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I. Introduction 
 

What I aim to do in this paper, composed to celebrate the advent of LXX-
Deutsch, should be reasonably clear from its title. Though differently 
organized, LXX-D and NETS + the Society of Biblical Literature 
Commentary on the Septuagint (SBLCS) are projects of substantially the 
same kind. That is to say, both aim to offer a translation of the Septuagint 
in a modern language and both offer a commentary of sorts on the Greek 
text.  
 The first phase, the translation phase, is now drawing to a close for 
both LXX-D and NETS, and the second phase, the commentary phase, is 
largely before us. It is the second phase, the commentary phase, which 
concerns me in the present paper. One might reasonably anticipate, 
furthermore, that the issue of Septuagint exegesis and hermeneutics will 
receive increased attention within the discipline in the next decade or so. 
 

II. Production and Reception 
As a sequel to NETS, SBLCS2 aims to comment on the Greek text as 
produced in distinction from the text as received; consequently, the 
reference to ‘production’ and ‘reception’ in my title! In point of fact, this 
distinction between event of production and history of reception is 
fundamental to both NETS and SBLCS, but for obvious reasons carries 
greater weight in the latter, if it be granted that, though translation is 
‘interpretation’ (in a general sense), translation does not thereby become 
exegesis (in any meaningful sense). Briefly stated, the distinction in 
question aims to do in the exegetical domain what we, as Septuagintalists, 
routinely do in the domain of text-criticism. That is to say, just as we 
text-critically distinguish between the form of the original text, on the one 
hand and text-forms that arose in transmission history, on the other, so in 
exegetical terms a distinction is needed, as I see it, between the text as 
produced, on the one hand, and the text as received, on the other. It  

                                       
1 My thanks to Cameron Boyd-Taylor for his constructive critique. 
2 For its Prospectus see BIOSCS 31 (1998): 43–48. 
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was this distinction I addressed at some length in a recent paper on 
Messianism in the Greek Psalter (à propos Ps 28), at the Colloquium 
Biblicum Lovaniense LIII, 2004. The recurring question I there asked of 
commentators on (Greek) Ps 28 was whether the exegesis attributed to the 
Greek translator, upon closer scrutiny had to do with the text as produced 
or with the text as received. My conclusion there was that virtually all of 
the material cited had to do with the latter rather than with the former, 
even though attributed to the translator.  
 In Paul Ricoeur’s terms one might here speak of ‘configuration,’ on the 
one hand, and ‘refiguration’ on the other. 
 Elsewhere3 I have argued that the kind of distinction I am suggesting, 
rather than being in any way a novel idea, has instead a long history in 
Septuagint Studies and might indeed be called axiomatic for the discipline. 
Martin Flashar4 more than a century ago, at a number of points in his 
study speaks of some such distinction. To paraphrase only his closing 
remark: Axiomatic for all Septuagintal exegesis is the presupposition that, 
due to the translator’s peculiar translation technique, a Hellenistic reader 
might have understood the text quite differently from what was intended.5 
Similarly, James Barr in his well-known rejoinder to David Hill insisted on 
the  
 
necessary distinction between two sets of mental processes, those of the 
translators themselves, whose decisions about meaning were reached from the 
Hebrew text, and those of later readers, most of whom did not know the original.6 
 
From the perspective of Descriptive Translation Studies, Gideon Toury 
might be cited to the same effect. For Toury argues that, though a 
translation might feature a textual-linguistic make-up designed for its 
intended role in the host culture, it might in fact be made to play quite a 
different role, in spite of its make-up and without formal alteration 
thereto.  
 
Lastly, a voice from outside of the discipline of Septuagint Studies. In 
conclusion to his commentary on the Hebrew of Psalm 8, Peter Craigie 
writes:  
 
In the early church, the words of the psalm describing mankind’s role of dominion 
in the world (8:6–7) are given christological significance with respect to the 
dominion of Jesus  

                                       
3A. PIETERSMA, LXX and DTS—A New Archimedean Point for Septuagint Studies? 
BIOSCS 39 (2006) 1–11.  
4M. FLASHAR, Exegetische Studien zum Septuagintapsalter, ZAW 32 (1912) 81–116, 
161–189, 241–268.   
5 “Als Kanon für alle Septuaginta Exegese … darf … der Satz gelten: Man muß von 
der Voraussetzung ausgehen, … daß die eigenartige Übersetzungstechnik G’s zur 
Wahl einer Übersetzung führte, die ein hellenistischer Leser anders verstehen 
mußte, als G im Sinne hatte.” Ibid. 268. 
6J. BARR, Common Sense and Biblical Language,” Biblica 49 (1968) 377–387, here: 
379. 
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Christ in his resurrection and exaltation (1 Cor 15:27; Eph 1:22; Heb 2:6–8). In one 
sense, this is quite a new meaning, not evidently implicit in the psalm in its 
original meaning and context. And yet in another sense, it is a natural 
development of the thought of the psalm, for the dominion of which the psalmist 
spoke may have a theological reality, yet it did not always appear to have historical 
reality in the developing history of the human race. The historical reality, according 
to Paul and the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews, is—and will be—fulfilled in 
the risen Christ.7 
 
Not only does Craigie make the same sort of distinction I have in mind: 
production, on the one hand, and reception, on the other, but I am not 
aware that to make such a distinction is unusual in biblical exegesis, 
whether the distinction be cast as ‘prophecy’ and ‘fulfilment’, ‘pre-
canonical reading’ versus ‘canonical reading’, ‘articulation’ as opposed to 
‘re-articulation’,‘configuration’ in distinction from ‘refiguration’, ‘meaning 
of the text’ versus ‘significance for the reader’, ‘projected role’ as different 
from ‘actual role’, the last named being of special relevance for a 
translated text. Other such couplets might readily be added. If the above is 
at all correct, I would respectfully suggest that ‘production’ and 
‘reception’, as distinct phenomena in Septuagint Studies, can scarcely be 
considered controversial and might in fact bring Septuagint exegesis into 
better alignment with biblical exegesis in general. In any case, the 
fundamental issue here is that opposition is axiomatic: A is not B and B is 
not A.  
 In the remainder of my paper I will attempt to advance the discussion 
about these two interrelated concepts by studying Greek Psalm 8, on the 
one hand, and, on the other, its interpretation in the New Testament, 
notably in Hebr 2,6–9, which cites Psalm 8 at some length (namely, vv. 5–
7). The obvious benefit in such an exercise is that it enables one to see, on 
the one hand, what the Greek translator did with his Hebrew source text 
(i.e., ‘production’) and, on the other, how the Greek text was interpreted at 
some point in its history of interpretation (i.e., ‘reception’). Thereafter we 
will ask the question how these seemingly diverging ‘interpretations’ 
might be brought into relationship hermeneutically. That is to say, can 
‘production’ in distinction from ‘reception’ or ‘configuration’ as opposed 
to ‘refiguration’ perhaps be conceptualized in terms of the nature of 
‘text’? My focus will be on Ps 8,5–7 (= Hebr 2,6–8), but I begin with a brief 
synopsis and linguistic characterization of the translated psalm. 

                                       
7Peter Craigie, Psalms 1–50 (World Biblical Commentary; Waco TX 1983), 110. 
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III. Production of Psalm 8 
 

Psalm 8 may be called a song or hymn of praise to Israel’s God as the Lord 
of creation, with echoes of Gen 1–2, in three component parts, framed as 
an inclusio. Vv. 2–4 are in praise of God’s magnificence and grandeur 
manifested in his name and detectable in the night-sky, vv. 5–6 conclude 
to human insignificance by comparison, and vv. 7–9 bespeak mankind’s 
God-given role within creation, notwithstanding its lower than angelic 
status. Vv. 21 and 10 frame the psalm and thereby underscore its central 
theme. Craigie aptly calls Psalm 8 a psalm of creation. 
 By way of linguistic characterization one may note that the superscript, 
in its Hebrew version thought to reflect musical directions and other cultic 
technicalities, in the Greek has become a series of disjointed and largely 
unintelligible phrases. Only the last of the three notes carries any 
transparent sense, namely, that the psalm at some point was thought to 
pertain to David, without obvious warrant in the text.8  
 The basic structure of the psalm has been marginally affected by 
translation, even though what Briggs9 terms “an initial prayer” in the 
Hebrew (2b), in the Greek becomes a statement of fact, made to refer to 
God’s creative act at the beginning. One finds in the Greek psalm 
mechanical representations of the source text, as for instance the future 
verb o1yomai in 4a for a Hebrew yiqtol form as well as preceding o(/ti for yk. 
Yet there are exegetical moves away from the Hebrew even on the 
sentence level, 2b being an instance. Since much reference is being made 
to God’s primeval act of creation, most verbs are past tense, to the point 
that the Greek translator (G hereafter) deviates from his default equation 
to such an extent that yiqtol = aorist indicative (5x) outnumbers qatal = 
aorist indicative (3x). In light of such relative freedom, the rote 
substitution of yiqtol by a future indicative in 4a is all the more 
conspicuous, as is the causal link between 4a and what precedes. 
 While Psalm 8 shows thematic affinity with Gen 1–2 (transferred from 
its source), there is no evidence of deliberate intertextuality with Greek 
Genesis. 
 On balance Psalm 8 is fairly typical of the Greek Psalter: strict 
adherence to its source but occasional deviation. 

                                       
8NETS: Regarding completion. Over the wine vats. A Psalm. Pertaining to Dauid. 
9C. A. & E. G. Briggs, The Book of Psalms 2 vol. (ICC; New York: Charles Scribner’s 
Sons, 1906), 1:61. 
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I cite here only Ps 8,5–7, since these verses are cited in Hebrews 2. 
 
NRSV (slightly modified) 
4 what is man that you are mindful of 
him,  
and the son of man that you care for 
him? 
5 Yet you have made him a little 
lower than God, 
and crowned him with glory and 
honor. 
6 You have given him dominion over 
the works of your hands; 
you have put all things under his feet 
 

MT 
wnrkzt yk #wn) hm 5 

wndqpt yk Md) Nbw 
 
 

Myhl)m +(m whrsxtw 6 
whr+(t rdhw dwbkw 

 
Kydy y#(mb whly#mt 7 

wylgr txt ht# lk 
 

LXX 
5 ti/ e0stin a1nqrwpoj, o(/ti mimnh/|skh| 
au0tou=,  
h2 ui9o\j a0nqrw&pou, o(/ti e0piske/pth| au0to/n; 
6 h0la/ttwsaj au0to\n braxu/ ti par’ 
a0gge/louj,  
do/ch| kai\ timh=| e0stefa/nwsaj au0to/n: 
 
7 kai\ kate/sthsaj au0to\n e0pi\ ta\ e1rga tw~n 
xeirw~n sou,  
pa/nta u9pe/tacaj u9poka/tw tw~n podw~n 
au0tou=, 

NETS 
5 What is man that you are 
mindful of him, 
or son of man that you attend to 
him? 
6 You diminished him a little in 
comparison with angels; 
with glory and honor you crowned 
him. 
7 And you set him over the works 
of your hands; 
you subjected all under his feet, 

To the extent that default (unmarked) Greek-Hebrew equivalents are 
deployed, it is unlikely that the text can tell us anything about its 
exegetical dimension—and that includes most of the key terms.  
 In v. 5 what initially attracts attention is a1nqrwpoj in line 1 and ui9o\j 
a0nqrw&pou in line 2. But once it is realized that, though a1nqrwpoj and #wn) 
are not a closed equation, the latter is nevertheless always translated by 
the former (13x), it becomes clear that what we have in 8,5 is predictable 
and may thus safely be dismissed from exegetical consideration at the 
event of production. The same may be concluded for ui9o\j a0nqrw&pou in line 
2, since Md) Nb is so translated 62x out of 65x. One of the three 
exceptions is 48(49),3 where #y) ynb Mg Md) ynb Mg is translated as oi(/ te 
ghgenei=j kai\ oi9 ui9oi\ tw~n a0nqrw&pwn (“both the earthborn and the sons of 
men”). One might therefore ask why our translator deviated from his 
default in 48,3, but in 8,5 there is no such question to ask. Yet Joachim 
Schaper,10 though rhetorically expressing  

                                       
10J. SCHAPER, Eschatology in the Greek Psalter (WUNT II 76), Tübingen: 1995), 76–
78, 97–99. 
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reservations about the messianic interpretation of P. Volz, nevertheless 
concludes that G read his text messianically. Since the New Testament 
does likewise, I will return to this question later. 
 V. 6 offers relatively more of exegetical interest. I begin with the most 
obvious, namely, par’ a0gge/louj for Myhl)m. Since Myhl) is a high-
frequency item in Psalms and almost without fail is translated by qeo/j, the 
reading here is likely exegetical, though the reason for it is not obvious. It 
may be that G wanted here an ontological hierarchy of (1) God, (2) angels, 
(3) humans, (4) other animate creatures (8–9), but that does not explain 
why he similarly opted for angels in 96:7 and 137:1. Whatever the precise 
reason,  ‘the three’ (Aquila, Symmachus, Theodotion) side with MT, while 
Peshitta, Targum and Vulgate agree with the Greek. 
 Of central importance for my purposes, however, is not par’ a0gge/louj 
for Myhl)m (interesting though it be), but rather what precedes it in v. 6, 
namely, h0la/ttwsaj au0to\n braxu/ ti. NETS translates the line as “You 
diminished him a little in comparison with angels,” attempting to reflect 
the awkwardness of the Greek, something that, as we will see, was put to 
interesting use in Hebrews 2.  
 The equivalence e0latto/w (e0lattono/w) - rsx occurs twice in Psalms, 8,6 
and 33(34).11, but is relatively well known elsewhere in the LXX (19x apart 
from Psalms), mostly as qal (15x) but twice each in piel (Ps 8,6; Eccl 4,8) 
and hiphil (Exod 16.18; Isa 32,6). On the Greek side, differentiation takes 
place, but not noticeably in terms of what conjugation the source text 
uses. Rather, the differentiation is along the lines of two semantic 
components (1) “to lack / be deprived of” and (2) “to decrease / diminish.” 
Accordingly, when component (1) is at issue, we find such words as 
a0pore/w, e0ndeh/j / e0nde/w / ende/omai / prosde/w, steri/skw, u9stere/w, only the last 
with a significant number of occurrences (6x). When component (2) is in 
view the verb is e0latto/w / e0lattono/w (upwards of a dozen occurrences). 
This two-fold delineation is exactly what we have in Psalms; 22,1 uses 
u9stere/w (“I shall lack nothing”), while 8,6 and 33,11 (“[they] shall not suffer 
decrease in any good thing”) use e0latto/w (even though MT has piel in the 
former but qal in the latter). Since denominative verbs in -o/w are regularly 
causative / factitive and e0latto/w is no exception to the rule, judging from 
its use in Greek literature including the LXX, it cannot be considered a 
good contextual fit in 8,6. Given what we have, the text might be 
construed to mean that God diminished mankind from a status previously 
enjoyed (higher than the angels), and as such it might be taken to refer to 
the fall into sin. That this is not what G had in view seems clear from the 
line as a whole, particularly its closing phrase “in comparison with angels.” 
Thus it must surely mean that, while both humans and angels are God’s 
creatures, the former were assigned a status lower than the latter. 
Didymus the Blind (021.49.3)11 was keenly aware of the problem in Ps 8,6 

                                       
11Didymus the Blind, Ps. 8,6 (PTS 15, 147). 
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and pointedly noted that the text does not read e0la/ttona pepoi/hkaj (“you 
created him less”), but instead h0la/ttwsaj (“you diminished him”). 
Didymus, however, read Ps 8:6 through the lens of Hebr 2,7. One may well 
ask, of course, why G opted for e0latto/w. Had Hebrew rsx occurred with 
some frequency in Psalms, one might have suggested that he simply fell 
into the trap of semantic stereotyping, dropping a word into a syntactic 
slot where it does not really fit. But it remains difficult all the same not to 
invoke the vertical dimension of the translated text, i.e., interference from 
the source text to the detriment of contextual sense in the target text. 
 A second item in the same line, which undergoes interesting 
refiguration in reception history, is braxu/ ti for Hebrew +(m. Though braxu/ 
ti does not occur elsewhere in Psalms, the equation +(m - braxu/j is made 
several times (93,17; 104,12; 118,87). More importantly braxu/ ti is a 
standard Greek phrase and regularly refers to degree (‘a little’ versus ‘a 
lot’) rather than to temporal duration (‘a short time’). As we will see 
shortly, Hebrews 2 puts a temporal spin on it. In Ps 8,6 it captures the 
sense of the source text and can therefore not be considered exegetical.  
The rest of v. 6 shows little meaningful departure from the Hebrew. Both 
do/ca - dwbk (“glory”) and stefano/w - r+( (“to crown”) are standard 
equivalents in Psalms and therefore not exegetically noteworthy. timh/ for 
rdh (“splendour”) is unique to 8,6 in Psalms, though not in the LXX (Job 
40,5; Isa 35,2). In similar manner, G opts for the do/ca // timh/ pair in 28,1 
= 95,7. Perhaps not irrelevant is that megalopre/p- , the default for rdh, 
has already occurred in v. 2, but in reference to God.  
 V. 7 commences with kai/, which may be textual, since the Peshitta 
likewise has a conjunction and v. 6 in MT ends with w. The equivalence 
kaqi/sthmi - l#m hiphil is unique to 8,7, but since the default for this root, 
despo/zw (“to rule”) (21,29; 58,14; 65,7; 88,10; 102,19) cannot work for 
l#m hiphil, G’s differentiation is obligatory (i.e., demanded by Greek 
usage). Given that kaqi/sthmi occurs 6x elsewhere in Psalms for “to appoint” 
(2,6; 9,21; 17,44; 44,17; 104,21; 108,6) and that it is standard throughout 
the LXX, the choice here is scarcely surprising. 
 Lastly, the collocation pa/nta u9pe/tacaj. Statistically the u9pota/ssw - ty# 
equivalence is of interest, because it is unique to this passage in the LXX. 
In Psalms, Hebrew ty# (“to put”) occurs 30x and in twenty-six of these it is 
translated by ti/qhmi, twice it is rendered by kaqi/sthmi (9,21; 44[45],17), 
once by di/dwmi (21[20],7), but only in 8,7 by u9pota/ssw. The last named 
instance is the more interesting, since it is not due to obligatory 
differentiation (cf. 109,1). The reason for G’s choice, it would seem, is 
contextual. Since u9pota/ssw typically has an animate object, pa/nta might 
best be taken to anticipate the sentient creatures of vv. 8–9, sheep, cows, 
wild animals, birds, fish and (presumably) sea monsters. As a result, ta\ 
e1rga tw~n xeirw~n sou of the preceding line must likewise refer to the work of 
God as sculptor (cf. 4a)  
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rather than God as builder (cf. 4b). Hence human sovereignty, according to 
the Greek, extends to the animal kingdom, but nothing is said explicitly 
about the rest of creation. This fits well the logic of the passage and may 
be what the Hebrew has in mind. Be it noted, however, that lk followed by 
ty# is ambiguous. Hence in this instance G interestingly draws on the 
larger context to disambiguate his source. 
 
 

IV. Reception of Psalm 8 in Hebrews 2 
 

More could be said about Psalm 8 as produced but since my focus is 
determined by Hebrews 2, I now turn to Hebr 2,5–9, which might be 
described as including a re-figuration or re-articulation of Ps 8,5–7. The 
components of this re-figuration I have already noted. The terms 
a1nqrwpoj and ui9o\j a0nqrw&pou of Ps 8,5, though there referring to mankind 
(contra Schaper) in continuity with its Hebrew source, are now read 
messianically and applied to Jesus. The partial faux pas of G in 8,6, 
namely, the awkward use of e0latto/w (“to diminish”) is cleverly re-figured 
to refer to Jesus’ becoming human, and the adverbial braxu/ ti, indicating 
‘degree’ in Ps 8,6a—a sense it typically has in Greek usage—is recast as a 
temporal adverb12—a meaning it rarely has—to refer to the temporary 
nature of Jesus’ humiliation.13 It may be interesting to note that this 
interpretation of 8,6a was made the more possible by the fact that the LXX 
translator (unlike ‘the three’) had rendered Myhl)m by par’ a0gge/louj. 
Clearly, para\ qeo/n of Aquila, Symmachus and Theodotion would not have 
worked as well, if at all. 
 After Jesus’ temporary humiliation, now based on v. 6a, v. 6b (“with 
glory and honor you crowned him”) suitably signals his exaltation. Two 
items of Ps 8,7 are of interest in the re-figuration of Hebrews 2. I begin 
with the second one. If my interpretation of pa/nta as denoting the animate 
creation is correct, Hebrews makes it to include the entire creation,14 
therefore departing from the Greek of Psalm 8, and possibly from the 
Hebrew as well. The appointment of the risen Christ, by God, thus 
comprises the all.  
 Of perhaps greater interest is that Hebrews 2 omits all of Ps 8,7a, 
though its secondary addition is well attested (NETS: “And you set him 
over the works of your hands”). Although it is not impossible that the 
omission is  

                                       
12 A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early Christian 
Literature, rev. and ed. F. W. DANKER, based on Walter BAUER’s Griechisch-deutsches 
Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen Testaments und der frühchristlichen 
Literatur, sixth edition, ed. K. ALAND and B. ALAND with V. REICHMANN and on 
previous English editions by W. F. ARNDT, F. W. GINGRICH and F. W. DANKER 
(Chicago/London: University of Chicago Press, [1979] 2000) 147. 
13Hebr 2,9. 
14As do 1Cor 15,27 and Eph 1,22. 
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due to textual mishap rather than exegetical decision, the latter seems 
more likely. In that case, however, the omission must be considered part 
of the psalm’s re-figuration. 
 Though the chief components of the refiguration are relatively easy to 
identify, the question of its conceptualization as yet remains. In other 
words, what principled, scientific justification can be cited in support of 
re-figuring or re-articulating Psalm 8, or any other text, for that matter, 
irrespective of its being sacred or secular? 
 
 

V. Back to the Beginning 
 

I return to the beginning of my paper, where I suggested that the 
distinction between text-production, on the one hand, and text-reception, 
on the other, is axiomatic for Septuagint Studies, is adhered to more 
broadly in biblical studies, and is thus scarcely subject to controversy. My 
brief comparison of Psalm 8 and Hebrews 2, I would submit, has 
confirmed the need for some such distinction. The only real question is 
how the relationship between text-produced and text-received can best 
be conceptualized. 
 At first blush, one might conclude that we are faced with an either / 
or, either we read the Greek psalm through the lens of the translator or 
else we read it through the lens of the author of Hebrews. Either we read 
Psalm 8 with reference to the creation of mankind, as the translator 
construed it in adherence to his source, or we read it in reference to the 
Messiah, as we find in Hebrews 2. Should Hebrews perhaps be dismissed 
as a piece of clever eisegesis rather than as sober exegesis of Psalm 8? Is 
it necessary to link meaning to one or the other of the two 
consciousnesses associated with the text, namely, either that of the 
author-translator or that of the reader?  
 One might indeed come to this conclusion, if one approach Psalm 8 
from the point of view of so-called Romanticist hermeneutics, which, 
according to its critics, identifies text interpretation with the recognition of 
an author’s intent from the point of view of the first addressees. In other 
words, the aim here is to re-create the original speech event and thus to 
understand the psychology of another person. Paul Ricoeur refers to this 
approach as the “psychological conception of hermeneutics,” since its 
effect is to impose on text interpretation a framework of inter-subjectivity, 
encapsulated in the mantra, “to understand the author better than he did 
himself.”  
 If one were to use this approach on Psalm 8, one would presumably 
conclude that Hebrews 2 does not accord with the author-translator’s 
intent and can, therefore, not be deemed a valid interpretation of Psalm 8. 
Similarly, one might conceivably assert that Hebrews’ interpretation of 
Psalm 8 is exactly what the translator had in view, as Schaper would have 
us believe regarding a1nqrwpoj and ui9o\j a0nqrw&pou in Ps 8,5. In that case, 
one simply  
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retroverts Hebrews 2 into Psalm 8, or collapses the former into the latter. 
Alternatively, one might assert that the notion of author-translator’s intent 
is irrelevant and only the propositional content of the text counts. But 
whether one elevates the author-translator at the expense of the text or 
the text at the expense of the author-translator, one would be using, as 
Ricoeur insists, a unidimensional approach to the text, neither of which is 
capable of doing justice to the text’s dialectic of event and meaning. 
Romanticist hermeneutics, Ricoeur argues, is based one-sidedly on the 
speech event, trying to recreate the communication of speaker and hearer 
focused on their psychological state. (Very real in this approach is the 
temptation to circumvent the text altogether.) That approach Ricoeur 
labels the “intentional fallacy,” because it proposes author’s intent as the 
only valid criterion of interpretation. In reaction to Romanticist 
hermeneutics, one might be tempted to hypostasize the text and make it 
into an authorless entity, thereby committing, what Ricoeur calls, the 
“fallacy of the absolute text,” since one is interested solely in the text’s 
content (i.e., the ‘what’ but not the ‘what said’), thereby making it into a 
natural object rather than a human act and in fact rendering it 
unhistorical, in other words, destroying the text qua text by making it into 
nothing more than a pebble on the beach. 
 It would appear, therefore, that in Ricoeur’s view, we are forced to 
conclude that the issue at hand cannot reasonably be one of either / or—
i.e., either we use the translator’s lens or we use the lens of the author of 
Hebrews. By the same token, however, neither would it seem justified to 
collapse the two. To understand why neither is a realistic option one needs 
to entertain Ricoeur’s concept of ‘text.’ 
 
 

VI. What is a Text? 
 

Most simply put, according to Ricoeur, a text is discourse in written form, 
inscribed verbal communication, dialogue put to paper, papyrus, stone 
etc. Whatever the precise wording selected, central throughout is the 
notion that text, like spoken discourse, has an inner dialectic, the both / 
and in dialogue. Ricoeur in fact speaks of the “nuclear dialectic” of 
discourse. Inter alia this means that text qua discourse comprises event 
and meaning, i.e., speech event and propositional content, author’s intent 
and autonomous text, writer and reader in dialogical relation; in short 
‘some one says something to somebody.’ Since ‘text’ is ‘discourse,’ all the 
factors and functions of verbal communication, as delineated by Roman 
Jakobson in his famous article “Linguistics and Poetics,”15 remain pertinent 
for text, and that includes the  

                                       
15R. JAKOBSON, Linguistics and Poetics, in:  Style in Language, ed. T. A. SEBEOK, 
Cambridge MA 1960), 350–77. Jakobson’s delineation may be arranged as a 
cruciform, with (1) speaker (factor) = emotive (function), (2) message (factor) = 
poetic (function), (3) hearer (factor) = conative (function) as its horizontal beam, 
and (4) situation (factor) = referential (function), [(2) message = poetic,] (5) 
medium (factor) = phatic (function), (6) code (factor) = metalinguistic (function) as 
its vertical post. 
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factor of ‘speaker’, hence the notion of author-translator’s intentionality. 
What happens, of course, in the transformation from spoken discourse to 
written discourse, is that author-translator’s intent becomes an aspect of 
the text. To be emphasized here is, however, that, for Ricoeur, 
‘autonomous text’ is to be sharply distinguished from ‘absolute text’, a 
concept he emphatically rejects, as characteristic of a certain kind of 
unidimensional hermeneutics that ignores intentionality. Text autonomy, 
therefore, does not mean that one reads the text in isolation from author-
translator’s intent.  
 It seems to me that what we have here is a concept of ‘text’ that over-
arches text-production and text-reception and thus conceptualizes their 
relationship. 
 I hurry back to Psalm 8 to ask how translator’s intent and text 
autonomy, though dialectically related, may nevertheless be distinguished. 
Let me begin by noting a truism from textual criticism. Septuagint text-
criticism is (potentially) more exact than either Hebrew Bible text-criticism 
or NT text-criticism, because in large part we have the original from which 
the translation derives. Similarly, I would argue (with Aejmelaeus16) that in 
the hermeneutics of a translated text more can typically be determined 
about translator’s intent when the source text can be accessed. In other 
words, translator’s intent is often identified by a comparison of the target 
text with the source text. I am reminded here of Flashar’s dictum that a 
translator’s semantic intent may often be found where the Hebrew and 
Greek lexemes intersect. In NETS terms, we might say that the vertical 
dimension (i.e., inter-textual relation of target and source) of the 
translated text is at times a better indicator of meaning than its Greek 
context, i.e., its horizontal dimension (intra-textual relations of target 
text). Borrowing from Ricoeur we might say that the polysemy of words, 
though normally screened by context, from time to time is not so screened 
in the LXX. Needless to say, ‘reception / refiguration’ will override 
‘production’ / ‘configuration’ in such case. A good example from Psalm 8 
is e0latto/w (v. 6). Though poorly used when the text was produced, it is 
normalized in reception history by Hebrews 2. Differently put, e0latto/w 
escapes the restriction imposed upon it by linkage to the Hebrew source 
text and is potentially universalized. This sort of adjustment is in fact one 
of the major shifts that occur from production to reception (from con-
figuration to  

                                       
16A. AEJMELAEUS, Übersetzungstechnik und theologische Interpretation, in Der 
Septuaginta-Psalter: sprachliche und theologische Aspekte, ed. E. ZENGER (HBS 32), 
Freiburg 2001), 3–18, here: 4. Her point is echoed by C. BOYD-TAYLOR, Reading 
between the Lines: Towards an Assessment of the Interlinear Paradigm for 
Septuagint Studies,” University of Toronto 2005 (Peeters [in press]) 427. 
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re-figuration), not only at the lower levels of constituent structure, but 
especially at the level of discourse, since cohesive links tend to be in short 
supply at the production stage. At the literary level, one might note that 
assonance, alliteration, rhythm, rhyme and even metrics may be 
discovered in the text, though at the production stage they be nothing 
more than coincidence. I am reminded here of a recently re-worked 
(unpublished) dissertation by Andrei Desnitsky, “Poetry in the Septuagint 
and Beyond,” in which he seeks to forge a link between selections from the 
Septuagint and Byzantine rhythmic poetry. 
  
 

VII. Text and Genre 
 

If then hermeneutics—the discipline focused on text-interpretation—must 
begin with a concept of ‘text’, it is equally important to learn what kind of 
text one sets oneself to interpret. That is to say, part and parcel of 
interpreting a text is to read its codes, its phonological code, its lexical 
code, its syntactical code, but as well its ‘genre’ code. For genre, 
according to Ricoeur, like other codes, is a generative device used to 
produce a given mode of discourse (text). And as a generative device the 
‘genre’ code has its own set of rules for production. One might thus say, 
with Ricoeur, that in using the ‘genre’ code “language is submitted to the 
rules of a kind of craftsmanship.”17 How does this apply to translated 
literature in general and Psalm 8 in particular? Very directly it would seem. 
First, since it must surely be granted that ‘translating’ is verbal behaviour 
and that verbal behaviour is ipso facto goal-directed, it follows that 
translation (qua act), like all other forms of verbal behaviour, follows rules 
and is thus normative. Secondly, when discussing what in Descriptive 
Translation Studies (DTS) is deemed a basic, functional distinction between 
translation literature, on the one hand, and non-translation literature, on 
the other, Gideon Toury, supported by an array of witnesses, speaks of the 
latter as a ‘genre’.18 This is not to say, as Toury is quick to point out, that 
‘translation’ is a homogeneous genre, with crystal clear rules for the verbal 
game, nor that one set of rules fits all, but it is to say that ‘translation’ is 
governed by norms and that norms can be and should be identified by 
anyone seeking to interpret it. In point of fact, it is these translational 
norms that must form the basis of exegesis. Cameron Boyd-Taylor, both 
in his  

                                       
17 P. RICOEUR, Interpretation Theory: Discourse and the Surplus of Meaning,  Fort 
Worth 1976, 33. Following Levi-Strauss’ use of ‘mythemes’ and in light of Toury’s 
‘law of interference’ one might thus speak of ‘translatemes.’ 
18G. TOURY, Descriptive Translation Studies and Beyond (Benjamins Translation 
Library 4), Amsterdam/Philadelphia 1995, 28, 216 
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dissertation and in his paper given at the Leiden Panel on DTS & LXX,19 
following Toury’s lead has actively taken up the topic of normativity as it 
can be deduced from the Septuagint as produced. 
 As well, it is to say that ‘translation,’ like any other genre of verbal 
communication has its intended audience—its own projected niche in the 
host culture—reflected in its linguistic make-up. But just as a text may be 
produced as ‘romance’ but received as ‘history,’ so ‘translation’ may be 
produced as ‘translation’ but received as ‘original composition.’ This is 
effectively the story of the production of Psalm 8 and its reception in 
Hebrews 2. It is as well, I believe, the story of much of the translated LXX 
itself. Although its textual-linguistic make-up suggests that it was not 
produced as a replacement for its source text, at least as early as the time 
of Aristeas it had become its substitute at least in Alexandria. 
 
 

VIII. Explanation and Interpretation 
 
As I noted at the outset, my central interest is in the hermeneutics of a 
translated text. I therefore close with a preliminary foray into that area. 
This is perhaps the more important since hermeneutics—so Ricoeur—
deals with the interpretation of ‘texts’, and given the mode of translation 
common in the LXX, it is precisely ‘textuality’ (i.e., ‘text-ness’) that cannot 
be taken for granted at the stage of ‘production’ or ‘configuration’, though 
it is justifiably invoked in reception or refiguration.20 At the production 
stage there is often good reason for asking to what extent a given piece of 
translation can be called a “symphonic structure of segmental actions?”21 
Is such a characterization applicable to Greek Psalm 8 as produced? Yet for 
all that, since translation (no matter of what stripe) is verbal 
communication, albeit a separate genre, and therefore constitutes a ‘text’ 
until proven otherwise, hermeneutics of translated literature must be 
regarded as a subset of the hermeneutics of non-translated literature. 
 Earlier in my paper I suggested that NETS and its commentary sequel 
(SBLCS) are a kind of two-stage interpretive undertaking. That being the 
case, it may be expected that SBLCS will form a conceptual and 
methodological continuum with NETS. Since in NETS we have explicitly 
sought to place the Septuagint, as translated literature, within the 
parameters of DTS, as  

                                       
19C. BOYD-TAYLOR, Towards the Analysis of Translational Norms—A Sighting Shot,” 
BIOSCS 39 (2006): 27–46; see supra note 16. 
20As a result it may be preferable to emend Ricoeur’s ‘configuration’ (and 
‘refiguration’) to ‘figuration’ (and ‘refiguration’) when applied to translation rather 
than original composition. 
21P. RICOEUR, Interpretation Theory  85. Cf. “Prospectus,” 47 E. 4. 
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championed by Gideon Toury, it may be expected that SBLCS will attempt 
to follow suit. Despite the fact that I have invoked DTS at a number of 
points in my paper, Cameron Boyd-Taylor22 is surely correct in noting that 
DTS aims to be an explanatory framework for the linguistic make-up of 
translations but does not as such encompass a hermeneutics of 
translational literature, even though it can be said to have important 
implications for it.  
 The key methodological assumptions of DTS, which Boyd-Taylor takes 
as his point of departure, might be stated as follows. According to DTS a 
translation is an event within the literary system of the target culture, 
produced at a specific point in time and designed to occupy a specific slot 
within the literary system of that culture. More concretely this can be said 
to mean that the production of a translation is to be distinguished from its 
reception (or its configuration from its refiguration in Ricoeur’s terms) and 
that the translation’s linguistic make-up is reflective of its projected 
cultural slot. It is on this DTS foundation that Boyd-Taylor then builds his 
two axioms: 
 

Axiom 1—The basis of exegesis is the text qua ‘translation’. 
Axiom 2—The basis of exegesis is the translation qua ‘text’.23 

 
Axiom 1 is meant to signal (1) that, as a product of a specific time and 
cultural milieu, the exegete’s focus is on the original form of that text; (2) 
that, qua ‘translation’, and thus a distinct genre with its own rules, its 
relatedness to the source text plays a key role in exegesis; (3) that one’s 
aim is to determine the text’s exegetical difference from its source. As a 
result of this engagement with the source text, the exegete may be said to 
be working diachronically at this point. Differently put, the exegete’s 
primary concern is with the text as produced in distinction from the text 
as received, or, to use Ricoeur’s terms, the text as configured rather than 
the text as refigured.  
 Axiom 2 is intended to convey (1) that the concern of the exegete is 
with the text qua ‘text’, not now as to its inter-textual relatedness to the 
source but as to its intra-textual relations. Thus what comes into view is 
linguistic make-up and the extent to which linguistic make-up contributes 
to or detracts from the translation’s being written discourse i.e., a text in 
the full sense of that word; (2) that one’s focus is on the character of the 
text as a literary product. As a result of this intra-textual engagement, the 
exegete may be said to be working synchronically. Differently put, the 
exegete’s primary concern is (again) with the text as produced in 
distinction from the text as received, but one’s primary focus is on what 
might be called the horizontal dimension of the translated text. 

                                       
22BOYD-TAYLOR, Reading Between the Lines, chapt 12: Which Text? Whose Self-
Understanding, 426–453. 
23Ibid., 426. 
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 If I read Ricoeur aright, Boyd-Taylor’s two axioms based on DTS, 
accord well with what Ricoeur calls the two attitudes a reader takes toward 
a text,24 namely, that of ‘explanation’ and ‘interpretation’. ‘Explanation’ 
has to do with a structural analysis, i.e., segmentation for the purpose of 
establishing the various levels of (structural) integration, both horizontally 
and hierarchically. Since such an analysis involves not only the standard 
set of linguistic codes (phonological, lexical and syntactical), but as well 
the ‘genre’ code, it conforms to Boyd-Taylor’s Axiom 1. There is, however, 
one important difference: since Ricoeur is speaking of non-translated 
literature and Boyd-Taylor of translated literature, Ricoeur understandably 
includes nothing about the relation between target text and source text. 
 With ‘interpretation’ Ricoeur has in mind what Boyd-Taylor means by 
Axiom 2. And just as Ricoeur speaks of ‘explanation’ and ‘interpretation’ 
as standing in a relationship of complementarity and reciprocity (rather 
than opposition), so Boyd-Taylor speaks of his two axioms as being what 
might be termed two sides of the same coin. In ‘interpretation’ what 
comes into play is the reading of the text as discourse, as a ‘someone 
saying something to somebody’. 
  As I have tried to argue, a distinction between text-production and 
text-reception is axiomatic not only for text-interpretation in general, but 
as well for the text-interpretation of the translated Septuagint. An 
opposition of this kind might in fact have a liberating effect on the 
discipline, since the exegete will be relieved from having to attribute more 
to the Greek translator than the textual-linguistic make-up warrants, in an 
effort to construe the desired mediation between the event of text-
production and the history of text-reception. Concretely stated, it is no 
longer necessary for Schaper to attribute a messianic interpretation to the 
translator of Psalm 8 in an effort to give it interpretational validity. The 
real question is how text-production and text-reception can best be 
conceptualized and brought into relationship. Paul Ricoeur’s concept of 
text, I have suggested, is capable of doing precisely that.  
 Programmatically, the exegete might best proceed by asking him-
/herself the following set of questions: (1) What is a text? (2) How does 
one go about interpreting a text (= hermeneutics)? (3) What is the genre of 
the text in question (= text-linguistics)? (4) What are the exegetical rules 
and procedures for the genre in question? 
 Though re-figuration is in principle as valid as con-figuration, they are 
as distinct as text-reception and text-production. 
 
 
 
 

                                       
24See especially his What Is a Text? in:  A Ricoeur Reader: Reflection & Imagination, 
ed. M. J. VALDES, Toronto/Buffalo 1991, 43-64.  See further Ricoeur, Interpretation 
Theory: Discourse and the Surplus of Meaning, Fort Worh 1976. 


