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Vetus Testamentum XXXV, 3 (1985) 

SEPTUAGINT RESEARCH: 
A PLEA FOR A RETURN TO BASIC ISSUES1 

by 

ALBERT PIETERSMA 
Toronto 

That recent manuscript discoveries in the Judaean Desert have 
had far-reaching implications for Hebrew text-criticism can scarce- 

ly be subject to controversy. Equally obvious is the fact that since 
1947 the status and stature of the Septuagint has been greatly 
enhanced. To elaborate on either of these assertions would be car- 

rying coals to Newcastle. 
In the present essay, no attempt will be made to deal with the en- 

tire field of text-criticism of the Hebrew Bible, nor, for that matter, 
to cover the full scope of textual research on the LXX. Rather, the 
focus will be on what, from the present writer's point of view, are 
some of the current and basic methodological issues in Septuagintal 
text-criticism. The thematic thread of the essay is a highlighting 
and emphasizing of what would seem to be, of necessity, the fun- 
damental and methodologically primary aim of LXX research, 
namely the recovery of the O(ld) G(reek) text. In the first part the 

emphasis falls chiefly on this search for the Ur- Text, while in the sec- 
ond the attention shifts to the text-historical side, in particular as it 

pertains to the so-called kaige recension. 

I. The primacy of the search for the OG text 

In order to prevent misunderstanding of the thrust of my obser- 
vations in what follows, let me explicitly state at the outset what can 

hardly be a matter of debate: the two distinct undertakings, on the 
one hand, that of reconstructing the original LXX, and, on the 

other, that of writing a text history of the LXX are not only closely 
related but their relationship is in fact so close that doing one in- 

1 This article was given orally as an invited presentation to the Old Testament 
Textual Criticism Section of the Society of Biblical Literature, New York, 21 
December 1982. 
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evitably means doing the other. Two sides of one coin one might 
label them, but just as a coin has an obverse side and a reverse side, 
with a primary focus on the former, so does Septuagintal text- 
criticism. The primary focus in LXX text-criticism must always re- 
main on the reconstruction of the original text. That the primacy of 
that focus is being maintained with sufficient rigor and determina- 
tion in the present, especially but not exclusively, post-1947 era of 
LXX text-criticism is, to my mind, subject to some question. 

First, then, it would not seem out of place to emphasize the conti- 

nuing and all-pervasive need for the establishment of a critical text 
of the LXX. Naturally in this context one thinks of the G6ttingen 
Septuaginta-Unternehmen which has as its professed purpose the 

production of a critical text of the entire LXX. However, our con- 
cern here is not so much with the formal production of critical edi- 
tions as with the systematic, detailed, verse-by-verse, word-by- 
word reconstruction of the OG, which every text-critic who wishes 
to address himself to questions of Septuagintal text history or the 
use of the LXX for Hebrew text criticism must accomplish. Clear- 

ly, before one can, on the one hand, even begin to make systematic 
text-critical use of the LXX in biblical research (to echo the title of 
Emanuel Tov's recent book2) one must know what the original 
LXX text in all likelihood was, and, on the other hand, the text 

history of any given LXX book cannot be or at least ought not to 
be, written, in whole or in part, before the original text, whose 

history one sets himself to write, has been established in detail. 

Naturally, I am well aware of the fact that the establishment of 
the original text of the LXX will always remain in some respects an 
ideal. Few scholars who have ever made the attempt on some scale 
would be so bold as to claim that their critical text is wholly iden- 
tical with the original text. Limitations of many kinds impose 
themselves on the scholar so engaged. The task itself is mammoth. 
The work is tedious and has more than its fair share of the 
monotonous. Yet if biblical scholarship is ever to be given an at 
least close approximation to the Old Greek Bible; if a critic of the 
Hebrew Bible is to be enabled to pick up with some confidence the 
LXX for use in OT text-criticism; if the long and complex textual 

history of the LXX is ever to be written with a high degree of ac- 

2 The Text-Critical Use of the Septuagint in Biblical Research (Jerusalem, 1981). 
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curacy, the fundamental task and the highest priority of LXX 
research must be accomplished as best we know how. 

Why, some readers may be ready to object, belabour the ob- 

vious, particularly since the Lagarde-Kahle controversy of so-called 

Ur-Septuaginta versus Targum hypothesis has been decided in 
favour of Lagarde, and, to the best of my knowledge, no current 
LXX scholar seriously doubts that an Ur-Septuaginta3 did exist. My 
excuse for reiterating the seemingly obvious is simply this: agree- 
ment in principle does not necessarily mean agreement in practice. 
In other words, though there is widespread, perhaps even univer- 

sal, agreement on what is the basic and primary task of LXX 

research, namely the recovery of the original text, there can be, at 
the same time, wide discrepancy in the various pictures of the LXX 
and its history which are produced by practitioners of the art of text- 
criticism. Admittedly, in a discipline such as ours, which is certain- 

ly as much an art as it is a science, some variation is to be expected. 
From my perspective, however, the extent of the lack of proper 
focus is often in direct proportion to the seriousness with which one 
undertakes to reconstruct the original text. 

Let us become more specific and in brief compass review and 
restate some of the principles and procedures of this reconstruction. 

Perhaps disproportionate reference will be made to the Greek 
Psalter and its secondary literature since that is where I have for 
some years now concentrated my own text-critical efforts. All the 

principles involved, however, are readily transferable to other 
books or sections of the LXX. 

For most of the Greek OT the LXX text-critic, in distinction 
from his NT and Classical counterparts, is in the enviable position 
of being able to analyse, often in great detail, how a given translator 
went about his task of translating his Hebrew text. That a thorough 
understanding of translation patterns and technique is of pre- 
eminent importance for the establishment of the critical text is again 
one of those items which is not per se subject to debate. Not only is it 

3 The term should not be construed to mean, of course, that the Greek OT is a 
single, uniform translation. What we have is a collection of (sometimes) widely dif- 
fering translation units. However, over against P. E. Kahle's position, it must be 
asserted that the evident uniformity within these units is original and not secon- 
dary. Recent modifications of the Lagarde-Kahle positions (by Tov and S. 
Talmon) need not detain us. The point here is simply this: writing on the text- 
history of the LXX presupposes a firm knowledge of the LXX text. 
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in line with the Lagardian principles, but all scholars working in the 
field make use of it. As to the principle, there is no disagreement. 

Analysis of translation technique might indeed be called the 

quest for the Archimedean point, because only from this vantage 
point can the text-critic sit in judgement over the fidelity with which 
the manuscripts have preserved the original text, and hence deter- 
mine the general quality of individual texts. The precise amount of 
control he is able to gain over the manuscripts depends, of course, 
on the nature of the translation. Dead-ends in this quest for the Ar- 
chimedean point are all too frequent, to be sure, but immeasurably 
much can be gained, and such gain and assistance is by no means 

always a matter of Hebrew-Greek lexical equation, but of, for ex- 

ample, Greek syntax as well. An example from Psalms will suffice 
to illustrate. The Greek verb XTirCtLv (which translates 6 Hebrew 

verbs) has two verbal completions: 1) It4 + the dative before the 

verb, and 2) 'ti + accusative after the verb. Though the reason for 
this interesting oddity seems a mystery, the pattern is clear. Alfred 
Rahlfs in his Psalmi cum Odis (G6ttingen, 1931) did not discover this 
and other patterns, because his criteria for the selection of the 
critical text militate against it. Prime emphasis in his work falls on 
what are perceived to be reliable combinations of manuscripts or 

manuscript groups. As he explains in his introduction, when the so- 
called older textual groups (Upper-Egyptian, Lower-Egyptian, 
Western) combine their support for a reading, that is selected as the 
critical text. 

There is, of course, no denying that Rahlfs's primary procedure 
(i.e. reliance on combinations of witnesses) has a role to play in the 

establishing of the critical text. There is, however, a strict hierar- 
chical order in the steps that should be taken. 

1. Translation technique must be studied as exhaustively as is 

humanly possible.4 Only after a thorough analysis of translation 

technique has been completed, do such matters as 2. "reliable" 

manuscript or manuscript combinations, 3. the age and general 
reliability of manuscripts, 4. readings of prior (modern) editions, 
and 5. even the flipping of a coin have their respective roles to play. 
But to disregard or to violate the hierarchy of these steps can only 
produce a picture that is out of focus. 

4 Professor I. Soisalon-Soininen and his pupils, in particular, have done much 
to emphasize the importance of this aspect of Septuagint research. 
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If giving primary attention to manuscript combinations were 

purely a relic of past procedures, one might well let sleeping dogs 
lie. When one, however, surveys the literature on LXX criticism it 
is obvious that this operational principle is alive and well. 

Reference was made above to Alfred Rahlfs's confidence in what 
he terms the older textual groups in Psalms (UE, LE, WE) in 
distinction from the so-called younger texts, i.e., the Hexaplaric 
and Lucianic. That distinction introduces another question which 
deserves to be raised at least briefly since it has bearing on the 
critical text. I must confess some sympathy, on purely 
methodological grounds, for Barthelemy's wholesale abolition of 
Lucian,5 though on historical grounds S. Jellicoe6 and others are no 
doubt correct in insisting on his retention. The question I wish to 
raise is, therefore, not whether a Lucianic recension exists but 
whether the label should be as widely used as it is at present in text- 
critical circles. A high desideratum in LXX research is a full study of 
the reputed Lucianic texts in the various parts of the Greek OT in 
order to determine with what justification the tradition of the trifaria 
varietas is still being adhered to in large sections of the G6ttingen 
LXX. 

That labels, particularly those that impose strict chronological 
contours, tend to have a prejudicial effect and influence on the 
establishment of the critical text is quite clear once again from 
Rahlfs's edition of the Psalter. Since Rahlfs's primary emphasis 
falls on manuscript combinations, the label "Lucianic", i.e., 
"younger" 3rd-century A.D. recension, unjustifiably de- 

emphasizes the importance of this text for the establishing of the 

original LXX.7 
As is well known, in J. W. Wevers's editions of the Greek Pen- 

tateuch the familiar L siglum does not appear, because on inductive 

grounds he was unable to isolate a Lucianic text.8 Though he has 

5 See D. Barthelemy Les Devanciers d'Aquila (SVT 10; Leiden, 1963), pp. 126-7. 
His position is more fully argued in "Les problemes textuels de 2 Sam 11,2-1 
Rois 2,11 reconsideres a la lumiere de certaines critiques des 'Devanciers 

d'Aquila"', 1972 Proceedings, Septuagint and Cognate Studies 2 (Missoula, 1972), 
pp. 65-89 (= Post Scriptum: la "recension lucianique"). 

6 Cf. his review of Barthelemy's Devanciers inJAOS 84 (1964), pp. 178-82. 
7 For a few examples see my "Proto-Lucian and the Greek Psalter", VT 27 

(1977), pp. 66-72. 
8 Text History of the Greek Genesis (G6ttingen, 1974), ch. 10. 
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left open the possibility that the d t groups may represent Lucian,9 
the text-critical honesty and the freedom from the constraints of 
tradition involved in the dropping of the L siglum are to be ap- 
plauded. 

It is also of interest to note in passing that not only did Lucian 

disappear from the Pentateuch, but proto-Lucian which had been 
"discovered" by Albert Vaccari'? in P. Ryl 458 (Ra 957) vanished 
as well. The less than half-dozen readings which had served as sup- 
port for Vaccari's argument in Wevers's edition are original LXX, 
and if Vaccari had seriously addressed the question of original text, 
he would inevitably have reached the same conclusion as Wevers 

did, since what the LXX read is patently obvious. In a similar 

manner, proto-Lucian has disappeared from Psalms."l What will 

happen there to Lucian is as yet an open question. In my research I 
have felt compelled to assign him to a state of suspended animation. 

Two further problems that point up the fundamental importance 
of the critical text have to do with the question of original text ver- 
sus Hebraizing correction, and the larger but directly related ques- 
tion of what constitutes textual affiliation. 

The problem of whether a given reading in LXX manuscripts 
that is demonstrably based on a Hebrew text constitutes the 

original text or should be regarded as a (secondary) Hebraizing cor- 
rection is one which confronts the text-critic at many turns. Recent 
evidence from both the Judaean Desert and the sands of Egypt has 

greatly broadened our understanding of pre-Origenian 
"corrective" activity. That LXX manuscripts were at times cor- 
rected to agree with the Hebraica veritas is indisputable. Whether 

many of the sporadic corrections were consciously or unconsciously 
introduced is immaterial to our present purpose. Since sporadic 
corrections can be found in all our early witnesses, a measure of 
harmonization with the Hebrew may be as old as the LXX itself, 
but our evidence for this is thin. 

Corrections of a more systematic nature are at least as old as the 
first century B.C. and may well have been responsible, a century 
earlier, for evoking Pseudo-Aristeas's apologia for the venerated 
LXX which was being placed in a secondary position to the 

9 See e.g., his Text History of the Greek Numbers (G6ttingen, 1982), p. 42. 
10 "Fragmentum Biblicum saeculi II ante Christum", Bib 17 (1936), pp. 501-4. 
1 Albert Pietersma, "Proto-Lucian". 
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Hebrew by its Palestinian detractors. I have in mind here the 

systematic introduction of some form of the Hebrew tetragram,'2 
which, though begun in Palestine, found its way to Egypt, as we 
know from P. Fuad 266 (Ra 848). One might also think, in the 

present connection, of the so-called kaige recension, to which we will 
turn later. Furthermore, almost every scrap of Greek biblical text 
from Qumran has some kind of Hebraizing corrections. 

In the present climate of scholarship, then, in which our 

knowledge of such corrective activity has been greatly expanded, 
there is, it would seem, a distinct danger of resorting to supposed 
Hebraizing corrections too quickly and too easily. When the 
famous Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri came to light, Arthur 

Allgeier"3 over-hastily concluded that Pap. IV and V (Ra 961 and 

962) of Genesis gave evidence of extensive Hebraizing corrective 

activity. The textual picture which resulted from his work was 

drastically out of focus, because he had failed to address seriously 
the problem of the critical text. Large numbers of what he had 
termed "corrections" were clearly OG. A more recent example of 
this approach is Masseo Caloz's book on the Origenian Psalter.14 

Repeatedly, the author designates readings in P. Bodmer XXIV 

(Ra 2110) as pre-Origenian Hebraizing corrections when, in fact, 
they are often pure and simple original LXX. Another example 
might be Kevin O'Connell's review of Wevers's Deuteronomium in 

JBL 99 (1980), pp. 597-9. O'Connell apparently sees more 

Hebraizing corrections in P. Fuad 266 (Ra 848) than Wevers allows 
for. Evidently, some of what Wevers regards as OG, O'Connell 
counts as secondary, and indeed such a disagreement points up an 
ever vexing problem. In all fairness one needs to allow for the sub- 

jective element, though the nature of the original translation ought 
to be a good guide. However, an important principle of LXX 

12 That, at least in Pentateuch witnesses, the tetragram is a Hebraizing 
phenomenon, I have argued in my paper, "Kyrios or Tetragram: A Renewed 

Quest for the Original Septuagint", in A. Pietersma and C. Cox (ed.), De Sep- 
tuaginta. Studies in Honour ofJohn William Wevers on his sixty-fifth birthday (Mississauga, 
1984), pp. 85-101. Cf. R. Hanhart's review of F. Dunand, Papyrus Grecs Bibliques, 
in OLZ 73 (1978), cols 39-45. 

13 Die Chester Beatty-Papyri zum Pentateuch (Paderborn, 1938). For a critique see 

my Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri IV and V (Toronto and Sarasota, 1977), Part IIA. 
14 Etude sur la LXX origenienne du Psautier (Fribourg/G6ttingen, 1978). Cf. my 

review inJBL 99 (1980), pp. 589-90. That 2110 contains Hebraizing corrections is 
not in question, but these must be carefully isolated. 
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criticism is involved here, and certain rigorous procedures are 

neglected at the peril of the discipline. As I see it, the text-critic 

engaged in the basic task of LXX research needs to keep reminding 
himself of what in the transmission history of this body of literature 
is typical and what is atypical, of what is the usual and what is the 
unusual. There can hardly be any doubt that typically or usually 
the text of the LXX was transmitted without outside, i.e. Hebraiz- 

ing, interference, and that state of affairs remains unchanged even 
after the effect of recent discoveries and scholarship has been duly 
felt. Consequently, sound method continues to dictate that a text- 
critic posit Hebraizing corrections only when all other explanations 
fail. 

A related problem, which has already been touched upon in a 
number of contexts and which, like premature positing of Hebrew 
influence, tends to wreak havoc with the text-historical picture of 
the LXX, involves the basic but oft violated principle that textual 
affiliaton among manuscripts or manuscript groups must be based 
on secondary readings. Let me here use as an example a book to 
which further reference will be made later. In a recent book on the 

Quinta of Psalms, Hermann-Josef Venetz15 in the course of his 

study poses the important question of the inner-Septuagintal rela- 

tionship of the Septuagintal base of the Quinta. In other words, 
since the Quinta is a revision of the LXX, is it possible to determine 
the textual affiliation of its Septuagintal base? Indeed, a very im- 

portant and interesting question! In order to answer this question, 
he collects a series of 10 examples which is meant to demonstrate 
that the base of Quinta "dem 'oberagyptischen Text' nahesteht" 

(p. 19). Since Quinta equals kaige and since kaige is said to be 
Palestinian (and the LXX base of Quinta is likewise assumed to be 

Palestinian), the geographical aspects of this connection alone 

might induce one to have second thoughts. When, however, one 

subjects his list of examples to scrutiny it becomes clear that virtual- 

ly the entire reputed relationship of the base of Quinta and UE rests 
on original readings. By the time one subtracts the OG component 
one is left with a few coincidental variants of the kind that the Quinta 
base shares with several text groups. The supposed connection, 
then, between Palestine and Upper Egypt, which if proven correct 
would have been significant beyond the realm of textual criticism, 

15 Die Quinta des Psalteriums (Hildesheim, 1974). 
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vanishes into thin air; and the misleading text-historical picture 
painted by Venetz would never have been constructed if he had 
made a systematic attempt at coming to grips with the text of the 

original LXX. One might add further that textual affiliation must 
be based exclusively not only on secondary readings but on signifi- 
cant secondary readings, since a vast number of identical variants 
that arose in the transmission process are the result of isolated and 
unrelated scribal activity. The presence of a secondary xati or an 
cautxo hardly amounts to textual affiliation. 

II. Some problems in text-history 

On the various questions surrounding the text-historical aspects 
of the LXX and indirectly the Hebrew biblical text as well, no book 
has been more influential in the last two decades than Barthelemy's 
Devanciers d'Aquila (see n. 5 above). Its effect has in some respects 
been programmatic. Monographs and articles keep appearing, at- 

tempting to detail and further delineate Barthelemy's findings. 
New criteria by which his so-called kaige recension may be recogniz- 
ed continue to be added to the list, which now includes in excess of 
three dozen items, and the scope of the recension, in similar man- 

ner, is showing signs of extending itself. 

Clearly, Barthelemy's central aim, after having uncovered the 

distinguishing characteristics of the now famous Minor Prophets 
scroll, was to find a broader basis in Septuagintal literature for what 
he perhaps unfortunately dubbed the kaige "recension".16 The 
results of his quest are well known. 

We would do well to keep reminding ourselves that from the start 

Berthelemy's method was inclusive in aim, i.e., he sought to link 

positively as many texts as possible as belonging in some way to his 
new recension. At the same time, however, he not only was aware 
of textual diversity within the kaige group but in at least one place 
candidly says so (Devanciers, p. 47). Furthermore, when one follows 
in some detail Barthelemy's incorporating of the various texts into 
his kaige group, it becomes evident that, even in terms of the basic 
characteristics he has delineated, not all so-called kaige texts 
manifest with equal consistency and fidelity their allegiance to the 

16 The label is unfortunate for two reasons: 1) it creates the impression of greater 
uniformity among members than is warranted, but, more importantly, 2) it sug- 
gests wrongly that kaige is everywhere secondary. 
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group. For example Lamentations has (w)gm = xoat'y 6/6, vyn = 
oux ETtLV 6/10 (1 = oux 'v; 3 = ou0X uxp%XtI), y/nsb = aTiXo 1/1, 
with no evidence for the rest; Canticles has (w)gm = xatiy 1/2 

(while xoat'E is also used for lp 1/1, and once for w), ys = a&vlp 1/1, 
mc1 = ,/&t7Cavco6v 0/1, 'yn = oux E'Ttv 4/5 (1 = oux EXet), with no 
evidence for the rest; Ruth has (w)gm = xoaye 7/9, )ys = &avip 1/1, 

'yn = oux a'ctv 1/1, 'nky = Tycd x.tL 7/7 (including with finite verb); 
mss be2 in 2 Chronicles have xat-y in less than half a dozen in- 
stances out of 33, and a further 3 of xacyef xai (2 x for gm and 1 x for 

wgm). Nehemiah has none of the above equivalences except 
ys--avilp, and in Psalms we have two so-called kaige texts, namely, 

Quinta ant the 0'text. One could go on in this vein, but all that 
needs emphasizing at this stage is that there appears to be an open- 
endedness about the group, which together with the contradictions 

among its members shows that kaige should be called more properly 
a tradition rather than a recension in the traditional sense of the 

trifaria varietas. 
More recent study on the kaige tradition, notably by Walter 

Bodine, The Greek Text of Judges (Chico, 1980), on the individuality 
(reputedly within kaige) of the B text of Judges, by Armin Schmitt, 
Stammt der sogenannte "0"'-Text bei Daniel wirklich von Theodotion? (G6t- 
tingen, 1966), who contrasts the 0'text of Daniel with hexaplaric 0, 
and to a lesser extent by Venetz on the Quinta of Psalms, is beginn- 
ing to bring the inner-kaige diversity into sharper focus than Bar- 

thelemy's aim allowed for. Clearly, the kaige tradition needs to 

undergo the same kind of contrastive analysis to which the LXX 
itself is increasingly being subjected. Such an analysis properly 
stresses, as a counterbalance to what unites a tradition or body of 
literature, its internal diversity. It would seem, however, that in- 

creasingly much kaige research, like LXX research in general, is 

suffering on account of a failure to reconstruct, as a first and vital 

step, systematically and methodically the OG. That, for example, 
is the underlying problem in Bodine's otherwise admirable book on 

Judges. One of the author's all-pervasive and, in my view, 
detrimental assumptions is that the B text, because it can be shown 
to belong to the kaige tradition, is by that fact a total revision of OG. 
Hence whenever B and the other texts disagree, the B text is 

automatically secondary. Even if, for example, in 8 out of 10 in- 
stances all texts share a given Hebrew-Greek equation, in the two 
cases where they part company the B text is judged to be revi- 
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sionary though it continues the equation. That is quod est demonstran- 
dum. Admittedly, to distinguish on the practical level between 
translational aspects and recensional aspects is not always an easy 
task. Yet it is the sine qua non for a correct understanding of what the 
LXX was and what happened to it along its historical path. 

A brief example is in order. Following a suggestion of Kevin G. 
O'Connell in Exodus,'7 the author points to the equation bqrb = Ev 
,eas as a kaige candidate (Bodine, pp. 25-6). By way of background 
it should be noted that this equation, if it is indeed kaige at all, is also 

thoroughly Septuagintal. In Psalms, in fact, we find it 14 times, 
with total consistency. In Judges, according to Bodine, it occurs 6/7 
times in all traditions without variation. On the seventh occasion, 
in xviii 7, the B text is said to have ev aLeac while the non-B tradi- 
tions have simply ev. And then the conclusion is drawn that iv is 

evidently original while iv !xao is a revision. 
When one, however, investigates the total textual situation in 

xviii 7 one soon realizes that the supposed substitution of ev uFc"a for 
ev is part of a larger, probably inner-Greek rewriting in the non-B 
traditions. In xviii 7 the B text is not the revised text but the non-B 
traditions have been subjected to change. In fact, in a pilot study on 

chapters i, x and xi I have found that the B text is usually a much 
better guide to OG than any of the non-B traditions.18 

At the beginning of this century A. E. Brooke and N. McLean 
wrote about Judges: "... the true text of the Septuagint is probably 
contained neither in the one nor in the other exclusively [i.e. the A 
and B texts], but must be sought for by comparing in detail, verse 

by verse, and word by word, the two recensions, in the light of all 
other available evidence ... "19 In my estimation, that task remains 
to be accomplished, and until then the text-historical picture of 

Judges will remain totally blurred. As yet, the extent to which kaige 
and OG are the same or different is entirely unclear, and this state 
of affairs is obviously not limited to the book of Judges. 

17 The Theodotionic Revision of the Book of Exodus (Cambridge, Mass., 1972), p. 
287. 

18 The basic approach used in these chapters was that of isolating in the B tradi- 
tion: 1) items which cannot be regarded as hebraizing corrections (e.g., outi, vs. 
xati in non-B); 2) unique (in LXX) renderings from Hebrew, 3) virtually unique 
renderings from Hebrew. 

19 The Book ofJudges in Greek according to the Text of Cod. Alexandrinus (Cambridge, 
1897), p.v. 
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Let us continue with Barthelemy's Devanciers and some of its im- 

pact. In pursuit of his inclusive method he was not content to stop 
with (w)gm = xatye. Beyond that, he sought to bring into associa- 
tion with his kaige group other LXX texts which, though 
manifesting none of the characteristic kaige renderings, nevertheless 
seem to give evidence of special interest in the translation of (w)gm, 
viz., xal yap in Psalms, in 2 Chronicles and in Thackeray's P sec- 
tion of Ezek. xxviii-xxxix).20 This incipient relationship between 
these texts and the kaige tradition is not only greatly amplified in 
Hermann Venetz's book on the Quinta of Psalms, but becomes an 

important part of his argument for a Palestinian origin of the whole 
Greek Psalter (pp. 80-4). Such a conclusion, if warranted, would 
once again have implications far beyond the narrow limits of textual 

criticism, and for that reason alone would merit close scrutiny. 
Venetz not only sees a general connection between xociye and xoc 

yap (like Barthelemy) but in fact stresses that both translations of 
Hebrew (w)gm are expressive of the same or at least similar ex- 

egesis. Two things should be borne in mind from the outset: 1) 
what similarity exists can easily be overrated (as it is, in fact, by 
Venetz); 2) even if similarity is thought to exist one might well ask 
whether this inexorably argues for a Palestinian origin of the Greek 

Psalter, as Venetz would have us believe. 
If exegetical sameness or similarity is looked at on the semantic 

level the argument in favour of it is not exactly overwhelming. rF is 
an emphatic particle which overlaps semantically with gm, while 

yap includes an inferential/causal element which is foreign to gm. It 
is further of some interest to look briefly at the full range of Greek 

equivalents for gm in Psalms, and beyond that at other occurrences 
of (xal) yap in the Psalter: gm = xoca 12; gm = xat yap 13; gm--'xt 8 

xai 2; gm--oxs 2; gm--T&; gm--8a 'o6xo 1; gm--oit 1; gm ky--av 
yap xai 1; gmyhd--ti tcc au6o 1; gm = zero 1 (participial clause). 
Hence, out of 35 occurrences of gm, it is rendered by xao yap 13 
times. In addition, one finds xal yap 9 times out of 22 for >p, once 
for 'k (clearly not by mistake since ont also appears for 'k). Frp (in 
distinction from xda yap) translates )p 3 times, s/sr 3 times, ky 8 

times, w twice, and on some 10 occasions the translator introduced 

yap where the MT has no equivalent. It seems to me a number of 
obvious conclusions can be drawn from these facts and figures: 1) 

20 In Ezek xxviii-xxxix there are, however, only 2 occurrences. 
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great latitude is shown by the translator in translating the Hebrew 

particle gm. In all, ten different renderings are used and each is 
tailored to the context in which it appears. 2) Equally contextual are 
other occurrences of xal yap and yap for a variety of Hebrew 

words/morphemes as well as for MT zero. Both the flexibility in 

rendering of Hebrew particles and the introduction of Greek inter- 

pretative particles is in keeping with the modus operandi of the 
translator of Psalms. Regarding the question whether xao yap 
reflects the same exegesis as xaoiye and hence might be labeled 

proto-xaTye, all one can really say is that, when the context allowed 
it or, in the translator's perception, called for it, he added a causal 

conjunction which made the emphatic meaning of xax unam- 

biguous, showing thereby perhaps that he was not always satisfied 
with translating gm by xai, which might then be read as a simple 
conjunction rather than an emphatic particle. If this is what Venetz 
has in mind when he speaks of "gleiche oder doch ahnliche Ex- 

egese" we can agree. There remains, however, the use to which the 
"adumbration" of xoatiT is put. 

A second text-critical argument that Venetz uses to enhance the 

sway of kaige and to support his theory regarding the Palestinian 

origin of the Greek Psalter can be dealt with more quickly. What 
Venetz seeks to show is that significant vocabulary items are shared 

by the Greek Psalter and the kaige tradition; hence a close textual as 
well as geographical relationship must exist. Out of the eight or so 

examples he cites, I mention here the best one. As Barthelemy had 

already pointed out (Devanciers, p. 82), yhwh sb'wt in the kaige tradi- 
tion becomes xuptoS; ov SuvareLtov, an extremely rare rendering21 
which it shares with the Greek Psalter. That a relationship of this 
kind should exist between the Gieek Psalter and the kaige tradition 
is not only not surprising but might be expected a priori. One would 
no more expect the so-called kaige revisors and translators to have 
started their work de novo, than any LXX translator after the first 
book or section had been translated into Greek. And not only is this 
what one would expect: this was demonstrably the case. As is 

already clear from Barthelemy's work, and as several scholars, in- 

cluding Venetz himself, have shown in great detail, in the kaige 
tradition Septuagintal renderings of Hebrew words and expressions 
are, with few exceptions, taken over but employed with greater con- 

21 For other occurrences cf. 1 Sam. iv 4; 2 Sam. vi 2, 18; 1 Kgs xviii 15. 
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sistency. That some of these Hebrew-Greek equations should have 
come from the Psalms, again need occasion no surprise. In fact, it 

might not be difficult to demonstrate that the Greek Psalter had 

greater influence on the kaige tradition than any other single LXX 
book. However, the question that demands to be asked is this: what 
can be made of such influence, beyond the patent fact that the 
Greek Psalter was well known to the kaige tradition? Furthermore, 
whatever interpretation is placed upon such influence in the case of 

Psalms, must needs be placed upon the LXX corpus as a whole. 
Yet both the supposed identity in exegetical concern expressed in 

xota yap of Psalms and in xaoiye and the fact that some lexical stock of 
the Psalms becomes common in the kaige tradition are used by 
Venetz in his geographical relocation of the Psalms. On that score 
his argument runs as follows: 1) he is satisfied that he has 
demonstrated a general lexical connection between the Psalter and 
the kaige tradition; since the latter is Palestinian, it follows that the 
former must be as well. 2) Since the translator of Psalms was 
familiar with the same Exegese of Hebrew inclusive particles that 

gave rise to xcary, and since the latter arose in Palestine, the Psalter 
must likewise have been translated in Palestine. With the force of 
these two arguments I have tried to deal in the preceding discus- 
sion. Let me simply restate here that on the basis of the first argu- 
ment most of the LXX in varying degrees would have to be of 
Palestinian origin, and if the second argument has any geographical 
implications both 2 Chronicles (which in 7/33 instances of gm has 
xal yap) and at least part of Ezekiel (xxviii-xxxix) will have to have 
been translated on Palestinian soil. 

Venetz's third argument in support of the Psalter's Palestinian 

origin has more force than the previous two, but since his case thus 
far is singularly unconvincing, one wonders whether it is equal to 

shouldering the full weight of proof. Four times in the Greek Psalms 

(xliv 9, xlvii 4, 14; cf. cxxii 7) we encounter [a3pts, an apparently 
Semitic word in Greek garb. Unlike its Egyptian homonym it 
means "tower/citadel/fortress/manor house". According to Venetz 
this is a Palestinian word and in support of his claim he cites three 
kinds of evidence: 1) the word appears in members of the kaige 
tradition (which is said to be Palestinian): Lamentations (2 x ), 
Daniel 0'(1 x), 2 Esdras (1 x ), Nehemiah mss be2 (2 x), hex- 

aplaric 0'(2 x ), and further in Aquila and Symmachus; 2) Jerome 
in his comment on Ps. xlvii 4 affirms that (apt is a Palestinian 
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word; 3) in all four instances of Ppt;S in the Greek Psalter the Egyp- 
tian textual witnesses, notably Bo and Sa, confuse a&pts with PapuS, 
hence indicating their lack of familiarity with the word in question. 
One might mention further that Josephus22 uses apt; on several oc- 

casions, most prominently as a former name of Antonia,23 and it 
makes its appearance in the Greek ofJubilees24 (cf. also Ps. Sol. viii 

19, which is obviously dependent on Ps. cxxii 7). 
That Paipt; is a Palestinian word can, on the basis of the evidence, 

hardly be denied. One might even argue that it was well known 

there, a fact which is perhaps not surprising in the light of Hebrew 

byrh and byrnt. But for Venetz's argument to have any real force 

3aptS needs to be exclusively Palestinian-and that is difficult to 

prove. Certainly, the word in its Greek or Hebrew form is attested 

throughout Western Asia (and in Eastern Europe) from Palestine to 
Thrace from Persian times onward.25 But was it known in Egypt? 
In its Aramaic form (byrt') it is well known from Elephantine,26 
where the Jews used it in reference to their own fortress. In the 
Greek papyri, however, it has thus far not been found. But argumen- 
ta e silentio should be given their deserved weight. Moreover, if 

every literary occurrence of Papt; is interpreted to mean that a given 
work was not written or translated in Egypt, it will obviously never 
be found in Egyptian Jewish-Greek literature. In point of fact, aptL 
is found, outside the so called kaige tradition, in both 2 Chronicles 
and 1 Esdras. If we follow Venetz's argument, these books, like the 
Greek Psalter, will have to be assigned a Palestinian origin. Since 2 

Chronicles, as we noted earlier, has xai yap for (w)gm in 7 out of 33 
instances such a conclusion for that book would be in line with 
Venetz's approach. A similar case for 1 Esdras would be far more 
difficult. Ralph Klein27 was content to leave it in Egypt and the 

22 Ant. 8,396; 10,264.265; 11,99; 12,230; 20,85; Life 246. 
23 Ant. 13,307; 14,481; 15,403.409; 18,91.92;J.W. 1,75.118.353. 
24 xxxvii 17. See Albert-Marie Denis, Fragmenta Pseudepigraphorum quae supersunt 

Graeca (Leiden, 1970), p. 98. 
25 In addition to references in Liddell-Scott-Jones see C. B. Welles, Royal Cor- 

respondence in the Hellenistic Period (New Haven, Conn., 1934), 18,2.25; 20,5.11.16 
(both documents are 3rd century B.C.) and Sibylline Oracles 4,99 (city in Asia 
Minor). 

26 See the Index in A. Cowley, Aramaic Papyri of the Fifth Century B.C. (Oxford, 
1923). 

27 Studies in the Greek Texts of the Chronicler. Harvard Th.D. Dissertation, 1966. Cf. 
HTR 59 (1966), p. 449. 
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burden of proof lies properly, it seems to me, with those who would 

dislodge it from there. 
To hinge the Palestinian origin of the Greek Psalter, or for that 

matter of any other book, on papti seems a clear case of basing too 
much on too little. Furthermore, a quick comparison with a word 
that is as peculiarly Egyptian in its provenance as 3apiL is said to be 
Palestinian underscores just how questionable Venetz's argument 
is. IIoaoop6ptov28 -referring to the quarters of the pastophores, the 

Egyptian shrine-carrying priests-occurs a dozen times scattered 

through the Prophets and the Writings as a translation of Hebrew 
Iskh. On Venetz's terms this should argue for an Egyptian origin of 
the translations in which iaaoTop6ptov occurs. Interestingly enough, 
however, if one followed this route, 1 Esdras and 2 Chronicles 
would have to be assigned to both Egypt and Palestine since both 
contain xocaTop6pLov as well as iapt;. 

In conclusion: as I see it, both the internal relationship within the 

kaige tradition as outlined by Barthelemy and some aspects of the 
external relationship of kaige with LXX literature are being drawn 
too tightly, with potentially detrimental results. In ever-widening 
concentric circles this tradition is being extended at the expense of 
the LXX itself. What we are losing is the aspect of LXX-kaige con- 
tinuum. When, furthermore, this expansion of kaige entails major 
geographical relocations for parts of the LXX, critical reassessment 
and reevaluation are manifestly overdue. If Venetz's book is any 
indication, LXX studies may well be on the verge of plunging into 
its first "pan-fad", viz. "pan-kaige-ism". 

The discoveries in the Judaean Desert in general and Bar- 

thelemy's book on the Minor Prophets Scroll in particular have 

given renewed momentum to research on the text-historical aspect 
of the LXX, not infrequently eclipsing what must always remain 
the first priority of LXX research, viz. the systematic and 
methodical uncovering of the Old Greek text. Only that can pro- 
duce and safeguard a proper perspective on the LXX and its 

history. 

28 On this term see W. Spiegelberg (ed. H. Bonnet), Reallexicon der Agyptischen 
Religionsgeschichte (Berlin, 1952). 
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