֵקד ַעל־ְׁשַמְעָיה ַהֶּנֱחָלִמי ְוַעל־ 32:(29)36  
 διὰ τοῦτο οὕτως εἶπε κύριος Ἰδοὺ – לֹא־ִיְהֶיה לֹו ִאיׁש יֹוֵׁשב ְּבתֹוְך־ָהָעם ַהֶּזה
ἐγὼ ἐπισκέψομαι ἐπὶ Σαμαίαν καὶ ἐπὶ τὸ γένος αὐτοῦ, καὶ οὐκ ἔσται 
αὐτῷ ἄνθρωπος ἐν μέσῳ ὑμῶν

ִמֶּזַרעַוְיִהי ַּבחֶֹדׁש ַהְּׁשִביִעי ָּבא ִיְׁשָמֵעאל ֶּבן־ְנַתְנָיה ֶבן־ֱאִליָׁשָמע  1:(41)48  
 Καὶ ἐγένετο τῷ μηνὶ – ַהְּמלּוָכה ְוַרֵּבי ַהֶּמֶלְך ַוֲעָׂשָרה ֲאָנִׁשים ִאּתֹו ֶאל־ְּגַדְלָיהּו
τῷ ἑβδόμῳ ἦλθεν Ισμαηλ υἱὸς Ναθανίου υἱοῦ Ελεασα ἀπὸ γένους τοῦ 
βασιλέως καὶ δέκα ἄνδρες μετ᾿ αὐτοῦ πρὸς Γοδολίαν

  ִיְׂשָרֵאלֶזַרעִאם־ָיֻמׁשּו ַהֻחִּקים ָהֵאֶּלה ִמְּלָפַני ְנֻאם־ְיהָוה ַּגם  (31:36)38:37
 Εὰν παύσωνται οἱ νόμοι οὗτοι ἀπὸ – ִיְׁשְּבתּו ִמְהיֹות ּגֹוי ְלָפַני ָּכל־ַהָּיִמים
προσώπου μου, φησὶ κύριος, καὶ τὸ γένος Ισραηλ παύσεται γενέσθαι ἔθνος
κατὰ πρόσωπόν μου πάσας τὰς ἡμέρας

When γένος renders ֶזַרע, there are two cases in which the terms refer to the offspring of 
specific people. These are Shemaiah the Nehelamite (36[29]:32) and king Jehoiakim of 
Jerusalem (43[36]:31). Closely related to these is the occurrence in 48(41):1, where 

Ishmael the son of Nethaniah is described as being ִמֶּזַרע ַהְּמלּוָכה “of the royal family.” 
The final two cases (38:35[31:37] and 37[36]) refer to the ’seed’ of Israel, i.e. the 
Israelites.

685 The Lucianic Mss of Jer 43(36):31 are the only instances that attest the variant σπερμα in place of 
γένος within the Ms evidence. However, the hexaplaric readings attest this variant reading in each of the 
five cases in which γένος is used as the rendering. Γένος is also the equivalent in the hexaplaric additions 
to Jer LXX which correspond to the MT plusses.
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The final two equivalents that stand to represent ֶזַרע in Jer LXX are καρποφόρος in
2:21 and ἐπίχειρον in 29:11(49:10).

 –  ֱאֶמת ְוֵאיְך ֶנְהַּפְכְּת ִלי סּוֵרי ַהֶּגֶפן ָנְכִרָּיהֶזַרעְוָאֹנִכי ְנַטְעִּתיְך ׂשֵֹרק ֻּכֹּלה  2:21
ἐγὼ δὲ ἐφύτευσά σε ἄμπελον καρποφόρον πᾶσαν ἀληθινήν· πῶς 
ἐστράφης εἰς πικρίαν, ἡ ἄμπελος ἡ ἀλλοτρία

 ִּכי־ֲאִני ָחַׂשְפִּתי ֶאת־ֵעָׂשו ִּגֵּליִתי ֶאת־ִמְסָּתָריו ְוֶנְחָּבה לֹא יּוָכל (49:10)29:11
 ὅτι ἐγὼ κατέσυρα τὸν Ησαυ, ἀνεκάλυψα –  ְוֶאָחיו ּוְׁשֵכָניו ְוֵאיֶנּנּוַזְרעֹוֻׁשַּדד 

τὰ κρυπτὰ αὐτῶν, κρυβῆναι οὐ μὴ δύνωνται· ὤλοντο ἐπίχειρα ἀδελφοῦ 
αὐτοῦ καὶ γείτονος αὐτοῦ, καὶ οὐκ ἔστιν

As mentioned above, καρποφόρος is a rare equivalent in the LXX, and 2:21 is the only 

time it renders ֶזַרע. The other two occurrences of the word (Ps. 106[107]:34 and 148:9) 

both render פרי. Jer 2:21 elaborates on the metaphor of Israel as YHWH’s vineyard. The

case of 29:11(49:10) has been discussed earlier.686 The equivalent ἐπίχειρα is a 
conjectural reading proposed by Rudolph and Ziegler, and the Ms evidence attests the 
reading δια χειρα. The rendering implies that the translator understands the Hebrew to 

mean ְזרַֹע ’arm’ instead of ֶזַרע ’seed,’ interpreting the phrase to mean “the might of his 

brother’ (ἐπίχειρα) or by his brother (δια χειρα). This case cannot, therefor, be 

considered as a rendering of ֶזַרע, but rather as a rendering of ְזרַֹע.
Table 18. illustrates the distribution of the renderings of ֶזַרע in Jer LXX:

Jer a’ Jer b’ Total

σπέρμα 3 4 7

γένος - 5 5

καρποφόρος 1 - 1

Table 18. Renderings of ֶזַרע in Jer LXX.

 is translated thirteen times in Jer LXX, and nine of these are in Jer b’. The most ֶזַרע

significant difference between Jer a’ and Jer b’ is that γένος is not used as a rendering in 

Jer a’. In Jer b’ there is a clear distinction between the use of σπέρμα and γένος. 

Σπέρμα is the equivalent when ֶזַרע refers to the generic ’seeds’ of men and ’seeds’ of 

686 For further discussion of the equivalence, cf. sec. 6.8.
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animals, on the one hand, and actual seeds on the other. Γένος, however, is used when 
the reference is to certain offspring of individuals or groups, as Tov has put it.687 The 

cases of ֶזַרע in Jer a’ that are rendered by σπέρμα are similar to those that are rendered 

by γένος in Jer b’. Σπέρμα in Jer a’ refers to the offspring of individuals (Jeconiah) or 
groups (Israel and Ephraim).

Jer a’ and Jer b’ are distinct in the character of their translation equivalents in this 
regard, and may be said to bear a difference in translation character. This must, however,
be qualified only as a slight difference since there are only a few cases to be considered. 

In addition, the exceptional use of γένος as the rendering of ֶזַרע contributes to the 
unique nature of the character of Jer b’ among the translations in the LXX, even more so
since the later revisers of the LXX rather preferred the equivalent σπέρμα as a 

representation of ֶזַרע.

ֶחֶרב .6.10
Tov discusses the translations of ֶחֶרב as part of his evidence for a revision in Jer b’.688 

For Jer a’, he lists 35 cases of the equivalent μαχαίρα and 2 cases of the equivalent 

ῥομφαία. For Jer b’, the corresponding figures are 13 cases of μαχαίρα and 11 cases of 

ῥομφαία. Tov mentions that both equivalents are used throughout the LXX. His 

argument is that the use of μαχαίρα decreases significantly in Jer b’, and he suggests 

that the reviser has changed the equivalent from μαχαίρα to ῥομφαία in some instances.

The Hebrew word ֶחֶרב is straightforward in meaning and refers to a ’dagger’ or a 
’short sword.’ The translations in the LXX are mostly divided between the two 
equivalents ῥομφαία and μαχαίρα. The difference between these words is that μαχαίρα 

denotes a dagger or a short sword, while ῥομφαία generally refers to a larger sword, 

such as a ’broad sword.’ In Jer LXX, the most common equivalent is μαχαίρα, which is 

the rendering on 48 occasions. Ῥομφαία is the rendering only on 14 occasions.

The rendering μαχαίρα is used in three types of contexts in Jer LXX

687 Tov 1976, 72.
688 Tov 1976, 101–102.
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 ִהְרָּבה ּכֹוֵׁשל ַּגם־ָנַפל ִאיׁש ֶאל־ֵרֵעהּו ַוּיֹאְמרּו קּוָמה ְוָנֻׁשָבה 16:(46)26
καὶ τὸ πλῆθός σου ἠσθένησε –  ַהּיֹוָנהֶחֶרבֶאל־ַעֵּמנּו ְוֶאל־ֶאֶרץ מֹוַלְדֵּתנּו ִמְּפֵני 

καὶ ἔπεσε, καὶ ἕκαστος πρὸς τὸν πλησίον αὐτοῦ ἐλάλουν Ἀναστῶμεν καὶ 
ἀναστρέψωμεν πρὸς τὸν λαὸν ἡμῶν εἰς τὴν πατρίδα ἡμῶν ἀπὸ προσώπου 
μαχαίρας Ἑλληνικῆς

  ֶאל־סּוָסיו ְוֶאל־ִרְכּבֹו ְוֶאל־ָּכל־ָהֶעֶרב ֲאֶׁשר ְּבתֹוָכּה ְוָהיּו ְלָנִׁשיםֶחֶרב 37:(50)27
 μάχαιραν ἐπὶ τοὺς ἵππους αὐτῶν καὶ ἐπὶ τὰ –  ֶאל־אֹוְצרֶֹתיָה ּוֻבָּזזּוֶחֶרב

ἅρματα αὐτῶν· μάχαιραν ἐπὶ τοὺς μαχητὰς αὐτῶν καὶ ἐπὶ τὸν 
σύμμεικτον τὸν ἐν μέσῳ αὐτῆς, καὶ ἔσονται ὡσεὶ γυναῖκες· μάχαιραν ἐπὶ 
τοὺς θησαυροὺς αὐτῆς, καὶ διασκορπισθήσονται

 ִהֵּנה ַהּסְֹללֹות ָּבאּו ָהִעיר ְלָלְכָדּה ְוָהִעיר ִנְּתָנה ְּבַיד ַהַּכְׂשִּדים 24:(32)39
 ἰδοὺ ὄχλος ἥκει εἰς τὴν πόλιν –  ְוָהָרָעב ְוַהָּדֶברַהֶחֶרבַהִּנְלָחִמים ָעֶליָה ִמְּפֵני 

συλλαβεῖν αὐτήν, καὶ ἡ πόλις ἐδόθη εἰς χεῖρας Χαλδαίων τῶν 
πολεμούντων αὐτὴν ἀπὸ προσώπου < τῆς > μαχαίρας καὶ τοῦ λιμοῦ·

Μαχαίρα is used as the rendering seven times when in a genitive construction,689 as in 

the first example (26[46]:16). ֶחֶרב ַהּיֹוָנה “the sword of the oppressor” is interpreted as 

“the Greek sword” by the rendering, understanding ַהּיֹוָנה as deriving from יון ’Greek.’ 
Other such cases refer to “the sword of YHWH” (12:12 and 29[47]:6) and “the sword of
the enemy” (20:4).

The second example (27[50]:37) represents cases that are metaphorical, in which 

’the sword’ symbolizes death or destruction. In this particular verse, the term ֶחֶרב is 
rendered three times in the LXX, the second of which does not have a counterpart in Jer 
MT. Streane suggests this is dittography from similar words in the previous verse, but it 

is also very likely that the phrase has fallen out of the text via haplography (from ֶחֶרב to

Similar uses of the word and its rendering μαχαίρα occur 23 times in Jer LXX.690 .(ֶחֶרב

The third example (39[32]:24) represents cases in which ֶחֶרב occurs as part of the 

phrase ֶחֶרב ְוָרָעב ְוָּדֶבר, with or without articles or prepositions. Such instances account 

689 Jer 2:30; 12:12; 20:4; 26(46):16; 27(50):16; 29(47):6; and 31(48):10.
690 Jer LXX 4:10; 9:16(15); 15:3, 9; 18:21; 19:7; 20:4; 21:7; 25:17(49:37); 26(46):10, 14; 27(50):35, 36, 
37(3x); 31(48):2; 32:2(25:16), 13(27), 15(29), 17(31); 33(26):23; and 38(31):2.
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for 18 cases of the equivalence.691 The rendering μαχαίρα is used 35 times in Jer a’ and 
thirteen times in Jer b’. In both halves it renders cases from all three contexts mentioned
here.

Ῥομφαία is the rendering of ֶחֶרב on 14 occasions.

כּי ִּכי  6:25  μὴ –  ְלאֵֹיב ָמגֹור ִמָּסִביבֶחֶרבַאל־ֵּתְצאּי ַהָּׂשֶדה ּוַבֶּדֶרְך ַאל־ֵּתֵלֵ
ἐκπορεύεσθε εἰς ἀγρὸν καὶ ἐν ταῖς ὁδοῖς μὴ βαδίζετε, ὅτι ῥομφαία τῶν 
ἐχθρῶν παροικεῖ κυκλόθεν

 לֹא ִתֹּפל ְוָהְיָתה ְלָך ַנְפְׁשָך ְלָׁשָלל ִּכי־ָבַטְחָּתּוַבֶחֶרבִּכי ַמֵּלט ֲאַמֶּלְטָך  18:(39)46
 ὅτι σῴζων σώσω σε, καὶ ἐν ῥομφαίᾳ οὐ μὴ πέσῃς· καὶ – ִּבי ְנֻאם־ְיהָוה
ἔσται ἡ ψυχή σου εἰς εὕρεμα, ὅτι ἐπεποίθεις ἐπ᾿ ἐμοί, φησὶ κύριος

 ְוִיְהיּו ָכל־ָהֲאָנִׁשים ֲאֶׁשר־ָׂשמּו ֶאת־ְּפֵניֶהם ָלבֹוא ִמְצַרִים ָלגּור ָׁשם 17:(42)49
 καὶ ἔσονται πάντες οἱ ἄνθρωποι καὶ πάντες οἱ –  ָּבָרָעב ּוַבָּדֶברַּבֶחֶרבָימּותּו 

ἀλλογενεῖς οἱ θέντες τὸ πρόσωπον αὐτῶν εἰς γῆν Αἰγύπτου ἐνοικεῖν ἐκεῖ 
ἐκλείψουσιν ἐν ῥομφαίᾳ καὶ ἐν λιμῷ

Ῥομφαία is used as the equivalent of ֶחֶרב in a genitive construction only once (6:25) 

and as part of the phrase ֶחֶרב ְוָרָעב ְוָּדֶבר seven times (e.g. 49[42]:17).692 Jer 49(42):16 

also renders ֶחֶרב with ῥομφαία in connection to the word pair ֶחֶרב and ָרָעב, but not as 

part of the formulaic phrase ֶחֶרב ְוָרָעב ְוָּדֶבר. The five remaining cases employ ֶחֶרב as a
metaphor for death and destruction, as in example 46(39):18.693

Two of these renderings are located in Jer a’ (5:17 and 6:25), and the other twelve 
are in Jer b’. Apart from two cases (45[38]:2 and 46[39]:18), all of instances in Jer b’ are
found in chapters 49–51(42–44), which narrates the flight of the refugees to Egypt. As 
part of this narrative, the prophet Jeremiah warns the refugees several times that YHWH

will send the sword (ֶחֶרב) against them if they flee to Egypt.

The two final equivalents of ֶחֶרב in Jer LXX are γή ’land’ and προμαχών 
’bulwark.’

691 Jer LXX 5:12; 11:22; 14:12, 13, 15, 16, 18; 15:2(2x); 16:4; 18:21; 21:7, 9; 24:10; 34:6(27:8); 
39(32):24, 36; and 41(34):17.
692 Jer 45(38):2; 49(42):17, 22; 51(44):12, 13, 18 and 27.
693 Jer 5:17; 46(39):18; 50(43):11(2x); and 51(44):28.
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  ִהְלכּו ַאל־ַּתֲעֹמדּו ִזְכרּו ֵמָרחֹוק ֶאת־ְיהָוה ִוירּוָׁשַלםִֵמֶחֶרבְּפֵלִטים  50:(51)28
 ἀνασῳζόμενοι ἐκ γῆς, πορεύεσθε καὶ μὴ ἵστασθε· οἱ – ַּתֲעֶלה ַעל־ְלַבְבֶכם
μακρόθεν, μνήσθητε τοῦ κυρίου, καὶ Ιερουσαλημ ἀναβήτω ἐπὶ καρδίαν 
ὑμῶν

 ִּכי כֹה ָאַמר ְיהָוה ֱאֹלֵהי ִיְׂשָרֵאל ַעל־ָּבֵּתי ָהִעיר ַהּזֹאת ְוַעל־ָּבֵּתי ַמְלֵכי 4:(33)40
ֶהָחֶרבְיהּוָדה ַהְּנֻתִצים ֶאל־ַהּסְֹללֹות ְוֶאל־  – ὅτι οὕτως εἶπε κύριος περὶ οἴκων 

τῆς πόλεως ταύτης καὶ περὶ οἴκων βασιλέως Ιουδα τῶν καθῃρημένων εἰς 
χάρακας καὶ προμαχῶνας

The rendering ἐκ γῆς in 28(51):50 possibly interprets the Hebrew text as מחרבה “from 

a dry land,"694 but since Jer LXX otherwise always rendereds חרבה by ἐρήμωσις 
‘desolation’ or ἔρημος ‘desert,’ it is more likely that the translator had a Vorlage with the

variant reading מארץ. The end of 40(33):4 and the beginning of the following verse 
have a degree of textual difficulties, particularly regarding the proper interpretation of 
the words.695 These difficulties are possibly reflected in the rendering προμαχῶνας in 
the LXX, which Streane describes as a midrashic interpretation of the text.696

The renderings of ֶחֶרב are distributed within Jer LXX in the following manner:

Jer a’ Jer b’ Total

μαχαίρα 35 13 48

ῥομφαία 2 12 14

others 0 1 1

Total 37 26 63

Table 19. Renderings of ֶחֶרב in Jer LXX.

Μαχαίρα is the rendering in almost all cases in Jer a’ but in only half the cases in Jer b’.

The use of ῥομφαία increases in Jer b’. One notes that both renderings are employed in 
similar contexts, both within Jer LXX as a whole and within Jer b’ in particular.

694 Cf. Rudolph 1930, 280; Ziegler 1958, 27 and McKane 1996, 1340. 
695 McKane 1996, 855–857.
696 Streane 1896, 226.
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The shift, however, does not occur at the usual juncture between Jer a’ and Jer b’, 
between chapters 28 and 29, but rather after chapter 41. Μαχαίρα is used consistently 

until chapter 41, and not a single time in the following chapters, while ῥομφαία is used 
on each occasion beginning from chapter 42 onwards. A possible cause for the sudden 
change is the fact that the final chapters of Jer LXX narrate the flight of the refugees to 

Egypt (chapters 49–51), a section in which ֶחֶרב occurs a total of ten times. Only two 

cases of ῥομφαία in Jer b’ occur outside this narrative section. One could argue for an 
exegetical reason behind this change of equivalence if it were assumed that the make of 
the referenced sword or dagger is essentially different in this section of text than it is 
elsewhere, but this is difficult to prove. Also, there is no variation in the use of the 

expression ֶחֶרב ְוָרָעב ְוָּדֶבר within this section and elsewhere, and yet the renderings are
different.

The use of ῥομφαία is a shared feature between Jer b’ and the kaige revision, for 

which ῥομφαία is the choice equvalent of 697.ֶחֶרב By association, this gives the 
character of Jer b’ an air of revisionary flavor which is absent from Jer a’ and the 
equivalent μαχαίρα. Ῥομφαία is used in Jer b’ to a significant extent for no other 
apparent reason than that it is the preferred rendering within chapters 42–52. The use of 
μαχαίρα withholds the characterization of Jer b’ from being as consistent in its practice 
of revision as is the kaige tradition, but this is evident from other revised eqiuvalents as 
well.

ידע .6.11
Tov uses the renderings of ידע to make his case for a revision in Jer b’.698 He proposes 
that the reviser has eliminated the variation of equivalents that is found in Jer a’, and 
limited his choice of equivalents to γιγνώσκω, with the exception of one occurrence of 

οἶδα. Jer a’ mainly employs γιγνώσκω as well, but other renderings include οἶδα, 

ἐπίσταμαι and ἐπιγιγνώσκω.

697 McLay 1998, 133.
698 Tov 1976, 67.
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Pietersma criticizes Tov’s use of the renderings of ידע as evidence for a revision,699 
but he does not directly argue that the data should not be used as evidence for a revision.
Rather, he notes that the use of οἶδα in Jer b’ would indicate an inconsistent revision. 
His main critique of Tov’s use of this example, and of Tov’s whole section on 
“stereotyped (literal) [equivalents] Replacing Non-stereotyped (free) Renditions,"700 is 
that the use of the label “stereotype” is subjective. He observes that many of Tov’s 
examples in this section are structural or grammatical items, and suggests that these are 
less indicative of revisions since they tend to display more inconsistency as equivalents 
than full lexemes do. This, however, is not true, since it is often the subtle equivalents 
and renderings of common and ordinary words and syntactic constructions that display 
the most characteristic features of a translation (or a revision).701

The verb ידע is very common in the HB. It occurs in the qal form over 800 times, 
in the hiph’il form 71 times, in the niph’al form 41 times, and a few times in the other 
verbal stems. In its qal form, the verb can have several different nuances. The most 
common use is the intellectual ’to know.’ Another usage is experience based, that is, ’to 
be familiar with’ or ’to be acquainted with (someone).’ Another meaning refers to sexual
relations, and yet another to skill or ability, ’to know how to do (something).’ The 
hiph’il forms of the verb are causative in significance: ’to make known,’ ’to declare’ or 
’to teach.’ The niph’al forms carry the passive meaning of the qal forms.702

Jer LXX employs a few different equivalents to render ידע. These are γιγνώσκω, 

ἐπιγιγνώσκω, ἐπίσταμαι and οἶδα, all of which convey the meaning ’to know’ in some 

way or another. A subtle distinction between γιγνώσκω and οἶδα is based on perception,

that is, γιγνώσκω denotes knowledge acquired by observation, while οἶδα denotes 
knowledge acquired by reflection, although occasionally such a distinction is blurred. 
However, it is rather οἶδα that is used to denote ability or skill. Ἐπιγιγνώσκω has a 
sense of the acquisition of knowledge, ’to recognize,’ ’to discover’ or ’to decide.’ 

699 Pietersma 2010b, 376.
700 Located in Tov 1976, 55–68.
701 Cf. e.g. Soisalon-Soininen 1951, 117; Aejmelaeus 2020, 172–173.
702 Clines 2011, s.v. ידע I.
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Ἐπίσταμαι also refers to intellectual knowledge and ability but rarely to familiarity, i.e. 
knowledge of a person.703

In Jer, ידע hiph’il occurs only three times, and is rendered by δηλόω and γνωρίζω 

(11:18 and 16:21[2x]). ידע niph’al occurs twice, and is rendered both times by 

γιγνώσκω (35[28]:9 and 38[31]:19). There are 69 occurrences of the qal form in Jer, 
and 60704 of them have equivalents in Jer LXX. In addition, one occurrence each of 

 by ידע i(2:16) is interpreted by the translator as instances ofרעה i(15:12) andרעע

confusion of the letters ד and ר. The main equivalent of the qal forms throughout Jer 

LXX is γιγνώσκω, and it is almost the exclusive rendering in Jer b’. Jer a’ employs 

other equivalents as well. Οἶδα occurs eleven times, ἐπίσταμαι four times and 

ἐπιγιγνώσκω twice. This analysis will focus only on the qal forms of ידע.
The equivalent γιγνώσκω is used to represent ידע qal on 42 occasions.705 These 

equivalents are employed when ידע is used in three different meanings: acquaintance, 
knowledge and ability (once in 6:15). The most common is the second, denoting 
knowledge about something, and it accounts for 35 cases.706

–  ֶּדֶרְך ְיהָוה ִמְׁשַּפט ֱאֹלֵהיֶהםָיְדעּוַוֲאִני ָאַמְרִּתי ַאְך־ַּדִּלים ֵהם נֹוֲאלּו ִּכי לֹא  5:4
καὶ ἐγὼ εἶπα Ἴσως πτωχοί εἰσι, διότι οὐκ ἠδυνάσθησαν, ὅτι οὐκ ἔγνωσαν 
ὁδὸν κυρίου καὶ κρίσιν θεοῦ

 καὶ σύ, κύριε, ἔγνως –  ֶאת־ָּכל־ֲעָצָתם ָעַלי ַלָּמֶותָיַדְעָּתְוַאָּתה ְיהָוה  18:23
ἅπασαν τὴν βουλὴν αὐτῶν ἐπ᾿ ἐμὲ εἰς θάνατον

 ἐγὼ δὲ –  ְנֻאם־ְיהָוה ֶעְבָרתֹו ְולֹא־ֵכן ַּבָּדיו לֹא־ֵכן ָעׂשּוָיַדְעִּתיֲאִני  30:(48)31
ἔγνων ἔργα αὐτοῦ· οὐχὶ τὸ ἱκανὸν αὐτοῦ, οὐχ οὕτως ἐποίησε

703 LSJ s.v. γιγνώσκω, ἐπιγιγνώσκω, ἐπίσταμαι and οἶδα.
704 Jer LXX 1:5-6; 2:8, 19, 23; 3:13; 4:22(2x); 5:1, 4-5; 6:15, 18, 27; 7:9; 8:7(2x); 9:3, 6, 16, 24; 10:23, 
25; 11:18-19; 12:3; 13:12(2x); 14:18, 20; 15:14-15; 16:13, 21; 17:9, 16; 18:23; 19:4; 22:28; 24:7; 27:24; 
31:17, 30; 33:15(2x); 38:34(2x); 39:8; 40:3; 43:19; 45:24; 47:14(2x)-15; 48:4; 49:19(2x); 51:3, 15 and 28.
705 Jer LXX 2:16, 19, 23; 3:13; 5:1, 4; 6:15, 27; 8:7(2x); 9:3, 16, 24; 11:18-19; 12:3; 13:12(2x); 14:20; 
15:12, 15; 16:21; 17:9; 18:23; 27:24; 31:30; 33:15(2x); 38:34; 39:8; 40:3; 43:19; 45:24; 47:14(2x)-15; 
48:4; 49:19(2x); 51:3, 15 and 28.
706 Jer LXX 2:19, 23; 3:13; 5:1, 4; 6:15, 27; 8:7(2x); 11:18-19; 13:12(2x); 14:20; 15:12, 15; 16:21; 17:9; 
18:23; 27:24; 31:30; 33:15(2x); 39:8; 40:3; 43:19; 45:24; 47:14(2x)-15; 48:4; 49:19(2x); 51:15 and 28.
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  ִּכי ַּבֲעִליס ֶמֶלְך ְּבֵני־ַעּמֹון ָׁשַלחֵּתַדע ֲהָידַֹעַוּיֹאְמרּו ֵאָליו  14:(40)47
 καὶ εἶπαν αὐτῷ Εἰ γνώσει γινώσκεις – ֶאת־ִיְׁשָמֵעאל ֶּבן־ְנַתְנָיה ְלַהּכְֹתָך ָנֶפׁש
ὅτι Βεελιας βασιλεὺς υἱῶν Αμμων ἀπέστειλε πρὸς σὲ τὸν Ισμαηλ πατάξαι
σου ψυχήν

The subject of the verbs varies, and the choice of equivalent does not seem to be 
determined by it. In 18:23 and 31(48):30, for example, the subject is YHWH, and in the 
other two examples it is human beings. The objects also vary, from the abstract “way of 

YHWH” (5:4) to conspiracy (47[40]:14). The Hebrew phrase in 6:15 ַהְכִלים לֹא ָיָדעּו, 
with the infinitive form, signifies that the people of Jerusalem did not know how to be 
ashamed of their deeds, thus denoting ability. Jer LXX interprets the verb as the noun 

 dishonor’ and renders it accordingly as τὴν ἀτιμίαν. This changes the sense of’ הכלמה

 from ability to knowledge, resulting in the meaning “they do not know their ידע
dishonor."

The second context in which γιγνώσκω renders ידע qal refers to acquaintance. This
occurs on seven occasions.707

 καὶ υἱοὶ Μέμφεως καὶ Ταφνας –  ָקְדקֹדִיְרעּוְךַּגם־ְּבֵני־ֹנף ְוַתְחַּפְנֵס  2:16
ἔγνωσάν σε καὶ κατέπαιζόν σου

 ִמְּפֵני ָרָעָתם ֲאֶׁשר ָעׂשּו ְלַהְכִעֵסִני ָלֶלֶכת ְלַקֵּטר ַלֲעבֹד ֵלאֹלִהים 3:(44)51
 ἀπὸ προσώπου πονηρίας –  ֵהָּמה ַאֶּתם ַוֲאבֵֹתיֶכםְיָדעּוםֲאֵחִרים ֲאֶׁשר לֹא 

αὐτῶν, ἧς ἐποίησαν παραπικρᾶναί με πορευθέντες θυμιᾶν θεοῖς ἑτέροις, 
οἷς οὐκ ἔγνωτε

Jer LXX reads ִיְרעּוְך as ידעוך “(they) knew you” in 2:16. Regardless of whether the 

Vorlage contained ד or ר, the text was challenging to the translator as he does not 

understand the rare word ָקְדקֹד ’skull.’ In 2:16 the object of acquaintance is Israel, and 
in 51(44):3 it is other gods. In three of these instances, the object is YHWH (9:2, 23 and 
38[31]:34708).

The distribution of the equivalent γιγνώσκω in Jer LXX is as follows. There are 25 
cases in Jer a’ and 17 cases in Jer b’. In Jer a’, five cases denote acquaintance, and 20 

707 Jer 2:16; 9:2, 15, 23; 12:3; 38(31):34 and 51(44):3.
708 For a discussionon Jer 38(31):34, cf. below.
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cases denote knowledge. In Jer b’, two cases denote acquaintance, and 15 cases denote 
knowledge.

The verb οἶδα is used as a rendering of ידע qal on 13 occasions.709 Its use can be 
distinguished in two different contexts, one denoting acquaintance, and the other 
denoting knowledge. When denoting acquaintance, οἶδα is used both when referring to 
YHWH and when refering to people or other entities.

  ְוַעל ִמְׁשָּפחֹות ֲאֶׁשר ְּבִׁשְמָך לֹאְיָדעּוָךְׁשֹפְך ֲחָמְתָך ַעל־ַהּגֹוִים ֲאֶׁשר לֹא־ 10:25
 ἔκχεον τὸν θυμόν σου ἐπὶ ἔθνη τὰ μὴ εἰδότα σε καὶ ἐπὶ γενεὰς αἳ – ָקָראּו
τὸ ὄνομά σου οὐκ ἐπεκαλέσαντο

 ַהֶעֶצב ִנְבֶזה ָנפּוץ ָהִאיׁש ַהֶּזה ָּכְנָיהּו ִאם־ְּכִלי ֵאין ֵחֶפץ ּבֹו ַמּדּוַע הּוֲטלּו 22:28
ָיָדעּוהּוא ְוַזְרעֹו ְוֻהְׁשְלכּו ַעל־ָהָאֶרץ ֲאֶׁשר לֹא־  – ἠτιμώθη Ιεχονίας ὡς σκεῦος, 

οὗ οὐκ ἔστι χρεία αὐτοῦ, ὅ τι ἐξερρίφη καὶ ἐξεβλήθη εἰς γῆν, ἣν οὐκ ᾔδει

 ְולֹא ְיַלְּמדּו עֹוד ִאיׁש ֶאת־ֵרֵעהּו ְוִאיׁש ֶאת־ָאִחיו ֵלאֹמר ְּדעּו 34:(31)38
 καὶ οὐ μὴ –  אֹוִתי ְלִמְקַטָּנם ְוַעד־ְּגדֹוָלם ְנֻאם־ְיהָוהֵיְדעּוֶאת־ְיהָוה ִּכי־כּוָּלם 

διδάξωσιν ἕκαστος τὸν πολίτην αὐτοῦ καὶ ἕκαστος τὸν ἀδελφὸν αὐτοῦ 
λέγων Γνῶθι τὸν κύριον· ὅτι πάντες εἰδήσουσί με ἀπὸ μικροῦ αὐτῶν καὶ 
ἕως μεγάλου αὐτῶν

The cases denoting acquaintance may be further divided into those that signify 
acquaintance with YHWH (e.g. 38[31]:34) or human beings (e.g. 10:25) and those that 
signify acquaintance with a specific land (e.g. 22:28). There are seven cases in the first 
group and four cases in the second.710 The example 38(31):34 contains two different 

renderings of ידע, both of which signify acquaintance with YHWH. The first is rendered

by γιγνώσκω and the second by οἶδα. This is the only case of οἶδα occuring in this use 
in Jer b’, and it raises the question whether the translation is intentionally distinguishing 

between the two cases of ידע. The first instance, rendered by γιγνώσκω, is placed in the
speech of the people, who are described as teaching each other to know YHWH. In the 
second instance, rendered by οἶδα, it is YHWH who predicts that everyone will know 
him. Theoretically one might argue that the meaning of the people’s statement implies a 

709 Jer 4:22; 7:9; 9:6(5); 10:23, 25; 14:18; 15:14; 16:13; 19:4; 22:28; 24:7; 31(48):17 and 38(31):34.
710 Cases denoting acquaintance with YHWH or human beings are in Jer 4:22; 7:9; 9:6(5); 10:25; 19:4; 
24:7 and 38(31):34; cases denoting acquaintance with a specific land are in Jer Jer 14:18; 15:14; 16:13 
and 22:28.
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process of getting to know YHWH through experience, while YHWH’s intention is that 
everyone will know him to an equal degree, from the least to the greatest. Such a subtle 
distinction, however, cannot be observed elsewhere, and it seems unlikely.

The equivalent οἶδα is also used as a rendering of ידע qal in the sense of 
knowledge. This is the case on two accounts.

 ,οἶδα –  ְיהָוה ִּכי לֹא ָלָאָדם ַּדְרּכֹו לֹא־ְלִאיׁש הֵֹלְך ְוָהִכין ֶאת־ַצֲעדֹוָיַדְעִּתי 10:23
κύριε, ὅτι οὐχὶ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ἡ ὁδὸς αὐτοῦ, οὐδὲ ἀνὴρ πορεύσεται καὶ 
κατορθώσει πορείαν αὐτοῦ

The speaker of Jer 10:23 admits to knowing that man does not direct his own steps. In 
the second case (31[48]:17), the seaker urges all who knew Moab by name to grieve for 
her.

The distribution of οἶδα between the two halves of the book is more one-sided than 

the distribution of γιγνώσκω. Eleven cases are in Jer a’, and only two occur in Jer b’. 
The two cases in Jer b’ are 38(31):34, which signifies acquaintance, and 31(48):17, 
which signifies knowledge. In Jer a’, ten cases denote acquaintance, either with a deity, 
with a person or with a land, and one case denotes knowledge. In comparison to the use 
of γιγνώσκω, it seems fair to say that οἶδα is the preferred rendering when the meaning 

of ידע qal refers to acquaintance, as it is used in eleven of twenty such cases. Γιγνώσκω
is used in seven of the cases and ἐπίσταμαι in two. Οἶδα is otherwise used only twice, 

in cases denoting knowledge. Γιγνώσκω is the preferred rendering for such cases.

There are only a few cases of ידע qal that are not rendered by γιγνώσκω or οἶδα, 

and these are ἐπιγιγνώσκω twice (4:22 and 5:5) and ἐπίσταμαι four times (1:5; 6; 2:8 

and 17:16). One occurrence is rendered by the verb ποιμαίνω (6:18), but it clearly 

understands the Hebrew to be רעה instead of ידע.  

  ּוְבֶטֶרם ֵּתֵצא ֵמֶרֶחם ִהְקַּדְׁשִּתיָך ָנִביא ַלּגֹוִיםְיַדְעִּתיָךְּבֶטֶרם ֶאָּצוְרָך ַבֶּבֶטן  1:5
 Πρὸ τοῦ με πλάσαι σε ἐν κοιλίᾳ ἐπίσταμαί σε καὶ πρὸ τοῦ σε – ְנַתִּתיָך
ἐξελθεῖν ἐκ μήτρας ἡγίακά σε, προφήτην εἰς ἔθνη τέθεικά σε

ָיָדעּוֲחָכִמים ֵהָּמה ְלָהַרע ּוְלֵהיִטיב לֹא  4:22  – σοφοί εἰσι τοῦ κακοποιῆσαι, τὸ
δὲ καλῶς ποιῆσαι οὐκ ἐπέγνωσαν
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ָיָדְעָּתַוֲאִני לֹא־ַאְצִּתי ֵמרֶֹעה ַאֲחֶריָך ְויֹום ָאנּוׁש לֹא ִהְתַאֵּויִתי ַאָּתה  17:16  
 ἐγὼ δὲ οὐκ ἐκοπίασα κατακολουθῶν ὀπίσω – מֹוָצא ְׂשָפַתי ֹנַכח ָּפֶניָך ָהָיה
σου καὶ ἡμέραν ἀνθρώπου οὐκ ἐπεθύμησα, σὺ ἐπίστῃ· τὰ ἐκπορευόμενα 
διὰ τῶν χειλέων μου πρὸ προσώπου σού ἐστι

These infrequent equivalents are used in the same contexts as the more common 
equivalents γιγνώσκω and οἶδα. Ἐπιγιγνώσκω is used to denote both knowledge (5:5) 

and ability (4:22), and ἐπίσταμαι is used to denote acquaintance (1:5 and 2:8), 
knowledge (17:16) and ability (1:6). All of these are located in Jer a’.

The difference in the use of equvialents for the verb ידע qal between Jer a’ and Jer 
b’ can be portrayed as the use of various equivalents in Jer a’ and the lack of variety in 
Jer b’.

Jer a’ Jer b’ Total

γιγνώσκω 25 17 42

οἶδα 11 2 13

ἐπίσταμαι and

ἐπιγιγνώσκω
6 – 6

misinterpretation 1 – 1

Table 20. Renderings of ידע in Jer LXX.

There are more total cases in Jer a’ than there are in Jer b’, but the proportion of the 
equivalent γιγνώσκω in Jer b’ is much greater than it is in Jer a’. In Jer b’, 89% (17 of 

19) of cases are rendered by γιγνώσκω, while in Jer a’ the corresponding amount is 
59% (25 of 42). The other significant difference between the two halves is that the 
variety of equivalents present in Jer a’ is nearly lacking in Jer b’. In Jer a’, one finds 
three other equivalents used, which are ἐπιγιγνώσκω, ἐπίσταμαι and οἶδα. These occur 
in 41% of the cases. In Jer b’, on the other hand, only two cases are rendered with an 
equivalent other than γιγνώσκω, those being the two cases of οἶδα. Based on the 

pervasive use of γιγνώσκω and the lack of variation among the equivalents in Jer b’ in 
comparison to Jer a’, the tranlsation character of Jer a’ and Jer b’ regarding this 
equivalency should be described differently. Jer a’ presents more variety, and Jer b’ uses 

a narrower scope of equivalents to render ידע.
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A possible point of distinction between Jer a’ and Jer b’ can be made based on their 

delineation of the different connotations of the verb ידע, though this is slightly hindered 
by the fact that Jer b’ attests so few cases of a secondary connotation in only 3 cases of 
’acquaintance’ in comparison to 16 cases of ’knowledge.’ Nevertheless, Jer b’ is again to

be characterized as eliminating the variety of equivalents used in Jer a’ when ידע 
denotes ’knowledge.’ Jer a’ employs all four equivalents γιγνώσκω (20x), οἶδα (once), 

ἐπιγιγνώσκω (once) and ἐπίσταμαι (once), and Jer b’ uses only γιγνώσκω (15x) and 

οἶδα (once). In Jer a’, οἶδα is rather the preferred rendering when ידע denotes 

acquaintance, occurring ten times in comparison to five cases of γιγνώσκω and two 

cases of ἐπίσταμαι. Jer b’ attests οἶδα only once in such cases, and uses γιγνώσκω in 
the other two cases. Jer a’ presents a stronger attempt to differentiate between the two 

main connotations of ידע by prefering γιγνώσκω to express knowledge and οἶδα to 
express acquaintance. Based on the limited evidence present in Jer b’, one cannot 
characterize Jer b’ in the same manner.

יׁשב .6.12
Both Thackeray and Tov include the renderings of יׁשב in their arguments for 
bisectioning Jer LXX,711 but they refer to them for different reasons. Thackeray includes 

them under the heading  יוׁשב)(מאין , whose main focus is the renderings of מאין. At the

end of this heading, he briefly notes that “the verbs ὑπάρχειν and ἐνοικεῖν,” both of 

which are renderings of יׁשב, are confined to Jer a’ and Jer b’ respectively. Tov, on the 

other hand, refers to the renderings of יׁשב to characterize the revision as eliminating 
certain non-stereotyped renderings and replacing them with stereotyped renderings. 
Accordingly, he suggests that the reviser eliminated the use of κατοικέομαι as a 
rendering, which occurs ten times in Jer a’ and never in Jer b’, and replaced it with 
active forms of the verb.

The verb יׁשב is very frequent in the HB, and it nearly always is used in the qal 

form. The niph’al and hiph’il forms are very rare. The verb יׁשב essentially has two 

711 Thackeray 1903, 248; Tov 1976, 61.
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uses: ’to sit’ and ’to dwell.’ These have further derived meanings, such as ’to be 
enthroned,’ ’to remain’ and ’to populate.’712

The Greek translations of יׁשב in Jer LXX mainly consist of derivatives of the verb 

οἰκέω. These are κατοικέω, κατοικέομαι, ἐνοικέω, καθίζω and κάθημαι. Κατοικέω is 
the most common of these, and it denotes ’to dwell’ or ’to settle.’ The middle / passive 
form κατοικέομαι conveys the same basic meaning. Ἐνοικέω is also similar, but has the

added prepositional emphasis ’to dwell in.’ Καθίζω and κάθημαι more accurately reflect

the first use of יׁשב, that is ’to sit,’ with an occasional causal nuance ’to set’ or ’to place.’
LSJ also mentions ’to reside’ as a meaning of both of these words,713 but that meaning is 
derived solely from the LXX and its contingencies, which makes it questionable since 

these words generally render the Hebrew יׁשב and should not be understood as assuming

its full range of meanings. Κατοικέω is also used throughout Jer LXX as a rendering of 

 as are καθίζω and κάθημαι. The equivalent ἐνοικέω is used in Jer b’ but not in Jer ,יׁשב

a’. The significant difference between the two halves is the confinement of κατοικέομαι 
to Jer a’ and the significantly decreased use of κατοικέω in Jer b’, which is replaced by 

the renderings καθίζω and κάθημαι. Due to its common use to denote both ’sitting’ and 

’dwelling’ in Hebrew, יׁשב presents an challenge to the translator to determine which 
use is in question in each instance. The translator can only choose one equivalent, and 
none of the Greek equivalents conveys both connotations. He must choose which 
meaning the text intends, whether ’to sit’ or ’to dwell.’

The equivalent κατοικέω is the most common rendering of יׁשב in Jer LXX, and is 
used as such a total of 70 times. The meaning of each case is ’to dwell.’ In 58 instances, 

712 Clines 2011, s.v. יׁשב.
713 LSJ s.v. κατοικέω, ἐνοικέω, καθίζω and κάθημαι.
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κατοικέω renders a participle form of 714,יׁשב and in twelve instances it renders other 
forms of the verb.715

 καὶ εἶπε –  ְירּוָׁשָלםִּוְביְֹׁשֵביַוּיֹאֶמר ְיהָוה ֵאָלי ִנְמָצא־ֶקֶׁשר ְּבִאיׁש ְיהּוָדה  11:9
κύριος πρός με Εὑρέθη σύνδεσμος ἐν ἀνδράσιν Ιουδα καὶ ἐν τοῖς 
κατοικοῦσιν Ιερουσαλημ

 ַאְך ָידַֹע ֵּתְדעּו ִּכי ִאם־ְמִמִתים ַאֶּתם ֹאִתי ִּכי־ָדם ָנִקי ַאֶּתם ֹנְתִנים 15:(26)33
יְֹׁשֶביָהֲעֵליֶכם ְוֶאל־ָהִעיר ַהּזֹאת ְוֶאל־  – ἀλλ᾿ ἢ γνόντες γνώσεσθε ὅτι, εἰ 

ἀναιρεῖτέ με, αἷμα ἀθῷον δίδοτε ἐφ᾿ ὑμᾶς καὶ ἐπὶ τὴν πόλιν ταύτην καὶ 
ἐπὶ τοὺς κατοικοῦντας ἐν αὐτῇ

 ְולֹא ָאְמרּו ַאֵּיה ְיהָוה ַהַּמֲעֶלה ֹאָתנּו ֵמֶאֶרץ ִמְצָרִים ַהּמֹוִליְך ֹאָתנּו ַּבִּמְדָּבר 2:6
ָיַׁשבְּבֶאֶרץ ֲעָרָבה ְוׁשּוָחה ְּבֶאֶרץ ִצָּיה ְוַצְלָמֶות ְּבֶאֶרץ לֹא־ָעַבר ָּבּה ִאיׁש ְולֹא־  

 καὶ οὐκ εἶπαν Ποῦ ἐστι κύριος ὁ ἀναγαγὼν ἡμᾶς ἐκ γῆς – ָאָדם ָׁשם
Αἰγύπτου ὁ καθοδηγήσας ἡμᾶς ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ ἐν γῇ ἀπείρῳ καὶ ἀβάτῳ, ἐν 
γῇ ἀνύδρῳ καὶ ἀκάρπῳ, ἐν γῇ, ἐν ᾗ οὐ διώδευσεν ἐν αὐτῇ οὐθὲν καὶ οὐ 
κατῴκησεν ἄνθρωπος ἐκεῖ

Οἰκοδομήσατε οἴκους –  ְוִנְטעּו ַגּנֹות ְוִאְכלּו ֶאת־ִּפְרָיןְוֵׁשבּוְּבנּו ָבִּתים  5:(29)36
καὶ κατοικήσατε καὶ φυτεύσατε παραδείσους καὶ φάγετε τοὺς καρποὺς 
αὐτῶν

The examples 11:9 and 33(26):15 are translations of participles, both functioning as 
indirect objects in the construct state. These represent the majority of cases of this 
equivalence, and they generally denote the inhabitants of different locales, mostly Judah
and Jerusalem, but also inhabitants of other nations and cities. The expression 

714 Jer LXX 1:14; 4:3-4, 29; 6:12; 8:1, 16; 9:26; 10:17-18; 11:2, 9, 12, 23; 12:4; 13:13(2x); 17:25; 18:11; 
19:3, 12; 20:6; 21:6, 13; 22:23; 23:14; 24:8; 25:2, 9; 26:8, 19(2x); 27:3, 21, 34-35, 45; 28:1, 12, 24, 
35(2x), 62; 29:2(2x), 9, 21; 31:28; 33:9, 15; 39:32; 41:22; 42:13, 17; 43:31; 45:2; 49:18; 51:1. Jer 
27(50):45 likely attests a variant Hebrew reading in comparison to the MT (ארץ) that is also supported by 
several Hebrew Mss (BHS). Likewise, 11:23 attests a different reading than the MT (אנׁשי), which might 
simply be a translation error due to the similar ending of יוׁשבי. Jer LXX 4:3 contains a rendering of יׁשב 
though the MT does not attest the word. The translator most likely added the equivalent accidently, 
assuming that the frequent phrase איׁש יהודה ויוׁשבי ירוׁשלים occurs here in full.
715 Jer LXX 2:6; 17:6; 25:5; 27:39(2x), 40; 28:43; 36:5, 28; 42:9; 47:9; 50:4. In two verses (1:1 and 
51[28]:27) the translator has rendered אׁשר with κατοικέω, as if he was rendering יׁשב. It is more likely 
that these are cases of free rendering than a different Vorlage, as the Greek translation is a natural 
interpretation of the Hebrew phrase. Streane (1896, 27) concludes as much by suggesting that this is "an 
interpretive (midrashic) insertion.”
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 is also rendered a few times with κατοικέω (26[46]:19, 33[26]:9 and מאין יוׁשב
41[34]:22).716

The final two examples (2:6 and 36[29]:5) represent renderings of יׁשב when it 
occurs as a verb form other than a participle. These are mainly finite verbs, but a few 
imperatives and infitives are also rendered by κατοικέω. The imperatives express 
YHWH’s will for the people to remain in the exile (36[29]:5 and 28) or Gedaliah’s will 
for the Judean refugees to remain in Judah instead of fleeing to Egypt (47[40]:9). The 
other instances mostly refer to YHWH’s threats and judgement to empty the land due to 
transgression.

The distribution of κατοικέω as the equivalent of יׁשב is not even between the two 
parts of Jer LXX. There are 49 cases in Jer a’ and 20 cases in Jer b’. This difference is 
most accute with regard to the renderings of participles. In Jer a’, 43 out of 61717 cases of

 ptc. are rendered by κατοικέω (70%), while in Jer b’, only 15 out of 34 cases are יׁשב

rendered by κατοικέω (44%). The equivalent καθήμαι is equally as common in Jer b’ 

(15x). This may not be explained by the contextual meaning of יׁשב since only three 

cases rendered by καθήμαι denote ’to sit’ and twelve cases denote ’to dwell.’718

Κατοικέομαι is used on ten occasions to render the verb יׁשב in Jer LXX. In each 
case, the verb refers to an uninhabitable land or city, the state of which is caused either 
by destruction or by a harsh environmnent.

 ְוָנַתִּתי ֶאת־ְירּוָׁשַלםִ ְלַגִּלים ְמעֹון ַּתִּנים ְוֶאת־ָעֵרי ְיהּוָדה ֶאֵּתן ְׁשָמָמה (10)9:11
יֹוֵׁשבִמְּבִלי   – καὶ δώσω τὴν Ιερουσαλημ εἰς μετοικίαν καὶ εἰς 

κατοικητήριον δρακόντων καὶ τὰς πόλεις Ιουδα εἰς ἀφανισμὸν θήσομαι 
παρὰ τὸ μὴ κατοικεῖσθαι

 ְוָהָיה ְּכַעְרָער ָּבֲעָרָבה ְולֹא ִיְרֶאה ִּכי־ָיבֹוא טֹוב ְוָׁשַכן ֲחֵרִרים ַּבִּמְדָּבר ֶאֶרץ 17:6
ֵתֵׁשבְמֵלָחה ְולֹא   – καὶ ἔσται ὡς ἀγριομυρίκη ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ, οὐκ ὄψεται 

716 For an analysis of the renderings of the word מאין in Jer LXX, cf. sec. 5.9.

717 These include the cases in 4:3, 11:23 and 27(50):45 that lack the equivalent יׁשב in the MT. Cf. n. 712 
for a discussion of these cases.
718 For the use of the equivalent καθήμαι, cf. above.
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ὅταν ἔλθῃ τὰ ἀγαθά, καὶ κατασκηνώσει ἐν ἁλίμοις, ἐν ἐρήμῳ, ἐν γῇ 
ἁλμυρᾷ ἥτις οὐ κατοικεῖται

 ִּכי־כֹה ָאַמר ְיהָוה ַעל־ֵּבית ֶמֶלְך ְיהּוָדה ִּגְלָעד ַאָּתה ִלי רֹאׁש ַהְּלָבנֹון 22:6
נֹוָׁשֻבהִאם־לֹא ֲאִׁשיְתָך ִמְדָּבר ָעִרים לֹא   – ὅτι τάδε λέγει κύριος κατὰ τοῦ 

οἴκου βασιλέως Ιουδα Γαλααδ σύ μοι, ἀρχὴ τοῦ Λιβάνου· ἐὰν μὴ θῶ σε 
εἰς ἔρημον, πόλεις μὴ κατοικηθησομένας

יֹוֵׁשבְוָהְיָתה ָבֶבל ְלַגִּלים ְמעֹון־ַּתִּנים ַׁשָּמה ּוְׁשֵרָקה ֵמֵאין  37:(51)28  – καὶ ἔσται
Βαβυλὼν εἰς ἀφανισμὸν καὶ οὐ κατοικηθήσεται

The middle / passive κατοικέομαι is used to render יׁשב when it occurs in four types of 
grammatical form. The two forms in examples 9:11(10) and 28(51):37 are near identical

in meaning, ִמְּבִלי יֹוֵׁשב in 9:11(10) and 719ֵמֵאין יֹוֵׁשב in 28(51):37. The former 

expression is rendered by κατοικέομαι twice (2:15 and 9:11[10]) and the latter three 
times (4:7, 28[51]:29 and 37). In each of these cases the expression is meant to describe 
the result of YHWH’s wrath against Israel, Judah or Babylon, i.e. desolation resulting in
uninhabitable land.

A third form rendered by κατοικέομαι is לֹא ֵתֵׁשב, as in example 17:6. This 
equivalence occurs three times (17:6, 27[50]:13 and 39), and again each case describes a
desolate land that is uninhabited. Tov describes these as passive in meaning, although 

they are active in form.720 The fourth form of יׁשב rendered by κατοικέομαι is the 
niph’al form. This equivalence is found twice in Jer LXX (6:8 and 22:6). Both of these 
occur in the context of YHWH’s threat against Judah or Jerusalem, that they will be 
made into a desolate land without inhabitants.

Each case of κατοικέομαι occurs in Jer a’. Only the instances that render ֵמֵאין יֹוֵׁשב
and לֹא ֵתֵׁשב have comparable renderings in Jer b’, since ִמְּבִלי יֹוֵׁשב and niph’al forms 

of יׁשב do not occur in Jer b’. The phrase ֵמֵאין יֹוֵׁשב has an equivalent three times in Jer 

b’, and it is twice rendered by ἀπὸ κατοικούντων (33[26]:9 and 34[41]:22) and once by 

πόθεν ἔνοικος (31[48]:9). Similarly to their counterparts in Jer a’, these contexts 
describe the desolation of Jerusalem and Moab. The renderings of the negated imperfect

719 For an analysis of the renderings of the word מאין in Jer LXX, cf. sec. 5.9.
720 Tov 1976, 61, esp. n. 78.
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forms also occur in the context of desolation. לֹא ֵנֵׁשב in 49(42):13 and לֹא־ֵיֵׁשב in 

29:19(49:18) and 30:11(49:33) are rendered by subjunctive forms of καθίζω.

The Greek equivalent καθίζω renders יׁשב twenty times in Jer LXX. In two cases 
(39[32]:5 and 49[42]:10 1°)721 the corresponding Hebrew text is different, but it seems 

most likely that the translator assumed to be rendering יׁשב. In most cases, καθίζω 

renders יׁשב when it is used to denote habitation, but there are several cases in which the
meaning is “to sit."

 ποῦ οὐχὶ –  ָלֶהם ַּכֲעָרִבי ַּבִּמְדָּברָיַׁשְבְּתֵאיֹפה לֹא ֻׁשַּגְלְּת ַעל־ְּדָרִכים  3:2
ἐξεφύρθης; ἐπὶ ταῖς ὁδοῖς ἐκάθισας αὐτοῖς ὡσεὶ κορώνη ἐρημουμένη

 κατάβηθι ἀπὸ δόξης –  ַבָּצָמא יֶֹׁשֶבת ַּבת־ִּדיבֹוןּיְׁשִביְרִדי ִמָּכבֹוד  18:(48)31
καὶ κάθισον ἐν ὑγρασίᾳ, καθημένη ἐκτρίβεται

 ִהְנִני ְמַקְּבָצם ִמָּכל־ָהֲאָרצֹות ֲאֶׁשר ִהַּדְחִּתים ָׁשם ְּבַאִּפי ּוַבֲחָמִתי 37:(32)39
Ἰδοὺ ἐγὼ συνάγω –  ָלֶבַטחְוהַֹׁשְבִּתיםּוְבֶקֶצף ָּגדֹול ַוֲהִׁשבִֹתים ֶאל־ַהָּמקֹום ַהֶּזה 

αὐτοὺς ἐκ πάσης τῆς γῆς, οὗ διέσπειρα αὐτοὺς ἐκεῖ ἐν ὀργῇ μου καὶ θυμῷ 
μου καὶ παροξυσμῷ μεγάλῳ, καὶ ἐπιστρέψω αὐτοὺς εἰς τὸν τόπον τοῦτον 
καὶ καθιῶ αὐτοὺς πεποιθότας

 καὶ –  ִיְרְמָיהּו ַּבֲחַצר ַהַּמָּטָרה ַעד־יֹום ֲאֶׁשר־ִנְלְּכָדה ְירּוָׁשָלםִַוֵּיֶׁשב 28:(38)45
ἐκάθισεν Ιερεμίας ἐν τῇ αὐλῇ τῆς φυλακῆς ἕως χρόνου οὗ συνελήμφθη 
Ιερουσαλημ

  ָּבָאֶרץ ַהּזֹאת ְלִבְלִּתי ְׁשֹמַע ְּבקֹול ְיהָוהֵנֵׁשבְוִאם־ֹאְמִרים ַאֶּתם לֹא  13:(42)49
 καὶ εἰ λέγετε ὑμεῖς Οὐ μὴ καθίσωμεν ἐν τῇ γῇ ταύτῃ πρὸς τὸ – ֱאֹלֵהיֶכם
μὴ ἀκοῦσαι φωνῆς κυρίου

721 In 49(42):10, the translator clearly understood the infinitive absolute ׁשוב to derive from יׁשב. It is 
possible that his Vorlage lacked the medial vowel letter ו. The textual differences in 39(32):5 are more 
complex. The LXX equivalent καθιεῖται stands in the place of the Hebrew ִיְהֶיה. The MT attests a plus 
after this equivalency that continues to the following verse ַעד־ָּפְקִדי ֹאתֹו ְנֻאם־ְיהָוה ִּכי ִתָּלֲחמּו ֶאת־ַהַּכְׂשִּדים
 would result (*ויהי to יהיה from) A homoioteleuton in the Vorlage of the LXX .לֹא ַתְצִליחּו ׃ ַוּיֹאֶמר ִיְרְמָיהּו
in an incomplete sentence at the end of verse 5: ּוָבֶבל יֹוִלְך ֶאת־ִצְדִקָּיהּו ְוָׁשם. This would, in turn, give 
occasion to complete the sentence with a word like יׁשב or מות, the latter of which is attested by 
translation in several Greek witnesses (A-106´ C´-239-613 and Arab).
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Thirteen cases denote habitation,722 represented by examples 45(38):28 and 49(42):13 
and expressed in Hebrew either as yiqtol or wayiqtol forms, with the exceptions of 
39(32):5 and 49(42):10 1° mentioned above. Most of these describe Jeremiah residing in

the pit, in the house of the guard or among the refugees. Καθίζω translates יׁשב with the 
meaning “to sit,” either literally or figuratively, on six occasions,723 manifested either by 
past tense forms or by imperatives, as in examples 3:2 and 31(48):18.724 The final 

instance of this equivalence is 39(32):37 in which the Hiph’il form ְוהַֹׁשְבִּתים ’to cause 

to dwell’ is rendered by the future form καθιῶ, which may be said to represent the 
causal meaning of the Hebrew term adequately.

Καθίζω occurs three times in Jer a’ and 17 times in Jer b’, each time as a rendering 

of יׁשב. Six of these cases render יׁשב when its meaning is ’to sit,’ three of which occur 
in Jer a’ (3:2, 13:18 and 15:17) and three in Jer b’ (31[48]:18, 33[26]:10 and 46[39]:3). 
The other cases, all in Jer b’, refer to ’dwelling’ or ’residing.’ This use of the Greek 

equivalent does not occur in Jer a’, as Hebrew forms of יׁשב that mean ’to dwell’ or ’to 

reside’ are rendered either by κατοικέω, κατοικέομαι or καθήμαι.

The equivalent καθήμαι occurs as the rendering of יׁשב on 24 occasions in various 
contexts.725

 ὁ καθήμενος ἐν τῇ –  ָּבִעיר ַהּזֹאת ָימּות ַּבֶחֶרב ּוָבָרָעב ּוַבָּדֶברַהּיֵֹׁשב 21:9
πόλει ταύτῃ ἀποθανεῖται ἐν μαχαίρᾳ καὶ ἐν λιμῷ

 καὶ ἐρεῖς –  ַעל־ִּכֵּסא ָדִודַהּיֵֹׁשבְוָאַמְרָּת ְׁשַמע ְּדַבר־ְיהָוה ֶמֶלְך ְיהּוָדה  22:2
Ἄκουε λόγον κυρίου, βασιλεῦ Ιουδα ὁ καθήμενος ἐπὶ θρόνου Δαυιδ

 ἐξέλιπε μαχητὴς –  ַּבְּמָצדֹותָיְׁשבּוָחְדלּו ִגּבֹוֵרי ָבֶבל ְלִהָּלֵחם  30:(51)28
Βαβυλῶνος τοῦ πολεμεῖν, καθήσονται ἐκεῖ ἐν περιοχῇ

722 Jer LXX 29:19; 30:11; 39:5; 44:16; 44:21; 45:13, 28; 46:14; 47:6; 48:17; 49:10(2x) and 13.
723 Jer LXX 3:2; 13:18; 15:17; 31:18; 33:10 and 46:3.
724 The form ּיְׁשִבי in 31(48):18 is interpreted by the LXX as the imperative preceded by a conjunction 
.וׁשבי
725 Jer LXX 8:14; 13:13; 15:17; 17:25; 21:9; 22:2, 4, 30; 28:30; 30:8-9; 31:18-19, 43; 32:15-16; 43:12, 22,
30; 47:10; 51:1, 13, 15 and 26.
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 παγὶς καὶ φόβος –  מֹוָאב ְנֻאם־ְיהָוהיֹוֵׁשבַּפַחד ָוַפַחת ָוָפח ָעֶליָך  43:(48)31
καὶ βόθυνος ἐπὶ σοί, καθήμενος Μωαβ

  ֵּבית ַהחֶֹרף ַּבחֶֹדׁש ַהְּתִׁשיִעי ְוֶאת־ָהָאח ְלָפָניויֹוֵׁשבְוַהֶּמֶלְך  22:(36)43
 καὶ ὁ βασιλεὺς ἐκάθητο ἐν οἴκῳ χειμερινῷ, καὶ ἐσχάρα πυρὸς – ְמבָֹעֶרת
κατὰ πρόσωπον αὐτοῦ

Καθήμαι is the rendering of finite verbs only twice (15:17 and 28[51]:30), and the 
meaning of the verbs is either ’to dwell,’ as in example 28(51):30, or ’to sit’ (15:17). In 

all other instances, καθήμαι renders participle forms of יׁשב that function in three types 
of grammatical contexts. The first of these types is when the participle stands as the 
main verb of a clause, as in example 43(36):22. Such types are rendered four times by 
καθήμαι (8:14; 43[36]:12, 22 and 47[40]:10), and they all denote sitting. The second 
type, when the participle is in the construct state as in example 31(48):43, is rendered 
six times by καθήμαι,726 and each case signifies dwelling. The third type that is rendered

by καθήμαι also consists of nominal forms of the participle that function either as the 
subject or object of a verb (example 21:9) or as a qualifying noun (example 22:2). The 
meaning of these cases is also divided between ’to sit’ and ’to dwell,’ and this 
equivalence is used twelve times in Jer.727

Καθήμαι renders יׁשב nine times in Jer a’ and 15 times in Jer b’, and it is not used 

otherwise in the translation. In Jer a’, it is employed mostly when יׁשב denotes ’to sit’ 
(7x), while in Jer b’ it is mostly used to render the meaning ’to dwell’ (11x). The cases in

Jer b’ that render יׁשב in the meaning ’to dwell’ are similar to cases in Jer a’ that are 

rendered by κατοικέω, and the use of καθήμαι to render such cases in Jer b’ should be 

seen as directly affecting the decreased use of κατοικέω as an equivalent in Jer b’. 

The use of καθήμαι and καθίζω as renderings of יׁשב expose a significant 
difference in the translation characters of Jer a’ and Jer b’. Where Jer a’ is near perfect in

distinguishing between cases of יׁשב that denote ’to sit’ and ’to dwell’ by employing 

καθήμαι to render the first and κατοικέω to render the second, Jer b’ uses καθήμαι and 

726 Jer 30(49):8; 31(48):18, 19, 43; 32:15 and 16(25:29 and 30).
727 With the meaning 'to sit': 13:13; 17:25; 22:2, 4, 30 and 43(36):30; with the meaning 'to dwell': 21:9; 
30:9(49:31); 51(44):1, 13, 15 and 26.
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καθίζω to a much greater degree to render cases that denote ’to dwell.’ Jer a’ attest only 

two cases in which the meaning ’to dwell’ is rendered by καθήμαι or καθίζω. These are 
Jer 21:9 and 28(51):30 in the above examples. Jer b’, on the other hand, employs 

καθήμαι or καθίζω to render יׁשב with the denotation ’to dwell’ on 25 occasions.728 Jer 
a’ is much more meticulous than Jer b’ on this matter, and it is debatable whether Jer b’ 
misunderstood his text or whether he intentionally attempts to employ a standard 

rendering for יׁשב. This is discussed further below.

Jer LXX preserves 13 other renderings for 729.יׁשב The meaning of יׁשב in these 

cases is ’to dwell’ except for 16:8, where the meaning ’to sit’ is rendered by συγκαθίζω,

and 45(38):7, where the exceptional rendering (εἰμί) is used:  ְּבַׁשַעריֹוֵׁשבְוַהֶּמֶלְך  
 καὶ ὁ βασιλεὺς ἦν ἐν τῇ πύλῃ Βενιαμιν. The other eleven cases are variously – ִּבְנָיִמן

rendered by the equivalents κατοικίζω (17:25), ἐνοικέω (30[49]:1, 34:9[27:11] and 

38[31]:24), οἰκέω (42[35]:7 and 47[40]:10), ἔνοικος (31[48]:9 and 51[44]:2), καθέζομαι 
(37[30]:18) and κάθισις (29:9[49:8] and 30:8[49:30]). Only one of these is located in Jer
a’ (17:25).

The renderings of יׁשב are distributed between the two halves of Jer LXX as shown 
in table 21.:

Jer a’ Jer b’ Total

κατοικέω 49 21 70

κατοικέομαι 10 – 10

καθίζω 3 17 20

καθήμαι 9 15 24

others 2 11 13

Total 73 64 137

Table 21. Renderings of יׁשב in Jer LXX.

728 Καθήμαι in Jer LXX 30:8 and 9(49:30 and 31); 31(48):18, 19, 43; 32:15 and 16(25:29 and 30); 
51(44):1, 13, 15 and 26; καθίζω in Jer LXX 29:19; 30:11; 39:5, 37; 44:16; 44:21; 45:13, 28; 46:14; 47:6; 
48:17; 49:10(2x) and 13.
729 In 9:5 and 23:8 the translation understands the Vorlage as ׁשוב instead of יׁשב. These are not counted in 
the statistics.
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The equivalent κατοικέω is the most common equivalent in both halves of the 
translation, but its use is more predominant in Jer a’ in which it renders 67% of cases in 
comparison to just 33% in Jer b’. Other equivalents are used more often in Jer b’ than 
they are in Jer a’, especially καθίζω and καθήμαι. The use of κατοικέομαι as the 
equivalent also presents an acute difference between Jer a’ and Jer b’. The expressions 

rendered by κατοικέομαι in Jer a’, מאין יוׁשב and negated imperfect forms of יׁשב, are 
rendered by other equivalents in Jer b’.

Certain distinctions in the use of the different equivalents arise when different 
forms of the Hebrew verb are viewed separately. For example, the increased use of 

καθήμαι in Jer b’ takes place among the participal forms of יׁשב. In Jer a’, καθήμαι is 

mainly used to render יׁשב ptc. when it denotes ’to sit’ (7 times). In Jer b’, however, 

καθήμαι more often renders uses of the participle that denote ’to dwell’ (11 times) than 

those that denote ’to sit’ (4 times). In doing so, the reviser applied καθήμαι to render 

forms of יׁשב that are almost solely rendered by forms of κατοικέω in Jer a’ (43 out of 
49 cases = 88%).730

The use of καθίζω to render other forms of the verb יׁשב besides participles 
increases in Jer b’. In Jer a’, each of the three cases in this grammatical category 
rendered by καθίζω mean ’to sit,’ but in Jer b’ this equivalent is assigned to render 
nearly half of the cases that mean ’to dwell’ (14 out of 31),731 again a use of the verb that
is mainly rendered by κατοικέω and κατοικέομαι in Jer a’.

The predominant use of κατοικέω to render יׁשב in Jer LXX is sufficiently 
explained by the fact that the Hebrew verb denotes ’to dwell’ in nearly 90% of its 
occurrences. This is portrayed in the following tables, which present how the different 

denotations of the verb יׁשב are rendered. Uses denoting ’to dwell’ are presented in table
22., and uses denoting ’to sit’ are presented in table 23.:

730 Κατοικέω (43x) and κατοικέομαι (6x) are the only equivalents used in Jer a’ to render יׁשב ptc. with 
the meaning 'to dwell.'
731 In Jer b, each of the six cases of יׁשב that is rendered by κατοικέω and each of the eight cases rendered
by other words all denote the meaning 'to dwell.'

279



Jer a’ Jer b’ Total

κατοικέω 49 21 70

κατοικέομαι 10 – 10

καθίζω – 14 14

καθήμαι 2 11 13

others 1 10 11

Total 62 56 118

Table 22. Renderings of יׁשב that denote ’to dwell’ in Jer LXX.732

The main difference that is evident between Jer a’ and Jer b’ with regard to uses of יׁשב 
that denote ’to dwell’ is that the equivalent κατοικέω and its passive form κατοικέομαι 
are largely replaced by καθίζω, καθήμαι and by other equivalents in Jer b’. Κατοικέω 

and κατοικέομαι stand as the equivalent in 95% of all cases in Jer a’, but only in 38% of
cases in Jer b’.

Jer a’ Jer b’ Total

κατοικέω – – –

κατοικέομαι – – –

καθίζω 3 3 6

καθήμαι 7 4 11

others 1 1 2

Total 11 8 19

Table 23. Renderings of יׁשב that denote ’to sit’ in Jer LXX.

The uses of יׁשב in the meaning ’to sit’ are very similarly rendered in both Jer a’ and in 
Jer b’.

732 The differences between the expected value and the actual value of the number of occurrences in each 
half is significantly high for the renderings of יׁשב that denote ‘to dwell,’ particularly in Jer b. In Jer b, the 
expected value for the occurrences of κατοικέω and κατοικέομαι are 38, which is 17 more than the actual
value. The expected value of καθίζω and καθήμαι in Jer b, on the other hand is 13, which is amounts to 
12 cases less than is the actual value. These statistics indicate that the difference between Jer a and Jer b is
very unlikely to have occurred by accident.
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The differences between the renderings of יׁשב in Jer a’ and Jer b’ constitute a clear 
change in the translation character of the two sections. This characterization is mainly 
based on the use of κατοικέω and κατοικέομαι in Jer a’ in contrast to the use of καθίζω 

and καθήμαι in Jer b’ when יׁשב is used in the meaning ’to dwell.’ The use of κατοικέω 

and κατοικέομαι decreases significantly in Jer b’.

In Jer a’, καθήμαι is used as the main equivalent to render יׁשב when it means ’to 

sit,’ particularly in rendering the phrase יׁשב על כסא ’to sit on (the) throne’ (13:13, 

17:25, 22:2, 4 and 30). Καθήμαι is used only twice in Jer a’ when יׁשב denotes ’to 

dwell.’ In Jer b’, on the other hand, καθήμαι continues to be used when יׁשב denotes ’to 
sit,’ but its use has also expanded to cases that mean ’to dwell’ (30:8[49:30], 
30:9[49:31], 31[48]:18, 19, and 43, 32:15[25:29], 32:16[25:30], 51[44]:1, 13, 15 and 
26).

There are two other notable differences. The first, mentioned by Tov,733 is the lack 
of the use of κατοικέομαι in Jer b’ in comparison to ten cases in Jer a’. The second is the

use of the equivalent καθίζω in Jer b’. It is used to render יׁשב when it denotes ’to sit’ 
three times in both Jer a’ and Jer b’. The difference, however, is that it renders verbal 

forms of יׁשב denoting ’to dwell’ fourteen times in Jer b’ and never in Jer a’. The cases 
in Jer b’ have parallels in Jer a’ (e.g. 17:6 and 27[50]:13), but these are rendered by 
other Greek verbs.

This difference in translation character may well be explained by assuming that it 
reflects the work of a reviser. Jer a’ displays an accute attempt to differentiate between 

the different connotations of יׁשב, rendering the instances denoting ’to dwell’ with 

κατοικέω and κατοικέομαι and instances denoting ’to sit’ with καθήμαι. This pattern is 

broken only in 21:9 and 28(51):30, where καθήμαι renders the verb when it signifies ’to

dwell.’ Jer b’ prefers the equivalents καθίζω and καθήμαι as renderings of יׁשב 
regardless of which connotation it assumes. Cases that denote ’to dwell’ are rendered 25 
times by καθίζω or καθήμαι compared to 21 cases rendered by κατοικέω. It seems 

unlikely that the reviser simply did not recognize the use of יׁשב when it denotes ’to 

733 Tov 1976, 61.
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dwell’ since all 21 cases of κατοικέω in Jer b’ do actually render the word as such. It is 

more likely that the reviser attempts to marginalize the use of κατοικέω in favor of 

καθίζω or καθήμαι as the standard rendering of יׁשב.

לכד .6.13
Tov appeals to the renderings of לכד to argue for a revision in Jer b’.734 He mentions 

ἀλίσκομαι as the rendering in Jer a’, with two cases of συλλαμβάνω. The verbs 

λαμβάνω and συλλαμβάνω are the equivalents used in Jer b’. Tov states that each of the
three equivalents are common elsewhere in the LXX. He includes this example in his 
list of synonymous renditions. The OG translator preferred the equivalent ἀλίσκομαι, 
and the reviser preferred λαμβάνω. The equivalent συλλαμβάνω, a compound form of 

λαμβάνω, occurs in both halves.

The Hebrew verb לכד is not very multifaceted. It means ’to catch,’ ’to seize,’ ’to 
capture’ or ’ensnare,’ generally referring to the subject using force on the object.735 It has
three different renderings in Jer LXX: ἀλίσκομαι, λαμβάνω and συλλαμβάνω. 

Ἀλίσκομαι is passive in meaning in comparison to לכד, denoting ’to be captured,’ ’to be

taken’ or ’to be caught.’ Λαμβάνω is a frequently occurring word whose general 
meaning is ’to take,’ but it is used in several different senses. The most common use is 
physical, meaning ’to take hold of,’ ’to seize,’ or ’to receive,’ but the verb is also used 
with reference to the emotions, passions and reason. Συλλαμβάνω is used to mean 
’gather together,’ ’lay on hands’ or ’seize,’ but it also has more particular uses denoting 

conception and assistance. In Jer LXX, renderings of the verb לכד occur 22 times. It is 

rendered by ἀλίσκομαι seven times, by λαμβάνω five times, by συλλαμβάνω nine 

times and by the noun σύλλημψις once.

734 Tov 1976, 98.
735 Clines 2011, s.v. לכד.
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Ἀλίσκομαι is the most common of these renderings in Jer a’, where it renders 

seven736 of the ten occurrences of לכד. It occurs only once elsewhere in Jer, in 2:26 as a 

rendering of מצא.

 –  ִהֵּנה ִבְדַבר־ְיהָוה ָמָאסּו ְוָחְכַמת־ֶמה ָלֶהםַוִּיָּלֵכדּוהִֹביׁשּו ֲחָכִמים ַחּתּו  8:9
ᾐσχύνθησαν σοφοὶ καὶ ἐπτοήθησαν καὶ ἑάλωσαν, ὅτι τὸν λόγον κυρίου 
ἀπεδοκίμασαν· σοφία τίς ἐστιν ἐν αὐτοῖς

 ֵׁשַׁשְך ַוִּתָּתֵפׂש ְּתִהַּלת ָּכל־ָהָאֶרץ ֵאיְך ָהְיָתה ְלַׁשָּמה ָּבֶבלִנְלְּכָדהֵאיְך  41:(51)28
 πῶς ἑάλω καὶ ἐθηρεύθη τὸ καύχημα πάσης τῆς γῆς· πῶς ἐγένετο – ַּבּגֹוִים
Βαβυλὼν εἰς ἀφανισμὸν ἐν τοῖς ἔθνεσιν

The equivalence לכד - ἀλίσκομαι is used six times in the oracle against Babylon (27–

28[50–51]). The verb לכד is in the niph’al form in each of these cases, and the subject is
either Babylon itself or its soldiers. The other occurrence is in 8:9, also a niph’al form, 
and the subject is “the wise ones.” Ἀλίσκομαι does not occur in Jer b’.

The equivalent συλλαμβάνω is a slightly more common rendering of לכד than 

ἀλίσκομαι in Jer as a whole (9 times).737 This rendering is used in both Jer a’ and Jer b’.

 ִּכי־ִנְמְצאּו ְבַעִּמי ְרָׁשִעים ָיׁשּור ְּכַׁשְך ְיקּוִׁשים ִהִּציבּו ַמְׁשִחית ֲאָנִׁשים 5:26
 ὅτι εὑρέθησαν ἐν τῷ λαῷ μου ἀσεβεῖς, καὶ παγίδας ἔστησαν – ִיְלּכֹדּו
διαφθεῖραι ἄνδρας καὶ συνελαμβάνοσαν

 καὶ –  ְירּוָׁשָלםִִנְלְּכָדהַוֵּיֶׁשב ִיְרְמָיהּו ַּבֲחַצר ַהַּמָּטָרה ַעד־יֹום ֲאֶׁשר־ 28:(38)45
ἐκάθισεν Ιερεμίας ἐν τῇ αὐλῇ τῆς φυλακῆς ἕως χρόνου οὗ συνελήμφθη 
Ιερουσαλημ

  ְוָהִעיר ִנְּתָנה ְּבַיד ַהַּכְׂשִּדיםְלָלְכָדּהִהֵּנה ַהּסְֹללֹות ָּבאּו ָהִעיר  24:(32)39
 ἰδοὺ ὄχλος ἥκει εἰς τὴν πόλιν συλλαβεῖν αὐτήν, καὶ ἡ – ַהִּנְלָחִמים ָעֶליָה
πόλις ἐδόθη εἰς χεῖρας Χαλδαίων τῶν πολεμούντων αὐτὴν

Συλλαμβάνω is used to render three different forms in which לכד appears. The first is 
the active qal form, as in example 5:26. There are three such cases (44[37]:8 and 
45[38]:3), and each refers to the capture of Jerusalem by the Babylonians. The second 

736 Jer 8:9; 27(50):2, 9, 24; 28(51):31, 41 and 56.
737 Jer 5:26; 6:11; 31(48):7, 44; 39(32):24; 44(37):8; 45(38):3 and 28. Jer 41(34):2, discussed below, is 
also considered among these.
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type of form is the passive niph’al, of which there are four cases, each of which is 
rendered by passive forms of συλλαμβάνω. Two of these occur in the oracle against 
Moab (31[48]:7 and 44) and two refer to the capture of Jerusalem (6:11 and 45[38]:28). 

The final form of לכד that is rendered by συλλαμβάνω is the infinitive, as in example 

39(32):24. A further case of συλλαμβάνω occurs in 41(34):2, where the MT lacks an 

equivalent for the Greek καὶ συλλήμψεται αὐτὴν. The same phrase occurs in 45(38):3, 

where its Hebrew counterpart is ּוְלָכָדּה, and it is likely that the translation also renders 

this term in its Vorlage in 41(34):2. Two cases of the rendering συλλαμβάνω are in Jer 
a’ (5:26 and 6:11) and seven are in Jer b’.

The equivalent λαμβάνω is the third rendering of לכד that is used in Jer LXX. This

equivalence does not occur in Jer a’. Λαμβάνω is mainly used to render לקח in Jer 
LXX.

 ְלמֹוָאב ּכֹה־ָאַמר ְיהָוה ְצָבאֹות ֱאֹלֵהי ִיְׂשָרֵאל הֹוי ֶאל־ְנבֹו ִּכי ֻׁשָּדָדה 1:(48)31
 Τῇ Μωαβ. Οὕτως εἶπε –  ִקְרָיָתִים הִֹביָׁשה ַהִּמְׂשָּגב ָוָחָּתהִנְלְּכָדההִֹביָׁשה 

κύριος Οὐαὶ ἐπὶ Ναβαυ, ὅτι ὤλετο· ἐλήμφθη Καριαθαιμ, ᾐσχύνθη 
Αμασαγαβ καὶ Αταθ

 ָלֵכן ּכֹה ָאַמר ְיהָוה ִהְנִני ֹנֵתן ֶאת־ָהִעיר ַהּזֹאת ְּבַיד ַהַּכְׂשִּדים ּוְבַיד 28:(32)39
ּוְלָכָדּהְנבּוַכְדֶראַּצר ֶמֶלְך־ָּבֶבל   – διὰ τοῦτο οὕτως εἶπε κύριος Δοθεῖσα 

παραδοθήσεται ἡ πόλις αὕτη εἰς χεῖρας βασιλέως Βαβυλῶνος, καὶ 
λήμψεται αὐτήν

This equivalence also occurs both when לכד is in the qal and the niph’al forms. The qal 

forms are rendered three times by λαμβάνω (39[32]:3, 28 and 41[34]:22), and the 

niph’al forms are rendered twice (31[48]:1 and 41), both by passive forms of λαμβάνω. 
The niph’al forms both occur in Jer 31(48), the oracle against Moab, referring to the 
capture of Moab, and the qal forms all refer to the capture of Jerusalem by 
Nebuchadrezzar.

The final rendering of לכד is the noun σύλλημψις. The noun renders an infinitive 

form of לכד, and includes the preposition εἰς as the counterpart of the Hebrew prefix ְל. 

 ִּתָּׁשַמע ְזָעָקה ִמָּבֵּתיֶהם ִּכי־ָתִביא ֲעֵליֶהם ְּגדּוד ִּפְתֹאם ִּכי־ָכרּו ׁשּיָחה 18:22
 ,γενηθήτω κραυγὴ ἐν ταῖς οἰκίαις αὐτῶν –  ּוַפִחים ָטְמנּו ְלַרְגָליְלָלְכֵדִני
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ἐπάξεις ἐπ᾿ αὐτοὺς λῃστὰς ἄφνω, ὅτι ἐνεχείρησαν λόγον εἰς σύλλημψίν 
μου καὶ παγίδας ἔκρυψαν ἐπ᾿ ἐμέ

This is the only case in which לכד refers to the capture of an individual, Jeremiah in this

verse, instead of a city or a nation. Σύλλημψις is very infrequent in the LXX and occurs 
three times in Jer LXX (20:17 and 41[34]:3), once in Hosea (9:11) and once in Job 

(18:10). It renders derivatives of לכד in Jer 18:22 and in Job, forms of הרה ’pregnant’ 

in Jer 20:17 and Hosea, and תפׂש ’to seize’ in Jer 41(34):3.

The distribution of the renderings of לכד are presented in table 24.

Jer a’ Jer b’ Total

ἀλίσκομαι 7 - 7

συλλαμβάνω 2 7 9

λαμβάνω - 5 5

σύλλημψις 1 - 1

Total 10 12 22

Table 24. Renderings of לכד in Jer LXX.738

The main difference between the two halves of the translation is the use of ἀλίσκομαι in
Jer a’ and its absence in Jer b’ and the use of λαμβάνω in Jer b’ and its absence in Jer a’.

The passive niph’al forms that ἀλίσκομαι renders in Jer a’ are all translated by passive 

forms of συλλαμβάνω (3 times) or by λαμβάνω (twice) in Jer b’. Συλλαμβάνω is only 

used once (6:11) in Jer a’ to render a niph’al form. Most of the qal forms of לכד occur 

in Jer b’ (6 out of 8), and they are rendered three times by συλλαμβάνω and three times 

by λαμβάνω. In Jer a’, the two renderings of the qal forms are συλλαμβάνω and 

σύλλημψις.

The characterization of the renderings of לכד between Jer a’ and Jer b’ is distinct. 
This difference can be narrowed down to the niph’al forms of the verb, which are 
rendered by ἀλίσκομαι in Jer a’ with only one exception, and by συλλαμβάνω or 

738 The expected value of occurrences of the equivalents based on the verb λαμβάνω in Jer b are 5,5, 
which is significantly lower than the actual occurrences of the equivaents, which is 12. The difference 
suggests that the difference between Jer a and Jer b is not by accident.
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λαμβάνω in Jer b’. However, since there are so few cases of qal forms of לכד, 
especially in Jer a’, the focus on niph’al forms is not as poignant. An overview of all the

equivalents of the verb do, however, provide a very similar picture: ἀλίσκομαι is 

confined to Jer a’, and the two equivalents of Jer b’, συλλαμβάνω or λαμβάνω, are 
nearly exclusive to that half of the book. The only exceptions being the two occurences 
of συλλαμβάνω in Jer a’.

This example befits the theory of revision in Jer b’. The variation in the OG 
between ἀλίσκομαι and συλλαμβάνω has been eliminated, and the only equivalents that

are used in Jer b’ are the related forms συλλαμβάνω or λαμβάνω.

ָנִביא .6.14
The renderings of ָנִביא are used by both Thackeray and Tov to argue for bisectioning Jer

LXX.739 Thackeray notes that the equivalent προφήτης is used throughout Jer LXX, and 

that ψευδοπροφήτης is used several times in Jer b’, but on one occasion in Jer a’. Tov 

proposes that the use of ψευδοπροφήτης in Jer b’ reflects an exegetical endeavor on the 
part of the reviser to distinguish, “however inconsistently,” between true and false 
prophets in the text.

Pietersma and Saunders refer to Thackeray and Tov’s arguments concerning 
ψευδοπροφήτης. They propose that the use of ψευδοπροφήτης in Jer b’ is well 
explained by the different orientation of the two halves of Jer LXX, that is, the nature of 
the contents in Jer LXX 1–32 and 33–52 is different to such an extent that the translator 
wanted to express this difference through his renderings. They suggest that the 

translator’s guiding principle regarding the choice of equivalent for ָנִביא is based on Jer
34(28):9, which is similar to Deut 18:22, i.e. that the prophet is a false prophet if the 
word that he has spoken in YHWH’s name has not come to pass. Pietersma and 
Saunders argue that, from the view point of the book’s content, such a judgement can 
only be made after Jer LXX 33, the point from which the major prose section of the 
book begins, and from which “the tale of the book” begins anew, since only from this 
point on may judgement be made on the prophecies of the preceding chapters.740 In a 

739 Thackeray 1903, 251; Tov 1976, 71–72.
740 Pietersma and Saunders 2009, 877. For a brief presentation of Pietersma's theory on the duology 
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later article, Pietersma questions whether ψευδοπροφήτης should rather be understood 
as a translational choice instead of a revisional change since it occurs already in Jer a’. 
He also argues that the use of ψευδοπροφήτης does not increase translational 
consistency in Jer b’ since it is a very rare word in general.741

The word ָנִביא refers to a ’prophet,’ and most often a prophet of YHWH. Prophets 
of other deities, such as Asherah and Baal, are also denoted by this word as are ’false’ 
prophets who prophecy in the name of YHWH, without any appellation of falsehood.742 
The noun occurs a total of 95 times in Jer.743

In the LXX, προφήτης ’prophet’ is the usual rendering of ָנִביא throughout. The 

equivalent ψευδοπροφήτης ’false prophet’, the only other rendering of the word in the 
LXX, found only in Jer and in Zech 13:2, is not used in classical Greek.744 It appears in 
Greek literature only after the LXX, and in the works of Philo and Josephus, who are 
probably dependent on the LXX for this word. It is possibly a neologism created by the 
translator. The term ’prophet’ often occurs in Jer MT without a representation in Jer 
LXX. Such is the case for 39 instances in the MT.745 These are most likely the result of 
later additions in the MT.746

The equivalent προφήτης occurs 47 times as the rendering of ָנִביא in Jer LXX.747 In

one case (23:32), the MT lacks an equivalent for προφήτης. There are a few distinct 
contexts in which this equivalence occurs:

behind Jer LXX, cf. sec. 2.4.3.
741 Pietersma 2010b, 382–383.
742 Clines 2011, s.v. ָנִביא.
743 Jer MT 1:5; 2:8, 26, 30; 4:9; 5:13, 31; 6:13; 7:25; 8:1, 10; 13:13; 14:13-15(2x), 18; 18:18; 20:2; 23:9, 
11, 13-15(2x), 16, 21, 25-26(2x), 28, 30-31, 33-34, 37; 25:2, 4; 26:5, 7-8, 11, 16; 27:9, 14-16, 18; 28:1, 
5(2x)-6, 8-9(3x), 10(2x)-12(2x), 15(2x), 17; 29:1(2x), 8, 15, 19, 29; 32:2, 32; 34:6; 35:15; 36:8, 26; 
37:2-3, 6, 13, 19; 38:9-10, 14; 42:2, 4; 43:6; 44:4; 45:1; 46:1, 13; 47:1; 49:34; 50:1 and 51:59.
744 LSJ s.v. προφήτης and ψευδοπροφήτης.
745 Jer MT 8:10; 20:2; 23:9, 15 1°, 37; 25:2; 27:14; 28:5(2x), 6, 9 2°, 10(2x), 11, 12(2x), 15(2x), 17; 29:1 
1°, 19, 29; 32:2; 34:6; 36:8, 26; 37:2, 3, 6, 13; 38:9, 10, 14; 42:4; 46:1, 13; 47:1; 49:34 and 50:1.
746 Tov 1985, 228 and 1997, 161.
747 Jer LXX 1:5; 2:8, 26, 30; 4:9; 5:13, 31; 7:25; 8:1; 13:13; 14:13-15, 18; 18:18; 23:11, 13-16, 21, 25-26, 
28, 30-34; 25:4; 28:59; 33:5; 34:12-13, 15; 35:8-9; 36:15; 39:32; 42:15; 44:19; 49:2; 50:6; 51:4 and 31.
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  ַלּגֹוִיםָנִביאְּבֶטֶרם ֶאָּצוְרָך ַבֶּבֶטן ְיַדְעִּתיָך ּוְבֶטֶרם ֵּתֵצא ֵמֶרֶחם ִהְקַּדְׁשִּתיָך  1:5
 Πρὸ τοῦ με πλάσαι σε ἐν κοιλίᾳ ἐπίσταμαί σε καὶ πρὸ τοῦ σε – ְנַתִּתיָך
ἐξελθεῖν ἐκ μήτρας ἡγίακά σε, προφήτην εἰς ἔθνη τέθεικά σε

 ,Ὁ λόγος –  ֶאל־ָּברּוְך ֶּבן־ֵנִרָּיהַהָּנִביאַהָּדָבר ֲאֶׁשר ִּדֶּבר ִיְרְמָיהּו  (45:1)51:31
ὃν ἐλάλησεν Ιερεμίας ὁ προφήτης πρὸς Βαρουχ υἱὸν Νηρίου

 Οἱ προφῆται οἱ –  ֲאֶׁשר ָהיּו ְלָפַני ּוְלָפֶניָך ִמן־ָהעֹוָלםַהְּנִביִאים 8:(28)35
γεγονότες πρότεροί μου καὶ πρότεροι ὑμῶν ἀπὸ τοῦ αἰῶνος

 καὶ –  יֹום ַהְׁשֵּכם ְוָׁשֹלַחַהְּנִביִאיםָוֶאְׁשַלח ֲאֵליֶכם ֶאת־ָּכל־ֲעָבַדי  7:25
ἐξαπέστειλα πρὸς ὑμᾶς πάντας τοὺς δούλους μου τοὺς προφήτας ἡμέρας 
καὶ ὄρθρου καὶ ἀπέστειλα

 ὅτι –  ַגם־ּכֵֹהן ָחֵנפּו ַּגם־ְּבֵביִתי ָמָצאִתי ָרָעָתם ְנֻאם־ְיהָוהָנִביאִּכי־ַגם־ 23:11
ἱερεὺς καὶ προφήτης ἐμολύνθησαν, καὶ ἐν τῷ οἴκῳ μου εἶδον πονηρίας 
αὐτῶν

In Jeremiah’s call narrative, YHWH directly calls Jeremiah a prophet (1:5), and on four 
occasions he is termed “the prophet” in narrative contexts (28[51]:59, 49[42]:2, 
50[43]:6 and 51:31[45:1]).748 A third context refers to former prophets (35[28]:8 and 

9[2x]), which is closely related to the deuteronomistic phrase עבדי הנביאים “my 

servants the prophets"749 that is also rendered by προφήτης (7:25, 25:4, 33[26]:5, 

42[35]:15 and 51[44]:4). Finally, προφήτης renders ָנִביא when the term clearly denotes 
prophets that Jeremia is opposing, as in example 23:11. This use accounts for 34 cases 
of the equivalence.750

The equivalence προφήτης for ָנִביא occurs 32 times in Jer a’. Of these, 28 refer to 
prophets that oppose Jeremiah, one refers to Jeremiah by the title “the prophet” 
(28[51]:59), two refer to former prophets (7:25 and 25:4) and one is the case in which 
YHWH calls Jeremiah a prophet (1:5). In Jer b’ there are 15 cases of this equivalence. 
Six of these refer to prophets who oppose Jeremiah, three refer to Jeremiah by the title 

748 Jer MT attests Jeremiah's title "the prophet" a total of 27 times (Tov 1985, 228). The difference in its 
use is especially acute in chapters 35–36(28–29). Cf. also Giesebrecht 1907, xxvii; and Tov 1997, 161.
749 Bright 1951, 32; Stulman 1986, 33 and 91.
750 Jer LXX 2:8, 26, 30; 4:9; 5:13, 31; 8:1; 13:13; 14:13-15(2x), 18; 18:18; 23:11, 13-16, 21, 25-26, 28, 
30-34; 34:12-13, 15; 36:15; 39:32; 44:19. All cases of נִָביא in the HB that refer to false prophets are listed 
in BDB s.v. נִָביא.
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“the prophet” (49[42]:2, 50[43]:6 and 51:31[45:1]) and six refer to former prophets 
(35[28]:8, 9[2x]; 33[26]:5, 42[35]:15 and 51[44]:4).

In Jer LXX, the equivalent ψευδοπροφήτης is found mainly in Jer b’, where it 
occurs eight times. It is used only once in Jer a’.751

–  ְוַעד־ּכֵֹהן ֻּכּלֹו עֶֹׂשה ָּׁשֶקרּוִמָּנִביאִּכי ִמְּקַטָּנם ְוַעד־ְּגדֹוָלם ֻּכּלֹו ּבֹוֵצַע ָּבַצע  6:13
ὅτι ἀπὸ μικροῦ αὐτῶν καὶ ἕως μεγάλου πάντες συνετελέσαντο ἄνομα, 
ἀπὸ ἱερέως καὶ ἕως ψευδοπροφήτου πάντες ἐποίησαν ψευδῆ

 καὶ εἶπαν οἱ –  ֶאל־ַהָּׂשִרים ְוֶאל־ָּכל־ָהָעםְוַהְּנִבִאיםַוּיֹאְמרּו ַהּכֲֹהִנים  11:(26)33
ἱερεῖς καὶ οἱ ψευδοπροφῆται πρὸς τοὺς ἄρχοντας καὶ παντὶ τῷ λαῷ

 ַוְיִהי ַּבָּׁשָנה ַהִהיא ְּבֵראִׁשית ַמְמֶלֶכת ִצְדִקָּיה ֶמֶלְך־ְיהּוָדה ִּבָּׁשָנת 1:(28)35
ַהָּנִביאָהְרִבִעית ַּבחֶֹדׁש ַהֲחִמיִׁשי ָאַמר ֵאַלי ֲחַנְנָיה ֶבן־ַעּזּור   – Καὶ ἐγένετο ἐν 

τῷ τετάρτῳ ἔτει Σεδεκία βασιλέως Ιουδα ἐν μηνὶ τῷ πέμπτῳ εἶπέ μοι 
Ανανίας υἱὸς Αζωρ ὁ ψευδοπροφήτης

In each occurrence the term refers to prophets that Jeremiah opposes. The translation 
adds an element of exegesis, since the Hebrew text does not explicitly call these 
prophets ’false.’ Υευδοπροφήτης is used both as a designation of these prophets (e.g. 
6:13 and 33[26]:11) and as a title (35[28]:1). One of these cases, 34:7(27:9), has the 
variant reading προφήτης in multiple manuscripts, and προφήτης is attested as a 
hexaplaric reading for four of these (33[26]:7, 8, 11 and 35[28]:1).

The two equivalents are distributed thoughout Jer LXX in the following manner:

Jer a’ Jer b’ Total

προφήτης 32 15 47

   ψευδοπροφήτης 1 8 9

Total 33 23 56

Table 25. Renderings of נביא in Jer LXX.

The use of ψευδοπροφήτης as the equivalent for ָנִביא increases significantly in Jer b’. 

This cannot be accounted for by the context of the word, since ָנִביא in reference to 

prophets that Jeremiah opposes is rendered in similar contexts by προφήτης 28 times in 

751 Jer a 6:13; Jer b 33(26):7, 8, 11, 16; 34:7(27:9); 35(28):1, 36(29):1 and 8. 
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Jer a’, particularly in capters 14 and 23. Προφήτης is the rendering in only six similar 
cases in Jer b’. The renderings in Jer a’ may be described as following the Hebrew and 

not reflecting judgement on the prophets through the translation of the term ָנִביא. 
However, the one case that is rendered ψευδοπροφήτης in Jer a’ (6:13) was possibly too

straightforward for the translator: ּוִמָּנִביא ְוַעד־ּכֵֹהן ֻּכּלֹו עֶֹׂשה ָּׁשֶקר “and from prophet to 
priest, everyone deals falsely.” Designating a character as a prophet who is explicitly 
said to act wrongfully might have been too problematic for the translator, leading him to

employ the term ψευδοπροφήτης. This might even derive from the translation of ׁשקר 

at the end of the verse: ἀπὸ ἱερέως καὶ ἕως ψευδοπροφήτου πάντες ἐποίησαν ψευδῆ.

The character of Jer b’ is different from Jer a’. Eight of 14 cases of ָנִביא that refer 

to opponents of Jeremiah are rendered by ψευδοπροφήτης. The use of this equivalent in 
Jer b’ was possibly cued from the rendering in 6:13. Undoubtedly, there is a tendency to 
designate the false prophets more markedly in Jer b’, but not as efficiently as the design 
described by Pietersma. If the translator intentionally waited until the narrative sections 
in the latter half of the book to use this equivalent because “pseudo-prophets should not 
be shown to exist until chapter 33,” one ought to expect the equivalent to be applied in 

every possible case. Six occurrences of ָנִביא that refer to Jeremiah’s opponent, however,

are rendered by προφήτης (Jer LXX 34:12-13, 15; 36:15; 39:32; 44:19). Particularly in 

chapters 34 and 36, where the same prophets are already designated as ψευδοπροφήτης,
the variation between the two equivalents does not display the intentionality expressed 
by Pietersma’s proposal. Designating the turning point at Jer LXX 33 is also superficial 

with regard to the renderings of ָנִביא since the term does not occur in the earlier 
chapters of Jer b’.

The OG translator follows the general convention in the LXX to render the word 

 by the simple equivalent προφήτης, but the reviser wanted to clearly express ָנִביא

which prophet is in question. The rare occurrence of the word ψευδοπροφήτης in the 
LXX alone would be enough to argue for different characterizations of Jer a’ and Jer b’, 
but the exegetical distinction that its use creates within Jer b’ supports this 
characterization as well. The distinct use of ψευδοπροφήτης in chapters 33–36 as a 
clear differentiator between the prophet Jeremiah and his opponents is a lucid attempt to

distinguish between the different contexts in which the term ָנִביא occurs in the Hebrew 
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text. Consistency cannot be included in this characterization of the revision, as would be
expected from an early revision, and again the reviser’s choice of equivalent does not 
match the equivalent preferred by the later translators as attested in the hexaplaric 
readings.

נוה .6.15
The translations of נוה in Jer LXX are referred to by both Thackeray and Tov.752 

Thackeray lists the difference as νομή in Jer a’ and τόπος, κατάλυμα and κατάλυσις in 
Jer b’. Tov analyses the renderings in more detail, proposing that, in addition to using 
different equivalents, the reviser of Jer b’ differentiated between different uses of the 

word נוה. The equivalent τόπος is used when נוה means ’habitation,’ and κατάλυμα and

κατάλυσις are used when נוה means ’abode’ or ’pasture.’ Soderlund agrees with Tov 

and Thackeray that the distribution of the renderings of נוה are best explained by the 
involvement of different hands in the text, but cautions that the amount of data does not 
allow to differentiate between two translators or a reviser.753

Pietersma754 considers the variation between the equivalents in the two halves of the
book to be caused by interpretive contextual variation which differentiates between the 

different notions of the word נוה. In particular, he mentions the notions of “feeding,” 
“respite” and “location.” He proposes that these renderings display inconsistency not 
only between the two halves of the book but also within each half.755 

The noun נוה can have two different meanings which are reflected as different 

vocalizations. ָנָוה refers to a ’pasture’ or ’meadow,’ while ָנֶוה means ’abode’ or 

752 Thackeray, 1903, 249; Tov 1976, 73–74.
753 Soderlund 1985, 178–179.
754 Pietersma 2009a, 6.
755 Pietersma appeals to the occurrence of τόπος that is attested in the majority of Mss in 27(50):44. This 
reading, however, is not adopted by Ziegler in his critical text since it is not attested in B–S–106´ C´–613 
Bo Aeth. Furthermore, Ziegler suggests that it is a harmonization with the translation in 29:20(49:19). 
Ziegler's conclusion is adopted here (cf. n. 758).
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’habitation.’ The two words are not so common in the HB, and there are a few cases in 
which the meaning of each has been confused with the other.756

There are a few different Greek equivalents of נוה in Jer LXX. These are νομή, 

meaning ’pasture,’ ’feeding’ or ’grazing,’ τόπος, meaning ’place,’ and the word pair 

κατάλυσις and κατάλυμα, which mean a ’lodging place’ for either humans or animals. 

The noun τρίβος occurs once as the rendering as well, and it means ’track’ or ’path.’757 

In Jer LXX, the equivalent νομή is confined to Jer a’, together with the one case of 

τρίβος. The other equivalents are all in Jer b’.758

The equivalent νομή is used six times in Jer LXX, and each case is located in Jer a’.

 ְׁשֹפְך ֲחָמְתָך ַעל־ַהּגֹוִים ֲאֶׁשר לֹא־ְיָדעּוָך ְוַעל ִמְׁשָּפחֹות ֲאֶׁשר ְּבִׁשְמָך לֹא 10:25
 ἔκχεον τὸν –  ֵהַׁשּמּוָנֵוהּוָקָראּו ִּכי־ָאְכלּו ֶאת־ַיֲעקֹב ַוֲאָכֻלהּו ַוְיַכֻּלהּו ְוֶאת־

θυμόν σου ἐπὶ ἔθνη τὰ μὴ εἰδότα σε καὶ ἐπὶ γενεὰς αἳ τὸ ὄνομά σου οὐκ 
ἐπεκαλέσαντο, ὅτι κατέφαγον τὸν Ιακωβ καὶ ἐξανήλωσαν αὐτὸν καὶ τὴν 
νομὴν αὐτοῦ ἠρήμωσαν

ְנאֹותִּכי ְמָנֲאִפים ָמְלָאה ָהָאֶרץ ִּכי־ִמְּפֵני ָאָלה ָאְבָלה ָהָאֶרץ ָיְבׁשּו  23:10  
 ὅτι ἀπὸ προσώπου τούτων ἐπένθησεν ἡ γῆ, ἐξηράνθησαν αἱ νομαὶ – ִמְדָּבר
τῆς ἐρήμου

  ְוָרָעה ַהַּכְרֶמל ְוַהָּבָׁשן ּוְבַהר ֶאְפַרִיםָנֵוהּוְוׁשַֹבְבִּתי ֶאת־ִיְׂשָרֵאל ֶאל־ 19:(50)27
 καὶ ἀποκαταστήσω τὸν Ισραηλ εἰς τὴν νομὴν – ְוַהִּגְלָעד ִּתְׂשַּבע ַנְפׁשֹו
αὐτοῦ, καὶ νεμήσεται ἐν τῷ Καρμήλῳ καὶ ἐν ὄρει Εφραιμ καὶ ἐν τῷ 
Γαλααδ, καὶ πλησθήσεται ἡ ψυχὴ αὐτοῦ

Five of these cases (10:25, 23:3, 27[50]:7, 19 and 45) have been vocalized as deriving 

from ָנֶוה ’abode’ or ’habitation.’ In three of them (23:3, 27[50]:19 and 45), however, the

context would seem to allow the interpretation of the terms as deriving from ָנָוה 
’pasture’ / ’meadow’ instead, since the metaphor of a nation, either Israel or Babylon, as 
a flock of sheep is evoked in these three passages. Jer 27(50):19 in particular describes 

756 Clines 2011, s.v. ָנָוה I and ָנֶוה I.
757 LSJ s.v. νομή, τόπος, κατάλυσις, κατάλυμα and τρίβος.
758 The majority text attests one case of τόπος in Jer a in verse 27(50):44. This reading is not adopted here,
since Ziegler convincingly shows that this reading is likely a later harmonization with 29:20(49:19). The 
witnesses that do not attest τόπος are B–S–106´ C´–613 Bo and Aeth.
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Israel as ’feeding’ on Carmel immediately after using the word נוה. The one case of 

23:10 explicitly indicates that a pasture is in question, as it refers to the pastures (ְנאוֺת) 
of the wilderness. The translations of these six occurrences of נוה do not make any 
distinction between the meanings of the words, and they suggest that the translator 

understood them all as deriving from ָנָוה ’pasture’ / ’meadow’.

The equivalent τόπος is used only twice in the translation. This is a very rare 
equivalence in the LXX, occurring elsewhere only once in the Ps 78(79):7, which 

happens to be almost identical to the case of נוה in 10:25.

  ֵאיָתן ִּכי־ַאְרִּגיָעהְנֵוהִהֵּנה ְּכַאְרֵיה ַיֲעֶלה ִמְּגאֹון ַהַּיְרֵּדן ֶאל־ (49:19)29:20
 ἰδοὺ ὥσπερ λέων ἀναβήσεται ἐκ μέσου τοῦ Ιορδάνου εἰς –  ֲאִריֶצּנּו ֵמָעֶליָה
τόπον Αιθαμ, ὅτι ταχὺ ἐκδιώξω αὐτοὺς ἀπ᾿ αὐτῆς

 ְוַאָּתה ִּתָּנֵבא ֲאֵליֶהם ֵאת ָּכל־ַהְּדָבִרים ָהֵאֶּלה ְוָאַמְרָּת ֲאֵליֶהם (25:30)32:16
 ֵהיָדד ְּכדְֹרִכיםָנֵוהּוְיהָוה ִמָּמרֹום ִיְׁשָאג ּוִמְּמעֹון ָקְדׁשֹו ִיֵּתן קֹולֹו ָׁשֹאג ִיְׁשַאג ַעל־

 καὶ σὺ προφητεύσεις ἐπ᾿ αὐτοὺς τοὺς λόγους – ַיֲעֶנה ֶאל ָּכל־יְֹׁשֵבי ָהָאֶרץ
τούτους καὶ ἐρεῖς Κύριος ἀφ᾿ ὑψηλοῦ χρηματιεῖ, ἀπὸ τοῦ ἁγίου αὐτοῦ 
δώσει φωνὴν αὐτοῦ· λόγον χρηματιεῖ ἐπὶ τοῦ τόπου αὐτοῦ, καὶ αιδαδ 
ὥσπερ τρυγῶντες ἀποκριθήσονται· καὶ ἐπὶ τοὺς καθημένους ἐπὶ τὴν γῆν

The meaning in 29:20(49:19) refers to a pasture, but the translator has not understood 

the phrase ְנֵוה ֵאיָתן “perennial pasture.” He has transliterated the second word and 

rendered נוה as τόπος. This verse has a parallel passage in Jer 27(50):44, but Ziegler has

chosen to leave τόπος out of the main text based on the reading found in the B text 

against the majority reading τοπον.759 This is a reasonable solution as there seems to be 
no easy explanation for its omission from the text. Also, the addition of the rare 
equivalent τόπος strongly suggests harmonization with the parallel passage 
29:20(49:19).

Curiously, the second use of this equivalence also occurs in conjunction with a 

transliteration. In this case it is the term ֵהיָדד ’shout,’ rendered as αιδαδ. These two 
cases suggest that the use of the rare equivalent has been triggered by the translator’s 

difficulty in interpreting the Hebrew text. He understood ֵאיָתן and ֵהיָדד to be toponyms,

759 Om τοπον B–S–106´ C´–613 Bo Aeth. For further discussion on this case, cf. n. 756.
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and naturally being unfamiliar place names, he could not be sure if they were pastures or
not, so he settled with calling them τόπος.

The equivalents κατάλυσις and κατάλυμα occur a total of three times as renderings

of נוה.

 ָלֵכן ִׁשְמעּו ֲעַצת־ְיהָוה ֲאֶׁשר ָיַעץ ֶאל־ֱאדֹום ּוַמְחְׁשבֹוָתיו ֲאֶׁשר (49:20)29:21
 ָחַׁשב ֶאל־יְֹׁשֵבי ֵתיָמן ִאם־לֹא ִיְסָחבּום ְצִעיֵרי ַהּצֹאן ִאם־לֹא ַיִּׁשים ֲעֵליֶהם
 διὰ τοῦτο ἀκούσατε βουλὴν κυρίου, ἣν ἐβουλεύσατο ἐπὶ τὴν – ְנֵוֶהם
Ἰδουμαίαν, καὶ λογισμὸν αὐτοῦ, ὃν ἐλογίσατο ἐπὶ τοὺς κατοικοῦντας 
Θαιμαν Ἐὰν μὴ συμψησθῶσι τὰ ἐλάχιστα τῶν προβάτων, ἐὰν μὴ 
ἀβατωθῇ ἐπ᾿ αὐτὴν κατάλυσις αὐτῶν

 καὶ παύσεται τὰ –  ַהָּׁשלֹום ִמְּפֵני ֲחרֹון ַאף־ְיהָוהְנאֹותְוָנַדּמּו  (25:37)32:23
καταλύματα τῆς εἰρήνης ἀπὸ προσώπου ὀργῆς θυμοῦ μου

 ּכֹה־ָאַמר ְיהָוה ְצָבאֹות עֹוד ִיְהֶיה ַּבָּמקֹום ַהֶּזה ֶהָחֵרב ֵמֵאין־ָאָדם 12:(33)40
 οὕτως εἶπε κύριος Ἔτι –  רִֹעים ַמְרִּבִצים צֹאןְנֵוהְוַעד־ְּבֵהָמה ּוְבָכל־ָעָריו 

ἔσται ἐν τῷ τόπῳ τούτῳ τῷ ἐρήμῳ καὶ ἐν πάσαις ταῖς πόλεσιν αὐτοῦ 
καταλύματα ποιμένων κοιταζόντων πρόβατα

The context of each of these three cases suggests that the meaning of נוה could very 
well be ’pasture,’ since sheep and shephards are mentioned in near proximity in each 
case.760 However, the rendering implies that the translator understands these words to 
mean ’abode’ or ’habitation,’ which should be considered as the meaning of the Hebrew 
in these passages.

The two remaining equivalents of נוה are ἐπί (38[31]:23) and τρίβος (9:10[9]), 

both of which are unusual as renderings of נוה. Both are likely the result of the 

translator’s difficulty in understanding the meaning of 761.נוה

The distribution of the various renderings of נוה in Jer LXX are presented in table 
26.

760 Regarding 32:23(25:37), the words 'sheep' and 'pasture' occur in the previous verse.
761 Streane (1896, 116) asserts that the other renderings of the term also convey the difficulty of the 
translator in comprehending its meaning. The translator does, however, clearly understand that one use of 
the word means 'abode' or 'habitation.'
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Jer a’ Jer b’ Total

νομή 6 - 6

τόπος - 2 2

κατάλυσις and

κατάλυμα
- 3 3

others 1 1 2

Table 26. Renderings of נוה in Jer LXX.

Jer a’ and Jer b’ employ different equivalents to render the Hebrew term נוה. In Jer a’, 

the rendering is mainly νομή. In Jer b’, it is τόπος and κατάλυσις or κατάλυμα. The 
equivalents of each section only appear in their respective halves. In Jer a’, the 
equivalent νομή is used to render both the meanings ’abode’ and ’pasture,’ the first 
occuring five times and the latter occurring only once. In Jer b’, the two uses of the 
equivalent τόπος derive from the translator’s difficulty in understanding the text, which 

is reflected in the transliteration of the subsequent terms. The three cases of κατάλυσις 
and κατάλυμα denote ’abode’ or ’habitation,’ and are clearly distinguished from the use 

of νομή in a similar context in Jer a’. Κατάλυμα is likewise used as the equivalent of 

 in Ex 15:13, which might have been an exemplar for the use of the same equivalent נוה
in Jer b’.

The character of the renderings of נוה in Jer a’ and Jer b’ are to be considered 

different. The two cases that are rendered by τόπος display difficulties that the translator
experienced with the Hebrew text and are therefore valuable for the characterization of 
Jer b’. It is impossible to determine, however, whether the outcome of these difficulties 
are the product of the OG translator or of the later reviser since there are so few 
comparable cases. The distinction between νομή on the one hand and κατάλυσις and 

κατάλυμα on the other forms the essence of the difference. The two halves interpret the 

Hebrew נוה in two different ways, even though the contexts in both halves would allow 

the second interpretation as well. Jer a’ renders each case with νομή, as if each case 
signified ’pasture,’ though most cases rather indicate the meaning ‘habitation,’ and Jer b’
renders each case with κατάλυσις or κατάλυμα, as if they signified ’lodging place.’
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נחם .6.16
Thackeray cites the translations of the niph’al form of נחם among his evidence for two 

translators in Jer LXX.762 He presents μετανοέω as the rendering in Jer a’ and παύομαι 
and ἀναπαύομαι as the renderings in Jer b’. Martin suggests that the translator of Jer b’ 

uses παύομαι and ἀναπαύομαι to avoid anthropomorphism in relation to God, in this 

case by not ascribing repentance to God.763 Tov cites נחם and its translations in support 
of his reviser theory as well, but does not specify any particular form of the verb.764  He 

does suggest that the reviser mistook the verb for נוח, which is elsewhere rendered by 

παύομαι or ἀναπαύομαι. Tov also proposes that παύομαι and ἀναπαύομαι are 
“Lieblingswörter” of the reviser, as they render a number of other Hebrew words in Jer 
b’. Jer a’ attests παύομαι only once 28(51):63.765

The Hebrew verb נחם occurs both in the niph’al and the pi’el stems, and both 
forms appear quite evenly within the HB as a whole (52 cases in pi’el and 47 cases in 
niph’al). Jer, on the other hand, attests more cases of the niph’al stem (12) than of the 

pi’el stem (2).766 נחם carries the meaning ’to comfort.’ The active meaning is expressed 
in pi’el and the passive meaning by niph’al. The pi’el forms found in the HB 
predominently maintain this meaning, and seldom are used otherwise, but the niph’al 
forms attest to other uses as well. These consist of (1) to ’regret,’ ’repent (of)’ and 
’relent;’ (2) ’have compassion’ and (3) ’to gain satisfaction.’767

There are six different Greek equivalents of נחם in Jer LXX. These are, in order of 

frequency, μετανοέω (5 times), παύομαι (4 times), and μεταμέλομαι, ἀναπαύομαι, 
ἀνίημι and παράκλησις (once each). There is a significant disparity between the 

762 Thackeray 1903, 251.
763 Martin 1957, 176–177.
764 Tov 1976, 51.
765 Tov 1976, 51 n. 42.
766 Niph'al forms in 4:28; 8:6; 15:6; 18:8, 10; 20:16; 33(26):3, 13, 19; 38(31):15, 19, and 49(42):10. Pi'el 
forms in 16:7 and 38(31):13.
767 Clines 2011, s.v. נחם.
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meanings of the two main equivalents, and this disparity is amplified by the fact that 
they are divided along the lines of Jer a’ and Jer b’. The meaning of μετανοέω centers 
around the notion of post perception, that is, to discern the significance of an event only 
after it occurs. In simple terms, this results in a change of mind or purpose, and 
therefore should be understood as ’regret’ or ’repent.’ The etymology and meaning of 
μεταμέλομαι is similar. Παύομαι, on the other hand, signifies pausation, meaning ’to 

cease,’ ’to stop’ or even the causal ’to make an end.’ The related ἀναπαύομαι seems to 

have an even stronger sense of causation to it. Ἀνίημι means ’to let loose’ or ’to allow,’ 

and παράκλησις signifies a ’summons,’ an ’exhoration’ or ’consolation,’ and is related 

to another common rendering of נחם in the LXX, which is the verb παρακαλέω.768

For some of the translators of the LXX, and especially for its later revisers, the 
question whether YHWH can be said to regret his actions and decisions posed a 
theological problem. Aejmelaeus has aptly descibed this problem and notes that the 
translators of the Pentateuch and later revisers in the kaige tradition show a more accute 
sensitivity towards this issue than the translators of the later books of the LXX.769 In the 
flood story in Gen 6 and in the episode of the Golden Calf, in Ex 32, the renderings of 

 niph’al are construed so as to avoid the notion that God regrets his decisions. The נחם

renderings in Gen 6:6 and 7 are ἐνθυμέομαι ’to think / ponder’ and θυμόω ’to be angry,’ 

and the renderings in Ex 32:12 and 14 are ἵλεως ’merciful’ and ἱλάσκομαι ’to be 
merciful.’ These renderings reflect emotions instead of regret. Likewise the Naḥal Ḥever
MP scroll clearly indicates that the revisers of the LXX changed the OG equivalent 
μετανοέω to παρακαλέομαι ’to be comforted,’770 therefore also avoiding the notion of 
YHWH’s regret.

In Jer 18, the question of YHWH’s regret comes to the fore, as the narrative 
elucidates that when a nation or a people change their conduct, YHWH can also change 
his judgement concerning them, whether for better or for worse. As is the case in the 

768 LSJ s.v. μετανοέω, παύομαι, μεταμέλομαι, ἀναπαύομαι, ἀνίημι and παράκλησις.
769 Aejmelaeus 2017a, 43–53.
770 Though LSJ includes 'to relent' and 'to regret' as a meaning of παρακαλέομαι, all the references are to 
the LXX, and therefore should not be considered a valid refence for the use of this term with this 
meaning. Greek equivalents do not assume the meaning of their Hebrew counterparts. Παρακαλέομαι is 
not used with the meaning 'to regret' in other Greek literature.
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tranlsations of later books of the LXX, Jer a’ uses μετανοέω as the general rendering of 

 Additional renderings are μεταμέλομαι ’repent’ / ’regret’, ἀνίημι .(four times) נחם
’forgive’ / ’leave’’ and παράκλησις once each.771 In Jer b’, the renderings are παύομαι 
four times, ἀναπαύομαι once and μετανοέω once.772

The niph’al forms of the verb all occur in two different contexts. The first and most 
common is when YHWH is the subject of the verb (9 cases).773 Here are some examples:

 ַעל־זֹאת ֶּתֱאַבל ָהָאֶרץ ְוָקְדרּו ַהָּׁשַמִים ִמָּמַעל ַעל ִּכי־ִדַּבְרִּתי ַזֹּמִתי ְולֹא 4:28
 ἐπὶ τούτοις πενθείτω ἡ γῆ, καὶ συσκοτασάτω ὁ –  ְולֹא־ָאׁשּוב ִמֶּמָּנהִנַחְמִּתי

οὐρανὸς ἄνωθεν, διότι ἐλάλησα καὶ οὐ μετανοήσω, ὥρμησα καὶ οὐκ 
ἀποστρέψω ἀπ᾿ αὐτῆς

 ַאְּת ָנַטְׁשְּת ֹאִתי ְנֻאם־ְיהָוה ָאחֹור ֵּתֵלִכי ָוַאט ֶאת־ָיִדי ָעַלִיְך ָוַאְׁשִחיֵתְך 15:6
ִהָּנֵחםִנְלֵאיִתי   – σὺ ἀπεστράφης με, λέγει κύριος, ὀπίσω πορεύσῃ, καὶ 

ἐκτενῶ τὴν χεῖρά μου καὶ διαφθερῶ σε, καὶ οὐκέτι ἀνήσω αὐτούς

  ֶאל־ָהָרָעה ֲאֶׁשרְוִנַחְמִּתיאּוַלי ִיְׁשְמעּו ְוָיֻׁשבּו ִאיׁש ִמַּדְרּכֹו ָהָרָעה  3:(26)33
 ἴσως ἀκούσονται καὶ – ָאֹנִכי חֵֹׁשב ַלֲעׂשֹות ָלֶהם ִמְּפֵני רַֹע ַמַעְלֵליֶהם
ἀποστραφήσονται ἕκαστος ἀπὸ ὁδοῦ αὐτοῦ τῆς πονηρᾶς, καὶ παύσομαι 
ἀπὸ τῶν κακῶν, ὧν ἐγὼ λογίζομαι τοῦ ποιῆσαι αὐτοῖς ἕνεκεν τῶν 
πονηρῶν ἐπιτηδευμάτων αὐτῶν

 ִאם־ׁשֹוב ֵּתְׁשבּו ָּבָאֶרץ ַהּזֹאת ּוָבִניִתי ֶאְתֶכם ְולֹא ֶאֱהרֹס ְוָנַטְעִּתי 10:(42)49
 Ἐὰν καθίσαντες –  ֶאל־ָהָרָעה ֲאֶׁשר ָעִׂשיִתי ָלֶכםִנַחְמִּתיֶאְתֶכם ְולֹא ֶאּתֹוׁש ִּכי 

καθίσητε ἐν τῇ γῇ ταύτῃ, οἰκοδομήσω ὑμᾶς καὶ οὐ μὴ καθελῶ καὶ 
φυτεύσω ὑμᾶς καὶ οὐ μὴ ἐκτίλω· ὅτι ἀναπέπαυμαι ἐπὶ τοῖς κακοῖς, οἷς 
ἐποίησα ὑμῖν

In this context, נחם is used to mean ’relent’ or ’to change (one’s) mind,’ with reference 
to YHWH relenting from punishment or changing his mind regarding his interaction 

with human beings. These cases of נחם are rendered by five different verbs throughout 

Jer LXX. The most common is μετανοέω (3x), which renders נחם both in a negated 

771 Μετανοέω in Jer 4:28; 8:6; 18:8 and 10; μεταμέλομαι in 20:16; ἀνίημι in 15:6; and παράκλησις in 
16:7.
772 Παύομαι in 33(26):3, 13, 19; and 38(31):15; ἀναπαύομαι in 49(42):10; and μετανοέω in 38(31):19.
773 Jer a 4:28; 15:6; 18:8, 10;  20:16; Jer b 33(26):3, 13, 19; and 49(42):10.
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indicative clause (4:28 above) and in conditional clauses (18:8 and 10). The equivalent 
μεταμέλομαι is used similarly in a negated indicative clause (20:16). The equivalent 

ἀνιήμι (15:6) is unusual, and it might derive from a different vocalization of the 

Hebrew, such as ַהִּנֵחם or 774,ַהִּנַחם hiph’il forms of the verb נוח. Though this is a 
possible solution, this should also be considered a possible example of avoiding the 

theological problem or YHWH’s regret, as ִנְלֵאיִתי ִהָּנֵחם “I have ceased to regret’ 
implies that YHWH has regretted in the past.

The equivalent παύομαι is used three times, to translate both indicative (33[26]:19) 

and conditional clauses (33[26]:3 and 13), and ἀναπαύομαι is used once (49[42]:10). 

The last verb, ἀναπαύομαι, occasionally renders נוח elsewhere in the LXX, which has 

led to Tov’s suggestion, in concurrence with Giesebrecht, that the forms of נחם in Jer b’ 

have been interpreted to derive from נוח instead of 775.נחם However, two of these cases 
include pronominal suffixes (33[26]:3, 49[42]:10), which are more unlikely to be 

confused with forms of נוח. In either case, whether they represent misunderstandings or 
whether they represent an avoidance of the theological problem, the difference between 

the treatment of these cases of נחם in Jer a’ and Jer b’ is stark, as each case in Jer a’ is 

rendered by either μετανοέω or by ἀνιήμι, while each case in Jer b’ is rendered by 

παύομαι or by ἀναπαύομαι.

The second context in which the niph’al forms of the verb נחם occur are when the 
subject of the verb is someone other than YHWH, i.e. human beings. There are three 
such cases:

  ַעל־ָרָעתֹו ֵלאֹמר ֶמהִנָחםִהְקַׁשְבִּתי ָוֶאְׁשָמע לֹוא־ֵכן ְיַדֵּברּו ֵאין ִאיׁש  8:6
 ἐνωτίσασθε δὴ καὶ ἀκούσατε· οὐχ οὕτως λαλήσουσιν, οὐκ ἔστιν – ָעִׂשיִתי
ἄνθρωπος μετανοῶν ἀπὸ τῆς κακίας αὐτοῦ λέγων Τί ἐποίησα

ִנַחְמִּתיִּכי־ַאֲחֵרי ׁשּוִבי  19:(31)38  – ὅτι ὕστερον αἰχμαλωσίας μου μετενόησα

 קֹול ְּבָרָמה ִנְׁשָמע ְנִהי ְּבִכי ַתְמרּוִרים ָרֵחל ְמַבָּכה ַעל־ָּבֶניָה ֵמֲאָנה 15:(31)38
 Φωνὴ ἐν Ραμα ἠκούσθη θρήνου καὶ κλαυθμοῦ –  ַעל־ָּבֶניָה ִּכי ֵאיֶנּנּוְלִהָּנֵחם

774 Cf. e.g. BHS apparatus; Tov 1976, 51.
775 Tov 1976, 51, esp. note 43.
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καὶ ὀδυρμοῦ· Ραχηλ ἀποκλαιομένη οὐκ ἤθελε παύσασθαι ἐπὶ τοῖς υἱοῖς 
αὐτῆς, ὅτι οὔκ εἰσιν

In Jer 8:6, as well as 38(31):19, the meaning of נחם is ’to repent,’ in the context of 

changing one’s course of action from that which the text deems punishable. ְלִהָּנֵחם in 
Jer 38(31):15, on the other hand, signifies ’to be comforted,’ and is the only such use of 
this meaning of the niph’al form in Jer. The first two cases are rendered by μετανοέω in 

Jer LXX, and the last case by παύομαι. The renderings in the first two cases are 
semantically equivalent, but in the last case the rendering is not a semantic equivalent, 

though the sense of the phrase ֵמֲאָנה ְלִהָּנֵחם ’refuse to be comforted’ is partially 

conveyed by the Greek οὐκ ἤθελε παύσασθαι ’did not want to cease.’ This could be 
understood as an example of an exegetical rendering gone too far. The reviser wanted to 
avoid the notion of YHWH’s regret by using the equivalent παύομαι, but ended up 

using it for this case of נחם as well, though its meaning is ’to be comforted.’

The equivalent in 38(31):15 is in accord with the other renderings of נחם in Jer b’, 

but the rendering in 38(31):19 is the only case of μετανοέω in Jer b’. However, it is a 
noteable exception with regard to its content. The speaker in question is Ephraim, whose
lament is quoted in verses 18–19. Where the equivalent μετανοέω might present a 

theological problem for revisers at the other occurrences of נחם in Jer b’, such is not the
case in 38(31):19, since the subject is human.

The verb נחם occurs only twice as a pi’el form in Jer, and is rendered in Jer LXX 
only once:776

  ַעל־ֵמת ְולֹא־ַיְׁשקּו אֹוָתם ּכֹוס ַּתְנחּוִמיםְלַנֲחמֹוְולֹא־ִיְפְרסּו ָלֶהם ַעל־ֵאֶבל  16:7
 καὶ οὐ μὴ κλασθῇ ἄρτος ἐν πένθει αὐτῶν εἰς – ַעל־ָאִביו ְוַעל־ִאּמֹו
παράκλησιν ἐπὶ τεθνηκότι, οὐ ποτιοῦσιν αὐτὸν ποτήριον εἰς παράκλησιν 
ἐπὶ πατρὶ καὶ ἐπὶ μητρὶ αὐτοῦ.

As a rendering of the verb נחם, παράκλησις is exceptional. It occurs 16 times in the 

LXX, and it chiefly renders nominal forms of נחם, such as ִנֻחִמים (Is 57:8), ְמַנֲחִמים 

776 The MT plus ְוִנַחְמִּתים in 31:13(LXX 38:13) is most likely a later addition.
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(Nah 3:7) and ַּתְנחּוִמים later in Jer 16:7. This case and נחם niph’al in 38(31):15 are the 
only translated cases in Jer LXX that carry the meaning ’to comfort.’

The main difference between the renderings of נחם in Jer a’ and Jer b’ is the use of 

μετανοέω and the related μεταμέλομαι in Jer a’ and the use of παύομαι and 

ἀναπαύομαι in Jer b’ to render the niph’al forms of the verb.

Jer a’ Jer b’ Total

μετανοέω 4 1 5

μεταμέλομαι 1 – 1

ἀνίημι 1 – 1

παύομαι – 4 4

ἀναπαύομαι – 1 1

Table 27. Renderings of נחם niph’al in Jer LXX.

Jer a’ employs μετανοέω and μεταμέλομαι five times to render נחם, both when the 
subject of the verb is YHWH and when it is a human being. Jer b’, on the other hand, 
uses μετανοέω in the one case where repentance by a human being is meant. Otherwise,
when the subject is YHWH or when the meaning ’to be comforted’ is used, Jer b’ 

employs the verbs παύομαι and ἀναπαύομαι. The contexts in which נחם niph’al are 
employed in Jer a’ and Jer b’ are very similar to each other.

The translation character of the two halves in this regard is clearly different. Jer b’ 
stands in the tradition of the Pentateuch translators and of the revisers in the kaige 
tradition in its resolve to avoid the notion of YHWH’s regret. This is emphasized by the 
fact that in the one case where regret is ascribed to human characters (38[31]:19) the 
rendering is the semantic equivalent μετανοέω. The use of παύομαι in 38(31):15 to 
express Rachel’s unwillingness to be comforted, possibly an exacerbation of the attempt
to avoid expressing YHWH’s regret, also validates the characterization of Jer b’ as 

preferring the equivalent παύομαι to render נחם. The use of this evidence in support of 
bisectioning Jer LXX is justified.
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עבד .6.17
Tov argues that the renderings of the verb עבד in Jer b’, specifically in the meaning ’to 
serve someone,’ reflect the revision of Jer-R. The equivalent in Jer b’ is mostly 
ἐργάζομαι, which, as Tov mentions, is not used in Greek literature to mean ’to serve 
[someone],’ but rather ’to do work.’ He surmises that, through this equivalent, the 

reviser is attempting to represent both meanings of the verb עבד, i.e. ’to do work’ and 

’to serve [someone].’777 The other equivalent, used mainly in Jer a’, is δουλεύω ’to 
serve.’

Aejmelaeus adds support to Tov’s argument for revision in her discussion of Jer 
34:5(27:6). She interprets the change from δουλεύω to ἐργάζομαι as the reviser’s 
attempt to be more consistent in his choice of rendering, and this change is particularly 
evident in Jer 34:5(27:6). The dative case in the phrase ἐργάζεσθαι αὐτῷ “to serve him”

is normally connected with the verb δουλεύω, not with ἐργάζεσθαι,778 which is a strong 

indication that the original equivalent was actually δουλεύω instead of ἐργάζεσθαι. This 
can be understood to indicate that the reviser was mainly focused on lexical items, and 
syntax was not of much concern to him.

Pietersma criticizes Tov’s argumentation by proposing that a single translator has 

varied his renderings based on the context in which each instance of the verb עבד is 

used. The equivalent δουλεύω is predominantly used in the first half to render עבד, but 
the meaning is mostly ’to serve’ a deity, whether that be YHWH or other gods. In Jer b’, 
Pietersma points out, the verb mostly signifies service to Nebuchadrezzar, and he claims
that the translator did not want the reader to think that the service of the Judean exiles to
the king of Babylon was similar to service that the ancestors of the Judeans rendered to 
false gods or to YHWH before the exile. Therefore the translator used the equivalent 
ἐργάζεσθαι when the object is Nebuchadrezzar.779

777 Tov 1976, 50–51.
778 Aejmelaeus 2005a, 15.
779 Pietersma 2008, 354–371.
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The Hebrew verb עבד in its qal form has a range of possible meanings. First, it 
signifies the performance of work or labor. Second, it may refer to service or 
subservience to a higher authority, i.e. work for the benefit of another. The verb is used 
for similar purposes in a religious context. It may denote the performance of service in a

cultic act or servitude to a particular deity.780 Together with the preposition ְב, the verb 
can express enslavement, i.e. ’work by means of another’ or ’use of another [person] as 
a slave.’781 As a participle it can mean ’laborer,’ ’servant’ or ’worshipper,’ depending on 
the context.

The main equivalents of the verb עבד qal in Jer LXX are δουλεύω and ἐργάζομαι, 
which are not synonymous with one another in classical Greek. Δουλεύω means ’to be a
slave’ or ’to serve.’ Subservience to another, and work for the benefit of that other, are 
inherent in the meaning of δουλεύω. The verb is also used in religious contexts in the 

meaning of service to a deity.  Ἐργάζομαι, on the other hand, refers to the act of 
working, the performance itself, and it is found in contexts ranging from farming and 
husbandry to cultic and legal activities.782

The verb עבד is translated in Jer LXX a total of 26 times. The Hebrew counterparts

in the MT of two of these are actually not verbal forms of עבד. In 34:5(27:6), the 

infinitive δουλεύειν stands for the Hebrew noun ַעְבִּדי, and in 41(34):18 the infinitive 

ἐργάζεσθαι stands for a verb form of the root עבר. In both cases the translator thought 

the Hebrew verb was עבד, whether by mistake or by a variant in the Vorlage. עבד is 

rendered 14 times by δουλεύω and twelve times by ἐργάζομαι.783

 ְוַעָּתה ָאֹנִכי ָנַתִּתי ֶאת־ָּכל־ָהֲאָרצֹות ָהֵאֶּלה ְּבַיד ְנבּוַכְדֶנאַּצר (27:6)34:5
 ἔδωκα τὴν γῆν τῷ –  ְוַגם ֶאת־ַחַּית ַהָּׂשֶדה ָנַתִּתי לֹו ְלָעְבדֹוַעְבִּדיֶמֶלְך־ָּבֶבל 

780 Clines 2011, s.v. עבד I.

781 Harris et. al. 1980, s.v. עבד.

782 LSJ s.v. δουλεύω and ἐργάζομαι.
783 Δουλεύω in Jer 2:20; 5:19(2x); 8:2; 11:10; 13:10; 16:11, 13; 22:9; 25:6, 11; 34:5(27:6); 41(34):9 and 
42(35):15; ἐργάζομαι in Jer 22:13; 34:5(26:6), 7(9), 9(11)(2x), 10(12); 35(28):14; 37(30):8, 9; 41(34):14, 
18 and 47(40):9.
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Ναβουχοδονοσορ βασιλεῖ Βαβυλῶνος δουλεύειν αὐτῷ, καὶ τὰ θηρία τοῦ 
ἀγροῦ ἐργάζεσθαι αὐτῷ

 ְוָנַתִּתי ֶאת־ָהֲאָנִׁשים ָהעְֹבִרים ֶאת־ְּבִרִתי ֲאֶׁשר לֹא־ֵהִקימּו ֶאת־ִּדְבֵרי 18:(34)41
 καὶ –  ֵּבין ְּבָתָריוַוַּיַעְברּוַהְּבִרית ֲאֶׁשר ָּכְרתּו ְלָפָני ָהֵעֶגל ֲאֶׁשר ָּכְרתּו ִלְׁשַנִים 

δώσω τοὺς ἄνδρας τοὺς παρεληλυθότας τὴν διαθήκην μου τοὺς μὴ 
στήσαντας τὴν διαθήκην μου, ἣν ἐποίησαν κατὰ πρόσωπόν μου, τὸν 
μόσχον ὃν ἐποίησαν ἐργάζεσθαι αὐτῷ

In the first example (34:5[27:6]), the Greek δουλεύειν αὐτῷ reflects the reading לעבדו, 
which happens to occur again at the end of the verse. The LXX is most likely based on a
Vorlage different from the MT. There is no consensus on how the variant reading came 

about, but a ו/י  interchange seems to be the most likely cause.784 The equivalent in 

41(34):18, ἐργάζεσθαι representing ַוַּיַעְברּו, is obviously the result of an interchange 

between ר and ד, though the witnesses present other textual difficulties as well.785

The verb δουλεύω is used to translate עבד on 14 occasions in Jer LXX. In each of 
its occurrences, it signifies service to another, which is in line with its use in Greek 

literature. In eleven cases, δουλεύω renders עבד when the object is a deity, whether 

YHWH or other gods, and in three cases it renders עבד when the object is human.786

 ְוָהָיה ִּכי תֹאְמרּו ַּתַחת ֶמה ָעָׂשה ְיהָֹוה ֱאֹלֵהינּו ָלנּו ֶאת־ָּכל־ֵאֶּלה ְוָאַמְרָּת 5:19
  ָזִריםַּתַעְבדּו ֱאֹלֵהי ֵנָכר ְּבַאְרְצֶכם ֵּכן ַוַּתַעְבדּוֲאֵליֶהם ַּכֲאֶׁשר ֲעַזְבֶּתם אֹוִתי 

 καὶ ἔσται ὅταν εἴπητε Τίνος ἕνεκεν ἐποίησε κύριος ὁ θεὸς – ְּבֶאֶרץ לֹא ָלֶכם
ἡμῶν ἡμῖν πάντα ταῦτα; καὶ ἐρεῖς αὐτοῖς Ἀνθ᾿ ὧν ἐδουλεύσατε θεοῖς 
ἀλλοτρίοις ἐν τῇ γῇ ὑμῶν, οὕτως δουλεύσετε ἀλλοτρίοις ἐν γῇ οὐχ ὑμῶν

784 Lemke (1966, 48), Janzen (1967, 54–57), and Aejmelaeus (2005a, 15–16) suggest that the interchange 
occurred in the MT tradition in which case the original reading would be לעבדו, while Tov (1979, 83–84) 
argues that the change occurred during the transmission of the Vorlage of the LXX, and that the MT 
reading is the more original one.
785 Janzen (1973, 104–105) suggests that the Greek reflects a damaged text, and that it reflects עשו לעבדו 
instead of ִלְׁשַנִים ַוַּיַעְברּו. McKane (1996, 873–874) proposes that the Greek ἐποίησαν 2° renders ָּכְרתּוi2° 
as if it had the same meaning as ָּכְרתּוi1°, which is also rendered by ἐποίησαν. The first כרת refers to 
making a convenant, and the second refers to the ritual of cutting the calf in half. Both Janzen and 
McKane regard the Greek text as secondary.
786 With a divine object Jer LXX 2:20; 5:19(2x); 8:2; 11:10; 13:10; 16:11, 13; 22:09; 25:6 and 42(35):15; 
with a human object Jer LXX 25:11; 34:5(27:6) and 41(34):9.
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 ְלַׁשַּלח ִאיׁש ֶאת־ַעְבּדֹו ְוִאיׁש ֶאת־ִׁשְפָחתֹו ָהִעְבִרי ְוָהִעְבִרָּיה ָחְפִׁשים 9:(34)41
־ָּבם ִּביהּוִדי ָאִחיהּו ִאיׁשֲעָבדְלִבְלִּתי   – τοῦ ἐξαποστεῖλαι ἕκαστον τὸν παῖδα 

αὐτοῦ καὶ ἕκαστον τὴν παιδίσκην αὐτοῦ τὸν Ἐβραῖον καὶ τὴν Ἐβραίαν 
ἐλευθέρους πρὸς τὸ μὴ δουλεύειν ἄνδρα ἐξ Ιουδα

Jer 5:19 exemplifies most of the cases in which the equivalence עבד - δουλεύω occurs, 
that is, with reference to serving a deity. Only in 2:20 is YHWH the deity. On ten 

occasions it is other gods, as in 5:19. The object in 25:11 is not clear in the LXX ְוָעְבדּו 
 καὶ δουλεύσουσιν ἐν τοῖς ἔθνεσιν – ַהּגֹוִים ָהֵאֶּלה ֶאת־ֶמֶלְך ָּבֶבל ִׁשְבִעים ָׁשָנה

ἑβδομήκοντα ἔτη. The plus in the MT ֶאת־ֶמֶלְך ָּבֶבל is likely a later gloss related to 
other MT additions in the text.787 Earlier verses indicate that the LXX refers to the exile 
of the Judeans.788 The passage mentions the service of other gods in v. 6, which might 
suggest the use of irony similar to that in 5:19. However, the closer proximity of 25:11 
to the conquering enemy from the north (v. 9) would rather hint at this enemy being the 

object of servitude instead of a deity. There are two other cases of the equivalence עבד -

δουλεύω in which the object of service is not a deity. These are Nebuchadrezzar in 

34:5(27:6)789 and the people of Jerusalem in 41(34):9.790 The use of δουλεύω to render 

.in reference to serving humans is not without precedent in other books of the LXX עבד
This use is found over a dozen times in Gen and multiple times in other books as well.791

Its use does not intimate the meaning ’to worship,’ as is the case with λατρεύω, which is

used to render עבד with precisely this meaning throughout the Pentateuch.

787 Aejmelaeus 2002, 475 and 2017c, 4.
788 Similarly McKane 1986, 625–626.
789 For a discussion on this case, cf. above.
790 The slight textual discrepancy between the MT and the LXX in this verse (ְלִבְלִּתי ֲעָבד־ָּבם ִּביהּוִדי ָאִחיהּו
 πρὸς τὸ μὴ δουλεύειν ἄνδρα ἐξ Ιουδα) does not essentially affect the meaning of the verb – ִאיׁש
δουλεύειν. The object of service in both the MT and the LXX is the Judeans who are beseiged in 
Jerusalem. 
791 E.g. Gen 14:4; 15:14; 25:23; 27:29, 40; 29:15, 18, 20, 25, 30; 30:26, 29; 31:6, 41; Ex 14:5, 12; 21:2, 6; 
Lev 25:39; Deut 15:12, 18; Jdg 3:8, 14; 9:28, 38; 1 Sam 4:9; 11:1; 17:9; 2 Sam 10:19; 16:19 and 22:44.
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The other equivalent of עבד in Jer is ἐργάζομαι. This equivalence, according to the 
LXX, occurs twelve times in Jer, and it is used in two different contexts. First, it is used 
one time to signify work:792

 ִחָּנם ּוֹפֲעלֹוַיֲעבֹדהֹוי ּבֶֹנה ֵביתֹו ְּבלֹא־ֶצֶדק ַוֲעִלּיֹוָתיו ְּבלֹא ִמְׁשָּפט ְּבֵרֵעהּו  22:13
 Ὢ ὁ οἰκοδομῶν οἰκίαν αὐτοῦ οὐ μετὰ δικαιοσύνης καὶ τὰ – לֹא ִיֶּתן־לֹו
ὑπερῷα αὐτοῦ οὐκ ἐν κρίματι, παρὰ τῷ πλησίον αὐτοῦ ἐργᾶται δωρεὰν 
καὶ τὸν μισθὸν αὐτοῦ οὐ μὴ ἀποδώσει αὐτῷ

Pietersma correctly opines that δουλεύω would not suit this context well together with 

δωρεὰν ’freely.’793 However, one should not assume, as Pietersma does,794 that since the 

translator employs καταδουλεύω ’to enslave’ in 15:14 to render העבדתי, that he would 
have known to make a similar choice here as well. Jer 15:14 does not use the syntactical

construction  ב+ עבד  that is used in 22:13. The idiom  ב+ עבד  is not very frequent in 
Jer, and the translator does not seem to recognize its meaning, as each case is rendered 
either by ἐργάζομαι or by δουλεύω (22:13, 30[37]:8 and 34[41]:9). The idiom means ’to

enslave’, and a good semantic match would be καταδουλεύω that is used to render the 

hiph’il form of עבד in 15:14. The Hebrew text reprimands a master who forces his 
neighbor to work for free. However, since the Greek text reverses the roles of the master
and the slave in this verse, as Aejmelaeus points out,795 signifying that it is the slave who
works for free for his master, it is reasonable to assume that the translator did not 
understand the Hebrew text. Nonetheless, the fact that the translator employs a different 

equivalent here than in the previous instances of עבד indicates his awareness that the 
verb here refers to ’work’ rather than to ’service,’ which is the meaning in the other 
contexts.796

792 Contra Tov 1976, 51 n. 38.
793 Pietersma (2008, 359) appeals to the translator's logic, suggesting that since the verse makes explicit 
reference to wages (μισθὸν), the use of δουλεύω would not make sense, since slaves generally did not 
receive wages. A similar case in Gen 29:15, where δουλεύω does render עבד even though the end of the 
verse explicitly refers to wages (μισθός), may not, however, be explained in such a way. One ought not 
assume that the logic of a later age, especially related to specific terms, should apply to the translators of 
the LXX.
794 Pietersma 2008, 360 n. 23.
795 Aejmelaeus 2005a, 15.
796 Pietersma's criticism of Tov regarding this equivalent (2008, 359) is beside the point. He assumes that, 
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Secondly, the equivalence עבד - ἐργάζομαι is used in Jer where the Hebrew text 

signifies servitude to another, comparable to the cases rendered by δουλεύω described 
above. This equivalence occures eleven times in Jer LXX, twice signifying service to a 
deity, and nine times signifying service to humans.797

  ְוִהַּנְחִּתיוַוֲעָבדֹוְוַהּגֹוי ֲאֶׁשר ָיִביא ֶאת־ַצָּוארֹו ְּבעֹל ֶמֶלְך־ָּבֶבל  (27:11)34:9
 καὶ τὸ ἔθνος, ὃ ἐὰν εἰσαγάγῃ τὸν –  ְוָיַׁשב ָּבּהַוֲעָבָדּהַעל־ַאְדָמתֹו ְנֻאם־ְיהָוה 

τράχηλον αὐτοῦ ὑπὸ τὸν ζυγὸν βασιλέως Βαβυλῶνος καὶ ἐργάσηται αὐτῷ,
καὶ καταλείψω αὐτὸν ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς αὐτοῦ, καὶ ἐργᾶται αὐτῷ καὶ ἐνοικήσει 
ἐν αὐτῇ

 καὶ –  ֵאת ְיהָוה ֱאֹלֵהיֶהם ְוֵאת ָּדִוד ַמְלָּכם ֲאֶׁשר ָאִקים ָלֶהםְוָעְבדּו 9:(30)37
ἐργῶνται τῷ κυρίῳ θεῷ αὐτῶν, καὶ τὸν Δαυιδ βασιλέα αὐτῶν ἀναστήσω 
αὐτοῖς

The first example (34:9[27:11]) exemplifies how this use of the equivalence is 
manifested in the majority of cases. The object of service is Nebuchadrezzar. The 
second occurrence of ἐργάζομαι in this verse reflects a different understanding of the 
Hebrew text than the MT. The feminine suffix attached to the Hebrew noun refers to 
working the land, while the Greek masculine pronoun clearly refers to serving 
Nebuchadrezzar, as is the case with the first occurrence of the verb. The second example
(37[30]:9) portrays ἐργάζομαι when it is used to refer to service towards a deity, in this 
case YHWH.

The two equivalents of עבד are distributed unevenly throughout Jer LXX. Δουλεύω
is used mostly in Jer a’ and ἐργάζομαι in Jer b’, and they are not used to render any 
other words in Jer. The distribution of the equivalents is as follows:

based on Tov's argument for a revision in Jer b, one should expect the equivalents in Jer a to also 
consistently manifest the rendering δουλεύω. Tov's characterization of the OG translation, however, 
allows for variation, whether based on context or not.
797 Service to a deity is meant in Jer 37(30):9 and 41(34):18 (This verse attests עבר in the MT, but the 
translation clearly witnesses the variant reading עבד). Service to a human entity is meant in Jer 
34:5(27:6), 34:7(27:9), 34:9(27:11) (2x), 34:10(27:12), 35(28):14, 37(30):8, 41(34):14 and 47(40):9.
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Jer a’ Jer b’ Total

δουλεύω 11 3 14

ἐργάζομαι 1 11 12

Table 28. Renderings of עבד in Jer LXX.

The contexts in which עבד and its Greek renderings appear in Jer are mostly distributed 
along the same lines as the bisection, that is, the cases that express servitude to deities 
are mostly found in Jer a’, and the cases that express servitude to humans are found in 
Jer b’. The following two tables help visualize this difference.

Table 29. displays the renderings of עבד when it denotes service to a deity:798

Jer a’ Jer b’ Total

δουλεύω 10 1 11

ἐργάζομαι – 2799 2

Table 29. Renderings of עבד in the sense of service to deities

Table 30. displays the renderings of עבד when it denotes service to humans:

Jer a’ Jer b’ Total

δουλεύω 1 2 3

ἐργάζομαι – 9 9

Table 30. Renderings of עבד in the sense of service to humans.

The translation character in Jer a’ is very straightforward regarding the renderings of 

 When the verb means ’to serve’ someone, whether it be a deity or not, it is .עבד

translated by δουλεύω. When it means the performance of work, it is rendered by 

ἐργάζομαι (22:13). The character of Jer b’, on the other hand, is not so straightforward. 

Ἐργάζομαι is the most common equivalent, and it is used to render עבד when servitude 

to both deities and humans is denoted. Δουλεύω is also employed in these two contexts, 
though it only occurs three times.

798 The one case of ἐργάζομαι in Jer a (22:13) does not appear in tables 29. and 30. because the meaning 
of its Vorlage עבד is 'to work,' not ¨to serve.' 

799 Ἐργάζομαι in 41(34):18 is understood to be a rendering of עבד instead of עבר, which stands in the 
MT.
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Pietersma argues that ἐργάζομαι is used when service to Nebuchadrezzar is 
indicated, and that this lexical choice it motivated by the exegetical intention to avoid 
the notion that the the people will be made to serve Nebuchadrezzar in exile “as a 
replacement for the gods of Israel’s idolatrous past” or in a similar manner as they are 
encouraged to serve YHWH,800 that is ’to worship.’ This argument relies on the different

contexts in which δουλεύω and ἐργάζομαι are used as renderings of עבד, particularly 

the fact that δουλεύω is used to indicate service to deities. Pietersma’s proposal, 

however, does not hold in all cases. Δουλεύω is used as the equivalent where service to 
Nebuchadrezzar is explicitly indicated in 34:5(27:6) and implicitly in 25:11. 
Furthermore, the suggestion that ἐργάζομαι is used to differentiate service to 
Nebuchadrezzar from service to deities is abated by the instances in which the 
equivalent is used when service to YHWH (37[30]:9) or to an idol (41[34]:18) is 
intended. The renderings in Jer LXX do not present a coherent character in this regard, 

as both δουλεύω and ἐργάζομαι are employed to render עבד regardless of who is to be 

served. Furthermore, an avoidance of δουλεύω to render עבד when service to humans is
indicated is not evident elsewhere the LXX, which detracts from the likelihood that such
is the case in Jer LXX.

The stark contrast between the equivalents in Jer a’ and Jer b’ remains. Though the 
contexts of the cases in the two halves are mostly different from each other, the use of 
ἐργάζομαι in Jer b’ does cross these boundaries. It is used both when service to humans 

and service to deities is denoted. Whether the use of ἐργάζομαι in Jer b’ constitutes an 
enlargement of its semantic domain, as suggested by Tov,801 or whether it be deemed as 
common Greek usage, as Pietersma argues,802 does not detract from the different 
characterization of Jer b’, since the only other text in the LXX to employ ἐργάζομαι in a

similar manner seems to be the book of Baruch.803 Moreover, the use of ἐργάζομαι to 

800 Pietersma 2008, 371.
801 Tov 1976, 51 n. 39.
802 Pietersma 2008, 358.
803 Muraoka (2009, s.v. ἐργάζομαι) indicates that ἐργάζομαι is used in the LXX with the meaning "to 
serve, work for sbd (dat.)," but it should be noted that each of his references for this meaning are from Jer 
or a source in close connection to Jer (i.e. Bar). Also, a survey of the occurrences of ἐργάζομαι in Hatch 
and Redpath (1875) reveals similar results. One should be more cautious than Muraoka in this regard. The
fact that a Greek equivalent is used to render a certain Hebrew word does not mean that the Greek 
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render עבד in the meaning ’to serve’ hints at an attempt toward consistent equivalents 
for Hebrew words, that is, concordant translation. If such is the case, it is obvious that 
δουλεύω would not suit the task, since its range of use and meanings completely 

exclude the notion of ’to work.’ Ἐργάζομαι, on the other hand, is used to translate עבד 
with the meaning ’to serve’ even in the Pentateuch,804 and embodies a better choice for a
concordant translation principle.

The distribution of the two equivalents of עבד in Jer LXX contribute to the 

differing characterization of the translations in Jer a’ and Jer b’. Δουλεύω is the 

preferred rendering in Jer a’, and ἐργάζομαι is the preferred rendering in Jer b’. Jer a’ 

uses ἐργάζομαι once when עבד signifies the performance of work (22:13), and Jer b’ 

uses δουλεύω three times in similar contexts as ἐργάζομαι. 
To apply Tov’s theory of a revision in Jer b’ would be to claim that Jer OG 

employed δουλεύω as the rendering of עבד throughout Jer, except for 22:13, and that 

the reviser found this rendering unsuitable and changed it to ἐργάζομαι. The three cases 

of δουλεύω in Jer b’ should be considered a residue of the OG that witness to the 

inconsistency of the revision. The use of ἐργάζομαι as the equivalent of עבד is helpful 
for a further description of the revision. The few hexaplaric variants that have survived 
mostly attest to the use of δουλεύω, as do the readings of Aquila, Theodotion and 
Symmachus in Jer b’.805 Jer b’ is also dissimilar to the kaige tradition regarding this 
equivalent, as kaige prefers the rendering δουλεύω.806 The nature of the revision in Jer b’
should, therefore, be understood as different in character from the kaige tradition and the
later hexaplaric revision.

equivalent assumes the meaning of the Hebrew word. The classical use and meaning of ἐργάζομαι is 'to 
work.'
804 E.g. Gen 29:27; Num 3:7; 8:11, 15, 19 and 26.
805 These hexaplaric variants and readings of the later translators are attested in Jer 34:5(27:6), 10(12); 3; 
37(30):8 and 9. Δουλεύω is also attested as the equivalent in the hexaplaric additions to the LXX that 
correspond to Jer MT 17:4; 25:14; 27:7, 8, 13, 14, 17; 28:14 and 34:10. The hexaplaric addition 
corresponding to Jer MT 44:3 attests λατρεύω.
806 McLay1998, 133.
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ֶעֶבד .6.18
Thackeray mentions the renderings of the expression עבדי “my servants (the prophets)” 
as part of his evidence for bisectioning Jer LXX.807 He notes that this expression is 
rendered three times in Jer a’ by δοῦλοί μου, and four times in Jer b’ by παῖδές μου. Tov

refers to the renderings of the noun ֶעֶבד in general, suggesting that the reviser has 

eliminated the variation between the equivalents παῖς and δοῦλος in Jer a’ and replaced 

it with a consistent use of παῖς. He adds that, whether or not the translator of Jer a’ 

intended a distinction between παῖς and δοῦλος, the reviser wanted to use the equivalent

παῖς alone.808

The term ֶעֶבד is frequent in the HB and denotes a ’slave’ or a ’servant.’ The 

authority under which one serves varies. ֶעֶבד can be a servant in a household or a 
personal slave, a forced laborer or the servant of royalty, or a servant of divine beings. It
may also be used in a more abstact meaning, generally referring to people in a 
subordinate position, and it can be used as an etiquette in polite address.809

The Greek equivalents of ֶעֶבד in Jer LXX are παῖς, δοῦλος, δουλεία, and οἶκος. 
The semantic ranges of the two most common renderings, παῖς and δοῦλος, do overlap, 

but they can be used interchangeably only in certain contexts. Δοῦλος refers solely to ’a 

slave,’ particularly ’a bondman.’ Παῖς, on the other hand, is used in classical Greek to 
refer to ’a child,’ both with regard to age and descent, but it also denotes ’a slave’ or ’a 
servant,’ whether male or female, regardless of age.810 Some translated sections in the 

LXX differentiate between the meanings of ֶעֶבד in their use of the equivalents δοῦλος 
and παῖς.811 In Jer LXX, both equivalents are used only in Jer a’. Jer b’ confines itself to 

using παῖς. The noun δουλεία means ’slavery’ or ’bondage,’ and οἶκος means ’house.’

807 Thackeray 1903, 250.
808 Tov 1976, 69.
809 Clines 2011, s.v. ֶעֶבד I.

810 LSJ s.v. δοῦλος and παῖς.
811 cf. note in Tov 1976, 69 n. 106.
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The equivalent παῖς is the most common rendering of ֶעֶבד in Jer LXX. It is used 17
times.812 In one instance (47[40]:9), the Hebrew text attests an infinitive construct, but 

the translator has understood the word as the noun. ֶעֶבד is used in three different 

contexts in Jer when rendered by παῖς:

  ְוָלָעםְוַלֲעָבֶדיָךַוּיֹאֶמר ִיְרְמָיהּו ֶאל־ַהֶּמֶלְך ִצְדִקָּיהּו ֶמה ָחָטאִתי ְלָך  18:(37)44
 καὶ εἶπεν Ιερεμίας τῷ βασιλεῖ Τί – ַהֶּזה ִּכי־ְנַתֶּתם אֹוִתי ֶאל־ֵּבית ַהֶּכֶלא
ἠδίκησά σε καὶ τοὺς παῖδάς σου καὶ τὸν λαὸν τοῦτον, ὅτι σὺ δίδως με εἰς 
οἰκίαν τῆς φυλακῆς

 ַוִּיְׁשְמעּו ָכל־ַהָּׂשִרים ְוָכל־ָהָעם ֲאֶׁשר־ָּבאּו ַבְּבִרית ְלַׁשַּלח ִאיׁש 10:(34)41
 καὶ ἐπεστράφησαν πάντες οἱ εγιστᾶνες καὶ –  ְוִאיׁש ֶאת־ִׁשְפָחתֹוַעְבּדֹוֶאת־

πᾶς ὁ λαὸς οἱ εἰσελθόντες ἐν τῇ διαθήκῃ τοῦ ἀποστεῖλαι ἕκαστον τὸν 
παῖδα αὐτοῦ καὶ ἕκαστον τὴν παιδίσκην αὐτοῦ 

 ,μὴ φοβοῦ –  ַיֲעקֹב ְנֻאם־ְיהָוה ִּכי ִאְּתָך ָאִניַעְבִּדיַאָּתה ַאל־ִּתיָרא  28:(46)26
παῖς μου Ιακωβ, λέγει κύριος, ὅτι μετὰ σοῦ ἐγώ εἰμι

The first of these contexts, exemplified by 44(37):18, refers to servants of kings, which 
most likely denotes officials. These kings consist of Zedekiah (21:7, 44[37]:2 and 18), 
Jehoiakim (43[36]:24 and 31), Pharaoh (32:5[25:19]) and a future messianic king 
(22:4). The occurrence in Jer 47(40):9 is included in this group since the reference to 
servants of the Chaldeans should be understood to mean officials as well.813 The second 

context is that of proper slaves. ֶעֶבד occurs in this meaning five times in Jer 41(34).814 

In the third context, ֶעֶבד refers to servants of YHWH. Such cases are rendered four 

times by παῖς, three times refering to prophets that YHWH has sent to the people 
(33[26]:5, 42[35]:15 and 51[44]:4), and once as part of the term of endearment ’My 
servant Jacob’ (example 26[46]:28).

Only three cases of ֶעֶבד rendered as παῖς occur in Jer a’. The occurrences in 21:7 
and 22:4 refer to servants of the king, and 26(46):28 refers to servants of YHWH. In Jer 

812 Jer LXX 21:7; 22:4; 26:28; 32:5; 33:5; 41:9-11, 16(2x); 42:15; 43:24, 31; 44:2, 18; 47:9; 51:4.
813 The LXX reading coincides with MT 2 Kgs 25:24, and it is most likely that the text in 2 Kgs contains 
the more original reading עבדי. For further discussion, cf. McKane 1996, 995.
814 Jer 41(34):9, 10, 11 and 16(2x).
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b’, this equivalency occurs 14 times. It refers to servants of kings six times, to slaves 
five times, and to servants of YHWH three times.815

The equivalent δοῦλος is used four times to render ֶעֶבד. All of these occur in Jer a’. 
This equivalence occurs in two different contexts:

 Μὴ δοῦλός ἐστιν –  ִיְׂשָרֵאל ִאם־ְיִליד ַּבִית הּוא ַמּדּוַע ָהָיה ָלַבזַהֶעֶבד 2:14
Ισραηλ, ἢ οἰκογενής ἐστι; διὰ τί εἰς προνομὴν ἐγένετο

 καὶ –  ַהְּנִביִאים יֹום ַהְׁשֵּכם ְוָׁשֹלַחֲעָבַדיָוֶאְׁשַלח ֲאֵליֶכם ֶאת־ָּכל־ 7:25
ἐξαπέστειλα πρὸς ὑμᾶς πάντας τοὺς δούλους μου τοὺς προφήτας ἡμέρας 
καὶ ὄρθρου καὶ ἀπέστειλα

 σὺ δὲ μὴ –  ַיֲעקֹב ְוַאל־ֵּתַחת ִיְׂשָרֵאלַעְבִּדיְוַאָּתה ַאל־ִּתיָרא  27:(46)26
φοβηθῇς, δοῦλός μου Ιακωβ, μηδὲ πτοηθῇς, Ισραηλ

Example 2:14 is the only case in which δοῦλος is used to refer to a proper slave. The 
second context is that of a servant of YHWH, twice referring to prophets sent by 
YHWH (7:25 and 25:4) and once as parto of the name of endearment ’My servant 
Jacob’ (26[46]:27). This last case is parallel to the phrase in the following verse 

(26[46]:28 example above) in which ֶעֶבד is rendered by παῖς. It is possible that the 
translator wanted to vary the renderings since they are located so close to each other.816

In addition, ֶעֶבד is rendered by three other equivalents one time each:

ַוֲעָבֶדיָךְוָאַמְרָּת ְׁשַמע ְּדַבר־ְיהָוה ֶמֶלְך ְיהּוָדה ַהּיֵֹׁשב ַעל־ִּכֵּסא ָדִוד ַאָּתה  22:2  
 καὶ ἐρεῖς Ἄκουε λόγον κυρίου, βασιλεῦ Ιουδα ὁ καθήμενος ἐπὶ – ְוַעְּמָך
θρόνου Δαυιδ, σὺ καὶ ὁ οἶκός σου καὶ ὁ λαός σου

 ְוַעָּתה ָאֹנִכי ָנַתִּתי ֶאת־ָּכל־ָהֲאָרצֹות ָהֵאֶּלה ְּבַיד ְנבּוַכְדֶנאַּצר (27:6)34:5
ַעְבִּדיֶמֶלְך־ָּבֶבל   – ἔδωκα τὴν γῆν τῷ Ναβουχοδονοσορ βασιλεῖ Βαβυλῶνος 

δουλεύειν αὐτῷ, 

 ּכֹה־ָאַמר ְיהָוה ֱאֹלֵהי ִיְׂשָרֵאל ָאֹנִכי ָּכַרִּתי ְבִרית ֶאת־ֲאבֹוֵתיֶכם ְּביֹום 13:(34)41
ֲעָבִדיםהֹוִצִאי אֹוָתם ֵמֶאֶרץ ִמְצַרִים ִמֵּבית   – Οὕτως εἶπε κύριος Ἐγὼ 

815 Servants of kings 32:5(25:19); 43(36):24, 31; 44(37):2, 18 and 47(40):9; slaves 41(34):9, 10, 11 and 
16(2x); and servants of YHWH 33(26):5; 42(35):15 and 51(44):4.
816 As suggested by Tov 1976, 69 n. 105.
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διεθέμην διαθήκην πρὸς τοὺς πατέρας ὑμῶν ἐν τῇ ἡμέρᾳ, ᾗ ἐξειλάμην 
αὐτοὺς ἐκ γῆς Αἰγύπτου ἐξ οἴκου δουλείας

The first example (22:2) is represented by the Greek οἶκος. This equivalency occurs 

nowhere else in the LXX. Streane suggests that the reading οἶκος is secondary by 

appealing to the variant reading παῖδες that is attested by a number of manuscripts.817 

The change from οἶκος to παῖς, however, is more easily explained as an attempt to 

correct a rendering that is perceived as false, and οἶκος might reflect a variant reading 

 in the Vorlage or an expression of the notion that the king’s servants consitute his בית

’house.’ In the second example (34:5[27:6]), ַעְבִּדי is interpreted as an infinitive with the
3rd person suffix, for which reason it is not considered here as a rendering of the noun 

 The third example (41[34]:13) is the only case in Jer in which the expression 818.ֶעֶבד

.house of bondage’ occurs, and the rendering is a good semantic match’ בית עבדים

The distribution of the renderings of ֶעֶבד within Jer LXX is the following:

Jer a’ Jer b’ Total

παῖς 3 14 17

δοῦλος 4 – 4

οἶκος 1 – 1

δουλεία – 1 1

Table 31. Renderings of ֶעֶבד in Jer LXX.

The character of the translations of ֶעֶבד in Jer a’ may be described as mixed, though it is

possible to detect a subtle attempt to distinguish between contexts of the word ֶעֶבד. 

Δοῦλος is the preferred equivalent when ֶעֶבד refers to servants of YHWH (3x), but παῖς

occurs once as well in this context.819 Only παῖς and οἶκος are used when ֶעֶבד refers to 

officials (21:7; 22:2 and 4), and only δοῦλος is used when ֶעֶבד refers to proper slaves 
(2:14).

817 Streane 1896, 166.
818 For discussion on this case, cf. sec. 6.17.
819 Servants of YHWH as παῖς in 26(46):28 and as δοῦλος in 7:25, 25:4 and 26(46):27.
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In Jer b’, on the other hand, the choice of equivalent is very consistent. Each use of 

 .whether referring to servants of YHWH, slaves or officials, is rendered by παῖς ,ֶעֶבד

Only the single expression בית עבדים is rendered by δουλεία. The consistency in Jer b’ 
and the mixed use of equivalents in Jer a’ form a clear distinction between the 
translation characters of these two sections. This distinction is best described as Tov puts
it, as a representation of “the Hebrew in a more consistent way"820 in Jer b’. The number 

of occurrences of ֶעֶבד in Jer is not large enough for its renderings to be used as a major 
argument for a revision, but the distinct nature of the renderings in the two halves does 
support the revisional proposition.

It is notable that in three instances the equivalent παῖς has the variant reading 

δοῦλος (33[26]:5, 42[35]:15 and 51[44]:4), and in four cases the hexaplaric marginal 

notes attest the reading δοῦλος (22:4, 33[26]:5, 43[36]:31 and 44[37]:18).821 In addition, 

the hexaplaric readings that correspond to MT plusses attest the use of δοῦλος in six 

instances (Jer MT 25:9, 29:19, 33:21, 22, 26; 43:10 and 46:26). Δοῦλος is also the 

equivalent of ֶעֶבד that is preferred by the kaige tradition822 and by Aquila.823 
Accordingly, the character of the revision in Jer b’ should not be characterized as the 
kaige tradition and the principles of the later translations.

ֵעת .6.19
Both Thackeray and Tov cite the renderings of ֵעת ’time’ as evidence for bisectioning 

Jer LXX.824 Thackeray notes that καιρός is the rendering in Jer a’, a total of 27 times, 

and that χρόνος is the rendering in Jer b’, a total of three times. Tov identifies καιρός in 

25 instances in Jer a’ and χρόνος in three instances in Jer b’, and he notes that χρόνος is 
a rendering found nowhere else in the LXX. He proposes the reason for a revision in Jer 

820 Tov 1976, 69.
821 The mss also attest the variant reading δοῦλος, together with hexaplaric attestation, for the instance in 
which עבדי is interpreted as a verb by the translator (34:5[27:6]).
822 McLay1998, 133.
823 Reider and Turner 1966, 61 and 182.
824 Thackeray 1903, 249; Tov 1976, 51–52.
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b’s renderings of ֵעת to be that καιρός is ambiguous as a representation of ֵעת since it 
denotes both ’time’ and ’the right moment.’ Critics of Thackeray and Tov have not 
referred to this example.

The noun ֵעת refers to time in various aspects. Most often it refers to recurring 
periods in time, such as different times in a day and different seasons. It also refers to 
habitual times when certain actions or deeds are performed, e.g. drawing water or 
offering sacrifice. It is also used to refer to specific events or occasions and to the 
appropriate or suitable time for something to occur. Less frequently employed meanings
include reference to a situation or circumstance, opportunity, a phase in one’s life, or an 
age or era in history.825

 Καιρός and χρόνος are near synonyms, but they have slight differences. Καιρός 
denotes a measure or proportion in classical Greek, and it mainly refers to time. The 
emphasis of καιρός is on a specific time or period, referring to a season, opportunity or a

critical time or period. Χρόνος, in turn, is more abstract and is used in a philosophical 
sense. It is, however, also used to refer to definite times, such as dates or years, and it 
occurs in a few idiomatic phrases.826 In the LXX as a whole, καιρός is by far the most 

common equivalent of ֵעת. Χρόνος is used as an equivalent only three times, all in Jer 

b’. Elsewhere it is usually used in translations of expressions with ימים or עולם.

The noun ֵעת has a representation in Jer LXX 29 times, and these always translate 

the word in the construct state. Twenty five cases are rendered by καιρός,827 each of 
which occurs in Jer a’. A majority of these cases (18) are prefixed with the preposition 

 all but one of which are rendered by the Greek noun καιρός. This one case is in ,ְב

38(31):1, the only case in Jer b’, and it is rendered by χρόνος.828

825 Clines 2011, s.v. ֵעת.

826 LSJ s.v. καιρός and χρόνος. For criticism of correlating the words καιρός and χρόνος with the notions 
of realistic time and chronological time respectively, cf. Barr 1962, 20–46.
827 Jer 2:27-28; 3:17; 4:11; 5:24; 6:15; 8:1, 7, 15; 10:15; 11:12, 14; 14:8, 19; 15:11 (2x); 18:23; 26(46):21; 
27(50):4, 16, 20, 27, 31; 28(51):6 and 18.
828 The rendering of the phrase ְּבֵעת ָצֳהָרִים 'at noon' (μεσημβρίας) in 20:16 is not included in this number 
since it does not have a representation for the noun ֵעת. Though the rendering of the verse admits a few 
aspects of free translation, such as the rendering of the Hebrew weqatal ושמע with the imperative 
ἀκουσάτω and the rendering of the prepositional phrase ַּבּבֶֹקר as τὸ πρωί, the lack of a formal equivalent 
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 καὶ –  ָרָעָתם יֹאְמרּו קּוָמה ְוהֹוִׁשיֵענּוּוְבֵעתִּכי־ָפנּו ֵאַלי עֶֹרף ְולֹא ָפִנים  2:27
ἔστρεψαν ἐπ᾿ ἐμὲ νῶτα καὶ οὐ πρόσωπα αὐτῶν· καὶ ἐν καιρῷ τῶν κακῶν 
αὐτῶν ἐροῦσιν Ἀνάστα καὶ σῶσον ἡμᾶς

ְּבִעּתֹוַהֹּנֵתן ֶּגֶׁשם ְויֶֹרה ּוַמְלקֹוׁש  5:24  – τὸν διδόντα ἡμῖν ὑετὸν πρόιμον καὶ 
ὄψιμον κατὰ καιρὸν

 μάταιά ἐστιν, ἔργα –  ְּפֻקָּדָתם יֹאֵבדּוְּבֵעתֶהֶבל ֵהָּמה ַמֲעֵׂשה ַּתְעֻּתִעים  10:15
ἐμπεπαιγμένα, ἐν καιρῷ ἐπισκοπῆς αὐτῶν ἀπολοῦνται

  ַהִהיא ְנֻאם־ְיהָוה ֶאְהֶיה ֵלאֹלִהים ְלכֹל ִמְׁשְּפחֹות ִיְׂשָרֵאל ְוֵהָּמהָּבֵעת 1:(31)38
 Ἐν τῷ χρόνῳ ἐκείνῳ, εἶπε κύριος, ἔσομαι εἰς θεὸν τῷ γένει – ִיְהיּו־ִלי ְלָעם
Ισραηλ, καὶ αὐτοὶ ἔσονταί μοι εἰς λαόν

Most of these cases occur in either of three expressions:  ָּבֵעת ַהִהיא,ְּבֵעת ָרָעה  or ְּבֵעת 
 Other expressions also occur, but in lesser number, such as 829.ְּפֻקָּדה

 These occurrences generally .ְּבִעּתֹו and ְּבֵעת ָקִציר i,ְּבֵעת ַאְּפָךi,ְּבֵעת ָקְרָאםi,ְּבֵעת ָצָרה
signify predictions or supplications concerning coming distress or times of peace. An 

exception to this is the epithet associated with YHWH ַהֹּנֵתן ֶּגֶׁשם ְויֶֹרה ּוַמְלקֹוׁש ְּבִעּתֹו 
(Jer 5:24) “the one who gives the rain in its seasons, the autumn rain and the spring 
rain."

Καιρός is twice used to render ֵעת when it is prefixed with the preposition ְל.

  ַמְרֵּפא ְוִהֵּנהּוְלֵעתַמּדּוַע ִהִּכיָתנּו ְוֵאין ָלנּו ַמְרֵּפא ַקֵּוה ְלָׁשלֹום ְוֵאין טֹוב  14:19
 ἵνα τί ἔπαισας ἡμᾶς, καὶ οὐκ ἔστιν ἡμῖν ἴασις; ὑπεμείναμεν εἰς – ְבָעָתה
εἰρήνην, καὶ οὐκ ἦν ἀγαθά· εἰς καιρὸν ἰάσεως, καὶ ἰδοὺ ταραχή

The two cases of ְלֵעת in Jer (8:15 and 14:19) are identical, both expressing that the 
people hope for peace and healing, but in vain.

 occurs in constructions without a preposition on eight occasions. In such cases ֵעת

καιρός is the equivalent five times (8:7 and 26[46]:21, 27[50]:27, 31 and 28[51]:6), 

for ְּבֵעת rather implies that it was lacking in the translator's Vorlage. Elsewhereת the word μεσημβρία 
represents only the word ָצֳהָרִים, and Jer 20:16 is the only passage in which μεσημβρία stands for the two 
words ְּבֵעת ָצֳהָרִים. The variant reading εν καιρω μεσημβριας is attested only in hexaplaric readings.

 in 2:27, 28; 11:12 and 15:11; and ְבֵעת ָרָעה ;in 3:17; 4:11; 8:1; 27(50):4, 20 and 38(31):1 ָּבֵעת ַהִהיא 829
.in 6:15; 10:15 and 28(51):18 ְּבֵעת ְּפֻקָּדה
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χρόνος is the equivalent twice (29:9[49:8] and 37[30]:7), and ὥριμος is the equivalent 
once (28[51]:33).

  ּבָֹאָנהֵעתַּגם־ֲחִסיָדה ַבָּׁשַמִים ָיְדָעה מֹוֲעֶדיָה ְוֹתר ְוִסוס ְוָעגּור ָׁשְמרּו ֶאת־ 8:7
 καὶ ἡ ασιδα ἐν τῷ οὐρανῷ ἔγνω τὸν – ְוַעִּמי לֹא ָיְדעּו ֵאת ִמְׁשַּפט ְיהָוה
καιρὸν αὐτῆς, τρυγὼν καὶ χελιδών, αγουρ [στρουθία] ἐφύλαξαν καιροὺς 
εἰσόδων αὐτῶν, ὁ δὲ λαός μου οὐκ ἔγνω τὰ κρίματα κυρίου

 Οἶκοι βασιλέως Βαβυλῶνος ὡς –  ִהְדִריָכּהֵעתַּבת־ָּבֶבל ְּכֹגֶרן  33:(51)28
ἅλων ὥριμος ἀλοηθήσονται

־ָצָרה ִהיא ְלַיֲעקֹב ּוִמֶּמָּנהְוֵעתהֹוי ִּכי ָגדֹול ַהּיֹום ַההּוא ֵמַאִין ָּכֹמהּו  7:(30)37  
 ὅτι μεγάλη ἡ ἡμέρα ἐκείνη καὶ οὐκ ἔστι τοιαύτη, καὶ χρόνος – ִיָּוֵׁשַע
στενός ἐστι τῷ Ιακωβ

When ֵעת is not prefixed with a prepostion, it is similar in context to those cases in 

which ְב is prefixed to it, that is, it expresses a coming time of distress or of peace. The 
grammatical function of these cases is, however, different from the prepositional 
phrases, as these rather function as predicate nominatives (e.g. 37[30]:7), direct objects 
(e.g. 8:7) or as appositional phrases (26[46]:21). Such cases (6x) are mostly located in 
the OAN. Only 8:7 is contextually different in its comparison of the people of Judah 
with various birds. The birds are said to know and to adhere to their times of migration, 
but the people of YHWH do not know the judgements of YHWH.

The one case of ὥριμος (28[51]:33) likens Babylon to a threshing at the time when 

it is to be trodden  ִהְדִריָכּהֵעתַּבת־ָּבֶבל ְּכֹגֶרן  – Οἶκοι βασιλέως Βαβυλῶνος ὡς ἅλων 

ὥριμος ἀλοηθήσονται. When χρόνος is used as the rendering, ֵעת functions as part of a 

predicate nominative ־ָצָרה ִהיא ְלַיֲעקֹב ּוִמֶּמָּנה ִיָּוֵׁשַעְוֵעת  – καὶ χρόνος στενός ἐστι τῷ 
Ιακωβ, (8) καὶ ἀπὸ τούτου σωθήσεται in the context of a salvation oracle (37[30]:7), or

as an appositional phrase  ְּפַקְדִּתיוֵעתִּכי ֵאיד ֵעָׂשו ֵהֵבאִתי ָעָליו  – ὅτι δύσκολα ἐποίησεν·
ἤγαγον ἐπ᾿ αὐτὸν ἐν χρόνῳ, ᾧ ἐπεσκεψάμην ἐπ᾿ αὐτόν (29[49]:9). The last case 

attests some differences between the Greek and Hebrew texts, but the equivalence of ֵעת
and χρόνος is clear. Eight of these cases occur in Jer a’, all rendered by either καιρός or 

ὥριμος, and two cases occur in Jer b’, both rendered by χρόνος.

The Greek renderings of ֵעת display a clear difference between Jer a’ and Jer b’:
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Jer a’ Jer b’ Total

καιρός 25 – 25

ὥριμος 1 – 1

χρόνος – 3 3

Table 32. Renderings of ֵעת in Jer LXX.

The equivalent καιρός is used in all cases in Jer a’ save for one, which is rendered by 

ὥριμος. These cases include those with the prefixed prepositions ְב and ְל and those 
without a preposition that function either as predicate nominatives, as direct objects or 
appositional phrases. The equivalent χρόνος is used in Jer b’ in similar contexts: once it 

renders ֵעת with the preposition ְב, and twice it renders ֵעת without a preposition, once 
each in the functions of a predicate nominative and of an appositional phrase. The 
difference in equivalents used regardless of the similarities in content and syntax 
between Jer a’ and Jer b’ allow a different characterization of the translations in Jer a’ 
and Jer b’.

The evidence derived from the renderings of ֵעת for a revision in Jer b’ is clear cut, 

as the equivalents καιρός and χρόνος do not overlap each other in the respective halves 
of the translation and yet are used to render similar and identical expressions. The low 
number of occurrences in Jer b’, however, might be seen as detrimental to a revisional 
theory, but this objection is fettered by the fact that nowhere else in the LXX is χρόνος 

used as a rendering of ֵעת, defining these renderings as unique.

צוה .6.20
Thackeray mentions the renderings of צוה among his evidence for two translators in Jer 

LXX and notes that ἐντέλλομαι is the equivalent in both parts of the book and that 

συντάσσω is used eight times in Jer b’.830 Tov also mentions this data, and concludes 

that συντάσσω is the revised equivalent and that ἐντέλλομαι in Jer b’ is a “remnant of 
the OG.”831 Pietersma and Saunders critique Tov’s argument by claiming that the books 

830 Thackeray 1903, 250.
831 Tov 1976, 102.
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of the Pentateuch employ similar variation between the two equivalents and that the 
variation is not formal but semantic, that is, based on the context in which it is used. 
They make a distinction between ἐντέλλομαι being used to express authoritative and 

official commands or commissions, and συντάσσω being used for mundane 
instructions.832

The verb צוה means ’to command,’ ’to give an order’ or ’to instruct.’ In the LXX, 

this verb is rendered mainly by ἐντέλλομαι or by compound forms of the verb τάσσω, 

such as συντάσσω and προστάσσω. Ἐντέλλομαι, which is the most common of the 

renderings, is an obvious semantic match to צוה, meaning simply ’to command.’ 

Συντάσσω and προστάσσω are more infrequent, but also do not correspond to the 

meaning of צוה as directly as does ἐντέλλομαι. Προστάσσω has a specific function with
the meaning ’to command’ or ’to order,’ but it is equally used to signify ’to place,’ ’to 
attach to’ or ’to appoint.’ Συντάσσω, on the other hand, in Greek literature, generally 
refers to the ordering of military troops for battle, and by extension is used in other 
contexts as well to denote arranging or composing. In certain instances it is used to 
mean ’to order’ or ’to command,’ but not very often. In Jer LXX, ἐντέλλομαι is the 

common rendering of צוה. Συντάσσω occurs as an alternative in Jer b’ on eight 
occasions.

Ἐντέλλομαι is used 27 times as the rendering of 833.צוה In 17 cases, the subject is 
YHWH, and in 10 cases the subject is human.

  אֹוָתם ֵלאֹמר ִׁשְמעּו ְבקֹוִלי ְוָהִייִתי ָלֶכםִצִּויִתיִּכי ִאם־ֶאת־ַהָּדָבר ַהֶּזה  7:23
  ֶאְתֶכם ְלַמַעןֲאַצֶּוהֵלאֹלִהים ְוַאֶּתם ִּתְהיּו־ִלי ְלָעם ַוֲהַלְכֶּתם ְּבָכל־ַהֶּדֶרְך ֲאֶׁשר 

ἀλλ᾿ ἢ τὸ ῥῆμα τοῦτο ἐνετειλάμην αὐτοῖς λέγων Ἀκούσατε τῆς – ִייַטב ָלֶכם
φωνῆς μου, καὶ ἔσομαι ὑμῖν εἰς θεόν, καὶ ὑμεῖς ἔσεσθέ μοι εἰς λαόν· καὶ 
πορεύεσθε ἐν πάσαις ταῖς ὁδοῖς μου, αἷς ἂν ἐντείλωμαι ὑμῖν, ὅπως ἂν εὖ ᾖ 
ὑμῖν

832 Pietersma and Saunders 2009, 878.
833 Jer LXX Jer 1:7, 17; 7:22, 23(2x), 31; 11:4(2x); 13:5-6; 14:14; 17:22; 19:5; 23:32; 27:21; 28:59; 29:7; 
39:23; 42:6, 10, 14, 18; 43:5, 8, 26; 45:10 and 27.
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־ָלּה ֶאל־ַאְׁשְקלֹון ְוֶאל־חֹוף ַהָּים ָׁשם ְיָעָדּהִצָּוהֵאיְך ִּתְׁשקִֹטי ַויהָוה  7:(47)29  – 
πῶς ἡσυχάσει; καὶ κύριος ἐνετείλατο αὐτῇ ἐπὶ τὴν Ἀσκαλῶνα καὶ ἐπὶ τὰς
παραθαλασσίους, ἐπὶ τὰς καταλοίπους, ἐπεγερθῆναι

  ֶאת־ָּבָניו ְלִבְלִּתיִצָּוההּוַקם ֶאת־ִּדְבֵרי ְיהֹוָנָדב ֶּבן־ֵרָכב ֲאֶׁשר־ 14:(35)42
 ἔστησαν ῥῆμα υἱοὶ Ιωναδαβ υἱοῦ – ְׁשתֹות־ַיִין ְולֹא ָׁשתּו ַעד־ַהּיֹום ַהֶּזה
Ρηχαβ, ὃ ἐνετείλατο τοῖς τέκνοις αὐτοῦ πρὸς τὸ μὴ πιεῖν οἶνον, καὶ οὐκ 
ἐπίοσαν

 –  ִיְרְמָיהּו ֶאת־ָּברּוְך ֵלאֹמר ֲאִני ָעצּור לֹא אּוַכל ָלבֹוא ֵּבית ְיהָוהַוְיַצֶּוה 5:(36)43
καὶ ἐνετείλατο Ιερεμίας τῷ Βαρουχ λέγων Ἐγὼ φυλάσσομαι, οὐ μὴ 
δύνωμαι εἰσελθεῖν εἰς οἶκον κυρίου

When YHWH is the subject of the verb, the grammatical form is mainly that of the first 
person (example 7:23).834 The verb is in the third person twice (13:5 and 29[47]:7) and 
in the second person once (39[32]:23). When humans are the subject, the grammatical 
form is always in the third person (examples 42[35]:14 and 43[36]:5).835 This 
equivalence occurs 16 times in Jer a’. In 15 of these cases, YHWH is the subject and 
only once is Jeremiah the subject. There are eleven cases in Jer b’. YHWH is the subject
only twice, and humans are the subject in nine cases.

The rendering συντάσσω occurs eight times,836 each of which is found in Jer b’.

  ְיהָוה ְלַדֵּברִצָּוהַוְיִהי ְּכַכּלֹות ִיְרְמָיהּו ְלַדֵּבר ֵאת ָּכל־ֲאֶׁשר־ 8:(26)33
 καὶ ἐγένετο Ιερεμίου παυσαμένου λαλοῦντος πάντα, ἃ – ֶאל־ָּכל־ָהָעם
συνέταξεν αὐτῷ κύριος λαλῆσαι παντὶ τῷ λαῷ,

 ַוִּיְבנּו ֶאת־ָּבמֹות ַהַּבַעל ֲאֶׁשר ְּבֵגיא ֶבן־ִהֹּנם ְלַהֲעִביר ֶאת־ְּבֵניֶהם 35:(32)39
 καὶ ᾠκοδόμησαν –  ְולֹא ָעְלָתה ַעל־ִלִּביִצִּויִתיםְוֶאת־ְּבנֹוֵתיֶהם ַלֹּמֶלְך ֲאֶׁשר לֹא־

τοὺς βωμοὺς τῆς Βααλ τοὺς ἐν φάραγγι υἱοῦ Εννομ τοῦ ἀναφέρειν τοὺς 
υἱοὺς αὐτῶν καὶ τὰς θυγατέρας αὐτῶν τῷ βασιλεῖ, ἃ οὐ συνέταξα αὐτοῖς 
καὶ οὐκ ἀνέβη ἐπὶ καρδίαν μου

 καὶ –  ַהֶּמֶלְך ִצְדִקָּיהּו ַוַּיְפִקדּו ֶאת־ִיְרְמָיהּו ַּבֲחַצר ַהַּמָּטָרהַוְיַצֶּוה 21:(37)44
συνέταξεν ὁ βασιλεὺς καὶ ἐνεβάλοσαν αὐτὸν εἰς αὐλὴν τῆς φυλακῆς 

834 Jer LXX Jer 1:7, 17; 7:22, 23(2x), 31; 11:4(2x); 13:5-6; 14:14; 17:22; 19:5; 23:32 and 27:21.
835 Jer LXX 28:59; 42:6, 10, 14, 18; 43:5, 8, 26; 45:10 and 27.
836 Jer LXX 33:2, 8; 34:3; 36:23; 39:13, 35; 41:22 and 44:21.
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In five of the eight cases, YHWH is the subject of the verb, mostly in the grammatical 
form of the first person (33[26]:2, 36[29]:23, 39[32]:35 and 41[34]:22 [a participle]), 
but also in the form of the third person (33[26]:8). Only on three occasions is the subject
someone other than YHWH. In these cases it is Jeremiah in 39(32):13 and 34:3(27:4) 
and king Zedekiah in 44(37):21. The variant reading ἐντέλλομαι is attested only in 

39(32):35 by L’, but the hexaplaric material attests ἐντέλλομαι for 39(32):13, 41(34):22 
and 44(37):21.837

The distribution of the two renderings of צוה in Jer LXX is displayed in table 33.

Jer a’ Jer b’ Total

ἐντέλλομαι 16 11 27

συντάσσω - 8 8

Total 16 19 35

Table 33. Renderings of צוה in Jer LXX.

The most obvious difference between the two halves of the book is the use of συντάσσω
in Jer b’ and its complete absence in Jer a’. This equivalent is used in Jer b’ most often 
when YHWH is the subject, which may very well be the catalyst for using it. In Jer a’, 
similar cases are all rendered by ἐντέλλομαι, as table 34. indicates. The stark contrast 

between the use of ἐντέλλομαι in Jer a’ to render all cases of צוה and the incorporation 

of συντάσσω in nearly half the cases in Jer b’ contributes to the differenct 
characterization of the two halves.

Jer a’ Jer b’ Total

ἐντέλλομαι 15 2 17

συντάσσω - 5 5

Total 15 7 22

Table 34. Renderings of צוה in Jer LXX in cases where YHWH is the subject .

A further characteristic of Jer b’ is that it mainly employs ἐντέλλομαι to render cases in 

which human beings are the subject of the verb צוה. This accounts for nine out of 

837 In addition, the Hexaplaric additions in cases where the LXX lacks a representation of the Hebrew all 
attest ἐντέλλομαι: Jer MT 11:8; 35:8, 16 and 39:11. 
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twelve cases in Jer b’, and צוה is rendered by συντάσσω the other three times that its 

subject is human.838 Jer b’ prefers the equivalent συντάσσω when the subject of the verb 

is YHWH (in 5 out of 7 cases) and prefers ἐντέλλομαι in other cases of the verb. This is 
a significant difference in comparison to Jer a’, and may be considered evidence for a 
revision of the translation. The reviser intends to distinguish between the agent of the 
commands through his choice of equivalents, a character that is not present in Jer a’. 

A particular distinction between Jer a’ and Jer b’ can be seen in the renderings of 

 that denote YHWH’s accusation that the people have performed actions which he צוה
did not command them, and which have angered him. These are all rendered by 
ἐντέλλομαι in Jer a’ (7:31; 14:14; 19:5; 23:32 and 7:22, which is only grammatically 

similar) and by συντάσσω in Jer b’ (33[26]:2, 8;36[29]:23; 39[32]:35 and 41[34]:22). 

There is also a degree of similarity in Jer b’ between the contexts in which צוה is 

rendered by ἐντέλλομαι and the contexts in which it is rendered by συντάσσω. When 
Jeremiah is the subject of the verb, both equivalents are used when he commands 
Baruch to perform an action (συντάσσω in 39[32]:13 and ἐντέλλομαι in 43[36]:5). 
These two features, the distinction between Jer a’ and Jer b’ regarding the subject of the 
verb and the similarity within Jer b’ regarding Jeremiah as the subject, speak against the 
notion that a single translator is making a distinction based on the context in which the 
word is used.

רפא .6.21
Thackeray and Tov both refer to the translations of רפא in their arguments for 

bisectioning the translation.839 Thackeray mentions that ἰάομαι is the equivalent in Jer 

a’, and that it occurs seven times. Ἰατρεύω is the rendering in Jer b’, and it occurs a total
of four times in Jer LXX, three of which are in Jer b’ and one in Jer a’. Tov’s figures are 
in agreement with Thackeray’s, but Tov adds that the rendering in Jer b’ is more rare in 
the LXX as a whole than the rendering in Jer a’.

838 When the subject of צוה is human in Jer b’, Ἐντέλλομαι is employed in 42(35):6, 10, 14, 18; 43(36):5,
8, 26; 45(38):10 and 27, and συντάσσω is used in 39(32):13; 34:3(27:4) and 44(37):21.
839 Thackeray 1903, 248; Tov 1976, 99.
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means ’to heal.’ In Jer LXX, this verb is rendered by two different Greek verbs רפא

and one noun, which are ἰάομαι, ἰατρεύω and ἰατρός. The first of these, ἰάομαι, means 
’to cure’ or ’to heal,’ but it can also refer to the process, ’to treat,’ or the attempt to heal. 
Ἰατρεύω is similar, but with a stronger emphasis on the practice of medicine as part of 
the treatment. The noun denotes a phycisian.

Ἰάομαι is the main rendering of רפא in Jer a’, occurring eight times, and it does not
occur in Jer b’. This rendering is used in two different contexts.

 καὶ –  ֶאת־ֶׁשֶבר ַעִּמי ַעל־ְנַקָּלה ֵלאֹמר ָׁשלֹום ָׁשלֹום ְוֵאין ָׁשלֹוםַוְיַרְּפאּו 6:14
ἰῶντο τὸ σύντριμμα τοῦ λαοῦ μου ἐξουθενοῦντες καὶ λέγοντες Εἰρήνη 
εἰρήνη· καὶ ποῦ ἐστιν εἰρήνη

 ,ἴασαί με –  הֹוִׁשיֵעִני ְוִאָּוֵׁשָעה ִּכי ְתִהָּלִתי ָאָּתהְוֵאָרֵפא ְיהָוה ְרָפֵאִני 17:14
κύριε, καὶ ἰαθήσομαι· σῶσόν με, καὶ σωθήσομαι· ὅτι καύχημά μου σὺ εἶ

 ְוָאַמְרָּת ֲאֵליֶהם ּכֹה־ָאַמר ְיהָוה ְצָבאֹות ָּכָכה ֶאְׁשּבֹר ֶאת־ָהָעם ַהֶּזה 19:11
 –  עֹודְלֵהָרֵפהְוֶאת־ָהִעיר ַהּזֹאת ַּכֲאֶׁשר ִיְׁשּבֹר ֶאת־ְּכִלי ַהּיֹוֵצר ֲאֶׁשר לֹא־יּוַכל 

καὶ ἐρεῖς Τάδε λέγει κύριος Οὕτως συντρίψω τὸν λαὸν τοῦτον καὶ τὴν 
πόλιν ταύτην, καθὼς συντρίβεται ἄγγος ὀστράκινον, ὃ οὐ δυνήσεται 
ἰαθῆναι ἔτι

Ἰάομαι is used three times to render qal forms of רפא. These are in 3:22, 6:14 and 
17:14. These cases denote the treatment rather than the result. Jer 6:14 especially 
references the wrong type of treatment applied by the prophets and priests of Jerusalem. 
Jer 3:22, however, is more of a promise of healing, which also hints at the result.

The other five cases render niph’al forms of רפא and refer to the result of the 
healing treatment. In only one case (17:14) does the word refer to the positive outcome 
of treatment. In three cases the notion is that the subject has not been healed (15:18, 
19:11 and 28[51]:9), and once the outcome is left open to possibility (28[51]:8), though 
the following verse indicates that the attempt was not successful.

The equivalent ἰατρεύω is used on four occasions.840 One is in Jer a’, and three are 
in Jer b’. This word is rare in the Septuagint, and only occurs four times outside of Jer 
(twice in 4 Rgns and twice in 2 Chron).

840 Jer 28(51):9; 37(30):13, 17 and 40(33):6.
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 ἰατρεύσαμεν τὴν Βαβυλῶνα, καὶ –  ֶאת־ָּבֶבל ְולֹא ִנְרָּפָתהִרִּפאנּו 9:(51)28
οὐκ ἰάθη

 οὐκ ἔστι κρίνων κρίσιν –  ְּתָעָלה ֵאין ָלְךְרֻפאֹותֵאין־ָּדן ִּדיֵנְך ְלָמזֹור  13:(30)37
σου, εἰς ἀλγηρὸν ἰατρεύθης, ὠφέλεια οὐκ ἔστι σοι

  ְוִגֵּליִתי ָלֶהם ֲעֶתֶרת ָׁשלֹוםּוְרָפאִתיםִהְנִני ַמֲעֶלה־ָּלּה ֲאֻרָכה ּוַמְרֵּפא  6:(33)40
Ἰδοὺ ἐγὼ ἀνάγω αὐτῇ συνούλωσιν καὶ ἴαμα καὶ φανερώσω αὐτοῖς – ֶוֱאֶמת
καὶ ἰατρεύσω αὐτὴν καὶ ποιήσω αὐτοῖς εἰρήνην καὶ πίστιν

Example 28(51):9 contains both the equivalents ἰατρεύω and ἰάομαι. In this case the 
distinction may be intentional, since the first verb (pi’el) describes the treatment, 
rendered by ἰατρεύω, and the second describes the result (niph’al), rendered by ἰάομαι. 
In the other three cases, such a distinction is not so clear. Jer 37(30):17 and 40(33):6 
contain similar wording, and the verb is active in both cases, possibly signifying the 
treatment process. In 37(30):13, the rendering ἰατρεύθης represents an understanding of 

 was ו as a verb form instead of the noun attested by MT. The vowel letter רפאות
possibly missing from the Vorlage. The rendering is in the passive voice, which suggests
that the meaning is rather the result than the treatment.

The noun ἰατρός ’physician’ renders the verb רפא on one occasion in Jer LXX.

 –  ֵאין ָׁשם ִּכי ַמּדּוַע לֹא ָעְלָתה ֲאֻרַכת ַּבת־ַעִּמירֵֹפאַהֳצִרי ֵאין ְּבִגְלָעד ִאם־ 8:22
μὴ ῥητίνη οὐκ ἔστιν ἐν Γαλααδ, ἢ ἰατρὸς οὐκ ἔστιν ἐκεῖ; διὰ τί οὐκ ἀνέβη 
ἴασις θυγατρὸς λαοῦ μου

The passage contains a lament for the lack of treatment for the ailments of the land. The 
verb is in the participle form, signifying the agent of healing, and therefore the rendering
is suitable to the context.

The distribution of these renderings within Jer LXX is as follows:

Jer a’ Jer b’ Total

ἰάομαι 8 - 8

ἰατρεύω 1 3 4

ἰατρός 1 - 1

Total 10 3 13

Table 35. Renderings of רפא in Jer LXX.

325



The cases translated in Jer a’ and Jer b’ consist of both active qal forms and passive 
niph’al forms, and there seems to be no distinction between cases that signify the 
treatment of an ailment and those that signify the result of treatment. Though there are 

only three instances of רפא in the Vorlage of Jer b’, the absence of ἰάομαι, the usual 
equivalent in the LXX, is noteworthy. In addition to this, the use of the rare equivalent 
ἰατρεύω serves to set Jer b’ apart from other sections of the LXX, including Jer a’, with 
regard to its translation character.

ׁשֹד and ׁשדד .6.22
The translations of the verb ׁשדד and the noun ׁשֹד are included in both Thackeray and 
Tov’s841 lists of strong evidence for bisectioning Jer LXX. The verb occurs more often 
than the noun and is therefore given more weight by both scholars. Thackeray identifies 
ταλαιπωρέω as the verb equivalent used in Jer a’ and ὄλλυμι as the equivalent in Jer b’. 

He notes that shared equivalents between the two halves are the related verbs ὀλεθρεύω 

and ἐξολεθρεύω, which occur five times. Tov adds that the root ταλαιπωρ- and its 

derivatives do not match the meaning of ׁשדד, which is the reason for the equivalent to 
be subject to revision.

Pietersma briefly addresses this item of vocabulary,842 and posits that the 
equivalents do not support bisectioning. He admits that this example “shows slightly 
more discontinuity between the [...] two halves” than some of Tov’s other examples, but 
goes on to suggest that it also attests to discontinuity within each half of Jer LXX.

 is not multifaceted in meaning and signifies ’to destroy’ or ’to devastate.’ In ׁשדד

Jer LXX, it has been rendered by several different equivalents. These are ταλαιπωρέω, 

ὄλλυμι, ἀπόλλυμι, and (ἐξ)ολεθρεύω. The nominal forms of the verb are also rendered 

by different means in Jer LXX. The equivalents of ׁשֹד are ταλαιπωρία and ὄλεθρος, as 

are also the equivalents of the participle ׁשֵֹדד. The semantic field of ταλαιπωρέω is not 

exactly the same as ׁשדד. It rather refers to enduring hardship or distress, or to doing 

841 Thackeray 1903, 249; Tov 1976, 47–48. Soderlund (1985, 170–171) also discusses ׁשדד and its 
renderings. He concurs that the evidence supports bisectioning, but is indecisive whether the evidence 
points toward two translators or to a reviser. 
842 Pietersma 2009, http://ccat.sas.upenn.edu/nets/edition/ieremias-excursus.pdf (2.3.2018).
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hard work. The noun ταλαιπωρία is similar in meaning: ’hardship,’ ’pain’ or ’hard 

labor.’ Ἐξολεθρεύω and the noun derived from it, ὄλεθρος, are more closer in meaning 

to ׁשדד. The verb denotes ’to destroy,’ while the noun denotes ’destruction’ and ’ruin.’ 

Ὄλλυμι and ἀπόλλυμι are similarly good semantic matches of ׁשדד, as they too refer to 
destroying.

The noun ׁשֹד occurs three times in Jer and has an equivalent each time in the LXX 
(6:7, 20:8 and 31[48]:3). The cases in the first half of the book are part of the word pair 

The .ֶאְקָרא and ִיָּׁשַמע violence and destruction,” and are objects of the verbs“ ָחָמס ָוׁשֹד

noun ׁשֹד is rendered by ταλαιπωρία in both cases. In Jer b’, the one occurrence of ׁשֹד 

is translated by ὄλεθρος:  ָוֶׁשֶבר ָּגדֹולׁשֹדקֹול ְצָעָקה ֵמחֹרֹוָנִים  – ὅτι φωνὴν κεκραγότων 
ἐξ Ωρωναιμ, ὄλεθρον καὶ σύντριμμα μέγα.

The verb ׁשדד mainly occurs in two forms in Jer, one being the qal active participle

It occurs in other forms only a few times. The .ֻׁשַּדד and the other the pu’al perfect ׁשֵֹדד
pu’al form occurs a total of ten times. Five of these have equivalents in Jer a’ and five in
Jer b’.843

  ֹאָהַלי ֶרַגעֻׁשְּדדּו ָּכל־ָהָאֶרץ ִּפְתֹאם ֻׁשְּדָדהֶׁשֶבר ַעל־ֶׁשֶבר ִנְקָרא ִּכי  4:20
 καὶ ταλαιπωρία συντριμμὸν ἐπικαλεῖται, ὅτι τεταλαιπώρηκε – ְיִריעָֹתי
πᾶσα ἡ γῆ· ἄφνω τεταλαιπώρηκεν ἡ σκηνή, διεσπάσθησαν αἱ δέρρεις μου

ἡ σκηνή μου ἐταλαιπώρησε, καὶ πᾶσαι –  ְוָכל־ֵמיָתַרי ִנָּתקּוֻׁשָּדדָאֳהִלי  10:20
αἱ δέρρεις μου διεσπάσθησαν

 ִּכי־ֲאִני ָחַׂשְפִּתי ֶאת־ֵעָׂשו ִּגֵּליִתי ֶאת־ִמְסָּתָריו ְוֶנְחָּבה לֹא יּוָכל (49:10)29:11
 ὅτι ἐγὼ κατέσυρα τὸν Ησαυ, ἀνεκάλυψα –  ַזְרעֹו ְוֶאָחיו ּוְׁשֵכָניו ְוֵאיֶנּנּוֻׁשַּדד

τὰ κρυπτὰ αὐτῶν, κρυβῆναι οὐ μὴ δύνωνται· ὤλοντο ἐπίχειρα ἀδελφοῦ 
αὐτοῦ καὶ γείτονος αὐτοῦ, καὶ οὐκ ἔστιν

־ַעיֻׁשְּדָדהֵהיִליִלי ֶחְׁשּבֹון ִּכי  3:(49)30  – ἀλάλαξον, Εσεβων, ὅτι ὤλετο Γαι

Each of these cases occurs in the context of an oracle of doom, either addressed to Judah

or to the nations. They occur mostly in כי clauses (e.g. 4:20 and 30[49]:3), but a few are 
in other clauses (e.g. 10:20 and 29:11[49:10]). The renderings of these forms are divided

843 Jer a 4:13, 4:20(2x); 9:19(18); 10:20; Jer b 29:11(49:10); 30(49):3; 31(48):1, 15 and 20.
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evenly between the two halves of Jer LXX, and each renders similar constructions in the
Hebrew text. The equivalent is ταλαιπωρέω five times in Jer a’ and ὄλλυμι five times in 
Jer b’.

The participle forms of ׁשדד are mostly used as agent nouns (nomen agentis),844 but

occur three times as the verb in the phrase ִּכי־ׁשֵֹדד ְיהָוה, whose object, expressed with 

the particle ֶאת, is either Babylon (28[51]:55), the Philistines (29[47]:4) or a pasture 

(32:22[25:36]). In each of these three cases ׁשֵֹדד is rendered by ὀλεθρεύω or 

ἐξολεθρεύω. The agent nouns usually function as subjects and occur in the masculine 
singular form in all but two instances (12:12 and 28[51]:53).

ὅτι ἐξαίφνης ἥξει ταλαιπωρία ἐφ᾿ ἡμᾶς –  ָעֵלינּוַהּׁשֵֹדדִּכי ִפְתֹאם ָיבֹא  6:26

 ἐπήγαγον ἐπὶ μητέρα –  ַּבָּצֳהָרִיםׁשֵֹדדֵהֵבאִתי ָלֶהם ַעל־ֵאם ָּבחּור  15:8
νεανίσκου ταλαιπωρίαν ἐν μεσημβρίᾳ

ׁשְֹדִדיםִּכי־ַתֲעֶלה ָבֶבל ַהָּׁשַמִים ְוִכי ְתַבֵּצר ְמרֹום ֻעָּזּה ֵמִאִּתי ָיבֹאּו  53:(51)28  
ὅτι ἐὰν ἀναβῇ Βαβυλὼν ὡς ὁ οὐρανὸς καὶ ὅτι ἐὰν ὀχυρώσῃ – ָלּה ְנֻאם־ְיהָוה
ὕψος ἰσχύος αὐτῆς, παρ᾿ ἐμοῦ ἥξουσιν ἐξολεθρεύοντες αὐτήν, λέγει κύριος

καὶ ἥξει ὄλεθρος ἐπὶ πᾶσαν πόλιν –  ֶאל־ָּכל־ִעירׁשֵֹדדְוָיבֹא  8:(48)31

 ὅτι ὤλετο Μωαβ, ἀνέβη –  מֹוָאב ָעָלה ָבְך ִׁשֵחת ִמְבָצָרִיְךׁשֵֹדדִּכי־ 18:(48)31
εἰς σὲλυμαινόμενος ὀχύρωμά σου

The singular forms of ׁשֵֹדד are rendered homogenously within the two halves of Jer 

LXX: ταλαιπωρία in Jer a’ (3x, e.g. 6:26 and 15:8) and ὄλεθρος in Jer b’ (2x, e.g. 
31[48]:8). The only exception to this is 31(48):18, which the translator has understood 

as ֻׁשַּדד and rendered as ὄλλυμι, which is in accord with the other equivalents of ֻׁשַּדד in 

Jer b’.845 The two plural forms of ׁשֵֹדד are rendered by participles, ταλαιπωροῦντες in 

12:12 and ἐξολεθρεύοντες in 28(51):53.

The final three occurrences of ׁשדד are rendered by other means:

ְיָׁשְדֵדםְזֵאב ֲעָרבֹות  5:6  – καὶ λύκος ἕως τῶν οἰκιῶν ὠλέθρευσεν αὐτούς

844 Jer 6:26; 12:12; 15:9; 28(51):53, 56; 31(48):8, 18 and 32.
845 Cf. examples of renderings in Jer b’ above.
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ἐν τῇ ἡμέρᾳ τῇ ἐρχομένῃ –  ֶאת־ָּכל־ְּפִלְׁשִּתיםִלְׁשדֹודַעל־ַהּיֹום ַהָּבא  4:(47)29
τοῦ ἀπολέσαι πάντας τοὺς ἀλλοφύλους

 Οὕτως –  ֶאת־ְּבֵני־ֶקֶדםְוָׁשְדדּוּכֹה ָאַמר ְיהָוה קּומּו ֲעלּו ֶאל־ֵקָדר  (49:28)30:6
εἶπε κύριος Ἀνάστητε καὶ ἀνάβητε ἐπὶ Κηδαρ καὶ πλήξατε τοὺς υἱοὺς 
Κεδεμ

Πλήσσω, which means ’to strike’ or ’to smite,’ and ἀπόλλυμι ’lay waste’ are unique 

renderings in Jer LXX. The other equivalent, ὀλεθρεύω, is used a few times throughout 
the translation.

A significant difference between Jer a’ and Jer b’ is evident in the renderings of the 

pu’al form ֻׁשַּדד: 

Jer a’ Jer b’ Total

ταλαιπωρέω 5 – 5

ὄλλυμι – 6 6

Table 36. Renderings of the Pu’al form ֻׁשַּדד in Jer LXX.846

The equivalent ταλαιπωρέω is found in each case in Jer a’, and ὄλλυμι is found in each 
case in Jer b’. A similar situation can be observed regarding the renderings of the 

participle form ׁשֵֹדד when it functions as an agent noun:

Jer a’ Jer b’ Total

ταλαιπωρία /

ταλαιπωροῦντες
4 – 4

ἐξολεθρεύοντες 1 – 1

ὄλεθρος – 2 2

Table 37. Renderings of the participle ׁשֵֹדד when it functions as an agent noun in Jer LXX.847

The singular forms of the agent noun ׁשֵֹדד are rendered by ταλαιπωρία in Jer a’ and by 

ὄλεθρος in Jer b’. The two plural forms, both of which occur in Jer a’, are rendered by 

ταλαιπωροῦντες and ἐξολεθρεύοντες. The use of the word pair ταλαιπωρέω and 

846 The case of ׁשֵֹדד = ὄλλυμι in 31(48):18 is included in this chart, as the translation clearly reflects the 
reading ֻׁשַּדד. For discussion on this case, cf. above.

847 These totals do not include the case of ׁשֵֹדד = ὄλλυμι in 31(48):18.
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ταλαιπωρία in Jer a’ is in clear contrast with the equivalents used in Jer b’, ὄλλυμι and 

ὄλεθρος, which are employed in similar contexts. The use of this evidence by both 
Thackeray and Tov is warranted, as the translation character of the two halves differs 

with regard to their treatment of the verb ׁשדד. Pietersma’s position that the renderings 
evince discontinuity between the two halves only pertains to the renderings in Jer a’, 
where the equivalents ὀλεθρεύω and ἐξολεθρεύω are twice used to render participle 

forms of ׁשדד instead of the usual ταλαιπωρία. Jer b’ consistently renders all cases of 

 either as an agent noun or as a ,ׁשֵֹדד pu’al with ὄλλυμι and cases of the participle ׁשדד

predicate, with ὄλεθρος or ὀλεθρεύω. The two other forms of the verb ׁשדד that occur in 

Jer b’ (in 29[47]:4 and 30:6[49:28]) are rendered by ἀπόλλυμι and πλήσσω. The 
inconsistency in the OG migh well have served as a motive for the reviser to apply his 
preferred equivalent with more consistency.

ׁשכן .6.23
Both Thackeray and Tov list the translations of ׁשכן among their evidence for 

bisectioning Jer LXX.848 Thackeray identifies κατασκηνόω as the equivalent in Jer a’ 

and καταλύω as the equivalent in Jer b’, and Tov does the same. Tov adds that καταλύω
is the rarer equivalent of the two in the LXX. Tov categorizes this difference in the 
category of synonymous renditions. In addition, Tov proposes that the root καταλυ- was
“cherised” by the reviser since it is employed as a rendering of several Hebrew words in
Jer b’.

Soderlund discusses this equivalence in his study849 and notes that ׁשכן is also 

rendered by the equivalents κατοικίζω in Jer a’ and οἰκέω in Jer b’. Based on this, he 
criticizes Tov’s claim that the unrevised equivalents in Jer b’ must have been 
κατασκηνόω. He also presents cases in Jer a’ in which the root καταλυ- is used, though 
as a rendering of other terms, to show that it is not a point of distinction between Jer a’ 
and Jer b’. Soderlund’s conclusion is that this equivalence cannot be used to make a 
distinction between a reviser and a second translator.

848 Thackeray 1903, 249; Tov 1976, 94.
849 Soderlund 1985, 177–179.
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 is a verb that means, in the qal form, ’to settle’ or ’to reside.’ In other verbal ׁשכן

stems, particularly pi’el and hiph’il, it acquires a causative sense. In Jer LXX, ׁשכן is 

rendered by κατοικίζω, κατασκηνόω, οἰκέω and καταλύω. The first three equivalents 
are similar to one another as they all bear the meaning ’to settle.’ Slight differences are 
to be found in their use, however. Κατοικίζω includes an emphasis on the initial phase 

of settlement, the establishing of such, and κατασκηνόω has a more specific use to 

signify the taking up quarters or encamping. Οἰκέω mainly means ’to inhabit’ or ’to 

dwell.’ Καταλύω, on the other hand, generally means ’to put down,’ ’to bring to an end’ 
or ’to destroy,’ and is used in many different contexts to this end.850 It is less frequently 
used in the sense of taking up quarters or lodging, which must be the meaning intended 
by the translators of the Pentateuch and the historical books where it is used to render 

the verb לין ’to stay overnight.’ In Jer LXX, Jer a’ attests κατοικίζω and κατασκηνόω as 

equivalents of ׁשכן, and Jer b’ attests καταλύω and οἰκέω.

The rendering κατοικίζω is employed twice.

ַוֲאַׁשְּכָנהּכֹה־ָאַמר ְיהָוה ְצָבאֹות ֱאֹלֵהי ִיְׂשָרֵאל ֵהיִטיבּו ַדְרֵכיֶכם ּוַמַעְלֵליֶכם  7:3  
 τάδε λέγει κύριος ὁ θεὸς Ισραηλ Διορθώσατε τὰς – ֶאְתֶכם ַּבָּמקֹום ַהֶּזה
ὁδοὺς ὑμῶν καὶ τὰ ἐπιτηδεύματα ὑμῶν, καὶ κατοικιῶ ὑμᾶς ἐν τῷ τόπῳ 
τούτῳ

  ֶאְתֶכם ַּבָּמקֹום ַהֶּזה ָּבָאֶרץ ֲאֶׁשר ָנַתִּתי ַלֲאבֹוֵתיֶכם ְלִמן־עֹוָלםְוִׁשַּכְנִּתי 7:7
 καὶ κατοικιῶ ὑμᾶς ἐν τῷ τόπῳ τούτῳ, ἐν τῇ γῇ, ᾗ ἔδωκα τοῖς – ְוַעד־עֹוָלם
πατράσιν ὑμῶν ἐξ αἰῶνος καὶ ἕως αἰῶνος

Both instances of the equivalence signify the establishment of the people of Judah in 

Jerusalem and Judea. These are the only two cases in which κατοικίζω renders ׁשכן in 

the LXX. Elsewhere in the LXX, the Greek verb generally renders יׁשב, as it does in Jer 
12:15 and 17:25.851 In 17:25, the meaning is “to be inhabited,” but the other instances 
are causative with YHWH as the subject.

850 LSJ sv. κατοικίζω, κατασκηνόω, οἰκέω and καταλύω.

851 The equivalent in 12:15 corresponds to the MT reading ַוֲהִׁשבִֹתים. The confusion between יׁשב and ׁשוב
must have occurred during the translation process or already in the translator's Vorlage. For an analysis of 
the renderings of יׁשב in Jer LXX, cf. sec. 6.12.
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Κατασκηνόω most often renders ׁשכן in the LXX, and does so four times in Jer.

 –  ְׁשִמי ָׁשם ָּבִראׁשֹוָנהִׁשַּכְנִּתיִּכי ְלכּו־ָנא ֶאל־ְמקֹוִמי ֲאֶׁשר ְּבִׁשילֹו ֲאֶׁשר  7:12
ὅτι πορεύθητε εἰς τὸν τόπον μου τὸν ἐν Σηλω, οὗ κατεσκήνωσα τὸ ὄνομά 
μου ἐκεῖ ἔμπροσθεν

  ָלֶבַטח ְוֶזה־ְּׁשמֹו ֲאֶׁשר־ִיְקְראֹו ְיהָוהִיְׁשּכֹןְּבָיָמיו ִּתָּוַׁשע ְיהּוָדה ְוִיְׂשָרֵאל  23:6
 ἐν ταῖς ἡμέραις αὐτοῦ σωθήσεται Ιουδας, καὶ Ισραηλ – ִצְדֵקנּו
κατασκηνώσει πεποιθώς, καὶ τοῦτο τὸ ὄνομα, ὃ καλέσει αὐτὸν [κύριος] 
Ιωσεδεκ ἐν τοῖς προφήταις

One of the four cases is causative with YHWH as the subject (7:12). This case differs 
from 7:3 and 7:7 (above) in that it is in the past tense instead of describing the future. 
The three other cases rendered by κατασκηνόω (17:6, 23:6 and 28[51]:13) signify “to 
inhabite” or “to dwell,” though the meaning “to encamp” is possible in 28(51):13.852

The equivalent καταλύω renders ׁשכן three times in Jer LXX. The Greek verb 

occurs a total of eight times in Jer, and the other cases render the verbs גור hitpolel 

 hoph’al טבע qal (28[51]:43) and עבר ,hiph’il (7:34 and 16:9) ׁשבת ,853(5:7)
(45[38]:22).854

 καὶ –  ַּבִּמְדָּברַהּׁשְֹכִניםְוֵאת ָּכל־ַמְלֵכי ֲעָרב ְוֵאת ָּכל־ַמְלֵכי ָהֶעֶרב  (25:24)32:10
πάντας τοὺς συμμείκτους τοὺς καταλύοντας ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ

 קּומּו ֲעלּו ֶאל־ּגֹוי ְׁשֵליו יֹוֵׁשב ָלֶבַטח ְנֻאם־ְיהָוה לֹא־ְדָלַתִים (49:31)30:9
ִיְׁשּכֹנּוְולֹא־ְבִריַח לֹו ָּבָדד   – ἀνάστηθι καὶ ἀνάβηθι ἐπ᾿ ἔθνος εὐσταθοῦν 

καθήμενον εἰς ἀναψυχήν, οἷς οὔκ εἰσι θύραι, οὐ βάλανοι, [οὐ μοχλοί,] 
μόνοι καταλύουσι

In all three cases (29:17[49:16] in addition to the above examples), the meaning of the 
verb is “to abide,” or possibly “to lodge.” In each case the subject of the verb is one of 
the nations in the OAN section (29:17[49:16] and 30:9[49]:31) or in the cup of wrath 
sequence (32:10[25:24]). Two of these instances have the hexaplaric variant 
κατασκηνόω, which is the usual rendering of the Hebrew verb in Jer a’. 

852 The LXX interprets this case according to the Qere reading ׁשַֹכְנְּת.

853 The LXX interprets the word as יתגררו instead of the MT יתגדדו.
854 Ziegler proposes the conjecture καταδύσουσιν instead of the well attested καταλύσουσιν.
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The only time that οἰκέω renders the verb ׁשכן is also in the OAN section ִעְזבּו 
 κατέλιπον τὰς πόλεις καὶ ᾤκησαν ἐν πέτραις οἱ –  ַּבֶּסַלע יְֹׁשֵבי מֹוָאבְוִׁשְכנּוָעִרים 

κατοικοῦντες Μωαβ (31[48]:28). The translator possibly confused the Hebrew verb 

with יׁשב since οἰκέω renders יׁשב elsewhere in Jer LXX.

The renderings of ׁשכן are distributed throughout Jer LXX as follows:

Jer a’ Jer b’ Total

κατοικίζω 2 - 2

κατασκηνόω 4 - 4

καταλύω - 3 3

οἰκέω - 1 1

Total 6 4 10

Table 38. Renderings of ׁשכן in Jer LXX.

The Hebrew verb ׁשכן is rendered by four different verbs in Jer LXX, two in each half 
of the book, and none of the renderings overlap into the other half. The three causative 

uses of ׁשכן are in Jer a’, and they are rendered by the two cases of κατοικίζω and once 

by κατασκηνόω. All the other uses of the verb denote habitation, dwelling or possibly 

lodging. In such cases, Jer a’ employs κατασκηνόω each time (3) and Jer b’ employs 

καταλύω three times and οἰκέω once.

With respect to the meaning ’to lodge / inhabit / dwell,’ the equivalent in Jer a’ is 

the usual one employed elsewhere in the LXX to render ׁשכן. The equivalent of the use 
of this Hebrew term in Jer b’, however, is found only a few times elsewhere in the LXX 
(Josh 2:1, Sir 14:25, 27 and 47:12), which sets it apart from the rest of the LXX. This 

difference allows for the different characterization of the renderings of ׁשכן in Jer a’ and 
Jer b’.

Soderlund is correct in noting that the root καταλυ- is not as unique to Jer b’ as Tov 
presents it, and that based on the evidence it is difficult to determine whether this data 
supports Thackeray or Tov’s theory over the other. Nevertheless, the disctinction 
between the character of these renderings is clear, and may be used to support the 
bisectioning of the translation.
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The hexaplaric variants that are attested for these cases in Jer b’ are once more 
similar to the renderings in Jer a’. They attest the rendering κατασκηνόω two times 

when the text in Jer b’ attests καταλύω. Presumably the later translators were 

dissatisfied with καταλύω in Jer b’ and reverted the renderings to the same ones that are 
used in Jer a’.

שֺוֺן .6.24 ְמָחה and שָֺ שִֺ
The Hebrew words ָׂשׂשוֺן and ִׂשְמָחה ‘joy’ are referred to together by both Thackeray 
and Tov to support their cases for bisectioning Jer LXX.855 Thackeray lists this data 
among the evidence that clearly marks the difference between Jer a’ and Jer b’. The 
equivalents he refers to are χαρά in Jer a’ and χαρμοσύνη (χαρμονή) in Jer b’. Tov 

presents the same evidence and adds that χαρά is a common equivalent of the two 
Hebrew terms elsewhere in the LXX, and that the equivalents in Jer b’ are rarer.

 are synonymous and mean ’joy’ or ’jubilation.’ In Jer LXX, these ִׂשְמָחה and ָׂשׂשוֺן
words are rendered by three different equivalents, which are also synonymous to a 
certain degree. Nominal forms of the verbs εὐφραίνω and χαίρω are used, together with 

their cognate forms εὐφροσύνη and χαρά. Other equivalents are χαρμονή and 

χαρμοσύνη.

Χαίρω is a frequent word in Greek literature that has many uses. It most commonly 

signifies ’to rejoice’ or ’to be glad,’ and is often used in greetings and farewells. 
Ἐυφραίνω is more limited in scope. It means simply ’to cheer’ or ’to gladden.’ Χαρά 
means ’joy’ and ’delight,’ and εὐφροσύνη means ’mirth’ and ’merriment.’ The meaning 

of χαρμονή and χαρμοσύνη is very similar. They both signify ’joy’ or ’joyfulness’ and 

’delight.’ Jer a’ employs the four equivalents εὐφραίνω, χαίρω, εὐφροσύνη and χαρά to 

render the Hebrew words ָׂשׂשוֺן and ִׂשְמָחה. Jer b’ uses εὐφραίνω and εὐφροσύνη in 

addition to χαρμονή and χαρμοσύνη, thus not employing χαίρω and χαρά.

An important aspect of the renderings of the two words ָׂשׂשוֺן and ִׂשְמָחה is the fact 
that in most cases (in five of the seven occurrences of each word) they occur parallel to 

855 Thackeray 1903, 249; Tov 1976, 95.
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each another. This is mainly because they often occur as a pair in sayings, such as קֹול 
 the voice of mirth and the voice of gladness.” The translator’s task“ ָׂשׂשֹון ְוקֹול ִׂשְמָחה
was to render these two words with fairly synonymous equivalents, and these are mainly
forms derived from the word pair χαίρω and εὐφραίνω. The equivalents do not render 
their respective Hebrew counterparts consistently, however. In three cases of sayings 

(7:34, 15:16 and 40[33]:11) εὐφραίνω and εὐφροσύνη render ָׂשׂשוֺן while χαίρω, χαρά 

and χαρμοσύνη render ִׂשְמָחה. On the other hand, in the other two cases (16:9 and 

25:10), χαρά renders ָׂשׂשוֺן and εὐφροσύνη renders ִׂשְמָחה.

The other two equivalents of ָׂשׂשוֺן are likewise mixed, and both occur in Jer b’.

 ָאז ִּתְׂשַמח ְּבתּוָלה ְּבָמחֹול ּוַבֻחִרים ּוְזֵקִנים ַיְחָּדו ְוָהַפְכִּתי ֶאְבָלם 13:(31)38
 τότε χαρήσονται παρθένοι ἐν –  ְוִנַחְמִּתים ְוִׂשַּמְחִּתים ִמיגֹוָנםְלָׂשׂשֹון

συναγωγῇ νεανίσκων, καὶ πρεσβῦται χαρήσονται, καὶ στρέψω τὸ πένθος 
αὐτῶν εἰς χαρμονὴν καὶ ποιήσω αὐτοὺς εὐφραινομένους

καὶ ἔσται –  ִלְתִהָּלה ּוְלִתְפֶאֶרת ְלכֹל ּגֹוֵיי ָהָאֶרץָׂשׂשֹוןְוָהְיָתה ִּלי ְלֵׁשם  9:(33)40
εἰς εὐφροσύνην καὶ εἰς αἴνεσιν καὶ εἰς μεγαλειότητα παντὶ τῷ λαῷ τῆς 
γῆς

In the first example (38[31]:13) the equivalent is χαρμονή, and in the second (40[33]:9) 

it is εὐφροσύνη. The context in both cases is the redemption of Israel and Jerusalem 
after their judgement, which is the cause for joyfulness. In the first example, the close 

proximity of the verb ׂשמח may influence the choice of the parallel equivalents here as 

well. For the second example (40[33]:9), the saying קֹול ָׂשׂשֹון ְוקֹול ִׂשְמָחה occurs two 

verse later, where the rendering of ָׂשׂשֹון is εὐφροσύνη, and this might have affected the 
rendering in this verse. 

The translations of the other two cases of ִׂשְמָחה are likewise mixed, and both 
occur also in Jer b’.

 συνεψήσθη –  ָוִגיל ִמַּכְרֶמל ּוֵמֶאֶרץ מֹוָאבִׂשְמָחהְוֶנֶאְסָפה  33:(48)31
χαρμοσύνη καὶ εὐφροσύνη ἐκ τῆς Μωαβίτιδος

 ὅτι –  ְוַצֲהלּו ְּברֹאׁש ַהּגֹוִיםִׂשְמָחהִּכי־כֹה ָאַמר ְיהָוה ָרּנּו ְלַיֲעקֹב  7:(31)38
οὕτως εἶπε κύριος τῷ Ιακωβ Εὐφράνθητε καὶ χρεμετίσατε ἐπὶ κεφαλὴν 
ἐθνῶν
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Here, the renderings of ִׂשְמָחה are χαρμοσύνη (31[48]:33) and εὐφραίνω (38[31]:7). In 

the first example, the translator has again used the synonymous terms χαρμοσύνη and 

εὐφροσύνη, but this time the rare noun ִגיל is in the Hebrew text. The verb גיל ’rejoice’ 
is a common word in the HB, found especially in Is, MP and Ps, but this is the only 
occurrence of either the noun or the verb in Jer. The second example does not contain 
synonymous terms, and the closest occurrence of words of rejoycing are in 38(31):12 

and 13, where εὐφραίνω renders the verbs רנן ’to rejoice / to exult’ and ׂשמח, χαίρω 

renders the verb ׂשמח, and χαρμονή renders ָׂשׂשֹון.

The distribution of the renderings of ָׂשׂשוֺן and ִׂשְמָחה are as follows.

Jer a’ Jer b’ Total

εὐφραίνω 1 1 2

εὐφροσύνη 3 2 5

χαίρω 1 - 1

χαρά 3 - 3

χαρμοσύνη and

χαρμονή
- 3 3

Total 8 6 14

Table 39. Renderings of ׁשׁשון and ׁשמחה in Jer LXX.

The main equivalent throughout Jer LXX is εὐφροσύνη, and it is used in both halves of 
the translation to render similar Hebrew cases. The difficulty in identifying any 

distinctive features between the two halves of the translation is that ָׂשׂשוֺן and ִׂשְמָחה are
generally used in parallel constructions and the renderings of the parallel terms seem to 
be used interchangeably. The main difference is that χαρά occurs as the parallel term in 

Jer a’ and χαρμοσύνη in Jer b’. No distinction can be made based on the Herbew words 

that these equivalents render because both equivalents are used to render both ָׂשׂשוֺן and 

. ִׂשְמָחה

A distinction can be made based on the rarity of the equivalent found in Jer b’. 
Χαρμοσύνη and χαρμονή are very rare in the LXX. They occur elsewhere only a few 
times in Lev, 1 Sam, Job and Bar, where they render a variety of Hebrew words 
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( ָׂשׂשוֺן ,ִׂשְמָחה ,רנן  and ׂשחק). The other equivalents that are used in Jer LXX, 

εὐφραίνω, εὐφροσύνη, χαίρω and χαρά, are quite common renderings of ָׂשׂשוֺן and 

 throughout the LXX. The use of the rare equivalents in Jer b’ strengthens its ִׂשְמָחה

characterization as different from Jer a’, while the attestation of χαρμονή in Aquila in 
Jer 31(48):33 serves to affiliate Jer b’ with a known revisional tendency.

6.25. The verb ׁשמם and the Nouns ַׁשָּמה and ְׁשָמָמה
The translations of the verb ׁשמם and the nouns ַׁשָּמה and ְׁשָמָמה are used by both 
Thackeray and Tov856 as arguments for bisectioning the book. They are also the subject 
of one of Pietersma’s more extensive analyses in which he attempts to disprove their 
significance for bisectioning the book. Thackeray includes the equivalent as part of the 

phrase ׁשום\ׁשית ַׁשָּמה “to make desolate,” which is rendered τάσσειν είς ἀφανισμόν in 

Jer a’ and τιθέναι\διδόναι εἰς ἄβατον in Jer b’. He also notes that the word ἄβατος is 
used “almost” in an abstract sense in Jer b’ as opposed to the four concrete uses in Jer a’ 
where it refers to land (γῆ) or desert (ἔρημος). Tov proposes that ἄβατος was chosen as 

a revision of ἀφανισμός because the translator considered ἄβατος to better express the 

meaning of ַׁשָּמה and ְׁשָמָמה . He further notes that, as a rendering of ַׁשָּמה and ְׁשָמָמה,

ἄβατος only occurs in Jer b’. He extends the evidence to include the renderings of the 

verb ׁשמם in the meaning ’to destroy / to be desolate,’ pointing out that it is translated 

three out of four times by ἀφανίζω in Jer a’, and that Jer b’ “innovates the 

corresponding verb ἀβατόω,” which is not used elsewhere in Greek literature.

Soderlund857 agrees that there is a “marked division” between Jer a’ and Jer b’ 
regarding the use of ἀφανισμός and ἄβατος. He questions Tov’s conclusion on whether 

ἄβατος represents the Hebrew better than ἀφανισμός and appeals to Aquila as evidence 

that even a scrupulous minded reviser chose ἀφανισμός as the equivalent for ַׁשָּמה and 
 Soderlund concludes that one cannot differentiate between the cause of the .ְׁשָמָמה
difference as deriving from a different translator or from a reviser.

856 Thackeray 1903, 248; Tov 1976, 46–47.
857 Soderlund 1985, 176–177.
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Pietersma858 argues that the use of ἄβατος as a rendering of ַׁשָּמה and ְׁשָמָמה is not 
sufficient grounds to call it a revision, and he specifically appeals to Stipp’s critique of 
Tov’s hypothesis, namely the mixed nature of Jer LXX 29 and the lack of a clear motive
for such a revision. He does not agree with Tov that ἄβατος is more representative of 

 than ἀφανισμός. He further posits that ἄβατος originates from the ְׁשָמָמה and ַׁשָּמה

same translator that translated Jer a’ and that this translator has derived the rendering 

ἄβατος from Lev 16:22, where it is used to render ְּגֵזָרה ’desolate (land).’ Pietersma 
explains that the content of Lev 16 “accords well” with Jer LXX with regard to its 
theme of exile and “promise of post-exilic renewal,” suggesting that Jer LXX sees a 
connection between the goat in Lev 16 carrying the iniquity of the Isrealites into “the 
land of Azazel” and the exile of the Judeans described in Jer. In this scheme, the use of 
ἄβατος in Jer b’ is used as a term to describe the contemporary state of the land of Judea
as a desolation after the events of the destruction of Jerusalem in 586 BCE.

The terms ׁשמם ,ַׁשָּמה  and ְׁשָמָמה are very similar to each other semantically. The 

verb ׁשמם means ’to be desolate,’ ’uninhabited’ or ’appalled.’ The noun ַׁשָּמה signifies a

’horrific’ or ’attrocious event,’ or can simply mean ’horror,’ and ְׁשָמָמה generally means
’waste’ or ’devastation.’ The greek equivalents of these words vary in Jer LXX. The 
noun ἀφανισμός means ’extermination’ or ’destruction,’ while the verb form ἀφανίζω 

can mean ’to destroy’ and ’obliterate,’ but also ’to hide’ or ’to steal.’ Ἄβατος refers to 

’untrodden’ or ’desolate’ land. Less frequent renderings are ἔρημος and the verb 

ἐρημόω. The adjective signifies ’desolate,’ ’solitary’ or ’empty,’ and the verb means ’to 

lay waste,’ ’to abandon,’ ’to leave alone’ or ’to set free.’ Finally, ἀπώλεια means 

’destruction’ or ’loss.’ The noun ἀπώλεια is used a few times, and it means 
’destruction.’

The verb ׁשמם is used in two different meanings in Jer LXX. The first, with the 
meaning ’to be appalled,’ occurs five times,859 all of which are located in Jer a’. These 
are rendered either by ἐξίστημι ’to shun’ or by σκυθρωπάζω ’to look sullen.’

858 Pietersma 2006a, 405–412.
859 Jer 2:12, 4:9, 18:16, 19:8 and 27(50):13.
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 ἐξέστη ὁ οὐρανὸς –  ָׁשַמִים ַעל־זֹאת ְוַׂשֲערּו ָחְרבּו ְמאֹד ְנֻאם־ְיהָוהׁשֹּמּו 2:12
ἐπὶ τούτῳ καὶ ἔφριξεν ἐπὶ πλεῖον σφόδρα, λέγει κύριος

  ְוִיְׁשרֹקִיּׁשֹםְוַׂשְמִּתי ֶאת־ָהִעיר ַהּזֹאת ְלַׁשָּמה ְוִלְׁשֵרָקה ּכֹל עֵֹבר ָעֶליָה  19:8
 καὶ κατατάξω τὴν πόλιν ταύτην εἰς ἀφανισμὸν καὶ εἰς – ַעל־ָּכל־ַמּכֶֹתָה
συριγμόν· πᾶς ὁ παραπορευόμενος ἐπ᾿ αὐτῆς σκυθρωπάσει καὶ συριεῖ 
ὑπὲρ πάσης τῆς πληγῆς αὐτῆς

In two cases the meaning of the verb ’to be desolate’ and ’waste’ is clearly used. In both 
cases the verb is in the niph’al form, but the two are rendered differently.

  ָּכל־ָהָאֶרץ ִּכי ֵאין ִאיׁש ָׂשםָנַׁשָּמהָׂשָמּה ִלְׁשָמָמה ָאְבָלה ָעַלי ְׁשֵמָמה  12:11
ἐτέθη εἰς ἀφανισμὸν ἀπωλείας, δι᾿ ἐμὲ ἀφανισμῷ ἠφανίσθη πᾶσα – ַעל־ֵלב
ἡ γῆ, ὅτι οὐκ ἔστιν ἀνὴρ τιθέμενος ἐν καρδίᾳ

 עֹוד ִיָּׁשַמע ַּבָּמקֹום־ַהֶּזה ֲאֶׁשר ַאֶּתם ֹאְמִרים ָחֵרב הּוא ֵמֵאין ָאָדם 10:(33)40
ַהְנַׁשּמֹותּוֵמֵאין ְּבֵהָמה ְּבָעֵרי ְיהּוָדה ּוְבֻחצֹות ְירּוָׁשַלםִ   – Ἔτι ἀκουσθήσεται ἐν

τῷ τόπῳ τούτῳ, ᾧ ὑμεῖς λέγετε Ἔρημός ἐστιν ἀπὸ ἀνθρώπων καὶ κτηνῶν,
ἐν πόλεσιν Ιουδα καὶ ἔξωθεν Ιερουσαλημ ταῖς ἠρημωμέναις

The remaining three uses of the verb860 that have equivalents in the LXX are similar to 
each other. In each of these instances the hiph’il form of the verb is used, each time with

the object ָנֶוה ’dwelling’ or ’pasture.’ Each case is rendered by a different Greek verb, 

either ἐρημόω, ἀφανίζω or ἀβατόω. Here are two examples:

 ָלֵכן ִׁשְמעּו ֲעַצת־ְיהָוה ֲאֶׁשר ָיַעץ ֶאל־ָּבֶבל ּוַמְחְׁשבֹוָתיו ֲאֶׁשר ָחַׁשב 45:(50)27
διὰ –  ֲעֵליֶהם ָנֶוהַיִּׁשיםֶאל־ֶאֶרץ ַּכְׂשִּדים ִאם־לֹא ִיְסָחבּום ְצִעיֵרי ַהּצֹאן ִאם־לֹא 

τοῦτο ἀκούσατε τὴν βουλὴν κυρίου, ἣν βεβούλευται ἐπὶ Βαβυλῶνα, καὶ 
λογισμοὺς αὐτοῦ, οὓς ἐλογίσατο ἐπὶ τοὺς κατοικοῦντας Χαλδαίους· ἐὰν μὴ
διαφθαρῇ τὰ ἀρνία τῶν προβάτων αὐτῶν, ἐὰν μὴ ἀφανισθῇ νομὴ ἀπ᾿ 
αὐτῶν

ֵהַׁשּמּו׃ִּכי־ָאְכלּו ֶאת־ַיֲעקֹב ַוֲאָכֻלהּו ַוְיַכֻּלהּו ְוֶאת־ָנֵוהּו  10:25  – ὅτι κατέφαγον 
τὸν Ιακωβ καὶ ἐξανήλωσαν αὐτὸν καὶ τὴν νομὴν αὐτοῦ ἠρήμωσαν.

The phrase ִאם־לֹא ַיִּׁשים ֲעֵליֶהם ָנֶוה is shared by both 27(50):45 and 29:21(49:20), and 
the meaning of the verb in 27(50):45 is interpreted differently in various versions. The 

860 Jer 10:25, 27(59):45 and 29:21(49:20).
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Vulgate, Targum and Peshitta all render it as an active plural, conveying the sense that 
pastures are laid waste, which is quite clearly the intended meaning in 10:25. Modern 
translations and commentaries prefer to understand the verb in the sense of shock 

instead of desolation, interpreting ָנֶוה as the subject and ֲעֵליֶהם as the object: “their 
pasture will be appalled at their fate.”861 Confusion over the precise meaning of the verb 
here could be a cause of indicisiveness regarding its rendering. Significantly, the 
equivalent ἀβατόω is used only in Jer b’ in 29:21(49:20), and it occurs nowhere else in 
Greek literature.

The nouns ַׁשָּמה and ְׁשָמָמה occur in fairly homogenous contexts that declare or 

predict that a certain land, city or people will be made into a desolation. ַׁשָּמה is usually 

prefixed with the preposition ְל, and ְׁשָמָמה almost always occurs independently. The 

verbs that are modified by these terms are  ׂשים,היה ,ׁשית  and נתן. Such cases are 

rendered 14 times by ἀφανισμός, twice by ἄβατος, and three times by ἔρημος or 

ἐρήμωσις862 in Jer a’. In Jer b’, such cases are rendered ten times by ἄβατος, twice by 

ἀπώλεια,863 and once by ἔρημος in 41(34):22. In two instances the Hebrew term does 
not have an equivalent.864

  ָעָריו ִנְּצֻת ִמְּבִליְלַׁשָּמהָעָליו ִיְׁשֲאגּו ְכִפִרים ָנְתנּו קֹוָלם ַוָּיִׁשיתּו ַאְרצֹו  2:15
ἐπ᾿ αὐτὸν ὠρύοντο λέοντες καὶ ἔδωκαν τὴν φωνὴν αὐτῶν, οἳ ἔταξαν – יֵֹׁשב
τὴν γῆν αὐτοῦ εἰς ἔρημον, καὶ αἱ πόλεις αὐτοῦ κατεσκάφησαν παρὰ τὸ μὴ
κατοικεῖσθαι

  ְוִלְׁשֵרָקה ּכֹל עֵֹבר ָעֶליָה ִיּׁשֹם ְוִיְׁשרֹקְלַׁשָּמהְוַׂשְמִּתי ֶאת־ָהִעיר ַהּזֹאת  19:8
 καὶ κατατάξω τὴν πόλιν ταύτην εἰς ἀφανισμὸν καὶ εἰς – ַעל־ָּכל־ַמּכֶֹתָה

861 E.g. McKane 1996, 1227–1228.
862 Ἀφανισμός in Jer LXX 9:11; 10:22; 12:11; 18:16; 19:8; 25:9, 11; 26(46):19; 27(50):3, 13, 23; 
28(51):29, 37 and 41; ἄβατος in 6:8 and 12:10; and ἔρημος or ἐρήμωσις 2:15; 4:7 and 27.

863 Ἄβατος in Jer LXX 29:14(49:13), 18(17); 30:11(49:33); 31(48):9; 32:4(25:18), 24(38); 39(32):43; 
51(44):6 and 22; ἀπώλεια in 30(49):2 and 51(44):12. Though the equivalents in 49(42):18 do not stand 
sequentially parallel to each other in this verse, I consider ἄβατος to be a rendering of ְלַׁשָּמה, as it is very 
unlikely that ἄβατος would be used to render the term אלה.

864 Jer 28(51):43 and 29(36):18. In Jer 28(51):43, ְלַׁשָּמה does not seem to have an equivalent in the LXX, 
and the occurrence of ἄβατος rather represents the noun ערבה.
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συριγμόν· πᾶς ὁ παραπορευόμενος ἐπ᾿ αὐτῆς σκυθρωπάσει καὶ συριεῖ 
ὑπὲρ πάσης τῆς πληγῆς αὐτῆς

 ὅτι Μέμφις εἰς –  ִתְהֶיה ְוִנְּצָתה ֵמֵאין יֹוֵׁשבְלַׁשָּמהִּכי־ֹנף  19:(46)26
ἀφανισμὸν ἔσται καὶ καυθήσεται διὰ τὸ μὴ ὑπάρχειν κατοικοῦντας ἐν 
αὐτῇ

  ּכֹל עֵֹבר ָעֶליָה ִיּׁשֹם ְוִיְׁשרֹקְלַׁשָּמהְוָהְיָתה ֱאדֹום  (49:17)29:18
καὶ ἔσται ἡ Ἰδουμαία εἰς ἄβατον, πᾶς ὁ παραπορευόμενος – ַעל־ָּכל־ַמּכֹוֶתָה
ἐπ᾿ αὐτὴν συριεῖ

 καὶ ἔσται ἡ αὐλὴ –  ַעד־עֹוָלםְׁשָמָמהְוָהְיָתה ָחצֹור ִלְמעֹון ַּתִּנים  (49:33)30:11
διατριβὴ στρουθῶν καὶ ἄβατος ἕως αἰῶνος

 –  ְוִלְקָלָלה ֵמֵאין יֹוֵׁשב ְּכַהּיֹום ַהֶּזהּוְלַׁשָּמהַוְּתִהי ַאְרְצֶכם ְלָחְרָּבה  22:(44)51
καὶ ἐγενήθη ἡ γῆ ὑμῶν εἰς ἐρήμωσιν καὶ εἰς ἄβατον καὶ εἰς ἀρὰν ὡς ἡ 
ἡμέρα αὕτη

The contexts in which these terms occur, and the local and national entities to which 
they refer, can be divided into three groups according to the literary sections in Jer LXX.
The first group is located in Jer LXX chapters 1:1–25:13, which consists of oracles 

against Judah and Jerusalem. Within this group, ַׁשָּמה and ְׁשָמָמה refer to desolation 
that is predicted upon Judah and Jerusalem, and occasionally includes surrounding 

nations. ַׁשָּמה and ְׁשָמָמה are rendered by ἀφανισμός seven times in this group, and by 

ἔρημος, ἐρήμωσις or ἄβατος a total of five times. The use of ἀφανισμός becomes the 
consistent choice after verse 12:10, suggesting that the translator was initially indecisive
regarding the proper equivalent.

The second group of occurrences of ַׁשָּמה and ְׁשָמָמה are located among the oracles

against the nations, Jer LXX 25:14–32:24. Within this section, the renderings of ַׁשָּמה 
and ְׁשָמָמה mainly refer to desolation predicted against nations other than Judah, 
including Babylon (6x), Bozrah and Edom (2x), and Egypt, Ammon, Moab and Hazor 
once each. The cup of wrath sequence in Jer LXX 32 includes two renderings of these 
nouns, one that refers to Jerusalem and the cities of Judah and one that refers to all the 

lands listed in this section of text. In this section, ַׁשָּמה and ְׁשָמָמה are rendered seven 

times by ἀφανισμός, six times by ἄβατος and once by ἀπώλεια. The consistent choice 

of ἀφανισμός as the rendering (7x) continues from the previous section through the 
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oracle against Babylon in ch. 27 and 28. Beginning with the oracle against the 
Philistines in ch. 29, however, the consistent choice of equivalent becomes ἄβατος (6x),

with only one alternative rendering (ἀπώλεια in 30[49]:2) used for the remainder of the 

section. The use of ἀπώλεια here might, however, be an attempt at using a variety of 

renderings, as ἄβατος is used to render the previous word תל ’rubbish heap.’

The third group of occurrences are located in the text following the oracles against 
the nations, chapters 33–52. There are only six cases in this section, each of which refers
to Judah or Jerusalem, and all are rendered by ἄβατος except one case of ἔρημος in 

41(34):22 and one case of ἀπώλεια in 51(44):12.

The noun ַׁשָּמה is used in a different context only twice in Jer LXX, and in these 

cases it is rendered by the equivalents ἔκστασις ’degeneracy’ and ἀπορία ’distress.’

 ἔκστασις καὶ φρικτὰ ἐγενήθη ἐπὶ τῆς –  ְוַׁשֲערּוָרה ִנְהְיָתה ָּבָאֶרץַׁשָּמה 5:30
γῆς

 ἐπὶ συντρίμματι –  ֶהֱחִזָקְתִניַׁשָּמהַעל־ֶׁשֶבר ַּבת־ַעִּמי ָהְׁשָּבְרִּתי ָקַדְרִּתי  8:21
θυγατρὸς λαοῦ μου ἐσκοτώθην· ἀπορία κατίσχυσέ με, ὠδῖνες ὡς 
τικτούσης

The noun ְׁשָמָמה does not occur in other contexts.

There is a distinction between the renderings of the nouns ַׁשָּמה and ְׁשָמָמה:

Jer a’ Jer b’ Total

ἀφανισμός 14 – 14

ἄβατος 2 10 12

ἔρημος or ἐρήμωσις 3 1 4

ἀπώλεια – 2 2

others 2 – 2

Table 40. Renderings of the nouns ַׁשָּמה and ְׁשָמָמה in Jer LXX.865

865 The actual value of the occurrences of the rendering ἀφανισμός in Jer a and of ἄβατος in Jer b are 
significantly greater than their expected value. The expected value of the occurrences of the rendering 
ἀφανισμός in Jer a’ is 9,2, which amounts to a difference of 4,8 in comparison to the actual value. The 
expected value of the occurrences of the rendering ἄβατος in Jer b’ is 4,9 which amounts to a difference 
of 5,1 in comparison to the actual value.
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The nouns are employed in near identical contexts throughout the book, and yet the 
renderings in the two halves are clearly different. A strong preference for the equivalent 
ἀφανισμός changes very abruptly to ἄβατος beginning in Jer LXX 29, in the middle of 
the oracles against the nations. The only difference between the first half of these 
oracles and the latter half is the nation to which each oracle is addressed. In ch. 26–28, 
the oracles are against Egypt and Babylon, while in ch. 29–32 they are against Edom, 
Ammon, Moab, Hazor, Jerusalem and Judah. In each case the oracle, and the context in 

which the terms ַׁשָּמה and ְׁשָמָמה appear, refer to a future desolation. There seems to be
no contextual or syntactical difference between the cases that are rendered by 
ἀφανισμός and those rendered by ἄβατος.

The same pertains to the cases rendered by ἀφανισμός in Jer LXX 1–25 and by 

ἄβατος in 33–52. As Pietersma argues, there are three cases of the equivalence ַׁשָּמה or 
 ,ἄβατος that occur in a context describing past or present events (39[32]:43 – ְׁשָמָמה
51[44]:6 and 22), but the other occurrences of the Hebrew term and its renderings, one 
of which is ἄβατος (49[42]:18), refer to the desolation of Judah as a coming event, and 
therefore do not comply with Pietersma’s argumentation. A more likely explanation for 
the use of ἄβατος in ch. 33–52 is that this equivalent is a continuation of the consistent 

choice of ἄβατος that already began in the OAN section from ch. 29 onward.

The contexts in which the renderings ἀφανισμός and ἄβατος occur in Jer a’ and Jer 
b’ respectively do not provide sufficient reason to assume there is an exegetical intention
behind the variation in their use. The abrupt change of preferred equivalent in the 
middle of the OAN section clearly points toward a difference in the translation character
between Jer a’ and Jer b’. Soderlund and Pietersma rightfully argue that ἄβατος ought 

not be held as a better representation of the Hebrew than ἀφανισμός, since their 

meanings are very close to each other, but the use of ἄβατος as the equivalent of ַׁשָּמה 
and ְׁשָמָמה, and as a translation equivalent in general, distinguishes Jer b’ from Jer a’ 
and all other translated sections in the LXX.

ֶׁשֶקר .6.26
The noun ֶׁשֶקר ’lie’ / ’falsehood’ is not mentioned in previous research regarding the 
bisectioning of Jer LXX. However, Jer LXX does treat the word in two different ways. 
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Its most common renderings are ψεῦδος ’lie’ and the related adjective ψευδής ’false,’ 

which are the main renderings in Jer a’. In Jer b’, the main rendering is ἄδικος 
’injustice’ / ’wrongdoing,’ though ψεῦδος or ψευδής occur to an almost equal amount. 
The distribution of the two equivalents highly suggests that the difference results from 
intentional change.

The noun ֶׁשֶקר characterizes a mode of behavior or action with an intent to harm or 
deceive. This is in line with the meaning of the verbal forms derived from the same root,
whose occurrences in the Hebrew Bible can be understood as indicating behavior 
“contrary to a contract,” in other words, to act falsely. According to Martin A. 

Klopfenstein, the original meaning of the root ׁשקר carries the sense of ’treachery’ and 

’unfaithfulness.’866 ֶׁשֶקר does not denote a lying word in the meaning of ’incorrectness.’ 
Its meaning is more precisely described by the terms ’unfaithfulness’ and ’perfidy.’867

In Jer LXX, ֶׁשֶקר is rendered by the noun ψεῦδος and the adjective ψευδής, the 

adjective ἄδικος and the adverb μάτην. Ψεῦδος and ψευδής broadly refer to what is 
’false.’ In Greek literature, the noun is used to mean ’what is untrue,’ ’deceit,’ 
’falsehood,’ ’lying’ and ’lie,’ and the adjective to mean ’deceiving,’ ’untrue,’ ’false’ or 
’fabricated.’868 Ἄδικος is a term used in relation to law, meaning “that which is against 
the law,” i.e. ’injustice.’ In other contexts, it carries a similar tone, referring to a 
’mistake’ or to ’wrongdoing.’ In religious terms it indicates violations against humanity 
or violations against a deity.869 These equivalents, ψεῦδος and ψευδής on the one hand 

and ἄδικος on the other, are commonly used as renderings of ֶׁשֶקר in the LXX as a 

whole. The adverb μάτην, however, is an exceptional rendering, whose meaning is ’in 
vain’ or ’fruitless.’870

866 Klopfenstein 1964, 6–8.
867 For a more in-depth discussion on the use and meaning of ׁשקר in the Hebrew Bible, cf. Tucker 2012, 
38–42.
868 Conzelmann 1974, 594–603. For a more in-depth discussion on the use and meaning of ψεῦδος and 
ψευδής in the LXX, cf. Tucker 2012, 42–44.

869 Schrenk 1974, 149–163. For a more in-depth discussion on the use and meaning of ἄδικος in the LXX, 
cf. Tucker 2012, 44–45.
870 LSJ s.v. μάτην.
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The noun ֶׁשֶקר occurs 37 times in Jer. Three of these occurrences are plusses in the 

MT (8:10, 29[36]:21 and 29[36]:23), but since Jer LXX seems to render ֶׁשֶקר on three 
occasions where the MT does not attest the word (6:6 and 27:15[34:12] 2x), the total 
amount of translated cases remains 37. These renderings include ψεῦδος or ψευδής 27 

times, ἄδικος nine times and μάτην once.

The equivalent ψεῦδος or ψευδής is used in a variety of contexts in Jer LXX. They 
most often occur as the rendering with reference to false prophecy, especially when 

to prophecy,’ which accounts for a total of 6 cases.871’ נבא modifies the verb ֶׁשֶקר

 ְוַאָּתה ַפְׁשחּור ְוכֹל יְֹׁשֵבי ֵביֶתָך ֵּתְלכּו ַּבֶּׁשִבי ּוָבֶבל ָּתבֹוא ְוָׁשם ָּתמּות ְוָׁשם 20:6
ַּבָּׁשֶקרִּתָּקֵבר ַאָּתה ְוָכל־ֹאֲהֶביָך ֲאֶׁשר־ִנֵּבאָת ָלֶהם   – καὶ σὺ καὶ πάντες οἱ 

κατοικοῦντες ἐν τῷ οἴκῳ σου πορεύσεσθε ἐν αἰχμαλωσίᾳ, καὶ ἐν 
Βαβυλῶνι ἀποθανῇ καὶ ἐκεῖ ταφήσῃ, σὺ καὶ πάντες οἱ φίλοι σου οἷς 
ἐπροφήτευσας αὐτοῖς ψευδῆ

ἕως πότε –  ּוְנִביֵאי ַּתְרִמת ִלָּבםַהָּׁשֶקרַעד־ָמַתי ֲהֵיׁש ְּבֵלב ַהְּנִבִאים ִנְּבֵאי  23:26
ἔσται ἐν καρδίᾳ τῶν προφητῶν τῶν προφητευόντων ψευδῆ καὶ ἐν τῷ 
προφητεύειν αὐτοὺς τὰ θελήματα καρδίας αὐτῶν

 –  ֵהם ִנְּבִאים ָלֶכם ְלַמַען ַהְרִחיק ֶאְתֶכם ֵמַעל ַאְדַמְתֶכםֶׁשֶקרִּכי  (27:10)34:8
ὅτι ψευδῆ αὐτοὶ προφητεύουσιν ὑμῖν πρὸς τὸ μακρῦναι ὑμᾶς ἀπὸ τῆς γῆς 
ὑμῶν

This equivalence occurs five other times in similar contexts: 6:13, 14:14 2°, 23:14 and 
23:32(2x). In all these cases, either YHWH or Jeremiah accuse Jeremiah’s opponents of 
prophecying falsely or of acting in a way that deceives the people of Jerusalem. Nine of 
these cases are in Jer a’ and two in Jer b’.

Ψεῦδος or ψευδής is used four times to render ֶׁשֶקר when it refers to idolatry:872

 –  ִמְּגָבעֹות ָהמֹון ָהִרים ָאֵכן ַּביהָֹוה ֱאֹלֵהינּו ְּתׁשּוַעת ִיְׂשָרֵאלַלֶּׁשֶקרָאֵכן  3:23
ὄντως εἰς ψεῦδος ἦσαν οἱ βουνοὶ καὶ ἡ δύναμις τῶν ὀρέων, πλὴν διὰ 
κυρίου θεοῦ ἡμῶν ἡ σωτηρία τοῦ Ισραηλ

871 Jer LXX 14:14; 20:6; 23:25, 26; 34:8 and 12 (27:10 and 15).
872 Jer LXX 3:23; 10:14; 16:19 and 28(51):17.
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 ִנְסּכֹו ְולֹא־רּוַחֶׁשֶקרִנְבַער ָּכל־ָאָדם ִמַּדַעת הִֹביׁש ָּכל־צֵֹרף ִמָּפֶסל ִּכי  17:(51)28
 ἐματαιώθη πᾶς ἄνθρωπος ἀπὸ γνώσεως, κατῃσχύνθη πᾶς χρυσοχόος – ָּבם
ἀπὸ τῶν γλυπτῶν αὐτοῦ, ὅτι ψευδῆ ἐχώνευσαν, οὐκ ἔστι πνεῦμα ἐν 
αὐτοῖς

In each case the deity in question is not mentioned, but is referred to indirectly through 
the image made by the craftsman (10:14=28[51]:17), the inheritance of the fathers 
(16:19) or the high places of worship (3:23). Each of these cases if found in Jer a’.

Ψεῦδος or ψευδής occurs as the rendering three times when ֶׁשֶקר characterizes an 

object of trust, expressed by the verb בטח ’to trust’ (7:4; 7:8 and 13:25).

  ֵלאֹמר ֵהיַכל ְיהָוה ֵהיַכל ְיהָוה ֵהיַכלַהֶּׁשֶקרַאל־ִּתְבְטחּו ָלֶכם ֶאל־ִּדְבֵרי  7:4
 μὴ πεποίθατε ἐφ᾿ ἑαυτοῖς ἐπὶ λόγοις ψευδέσιν, ὅτι τὸ – ְיהָוה ֵהָּמה
παράπαν οὐκ ὠφελήσουσιν ὑμᾶς λέγοντες Ναὸς κυρίου ναὸς κυρίου ἐστίν

 ֶזה גֹוָרֵלְך ְמָנת־ִמַּדִיְך ֵמִאִּתי ְנֻאם־ְיהָוה ֲאֶׁשר ָׁשַכַחְּת אֹוִתי ַוִּתְבְטִחי 13:25
,ὗτος ὁ κλῆρός σου καὶ μερὶς τοῦ ἀπειθεῖν ὑμᾶς ἐμοί, λέγει κύριος – ַּבָּׁשֶקר
ὡς ἐπελάθου μου καὶ ἤλπισας ἐπὶ ψεύδεσι.

These comprise warnings or accusations of trusting in a false cause, generally the 
message of Jeremiah’s opponents or the worship of other gods. These three cases are all 
located in Jer a’.

There are a further nine occurrences of ֶׁשֶקר that are translated by ψεῦδος or 

ψευδής.873 These consist of various uses in various contexts that are apart from the cases
described above. The noun is used twice as an accusing exclamation:

 ·καὶ εἶπε Ψεῦδος –  ֵאיֶנִּני ֹנֵפל ַעל־ַהַּכְׂשִּדיםֶׁשֶקרַוּיֹאֶמר ִיְרְמָיהּו  14:(37)44
οὐκ εἰς τοὺς Χαλδαίους ἐγὼ φεύγω

 ַוּיֹאֶמר ֲעַזְרָיה ֶבן־הֹוַׁשְעָיה ְויֹוָחָנן ֶּבן־ָקֵרַח ְוָכל־ָהֲאָנִׁשים ַהֵּזִדים 2:(43)50
 καὶ εἶπεν Αζαρίας –  ַאָּתה ְמַדֵּבר לֹא ְׁשָלֲחָך ְיהָוהֶׁשֶקרֹאְמִרים ֶאל־ִיְרְמָיהּו 

υἱὸς Μαασαίου καὶ Ιωαναν υἱὸς Καρηε καὶ πάντες οἱ ἄνδρες οἱ εἴπαντες 
τῷ Ιερεμίᾳ λέγοντες Ψεύδη, οὐκ ἀπέστειλέ σε κύριος

In 44(37):14, the Greek reflects the Hebrew use of ֶׁשֶקר as an exclamation, but in 
50(43):2, the Greek attests a slight transformation in comparison to the MT. In the 

873 Jer LXX 3:10; 5:2; 6:6; 8:8 2°; 9:2; 9:5(4); 44(37):14; 47(40):16 and 50(43):2.
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Hebrew text, ֶׁשֶקר modifies the verb דבר, while the Greek rather attests an exclamation 
similar to that in 44(37):14. Jer LXX most likely had a different Vorlage here with the 

reading לאמר ׁשקר לא ׁשלחך יהוה.

Two further cases come close to this use, both modifying the verb דבר, but they are

rendered by the adjective ψευδής874 instead of the the noun: ֶׁשֶקרִלְּמדּו ְלׁשֹוָנם ַּדֶּבר־  – 

μεμάθηκεν ἡ γλῶσσα αὐτῶν λαλεῖν ψευδῆ (9:5[4]) and ַאָּתה דֵֹברֶׁשֶקרִּכי־  – ὅτι 
ψευδῆ σὺ λέγεις (47[46]:16).

Only one other case employs ֶׁשֶקר with reference to a spoken word:

 Ζῇ κύριος, λέγουσι· διὰ τοῦτο –  ִיָּׁשֵבעּוַלֶּׁשֶקרְוִאם ַחי־ְיהָֹוה יֹאֵמרּו ָלֵכן  5:2
οὐκ ἐπὶ ψεύδεσιν ὀμνύουσι

Jer 5:2 accuses the people of Jerusalem of swearing falsely in the name of YHWH, since
their conduct goes against YHWH’s principles.875

In the final four cases in which ֶׁשֶקר is rendered by ψεῦδος or ψευδής, the terms are
used to describe physical or abstract entities, such as the city of Jerusalem (6:6),876 the 
pen of the scribes (8:8 2°), repentance (3:10) and the overall atmosphere in the land 

(9:2). In total, 22 cases of ֶׁשֶקר are rendered by ψεῦδος or ψευδής in Jer a’ and only five
cases in Jer b’.

The second equivalent used to render ֶׁשֶקר in Jer LXX is the adjective ἄδικος. This 

equivalent is found nine times, and it is mainly used to render ֶׁשֶקר in the context of 
false prophecy.

 οἱ προφῆται –  ְוַהּכֲֹהִנים ִיְרּדּו ַעל־ְיֵדיֶהםַבֶּׁשֶקרַהְּנִביִאים ִנְּבאּו־ 5:31
προφητεύουσιν ἄδικα, καὶ οἱ ἱερεῖς ἐπεκράτησαν ταῖς χερσὶν αὐτῶν

874 This, however, is determined by how one accentuates the word. Both cases attest ψευδη, which can be 
accentuated as the neuter plural adjective ψευδῆ or the neuter plural noun ψεύδη. Here I follow Ziegler's 
accentuation.
875 For a discussion on the differences between Jer MT and Jer LXX in this verse, cf. sec. 7.4.
876 The counterpart of the Greek ὦ πόλις ψευδής in Jer 6:6 is ִהיא ָהִעיר ָהְפַקד. The Vorlage of the Greek 
most likely attested הׁשקר in place of ָהְפַקד, resulting in "the false city."
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34:12(27:15)a  ַלָּׁשֶקרִּכי לֹא ְׁשַלְחִּתים ְנֻאם־ְיהָוה ְוֵהם ִנְּבִאים ִּבְׁשִמי  – ὅτι οὐκ 
ἀπέστειλα αὐτούς, φησὶ κύριος, καὶ προφητεύουσι τῷ ὀνόματί μου ἐπ᾿ 
ἀδίκῳ

 ὅτι –  ֵהם ִנְּבִאים ָלֶכם ִּבְׁשִמי לֹא ְׁשַלְחִּתים ְנֻאם־ְיהָוהְבֶׁשֶקרִּכי  9:(29)36
ἄδικα αὐτοὶ προφητεύουσιν ὑμῖν ἐπὶ τῷ ὀνόματί μου, καὶ οὐκ ἀπέστειλα 
αὐτούς

Ἄδικος renders ֶׁשֶקר six times in this context,877 and in each case the phrase is nearly 

identical. The main verb is always נבא, the subject is always the prophets who oppose 

Jeremiah, expressed either by the noun הנבאים or the pronouns הם or המה. Jer 
34:12(27:15) is an exceptional case due to the textual variant between MT and LXX at 
the end of the verse.

  ְלַמַעןַלָּׁשֶקרִּכי לֹא ְׁשַלְחִּתים ְנֻאם־ְיהָוה ְוֵהם ִנְּבִאים ִּבְׁשִמי  (27:15)34:12
 ὅτι οὐκ ἀπέστειλα – ַהִּדיִחי ֶאְתֶכם ַוֲאַבְדֶּתם ַאֶּתם ְוַהְּנִבִאים ַהִּנְּבִאים ָלֶכם
αὐτούς, φησὶ κύριος, καὶ προφητεύουσι τῷ ὀνόματί μου ἐπ᾿ ἀδίκῳ πρὸς τὸ
ἀπολέσαι ὑμᾶς, καὶ ἀπολεῖσθε ὑμεῖς καὶ οἱ προφῆται ὑμῶν οἱ 
προφητεύοντες ὑμῖν [ἐπ᾿ ἀδίκῳ] ψευδῆ (13[16]) ὑμῖν

The two equivalents at the end of the verse ἐπ᾿ ἀδίκῳ and ψευδῆ have no representation

in the MT, but since both render ֶׁשֶקר almost exclusively in Jer LXX,878 there should be 

no doubt that they are meant to reflect a Vorlage with ֶׁשֶקר. The presence of both 
equivalents side-by-side has lead to the suggestion that this is a doublet, and Ziegler’s 
square brackets around ἐπ᾿ ἀδίκῳ indicate his opinion that this is the secondary element.
There are, however, a few differing opinions on whether the doublet occurred in the 
Hebrew or the Greek text, and which equivalent would be the more original one in the 
case that the doublet occurred in the Greek text.879 It seems most plausible that the 

877 Jer LXX 5:31; 34:11(27:15); 34:12(27:15) 2x; 34:13(27:16); 36(29):9.
878 The only exception is the rendering of ַאְכָזב as the adjective ψευδής in Jer 15:18.
879 Tov proposes that the doublet in the LXX was already present in the Vorlage, with the reading 
 The constituents of the doublet differ in sequence, and it is .(Tov 1979, 88) לכם (ל)ׁשקר/ׁשקר לכם
possible that the preposition ְל was prefixed to the first ׁשקר. Ziegler seems to propose that the doublet 
was not in the Vorlage, although he expresses this in unclear terms, and that the earlier occurrence of ἐπ᾿ 
ἀδίκῳ in the verse is secondarily repeated here, ψευδῆ being the original translation (Ziegler 1958, 96). 
Janzen reproduces Ziegler’s argument, but states clearly that the doublet here is an inner-Greek 
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doublet was in the translator’s Vorlage, and that both equivalents represent separate 

occurrences of the word 880.ֶׁשֶקר If the doublet had occurred during the transmission of 

the Greek text, the equivalents would most likely be the same. The use of both ἄδικος 
and ψευδής indicates an attempt to vary the equivalent as a rendering of back-to-back 
identical words.

Two other occurrences of the equivalent ἄδικος are used in the context of false 

prophecy, but as indirect objects of the hiph’il verb בטח ’to cause to rely (on 
something).’

ָׁשֶקרלֹא־ְׁשָלֲחָך ְיהָוה ְוַאָּתה ִהְבַטְחָּת ֶאת־ָהָעם ַהֶּזה ַעל־ 15:(28)35  – Οὐκ 
ἀπέσταλκέ σε κύριος, καὶ πεποιθέναι ἐποίησας τὸν λαὸν τοῦτον ἐπ᾿ ἀδίκῳ

ָׁשֶקרַוֲאִני לֹא ְׁשַלְחִּתיו ַוַּיְבַטח ֶאְתֶכם ַעל־ 31:(29)36  – καὶ ἐγὼ οὐκ 
ἀπέστειλα αὐτόν, καὶ πεποιθέναι ἐποίησεν ὑμᾶς ἐπ᾿ ἀδίκῳ

These cases share similar features, both contextually and syntactically. Both are 

preceded by the preposition ַעל, which is rendered by ἐπί, and in both cases Jeremiah 
accuses his opponents of leading the people to trust in what is false.

The remaining use of ἄδικος in Jer LXX is concerned with swearing:

–  ְוַקֵּטר ַלָּבַעל ְוָהֹלְך ַאֲחֵרי ֱאֹלִהים ֲאֵחִריםַלֶּׁשֶקרֲהָגֹנב ָרצַֹח ְוָנֹאף ְוִהָּׁשֵבַע  7:9
καὶ φονεύετε καὶ μοιχᾶσθε καὶ κλέπτετε καὶ ὀμνύετε ἐπ᾿ ἀδίκῳ καὶ 
θυμιᾶτε τῇ Βααλ καὶ πορεύεσθε ὀπίσω θεῶν ἀλλοτρίων

phenomenon. Janzen, however, proposes that ἐπ᾿ ἀδίκῳ is the original reading and translates לׁשקר in the 
Vorlage (Janzen 1973, 26 and 64). Neither Tov, Ziegler, nor Janzen consider the second occurrence of 
ὑμῖν to be secondary, and it is very probable that it reflects לכם in the LXX Vorlage. The minus in the MT
is most likely a case of haplography.
880 A possible cause of the doublet is that the scribe who worked on the Greek text, either the translator or 
a copyist, detached the second occurrence of לכם / ὑμῖν from its context in the following sentence, and 
understood it to be part of the sentence in verse 12(15). Out of context, the word is out of place. The 
preceding phrase, however, is so similar to other phrases which accuse prophets of false prophecy that the 
scribe could have corrected the perceived incongruence consciously or accidentally, either by adding the 
secondary element of the doublet or by dittography. The doublet appeared relatively early in the LXX 
manuscript tradition, as it is attested in almost all the manuscripts of Jer LXX. It is assumed here that the 
doublet occurred already in the Hebrew Vorlage of Jer LXX, and that the translator considered both ἐπ᾿ 
ἀδίκῳ and ψευδῆ to reflect separate occurrences of ֶׁשֶקר.
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The text is a list of accusations against worshippers in the temple at Jerusalem. ֶׁשֶקר 

modifies the infinitive verb ִהָּׁשֵבַע ’to swear falsely.’ The list is reminiscent of the 
decalogue.881

Only two of the nine cases of the equivalence ֶׁשֶקר = ἄδικος are located in Jer a’. 
The first is in the context of false prophecy (5:31) and the second refers to swearing 
falsely (7:9). The other seven cases are in Jer b’, and all occur in the context of false 
prophecy.

Translations of ֶׁשֶקר occur 37 times in Jer LXX. 25 of these occurrences are in Jer 

a’ and 12 in Jer b’. As mentioned above, ψεῦδος and ψευδής render ֶׁשֶקרi27 times, 

ἄδικος renders it nine times, and the adverb μάτην renders it once. The following table 

illustrates how the translations of ֶׁשֶקר are distributed between Jer a’ and Jer b’:

Jer a’ Jer b’ Total

ψεῦδος / ψευδής 22 5 27

ἄδικος 2 7 9

μάτην 1 – 1

Total 25 12 37

Table 41. Renderings of ֶׁשֶקר in Jer LXX.

The distribution of the two main translation equivalents of ֶׁשֶקר in Jer LXX, ψεῦδος and

ψευδής on the one hand and ἄδικος on the other, is almost divided along the division of 
Jer a’ and b’. Approximately 80% of the occurrences of each of these two equivalents 
are found in either half of Jer LXX. 22 out of the 27 renderings derived from ψεῦδος 
and ψευδής occur in Jer a’. Jer a’ employs ἄδικος only twice and μάτην once. Seven of 

nine occurrences of ἄδικος are found in Jer b’. Jer b’ has also used ψεῦδος and ψευδής 
in five renderings. The renderings ψεῦδος and ψευδής are very dominant in Jer a’, while

Jer b’ seems to employ a more balanced variation between ψεῦδος and ψευδής, on the 

one hand, and ἄδικος on the other.

881 For a detailed discussion on the rendering of ִהָּׁשֵבַע ַלֶּׁשֶקר in this passage and how it might have been 
influenced by the Greek translation of the decalogue, cf. Tucker 2012, 47–49.
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The contexts in which ψεῦδος and ψευδής occur in Jer a’ as a rendering of ֶׁשֶקר are 

varied, and they overlap with the contexts in which the two instances of ἄδικος are 

found. In Jer a’, ἄδικος appears once as an object of the verb “to prophecy” and once in 

the context of swearing falsely. Ψεῦδος and ψευδής are also used in these contexts in Jer
a’, once referring to swearing falsely and nine times with reference to prophecy. Three 
times ψεῦδος and ψευδής are employed as modifiers to the verb “to trust,” particularly 
trusting in prophecy, and four times with reference to idolatry. The remaining five 
occurrences are used in different contexts, referring to repentance, speech and even the 
pen of the scribes.

Jer b’ seems to reveal a more sophisticated distinction between its employment of 
the renderings ψεῦδος, ψευδής, and ἄδικος.882 Prophecy and trust in prophecy occupy 

the most occurrences of the renderings of ֶׁשֶקר to be found in Jer b’. Ἄδικος is the 

prevalent equivalent in these cases, translating ֶׁשֶקר seven times, while it is not used in 

any other context in Jer b’. Ψεῦδος or ψευδής is employed three times to translate 

exclamations, that is, accusations of lying. Twice, however, they render ֶׁשֶקר in the 
context of prophecy, including the one instance of the doublet in 27:15(34:12).

Based on the evidence of the translations of ֶׁשֶקר in Jer LXX, it is reasonable to 
conclude that the distribution of these translations in Jer b’, as compared to Jer a’, does 
reflect a change in translation character. The change is particularly evident among the 

renderings of ֶׁשֶקר in contexts of false prophecy, from the prevalent use of ψεῦδος or 

ψευδής in Jer a’ to the prevalent use of ἄδικος in Jer b’. Ψεῦδος or ψευδής are used to 

translate ֶׁשֶקר when modifying prophecy in chapters 14 and 23, which frequently 

employ ֶׁשֶקר to describe the prophets Jeremiah is opposing. Why would the same 
equivalents not have been used in the texts against false prophecy in Jer b’ as well, in 
chapters 27–29(34–36)? The motive for such a change could very well be a desire to 
express an interpretation of the Hebrew more clearly, preferring to use the term ἄδικος 

rather than ψεῦδος or ψευδής to convey the meaning of ֶׁשֶקר when used to refer to 
prophets and prophecy. This possibly reflects an understanding of false prophecy that 

882 However, it is important to note that ֶׁשֶקר does not occur in as many different contexts in the texts 
translated in Jer b as it does in those translated in Jer a.
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goes beyond its designation as a simple lie, and rather sees it as a breach of the covenant
between YHWH and Israel.

6.27. Summary
This section has analyzed a number of renderings of Hebrew expressions that have been 
referred to in arguing for a bisection in Jer LXX. Previous studies by Thackeray and Tov
relied on minimal analysis of the use of the Hebrew words and their Greek equivalents 
in context. This analysis has identified a number of further aspects among the 
differences that need to be taken into consideration when characterizing the differences 
between Jer a’ and Jer b’. A brief description and categorization of these differences is 
provided in chapter 8.
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7. Competence and Disposition of the Translator

7.1. Overview
The majority of scholars, from the 19th to the 21st century, have assessed the 
competence of the translator of Jer LXX as low, and most studies cite the same features 
in the translation in making this conclusion. The competence of a translator may be 
ascertained by examining translation equivalents that do not match the semantic features
of the Vorlage. For example, transliterations occur relatively frequently in Jer LXX, and 
these tell of the translator’s unfamiliarity with the rendered words. Other indicators 
understood to reflect a poor knowledge of Hebrew include incorrect renderings and 
confusion and false vocalization of consonants. The disposition of the translator, which 
may be seen in the type of translation that he produces, has been judged in a variety of 
ways, ranging from a free attitude, according to several early assessments, to one of the 
most literal attitudes among more recent assessments.883 The competence of a translator, 
and how he renders words that he does not recognize, give a strong indication of the 
translator’s disposition toward the translation process.

Judgements on the translator’s competence and disposition should be based on 
portions of text for which both the Hebrew and the Greek are extant. Semantic 
differences between the Hebrew and the Greek texts clearly indicate the instances in 
which the translator has produced a rendering that does not reflect the meaning of the 
Hebrew text.884 Not all such differences are to be ascribed to the translator, however, 
since some may derive from a different interpretive tradition of the Hebrew consonantal 
text or from changes that occurred in the transmission of the Hebrew text. Formal 
differences between Hebrew and Greek expressions can form good semantic matches. 
Naturally, erroneous translations and intentional changes by the translator do reflect on 
his work.

883 For a detailed summary of a range of studies on the character of Jer LXX, cf. sec. 2.3.
884 Judgements on the translator's competence and disposition based on the minuses in Jer LXX were very 
popular in the 19th and early 20th century, but the consensus among Jeremiah scholars since then has 
been that the plusses in the MT represent later additions to the Hebrew text, and that the different order of 
texts is derived from the translator's Vorlage. For discussion on the textual history of the Hebrew text, cf. 
sec. 2.2.
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In this section, these differences are summarized and categorized according to their 
cause. They are understood as resulting from either 1) the translator’s difficulty in 
understanding the text; 2) a different interpretation of the Hebrew consonants than the 
MT; 3) changes that took place in the Hebrew textual tradition; and 4) differences 
caused intentionally by the translator. Only the fourth category of difference can be 
interpreted as changes that have been brought about by the translator, and these reflect 
on the translator’s disposition. The first three categories of difference indicate that the 
translator did not intentionally change the text he translated, but rather show that he 
sincerely tried to produce a good representation of the Hebrew text at his disposal to the 
best of his knowledge and ability.

This section draws from, but is not limited to, the renderings of words and 
expressions presented in the analyses above. The analyzed material is of a scale broad 
enough to encompase a majority of the Hebrew text, and it is distributed evenly 
throughout the whole work. The implications to be drawn from these differences reflect 
on the translation as a whole, and are in agreement with most recent assessments of the 
translation.885 The semantic differences between Jer LXX and Jer MT generally result 
either from the translator’s incompetence in the Hebrew language, his different 
interpretation of the Hebrew text, or from a different Hebrew Vorlage than Jer MT. The 
translator did not often intentionally produce a translation that is semantically different 
from his Hebrew Vorlage, but a few such examples do occur. Formal differences that do 
result in a good semantic match are slightly more common, and they generally 
exemplify the better abilities of the translator from the perspective of translation.

7.2. How the Translator Handles Text He does not 
Understand
Stipp has summarized a number of means by which the translator copes with words he 
does not understand. These means include recourse to parallel expressions, etymological
derivations, the use of Pentateuchal equivalents, and appropriation to context.886 A 
translator who produces an isomorphic translation is compelled to decide on a rendering
even when he does not know the meaning of a Hebrew word. In some cases the choice 

885 For a presentation of how earlier research has described the competence and disposition of the Greek 
translation of Jer, cf. sec. 2.3.
886 Stipp 1994, 28–35.
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of equivalent does not suit the context, which indicates that context was not the 
strongest factor in his decision making process.

Transliterations are quite frequent in Jer LXX. Stipp has compiled a fair amount of 
examples of this phenomenon and has succinctly explicated their use by the translator. 
They are a last resort when the translator sees no solution to the meaning of the Hebrew 
word from its context or etymology, and they embody an extreme faithfulness to the text
by not binding the word to any interpretation.887 I present only a few examples here.

 occurs only twice in the Hebrew Bible. Both cases are found in parallel ַּכָּוִנים
passages of Jer (7:18 and 51[44]:19). The context pictures a father, mother and child 

preparing baked goods for the purpose of worshipping the queen of heaven. ַּכָּוִנים is 
therefore possibly “cakes” made in the shape of the goddess, as suggested by the context
in Jer 7:18.

Jer 7:18  ִלְמֶלֶכת ַהָּׁשַמִיםַּכָּוִניםְוַהָּנִׁשים ָלׁשֹות ָּבֵצק ַלֲעׂשֹות  – καὶ αἱ γυναῖκες
αὐτῶν τρίβουσιν σταῖς τοῦ ποιῆσαι χαυῶνας τῇ στρατιᾷ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ

Jer 51(44):19  ְלַהֲעִצָבהַּכָּוִניםֲהִמַּבְלֲעֵדי ֲאָנֵׁשינּו ָעִׂשינּו ָלּה  – μὴ ἄνευ τῶν 
ἀνδρῶν ἡμῶν ἐποιήσαμεν αὐτῇ χαυῶνας

Jer LXX offers a transliteration of the word: χαυῶνας, which is a solution followed also 

by Aquila, Symmachus and Theodotion. TLG indicates that the word appears elsewhere 

only in much later homelytical and lexicographical works. The translator did not 

understand the meaning of ַּכָּוִנים, and resorted to transliterating it.

The title ַרב־ָמג appears only in the two lists of Babylonian officials in Jer MT 39, 

in verses 3 and 13. It is used both times as a title for ֵנְרַגל ַׂשר־ֶאֶצר. The meaning of 

.is difficult to determine ַרב־ָמג

Jer 46(39):3  ַרב־ָמגֵנְרַגל ַׂשר־ֶאֶצר  – Ναργαλσαρασερ Ραβαμαγ

In the Septuagint, verses 4–13 do not have an equivalent. This most likely reflects a 

shorter Hebrew Vorlage. The translator does not provide any semantic equivalent for 

887 Stipp 1994, 34–35. For more examples of transliteration, cf. Pietersma & Saunders 2009, http:/
/ccat.sas.upenn.edu/nets/edition/34-ieremias-nets.pdf (accessed 2.3.2018).
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 and is satisfied with transliterating the term as ραβαμαγ, maybe thinking that it ,ַרב־ָמג

is part of the proper name. The word רב, on the other hand, occurs several times in Jer 

as part of the title ַרב־ַטָּבִחים ‘captain of the guard.’ The translator has successfully 

recognized this title and rendered it ἀρχιμάγειρος, which is used as an equivalent also in

2 Kgs 25. Gen LXX attests the word ἀρχιμάγειρος as well, but as a rendering of the 

similar title ַׂשר ַהַּטָּבִחים. 

The translator’s poor comprehension of the context can effect his choice of lexical 

equivalent for other familiar words. The Hebrew word ָנֶוה, for example, can mean 

’pasture’ or ’settlement,’ and these are usually rendered correctly by νομή ‘pasture’ or 

κατάλυμα ‘lodging place.’ The equivalent τόπος ’place,’ however, is used twice in the 
translation.888 This is a very rare equivalence in the LXX, occurring elsewhere only once

in Ps 78(79):7, which happens to be almost identical to the case of נוה in 10:25.

  ֵאיָתן ִּכי־ַאְרִּגיָעהְנֵוהִהֵּנה ְּכַאְרֵיה ַיֲעֶלה ִמְּגאֹון ַהַּיְרֵּדן ֶאל־ (49:19)29:20
 ἰδοὺ ὥσπερ λέων ἀναβήσεται ἐκ μέσου τοῦ Ιορδάνου εἰς –  ֲאִריֶצּנּו ֵמָעֶליָה
τόπον Αιθαμ, ὅτι ταχὺ ἐκδιώξω αὐτοὺς ἀπ᾿ αὐτῆς

 ְוַאָּתה ִּתָּנֵבא ֲאֵליֶהם ֵאת ָּכל־ַהְּדָבִרים ָהֵאֶּלה ְוָאַמְרָּת ֲאֵליֶהם (25:30)32:16
 ֵהיָדד ְּכדְֹרִכיםָנֵוהּוְיהָוה ִמָּמרֹום ִיְׁשָאג ּוִמְּמעֹון ָקְדׁשֹו ִיֵּתן קֹולֹו ָׁשֹאג ִיְׁשַאג ַעל־

 καὶ σὺ προφητεύσεις ἐπ᾿ αὐτοὺς τοὺς λόγους – ַיֲעֶנה ֶאל ָּכל־יְֹׁשֵבי ָהָאֶרץ
τούτους καὶ ἐρεῖς Κύριος ἀφ᾿ ὑψηλοῦ χρηματιεῖ, ἀπὸ τοῦ ἁγίου αὐτοῦ 
δώσει φωνὴν αὐτοῦ· λόγον χρηματιεῖ ἐπὶ τοῦ τόπου αὐτοῦ, καὶ αιδαδ 
ὥσπερ τρυγῶντες ἀποκριθήσονται· καὶ ἐπὶ τοὺς καθημένους ἐπὶ τὴν γῆν

Ps 78(79):7 ּו ֵהַׁשּמּוָנֵוהִּכי ָאַכל ֶאת־ַיֲעקֹב ְוֶאת־  – ὅτι κατέφαγον τὸν Ιακωβ 
καὶ τὸν τόπον αὐτοῦ ἠρήμωσαν.

The meaning in 29:20(49:19) refers to a pasture, but the translator has not understood 

the phrase ְנֵוה ֵאיָתן “perennial pasture.” He has transliterated the second word and 

rendered נוה as τόπος.889 Jer 32:16(25:30) similarly attests נוה paired with a word that is

888 For a discussion on the renderings of נוה in Jer LXX, cf. sec. 6.15. Tov argues that the two uses of 
τόπος are revised equivalents. The reviser, however, seems to prefer the equivalent κατάλυμα. Τόπος is 
possibly a residue of the original translation.
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transliterated in the LXX: ֵהיָדד is always transliterated as αιδαδ in Jer LXX.890 The 
context in these two passages most likely prompted the translator to deviate from his 

usual equivalent for 891,נוה and the grammatical link between נוה and ֵאיָתן, the meaning

of which the translator did not understand, most likely instigated the use of τόπος in 

29:20(49:19). Though a similar link is not shared between נוה and ֵהיָדד, which the 
translator also did not understand, their close proximity could have effected the use of 
τόπος as well. The scarcity of this equivalence suggests there might be a connection 
between the translations of Jer and Ps, but more evidence must be accumulated to make 
any conctrete conclusions in this regard.

The renderings of the hiph’il form ֗יִעיֶדִּני, of the verb יעד “to meet” / “to appoint,” 
exemplify how the translator chooses a rendering based on parallel expressions in the 
same context. The hiph’il form occurs only three times in the Hebrew Bible, and each 
occurrence has the suffix attached to it: Jer 49:19(29:20) and 50(27):44 and Job (9:19). 
The Hiph’il form is generally understood to mean “to summon” or “to make an 
appointment."

Jer 29:20(49:19)  ּוִמי־ֶזה רֶֹעהיִֹעיֶדִּניּוִמי ָבחּור ֵאֶליָה ֶאְפקֹד ִּכי ִמי ָכמֹוִני ּוִמי  
 καὶ τοὺς νεανίσκους ἐπ᾿ αὐτὴν ἐπιστήσατε. ὅτι τίς – ֲאֶׁשר ַיֲעֹמד ְלָפָני
ὥσπερ ἐγώ; καὶ τίς ἀντιστήσεταί μοι; καὶ τίς οὗτος ποιμήν, ὃς στήσεται 
κατὰ πρόσωπόν μου

Jer 27(50):44  ּוִמי־ֶזה רֶֹעהיֹוִעֶדִּניּוִמי ָבחּור ֵאֶליָה ֶאְפקֹד ִּכי ִמי ָכמֹוִני ּוִמי  
καὶ πάντα νεανίσκον ἐπ᾿ αὐτὴν ἐπιστήσω. ὅτι τίς ὥσπερ – ֲאֶׁשר ַיֲעֹמד ְלָפָני
ἐγώ; καὶ τίς ἀντιστήσεταί μοι; καὶ τίς οὗτος ποιμήν, ὃς στήσεται κατὰ 
πρόσωπόν μου

Job 9:19  יֹוִעיֵדִניִאם־ְלכַֹח ַאִּמיץ ִהֵּנה ְוִאם־ְלִמְׁשָּפט ִמי  – ὅτι μὲν γὰρ ἰσχύι 
κρατεῖ· τίς οὖν κρίματι αὐτοῦ ἀντιστήσεται

889 This verse has a parallel passage in Jer 27(50):44, except that Jer LXX lacks an equivalent for נוה. The 
word is most likely a harmonization in the MT.
890 Other occurrences are in 31(48):33. The Hebrew term occurs also in 28(51):14, but the Greek renders it
as a form of the verb ירד ‘to go down’ οἱ καταβαίνοντες.
891 This is a characteristic of the translator that is noted by Weis 2006, 282 n. 29 and Jacoby 2016, 43–44.
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The Septuagint equivalent in all three of these cases is ἀνθίστημι, which means “to 

stand against” or “to set against.” This is a unique rendering of יעד in the LXX. It is 

possible that the translator understood ֗יִעיֶדִּני to be derived from the verb עוד ‘to call as 
witness,’ but all occurrences of this word in Jer have been correctly identified by him 
and rendered by compound forms of the verb μαρτυρέω ‘to bear witness.’892 The 
renderings might also be the result of guesswork based on the context. In the case of 
Job, the context is forensic, which may have supported both an etymological rendering 

from עוד and a contextual rendering. The near identical verses in Jer a’ are found in 

oracles against Edom and Babylon. In these verses, the verb עמד is in parallelism with 

 is rendered by ἵστημι. There is also another compound form of ἵστημι עמד and ,֗יִעיֶדִּני

in the same verse: ἐφίστημι renders the verb פקד in the previous clause. The translator 

probably did not recognise ֗יִעיֶדִּני, and his solution was to derive its meaning from 
parallel words in the context. Despite not identifying the Hebrew word correctly, the 
translation comes very close to the meaning of the Hebrew text. Further evidence of a 
connection to Job LXX would be required to posit any substantial conclusions regarding
a relationship between the two translations.

The rendering of the hapax legomenon ַׁשְפִרורֹו is also derived from context by the 

translator. The word occurs in Jer MT 43:10 and its meaning is uncertain. The verb ָנָטה 
‘to stretch out’ suggests that it is something to be streched out, but is this a tent or a 
canopy to be streched over the throne of Nebuchadrezzar, or is it an illustrious capret to 
be placed over the ground as a platform for Nebuchadrezzar’s throne?893

Jer 50(43):10 ֲעֵליֶהםַׁשְפִרורֹוְוָנָטה ֶאת־  – καὶ ἀρεῖ τὰ ὅπλα ἐπ᾿ αὐτοὺς

In either case, the Septuagint renders the word with τὰ ὅπλα, which can mean 

‘weapons’ or ‘shields.’ The equivalent ὅπλον is elsewhere used to render Hebrew words 

that do not resemble ַׁשְפִרורֹו, such as ָמֵגן, ִּצָּנה  and ֶנֶׁשק, all referring to shields and 
weapons. It is likely that he derives the meaning of the word from the following 
sentences, in which Nebuchadrezzar is said to conquer and ravage the land of Egypt. 

892 Jer LXX 6:10; 39(32):10, 25 and 44.
893 These meanings are presented as alternatives in HALOT s.v. ַׁשְפִריר.
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Αἴρω ‘to take up’ is an uncommon equivalent of נטה that usually translates נׂשא. The 
two Hebrew words a phonetically similar, which might have led to the deviant 
rendering.

The translator had difficulty in interpreting a string of consonants in Jer 38(31):2. 

The rendering for the word ְלַהְרִּגיעֹו is very different from the Hebrew, but it is possible 
to trace the reasoning of the translator.

ְלַהְרִּגיעֹוּכֹה ָאַמר ְיהָוה ָמָצא ֵחן ַּבִּמְדָּבר ַעם ְׂשִריֵדי ָחֶרב ָהלֹוְך  2:(31)38  
 οὕτως εἶπε κύριος Εὗρον θερμὸν ἐν ἐρήμῳ μετὰ ὀλωλότων ἐν – ִיְׂשָרֵאל
μαχαίρᾳ· βαδίσατε καὶ μὴ ὀλέσητε τὸν Ισραηλ

In the MT reading of 38(31):2, Israel is said to seek rest ָהלֹוְך ְלַהְרִּגיעֹו, but the LXX 

understands the expression to consist of the negation לא with the verb הרג “to kill:” 

βαδίσατε καὶ μὴ ὀλέσητε. The translator did not understand the consonants להרגיעו, 

but gleaned what he could identify from them, i.e. the verbal root הרג.

7.3. Different Interpretation of the Text
In this section I present examples of semantic differences between Jer MT and Jer LXX 
that most likely result from the translator’s different interpretation of the Hebrew 
consonantal text than the interpretation transmitted by the MT. A number of these 
involve the scriptio plene of vowels, and the cause of difference in such cases is 
possibly due to the scriptio defective of the same word in the other text. A determination
of the original meaning of the consonantal text is not always simple, but in most cases 
the context provides efficient evidence to make a conclusion in one way or the other.

In some cases, a different vocalization of the text can result in a different 
segmentation of consonants, resulting in a different meaning.

  ְּבתֹוְך ִמְרָמהִׁשְבְּתָך )5 (ִלְּמדּו ְלׁשֹוָנם ַּדֶּבר־ֶׁשֶקר ַהֲעֵוה ִנְלאּו׃ (5–4)6–9:5
 μεμάθηκεν ἡ γλῶσσα αὐτῶν λαλεῖν – ְּבִמְרָמה ֵמֲאנּו ַדַעת־אֹוִתי ְנֻאם־ְיהָוה
ψευδῆ, ἠδίκησαν καὶ οὐ διέλιπον τοῦ ἐπιστρέψαι. (5) τόκος ἐπὶ τόκῳ, 
δόλος ἐπὶ δόλῳ· οὐκ ἤθελον εἰδέναι με
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McKane has proposed a reconstrcution of the Vorlage of Jer LXX 9:5b–6a(4b–5a): 

 which amounts to a different segmentation 894, בתך מרמה במרמהׁשב תךהעוה נלאו 
of the consonants than the MT. McKane’s proposal is very plausible since it is a simple 
solution to the difference.

The combination of the two consonants נס is interpreted differently in Jer 4:

 ·ἀναλαβόντες φεύγετε εἰς Σιων –  ִצּיֹוָנה ָהִעיזּו ַאל־ַּתֲעֹמדּוֵנסְׂשאּו־ 4:6
σπεύσατε μὴ στῆτε

 ἕως πότε ὄψομαι φεύγοντας –  ֶאְׁשְמָעה קֹול ׁשֹוָפרֵּנסַעד־ָמַתי ֶאְרֶאה־ 4:21
ἀκούων φωνὴν σαλπίγγων

The MT reads נס as ֵנס, meaning ’standard’ or ’signal,’ while the LXX interprets the 

words as verbal forms of the root נוס ’to flee,’ possibly to be read as the imperative ֻנסּו 
in 4:6895 and as the participle ָנס in 4:21.896 The immediate context of both cases suggests

that the intended meaning of the word is ֵנס. Especially the expression נׂשא ֵנס ’raise a 
standard’ is recurrent in Is and Jer.897 In Jer 4:6, the standard is a friendly signal, while in
4:21 it refers to a signal of enemy forces approaching. On the other hand, the two 

occurrences of נס in Jer 28(51):12 and 27 have been interpreted as ֵנס in the LXX all the

while rendering the same expression נׂשא ֵנס. This could indicate how the transltor 
learns as he progresses in his work,898 or it could be an indication of a different reading 
tradition in 4:6 and 21.899

Similar cases of the confusion of meaning are found elsewhere as well:

 εἰς φωνὴν περιτομῆς αὐτῆς –  ְגדָֹלה ִהִּצית ֵאׁש ָעֶליָהֲהמּוָּלהְלקֹול  11:16
μεγάλη ἡ θλῖψις ἐπὶ σέ

894 McKane 1986, 201.
895 Cf. Streane 1896, 63, McKane 1986, 91–92 and BHS apparatus.
896 Cf. McKane 1986, 105 and BHS apparatus.
897 Is 5:26; 11:12; 13:2; Jer MT 4:6, 21; 50:2; 51:12 and 27.
898 For an example how an LXX translator developed his translation as he progressed, cf. van der Louw 
2016, 457–458.
899 I am in gratitude to Richard Weis for bringing this possibility to my attention.

360



 ַוִּיְבנּו ֶאת־ָּבמֹות ַהַּבַעל ֲאֶׁשר ְּבֵגיא ֶבן־ִהֹּנם ְלַהֲעִביר ֶאת־ְּבֵניֶהם 35:(32)39
ֹּמֶלְךְוֶאת־ְּבנֹוֵתיֶהם ַל  – καὶ ᾠκοδόμησαν τοὺς βωμοὺς τῆς Βααλ τοὺς ἐν 

φάραγγι υἱοῦ Εννομ τοῦ ἀναφέρειν τοὺς υἱοὺς αὐτῶν καὶ τὰς θυγατέρας 
αὐτῶν τῷ βασιλεῖ

 ὅτι –  ִנַחְמִּתי ְוַאֲחֵרי ִהָּוְדִעי ָסַפְקִּתי ַעל־ָיֵרְך ּבְֹׁשִּתיׁשּוִביִּכי־ַאֲחֵרי  19:(31)38
ὕστερον αἰχμαλωσίας μου μετενόησα καὶ ὕστερον τοῦ γνῶναί με 
ἐστέναξα ἐφ᾿ ἡμέρας αἰσχύνης

The rare word ֲהמּוָּלה ’tempest’ occurs only in Jer 11:16 and in Ezek 1:24. The 

translator has not recognized its meaning and has interpreted the word as מּוָלה 
’circumcision,’ which makes little sense in the context.900 

In 39(32):35 Ziegler proposes the conjectural reading βασιλεῖ as a rendering of 

 against all the Greek witnesses, which have either Μολοχ βασιλεῖ (B-S-239 מלך

A-106´ 36 c-613 Bo Arab) or simply Μολοχ (Q-V-26-46-86´-130-534-544 O-233 

L´-36-538 C Aeth Arm). He argues that Μολοχ βασιλεῖ is a doublet and that the reading

Μολοχ results from a pre-hexaplaric elimination of the word βασιλεῖ that does not 

conform to the MT.901 It is very plausible to assume that βασιλεῖ is the OG translation 

which was later made to conform to the MT ֹמֶלְך. The translator was either not aware of 
the proper noun Molech or he simply understood the text as indicating human sacrifices 
to the king. The later reading Μολοχ conforms with the MT, and is likely an early 
revision of the translation.

In 38(31):19, the translator has understood ׁשובי to be derived from the noun ׁשבי 

‘captivity’ instead of the verb ׁשוב ‘to return’ with a pronominal suffix. These words are 
spoken by Ephraim. The context mentions a return from the land of the enemies (v. 16), 
which likely affected the translator’s understanding of the word.

There is a measure of confusion regarding the proper interpretatin of the noun גבר 
in Jer LXX. The singular ִגּבֹור ‘warrior’ in Jer MT is interpreted once as ֶגֶבר ‘man,’ 

900 Cf. Streane 1896, 133 and McKane 1986, 250. Almost all mss read ἀνήφθη πῦρ ἐπ᾿ αὐτήν, μεγάλη ἡ 
θλῖψις ἐπὶ σέ for the MT ְגדָֹלה ִהִּצית ֵאׁש ָעֶליָה, but this is considered to be a doublet by both Ziegler 
(1958, 100) and by Janzen (1973, 27).
901 Ziegler 1957, 130.
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while the plural ְּגָבִרים ‘men’ is understood as ִגּבוִֺרים ‘warriors’ three times in Jer 
LXX.902

 μὴ ἔσῃ ὥσπερ –  לֹא־יּוַכל ְלהֹוִׁשיַעִגּבֹורָלָּמה ִתְהֶיה ְּכִאיׁש ִנְדָהם ְּכ 14:9
ἄνθρωπος ὑπνῶν ἢ ὡς ἀνὴρ οὐ δυνάμενος σῴζειν

 ַוִּיַּקח יֹוָחָנן ֶּבן־ָקֵרַח ְוָכל־ָׂשֵרי ַהֲחָיִלים ֲאֶׁשר־ִאּתֹו ֵאת ָּכל־ְׁשֵאִרית 16:(41)48
 ָהָעם ֲאֶׁשר ֵהִׁשיב ֵמֵאת ִיְׁשָמֵעאל ֶּבן־ְנַתְנָיה ִמן־ַהִּמְצָּפה ַאַחר ִהָּכה ֶאת־ְּגַדְלָיה

 καὶ ἔλαβεν Ιωαναν καὶ –  ַאְנֵׁשי ַהִּמְלָחָמה ְוָנִׁשים ְוַטףְּגָבִריםֶּבן־ֲאִחיָקם 
πάντες οἱ ἡγεμόνες τῆς δυνάμεως οἱ μετ᾿ αὐτοῦ πάντας τοὺς καταλοίπους 
τοῦ λαοῦ, οὓς ἀπέστρεψεν ἀπὸ Ισμαηλ, δυνατοὺς ἄνδρας ἐν πολέμῳ καὶ 
τὰς γυναῖκας καὶ τὰ λοιπά

The noun ִגּבֹור ’hero’ / ’warrior’ in 14:9 is represented by ἀνήρ in the LXX. Elsewhere 

in Jer LXX, ִגּבֹור is rendered by ἰσχυρός or by μαχητής. The interpretation of the word 

as ֶגֶבר is possible prior to its MT vocalization with the mater lectionis ו. This is a 

sensible reading since the word is parallel to ִאיׁש in the first clause and aligns the 

meaning of the two clauses closer together. The reading ִגּבֹור adds an increased 
expectation of YHWH’s ability to save. Jer LXX likely reflects an earlier understanding 
of this text than Jer MT.

On three occasions Jer LXX represents the Hebrew word גברים as if it were ִגּבוִֺרים
‘warriors.’903 The context can easily explain this confusion in 48(41):16, as the word is 

immediately followed by ַאְנֵׁשי ַהִּמְלָחָמה in apposition. Each case also lists ָנִׁשים 
‘women’ in the same context, and 48(41):16 and 50(43):6 mention ַטף ‘children,’ which 

in both cases has been rendered by τὰ λοιπά ‘the rest.’

In some cases, when a Hebrew inf. cstr. is not preceded by a preposition, the 
translator has understood the word to be a noun. Infinitives construct are identified by 
the translator when they are preceded by a preposition, but without the preposition they 
are easily confused with nouns:

902 For an analysis of the renderings of ִגּבוֺר in Jer LXX, cf. sec. 6.5.
903 These occur in Jer LXX 48(41):16, 50(43):6 and 51(44):20.
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 –  לֹא ָיָדעּוַהְכִליםהִֹביׁשּו ִּכי תֹוֵעָבה ָעׂשּו ַּגם־ּבֹוׁש לֹא־ֵיבֹוׁשּו ַּגם־ 6:15
κατῃσχύνθησαν, ὅτι ἐξελίποσαν· καὶ οὐδ᾿ ὣς καταισχυνόμενοι 
κατῃσχύνθησαν καὶ τὴν ἀτιμίαν αὐτῶν οὐκ ἔγνωσαν

 ּבֹו ָזכֹר ֶאְזְּכֶרּנּוַדְּבִריֲהֵבן ַיִּקיר ִלי ֶאְפַרִים ִאם ֶיֶלד ַׁשֲעֻׁשִעים ִּכי־ִמֵּדי  20:(31)38
 υἱὸς ἀγαπητὸς Εφραιμ ἐμοί, παιδίον ἐντρυφῶν, ὅτι ἀνθ᾿ ὧν οἱ λόγοι – עֹוד
μου ἐν αὐτῷ, μνείᾳ μνησθήσομαι αὐτοῦ

 ἐν τῇ θερμασίᾳ αὐτῶν δώσω –  ָאִׁשית ֶאת־ִמְׁשֵּתיֶהםְּבֻחָּמם 39:(51)28
πότημα αὐτοῖς

The case of 28(51):39 has been discussed earlier.904 The inf. cstr. ַהְכִלים ’to be ashamed’ 

is rendered as the noun τὴν ἀτιμίαν ’disgrace’ in Jer 6:15. Ἀτιμία generally renders the 

Hebrew noun ְכִלָמה ’insult’ / ’dishonor’ in Jer LXX, and it seems obvious that the 
translator understands the word as such in 6:15. This would only entail the hireq and the

final qametz vowels to be written defectively and the initial letter ה to be interpreted as 
an article.905 The LXX reflects a pronominal suffix at the end of the word. This would 

make the Hebrew article superfluous, but also require an extra ת before the suffix: 

906.כלמתם

The different interpretation in 38(31):20 can be explained by different vocalization. 

The inf. cs. ַדְּבִרי in 38(31):20 is translated as the plural form of the noun ָדָבר with a 
possessive suffix ’my words.’

The renderings of the word דֶֹמן “dung” display an understanding of the word that is

etymologically derived from the root דמה ’to resemble.’907 דֶֹמן occurs six times in the 
Hebrew Bible: four times in Jer (8:2, 9:21[22], 16:4 and 25:33[32:19]), once in 2 Kgs 

904 Cf. section 4.4.1.
905 Cf. Streane 1896, 89.
906 The reading suggested by McKane, the niph’al ִהָּכֵלם instead of the hiph’il ַהְכִלים, is the more plausible
original reading. McKane (1986, 147) and BHS apparatus argue that the Hebrew ַהְכִלים is a corruption 
from ִהָּכֵלם that is witnessed in the doublet 8:12. The doublet is not found in Jer LXX. The editor of the 
doublet in 8:12 most likely added the text with the corrected spelling.
907 Tov 1976, 53.
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9:37 and once in Ps 83(82):11. It is notable that in each instance, the “dung” is referred 
to as being spead across the ground or the field, as if it were being viewed as fertilizer.

Jer 8:2  ַעל־ְּפֵני ָהֲאָדָמה ִיְהיּוְלדֶֹמןלֹא ֵיָאְספּו ְולֹא ִיָּקֵברּו  – οὐ κοπήσονται καὶ
οὐ ταφήσονται καὶ ἔσονται εἰς παράδειγμα ἐπὶ προσώπου τῆς γῆς

Jer 9:21(22)  ַעל־ְּפֵני ַהָּׂשֶדהְּכדֶֹמןְוָנְפָלה ִנְבַלת ָהָאָדם  – καὶ ἔσονται οἱ νεκροὶ
τῶν ἀνθρώπων εἰς παράδειγμα ἐπὶ προσώπου τοῦ πεδίου τῆς γῆς ὑμῶν

Jer 32:19(25:33)  ַעל־ְּפֵני ָהֲאָדָמהְלדֶֹמןלֹא ִיָּסְפדּו ְולֹא ֵיָאְספּו ְולֹא ִיָּקֵברּו  
οὐ μὴ κατορυγῶσιν, εἰς κόπρια ἐπὶ προσώπου τῆς γῆς ἔσονται – ִיְהיּו

2 Kgs 9:37  ַעל־ְּפֵני ַהָּׂשֶדהְּכדֶֹמןְוָהְיָת ִנְבַלת ִאיֶזֶבל  – καὶ ἔσται τὸ 
θνησιμαῖον Ιεζαβελ ὡς κοπρία ἐπὶ προσώπου τοῦ ἀγροῦ

Ps 83(82):11  ָלֲאָדָמהּדֶֹמןִנְׁשְמדּו ְבֵעין־ּדֹאר ָהיּו  – ἐξωλεθρεύθησαν ἐν 
Αενδωρ, ἐγενήθησαν ὡσεὶ κόπρος τῇ γῇ

The translation παράδειγμα “pattern” or “model,” is found in three passages in Jer (8:2, 

9:21[22] and 16:4). The other three occurrences of דֶֹמן, in Jer MT 25:33(32:19), 2 Kgs 

9:37 and Ps 82(83):11, are rendered in the LXX by κόπρος or κοπρία “excrement". It 

has been suggested that the translator of Jer is consciously differentiating between the 

Israelites and other nations, i.e. referring to the dead of the Israelites as παράδειγμα and

the dead of the other nations as κόπρος,908 but a more likely explanation seems to be that

the translater mistook דֶֹמן for ִדמ֗ין or something likewise related to the verb דמה “to 

resemble.” Elsewhere in the LXX, παράδειγμα renders the word ַּתְבִנית ‘pattern.’

The equivalents κόπρος and κοπρία in Jer 32:19(25:33), 2 Kgs and Ps are also 

unique in rendering דֶֹמן, as elsewhere in the LXX they always render other words. 

Aquila and Symmachus both employed the rendering κόπρος in 8:2 and 16:4 instead of 

παράδειγμα. Together with the 2 Kgs equivalent, which is in the kaige section, this 

evidence indicates that κόπρος is likely a revisional equivalent. The translation of 

908 Geiger, A. Urschrift und Übersetzungen der Bible. Breslau, 1857, 415.
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Psalms has also been suspect of embodying influence from the kaige tradition,909 and 
this rendering in Jer LXX is also in the revised section of the translation. The use of 
κόπρος and κοπρία in these three sections of the LXX contribute to their 
characterizations as revisions.

In Jer 2:33, a different vocalization of consonants occurs in connection to another 
difference as well.

 –  ִלַּמְדְּתי ֶאת־ְּדָרָכִיְךֶאת־ָהָרעֹותַמה־ֵּתיִטִבי ַּדְרֵּכְך ְלַבֵּקׁש ַאֲהָבה ָלֵכן ַּגם  2:33
τί ὅτι καλὸν ἐπιτηδεύσεις ἐν ταῖς ὁδοῖς σου τοῦ ζητῆσαι ἀγάπησιν; οὐχ 
οὕτως, ἀλλὰ καὶ σὺ ἐπονηρεύσω τοῦ μιᾶναι τὰς ὁδούς σου

The object of the verb למד pi’el ‘to teach’ is ֶאת־ָהָרעֹות. These consonants are read as a

pronoun and a verb ַאְּת ֲהֵרעות ‘you have acted wickedly’ by the translator.910 This 

interpretation has led to the following word למדתי being understood as an infinitive 

with the prepositional prefix ְל. The rendering τοῦ μιᾶναι ‘to defile’ is likely derived 
from the context, since his reading of the passage leads him to isolate the consonants 

 טמא which do not constitute any known Hebrew word. Μιαίνω generally renders ,מדת
‘to make unclean’ elsewhere in the LXX.

Many of these examples attest to reading traditions that are at a variance with the 
MT tradition. This indicates that the translator was not familiar with the MT tradition of 
Jer, and that the community of readers in which he lived had a variant reading tradition.

7.4. Different Vorlage
Most of the differences between the MT and the Hebrew Vorlage of Jer LXX are 
quantitative in nature. These largely comprise plusses in the MT tradition, which ought 
to be considered later additions to the text in relation to the LXX Vorlage.911 Here are a 
few typical examples of small quantitative additions that are found in the MT tradition.

909 Aitken 2015b, 321–322.
910 Cf. BHS apparatus.
911 For a discussion of the significant plusses in Jer MT in comparison to Jer LXX, cf. section 2.2; Tov 
1981a and 1985.
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ָמר ָעְזֵבְך ֶאת־ְיהָוה ֱאֹלָהִיְךַרע ָוּוְדִעי ּוְרִאי ִּכי־ 2:19  – καὶ γνῶθι καὶ ἴδε ὅτι 
πικρόν σοι τὸ καταλιπεῖν σε ἐμέ, λέγει κύριος ὁ θεός σου

καὶ ἐλάλησα πρὸς ὑμᾶς καὶ –  ְולֹא ְׁשַמְעֶּתםַהְׁשֵּכם ְוַדֵּברָוֲאַדֵּבר ֲאֵליֶכם  7:13
οὐκ ἠκούσατέ μου

ּוְלָרָעהַוִּיָּנְבאּו ֶאל־ֲאָרצֹות ַרּבֹות ְוַעל־ַמְמָלכֹות ְּגדֹלֹות ְלִמְלָחָמה  8:(28)35  
 καὶ ἐπροφήτευσαν ἐπὶ γῆς πολλῆς καὶ ἐπὶ βασιλείας μεγάλας εἰς – ּוְלָדֶבר
πόλεμον

  ֲאֶׁשר־ִהְפִקידֶבן־ֲאִחיָקם ֶּבן־ָׁשָפן ַּבֶחֶרב ַוָּיֶמת ֹאתוַֺוַּיּכּו ֶאת־ְּגַדְלָיהּו  2:(41)48
 καὶ ἐπάταξαν τὸν Γοδολίαν, ὃν κατέστησε βασιλεὺς – ֶמֶלְך־ָּבֶבל ָּבָאֶרץֹ
Βαβυλῶνος ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς

In 2:19, the MT clarifies that it is not only bitter but that it is also evil to forsake 

YHWH. The plusses in Jer MT 7:13 (ַהְׁשֵּכם ְוַדֵּבר) and in 28:8 (ּוְלָרָעה ּוְלָדֶבר) are 
typical deuteronomistic vocabulary that occur in other additions of Jer MT. Jer MT 41:2 
adds the paternal names of Gedaliah, which is another feature of the MT additions. In 

the process, the relative clause has been distanced from its original referent ְּגַדְלָיהּו, 
prompting the addition of ַֺוָּיֶמת ֹאתו after the additional names.

Some passages attest additions in the MT tradition that are intertwined with 
semantic and formal differences as well. An example of such intentional change is in 
45(38):9:

 ֲאדִֹני ַהֶּמֶלְך ֵהֵרעּו ָהֲאָנִׁשים ָהֵאֶּלה ֵאת ָּכל־ֲאֶׁשר ָעׂשּו ְלִיְרְמָיהּו 9:(38)45
 Ἐπονηρεύσω – ַהָּנִביא ֵאת ֲאֶׁשר־ִהְׁשִליכּו ֶאל־ַהּבֹור ַוָּיָמת ַּתְחָּתיו ִמְּפֵני ָהָרָעב
ἃ ἐποίησας τοῦ ἀποκτεῖναι τὸν ἄνθρωπον τοῦτον ἀπὸ προσώπου τοῦ λιμοῦ

The verse portrays the words of Ebed-melech to king Zedekiah after Jeremiah had been 
cast into the cistern. The MT charges the officials with placing Jeremiah in danger of 
death, but the LXX directly accuses the king for this act. In addition, the LXX charges 
the king of intending to kill Jeremiah by this deed, while the MT merely states that 
Jeremiah will die as a result. This difference epitomizes the different portrayal of 
Zedekiah in the LXX and the MT.912 The MT and the LXX share a number of words, 

912 For discussion on the portrayal of Zedekiah in Jer MT and Jer LXX, cf. Stipp 1996, 627–648; Weis 
2006, 275–280; and Birdsong 2017, 216–228.
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including the verbs רעע ,עׂשה  and מות, the pronoun ֲאֶׁשר and the expression ִמְּפֵני 
 but the grammatical form of most of these has been changed to fit the new ,ָהָרָעב
context in the MT. The reading of the LXX relfects an earlier Vorlage.

A number of semantic and formal differences are the result of scribal errors in the 
transmission of the Greek or Hebrew text. The origin on some of these is difficult to 
determine. In some cases it is equally as plausible to argue that the error occurred in the 
transmission of either the Greek or Hebrew text.

 καὶ ἵλεως –  ַחי־ְיהָֹוה יֹאֵמרּו ָלֵכן ַלֶּׁשֶקר ִיָּׁשֵבעּוְוִאם )2( ְוֶאְסַלח ָלּה׃ 2–5:1
ἔσομαι αὐτοῖς, λέγει κύριος. (2) Ζῇ κύριος, λέγουσι· διὰ τοῦτο οὐκ ἐπὶ 
ψεύδεσιν ὀμνύουσι

᾿καὶ κύριος μετ –  ְולֹא ֻיָכלּוִיָּכְׁשלּוַויהָוה אֹוִתי ְּכִגּבֹור ָעִריץ ַעל־ֵּכן רְֹדַפי  20:11
ἐμοῦ καθὼς μαχητὴς ἰσχύων· διὰ τοῦτο ἐδίωξαν καὶ νοῆσαι οὐκ ἠδύναντο

ְיָעָדּהֵאיְך ִּתְׁשקִֹטי ַויהָוה ִצָּוה־ָלּה ֶאל־ַאְׁשְקלֹון ְוֶאל־חֹוף ַהָּים ָׁשם  7:(47)29  – 
πῶς ἡσυχάσει; καὶ κύριος ἐνετείλατο αὐτῇ ἐπὶ τὴν Ἀσκαλῶνα καὶ ἐπὶ τὰς
παραθαλασσίους, ἐπὶ τὰς καταλοίπους, ἐπεγερθῆναι

These examples display a slight difference in the consonantal texts. The Greek text 

λέγει κύριος Ζῇ κύριος in 5:2–3 likely reflects the reading reading נאם יהוה חי יהוה 
without the introduction to the oath formula ואם. The graphic similarity between the 

words ואם and נאם highly suggests that the difference has resulted from a mistake. This

is supported by the double occurrence of יהוה, which is liable to haplography.

In 20:11, the verb νοέω ‘to understand’ translates the Hebrew verb כׁשל ’to 

stumble’. The translation attests a metathesis of כ and ש, for a common equivalent of 

νοέω is the Hebrew verb שֹכל ’to understand.’ A similar misreading has taken place in 

29(47):7 as well. Ἐπεγείρω ’to awaken’ is often the equivalent of the verb עור, 

suggesting that the translator had this verb in mind rather than the MT attested יעד ’to 
meet’ / ’to appoint.’

The following cases attest a different Vorlage that is not easily explained as a 
simple mistake, but that most likely constitutes a variant reading in the Hebrew text. For
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example, the Greek equivalent κατ᾿ ὀφθαλμοὺς occurs exceptionally as the rendering of

913.בעיני only once in the whole LXX: Jer 45(38):26. It usually renders לפני

Jer 45(38):26  ַהֶּמֶלְך ְלִבְלִּתי ֲהִׁשיֵבִניִלְפֵניְוָאַמְרָּת ֲאֵליֶהם ַמִּפיל־ֲאִני ְתִחָּנִתי  
 ᾿καὶ ἐρεῖς αὐτοῖς Ῥίπτω ἐγὼ τὸ ἔλεός μου κατ – ֵּבית ְיהֹוָנָתן ָלמּות ָׁשם
ὀφθαλμοὺς τοῦ βασιλέως πρὸς τὸ μὴ ἀποστρέψαι με εἰς οἰκίαν Ιωναθαν 
ἀποθανεῖν ἐκεῖ

ַוֲעָבֶדיָךְוָאַמְרָּת ְׁשַמע ְּדַבר־ְיהָוה ֶמֶלְך ְיהּוָדה ַהּיֵֹׁשב ַעל־ִּכֵּסא ָדִוד ַאָּתה  22:2  
 καὶ ἐρεῖς Ἄκουε λόγον κυρίου, βασιλεῦ Ιουδα ὁ καθήμενος ἐπὶ – ְוַעְּמָך
θρόνου Δαυιδ, σὺ καὶ ὁ οἶκός σου καὶ ὁ λαός σου

The expression הפיל תחנה לפני “may (my) plea of mercy come before (you)” is 

otherwise always rendered with κατὰ πρόσωπον (43[36]:7, 44[37]:20 and 49[42]:2), 

and it never occurs with בעיני instead of לפני. Considering how the translator renders 

 here, and that it is בעיני it is most likely that the LXX Vorlage contained ,בעיני and לפני

a corruption of the common phrase הפיל תחנה לפני. The difference between the LXX 
Vorlage and the MT is best explained as a harmonizing correction in the MT tradition.

The Hebrew noun עבד is represented by the Greek οἶκος in Jer 22:2, which is a 

unique equivalency. The variant reading παῖδες, as attested by a number of manuscripts,

is a common equivalent of the noun עבד. A change from οἶκος to παῖς as a later 

correction of the text can easily explain the variant reading. Οἶκος itself might reflect a 

variant reading בית in the Vorlage. The expression עבדך ועמך “your servants and your 
people” is a common one in the LXX, and here again the MT reading most likely 
represents a correction toward the usual wording of the expression.

A variant reading in the Vorlage of Jer LXX is possibly found in 28(51):50:

  ִהְלכּו ַאל־ַּתֲעֹמדּו ִזְכרּו ֵמָרחֹוק ֶאת־ְיהָוה ִוירּוָׁשַלםִֵמֶחֶרבְּפֵלִטים  50:(51)28
 ἀνασῳζόμενοι ἐκ γῆς, πορεύεσθε καὶ μὴ ἵστασθε· οἱ – ַּתֲעֶלה ַעל־ְלַבְבֶכם
μακρόθεν, μνήσθητε τοῦ κυρίου, καὶ Ιερουσαλημ ἀναβήτω ἐπὶ καρδίαν 
ὑμῶν

913 For a presentation on the renderings of בעיני, cf. sec. 5.5.
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The rendering ἐκ γῆς in 28(51):50 has been explained as the translator interpreting the 

Hebrew text as מחרבה “from a dry land."914 חרבה, however, is always rendered by 

ἐρήμωσις ‘desolation’ or ἔρημος ‘desert’ in Jer LXX, and is unlikely to be rendered 

otherwise. Ἐκ γῆς most likely reflects the variant reading 915.מארץ

7.5. Illustrations of Good Competence and Free 
Translation
In a number of translated passages, it is clear from the meaning of the translation that 
the translator has understood the text he has translated, but the translation does not 
match the Vorlage in formal qualities. Such renderings indicate a departure from a strict 
attempt to reproduce the elements of the Hebrew text in a formal manner, and they are 
valuable for characterizing the translation. In these cases it is understood that the 
Vorlage of the renderings is largely in agreement with the MT, and that the formal 
difference between the MT and the LXX has been produced by the translator, often in 
compliance to the requirements of the Greek language.

Idiomatic Greek expressions usually do not match the semantically corresponding 
Hebrew expressions in formal character. Translators who attempt to convey the formal 
characteristics of the Hebrew text as carefully as possible will usually not resort to 
idiomatic Greek expressions that depart from the formal characteristics of the Hebrew. 
This is generally the case in Jer LXX as well. However, each translator exhibits their 
own peculiarities in their translations, and the translator of Jer is no exception. Though 
he is considered among the more literal translators in the LXX, his translation exhibits a 
number of renderings that make significant departures from the formal equivalence that 
is principally attested. These departures usually embody the semantic value conveyed by
the Hebrew text, but on occasion they differ in meaning as well.

Hebrew infinitives often form expressions whose idiomatic Greek correspondence 
does not employ infintives. In such cases, a good transalation requires the translator to 
first recognize the nature of the Hebrew expression through its wider context and to 
avoid using a Greek infinitive as the rendering. Employing the corresponding idiomatic 
Greek expression as the equivalent is a sign of good competence of the translator. 

914 Cf. Ziegler 1958, 27 and McKane 1996, 1340. 
915 Tov and Polak 2009.
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Infinitives occur very often in Jer, and most of them are rendered by the fairly standard 
equivalents of the genitive articular infinitive or the anarthrous infinitive.916 A number 
are rendered by alternative means, especially Hebrew infinitives that are used in 
temporal clauses. Such syntactical expressions are more naturally construed by other 
means in the Greek language, such as by relative clause or participial phrase.

Free translations of infinitives have been presented in sections 4.2.3, 4.4.1 and 
4.4.2. These include the renderings of infinitives as relative clauses, co-ordinate clauses 
and exceptional renderings such as adverbs. Independent infinitives are not always 
easily distinguished from nouns, which might be a cause for some of these cases, but in 
most cases the translator has understood the meaning of the infinitival phrase. The 

expression ְל+inf. has also been rendered freely in a number of cases. These include 
participles, nouns and prepositional phrases that consist of a preposition and a noun. 

Infinitives rendered by attributive genitives form their own group, exemplified by ַבָּׁשָנה
ְלָמְלכֹוַהְּתִׁשִעית   translated as ἐν τῷ ἔτει τῷ ἐνάτῳ τῆς βασιλείας αὐτοῦ (52:4) and ֵעת 

translated as καιροὺς εἰσόδων αὐτῶν (8:7). In some cases the Hebrew infinitive is ּבָֹאָנה
rendered by an exceptional form of the Greek infinitive, such as the accusative articular 
infinitive or ὥστε + inf.

The free translations of infinitives do not ellicit much distinction between Jer a’ and
Jer b.’ The only exception to this is the use of participles as renderings of infinitives, 
which occur several times in Jer b’ and not once in Jer a’. Renderings of the temporal 

infinitival expression ְב+inf., for example, suggest that the translator resorts to using 
more formal equivalence in the first half of the book, which mainly consists of peotic 
texts. The renderings in Jer a’ comprise of prepositional phrases with ἐν and subordinate

clauses beginning with ὅτε. While Jer b’ also attests these equivalents in similar 
expressions, its use of genitivus absolutus signifies a high level of competence in 
recognizing the grammatical construction of the source language and the corresponding 
idiomatic expression in the target language.917

916 For an analysis of the translation of inifnitives in Jer LXX, cf. ch. 4.
917 For an analysis of the renderings of the expression ְב+inf, cf. sec. 4.4.1.
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  ֵאָליו ַהֶּמֶלְך ִצְדִקָּיהּוִּבְׁשֹלַחַהָּדָבר ֲאֶׁשר־ָהָיה ֶאל־ִיְרְמָיהּו ֵמֵאת ְיהָוה  21:1
 Ὁ λόγος ὁ γενόμενος παρὰ κυρίου πρὸς Ιερεμίαν, ὅτε – ֶאת־ַּפְׁשחּור
ἀπέστειλε πρὸς αὐτὸν ὁ βασιλεὺς Σεδεκίας τὸν Πασχωρ

οὕτως στάξει ὁ θυμός μου –  ִמְצָרִיםְּבבֲֹאֶכםֵּכן ִּתַּתְך ֲחָמִתי ֲעֵליֶכם  18:(42)49
ἐφ᾽ ὑμᾶς εἰσελθόντων ὑμῶν εἰς Αἴγυπτον

In both cases the temporal expression ְב+inf. obtains a subject different from the main 
clause, in which case genitivus absolutus is a Greek equivalent that is very suitable and 

idiomatic. Coincidently, translations of ְכ+inf. also exhibit this same distribution of 
equivalents. Three cases of infinitivus absolutus occur in Jer b’ as renderings of 

temporal ְכ+inf., and none occur as the rendering in Jer a’.

This phenomenon is also evident from the translations of the expression ְל+inf. In 
the first half of the book, the predominant rendering is the genitive articular infinitive 
(τοῦ + inf.), while in the latter half of the book the translator is more open to employing 
the anarthrous infinitive, which is more natural in Greek.918

Another syntactical expression whose equivalents elicited a few cases of free 

renderings is the negative particle מאין. This is generally rendered by ἀπό + noun or 

παρὰ/διὰ τὸ μή in Jer LXX. However, there are three cases in which it is simply 

represented by the conjunction καί and a negative particle, either οὐ, οὐκ or μή.919

ֵמֵאיןִּכי ָקָמה ַעל־ָּבֶבל ַמְחְׁשבֹות ְיהָוה ָלׂשּום ֶאת־ֶאֶרץ ָּבֶבל ְלַׁשָּמה  29:(51)28  
 διότι ἐξανέστη ἐπὶ Βαβυλῶνα λογισμὸς κυρίου τοῦ θεῖναι τὴν γῆν – יֹוֵׁשב
Βαβυλῶνος εἰς ἀφανισμὸν καὶ μὴ κατοικεῖσθαι αὐτήν

καὶ ἔσται –  יֹוֵׁשבֵמֵאיןְוָהְיָתה ָבֶבל ְלַגִּלים ְמעֹון־ַּתִּנים ַׁשָּמה ּוְׁשֵרָקה  37:(51)28
Βαβυλὼν εἰς ἀφανισμὸν καὶ οὐ κατοικηθήσεται

The two cases in Jer 28(51) are similar to each other. In both, the participle יֹוֵׁשב has 

been rendered by a verbal form, κατοικεῖσθαι in v. 29 and κατοικηθήσεται in v. 37. In 

both cases the negation with the participle ֵמֵאין יֹוֵׁשב has been transformed into a 

918 For an analysis of the renderings of infinitives and their distribution within Jer LXX, cf. sec. 4. For a 
discussion on explanations for this phenomenon in Jer LXX, cf. sec. 8.
919 The third case is Jer 37(30):7.
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coordinate clause. The accusativus cum infinitivo -construction καὶ μὴ κατοικεῖσθαι 
αὐτήν in 28(51):29 is coordinate to the preceding infinitive while the indicative καὶ οὐ 
κατοικηθήσεται in 28(51):37 forms an independent coordinate clause.

The renderings of rhetorical questions provide useful evidence for describing a 
translator’s comptence. They generally bear an implied answer that is evident from 
context, and the translator must take the context into account in order to correctly render
the questions. Rhetorical questions are expressed in a slightly different manner in 
Hebrew and Greek. In Hebrew, they may be presented in either positive or negative 
form, and most often the implied answer is the opposite. Questions are usually marked 

by the interrogative particle ַה that is prefixed to a word, and the negative form is 

expressed by ַהלֹוא.

In Greek, however, both rhetorical questions are always presented by a negative 
particle, and the different Greek negative particles οὐ and μή are be used to express 

subtle differences. Generally, οὐ expects a positive answer and μή a negative one, and 

μή is more often used to introduce rhetorical questions. The combination of both, οὐ μή,
is used in prohibitions and emphatic negative predictions.920 The translator of Jer LXX 
uses each of these negative particles in particular contexts, and he usually identifies the 
correct interpretation of the question.

When the rhetorical question is presented in positive form in the Hebrew text, and 
the implied answer is negative, the Hebrew question is expressed by the interrogative 

particle ַה. In such cases the translator most often represents the particle with the Greek 

negation μή to indicate the rhetorical function of the question with its negative implied 
answer. This is not a formal equivalent of the Hebrew since the Hebrew does not contain
a negative particle.

 Μὴ δοῦλός ἐστιν – ַהֶעֶבד ִיְׂשָרֵאל ִאם־ְיִליד ַּבִית הּוא ַמּדּוַע ָהָיה ָלַבז 2:14
Ισραηλ, ἢ οἰκογενής ἐστι; διὰ τί εἰς προνομὴν ἐγένετο;

 μὴ – ֲהַיֲעזֹב ִמּצּור ָׂשַדי ֶׁשֶלג ְלָבנֹון ִאם־ִיָּנְתׁשּו ַמִים ָזִרים ָקִרים נֹוְזִלים 18:14
ἐκλείψουσιν ἀπὸ πέτρας μαστοὶ ἢ χιὼν ἀπὸ τοῦ Λιβάνου; μὴ ἐκκλινεῖ 
ὕδωρ βιαίως ἀνέμῳ φερόμενον;921

920 Smyth 1920, 596, 598 and 626.
921 Though there is a considerable difference in the meaning of the Hebrew and Greek texts, the translator 
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ִמֶּמִּני ִיָּפֵלא ָּכל־ָּדָברֲהִהֵּנה ֲאִני ְיהָוה ֱאֹלֵהי ָּכל־ָּבָׂשר  27:(32)39  – Ἐγὼ κύριος 
ὁ θεὸς πάσης σαρκός· μὴ ἀπ᾿ ἐμοῦ κρυβήσεταί τι;

In each of these cases, and in a number of others,922 the translator correctly understood 
the rhetorical question and its implied answer. In some cases, as in 2:14 and 39(32):27, 
one might even consider the rendering to be an outright denial of the alternative: “Israel 
is not a slave!” “Nothing is hidden from me [YHWH]!”

Significantly, in other contexts, a few renderings indicate that this translator is 
willing to render such formally positive rhetorical questions with the genuinly 
inquisitive Greek interrogative εἰ, which is a more precise representation of the formal 
aspects of the Hebrew.

ֵהיִמיר ּגֹוי ֱאֹלִהים ְוֵהָּמה לֹא ֱאֹלִהים ְוַעִּמי ֵהִמיר ְּכבֹודֹו ְּבלֹוא יֹוִעילַה 2:11  – εἰ 
ἀλλάξονται ἔθνη θεοὺς αὐτῶν; καὶ οὗτοι οὔκ εἰσι θεοί. ὁ δὲ λαός μου 
ἠλλάξατο τὴν δόξαν αὐτοῦ, ἐξ ἧς οὐκ ὠφεληθήσονται.

ַיֲהֹפְך ּכּוִׁשי עֹורֹו ְוָנֵמר ֲחַבְרֻּברָֹתיו ַּגם־ַאֶּתם ּתּוְכלּו ְלֵהיִטיב ִלֻּמֵדיֲה 13:23  
 εἰ ἀλλάξεται Αἰθίοψ τὸ δέρμα αὐτοῦ καὶ πάρδαλις τὰ ποικίλματα – ָהֵרַע
αὐτῆς; καὶ ὑμεῖς δυνήσεσθε εὖ ποιῆσαι μεμαθηκότες τὰ κακά.

ְיֻׁשַּלם ַּתַחת־טֹוָבה ָרָעה ִּכי־ָכרּו ׁשּוָחה ְלַנְפִׁשיַה 18:20  – εἰ ἀνταποδίδοται 
ἀντὶ ἀγαθῶν κακά; ὅτι συνελάλησαν ῥήματα κατὰ τῆς ψυχῆς μου

The factor in choosing the interrogative εἰ is possibly that the context already supplies 
the answer, though it might not be the answer implied by the rhetorical question, or that 
the translator is not satisfied with the implied answer, or that he simply does not identify
the rhetorical question and renders the text word-for-word, as in 15:12.923 Jer 2:11 
presents the possibility of nations changing their gods as non-sensical, and yet exclaims 
that Israel has changed its God.924 Similarly, 18:20 iterates that good shuold not be 

has correctly identified the rhetorical question in this phrase. For a discussion of the differences, cf. 
McKane 1986, 429.
922 2:14, 31, 32; 3:11, 5; 7:19; 12:9; 14:19, 221; 18:14; 22:15, 28; 33(26):19; 39(32):27; 51(44):19
923 Jer 15:12 ֲהָירַֹע ַּבְרֶזל ַּבְרֶזל ִמָּצפֹון ּוְנחֶֹׁשת – εἰ γνωσθήσεται σίδηρος; καὶ περιβόλαιον χαλκοῦν ἡ ἰσχύς
σου. The first verb is interpreted as ידע 'to know', and the prepositional expression ִמָּצפֹון is possibly 
understood as a form of the verb צפן 'to hide' or צפה 'to cover.' The translator does not identify the 
rhetorical question, and renders the text word-for-word.
924 Jer 16:20 is similar in meaning.
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recompensed by evil, and yet the prophet exclaims that his well-intended mitigating 
attempts between YHWH and the people are met with persecution from the people. The 
answer to the question in Jer 13:23 is likewise obvious: Ethiopians and leopards cannot 
change the color of their skin. The statement that follows in juxtaposition implies that 
Israel is so entrenched in its evil ways that it also cannot change its conduct.

The options of εἰ and μή present two alternative means to render these questions. 
The first can be described as a neutral and objective means of conveying the Hebrew 
question to the readers, and the second is more subjective in that it resolves the correct 
interpretation for the reader. In most cases, the translator of Jer LXX chooses the latter, 
by which means he relies on the characteristics of the Greek language to bring out the 
nuances of the Hebrew rhetorical question.925

When the rhetorical question is a formally negative one, with either לֹא or ֵאין, a 
literal translator has little choice but to employ a corresponding negative particle. The 
implied answer in all these cases in Jer is the converse, i.e. positive. The translator 
employs two different practices to express the negation, either with the particle οὐ by 

itself or with double negation involving both the particles οὐ and μή. About half of the 

formally negative rhetorical questions are rendered with οὐ.

 ֵלאֹמר ֵהן ְיַׁשַּלח ִאיׁש ֶאת־ִאְׁשּתֹו ְוָהְלָכה ֵמִאּתֹו ְוָהְיָתה ְלִאיׁש־ַאֵחר ֲהָיׁשּוב 3:1
 Ἐὰν ἐξαποστείλῃ ἀνὴρ τὴν –  ָחנֹוף ֶּתֱחַנף ָהָאֶרץ ַהִהיאֲהלֹואֵאֶליָה עֹוד 

γυναῖκα αὐτοῦ, καὶ ἀπέλθῃ ἀπ᾿ αὐτοῦ καὶ γένηται ἀνδρὶ ἑτέρῳ, μὴ 
ἀνακάμπτουσα ἀνακάμψει πρὸς αὐτὸν ἔτι; οὐ μιαινομένη μιανθήσεται ἡ 
γυνὴ ἐκείνη;

־אּוַכל ַלֲעׂשֹות ָלֶכם ֵּבית ִיְׂשָרֵאל ְנֻאם־ְיהָוהלֹאֲהַכּיֹוֵצר ַהֶּזה  18:6  – Εἰ καθὼς ὁ
κεραμεὺς οὗτος οὐ δυνήσομαι τοῦ ποιῆσαι ὑμᾶς, οἶκος Ισραηλ;

In most of these cases, as in example 3:1 and 14:22, the formally negative rhetorical 
question is preceded by a formally positive one.926 The juxtaposition between the two 
aids the interpretation of the questions, particularly since the formally positive question 
is rendered by converse translation with the particle μή. Other cases, located in narrative

925 Jacoby 2016, 50.
926 Other cases are in Jer 3:4; 7:19; 13:21 and 22:15. 
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sections, are not preceded by questions, and the context indicates how they are to be 
interpreted. An example of this is 18:6.927

Alternatively, the translator will use double negation with both the particles οὐ and 

μή to render formally negative questions with positive implied answers. In Greek, a 
common means of expressing affirmation is by using both particles in the same 
expression.928

) ְנֻאם־ְיהָֹוה9:8ָּבם +־ֶאְפקֹד (לֹואַעל־ֵאֶּלה ַה 9:8 // 5:29 // 5:9  – μὴ ἐπὶ 
τούτοις οὐκ ἐπισκέψομαι, λέγει κύριος

ֵאין ְּבִצּיֹון ִאם־ַמְלָּכּה ֵאיןיהָוה ַהִהֵּנה־קֹול ַׁשְוַעת ַּבת־ַעִּמי ֵמֶאֶרץ ַמְרַחִּקים  8:19
 ἰδοὺ φωνὴ θυγατρὸς λαοῦ μου ἀπὸ γῆς μακρόθεν Μὴ κύριος οὐκ – ָּבּה
ἔστιν ἐν Σιων; ἢ βασιλεὺς οὐκ ἔστιν ἐκεῖ;

The translator uses the double negative in nearly ten cases to express the implied 
positive response to the questions.929 In contrast to the cases rendered by οὐ alone, the 
Hebrew text in these expressions is not preceded by a formally positive question. This 
may very well be the trigger for the different means of rendering these rhetorical 
questions. The double negation tutors the reader toward a correct understanding of the 
rhetorical question in contexts that do not provide the translator other means to control 
the meaning of the expression.

An exception to both of these alternatives is Jer 5:3  ֶלֱאמּוָנהֲהלֹואְיהָֹוה ֵעיֶניָך  – 

κύριε, οἱ ὀφθαλμοί σου < οὐχὶ > εἰς πίστιν. Ziegler has included the negation οὐχὶ in 
his main text, but this is an equivalent not found in any manuscript. The syrohexapla 
indicates that Aquila and Symmachus contained the double negation μη ουχι here, but 
this is very likely a later correction according to the Hebrew text. The translator either 
did not understand the rhetorical function of this question and left out the negation, or he
intentionally avoided rendering the text in a way that could be interpreted wrong. 
Alternatively, his Vorlage did not contain the negation, in which case the same 
possibilities may be applied to the Vorlage or the MT tradition has added the negation in

927 Other examples are in 23:29 and 51(44):21.
928 Smyth 1920, 628.
929 The cases not presented here are located in 8:4 (cf. sec. 5.2.2.8), 22; 13:12; 23:24 and 30(49):1.
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an attempt to enhance the literary presentation of the text.930 Either way, the translation 
contains the converse κύριε, οἱ ὀφθαλμοί σου εἰς πίστιν, averting a text with the notion 
that the Lord’s eyes are not on faithfulness.

In sum, when the formally negative rhetorical question is preceded by a formally 
positive one, the interpretation of the positive question is controlled by the resolutionary
use of the particle μή. When the formally negative rhetorical question stands alone, the 
translator uses the double negation to express affirmation. In either case, he attempts to 
guide the reader in the correct interpretation of the question in order to avoid 
misunderstandings.

Rhetorical questions are not always rendered as such in Jer LXX. In addition, a few 
cases of genuinely open questions in the Vorlage are changed into rhetorical question in 
the translation.

ְמָעַרת ָּפִרִצים ָהָיה ַהַּבִית ַהֶּזה ֲאֶׁשר־ִנְקָרא־ְׁשִמי ָעָליו ְּבֵעיֵניֶכםַה 7:11  – μὴ 
σπήλαιον λῃστῶν ὁ οἶκός μου, οὗ ἐπικέκληται τὸ ὄνομά μου ἐπ᾿ αὐτῷ 
ἐκεῖ, ἐνώπιον ὑμῶν;

ֱאֹלֵהי ִמָּקרֹב ָאִני ְנֻאם־ְיהָוה ְולֹא ֱאֹלֵהי ֵמָרחֹק׃ַה 23:23  – θεὸς ἐγγίζων ἐγώ 
εἰμι, λέγει κύριος, καὶ οὐχὶ θεὸς πόρρωθεν.

ֵבן ַיִּקיר ִלי ֶאְפַרִים ִאם ֶיֶלד ַׁשֲעֻׁשִעים ִּכי־ִמֵּדי ַדְּבִרי ּבֹו ָזכֹר ֶאְזְּכֶרּנּוֲה 20:(31)38
 υἱὸς ἀγαπητὸς Εφραιμ ἐμοί, παιδίον ἐντρυφῶν, ὅτι ἀνθ᾿ ὧν οἱ λόγοι – עֹוד
μου ἐν αὐτῷ, μνείᾳ μνησθήσομαι αὐτοῦ·

The Hebrew text of Jer 7:11 begins with the interrogative particle ַה. The question, 
though laden with irony in the juxtaposition of the temple with a den of thieves, is not 
obviously rhetorical, as the latter part of the verse seems to affirm the comparison.931 
The translator, though, has treated the question as if it were rhetorical by resolving the 
question with the negative particle μὴ. This possibly indicates the translator’s conviction

on the matter, that the temple was not a den of thieves. The MT adds the verb היה by 
which the equation is softened.

The rhetorical questions in 23:23 and 38(31):20 are not rendered as such in Jer 
LXX, but rather as direct statements. The simple use of the interrogative εἰ would have 

930 This last suggestion was proposed to me by Richard Weis (personal communication, Jan 9. 2020).
931 McKane 1986, 163.
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sufficed as a direct equivalent of the Hebrew interrogative ַה, an equivalence that the 
translator has already used elsewhere.932 The resulting translation in 23:23 does not 
precisely convey the meaning of the Hebrew text. The MT conveys the message that 
YHWH is not only a God when He is close by, but also a God when He is far away. The 
translator does not understand the text in this way, and states that YHWH is a God near 
by and not far away.

The difference between these two rhetorical questions (23:23 and 38[31]:20) and 
those presented earlier in this chapter is that these two questions are positive in both 
form and in implied answer, a form of rhetorical question that is not so common, while 
the other rhetorical questions all present the form of the question and its implied answer 
as opposite, e.g. positive question with negative implied answer or negative question 
with positive implied answer. In Greek, it is only through the negative particles οὐ and 

μή that the expected implied answer can be made explicit. Therefore, when both 
question and answer are positive, the simplest way to control the interpretation of the 
question is to present it as a direct statement instead of a question that is susceptible to 
misinterpretation.

Moving on from rhetorical questions, there are a number of passages in which the 
translation seems to convey a meaning that is converse933 to the Hebrew text. This arises
primarily from the use and non-use of the negative particle in either of the two 
witnesses. The ascription of these to the translator cannot be certain in most of these 
cases, since his general disposition toward the transltion is to be very loyal and to 
present the formal characteristics of the Hebrew text. Nevertheless, a few of these 
examples display the translator’s inability to understand the rendering or willingness to 
use an equivalent that is not precisely a semantic fit with its Vorlage.

932 Cf. Jer 2:11; 13:23 and 18:20 above. 
933 Converse translation, also referred to as contradictive rendering, is a feature of the aramaic Targumim 
that was already noted by Elias Levita in the 16th century. Michael L. Klein (1976) has delineated four 
types of technique by which he identifies converse translation in the Targumim of the Pentateuch. These 
are the addition or deletion of the negative particle, replacement of the verb with one of the opposite 
meaning, resolution of rhetorical questions, and the addition of the negative particle דלא ’lest.’ R. P. 
Gordon extended this inquiry to the LXX and the Vulgate in his 1999 article titled “’Converse 
Translation’ in Targums and Beyond.” For the references to Klein and R. P. Gordon's articles, I am 
indebted to prof. Ross Wagner, with whom I had the priviledge to meet and discuss converse translation in
the LXX in Helsinki in January 2018.
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In the following examples, the method of converse is always the addition or 
deletion of the negative particle. In three instances (5:10, 7:10 and 40[33]:8) the 
meaning of the main verb is different, and thus the meaning of the phrase is altered, but 
the converse is achieved by the use or non-use of the negative particle.

Ζῇ κύριος, λέγουσι· διὰ τοῦτο –  ִיָּׁשֵבעּו׃ַלֶּׁשֶקרְוִאם ַחי־ְיהָֹוה יֹאֵמרּו ָלֵכן  5:2
οὐκ ἐπὶ ψεύδεσιν ὀμνύουσι;

לֹוא ַליהָוהֲעלּו ְבָׁשרֹוֶתיָה ְוַׁשֵחתּו ְוָכָלה ַאל־ַּתֲעׂשּו ָהִסירּו ְנִטיׁשֹוֶתיָה ִּכי  5:10  
 ,ἀνάβητε ἐπὶ τοὺς προμαχῶνας αὐτῆς καὶ κατασκάψατε – ֵהָּמה׃
συντέλειαν δὲ μὴ ποιήσητε· ὑπολίπεσθε τὰ ὑποστηρίγματα αὐτῆς, ὅτι τοῦ
κυρίου εἰσίν.

 ּוָבאֶתם ַוֲעַמְדֶּתם ְלָפַני ַּבַּבִית ַהֶּזה ֲאֶׁשר ִנְקָרא־ְׁשִמי ָעָליו ַוֲאַמְרֶּתם ִנַּצְלנּו 7:10
καὶ ἤλθετε καὶ ἔστητε ἐνώπιον ἐμοῦ –  ֵאת ָּכל־ַהּתֹוֵעבֹות ָהֵאֶּלהֲעׂשֹות ְלַמַען

ἐν τῷ οἴκῳ, οὗ ἐπικέκληται τὸ ὄνομά μου ἐπ᾿ αὐτῷ, καὶ εἴπατε 
Ἀπεσχήμεθα τοῦ μὴ ποιεῖν πάντα τὰ βδελύγματα ταῦτα.

  ְלָכול־ֲעֹונֹוֵתיֶהם ֲאֶׁשרְוָסַלְחִּתיְוִטַהְרִּתים ִמָּכל־ֲעֹוָנם ֲאֶׁשר ָחְטאּו־ִלי  8:(33)40
 καὶ καθαριῶ αὐτοὺς ἀπὸ πασῶν τῶν ἀδικιῶν – ָחְטאּו־ִלי ַוֲאֶׁשר ָּפְׁשעּו ִבי
αὐτῶν, ὧν ἡμάρτοσάν μοι, καὶ οὐ μὴ μνησθήσομαι ἁμαρτιῶν αὐτῶν, ὧν 
ἡμάρτοσάν μοι καὶ ἀπέστησαν ἀπ᾿ ἐμοῦ

The first three examples display outright converse, i.e. the rendering has completely 
converted the meaning of the text that is presented in the Vorlage. The Hebrew text of 
Jer 5:2 bares a degree of irony: though the people of Jerusalem would swear in the name
of YHWH, which is more desirable than swearing by other deities, the conduct of the 
people nullifies their oaths, and they are considered as false. The LXX, on the other 
hand, by adding the negation οὐκ, conveys the attitude that an oath sworn in the Lord’s 

name is not a false oath. Alternatively, the negation οὐκ is here used to mark a rhetorical
question, as interpreted by Ziegler, the meaning of which is in line with the MT.

Jer 5:10 addresses the people of Jerusalem metaphorically as a vine. The branches 
of the vine are to be cut off because “they are not YHWHs,” as stated in the MT. The 
LXX leaves out the negative particle, but also changes the verb of the main clause to 
ὑπολείπω ’to leave (behind).’ The resulting text is the complete reverse of the meaning 
of the MT: “leave behind her support, for they are the Lord’s.” Gordon proposes that the
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meaning of the MT is “too strong” for the translator.934 Arguably, the translator wants to 
convey the idea that Jerusalem belongs to YHWH, and that it should not therefore be 
completely razed to the ground. However, the latter half of the verse is rendered by such
a different meaning than the Hebrew that it is difficult to believe that the translator 

understood the text in the same way. The verb סור hiph’il ‘to remove’ is represented by 

ὐπολείπω ‘to leave behind,’ and the negation states the opposite of the Hebrew.

The Hebrew text in 7:10 also contains irony. The text accuses the people of 
Jerusalem of many transgressions against YHWH all the while they continue to worship 
him under the illusion that he is protecting them from destruction. The text purports the 

people to proclaim ִנַּצְלנּו “we are delivered,” but immediately curtails this with irony: 
delivered “to go on doing all these abominations.” The LXX here again changes the 

main verb, from ִנַּצְלנּו to Ἀπεσχήμεθα ’we have abstained,"935 and adds the negation to 

the object infinitive ’to do’ τοῦ μὴ ποιεῖν. The result is: “we have abstained from doing 
all these abominations.” The irony has been removed from this phrase, and a possible 
misunderstanding of the text is avoided. Without noticing the irony, the reader would 
come to the conclusion that the text is conducive of the sense that the people are allowed
to continue practicing their wickedness even after they have been absolved of their sins. 
The LXX changes the proclamation of the people into a denial of the accusations and an
affirmation of innocence.936

The final example, Jer 40(33):8, describes the restoration of Jerusalem after YHWH

has punished it. YHWH promises to forgive the iniquities of the people ְוָסַלְחִּתי 
 The translation contains the verb μιμνῄσκομαι ‘to remember’ with a .ְלָכול־ֲעֹונֹוֵתיֶהם

negative particle, meaning “I will not remember their sins.” Μιμνῄσκομαι is an unusual

equivalent for סלח. Elsewhere, the translator uses the equivalent ἵλεως εἰμί to render 

934 Gordon 1999, 15.
935 Streane (1896, 96–97) and Tov (1976, 50 n. 36) argue that the translator rather understood the verb as a
niph’al form of אצל ‘to take away’ / ‘to reserve.’ Though this is a possible explanation, it does not 
account for the negation that is not represented in the Hebrew text. אצל is also a rare word in the HB, and 
.would be more familiar to the translator נצל
936 McKane 1986, 162–163.
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 but this cannot be 937,לא אזכר Tov and Polak have posed the different Vorlage .סלח
posited with certainty. These considerations place this case in doubt as an example of 
converse translation, but with the other examples of converse translation in mind, this 
case is plausible also.

7.6. Summary
Semantic and formal differences between Jer MT and Jer LXX reveal important 
information about the character of the translation. There are many examples of 
transliteration and mistranslation that indicate that the translator’s knowledge of Hebrew
was not always up to the task. In some cases the difference is caused by a change in the 
later development or transmission of the Hebrew or the Greek text, either intentionally 
or by mistake.

Only a small number of qualitative differences can be categorized as intended by 
the translator. The translator either resolves some of the rhetorical questions by adding 
the negative particle μή, or he leaves out the negation or the interrogative particle 
completely. A number of free renderings are also identifiable among the translations of 
infinitives. These mostly consist of expressions that are more idiomatic Greek, such as 
the greater use of the anarthrous infinitive and genitivus absolutus -construction in Jer 
b’.

On the whole, most of the qualitative differences that have occurred in my material 
may be categorized as either misunderstandings and poor knowledge of Hebrew on the 
part of the translator or a different Vorlage that indicates a change in the transmission of 
the Hebrew text, either by intention or by error. This affirms the characterization of the 
translator as very faithful to his Vorlage, unwilling to change the text. Intentional change
by the translator occurs only rarely, and appears as only subtle additions or omissions of 
small particles or occasional transformation of the syntax. These changes do not justify 
the notion of a translator as an editor who would greatly alter his text through translation
or who would leave out large portions of it. He is very rigorous in representing the 
Vorlage carefully and faithfully.

937 Tov and Polak 2009.
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8. A Characterization of the Similarities and 
Differences between Jer a’ and Jer b’

8.1. Categories of Similarities and Change
The analysis of translation equivalents in Jer LXX has identified important similarities 
and significant differences between Jer a’ and Jer b’. A number of the differences were 
already noted in previous studies and categorized by Tov in his dissertation.938 Tov’s 
study contains the most extensive list of translation differences between Jer a’ and Jer 
b’, and his categorization of these differences is based on his observations on the 
semantic correspondence between the Hebrew and Greek equivalents and on the 
consistency of the equivalents that are used in both halves of the book. His categories of
change are defined as the working principles of the reviser, whose revision is evident in 
Jer b’: 1) more precise renditions, 2) corrections of erroneous renditions, 3) stereotyped 
(literal) replacing non-stereotyped (free) renditions, 4) renditions reflecting the Hebrew 
in a more consistent way, and 5) other changes. Tov also notes a few similar lexical 
choices between Jer b’ and the three later translators Aquila, Symmachus and 
Theodotion, which he correctly asserts to increase the probability that Jer b’ contains a 
revised text.939 Since Tov’s study, however, additional features of early revisional 
practices have been identified which can further assist in profiling the changes that have 
taken place in Jer LXX.

Though Tov’s categories serve well to describe certain aspects of the difference 
between the two sections, he notes that at times these principles produce incompatible 
results.940 For example, the more precise equivalent is not always the stereotyped 
equivalent, and a number of the differing equivalents in Jer b’ do not reflect the Hebrew 
in a more consistent manner than do the equivalents in Jer a’. In comparison to 
revisionary principles of other early revisions of the LXX such as the kaige tradition, 
some of the changes in Jer b’ go against the tendency of revisions. The examples of 
natural Greek syntactic expressions in Jer b’ that depart from a rigorous attempt to 

938 For an introduction to previous studies that identified differences between Jer a and Jer b, cf. sec. 2.4 
above. For Tov's categorization of the differences between Jer a and Jer b, cf. sec. 2.4.
939 Tov 1976, 161.
940 Tov 1976, 157. Pietersma (2010b, 367–368) makes the same observation regarding Tov's categories.
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follow formal aspects of the Hebrew text do not conform to known principles of the 
early revisions. These issues raise the question whether all the differences ought to be 
attributed to the reviser. As a control, it is more plausible to categorize the differences 
according to their correspondence to revisional principles that are better known and 
classified, such as the principles of the kaige tradition. Reflecting the differences 
between Jer a’ and Jer b’ against revisional principles identified in the kaige tradition 
allows a more refined characterization of the revisional changes in Jer b’, which in turn 
enables a more precise placing of these changes within the textual history of the Greek 
versions of the Hebrew Bible. Categorizing the differences simply on their own terms 
and defining all of them as revisional disconnects Jer LXX from the trajectory of textual
development in the LXX.

Following Barthélemy’s publication of Les Devanciers, a number of studies have 
identified Hebrew-Greek equivalents that are characteristic of the kaige tradition.941 Tim 
McLay has compiled a compendium of all the proposed equivalents, which includes 96 
items, and Timo Tekoniemi has listed 16 further characteristics that have been 
subsequently identified by other scholars.942 The most notable of these characteristics 

include the equivalent καίγε for the Hebrew וגם, ἀνήρ for איׁש, and ἐγὼ εἶμι for אנכי. 
Significantly, almost every item on these lists consists of lexical equivalents. Only a few
items, such as the elimination of the use of the historical present, are more syntactical in 
nature.943

Descriptions of the kaige tradition focus on its literal translation character. The 
revision, and in some LXX books the translation, closely follows the Hebrew text to 
produce “awkward, stilted, and wooden” Greek,944 and the use of transliteration to 
represent Hebrew words is cited as a prominent feature.945 The underlying motive of the 
recension is to make the Greek translation represent the Hebrew text, i.e. the proto-
Masoretic text, more precisely in both quality and quantity than the Old Greek 

941 E.g., Schenkel 1968; Greenspoon 1983; Aejmelaeus and Kauhanen (eds.) 2017. For a discussion on the
kaige tradition, cf. sections 3.3 and 3.4.
942 McLay 1998, 127–139; Tekoniemi 2019, 258.
943 Cf. e.g. Wirth 2016, 216–217.
944 Gentry 2016, <http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/2452-4107_thb_COM_0001030102> (2.5.2018).
945 Marcos 2000, 146–147
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translation (OG) does. This is achieved through concordant translation equivalents, in 
which each Hebrew word is always rendered by the same Greek word, through the 
addition of elements for which the OG has no correspondence to the Hebrew text, and 
through the omission of elements in the Greek that have no corresponding element in 
the Hebrew.946 This disposition also manifests a degree of exegetical interest in the text 
that was not always characteristic of the first translators, as shown by the equivalents of 

niph’al forms of נחם ’to regret.’947

I have categorized the differences between Jer a’ and Jer b’ from the perspective of 
Jer b’, since it contains the equivalents that show the most affinity to revisional features.
Some of the equivalents in Jer b’ do exhibit similar characteristics to features of the 
kaige revision, such as a closer representation of formal features of the Hebrew text, 
more consistency and a higher exegetical interest in the equivalents, more so than the 
equivalents in Jer a’. A number of other equivalents, however, do not reflect the 
principles and tendencies of the kaige tradition. These include the use of more natural 
Greek expression than in Jer a’, a few unique features not found in other translations or 
revisions, and the simple use of alternative equivalents that are not the preferred 
equivalents in the kaige tradition.

The similarities between Jer a’ and Jer b’ that have been identified in the analysis 
are presented first, followed by the differences. First among the differences are 
presented the changes in Jer b’ that are not similar to the principles identified in the 
kaige tradition. These include free renderings, unique renderings and the use of non-
kaige equivalents. The changes in Jer b’ that are similar to kaige principles are presented
last. These include equivalents that match the formal characteristics of the Hebrew text, 
the consistent use of single equivalents, and exegetically motivated equivalents.

8.1.1. Similarities between Jer a’ and Jer b’
A number of important similarities between Jer a’ and Jer b’ are identified especially 
with regard to the renderings of syntactical elements in Jer LXX. These include the 

renderings of infinitive absolute constructions, of the particle ִכי and the conjunction ְו, 
and of the various uses of the word ַאַחר.

946 Aejmelaeus forthcoming.
947 Aejmelaeus 2017a, 41–53. Cf. section 6.16.
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These similarities serve to connect the two sections, Jer a’ and Jer b’, one to the 
other in terms of their translation character. Revisions are always based on an older 
version of the text, and these similarities are a residue of the OG version in Jer b’ that 
the reviser used as the basis for his revision. They have remained untouched by the 
reviser most likely because his agenda did not concern the syntactical peculiarities of 
these grammatical aspects of the text. This is in keeping with other known revisions, 
whose principle concern with the meaning of the text and its exegesis generally 
precluded syntactical constructions such as these.

The analysis has identified the following Hebrew expressions to be rendered 
similarly in both Jer a’ and Jer b’:

• Infinitives absolute, whether as part of fig. etym. constructions or not, are 
mainly rendered by part. coni. throughout Jer LXX. The alternative 
renderings as finite verbs also occur in both sections of the translation 
(section 4.3).

• The conjunction ְו in its various functions is consistently rendered by καί 
in both Jer a’ and Jer b’ (section 5.2).

• The particle ִכי in its various functions is consistently rendered by ὅτι in 
both Jer a’ and Jer b’ (section 5.3).

• The Hebrew ַאַחר ’after’ / ’behind’ is rendered similarly in both Jer a’ 

and Jer b’. In its local sense, the equivalent ὀπίσω is mainly used, and in 

its temporal sense, the equivalent μετά + acc. is used (section 5.6).

The identification of similarities between Jer a’ and Jer b’ is important for understanding
their relation to each other. Similarities serve to link the two sections together and they 
constitute the vestiges of the OG translation in Jer b’. Though the similarities presented 
here are not distinctive similarities,948 they show that a number of syntactical 
characteristics of the translation have not been revised in Jer b’. The distinctive 
similarities between Jer a’ and Jer b’ identified by Tov prove a stronger case for the 
underlying OG translation in Jer b’, but since revisions generally do not change the 
whole text, as a new translation might do, the identification of other similarities is no 
less important.

948 For a discussion on the significance of distinctive similarities in identifying revisions, cf. sec. 3.5.
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8.1.2. Differences between Jer a’ and Jer b’
The translation technical analysis has shown that there is a significant difference in 
translation character between Jer a’ and Jer b’. This is the issue that is at the core of the 
discussion concerning the unity of the translation. Do these differences reflect the work 
of more than one individual, or can they be explained with reference to a single 
translator who either applied an exegetical principle that resulted in the differences or 
who changed his disposition in the process of translation.949 The similarities presented 
above contribute to a similarity in the character of Jer a’ and Jer b’, but together with the
significant differences identified in many studies and analysed in this study, it is most 
plausible to regard the differences in Jer b’ as the result of a revision in the translated 
text.

In this section, I categorize the changes that occur between Jer a’ and Jer b’ in terms
of translation character, with a specific focus on the manner in which the different 
renderings present the form and meaning of the Hebrew Vorlage. The criteria that 
determines this categorization is based on whether the change in Jer b’ seeks to convey 
the formal features of the Vorlage more carefully than the equivalent in Jer a’, including 
word-for-word correspondence, grammatical form and stereotyped equivalency, or 
whether it conveys an interpretation of the meaning of the Vorlage that has resulted in a 
departure from the formal traits of the Hebrew text.

Characterizations of the translation of Jer LXX have generally estimated that the 
translation character of Jer b’ is more literal and incomprehensible than Jer a’. This is 
indeed the case with regard to many features of the translation, but the analysis has also 
identified a number of differences in Jer b’ that reflect an opposite tendency, i.e. a 
tendency to portray a more natural Greek style or more free disposition in relation to the
Hebrew text than the corresponding equivalents in Jer a’. These differences are 
presented first, followed by unique and preferred equivalents in Jer b’. After these, the 
changes that most reflect revisional principles in Jer b’ are presented. These are changes 
that convey a vein of propensity for expressing the formal qualities of the Hebrew, 
through isomorphic representation, consistent renderings and exegetical interests, which
are also features identified in the kaige tradition.

949 For a summary and description of solutions that different scholars have suggested, cf. sec. 2.4.
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8.1.2.1 Equivalents in Jer b that Reflect more Natural Greek Expression
A few of the differences between Jer a’ and Jer b’ reveal that the equivalents in Jer b’ 
reflect more natural Greek expression than their counterparts in Jer a’. The analysis 
found that these changes occur mostly in relation to grammatical aspects of the Hebrew, 
such as the renderings of infinitives. The choice of equivalent to render grammatical 
aspects in LXX translations is generally determined by the translator’s disposition 
toward translation instead of any conscious effort at conveying a specific meaning 
through the equivalent. Therefore, any consistent difference between the two sections 
with regard to the renderings of grammatical aspects should be considered a significant 
indication of change in the translation. Theologically or exegetically motivated change 
pertains mainly to lexical equivalents that bear the most significance for the content and 
meaning of the translation. Change in the representation of grammatical aspects rather 
displays a difference in working habits that unfolds in the course of the translation 
process.

The analysis has identified the following Hebrew expressions that are rendered in a 
more natural Greek manner in Jer b’ than in Jer a’:

• The Hebrew ְל+inf. construction is rendered largely by the genitive 
articular infinitive in Jer a’ and by the anarthrous infinitive in Jer b’. This 
change pertains both to final infinitives and object infinitives (section 
4.2).950

• The temporal uses of the prepositional phrases ְב+inf. and ְכ+inf. are 

consistently rendered by ὅτε / ὅταν -clauses and ὡς -clauses respectively 
in Jer a’. Jer b’ attests a relatively frequent use of the genitivus absolutus 
construction to render the same prepositional phrases (section 4.4).951

• The temporal use of ַאַחר ’after,’ is rendered consistently by μετά + acc. 

in Jer a’, but Jer b’ attests the natural Greek expression ὕστερος in a 
significant amount of cases (section 5.6).

950 Cf. also Tucker 2020, 151–156.
951 Cf. also Tucker 2020, 156–157.
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These differences strongly intimate that the general disposition towards rendering these 
Hebrew syntactical constructions has shifted toward the end of the translation and that 
this shift moves away from a literal representation of the Hebrew grammatical 
construction towards more natural Greek expression. This change in the text does not 
align with known revisional principles, which renders their designation as revised 
equivalents very doubtful. It is more plausible to hold their attestation in Jer b’ as a 
residue of the OG that was inconsequential to the reviser. Jer is a long book, and the OG
translator was unable, or unwilling, to uphold the consistency in his choice of renderings
as the work progressed. Theo van der Louw has discussed the notion of translator 
fatigue and suggested that the translator’s focus is more accute after a pause for 
refreshment.952 This could easily lead to the use of more natural Greek expressions after 
a long period of concentration on literal renderings. The reviser’s focus, on the other 
hand, was limited, and he was clearly more concerned with lexical items in the 
translation. Though these non-formal renderings of Hebrew expressions would have 
been a good opportunity to excercise change towards more formal equivalency of the 
Hebrew text, these renderings were left as they were.

8.1.2.2 Rare and Unique Equivalents in Jer b
Jer b’ contains a notable amount of distinctive or unique equivalents. These are found 
seldom, if at all, in other translated texts in the LXX, and they serve to set Jer b’ apart 
from other translated books. The Hebrew counterparts of these words receive other 
equivalents in Jer a’ that usually correspond to the most common equivalents found 
elsewhere in the LXX. In some of the following examples, Jer b’ also attests the use of 
the common equivalent, but a more significant portion of the renderings consist of a rare
or unique equivalent in the LXX. The presence of these equivalents in Jer b’ imbues it 
with a character at odds with all other translated texts, including that of Jer a’.

The analysis has identified the following Hebrew expressions to be rendered with a 
rare or unique equivalent in Jer b’ as opposed to a common equivalent in Jer a’:

• The expression למען+inf. in Jer a’ and throughout the LXX is generally 

rendered by ὅπως or ἵνα. Jer b’, on the other hand, uses the unique 

equivalent πρὸς τό+inf. in nearly half of all cases (section 5.8).

952 van der Louw 2016, 459–460.
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• The related expression לבלתי+inf. attests the same phenomenon, except 
the difference is even more pronounced. Jer a’ employs the common 
equivalent from elsewhere in the LXX,  τοῦ μή+inf., but Jer b’ renders 

this expression almost exclusively by πρὸς τὸ μή+inf. (section 5.7).

• The particle מאין is uniquely rendered by ἀπό+noun in Jer b’. Ἀπό is a 

common equivalent of the preposition ִמין in the LXX, but the expression
as a whole is always rendered otherwise. Jer a’ displays an interpretation 

of מאין as causative, while the equivalent in Jer b’ is indeterminate in this
regard (section 5.9).

• The noun ֵעת ’time’ is translated in Jer a’, as elsewhere in the LXX, by 

the Greek noun καιρός. Jer b’, however, always attests the unique 

rendering χρόνος (section 6.19).

• The noun ְזרוַֺע ’arm’ is usually rendered by βραχίων in Jer a’, as is 
common throughout the LXX. Jer b’ renders it by the very rare word 
ἐπίχειρον (section 6.8).

• When the Hebrew ֶזַרע ’seed’ refers to the offspring of specific 

individuals or groups, it is rendered by the uncommon equivalent γένος 
in Jer b’. Jer a’ attests the more common rendering σπέρμα in similar 
contexts (section 6.9).

• The verb ִהְכִעיס ’to anger’ / ’to provoke’ bears the equivalent παροργίζω 

in Jer a’ and the unique equivalent παραπικραίνω in Jer b’ (section 6.7).

• The Hebrew words ָׂשׂשוֺן and ִׂשְמָחה ’joy’ / ’jubilation’ are used 

interchangeably in parallelism, and so are their renderings. Both Jer a’ 

and Jer b’ use the equivalents εὐφραίνω and εὐφροσύνη, but for the 

parallel terms, Jer a’ prefers χαίρω or χαρά while Jer b’ uses the very rare

words χαρμοσύνη and χαρμονή (section 6.24).

• The verb רפא ’to heal’ assumes the general LXX equivalent ἰάομαι in 

Jer a’ and the rare LXX equivalent ἰατρεύω in Jer b’ (section 6.21).
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Unique and rare equivalents are important factors in defining the character of a 
translation. They indicate a degree of distinction between the translation that uses them 
and those that do not, and they also hint at the translator’s unwillingness to use, or lack 
of knowledge of, the general equivalents employed in other translated texts. It is not 
plausible to consider these equivalents as part of the OG translation, as they would most 
likely have been used in Jer a’ if that were the case. These equivalents are best 
understood as indicators of the reviser’s dissatisfaction with the OG equivalents that are 
attested in Jer a’. The reviser intentionally changed the OG equivalents to their present 
form in Jer b’. Significantly, these equivalents also serve to distinguish this revision 
from that of the kaige tradition and other known revisions since they do not employ 
these equivalents either.

8.1.2.3 Alternative Equivalents Preferred by Jer a’ and Jer b’
For several Hebrew words, Jer a’ and Jer b’ attest mainly one or the other of two 
different common Greek equivalents. The reasons for choosing the different equivalents 
is not entirely clear in all of these cases, and the choice might simply be down to 
preference. In a few cases it is possible to surmise a theological or exegetical reason for 
the differences. Some of these are equivalents already mentioned in the previous 
section, unique equivalents in Jer b’, but in most of these cases Jer b’ attests an 
equivalent that is also used elsewhere in the LXX.

The analysis shows that the equivalents of the following Hebrew expressions have 
been consistently rendered differently in Jer a’ and Jer b’:

• The expression נאם יהוה ’thus says YHWH’ is very frequent in Jer. In 

Jer a’ it is rendered as λέγει κύριος, while in Jer b’ it is rendered as φησὶ 
κύριος (section 6.4).

• The expression ֱאֹלִהים ֲאֵחִרים ’other gods’ is translated by θεοὶ 
ἀλλότριοι in Jer a’ and by θεοὶ ἕτεροι in Jer b’. Both halves employ the 
equivalents very consistently (section 6.2).

• The noun גבור is rendered by μαχητής in Jer a’, which is a relatively 
unusual rendering in the LXX, and by the more common equivalent 
δυνατός in Jer b’. Both halves also attest the equivalent ἰσχυρός (section 
6.5).
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• The nouns ְׁשָמָמה and ַׁשָּמה ’desolation’ are mostly translated in Jer a’ 

by ἀφανισμός and in Jer b’ by ἄβατος (section 6.25).

• The verb עבד ’to serve’ / ‘to work’ is mainly rendered by δουλεύω in Jer 

a’ and by ἐργάζομαι in Jer b’. Jer a’ attests a clear distinction between the
two meanings of the verb, while Jer b’ uses both equivalents to render the
meaning ‘to serve’ (sections 6.17).

• The two meanings of the verb יׁשב ’to sit’ and ’to dwell’ are 
distinguished clearly in Jer a’, while the distinction is nearly eradicated in
Jer b’. Jer a’ renders the meaning ’to dwell’ by κατοικέω or κατοικέομαι 
and the meaning ’to sit’ by καθίζω or καθήμαι. Jer b’, however, uses 

καθίζω and καθήμαι for both meanings, but does confine his use of 

κατοικέω to the meaning ’to dwell’ (section 6.12).

• The hiph’il forms of the verb כעס ’to anger’ / ’to provoke’ attain the 

equivalent παροργίζω in Jer a’ and the equivalent παραπικραίνω in Jer b’
(section 6.7).

• The verb ׁשכן ’to dwell’ is rendered by κατασκηνόω (3x) in Jer a’, while 

in Jer b’ it is rendered by καταλύω (3x) or οἰκέω (1x). Καταλύω is a 

common rendering of the verb לין ’to stay overnight’ both in Jer LXX 
and in the LXX as a whole (section 6.23).

• The niph’al forms of the verb לכד ’to seize’ / ’to capture’ are mostly 

rendered by ἀλίσκομαι in Jer a’ and by συλλαμβάνω or λαμβάνω in Jer 
b’ (section 6.13).

• The noun ֶחֶרב ’sword’ is translated by μαχαίρα in Jer a’. In Jer b’, 

however, the equivalent ῥομφαία is used as an alternative. The change 

from the choice μαχαίρα to ῥομφαία occurs at chapter 42, after which 

every case of ֶחֶרב is translated by ῥομφαία (section 6.10).

• The translations of נוה ’abode’ / ’pasture’ are also distinct in Jer a’ and 

Jer b’. The only equivalent used in Jer a’ is νομή, and it is used for both 

meanings of the word, suggesting that the translator understood נוה to 
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mean ’pasture’ in each instance. Jer b’ uses the equivalents κατάλυσις or 

κατάλυμα. These portray a different understanding of נוה as ’abode’ or 
’habitation.’ The contexts in which the term occurs in both Jer a’ and Jer 
b’ are similar (section 6.20).

Though the consistent use of alternative renderings, and in some cases synonymous 
renderings, between Jer a’ and Jer b’ do not distinguish the characters of the two as 
starkly as unique renderings do, they do reveal a propensity to favor equivalents other 
than those chosen in the other half of the translation. If the use of these alternative 
equivalents was merely haphazard, they would not constitute a significant factor in the 
different character of Jer b’, but since each is clearly attested as the preferred equivalent 
in either half, their force is to be taken as an indication of change in the translation.

8.1.2.4 Equivalents in Jer b that Convey More Formal Characteristics of 
the Hebrew Text
The examples from Jer b’ in this category reflect the formal features of the Hebrew text 
more precisely than the corresponding equivalents in Jer a’, and they mostly include 
equivalents of syntactical constructions. The degree to which lexical equivalents are 
determined to be formal is largely based on the notion of stereotyped renderings, which 
by definition is dependent on how a given Hebrew word is rendered elsewhere in the 
book or in the LXX as a whole. A few lexical equivalents are included here either 
because the equivalents in Jer b’ reflect a more exact meaning of the Hebrew word they 
render or because they conform to the more common rendering of the word that is found
elsewhere in the LXX.

The identification in Jer b’ of more formal characteristics than are portrayed in the 
renderings of Jer a’ is significant especially when comparing the revision in Jer b’ with 
other known revisions. A common principle shared by all known early revisions is 
precisely the intention to change the translation so that it reflects the features and 
linguistic elements of the Hebrew text more closely and consistently. When a rendering 
in Jer b’ consistelty reflects the formal elements of the Hebrew more precisely than the 
corresponding rendering in Jer a’, the difference embodies a compelling resemblance to 
other known revisions, such as the kaige tradition.
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The renderings of several syntactical constructions in Jer b’ indicate a more closer 
representation of the formal qualities of the Hebrew text than their counterparts in Jer a’.
These include the following: 

• The conjunction ְו receives the equivalent καί in a majority of cases when
it is used paratactically in both Jer a’ and Jer b’. Jer a’, however, attests a 
variety of other equivalents, such as δέ and ἀλλά to express contrast, to a 
far greater extent than Jer b’, where alternative equivalents occur only a 
few times (section 5.2).

• The particle ִּכי is likewise rendered by ὅτι in a majority of cases in both 
Jer a’ and Jer b’. Jer a’, however, attests a greater amount of variance 
than Jer b’. Διότι is used 28 times in Jer a’, which distinguishes Jer a’ 

from most other books in the LXX. Διότι is not used once in Jer b’ 
(section 5.3).

• The semipreposition ְּבֵעיֵני is rendered consistently by the Greek 

expressions ἐνώπιον and ἐναντίον in Jer a’, while Jer b’ prefers the more 

formally equivalent expressions based on the noun ὀφθαλμός, such as 

κατ᾽ ὀφθαλμούς, πρὸ ὀφθαλμῶν and ἐν ὀφθαλμοῖς (section 5.5).

• The semipreposition ִלְפֵני is rendered similarly. Jer a’ attests the use of 

both the Greek expressions ἐνώπιον and ἐναντίον to render ִלְפֵני, but also

the literal expressions based on the noun πρόσωπον. Jer a’ bears a 

tendency to avoid anthropomorphism when ִלְפֵני is used locally, as 

ἐνώπιον and ἐναντίον occur only when ִלְפֵני is metaphorically local. Jer 

b’ uses the literal equivalents κατὰ πρόσωπον and εἴς πρόσωπον 
regardless of the context (section 5.4).

• The particle ֵמֵאין is often rendered in Jer a’ as if the preposition ִמין 

portrayed a causative sense. The equivalents in such cases are παρὰ τὸ 
μή+inf. and διὰ τὸ μή+inf., which indicate causation. In Jer b’, on the 

other hand, the prepositional phrase ἀπό+noun is used, which is not 

attested for מאין elsewhere in the LXX. I may be considered a case of 

literal representation of the Hebrew preposition ִמין (section 5.9).
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• The pu’al and the qal participle forms of the verb ׁשדד ’to destroy’ are 

translated in Jer a’ by either ταλαιπωρέω ‘to endure hardship’ / ‘to 

distress’ or by ταλαιπωρία or ταλαιπωροῦντες ‘hardship’ / ‘distress.’ 
These are not semantic matches of the Hebrew verb. The renderings in 
Jer b’ are ὄλλυμι for the pu’al form and ὄλεθρος for the qal participle, 
which are more precise representations of the meaning of the Hebrew 
verb (section 6.22).

• The Herbew word ִגּבוֺר ’hero’ / ’champion’ is commonly rendered by 

δυνατός in the LXX. Jer a’, however, uses the equivalents μαχητής and 

ἰσχυρός. Jer b’ attests δυνατός and occasionally ἰσχυρός. The use of 

δυνατός aligns Jer b’ with the standard equivalent used elsewhere in the 
LXX (section 6.5).

• The phrase כה אמר יהוה ’thus says YHWH’ is translated by τάδε λέγει 
κύριος in Jer a’. Jer b’, however, renders the phrase with a more precise 

formal match of the past tense verb in οὕτως ει ̓π͂ε κύριος. In addition, Jer

a’ makes a distinction between contexts in which the particle כה is used, 

rendering it by οὕτως when it is used apart from the phrase כה אמר 
.by οὕτως (section 6.3) כה Jer b’ renders all cases of .יהוה

The above differences all reflect the tendency of change toward a more formal 
representation of the Hebrew textual elements in moving from Jer a’ to Jer b’. This 
manifests itself in three ways among these equivalents. First, some of the equivalents in 
Jer b’ are rendered by a single stereotyped equivalent with more complete consistency 

than in Jer a’. Such is the case with the renderings of conjunctive ְו and the particle ִכי. 
Second, a number of equivalents in Jer b’ convey the different linguistic elements of 
Hebrew idioms more literally than Jer a’, producing an element to correspond to each 

Hebrew element. This occurs among the renderings of the semiprepositions ִלְפֵני and 

 The third phenomenon is the use of semantically and formally more precise .ְּבֵעיֵני
equivalents in Jer b’ than those occurring in Jer a’. This occurs for the renderings of 

.כה אמר יהוה and the phrase ׁשדד
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The likeness of these changes to those made by early revisers of the LXX inculcates
Jer b’ with a revisional character by association. The nature of these changes precludes 
the possibility that they result from the exegetical mores of a single translator since their
main purpose is to convey the formal aspects of the Hebrew text more so than its 
semantic aspects. Their similarity to other known revisional principles also inclines 
them more towards the work of a reviser than a second translator since they 
communicate a similar attitude toward translation as that represented by the revisers of 
the LXX. A second translator for OG Jer b’ would most likely be contemporary to the 
OG translator of Jer a’ and would not be invested in revisional interests that begin to rise
only at a later period in time.

8.1.2.5 Jer b Displays More Consistency in the Renderings
In this category, the translation equivalents in Jer b’ are also applied more consistently 
than the equivalents in Jer a’. In distinction from consistency in the examples from the 
previous category, some of these examples do not display a tendency to convey the 
formal features of their Hebrew counterparts. This also bears similarity to tendencies of 
the kaige revision, which attempts to assign a single Greek equivalent to each Hebrew 
word and apply this equivalent consistently throughout the translation or revision.

The analysis has identified the following Hebrew expressions to be rendered with 
more consistency in Jer b’ than the alternative equivalent is in Jer a’:

• The renderings of conjunctive ְו attest a far greater amount of variation in 
Jer a’ than they do in Jer b’. Jer b’ attests only a few cases of equivalents 
other than the common καί (section 5.2).

• Likewise, the particle ִכי attests greater variation among its equivalents in
Jer a’ than in Jer b’, which attests hardly any variation (section 5.3).

•  ’noun is rendered by ἀπό+noun nearly consistently in Jer b+מאין
compared to a variety of equivalents used in Jer a’ (section 5.9).

• The renderings of אחר ‘other’ are varied in Jer a’ according to context, 
but are consistent in Jer b’ regardless of the context. The expression 

 other gods’ is translated by θεοὶ ἀλλότριοι in Jer a’ and’ ֱאֹלִהים ֲאֵחִרים

by θεοὶ ἕτεροι in Jer b’. Jer a’ applies a distinction between the different 

contexts in which אחר occurs, using ἀλλότριος when the word appears 
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as part of the expression ֱאֹלִהים ֲאֵחִרים and ἕτερος in other contexts. Jer 

b’ makes no such distinction, but renders all cases of אחר with ἕτερος 
(section 6.2).

• The contexts in which the particle כה ‘thus’ occurs are distinguished in 

Jer a’ by their renderings. The equivalent οὕτως is the usual rendering, 

but as part of the phrase כה אמר יהוה it is rendered by τάδε. Jer b’ 

makes no such distinction, and renders all occurrences of כה with οὕτως 
(section 6.2.).

• Renderings of hiph’il forms of the verb יצא ’to lead out’ / ’to bring out’ 
display variation in Jer a’, but no variation in Jer b’. Jer a’ attests the 
equivalents ἀνάγω and ἐξάγω in the context of relocating individuals or 

nations, and the equivalent ἐκφέρω in other contexts. Jer b’, where the 
context is always the relocation of individuals or nations, always renders 
the verb by ἐξάγω (section 6.6).

• For the verb ידע ’to know,’ Jer a’ employs four different equivalents: 

γινώσκω, ἐπιγινώσκω, ἐπίσταμαι and οἶδα, the last of which is reserved

to denote acquaintance. Jer b’ prefers γινώσκω, with the only exception 

being two cases of οἶδα. Jer b’ does not maintain the distinction between 
’acquaintance’ and ’knowledge’ (section 6.11).

• The noun ֶעֶבד ’servant’ / ’slave’ assumes three different equivalents in 

Jer a’, which are παῖς, δοῦλος and οἶκος, and Jer a’ makes only a vague 
distinction between the meanings ’official’ and ’slave.’ Jer b’, on the 
other hand, mainly attests the equivalent παῖς for the Hebrew noun in all 
its varying contexts (section 6.18).

• Renderings of the verb יׁשב ’to sit’ / ’to dwell’ in Jer a’ display a greater 

variance between the equivalents κατοικέω and κατοικέομαι on the one 

hand and καθίζω or καθήμαι on the other. They also consistently 
distinguish between the two meanings of the verb. Jer b’, on the other 
hand, increases the use of καθίζω and καθήμαι in relation to κατοικέω 
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and κατοικέομαι and employs the former for both meanings of the 
Hebrew verb (section 6.12).

• The semipreposition ִלְפֵני is rendered by various means in Jer a’, while 

Jer b’ nearly always uses the literal rendering κατὰ πρόσωπον (section 
5.4).

• The verb לכד ‘to capture’ is rendered by ἀλίσκομαι and συλλαμβάνω in 
Jer a’, while Jer b’ restricts the renderings to verbs derived from 
λαμβάνω (section 6.13).

All these examples exhibit the narrowing of equivalents from several alternative options
in Jer a’ to mainly a single translation equivalent in Jer b’. This is similar to the 
tendency of concordant translation in the kaige tradition, one of the purposes of which 
was to provide a means of inferring the underlying Hebrew term that is translated so that
the passage may be linked to other passages with shared vocabulary.953 Notably, some of
the consistent equivalents in Jer b’ are the same equivalents preferred by the kaige 

tradition, such as παῖς to render ֶעֶבד and derived forms of the verb λαμβάνω to render 

 These also indicate an affinity between Jer b’ and the kaige tradition, though other .לכד
equivalents show that the two are not the same.

8.1.2.6 Renderings in Jer b that are Context Sensitive
The renderings of certain words in Jer b’ display a degree of sensitivity to their context 
that is markedly more accentuated than the equivalents of the same words in Jer a’. This 
manifests itself in two ways. First, certain Hebrew words that assume different 
meanings in different contexts are intentionally rendered by only one specific Greek 
equivalent regardless of the context in order to uphold a certain interpretation of the 
meaning of the word. This is very similar to the previous category of consistency, but 

includes a greater degree of exegetical intention. Such is the case for the verb נחם, for 
example. The second manifestation of this tendency is the attempt to differentiate 
between different uses or meanings of a single Hebrew word. In the examples, two 
different equivalents are used to render a single Hebrew word in Jer b’ in order to 
distinguish between the contexts in which they occur. In Jer a’, only one of the two 

953 Aejmelaeus forthcoming.
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equivalents is mainly used, and it is used without distinction of the different contexts in 
which the Hebrew word appears.

The analysis has identified the following Hebrew expressions whose renderings 
portray a degree of exegetical differentiation:

• The verb נחם ’repent’ / ’regret’ is mainly rendered by μετανοέω ’to 
repent’ in Jer a’ in contexts in which the subject is either human beings or
YHWH. Jer b’, on the other hand, uses μετανοέω only when human 

beings are the subject, but when YHWH is the subject, παύομαι or 

ἀναπαύομαι ’to cease’ is used. By this means the reviser avoids the 
notion of YHWH’s regret (section 6.16).

• The noun ָנִביא ’prophet’ refers to both Jeremiah and his opponents. Jer b’

makes a distinction between these by using the equivalents προφήτης 
and ψευδοπροφήτης. Jer a’ does not make this distinction (section 6.14).

• The translations of the noun ֶׁשֶקר ’lie’ / ’falsehood’ also displays an 

accute distinction in Jer b’. The equivalent ἄδικος is preferred in Jer b’ in 

contexts of false prophecy and trust in such prophecy and ψεῦδος and 

ψευδής are reserved for other contexts. Jer a’ uses ψεῦδος and ψευδής in 
all contexts (section 6.26).

• The different uses of the noun ֶזַרע ’seed’ / ’offspring’ are also rendered 

differently in Jer b’. The equivalent σπέρμα is used in Jer a’ to refer to 
the actual offspring of individuals (Jeconiah) or groups (Israel and 
Ephraim). Jer b’ uses the equivalent γένος in such case and reserves 

σπέρμα for contexts in which ֶזַרע is a generic term indicating the ’seed’ 
of humans and animals (section 6.9).

• The verb צוה ’to command’ is translated by ἐντέλλομαι in Jer a’ both 
when the subject is human and when it is YHWH. Jer b’ mainly uses 
ἐντέλλομαι when human beings are the subject and moslty συντάσσω 
when YHWH is the subject (section 6.20).

These equivalents all display a degree of exegesis in their manifestations in Jer b’ that is 
not present in the corresponding equivalents in Jer a’. Naturally, the OG translator chose
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his renderings based on his understanding of the text, but his choices were more 
intuitive in comparison to the intentionality displayed by the equivalents of Jer b’. This 
category of change in Jer b’ constitutes an important affinitiy to the kaige tradition, 

particularly with regard to the renderings of the verb נחם. Both the reviser of Jer b’ and 
the kaige tradition avoid the notion of YHWH’s regret by using renderings other than 
the semantic equivalent μετανοέω, while the OG translator of Jer has no qualms with 
this equivalent. The different manner in which Jer a’ and Jer b’ interpret and treat the 
Hebrew words in this category forms a critical distinction between the characters of the 
two sections.

8.1.3. Summary
The categories of difference presented here summarize the distinctive features that Jer a’
and Jer b’ exhibit. Naturally, Jer a’ and Jer b’ are uniform in many aspects of translation 
since they share a great degree of similar themes, content and vocabulary. A number of 
features identified in the analysis also attest to this. Nevertheless, the analysis applied to 
the differences between the two sections reveals a clear difference in their character. 
Thackeray categorized Jer b’ as more literal and unintelligent Greek than Jer a’,954 but 
this is too general a picture since this definition cannot be applied to all the differences 
between the two. Tov was the first to argue extensively that the different equivalents in 
Jer b’ are the result of a revision, and he proceeded to categorize as many differences 
between the two sections as possible according to the revisional principles of his 
determination. He notes a few similarities between features of Jer b’ and known 
equivalents of Aquila, Symmachus and Theodotion. However, a more thorough 
comparison between the features of Jer b’ and identified revisional tendencies of the 
kaige tradition enable a more precise characterization of Jer b’. Knowledge of the kaige 
tradition and early revisional principles has advanced considerably since the time of 
Tov’s study.

Though some doubt has been expressed regarding the notion that Jeremiah b 
contains a revision of the Old Greek translation of Jeremiah, a reflection of the nature of
the differences between Jer a’ and Jer b’ against kaige principles serves both to enhance 
the character of Jer b’ as a revision and also to delimit the extent to which Jer b’ can 

954 Thackeray 1909, 11-14.
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plausibly be described along the lines of early revisions of the LXX. The examples 
presented above find a number of differences to be aligned with kaige principles, but a 
few examples are at odds with them, which leads to the question of how they are to be 
characterized in relation to both the Old Greek and to the kaige tradition.

First of all, there are important and distinctive similarities between Jer a’ and Jer b’ 
that definitively show a connection between them. Important similarities include the 

translations of conjunctive ְו, the particle ִכי and the preposition אחר. Both Jer a’ and Jer 
b’ are similar in their choice of preferred rendering of these Hebrew expressions. Tov 
has listed many distinctive similarities between the two sections that constitute a 
significant case for their similarity.955 Though the similarities identified by this study 
may not be classified as distinctive similarities, their identification in the context of 
marked differences between two texts is a necessary step in distinguishing a revision 
from a separate translation. A revision is always based on a previous version of the text, 
and the similarities between Jer a’ and Jer b’ indicate that both share the same OG 
translation.

The differences between Jer a’ and Jer b’ comprise of several different types. First, 
some of the examples above indicate that Jer b’ reflects a different character in relation 
to the kaige tradition. Its use of more natural Greek expressions than Jer a’ is something 
one would not expect from early revisions, which rather tend to change such free 
expressions to reflect the formal aspects of the Hebrew in greater detail. This tendency 

is evident in the translations of the expressions ְל+inf. that function as final infinitives 

and as direct objects, temporal ְב+inf. and ְכ+inf. constructions and temporal אחר.

Second, rare and unique renderings in Jer b’ naturally set it apart from all other 
translations and textual traditions, including both Jer a’ and the kaige tradition. The 
preferred choice of equivalent in the kaige tradition is different in these cases, and this 
in itself serves to distinguish Jer b’ from kaige. Examples of these include the 

translations of the syntactical constructions למען+inf. and לבלתי+inf., and the words 

ֵעת ,ְזרוַֺע ,ֶזַרע ,ִהְכִעיס,ָׂשׂשוֺן ,ִׂשְמָחה   and רפא.

The third type of difference, the use of synonymous or alternative renderings in the 
two sections, is similar to the second, except that the equivalents in Jer b’ are not rare or 

955 For an introduction to Tov's account of the distinctive similarities between Jer a’ and Jer b’, cf. sec. 2.4.
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unique. They are used in other translated books of the LXX. They also distinguish Jer b’ 
from Jer a’, and some of them are also different from the kaige tradition, though not as 

definitely as the unique renderings. These include translations of the expressions נאם 
עבד,יׁשב ,כעס  ,ׁשכן of the verbs ,ֱאֹלִהים ֲאֵחִרים and יהוה  and לכד and of the words 

.ַׁשָּמה and ְׁשָמָמה

Regardless of the features in Jer b’ that distinguish it from other texts and traditions,
most of the changes that Jer b’ displays in comparison to Jer a’ reflect similar tendencies
to those of the kaige tradition. These features include more precise representations of the
formal elements in the Hebrew text, more consistency in the choice of equivalent, and a 
level of exegetical interest in the choice of equivalent. These affinities between the 
changes in Jer b’ and the revisional tendencies of the kaige tradition serve to solidify the
changes that have taken place in Jer b’ as more revisional in character.

Renderings in Jer b’ that display a closer formal equivalence with the Hebrew text 

than in Jer a’ include the translations of the syntactic expressions בעיני ,לפני  and מאין, 

of the phrase כה אמר יהוה, of the verb ׁשדד and of the noun ִגּבוֺר. A greater level of 
consistency in the choice of equivalents in Jer b’ is evident in the renderings of 

conjunctive ְו and the particle ִכי, the word אחר ‘other,’ the verbs  יצא,ידע  and יׁשב, and

the noun ֶעֶבד. Exegetical interest in the choice of equivalent is evident in the renderings

of the verbs נחם and צוה and the nouns ָנִביא ,ֶׁשֶקר  and ֶזַרע.
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8.2. The Translation Character, Revision and Vorlage of 
Jer LXX
How can the different textual phenomena exhibited in Jer LXX be explained? On the 
one hand, a number of features that distinguish Jer b’ from Jer a’ are very similar to 
features identified in the kaige tradition. On the other hand, some of the distinguishing 
features of Jer b’ serve to distinguish it from known kaige characteristics as well. 
Furthermore, some of the changes in Jer b’ are more natural Greek in character than 
their more formal counterparts in Jer a’, which is not what would be expected from a 
revision. Though the kaige type changes are more numerous in volume, and serve to 
solidify the character of the changes in Jer b’ as revisional, the latter two groups of 
changes are no less significant in profiling the character of Jer b’. The different types of 
phenomena that are evident in the text of Jer LXX are not conducive to a simple 
solution. The contention that exegetical distinction has been applied by a single 
translator cannot account for the many differences that actually do occur in similar 
contexts; the notion of a single translator who changed his disposition mid-way through 
the work cannot explain the close affinities of the changed equivalents to the tendencies 
of the kaige tradition that dawned at a much later time and in another location; the 
assertion that two translators rendered the two halves cannot account for the distinctive 
similarities between them; and to argue that all differences come from a reviser results 
in a revisionary character whose changes are contradictory to one another and to the 
general tendency of early jewish revisions of the LXX. The evidence points toward a 
development of Jer LXX that is more complex than any one of these solutions.

The attestation of natural Greek expressions among the changes in Jer b’ may be 
explained in either of two ways, and both assume that the reviser was not concerned 
with the representation of Hebrew syntactical constuctions that are included in this 
category. The first possibility is that these changes were introduced by the reviser along 
with the other changes. While the reviser was making his revision, he simply did not 
pay the same level of attention to the translation of these syntactic elements as he did to 
other aspects of the translation. His general purpose was similar to the kaige revisers’ 
purpose, i.e. to make the translation reflect the Hebrew text more closely and 
consistently, but his application of these principles was inconsistent, resulting in his use 
of more natural Greek expressions to render these syntactical aspects of the text.
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The second possible solution is that the more natural Greek expressions in Jer b’ are
a residue of the Old Greek translation of Jer LXX. This would mean that, though they 
embody a difference between Jer a’ and Jer b’, they reflect a turn toward more natural 
and free expression in the OG translation that occurred in the process of the first 
translation. Such a change in the disposition of the OG translator may reflect an 
unintentional change in the long and arduous work of translating the longest book in the 
HB. This change was not necessarily pervasive, but rather seems to have been confined 
mainly to the translation of a few syntactical constructions. The translation of frequently
occurring expressions, such as the infinitive, are often rendered intuitively by 
translators.956 The intention to render these in a literal manner from the outset of the 
process could easily dissolve into intuitive expressions that reflect the translator’s native
tongue due to fatigue. Alternatively, such changes may reflect an intentional change 
acquired through experience.957 These free renderings occur mainly in the latter half of 
the translation, and the translator’s initial incompetence, reflected in literal equivalents, 
would have evolved in the latter stages of the process. 

Of the two solutions, the latter has the advantage of supplying a plausible motive 
for the later revision and is therefore to be preferred. If the OG translation of Jer LXX 
was inconsistent in its translation character, as is evident from the analysis, especially if 
it exhibited less formal equivalents of the Hebrew text as the translation progressed, it 
would be an ideal object of revision. This observation does not mean that the reviser 
would have targeted all of the changed equivalents made by the OG translator nor that 
the reviser would have only targeted the changed equivalents. It is more likely that the 
apparent turn toward more natural Greek expression only served as a cue for the reviser,
who then proceeded to revise a limited number of specific equivalents, most of which 
were likely the same as the OG translator’s equivalents found in Jer a’. 

The motive of early jewish revisions was usually a disparity between the OG and 
the Hebrew text. The textual development of the Hebrew text of Jer is understood as a 
gradual growth process that culminated in the MT edition of Jer.958 Most of the textual 
growth that is evident in Jer MT in comparison to Jer LXX is located in the prose 

956 Aejmelaeus 2007, 63.
957 For a discussion on how the LXX translators’ cumulated experience in translating the HB is evident in 
their renderings, cf. van der Louw 2016, 457–458.
958 For a discussion on the development of the Hebrew text of Jer LXX, cf. sec. 2.2.2.
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sections of Jer, which comprise most of the latter half of the book. This process of 
growth must have been going on after the OG translation was produced, and it is very 
likely that the reviser based his revision on a Hebrew text that had further developed 
from the Vorlage used by the OG translators several decades earlier. Evidence of this 
hypothesis is difficult to come by since the manuscript tradition of Jer b’ does not evince
textual variants prior to the later christian recensions. However, this is a very plausible 
hypothesis in light of the identified principles of other revisions of the LXX. Together, 
the expanded Hebrew text and less formal Greek equivalents in the latter half of Jer 
LXX would form a significant incentive for revision. 

Whether or not it is a coincidence that these two factors coincide with the revision 
being extant only in Jer b’ is difficult to determine. Tov proposes a scenario in which a 
scribe accidentally combined a scroll of Jer a’ containing the OG with a scroll of Jer b’ 
containing the revision, but he also mentions the possibility that the scarcity of scrolls 
necessitated the combination of OG Jer a’ and a revised Jer b’. For both solutions, he 
contends that the revision of Jer OG comprised the whole translation.959 A further 
possibility is that the reviser only felt a need to revise the scroll containing the latter half
of the translation, which would have included most of the prose sections of the Hebrew 
text that had undergone a greater degree of expansion than the poetic sections, and 
which attested a greater degree of natural Greek expression as a result of the change in 
the OG translator’s disposition. As noted earlier, the approach of the reviser is not as 
methodical as the approach of the later kaige revisers, and his criteria for an unsuitable 
translation was likewise not as strict. If Jer a’ approximately matched the reviser’s 
Hebrew text in quantity and did not contain free renderings of the type in Jer b’, then the
reviser did not necessarily see the need to revise the first scroll of Jer LXX. The 
disparity between his Hebrew text and Jer LXX was mostly contained in the second 
scroll of Jer LXX, which corresponded to Jer b’.

Most of the differences between Jer a’ and Jer b’ comprise changes in Jer b’ that 
reflect a character similar to the revisional principles of the kaige tradition, and these 
form a strong argument for the revisional character of Jer b’. Such changes include 
equivalents that correspond more closely to the formal elements of the Hebrew text, 
equivalents that are used more consistently to represent each Hebrew word, and a few 
exegetically motivated renderings. These similarities with other early revisions of the 

959 Tov 1976, 162.
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LXX allow a distinction regarding the date of the revision. These changes were most 
likely brought about by a reviser working in the same vein of tradition as the kaige 
revisers, though at an earlier stage than the later, more perfected exemplars of the kaige 
tradition. The explanation of a single translator who changed his disposition after a 
hiatus in the translation process, proposed by Stipp,960 easily explains both the 
distinctive similarities between Jer a’ and Jer b’ and the changes in Jer b’ that reflect 
more natural Greek expression, but it is unlikely that the translator’s changes would 
reflect the tendencies used by later revisers of the LXX to the degree that is evident in 
Jer b’. The systematic application of translation equivalents that is seen in a number of 
the changes in jer b’ does not occur to a significant extent prior to the kaige tradition. 
The OG translator completed the translation before the activities of the kaige revisers 
began, and most likely in a completely different location. It is very unlikely that the 
translator’s changes in Jer b’ would be similar to those of the later kaige revisers. The 
OG translator most likely held the translation process and the translation product in a 
different regard than did the later revisers.

Yet another group of differences are those that can be defined as rare or unique 
equivalents and alternative equivalents in Jer b’. These are also most likely changes 
made by the reviser. The OG translator’s changes in Jer b’ are mainly evident among the
grammatical features of the translation as noted above. The rare, unique and alternative 
equivalents distinguish the revised translation in Jer b’ from both the OG in Jer a’ and 
from the later kaige tradition.

All of these factors together contribute to the picture of a reviser who found 
disparity between Jer LXX, particularly Jer b’, and his Hebrew text, with regard to the 
use of natural Greek expressions at the least, and possibly with regard to a Hebrew text 
that had expanded after the initial translation of Jer. The reviser was invested in an early 
form of a kaige type tradition to some extent, as can be seen in his kaige type changes, 
but he distinguishes himself from the later revisers in a number of ways. First, he resorts
to a number of rare and unique renderings and alternative equivalents that are not used 
in the kaige tradition. Second, the remaining non-formal equivalents of the Hebrew and 
lexical variation among certain equivalents in Jer b’ indicate that he was not as thorough
nor as consistent in his changes as the later kaige revisers of 1–4 Rgns and of the Naḥal 

960 For a discussion of Stipp's arguments, cf. sec. 2.4.3.
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Ḥever MP scroll. The fact that a degree of variety tempers the translation equivalents 
among the revised equivalents speaks of the inconsistency of the revision. It is not as 
systematic, consistent or pervasive as the kaige tradition is, and yet its intentionality is 
evident in the changes to a degree that its constitution as a revision is difficult to 
disprove.
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9. Conclusions
This study constitutes a translation technical analysis of a number of Hebrew-Greek 
equivalents in Jer LXX that exhibit differences between Jer LXX 1–28 (Jer a’) and 29–
52 (Jer b’) and characterizes the translation with a view towards describing its nature as 
a witness of the Hebrew text of Jer, towards defining the relationship between Jer a’ and 
Jer b’ with more precision, and towards placing Jer LXX within the textual history of 
the LXX as a whole. With regard to these issues, the following conclusions have been 
reached:

First, the differences that are attested between the Hebrew and the Greek text within
the analyzed material mostly comprise later changes within the Hebrew text, different 
interpretations of the Hebrew consonantal text, and scribal errors that occurred during 
the transmission of the texts. Intentional changes made by the translator that cause the 
Greek text to depart from the formal characteristics of the Hebrew text are very few and 
very minor in nature. They take the form of the subtle omission or addition of small 
particles and the occasional transformation of syntax. These changes do not justify the 
description of the translator as one who actively edits the text by not translating phrases,
verses and other portions of his Hebrew Vorlage, and by major and minor transpositions.
The translator of Jer LXX is a literal translator who attempts to follow his Hebrew 
Vorlage very closely.

Second, many of the differences between Jer a’ and Jer b’ exhibit changes in Jer b’ 
that display similar revisional characteristics as those in the kaige tradition, which is a 
prime example of early jewish revisional activity. These similarities imply that the 
changes were made in a similar recensional vein as the later kaige revisions. On the 
other hand, several of the differences in Jer b’ embody unique, rare and alternative 
translation equivalents that distinguish the revision from the kaige tradition and other 
known revisions. These changes define the revision as distinct from the kaige tradition 
and serve to set it apart from all other translated portions in the LXX. In addition to 
these two categories of change, another group evinces change towards more natural 
Greek expression. This type of change occurs only among the renderings of syntactical 
expressions in Jer b’ and attests a change in the disposition of the translator. Through the
experience of translating the first portion of Jer, the translator has most likely grown a 
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working knowledge of how to render the Hebrew syntactical expressions into Greek. He
increasingly uses more natural Greek idiom in the latter half of the translation.

This third group of differences between Jer a’ and Jer b’ is conducive to a 
motivation for revisional activity. The general tendency of LXX revisions is to correct 
the LXX towards the Hebrew text used by the revisers. This is borne out of a disparity 
between the LXX and the Hebrew text. The increased use of natural Greek expression 
infers a decrease in the formal representation of Hebrew idioms and expressions. In 
addition, the textual growth of the Hebrew text of Jer occurs to a greater degree in the 
latter half of the book than in the first half. The quantitative growth of the prose sections
in the Hebrew text corresponding to Jer b’ would also materialize as a significant 
disparity between Jer OG and the Hebrew text used by the reviser. Together, these two 
factors facitilate effectual conditions for revision.

The third conclusion of this study regards the character of the revision and its place 
within the history and development of the LXX. As noted, the differences between Jer a’
and Jer b’ consist of different types of change, most of which are in the same vein as 
revisional tendencies of the kaige tradition. These changes are not applied to the same 
degree of consistency as in the later exemplars of the kaige tradition, and some of the 
changed equivalents are not the same as those chosen by the later kaige revisers. Also, 
the remaining elements of the natural Greek expressions used by the OG translator make
an important contribution to the character of the revision. The general intent of the 
reviser is similar to that of the kaige revisers in that he changes equivalents to match the 
Hebrew with more formality and consistency. In doing so, however, he is not as 
systematic and consistent as the kaige revisers. The expressions that he targets for 
revision are limited and do not concern the renderings of certain syntactical expressions 
which reflect the natural Greek expressions used by the OG translator. The changes 
most likely could not have been made by the OG translator because they exhibit trends 
of revision that only appear at a later point in time with the advent of the kaige tradition.
The inconsistency of the revision, on the other hand, implies that the principles of the 
reviser were not as developed and refined as the principles evident in the known 
exemplars of the kaige revision. Accordingly, it is most plausible to date the revision 
prior to the other known early jewish revisions.
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