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In a couple of recent articles1 I have questioned Emanuel Tov’s theory of 
translator-cum-reviser for Greek Jeremiah. Most recently I have done so in 
the introduction to Ieremias in the New English Translation of the Septuagint 
(NETS).2 Especially since almost thirty years ago I publicly endorsed Tov’s 
conclusions,3 I have a certain feeling of unease that, due to the restricted 
scope of my publications thus far, I have not as yet shown adequately why I 
have changed my mind and now believe that Tov’s theory of revision is fatally 
flawed. 
 There is no question but that Tov, now more than three decades ago, 
produced a book in which he organized an impressive amount of information 
and forged it into the most comprehensive theory of the bisectioning of Greek 
Jeremiah produced thus far.4 No doubt because Tov’s study is as detailed as it 
is, it has until recently stood the test of time rather well.5 To re-analyze every 
one of Tov’s examples, directly or indirectly offered in support of his theory, 
is certainly a daunting task.  
 I had hoped that renewed study of Greek Jeremiah’s allegedly dual origins 
might become the topic of another doctoral dissertation,6 but  

                                                
1 Albert Pietersma, ‘’Epi/xeiron in Greek Jeremiah’, JNSL 28 (2002), pp. 101-108. Albert 

Pietersma, ‘Greek Jeremiah and the Land of Azazel’, in Peter W. Flint, Emanuel Tov, and James C. 
VanderKam (eds.), Studies in the Hebrew Bible, Qumran, and the Septuagint Presented to Eugene 
Ulrich. Leiden, 2006), pp. 402-413. 

2 Albert Pietersma and Benjamin G. Wright (eds.), A New English Translation of the Septuagint 
(Oxford, 2007), pp. 876-881. See especially the longer version at 
http://ccat.sas.upenn.edu/nets/edition/.  

3 JAOS 99 (1979), 468-469. 
4 Emanuel Tov, The Septuagint Translation of Jeremiah and Baruch. A Discussion of an Early 

Revision of the LXX of Jeremiah 29-52 and Baruch 1:1-3:8. (HMS 8; Missoula, 1976). 
5 Other scholars have similarly raised questions, notably Hermann-Josef Stipp, ‘Offene Fragen 

zur Übersetzungskritik des antiken griechischen Jeremiabuches’, JNSL 17 (1991), pp. 117-128, 
and Das masoretische und alexandrinische Sondergut des Jeremiabuches.(OBO Freiburg– 
Göttingen, 1994. Further, George Fischer, Jeremia. Der Stand der theologischen Diskussion 
(Darmstadt, 2007), chapter 2, pp.17-53. 

6 As Tov explains in his Preface to Jeremiah, his own study was initially conducted as a 
doctoral dissertation. 



360  ALBERT PIETERSMA 

such has not as yet materialized. Yet, since I translated Greek Jeremiah for 
NETS7 (with Marc Saunders) and wrote an introduction to it in which the 
central problem of this book could scarcely go without comment, I decided to 
begin such a study on my own. This essay, however, will not be a full-blown 
descriptive analysis of Greek Jeremiah nor will it be another study of an 
individual Hebrew-Greek equivalence. Instead, I will here focus on questions 
of methodology. 
 Septuagintalists need scarcely be reminded that, within living memory, it 
was fashionable, so to speak, to argue for more than one translator for any 
given book of the Septuagint.8 There are in fact few books which have 
escaped being assigned, at some time or other, to more than one translation 
effort. Many of the results of these endeavours have since been consigned to 
the dustbin of history—which is not to say that they were in vain or that all of 
them were wrong. On the contrary, the discipline of Septuagint Studies has 
learned much, and some of the theories appear to be well based.  
 Since this essay is a contribution to a Festschrift for Arie van der Kooij, 
whose ‘lievelingsboek’ is the book of Greek Isaiah, it would seem à propos to 
use Greek Isaiah as a bit of a launching pad to Greek Jeremiah, even though 
my interest here is not in bisectioning per se but in Tov’s variation thereon. 
 The bisectioning of Greek Isaiah into chapters 1–39, on the one hand, and 
40–66, on the other, was first proposed by Buchanan Gray,9 whose study was 
subsequently refined and expanded upon by Friedrich Baumgärtel.10 Though 
Baumgärtel’s list of relevant items numbers forty-nine,11 the theory has not 
met with enduring success. Chief among its detractors has been Joseph 
Ziegler, the editor of the Isaias volume in the Göttingen Septuaginta.12 After 
conducting his own study of the problem and acknowledging that the theory 
as proposed by Gray-Baumgärtel has many strong points, Ziegler concluded, 

                                                
7 Pietersma and Wright (eds.), New English Translation of the SeptuagintS pp. 876-924. 
8 Cf. Tov, Jeremiah, p. 3. 
9 George Buchanan Gray, ‘The Greek Version of Isaiah, is it the work of a single translator’? 

JTS 12 (1910/11), pp. 286-293. 
10 Friedrich Baumgärtel, ‘Die Septuaginta zu Jesaja das Werk zweier Übersetzer’, in J 

Hermann-F. Baumgärtel (eds.), Beiträge zur Enstehungsgeschichte der Septuaginta (Stuttgart 
1923), pp. 20-31. 

11 Two shy of Tov’s list of fifty-one in his central chapter.  
12 Joseph Ziegler, Isaias (Septuaginta Vetus Testamentum Graecum Auctoritate Academiae 

Litterarum Gottingensis editum 14. Göttingen, 1939; 2nd ed. 1967. 
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Wenn wir das gesammte Material überblicken, so ist es schwer, die Frage der Einheit der 
Js-LXX zu entscheiden; die zahlreichen Sonderheiten (besonders in Js I) der beiden Teile 
sprechen für eine Verschiedenheit des Über(setzer)s; anderseits laufen auch zwischen I 
und II so viele Verbindungslinien, daß es unmöglich ist, zwischen beiden Teilen einen 
scharfen Trennungsstrich zu ziehen. Deshalb kann die These zweier Über(setzer)s in Js 
nicht in der Form aufrechthalten bleiben, wie es Gray und Baumgärtel getan haben, die 
die gemeinsamen Bestandteile völlig außer acht gelassen haben.13 
 

It is of interest that Ziegler’s concluding statement on Greek Isaiah might have 
been written, mutatis mutandis, about Greek Jeremiah, since the Gray-
Baumgärtel method of cataloguing the differences between Isaiah 1–39 and 
Isaiah 40–66, without also enumerating the interconnections between these 
two blocks of text, might equally well be applied to Thackeray’s study of 
Greek Jeremiah.14 While, as Tov notes,15 Thackeray recognized some links 
between Greek Jeremiah 1–28 and 29–(52), he is right in rectifying 
Thackeray’s deficiency in his own study by including a chapter dealing 
specifically with (unique) connections between the two.16  
 Rather surprisingly, however, Ziegler fails to highlight, in his summary on 
Greek Isaiah, the dimension of his study with which he himself began the 
assessment of Gray-Baumgärtel, namely, the noteworthy translational 
inconsistency within both Isaiah 1–39 and 40–66.17 Yet it can scarcely be 
argued that this aspect is incidental to a balanced translation profile of Greek 
Isaiah. What we have, according to Ziegler’s assessment, is a translation which 
features a good many patterned inconsistencies in translation, namely, those 
which prompted the bisectioning by Gray-Baumgärtel—thus between Isaiah 1–
39 and 40–66—as well as a great many non-patterned (contextual?) 
inconsistencies within both  

                                                
13 Joseph Ziegler, Untersuchungen zur Septuaginta des Buches Isaias (ATA 12.3; Münster i W., 

1934), p. 45. 
14 Henry St. J. Thackeray, ‘The Greek Translators of Jeremiah’, JTS 4 (1902/3), pp. 245-266. 

While earlier scholarship had noted translational inconsistency in Greek Jeremiah, as often as not 
it failed to support the binary split introduced subsequently by Thackeray. For example, of the 24 
instances cited by Scholz 18 or 75% do not support a 1-28 versus 29-52 split. (See Anton Scholz, 
Der masorethische Text und die LXX-Uebersetzung des Buches Jeremias [Regensburg, 1875] 
there I. Abschnitt: ‘Charakter der alexandrinischen Uebersetzung des Propheten Jeremias’, pp. 
12-15.) 

15 Tov, Jeremiah, pp. 4-5. 
16 See Tov, Jeremiah, chapter 2: ‘Important Similarities Between Jer A' and Jer B' ’, pp. 19-32. 
17 See also Isac L. Seeligmann, The Septuagint Version of Isaiah, A Discussion of its Problems 

(MEOL 9; Leiden, 1948), pp. 40-41.  
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Isaiah 1–39 and 40–66. As Ziegler demonstrated, this is a plain fact of 
descriptive analysis. How that plain fact is then to be explained may be 
difficult but is in any case a distinct next step. According to Ziegler, it cannot 
be accounted for by Gray-Baumgärtel’s theory of bisectioning. Hence the 
unity of Greek Isaiah stands by default, and a new hypothesis may be in order. 
 Although Tov in his study of Greek Jeremiah has a chapter on connections 
between what he calls Jer a' (1–28) and Jer b' (29–52) and thus avoids the error 
with which Ziegler charged Gray and Baumgärtel,18 he has no chapter on 
internal inconsistencies within Jer a' and Jer b' respectively. In this he follows 
not only Thackeray but, as well, Ziegler on Greek Jeremiah. Ziegler accepts 
Thackeray’s conclusion without in any way putting it to the test,19 contrary to 
what he had done in the case of the Gray-Baumgärtel theory on Greek Isaiah. 
All he does is to write the footnote which was to launch Tov’s variation on 
bisectioning, namely, his revision theory.20 Tov in turn accepts Ziegler’s 
endorsement of Thackeray’s bisectioning and with that sets out on his own 
course without seriously looking back. Bisectioning, therefore, is assumed to 
be a fact from the outset in Tov’s study. All that is left is to determine the 
character of bisectioning. 
 As a result, to date we have no balanced translational profile of Greek 
Jeremiah, since a crucial component—necessitated by earlier bisectioning—is 
as yet missing. A probe based on doublets in Jeremiah was recently made by 
Tony S.L. Michael,21 and I touch on some internal inconsistencies in my 
introduction to NETS Ieremias.22 But a fully  

                                                
18 Needless to say, while for Ziegler the links between Isa 1-39 and 40-66 tend to negate 

their differences, for Tov the links between JerLXX 1-28 and 29-52 function as a backdrop for his 
revision theory, in distinction from Thackeray’s two-translators theory. 

19 And if he did test it, we have no published results. 
20 Joseph Ziegler, Ieremias. Baruch. Threni. Epistula Ieremiae, (Septuaginta Vetus 

Testamentum Graecum Auctoritate Societatis Litterarum Gottingensis editum 15; Göttingen 
1957), p. 128 footnote 1, ‘Man muß Thack(eray) zustimmen (on the question of Jer’s lack of 
unity); nur müßte noch genauer untersucht werden, ob wirklich zwei Übersetzer beteiligt waren 
oder bloß ein Redaktor am Werk war, der den einen Teil nur überarbeitete. Es kann nämlich 
beobachtet werden, daß sich in der ganzen Ier.-LXX einheitliche Züge finden, die sie von anderen 
Büchern abheben. Sehr fraglich bleibt, ob Kap. 52 wirklich nur ein späterer Nachtrag ist’. His 
Beiträge zur Ieremias-Septuaginta (Göttingen, 1958) does not broach the subject at all.  

21 Tony S.L. Michael, ‘Bisectioning of Greek Jeremiah: A Problem to be Revisited’? BIOSCS 39 
(2005), pp. 103-114. 

22 Pietersma and Wright, New English Translation of the Septuagint, pp. 877-880. 
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descriptive analysis of the book remains to be done, as a result of which a 
balanced explanation of the linguistic data must remain as yet a desideratum. 
 Though my earlier probes focused on specific translation equivalents, 
offered by Tov in support of his revision theory, here I aim to take a more 
methodological approach. 
 Given that chapter III of Tov’s study is the only chapter which provides a 
systematic classification of data, one might reasonably label this the core of 
the book, designed to lay the foundation for Tov’s theory of revision. 
Consequently, in an effort to understand how Tov arrives at his theory what 
better chapter to scrutinize than chapter III? 
 While in chapter IV Tov adds what he calls ‘additional differences’ 
(between Greek Jeremiah 1–28 and 29–52) or ‘synonymous renditions’, by his 
own admission these ‘are not characterized by any particular revisional 
tendency’.23 One is thus lead to infer that the differences listed in chapter IV 
are just that: differences between Greek Jeremiah 1–28 and 29–52, whose 
revisional character must be based upon and validated by the conclusion 
reached in chapter III. In other words, if the revision hypothesis is verified in 
chapter III, the data in chapter IV may then be drawn upon as further possible 
evidence, but if not, then not.  
 Chapter V casts the net even wider to include Baruch 1:1–3:8 (even though 
no Hebrew text is extant), but, as in the case of chapter IV, the explanation of 
the data must again come from chapter III, it would seem. Chapter III might 
therefore be regarded as foundational to Tov’s theory.24 Consequently, if the 
foundation in III turns out to be shaky, the edifice built thereon cannot be 
expected to remain standing. 
 According to Tov’s theory, Greek Jeremiah 1–28 is approximately the first 
half of the Old Greek translation, while chapters 29–52 is what remains of a 
revision of the Old Greek. Tov posits, therefore, that both the Old Greek and 
the revision (labeled Jer-R by him) respectively comprised the entire book.  
 To be noted further is that since Tov seeks to demonstrate that Greek 
Jeremiah 29–52 is a revision of the Old Greek—hence a revision of a text  

                                                
23 Tov, Jeremiah, p. 93. His use of the term ‘revisional’ is of interest, since it signals that, 

from Tov’s perspective, chapter III has indeed demonstrated sustained revision to exist in JerLXX 
29-52, and that chapter III thus provides the necessary leverage for the data in IV (and V), even 
though revision must be assumed to have taken multiple forms. 

24 Though my interest here is in Tov’s theory of revision, this implies no endorsement of 
bisectioning. 
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like Greek Jeremiah 1–28, posited to have existed as well for chapters 29–
52—it is logical that the existing text of Greek Jeremiah 1–28 should serve as 
his point of reference, his touchstone. As the frequent notation ‘passim in the 
LXX’ indicates, the Septuagint as a whole functions as a secondary point of 
reference, though the notation may appear in either the first column (chapters 
1–28) or in the second column (chapters 29–52) or in both at the same time.  
 Regarding the purpose of chapter III Tov writes as follows, 
 

Data provided in this chapter are intended to show how a Hebrew word was rendered in 
Jer a' mainly by Gk 1 [cf. LXX Jer 1–28], while in Jer b' mainly by Gk 2 [cf. LXX Jer 29–52]. 
We hope to demonstrate that the relationship between Gk 1 and Gk 2 is that of an 
original to its revision.25 (emphasis added) 

 
The hypothesis to be tested is, therefore, that Greek Jeremiah 29–52 is a 
revision of the Old Greek. Thus the reader might reasonably anticipate (a) a 
demonstration that sustained revision—in distinction from translation—does 
exist in Greek Jeremiah 29–52; (b) that such revision manifests a certain 
trend, i.e., it manifests a certain level of consistency and principled behaviour; 
(c) that such consistent revision may take a number of different forms; (d) that 
a raison d’être for such a revision can be delineated.26 
 But before we proceed to look at the data Tov cites in support of his 
revision, a sideward glance might be in order. Early on in the book, Tov rightly 
raises the problem of how to identify ‘revision’. In other words, if one is to 
demonstrate that text x is a revision—in distinction from a non-revision (e.g., 
a translation)—what is it precisely that one should be looking for?  
 Tov delineates two conditions or criteria by which to identify ‘revision’. He 
writes, 

 
A given textual tradition can be considered a revision of the LXX if the following two 
conditions are met: 
 
(a) The LXX and the revision share a common textual basis, established by the 
recognition of distinctive agreements.27 

                                                
25 Tov, Jeremiah, p. 43. 
26 For (b) see ‘ . . . this common denominator [of revision] is a trend towards a more precise 

and consistent representation of the Hebrew Vorlage’, Tov, Jeremiah, p. 44. 
27 Cf. Tov, Jeremiah, chapter II pp. 19-32 (‘Important Similarities between Jer a' and Jer b'’). 
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(b) The reviser retouched the LXX in a certain direction, generally towards a more precise 
reflection of his Hebrew source. Other revisions aim at greater clarity as well as at 
improvement of the Greek language.28 

 
While Tov is quite correct in noting that one needs to know what it is one is 
looking for (i.e., revision needs to be identified before it can be recognized), 
what he seems to overlook is the fact that ‘identification’ in this case is a two-
step undertaking and that these two steps should be kept distinct. 
 The first step has to do with identifying ‘revision’ as a textual 
phenomenon. In other words, one needs to determine whether it makes any 
sense to postulate that text x is a revision of text y. What conditions need to 
be met for this hypothesis to make sense? Tov’s statement on conditions 
embeds two of them. That is to say, he speaks of the necessity for 
 

(a) the existence of at least two texts, interrelated by similarities and differences, and 
 
(b) the existence of a text which appears to have been derived from another text, judging 
from certain patterned differences. 

 
When both of these conditions—or better, pre-conditions—are met, it then 
makes sense to take the second step, namely to identify the specifics of the 
revision which has been postulated. In other words, here ‘identification’ has 
do with a given kind of revision, rather than ‘revision’ as a textual 
phenomenon. Again we can extract the following from Tov’s statement: 
 
 (a) that ‘revision’ must have a reasonably coherent profile 
 
 (b) that this reasonably coherent profile must be in a certain direction, i.e., that there be  
 a common denominator to the ‘revisional’ data.29 
 
Tov, however, collapses what I have called preconditions and conditions into 
one, and incorporates in them precisely what they are meant to ascertain, 
namely, not only that it makes sense to postulate ‘revision’ but also the 
nature or profile of the revision postulated. In so doing, it would seem, he 
creates a circular argument. That is to say, the Hebraizing revision of his 
conditions appears to be the same as the Hebraizing  

                                                
28 Tov, Jeremiah, p. 43. Cf. chapter III pp. 41-74 (‘Differences between Jer a' and b' Probably 

Resulting from Jer-R’s Revisions in Jer b'’); chapter IV pp. 93-103 (‘Additional Differences 
between Jer a' and b' ’). I read the closing sentence of the above citation as referring to revisions 
other than the preceding Hebraizing one.  

29 Cf. Tov, Jeremiah, p. 44: ‘It seems to us that this common denominator is a trend towards 
more precise and consistent representation of the Hebrew Vorlage’. 
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revision of his conclusions. But to match condition with conclusion (and vice-
versa) he has to phrase the condition in such a way that virtually any 
difference in text x from text y can qualify as a Hebraizing revision. What then 
emerges by way of conclusion is a revision, which, qua revision is difficult to 
place among the biblical Hebraizing revisions known to us. This is not to say 
that the Hebraizing revisions we know are homogeneous and consistent, but 
it is to suggest that contradictions on their defining characteristic, namely, 
revision toward the source text, are difficult if not impossible to 
accommodate. 
 Moreover, to verify the hypothesis of a Hebraizing revision for Greek 
Jeremiah 29–52 one needs, it would seem, a goodly number of generally 
agreed upon Hebraizing corrections lest, without such general agreement, 
‘revision’ lack integrity. 
 That Tov’s argumentation is circular is further suggested by the heading 
of chapter III: ‘Differences between Jer a' and b' Probably resulting from Jer-
R’s Revisions in Jer b' ’ (emphasis added). This would appear to underscore 
that Tov’s statement cited above, to the effect that the data in chapter III is a 
demonstration, should not be understood as a demonstration of revision. In 
other words, the aim of chapter III is not to test the hypothesis of ‘revision’ 
but rather to demonstrate the nature of a given revision that has been 
presupposed. 
 Tov’s hypothesis of a Hebraizing revision clearly arises from what he sees 
as a logical conclusion based on Thackeray’s bisectioning and his own study 
of connections between the two blocks of text. His argument runs as follows: 
since Greek Jeremiah 29–52 has patterned differences from Greek Jeremiah 
1–28 but at the same time has many unique connections with it, it is not 
logical to posit that the two halves were done by different translators (à la 
Thackeray). The most logical explanation is that Greek Jeremiah 29–52 
represents a revision of a text now extant only in Greek Jeremiah 1–28.30  
 The logic is compelling, to be sure, but no more compelling, I would 
submit, than that the patterned differences between Isaiah 1-39, on the one 
hand, and Isaiah 40-66, on the other, must mean that Greek Isaiah is not a 
unity.  
 It may furthermore be instructive to realize that if Tov’s reasoning were 
applied to Greek Isaiah, either Isaiah 1–39 or Isaiah 40–66 would have to be 
labeled a revision. While it might be objected that the differences and  

                                                
30 Tov, Jeremiah, p. 42. 
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the similarities in Greek Jeremiah are more pronounced than in Greek Isaiah, 
that is a question of degree, not of kind.  
 When all is said and done, that Thackeray’s bisectioning combined with 
Tov’s chapter on similarities should have produced the revision hypothesis is 
fair enough. But the revision hypothesis must then be subjected to 
verification. 
 As noted Tov’s verification seems circular. That is to say, the revision 
demonstrated to exist seems to be the same as the revision which is 
presupposed. Troubling is the fact that even though Tov posits a Hebraizing 
revision, the defining characteristic of the Hebraizing revisions/recensions we 
know, namely, a relatively higher degree of translational consistency is 
nowhere cited as a criterion for Greek Jeremiah 29–52.31 But since in all else 
Greek Jeremiah 1–28 functions for Tov as point of reference, it should so 
function for degree of translational consistency. 
 A closer look at some of Tov’s demonstrations may clarify but one 
suspects that the die has been cast in advance.  
 Tov groups the fifty-one32 items intended to demonstrate that revision 
exists in Greek Jeremiah 29–52 and how it can manifest itself under the 
following five headings:  
 

1. More Precise Renditions. Items1 – 11 (in Tov) 
2. Corrections of Erroneous Renditions. Items 12 - 17 
3. Stereotyped (literal) Replacing Non-stereotyped (free) Renditions.  
 Items 18 - 41  
4. Renditions Reflecting the Heb in a More Consistent Way. Items 42 - 48 
5. Other Changes. Items 49 - 51. 

 
As becomes readily apparent, Tov’s classifications, rather than being 
informed by descriptive analysis of linguistic data, followed by an explanation 
of those data, are instead comprised of an admixture of description and 
explanation, hence the ‘what’ and the ‘why’ intertwined and in a tangle. In 
other words, what we see in the very labels of his classifications is a curious 
hybrid of descriptive linguistic information and value judgment. That is to say, 
whereas group 3 (‘stereotyped’ versus ‘non-stereotyped’)  

                                                
31 The issue here is not specific wording but rather the degree of one-to-one equivalency. 
32 Note that items 1 and 2 (pp. 46-48) have effectively two components, which I shall 

distinguish as 1a/1b and 2a/2b respectively. 
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and group 4 (‘higher’ versus ‘lower degree of translational consistency’) may 
be said to be primarily descriptive, in the sense that a given Hebrew-Greek 
equivalence is said to occur with a lower or higher degree of consistency in 
Greek Jeremiah 29–52, groups 1 (‘more accurate rendition’) and 2 (‘correct’ 
versus ‘incorrect rendition’) are patently explanatory, in the sense that the 
reader is not in the first instance told what the text is, but instead is being 
told why the text is what it is, in Tov’s opinion. As might be expected, this 
confusion of descriptive and explanatory criteria tends to confuse the ‘what’ 
and the ‘why’.33 
 Even more importantly, if Tov’s demonstration is to be convincing, the 
various forms that revision may take should add up. That is to say, Tov’s five 
groupings should be mutually complementary and paint a reasonably 
coherent picture of direction. Instead, what we see is multiple and 
contradictory forms that revision is said to have taken.  
 If the defining characteristic of Hebraizing revisions in the Septuagint is a 
relatively higher degree of translational consistency (than the base text)—i.e., 
the same Greek item for the same Hebrew—one may usefully ask how that 
consistency can best be measured. I would suggest that consistency can be 
viewed as either internal or external. 
 For the purposes of the present study internal consistency will refer to the 
consistency with which a specific Hebrew item (e.g., a word, phrase or 
construction) is rendered within a given block of text (here Greek Jeremiah 
29–52). Where the same translation equivalent is employed for each 
occurrence of the source item, I will assign a mark of +1; where there is more 
than one equivalent I will assign a mark of –1, with zero reserved for 
instances in which no determination can be made (e.g., when the source item 
occurs only once).  
 For this study external consistency will indicate the degree to which a 
given rendering of the Hebrew item conforms to some demonstrable norm. 
Since, as noted above, Greek Jeremiah 1–28 functions for Tov as his point of 
reference (with the Septuagint as a whole as his secondary point of reference), 
I will use the same point of reference to measure external consistency. When 
the Hebrew item in question (e.g. a word, phrase or construction) is translated 
with a higher degree of consistency  

                                                
33 It goes without saying that, since the text in question is a translation, description of the 

first order has to do with mapping the translated text onto its assumed source. See, for example, 
Gideon Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies and Beyond (Benjamins Translation Library 4; 
Amsterdam, 1995), chapter 4 ‘The Coupled Pair of Replacing + Replaced Segments’, pp. 87-101. 
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in Greek Jeremiah 29–52 than in chapters 1–28, I will assign a mark of +1; 
when the degree of consistency is lower in 29–52 than in 1–28, I will assign a 
mark of –1, with zero reserved for instances in which no determination can be 
made (e.g. when the degree of consistency is the same in both). 
 The scale I will use is the following: 
 

–1 = not/less consistent 
  0 = undetermined 
+1 = consistent/more consistent.34 

 
 The following examples will illustrate what I have in mind.35 
 
 

1. More Precise Renditions. Item. 1 - 11 
 

Item 3 Nm) 
Chapters 1–28 Chapters 29–52 
ge/noito (3x) 3:19 (not in MT); 11:5; 
15:11 (MT rm)); and thus generally 
in the Septuagint. 

a0lhqw~j (1x) 35(28):6  
Elsewhere renders several times hnm), 
Mnfm;)f and Mnfm;)U. 

 
Tov gives the following explanation: 
 

While Nm) is rendered in Jer a' with a verb (‘let it be’), it is rendered in Jer b' with an 
appropriate adverb.36 

 
Tov is correct in suggesting that the equivalence Nm) - a0lhqw~j occurs 
exclusively in Jer 35(28):6. Since it occurs but once, both internal and external 
consistency stand at 0. The equivalence in question is unique in the 
Septuagint. Thus if a0lhqw~j - Nm) is nevertheless to be an instance of revision, 
a different reason must be averred. By deciding to put it in group 1 Tov is 
suggesting not only that a0lhqw~j is revisional (rather than translational) but 
also that it is a foundational item for his theory. It is difficult to see how this 
is possible and how it can be said, furthermore, that the reputed replacement 
of a sentence (ge/noito) is ‘appropriate’. Might it  

                                                
34 I am of course not suggesting that a higher degree of translational consistency ipso facto 

spells revision. See discussion of specific items below. 
35 Though the headings in the parallel columns have been added and the punctuation has 

been adjusted, the information is that provided by Tov. Regrettably only a few of Tov’s fifty-one 
items can be discussed here. Items 1 and 4 have been discussed elsewhere (see footnote 1 
above). 

36 Tov, Jeremiah, p. 48. 
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be because Nm')f is commonly parsed as an adverb in Hebrew?37 Well and good, 
but Septuagint translators commonly render it by ge/noito (23x), with a few 
(3x) transcriptions (amhn) in 2 Esdras (Ezra-Nehemiah) and Chronicles, and 
that fact would seem to be of greater importance than the parsing of 
grammarians.  
 While there is nothing wrong with the punctuation supplied by Rahlfs and 
Ziegler: 'Alhqw~j: ou(/tw(j) poih/sai ku/rioj (‘Truly, thus may the Lord do’.) which 
might then equally well have been Ge/noito: ou(/tw(j) poih/sai ku/rioj (‘May it be; 
may the Lord so do’.), there is equally good reason to punctuate with Swete: 
'Alhqw~j ou(/tw poih/sai ku/rioj (‘May the Lord truly do so’), in which case ge/noito 
would not work. If the translator read his source text not as two parallel 
sentences both expressing a discrete wish, but as a single, intensified wish, 
there is no reason whatsoever for positing a secondary correction. That the 
Jeremiah translator operated isomorphically is one thing, but that he was 
translationally consistent is quite another. Not least, since Greek Jeremiah 29–
52 sports but a single instance, inferring a correction is rather precarious 
under any circumstance. 
 
Included under group 1 are a number of structural (‘grammatical’) in 
distinction from lexical items, and it is especially these that are typically best 
explained contextually. I take here Tov’s first example.38  
 

Item 5 (y)rx) 
Chapters 1–28 Chapters 29–52 
Meta/ (3x) 3:7; 12:15; 24:1; and 
passim in the Septuagint 

u3steron + gen. (4x) 36(29):2; 
38(31):19(bis); 47(40):1 (?) 

 meta/ (5x) 35(28):12; 38:33(31:32); 
39(32):16; 41(34):8; 43(36):27 

 
Tov writes in explanation of u(/steron: 
 

In place of the stereotyped LXX rendition (y)rx) – meta/ Jer-R used a rendition which may 
have been chosen because it shows the etymological connection between (y)rx) and 
Nwrx) – u(/steroj. 
 
Jer-R used u(/steron + gen. in a sense which, according to our lexica, is not documented 
before the LXX.39 

 

                                                
37 See BDB 53a. 
38 While structural words are excellent indicators of translational difference, it is doubtful that 

they play as prominent a role in revision, unless the latter be highly pedantic.  
39 Tov, Jeremiah, p. 49. 
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 In this case, both internal and external consistency stand at –1. Since Tov 
places this item in group 1 the reader is asked to believe that Tov’s reviser 
corrected Old Greek meta/ on four occasions to u(/steron but failed to do so on 
five occasions. 
 In point of fact, the usage of the items in question is more diversified than 
Tov allows for. On the Greek side, several grammatical functions are being 
differentiated. Thus when a (temporal) conjunctive is required, meta/ + articular 
infinitive is used (3:7; 12:15; 24:1; 39[32]:16; 41[34]:8; 43[36]:27), if for no 
other reason than that u(/steron cannot be used conjunctively.40 When a 
(temporal) preposition is required, meta/ + acc. is used (16:16; 21:7; 35[28]:12; 
38:33[31:32]; 39(32):18), again if for no other reason than that u(/steron is not 
so used. When a (spatial) preposition is required (albeit typically with a 
figurative sense) o0pi/sw + gen. is used (2:5, 8, 23, 25; 3:17; 7:6, 9; 8:2; 9:13; 
11:10; 12:6; 13:10, 27; 16:11, 12; 17:16; 18:12; 25:6, 17; 35[42]:15; 
49[42]:16; 52:8), to which may be added o ¡pisqen + gen. in 31(48):2 and 
39(32):40. When a comparative adverb is required u(/steron is used—for that is 
how it is used in 36(29):2 and in 38(31):19(bis).41 Apparently when none of 
the above will do, e0pi/ + acc. is used (9:16[15]). 
 In sum, descriptively we can say that (1) meta/ occurs 5x in chapters 1–28 
and 6x in 29–52; (2) o0pi/sw/o ¡pisqen occurs 19x in chapters 1–28 and 5x in 29–
52; (3) u(/steron does not occur in chapters 1–28 and 3x in 29–52; (4) e0pi/ (for 
yrx)) occurs 1x in chapters 1–28 but not at all in 29–52. How can this 
fourfold rendering of (y)rx) best be explained? Differentiation based on 
context would seem to be adequate explanation. Revision on the basis of the 
Hebrew would seem the least likely. 
 Other structural items cited as support in group 1 (‘More Precise 
Renditions’) are renditions of ytlbl (item 6) and N(ml (item 7).  
 The items in group 1 can be marked as: 0/0 = 3; 0/+1 = 11; +1/0 = 2b; 
–1/0 = 1b, 6; –1/–1 = 2a, 4, 5, 8; –1/+1 =1a, 7, 9; +1/–1 = 10. 
 

                                                
40 Cf. u(/steron meta/ + articular infinitive at 47(40):1 in most witnesses, discussed by Tov in 

Jeremiah, footnote 31, p. 83. 
41 Thus NETS translates the two verses respectively as ‘later than when King Iechonias and the 

queen and the eunuchs and every free person and prisoner and artisan had departed from 
Ierousalem’ and ‘because later than my captivity I repented and later than that I became aware I 
sighed for days of shame’. 
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2. Corrections of Erroneous Renditions. Items 12 - 17. 

 
If ‘more precise rendition’ is given as the explanation in group 1, the six 
instances grouped under 2 are explained as corrections of erroneous 
renditions, though the distinction between the two classifications is debatable 
and in any case not descriptive. The problem that, as we have seen, arose in 
group 1 arises here as well. It is by no means self-evident what an erroneous 
rendering is. Evidently, the label refers to the Hebrew lexeme qua lexeme, but 
the ‘real’ meaning of the Hebrew word may not suit the Greek context. Thus 
where does error end and contextual adjustment begin, and at what point 
does contextual adjustment qualify as exegesis? These are not rhetorical 
questions but questions which arise as soon as one moves beyond the level of 
the word. Again a few examples. 
 

Item 12 Cpn pi‘el 
Chapters 1–28 Chapters 29–52 
diaskorpi/zw (9x) sugko/ptw (1x) 
13:14; 28(51):20, 21, 22 (3x), 23 
(3x); cf. Theodotion in Daniel 9:7  
Cp@'nA – diaskorpismo/j. 

31(48):12 BSAC / (suntri/bw rel) 

 
Tov gives the following explanation: 
 

Jer-OG [cf. LXX Jer 1–28] diaskorpizw (‘to scatter’) is an incorrect rendering of Cp'ni ('to 
shatter'), based upon the meaning of the root in Rabb. Hebrew ('to scatter' = Targum ad 
loc.), of which diaskorpi/zw is an equivalent ([Ier] 9:16[15] 10:21  23:1, 2). Jer-R 
corrected this rendition.42 

 
Here too internal consistency stands at 0, since the item occurs only once, 
and external at 0, seeing that no comparison can be made. Tov seems to be 
correct in at least part of his explanation, namely, that in Greek Jeremiah 1–28 
Cpn ‘shatter’ is not distinguished from Cwp ‘be scattered’. Fact is, however, 
that both contexts in which Cpn stands (13:14 and 28:20ff.), since they speak 
of humans, are inimical to ‘shatter’ in their Greek version. Thus reading Cpn 
as though it were Cwp may have been brought on by context. Moreover, 
translating Cwp by diaskorpi/zw is scarcely limited to Greek Jeremiah 1–28 but 
occurs as well in Genesis (1x),  

                                                
42 Tov, Jeremiah, p. 52. 
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Numbers (1x), Deuteronomy (1x), Job (1x), Psalms (1x), Zechariah (1x), 
Ezekiel) (8x). Tov thinks Greek Jeremiah 31:12 got it right. To be noted is, 
however, that sugko/ptw means more nearly ‘to chop up’ than ‘to shatter’. It is, 
moreover, questionable that diaskorpi/zw would fit 31:12. Statistically the 
Hebrew – Greek equivalence of Cpn – sugko/ptw is unique in the Septuagint. 
 There is, moreover, a further point to consider, namely, the Greek 
translation of the preceding word in the Hebrew.    The Masoretic Text’s   
w%cp@'nAy Mheyl'b;niw:: ‘and they will break their jars’ (cf. NRSV) is represented in the 
Greek by kai\ ta\ kera/smata au0tou= sugko/yousi ‘and they will break up/chop up 
his mixtures’ (cf. NETS). Though Ziegler reads kera/smata and sugko/ptw 
respectively many manuscripts read ke/rata and suntri/bw. Ziegler may be 
correct in his reconstruction but it is certainly of interest that the witnesses 
that read kera/smata (V-26-46-86 /-544 O-233 Arm) read suntri/bw, whereas 
those that read sugko/ptw (B-S-130 A-106 /C / have ke/rata. Given the fact that 
sugko/ptw ill fits kera/smata and that ke/raj can be a container of sorts, like 
Hebrew lbnI, reconsidering the critical text might not be out of order.43 But be 
that as it may, the point to be made here is that Hebrew lbnI (‘skin-
bottle/jar/pitcher’) is never translated by either ke/rasma or ke/raj. Instead, it 
has three equivalents in the Septuagint: (1) a0sko/j (Jer 13:12 [bis]); 1 Rgns 
10:3; (2) a0ggei=on 1 Rgns 25:18; Isaiah 30:14; Lam 4:2; (3) nebel 1 Rgns 1:24; 2 
Rgns 16:1.44 Thus if one posits a reviser who corrected the verb of the Old 
Greek text (from diaskorpi/zw to sugko/ptw), it is difficult not to posit that he at 
the same time ignored the direct object of that very verb, even though it too 
failed to match its Hebrew counterpart.  
 Another structural item included in group 2 concerns the translation of 
ylw). 
 

Item 17 ylw) 
Chapters 1–28 Chapters 29–52 
ei0 (2x) 20:10; 21:2 and further 4x in 
the Septuagint 

i1swj (3x) 33(26):3; 43(36):3, 7 and 
elsewhere Genesis 32:21 

 

                                                
43 Rahlfs reads ta\ ke/rata au0tou= sugko/yousin. 
44 Not surprisingly Aquila reads ta\ nebel and Symmachus tou\j krath=raj. 
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Tov gives the following explanation: 
 

Although ylw) originally served as an adverb, at times, when “followed by another clause 
a0sunde/twj, it expresses virtually the protasis = if peradventure” (BDB, s.v.). But the 
majority of LXX translators, including Jer-OG, rendered ylw) as ‘if peradventure . . . 
(starting a dependent clause), making an infrequent use of ylw) the basis of their main 
rendition. 
 
Jer-R revised the OG to i1swj, starting off an independent sentence.45 

 
Consistency for both internal and external stands at +1. Since ylw) occurs 
only 6x in Jeremiah, the significance of its rendition in Greek Jeremiah can 
only be gauged in the context of the Septuagint as a whole.46 Quite clearly it 
was construed in one of three ways. Most often (23x) it was rendered by ei0/e0a/n 
to mark the protasis of a condition; also with some frequency (15x), it was 
translated as i(/na/o(/pwj/mh/(pote) to mark a purpose clause, positive or negative 
(prohibition); least often (4x) it was made to function as the adverb i1swj, 
three of which occur in Greek Jeremiah 29–52. How can this threefold 
rendering of ylw) in the Septuagint be explained? Again differentiation based 
on context would seem to be adequate explanation. Revision toward Hebrew 
ylw) would seem the least likely. 
 Since the six items in group 2 are said to be corrections of erroneous 
renderings in the Old Greek of Jeremiah, it may perhaps be expected that they 
are not common translational equivalents in the Septuagint. Yet, it bears 
asking just where adjusting to context ends and error begins. To illustrate I 
take one further item from group 2. 
 

Item 14 llhth 
Chapters 1–28 Chapters 29–52 
various (3x) mai/nomai (1x) 32:2(25:16) unique in 

the Septuagint 
paraskeua/zw 26(46):9  
katakauxa/omai 27(50):38  
saleu/w 28(51):7  

 
Tov gives the following explanation: 
 

Presumably unacquainted with the precise meaning of llhth, Jer-OG rendered it in 
three different ways: 

                                                
45 Tov, Jeremiah, p. 55. 
46 Cf. Tov, Jeremiah, footnotes 56 and 57, p. 85. 
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 1. In 26(46):9 the Heb is reflected by a “passe partout” translation . . . , conforming 
with its context. 
 
 2. In 27(50):38 he vocalized the Heb differently from MT. 
 
 3. The rendition in 28(51):7 may have resulted from ignorance or from a different 
exegetical tradition . . . . 
 
Jer-R rendered the Heb correctly.47 
 

In terms of consistency both internal and external stand at 0. Descriptively 
there is no denying that, at the word level, in three out of four cases the 
Greek word does not semantically match its Hebrew counterpart—hence 
Hatch-Redpath’s dagger (†). It is equally true that each of the four passages 
has a different word and that all four formal equivalences are unique in the 
Septuagint. The question is how to explain the data.  
 That a reviser knew what the Old Greek translator did not is possible but 
is scarcely the most parsimonious explanation. Yet the item is being 
presented as central rather than peripheral support for Tov’s theory. To be 
noted is that in all four instances the word chosen fits well in the context, and 
it is difficult to see how mai/nomai could fit in the first three. Though Greek 
Jeremiah can rightly be characterized as isomorphic, isomorphism cannot be 
equated with translational consistency and allows for more exegesis than 
does literalism, which is commonly understood to equate with translational 
consistency.48 
 The items in group 2 can be marked as follows: 0/0 = 12, 13, 14, 16; 
+1/0 = 15; +1/+1 = 17.  
 
 

3. Stereotyped (literal) Replacing  
Non-stereotyped (free) Renditions. Items 18 – 41 

 
With group 3 Tov switches from explanation to what is more of a descriptive 
analysis. To speak, however, of stereotyped (literal) versus non-stereotyped 
(free), as he does in  group 3, is not helpful if for no other reason than that all 
these labels are subjective and only indirectly descriptive of the text. To state 
but the obvious: How many occurrences does it take to make a stereotype? 
 Numerically group 3, as noted above, with its 24 items, is by far the 
largest of Tov’s groups. Group 3 is also rather diverse. So for example,  

                                                
47 Tov, Jeremiah, p. 53. 
48 So Tov, Jeremiah, p. 41. 
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it includes a goodly number of structural (‘grammatical’) items such as 
prepositions (see items 21, 22, 39), articles (32), conjunctions (30, 31) which 
in the nature of the case tend to show more translational inconsistency than 
do full lexemes and tend to be less indicative of revision. 
  

Item 38 (dy qal 
Chapters 1–28 Chapters 29–52 
gignw&skw (25x) gignw&skw (17x) 
oi]da (11x) oi]da (1x) 
e0pi/stamai (4x) (43x in the Septuagint)  
e0pigignw&skw (2x) (53x in the 
Septuagint) 

 

 
Since the second equivalence in Greek Jeremiah 29–52 occurs only once, one 
might mark this item with +1 for internal consistency, and since the first 
equivalence is standard in Greek Jeremiah 1–28, as well as in the Septuagint 
generally, one might mark external consistency with +1 as well. It is difficult 
to see, however, what is being corrected. Is the point that 29–52 has reduced 
the number of equivalences from four to two? 
 Statistically the picture is quite clear. Chapters 1–28 have 42 occurrences 
of (dy qal and use four Greek equivalents; chapters 29–52 have 18 
occurrences and use two Greek equivalents. Throughout, the most common 
Septuagint equivalent for (dy qal predominates, though all four equivalencies 
are well attested, even the least common (e0pi/stamai) occurring more than 40x. 
Tov comments that Jer-R (cf. Greek Jeremiah 29–52) used mainly gignw&skw. 
While that is obviously true, he implies rather more than that by placing it in 
his group 3. The explanation for the phenomena is evidently that a reviser 
overlooked oi]da in 38:34 and eliminated from his text e0pi/stamai and 
e0pigignw&skw as equivalents. 
 

Item 25 Various 
Chapters 1–28 Chapters 29–52 
paraskeua/zw (5x) zero 
6:4 = #dq pi‘el (‘consecrate’) 17:22 +  
12:5 = hrx hitpa‘el (‘heat oneself’) 
22:15 
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Chapters 1–27         Chapters 29–52 
26(46):9 = llh hitpolel (‘act madly’)  
27(50):42 = Kr( (‘arrange’) 27:14+  
28(51):11 rrb hiph‘il (‘clean/polish’) 
4:11 

 

 
Tov gives the following explanation: 
 

Occurring in only six additional places in the LXX, this verb was clearly cherished by Jer-
OG. The mentioned examples show that Jer-OG availed himself of this verb particularly 
when he felt uncertain about the meaning of the Heb. The broad meaning of 
paraskeua/zw made it an adequate “passe-partout” rendition. 
 
Since this general use paraskeua/zw is not found in Jer b' it was probably eliminated by 
Jer-R.49 

 
In the nature of the case no mark can be assigned either for internal or 
external consistency. Since no Hebrew word is placed in the heading of item 
25, it is evidently not about revision toward the Hebrew source text, even 
though it appears in group 3. It is thus difficult to see how item 25 can be 
used to demonstrate revision toward the Hebrew or for that matter to 
demonstrate revision of any kind—unless it be revision by omission. 
 The uncertainty about the Hebrew of which Tov speaks must refer to 
context rather than to the specific verbs, since all the verbs, with the 
exception of llh hitpolel, are known to the translator of Greek Jeremiah 1–28 
(see e.g., 17:22; 22:15; 27:14; 4:11). What is also clear is that since all five 
passages in question have to do with preparations for war, the choice of 
paraskeua/zw is excellent. Moreover, even though the verb is uncommon in the 
Septuagint, it is well known in Classical literature, including in contexts of 
war.  
 Tov explains the absence of paraskeua/zw in Greek Jeremiah 29–52 as 
‘probably’ due to (secondary) revision and by his inclusion of this item in his 
group 3 is describing it as an instance of increased stereotyping. In this case 
and in several others like it in group 3 (see 24, 26, 29) both are problematic. 
By way of description all that can be said is that Greek Jeremiah 29–52 does 
not use paraskeua/zw. Hence the person responsible for Greek Jeremiah 29–52 
apparently found no occasion for using it. Why that is so admits of several 
explanations and can therefore not be listed in support of a single 
explanation. 

                                                
49 Tov, Jeremiah, p. 61. 
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 For other instances of alleged revision by omission see items 24 and 29. 
 
 

Item 27 –l )+x – a(marta/nw + . . .(in all the obj.: God) 
Chapters 1–28 Chapters 29–52 
e1nanti / e0nanti/on (4x) dative (4x) 
3:25; 8:14; 14:20; 16:10; and passim 
in the Septuagint. 

40(33):8, 8; 47(40):3; 51(44):23; and 
passim in the Septuagint. 

dative 14:7; 27(50):7 Cf. a0dike/w + accusative for l )+x in 
44(37):18 

 
Tov gives the following explanation: 
 

Since Jer-OG wanted to avoid the slightest harsh expression “to sin to (God),” he 
rendered the Heb with a(marta/nw e1nanti / e0nanti/on. This translation was frequently 
revised by Jer-R to its literal rendition.50 

 
If 44:18 is ignored, internal consistency may be marked with +1 and as a 
result external consistency can be marked likewise with +1. Both competing 
constructions are, however common in the Septuagint as a whole.  
 Tov labels the construction with the dative as the “literal rendition” of l 
)+x. But how accurate is it to say that inflection (dative) is a more literal 
rendering of the Hebrew preposition l than a discrete morpheme (e1nanti / 
e0nanti/on)? Though it can scarcely be denied that l is often rendered by the 
dative, there is also plenty of evidence to show that in isomorphic translations 
like Greek Jeremiah discrete morphemes in the source text were regularly 
represented by discrete morphemes in the target text. In point of fact, that is 
exactly what happens in Jeremiah 27:7 and 44(51):23 where hwhyl is rendered 
by tw~| kuri/w (and so passim. throughout the Septuagint). Moreover, 
throughout Greek Jeremiah one finds that Hebrew articles, notae accusativi, 
the infinitival prefix l, personal pronouns (even when rendered superfluous 
by Greek inflection), pronominal suffixes, pleonastic pronouns and adverbs, 
prepositions, and conjunctions are all regularly represented, whether or not 
such representation results in standard Greek usage. 

                                                
50 Tov, Jeremiah, p. 62. 
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Item 36 wdxy 

Chapters 1–28 Chapters 29–52 
e0pi\ to\ au0to/ (4x) 3:18; 6:12; 
26(46):12; 27(50):4 

a3ma (4x) 30(49):3; 31(48):7; 
38(31):24; 48(41):1 

e0n tw~| au0tw~| (1x) 13:14  
a3ma (4x) 6:11, 21; 27(50):33; 
28(51):38 

 

o(moqumado/n (2x) 5:5; 26(46):21  
 
Though wdxy appears only 4x in 29–52, on all four occasions it is translated 
by a(/ma. Consequently, +1 is warranted for internal consistency. External 
consistency likewise stands at +1. In the Septuagint as a whole, however, e0pi\ 
to\ au0to/ and a(/ma occur about 35x each. 
 Tov gives no explicit explanation, but again by his inclusion of this item in 
group 3 he classifies it as an instance of increased stereotyping which is 
foundational to his theory. Statistically it is true that while wdxy occurs a total 
of 11x in 1–28 and 6x in 29–52, in 1–28 we find four Greek glosses while 29–
52 shows but a single one, though it is unknown whether the Hebrew source 
text of 31(38):8 and 14 lacked wdxy or whether the Greek dropped it.  
 

Item 30 dio/ti 
Chapters 1–28 Chapters 29–52 
o(/ti passim in Jer a' o(/ti passim in Jer b' 
dio/ti (25x) 1:12, 15; 2:10; 3:8, 14, 
25; 4:8, 15, 22, 28; 8:17; 15:20; 
16:9; 20:4; 21:10; 22:4, 11; 23:12; 
26(46):21, 27; 27(50):11; 28(51):5, 
14, 29, 33 

 

 
Tov writes, 
 

As in the remainder of the LXX, Jer-OG generally used both o(/ti and dio/ti for yk, 
employing dio/ti particularly to avoid a hiatus (see Thackeray, Grammar, 139). Jer-R 
limited himself to o(/ti.51 

 
Since Hebrew yk is absent from the heading of item 30 but is nonetheless 
noted in Tov’s comment, it is difficult to know whether the issue here is 
meant to be one of Hebrew – Greek equivalence or one of Greek style. If the 
former, the reader is led to conclude that Tov’s reviser replaced dio/ti with o(/ti 
because o(/ti is the standard equivalent for yk in the Septuagint,  

                                                
51 Tov, Jeremiah, p. 63. 
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including Greek Jeremiah 1–28. Hence both internal and external consistency 
would stand at +1. If, on the other hand, the issue is one of preferred Greek 
usage52—as the heading suggests and Tov’s comment explains—it is difficult 
to see how this item can be cited in group 3, since it can at most indicate a 
difference in translators and as such fails to support Tov’s revisional theory. 
 Of further interest is that in Greek Isaiah dio/ti similarly occurs exclusively 
in chapter 1-39 and not in 40-66,53 though it is not accepted by Ziegler as 
support for bisectioning. 
 Due to the diversity within group 3, including items without a Hebrew 
word in the heading (items 24, 25, 29, 30, 31, 41) as well as structural items 
(21, 22, 30, 31, 32, 33, 39, 40) translational consistency is difficult to 
measure. I would categorize them as follows: 0/0 = 24, 25, 29, 31, 32, 40, 
41; 0/+1 =34; +1/–1 = 18; +1/+1 = 19, 20, 30?, 35, 36, 37, 38?, 39; –1/0 = 
21, 22, 23, 26, 28; –1/–1 = 33; +1/0 = 27.  
 
 

4. Renditions Reflecting the Heb. 
in a More Consistent Way. Items 42 - 48. 

 
With group 4 Tov continues his ostensibly descriptive classification and by his 
own admission there is no substantive difference between groups 3 and 454 
since both of them have to do with translational consistency. At the same 
time, however, Tov comments, 
 

While in section (3) the revisional tendency is determined by the character of the 
rendition (stereotyped versus non-stereotyped), the renditions mentioned below (4a, 4b) 
are preferred by Jer-R by virtue of being the only rendition in Jer b', not necessarily more 
stereotyped within the LXX.55  

 
Thus when all is said and done, like group 3, group 4 is indeed intended to be 
about increased translational consistency in Jer 29-52. But the evidence 
presented does not seem to warrant that conclusion. Moreover, ‘in a more 
consistent way’ need not mean that Tov’s Jer-R implements the majority 
equivalence of Greek Jeremiah 1–28 (see item 42), nor need it  

                                                
52 Note that Tov refers to Thackeray’s suggestion with approval. 
53 Cf. Ziegler, Untersuchungen, p. 35 and Seeligmann, Isaiah, pp. 39-40. 
54 Tov, Jeremiah, p. 88 note 104: ‘Since the tendency to represent the Heb with a stereotyped 

rendition . . . . is also a form of “translational consistency”, this section incorporates additional 
forms of translational consistency’. 

55 Tov, Jeremiah, p. 69. 
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mean that Greek Jeremiah 29–52 has fewer Greek equivalents than Greek 
Jeremiah 1–28 (see items 43, 45, 46); in fact the opposite may be the case 
(44, 48). Lastly, it can also mean that Jer-R’s alleged revision is rare or even 
esoteric in the Septuagint as a whole (43, 44, 45). No doubt, for all of these 
reasons Tov divides group 4 into three sub-groups:56 
  

4a = item 42: two equivalents in 1–28 versus one equivalent in 29–52 
4b = item 43: the same two equivalents in both 1–28 and 29–52 but with 
 different distribution. 
4c = items 44-48: chapters 29–52 differentiate when 1–28 do not.  

 
It is difficult to see how especially sub-group 4c can be made to fit under 
main group 4, since, in one way or another, more often than not it reflects the 
Hebrew in a less consistent way.  
 I limit myself here to two examples from 4c which Tov himself recognizes 
to be an oddity under 4.57 What makes 4c of special interest is that Tov labels 
it ‘Exegetical consistency’, and the notion of interpretive/exegetical activity 
on the part Tov’s Jer-R hovers in the background throughout chapter III.  
 

Item 44 rbd pi‘el 
Chapters 1–28 Chapters 29–52 
lale/w passim 1. subject human: lale/w passim 
le/gw 1:17; 7:2758 2. subject God or prophet: xrhmati/zw 

(7x) 33(26):2, 2; 36(29):23; 37(30):2; 
43(36):2, 4; 47(40):2 

 le/gw 35(28):7 
 Cf. further g)# - xrhmati/zw (2x) 

33:16(25:30) 
 
Tov gives the following explanation: 
 

The rendering of the divine and prophetic speech and the roaring of 
God (g)#) with xrhmati/zw (‘to give oraculum’) in Jer b' was exegetically 
motivated. Jer-R was highly inconsistent in the insertion of this verb. It 
is noteworthy that xrhmati/zw is a distinct Jer b' word within the LXX.59 

                                                
56 I paraphrase what they are about. 
57 Tov, Jeremiah, p. 71: ‘Contrary to Jer-OG [cf. 1-28], Jer-R [cf. 29-52] distinguished in 

some cases between two meanings or usages of a word. The few examples of this group do not 
conform with the implication of the preceding ones’. 

58 Not noted by Tov. 
59 Tov, Jeremiah, p. 71. 
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 In terms of translational consistency, item 44 must be marked as –1 for 
both internal and external. Just why, beginning with Jeremiah 33(26):2, we see 
differentiation may be explained in a number of ways, but Tov’s makes good 
sense, since it is clear not only that xrhmati/zw has become an item of interest 
in the book but also that its use trumps translational consistency. Moreover, 
as Tov notes, xrhmati/zw with the sense it has here does not occur elsewhere 
in the Septuagint and is not mandated by Hebrew rb@'d@. Of further relevance is 
xrhsmologe/w (‘utter an oracle’) in 45(38):4 for #rd, the more since this 
equivalence is unique to this passage. What the relevance of this piece of 
exegesis is in terms of the larger context of the book needs further 
exploration.60 Here the intriguing question is whether such exegetical nuggets 
are restricted to Greek Jeremiah 29–52 or are attested throughout the book.  
 

Item 45 )ybn (‘false prophet’) 
Chapters 1–28 Chapters 29–52 
profh/thj (43x) yeudoprofh/thj (8x) 33(26):7, 8, 11, 

16; 34:7(27:9); 35(28):1; 36(29):1, 8 
and elsewhere Zechariah 13:2 

yeudoprofh/thj (1x) 6:13 profh/thj (5x) 34:12, 13 (27:15, 16); 
39(32):32  

 
Tov gives the following explanation: 
 

Jer-R endeavored, however inconsistently, to make a distinction between the real and 
the false prophet (both )ybn), by using yeudoprofh/thj as the main rendition of )ybn – 
‘false prophet’.61 

 
Since Greek Jeremiah 29–52 renders  )ybn by two rather than one equivalent, 
the internal consistency is –1. The external consistency stands at 0. 
 Both Greek words occur throughout the book for the same Hebrew though 
not with the same distribution. As in the case of xrhmati/zw in item 44, it 
cannot be said that yeudoprofh/thj, chiefly beginning with chapter 33, 
increases translational consistency in the Septuagint as a whole, since the 
word is virtually unattested elsewhere, including in most of Greek Jeremiah.  

                                                
60 Meanwhile see the longer version of my introduction to NETS Ieremias at 

http://ccat.sas.upenn.edu/nets/edition/ p. 15. 
61 Tov, Jeremiah, p. 72. In footnote 117 (p. 90) Tov adds inter alia that “Jer-R . . . introduced 

an element of precision into the terminology of the Hebrew book.” 
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 Though at the purely lexical level it renders the source text more explicit, 
there is scarcely any contextual doubt about what the individuals in question 
are. There is therefore no lexical warrant in the source text for what has been 
done. Consequently, Tov is fully justified in identifying the use of 
yeudoprofh/thj as exegetical, though unlike xrhmati/zw, it occurs before 
chapter 33 as well, namely, proleptically in 6:13. Thus here, even more 
acutely than in item 44, the question arises as to whether yeudoprofh/thj is  
not better explained as translational than as revisional.62 
 The items in 4. can be marked as –1/0 = 43, 45, 46, 47; –1/–1 = 44, 48; 
+1/+1 = 42.  
 
 

5. Other Changes. Items 49 - 51. 
 

I take one final example from the concluding, amorphous classification and 
one which, again, has some interesting interpretive aspects. 
 

Item 50 xdn, mainly hiph‘il 
Chapters 1–28 Chapters 29–52 

e0cwqe/w (10x) 8:3; 16:15; 23:2, 3, 8; 
24:9; 25:16(49:36); 26(46):28; 
27(50):17; 28:35(51:34) and further 
9x in the Septuagint. 

diaspei/rw (2x) 30(49):5; 39(32):37 
and further Isa 56:8 

 spei/rw (1x) 37(30):17 
 
Tov gives the following explanation: 
 

Jer-OG’s e0cwqe/w is a perfect rendering of the Heb. diaspei/rw (‘to scatter’), found in Jer 
b', seems inappropriate at first glance, but since in the OT xydh is interchangeable with 
Cyph (‘to scatter’), this rendition should not be considered unapt. The fact that the other 
translators and revisers rendered xydh similarly corroborates this point. 
 
It is difficult to determine whether Jer-R was influenced by the technical meaning of 
diaspora/ when he replaced e0cwqe/w with diaspei/rw.63 

                                                
62 See further the longer version of my introduction to NETS Ieremias at 

http://ccat.sas.upenn.edu/nets/edition/ p. 3. 
63 Tov, Jeremiah, pp. 74-75. 
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 The internal consistency stands at –1 as does the external consistency.  
 Tov’s argument seems to be that since xydh is ‘interchangeable’ with 
Cyph and Cyph is often translated by diaspei/rw, diaspei/rw is not an unapt 
translation of xydh.  
 By way of description, it may be noted that, in Greek Jeremiah, Hebrew xdn 
was regularly translated by e0cwqe/w (10x) but that on three occasions it was 
rendered by (dia)spei/rw.  
 If then, by way of explanation, one begins with assumption that Greek 
Jeremiah is a literal translation (which is correct) and further assumes that 
literalism spells translational consistency, it follows that the three non-default 
(i.e., marked) renderings must derive from a second translator or from a 
reviser. The question is, of course, whether the latter assumption is 
sustainable.  
 Though it holds pretty much for xdn – e0cwqe/w, seeing that the former is 
always translated by the latter in Greek Jeremiah 1–28, the reverse is not quite 
true since e0cwqe/w also translates h(t hiph ‘il (‘cause to wander’) in 27(50):6 
and xwd hiph‘il (‘cleanse away’) in 28:35(51:34).64 diaspei/rw presents a 
slightly different picture, since in the Septuagint generally it translates twelve 
Hebrew words and in Jeremiah we see the following: 
 

13:24 = Cwp hiph‘il; 15:7 = hrz qal; 18:17 = Cwp hiph‘il; 25:15(49:36) = 
hrz pi‘el; 30(49):5 = xdn niph‘al; 39(32):17 = xdn hiph‘il; 47(40):15 = Cwp 
niph‘al; 52:8 = Cwp niph‘al. Thus in Greek Jeremiah diaspei/rw translates 
Cwp 4x, hrz 2x, hdn 2x.  

 
The first two, Cwp and hrz, occur in both halves, and the last one, hdn, only in 
Greek Jeremiah 29–52. This suggests that neither Greek Jeremiah 1–28 nor 
Greek Jeremiah 29–52 is stuck on an x = y lexical relationship between the 
source language and the target language—which is not to say, of course, that 
such one-to-one linkage does not occur, but it is to say that it cannot be 
presupposed in any given instance.  
 That being the case, one might perhaps better look at the meaning of 
e0cwqe/w and diaspei/rw respectively, instead of at the issue of lexical 
consistency on the translational level. Tov himself here points the way when 
he writes in a footnote to the switch from e0cwqe/w to diaspei/rw, 

                                                
64 Tov, Jeremiah,  p. 74 reads √xdn in 51:34. 
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Already at an early date diaspora/ was used as a technical term denoting the Jewish 
diaspora, cf. Deut 28:25 Jer 15:7 41(34):17 Ep.Jac. 1:1. Note further that the renditions 
listed in the right column refer to the scattering of Israel (with the exception of Jer 
37(30):17; in these cases diaspei/rw denotes the ‘bringing into the diaspora/’. Cf. K. L. 
Schmidt, diaspora/, ThWNT 2 (1935) 98-104 and Seeligmann, Isaiah, 113 on Is 35:8.  
 
It is not certain whether Jer-R was influenced by the technical meaning of the verb since 
30(49):5 refers to Edom and 37(30):16 has the simplex of the verb.65  

 
Though Seeligmann is undoubtedly correct in observing that, for Jews, 
diaspora/ was symbolic of misery and humiliation,66 it was not solely a 
negative term, as Schmidt recognizes, but a positive one as well. While 
diaspei/rw and diaspora/ have to do with scattering seed67 and thus could have 
the sense of ‘to throw away’, it also, and perhaps predominantly, has the 
sense of seeding that leads to new life. Isa 35:8 spells this out rather 
explicitly.68 By contrast, e0cwqe/w + cognates means ‘to expel, drive away, 
reject’. That, however, is scarcely the whole story of Israel’s (Judah’s) exile, 
according to Greek Jeremiah. 
 As Tov states, it is uncertain whether the originator of Jeremiah 30(49):5; 
39(32):37 had rebirth in mind, but as an explanation for the text we have it 
would seem preferable to a reviser who rejected a ‘perfect rendering of the 
Heb(rew)’ (so Tov) in favour of what he deemed to be a better than perfect 
translational equivalent. 
 The items in group 5 can be marked as +1/+1 = 49; –1/–1 = 50; –1/0 = 
51. 
 
 

Conclusions 
 
Despite the fact that the argumentation in chapter III appears to be circular 
and proves what is presupposed, one may still want to ask whether the 
evidence presented argues at all for a Hebraizing revision (in distinction from 
a translation). Since Tov offers fifty-one numbered  

                                                
65 Tov, Jeremiah, p. 91, footnote 129. 
66 Seeligmann, Isaiah, p. 112. 
67 Not surprisingly, therefore, the standard translation of (rz+ cognates is spei/rw + 

cognates. Cf. 37(30):17. 
68 NETS: ‘A pure way shall be there,/ and it shall be called a holy way;/ and the unclean shall 

not pass by there,/ nor shall be there an unclean way,/ but those who have been dispersed (oi9 ... 
diesparme/noi) shall walk on it, and they shall not go astray’. 
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examples, to each of which translational consistency can be applied, both 
internally and externally, one ends up with 102 occasions for greater 
consistency (for lack of a better term). One may add thereto 1b(2x) and 2b(2x) 
(see Tov items 1 and 2 respectively) for a total of 106. Adding the respective 
totals from each of the five group together gives us: 
 

Consistency   Occurrences Percentage 
+1 32 30 
–1 33 31 
 0 41 39 

 
The above totals are, of course, raw data. That is to say, though statistically it 
might look as if in 32 out of 106 instances there is evidence of a higher 
degree of translational consistency and thus of ‘revision’, upon closer scrutiny 
the higher degree could well be due to other causes. Yet, given the fact that 
the totals for +1 and –1 are virtually the same, it is not plausible to argue that 
Greek Jeremiah 29–52 is at all characterized by a higher degree of 
translational consistency than is Greek Jeremiah 1–28. Increased consistency 
is canceled out by decreased consistency. On that basis, therefore, there is no 
reason to think of Greek Jeremiah 29–52 as a revision of the Old Greek of 
Jeremiah—unless, at the same time, we declare it sui generis. Furthermore, in 
more general terms, it is difficult to find even a single instance, in chapter III, 
in which revision is a more parsimonious explanation than any other. It would 
seem safe to conclude, therefore, that Tov’s hypothesis of revision in Greek 
Jeremiah 29–52 has been falsified. 
 As a result, in Greek Jeremiah Thackeray’s theory of two translators 
remains standing by default, even though uncomfortably so. Given that 
Thackeray’s two blocks of text are, as Tov has shown, interrelated by 
similarities and differences, he is correct in finding fault with Thackeray’s 
theory. But since his own theory of revision, similar to the Gray-Baumgärtel 
two-translator theory in Greek Isaiah, fails to provide a better explanation, an 
explanation other than revision must be explored. Tov himself, perhaps 
inadvertently, points to a new hypothesis, namely, contextual accommodation 
and exegesis. That is to say, not only should the documented differences 
between chapters 1–28 and 29–52 be approached from the perspective of 
contextual accommodation and exegesis, but as well the differences within 
the so-called two halves of Greek Jeremiah. Tov deserves credit for having 
called attention to this aspect of Greek Jeremiah. 
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 As noted earlier, though Greek Jeremiah can be called an isomorphic 
translation, typically replacing a morpheme of the source text with a 
morpheme in the target text, it is much less a ‘literal’ translation if ‘literal’ is 
understood to equate with translational consistency. Though literalism of the 
x = y (lexemic) variety gives more scope to retroversion to the source text, 
literalism of the isomorphic type allows for more interpretation and exegesis. 
It is this aspect of Greek Jeremiah that needs more exploration. That much is 
crystal clear from Tov’s study. 
 
 


