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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
November 2007 saw the publication of A New English Translation of the Septuagint 
(NETS) by Oxford University Press, New York,1 and simultaneously its posting in 
digital form—courtesy Oxford University Press—by the International Organization 
for Septuagint and Cognate Studies (IOSCS) on the NETS website 
(http://ccat.sas.upenn.edu/nets/).  
 Since at the Leuven Specialists’ Symposium on Septuagint Translation (2006) I 
presented a step-by-step retrospective account of how NETS came into being,2 I 
shall limit myself here to one specific facet of NETS, namely, the so-called 
interlinear paradigm, which informs both NETS and the commentary series Society 
of Biblical Literature Commentary on the Septuagint (SBLCS) to follow. To do so 
would seem the more appropriate in light of the paradigm’s brief but interesting 
reception history, which, since 1998, has taken it into a direction somewhat 
different from what its authors envisioned and intended. 
 Elsewhere I have argued that, according to modern hermeneutics or text 
interpretation, a distinction is to be made between text production, on the one 
hand, and text reception, on the other.3 Here is how André LaCoque and Paul 

                                       
My thanks to Robert Hiebert and the Septuagint Institute at Trinity Western University for inviting 
me to speak at this conference and to Cameron Boyd-Taylor for his astute critique of this paper.  
 1 Albert Pietersma and Benjamin Wright, eds., A New English Translation of the Septuagint and 
the Other Greek Translations Traditionally Included under That Title (Oxford and New York: Oxford 
University Press, 2007). 
 2 See Albert Pietersma, “Translating a Translation: With Examples from the Greek Psalter,” in 
Translating a Translation. The Septuagint and its Modern Translations in the Context of Early 
Judaism. (ed. H. Ausloos, J. Cook, F. García Martínez, B. Lemmelijn, M. Vervenne; BETL 213; Leuven: 
Peeters, 2008), 169–82. 
 3 For example, Messianism and the Greek Psalter: In Search of the Messiah," in The Septuagint 
and Messianism (ed. Michael A. Knibb; BETL 195; Leuven: Peeters, 2006), 40–75. The same 
distinction is axiomatic for text-criticism and Descriptive Translation Studies (DTS). 
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Ricoeur put the distinction in the preface to their joint book, Thinking Biblically: 
 

we do hold that the meaning of a text is in each instance an event that is born at the 
intersection between, on the one hand, those constraints that the text bears within itself 
and that have to do in large part with its Sitz im Leben [the text as produced] and, on the 
other hand, the different expectations of a series of communities of reading and 
interpretation that the presumed authors [or translators] of the text under consideration 
could not have anticipated [the text as received].4 

 
 Interestingly, the production of the interlinear paradigm differs somewhat from 
the norm, seeing that its authors are still alive and can therefore be consulted on 
what they had in mind, in an attempt to get the train, seemingly derailed, back on 
the tracks. I begin here with the interlinear paradigm as produced—at least 
according to its authors. 
 Moreover, to get the train back on track is no incidental matter, since (1) the 
paradigm not only informs NETS, but will, as well, inform its sequel, SBLCS, under 
the joint editorship of Robert Hiebert and Benjamin Wright,5 and more importantly 
(2) the paradigm is capable, as a heuristic tool, of playing a key explanatory role in 
Septuagint Studies,6 notably in lexicography and grammaticography, and thus by 
extension in exegesis. 
 

2. THE INTERLINEAR PARADIGM AS PRODUCED 
 
At the panel discussion on modern translations of the Septuagint (Oslo 1998), the 
interlinear paradigm was formally introduced in the following terms:  
 

for the vast majority of Septuagint books this linguistic relationship [of dependence on and 
subservience to the source text] can best be conceptualized as a  

                                       
 4 André LaCocque and Paul Ricoeur, Thinking Biblically: Exegetical and Hermeneutical Studies 
(trans. David Pellauer; Chicago and London: University of Chicago Press, 1998), xi. For an 
application to translation literature see Albert Pietersma, “Text-Production and Text-Reception: 
Psalm 8 in Greek,” in Die Septuaginta— Texte, Kontexte, Lebenswelten: Internationale Fachtagung 
veranstaltet von Septuaginta Deutsch (LXX.D), Wuppertal 20.–23. Juli 2006 (ed. Martin Karrer and  
Wolfgang Kraus; WUNT 219; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2008), 467–81. Though not immediately 
apropos in the present context, it should be borne in mind that, since ‘production’ here refers to a 
text rather than to a physical object, it includes both "author" and "implied reader." 
 5 For the prospectus of the series see BIOSCS 31 (1998): 43–48 and 
http://ccat.sas.upenn.edu/ioscs/commentary/prospectus.html 
 6 For a book-length treatment of the interlinear paradigm see Cameron Boyd-Taylor, Reading 
Between the Lines—Towards an Assessment of the Interlinear Paradigm for Septuagint Studies 
(Leuven: Peeters, 2011). 



    Pietersma: Beyond Literalism  5 
 

 
 

Greek interlinear translation of a Hebrew original. Be it noted immediately, however, that the 
term "interlinear" is intended to be nothing more than a visual aid to help us conceptualize 
the linguistic relationship that is deemed to exist between the original and its rendition into 
Greek. In other words, "interlinear" is a metaphor and as metaphor it points not to the 
surface meaning of its component parts but to a deeper, less visually accessible, linguistic 
relationship of dependence and subservience. It should be emphasized further, that the 
deeper linguistic reality, which the metaphor attempts to make more tangible, is in no way 
contingent on the existence of a physical, interlinear entity at some point in the last three 
centuries B.C.E.7 

 
Three points bear underscoring. (1) Interlinearity, according to the above 
statement, is not intended to be viewed from a historical perspective. In other 
words, its authors did not have in view a Hebrew-Greek diglot of sorts, arranged in 
tandem, the Greek made to match the Hebrew. (2) While the statement asserts an 
exclusively linguistic relationship, it describes that relationship in terms of extra-
linguistic realities (dependence and subservience). (3) Based on linguistic 
considerations, it is intended as a metaphor and, therefore, as a heuristic tool.  
 Allow me to take you back briefly to autumn 1997, when the interlinear 
paradigm for NETS was born. As illustrative text I select, for reasons of simplicity 
and brevity, Ps 7:7b. The textual phenomenon in question occurs throughout most 
of the LXX, with varied distribution.  
 

Psalm 7:7ab 
 

Kp@)b 1c hwhy 1b hmwq 1a 
yrrwc 2c twrb(b 2b  )#nh 2a 

e0n o)rgh~| sou 3c ku&rie 3b a)na&sthqi 3a 
tw~n e0xqrw~n mou 4c e 0n toi =j pe /rasi 4b u(yw&qhti 4a 
a)na&sthqi ku&rie e0n o)rgh~| sou // u(yw&qhti e0n toi=j pe/rasi tw~n e0xqrw~n mou 

 
NRSV (7:6): Rise up, O LORD, in your anger; 
                         lift yourself up against the fury of my enemies; 
NETS:          Rise up, O Lord, in your wrath;  
                         be exalted at/(in) the deaths(?)8 of my enemies, 
 
In explanation I will be brief. Exactly why the Greek translator did not translate 
Hebrew hrb( (“overflow/arrogance/fury”) at line 2b by qumo/j or o0rgh/ as he  

                                       
 7 Albert Pietersma, “A New English Translation of the Septuagint,” in X Congress of the 
International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies Oslo, 1998 (ed. Bernard A. Taylor; 
SBLSCS 45; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 2001), 215–28, here 219. 
 8 According to LSJ pe/raj in extra-biblical Greek can refer to the end of human life.  



6   "Translation Is Required" 
 

did four times elsewhere (qumo/j: 78[77]:49; 90(89):11; o0rgh/: 85[84]:4; 90[89]:9 
respectively), we may never know or understand. The fact is that he did not so 
translate it in Ps 7:7, even though he was evidently familiar with the Hebrew word 
in question, and even though e0n o)rgh~| sou in the preceding stich might have directed 
his choice. 
 How he ended up with e0n toi=j pe/rasi is clearer. As F. W. Mozley noted more than 
a century ago,9 the translator here derives Hebrew 9ayin, beth, resh from rb(e, 
adverbially meaning “across, on yonder side” and commonly rendered in the LXX 
by pe/ran. So via pe/ran/pe/raj he ends up with the text we have: e0n toi=j pe/rasi. But 
what does e0n toi=j pe/rasi mean? Does it mean “at the ends, i.e., at the deaths (of my 
enemies)?” Does it mean “in the geographical limits (of my enemies)”? Does it mean 
“in the utmost boundaries (of my enemies)” (so Brenton), or “in the borders (of my 
enemies)” (so Thomson)? The fact is we do not really know what the translator had 
in mind, since he appears to have withheld that information.  
 Descriptively what happens is that the source text overrides the target text at 
the expense of the latter’s context. One might also say that the vertical dimension 
of the Greek text eclipses its horizontal dimension, since the choice of pe/raj is 
determined by the source text rather than by the context of the target text. The 
question then becomes how best to conceptualize what has happened. 
Interlinearity is capable of doing so.  
 One might of course demur if Ps 7:7 were an isolated instance. In that case, one 
might argue that, even though Rahlfs’ edition lists no variants to e0n toi=j pe/rasi, it 
must nevertheless be an error in transmission. In passing let me note something to 
which I will return later, namely, that since there is every reason to believe that the 
translator knew what hrb( meant, what he does in Ps 7:7 is apparently not due to 
ignorance. 
 The Septuagint’s aspect of unintelligibility is scarcely controversial and should 
therefore not be swept under the carpet, the less so when it is not based on 
ignorance. To be sure, some books have a higher degree of unintelligibility than 
others, but there are few that are without it. Moreover, it occurs at all levels of 
constituent structure (word, phrase, clause, discourse). Therefore, unless all such 
items are ascribed to the vicissitudes of transmission history, they must belong to 
the text as produced, that is, produced by the translator and reflective of the 
implied reader. It is, therefore, for good reason, it would seem, that the general 
introduction to NETS speaks of unintelligibility as one of the inherent, therefore, 
constitutive characteristics of the translated Septuagint.10 It should further be 
emphasized that unintelligibility  

                                       
 9 F. W. Mozley, The Psalter of the Church: The Septuagint Psalms Compared with the Hebrew, 

with Various Notes (Cambridge: University Press, 1905), 15. 
 10 NETS, “To the Reader of NETS,” xv. Cf. Emanuel Tov, “Did the Septuagint Translators Always 
Understand their Hebrew Text?” in De Septuaginta: Studies in honour of John William Wevers on his 
sixty-fifth birthday, (ed. Albert Pietersma and Claude Cox; Mississauga Ont.: Benben Publications, 
1984), 54–70. Whether or the translators always understood their source is here, of course, not the 
basic question; rather, what they did with the text when they failed to understand it. 
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is here intended to be descriptive, rather than evaluative. Hence there is no 
suggestion here that the translators were somehow deficient. 
 I entitled my paper “Beyond Literalism: Interlinearity Revisited,” and that for a 
reason. Nearly thirty years ago, James Barr in The Typology of Literalism addressed 
the thorny issue of “literal” versus “free” as popular labels for biblical 
translations.11 Not only, as Barr shows in his study, do both terms require 
numerous qualifications to be of any descriptive use at all, but within any given 
unit of translation the two are often intermixed at various levels of constituent 
structure. Furthermore, since in ancient translations of the Bible the so-called 
literal mode is, what Barr calls, the base line definition,12 it is this rather than the 
“free” mode that stands in need of special explanation in a modern context, which 
tends to take for granted that all translation is ipso facto intelligible and that 
translation by definition is interpretation. 
 While it is highly probable, as Barr suggests, that ancient translators of the bible 
often proceeded in an ad hoc manner rather than according to a predetermined 
policy, this should scarcely be taken to mean that, qua human behaviour generally, 
their translational behaviour was without norms, and thus not subject to 
description after the fact.13  
 What interests me here is not so much Barr’s six modes of literality based on 
linguistic criteria—important though his delineations are—but rather that diverse 
group of items that is difficult to accommodate under any mode of literalism, since 
they lie beyond literalism itself. Hence the phrasing of my title: “Beyond Literalism.” 
If literalism, as Barr acknowledges, is commonly understood to refer to a mode of 
translating which is intelligible though not necessarily felicitous, it becomes 
difficult to accommodate unintelligibility under any mode of literalism, unless it be 
stretched beyond its popular limits. To use the example of Ps 7:7, had Hebrew 
twrb(b been rendered by either e0n qumw~|/qumoi=j or e0n o)rgh~|/o0rgai=j, it would still have 
been a literal translation, falling within Barr’s third mode of literality,14 which has to 
do with X = Y lexical consistency between the source text and the target text. Of 
course, one might also refer e0n toi=j pe/rasi to Barr’s fifth mode,  

                                       
 11 James Barr, The Typology of Literalism in Ancient Biblical Translations (MSU 15; Göttingen: 

Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1979). 
 12 Ibid., 7. 
 13 See Cameron Boyd-Taylor, “Toward the Analysis of Translational Norms: A Sighting Shot,” 
BIOSCS 39 (2006): 27–46. See also Theo A. W. van der Louw, “Linguistic or Ideological Shifts? The 
Problem-Oriented Study of Transformations as a Methodological Filter,” in Scripture in Transition: 
Essays on Septuagint, Hebrew Bible, and Dead Sea Scrolls in Honour of Raija Sollamo (ed. Anssi 
Voitila and Jutta Jokiranta; JSJSup 126; Leiden: Brill, 2008), 107–25. 
 14 Barr, Typology, 20: “Consistency or non-consistency in the rendering, i.e., the degree to 
which a particular versional term is used for all (or most) cases of a particular term of the original.”  
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which deals with mimicking etymological connections in the source language.15 Be 
it noted, however, that neither lexical consistency nor etymologizing per se results 
in unintelligibility.16 
 To illustrate, let me draw on an example cited and commented upon by Barr.17  
As he notes, in the books of Judges, Samuel (1–2 Reigns) and Kings (3–4 Reigns), 
the Hebrew particle yb, thought to mean “please,” is rendered by the Greek phrase 
e0n e0moi/ which might be glossed as “by me/in me.” Hebrew yb is therefore segmented 
as though it were the preposition b plus the first singular suffix. Not surprisingly e0n 
e0moi/, characterized as an “extreme literalism” by Barr for good reason, semantically 
does not fit its context in such cases. Barr comments, 
 

What they [the translators] are saying to their readers is: “there is a word here the form of 
which is identical to that of the common Hebrew expression ‘in me’”. How far they realized 
that this expression, though homonymic, must have entirely different semantic content, the 
translation does not inform us. Literalism of this kind does not reveal the translator’s basic 
understanding of the meaning.18 

 
Though one might at first blush attribute what the translator is doing to ignorance 
of the relevant item in the source text, Barr questions this conclusion and that 
seemingly for a good reason. We have already seen that, in Ps 7:7, e0n toi=j pe/rasi 
cannot be so accounted for. Similarly, an item such as a finite verb followed by e0gw& 
ei0mi (e.g., e0poi/hsa e0gw& ei0mi, “I did, I am”), which occurs in the same books as does e0n 
e0moi/ for yb, cannot be so explained. And lest one assume that so-called kaige texts 
are sui generis and thus qualitatively (rather than quantitatively) different from the 
mainstream, Barr cites as well, inter alia, with reference to Martin Flashar,19 Mynq > 
nossia/ “nests” in Gen 6:14, and Boyd-Taylor adds Mwqy > e0cana/stasij “a rising up” 
in Gen 7:4b cited from Robert Hiebert.20 Other items like it exist aplenty 
throughout the Septuagint with the  

                                       
 15 Ibid.: “Coded ‘etymological’ indication of formal/semantic relationships obtaining in the 
vocabulary of the original language.” 
 16 For an excellent exposition of Barr’s typology in relation to interlinearity see Cameron Boyd-
Taylor, “Who is Afraid of Verlegenheitsübersetzungen”? in Ausloos et al., Translating a Translation, 
197–210. 
 17 Barr, Typology, 19. See also Jan Joosten, “Reflections on the ‘Interlinear Paradigm’ in 
Septuagintal Studies,” in Scripture in Transition, 163–78, here 173–74. Whether the Greek reading is 
due to ignorance or deliberation does not take away the fact that it does not fit the context in which 
it is placed.  
 18 Barr, Typology, 19.  
 19 Martin Flashar, “Exegetische Studien zum Septuagintapsalter,” ZAW 32 (1912): 81–116, 161–
89, 241–68, here  94–95 where he speaks of Verlegenheits-übersetzungen. 
 20 Robert J. V. Hiebert, “Translation Technique in the Septuagint of Genesis and Its Implications 
for the NETS Version,” BIOSCS 33 (2000): 76–93, here 83. 
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apparent exception of Job and Proverbs.21 One final citation from Barr will have to 
suffice. Says he, 
 

far from it being the case that every translation is also necessarily an interpretation, there 
could be points in some ancient translations of the bible where one of the main motives 
was, if we may put it paradoxically, to avoid interpreting. This was often the case with literal 
renderings. The concern of the translator was not to take the exegetical decisions but to 
pass on to his readers … the semantic raw material upon which a decision might later be 
built. The more the complications of possible interpretation, the more numerous the layers 
of meaning that might be discerned, and the more obscure the language of the original, the 
more a translator might withdraw from the task of interpreting.22 

 
Barr speaks here of “low-level” interpretation,23 which Aejmelaeus, in reference to 
Barr, appropriately characterizes as interpretation on the level of decoding.24 One 
might further speak of "representation" in distinction from "translation," of a 
deferring of meaning or a withdrawing by the translator of his own 
understanding.25 In the final analysis, it matters not whether the items in question 
are based on ignorance or on reasons beyond our reach, they are an inherent and 
thus a constitutive characteristic of the translated text all the same. Since they are, 
they need be accounted for, at least linguistically. How can what happens best be 
conceptualized? NETS opted for interlinearity, since interlinearity evokes an 
appropriate response on the part of the modern reader. I don’t know what else can 
do a better job of conceptualizing such translational phenomena. 
 

3. INTERLINEARITY BEYOND NETS 
 
Before turning to the penultimate section of my paper, namely, the interlinear 
paradigm in its own reception history, I would briefly like to take note of the use  

                                       
 21 While Barr includes Job and Proverbs in his determination that literality forms the base line of 
Septuagint Greek, it is noteworthy that the tell-tale translation-isms are absent from these books. 
That this is so tells us something about them as Greek documents. Why this is so is irrelevant from 
a descriptive point of view (contra Ronald L. Troxel, LXX-Isaiah as Translation and Interpretation. 
The Strategies of the Translator of Septuagint of Isaiah [JSJSup 124; Leiden: Brill 2008],  64).  
 22 Barr, Typology,  18. 
 23 Ibid., 17. 
 24 Anneli Aejmelaeus, On the Trail of the Septuagint Translators  (rev. and exp. ed.; CBET 50; 
Leuven: Peeters, 2007), 297. For levels of interpretation see also Albert Pietersma, “Exegesis in the 
Septuagint: Possibilities and Limits,” in Septuagint Research: Issues and Challenges in the Study of 
the Greek Jewish Scriptures (ed. Wolfgang Kraus and R. Glenn Wooden; SBLSCS 53; Atlanta: Society 
of Biblical Literature, 2006),  33–45, here  39. That is to say, decoding instead of decoding followed 
by recoding. 
 25 See Boyd-Taylor, “Who is Afraid,” 199. 
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of the term "interlinear" in secondary literature on ancient biblical translations 
beyond the confines of NETS.  
 Best known is perhaps what Joseph Reider had to say about Aquila in his 
Prolegomena … to Aquila: "There is no gainsaying the pedantic literalness of 
Aquila’s version imparting to it, as it does on the whole, the character of an 
interlinear."26 Reider, however, does not have in mind a Hebrew-Greek diglot of 
sorts; rather, the linguistic relationship that exists between Aquila’s text and its 
Semitic source bespeaks the character of an interlinear. As James Barr notes, Aquila 
and his mode of translating have had a bad press from modern scholars, and after 
citing a sample of negative reactions, he observes, "But of course our present 
question is not to see Aquila or anyone else 'from the standpoint of the modern 
translator' [and thus to be censured], but to understand what was the standpoint of 
the ancient translator himself."27 Characteristically, Barr’s comment hits the nail on 
the head. As students of the Septuagint, it is our job, first and foremost, to 
describe the translated text and then to characterize it, not to judge and dismiss it. 
Furthermore, since it is difficult to conclude that Aquila’s so-called pedantic 
literalness was based on ignorance rather than design and since Barr makes the 
same point for similar phenomena in the Septuagint, in both cases we seem forced 
to conclude that this mode of representing the source text is part of the target 
text’s constitutive character and as such must be accounted for. Perhaps the chief 
difficulty in all of this is the widespread assumption that translation must be 
interpretation and thus must be intelligible. 
 Hermann-Josef Stipp has recently used the term in an article on Micha, where 
he writes, "Man muß nur wissen, daß das griechische Michabuch—wie viele andere 
Teile der LXX—nahezu durchgängig die Wortfolge der hebräischen Vorlage 
nachahmt. Es gehorcht also weithin den Regeln einer Interlinearübersetzung."28  It 
is quite clear, however, that Stipp too is not speaking of a Hebrew-Greek diglot, 
hence not of a theory of Septuagint origins, but yet finds the term useful for 
conceptualizing the linguistic relationship between target text and source text. 
 Dieter Böhler in comment on the Greek of 2 Esdras (Ezra and Nehemiah) writes, 
"2Esdr dagegen [in distinction from 1Esdr] scheint in den einzelnen hebräischen 
Wörtern und ihrer Stellung zueinander theologisch Bedeutsames zu vermuten. Er 
fühlt sich verpflichtet, auch hierin der hebraica veritas treu zu bleiben. Schönheit 
interessiert ihn nicht. Er liest sich wie eine moderne Interlinearübersetzung, die in 
ihrer hebraisierenden Art bleibend auf den hebräischen Text verweist."29  For Böhler 
as well, interlinearity is a heuristic tool rather than a theory of origins. 

                                       
 26 Joseph Reider, Prolegomena to a Greek-Hebrew and Hebrew-Greek Index to Aquila 
(Philadelphia: Dropsie College, 1916), 18–19.  
 27 Barr, Typology,  9. 
 28 Hermann-Josef Stipp, “Bermerkungen zum Griechischen Michabuch,” JNSL 29 (2003): 103–32, 
here 115. 
 29 Dieter Böhler, “‘Treu und schön’ oder nur ‘treu,’”? in Im Brennpunkt: Die Septuaginta Band 3: 
Studien zur Theologie, Anthropologie, Ekklesiologie, Eschatologie und Liturgie der Griechischen 
Bibel (ed. Heinz-Josef Fabry and Dieter Böhler ; BWANT 174; Stuttgart: W. Kohlhammer, 2007), 97–
105, here 104. See also R. Glenn Wooden, “Interlinearity in 2 Esdras: A Test Case,” in Kraus and 
Wooden, Septuagint Research, 119–44. 
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 Lastly I note that in a sister discipline Steven Fraade has proposed interlinearity 
as an appropriate interpretive tool for the constitutive character of targum.30 
 All in all, it seems clear that interlinearity as a heuristic tool is deemed useful—
at least by some beyond NETS circles—in Septuagint studies. Whether it might then 
be resorted to as an occasional tool or might better, as NETS has done, be made 
into a paradigm, i.e., a web of assumptions undergirding the theory and 
methodology of a particular discipline, becomes an interesting question.31 Qua 
paradigm, the "interlinear assumption" is intended to challenge what we might call 
the "compositional assumption," under which the Septuagint is treated as if it were 
a straightforward product of Hellenistic Judaism. 
 

4. THE INTERLINEAR PARADIGM AS RECEIVED 
 
Along the way, I have had occasion to refer to the axiomatic distinction between 
text production and text reception, but, as well, to the fact that the interlinear 
paradigm, in its own reception history, has come to stand for something quite 
other than what Cameron Boyd-Taylor and I had in mind back in 1997. Why the 
paradigm has been refigured as a theory about the historical circumstances of the 
Septuagint is not immediately clear but might possibly be due to inadequate 
exposition on the part of its authors. Perhaps a pejorative interpretation of 
"interlinearity" played a role as well. Whatever the reason, the paradigm as 
produced (or as envisioned) might best be revisited.  
 In this brief survey of comment on the paradigm, I shall not aim at 
completeness. This seems justified the more, since the critiques I have read tend 
to boil down to two basic issues: (1) the construal of the paradigm as a theory of 
Septuagint origins rather than as a metaphor or a heuristic tool, and (2) the failure 
to recognize that interlinearity as a theory of origins and interlinearity as a 
heuristic tool are mutually exclusive, since a metaphor is by definition different 
from what it focuses on. One might thus posit interlinearity either as a theory of 
origins or as a heuristic tool, but not both at the same time or as one propaedeutic 
to the other.  "Interlinear" refers to linguistic relationship, not to a historical entity. 
 Natalio Fernández Marcos and Marguerite Harl in their contributions to the 
Panel on Modern Translations of the Septuagint (Oslo, 1998) reject the interlinear 

                                       
 30 Steven D. Fraade, “Rabbinic Views on the Practice of Targum, and Multilingualism in the 
Jewish Galilee of the Third-Sixth Centuries,” in The Galilee in Late Antiquity (ed. L. I. Levine; New 
York and Jerusalem: The Jewish Theological Seminary of America, 1992),  253–86.  
 31 See on this Cameron Boyd-Taylor, Reading Between the Lines, where he begins with Aquila 
and from there proceeds to the LXX.  
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paradigm.32 Fernández Marcos notes that, in his judgment, such a Hebrew-Greek 
diglot never existed physically, and he wonders as well whether it ever existed “at a 
deeper level.” Marguerite Harl, on the other hand, thinks that the “hypothesis 
might be interesting and plausible for the origins of the LXX,” but “is not supported 
by any evidence sufficient to make it a basis of a translation procedure.”  
 Jennifer Dines recognizes interlinearity to be a metaphor but finds it “only 
approximately helpful and not to be pressed.”33 She believes the model to be based 
on circumstantial evidence (i.e., on the analogy to Aquila or Homer) rather than on 
direct evidence (i.e., linguistic makeup of the translated text). When Dines, 
however, attributes to the interlinear model the assumption that “the Hebrew text 
used by the translators was essentially the same as the MT,”34 she confuses 
interlinearity with what, in my judgment, is standard procedure in the discipline, 
namely, that consonantal MT is assumed to be the parent text of the LXX until 
proven otherwise. 
 To Muraoka’s wide-ranging critique35 I have responded at some length at 
http://www.chass.utoronto.ca/~pietersm/ (Response to Muraoka). Muraoka takes 
no note of interlinearity as a metaphor and interprets it, furthermore, as a 
pejorative (as opposed to descriptive) characterization of Septuagint Greek.36 His 
focus, as his title indicates, is on the paradigm and its implication for Septuagint 
lexicography. Central in his critique is the seemingly fictitious "tolerant reader," 
who magically transforms the text as produced into a normal Greek text. While the 
"tolerant reader" might conceivably make light of the text’s stylistic shortcomings, 
he can scarcely change it semantically by his tolerance. Muraoka does, however, 
correctly raise the question of whether the translated text warrants interlinearity as 
a paradigm. 

                                       
 32 Natalio Fernández Marcos, “Reactions to the Panel on Modern Translations,” in Taylor X 

Congress, 233–40, here 236. In his Jeremie lecture [Cambridge 2008] he repeats his misconstrual 
of interlinearity; Marguerite Harl, “La Bible d’Alexandrie I. The Translation Principles,” in Taylor X 
Congress, 181–97, here  185. It might be of interest to note, however, that, according to Harl, La 
Bible d’Alexandrie—to use the "production" / "reception" distinction—focuses on the text as 
received. 
 33 Jennifer M. Dines, The Septuagint (Understanding the Bible and Its World; London/New: T&T 
Clark, 2004), 52. For a more extensive critique of Dines’s position see Benjamin G. Wright, “The 
Septuagint and Its Modern Translators,” in Karrer and Kraus, Die Septuaginta. 103–14, here 107–09. 
 34 Dines, The Septuagint, 53. 

 35 T. Muraoka, “Recent discussions on the Septuagint lexicography with special reference to the 
so-called interlinear model,” in Die Septuaginta,  221–35. 
 36 My suspicion is that a pejorative view of interlinearity more often plays a part in its rejection. 
See, for example, Aejmelaeus, On the Trail, 300: "the Septuagint, in general, does not deserve 
(emphasis added) to be called interlinear.” Cf. also Böhler’s comment above. For NETS the term is 
strictly descriptive of linguistic relationship. 
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 More recently the interlinear paradigm has been critiqued at some length by 
Ronald Troxel, who views it primarily from a historical perspective.37 Thus contra 
Brock he believes that third century B.C.E. Alexandria knew no options in modes of 
translation, as a result of which translators perforce translated in a literal manner. 
Though a freer mode in Job and Proverbs, in distinction from the Pentateuch, is not 
denied, it is attributed to a difference in literary genre. That a difference in genre 
resulted in a difference in translation mode is thus posited despite other wisdom 
books like Ecclesiastes and Sirach.38 Troxel would therefore seem to subscribe to 
the proposition that the translators of the Septuagint translated in the way they 
did, because they could not do otherwise.39  
 The educational comparison with Homer Troxel thinks specious, since the 
school version of Homer is said not to be a translation, and cribs are said to be 
exercises by students rather than aids written for students. Troxel’s statement, 
however, is called into question on both counts by the fact that Cribiore regularly 
uses "translate/translation" for the school text of Homer, albeit in quotation marks, 
and that the text of Homer in vulgar Greek was supplied by the teacher.40 
Moreover, so Troxel, we have no evidence that a system of Jewish schooling 
existed and, in any case, no educational milieu is needed to explain the LXX’s 
literal mode of translating. While this is correct in essence, it is scarcely adequate 
to say that the literal mode was the default mode, except perhaps on Troxel’s 
belief that no translational options existed in the third century B.C.E.41  
 Since early Hellenistic Jewish writers like Demetrius cite the Septuagint we can—
so Troxel—infer that the Septuagint text was freestanding and authoritative from 
its inception rather than having achieved this status at a later date.42  
 The historical considerations above are clearly not without interest if one seeks 
to find a socio-linguistic milieu for the kind of text we find in most of the 
translated Septuagint, based on descriptive analysis and communis opinio. They do 
not, however, address the issue of interlinearity as a theoretical model.  
 While Troxel agrees that Septuagint studies needs an articulated paradigm of 
“how translators worked,”43 he disagrees with what he believes to be an 
assumption 

                                       
 37 Troxel, LXX-Isaiah, 62–72. 

 38 Ibid., 65–66. As is well known, Sirach is ‘literal’ and Ecclesiastes ‘hyper-literal’ to the point of 
unintelligible. 
 39 One may well wonder if it matters at all whether or not translators had translational options, 
since it is the text as they produced it that really matters.  
 40 On the former see Raffaella Cribiore, Gymnastics of the Mind, Greek Education in Hellenistic 
and Roman Egypt (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2001), 142, 207, 211; on the latter see 
ibid., 129–42, 191. 
 41 Troxel,  LXX-Isaiah, 68–70. 
 42 Ibid., 69. See also Joosten, “Reflections,” 171. 
 43 Troxel, LXX-Isaiah, 69 (emphasis added). For a beginning on normativity see Cameron Boyd-
Taylor, “Toward the analysis of Translational Norms,” 27–46. 
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on the part of the interlinear paradigm, namely, that it is possible to “construct a 
theory that explains all the features in their [the translators’] work.”44 Be it noted, 
however, that the interlinear paradigm does not presume to explain all features. 
Not even a full-scale descriptive analysis of the entire LXX would be capable of 
doing that. Similarly, Troxel thinks it would be great if we knew “why [emphasis 
added] the translators proceeded as they did.”45 Moreover, though my attempt at 
articulating an explanatory framework is deemed laudable, according to Troxel, 
our present sources are inadequate “to reconstruct the origins of the LXX and the 
philosophy of the translators that bestowed its distinctive text-linguistic texture.” I 
would fully agree if Troxel has in mind historical information (i.e., circumstantial 
evidence) bearing on the LXX. But since interlinearity does not aim to be a theory of 
Septuagint origins but, instead, a theoretical model, a heuristic tool, the absence of 
such sources is quite irrelevant. What we do have, however, is (1) the Greek 
translation itself, (2) by and large the source text from which this translation 
derives, and (3) compositional literature in Greek from the historical period in 
question. Thus, if our aim is to determine what sort of text the Greek translation is, 
as basis for our interpretive framework, we would seem to be rather well off!  
 Finally, when Troxel dismisses Jonathan Smith’s call for a “theory of translation” 
as irrelevant to the interlinear paradigm on the grounds that Smith, following Barr, 
protests the semantic freight assigned by scholars to LXX lexemes, he appears to 
overlook the fact that it is precisely a model of translation, a theoretical 
framework, a paradigm, that assigns semantic freight to LXX lexemes. Thus while 
neither Barr nor Smith can be cited in support of the interlinear paradigm, both see 
a need for an interpretive framework in place of prevailing "ad-hockery," i.e., 
unprincipled or undisciplined use of the translated text.46 
 Most recently, Jan Joosten has written a judicious critique of the paradigm. 
Though Joosten duly recognizes interlinearity as a heuristic tool, he nevertheless 
classifies it in the first instance as a hypothesis of Septuagint origins.47 Moreover, 
as Joosten explicitly states, he marshals his critique from a historical rather than 
from a linguistic perspective. So he writes, "The criticisms to be voiced in the 
present paper all concern the historical side of the interlinear theory.48 By 
"historical’" he apparently has in mind historically based explanations other than 
physical interlinearity.  

                                       
44 Troxel, LXX-Isaiah, 69. 
45 Ibid., 71. 
46 The fundamental reason for Troxel’s rejection of the paradigm would seem to be that, since he construes it 
as a theory of origins, it relates to the circumstances of the LXX’s production, and the circumstances of a text’s 
creation, in his view, are part of production. In fact, the same might be true for others who so construe the 
paradigm. 
47 Joosten, “Reflections,” 163–64. The interlinear paradigm is placed alongside of (1) Ptolemaic interest in 
things Barbarian, (2) code of law for Egyptian Jewry, and (3) liturgical needs of Egyptian Jews. 
48 Ibid.,  168.  
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Thus what is apparently at issue is not the linguistic character of the Septuagint 
per se but how one accounts for it historically. In fact Joosten writes, "If it weren’t 
for the problem of the direction of writing, the Greek version could indeed easily 
be aligned between the lines of the Hebrew source text. The ‘potential 
interlinearity’ of the version cannot be denied."49 Instead, writes Joosten, "what is at 
issue is the explanation of this phenomenon: does it show that the Greek version 
was originally meant to function as an aid to the study of the Hebrew Bible, as 
Pietersma contends, or is it to be explained in a different way?"50 He then 
concludes, "The answer to these questions has numerous and far-reaching 
implications. If the interlinear paradigm is adopted this will have consequences for 
the interpretation of the Septuagint text and its translation into a modern 
language, for Septuagint lexicography and for the analysis of possible theological 
tendencies in the Greek version."51 Given that, at the descriptive level, Joosten 
appears to have no problems with “potential interlinearity” (i.e., linguistic 
interlinearity), it is difficult to see how the use of the label "interlinear" can alter 
any given linguistic phenomenon—unless, of course, "interlinear" is understood to 
make a claim regarding "prospective function." Admittedly, we know nothing more 
regarding "prospective function" than what is reflected in the Septuagint’s textual-
linguistic makeup.  
 By the same token, when one undertakes to do a descriptive analysis of the 
translated Septuagint, which then informs the theoretical model, does it really 
matter whether one begins with the Pentateuch, as Joosten insists one must do, or 
ends with it? As I see it, descriptively a translational phenomenon is what it is 
regardless of the label one attaches to it, hence regardless of why the translator 
employed it. To illustrate, I use one of Joosten’s own examples, Ezek 40:48b: “he 
measured the  0ayil [Heb. l), "pillar"] of the  0êlām  [Heb. Mly), "vestibule’"]” 
(dieme/trhsen to_ ail tou~ ailam). As Joosten notes, the text qua Greek text makes no 
sense and can only be understood in light of its Hebrew source text. But it lacks 
semantic transparency no matter what label one attaches! The best one can do is 
to conceptualize the linguistic relationship between the Greek and the Hebrew. And 
that is where interlinearity comes in. But why the translator does what he does 
remains unknown. We can infer a reason but no inference alters the fact of target-
source linguistic relationship. That the transliteration might not be of benefit in an 
educational setting, as Joosten suggests,52 might be the case but is scarcely a 
refutation of interlinearity as a theoretical model. 

                                       
 49 Ibid. By “potential interlinearity” Joosten apparently has in mind the LXX’s historical 
realization, not its linguistic character. 
 50 Ibid. Joosten overlooks, however, that "interlinearity" is descriptive of a linguistic relationship 
(of target text to source text), not of a historical reality. 
 51 Ibid. 
 52 Ibid., 173. 
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 Moreover, no translation equivalent automatically becomes institutionalized as 
part of the living language simply because it is used by more than one translator, 
even if its first occurrence happens to be in the Pentateuch.53  
 All in all, Joosten seems to perceive the label "interlinear" to function as a kind 
of straitjacket that precludes legitimate interpretation.54 Yet he later writes, "The 
interlinear hypothesis is not incompatible with the presence of exegetical elements 
in the Greek texts."55  
 It might be argued, however, that it does the exact opposite, since, if the 
translators did what they did because that is how they saw fit to do it, modern 
apologias for their inexperience in translating, their lack of literary skill, their 
linguistic incompetence in Hebrew or Greek or both, their misfortune of having to 
work with a corrupt source text, etc. etc., miss the mark.56 I will return to this point 
in my conclusion. 
 

5. INTERLINEARITY: HEURISTIC TOOL 
VERSUS THEORY OF ORIGINS. 

 
Interlinearity as a theory of Septuagint origins deserves to be questioned for the 
simple reason that, as some critics have rightly noted—Joosten included57—we 
have no evidence that an actual or virtual58 Hebrew-Greek diglot ever existed. This 
is not to say that it could not have existed but only that we have no evidence that it 
did, either direct or circumstantial in the form of some ancient literary reference. 
That being the case, the question that remains is whether the LXX might be said to 
behave like an interlinear, that is to say, that its textual-linguistic make-up gives it 
the character of an interlinear, as Joseph Reider suggested for Aquila and as 
Joosten seems to grant for the LXX.59 

                                       
 53 Be it noted, for example, that T. Muraoka began his Lexicon not with the Greek Pentateuch 
but with The Twelve Prophets. Moreover, if translation equivalent were understood to equal 
Alexandrian Jewish Greek, how could we not conclude that the translated LXX reflects Jewish patois?  
 54 Since this perception appears to be more widespread, it should be noted that it presupposes 
a routine negation of one of NETS’s fundamental directives, namely, to translate idiomatic Greek by 
idiomatic English, and vice-versa. Quod demonstrandum est. 
 55 Joosten, “Reflections,”  175. 
 56 See John A. L. Lee, A Lexical Study of the Septuagint Version of the Pentateuch (SCS 14; Chico 
Calif.: Scholars Press, 1983). For some of the apologias see Joosten, “Reflections,”  172. 
 57 Joosten, “Reflections,” 170–71. 
 58 That is to say, the actual use of the translation as an ancillary text to the Hebrew. 
 59 Joosten insists, however, that even “incomprehensibilty … does not mean non-independence. 
The oracles from Delphi, too, were incomprehensible, yet they were freestanding!” (174). The 
analogy would seem rather far-fetched. Moreover, if one admits that at times the Greek text is 
incomprehensible, as Joosten does, and that, in such cases, the Hebrew is needed to ascertain what 
is going on in the Greek, as Joosten does as well, is one then not implicitly saying that, at least at 
such a point, the Greek text is linguistically dependent on and linguistically subservient to the 
Hebrew source text, and therefore tantamount to a interlinear—in whatever form?—which is not to 
say, of course, that the Greek functioned as a de facto crib to the Hebrew. 
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 As noted above, NETS has in fact adopted interlinearity as a heuristic tool for 
the translated Septuagint. More particularly, for NETS interlinearity is a metaphor, a 
working hypothesis made into a paradigm. The interlinear paradigm, as a working 
hypothesis, is based on the text’s constitutive character, arrived at through 
descriptive analysis of the translated text in relation to its Hebrew source, on the 
one hand, and compositional Greek literature, on the other. If Descriptive 
Translation Studies (DTS) has taught us anything, it has taught us to describe the 
precise linguistic relationship between source text and target text. In other words, 
it directs us to be painstakingly inductive rather than deductive, descriptive as 
opposed to prescriptive and thus to shun preconceived notions, based on 
circumstantial evidence on what constitutes “translation.” 
 If continued descriptive analysis proves that the requisite linguistic phenomena 
are not in fact to be found in the Septuagint in sufficient number, interlinearity as a 
working hypothesis will not have been verified. The hypothesis is thus not immune 
to falsification. 
 To the extent, however, that the rejection of interlinearity, whether as a theory 
of origins or as a heuristic tool (or both), promotes a renewed interest in the Letter 
of Aristeas as a document on the historical origins of the Septuagint and therefore 
as the starting point for linguistic investigation, I am alarmed, for the simple 
reason that Aristeas, though of great importance for reception history of the LXX, 
has nothing to do with descriptive analysis of the text and therefore cannot tell us 
anything about its constitutive character.  
 What is needed more than ever before, as I see it, is the direct evidence 
furnished by the text itself as mapped onto its source, in other words, systematic, 
descriptive analysis. Even the socio-linguistic question about Septuagint origins in 
the wake of descriptive analysis might best be held in abeyance until much more 
analysis within the framework of DTS has been accomplished. 
 Since it is not interlinearity as a theory of Septuagint origins that is being 
promoted by NETS, but rather interlinearity as a metaphor and therefore as a 
heuristic tool, two questions are in order: (1) What is a metaphor? and (2) What are 
the conditions for the use of interlinearity as a heuristic tool made into a paradigm, 
a working hypothesis, in Septuagint studies?  
 First: What is a metaphor? I cite here Max Black in Models and Metaphors:  
 

A … metaphor has the power to bring two separate domains into cognitive and emotional 
relation by using language directly appropriate to the one as a lens for seeing the other; the 
implications, suggestions, and supporting values entwined  
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with the literal use of the metaphorical expression enable us to see a new subject matter in 
a new way.60 

 
According to Black, a metaphor is thus not a fancy but unrealistic manner of 
speaking but is, on the contrary, an essential tool for understanding one domain 
by using another domain as a lens. In our case, the domain to be understood is the 
linguistic relationship of the Septuagint to its source text, while the domain to 
function as a lens is an interlinear diglot. Be it noted, however, that while 
knowledge of interlinearity is presupposed on the part of the modern reader of the 
Septuagint, the existence of a Hebrew-Greek diglot is not, nor, for that manner, 
familiarity on the part of the Greek translators of the Septuagint with any bilingual 
diglots.  
 As for the importance of metaphor in biblical interpretation, consider but the 
anthropomorphic metaphor applied to biblical language about God. Rather than 
being simply a fancy manner of expression it is surely deemed essential by most 
for conceptualizing what God shows himself to be in his actions. 
 A second observation to be made is that just because we use 
anthropomorphism as a heuristic tool in understanding the Bible is not to say that 
the entire Bible should be understood metaphorically or allegorically—unless 
metaphor be made into a paradigm.61 But it is to say that metaphorical language is 
an inherent, i.e., a constitutive characteristic of the Bible. One might call 
“metaphor” the baseline definition of biblical language but only if metaphor, from 
being an occasional heuristic tool, is made into a paradigm; that is to say, only if a 
given metaphor becomes a working hypothesis. 
 What conditions for use might then be delineated for interlinearity as a 
metaphor made into a paradigm? I would suggest the following: 
 

1. A relatively high degree of isomorphic transfer, some of it resulting in 
contextual lack of semantic transparency. That is to say, a given morpheme 
in the target text so closely mimics an item in the source text that it may fail 
to fit its Greek context. For example, a Hebrew preposition might be given a 
Greek article as counterpart, which then may interfere with standard Greek 
discourse. 

2. A relatively high degree of lexical transfer, some of it resulting in contextual 
lack of semantic transparency. That is to say, a given lexeme in the target 
text so closely mimics a lexeme in the source text that it may fail to fit its 
Greek context. For example, a Hebrew lexeme might be given an 
etymologized counterpart in Greek, which interferes with semantic 
coherence. 

3. A relatively high degree of segmentation (word order) that mimics the source 
text, some of it resulting in contextual lack of semantic transparency in the 
target text.  

 
                                       
 60 Max Black, Models and Metaphors, Studies in Language and Philosophy (Ithaca N.Y.: Cornell 
University Press), 236.  
 61 Cf., for example, Philo Judaeus. 
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It seems clear, then, that the warrant for interlinearity as a working hypothesis lies 
one step beyond literality. The implied reader of such a text is evidently expected 
to cope not only with a relatively high degree of isomorphic and lexical consistency 
between the target text and the source text as well as with formal correspondence 
in word order but also with unintelligibility. 
 The above criteria can be met in Aquila, in the so-called kaige materials, as well 
as in most of the remaining translated corpus of the Septuagint. Just what 
constitutes “a relatively high degree” might best be left to pragmatic 
considerations. One uses interlinearity as a heuristic tool as long as it makes 
sense, i.e., as long as it retains its explanatory power. Whereas one might use this 
tool heavily in Aquila and the kaige-related books in the Septuagintal corpus, one 
might have little use for it in Isaiah and possibly none at all in Job and Proverbs. To 
use or not to use this tool is therefore contingent on its explanatory power in any 
given unit of translation.62 
 Since interlinearity as a heuristic tool does not presuppose the existence of a 
Hebrew-Greek diglot, and since what lies beyond literalism belongs to the 
constitutive character of most texts in the corpus, there is good reason to consider 
(linguistic) interlinearity, rather than literalism, the base line definition of 
Septuagint Greek. Differently put, I would suggest that we approach the Septuagint 
with the working hypothesis of linguistic interlinearity, since the fundamental issue 
here is one of where the burden of proof must lie. That working hypothesis, then, 
makes the metaphor of interlinearity into a paradigm. Moreover, while interlinearity 
can accommodate literalism, literalism cannot accommodate interlinearity. 
 

6. CONCLUSION 
 
I noted earlier that the interlinear paradigm—as produced albeit not as received—
has great explanatory power, notably in lexicography and grammaticography and, 
thus, by extension for exegesis. I close with two quite arbitrary examples from 
these two areas.  
 For lexicography the reference is Gen 12:5, a verse discussed by John Lee63 in 
his critique of the 1968 Supplement64 to the Liddell-Scott-Jones lexicon nearly 
forty years ago. 

                                       
 62 See Cameron Boyd-Taylor, Reading between the Lines, where he analyzes selections from 
Aquila; OG of 3 Reigns; kaige of 4 Reigns; Psalms; Genesis; Deuteronomy; Job. 
 63 John A. L. Lee, “A Note on Septuagint material in the Supplement to Liddell and Scott,” Glotta 
47 (1969): 234–42. 
 64 H. G. Liddell, Robert Scott, H. Stuart Jones, Greek-English Lexicon. A Supplement (ed. E. A. 
Barber; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1968). 
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LXX:   kai\ e1laben Abram th_n Saran gunai=ka au)tou~ kai\ to_n Lwt ui9o_n tou~ a)delfou~ au)tou~ 
kai\ pa&nta ta_ u(pa&rxonta au)tw~n o(/sa e0kth&santo kai\ pa~san yuxh\n h$n e0kth&santo e0n Xarran, 
kai\ e0ch&lqosan …  
NETS: And Abram took his wife Sara and his brother’s son Lot and all their 

possessions that they had acquired and every person [yuxh/] whom they had 
acquired in Charran, and they departed … 

 
As a semantic component for yuxh/ the Supplement adds “slave” on the basis of the 
standard lexicographical principle that context determines meaning. Since the 
context makes clear that the yuxh/ in question is a bought one, the addition seems 
warranted. But as Lee points out, two considerations suggest otherwise: (1) yuxh/ 
here and elsewhere in the LXX is the standard gloss for Hebrew #pn and is not 
attested in compositional literature with the sense of “slave,” and (2) the 
Supplement confuses “sense” with “reference,” a basic distinction to be made in 
lexicography. Whereas the “sense” of a word is based on common usage in the 
speech community and is thus conventional, “reference” denotes the entity 
referenced by the specific context. Thus while it is true that in Gen 12:5 yuxh/ 
references a bought individual—and bought individuals are commonly called 
“slaves”—lexicographically it would be quite wrong to assign a new semantic 
component to yuxh/ in light of Gen 12:5 for the simple reason that Gen 12:5 does 
not provide us with straightforward use of language. The presence of yuxh/ is not 
due to contextual appropriateness but, instead, is brought about by the standard 
equivalence of #pn = yuxh/, irrespective of contextual appropriateness. One might 
thus say that the vertical dimension of the Greek text to its source interferes with 
its horizontal dimension, the semantic relationship among its constituent parts. 
But how can one justify that a central principle in lexicography be set-aside in Gen 
12:5? Obviously, because the nature of the text demands it. How can it be done in 
a principled manner? By using interlinearity as a heuristic tool. What is at issue 
here, therefore, is not that interlinearity creates a new semantic component but 
rather that the lexicographer is delivered from falling into a lexicographical trap. 
 My example on grammar is from Psalms. The verb hgh (“moan, growl, utter, 
speak, muse”) occurs eleven times in Psalms, five times with a prepositional phrase 
in b as complement (1:2; 63[62]:7; 77[76]:13; 115:7[113:15]; 143[142]:5) and six 
times with a direct object (2:1; 35[34]:28; 37[36]:30; 38[37]:13; 71[70]:24; 
90[89]:9). When the Hebrew has a prepositional phrase, the Greek mimics it with a 
prepositional phrase in e0n or once ei0j (63[62]:7), for example, e0n tw~| no/mw| au0tou=, “on 
his law he will meditate” (1:2), but when the Hebrew features a direct object, the 
Greek follows with an accusative of direct object, for example, h9 glw~ssa mou 
meleth/sei th\n dikaiosu/nhn sou, “my tongue will contemplate your righteousness” 
(34:28). 
  Whether or not the difference in grammatical construction reflects a semantic 
difference in the source text is not obvious and is, in any case, irrelevant. What 
matters is that in Greek usage meleta/w takes the accusative. We seem compelled, 
therefore,  
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to conclude that meleta/w + e0n is due to interference from the Hebrew source text. 
But what does one do with this item when writing a grammar of Septuagint Greek? 
Since writing a grammar, like doing lexicography, is to record conventional usage 
in the language, it will not do to record that in the Septuagint meleta/w can take one 
of two constructions, either with the accusative or with an e0n-phrase as 
complement any more than that one can record that “slave” is a semantic 
component of yuxh/. Greek meleta/w + e0n is, as best we can tell, an instance of 
negative transfer from the source language, and thus an instance not of living 
language but of translationese. Thus, when writing either a lexicon or a grammar 
of Septuagintal Greek, we seem to be faced with one of two options: either one 
assumes that the Septuagint is written in Alexandrian Jewish Greek and, 
accordingly, one accepts both instances of translationese as living language or, if 
one is intent on doing corpus based lexicography or grammaticography, one marks 
translationese or translation equivalence distinctively. 
 In rejecting interlinearity as a heuristic tool in the guise of just another theory of 
Septuagint origins, one might just be throwing out the proverbial baby with the 
bathwater. 
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NETS and the "Upstream-Downstream" Metaphor 
 

 
ALBERT PIETERSMA  

 
 

By way of summarizing what I wrote in my conference paper, I would like to 
comment briefly on a metaphor attributed to Marguerite Harl, but noted by Alison 
Salvesen, Jan Joosten, and Wolfgang Kraus.65 According to the metaphor, there are 
two possible ways of studying the Septuagint as a translation: "upstream" or 
"downstream," that is to say, either in relationship to its Hebrew parent text or as a 
text in its own right at some point in its reception history. 
 Though the stream metaphor is apt in one respect, it is decidedly inapt in 
another. It is apt in the sense that it pictures a current that flows in a single 
direction. It is inapt since it suggests that one can travel in either direction on this 
stream, either "upstream" or "downstream," either with the current or against it. 
That is to say, as students of the Septuagint we supposedly can go backwards, 
from the Septuagint to the Hebrew, or go forward to the Greek text in reception 
history; one can choose to he either translator-oriented or reader-oriented. 
Alternatively, it has been suggested that one can do a bit of both-one can go both 
backwards and also forward (at the same time, perhaps?). 

Presumably, this is what Helmut Utzschneider (as cited by Jan Joosten) had in 
mind when he applied the "upstream-downstream" metaphor to three modern 
translation projects of the Septuagint. NETS is characterized as "upstream," 
because it is thought to approach the Septuagint from the point of view of the 
Hebrew; La Bible d'Alexandrie is characterized as "downstream," because it is 
thought to approach the Septuagint from the point of view of later readers; and 
Septuaginta-Deutsch is characterized as "on level," presumably because it is 
thought to maintain the right balance between "upstream" and "downstream." 

Jan Joosten calls this three-way characterization somewhat facile and, 

                                       
65 Alison Salvesen, "A Well-Watered Garden (Isaiah 58:11): Investigating the Influence of the 
Septuagint," pp. 191–208 in the present volume; Jan Joosten, "La Bible d'Alexandrie and How to 
Translate the Septuagint," pp. 239-42 below; Wolfgang Kraus, "Septuaginta Deutsch (LXX.D): The 
Value of a German Translation of the Septuagint," pp. 243–48 below, See also Wolfgang Kraus, 
"Contemporary Translations of the Septuagint: Problems and Perspectives," in Septuagint Research: 
Issues and Challenges in the Study of the Greek Jewish Scriptures (ed. Wolfgang Kraus and R. Glenn 
Wooden; SBLSCS 53; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2006), 63–83. 
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moreover, deems it incorrect as applied to La Bible d'Alexandrie. I would go one 
step further and suggest that the metaphor becomes inappropriate at this point, 
since it distorts the approaches of all three projects. None of them, as far as I can 
tell, is trying to travel "upstream" against the current to reach the Ur-source, 
namely, the Hebrew text. Nor would it make any sense to do so, unless for some 
perverse reason one is intent on superimposing the Hebrew original on the Greek 
translation, thus making a mockery of the very act of translating. 

The current of our stream begins with the Septuagint and runs in one direction 
only, from text production to text reception. As I see it, all three projects are 
appropriately going with the flow, that is, downstream. The difference among 
them, I would suggest, centers on the kind of reader that is being presupposed. I 
can think of only two readers: (a) the reader implied in the translated text or (b) the 
readers in reception history who refigure the text based on their life situation. 
Though I have also heard tell of a so-called tolerant reader, I do not know where to 
find such a reader. Hence, the "tolerant reader" would seem to be a fiction, 
invented, perhaps, to blunt the implications of the textual-linguistic makeup of the 
Septuagint. 

NETS decided not to go beyond the production of the translated text. This 
means that it focuses on the Greek translator and the reader implied by the text he 
produced, both of whom are therefore embedded in the translated text. 
Consequently, it means that NETS focuses on the textual linguistic makeup of the 
translation, which in turn means that the Hebrew source comes into view but only 
to the extent that that source text is embodied in the target text. Of course NETS 
consults the Hebrew source text, but only to discern as accurately as possible the 
extent to which the Hebrew original is embodied in the Greek translation, 
decidedly not, as some critics have intimated, to superimpose the Hebrew on the 
Greek. Interlinearity, then, is a conceptualization of the Hebrew source text as 
embodied in the Greek target. 

To use the stream metaphor one last time: NETS identifies and studies the 
deposit left by the stream that flowed from the Septuagint's ultimate source, 
namely, the Hebrew text. 

As I stated in my paper, qua paradigm, the "interlinear assumption" aims to 
challenge what might be called "the 'compositional assumption: under which the 
Septuagint is treated as if it were a straightforward product of Hellenistic 
Judaism."66 
 

                                       
66 Albert Pietersma, "Beyond Literalism: 1nterlinearity Revisited," p. 11 above. 


