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MESSIANISM AND THE GREEK PSALTER 
IN SEARCH OF THE MESSIAH 

 
I. INTRODUCTION 

 
 When Professor Michael Knibb invited me some time ago to present 
a paper at the Colloquium Biblicum Lovaniense LIII, 2004, on the topic 
of messianism and the Septuagint, my first reaction was one of surprise, 
since messianism was not a topic I had ever written on, though I do 
admittedly have a longstanding interest in matters Septuagintal. 
Furthermore, though the term ‘messianism’ was reasonably clear to me, 
‘Septuagint’, on the other hand, is becoming increasingly unclear to me 
the longer I read about it in the secondary literature. It is not my 
intention, however, to bore you with the many ways in which the term 
‘Septuagint’ might be defined, nor with the different senses in which it is 
being used in biblical scholarship. Nevertheless, I will need to make one 
distinction, which I take to be axiomatic for the discipline. This need 
becomes immediately obvious when we realize that speaking about ‘the 
Septuagint’ inevitably entails speaking about somebody’s Septuagint.  As 
a result, ‘messianism and the Septuagint’ or ‘messianism and the Greek 
Psalter’ needs clarification before we can meaningfully make it a topic of 
discussion.  
 It may perhaps seem that I am more interested in ‘the Septuagint’ 
than I am in the ‘messianic interpretations’ it may harbour. That, 
however, is not entirely the case. First, ‘messianism’ or ‘messianic 
interpretation’ is by definition one theme among many and as such 
involves us perforce in the entire hermeneutic of a translated text, a 
subject that for some time now has held my interest. Second, if the aim 
of our discussion is to identify messianic interpretations added by the 
Greek translator to his source text—as I have taken it to be—we are 
reading a rather specific ‘Septuagint’, namely, the Septuagint as 
produced in distinction from the Septuagint as received. I must frankly 
admit, however, that I am rather more pre-occupied, at this point in my 
thinking, with the journey than with the arrival—as my subtitle suggests.  
Thus it is highly probable that I will speak more about how to find or 
identify messianic interpretation in the text as produced, than about 
specific instances of messianic interpretation in the Greek Psalter. 
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 Lest I be labeled a hopeless minimalist or a virtual nihilist, I would 
like, before proceeding, to set out a number of theses on what I hold to 
be true and therefore not subject to dispute:  
 
 a. That the Greek translation of Psalms typically makes sense. 
 b. That at times the Greek translator exegetes the source text. 
 c. That messianic interpretation can be found in the Greek Psalter. 
 
 In all three cases, however, the important question for me is not one 
of existence, but one of proof of existence. By what methodology does 
one demonstrate the existence of messianic interpretation in the Greek 
Psalter? How can one identify such interpretation in a principled 
manner? 
 
 

II. PRODUCTION AND RECEPTION 
 
 As noted above, the distinction between production and reception I 
consider to be axiomatic for the discipline of Septuagint Studies. Though 
this distinction is by no means new, it is, in my perception, often 
insufficiently recognized and inadequately assessed as to its implications 
for other aspects of the field. I have elsewhere called attention to James 
Barr’s insistence, nearly four decades ago, on the “necessary distinction 
between two sets of mental processes, [on the one hand] those of the 
translators themselves, whose decisions about meaning were reached 
from the Hebrew text, and [on the other hand] those of later readers, 
most of whom did not know the original”1. That same distinction is 
identified by Jonathan Smith (citing Barr) in his critique of H.A.A. 
Kennedy and A.D. Nock in Drudgery Divine2, where he calls for a 
“theory of translation” of the Septuagint as a basis for principled 
hermeneutics3.  
 At the risk of oversimplification, I might suggest that we see 
reflected in the debates between Barr and Hill, and in Smith’s 
argumentation against Kennedy and Nock the dual origin of our modern 
discipline, namely, that of textual-criticism of the Hebrew Bible, on the 
one hand, 

                                                
1 A. PIETERSMA, A New Paradigm for Addressing Old Questions: The Relevance of the 

Interlinear Model for the Study of the Septuagint, in J. COOK (ed.), Bible and Computer, 
Leiden-Boston, Brill, 2002  pp. 337-364, p. 339. 

2J.Z. SMITH, Drudgery Divine: On the Comparison of Early Christianities and the 
Religions of Late Antiquity, Chicago, IL, University Press, 1990. p. 77. 

3 For further references to this distinction, see e.g. M. FLASHAR, Exegetische 
Studien zum Septuaginta-Psalter, in ZAW 32 (1912) 81-116, 161-189, 241-268, esp. 90-
91, 268, and E. Tov, Three Dimensions of LXX Words, in RB 83 (1976) 529-544. 
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and the hermeneutics of the New Testament, on the other. The former 
centers on questions about the original text of the LXX, while the latter 
focuses par excellence on Septuagintal exegesis as a backdrop for the 
NT. The recent upsurge of interest in the Septuagint, as witnessed by the 
spate of translation and commentary projects in modern languages, may 
be said to have accentuated this dual origin, to the extent that we 
experience at present something of a crisis in the discipline on the 
hermeneutical front.  
 The issue is clearly not that research into the production phenomenon 
of the Septuagint is a worthwhile scientific undertaking, while research 
into its reception history is somehow suspect—or vice-versa. Rather, it is 
that, although both are legitimate objects of enquiry in their own right, it 
is highly questionable that the same methodology can be applied to both. 
And when the same methodology is applied, short-circuiting tends to 
occur and darkness may follow. 
 The line of demarcation between text production and text reception is 
even more strictly drawn within Descriptive Translation Studies (DTS), 
at least as Gideon Toury has developed it. For Toury all translations are 
facts of their recipient cultures and are produced to meet a specific need 
within their respective cultures (or sub-cultures). As a result, they 
inherently possess three interdependent aspects, namely, function, 
product and process. By ‘function’ (or ‘position’) Toury has in mind not 
so much the actual use to which a translation may be put, but rather what 
literary slot it aims to fill within the recipient culture. ‘Product’ 
comprises a translation’s textual-linguistic make-up, that is to say, the 
network of relationships introduced by the translator. By ‘process’ he 
means the strategies by which a translation is derived from its source 
text, which therefore includes the relationships that hold the target text 
and the source text together. Though the aspects can be distinguished, 
they are nevertheless interdependent. Diagrammatically he portrays them 
as: ‘position/function’ determining textual-linguistic make-up 
(‘product’), which in turn governs the relationship that holds translation 
and original together (‘process’). Since in essence the three aspects or 
foci form a complex whole, the central object of research into a 
translation is the exposing of the interdependencies of the three, with the 
aim of uncovering the underlying concept of translation, and the model 
used to shape what is produced. What I want to emphasize here is that, 
according to DTS, it is part and parcel of production that a translation is 
endowed with intrinsic design, and that includes its textual-linguistic 
make-up. Vice-versa it means that the three interdependent aspects of 
which Toury speaks can reveal the prospective role for which a 
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translation was designed. So much for the production of the text within 
DTS. 
 During its reception history, however, the text in question may end 
up playing a role contrary to its original design, according to DTS. Thus, 
a translation not originally designed as e.g. a literary work of high 
prestige may in time be assigned that position. But be it noted that such 
re-assigning has no bearing on its textual-linguistic make-up4. 
Differently put, though the text-representation of the reader/hearer has 
changed, that of the writer/speaker has not. Or again, as Cameron Boyd-
Taylor has happily put it, “a number of key semiotic switches may be 
thrown—non-literary to literary, peripheral to central, dependent to 
independent, etc.—thereby re-conceiving the location of the text within 
the target system”5. But again, be it noted that the throwing of ‘semiotic 
switches’ does not change the original textual-linguistic make-up. 
 If our aim at this symposium is to discuss messianic interpretations 
introduced by the Greek translator to his source text, as I have 
understood it to be, we clearly need to focus on the production of the 
text, rather than on its reception history. If from that perspective we train 
our sights on the original text, rather than on some text form of 
transmission history, what follows as well is that our attention needs to 
be focused on the textual-linguistic make-up of the translation as 
produced. As I see it, the aspects of original text and textual-linguistic 
make-up are two sides of one and the same coin. Furthermore, the 
desideratum expressed by Jonathan Smith, namely, a “theory of 
translation” as an explanatory model of the Septuagint, can only be 
derived from its textual-linguistic make-up. In point of fact, as I have 
argued elsewhere6, no scientific research on the Septuagint can do 
without such a model, whether it be articulated or left unarticulated. 
 
 

III. READING PSALM 28(29) 
 
 What I propose to do in the rest of my paper is to take a close look at 
a (Greek) psalm which, in the past thirty-odd years, has been commented 
upon by at least five scholars ranging from N.A. van Uchelen in 1969-70 
to Holger Gzella in 2001. The two most recent of the scholars in 
question, namely, Joachim Schaper and Holger Gzella, have inter-

                                                
4G. TOURY Descriptive Translation Studies and beyond, Amsterdam – Philadelphia, PA, 

Benjamins, 1995, pp. 14, 272-273. 
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preted Ps 28(29) as a messianic psalm. Since, as I have noted above, 
when one reads ‘the Septuagint’ one is perforce reading somebody’s 
Septuagint, my recurring question will be whose text of Ps 28(29) any 
given commentator seems to be reading; that is to say, in terms of the 
axiomatic distinction between production and reception. Thereafter, I 
will subject Ps 28(29) to some textual-linguistic scrutiny. 
 
 
1. Modern Interpreters of Ps 28(29) 
 
 I shall discuss them, as much as possible, in chronological order and 
thus begin with N.A. van Uchelen7.  
 
a) van Uchelen 
 
 The burden of van Uchelen’s article is to show how the Greek 
translation by means of interpretive addition and paraphrase has become 
a free-standing entity in the history of interpretation of the Hebrew 
psalm. As ‘addition’ he counts the phrase e0codi/ou skhnh=j in the title to 
the psalm, as well as the second line (1b) of the psalm per se, though the 
latter does double duty as a paraphrase of the Hebrew of line 1. 
 While he recognizes that skhnh/ for the feast of tabernacles is 
problematic, he nevertheless takes it to refer to that festival. The only 
direct link the phrase in question has with the psalm itself is by means of 
the second addition, namely, the reference to the sacrifice of young rams 
(v. 1b) which, on the basis of Num 29,36, is interpreted to indicate the 
prescribed sacrifice on the closing day of the feast of tabernacles. 
 The two additions together, according to van Uchelen, form a kind of 
new introduction for the psalm. One might speak here of an interpretive 
frame, which re-articulates and re-contextualizes its contents. Thus 
within this new frame the thunderstorm becomes the autumn rains 
eagerly anticipated at the feast of tabernacles (see 1 Kings 8,35. 36; Zech 
14,16-19), the festival celebrating the Lord’s kingship. More particularly, 
with the help of Zech 14, the entire psalm is ‘eschatologized’ to refer to 
the final judgment. The Lord and ‘the beloved’ (i.e. Israel) (v. 6b) form 
the prosecution, while those charged are symbolized by ‘mighty waters’ 
(v. 3c), ‘the cedars of Lebanon’ (v. 5b), ‘the desert’ (v. 8b) and ‘the 
woods’ (v. 9b), all said to be metaphors, in one way or another, for 
arrogant, godless enemies. As final support for his eschatological 
interpretation van Uchelen cites the use of the future tense in most verses 
of the Greek.  

                                                
7 N.A. VAN UCHELEN, De LXX-Interpretatie van Ps 29, in Nederlands Theologisch 

Tijdschrift 24 (1969-1970) 171-181.  
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 In summary, what some scholars might regard as secondary 
accretions to the text of Ps 28 (namely, e0codi/ou skhnh=j in the title, and 
v. 1b), are for van Uchelen not only additions by the Greek translator but 
also the interpretive clue to the re-contextualization of the entire psalm. 
As a result, for van Uchelen the Greek translator played the role of a 
final editor, tantamount to a redactor, of the psalm.  
 The central issue here is not whether van Uchelen’s interpretation 
can be justified in all of its detail, but whether it should be assigned to 
the production (i.e. the constitutive character) of the Greek psalm or to 
its reception (i.e. its history of interpretation). Thus when we ask the 
question as to whose Septuagint van Uchelen was reading, this much is 
crystal clear:  for van Uchelen Ps 28 is equivalent to a redaction by the 
Greek translator of his Hebrew source text. Though van Uchelen gives 
the psalm an eschatological interpretation, in spite of what he says about 
v. 6, it is not overtly labeled messianic. But for everything van Uchelen 
finds in Ps 28 the Greek translator is given the credit.  Hence production 
is in view, rather than reception.  
 
b) Loewenstamm 
 
 An ostensibly opposite interpretation of Ps 28(29) was offered by 
Samuel Loewenstamm in 19928. That is to say, Loewenstamm not only 
ignores the two additions van Uchelen used as an interpretive clue for the 
entire Greek psalm, but for him a single verse, out of context with the 
rest of the psalm, is taken to support a piece of historicizing exegesis. To 
cite his own introductory comment: 
 

It is argued in the present paper, that this strange Greek verse [v. 6] results from the 
work of an enthusiastic homilist who interpreted it to contain a prophecy of an 
overwhelming victory, which Israel was destined to win over Antiochus 
Epiphanes9. 

 
 The verse in question is v. 6, which already in the Hebrew presents a 
problem, according to Loewenstamm. The opening verb, Mdyqryw, has a 
suffix that should probably be read as 3rd pl masc, with ‘cedars’ in 5b as 
antecedent. Secondly, its meaning ‘to make to skip’ seems out of step 
with the preceding line, which has the Lord ‘crush the cedars of 
Lebanon’. As a result, the ‘cedars’ will both be destroyed and be made to 
dance! The Greek translator, says Loewenstamm, read the suffix 
correctly (see au0ta/j), and accordingly changed the verb from ‘to make 
to 

                                                
8S.E. LOEWENSTAMM, Historical Background to the Septuagint Translation of Ps 

29:5-6, in ID, From Babylon to Canaan: Studies in the Bible and its Oriental Background, 
Jerusalem, 1992, pp. 280-291. 

9 LOEWENSTAMM, Historical Background (n. 8) p. 280. 
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skip’ to ‘to pulverize’ (leptu/nw) (√dqr > qqd) 10. Added is the fact that 
the translator interpreted ‘calf’ (lg() as referring to the golden calf of 
Exod 32,20, as is clear from the article, which has no explicit warrant in 
the Hebrew text. Then follows in v. 6b what Leowenstamm calls “a 
reasoned homiletic conclusion”, namely, the reading of ‘Sirion’ (Nyr#&) as 
‘the beloved’ (o9 h0gaphme/noj) (Nwr#$y), a clear epithet of Israel in light of 
Deut 33,5.26 and Isa 44,2. Thus the little homily is complete: the Lord 
with Israel at his side is about to mete out to Antiochus, the desecrator of 
the Temple of Jerusalem, the pulverizing punishment meted out 
erstwhile to the golden calf.  
 In summary, according to Loewenstamm the Greek presents us not 
with a redaction of the Hebrew psalm but with a re-articulated, non-
contextualized one-verse homily. But for all the homilist’s reputed 
enthusiasm, by Loewenstamm’s own admission, he created a verse with 
even more stylistic difficulty than the corresponding Hebrew11. As in the 
case of van Uchelen, there is here no overt indication of messianic 
interpretation. 
 Whose Septuagint is Loewenstamm reading? This much can be said: 
for Loewenstamm Ps 28 does not appear to constitute a redaction of its 
source. Yet his interpretation of v. 6 does draw on other elements in the 
psalm, therefore leading to some ambivalence on his part. Furthermore, 
the interpretation is unambiguously attributed to the Greek translator. 
Again, therefore, our view is being directed to production rather than 
reception. 
 
c) Schenker 
 
 The year 1994 saw the publication of two articles on Ps 28, one by 
Adrian Schenker in Biblica12, and a second one by Joachim Schaper in 
the Journal of Theological Studies13, and again in his book, Eschatology 
in the Greek Psalter14 published the following year. Schaper briefly 
returns to Ps 28,6 in his Die Renaissance der Mythologie im 
hellenistichen Judentum und der Septuaginta-Psalter, in a volume edited 
by Erich Zenger15. I begin here with Schenker. 

                                                
10 It bears noting, however, that since in Nahum 3,2 dqr has reference to jolting chariots, 

it is clear that the verb does not have to mean ‘skip merrily’. 
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in Bib 75 (1994) 546-555. 
13 J. SCHAPER, The Unicorn in the Messianic Imagery of the Greek Bible, in JTS 45 

(1994) 117-136. 
14 J. SCHAPER, Eschatology in the Greek Psalter, Tübingen, Mohr 1995. 
15 J. SCHAPER, Die Renaissance der Mythologie im hellenistichen Judentum und der 

Septuaginta-Psalter, in E. ZENGER (ed.) Der Septuaginta-Psalter. Sprachliche und 
Theologische Aspekte (HBS, 32), Freiburg, Herder, 2001, pp. 171-183, esp. 173-174. 
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 Since for Schenker deficient knowledge of Hebrew on the part of the 
Greek translator is deemed inadequate explanation for unintelligibility in 
the translated text, he suggests, using Ps 28,6 as an instance, that 
obscurity may be intentional and, as a consequence, is more apparent 
than real.  
 To make such intentional obscurity a viable option, Schenker 
demonstrates on the basis of a variety of passages (e.g. Ps 48[49],5; Ps 
77[78],2; Sir 39,3; 11QPsa XXVII, 2-11; Aristobulus Frag. 2; and others) 
that intentionally enigmatic and equivocal (allegorical) writing was 
indeed a generally acceptable mode of composition. If that be true for 
compositional literature—so the argument appears to proceed—it may be 
equally true for translational literature, including the Greek Psalter. On 
the reasonable assumption that, in the translator’s view, the entire 
Hebrew text was endowed with meaning—whether it be transparent or 
hidden—, the same will ipso facto have been true of its translation into 
Greek. Differently put, obscurity was intentionally transmitted from the 
source text to the target text. As a result, intelligibility, though assured, 
may need to be uncovered. 
 Thus the stage is set for Ps 28,6, a verse enigmatic at first blush, but 
meaningful, according to Schenker, when studied together with its cotext 
in the total context of the Septuagintal corpus, i.e. the canonical text. 
 Key to Schenker’s interpretation is v. 6. Though recognizing that the 
representation of ‘Sirion’ in 6b by o9 h0gaphme/noj (= Nwr#$y) may be 
textually based, that fact is not considered to be of interpretive relevance. 
V. 6 might in fact be labelled the linchpin for the Greek psalm as a 
whole. Since ‘the calf’ in 6a refers to the golden calf of Exod 32, and 
‘the beloved’ in 6b refers to Israel (Deut 32,15; 33,5.26; Isa 44,2,) more 
particularly God’s chosen in all his power, a number of items from other 
verses can be seen to fall into place. Via Ezek 31,15 the ‘cedars of 
Lebanon’ are made to symbolize the proud Pharaoh of Egypt, about to be 
crushed by the Lord, as he did the golden calf. Other imagery in the 
psalm such as ‘the desert of Kades’ (v. 8), the Lord’s voice of thunder 
upon the waters (v. 3, clarified by Isa 37,24-25; 51,9-10; Ps 114; Nahum 
1,4; Zech 10,10-11;11,1-2) help shape Ps 28 into an allegory (Schenker’s 
term) about Egypt, brought low when the Lord saved Israel at the Red 
Sea. The waters of chaos in v. 10 add a cosmic dimension. Also woven 
into the new fabric is the phrase e0codi/ou skhnh=j of the title. Since, as 
Schenker rightly notes, the phrase cannot refer to the closing day of the 
feast of tabernacles, he refers it to the tabernacle’s leaving the camp 
during the desert wanderings. Internally it thus further supports 
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the theme of the exodus from Egypt. Externally, according to Schenker, 
the Bible (‘die Bibel’) is thus furnished with a ‘Weihegebet’ for all three 
shrines: Ps 28 (Greek) for the tabernacle, 1 Kings 8 for the first temple 
and Ps 29(30) for the second temple—in Schenker’s articulation.  
 In summary, Ps 28,6, the surface meaning of which seemed 
hopelessly obscure at first blush, turns out to be entirely intelligible when 
its hidden meaning is uncovered. The Greek translator is deemed to have 
recast the Hebrew hymn as a song about the Lord’s mighty act of 
deliverance from Egypt at the Red Sea, projected onto a cosmic screen.  
 The closest Schenker comes to overt messianic interpretation is his 
effective equation of o9 h0gaphme/noj with a0gaphto/j used a number of 
times in the LXX (Gen 22,2.12.16; Judg 11,24; Amos 8,10; Zech 12,10; 
Jer 6,26) to translate Hebrew dyxy (‘only-one’), as well as his references 
to other occurrences of either or both, especially Isa 44,2. It is perhaps 
also of interest that ‘the beloved’ in 6b is explicitly noted to be God’s 
chosen in all his power.  
 Schenker has clearly given us an integrated interpretation of Ps 28 as 
a virtual redaction of its Hebrew source. Secondly, he has tried to 
account in a principled manner, for an aspect of the Greek Psalter 
widely, if not universally, recognized, namely, its dimension of obscurity 
or unintelligibility. Thirdly, his interpretation is based on extensive 
intertextuality with the rest of the Bible, to such an extent that the tenets 
of canonical criticism inevitably come to mind. The question is, 
however, whose Septuagint Schenker is reading. Reputedly it is the 
Septuagint as produced by the Greek translator. 
 
d) Schaper 
 
 Joachim Schaper’s article on the unicorn, which appeared in the 
same year, presents us with the first explicitly messianic interpretation of 
Ps 28. As noted above, his title reads The Unicorn in the Messianic 
Imagery of the Greek Bible, thus making clear that ‘the unicorn’ forms 
the center of his attention in the context of the Greek Bible. The same is 
true for his other two publications on the subject. Also to be noted at the 
outset is that, unlike van Uchelen and Schenker, but like Loewenstamm, 
Schaper does not make use of v. 6 as an interpretive clue for the psalm as 
a whole. But in light of his Eschatology in the Greek Psalter, that 
appears to be more strategic than ideological. For in his book Schaper 
makes it abundantly clear that for him the Greek Psalter, though a 
translation, is nevertheless a fully-fledged piece of Jewish Hellenistic 
literature. In his unicorn article, however, he focuses on a single, 
recurrent, biblical, messianic, image, namely, that of the unicorn. 
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 I will attempt to delineate the steps in Schaper’s argument with some 
observations along the way. 
 a. Though the Hebrew text, according to Schaper, is “quite 
uncontroversial” the Greek text is labeled “a veritable crux 
interpretum”16, for the most part deliberately wrought by the translator 
to give expression to his messianic perception. 
 b. The components of Schaper’s interpretation are essentially three: 
(1) the ‘unicorn’ (6a); (2) ‘the beloved’ (6b); and (3) the introduction of 
the verb leptu/nw (‘to pulverize’) for Hebrew dyqry (‘to make to skip’), 
which harmonizes v. 6a with 5b, but contrasts it with 6b. Because of the 
latter, the kai/ of 6b is labeled “kai/ adversativum”17. 
 c. Schaper (rightly) takes issue with the glossing of mono/kerwv as 
‘wild ox’, the common gloss for Hebrew M)r. It cannot, however, be 
said to follow (as Schaper seems to imply18) that the unicorn was 
regarded as a mythological creature in the translator’s world (pace The 
Irish Rovers [Shel Silverstein]).  
 d. As a translation of M)r (‘wild ox’), mono/kerwj, like its Hebrew 
counterpart, has a positive sense both in the Psalms (28[29],6; 77[78],69; 
91[92],11) and elsewhere in the LXX (Num 23,22; 24,8; Deut 33,17; Job 
39,9-10)—with (seemingly) one lone exception, according to Schaper. 
 e. The lone exception, Ps 21(22),22, is then investigated19. Schaper 
concludes that, though the Greek reads “Save me from the mouth of a 
lion; // my lowliness from the horns of unicorns” (NETS), this is in fact 
based on the translator’s incorrect reading of his source. Once the source 
is read correctly (so Schaper), the apparently negative image turns out to 
be a positive one, like reputedly all the other occurrences of mono/kerwj 
in the LXX. The details of the ‘rehabilitation’ in 21,22 scarcely matter, 
since the focus of Schaper’s investigation has suddenly taken a one 
hundred and eighty degree turn from Greek mono/kerwj to Hebrew M)r, 
seeing that it is the latter that has been ‘rehabilitated’, not the former. 
That shift is clearly fatal for the scope of Schaper’s argument. Though it 
remains possible that some occurrences of the unicorn imagery be 
messianic, the unicorn as such cannot be said to be such an image. 

                                                
16 SCHAPER, Unicorn (n. 13), p. 117; Eschatology (n. 14), p. 107. 
17 SCHAPER, Unicorn (n. 13), p. 118; Eschatology (n. 14), p. 109. 
18 SCHAPER, Renaissance (n. 15), p. 174. 
19 It may be noted as an aside that Basil (Hom. super Psalmos 29.296) and Didymus 

(Comm. in Psalmos 20-21 45-46), to mention two examples, were fully cognizant of the 
negative image of 21,22. Theodoret Interpr. in Psalmos 80.1017 in fact goes so far as to label 
the dog, lion and unicorn [vv. 21-22] devilish, since they have the power to kill. 
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 f. Having shown mono/kerwj to be a positive image everywhere in 
the LXX, Schaper then suggests a link with the one-horned goat 
(tra/goj) of DanLXX 8,5, evidently on the basis of the one horn rather 
than species of animal.  
 g. Like Schenker, Schaper equates h0gaphme/noj of v. 6b with 
a0gaphto/j, but unlike Schenker he makes it explicitly into a messianic 
epithet. Be it noted, however, that for the translator these two terms 
represent distinct Hebrew lexemes, as his differentiation suggests. While 
the former translates Nyr# the latter on all eight occasions renders dydy 
(44[45],1; 59[60],7; 67[68],13[bis]20; 83[84],2; 107[108],7; 126[127],2). 
 As is clear, Schaper does not present an integrated interpretation of 
Ps 28 but rather focuses on a particular image, to explicate which sends 
him leap-frogging through the Septuagint, ostensibly looking for Greek 
mono/kerwj, but in reality being concerned with Hebrew M)r. Tellingly 
he labels the relevant section in his book, A Network of Messianic 
Texts21. I will simply note here that mono/kerwj is a default rendering of 
M)r, and return to the issue of messianism at a later point.  
 There seems little doubt that for Schaper Ps 28 is a freestanding text 
with its own distinctive profile. Again I ask the recurring question: 
whose Septuagint was Schaper reading? Ostensibly it is the Septuagint as 
produced. 
 
e) Gzella 
 
 Last but not least we come to Holger Gzella. I have in mind one of 
his articles in the Zenger volume22, and his book Lebenszeit und 
Ewigkeit.  
 The subtitle of his article clearly announces Gzella’s take on Ps 28, 
for it reads, Endzeittheophanie und Messianismus in der Septuaginta-
Fassung von Ps 29(28). Clear too from the outset is that Gzella’s interest 
lies with what I would call reception history, since he notes explicitly 
that his point of departure is the Greek version as an independent text, 
rather than its deviations from the source text23 and that his object of 
enquiry is the Greek as canonical text24. As basis for his interpretation, 

                                                
20 MT actually reads Nw%d$d%y=I in this verse. 
21 SCHAPER. Eschatology, p. 107. 
22 H. GZELLA, Das Kalb und das Einhorn, in ZENGER (ed), Der Septuaginta-

Psalter. Sprachliche und Theologische Aspekte (n. 15), pp. 257-290. 
23 “Ausgangspunkt der hier vorgestellten Interpretation seien ad exemplum ausdrücklich 

nicht punctuelle Abweichungen gegenüber dem hebräischen Text, sondern der griechische 
Text als ganzer, freilich unter ständiger Berücksichtigung derjenigen hebräischen Fassung, die 
durch den masoretischen Text überliefert worden ist. Vor diesem Hintergrund fügen sich die 
einzelnen Abweichungen der griechischen Fassung zu einem thematischen Gesamtkomplex 
zusammen”. GZELLA, Das Kalb (n. 22), p. 261. 

24 “Mit der Verschriftlichung wird dem Leser die Möglichkeit gegeben, über einem Text 
als in sich stehende Einheit zu verweilen und sich eigene Gedanken zu machen”. GZELLA, 
Das Kalb (n. 22), p. 257. 
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however, he gives a translation of neither Rahlfs nor of MT, but instead a 
curious mixture of both25. Be it noted as well that the re-
contextualization of the Hebrew psalm is attributed to the Greek 
translator26, and the justification for such a translator-exegete-redactor is 
sought in the Aristeas legend of Septuagint origins (though Gzella’s 
discussion of the latter point occurs not in the article cited but in his book 
Lebenszeit und Ewigkeit [2002])27. It bears noting, however, that by 
citing the translator as agent of the new interpretation Gzella directs us 
here to what I have called the production of the text, in distinction from 
its reception. Of further interest at this point is that Gzella speaks in 
glowing terms of the Greek “translators” as worthy successors to the 
ancient Hebrew poets, “successors” who in a masterful fashion were able 
to recast the source text28. 
 All in all, Gzella’s integrated exegesis of the Greek psalm comes 
fully equipped with an explanatory model intended to undergird and 
justify the exposition he provides. In his book, he has rendered a service 
both to theological studies generally but to Septuagint Studies in 
particular by spelling out, in exemplary fashion, both his approach to the 
Septuagint and his perceived justification for that approach. 
 I begin here by noting the main components of Gzella’s exegesis of 
the Greek, and will then proceed to his suggested explanatory model, 
which will then nicely lead into some discussion of the text-linguistics of 
(Greek) Ps 28 and its implications.  
 For Gzella Ps 28 is arguably the best example in the Greek Psalter of 
a hymn about the eschaton. Indicative of the eschatologization of the 
psalm is the prominence of the future tense of most verbs. This, 
according to Gzella, is due to a deliberate change in narrative perspective 
on the part of the translator. In terms of specifics, the two pillars of the 
new interpretation are said to be the shift of the theophany from the 
primordial past to the eschatological future, and the destruction of the 
gods by God’s messiah, branded as ‘the beloved’ (6b) and symbolized as 
‘a unicorn.’ The great assize will inaugurate a bliss of lasting peace.  

                                                
25 GZELLA, Das Kalb (n. 22), pp. 262-263. Cf. e.g. v. 9 which he renders: “Stimme (des) 

Hern, der Hirsche bereiten wird, und er wird den Eichwald enthüllen; in seinem Tempel sagt 
jeder: ‘Herrlichkeit!’ ” (emphasis added).  

26 Cf. GZELLA, Das Kalb, (n. 22), pp. 257, 258. 
27 GZELLA, Lebenszeit und Ewigkeit. Studien zur Eschatologie und Anthropologie des 

Septuaginta-Psalters (BBB, 134), Berlin-Wien, Philo Verlagsgesellschaft, 2002, pp. 23-79. 
28 GZELLA, Das Kalb (n. 22), p. 285. 
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 Supporting elements of the interpretation à la grec are that the event 
will take place in the Jerusalem temple (2b, 9c), on the feast of 
tabernacles (title), the feast of Yahweh’s enthronement, accompanied by 
requisite sacrifices of rams (1b). Gzella further sees a new emphasis on 
God’s transcendence, since in vv. 5a, 7, 8a and 9a ‘the voice of the Lord’ 
is replaced by ‘the Lord himself’ as grammatical subject of the 
participial clauses. Arthrous ku/rioj in vv. 1-2 is said to signify a divine 
epithet in distinction from anarthrous ku/rioj as a divine name in vv. 3-
11. The calf of v. 6 is the golden calf of Exod 32,20, but functions as a 
prototype of the gods to be destroyed in the final judgment, as is further 
underscored by the theologically motivated re-construal of dqr as qqd 
iin the same verse. ‘The calf’ as a symbol of the gods in 6a is then 
balanced by ‘the unicorn’ as a metaphor for divine power. Both o9 
h0gaphme/noj and ui9o\j monokerw&twn are interpreted as being 
messianic, construed as syntactically parallel to ku/rioj in 5b and thus 
also as subject of leptu/nw, with the result that Gzella reads the three 
lines as follows: “and the Lord will shatter the cedars of Lebanon / and 
will pulverize them like the calf, the Lebanon / and the beloved like a 
young of unicorns [will pulverize them]”29.  
 Though my brief summary fails to do justice to the full scope of 
Gzella’s article, it is nonetheless adequate for my present purposes. I will 
therefore pose my question for the fifth time: whose Septuagint was 
Gzella reading?  
 What has, of course, become abundantly clear by now is that at some 
level the answer to my recurrent question is patently obvious. All five 
commentators I have discussed answer with a single voice: the 
Septuagint of the Greek translator! In other words, in terms of the 
distinction I regard as axiomatic for the discipline, the text exegeted is 
said to be the text produced rather than the text received, and it is the 
Greek translator himself who is supposed to have infused the text with 
the ideas attributed to him. But if that is the case, and if it furthermore be 
true, as I have suggested earlier in my paper, that any explanatory model 
or “theory of translation” used to justify reading the Septuagintal text in 
a certain way must perforce be based on the textual-linguistic make-up, 
with which a translation (according to DTS) is endowed at the time of its 
production, what sort of explanatory model has been articulated? The 
most explicit model has been proposed by Holger Gzella in his recent 
book Lebenszeit und Ewigkeit. 
 

                                                
29 It is not clear in that case why GZELLA speaks of kai/ as “adversativ.” (p. 283) Cf. 

SCHAPER above. 
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IV. GZELLA AND HIS ARISTEAN MODEL 
 
 Gzella’s theory in short is that the Aristeas legend of Septuagint 
origins, though only concerned with the Pentateuch, can mutatis 
mutandis be extended to Psalms and other books, and that the 
translational terminology employed by Aristeas demonstrates that the 
Septuagint was intended to be both a translation (Übersetzung) and an 
interpretation (Interpretation). Thus what we have, according to Gzella, 
is an exegetical translation with its own theological profile. Ergo, it is 
justified to exegete the Septuagint accordingly.  
 As I see it, there are major problems with the viability of Gzella’s 
model. As far as I am aware, it is universally agreed in the discipline that 
the Aristeas legend is an apologia for the Septuagint (a century and a 
half after its production), with the clear aim of defending the Septuagint 
as a text in its own right, genealogically a translation but genetically a 
work of great literature and philosophy. But if that is so, would one then 
not expect that Aristeas would employ the kind of translational 
terminology Gzella attributes to him? Had it been otherwise, one might 
justifiably have accused Aristeas of being too much of a historian with 
too little regard for the coherence of his story. Understandably, therefore, 
the entire Letter exudes the ‘acceptability’ (Gideon Toury’s term) of the 
Septuagint within the host culture. Moreover, even if Aristeas were 
judged to be historically accurate in his alleged claim about the 
translators’ intention, how could such a claim replace the textual-
linguistic make-up of the translation itself?  
 The model Gzella presents, rather than being rooted in the textual-
linguistic make-up of the translation, is superimposed from the outside. It 
is therefore wholly external to the text. Though the Letter of Aristeas is 
of great interest as a witness to the reception history of the Septuagint, 
especially to its scripturalization and canonization, it has little if anything 
to offer us regarding its production.  
 

V. SCHENKER’S MODEL 
 
 We encountered a second model of sorts (at least for the Psalms) in 
Adrian Schenker’s article. It may be paraphrased as follows. The 
translator was so intent on the transfer of meaning from the source text to 
the target text that he not only translated his text in a ‘literal’ mode, but 
deliberately transmitted the ostensible obscurities of the original to the 
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translation, with the result that the latter should be read on two levels, a. 
the surface level and b. the depth level. In essence therefore, 
unintelligibility is more apparent than real, and meaning is to be 
uncovered in the context of the whole Bible. The up side of Schenker’s 
‘model’ is that it is, unlike Gzella’s, at least rooted in the text itself. In 
my view, however, it is theologically driven rather than linguistically 
driven, and at best can account for only a small part of the evidence. 
 As for the remaining commentators surveyed—one can only say that, 
though they clearly work with the presupposition of a translator-exegete, 
no explanatory model is articulated; hence no justification is given. 
Seemingly, the translator was tantamount to an author. 
 

VI. TEXTUAL-LINGUISTIC MAKE-UP OF PSALM 28 
 
 Since, as I have argued, an explanatory model for the text as 
produced must be based on its textual-linguistic make-up, it is time that 
we have a closer look at the fabric of Ps 28. The columns below need to 
be read according to the following directions: 
 a. Read Greek from right to left 
 b. Bracketed items are secondary 
 c. Items in bold and enlarged are reconstruction 
 d. Crossed-out item is contra Rahlfs 
 [Psalm 28 (29) Table pp. 64-65 
 
 When one, in accordance with DTS, maps the (Greek) target text 
onto the (Hebrew) source text, some basic features become immediately 
apparent30. Without exception each Hebrew morpheme is matched by a 
Greek morpheme, leading to the early conclusion that in Ps 28 we are 
dealing with an isomorphic translation, one in which every morpheme of 
the source text is replaced by a morpheme in the target text, at times 
even at the expense of discourse coherence, and in which few 
concessions are made to the norms of the target language. It would 
appear, therefore, that the quantitative norm played a central and 
determinative role. 
 
1. Lexical Items 
 
On the semantic side, full lexemes, with few exceptions, are replaced by 

default or well attested equivalents, hence rendering the translation in

                                                
30 See TOURY’S discussion on coupled pairs (Descriptive Translation Studies [n. 

4], pp. 87-101). 
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Psalm 28 (29) 
 c. 8 c. 7 c. 6 c. 5 c. 4 
0            [skhnh=j          e0codi/ou] 
 
1a 
1b] 

             Myl) 
              qeou= 
            [kriw~n 

             ynb 
               ui9oi\ 
             ui9ou\j 

 
1c 

          z( 
      timh/n 

               w 
                kai\ 

          dwbk 
            do/can 

 
2a 

            w 
     au0tou= 

            m#$ 
        o0no/mati 

          dwbk 
            do/can 

 
2b 

        w 
    au0tou= 

      #$dq 
       a9gi/a| 

      trcx 
             au0lh=| 

               b 
                   e0n 

 
3a 

              Mym 
         u9da/twn 

               h 
               tw~n 

 
3b 

            My(rh 
    e0bro/nthsen 

 
3c 

              Mybr 
         pollw~n 

 
4a 

 
 

                xk 
              i0sxu/i 

 
4b 

               rdh 
megaloprepei/a| 

 
5a 

             Myzr) 
          ke/drouj 

 
5b 

 
 

    Nwnbl 
 Liba/nou 

         h 
         tou= 

          yzr) 
        ke/drouj 

             t) 
                ta\j 

 
6a 

 Nwnbl 
Li/banon  

 
        to\n 

       lg( 
    mo/sxon 

 
                to\n 

            wmk 
                 w(j 

 
6b 

 
 

          Mym)r 
monokerw&twn 

                Nb 
               ui9o\j 

 
7 

 
 

               #$) 
            puro/j 

         twbhl 
            flo/ga 

 
8a 

 
 

              
 

          rbdm 
            e1rhmon 

 
8b 

 
 

              
           

            #$dq  
            Kadhj  

 
9a 

              twly) 
          e0la/fouj 

 
9b 

 
 

    

 
9c 

   dwbk 
   do/can 

     rm) 
       le/gei 

           w 
           tij 

            lk 
              pa=v 

                w 
             au0tou= 

 
10a 

 
 

                b#$y 
         katoikiei= 

 
10b 

 
 

      Mlw( 
ai0w~nato\n 

              l 
                 ei0j 

            Klm 
         basileu\j 

 
11a 

 
 

        Nty 
      dw&sei 

               w 
           au0tou= 

             m( 
               law~| 

 
11b 

 
 

     Mwl#$ 
     ei0rh/nh| 

           b 
             e0n 

               w 
            au0tou= 

               m( 
                lao\n 
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Psalm 28 (29) 
c. 3 c. 2 c. 1  
              dwd 
               Dauid 

                 l 
                    tw~| 

           rwmzm 
            yalmo\j 

 
                      0 

             hwhy 
               kuri/w| 
               kuri/w| 

                 l 
                   tw~| 
                   tw~| 

              wbh 
          e0ne/gkate 
          e0ne/gkate 

 
                     1a 
                     1b] 

             hwhy 
               kuri/w| 

                 l 
                    tw~| 

              wbh 
           e0ne/gkate 

 
                      1c 

             hwhy 
               kuri/w| 

                 l 
                    tw~| 

              wbh 
           e0ne/gkate 

 
                      2a 

             hwhy 
               kuri/w| 

                 l 
                    tw~| 

         wwxt#$h 
  proskunh/sate 

 
                      2b 

               l( 
                    e0pi\ 

             hwhy 
               kuri/ou 

              lwq 
                fwnh\ 

 
                      3a 

            dwbk 
               do/chj 

                 h 
                   th=j 

               l) 
              qeo\v o9 

 
                      3b 

              Mym 
            u9da/twn 

               l( 
                    e0pi\ 

             hwhy 
               ku/rioj 

 
                      3c 

                 b 
                      e0n 

             hwhy 
               kuri/ou 

              lwq 
                fwnh\ 

 
                      4a 

                 b 
                      e0n 

             hwhy 
               kuri/ou 

              lwq 
                fwnh\ 

 
                      4b 

              rb#$ 
   suntri/bontoj 

             hwhy 
               kuri/ou 

              lwq 
                fwnh\ 

 
                      5a 

             hwhy 
               ku/rioj 

            rb#$y 
         suntri/yei 

                  w 
                   kai\ 

 
                       5b 

                 M 
               au0ta\j 

           dyqry 
           leptunei= 

                  w 
                    kai\ 

 
                       6a 

              wmk 
                    w(j 

             Nyr#& 
  h0gaphme/noj o9 

                  w 
                    kai\ 

 
                       6b 

             bcx 
   diako/ptontoj 

             hwhy 
               kuri/ou 

              lwq 
                fwnh\ 

 
                       7 

             lyxy 
     sussei/ontoj 

             hwhy 
               kuri/ou 

              lwq 
                fwnh\ 

 
                        8a 

           rbdm  
       e1rhmon th\n 

             hwhy 
               ku/rioj 

             lyxy 
  sussei/sei kai \  

 
                       8b 

           llwxy 
katartizome/nou 

             hwhy 
               kuri/ou 

              lwq 
                fwnh\ 

 
                        9a 

           twr(y 
            drumou/j 

            P#&xy 
      a0pokalu/yei 

                  w 
                    kai\ 

 
                       9b 

            lkyh 
            naw~| tw~| 

                 b 
                      e0n 

                  w 
                    kai\ 

 
                       9c 

            lwbm 
    kataklusmo\n 

                 l 
                   to\n 

             hwhy 
              ku/rioj 

 
                     10a 

             hwhy 
               ku/rioj 

              b#$y 
           kaqi/etai 

                  w 
                    kai\ 

 
                     10b 

                 l 
                  tw~|  

                z( 
                i0sxu\n 

             hwhy 
               ku/rioj 

 
                     11a 

               t) 
                   to\n 

            Krby 
         eu0logh/sei 

             hwhy 
               ku/rioj 

 
                     11b 
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large part predictable and of no specific or local exegetical interest. This 
is not to say that defaults are semantically identical to their Hebrew 
counterparts, but simply that the translator often saw no local reason for 
deviating from his stock equations. A few items, however, are of more 
than passing interest: (1) timh/n in 1c, c. 6; (2) leptunei= in 6a, c. 2; (3) o9 
h0gamhme/noj in 6b, c. 2; (4) katartizome/nou in 9a, c. 3; (5) 
a0pokalu/yei in 9b, c. 2; (6) tij in 9c, c. 6; and (7) katoikiei= in 10a, c. 
4. Since items (2) and (3) occur in v. 6 I defer them to later treatment of 
the entire verse. 
 
a) Nominals 
 Timh/n for z( in 1c, c. 6 is of some interest since the latter is more 
often translated by words meaning ‘strength/might/power’ (i0sxu/j, 
kra/toj). On the other hand, in 28(29),1 = 95(96),7 and in 98(99),4 it is 
glossed with ‘honour’, possibly because it was inconceivable that any 
creature would furnish the Most High with strength. In any case, the 
gloss would seem to be based on clausal considerations and maintains 
quantitative fidelity with the source. 
 Tij in 9c is of interest but for an entirely different reason. What the 
translator manages to accomplish here is a clever isomorphism. Since 
wlk is suffixed and since an attributive genitive could not work here, he 
adds tij instead, ending up with a good Greek idiom (‘every last one’) 
which occurs only twice elsewhere in the LXX (Gen 6,5 and 2 Reigns 
3,35), though for different Hebrew. We perhaps catch here a glimpse of 
the translator’s familiarity with standard Greek usage, suggesting that his 
typical use of the target language is not due to linguistic deficiency. 
While here the desire for isomorphism is the same as what gave rise to a 
definite article in place of Hebrew l (see below), it does not in this case 
adversely affect the cohesion of the discourse.  
 
b) Verbals 
 Preformative verbs are glossed as future indicative: suntri/yei 5b, c. 
2; leptunei= 6a, c. 2; a0pokalu/yei 9b, c. 2; kaqi/etai 10b, c. 2; dw&sei 
11a, c. 6; eu0logh/sei 11b, c. 2. Postformative verbs are glossed as aorist 
indicative: e0bro/nthsen in 3b, c. 4. Since all of these instances adhere to 
the translator’s default mode and therefore are largely predictable there is 
nothing here that is of specific or local exegetical interest. Of the 
commentators I have discussed above, Gzella especially has singled out 
the future verb of the Greek for special attention. In fact, for him the 
future tense in Ps 28 is an interpretive tool (Interpretationsmittel) used 
by the translator for the purpose of eschatologizing the psalm as a 
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whole31. That it might be so re-articulated in reception history is not 
only possible but likely. But that it was designed to play this role at the 
production stage is quite another matter and, in any case, can only be 
ascertained from the textual-linguistic make-up of the psalm. Also of 
interest in this regard is e0bro/nthsen in 3b. Though in strictly formal 
terms the aorist for a Hebrew perfect makes sense given the translator’s 
default equations, from a discourse perspective it is decidedly 
problematic32. Since the theophany in a thunderstorm plays the central 
role in the psalm and since by virtue of the translator’s default all events 
associated with it are caste as future, it comes off as decidedly odd that 
the thunder itself is said to have occurred on some previous occasion in 
the past. When precisely that was is irrelevant, since the Greek aorist is 
merely a habitual reflex of the Hebrew perfect. Thus on the discourse 
level we have in v. 3b what might best be labeled an anti-link, i.e. an 
item that has an adverse effect on discourse coherence. 
 A few items are of interest for semantic reasons. In 9a 
katartizome/nou translates llwxy. Though the Hebrew has to do with 
‘writhing’ and is taken to refer to calving deer, the Greek word 
(‘prepare’, used to gloss eight Hebrew roots in Psalms) is decidedly 
ambiguous in context, the more since ‘deer’ is left anarthrous and thus 
uncertain as to gender. In 9b, c. 2 a0pokalu/yei renders P#xy ‘strip bare’. 
The Hebrew verb appears only here in Psalms, and elsewhere in the 
LXX is never translated by a0pokalu/ptw. While it is intriguing that the 
translator employed this gloss, it nevertheless again suggests that his unit 
of replacement is rather small. Though a0pokalu/ptw means ‘uncover’, 
‘reveal’, ‘disclose’, I am not aware that it ever means ‘strip bare’ or that 
it can denote any other violent act of brute strength33. Putting 9a and 9b 
together results in a double conundrum. As a conclusion to a display of 
brute force, what does it mean to say: “The voice of (the) Lord when he 
prepares deer [stags?, ewes?] / and he will reveal forests”34? Not only is 
the meaning of both 9a and 9b obscure, their sense is unexpected, to say 
the least, after what precedes. That the translator interprets at the clausal 
level is evident; that he translates at the discourse level is in serious 
doubt.  
 Katoikiei= in 10a is of interest but once again for a different reason 
from the items we have thus far examined. Though Hebrew b#y is regu-

                                                
31 GZELLA, Das Kalb (n. 22), p. 272. 
32 Note GZELLA, Das Kalb (n. 22), p. 276, who suggests that it be read either as a 

gnomic aorist or as a translator’s lapse. 
33 Within Psalms one might compare 36,5; 97,2; 118,18. 
34 The NRSV translates: “The voice of the LORD causes the oaks to whirl, and strips the 

forest bare, ” obviously reconstruing ‘deer’ as ‘oaks’. 
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larly glossed with Greek katoik- what is noteworthy here is that the 
Hebrew qal perfect is construed as though it were a hiphil imperfect. 
Though it is not impossible that the source text of the Greek actually 
read by#y, that seems improbable. Since, unlike modern lexicographers, 
the Greek translator was not aware that b#y sometimes means ‘sit 
enthroned’, it made little sense to him to read the clause as “(the) Lord 
resided at? the flood”. That he had trouble is also indicated by the fact 
that lwbml is rendered by to\n kataklusmo\n. That is to say, the Hebrew 
preposition is replaced by a Greek article, thus creating the (discourse) 
impression that the reference is to the well-known Noachian flood. But 
in that case the future verb presents a problem. So perhaps what kick-
started the translator was his familiarity with what happened with some 
regularity in Egypt, namely, re-settlement after inundation. Thus one 
might translate: “(the) Lord will settle the flooded area”. Though it is of 
interest that the translator is intent on making sense at the clausal level, 
what is equally telling is that he does so little to make the text readable in 
the larger context. Needless to say, reception history would do better. So 
Theodoret thought of this line as referring to the new creation 
(Interpretatio in Psalmos 80.1069) and Basil linked it to what baptism 
accomplishes (In Psalmum 28, 30.81). But in both cases we are dealing 
with a re-articulated text. I would submit, however, that the Greek 
translator is simply doing the best he can with a text he does not 
understand, within rather restrictive interpretive parameters. 
 Anarthrous participles are replaced by participles when Greek norms 
at all permit: suntri/bontoj 5a, c. 3; diako/ptontoj 7 c. 3. Of textual-
linguistic import here is that by glossing anarthrous “hymnic” participles 
with anarthrous Greek participles the translator inadvertently creates 
circumstantial clauses: e.g. “Voice of (the) Lord, as he crushes cedars”, a 
line different in meaning from the Hebrew, though scarcely so by design. 
In 9c, c. 7 le/gei is used to gloss an anarthrous participle, because Greek 
usage does not permit a participle at that point. Participles in 8a, c. 3 and 
9a, c. 3 are introduced by the translator, as a result of his construing of 
the participle in 5a and 7 with kuri/ou rather than with fwnh/. Note, 
however, that here too the participles turn out to be circumstantial.  
 
2. Structural Items 
 
 Structural items are handled in a manner similar to lexical items. 
That is to say, the translator here too had his defaults, which he often 
used irrespective of whether it suited the target text. 
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a) Articles 
 
 All Hebrew articles are represented by Greek articles: tw~n 3a, c. 4; 
th~j 3b, c. 2; tou= 5b, c. 6. A few articles are supplied in accordance with 
standard Greek usage without formal warrant in the Hebrew: o9 3b, c. 1; 
th\n 8b, c. 3; tw~| 9c, c. 3; to\n 10b, c. 6. On the other hand, on more 
occasions no article was used despite Greek usage, but in quantitative 
conformity with the Hebrew: 2a, c. 5, 2b, cc. 5 and 6, as well as in the 
phrase fwnh\ kuri/ou in 3a, c. 1; 4a, c. 1; 4b, c. 1; 5a, c. 1; 7 c. 1; 8a, c. 1; 
9a, c. 1. Of exegetical interest are the two articles, supplied without 
explicit warrant in the source text: to/n in 6a, cc. 5 and 7, but these will 
be discussed below. 
 On seven occasions the article stands in for the Hebrew preposition 
l: tw~| in 0, c. 2; 1a, c. 2; 1c, c. 2; 2a, c. 2; 2b, c. 2; 11a, c. 3; to/n in 10a, 
c. 2. Twice the article stands in for the nota accusativi:  ta/j in 5b, c. 4; 
to/n in 11b, c. 3. Both categories are of textual-linguistic interest, since 
they underscore the quantitative fidelity the translator seeks to achieve 
with his source text. Especially the recurring tw~| kuri/w| attracts 
attention, since the article is not introduced as a discourse feature—on 
which it in fact has an adverse effect, nor in order to mark semantic 
contrast (see Gzella), but to stand in for a morpheme in the source text 
and thus to maintain quantitative fidelity. Examples of this kind are 
aplenty throughout the Greek Psalter. 
 
b) Prepositions  
 All instances of the Hebrew preposition b are represented by e0n:  2b, 
c. 4; 4a, c. 3; 9c, c. 2; 11b, c. 6. In fact all Hebrew prepositions receive a 
default Greek equivalent. 
 In summary, what we have seen thus far is a translation that in one 
way or another mimics all the quantitative minutiae of the source text. 
That is to say, every morpheme of the source text is quantitatively 
represented in the target text mostly with predictable equivalents, at 
times at the expense of discourse coherence, or semantic fidelity to the 
source text. On the other hand, very few quantitative concessions are 
made to standard Greek usage. Thus, to use a term from DTS, the 
‘acceptability’ within the target system is low, making it crystal clear 
that Ps 28 was not designed to function as a literary text. And if it was 
not designed as a literary text, one may well wonder whether it was 
intended as a replacement for its source or as revised edition thereof. 
 Though the translator at times makes what may be called semi-
exegetical moves, they are exclusively at the clausal level or lower.  
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VII. THE SUPERSCRIPTION AND ‘THE FEAST OF TABERNACLES’ 
 
 Since the phrase e0codi/ou skhnh=j has been made to play an important 
role in the exegesis of Ps 28, a brief discussion is in order. If the phrase 
is original to the Greek, as van Uchelen, Schenker and Gzella state or 
imply, and if it therefore was added by the Greek translator to his source 
text, it is only logical that it be taken seriously when one speaks of the 
production of the text. On the other hand, if it be deemed secondary and 
therefore to be assigned to the reception history of the Greek psalm, it 
becomes irrelevant to the focus of my paper. 
 As is well known, Rahlfs’ Psalmi cum Odis of 1931 is a critical 
edition but at the same an inclusive one. That is to say, even though 
Rahlfs was certain that given items in the received text were secondary, 
he nevertheless included them in his lemma, in deference to the sheer 
weight of tradition. But in order to register his strong suspicion of their 
originality, he placed them within square brackets35. Other items 
included in his lemma were, what Rahlfs called, ancient additions of 
Jewish origin36. These were not bracketed, seeing that they were 
presumably at least pre-Christian. Among the latter he placed e0codi/ou 
skhnh=j of Ps 28, on the understanding that it related to the Jewish 
festival of tabernacles.  
 Several scholars, among them Adrian Schenker and myself, have 
argued that since tabernacles in Greek literature is never referred to as 
skhnh/, the reference cannot be to that festival, but instead must refer to 
the ‘going out of the tabernacle’. As noted above, Schenker thinks it is 
original and was meant to refer to the ‘going out of the tabernacle’ from 
the camp during Israel’s trek through the desert. I have argued 
elsewhere37 that the phrase is secondary and was inspired by the 
superscription of the next psalm (29[30]), said to be an ode of the 
dedication of the temple, and has reference to the transfer of the 
tabernacle to the temple mount, related in 2 Paraleipomenon 5,5 and 3 
Reigns 8,438.  Gone, there-

                                                
35 For a listing see my The Present State of the Critical Text of the Greek Psalter, in A. 

AEJMELAEUS – U. QUAST (eds.) Der Septuaginta-Psalter und seine 
Tochterübersetzungen, Göttingen, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2000, pp. 26-27. For an 
example, see Ps 13,3c-j. 

36 A. RAHLFS, Psalmi cum Odis, Göttingen, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1931, 
Prolegomena §9.1.4, p. 72. See earlier H.St.J. THACKERAY, Psalm lxxvi and Other Psalms 
for the Feast of Tabernacles, JTS 15 (1914) 429-430. 

37 A. PIETERSMA, Exegesis and Liturgy in the Superscriptions of the Greek Psalter, in 
B.A. TAYLOR (ed.) X Congress of the International Organization for Septuagint and 
Cognate Studies, Oslo, 1998, Atlanta GA, Society of Biblical Literature, 2001, pp. 126-128. 

38 Whereas Reigns speaks of to\ skh/nwma tou= marturi/ou, Paraleipomenon has h9 skhnh\ 
tou= marturi/ou. Cf. further 2 Macc 2,4 where Jeremiah is said to have hidden the skhnh/ at 
the time of the fall of Jerusalem. 
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fore, is also Rahlfs’ reason for including it in his lemma. Since I regard 
the phrase as secondary and, therefore, part of the Greek psalm’s 
reception history—like 28,1b—I do not deem it relevant to this paper. 
That the Greek translator, without quantitative warrant in the source text, 
would add e0codi/ou skhnh=j to his target text must be regarded as highly 
improbable in light of textual-linguistic considerations. All of that is not 
to say, of course, that it cannot be made to play a significant role in 
reception history. 
 
 

VIII. PSALM 28,6 
 
 I finally move on to the verse that sparked my paper in the first place, 
namely, v. 6. As we have seen, it is this verse that more than any other 
has not only been thought to contain the interpretive clue for a re-
articulation and re-contextualization of the entire psalm, but v. 6 has also 
been held to contain clear messianic imagery, thereby making Psalm 28 
as a whole into a messianic psalm. Whether the Hebrew Ps 29 is already 
problematic is not without interest, but is not essential to my argument. 
Certainly, many scholars have thought so, and from that perspective we 
might do well to recall Hermann-Joseph Stipp’s caution against making 
problematic items in the Hebrew the basis for elaborate exegetical 
constructs in the Greek39. 
 As for the Greek Ps 28, broadly based agreement exists among 
scholars as to what happened in v. 6 at the production stage, though 
considerable disagreement as to its meaning. What happened is that (1) 
√dqr (‘dance’) was (probably) construed as √qqd (‘pulverize’); (2) the 
suffix of M(dyqryw) was construed to refer to ‘cedars’ of 5b; (3) lg( was 
construed as definite (‘the calf’); (4) Nwnbl was construed as definite 
(‘the Lebanon’); (5) Nyr# was construed as Nwr#y (‘beloved’). Not 
surprisingly the Greek is what Joachim Schaper has called “a veritable 
crux interpretum”. I would agree but, in light of the psalm’s textual-
linguistic make-up, would, at the same time, caution against over-
interpretation. 
 I begin here with the Greek text and a working translation: 
 
 kai\ leptunei= au0ta\j w(j to\n mo/sxon to\n Li/banon,  
 kai\ o9 h0gaphme/noj w(j ui9o\j monokerw&twn.  
 And he will pulverize them, as the calf, the Lebanon,  
 and he that is beloved [is] like a son of unicorns. 
 

                                                
39 H.-J. STIPP, Das masoretische und alexandrinische Sondergut des Jeremiabuches 

(OBO 136), Freiburg/S, Universitätsverlag; Göttingen, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1994, pp. 9-
10. 
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 In character v. 6 is like v. 10a, another line in which the Greek 
translator had obvious difficulty with his source text. There he solved the 
problem by construing lwbml as to\n kataklusmo/n and b#y as 
katoikiei=. What results is a clause that makes grammatical sense and is 
thus well-formed in terms of target norms, but at the same time makes 
minimal sense beyond itself: “(The) Lord will settle the flooded area”. 
 Similarly, in v. 6 we are presented with two lines, not necessarily 
semantically linked, that are grammatically well-formed but semantically 
a “crux interpretum”. In 6a subject and predicate of the S-V-O sentence 
are clear: “And he [(the) Lord] will pulverize them [the cedars of the 
Lebanon]”. Not at all clear is what to do with to\n Li/banon. Should it be 
read as appositional to au0ta/j or as appositional to mo/sxon? In other 
words, is it meant to be read as “He will pulverize them, . . . i.e. the 
Lebanon”, or as “ . . . like the calf, i.e. the Lebanon? That reception 
history was as troubled by the line as we are is clear from the variant 
reading (tou Libanou) cited by Rahlfs (and supported further by 
Eusebius), which, as Loewenstamm notes, only more acutely raises the 
problem of the identity of ‘the Lebanon calf’. Alternatively, a catena 
cited by Loewenstamm from Mercati reconstrues the text as suntri/yei 
ku/rioj ta\j ke/drouj tou= Liba/nou kai\ pa/nta to\n Li/banon w9jto\n 
mo/sxon, therefore linking to\n Li/banon with au0ta/j. Since it is made 
definite without explicit warrant in the source text and without pressure 
from the target language, it might best be taken to be exegetical. As 
several commentators beginning with Loewenstamm have noted, the 
article is meant to refer to the golden calf of Exod 32,20, certainly an 
unexpected detour in context, but understandable perhaps in light of Ps 
105(106),19, where lg( = mo/sxoj means precisely that. This 
interpretation seems confirmed by a further consideration. Although it is 
possible, as Schenker and others have suggested, that the impetus for 
introducing leptunei= was to harmonize 6a with 5b (cf. suntri/yei), it 
seems more likely that the specific verb selected was part and parcel of 
the translator’s abrupt detour to Exod 32, given that ‘pulverization’ was 
the explicit fate accorded the golden calf (Exod 32,20 and Deut 9,21)40. 
All in all, v. 6a is a line contorted by the translator’s strange 
identification of ‘calf’ as the golden calf. But for all that, it remains a 
contorted line, because of the translator’s dogged adherence to the source 
text. There is no good reason to believe that the recasting of the source 
text extends beyond the clausal level. 

                                                
40 Though it may be that creative play with √dqr gave rise to √qqd, in 17,43 leptu/nw 

renders qx# (‘pulverize’). It is thus distinctly possible that the route went via lepto/j > 
leptu/nw instead. 
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 V. 6b is like 6a. Unfamiliar with ‘Sirion’ as a name for Mt. Hermon 
and thus grammatically parallel to ‘Lebanon’41, he opts for something 
with which he is familiar, namely, Nwr#y, an epithet of Israel in Deut 
32,15; 33,5.26 and Isa 44,2 and translated by o9 h0gaphme/noj. The latter 
is clearly marked as borrowed from elsewhere by its differentiation from 
a0gaphto/j (always and only used in Psalms for dydy, as noted above), 
and by its being arthrous in view of the fact that elsewhere it is always 
arthrous, though the Hebrew term never is. Syntactically, however, it 
dangles. Should it be read as parallel to ku/rioj in 5b (so Gzella), 
therefore presupposing suntri/yei and leptunei=? In that case one would 
render: “And the beloved will destroy and pulverize them [the cedars]”. 
Or should it be read as: o9 h0gaphme/nov e1stin / e1stai (so Schenker and 
Schaper)? In that case we would have: “And the beloved is / will be (like 
a son of unicorns)”. My point here is not to decide which of these 
options is correct, but to call attention to the ambiguity inherent in the 
text. In light of the textual-linguistic make-up of Ps 28 (and indeed of the 
Greek Psalter) what we saw in v. 10a as well as in 6a and 6b is not 
surprising. In none of these has the text been re-cast beyond the clausal 
level, as is patently obvious from their awkwardness in context. In fact, 
throughout the translation gives the appearance of having been designed 
for “adequacy” rather than for “acceptability”, to use Toury’s terms. That 
is to say, what we see is a strong adherence to the norms of the source 
text and a minimal catering to those of the target language.  
 

IX. PSALM 28 AND MESSIANISM 
 
 The issue of messianism in Ps 28,6 has two components: the first is 
based on ‘unicorn’ and the second on ‘the beloved’. That Greek 
mono/kerwj is a messianic metaphor has been claimed by both Schaper 
and Gzella. However, whereas for Schaper the word is messianic 
throughout the Psalter as well as elsewhere in the Septuagint, Gzella 
more cautiously limits himself to Ps 28,642. The facts of the case are that 
Hebrew M)r and Greek mono/kerwj form a virtually closed equation. 
That is to say, the only exception is Isa 34.7 where the translator opts for 
a different metaphor from the Hebrew (‘fat’/’well-grown’ versus 
‘unicorn’). Since mono/kerwj is, therefore, the default rendering for 

                                                
41 Given that elsewhere Nyr# appears only in Deut 3,9 (where the Greek renders it as 

Saniw&r), his lack of familiarity is hardly surprising. 
42 GZELLA, Das Kalb (n. 22), p. 283. 



74 A. PIETERSMA 
 
M)r (if  not in fact more than that), any argument in favour of the former 
being an exegetical rendering of the latter faces an uphill battle. If it 
could be shown that among Hellenistic Jews mono/kerwj was a 
messianic term, one might possibly extrapolate that it had the same sense 
in the LXX. But all we have are a number of instances in translation 
literature. Since the instances in Psalms do not suggest anything more 
than that mono/kerwj was a linguistic gloss for M)r, and one instance in 
fact presents a negative image (21,22), all the weight must fall on Num 
23,22; 24,8; Deut 33,17 and Job 39,9. The last named (“Now, does the 
unicorn desire to be your slave”?) gives no indication of being messianic. 
Similarly Deut 33,17 is a straightforward rendering of the Hebrew. 
Speaking of Joseph it says: “His beauty is a firstborn of a bull, his horns 
are horns of a unicorn”. That brings us to Num 23,22 and 24,8. Both 
passages speak of God’s bringing Israel out of Egypt, and in both cases a 
slight change is introduced in the Greek of the second line, which in the 
Hebrew reads: “like horns [so NRSV] of a M)r he [God] was to him 
[Israel]”, so that the Greek reads: “like glory of a mono/kerwj he [God] 
was to him [Israel]”. At first blush the move from ‘horns’ to ‘glory’ 
seems promising. But when it is realized that the Hebrew reads tp(wt a 
word of uncertain meaning which elsewhere occurs only in Job 22,25 (= 
?) and Ps 95,4 (= ta\ u3yh), the first blush fades. If the Hebrew word 
means ‘heights’, as the translator of Psalms guessed and as BDB 
suggests, it seems reasonably obvious why the translator of Numbers 
tried to make some sense of it in relation to a ‘unicorn’. Whether it is 
then meant to refer to the animal per se or to its magnificent horns is 
possibly deliberately left ambiguous. Thus the Numbers passages too fail 
to convince—unless one somehow maintain that translating tp(wt by 
do/ca makes the unicorn into a messianic symbol.  
 Though Schaper’s contention that the Greek mono/kerwj, unlike 
Hebrew M)r, is not to be identified with the wild ox may well be correct, 
it is irrelevant for the present argument. Since Aristotle identified the 
unicorn as an oryx (antelope) and since the Arabic cognate of Hebrew 
M)r is the Arabian Oryx, a powerful white antelope (Oryx leucoryx), 
capable of taking on lions and tigers, with sharp-pointed horns more than 
three feet long, there is good reason to believe that the unicorn was more 
than a mental concept in the Hellenistic world. Noteworthy is that the 
horns of the Arabian Oryx grow on top of its head and stand close 
together. In profile they give the impression of being one. It is therefore 
likely this animal the translators of the LXX had in mind when they 
translated M)r by mono/kerwj.  
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 The second reputed component of messianism in Ps 28,6 is ‘the 
beloved’. The argument against such an interpretation has effectively 
already been made. Here it only requires restatement. Since o9 
h0gaphme/noj as a translation of Nwr#y has been borrowed from elsewhere 
in the LXX, and since there is no indication that the phrase is messianic 
in its three source passages (Deut 32,15; 33,5.26; Isa 44,2), there is no 
basis for this interpretation in Ps 28,6. That in reception history it might 
be equated with o9 a0gaphto/j and that both might be re-articulated as 
messianic epithets is not only possible but in fact a reality. But at the 
production stage of the Psalter o9 h0gaphme/noj of Ps 28,6 is nothing 
more than a linguistic gloss to replace an item in the source text the 
translator did not understand, rather than being based on a deliberately 
exegetical move away from the source text. On the other hand, what 
reception history did with Ps 28,6 is an interesting and worthwhile 
question. But that is another story and another paper.  
 
 

X. CONCLUSION 
 
 I have argued that the discipline of Septuagint Studies is at present in 
a state of crisis on its hermeneutical, occasioned by renewed interest and 
activity in the field, but caused by a failure to apply to the semantics of 
the text a distinction routinely applied to the form of the text. If it be true 
that the distinction between original text-form and text-forms of 
transmission history is fundamental to the field, it follows that a similar 
distinction should be applied to the semantics of the text as produced and 
the semantics of the text as received. If the original text-form can only be 
established by a painstaking comparison of both the horizontal and the 
vertical dimensions of the translated text, it follows that the make-up of 
the target text must be laid bare in the same way, i.e. through a detailed 
analysis of what in DTS is termed ‘product’ and ‘process’. As Jonathan 
Smith suggested quite correctly, what Septuagint Studies needs is a 
theory of translation as a basis for principled exegesis of the LXX as 
produced.  
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