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GREEK JEREMIAH AND THE LAND OF AZAZEL 

 
ALBERT PIETERSMA 

 
INTRODUCTION 

 
 Slowly but surely the conclusion is being forced upon me that 
the Greek translation of Jeremiah is the most complex book in the 
Greek biblical corpus. The central facts are well-known, at least as 
to their general import: (1) Greek Jeremiah is thought to bear 
witness to a version of the book older than and at variance with its 
counterpart in MT; (2) it is generally believed to give evidence of 
either two translators or of a translator and a revisor; (3) its textual 
linguistic make-up displays both a rigidly isomorphic relationship 
to its Hebrew source and a notable discontinuity in Hebrew-Greek 
lexical and grammatical equations. 
 My focus in this paper will be on this "notable discontinuity," 
which at times, I believe, points up a dimension of the translation 
that would seem to stand in direct contradiction to its frequent 
indulgence in senseless transcription of its source text and its 
slavish insistence on isomorphic representation of the Hebrew. I 
have in mind here Greek Jeremiah's exegetical dimension.1 I shall 
deal in depth with only one item. I have decided to restrict myself 
the more since, in my view, identifying meaningful exegesis and 
exposition in a formal correspondence type of translation is a 
delicate and hazardous undertaking.2 Given the noted complexity 
of Greek Jeremiah, every item of significance tends to have 
ramifications for the entire book. What I have chosen is no 
exception. 

                                                             
1 I take special pleasure in writing this article in honour of Eugene Ulrich, since 
I know him to be as wary of exegesis in a translated text as I am. 
2 See my "Septuagintal Exegesis and the Superscriptions of the Greek Psalter," 
in The Formation and Interpretation of Old Testament Literature. The Book of 
Psalms: Composition and Reception, ed. Peter Flint and Patrick D. Miller 
(VTSup 99 and FIOTL 4; Leiden: Brill, 2004) 443-75; and "Exegesis in the 
Septuagint: Possibilities and Limits," in Septuagint and Cognate Studies, ed. 
Wolfgang Kraus and Glenn Wooden [in press]). See also Cameron Boyd-Taylor, 
"A Place in the Sun: The Interpretive Significance of LXX-Psalm 18:5c," 
BIOSCS 31 (1998) 71-105 
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THE THACKERAY-TOV HYPOTHESIS 
 

 To account for all three of the aspects I have enumerated 
above, within the scope of a single, coherent, explanatory 
framework has thus far not been accomplished, in my considered 
opinion. For a number of very good reasons I shall not attempt to 
offer a solution in this article, though I owe it to the reader to 
sketch briefly whence I am approaching the task I have set myself. 
Basic to my interest in leremias is the issue of its translational 
homogeneity or the lack thereof. No one to my knowledge has 
addressed this issue in greater depth than has Emanuel Tov in his 
doctoral dissertation of 1973.3 His book without doubt builds the 
most convincing case for the view to which he subscribes. Against 
Henry St. John Thackeray,4 who had argued in support of separate 
translators for Jeremiah 1-28 and 29-51(52), Tov argued in favour 
of a revisor for the second half, namely, chapters 29-52, labeled 
Jer-R by him.5 Tov's conclusions have dominated Greek Jeremiah 
discussions ever since — which is not to say that voices of 
demurral have been totally absent. 
 

CRITIQUES OF TOV (-THACKERAY) 
 

 Most notable among the demurrals has been that of 
Hermann-Josef Stipp6 who formulated three pointed cautions to 
Tov's theory: (1) that the mixed character of chapter 297 poses a 
very serious problem for Tov's modification of Thackeray's theory; 
(2) that the dearth of credible motivation places revision toward the 
Hebrew in jeopardy; moreover, any such revision would have been 
toward the Alexandrian

                                                             
3 Emanuel Tov, The Septuagint Translation of Jeremiah and Baruch. A Dis-
cussion of an Early Revision of the LXX of Jeremiah 29-52 and Baruch 1:1-3:8 
(HSM 33; Missoula, MT: Scholars Press, 1973).  
4 H. St. John Thackeray, "The Greek Translators of Jeremiah," JTS 4 (1903) 
398-411. 
5 For a recent treatment of (Gk)Jer 52 in relation to the rest of the book see 
Jannes Smith, "Jeremiah 52: Thackeray and Beyond," BIOSCS 35 (2002) 55-96.  
6 Stipp, Hermann-Josef, Das masoretische und alexandrinische Sondergut des 
Jeremiabuches (Freiburg Schweiz: Universitätsverlag; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck 
& Ruprecht, 1994) 18. Stipp also deals with these issues in greater detail in his 
"Offene Fragen zur Übersetzungskritik des antiken griechischen 
Jeremiabuches,” JNSL 17 (1991) 117-28.  
7 That is to say, this chapter contains reputed characteristics of both Jeremiah 
1-28 and of 30-52. 
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version, rather than MT; (3) that a closer study of Greek Jeremiah 
and Baruch shows a distributional pattern that either spells 
increased difficulty for a recensionist theory or points to a more 
complex stratification than has thus far been uncovered. I add here 
two observations of my own. When one scrutinizes the fifty-one 
items of revision Tov has collected in Chapter III,8 the chapter 
central to his entire edifice, one cannot help but note (1) the not 
infrequently low statistics offered for comparison and (2) the lack 
of a decisive lexical contrast in a goodly number of items. The last 
named fact tends to give rise to forced explanations of sloppy 
revision in the second half of Greek Jeremiah. 
 T. S. L. Michael, in a paper delivered to the Basel Congress of 
the IOSCS,9 emphasized that Tov's approach to the bi-sectioning of 
Greek Jeremiah, like that of Thackeray before him, is essentially a 
deductive, from-the-top-down, approach to the perceived problem. 
That is to say, both the approach of Thackeray and Tov's own 
commenced with what was identified as one clearly patterned 
difference between the two halves of Greek Jeremiah, namely, the 
contrast in rendering between hwhy rm) hk as well as M)n hwhy.10 In 
the first half the predominant Greek equivalents are ta/de le/gei 
ku/rioj and le/gei ku/rioj respectively, while the second half 
features ou3twj ei]pe ku/rioj and fhsi\ ku/rioj. From that noted 
contrast between the two halves other differences were then 
amassed irrespective of their relative distance from the apparent 
divide between the two halves.11 Michael then further suggested 
that, when one examines the so-called doublets within the two 
halves, it becomes evident that even when one might reasonably 
expect consistency in the Greek due to consistency in the Hebrew, 
this is not in fact what one finds. The inevitable conclusion one

                                                             
8 "Differences between Jer a' and b' probably resulting from Jer-R's revisions in 
Jer b'." 
9 Tony S. L. Michael, " "Bisectioning of Greek Jeremiah — A Problem to be 
Revisited?" BIOSCS 38 (2005) (in press) 
10 While it is admittedly true that Tov's second chapter "Important Similarities 
Between Jer a' and Jer b" is devoted to pulling the two halves back together, 
there is no chapter that begins, in Michael's phrase, from-the-bottom-up. Given 
Tov's approach, what is absent is a chapter detailing the variations within the so-
called two halves. Cf. also Stipp's third point, regarding distribution inimical to a 
recensionist theory.  
11 Ludwig Köhler, "Beobachtungen am hebräischen und griechischen Text von 
Jeremia Kap. 1-9," ZAW 29 (1909) 1-39 [p.9 n.3] 
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reaches is that renderings by the translator were often determined 
more by local factors than they were by considerations of Hebrew-
Greek consistency throughout the book. All of which, according to 
Michael, suggests that rather than conducting a deductive, 
from-the-top-down approach one might better follow a strictly 
inductive, from-the-bottom-up approach. In other words, to begin 
with variation at the local level and work up to variation at the 
higher levels of composition. I agree and a recent article of mine12 
was my first attempt in print to do just that. In what follows I study 
the Greek word a1batoj, as it were the second brick in Tov's 
edifice to be put to the test.13 
 

PRESENTATION OF EVIDENCE 
 I begin with the facts of distribution as offered by Tov, with so-
called Jer a' (1-28) in the first column and Jer b' (29-52) in the 
second. Under  appear variations to the main equivalent. The 
cross outs and bold print indicate my corrections to Tov's 
tabulation, which are explained below. (MT numbers appear in 
parentheses.) 

hm#, hmm# 
a0fanismo/j (18x)  a1batoj noun (12 9x) 
9:11(10); 10:22; 12:11, 11  29:14,18 (49:13, 17); 30:11(49:33);  
18:16; 19:8; 25:9, 11, 12  31(48):9; 32:4, 24(25:18, 38);  
26(46):19; 27(50):3, 13, 23  39(32):43; 49(42):18  
28(51):26, 29, 37, 41, 62.  51(44):6, 22 Bar 2:4, 23 
 
a1batoj adj. 6:8; 12:10 e1rhmoj 41(34):22 
28(51):43; a0pori/a 8:21; a0pw&leia 30(49):2; 51(44):12  
e1rhmoj 2:15; 4:27; e0rh/mwsij 4:7  
e1kstasij 5:30  
 

Mm# 
a0fani/zw (3 2x)  a0bato/w (1x)  
12:11; 27(50):21, 45  29:21(49:20)  
 
e0rhmo/w 10:25;  e0rhmo/w 40(33):l0  
e 0ci /sthmi  2:12; 4:9,18:16;  
skuqrwpa/zw 19:8; 27(50):1314 
 

                                                             
12 Pietersma, A., "  )Epi/xeiron in Greek Jeremiah," JNSL 28/2 (2002) 101-108.  
13 Though the first item discussed in Chapter III, it cannot be said to be the 
cornerstone. 
14 Tov acknowledges these rendering in a footnote (17 p. 82), but it is difficult to 
see how these can be excluded from the central evidence when (a) e1kstasij is 
included among the nouns and (b) the question at issue is one of lexical rather 
than semantic equivalence. 
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Corrections to Column One (Jer a'): 
 
1. Since in 28(51):43 a1batoj translates hbr(, not hm(m)#, it 
cannot be cited in support of the equation in question. 
2. For the rendering of hm(m)# by e1rhmoj 2:15 needs to he added. 
3. For the translation of Mm# by a0fani/zw 27(50):21 should be 
dropped, since the latter renders Mrx hip'il instead. 
4. Under  should be added: e0ci/sthmi 2:12; 4:9; 18:16; and 
skuqrwpa/zw  27(50):13, since both words translate Mm#. 
 
Corrections to Column Two (Jer b'): 
 
1. Since in 49(42):18 a1batoj translates hl), not hm(m)#, it cannot 
be cited in support of the equation in question. 
2. Since no Hebrew text of Baruch is extant the inclusion of Bar 
2:4, 23 is of questionable validity in an argument that takes the 
Hebrew as its point of departure. 
3. The distinction between a1batoj as adjective and a1batoj as 
noun should be dropped, partly because in 30:11 and 39:43 (i.e. Jer 
b') its use is in fact adjectival, but more importantly because this 
grammatical difference is locally determined. 
 

EVALUATION OF THE EVIDENCE 
 

 With the revisions in place, the contrast between a0fanismo/j / 
a0fani/zw in Jer a' and a1batoj / a0bato/w in Jer b' looks even less 
decisive than before. 
 To begin with the verbal side, Mm# is translated by five 
different Greek verbs, four in Jer a' and two in Jer b', with one 
occurring in both. Given the fact that Mm# is translated eight times 
in Jer a' against twice in Jer b', the degree of differentiation 
between the two halves would seem to be approximately equal. 
Conversely, a0fani/zw translates Mm# only twice, the same number 
of times it is used for Mrx hip'il (27:21; 28:3), and in addition for 
two other verbs (12:4[hps]; 29:4[trk hip'il]), as well as once with 
uncertain equivalent (4:26). Thus on the verbal side there is no 
evidence to link Mm# and a0fani/zw in any preferential way. All 
that can be said is that a0fani/zw does not happen to occur in Jer b'. 
But since Mrx hip'il never occurs in Jer b' and Mm# only twice, 
there was precious little occasion for a0fani/zw to
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appear. There is therefore nothing to suggest that two translators 
had been at work and even less that a revisor revised what a single 
translator had produced. Indeed, one might simply observe that no 
matter how woodenly the translator at times sought to mimic his 
source text, with regard to Mm# he demonstrates some contextual 
sensitivity. For example, not only does he employ e0ci/sthmi when 
a0fani/zw / a0bato/w / e0rhmo/w could not fit the context, but he 
even uses skuqrwpa/zw where e0ci/sthmi would have been quite 
acceptable. 
 On the nominal side, the case for bi-sectioning of the book 
looks more promising at first glance. One might conceivably make 
the argument that the translator of Jer b' preferred a1batoj to 
a0fanismo/j as a translation of hm# / hmm#. What the reason for his 
preference might be is not obvious. Perhaps he had noticed its use 
in 6:8 and 12:10, and had further seen it employed in 2:6 and 
28(5l):43, albeit for different Hebrew, and liked it. Two of these 
occurrences are explicit references to the desert (2:6; 12:10). For a 
translator, especially if he were not overly concerned about strict 
consistency of Hebrew-Greek equivalence, that would be reason 
enough. Consequently, Thackeray's theory of two translators could 
account for the facts we have seen thus far. In fact, all that is 
needed is a single translator who warmed to a1batoj as a 
descriptive of a never-never land, and used it increasingly as he 
went along, mainly for hm# / hmm# but as well for four other 
Hebrew words. 
 Tov, however, argues that a1batoj in so-called Jer b' is a 
correction of a0fanismo/j on the basis hm# / hmm#. Presumably 
a0pw&leia and e1rhmoj in 30:2, 41:22, and 51:12 escaped 
correction. He comments: 
 

Jer-OG's a0fanismo/j ('the act of destroying') has been replaced by 
Jer-R with a1batoj (literally 'untrodden') because the former does not 
precisely represent the Hebrew.15 

 
How one would reach the conclusion that a1batoj more accurately 
reflects Hebrew hm# / hmm# than does a0fanismo/j is not 
transparent. If the Hebrew root has to do with physical and 
psychological desolation or devastation, as the lexica tell us, and 
a1batoj is a verbal adjective of bai/nw ("to step") prefixed with 
alpha-privative, expressing negated passivity or capability, the 
match is not obvious. Though in a footnote16 Tov gives us a 
glimpse about his own thinking on the matter, 

                                                             
15 Tov, Septuagint Translation, 47. 
16 Tov, Septuagint Translation, 82. 
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that does not seem to have inspired the translator / revisor. By 
making reference to Jer 9:9, 10, 11 and Ezek 14:15; 33:28 Tov 
suggests that the linkage was made because the Hebrew root can 
be used in the context of de-population. The suggestion is feasible 
to the extent that a1batoj by definition refers to absence or 
inaccessibility of animate beings (at least of the higher species) and 
as such might be made to refer to a place that had become 
uninhabitable. Accordingly, it is used in both so-called Jer a' and 
Jer b' as a descriptive of the existing desert as well as of places 
consigned to that fate by human action. But that the aspect of 
de-population was not what motivated Greek Jeremiah to use 
a1batoj is clear from chapter 28. On four occasions there is 
explicit mention that Babylon will become a place without 
inhabitants, namely, vv. 30, 37 43, 62. Yet it is only in 28:43 that 
the translator used a1batoj. For the other three instances the 
translator is content with a0fanismo/j. 
 Secondly, there is the problem of Jeremiah 29, raised by Stipp. 
Though this chapter on three occasions (vv. 1, 8, 13) features ta/de 
le/gei ku/rioj and on one occasion le/gei ku/rioj (v. 14), both of 
which have been identified as hallmarks of Jer a', it also uses 
a1batoj (vv. 14, 18) and a0bato/w (v. 21), reputedly an important 
characteristic of Jer b'. Contamination in transmission history 
could once upon a time have been held responsible for this 
mixture, but that argument is much less easily made now that we 
have a critical edition. Given the fact that a1batoj occurs in both 
halves it is difficult on that basis to assign Jeremiah 29 to Jer b' 
rather than to Jer a'. In Thackeray's theory, on the other hand, 29 
might function as a bridge between translator one and translator 
two. 
 Thirdly, there is the issue of semantic differentiation. We have 
already seen that on the verbal side there is considerable 
differentiation within Greek Jeremiah. Not surprisingly, on the 
nominal side one sees less of that. Not only does a1batoj occur in 
both halves of Jeremiah as a translation of hm# / hmm# but, in 
addition it appears, again in both halves, for a number of other 
Hebrew words. Thus in 2:6 it translates hxw# ("pit"), in 28(51):43 
hbr( ("steppe"), in 30(49):2 lt ("mound"), in 33(26):l8 y( 
("ruin"), and in 49(42):l8 hl)( ("execration"). Here, then, we see 
some semantic leveling. Since three of these appear in the second 
half it is quite clear that, whoever was responsible for this part, did 
not forge a rigid link between Hebrew hm# / hmm# and Greek 
a1batoj and, moreover, had an evident interest in a1batoj.
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Fourthly, there is the second issue raised by Stipp, namely, that of 
motivation for revision. If a1batoj in the second half of Greek 
Jeremiah is revisionary what could have motivated a revisor to use 
it? I have already suggested that it is questionably closer to the 
Hebrew than is a0fanismo/j. It is also noteworthy that, as Tov 
admits, other LXX translators were quite content with the √Mm# –
a0fan- equation, and no other ancient corrector is known to me to 
have corrected to a0bat- where the Hebrew had √Mm#. To the 
contrary: Aquila uses it four times but for hyc ("dryness"), 
Symmachus six (possibly seven) times for hbr(, and Theodotion 
once for either hyc or hbr(.17 Nor for that matter is a1batoj at all 
common in the Old Greek corpus outside of Jeremiah for any 
Hebrew. Leviticus 16:22 has it for hrzg ("separation"), Job 38:27 
for h)w# ("waste"), Ps 62(63):l for Py( ("faint"), Ps 106(107):40 
for wht ("waste"), Amos 5:24 for Nty) ("ever-flowing"), and it 
further appears, without Hebrew counterpart, in Esth 8:12x, Wis 
5:7; 11:2; Bar 2:4, 23; 3 Macc 3:29; 5:43. Thus apart from 
Jeremiah we find it a total of twelve times and for five different 
Hebrew words. Its meaning spans the range it normally has in 
Greek literature, for example, "inaccessible," "off-limits," "without 
animate life," "desolate." 
 The four points discussed above raise Stipp's question in a 
most poignant manner: Where could the motivation for revision 
lie? Can it credibly be maintained that some revisor used a1batoj 
to replace a0fanismo/j when one is no closer than the other to 
Hebrew √Mm#, when a1batoj is attested in both halves of Jeremiah 
and for other Hebrew words as well, when a1batoj is not only a 
rarity in the Greek corpus but outside of Jeremiah is never used to 
translate Hebrew √Mm#, when no ancient revisor we know of 
employed it as a correction to Hebrew √Mm#? To be sure, it 
remains credible that a translator might take a fancy to a1batoj 
and make good use of it, be that a single translator who translated 
the entire book, or a second translator who intensified what the 
first one had begun. It is not credible, it seems to me, that a1batoj 
in Jer b' is the result of hebraizing revision. 
 

TRANSLATION VERSUS REVISION 
 

But if a1batoj in Greek Jeremiah is translational rather than 
(partly) revisionary, a further question comes into view: What can 
explain the 

                                                             
17 Aquila: Ps 78(77):17; Isa 41:18; 53:2; Jer 50(27):12; Symmachus: Isa 35:1,6; 
40:3; 41:19; 51:3; Jer 50(27):12; Theodotion: Jer 50(27):12. The exact 
equivalence to the Hebrew is in doubt in the last named verse. 
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fact that it is a Jeremian word, and that it is found so prominently 
and one-sidedly in Greek Jeremiah? A plausible explanation, I 
believe, is not far to find, but since this explanation presupposes a 
certain level of exegesis or exposition on the part of the translator, 
and since in my view recourse to such exegesis must be justified 
by the textual-linguistic make-up of the translation, I need to 
justify my recourse to it. I am in full agreement with Stipp when he 
maintains that difficulties in the text should not be used as an 
excuse for fancy exposition. In explanation of his own procedure 
he writes, 
 

Danach [i.e. after dealing with Jer's translationese Greek] wird der 
Umgang der Übersetzer mit lexikalischen Problemen illustriert ..., urn 
zu zeigen dass man Verständnisschwierigkeiten keineswegs überrnalte 
oder als Einfallstor für eigene Eisegesen benutzte.18 [emphasis added, 
A.P.] 

 
There is no question that in Greek Jeremiah, as in other translated 
materials within the Greek corpus, the burden of proof for the 
existence of ancient exegesis must lie with the modern 
commentator. That is to say, exegesis must be demonstrated to 
exist rather than be presupposed to exist. 
 In Greek Jeremiah a1batoj / a0bato/w is clearly not a default 
for a single Hebrew root. In and of itself, of course, that need mean 
nothing more than that a translator liked to vary the lexical diet. 
Yet when discontinuity occurs one might inquire after the reason 
for its occurrence. Did the translator deviate from his more regular 
Hebrew-Greek equation because lexical differentiation is required 
(or strongly) suggested by the new context? Might he change a 
dominant pattern, because his default was judged to be 
expositionally inadequate? Also clear is that a1batoj is not used to 
render a single Hebrew root. Though that might simply point to 
semantic leveling, it could also point up the translator's affinity for 
it and, further, that he deliberately used it for interpretive purpose. 
 

IEREMIAS AND LEVITICUS 16 
 

 As noted earlier, a1batoj occurs in Lev 16:22, a reasonably 
well known passage about the scapegoat being sent out into the 
desert.  I cite the Greek of vv. 21-22. 
 

kai\ e0piqh/sei 'Aarw_n ta\j xei=raj au0tou= e0pi\ th\n kefalh\n tou= 
xima/rou tou= zw~ntoj, kai\ e0cagoreu/sei e0p' au0tou= pa/saj ta\j 
a0nomi/aj tw~n ui9w~n  

                                                             
18 Stipp, Masoretische and alexandrinische Sondergut, 15. 
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'Israh\l kai\ pa/saj ta\j a0diki/aj kai\ pa/saj ta\j a9marti/aj au0tw~n, 
kai\ e0piqh/sei au0ta\j e0pi\ th\n kefalh\n tou= xima/rou tou= zw~ntoj, kai\ 
e0capostelei= e0n xeiri\ a0nqrw&pou e9toi/mou ei0j th\n e1rhmon: kai\ 
lh/myetai o9 xi/maroj e0f' e9autw~| ta\j a0diki/aj au0tw~n ei0j gh=n 
a1baton: kai\ e0capostelei= to\n xi/maron ei0j th\n e1rhmon.  

 
And Aaron shall lay his hands on the head of the live goat, and confess 
over it all the lawless acts of the sons of Israel, and all their offences 
and all their sins, and shall put them on the head of the live goat, and 
shall send it away into the desert by the hand of a ready person. And 
the goat shall bear on itself their offences to an untrodden land; and he 
shall send off the goat into the wilderness. (NETS, trans. Dirk Buchner 
[emphasis added, A.P.]) 
 

a1batoj here translates hrzg "separation," the verbal form of 
which is glossed in BDB as "to cut," "to divide." Since √rzg does 
not elsewhere appear in Leviticus, nothing can be said about 
translational default or non-default. It is of interest, however, that it 
appears a total of 24 times in the Hebrew Bible, but of the 23 times 
that it is translated into Greek it is never elsewhere rendered by 
a1batoj.19 All thirteen renderings into Greek fall within the 
semantic range of √rzg sketched by BDB. The exception is 
a1batoj. Yet it must be judged to be a good contextual choice in 
Leviticus 16. The ritual there described is to take place on the Day 
of Atonement when the high priest enters the inner sanctuary to 
sprinkle blood on the mercy seat. Inter alia the lot is cast over the 
two goats brought as a sin offering, in order to determine which 
one is destined for Yahweh and which one for Azazel. The blood 
of the former is sprinkled on the mercy seat, while the so-called 
scapegoat, laden with the sins of the people, is sent away "into the 
wilderness to Azazel" (NRSV). As in the case of hrzg > a1batoj, 
so in the case of lz)z(, the Greek translator of Leviticus evidently 
broke new ground. Twice (16:8, 10) he glosses it as 
a0popompai=oj "one sent away," once (16:10) as a0popomph/  
"send-off," and once by (ei0j) a1fesin "for release/ forgiveness." 
The first two appear exclusively here in the Greek corpus, and the 
last one is clearly exegetical, indicating explicitly the raison d'être 
for this ritual.20 

                                                             
19 1 Kgs 3:25, 26; 2 Kgs 6:4; 2 Chr 26:21; Esth 2:1; Ps 88:6; 136:13; Isa 9:19; 
53:8; Lam 3:54; Ezek 37:11; 41:12, 13, 14, 15; 42:1, 10, 13; Dan 4:14, 21; Hab 
3:17. 
20 See even more explicitly Philo, Spec. Laws 1.188: "... the other [goat] was to 
be sent out into a trackless and desolate wilderness (ei0j a0tribh= kai\ a1baton 
e0rhmi/an) bearing on its back the curses which had lain upon the transgressors 
who have now been purified by conversion to the better life and through their 
new obedience have washed away their old disobedience to the law." My 
colleague Tirzah Meacham assures me that Philo's reading is consistent with 
rabbinic interpretation.  
 



412  ALBERT PIETERSMA 
 

It should be clear at once that Leviticus 16 accords well with Greek 
Jeremiah, in view of its major theme of threat of exile and promise 
of post-exilic renewal in the first half of the book, and its 
description of exile and promise of return in the second half. 
Removal of sin and spiritual renewal are therefore, as it were, two 
sides of one coin. But though the concept of a1batoj was clearly 
borrowed from Greek Leviticus, that need not yet mean that Greek 
Jeremiah drastically reshaped the message of his source text. It is 
pertinent to note that, although a1batoj does appear in the context 
of Judah's renewal (39:43), it regularly stands in the context of 
words like e1rhmoj "desert" (2:6; 12:10, cf. 28:43), e0rh/mwsij 
"being made a desert" (32:4; 51:6, 22), a0ra/ / kata/rasij "curse" 
(29:14; 49:18; 51:22). Indeed, Jerusalem itself is threatened to be 
made a1batoj. Furthermore, the translator also uses it in reference 
to Babylon (28:43), Idumea (29:14, 18), Kedar (30:11), and 
Ammon (30:2), and further as a descriptive of the desert Israel had 
traversed after its exodus from Egypt (2:6). All of this suggests that 
he did not go beyond Leviticus 16, unlike Philo and the rabbis who 
made explicit what in Leviticus 16 is left implicit. That is to say, 
for the translator the concept of a1batoj remained essentially 
negative, a term of rejection, though seemingly not necessarily of 
ultimate rejection, in view of the theme of renewal already present 
in his source text. The land of "Azazel" it was, to which the 
scapegoat was banished, laden with the sins of the people. 
 

CONCLUSION 
 

In spite of the fact that Greek Jeremiah in some ways is a hyper-
literalistic translation with much negative transfer from the source 
text, genuine exegesis of the source text can be discovered, I 
believe. 
 The use of a1batoj in Greek Jeremiah suggests neither a 
revisor nor a second translator. A translator who at times indulged 
in intertextuality is ample explanation. 
 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 
 

Boyd-Taylor, Cameron. "A Place in the Sun: The Interpretive  
 Significance of LXX-Psalm 18:5c," BIOSCS 31 (1998) 71-105. 



 GREEK JEREMIA AND THE LAND OF AZAZEL 413 

Köhler, Ludwig. "Beobachtungen am hebräischen und  
 griechischen Text von Jeremia Kap. 1-9," ZAW 29 (1909) 1-39. 
Pietersma, Albert. " 'Epi/xeiron in Greek Jeremiah," Journal of  
 Northwest Semitic Languages 28/2 (2002) 101-108. 
—. "Exegesis in the Septuagint: Possibilities and Limits," in 
Septuagint and Cognate Studies, ed. Wolfgang Kraus and Glenn 
Wooden [in press]). 
—. "Septuagintal Exegesis and the Superscriptions of the Greek  
 Psalter," in The Formation and Interpretation of Old Testament  
 Literature. The Book of Psalms: Composition and Reception,  
 ed. Peter Flint and Patrick Miller (VTSup 99 and FIOTL 4;  
 Leiden: Brill, 2004) 443-75. 
Smith, Jannes. "Jeremiah 52: Thackeray and Beyond," BIOSCS 35 
  (2002) 55-96. 
Stipp, Hermann-Josef. "Offene Fragen zur Übersetzungskritik des  
 antiken griechischen Jeremiabuches," Journal of Northwest 
 Semitic Languages 17 (1991) 117-28. 
—. Das masoretische und alexandrinische Sondergut des 
 Jeremiabuches (Freiburg Schweiz: Universitätsverlag; 
 Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1994). 
Thackeray, H. St. John. "The Greek Translators of Jeremiah," JTS  
 4 (1903) 398-411. 
Tov, Emanuel. The Septuagint Translation of Jeremiah and  
 Baruch. A Discussion of an Early Revision of the LXX of  
 Jeremiah 29-52 and Baruch 1:1-3:8 (HSM 33; Missoula, MT:  
 Scholars Press, 1973). 
 


