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FOREWORD

Over more than sixty years the Septuagint has been one of the foci of my 

research. My first engagement with this oldest translation of the Bible took 

place when I chose to investigate a small word ὡς for my MA thesis at 

Tokyo Kyoiku University (now Tsukuba University) under the supervision of 

the late Prof. M. Sekine. A brief summary of the results of this investigation 

would become my first publication in English in an academic journal: Novum 

Testamentum vol. 8 (1964).

For a total of 33 years I taught at three overseas universities, and there 

my sphere of responsibilities was confined to Hebrew and Semitic studies. 

However, my first love, Greek, never left me, and I kept working at it on the 

side, which resulted in a number of publications prior to my retirement from 

Leiden University in 2003. After my retirement I have no human employer 

in whose direction I am obliged to glance over the shoulder, so that I have 

been able to invest as much time as I please in Greek philology, the Septuagint 

in particular, having a good number of articles and books published in the 

meantime. Viewing a study of the biblical languages and ancient translations 

of the Bible as a mission entrusted to me by my Creator I am still working 

hard at it.

For large-scale reference works such as my Septuagint lexicon, syntax, 

two-way index, all published by Peeters I naturally needed to undertake a 

close study of the Septuagint in relation to its two original languages. Long 

before I started working on these three projects I had fruits of my research 

out of such a perspective published back in 1979, a contribution written in 

Modern Hebrew on Hosea 2 in a Festschrift for M. Wallenstein, whom I 

succeeded in 1970 as an upstart Semitist at the University of Manchester, a 

volume edited by my Jerusalem Doktorvater, the late Prof. Ch. Rabin. Since 

then I had similar studies on the following four chapters of Hosea published 

in Festschriften and journal articles (1983, 1986, 1995, 2008). I have recently 

succumbed to a temptation to complete the whole book of Hosea. When that 

work was completed, I noted that the book of Micah is still missing among 

the Twelve Prophets in the excellent, ongoing series, La Bible d’Alexandrie, 

and immediately started working on it. Et voilà!

I do hope that this monograph will contribute towards our better appre-

ciation and understanding of these two Septuagint books.

Once again I am deeply grateful to Peeters Publishers agreeing to publish 

this monograph and to Mr B. Verrept and his staff for their friendly assistance 
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and technical expertise. I am also grateful to the editorial board of Orbis 

Biblicus et Orientalis for including this work in their outstanding series.

I dedicate this book to my spouse, Keiko, on her birthday as a humble 

token of my appreciation of her indefatigable support over more than half a 

century.

 T. Muraoka

 Oegstgeest, The Netherlands

 31 August, 2020



PREFACE

These days one hardly need be apologetic about writing a commentary 

on a book of the Septuagint.1 A friend of long standing of mine, Prof. John 

F.A. Sawyer, for whose honour I contributed a study on Hosea 3 in 1995, has 

consistently championed the position that the Bible can be profitably studied 

not only in its historico-critically reconstructed Ur-form, but also in its can-

onised form and likewise in the light of its subsequent interpretations.

I do not recall any longer why I chose the book of Hosea in 1979 to under-

take my first, close study of the text of the Septuagint in relation to its Semitic 

original. We all know that this gigantic, historic undertaking of translating a 

book of the size of the Bible (including some books additional to the sixty-

six of the Jewish Bible) took more than a couple of centuries before its com-

pletion and quite a number of scholars were involved. With the sole excep-

tion of Ben Sira’s grandson we know nothing about these translators’ identity 

and background. As Thackeray argued, some books of considerable size may 

have been translated by more than one person. I share the view of many spe-

cialists that the Twelve Prophets can be attributed to a single translator. Such 

a perspective is important when one attempts to understand why this Hebrew 

word is translated in this way and what the translated Greek text is supposed 

to mean on the part of the translator. In my study of the two books this time 

I have not found any evidence which might contradict the single-translator 

hypothesis for this part of the Septuagint.

As in any serious study of an ancient text, textual criticism is an essential 

ingredient. In the case of a translated text, such a text-critical work covers 

the original language(s) and the target language. For the former our starting 

point is the Codex Leningradensis, and for the latter the critical Göttingen 

Septuagint as edited by J. Ziegler for this corpus. Both works are the best we 

have at our disposal at the moment. However, both editors themselves must 

have been aware that the text as established by them may not have been iden-

tical with their respective Urtext in every detail. In the case of the Hebrew 

1 For a recent general and stimulating discussion of the issue, see Harl 1993. For earlier 
expressions of our view on the matter, see Muraoka 1983 and Muraoka 1986. Now cf. also 
Wevers 1990 and 1993.

The Greek text used here is of Ziegler 1967, and in text-critical remarks abbreviations in the 
critical apparatus in Ziegler’s edition are used. For the Twelve Prophets in the Hebrew Bible we 
use the text prepared by A. Gelston for Biblia Hebraica Quinta (2010). For the remaining books 
of the OT we use Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia. The Massoretic cantillation signs, except 
the athnach, have been left out. The abbreviations used in text-critical comments on the Greek 
text are those used in the above-mentioned Ziegler’s edition.
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text, of course, the text written by the prophets themselves was purely con-

sonantal, no vowel signs, Tiberian accents, end-of-verse colon. As for Greek 

we would note that in the Greek Minor Prophets found in Naḥal Ḥever, writ-

ten round the turn of the era, the text is all written with capital letters, with 

no punctuation marks, accents, and very often with no space between adjoin-

ing words. This is still the same in a slightly later manuscript, Codex Sinaiti-

cus. The decision regarding the choice between majuscule and minuscule, 

the punctuation marks, accents, and scriptio continua is ultimately Ziegler’s 

decision. In his apparatus criticus he presents data as they are in actual manu-

scripts with the exception of scriptio continua. These technical details do have 

at times a bearing on our attempt to understand the Greek text.

Since the discovery in the last century of biblical and related texts hailing 

from Qumran caves and adjoining spots in the Judaean Desert we know now 

much about the fluidity of the biblical texts round the turn of the era. It is 

generally agreed that the text Septuagint translators worked on, their Vorlage, 

diverged at many a point from what we find in the Leningrad codex stripped 

of its vowel signs and massoretic accents. This adds a new dimension to the 

conventional textual criticism aiming at establishing the Hebrew / Aramaic 

Urtext of biblical books by taking ancient versions into account. Even within 

our limited corpus of the Twelve Prophets we see that our translator’s Vorlage 

cannot have been what we see in BHS or BHQ.

We should also remember that, even when his Vorlage was basically iden-

tical with the massoretic text, he may have decided, for a reason unknown 

to us, not to translate as in his Vorlage. Our first task must be to try to find 

and establish how he understood his Vorlage and how he wanted his reader-

ship to understand his translation. After that we may wish to see how his 

translation could have been understood by his readership, whether they knew 

Hebrew or not. At this stage daughter versions of the Septuagint and ancient 

commentaries on it such as patristic commentaries could be enlightening 

and throw some valuable light. I am no expert in patristics, whether Greek or 

Latin, and ignorant of Armenian and Coptic. Hence my foray into this vast area 

of research is necessarily limited in scope.

Just as the Hebrew text, so the Greek text would be copied many times 

over and go through various modifications, as is amply evident in the critical 

apparatus of Ziegler’s edition. Apart from mere scribal errors subsequent 

scribes could be, whether consciously or unconsciously, influenced by related 

or parallel expressions or passages within a particular or other books of the 

LXX or even later texts such as the New Testament.

The above-mentioned Naḥal Ḥever fragments2 here served for Barthélemy 

as an important basis for establishing his position that the original Septuagint 

2 In March 2021 tiny scraps of a Greek translation of the Minor Prophets were discovered 
in a Qumran cave. On my enquiry with Prof. E. Tov, he replied in an email dated to 7 April 2021 



 PREFACE XIII

went through not only occasional, unsystematic modifications, but also a delib-

erate revision. After the publication in 1963 of his revolutionary Les devan-

ciers d’Aquila specialists began to speak about “the Kaige recension” and 

“the proto-Lucianic or proto-Antiochian recension.” There is no indication, 

however, that the Twelve Prophets have been subjected to such a revision.

We are going to see at quite a few points that, whilst textual criticism, 

grammar or linguistics, and lexicography are distinct disciplines, they are to 

be viewed as complementary and mutually enlightening.

For the benefit of the reader we conclude with a number of practical details.

1)   Our English translation of the LXX text of Hosea and Micah is what we 

believe what the translator meant to say, not how it may have come over to 

readers of his translation, whether or not they were ignorant of Hebrew. 

The same perspective was applied to my Septuagint Lexicon and Septua-

gint Syntax.

2)  Much of the statistical data mentioned in this study comes from the 

Accordance Bible.

3)  Abbreviated names of Septuagint books follow the same style as in our 

Septuagint Lexicon and Septuagint Syntax, e.g. 4K = 4Kingdoms, i.e. 2Kg 

of the Hebrew Bible.

that they are so fragmentary that there is no need for me to revise this manuscript which had 
already been submitted to Peeters.
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CHAPTER I

1.1) Λόγος κυρίου, ὃς ἐγενήθη πρὸς Ωσηε τὸν τοῦ Βεηρι ἐν ἡμέραις 

Οζιου καὶ Ιωαθαμ καὶ Αχαζ καὶ Εζεκίου βασιλέων Ιουδα καὶ ἐν 

ἡμέραις Ιεροβοαμ υἱοῦ Ιωας βασιλέως Ισραηλ.

 The word of the Lord that came to Hosea the (son) of Beeri in the days 

of Oziah and Jotham and Achaz and Ezekias, the kings of Judah and 

in the days of Jeroboam the son of Josh the king of Israel.

מַלְכֵי  יְחִזְקִיָּה  אָחָז  יוֹתָם  עֻזִּיָּה  בִּימֵי  בֶּן־בְּאֵרִי  אֶל־הוֹשֵׁעַ  הָיָה  אֲשֶׁר  דְּבַר־יְהוָה 
יְהוּדָה וּבִימֵי יָרָבְעָם בֶּן־יוֹאָשׁ מֶלֶךְ יִשְׂרָאֵל:

The LXX neatly joins the names of the four kings by means of καί, whereas 

the MT is unusual not using ו־ at all. In the LXX this sort of absolute asyn-

deton is rather rare, see SSG § 78 b. In BH, the conjunction may be attached 

only to the last of three or more terms1, but the total asyndesis is unusual. 

Cp. 1  בְּנֵי לֵוִי גֵּרְשׁוֹן קְהָת וּמְרָרִיCh 5.27 with בְּנֵי־לֵוִי לְתֹלְדתָֹם גֵּרְשׁוֹן וּקְהָת וּמְרָרִי 

Ex 6.16, see JM § 177 o.

1.2) Ἀρχὴ λόγου κυρίου ἐν Ωσηε· καὶ εἶπεν κύριος πρὸς Ωσηε Βάδιζε 

λαβὲ σεαυτῷ γυναῖκα πορνείας καὶ τέκνα πορνείας, διότι ἐκπορ-
νεύουσα ἐκπορνεύσει ἡ γῆ ἀπὸ ὄπισθεν τοῦ κυρίου.

 The beginning of the word of the Lord through Hosea; and the Lord 

said to Hosea, ‘Go, take for yourself a woman of whoredom and chil-

dren of whoredom, because the land is certainly going to play a whore, 

deserting the Lord’

תְּחִלַּת דִּבֶּר־יְהוָה בְּהוֹשֵׁעַ פ וַיּאֹמֶר יְהוָה אֶל־הוֹשֵׁעַ לֵךְ קַח־לְךָ אֵשֶׁת זְנוּנִים וְיַלְדֵי 
זְנוּנִים כִּי־זָנֹה תִזְנֶה הָאָרֶץ מֵאַחֲרֵי יְהוָה:

A syntactic pattern which is rare in BH was presumably unknown to our 

translator, who took דִּבֶר as a substantive, דְּבַר. In two other examples men-

tioned in JM § 129 p 3) the LXX is struggling with a verbal clause as a 

nomen rectum: ἀπὸ φωνῆς ἁλώσεως Βαβυλῶνος Jr 27.46 (מִקּוֹל נִתְפְּשָׂה בָבֶל 

MT 50.46); πόλις Αριηλ, ἣν Δαυιδ ἐπολέμησεν אֲרִיאֵל אֲרִיאֵל קִרְיַת חָנָה דָוִד 

Is 29.1, where the Hexaplaric tradition uses a straightforward substantive – 

Aq πολίχνη παρεμβλήσεως Δαυιδ and Sym πόλις παρεμβλησέως Δαυιδ.

1 As done by Joosten (2002.63) on his own bat and with no comment.
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ἐν Ωσηε ַבְּהוֹשֵׁע] If the Vorlage of G was identical with MT, πρός attested 

in some sources such as Alexandrinus is most likely a stylistic improvement on 

ἐν, a reading which may have come over as unusual. In Hebrew, too, ב־ pre-

fixed to an interlocutor, though securely attested, is not very common, either. 

E.g. הֲרַק אַךְ־בְּמֹשֶׁה דִּבֶּר יְהוָה הֲלאֹ גַּם־בָּנוּ דִבֵּר Nu 12.2, where two early Jewish 

traditions divert from each other – G Μωυσῇ .. ἡμῖν vs. TO עִם משׁה .. עִמַּנָא, 

and similarly at ib. 12.6, 8. Joosten (2002.64) lists a few examples in the NT as 

suggesting that this Greek usage is not necessarily a Hebraism. One instance 

is illuminating: πάλαι ὁ θεὸς λαλήσας τοῖς πατράσιν ἐν τοῖς προφήταις 

ἐπ᾿ ἐσχάτου τῶν ἡμερῶν τούτων ἐλάλησεν ἡμῖν ἐν υἱῷ Heb 1.1f., where 

the dative and the instrumental ἐν are contrasted twice. We are not, how-

ever, certain that the construction <verbum dicendi + ἔν τινι> was common 

in contemporary non-biblical Greek.2

Βάδιζε λαβὲ לֵךְ קַח] The asyndesis of two imperatives is common in both 

languages. In G we find a total of 11 cases, all of which begin with a Present 

impv. of βαδίζω. When joined with καί, by contrast, among 5 cases both 

verbs are Aorist, e.g. βαδίσατε καὶ ἀπαγάγετε Ge 42.19 (H ּלְכוּ הָבִיאו), the 

only exceptions being βάδιζε καὶ ποίει 2K 7.3 (H עֲשֵׂה  and βάδισον (לֵךְ 

εἰπόν De 5.30 (H לֵךְ אֱמֹר). The asyndetic combination with the first verb 

in the present aspect may imply that the impv. of βαδίζω is not a full, self-

standing verb and is expressive of a feature of urgency, insistence or suchlike 

as in Get going! in Spoken English or Geh schon! in Spoken German.3 The 

overwhelming majority of instances of the impv. of πορεύομαι are Present. 

Likewise the impv. of ְהָלַך, as in our lemma here, is very often asyndetically 

followed by another imperative. This process of grammaticalisation is evident 

when לְכָה is said to a woman as in ּאֶת־אָבִינו נַשְׁקֶה   Ge 19.32 and it is לְכָה 

followed by a 1pl. verb as in לְכָה נִכְרְתָה בְרִית Ge 31.44.4

ἐκπορνεύουσα ἐκπορνεύσει תִזְנֶה  This exemplifies one of the well [זָנֹה 

established ways of translating the Hebrew inf. abs. complementing a verb 

of the identical root, a structure traditionally known as figura etymologica. 

This Greek construction is not a Hebraism; on this question, see Muraoka 

2016.383-85, § 31 db. Callaham (2010.115) includes this instance among 

those in which he analyses this Hebrew syntagm as indicating habitual action. 

Our example here allows for other possible analyses such as a feature of cer-

tainty, ‘surely.’ 

2 BDAG, s.v. λαλέω 2 γ, does not mention any instance of λαλέω ἔν τινι; apparently 
they are not aware of any. In another instance, τὸ πνεῦμα τοῦ πατρὸς ὑμῶν τὸ λαλοῦν ἐν 
ὑμῖν Mt 10.20 F. Delitzsch, in his Hebrew translation, hesitates mechanically to translate into 
Hebrew: הַמְּדַבֵּר בְּפִיכֶם.

3 Cf. Muraoka SSG, p. 294.
4 Cf. JM § 105 e.
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According to Joosten (2002.65) the Greek future tense here indicates 

a future action, but the future in Greek is capable of indicating more, even 

if the action in question is envisaged as happening after the moment of 

speech. It can indicate likelihood or probability or theoretical possibility; see 

Muraoka 2016.284-92. Reservations can be also indicated regarding Joosten’s 

analysis of the Hebrew imperfect here as indicating repetition or durativity. 

On the other hand, the present aspect of ἐκπορνεύουσα is imperfective.

ἐκπορνεύσει ἡ γῆ ἀπὸ ὄπισθεν τοῦ κυρίου תִזְנֶה הָאָרֶץ מֵאַחֲרֵי יְהוָה] In 

contrast to זָנָה אַחֲרֵי the added preposition indicates desertion, cf. μήποτε θῇς 

διαθήκην τοῖς ἐγκαθημένοις πρὸς ἀλλοφύλους ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς, καὶ ἐκπορ-
νεύσωσιν ὀπίσω τῶν θεῶν αὐτῶν פֶּן־תִּכְרתֹ בְּרִית לְיוֹשֵׁב הָאָרֶץ וְזָנוּ אַחֲרֵי אֱלֹהֵיהֶם 

Ex 34.15.

The use of יהוה here is indicative of a mixture of direct and indirect speech, 

what is called discours indirect libre in French grammar. In pure direct 

speech we would anticipate מֵאַחֲרַי ὄπισθέν μου. See below at 2.16.

1.3) καὶ ἐπορεύθη καὶ ἔλαβε τὴν Γομερ θυγατέρα Δεβηλαιμ, καὶ συνέλαβε 

καὶ ἔτεκεν αὐτῷ υἱόν.

 and he went and took Gomer, a daughter of Debelaim’s, and she con-

ceived and bore a son for him 

וַיֵּלֶךְ וַיִּקַּח אֶת־גֹּמֶר בַּת־דִּבְלָיִם וַתַּהַר וַתֵּלֶד־לוֹ בֵּן:

αὐτῷ ֹלו] can be construed with both of the preceding verbs. Against the 

traditional translation of ֹוַתַּהַר לו as exemplified in καὶ ἐν γαστρὶ ἔλαβεν ἐξ 

αὐτοῦ Gn 38.18, we argued that H can only mean ‘she became pregnant for 

him, in his best interest.’5

1.4) καὶ εἶπε κύριος πρὸς αὐτόν Κάλεσον τὸ ὄνομα αὐτοῦ Ιεζραελ, διότι 
ἔτι μικρὸν καὶ ἐκδικήσω τὸ αἷμα τοῦ Ιεζραελ ἐπὶ τὸν οἶκον Ιηου 

καὶ ἀποστρέψω βασιλείαν οἴκου Ισραηλ·

 And the Lord said to him, ‘Call his name Jezrael, because in a little 

while I am going to requite the blood of Jezrael on the house of Jeou 

and do away with the kingdom of the house of Israel

יִזְרְעֶאל  אֶת־דְּמֵי  וּפָקַדְתִּי  מְעַט  כִּי־עוֹד  יִזְרְעֶאל  שְׁמוֹ  קְרָא  אֵלָיו  יְהוָה  וַיּאֹמֶר 
עַל־בֵּית יֵהוּא וְהִשְׁבַּתִּי מַמְלְכוּת בֵּית יִשְׂרָאֵל:

ἔτι μικρὸν καὶ ἐκδικήσω עוֹד מְעַט וּפָקַדְתִּי] This apodotic καί following a 

temporal adjunct and introducing a main clause is un-Greek, being a calque, 

a mechanical reproduction of the Hebrew structure. The un-Greek nature of 

5 Muraoka SSG pp. 67-69 and id. 2020b.23-25.
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the syntagm is all the more evident in the use of a noun in the nominative 

as in ἔτι τρεῖς ἡμέραι καὶ μνησθήσεται ‘three more days, then he will 

remember’ Ge 40.13.6

καὶ ἀποστρέψω הִשְׁבַּתִּי] The same equation between G and H recurs at 

καὶ ἀποστρέψω πάσας τὰς εὐφροσύνας αὐτῆς Ho 2.11 (ּוְהִשְׁבַּתִּי כָּל־מְשׂוֹשָׂה 
H 2.13). In the following verse we see this Greek verb is parallel to ἀφανίζω: 

καὶ ἀφανιῶ ἄμπελον αὐτῆς (ּוַהֲשִׁמּתִֹי גַּפְנָה). We may conclude that ἀποστρέφω 

in our verse denotes an action more drastic than Joosten’s (65) repousser. 

Cf. also οὗτος ἐξολεθρεύσει αὐτούς, καὶ οὗτος ἀποστρέψει αὐτοὺς ἀπὸ 

προσώπου σου ָהוּא יַשְׁמִידֵם וְהוּא יַכְנִיעֵם לְפָנֶיך Dt 9.3, where the parallelism 

between ἐξολεθρεύσε and ἀποστρέψει is to be noted. Then our ἀποστρέψω 

may be a translation of הִשְׁבַּתִּי after all than הֲשִׁבתִֹּי postulated by Ziegler (59) 

and Joosten (65).

1.5) καὶ ἔσται ἐν τῇ ἡμέρᾳ ἐκείνῃ συντρίψω τὸ τόξον τοῦ Ισραηλ ἐν τῇ 

κοιλάδι τοῦ Ιεζραελ.

 and on that day I shall shatter the arrow of Israel in the valley of 

Jezrael

וְהָיָה בַּיּוֹם הַהוּא וְשָׁבַרְתִּי אֶת־קֶשֶׁת יִשְׂרָאֵל בְּעֵמֶק יִזְרְעֶאל:

The G translator refrained from reproducing the typical Hebrew syntagm 

with a consecutive Waw of וְשָׁבַרְתִּי, but stopped there, retaining ἔσται. 
We are not absolutely sure that the translator meant ἔσται to be taken as imper-

sonally used as suggested by Joosten’s translation: “et il adviendra en ce jour-

là.” In one instance we miss this ἔσται: καὶ ἐν τῇ ἡμέρᾳ ἐκείνῃ ἐξελεύσε-
ται ὕδωρ ζῶν וְהָיָה בַּיּוֹם הַהוּא יֵצְאוּ מַיִם־חַיִּים Zc 14.8, though H has no con-

secutive waw.

1.6) καὶ συνέλαβεν ἔτι καὶ ἔτεκε θυγατέρα. καὶ εἶπεν αὐτῷ Κάλεσον τὸ 

ὄνομα αὐτῆς Οὐκ ἠλεημένη, διότι οὐ μὴ προσθήσω ἔτι ἐλεῆσαι τὸν 

οἶκον τοῦ Ισραηλ, ἀλλ᾿ ἢ ἀντιτασσόμενος ἀντιτάξομαι αὐτοῖς.

 and she conceived again and bore a daughter. And He said to him, 

“Call her name ‘Unpitied, for I shall not pity the house of Israel any 

longer, but I shall be definitely hostile to them.

אֲרַחֵם  עוֹד  אוֹסִיף  לאֹ  כִּי  רֻחָמָה  לאֹ  שְׁמָהּ  קְרָא  לוֹ  וַיּאֹמֶר  בַּת  וַתֵּלֶד  עוֹד  וַתַּהַר 
אֶת־בֵּית יִשְׂרָאֵל כִּי־נָשׂאֹ אֶשָּׂא לָהֶם:

διότι οὐ μὴ προσθήσω אוֹסִיף לאֹ   This is the first occurrence in Ho [כִּי 

of the double negator οὐ μή. This combination occurring some 750 times 

6 For more details, see GLS s.v., 11.
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in SG is significantly concentrated in prophetic books. In Ho alone we find 

21 instances, without counting a case such as οὐκέτι μὴ εἴπωμεν 14.4, which 

is equivalent to οὐ μὴ εἴπωμεν ἔτι. Frequency statistics for some other books 

are: Ps 37, Jb 49, Si 54, Pr 13. Thus it is typical of a stylistically higher regis-

ter, i.e. poetic. It is said to be “a powerful and somewhat formal expression 

suited to biblical style generally and divine utterances in particu lar.”7 In NTG 

it is virtually confined to sayings of Jesus and quotations from LXX. This οὐ 

μή is used with a verb in the subjunctive, but, as here, its use with the fut. is not 

uncommon. In Ἡμέρας πολλὰς καθήσῃ ἐπ᾿ ἐμοὶ καὶ οὐ μὴ πορνεύσῃς οὐδὲ 

μὴ γένῃ ἀνδρὶ ἑτέρῳ 3.3 the two forms are juxtaposed, so in 4.10, 5.6, 11.7. 

The subjunctive in such cases has the same value as the future. Moreover, again 

as here, the combination is at times found in main, not subordinate, clauses. See 

below at διότι οὐ μὴ ὑποστῇ 13.13, also a causal clause, but with an aor. subj. 

form.8

ἀλλ᾿ ἢ כִּי] By changing διότι to ἀλλ᾿ ἢ G clearly sees an opposition 

between the two concluding clauses of the verse, equating כִּי to אִם  .cf ,כִּי 

Joosten’s (65) “au contraire.”

ἀντιτασσόμενος ἀντιτάξομαι αὐτοῖς נָשׂאֹ אֶשָּׂא לָהֶם] The striking selection 

of ἀντιτάσσομαι to render a common Hebrew verb נָשָׂא can be accounted 

for by postulating that the translator mentally supplied יָד or יָדִי. An object 

complement is sometimes omitted from an idiomatic combination. יָד  ,נָשָׂא 
which denotes a rebellious action, occurs in 2Sm 18.28, 20.21, and note 

especially וַיִּשָּׂא יָדוֹ לָהֶם לְהַפִּיל אוֹתָם בַּמִּדְבָּר Ps 106.26. An analogous example 

is :ֹקוֹלו בַּחוּץ  וְלאֹ־יַשְׁמִיעַ  יִשָּׂא  וְלאֹ  יִצְעַק  קוֹלוֹ  = יִשָּׂא Is 42.2, where לאֹ   9 .יִשָּׂא 
Joosten (66) concludes his survey of the selection in LXX of ἀντιτάσσομαι 
to render multiple similar looking Hebrew roots of diverse meanings by sug-

gesting that the translator of ּ1  נָשִׂיא אֲשִׁתֶנּוKg 11.34 may have been inspired 

by our Hosea passage in translating it as ἀντιτασσόμενος ἀντιτάξομαι αὐτῷ, 

though the contextual link between the two passages is rather faint. More 

interesting is ἀντέστησάν σοι ἠδυνάσθησαν πρὸς σὲ ָהִשִּׁיאוּךָ יָכְלוּ לְך Ob 7 

mentioned by Joosten.

1.7) τοὺς δὲ υἱοὺς Ιουδα ἐλεήσω καὶ σώσω αὐτοὺς ἐν κυρίῳ θεῷ αὐτῶν 

καὶ οὐ σώσω αὐτοὺς ἐν τόξῳ οὐδὲ ἐν ῥομφαίᾳ οὐδὲ ἐν πολέμῳ οὐδὲ 

ἐν ἅρμασιν οὐδὲ ἐν ἵπποις οὐδὲ ἐν ἱππεῦσιν.

 However, the sons of Judah I will pity and save them in the Lord their 

God, and I shall not save them with an arrow nor with a sword nor 

through a war nor with chariots nor with horses nor with horsemen’

7 So Lee 1985.20.
8 For an extended discussion on this double negator, see SSG § 83 ca.
9 For more details, see JM § 125 be.
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וּבְחֶרֶב  בְּקֶשֶׁת  אוֹשִׁיעֵם  וְלאֹ  אֱלֹהֵיהֶם  בַּיהוָה  וְהוֹשַׁעְתִּים  אֲרַחֵם  יְהוּדָה  וְאֶת־בֵּית 
וּבְמִלְחָמָה בְּסוּסִים וּבְפָרָשִׁים:

The use of δὲ in lieu of the mechanical καί for וְ־ serves to indicate the 

contrast in the fate awaiting the house of Israel as against the house of Juda, 

though that contrast is highlighted in H by the direct object being fronted, 

which is followed in G, too.

ἐν κυρίῳ θεῷ αὐτῶν בַּיהוָה אֱלֹהֵיהֶם is another example of discours indirect 

libre; see above at vs. 2.

οὐδὲ ἐν ἅρμασιν] There is no equivalent for this in H. What easily springs 

up in one’s mind is רֶכֶב  .בְּרֶכֶב and סוּס or סוּסִים is a very common combina-

tion in either sequence, e.g. וָרֶכֶב וָסוּס ,2Kg 6.14  סוּסִים   is רֶכֶב .Ps 76.7 רֶכֶב 

consistently used in the sg., the only exception occurring in רִכְבֵי Ct 1.9. We 

do not know if this word formed part of G’s Vorlage. Another question is 

whether it was prefixed with the conjunction ו־ or not. The preceding three 

substantives are so connected. The meticulous repetition of οὐδὲ may suggest 

.וּרֶכֶב וּבְסוּסִים and then ,וּרֶכֶב

1.8) καὶ ἀπεγαλάκτισε τὴν Οὐκ-ἠλεημένην καὶ συνέλαβεν ἔτι καὶ ἔτεκεν 

υἱόν.

 and she weaned Unpitied and she conceived again and bore a son

וַתִּגְמֹל אֶת־לאֹ רֻחָמָה וַתַּהַר וַתֵּלֶד בֵּן:

1.9) καὶ εἶπε Κάλεσον τὸ ὄνομα αὐτοῦ Οὐ λαός μου, διότι ὑμεῖς Οὐ λαός 

μου, καὶ ἐγὼ οὔκ εἰμι ὑμῶν.

 and He said, ‘Call his name Not my people, for you are not my people, 

and I am not yours.’

וַיּאֹמֶר קְרָא שְׁמוֹ לאֹ עַמִּי כִּי אַתֶּם לאֹ עַמִּי וְאָנֹכִי לאֹ־אֶהְיֶה לָכֶם:

ἐγὼ οὐκ εἰμὶ ὑμῶν] The addition of εἰμί is not only a reflection of H אֶהְיֶה, 

but also serves to show that, unlike Οὐ λαός μου, it is not a name. Οὐ λαός 

μου is, just like Οὐ λαός μου, nothing but a name.10 Hence Ziegler’s use of 

the capital letter is questionable in ἐγὼ οὐκ Εἰμὶ ὑμῶν. As debatable is “ich 

(bin) nicht > Ich bin euer<” (SD). Hence we would use a capital letter in 

ὑμεῖς Οὐ λαός μου as against Ziegler’s οὐ. Otherwise we could have antici-

pated ὑμεῖς οὐκ ἐστὲ λαός μου [= vous n’êtes pas mon peuple, Joosten 67]. 

See also Joosten 67f. He refers to Ex 3.14, but there in Ἐγώ εἰμι ὁ ὤν we 

have a standard nominal clause, and God is declaring that ὁ ὤν is His name, 

as we see from its sequel: καὶ εἶπεν Οὕτως ἐρεῖς τοῖς υἱοῖς Ισραηλ Ὁ ὢν 

10 Cf. Muraoka SSG § 83 i, p. 721 with n. 2 there. 
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ἀπέσταλκέν με πρὸς ὑμᾶς. If any OT passage has inspired our Greek trans-

lator, it would be וּבִצְדָקָה בֶּאֱמֶת  לֵאלֹהִים  לָהֶם  אֶהְיֶה  וַאֲנִי  לְעָם   ,Zc 8.8 וְהָיוּ־לִי 

which he translates καὶ ἔσονταί μοι εἰς λαόν, καὶ ἐγὼ ἔσομαι αὐτοῖς εἰς 

θεὸν ἐν ἀληθείᾳ καὶ ἐν δικαιοσύνῃ, see also Je 30.22, Ez 36.28 etc. God 

is declaring that none of this applies to His relationship with, and stance 

towards them.

1.10 [H 2.1]) Καὶ ἦν ὁ ἀριθμὸς τῶν υἱῶν Ισραηλ ὡς ἡ ἄμμος τῆς θαλάσ-
σης, ἣ οὐκ ἐκμετρηθήσεται οὐδὲ ἐξαριθμηθήσεται· καὶ ἔσται ἐν 

τῷ τόπῳ, οὗ ἐρρέθη αὐτοῖς Οὐ λαός μου ὑμεῖς, κληθήσονται καὶ 
αὐτοὶ υἱοὶ θεοῦ ζῶντος.

 And the number of the sons of Israel was like the sand of the sea, 

which cannot be measured nor counted up, and in the place where it 

was said to them, ‘You are not my people,’ they even will be called 

sons of a living God

בִּמְקוֹם  וְהָיָה  יִסָּפֵר  וְלאֹ  לאֹ־יִמַּד  אֲשֶׁר  הַיָּם  כְּחוֹל  בְּנֵי־יִשְׂרָאֵל  מִסְפַּר  וְהָיָה 
אֲשֶׁר־יֵאָמֵר לָהֶם לאֹ־עַמִּי אַתֶּם יֵאָמֵר לָהֶם בְּנֵי אֵל־חָי:

Καὶ ἦν .. καὶ ἔσται וְהָיָה .. וְהָיָה] The contrasting rendition indicates that 

for the translator the first clause relates to the past history and the second to 

the future. His use of ἦν, not ἐγένετο or ἐγενήθη, also indicates that it is not 

about an explosion in the population that took place after the denouncement 

uttered in vs. 9, but he is looking back on the remote past. The translator may 

be thinking of a divine promise given to Abraham (Ge 22.17) or made to 

Jeremiah (Je 33.22).

It is difficult to say whether the translator mechanically translated the 

second והיה or regarded it as being loosely and impersonally, namely what is 

told in the sequel is going to happen.

ἐν τῷ τόπῳ, οὗ בִּמְקוֹם אֲשֶׁר] We do not know whether or not the translator 

read בַּמָּקוֹם אֲשֶׁר. However that might be, pace Joosten (68) H is not neces-

sarily “façon peu concrète,” for a measure of ambiguity is in the nature of the 

Hebrew construct state: ְבֶּן הַמֶּלֶך can mean either ‘a son of the king’ or ‘the 

(particular) son of the king.’11 The prophet must have known which place God 

was speaking about.

ἐρρέθη יֵאָמֵר] not נֶאֱמַר. We are still with the divine message conveyed 

to the prophet, not a narrative recounting the past prior to the moment of 

speech. Hence the same Hebrew verb is next rendered in the future tense, 

κληθήσονται.

11 See JM § 140 a.
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καὶ αὐτοὶ] In this plus the meaning is unlikely ‘they, too,’ thus pace NETS, 

“auch sie” STD, and “eux aussi” Joosten 67. It serves rather to highlight a 

contradiction with what precedes, ‘even they (who were once named Οὐ λαός 

μου)’ or or to introduce an element of surprise or something unexpected.12

1.11 [H 2.2]) καὶ συναχθήσονται οἱ υἱοὶ Ιουδα καὶ οἱ υἱοὶ Ισραηλ ἐπὶ 
τὸ αὐτὸ καὶ θήσονται ἑαυτοῖς ἀρχὴν μίαν καὶ ἀναβήσονται ἐκ τῆς 

γῆς, ὅτι μεγάλη ἡ ἡμέρα τοῦ Ιεζραελ.

 and the sons of Judah and the sons of Israel will gather at the same place 

and they will appoint for themselves one leader and will rise from the 

land, for the day of Jezrael is great.

כִּי  מִן־הָאָרֶץ  וְעָלוּ  אֶחָד  ראֹשׁ  לָהֶם  וְשָׂמוּ  יַחְדָּו  וּבְנֵי־יִשְׂרָאֵל  בְּנֵי־יְהוּדָה  וְנִקְבְּצוּ 
גָדוֹל יוֹם יִזְרְעֶאל:

ἐπὶ τὸ αὐτὸ יַחְדָּו] The Greek phrase is rather commonly used, though not 

meaning the same every time. The notion of commonality is always there, 

expressed through the articular αὐτός. Here, without reference to H it could 

be understood in the sense of ‘at the same time.’ At οὐκ ἐκδικήσει δὶς ἐπὶ 
τὸ αὐτὸ ἐν θλίψει ‘He will not penalise the same (offence) twice with a dis-

tress’ Na 1.9, however, H לאֹ־תָקוּם פַּעֲמַיִם צָרָה has nothing that corresponds 

to it, and the preposition indicates a ground for a penalty brought down.13

ἀρχὴν μίαν ראֹשׁ אֶחָד] For ‘one leader’ ἀρχηγὸν ἕνα could have been said. 

That ἀρχή can signify not only ‘leadership,’ but also a person invested with, 

and exercises such is clear from αἱ ἀρχαὶ οἴκου Ιακωβ (ֹרָאשֵׁי יַעֲקב) καὶ οἱ 
κατάλοιποι οἴκου Ισραηλ Mi 3.1, where the parallel κατάλοιποι is to be 

noted. See also Ἀρχὴ ἐθνῶν Αμαληκ Nu 24.20.14

12 Cf. Muraoka LSG s.v., 5, 6.
13 Delete a reference to Na 1.9 from Muraoka GELS s.v. αὐτός 2 b, but see ib. s.v. ἐκδι-

κέω 1 k.
14 For further examples of ἀρχή ‘leader,’ see Muraoka GELS s.v. 2 c.



CHAPTER II

2.1 [H 2.3]) εἴπατε τῷ ἀδελφῷ ὑμῶν Λαός-μου καὶ τῇ ἀδελφῇ ὑμῶν 

Ἠλεημένη.

 Say to your brother ‘My people’ and to your sister ‘Pitied.’

אִמְרוּ לַאֲחֵיכֶם עַמִּי וְלַאֲחוֹתֵיכֶם רֻחָמָה:

When unpointed, אחיכם can be read as sg., אֲחִיכֶם, but not so with אחותיכם. 

However, אֲחוֹתֵיכֶם is anomalous; אַחְיוֹתֵיכֶם is expected.1 Why did G opt for 

the sg. τῷ ἀδελφῷ? Harmonisation with τῇ ἀδελφῇ ὑμῶν Ἠλεημένη?

2.2 [H 2.4]) Κρίθητε πρὸς τὴν μητέρα ὑμῶν κρίθητε, ὅτι αὐτὴ οὐ γυνή 

μου, καὶ ἐγὼ οὐκ ἀνὴρ αὐτῆς· καὶ ἐξαρῶ τὴν πορνείαν αὐτῆς ἐκ 

προσώπου μου καὶ τὴν μοιχείαν αὐτῆς ἐκ μέσου μαστῶν αὐτῆς,

 Contest a legal case against your mother, contest, for she is not my wife, 

and I am not her husband, and I shall remove her whoredom from before 

me and her adultery from between her breasts,

רִיבוּ בְאִמְּכֶם רִיבוּ כִּי־הִיא לאֹ אִשְׁתִּי וְאָנֹכִי לאֹ אִישָׁהּ וְתָסֵר זְנוּנֶיהָ מִפָּנֶיה וְנַאֲפוּפֶיהָ 
מִבֵּין שָׁדֶיהָ:

Κρίθητε does not necessarily imply a juridic battle in a court of law. Like-

wise רָב is mostly about a verbal strife or contest, e.g. καὶ ἐλοιδορεῖτο ὁ 

λαὸς πρὸς Μωυσῆν וַיָּרֶב הָעָם עִם־מֹשֶׁה Ex 17.2, where the selection of πρός 

τινα as in our Hosea passage is to be noted.

By translating as if H read 2 וְאָסִירָה זְנוּנֶיהָ מִפָּנַי the translator highlights the 

strong will on the part of God: ‘I shall see to it that she removes ..’3 In that 

process the common compound preposition מִפְּנֵי had its nuance changed: 

יהָ  ,implies that she is showing off her shameful behaviour of whoredom מִפָּנֵֶ

whereas with מִפָּנַי God is saying “I can’t stand the sight!”

τὴν πορνείαν αὐτῆς .. τὴν μοιχείαν αὐτῆς ָנַאֲפוּפֶיה  ..  .The sg [זְנוּנֶיהָ 

number in G relates to the character of her behaviour, whereas the pl. in H 

indicates its manifestations. The same can be said of γυναῖκα πορνείας אֵשֶׁת 

.above 1.2  זְנוּנִים

1 This noun attests to other anomalous forms: אחותי Josh 2.13 for אחותך  ,אַחְיוֹתַי Ez 16.51 
with Q ְאֲחוֹתַיִך. The confusion must be due to וֹת- of the sg. form.

.מִפָּנֶיהָ must be a scribal slip for מִפָּנֶיה 2
3 Joosten (70) suggests a possible influence of Ho 2.17 (H 19).
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2.3 [H 2.5]) ὅπως ἂν ἐκδύσω αὐτὴν γυμνὴν καὶ ἀποκαταστήσω αὐτὴν 

καθὼς ἡμέρᾳ γενέσεως αὐτῆς· καὶ θήσομαι αὐτὴν ὡς ἔρημον καὶ 
τάξω αὐτὴν ὡς γῆν ἄνυδρον καὶ ἀποκτενῶ αὐτὴν ἐν δίψει·

 by stripping her naked and restoring her (look) as on the day of her birth, 

and I might make her like a desert and position her like a dry land and 

kill her with thirst

צִיָּה  כְּאֶרֶץ  וְשַׁתִּהָ  כַמִּדְבָּר  וְשַׂמְתִּיהָ  הִוָּלְדָהּ  כְּיוֹם  וְהִצַּגְתִּיהָ  עֲרֻמָּה  פֶּן־אַפְשִׁיטֶנָּה 
וַהֲמִתִּיהָ בַּצָּמָא:

ὅπως פֶּן] To assign ὅπως a final sense, ‘in order that,’ as our contemporary 

translations do, makes little sense in this context. פֶּן also can be final in force, 

but then with a negative value, ‘so that .. not.’ The modal value of ὅπως is 

well established in Classical Greek, e.g. οὕτως ὅπως ἂν αὐτοὶ βούλωνται ‘in 

such a way as they will’ Plato, Symp. 174b.4 Since the standard usage of פֶּן 

must have been known to our Greek translator, he must have had a reason for 

translating as he did. Our translator’s use of ὅπως is rather varied. In addition 

to the final-purposive value, a variant on its modal value is exemplified in ὅπως 

μηδεὶς μήτε δικάζηται μήτε ἐλέγχῃ μηδείς ‘(the land will mourn .. the fish 

of the sea will fail) so much so that neither anyone may plead, nor anyone may 

reprove’ Ho 4.4, where in H we find  ְ5. אַך Our translator thought that children 

were being exhorted to do everything to avert the dreadful outcome for their 

mother and for themselves as depicted here and in the following verse.

ἀποκαταστήσω αὐτὴν ָהִצַּגְתִּיה] Joosten (70) rightly points out that this 

equivalence is attested elsewhere only in ἀποκαταστήσατε ἐν πύλαις κρίμα 

 Am 5.5. In both cases it is about a return to a former state הַצִּיגוּ בַשַּׁעַר מִשְׁפָּט

of affairs.6

2.4 [H 2.6]) καὶ τὰ τέκνα αὐτῆς οὐ μὴ ἐλεήσω, ὅτι τέκνα πορνείας ἐστίν.

 and her children I shall not pity by any means, for they are children of 

whoredom.

וְאֶת־בָּנֶיהָ לאֹ אֲרַחֵם כִּי־בְנֵי זְנוּנִים הֵמָּה:

οὐ μὴ ֹלא] The double negative may be combined with the subjunctive as 

well as the future, hence our inability to parse with confidence our ἐλεήσω.7

τέκνα πορνείας ἐστίν] on the pl. noun concording with the sg. verb, see 

Muraoka SSG § 77 bh.

4 See also Lk 24.20, where the conjunction is used with a verb in the indicative mood as 
in ὅππως κεν ἐθέλῃσιν ‘as he will’ Iliad 20.243. For more examples in Classical Greek, see 
LSJ s.v. ὅπως A I.

5 For a fuller picture of ὅπως as used by out translator, see Muraoka GELS s.v.
6 See Muraoka 1979.182.
7 For an extended discussion of this double negator in Septuagint Greek, see Muraoka 

SSG § 83 ca. See also above at 1.6.
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2.5 [H 2.7]) ὅτι ἐξεπόρνευσεν ἡ μήτηρ αὐτῶν, κατῄσχυνεν ἡ τεκοῦσα 

αὐτά· ὅτι εἶπε Πορεύσομαι ὀπίσω τῶν ἐραστῶν μου τῶν διδόντων 

μοι τοὺς ἄρτους μου καὶ τὸ ὕδωρ μου καὶ τὰ ἱμάτιά μου καὶ τὰ ὀθόνιά 

μου καὶ τὸ ἔλαιόν μου καὶ πάντα ὅσα μοι καθήκει.

 Because their mother played the whore, she that bore them made (them) 

feel ashamed, for she said ‘I should go, I wonder, after my lovers who 

give me my bread and my water and my clothes and my linen cloth and 

my oil and all that I am entitled to.’

כִּי זָנְתָה אִמָּם הבִֹישָׁה הוֹרָתָם כִּי אָמְרָה אֵלְכָה אַחֲרֵי מְאַהֲבַי נֹתְנֵי לַחְמִי וּמֵימַי צַמְרִי 
וּפִשְׁתִּי שַׁמְנִי וְשִׁקּוּיָי:

κατῄσχυνεν הבִֹישָׁה] Whilst the Hebrew form cannot be derived from ׁיָבֵש 
‘to be dry,’ its intransitive use of ׁהובִֺיש, an alternative form of Hi. ׁהֵבִיש from 

 is firmly established.8 By contrast, καταισχύνω in the active voice is ,בושׁ√

not known to be used intransitively, ‘to act shamelessly,’ thus pace NETS. 

Hence we submit that them is latent, i.e. her children feeling ashamed of hav-

ing her as their mother.

Πορεύσομαι אֵלְכָה] In view of the cohortative אֵלְכָה we submit that the 

future tense here in G carries a deliberative modality. Some certain examples 

are identifiable, e.g. τί ἀντεροῦμεν ..; ‘how could we gainsay, we wonder ..  ?’ 

Ge 44.16.9

τῶν ἐραστῶν μου מְאַהֲבַי] For the obvious reason there is a vast amount 

of studies devoted to the Greek vocabulary relating to the notion of love.10 

One noteworthy fact is the extreme rarity in Biblical Greek of lexemes derived 

from the root ἐρ- in comparison with those derived from ἀγαπ- and φιλ-. 

Thus in SG the verb ἐράω occurs a mere three times. By contrast, in CH 

the root אהב reigns supreme. Also important is that of the 17 instances of 

ἐραστής in SG it is used in connection with idolatry, the only exception 

being in Lam 1.19.11 Hence in the main stream Judaism and Christianity 

there attaches a negative connotation to the ἐρ- words.

τὰ ἱμάτιά μου צַמְרִי] This equivalence occurs in SG only once more, later 

in our book, 2.9, also in the same combination with ὀθόνια פֶּשֶׁת. Since the 

ignorance on the part of our translator as to what this common Hebrew sub-

stantive means is unthinkable, the selection of ἱμάτιον is most likely due to 

his understanding that food, water, and clothes are three essential commodi-

ties for humans.

τὰ ὀθόνιά μου פִשְׁתִּי] Though the Hebrew noun is attested in the sg. and 

pl. alike, the pl. ὀθόνια does not necessarily suggest that the translator read 

8 Ibn Ezra, sensing the complexity, postulated ּנַפְשָׁה ‘herself’ as the object.
9 See further Muraoka SSG § 28 gf.
10 For a modest contribution by us, see Muraoka 2020b.89-94.
11 First noted by us in Muraoka 1979.183.
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-The pl. form is most likely influenced by τὰ ἱμάτια, whose pl. num .וּפִשְׁתַּי

ber is idiomatic in Greek.

πάντα ὅσα μοι καθήκει שִׁקּוּיָי] The Hebrew word here is generally under-

stood to be derived from the common root שׁקה and to mean ‘something to 

drink,’ though it occurs only two more times. Our Greek translator presum-

ably knew its meaning, but may have found its position at the very end of 

the list, not close to מֵימַי, odd and have decided to take some freedom, which 

appears to be manifest in the addition of πάντα. Referring to the rendition 

in Syrohexapla, /ḥāšḥān/ ‘needs’ here12 we (GELS s.v. καθήκω) mentioned 

as an alternative understanding, ‘all that is requisite, needed,’ a meaning 

which, however, is unknown elsewhere in the Greek literature, and it is prob-

ably a contextual analysis. What is closer to our Hosea passage appears to 

be found in τούτῳ καθήκει τὰ προτοτοκεῖα ‘this one is entitled to the rights 

of the firstborn’ De 21.17 and σοὶ κληρονομία καθήκει λαβεῖν τὴν θυγα-
τέρα αὐτοῦ ‘it is an inheritance due to you, to take his daughter’ To 6.13 GII, 

preceded by Δεδικαίωταί σοι λαβεῖν αὐτήν ‘you are in the right to take her.’13 

One could say that the woman was entitled to some form of return on her 

devotion to her lovers.

The woman counts on six commodities to be provided by her lovers. G 
concatenates all of them syndetically and neatly by means of καί, whereas 

H arranges them semantically into three groups, each of two constituents: 

a) commodities for bodily needs, b) commodities requisite for covering one’s 

body, c) fluids. By contrast our translator rearranged them into two groups; 

see above. This complete concatenation may be designed to underscore the 

woman’s devotion to, and reliance on her lovers.

2.6 [H 2.8]) διὰ τοῦτο ἰδοὺ ἐγὼ φράσσω τὴν ὁδὸν αὐτῆς ἐν σκόλοψι καὶ 
ἀνοικοδομήσω τὰς ὁδοὺς αὐτῆς, καὶ τὴν τρίβον αὐτῆς οὐ μὴ εὕρῃ·

 Therefore, behold, I build a hedge around her way with thorns and I shall 

rebuild her ways, and she will never find her route

לָכֵן הִנְנִי־שָׂךְ אֶת־דַּרְכֵּךְ בַּסִּירִים וְגָדַרְתִּי אֶת־גְּדֵרָהּ וּנְתִיבוֹתֶיהָ לאֹ תִמְצָא:

ἰδοὺ ἐγὼ φράσσω ְהִנְנִי־שָׂך] Joosten (71) translates: “(C’est pourquoi) 

voici, moi, j’obstrue.” We are not sure that the pronoun ἐγὼ is emphatic. The 

syntagm <הִנְנִי - ptc.> is always (fourteen times) translated in the Minor Proph-

ets with <ἰδοὺ ἐγὼ - an indicative present tense verb>. It is hard to believe 

that the pronoun is emphatic in every case. Moreover, <אָנֹכִי  <.ptc - הִנֵּה 

12 Peshitta’s /w-kol metb‘ē/ is obviously influenced by this and the LXX here. Earlier we 
(Muraoka 1979.183) noted פַּרְנוּסַי ‘my provisions’ in Targum here.

13 Cf. Vetus Latina quoted by Fitzmyer (2003.213): “scit tibi maxime aptam esse haere-
ditatem illius.”



 CHAPTER II 15

is rendered in the same manner, e.g. ἰδοὺ ἐγὼ ἐντέλλομαι הִנֵּה אָנֹכִי מְצַוֶּה 

Am 9.9, so also Zc 11.6, 16, Ma 4.4. See also how הִנֵּה followed by no verb 

has been rendered: ἰδοὺ ἐγὼ ἐπὶ σέ ְהִנְנִי אֵלַיִך Na 2.14, similarly ib. 3.5. We 

conclude, therefore, ἐγὼ is merely reproducing נִי-; there is no other way.

A strange mixture in H of your and her / she has been straightened out in 

G, unless its Vorlage read דרכה.

καὶ ἀνοικοδομήσω τὰς ὁδοὺς αὐτῆς ּאֶת־גְּדֵרָה  G widely departs [וְגָדַרְתִּי 

from H. Our translator chooses the same Greek verb to render the same 

Hebrew verb once again in καὶ ἀνοικοδομήσω τὰ πεπτωκότα αὐτῆς וְגָדַרְתִּי 
 Am 9.11, where, however, it is about repairing, as shown also by אֶת־פִּרְצֵיהֶן

the prefix ἀνα- attached to another three verbs in the verse – ἐν τῇ ἡμέρᾳ 

ἐκείνῃ ἀναστήσω τὴν σκηνὴν Δαυιδ τὴν πεπτωκυῖαν καὶ ἀνοικοδομήσω 

τὰ πεπτωκότα αὐτῆς καὶ τὰ κατεσκαμμένα αὐτῆς ἀναστήσω καὶ ἀνοικο-
δομήσω αὐτὴν καθὼς αἱ ἡμέραι τοῦ αἰῶνος. In our Hosea passage it is not 

about repair work, but restructuring the way in order to prevent freedom of 

movement. Our translator possibly thought that with the use of ἐν σκόλοψι 
the preventive, obstructive work was sufficiently expressed.14 Note also that 

he uses ἐμφράσσω and ἐμφραγμός to render the words he derives from 

the root גדר in ἐμφραχθήσεται θυγάτηρ Εφραιμ ἐν φραγμῷ תִּתְגֹּדְדִי בַת־גְּדוּד 

Mi 5.1 (H 4.14).

The sg. ּגְּדֵרָה has been transformed to the pl. τὰς ὁδοὺς αὐτῆς. Whichever 

way she turns, she would find her way blocked. Conversely the pl. ָנְתִיבוֹתֶיה 
has been transformed to the sg. τὴν τρίβον αὐτῆς; there will be found no 

route for her to follow.

2.7 [H 2.9]) καὶ καταδιώξεται τοὺς ἐραστὰς αὐτῆς καὶ οὐ μὴ καταλάβῃ 

αὐτούς· καὶ ζητήσει αὐτοὺς καὶ οὐ μὴ εὕρῃ αὐτούς· καὶ ἐρεῖ Πορεύ-
σομαι καὶ ἐπιστρέψω πρὸς τὸν ἄνδρα μου τὸν πρότερον, ὅτι καλῶς 

μοι ἦν τότε ἢ νῦν.

 and she will chase her lovers but never catch up with them. She will look 

for them but never find them. Then she will say ‘I will go back to my 

first man, for it was better for me then than now’

14 Joosten (71), citing “to wall up” in LSJ (s.v. ἀνοικοδομέω 2), renders our text as “je 
barricaderai ses chemins.” Of the three attestations from Classical Greek for this sense, 
Aristoph. Pax 100 is the only one that is text-critically assured. In the end he comes down on 
“une traduction ad sensum.” In Muraoka GELS s.v. ἀνοικοδομέω 2 we also suggested “to 
wall up” for Ho 2.6, La 3.5, 3.9. At La 3.9 the verb is parallel to ἐμφυράσσω, and the whole 
verse resembles our Ho case very much: ἀνῳκοδόμησεν ὁδούς μου, ἐνέφραξεν τρίβους μου, 
ἐτάραξεν, which translates גָּדַר דְּרָכַי בְּגָזִית נְתִיבתַֹי עִוָּה. Turner (1977) suggests that our trans-
lator “clearly resorted to the Lamentations version,” though it is not easy to demonstrate that 
point. The adjunct κατ᾽ ἐμοῦ La 3.5 (also 3.7) is indicative of the notion of hostility and incon-
venience: H reads (3.7)  עָלַי and (3.5)  בַּעֲדִי.
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וְרִדְּפָה אֶת־מְאַהֲבֶיהָ וְלאֹ־תַשִּׂיג אֹתָם וּבִקְשָׁתַם וְלאֹ תִמְצָא וְאָמְרָה אֵלְכָה וְאָשׁוּבָה 
אֶל־אִישִׁי הָרִאשׁוֹן כִּי טוֹב לִי אָז מֵעָתָּה: 

καταδιώξεται רִדְּפָה] The Piel stem here probably has the value of plurality 

of actions15, “to pursue ardently” (BDB s.v. Piel) or “persistently.”16 Note 

also the selection of καταδιώκειν instead of διώκειν.

καλῶς μοι ἦν טוֹב לִי] H טוֹב is equivocal, for it can be a Pf. 3ms or an 

adjective with הָיָה understood.

2.8 [H 2.10]) καὶ αὐτὴ οὐκ ἔγνω ὅτι ἐγὼ δέδωκα αὐτῇ τὸν σῖτον καὶ τὸν 

οἶνον καὶ τὸ ἔλαιον, καὶ ἀργύριον ἐπλήθυνα αὐτῇ· αὐτὴ δὲ ἀργυρᾶ 

καὶ χρυσᾶ ἐποίησεν τῇ Βααλ.

 and she did not realise that it was I that had given her the grain and the 

wine and the oil, and I multiplied silver for her, but she made (images) 

of silver and gold for Baal.

וְזָהָב  לָהּ  הִרְבֵּיתִי  וְכֶסֶף  וְהַיִּצְהָר  וְהַתִּירוֹשׁ  הַדָּגָן  לָהּ  נָתַתִּי  אָנֹכִי  כִּי  יָדְעָה  לאֹ  וְהִיא 
עָשׂוּ לַבָּעַל:

αὐτὴ הִיא] The Greek pronoun is probably not a mechanical reproduction 

of its Hebrew equivalent, but is focusing on her, an accusing finger in her 

direction.

οὐκ ἔγνω לאֹ יָדְעָה] The Greek Aorist here indicates a process, not a state 

of ignorance, ‘she was unaware,’ which could be expressed with οὐκ ᾔδει, 
cf. ἐγὼ κύριος ὁ θεός, καὶ οὐκ ἔστιν ἔτι πλὴν ἐμοῦ θεός, καὶ οὐκ ᾔδεις 

με ‘.. you are not acquainted with Me’ Is 45.5.

ἐγὼ אָנֹכִי] Opposed to her lovers.

δέδωκα נָתַתִּי] Not ἔδωκα, aorist, once upon a time. She is still surviving, 

which she owes to God.

αὐτὴ δὲ] ≠ H. On the function of the nominative, personal pronoun, see 

above. How daring she was!

ἀργυρᾶ καὶ χρυσᾶ ἐποίησεν τῇ Βααλ זָהָב עָשׂוּ לַבָּעַל] The dative τῇ shows 

that ַל cannot indicate transformation, “machen zu.”17 It is rather equivalent 

to dativus commodi. The use of the n.pl. adjectives suggests that εἴδωλα is 

understood, cf. τὸ ἀργύριον αὐτῶν καὶ τὸ χρυσίον αὐτῶν ἐποίησαν ἑαυ-
τοῖς εἴδωλα כַּסְפָּם וּזְהָבָם עָשׂוּ לָהֶם עֲצַבִּים Ho 8.4. The addition of ἀργυρᾶ is 

understandable, given the frequent mention of the two metals together. Indeed 

the absence of כֶּסֶף strikes us as somewhat odd.

15 Thus pace JM § 52 d not about multiple subjects or objects. On the corresponding stem 
in Akkadian that can at times indicate plurality of actions, see Kouwenberg 1997.162-68. Cf. 
Jenni 1968.215. Ibn Ezra disputes the notion of “always,” mentioning examples in which Qal 
and Piel of the same verbs seem to make no difference.

16 Cf. Keil 1975.55: “piel in an intensive sense, to pursue eagerly.”
17 KBS s.v. I עָשָׂה qal 3.
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The feminine gender of Βααλ occurs for the first time in Jd 2.13A, though 

in conjunction with ταῖς Ἀστάρταις. Likewise in Ho 13.1 and Zp 1.4.18 

Most of the time, however, its gender is masculine, if explicitly indicated 

at all.

2.9 [H 2.11]) διὰ τοῦτο ἐπιστρέψω καὶ κομιοῦμαι τὸν σῖτόν μου καθ᾿ 
ὥραν αὐτοῦ καὶ τὸν οἶνόν μου ἐν καιρῷ αὐτοῦ καὶ ἀφελοῦμαι τὰ 

ἱμάτιά μου καὶ τὰ ὀθόνιά μου τοῦ μὴ καλύπτειν τὴν ἀσχημοσύνην 

αὐτῆς·

 Therefore I shall again carry off my grain in its hour and my wine in 

its time and remove my clothes and my linen cloth in order for her not 

cover her indecency

לְכַסּוֹת  וּפִשְׁתִּי  צַמְרִי  וְהִצַּלְתִּי  בְּמוֹעֲדוֹ  וְתִירוֹשִׁי  בְּעִתּוֹ  דְגָנִי  וְלָקַחְתִּי  אָשׁוּב  לָכֵן 
אֶת־עֶרְוָתָהּ:

τοῦ μὴ καλύπτειν לְכַסּוֹת] The negator in G is required by the context, 

though its Vorlage may have read מִלְּכַסּוֹת, as in 4Q166 [= 4QpHosa] 2.9.19 

Even so an inf. cst. can be used to complement a substantive, e.g. מָקוֹם לָלִין 

Gn 24.23, 2  כְּלֵי שָׁרֵתCh 24.14.20

2.10 [H 2.12]) καὶ νῦν ἀποκαλύψω τὴν ἀκαθαρσίαν αὐτῆς ἐνώπιον τῶν 

ἐραστῶν αὐτῆς, καὶ οὐδεὶς οὐ μὴ ἐξέληται αὐτὴν ἐκ χειρός μου·

 and I shall now expose her impurity in front of her lovers, and nobody 

will ever deliver her out of my hand

וְעַתָּה אֲגַלֶּה אֶת־נַבְלֻתָהּ לְעֵינֵי מְאַהֲבֶיהָ וְאִישׁ לאֹ־יַצִּילֶנָּה מִיָּדִי:

τὴν ἀκαθαρσίαν αὐτῆς ּנַבְלֻתָה] The noun נַבְלוּת is a hapax in BH. It is 

attested in QH, e.g. ולוא ישמע בפי נבלות וכחש עוון ומרמות וכזבים לוא ימצאו 
 there shall not be found in my mouth ..’ From the parallel words‘ בשפתי

the lexeme obviously denotes some vice verbally and orally, but not visually 

expressed, which, however, does not fit our context, and the understanding 

represented by G appears to come closer to the truth.21 It is most likely a 

euphemistic reference to pudenda, cf. δείξω ἔθνεσιν τὴν αἰσχύνην σου 

.Na 3.5 וְהַרְאֵיתִי גוֹיִם מַעְרֵךְ

18 Harl (1988.209) mentions Le Déaut, who maintained that this feminine gender reflects 
the Jewish reading tradition, wherein בַּעַל was euphemistically pronounced בּשֶֹׁת, which is 
αἰσχύνη, a fem. noun, in LXX.

19 So noted by us (Muraoka 1979.185).
20 So Muraoka 1979.184 and id. SQH § 18 i, see also Neef 1986.202.
21 Cf. DCH V 596b. For an older view, see Olyan 1992.
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2.11 [H 2.13]) καὶ ἀποστρέψω πάσας τὰς εὐφροσύνας αὐτῆς, ἑορτὰς 

αὐτῆς καὶ τὰς νουμηνίας αὐτῆς καὶ τὰ σάββατα αὐτῆς καὶ πάσας τὰς 

πανηγύρεις αὐτῆς·

 and I shall do away with all her merry-makings, her holidays, her fes-

tivities on new moon, and her sabbaths and all public festivals

וְהִשְׁבַּתִּי כָּל־מְשׂוֹשָׂהּ חַגָּהּ חָדְשָׁהּ וְשַׁבַּתָּהּ וְכֹל מוֹעֲדָהּ:

ἀποστρέψω הִשְׁבַּתִּי] See our analysis on this equivalence at 1.4 above.

εὐφροσύνας ּמְשׂוֹשָׂה] As all the following substantives, the sg. in H is 

converted to the pl. in H. It is all about recurrent occasions for merry-making 

and joy to be experienced whether individually or communally.

The addition of כל with the first and last noun only, so in G, might be 

intentional: all occasions when joy could be experienced and all public events, 

not only the three mentioned before it. The addition of the conjunction ו־ with 

 alone supports such an analysis. G apparently found it neat to join all שַׁבַּתָּהּ

the three substantives syndetically.

2.12 [H 2.14]) καὶ ἀφανιῶ ἄμπελον αὐτῆς καὶ τὰς συκᾶς αὐτῆς, ὅσα εἶπε 

Μισθώματά μοι ταῦτά ἐστιν ἃ ἔδωκάν μοι οἱ ἐρασταί μου, καὶ θήσο-
μαι αὐτὰ εἰς μαρτύριον, καὶ καταφάγεται αὐτὰ τὰ θηρία τοῦ ἀγροῦ 

καὶ τὰ πετεινὰ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ καὶ τὰ ἑρπετὰ τῆς γῆς·

 and I shall destroy her vine-tree(s) and her fig-trees, which she said 

‘These are my earnings given to me by my lovers,’ and I shall make 

them a witness, and the beasts of the field and the birds of the sky and 

the creeping animals of the earth will devour them 

וַהֲשִׁמֹּתִי גַּפְנָהּ וּתְאֵנָתָהּ אֲשֶׁר אָמְרָה אֶתְנָה הֵמָּה לִי אֲשֶׁר נָתְנוּ־לִי מְאַהֲבָי וְשַׂמְתִּים 
לְיַעַר וַאֲכָלָתַם חַיַּת הַשָּׂדֶה:

ἄμπελον αὐτῆς καὶ τὰς συκᾶς αὐτῆς ּוּתְאֵנָתָה  The disagreement [גַּפְנָהּ 

between G and H in terms of number and determination is noteworthy. It is 

difficult to fathom a reason for it. גֶּפֶן appears in the pl. at בַּגְּפָנִים Hb 3.17 

and translated accordingly with ἐν ταῖσ ἀμπέλοις.

ὅσα אֲשֶׁר] Both antecedents are feminine in gender. The neuter plural con-

cord is due to the predicate, μισθώματα, as in αἱ ἑπτὰ βόες αἱ καλαὶ ἑπτὰ 

ἔτη ἐστίν ‘the seven beautiful cows are seven years’ Ge 41.26.22

μισθώματα אֶתְנָה] Joosten (74) mentions a study by Spicq (1991.1040), 

according to whom μίσθωμα denotes what a prostitute earns for her service 

as well as a gift she gives to her customers, a disputable position, for the Greek 

noun can not mean ‘gift,’ for which δόμα, δόσις etc. are used. On καὶ σὺ 

22 See SSG § 77 l.
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δέδωκας μισθώματα πᾶσι τοῖς ἐρασταῖς σου καὶ ἐφόρτιζες αὐτοὺς τοῦ ἔρχε-
σθαι πρὸς σὲ κυκλόθεν ἐν τῇ πορνείᾳ σου Ez 16.33 (GELS s.v. μίσθωμα) 

we have suggested it means either “she gave away what she had earned as 

a harlot” or “out of her income as a harlot she paid her client lovers an 

incentive for the bother of coming to please her,” in any case no gift.

θήσομαι αὐτὰ εἰς μαρτύριον שַׂמְתִּים לְיַעַר] The syntagm <τίθημι (act. or 

mid.) + acc. + εἰς> is unattested prior to SG, see GELS s.v. τίθημ I 3 b, II 4. 

See also below at 4.7.

εἰς μαρτύριον לְיַעַר] another noteworthy discrepancy; G = לְעֵד. Her hus-

band warned that a carefully fenced round plot of land with vine-trees and 

fig-trees planted in it would be turned into a land easily accessible to ani-

mals and birds, which is, according to G, going to become a witness against 

her debauchery.

הַשָּׂדֶה  is considerably expanded in G. Did its Vorlage read as in [חַיַּת 

 μετὰ τῶν θηρίων τοῦ ἀγροῦ καὶ) עִם־חַיַּת הַשָּׂדֶה וְעִם־עוֹף הַשָּׁמַיִם וְרֶמֶשׂ הָאֲדָמָה
μετὰ τῶν πετεινῶν τοῦ οὐρανοῦ καὶ μετὰ τῶν ἑρπετῶν τῆς γῆς) vs. 18 (20)? 

The sg. form καταφάγεται might speak against it, for the sg. verb concording 

with three n. pl. subject nouns is rather unlikely. Cf. תֶּאֱבַל הָאָרֶץ וְאֻמְלַל כָּל־יוֹשֵׁב 

יֵאָסֵפוּ הַיָּם  וְגַם־דְּגֵי  הַשָּׁמָיִם  וּבְעוֹף  הַשָּׂדֶה  בְּחַיַּת   Ho 4.3. In our passage fishes בָּהּ 

are absent for the obvious reason.

2.13 [H 2.15]) καὶ ἐκδικήσω ἐπ᾿ αὐτὴν τὰς ἡμέρας τῶν Βααλιμ, ἐν αἷς 

ἐπέθυεν αὐτοῖς καὶ περιετίθετο τὰ ἐνώτια αὐτῆς καὶ τὰ καθόρμια 

αὐτῆς καὶ ἐπορεύετο ὀπίσω τῶν ἐραστῶν αὐτῆς, ἐμοῦ δὲ ἐπελάθετο, 

λέγει κύριος.

 and I shall punish her for the days of Baals when she would offer sac-

rifices and wear her ear-rings and necklaces and go after her lovers, 

forgetting me, says the Lord.

וּפָקַדְתִּי עָלֶיהָ אֶת־יְמֵי הַבְּעָלִים אֲשֶׁר תַּקְטִיר לָהֶם וַתַּעַד נִזְמָהּ וְחֶלְיָתָהּ וַתֵּלֶךְ אַחֲרֵי 
מְאַהֲבֶיהָ וְאֹתִי שָׁכְחָה נְאֻם־יְהוָה:

ἐκδικήσω ἐπ᾿ αὐτὴν τὰς ἡμέρας τῶν Βααλιμ] This Greek verb in the 

sense of ‘to punish’ appears to be an important part of the vocabulary of the 

Minor Prophets. Of a total of its 81 attestations in the entire LXX it occurs 

here 17 times, very often rendering Qal פָּקַד. The rection occurring here, 

<ἐκδικέω τι ἐπί τινα>, recurs five more times.23

τῶν Βααλιμ הַבְּעָלִים] Joosten (74) opines that G understood the pl. suffix 

/-i:m/ as part of the name of the divinity, but then he could have said τοῦ or 

τῆς. The woman also worshipped a female Baal (vs. 8).24 If anything, בַּעַל, 

23 See GELS s.v. 1, where other rection patterns are also mentioned.
24 Cf. HALOT s.v. I בַּעַל B 1 b.
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not only with reference to Baal of local Canaanites, but also may have started 

being used as a generic name for any foreign divinity. Then its plural could 

be genuinely plural. Note especially καὶ ἐξαρῶ τὰ ὀνόματα [not τὸ ὄνομα] 

τῶν Βααλιμ (שְׁמוֹת הַבְּעָלִים) ἐκ στόματος αὐτῆς vs. 17.

ἐπέθυεν תַּקְטִיר] The Impf. in G accurately reflects the imperfective aspect 

of תַּקְטִיר: ‘she offered sacrifices habitually.’ The two following way-yiqtol 

forms, however, are not consecutive in the sense that the actions indicated 

by them took place after the first. All the three indicate what she used to do 

habitually. Unless there was a functional argument for delaying the last two 

verbs, there was no other alternative. Thus the syntactic situation differs from 

what we find in, e.g. כִּבְשָׂה אַחַת קְטַנָּה אֲשֶׁר קָנָה וַיְחַיֶּהָ וַתִּגְדַּל עִמּוֹ וְעִם־בָּנָיו יַחְדָּו 

כְּבַת וַתְּהִי־לוֹ  תִשְׁכָּב  וּבְחֵיקוֹ  תִשְׁתֶּה  וּמִכּסֹוֹ  תאֹכַל    ,מִפִּתּוֹ 2Sm 12.3, where  מִפִּתּוֹ 

 are fronted to underline the extraordinary affection showered בְחֵיקוֹ and ,מִכּסֹוֹ

on the lamb, and the fronting enabled the repetition of the imperfective yiqtol.25 

G appropriately repeats the Impf. twice more: καὶ περιετίθετο .. καὶ ἐπο-
ρεύετο. Then it shifts to the Aorist, ἐπελάθετο, with which the translator 

characterises her attitude which was manifest in her habitual deeds, and for 

that purpose there was no need to use the Impf., ἐπελανθάνετο, as in ὕδωρ 

τῆς σβεστικῆς φύσεως ἐπελανθάνετο // πῦρ ἴσχυεν ἐν ὕδατι τῆς ἰδίας 

δυνάμεως PSol 19.20. אתִֹי fronted in contrast to ָמְאַהֲבֶיה is appropriately ren-

dered with the emphatic ἐμοῦ, not μου.

περιετίθετο תַּעַד] In the entire LXX this is the sole instance of this equiva-

lence. The Hebrew verb is not particularly uncommon. We argued that our 

translator was probably thinking of ְוָאֶעְדֵּךְ עֶדִי וָאֶתְּנָה צְמִידִים עַל־יָדַיִך Ez 16.11, 

which he renders as καὶ ἐκόσμησά σε κόσμῳ καὶ περιέθηκα ψέλια περὶ τὰς 

χεῖράς σου.26 His choice of περιτίθημι instead of κοσμέω, which he rightly 

uses at Ez 16.11, may be a solution of a syntagmatic problem presented by 

the verb κοσμέω, which normally takes a person or something to be decorated 

as its object.

τὰ ἐνώτια αὐτῆς ּנִזְמָה] The Hebrew word, נֶזֶם, denotes a ring used to 

decorate one’s nose or ears. Its etymology notwithstanding, ἐνώτιον (< οὖς, 

ὠτίον) appears to be used rather loosely in SG, as shown in ἔδωκα ἐνώτιον 

περὶ τὸν μυκτῆρά σου (ְעַל אַפֵּך) Ez 16.12 and ἐνώτιον ἐν ῥινὶ ὑός (בְּאַף חֲזִיר) 

Pr 11.22. Then at Ge 35.4 we might not be having to do with tautology not 

only in H הַנְּזָמִים אֲשֶׁר בְּאָזְנֵיהֶם, but also in G τὰ ἐνώτια τὰ ἐν τοῖς ὠσὶν αὐτῶν. 

By selecting the pl. ἐνώτια our translator is probably using the word in the 

sense of ear-rings, and that is a probable reason why he has not rendered 

25 Cf. Muraoka 2020b.42.
26 See Muraoka 1979.185, where we also mentioned Thackeray (1923.28-39), who had 

argued that XII and Ez 1-27, 40-48 were translated by one and the same person. On this issue, 
see also Joosten XIII.
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 τὰ ἐνώτια Ge 24.47. Note the use of the sg. at the < הַנֶּזֶם על אפה in עַל אַפָּהּ

above-cited Ez 16.12 and Pr 11.22.27

2.14 [H 2.16]) Διὰ τοῦτο ἰδοὺ ἐγὼ πλανῶ αὐτὴν καὶ κατάξω αὐτὴν εἰς 

ἔρημον καὶ λαλήσω ἐπὶ τὴν καρδίαν αὐτῆς

 Therefore, behold, I shall lead her astray and lead her down into a 

wilderness and speak to her affectionately

לָכֵן הִנֵּה אָנֹכִי מְפַתֶּיהָ וְהֹלַכְתִּיהָ הַמִּדְבָּר וְדִבַּרְתִּי עַל־לִבָּהּ:

πλανῶ αὐτὴν ָמְפַתֶּיה] As we (Index s.v. πλανάω) indicated, this equiva-

lence occurs four times in LXX,28 of which twice in καὶ ὁ προφήτης ἐὰν 

πλανηθῇ καὶ λαλήσῃ, ἐγὼ κύριος πεπλάνηκα τὸν προφήτην ἐκεῖνον 

Ez 14.9, where the translator presumably read H יְפֻתֶּה as יְפַתֶּה.
It is unlikely that πλανάω as well as פִּתָּה should be being used with nega-

tive connotation, ‘to mislead,’ as was seen by Rashi: “to persuade her and 

talk her into following Me (away from her familiar path).” Initially she may 

fail to understand why the Lord should do that to her. The pronoun ἐγὼ is 

not a mechanical representation of אָנֹכִי, which he knows is indispensable in 

Hebrew.29

κατάξω] Justly corrected by Ziegler (121) from τάξω universally read 

in the manuscripts. An urban settlement is perceived as situated on higher 

ground. In the majority of its attestations in SG the prefix κατά appears to 

retain its etymological value.

καὶ λαλήσω ἐπὶ τὴν καρδίαν αὐτῆς ּוְדִבַּרְתִּי עַל־לִבָּה] This idiomatic Hebrew 

expression means ‘to speak affectionately, touchingly or persuasively,’ and 

is similarly rendered in SG also at Jd 19.3AL, 2Ch 30.22, 32.6. This Greek 

rendition, however, is not idiomatic Greek.30

2.15 [H 2.17]) καὶ δώσω αὐτῇ τὰ κτήματα αὐτῆς ἐκεῖθεν καὶ τὴν κοι-
λάδα Αχωρ διανοῖξαι σύνεσιν αὐτῆς, καὶ ταπεινωθήσεται ἐκεῖ κατὰ 

τὰς ἡμέρας νηπιότητος αὐτῆς καὶ κατὰ τὰς ἡμέρας ἀναβάσεως αὐτῆς 

ἐκ γῆς Αἰγύπτου.

27 By Dr M. Theocharous in Athens I am informed that in Ancient Greece women wore 
only ear-rings, and Greek did not have a word for nose-rings. Some ancient Cypriot terra 
cottas are known, showing men wearing nose-rings, but one does not know what they were 
called.

28 We also noted (ib. 321, s.v. פִּתָּה) that διαπλανάω ‘to mislead thoroughly’ is used at 
Jd 19.8L.

29 SD ad loc. remarks: “Im Griech. steht ein betontes Pers.-Pron.”
30 Cf. Dogniez 2002.6-10. To say, as Babut (1995.81) does, it means “offrir un partenaire 

une (nouvelle) relation positive” is reading into the context.
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 and I shall give her her farms from there and the valley of Achor in 

order to enable her comprehension, and she will be humbled there 

as in the days of her infancy and as in the days of her ascent from the 

land of Egypt

כִּימֵי  שָּׁמָּה  וְעָנְתָה  תִּקְוָה  לְפֶתַח  עָכוֹר  וְאֶת־עֵמֶק  מִשָּׁם  אֶת־כְּרָמֶיהָ  לָהּ  וְנָתַתִּי 
נְעוּרֶיהָ וִּכְיוֹם עֲלֹתָהּ מֵאֶרֶץ־מִצְרָיִם:

τὰ κτήματα αὐτῆς ָכְּרָמֶיה] Two common renditions of כֶּרֶם are ἀμπελών 

and ἄμπελος. Given its meaning, κτήματα here is, in spite of its derivation 

from κτάομαι ‘to acquire,’ unlikely to mean ‘possessions’ in general, includ-

ing household utensils and clothes.31

διανοῖξαι σύνεσιν αὐτῆς לְפֶתַח תִּקְוָה] Whereas our translator undoubtedly 

identified ַֹלִפְתח in his Hebrew text, he is unlikely indulging in a somewhat 

complicated etymological game of II √קוה ‘to assemble’ and σύνεσις < 

σύνειμι and συνίημι. It is rather a case of contextually informed, somewhat 

free translation. When she has regained her better sense, a hope32 of return 

to her good old days is opening up for the woman. This Greek substantive is 

used more than 100 times in SG, but in no case can be with confidence ana-

lysed as derived from σύνειμι.
καὶ ταπεινωθήσεται וְעָנְתָה] Of multiple homonymous roots G represents 

one from which עָנָו is derived. However, pace Joosten (76), no painful pun-

ishment need be implied, which would not harmonise well with κατὰ τὰς 

ἡμέρας νηπιότητος αὐτῆς. Nor need the rendition presuppose וְעֻנְּתָה. ταπει-
νωθήσεται can be analysed as middle in value: “to take a humble, low view 

of one’s own value out of a sense of awe or respect for sbd else” (GELS s.v. 

ταπεινόω 1 f ), a position she would have taken in the presence of parents 

and other adults.33 Cf. εἴπατε τῷ βασιλεῖ καὶ τοῖς δυναστεύουσιν Ταπει-
νώθητε καὶ καθίσατε, ὅτι καθῃρέθη ἀπὸ κεφαλῆς ὑμῶν στέφανος δόξης 

ὑμῶν Je 13.18.

κατὰ τὰς ἡμέρας ἀναβάσεως αὐτῆς ἐκ γῆς Αἰγύπτου ּעֲלֹתָה  כְיוֹם 

 Even on their way to the bright future in the promised land [מֵאֶרֶץ־מִצְרָיִם

31 Already in Muraoka 1993 s.v. we preferred ‘landed property’ to ‘possessions.’ At Jl 1.11 
SD renders the word as “Sklaven.” Though our noun is the subject of θρηνεῖτε, a passage 
such as πενθήσει ἡ γῆ תֶּאֱבַל הָאָרֶץ Ho 4.3 is nothing unusual in the Bible. In BDAG s.v. we 
read “2 landed property, field, piece of ground, in later usage κ. came to be restricted to this 
meaning (since Demosth. ..).” 

Theophylactus, in his commentary on Hosea, says: τοὺς Χαναναίους ἐκβαλοῦσα, τὴν γῆν 
αὐτῶν κατεκληρόνομησε “by expelling Canaanites they had acquired their land” (PG 126.612). 
Wolff’s (1965.37) remark sounds to us a bit too clever: “LXX verallgemeinert τὰ κτήματα 
αὐτῆς = ‘ihre Besitztümer’ und aktualisiert damit den Text für die städtischen Gemeinden des 
Diasporajudentums.” Cf. Frankel 1831.156 on Dt 22.9.

32 Cf. κατοικιῶ σε ἐπ᾿ ἐλπίδι Ho 2.18.
33 νηπιότης probably indicates an age lower than SD’s “Jugend.” See also Joosten 74, 

discussing his rendition, “les jours de sa petite enfance.”
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Israelites went through a fair bit of humbling, trying experiences. Cf. Dt 8.2, 

3, 16, where עִנָּה is rendered with κακόω ‘to put through difficulties.’

2.16 [H 2.18]) καὶ ἔσται ἐν ἐκείνῃ τῇ ἡμέρᾳ, λέγει κύριος, καλέσει με 

Ὁ ἀνήρ μου, καὶ οὐ καλέσει με ἔτι Βααλιμ·

 and on that day, says the Lord, she will call me ‘My husband,’ and she 

will not call me ‘Baalim’ any longer,

וְהָיָה בַיּוֹם־הַהוּא נְאֻם־יְהוָה תִּקְרְאִי אִישִׁי וְלאֹ־תִקְרְאִי־לִי עוֹד בַּעְלִי:

καλέσει με תִּקְרְאִי] Here is another case of admixture of direct and indirect 

speech. See above at 1.2. Pace Joosten (76) our translator could not have 

read the yod of תקראי as the suffix for ‘me,’ for which one would expect 

.תקראי לי and cf. the immediately following ,תקראני

Βααλιμ בַּעְלִי] See above at vs. 13. Here Βααλιμ is of course a reference 

to one divinity.

2.17 [H 2.19]) καὶ ἐξαρῶ τὰ ὀνόματα τῶν Βααλιμ ἐκ στόματος αὐτῆς, 

καὶ οὐ μὴ μνησθῶσιν οὐκέτι τὰ ὀνόματα αὐτῶν.

 and I shall remove the names of Baals out of her mouth, and their 

names will never be mentioned again

וַהֲסִרתִֹי אֶת־שְׁמוֹת הַבְּעָלִים מִפִּיהָ וְלאֹ־יִזָּכְרוּ עוֹד בִּשְׁמָם:

οὐ μὴ μνησθῶσιν οὐκέτι τὰ ὀνόματα αὐτῶν לאֹ־יִזָּכְרוּ עוֹד בִּשְׁמָם] H means 

‘they will not be invoked by name again.’ Is G an attempt to harmonise the 

two halves of the verse?

Unlike ἀνα-, ὑπομιμνῄσκω this high-frequency verb never appears in SG 

in the active voice form, but always as μιμνῄσκομαι, even where the meaning 

is not middle nor passive. However, if our translator’s consonantal Vorlage 

looked like the MT, with the preposition -ב in particular, יזכרו must be under-

stood by him as passive Nifal. בְּשֵׁם  to remember (someone) under a‘ זָכַר 

certain name’ is unknown to Biblical Hebrew. Then our μνησθῶσιν must 

be semantically passive, in which case it can also be rendered as ‘will not 

be retained in memory,’ the names will not be on the people’s memory sticks 

any more.34

-καὶ διαθήσομαι αὐτοῖς ἐν ἐκείνῃ τῇ ἡμέρᾳ δια ([רֶמֶשׂ הָאֲדָמָה 2.20] 2.18
θήκην μετὰ τῶν θηρίων τοῦ ἀγροῦ καὶ μετὰ τῶν πετεινῶν τοῦ οὐρα-
νοῦ καὶ μετὰ τῶν ἑρπετῶν τῆς γῆς· καὶ τόξον καὶ ῥομφαίαν καὶ 
πόλεμον συντρίψω ἀπὸ τῆς γῆς καὶ κατοικιῶ σε ἐπ᾿ ἐλπίδι.

34 In GELS s.v. 2 we mentioned this sense as a possible alternative.
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 and I will conclude a contract for them on that day with the beasts of 

the field and with the birds of the sky and with the animals creeping 

on the ground, and bow and sword and war I shall abolish from the 

earth and I will let you live with a hope

הָאֲדָמָה  וְרֶמֶשׂ  הַשָּׁמַיִם  וְעִם־עוֹף  הַשָּׂדֶה  עִם־חַיַּת  הַהוּא  בַּיּוֹם  בְּרִית  לָהֶם  וְכָרַתִּי 
וְקֶשֶׁת וְחֶרֶב וּמִלְחָמָה אֶשְׁבּוֹר מִן־הָאָרֶץ וְהִשְׁכַּבְתִּים לָבֶטַח:

μετὰ τῶν ἑρπετῶν τῆς γῆς רֶמֶשׂ הָאֲדָמָה] If H’s Vorlage also lacked the 

preposition, the translator has sensibly supplied it, for it could be absent from 

the second noun phrase, but not from the last alone. Cf. σὺν τοῖς θηρίοις 

τοῦ ἀγροῦ καὶ σὺν τοῖς ἑρπετοῖς τῆς γῆς καὶ σὺν τοῖς πετεινοῖς τοῦ 

οὐρανοῦ Ho 4.3.

πόλεμον συντρίψω מִלְחָמָה אֶשְׁבּוֹר] Πόλεμος as direct object of συντρίβω 

also occurs in συνέτριψεν (שִׁבַּר) τὰ κράτη τῶν τόξων, ὅπλον καὶ ῥομφαίαν 

καὶ πόλεμον Ps 75.4, see also Ex 15.3, Ju 9.7, 16.2. Hence it is not abso-

lutely necessary to take the word as an ellipsis for ὅπλα πολέμου. Perhaps 

an end to armed conflicts is meant.

ἀπὸ τῆς γῆς מִן־הָאָרֶץ] Whilst Theophylactus35 remarks that ἡ γῆ can 

denote the land (of Israel) well as the earth and the opposition in our verse 

between הָאָרֶץ and הָאֲדָמָה makes it more likely that the prophet meant the 

former, readers ignorant of Hebrew could scarcely have failed to notice the 

contrast here between τῆς γῆς and τοῦ οὐρανοῦ, and may have understood 

ἀπὸ τῆς γῆς as we have translated above.

καὶ κατοικιῶ σε ἐπ᾿ ἐλπίδι לָבֶטַח  .Three things stand out [וְהִשְׁכַּבְתִּים 

Firstly, σε as against ים. Our translator sees the woman as representing the 

whole community of Israel. Secondly, this is the only case in LXX where 

 corresponds to κατοικίζω. Joosten (77f.) holds that this Greek verb הִשְׁכִּיב

represents הוֹשִׁיב. True, שָׁכַב and יָשַׁב are two distinct concepts. In certain 

contexts, however, they are interrelated and close to each other. See, for 

instance, תּוֹשִׁיבֵנִי לָבֶטַח  לְבָדָד  יְהוָה  כִּי־אַתָּה  וְאִישָׁן  אֶשְׁכְּבָה  יַחְדָּו   .Ps 4.9 בְּשָׁלוֹם 

When one can look forward (ἐπ᾿ ἐλπίδι) to a night of undisturbed, peaceful 

sleep, one is living a secured, peaceful life. Note the end of Ps 4.9 ἐν εἰρήνῃ 

ἐπὶ τὸ αὐτὸ κοιμηθήσομαι καὶ ὑπνώσω, ὅτι σύ, κύριε, κατὰ μόνας ἐπ᾿ 
ἐλπίδι κατῴκισάς με. Cf. also וְנָתַתִּי שָׁלוֹם בָּאָרֶץ וּשְׁכַבְתֶּם וְאֵין מַחֲרִיד וְהִשְׁבַּתִּי 
 Le 26.6, the second half of which חַיָּה רָעָה מִן־הָאָרֶץ וְחֶרֶב לאֹ־תַעֲברֹ בְּאַרְצְכֶם

reminds us of our Hosea verse.36 In XII we find relevant αὕτη ἡ πόλις ἡ 

φαυλίστρια ἡ κατοικοῦσα ἐπ᾿ ἐλπίδι Zp 3.1 את הָעִיר הָעַלִּיזָה הַיּוֹשֶׁבֶת לָבֶטַח 

(H 2.15) and καὶ κατοικήσει Ιερουσαλημ πεποιθότως וְיָשְׁבָה יְרוּשָׁלִַם לָבֶטַח 
Zc 14.11. Note a case with רָבַץ, a synonym of שָׁכַב in ּיִרְבָּצו לָבֶטַח   אֶבְיוֹנִים 

Is 14.30.

35 PG 126.617: Τουτέστι, τῆς Ἰουδαίας ἢ καὶ τὰ ὕστερον ἐπὶ πάσης τῆς γῆς γεγονότα.
36 Le 26.6 is mentioned by Cohen (1948.11) ad Ho 2.20.
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That the notions of hope and security are viewed as close to each other is 

apparent in וּבָטַחְתָּ כִּי־יֵשׁ תִּקְוָה וְחָפַרְתָּ לָבֶטַח תִּשְׁכָּב: וְרָבַצְתָּ וְאֵין מַחֲרִיד Jb 11.18f.37

2.19 [H 2.21]) καὶ μνηστεύσομαί σε ἐμαυτῷ εἰς τὸν αἰῶνα καὶ μνηστεύ-
σομαί σε ἐμαυτῷ ἐν δικαιοσύνῃ καὶ ἐν κρίματι καὶ ἐν ἐλέει καὶ ἐν 

οἰκτιρμοῖς

 and I shall betroth you to myself for ever and I shall betroth you to 

myself in righteousness and in justice and in mercy and in compassion

וְאֵרַשְׂתִּיךְ לִי לְעוֹלָם וְאֵרַשְׂתִּיךְ לִי בְּצֶדֶק וּבְמִשְׁפָּט וּבְחֶסֶד וּבְרַחֲמִים:

ἐν δικαιοσύνῃ בְּצֶדֶק] Joosten (78) rightly rejects the notion of ב־ pretii, 

betrothal price, as sometimes applied here and to the following three prepo-

sitional phrases.38

2.20 [H 2.22]) καὶ μνηστεύσομαί σε ἐμαυτῷ ἐν πίστει, καὶ ἐπιγνώσῃ τὸν 

κύριον.

 and I shall betroth you to myself in faith, and you will come to know 

the Lord

וְאֵרַשְׂתִּיךְ לִי בֶּאֱמוּנָה וְיָדַעַתְּ אֶת־יְהוָה:

ἐπιγνώσῃ ְּיָדַעַת] Greek is more subtle than Hebrew here. The compound 

verb implies more than being acquainted with or aware of, which we indi-

cated by defining its meaning as to come to know character and nature of, 

GELS s.v. 1.39 We (1979.187) pointed out that, whether our translator, who 

could have used the simplex, γνώσῃ, so intended or not, his readership at least 

would not have misunderstood the text as referring to sexual intimacy, for up 

to this point the relationship between God and His people is being depicted 

in terms of marital relationship. Note the institution of temple prostitutes.

2.21 [H 2.23]) καὶ ἔσται ἐν ἐκείνῃ τῇ ἡμέρᾳ, λέγει κύριος, ἐπακούσομαι 
τῷ οὐρανῷ, καὶ αὐτὸς ἐπακούσεται τῇ γῇ, 

 and on that day, says the Lord, I shall hearken to the heaven, and it 

will hearken to the earth

וְהָיָה בַּיּוֹם הַהוּא אֶעֱנֶה נְאֻם־יְהוָה אֶעֱנֶה אֶת־הַשָּׁמָיִם וְהֵם יַעֲנוּ אֶת־הָאָרֶץ:

37 Hence we disagree with BDAG s.v. ἐλπίς 1 bα, where it is stated that ἐπ᾽ ἐλπίδι in
ἡ σάρξ μου κατασκηνώσει ἐπ᾽ ἐλπίδι Ac 2.26 (< אַף־בְּשָׂרִי יִשְׁכֹּן לָבֶטַח Ps 16.9) is a Hebraism, 
meaning “in safety”; see already in Muraoka 1979.187.

38 So, for instance, Harper (1905.243). Keil (1975.64) characterises these four abstract 
nouns as qualities of a new relationship about to be established.

39 Cf. also Joosten 78.
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ἐπακούσομαι אֶעֱנֶה] The prefix ἐπι- underscores attention to speaker(s), 

not just reception of sound waves. Note its definitions given in GELS: 1. to 

give ear, listen; 2. to take sympathetic note of; 3. to accede to a request 

orally made by; 4. to grant sth in response to a request; 5. to react to oral 

message. We have put our Ho passage under 1, but it could come also under 2, 

as in τῷ θεῷ τῷ ἐπακούσαντί μοι ἐν ἡμέρᾳ θλίψεως Ge 35.3.

The first אֶעֱנֶה is missing in G and Peshitta. The repetition could be origi-

nal: the first being generic, and the second specific. There are four parties 

involved here: 1) God, the creator and commander-in-chief, 2) the nature 

that requires rain and sunshine, 3) agricultural products, and 4) humans 

dependent on those products for survival. This interaction is reflected in 

the multifaceted syntagmatics of עָנָה and ἐπακούομαι in these two verses, 

21 and 22. 1) responds to a call coming from 2), and 2) to the one coming 

from 3), and 3) to the one coming from 4).

αὐτὸς הֵם] ‘it in turn.’ This is a reading replacing ὁ οὐρανός in Rahlfs.

2.22 [H 2.24]) καὶ ἡ γῆ ἐπακούσεται τὸν σῖτον καὶ τὸν οἶνον καὶ τὸ 

ἔλαιον, καὶ αὐτὰ ἐπακούσεται τῷ Ιεζραελ.

 and the earth will grant the grain and the wine and the oil, and they 

will respond to Jezrael

וְהָאָרֶץ תַּעֲנֶה אֶת־הַדָּגָן וְאֶת־הַתִּירוֹשׁ וְאֶת־הַיִּצְהָר וְהֵם יַעֲנוּ אֶת־יִזְרְעֶאל:

2.23 [H 2.25]) καὶ σπερῶ αὐτὴν ἐμαυτῷ ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς καὶ ἐλεήσω τὴν Οὐκ 

ἠλεημένην καὶ ἐρῶ τῷ Οὐ λαῷ μου Λαός μου εἶ σύ, καὶ αὐτὸς ἐρεῖ 
Κύριος ὁ θεός μου εἶ σύ.

 and I shall sow her on the earth for myself and pity the unpitied and 

say to Not my people ‘You are my people,’ and they will say ‘You are 

the Lord my God.’

וְהוּא  עַמִּי־אַתָּה  לְלאֹ־עַמִּי  וְאָמַרְתִּי  רֻחָמָה  אֶת־לאֹ  וְרִחַמְתִּי  בָּאָרֶץ  לִּי  וּזְרַעְתִּיהָ 
יאֹמַר אֱלֹהָי:

καὶ σπερῶ αὐτὴν ἐμαυτῷ ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς וּזְרַעְתִּיהָ לִּי בָּאָרֶץ] She is to be sowed 

as seeds to produce abundant and right crops.40 Cf. σπερῶ αὐτοὺς ἐν λαοῖς 

 ,Zc 10.9. On variety of prepositions to go with this Greek verb אֶזְרָעֵם בָּעַמִּים

see Mt 13.19-24 in the parable of the sower.

Κύριος ὁ θεός μου εἶ σύ אֱלֹהָי] The G version is expanded, presumably an 

attempt to harmonise with what precedes.

40 Two patristic commentators make her a farmer (γεώργιος): Theodoretus (PG 81.1568) 
and Theophylactus (PG 126.624).
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3.1) Καὶ εἶπε κύριος πρός με Ἔτι πορεύθητι καὶ ἀγάπησον γυναῖκα ἀγα-
πῶσαν πονηρὰ καὶ μοιχαλίν, καθὼς ἀγαπᾷ ὁ θεὸς τοὺς υἱοὺς Ισραηλ 

καὶ αὐτοὶ ἀποβλέπουσιν ἐπὶ θεοὺς ἀλλοτρίους καὶ φιλοῦσιν πέμματα 

μετὰ σταφίδων.

 And the Lord said unto me, ‘Go again, and love a woman who loves 

wicked things, and an adulteress, as God loves the sons of Israel, 

though they look away towards alien gods and take delight in cakes 

(stuffed) with dried grapes.’

אֶת־בְּנֵי  יְהוָה  כְּאַהֲבַת  וּמְנָאָפֶת  רֵעַ  אֲהֻבַת  אֱהַב־אִשָּׁה  לֵךְ  עוֹד  אֵלַי  יְהוָה  וַיּאֹמֶר 
יִשְׂרָאֵל וְהֵם פֹּנִים אֶל־אֱלֹהִים אֲחֵרִים וְאֹהֲבֵי אֲשִׁישֵׁי עֲנָבִים:

ἀγάπησον] The aorist tense of the imperative contrasts with the present 

participle ἀγαπῶσαν describing the woman’s attitude and disposition. The 

prophet is commanded to take action, though it has been debated by scholars 

exactly what kind of action is meant.

καὶ2]1 According to the Massoretic cantillation the adverb עוֹד is to be con-

strued with what precedes it. עוֹד as well as ἔτι are equally flexible as regards 

their position: e.g. 1.6 וַתַּהַר עוֹד καὶ συνέλαβεν ἔτι; 12.92 ָֹעד אוֹשִׁיבְך  ἔτι κατοι-
κιῶ; Zc 11.15 .. ָעוֹד קַח לְך Ἔτι λάβε σεαυτῷ, where an athnach is found on the 

preceding Hebrew word. Thus there is no linguistic clue for settling the question.

The use of καί between the two imperatives in contrast to the asyndetic 

structure of the Hebrew text may be due to the fact that the translator thought 

that the imperative ְלֵך had its full significance, not a kind of interjection3. This 

might also account for the choice of πορεύομαι instead of βαδίζω, which 

latter is much more idiomatic in such an asyndetic construction, e.g. 1.2 

βάδιζε λάβε σεαυτῷ γυναῖκα for .. לֵךְ קַח לְךָ אֵשֶׁת. See also Am 7.12, 15.4

ἀγαπῶσαν] The MT form אֲהֻבַת is generally revocalised in conformity to 

the LXX reading and the Peshitta /rāḥmā/.5 But it is not absolutely necessary 

to read אֹהֶבֶת for a passive participle can also indicate a state as in אֲחֻזֵי חֶרֶב 

‘holding a sword’ Ct 3.8.6 Hence, she once fell in love and is still in love.

1 See a discussion in Wolff 1965.75.
2 Where the chapter and verse number differs between the Hebrew and the Greek texts, 

we follow the latter’s numbering.
3 Cf. JM § 105 e.
4 See above at 1.2 and GELS s.v. βαδίζω.
5 See, e.g., BHS, ad loc., and Wolff 1965.70.
6 See JM § 121 o, and cf. also Simon 1989.45; Macintosh 1997.95 and BHQ 56*.
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πονηρά] Our translator obviously read רַׇע so the Peshitta /bīšātā/. He may 

have been aware of the traditional reading, ַאֲהֻבַת רֵע, and of the application 

of ַרֵע to husband as in ּרֵעָה τὸν συνόντα αὐτῇ Je 3.20,7 but may have wished 

to see a more explicit expression such as ָאִשְׁתְּך and save his readership the 

wrong impression as if God was ordering the prophet also to commit adul-

tery. The prophet is now being told to take another dubious woman and love 

her.

When the Greek word is used substantively in the neuter, the plural is the 

rule: so also at 7.15, Am 5.13,15, Mi 3.2, Na 1.11, Hb 1.13; exceptions are 

Am 5.14, Ma 2.17. In all these places the Hebrew text shows the singular, 

 .רׇעׇה or רַע

μοιχαλίν] for the more usual μοιχαλίδα.8

ὁ θεός יהוה] If one excepts innumerable cases of κύριοσ ὁ θεός, Ma 2.17 

is the only other instance in which the tetragrammaton in the MT is rendered 

with ὁ θεός. Regarding Je 1.2, where the same equivalence is observable, 

Streane (1896.27) writes: “It is unlikely that O’ would, without any appar-

ent reason, violate their rule, carefully to distinguish the words for Lord and 

God.” Trg., Pesh., and Vulg. all apparently read יהוה. The rendering ὁ θεός 

may be due to the desire to contrast it with the following θεοὺς ἀλλοτρίους.

αὐτοί] ‘they in contrast.’

ἀποβλέπουσιν], a verb recurring at Ma 3.9. The prefix ἀπο- is indicative 

of apostasy in this instance, whereas we have a totally different perspective 

in “He [= Moses] regarded disgrace for the sake of Christ as of greater value 

than the treasures of Egypt, because he was looking ahead to his reward 

(ἀπέβλεπεν γὰρ εἰς τὴν μισθαποδοσίαν)” Heb 11.26, i.e. looking away 

from A, and towards B instead. The v.l. ἐπι- may best be regarded as second-

ary arising from an attempt to harmonise the form of the verb with the follow-

ing preposition.9 For further cases of the figurative use of פנה see De 31.18 

ἐπέστρεψαν ἐπὶ θεοὺς ἀλλοτρίους, 20 ἐπιστραφήσονται ἐπὶ θεοὺς ἀλλο-
τρίους, Le 19.4 οὐκ ἐπακολουθήσετε εἰδώλοις.

θεοὺς ἀλλοτρίους] Also Ma 2.11. The Heb. collocation אלהים אחרים may 

be rendered more literally as θ. ἕτεροι as in Ex 23.13.10

φιλοῦσι] On the semantics of this controversial verb, see esp. Swinn 1990, 

GELS s.v., and Muraoka 2020b.89-92.

As Keil (1975.68) correctly points out, אהבי does not refer to idols who 

love such fruits, but is parallel to 11פנים, which has been correctly captured 

by the LXX.

7 See a persuasive argument by Keil 1975.67.
8 See Moulton - Howard 1919-29.131f.
9 See also GELS s.v. 2.
10 For nuances of the epithet ἀλλότριος, see GELS s.v. 3.
11 On the syntax of the participle in the construct state, see JM § 121 k.
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πέμματα) אֲשִׁישֵׁי. Note that the Greek word πέμμα is elsewhere in the LXX 

attested only in Ezekiel (11×), where it renders אֵיפׇה. Otherwise, אֲשִׁישָׁה is 

rendered variously: ἀμόρα ‘sweet cake’ Ct 2.5, λάγανον ἀπὸ τηγάνου 2K 6.19, 

ἀμορίτη 1C 16.3. Aquila (παλαιά) seems to have read ׁיׇשִׁיש ‘aged, ancient.’12

3.2) καὶ ἐμισθωσάμην ἐμαυτῷ πεντεκαίδεκα ἀργυρίου καὶ γομορ κριθῶν 

καὶ νεβελ οἴνου

 And I hired (her) for myself for fifteen (pieces of) silver and a homer 

of barley and a flagon of wine.

וָאֶכְּרֶהָ לִּי בַּחֲמִשָּׁה עָשָׂר כָּסֶף וְחמֶֹר שְׂעֹרִים וְלֵתֶךְ שְׂעֹרִים: 

ἐμισθωσάμην] ׇאֶכְּרֶה must have been read as אֶכְרֶה or 13.אֶכְּרֶה The absence 

of an object is awkward.14 Aquila’s ἔσκαψα is a rendering of a homonym, 

’.to dig‘ כָּרָה

LXX translators seem to have had some difficulty with this rather uncom-

mon verb.15 Even when it is parallel to שָׁבַר Qal in De 2.6, where it is trans-

lated with a straightforward equivalent, ἀγοράζω, the synonymous כרה is 

rendered with a colourless λαμβάνω. Is our translator, with the choice of 

μισθόω, referring to a prostitute?16 But Ehrlich (1912.171) wishes to inter-

pret the unusual dagesh of the kaf in ָוָאֶכְּרֶה as indicating that the Massoretes 

wanted to read the form as ָ17. וָאֶשְׂכְּרֶה He further refers to Ge 30.16 for this 

peculiar use of the verb שָׂכַר, which the LXX translates with our verb, μισθόω. 

Whether our translator actually read ואשׂכרה or not, the general thought seems 

to be close to that of the Genesis passage.

γομορ]. The same transliteration is found in Ez 45.11, 13, 14. The similarity 

in sound to the prophet’s wife Gomer must be noted. Though indeclinable just 

as the following νεβελ, γομορ must be understood as genitive of price.18

12 The Hebrew word אשישים at 1QpHab 6.11 probably means ‘strong men’; see Nitzan 
1986.170.

13 On the dagesh of the kaf, cf. König 1881.545.
14 Ehrlich (1912.171) maintains that the referent of the object suffix is vague, for it is, accord-

ing to him, supposed to mean “da mietete ich mir eine,” for it could not possibly, in his view, 
refer to the prophet’s wife. Such a use of a pronominal suffix, however, is unknown to us.

Should we assume, however, that ואשתכרה was what the translator had in mind, as men-
tioned below, the final heh does not have to be an object suffix, for wa-’eqtla without being 
a genuine cohortative is well known. See JM § 47 d-e. On the other hand, ואכרה as a non-
apocopated way-yiqtol is unlikely, for such is virtually confined to forms which are immedi-
ately followed by a guttural, e.g. 1  וַיַּיֲשֶׂה עָמְרִיKg 16.25; for more examples, see JM § 79 m.

15 Nöldeke (1910.76) mentions Arb. /karīyun/ ‘hirer.’
16 Cf. Wellhausen 1898.105: “.. dass Gomer in fremde Gewalt gekommen war, vielleicht 

gar in Sklaverei.”
17 This is also Ibn Ezra’s alternative interpretation: Simon 1989.272. Contra Simon loc. cit., 

I am not sure that Ibn Ezra rejects this interpretation in his main commentary on Hosea. See 
also Andersen - Freedman 1980.298f. for a discussion of various exegetical possibilities.

18 See Mayser 1934.218-23, esp. 221f. and SSG § 22 l.
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νεβελ οἴνου שְׂעֹרִים]. Pace Nyberg (1935.23) and Wolff (1965.70), there is 

no need to postulate a variant reading in the Vorlage of the LXX. The ren-

dering is most probably due to the translator’s ignorance of the word ְלֵתֶך, 

a hapax, and in order to fill in the lacuna which would otherwise have resulted, 

he freely supplied the stuff that is commonly combined with other kinds of 

food; for the combination of שְׂעֹרָה (κριθή) and יַיִן (οἶνος), see 2C 2.14.19

3.3) καὶ εἶπα πρὸς αὐτήν Ἡμέρας πολλὰς καθήσῃ ἐπ᾿ ἐμοὶ καὶ οὐ μὴ 

πορνεύσῃς οὐδὲ μὴ γένῃ ἀνδρί, καὶ ἐγὼ ἐπὶ σοί.

 And I said to her, ‘You shall stay with me many days and shall not 

prostitute nor become (any) man’s (woman), and I also (shall stay) with 

you,’

וָאֹמַר אֵלֶיהָ יָמִים רַבִּים תֵּשְׁבִי לִי לאֹ תִזְנִי וְלאֹ תִהְיִי לְאִישׁ וְגַם־אֲנִי אֵלָיִךְ:

εἶπα] εἶπον L'’-613 Th. Bas.N., a very common Atticistic correction; so 

also at Zc 4.11f.

πρὸς αὐτήν] The general pattern of equivalence seems to be -אמר ל = 

+ dative and אמר אל = + πρός τινα. The only exception in XII is Ho 14.3 

 ,εἶπατε αὐτῷ. The former equivalence is attested at Ho 1.6, 2.1 אִמְרוּ אֵלׇיו

10.8, Am 6.10, Jn 1.6 (the variant πρὸς αὐτόν in A is probably influenced 

by the preceding προσῆλθε πρὸς αὐτόν for וַיִּקְרַב אֵלָיו); and Zp 3.16.καθήσῃ 

ἐπ᾽ ἐμοί תֵּשְׁבִי לִי] The sense of the verb may be defined as “to remain, and 

not move away or abandon.”20 The preposition with dat. pers. indicates physi-

cal proximity.21 Cf. Mi 7.7 ὑπομενῶ ἐπὶ τῷ θεῷ.22 The Heb. lamed, however, 

probably has the force of dativus commodi.

Manifestly our translator took אל at the end of the verse as parallel to 

 although the collocation ,אֵשֵׁב towards its beginning, mentally supplying ל־

 pers. is otherwise unknown. Ibn Ezra completes the elliptical + אֶל  + יָשַׁב

clause as גם אני לא אבא אלייך, taking the preceding לא as double-duty nega-

tive,23 whereas Wolff (1965.77) would read אני לא אלך אליך. On Ibn Ezra’s 

exegesis here, see also Lipschitz 1988.43, n. 26.

καί2] om. Thph. = MT. The addition of the conjunction renders it impos-

sible to construe לִי with the second verb, תִּזְנִי, which is perfectly possible in 

the Hebrew, though one would then have to postulate a haplography for תשׁבי 

.לי לי לא תזני

19 For a discussion of this unique rendition, see Muraoka 1991.214f.
20 GELS s.v. κάθημαι 2. Wolff (1965.77) defines ישׁב as: “zu Hause bleiben und – statt 

herauszugehen – ganz den häuslichen Pflichten hingegeben sein.”
21 See GELS s.v. II, 1. Ibn Ezra rewrites לִי with עִמִּי, and see Old Latin: apud me ... apud te 

(Dold 1940.266).
22 For a remarkable reading of Symmachus προσδοκησεις με,̣ see Ziegler 1943.353.
23 Cf. also Wolff 1965.77, where he mentions Am 2.7 הלך אל.



 CHAPTER III 31

οὐ μή] on this forceful and solemn negation, see GELS s.v. οὐ, g.

ἀνδρί] Many witnesses add ἑτέρῳ apparently for the sake of clarity. Cf. 

De 24.2 καὶ ἀπελθοῦσα γένηται ἀνδρὶ ἑτέρῳ (וְהָלְכָה וְהָיְתָה לְאִישׁ אַחֵר) and 

Je 3.1 ἀπέλθῃ ἀπ᾿ αὐτοῦ καὶ γένηται ἀνδρὶ ἑτέρῳ (ׁהלכה מֵאִתּוֹ והיתה לאיש 

 The phrase γίνομαι ἀνδρί with a woman as subject means “to enter .(אחר

intimate relationship with a man.” Thus Ru 1.13 γενέσθαι ἀνδρί; Ez 16.8 

ἐγένου μοι. In this negatively worded statement, however, categorical nega-

tion is probably intended: ‘no man whosoever,’ which applies to both H 

and G.24

ἐπί σοι] The identity of construction (ἐπ᾽ ἐμοί) suggests that our translator 

saw here a case of ellipsis: καὶ ἐγὼ [καθέσομαι] ἐπὶ σοί, thus לך = אליך. 
It also indicates that the verb to be understood is not אהיה, but אשׁב.

3.4) διότι ἡμέρας πολλὰς καθήσονται οἱ υἱοὶ Ισραηλ οὐκ ὄντος βασιλέως 

οὐδὲ ὄντος ἄρχοντος οὐδὲ οὔσης θυσίας οὐδὲ ὄντος θυσιαστηρίου 

οὐδὲ ἱερατείας οὐδὲ δήλων.

 because many days will the sons of Israel remain without a king, and 

without a ruler, and without sacrifice, and without an altar, and without 

priesthood, and without means of divination.

כִּי יָמִים רַבִּים יֵשְׁבוּ בְּנֵי יִשְׂרָאֵל אֵין מֶלֶךְ וְאֵין שָׂר וְאֵין זֶבַח וְאֵין מַצֵּבָה וְאֵין אֵפוֹד 
וּתְרָפִים:

οὐκ ὄντος ..] a praiseworthy stylistic achievement. The genitive absolute, 

which is by no means frequent in the LXX,25 often renders a Hebrew cir-

cumstantial clause. So, e.g., Ge 18.1 Ὤφθη δὲ αὐτῷ ὁ θεὸς πρὸς τῇ δρυὶ 
τῇ Μαμβρη καθημένου αὐτοῦ ἐπὶ τῆς θύρας τῆς σκηνῆς for וְהוּא ישֵֹׁב פֶּתַח 
.הָאֹהֶל

In Hellenistic Greek, μή is normal with the participle and infinitive.26

ἄρχοντος] always = שַׂר in XII, except at Mi 5.2, where it renders מוֹשֵׁל. 

The Greek noun ἄρχων often occurs in conjunction with βασιλεύς, and fol-

lowing it, which most likely indicates the former’s humbler position in the 

hierarchy. See GELS s.v. 1.

οὐδέ2] οὐκ A-Q* etc., perhaps because the following pair is to be grouped 

differently from the preceding one (of persons).

θυσιαστηρίου מַצֵּבָה] an equation attested only here in LXX. Even in Hosea 

(10.1,3, both // θυσιαστήριον = ַמִזְבֵּ ח), στήλη renders the Hebrew word in 

24 See JM § 160 oa, SQH § 40 d, and SSG § 83 f.
25 Cf. Soisalon-Soininen 1987 (1973).175-80. None of the functions Soisalon-Soininen 

attributes to the gen. abs. in the LXX – temporal, conditional, and concessive – seems to apply 
to our examples here: they are purely circumstantial in the true sense of the term. See now 
SSG § 31 h.

26 See BDF 1961 § 430, and now SSG § 83 b (v), bd
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question. So also at Mi 5.12. The unusual rendering can be explained as due 

to the accompanying θυσία.27

ἱερατείας אֵפוֹד] It is hard to decide whether this rendering is due to 

ignorance on the part of our translator or it is simply a free rendering. In XII 

this is the only occurrence of אפוד, and the equation is unique in the entire 

LXX, while ἱερατεία renders either כְּהֻנָּה or the Piel infinitive construct of 

 is usually translated with ἐπωμίς, e.g. Ex 25.7 אפוד The Hebrew word .כהן

(23× in all), ποδήρης only at Ex 28.31, στολή in 2Ki 6.14, and 1Ch 15.27, 

and also transliterated at Jd 17.5 et passim (13×). Seeing that the Greek 

translators understood אפוד as a kind of garment, we might be permitted 

to regard the rendering ἱερατεία ‘priesthood’ as a free rendering, a case of 

metonymy. 

δήλων תְּרָפִים] This Hebrew word occurs also at Zc 10.2 and is translated 

οἱ ἀποφθεγγόμενοι. Its other renderings in the LXX are: γλυπτά Ez 21.26, 

εἴδωλα Ge 31.19, 34, 35, κενοτάφια 1K 19.13, 16, and transliterated at 

Jd 17.5, 18.14, 17, 18, 20, 1K 15.23, 4K 23.24. The translator of XII empha-

sises the divining function of the Hebrew word. Cf. also Trg. in our place: 

 The Greek word δῆλοι appears nowhere else in XII, while elsewhere .מְחַוֵּי

in the LXX it renders either אוּרִים (Nu 27.21, 1K 28.6) or תֻּמִּים (De 33.8, 

1K 14.41). The combination of אפוד and תרפים occurs also at Jd 17.5, 18.14, 

17, 18, 20, each time transliterated in Codex A, B, and L.

3.5) καὶ μετὰ ταῦτα ἐπιστρέψουσιν οἱ υἱοὶ Ισραηλ καὶ ἐπιζητήσουσι 
κύριον τὸν θεὸν αὐτῶν καὶ Δαυιδ τὸν βασιλέα αὐτῶν· καὶ ἐκστήσο-
νται ἐπὶ τῷ κυρίῳ καὶ ἐπὶ τοῖς ἀγαθοῖς αὐτοῦ ἐπ᾿ ἐσχάτων τῶν ἡμερῶν.

 After this the sons of Israel will return and seek the Lord their God and 

David their king and will be astounded at the good (deeds) of His at 

the end of the days.

אַחַר יָשֻׁבוּ בְּנֵי יִשְׂרָאֵל וּבִקְשׁוּ אֶת־יְהוָה אֱלֹהֵיהֶם וְאֵת דָּוִד מַלְכָּם וּפָחֲדוּ אֶל־יְהוָה 
וְאֶל־טוּבוֹ בְּאַחֲרִית הַיָּמִים:

ἐπιστρέψουσιν ּיָשֻׁבו] The change of tense, Imperfect > Perfect, indicates 

that the verb שָׁב does not have the typical adverbial force “again,” but is used 

in the sense of “to return (in repentance).” The Greek version, however, does 

not distinguish these two different uses of the Hebrew verb. Thus we find 

ἐπιστρέφω at Zc 5.1, 6.1, Ma 1.4, where the Hebrew verb means “again”: 

at Ma 1.4 ἐπιστρέψωμεν καὶ ἀνοικοδομήσωμεν τὰς ἐρήμους the first verb 

is rather mechanically used, since the text does not mean a second rebuilding. 

For the rest of the Old Testament the following results may be given:28

27 Likewise Vulg. altar and Pesh. /madbḥā/.
28 This enquiry is based on the list given in BDB s.v. שׁוב Qal 8. See also GELS s.v. 4, b.
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(a) ἐπανέρχομαι + inf. – Jb 7.7; (b) ἐπαναστρέφω + inf. – De 24.4; 

(c) ἐπιστρέφω – De 30.9 (+ inf.), 3K 13.33 (οὐκ ἐπέστρεψεν Ιεροβοαμ 

ἀπὸ τῆς κακίας αὐτοῦ καὶ ἐπέστρεψεν καὶ ἐποίησεν ..), 19.6 (ἐπιστρέψας 

ἐκοιμήθη), 4K 19.9, 21.3, 2C 33.3, Ec 1.7 (+ inf.), 4.1, 7, 9.11, Esr 9.14 

(+ inf.), Ne 9.28 (+ inf.); (d) πάλιν – Ge 26.18, 30.31, Jd A 19.7, 2Ch 19.4, 

Is 6.13, Je 18.4, 43.28, Jb 10.16; (e) προστίθημι + καί and verb. fin. – 

4K 1.11, + inf. 4K 1.13.

ἐπιζητήσουσι] ζητήσουσι V L’ Δ-613-764 C’-68. The simplex is far more 

frequent: in XII, ζητέω (14×), ἐπιζητέω (2×). So also with God as object: 

Ho 5.15 ἐπιζητήσουσι [B-V+ z.] τὸ πρόσωπόν μου, Zp. 1.6 τοὺς μὴ ζητοῦ-
ντας τὸν κύριον, and similarly ib. 2.3, Ma 3.1. The composita is altogether 

rare in the LXX, occurring some 20 times. Its choice in our passage may have 

been influenced by the preceding ἐπιστρέψουσιν or it is an attempt to vary 

the style; see 7.10 ּלאֹ־שָׁבוּ אֶל־יהוה וְלאֹ בִקְּשֻׁהו καὶ οὐκ ἐπέστρεψαν πρὸς 

κύριον .. καὶ οὐκ ἐξεζήτησαν ..

ἐκστήσονται] The same rendering is found in Mi 7.17 ἐπὶ τῷ κυρίῳ θεῷ 

ἡμῶν ἐκστήσονται καὶ φοβηθήσονται ἀπὸ σοῦ ּאֶל־יְהוָה אֱלֹהֵינוּ יִפְחָדוּ וְיִרְאו 

 which is attested elsewhere ,אֶל with פחד The peculiar construction of .מִמֶּךָּ

in LXX only29 at Je 2.19 (ְפַּחְדָּתִי אֵלַיִך) and 43.16 (ּפָּחֲדוּ אִישׁ אֶל רֵעֵהו), was not 

correctly understood: εὐδόκησα ἐπὶ σοί and συνεβουλεύσαντο ἕκαστος 

πρὸς τὸν πλησίον αὐτοῦ.

The equivalence ἐξίστημι = פחד Qal or Piel is found nowhere else, 

while פַּחַד is rendered with ἔκστασις in 1K 11.7 ἔ. κυρίου, and analogously 

at 2C 14.13, 17.10, 20.29. This semantic relationship between fear and aston-

ishment30 as reflected in the LXX is also testified by correspondences such 

as ἐξίστημι = חׇרֵד (Qal, Nifal, adjective) (very frequent), חתת Ni. 1K 17.11, 

and יָרֵא Ez 2.6.

For the rection with ἐπί + dat., see Ex 18.9 ἐξέστη δὲ Ιοθορ ἐπὶ πᾶσι 
τοῖς ἀγαθοῖς, Jd 11.16 ἐφ᾿ οἷς ἐκστήσεται πᾶσα ἡ γῆ, Jb 36.28 ἐπὶ τούτοις 

πᾶσιν οὐκ ἐξίσταταί σου ἡ διάνοια, Wi 5.2 ἐκστήσονται ἐπὶ τῷ παραδόξῳ 

τῆς σωτηρίας; Je 2.12 ἐξέστη ὁ οὐρανὸς ἐπὶ τούτῳ; Ez 31.15A ἐξέ-
στησαν ἐπ᾽ αὐτῷ πάντα τὰ ξύλα.31 Rarely also with acc.: Ju 12.16 ἐξέστη 

ἡ καρδία .. ἐπ᾽ αὐτήν, 15.1 ἐξέστησαν ἐπὶ τὸ γεγονός, Is 52.14 ἐκστή-
σονται ἐπὶ σὲ πολλοί, and once with gen.: Si 43.18 ἐπὶ τοῦ ὑετοῦ αὐτῆς 

29 Jb 31.23 ϕόβος κυρίου represents a reading different from the Massoretic punctuation, 
.:פַּחַד אֵלַי

30 Cf. BDAG s.v. 2: “more freq. in our lit. is the weakened or attenuated sense be amazed, 
be astonished, of the feeling of astonishment mingled w. fear, caused by events which are 
miraculous, extraordinary, or difficult to understand ..” Symmachus’ επαινεσωσιν τον κυριον 
is probably an attempt to improve on the LXX reading.

31 See Muraoka 1993.88, s.v. ἐπί, ΙΙ, 2,̣ also with other verbs of mental attitude: αἰσχύνομαι 
‘to feel ashamed’ Zc 9.5̀ λυπέω ‘to feel grieved’ Jn 4.9 χαίρω ‘to rejoice’ Hb 3.18: Johannes-
sohn 1926.313 “Gemütsbewegung.” Cf. also Lk 2.47 ἐξίσταντο ἐπὶ τῇ συνέσει αὐτοῦ. 
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ἐκστήσεται καρδία. Thus our translator did not see here, as Radaq and Keil 

do32, a pregnant construction, ‘to fear (and go) to.’33

ἐπὶ τοῖς ἀγαθοῖς] see the above-quoted Ex 18.9.

ἐπ᾽ ἐσχάτων τῶν ἡμερῶν] ἐπ᾽ ἐσχάτοῦ τ. ἡ. V Q-26-407-lI ’613 C; the 

same variant also in Mi 4.1, an attempt to reproduce the singular number 

of the Hebrew expression. This fixed formula recurs in Ge 49.1, Nu 24.14, 

De 4.30, Je 23.20 (ἐσχάτου: A -των), 37.24; 25.19 (ἐσχάτου BS pau.: τῶν 

rel.), Ez 38.16, Da 10.14 (LXX sing., Th. pl.).34 Deviations are: De 31.29 τὰ 

κατὰ ἔσχατον τῶν ἡμερῶν, Is 2.2 ἐν ταῖς ἐσχάταις ἡμέραις.

32 Keil 1975.73.
33 Ibn Ezra also understood the verb פחד here in the sense of “to move, flow fast.”
34 The New Testament also offers examples for both numbers: sg. Heb 1.2, pl. 2Pt 3.3.
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4.1) Ἀκούσατε λόγον κυρίου, υἱοὶ Ισραηλ, διότι κρίσις τῷ κυρίῳ πρὸς 

τοὺς κατοικοῦντας τὴν γῆν, διότι οὐκ ἔστιν ἀλήθεια οὐδὲ ἔλεος 

οὐδὲ ἐπίγνωσις θεοῦ ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς·

 Hear the word of the Lord, children of Israel, for the Lord has a case 

against those who inhabit the land, as there is no truth nor compassion 

nor knowledge of God in the land.

שִׁמְעוּ דְבַר־יְהוָה בְּנֵי יִשְׂרָאֵל כִּי רִיב לַיהוָה עִם־יוֹשְׁבֵי הָאָרֶץ כִּי אֵין־אֱמֶת וְאֵין־חֶסֶד 
וְאֵין־דַּעַת אֱלֹהִים בָּאָרֶץ:

Ἀκούσατε] At least for the translator of XII and Ez whether to choose 

an Aorist or Present imperative appears to be partly conditioned by morpho-

logical consideration, namely to avoid the use of an ambiguous form, here 

ἀκούετε, which can be either an indic. Pres. 2pl. or an impv. Pres. 2pl. Thus 

Ho 5.1 starts off with Ἀκούσατε (aor.) ταῦτα, but then goes on with προσέ-
χετε and ἐνωτίζεσθε, both of which are, in theory, equivocal, but the context 

and the parallelism leave it in no doubt that they are meant as imperatives. 

But for the said morphological ambiguity, the translator would have started 

with Ἀκούετε. In XII and Ez α,1 which contain a fair number of imperatives 

of ἀκούω, the sg. and pl. are ἄκουε and ἀκούσατε respectively without a 

single exception.2 This translation technique, however, must be seen as an 

idiosyncrasy of our translator, for outside our corpus forms like ἄκουσον 

and ἀκούετε (Impv.) are not few in number; e.g. Ge 23.5, Is 28.23, 1M 2.65 

αὐτοῦ ἀκούετε πάσασ τὰσ ἡμέρας et passim. Indeed the aorist is the right 

tense when one is asked to hear what is about to be said, and not to hear, say, 

in the sense of ‘obey’ (a teaching, commandment etc.). However, the last 

two Impvs. can be understood in their ingressive, imperfective aspect. Espe-

cially instructive is the sequence of imperatives like Ez 40.4 ἐν τοῖς ὀφθαλ-
μοῖς σου ἴδε καὶ ἐν τοῖς ὠσί σου ἄκουε καὶ τάξον εἰς τὴν καρδίαν σου 

πάντα; similarly 44.5.

1 We follow Thackeray (1903; 1921.38, 118-29), who argued that XII and Ez α (= Ez 1-27, 
40-48) were translated single-handedly.

2 Ἄκουε Am 7.16, Ez 2.8 and 5 more times; ἀκούσατε Ho 4.1, Ez 6.3 and 15 more times. 
When found suitable, translators and authors elsewhere in the LXX did use ἄκουσον and 
ἀκούετε (2pl. impv.), e.g. ἄκουσον ἡμῶν Ge 23.6. Interesting in this respect is an alternation 
as in ἐν τοῖς ὀφθαλμοῖς σου ἴδε (aor.) καὶ ἐν τοῖς ὠσί σου ἄκουε (pres.) καὶ τάξον (aor.) εἰς 
τὴν καρδίαν σου πάντα ‘With your eyes see, and with your ears hear, and put everything in 
your heart’ Ez 40.4. See SSG § 28 dfe.
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υἱοὶ בְּנֵי] Some Gk manuscripts add οἱ; the anarthrous form is normal with 

a noun in the vocative case, and this is no Hebraism.3 This is true also when 

H has a noun in the absolute state, not construct as here, e.g. Πρόσεχε, 

οὐρανέ ‘Pay heed, o heaven!’ De 32.1 (H הַאֲזִינוּ הַשָּׁמַיִם). In Hebrew, in cases 

such as this the article is often added.4 See SSG § 3 d.

κρίσις τῷ κυρίῳ רִיב לַיהוָה] A nominal clause of possession or owner-

ship often and optionally makes do without a copula, when the clause is non-

preterite or future. See also Οὐ μερὶς ἡμῖν ἐν Δαυιδ οὐδὲ κληρονομία ἐν 

υἱῷ Ιεσσαι 3K 12.24t, but L reads οὐκ ἔστιν ἡμῖν κ.τ.λ. See SSG § 93 c. 

These bare existential clauses mostly reflect the underlying Semitic syntax, 

for the use of ׁיֵש is rather rare in BH, ca. 140 times, though non-existence 

usually calls for the use of אַיִן.

The equivalence κρίσις רִיב occurs also in 12.2 (3), Mi 6.2bis, Hb 1.3, 

whereas at Ma 3.5 κρίσις corresponds to מִשְׁפָּט, which is usually (24 times 

in XII alone) with κρίμα. Note esp. Mi 7.9, where both Heb. words are used 

side by side: יָרִיב רִיבִי וְעָשָׂה מִשְׁפָּטִי τοῦ δικαιῶσαι αὐτὸν τὴν δίκην μου· καὶ 
ποιήσει τὸ κρίμα μου.

The formula κρίσις τινι πρός τινα ‘someone has a case against another’ 

is also attested in 12.2 (3), Mi 6.2. Cf. κρίσιν κρινεῖ πρὸς (אֶת) τοὺς ἀντι-
δίκους αὐτοῦ Je 27.34.

κατοικοῦντας τὴν γῆν] The verb κατοικέω may be complemented through 

an accusative noun phrase or a prepositional / adverbial phrase. Thus, e.g. τοῖς 

κατοικοῦσιν αὐτήν Am 6.8 and ὁ κατοικῶν ἐν αὐτῇ 8.8.

ἀλήθεια οὐδὲ ἔλεος] One MS (764) reverses the sequence. The two 

corresponding Heb. nouns, when combined as God’s attributes, appear as חֶסֶד 

 ,which may have influenced this particular scribe.5 When separated ,וֶאֱמֶת

however, the reverse sequence also occurs as in תִּתֵּן אֱמֶת לְיַעֲקבֹ חֶסֶד לְאַבְרָהָם 

Mi 7.20, where there is no comparable textual variation in G.

ἐπίγνωσις דַּעַת] An equivalence also occurring at 3K 7.14A (B: γνῶσις), 

ἐπ. θεοῦ Pr 2.5, Ho 4.6; 6.6 // ἔλεος. Apart from here, ἐπίγνωσις occurs a 

mere 7 times in SG, 3 of them in Ho.

4.2) ἀρὰ καὶ ψεῦδος καὶ φόνος καὶ κλοπὴ καὶ μοιχεία κέχυται ἐπὶ τῆς 

γῆς, καὶ αἵματα ἐφ᾿ αἵμασιν μίσγουσι.

 Cursing and deception and murder and theft and adultery have been 

poured out over the land, and they mix blood upon blood.

אָלֹה וְכַחֵשׁ וְרָצחַֹ וְגָנֹב וְנָאֹף פָּרָצוּ וְדָמִים בְּדָמִים נָגָעוּ:

3 The same variant reading is attested at Am 2.11, 9.7.
4 Hence, pace BDF 147.3 the presence of ὁ is not Semitising in a case such as ὁ βασιλεὺς 

τῶν ἐθνῶν Rev 15.3.
5 For references in BH, see BDB s.v. חֶסֶד II 2.
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ἀρὰ אָלֹה] The context requires that the Heb. word be understood in its 

negative connotation rather than neutrally, ‘taking a vow,’ for which latter 

note the equations לָה  ,ὁρκισμός (Ge 24.41, Le 5.1), ὅρκος (Pr 29.24) = אָָ

ὁρκωμοσία (Ez 17.18f.). Cf. Trg. לִשְׁקַר -and Pesh. /lauṭtā’/. Theophy יָמַן 

lactus (PG 126.632) understands ἀρά as λοιδορία and διαβολή, and Cyril 

(PG 71.113) as καταλαλία καὶ ὕβρις. Rashi: “swore falsely” = Trg.

ψεῦδος ׁכַחֵש] Here again our translator interprets the Heb. word as mean-

ing a straightforward lying, not simply denial. Thus Pi. ׁכּחֵש = ψεύδεσθαι 
in Ho 9.2, Hb 3.17, Zc 13.4; ׁכַּחַש = ψευδής Ho 10.13, Na 3.1, = ψεῦδος 

Ho 7.3, 11.12 (12.1). Cf. Trg. כַּדְבִין and Pesh. /daggālūtā’/.

In H we have a series of five infinitive absolutes. They indicate actions. 

Thus ψεῦδος is not ‘a lie,’ but an act of lying; it is a verbal noun, nomen 

actionis.6 This holds for all the five infinitives.

ψεῦδος καὶ φόνος] Why MS 46 reverses the sequence is not clear. If the 

scribe was thinking of the descending alphabetical sequence,7 he should 

have applied the principle to all the five verbal nouns.

κέχυται ּפָּרָצו] a rather free rendering. The figure in H is most likely that 

of water being poured out or overflowing as in  פָּרַץ יְהוָה אֶת־אֹיְבַי לְפָנַי כְּפֶרֶץ 

 2Sm 5.20 > Διέκοψεν κύριος τοὺς ἐχθρούς μου τοὺς ἀλλοφύλους  מָיִם

ἐνώπιον ἐμοῦ ὡς διακόπτεται ὕδατα. Cf. διὰ τῆς διακοπῆς πρὸ προσώπου 

αὐτῶν διέκοψαν Mi 2.13  < ּפָּרְצו לִפְנֵיהֶם  הַפֹּרֵץ   The same Heb. verb .עָלָה 

as here has also been understood as meaning ‘to burst forth (in sinful deeds, 

and that sexual [!])’ as we are going to see at vs. 10. Be that as it may, the 

figure of bursting forth is continued with that of mingling blood with blood. 

Cf. διαχυθήσεται ὕδατα Ez 30.16 = 8 נִפְרְצוּ מָיִם for H נֹף צָרֵי יוֹמָם. Radaq com-

ments ad our Ho verse: “they broke through a barrier of the law.” Ehrlich’s 

(1912.172) understanding of H as “sind gang und gäbe” is close to that 

of G. Note Vulg. inundaverunt and Pesh. /sgiw/ and Kaddari (2006.883a) 

 and (פָּרְצוּ instead of פָּרָצוּ) By contrast, with its vocalisation ”.נפוץ, היה שכיח“

accentuation (ּצו -H does not make the preceding five infinitives its gram 9 (פָּרָ֕

matical subject and presumably makes the infinitive absolutes as substitutes 

for finite verbs. Our translator apparently knew such a usage in Hebrew, as 

we can see in ἐπεβλέψατε εἰς πολλά פָּנֹה אֶל־הַרְבֵּה Hg 1.9. For some reason, 

however, he decided not to go that path here. On the use of the inf. abs. as 

equivalent to finite verbs, see JM § 123 u - x.10

6 Cf. Harper 2016.83.
7 On this issue, see Muraoka 1973.26-29.
8 So proposed in Index 320a s.v. פָּרַץ. Correct “qal” to “ni.” at id. 30a s.v. διαχέω.
9 Nyberg (1935.24) makes note of the athnach on ונא֑ף, and maintains that the verb can mean 

here only “Gewalttaten üben.”
10 The inf. abs. may function as equivalent to the preceding verb, which, however, does not 

apply to our case, for vs. 1 ends with a nominal clause, and the only verb there is an Imperative, 
-This feature is typical in late books in particular. Though our book is not late, the Mas .שִׁמְעוּ
soretes could have been influenced by LBH.
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The sg. form κέχυται is striking, esp. in view of ּפָּרָצו. There is no ques-

tion of an error on the part of our translator. Examples are found in which 

multiple, concatenated noun phrases are viewed as constituting a single whole, 

e.g. καὶ σεισθήσεται ὁ οὐρανὸς καὶ ἡ γῆ וָאָרֶץ שָׁמַיִם   Jl 4.17, see וְרָעֲשׁוּ 

SSG § 77 m.

Wolff (1965.81) and Nyberg (1935.23) assume the Vorlage of G to be ּפָּרְצו 

.H being a result of homoioteleuton ,בָאָרֶץ

αἵματα דָמִים] The figurative use of ‘blood’ for ‘murder’ is common to 

Greek and Hebrew alike. In the former the pl. is normal in that sense (LSJ, 

s.v. II), but not necessarily so in the latter.

μίσγουσι ּנָגָעו] A rather free rendition, involving the transformation of 

intransitive to transitive. The construction with ἐπί is very peculiar. Probably 

the preceding figure is continuing: to mingle by pouring blood upon blood. 

What one could envisage here differs between H ‘one person’s blood float-

ing and touching another victim’s,’ bloodbath and G, in which the blood of 

a new victim is brought and poured on that of the first, i.e. endless bloodshed.

4.3) διὰ τοῦτο πενθήσει ἡ γῆ σὺν πᾶσιν τοῖς κατοικοῦσιν αὐτήν, σὺν 

τοῖς θηρίοις τοῦ ἀγροῦ καὶ σὺν τοῖς ἑρπετοῖς τῆς γῆς καὶ σὺν τοῖς 

πετεινοῖς τοῦ οὐρανοῦ, καὶ οἱ ἰχθύες τῆς θαλάσσης ἐκλείψουσιν,

 On account of this the land will mourn together with all that inhabit 

it, together with the beasts of the field and together with the reptiles of 

the earth and together with the birds of the sky, and the fish of the sea 

will die out.

עַל־כֵּן תֶּאֱבַל הָאָרֶץ וְאֻמְלַל כָּל־יוֹשֵׁב בָּהּ בְּחַיַּת הַשָּׂדֶה וּבְעוֹף הַשָּׁמָיִם וְגַם־דְּגֵי הַיָּם 
יֵאָסֵפוּ:

σὺν] properly used of accompaniment. The translator, we may conclude, 

views humans as the principal inhabitants of the land.

For the predominance of μετά + gen. over σύν in later Greek, see Mommsen 

1895.256.11 Note also that σύν is highly frequent in Ez (11×) and XII (6×). 

Compare these figures with those for books like Is (4), Je (3), Ps (6). Other 

LXX books which use it often are Ex (15), Le (13), Nu (24), 1M (13), 

2M (27), 3M (8), 4M (9).12

The idea of disaster common to mankind and nature is also expressed by 

St Paul: οἴδαμεν γὰρ ὅτι πᾶσα ἡ κτίσις συστενάζει καὶ συνωδίνει ἄχρι 
τοῦ νῦν Ro 8.22, where the prefix συν- is to be noted.

γῆ] In some manuscripts there follow καὶ ἀσθενήσει or καὶ σμικρουν-
θήσεται. The omission is to be explained by the fact that the translator’s 

11 See also Johannessohn 1926.202.
12 Cf. also BDAG s.v. σύν and μετά.
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understanding of the word אֻמְלַל (ὀλιγοῦσθαι ‘to decline in quantity’) did not 

fit well into the context. This equivalence is firmly established and applies 

only to XII: Jl 1.10, 12, Na 1.4a. Thus pace Elliger and Rudolph, the edi-

tors of XII for BHS, the Vorlage of the LXX most likely did not read ּדָּלְלו 

at Na 1.4.13 That our translator read אֻמְלַל in his Vorlage is confirmed by the 

significant rendering of the same in Na 1.4b, ἐξέλιπε, which is, pace Dinger-

mann (1948.22), undoubtedly taken over from, or at least influenced by, our 

passage. Hence the above-mentioned supplementations must be judged as late 

and secondary, since the text thus completed reads rather awkward in the 

context. This awkwardness would not stand out if it were not for the prepo-

sition σύν, whose choice in itself is a commendable stylistic attainment. 

Further, the Greek verbs adopted to fill in the lacuna point to the ignorance 

on the part of the right equivalent and to the lack of wider perspective, igno-

rance of the related passages. Cf. Ziegler pp. 38, 97.

τοῖς κατοικοῦσιν יוֹשֵׁב] the pl. being influenced by the preceding τοὺς 

κατοικοῦντας in vs. 1, also = יוֹשֵׁב; cf. πᾶς ὁ κατοικῶν ἐν αὐτῇ ּכָּל־יוֹשֵׁב בָּה 

Am 8.8. The pl. יוֹשְׁבֵי is never rendered with the sg.

αὐτήν] ἐν αὐτῇ, a correction in line with H ּבָּה; see our note above on 

vs. 1.

καὶ σὺν τοῖς ἑρπετοῖς τῆς γῆς] Omitted in some Greek sources = H. A 

similar addition perhaps designed to complete the figure may also be found 

in 2.12 (14) and 2.18 (20).

ἐκλείψουσιν ּיֵאָסֵפו] an equivalence attested elsewhere only in ἡ σελήνη 

σοι οὐκ ἐκλείψει Is 60.20, Ἐκλείψει (substantive) ἐκλιπέτω πάντα ἀπὸ 

προσώπου τῆς γῆς אָסֹף אָסֵף כֹּל מֵעַל פְּנֵי הָאֲדָמָה נְאֻם־יְהוָה Zp 1.2, where אָסֵף 

was read as יֵאָסֵף, and ἐκλιπέτω bis ib. 3, where אָסֵף, preceded by ה, was 

taken as a haplography for הֵאָסֵף. There is no need to postulate with Nyberg 

(1935.24) that the Vorlage read יסֻפו, cf. Pesh. /nsūfūn/. Although one could 

argue that the Alef in יאספו was taken as a mater lectionis – see the treat-

ment of Hb 1.11 with וַיָּשֶׂם in 1QpHab 4.9-5.1 – such is not the case with 

Zp 1.2, 3.

4.4) ὅπως μηδεὶς μήτε δικάζηται μήτε ἐλέγχῃ μηδείς· ὁ δὲ λαός μου ὡς 

ἀντιλεγόμενος ἱερεύς.

 so much so that nobody pleads a case nor remonstrates any more. 

My people are like an impeached priest.

אַךְ אִישׁ אַל־יָרֵב וְאַל־יוֹכַח אִישׁ וְעַמְּךָ כִּמְרִיבֵי כהֵֹן:

13 The editors’ argument is the acrostic structure, which, however, only imperfectly is 
followed in the first chapter. BHQ is silent on אֻמְלַל.
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A court scene is envisaged.

ὅπως ְאַך] Vulg. veruntamen, Pesh. /meṭṭūl/, Trg. עַל ד־. The Gk conjunc-

tion is modal or resultative in force, see GELS s.v. 1 b.14 Cf. Eth. /’enka/ and 

Theodor τοσαύτη δὲ ἅπαντα ἐρημία καθήξει .. (PG 66.148). The Pesh. does 

not necessarily represent כִּי as Nyberg (1935.24) thinks. All the same, G’s 

interpretation significantly departs from H, in which the verbs are manifestly 

volitive, prohibitive with אַל and the jussive forms.

μηδείς ׁ2 אִיש] omitted in some sources, the reason being that the co-ordinated 

constituent which is negatived is a verb.

ὁ δὲ λαός μου .. עַמְּךָ כִּמְרִיבֵי כהֵֹן] Quite a discrepancy. Vollers’ (1883.245) 

reconstruction, עַמִּי כְמֹרֵד כּהֵֹן, is no Hebrew. At least ‘my people’ is superior, 

for ‘your people’ is too abrupt to fit the context.

The fronting of the participle is unusual, since the sequence <noun phrase - 

ptc.> is the standard, obviously under the influence of Hebrew and Aramaic, 

though exceptions are not exactly rare.15 In any case G’s Vorlage appears 

to have been identical with, or very close to, H here, for if it had read ככהן 

.the change in sequence in G would be hard to account for ,מריב

The sg. of ἀντιλεγόμενος for מְרִיבֵי lends no support to Nyberg’s (1935.25) 

contention that we have here the archaic sg. cst. ending /ī/, and not pl. /ē/; 

it is rather conditioned by the sg. nomen regens, ἱερεύς כהֵֹן. He sees in our 

case here the syntax similar to that presented by examples such as פֶּרֶא אָדָם 

Ge 16.12, נְסִיכֵי אָדָם Mi 5.4, כְּסִיל אָדָם Pr 15.20, 1  חֲמִשָּׁה חֲלֻקֵּי אֲבָנִיםSm 17.40, 

but we doubt that כּהֵֹן is collectively used in BH, as Nyberg would be com-

pelled to suppose. Therefore, what we have here is normal syntax, namely 

‘those who contend with a priest,’ a point which was missed by our transla-

tor or he omitted the final yod, unless his Vorlage also read so.

For an attempt to get down to the message of the verse in H and G alike, 

see Joosten 85f., a verse justly called by him “une des plus grandes cruces 

interpretum” of our book.

4.5) καὶ ἀσθενήσεις ἡμέρας, καὶ ἀσθενήσει καὶ προφήτης μετὰ σοῦ· 

νυκτὶ ὡμοίωσα τὴν μητέρα σου.

 And you shall languish by day, and a prophet also shall languish with 

you. I have made your mother comparable to night.

וְכָשַׁלְתָּ הַיּוֹם וְכָשַׁל גַּם־נָבִיא עִמְּךָ לָיְלָה וְדָמִיתִי אִמֶּךָ:

ἀσθενήσεις] A correction of ἠσθένησεν or ἀσθενήσει as introduced by 

Rahlfs and adopted by Ziegler, but supported by no manuscript evidence. 

14 Not final as in Joosten’s (85) “pour que,” for what follows cannot constitute a purpose 
of what precedes in vs. 3.

15 See SSG § 31 ce, cg.
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Scribes may have wrongly construed the verb with the preceding ἀντιλεγό-
μενος ἱερεύς, as Cyril does (PG 71.120).

Whilst the Heb. verb primarily means ‘to stumble,’ it also means at times 

by extension ‘to be frail, fail.’ E.g. ּכָּשַׁל בַּעֲוֹנִי כחִֹי וַעֲצָמַי עָשֵׁשׁו Ps 31.11 (ἠσθένη-
σεν ἐν πτωχείᾳ ἡ ἰσχύς μου, καὶ τὰ ὀστᾶ μου ἐταράχθησαν), כּחִֹי  הִכְשִׁיל 

La 1.14 (ἠσθένησεν ἡ ἰσχύς μου), חָיִל אָזְרוּ   1Sm 2.4 (ἀσθενοῦντες  נִכְשָׁלִים 

περιεζώσαντο δύναμιν). The same meaning persists in Rabbinic Hebrew, e.g. 

.one who is physically frail’ jKetubboth 33a‘ כּוֹשֵׁל בְּגוּפוֹ

ἡμέρας הַיּוֹם] The adverbial use of הַיּוֹם in the sense of ‘during the daytime,’ 

and not ‘today,’ is unknown to Classical Hebrew, which would instead say 

 However, we do .(e.g. Ps 121.6) יוֹמָם or (ib. 31, 40) בָּיּוֹם ,(e.g. Ge 31.39) יוֹם

find הָיוּ־לָנוּ הַלַּיְלָה מִשְׁמָר וְהַיּוֹם מְלָאכָה Ne 4.16, which G, however, renders as 

ἔστω ὑμῖν ἡ νὺξ προφυλακὴ καὶ ἡ ἡμέρα ἔργον. The interpretation offered 

by our translator of XII is of course due to his desire to see a contrast between 

‘day’ and ‘night,’ although that contrast is not manifest (as in the added 

νυκτός of L-51764 Th. and the Three). Some, e.g. Cyril (PG 71.120), took 

ἡμέρας as acc. pl., ‘for some days,’ i.e. not always.

νυκτὶ לָיְלָה] Another lamed as a preposition has been prefixed by our trans-

lator in keeping with his interpretation of the following verb דמיתי. Nyberg 

(1935.25) is wrong in thinking that G represents בלילה, as the Pesh.; the analo-

gous use of ב־ with the verb דָּמָה mentioned by him (Ho 12.11) is distinct, 

at least for our translator, who renders with ἐν (χερσί). In other words, the 

dative νυκτί is not temporal, ‘by night,’ but construed with the verb ὁμοιόω. 

Ziegler’s punctuation is correct. The verb requires a dative noun phrase.

ὡμοίωσα] = דָמִיתִי  ≠ ,דִמִּיתִי. The Qal form is rendered with passive ὁμοι-
οῦμαι, e.g. Ez 31.8, 18, cf. ָאֶל־מִי דָּמִית Τίνι ὡμοίωσας σεαυτὸν ib. 2. For the 

active ὁμοιόω = Pi. דִּמָּה, see Ct 1.9, Is 40.25, 46.5, La 2.13. The later versions 

saw here the formerly resembling √דמם: Aq., Th. ἐσιώπησα, Sym. σιωπήσω. 

So Pesh. /šetqat/ and Vulg. tacere feci.

4.6) ὡμοιώθη ὁ λαός μου ὡς οὐκ ἔχων γνῶσιν· ὅτι σὺ ἐπίγνωσιν ἀπώσω, 

κἀγὼ ἀπώσομαι σὲ τοῦ μὴ ἱερατεύειν μοι· καὶ ἐπελάθου νόμον θεοῦ 

σου, κἀγὼ ἐπιλήσομαι τέκνων σου.

 My people have become like those who have no knowledge. Because you 

have rejected learning, I shall also reject you from being priest to Me, and 

you have forgotten the law of your God, I shall also forget your children.

נִדְמוּ עַמִּי מִבְּלִי הַדָּעַת כִּי־אַתָּה הַדַּעַת מָאַסְתָּ וְאֶמְאָסְאךָ מִכַּהֵן לִי וַתִּשְׁכַּח תּוֹרַת 
אֱלֹהֶיךָ אֶשְׁכַּח בָּנֶיךָ גַּם־אָנִי:

ὡμοιώθη ּנִדְמו] Our translator appears to be ignorant of a homonymic root 

 דמה√ in the sense of ‘to destroy.’ In the other occurrences of the verbal דמה
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in XII it is rendered with ἀπορρίπτω Ho 10.7, 15bis, Ob 5, and ὁμοιόω 

Zp 1.11.16 As regards the former equivalence it is more likely that the trans-

lator assumed a scribal error in his Vorlage rather than the latter actually 

read רמה. Anyway, G may be interpreted as meaning ‘the same lot befell my 

people.’

There is no absolute necessity to think that G presupposes the sg. נִדְמָה; see 

 οὐ μὴ καταισχυνθῇ לאֹ־יֵבשֹׁוּ עַמִּי  ,λαὸς οὐ πτοηθήσεται Am 3.6 עָם לאֹ יֶחֱרָדוּ

ὁ λαός μου Jl 2.26. Then the selection of the sg. form is an adjustment to 

λαός. See also Dingermann 1948.8.

ὡς οὐκ ἔχων מִבְּלִי] H = ‘on the ground of the lack of,’ cf. Pesh. /meṭṭūl d-/. 

The Gk conjunction joined with ὁμοιόω can only indicate similarity, as was 

understood by Cyril Ἔοικέ δε, φησί, καὶ ὁ λαὸς ὁ ἐμὸς τοῖς οὐκ ἔχουσιν 

γνῶσιν (PG 71.120). Cf. ὡς Γομορρα ἂν ὡμοιώθημεν Is 1.9 (H לַעֲמֹרָה 

.(דָּמִינוּ

γνῶσιν הַדָּעַת] Some Gk manuscripts, Theodor, and Theodoret read ἐπί-
γνωσιν. The differentiation, in translating the same Heb. word, seems to be 

based on the understanding that the compositum indicates an act of knowing 

or discovering, seeking to know, whereas the simplex signifies the result of 

such an act, thus ‘acquired knowledge.’ Then οὐκ ἔχων ἐπίγνωσιν would 

make little sense. Note that, in the other two occurrences of ἐπίγνωσις in XII, 

it stands parallel to ἔλεος, ὁλοκαύτωμα etc. as dynamic knowledge in action 

of God (Ho 4.1, 6.6). If this distinction is to be pressed for the rest of the 

LXX, the reading of B would be preferable in 3K 7.2(14) πεπληρωμένος τῆς 

τέχνης καὶ ἐπιγνώσεως (Β γνώσεως). The other examples of ἐπι. are found 

in Ju 9.14, Pr 2.3, and 2M 9.11. See also above at 2.8 (10). This clearcut 

distinction is not observed in Classical Greek; see LSJ s.v.

ἀπώσω ָּמָאַסְת] In XII this Heb. verb is unexceptionally rendered with 

ἀπωθέω, so also at 9.17, Am 2.4, 5.21.

κἀγὼ1] Another instance of our translator’s drive for parallelism even 

against H; see on 2.15 (17), 16 (18), 17 (19), 23 (25). The addition of καί 
after ὅτι (L’ group) is in the same vein.

τοῦ μὴ ἱερατεύειν מִכַּהֵן] The same Heb. construction, <מָאַס + dir. obj. + 

עַל־יִשְׂרָאֵל inf.>, recurs in 1Sm 16.1 + מִן מִמְּלֹךְ   ἐξουδένωκα αὐτὸν מְאַסְתִּיו 

μὴ βασιλεύειν ἐπὶ Ισραηλ, ib. 8.7  אֹתִי מָאֲסוּ מִמְּלֹךְ עֲלֵיהֶם ἐμὲ ἐξουδενώκα-
σιν τοῦ μὴ βασιλεύειν ἐπ᾿ αὐτῶν,  15.23  ְמִמֶּלֶך  ἐξουδενώσει σε וַיִּמְאָסְךָ 

κύριος μὴ εἶναι βασιλέα ἐπὶ Ισραηλ, 15.26  וַיִּמְאָסְךָ יְהוָה מִהְיוֹת מֶלֶךְ עַל־יִשְׂרָאֵל 
καὶ ἐξουδενώσει σε κύριος τοῦ μὴ εἶναι βασιλέα ἐπὶ τὸν Ισραηλ. Whereas 

the Gk verb selected in 1Sm differs from that in our Ho passage, contextu-

ally and semantically as well as syntactically they are close to each other. 

The article τοῦ in these cases is most likely ablative in force, not a mere 

16 Cf. Kaddari 2006 s.v. דמה II.
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marker of the infinitive. This ablative force is sometimes underscored by 

the addition of μή to the infinitive as in all the cases quoted above from 1Sm; 

for more examples, see SSG 30 ca. In a few instances the notion of depriva-

tion is lexicalised through a preposition: ἀπώσατο ἐξ εἰρήνης ψυχήν μου 

‘He shut my soul out from peace’ La 3.17; μὴ ἀπώσῃ με ἀπὸ τῶν ἐντολῶν 

σου ‘Do not thrust me away from Your commandments’ Ps 118.10; ἀπώ-
σειεν αὐτὸν ἐκ φωτὸς εἰς σκότος ‘May He drive him away from light into 

darkness!’ Jb 18.18.17 Hence we prefer Rahlfs’ text here with μή to Ziegler’s 

without it. Alternatively, when μή is found, we can analyse the infinitive 

clause as expressing a purpose. Since, however, no instance is found of these 

verbs, whether in CG or SG, with an infinitive as their second object comple-

ment, the text as in Ziegler’s edition can only be analysed as containing the 

infinitive clause with ablative force. On the infinitival construction here, see 

also Soisalon-Soininen 1965.100-05.

νόμον] v.l. νόμου, which is most likely an attempt to harmonise with the 

following τέκνων. In the remaining occurrences in XII of the verb ἐπιλαν-
θάνω it always governs a genitive: Ho 2.15, 8.14, 13.6. That it is always 

a gen. of person is probably accidental, cf. πάντων τῶν πόνων μου ‘all my 

miseries’ Ge 41.51. Very illuminating is the parallelism shown by a synony-

mous verb, λανθάνω: λάθῃ ἐξ ὀφθαλμῶν τοῦ ἀνδρὸς αὐτῆς Nu 5.13 // λήθῃ 

λάθῃ τὸν ἄνδρα αὐτῆς vs. 27.18

κἀγὼ ἐπιλήσομαι τέκνων σου] Some manuscripts19 reverse the sequence 

of the verb and its object. This secondary alteration caused similar ones in our 

verse: σὺ/ἐπιγ. ἀπώσω (even against H), κἀγὼ/ἀπώσομαί σε (the first part 

missing in H).

Just as its antonym, μιμνῄσκομαι זָכַר, forgetting is often more than tem-

porary loss of memory, but deliberately, knowingly ignoring. See below at 

8.13 on memory.

4.7) κατὰ τὸ πλῆθος αὐτῶν οὕτως ἥμαρτόν μοι· τὴν δόξαν αὐτῶν εἰς 

ἀτιμίαν θήσομαι

 Their sins committed against Me were as numerous as they themselves. 

I shall turn their glory into ignominy.

כְּרֻבָּם כֵּן חָטְאוּ־לִי כְּבוֹדָם בְּקָלוֹן אָמִיר:

θήσομαι אָמִיר] An equivalence unattested elsewhere in the LXX, but 

a perfectly acceptable rendition. That the syntagm <τίθημι (act. or mid.) + 

17 In CG we find cases of a noun of place in the genitive, again with ablative value, e.g. γῆς 
ἀπῶσαι πατρίδος ‘to throw (me) out of my homeland’ Sophocles, OT 641 and ‘in no way may 
I thrust forth .. from the house’ οὔ πως ἔστι δόμων ἀέκουσαν ἀπῶσαι Homer, Od. 2.130.

18 For more data, see GELS s.v. ἐπιλανθάνω 1.
19 To the evidence mentioned by Ziegler add Syh.
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acc. + εἰς> had stabilised in the sense of “to cause to become,” which is 

unattested prior to SG, is manifest here in view of H הֵמִיר בְּ־, whereas in a 

case such as θήσομαι αὐτὰ εἰς μαρτύριον 2.12 above one could account for 

the syntagm as a Hebraism in view of H שַׂמְתִּים לְיַעַר.
ἥμαρτόν μοι] On the great diversity of government of this high-frequency 

verb, see GELS s.v. The only other relevant instance in XII is ἥμαρτον αὐτῷ 

(= τῷ κυρίῳ) Mi 7.9.

4.8) ἁμαρτίας λαοῦ μου φάγονται καὶ ἐν ταῖς ἀδικίαις αὐτῶν λήμψονται 
τὰς ψυχὰς αὐτῶν.

 The sin-offerings of My people they will eat and in their iniquities they 

will take their lives.

חַטַּאת עַמִּי יאֹכֵלוּ וְאֶל־עֲוֹנָם יִשְׂאוּ נַפְשׁוֹ:

ἁμαρτίας חַטַּאת] A common equivalence in XII except ἁμάρτημα Ho 10.8. 

One need not suppose that in the Vorlage of G stood the pl. form, because 

ἁμαρτία regularly appears in the pl. in XII except at Ho 13.12, Zc 14.19bis, 

Mi 1.5bis (διὰ ἁμαρτίαν οἴκου Ισραηλ .. τίς ἡ ἁμαρτία [H בָּמוֹת] οἴκου 

Ιουδα). At Ho 13.12 we should note that the word ἁμαρτία is the subject, 

which is the most probable reason why a chain reaction is avoided, since 

otherwise the verb, too, would have to be written in the pl. against H. As for 

the last example, the second half of the verse in which the sg. was chosen 

influenced the first half.

As regards the meaning of the word, Schleusner is undoubtedly right: “vic-

timis, quas populus meus pro peccatis offert, vescuntur” (s.v. ἁμαρτία, I 179). 

So already Cyril (PG 71.124), Theodoret (PG 81.1572), Theophylactus 

(PG 126.640), and Rashi ad loc.

ἐν ταῖς ἀδικίαις αὐτῶν λήμψονται τὰς ψυχὰς αὐτῶν ֹוְאֶל־עֲוֹנָם יִשְׂאוּ נַפְשׁו] 
The second half of the verse was completely misunderstood by our transla-

tor due to his ignorance of the idiom נָשָׂא נֶפֶשׁ אֶל ‘to lift up one’s soul to,’ = 

‘to desire, yearn for.’ The idiom occurs nowhere else in XII. Elsewhere, 

though the exact mode of rendition differs from translator to translator, this 

basic understanding of the Heb. phrase appears to be reflected. Thus De 24.15 

אֶת־נַפְשׁוֹ נֹשֵׂא  הוּא  לַשָּׁוְא ἐν αὐτῷ ἔχει τὴν ἐλπίδα; Ps 24.4 אֵלָיו   לאֹ־נָשָׂא 

οὐκ ἔλαβεν ἐπὶ ματαίῳ τὴν ψυχὴν αὐτοῦ; Je 22.27 אֲשֶׁר־הֵם  עַל־הָאָרֶץ 

אֶת־נַפְשָׁם  ;εἰς δὲ τὴν γῆν, ἣν αὐτοὶ εὔχονται ταῖς ψυχαῖς αὐτῶν מְנַשְּׂאִים 

ib. 44 (51).14 אֶרֶץ יְהוּדָה אֲשֶׁר־הֵמָּה מְנַשְּׂאִים אֶת־נַפְשָׁם εἰς γῆν Ιουδα, ἐφ᾿ ἣν 

αὐτοὶ ἐλπίζουσιν ταῖς ψυχαῖς αὐτῶν. Cf. also ָאֶל־הֲמִיתוֹ אַל־תִּשָּׂא נַפְשֶׁך εἰς 

δὲ ὕβριν μὴ ἐπαίρου τῇ ψυχῇ σου Pr. 19.18.

What we see in 2K 14.14 λήμψεται ὁ θεὸς ψυχήν is closer to our Hosea 

passage, though it departs from H ׁלאֹ־יִשָּׂא אֱלֹהִים נֶפֶש, and the earlier Greek 

version, Antiochaean, reads οὐκ ἐλπίζει ἐπ᾽ αὐτῷ ψυχή.
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The Gk phrase λαμβάνειν ψυχήν τινος, as in the just quoted 2K 14.14, 

signifies ‘to take someone’s life, destroy him. Cf. also λαβὲ (קַח) τὴν ψυχήν 

μου ἀπ᾿ ἐμοῦ Jn 4.3, sim. 3K 19.4, and note also, in an original Greek com-

position, καθάρσιον αὐτῶν ποίησον τὸ ἐμὸν αἷμα καὶ ἀντίψυχον αὐτῶν 

λαβὲ τὴν ἐμὴν ψυχήν 4M 6.29. See also 3K 19.10, 14, Ez 33.6, Ps 30 (31).14. 

This understanding in Theodor’s commentary: ὑπὲρ γὰρ ὧν ἡμάρτανον εἰς 

ἐμέ, δἰ ἑτέρων δώσουσι δίκην τῶν ἐπιέναι μελλόντων αὐτοῖς πολεμίων 

(PG 66.149), where his lemma has ἄλλοι added after λήμψονται, an addi-

tion that removes the ambiguity as to the identity of the subject of the verb. 

On the other hand, the ambiguity of the Greek text leads another father, Theo-

phylactus, to a rather forced interpretation: τὰς ψυχὰς αὐτῶν αὐτοὶ ἀνεδέ-
χοντο, Ἐπ᾽ ὑμᾶς, λέγοντες, τὸ κρίμα· ὥσπερ οἱ πρὸς τὸν Πιλάτον εἰπό-
ντες· τὸ αἷμα αὐτοῦ ἐπ᾽ ἡμᾶς (PG 126.641). The same commentator offers, 

however, an alternative interpretation: οἱ ἱερεῖς, φησί, τὰ ὑπὲρ ἁμαρτίας 

τοῦ λαοῦ ἐσθίοντεσ, τὰς ἰδίας ψυχὰς ἀντὶ τῶν ἁμαρτανόντων ἐλάμβανον 

(= took, conveyed to the altar!), ὥστε προσφέρειν τῷ θεῷ ταύτας θυσίας. 

Μεσίτης γὰρ ὢν ὁ ἱερεὺς θεοῦ καὶ ἀνθρώπων, τὴν ἑαυτοῦ ψυχὴν προ-
σφέρει θεῷ λαβὼν .. (ib.).20 It is possible, and likely, that our translator, 

unsure about the precise meaning of H, deliberately chose a non-committing 

translation. In view of this and likewise in the light of the difficulties appar-

ently encountered by the Greek commentators21 Schleusner’s exegesis (s.v. 

λαμβάνω III 430) may have sounded a shade too clever to readers of the 

Greek text: “ad peccata illorum animas suas elevabunt, h.e. ad peccata 

illorum animos suos exspectatione vel desiderio erectos tenebunt, quo scil. 

sacrificiis pro peccatis vesci possint.”

The pl. ἀδικίαις is influenced by the parallel ἁμαρτίας and also caused 

by the pl. pronoun.

λήμψονται] + ἄλλοι Qcb and some minuscules; pr. ἄλλοι 410c, due to 

the obscurity of the reference of the subject and the pronoun αὐτῶν bis. 

αὐτῶν1 must refer to the priests, the subject of the verb, and αὐτῶν2 to God’s 

people; it is unlikely that the latter is employed with the force of αὑτῶν. Cf. 

Pr 1.19 τῇ γὰρ ἀσεβείᾳ τὴν ἑαυτῶν ψυχὴν ἀφαιροῦνται אֶת־נֶפֶשׁ בְּעָלָיו יִקָּח.

4.9) καὶ ἔσται καθὼς ὁ λαὸς οὕτως καὶ ὁ ἱερεύς, καὶ ἐκδικήσω ἐπ᾿ αὐτὸν 

τὰς ὁδοὺς αὐτοῦ καὶ τὰ διαβούλια αὐτοῦ ἀνταποδώσω αὐτῷ.

 And it will become Like people like priest, and I shall requite him for 

his ways and I shall repay him for his designs.

וְהָיָה כָעָם כַּכּהֵֹן וּפָקַדְתִּי עָלָיו דְּרָכָיו וּמַעֲלָלָיו אָשִׁיב לוֹ:

20 For a more elaborate exposition of the same view, see Cyril in PG 71.124f.
21 See Cyril: .. πλείστην ἔχει τὴν ἀσάφειαν ὁ λόγος (PG 71.124).
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καὶ2] om. Aeth. Bas.N. = M, which note by Ziegler is correct in a sense, 

whilst the added conjunction reproduces fairly well the real force of this pecu-

liar Hebrew idiom, כְּ־ -כְּ־, which expresses “the completeness of correspond-

ency between the two objects” (BDB s.v. ְּ2  כ). Note esp. an accumulation of 

the idiom in a single verse: וְהָיָה כָעָם כַּכּהֵֹן כַּעֶבֶד כַּאדנָֹיו כַּשִּׁפְחָה כַּגְּבִרְתָּהּ כַּקּוֹנֶה 
 καὶ ἔσται ὁ λαὸς ὡς ὁ ἱερεὺς καὶ ὁ כַּמּוֹכֵר כַּמַּלְוֶה כַּלּוֶֹה כַּנֹּשֶׁה כַּאֲשֶׁר נֹשֶׁא בוֹ

παῖς ὡς ὁ κύριος καὶ ἡ θεράπαινα ὡς ἡ κυρία, ἔσται ὁ ἀγοράζων ὡς ὁ 

πωλῶν καὶ ὁ δανείζων ὡς ὁ δανειζόμενος καὶ ὁ ὀφείλων ὡς ᾧ ὀφείλει 
Is 24.2. See also Ibn Ezra ad loc.: “As I noted earlier, this is an ellipsis for 

 Similarly Radaq ad loc. Contrary to the opinion of BDB ”.הָעָם כַּכּהֵֹן וְהַכּהֵֹן כָּעָם

that in this idiom one term is the subject, the other being the standard of com-

parison, the examples mentioned by them would demonstrate that no such 

relation is intended between the two terms; the idiom means that one and the 

same standard applies to both, which otherwise would belong to two differ-

ent categories. Note the addition in Le 7.7 of תּוֹרָה אַחַת לָהֶם, and see Nu 15.15 

יְהוָה לִפְנֵי  יִהְיֶה  כַּגֵּר  כָּכֶם  לְדרֹתֵֹיכֶם  עוֹלָם  חֻקַּת  הַגָּר  וְלַגֵּר  לָכֶם  אַחַת  חֻקָּה   The .הַקָּהָל 

above-adduced Is 24.2 in its Greek form does introduce such a relationship, 

but note that this is one of those occasional cases in which the second term is 

said to be the subject (BDB loc. cit.), while the Greek rendering reverses that 

relation represented in H.

ἐκδικήσω] On this verb see above at 2.13.

τὰς ὁδοὺς] τ. ανομιας AchSa; τ. αδικιας Cyr.p. Both of these secondary 

alterations have been introduced in view of the fact that the acc. rei construed 

with this verb indicates crimes for which someone is to be punished, as in 

Am 3.2 ἐκδ. ἐφ᾽ ὑμᾶς πάσας τὰς ἁμαρτίας ὑμῶν, Ho 1.4 τὸ αἷμα τοῦ Ἰ. 

(bloodshed), 2.13 (15) τὰς ἡμέρας τῶν Βααλιμ, whereas the “ways” was 

felt to be neutral. The prefixation of κατά in 239 Aethp Arm, also secundum 

before διαβούλια in Las, under the influence of the parallel 12.2 (3), is like-

wise an attempt to remove this ambiguity. Cf. Trg. כְּאֻרְחָתְהוֹן בִּישָׁתָא.

τὰ διαβούλια αὐτοῦ מַעֲלָלָיו] This rare Gk word (only 10 times in LXX) 

is used four times in our book, and thrice it corresponds to מַעֲלָלִים (plurale 

tantum) (4.9, 5.4, 7.2), whilst in the fourth case (11.6) it renders מוֹעֵצָה. On 

the other hand, rather strangely, the Heb. word concerned (מַעֲלָלִים) appears 

eight more times in XII (Ho 9.15, 12.3, Mi 2.7, 9,22 3.4, 7.13, Zc 1.4, 6), 

and their Gk equivalent is ἐπιτήδευμα in all of them. One should also note 

that מַעֲלָלִים often stands parallel to ְדֶּרֶך as here (see Ho 12.3, Zc 1.4, 6, and 

outside XII Je 4.18, 7.5, Ez 36.31 et passim) and that in Ho 12.3 we have 

the closest possible parallel to our passage (כְּמַעֲלָלָיו כִּדְרָכָיו  עַל־יַעֲקבֹ   לִפְקדֹ 

 How can one then account for, firstly, this striking distribution of .(יָשִׁיב לוֹ

22 διὰ τὰ πονηρὰ ἐπιτηδεύματα αὐτῶν for H ָעֹלָלֶיה  Our translator’s Vorlage was .מֵעַל 
identical with H, as is shown by the secondary addition of the adjective unusually placed before 
its substantive.
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the Gk equivalents within the corpus supposedly coming from a single trans-

lator, and secondly, the equally striking correspondence διαβούλιον ‘debate, 

counsel, deliberation’23 and מַעֲלָלִים ‘(mostly bad) practices, deeds’? The only 

possible answer to the second question that we can think of at present is the 

influence of Ez 11.5 τὰ διαβούλια τοῦ πνεύματος ὑμῶν ἐγὼ ἐπίσταμαι for 

H ָמַעֲלוֹת רוּחֲכֶם אֲנִי יְדַעְתִּיה. Attention should be paid to the fact that the for-

mally and semantically related עֲלִילָה is rendered with ἐνθύμημα in ib. 14.22, 

23, 24.14 (and nowhere else in LXX!), all of which, together with the above-

quoted 11.5, occur in Thackeray’s Ezekiel α’ (chap. 1-27).24 Such influence 

becomes possible only under the assumption of a single translator for the 

two corpora in question, since no inner relationship or even midrashic one is 

apparent between them. It is also important to remark that such influence can 

work only in one direction, viz. from Ez to Ho, which implies an earlier date 

of the former translation.

The first difficulty is not as serious as the second. We can only point to the 

similar inconsistency in the rendering of עֲלִילָה in Ez α’; see the immediately 

preceding foot note.

ἀνταποδώσω אָשִׁיב] an equation found five more times in XII (Ho 12.2 [3], 

14 [15], Jl 3 [4].4, 7, Zc 9.12), while the same Gk verb also renders שׁלם Pi. 

in Ho 4.3, Jl 2.25, 3 [4].4, both in the sense of ‘to requite, repay, punish.’

4.10) καὶ φάγονται καὶ οὐ μὴ ἐμπλησθῶσιν, ἐπόρνευσαν καὶ οὐ μὴ 

κατευθύνωσιν, διότι τὸν κύριον ἐγκατέλιπον τοῦ φυλάξαι

 And they will eat, but will not be sated; they will commit fornication, 

but will never prosper, because they abandoned the Lord, persisting 

(in fornication).

וְאָכְלוּ וְלאֹ יִשְׂבָּעוּ הִזְנוּ וְלאֹ יִפְרצֹוּ כִּי־אֶת־יְהוָה עָזְבוּ לִשְׁמֹר:

ἐμπλησθῶσιν] Also in conjunction with ἐσθίειν in Mi 6.14, Jl 2.26, but 

with πίνειν in Am 4.8.

ἐπόρνευσαν ּהִזְנו] The difference in stem, Hif. here, not Qal, is irrelevant 

to the Greek rendering, when הִזְנָה is not real causative. Thus πορνεύω = זָנָה 
in Ho 3.3, 4.14, 9.1, Am 7.17, but ἐκπορνεύω = הִזְנָה in Ho 4.18, 5.3. The 

sole difference between the two Gk verbs is in their frequency: simplex 19 

times, compositum 45, in XII.

κατευθύνωσιν ּיִפְרצֹו] an equivalence attested nowhere else in LXX. In 

one of the only two other occurrences of the Heb. verb in XII (Mi 2.13)25 it 

is rendered with διακόπτειν, so Aquila here. Our version represents the line 

23 Cf. Syh. /maḥšāvātā/.
24 But we cannot explain why the same Heb. word is rendered differently in the middle 

section of the book, i.e. ἐπιτηδεύματα in 20.43, 44.
25 The third example has been dealt with above at 4.2.
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of interpretation common to Pesh. /sgiw/, Trg. יֵלְדוּן בְּנִין, and Sym. πληθυν-
θήσονται. This meaning of the Heb. verb, ‘to increase (in number),’ is well 

established in BH and correctly understood by Greek translators as in the fol-

lowing examples: Gn 30.30 ֹוַיִּפְרץֹ לָרב καὶ ηὐξήθη εἰς πλῆθος, 30.43 וַיִּפְרֹץ 
לָרוֹב ἐπλούτησεν ὁ ἄνθρωπος, 1C 4.38 הָאִישׁ  ἐπληθύνθησαν εἰς פָּרְצוּ 

πλῆθος, Jb 1.10 מִקְנֵהוּ פָּרַץ בָּאָרֶץ τὰ κτήνη αὐτοῦ πολλὰ ἐποίησας ἐπὶ τῆς 

γῆς. This is of course related to the fact that κατευθύνειν often corresponds 

to √צלח ‘to prosper’ in LXX (13 times in all). This is indeed how our text has 

been understood by Syh. with its /neṣlḥūn/ and Theodor, who writes οὐδὲν 

αὐτοῖς εἰς δέον ἐκβήσεται (PG 66.149).26 It appears then that our translator 

failed to get the nuance specific to the context across.

ἐγκατέλιπον ּעָזְבו] In the great majority of examples of the Gk verb in 

LXX it renders עָזַב, but in XII Jn 2.9 is the only other instance of that cor-

respondence (5 times in Ez α’), elsewhere בגד Qal (Ho 5.7, Ma 2.10, 11, 14, 

15, 16) and שׁוב Qal (Ho 11.9, q.v.). But one must observe that עָזַב is not 

so frequent in XII: apart from the above-mentioned instances it occurs in 

Zp 2.4 (עָזְבָה διηρπασμένη), Zc 11.17 καταλελοιπότες, Ma 4.1 (3.19) ὑπο-
λειφθῇ. ‘To leave behind, forsake, desert, turn one’s back on (in apostasy)’ 

is a peculiar Hebraic semantic development associated with ἐγκαταλείπειν 

through its frequent correspondence with עָזַב, as in Jd 10.6 ἐγκ. τὸν κύριον, 

10 τὸν θεόν. This explains why בָּגַד may be rendered with it (see above).27 

Cf. our note on 5.7.

τοῦ φυλάξαι לִשְׁמֹר] Our translator joined this verb with the opening word 

of the following verse, זְנוּת πορνείαν.28 The latter is capable of constituting 

a compound object of ἐδέξατο with the other two, οἶνον and μέθυσμα, while 

φυλάξαι with no object would be a harsh construction and κύριον can hardly 

be one, since in the Biblical language God watches or protects a man, but not 

the other way round. Nevertheless, in LXX, φυλ. with a single object or act 

as its (grammatical) object regularly means ‘to avoid, guard someone (or: 

oneself) against it,’ but not ‘to cherish, adhere to it,’29 as φυλ. might mean in 

Classical Greek (LSJ s.v. B 3). The only such example is Jn 2.9 φυλασσό-
μενοι μάταια καὶ ψευδῆ ἔλεος αὐτῶν ἐγκατέλιπον מְשַׁמְּרִים הַבְלֵי־שָׁוְא חַסְדָּם 

 Cf. also Ps 30 (31).7 τοὺς διαφυλάσσοντας ματαιότητας διὰ κενῆς .יַעֲזבֹוּ

.הַשּׁמְֹרִים הַבְלֵי־שָׁוְא

This connotation, if so intended by our translator, seems to have been 

captured by some Geek commentators: Cyril (PG 71.128) τετηρήκασι πορ-
νείαν, τουτέστι, σώζεσθαι παρεσκεύασαν τοῖς ὑπὸ χεῖρα τὴν πλάνησιν, 

26 See also Cyril (PG 71.1128).
27 Elsewhere in XII it is rendered with καταφρονεῖν: Ho 6.7, Hb 1.13, 2.5. Cf. Zp 3.4 

καταφρονητής.
28 So did Saadia according to Radaq ad loc.
29 Cf. Pesh. /rḥem zānyūtā/.



 CHAPTER IV 49

καίτοι μᾶλλον αὐτὴν ἐκ μέσου διαρρίπτειν καὶ ἀφανίζειν ὀφείλοντες 

and Theophylactus (PG 126.644) ἐμμένειν αὐτῇ (scil. πορνείᾳ) ἀμετα-
στάτως .. Δέον ἐκριζοῦν αὐτὴν καὶ ἀφανίζειν· οἱ δὲ συνετήρουν … The 

infinitive here is epexegetical, pace Andersen - Freedman 1980.363: “any 

continuity between ‘zbw and lšmr is debatable.”

4.11) πορνείαν. καὶ οἶνον καὶ μέθυσμα ἐδέξατο καρδία λαοῦ μου.

 fornication. And the heart of my people welcomed wine and intoxicating 

drink.

זְנוּת וְיַיִן וְתִירוֹשׁ יִקַּח־לֵב:

μέθυσμα ׁתִירוֹש] an equivalence attested only here in LXX, whilst the 

Gk noun is the regular equivalent of שֵׁכָר: Mi 2.11, Jd 13.4, 7, 14, 1K 1.15, 

Je 13.13. The root √שׁכר is also rendered with μέθη in Hg 1.6 and with μεθύειν 

in Jl 1.5, Na 3.11, Hb 2.15. On the other hand, we have seen that οἶνος, too, 

renders ׁ(24) 22 ,(11) 9 ,(10) 2.8  :תִּירוֹש. So eight more times in XII. More-

over, οἶνος quite frequently corresponds to יַיִן ( 16 times in XII). Hence we 

are justified in assuming that the rendering of ׁתִּירוֹש here with μέθυσμα is 

rather free, influenced by the familiar collocation, οἶνος καὶ μέθυσμα, as 

in Jd 13.4, 7, 14B (A: σικερα pro μεθ.), 1K 1.11, 15, Mi 2.11. Otherwise, 

intolerable redundancy would ensue: οἶνον καὶ οἶνον. In another case of 

combination of יַיִן and ׁתִּירוֹש, Mi 6.15, one is simply left untranslated: καὶ 
οἶνον καὶ οὐ μὴ πίητε.30 Our passage, along with Mi 6.15, happens to be 

the only one in the entire OT, where יַיִן is combined with ׁ31 ,תִּירוֹש and it is not 

impossible that the choice of μέθυσμα is due to the limited range of Greek 

vocabulary at the disposal of our translator, for τρύξ could have been chosen. 

Did he, however, know precisely what ׁתִּירוֹש meant?32 It is generally thought 

to mean ‘new, not yet fermented sweet wine, must,’ hence not intoxicating.33

καρδία לֵב] H is best interpreted as meaning ‘Wine and intoxicating drink 

take intelligence away, so Sym. οἶνος καὶ μέθυσμα ἀφαιρεῖται καρδίαν. 

Thus G has reversed the subject - object relation.

λαοῦ μου] The opening word of vs. 12 has been tucked to the end of vs. 11. 

The v.l. λαος of 106 233' would possibly require καρδίᾳ as an adverbial 

complement of ἐδέξατο and λαός μου to become the subject of ἐπηρώτων 

of vs. 12.

30 A similar translation technique was adopted by the translator of Leviticus, when he had 
 together, both of which were rendered with ἄρτος, namely he omitted one of חַלָּה and לֶחֶם
them: 8.26. See Fraenkel 1851.127f.

31 This combination is missing in HALOT s.v. ׁתִּירוֹש ad finem.
32 See below ad Mi 6.15.
33 So Ben Yehuda 8.7739a, n. 3, HALOT s.v. ׁתִּירוֹש C 1 c), and Clines DCH s.v. ׁתִּירוֹש. 

Radaq, however, says that it intoxicates fast (משכר מהרה).
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4.12) ἐν συμβόλοις ἐπηρώτων, καὶ ἐν ῥάβδοις αὐτοῦ ἀπήγγελλον αὐτῷ· 

πνεύματι πορνείας ἐπλανήθησαν καὶ ἐξεπόρνευσαν ἀπὸ τοῦ θεοῦ 

αὐτῶν. 

 They would consult portents and with his rods they would inform 

him; they were led astray by a spirit of prostitution away from their 

God.

עַמִּי בְּעֵצוֹ יִשְׁאָל וּמַקְלוֹ יַגִּיד לוֹ כִּי רוּחַ זְנוּנִים הִתְעָה וַיִּזְנוּ מִתַּחַת אֱלֹהֵיהֶם:

ἐν συμβόλοις ֹבְּעֵצו]. Ziegler opts for the variant, συμβούλοις ‘counsel-

lors,’ which is attested only by 130 (-λιοις)-311* Thph.lem,34 rejecting συμ-
βόλοις, which is attested by the remainder of the witnesses. The variant 

preferred by Ziegler presupposes that our translator read in his Vorlage בְּיעֲֹצָו, 

or at least wanted to so read even if his Vorlage read the same as in H. At 

least one yod must be supplied for such reading, for there is no absolute, even 

stylistic, necessity in this case to write the pl. form, when the source lan-

guage presents the sg. and the parallel term, מַקֵּל, is in the sg., thus precluding 

the otherwise possible explanation that the parallel member influenced, as 

often happens in LXX.35 On the other hand, the interpretation which sees in 

“tree” an omen or portent (σύμβολον) is perfectly in order. It should also be 

remarked that the personal suffix αὐτοῦ might be slightly awkward with σύμ-
βολον, what is not the case with σύμβουλος. Only in this way its omission, 

which is striking in view of the perfect parallelism offered by our translator 

even against H (ἐν2), can be properly accounted for.

Why the obvious equivalent, ξύλον, has not been chosen is difficult to say. 

Maybe the first term (σύμβουλον) was meant as general, the second (ῥάβδος) 

as a particular example. To our best knowledge, the use of ξύλον as a tech-

nical term in divination is not known in the general Greek literature.36 Note 

further that some witnesses such as Ach Sa Aethp presuppose ξύλον, appar-

ently without direct recourse taken to H.37

ἐπηρώτων] Also in the context of divination we find, e.g. Jd 18.5 ἐπ. ἐν 

τῷ θεῷ, 1C 10.13 ἐν τῷ ἐγγαστριμύθῳ, esp. Ez 21.21 (26) τοῦ ἀναβράσαι 
ῥάβδον καὶ ἐπερωτῆσαι ἐν τοῖς γλυπτοῖς (in all שָׁאַל בְּ־). The rection with 

ἐν seems to be a Hebraism; LSJ register no such instance for extra-biblical 

34 In our view Theophylactus must have read συμβόλοις in view of his comment: ἐν 
συμβόλοις, τουτέστιν, ἔν τισι σημεῖοις (PG 126.1 694). It appears then that the lemma read-
ing is a secondary alteration. Cf. also Pesh. /tarʻitēh/ = συμβούλοις. Vollers (1883.246) would 
agree with Ziegler: “Mit Schindler, Grabe, Breitinger, [bei Schleusner] ist als alte S-Lesung 
συμβουλαῖς od. ähnl. zu vermuten [בעצות], was besonders durch den Einfluss des nachfol-
genden ῥάβδοις schon früh in συμβόλοις (rituelle Wahrzeichen) verwandelt wurde.” See an 
extended argument for συμβόλοις by Schleusner, s.v. V 157f.

35 Besides, the pl. of ֹמַקְלו would have a fem. ending, מַקְלוֹתָיו.
36 Cf. Bouché-Leclercq 1897.I 176f. Is the word ξυλομαντεία mentioned by Schleusner 

V 157 s.v. σύμβολον really in use in the Greek literature?
37 On the position of the Coptic tradition, see Ziegler 33f.
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Greek. Note the hesitation felt by the translator at Jd 1.1 διά (Α: ἐν) τοῦ 

κυρίου (ביהוה); 1K 23.2, 30.8 διά etc.; so with διά in Sym., Theodor, Theo-

doret, and Cyril in our place. The classical simple acc. is also instanced: e.g. 

De 18.11 ἐκ. τοὺς νεκρούς.

The Heb. habitual Impf. יִשְׁאָל is appropriately reproduced with the Greek 

Impf. So the following ἀπήγγελλον.

ῥάβδοις] ‘divining rods’ as in Herodotus 4.67. Cf. Theodor ad loc., κατὰ 

τὸ Ἑλληνικὸν ἔθος ἐποίουν (PG 66.152).

αὐτοῦ] -τῶν V 407’. The sg. is too mechanical and is out of tune with the 

pl. verb form. So also αὐτῷ.

ἀπήγγελλον] Cf. Ge 43.7 ἀπηγγείλαμεν αὐτῷ κατὰ τὴν ἐπερώτησιν 

ταύτην.

αὐτῷ] -τοῦ B*, under the influence of the preceding αὐτοῦ.

πνεύματι] pr. (* V) ὅτι V 46’ et al. Our translator did not see any causal 

relationship between the people’s seeking after profane divination and their 

spiritual fornication. Hence H ≠ ברוח, i.e. ב pro כ, as Nyberg (1935.29) 

thinks.

ἐπλανήθησαν הִתְעָה] The same equivalence is attested further in XII in 

Am 2.4, Mi 3.5 (and Ez 14.11). There is no need to suppose that our trans-

lator read Hofal instead of Hifil, which supposition would necessitate the 

addition of ב־ before רוח.

The dative of πνεύματι indicates the cause of deviation as in Is 28.7 οὗτοι 
οἴνῳ πεπλανημένοι εἰσίν ּשָׁגו בַּיַּיִן   But this should be distinguished .אֵלֶּה 

from the dative of reference as in Ps 94(95).10 πλανῶνται τῇ καρδίᾳ תֹּעֵי לֵבָב, 

Is 53.6 ἄνθρωπος τῇ ὁδῷ αὐτοῦ ἐπλανήθη, and note esp. ib. 29.24 οἱ τῷ 

πνεύματι πλανώμενοι ַתֹעֵי־רוּח. Note that in all these instances the noun in 

the dat. has the article. Cf. Isocrates 15.52 πλανᾶσθαι διανοίᾳ, Ep. 6.10 ταῖς 

διανοίαις πλανᾶσθαι.
ἀπὸ מִתַּחַת] Cf. 1.2 ἀπὸ ὄπισθεν 9.1  ,מֵאַחֲרֵי ἀπὸ מֵעַל, Ez 6.9 ἀπ᾽ ἐμοῦ .. 

ὀπίσω τῶν ἐπιτηδευμάτων αὐτῶν אַחֲרֵי  .. -ὀπίσω τῶν βδελυγ 20.30  ,מֵעַל 
μάτων אַחֲרֵי, all with (ἐκ)πορνεύειν זנה. The Greek language is not capable 

of fully expressing the Hebrew combination of particles. ἀπὸ ὄπισθεν is 

daring enough for Greek.38 It is not altogether improbable that ὄπισθεν did 

not stand in the original Septuagint, but was inserted by a later hand out of 

excessive regard for H. Then its omission in V would be original. Elsewhere 

ἀπό is followed by θεός or κύριος, and ὄπισθεν by objects of profane wor-

ship. Note esp. Ez 23.5 ἐξεπόρνευσεν ἡ Οολα ἀπ᾿ ἐμοῦ תַּחְתָּי. Cf. also 

ib. 16.26 (sim. 16.28) ἐπὶ τοὺς υἱοὺς Αἰγύπτου. Let’s note how מֵאַחֲרֵי with 

verbs of deviation is rendered in XII and Ez α’: Zp 1.6 ἐκκλίνοντας ἀπὸ 

τοῦ κυρίου, Ez 14.11 πλανᾶται .. ἀπ᾿ ἐμοῦ. The combination with מִתַּחַת with 

such a connotation, that of deviation and apostasy, does not appear elsewhere 

38 Note, however, ἀπ᾽ οὐρανόθεν Il. 8.365 and ἀπὸ Τροίηθεν ib. 24.492.
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in XII. This un-Greek collocation of ἐκπορνεύειν and ἀπό has been correctly 

interpreted by Theophylactus: ἐκπορνεύων αὐτῷ ἀπὸ τῆς καθηκούσης 

αὐτῷ καὶ φυσικῶς ἁρμοσθείσης πράξεως (PG 126.645), Theodor πρὸς 

πλάνην εἶδον ἀποστάντες τοῦ θεοῦ παντελῶς (PG 66.152), and Cyril ὡς 

ἀποτάτω γεγόνασι τοῦ θεοῦ (PG 71.132).

4.13) ἐπὶ τὰς κορυφὰς τῶν ὀρέων ἐθυσίαζον καὶ ἐπὶ τοὺς βουνοὺς ἔθυον, 

ὑποκάτω δρυὸς καὶ λεύκης καὶ δένδρου συσκιάζοντος, ὅτι καλὸν 

σκέπη. διὰ τοῦτο ἐκπορνεύσουσιν αἱ θυγατέρες ὑμῶν, καὶ αἱ νύμ-
φαι ὑμῶν μοιχεύσουσι· 

 On the summits of the mountains they would offer sacrifices and on the 

hills they would slaughter sacrificial animals, under an oak-tree and 

a white poplar and a tree casting a thick shade, for a shade is lovely. 

Therefore your daughters will prostitute, and your daughters-in-law 

will commit adultery.

עַל־רָאשֵׁי הֶהָרִים יְזַבֵּחוּ וְעַל־הַגְּבָעוֹת יְקַטֵּרוּ תַּחַת אַלּוֹן וְלִבְנֶה וְאֵלָה כִּי טוֹב צִלָּהּ 
עַל־כֵּן תִּזְנֶינָה בְּנוֹתֵיכֶם וְכַלּוֹתֵיכֶם תְּנָאַפְנָה.

τὰς κορυφὰς τῶν ὀρέων רָאשֵׁי הֶהָרִים] So also Mi 4.1, Jl 2.5, Ez 6.13A, 

Jd 9.36A (B: κεφαλῶν). The accusative used here is a sign of the breakdown 

of the classical rule concerning the distinction between the three cases pos-

sible for this preposition, see BDF § 233. For more examples of <ἐπί + acc.> 

indicating a space where some action takes place, not a space to which some-

one or something moves, horizontally or vertically, see GELS s.v. III 3, where 

the majority of examples adduced are from XII, among which Zp 1.5 τοὺς 

προσκυνοῦντας ἐπὶ τὰ δώματα ‘those who worship on the roof-tops.’

ἐθυσίαζον .. ἔθυον ּיְקַטֵּרו  ..  The table below shows the pattern of [יְזַבֵּחוּ 

equivalences in XII between H and G.39

θύειν θυσιάζειν θυμιᾶν/άζειν

זבח
Ho 4.14, 8.13, 11.2, 13.2; 
Jn 1.16, 2.10; Hb 1.16; 
Ma 1.14 (Ez 16.20, 20.28)

Ho 4.13, 12.12; 
Zc 14.21; Ma 1.8 
(θυσία)

.Pi קטר
Ho 2.13 (15) [Hif. ἐπι-
θύειν], 4.13

Ho 11.2; Hb 1.16; 
Ma 1.11 [Hof. θυμίαμα]

39 As regards זבח there is no knowing whether our translator distinguished between Qal 
and Piel forms, for all the forms vocalised as Piel in H in XII are ambiguous in their consonan-
tal form, all being vocalisable as Qal. For a fairly clear distinction between the two based on 
the Massoretic vocalisation, see BDB s.v. The Pi. forms are found in Ho 4.13, 14, 11.2, 12.12, 
Hb 1.6. At any rate there is no correlation that is demonstrable between the two Hebrew forms 
and the two alternative Gk equivalents, θύειν and θυσιάζειν.
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For the LXX as a whole the following results emerge according to Hatch 

and Redpath’s concordance, supplemented with Index:

θύειν θυσιάζειν θυμιᾶν/άζειν

Qal  זבח 83 20

Pi. 13  7  1

.Pi. / Pu קטר  2 38

Hif.  1 25

Thus, roughly speaking, θυμιᾶν = קטר ‘to burn incense,’ θύειν / θυσιάζειν = 

:to offer sacrifice.’ Two questions must be raised in our context‘   זבח

a) whether there can be found any distinction between θύειν and θυσιάζειν,

b) how is one to account for the equivalence θύειν = קטר?

Historically speaking, θυσιάζειν is a late coinage derived from the sub-

stantive, θυσία; the earliest example of the former recorded in LSJ is from 

Strabo comicus I.21 (3rd cent. BCE). The verb does not occur in the New 

Testament. As far as the meaning is concerned, it is clear that the word is a 

cultic terminus technicus,40 whilst θύειν may mean ‘to slaughter (in general)’ 

as in Is 22.13 θύοντες (ֹשָׁחט) πρόβατα (for a feast). In this connection we 

should note an example like Ho 13.2 θύσατε ἀνθρώπους and the fact that 

θυσιάζειν does not, in XII,41 take animals as its object. Among the examples 

of θυσιάζειν, note esp. those of the participle in Ho 12.11 (12) ἄρχοντες 

θυσιάζοντες and Zc 14.21 ἥξουσιν πάντες οἱ θυσιάζοντες. Thus in our 

corpus the verb may be translated with ‘to perform a cultic ceremony of offer-

ing sacrifices.’

The correct equivalence sets in at Ho 11.2 זבח   θύειν // קטר θυμιᾶν, and 

likewise at Hb 1.16. Therefore we have no right to charge our translator with 

ignorance of the right equivalences. In the first occurrence of קטר in 2.13 (15) 

he wrote ἐπιθύειν as a more general term and in our present passage he did 

the same thing, adding the synonymous θυσιάζειν to render זבח.
βουνοὺς גְּבָעוֹת] a correspondence unique to XII - Ez α’, see Mi 6.2.

ὑποκάτω תַּחַת] The simplex ὑπό occurs only once in XII - Ez α’ (Ho 9.7 

for עַל), and that not with a locative value. When תַּחַת was taken in its loca-

tive sense, it was rendered either with ὑποκάτω (Zc 3.10, Ma 4.3 (3.21), 

Ob 7, Am 2.13, Jn 4.5) or with ὑποκάτωθεν (Am 2.9, Zc 6.12, Hb 3.16). 

40 Thus a tinge of irony may be perceived in the use of θυσιάζειν of the slaughter of the 
prophets serving the high places (4K 23.20), though the Proto-Lucianic version uses θύειν.

41 Outside of XII, note 3K 1.9 ἐθυσίασε πρόβατα, 19 μόσχους καῖ ἄρνας, and 25 μόσχους. 
According to Shenkel (1968.17), the two renditions represent in 1 - 4K two different text-
types, Old Greek and Proto-Lucianic.



54 HOSEA

This is characteristic of Hellenistic Greek which coined more and more such 

composite, so-called “improper” prepositions; see BDF § 116.3, 203, and 

Sollamo 1979.

δρυὸς (< δρῦς) אַלּוֹן] an equivalence unique to XII (Am 2.9, Zc 11.2). In 

Ez 6.13 A δρυὸς אֵלָה is related to אַלּוֹן, while in 27.6 a different use made 

of the tree leads to the identification of a different tree, fir (תֹּרֶן אַלּוֹנִים ἱστοὺς 

ἐλατίνους, preserving a phonetic similarity).

Outside of our corpus אַלּוֹן is rendered with βάλανος; so Ge 35.8, Is 2.13, 

6.13. Leaving aside botanical precision, the choice of δρῦς was rather felici-

tous in this context, since many Greek readers may have easily associated 

it with the same tree that was sacred to Zeus, who gave his oracles from the 

oaks of Dodona (Od. 14.328).

λεύκης לִבְנֶה] etymologising (“white poplar”), i.e. לְבָנָה  < לִבְנֶה = λευκή. 

In the only other occurrence in OT of לִבְנֶה, Ge 30.37, it is rendered with 

στυράκινος. Sym. and Theod. present πεύκη ‘pine.’

δένδρου συσκιάζοντος ּצִלָּה] see Muraoka 1973.23f.

καλὸν σκέπη] ‘a shade is lovely.’ The discord in gender is noteworthy. 

A neuter adjective is sometimes used predicatively, when its subject is sg. and 

anarthrous as here, see BDF § 131 and SSG § 77 ce.

σκέπη ּצִלָּה] same equivalence also at 14.8.

ἐκπορνεύσουσιν .. μοιχεύσουσι] With the use of the future tense our 

translator understands these acts of licentiousness as actions subsequent to 

the apostasy just described. So also Pesh. (Pf. - Impf.), Vulg. (Impf. - Fut.), 

Trg. (Ptc. - Ptc. with the value of the future).

The simplex πορνεύουσιν found in V L’ and C’ is probably a correction 

due to πορνεύωσι in the following verse.

αἱ νύμφαι ὑμῶν כַלּוֹתֵיכֶם] There is no problem with this equivalence. How-

ever, both νύμφη and כַּלָּה can be semantically ambiguous. כַּלָּה is generally 

assigned two senses: ‘daughter-in-law’ and ‘bride.’ Just before, during, or 

shortly after the wedding, when a man other than a man to get married, or 

marrying, or just married addresses a woman with this Hebrew word, he 

might be thinking of her as a daughter-in-law of his or the bride of a son 

of his. S.v. νύμφη, by contrast, LSJ list three senses: 1) young wife, bride, 

2) marriageable maiden, 3) daughter-in-law. For the sense 3) the references 

given are all (two) from Biblical Greek, 1K 4.19 and Mt 10.35, wherefrom 

one might infer that this specific sense is unknown outside of the Greek Bible. 

Presumably in order to counter such an assumption MM (s.v.) mentions Thumb, 

who argued that this third sense is not Hebraic, but Greek, mentioning that 

the noun means ‘daughter-in-law’ as well as ‘bride’ in Modern Greek.42 

42 Thumb 1901.123. Our competence in Mod. Greek is too elementary for us to say whether 
the sense ‘daughter-in-law’ is part of legacy from Biblical Greek or not.
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BDB s.v. brings our Ho passage and the next verse under the sense ‘bride.’43 

The sequence daughter - wife, however, sounds a little unnatural. Was Dinah 

dearer to Jacob than Leah? 

4.14) καὶ οὐ μὴ ἐπισκέψωμαι ἐπὶ τὰς θυγατέρας ὑμῶν, ὅταν πορνεύωσι, 
καὶ ἐπὶ τὰς νύμφας ὑμῶν, ὅταν μοιχεύωσι, διότι καὶ αὐτοὶ μετὰ τῶν 

πορνῶν συνεφύροντο καὶ μετὰ τῶν τετελεσμένων ἔθυον, καὶ ὁ 

λαὸς οὐ συνίων συνεπλέκετο μετὰ πόρνης.

 And I shall never visit upon your daughters when they practise pros-

titution, and upon your daughters-in-law when they commit adultery, 

because they, too, would associate with the prostitutes and offer sac-

rifices with the initiates, and the people without understanding would 

embrace a prostitute.

לאֹ־אֶפְקוֹד עַל־בְּנוֹתֵיכֶם כִּי תִזְנֶינָה וְעַל־כַּלּוֹתֵיכֶם כִּי תְנָאַפְנָה כִּי־הֵם עִם־הַזֹּנוֹת 
יְפָרֵדוּ וְעִם־הַקְּדֵשׁוֹת יְזַבֵּחוּ וְעָם לאֹ־יָבִין יִלָּבֵט:

ἐπισκέψωμαι אֶפְקוֹד] The use of ἐπισκέπτομαι with hostile connotation, 

‘punitive visit,’ is unknown outside of LXX, reflecting the double meaning of 

the underlying Heb. פָּקַד. In XII - Ez α’ such use of ἐπισκέπτομαι is attested 

only here and at Ez 23.21. However, the translator of Jeremiah is particularly 

fond of it, e.g. 5.9, 29, 9.9 (8), 25 (24) etc. Our translator chooses the unam-

biguous ἐκδικεῖν to render פָּקַד in sensu malo (13 times in XII, but none in 

Ez α’). Not only the meaning, but also the syntax reflect the Hebrew construc-

tion: thus both with the acc. pers. vel rei and with ἐπί c. acc. pers. vel rei, 

which latter rection is unknown in the secular Greek. Incidentally, this usage 

is unknown in the New Testament, either. All the four Greek commentators 

we have looked at take the verb in sensu bono;44 God will not visit the women 

to help them, when they are being violated, the subject of πορνεύωσι and 

μοιχεύωσι having been taken as their male captors in the land of the exile! 

Another example of breakdown in communication. But both Eth. and Syh. 

use the fem. forms to render the two verbs. The subjects are most likely the 

priests mentioned earlier.45

καὶ αὐτοὶ הֵם] The added conjunction reproduces fairly well the force of 

the emphatic הֵם; omitted in B - V and others.

συνεφύροντο] a rare word in LXX, occurring elsewhere only46 at προ-
σπορευόμενον ἀνδρὶ ἁμαρτωλῷ καὶ συμφυρόμενον ἐν ταῖς ἁμαρτίαις 

43 The dictionary adds “just after (emphasis ours) marriage” ad our Ho passages, but how 
do we know?

44 We would rectify our entry on the verb, 1 c, by deleting the reference to Ho 4.14.
45 Though our Ho passage is not discussed, cf. Gehman 1972.201f.
46 It occurs as a variant for συναναφύρω at Ez 22.6, where there is no explicit reference 

to sexual vices.
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αὐτοῦ ‘goes to a sinner and gets involved in his sins’ Si 12.14 and υἱὸς μετὰ 

μητρὸς καὶ πατὴρ μετὰ θυγατρὸς συνεφύροντο ‘a son with (his) mother 

and a father with (his) daughter would associate’ PSol 8.9, where it is about 

a case of incest.

It is hardly likely that the verb פרד, which must have stood in his Vorlage, 

should have presented any difficulty to our translator.47 Apparently there 

arose a difficulty from the preposition עִם, instead of which מִן would natu-

rally have been anticipated. At the same time, however, the translator noted 

that the parallel sentence also had עִם followed by a parallel (זנֹוֹת  //) קְדֵשׁוֹת. 
Hence he decided to supply a suitable verb, in this case one of general 

application which may be further specified in the coming parallel statement, 

while keeping the structure of parallelism. Sym. ἠκολούθησαν is an 

improvement upon G, though with no regard paid to H. The verb selected 

by Aq. here, ἐνδιηλλαγμένων, is also attested in 3K 22.47A for ׁקָדֵש and 

πόρνη Gn 38.21f., Dt 23.18 for קְדֵשָׁה.

τῶν τετελεσμένων הַקְּדֵשׁוֹת] The Heb. technical term for “temple prosti-

tute” is rendered in different books as follows: πόρνη Gn 38.21f., Dt 23.18 

 καδησιμ ;(קָדֵשׁ) τελετής 1K 15.12 ;(קָדֵשׁ) σύνδεσμος 3K 14.24 ;(קְדֵשָׁה)

4K 23.7 (קְדֵשִׁים); τελεσφόρος .. τελισκόμενος48 as a doublet of πόρνη .. 

πορνεύων De 23.17 (18  ׁקְדֵשָׁה .. קָדֵש).

The presence of τῶν of ambiguous gender caused some Greek commentators 

to fail to see that the reference is to harlots: e.g. Theodoret τοὺς τὰ τῆς ἀσε-
βείας ὄργια μεμυημένους (PG 81.1573), but Syh. correctly /mšammlāyātā’/. 

The word τετελεσμένων reminded Cyril (PG 71.133) and Theophylactus 

(PG 126.648) of its use in the LXX at Nu 25.35 and Ps 105(106).28 in con-

nection with the ancient Israelites’ involvement with the cult of Baal of Peor.

οὐ συνίων לאֹ־יָבִין] Ziegler is certainly right in adopting this reading sup-

ported by V-239 Qmg and others against the rest of the uncials, which read ὁ 

in place of the negator. The error is graphically easy to explain. Joosten (92) 

refers to vss. 6 and 15, where also the people’s ignorance is mentioned.

συνεπλέκετο יִלָּבֵט] a free rendering due to ignorance. Likewise misunder-

stood and freely rendered in Pr 10.8, 10. These are all the attestations of this 

rare Heb. verb. The Gk verb which means ‘to twine, plait together,’ may be 

applied to sexual intercourse as in Sophocles, Fragm. 618 Θέτιδι συμπλα-
κεῖς ‘entwined with Thetis [a goddess].’ The phrase μετὰ πορνῆς brings out 

this connotation clearly.

μετὰ πόρνης] G read the first two words of the next verse, אִם־זנֶֹה, as the 

end of this verse, i.e. עִם זנָֹה.

47 In XII - Ez α’ only at Ez 1.11, where פְּרֻדוֹת is rendered as ἐκτεταμέναι, but there is an 
additional textual problem there.

48 “To be dedicated, offered εἰς τὰ ἱερά” (LSJ s.v.), then a most appropriate rendering.
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4.15) Σὺ δέ, Ισραηλ, μὴ ἀγνόει, καὶ Ιουδα, μὴ εἰσπορεύεσθε εἰς Γαλ-
γαλα καὶ μὴ ἀναβαίνετε εἰς τὸν οἶκον Ων καὶ μὴ ὀμνύετε ζῶντα 

κύριον.

 But you, o Israel, do not commit an offence out of ignorance, and o 

Judah, do not enter Galgala and do not go up to the house of On and 

do not swear by the living Lord.

אָוֶן  בֵּית  וְאַל־תַּעֲלוּ  הַגִּלְגָּל  וְאַל־תָּבאֹוּ  יְהוּדָה  אַל־יֶאְשַׁם  יִשְׂרָאֵל  אַתָּה  אִם־זנֶֹה 
וְאַל־תִּשָּׁבְעוּ חַי־יְהוָה:

ἀγνόει יֶאְשַׁם] The use of the 2nd person Imperative does not mean that 

the Vorlage read תֶּאְשַׁם; all this derives from the restructuring of the entire 

verse by our translator. Cf. Wolff’s (1965.89) critical note ad loc.

The remarkable correspondence between “ignorance” and אשׁם is shared 

by Ez α’,49 in which the phrase τὰ ὑπὲρ ἀγνοίας renders אָשָׁם ‘trespass offer-

ing’ (40.39, 42.3, 44.29, 46.20), while this peculiar understanding of the Heb. 

word is undoubtedly derived from Le cp. 4 and 5, where שְׁגָגָה or שָׁגָה ‘igno-

rance’ and √אשׁם are repeatedly associated, which may have led our translator 

to think that אָשֵׁם in such places is not simply a general term meaning ‘guilty,’ 

but the name of a specific guilt or sin, and that the sacrifice is to be offered 

on that account is אָשָׁם. See, e.g. Le 4.22 בִּשְׁגָגָה וְאָשָׁם.

On the other hand, it need be stressed that this ignorance is passive lack 

or knowledge or absence of awareness for which one cannot be legally held 

accountable or penalised, but rather a misconduct, deliberate disregard and 

neglect of laws and regulations. Surely in our passage “Do not remain igno-

rant” would make no sense.

The notion of wilful ignorance, hence some sort of culpable offence, is 

known from the 5th cent. BCE onwards, first in Hippocrates.50 Thus the use of 

ἀγνοεῖν and its congeners in LXX to render √רשׁע√  ,שׁגג√  ,אשׁם etc. is nothing 

surprising.51 But our patristic commentators adhere to the notion of passive 

ignorance, presenting another example of communication breakdown. Thus 

Theodor writes δέον εἰδέναι (PG 66.152), whilst apparently being aware of 

the oddity of such a notion in this passage. Cyril does not go far enough in 

saying μὴ ἔσο μωρός, μηδὲ τῆς εἰς λῆξειν ἡκούσης ἀσυνεσίας ἔμπλεως 

(PG 71.136) nor Theophylactus with his Γνῶσιν λάβε, ἀπόθου τὴν ἀνοησίαν 

(PG 126.648).

πλημμελεῖν of the Three is the accepted rendering of √אשׁם in the above-

mentioned Le 4-5.

49 Nyberg’s (1935.30) remark ad loc. is not acceptable. See also a criticism by Dingermann 
1948.26.

50 See LSJ s.v. ἀγνοέω II, and MM and BDAG s.vv. ἀγνοέω, ἀγνοήμα, ἄγνοια.
51 Cf. Daniel 1966.320-25.
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Let it be noted that all the four negative Imperatives in this verse are in 

the imperfective aspect: the people are being told to stop doing what they are 

already doing or to get out of a condition in which they now find themselves, 

see SSG § 28 ha, esp. p. 296.

Ων] = אוֹן, ≠ H אָוֶן. It seems to us that our translator is well aware that he 

is bringing the Israelites too far to the south by adapting his translation to 

his Egyptian Sitz im Leben; he is doing so in the interest of his readership, 

Jews in the Egyptian diaspora. Likewise in 5.8, 10.5, 8, 12.4 (5), Am 1.5. Cf. 

Ez 30.17 בַּחוּרֵי אָוֶן > νεανίσκοι Ἡλίου πόλεως.52 The addition τῆς ἀδικίας 

in 49 is a doublet. The same reading shown by Bmg A’’-Qtxt-233-407' etc. is 

rightly rejected by Ziegler in favour of that of Qmgb Eus. Onom. The majority 

reading is probably a correction introduced later in Palestine. Og of Law 

derived from a corrupted Greek text, ΩΓ for ΩΝ.

The bishop in charge of Southern Turkey, Theodor, failed to see the hint, 

and instead philosophises, when he says προσποιεῖσθαι δὲ τιμᾶν τὸν ἀΐδιον 

καὶ ὄντως ὄντα Θεόν (PG 66.152), which is put right by Theodoret: τὸ 

Ων ὄνομά ἐστι τοῦ εἰδώλου ἐν Βαιθηλ· οὐ γάρ, ὥς τινες ὑπέλαβον, τὸν 

“ἀΐδιον” ἑρμηνεύει, τουτέστι, τὸν ὄντα· ἀλλ᾽ Ἑβραϊκόν ἐστι, οὐχ Ἑλλη-
νικὸν ὄνομα (PG 81.1573).

ζῶντα κύριον] The fronting of the participle is slavishly faithful to H, in 

which the phrase is a standing oath formula.53 

The acc. with ὀμνύναι is already Classical; see LSJ s.v. III, e.g. ὄμνυμι 
θεοὺς καὶ θεάς Xenophon, Anab. 6.6.17. Different constructions are also pos-

sible: κατά c. gen. (e.g. Am 4.2 κατὰ τῶν ἁγίων αὐτοῦ), c. dat. (e.g. Zc 5.4 

τῷ ὀνόματί μου), c. acc. (e.g. Is 45.23 τὸν θεόν), ἐν c. dat. (e.g. Je 5.7 ἐν 

τοῖς οὐκ οὖσι θεοῖς). Cf. Johannessohn 1910.77 and Helbing 1928.71f. 

In XII once c. acc., 6 times c. κατά τινος and twice c. dat.

4.16) ὅτι ὡς δάμαλις παροιστρῶσα παροίστρησεν Ισραηλ· νῦν νεμήσει 
αὐτοὺς κύριος ὡς ἀμνὸν ἐν εὐρυχώρῳ.

 Israel ran like a stung wild heifer; now the Lord will graze them like 

a lamb in a spacious place.

כִּי כְּפָרָה סֹרֵרָה סָרַר יִשְׂרָאֵל עַתָּה יִרְעֵם יְהוָה כְּכֶבֶשׂ בַּמֶּרְחָב:

δάμαλις פָּרָה]. In 10.11 δάμαλις = עֶגְלָה, which is a more correct equiva-

lent, whilst δάμαλις = פָּרָה also in Am 4.1, Jl 1.17.

παροιστρῶσα סרֵֹרָה] The simplex, οἰστρᾶν, which does not occur in LXX, 

means ‘stung (by gadfly),’ then figuratively ‘to go mad, frenzy (as if stung 

by gadfly),’ and its compound occurs only here, in Ez 2.6, and 2K 17.8L. 

The second instance in particular, coming from the same translator as that 

52 Cf. a note by Cyril ad 5.8: Ων δέ ἐστιν ὁ ἥλιος (PG 71.149).
53 The syntax was correctly understood in, e.g. Je 4.2, 5.2, 12.16.
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of XII, may be profitably studied. In Ez 2.6 we read παροιστρήσουσι καὶ 
ἐπισυστήσονται ἐπὶ σὲ κύκλῳ, which is supposed to render סָרָבִים וְסַלּוֹנִים 

 The first Heb. word is a hapax in BH, while the latter appears only .אוֹתָךְ

once more in ib. 28.24 (סִלּוֹן, if same word, and // קוֹץ), rendered with ἄκανθα 

(// σκόλοψ). Παροιστρᾶν relates the Heb. word to a root common in Ara-

maic in the sense of ‘to refuse,’ though it occurs in Si 4.25 אל תסרב עם האל 

μὴ ἀντίλεγε τῇ ἀληθείᾳ ‘Don’t contradict the truth.’54 By contrast, ἐπισυ-
νιστάναι ‘to conspire’ is a free rendering based on the general context. That 

our translator had Ez 2.6 in mind, as he translated our Ho passage, is beyond 

any doubt, and we should note that, in the later occurrences of the Heb. word, 

more appropriate equivalents are used: ἀπειθεῖν in 9.15 and (νῶτος) παρα-
φρονοῦν in Zc 7.11, for παροιστρᾶν does not exactly indicate stubbornness 

or rebelliousness.55 Needless to say, the reference to the Ez passage was made 

possible through the similarity of the two Heb. words סרב and סרר as well 

as the contextual affinity in that both places speak of a rebellious Israel.56 The 

third instance, 2K 17.8L, reads ὥσπερ ἄρκοι παροιστρῶσαι for כְּדבֹ שַׁכּוּל, 

which the Kaige version renders as ὡς ἄρκος ἠτεκνωμένη. It is about brave, 

fearless fighters.

Aq. and Thdt.’s ἐκκλίνουσα construed the form of the Heb. verb as Poʻlel 

of √סור. The same equivalence is attested for Aq. (and Thdt.) also in Je 6.28, 

La 3.11, in both in the form סוֹרֵר. Sym. ἐπιθυμοῦσα is very probably a Greek 

interpretation of G, for παροιστρᾶν may be used figuratively of frenzy pas-

sion, see LSJ s.v. οἰστρᾶν.

All in all, the choice of παροιστρᾶν in our passage is not very far off the 

mark: “go mad, get out of hand or control.” The notion of rebellion was 

picked up by Theodor: πρὸς ἀταξίαν νευσάσης (PG 66.154) and Cyr. εἰς 

ἀπόστασιν (PG 71.137).

Pace Schleusner (IV 224), there is definitely involved more than insanity.

4.17) μέτοχος εἰδώλων Εφραιμ ἔθηκεν ἑαυτῷ σκάνδαλα,

 Associating with idols, Ephraim has laid stumbling-blocks for himself.

חֲבוּר עֲצַבִּים אֶפְרָיִם הַנַּח־לוֹ:

μέτοχος חֲבוּר] The Gk word appears only here in XII - Ez α’. Cf. Ma 2.14 

κοινωνός σου ָחֲבֶרְתְּך. Sym. Hebr. ηνωθη derives from ἑνοῦν ‘to unify.’ 

There is no need to suppose, as Nyberg (1935.31) does, that G read חֲבֵר.

54 On the textual question here, see Segal 1958.28f. A non-verbal lexeme also occurs in 
Si 41.2B (סָרָב  =) סרב ἀπειθοῦντι ‘disobedient.’ 

55 See also παραφρόνησις שִׁגָּעוֹן and כָּתֵף (Zc 12.4), סוֹרֶרֶת  νῶτον ἀπειθοῦντα (Ne 9.29 
as in Zc 7.11), and שָׁמִיר ἀπειθής (Zc 7.12).

56 Zimmerli 1969 ad loc. is mystified by G, and offers an alternative solution which does 
not seem to us very satisfactory; in any case he sees no link between the Ez and Ho passages.
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εἰδώλων עֲצַבִּים] The Heb. word is regularly so rendered in XII - Ez α’ 

(6 times), whilst the Gk here may correspond to אֱלִיל as well as in Hb 2.18.

ἔθηκεν הַנַּח] G = הִנַּח or ַהִנִּח, whilst Aq. and Thdt.’s ἀνέπαυσεν = ַ57 .הֵנִח

It is not impossible that, pace Ziegler’s punctuation, a nominal clause with-

out a copula is intended here, i.e. ‘An associate of idols is Ephraim.’

σκάνδαλα סָר] In view of 2.6 (8) סִיר σκόλοψ ‘thorn or stake blocking a 

way,’ one is naturally tempted to assume that our translator read the same 

word here, too. On the other hand, the usual Heb. equivalents for σκάνδαλον 

are ׁמוֹקֵש ( 8 times in LXX) or מִכְשׁוֹל ( 3 times). The Gk word occurs only here 

in XII and never in Ez. If the above assumption be right, there would have 

been no choice for our translator but to translate freely, guided by the gen-

eral context. Ez ch. 16, which describes Israel’s apostasy, may have been on 

his mind, and note esp. vs. 29 58 .וַתַּרְבִּי אֶת־תַּזְנוּתֵךְ אֶל־אֶרֶץ כְּנַעַן כַּשְׂדִּימָה There 

is no indication that the translator took into consideration another occurrence 

of סבֶֹא: Na 1.10 σμῖλαξ ‘bindweed.’ At Ez 23.42 [סָבָאִים] מוּבָאִים סוֹבָאִים ἥκο-
ντας the Heb. word concerned was intentionally omitted due to his ignorance 

or was missing in his Vorlage. This absence of reference between the related 

passages confirms that we are dealing here with free rendition.

4.18) ᾑρέτισε Χαναναίους· πορνεύοντες ἐξεπόρνευσαν, ἠγάπησαν ἀτι-
μίαν ἐκ φρυάγματος αὐτῆς.

 He favoured Canaanites; they engaged themselves in excessive pros-

titution. They preferred ignominy through her insolence.

סָר סָבְאָם הַזְנֵה הִזְנוּ אָהֲבוּ הֵבוּ קָלוֹן מָגִנֶּיהָ:

ᾑρέτισε] Vollers’ (1883.246) ἠρέθισε ‘provoked (the Canaanites),’ what 

Jerome with his provocabit had found in his LXX, would say exactly the 

opposite of what is required by the context.

Χαναναίους] Dingermann (1948.27) maintains that סָבְאָם was read as 

meaning ‘Sabaeans,’ but this name is normally spelled with ׁש.

ἠγάπησαν ּהֵבוּ  [אָהֲבו in H must be considered as due to dittography. As 

for Sym. ἠγάπησαν ἀγαπὴν οὗ ἡ βοήθεια ἀτιμία, it should be remembered 

that a change in word order has been introduced.

ἐκ φρυάγματος αὐτῆς ָמָגִנֶּיה] G undoubtedly read ָמִגְּאֹנֶיה or ּמִגְּאֹנָה in view 

of Zc 11.3, Ez 7.24, 24.21, where the same equivalence is shown. The trans-

lator’s dependence on the three related passages seems to suggest that his 

57 Field (1875 ad loc.) also mentions ἔασον Sym. Quinta, which is = H, though not men-
tioned by Ziegler.

58 G is remarkably different from H: καὶ ἐπλήθυνας τὰς διαθήκας σου πρὸς γῆν Χαλ-
δαίων. If διαθήκας is to be accepted, its association with μέτοχος εἰδώλων in our Ho passage 
is apparent.
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Vorlage read like H, for a few verses later (5.5) גָּאוֹן is rendered with ὕβρις.59 

In other words, the homophonous מָגֵן “discovered” by Driver (1931.383f.) 

was not part of the translator’s Hebrew vocabulary.

Two objections raised by Nyberg (1935.32) against postulating that G read 

-may be removed by observing 1) that there is no absolute necessity to sup גָּאוֹן

pose that only in certain combinations גָּאוֹן can be rendered with φρύαγμα, and 

2) that just when our translator manipulates H, his rendering tends to show 

variations, i.e. he aims at semantic approximation, but not at verbal identity 

of translation equivalents. On the second point here, see our note at 4.13. Apart 

from the non-occurrence of the rare Heb. גָּעָה ‘to low,’ it is not certain that our 

translator was capable of establishing semantic association between ‘lowing’ 

and ‘arrogance.’ Nyberg further objects that, in Ho, גָּאוֹן is translated with 

ὕβρις, but see our remark above that, in other books of XII, גָּאוֹן is = φρύαγμα.

The preposition ἐκ here is hardly that of comparison, but indicates a stance 

or motive, “out of arrogance.”

4.19) συστροφὴ πνεύματος σὺ εἶ ἐν ταῖς πτέρυξιν αὐτῆς, καὶ καταισχυν-
θήσονται ἐκ τῶν θυσιαστηρίων αὐτῶν.

 You are a blast of wind in her wings, and they will be disappointed by 

their altars.

צָרַר רוּחַ אוֹתָהּ בִּכְנָפֶיהָ וְיֵבשֹׁוּ מִזִּבְחוֹתָם:

συστροφὴ πνεύματος ַצָרַר רוּח] The interpretation presented in G differs 

in two points from that deducible from H.

It appears that H was read as ַצְררֹ רוּח, συστροφὴ πνεύματος meaning ‘a 

mass of wind, whirlwind.’ The same interpretation is represented in 13.12 צָרוּר 

 being read as מְצדְֹדוֹת συστροφὴν ἀδικίας, cf. also Ez 13.20 συστρέφετε עֲוֹן

 For the phrase .(לִמְצוּרָה read as) לִמְצוּדָה ib. 13.21 εἰς συστροφήν ,מְצָרְרוֹת 

συστροφὴ πνεύματος, cf. Si 43.17 καταιγὶς βορέου καὶ συστροφὴ πνεύμα-
τος סופה וסערה read as  60  סוּפַת סְעָרָה, and LSJ s.v. συστροφή II 4.

σὺ εἶ] = אַתָּה, ≠ H ּאוֹתָה. The v.l. συριεῖ (< συρίζειν ‘to make a hissing 

noise’) is an inner-Greek improvement starting from σὺ εἶ, influenced by 

the association with πνεῦμα ‘wind.’

αὐτῆς] To say that our translator blindly rendered the fem. suffix in H 

without realising that it refers to ַרוּח πνεῦμα (neut. noun) would be unfair 

to him; he consciously referred αὐτῆς to Ephraim.61 The v.l. αὐτῶν in A’’ 

testified to this difficulty. Note an improvement shown by Sym. αὐτοῦ.

59 Cf. also Driver 1931.44, 1933.383f.
60 Cf. Yadin 1965.32.
61 Cf. Pesh. /kenfayhōn/, reading צָרוּר.
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ἐκ] The preposition מ־ must have fallen out in the Hebrew text due to 

haplography, since an impersonal subject with ׁבּוֹש Qal is unheard of.

The use of ἐκ with καταισχύνεσθαι or αἰσχύνεσθαι is a Hebraism. 

According to LSJ s.v. αἰσχύνεσθαι,62 it is joined either with a noun in the 

acc. or dat., or with one of the prepositions ἐπί (τινι), ἐν (τινι), ὑπέρ (τινος), 

περί (τινος).63

Furthermore, the connotation attached to the verb, “shame and disappoint-

ment that befall one whose faith or hope is shown to be vain” (BDAG s.v. 

καταισχύνω 3) is peculiar to Biblical Greek. In other words, it is not that they 

are going to feel guilty about offering sacrifices on the altars, but, more prag-

matically, they are going to “be let down” by them or “lose face” on account 

of the high hopes they pinned on them. This Biblicism apparently misled 

Theophylactus, who writes: ὑπομενεῖ ταύτην τὴν αἰσχύνην τῆς αἰχμαλω-
σίας ἐκ τοῦ θύειν τοῖς εἰδώλοις (PG 126.653), though he goes on to say ἐπ᾽ 
ἐκείνοις αἰσχυνθήσεται, μετακλαιομένη τὴν ἀβουλίαν (ib. 655). In contrast, 

Theodor displays a better judgement: ὥστε αὐτοὺς τότε αἴσθησιν λαβεῖν ὅτι 
ματαίαν καὶ ἐπιβλαβῆ τὴν περὶ τὰ θυσιαστήρια τῶν εἰδώλων εἶχον σπου-
δήν (PG 66.153).

62 For the former no evidence is recorded.
63 Cf. Helbing 1928.24, 262.



CHAPTER V1

5.1) Ἀκούσατε ταῦτα, οἱ ἱερεῖς, καὶ προσέχετε, οἶκος Ισραηλ, καὶ οἶκος 

τοῦ βασιλέως, ἐνωτίζεσθε, διότι πρὸς ὑμᾶς ἐστι τὸ κρίμα, ὅτι παγὶς 

ἐγενήθητε τῇ σκοπιᾷ καὶ ὡς δίκτυον ἐκτεταμένον ἐπὶ τὸ Ἰταβύριον, 

 Hear these things, o priests, and give heed, o house of Israel, and o royal 

household, give ear! For the judgement concerns you, because you 

have become a trap for watchers and like a net spread over Tabor

הַמִּשְׁפָּט  לָכֶם  כִּי  הַאֲזִינוּ  הַמֶּלֶךְ  וּבֵית  יִשְׂרָאֵל  בֵּית  וְהַקְשִׁיבוּ  הַכּהֲֹנִים  שִׁמְעוּ־זאֹת 
כִּי־פַח הֱיִיתֶם לְמִצְפָּה וְרֶשֶׁת פְּרוּשָׂה עַל־תָּבוֹר:

Ἀκούσατε] On the avoidance of Ἀκούετε, pres. impv., see above at 4.1.

The particle δή, a secondary addition in 26, is highly frequent in the for-

mula ἄκουε / ἀκούσατε δή as in Mi 3.1, 9, 6.1, Zc 3.8; Ez 18.25 (all with 

.Am 8.4 Ἀκούσατε δὴ ταῦτα ;(נָא

οἱ] om. 147, a stylistic improvement; see BDF, § 147 (3).

προσέχετε ּהַקְשִׁיבו] an equation unique on both sides (G and H) in XII; no 

example in Ez. The imperative of this verb appears usually in the present 

tense except Da LXX 9.18; ib. TH 9.19; 3M 2.2 and often in Ps, where 77.1 

προσέχετε is the sole exception.

Ισραηλ] pr. του Qmg ll-46’-764 C-68. The addition of the article in the 

phrase is occasionally attested by Q (Ho 1.6, 6.10, Am 5.1, 6.14, Zc 8.13) 

and A (Ho 1.6, Am 6.14, 9.9, Zc 8.13), but absent in the entire body of 

Greek evidences in Ho 1.4, 11.12, Am 5.3, 4, 7.10, Mi 1.5, 3.1, 9, while it 

is unanimously attested in Am 6.1 (the only exception being 410).

ἐνωτίζεσθε ּהַאֲזִינו] also in Jl 1.2 // ἀκούειν. The reading is partially ety-

mologising. The pair appears in Ge 4.23 for the first time:ἀκούσατέ μου 

τῆς φωνῆς, γυναῖκες Λαμεχ, ἐνωτίσασθέ μου τοὺς λόγους, and later fairly 

frequently as in Is 28.23, Je 8.6, 13.15, 23.18, Jb 34.16.

πρὸς ὑμᾶς ἐστιν τὸ κρίμα הַמִּשְׁפָּט  the precise meaning of H is [לָכֶם 

debated - ‘the indictment concerns you’ or ‘it is your business to administer 

justice’ (see commentaries). Theodor (PG 66.153), Theodoret (PG 81.1577), 

and Theophylactus (PG 126.656) are inclined towards the former, and une-

quivocally so in Law adversus vos, and Eth ba’enti’akkemu.

ἐστι] without a copula in κρίσις τῷ κυρίῳ πρὸς τοὺς κατοικοῦντας τὴν 

γῆν 4.1.

1 An earlier version of what follows was published in 1986.
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παγίς] figuratively used also in secular Greek, esp. of women; see LSJ s.v.

σκοπιᾷ] H was read as מִצְפֶּה. This place-name is analogously taken 

as an appellative in Jd 10.17B, 3K 15.22; only be it noted that in the latter 

places such a rendering does make sense: παρενέβαλον ἐν τῇ σκ.; ᾠκο-
δόμησεν .. πᾶν βουνὸν Βενιαμιν καὶ τὴν σκ. Rather strange is our transla-

tor’s failure to notice the parallelism, which failure may also account for 

the addition of ὡς before δίκτυον. What the translator meant by this Greek 

word is not immediately apparent. Theodor of Mopsuestia (PG 66.153), 

on the basis of Ez 3.17 (σκόπος [= צפֶֹה]) takes it to mean ‘a group of proph-

ets’ (τῶν προφητῶν τὸν σύλλογον); see also Theodoret (PG 81.1577), 

Theophylactus (PG 126.656: τὴν τῶν προφητῶν φυλακὴν καὶ τάξιν), and 

Eth. za vāstaḥāyeṣ.2

δίκτυον רֶשֶׁת] parallel to παγίς also in Jb 18.8, where רֶשֶׁת is parallel to 

 Our Greek word is also used .מוֹקֵשׁ  // רֶשֶׁת and see Pr 29.5f. with ,שְׂבָכָה

metaphorically in δίκτυον ἄτης ‘net of calamity’ Aesch. Prom. 1078, δίκτυόν 

τί γ᾽ Ἅιδου ‘some net of death’ id. Agam. 1115.

ἐκτεταμένον פְּרוּשָׂה], cf. ἐκτείνεται δίκτυα Pr 1.17.

Ἰταβύριον תָּבוֹר] The striking transliteration is found also in Je 26(46).18; 

Josephus, Bell. Jud. IV 1.8; Ant. V 1.22, XIII 15.4.3 The initial vowel defies 

explanation. We suspect that some kind of midrashic association is behind 

it; an association which Mount Tabor is likely to arouse for such midrash 

is the place where Israel won the glorious victory over the Canaanite king 

Yabin and his general Sisera as told in Jd 4-5. We suggest that the name of 

the mountain was brought into relation with Aramaic אִתַּבַּר (note that Tau, 

and not Theta, is used in the transliteration), and indeed, in the Targum the 

verb תַּבַּר renders הָמַם (Jd 4.15) כנע Hif. (ib. 4.23) describing the victory 

given by the Lord.4 It is also interesting to note that in the above-mentioned 

Jeremiah passage allusion is made (in Codex Reuchlinianus) to the lengthy 

midrashic expansion on Jd 5.5 in the Targum Yerushalmi, and also that in our 

Hosea passage the Targumist writes רם  the phrase appearing ,תבור for טור 

in the above-mentioned expansion in Jd with reference to Tabor, which boasts 

שׁכינתא חזיא  ולי  טוריא  כל  על  רם  טור   I am a mountain higher than all‘ אנא 

other mountains and the divine appeared to me.’ For Theod. ἐπὶ τὸ δρυμόν, 

cf. 1K 10.3 ἕως τῆς δρυὸς Θαβωρ עַד־אֵלוֹן תָּבוֹר. The mountain in Palestine 

is called Ἀταβύριον in Polybius 5.70.6. This form of the name indicates a 

2 On the formative -ια, see Schwyzer, I 469 and Chantraine 1933 § 62. Cyril (p. 118), who 
also seems to recognise the collective force of the ending -ια, speaks of ‘a crowd watched 
over and looked after by the priests ..’ (ὑπό τε τῶν ἱερέων .. ἐπισκοπουμένην πληθύν).

3 Joosten (97) is not interested in this remarkable discrepancy between G and H.
4 Note also Trg תְּבַר סִיסְרָא Jd 5.2, תָּבַר תְּקוֹף גִּבָּרֵי עַמְמַיָּא .. יוי תָּבַר קֳדָם עַמֵּיהּ תְּקוֹף גִבָּרֵי סָנְאֵיהוֹן   

5.13.
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connection between the Hellenised form of Tabor and Mount Atabyris or 

Atabyrium in Rhodes.5 For statum in se of Law, see a discussion by Ziegler 

1971.117f. Or is it possible that תבור was understood as ‘conqueror,’ but the 

midrashic expansion mockingly altered it into ‘the defeated (by Mt Sinai the 

Small)’?

5.2) ὃ οἱ ἀγρεύοντες τὴν θήραν κατέπηξαν. ἐγὼ δὲ παιδευτὴς ὑμῶν·

 which the game-hunters laid. I am your chastiser.

וְשַׁחֲטָה שֵׂטִים הֶעְמִיקוּ וַאֲנִי מוּסָר לְכֻלָּם:

ὃ οἱ ἀγρεύοντες τὴν θήραν κατέπηξαν ּשַׁחֲטָה שֵׂטִים הֶעְמִיקו] There are a 

number of indications that here we are dealing with a free rendering, a pro-

cedure followed owing to the difficulty of H; no doubt the Vorlage was not 

much different from the MT. The only word from which the translator was 

able to start with confidence was ּהֶעְמִיקו, which he brought into relation with 

the preceding רֶשֶׁת, ‘to fix a net deep into the ground,’ which procedure 

compelled him to provide a connecting particle ὅ. Note the same correspond-

ence in 9.8, which is found in a very similar context. Aided by the context 

 might be justifiably taken as a remote שׁחטה he further argued that ,(רֶשֶׁת)

synonym of טֶרֶף or טְרֵפָה, which are the most common equivalents of θήρα 

(e.g. Na 2,.13f., 3.1). The added article τήν and the changed word-order are 

further indications of free rendering. Finally, ἀγρεύειν was freely chosen, 

although the possibility is not entirely precluded that his Vorlage read שׁחטים 

or the ח was supplied by the translator.

One can hardly see how שָׁטְחוּ שׁטְֹחִים or שׁטְֹחֵי שְׁטָחִים suggested by Vollers 

(1883.247) as Vorlage could produce G.

It is beyond every doubt that this passage was in the mind of our translator 

when he came to translate 9.9; see there.

Sym. and Quinta θυσίαν on one hand and Theod. σφαγήν for θήραν on 

the other as well as Trg. דָּבְחִין and Vulg. victimas took שׁחטה as meaning 

sacrificial animal.6

παιδευτὴς] = מְיַסֵּר, cf. Trg. אֲנָא מֵיתֵי יִסּוּרִין, Pesh. ’enā ’erde and Vulg. 

ego eruditor. For the general idea, cf. De 8.5 κύριος ὁ θεὸς παιδεύσει 
σε ָּיְהוָה אֱלֹהֶיךָ מְיַסְּרֶך, ib. 4.36 ἐκ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ ἀκουστὴ ἐγένετο ἡ φωνὴ 

αὐτοῦ παιδεῦσαί σε ָּמִן־הַשָּׁמַיִם הִשְׁמִיעֲךָ אֶת־קֹלוֹ לְיַסְּרֶך. Joosten (98) mentions 

5 See Thackeray 1903.181, n. 1. Cf. Abel 1967.353: “Atabyrios est le surnom de Zeus à 
qui sur le mont Arabyris, à Rhodes, le Crétois Althaimenes avait consacré un temple sur un 
sanctuaire phénicien. On a pensé à אתבור quo ducuntur pecudes en s’appuyant sur Hézychius: 
Αταβυριον, ὄρος ἔνθα θήρια συνάγονται.”

See further Eusebius, Onomasticon, p. 110, and under תבור in Enzyclopaedia Biblica.
6 See Ziegler 1971.81 for an extensive discussion on the later versions.
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as an expression of similar thought PSol 8.29 καὶ σὺ παιδευτὴς ἡμῶν εἶ. 
The punitive or corrective aspect was captured by Theodor with his τιμω-
ρία (PG 66.153) and Theophylactus with his παιδείαν .. τὴν τῆς αἰχμαλω-
σίας (PG 126.657).

ὑμῶν לְכֻלָּם] H > לָכֶם.

5.3) ἐγὼ ἔγνων τὸν Εφραιμ, καὶ Ισραηλ οὐκ ἄπεστι ἀπ᾿ ἐμοῦ, διότι νῦν 

ἐξεπόρνευσε Εφραιμ, ἐμιάνθη Ισραηλ·

 I have come to know Ephraim, and Israel is not strange to me. For now 

Ephraim has fornicated, Israel has been defiled.

אֲנִי יָדַעְתִּי אֶפְרַיִם וְיִשְׂרָאֵל לאֹ־נִכְחַד מִמֶּנִּי כִּי עַתָּה הִזְנֵיתָ אֶפְרַיִם נִטְמָא יִשְׂרָאֵל:

Ισραηλ] v.l. τὸν Ισραηλ, an inferior reading since ‘Israel’ here is a pseu-

donym of Ephraim, so that it must be the subject of what follows.

ἄπεστι] the word occurs only here in XII-Ez a, and also only here cor-

responds to כחד Nif.; elsewhere it is rendered with ἐκλείπειν ‘to abandon, 

desert’ (Zc 11.9 bis), ἐκλιμπάνειν ‘to be missing’ (ib. 11.16). In the light 

of these renderings in Zc, what is meant here by ἄπεστιν seems to be that 

Israel is not estranged from God. God is not indifferent to her.

The form נכחד was possibly construed as Ptc. as against the MT’s vocali-

sation (Pf.). Note the Greek present Ptc. employed to render the unequivocal 

Heb. Ptc. in Zc 11.9 τὸ ἐκλεῖον  11.16  ;הַנִּכְחֶדֶת τὸ ἐκλιμπάνον הַנִּכְחָדוֹת. The 

variant ἀπέστη of Bc etc. is partially explicable as a corruption from ἄπεστι. 
Whether the Coptic (Ach) latuit (so also Pesh ksē and Trg. מִטַּמְרִין are = MT), 

as Ziegler thinks, is open to question.

διότι כִּי] The causal conjunction of G is best taken as introducing and 

positioned ahead of its main clause. Ziegler’s ἐμοῦ, διότι can be improved 

to either ἐμοῦ· διότι or ἐμοῦ. Διότι. Similar examples are also attested in 

Jl 2.11, Hb 2.8, De 31.17 etc.7

ἐξεπόρνευσε ָהִזְנֵית] No Greek father or daughter version has taken the 

Greek verb as transitive / causative. The verb, which occurs rather frequently 

in SG (nearly 40 times), is also transitively used, e.g. ἐκπορνεύσωσιν τοὺς 

υἱούς σου ὀπίσω τῶν θεῶν αὐτῶν Ex 34.16.8 That is, however, contextually 

inapplicable to Ho 5.3. The Hebrew הִזְנָה is also used intransitively and tran-

sitively alike, the latter confined to Ho. See above at 4.10.

In comparison with G’s 3ms form, one may recognise in H’s 2ms form 

a more personal touch on the part of God.

7 See also SSG § 76 d, p. 629, last paragraph.
8 More examples are mentioned in GELS s.v. 3 ‘to induce to do ἐκπορνεύω.’
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5.4) οὐκ ἔδωκαν τὰ διαβούλια αὐτῶν τοῦ ἐπιστρέψαι πρὸς τὸν θεὸν αὐτῶν, 

ὅτι πνεῦμα πορνείας ἐν αὐτοῖς ἐστι, τὸν δὲ κύριον οὐκ ἐπέγνωσαν.

 They did not give thought to returning to their God, for a spirit of 

fornication is in them; the Lord they did not acknowledge.

לאֹ יִתְּנוּ מַעַלְלֵיהֶם לָשׁוּב אֶל־אֱלֹהֵיהֶם כִּי רוּחַ זְנוּנִים בְּקִרְבָּם וְאֶת־יְהוָה לאֹ יָדָעוּ:

ἔδωκαν ּיִתְּנו] G = ּנָתְנו.
διαβούλια] see above at 4.9.

ἐν αὐτοῖς בְּקִרְבָּם] The pseudo-prepositional בְּקֶרֶב is rendered with ἐν 

μέσῳ τινός in Am 7.8, 10, Mi 5.6, 7, Hb 3.2, but when suffixed like here, 

without μέσῳ (Ho 11.9, Mi 3.11, 6.14, Na 3.13, Hb 2.19, Zp 3.3, 5, 12, 17, 

Zc 12.1, 14.1), but occasionally with μέσῳ as in Zp 3.15 ἐν μέσῳ σου and 

Am 3.9 ἐν μέσῳ αὐτῆς. Note also Am 5.17 διελεύσομαι διὰ μέσου σου. 

For a treatment of מִקֶּרֶב, see on Am 2.3.

πορν. / ἐν αὐτ.] tr. V, so noted in Ziegler’s apparatus. We are doubtful that 

a LXX translator would write something like πνεῦμα ἐν αυτοῖς πορνείας 

ἐστι, though in Classical Greek such a word order would be no surprise. 

Maybe Ziegler meant πνε. πορν. instead.

5.5) καὶ ταπεινωθήσεται ἡ ὕβρις τοῦ Ισραηλ εἰς πρόσωπον αὐτοῦ, καὶ 
Ισραηλ καὶ Εφραιμ ἀσθενήσουσιν ἐν ταῖς ἀδικίαις αὐτῶν, καὶ ἀσθενή-
σει καὶ Ιουδας μετ᾿ αὐτῶν.

 The pride of Israel will be brought low before his face, and Israel and 

Ephraim will languish in their iniquities, and Judah also will languish 

with them.

וְעָנָה גְאוֹן־יִשְׂרָאֵל בְּפָנָיו וְיִשְׂרָאֵל וְאֶפְרַיִם יִכָּשְׁלוּ בַּעֲוֹנָם כָּשַׁל גַּם־יְהוּדָה עִמָּם:

καὶ ταπεινωθήσεται וְעָנָה] On the analysis of the conjunction waw here, 

see below at 7.10, the beginning of which is exactly the same as here. We 

are going to refer to an important difference between the two passages in 

terms of the broader syntactic structure. Here the clause is followed by ּיִכָּשְׁלו, 
which is best analysed as future in value. Hence, וְעָנָה following ּיָדָעו (vs. 5) 

is most likely a w-qataltí form, hence justly translated with the Fut., cf. Pesh. 

/netmakkak/. True, one could have anticipated יכשׁל in lieu of H כָּשַׁל. Did 

the Vorlage of G read וכשׁל?
G’s ταπεινωθήσεται is passive as in 2.15(17), 7.10, Ma 2.17; Ps 115.1, 

118.67; see above on 2.15(17). H’s עָנָה must have been read as עֻנָּה. Some 

other cases of ταπ. with ὕβρις are Jb 22.12 τοὺς δὲ ὕβρει φερομένους ἐτα-
πείνωσεν; Is 13.11 ἀπολῶ ὕβριν ἀνόμων καὶ ὕβριν ὑπερηφάνων ταπεινώσω, 

25.11 ταπεινώσει τὴν ὕβριν αὐτοῦ. Cf. also Xenophon, Mem. 3.5.4 τετα-
πείνωται ἡ τῶν Ἀθηναίων δόξα.
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εἰς πρόσωπον αὐτοῦ בְּפָנָיו] The Greek phrase, as its Hebrew counterpart, 

implies hostility or disadvantage.9 Thus 7.10, Na 2.2 ἀνέβη ἐμφυσῶν εἰς 

πρόσωπόν σου (ָפָּנֶיך  Nu 12.14 ἐνέπτυσε εἰς τὸ πρόσωπον αὐτῆς ,(עַל 

 Note the .(לְפָנֶיהָ) Ez 3.20 δώσω τὴν βάσανον εἰς πρόσωπον αὐτοῦ ,(בְּפָנֶיהָ)

interesting periphrasis in Trg. here: חָזַן  in their sight,’ cf. Theodor’s‘ וְאִנּוּן 

αὐτοὶ θεαταὶ τῆς οἰκείας γινόμενοι ταπεινώσεως (PG 66.156, Theodoret’s 

προφανῶσ ὁρῶντεσ (PG 81.1577), and Theophylactus’ προφανῶς ὄψονται 
(PG 126.660).

ἀσθενήσουσιν ּיִכָּשְׁלו] Even where the Nifal is formally unmistakable 

(Zc 12.8 הַנִּכְשָׁל), the same way of rendering is observed (ὁ ἀσθενῶν); else-

where in H we find Nif. forms: Ho 14.10, Na 2.6 ּיִכָּשְׁלו. Here a Qal form, 

 .immediately follows. For the semantic question of the Greek verb, cf ,כָּשַׁל

on 4.5.

ἐν] For the causal force of the preposition with ἀσθενέω, cf. also 14.2 ἐν 

ταῖς ἀδικίαις σου, Pr 24.16 ἐν κακοῖς.

καί ult.] + γε in A, a well-known feature of the pre-Aquilanic recension.

5.6) μετὰ προβάτων καὶ μόσχων πορεύσονται τοῦ ἐκζητῆσαι τὸν κύριον 

καὶ οὐ μὴ εὕρωσιν αὐτόν, ὅτι ἐξέκλινεν ἀπ᾿ αὐτῶν,

 With sheep and calves they will go to seek the Lord, but they will never 

find Him, because He has withdrawn Himself from them.

בְּצאֹנָם וּבִבְקָרָם יֵלְכוּ לְבַקֵּשׁ אֶת־יְהוָה וְלאֹ יִמְצָאוּ חָלַץ מֵהֶם:

μετὰ] far more suitable as a rendering of the Heb. beth of accompaniment 

than the literal ἐν as in Le 16.3 εἰσελεύσεται Ἀαρὼν εἰς τὸ ἅγιον· ἐν μόσχῳ 

ἐκ βοῶν יָבאֹ אַהֲרןֹ אֶל־הַקּדֶֹשׁ בְּפַר בֶּן־בָּקָר and Ps 65.13 εἰσελεύσομαι εἰς τὸν 

οἶκόν σου ἐν ὁλοκαυτώμασιν אָבוֹא בֵיתְךָ בְעוֹלוֹת.

προβάτων καὶ μόσχων וּבִבְקָרָם  The omission of the suffix is a [צאֹנָם 

stylistic improvement. The rendering of בָּקָר with μόσχοσ is striking, only 

here in XII Ez α, but elsewhere fairly frequent. The usual equivalent in XII is 

 in XII is always rendered with βούς בָּקָר while ,(שׁוֹר except Ez 1.10 for) פַּר

(8 times), also in Ez 4.15, 43.19, 23, 25, 45.18. The rendering in our Ho pas-

sage seems to have been inspired by Ez 43.18-27, where the phrase μόσχοσ 

ἐκ βοῶν for פַּר בֶּן בָּקָר recurs in the description of sacrifices. Indeed, except 

in the above-mentioned places in Ez 43, βούσ renders בָּקָר only where it has 

no specific reference to sacrifice (so Jl 1.11, Hb 3.17, Jn 3.7, Ez 4.15).

ἐκζητῆσαι ׁלְבַקֵּש] no difference in usage between this form and its sim-

plex is manifest, cf. Zp 1.6 τοὺς μὴ ζητήσαντας τὸν κύριον.

9 Many, e.g. Joosten 98, take עָנָה ב־ in the sense of ‘to testify against,’ but the preposition 
in this collocation is usually followed by a person, e.g. ָ2  פִיךָ עָנָה בְךSm 1.16. More references 
are mentioned in BDB s.v. I 3  עָנָה c.
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αὐτόν] Hebrew admits of a construction in which the object is lacking, 

while the same object appears with the preceding co-ordinate verb. This is, 

however, unknown to Greek; see the identical case in 2.7 (9) ζητήσει αὐτοὺς 

καὶ οὐ μὴ εὕρῃ αὐτούς בִקְשָׁתַם וְלאֹ תִמְצָא, where אתָֹם in the parallel member, 

provided it be genuine, may have been an influencing factor. Note a differ-

ent treatment in a slightly different construction: Am 8.12 περιδραμοῦνται 
ζητοῦντες τὸν λόγον κυρίου καὶ οὐ μὴ εὕρωσιν אֶת־דְּבַר־יְהוָה לְבַקֵּשׁ   יְשׁוֹטְטוּ 
יִמְצָאוּ מֵהֶם Ez 22.30 ἐζήτουν ἐξ αὐτῶν ἄνδρα .. καὶ οὐχ εὗρον ;וְלאֹ   וָאֲבַקֵּשׁ 
מָצָאתִי וְלאֹ   ..  l Ps 36.10 ζητήσεις τὸν τόπον αὐτοῦ καὶ οὐ μὴ εὕρῃς ;אִישׁ 

 In view of these examples, it may be better to explain .(!free rendering ,וְאֵינֶנּוּ)

2.7(9) in terms of parallelism and see here (5.6) an influence of that passage.

ἐξέκλινεν חָלַץ] For the intransitive חָלַץ, cf. Arb. ḫalaṣa ‘to withdraw, 

retire.’ Hence no need to emend the text to חֻלַּץ or נֶחֱלַץ, which means ‘to be 

rescued.’

The Greek verb (+ ἀπό) with God as subject is very rare; elsewhere only 

Ps 26.9 μὴ ἐκκλίνῃς (אַל תַּט) ἐν ὀργῇ ἀπὸ τοῦ δούλου σου.

The Pf. ἐκκέκλινεν in B V and others seems to be a grammatical improve-

ment as being more logical.

5.7) ὅτι τὸν κύριον ἐγκατέλιπον, ὅτι τέκνα ἀλλότρια ἐγεννήθησαν 

αὐτοῖς· νῦν καταφάγεται αὐτοὺς ἡ ἐρυσίβη καὶ τοὺς κλήρους αὐτῶν.

 because they have forsaken the Lord; alien children have been born 

to them. Now rust will consume them and their estates.

בַּיהוָה בָּגָדוּ כִּי־בָנִים זָרִים יָלָדוּ עַתָּה יאֹכְלֵם חדֶֹשׁ אֶת־חֶלְקֵיהֶם: ס

ἐγκατέλιπον ּבָּגָדו] an equivalence found only here and in Ma 2.10, 11, 

14, 15, 16 throughout the LXX. Note that both our Ho passage and that in 

Ma talk about an actual or symbolical marriage relationship. Otherwise ἐγκα-
ταλείπω renders עזב in XII-Ez α,10 while the exclusive correspondence in 

XII-Ez α11 between √בגד and καταφρονέω suggests that the nuance of disdain-

ing and belittling was possibly, by our translator, read into the Hebrew verb 

and its derivatives.

ἀλλότρια זָרִים] The phrase τέκνον ἀλλότριον does not appear any more in 

the LXX, while υἱος (υἱοί) ἀλλ. is fairly frequent as in Ge 17.12, 2K 22.45f., 

3K 8.41, 2C 6.32, Ne 9.2, Ps 17.44f., 143.7, 11, Is 62.8 (rendering ben [or 

bnē] nēḫār [or noḫrī]). The use of the epithet here will certainly remind the 

reader of the highly frequent phrase, θεὸς ἀλλότριος, which appears early 

on in the book at 3.1.

.does not occur in Ez בגד√ 10
11 See above on 4.10.
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Greek commentators are aware of the ambiguity of the expression τέκνα 

ἀλλότρια, children born from ethnically foreign mothers or children exposed 

to influences of religious symbiosis; see Cyril, p. 122, Theodor, PG 66.l56, 

Theophylactus, PG 126.661. Of course there is no real conflict between the 

two, but an admixture of both would be closer to the true reality: “an ethico-

cultic emphasis” of Wolff (1965.128).

ἐγεννήθησαν ּיָלָדו] probably reading a passive Qal or pseudo-Pual.

ἐρυσίβη ׁחדֶֹש] borrowing from JI 1.4 and 2.25 to render the difficult חדש 

in this context. In both passages the verb used is κατέφαγεν. The Greek word 

meaning ‘rust in corn’ renders חָסִיל in the above-mentioned JI passages, 

and 3K 8.37, Ps 77.46, and צְלָצַל in De 28.42 (hapax), while חָסִיל is rendered 

as βροῦχος ‘locust’ in 2C 6.28. Vollers (1883.247) suggests that the LXX 

read חרס or ׂחרש, but this Hebrew word, in its only occurrence (De 28.28), 

is rendered as κνήφη.12

Greek fathers mention a possible figurative use of the word referring to 

ravages wrought by military hostilities: Cyril, κάκωσίν τε καὶ βλάβην ἐκ 

τῆς τοῦ πολέμου προσβολῆς (PG 71.145); Theodoret, τροπικῶς .. τοὺς 

πολεμίους (PG 8l.1580); Theophylactus, τάχα δὲ καὶ τῶν πολεμίων πλη-
θύν (PG 126.661).

καὶ] > H, “weil man die Stelle nicht verstanden hat” (Nyberg 1935.37). 

The addition derives from the translator’s failure to comprehend חדש. Nyberg 

thinks that the suffix of יאכלם is datival.

κλήρους αὐτῶν חֶלְקֵיהֶם] a correspondence found nowhere else in the LXX. 

Both חֵלֶק and κλῆρος may refer to allotted land; on the Hebrew, see Radaq, 

and cf. Cyril, τὰ αὐτῶν ‘theirs,’ i.e. ‘their possessions’ (p. 123); Theophy-

lactus, πάσας τὰς χώρας (PG 126.661).

5.8) Σαλπίσατε σάλπιγγι ἐπὶ τοὺς βουνούς, ἠχήσατε ἐπὶ τῶν ὑψηλῶν, 

κηρύξατε ἐν τῷ οἴκῳ Ων· ἐξέστη Βενιαμιν,

 Blow a trumpet on the hills, make loud sounds on the high places, pro-

claim in the house of On. Benjamin has been alarmed,

תִּקְעוּ שׁוֹפָר בַּגִּבְעָה חֲצֹצְרָה בָּרָמָה הָרִיעוּ בֵּית אָוֶן אַחֲרֶיךָ בִּנְיָמִין:

Σαλπίσατε σάλπιγγι] a fixed idiom; see also Jl 2.1, 15.

σάλπιγγι] pr. εν 764, cf. Zc 9.14 ἐν σ. בַּשּׁוֹפָר, Ez 7.14 σαλπίσατε ἐν 

σάλπιγγι ַתָּקְעוּ בַתָּקוֹע.

12 For a recent attempt to tackle this difficult verse, see Andersen - Freedman 1980 ad 
loc, whose solution had been partly foreshadowed by mediaeval exegetes such as Rashi and 
Radaq.
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τοὺς βουνούς .. τῶν ὑψηλῶν בַּגִּבְעָה .. בָּרָמָה] ‘in Gibeah .. in Ramah.’ On 

our translator’s actualising tendency, see Muraoka 1985.55, thus avoiding 

mention of not so familiar localities in the Holy Land. That this is a deliber-

ate attempt on his part is evident in the use of the plural for the singular in H. 

Furthermore, the juxtaposition here with ‘the house of On’ suggests that he 

is thinking of the hills and heights as the profane cultic centres, not merely 

as physical elevations from which a warning sounded could travel far; cf. 

Cyril, pp. 124f., Theodor (PG 66.156), and Theodoret (PG 81.1580).

ἠχήσατε חֲצצְֹרָה] The possibility is not precluded that the Heb. word was 

unfamiliar to the translator, hence freely rendered. ἤχειν appears only here in 

XII-Ez, whilst the noun ἦχος renders הָמוֹן in Am 5.23, JI 3(4).14. Cf. Ps 150.3 

αἰνεῖτε αὐτὸν ἐν ἤχῳ σάλπιγγος הַלְלוּהוּ בְּתֵקַע שׁוֹפָר.

ἐπὶ τῶν ὑψηλῶν] we would be asking too much if we looked for any dis-

tinction between the different cases used here. For the acc., see also 4.13 ἐπὶ 
τοὺς βουνοὺς ἔθυον. One may only note that a different case is used when 

the rendering is freely done; cf. 4.13 ἐπὶ τὰς κορυφὰς τῶν ὀρέων .. ἐπὶ τοὺς 

βουνοὺς .. Statistically, ἐπί c. gen., dat., and acc. is frequent in this ascending 

order in XII. See BD, § 2 33.

κηρύξατε ּהָרִיעו] a correspondence found only in XII: JI 2,1; Zp 3.14, 

Zc 9.9, while the same Gk verb also renders in XII-Ez α קָרָא Qal Mi 3.5, 

JI 2.15, 3(4).9, Jn 1.2, 3.2, 4, 5 and זָעַק Hif. Jn 3.7. On the other hand, √רוע 

Hif. has no other Gk equivalent
13 in XII-Ez α, whilst the noun תְּרוּעָה is always 

rendered with κραυγή in XII-Ez α (Ez 21.22[27]). This cross-relation of 

equivalents underlines the peculiarity of our translator’s vocabulary; the most 

common equivalent of ַהֵרִיע is ἀλαλάζειν (so Aq. here).

ἐν] a preposition used most frequently to indicate a place where a proc-

lamation is made: e.g. JI 2.l ἐν ὄρει ἁγίῳ, Jn 1.2, 3.2 ἐν αὐτῇ (= Nineveh), 

3.7 ἐν τῇ Ν. Other prepositions: Es 6.9 διὰ τῆς πλατείας τῆς πόλεως, 

Pr l.21 ἐπ᾽ ἄκρων τειχέων.

ἐξέστη ָאַחֲרֶיך] The last two words of vs. 8 were joined with the following 

verse and the whole was understood as referring to the result of the warning 

of an imminent war. Hence תִהְיֶה tihye ἐγένετο in the Aorist. Since the Gk 

verb ἐξιστάναι always signifies in XII - Ez α ‘to be terrified, appalled,’14 the 

most probable equivalent here is אַחֲרִיד. Indeed חרד is rendered with ἐξιστ. 

in Ho 11.10, 11. But, that the Vorlage read like the MT or something close to 

it is confirmed by the transformation carried out by our translator: transitive > 

intransitive.

13 Note Mi 4.9 ַתָרִיעִי רֵע > ἔγνως κακά = תֵדְעִי רַע.
14 Thus Cyril, who takes it to mean ‘to lose,’ is compelled to supply ἀγαθῆσ ἁπάσησ 

ἐννοίας and the like (p. 126). Cp. Theodor ἐκπληττόμενοι (PG 66.156). 
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5.9) Εφραιμ εἰς ἀφανισμὸν ἐγένετο ἐν ἡμέραις ἐλέγχου· ἐν ταῖς φυλαῖς 

τοῦ Ισραηλ ἔδειξα πιστά.

 Ephraim has been reduced to ruins in the days of reproach; in the 

tribes of Israel I have shown trustworthy things.

אֶפְרַיִם לְשַׁמָּה תִהְיֶה בְּיוֹם תּוֹכֵחָה בְּשִׁבְטֵי יִשְׂרָאֵל הוֹדַעְתִּי נֶאֱמָנָה:

ἀφανισμὸν שַׁמָּה] See above at 2.12(14).

ἐγένετο תִהְיֶה] on the tense, see our note on the preceding verse. Is it 

that the translator is looking back upon the actual fulfilment of the proph-

ecy brought about by Shalmaneser?

ἡμέραις יוֹם] The change in number is only stylistic; similarly in 10.14 

ἐν ἡμέραις πολέμου, but Am 1.14 ἐν ἡμέρᾳ συντελείας, Na 1.7 ἐν ἡμέρᾳ 

θλίψεως etc. 

ἐν] the preposition bet is used in its usual, local sense, not antagonistic. 

Similar contrast in fate of the two parts of the nation is shown by the Tar-

gumist who writes בְּרַם בְּשִׁבְטַיָּא דְּיִשְׂרָאֵל הוֹדַעִית אוֹרָיְתָא ‘but in the midst of 

the tribes of Israel I made the law known.’

ἔδειξα הוֹדַעְתִּי] Theophylactus (PG 126.664) remarks that the aorist here 

has the force of the future as in Ps 21.17 ὤρυξαν (= ὀρύξουσιν).

πιστά נֶאֱמָנָה] See Cyril, βεβαίους καὶ ἀληθεῖς τοὺς ἐμοὺς ἀποφήνας 

λόγους (p. 126); Theodor, τὸ ἀληθὲς καὶ βέβαιον .. πάντα ἦν πιστὰ καὶ 
ἀψευδῆ τὰ λεγόμενα (PG 66.157). Thus the collocation is not of the same 

meaning as in Aeschylus, Agam. 651 τὰ πιστὰ ἐδειξάτην ‘they have shown 

good faith.’ On the use of substantivised neuter plural adjectives for abstract 

notions, see SSG § 23 fb.

5.10) ἐγένοντο οἱ ἄρχοντες Ιουδα ὡς μετατιθέντες ὅρια, ἐπ᾿ αὐτοὺς ἐκχεῶ 

ὡς ὕδωρ τὸ ὅρμημά μου.

 The rulers of Judah have became like those who shift boundaries; 

upon them I will pour out my outrage like water.

הָיוּ שָׂרֵי יְהוּדָה כְּמַסִּיגֵי גְּבוּל עֲלֵיהֶם אֶשְׁפּוֹךְ כַּמַּיִם עֶבְרָתִי:

μετατιθέντες ὅρια מַסִּיגֵי גְּבוּל] so also De 27.17 ἐπικατάρατος ὁ μετατι-
θεὶς ὅρια and Pr 23.10 μὴ μεταθῆς ὅρια αἰώνια.

ἐκχεῶ ְאֶשְׁפּוֹך] the metaphor of pouring out anger upon someone seems 

to be peculiar to Biblical Hebrew, and unknown to extra-Biblical Greek 

with a possible exception quoted in BDAG (s.v. ἐκχεῖν 2) from Aelianus 

(2nd cent. CE), Natura Animalium 7.23 ἐκχ. θυμόν. 

ὅρμημα] this rare word is employed two more times in XII to render עֶבְרָה 

Am 1.11, and Hb 3.8, and its metaphorical use with reference to emotional 
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outburst of wrath or indignation is also typical of our translator. So also perh. 

Ex 32.22 (Ziegler 1971.39). Elsewhere De 28.49 ὡσεὶ ὅρ. ἀετοῦ ‘like a 

swoop of an eagle,’ Ps 45.4 τοῦ ποταμοῦ τὰ ὁρμήματα ‘rushing streams.’ 

LSJ, citing our passage, specify as ‘my indignation,’ which would make our 

translator the first to delimit so narrowly the range of application of the word, 

which in general signifies ‘strong urge, impulse’; cf. Syh. /ḥēfā/, Law impetus. 

But Cyril paraphrases: τὰ ἐκ θείας ὀργῆς (PG 71.152); Theodoret, χειμάρ-
ρου δίκην αὐτοῖς ἐποίσω τὰς τιμωρίας (PG 81.1580)  ; Theophylactus, ἡ 

ὀργὴ τοῦ θεοῦ ἐπ᾽ αὐτοὺς ἐκχυθεῖσα (PG 126.665). It is more than likely 

that these Fathers and Eth. maʻʻatya are dependent on ‘the Three’ (with χόλος, 

rugzā etc.).15 However that may be, in view of ὡς ὕδωρ and a classical exam-

ple like θαλάσσης ὁρμήματα (of the tides), the choice of ὅρμημα must be 

said to be a felicitous one.

On the other hand, we find other equivalents for the same Hebrew word 

in XII - Ez α; θυμός Ho 5.11, ὀργή Zp 1.15, 18, Ez 21.36, 22.31. The table 

below will show relationships between Hebrew and Greek synonyms which 

mean anger as used in XII - Ez α.16 To make the matter simple, nouns only 

will be considered.

What strikes us most is the unusual multitude of Heb. synonyms as against 

the Gk.17 This lexical imbalance alone can account for cases like Ez 21.36 

ὀργή זַעַם .. ὀργή עֶבְרָה parallel to 22.31 θυμός זַעַם .. ὀργή עֶבְרָה. If so, the 

use of unusual equivalents like θολερός (Hb 2.15 ), φρική (Am 1.11) and 

ὅρμημα must be regarded as sparks of desperate effort on the part of the 

translator. It is also apparent that he did not work out any rigid scheme of 

correspondences like A-a, b, c and B-d, e, f (upper case letters representing 

Greek words and lower case ones Hebrew words). Two further points emerge 

from the table below. 

(1)  The preference of the two major equivalents θυμός and ὀργή is precisely 

reversed in XII and Ez α: θυμός – XII 14, Ez 26, but ὀργή – XII 20, 

Ez 15. 

(2)  The three rare equivalents, viz. ὅρμημα, θολερός and φρίκη, appear 

only in XII. 

These two facts may imply that XII was rendered later than Ez α and that 

after elapse of a considerable period of time. Otherwise it would be hard to 

explain why these rare equivalents were not utilised in Ez α.

15 For details, see Ziegler’s edition.
16 The only occurrence of כַּעַס in Ez 20.28 has no correspondent in the LXX ad loc., while 

the verb הִכְעִיס is rendered with παροργίζειν in Ez 16.26 (and perhaps also at Ho 12.14[15]).
17 When we take into account the entire corpus of Biblical Hebrew, there are more syno-

nyms, e.g. חֳרִי  ,כַּעַס.
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ἔχθρα θυμός ὀργή ὅρμημα θυλερός φρίκη Total

אַף XII 9 7 16

Ez 1 4 5 10

זַעַם XII 1  1

Ez 1 2  3

זַעַף XII 1  1

Ez  0

חָרוֹן  XII 5  5

Ez  0

חֵמָה XII 4 1  5

Ez 21 5 26

עֶבְרָה XII 1 2 3 1  7

Ez 3  3

קֶצֶף XII 3  3

Ez  0

רגֶֹז XII 1  1

Ez  0

Total XII 0 14 20 3 1 1 38

Ez 1 26 15 0 0 0 42

Grand total XII + Ez 1 40 35 3 1 1 80

We might note that Aquila’s vocabulary was slightly richer, for he knows 

such words as μῆνις, ἀνυπερθεσία (both for עֶבְרָה), παραξυσμός (קֶצֶף), 

χολός (חֵמָה).

5.11) κατεδυνάστευσεν Εφραιμ τὸν ἀντίδικον αὐτοῦ, κατεπάτησε κρίμα, 

ὅτι ἤρξατο πορεύεσθαι ὀπίσω τῶν ματαίων.

 Ephraim has oppressed his plaintiff, trampled justice, for he has begun 

to go after what is worthless.

κατεδυνάστευσε עָשׁוּק] The translator must have seen here an inf. abs. 

 which was read by him ,עשק as in 4.2 – or it was spelled defectively עָשׁוֹק

as עָשַׁק or ֹעָשׁק – thus radically reversing the role played by Ephraim – now 

perpetrator, not victim. Other cases of the equivalence are: 12.7(8), Am 4.1, 

Zc 7.10, 1K 12.3. The same Hebrew collocation, which also occurs in De 28.33, 

has now turned up in Qumran: Damascus Document 13.1 לבלתי היות עשוק 

.ורצוץ
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ἀντίδικον] added freely, presumably with an eye on the following κρίμα. 

The word must mean in this context ‘plaintiff’ as in Lysias 7.13, and not 

‘defendant.’ Theodor, citing Mt 5.25, glosses the word with ὁ ἀδικούμενος 

(PG 66.157), but Cyril takes it in the general sense of ‘opponent,’ more spe-

cifically the law to which Ephraim is hostile (p. 129), and this is in line with 

his understanding of κατεδυνάστευσε = κατηγωνίσατο ‘he won, overpow-

ered’ (ib.); similarly Theoph. (PG l26.668).

κατεπάτησε רְצוּץ] a correspondence found here and in Am 4.1 only. For 

the metaphorical use of the Gk word, cf. already Ilias 4.157 κατὰ δ᾽ὅρκια 

πιστὰ πάτησαν, Plato, Leg. 714a τοὺς νόμους.

Just as עָשׁוּק earlier, read by G as רָצוֹץ, active, not passive רְצוּץ.

ἤρξατο הוֹאִיל] the Heb. verb occurs only here in our corpus. It might mean 

‘be pleased, determine, δοκεῖ.’ Out of 20 instances of הוֹאִיל in the OT, it is 

rendered by ἄρχεσθαι ‘to begin’ in eleven places (Ge 18.27, De 1.5, Jos 17.12, 

Jd 1.27, 35, 17.11, 19.6A, 2K 7.29, 1C 17.27, Jb 6.9). Correctly ἐπιεικέως 

in 1K 12.22, 4K 6.3.18 Cf. Vulg. coepit, but Pesh. ṣvā, Trg. אִתְפְּנִיאוּ דַּיָּנֵיהוֹן 

19.לְמִטְעֵי בָּתַר מָמוֹן דִּשְׁקַר

πορεύεσθαι ְהָלַך] a verbum finitum may follow הוֹאִיל as in De 1.5 הוֹאִיל 

 הוֹאֵל וּבָרֵךְ ἤρξατο Μωυσῆς διασαφῆσαι, with a waw in 2K 7.29 מֹשֶׁה בֵּאֵר

ἄρξαι καὶ εὐλόγησον, Jb 6.9 וִידַכְּאֵנִי אֱלוֹהַּ  -ἀρξάμενος ὁ κύριος τρω יאֵֹל 
σάτω με.

ματαίων צָו] A phonetically and graphically probable equivalent is of course 

 whether with an aleph or without (as in Jb 15.31). Note Ma 3.14 μάταιος ,שָׁוְא

 ὁ δουλεύων τῷ θεῷ; see also Ez 21.29(34), 22.28. In the famous Isaiah (שָׁוְא)

passage (28.10, 13) θλῖψις is used; Sym. ἐντολή, Theod. δεισαλία ‘filth.’ 

For the Greek idiom, cf. Je 2.5 ἐπορεύθησαν ὀπίσω τῶν ματαίων (הֶבֶל). 

μάταια is further specified as εἴδωλα: Cyril, p. 130, Theodor (PG 66.157), 

Theodoret (PG 81.1580), Theophylactus (PG 126.668).

5.12) καὶ ἐγὼ ὡς ταραχὴ τῷ Εφραιμ καὶ ὡς κέντρον τῷ οἴκῳ Ιουδα.

 And I am as upheaval to Ephraim and as an ox-goad to the house of 

Judah.

וַאֲנִי כָעָשׁ לְאֶפְרָיִם וְכָרָקָב לְבֵית יְהוּדָה:

ὡς ταραχὴ ׁכָעָש] There are three possible explanations for this remarkable 

correspondence:

iii)  To suppose that the translator read ׁכרעש, although the equivalence ׁרעש = 

ταραχή / √ταραχ- is attested only in Ps 45.3 ἐταράχθησαν (ּיִרְעֲשׁו) τὰ 

ὄρη. On the other hand, the substantive ׁרַעַש = σεισμός Am 1.1, Zc 14.5, 

18 The remaining cases are: Jo 7.7, Ge 18.31, Jd 19.68, Ex 2.21, 1K 17.39, 4K 5.23.
19 See also Muraoka 1982-83.36.



76 HOSEA

Na 3.2, Ez 3.12, 13; = ὀδύνη, free (cf. = ἔνδεια in the next verse), 

while the verb ׁרָעַש = σείεσθαι (pass.) Am 9.1, Jl 2.10, 3(4).16, Na 1.5, 

Ez 26.10, 15; = φοβείσθαι Ez 27.28; ׁהִרְעִיש = σείειν Hg 2.6, 21; = 

συσσείειν Hg 2.7. This enquiry then lessens to a considerable degree the 

plausibility of such identification.

iii)  In three places ׁעשׁש is rendered with ταράσσειν: Ps 6.8 ἐταράχθη 

 ἐν θυμοῷ (עָשְׁשָׁה) ἀπὸ θυμοῦ ὁ ὀφθαλμός μου; 30.10 ἐταράχθη (עָשְׁשָׁה)

ὁ ὀφθαλμός μου; 30.11 τὰ ὀστά μου ἐταράχθησαν (ּעָשְׁשׁו).
20

iii)  If one looks for a passage in our corpus which may have influenced the 

rendering of the Hosea passage concerned, the most probable place is 

Hb 3.16 יָבוֹא רָקָב בַּעֲצָמַי וְתַחְתַּי אֶרְגָּז, which is rendered εἰσῆλθεν τρόμος 

εἰς τὰ ὀστᾶ μου, καὶ ὑποκάτωθέν μου ἐταράχθη. Here, too, we find the 

word רָקָב, which was not correctly translated. However, against the sug-

gested possibility of influence of the Habakkuk passage might speak the 

fact that the regular way of our translator’s utilisation of related passages 

in his own corpus makes us expect τρόμος or its cognate to render רָקָב 

in the Hosea passage. Further, we should also point out that the render-

ing τρόμος in Hb 3.16 is most probably a result of his guess based upon 

supposed parallelism.

Thus the second solution seems to be the most plausible. Rahlfs also seems 

to prefer it; see the note in his edition. However, it is not entirely impossible 

that the translator meant ׁרַעַש, the reason for his not using its usual equivalent 

being that the poetic imagery of his Vorlage, which would then have read like 

the MT, was beyond him, providing him with an excuse for free translation. 

Cyril (p. 130), Theodor (PG 66.157), and Theodoret (PG 81.1580) refer to 

upheavals and disruptions caused by wars.

κέντρον רָקָב] the translator’s ignorance of the Heb. word is proved by 

the above-noted Hb 3.16.
21 The Gk word appears once again in Ho 13.14 ποῦ 

τὸ κέντρον σου, ἅδῃ, quoted also by Paul in 1Cor 15.55 ποῦ σου, θάνατε, 

τὸ κέντρον. Here, too, it seems to be a free rendering of 22 .קטֶֹב Supposing 

that the Vorlage did not differ substantially from the MT, as it seems, and 

that the usual technique of our translator in face of an unfamiliar word was 

at work, the only possible related place we can think of is Ez 20.28 וַיִּתְּנוּ־שָׁם 
 .which is missing in the original LXX (as Ziegler rightly judges) ,כַּעַס קָרְבָּנָם

Although this sentence is deleted by Cornill, its originality seems to be assured 

20 The same Hebrew idiom occurs in 1QHa 13.36 עיני מכעס   LSJ (s.v. ταραχή 2) .עששו 
quote τ. τοῦ ὀφθαλμοῦ from Theophrastus (iii/iv cent. BCE), De sensu 81.

21 Cf. Pr 12.4 σκώληξ ‘worm,’ 14.30 σής ‘worm,’ 10.7 σβέννυται ‘be quenched’ (יִקְרַב), 
Jb 13.28 ἴσα ἀσκῷ ‘like a hide wineskin’ (כְּרָקָב), 41.19 ξύλον σαθρόν ‘unsound tree’ (עֵץ 
.(עֵץ לאֹ־יִרְקַב) ’Is 40.20 ξύλον ἄσηπτον ‘a tree not liable to decay ,(רִקָּבוֹן

22 A word unfamiliar to other translators, too: cf. De 32.24 ὀπισθότονος ‘a disease in 
which the body is drawn back and stiffens,’ Ps 90.6 σύμπτωμα, Is 38.2, free rendition.
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by its very difficulty,23 which compelled the Greek translator to omit it com-

pletely. Rather the following sentence וַיָּשִׂימוּ שָׁם רֵיחַ נִיחוֹחֵיהֶם must be a later 

explanatory gloss, which, however, already stood in the Vorlage of the trans-

lator. Our suggestion is that this once omitted phrase was revived in our Hosea 

passage; the translator read דָּרְבָן instead of קָרְבָּן. Note βουκέντρον ‘ox-goad’ 

in Ec 12.11 1  ,דָּרְבנֹוֹתK 13.21 Aq. and bozc2e2 דָּרְבָן. It is also not impossible 

that the Vorlage was written with ׂש (in MT only in Jb) or was so construed 

by the translator. Finally, we would like to mention another passage which 

may have been in the mind of our translator. The passage is Na 3.2 φωνὴ 

μαστίγων καὶ φωνὴ σεισμοῦ τροχῶν רַעַשׁ אוֹפָן וְקוֹל  שׁוֹט   ,It remains .קוֹל 

however, a little strange that none of the Gk words appearing here or its 

cognate is employed in the Hosea passage. But cf. Pr 26.3 ὥσπερ μάστιξ 

ἵππῳ καὶ κέντρον ὄνῳ שׁוֹט לַסּוּס מֶתֶג לַחֲמוֹר.

5.13) καὶ εἶδεν Εφραιμ τὴν νόσον αὐτοῦ καὶ Ιουδας τὴν ὀδύνην αὐτοῦ, 

καὶ ἐπορεύθη Εφραιμ πρὸς Ἀσσυρίους καὶ ἀπέστειλε πρέσβεις 

πρὸς βασιλέα Ιαριμ· καὶ αὐτὸς οὐκ ἠδυνάσθη ἰάσασθαι ὑμᾶς, καὶ 
οὐ μὴ διαπαύσῃ ἐξ ὑμῶν ὀδύνη.

 And Ephraim saw his disease and Judah his pain, and Ephraim went 

to the Assyrians and sent emissaries to King Yarim, but he could not 

heal you, and pain will never leave you.

וַיַּרְא אֶפְרַיִם אֶת־חָלְיוֹ וִיהוּדָה אֶת־מְזרֹוֹ וַיֵּלֶךְ אֶפְרַיִם אֶל־אַשּׁוּר וַיִּשְׁלַח אֶל־מֶלֶךְ 
יָרֵב וְהוּא לאֹ יוּכַל לִרְפּאֹ לָכֶם וְלאֹ־יִגְהֶה מִכֶּם מָזוֹר:

τὴν ὀδύνην αὐτοῦ ֹמְזרֹו] likewise at the end of the verse. Cf. Je 37(30).13 

ἀλγηρός and see on Ob 7 ἔνεδρα ‘snares’ מָזוֹר. Aquila’s ἐπίδεσις or σύνδε-
σμος preserved by Jerome derives the Heb. word from אָזַר ‘to bind, girdle.’

πρὸς Ἀσσυρίους אֶל־אַשּׁוּר] Unlike at 7.11 we are here probably having 

to do with people of Assyria.

πρέσβεις] Possibly ְמַלְאָך was found in the Vorlage; ְמַלְאָך = πρέσβυς in 

Nu 21.21, 22.5, De 2.26. Or the translator may have supplied it by assuming 

a kind of haplography, namely אל מלך  < מלאך אל מלך, although Heb. admits 

of such elliptical construction without an object; this construction is slavishly 

copied by the LXX as in Ge 38.25 ἀπέστειλε πρὸς τὸν πενθερὸν αὐτῆς, 

2K 11.6 ἀπέστειλε Δαυιδ πρὸς Ιωαβ; for additional examples, see BDB, 

s.v. שָׁלַח Qal, 1 c (p. 1018a).

ἠδυνάσθη] for different forms, cf. BDF § 66.3 and Moulton - Howard 

p. 234.

23 Elsewhere √כעס caused no difficulty: Qal Ez 16.42 μεριμνᾶν Hif. Ho 12.15, Ez 16.26 
θυμοῦν παροργίζειν.
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The preterite tense sounds logical, following καὶ ἀπέστειλε וַיִּשְׁלַח. Either 

G corrected H’s יוּכַל to יָכוֹל or his Vorlage read יכול.
ἰάσασθαι ֹלִרְפּא] There is no knowing whether the translator read the verb 

as Qal or Piel; cf. Zc 11.16 ἰάσηται יְרַפֵּא. The variant ῥύσασθαι, which 

agrees with Syh. /lamfaṣṣāyūtkōn/ and Law (liberare), may be a Christian 

gloss.

διαπαύσῃ יִגְהֶה] The intransitive use of διαπαύω in the active voice is 

unattested elsewhere. Should we possibly correct ὀδύνη to ὀδύνην? Though 

the Heb. verb is a hapax, our translator may have been familiar with its root, 

cf. אֵין־כֵּהָה οὐκ ἔστιν ἴασις Na 3.19, where גֵּהָה ‘cure’ may be on his mind. 

Note κάλλος λευκότητος αὐτῆς ἐκθαυμάσει ὀφθαλμός καὶ ἐπὶ τοῦ ὑετοῦ 

αὐτῆς ἐκστήσεται καρδία ‘an eye will marvel at the beauty of its [= snow’s] 

whiteness and a heart will be amazed at its rain’ תואר לבנה יגהה עינים וממטרו 

 Si 43.18.24 By contrast to this rare Heb. verb its Syriac analogue יהמה לבב

is solidly attested: Pe’al /ghā/ ‘to be freed, disappear’ and Af’el /ʼaghī/ ‘to 

get rid of.’ This makes the vocalisation in H with מָזוֹר as the subject more 

plausible.25 Poetic parallelism between this clause and the preceding one 

does not have to result in total grammatical convergence with a doctor as the 

grammatical subject in both.

5.14) διότι ἐγώ εἰμι ὡς πάνθηρ τῷ Εφραιμ καὶ ὡς λέων τῷ οἴκῳ Ιουδα· 

καὶ ἐγὼ ἁρπῶμαι καὶ πορεύσομαι καὶ λήμψομαι, καὶ οὐκ ἔσται ὁ 

ἐξαιρούμενος.

 For I am like a leopard to Ephraim and like a lion to the house of 

Judah; I will seize and walk off and take (it for myself), and there will 

be none to recover (it).

וְאֵין  אֶשָּׂא  וְאֵלֵךְ  אֶטְרףֹ  אֲנִי  אֲנִי  יְהוּדָה  לְבֵית  וְכַכְּפִיר  לְאֶפְרַיִם  כַשַּׁחַל  אָנֹכִי  כִּי 
מַצִּיל:

πάνθηρ שַׁחַל] so also in 13.7.26 The Gk word occurs nowhere else in the 

LXX, whilst the Heb. noun occurs no more in XII - Ez α. The table below 

shows us the renderings of different Hebrew names for the species occurring 

in XII - Ez α.27 

24 The text cited above is that of MS B, which has a marginal reading יהגה for יגהה, and 
the Massada manuscript reads תור לבנו יהג עינים ומ֗מטרו יתמיה עינים. Segal (1958.298) would 
not vocalise the form as יִגְהֶה ‘to be cured,’ but יַגְהֶה, which he takes as meaning ‘to blind’ 
 .though we do not know where else such a meaning is attested ,(יעוור)

25 Pesh. /naḥlem/, Trg. ַיְנִיח and Vulg. solvere represent the transitive יַגְהֶה. Likewise Rashi 
and Ibn Ezra (יסיר).

26 Correct Ziegler’s πανθὴρ to πάνθηρ.
.does not occur in this portion of the OT לַיִשׁ 27
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λέων πάνθηρ σκύμνος

אַרְיֵה / אֲרִי XII 12

Ez α 4

גּוּר / גּוֹר XII 2

Ez α 3

כְּפִיר XII 3 3

Ez α 5 0

לָבִיא / לְבִיָּא XII 1 2

Ez α 0 1

שַׁחַל XII 2

Ez α 0

The following observations may be made:

iii)  Here again, as in the case of the synonyms for “anger” (see above pp. 73f.), 

the translator was faced with a considerable disproportion of synonyms 

available in the two languages.28

iii)  Here also the translator attempted to enlarge his vocabulary in his second 

enterprise. i.e. XII; in Ez he had not used σκύμνος for כְּפִיר. Thus the 

introduction of πάνθηρ in XII for the new synonym שַׁחַל does not prob-

ably represent accurate zoological knowledge on the part of the translator, 

as far as the fauna of Palestine are concerned.29

iii)  אַרְיֵה  /  ,is always rendered by λέων (so also outside our corpus) אֲרִי 

which, however, corresponds to two more Heb. synonyms. The strictly 

exact equivalent of גּוּר ‘whelp’ is σκύμνος, which also renders two other 

Heb. synonyms; כְּפִיר ‘young lion’ = σκύμνος is an acceptable approxi-

mation. The translator’s poor vocabulary betrays itself in a passage con-

taining the whole series of Heb. synonyms as Na 2.12f. λεόντων (אֲרָיוֹת) .. 

σκύμνοις (כְּפִירִים) .. λέων (אַרְיֵה) .. σκύμνοις λέοντος (אַרְיֵה  .. (גּוּר 

λέων (אַרְיֵה) .. σκύμνοις (גֹּרוֹתָיו) .. λέουσι (לִבאֹתָיו). See also Jl 1.6 and 

Ez 19.2ff. The difficulty lay in the fact that Heb. has two synonyms for 

‘lion’ in general, אַרְיֵה  /  ,לָבִיא  and אֲרִי 
30 and that it distinguishes three 

stages of growth - whelp, young lion, grown-up lion.

28 Aquila’s vocabulary is richer, including λῖς (ׁלַיִש - note the phonetic similarity) and 
λέαινα (שַׁחַל  ,לָבִיא). On synonyms in XII, see Muraoka 2019.

29 The translator of Pr 20.13 offers ἀποστελλόμενος, i.e. = ַשָׁלֻח, in spite of אֲרִי λέων in 
parallelism. 

30 Radaq (ad Jd 14.5) lists some of these synonyms in the order of size: ׁלָבִיא  < לַיִש >  
.גּוּר  < כְּפִיר  < אַרְיֵה
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ἐγὼ אֲנִי אֲנִי] Emotion is one of those things which are not easy to transfer 

from language to language; Pesh. is also content with a single /ʼenā/. Cf. 

Ge 37.30 ἐγὼ δὲ ποῦ πορεύομαι ἔτι; אֲנִי אָנָה אֲנִי־בָא, De 32.39 ἐγώ εἰμι אֲנִי 

.אֲנִי אֲנִי דִּבַּרְתִּי אַף־קְרָאתִיו Is 48.15 ἐγὼ ἐλάλησα, ἐγὼ ἐκάλεσα ,אָנִי הוּא

ἁρπῶμαι] on the form, cf. Helbing 1907.86, 89. The notion of ‘tearing to 

pieces,’ commonly associated with the Heb. verb, טָרַף, seems to be foreign to 

the LXX, which normally understands it in terms of capturing a game or prey. 

The only exception is De 33.20 with συντρίβειν.

καὶ λήμψομαι] om. V*. Ziegler attributes the absence of the words to 

homoioteleuton. But logical reasoning may have led to its deliberate deletion: 

if God has snatched the prey and is gone, there is no sense in talking about 

taking it. The LXX apparently understood the Heb. verb here (נָשָׂא) in the 

sense of ‘to take for oneself,’ whereas the prophet most likely meant ‘I shall 

carry off my prey with nobody coming to your rescue.’ Note the zaqef on 

ךְ .אֵלֵ֔

ἔσται] εστιν in a number of minuscules. The future tense is in harmony 

with the tense of the preceding verbs.

ὁ] Even Aquila (together with Theodotion) adds the article. Its omission 

would not make sense. So Mi 5.8(7) ἁρπάσῃ καὶ μὴ ᾖ ὁ ἐξαιρούμενος, 

Mi 4.4 οὐκ ἔσται ὁ ἐκφοβῶν אֵין מַחֲרִיד, cf. also Na 2.12, Zp 3.13 et passim 

outside our corpus.

5.15) πορεύσομαι καὶ ἐπιστρέψω εἰς τὸν τόπον μου, ἕως οὗ ἀφανισθῶσι· 
καὶ ἐπιζητήσουσι τὸ πρόσωπόν μου.

 I will go and return to my place until they are destroyed, and they 

will (then) seek my face.

אֵלֵךְ אָשׁוּבָה אֶל־מְקוֹמִי עַד אֲשֶׁר־יֶאְשְׁמוּ וּבִקְשׁוּ פָנָי

καὶ1] the asyndetic structure in which two verbs are imperative as in 1.2 

βάδιζε λάβε must be distinguished from the one as here, where the verbs 

are in a different tense/mood. This structural difference is reflected in the 

added conjunction καί. So also Mi 7.19 ּיָשׁוּב יְרַחֲמֵנו ἐπιστρέψει καὶ οἰκτιρή-
σει ἡμᾶς. Thus, pace Wolff (1965.134), G does not necessarily presuppose 

.וְאָשׁוּבהָ
εἰς τὸν τόπον μου אֶל־מְקוֹמִי] The general rule is πρός + acc. pers. and 

εἰς + acc. loci, whether the verb be transitive or intransitive. Examples will 

be found in: πρός Ho 2.7(9), 5.4 et passim; εἰς Je 39(32).37 εἰς τὸν τόπον 

τοῦτον, 51(44).14 εἰς γῆν Ιουδα et passim.

ἀφανισθῶσι ּיֶאְשְׁמו] Undoubtedly the translator means ּשׁמם√ > יִשַּׁמּו Nif., 

judging from the highly frequent correspondence שׁמם = ἀφανίζειν and their 

cognates. Does this possibly imply that there was an assistant seated by the 

translator and reading the text aloud? The latter may have then misheard 
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 is rendered אשׁם Note that in all those places where the MT .יִשַּׁמּוּ for יֶאְשַׁמוּ

with ἀφ. the MT shows a seghol with a personal prefix and shewa with the 

Alef: so Ho 10.2 ּתֶּאְשַׁם  14.1  ,יֶאְשָׁמו, Jl 1.18  ּ31.נֶאְשָׁמו But cf. Ho 4.15  יֶאְשַׁם 
ἀγνοεῖ, see above ad loc.

Words and forms derived from √שׁמם are thought to denote notions of 

“desolate” and “dismay.” These states and conditions, however, are a result 

of a destructive, violent action wilfully inflicted by a third party. Thus a desert, 

for instance, is desolate, as defined by Job, ֹמִדְבָּר לאֹ־אָדָם בּו Jb 38.26, but one 

does not speak of שָׁמֵם שְׁמָמָה ,On the contrary .מִדְבָּר   is a man-made מִדְבַּר 

condition: שְׁמָמָה לְמִדְבַּר  חֶמְדָּתִי  אֶת־חֶלְקַת   Je 12.10, note also the next נָתְנוּ 

verse כָּל־הָאָרֶץ נָשַׁמָּה  שְׁמֵמָה  עָלַי  אָבְלָה  לִשְׁמָמָה   ἐτέθη εἰς ἀφανισμὸν שָׂמָהּ 

ἀπωλείας, δι᾿ ἐμὲ ἀφανισμῷ ἠφανίσθη πᾶσα ἡ γῆ, where ἀφανισμός and 

ἀφανίζω are to be noted. Our Ho example is important in that the victim is 

not a space or place which is supposed to be occupied or inhabited. The same 

holds for Ho 2.12(14), Mi 6.16, Jl 1.17, ib. 1.18 with their respective victim(s) 

being ἄμπελον ‘vine-tree’ and συκαί ‘fig-trees,’ νόμιμα ‘regulations,’ θησαυ-
ροί ‘treasures,’ and ποίμνια προβάτων ‘flocks of sheep.’ See also 1Sm 5.6, 

Ez 30.12.

Unlike in our Ho example, Nif. verbs clearly marked as such with a pre-

fix נ־ are translated with a passive form of ἀφανίζω in וּבָנוּ עָרִים נְשַׁמּוֹת καὶ 
οἰκοδομήσουσιν πόλεις τὰς ἠφανισμένας Am 9.14, so also ib. 7.9, Jl 1.17, 

Zp 3.6, and Zc 7.14. Note also the above-adduced  ּנֶאְשָׁמו Jl 1.18.

The question as to how people once annihilated could possibly turn to God 

does not seem to have bothered Greek fathers; Cyril, who speaks of ἐκτε-
θλιμμένοι, however, does not take ἀφανίζεσθαι at its face value. Ἀφανίζειν, 

used as often as 16 times in XII, appears to be one of the favourite lexemes 

in our translator’s vocabulary.

All these data rend support to our assumption of ἀφανισθῶσι = ּיִשַּׁמּו.
ἐπιζητήσουσι] the change of the moods immediately after ἀφανισθῶσιν 

(subj.) is highly interesting; the Lucianic group corrects it to -σωσι.

31 Delete in Index 20a s.v. ἀφανίζω 21) שׁמם *f and 370b s.v. שָׁמֵם I hitpo. *ἀφανίζειν.
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6.1) Ἐν θλίψει αὐτῶν ὀρθριοῦσι πρός με λέγοντες Πορευθῶμεν καὶ ἐπι-
στρέψωμεν πρὸς κύριον τὸν θεὸν ἡμῶν, ὅτι αὐτὸς ἥρπακε καὶ ἰάσε-
ται ἡμᾶς, πατάξει καὶ μοτώσει ἡμᾶς·

 In their distress they will eagerly turn to me, saying “Let’s go and return 

to the Lord our God, for He is the one that has torn away, yet will heal 

us, He will strike and yet plug our wound with lint.

בַּצַּר לָהֶם יְשַׁחֲרֻנְנִי: לְכוּ וְנָשׁוּבָה אֶל־יְהוָה כִּי הוּא טָרָף וְיִרְפָּאֵנוּ יַךְ וְיַחְבְּשֵׁנוּ:

Ziegler, in his edition, correctly makes 5.15c of the Hebrew text begin a new 

paragraph or chapter. Thus Ἐν θλίψει αὐτῶν ὀρθριοῦσι πρός με λέγοντες 

is better construed with what follows it rather than with what precedes it.

ὀρθριοῦσι יְשַׁחֲרֻנְנִי] The G translation is etymologically informed, i.e. שַׁחַר. 

For our understanding and analysis of this process, see Muraoka 2008.

λέγοντες] is possibly a free addition made by the LXX translator.

The imperative of the lead verb הלך is often and idiomatically joined 

through the conjunction Waw with another verb following immediately in the 

future. Such a syntagm marks incitement or encouragement.2 The verb has 

been grammaticalised and almost lost its original meaning. This is normally 

rendered in various books of the Septuagint with sg. δεῦρο or pl. δεῦτε: 

e.g., Ge 37.13 δεῦρο ἀποστείλω; 31.44 δεῦρο διαθώμεθα; 37.20 δεῦτε ἀπο-
κτείνωμεν or syndetically 19.32 δεῦρο καὶ ποτίσωμεν. The change of the 

2pl. imperative to the 1pl. hortative subj. indicates that, provided the Vor-

lage of the Septuagint was more or less identical with the MT, our Greek 

translator appears to be harmonising this verse with 5.15: אֵלֵךְ אׇשׁוּבׇה πορεύ-
σομαι καὶ ἐπιστρέψω. It is further highly probable that he was conscious 

of an even earlier passage, 2.9 (LXX: 2.11), where we read Πορεύσομαι καὶ 
ἐπιστρέψω πρὸς τὸν ἄνδρα μου τὸν πρῶτον אֵלְכָה וְאָשׁוּבָה אֶל־אִישִׁי הָרִאשׁוֹן, 

a passage closer in thought than 5.15 where the affinity is merely formal, since 

the subject of the verbs is God. 

Another question arising from the collocation of these two verbs, both 

in Hebrew and Greek, is whether we have here to do with a hendiadys, the 

second verb indicating a backward direction of a single movement: ‘to go 

back’ rather than ‘to go and return.’3 The verb שׁב Qal is often used to mark 

1 An earlier version of a study of this chapter was published in Muraoka 2008a.
2 See JM § 105 e.
3 See GELS s.v. πορεύομαι, I 4.
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repetition of a certain action, but significantly in such a case it occupies the 

first slot as in וַיׇּשׇׁב יִצְחׇק וַיַּחְפֹּר ‘and Jacob dug once again’ Gn 26.18. In view 

of this we seem to be dealing with two distinct kinds of hendiadic use of שׁב. 

Cf. 2S 3.16 ֹשׁב  ,Πορεύου ἀνάστρεφε· καὶ ἀνέστρεψεν. Furthermore לֵךְ שׁוּב וַיׇּ

the hendiadic structure in our Hoseanic passage also differs from what we 

see in cases such as Ex 5.8 Πορευθῶμεν καὶ θύσωμεν for MT נֵלְכׇה נִזְבְּחׇה; 

De 13.14 Πορευθῶμεν καὶ λατρεύσωμεν for MT נֵלְכׇה וְנַעַבְדׇה. Here the 

second verb in both cases is not a verb of physical movement, and the first 

verb is not desemantisised or grammaticalised. By contrast, elsewhere in XII, 

our translator4 did recognise such a desemantisised use of the Hebrew verb: 

e.g., Jn 1.7 לְכוּ וְנַפִּילׇה גֹורׇלֹות δεῦτε βάλωμεν κλήρους; Mi 4.2 לֶה  לְכוּ וְנַעֲ̣

Δεῦτε ἀναβῶμεν. 

ἁρπάζω] as a rendering of טרף is somewhat problematic. The context indi-

cates the meaning of the Hebrew verb as ‘to tear away,’ especially with refer-

ence to a wild animal, predatory animal as the subject. Indeed, only two verses 

earlier, at 5.14, the Lord compares Himself to a young lion (πανθήρ שַׁחַל) 

and a lion (λέων כְּפִיר), and declares אני אני אטרף ἐγὼ ἁρπῶμαι. This Greek 

verb, however, means, first and foremost, ‘to seize (unlawfully).’ What a 

wild animal does can be described as an act of seizure. However, healing is 

presented as God’s restoration of the damaged situation. A seized object may 

be returned to its original owner, but not necessarily healed. Healing pre-

supposes bodily damage, injury or ailment. If the imagery is that of a predatory 

animal and its victim, the victim is probably envisaged as having part of its 

flesh torn off, bleeding and calling for medical attention. In the following pas-

sages the Greek verb does signify, not just seizure and taking into possession, 

but tearing away, forcibly removing: 2S 23.21 ‘he snatched (ἥρπασεν) the 

spear out of the hand of the Egyptian and killed him with his own spear’ 

(NETS); Mi 3.2 ἁρπάζοντες τὰ δέρματα αὐτῶν ἀπ᾿ αὐτῶν καὶ τὰς σάρ-
κας αὐτῶν ἀπὸ τῶν ὀστέων αὐτῶν ‘snatch their skin from them and their 

flesh from their bones’ (NETS).5 Therefore the verb appears to be used ellip-

tically with an appropriate direct object to be supplied, referring to part of 

a body.

The personal pronoun αὐτός underlines the striking identity of the res-

cuer of the people. At one stage he wounds and harms them, but in the end 

he restores them to wellbeing. Note ἐγώ at 5.14, which is even more emphatic 

in the MT with the repetition of אני, see above. This emphatic pronoun, which 

underlines the striking conduct on the part of God appears in Jb 5.18, which 

is close in thought to our Hoseanic passage: 

4 We assume that the Twelve Prophets of the LXX is to be ascribed to a single translator: 
see Muraoka 2002.I - XXIII, esp. IX-X. See also Kaminka 1928.7-12.

5 Cf. GELS s.v. 3.
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נׇה דׇיו תִּרְפֶּי כִּי הוּא יַכְאִיב וְיֶחְבׇּשׁ  יִמְחַץ יׇ
αὐτὸς γὰρ ἀλγεῖν ποιεῖ καὶ πάλιν ἀποκαθίσθησιν· ἔπαισεν, καὶ αἱ χεῖρες 
αὐτοῦ ἰάσαντο 

‘for He of all people makes one to suffer pains and yet He restores, He smote, 
and yet His hands healed.’6

The last Greek verb of the verse (Ho 6.1), μοτόω, is a hapax in the Septua-

gint, and its meaning is defined as ‘to plug a wound with lint.’7 The underlying 

Hebrew verb is not that specific, but means ‘to bandage.’

There is some significant difference in tense between H and G. The third 

Hebrew verb (ְיַך), in the form as it now stands in the MT, is a short imperfect, 

and it can be either jussive in force or preterite.8 The second (ּיִרְפׇּאֵנו) and 

third (ּיַחְבְּשֵׁנו) verb forms can be analysed as either long or short imperfects, 

depending on their vocalisation. The forms as vocalised by the Massoretes 

are preterite, but the addition of a dagesh in the Nun would make them more 

likely long imperfects: ּיַחְבְּשֶׁנּוּ ,יִרְפׇּאֶנּו. The poetic parallelism between the 

first and the third verbs indicates that the latter is more likely preterite. Then 

the other two are also best interpreted as preterite in function.9 In other words, 

this is a reminiscence of God’s past dealings with His people. The Septua-

gint, by contrast, indicates a promise or prediction of what the people could 

expect to experience when they return to their God.

6.2) ὑγιάσει ἡμᾶς μετὰ δύο ἡμέρας· ἐν τῇ ἡμέρᾳ τῇ τρίτῃ ἀναστησόμεθα 

καὶ ζησόμεθα ἐνώπιον αὐτοῦ

 He will restore our health after two days; on the third day we shall be 

able to stand up and live in His presence

יְחַיֵּנוּ מִיּמָֹיִם בַּיּוֹם הַשְּׁלִישִׁי יְקִמֵנוּ וְנִחְיֶה לְפָנָיו:

6 I owe this reference to Mrs Mayumi Muratsu of Rotterdam.
7 LSJ s.v.
8 Wolff 1965.134, following Wellhausen 1898.116, proposes to emend the text by adding a 

waw as required (“geboten”) by the parallelism. But the form required by the parallelism should 
be הִכׇּה, not an impossible נׇכׇה, an alternative emendation proposed in BHS ad loc. Besides, this 
emendation is too atomistic, ignoring the analysis of the verse as a whole by the Greek transla-
tor, who obviously did not analyse the immediately preceding verb as inversive by translating 
with ἰάσεται (future). A syntagm such as <qatal - w-yiqtol - wayyiqtol> is abnormal. Two 
parallel clauses, each consisting of two verbal clauses, need not be syndetic with the conjunction 
Waw in the middle. <A and B; C and D> is perfectly acceptable. Why Hosea chose to write יך 
instead of הכה is a separate issue. What matters is what he wrote indicates a past event just as 
its parallel טרף.

Already Rashi was troubled by יך, saying that the form is a Present tense form. Ibn Ezra 
writes that the form is equal to מכה, i.e. מַכֶּה, whilst Radaq writes that the form is meant to be 
a Future, thus equivalent to יכה.

9 For the normally applicable rule concerned, see JM § 61 f. One must of course allow for 
a measure of flexibility in poetry, and much depends on the vocalisation. Andersen and Freed-
man (1980.419) go only part of the way, recognising יך as preterite.
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The athnach at ֹיּמ֑יִם  and the absence of the conjunction Waw after it both מִ

mark a break between the first event and the two events to happen on the 

third day. The contrast is between God’s initiative and its effect on ‘us.’ This 

is made all the more manifest in the LXX by the use of the same inflectional 

categories, namely 1 pl. future ἀναστησόμεθα καὶ ζησόμεθα, where the trans-

lator could have said ἀναστήσει to match MT יקמנו, Hifil, ‘he will raise us.’ 

The use of a colon in Ziegler’s edition is to be preferred to the comma in 

Rahlfs’s edition. Joosten thinks that the translator’s text had a Qal form.10 

The choice of ὑγιάζω to render Piel חיה is attested only here in the LXX,11 

but possibly as Pual at Le 13.24 το` ὑγιασθέν for MT מִחְיַת, which could be 

revocalised as either Pual or Hofal, neither of which is attested in Biblical 

Hebrew, most likely accidentally. The Hebrew, in view of the following prepo-

sitional phrase, must mean ‘to make alive one who or that which has been 

virtually dead, utterly exhausted,’ and such an interpretation tallies with the 

parallel Hebrew verb, which would mean ‘to help to rise again on one’s feet,’ 

but less likely ‘to resurrect or resuscitate.’12 Whether the exhaustion and 

refreshment is meant literally or also spiritually is a separate issue.

6.3) καὶ γνωσόμεθα· διώξομεν τοῦ γνῶναι τὸν κύριον, ὡς ὄρθρον ἕτοι-
μον εὑρήσομεν αὐτόν, καὶ ἥξει ὡς ὑετὸς ἡμῖν πρόϊμος καὶ ὄψιμος 

τῇ γῇ.

 and we shall gain knowledge; we shall strive to know the Lord. When 

we meet Him, He will be like a dawn about to break, and He will come 

to us like early rain and late rain (to fall) on the ground.

וְנֵדְעָה נִרְדְּפָה לָדַעַת אֶת־יְהוָה כְּשַׁחַר נָכוֹן מוֹצָאוֹ וְיָבוֹא כַגֶּשֶׁם לָנוּ כְּמַלְקוֹשׁ יוֹרֶה 
אָרֶץ:

The two cohortatives are rendered in the future tense instead of the 

hortative subjunctive: γνωσόμεθα, διώξομεν instead of γνῶμεν, διώξω-
μεν. The future tense is probably meant to indicate a firm determination, 

which is not too far removed from the value of the Hebrew cohortative, 

see SSG § 28 gf.

10 Joosten 104: “la LXX a peut-être lu une forme du qal.” That is to say ּקַמְנו, but followed 
by וְנִחְיֶה?

11 The additional two examples mentioned by Joosten ibid. come under a related, but differ-
ent lexeme, ὑγιαίνω, intransitive, ‘to be or become healthy.’ As a matter of fact, Greek ὑγι- 
lexemes are used rather infrequently to render Hebrew or Aramaic חי lexemes: ὑγιαίνω – only 
once at To 6.9 Gii; ὑγίεια only twice; ὑγιής four times including Le 13.10 (to be revocalised).

12 On this less likely interpretation, see Joosten 104. Note, however, that this particular 
sense of the verb is already attested in Is 26.19 ἀναστήσονται οἱ νεκροί, καὶ ἐγερθήσοινται 
οἱ ἐν τοῖς μνημείοις ‘the dead will rise, and those who are in graves will arise.’ See GELS 
s.v. II, 4.
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The verb διώκω with an inanimate object is well established in Classical 

Greek, though a case with an infinitive like here appears to be rare. LSJ records 

only one instance from Dionysius Halicarnassensis (first century BCE),13 where 

the form is of the middle voice: διώκεσθαι τὸ πλέον ἔχειν. The use of an 

infinitive clause as a direct object is very common, e.g. a case of ζητέω, a syn-

onymous verb in ἐζήτει αὐτὸν ἀποκτεῖναι ‘he sought to kill him’ Ex 4.24.14

ὡς ὄρθρον ἓτοιμον εὑρήσομεν αὐτόν] In my Lexicon of (2002) s.v. ἕτοι-
μος I translated this clause: ‘we shall find him as ready as morning,’ identi-

fying the adjective as a predicative object of the verb εὑρίσκω. I would like 

to revise this analysis, for otherwise the verb would be having two separate 

predicative complements.15

Joosten’s translation reads: “comme une aurore certaine nous le trouve-

rons.”16 For this translation he draws upon an analysis by Harl of Greek ἕτοιμ-

lexemes.17 If the French phrase is supposed to mean ‘a dawn whose emer-

gence is in no doubt,’ Harl does not seem to be arguing for such a sense of 

the adjective.

 of the MT must mean ‘his exit, coming forth,’ probably meaning that [מוֹצׇאוֹ

the Lord will come out to meet the people, who have decided to approach Him 

repentantly. The act of coming out is continued with another verb of physical 

movement, יׇבוֹא, a parallelism that has been lost in the LXX. Whatever the 

Vorlage of the LXX may have looked like, its translation reflects either נמצאנו 
(indicative) or נמצאהו (jussive).

The encounter between the people and their God is characterised by means 

of two similes with ὡς. In neither simile, however, is the tertium comparationis 

mentioned. Wolff, with his German translation – “fest steht .. so sicher” – 

identifies the feature of certainty of the course of nature. Another possibility 

is that the two natural phenomena mentioned here are perceived by the people 

as a welcome change long yearned after, a sign of hope for the bright, produc-

tive future. 

The use of ἥκω here as a rendering of בא is interesting. This Greek verb 

and one of its principal synonyms, ἔρχομαι, show a complementary distribu-

tion: the former is limited to two tenses, pf. and fut., of which the pf. functions 

as a present in the sense of ‘to be present, having arrived,’ whereas ἔρχομαι 
is used in a full range of tenses. Its perfect, ἐλήλυθα, is used as a fully-fledged 

fientive, action verb, even approaching its aorist, ἦλθον, testifying to the blur-

ring of borders between the aorist and perfect, as is typical of Hellenistic 

Greek. What is striking against this background is the choice of ἥξει instead 

13 LSJ s.v. I 2.
14 For a discussion with examples, see SSG 30 bef.
15 Syrohexapla supports our new analysis: שׁפרא מטיבא.
16 Joosten 103.
17 Joosten 105; Harl 1992.154f.
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of ἐλεύσεται. The database Accordance tells us that the verb ἥκω occurs in 

the LXX some 253 times. Their distribution is striking: it occurs in the Twelve 

Prophets 23 times, in the Pentateuch a mere 22 times, and in the former the 

future occurs 17 times, in the latter a mere 8 times. It is hard to decide whether 

this statistical skewing is indicative of a gradual, historical shift in the Greek 

morphology or is determined by some subtle distinction in meaning of the 

two future tense forms. However that may be, the MT וְיׇבוֹא, and not וּבׇא, indi-

cates that it continues the two preceding volitive forms, and may be interpreted 

accordingly as indicative of a wish on the part of the people: ‘May He come!’

πρόϊμος καὶ ὄψιμος τῇ γῇ כְּמַלְקוֹשׁ יוֹרֶה אׇרֶץ] The absence in the LXX of 

the particle of comparison is associated with another divergence between the 

two text-forms. The Hebrew text speaks of only one season of rain, latter rain 

of spring. When this Hebrew noun is paired with a noun referring to former 

rain of winter, whether יוֹרֶה (De 11.14; Je 5.24) or מוֹרֶה (Jl 2.23), ׁמַלְקוֹש 

always is found in the second slot. The translator was apparently aware of 

this fact, and the sequence <early - late; winter - spring> may have sounded 

to him also logical. See Jl 2.23 ὑετὸν πρόϊμον καὶ ὄψιμον as a rendering of 

MT ׁגֶּשֶׁם מוֹרֶה וּמַלְקוֹש. Our translator’s consistency in this respect made him 

supply a term which he thought missing in his Hebrew text: Zc 10.1 בְּעֵת 
-translated as καθ’ ὥραν πρόϊμον καὶ ὄψιμον. The Massoretic vocalisa מַלְקוֹשׁ

tion of the second preposition Kaph with a shva indicates that the Massoretes 

correctly understood יוֹרֶה אׇרֶץ as an asyndetic relative clause18 and the first word 

as a genuine verb, a Hifil imperfect as is undoubtedly the case at Ho 10.12 

ֹירֶה צֶדֶק לׇכֶם  though not so understood by the LXX translator despite the ,יׇבוֹא וְ

collocation or parallelism with the יׇבוֹא in our Hosea passage: τοῦ ἐλθεῖν 

γενήματα δικαιοσύνης ὑμῖν ‘(until) the produce of righteousness comes 

to you.’ 

6.4)  τί σοι ποιήσω, Εφραιμ; τί σοι ποιήσω, Ιουδα; τὸ δὲ ἔλεος ὑμῶν ὡς 

νεφέλη πρωινὴ καὶ ὡς δρόσος ὀρθρινὴ πορευομένη.

 What shall I do to you, Ephraim? What shall I do to you, Juda? Your 

mercy is like an early-morning cloud and like evanescent dew descend-

ing at dawn.

מַשְׁכִּים  וְכַטַּל  כַּעֲנַן־בּקֶֹר  וְחַסְדְּכֶם  יְהוּדָה  אֶעֱשֶׂה־לְּךָ  מָה  אֶפְרַיִם  אֶעֱשֶׂה־לְּךָ  מָה 
הֹלֵךְ:

The simile in the second half of the verse recurs at 13.1, expanded further. 

It refers to something of extremely ephemeral, transient nature. The Masso-

retic accentuation with a disjunctive accent on וְכַטַּל and not וּכְטַל indicates that 

the Massoretes do not understand the following two participles as attributes 

18 See JM § 137 g (p. 477).
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of the preceding substantive. Strictly speaking, the grammatical subject of the 

two participles is not טַל but חַסְדְּכֶם, though by the nature of similes it comes 

down to the same thing. Nor is the first participle adverbially and asyndeti-

cally used: ‘to go early, to leave early.’19 We have two fully fledged verbs 

asyndetically juxtaposed: dew descends early in the morning but vanishes 

soon unlike snow that could stay on the ground days on end. Cf. Ho 13.3.

6.5) Διὰ τοῦτο ἀπεθέρισα τοὺς προφήτας ὑμῶν, ἀπέκτεινα αὐτοὺς ἐν 

ῥήμασιν στόματός μου, καὶ τὸ κρίμα μου ὡς φῶς ἐξελεύσεται.

 On this account I mowed down your prophets, killed them with words 

of My mouth, and My judgement as light will be implemented.

עַל־כֵּן חָצַבְתִּי בַּנְּבִיאִים הֲרַגְתִּים בְּאִמְרֵי־פִי וּמִשְׁפָּטֶיךָ אוֹר יֵצֵא:

ἀπεθέρισα חׇצַבְתִּי] The Greek verb ἀποθερίζω is a hapax in the LXX. Both 

the Greek and the Hebrew verb have to do with cutting off part of some 

object by force. The action indicated by חצב is directed at stones and rocks. 

Both are capable of undergoing a further semantic development in the direc-

tion of some destructive action as indicated by the parallel verb in the follow-

ing clause. Another case of the Hebrew verb in which there is no hewing in 

the strict sense involved is Ps 29 (LXX 28).7 ֹׁחצֵב לַהֲבוֹת אֵש  φωνὴ קוֹל־יְהוׇה 

κυρίου διακόπτοντος φλόγα πυρός ‘the voice of the Lord who thrashes 

through the flame of fire.’ As a result of the Lord’s action the flame loses its 

efficacy.

According to Nyberg the LXX had קצבתי, though he thinks such is implau-

sible as part of the Hebrew text here.20 Indeed, this Hebrew verb is rendered 

in the LXX with ἀποκλάω ‘to chop a small part of’ once at 4K 6.6 in its 

Antiochene version, ἀποκνίζω ‘to nip off’ once ibid. in the majority of the 

witnesses, and κείρω once at Ct 4.2 ὡς ἀγέλαι τῶν κεκαρμένων ‘as flocks of 

shorn (ewes).’ Since חצב Qal usually does not carry any destructive connota-

tion21, whilst ἀποθερίζω can be so used,22 Nyberg’s suggestion is attractive.23

τοὺς προφήτας בַּנְּבִיאִים] If the MT be genuine, the preposition beth can be 

understood in the sense that the divine action took place among the proph-

ets. Jenni identifies here beth instrumenti.24 Although such a beth is firmly 

established, the locative interpretation seems to be much simpler here. One 

19 Cf. JM § 102 g.
20 Nyberg 1935.40.
21 The only sure case with such a connotation is Is 51.9 הַמַּחְצֶבֶת רַהַב, which the LXX fails 

to render, jumping to the following verse.
22 LSJ s.v. mention a text from the fifth or sixth century CE with μνηστῆρας ‘suitors, wooers’ 

as a direct object.
23 Kaminka (1928.39) mentions a reference by Nöldeke to Aramaic חצד ‘to harvest,’ but 

we are sceptical that it can carry a destructive connotation required here.
24 Jenni 1992.120 (§ 1712).
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could object that בַּנְּבִיאִים is parallel to בְּאִמְרֵי־פִי undoubtedly with a beth 

instrumenti, though the two instruments are of different kinds, animate and 

inanimate.25 We are reminded of a fairly frequent use of this preposition in 

similar, military contexts, e.g. ׁוַיַּךְ בַּפְּלִשְׁתִּים מָאתַיִם אִיש καὶ ἐπάταξεν ἐν τοῖς 

ἀλλοφύλοις ἑκατὸν ἄνδρας 1Sm 18.27, where the Philistines presumably 

numbered more than one hundred, and וְהִכֵּיתִי בַּפְּלִשְׁתִּים הָאֵלֶּה ס וַיּאֹמֶר יְהוָה 
 καὶ πατάξω τοὺς ἀλλοφύλους τούτους; καὶ εἶπεν אֶל־דָּוִד לֵךְ וְהִכִּיתָ בַפְּלִשְׁתִּים

κύριος Πορεύου καὶ πατάξεις ἐν τοῖς ἀλλοφύλοις τούτοις ib. 23.2, where 

the vacillation between the accusative and ἔν τινι is to be noted.

τὸ κρίμα μου ὡς φῶς] The MT appears to be in disarray; there is a incon-

gruence in number between the subject and the verb, though אור can be under-

stand as ‘as light.’ There is hardly place for a dialogue here between God and 

the prophet: ‘my mouth’ and ‘your judgments.’ Either the translator’s Vor-

lage actually read מפשׁטי כאור or his text was written in scriptio continua or 

he wanted mentally to emend the MT-like text. Should the second person be 

tolerated at all, one could postulate a haplography: ממשׁפטיך for משׁפטיך, which 

would allow the use of the sg. verb, ‘out of Your judgements there would issue 

forth a light.’

We would define the meaning of ἐξέρχομαι here, so also at Hb 1.4, as ‘to 

be announced and implemented.’26 

6.6) διότι ἔλεος θέλω καὶ οὐ θυσίαν καὶ ἐπίγνωσιν θεοῦ ἢ ὁλοκαυτώματα. 

 Because I desire mercy and not sacrifice, and knowledge of God rather 

than wholly burnt offerings.

כִּי חֶסֶד חָפַצְתִּי וְלאֹ־זָבַח וְדַעַת אֱלֹהִים מֵעֹלוֹת:

θέλω חׇפַצְתִּי] The perfect of a stative verb has been correctly rendered with 

the present tense. Such a Hebrew form can, of course, refer to a situation that 

prevailed in the past: e.g., Jn 1.14 ׇכַּאֲשֶׁר חׇפַצְתׇּ עׇשִׂית ὃν τρόπον ἐβούλου 

πεποίηκας ‘you have done as you wanted.’

ἐπίγνωσιν θεοῦ] The noun, ἐπίγνωσις, is rather infrequent: only seven 

occurrences in the LXX, three out of which in our book. In all the three cases 

it does not seem to denote body of acquired knowledge, but an act of seeking 

to know, to know in more than one sense, that is to say, not merely intellectu-

ally. In other words this is a verbal noun of ἐπιγινώσκω. The remaining two 

cases are: 4.1 οὐκ ἔστιν ἀλήθεια οὐδὲ ἔλεος οὐδὲ ἐπίγνωσις θεοῦ ἐπὶ τῆς 

γῆς; 4.6 σὺ ἐπίγνωσιν ἀπώσω, κἀγὼ ἀπώσομαί σε τοῦ ἱερατεύειν μοι. In 

the first instance the noun is parallel to ἔλεος just as in our passage. In the 

latter instance we should note that the clause is preceded by ὁ λαός μου ὡς 

25 See further Joosten 106.
26 Cf. GELS s.v. 3. Nyberg (1935.41f.) argues for the meaning ‘to vanish’ for יצא here.
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οὐκ ἔχων γνῶσιν where γνῶσις is contrasted with ἐπίγνωσις in the following 

clause, and most likely denotes ‘body of knowledge’ since it is something 

possessed or not possessed (ἔχων).27

ἢ] a particle of comparison, which is sometimes used loosely without 

any adjective or adverb of the comparative degree. Compare Jn 4.3 καλὸν 

τὸ ἀποθανεῖν με ἢ ζῆν με ‘it is better for me to die rather than to live’ with 

Ex 14.12 κρεῖσσον γὰρ ἡμᾶς δουλεύειν τοῖς Αἰγυπτίοις ἢ ἀποθανεῖν ἐν 

τῇ ἐρήμῳ ταύτῃ ‘it is better for us to serve the Egyptians than to die in this 

wilderness.’ There are also some lexemes to which the feature of gradation is 

inherent: e.g., Nu 22.6 ἰσχύει οὗτος ἢ ἡμεῖς ‘this one is stronger than we.’ 

θέλω in our passage can be counted among such a group of lexemes.28

6.7)  αὐτοὶ δέ εἰσιν ὡς ἄνθρωπος παραβαίνων διαθήκην· ἐκεῖ κατεφρόνη-
σέν μου.

 It is they, if anybody, that are like someone transgressing a covenant; 

there they have despised Me.

וְהֵמָּה כְּאָדָם עָבְרוּ בְרִית שָׁם בָּגְדוּ בִי:

αὐτοὶ] on which there is manifestly an element of emphasis, hence our 

translation using a cleft sentence. The LXX has captured the same feature in 

the Hebrew original here.29 The sequence with the pronoun in the first slot is 

marked.30

 allows for three possible syntactic analyses. 1) We [הֵמׇּה כְּאׇדׇם עׇבְרוּ בְרִית

have here two asyndetically juxtaposed clauses, namely one nominal clause 

followed by a verbal clause, 2) one nominal clause with אׇדׇם עׇבְרוּ בְרִית as an 

asyndetic relative clause, and 3) a single verbal clause with כְּאׇדׇם as an adver-

bial adjunct. The second alternative is reflected in the LXX. 

 ὡς ἄνθρωπος] The substantive here is obviously used with no special refer-

ence to any particular person.31 The UBS committee headed by the late Bar-

thélemy has come down on ‘comme Adam,’ rejecting ‘comme des hommes’ 

(= LXX) and ‘comme à Adam’ (place-name).32 

κατεφρόνησέ μου] The singular here just as in παραβαίνων is an attrac-

tion to ἄνθρωπος, though it must actually be referring to αὐτοὶ, hence our 

translation.

27 Cf. also Joosten 78 ad 2.20.
28 See GELS s.v. ἤ 2.
29 Note ‘eux’ instead of ‘ils’ in Joosten’s translation (107).
30 See JM § 154 fa.
31 See GELS s.v. 3 a.
32 For the details of the committee’s arguments, see Barthélemy 1992.527-31.
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The choice of καταφρονέω ‘to regard or treat with contempt’ is striking, 

for the feature of treachery, deception or betrayal is paramount in the lexical 

profile of the Hebrew verb בגד Qal. The Hebrew verb occurs in the Twelve 

Prophets 8 more times, and only at Hb 1.13 it is rendered with the same Greek 

verb as here, and at Hb 2.5 with a derivative, καταφρονητής.33 Still in Hosea, 

ἐγκαταλείπω is much closer to the sense of 5.7 :בגד τὸν κύριον ἐγκατέλιπον 

‘they abandoned the Lord.’ In the remaining five cases, all concentrated in 

Ma 2, ἐγκαταλείπω is used denoting broken relationship. Ma 2.15 is illustra-

tive: γυναῖκα νεότητός σου μη` ἐγκαταλίπῃς. The most frequent rendering 

in the LXX as a whole is ἀθετέω (21×), followed by ἐγκαταλείπω (6×), 

παράνομος (6×), καταφρονέω (3×), καταφρονητής (3×), ἀσύνθετος (2×), 

ἀνομέω, ἄνομος, ἀσυνθετέω, ἡττάω (once each). All these Greek lexemes, 

except καταφρονέω and καταφρονητής, approximate the sense of בגד, what 

makes the choice of these latter two all the more striking. Furthermore, the 

second of these occurs only three times, all in the Twelve Prophets, and the 

first is attested a total of twenty-two times in the LXX, and, in three of them, 

where it translates בגד, the equation occurs twice in the Twelve Prophets. 

Although the notions of betrayal and contempt, particularly when directed 

at God, a relationship with him, and His teaching, are not mutually exclusive, 

the distribution of this equation and its well-nigh total concentration in the 

Twelve Prophets is striking all the same.34 

6.8) Γαλααδ πόλις ἐργαζομένη μάταια, ταράσσουσα ὕδωρ,

 Gilead, a city engaged in vain affairs, troubling the water

גִּלְעָד קִרְיַת פֹּעֲלֵי אָוֶן עֲקֻבָּה מִדָּם:

ἐργαζομένη μάταια אָוֶן  Qal occurs in the Hebrew פעל The verb [פֹּעֲלֵי 

Bible 56 times, and in the majority of its occurrences (52×) it takes a direct 

object denoting some ethically questionable deed.35 The particular phrase 

we have here is attested as often as 23 times and highly common in Psalms, 

but nowhere else in the Twelve Prophets. Our Hoseanic passage is the only 

one where אָוֶן as a direct object of the verb פעל is rendered with μάταιος. 

On the other hand, this common participial phrase is rendered ἐργαζόμενος 

τὴν ἀνομίαν in every single case of its occurrences in Psalms, and this ren-

33 The same equation is identifiable at Hb 1.5 where MT has בגוים. 
34 Jastrow mentions a few cases of בזז in the Targum translating בגד in the Hebrew text, 

but there the Aramaic verb means ‘to plunder,’ despite the graphic (and possibly etymological) 
affinity between בזז and בזה. See Jastrow 1903.137. Incidentally, ‘Job VI, 5’ there should be 
read ‘Job VI, 15.’

35 In Ben Sira it occurs 11 times, of which only once the object denotes a questionable 
deed.
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dering is not attested anywhere else in the Septuagint. The utilitarian rather 

than ethical, religious perception reflected in the rendering μάταιος is striking 

and merits further investigation. In the Twelve Prophets the Greek equivalents 

of the Hebrew noun are: κόπος (5×: Ho 12.3; Mi 2.1; Hb 1.3; 3.7; Zc 10.2; 

Ma 2.1336); ἀναψυχή (1×: Am 5.5); Ων as a place-name (5×: Ho 4.15; 

5.8; 10.5; 10.8; Am 1.5); read as a form of אַיִן (2×: Ho 12.12; Am 5.5). 

Also in the LXX as a whole the translation equivalents reflecting such a 

utilitarian and / or non-ethical perspective are in the minority: κενός (1×), 

μάταιος (5×), μάτην (1×), μόχθος (1×), ὀδύνη (3×), πένθος (1×: Ho 9.4); 

πόνος (7×). The rest are ethically marked: ἀδικία, ἄδικος, ἀνομία, ἄνομος, 

ἀσεβής, ἄτοπος, ἄφρων, βλάσφημος, κακία, κακός, κακοῦργος, παρά-
νομος, πονηρία. Mi 2.1 is particularly revealing: Ἐγένοντο λογιζόμενοι 
κόπους καὶ ἐργαζόμενοι κακὰ .. translating רָע וּפֹעֲלֵי  חשְֹׁבֵי־אָוֶן   where ,הוֹי 

κόπος is parallel to the ethically marked κακός. A close parallel may be found 

at Ez 11.2: οἱ λογιζόμενοι μάταια καὶ βουλευόμενοι βουλὴν πονηράν. It 

is tempting to postulate that, in the above-mentioned two cases (Ho 12.12; 

Am 5.5), the translator did not actually mix up waw and yod, but rather in his 

mind and in the mind of some of other LXX translators the particle of nega-

tion and אָוֶן were lexically affiliated with each other, forming a lexical field 

of non-existence, whether physically (absence) or metaphorically (absence of 

purpose, meaning, efficacy etc.).

ἐργαζομένη μάταια] is rendered by Joosten as “produit des choses vaines.” 

Though the verb does sometimes signify ‘to manufacture, fashion,’37 and μάταια 

often refers to objects of pagan worship, idols,38 a syntagmatic consideration 

suggests ‘to perform’ as a more likely meaning here and in a couple of related 

places in XII. In addition to the above-quoted Mi 2.1, see Ho 7.1 ἠργάσαντο 

ψευδῆ.39

There is no need to suppose that our translator analysed קִרְיְת as an archaic 

feminine absolute form.40 He simply equated the city with its inhabitants.

ταράσσουσα ὕδωρ עֲקֻבׇּה מִדׇּם] This is the only place in the LXX where what 

appears to be a verb עקב Qal41 is rendered with ταράσσω. The only other 

occurrence of the Hebrew lexeme is at Je 17.9, where its translation with 

βαθύς indicates עׇמֹק. The translator was probably at his wit’s end, and ven-

tured free translation. What his translation is supposed to mean is not imme-

diately apparent. ὕδωρ indicates, of course, מים.

36 Probably MT אֵין has been read as אָוֶן.
37 As in Nu 31.51 σκεῦος εἰργασμένον ‘wrought implement’; Ez 27.19 σίδηρος εἰργα-

σμένος ‘processed iron’; Ps 7.16 εἰς βόθρον, ὃν εἰργάσατο ‘a pit which he made.’
38 See GELS s.v., 1 b.
39 See GELS s.v. ἐργάζομαι, 1.
40 See JM § 89 n, o.
41 The Massoretic vocalisation most likely indicates a feminine form of ֹקב .עׇ
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6.9) καὶ ἡ ἰσχύς σου ἀνδρὸς πειρατοῦ· ἔκρυψαν ἱερεῖς ὁδὸν, ἐφόνευσαν 

Σικιμα, ὅτι ἀνομίαν ἐποίησαν. 

 and your force is that of a bandit; priests concealed the way, they 

murdered Sichem, since they perpetrated unlawfulness.

וּכְחַכֵּי אִישׁ גְּדוּדִים חֶבֶר כּהֲֹנִים דֶּרֶךְ יְרַצְּחוּ־שֶׁכְמָה כִּי זִמָּה עָשׂוּ:

-an archaic, dialectal 2fem. sg. pos + כח has been broken down into [כחכי

sessive pronoun כי.

ἀνδρὸς πειρατοῦ אִישׁ גְּדוּדִים] The Hebrew phrase probably means a mem-

ber of highway gangs. Of its Greek translation, however, the second noun 

is an actor noun so that we have a kind of tautology, making ἀνδρὸς redun-

dant as in the mechanical rendering of ׁאִיש at Ge 46.32 ἄνδρες κτηνοτρόϕοι 
‘cattlemen.’42

ἔκρυψαν] indicates a form of חבא. It is difficult to say what the translator’s 

Vorlage looked like. The Hebrew phrase in the MT, ֹכּהֲנִים  gives good ,חֶבֶר 

sense, ‘a band of prophets.’ 

6.10 [H 6.10-11a]) ἐν τῷ οἴκῳ Ισραηλ εἶδον φρικώδη, ἐκεῖ πορνείαν 

τοῦ Εφραιμ· ἐμιάνθη Ισραηλ καὶ Ιουδας.

 In the house of Israel I saw shocking things, there harlotry of Ephraim. 

Israel was defiled along with Judas.

יִשְׂרָאֵל:  נִטְמָא  לְאֶפְרַיִם  זְנוּת  שָׁם  [שַׁעֲרוּרִיָּה]  שַׁעֲרִירִיָּה  רָאִיתִי  יִשְׂרָאֵל  בְּבֵית 
גַּם־יְהוּדָה

φρικώδη from φρικώδης] is a hapax in the LXX. The Hebrew word that 

it translates is equally infrequent. It occurs only once more in an alternative 

form at Je 18.13 שַׁעֲרֻרִת עׇשְׂתׇה, which is rendered φρικτὰ [ἃ] ἐποίησε ‘shock-

ing things that she did.’ The noun, from which this adjective is derived, 

 occurs twice, again in Jeremiah 5.30 and 23.14 rendered in both ,שַׁעֲרוּרׇה

cases with φρικτά. Lastly we encounter a form without the resh reduplicated: 

Je 29.17 where the Hexaplaric text has preserved a phonetic transliteration 

of MT ֹשּׁעׇרִים  We would further note a related Greek noun, φρίκη, which .הַ

occurs at Am 1.11, rendering אף ‘anger,’ and Jb 4.14 for פחד ‘fear’ juxta-

posed with τρόμος ‘terror.’ 

πορνείαν] Our translator has taken זְנוּת as in apposition to שַׁעֲרוּרִיׇּה. How-

ever, שָׁם זְנוּת לְאֶפְרְיִם can constitute a self-contained nominal clause: ‘there 

there is ..’43

42 For more examples, see GELS s.v., 3. Thus ‘a man, a brigand’ of NETS is too mechanical, 
for there is little emphasis on the gender of the brigand.

43 So Joosten 110.
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6.11) Ἄρχου τρυγᾶν σεαυτῷ ἐν τῷ ἐπιστρέφειν με τὴν αἰχμαλωσίαν τοῦ 

λαοῦ μου,

 Begin to harvest for yourself whilst I bring the captives of My people 

back, 

שָׁת קָצִיר לָךְ בְּשׁוּבִי שְׁבוּת עַמִּי: 

ἄρχου] How the translator arrived at this, starting from שָׁת, is not clear. 

Joosten refers to Targum here, which has ּשׇׁרִיאו ‘they commenced.’44

τρυγᾶν] possibly reflects קצור rather than MT קׇצִיר.

ἐπιστρέφειν με τὴν αἰχμαλωσίαν] is a well-established rendering of the 

standing phrase in Hebrew, שׇׁב שְׁבוּת, Qal. See Am 9.14; Jl 4.1; Zp 3.20.

44 Joosten 110.
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7.1) ἐν τῷ ἰάσασθαί με τὸν Ισραηλ. καὶ ἀποκαλυφθήσεται ἡ ἀδικία 

Εφραιμ καὶ ἡ κακία Σαμαρείας, ὅτι ἠργάσαντο ψευδῆ· καὶ κλέπτης 

πρὸς αὐτὸν εἰσελεύσεται, ἐκδιδύσκων λῃστὴς ἐν τῇ ὁδῷ αὐτοῦ,

 whilst I heal Israel. And the unrighteousness of Ephraim and the wick-

edness of Samaria will be exposed, for they practised falsehood. A thief 

will break in at his home, robbing him as a bandit as he is travelling

כְּרָפְאִי לְיִשְׂרָאֵל וְנִגְלָה עֲוֹן אֶפְרַיִם וְרָעוֹת שׁמְֹרוֹן כִּי פָעֲלוּ שָׁקֶר וְגַנָּב יָבוֹא פָּשַׁט 
גְּדוּד בַּחוּץ:

All the three modern editors of the LXX - Swete, Rahlfs, Ziegler - add a 

comma after μου in 6.11 and a full stop after Ισραηλ in 7.1. We do not know 

why they decided to depart from the verse division in the traditional Hebrew 

text. Nevertheless, both Rashi and Radaq take the view that the two divine 

actions are to be taken together.1 Besides we note the aspect opposition between 

ἐν τῷ ἐπιστρέφειν με (Pres.) and ἐν τῷ ἰάσασθαί με (Aor.). This morpho-

logical opposition occurs elsewhere in SG, and a ground for the opposition 

is not always manifest, see SSG § 28 hbb. H also uses two different prepo-

sitions: בְּשׁוּבִי vs. כְּרָפְאִי, and here, too, the semantic contrast is not always 

straightforward, i.e. continuous, repeated vs. one-off action, see SQH § 18 k 

with fn. 3 on p. 119, where it is pointed out that at ּוְהָיָה בְּעָבְרְכֶם את־הירדן תָּקִימו 
 Dt 27.4 Israelites could not possibly set up memorial stones את־הָאֲבָנִים הָאֵלֶּה

on the western shore of the river, whilst they were still in the water.2

In both of the infinitive clauses the acc. με is the grammatical subject of 

its respective infinitive, as is clear from the context. When two accusative 

noun phrases appear with an infinitive, however, their relative position does 

not always indicate which is its subject, see SSG § 69A ai.
ἀποκαλυφθήσεται נִגְלָה] The number discord is more glaring in H with its 

second subject being fpl. רָעוֹת. This can be accounted for by remembering that 

Ephraim and Samaria are not two distinct entities, Samaria being the capital 

of Ephraim.

ἐκδιδύσκων λῃστὴς פָּשַׁט גְּדוּד] The Greek verb in the sense of ‘to strip 

(a victim of all his or her possessions)’ here is unknown in Classical or Con-

temporary Greek.3

1 Brenton (1851) disagrees with the above-mentioned three editors.
2 See also BDB s.v. ְּב V 1 and ְּ3  כ b.
3 For its additional references in SG, see GELS s.v. Whether or not its attestation in Jose-

phus, BJ, 2.14.2, mentioned in LSJ s.v., is a borrowing from SG is difficult to say.
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G’s selection of a participle here, immediately following εἰσελεύσεται 
indicates its circumstantial function, presumably reading H as פֹּשֵׁט. In any 

case the shift in tense in H does not indicate two separate actions, i.e. ordi-

nary theft and highway robbery, pace Harper 1905.293. Whether solitary or 

a member of a highway gang, someone broke in during his travel.

ἐκδιδύσκων may be interpreted as attributive in relation to λῃστὴς, 

whereas the translator would not have viewed פֹּשֵׁט as being attributively 

used. However, גְּדוּד indicates a band or troop, not an individual member of 

it. Hence, the translator may have mentally supplied בן, i.e. פֹּשֵׁט בֶּן גְּדוּד. In 

any case he had to deal with the morphological shift from יבוא to פשׁט. In our 

translation we have opted for taking λῃστὴς as a subject complement.4

ἐν τῇ ὁδῷ αὐτοῦ בַּחוּץ] a free, contextually informed translation.5

7.2) ὅπως συνᾴδωσιν ὡς συνᾴδοντες τῇ καρδίᾳ αὐτῶν. πάσας τὰς κακίας 

αὐτῶν ἐμνήσθην· νῦν ἐκύκλωσεν αὐτοὺς τὰ διαβούλια αὐτῶν, ἀπέ-
ναντι τοῦ προσώπου μου ἐγένοντο.

 As a result they reach agreement as people reaching common under-

standing. I recalled all their evils. Now their designs have encircled 

them, they took place under My nose.

וּבַל־יאֹמְרוּ לִלְבָבָם כָּל־רָעָתָם זָכָרְתִּי עַתָּה סְבָבוּם מַעַלְלֵיהֶם נֶגֶד פָּנַי הָיוּ:

ὅπως] This conjunction can, in this context, hardly express a purpose, thus 

pace Joosten’s (111) “afin qu’ils soient en accord.” This resultative value of 

ὅπως occurs a few more times in XII, e.g. ὅπως μὴ συναχθῇ μηδεὶς אֲשֶׁר 

 .Mi 5.7 (H 6) לאֹ־יְקַוֶּה לְאִישׁ

ὅπως συνᾴδωσιν ὡς συνᾴδοντες τῇ καρδίᾳ αὐτῶν לִלְבָבָם  G [וּבַל־יאֹמְרוּ 

represents quite a departure from H. Where does ὡς συνᾴδοντες come from?6 

The translator may have been perplexed, not knowing what the crowd were 

not to say. כָּל־רָעָתָם זָכָרְתִּי does not answer that question.7 He may have antici-

pated something like לאֹ יִרְאֶה־יָּהּ וְלאֹ־יָבִין אֱלֹהֵי יִשְׂרָאֵל, cf. Ps 94.7.

πάσας τὰς κακίας αὐτῶν כָּל־רָעָתָם] The use of the pl. in G is sensible in 

the context.

4 On this feature, see SSG § 61 b. See, e.g. ἐγὼ ἀπολύομαι ἄτεκνος Ge 15.2.
5 We fail to follow Joosten 110: “Le traducteur a sans doute pris la lettre waw du mot qui 

suit pour le suffixe possessif de la 3e personne sg.”, i.e. בַּחוּץ read as ֹבְּחֻצו? In BH חוּץ takes a 
suffix pronoun only when the former is in the plural as in חוּצוֹתָם τὰσ ὁδοὺς αὐτῶν Zp 3.6. בְּחֻצָו 
is unlikely, since the plural of the word always appears with וֹת-, which is also true in Qumran 
Hebrew.

6 This hapax in SG does sometimes retain its etymological sense of ‘to sing together,’ so 
in NETS, which makes the crowd blissfully ignorant. That, however, would represent G’s 
farther departure from H.

7 Mediaeval Jewish commentators do their best to make sense by sticking to the MT, but 
in vain. Rashi, for instance, rewrites the MT in the strain of “they do not bear in mind that 
all their evil deeds are written before me for memory.”
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ἐγένοντο ּהָיו] The Greek verb γίνομαι can also mean ‘to emerge, make 

appearance,’ so SD “sind sie gekommen,” and NETS ‘came.’ Were written 

records opened before the judge?

7.3) ἐν ταῖς κακίαις αὐτῶν εὔφραναν βασιλεῖς καὶ ἐν τοῖς ψεύδεσιν 

αὐτῶν ἄρχοντας·

 With their evils they gladdened kings and with their lies rulers,

בְּרָעָתָם יְשַׂמְּחוּ־מֶלֶךְ וּבְכַחֲשֵׁיהֶם שָׂרִים:

βασιλεῖς ְמֶלֶך] The sg. ְמֶלֶך parallel to שָׂרִים makes sense, a king with 

multiple ministers under him. G with βασιλεῖς is probably aiming at formal 

parallelism.

7.4) πάντες μοιχεύοντες, ὡς κλίβανος καιόμενος εἰς πέψιν καταπαύματος 

ἀπὸ τῆς φλογός, ἀπὸ φυράσεως στέατος ἕως τοῦ ζυμωθῆναι αὐτό.

 all adulterating as an oven burning for baking for Sabbath with a flame, 

through kneading of dough till it ferments.

כֻּלָּם מְנָאֲפִים כְּמוֹ תַנּוּר בּעֵֹרָה מֵאֹפֶה יִשְׁבּוֹת מֵעִיר מִלּוּשׁ בָּצֵק עַד־חֻמְצָתוֹ:

εἰς πέψιν καταπαύματος ἀπὸ τῆς φλογός מֵעִיר יִשְׁבּוֹת   Whilst the [מֵאֹפֶה 

verse is clearly about intense carnal passion, more than two millennia on we 

are still struggling with this notoriously difficult Hebrew text. Of the three 

words in it the first only makes some sense in the context and has been cap-

tured by our translator well, though there is nothing in H that corresponds to 

εἰς. The other two, both very common words, are not represented in G at all.

καταπαύματος has been conjectured by Ziegler (1971.108) for κατακαύμα-
τος ‘heating’ found in manuscripts. SD translates it “(ein Backen) des Auf-

hörens,” whatever it might mean, though textcritically SD prefers Rahlfs’ 

κατακαύματος. Joosten (112) also would prefer the latter. κατάπαυμα is a 

rather rare word: LSJ mentions only two references, γόου κατάπαυμα ‘an 

assuaging of grief’ Iliad 17.28 and Ιερουσαλημ τόπον καταπαύματός σου 

‘Jerusalem, a place for Your rest’ Si 36.18 (מכון שבתיך), with which cp. τόπος 

καταπαύσεώς μου Is 66.1 (מָקוֹם מְנוּחָתִי). We are tempted to suggest that our 

translator mentally rewrote his H to read תַּנּוּר בּעֵֹר הֵם לְמַאֲפֵה שַׁבָּת ‘they are an 

oven burning to bake (bread) for Sabbath.’ מַאֲפֶה is a hapax in BH and means 

‘something baked,’ but cf. a verbal noun of similar formation pattern מִשְׁתֶּה 

as in בֵּית מִשְׁתֵּה הַיַּיִן Est 7.8, יוֹם מִשְׁתֶּה וְשִׂמְחָה ib. 9.17, 18. We would also point 

out that καταπαύω is sometimes used in connection with Sabbath or the back-

ground to its institution, e.g. ἐν ἓξ ἡμέραις ἐποίησεν κύριος τὸν οὐρανὸν 

καὶ τὴν γῆν καὶ τῇ ἡμέρᾳ τῇ ἑβδόμῃ ἐπαύσατο καὶ κατέπαυσεν Ex 31.17, 

see also Ge 2.2, 3, Ex 20.11.
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7.5) ἡμέραι τῶν βασιλέων ἡμῶν, ἤρξαντο οἱ ἄρχοντες θυμοῦσθαι ἐξ 

οἴνου, ἐξέτεινε τὴν χεῖρα αὐτοῦ μετὰ λοιμῶν·

 the days of our kings, the rulers began to become ill-tempered from wine, 

he stretched out his hand with dangerous people,

יוֹם מַלְכֵּנוּ הֶחֱלוּ שָׂרִים חֲמַת מִיָּיִן מָשַׁךְ יָדוֹ אֶת־לֹצְצִים:

ἡμέραι יוֹם] Joosten (113) rightly speaks of the syntactic difficulty of the 

nominative case here. Is it announcing the title of this pericope? If it is about 

the king’s birthday, does the plural suggest that the celebration is going to 

last more than one day?

ἤρξαντο ּהֶחֱלו] G is obviously a rendition of ּהֵחֵלּו. Other than that, both 

H and G of this verse are too vague for us to make sense of it.

7.6) διότι ἀνεκαύθησαν ὡς κλίβανος αἱ καρδίαι αὐτῶν ἐν τῷ καταράσσειν 

αὐτούς, ὅλην τὴν νύκτα ὕπνου Εφραιμ ἐνεπλήσθη, πρωὶ ἐγενήθη 

ἀνεκαύθη ὡς πυρὸς φέγγος.

 for their hearts became hot like an oven, as they broke (them) in pieces. 

All night Ephraim slept a sound sleep. It became morning, it became hot 

like something fiery, bright.

כִּי־קֵרְבוּ כַתַּנּוּר לִבָּם בְּאָרְבָּם כָּל־הַלַּיְלָה יָשֵׁן אֹפֵהֶם בּקֶֹר הוּא בעֵֹר כְּאֵשׁ לֶהָבָה:

ἀνεκαύθησαν] This must be translating ּבָּעֲרו in view of בעֵֹר translated later 

in the verse with ἀνεκαύθη.8

αἱ καρδίαι αὐτῶν לִבָּם] The plural in G does not necessarily presuppose 

 Though not the rule, Hebrew allows the use of the singular in a case .לִבּתָֹם

like this, similarly in vs. 14 below.9 Note הֵיטִיבָה יְהוָה לַטּוֹבִים וְלִישָׁרִים בְּלִבּוֹתָם 

Ps 125.4, which is interestingly rendered as ἀγάθυνον, κύριε, τοῖς ἀγαθοῖς 

καὶ τοῖς εὐθέσι τῇ καρδίᾳ and ַלאֹ־כָבְדָה אָזְנוֹ מִשְּׁמוֹע Is 59.1 //  כבדו אוזניו 

 1QIsaa.

ἐν τῷ καταράσσειν αὐτούς בְּאָרְבָּם] Whilst אָרַב is intransitive, καταράσσω 

is transitive, and αὐτούς here is most likely the subject of the infinitive. What 

is its object then? Joosten (113), with his translation “ils jetaient à terre,” 

is apparently thinking of ‘the kings of Ephraim’ as such. However, this is a 

description of what happened before the conspirators fell asleep. Then their 

hearts seem to be more likely the latent objects of the infinitive; pondering 

actions to be taken, their hearts were agitated quite a bit, almost broken.

Εφραιμ] = אפרים for H אֹפֵהֶם.

8 Joosten (114) mentions קָדַח as an alternative.
9 See SQH § 8 aa.
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7.7) πάντες ἐθερμάνθησαν ὡς κλίβανος καὶ κατέφαγον τοὺς κριτὰς 

αὐτῶν· πάντες οἱ βασιλεῖς αὐτῶν ἔπεσαν, οὐκ ἦν ὁ ἐπικαλούμενος 

ἐν αὐτοῖς πρός με.

 They all became hot like an oven and devoured their judges. All their 

kings fell, there was none among them who called to me.

כֻּלָּם יֵחַמּוּ כַּתַּנּוּר וְאָכְלוּ אֶת־שׁפְֹטֵיהֶם כָּל־מַלְכֵיהֶם נָפָלוּ אֵין־קֹרֵא בָהֶם אֵלָי:

ἐθερμάνθησαν .. καὶ κατέφαγον ּיֵחַמּוּ .. וְאָכְלו] G apparently identified per-

fective aspect in ּיֵחַמּו and a conjunctive waw in ּוְאָכְלו, probably guided by the 

immediately following ּנָפָלו, translating all the three verbs with the Aorist. 

Such a use of yiqtol is well known in Biblical Hebrew; see JM § 113 h.10 

Note in particular יָדָהּ לַיָּתֵד תִּשְׁלַחְנָה וִימִינָהּ לְהַלְמוּת עֲמֵלִים וְהָלְמָה סִיסְרָא מָחֲקָה 
.Jdg 5.26 ראֹשׁוֹ וּמָחֲצָה וְחָלְפָה רַקָּתוֹ:

7.8) Εφραιμ ἐν τοῖς λαοῖς αὐτὸς συνανεμείγνυτο, Εφραιμ ἐγένετο ἐγκρυ-
φίας οὐ μεταστρεφόμενος. 

 Ephraim was there, associating with the peoples; Ephraim became a 

cake baked, but not turned.

אֶפְרַיִם בָּעַמִּים הוּא יִתְבּוֹלָל אֶפְרַיִם הָיָה עֻגָה בְּלִי הֲפוּכָה:

αὐτὸς הוּא] No emphatic function appears to be attached to the pronoun in 

either language. It is rather the subject of what precedes analysable as a nomi-

nal clause. Then יִתְבּוֹלָל can be viewed as a circumstantial verbal clause sub-

ordinate to the preceding nominal clause. The Hebrew Impf. form here is 

imperfective in aspect, which accounts for the selection of the Impf. in G. The 

Tiberian accentuation, however, connects הוּא with יִתְבּוֹלָל. Then the pronoun 

highlights Ephraim.11 However, אֶפְרַיִם בָּעַמִּים can still be analysed as consti-

tuting a self-standing, nominal clause.

In GELS the sense of ἐγκρυφίας has been defined as cake baked in ashes 

of coal fire, borrowed from Schleusner’s Thesaurus “panis genus, quod sub 

cineribus et prunis coquitur.”

7.9) κατέφαγον ἀλλότριοι τὴν ἰσχὺν αὐτοῦ, αὐτὸς δὲ οὐκ ἐπέγνω· καὶ 
πολιαὶ ἐξήνθησαν αὐτῷ, καὶ αὐτὸς οὐκ ἔγνω.

 Aliens consumed his strength, but he himself did not notice it, grey hair 

also grew on him, but he himself was not aware of it, 

אָכְלוּ זָרִים כּחֹוֹ וְהוּא לאֹ יָדָע גַּם־שֵׂיבָה זָרְקָה בּוֹ וְהוּא לאֹ יָדָע:

10 Both JM § 119 q and Driver 1892.128 interpret our ּוְאָכְלו as a w-qataltí form.
11 Joosten (115) has “lui-même.” Does the pronoun imply that Ephraim was acting of his 

own accord?
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ἀλλότριοι זָרִים] ἀλλότριος means more than just ‘other than oneself,’ and 

often with some negative nuance. Likewise זָרִים differs from אֲחֵרִים.

αὐτὸς הוּא] This time the pronoun is emphatic, contrastive twice over in 

both G and H; people around Ephraim noticed what had happened, but he 

was blissfully ignorant, unawares. 

7.10) καὶ ταπεινωθήσεται ἡ ὕβρις Ισραηλ εἰς πρόσωπον αὐτοῦ, καὶ οὐκ 

ἐπέστρεψαν πρὸς κύριον τὸν θεὸν αὐτῶν καὶ οὐκ ἐξεζήτησαν 

αὐτὸν ἐν πᾶσι τούτοις. 

 and the pride of Israel will be brought low in their own presence, yet 

they did not return to the Lord their God nor sought Him in spite of 

all these things happening,

וְעָנָה גְאוֹן־יִשְׂרָאֵל בְּפָנָיו וְלאֹ־שָׁבוּ אֶל־יְהוָה אֱלֹהֵיהֶם וְלאֹ בִקְשֻׁהוּ בְּכָל־זאֹת:

καὶ ταπεινωθήσεται וְעָנָה] There is no compelling argument for seeing 

in וְעָנָה a w-qataltí form, for it is not preceded by any yiqtol form. On the 

contrary, following four qatal forms in the preceding verse, all of preterite 

value, it makes better sense to analyse the waw here as conjunctive, and 

the verb is immediately followed by ּבִקְשֻׁהו  ..  Joosten (116) mentions .שָׁבוּ 

5.5 as an identical statement as the first clause of our verse, though there the 

clause is followed by ּיִכָּשְׁלו. Though it might be an attempt towards harmo-

nisation, two manuscripts, 36 and 49, do read καὶ ἐταπεινώθη, and cf. Pesh. 

’etmakkak (Pf.).

εἰς πρόσωπον αὐτοῦ בְּפָנָיו] The sg. αὐτοῦ reproduces the Heb. 3ms pro-

noun, but it is sensibly followed by two pl. verbs.

7.11) καὶ ἦν Εφραιμ ὡς περιστερὰ ἄνους οὐκ ἔχουσα καρδίαν· Αἴγυπτον 

ἐπεκαλεῖτο καὶ εἰς Ἀσσυρίους ἐπορεύθησαν.

 and Ephraim was like a silly, mindless dove. He would call on Egypt 

and went to Assyria.

וַיְהִי אֶפְרַיִם כְּיוֹנָה פוֹתָה אֵין לֵב מִצְרַיִם קָרָאוּ אַשּׁוּר הָלָכוּ:

καὶ ἦν וַיְהִי] The four qatal forms are idiomatically continued with a way-

yiqtol form. However, it is translated in the Impf., not with ἐγένετο as in 

vs. 8 above (H הָיָה).

οὐκ ἔχουσα καρδίαν אֵין לֵב] Parallel to ἄνους פוֹתָה, both καρδία and לֵב here 

denote an intellectual faculty of thinking and consideration rather than a seat 

of emotions. See GELS s.v. καρδία, where among many examples adduced 

διανοεῖται ἐν τῇ καρδίᾳ αὐτοῦ Ge 6.5 and μωρὸς καὶ ἀκάρδιος Je 5.21 

(certainly not heartless, H אֵין לֵב) are interesting.
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Though it comes down to the same thing, Keil (1975.108) and Rashi take 

 and Peshitta לֵית לַהּ לֵב as an attribute of Ephraim, though Targum has אֵין לֵב

/layt bāh lebbā/.

ἐπεκαλεῖτο ּקָרָאו] The selection of the Impf. seems to imply repeated calls 

sent southwards. We do not know which particular period in the history of 

Ancient Israel the translator has in mind. He could have written ἐπεκάλησε, 

so he must have had some good reason for going for ἐπεκαλεῖτο. On the 

other hand, the shift to the Aorist, ἐπορεύθησαν, could suggest a one-off 

action, though πορεύωνται in the next verse, if referring to the same event, 

is in the Pres. subjunctive. The shift from the sg. to the pl. is also intriguing. 

It might not be about constant changing of sides and alliances in Ancient 

Israel, and the last verb may not be a reference to a mission carried out by 

diplomatic envoys, but a mass deportation. Cf. 2Kg 17.1-7. This issue is 

connected with another, namely εἰς Ἀσσυρίους. In spite of the pl. form it 

is not a reference to Assyrians, but Assyria, an empire or a land. See Is 7.18, 

where Ἀσσύριοι is contrasted with Αἴγυπτος ‘Egypt,’ for which Greek does 

not say Αἰγύπτιοι. Hence they did not go to negotiate with Assyrians, but 

arrived in Assyria, an interpretation which better fits the selection of εἰς. 

Cf. 5.13 above.

7.12) καθὼς ἂν πορεύωνται, ἐπιβαλῶ ἐπ᾿ αὐτοὺς τὸ δίκτυόν μου· καθὼς 

τὰ πετεινὰ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ κατάξω αὐτούς, παιδεύσω αὐτοὺς ἐν τῇ 

ἀκοῇ τῆς θλίψεως αὐτῶν.

 When they go, I shall throw my net over them. As birds in the sky I shall 

bring them down, I shall discipline them as I hear of their distress.

כַּאֲשֶׁר יֵלֵכוּ אֶפְרוֹשׂ עֲלֵיהֶם רִשְׁתִּי כְּעוֹף הַשָּׁמַיִם אוֹרִידֵם אַיְסִרֵם כְּשֵׁמַע לַעֲדָתָם: 

καθὼς כַּאֲשֶׁר] Here we have a rare use of καθώς as a temporal conjunction.12

παιδεύσω αὐτοὺς] = אֲיַסְרֵם for the difficult H אַיְסִרֵם.

ἐν τῇ ἀκοῇ] is not necessarily = בְּשֵׁמַע or ַבִּשְׁמֹע. Even if our translator 

pronounced his Hebrew text as in H, he could have analysed שֵׁמַע as a ver-

bal noun virtually equivalent to an inf. cst. with ב־ or כ־ with temporal value, 

not Joosten’s (117) “par,” “en conformité avec” or “comme.”

τῆς θλίψεως αὐτῶν עֲדָתָם] The equivalence is implausible. In Muraoka 

2010.57a s.v. θλίψις we suggested צָרָתָם; this Hebrew noun is at least 15 more 

times so translated in LXX, including ἐν θλίψει Mi 2.12 (H בְּצָרָה  < בָּצְרָה) 

and ἐκ θλίψεως Na 2.2 (H מִצָּרָה  < מְצֻרָה).

12 In GELS s.v. we would add under 2 c two cases of it with Aor. mentioned in BDAG 
s.v. 4, namely καθὼς δὲ ἀνηλώθη 2M 1.31 and καθὼς ἤκουσα 2E 15.6.
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7.13) οὐαὶ αὐτοῖς, ὅτι ἀπεπήδησαν ἀπ᾿ ἐμοῦ· δείλαιοί εἰσιν, ὅτι ἠσέβη-
σαν εἰς ἐμέ· ἐγὼ δὲ ἐλυτρωσάμην αὐτούς, αὐτοὶ δὲ κατελάλησαν 

κατ᾿ ἐμοῦ ψεύδη.

 Woe unto them, because they walked away from Me. Wretched they 

are, because they acted impiously against Me. I did rescue them, but 

they spoke against Me falsehoods.

עָלַי  דִּבְּרוּ  וְהֵמָּה  אֶפְדֵּם  וְאָנֹכִי  בִי  כִּי־פָשְׁעוּ  לָהֶם  שׁדֹ  מִמֶּנִּי  כִּי־נָדְדוּ  לָהֶם  אוֹי 
כְּזָבִים:

ἐγὼ δὲ .. αὐτοὶ δὲ וְהֵמָּה  ..  The opposition between God and His [וְאָנֹכִי 

people is evident not only due to the use of the personal pronouns as subjects, 

but also due to their fronted position.

δείλαιοί ֹשׁד] In XII the root שׁדד is rather frequent as a verb in diverse 

binyans and also as a substantive as here. Its analysis as indicating an 

impression created and an emotion generated by a certain physical condition 

occurs also in Δειλαία Νινευη שָׁדְּדָה נִינְוֵה Na 3.7.13 A similar interpretation 

is attested in the Naḥal Ḥever scroll of this latter case: τεταλαι]πώρηκε[ν.14

ἠσέβησαν εἰς ἐμέ פָשְׁעוּ בִי] In view of κατελάλησαν κατ᾿ ἐμοῦ דִּבְּרוּ עָלַי 

in the second half of the verse the use of εἰς may induce one to suspect a 

Hebraism. However, in τὴν ἀσέβειαν τὴν εἰς τὸν ἀδελφόν σου Ιακωβ Ob 10 

we see in H no preposition: ֹחֲמַס אָחִיךָ יַעֲקב. In GELS s.v. ἀσεβέω we noted 

an example of <+ εἴς τινα> in Herodotus: ἐς τὸν νηὸν καὶ τὸ ἄγαλμα .. 

ἠσεβήσαν οὗτοι 8.129. Hence, when our verse is read as a Greek text, read-

ers may not find εἰς here as odd or anomalous.

ἐλυτρωσάμην αὐτούς אֶפְדֵּם] G identified here a preterite yaqtul, probably 

in view of three straightforward qatal’s in the verse.

7.14) καὶ οὐκ ἐβόησαν πρός με αἱ καρδίαι αὐτῶν, ἀλλ᾿ ἢ ὠλόλυζον ἐν 

ταῖς κοίταις αὐτῶν· ἐπὶ σίτῳ καὶ οἴνῳ κατετέμνοντο.

 Their hearts did not cry out to me, but they kept howling in their beds. 

They kept cutting themselves over grain and wine.

וְלאֹ־זָעֲקוּ אֵלַי בְּלִבָּם כִּי יְיֵלִילוּ עַל־מִשְׁכְּבוֹתָם עַל־דָּגָן וְתִירוֹשׁ יִתְגּוֹרָרוּ

αἱ καρδίαι αὐτῶν בְּלִבָּם] On the sg. לִבָּם, see above at vs. 6.

ὠλόλυζον ּיְיֵלִילו] The only Hebrew verb translated with ὀλολύζω is 15 .הֵלִיל 

The only virtual exception is ὀλολύζετε צְוָחָה Is 24.11, a noun derived from צָוַח.

13 Joosten (117) says that in XII this root is systematically rendered with Greek lexemes 
denoting misery, which is not true at οἰχήσεται Ho 10.14, μάταια 12.2, συντριμμόν Am 5.9a, 
and λῃσταί Ob 5.

14 DJD 8.48f.
15 On the morphological anomaly of this verb, see JM § 76 d.
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The Greek Impf. here is a skilful representation of the imperfective aspect 

of the corresponding Hebrew yaqtul form. That applies to the following verb 

as well, which, however, would shock the reader.

On rare instances of ‘crying heart,’ see ἡ καρδία τῆς Μωαβίτιδος βοᾷ 

Is 15.5 (= H) and Ἐβόησε καρδία αὐτῶν πρὸς κύριον La 2.18 (= H).

ἐν ταῖς κοίταις αὐτῶν עַל־מִשְׁכְּבוֹתָם] On the use of ἐν here, see ἐργαζό-
μενοι κακὰ ἐν ταῖς κοίταις αὐτῶν פֹעֲלֵי רָע עַל־מִשְׁכְּבוֹתָם Mi 2.1.

Along with Barré 1995.57f. we may infer that this highlights the people 

avoiding crying their hearts out in public in temples or synagogues.

κατετέμνοντο ּיִתְגּוֹרָרו] G = ּיִתְגּוֹדָדו, an equivalence also found at 3K 18.28.

7.15) ἐπαιδεύθησαν ἐν ἐμοί, καὶ ἐγὼ κατίσχυσα τοὺς βραχίονας αὐτῶν, 

καὶ εἰς ἐμὲ ἐλογίσαντο πονηρά.

 they were educated through Me and I strengthened their arms, yet 

they thought up evil things against Me.

יָסוּרוּ בִי: וַאֲנִי יִסַּרְתִּי חִזַּקְתִּי זְרוֹעתָֹם וְאֵלַי יְחַשְּׁבוּ־רָע:

ἐπαιδεύθησαν ἐν ἐμοί בִי  יִסַּרְתִּי with which ,יֻסְּרוּ or יוּסְּרוּ = G [יָסוּרוּ 
would become tautologous. The underlying form could be ּיִוָּסְרו Nifal, so 

Joosten 118.

7.16) ἀπεστράφησαν εἰς οὐθέν, ἐγένοντο ὡς τόξον ἐντεταμένον· πεσοῦ-
νται ἐν ῥομφαίᾳ οἱ ἄρχοντες αὐτῶν δι᾿ ἀπαιδευσίαν γλώσσης 

αὐτῶν· οὗτος ὁ φαυλισμὸς αὐτῶν ἐν γῇ Αἰγύπτῳ.

 They reverted, (ending up) in nothing, they became a stretched out 

bow. Their rulers will fall (though armed) with a sword on account of 

the ignorance of their tongue. This is a contempt due to them in the 

land of Egypt.

יָשׁוּבוּ לאֹ עָל הָיוּ כְּקֶשֶׁת רְמִיָּה יִפְּלוּ בַחֶרֶב שָׂרֵיהֶם מִזַּעַם לְשׁוֹנָם זוֹ לַעְגָּם בְּאֶרֶץ 
מִצְרָיִם:

ἀπεστράφησαν εἰς οὐθέν עָל לאֹ   In GELS s.v. ἀποστρέφω II 3 [יָשׁוּבוּ 

we proposed to analyse this form as passive intransitively used, to be trans-

formed and become, noting its parallelism to ἐγένοντο. Morphological dis-

tinction between the middle and passive voices is notoriously ambiguous. 

However, the parallelism to ἐγένοντο does not have to be the only yard-

stick for analysis. Alternatively we may compare a case such as ἀπεστρά-
φητε ἀπειθοῦντες κυρίῳ ‘you became back-sliders (H שַׁבְתֶּם), disobeying 

the Lord’ Nu 14.43, also mentioned in GELS s.v., but under II 1 e “to leave 
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the current (right) path or course of action”16.17 In both places the underly-

ing Hebrew verb is שָׁב, which is intransitive.

εἰς οὐθέν לאֹ עָל] In no way can H be reconciled with G. A variety of emen-

dations have been proposed: ללא יועיל (Ehrlich), לַבְּלִיַּעַל, לַבַּעַל (BHS) etc.18

τόξον ἐντεταμένον קֶשֶׁת רְמִיָּה] G = קֶשֶׁת רְמֻיָה with a Qal passive Ptc. of 

 ἐντεταμένου τόξου רמֵֹה קֶשֶׁת occurs also in רָמָה קֶשֶׁת The collocation .רָמָה

Je 4.29 רוֹמֵי־קָשֶׁת נוֹשְׁקֵי   ἐντείνοντες καὶ βάλλοντες τόξοις .. בְּנֵי־אֶפְרַיִם 

Ps 78.9. The selection of ἐντείνω is to be noted. Furthermore, Ps 78.9 is 

about Ephraim, sharing the context with our Hosea passage. In both passages 

Ephraim is not cast in a very favourable light. In Ps 78 Ephraim prepared 

themselves well with bows only to fall back (ּהָפְכו ἐστράπησαν), scared, once 

the day of battle arrived. In Ho 7.16, however, the parallelism with εἰσ οὐθέν 

implies that a stretched out bow is a symbol of failure, a strange symbolism, 

whereas H, ‘a deceptive bow, raising false hopes,’ does make good sense.

δι᾿ ἀπαιδευσίαν מִזַּעַם] How G has arrived at ἀπαιδευσία is difficult to 

fathom. Is it far-fetched to suggest that מזעם was read מִמִּזְעַם  = ממזעם ‘due to 

the scantiness of’? The noun occurs three more times in SG, all in Si, where 

its meaning is nothing extraordinary; unfortunately we have no Hebrew text 

preserved there (4.25, 21.24, 23.13).

16 Delete “pass in form” in GELS ibid.
17 Though no verb meaning ‘to disobey’ is found in H here, Wevers (1998.234) interprets 

 here as idiomatically indicating repetition of an action. However, ἀποστρέφω is never used שָׁב
to render this notion, but ἐπιστρέφω, which, besides, is not used with a complementing partici-
ple. See GELS s.v. ἐπιστρέφω II 4 b.

18 We fail to see how Nyberg’s proposed (1935.114) emendation לעל is supposed to 
improve H.



CHAPTER VIII

8.1) Εἰς κόλπον αὐτῶν ὡς γῆ, ὡς ἀετὸς ἐπ᾿ οἶκον κυρίου, ἀνθ᾿ ὧν παρέ-
βησαν τὴν διαθήκην μου καὶ κατὰ τοῦ νόμου μου ἠσέβησαν.

 Into their midst like earth, like an eagle on to the house of the Lord, 

because they transgressed My covenant and acted impiously against 

My law.

אֶל־חִכְּךָ שׁפָֹר כַּנֶּשֶׁר עַל־בֵּית יְהוָה יַעַן עָבְרוּ בְרִיתִי וְעַל־תּוֹרָתִי פָּשָׁעוּ:

Εἰς κόλπον αὐτῶν ὡς γῆ שׁפָֹר -The two texts cannot be harmo [אֶל־חִכְּךָ 

nised with each other; G appears to represent עָפָר חִקְּךָ   is one of the חֵק  .אֶל 

commonest equivalents of κόλπος. Even so the attached 2ms suffix is incom-

prehensible.1 Moreover, the first clause, whether in H or in G, is difficult to 

fathom. What is the prophetic message all about? The translator may want to 

say that they would be treated like something worthless and despicable thrown 

at them. Note an expression of self-deprecation such as ἐγώ εἰμι γῆ καὶ σπο-
δός Ge 18.27, and soil as food for snakes in γῆν φάγῃ πάσας τὰς ἡμέρας τῆς 

ζωῆς σου ib. 3.14. An eagle ready to swoop down on victims on the ground 

is easier to comprehend.

ἐπ᾿ οἶκον] Though ἐπί + acc. can indicate a static position,2 it scarcely 

indicates a movement ‘on to’ when it is + gen. or dat. Like the parallel εἰς 

κόλπον, some vertical movement is likely to be meant. An eagle first descends 

on to the roof-top of the temple, to wait there for potential victims.

ἀνθ᾿ ὧν] See our definition in GELS s.v. ἀντί 3 b: “Often in the form ἀνθ᾿ 
ὧν introducing a clause the verb of which is in the past and specifies a com-

mendable or (mostly) punishable deed, and such a clause usually follows the 

main clause.”

8.2) ἐμὲ κεκράξονται Ὁ θεός, ἐγνώκαμέν σε.

 They will cry aloud to me, o God, we have come to know You.

לִי יִזְעָקוּ אֱלֹהַי יְדַעֲנוּךָ יִשְׂרָאֵל:

ἐμὲ κεκράξονται] κράζω τινα instead of κράζω πρός τινα, e.g. πρός 

κύριον Mi 3.4, Jl 1.14 is unknown prior to SG, and recurs in ἐκέκραξά σε 

Ps 118.146, 129.1.3

1 Joosten (120) thinks that the kaf of חכך has been turned into a preposition to go with the 
next word. However, חך or חק lacking a possessive pronoun is harsh.

2 For examples, see GELS s.v. III 3.
3 Cf. also τοῖς τέσσαρσιν ἀγγέλοις Rev 7.2.
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On the extension of the reduplication characteristic of the Pf. to the Fut. 

of this verb, see Helbing 1907.90f.

8.3) ὅτι Ισραηλ ἀπεστρέψατο ἀγαθά, ἐχθρὸν κατεδίωξαν.

 For Israel rejected good things, they ran after that which is hateful (to 

Me),

זָנַח יִשְׂרָאֵל טוֹב אוֹיֵב יִרְדְּפוֹ:

ὅτι] no equivalent in H. It introduces further justification for the predicted 

punishment.

ἐχθρὸν אוֹיֵב] The pair is clearly antonymic in relation to the preceding 

ἀγαθά טוֹב. Whilst in H both are sg., there is a number shift in G. Is ἐχθρὸν 

a reference to a hostile human? Who is then that individual? Whilst אוֹיֵב 

always has a personal referent, ἐχθρός, though not in SG, can have an imper-

sonal referent as in  ἐχθρὸν δέ μοί ἐστιν αὖτις ἀριζήλως εἰρημένα μυθολο-
γεύειν ‘It is an irksome thing, meseems, to tell again a plain-told tale’ Hom. 

Od. 12.452.

Furthermore, the subject - object relationship in H has been reversed in G, 

and ירדפו has been read as ּיִרְדְּפו.

8.4) ἑαυτοῖς ἐβασίλευσαν καὶ οὐ δι᾿ ἐμοῦ, ἦρξαν καὶ οὐκ ἐγνώρισάν μοι· 
τὸ ἀργύριον αὐτῶν καὶ τὸ χρυσίον αὐτῶν ἐποίησαν ἑαυτοῖς εἴδωλα, 

ὅπως ἐξολεθρευθῶσιν.

 They appointed kings for themselves, but not through Me, they appointed 

rulers, but without notifying Me. With their silver and gold they made 

images for themselves, so that they would be annihilated.

לְמַעַן  עֲצַבִּים  לָהֶם  עָשׂוּ  וּזְהָבָם  כַּסְפָּם  יָדָעְתִּי  וְלאֹ  הֵשִׂירוּ  מִמֶּנִּי  וְלאֹ  הִמְלִיכוּ  הֵם 
יִכָּרֵת:

ἑαυτοῖς ἐβασίλευσαν] The misguided initiative and spirt of independ-

ence is underlined by the use of the reflexive pronoun twice over. That they 

were the initiative-takers is highlighted by making themselves the subjects 

of יָדָעְתִּי > ἐγνώρισάν μοι. Basically the same tone is conveyed through הֵם 

in ּהֵם הִמְלִיכו.

The transitive use of βασιλεύειν is unknown prior to SG. It occurs a few 

more times therein, see GELS s.v. 2.4 In spite of the absence of a direct object, 

Joosten’s translation, “C’est pour eux qu’ils ont régné,” is debatable, for who 

are “ils”? 

The value of the dative case here is the same as in καὶ βασίλευσον αὐτοῖς 

βασιλέα 1K 8.22 < ְוְהִמְלַכְתָּ לָהֶם מֶלֶך. 

4 On this question, see Le Moigne 1999.
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ἦρξαν ּהֵשִׂירו] Without reference to H, the subjects of G here could be 

understood to be kings implicit in the preceding clause, ‘they ruled.’ But the 

parallelism makes our translation preferable; “rulers” = ἄρχοντες.

ὅπως לְמַעַן] Both conjunctions primarily indicate a purpose of an action 

expressed in the main clause, but at times end up indicating an unintended 

result. On ὅπως, see our definition in GELS s.v. 2: “as a consequence of 

which .. to indicate a result which was not necessarily intended .., but was 

bound to ensue,” a usage characteristic in XII, other instances found in Ho 7.2, 

Mi 5.7, 6.16. On לְמַעַן, see BDB s.v. 2 Note 1 (p. 775b). 

Joosten’s (121) “pour que” is as objectionable as his “afin que” at 7.2, on 

which see above.

8.5) ἀπότριψαι τὸν μόσχον σου, Σαμάρεια· παρωξύνθη ὁ θυμός μου ἐπ᾿ 
αὐτούς· ἕως τίνος οὐ μὴ δύνωνται καθαρισθῆναι

 Get rid of your calf, o Samaria. My anger has been provoked against 

them. How much longer can they not be cleansed

זָנַח עֶגְלֵךְ שׁמְֹרוֹן חָרָה אַפִּי בָּם עַד־מָתַי לאֹ יוּכְלוּ נִקָּיֹן:

ἀπότριψαι זָנַח] He of H immediately followed by your is harsh.5 H repre-

sents the Impv. זְנַח. This verb occurred earlier in vs. 3, translated as ἀπεστρέ-
ψατο. It occurs once more in XII: לאֹ־זְנַחְתִּים > οὐκ ἀπεστρεψάμην αὐτούς. 

The two Greek verbs, ἀποτρίβω and ἀποστρέφω share the notion of rejection.

παρωξύνθη ὁ θυμός μου אַפִּי  Exactly as in Zc 10.3, also said by [חָרָה 

God. Cf. παρωξύνθη κύριος ἐφ᾿ ὑμῖν ἐξολεθρεῦσαι ὑμᾶς קָצַף יְהוָה עֲלֵיכֶם 

.De 9.19 לְהַשְׁמִיד אֶתְכֶם

ἕως τίνος עַד־מָתַי] So also at Hb 2.6 and Zc 1.12. This Hebrew phrase, 

often an indication of impatience, frustration or protest, is at times rendered 

outside of XII also literally with ἕωσ πότε. Both may occur for stylistic 

variation as in Ps 12.3.

δύνωνται καθαρισθῆναι ֹיוּכְלוּ נִקָּין] Here we have an extremely rare instance 

of יכל used in the sense of ‘to be capable of’ taking a substantive as a direct 

object. Another instance is כִּי־כֹל תּוּכָל Jb 42.2, which G translates literally as 

ὅτι πάντα δύνασαι. Similarly in Wi 7.27.6

8.6) ἐν τῷ Ισραηλ; καὶ αὐτὸ τέκτων ἐποίησεν, καὶ οὐ θεός ἐστιν· διότι 
πλανῶν ἦν ὁ μόσχος σου, Σαμάρεια.

 in Israel? And it was manufactured by a carpenter, and it is no god, 

for your calf was leading (you) astray, o Samaria.

כִּי מִיִּשְׂרָאֵל וְהוּא חָרָשׁ עָשָׂהוּ וְלאֹ אֱלֹהִים הוּא כִּי־שְׁבָבִים יִהְיֶה עֵגֶל שׁמְֹרוֹן:

5 Ibn Ezra and Radaq make ְעֶגְלֵך its subject and שׁמֹרוֹן its object.
6 BDAG s.v. δύναμαι c mentions some instances in the New Testament and non-biblical texts.
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ἐν τῷ Ισραηλ; כִּי מִיִּשְׂרָאֵל] H is obviously amiss, for, as it stands, it makes 

no sense.

αὐτὸ הוּא] The pronoun in H is fronted and extraposed to lay prominence 

on its referent, the calf. However, the neuter αὐτὸ does not exactly refer to 

ὁ μόσχος, but indirectly to εἴδωλον ‘image (for worship).’

οὐ θεός ἐστι לאֹ אֱלֹהִים הוּא] The position of οὐ is not merely a mechani-

cal reproduction of H. The negator does not relate to the whole clause, but 

to the following substantive alone, see SSG § 83 d. One could translate the 

phrase as ‘non-god.’ See above on Οὐ λαός μου 1.9, and SSG § 83 i. This 

is evident when such a phrase is prefixed with a preposition as in αὐτοὶ παρε-
ζήλωσάν με ἐπ᾿ οὐ θεῷ, παρώργισάν με ἐν τοῖς εἰδώλοις αὐτῶν· κἀγὼ 

παραζηλώσω αὐτοὺς ἐπ᾿ οὐκ ἔθνει De 32.21.7 H is thus distinct from ּאֵינֶנּו 

8 .אֱלֹהִים

πλανῶν ἦν ὁ μόσχος σου עֵגֶל יִהְיֶה   ,Given the difficulty of H [שְׁבָבִים 

our translator seems to be doing his best guesswork. Joosten (122) men-

tions a Qumran pesher on Hosea, 4QHosb, where the lemma is given as כי 

שומרוןשומרון ע֗גלגל   היה   which presents a case of number discord, if the 9,  שובביבבים֯ 

restored ֯שובביבבים is to mean ‘vagabonds.’ Joosten (ib.) also mentions ἀπε-
πλάνησαν αὐτούς Je 27(H 50).6. Here, too, the translator appears to be 

struggling with K שובבים (Q שׁוֹבְבוּם), and allowing himself to be guided 

by הִתְעוּם earlier in the verse, which he rendered as ἐξῶσαν αὐτούς ‘they 

banished them.’ This Hebrew word occurs also at Je 3.14 and 3.22, where 

it is rendered as ἀφεστηκότες and ἐπιστρέφοντες respectively, and from 

the context both Greek verbs are intransitive. Thus the selection of πλανάω, 

a transitive verb, is striking, which of course fits for a description of the 

idolatrous calf. 

πλανῶν is not just “a deceiver” (NETS), but a wrong, misleading guide.

8.7) ὅτι ἀνεμόφθορα ἔσπειραν, καὶ ἡ καταστροφὴ αὐτῶν ἐκδέξεται αὐτά· 

δράγμα οὐκ ἔχον ἰσχὺν τοῦ ποιῆσαι ἄλευρον· ἐὰν δὲ καὶ ποιήσῃ, 

ἀλλότριοι καταφάγονται αὐτό.

 For they sowed wind-damaged (seeds) and their ruin will be in store for 

them, a sheaf incapable of producing wheat-meal. Even if it did produce, 

strangers will eat it up.

כִּי רוּחַ יִזְרָעוּ וְסוּפָתָה יִקְצרֹוּ קָמָה אֵין־לוֹ צֶמַח בְּלִי יַעֲשֶׂה־קֶּמַח אוּלַי יַעֲשֶׂה זָרִים 
יִבְלָעֻהוּ:

7 Note an example in CG such as ἐν οὐ καιρῷ πάρει ‘you turn up at an untimely moment’ 
Eur. Ba. 1287.

8 On the analogous use of ֹלא, see BDB s.v. 2d (p. 519b).
9 So Qimron 2020.261.
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ἀνεμόφθορα ַרוּח] The imagery is quite different between the two. ַרוּח must 

denote something that has no substance, as in חַיָּי  ’my life is a vanity‘ רוּחַ 

Jb 7.7, cf. G πνεῦμά μου ἡ ζωή.10

ἡ καταστροφὴ αὐτῶν סוּפָתָה] Both ַרוּח and סוּפָה primarily denote atmos-

pheric phenomena, the former generic and the latter more specific. G’s 

καταστροφὴ accords with its interpretation of the former: your crop results 

from what you sow, a sheaf of wheat insufficient in quantity and quality 

alike.

Our translator identified סוֹף ‘end’ in the noun here, as he also did in בְּיוֹם 

וּבִשְׂעָרָה ἐν ἡμέρᾳ συντελείας αὐτῆς Am 1.14 and סוּפָה -ἐν συντε בְּסוּפָה 
λεία καὶ ἐν συσσεισμῷ Na 1.3.

8.8) κατεπόθη Ισραηλ, νῦν ἐγένετο ἐν τοῖς ἔθνεσιν ὡς σκεῦος ἄχρη-
στον.

 Israel has been swallowed up, it has now become among the nations 

something like a useless tool.

נִבְלַע יִשְׂרָאֵל עַתָּה הָיוּ בַגּוֹיִם כִּכְלִי אֵין־חֵפֶץ בּוֹ:

σκεῦος ἄχρηστον ֹכְלִי אֵין־חֵפֶץ בּו] See the same Heb. phrase rendered as 

σκεῦος, οὗ οὐκ ἔστιν χρεία αὐτοῦ Je 22.28, ἀγγεῖον, οὗ οὐκ ἔστιν χρεία 

αὐτοῦ ib. 31(H 48).38, and cf. σκεῦος ἀνθρώπου συντριβὲν ἀχρεῖον 

Ep Je 15.

8.9) ὅτι αὐτοὶ ἀνέβησαν εἰς Ἀσσυρίους· ἀνέθαλε καθ᾿ ἑαυτὸν Εφραιμ, 

δῶρα ἠγάπησαν·

 For they went up to Assyria. Ephraim sprouted afresh in isolation. They 

loved gifts.

כִּי־הֵמָּה עָלוּ אַשּׁוּר פֶּרֶא בּוֹדֵד לוֹ אֶפְרַיִם הִתְנוּ אֲהָבִים:

ἀνέθαλε פֶּרֶא] There is no doubt that this is a translation of H 11 .פָּרַח Note 

especially ἀναθάλλων ξύλον ξηρόν ‘making a dry tree sprout afresh’ הִפְרַחְתִּי 

Ez 17.24. In our passage the Gk verb is intransitive.12 עֵץ יָבֵשׁ

δῶρα ἠγάπησαν הִתְנוּ אֲהָבִים] a free rendition of the difficult Hebrew text, 

so Joosten (123). The subjects of ἠγάπησαν are likely to be Assyrians.

10 Other instances of this meaning of the Hebrew noun are mentioned in BDB s.v. 2 e.
Andersen - Freedman (1980.497) think that ‘sow grain like wind’ is non-sensical, and propose 

an adverbial value ‘when it is windy,’ for which they do not produce any evidence.
11 See Muraoka 2010.9a.
12 On this morphological question, see Walters 1973.307.



110 HOSEA

8.10) διὰ τοῦτο παραδοθήσονται ἐν τοῖς ἔθνεσι. νῦν εἰσδέξομαι αὐτούς, 

καὶ κοπάσουσι μικρὸν τοῦ χρίειν βασιλέα καὶ ἄρχοντας.

 Therefore they will be abandoned among the nations. Now I shall wel-

come them, and they will desist a little from anointing a king and rulers.

גַּם כִּי־יִתְנוּ בַגּוֹיִם עַתָּה אֲקַבְּצֵם וַיָּחֵלּוּ מְּעָט מִמַּשָּׂא מֶלֶךְ שָׂרִים:

παραδοθήσονται] most likely = ּיִנָּתְנו. H’s ּיִתְנו is rather difficult.

κοπάσουσι] = ּיַחֲלו from √חלה ‘to be ill.’ H’s ּיָחֵלּו ‘they will begin’ is 

unintelligible. All the same, there is no question of infirmity, whether bodily 

or mental. Hence G’s selection of κοπάζω is sensible. GELS brings this 

instance under 2 “to cease, stop what one is doing.” We would slightly emend 

its entry by aligning this instance with ἐκόπασε τοῦ λαλῆσαι πρὸς αὐτὴν ἔτι 
‘she stopped speaking to her any more’ Ru 1.18. The genitive article is prob-

ably not a mere marker of the infinitive, but ablative in force; the notion of 

stopping doing something carries by definition an ablative value.13 Cf. κοπά-
σουσιν ἀπὸ τῶν ἁμαρτιῶν αὐτῶν Ez 43.10.

Since in GELS s.v. κοπάζω “to lose strength and cease to be troublesome” 

is given another sense, there is no absolute need to postulate, as Joosten (124) 

does, יחדלו as lying behind G here.

τοῦ χρίειν] = ַֹמִמְּשׁח, ≠ H מִמַּשָּׂא. The Heb. preposition min carries the 

same ablative value of τοῦ. τοῦ here is no mere marker of the infinitive as is 

the case in μὴ προσθῇς τοῦ προφητεῦσαι Am 7.13.

βασιλέα καὶ ἄρχοντας] = מֶלֶךְ וְשָׂרִים; cf. a discussion by Joosten (124).

8.11) ὅτι ἐπλήθυνεν Εφραιμ θυσιαστήρια, εἰς ἁμαρτίας ἐγένοντο αὐτῷ 

θυσιαστήρια ἠγαπημένα.

 For Ephraim had kept multiplying altars, beloved altars had turned 

into his sins

א: ֹ֑ כִּי־הִרְבָּה אֶפְרַיִם מִזְבְּחתֹ לַחֲטאֹ הָיוּ־לוֹ מִזְבְּחוֹת לַחֲט

ὅτι כִּי] Either conjunction can be only causal in this context, probably indi-

cating the background against which the events predicted in the preceding 

verse would take place. Alternatively, this can be one of those rare, fronted 

causal clauses; see GELS s.v. ὅτι 1 a and SSG § 76 d, p. 629 last paragraph. 

Then we would leave out had from had kept and had turned.

The MT adds an athnach to the first ֹלַחֲטא. Should we follow such a division 

of the clause, the comma should be shifted: θυσιαστήρια, > ἁμαρτίας,. Then 

one would translate the second clause as ‘they became for him beloved altars.’

13 See SSG § 30 c. Cf. καὶ ἐκόπασε τὸ πνεῦμα τοῦ βασιλέως τοῦ ἐξελθεῖν ὀπίσω Αβεσ-
σαλωμ ‘and the king had no mental strength enough to go after Absalom’ 2K 13.39, on which 
see Muraoka 2015.181f.
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εἰς ἁμαρτίας] = לְחֵטְא, ≠ H ֹלַחֲטא ‘to commit sins.’ NETS’s alternative, 

“Because Ephraim .. to expiate sins” follows Ziegler’s punctuation, though 

 do, as in ἁμαρτίας λαοῦ חַטָּאת and חֲטָאָה does not mean ‘sin offering,’ as חֵטְא

μου φάγονται ּחַטַּאת עַמִּי יאֹכֵלו Ho 4.8, on which see above ad loc.14

ἠγαπημένα א ֹ֑  ,The two terms are totally unrelated to each other. BHS [לַחֲט

referring to the Lucianic recension, proposes deleting ֹמִזְבְּחוֹת לַחֲטא at the end 

of the verse as a case of dittography. The Vorlage of G, however, must have 

had it, but the translator was justly puzzled with this repetition and rendered 

the last word freely.

8.12) καταγράψω αὐτῷ πλῆθος καὶ τὰ νόμιμα αὐτοῦ, ὡς ἀλλότρια ἐλο-
γίσθησαν θυσιαστήρια τὰ ἠγαπημένα.

 I shall write for him many things and the rules pertaining to him. The 

beloved altars were considered to be foreign.

אֶכְתּוֹב־[אֶכְתָּב]־לוֹ רִבּוֹ [רֻבֵּי] תּוֹרָתִי כְּמוֹ־זָר נֶחְשָׁבוּ:

πλῆθος K רבו Q רֻבֵּי] The Q is anomalous in form.

θυσιαστήρια τὰ ἠγαπημένα] Most likely a free addition induced by the 

translator’s favourite subject in the preceding verse, which is also confirmed 

by the addition of the definite article.15 He may have taken note of the plural 

form of the verb. Pace Joosten (125) this phrase does not correspond to the 

first two words of the following verse in H, זִבְחֵי הַבְהָבַי, which is rendered 

imperfectly in G as θυσίαν.16 The translator has altars (מִזְבְּחוֹת) in mind, not 

sacrifices (זְבָחִים).
ἐλογίσθησαν] Naturally not by Israel, but by God, who is reminding Israel 

that his beloved altars are alien to Him.

8.13) διότι ἐὰν θύσωσι θυσίαν καὶ φάγωσι κρέα, κύριος οὐ προσδέξεται 
αὐτά· νῦν μνησθήσεται τὰς ἀδικίας αὐτῶν καὶ ἐκδικήσει τὰς ἁμαρ-
τίας αὐτῶν· αὐτοὶ εἰς Αἴγυπτον ἀπέστρεψαν καὶ ἐν Ἀσσυρίοις 

ἀκάθαρτα φάγονται.

 For even if they slaughter a sacrificial animal and eat meat, the Lord 

will not accept them. He will now recall their injustices and requite 

their sins. They reverted to Egypt and will eat unclean things in Assyria.

זִבְחֵי הַבְהָבַי יִזְבְּחוּ בָשָׂר וַיּאֹכֵלוּ יְהוָה לאֹ רָצָם עַתָּה יִזְכּרֹ עֲוֹנָם וְיִפְקדֹ חַטּאֹותָם 
הֵמָּה מִצְרַיִם יָשׁוּבוּ:

14 On ‘sin offering’ as one of the senses of ἁμαρτία, a take-off from Hebrew, חַטָּאת, see 
GELS s.v. 3.

15 On the syntagm <NP - Art. - Adj.> instead of the more common <Art. - NP - Art. - Adj.> 
see SSG § 37 bbc.

16 Andersen - Freedman (1980.510) prefer to derive הַבְהָבַי from √אהב, translating it as 
“my loved ones” and taking it as a reference to child sacrifice.
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διότι ἐὰν θύσωσι θυσίαν ּזִבְחֵי הַבְהָבַי יִזְבְּחו] The discrepancy between the 

two is considerable. In H we see nothing that could be translated with the first 

two words of G. Nor is there in G what would correspond to הַבְהָבַי.

αὐτά] What the n.pl. pronoun refers to is not apparent. The object suffix of 

-which, however, is translated as θυσίαν, fem. sg. Is refer ,זִבְחֵי refers to רָצָם

ence back to θυσιαστήρια in vs. 12 meant?

The discrepancy between the two text forms at the end of the verse is as 

glaring as at its beginning. H means ‘they will return to Egypt’ or ‘they kept 

returning (as diplomatic envoys?).’

νῦν μνησθήσεται ֹיִזְכּר  The adverb, now, implies that remembrance [עַתָּה 

here is not about a mere passive retention in memory, a suggestion that some-

thing is still on your mental memory stick. It signifies acting in accordance 

with what you still remember or consciously, wittingly retain, store in mem-

ory, or call back to memory. This holds for both זָכַר and its Greek equiva-

lents. Note the indicative Pres. as in δίκαιοι μνημονεύουσιν διὰ παντὸς τοῦ 

κυρίου, ἐν ἐξομολογήσει καὶ δικαιώσει τὰ κρίματα κυρίου PSol 3.3; ἡμεῖς 

οὖν ἐν παντὶ καιρῷ ἀδιαλείπτως ἔν τε ταῖς ἑορταῖς καὶ ταῖς λοιπαῖς καθη-
κούσαις ἡμέραις μιμνῃσκόμεθα ὑμῶν 1M 12.11. See also our remarks on 

ἐπιλανθάνω above at 4.6.

8.14) καὶ ἐπελάθετο Ισραηλ τοῦ ποιήσαντος αὐτὸν καὶ ᾠκοδόμησαν 

τεμένη, καὶ Ιουδας ἐπλήθυνε πόλεις τετειχισμένας· καὶ ἐξαπο-
στελῶ πῦρ εἰς τὰς πόλεις αὐτοῦ, καὶ καταφάγεται τὰ θεμέλια 

αὐτῶν.

 And Israel forgot the One who made him and they built precincts, and 

Judah multiplied walled cities, and I shall send fire into his cities, and 

it will devour their foundations.

וַיִּשְׁכַּח יִשְׂרָאֵל אֶת־עשֵֹׂהוּ וַיִּבֶן הֵיכָלוֹת וִיהוּדָה הִרְבָּה עָרִים בְּצֻרוֹת וְשִׁלַּחְתִּי־אֵשׁ 
בְּעָרָיו וְאָכְלָה אַרְמְנֹתֶיהָ: ס

τεμένη הֵיכָלוֹת] GELS s.v. τέμενος defines its meaning as “piece of land 

marked off from common uses and dedicated to god.”

τὰ θεμέλια αὐτῶν ָאַרְמְנֹתֶיה] Referring to ‘cities’ (עָרִים fem.), ‘their’ is 

more logical than H’s ‘its.’



CHAPTER IX

9.1) Μὴ χαῖρε, Ισραηλ, μηδὲ εὐφραίνου καθὼς οἱ λαοί· διότι ἐπόρνευ-
σας ἀπὸ τοῦ θεοῦ σου, ἠγάπησας δόματα ἐπὶ πάντα ἅλωνα σίτου.

 Stop rejoicing, Israel, also stop being merry like the nations, for you 

have fornicated away from your God, you have loved gifts on every 

threshing floor for corn.

אַל־תִּשְׂמַח יִשְׂרָאֵל אֶל־גִּיל כָּעַמִּים כִּי זָנִיתָ מֵעַל אֱלֹהֶיךָ אָהַבְתָּ אֶתְנָן עַל כָּל־גָּרְנוֹת דָּגָן:

μηδὲ εὐφραίνου אֶל־גִּיל] The commonly proposed emendation of H to אַל 

 certainly makes sense; in the Vorlage the verb may have stood spelled תָּגֵל

1 .תָּגִיל plena spelled or anomalously for ,תגיל

ἐπόρνευσας ἀπὸ זָנִיתָ מֵעַל] See above at 4.12. 

ἠγάπησας ָּאָהַבְת] Though the verb in H is parallel to ָזָנִית, it cannot be 

made to mean ‘to make love,’ as Andersen - Freedman (1980.523) do, for 

their translation “for a fee” is unacceptable for this direct object. 

δόματα אֶתְנָן] Our translator is familiar with this Hebrew word, אֶתְנָן, ‘the 

hire of a harlot,’ because he translates it with μίσθωμα three times in Mi 7.1 τὰ 

μισθώματα αὐτῆς .. ἐκ μισθωμάτων πορνείας .. καὶ ἐκ μισθωμάτων πορ-
νείας אֶתְנַנֶּיהָ .. אֶתְנַן זוֹנָה .. אֶתְנַן זוֹנָה. His selection of this very generic word, 

the sole case in the LXX, δόμα, may have been influenced by the similarity 

of the Hebrew noun with √נתן. LSJ s.v. 2 mentions a 3rd cent. BCE papyrus, 

in which δόμα is used in the sense of ‘payment.’

ἐπὶ עַל] Though this Heb. preposition can indicate proximity as in הִנֵּה עמֵֹד 

 Gn 24.30, where, true, G says ἑστηκότος αὐτοῦ ἐπὶ τῶν עַל־הַגְּמַלִּים עַל־הָעָיִן

καμήλων ἐπὶ τῆς πηγῆς, but the noun following ἐπί is in the genitive, and 

<ἐπί + acc.> is never used in this sense. So what happened was not by the 

threshing floor, but on it, inside of it.2 What happened there may, but does not 

have to, refer to cases of temple prostitution associated with the local, Canaan-

ite fertility cult, for זָנָה here, as elsewhere in our book, is often used primarily 

in its metaphorical sense with the intimate relationship between Israel and 

their God being compared to matrimony.

9.2) ἅλων καὶ ληνὸς οὐκ ἔγνω αὐτούς, καὶ ὁ οἶνος ἐψεύσατο αὐτούς. 

 A threshing floor and a winepress did not recognise them, and the wine 

disappointed them.

גֹּרֶן וָיֶקֶב לאֹ יִרְעֵם וְתִירוֹשׁ יְכַחֶשׁ בָּהּ:

1 Andersen - Freedman 1980.522 do their best to defend the MT.
2 On ἐπί see GELS s.v. I 3 and III and on עַל see BDB s.v. II 6.
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ἔγνω αὐτούς] = ידעם, ≠  H יִרְעֵם. Whether our translator knew such an 

unusual collocation as in מָוֶת יִרְעֵם Ps 49.15, he may have found גֹּרֶן וָיֶקֶב as 

the subjects of רָעָה unusual and emended his Vorlage.

ἐψεύσατο αὐτούς ּיְכַחֶשׁ בָּה] Either the harvest was much less than expected 

or the quality was inferior than wished for. On the equivalence < ψεύδομαι - 
 see διότι συκῆ οὐ καρποφορήσει, καὶ οὐκ ἔσται γενήματα ἐν ταῖς ,< כִּחֵשׁ

ἀμπέλοις· ψεύσεται ἔργον ἐλαίας, καὶ τὰ πεδία οὐ ποιήσει βρῶσιν כִּי־תְאֵנָה 

 Hb 3.17, where לאֹ־תִפְרָח וְאֵין יְבוּל בַּגְּפָנִים כִּחֵשׁ מַעֲשֵׂה־זַיִת וּשְׁדֵמוֹת לאֹ־עָשָׂה אֹכֶל

it is also about disappointing crops.

It is not impossible that the Vorlage of G read Pf. ׁכחש, and ידעם could 

have been read either as Pf. יְדָעָם or Impf. יֵדָעֵם. However, in vs. 4 we see 

Impf. translated with Aor. twice: ּיִסְּכו ἔσπεισαν and ּיֶעֶרְבו ἥδυναν. See also 

vs. 3: יֵשְׁבוּ .. וְשָׁב κατῴκησαν .. κατῴκησεν < ישׁבו .. ישׁב. The Greek Aor. 

in these cases appears to indicate recent events.

αὐτούς ּבָּה] Sensible harmonisation with the preceding αὐτούς יִרְעֵם.

9.3) οὐ κατῴκησαν ἐν τῇ γῇ τοῦ κυρίου· κατῴκησεν Εφραιμ εἰς Αἴγυπτον, 

καὶ ἐν Ἀσσυρίοις ἀκάθαρτα φάγονται.

 They did not dwell in the land of the Lord: Ephraim dwelled in Egypt, 

and in Assyria they will eat unclean things.

לאֹ יֵשְׁבוּ בְּאֶרֶץ יְהוָה וְשָׁב אֶפְרַיִם מִצְרַיִם וּבְאַשּׁוּר טָמֵא יאֹכֵלוּ:

 κατῴκησαν .. κατῴκησεν] On the tense vacillation, see above יֵשְׁבוּ .. וְשָׁב

at vs. 2.

εἰς Αἴγυπτον מִצְרַיִם] Since the verb יָשַׁב ‘to dwell,’ presupposed by G, 

does not govern a direct object of dwelling-place,3  ב־ was mentally supplied 

by our translator. εἰς is sometimes loosely used as synonymous with ἐν, e.g. 

εἰς τὸν τόπον, ὃν ἐὰν ἐκλέξηται κύριος ὁ θεός σου ἐπικληθῆναι τὸ ὄνομα 

αὐτοῦ ἐκεῖ, θύσεις τὸ πασχα De 16.6 // φάγῃ ἐν τῷ τόπῳ, ᾧ ἐὰν ἐκλέξηται 
κύριος vs. 7. Note also ἐκεῖ προφητεύσεις· 13εἰς δὲ Βαιθηλ οὐκέτι μὴ προ-
σθῇς τοῦ προφητεῦσαι Am 7.12f. Given the antithetic parallelism with the 

preceding οὐ κατῴκησαν ἐν τῇ γῇ τοῦ κυρίου we would analyse εἰς here, 

too, as synonymous with ἐν.4

9.4) οὐκ ἔσπεισαν τῷ κυρίῳ οἶνον καὶ οὐχ ἥδυναν αὐτῷ· αἱ θυσίαι αὐτῶν 

ὡς ἄρτος πένθους αὐτοῖς, πάντες οἱ ἔσθοντες αὐτὰ μιανθήσονται, 
διότι οἱ ἄρτοι αὐτῶν ταῖς ψυχαῖς αὐτῶν οὐκ εἰσελεύσονται εἰς τὸν 

οἶκον κυρίου.

 They did not pour wine to the Lord and their sacrifices were not to His 

pleasure. They are to them like bread of grief. All who eat it will become 

3 Participles are distinct here, e.g. ישְֹׁבֵי הָאָרֶץ Ex 23.21, = הַיּשְֹׁבִים בָּאָרֶץ.
4 Thus pace GELS s.v. κατοικέω 2: “moved into Egypt and settled there.”
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unclean, for their bread is, being for their pleasure, shall not enter the 

house of the Lord.

יִטַמָּאוּ  כָּל־אֹכְלָיו  לָהֶם  אוֹנִים  כְּלֶחֶם  זִבְחֵיהֶם  יֶעֶרְבוּ־לוֹ  וְלאֹ  יַיִן  לַיהוָה  לאֹ־יִסְּכוּ 
כִּי־לַחְמָם לְנַפְשָׁם לאֹ יָבוֹא בֵּית יְהוָה:

οὐκ ἔσπεισαν .. καὶ οὐχ ἥδυναν ּלאֹ־יִסְּכוּ .. וְלאֹ יֶעֶרְבו] The Impf. of G may 

be meant as jussive (prohibitive) rather than plain future (prediction), hence 

‘shall not’ rather than ‘will not.’ On its rendition by means of the Aorist, see 

above at vs. 2.

οὐχ ἥδυναν αὐτῷ·] From the punctuation in the current LXX versions the 

subject of the verb can only be personal, Ephraim.5 Whilst the verb ἡδύνω 

is not very common in SG (9×), its subject is usually impersonal with the 

exception of τί ὡραιώθης καὶ τί ἡδύνθης Ct 7.7. Particularly noteworthy in 

our context is αἱ θυσίαι ὑμῶν οὐχ ἥδυνάν μοι לִי לאֹ־עָרְבוּ   .Je 6.20 זִבְחֵיכֶם 

The subject of the following nominal clause can be supplied from the imme-

diate context, i.e. זִבְחֵיהֶם, or what follows it can be analysed as the subject 

complement of the verbal clause, i.e. ‘they being to them like ..’.6

ἔσθοντες αὐτὰ אֹכְלָיו] The n.pl. pronoun does not concord with the object 

suffix of אֹכְלָיו, where the reference is most likely לֶחֶם. The neuter concord 

such as this is common in the cultic terminology, the pronoun referring to an 

object offered. For details, see SSG § 77 cb.

ταῖς ψυχαῖς αὐτῶν לְנַפְשָׁם] a subject complement, on which see above.7

9.5) τί ποιήσετε ἐν ἡμέρᾳ πανηγύρεως καὶ ἐν ἡμέρᾳ ἑορτῆς τοῦ κυρίου;

 What will you do on a day of public festival and on a day of feast for 

the Lord?

מַה־תַּעֲשׂוּ לְיוֹם מוֹעֵד וּלְיוֹם חַג־יְהוָה:

9.6) διὰ τοῦτο ἰδοὺ πορεύσονται ἐκ ταλαιπωρίας Αἰγύπτου, καὶ ἐκδέξε-
ται αὐτοὺς Μέμφις, καὶ θάψει αὐτοὺς Μαχμας· τὸ ἀργύριον αὐτῶν 

ὄλεθρος κληρονομήσει, ἄκανθαι ἐν τοῖς σκηνώμασιν αὐτῶν.

 Therefore, behold, they will get out of the misery of Egypt, and yet 

Memphis will receive them, and Machmas will bury them. Perdition will 

inherit their silver, (there will grow) thorns in their dwellings.

כִּי־הִנֵּה הָלְכוּ מִשּׁדֹ מִצְרַיִם תְּקַבְּצֵם מֹף תְּקַבְּרֵם מַחְמַד לְכַסְפָּם קִמּוֹשׂ יִירָשֵׁם חוֹחַ 
בְּאָהֳלֵיהֶם:

5 This accords with the Tiberian accentuation with a disjunctive accent in ֹ֒לו.
6 On the notion of subject complement, see SQH § 31 t.
7 On our reservations over the frequently expressed view that <ψυχή + suf. pron.> is 

sometimes equivalent to a reflexive pronoun or a personal pronoun, see Muraoka 2005.60-65 
and SSG § 8 g. Cf. BAGD s.v. ψυχή 2 g and Lust - Eynikel - Hauspie 2003 s.v.
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πορεύσονται .. καὶ ἐκδέξεται .. תְּקַבְּצֵם מִצְרַיִם  מִשּׁדֹ   On account [הָלְכוּ 

of the shift from the Pf. to the Impf. in H the chronological sequence of the 

future events is easy to follow, whereas G highlights the futurity of the events 

and has added καὶ, ‘even so.’

Μαχμας מַחְמַד] a surprising equivalence, since מַחְמָד must have been well 

known to the translator. However, he may have struggled with the compli-

cated syntactic structure of the verse on top of the rare word ׂקִמּוֹש. He took 

it as parallel to מֹף, though Jerome (PL 25.892f.) rightly points out the absurd-

ity of locating in Egypt the well-known place, e.g. 1K 14.5 (ׂמִכְמָש). In the 

two remaining attestations of ׂקִמּוֹש, Is 34.13 and Pr 24.31, the Septuagint is 

not exactly illuminating. In any event its context shows that the noun does not 

denote destruction per se, though thistles or nettles are destructive.

9.7) ἥκασιν αἱ ἡμέραι τῆς ἐκδικήσεως, ἥκασιν αἱ ἡμέραι τῆς ἀνταποδό-
σεώς σου, καὶ κακωθήσεται Ισραηλ ὥσπερ ὁ προφήτης ὁ παρεξε-
στηκώς, ἄνθρωπος ὁ πνευματοφόρος· ὑπὸ τοῦ πλήθους τῶν ἀδικιῶν 

σου ἐπληθύνθη μανία σου.

 The days of punishment are come, the days of your retribution are come, 

and Israel will suffer. Just as a deranged prophet, a person carried away 

by an (evil) spirit, under the multitude of your injustices your madness 

increased.

בָּאוּ יְמֵי הַפְּקֻדָּה בָּאוּ יְמֵי הַשִׁלֻּם יֵדְעוּ יִשְׂרָאֵל אֱוִיל הַנָּבִיא מְשֻׁגָּע אִישׁ הָרוּחַ עַל 
רבֹ עֲוֹנְךָ וְרַבָּה מַשְׂטֵמָה:

κακωθήσεται] = ּיֵרָעו, ≠ H ּיֵדְעו.
ὥσπερ ὁ προφήτης אֱוִיל הַנָּבִיא] One does not know where ὥσπερ origi-

nates nor what has happened to אֱוִיל. The translator presumably has seen that 

the discourse here is cast in a metaphorical language. Hence he is using the 

article of ὁ προφήτης, just as its Hebrew equivalent, with generic value, not 

with reference to any particular prophet, see SSG § 1 d.

We would go along with Joosten (129), who maintains that, unlike in the 

modern LXX editions, the supralinear dot in πνευματοφόρος· is to be shifted 

to the end of Ισραηλ.

ἄνθρωπος ὁ πνευματοφόρος ַאִישׁ הָרוּח] On the unusual addition of the 

definite article in G, possibly influenced by ַהָרוּח, see above at 8.12, and 

SSG § 37 bbc. As unusual is the article in ὁ παρεξεστηκώς, where the syn-

tactic analysis on the part of G departs from what H means: in the latter we 

have two self-standing nominal clauses in ַאֱוִיל הַנָּבִיא ||מְשֻׁגָּע אִישׁ הָרוּח.

This rare adjective is also applied to prophets in οἱ προφῆται αὐτῆς πνευ-
ματοφόροι Zp 3.4, rendering 8 .פֹּחֵז

8 Joosten (129), relying on Chantraine (1968.1189), prefers πνευματόφορος.
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The end of the verse in H is also syntactically complicated. ָעַל רבֹ עֲוֹנְך is 

probably to be construed as an adverbial adjunct with the two preceding nom-

inal clauses. However, רַבָּה מַשְׂטֵמָה, not מַשְׂטֵמָה רַבָּה nor הַמַּשְׂטֵמָה הָרַבָּה, can-

not be so analysed as in some modern translations. If we are to retain the MT, 

the only possible way-out is to see in רַבָּה here a verb, בָּה  with a penultimate רַ֫

accent, ‘it increased,’ and not an adjective, ה  In the same vein of analysis .רַבָּ֫

our translator deleted the conjunction of וְרַבָּה and freely added σου.

μανία מַשְׂטֵמָה] The Hebrew noun is known to mean ‘animosity, hostility,’ 

and it occurs a few times in Qumran documents. G is consistent in its inter-

pretation, when it occurs in the next verse. The sense ‘madness’ is parallel to 

-in our verse. The noun does not occur anywhere else in BH. Indepen מְשֻׁגָּע

dently of Joosten (129) we (Index 76b) mentioned √שׁטי as a possible explana-

tion of G’s μανία here, referring to ματαιότητας καὶ μανίας ψευδεῖς רְהָבִים 

כָזָב  Ps 39.4. We (Index 364c) also mentioned ἕως ἂν ἀπομανῶσιν οἱ וְשָׂטֵי 
πολλοὶ καὶ πλησθῇ ἡ γῆ ἀδικίας Da 12.4 LXX, where also, as in our Ho 

passage, ἀδικία is brought in.

9.8) σκοπὸς Εφραιμ μετὰ θεοῦ· προφήτης, παγὶς σκολιὰ ἐπὶ πάσας τὰς 

ὁδοὺς αὐτοῦ· μανίαν ἐν οἴκῳ θεοῦ κατέπηξαν.

 Ephraim is a watcher with God, a prophet, a twisted trap on all his 

ways. They firmly planted madness in the house of God,

צפֶֹה אֶפְרַיִם עִם־אֱלֹהָי נָבִיא פַּח יָקוֹשׁ עַל־כָּל־דְּרָכָיו מַשְׂטֵמָה בְּבֵית אֱלֹהָיו:

Whether or not G’s Vorlage had the difficult אלהי in it, the sequence of 

the words is a perfect match between the two texts.

κατέπηξαν ּהֶעְמִיקו] Though the second half of the verse can be analysed 

as two asyndetic, verbless, locative clauses, G has turned the second into a 

verbal clause by shifting the first word of the next verse here. Another gram-

matical consideration may have played a role here. Namely, the adverbial 

use of a verb asyndetically linked with another, which latter carries the main 

meaning, was apparently alien to our translator. Thus in δρόσος ὀρθρινὴ 

πορευομένη ‘evanescent dew descending at dawn’ Ho 6.4, 13.3, on which 

see our discussion above ad 6.4. See also ἑτοιμάζου ὄρθρισον, διέφθαρται 
πᾶσα ἡ ἐπιφυλλὶς αὐτῶν אָכֵן הִשְׁכִּימוּ הִשְׁחִיתוּ כֹּל עֲלִילוֹתָם Zp 3.7.9

9.9) ἐφθάρησαν κατὰ τὰς ἡμέρας τοῦ βουνοῦ· μνησθήσεται ἀδικίας αὐτῶν, 

ἐκδικήσει ἁμαρτίας αὐτῶν.

 They were annihilated as in the days of the hill. He will recall their 

injustices, He will requite their sins.

הֶעְמִיקוּ־שִׁחֵתוּ כִּימֵי הַגִּבְעָה יִזְכּוֹר עֲוֹנָם יִפְקוֹד חַטּאֹותָם: ס

9 On this feature in BH, see JM § 177 g.
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τοῦ βουνοῦ הַגִּבְעָה] In a very similar context the same equivalence recurs 

below at 10.9. It is hardly thinkable that our translator should be unfamiliar 

with the history recounted in Jd 19 - 20. On the contrary, his knowledge of 

it is manifest in view of κατὰ τὰς ἡμέρας τοῦ βουνοῦ. There הַגִּבְעָה is trans-

literated as a place-name, Γαβαα. Is our translator using ὁ βουνός as a virtual 

place-name, ‘the hill par excellence’? That παγὶς ἐγενήθητε τῇ σκοπιᾷ 

5.1 differs from our case here is evident in view of the revocalisation of H 

.σκοπιά then is functioning as an ordinary substantive ;לַמִּצְפֶּה as לְמִצְפָּה

μνησθήσεται .. ἐκδικήσει] On God recalling and requiting, see above at 

8.13.

9.10) Ὡς σταφυλὴν ἐν ἐρήμῳ εὗρον τὸν Ισραηλ καὶ ὡς σκοπὸν ἐν συκῇ 

πρόϊμον εἶδον πατέρας αὐτῶν· αὐτοὶ εἰσῆλθον πρὸς τὸν Βεελφεγωρ 

καὶ ἀπηλλοτριώθησαν εἰς αἰσχύνην, καὶ ἐγένοντο οἱ ἐβδελυγμένοι 
ὡς οἱ ἠγαπημένοι.

 I found Israel like grapes in a desert and I saw their fathers like an 

early watchman on a fig tree. They entered Beelphegor and shame-

fully conducted themselves as alien, and the detested became like the 

beloved.

אֲבוֹתֵיכֶם  רָאִיתִי  בְּרֵאשִׁיתָהּ  בִתְאֵנָה  כְּבִכּוּרָה  יִשְׂרָאֵל  מָצָאתִי  בַּמִּדְבָּר  כַּעֲנָבִים 
הֵמָּה בָּאוּ בַעַל־פְּעוֹר וַיִּנָּזְרוּ לַבּשֶֹׁת וַיִּהְיוּ שִׁקּוּצִים כְּאָהֳבָם:

σταφυλὴν ἐν ἐρήμῳ עֲנָבִים בַּמִּדְבָּר] Not grapes growing in a carefully main-

tained vineyard, but wild grapes.

σκοπὸν ἐν συκῇ πρόϊμον ּבִכּוּרָה בִתְאֵנָה בְּרֵאשִׁיתָה] H is a reference to early 

figs not yet fully ripe. By contrast, G is probably a reference to a watchman 

who was eager enough to rise early, but posted himself in a wrong place, not 

by the city gate. His sole concern was to protect figs round his house against 

thefts. All the same, how G arrived at σκοπός is a mystery. The same prob-

lem arises at συκαῖ σκοποὺς ἔχουσαι תְּאֵנִים עִם־בִּכּוּרִים Na 3.12, where the 

authors of BA (234-9.227) argue that G represents √בקר, not √בכר. This Semitic 

root has little to with watchmen or guards. We do not follow their argument, 

either, that σκοποί here means “des premiers fruits du figuier.” We most 

likely have here a scribal error for καρπός, so in Index s.c. σκοπός.10

On the spelling of πρόϊμος, Walters (1973.75f., 92f.) is firm in his prefer-

ence of πρώ-.11

10 Macintosh (1997.364) refers to Field (1875 ad Ho 9.10), who thinks that, here and 
at Na 3.12, σκοπός means ‘early fig.’ He admits that such a use is usus alias inexploratus. 
SD II 2321 ad loc. holds that here we maybe have an agricultural technical term, though we 
suspect our translator’s likely urban background and a measure of ignorance on his part in 
that lexical field, see ad 10.4. As BA ad Na 3.12 admits, a v.l. there does read καρπους.

11 For a more recent treatment of the issue, see BDAG s.v.
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καὶ ἀπηλλοτριώθησαν ּוַיִּנָּזְרו] G is a reference to Israelites on the way out 

of Egypt who not only embraced Moabite girls at Peor (Baalphegor in G), but 

also their alien (ἀλλότριος) religious practices. Given the high frequency 

(37 times)12 of the equivalence of G ἀλλότριος and H זָר, H’s ּיִּנָּזְרו must 

have been read as a form of √זור, say Nif. ּיִזֹּרו Definitely noteworthy is τὰς 

ἀπηλλοτριωμένας ἀπ᾿ ἐμοῦ ἐν τοῖς ἐνθυμήμασιν αὐτῶν נָזרֹוּ מֵעָלַי בְּגִלּוּלֵיהֶם 
Ez 14.5, also a reference to idolatry. Another slight possibility is √נכר, but 

the only relevant case is καὶ ἠλλοτριοῦτο ἀπ᾿ αὐτῶν וַיִּתְנַכֵּר אֲלֵיהֶם Gn 42.7, 

where it has nothing to do with a foreign religion, but feigning.

οἱ ἠγαπημένοι] Is אֲהֻבִם meant for H’s אָהֳבָם?

9.11) Εφραιμ ὡς ὄρνεον ἐξεπετάσθη, αἱ δόξαι αὐτῶν ἐκ τόκων καὶ 
ὠδίνων καὶ συλλήμψεων·

 Ephraim flew off like a bird, their glories are from births and birth 

pangs and pregnancies.

אֶפְרַיִם כָּעוֹף יִתְעוֹפֵף כְּבוֹדָם מִלֵּדָה וּמִבֶּטֶן וּמֵהֵרָיוֹן:

ἐκ τόκων καὶ ὠδίνων καὶ συλλήμψεων מִלֵּדָה וּמִבֶּטֶן וּמֵהֵרָיוֹן] G has all 

the three nouns in the plural, probably in harmony with the preceding αἱ 
δόξαι αὐτῶν כְּבוֹדָם. However, the conversion to the plural also suggests that 

Ephraim glories himself in the increase in population. This also has to do 

with a different syntactic dissection of the verse as shown by H and G. The 

Tiberian accentuation adds a disjunctive accent to the first word, יִם  and ,אֶפְרַ֕

a conjunctive to the next word, כָּע֖וֹף. This means that אֶפְרַיִם is extraposed 

and resumed by the suffix of כְּבוֹדָם and the subject of יִתְעוֹפֵף is not Ephraim, 

but his glory, an interpretation which cannot be reconciled with G, in which 

αἱ δόξαι (pl.) cannot be the subject of ἐξεπετάσθη (sg.). The thrice repeated 

preposition מִ־ is assigned ablative value as we can read in Rashi’s commen-

tary ad loc.: Ephraim’s loss of glory will materialise in still births (מִלֵּדָה), 

pre-natal deaths (מִבֶּטֶן), and sterility (מֵהֵרָיוֹן). G, so also Jerome, may have 

failed to see this ablative value of the Hebrew preposition here.

their glories are from births] We have added the copula, are. Joosten (131) 

deliberately leaves it out, saying that here is an anacolouthon. In Greek the 

non-use of a form of εἰμί is perfectly idiomatic, when the tense of the verb 

is not future or preterite, or its mood is not subjunctive or optative. Thus 

ἐγὼ Ησαυ ὁ πρωτότοκός σου Ge 27.19 // Ἐγώ εἰμι ὁ υἱός σου ὁ πρω-
τότοκος Ησαυ vs. 32.13 Another example is in our next verse: σάρξ μου 

ἐξ αὐτῶν.

12 Cf. Index s.v. ἀλλότριος; we have proposed to include זָר in ἀλλοτρίους H זֵדִים 
Ma 3.15.

13 For a detailed discussion, see SSG § 94 d.
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9.12) διότι καὶ ἐὰν ἐκθρέψωσι τὰ τέκνα αὐτῶν, ἀτεκνωθήσονται ἐξ 

ἀνθρώπων· διότι καὶ οὐαὶ αὐτοῖς ἐστι, σάρξ μου ἐξ αὐτῶν.

 For even if they nurture their children, they could lose children. For 

also woe to them, my flesh is from them.

כִּי אִם־יְגַדְּלוּ אֶת־בְּנֵיהֶם וְשִׁכַּלְתִּים מֵאָדָם כִּי־גַם־אוֹי לָהֶם בְּשׂוּרִי מֵהֶם:

ἀτεκνωθήσονται שִׁכַּלְתִּים] The shift from ‘I’ in H to ‘they’ in G lays focus 

on the fate to meet Ephraim, though it is eventually a divine punishment.

ἐξ מֵ־] Both are ablative in value, indicating deprivation. Note the use of 

ἀπό, a synonym of ἐκ, in Rebecca’s words – μήποτε ἀτεκνωθῶ ἀπὸ τῶν δύο 

ὑμῶν ἐν ἡμέρᾳ μιᾷ לָמָה אֶשְׁכַּל גַּם־שְׁנֵיכֶם יוֹם אֶחָד Ge 27.45, where also שָׁכַל 

is rendered with ἀτεκνόω.14

ἀνθρώπων אָדָם] G has rightly analysed אָדָם here as used collectively. On 

the surface the clause as it stands sounds tautologous. However, the prema-

ture death of your own children, in this context, implies the eventual demise 

of the whole nation.

σάρξ μου] = בְּשָׂרִי, ≠ H בְּשׂוּרִי ‘when I turn away.’ God’s future plan 

depends on those children successfully nurtured, so that ultimately they are 

His human representatives.

9.13) Εφραιμ, ὃν τρόπον εἶδον, εἰς θήραν παρέστησαν τὰ τέκνα αὐτῶν, 

καὶ Εφραιμ τοῦ ἐξαγαγεῖν εἰς ἀποκέντησιν τὰ τέκνα αὐτοῦ.

 Ephraim, as I saw, proffered their children for prey, and Ephraim to 

take his children out to have (them) pierced through.

אֶפְרַיִם כַּאֲשֶׁר־רָאִיתִי לְצוֹר שְׁתוּלָה בְנָוֶה וְאֶפְרַיִם לְהוֹצִיא אֶל־הֹרֵג בָּנָיו:

εἰς θήραν παρέστησαν τὰ τέκνα αὐτῶν לְצוֹר שְׁתוּלָה בְנָוֶה] G departs quite 

considerably from H. 1) εἰς θήραν = לָצוּד or 2  .לְצַיִד) παρέστησαν = ּשָׁתו.  

3) There is nothing in G which would correspond to לָה. Was לה read as 

 an ,בְּנוֹהִי .i.e ,בנוהי = for their own sakes’? 4) τὰ τέκνα αὐτῶν‘ לָהֶם .i.e ,להם

Aramaising form that sometimes occurs in QH, replacing the standard בניו, 

e.g. יסודותוהי ‘its foundations’  1QS 8.8.15  בניה, i.e. ָבָּנֶיה, is unlikely in view 

of בָּנָיו at the end of the verse.

τοῦ ἐξαγαγεῖν] The syntactic status of this prepositional adjunct in G is 

as obscure as that of לְהוֹצִיא in H. König’s (1897 § 339 z) “bestimmt sein zu 

einem Act” may relate the infinitive to the following אֶל־הֹרֵג, but not to 

what precedes. Our infinitival clause appears to be parallel to εἰς θήραν 

and an adverbal adjunct of παρέστησαν, but then the intervening Εφραιμ 

14 Theodoret (PG 81.1601) identifies here an agent in the passive construction, but ἐκ is 
not so used, see GELS s.v. 6.

15 See SQH p. 233.
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is disruptive. The logical subject of the infinitive would not be Ephraim,16 

i.e. it proffered his children to be taken out etc.

εἰς ἀποκέντησιν אֶל־הֹרֵג] Though it eventually comes down to the same 

thing, the translator may have found it emotionally unbearable to select a 

straightforward word such as σφαγή. We could not bring ourselves to say 

‘to piece (them) through,’ though G does not say who did the piercing.

.הֶרֶג may have been read as הֹרֵג

9.14) δὸς αὐτοῖς, κύριε· τί δώσεις αὐτοῖς; δὸς αὐτοῖς μήτραν ἀτεκνοῦ-
σαν καὶ μαστοὺς ξηρούς.

 Give them, o Lord. What shall You give them? Give them a sterile womb 

and dry breasts.

תֵּן־לָהֶם יְהוָה מַה־תִּתֵּן תֵּן־לָהֶם רֶחֶם מַשְׁכִּיל וְשָׁדַיִם צמְֹקִים:

μήτραν ἀτεκνοῦσαν רֶחֶם מַשְׁכִּיל] The same Greek verb used in vs. 12 is 

here intransitive.

9.15) πᾶσαι αἱ κακίαι αὐτῶν εἰς Γαλγαλ, ὅτι ἐκεῖ αὐτοὺς ἐμίσησα· διὰ 

τὰς κακίας τῶν ἐπιτηδευμάτων αὐτῶν ἐκ τοῦ οἴκου μου ἐκβαλῶ 

αὐτούς, οὐ μὴ προσθήσω τοῦ ἀγαπῆσαι αὐτούς· πάντες οἱ ἄρχο-
ντες αὐτῶν ἀπειθοῦντες.

 All their evils are in Galgal, for there I disliked them. On account of 

the evils of their practices I shall throw them out of My house, and 

shall not love them any longer. All their rulers are disobedient.

אוֹסֵף  לאֹ  אֲגָרְשֵׁם  מִבֵּיתִי  מַעַלְלֵיהֶם  רעַֹ  עַל  שְׂנֵאתִים  כִּי־שָׁם  בַּגִּלְגָּל  כָּל־רָעָתָם 
אַהֲבָתָם כָּל־שָׂרֵיהֶם סֹרְרִים:

εἰς Γαλγαλ] εἰς nothing but synonymous with ἐν; see GELS s.v. εἰς 8, 

not only locative, but also temporal.

ἀπειθοῦντες סֹרְרִים] In order to differentiate between ἀπειθέω and 

its adjective, ἀπειθής, one could translate as ‘.. are being disobedient.’ 

Though our translator may have his own position different from one of his 

earlier colleagues, we would not insist on this in view of a vacillation such 

as Ἐὰν δέ τινι ᾖ υἱὸς ἀπειθὴς καὶ ἐρεθιστὴς De 21.18 // Ὁ υἱὸς ἡμῶν 

οὗτος ἀπειθεῖ καὶ ἐρεθίζει vs. 20; G is here basically the same, סוֹרֵר 

17 .וּמוֹרֶה

16 What seems to be implicit in Joosten’s (131) rendition: “afin de faire sortir ..”.
17 At ἀπειθοῦντες ἦτε τὰ πρὸς κύριον ἀπὸ τῆς ἡμέρας, ἧς ἐγνώσθη ὑμῖν De 9.24 the 

translator could have written ἀπειθεῖς ἦτε, but he probably wanted to highlight the contrast 
ἠπειθήσατε τῷ ῥήματι κυρίου τοῦ θεοῦ ὑμῶν with the same verb in the Aorist in the preced-
ing verse, where it is concerned with a one-off refusal.
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9.16) ἐπόνεσεν Εφραιμ, τὰς ῥίζας αὐτοῦ ἐξηράνθη, καρπὸν οὐκέτι μὴ 

ἐνέγκῃ· διότι καὶ ἐὰν γεννήσωσιν, ἀποκτενῶ τὰ ἐπιθυμήματα κοι-
λίας αὐτῶν.

 Ephraim suffered, it dried up at its roots, it will never bear fruits, for 

even if they gave birth, I will kill the darlings of their belly.

הֻכָּה אֶפְרַיִם שָׁרְשָׁם יָבֵשׁ פְּרִי בְלִי־[בַל]־יַעֲשׂוּן גַּם כִּי יֵלֵדוּן וְהֵמַתִּי מַחֲמַדֵּי בִטְנָם: ס

ἐπόνεσεν הֻכָּה] The selection of an intransitive verb, πονέω, obscures the 

fact that its suffering comes from a third party. This selection as the high-

frequency Hebrew verb occurs nowhere else in LXX.

τὰς ῥίζας αὐτοῦ] Whether we construe this phrase with ἐξηράνθη in keep-

ing with Ziegler’s punctuation and the Tiberian accentuation (יִם  or with (אֶפְרַ֔

ἐπόνεσεν (so Joosten 131), we have an accusative of respect, specification 

or limitation.18

καρπὸν οὐκέτι μὴ ἐνέγκῃ פְּרִי בַל־יַעֲשׂוּן] On the idiomatic rendition φέρω 

καρπόν instead of the verbatim ποιέω καρπόν, quite common in SG, see 

Joosten 1998.70f.

γεννήσωσιν יֵלֵדוּן] Whilst Ephraim is metaphorically compared to a tree, 

the translator just recognised the preceding פְּרִי as an ellipsis for פְּרִי בֶטֶן.

9.17) ἀπώσεται αὐτοὺς ὁ θεός, ὅτι οὐκ εἰσήκουσαν αὐτοῦ, καὶ ἔσονται 
πλανῆται ἐν τοῖς ἔθνεσιν.

 God will reject them, because they did not hearken unto Him, and they 

will be wanderers among the peoples.

יִמְאָסֵם אֱלֹהַי כִּי לאֹ שָׁמְעוּ לוֹ וְיִהְיוּ נֹדְדִים בַּגּוֹיִם: ס

ἔσονται πλανῆται יִהְיוּ נֹדְדִים] The translator could have written ἔσονται 
πλανῶντες with little difference in meaning, cf. στένων καὶ τρέμων ἔσῃ 

ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς נָע וָנָד תִּהְיֶה בָאָרֶץ Ge 4.12, sim. vs. 14. Though this periphrastic 

structure appears to be alien when εἰμί is in the fut., this periphrasis meets 

the need to mark the imperfective aspect, since the future tense is aspect-

neutral.19 

18 See SSG § 22 xh.
19 See SSG § 31 fc.
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10.1) Ἄμπελος εὐκληματοῦσα Ισραηλ, ὁ καρπὸς εὐθηνῶν αὐτῇ· κατὰ τὸ 

πλῆθος τῶν καρπῶν αὐτῆς ἐπλήθυνε τὰ θυσιαστήρια, κατὰ τὰ 

ἀγαθὰ τῆς γῆς αὐτοῦ ᾠκοδόμησαν στήλας. 

 Israel is a vine with vigorously growing branches, fruits are flourishing 

for it. In keeping with the multitude of its fruits he further added to the 

altars, in keeping with the splendid produce of his land they built pillars. 

גֶּפֶן בּוֹקֵק יִשְׂרָאֵל פְּרִי יְשַׁוֶּה־לּוֹ כְּרבֹ לְפִרְיוֹ הִרְבָּה לַמִּזְבְּחוֹת כְּטוֹב לְאַרְצוֹ הֵיטִיבוּ 
מַצֵּבוֹת:

εὐκληματοῦσα בּוֹקֵק] The Heb. word is usually considered to be a hapax 

meaning ‘luxuriant.’ Arabic is the only cognate,1 in which /baqqa/ is said to 

mean ‘to abound.’ G is the first to take this positive view, followed by Jerome 

with his frondosa. In BH the same sequence of root consonants is more abun-

dantly attested, but with a negative connotation as in יְהוָה בּוֹקֵק הָאָרֶץ Is 24.1, 

where G reads κύριος καταφθείρει τὴν οἰκουμένην and Vulg. dissipabit 

terram. There has, however, been an approach which would not recognise two 

homonyms in BH, but to account for our hapax as an instance of √בקק as 

exemplified in the just cited Is 24.1. Trg. is the earliest representative of this 

approach: גְּפֶן בְּזִיזָא ‘a plundered vine.’2

G focuses on branches, hence selecting εὐκληματεῖν < κλῆμα ‘branch.’ 

This Gk lexeme is a hapax in LXX, and our translator, according to LSJ s.v., 

has the honour of being the first to use this word, followed by Philo and 

Philoponus (6th cent. CE). It may be a new coinage on his part.

εὐθηνῶν יְשַׁוֶּה] Here is a grammatical transformation: H transitive > G 

intransitive, bringing along a consequential transformation of H accusative 

 ,is neutral in meaning שִׁוָּה G nominative (ὁ καρπὸς). The Heb. verb < (פְּרִי)

‘to furnish,’ whereas, whatever a modern erudite Greek scholar might say, 

average readers cannot possibly fail to notice εὐ- of ἐυθηνέω, certainly not 

that of εὐκληματεῖν. This focus on the favourable, blissful features of the 

agriculture in the land of Israel underscores the abominable nature of what 

Israel was doing with this blessing granted to him.

Our translator most probably knew that the stative verb שָׁוָה ‘to be simi-

lar, resemble’ is not even remotely close to what comes through from his 

1 Cf. Cohen’s DRS II 79 s.v.
2 Cf. Ibn Ezra and Radaq: רֵק ‘empty.’ In our times, see “a ravaged vine” (JPS) and Kaddari 

(2006) s.v. “to split the earth and grow,” cf. his etymological notes.
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translated text.3 Joosten (33) writes “le traducteur semble avoir lu le verbe 

shlw,” and he mentions Zc 7.7 along with two other places (not in XII) as 

showing the same equivalence. In Zc 7.7 G reads שָׁלֵיו, the referent being 

Jerusalem. Though the Heb. equivalent is different, our translator may have 

been thinking of Ps 127.3 ἡ γυνή σου ὡς ἄμπελος εὐθηνοῦσα אֶשְׁתְּךָ כְּגֶפֶן 

-with ἄμπελος metaphorically used. Besides, this is not the only depar ,פֹּרִיָּה

ture that our translator makes from H in this single verse.

Some take the referent of ֹלו as Israel and the subject of יְשַׁוֶּה also as Israel, 

hence making the suffix pronoun reflexive.4 For him לַגֶּפֶן  = לו, as shown 

by the fem. gender of the pronoun, αὐτῇ, referring back to ἄμπελος, a fem. 

noun, though it does symbolise Israel.

αὐτῇ] Ziegler scripsit. Joosten (133) prefers to read with Rahlfs ὁ καρπὸς 

αὐτῆς, but what would that represent in Hebrew? ֹפִּרְיו? What would one then 

do with ֹלו at the end of the clause? Simply delete it and reconstitute H as ֹפִּרְיו 

 The fact that Rahlfs’ reading is attested by only part of the sources, for ?יִשְׁלֶה

many others including B read ὁ καρπὸς εὐθηνῶν αὐτῆς, a secondary lectio 

facilior, which confirms the originality of αὐτῇ, for the gen. αὐτῆς separated 

from ὁ καρπός would be no problem in CG, but not in translation Greek of 

LXX nor ֹפְּרִי .. לו cannot substitute ֹפִּרְיו. We would thus go along with Zie-

gler5 here.

κατὰ τὸ πλῆθος τῶν καρπῶν αὐτῆς ἐπλήθυνε .., κατὰ τὰ ἀγαθὰ τῆς γῆς 

αὐτοῦ ᾠκοδόμησαν ּהֵיטִיבו לְאַרְצוֹ  כְּטוֹב   .. הִרְבָּה  לְפִרְיוֹ   Both G and H [כְּרבֹ 

display perfect poetic parallelism between the two parts of the second half 

of the verse. Both parts are an adverbial adjunct prefixed with a respective, 

identical preposition and are followed by a finite verb. The two verbs share 

the same subject, in spite of the shift from sg. to pl. The parallelism extends 

from the grammatical to lexico-semantic level. The preposition kaf is attached 

to a word that designates a quality and the matching quality is expressed by 

the respective finite verb, so at least in H: ֹהִרְבָּה  // רב and הֵיטִיבוּ  // טוֹב. Their 

roots are not identical, but are unmistakably cognate: √רבי√  // רבב and √טוב //  

.יטב√
G’s analysis of the Heb. preposition is in line with its use as in Ps 51.3 

 which is rendered in G as in our Ho passage: κατὰ τὸ ,כְּרבֹ רַחֲמֶיךָ מְחֵה פְשָׁעָי

πλῆθος τῶν οἰκτιρμῶν σου ἐξάλειψον τὸ ἀνόμημά μου. ֹכְּרב is similarly 

used in BH five more times. However, it is only in our Ho passage that ֹכְּרב 

is followed by the preposition lamed prefixed to a noun. G applied the same 

3 We doubt that our translator’s Hebrew vocabulary contained a homonym שִׁוָּה “reif 
machen,” which is unknown in Classical Arabic, but Nyberg (1935.71) assures us that it is 
abundantly attested in Egyptian and Syrian Arabic.

4 So BDB s.v. ְ5  ל I (a), p. 515b.
5 Ziegler writes: “in ea Hi.” (PL 25.901). The Vulg. reads ei, an early witness in support of 

Ziegler. 
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analysis to the parallel prepositional phrase. This preposition does occasion-

ally intrude into a construct phrase as in 1  בֵּן לְיִשַׁיSm 16.18 instead of בֶּן יִשַׁי, 

but not every cst. phrase can be broken up, e.g. מִזְבַּח אֲדָמָה ‘earthen altar’ 

Ex 20.24. The examples in our Ho passage do not come under any of the 

notional categories6 which, in BH, can be optionally expressed by means of 

an analytic instead of synthetic structure.

The collocation such as ָרבֹ רַחֲמֶיך and the likes presumably led our trans-

lator to leave out of account this unusual preposition lamed away from an 

alternative analysis of the prepositional phrases, for ֹכְּרב and כְּטוֹב can be 

analysed as representing <כְּ־ (of time) + inf. cst.>, so in Trg. ד  כַּד אַסְגִּיתִי .. כַַּ

 when I multiplied .. when I brought,’ an analysis followed by Radaq‘ אֵיתִיתִי

with 7 .כאשׁר So König (1897 § 286d). Here, too, however, the preposition 

lamed calls for an explanation. One proposed by König (loc. cit.) is not quite 

satisfactory: a kind of dativus commodi vel incommodi, for which he men-

tions, e.g. רַב לָכֶם שֶׁבֶת בָּהָר הַזֶּה Dt 1.6, with a negative connotation, “you have 

had enough of it,” which certainly is inapplicable to our Ho example.8

ἐπλήθυνε] Though analysable as Impf., it is most likely Aor. in view of 

the parallel ᾠκοδόμησαν. The verb is also used intransitively, but here again 

the parallelism points to transitive value, so Theophylactus (PG 81.1605), 

for instance.

τὰ θυσιαστήρια לַמִּזְבְּחוֹת] The preposition lamed in H was probably not 

under Aramaic influence, but the translator, working more than half a mil-

lennium later, would certainly have been exposed to such and interpreted it 

as equivalent to אֵת.

κατὰ τὰ ἀγαθὰ τῆς γῆς αὐτοῦ ᾠκοδόμησαν ּכְּטוֹב לְאַרְצוֹ הֵיטִיבו] The poetic 

parallelism in H was discarded twice over: 1) טוב analysed as a substantive, 

 and 2) the translator טוֹב or a substantivised adjective (so Joosten 133) טוּב

could have written ἠγάθυναν (cf. 4K 9.30) or ἐκόσμησαν (cf. L there).

ᾠκοδόμησαν] Given the beautiful poetic parallelism touched upon of the 

verse, H must be the original reading, and our translator allowed himself to 

take another measure of freedom.

10.2) ἐμέρισε καρδίας αὐτῶν, νῦν ἀφανισθήσονται· αὐτὸς κατασκάψει 
τὰ θυσιαστήρια αὐτῶν, ταλαιπωρήσουσιν αἱ στῆλαι αὐτῶν. 

 He split their hearts, they will now be annihilated. He will raze their 

altars to the ground, their pillars will be miserable.

חָלַק לִבָּם עַתָּה יֶאְשָׁמוּ הוּא יַעֲרףֹ מִזְבְּחוֹתָם יְשׁדֵֹד מַצֵּבוֹתָם:

6 See JM § 130 and SQH § 21 fa.
7 Scarcely acceptable is Nyberg’s (1935.72) analysis; he sees here a nominal, temporal 

clause, i.e. “als Menge seinen Früchten war ..”
8 König does not say explicitly what the function of כְּ־ is.
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ἐμέρισε] = חִלֵּק. What G possibly means, patristic commentators are 

divided, cf. Joosten 134.

ἀφανισθήσονται ּיֶאְשָׁמו] On this equivalence, see above at 5.15.

αὐτὸς הוּא] It was actually up to them to act, making His intervention 

superfluous. G’s rendition is rather good.

κατασκάψει ֹיַעֲרף] The Heb. verb here is agreed to be a denominative of 

 neck,’ so ‘to break or crush a neck,’ and this is the only case in which‘ עֹרֶף

the verb’s etymology is not evident.

ταλαιπωρήσουσιν יְשׁדֵֹד] Here again we have a transformation of transitive 

to intransitive. There is no knowing why G has not reproduced the parallelism 

in the second half of the verse: both verbs are transitive and share the same 

3ms subject, and both nouns indicate installations for cultic service.

A glance at Index (p. 115a) under ταλαιπωρέω, ταλαιπωρία, and ταλαί-
πωρος shows that these lexemes account for the overwhelming equivalents 

of √שׁדד lexemes. This equivalence is rather remarkable because of a discrep-

ancy in meaning between lexemes represented by √ταλαιπωρ- on one hand 

and those represented by √שׁדד on the other. The former, “misery,” expresses 

an emotion effected by, and a state of affairs resulting from, an act of “devas-

tation, destruction” expressed by the latter. 

The distribution of √שׁדד is, to a large extent, concentrated in prophetic 

books, notably Is, Jer, and XII: 49 times out of 58 as verbal forms, and 20 

out of 26 instances of ֹשׁד as a substantive. Our translator thus stands in the 

line of this tradition of exegesis. One is naturally curious to know how all this 

started.

10.3) διότι νῦν ἐροῦσιν Οὐκ ἔστι βασιλεὺς ἡμῖν, ὅτι οὐκ ἐφοβήθημεν 

τὸν κύριον, ὁ δὲ βασιλεὺς τί ποιήσει ἡμῖν;

 For they are now going to say: ‘We have no king, because we did not 

fear the Lord. But what could the king do for us?’

כִּי עַתָּה יאֹמְרוּ אֵין מֶלֶךְ לָנוּ כִּי לאֹ יָרֵאנוּ אֶת־יְהוָה וְהַמֶּלֶךְ מַה־יַּעֲשֶׂה־לָּנוּ:

ἡμῖν ּלָּנו] The Gk dative here as well as its Heb. equivalent can mean either 

‘for us’ (dat. commodi) or ‘to us’ (dat. incommodi). With the prospect of a 

hopeless situation about to emerge, the former is more likely.

10.4) λαλῶν ῥήματα προφάσεις ψευδεῖς διαθήσεται διαθήκην· ἀνατελεῖ 
ὡς ἄγρωστις κρίμα ἐπὶ χέρσον ἀγροῦ. 

 Uttering words which amount to nothing but false excuses, it will enter 

a covenant. There will rise judgement like dog’s-tooth grass on (its) 

dry and barren field.

דִּבְּרוּ דְבָרִים אָלוֹת שָׁוְא כָּרתֹ בְּרִית וּפָרַח כָּראֹשׁ מִשְׁפָּט עַל תַּלְמֵי שָׂדָי:
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λαλῶν ּדִּבְּרו] Though H may be a description of recent events, ּיאֹמְרו in 

the preceding verse, unlikely a reference to the past, makes such an analysis 

implausible. Then G’s Vorlage may have read ידברו, a pseudo haplography 

following לנו at the end of the preceding verse.

προφάσεις] This must represent 9 עִלּוֹת, an equivalence indicated in our 

Index 103a; there are three more instances of the equivalence. אָלָה can mean 

‘oath’ as well as ‘curse.’10 But then our translator would probably have selected 

a more straightforward equivalent such as ἀρά.

διαθήσεται ֹכָּרת] If G’s Vorlage accorded more or less with H, our trans-

lator is harmonising a fair bit: כרת as יכרת Impf. 3ms //  ידבר.
In BH an inf. abs. is at times used with reference to a future action.11 E.g. 

וְהוֹתֵר  .they are going to eat and leave something behind’ 2Kg 4.43‘ אָכוֹל 

In הֲגָנֹב .. וּבָאתֶם ‘Are you going to steal .. and then come ..?’ Je 7.9f. we have 

a construction similar to what we have in וּפָרַח  ..  - .namely <inf. abs ,כָּרתֹ 

w-qataltí>.

ἐπὶ χέρσον ἀγροῦ שָׂדָי תַּלְמֵי   Exactly the same rendition occurs at [עַל 

12.11. The equivalence of χέρσος and תֶּלֶם is unique to our book. How has 

our translator arrived at this striking exegesis? Though not a frequent word, 

 ,furrow’ is correctly rendered with αὖλαξ at Nu 22.24, Jb 31.38, 39.10‘ תֶּלֶם

Ps 64.11. Was our translator an urban scholar with little knowledge of 

agriculture?

ἄγρωστις ׁראֹש] The Gk word is defined in LSJ as “dog’s-tooth grass,” 

which has been followed in GELS.12 This is more specific than “grass, weed,” 

what we find in Lust - Eynikel - Hauspie (2003.7). “Judgement like grass” 

is no meaningful metaphor. The word is used once more in XII: ὡς ἄρνες 

ἐπ᾽ ἄγρωστιν ‘like lambs on grass’ Mi 5.7 for כִּרְבִיבִים עֲלֵי־עֵשֶׂב (MT 5.6), 

again in a metaphor, but this time with no negative connotation, being par-

allel to ὡς δρόσος παρὰ κυρίου πίπτουσα ‘like dew falling from the Lord.’ 

In our current passage, however, κρίμα would not be welcome to the audi-

ence. In secular Greek, too, the word is not very common. It appears then 

that the connotation of the word, positive or negative, is contextually deter-

mined, hence not an ingredient of the meaning of the word. Joosten (134) 

may be right in asking whether G represents דֶּשֶׁא. All the same the selection 

9 Cf. Pesh. /‘ellātā/.
10 Keil (1975.129) identifies in אָלוֹת an inf. abs. irregularly formed like שָׁתוֹת in lieu of 

.Is 22.13, but “They have spoken words, falsely sworn” sounds unnatural שָׁתוֹה
11 Callaham (2010.75) claims that this is the most frequent use of the inf. abs. in BH. In the 

majority of the examples adduced by him the future is expressed not by the inf., but by the main 
verb, as in תָּמוּת  Ez 3.18. We fail to see how Callaham (2010.120) can identify habitual מוֹת 
modality in our ֹכָּרת.

Cf. JM § 123 w.
12 The word is already used by Homer, though once only: Od. 6.90 ἄγρωστιν μελιηδέα 

‘grass as sweet as honey,’ on which mules feed, but the precise meaning of the word is 
disputed.
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of this rare word is noteworthy. Why not one of those standard equivalents 

such as βοτάνη and χόρτος? Cf. ὡσεὶ ὄμβρος ἐπ᾿ ἄγρωστιν (דֶּשֶׁא) καὶ 
ὡσεὶ νιφετὸς ἐπὶ χόρτον (עֵשֶׂב) Dt 32.2, metaphor with positive connotation. 

BA V 322 comes down on “l’herbe sauvage,” though rejecting “chiendent.”

10.5) τῷ μόσχῳ τοῦ οἴκου Ων παροικήσουσιν οἱ κατοικοῦντες Σαμάρειαν, 

ὅτι ἐπένθησε ὁ λαὸς αὐτοῦ ἐπ᾿ αὐτόν· καὶ καθὼς παρεπίκραναν 

αὐτόν, ἐπιχαροῦνται ἐπὶ τὴν δόξαν αὐτοῦ, ὅτι μετῳκίσθη ἀπ᾿ αὐτοῦ. 

 Those who reside in Samaria will live next to the calf of the house of 

On, because his people mourned for him, and as they infuriated Him, 

they will rejoice over His glory, for it moved away from it.

לְעֶגְלוֹת בֵּית אָוֶן יָגוּרוּ שְׁכַן שׁמְֹרוֹן כִּי־אָבַל עָלָיו עַמּוֹ וּכְמָרָיו עָלָיו יָגִילוּ עַל־כְּבוֹדוֹ 
כִּי־גָלָה מִמֶּנּוּ:

τῷ μόσχῳ] A calf as an object of idolatrous worship in Samaria was men-

tioned earlier at 8.5, 6. The generally accepted emendation of עֶגְלוֹת to עֵגֶל 

is quite reasonable. Andersen - Freedman (1980.555) sees in עֶגְלוֹת a plurale 

maiestatis. However, in view of פָּרוֹת הַבָּשָׁן אֲשֶׁר בְּהַר שׁמְֹרוֹן Am 4.1 (> δαμάλεις 

[= ‘heifers’] τῆς Βασανίτιδος αἱ ἐν τῷ ὄρει τῆς Σαμαρείας) G did not have 

to change the gender.

παροικήσουσιν ּיָגוּרו] G identified here a homonym of √גור ‘to dread,’ 

though the rection with the preposition lamed is unknown and unlikely, 

though G’s mechanical rendition with the dat. is just as problematic with 

παροικεῖν.13

κατοικοῦντες שְׁכַן] Unless G’s Vorlage had שכני [=  שְׁכֵנֵי or שׁכֹֽנֵי], the pl. 

is an adjustment to παροικήσουσιν ּיָגוּרו. Given its meaning, the collective 

use of the sg. שָׁכֵן or שׁכֵֹן is unlikely.

καθὼς παρεπίκραναν αὐτόν עָלָיו  Our translator probably did not [וּכְמָרָיו 

know this rare Heb. noun. Another instance of it occurring in וְהִכְרַתִּי מִן־הַמָּקוֹם 
עִם־הַכֹּהֲנִים הַכְּמָרִים  אֶת־שֵׁם  הַבַּעַל  אֶת־שְׁאָר   Zp 1.4 is missing in G καὶ הַזֶּה 
ἐξαρῶ ἐκ τοῦ τόπου τούτου τὰ ὀνόματα τῆς Βααλ καὶ τὰ ὀνόματα τῶν 

ἱερέων, where τῶν ἱερέων is most likely a rendering of  14 .הַכּהֲֹנִים The only 

other attestation of this Heb. noun in BH is at 2  וְהִשְׁבִּית אֶת־הַכְּמָרִיםKg 23.5, 

where we have another translator ignorant of the word, who resorts to trans-

literation, τοὺς χωμαριμ, though the proto-Lucianic version is more knowl-

edgeable with τοὺς ἱερεῖς and the historic Lucian has sacerdotes.

G is probably an attempt to render כִּמְמֵרָיו, a Hif. m.pl. ptc. of √מרר. 

Instead of rendering it mechanically as ὡς παραπικραίνοντες αὐτοῦ ֹ  or 

13 A third homonym means ‘to stir up for attack, to attack.’ Andersen - Freedman’s (1980.555) 
‘they were excited’ is questionable.

14 On this example, cf. a discussion in BA 23.4-9 ad loc.
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παραπικράναντες αὐτοῦ, he has performed a morphological and syntactic 

adjustment to the following ἐπιχαροῦνται.
ἐπιχαροῦνται ּיָגִילו] If this well-known Heb. verb means also ‘to tremble’ 

as some think, e.g. Joosten (135), our translator disagreed. At the only other 

instance where such an exegesis is suggested, its translator did not agree, 

either: עִבְדוּ אֶת־יְהוָה בְּיִרְאָה וְגִילוּ בִּרְעָדָה Ps 2.11 > δουλεύσατε τῷ κυρίῳ ἐν 

φόβῳ καὶ ἀγαλλιᾶσθε αὐτῷ ἐν τρόμῳ. Cf. what Ibn Janach already wrote 

ad loc.: “it is concerned with a movement which accompanies joy and mourn-

ing .. and this movement happens to someone happy, but also to someone 

in sorrow” (The Book of Roots ad √גול).
This is a rare instance of ἐπιχαίρω used in sensu bono, for it is mostly 

used of malicious joy, see GELS s.v.

μετῳκίσθη] The form is best analysed as passive in form only. Just as in 

H גָּלָה, who caused the disappearance is not part of the message.15 See also 

Μετῳκίσθη ἡ Ἰουδαία גָּלְתָה יְהוּדָה La 1.3. On this morphosyntactic issue, 

see SSG § 27 d - db. Readers, however, with no knowledge of Hebrew may 

see here a genuinely passive form, for unlike ἐγενήθη, ἀπεκρίθη and the like, 

μετῳκίσθη as passive here does make sense.

10.6) καὶ αὐτὸν εἰς Ἀσσυρίους δήσαντες ἀπήνεγκαν ξένια τῷ βασιλεῖ 
Ιαριμ· ἐν δόματι Εφραιμ δέξεται, καὶ αἰσχυνθήσεται Ισραηλ ἐν τῇ 

βουλῇ αὐτοῦ. 

 Binding it, too, they carried (it) as a present to the king of Yarim. He 

will receive it as a gift from Ephraim and Israel will suffer shame over 

his decision.

גַּם־אוֹתוֹ לְאַשּׁוּר יוּבָל מִנְחָה לְמֶלֶךְ יָרֵב בָּשְׁנָה אֶפְרַיִם יִקָּח וְיֵבוֹשׁ יִשְׂרָאֵל מֵעֲצָתוֹ:

καὶ αὐτὸν ֹגַּם־אוֹתו] Readers might construe καὶ with the entire clause as a 

whole, but could also construe it with αὐτὸν alone as intended by H, which 

is evident on account of the added δήσαντες; in addition to humans, the calf 

was also bound and taken to Assyria.

Ἀσσυρίους] On ‘Assyria,’ and not ‘Assyrians,’ see above at 7.11.

ἀπήνεγκαν ξένια יוּבָל מִנְחָה] H represents a fairly common imperfect pas-

sivisation as in וַיֻּגַּד לְרִבְקָה אֶת־דִּבְרֵי עֵשָׂו Gn 27.42.16 יוּבַל is being imperson-

ally used and מִנְחָה is not meant to be its grammatical subject; rewritten in 

the active voice, the clause would be גַּם אותו הוֹבִילוּ לאשׁור מנחה, where מנחה 

is an object complement, ‘as a gift,’ an analysis which should also be applied 

to ξένια, the primary object of ἀπήνεγκαν being αὐτὸν.

15 Thus pace “elle a été exilée” (Joosten 135), “sie ist .. (ins Ausland) geführt worden” (SD), 
and “it had been deported” (NETS). 

16 Cf. JM § 128.
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ἐν δόματι בָּשְׁנָה] This Heb. hapax was probably unknown to our translator, 

who was compelled to resort to free rendering, for שנה or שנת cannot be made 

to mean ‘gift (δόμα).’ As a consequence the grammatical subject of יִקָּח is now 

the Assyrian king, not Israel.

ἐν τῇ βουλῇ αὐτοῦ ֹמֵעֲצָתו] One wonders why G did not select a stand-

ard equivalent for the Heb. preposition; see, e.g. αἰσχύνθητε ἀπὸ καυχή-
σεως ὑμῶν Je 12.13 (< וּבשֹׁוּ מִתְּבוּאֹתֵיכֶם). On the other hand, ἐν often, esp. 

in XII, indicates “an object to which some emotion or thought is directed” 

(GELS s.v. 9), e.g. τὰ ἅγια κυρίου, ἐν οἷς ἠγάπησεν Ma 2.11 (< קדֶֹשׁ יְהוָה 

17. (אֲשֶׁר אָהֵב

10.7) ἀπέρριψε Σαμάρεια βασιλέα αὐτῆς ὡς φρύγανον ἐπὶ προσώπου 

ὕδατος. 

 Samaria cast her king as a dry stick (floating) on the surface of the 

water.

נִדְמֶה שׁמְֹרוֹן מַלְכָּהּ כְּקֶצֶף עַל־פְּנֵי־מָיִם:

ἀπέρριψε נִדְמֶה] See above at 4.7.

φρύγανον קֶצֶף] The meaning of this Heb. word, a hapax, which is distinct 

from its better known homonym in the sense of ‘anger,’ is still disputed. For 

G it refers to something easy to manipulate, worthless or helpless.18

10.8) καὶ ἐξαρθήσονται βωμοὶ Ων, ἁμαρτήματα τοῦ Ισραηλ· ἄκανθαι καὶ 
τρίβολοι ἀναβήσονται ἐπὶ τὰ θυσιαστήρια αὐτῶν· καὶ ἐροῦσι τοῖς 

ὄρεσιν Καλύψατε ἡμᾶς, καὶ τοῖς βουνοῖς Πέσατε ἐφ᾿ ἡμᾶς. 

 And the high places of On, Israel’s sins, will be obliterated. There will 

shoot up thorns and caltrops on their altars, and they will say to the 

mountains, “Cover us,” and to the hills, “Fall down on to us.”

וְנִשְׁמְדוּ בָּמוֹת אָוֶן חַטַּאת יִשְׂרָאֵל קוֹץ וְדַרְדַּר יַעֲלֶה עַל־מִזְבְּחוֹתָם וְאָמְרוּ לֶהָרִים 
כַּסּוּנוּ וְלַגְּבָעוֹת נִפְלוּ עָלֵינוּ: 

10.9) Ἀφ᾿ οὗ οἱ βουνοί, ἥμαρτεν Ισραηλ, ἐκεῖ ἔστησαν· οὐ μὴ καταλάβῃ 

αὐτοὺς ἐν τῷ βουνῷ πόλεμος; ᾽Επὶ τὰ τέκνα ἀδικίας 

17 In BA ad loc. we are unjustly said to have suggested a Hebraism here. אָהַב never governs 
 .Hg 1.8. In GELS s.v אֶרְצֶה־בּוֹ do, cf. e.g. εὐδοκήσω ἐν αὐτῷ רָצָה and חָפֵץ ,Its synonyms .בְּ־
εὐδοκέω 1a we did suggest a likely Hebraism. We fail to understand an alternative analysis 
suggested in BA loc. cit.

18 Though in Index s.v. φρύγανον we suggested ׁקַש ‘stubble’ as its equivalent, we are not 
so sure now, seeing this Heb. word is rendered in XII in all of its four occurrences with καλάμη 
‘stubble’: Jl 2.5, Ob 8, Na 1.10, Ma 3.19. We do not know how Joosten (136) has arrived at 
“écume” as the “sens premier” of קֶצֶף.
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 Since the time when the hills were there, Israel sinned, they stood there. 

Would a war never befall them in the hill? Against the children of 

unrighteousness

עַל־בְּנֵי  מִלְחָמָה  בַּגִּבְעָה  לאֹ־תַשִּׂיגֵם  עָמָדוּ  שָׁם  יִשְׂרָאֵל  חָטָאתָ  הַגִּבְעָה  מִימֵי 
עַלְוָה:

Ἀφ᾿ οὗ] A compound conjunction consisting of a preposition and a relative 

pronoun agreeing in case with the former is fairly common.19 By definition 

such introduced a full fledged clause. Hence we have here a remarkable exam-

ple with the subject only given.

οἱ βουνοί הַגִּבְעָה] On the non-use of a place-name, Γαβαα and the use of 

the pl. form, see above at 5.8 and 9.9. In this particular case the shift from 

the pl. to the sg. is striking.

ἥμαρτεν ָחָטָאת] The sudden shift to 2ms in H is abrupt, and also odd in 

view of the immediately following ּעָמָדו.

πόλεμος;] We identify here a rhetorical question.20 For Ziegler here is a 

statement that ends with ἀδικίας. This analysis of his has to do with the first 

word of the next verse, ἦλθον as conjectured by him. See further below.

10.10) ἦλθεν παιδεῦσαι αὐτούς, καὶ συναχθήσονται ἐπ᾿ αὐτοὺς λαοὶ ἐν 

τῷ παιδεύεσθαι αὐτοὺς ἐν ταῖς δυσὶν ἀδικίαις αὐτῶν. 

 It came to discipline them, and peoples will assemble against them 

as they are disciplined in their two ways of unrighteousness.

בְּאַוָּתִי וְאֶסֳּרֵם וְאֻסְּפוּ עֲלֵיהֶם עַמִּים בְּאָסְרָם לִשְׁתֵּי עֵינֹתָם [עוֹנֹתָם:]

This whole verse in H is replete with difficulties, a veritable crux inter-

pretum.

ἦλθεν] We postulate that this represents [בָּאָה  =] באה, Pf. Qal 3fs. with 

 as the subject. In the critical apparatus Ziegler states that his ἦλθον מלחמה

‘I came’ is nothing but a conjecture, “scripsi,” not supported by any Greek 

manuscript or version. He is presumably reconstructing H as [בָּאתִי  =] באתי. 

.means ‘my desire,’ which makes little sense here אַוָּתִי

παιδεῦσαι αὐτούς] Translated back into Hebrew it could be ליסרם 

 which can scarcely be reconciled with the form in H, and that is ,[לְיַסְּרָם  =]

not to speak of the strange Tiberian vowel added to the samekh. We note that 

the same sequence אסר is rendered a few words later with the same Gk verb. 

The Tiberian vocalisation, Qal inf. cst., cannot be rendered as a passive form. 

Is our translator mentally reconstructing [בְּיֻסְּרָם  =] ביסרם, Pu. inf. cst.?

19 For details see GELS s.v. ὅς, ἥ, ὅ e.
20 So SD in a footnote ad loc. Cf. also Barthélemy 1992.577f.
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συναχθήσονται ּאֻסְּפו] In XII there is found another instance of אסף Pu., 

also in a military context, but it is rendered as Pi.: אֻסַּף συνάξει Zc 14.14.

ταῖς δυσὶν ἀδικίαις αὐτῶν [עוֹנֹתָם] שְׁתֵּי עֵינֹתָם] G represents the Qre, though 

vocalised in an anomalous fashion in lieu of עֲוֹנֹתָם.

10.11) Εφραιμ δάμαλις δεδιδαγμένη ἀγαπᾶν νεῖκος, ἐγὼ δὲ ἐπελεύσομαι 
ἐπὶ τὸ κάλλιστον τοῦ τραχήλου αὐτῆς· ἐπιβιβῶ Εφραιμ, παρασι-
ωπήσομαι Ιουδαν, ἐνισχύσει αὐτῷ Ιακωβ. 

 Ephraim is a heifer that has been taught to love to quarrel. How-

ever, I shall mount the fairest (part) of its neck. I shall ride Ephraim, 

I shall turn a deaf ear to Judah, Jacob will overpower him.

אַרְכִּיב  צַוָּארָהּ  עַל־טוּב  עָבַרְתִּי  וַאֲנִי  לָדוּשׁ  אֹהַבְתִּי  מְלֻמָּדָה  עֶגְלָה  וְאֶפְרַיִם 
אֶפְרַיִם יַחֲרוֹשׁ יְהוּדָה יְשַׂדֶּד־לוֹ יַעֲקבֹ:

ἀγαπᾶν אֹהַבְתִּי] Whether or not our translator was puzzled by the para-

gogic /-i/,21 he would most likely have found the juxtaposition of two parti-

ciples unusual, because he thought the latter is complementing the former, 

and decided to convert the second to an infinitive. The two participles can 

be viewed as independent of each other: ‘an experienced heifer, fond of ..’.22

νεῖκος ׁלָדוּש] The agricultural activity of threshing has nothing to do with 

quarrelling. The Heb. verb occurs three more times in XII, and only once its 

rendition with ἀλοάω at Mi 4.13 is acceptable, but it is used with aggressive 

connotation, which is totally foreign to innocuous threshing: ἀνάστηθι καὶ 
ἀλόα αὐτούς, better rendered as ‘Get up and keep crushing them [= hostile 

nations].’ In the remaining two cases it is rendered with πρίζειν ‘to cut with 

saw’ Am 1.3 and κατάγειν ‘to shatter, break’ Hb 3.12. Is this another indi-

cation that the vocabulary for agriculture was a weak spot for our translator? 

See above at vs. 4.

ἐπελεύσομαι עָבַרְתִּי] The prophetic Pf. of H is correctly represented with 

the Fut.

ἐπιβιβῶ אַרְכִּיב] Though βιβάζω and some of its compounds such as ἀνα-, 

καταβιβάζω are causative equivalents of their corresponding βαίνω forms, 

they are sometimes used as plain transitive verbs, e.g. βιβασθῆναι αὐτὴν ὑπ᾿ 
αὐτοῦ [= κτῆνος ‘animal’] Le 20.16. This is indisputable in another instance 

of our Gk verb in XII: ἐπεβίβασας εἰς θάλασσαν τοὺς ἵππους σου Hb 3.1523 // 

21 Given another two examples in XII of this feature in יַעַר לבָדָד   Mi 7.14, where he שׁכְֹנִי 
read שׁכְֹנֵי (pl. cst.), translating it as κατασκηνοῦντας καθ᾿ ἑαυτοὺς δρυμὸν and רעִֹי הָאֱלִיל עֹזְבִי 
 οἱ ποιμαίνοντες τὰ μάταια καὶ οἱ καταλελοιπότες τὰ <) רעֵֹי .. עֹזְבֵי Zc 11.17, likewise הַצּאֹן
πρόβατα), the paragogic /-i/ of a sg. cst. ptc. may have been unknown to him. On this feature 
of BH morphology, see JM § 93 n.

22 See Ehrlich 1968.198.
23 BA renders “tu as fait monter vers la mer tes chevaux,” but one wonders what the horses 

are to ride.
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ἐπὶ τὰ ὑψηλὰ ἐπιβιβᾷ με ib. 3.19. This non-causative ἐπιβιβάζω, however, 

would better fit Qal אֶרְכַּב.

παρασιωπήσομαι ׁיַחֲרוֹש] Quite a difference between the two. G represents 

 ;as shown by παρασιωπήσῃ ἐν τῷ καταπίνειν ἀσεβῆ τὸν δίκαιον אַחֲרִישׁ

-Hb 1.13, where, however, the Heb. verb is intran תַּחֲרִישׁ בְּבַלַּע רָשָׁע צַדִּיק מִמֶּנּוּ

sitive, whereas our Ho translator is analysing it as causative, transitive.24 If 

you turn a deaf ear to someone crying for help, you are effectively silencing 

him.

ἐνισχύσει יְשַׂדֶּד] Another agricultural Heb. term שִׂדֵּד ‘to harrow’ appears 

to have been unknown to our translator. His colleagues apparently found it as 

vague: ἐργάσασθαι τὴν γῆν < ֹוִישַׂדֵּד אַדְמָתו Is 28.24 and ἑλκύσει σου αὔλα-
κας ἐν πεδίῳ < ָיְשַׂדֵּד עֲמָקִים אַחֲרֶיך Jb 39.10.

In Index s.v. ἐνισχύω, we mentioned שׁדד Pi. as a possible equivalent meant 

by G. A fresh look at how G has dealt with this verb shows that the transla-

tor’s understanding of it was exactly opposite to the notion of strength: seven 

times it is rendered with ταλαιπωρέω ‘to be miserable, wretched’ (Ho 10.2, 

Jl 1.10bis, Mi 2.4, Zc 11.2, 3bis, once with δείλαιος ‘wretched’ Na 3.7,25 and 

another time with οἰχέομαι ‘disappear’ [of walled, fortified cities]). See also 

above at 10.2. The second alternative we mentioned, √שׂרר Pi., we would 

also withdraw, for this lexeme has to do with ruling, as shown by שַׂר ‘ruler,’ 

a noun affiliated to it. Instead, we submit that the Heb. verb that lies behind 

G is Qal שָׂרָה, thus our translator is thinking of יִשְׂרֶה. Two other places in 

Ho support this analysis:

 ἐν τῇ κοιλίᾳ ἐπτέρνισεν < 12.4  בַּבֶּטֶן עָקַב אֶת־אָחִיו וּבְאוֹנוֹ שָׂרָה אֶת־אֱלֹהִים

τὸν ἀδελφὸν αὐτοῦ καὶ ἐν κόποις αὐτοῦ ἐνίσχυσεν πρὸς θεὸν (12.3)

וַיֻּכָל אֶל־מַלְאָךְ   καὶ ἐνίσχυσεν μετὰ ἀγγέλου καὶ ἠδυνάσθη < 12.5  וַיָּשַׂר 

(12.4), where one could postulate 26.  וַיִּשֶׂר

Also contextually it is important to refer to שָׂרִיתָ עִם־אֱלֹהִים וְעִם־אֲנָשִׁים וַתּוּכָל 

Gn 32.29 > ἐνίσχυσας μετὰ θεοῦ καὶ μετὰ ἀνθρώπων δυνατός, though Jacob’s 

human antagonist at the time was not Ephraim, but Esau. Note δυνατός here 

as against ἠδυνάσθη in Ho 12.4.

In sum, we view this accumulative, intertextual evidence as decisive than 

to postulate an Aramaism as Joosten (138) does, who refers to √שׁרר ‘strong.’

αὐτῷ ֹלו] On this unusual dative with the verb ‘to overpower,’ cf. δυνήσο-
μαι αὐτῷ Ho 11.4. See also Je 45.22 and Ps 128.2. On some other rections 

of δύναμαι in the sense of ‘to prevail against,’ a sense unknown outside of 

SG, see GELS s.v. 4 and Helbing 1928.116. The influence of Heb. יָכוֹל לְ־ is 

most probable.

24 Ad Jb 11.3, one of the very few cases sometimes adduced as attesting the transitive use 
of ׁהחריש Tur-Sinai (1972.115) is adamant in his assertion that it is consistently intransitive.

25 The Naḥal Ḥever text (8ḤevXIIgr) reads τεταλαι]πώρηκε[ Νινευη (15.7).
26 On the vocalisation, cf. וַיִּקֶר Ru 2.3 (< קָרָה).
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10.12) σπείρατε ἑαυτοῖς εἰς δικαιοσύνην, τρυγήσατε εἰς καρπὸν ζωῆς, 

φωτίσατε ἑαυτοῖς φῶς γνώσεως, ἐκζητήσατε τὸν κύριον ἕως τοῦ 

ἐλθεῖν γενήματα δικαιοσύνης ὑμῖν. 

 Sow for yourselves for righteousness, harvest for fruit(s) of life, light 

for yourselves a light of knowledge, seek out the Lord till produce of 

righteousness comes to you. 

זִרְעוּ לָכֶם לִצְדָקָה קִצְרוּ לְפִי־חֶסֶד נִירוּ לָכֶם נִיר וְעֵת לִדְרוֹשׁ אֶת־יְהוָה עַד־יָבוֹא 
וְירֶֹה צֶדֶק לָכֶם:

εἰς καρπὸν ζωῆς לְפִי־חֶסֶד] G represents לִפְרִי, but where ζωῆς comes from 

is a mystery.

φωτίσατε ἑαυτοῖς φῶς נִירוּ לָכֶם נִיר] Yet another example of our translator 

having a difficulty with the agricultural terminology. Precisely the same Heb. 

clause recurs in נִירוּ לָכֶם נִיר Je 4.3. One cannot be absolutely certain that its 

Greek rendition, Νεώσατε ἑαυτοῖς νεώματα ‘Plough for yourselves plots of 

the field,’ was known to our translator. His translation derives from another 

hollow root, √נור, as represented by נֵר ‘lamp’ and מְנוֹרָה ‘lampstand,’ though 

 light’ is known. All the same, Hebrew does not possess a verb derived‘ נִיר

from this root.27

γνώσεως] = דַּעַת in lieu of G וְעֵת.
ἐκζητήσατε ׁלִדְרוֹש] Already in BH the inf. cst. is beginning to be used 

to express an absolute command (JM § 124 l), whilst this feature is quite 

solidly established in Qumran Hebrew, e.g. לדרוש איש את שלום אחיהו ולא 

 one‘ ימעל .. להזיר .. להוכיח איש את אחיהו .. ולא לנטור .. להבדל .. ולא ישקץ

is to seek the welfare of his brother and not to be unfaithful .. to refrain .. 

to remonstrate one another .. and not to remain resentful .. to part with .. and 

one shall not defile’ CD 6.21, cf. Muraoka 2020 § 18 c.

ἕως τοῦ ἐλθεῖν γενήματα δικαιοσύνης עַד־יָבוֹא וְירֶֹה צֶדֶק] G most likely 

recognised in ירֶֹה a substantive meaning ‘early rain,’ and not a Hif. Impf. 

verb, and though he also recognised contextual affinity between this verse 

and 6.3, where he rendered the word with πρόϊμος, he did not see what early 

rain had to do with this passage, so that he opted for free rendering.28 See 

above at 6.3.

27 In Aramaic dialects the root does occur as an Afel or Pael verb in the sense of ‘to kindle, 
light,’ esp. in Samaritan Aramaic, see Tal 2000.512. Rather sporadically also in Syriac and 
Christian Palestinian Aramaic: Sokoloff 2009.260; Sokoloff 2014.904.

28 Joosten (138f.) also refers to ἔδωκεν ὑμῖν τὰ βρώματα εἰς δικαιοσύνην נָתַן לָכֶם אֶת־הַמּוֹרֶה 
 Jl 2.23, and goes on to argue that this instance and ours show that the translators (so לִצְדָקָה
Joosten: “les traducteurs”) were ignorant of or rejected the notion of “teacher of righteousness,” 
a notion of cardinal importance to the Essene sect of Qumran. But in Jl 2.21-26 the discourse 
is about the abundant riches of nature provided by God, which has little to do with piety or 
morality. Besides, in our Ho passage, if we are to understand ירֶֹה as meaning ‘he will teach,’ 
its subject is God, not a leader of a faith community to be dispatched by Him. On Jl 2.23, cf. 
also BA ad loc.
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10.13) ἵνα τί παρεσιωπήσατε ἀσέβειαν καὶ τὰς ἀδικίας αὐτῆς ἐτρυγή-
σατε, ἐφάγετε καρπὸν ψευδῆ; ὅτι ἤλπισας ἐν τοῖς ἅρμασίν σου, 

ἐν πλήθει δυνάμεώς σου. 

 Why did you ignore ungodliness, and harvest its (crops) of unright-

eousness, and eat deceptive fruit(s)? Because you trusted your chari-

ots, the multitude of your troops.

בְּרבֹ  בְדַרְכְּךָ  כִּי־בָטַחְתָּ  פְּרִי־כָחַשׁ  אֲכַלְתֶּם  קְצַרְתֶּם  עַוְלָתָה  חֲרַשְׁתֶּם־רֶשַׁע 
גִּבּוֹרֶיךָ:

παρεσιωπήσατε ἀσέβειαν חֲרַשְׁתֶּם־רֶשַׁע] Here again, as in vs. 11, our trans-

lator is converting the Heb. verb to Hif., הֶחֱרַשְׁתֶּם. This time, however, the 

object of the verb is not human (so vs. 11), but inanimate.

τὰς ἀδικίας αὐτῆς עַוְלָתָה] The fem. pronoun (αὐτῆς) cannot be due to 

G’s reading of עַוְלָתָה as ּעַוְלָתָה, for the referent of the suffix cannot be רֶשַׁע, 

a masc. noun. The selection of the fem. gen. pronoun is due to ἀσέβεια, a 

fem. noun.

καρπὸν ψευδῆ ׁפְּרִי־כָחַש] G means “fruits which may look delicious or 

have been presented as such, but have turned out to be disgusting,” i.e. fakes. 

Similarly υἱοὶ ψευδεῖς Is 30.9 (כֶּחָשִׁים  with reference to those who (בָּנִים 

professed to be sons, but, contrary to expectation, did not behave like obedient 

sons. The same Gk. adjective means something different in πόλις αἱμάτων 

ὅλη ψευδὴς ἀδικίας πλήρης ‘.. altogether deceitful ..’ Na 3.1. This is the sense 

of ׁכַּחַש here, hence ‘fruits obtained by deceptive means.’ We have a construct 

phrase of quality as in מימי כזב ‘deceptive water’ CD 1.14.29

ἐν τοῖς ἅρμασίν σου] = ָבְרִכְבְּך,≠ H ָבְדַרְכְּך ‘your strategy, your way of 

doing things.’

10.14) καὶ ἐξαναστήσεται ἀπώλεια ἐν τῷ λαῷ σου, καὶ πάντα τὰ περι-
τετειχισμένα σου οἰχήσεται· ὡς ἄρχων Σαλαμαν ἐκ τοῦ οἴκου 

Ιεροβααλ ἐν ἡμέραις πολέμου μητέρα ἐπὶ τέκνοις ἠδάφισαν. 

 And there will emerge perdition among your people, and all that is 

walled all around will disappear. Like the ruler Salaman from the 

house of Jerobaal in the days of a war they dashed to the ground a 

mother along with (her) children.

מִלְחָמָה  בְּיוֹם  אַרְבֵאל  בֵּית  שַׁלְמַן  כְּשׁדֹ  יוּשַּׁד  וְכָל־מִבְצָרֶיךָ  בְּעַמֶּךָ  שָׁאוֹן  וְקָאם 
אֵם עַל־בָּנִים רֻטָּשָׁה:

καὶ ἐξαναστήσεται וְקָאם] Even if one adopted the standardised spelling, 

.the selection of what appears to be a w-qataltí form here is odd ,וְקָם

29 Cf. SQH § 21 xviii).



136 HOSEA

This Gk verb rarely has something inanimate, ἀπώλεια here, as its sub-

ject. Another instance is found in Ez α: ἡ ὕβρις ἐξανέστηκε Ez 7.10.30 

ἀπώλεια שָׁאוֹן] The Heb. word, which signifies ‘very loud voice, roar, din’, 

occurs only twice in XII. In its second occurrence, we find וּמֵת בְּשָׁאוֹן מוֹאָב 
 .Am 2.2 > καὶ ἀποθανεῖται ἐν ἀδυναμίᾳ Μωαβ μετὰ κραυγῆς בִּתְרוּעָה

Neither Gk substantive has little to do with noise. Our translator may have 

not known what the Heb. word means. Noteworthy that in Thackeray’s Jer αi 

we come across ὄλεθρος, a synonym of ἀπώλεια for שָׁאוֹן at Je 51(G 28).55 

and on (G 26).17.

οἰχήσεται יוּשַּׁד] On the interpretation of √שׁדד, see above at vs. 2. Joosten 

(139) finds odd the use of οἴχεσθαι with inanimate things as the grammatical 

subject, but note ᾤχετο σοφία αὐτῶν // ἀπώλετο βουλή Je 30.1.

ἄρχων] = שַׂר, ≠ H  ֹשׁד. It is not absolutely certain that our translator read 

דָּוִד – for BH the latter is the rule ;כַּשַּׂר or כְּשַׂר  not like Engl. ‘King ,הַמֶּלֶךְ 

David,’ when King is a title, see JM § 131 k.

ἐκ τοῦ οἴκου] = מִן בֵית, a haplography of the preceding שַׁלְמַן.

ἐπὶ עַל] Both particles are often used to indicate addition; see GELS s.v. 

II 5 and BDB s.v. II 4 c. Especially interesting is עַל־הַבָּנִים הָאֵם   לאֹ־תִקַּח 

Dt 22.6 > οὐ λήμψῃ τὴν μητέρα μετὰ τῶν τέκνων.

ἠδάφισαν רֻטָּשָׁה] The use of the Heb. verb in Pu. or pseudo Qal passive 

may not have been known to the translator; see also ּגַּם עֹלָלֶיהָ יְרֻטְּשׁו Na 3.10 > 

καὶ τὰ νήπια αὐτῆς ἐδαφιοῦσιν. He was then compelled to convert רטשׁה 

to רִטְּשׁוּ  = רטשׁו. However, later ּ14.1  יְרֻטָּשׁו is translated with a passive form, 

ἐδαφισθήσονται.
The Gk verb ἐδαφίζειν derives from ἔδαφος ‘ground.’ LSJ mentions three 

senses: I “beat level and firm like a floor or pavement,” II “provide with a 

floor,” III “dash to the ground,” the last of which appears to be a new devel-

opment in Biblical Greek, whereas I is known to Aristotle and Theophrastus. 

Among its six occurrences in LXX it denotes a cruel act with νήπια ‘infants’ 

(Na 3.10), ὑποτίτθια ‘sucklings’ (Ho 14.1) as its object, which is in addition 

to our Ho passage here, and all translating ׁ31 .רטש Luke appears to be familiar 

with this usage in ἐδαφιοῦσίν σε [= Jerusalem] καὶ τὰ τέκνα σου Lk 19.44.32

10.15) οὕτως ποιήσω ὑμῖν, οἶκος τοῦ Ισραηλ, ἀπὸ προσώπου κακιῶν ὑμῶν·

 So I shall do to you, o House of Israel, on account of your evil (deeds).

כָּכָה עָשָׂה לָכֶם בֵּית־אֵל מִפְּנֵי רָעַת רָעַתְכֶם

30 It is not certain whether this is a rendering of פָּרַח הַזָּדוֹן (end of vs. 10) or of הֶחָמָס קָם 
(beginning of vs. 11). The word order favours the latter.

31 Index (34b and 345c) suggests that at ἠδάφισαν Ez 31.12 G postulates ּוַיְרַטְּשֻׁהו in lieu 
of H ּוַיִּטְּשֻׁהו.

32 This is another piece of evidence showing that the Evangelist was familiar with the context 
in which a given word is used in LXX, cf. Muraoka 2012.
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G probably intends this verse to be taken as a correlative clause in relation 

to what is introduced with ὡς in the preceding verse. However, the particle 

cannot be a subordinating conjunction, because ἄρχων Σαλαμαν cannot be 

the grammatical subject of ἠδάφισαν in the plural. All this is a result of his 

reading ֹכְּשׁד as כַּשַּׂר. Another consequence is the need to read עָשָׂה as אֶעֱשֶׂה.

ἀπὸ προσώπου κακιῶν ὑμῶν מִפְּנֵי רָעַת רָעַתְכֶם] G presents a rare calque of 

H מִפְּנֵי, a compound preposition which often indicates a cause or reason. In 

ὀδυνηθήσονται ἀπὸ προσώπου πόνων αὐτῶν ‘they will agonise on account 

of their hard works’ Hg 2.14 this Gk phrase is parallel to one of the standard 

causal expressions – μιανθήσεται ἕνεκεν τῶν λημμάτων αὐτῶν τῶν ὀρθρι-
νῶν ‘he will get defiled because of their early morning gains.’ Though there 

is no H for this part of the verse, the translator’s Vorlage may have read מִפְּנֵי 

for the first clause cited above. Other LXX translators33 attempted other wise: 

e.g. Προσώχθικα τῇ ζωῇ μου διὰ τὰς θυγατέρας τῶν υἱῶν Χετ Gn 27.46, 

οὐκ ἐδύνατο ἡ γῆ τῆς παροικήσεως αὐτῶν φέρειν αὐτοὺς ἀπὸ τοῦ πλήθους 
τῶν ὑπαρχόντων αὐτῶν ib. 36.7, where the translator paraphrased.34

κακιῶν ὑμῶν] Is the pl. form an attempt to represent the repetition of the 

same noun in H?35 In XII, the same form, רָעָתָם, is similarly represented in 

the pl. at Ho 7.3, Jn 4.2, and at Ho 7.2 and 9.15 even with כֹּל added. On the 

other hand, הָרָעָה is also so rendered at Jl 2.13.

33 These two are the only cases in LXX of this causal ἀπὸ προσώπου τινος, see GELS s.v. 
πρόσωπον 6 a. On the underlying מִפְּנֵי, cf. BDB s.v. 6  פָּנֶה c.

34 Sollamo (1979) does not deal with the two examples of ἀπὸ προσώπου τινος in XII.
35 Nyberg (1935.82f.) speaks in defence of the Heb. construction as an expression of inten-

sity, translating it with “wegen eurer ungeheuren Schlechtigkeit,” for which, however, the second 
noun usually appears in the pl., e.g. ירִים  the song par excellence.’ Cf. JM § 141 l and‘ שִׁיר הַשִִּׁ
SQH § 8 b.
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11.1 [H 10.15b-11.1]) ὄρθρου ἀπερρίφησαν, ἀπερρίφη βασιλεὺς Ισραηλ. 

Διότι νήπιος Ισραηλ, καὶ ἐγὼ ἠγάπησα αὐτὸν καὶ ἐξ Αἰγύπτου 

μετεκάλεσα τὰ τέκνα αὐτοῦ.

 With eagerness they were thrown out, the king of Israel was thrown 

out. Because Israel was an infant, I also loved him, and recalled his 

children out of Egypt.

קָרָאתִי  וּמִמִּצְרַיִם  וָאֹהֲבֵהוּ  יִשְׂרָאֵל  נַעַר  1)כִּי  יִשְׂרָאֵל:  מֶלֶךְ  נִדְמָה  נִדְמֹה  בַּשַּׁחַר 
לִבְנִי:

ὄρθρου בַּשַּׁחַר] In ὄρθρου εἶπον τῷ βασιλεῖ ‘Early in the morning say to 

the king!’ Est 5.14o’ ὄρθρου is used as a classic genitive of time, ‘early in 

the morning.’ GELS s.v. ὄρθρος 2 b has a list of eight cases of ὄρθρου, in 

none of which one could say with confidence that the specification of early 

morning for something being done is an essential ingredient of the message. 

E.g. καὶ ἐδίδαξα αὐτοὺς ὄρθρου Je 39.33. Did the Lord conduct an early 

morning lesson? The eight instances are confined to Ho and Je. However, 

a verb derived from this substantive, ὀρθρίζω,1 is used at times in a related 

fashion (GELS s.v. 2, 3), and the verb used this way is attested in other LXX 

books as well. Thus in addition to ἐν θλίψει αὐτῶν ὀρθριοῦσι πρός με 

Ho 6.1 we also find, e.g. ὁ θεός μου, πρὸς σὲ ὀρθρίζω Ps 62.2. Unlike 

in ὀρθρίζων οὐκέτι εἰμί ‘I shall be no early riser any more’ Jb 7.21 the 

specification of early morning is nonsensical in a case such as ἐκ νυκτὸς 

ὀρθρίζει τὸ πνεῦμά μου πρὸσ σέ ‘since the time when it was still night ..’ 

Is 26.9.2 Likewise at οἱ ὀρθρίζοντες πρὸς αὐτὴν [= σοφίαν] ἐμπλησθή-
σονται εὐφροσύνης Si 4.12 such an effort could and ought to be under-

taken day and night. In our Ho passage we cannot think of any argument for 

thinking that the action must have taken place just around daybreak, cock-

crow.

We note that in may examples of ὄρθρου and ὀρθρίζω the feature of 

eagerness has become an integral part of their senses. This semantic devel-

opment most likely has its origin in the selection of ὄρθρου to translate שַׁחַר 

once (Ho 11.1) and הַשְׁכֵּם six times (all in Je: 7.25, 25.4, 33.5, 39.3, 42.14, 

1 A Koine Greek equivalent of Classical ὀρθρεύω, which occurs in LXX once only at 
ὤρθρευσαν κοινῶς καὶ ἤλθοσαν εἰς τὸν γάμον ‘they got up together early in the morning and 
went to the wedding’ To 9.6 GI (ὤρθρισαν GII).

2 “In the night” (NETS) is a translation of בַּלַּיְלָה here. SD has “Nach dem Ende der Nacht,” 
but we doubt that ἐκ νυκτός can be synonymous with μετὰ νύκτα.
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51.43). Likewise ὀρθρίζω renders Pi. שִׁחֵר thrice (Ps 62.2, 77.34, Is 26.9), 

and Hi. הִשְׁכִּים thrice (Je 25.3,4 Zp 3.7, 2C 36.15). Early birds may have been 

considered enthusiastic, eager actors, though one might argue that, in the 

hot summer in the Near East, early start was an existential necessity for 

sheer survival, not a virtue. Since the primary sense of שִׁחֵר, however, is “to 

seek,” and has little to do with early morning, the notion of early assigned to 

this verb may, according to Gesenius, be due to Volksetymologie, i.e. non-

scientific, amateur etymology.5 The scientific etymology seeks cognates of 

 /to seek’ and Akkadian /saḫāru‘ שְׁחַר as a verb root in Jewish Aramaic שׁחר

‘to turn towards, go round, seek.’6

That the notion of eagerness had become an integral part of these two 

Gk lexemes fairly early on is shown by the use of ὀρθρίζω by Ben Sira’s 

grandson to translate not only Pi. שִׁחֵר, but also Pi. ׁ[שַׁחֲרֵיהוּ  =] שחריהו  :בִּקֵּש 

ὄρθριζε πρὸς αὐτόν  6.36 // מבקשיה οἱ ὀρθορίζοντες πρὸς αὐτήν 4.12. Note 

also ὁ ὀρθρίσας ἐπ᾽ αὐτὴν [= σοφίαν] οὐ κοπιάσει Wi 6.14, continuing 

εὑρίσκεται ὑπὸ τῶν ζητούντων αὐτήν (vs. 12), and Ὤρθριζον δὲ πρὸς 

Κύριον καὶ ἔκλαιον περὶ Μεμφίας Test. Joseph 3.6. Luke was familiar 

with this feature of SG, when he wrote πᾶς ὁ λαὸς ὤρθριζεν πρὸς αὐτὸν 

ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ ἀκούειν αὐτοῦ Lk 21.38.7

Pace Horsley (1981.86) ὀρθρίζω in SG is not a mere verb denoting physi-

cal movement, “a bland ‘come.’” Why should one add another verb, and an 

odd one at that, to the rich Greek vocabulary in possession of multiple verbs 

denoting physical movement? Why should the translator of נַשְׁכִּימָה לַכְּרָמִים 
Ct 7.13 have said ὀρθρίσωμεν εἰς ἀμπελῶνας in lieu of, say, brand ἔλθω-
μεν εἰς ἀμπελῶνας? In using ὀρθρεύω, a synonymous verb, Euripides adds 

ἦλθον! in ὀρθρεύουσαν ψυχὰν ἐκπληχθεῖς᾽ ἦλθον φρίκᾳ ‘I came shud-

dering with my mind wide awake early in the morning’ Tr. 182. The prepo-

sition πρός often found with this verb in SG8 does not merely indicate a 

destination as in Ἤλθομεν πρὸς τὸν ἀδελφόν σου Ησαυ Ge 32.6. It is not 

about an external, physical movement, but an inner one of your mind directed 

to someone or something. Even when your feet are involved, the emphasis 

is on what is on your mind, in your heart as expressed in our definition in 

GELS s.v. ὀρθρίζω, 2 “to seek and turn in eager anticipation.” A verb of 

3 The references are those of G; the corresponding references in H are 7.25, 25.4, 26.5, 
32.33, 35.14, 44.4.

Though G has not preserved any trace of הַשְׁכֵּם in וָאֲדַבֵּר אֲלֵיכֶם הַשְׁכֵּם וְדַבֵּר Je 7.13, McKane 
(1986.158) translates it, without any philological comment, “I addressed you urgently,” and 
Keil (1988.158) says: “from early morn, i.e. earnestly and unremittingly.”

4 H אַשְׁכֵּים need be emended to הַשְׁכֵּם.
5 Cf. Tov 1990a and Muraoka 2008.
6 Cf. HALOT 1465b s.v.
7 Cf. BDAG on this instance: “ὀρ. πρός τινα also means generally seek someone diligently.”
8 In GELS s.v. ὀρθρίζω 2 add Ps 77.34 and Si 39.5.
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seeking such as ζητέω never governs πρός τινα or πρός τι. At the above-

quoted Wi 6.14 the selection of ἐπί9 is most felicitous, highlighting focused 

attention.

ἀπερρίφησαν, ἀπερρίφη נִדְמָה -Whether or not G’s Vorlage actu [נִדְמֹה 

ally read the pl. נרמו, the translator wanted to read here ר instead of ד twice.

Διότι כִּי] The Heb. conjunction here is generally assigned a temporal sense, 

‘when.’ The ancient versions disagree: Vulg. quia and Pesh. /meṭṭul d-/, hence 

both = G. Trg’s אֲרֵי is equivocal, but not explicitly temporal. כִּי as a temporal 

conjunction with reference to the past, not including כִי  is rather rare in ,וַיְהִי 

BH. BDB s.v. 2 a mentions six places including Ho 11.1.

 νήπιος Ισραηλ נַעַר יִשְׂרָאֵל] The absence of a copula in G is not necessar-

ily a slavish reproduction of H. Such a nominal clause is a commonplace in 

Greek, whether Classical or SG, see SSG § 94 d-da.

The range of age represented נַעַר is quite broad. A three-month old baby 

Moses is so called, Ex 2.6.

καὶ ἐγὼ] The conjunction looks like a rendering of ָו in H, but there is 

nothing there that would correspond to ἐγὼ. The Gk conjunction is not linking 

the two clauses, the one nominal and the other verbal, but relates to ἐγὼ only. 

What is meant, however, is not “I also loved Israel, just as someone else did.” 

It is like in Καὶ κύριος παρεβίβασεν τὸ ἁμάρτημά σου, οὐ μὴ ἀποθάνῃς < 

 2Sm 12.13, i.e. in response to your admission  גַּם־יְהוָה הֶעֱבִיר חַטָּאתְךָ לאֹ תָמוּת

of your guilt, so the Lord in turn.10 Such an analysis accords with G’s analysis 

of כִּי as causal, i.e. because Israel was still in its moral infancy, My affection 

for him was awakened all the more. For such an understanding you cannot 

do without ἐγώ.

τὰ τέκνα αὐτοῦ] = לְבָנָיו, ≠ H לִבְנִי. With “Israel” no single individual was 

meant. When Moses was told by God to meet Pharaoh, the latter was to hear: 

 ’Ex 4.22, when the entire community of Moses כּהֹ אָמַר יְהוָה בְּנִי בְכרִֹי יִשְׂרָאֵל

coreligionists were to go.

11.2) καθὼς μετεκάλεσα αὐτούς, οὕτως ἀπῴχοντο ἐκ προσώπου μου· 

αὐτοὶ τοῖς Βααλιμ ἔθυον καὶ τοῖς γλυπτοῖς ἐθυμίων.

 As I recalled them, they would move away from me. They would offer 

sacrifices to Baals and burn incense to their carved idols.

קָרְאוּ לָהֶם כֵּן הָלְכוּ מִפְּנֵיהֶם לַבְּעָלִים יְזַבֵּחוּ וְלַפְּסִלִים יְקַטֵּרוּן:

καθὼς μετεκάλεσα ּקָרְאו] καθὼς appears to be a free addition meant to 

pair with οὕτως (כֵּן). To restore [כְּקָרְאִי  =] כקראי would not do, since that 

would require changing מִפְּנֵיהֶם to מִפָּנַי.

9 Preferred by Ziegler to πρός.
10 This use of καί is also recognisable in διὸ καὶ ὁ θεὸς αὐτὸν ὑπερύψωσεν ‘therefore 

God in turn exalted him’ Phil 2.9, i.e. in response to ἐταπείνωσεν ἑαυτὸν γενόμενος ὑπήκοος 
μέχρι θανάτου, θανάτου δὲ σταυροῦ ib. 2.8.
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Rashi identified the subjects of ּקָרְאו as prophets. In G we could hear a 

personal ring of God’s communication. Cf. Trg here: שַׁלְחֵית נְבִיַי לְאַלָּפָא לְהוֹן 

‘I sent my prophets to instruct them.’

ἀπῴχοντο .. ἔθυον .. ἐθυμίων] Three Impf.’s follow the Aor. μετεκάλεσα 

as if to suggest that God summoned them once down in Egypt, but since 

then they kept rebelling.

αὐτοὶ] G read מִפָּנַי הֵם for H מִפְּנֵיהֶם as correctly noted by Nyberg (1935.84), 

who defends H as preferable in preserving the archaic, asyndetic structure, 

but the asyndesis would be there in G’s reading as well.11 An addition freely 

made as if to symbolise God’s accusing finger pointed at His children per-

sistently and ungratefully turning down God’s gracious initiative.

11.3) καὶ ἐγὼ συνεπόδισα τὸν Εφραιμ, ἀνέλαβον αὐτὸν ἐπὶ τὸν βρα-
χίονά μου, καὶ οὐκ ἔγνωσαν ὅτι ἴαμαι αὐτούς.

 And I tied Ephraim’s feet, lifted him on my arm, but they did not real-

ise that I had cured them.

וְאָנֹכִי תִרְגַּלְתִּי לְאֶפְרַיִם קָחָם עַל־זְרוֹעתָֹיו וְלאֹ יָדְעוּ כִּי רְפָאתִים:

συνεπόδισα תִרְגַּלְתִּי] The sense of the Gk verb, συμποδίζω is definable 

as ‘to tie the feet of’ (GELS s.v.), and here it is used in a figure of a parent 

accompanying a toddler as it begins to walk. On another occasion it is applied 

to the parents trying to prevent their child from walking off and doing as he 

pleases, whereas the parental action indicated in H is more painful: ּוּדְקָרֻהו 
‘and they will pierce him through’ Zc 13.3.

ἀνέλαβον αὐτὸν ἐπὶ τὸν βραχίονά μου עַל־זְרוֹעתָֹיו  H need be [קָחָם 

emended to something like 12 .לְקַחְתִּים עַל זְרוֹעוֹתָי

οὐκ ἔγνωσαν ּלאֹ יָדְעו] Many stative verbs in Hebrew and Aramaic can be 

used with ingressive value, especially with reference to the past. Thus יָדַע 
can mean ‘he became aware’ as well as ‘he was aware.’ Greek uses two dif-

ferent verbs for the purpose: γινώσκω and οἶδα. When Abram said to Sarai 

Γινώσκω (יָדַעְתִּי) ἐγὼ ὅτι γυνὴ εὐπρόσωπος εἶ, Abram was stating his real-

isation of what implication Sarai’s attractive appearance could have; he must 

have been aware for a donkey’s years what an extraordinary wife she was. 

By contrast, a state of being aware is expressed with οἶδα. E.g. οὐκ ᾔδει ἐν 

τῷ κοιμηθῆναι αὐτὴν καὶ ἀναστῆναι ‘he was not aware ..’ Ge 19.35,13 a 

blissful ignorance on the part of Lot. At ᾔδει γὰρ ὁ θεὸς ὅτι ἐν ᾗ ἂν ἡμέρᾳ 

11 Pesh. has inserted the conjunction: /men qdāmay wa-lvaʻlā/.
12 Nyberg (1935.85) postulates a haplography due to the final mem of אפרים, but the text 

as reconstructed by him, מִקָּחָם על זרעתי, cannot be translated “indem ich sie auf meine Arme 
nahm.”

13 We rather prefer “er war nicht bei Bewusstsein” (SD 20) to “il ne s’aperçut de rien” 
(BA 158), “él no se dio cuenta” (SS 78), and “lui non se accorse” (SI 83). Lot was thoroughly 
intoxicated and unconscious.
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φάγητε ἀπ᾿ αὐτοῦ, διανοιχθήσονται ὑμῶν οἱ ὀφθαλμοί Ge 3.5 the serpent 

is focusing on God’s previous understanding, which significantly differs 

from H ַידֵֹע, a ptc. indicating that God’s position had not changed.14

11.4) ἐν διαφθορᾷ ἀνθρώπων ἐξέτεινα αὐτοὺς ἐν δεσμοῖς ἀγαπήσεώς μου 

καὶ ἔσομαι αὐτοῖς ὡς ῥαπίζων ἄνθρωπος ἐπὶ τὰς σιαγόνας αὐτοῦ· 

καὶ ἐπιβλέψομαι πρὸς αὐτόν, δυνήσομαι αὐτῷ.

 When people were perishing I extended a hand to them with My cords 

of love, and I will be to them like one slapping his cheeks, and I will 

look on them, I shall prevail against him.

וְאַט  לְחֵיהֶם  עַל  עֹל  כִּמְרִימֵי  לָהֶם  וָאֶהְיֶה  אַהֲבָה  בַּעֲבתֹוֹת  אֶמְשְׁכֵם  אָדָם  בְּחַבְלֵי 
אֵלָיו אוֹכִיל:

διαφθορᾷ חַבְלֵי] H’s twofold expression of His caring bond with humanity15 

has been reduced to one in G with the first being understood as a homoymous 

 ,destruction.’ This is the sole attestation of this equivalence in LXX‘ חֶבֶל

whereas our translator uses φθορά to render חֶבֶל at διεφθάρητε φθορᾷ ‘you 

were utterly destroyed’ Mi 2.10, where H is difficult – נִמְרָץ וְחֶבֶל   As .תְּחַבֵּל 

in Am 7.17, Mi 2.5, and Zc 2.5 he could have used σχοινίον, which, however, 

is not used in a figurative sense as חֶבֶל is.16

διαφθορᾷ ἀνθρώπων חַבְלֵי אָדָם] The logico-semantic relationship of the 

gen. phrase on the one hand and of the cst. phrase on the other is ambiguous 

here. This problem is especially acute with action nouns whose underlying 

verb can be transitively used. Already Homer uses διέφθορα, the active Pf. 

of διαφθείρω, in the sense of ‘to be gone mad, i.e. to have lost one’s intel-

ligence,’ e.g. μαινόμενε, φρένας ἠλέ, διέφορας ‘o madman, distraught of 

wit, you are beside yourself’ Il. 15.128.17 Is ἀνθρώπων subjective [destroyers] 

or objective [victims]? In τῇ διαφθορᾷ σου, Ισραηλ, τίς βοηθήσει; Ho 13.9 

14 Cf. also Wevers 1993.38.
15 As captured beautifully in Trg: בִּמְגָדַת בְּנִין רַחִימִין נְגַדְתִּינּוּן ‘as one pulls beloved children 

I pulled them.’ Cf. also Rashi, Ibn Ezra and Radaq ad loc.
16 Cf. Cyr. συνέσφιγξα καὶ συνέχον (PG 71.265), see Lampe s.v. συσφίγγω 1 fasten or 

bind together, hold together.
17 For more examples, see LSJ s.v. III 1.
This reminds us of הִשְׁחִית, which is primarily a transitive verb meaning ‘to destroy, ruin,’ 

mostly physically. However, when the verb carries a sense of moral ruin brought on oneself, 
it is virtually intransitive. One could argue that an object such as ְדֶּרֶך or עֲלִילָה is latent, see 
 הִשְׁחִיתוּ כֹּל Ge 6.12 (κατέφθειρεν πᾶσα σὰρξ τὴν ὁδὸν αὐτοῦ) and הִשְׁחִית כָּל־בָּשָׂר אֶת־דַּרְכּוֹ
 Zp 3.7 (διέφθαρται πᾶσα ἡ ἐπιφυλλὶς αὐτῶν). But there is no absolute need to עֲלִילוֹתָם
postulate such a latent object in cases such as הִשְׁחִיתוּ מֵאֲבוֹתָם לָלֶכֶת אַחֲרֵי אֱלֹהִים אֲחֵרִים Jd 2.19 
(διέφθειραν ὑπὲρ τοὺς πατέρας αὐτῶν πορευθῆναι ὀπίσω θεῶν ἑτέρων). Note the use of a 
straightforward intransitive verb in G at καὶ ἀνομήσητε καὶ ποιήσητε γλυπτὸν Dt 4.25 
 parallel to several short, condemnatory (בָּנִים מַשְׁחִיתִים) υἱοὶ ἄνομοι Is 1.4 ,(וְהִשְׁחַתֶּם וַעֲשִׂיתֶם פֶּסֶל)
titles, and הֵמָּה מַשְׁחִיתִים   .Je 6.28 (πάντες διεφθαρμένοι εἰσίν, where the use of a pass כֻּלָּם 
ptc. is to be noted). HALOT s.v. שׁחת hif. 1 c) (p. 1471a) suggests an alternative analysis of 
these cases as internally transitive or internally factitive, “to behave corruptly.”
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“you” are undoubtedly a victim, but whether σου is a subjective or objective 

gen. depends on what διαφθορά means here. If ‘destruction’ in active sense, it 

would be objective, but if ‘perdition,’ it would be subjective. The latter is 

more likely. On the use of the dat. here, see below at 13.9. See SSG § 22 v (xii) 

and (xiii). Does אָדָם  refer to cords used by people or used in the best חַבְלֵי 

interests of people for their rescue or safety? See SQH 21 b i) and xvi).18

ἐξέτεινα αὐτοὺς אֶמְשְׁכֵם] G is rather obscure of meaning. Who or what 

are ‘them’ and what does ‘extended them, stretched them’ mean? By contrast, 

 Je 38.13 and its G καὶ εἵλκυσαν וַיִּמְשְׁכוּ אֶת־יִרְמְיָהוּ בַּחֲבָלִים וַיַּעֲלוּ אֹתוֹ מִן־הַבּוֹר

αὐτὸν τοῖς σχοινίοις καὶ ἀνήγαγον αὐτὸν ἐκ τοῦ λάκκου 45.13 present no 

difficulty.19 GELS s.v. ἐκτείνω 3 b hesitantly suggests: “to put forth a hand 

in order to support(?),” though one would rather anticipate αὐτοῖς. The 

obj. suf. /-ēm/ can be analysed as equivalent to לָהֶם and the prep. bet is capa-

ble of introducing a direct object as in נְטֵה  ’Stretch out the javelin‘ בַּכִּידוֹן 

Josh 8.18.20

ἐν δεσμοῖς ἀγαπήσεώς μου בַּעֲבתֹוֹת אַהֲבָה] On the surface the combina-

tion of the two nouns in both G and H may look strange, since few would 

willingly apply for cords or fetters. However, it depends on a purpose to which 

they are applied. A statement such as חוֹשֵׂךְ שִׁבְטוֹ שׂוֹנֵא בְנוֹ וְאֹהֲבוֹ שִׁחֲרוֹ מוּסָר 

Pr 13.24 comes to one’s mind. Cyr. (PG 71.268) quotes ὃν γὰρ ἀγαπᾷ κύριος 

παιδεύει, μαστιγοῖ δὲ πάντα υἱὸν ὃν παραδέχεται Pr 3.12 in his exegesis of 

the next clause here.

μου looks like a free addition for אַהֲבָתִי, in which the suf. pronoun can be 

construed with אַהֲבָה alone or with the cst. chain as a whole.

καὶ ἔσομαι וָאֶהְיֶה] In H, as is also shown by the following וְאַט, though 

not vocalised as וָאַט, the Heb. form must have been meant as preterite,21 

continuing אֶמְשְׁכֵם, an Impf. with an archaic preterite value. G, however, is 

inconsistent: preterite - non-preterite - non-preterite.

ῥαπίζων ἄνθρωπος ἐπὶ τὰς σιαγόνας αὐτοῦ לְחֵיהֶם עַל  עֹל   What [מְרִימֵי 

slapping one’s own cheeks symbolises here is not clear at all.22 Nor is it clear 

how G arrived at ῥαπίζων.23 Is this possibly a figure of vicarious sacrifice? 

18 For an example illustrating the latter, see אל  ’action(s) taken for God’s sake‘ מעשי 
1QS 4.4.

19 How desperate we were is manifest in the question mark in GELS s.v. 3 “+ acc. pers. ‘to 
put forth a hand in order to support (?)’.” The Gk verb here cannot mean ‘to pull, draw (towards 
oneself),’ a meaning which would fit the context well and is intended by a v.l. (εξ)ειλκυσα, 
which, as a lectio facilior, has less claim to originality.

20 For further details, see JM § 125 m and Jenni 1992.93-99.
21 The use of non-apocopated forms in lieu of apocopated ones, in this instance, וָאֶהִי, is 

not uncommon; see JM § 79 m.
22 Brenton (1078) with “another” and SD (1174) with “jemanden” change the referent of 

αὐτοῦ, but such an insertion sounds abrupt.
23 Nyberg (1935.85f.) opines that the only slight defect in H can be rectified by vocalising 

 and translating the resultant text as  “sobald ich ihnen das Joch auf die Kinnbacken מְרִימִי as מְרִימֵי
legte.” He seeks support in a case such as ֹוַיְהִי כְמֵשִׁיב יָדו Ge 38.29. However, the two examples 
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Cf. Is 53.4f. Our translator was not aware that, a couple of centuries later, 

someone was going to say “Whoever slaps your right cheek (σε ῥαπίζει εἰς 

τὴν δεξιὰν σιαγόνα), turn to him the other one, too” (Mt 5.39).

That G is a somewhat free rendition is also evident in the unusual word 

order with an attributively used Ptc. preceding in lieu of ἄνθρωπος ῥαπίζων.

ἐπιβλέψομαι πρὸς αὐτόν] = אֵלָיו  The equivalence .אַט and not H ,אַבִּיט 

ἐπιβλέπω הִבִּיט is quite common in LXX, and in XII alone 6 times, of which 

esp. noteworthy is καὶ ἐπιβλέψονται πρός με וְהִבִּיטוּ אֵלַי Zc 12.10. <+ πρός 

acc.> occurs also at Jn 2.15, and Hb 1.13, see also Nu 12.10 [compassionately 

on Miriam struck with leprosy], and in none of these cases there is a negative 

connotation attached.24 But, who does αὐτόν refer to? The same question 

arises regarding αὐτῷ in the next clause.

δυνήσομαι αὐτῷ] = ‘I shall prevail upon him’ ֹאוּכַל לו ≠ H 25 .אוֹכִיל Besides, 

G represents a verse division different from MT, i.e. the first word of vs. 5, 

.as the last word of vs. 4 לוֹ  was read as לאֹ

11.5) κατῴκησεν Εφραιμ ἐν Αἰγύπτῳ, καὶ Ασσουρ αὐτὸς βασιλεὺς αὐτοῦ, 

ὅτι οὐκ ἠθέλησαν ἐπιστρέψαι. 

 Ephraim dwelt in Egypt, and Assur, he is his king, because they refused 

to return.

לאֹ יָשׁוּב אֶל־אֶרֶץ מִצְרַיִם וְאַשּׁוּר הוּא מַלְכּוֹ כִּי מֵאֲנוּ לָשׁוּב:
κατῴκησεν Εφραιμ ἐν Αἰγύπτῳ] By having read לא as לו and attached 

it to the end of the preceding line, our translator came to face what he found 

it difficult to comprehend, namely the notion of Ephraim going back again 

to the house of slavery. As a consequence, he presumably decided to exercise 

quite a degree of freedom by mentally restoring: יָשַׁב בארץ מצרים, i.e. ‘for-

merly Ephraim dwelt in Egypt as slaves, but now he was to toil and labour 

under a new overlord called Assur.’

οὐκ ἠθέλησαν ּמֵאֲנו] Exactly as in Je 8.5. This Heb. verb, when comple-

mented with an inf. cst., is often rendered with a negatived verb, e.g. ים מֵּאֲנִ֣   הַֽ

.τοὺς μὴ βουλομένους ὑπακούειν Je 13.10 לִשְׁמ֣וֹעַ

ἐπιστρέψαι] πρός με is understood, cf. Ἐπιστράφητε πρός με ἐξ ὅλης 

τῆς καρδίας ὑμῶν Jl 2.12.

are syntactically distinct: in the Ge instance the quoted text serves as a temporal adjunct, contin-
ued by וְהִנֵּה יָצָא אָחִיו, whereas in our Ho case is no adverbial adjunct, but a self-standing verbal 
clause as shown by לָהֶם. On the difficulty of the Ge example, cf. Driver 1892 § 135, Ob. 6 and 
König 1897 § 412 z. On the paragogic /-i/ added to a sg. cst. ptc., see above on 10.11  אֹהַבְתִּי.

24 Pace SD: “auf ihn herabblicken,” which does not harmonise with “cords of love”; the 
alternative rendition “mich um ihn kümmern” is preferable. 

25 Nyberg (1935.86) translates: “so neigte ich [die Früchte der Bäume] zu ihm, um ihn 
essen zu lassen,” where the bracketed addition is little more than a fanciful creation.
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11.6) καὶ ἠσθένησε ῥομφαία ἐν ταῖς πόλεσιν αὐτοῦ καὶ κατέπαυσεν ἐν 

ταῖς χερσὶν αὐτοῦ, καὶ φάγονται ἐκ τῶν διαβουλίων αὐτῶν. 

 And a sword became weak in his cities and stood still in his hands, 

and they will consume of what they resolved to aim at.

וְחָלָה חֶרֶב בְּעָרָיו וְכִלְּתָה בַדָּיו וְאָכָלָה מִמֹּעֲצוֹתֵיהֶם:

καὶ ἠσθένησε ῥομφαία וְחָלָה חֶרֶב] G must have derived the verb from חָלָה 

‘to be sick,’ mentally emending the form to חָלְתָה. The sword then becomes 

Ephraim’s weapon of defence, not that of enemies, which would apply when 

the verb is derived from √חול ‘to whirl, fly about.’

καὶ κατέπαυσεν ἐν ταῖς χερσὶν αὐτοῦ] = בְיָדָיו  which accords ,וְכָלְתָה 

with G’s interpretation of the preceding וְחָלָה. 
καὶ φάγονται וְאָכָלָה] The sudden shift on the part of G to w-qataltí is dif-

ficult to account for. The subject is now perceived as bearers of the sword, 

hence pl.

ἐκ τῶν διαβουλίων αὐτῶν מִמֹּעֲצוֹתֵיהֶם] If we assume Ephraim’s enemies 

to be the subjects of φάγονται, the preposition mem is partitive, and pace 

Joosten (144) not causal, for which the Gk verb would require an object, what 

to be eaten.

11.7) καὶ ὁ λαὸς αὐτοῦ ἐπικρεμάμενος ἐκ τῆς κατοικίας αὐτοῦ, καὶ ὁ 

θεὸς ἐπὶ τὰ τίμια αὐτοῦ θυμωθήσεται, καὶ οὐ μὴ ὑψώσῃ αὐτόν. 

 And his people are hanging on to their residence, whilst God will be 

wroth over what they cherish and will never exalt them.

וְעַמִּי תְלוּאִים לִמְשׁוּבָתִי וְאֶל־עַל יִקְרָאֻהוּ יַחַד לאֹ יְרוֹמֵם:

ἐκ τῆς κατοικίας αὐτοῦ] = ֹמִשִּׁבְתּו, as in κατοικίαν αὐτοῦ < ֹשִׁבְתּו Ob 3 

or = ֹמוֹשָׁבו.

The preposition lamed prefixed to מְשׁוּבָתִי is suspicious, for whether from 

 and never ,עַל the verb in the sense of ‘to hang on’ governs ,תלה√ or תלא√

 Accordingly κρεμάζω, κρεμάννυμι mostly governs ἐπί, e.g. κρεμάμενος .ל־

ἐπὶ ξύλου De 21.23. There also occur, however, two other cases with ἐκ: 

ἐκ μαστῶν κρεμάσαντες τὰ βρέφη ‘making the babes hang at their breasts’ 

and more relevantly to our Ho instance in ἐξ ἡμῶν κρέματα ἡ ψυχὴ αὐτῶν 

‘their lives depend on us’ Ju 8.24.26 This suggests that G represents ֹמִשִּׁבְתּו.

ὁ θεὸς] = אֵל.

26 Among examples mentioned in BDAG s.v. κρεμάννυμι (2) we find ἐξ ὧν κρεμαμένη 
πᾶσα ψυχὴ πολίτου παντὸς ‘on which [= private possessions] every soul of every citizen 
hangs’ Plato Leg. 8.831c.
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τὰ τίμια αὐτοῦ] = יְקָרָיו, either from יָקָר or יְקָר, though the latter is attested 

in BH only in the sg. Another possibility is < יַקִּיר, an adjective substantivised.

θυμωθήσεται] = יִחַר or יֶחֱרֶה, in any case from חָרָה.

ὑψώσῃ αὐτόν יְרוֹמֵם] In G of this verse every reference to Ephraim takes 

the form of a 3ms conjunctive pronoun. Hence αὐτόν is probably a free addi-

tion rather than an object suffix of a putative יְרִימֵם, Hif. rather than Pol.27

On the whole the message that comes through from G is substantially dif-

ferent from that of H, though the interpretation of the latter is fraught with 

difficulties of its own, e.g. “my .. my .. him .. he,” all apparently referring 

to God.

11.8) τί σε διαθῶ, Εφραιμ; ὑπερασπιῶ σου, Ισραηλ; τί σε διαθῶ; ὡς 

Αδαμα θήσομαί σε καὶ ὡς Σεβωιμ; μετεστράφη ἡ καρδία μου ἐν 

τῷ αὐτῷ, συνεταράχθη ἡ μεταμέλειά μου. 

 How am I to deal with you, Ephraim? Am I to shield you, Israel? How 

am I to deal with you? Am I to treat you like Adama and like Seboim? 

My heart has changed over the same matter, My sense of regret has 

been aroused.

אֵיךְ אֶתֶּנְךָ אֶפְרַיִם אֲמַגֶּנְךָ יִשְׂרָאֵל אֵיךְ אֶתֶּנְךָ כְאַדְמָה אֲשִׂימְךָ כִּצְבאֹיִם נֶהְפַּךְ עָלַי 
לִבִּי יַחַד נִכְמְרוּ נִחוּמָי:

τί ְיך  The use of τί in the sense of ‘How?, In what way?,’ unknown prior [אֵֽ

to SG, started as a Hebraism as exemplified in מַה־נִּצְטַדָּק > τί δικαιωθῶμεν; 

Ge 44.16. Likewise at Ex 10.26, Nu 23.8, Si 38.25, Mi 6.3.28 Since H has 

here ְאֵיך, it appears that this innovative SG usage had stablised by the time 

when the translation of XII was launched. Note that a reviser took offence at 

this anomaly and improved Τί [= מַה] σώσει ἡμᾶς οὗτος; 1Sm 10.27 to Τίς 

σώσει ἡμᾶς; οὗτος; in the proto-Lucianic version.

Pace Joosten (145), who offers an alternative translation of “Que te ferai-

je?,” referring to Jerome’s “quid faciam tibi,” τί cannot be a direct object here, 

for διατίθημι in the active voice does not take two direct objects.

σε διαθῶ ָאֶתֶּנְך] The selection of διατίθημι twice to render the most com-

mon Heb. verb is noteworthy. The Gk verb is rather rare in SG in the active 

voice. Whilst נָתַן here appears to carry the sense of ‘to give up, not to care 

about, abandon,’ G most probably saw the following שָׂם as being used as its 

synonymous parallel. In BH נָתַן is often so used, as can be seen from quite an 

extensive listing in BDB s.v. Qal 2 “Put, set, nearly = שִׂים, and sts. || with 

it”; see also ib. under 3 “Make, constitute.”

27 Thus pace Nyberg 1935.89.
28 The two instances at Mi 6.3 could be added in GELS s.v. τίς II *c.
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ὑπερασπιῶ σου ָאֲמַגֶּנְך] G accords with what it sees as God’s positive, 

supportive stance, and it is in line with its exegesis of נָתַן as indicated above. 

This Heb. verb that occurs only twice more in BH is said to mean ‘to deliver, 

hand over’ as at ָיך  Gn 14.20 > παρέδωκεν τοὺς ἐχθρούς σου מִגֵּן צָרֶיךָ בְּיָדֵֶ

ὑποχειρίους σοι. The third instance is interesting: ָּתְּמַגְּנֶך תִּפְאֶרֶת   עֲטֶרֶת 

Pr 4.9 > στεφάνῳ δὲ τρυφῆς ὑπερασπίσῃ σου. Are these two translators 

etymologising, starting from מָגֵן ‘spear’ [ > ἀσπίς five times]?

ἐν τῷ αὐτῷ] = 29 .עָלָיו The unusual selection of ἐν is probably due to the 

translator’s failure to see the value of the Heb. preposition for a painful effect 

being felt, a kind of dativus incommodi, e.g. דַוָּי לִבִּי   ’my heart is sick‘ עָלַי 

Je 8.18, בְּהִתְעַטֵּף עָלַי רוּחִי ‘as my spirit faints’ Ps 142.4,  מֵתָה עָלַי רָחֵל ‘Rachel 

died on me’ Gn 48.7; see JM § 133 f.30 Though the same phrase translates 

.at Zc 10.3, where ‘together’ makes good sense, but certainly not here יַחְדָּו

The syntagm ὁ αὐτός is idiomatically used with the value of ‘one and the 

same’ and it can also be substantivised here, see SSG § 14. This value, how-

ever, is sometimes weakened, making the phrase as equivalent to a plain 

demonstrative pronoun like the same in obsolete English, e.g. “And Jehovah 

appeared unto him the same night [בַּלַּיְלָה הַהוּא]” Ge 26.24. This might apply 

to our Ho example. The gender of the pronoun is equivocal; it could be ‘the 

same person [= the same persons, i.e. Ephraim].’

συνεταράχθη ἡ μεταμέλειά μου נִחוּמָי  Cf. ἐταράχθη ἡ μήτρα [נִכְמְרוּ 

αὐτῆς ָ3  נִכְמְרוּ רַחֲמֶיהK 3.26.

The Gk word μεταμέλεια occurs only once more in LXX: ἡ χρηστότης 

σου ἐπὶ ἁμαρτάνοντας ἐν μεταμελείᾳ ‘Your mercy is on those who sinned(, 

but) are remorseful’ PSol 9.7. Its cognates are more frequent: μεταμέλομαι 
14× and μετάμελος 3×. Their most frequent Heb. equivalent is √נחם Nif. (9×) 

or (×1) נִחוּמִים, see Index 78b.

11.9) οὐ μὴ ποιήσω κατὰ τὴν ὀργὴν τοῦ θυμοῦ μου, οὐ μὴ ἐγκαταλίπω 

τοῦ ἐξαλειφθῆναι τὸν Εφραιμ· διότι θεὸς ἐγώ εἰμι καὶ οὐκ ἄνθρω-
πος· ἐν σοὶ ἅγιος, καὶ οὐκ εἰσελεύσομαι εἰς πόλιν. 

 I shall never act according to the fury of my anger, I shall never 

desert Ephraim to be obliterated, because I am God, and not a human 

being. In Me there is a holy one, and I shall not enter a city.

בְּקִרְבְּךָ  וְלאֹ־אִישׁ  אָנֹכִי  אֵל  כִּי  אֶפְרָיִם  לְשַׁחֵת  אָשׁוּב  לאֹ  אַפִּי  חֲרוֹן  אֶעֱשֶׂה  לאֹ 
קָדוֹשׁ וְלאֹ אָבוֹא בְּעִיר:

29 Pace Nyberg (1935.89), who thinks this is a rendition of יַחַד, which, in our view, is 
loosely represented with the prefix of συνεταράχθη. See also SD II 2329.

30 This force of עַל seems to have escaped most LXX translators, e.g. שִׁנְתֵּהּ נַדַּת עֲלוֹהִי > 
ὁ ὕπνος ἀπέστη ἀπ᾽ αὐτοῦ Da 6.19 TH.
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κατὰ τὴν ὀργὴν τοῦ θυμοῦ μου] The translator may have been uncom-

fortable with ὀργή as a direct object of ποιέω. This Heb. collocation is as 

uncommon. Another rare instance of it is 1  לאֹ־עָשִׂיתָ חֲרוֹן־אַפּוֹ בַּעֲמָלֵקK 28.18, 

where its literal translation οὐκ ἐποίησας θυμὸν ὀργῆς αὐτοῦ ἐν Αμαληκ 

has been stylistically improved in the proto-Lucianic revision with οὐκ ἔπλη-
σας .. ‘you did not vent ..,’ cf. ἐποίησας εἰς ἡμᾶς, κύριε ὁ θεὸς ἡμῶν, κατὰ 

πᾶσαν ἐπιείκειάν σου καὶ κατὰ πάντα οἰκτιρμόν σου τὸν μέγαν Ba 2.27.

ἐγκαταλίπω אָשׁוּב] The discrepancy is considerable. One cannot even begin 

to guess how “I repeat” could have been interpreted as meaning “I abandon.”31 

Since the inf. clause in G can be only expegetical, τὸν Εφραιμ must be a 

direct object of ἐγκαταλίπω, though its dislocation is anomalous, and the 

former is simultaneously the subject of the infinitive.

The anarthrous, indeterminate πόλιν is remarkable.

11.10) ὀπίσω κυρίου πορεύσομαι· ὡς λέων ἐρεύξεται, ὅτι αὐτὸς ὠρύσε-
ται, καὶ ἐκστήσονται τέκνα ὑδάτων.

 I shall walk behind the Lord. He will roar like a lion, because He will 

howl, and (then) children of waters will be stunned.

אַחֲרֵי יְהוָה יֵלְכוּ כְּאַרְיֵה יִשְׁאָג כִּי־הוּא יִשְׁאַג וְיֶחֶרְדוּ בָנִים מִיָּם:

πορεύσομαι ּיֵלְכו] G’s personal focus.

αὐτὸς הוּא] in contrast to τέκνα ὑδάτων.

τέκνα ὑδάτων] = בְנֵי מָיִם or בָנִים בְּמָיִם with homoioarcton. What the phrase, 

whether in G or H, is supposed to mean is enigmatic.

ἐκστήσονται ּיֶחֶרְדו] This is a rare instance of ἐξίστημι tinged with a sense 

of awe. Note καὶ ἐξέστη πᾶς ὁ λαὸς σφόδρα Ex 19.18, where the subject 

of the verb in H is Mount Sinai – וַיֶּחֱרַד כָּל־הָהָר מְאֹד, and the occasion was 

a theophany accompanied by unusual natural phenomena.32

11.11) καὶ ἐκστήσονται ὡς ὄρνεον ἐξ Αἰγύπτου καὶ ὡς περιστερὰ ἐκ 

γῆς Ἀσσυρίων· καὶ ἀποκαταστήσω αὐτοὺς εἰς τοὺς οἴκους αὐτῶν, 

λέγει κύριος.

 And they will be stunned like a bird out of Egypt and like a dove out 

of the land of Assyria, and I shall resettle them in their houses, says 

the Lord.

יֶחֶרְדוּ כְצִפּוֹר מִמִּצְרַיִם וּכְיוֹנָה מֵאֶרֶץ אַשּׁוּר וְהוֹשַׁבְתִּים עַל־בָּתֵּיהֶם נְאֻם־יְהוָה: ס

31 How Nyberg (1935.89) could translate G back to ֹאֶשְׁבּת is beyond us. In LXX there is 
not a single instance of such equivalence.

32 One is reminded of the popular application of the title חֲרֵדִים to regular visitors at the 
wailing wall.
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ἐξ Αἰγύπτου καὶ .. ἐκ γῆς Ἀσσυρίων] “(On their return home) out of ..” 

is probably meant.

ἀποκαταστήσω αὐτοὺς] = הֲשִׁיבתִֹים as indicated in GELS 2002a, s.v. ἀπο-
καθίστημι. This identification is supported by a case such as καὶ ἀποκατα-
στήσω αὐτοὺς εἰς τὴν γῆν αὐτῶν < וַהֲשִׁבתִֹים עַל־אַדְמָתָם Je 16.15. See also 

Je 24.6. Noteworthy is עַל־אַדְמָתָם  καὶ ἀπεκατέστησεν αὐτοὺς εἰς < וְיָשְׁבוּ 

τὴν γῆν αὐτῶν Je 23.8, a radical reformulation of ּיָשְׁבו to הוֹשִׁיב. All these 

three instances are about a return from exile, whether from the south or 

north. In LXX there is no instance of יָשַׁב Qal or Hi. rendered with ἀποκα-
θίστημι.

11.12 [H 12.1]) Ἐκύκλωσέν με ἐν ψεύδει Εφραιμ καὶ ἐν ἀσεβείαις οἶκος 

Ισραηλ καὶ Ιουδα. νῦν ἔγνω αὐτοὺς ὁ θεός, καὶ λαὸς ἅγιος κεκλή-
σεται θεοῦ.

 Ephraim surrounded me with falsehood, and with acts of impiety the 

house of Israel and Judah. Now God recognised them, and it shall be 

called a holy people of God.

סְבָבֻנִי בְכַחַשׁ אֶפְרַיִם וּבְמִרְמָה בֵּית יִשְׂרָאֵל וִיהוּדָה עֹד רָד עִם־אֵל וְעִם־קְדוֹשִׁים 
נֶאֱמָן:

ἐν ἀσεβείαις בְמִרְמָה] For some reason unknown to us the synonymic 

parallelism in H has been disrupted in G. The rendering in XII of these two 

substantives looks as below:

כַּחַשׁ ψεῦδος Ho 7.3, 11.21 [12.1]

ψευδής Ho 10.13, Na 3.1

מִרְמָה δόλος Mi 6.11, Zp 1.9

ἀδικία Ho 12.8

ἄδικος Am 8.5

ἀσέβεια Ho 11.21 [12.1]

In Ho 12.8, Am 8.5, and Mi 6.11 it is about false weights. Zp 1.9 is 

illuminating with two vices mentioned next to each other: ἀσεβείας καὶ 
δόλου, though the first term is חָמָס, thus not synonymous with the second. 

At Ho 11.21 our translator may not have wanted to repeat two synonyms, 

when, in theory, he could have written ἐν δόλοις, for instance. Nowhere in 

LXX we find ἀσέβεια translating 33 .מִרְמָה

33 On the question of multiple synonyms in Hebrew and their reflection in LXX with 
special reference to XII, see Muraoka 2019.
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νῦν ἔγνω αὐτοὺς] Already BDB s.v. רוד identified G as being equal to 

.עַתָּ יְדָעָם

λαὸς ἅγιος κεκλήσεται θεοῦ] Is G reading נֶאֱמָר  = נאמר? That the trans-

lator is taking a measure of freedom with his Vorlage is shown by the position 

of the added θεοῦ, separated from λαός.

This alternative Fut. form, κεκλήσομαι, instead of κληθήσομαι, is already 

known to Homer, as noted in GELS 2002a s.v. καλέω.
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12.1 [H 12.2]) ὁ δὲ Εφραιμ πονηρὸν πνεῦμα, ἐδίωξε καύσωνα ὅλην τὴν 

ἡμέραν· κενὰ καὶ μάταια ἐπλήθυνε καὶ διαθήκην μετὰ Ἀσσυρίων 

διέθετο, καὶ ἔλαιον εἰς Αἴγυπτον ἐνεπορεύετο. 

 Ephraim is a wicked spirit; it chased a hot wind all day long. It would 

multiply empty and worthless things, and made an agreement with 

Assyria, and would import oil into Egypt.

יִכְרתֹוּ  עִם־אַשּׁוּר  וּבְרִית  יַרְבֶּה  וָשׁדֹ  כָּזָב  כָּל־הַיּוֹם  קָדִים  וְרדֵֹף  רוּחַ  רעֶֹה  אֶפְרַיִם 
וְשֶׁמֶן לְמִצְרַיִם יוּבָל:

πονηρὸν πνεῦμα] The parallelism of ַרוּח and קָדִים must have been appar-

ent to our translator, but he may have found the wind as the object of graz-

ing strange and reconstructed the text as ַרַע רוּח. If we want to retain רוח as 

parallel to קדים, then we would need to understand רַע pragmatically in the 

sense of ‘harmful, destructive,’ for a wind cannot be held morally responsi-

ble for any effect produced by it, thus pace “an evil wind” (NETS). Beside 

this semantic difficulty, the translator’s reconstruction brings along syntactic 

ones as well. Because of its fronted position, רַע cannot be an attributively 

used adjective: for πονηρὸν πνεῦμα we would anticipate רוּחַ רַע, if not ַרוּח 

 can be only in the st. cst. In this syntagm, an adjective can be רַע Then .רָעָה

an attribute of the following nomen regens, but syntactically must concord 

with the preceding nucleus noun as in 1  הָאִישׁ קָשֶׁה וְרַע מַעֲלָלִים Sm 25.3 > 

ὁ ἄνθρωπος σκληρὸς καὶ πονηρὸς ἐν ἐπιτηδεύμασιν ‘the man is hard 

and evil in deeds.’1 Thus G’s πονηρὸν πνεῦμα is a compromise in lieu of 

πονηρὸς ἐν πνεῦματι or πονηρὸς πνεῦματι. Cf. οἱ ἄμωμοι ἐν ὁδῷ Ps 118.1 

 יְפֵה־תֹאַר >)  and καλὸς τῷ εἴδει καὶ ὡραῖος τῇ ὄψει Ge 39.6 (תְמִימֵי־דָרֶךְ >)
.(וִיפֵה מַרְאֶה

Joosten (148) mentions an evil spirit that harassed Saul (1K 16.14-23). 

One should note, however, that 1) in 1K the phrase is רָעָה  and more רוּחַ 

importantly 2) this spirit originated with God, מֵאֵת יהוה (vs. 14), רוּחַ אֱלֹהִים 

 If Ephraim had been in the same .(vs. 23) רוּחַ אֱלֹהִים 2 and,(vss. 15, 16) רָעָה

situation as Saul, God would have been responsible for Ephraim’s spiritual 

condition, at least in part, which we would consider highly unlikely.

1 On this Hebrew construction, see JM § 129 i-ia.
2 We agree with Driver (1913.137), who holds that הָרָעָה in הָרָעָה  is an (1K 16.23) רוּחַ 

adjective, as the phrase in these two verses proves, for one cannot have two nomina regentia 
without a conjunctive waw linking them. 
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ἐδίωξε] = ֹיִרְדּף for H וְרדֵֹף? In spite of ὅλην τὴν ἡμέραν the selection of 

the Aor. instead of the Impf. should not be condemned. It is not grammati-

cally wrong to decide not explicitly to underscore the ingressive nature of the 

action in question. Cp. ἔκλαιεν ὁ λαὸς ὅλην τὴν νύκτα ἐκείνην Nu 14.1 

with ἔκλαυσαν τὸν Ααρων τριάκοντα ἡμέρας πᾶς οἶκος Ισραηλ ib. 20.29, 

cf. SSG § 28 c (i), p. 260. ἐπλήθυνε is morphologically equivocal, whereas 

the shift to the Aor. διέθετο and back to the Impf. ἐνεπορεύετο is under-

standable. Should we postulate ירדף for G, we would have in this single verse 

four yiqtols with no waw prefixed, and one of them, יכרתו is perfective.3

μάταια] Most likely = שָׁוְא .(שָׁוְא  =) שָׁו is the most frequent equivalent of 

μάταιος in LXX.4 For our translator ταλαιπωρία is the most frequent rendi-

tion of ֹשׁד: Ho 9.6, Jl 1.15, Am 3.10, 5.9b, Hb 1.3, 2.17. κενός and μάταιος 

may have looked to him as forming a good pair.

ἐνεπορεύετο יוּבָל] The Gk verb ἐμπορεύομαι is never used in a genuine 

passive form, whereas יוּבָל is passive with שֶׁמֶן as its subject. In G, then, 

ἔλαιον must be in the acc. With the shift from passive to active the transla-

tor may be trying to harmonise the last verb with the remaining ones in the 

verse. As a result the reader of G understands that it is not about some Egyp-

tian people engaged in import-export business, but that local immigrants from 

Ephraim made sure that their valuable produce back home was imported into 

Egypt.5

12.2 [H 12.3]) καὶ κρίσις τῷ κυρίῳ πρὸς Ιουδαν τοῦ ἐκδικῆσαι τὸν Ιακωβ 

κατὰ τὰς ὁδοὺς αὐτοῦ, καὶ κατὰ τὰ ἐπιτηδεύματα αὐτοῦ ἀνταποδώ-
σει αὐτῷ. 

 And the Lord has a case against Judah to requite Jacob in accordance 

with his ways, and in accordance with his practices I shall repay him.

וְרִיב לַיהוָה עִם־יְהוּדָה וְלִפְקדֹ עַל־יַעֲקבֹ כִּדְרָכָיו כְּמַעֲלָלָיו יָשִׁיב לוֹ:

The thought expressed in this verse and the way it is worded is very close 

to what we find above in 4.1 and 4.9.

12.3 [H 12.4]) ἐν τῇ κοιλίᾳ ἐπτέρνισεν τὸν ἀδελφὸν αὐτοῦ καὶ ἐν κόποις 

αὐτοῦ ἐνίσχυσε πρὸς θεὸν 

 In the womb he kicked his brother with the heel and through his toil-

some efforts displayed strength vis-à-vis God,

בַּבֶּטֶן עָקַב אֶת־אָחִיו וּבְאוֹנוֹ שָׂרָה אֶת־אֱלֹהִים:

3 As known to poetic BH, see JM § 113 h.
4 In addition to 12 instances mentioned in HR we have added six more, including Ho 12.1. 

In Index s.v. μάταιος, Ho 5.1 is an error for Ho 5.11. 
5 Outside of BG our Gk verb can mean ‘to travel,’ but then with a human subject.
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ἐπτέρνισεν עָקַב] Whilst the first half of this verse echoes back the story 

told in Ge 25.22-26 about a struggle between the twin brothers already at their 

birth, neither πτερνίζω nor עָקַב is used there, for we are only told that Jacob 

came out of his mother’s womb, gripping the heel of Esau – ἡ χεὶρ αὐτοῦ 

ἐπειλημμένη τῆς πτέρνης Ησαυ· καὶ ἐκάλεσεν τὸ ὄνομα αὐτοῦ Ιακωβ < 

 Later when the Heb. verb is heard in a 6 .יָדוֹ אֹחֶזֶת בַּעֲקֵב עֵשָׂו וַיִּקְרָא שְׁמוֹ יַעֲקבֹ 

cri de cœur of Esau, it is not a reference to what happened at their birth – 

Δικαίως ἐκλήθη τὸ ὄνομα αὐτοῦ Ιακωβ· ἐπτέρνικεν (וַיַּעַקְבֵנִי) γάρ με ἤδη 

δεύτερον τοῦτο· τά τε πρωτοτόκιά μου εἴληφεν καὶ νῦν εἴληφεν τὴν 

εὐλογίαν μου Ge 27.36. Then we seem to have here a new folk-etymology 

of the name ֹיַעֲקב.
Whereas the Gk verb is a derivative of πτέρνη ‘heel,’ it is not attested prior 

to LXX and is rather rarely used there. One cannot be absolutely certain what 

the verb means, what one does with one’s own heel or to someone else’s. 

In its first occurrence in LXX (Ge 27.36) it carries a negative connotation. 

In neither instance said by Esau to illustrate Jacob’s character the heel plays 

any role, so that the verb is used metaphorically.

The second half of the verse goes back to the story on the all-night wres-

tling between Jacob and a stranger as recounted in Ge 32.

κόποις αὐτοῦ ֹאוֹנו] The equation אָוֶן / κόπος, always in the pl. as here, 

occurs a few more times in XII: Mi 2.1, Hb 1.3, 3.7, Zc 10.2. In the story in 

Ge 32 the wresting is expressed with נֶאֱבַק παλαίω.

ἐνίσχυσε πρὸς θεὸν שָׂרָה אֶת־אֱלֹהִים] Cf. ἐνίσχυσας μετὰ θεοῦ καὶ μετὰ 

ἀνθρώπων δυνατός < שָׂרִיתָ עִם־אֱלֹהִים וְעִם־אֲנָשִׁים וַתּוּכָל Ge 32.29. We see that 

three different prepositions are used with אֶל  ,אֵת  ,עִם  – שָׂרָה (this last in the 

next verse). אֵת is obviously not a nota obiecti. Greek uses two: πρός + acc. 

and μετά + gen. The selection of πρός here does not mean that the Vorlage 

of G read here אֶל as in the next verse showing the equivalence [אֶל / μετά].

12.4 [H 12.5]) καὶ ἐνίσχυσε μετὰ ἀγγέλου καὶ ἠδυνάσθη· ἔκλαυσαν καὶ 
ἐδεήθησάν μου, ἐν τῷ οἴκῳ Ων εὕροσάν με, καὶ ἐκεῖ ἐλαλήθη πρὸς 

αὐτόν. 

 and he displayed strength in a contest with an angel and won. They 

wept and implored me, in the house of On they found me, and there he 

was spoken to.

וָיָּשַׂר אֶל־מַלְאָךְ וַיֻּכָל בָּכָה וַיִּתְחַנֶּן־לוֹ בֵּית־אֵל יִמְצָאֶנּוּ וְשָׁם יְדַבֵּר עִמָּנוּ:

καὶ ἐνίσχυσε μετὰ ἀγγέλου] In view of vs. 3 this represents ְוַיִּשֶׂר אֶת־מַלְאָך, 
whereas the vocalisation of the verb in H presupposes שׂוּר attested nowhere 

6 Joosten’s (147) “il saisit le talon de son frère” cannot apply to our Ho passage, unduly 
influenced by Ge 25.26. As questionable is SD’s “ergriff.”



154 HOSEA

else or שָׂרַר, which, however, does not mean ‘to overpower,’ cf. ְוַיָּשַׂר אֲבִימֶלֶך 
.A. ruled ..’ Jd 9.22 (G ἤρξεν). See our discussion above at 10.11‘ עַל־יִשְׂרָאֵל

The shift in person is bewildering: G – 3sg > 3pl + 1sg > 3sg and H – 

3sg > 1pl.

ἔκλαυσαν καὶ ἐδεήθησάν μου]7 If Ge 32 is in the background, who are 

the subjects of these verbs and who is ‘me’? The prophet himself on the 

central stage is quite striking. Nobody wept in Ge 32. Jacob and his antago-

nist asking to know each other’s name is nothing but making an enquiry, no 

imploring.

ἐλαλήθη πρὸς αὐτόν] Who is “him”? Should “the house of On” be 

equivalent to “Bethel” as in 4.15 and elsewhere, it would be a reference to 

the story told in Ge 35. See at 4.15. 

12.5 [H 12.6]) ὁ δὲ κύριος ὁ θεὸς ὁ παντοκράτωρ ἔσται μνημόσυνον 

αὐτοῦ. 

 The Lord, the God Almighty, shall remain in his memory.

וַיהוָה אֱלֹהֵי הַצְּבָאוֹת יְהוָה זִכְרוֹ:

μνημόσυνον αὐτοῦ ֹזִכְרו] This naturally reminds us of τοῦτό μού ἐστιν 

ὄνομα αἰώνιον καὶ μνημόσυνον γενεῶν γενεαῖς ֹזֶה־שְּׁמִי לְעֹלָם וְזֶה זִכְרִי לְדרֹ דּר 
Ex 3.15, as stated explicitly in Trg here – ּוּכְמָא דַאֲמִיר עַל יְדֵי מֹשֶׁה יוי דּוּכְרָנֵיה 
.לְכָל דָּר וְדָר

12.6 [H 12.7]) καὶ σὺ ἐν θεῷ σου ἐπιστρέψεις· ἔλεον καὶ κρίμα φυλάσσου 

καὶ ἔλπιζε πρὸς τὸν θεόν σου διὰ παντός. 

 And you, being affiliated with your God, shall return. Mercy and justice 

observe, and put your hope in your God always.

וְאַתָּה בֵּאלֹהֶיךָ תָשׁוּב חֶסֶד וּמִשְׁפָּט שְׁמֹר וְקַוֵּה אֶל־אֱלֹהֶיךָ תָּמִיד:

ἐν θεῷ σου ἐπιστρέψεις בֵּאלֹהֶיךָ תָשׁוּב] What is the value of the preposi-

tion in both Greek and Hebrew here? Our Ho passage is mentioned in BDB 

s.v. ְּב I 4 under “often pregn. with verbs of motion, when the movement to 

a place results in rest in it, into.” In five of the instances mentioned G uses 

εἰς (Is 9.23, Ge 27.17, Le 16.22, Jo 23.7, 3K 11.2), once each πρός + acc. 

(Is 19.23b) and ὑπό + acc. (Ge 19.8). What we find interesting and important 

is that the above-quoted description in BDB is correct only in part: the 

destination of a movement can also be personal, and then it is always about 

more than one person as in ὅπως μὴ εἰσέλθητε εἰς τὰ ἔθνη τὰ καταλελειμ-
μένα ταῦτα Jo 23.7, εἰσελεύσονται Ἀσσύριοι εἰς Αἴγυπτον, καὶ Αἰγύπτιοι 
πορεύσονται πρὸς Ἀσσυρίους Is 19.23, Οὐκ εἰσελεύσεσθε εἰς αὐτούς 

7 For a lucid presentation of the difficulty present also in H, see Wolff 1965.275f. 
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[= τὰ ἔθνη], καὶ αὐτοὶ οὐκ εἰσελεύσονται εἰς ὑμᾶς 3K 11.2.8 By contrast 

we have in our Ho passage one person, God. Rashi’s comment here is illu-

minating: “on His promise and support with which He reassures you you can 

depend [commenting on באלהיך] and you shall return to Him [adding אליו].” 

This reminds us of a use of ἐν that is unique to St Paul: e.g. ἀλήθειαν λέγω 

ἐν Χριστῷ Ro 9.1 παρακαλῶ τὸ αὐτὸ φρονεῖν ἐν κυρίῳ Phil. 4.2. BDAG 

s.v. ἐν 4 © presents quite an extensive description, characterising this ἐν as 

“to designate a close personal relation in which the referent of the ἐν-term is 

viewed as the controlling influence .. expressions for this new life-principle .. 

to indicate the scope within which something takes place or has taken place, 

or to designate someth. as being in close assoc. w. Christ.”9 The Gk prepo-

sition here is then basically locative.10 See also below at ὁ ἐν σοι 14.4.

ἐπιστρέψεις תָשׁוּב] As Rashi does, we should understand πρὸς αὐτόν. 

Note Ἐν τίνι ἐπιστρέψωμεν; Ma 3.7, preceded by ἐπιστρέψατε πρός με, 

καὶ ἐπιστραφήσομαι πρὸς ὑμᾶς.

ἔλεον καὶ κρίμα] The two virtues are often found juxtaposed; in XII alone 

three more times – Ho 2.19, Mi 6.8, Zc 7.9.

ἔλπιζε πρὸς τὸν θεόν σου ָאֶל־אֱלֹהֶיך -The verb ἐλπίζω most com [קַוֵּה 

monly combines with ἐπί, whether + dat. or + acc., even against H in μὴ 

ἐλπίζετε ἐπὶ ἡγουμένοις אַל־תִּבְטְחוּ בְּאַלּוּף Mi 7.5. The only other instances 

in LXX of <+ πρός τινα> is πᾶν αἴτημα ψυχῆς ἐλπιζούσης πρὸς αὐτὸν 

ἐπιτελεῖ ὁ κύριος PSol 6.611 and ἤλπισαν πρὸς [AL ἐπὶ] τὸ ἔνεδρον 

Jd 20.36B. By contrast קִוָּה governs mostly לְ־, only rarely אֶל, bur never עַל 

unlike ְסָמַך, a synonym. ἔλπιζε is a reading proposed by Ziegler against the 

entire body of manuscripts and versions with the sole exception of confide 

Ach. Joosten (150) argues that our translator systematically derives all Hebrew 

words of √קוה from a homonym meaning ‘to assemble,’ and prefers to read 

ἔγγιζε, translating it “approche-toi.” However, ‘to approach, draw near’ 

and ‘to assemble, come together’ are two distinct notions. Besides, how is one 

to parse or vocalise קוה? In BH it occurs only three times, all in Nifal. The 

attestation in QH of this second homonym is negligible. We endorse Ziegler’s 

reading.12

8 BDB ib. mentions also a case such as עַיִן בְּעַיִן יִרְאוּ בְּשׁוּב יְהוָה צִיּוֹן Is 52.8, but this is quite 
distinct, for עַיִן is part of an idiomatic phrase and it is not exactly about a physical movement.

Radaq, ad loc., citing בְּשׁוּבָה וָנַחַת תִּוָּשֵׁעוּן Is 30.15, says that תָּשׁוּב means ַתָּנוּח.
9 One non-Pauline example is ἵνα φανερωθῇ αὐτοῦ τὰ ἔργα ὅτι ἐν θεῷ ἐστιν εἰργαζόμενα 

Joh 3.21. In BDAG ib. one finds a considerable number of examples adduced and also quite 
extensive bibliographical information.

10 Wolff (268) is desperate: “.. ist als construction praegnans zu verstehen, wobei mit שׁוב 
ein weiteres, mit ב konstruiertes Verb wie האמין oder בטח zusammengedacht ist.”

11 This document widely believed to date from the first cent. BCE and to have been originally 
written in Hebrew shows diverse rections of this verb: ἐπί σε [= God] 9.10, ἐπὶ τὸν θεόν 17.3, 
ἐπὶ ἵππον 17.33, εἰς βοήθειαν 15.1.

12 We shall accordingly revise GELS s.v. ἐγγίζω 1 ad initium and ἐλπίζω 1 ad finem and 
Index s.v. ἐγγίζω delete 12) קוה pi.
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12.7 [H 12.8]) Χανααν ἐν χειρὶ αὐτοῦ ζυγὸς ἀδικίας, καταδυναστεύειν 

ἠγάπησε. 

 Canaan! It has false scales in its hand, it loved to cause unjust hardship.

כְּנַעַן בְּיָדוֹ מאֹזְנֵי מִרְמָה לַעֲשׁקֹ אָהֵב:

Χανααν כְּנַעַן] The syntactic status in the verse of this first lexeme is unclear. 

In H what follows, i.e. מִרְמָה מאֹזְנֵי   can be analysed as an existential ,בְּיָדוֹ 

clause and an asyndetic relative clause, ‘Canaan, in whose hand there are .., 

loved ..,’ ≠ G. Alternatively כְּנַעַן may be an abbreviation for הוּא  it‘ כְּנַעַן 

[= Israel] is Canaan,’ i.e. it has degenerated to the status of Canaan, a notorious 

community of defrauding tradesmen.13 The latter analysis is preferable, since 

acts of עשׁק are not exclusively commercial or financial in nature.14

ζυγὸς ἀδικίας מאֹזְנֵי מִרְמָה] The same Heb. phrase is rendered with a slight 

variation in ζυγὸν ἄδικον Am 8.5. ζυγός on its own can also mean ‘yoke’ 

applied to animals, a figure of subjugation, but the addition of ἀδικίας pre-

cludes such an analysis, and of course the translator could not have meant 

‘yoke’ in view of מאֹזְנֵי, and such does not fit its application to Canaan, either.

καταδυναστεύειν ֹלַעֲשׁק] Both verbs are prominent in the respective 

vocabulary of SG and BH: the Gk verb occurs in SG 34 times, out of which 

8 times in XII, and 5  עָשַׁק out of 37. Besides, עָשַׁק is the second commonest 

word in SG translated with this Gk verb (7 times including Mi 2.2), follow-

ing Hif. הוֹנָה ( 8 times).

12.8 [H 12.9]) καὶ εἶπεν Εφραιμ Πλὴν πεπλούτηκα, εὕρηκα ἀναψυχὴν 

ἐμαυτῷ. πάντες οἱ πόνοι αὐτοῦ οὐχ εὑρεθήσονται αὐτῷ δι᾿ ἀδικίας, 

ἃς ἥμαρτεν. 

 And Ephraim said, ‘Yet, I have become wealthy, I have found respite to 

myself.’ ‘Fruit will not be available to him for any of all his toils because 

of injustices he committed.’

וַיּאֹמֶר אֶפְרַיִם אַךְ עָשַׁרְתִּי מָצָאתִי אוֹן לִי כָּל־יְגִיעַי לאֹ יִמְצְאוּ־לִי עָוֹן אֲשֶׁר־חֵטְא:

Πλὴν] A clause-initial discourse marker indicating that a speaker or writer 

disputes and objects to what has been said, whether explicitly or implicitly; 

for more examples, see GELS s.v. A 1.

ἀναψυχὴν אוֹן] The Heb. word is usually taken in the sense of ‘wealth,’ 

as a financial manifestation of strength, which is a more frequent sense of 

13 As pointed out by Harper (1905.384), by the time of Hosea Canaanites had long disap-
peared from the land of Israel.

14 Joosten’s (149) translation and SD (1175), according to their respective punctuation 
chosen, prefer the former. We fail to see what is meant by NETS’s “In his hand Chanaan is a 
yoke of injustice.”



 CHAPTER XII 157

the noun. G, however, took no note of the parallelism with the preceding 

-Our translator is possibly envisioning a farmer looking over the fer .עָשַׁרְתִּי

tile field and regaining some inner strength after the hard work; note πόνοι 
in the second half of the verse.

πάντες οἱ πόνοι αὐτοῦ οὐχ εὑρεθήσονται αὐτῷ] = ֹכל יגיעָיו לא יִמָּצְאוּ לו. 

One would not know whether or not the translator is attempting to smooth 

out the difficult text of H.

πᾶς is often added to a noun, mostly an anarthrous sg. noun, to indicate 

categorical negation. There are, however, instances of articulated nouns and 

or pl. so negatived. Another example is οὐ μὴ πλημμελήσωσιν πάντες οἱ 
ἐλπίζοντες ἐπ᾿ αὐτόν ‘none of those who trust in Him will ever suffer a bad 

turn’ Ps 33.23, cf. SSG § 88 fa, esp. p. 716, and for a similar use of כֹּל, see 

JM § 160 oa.

 πόνοι] The primary meaning of this Gk word is ‘hard work, toil,’ whereas 

already in Classical Greek it also means “anything produced by work,” LSJ 

s.v. III. This equally applies to κόπος, a synonym15 and the Heb. word used 

here, ַיְגִיע. This reminds us of nouns meaning ‘sin’ sometimes mean ‘penalty 

incurred for committing a sin’; see GELS s.v. ἁμαρτία 4 and ἁμάρτημα 3, 

developments influenced by Hebrew, in which words such as חַטָּאת  ,חֵטְא, 

.evidence similar lexical evolution עָוֹן 

αὐτῷ] The dative case here does not mark the agent of a verb in the passive 

voice, i.e. ‘by him,’ as sometimes occurs, e.g. παμμειγέσιν ἔθνεσιν κατοι-
κουμένην ‘inhabited by all sorts of ethnic groups’ 2M 12.13.16 We have 

rather a dativus commodi, ‘for his benefit, enjoyment,’ just as the preceding 

ἐμαυτῷ.

δι᾿ ἀδικίας, ἃς ἥμαρτεν] Most likely = חָטָא אֲשֶׁר   the preposition ;מֵעָוֹן 

could be ב־. In any case H is syntactically very difficult; אֲשֶׁר חֵטְא הוּא or אשׁר 

-though even then the juxta ,כָּל־רֶמֶשׂ אֲשֶׁר הוּא חַי is acceptable like הוא חטא

position of two synonymous substantives joined with אשׁר is odd.

The combination ἀδικίας ἁμαρτάνω occurs in Je 40 (33).8, translating the 

same Heb. combination as here: ἀπὸ πασῶν τῶν ἀδικιῶν αὐτῶν, ὧν ἡμάρ-
τοσάν μοι מִכָּל־עֲוֹנָם אֲשֶׁר חָטְאוּ־לִי.

12.9 [H 12.10]) ἐγὼ δὲ κύριος ὁ θεός σου ἀνήγαγόν σε ἐκ γῆς Αἰγύπτου, 

ἔτι κατοικιῶ σε ἐν σκηναῖς καθὼς ἡμέρᾳ ἑορτῆς. 

 I the Lord your God brought you up out of the land of Egypt, I shall 

again settle you in tents like on the day of a festival,

וְאָנֹכִי יְהוָה אֱלֹהֶיךָ מֵאֶרֶץ מִצְרָיִם עֹד אוֹשִׁיבְךָ בָאֳהָלִים כִּימֵי מוֹעֵד:

15 See GELS s.v. d.
16 For a discussion with more examples, see SSG § 22 wo.
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ἀνήγαγόν σε] One misses in H something like ָהֶעֱלֵיתִיך. It may have 

dropped out inadvertently. See below at 13.4, for which a 4Q fragment has 

preserved quite an expanded text which includes אנוכי העלותיכה. Maybe H 

means “I the Lord have been your God from the land of Egypt,” so Keil 

(1975.149). Joosten (152) finds astonishing the notion that the relation 

between the Lord and Israel was absent prior to the Exodus. Let’s recall, 

however, that Hosea alluded at vs. 5 to Ex 3.15, where the God of Israel had 

revealed Himself to Israel for the first time as יהוה.
ἡμέρᾳ ἑορτῆς] The use of the sg. form pace H is odd; this can hardly be 

a reference to the passover, the day of the Exodus.

12.10 [H 12.11]) καὶ λαλήσω πρὸς προφήτας, καὶ ἐγὼ ὁράσεις ἐπλήθυνα 

καὶ ἐν χερσὶν προφητῶν ὡμοιώθην.

 and I shall speak to prophets, and I multiplied visions and was com-

pared through prophets.

וְדִבַּרְתִּי עַל־הַנְּבִיאִים וְאָנֹכִי חָזוֹן הִרְבֵּיתִי וּבְיַד הַנְּבִיאִים אֲדַמֶּה:

καὶ λαλήσω ֙רְתִּי  ,The Tiberian accentuation indicates a w-qatálti form [וְדִבַּ֙

= ἐλάλησα.

πρὸς προφήτας עַל־הַנְּבִיאִים] A person spoken to is introduced with either 

 which introduces a topic or subject-matter. The ,עַל but not with ,אֶל or לְ־

vacillation between א and ע is not uncommon.17

ὡμοιώθην אֲדַמֶּה] Both G and H are baffling. If ὁμοιόω and דִּמָּה are to 

retain the primary notion of ‘similar,’ one would like to know “Similar to what 

or to whom?”. The context does not provide any clue. All that can be said is 

that they probably mean “to speak about A metaphorically or figuratively, 

likening it to B.”18 Such a use is unknown elsewhere in either language. The 

passive form of G suggests that the translator may be reading H as a Hitpael 

form, אֶדַּמֶּה with /t/ assimilated to /d/, so Pesh. /ʼe(t)ddammit/. Even so the 

basic problem remains, cf. אֶדַּמֶּה לְעֶלְיוֹן ἔσομαι ὅμοιος τῷ ὑψίστῳ Is 14.14. 

See Cyril PG 71.293: “une imitation de Dieu” (Jan 152).

12.11 [H 12.12]) εἰ μὴ Γαλααδ ἐστίν· ἄρα ψευδεῖς ἦσαν ἐν Γαλγαλ 

ἄρχοντες θυσιάζοντες, καὶ τὰ θυσιαστήρια αὐτῶν ὡς χελῶναι ἐπὶ 
χέρσον ἀγροῦ. 

 Unless Gilead is there, rulers in Gilgal then, offering sacrifices, would 

be false. Besides, their altars are like mounds on a parched field.

אִם־גִּלְעָד אָוֶן אַךְ־שָׁוְא הָיוּ בַּגִּלְגָּל שְׁוָרִים זִבֵּחוּ גַּם מִזְבְּחוֹתָם כְּגַלִּים עַל תַּלְמֵי שָׂדָי:

17 One could only marvel at the ingenuity of Keil (1975.150): “the inspiration of God 
came down to the prophets from above.”

18 So Rashi, whose alternative is “I appeared to them under various shapes,” Ibn Ezra, Radaq, 
HALOT I דמה pi. 1 b), Clines דמה I Pi. b, and Kaddari דמה I 2. Cf. Dorival et al. 1988.307f.
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εἰ μὴ Γαλααδ ἐστίν] = אַיִן  G is rather vague. In the light of .אִם־גִּלְעָד 

6.5 above, where also Gilead is denounced, H’s אָוֶן is specifically denoting 

idolatrous practices going on there.

ἄρα ְאַך] ἄρα here is inferential, introducing an apodosis, a function which 

is foreign to ְאַך. Our translator’s rendition of this Heb. particle varies: adver-

sative πλήν Ho 12.9, Zp 3.7, Zc 1.6; ἆρα Jn 2.519; ὅπως Ho 4.4; ø Zp 1.18.

ψευδεῖς] The equivalence ψευδής / שָׁוְא occurs also at Ho 10.4, Jo 2.9 

and Zc 10.2b.

ἄρχοντες] = שָׂרִים.

καὶ גַּם] Both of these highly frequent particles relate sometimes to an entire 

statement that follows unlike in καὶ ἔδωκεν καὶ τῷ ἀνδρὶ αὐτῆς μετ᾿ αὐτῆς 

 Ge 3.6. Cf. Καὶ κύριος παρεβίβασεν τὸ ἁμάρτημά σου וַתִּתֵּן גַּם־לְאִישָׁהּ עִמָּהּ

 ’.. the Lord in turn (in response to your confession)‘  גַּם־יְהוָה הֶעֱבִיר חַטָּאתְךָ

2K 12.13.

χελῶναι גַלִּים] An equivalence nowhere attested in LXX. BDB s.v. 1  גַּל d 
“heap of ruins” mentions seven instances including our Ho case; a check 

of LXX renditions, if it is rendered at all, displays extreme variation. Joos-

ten (153) insists on assigning the primary sense of the Gk noun, ‘tortoise.’20 

The Gk noun has more meanings: among those mentioned in LSJ III “pent-

house or shed for protecting besiegers” and 6 “tomb with arched roof ” are 

relevant to our Ho case. Our translator may be using the noun metaphori-

cally, but the back of a tortoise is flat and low, which does not fit an image 

of altar.

See Driver 1954.238.

χέρσον ἀγροῦ] As a translation of תַּלְמֵי שָׂדָי ‘furrows in a field’ it leaves 

something to be desired. The exactly same rendition occurred earlier at 10.4; 

see our remarks there.

12.12 [H 12.13]) καὶ ἀνεχώρησεν Ιακωβ εἰς πεδίον Συρίας, καὶ ἐδούλευ-
σεν Ισραηλ ἐν γυναικὶ καὶ ἐν γυναικὶ ἐφυλάξατο. 

 Jacob withdrew into the field of Syria, and Israel slaved for a woman 

and for a woman he guarded (cattle).

וַיִּבְרַח יַעֲקבֹ שְׂדֵה אֲרָם וַיַּעֲבדֹ יִשְׂרָאֵל בְּאִשָּׁה וּבְאִשָּׁה שָׁמָר:

καὶ ἀνεχώρησεν וַיִּבְרַח] An equivalence occurring twice more in LXX 

(Ex 2.15, Je 4.29), and נָס is also so rendered three times (Jo 8.15, Jd 4.17, 

19 Pace Joosten (152) this form is different from what we have in Ho 12.11, ἄρα. On ἆρα, 
see GELS s.v.

20 He mentions that such a sense of גַּל is known in Aramaic and Late Hebrew. This applies, 
however, to no Jewish Aramaic, but Syr. /gallā/ and Mandaic /gal/. The only instance in Late 
Hebrew occurs in Sifra Shmini 4.3, which is perhaps being implied with “nh.” in Cohen s.v. 
GLL, 5, p. 126.
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1K 19.10). GELS defines the Gk verb as “to withdraw in order to flee a 

danger.” LSJ does not give ‘to flee’ as its sense. BDAG gives “withdraw, 

retire, take refuge”; the first instance mentioned is about Jesus taken by his 

parents to Egypt, Mt 2.14. The latest LSJ Sup. (1996) adds: “withdraw to 

place of refuge, go into hiding.” The difference is certainly slight,21 though 

for a straight “flight” Greek has φεύγω ‘to flee’ and ἀποδιδράσκω ‘to run 

away,’ which latter is used in Rebecca’s advice to Jacob: ἀπόδραθι Ge 27.43 

(H בְּרַח) .22

ἐν γυναικὶ בְּאִשָּׁה bis] The Gk preposition here is a Hebraism, mechanically 

reproducing the so-called Bet pretii, ‘Bet of price.’23 The source text displays 

a standard Greek usage: ἐδούλευσά σοι δέκα τέσσαρα ἔτη ἀντὶ τῶν δύο 

θυγατέρων σου ָעֲבַדְתִּיךָ אַרְבַּע־עֶשְׂרֵה שָׁנָה בִּשְׁתֵּי בְנֹתֶיך Ge 31.41. Joosten (154) 

mentions another source text where a different Gk preposition is found: Δου-
λεύσω σοι ἑπτὰ ἔτη περὶ Ραχηλ (בְּרָחֵל) τῆς θυγατρός σου Ge 29.18, sim. 

vs. 20. An affiliated usage is evidenced in Classical Greek, e.g. περὶ ἐκείνης 

κινδνεύειν ‘to take risks for that (land)’ Hdt. 8.74.24

ἐφυλάξατο שָׁמָר] The source text is most likely πάλιν ποιμανῶ τὰ πρόβατά 

σου καὶ φυλάξω אָשׁוּבָה אֶרְעֶה צאֹנְךָ אֶשְׁמֹר Ge 30.31. Is the shift to the middle 

voice in G intentional? Jacob was not a mere slave bought by Laban. Then 

the new service Jacob offered his uncle was meant for his own interest and 

benefit, for which the middle voice is ideal. However, there are evidences 

showing that the two voices of this particular verb are free variants; as one 

such pair we would mention τοῦ φυλάξαι πορνείαν Ho 4.10 and φυλασσό-
μενοι μάταια καὶ ψευδῆ Jn 2.9.25

The absence of an object complement here is striking, whereas in Ge 31.41 

the preceding ָצאֹנְך -makes such superfluous. The Ho version effec אֶרְעֶה 

tively deals with a slight oddity arising from Ge 31.41 עֲבַדְתִּיךָ אַרְבַּע־עֶשְׂרֵה 

בְּצאֹנֶךָ שָׁנִים  וְשֵׁשׁ  בְנֹתֶיךָ  בִּשְׁתֵּי   for Jacob was not aiming to acquire the ,שָׁנָה 

entire flock of Laban. Hence we read בְּאִשָּׁה for a second time, and not בְּצאֹן. 

Hosea knew that Jacob had already slaved extra seven years for Rachel, but 

Jacob knew that Laban would not let him go with her to build his own life. 

So the deal he proposed to his uncle was focused on Rachel. Hence G’s 

choice of ἐν at Ge 31.41 may have been meant in its locative sense: ἐν τοῖς 

προβάτοις σου ‘among your sheep.’26

21 Joosten (153) holds that our translator is concerned over the patriarch’s dignity.
22 Interestingly G puts the same in Isaac’s mouth, though H says ְלֵך ib. 28.2. Note also 

ἀνεχώρησα To 1.19 GI // ἀπέδρασα GII.
23 For more examples, see GELS s.v. ἐν 4.
24 For more examples, see LSJ s.v. περί A II 1.
25 For more examples, see GELS s.v. φυλάσσω ad finem, NB.
26 Cf. BA (238): “en échange de tes deux filles .. au milieu de tes brebis.” Similarly NETS 

and SD.
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12.13 [H 12.14]) καὶ ἐν προφήτῃ ἀνήγαγε κύριος τὸν Ισραηλ ἐξ Αἰγύ-
πτου, καὶ ἐν προφήτῃ διεφυλάχθη. 

 And through a prophet the Lord led Israel up out of Egypt and through 

a prophet it was carefully guarded.

וּבְנָבִיא הֶעֱלָה יְהוָה אֶת־יִשְׂרָאֵל מִמִּצְרָיִם וּבְנָבִיא נִשְׁמָר:

προφήτῃ נָבִיא] Readers of G would have understood that the reference 

is to Moses, who was called by the Lord Himself “a prophet” (De 18.18). 

Yet the noun is anarthrous; the notion of human agency is underlined, not 

the identity of that agent. All the same it is remarkable that Moses emerges 

as a background figure in prophetic books. He is mentioned by name but 

twice in XII (Mi 6.4, Ma 3.22) and thrice in the major prophets (Is 63.11, 

12, Je 15.1).

12.14 [H 12.15]) ἐθύμωσεν Εφραιμ καὶ παρώργισε, καὶ τὸ αἷμα αὐτοῦ 

ἐπ᾿ αὐτὸν ἐκχυθήσεται, καὶ τὸν ὀνειδισμὸν αὐτοῦ ἀνταποδώσει 
αὐτῷ κύριος. 

 Ephraim irritated and angered, and his blood will be poured out on 

him, and his insult will the Lord requite him.

הִכְעִיס אֶפְרַיִם תַּמְרוּרִים וְדָמָיו עָלָיו יִטּוֹשׁ וְחֶרְפָּתוֹ יָשִׁיב לוֹ אֲדנָֹיו:

ἐθύμωσεν הִכְעִיס] Some authorities add με, which may be understood from 

the context.

καὶ παρώργισε תַּמְרוּרִים] Confronted by a most unusual collocation הִכְעִיס 

 .G is probably translating free by paring two common synonyms תַּמְרוּרִים

A lexeme derived from √מרר is not used with reference to anger, the only 

exception being וַיִּתְמַרְמַר אֵלָיו Da 8.7 > ἐθυμώθη ἐπ᾽ αὐτόν LXX, but ἐξηγρι-
άνθη (‘it became savage’) πρὸς αὐτόν TH. H may be elliptical for הִכְעִיס כַּעַס 

 ,he bitterly angered (Me).’27 By contrast, Greek √πικρ- lexemes are‘ תַּמְרוּרִים

like Engl. bitter, sometimes used with reference to anger. E.g. ἐν βδελύγμα-
σιν αὐτῶν ἐξεπίκρανάν με ‘they irritated me with their abominations’ De 32.16 

(// παροξύνω); μή μοι πικρανθῇς To 5.14 GII (// ὀργισθῇς GI); ποσάκις 

παρεπίκραναν αὐτὸν ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ, παρώργισαν αὐτὸν ἐν γῇ ἀνύδρῳ; 

Ps 77.40.

ἐκχυθήσεται] Far less ambiguous than H ׁיִטּוֹש.
τὸν ὀνειδισμὸν αὐτοῦ] The pronoun may refer to Ephraim (subjective 

genitive) or to God (objective gen.). The suffix pronoun of ֹחֶרְפָּתו is just 

ambiguous.

27 Then, pace Nyberg (1935.99), תמרורים is not serving as a pseudo cognate object syn-
onymous with כַּעַס.
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κύριος אֲדנָֹיו] As a reference to God אֲדנָֹיו is most unusual. We are not 

aware of any other instance of pl. אָדוֹן with or without a suffix pronoun 

attached except אֲדנַֹי as equivalent to יהוה.



CHAPTER XIII

13.1) Κατὰ τὸν λόγον Εφραιμ δικαιώματα αὐτὸς ἔλαβεν ἐν τῷ Ισραηλ 

καὶ ἔθετο αὐτὰ τῇ Βααλ καὶ ἀπέθανε.

 According to what Ephraim said he himself received ordinances in 

Israel and laid them to Baal, and died,

כְּדַבֵּר אֶפְרַיִם רְתֵת נָשָׂא הוּא בְּיִשְׂרָאֵל וַיֶּאְשַׁם בַּבַּעַל וַיָּמֹת:

Κατὰ τὸν λόγον Εφραιμ] Εφραιμ being indeclinable, “According to 

report, Ephraim” (NETS) is not totally impossible.

δικαιώματα] Difficult to see how this can be related to רְתֵת ‘trembling.’ 

The Heb. word, being a hapax and with no other lexeme from √רתת, may 

have been unknown to our translator.

καὶ ἔθετο] = וַיָּשֶׂם.

13.2) καὶ προσέθεντο τοῦ ἁμαρτάνειν ἔτι, καὶ ἐποίησαν ἑαυτοῖς χώνευμα 

ἐκ τοῦ ἀργυρίου αὐτῶν κατ᾿ εἰκόνα εἰδώλων, ἔργα τεκτόνων συντε-
τελεσμένα αὐτοῖς· αὐτοὶ λέγουσιν Θύσατε ἀνθρώπους, μόσχοι γὰρ 

ἐκλελοίπασιν. 

 And they kept sinning more, and they made for themselves molten 

image(s) from their silver in accordance with the image of idols, works 

completed for them by craftsmen. They say, “Offer humans as sacri-

fices, for we have run out of calves.”

חָרָשִׁים  מַעֲשֵׂה  עֲצַבִּים  כִּתְבוּנָם  מִכַּסְפָּם  מַסֵּכָה  לָהֶם  וַיַּעְשׂוּ  לַחֲטאֹ  יוֹסִפוּ  וְעַתָּה 
כֻּלֹּה לָהֶם הֵם אֹמְרִים זבְֹחֵי אָדָם עֲגָלִים יִשָּׁקוּן:

συντετελεσμένα αὐτοῖς כֻּלֹּה לָהֶם] Translated by Joosten (155) as “achevés 

par eux,” and he assumes that the verb was read as Pi. כִּלָּה. Who is its sub-

ject? In the second half of the verse we see they, them, thus the pluralisation 

of Ephraim, who is still the subject of the first sentence. We would read here 

instead a Qal form: כָּלָה with חָרָשִׁים  is sometimes כָּלָה .as its subject מַעֲשֵׂה 

used with an edifice as its subject, e.g. כָּלָה הַבַּיִת ‘the temple was completed’ 

3K 6.38.1 Besides, who are eux? חָרָשִׁים? Then it becomes tautologous.2 We 

probably have here an antecedentless relative clause in lieu of חָרָשִׁים  מַעֲשֵׂה 

.would be referring the subject of ἐποίησαν לָהֶם The pronoun of .אֲשֶׁר כָּלָה לָהֶם

Θύσατε] = ּזִבְחו.

1 For more examples, see BDB s.v. I כָּלָה Qal 1 b.
2 A dative nominal can indicate the agent of a passive verb; see SSG § 22 wo.
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κατ᾿ εἰκόνα] In GELS 1993 s.v. εἰκών we suggested תְּמוּנָה as its Hebrew 

equivalent here. A more common rendering of תְּמוּנָה is ὁμοίωμα, e.g. Ex 20.4, 

often with reference to an object of idol worship, and once μορφή Jb 4.16.

ἐκλελοίπασιν יִשָּׁקוּן] We could appreciate the difficulty our translator may 

have had, trying to picture in his mind people slaughtering calves and kissing 

them. Hence a totally free rendition.

13.3) διὰ τοῦτο ἔσονται ὡς νεφέλη πρωϊνὴ καὶ ὡς δρόσος ὀρθρινὴ 

πορευομένη, ὡς χνοῦς ἀποφυσώμενος ἀφ᾿ ἅλωνος καὶ ὡς ἀτμὶς 

ἀπὸ ἀκρίδων. 

 Therefore they will be like morning cloud and like fading, early morn-

ing dew, like chaff blown away from a threshing-floor and like a haze 

(rising) from grasshoppers. 

לָכֵן יִהְיוּ כַּעֲנַן־בּקֶֹר וְכַטַּל מַשְׁכִּים הֹלֵךְ כְּמֹץ יְסֹעֵר מִגֹּרֶן וּכְעָשָׁן מֵאֲרֻבָּה:

Four poetic figures expressing evanescence and instability, all appropriately 

introduced with ὡς / כְּ־.

ἀκρίδων] = אֲרֻבָּה  ≠ ,אַרְבֶּה ‘lattice.’ 

13.4) ἐγὼ δὲ κύριος ὁ θεός σου στερεῶν οὐρανὸν καὶ κτίζων γῆν, οὗ αἱ 
χεῖρες ἔκτισαν πᾶσαν τὴν στρατιὰν τοῦ οὐρανοῦ, καὶ οὐ παρέ-
δειξά σοι αὐτὰ τοῦ πορεύεσθαι ὀπίσω αὐτῶν· καὶ ἐγὼ ἀνήγαγόν 

σε ἐκ γῆς Αἰγύπτου, καὶ θεὸν πλὴν ἐμοῦ οὐ γνώσῃ, καὶ σῴζων οὐκ 

ἔστιν πάρεξ ἐμοῦ. 

 I the Lord your God is He who made the heaven solid and created the 

earth, whose hands created the entire host of the heaven, and I did not 

point them to you for you to go after them, and I am the One who led 

you up out of the land of Egypt, and you shall know no god other than 

Me, and there is no saviour apart from Me.

וְאָנֹכִי יְהוָה אֱלֹהֶיךָ מֵאֶרֶץ מִצְרָיִם וֵאלֹהִים זוּלָתִי לאֹ תֵדָע וּמוֹשִׁיעַ אַיִן בִּלְתִּי:

This extensive plus in G from στερεῶν up to ἀνήγαγόν σε appears to 

have stood in its Vorlage, which has been preserved in a fragmentary form in 

a 4Q text, 4QXIIc (= 4Q78). The verses 3-5 are reconstructed by the editor3 

as below:

             ו֯כ
אנוכי יהוה אלהיכ]ה ב̇צר שמים

[קונה ארץ אשר ידיו ברא כול צבא השמים ולוא הראיתים לכה ללכת אחריהמה ו]א֯נוכי העלותיכה
[מארץ מצרים ואלוהים זולתי לוא תדע ומושיע אין בלתי אני 5ידעתיכה במדבר ב]א֯רץ תלאבות

3 In DJD 15.241.
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στερεῶν ב̇צר] The reconstructed Heb. word must be meant as a Qal ptc. 

In BH, however, the verb seems to have little to do with strength. Only in 

Qal passive ptc. it often means ‘fortified and inaccessible,’ e.g. הֶעָרִים בְּצֻרוֹת 

מְאֹד גְּדלֹֹת but ,שָׁמַיִם Nu 13.28, and even in conjunction with גְּדלֹֹת   עָרִים 

 De 1.28. With our deplorable skill in epigraphy we wonder if וּבְצוּרתֹ בַּשָּׁמָיִם

it is possible to read מבצר, i.e. מְבַצֵּר; the verb occurs twice in Piel, meaning 

‘to fortify’: לְבַצֵּר הַחוֹמָה Is 22.10 and וְכִי תְבַצֵּר מְרוֹם עֻזָּהּ מֵאִתִּי Je 51.53. Such 

a Piel could be factitive in value, i.e. ‘to make someone or something 4 ’.בָּצוּר 

Let’s note that στερεόω is used with reference to the creation of the universe 

in κύριος ὁ θεὸς ὁ ποιήσας τὸν οὐρανὸν καὶ πήξας αὐτόν, ὁ στερεώσας 

τὴν γῆν καὶ τὰ ἐν αὐτῇ Is 42.5, Ἐγὼ κύριος ὁ συντελῶν πάντα ἐξέτεινα 

τὸν οὐρανὸν μόνος καὶ ἐστερέωσα τὴν γῆν Is 44.24 and τῷ στερεώσαντι 
τὴν γῆν ἐπὶ τῶν ὑδάτων Ps 135.6; in all these cases the object of the verb 

is τὴν γῆν, not τὸν οὐρανόν, and the verb translates Qal רָקַע.

κτίζων γῆν קונה ארץ] The restoration of קונה instead of בורא is justifiable 

in view of ὃς ἔκτισεν τὸν οὐρανὸν καὶ τὴν γῆν קנֵֹה שָׁמַיִם וָאָרֶץ Ge 14.19.

The use of the Pres. participles, στερεῶν and κτίζων, is unusual, whilst the 

Heb. participles in these instances can refer to past actions. Note στερεώσας 

Is 42.5 and στερεώσαντι Ps 135.6 as adduced above.

οὗ αἱ χεῖρες ἔκτισαν אשר ידיו ברא] One could restore בידיו. According to 

Clines’s DCH s.v. ברא I the subject of the verb in Qal is always God Himself. 

Hence בראו is unlikely. 

πᾶσαν τὴν στρατιὰν τοῦ οὐρανοῦ כול צבא השמים] The same equivalence 

is found in Zp 1.5, 2C 33.3, 5, where it is also about idol worship as here.

παρέδειξά σοι αὐτὰ הראיתים לכה] The Hif. verb הֶרְאָה, when it indicates 

to whom something or someone was shown, attaches the personal referent 

directly to the verb. This is true in both BH and QH. E.g. וַיַּרְאֵהוּ יְהוָה אֶת־כָּל־הָאָרֶץ 
De 34.1,  4  הִרְאַנִי יְהוָה אתְֹךָ מֶלֶךְ עַל־אֲרָםK 8.13,  ותראני עמ֗[לל  ‘and You showed 

me toil’ 4Q443 2.5. There are many additional instances of <הֶרְאָה + suf. 

pers. + dir. obj.>, e.g. אֶת־כּחִֹי הַרְאֹתְךָ  אֲשֶׁר ,Ex 9.16 בַּעֲבוּר  דָבָר   לאֹ־הָיָה 

 הֶרְאָה suf. pers.> may be used as in + את> Is 39.4 Alternatively לאֹ־הִרְאִיתִים

אֶת־זַרְעֶךָ גַּם  אֱלֹהִים  אֶת־בֶּן־הַמֶּלֶךְ ,Ge 48.11 אֹתִי  אֹתָם   4K 11.4. But the וַיַּרְא 

preposition lamed is not used. Thus the text as restored is a case of Anglicism. 

Did the new situation that would emerge in MH apply here? See, e.g. הֶרְאָה 

-he showed others the way’ mPara 7.9.5 A more likely res‘ לַאֲחֵרִים אֶת הַדֶּרֶךְ

toration would be הראיתיך אתם.

4 Fuller (1991.345) justly mentions 1K 6.18 ἐκ πόλεως ἐστερεωμένης < מֵעִיר מִבְצָר.
5 The DJD editor does not appear to be aware of this problem.
A fragmentary context does not help to resolve a difficult text in אברהם אל  הור֗אתי    אשר 

4Q158 4.6. Qimron (2020.17) justly rejects the original editors’ היראתי on the ground that a plena 
spelling would be anomalous here. However, his text is difficult of interpretation. ‘I was shown 
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Let’s take a look at a related verb of sense perception, namely ַהִשְׁמִיע. 

Typical examples are ֹאֶת־קֹלו אֶתְכֶם  ,De 4.36 הִשְׁמִיעֲךָ  אַשְׁמִיע  תִּצְמַחְנָה   בְּטֶרֶם 

Is 42.9. We do not believe that ְאֵלַיִך in לאֹ־אַשְׁמִיעַ אֵלַיִךְ עוֹד כְּלִמַּת הַגּוֹיִם Ez 36.15 

contradicts this general picture; we would analyse the preposition אל not 

as a marker of indirect object, but as a marker of movement, in other words, 

it could be rewritten as לא יִשְׁמְעוּ בְקִרְבֵּךְ עוד כלמת הגוים or something like 

that.

What the n.pl. αὐτά refers to is not immediately apparent, probably 

constituents of the heavenly host.

ἀνήγαγόν σε העלותיכה] If the Heb. form is not a plain misprint in lieu of 

-it would be an astonishing form. Contamination between Lamed ,העליתיכה

Yod verbs on one hand and verbs of hollow roots and geminate roots on the 

other is unheard of. Hence הֲקִימוֹתִי or הֲסִבּוֹתִי producing הַעֲלוֹתִי is extremely 

unlikely.

The force of the emphatic ἐγὼ א֯נוכי is recognisable in Trg here, though 

its text is as abbreviated as MT: ְאֲנָא יוי אֲלָהָךְ דְּאַסֵּיקְתָך ‘I the Lord your God 

is the one who brought you up.’ Similarly Pesh.: /ʼnā (ʼ)nā māryā ʼalāhāk 

d(ʼ)asseqtāk/

13.5) ἐγὼ ἐποίμαινόν σε ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ ἐν γῇ ἀοικήτῳ 

 I shepherded you in the wilderness in a non-habitable land

אֲנִי יְדַעְתִּיךָ בַּמִּדְבָּר בְּאֶרֶץ תַּלְאֻבוֹת:

ἐποίμαινόν σε] = רעתיך, i.e. ָרְעִתִיך, so Pesh. /rʻitāk/.

ἐν γῇ ἀοικήτῳ בְּאֶרֶץ תַּלְאֻבוֹת] The second Heb. noun is a hapax. After a 

long etymological, comparative-Semitic exposition HALOT 1737b comes 

down to “dryness, aridness, parched land,” which is pretty close to G here.6

to Abraham’? A theophany would scarcely be expressed in this way, cf. וַיֵּרָא יְהוָה אֶל־אַבְרָם 
אֵלָיו הַנִּרְאֶה  לַיהוָה  מִזְבֵּחַ  שָׁם  וַיִּבֶן  הַזּאֹת  אֶת־הָאָרֶץ  אֶתֵּן  לְזַרְעֲךָ   Ge 12.7. Qimron (loc. cit.) וַיּאֹמֶר 
refers to Ben-Ḥayyim 2000 § 2.10.8, where, however, Ben-Ḥayyim is not dealing with a 
reflexive binyan at all; in § 8.10, however, he discusses the replacement of an archaic internal 
passive (Hofal in our case) with a reflexive binyan, thus reverse to our case here. Qimron’s 
(2019.184) translation, “I have showed myself,” is rather debatable. Qimron further mentions 
-Ge 41.28 (with God as the subject) converted to the internal passive form in the Samar הֶרְאָה
itan reading tradition, and goes on to cite שְׁמִי יְהוָה לאֹ נוֹדַעְתִּי לָהֶם Ex 6.3 as exemplifying the 
use of the passive in reference to God. But the Samaritan recitation at Ge 41.28 is avoiding 
making God the subject of הֶרְאָה, ‘God’s design was shown to Pharaoh’ instead of ‘the design 
which God showed Pharaoh.’

In BH the grammatical subject of Hof. הָרְאָה is either a person to whom something is 
shown or something that is shown to someone, e.g. כְּמִשְׁפָּטוֹ אֲשֶׁר הָרְאֵיתָ בָּהָר Ex 26.30, וְהָרְאָה 
 is את it [= some medical symptom] shall be shown to the priest’ Le 13.49, where‘ אֶת־הַכֹּהֵן
to be noted, not לַּכֹּהֵן or אֶל הכהן.

6 According to Joosten (157) G’s ἀοίκητος is etymological, i.e. ֹבַּיִת  + לא, but what is one 
to do with the initial taw?
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13.6) κατὰ τὰς νομὰς αὐτῶν. καὶ ἐνεπλήσθησαν εἰς πλησμονήν, καὶ 
ὑψώθησαν αἱ καρδίαι αὐτῶν· ἕνεκα τούτου ἐπελάθοντό μου.

 in accordance with their pastures, and they were fully satiated, and 

their hearts became uplifted. Because of this they forgot Me.

כְּמַרְעִיתָם וַיִּשְׂבָּעוּ שָׂבְעוּ וַיָּרָם לִבָּם עַל־כֵּן שְׁכֵחוּנִי:

τὰς νομὰς αὐτῶν מַרְעִיתָם] The shift from you to their is abrupt, which, 

however, fits what follows.

εἰς πλησμονήν] = שבוע, i.e. ַ7 שָׂבוֹע Qal inf. abs., ≠ H ּשָׂבְעו, which is odd, 

immediately following ּוַיִּשְׂבָּעו. Cf. Trg. סְבַעוּ מִסְבָּע.

13.7) καὶ ἔσομαι αὐτοῖς ὡς πανθὴρ καὶ ὡς πάρδαλις κατὰ τὴν ὁδὸν 

Ἀσσυρίων· 

 And I shall be to them like a panther and like a leopard along the way 

to Assyria.

וָאֱהִי לָהֶם כְּמוֹ־שָׁחַל כְּנָמֵר עַל־דֶּרֶךְ אָשׁוּר:

καὶ ἔσομαι וָאֱהִי] The shift in G from a past narrative to a prophecy is 

noteworthy, which fits the following verse.

πανθὴρ שָׁחַל] On this equivalence, see above at 5.14.

Ἀσσυρίων] = אַשּׁוּר, ≠H אָשׁוּר ‘I will lie in wait,’ which accords with the 

Tiberian accentuation, ְרֶך .with a disjunctive accent דֶּ֖

13.8) ἀπαντήσομαι αὐτοῖς ὡς ἄρκος ἀπορουμένη καὶ διαρρήξω συγκλει-
σμὸν καρδίας αὐτῶν, καὶ καταφάγονται αὐτοὺς ἐκεῖ σκύμνοι δρυ-
μοῦ, θηρία ἀγροῦ διασπάσει αὐτούς. 

 I shall face them like a famished bear and shall tear apart the pericar-

dia of their heart, and (lions’) cubs of a thicket will devour them there, 

wild beasts of a field will tear them asunder.

אֶפְגְּשֵׁם כְּדבֹ שַׁכּוּל וְאֶקְרַע סְגוֹר לִבָּם וְאֹכְלֵם שָׁם כְּלָבִיא חַיַּת הַשָּׂדֶה תְּבַקְּעֵם:

ἄρκος ἀπορουμένη דּבֹ שַׁכּוּל] The Heb. adjective, once (Is 49.21) spelled 

 .mostly denotes loss or absence of children, whether human or animal ,שָׁכוּל

This particular combination occurs twice more: 2K 17.8 (ἄρκος ἠτεκνω-
μένη)8 and Pr 17.12, where G widely departs from H, which reads almost 

identically with our Ho case – ׁפָּגוֹשׁ דּבֹ שַׁכּוּל בְּאִיש. Whilst Heb. words derived 

from √שׁכל always have to do with loss or absence of children, ἀπορέω is 

never so used. In SG as well as in Classical Greek this verb is not used with 

7 So Nyberg 1935.102.
8 Cf. the proto-Lucianic version: ἄρκοι παροιστρῶσαι ‘(female) bears hopping mad.’
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specific reference to want or lack of children. We conclude that, for what-

ever reason, we have here a somewhat free rendition. Even so a famished 

bear would be savage and gravely threatening. Cf. ἀπορῶν ἄρτων Si 10.27, 

though with a human subject.9 By selecting the fem. form, not ἀπορούμενος 

with ἄρκος, a noun of common gender,10 as the subject our translator shows 

his awareness that √שׁכל is normally used with a female as its agens. Note a 

variation in gender in ὅταν φύγῃ ἄνθρωπος ἐκ προσώπου τοῦ λέοντος καὶ 
ἐμπέσῃ αὐτῷ ἡ ἄρκος Am 5.19. Bons (2001) argues for “acculé,” i.e. ‘hunted 

and cornered’ as a more preferable meaning here on the basis of the use of the 

verb by Xenophon. In the context of our Ho passage, however, there is nothing 

that allows us so narrowly to confine the context of the verb, that of hunting. 

In the passages quoted from Xenophon the more broader sense of ‘to find one-

self in dire straits’ is perfectly acceptable. An animal or a human can land in 

such a situation for a variety of reasons and under diverse circumstances.

καταφάγονται αὐτοὺς] = יאכלם, i.e. יאֹכְלֻם. The shift from 1sg to 3pl is 

deliberate, since no pl. noun that can serve as the subject of the verb has been 

mentioned before. The translator may not have been able to bear the sight of 

God devouring human victims, tearing up their pericardia may have been felt 

to be as much as he could emotionally take. This mental restructuring accords 

with his dropping of the preposition of comparison, i.e. σκύμνοι, and not ὡς 

σκύμνοι (H כְּלָבִיא).

The reconstruction of the 4Q fragment,  11, ואכלום is questionable. A w-qataltí 

can continue a yiqtol, but would not be followed by yiqtol, i.e. תבקעם. By 

contrast the tense sequence in H follows the norm: .. אפגשׁם .. אקרע .. ואכלם 

.namely a series of yiqtol’s with future value ,אבקעם

σκύμνοι δρυμοῦ כְּלָבִיא] For the 4Q fragment a word has been added, most 

likely on the basis of G here: כלבי היער. In BH, when a metaphor or figura-

tive expression is prefixed with this preposition, the noun following is usually 

determinate, e.g. כָּאֲרִי כֵּן יְשַׁבֵּר כָּל־עַצְמוֹתָי ‘like a lion he broke all my bones’ 

Is 38.13, see JM § 137 i. So we could have expected כַּלָּבִיא. This rule is not 

water-tight. Even so the parallelism to the following חַיַּת הַשָּׂדֶה renders a cst. 

phrase highly probable. יַעַר is what is rendered with δρυμός the most fre-

quently, 55 times.

13.9) τῇ διαφθορᾷ σου, Ισραηλ, τίς βοηθήσει; 

 As you suffer destruction, o Israel, who is going to help (you)?

שִׁחֶתְךָ יִשְׂרָאֵל כִּי־בִי בְעֶזְרֶךָ:

9 H וח]ס[ר] מתן is suspect, and Segal (1958.66) justly emends the noun to מזון, i.e. מָזוֹן.
10 Pace Joosten (158) not “toujours féminin”; in many cases the gender of this noun can-

not be ascertained, e.g. ἄλλο θηρίον ὁμοίωσιν ἔχον ἄρκου Da 7.5.
11 So also Joosten 158.
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τῇ διαφθορᾷ σου] The dat. here is of course quite distinct from what we 

find in, e.g. ἐβοήθησέν σοι ὁ θεὸς ὁ ἐμὸς Ge 49.25. It is not an object of 

the verb βοηθέῳ, but an adverbial complement of time. Such occurs usually 

with a substantive denoting a period of time or a point in time as in φάγονται 
τὰ κρέα τῇ νυκτὶ ταύτῃ ‘on that night they shall eat the meat’ Ex 12.8. Here, 

however, we have an action noun. This rare usage is attested elsewhere, e.g. τῇ 

θλίψει ὑπομένοντες ‘being patient during the period of distress’ Ro 12.12,12 

and also in Classical Greek such as οὐδὲν ἔλασσον εἶχον τῇ μάχῃ ‘they were 

not worse off in the battle’ Herod. 9.102.13

13.10) ποῦ ὁ βασιλεύς σου οὗτος; καὶ διασωσάτω σε ἐν πάσαις ταῖς 

πόλεσίν σου· κρινάτω σε ὃν εἶπας Δός μοι βασιλέα καὶ ἄρχοντα.

 Where is this king of yours? And let him rescue you in all your cities. 

Let him judge you concerning whom you said, “Give me a king and 

a ruler.”

אֱהִי מַלְכְּךָ אֵפוֹא וְיוֹשִׁיעֲךָ בְּכָל־עָרֶיךָ וְשׁפְֹטֶיךָ אֲשֶׁר אָמַרְתָּ תְּנָה־לִּי מֶלֶךְ וְשָׂרִים:

ποῦ אֱהִי] H = אַיֵּה.

κρινάτω σε] = ָיִשְׁפָּטְך. H’s ָשׁפְֹטֶיך is a puzzler. If it were sg. ָשׁפֵֹטְך, it could 

be parallel to the preceding ָמַלְכְּך. “Judge” here does not have to denote a judge 

in a court, but someone who preceded the first king of Israel as described in 

the book of Judges. In 1K 8.5, 6, presumably being alluded to by Hosea, we 

see that שׁפט was the task expected to be performed by ְמֶלֶך people were call-

ing for: ּשִׂימָה־לָּנוּ מֶלֶךְ לְשָׁפְטֵנוּ  .. תְּנָה־לָּנוּ מֶלֶךְ לְשָׁפְטֵנו, though G uses δικάζειν, 

not κρίνειν. By selecting the sg. ἄρχοντα for שָׂרִים, our translator may have 

had this source text at the back of his mind, so that we are not having to do with 

two office-bearers, king and ruler, but καί here is epexegetic, ‘namely,’14 as in 

ἐν τοῖς ὕδασιν καὶ ἐν ταῖς θαλάσσαις καὶ ἐν τοῖς χειμάρροις Le 11.9.15

ὃν εἶπας] On εἶπον + acc. in the sense of ‘to say concerning ..,’ see GELS 

s.v. εἶπον 1 b and s.v. λέγω 1g, 6.

13.11) καὶ ἔδωκά σοι βασιλέα ἐν ὀργῇ μου καὶ ἔσχον ἐν τῷ θυμῷ μου 

 And I gave you a king in my anger and got in my fury

אֶתֶּן־לְךָ מֶלֶךְ בְּאַפִּי וְאֶקַּח בְּעֶבְרָתִי: ס

ἔσχον אֶקַּח] As parallel to אֶתֶּן the Heb. verb must mean ‘to take into pos-

session’ rather than ‘to possess, own.’ The perfective aspect common to the 

12 Dismissed by BDF § 196 as “suspect.”
13 More examples may be found in Kühner - Gerth 1898 II 445.
14 Joosten’s (159) “hendiadys” comes down to the same thing.
15 See GELS s.v. καί 17, cf. also ib. 13.
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two aorist verbs fits such an analysis. Joosten (160) mentions an alternative 

parsing of ἔσχον as 3pl. Though our translator could not have meant such, 

readers with no knowledge of Hebrew could read the text that way. However, 

the parallelism between the two halves of the verse renders such an analysis 

somewhat unlikely.

In this quid pro quo, however, we miss a quo in H, which G identified 

in the following verse. The acc. συστροφὴν cannot be analysed otherwise. 

Alternatively, אֶקַּח can mean ‘to remove and take back ְמֶלֶך, an analysis which 

G did not opt for.

13.12) συστροφὴν ἀδικίας. Εφραιμ, ἐγκεκρυμμένη ἡ ἁμαρτία αὐτοῦ. 

 a gathering of injustice. Ephraim, his sin is hidden away.

צָרוּר עֲוֹן אֶפְרָיִם צְפוּנָה חַטָּאתוֹ:

συστροφὴν] Among the words derivable from √צרר and identified in 

Index as equivalents of συστροφή is found צְרוֹר. This can apply to two more 

instances: Ho 4.19 (H צָרַר) and 2K 17.13L.

G has not only transformed the first two words of this verse into a direct 

object of אֶקַּח of vs. 11, but also broken up the cst. chain in H of עֲוֹן אֶפְרָיִם, 

so that עֲוֹן is now עָוֹן and אֶפְרָיִם is an extraposed constituent of the following 

nominal clause.

The insertion of a comma after Εφραιμ is a useful orthographical device to 

show that the word is in casus pendens, not vocative. Similarly καὶ τὸν υἱὸν 

δὲ τῆς παιδίσκης ταύτης, εἰς ἔθνος μέγα ποιήσω αὐτόν Ge 21.13.

13.13) ὠδῖνες ὡς τικτούσης ἥξουσιν αὐτῷ· οὗτος ὁ υἱὸς οὐ φρόνιμος, 

διότι οὐ μὴ ὑποστῇ ἐν συντριβῇ τέκνων. 

 Pains like (those) of a woman in labour will come upon him. This son 

is not prudent, because he will never put his foot down when children 

are crushed. 

חֶבְלֵי יוֹלֵדָה יָבאֹוּ לוֹ הוּא־בֵן לאֹ חָכָם כִּי־עֵת לאֹ־יַעֲמֹד בְּמִשְׁבַּר בָּנִים:

ὠδῖνες ὡς τικτούσης חֶבְלֵי יוֹלֵדָה] The addition of ὡς is “logical” in view 

of the masc. ֹלו. In BH the idiom is an expression of acute, physical pain, 

hence metaphorically applicable to male victims as in ὠδῖνες αὐτοὺς ἕξου-
σιν ὡς γυναικὸς τικτούσης Is 13.8.16

The noun חֵבֶל occurs mostly in the pl. and denotes pains of travail occur-

ring intermittently at short intervals, which is also the same with its sole 

instance of the sg. in Is 66.7, though G uses the pl. πρὶν ἐλθεῖν τὸν πόνον 

16 Cf. Muraoka 2014, esp. 65-67. Pace Joosten (160) G is here unlikely to be a description 
of a foetus nearing birth.
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τῶν ὠδίνων < ּלָה חֵבֶל  יָבוֹא   We find, however, the sg. even where 17 .בְּטֶרֶם 

H has the pl.: ἐπὶ τῇ ὠδῖνι αὐτῆς ἐκέκραξεν < ָתִּזְעַק בַּחֲבָלֶיה Is 26.17.18

οὗτος ὁ υἱὸς οὐ φρόνιμος חָכָם לאֹ   We have here two distinct [הוּא־בֵן 

syntactic patterns of nominal clause, for H means ‘he is an imprudent son.’

The use of οὗτος is another significant departure from H. Though in SG 

the fronting of a demonstrative pronoun as here is not unknown, in the over-

whelming majority of cases its position agrees with the sequence in Hebrew. 

G had no Heb. Vorlage, which could have induced him to write ὁ υἱὸς 

οὗτος.19

We owe the negator οὐ to Ziegler’s authoritative scripsi.

 This common noun, whose syntactic analysis here is difficult,20 has [עֵת

left no trace in G.21

 ,which latter occurs in 2Kg 19.3 [= Is 37.3] ,מַשְׁבֵּר A st. cst. form of [מִשְׁבַּר

is usually thought to denote an opening which emerges in a womb and through 

which a baby comes out.22 Our translator may not have been comfortable 

with gynaecological technical terms, seeing children being broken into pieces 

instead of their breaking out.

οὐ μὴ ὑποστῇ] In GELS s.v. ὑφίστημι 1 c an alternative rendition has 

been suggested: “unable to bear up, endure [sufferings].” This is, however, 

debatable, because the clause is meant to explain the son’s imprudence,23 who 

gives up instead of striving to protect his children in grave danger.

13.14) ἐκ χειρὸς ᾅδου ῥύσομαι αὐτοὺς καὶ ἐκ θανάτου λυτρώσομαι αὐτούς· 

ποῦ ἡ δίκη σου, θάνατε; ποῦ τὸ κέντρον σου, ᾅδη; παράκλησις 

κέκρυπται ἀπὸ ὀφθαλμῶν μου. 

 Out of the hand of Hades I shall rescue them and out of death I shall 

redeem them. Where is your justice, o death? Where is your goad, 

o Hades? Consolation is hidden from my eyes.

מִיַּד שְׁאוֹל אֶפְדֵּם מִמָּוֶת אֶגְאָלֵם אֱהִי דְבָרֶיךָ מָוֶת אֱהִי קָטָבְךָ שְׁאוֹל נֹחַם יִסָּתֵר מֵעֵינָי:

17 This case enables us to differentiate between this noun and חֶבֶל ‘rope, cord.’ In the pl. 
the two nouns look identical: חֲבָלִים ‘birth-pains’ Is 13.8, ‘ropes’ Ez 47.13.

18 CG also uses this noun mostly in the pl. when it denotes birth-pangs. A few references 
for its use in the sg. are mentioned in LSJ s.v. ὠδίς 1, e.g. γυνὴ φεύγει πικρὰν ὠδῖνα παίδων 
‘a woman escapes bitter pain of child-birth’ Soph. Fr. 9.32. In NTG we find one instance of 
the sg. at 1Th 5.3.

19 We have noted, however, the delaying of the dem. pron. cannot be entirely attributed 
to Hebrew influence, since this pattern became increasingly popular in Ptolemaic papyri 
(SSG p. 434, n. 4).

20 Nyberg’s (1935.104) one-member nominal clause, “wenn es Zeit ist,” is questionable.
21 Some later recensions, manuscripts, and patristic commentators have νῦν, which Wolff 

(287) rightly considers as a rendition of עַתָּה.
22 Kaddari 2006 s.v.: “a condition close to delivery.”
23 We fail to follow “daher” of SD 1176 here.



172 HOSEA

ποῦ אֱהִי] As in vs. 10 above.

ἡ δίκη σου] A rather free rendering of ָדְבָרֶיך ‘your plagues.’ Probably = 

 your pronouncement of verdict.’ As free is Pesh. /zākūtāk/24 ‘your‘ דְּבָרְךָ

victory,’ which is how Paul quotes this verse: ποῦ σου, θάνατε, τὸ νῖκος; 

1Cor 15.55. Nyberg (1935.104f.) maintains that νίκη, a v.l. preserved in a 

few manuscripts, is original, of which δίκη is an inner-Greek correction. Even 

so νίκη is quite distinct from H.

τὸ κέντρον σου ָקָטָבְך] Another pair which is difficult to harmonise the 

two words with each other. The Heb. noun, together with its homonym, קֶטֶב, 

occurs in BH only three more times (Dt 32.24, Is 28.2, Ps 91.6), and it lies 

in the semantic field of destruction. When a goad is applied, an animal may 

find it painful, but not destructive. According to Nyberg (1935.105) κέντρον 

represents דָּרְבָן  = דרבן or דרב, but such is graphically quite different from 25 .קטב

παράκλησις נֹחַם] Cf. λόγους παρακλητικούς דְּבָרִים נִחֻמִים Zc 1.13, and 

see also συνεταράχθη ἡ μεταμέλειά μου נִכְמְרוּ נִחוּמָי Ho 11.8, on which see 

above. We see that the notions of regret and consolation or comfort are not 

mutually contradictory.26

13.15) διότι οὗτος ἀνὰ μέσον ἀδελφῶν διαστελεῖ. ἐπάξει καύσωνα ἄνε-
μον κύριος ἐκ τῆς ἐρήμου ἐπ᾿ αὐτόν, καὶ ἀναξηρανεῖ τὰς φλέβας 

αὐτοῦ, ἐξερημώσει τὰς πηγὰς αὐτοῦ· αὐτὸς καταξηρανεῖ τὴν γῆν 

αὐτοῦ καὶ πάντα τὰ σκεύη τὰ ἐπιθυμητὰ αὐτοῦ. 

 Because he will make a division between brothers. The Lord will 

bring a hot wind from the desert on him, and will dry up his springs. 

He will dry up his land all things that are dear to him.

כִּי הוּא בֵּן אַחִים יַפְרִיא יָבוֹא קָדִים רוּחַ יְהוָה מִמִּדְבָּר עֹלֶה וְיֵבוֹשׁ מְקוֹרוֹ וְיֶחֱרַב 
מַעְיָנוֹ הוּא יִשְׁסֶה אוֹצַר כָּל־כְּלִי חֶמְדָּה:

H as it stands does make sense. Most of the discrepancies between H and 

G in this verse are explicable in terms of shift between scriptio plena and 

scriptio defectiva, or between yod and waw with consequential changes in 

vocalisation. One cannot say with confidence what the Vorlage of G actually 

looked like. Thus ἀνὰ μέσον = בֵּין, so Pesh. /bēt/;  ἐπάξει = יָבִיא; ἐπ᾿ αὐτόν = 

 .so Pesh ,יַחֲרִיב = so Pesh. /taḥrev/; ἐξερημώσει ,יבִֹישׁ = ἀναξηρανεῖ ;עָלָיו

/tawbeš/; τὴν γῆν αὐτοῦ = ֹאַרְצו. Besides διαστελεῖ = יַפְרִיד, so Pesh. 

/nefroš/.27

24 Cf. Weitzman 1989.165.
 is rendered with דָּרְבָן is unattested in BH. Nyberg rightly mentions Ec 12.11, where דרב 25

βούκεντρον, which, incidentally, occurs also at 1K 13.21L as a v.l. of δρέπανον.
26 To our translator the notion of “revenge,” an alternative sense mentioned in DCH s.v. 

.must have been unthinkable ,נֹחַם
27 /nefroq/ in Nyberg (1935.106) must be a typo.
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There still remain, however, a couple of matters that need be addressed. 

1) The Tiberian accentuation makes a cst. phrase from יהוה  which ,רוּחַ 

would then stand in apposition to 28 .קָדִים This Heb. word is basically a syno-

nym of מִזְרָח ‘east.’ That it is not an adjective meaning ‘eastern’ is shown in 

 Ez 17.10, 19.12, 27.26, where we have a cst. phrase with the article רוּחַ הַקָּדִים

attached to קדים alone. The value of this construct phrase is that of origin, i.e. 

‘wind originating in the east’29; note רוּחַ יָם ἄνεμον ἀπὸ θαλάσσης Ex 10.19. 

In BH, however, this east wind is not a pleasant breeze blowing from the east, 

but intensely and unbearably hot and destructive as in the above-mentioned 

three instances in Ez and also Je 18.17. Hence SG sometimes uses καύσων 

‘hot wind,’ not an adjective meaning ‘hot.’ In a rendition such as ὡς ἄνεμον 

καύσωνα כְּרוּחַ־קָדִים Je 18.17 the focus is not on where the wind originates, 

and καύσων is in apposition.30 Its appositional status is evident in ἄνεμον τὸν 

καύσωνα Ez 17.10 and ἄνεμος ὁ καύσων ib. 19.12, where the def. article is 

attached to καύσων alone; this is probably reflecting the Heb. syntax here ַרוּח 

-but its syntactic structure is distinct from that of G, and readers igno ,הַקָּדִים

rant of Hebrew would analyse the Gk. phrase differently. In Hebrew also 

 which is the case in our Ho ,רוח קדים began to be used as an ellipsis for קָדִים

instance and Ho 12.1(2), so also in קָדִים  Jb 27.21 > ἀναλήμψεται יִשָּׂאֵהוּ 
αὐτὸν καύσων.31 In ἀνεμόφθοροι ‘wind-blasted’ Ge 41.6, 23, 27 < שְׁדוּפֹת 

 ,however, the feature of extreme heat has not come to an expression ,קָדִים

though here, too, the position on the compass is not in focus.

2) In καταξηρανεῖ τὴν γῆν αὐτοῦ καὶ πάντα τὰ σκεύη τὰ ἐπιθυμητὰ 

αὐτοῦ the rendering of יִשְׁסֶה with καταξηρανεῖ is striking. The Heb. verb 

 .is known to mean ‘to plunder, spoil’ and has little to do with drying up שָׁסָה

Though this is its only attestation in XII, it occurs as many as 11 times in BH 

in Qal alone. Our translator’s ignorance of it is unlikely. He is probably focus-

ing on parallelism, though he must have been aware of the oddity of the com-

bination of the verb with πάντα τὰ σκεύη κ.τ.λ. as its second, direct object. 

Is his selection of an alternative compound verb κατα- as against ἀναξηραίνω 

due to his awareness that H is not using ׁיבש this time?

28 So Pesh. /tētē madnḥā rūḥēh d-māryā/. In Syriac, too, the noun /madnḥā/ appears to have 
begun to be used in the sense of ‘hot wind,’ probably under the influence of Hebrew.

29 Cf. sirocco, derived from Arb. /šarq/ ‘east.’
30 Cf. SSG § 33 c.
31 Note Vulg. Adducet urentem ventum (‘a hot-burning wind’) Dominus.
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14.1) ἀφανισθήσεται Σαμάρεια, ὅτι ἀντέστη πρὸς τὸν θεὸν αὐτῆς· ἐν 

ῥομφαίᾳ πεσοῦνται αὐτοί, καὶ τὰ ὑποτίτθια αὐτῶν ἐδαφισθήσονται, 
καὶ αἱ ἐν γαστρὶ ἔχουσαι αὐτῶν διαρραγήσονται. 

 Samaria will be destroyed, because it resisted its God. They will fall 

with sword(s), and their babies will be dashed to the ground, and their 

pregnant women will be ripped open.

וְהָרִיּוֹתָיו  יְרֻטָּשׁוּ  עֹלְלֵיהֶם  יִפֹּלוּ  בַּחֶרֶב  בֵּאלֹהֶיהָ  מָרְתָה  כִּי  שׁמְֹרוֹן  תֶּאְשַׁם 
יְבֻקָּעוּ: פ

ἀφανσθήσεται תֶּאְשַׁם] On this equivalence, see at 5.15 above.

αὐτοί] Where the pronoun is coming from is not clear. It contrasts their 

own fate with that of their babies and wives. The gender shift in H is bewil-

dering: 3(f)s ⇒ 3mp ⇒ 3ms.

The grammatical number also vacillates: sg. ⇒ pl. The addition of αὐτοί 
shows that the translator did not analyse ּיִפֹּלו as impersonal; the subject first 

mentioned as Samaria (sg.) now shifts to its inhabitants. This is also clear with 

αὐτῶν (twice), which would not be impersonally used.

This number shift is very common in Ho. To mention just one example: 

Εφραιμ .. αὐτός (sg.) [13.1] ⇒ προσέθεντο (pl.) [13.2] ⇒ σου .. σοι .. σε 

(sg.) [13.4] ⇒ αὐτῶν (pl.) [13.6]. This holds for H as well.

ὑποτίτθια] The selection of this graphic word adds to the emotional impact 

of the statement here: etymologically it means ‘a little one hanging under 

teats,’ τιτθίον being a diminutive of τιτθός ‘teat, nipple.’

ἐδαφισθήσονται ּיְרֻטָּשׁו] On this equivalence, see above at 10.14.

14.2) Ἐπιστράφητι, Ισραηλ, πρὸς κύριον τὸν θεόν σου, διότι ἠσθένησας 

ἐν ταῖς ἀδικίαις σου. 

 Return, o Israel, to the Lord your God, because you have become 

weak in your injustices.

שׁוּבָה יִשְׂרָאֵל עַד יְהוָה אֱלֹהֶיךָ כִּי כָשַׁלְתָּ בַּעֲוֹנֶךָ:

πρὸς] This preposition is often chosen to go with the verb ἐπιστρέφω to 

express repentance. The corresponding Heb. preposition can be עַד as here or 

 at Ho 5.4, 6.1, 7.10, 14.3. A rare אֶל also at Am 4.6, 8, 9, 10, 11 and עַד  :אֶל

exception is עַד יהוה > ἐπὶ κύριον De 4.30, 30.2.
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14.3) λάβετε μεθ᾿ ἑαυτῶν λόγους καὶ ἐπιστράφητε πρὸς κύριον τὸν θεὸν 

ὑμῶν· εἴπατε αὐτῷ ὅπως μὴ λάβητε ἀδικίαν καὶ λάβητε ἀγαθά, καὶ 
ἀνταποδώσομεν καρπὸν χειλέων ἡμῶν. 

 Take with you words and return to the Lord your God. Tell Him that 

you do not intend to take up any unrighteous practice, but perform 

good (deeds) and ‘We will return fitting fruit(s) of our lips.’

קְחוּ עִמָּכֶם דְּבָרִים וְשׁוּבוּ אֶל־יְהוָה אִמְרוּ אֵלָיו כָּל־תִּשָּׂא עָוֹן וְקַח־טוֹב וּנְשַׁלְּמָה 
פָרִים שְׂפָתֵינוּ:

λόγους] Probably meaning ‘verbalised thought.’

τὸν θεὸν ὑμῶν] Possibly added to harmonise with the preceding verse.

ὅπως μὴ כָּל] In H there is nothing that would correspond to ὅπως, and μὴ 

is most likely = 1 .בַּל But בַּל תִּשָּׂא cannot be said to God. Already Rashi, Ibn 

Ezra, and Radaq join כָּל with עָוֹן, but they must know of the syntactic irregu-

larity of such an analysis.2 The Vorlage of G probably read also כל, which 

he emended to בל. This, however, necessitated quite a transformation of the 

text. They could not say to God ּוְתִקְּחו  .. תִּשְּׂאוּ  וְנִקַּח but only ,בַּל   .. נִשָּׂא   ,בַּל 

which would fit the following נְשַׁלְּמָה. But he did not view the third verb as 

coordinate with the preceding two as shown by his shift from the aor. subj. 

λάβητε to the fut. ἀνταποδώσομεν. This remarkable mixture of 2ms and 

1pl in H reminds one of what Abram said to his wife when they were about 

to enter Egypt: ְּאִמְרִי־נָא אֲחתִֹי אָת Ge 12.13, which G has rewritten in a style 

which appeared to the translator more logical – εἰπὸν οὖν ὅτι Ἀδελφὴ 

αὐτοῦ εἰμι.
The conjunction ὅπως here “introduces a noun clause of command, 

instruction, decision and suchlike.”3 The use of the subjunctive mood fits 

such a semantic connotation.4 Hence a sentence like εἶπατέ μοι ὅπως τοῦτο 

γεγραμμένον ᾖ ἐν τῷ βιβλίῳ ‘you told me that this is written in the book’ is 

impossible.5

1 Though extensive, Nyberg’s (1935.107-09) argument that כָּל means here “jedesmal wenn” 
does not convince.

2 Ehrlich (1912.210) condemns it as “unhebräisch.”
3 GELS s.v. 3. See also SSG § 66 b). For a discussion of various possible syntactic analy-

ses of the construction here, cf. Joosten 163f.; in any case his “afin de ne pas ..” makes no 
sense.

4 The partial morphological identity of the fut. and subj. aor., e.g. λύσω, has led to occasional 
mutual contamination. Hence the fut. in ὁρισμόν, ὅπως .. ἐμβληθήσεται ‘a decision that .. is 
to be thrown in’ Da 6.7 TH, an example which, in GELS s.v. ὅπως 3, ought to be mentioned as 
illustrating this use <ὅπως + fut.>.

5 Hence, pace Joosten (163), we have no simple indirect discourse in ὑμῖν δὲ λέγεται 
ὅπως .. μηδεμία .. γίγνηται 1E 8.22, as correctly analysed in SD (563) “wird euch mitgeteilt, 
dass .. keinerlei .. entstehen darf.”
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καρπὸν χειλέων ἡμῶν] = ּפְרִי שְׂפָתֵינו. The phrase in H is very difficult. 

G probably means ‘words of thanks or adoration’ (so GELS s.v. ἀνταποδί-
δωμι 1 d)6 or ‘we shall act in line with our pledge.’

14.4) Ασσουρ οὐ μὴ σώσῃ ἡμᾶς, ἐφ᾿ ἵππον οὐκ ἀναβησόμεθα· οὐκέτι 
μὴ εἴπωμεν Θεοὶ ἡμῶν, τοῖς ἔργοις τῶν χειρῶν ἡμῶν· ὁ ἐν σοὶ 
ἐλεήσει ὀρφανόν. 

 Assur will never save us, we shall not ride horse(s). No more shall we 

say “Oh our gods” to our handicrafts. He who is in You will have 

compassion on orphan(s).

יָדֵינוּ  לְמַעֲשֵׂה  אֱלֹהֵינוּ  עוֹד  וְלאֹ־נאֹמַר  נִרְכָּב  לאֹ  עַל־סוּס  יוֹשִׁיעֵנוּ  לאֹ  אַשּׁוּר 
אֲשֶׁר־בְּךָ יְרֻחַם יָתוֹם:

οὐ μὴ σώσῃ] The double negative with the subj. verb is parallel to <οὐ + 

fut.>, and then back again to <οὐ μή + subj.>. The two constructions appear 

to be free variants. See above at 1.6.

Θεοὶ ἡμῶν ּאֱלֹהֵינו] G did not see here a plural of majesty, which accords 

with his analysis of מַעֲשֵׂה as pl. (ἔργοις).

This phrase is not vocative, cp. ἐπὶ τοῦ καλουμένου τόπου Βουνὸς τῶν 

ἀκροβυστιῶν ‘at the spot called Hill of foreskins’ Jo 5.3, where the use of the 

nom. is to be noted. Thus our Ho case is akin to the nominative of a proper 

noun when it is about naming a person or a locality. See further in SSG § 22 bc.

ἐλεήσει] = יְרַחֵם active, ≠ H יְרֻחַם passive.

But how does this last clause, in G and H alike, fit the context? A plau-

sible explanation is that one of the clearest manifestations of God’s love and 

mercy is His loving care of orphans as expressed in אֲבִי יְתוֹמִים וְדַיַּן אַלְמָנוֹת 

קָדְשׁוֹ בִּמְעוֹן   Ps 68.6, and see also Ex 22.22, Dt 3.24, Ps 10.14. This אֱלֹהִים 

accords well with H. The message that comes through out of G is that the 

life of believers should be a reflection of the character of their God.

The preposition ἐν seems to be comparable to what we have identified above 

at 12.6(7). It is significant that this earlier passage has to do with repentance 

and return to God, and compassion is expected of penitents: σὺ ἐν θεῷ σου 

ἐπιστρέψεις· ἔλεον καὶ κρίμα φυλάσσου בֵּאלֹהֶיךָ תָשׁוּב חֶסֶד וּמִשְׁפָּט שְׁמֹר.

14.5) ἰάσομαι τὰς κατοικίας αὐτῶν, ἀγαπήσω αὐτοὺς ὁμολόγως, διότι 
ἀπέστρεψεν ἡ ὀργή μου ἀπ᾿ αὐτῶν.

 I shall heal their dwellings, love them willingly, because my anger 

has turned away from them.

אֶרְפָּא מְשׁוּבָתָם אֹהֲבֵם נְדָבָה כִּי שָׁב אַפִּי מִמֶּנּוּ:

6 Cf. Cyr. I 317.
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τὰς κατοικίας αὐτῶν] = 7 .מוֹשְׁבתָֹם The reference is not only to their houses 

and dwellings, but also by implication to inhabitants in them. The verb ἰάομαι 
can mean ‘to repair’ with τὸ θυσιαστήριον τὸ κατεσκαμμένον ‘the altar 

which had been razed to the ground’ 3K 18.32 as the object; similarly with 

ἄγγος ὀστράκινον ‘earthen vessel’ Je 19.11. As the objects of divine love and 

the target of divine anger humans here might look more likely at the back of 

the translator’s mind. But we need to note that מוֹשָׁב mostly means ‘dwelling,’ 

and only once in BH ‘dweller’: 2  וְכֹל מוֹשַׁב בֵּית־צִיבָא עֲבָדִים לִמְפִיבשֶֹׁתSm 9.12 

(G κατοίκησις, v.l. κατοικία as here).

ὁμολόγως נְדָבָה] The primary semantic component of נְדָבָה is not mutual 

agreement or consent between the two parties involved, but free will not 

involving compulsion. One could say that God, having observed Israel’s 

sincere repentance, is feeling Himself to be under inner compulsion to act 

mercifully and renounce an expression of His anger. Let’s note וְקַטֵּר מֵחָמֵץ 
 καὶ ἀνέγνωσαν ἔξω νόμον καὶ ἐπεκαλέσαντο ὁμολογίας תּוֹדָה וְקִרְאוּ נְדָבוֹת

Am 4.5.8 [וְקָרְאוּ מִחוּץ תּורָֺה וְקָרְאוּ נְדָבותֺ =]

ἀπέστρεψεν שָׁב] The Gk verb need be analysed as intransitive, though 

it can be used transitively as in φόβος κυρίου .. ἀποστρέψει πᾶσαν ὀργήν 

Si 1.21, though ὀργή here means ‘anger (as a sinful act).’ Ziegler is certainly 

right in following Rahlfs here. Their reading is definitely superior to ἀπέστρε-
ψεν τὴν ὀργήν μου ἀπ᾿ αὐτῶν as read by Swete,9 for who would the subject 

of the verb be? שָׁב cannot be transitive, either.

14.6) ἔσομαι ὡς δρόσος τῷ Ισραηλ, ἀνθήσει ὡς κρίνον καὶ βαλεῖ τὰς 

ῥίζας αὐτοῦ ὡς ὁ Λίβανος· 

 I shall be as dew to Israel, it will blossom as a lily and it will put 

down its roots as Lebanon.

אֶהְיֶה כַטַּל לְיִשְׂרָאֵל יִפְרַח כַּשּׁוֹשַׁנָּה וְיַךְ שָׁרָשָׁיו כַּלְּבָנוֹן:

βαλεῖ ְיַך] All the three Greek verbs in parallelism are in the fut., whereas 

in H, ְיַך alone is explicitly marked as volitive as against יַכֶּה. If G’s Vorlage 

read the same as H, it could have been translated with βάλοι (opt.) or βαλέτω 

(impv.).10

ὡς ὁ Λίβανος כַּלְּבָנוֹן] Without reference to H, ὁ λίβανος spelled and 

printed with a non-capital Lambda could mean either ‘frankincense’ or 

‘frankincense tree,’ for which Hebrew would say לְבוֹנָה. However, the prophet 

7 Pace Nyberg (1935.110) with his “indem ich mich ihnen wieder zuwende” the suffix in 
 ,you gave to me’ Josh 15.19. On this issue‘ נְתַתָּנִי can be syntactically analysed as in מְשׁוּבָתָם
see JM § 125 ba.

8 Cf. LSJ s.v. ὁμολόγως 2: “confessedly, openly.”
9 Some manuscripts do agree with Swete.
10 Driver (1892.54) assigns a modal value to ְיַך “let him flourish and strike forth his roots.”
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does not appear to be laying any particular emphasis on fragrance in this 

verse, but Israel, having repented and started a new phase of life, would expe-

rience magnificent and solid growth, a situation comparable to the proverbial 

magnitude of cedar trees of Lebanon. If the translator’s Vorlage agreed with 

H, there would be no option but to read “Lebanon.”

14.7) πορεύσονται οἱ κλάδοι αὐτοῦ, καὶ ἔσται ὡς ἐλαία κατάκαρπος, καὶ 
ἡ ὀσφρασία αὐτοῦ ὡς Λιβάνου· 

 Its branches will grow, and it will be like an abundantly fruitful olive-

tree, and its odour will be like (that) of Lebanon.

יֵלְכוּ ינְֹקוֹתָיו וִיהִי כַזַּיִת הוֹדוֹ וְרֵיחַ לוֹ כַּלְּבָנוֹן:

πορεύσονται ּיֵלְכו] This appears to be the only and first instance of 

πορεύομαι in the sense of ‘to grow’ (of a plant), whereas ְהָלַך does seem 

to have such a sense in a figurative expression on the growth of the wicked 

in יֵלְכוּ גַּם־עָשׂוּ פֶרִי Je 12.2. However, such a semantic extension is easy to 

understand; a growing plant is not stationary, its growth means to move 

forward.

κλάδοι ינְֹקוֹתָיו] This is the only attestation of this equivalence in SG. As is 

clear from its etymology, ינֶֹקֶת means “young shoot (of a plant).” Other trans-

lation equivalents are βλαστός ‘bud, shoot’ (Jb 15.30), παραφυάς ‘branch, 

offshoot’ (Ps 79.12), and ῥάδαμνος ‘bough, branch’ (Jb 14.7). The imperfect 

knowledge of agricultural technical terms in Greek may not have been unique 

to our Ho translator; see above at 10.12.

ἔσται] This harmonises better with the preceding πορεύσονται, though εἴη 

would be a superior rendering of the jussive יְהִי. See on βαλεῖ in the preceding 

verse.

κατάκαρπος הוֹד] Nowhere else in LXX this equivalence occurs. Besides, 

 is a fairly common word, and κατάκαρπος as well as its two related הוֹד

lexemes, κατακάρπως and κατακάρπωσις11 are at the moment undocu-

mented before LXX. The selection of κατάκαρπος, therefore, is very strik-

ing. The comparison with olive-tree may not have been felt good enough to 

highlight Israel’s prosperity. The same combination occurs in ἐγὼ δὲ ὡσεὶ 
ἐλαία κατάκαρπος ἐν τῷ οἴκῳ τοῦ θεοῦ Ps 51.10, where, however, the 

adjective is a natural rendering of רַעֲנָן. In XII, the adverb, a hapax, meets 

us in Κατακάρπως κατοικηθήσεται Ιερουσαλημ ‘Jer. will be densely popu-

lated’ Zc 2.4 for 2.8  פְּרָזוֹת תֵּשֵׁב יְרוּשָׁלִַם, where the translator may be thinking 

of פְּרִי.

11 Its meaning is defined as “ashes of a burnt sacrifice” (GELS s.v.); the word occurs twice, 
Le 6.10, 11, a rendering of דֶּשֶׁן (H 10.3, 4).
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Λιβάνου] But for H לְבָנוֹן this could be spelled λιβάνου ‘of frankincense,’ 

which would fit ὀσφρασία. But in this passage “Lebanon” plays a prominent 

role. In the following verse, οἶνος Λιβάνου can have little to do with frank-

incense.

14.8) ἐπιστρέψουσι καὶ καθιοῦνται ὑπὸ τὴν σκέπην αὐτοῦ, ζήσονται καὶ 
μεθυσθήσονται σίτῳ· καὶ ἐξανθήσει ὡς ἄμπελος τὸ μνημόσυνον 

αὐτοῦ, ὡς οἶνος Λιβάνου. 

 They will sit under His shadow as before, they will live and be satiated 

with grain. His memory will bloom like a vine, like the wine of Lebanon.

יָשֻׁבוּ ישְֹׁבֵי בְצִלּוֹ יְחַיּוּ דָגָן וְיִפְרְחוּ כַגָּפֶן זִכְרוֹ כְּיֵין לְבָנוֹן: ס

ἐπιστρέψουσι καὶ καθιοῦνται] = ּוְיֵשְׁבו יֵשְׁבוּ or יָשֻׁבוּ   The use of 12 .יָשֻׁבוּ 

ἐπιστρέφω καί joined with another verb is a mechanical reproduction of a 

similar use of שָׁב to indicate repetition of what happened beforehand or 

restoration to a former state. Similarly ἐπιστρέψωμεν καὶ ἀνοικοδομήσωμεν 

τὰς ἐρήμους נָשׁוּב וְנִבְנֶה חֳרָבוֹת Ml 1.4,13 see GELS s.v. ἐπιστρέφω II 4 b and 

SSG § 64, “Hendiadys.” Alternatively we have here a response to the earlier 

call ּשׁוּבו ἐπιστράφητε vs. 3, sim. vs. 2. Then we would be having to do with 

an ordinary שָׁב.

τὴν σκέπην αὐτοῦ ֹצִלּו] Pace Joosten (166) the suf. pronoun cannot refer 

to Israel in view of the pl. verb.

ζήσονται καὶ μεθυσθήσονται σίτῳ דָגָן  The second Gk verb seems [יְחַיּוּ 

to be a free addition. דָּגָן ‘grain’ as an object of חִיָּה ‘to keep alive or restore 

to life’ sounds unusual. Our translator read יחיו as ּיִחְיו. However חָיָה Qal is 

intransitive. Hence he introduced a verb to go with 14 ,דָּגָן though it is not clear 

why a verb such as ἐμπίμπλημι, so ἐμπλησθήσονται, has not been chosen, 

cf. ἐμπίπλαται μερίδι Si 14.9. “To get intoxicated with grain” sounds rather 

odd.

ἐξανθήσει] = יִפְרַח. Whether the Vorlage of G read the verb here as sg. 

or not, for the translator its subject are not Israelites. For him the name of the 

true God of Israel had been long consigned to oblivion, but now it was about 

to be revived and would stand in the centre of the flourishing faith commu-

nity. According to the Tiberian accentuation with an athnach with the preced-

ing word, פֶן  is the subject of the following nominal clause, and not of זִכְרוֺ  ,כַגָּ֑

the preceding verb.

12 An example of the latter, asyndetic construction is אָשׁוּבָה אֶרְעֶה צאֹנְךָ אֶשְׁמֹר Ge 30.31 > 
πάλιν ποιμανῶ τὰ πρόβατά σου καὶ φυλάξω. [ntbnwn] in the Leiden Peshitta is probably a 
typo for [ntpnwn] (= /netpnōn/).

13 Where ἐπιστρέψωμεν is redundant in the light of ἀνοικοδομήσωμεν.
14 We agree with Joosten (166) pace Coote (1974.165-68), who postulates ו(י)רויו (sic!) in 

G’s Vorlage.
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14.9) τῷ Εφραιμ, τί αὐτῷ ἔτι καὶ εἰδώλοις; ἐγὼ ἐταπείνωσα αὐτόν, καὶ 
ἐγὼ κατισχύσω αὐτόν· ἐγὼ ὡς ἄρκευθος πυκάζουσα, ἐξ ἐμοῦ ὁ 

καρπός σου εὕρηται. 

 As for Ephraim, what has he still got to do with idols? I have humili-

ated him, and I shall fortify him. I am like a leafy juniper tree, from 

Me your fruit(s) have been discovered.

אֶפְרַיִם מַה־לִּי עוֹד לָעֲצַבִּים אֲנִי עָנִיתִי וַאֲשׁוּרֶנּוּ אֲנִי כִּבְרוֹשׁ רַעֲנָן מִמֶּנִּי פֶּרְיְךָ נִמְצָא:

τῷ Εφραιμ] Since the translator has read לי as לו, he had no choice but to 

analyse אפרים as being extraposed, not vocative.

ἐταπείνωσα αὐτόν] = עִנִּיתִו. The equivalence <Pi. עִנָּה - ταπεινόω> is 

quite common in LXX: more than 17 times.15

καὶ ἐγὼ κατισχύσω αὐτόν] The verb must represent √שׁרר, a root which 

has to do with “strength,” but is not represented in Hebrew, but firmly estab-

lished in Aramaic; see above at 10.11. Our translator, who is drawing on such 

an external linguistic resource, may not have worried about the fact that this 

Aramaic root in Peal [= Qal] is intransitive, whilst the transitive κατισχύω 

would be expressed either in Pael [= Piel] or Hafel [= Hifil], for which we 

would not expect to find a waw in the middle of the verb form. The Hebraised 

form in our case would be ּאֲשָׁרְרֶנּו or ּאֲשֵׁרֶנּו. The self-assertive has been added 

twice over.

ἄρκευθος ׁבְּרוֹש] Cf. ξύλα κέδρινα καὶ ἀρκεύθινα καὶ πεύκινα 2C 2.7, 

where three adjectives are attributively used to modify ξύλα, each derived 

from a substantive denoting its respective tree: κέδρος ‘cedar,’ ἄρκευθος 

‘juniper tree,’ and πεύκη ‘pine.’

ἐξ ἐμοῦ] The tone of divine insistence is made manifest due to the front-

ing of this prepositional phrase, for the use of ἐμοῦ is due to its combination 

with the preposition; ἐκ μου does not occur, SSG § 7 c.

The two concluding clauses must mean something like: “The delicious 

fruits originate from Me alone in great abundance and you have them there 

served to be enjoyed by you.” Note the Pf. εὕρηται.

14.10) τίς σοφὸς καὶ συνήσει ταῦτα; ἢ συνετὸς καὶ ἐπιγνώσεται αὐτά; 

διότι εὐθεῖαι αἱ ὁδοὶ τοῦ κυρίου, καὶ δίκαιοι πορεύσονται ἐν 

αὐταῖς, οἱ δὲ ἀσεβεῖς ἀσθενήσουσιν ἐν αὐταῖς.

 Who is wise and can understand these (matters)? Or intelligent and 

acknowledge them? For the ways of the Lord are straight, and the 

righteous can walk along them, but the infidels could be too weak 

(to walk) along them.

15 To the three additional instances mentioned in Index 116.a s.v., add also Ps 119.71 11QPsa.
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מִי חָכָם וְיָבֵן אֵלֶּה נָבוֹן וְיֵדָעֵם כִּי־יְשָׁרִים דַּרְכֵי יְהוָה וְצַדִּקִים יֵלְכוּ בָם וּפֹשְׁעִים 
יִכָּשְׁלוּ בָם:

τίς מִי] The Heb. interrogative pronoun here looks like introducing a 

generalising relative clause and the use of the jussive, יָבֵן, is to be noted: 

‘Whoever is wise let him understand these matters.’ See also מִי־יָרֵא וְחָרֵד 

וְיָעַל  ,Ju 7.3 יָשׁבֹ עִמּוֹ  אֱלֹהָיו  יְהוָה  מִכָּל־עַמּוֹ   2C 36.23. The use of the  מִי־בָכֶם 

jussive seems to be optional, as can be seen in ְמִי־הָאִישׁ הַיָּרֵא וְרַךְ הַלֵּבָב יֵלֵך 

 מָה־אַתֶּם אֹמְרִים אֶעֱשֶׂה לָכֶם .e.g ,מה Also with .יֵלֶךְ Dt 20.8, i.e. not וְיָשׁבֹ לְבֵיתוֹ

 2S 21.4. See further in JM § 144 fa. Τίς and τί are used in SG in an analo-

gous manner, e.g. τίνος ἐστίν, αὐτῷ ἀποδώσει ‘whosever it is, he shall return 

it to him’ Le 6.5, see further in SSG § 18 b. Our Ho translator has not fol-

lowed such an analysis here.

In our translation of this verse we have analysed the future tense as indi-

cating theoretical possibility, on which see further in SSG § 28 ge.
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CHAPTER I

1.1) Καὶ ἐγένετο λόγος κυρίου πρὸς Μιχαίαν τὸν Μωρασθι ἐν ἡμέραις 

Ιωαθαμ καὶ Αχαζ καὶ Εζεκίου βασιλέων Ιουδα, ὑπὲρ ὧν εἶδε περὶ 
Σαμαρείας καὶ περὶ Ιερουσαλημ.

 And there came a word of the Lord to Micah the one from Morashti in 

the days of Joatham and Achaz and Ezekias the kings of Judah, what 

he saw concerning Samaria and Jerusalem.

יְהוּדָה  מַלְכֵי  יְחִזְקִיָּה  אָחָז  יוֹתָם  בִּימֵי  הַמֹּרַשְׁתִּי  אֶל־מִיכָה  הָיָה  אֲשֶׁר  דְּבַר־יְהוָה 
אֲשֶׁר־חָזָה עַל־שׁמְֹרוֹן וִירוּשָׁלִָם:

Μωρασθι מֹרַשְׁתִּי] The translator probably did not know that the Heb. 

word is a gentilic of מוֹרֶשֶׁת, where the prophet hailed from, for in 1.14 this 

place name is translated as a common noun, κληρονομία.

ὑπὲρ ὧν] Who (mpl) or what (npl) the relative pronoun refers to is not 

clear. Since nowhere else in the book of Mi mentions the prophet any of 

the three kings, the translator probably does not mean ‘about whom,’ pace 

“über die,” i.e. “über die Könige.” (SD). Grammatically it cannot refer back 

to λόγος κυρίου, whilst the NḤ text (DJD 8.33) does read ὃ[ν 4.29. The 

general intention must be what the divine message showed him concerning 

Samaria and Jerusalem.

1.2) Ἀκούσατε, λαοί, λόγους, καὶ προσεχέτω ἡ γῆ καὶ πάντες οἱ ἐν 

αὐτῇ, καὶ ἔσται κύριος ἐν ὑμῖν εἰς μαρτύριον, κύριος ἐξ οἴκου ἁγίου 

αὐτοῦ·

 Hear, o nations, words, and let the land and all who are in it be attentive, 

and the Lord shall be among you for a testimony, the Lord out of His 

holy house.

מֵהֵיכַל  אֲדנָֹי  לְעֵד  בָּכֶם  יְהוִה  אֲדנָֹי  וִיהִי  וּמְלאָֹהּ  אֶרֶץ  הַקְשִׁיבִי  כֻּלָּם  עַמִּים  שִׁמְעוּ 
קָדְשׁוֹ:

Ἀκούσατε .. καὶ προσεχέτω] The first Impv. is aorist, giving a general 

instruction, whilst the second is Pres., an attitude and stance to be maintained.

λόγους] Odd vis-à-vis כֻּלָּם. The prophet had just mentioned λόγος κυρίου, 

though the sg. λόγος cannot mean “one word,” but “a message.”1 The addition 

1  The first three words of the verse are also ascribed to Micah in 3K 22.28 exactly as they 
are here, though they are absent in G, and are restored by Origen as ἀκούσατε λαοὶ πάντες, 
as in our Mi passage.
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of a resumptive pronoun to כֹּל is such a common enough phenomenon in 

BH2 that could not have caused our translator any difficulty; see אֵלֶּה כֻלָּם 

ταῦτα πάντα Hb 2.6.

πάντες οἱ ἐν αὐτῇ ּמְלאָֹה] A rather free rendering. As free is πόλιν σὺν 

πᾶσιν τοῖς κατοικοῦσιν αὐτήν < ּֽוּמְלאָֹה יר   Am 6.8. This Heb. phrase עִ֥

occurs pretty frequently outside of XII and is usually rendered more liter-

ally, e.g. γῆν καὶ τὸ πλήρωμα αὐτῆς Je 8.16, 29(47).2 so Ez 19.7, 30.12, 

and this is what we find in the NḤ text (4.31) as γῆ] καὶ τὸ π[λή]ρωμα 

αὐτῆς. 

ἔσται יְהִי] G probably understood H as a genuine jussive, not a loosely 

used equivalent of יִהְיֶה; the people are being told to accept the Lord as He 

is going to address them.

κύριος אֲדנָֹי יְהוִה] This double divine title occurs very often in XII, and 

it is rendered with κύριος alone. See, e.g. Am 7.1, 4, 6. Our translator prob-

ably thought the tetragrammaton is phonetically identical with the first title, 

then one κύριος is enough. But when he identified a vocative, he repeats 

κύριος, e.g. καὶ εἶπα Κύριε κύριε, ἵλεως γενοῦ < וָאֹמַר אֲדנָֹי יְהוִה סְלַח־נָא 
Am 7.2 as against ἔδειξέν μοι κύριος < הִרְאַנִי אֲדנָֹי יְהוִה ib. 7.4.3 When he 

identified a single title as vocative, he writes κύριε once, e.g. μετανόησον, 

κύριε, ἐπὶ τούτῳ < נִחַם יְהוָה עַל־זאֹת ib. 7.3.

μαρτύριον עֵד] A not very frequent equivalence, since μαρτύριον4 is usu-

ally impersonal, whereas עֵד is personal, “witness” (μάρτυς). The only other 

certain instance of this equivalence with a personal referent is μαρτύριον 

ἐν ἔθνεσιν δέδωκα αὐτόν Is 55.4, where αὐτόν = David.5

1.3) διότι ἰδοὺ κύριος ἐκπορεύεται ἐκ τοῦ τόπου αὐτοῦ καὶ καταβήσεται 
καὶ ἐπιβήσεται ἐπὶ τὰ ὕψη τῆς γῆς,

 Because, behold, the Lord is coming out of His place and will descend 

and mount the heights of the land,

כִּי־הִנֵּה יְהוָה יֹצֵא מִמְּקוֹמוֹ וְיָרַד וְדָרַךְ עַל־בָּמוֹתֵי [בָּמֳתֵי] אָרֶץ:

τὰ ὕψη τῆς γῆς בָּמוֹתֵי [בָּמֳתֵי] אָרֶץ] Unlike the masc. as in οἱ ὑψηλοὶ τῆς 

γῆς ‘the foremost leaders of the earth’ Is 24.4 the neut. τὰ ὕψη can only 

denote ‘high, elevated places.’6

2 See BDB s.v. 1  כֹּל d. 
3 This is a feature not unique to our translator. We note the same in, e.g. De 3.24, 9.26, 

Jd 6.22, even in 3M 2.2.
4 DJD 8.33 restores μάρτυ[ρα, though there is no epigraphic reason for not reading μαρ-

τύριον. Note Je 49 (42).5 Ἔστω κύριος ἐν ἡμῖν εἰς μάρτυρα (לְעֵד) δίκαιον καὶ πιστόν.
5 This example can be added in GELS s.v. μαρτύριον 1 a.
6 Rashi takes the Heb. phrase here as meaning ‘elevated but spiritually crude people’ (הרמים 

 .(וגסי הרוח
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1.4) καὶ σαλευθήσεται τὰ ὄρη ὑποκάτωθεν αὐτοῦ, καὶ αἱ κοιλάδες τακή-
σονται ὡς κηρὸς ἀπὸ προσώπου πυρὸς καὶ ὡς ὕδωρ καταφερόμενον 

ἐν καταβάσει.

 And the mountains will shake under Him, and the valleys will melt like 

wax before a fire and like water running down a slope.

וְנָמַסּוּ הֶהָרִים תַּחְתָּיו וְהָעֲמָקִים יִתְבַּקָּעוּ כַּדּוֹנַג מִפְּנֵי הָאֵשׁ כְּמַיִם מֻגָּרִים בְּמוֹרָד:

σαλευθήσεται ּנָמַסּו] This is the only instance of this equivalence, and the 

selection of σαλεύω to render נָמֵס is striking.7 The second verb chosen here, 

τήκω, comes more readily to the mind, cf. τὰ ὄρη ἐτάκησαν ὡσεὶ κηρὸς 

ἀπὸ προσώπου κυρίου Ps 96.5 < ּהָרִים כַּדּוֹנַג נָמַסּו. Note τὰ ὄρη ἐσείσθησαν 

.Na 1.5 (הִתְמֹגָגוּ) ἀπ᾿ αὐτοῦ, καὶ οἱ βουνοὶ ἐσαλεύθησαν (רָעֲשׁוּ)

τακήσονται ּיִתְבַּקָּעו] Nowhere else in LXX we find this equivalence. In 

DJD 8.33 (4.35) we find a revised rendering, ῥα]γήσον[τα]ι, ‘will be broken 

into pieces,’ which is certainly closer in meaning to H. Though wax that has 

melted is no longer in one piece, ‘wax melting under the heat of fire’ sounds 

better in translation.

ἀπὸ προσώπου מִפְּנֵי] We have here a highly frequent, pseudo preposi-

tion, a verbatim reproduction of the underlying Hebrew phrase. The Heb. 

substantive, פָּנִים, very often combines in the cst. st. with a preposition: 

apart from מִפְּנֵי, we have פְּנֵי  ,לִפְנֵי  ,בִּפְנֵי  Other Hebrew substantives .עַל 

denoting body parts display a similar feature: עַיִן  ,יָד  ,אֹזֶן, for instance.8 In 

all these cases the constituent substantives no longer bear their original 

meaning. Thus ἀπὸ προσώπου has nothing to do with “face” in its literal 

sense.9

καταφερόμενον מֻגָּרִים] Unlike its Heb. equivalent there does not appear 

to be any explicit indication that the Gk rendition implies someone pouring 

water out at the top of a mountain. So the form is not genuinely passive, but 

middle. By contrast, H is not about rainwater cascading down a hillside.

1.5) διὰ ἀσέβειαν Ιακωβ πάντα ταῦτα καὶ διὰ ἁμαρτίαν οἴκου Ισραηλ. 

τίς ἡ ἀσέβεια τοῦ Ιακωβ; οὐ Σαμάρεια; καὶ τίς ἡ ἁμαρτία οἴκου 

Ιουδα; οὐχὶ Ιερουσαλημ;

 Because of an impiety of Jacob all this is, and because of a sin of the 

house of Israel. What is the impiety of Jacob? Not Samaria? And what 

is the sin of the house of Judah? Not Jerusalem (of all places)?

7 DJD 8.33, 86 restores τακή]σον[ται] on the basis of “the frequent LXX equivalence of 
τήκω מסס and the identical reading of α’ [= Aquila] ad loc.”

8 Cf. SSG § 26 i. For a detailed treatment of the subject matter, see Sollamo 1979.
9 “melt like wax from before the fire” (NETS 795) is infelicitous; πρόσωπον on its own 

never means “before.”
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וּמִי  שׁמְֹרוֹן  הֲלוֹא  יַעֲקֹב  מִי־פֶשַׁע  יִשְׂרָאֵל  בֵּית  וּבְחַטּאֹות  כָּל־זאֹת  יַעֲקֹב  בְּפֶשַׁע 
בָּמוֹת יְהוּדָה הֲלוֹא יְרוּשָׁלִָם:

πάντα ταῦτα כָּל־זאֹת] In this Heb. phrase the fem. dem. pron. refers to a 

chain of events or a state of affairs, not a single matter, and this is appropri-

ately rendered ταῦτα, a neut. pl., and never πᾶν τοῦτο. So Ge 41.39, and in 

a reverse sequence, ταῦτα πάντα at De 32.27, Ps 43(44).18, 2C 21.18.

ἀσέβειαν .. ἁμαρτίαν פֶשַׁע .. חַטּאֹות] In H both nouns are in the st. cst., 

hence anarthrous. In the reply, however, the corresponding Gk nouns are 

articular. Hence its absence in the question is not a mechanical imitation of 

H. In the question it is about impiety and sin in general. One who hears the 

question would like to have reference to their specific manifestations.

ἁμαρτίαν חַטּאֹות] No v.l. ἁμαρτίας (pl.)10 nor חַטָּאת (sg.) is attested. Is 

ἁμαρτίαν harmonisation vis-à-vis ἀσέβειαν? “Jacob” here is not a reference 

to an individual. Hence בֵּית יִשְׂרָאֵל cannot account for the shift to the plural.

ἡ ἁμαρτία οἴκου Ιουδα בָּמוֹת יְהוּדָה] H appears to be amiss, to be emended 

to חַטּאֹות בית יהודה. The mention of בָּמוֹת at this point is too abrupt and out 

of place.

τίς (2×)] This cannot mean ‘Who?’. This rare use of τίς as equivalent to 

τί also occurs in τίς σου ἡ ἐργασία ἐστί; ‘What is your occupation?’ Jn 1.8; 

πόσαι εἰσὶν αἱ ἁμαρτίαι μου καὶ αἱ ἀνομίαι μου; δίδαξόν με τίνες εἰσίν 

‘How many are my sins and my iniquities? Teach me what they are’ Jb 13.23. 

Also in an indirect question: ὄψεσθε τὴν γῆν τίς ἐστιν ‘Look at the land 

what it is like’ Nu 13.19. By contrast, BDB s.v. 1  מִי a includes our Mi exam-

ple under the heading “where persons are understood or implied,” which does 

not apply to our example, though it is applicable in ָמִי שְׁמֶך (G Τί) Ju 13.17.

οὐχὶ] Possibly more emphatic than the parallel οὐ11; the sins committed 

in Jerusalem are more serious. Hence no mere free, stylistic variant.

1.6) καὶ θήσομαι Σαμάρειαν εἰς ὀπωροφυλάκιον ἀγροῦ καὶ εἰς φυτείαν 

ἀμπελῶνος καὶ κατασπάσω εἰς χάος τοὺς λίθους αὐτῆς καὶ τὰ 

θεμέλια αὐτῆς ἀποκαλύψω·

 And I shall turn Samaria into an orchard-guard’s shed in a field and 

establishment of a vineyard, and pull down her stones into a chasm, and 

lay bare her foundations.

וְשַׂמְתִּי שׁמְֹרוֹן לְעִי הַשָּׂדֶה לְמַטָּעֵי כָרֶם וְהִגַּרְתִּי לַגַּי אֲבָנֶיהָ וִיסֹדֶיהָ אֲגַלֶּה:

θήσομαι] On this lexical innovation of <τίθημι εἰς> ‘to cause to be or 

become’ see at Ho 2.12 and 4.7.

10 The NḤ text (4.38) reads ἁμ]αρτίαν.
11 Cf. GELS s.v. 1.
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ὀπωροφυλάκιον עִי] The Heb. word means “heap of ruins,” and is not as 

specific as ὀπωροφυλάκιον. However, this equivalence occurs twice more: 

Mi 3.12 and Ps 78(79).1, both about the ruining of Jerusalem, and in the lat-

ter the formulation is very close to what we find in our Mi passage – ἔθεντο 

Ιερουσαλημ εἰς ὀπωροφυλάκιον שָׂמוּ אֶת־יְרוּשָׁלִַם לְעִיִּים.

H is more straightforward in its indication of the consequence of the divine 

punishment. By contrast, G might be trying to say that the once splendid city 

of Samaria is going to become a farm land, and that an orchard provided with 

a guard’s shed alone.

ἀγροῦ הַשָּׂדֶה] The NḤ text (4.41) has added the article in line with H, 

τοῦ ἀ[γρ]οῦ. The Heb. article here might be generic in value, not a reference 

to a particular shed or field. Note the absence of the article in the parallel 

cst. chain, מַטָּעֵי כָרֶם.

φυτείαν ἀμπελῶνος] The proverbially fertile hillsides covered with vine-

yards will invade the city, chasing its inhabitants out.

χάος גַּי] The Heb. noun is determinate, which also can be generic as הַשָּׂדֶה 

or a reference to a specific location in or near the city. The NḤ text (4.42) 

replaces χάος with φάραγξ, an equivalent far more frequent in LXX of גַּי, 
.גֶּיא or גַּיְא 

1.7) καὶ πάντα τὰ γλυπτὰ αὐτῆς κατακόψουσι καὶ πάντα τὰ μισθώματα 

αὐτῆς ἐμπρήσουσιν ἐν πυρί, καὶ πάντα τὰ εἴδωλα αὐτῆς θήσομαι 
εἰς ἀφανισμόν· διότι ἐκ μισθωμάτων πορνείας συνήγαγε καὶ ἐκ 

μισθωμάτων πορνείας συνέστρεψεν.

 And all her carved things they shall break into pieces and all her fees 

they shall burn in fire, and all her idols I shall put to destruction, 

because from the fees of prostitution she brought together and from the 

fees of prostitution she collected.

וְכָל־פְּסִילֶיהָ יֻכַּתּוּ וְכָל־אֶתְנַנֶּיהָ יִשָּׂרְפוּ בָאֵשׁ וְכָל־עֲצַבֶּיהָ אָשִׂים שְׁמָמָה כִּי מֵאֶתְנַן 
זוֹנָה קִבָּצָה וְעַד־אֶתְנַן זוֹנָה יָשׁוּבוּ:

κατακόψουσι ּיֻכַּתּו] Whereas in H ָפְּסִילֶיה is the subject of the verb, its 

reading as active in voice just as in κατακόψουσι τὰς ῥομφαίας αὐτῶν εἰς 

ἄροτρα < כִתְּתוּ חַרְבתֵֹיהֶם לְאִתִּים Mi 4.3 raises the question as to who or what 

the subjects of κατακόψουσι are. Are Samaritans being told to act themselves 

or are their enemies going to do so? The same ambiguity arises also with 

the second verb: ἐμπρήσουσιν (active) vs. ּיִשָּׂרְפו (passive). However, since 

Samaria (and its inhabitants included) is referred to with the 3fs pronoun in 

both H and G, her enemies must be meant, and that fits better the last two 

sg verbs.

τὰ μισθώματα αὐτῆς ָאֶתְנַנֶּיה] In LXX the noun μίσθωμα always denotes 

a reward a prostitute receives for sexual services she provides, exactly as 
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 In CG it denotes “price agreed on in hiring” in general.12 .אֶתְנָה and אֶתְנַן

The only exceptions occur in Ez 16.33, 34, where it means part of the hire a 

prostitute was paid, and she gives it to her clients, perhaps as an incentive for 

more visits in the future. Even so the noun has to do with the life in the red 

light district. By contrast, μισθός is not so specified; it is more “respectable.”13 

Later in our verse the expression is explicit: זוֹנָה  What is meant here .אֶתְנַן 

must be more than incomes raised by temple prostitutes. Israel’s idolatry was 

a prostitution against God. Offerings, monetary gifts, buildings, facilities 

needed for practising idol worship, all this was אֶתְנַן in the eyes of their divine 

Husband.

ἐμπρήσουσιν ἐν πυρί] As indicated just above, τὰ μισθώματα αὐτῆς 

comprise many things other than what prostitutes, sacred or otherwise, are 

paid, for metal money would not burn in fire.

θήσομαι εἰς ἀφανισμόν שְׁמָמָה  The Gk preposition could have [אָשִׂים 

been left out as in θήσομαι τὴν Ιερουσαλημ λίθον καταπατούμενον אָשִׂים 

-Zc 12.3. The translator is possibly thinking of θήσο אֶת־יְרוּשָׁלִַם אֶבֶן מַעֲמָסָה
μαι Σαμάρειαν εἰς ὀπωροφυλάκιον שַׂמְתִּי שׁמְֹרוֹן לְעִי in vs. 6.

For θήσομαι the active voice form is restored for the NḤ text: θήσ[ω (5.1), 

whilst at vs. 6 the fragment reads θ]ήσομαι, but θήσω 8.3 (Mi 4.7, so in two 

minuscules). In GELS s.v. τίθημι II the middle voice of the verb is said to be 

“hardly different in function from act.” See also SSG § 27 da.

συνήγαγε .. συνέστρεψεν] What she brought together and collected is 

not stated. Probably not only the graven images, but also the entire resources 

accumulated from what worshippers brought and offered.

συνέστρεψεν ּיָשׁוּבו] Our translator, finding H difficult to interpret, may 

be translating freely, using a synonym of συνάγω. In order not to deviate too 

widely from H, he retained אֶתְנַן זוֹנָה, but found עַד impossible, reverting to 

 ,in the parallel adverbial phrase. He was apparently not too worried that מֵ־

by so doing, he was repeating himself. The NḤ text has preserved the earliest 

attempt to revise G in the direction of H: ἕως μι[σθώματος πόρνης ἐπισ-
ρέψουσ]ιν. Some variant readings such as the Origenic ἐπέστρεψεν points 

to the same direction, but the revision is incomplete in retaining ἐκ and the 

sg. verb. So ἀπέστρεψεν.14

1.8) Ἕνεκεν τούτου κόψεται καὶ θρηνήσει, πορεύσεται ἀνυπόδετος καὶ 
γυμνή, ποιήσεται κοπετὸν ὡς δρακόντων καὶ πένθος ὡς θυγατέρων 

σειρήνων·

12 In Hdt 2.180.1 it refers to the cost of building a temple. See further LSJ s.v.
13 Once (Is 23.18) it is used to translate אֶתְנַן, because that is what Tyre is going to earn 

in the new era, for she was compared to זוֹנָה, vss. 15-17.
14 Κατέστρεψεν and συνέτριψεν, both meaning ‘destroyed,’ are most likely inner-Greek 

corruptions.
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 Because of this she will mourn and grieve, she will walk unshod and naked, 

she will mourn (wailing) like dragons and grieve like daughters of sirens,

עַל־זאֹת אֶסְפְּדָה וְאֵילִילָה אֵילְכָה שֵׁילָל [שׁוֹלָל] וְעָרוֹם אֶעֱשֶׂה מִסְפֵּד כַּתַּנִּים וְאֵבֶל 
כִּבְנוֹת יַעֲנָה:

κόψεται אֶסְפְּדָה] In this verse there are used four verbs, the first three of 

which are explicitly marked as volitive (cohortative), and the fourth can be 

so analysed, though there is no means of formally marking it as volitive. G 

could have used the optative forms instead of the future. Another remark-

able difference is that the verbs are in the third person sg., mostly likely with 

Samaria as the subject, whereas they are all in the 1sg in H. The prophet is 

identifying himself with the nation. Such an emotion and stance can perhaps 

be better expressed through the volitive mood, a position which our translator, 

for whatever reason, would not assign to the prophet.15 Note the fem. γυμνή 

for the masc. עָרוֹם.

ἀνυπόδετος שׁוֹלָל] An equivalence found nowhere else in LXX. This rare 

Heb. word, occurring also at Jb 12.17, 19, is rendered αἰχμάλωτος. This 

Gk adjective occurs combined with γυμνός, though in reverse sequence, at 

Is 20.2, 3, 4 to render עָרוםֺ וְיָחֵף.

σειρήνων יַעֲנָה] Depending on the educational background of our translator 

he may have known of sirens in the Greek mythology. The Gk noun occurs 

in LXX five more times. Three times, as in our Mi case, it occurs in con-

junction with תַּנִּים and following it: Jb 30.29, Is 34.13, 43.20. In all the six 

instances יַעֲנָה occurs as a nomen rectum in בְּנוֹת יענה, and thrice only (Is 43.20, 

Je 27[50].39, Mi 1.8) בנות is rendered in θυγατέρες σειρήνων.16 As in the 

Greek mythology these birds are featured in LXX for their voice, not their 

appearance or any other feature.

The Heb. noun here is usually thought to mean ‘ostrich,’ which is what 

στρουθοκαμήλων of Aq. and Sym. here means.

1.9) ὅτι κατεκράτησεν ἡ πληγὴ αὐτῆς, διότι ἦλθεν ἕως Ιουδα καὶ ἥψατο 

ἕως πύλης λαοῦ μου, ἕως Ιερουσαλημ.

 because her blow gained strength, for it reached Judah and touched 

the gate of my people, Jerusalem.

כִּי אֲנוּשָׁה מַכּוֹתֶיהָ כִּי־בָאָה עַד־יְהוּדָה נָגַע עַד־שַׁעַר עַמִּי עַד־יְרוּשָׁלִָם:

κατεκράτησεν אֲנוּשָׁה] The Heb. word here is generally thought to mean 

“incurable.” The Gk rendering is not very far from it, and a similar inter-

pretation of it is found in מַכָּתִי אֲנוּשָׁה ἡ πληγή μου στερεά Je 15.18.

15 In Trg the verbs are in 3mpl. and in Pesh Impv., 2fsg. or 2mpl.
16 For possible interaction between the biblical world and the contemporary, Hellenistic 

pagan mythology, see Kaupel 1935-36.
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ἡ πληγὴ αὐτῆς] = ּמַכָּתָה. The feature of grammatical concord is trouble-

some in this short verse; בָאָה (fsg.) followed by נָגַע (msg.).

λαοῦ μου עַמִּי] Unlike in vs. 8 the prophet’s identification with his core-

ligionists is here now manifest in G as well.

1.10) οἱ ἐν Γεθ, μὴ μεγαλύνεσθε· οἱ ἐν Ακιμ, μὴ ἀνοικοδομεῖτε ἐξ οἴκου 

καταγέλωτα, γῆν καταπάσασθε καταγέλωτα ὑμῶν.

 O those in Geth, stop boasting. O those in Akim, stop rebuilding a 

house as a laughingstock, besprinkle your laughingstock with dust.

בְּגַת אַל־תַּגִּידוּ בָּכוֹ אַל־תִּבְכּוּ בְּבֵית לְעַפְרָה עָפָר הִתְפַּלָּשְׁתִּי [הִתְפַּלָּשִׁי:]

μεγαλύνεσθε] = ּ17 , תַּגְדִּילו cf. עַל־גְּבוּלָם  καὶ ἐμεγαλύνοντο ἐπὶ τὰ וַיַּגְדִּילוּ 

ὅριά μου Zp 2.8 and וַיַּגְדִּלוּ עַל־עַם יְהוָה צְבָאוֹת   καὶ ἐμεγαλύνθησαν ἐπὶ τὸν 

κύριον τὸν παντοκράτορα ib. 2.10.18 In view of יִתְגַּדֵּל עַל־כָּל־אֵל μεγαλυν-
θήσεται ἐπὶ πάντα θεὸν Da 11.36 TH we could postulate ּתִּתְגַּדְּלו, which, 

however, would farther deviate from H; see also ib. 11.37.

Ακιμ] We do not know where the place is situated. Cf. a discussion in 

SD II 2367.

ἀνοικοδομεῖτε] = ּתִּבְנו. The rest of the verse in G is utterly difficult to 

relate to H, cf. SD loc. cit.

The use of double accusatives with καταπάσσω is unusual. The rection as 

found in γῇ τὰς κεφαλὰς καταπάσαντες 2M 10.25 is Classical.

1.11) κατοικοῦσα καλῶς τὰς πόλεις αὐτῆς οὐκ ἐξῆλθεν κατοικοῦσα Σεν-
νααν κόψασθαι οἶκον ἐχόμενον αὐτῆς, λήμψεται ἐξ ὑμῶν πληγὴν 

ὀδύνης.

 Dwelling comfortably in her cities, she who was dwelling in Sennaan 

did not go out to mourn a house next to her, she will receive from you 

a painful blow.

הָאֵצֶל  בֵּית  מִסְפַּד  צַאֲנָן  יוֹשֶׁבֶת  יָצְאָה  לאֹ  עֶרְיָה־בשֶֹׁת  שָׁפִיר  יוֹשֶׁבֶת  לָכֶם  עִבְרִי 
יִקַּח מִכֶּם עֶמְדָּתוֹ:

 עברי There is no trace of this in G. If our translator pronounced [עִבְרִי לָכֶם

 as in H, he may have got baffled by the fsg Impv. followed by a 2mpl לכם

suffix, and have given up.

καλῶς] = שַׁפִּיר, an Aramaic word. H looks like a place name, though 

even today we are not able to pinpoint its location.

τὰς πόλεις αὐτῆς] = ָבּשֶֹׁת  .עָרֶיה is not represented in G.

κόψασθαι] = לִסְפֹּד. Cf. Aram. לְמִסְפַּד ‘to mourn.’

17 Pace McKane (1998.40) “Do not broadcast it in Gath” hardly approximates to G.
18 On הִגְדִּיל ‘to boast,’ cf. Kaddari s.v. גדל Hif. 3. Cf. also JM § 54 d. 
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οἶκον ἐχόμενον αὐτῆς] = ּבַּיִת אֶצְלָה. H is usually thought to be a place 

name. Our translator did not possibly know of such a place, and finding the 

addition of the definite article to a preposition odd, made a suffix pronoun 

out of the consonant.

λήμψεται] Unlike יִקַּח this can be understood as having “she” as its subject.

πληγὴν] Should this be a rendering of מַכָּה, it would be a double translation 

of מכם along with ἐξ ὑμῶν.

ὀδύνης] There is no Greek word of a Heb. word that would approximate 

 in the next מָרוֹת in view of ὀδύνας מַכַּת מָרָתוֹ Is it possible to postulate .עֶמְדָּה

verse? One would have to account for the letter ע in ֹעֶמְדָּתו.

1.12) τίς ἤρξατο εἰς ἀγαθὰ κατοικούσῃ ὀδύνας; ὅτι κατέβη κακὰ παρὰ 

κυρίου ἐπὶ πύλας Ιερουσαλημ,

 Who started (causing) pains to one who is dwelling in style? For dis-

asters descended from the Lord upon the gates of Jerusalem.

כִּי־חָלָה לְטוֹב יוֹשֶׁבֶת מָרוֹת כִּי־יָרַד רָע מֵאֵת יְהוָה לְשַׁעַר יְרוּשָׁלִָם:

τίς] = מִי.

ἤρξατο] = החל, i.e. הֵחֵל, or יחל, i.e. יָחֵל (so Wolff 13), an archaic preterite 

use of the Impf., hence a haplography of יחל  What is the object of the .מי 

verb? We suggest that it is ὀδύνας.19

εἰς ἀγαθὰ לְטוֹב] This can be seen as synonymous with καλῶς (= שַׁפִּיר) 

in the preceding verse, both an adverbial adjunct of manner with κατοικέω. 

Thus εἰς ἀγαθὰ is not to be construed with ἤρξατο.20

 is usually taken to be a place name, though we do not know its מָרותֺ

location.

πύλας שַׁעַר] Jerusalem had more than one gate; H < שערי ירושׁלים.

1.13) ψόφος ἁρμάτων καὶ ἱππευόντων. κατοικοῦσα Λαχις, ἀρχηγὸς ἁμαρ-
τίας αὐτή ἐστι τῇ θυγατρὶ Σιων, ὅτι ἐν σοὶ εὑρέθησαν ἀσέβειαι 
τοῦ Ισραηλ.

 The noise of chariots and soldiers on horse-back. O one who dwells 

in Lachish, she leads the daughter of Zion into sin, for in you have 

been found Israel’s deeds of impiety.

רְתֹם הַמֶּרְכָּבָה לָרֶכֶשׁ יוֹשֶׁבֶת לָכִישׁ רֵאשִׁית חַטָּאת הִיא לְבַת־צִיּוֹן כִּי־בָךְ נִמְצְאוּ 
פִּשְׁעֵי יִשְׂרָאֵל:

19 This is an alternative analysis vis-à-vis GELS s.v. κατοικέω 1 c, where ὀδύνας is taken 
as metaphorically indicating a place of habitation. The verb ἄρχω, ἄρχομαι can govern an 
acc. as well as gen., though the former is not attested in SG; cf. ἄρχε .. δόκιμον ὕμνον ‘Begin .. 
a respectable hymn’ Pind. Nem. 3.10.

20 Thus as against GELS s.v. ἄρχω 3: “began (to act) for her good.”
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ψόφος] A hapax in LXX. A standard word for “noise,” elicited by humans, 

other animates or inanimate objects is ἦχος. The Heb. word here, usually 

parsed as an Impv. of Qal רתם ‘to bind, tie,’ is a hapax in BH, which may 

not have been unknown to our translator.

καὶ ἱππευόντων ׁלָרֶכֶש] The Heb. word usually thought to mean ‘war-

horse, steed’ and attested a mere four times in BH may have been too tech-

nical to our translator. When it is translated at all, its renderings in LXX are 

not straightforward. Note also καὶ.

1.14) διὰ τοῦτο δώσεις ἐξαποστελλομένους ἕως κληρονομίας Γεθ 

οἴκους ματαίους· εἰς κενὰ ἐγένετο τοῖς βασιλεῦσιν Ισραηλ.

 Therefore you shall give away as far as the inheritance of Geth, worth-

less houses, as parting gifts. It became rubbish to the kings of Israel.

לָכֵן תִּתְּנִי שִׁלּוּחִים עַל מוֹרֶשֶׁת גַּת בָּתֵּי אַכְזִיב לְאַכְזָב לְמַלְכֵי יִשְׂרָאֵל:

ἐξαποστελλομένους שִׁלּוּחִים] On the first appearance G looks like = 

 is agreed שִׁלּוּחִים so “ones being dispatched” (NETS). The meaning of ,שְׁלוּחִים

to be ‘parting gift(s).’ For this interpretation of ἐξαποστελλομένους we 

refer to ἔδωκεν αὐτὰς Φαραω ἀποστολὰς (שִׁלּוּחִים) θυγατρὶ αὐτοῦ 3K 5.14b 

[= 1Kg 9.16].21 The mpl ending -ους is no reference to males, but due to 

οἴκους. Alternatively ἐξαποστελλομένους here could mean ‘parted, fare-

welled,’ hence ‘you shall give away as far as the .., parting with worthless 

houses,’ on which see GELS s.v. ἐξαποστέλλω 6 as exemplified at Ge 26.31, 

31.27, Ex 18.27.

ἕως] = עַד.

οἴκους ματαίους אַכְזִיב  is usually taken as a place name, but אַכְזִיב   [בָּתֵּי 

Pesh. and Vulg. also took it as a common substantive with /bāttē da-srīqūtā/ 

and domus mendacii respectively.22

1.15) ἕως τοὺς κληρονόμους ἀγάγω σοι, κατοικοῦσα [Λαχις] κληρονο-
μία, ἕως Οδολλαμ ἥξει ἡ δόξα τῆς θυγατρὸς Ισραηλ.

 Until I lead the heirs to you, o inheritance dwelling [in Lachish]; the 

glory of the daughter of Israel will reach Odollam.

עֹד הַיּרֵֹשׁ אָבִי לָךְ יוֹשֶׁבֶת מָרֵשָׁה עַד־עֲדֻלָּם יָבוֹא כְּבוֹד יִשְׂרָאֵל:

ἕως] = עַד. As a conjunction of temporal value ἕως can have its verb in the 

subjunctive, also with ἄν added as in ἕως ἂν παύσωνται πίνουσαι ‘until they 

finish drinking’ Ge 24.14. See further in GELS s.v. B and SSG § 29 c (v).

21 Analogously in the Antiochaean version: 3K 5.2. Cf. also ἀποστείλατε ἀποστολὰς 
.τοῖς μὴ ἔχουσιν 1E 9.51 [= Ne 8.10] (מָנוֹת)

22 Cf. Wolff (1982.10): “Die Bauten von Trugstadt.”
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Λαχις] Ziegler proposes to delete this place name against all the manuscript 

evidences, probably because it is not represented in H, which may be, how-

ever, a result of a scribal error, i.e. לך ישבת  < לך ישבת לכיש. Otherwise one 

can hardly make sense of κατοικοῦσα κληρονομία.

κληρονομία] = מֹרָשָׁה, i.e. no place name. SD 2.2368 finds it difficult 

syntactically to analyse κληρονομία. We take it to be a subject complement, 

i.e. ‘one who dwells in Lachish as having a claim on it.’

ἕως2] This is a preposition, not a conjunction, pace GELS s.v. B a.

τῆς θυγατρὸς Ισραηλ] Whilst ‘the daughter of Zion’ (בַּת צִיּוֹן) is a stand-

ing formula, בת ישׂראל is unknown to BH.

1.16) ξύρησαι καὶ κεῖραι ἐπὶ τὰ τέκνα τὰ τρυφερά σου, ἐμπλάτυνον τὴν 

χηρείαν σου ὡς ἀετός, ὅτι ᾐχμαλωτεύθησαν ἀπὸ σοῦ. 

 Shave and cut your hair on account of your pleasurable children, extend 

your widowhood like an eagle, because they have gone as captives off 

you.

קָרְחִי וָגֹזִּי עַל־בְּנֵי תַּעֲנוּגָיִךְ הַרְחִבִי קָרְחָתֵךְ כַּנֶּשֶׁר כִּי גָלוּ מִמֵּךְ: ס

κεῖραι] The v.l. κεῖρε is inferior, if it is meant to be Pres. act. 2s impv. 

The middle voice is what is expected when it is about caring of one’s own 

body.23 Nor is there a good reason for varying the voice in relation to the 

parallel ξύρησαι and shifting to the ingressive aspect instead of Aor. κεῖρον. 

The v.l. most likely reflects a phonetic change in the Hellenistic period: /

ai/ > /e/.24

ἐπὶ τὰ τέκνα τὰ τρυφερά σου ְעַל־בְּנֵי תַּעֲנוּגָיִך] The Gk preposition ἐπί + 

acc. can indicate someone who or something which is in the actor’s purview. 

When her children were with her, they would be delighted at viewing her 

rich hair and attractive eyelids. In their absence now she cuts them away.

GELS defines one sense of τρυφερός as “having been used to comfortable 

life and not prepared for harsh or rough life-style,” and in one case such a 

sense is applied to children: οἱ τρυφεροί μου ἐπορεύθησαν ὁδοὺς τραχείας 

‘my delicate ones have gone rough ways’ Ba 4.26. Here, however, ‘affording 

much pleasure’ looks more suitable. Note καλέσεις τὰ σάββατα τρυφερά 

‘you shall call the Sabbaths pleasurable’ Is 58.13, for then people are free 

from daily toils and we would note that τρυφερά translates עֹנֶג, a word of 

the same root as that of תַּעֲנוּג in our Mi case.

τὴν χηρείαν σου ְקָרְחָתֵך] When our translator has correctly rendered קָרְחִי 

ξύρησαι, how he has arrived at “widowhood” is a mystery. By losing her 

children a mother does not become a widow. All is unambiguous in χηρεία 

23 See SSG § 27 ca.
24 See Thackeray 1909.77, (11).
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καὶ ἀτεκνία שְׁכוֹל וְאַלְמֹן Is 47.9. Though in BG words of the stem χηρ- always 

have to do with widow, we see from LSJ examples in CG where it is about 

absence in general. One is χηρεύει ἀνδρῶν ‘it [= an island] lacks humans’ 

Hom. Od. 9.124, and another is διὰ χηρείαν ἐπιστήμης ‘due to the lack of 

knowledge’ Ph. 1.358. With some hesitation we could then take χηρεία 

in the sense of “lack of hair.” Namely, “Cut off all the hair of your head.” 

Theodore, who, along with some sources, reads ξύρησιν ‘cutting of hair,’ 

writes: “because this bird is said to lose all its own feathers at a certain time” 

(PG 66 1.354).25

25 Similarly Theodoret (PG 81 1.1749).
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2.1) Ἐγένοντο λογιζόμενοι κόπους καὶ ἐργαζόμενοι κακὰ ἐν ταῖς 

κοίταις αὐτῶν καὶ ἅμα τῇ ἡμέρᾳ συνετέλουν αὐτά, διότι οὐκ ἦραν 

πρὸς τὸν θεὸν τὰς χεῖρας αὐτῶν·

 They set out devising troubles and doing evil things in their beds, and 

with the start of the day they were there, implementing them, because 

they did not raise their hands to God.

הוֹי חשְֹׁבֵי־אָוֶן וּפֹעֲלֵי רָע עַל־מִשְׁכְּבוֹתָם בְּאוֹר הַבּקֶֹר יַעֲשׂוּהָ כִּי יֶשׁ־לְאֵל יָדָם:

Ἐγένοντο] = ּהָיו.

Here we have an example of the syntagm <γίνομαι + ptc.>. When the 

start of a process rather than a state is to be indicated, εἰμί of the frequent, 

periphrastic syntagm, <εἰμί + ptc.>, is replaced with γίνομαι, and the ptc. 

is usually Present.1

καὶ ἅμα] Whether or not the Vorlage of G did have the conjunction or not, 

its presence makes sense and accords with the athnach with the preceding 

word, ם .מִשְׁכְּבוֹתָ֑

οὐκ ἦραν] = לא ישאו, i.e. ּלאֹ יִשְּׂאו. The thought expressed in G radically 

differs from that of H, ‘they are capable (of it).’ Pesh. reads the same verb, 

though without a negator: /w-šāqlin ’idayhon lwāt ’alāhā/, and yet another 

thought, that of daring hypocrisy, which is better expressed with the conjunc-

tion w- rather than /meṭṭul d-/ ‘because.’ G indicates a gesture of prayer, so 

in ἐν τῷ με αἴρειν χεῖράς μου πρὸς ναὸν ἅγιόν σου Ps 27.2 < בְּנָשְׂאִי יָדַי 

.אֶל־דְּבִיר קָדְשֶׁךָ

The idiomatic combination יַד־  could have presented a challenge.2 לְאֵל 

Here is how other translators handled it:

Ge 31.29 יֶשׁ־לְאֵל יָדִי לַעֲשׂוֹת ἰσχύει ἡ χείρ μου

De 28.32 אֵין לְאֵל יָדֶךָ οὐκ ἰσχύσει ἡ χείρ σου

Pr 3.27 בִּהְיוֹת לְאֵל יָדֶיךָ [יָדְךָ] לַעֲשׂוֹת ἡνίκα ἂν ἔχῃ ἡ χείρ σου βοηθεῖν

Ne 5.5 (2E 15.5) אֵין לְאֵל יָדֵנוּ οὐκ ἔστιν δύναμις χειρῶν ἡμῶν

1 For more references, see GELS s.v. γίνομαι 5 a, and for a discussion of the syntagm, see 
SSG § 31 fk.

2 For a discussion of where the idiom comes from, see McKane 1998.60.
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Our Mi translator’s colleagues have all3 recognised the idiomatic nature 

of the expression, not mechanically translating אֵל. We see that also among 

Hebrew scribes there was a measure of uncertainty over the grammatical 

number of יד, as shown by the Ktiv in Pr 3.27, ידיך.

2.2) καὶ ἐπεθύμουν ἀγροὺς καὶ διήρπαζον ὀρφανοὺς καὶ οἴκους κατεδυ-
νάστευον καὶ διήρπαζον ἄνδρα καὶ τὸν οἶκον αὐτοῦ, ἄνδρα καὶ τὴν 

κληρονομίαν αὐτοῦ.

 And they coveted fields and plundered orphans and oppressed families 

and plundered a person along with his family, a person along with his 

inheritance.

 וְחָמְדוּ שָׂדוֹת וְגָזָלוּ וּבָתִּים וְנָשָׂאוּ וְעָשְׁקוּ גֶּבֶר וּבֵיתוֹ וְאִישׁ וְנַחֲלָתוֹ: פ

καὶ ἐπεθύμουν ּוְחָמְדו] The Gk Impf., along with three other following 

verbs, carries on the imperfective aspect of συνετέλουν (vs. 1). This is in 

keeping with ָיַעֲשׂוּה carrying on four w-qataltí forms in this verse.

ὀρφανοὺς] Probably added by the translator, possibly puzzled by the con-

junction waw of וּבָתִּים with no verb to go with it in sight.4 The prophet prob-

ably meant it as parenthetical, i.e. not only fields, but also houses.

Our translator was now faced with the verb ּנָשָׂאו with no object. His solu-

tion was to ignore it5 and rewrite H as 6 ובתים יעשׁקו and reuse וגזלו as the verb 

with two parallel objects following. The vs. 2 he has mentally reconstructed 

may have read:

וחמדו שׂדות וגזלו יתומים ובתים יעשׁקו וגזלו גבר וביתו ואישׁ ונחלתו.

Let us note that our translator has left οἴκους up front unlike the other 

three verbs.

οἴκους] Parallel to בָתִּים  ,שָׂדוֹת would naturally denote ‘houses, dwellings,’ 

whereas καταδυναστεύω takes an acc. of person. Hence our “families,” sim. 

NETS “households.”

3 Including Theodotion’s somewhat clumsy rendering: διότι ἔχουσιν ἰσχὺν τὴν χεῖρα 
αὐτῶν, cf. Aquila’s ὅτι (ἐστιν ἐπὶ) ἰσχυρὸν χεῖρ αὐτῶν.

4 McKane (61) finds it difficult to see “Why the coveting of the fields should be coupled 
with the seizing of orphans.” The Gk verb here can be used not only with someone or some-
thing to be taken but also in the sense of ‘to rob someone of something’ as in διήρπασαν τὴν 
πόλιν Ge 34.27, i.e. valuables in the city. Thus orphans, in a vulnerable state, had their pos-
sessions robbed.

The Syriac translator appears also to have been troubled by this, solving the problem in a 
different way: /rāgēn ḥaqlātā w-vāttē/.

5 So Pesh.
 .hi ינה is a poor fit for καταδυναστεύω, the two most frequent Heb. equivalents are נָשָׂא 6

(8×) and עשׁק qal (8× including Mi 2.2).
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2.3) διὰ τοῦτο τάδε λέγει κύριος Ἰδοὺ ἐγὼ λογίζομαι ἐπὶ τὴν φυλὴν 

ταύτην κακά, ἐξ ὧν οὐ μὴ ἄρητε τοὺς τραχήλους ὑμῶν καὶ οὐ μὴ 

πορευθῆτε ὀρθοὶ ἐξαίφνης, ὅτι καιρὸς πονηρός ἐστιν.

 Therefore thus says the Lord: “Behold, I devise disasters against this 

community. You will never be able to lift your necks out of them, and all 

of a sudden you will not be able to walk upright, for it is an evil time.

מִשָּׁם  לאֹ־תָמִישׁוּ  אֲשֶׁר  רָעָה  הַזּאֹת  עַל־הַמִּשְׁפָּחָה  חשֵֹׁב  הִנְנִי  יְהוָה  אָמַר  כּהֹ  לָכֵן 
צַוְּארתֵֹיכֶם וְלאֹ תֵלְכוּ רוֹמָה כִּי עֵת רָעָה הִיא:

τὴν φυλὴν הַמִּשְׁפָּחָה] Both words can vary in the extent of their application. 

By referring to Am 3.1 Pusey (ad Mi 2.3) takes this as applicable to the entire 

nation of Israel.

ἄρητε ּתָמִישׁו] The Gk verb here, αἰρω, is about an upward movement, 

whereas ׁהֵמִיש denotes moving away.7 G is probably a figure of victims being 

constantly tramped down or writing in a deep pit. By contrast, in H we have 

an image of a yoke, a symbol of enforced subjugation and loss of freedom 

and self-respect.

ὀρθοὶ רוֹמָה] The Heb. word is a hapax in BH, and thought to mean either 

‘haughtily’ or ‘erect.’ As regards ὀρθός, it appears later in our chapter, also 

with the same verb as here: ὀρθοὶ πεπόρευνται ‘they have conducted them-

selves honestly’ vs. 7. Our verse, however, is a description not so much of 

Israel’s moral stance as of a consequence arising from God’s punishment of 

their immorality. In sorrow, miserable, and depressed they cannot walk with 

their heads raised.

ἐξαίφνης] Where this comes from is not clear at all.

καιρὸς πονηρός רָעָה  ”It is not so much ‘a bad time,’ “Unheilszeit [עֵת 

(SD) as ‘a time characterised by wickedness.’ The Heb. phrase here can be 

analysed as a cst. chain as done in Pesh. /zavnāw d-vištā/ and Trg. עִדָּן בִּשָׁן, 

cf. Pesh. /b-šā‘tā bištā/ < רָעָה  Ps 37.19 > ἐν καιρῷ πονηρῷ ‘in hard בְּעֵת 

times’ // λιμός ‘famine.’ Similarly in ὅτι καιρὸς πονηρός ἐστιν כִּי עֵת רָעָה 

.Am 5.13 הִיא

2.4) ἐν τῇ ἡμέρᾳ ἐκείνῃ λημφθήσεται ἐφ᾿ ὑμᾶς παραβολή, καὶ θρηνηθή-
σεται θρῆνος ἐν μέλει λέγων Ταλαιπωρίᾳ ἐταλαιπωρήσαμεν· μερὶς 

λαοῦ μου κατεμετρήθη ἐν σχοινίῳ, καὶ οὐκ ἦν ὁ κωλύσων αὐτὸν τοῦ 

ἀποστρέψαι· οἱ ἀγροὶ ἡμῶν διεμερίσθησαν.

 On that day a mocking speech will be made about you, and a mournful 

tune will be sung, ‘We have been relegated to utter misery. Part of my 

people has been portioned away with a measuring-chord, and there 

7 SD’s “ziehen” (1186) is the sense of this Heb. word.
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was none who would stop him from coming back. Our fields have been 

dealt out.’

יָמִיר  עַמִּי  חֵלֶק  נְשַׁדֻּנוּ  שָׁדוֹד  אָמַר  נִהְיָה  נְהִי  וְנָהָה  מָשָׁל  עֲלֵיכֶם  יִשָּׂא  הַהוּא  בַּיּוֹם 
אֵיךְ יָמִישׁ לִי לְשׁוֹבֵב שָׂדֵינוּ יְחַלֵּק:

λημφθήσεται יִשָּׂא] The Heb. verb here can be only Qal (active), and the 

3ms verb, just as 3mp, can be impersonally used. As he does three times with 

ἐρεῖ ‘someone might say’ אָמַר Am 6.10, the translator could have said λήμ-
ψεται .. παραβολήν. Note also ἐξελεύσεται ‘(someone) will come out’ יֵצֵא 
Mi 5.2. The reason for the selection of the passive voice may be because the 

suffering borne by the people could be better highlighted in that way.8 See also 

the immediately following θρηνηθήσεται.
παραβολή מָשָׁל] In the context something more than an innocuous dis-

course form, “parable” (NETS) or “Spruch” (SD) must be meant. See οὐχὶ 
ταῦτα πάντα παραβολὴν κατ᾿ αὐτοῦ λήμψονται (ּמָשָׁל יִשָּׂאו) Hb 2.6, where 

κατ᾿ αὐτοῦ is to be noted, and ἔσονται εἰς ὀνειδισμὸν καὶ εἰς παραβολὴν 

καὶ εἰς μῖσος καὶ εἰς κατάραν ἐν παντὶ τόπῳ, οὗ ἐξῶσα αὐτοὺς ἐκεῖ Je 24.9. 

It evidently denotes something that is said in public and hurts those about 

whom it is said.

ἐν μέλει] The difficult text of H seems to have three words from the 

same root, two of which are rendered in G with two words of the same stem.9 

Whether or not our translator’s vocabulary contained θρήνευμα, he may have 

thought that enough had been said, and did not do as Ezekiel did in καὶ 
λήμψονται οἱ υἱοὶ αὐτῶν ἐπὶ σὲ θρῆνον καὶ θρήνημα Σορ Ez 27.32, where 

also the translator recognised two, but not three words from one and the same 

root – ּוְנָשְׂאוּ אֵלַיִךְ בְּנִיהֶם קִינָה וְקוֹנְנו.
On the selection of the passive voice here and the cognate object appear-

ing in the nominative, see SSG § 57 dd (p. 530).

Ταλαιπωρίᾳ ἐταλαιπωρήσαμεν] The use of a noun in the dative added to 

a verb from the same stem is one of a few ways that correspond to an affili-

ated morphosyntactic structure in Hebrew, known under the name of figura 

etymologica. When such a dative noun stands on its own, not modified fur-

ther, with an adjective, for instance, the verbal notion is emphasised.10

κατεμετρήθη ..] Whatever the Vorlage of G looked like, it must have been 

as difficult as H. Hence the concluding part of the verse presents a fairly free 

rendition. Even if this particular verb could represent ימד, i.e. יִמַּד, Nif. of 

 ,to measure,’ where does ἐν σχοινίῳ come from? From Am 7.17‘ מדד√

8 On the impersonal 3ms with a personal subject in SG, see SSG § 87 bc.
9 McKane (68) approvingly mentions Carmignac (1955.351), who claims to have identified 

 ’in the Qumran War Scroll (17.5), where, however, it is just a Nifal ptc., ‘what is to emerge נִהְיָה
as against Qal הוֹוֶה ‘what (already) exists,’ see Muraoka SQH § 12 e 7.

10 For a discussion with examples, see SSG § 56 b under the label of “cognate object.”
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where, however, H reads תְּחֻלָּק בַּחֶבֶל   Moreover, the notion of ‘to .אַדְמָתְךָ 

measure people’ is odd; it is surely not measuring their height and weight. 

Their landed property must be being referred to. Our translator appears to be 

desperate.

In comparison with μετρέω, the word used here carries a feature of hos-

tility and advantage, probably marked by the prefix κατα-. Likewise in καὶ 
ἡ γῆ σου ἐν σχοινίῳ καταμετρηθήσεται Am 7.17, as part of a long list of 

painful sufferings about to be inflicted; see for more references GELS s.v.

τοῦ ἀποστρέψαι] The gen. article could be viewed as a remnant of the 

archaic gen. with ablative force, thus equivalent to ἀπό, and such an analysis 

does fit the sense of the verb κωλύω, with which this inf. is to be construed. 

Cp. οὐκ ἐκωλύθησαν τῆς οἰκοδομῆς ‘they were not forced to stop the 

construction work’ 1E 6.6 with κωλῦσαι λαὸν ἀπὸ ἁμαρτίας ‘to prevent the 

people to sin’ Si 46.7. However, the parallelism as in ἐκώλυσέν σε κύριος 

τοῦ μὴ ἐλθεῖν 1K 25.26 and ἡ ἀποκωλύσασά με .. μὴ ἐλθεῖν ib. 33 suggests 

that the τοῦ can be regarded as a mere marker of the inf., even when it is 

functioning as the subject of a nominal clause; it is like to in To see is to 

believe.11

διεμερίσθησαν] = יְחֻלַּק, though H can be understood as impersonally 

used 3s (Piel), though the passive form highlights the suffering borne by the 

victims. There is a v.l. διεμετρήθησαν, which must be a secondary change 

due to the preceding κατεμετρήθη.

2.5) διὰ τοῦτο οὐκ ἔσται σοι βάλλων σχοινίον ἐν κλήρῳ ἐν ἐκκλησίᾳ 

κυρίου.

 Therefore you shall have nobody casting a land-measure by lot among 

the Lord’s congregation.

לָכֵן לאֹ־יִהְיֶה לְךָ מַשְׁלִיךְ חֶבֶל בְּגוֹרָל בִּקְהַל יְהוָה:

βάλλων σχοινίον] For every individual or family of the religious com-

munity there is supposed to be an appointed officer casting a land-measure 

and dividing the land.

2.6) μὴ κλαίετε δάκρυσιν, μηδὲ δακρυέτωσαν ἐπὶ τούτοις· οὐ γὰρ ἀπώ-
σεται ὀνείδη.

 Stop weeping with tears nor let them shed tears over these matters, for 

He will not remove humiliations.

אַל־תַּטִּפוּ יַטִּיפוּן לאֹ־יַטִּפוּ לָאֵלֶּה לאֹ יִסַּג כְּלִמּוֹת:

11 But cf. SSG § 30 c, § 69 f, p. 584, f.n. 3.
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Somewhat similarly to vs. 4 with one and the same root repeated three 

times one after another, here we have one and the same verb, Hif. הִטִּיף 

 repeated as often in three different forms.12 The middle form, not ,(נטף√ >)

negated unlike the other two, appears untranslated in G. The prophet prob-

ably wanted to say: ‘they might do what they should not be doing.’

This Heb. verb occurs in BH in Qal and Hifil 9 times each. Leaving our 

three instances here it does not have anything to do with weeping, tears drop-

ping. In QH it occurs in Hif. in the sense of ‘to teach, preach,’ a meaning 

which is generally thought to apply in our Mi 2.6 as well. In Qal it has a liquid 

such as rain water or honey dropping or dripping as the subject, but never 

tears (δάκρυσιν here, dat. pl. of δάκρυον). In G here, then, we have a creative 

application of the primary sense of the verb on the part of its translator.

μηδὲ] = אַל? The translator apparently found it stylistically unacceptable to 

repeat the combination κλαίω δάκρυσιν, hence a shift to δακρύω, which leads 

to the selection of μηδέ, not μή.

ἐπὶ] = עַל, part of the free translation going on here.

ἀπώσεται] = יַסִּג, Hif. √סוג. The subject of the verb in G and H alike is 

vague. God or weeping? It might come down to the same: emotional response 

alone would not adequately deal with the situation. On the other hand, Ziegler 

puts a full stop at ὀνείδη. But ὁ λέγων that is made to open vs. 7 is followed 

by a long address by God as communicated to the prophet, and there is no 

predicate to go with ὁ λέγων. Without saying it in so many words, SD removes 

the full stop and makes ὁ λέγων the subject of ἀπώσεται.13 This might be a 

better resolution of the ambiguity.

2.7) ὁ λέγων Οἶκος Ιακωβ παρώργισε πνεῦμα κυρίου· εἰ ταῦτα τὰ ἐπι-
τηδεύματα αὐτοῦ ἐστιν; οὐχ οἱ λόγοι αὐτοῦ εἰσι καλοὶ μετ᾿ αὐτοῦ 

καὶ ὀρθοὶ πεπόρευνται;

 He who says, ‘The house of Jacob has angered the spirit of the Lord.’ 

Are these his deeds? Are not His words agreeable to him for him to 

walk upright?

הֶאָמוּר בֵּית־יַעֲקבֹ הֲקָצַר רוּחַ יְהוָה אִם־אֵלֶּה מַעֲלָלָיו הֲלוֹא דְבָרַי יֵיטִיבוּ עִם הַיָּשָׁר 
הוֹלֵךְ:

ὁ λέγων] = 14 .הָאוֹמֵר On analysing this phrase as to be construed with vs. 6, 

see above towards the end.

παρώργισε] = הִקְצִף, cf. ἐν τῷ παροργίσαι με τοὺς πατέρας ὑμῶν בְּהַקְצִיף 

.Zc 8.14 אֲבתֵֹיכֶם אֹתִי

12 The verb also occurs at Mi 2.11, Am 7.16, 9.13.
13 But then, pace SD (II 2369), the speaker can hardly be the prophet.
14 NETS’s “One says,” is odd.
H is difficult. We fail to see how König (III § 236b) could view it as meaning dicendumne.
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κυρίου] When our translator read הָאוֹמֵר, he may not have been sufficiently 

aware of a discourse complication that could ensue, for we might think μου 

more logical, but that would of course imply reading רוחי instead of רוּחַ יְהוָה, 

which is a far-reaching rewriting. The same complication is inherent in οὐχ 

οἱ λόγοι αὐτοῦ εἰσι καλοὶ μετ᾿ αὐτοῦ, where αὐτοῦ cannot be referring to 

same person, but the first is virtually equivalent to μου. A similar obscurity 

in direct discourse occurs in Abram’s instruction to his wife: אֲחתִֹי  אִמְרִי־נָא 

אֲנִי Ge 12.13, where אָתְּ  could be said to be more “logical,” what we אֲחתֹוֹ 

find in G Ἀδελφὴ αὐτοῦ εἰμι and Pesh. /ḥātēh nā/.15

εἰ אִם] We concur with Ziegler, who has added <;> after ἐστιν. The use 

of אִם as an interrogative particle is well established; see BDB s.v. 2. Under 

its influence SG introduced this innovative use of εἰ; a long list of references 

can be found in GELS s.v. 3. In Gn 18.21 εἰ renders אִם as well as הֲ־. For 

the book of Mi, see 6.6, 7bis, 11, and note esp. ἐὰν φέρητε τὴν θυσίαν, εἰ 
προσδέξομαι αὐτὰ16 ἐκ τῶν χειρῶν ὑμῶν; ‘should you bring the sacrifice, 

shall I accept them from your hands?’ Ma 1.10, where εἰ introduces an apo-

dosis of a conditional sentence introduced with ἐὰν.

οὐχ] This must be construed with πεπόρευνται as well.

οἱ λόγοι αὐτοῦ] = דברו, i.e.  דְּבָרָו.

εἰσι καλοὶ] The NḤ text has been correctly restored by Tov as ἠγ]άθυναν.

μετ᾿ αὐτοῦ καὶ ὀρθοὶ] = עמו וישׁר? In any case the separation of the definite 

article in H from the participle is unusual for הַהֹלֵךְ יָשָׁר. Wolff (40), relying 

on Hebraists such as Brockelmann and Gesenius - Kautzsch, suggests that the 

article is equivalent to אֲשֶׁר introducing an antecedentless relative clause. Such 

a relative clause, however, does not use a participle as its predicate verb.17

The NḤ text presents a revision in conformity with H: μ[ετὰ τοῦ ὀρθὰ 

πορευομ]ένου.18

ὀρθοὶ] The collocation ὀρθὸς πορεύομαι here appears to bear a moral, 

ethical sense, unlike in vs. 3 above, where physically upright, erect stance is 

indicated, whilst H there reads differently than here.

πεπόρευνται ְהוֹלֵך] Whilst the pl. form is intelligible in the context, the 

number shift comes over as unfounded.

15 On the question of discours indirect, see SQH § 42 d. Virtually identical is another 
Aramaic version: “Tell them about me that he is my brother (אחי הוא)” 1Q20 19.20.

16 The n.pl. acc. pronoun refers to several offerings mentioned earlier.
17 See examples in Brockelmann § 150a, GK § 138 i-k, and JM § 145 d-e.
In Qumran Hebrew we do find substantivised participles with or without the article. With 

the article, e.g. השוגג ‘one who errs inadvertently’ 1QS 9.1 and היוצא מפיך ‘that which issues 
forth out of your mouth’ 4Q51 II fr a-d.5, which is a variant reading of ֹ1  דְּבָרוSm 1.23. For a 
discussion, see SQH § 17 j.

18 Tov, the editor, restores ὀρθοῦ. However, the word is used adverbially (manner), to which 
the rule of grammatical concord does not apply. In an editorial note (p. 86) we read ὀρθως, 
perhaps a typo for ὀρθῶς. An example of adverbially used ὀρθά is ὀρθὰ κρῖναι ‘to judge 
correctly’ Pr 31.5, sim. ὀρθὰ βλεπέτωσαν ‘Let them look straight’ ib. 4.25.
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2.8) καὶ ἔμπροσθεν ὁ λαός μου εἰς ἔχθραν ἀντέστη· κατέναντι τῆς 

εἰρήνης αὐτοῦ τὴν δορὰν αὐτοῦ ἐξέδειραν τοῦ ἀφελέσθαι ἐλπίδα 

συντριμμὸν πολέμου.

 Some time ago my people stood up as a hostile force. In spite of his peace-

ful stance they took his skin off to take away the hope of a ruining war.

וְאֶתְמוּל עַמִּי לְאוֹיֵב יְקוֹמֵם מִמּוּל שַׂלְמָה אֶדֶר תַּפְשִׁטוּן מֵעבְֹרִים בֶּטַח שׁוּבֵי מִלְחָמָה:

Both G and H are full of challenges.

ἔμπροσθεν אֶתְמוּל] This is the sole instance of this equivalence. The usual 

rendering of אֶתְמוֹל or אֶתְמוּל is ἐχθές. The translator must have had some 

reason for selecting ἔμπροσθεν, which would refer to a more distant past 

than yesterday.19

εἰς ἔχθραν] “In order to meet enemy attacks” must be meant.

ἀντέστη] = יקום, i.e. יָקוּם, for קומֵֺם is transitive.20 This may have caused 

the translator to read a Qal form here. The pl. ἀντέ]στησαν of the NḤ text is 

a constructio ad sensum due to the sense of λαός.

τῆς εἰρήνης αὐτοῦ] = שְׁלֹמֹה.

τὴν δορὰν αὐτοῦ] περιβ]όλαιον ‘garment’ in the NḤ text (6.5).

ἐξέδειραν תַּפְשִׁטוּן] The abrupt shift in H to 2mp is odd. The NḤ text reads 

ἐξεδύσ[ατε (6.5), or possibly ἐξεδύσ[αν, ‘you (or: they) took (someone’s) 

clothes off.’

ἐλπίδα συντριμμὸν πολέμου] ἐλπίδα is probably in a loose relation of 

apposition to συντριμμὸν πολέμου, i.e. people are hoping to bring about a 

ruin of their enemies through a war.

συντριμμὸν πολέμου] The NḤ text has been restored as ἐπι[στραφήσον]

ται πόλεμο[ν as a rendering of the putative ישׁובו for שׁוּבֵי in H. We would 

like to know what the reconstructed Gk text is supposed to mean.

2.9) διὰ τοῦτο ἡγούμενοι λαοῦ μου ἀπορριφήσονται ἐκ τῶν οἰκιῶν τρυ-
φῆς αὐτῶν, διὰ τὰ πονηρὰ ἐπιτηδεύματα αὐτῶν ἐξώσθησαν· ἐγγί-
σατε ὄρεσιν αἰωνίοις.

 Therefore leaders of my people shall be thrown out of their pleasure 

houses, because of their evil practices they were ejected. Approach 

eternal mounts.

נְשֵׁי עַמִּי תְּגָרְשׁוּן מִבֵּית תַּעֲנֻגֶיהָ מֵעַל עֹלָלֶיהָ תִּקְחוּ הֲדָרִי לְעוֹלָם:

19 The fact that ἐχθές has been preserved only by Symmachus does not give a licence, pace 
Wolff (40), to emend the beginning of the verse, for instance, to עַמִּי עַל  -for G’s ἔμπρο ,אַתֶּם 
σθεν, Pesh.’s /’etmāl(y)/, and ante unam dicem (Jerome in his commentary) accord with H.

20 Keil (444) holds that this Polel is “an intensified kal,” for which we would like to have 
certain examples. We fail to see how Wolff (38) could justify his translation, “aufgetreten.” 
Radaq also says just: “an intransitive verb.”
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διὰ τοῦτο] > H.

ἡγούμενοι] = נשיאי, i.e. נְשִׂיאֵי.
ἀπορριφήσοντα] = יתגרשׁון.
τρυφῆς αὐτῶν, διὰ τὰ πονηρὰ ἐπιτηδεύματα αὐτῶν] = עַל  תַּעֲנוּגֵיהֶם 

 This is certainly a fair bit of restitution. πονηρὰ is a free, sensible .מַעַלְלֵיהֶם

addition; it is unnecessary to restitute על רעַֹ מעלליהם or something like that. 

SG proffers a good number of instances of the type <ὁ μέγας ἀνηρ> instead 

of <ὁ ἀνὴρ ὁ μέγας> (SSG § 37 bba) the position of πονηρά does not 

necessarily support such a restitution.

ἐξώσθησα] In Index 45a we see that √נדח is the most frequent equivalent 

of this Gk verb: qal 1×, ni. 5×, hi. 13×, and we include our Mi instance there, 

thus = ידחו, i.e. ּיִדְּחו. Note esp. τὴν ἐξωσμένην εἰσδέξομαι אֲקַבֵּצָה  הַנִּדָּחָה 

Mi 4.6 and καὶ ἐξώσω αὐτὸν εἰς γῆν ἄνυδρον וְהִדַּחְתִּיו אֶל־אֶרֶץ צִיָּה Jl 2.20.

ἐγγίσατε] = ּתִּקְרְבו.

ὄρεσιν αἰωνίοις] = הַרֲרֵי לְעוֹלָם. In BH a noun in st. cst. may be subor-

dinate to a prepositional phrase, e.g. ֹלָמו לִבְנֵי־קְהָת ,Ps 58.5 חֲמַת   מִשְׁפַּחַת 

 1C 6.55.21

2.10) ἀνάστηθι καὶ πορεύου, ὅτι οὐκ ἔστι σοι αὕτη ἡ ἀνάπαυσις ἕνεκεν 

ἀκαθαρσίας. διεφθάρητε φθορᾷ,

 Arise and go, for this rest is not for you because of uncleanness. You 

have been utterly ruined.

קוּמוּ וּלְכוּ כִּי לאֹ־זאֹת הַמְּנוּחָה בַּעֲבוּר טָמְאָה תְּחַבֵּל וְחֶבֶל נִמְרָץ:

ἀνάστηθι καὶ πορεύου] On the use of the aorist and present imperative 

next to each other, see SSG § 28 ha (iii), p. 294, where “Get going!” is sug-

gested for the latter in contrast to ἀνάστηθι, which is a one-off action.

αὕτη ἡ ἀνάπαυσις] This could mean, as in H, ‘this is not ..’.22 The 

selection of the fem. pronoun would be due to the gender of ἀνάπαυσις; cf. 

SSG § 77 l.23 Though not often, a bare demonstrative pronoun can be attrib-

utively used and precede, e.g. גָּדוֹל הַיָּם   .this sea is vast’ Ps 104.25; cf‘ זֶה 

JM § 143 i. The position of οὐκ, not before αὕτη, is as in Οὐχὶ αὕτη ἡ ὁδὸς 

καὶ οὐχ αὕτη ἡ πόλις 4K 6.19L < לאֹ זֶה הַדֶּרֶךְ וְלאֹ זהֹ הָעִיר.

διεφθάρητε] = ּתִּתְחַבְּלו.

φθορᾷ] נִמְרָץ ‘grievous’ is left untranslated; the translator may have thought 

that the notion of intensity is sufficiently expressed through the cognate 

dative.

21 For a discussion with more examples, see JM § 129 m-n.
22 So Trg.: לָא דָא אַרְעָא בֵּית נְיָחָא.
23 Cf. SD: “nicht ist für dich dies die Ruhe.”
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2.11) κατεδιώχθητε οὐδενὸς διώκοντος· πνεῦμα ἔστησε ψεῦδος, ἐστάλαξέ 

σοι εἰς οἶνον καὶ μέθυσμα. καὶ ἔσται ἐκ τῆς σταγόνος τοῦ λαοῦ 

τούτου

 You were persecuted, though none was chasing (you). A spirit brought 

about falsehood. It dripped to you as wine and drink, and it shall be 

out of the tiny number of this people

לוּ־אִישׁ הֹלֵךְ רוּחַ וָשֶׁקֶר כִּזֵּב אַטִּף לְךָ לַיַּיִן וְלַשֵּׁכָר וְהָיָה מַטִּיף הָעָם הַזֶּה:

κατεδιώχθητε] Nothing in H corresponds to this.24

οὐδενὸς] = ׁלוא איש. So also in the Murabbaat text, XII 29. On οὐδενὸς, 

for which μηδενὸς could have been said, see SSG § 83 bd.

ἔστησε] Nothing in H corresponds to this. For the meaning of the verb 

ἵστημι here, see GELS s.v. II 5.

ψεῦδος] One is not certain whether this is a rendering of שֶׁקֶר as in Zc 5.4, 

Ma 3.5 or כָּזָב as in Ho 7.13.

ἐστάλαξέ] = נָטַף or יִטֹּף.
ἔσται] According to SD Ιακωβ in vs. 12 is the subject of this verb, though 

it has a finite verb to go with it, συναχθήσεται. Even if we added a comma 

at the end of vs. 11, we would expect Ιακωβ in this verse.

ἐκ τῆς σταγόνος] = מִנְּטַף. For נָטָף / σταγών, see Jb 36.27. What is meant 

by G is perhaps that the national restoration is going to be a very modest 

beginning.

2.12) συναγόμενος συναχθήσεται Ιακωβ σὺν πᾶσιν· ἐκδεχόμενος ἐκδέ-
ξομαι τοὺς καταλοίπους τοῦ Ισραηλ, ἐπὶ τὸ αὐτὸ θήσομαι τὴν ἀπο-
στροφὴν αὐτῶν· ὡς πρόβατα ἐν θλίψει, ὡς ποίμνιον ἐν μέσῳ κοίτης 

αὐτῶν ἐξαλοῦνται ἐξ ἀνθρώπων.

 Jacob will be certainly gathered altogether. I shall certainly welcome 

the remainder of Israel, I shall effect their return together. Like sheep 

in distress, like a herd inside their pen they will jump out away from 

people.

בָּצְרָה  כְּצאֹן  אֲשִׂימֶנּוּ  יַחַד  יִשְׂרָאֵל  שְׁאֵרִית  אֲקַבֵּץ  קַבֵּץ  כֻּלָּךְ  יַעֲקבֹ  אֶאֱסֹף  אָסֹף 
כְּעֵדֶר בְּתוֹךְ הַדָּבְרוֹ תְּהִימֶנָה מֵאָדָם:

συναχθήσεται] = יֵאָסֵף.
συναγόμενος συναχθήσεται illustrates another common representa-

tion of the well-known Hebrew syntagm, figura etymologica, as in πληθύνων 

πληθυνῶ τὰς λύπας σου ‘I shall greatly increase your pains’ Ge 3.16 < 

24 SD II.2370 suggests that G possibly read מוּרָץ in lieu of נִמְרָץ. Cf. ּאֲרִיצֶנּו Je 49.19 > 
ἐκδιώξω αὐτούσ ib. 29.20 (G).
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עִצְּבוֹנֵךְ אַרְבֶּה   The immediately following ἐκδεχόμενος represents 25 .הַרְבָּה 

the same feature.

τὴν ἀποστροφὴν] A free, contextually motivated addition? Since θήσο-
μαι is a rendering of ּאֲשִׁיבֶנּו  ,אֲשִׂימֶנּו would not come into the picture.

 ἐν θλίψει] = בְּצָרָה, ≠ H בָּצְרָה ‘sheepfold.’ The translator probably saw 

here a parallelism of בתוך  // ב־.

κοίτης αὐτῶν ֹהַדָּבְרו] An unusual equivalence occurring nowhere else. 

’.is thought to mean ‘pasture דּבֶֹר

ἐξαλοῦνται תְּהִימֶנָה] Another unusual equivalence. The Heb. verb is usually 

understood to have to do with vocal reaction, ‘to murmur, roar,’ not physical, 

bodily ‘to jump out.’

2.13) διὰ τῆς διακοπῆς πρὸ προσώπου αὐτῶν διέκοψαν καὶ διῆλθον 

πύλην καὶ ἐξῆλθον δι᾿ αὐτῆς, καὶ ἐξῆλθεν ὁ βασιλεὺς αὐτῶν πρὸ 

προσώπου αὐτῶν, ὁ δὲ κύριος ἡγήσεται αὐτῶν.

 Through the breach in front of them they broke through, and they 

went through a gate, and went outside through it, and their king went 

outside ahead of them, but the Lord will lead them.

וַיהוָה  לִפְנֵיהֶם  מַלְכָּם  וַיַּעֲברֹ  בוֹ  וַיֵּצְאוּ  שַׁעַר  וַיַּעֲברֹוּ  פָּרְצוּ  לִפְנֵיהֶם  הַפֹּרֵץ  עָלָה 
בְּראֹשָׁם: פ

διὰ τῆς διακοπῆς] = עַל הַפֶּרֶץ? But עַל can scarcely indicate a space through 

which one moves.

καὶ ἐξῆλθεν ֹוַיַּעֲבר] By selecting the verb which is nearer (ἐξῆλθον ּיֵּצְאו) 
G stresses that, though the people were acting under the king’s leadership, 

their true leader was God.

25 For a discussion of this feature in SG, see SSG § 31 db. That the feature is no Hebraism 
is evident in Ge 3.16, for הרבה, irrespective of its vocalisation, cannot be a participle.
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3.1) Καὶ ἐρεῖ Ἀκούσατε δὴ ταῦτα, αἱ ἀρχαὶ οἴκου Ιακωβ καὶ οἱ κατάλοι-
ποι οἴκου Ισραηλ. οὐχ ὑμῖν ἐστι τοῦ γνῶναι τὸ κρίμα;

 And He will say: “Do hear these things, o the rulers of the house of 

Jacob and the remnant of the house of Israel. Is it not up to you to know 

the judgement?

וָאֹמַר שִׁמְעוּ־נָא רָאשֵׁי יַעֲקבֹ וּקְצִינֵי בֵּית יִשְׂרָאֵל הֲלוֹא לָכֶם לָדַעַת אֶת־הַמִּשְׁפָּט:

Καὶ ἐρεῖ] = 1 .וְיאֹמַר
κατάλοιποι קְצִינֵי] A rather anomalous equivalence. Likewise in vs. 9. Cf. 

τοῖς καταλοίποις οἴκου Ιουδα לִשְׁאֵרִית בֵּית יְהוּדָה Zp 2.7.

ὑμῖν ἐστι τοῦ γνῶναι לָכֶם לָדַעַת] G is a verbatim reproduction of H, and 

both constructions indicate an obligation.2 The gen. article τοῦ cannot be any-

thing other than a mere infinitive marker, since the inf. here is the subject of 

what is basically an existential nominal clause. See above at 2.4.

γνῶναι] ‘To find out and act on’ rather than εἰδέναι ‘to be knowledgeable 

about, acquainted with.’

3.2) οἱ μισοῦντες τὰ καλὰ καὶ ζητοῦντες τὰ πονηρά, ἁρπάζοντες τὰ δέρ-
ματα αὐτῶν ἀπ᾿ αὐτῶν καὶ τὰς σάρκας αὐτῶν ἀπὸ τῶν ὀστέων αὐτῶν.

 o those who hate good things and seek evil things, tearing their skins off 

them and their flesh from their bones.

שׂנְֹאֵי טוֹב וְאֹהֲבֵי רָעָה [רָע] גֹּזְלֵי עוֹרָם מֵעֲלֵיהֶם וּשְׁאֵרָם מֵעַל עַצְמוֹתָם:

οἱ μισοῦντες] This refers back to ὑμῖν in vs. 1, the virtual subject of τοῦ 

γνῶναι. The selection of the nom. form suggests that the combination of οἱ 
and three participles is not in apposition to ὑμῖν, but vocative.

ζητοῦντες אֹהֲבֵי] In view of Μεμισήκαμεν τὰ πονηρὰ καὶ ἠγαπήκαμεν 

τὰ καλά אֱלֹהֵי־צְבָאוֹת יְהוָה  יֶחֱנַן  אוּלַי  מִשְׁפָּט  בַשַּׁעַר  וְהַצִּיגוּ  טוֹב  וְאֶהֱבוּ   שִׂנְאוּ־רָע 

.Am 5.15 the selection of ζητέω, and not ἀγαπάω, is puzzling שְׁאֵרִית יוֹסֵף

αὐτῶν] Not ‘their own,’ but ‘of the ruled’ of vs. 1.

1 For a summary of scholarly discussion on this variation, see McKane 95. Cf. Pesh. /w(ʼ)emar/ 
‘and he said,’ most likely = ויאמר, i.e. וַיּאֹמֶר or וַיּאֹמַר.

2 Cf. JM § 124 l and SSG § 30 bec. In Pesh. this obligative value of the syntagm is lexi-
calised by means of /wālē/ ‘appropriate.’
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3.3) ὃν τρόπον κατέφαγον τὰς σάρκας τοῦ λαοῦ μου καὶ τὰ δέρματα 

αὐτῶν ἀπ᾽ αὐτῶν ἐξέδειραν καὶ τὰ ὀστέα αὐτῶν συνέθλασαν καὶ 
ἐμέλισαν ὡς σάρκας εἰς λέβητα καὶ ὡς κρέα εἰς χύτραν,

 Just as they devoured the flesh of My people and removed their skin 

from them and crushed all their bones and cut (them) in pieces as meat 

to go into a cauldron and as pieces of meat into a pot,

וּפָרְשׂוּ  פִּצֵּחוּ  וְאֶת־עַצְמֹתֵיהֶם  הִפְשִׁיטוּ  מֵעֲלֵיהֶם  וְעוֹרָם  עַמִּי  שְׁאֵר  אָכְלוּ  וַאֲשֶׁר 
כַּאֲשֶׁר בַּסִּיר וּכְבָשָׂר בְּתוֹךְ קַלָּחַת:

ὃν τρόπον] = כַּאֲשֶׁר.

ἀπ᾽ αὐτῶν מֵעֲלֵיהֶם] ἐπάνωθεν αὐτῶν could have been said to indicate 

not removal from somewhere, but that A was attached to B. Cf. Ἐξαγάγετε 

πάντα ἄνδρα ἐπάνωθέν μου (מֵעָלַי)· καὶ ἐξήγαγον πάντα ἄνδρα ἀπὸ ἐπάνω-
θεν αὐτοῦ (מֵעָלָיו) 2K 13.9.3

ὡς σάρκας] = כִּשְׁאֵר.

3.4) οὕτως κεκράξονται πρὸς κύριον, καὶ οὐκ εἰσακούσεται αὐτῶν· καὶ 
ἀποστρέψει τὸ πρόσωπον αὐτοῦ ἀπ᾿ αὐτῶν ἐν τῷ καιρῷ ἐκείνῳ, 

ἀνθ᾿ ὧν ἐπονηρεύσαντο ἐν τοῖς ἐπιτηδεύμασιν αὐτῶν ἐπ᾿ αὐτούς.

 so they will shout to the Lord, but He will not listen to them; He will 

turn His face away from them at that time, because they acted wickedly 

with their deeds upon them.”

הֵרֵעוּ  כַּאֲשֶׁר  הַהִיא  בָּעֵת  מֵהֶם  פָּנָיו  וְיַסְתֵּר  אוֹתָם  יַעֲנֶה  וְלאֹ  אֶל־יְהוָה  יִזְעֲקוּ  אָז 
מַעַלְלֵיהֶם: פ

οὕτως] Together with ὃν τρόπον at the beginning of vs. 4 there is formed 

a long clause of comparison.

ἀποστρέψει יַסְתֵּר] G most likely read here יַסְתִּר, as Driver (1892 § 174) 

proposed. However that might be, the three Impf. forms in this verse may be 

preterite. Such a use is attested in BH in conjunction with אָז as here,4 a par-

ticle not represented in G. In the preceding, coordinate verse all the four verbs 

are qatal. The consistent use of the Fut. in G in this verse makes sense in its 

own way.

The equivalence ἀποστρέφω / הִסְתִּיר is also attested elsewhere, e.g. ἀπο-
στρέψω τὸ πρόσωπόν μου ἀπ᾿ αὐτῶν אַסְתִּיר פָּנַי De 31.18 in a context simi-

lar to our passage; see also De 31.17, 32.20. There is hence no absolute need 

to postulate יָסִר or יָסֵר, hi. from √5 .סור

3 L, however, uses ἀπό both times.
4 See JM § 113 i. The only sure case in BH of <אָז + short yiqtol> with preterite value is 

.ἐξεκκλησίασε 1Kg 8.1  אָז יַקְהֵל
5 Correct Index 16a accordingly.
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ἐπονηρεύσαντο ּהֵרֵעו] The Heb. verb here is usually thought to be transi-

tive, which, however, is not attested anywhere with this fairly frequent Hif. 

verb with a deed as object.6 Our translator’s analysis of it as intransitive is 

underlined with the addition of ἐν, when he could have said τὰ ἐπιτηδεύματα 

(nom.). Moreover, ַהֵרֵע never takes a deed as its grammatical subject.7

ἐπ᾿ αὐτούς] A free addition with the pronoun referring to victims. Wolff (61) 

thinks of an infelicitous haplography, i.e. מַעַלְלֵיהֶם עֲלֵיהֶם  > מַעַלְלֵיהֶם.

3.5) τάδε λέγει κύριος ἐπὶ τοὺς προφήτας τοὺς πλανῶντας τὸν λαόν μου, 

τοὺς δάκνοντας ἐν τοῖς ὀδοῦσιν αὐτῶν καὶ κηρύσσοντας ἐπ᾿ αὐτὸν 

εἰρήνην, καὶ οὐκ ἐδόθη εἰς τὸ στόμα αὐτῶν, ἤγειραν ἐπ᾿ αὐτὸν 

πόλεμον·

 These things the Lord says: “Against the prophets who lead my people 

astray, bite with their teeth, and preach peace at them.” Yet (nothing) 

has been laid into their mouth, they have set a war in motion against 

them.

שָׁלוֹם  וְקָרְאוּ  בְּשִׁנֵּיהֶם  הַנֹּשְׁכִים  אֶת־עַמִּי  הַמַּתְעִים  עַל־הַנְּבִיאִים  יְהוָה  אָמַר  כֹּה 
וַאֲשֶׁר לאֹ־יִתֵּן עַל־פִּיהֶם וְקִדְּשׁוּ עָלָיו מִלְחָמָה:

ἐπὶ עַל] This Gk preposition, unlike עַל and irrespective of which case it 

governs, does not express a topic of verbal communication. Governing a nomi-

nal in acc. it “indicates one to whom or that to which action, attention, thought, 

emotion, utterance etc. are directed” (GELS s.v. ἐπί III 4).

τὸν λαόν μου עַמִּי] In neither language the pronoun is unlikely a reference 

to Micah.8 Hence this simple expression hardly means ‘my coreligionists.’ But 

God as its referent also sounds odd. The discourse mechanism in use here 

does not appear to us logical.9 A similar problem meets us in vs. 6. Supposing 

that God is speaking, how would we account for the shift from ὑμῖν to τοὺς 

προφήτας .. αὐτοὺς? Who is God speaking to? Is τάδε λέγει κύριος equiva-

lent to τάδε λέγω? In the parable of talents the master, on his return home, 

says to two of his servants: εὖ, δοῦλε ἀγαθὲ καὶ πιστέ, ἐπὶ ὀλίγα ἦς πιστός, 

6 Clines (VII 531a) mentions one QH example: ֯מ֗ע֗ש֗י֯ו הרע   he [= Esau] did many‘ הרב]ה֯ 
evil deeds’ 4Q223-224 2ii5 [= Jub 35.13]. We would parse הרע as an inf. cst. complementing 
the preceding הִרְבָּה, not הַרְבֵּה, an analysis exactly reflected in its Ethiopic translation, /’abzeḫa 
’a’keyo megbārihu/. Qimron (2020.236) appears to find the absence of ל־ from the inf. anom-
alous, but in QH we find such a feature not infrequently, see, e.g., בראשית צאת ובוא לשבת וקום 
‘at the beginning when one leaves or enters, sit or stand’ 1QS 10.13, where the two syntagms 
occur next to each other; see further in SQH § 18 i. In Aquila’s ἐκάκωσαν ἐπιτηδεύματα 
αὐτῶν the verb is probably transitive. In SG it is always <+ acc. rei>, but in CG <+ acc. pers.> 
is securely attested. Then this use of הרע is not un-Hebraic.

7 Cf. Vulg. nequiter egerunt in adinventionibus suis = G, but Pesh. /’av’eš(w) ‘vādayhōn/ 
and Trg. אַבאִישׁוּ עוֹבָדֵיהוֹן = H. 

8 Thus pace Wolff 61.
9 Cf. McKane 103f.
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ἐπὶ πολλῶν σε καταστήσω· εἴσελθε εἰς τὴν χαρὰν τοῦ κυρίου σου 

(Mt 25.21, 23), where he could have said μου instead of τοῦ κυρίου σου.10 

Alternatively we can print Ἐπὶ and make a direct speech, God’s oracle, start 

there, as shown in our translation above and regard the segment Ἐπὶ τοὺ .. 

εἰρήνην as the title of the oracle.

δάκνοντας נֹשְׁכִים] Not a threatening figure as in δάκῃ αὐτὸν (ֹנְשָׁכו) ὁ 

ὄφις ‘the snake bites him’ Am 5.19, but “as long as they are provided enough 

to eat.”

κηρύσσοντας ּוְקָרְאו] König (III 517 m-n) analyses the Heb. verb as inver-

sive, but G is right in seeing it as parallel to the preceding two participles, 

though out of respect to H (?), the translator refrains from adding the article, 

τοὺς. Analogously he saw a non-inversive form in the following ּוְקִדְּשׁו, though 

his analysis is partly conditioned by his ἐδόθη. He appears to have found the 

sequence of tense forms here confusing and attempted a fair bit of syntactic 

restructuring.

ἐδόθη יִתֵּן] There is no absolute need to assume that G represents יֻתַּן. 
A passive, 3sg verb is sometimes used impersonally, e.g. προσετάγη τῷ 

κήτει ‘a command was issued to the giant fish’ Jn 2.11 (H וַיּאֹמֶר יְהוָה לַדָּג). 11 

However, יִתֵּן here is not impersonal. אֲשֶׁר ought to have been analysed as an 

antecedentless relative pronoun, ‘one who ..,’12 and the relative clause is extra-

posed and joined with the main clause with an apodotic waw and the inherent 

antecedent is resumed in עָלָיו, whereas in G αὐτὸν can be understood only as 

referring back to τὸν λαόν μου earlier in the verse, hence our against them, not 

him. Alternatively, G represents נִתַּן  = נתן.
ἤγειραν ּקִדְּשׁו] A rare equivalence attested nowhere else. The Heb. word 

must mean ‘they declared the war holy (sanctioned by God).’13 The colloca-

tion ἐγείρω πόλεμον is also met with in 1E 1.23.

3.6) διὰ τοῦτο νὺξ ὑμῖν ἔσται ἐξ ὁράσεως, καὶ σκοτία ὑμῖν ἔσται ἐκ 

μαντείας, καὶ δύσεται ὁ ἥλιος ἐπὶ τοὺς προφήτας, καὶ συσκοτάσει 
ἐπ᾿ αὐτοὺς ἡ ἡμέρα·

 Therefore it shall be night for you without vision, and it shall be darkness 

for you without divination, and the sun shall set against the prophets, 

and the day shall become totally dark against them.

לָכֵן לַיְלָה לָכֶם מֵחָזוֹן וְחָשְׁכָה לָכֶם מִקְּסםֹ וּבָאָה הַשֶּׁמֶשׁ עַל־הַנְּבִיאִים וְקָדַר עֲלֵיהֶם 
הַיּוֹם:

10 In Japanese there is nothing unusual at all about a father saying to a son of his: /otōsan 
wa iku/ ‘the father goes,’ when what is actually meant is ‘I go.’

11 Cf. SSG § 87 a.
12 So Pesh. /man d-lā ../.
13 On the declarative-estimative value of Piel, see JM § 52 d.
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ἐξ] The preposition, just like its Heb. equivalent here, indicates absence, 

lack, or deprivation. Another example is ἡ γῆ ἀφανισθήσεται .. ἐκ διοδεύο-
ντος καὶ ἐξ ἀναστρέφοντος (מֵעֹבֵר וּמִשָּׁב) ‘the land will be annihilated .. with 

none journeying through it and returning (thereafter)’ Zc 7.14.14

σκοτία חָשְׁכָה] NḤ (6.41) is said to read σκοτασθ[ήσεται. It probably 

reflects חָשְׁכָה read as a verb as in H. But what is its subject, which must be 

fem. sg.? Σκοτάζω, just as συσκοτάζω later in the verse, is an intransitive verb, 

‘to grow dark,’ unlike σκοτίζω ‘to make dark.’ The latter, however, can be 

used in a pseudo-passive voice: ἕως οὗ μὴ σκοτισθῇ ὁ ἥλιος καὶ τὸ φῶς 

καὶ ἡ σελήνη .. ‘before the sun and the light and the moon .. become dark’15 

Ec 12.2, which suggests a possible scribal error in NḤ for σκοτισθήσεται. 
On the other hand, G, apparently reading חֲשֵׁכָה, reproduces a perfect poetic 

parallelism in H:16

A = noun B C (מִ־) a = noun B c (מִ־)

νὺξ ἔσται ὑμῖν ἐξ ὁράσεως καὶ σκοτία ἔσται ὑμῖν ἐκ μαντείας

לַיְלָה לָכֶם מֵחַזוֹן וַ חֲשֵׁכָה לָכֶם מִקְּסםֹ

Darkness is the central theme of this verse, looked at out of four perspec-

tives and expressed in four short clauses, one nominal and three verbal. Each 

clause has a prepositional phrase, each joined to a personal referent, one and 

the same group of individuals, namely the doomed prophets. Given this impec-

cable parallelistic structure of the verse it makes sense to understand the two 

prepositions, ל־ and על, as synonymous. We submit that they both carry a 

negative connotation. In ὑμῖν (twice < לָכֶם) we could recognise a dativus 

incommodi. In order to see visions and engage in divination prophets need 

light, without which they find themselves in a disadvantaged, unenviable situ-

ation, “a black-out” (McKane 106). 

The combination of Qal בא with ׁשֶׁמֶש as its subject to express the notion 

of sunset occurs 1917 times in BH, mostly with no preposition following, e.g. 

 וַתָּבאֹ לָהֶם הַשֶּׁמֶשׁ אֵצֶל הַגִּבְעָה :is used ל־ Ex 17.12. In one case עַד־בּאֹ הַשָּׁמֶשׁ
Jd 19.14, where we have an equivalent of dativus commodi, for the travellers 

had reached one of the two locations of their choice for a night’s stay. In 

another instance we find לאֹ־תָבוֹא עָלָיו הַשֶּׁמֶשׁ  :עַל De 24.15.18 Another value 

14 Hardly “instead of” (Brenton) and “statt” (SD). Cf. GELS s.v. ἐκ 11 and BDB s.v. מִן 
 7 ba-b. Ibn-Ezra and Radaq take מִן in the sense of ‘as a consequence of, originating in.’

15 Pace “are darkened” (NETS); the intransitive value of the form is supported by the 
parallel ἐπιστρέψωσιν τὰ νέφη ‘the clouds return.’

16 There is no absolute need to impose “our” grammatical concept of substantive and read 
.in lieu of the inf. cst. in H מִקֶּסֶם

17 In BDB s.v. בּוֹא Qal 1 i “1834” should read “2Ch 1834.”
18 This instance is, along with the two cases in our Mi passage, mentioned in BDB s.v. עַל 

II 5, as expressing “the idea of being suspended or extended, over anything, without however 
being in contact with it, above, over.” However, the notion of the sun setting over or above 
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of עַל is exemplified in תָה עָלַי רָחֵל  יִבְכּוּ עָלַי ;Rachel died on me’ Ge 48.7‘ מֵ֫
‘they cry to my annoyance’ Nu 11.13.19 It is about imposition, whether delib-

erate or otherwise, of a burden, not only physical, but also mental, pain 

or inconvenience.20 This last value of עַל could be applied to our present 

Mi passage: the sun set early in the morning or mid-day as a blow to the 

prophets.21 In GELS s.v. ἐπί III + acc.22 7 we mention, under the label “to 

the disadvantage of somebody,” our Mi passage is mentioned along with 

a good number of additional examples. One such is close to our Mi passage: 

πάντα τὰ φαίνοντα φῶς ἐν τῷ οὐρανῷ συσκοτάσουσιν ἐπὶ σέ (ָעָלֶיך) Ez 32.8, 

and note the use of dativus incommodi in ἐπέδυ ὁ ἥλιος αὐτῇ (ּבָּאה שִׁמשָׁה) 

ἔτι μεσούσης τῆς ἡμέρας ‘the sun set on her still in the prime of her life’ 

Je 15.9.

3.7) καὶ καταισχυνθήσονται οἱ ὁρῶντες τὰ ἐνύπνια, καὶ καταγελασθή-
σονται οἱ μάντεις, καὶ καταλαλήσουσιν κατ᾿ αὐτῶν πάντες αὐτοί, 
διότι οὐκ ἔσται ὁ εἰσακούων αὐτῶν.

you, unlike that of the sun rising over or above you, sounds a bit odd. Odder still it is, because 
the suffix pronoun of עָלָיו is usually thought to refer to ֹשְׂכָרו ‘his hire, pay for the day’s labour.’ 
One should perhaps make the pronoun refer to the labourer; the whole intent of the regulation 
is probably that a day-labourer is not to be kept working after sunset, but is to be sent home 
while it is still light and with the day’s hire in his pocket. Then the preposition can be assigned 
the value of dativus incommodi. The LXX, however, apparently referred the pronoun to the 
pay: αὐθημερὸν ἀποδώσεις τὸν μισθὸν αὐτοῦ, οὐκ ἐπιδύσεται ὁ ἥλιος ἐπ᾿ αὐτῷ ‘.. the sun 
shall not set with it still outstanding,’ where ἐπ᾿ αὐτῷ, not ἐπί + acc. as in our Mi passage, is 
to be noted, cf. GELS s.v. ἐπί II 14: “indicates an action which should already have been per-
formed or an (undesirable) state which should have been dealt with.” Incidentally this usage is 
already known to CG, hence remove the asterisk from “14”: σέο δ᾽ ὀστέα πύσει ἄρουρα 
κειμένου ἐν Τροίῃ ἀτελευτήτῳ ἐπὶ ἔργῳ ‘as you lie in Troy with your task unfinished the 
field will rust your bones’ Hom. Il 4.175. In GELS loc. cit., though a case of sunrise, we included 
ἐὰν δὲ ἀνατείλῃ ὁ ἥλιος ἐπ᾽ αὐτῷ ‘should the sun rise while he was still at it [= διόρυγμα 
‘boring a wall’].’ In H עָלָיו, however, the pronoun can only refer to the burglar, where מַחְתֶּרֶת 
(> ) is a fem. noun. The burglar may have arrived at the scene only shortly before the sunrise. 
Whilst עַל can have the value of dativus incommodi, <ἐπί + dat.> does not indicate ‘physically 
above, over,’ for which <+ gen.> or <+ acc.> is used, e.g. φαίνειν ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς ‘to shine above 
the earth’ Ge 1.17 (of the celestial luminaries), θεῖναι λίθον ἐπὶ λίθον ‘to set stones over one 
another’ Hg 2.15.

19 In JM § 133 f this kind of עַל was analysed as equivalent to dativus incommodi. Cp. the 
use of on in colloquial English as in “Her husband walked out on her.” The notion of annoyance 
and molestation is lexicalised in וַתֵּבְךְּ עָלָיו שִׁבְעַת הַיָּמִים אֲשֶׁר־הָיָה לָהֶם הַמִּשְׁתֶּה וַיְהִי בַּיּוֹם הַשְּׁבִיעִי 
הֱצִיקַתְהוּ כִּי   καὶ ἔκλαυσε ἐπ᾽ αὐτὸν .. ὅτι παρενώχλησε αὐτόν Jd 14.17AL, where וַיַּגֶּד־לָהּ 
Delilah was not crying, as she sat or lay over him, and note Vulg. ei esset molesta, a rendering 
of ּהֱצִיקַתְהו.

20 In BDB s.v. עַל II 1 b we read “Of what rests heavily upon a person, or is a burden to 
him,” but on Ge 48.7 they write “idiomatically,” presumably thinking that this example does 
not quite fit their definition of the preposition.

21 When Jesus was about to breathe his last, the whole earth was covered with darkness 
from noon to 3 p.m. (Mt 27.45, Mk 15.33, Lk 23.44f.).

22 Pace Wevers’ Göttingen edition we prefer to adopt a v.l. at one of the above-cited 
instances: κλαίουσι ἐπ᾽ ἐμέ Nu 11.13, where ἐπ᾽ ἐμοί might mean ‘beside me.’ BA’s “vers 
moi” would represent πρὸς ἐμέ.
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 Those who see visions will be put to shame, and the diviners will be 

laughed at, and they will all speak against them, because there will be 

none who will listen to them.

וּבשֹׁוּ הַחזִֹים וְחָפְרוּ הַקּסְֹמִים וְעָטוּ עַל־שָׂפָם כֻּלָּם כִּי אֵין מַעֲנֵה אֱלֹהִים:

The third clause is rather puzzling. αὐτῶν most likely refers back to 

the visionaries and diviners, who, however, are unlikely to be identical with 

αὐτοί. The verb καταλάλησουσιν is most likely impersonal, but such a 

subject cannot be explicitly marked with αὐτοί. The use of πάντες with a 

3pl verb impersonally used does not sound right. Nor can we identify in 

G anything remotely equivalent to עָטָה, a fairly common verb meaning ‘to 

envelop or wrap oneself,’ and to שָׂפָם ‘moustache.’ H is no less puzzling. 

What is the gesture supposed to mean?23

The last clause in H is straightforward: ‘there is no response from God.’ 

αὐτῶν] = אֲלֵיהֶם. Whilst the equivalence מַעֲנֶה / εἰσακούω does not occur 

elsewhere, עָנָה Qal is often rendered with εἰσακούω, e.g. εἰσάκουσόν μου, 

κύριε עֲנֵנִי יְהוָה Ps 68(69).17. Where εἰσακούων comes from is a mystery, 

whilst the intent of the clause as a whole is clear: ‘nobody is going to have 

ears for whatever they say.’ In one case they will be ignored by God, in the 

other by the general public.

The definite article prefixed to εἰσακούων does not have a determining 

value, but fulfils a useful function of averting syntactic ambiguity, for with-

out it ἔσται εἰσακούων could be misunderstood as a periphrastic construc-

tion; see further in SSG § 1 c (pp. 7f.).

3.8) ἐὰν μὴ ἐγὼ ἐμπλήσω ἰσχὺν ἐν πνεύματι κυρίου καὶ κρίματος καὶ 
δυναστείας τοῦ ἀπαγγεῖλαι τῷ Ιακωβ ἀσεβείας αὐτοῦ καὶ τῷ Ισραηλ 

ἁμαρτίας αὐτοῦ.

 I shall certainly be fully empowered through the spirit of the Lord and 

judgement and strength to point out to Jacob his deeds of impiety and 

to Israel his sins.

פִּשְׁעוֹ  לְיַעֲקֹב  לְהַגִּיד  וּגְבוּרָה  וּמִשְׁפָּט  יְהוָה  אֶת־רוּחַ  כֹחַ  מָלֵאתִי  אָנֹכִי  וְאוּלָם 
וּלְיִשְׂרָאֵל חַטָּאתוֹ: ס

ἐὰν μὴ] = ֹלא  ,a typically Hebraic expression of confident assertion ,אִם 

which has been mechanically reproduced in G, cf. GELS s.v. ἐάν III b, c.24 

23 Pesh. /sefwāthōn/ suggests ‘they will cover their lips, not daring to speak any more,’ but 
 Likewise Sym. ἐπὶ τῶν χειλέων αὐτῶν. According .שָׂפָם is a shade too removed from שִׂפְתֵיהֶם
to Trg. with כַּאֲבִילִין, it is a gesture of mourners.

24 In GELS s.v. εἰ 7 εἰ μή, a new subsection *b needs be added: “particle of asseveration, 
‘assuredly’: εἰ μὴ (H 20.23 ֹאִם־לא) κραταιώσομεν ‘we shall surely overpower’ 3K 21.23.”
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Rejecting Brenton’s “surely” and this analysis of ours, SD (II 2372) maintains 

that here the speaker is God, not the prophet, and translates “Deshalb wird 

niemand auf sie hören, es sei denn, ich erfülle (sie) mit Stärke im Geiste 

des Herrn.” One weakness of this analysis is its need to supply “sie.” Verbs 

meaning “to fill A with B” only rarely use B in the accusative, and then only 

when both A and B are in the accusative, e.g. ἐνέπλησα αὐτὸν πνεῦμα θεῖον 

σοφίας ‘I filled him with a divine spirit of wisdom’ Ex 31.3. Otherwise B 

appears in the genitive or through its equivalent prepositional phrases, ἀπό 

τινος or ἔν τινι.25 The same can be said of מָלֵא Qal when used in the sense 

of ‘to fill’ and מִלָּא Piel.26

ἐν πνεύματι ַאֶת־רוּח] Here אֶת could be taken as the object marker. Then 

 as a אֶת By contrast, G represents 27.כֹחַ would be in apposition to רוּחַ יְהוָה

preposition. In spite of its rendition with ἐν it cannot, unlike Engl. with, indi-

cate an instrument, for which Hebrew uses בְּ־. It retains its basic sense of 

“together with,” synonymous with עִם. BDB, s.v. II. 1  ,אֵת a mentions Mi 3.8 

along with Ge 4.1 with a gloss “with the help of.”28

Many delete אֶת־רוּחַ יְהוָה as secondary, e.g. Wolff (61): “nachgetragener 

Kommentar.” It does damage the tripartite parallelism here, but Pesh., Trg., 

Vulg., and Murabbaat text are also all in agreement with H. 

κρίματος καὶ δυναστείας] To make וּגְבוּרָה  רוּחַ dependent on מִשְׁפָּט 

sounds rather odd.

ἰσχὺν .. δυναστείας כחַֹ .. גְבוּרָה] It is not immediately apparent whether or 

not the two terms in both G and H are to be understood as complete syno-

nyms. In two instances we find the two closely joined as 1  כּחַֹ .. וּגְבוּרָהC 29.12 

(ἰσχὺς καὶ δυναστεία) and 2C 20.6 (ἰσχὺς δυναστείας). In both of these 

cases the two nouns denote qualities possessed by God, but not moral or 

spiritual strength, as is manifest in the latter case in view of καὶ οὐκ ἔστιν 

πρὸς σὲ ἀντιστῆναι (לְהִתְיַצֵּב). What Micah need be equipped with is not 

physical, let alone military force, but moral strength in order to confront and 

stand up to a group of influential but misguided fellow prophets.

25 More examples and details are mentioned in GELS s.v. ἐμπίμπλημι 2. See also under 
synonymous verbs such as πίμπλημι 1, and πληρόω 1. The sole possible exception in SG is ὁ 
πιμπλῶν ὡς Φισων σοφίαν Si 24.25, where the subject of the ptc. can only be the Mosaic law 
(νόμος תורה vs. 23), not God, in view of the fem. המלאה, i.e. הַמְלֵאָה. Then πίμπλημι here may 
be pseudo-intransitive as ἐμπίμπλημι in our Mi passage. <+ dat. rei> as in χαρᾷ πεπληρωμένος 
‘filled with joy’ Je 13.13 is equivalent to ἐν χαρᾷ. More similar instances are mentioned in 
GELS s.v. πληρόω 1.

26 See BDB s.v. מָלֵא Qal 2 and Piel.
27 Pace Wolff (61) the absence of the conjunction waw would not then be anomalous.
28 On אֶת־יְהוָה אִישׁ  יי׳“ :Ge 4.1 Rashi has an enlightening observation קָנִיתִי   when He :עם 

created me and my husband, He created us alone, but here we are collaborating with Him.” So 
“in close association with the Lord’s spirit.”
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3.9) ἀκούσατε δὴ ταῦτα, οἱ ἡγούμενοι οἴκου Ιακωβ καὶ οἱ κατάλοιποι 
οἴκου Ισραηλ οἱ βδελυσσόμενοι κρίμα καὶ πάντα τὰ ὀρθὰ διαστρέ-
φοντες,

 Do hear these things, the leaders of the house of Jacob and the remnant 

of the house of Israel, who loathe justice and distort everything upright,

וְאֵת  מִשְׁפָּט  הַמֲתַעֲבִים  יִשְׂרָאֵל  בֵּית  וּקְצִינֵי  יַעֲקֹב  בֵּית  רָאשֵׁי  זאֹת  שִׁמְעוּ־נָא 
כָּל־הַיְשָׁרָה יְעַקֵּשׁוּ:

κατάλοιποι קְצִינֵי] A strange equivalence noted above at vs. 1.

βδελυσσόμενοι מֲתַעֲבִים] In SG is βδελύσσω is the most frequent (14×) 

rendering of תִּעֵב Pi., e.g. ב עֲקֹ֔ ב אָנֹֽכִי֙ אֶת־גְּא֣וֹן יַֽ  βδελύσσομαι ἐγὼ πᾶσαν מְתָאֵ֤

τὴν ὕβριν Ιακωβ Am 6.8 (ב  This Gk verb usually denotes not .(מְתָעֵב  < מְתָאֵ֤

just dislike, but carries ethical nuance as here, though we do come across a 

case such as πᾶν βρῶμα ἐβδελύξατο ἡ ψυχὴ αὐτῶν Ps 106.18.

3.10) οἱ οἰκοδομοῦντες Σιων ἐν αἵμασι καὶ Ιερουσαλημ ἐν ἀδικίαις·

 those who build Zion with murders and Jerusalem with injustices.

בּנֶֹה צִיּוֹן בְּדָמִים וִירוּשָׁלִַם בְּעַוְלָה:

οἰκοδομοῦντες] = בּנֵֹי. The shift to the pl. is in keeping with what precedes 

in vs. 9.

ἀδικίαις] = ֺעולֺות. The pl. of this Heb. noun occurs in BH only twice. By 

contrast, the sg. דָּם can be ambiguous, since it can indicate blood of sacri-

ficial animals, whereas the pl. form clearly indicates multiple acts of murder. 

The pl. ἀδικίαις can be understood in a similar fashion.

3.11) οἱ ἡγούμενοι αὐτῆς μετὰ δώρων ἔκρινον, καὶ οἱ ἱερεῖς αὐτῆς μετὰ 

μισθοῦ ἀπεκρίνοντο, καὶ οἱ προφῆται αὐτῆς μετὰ ἀργυρίου ἐμα-
ντεύοντο, καὶ ἐπὶ τὸν κύριον ἐπανεπαύοντο λέγοντες Οὐχὶ κύριος 

ἐν ἡμῖν ἐστιν; οὐ μὴ ἐπέλθῃ ἐφ᾿ ἡμᾶς κακά.

 Her leaders would judge in return for gifts, and her priests would take 

questions in return for a fee, and her prophets would divine in return 

for silver, and they would rest (unconcerned) upon the Lord, saying 

“Surely the Lord is in our midst, isn’t He? Disasters will never befall 

us.”

וְעַל־יְהוָה  יִקְסמֹוּ  בְּכֶסֶף  וּנְבִיאֶיהָ  יוֹרוּ  בִּמְחִיר  וְכֹהֲנֶיהָ  יִשְׁפֹּטוּ  בְּשׁחַֹד  רָאשֶׁיהָ 
יִשָּׁעֵנוּ לֵאמֹר הֲלוֹא יְהוָה בְּקִרְבֵּנוּ לאֹ־תָבוֹא עָלֵינוּ רָעָה:

μετὰ δώρων בְּשׁחַֹד] The Heb. preposition is here used in the manner of 

beth pretii, but its rendering with μετά is rather striking, which we believe 

is unique to SG. There is another assured instance in Is 52.3, as mentioned 
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in GELS s.v. μετά I 10: Δωρεὰν ἐπράθητε καὶ οὐ μετὰ ἀργυρίου λυτρω-
θήσεσθε ‘For no payment you were sold and you will be redeemed not in 

return for any silver’ < ּחִנָּם נִמְכַּרְתֶּם וְלאֹ בְכֶסֶף תִּגָּאֵלו. This kind of ב־ is ren-

dered in a number of ways, but not with μετά τινος except in the two cases 

just mentioned. E.g. μεμίσθωμαι γάρ σε ἀντὶ τῶν μανδραγορῶν τοῦ υἱοῦ 

μου ‘I have hired you in return for my son’s mandrakes’ Ge 30.16; ἐκτήσατο 

Δαυιδ τὸν ἅλωνα .. ἐν ἀργυρίῳ σίκλων πεντήκοντα ‘David bought the 

threshing floor .. for 50 shekels of silver’ 2K 24.24; dative – πρωτότοκον 

ὑποζυγίου λυτρώσῃ προβάτῳ ‘you shall redeem the firstborn of a draft ani-

mal with a sheep’ Ex 34.20.

ἀπεκρίνοντο ּיוֹרו] A striking equivalence not attested elsewhere, although 

the notions expressed by the two words are not so widely apart from each 

other.

ἐπανεπαύοντο ּיִשָּׁעֵנו] The bracketed “unconcerned” is a negative nuance 

emerging from the context. In ἐπανεπαύσατο τὸ πνεῦμα ἐπ᾿ αὐτούς ‘the 

spirit rested on them’ Nu 11.25 no such nuance is evident.

3.12) διὰ τοῦτο δι᾿ ὑμᾶς Σιων ὡς ἀγρὸς ἀροτριαθήσεται, καὶ Ιερουσαλημ 

ὡς ὀπωροφυλάκιον ἔσται καὶ τὸ ὄρος τοῦ οἴκου ὡς ἄλσος δρυμοῦ.

 Therefore, because of you, Zion shall be ploughed like a field, and 

Jerusalem shall be like an orchard-guard’s shed and the mountain of 

the house like a grove of a thicket.

לָכֵן בִּגְלַלְכֶם צִיּוֹן שָׂדֶה תֵחָרֵשׁ וִירוּשָׁלִַם עִיִּין תִּהְיֶה וְהַר הַבַּיִת לְבָמוֹת יָעַר: פ

A thought very similar to what we have here is expressed in Σιων ὡς 

ἀγρὸς ἀροτριαθήσεται, καὶ Ιερουσαλημ εἰς ἄβατον ἔσται καὶ τὸ ὄρος τοῦ 

οἴκου εἰς ἄλσος δρυμοῦ Je 33.18 < וְהַר תִּהְיֶה  עִיִּים  וִירוּשָׁלַיִם  תֵחָרֵשׁ  שָׂדֶה   צִיּוֹן 

 The LXX rendition is remarkably similar between the .26.18  הַבַּיִת לְבָמוֹת יָעַר

two passages. The mutual influence is likely. The phrase הַר הַבַּיִת ‘the temple 

mount’ occurs in these two passages only. The equivalence ἄλσος / בָּמָה does 

not occur elsewhere.

ὡς ἀγρὸς שָׂדֶה] The addition of ὡς to the subject predicate is sensible. The 

particle is used twice more, making the whole statement metaphorical.

ὀπωροφυλάκιον] Earlier Samaria was threatened with I shall turn Samaria 

into an orchard-guard’s shed in a field Mi 1.6. For more details see there.

ὡς ἄλσος לְבָמוֹת] The discourse feature of metaphor made the translator 

continue with ὡς, whereas in the Jer passage the notion of transformation is 

expressed with εἰς, more closely following H’s לְ־; the same preposition is 

also added to ἄβατον against H.



CHAPTER IV

4.1) Καὶ ἔσται ἐπ᾿ ἐσχάτων τῶν ἡμερῶν ἐμφανὲς τὸ ὄρος τοῦ κυρίου, 

ἕτοιμον ἐπὶ τὰς κορυφὰς τῶν ὀρέων, καὶ μετεωρισθήσεται ὑπεράνω 

τῶν βουνῶν· καὶ σπεύσουσιν πρὸς αὐτὸ λαοί,

 And at the end of the days the mountain of the Lord will be visible, ready 

on the summits of the mountains, and will be raised high above the hills, 

and peoples will hasten towards it,

וְהָיָה בְּאַחֲרִית הַיָּמִים יִהְיֶה הַר בֵּית־יְהוָה נָכוֹן בְּראֹשׁ הֶהָרִים וְנִשָּׂא הוּא מִגְּבָעוֹת 
וְנָהֲרוּ עָלָיו עַמִּים:

Almost an identical Hebrew text appears in Is 2.2:

אֵלָיו וְנָהֲרוּ  מִגְּבָעוֹת  וְנִשָּׂא  הֶהָרִים  בְּראֹשׁ  בֵּית־יְהוָה  הַר  יִהְיֶה  נָכוֹן  הַיָּמִים  בְּאַחֲרִית    וְהָיָה 
כָּל־הַגּוֹיִם:

Its Gk version reads:

Ὅτι ἔσται ἐν ταῖς ἐσχάταις ἡμέραις ἐμφανὲς τὸ ὄρος κυρίου καὶ ὁ οἶκος 
τοῦ θεοῦ ἐπ᾿ ἄκρων τῶν ὀρέων καὶ ὑψωθήσεται ὑπεράνω τῶν βουνῶν· καὶ 
ἥξουσιν ἐπ᾿ αὐτὸ πάντα τὰ ἔθνη

ἐπ᾿ ἐσχάτων τῶν ἡμερῶν בְּאַחֲרִית הַיָּמִים] The same equivalence is found 

at Ho 3.5; cf. our remarks there. This rendition is closer to H than that in 

Is 2.2.

ἐμφανὲς] This addition, so also in Is 2.2, makes sense, since the Temple 

Mount would be there anyway till its destruction. What is meant by the 

addition is that the house will be there ready to fulfil a particular function 

at the end of the days, a site destined to attract the whole of humanity.1

The position of this adjective within the clause points its independence of 

H. Its position in Is 2.2 scarcely suggests that it is a rendering of נָכוֹן; the 

meaning of the latter and that of ἐμφανής are irreconcilable with each other.2

1 Our translator was surely familiar with this typically Hebrew syntagm <וְהָיָה - temporal 
expression - yiqtol> which introduces an event that is to take place at a specified time in the 
future. E.g. תִּקְרְאִי נְאֻם־יְהוָה  בַיּוֹם־הַהוּא   Ho 2.18 [καὶ ἔσται ἐν ἐκείνῃ τῇ ἡμέρᾳ, λέγει וְהָיָה 
κύριος, καλέσει με 2.16], see also 2.33(31). He, however, decided to assign the initial וְהָיָה 
(> καὶ ἔσται) its plain meaning. Wolff (83) suggests that the translator probably did not wish 
to repeat ἔσται and substituted ἐφανές for יִהְיֶה, but the addition merely for such a purpose 
would represent too radical a departure from H.

2 Pace McKane (122) ἕτοιμος as a rendering of נָכוֹן is perfectly accurate, attested a total 
of 16 times in SG, including שַׁחַר נָכוֹן > ὄρθρον ἕτοιμον Ho 6.3. This would seriously affect 
his text-critical argument comparing Mi and Is.
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τὸ ὄρος τοῦ κυρίου] = יְהוָה  This shorter Heb. phrase occurs only .הַר 

twice, both in the Pentateuch long before the building work undertaken by 

Solomon: בְּהַר יְהוָה יֵרָאֶה > Ἐν τῷ ὄρει [= בָּהָר!] κύριος ὤφθη Ge 22.14 and 

 Καὶ ἐξῆραν ἐκ τοῦ ὄρους κυρίου Nu 10.33 (with reference < וַיִּסְעוּ מֵהַר יְהוָה

to Mt Sinai). Why this shorter form was selected in G is not apparent. The 

three-term long form occurs once more at 2  בְּהַר בֵּית־יְהוָהC 33.15 = ἐν ὄρει 
οἴκου κυρίου.

The formulation in Is 2.2 represents farther departure from H. The trans-

lator does not appear to be concerned about the resultant number discord: 

sg. ἔσται with two coordinate subject phrases.

κορυφὰς ׁראֹש] The selection of the pl. does not mean that the house of the 

Lord will emerge on the summit of every mountain, but in the highest area of 

the mountain range.

σπεύσουσιν] Possibly = ּמִהֲרו. Not a single instance of נָהַר / σπεύδω is to 

be found in SG. ἥξουσιν in Is 2.2 is rather prosaic.

πρὸς αὐτὸ נָהַר עַל  [עָלָיו sounds unusual; in the only other relevant instance 

we find לאֹ־יִנְהֲרוּ אֵלָיו עוֹד גּוֹיִם  :אֶל [πρὸς αὐτήν = Babylon] Je 51.44.3 On the 

other hand, with σπεύδω we find ἔσπευσεν Αβρααμ ἐπὶ τὴν σκηνὴν πρὸς 

Σαρραν Ge 18.6 [ הָאֹהֱלָה אֶל־שָׂרָה] and σπεύσουσιν ἐπὶ τὰ τείχη Na 2.6 [ּיְמַהֲרו 
 ,in Is 2.24 as more authentic. However אֵלָיו We are inclined to view  .[חוֹמָתָהּ

its rendering with ἐπ᾽ αὐτό is closer to עָלָיו, and 1QIsaa actually reads עלוהי, 

an Aramaised equivalent. The Vorlage of G may have read עָלָיו after all.

4.2) καὶ πορεύσονται ἔθνη πολλὰ καὶ ἐροῦσι Δεῦτε ἀναβῶμεν εἰς τὸ 

ὄρος κυρίου καὶ εἰς τὸν οἶκον τοῦ θεοῦ Ιακωβ, καὶ δείξουσιν ἡμῖν 

τὴν ὁδὸν αὐτοῦ, καὶ πορευσόμεθα ἐν ταῖς τρίβοις αὐτοῦ· ὅτι ἐκ 

Σιων ἐξελεύσεται νόμος καὶ λόγος κυρίου ἐξ Ιερουσαλημ.

 and many nations will go and say, “Come, let’s go up into the mount 

of the Lord and into the house of the God of Jacob, and they will show 

us His way, and we shall walk in His paths, for it is from Zion that the 

law is to issue forth and the word of the Lord from Jerusalem.”

וְיוֹרֵנוּ  יַעֲקֹב  אֱלֹהֵי  וְאֶל־בֵּית  אֶל־הַר־יְהוָה  וְנַעֲלֶה  לְכוּ  וְאָמְרוּ  רַבִּים  גּוֹיִם  וְהָלְכוּ 
מִדְּרָכָיו וְנֵלְכָה בְּאֹרְחתָֹיו כִּי מִצִּיּוֹן תֵּצֵא תוֹרָה וּדְבַר־יְהוָה מִירוּשָׁלִָם:

The parallel Isaiah passage (Is 2.3) reads:

καὶ πορεύσονται ἔθνη πολλὰ καὶ ἐροῦσι Δεῦτε καὶ ἀναβῶμεν εἰς τὸ ὄρος 
κυρίου καὶ εἰς τὸν οἶκον τοῦ θεοῦ Ιακωβ, καὶ ἀναγγελεῖ ἡμῖν τὴν ὁδὸν 
αὐτοῦ, καὶ πορευσόμεθα ἐν αὐτῇ· ἐκ γὰρ Σιων ἐξελεύσεται νόμος καὶ λόγος 
κυρίου ἐξ Ιερουσαλημ.

3 The suffix could be referring to Bel (the king) or Babylon.
4 So also in two 4Q fragments: 4Q59 1.1 and 4Q60 3-6.18.
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מִדְּרָכָיו  וְירֵֹנוּ  יַעֲקֹב  אֱלֹהֵי  אֶל־בֵּית  אֶל־הַר־יְהוָה  וְנַעֲלֶה  לְכוּ  וְאָמְרוּ  רַבִּים  עַמִּים   וְהָלְכוּ 
וְנֵלְכָה בְּאֹרְחתָֹיו כִּי מִצִּיּוֹן תֵּצֵא תוֹרָה וּדְבַר־יְהוָה מִירוּשָׁלִָם

Δεῦτε ἀναβῶμεν לְכוּ וְנַעֲלֶה] Δεῦτε followed asyndetically and immediately 

by a 1st pl. hortatory subj.(aor.) is a discourse marker used to propose a joint 

action.5 So also δεῦτε βάλωμεν κλήρους ‘now let us cast lots’ Jn 1.7.6 Occa-

sionally, however, we come across the use of καί, e.g. δεῦτε καὶ διελεγ-
χθῶμεν לְכוּ־נָא וְנִוָּכְחָה Is 1.18. That this syndetic construction is not necessar-

ily influenced by H is evident in Δεῦτε λογισώμεθα .. δεῦτε καὶ πατάξωμεν 

αὐτὸν ּלְכוּ וְנַחְשְׁבָה .. לְכוּ וְנַכֵּהו Je 18.18, see also δεῦτε καὶ καταβάντες συγ-
χέωμεν ἐκεῖ הָבָה נֵרְדָה וְנָבְלָה שָׁם Gn 11.7.

ἐκ Σιων .. מִצִּיּוֹן] From here to the end of vs. 3 there echoes in thought 

Is 2.3f. almost completely in both G and H, though the wording varies some-

what between the two texts, as we are going to see in vs. 3.
δείξουσιν ἡμῖν] = ּיוֹרֻנו, cf. ירונו  Is 2.3 1QIsaa. Following on a volitive 

 it is more natural to take this also as ,נֵלְכָה ,and followed by another לְכוּ וְנַעֲלֶה

such, though there is no formal, morphological distinction possible between 

the indicative and volitive.7 Hence the translator could have said δειξάτωσαν 

ἡμῖν, an aorist impv. Similarly, the following πορευσόμεθα could have been 

πορευσώμεθα.

τὴν ὁδὸν αὐτοῦ מִדְּרָכָיו] The Heb. preposition here can indicate either a 

source, ‘from, out of,’ or partitive ‘one of His ways.’ Our translator’s selec-

tion of δείκνυμι to render הוֹרָה with appears to have led him to choose the 

sg. acc., cf. δηλώσεις αὐτοῖς τὴν ὁδὸν τὴν ἀγαθὴν πορεύεσθαι ἐν αὐτῇ 

3K 8.36 (<  ּתוֹרֵם אֶת־הַדֶּרֶךְ הַטּוֹבָה אֲשֶׁר יֵלְכוּ־בָה) and ἐκ τοῦ νόμου σου διδά-
ξῃς αὐτὸν ּמִתּוֹרָתְךָ תְלַמְּדֶנּו Ps 93(94).12. The deletion of the preposition has 

facilitated to the shift to the sg., τὴν ὁδὸν, in lieu of the pl., τὰς ὁδούς. This 

contrasts with the complete equivalence between ἐν ταῖς τρίβοις αὐτοῦ and 

 The translator of Is, by contrast, apparently thought it more logical .בְּאֹרְחתָֹיו

that the way shown to be right was that along which one was to walk, hence 

ἐν αὐτῇ.

4.3) καὶ κρινεῖ ἀνὰ μέσον λαῶν πολλῶν καὶ ἐλέγξει ἔθνη ἰσχυρὰ ἕως 

εἰς μακράν, καὶ κατακόψουσι τὰς ῥομφαίας αὐτῶν εἰς ἄροτρα καὶ τὰ 

δόρατα αὐτῶν εἰς δρέπανα, καὶ οὐκέτι μὴ ἀντάρῃ ἔθνος ἐπ᾿ ἔθνος 

ῥομφαίαν, καὶ οὐκέτι μὴ μάθωσι πολεμεῖν.

5 Only twice in SG δεῦτε is used as a plain verb: γυναῖκες .., δεῦτε ‘O women .., come 
here’ and ἔξελθε καὶ δεῦτε ‘Get out and come’ Da 3.93 TH, which latter is to be moved in 
GELS s.v. from the end of I. The sg. δεῦρο is more frequently used as a plain impv.; for details 
see GELS s.v. II.

6 More examples are mentioned in GELS s.v. I. a.
7 In the sg. it is possible: indicative ּיוֹרֶנּו vs. volitive ּיוֹרֵנו. Cf. JM § 61 f.
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 And He will judge between many peoples and rebuke powerful nations 

even if (found) far away and smash their swords into ploughs and their 

spears into sickles, and nations will not lift a sword against one another 

any more, and they will not learn to wage a war any more.

לְאִתִּים  חַרְבתֵֹיהֶם  וְכִתְּתוּ  עַד־רָחוֹק  עֲצֻמִים  לְגוֹיִם  וְהוֹכִיחַ  רַבִּים  עַמִּים  בֵּין  וְשָׁפַט 
וַחֲנִיתתֵֹיהֶם לְמַזְמֵרוֹת לאֹ־יִשְׂאוּ גּוֹי אֶל־גּוֹי חֶרֶב וְלאֹ־יִלְמְדוּן עוֹד מִלְחָמָה:

The affinity with Is continues (Is 2.4):

καὶ κρινεῖ ἀνὰ μέσον τῶν ἐθνῶν καὶ ἐλέγξει λαὸν πολύν, καὶ συγκό-
ψουσι τὰς μαχαίρας αὐτῶν εἰς ἄροτρα καὶ τὰς ζιβύνας αὐτῶν εἰς δρέ-
πανα, καὶ οὐ λήμψεται ἔτι ἔθνος ἐπ᾿ ἔθνος μάχαιραν, καὶ οὐ μὴ μάθωσιν 
ἔτι πολεμεῖν

לְמַזְמֵרוֹת  וַחֲנִיתוֹתֵיהֶם  לְאִתִּים  חַרְבוֹתָם  וְכִתְּתוּ  רַבִּים  לְעַמִּים  וְהוֹכִיחַ  הַגּוֹיִם  בֵּין   וְשָׁפַט 
לאֹ־יִשָּׂא גוֹי אֶל־גּוֹי חֶרֶב וְלאֹ־יִלְמְדוּ עוֹד מִלְחָמָה

ἐλέγξει] So Ziegler and = Is 2.4; the majority reading is ἐξελέγξει.
ἕως εἰς μακράν] exactly as in Si 24.32.8 The compound preposition may 

represent לְ־  .in the Vorlage of G, but such does not occur in H of XII עַד 

In NḤ 7.32 ἕως μα]κράν [= H] has been restored.

ἔθνη ἰσχυρὰ] In this Mi version the anti-armament message comes over 

more clearly than λαὸν πολύν in Is 2.4. Analogously Mi’s κατακόψουσι 
for ּכִתְּתו sounds more powerful and destructive than Is’s συγκόψουσι.

τὰς ῥομφαίας αὐτῶν חַרְבתֵֹיהֶם] The translator of XII prefers ῥομφαία as a 

rendering of חֶרֶב, using μάχαιρα only once (Zc 1.17), which is a most pre-

ferred choice with the translator of Is, who uses ῥομφαία only once (Is 66.16). 

In Ez we find only μάχαιρα. Since the two Greek nouns show no difference 

in meaning,9 we have here an example of personal preference among differ-

ent translators.

NḤ showing its affinity with Is at a number of places: μαχα]ίρας, συνκό-
ψουοσι, τὰς σιβύ[νας, μ[άχαιραν.10

Here again the orthography in NḤ is somewhat unorthodox, e.g. συνκό-
ψουσι, ἀνθάρῃ, ἐφ᾽ in lieu of ἐπ‚ σιβύ[νας in lieu of ζιβύνας.11

8 Segal (146) translates the LXX reading into לְמֵרָחוֹק  .without mentioning Mi 4.3 G ,עַד 
Barthélemy (1992.744) prefers the rendering in Traduction œcuménique de la Bible (1976), 
“même au loin.”

9 LEH s.v. μάχαιρα: “alternating with ῥομφαία as stereotypical rendition of חרב.” See 
also Muraoka 1970.499f.

 Whilst Trench deals with neither noun as used in NTG, BDAG differentiates them: ῥομ-
φαία ‘a large and broad sword’ used by non-Greek speaking peoples, esp. the Thracians vs. 
μάχαιρα ‘a relatively short sword or other sharp instrument, sword, dagger,’ a differentiation 
apparently taken over by Louw & Nida 6.32 and 6.33.

10 Barthélemy (1963.205-07) notes some agreements between NḤ and the text of Mi as 
cited by Justin the Martyr.

11 For a fuller presentation of the data in this matter, see Tov in DJD 8.142-45 (§ 12).
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Our translator must have been aware that, in another book of his corpus, 

a contradictory, rather belligerent message was being proclaimed, in which 

we read, in part, כּתֹּוּ אִתֵּיכֶם לַחֲרָבוֹת וּמַזְמְרתֵֹיכֶם לִרְמָחִים Jl 4.10, which he ren-

ders συγκόψατε τὰ ἄροτρα ὑμῶν εἰς ῥομφαίας καὶ τὰ δρέπανα ὑμῶν εἰς 

σειρομάστας.

4.4) καὶ ἀναπαύσεται ἕκαστος ὑποκάτω ἀμπέλου αὐτοῦ καὶ ἕκαστος 

ὑποκάτω συκῆς αὐτοῦ, καὶ οὐκ ἔσται ὁ ἐκφοβῶν, διότι τὸ στόμα 

κυρίου παντοκράτορος ἐλάλησε ταῦτα.

 And each one will rest under his vine and each one under his fig-tree, 

and there will be nobody frightening, because the mouth of the omnipo-

tent Lord has spoken these things.

וְיָשְׁבוּ אִישׁ תַּחַת גַּפְנוֹ וְתַחַת תְּאֵנָתוֹ וְאֵין מַחֲרִיד כִּי־פִי יְהוָה צְבָאוֹת דִּבֵּר:

ἀναπαύσεται ּיָשְׁבו] An equivalence attested nowhere in LXX. Index s.v. 

ἀναπαύω suggests ּשָׁבְתו as what the translator meant. This equivalence occurs 

another four times in LXX. For NḤ the editor restores καθίσ]ονται, which is 

closer to H and attested by Justin.

ἕκαστος ׁאִיש] This common noun here illustrates its so-called distribu-

tive use. Though sg. in form, its verb is pl., whereas G adjusted the number 

of the verb. Similarly in ֹאַמְתַּחְתּו אִישׁ  וַיִּפְתְּחוּ  אָרְצָה  אֶת־אַמְתַּחְתּוֹ  אִישׁ   וַיּוֹרִדוּ 
καὶ καθεῖλαν ἕκαστος τὸν μάρσιππον αὐτοῦ ἐπὶ τὴν γῆν καὶ ἤνοιξαν 

ἕκαστος τὸν μάρσιππον αὐτοῦ Ge 44.11; ֹלְבֵית־אָבת שֶׂה  אִישׁ  לָהֶם   יִקְחוּ 
λαβέτωσαν ἕκαστος πρόβατον κατ᾿ οἴκους πατριῶν Ex 12.3, where the 

number of the verb in G is adjusted to that in H; אִישׁ לְפִי אָכְלוֹ תָּכסֹּוּ עַל־הַשֶּׂה 

ἕκαστος τὸ ἀρκοῦν αὐτῷ συναριθμήσεται εἰς πρόβατον ib. 12.4, where the 

verb is 2mp; ֹלְבֵיתו אִישׁ  כָל־הָעָם   Καὶ ἐπορεύθη ἅπας ὁ λαὸς ἕκαστος  וַיֵּלְכוּ 

εἰς τὸν οἶκον αὐτοῦ 1 C 16.43, where the real subject of the verb is added.12 

In G we see ἕκαστος repeated. Was our translator possibly thinking of some 

people having vines in their garden and others fig-trees? The notion of “dis-

tributive” is captured well with ἕκαστος, though we see the mechanical ren-

dition through ἀνήρ, e.g. καὶ παρεμβαλοῦσιν οἱ υἱοὶ Ισραηλ ἀνὴρ ἐν τῇ 

ἑαυτοῦ τάξει < ּוְחָנוּ בְּנֵי יִשְׂרָאֵל אִישׁ עַל־מַחֲנֵהו Nu 1.52, or through ἄνθρωπος, 

e.g. πάντες οἱ βασιλεῖς τῶν ἐθνῶν ἐκοιμήθησαν ἐν τιμῇ, ἄνθρωπος ἐν τῷ 

οἴκῳ αὐτοῦ < ֹכָּל־מַלְכֵי גוֹיִם כֻּלָּם שָׁכְבוּ בְכָבוֹד אִישׁ בְּבֵיתו Is 14.18. Likewise in 

NḤ in our Mi passage. This distributive use is also observable with אִשָּׁה as 

in ּאִמָּה לְבֵית  אִשָּׁה   ἀποστράφητε ἑκάστη εἰς οἶκον μητρὸς αὐτῆς < שּׁבְֹנָה 

Ru 1.8.

οὐκ ἔσται ὁ ἐκφοβῶν אֵין מַחֲרִיד] A substantivised ptc. can be anarthrous 

as in σῴζων οὐκ ἔστιν πάρεξ ἐμοῦ < בִּלְתִּי אַיִן   Ho 13.4. The article מוֹשִׁיעַ 

12 On the question of the grammatical concord here, cf. SSG § 77 bb and SQH § 32 ch.
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is not determinant, implying a reference to a particular person, but probably 

generic, whilst it has the useful function of indicating the articular ptc. as 

substantivised, not purely verbal.13 See also ֹפֹתֵר אֵין אֹתו > ὁ συγκρίνων οὐκ 

ἔστιν αὐτό Ge 40.8, 41.15. The anarthrous form in NḤ formally accords 

with H. So is ἔστιν.

The selection in G of the fut. ἔσται is more sensible than οὐκ ἔστιν in NḤ; 

the statement is part of a prediction.

διότι] ὅτι in some manuscripts and NḤ; as causal conjunctions the two 

are freely interchangeable.

κυρίου יְהוָה] NḤ writes the tetragrammaton, יהוה, in the palaeo-Hebrew 

script, which we see all over14 in the fragment.

παντοκράτορος צְבָאוֹת] An equation occurring as often as 110 times in XII, 

a remarkable frequency; the Gk word occurs about 180 times in the whole 

of LXX. Mostly, and always so in XII, as part of a composite divine name. 

The initial component of the word, παν, is no semantic ingredient of the 

underlying Heb. 15 .צָבָא NḤ is consistent (9×) in its use of δυνάμεων, which 

is formally closer to צְבָאוֹת. This relatively rare equation occurs twice in XII: 

Zp 2.9, Zc 7.4. 

ταῦτα] Most likely a free addition conditioned contextually.

4.5) ὅτι πάντες οἱ λαοὶ πορεύσονται ἕκαστος τὴν ὁδὸν αὐτοῦ, ἡμεῖς 

δὲ πορευσόμεθα ἐν ὀνόματι κυρίου θεοῦ ἡμῶν εἰς τὸν αἰῶνα καὶ 
ἐπέκεινα.

 For all the nations will walk each along its (own) path, but we shall walk 

in the name of the Lord our God for ever and thereafter.

כִּי כָּל־הָעַמִּים יֵלְכוּ אִישׁ בְּשֵׁם אֱלֹהָיו וַאֲנַחְנוּ נֵלֵךְ בְּשֵׁם־יְהוָה אֱלֹהֵינוּ לְעוֹלָם וָעֶד: פ

This verse does not seem to follow naturally out of what precedes it. Hence 

the difficulty of what to make of the introductory ὅτι כִּי.

ἕκαστος ׁאִיש] On the distributive value of this construction agreeing with a 

pl. verb, see on vs. 4. In this construction, ׁאִיש or אִשָּׁה, can refer to a group of 

individuals, not an individual member of the group. Hence Brenton’s “all other 

nations .. every one in his own way” is confusing, whereas the pl. pronoun in 

NḤ ἐν ὀνόματι θε]οῦ αὐτῶν (אֱלֹהָיו) has correctly analysed this construction. 

Similarly ֹמֵאֵלֶּה נִפְרְדוּ אִיֵּי הַגּוֹיִם בְּאַרְצתָֹם אִישׁ לִלְשׁנֹו ἐκ τούτων ἀφωρίσθησαν 

νῆσοι τῶν ἐθνῶν ἐν τῇ γῇ αὐτῶν, ἕκαστος κατὰ γλῶσσαν Ge 10.5.

13 Hence οὐκ ἔστιν ἀφίων αὐτὸν τοῦ ὑπνῶσαι Ec 5.11 = “there is none that suffers 
him to sleep” (Brenton), ≠ “there is no sending him away to sleep” (NETS). See further 
SSG § 30 ba - bb.

14 According to Tov (DJD 8.12), the editor of the scroll, twenty-four cases including partially 
preserved ones. The scroll does not use κύριος even once.

15 SD has “Allherrscher,” but we are not certain that κράτωρ denotes domination.
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τὴν ὁδὸν αὐτοῦ שֵׁם אֱלֹהָיו] A discrepancy difficult to see where it origi-

nates. NḤ follows H: πορε[ύσονται ἐν ὀνόματι θε]οῦ αὐτῶν.

4.6) ἐν τῇ ἡμέρᾳ ἐκείνῃ, λέγει κύριος, συνάξω τὴν συντετριμμένην καὶ 
τὴν ἐξωσμένην εἰσδέξομαι καὶ οὓς ἀπωσάμην·

 On that day, says the Lord, I will receive the bruised and the ejected 

I will welcome and those whom I rejected,

בַּיּוֹם הַהוּא נְאֻם־יְהוָה אֹסְפָה הַצֹּלֵעָה וְהַנִּדָּחָה אֲקַבֵּצָה וַאֲשֶׁר הֲרֵעתִֹי:

συνάξω .. εἰσδέξομαι] A rendition of the synonymous parallelism of 

.occurs also at 2.12 in a similar context אֹסְפָה .. אֲקַבֵּצָה

This common Gk verb, συνάγω, carries here a sense unique to SG: “to 

invite, receive (guest).”16 We suspect a semantic development most likely 

influenced by MH הִכְנִיס, cf. LBH 17 .אָסַף  = כָּנַס

τὴν συντετριμμένην καὶ τὴν ἐξωσμένην וְהַנִּדָּחָה  There is no [הַצֹּלֵעָה 

fem. sg. noun in the immediate context nor can we think of such which could 

be in the background, which also applies to H. One possibility is, though, 

 a fem. noun often applied to people, whether individual or group. The ,צאֹן

word occurs many times in XII, but always rendered πρόβατον, a neuter 

noun. Particularly illuminating here is Ποίμαινε λαόν σου ἐν ῥάβδῳ σου, 

πρόβατα κληρονομίας σου, κατασκηνοῦντας καθ᾿ ἑαυτοὺς δρυμὸν ἐν 

μέσῳ τοῦ Καρμήλου Mi 7.14, where πρόβατα, a metaphor of Israel, is further 

expanded with a masc. pl. ptc. and ἑαυτοὺς. This inflectional selection in 

G then must be more likely due to the two fem. sg. participles in H. Unlike 

in Greek, the fem. sg. can be applied in Hebrew to a group of individuals as 

in דַּלַּת הָאָרֶץ > οἱ πτωχοὶ τῆς γῆς ‘the poor of the land’ 4K 24.14B (L τῶν 

πενομένων τοῦ λαοῦ τῆς γῆς). The last clause beginning with אֲשֶׁר rendered 

οὓς (m.pl.) confirms this analysis of ours.18 See also below at 7.8.19

The equation συντρίβω passive / צָלַע Qal is unusual and occurs in LXX 

only here and the next verse.20 Whilst the Heb. verb occurs a mere three 

times in BH, συντρίβω occurs more than 200 times in LXX and its meaning 

is well known. Our translator, however, translates this Heb. verb form in a 

rather similar context with ἐκπιέζω ‘to push out’: וְהוֹשַׁעְתִּי אֶת־הַצּלֵֹעָה וְהַנִּדָּחָה 

16 GELS s.v. 2.
17 Cf. ֹהִכְנִיסוֹ לְבֵיתו ‘he invited him to his home’ Leviticus Rabbah s. 9 and הַכְנָסַת אוֹרְחִין 

‘reception of guests’ tShav 35. Note Wolff (55): “אסף hat hier einen tröstlichen Klang”; one 
of his references (p. 42), “Jes 20,4” should read “Jos 20,4,” and his translation reads “will 
ich das Lahme heimholen.”

18 NḤ reads ἣν, an obviously secondary adjustment to the preceding τὴν.
19 Cf. JM § 134 o and SSG § 20 f.
20 Tov restores ἐκτεθλιμμένην for NḤ solely on the basis of a reading in Justin, whilst 

elsewhere in LXX this Gk verb never translates צָלַע.
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 καὶ σώσω τὴν ἐκπεπιεσμένην καὶ τὴν ἀπωσμένην εἰσδέξομαι21 אֲקַבֵּץ

Zp 3.19. Our translator may not have been certain of the meaning of this rare 

Heb. verb.

εἰσδέξομαι אֲקַבֵּצָה] Whilst the verb קבץ is translated with diverse Gk 

verbs, the Heb. equivalent of εἰσδέχομαι is only this Heb. verb.22 Through 

the selection of this Gk verb the aspect of friendly welcome has been added 

to a mere act of gathering. This accords well with what we have noticed above 

on the use of the parallel verb here, συνάγω.

ἀπωσάμην הֲרֵעתִֹי] Here is the only instance of this striking equivalence, 

ἀπωθέω ‘to reject’ vs. הֵרַע ‘to afflict, cause pain.’23 The translator is obvi-

ously conscious of the synonym just used, ἐξωθέω, both derived from ὠθέω 

‘to push with considerable physical force.’

4.7) καὶ θήσομαι τὴν συντετριμμένην εἰς ὑπόλειμμα καὶ τὴν ἀπωσμένην 

εἰς ἔθνος ἰσχυρόν, καὶ βασιλεύσει κύριος ἐπ᾿ αὐτοὺς ἐν ὄρει Σιων 

ἀπὸ τοῦ νῦν καὶ ἕως εἰς τὸν αἰῶνα.

 and I will turn the bruised into (a community of) survivors and the 

rejected into a strong nation, and the Lord will reign over them in the 

mount Zion from now and for evermore.

צִיּוֹן  בְּהַר  עֲלֵיהֶם  יְהוָה  וּמָלַךְ  עָצוּם  לְגוֹי  וְהַנַּהֲלָאָה  לִשְׁאֵרִית  אֶת־הַצֹּלֵעָה  וְשַׂמְתִּי 
מֵעַתָּה וְעַד־עוֹלָם:

θήσομαι שַׂמְתִּי] One of the senses of this high-frequency verb in the active 

voice is “to cause to be, render” (GELS s.v. I 3 and II 324), a sense peculiar 

to SG, partly under the influence of its Heb. equivalent, שָׂם, as here. The 

preposition εἰς indicates transformation, entry into a certain state, not a phys-

ical space, and often corresponds to ל־ as here. For this sense of τίθημι the 

use of εἰς is not obligatory as shown in πατέρα πολλῶν ἐθνῶν τέθεικά σε 

Ge 17.5 // θήσω σε εἰς ἔθνη ib. 17.6.

ὑπόλειμμα] A word occurring eight times in LXX, half of which in XII. 

Two other times as ὑπόλειμμα τοῦ Ιακωβ ֹשְׁאֵרִית יַעֲקב Mi 5.7, 8.

21 We concur with BA’s and SD’s decision to depart from the punctuation in Ra and Zgl, 
ἀπωσμένην· and to follow the Tiberian accentuation, ץ .אֲקַבֵּ֔

22 Note also καθὼς εἰσδέχεται ἄργυρος < כֶּסֶף  Ez 22.20, where in the immediate קְבֻצַת 
context Qal קָבַץ is rendered twice with εἰσδέχομαι.

Tov (DJD 8.41, 88) restores ἀθροίσω: “adapted to MT אספה,” but MT reads אקבצה. From 
the plate concerned of the scroll we cannot say with certainty whether or not εἰσδέξομαι is a 
little too long for the space available. 

23 ἐκά[κωσα of NḤ is an obvious adjustment to H.
24 Mi 4.7 need be added here. NḤ reads θήσω, but for this verb there is hardly any 

differentiation between the two voices, as noted in GELS s.v. II, and see also SSG § 27 e, 
p. 250.
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τὴν ἀπωσμένην הַנַּהֲלָאָה] The Heb. word is a hapax in BH and thought to 

derive from הָלְאָה ‘farther away, onwards.’ Then as a verb it probably means 

‘to be removed far away.’ Semantically then is ἀπωσμένην not very far 

removed. However, its selection here is more probably affiliated to our trans-

lator’s use of the precisely safe form in a similar context in וְהוֹשַׁעְתִּי אֶת־הַצּלֵֹעָה 
-καὶ σώσω τὴν ἐκπεπιεσμένην καὶ τὴν ἀπωσμένην εἰσδέξο וְהַנִּדָּחָה אֲקַבֵּץ
μαι Zp 3.19 adduced under the previous verse, but unrelated to his choice of 

the same verb to render ַהֵרֵע there.25

ἐπ᾿ αὐτοὺς עֲלֵיהֶם] NḤ 8.6 reads ἐπ᾽ αὐτῶν. There is no comparable case 

in XII, but in SG both <βασιλεύω τινα> and <βασιλεύω τινος pers.> are 

attested, e.g. Βασίλευσον ἐφ᾿ ἡμῶν Jd 9.8 (L ἐφ᾽ ἡμᾶς).

ὄρει Σιων צִיּוֹן  NḤ 8.6 adds the article: ἐν τῷ ὄρει Σει[ων, but is [הַר 

not consistent, for in the next verse it reads θυγάτηρ [Σειων, and see also 

ἐν τῇ ἐπάρσει ὀνόματος יהוה θεοῦ [αὐτοῦ] 8.40 for ἐν τῇ δόξῃ τοῦ ὀνόμα-
τος κυρίου τοῦ θεοῦ αὐτῶν בִּגְאוֹן שֵׁם יְהוָה אֱלֹהָיו Mi  5.4(3). On the frequent 

absence in SG of the article in the syntagm <substantive + genitive>, see 

SSG § 3 b.

ἕως εἰς τὸν αἰῶνα עַד־עוֹלָם] Whilst NḤ 8.7 reads ἕ]ως τοῦ αἰῶνος (= H), 

ἕως is often followed in SG by another preposition, e.g. ἕως εἰς μακράν 4.3 

and ἕως ἐπὶ τὴν θάλασσαν Ez 47.8, cf. GELS s.v. ἕως A j.

4.8) καὶ σύ, πύργος ποιμνίου αὐχμώδης, θύγατερ Σιων, ἐπὶ σὲ ἥξει καὶ 
εἰσελεύσεται ἡ ἀρχὴ ἡ πρώτη, βασιλεία ἐκ Βαβυλῶνος τῇ θυγατρὶ 
Ιερουσαλημ.

 And you, a dusty flock-tower, the daughter of Zion, the first dominion, 

a kingdom will come to you from Babylon and be launched for the 

daughter of Jerusalem.

מַמְלֶכֶת  הָרִאשׁנָֹה  הַמֶּמְשָׁלָה  וּבָאָה  תֵּאתֶה  עָדֶיךָ  בַּת־צִיּוֹן  עפֶֹל  מִגְדַּל־עֵדֶר  וְאַתָּה 
לְבַת־יְרוּשָׁלִָם:

πύργος ποιμνίου מִגְדַּל־עֵדֶר] For various attempts to explicate this phrase, 

cf. McKane (131-33).

αὐχμώδης עפֶֹל] The Heb. word is thought to mean either some geographi-

cal feature such as mound or hill, or the name of an area in or near Jerusalem. 

In any case it has little to do with dust. Hence עָפָר has been suggested in Index 

20a as an underlying equivalent.

θύγατερ] NḤ (8.8) does not admit here a vocative, and then σύ אַתָּה would 

be extraposed, a case of casus pendens, resumed with a pronoun in ἐπὶ σὲ 

.an analysis which is syntactically acceptable ,עָדֶיךָ

25 Tov (DJD 8.41, 88) restores ἐκπεπιεσμένην at NḤ 8.5 on the basis of a reading found 
in Justin, but in the space available the form cannot be accommodated.
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εἰσελεύσεται בָאָה] Tov (DJD 8.41, 88) restores ἐλεύσεται as “the regular 

equiva lent of the root בא.” Would the reviser have joined two complete syn-

onyms with καί?
πρώτη] Though the word can mean ‘earlier, former’ as in μεγάλη ἔσται 

ἡ δόξα τοῦ οἴκου τούτου ἡ ἐσχάτη ὑπὲρ τὴν πρώτην ‘the future glory of 

this house will surpass its former one’ Hg 2.9,26 here ‘first’ is to be preferred 

as persuasively argued in SD II 2373.

ἐκ Βαβυλῶνος] Out translator correctly identified מַמְלֶכֶת as being in st. 

cst., and supplied a missing nomen regens, so מַמְלֶכֶת בָּבֶל. As in שִׂמְחַת בַּקָּצִיר 

‘joy at harvest time’ Is 9.2; מִשְׁפַּחַת לִבְנֵי־קְהָת הַנּוֹתָרִים ‘the clam of the remain-

ing members of Kohat’ 1Ch 6.55.27 The translator went for a different analy-

sis. The phrase is understandably missing in NḤ.

4.9) Καὶ νῦν ἵνα τί ἔγνως κακά; μὴ βασιλεὺς οὐκ ἦν σοι; ἢ ἡ βουλή σου 

ἀπώλετο ὅτι κατεκράτησάν σου ὠδῖνες ὡς τικτούσης;

 And now why have you experienced misfortunes? Was there no king 

for you? Or has your intelligence become lost because pains like those 

of a woman in labour have overwhelmed you?

עַתָּה לָמָּה תָרִיעִי רֵעַ הֲמֶלֶךְ אֵין־בָּךְ אִם־יוֹעֲצֵךְ אָבָד כִּי־הֶחֱזִיקֵךְ חִיל כַּיּוֹלֵדָה:

ἔγνως κακά] = תֵדְעִי רַע. H means ‘you cry bitterly.’ Our understanding 

of κακά is similar to that in SD: “warum erfuhrst du Unheil?.” Cf. Aq. Syh. 

ἐκάκωσας, which is probably = תָרֵעִי, i.e. Hif. of √רעע, as in ἐκάκωσαν 

ἐπιτηδεύματα αὐτῶν.28

σοι] = ְלָך. H means ‘in your midst.’

ἢ אִם] On ἤ introducing a disjunctive question, see GELS s.v. 1 b. At 

NḤ 8.12 Tov (DJD 8.41, 88) restores ἐὰν in conformity with H.29 The inter-

rogative אִם is a commonplace, but ἐάν is not so used, see GELS s.v.

’.your counsellor‘ = [יוֹעֲצֵךְ

ὠδῖνες ὡς τικτούσης חִיל כַּיּוֹלֵדָה] A well-known metaphor for excruciating 

pains. Here the sufferer is presented as female, but it can be also male as in 

ὠδῖνες ὡς τικτούσης ἥξουσιν αὐτῷ Ho 13.13 and ὠδῖνες αὐτοὺς ἕξουσιν 

ὡς γυναικὸς τικτούσης Is 13.8.

This Heb. phrase is rendered exactly in the same way in Je 6.24, 22.23, 

27(50).43, Ps 47(48).7 as well. Though the sg. ὠδίν is used thrice in the con-

text of childbirth – Is 26.17, where the Heb. pl. ָחֲבָלֶיה is to be noted, ib. 37.3 

(a rather free rendering), and ἐπὶ τῇ ὠδῖνι αὐτῆς ἐκέκραξεν Od 5.17 – 

26 The translation of this example in GELS s.v. πρῶτος c need be corrected.
27 See JM § 129 n.
28 Cf. Reider 1966.123, s.v. κακοῦν.
29 Tov mentions Hb 2.3 in NḤ, but there ἐάν rendering אִם is an ordinary conditional par-

ticle, ‘if.’



228 MICAH

and H uses sometimes a pl. noun as in the just mentioned Is 26.17 and חֶבְלֵי 

Ho 13.13, for instance, the pl. ὠδῖνες is the standard irrespective of the cor-

responding Heb. word, not only in expressions of pains of childbirth, but 

also in general. Among a total of 35 attestations in LXX of this Gk noun we 

find only three instances of the sg. Thus the pl. form has become the norm 

for this noun irrespective of the form in H, and it can be indicative of inten-

sity or high frequency.

4.10) ὤδινε καὶ ἀνδρίζου καὶ ἔγγιζε, θύγατερ Σιων, ὡς τίκτουσα· διότι 
νῦν ἐξελεύσῃ ἐκ πόλεως καὶ κατασκηνώσεις ἐν πεδίῳ καὶ ἥξεις 

ἕως Βαβυλῶνος· ἐκεῖθεν ῥύσεταί σε καὶ ἐκεῖθεν λυτρώσεταί σε 

κύριος ὁ θεός σου ἐκ χειρὸς ἐχθρῶν σου.

 Stay in pain and keep your foot down and come near, o daughter of 

Zion, like a woman delivering a baby, for now you will go out of a city 

and dwell in a field and reach Babylon. From there the Lord your God 

will rescue you and from there He will redeem you from your enemies’ 

hand. 

חוּלִי וָגֹחִי בַּת־צִיּוֹן כַּיּוֹלֵדָה כִּי־עַתָּה תֵצְאִי מִקִּרְיָה וְשָׁכַנְתְּ בַּשָּׂדֶה וּבָאת עַד־בָּבֶל 
שָׁם תִּנָּצֵלִי שָׁם יִגְאָלֵךְ יְהוָה מִכַּף אֹיְבָיִךְ:

ἀνδρίζου] All the three imperatives are in the imperfective aspect, but in H 

we have only two verbs.30 In Index 10b חִזְקִי has been suggested. In theory G 

could be translated “Be a man,” which is, however, inappropriate in an 

address to “daughter of Zion.”

ἔγγιζε גֹחִי] If גֹחִי is a form of a hollow root, גיח, we would expect גִּיחִי, and 

 In two passages the verb has to do with a baby coming out .גוח√ if of גּוֹחִי

and being born: אִמִּי עַל־שְׁדֵי  מַבְטִיחִי  מִבָּטֶן  גֹחִי   σὺ εἶ ὁ ἐκσπάσας με) אַתָּה 

ἐκ γαστρός .. ‘You are He who pulled me out of a belly’ Ps 22.10) and ֹבְּגִיחו 

יֵצֵא  ἐμαίμασσεν ἐκ κοιλίας μητρὸς αὐτῆς ἐκπορευομένη ‘it was) מֵרֶחֶם 

eager to come out of her mother’s womb,’ where the addition of μητρὸς 

is to be noted) Jb 38.8. But as an address to a mother figure we would 

expect a transitive verb. Either way it has little to do with ἔγγιζε ‘approach.’ 

In Index 34a we have suggested Qal ׁנגש, thus 31 .גְּשִׁי But approach where or 

what? A new dwelling in the countryside? G is as difficult as H.

4.11) καὶ νῦν ἐπισυνήχθη ἐπὶ σὲ ἔθνη πολλὰ οἱ λέγοντες Ἐπιχαρούμεθα, 

καὶ ἐπόψονται ἐπὶ Σιων οἱ ὀφθαλμοὶ ἡμῶν.

30 Wolff (102) holds that ἀνδρίζου is a second translation derived from √חיל ‘power,’ but 
the status of this verb in BH is rather insecure.

31 BHS suggests two alternative emendations: נוּחִי and הֱגִי. The former, ‘Take it easy,’ is 
incompatible with חוּלִי. Cf. BHQ 102f.*
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 And now many nations are gathered against you, who say “We are 

going to rejoice, and our eyes will look on Zion.”

וְעַתָּה נֶאֶסְפוּ עָלַיִךְ גּוֹיִם רַבִּים הָאֹמְרִים תֶּחֱנָף וְתַחַז בְּצִיּוֹן עֵינֵינוּ:

Ἐπιχαρούμεθα תֶּחֱנָף] The meaning of the Heb. verb should be evident, 

but has nothing to do with joy. This free translation is probably due to the 

translator’s failure to identify the subject of the verb as Zion whose status 

as ׁהַקּדֶֹש  תחנף ציון ותחז בָּהּ is now being threatened. A wording such as עִיר 

.could have been less ambiguous 32  עינינו

ἐπόψονται תַחַז] On the collectively used Heb. verb in the sg., see JM

§ 150 d.

4.12) καὶ αὐτοὶ οὐκ ἔγνωσαν τὸν λογισμὸν κυρίου καὶ οὐ συνῆκαν τὴν 

βουλὴν αὐτοῦ, ὅτι συνήγαγεν αὐτοὺς ὡς δράγματα ἅλωνος.

 They, however, did not recognise the Lord’s thinking and did not 

understand His design, for He gathered them as sheaves of threshing-

floor.

וְהֵמָּה לאֹ יָדְעוּ מַחְשְׁבוֹת יְהוָה וְלאֹ הֵבִינוּ עֲצָתוֹ כִּי קִבְּצָם כֶּעָמִיר גֹּרְנָה:

αὐτοὶ הֵמָּה] The disjunctive personal pronoun in G and H alike under-

scores the enemies’ failure to see who they were up against.

λογισμὸν מַחְשְׁבוֹת] Wolff (102) holds that the sg. in G is a harmonisation 

to the parallel βουλὴ ֹעֲצָתו.

4.13) ἀνάστηθι καὶ ἀλόα αὐτούς, θύγατερ Σιων, ὅτι τὰ κέρατά σου θήσο-
μαι σιδηρᾶ καὶ τὰς ὁπλάς σου θήσομαι χαλκᾶς, καὶ κατατήξεις ἐν 

αὐτοῖς ἔθνη καὶ λεπτυνεῖς λαοὺς πολλοὺς καὶ ἀναθήσεις τῷ κυρίῳ 

τὸ πλῆθος αὐτῶν καὶ τὴν ἰσχὺν αὐτῶν τῷ κυρίῳ πάσης τῆς γῆς.

 Arise and crush them, o daughter of Zion, for I shall make your horns 

iron and your hooves copper, and you shall liquidate nations with 

them and crush many peoples and dedicate to the Lord their accumu-

lated possessions and their wealth to the Lord of the whole earth.

קוּמִי וָדוֹשִׁי בַת־צִיּוֹן כִּי־קַרְנֵךְ אָשִׂים בַּרְזֶל וּפַרְסתַֹיִךְ אָשִׂים נְחוּשָׁה וַהֲדִקּוֹת עַמִּים 
רַבִּים וְהַחֲרַמְתִּי לַיהוָה בִּצְעָם וְחֵילָם לַאֲדוֹן כָּל־הָאָרֶץ:

ἀνάστηθι קוּמִי] Verbs of physical movement such as הָלַךְ  ,קָם, and בָּא, in the 

impv. in particular and often followed by another verb without the conjunction 

 connecting them, are used to incite and encourage. Hence Jacob, when he ו־

said to his aged father, קוּם־נָא שְׁבָה וְאָכְלָה Ge 27.19, was not suggesting that 

32 Exactly so in Pesh.
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physical exercise was needed before the meal. In colloquial English we 

might say, “Come on, sit up and eat.”33 See also below at 6.1.

τὰ κέρατά σου ְקַרְנֵך] Some animals have only one horn. The pl. in G is 

probably a harmonisation with the parallel τὰς ὁπλάς σου ְפַרְסתַֹיִך. So Pesh. 

/qarnātēk(y)/.

λεπτυνεῖς] It is difficult to decide which of the two verbal clauses is a free 

addition. The added object λαοὺς πολλοὺς = רַבִּים  λεπτυνεῖς more ,עַמִּים 

likely = הֲדִקּוֹת, the plus ἐν αὐτοῖς, and the fact that κατατήκω is a more 

generic term of destruction than λεπτύνω indicating a more particular form 

of destructive action may suggest the first as being independent of H here.

ἀναθήσεις הַחֲרַמְתִּי] Our translator, who was most likely familiar with 

Aramaic, had no difficulty in parsing the Heb. verb here as 2fs.34

τὸ πλῆθος αὐτῶν בִּצְעָם] Our analysis of πλῆθος can be assisted by look-

ing at the other two occurrences of בֶּצַע in XII and G there:

Hb 2.9 ֹהוֹי בּצֵֹעַ בֶּצַע רָע לְבֵיתו ὦ ὁ πλεονεκτῶν πλεονεξίαν κακὴν τῷ οἴκῳ 

αὐτοῦ
Ma 3.14  ֹמִשְׁמַרְתּו שָׁמַרְנוּ  כִּי  וּמַה־בֶּצַע  אֱלֹהִים  עֲבדֹ   Μάταιος ὁ δουλεύων שָׁוְא 

θεῷ, καὶ τί πλέον ὅτι ἐφυλάξαμεν τὰ φυλάγματα αὐτοῦ

The second instance is particularly illuminating, showing that the Heb. 

word is undertood with reference to the increase in material possessions. 

Possible ethical implications of increased possessions are not in view unlike 

in the other instance with κακήν. We could then take τὸ πλῆθος αὐτῶν as 

indicated in our translation above.35 Thus the use of the Gk substantive here 

differs from what we find in πατὴρ πλήθους ἐθνῶν Ge 17.4 // πατέρα πολ-
λῶν ἐθνῶν vs. 5.

τὴν ἰσχὺν αὐτῶν חֵילָם] Parallel with πλῆθος as discussed above we would 

understand ἰσχύς not in the sense of physical or military power,36 but financial. 

With money and wealth you could exercise not a little power. This meaning 

of the Gk word is peculiar to SG, no doubt influenced by the semantic range 

covered by 37 .חַיִל Cf. συνάξει τὴν ἰσχὺν πάντων τῶν λαῶν (חֵיל כָּל־הַגּוֹיִם) 

κυκλόθεν, χρυσίον καὶ ἀργύριον καὶ ἱματισμὸν εἰς πλῆθος σφόδρα Zc 14.14; 

κατέφαγον ἀλλότριοι τὴν ἰσχὺν αὐτοῦ (ֹכּחֹו) Ho 7.9. Not surprisingly, δύνα-
μις, a synonym of ἰσχύς, also bears this meaning.38

33 Cf. BA “Viens t’asseoir et mange.” ְהָבָה  ,לֵך, and בּוֹא are also so used, see JM § 105 e.
34 See Kutscher 1974.25, 188-90, and JM § 42 f (p. 122).
35 Cf. SD “ihren Reichtum,” pace NETS “their multitude.”
36 Pace Wolff (102): “militärische Kraft.”
37 For details see GELS s.v. 3.
38 For details see GELS s.v. 4.
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5.1 (4.14) νῦν ἐμφραχθήσεται θυγάτηρ ἐμφραγμῷ, συνοχὴν ἔταξεν ἐφ᾿ 
ἡμᾶς, ἐν ῥάβδῳ πατάξουσιν ἐπὶ σιαγόνα τὰς φυλὰς τοῦ Ισραηλ.

 Now a daughter will be totally denied passage. They have laid a siege 

against us. With a rod they will strike the tribes of Israel on the cheek.

עַתָּה תִּתְגֹּדְדִי בַת־גְּדוּד מָצוֹר שָׂם עָלֵינוּ בַּשֵּׁבֶט יַכּוּ עַל־הַלְּחִי אֵת שׁפֵֹט יִשְׂרָאֵל: ס

ἐμφραχθήσεται .. ἐμφραγμῷ] = גָּדֵר  ..  does not גדר√ As a verb .תִּתְגַּדֵּר 

occur in BH in Hitpael, though it does in MH, but in the sense of ‘to stand 

aloof above others.’

θυγάτηρ בַת] Since G does not see בת as being in the st. cst., the inde-

terminate θυγάτηρ becomes rather obscure, though its obvious referent is 

.remains odd ,תִּתְגֹּדְדִי ,in 4.13, and the 2fs form בַת־צִיּוֹן

ἔταξεν שָׂם] Not infrequently the 3ms is impersonally used in Hebrew and 

Greek alike. E.g. עַל־כֵּן (ἐκλήθη) בָּבֶל שְׁמָהּ   (ἐκάλεσεν) קָרָא ;Ge 11.9 קָרָא 

ib. 16.14.1

τὰς φυλὰς τοῦ Ισραηλ] = שִׁבְטֵי יִשְׂרָאֵל.

5.2 (5.1) Καὶ σύ, Βηθλεεμ οἶκος τοῦ Εφραθα, ὀλιγοστὸς εἶ τοῦ εἶναι ἐν 

χιλιάσιν Ιουδα· ἐκ σοῦ μοι ἐξελεύσεται τοῦ εἶναι εἰς ἄρχοντα ἐν τῷ 

Ισραηλ, καὶ αἱ ἔξοδοι αὐτοῦ ἀπ᾿ ἀρχῆς ἐξ ἡμερῶν αἰῶνος.

 And you, o Bethlehem the house of Ephratha, are too few in number 

to be among the thousands of Judah. It is from you that someone will 

come out for me to become a ruler in Israel, and his origins are in the 

far remote past.

מוֹשֵׁל  לִהְיוֹת  יֵצֵא  לִי  מִמְּךָ  יְהוּדָה  בְּאַלְפֵי  לִהְיוֹת  צָעִיר  אֶפְרָתָה  בֵּית־לֶחֶם  וְאַתָּה 
בְּיִשְׂרָאֵל וּמוֹצָאֹתָיו מִקֶּדֶם מִימֵי עוֹלָם:

σύ אַתָּה] The subject fronted, there is a focus on it, and the same applies 

to the equally fronted ἐκ σοῦ ָמִמְּך.

οἶκος τοῦ Εφραθα אֶפְרָתָה] In the OT the combination אפרתה  does בֵּית 

not occur. NḤ possibly read another variant: σύ, οἶκο[ς … ε]φραθα 8.32, 

where the lacuna is said to have room for Βηθλεεμ.

ὀλιγοστὸς] Whilst the superlative can function with the value of elative,2 

it can also substitute the comparative as in πλείστην ἢ ἔμπροσθεν .. ἐξουσίαν 

1 For further details, see JM § 155 d-e, SSG § 87 c, cb, and SQH § 37 a.
2 So NETS “very few” and SD “sehr klein.”
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‘greater authority than before’ 3M 7.21 and χείριστα τῶν ἄλλων ‘worse 

than the others’ 2M 5.23.3 τοῦ is not a mere marker of the infinitive, but is 

a genitive of comparison as in Μείζων ἡ αἰτία μου τοῦ ἀφεθῆναί με ‘My 

guilt is greater than for me to be forgiven’ Ge 4.13.4

μοι לִי] A case of dativus commodi. Fitzmyer (1956.12f.), pointing out that 

he does not know of a case of such a dative preceding a verb, opts for read-

ing לֵצֵא with a so-called emphatic, asseverative lamed, ‘will surely come out.’ 

There is no intrinsic reason, however, why such a lamed is not to precede 

a verb, and we still remain rather sceptical5 about an emphatic lamed for 

BH.

ἐξελεύσεται יֵצֵא] On the impersonal use of the 3ms, see above at verse 1.

εἰς] Missing in NḤ in keeping with H, which makes the infinitive clause 

ungrammatical, because ἄρχοντα can scarcely function as the subject, and the 

predicate is to remain nominative if without εἰς, e.g. ἐγώ εἰμι κύριος ὁ ἀνα-
γαγὼν ὑμᾶς ἐκ γῆς Αἰγύπτου εἶναι ὑμῶν θεός ‘ .. who led you up from the 

land of Egypt to be your god’ Le 11.45.6

5.3 (5.2) διὰ τοῦτο δώσει αὐτοὺς ἕως καιροῦ τικτούσης τέξεται, καὶ 
οἱ ἐπίλοιποι τῶν ἀδελφῶν αὐτῶν ἐπιστρέψουσιν ἐπὶ τοὺς υἱοὺς 

Ισραηλ.

 Therefore He shall give them up until the time when a woman about to 

give birth to a baby does so, and the remainder of their brethren shall 

return to the children of Israel.

לָכֵן יִתְּנֵם עַד־עֵת יוֹלֵדָה יָלָדָה וְיֶתֶר אֶחָיו יְשׁוּבוּן עַל־בְּנֵי יִשְׂרָאֵל:

ἕως καιροῦ τικτούσης τέξεται עַד־עֵת יוֹלֵדָה יָלָדָה] In poetic BH and LBH 

the noun עֵת, probably in the st. cst., can introduce a temporal clause with a 

finite verb as in לְעֵת תָּמוּט רַגְלָם De 32.35 and 2  וּבְעֵת הֵחֵלּוּ בְרִנָּהC 20.22.7 G, 

however, is syntactically amiss: in view of τέξεται, a finite verb, ἕως looks 

like a subordinating conjunction, but, followed by a genitive phrase, it must 

be a preposition.8

τῶν ἀδελφῶν αὐτῶν] = אֲחֵיהֶם.

3 See SSG § 23 bb, p. 197.
4 See SSG § 30 cc. Whilst it is true that in most cases of this kind the Heb. infinitive is 

prefixed with מִן rather than with לְ־, there is at least one exception: הַמַּסֵּכָה צָרָה כְּהִתְכַּנֵּס αὐτοὶ 
δὲ ἀσθενοῦμεν τοῦ ἡμᾶς συναχθῆναι ‘we ourselves are too weak to be drafted’ Is 28.20. Thus, 
pace Fitzmyer (1956.10-12), there is no need to invoke Ugaritic, in which the preposition l- can 
mean ‘from.’

5 See Muraoka 1985.113-23.
6 See SSG § 69A ac.
7 For more examples, see BDB s.v. 1  עֵת c.
8 Pace Tov (DJD 8.88), adding a comma after τικτούσης would not deal with the syn-

tactic ambiguity.
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ἐπὶ עַל] The selection of ἐπί does not have to be viewed as a mere mechanical 

reproduction of עַל. See e.g. ἐὰν ἐπιστραφῇς ἐπὶ (אֶל) κύριον τὸν θεόν σου 

De 30.10; ἀναβαίνουσιν ἐκ πάντων τῶν τόπων ἐφ᾿ ἡμᾶς (ּעָלֵינו) Ne 4.6.9

5.4 (5.3) καὶ στήσεται καὶ ὄψεται καὶ ποιμανεῖ τὸ ποίμνιον αὐτοῦ ἐν 

ἰσχύι κυρίου, καὶ ἐν τῇ δόξῃ τοῦ ὀνόματος κυρίου τοῦ θεοῦ αὐτῶν 

ὑπάρξουσι· διότι νῦν μεγαλυνθήσεται ἕως ἄκρων τῆς γῆς.

 He will stand firm and watch out and tend his flock with the Lord’s 

power, and they will be in the glory of the name of the Lord their God, 

for now he will be declared great as far as the ends of the earth.

וְעָמַד וְרָעָה בְּעֹז יְהוָה בִּגְאוֹן שֵׁם יְהוָה אֱלֹהָיו וְיָשָׁבוּ כִּי־עַתָּה יִגְדַּל עַד־אַפְסֵי־אָרֶץ:

στήσεται עָמַד] Both verbs do not normally mean ‘to stand up (from a seat 

or sitting position),’ but ‘to stay standing.’ In this case it is about a shepherd 

ready to act in case of any emergency.

καὶ ὄψεται καὶ ποιμανεῖ] = וְרָאָה וְרָעָה. NḤ = H.

δόξῃ גְאוֹן] δόξα / גָּאוֹן, an equivalence occurring four times in LXX, but 

only here in XII.

τοῦ θεοῦ αὐτῶν ὑπάρξουσι] = אלהיהם יש. The pl. αὐτῶν fits the pl. verb. 

For NḤ (8.40) the sg. αὐτοῦ has been restored, which makes sense, since there 

begins after it a pl. verb with καί: καὶ ἐπιστραφήσονται = ּוְשָׁבו. 
The primary meaning of ὑπάρχω is ‘to exist.’ However, there are a few 

indisputable cases in which it is used as a copula in an equational clause, 

“A is B.” E.g. Ὥσπερ γὰρ σκεῦος ἀνθρώπου συντριβὲν ἀχρεῖον γίνεται, 
τοιοῦτοι ὑπάρχουσιν οἱ θεοὶ αὐτῶν ‘For just as a man’s tool, when broken, 

becomes useless, so are their gods’ Ep Je 16 and πολλαὶ σου αἱ κρίσεις 

ὑπάρχουσιν (GI εἰσιν) ἀληθιναί ‘your many judgments are true’ To 3.5 GII.10 

Another question that need be addressed here concerns ׁיֵש. Just like ὑπάρχω, 

this Heb. word primarily indicates existence. Though not very often, it does 

function as a copula. (1)  ָהֲיֵשׁ אֶת־לְבָבְךָ יָשָׁר כַּאֲשֶׁר לְבָבִי עִם־לְבָבֶך ‘Is it right with 

your heart as my heart is with your heart?’ 2Kg 10.15; 2) ַאִם־יֶשְׁךָ־נָּא מַצְלִיח 

 if you do prosper my way’ Ge 24.42.11‘ דַּרְכִּי

μεγαλυνθήσεται יִגְדַּל] The identity of the subject is obscure. It can be the 

glory of the name of the Lord or the name of the  Lord. NḤ reads μεγαλυν-
θήσονται = ּיִגְדּלו.

9 Cf. GELS s.v. ἐπί III 2 and ἐπιστρέφω II 1 b.
10 Cf. GELS s.v. ὑπάρχω 2.
11 There are another four examples of <ׁיֵש + suffix pronoun - participle>; see Muraoka 

1985.78. In Biblical Aramaic we find an analogous construction, e.g. לְהוֹדָעֻתַנִי כָּהֵל   הַאִיתָךְ 
 אֱלָהִין דִּי מְדָרְהוֹן עִם־בִּשְׂרָא Are you really capable of telling me the dream?’ Dn 2.26. In‘ חֶלְמָא
 gods whose residence is not with humans’ Dn 2.11, too, we find the particle used‘ לָא אִיתוֹהִי
with the value of a plain copula. See Muraoka 2020a § 17 3).
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5.5 (5.4) καὶ ἔσται αὕτη εἰρήνη· Ασσουρ ὅταν ἐπέλθῃ ἐπὶ τὴν γῆν ἡμῶν 

καὶ ὅταν ἐπιβῇ ἐπὶ τὴν χώραν ἡμῶν, καὶ ἐπεγερθήσονται ἐπ᾿ αὐτὸν 

ἑπτὰ ποιμένες καὶ ὀκτὼ δήγματα ἀνθρώπων·

 And this will be peace. When Assyria comes against our land and when 

it sets its foot on our region, then seven shepherds and eight bites of 

people will rise up against it.

וְהָיָה זֶה שָׁלוֹם אַשּׁוּר כִּי־יָבוֹא בְאַרְצֵנוּ וְכִי יִדְרךְֹ בְּאַרְמְנֹתֵינוּ וַהֲקֵמֹנוּ עָלָיו שִׁבְעָה 
רעִֹים וּשְׁמֹנָה נְסִיכֵי אָדָם:

αὕτη זֶה] Already Ibn-Ezra and Radaq understood the Heb. pronoun as a 

reference to the Messiah on the way. The selection of the fem. demonstra-

tive pronoun in G is a case of assimilation to the predicate, εἰρήνη.12

Ασσουρ אַשּׁוּר] A constituent of the following subordinate clause taken 

out and fronted; for other examples, see SSG § 84 c.

ὅταν כִּי] Rashi and Ibn-Ezra saw in כִּי an equivalent of אִם. NḤ provides 

a more conventional rendering, ὅτι (9.1), which, in combination with ἔλθῃ, 

a subjunctive form, creates a grammatical impossibility. The same holds for 

next line: ὅτι ἐπιβῇ. 

ἐπὶ τὴν γῆν ἡμῶν ּבְאַרְצֵנו] The Heb. preposition can be taken in a plain, 

locative sense, ‘to enter our land,’ as understood by NḤ (ἔλθῃ [εἰ]ς [τὴν γῆν 

ἡμῶ]ν), but with the selection of <ἐπί + acc.> G adds a nuance of hostility, 

which is further highlighted with the same prefix of the verb ἐπέρχομαι, and 

the same applies to the parallel prepositional phrase.

τὴν χώραν ἡμῶν] = ּאַדְמָתֵנו or ּאַדְמֹתֵינו. NḤ reads βάρ[εις, pl. of βᾶρις 

‘citadel.’

ἐπεγερθήσονται ּהֲקֵמֹנו] Who Assyria is going to be up against is under-

lined. It is difficult to say whether ἐπεγερθήσονται is meant as genuinely 

passive13 or pseudo middle; on this intriguing question, see SSG § 27 db. 

NḤ ἐπεγεροῦμεν = H.

δήγματα] = 14 .נְשִׁיכֵי ‘Bites’ parallel with ‘shepherds,’ and not ‘those who 

bite,’ as the subjects of ἐπεγερθήσονται sound rather odd. NḤ ἄρχοντας = H.

5.6 (5.5) καὶ ποιμανοῦσι τὸν Ασσουρ ἐν ῥομφαίᾳ καὶ τὴν γῆν τοῦ Νεβρωδ 

ἐν τῇ τάφρῳ αὐτῆς· καὶ ῥύσεται ἐκ τοῦ Ασσουρ, ὅταν ἐπέλθῃ ἐπὶ τὴν 

γῆν ἡμῶν καὶ ὅταν ἐπιβῇ ἐπὶ τὰ ὅρια ἡμῶν.

 And they will tend Assyria with a sword and the land of Nebrod in its 

irrigation ditch, and he will rescue out of Assyria, when it comes against 

our land and when it sets its foot on our domains.

12 See SSG § 77 a c), e.g. ἐκείνη σου ἡ μερίς, οὗτός σου ὁ κλῆρος ‘that is your portion, 
this is your lot’ Is 57.6 < ְחֶלְקֵךְ הֵם הֵם גּוֹרָלֵך.

13 So SD: “werden .. erweckt werden.”
14 Pace Wolff’s נֹשְׁכֵי, which means ‘Beißer,’ not ‘Bisse.’
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כִּי־יָבוֹא  מֵאַשּׁוּר  וְהִצִּיל  בִּפְתָחֶיהָ  נִמְרדֹ  וְאֶת־אֶרֶץ  בַּחֶרֶב  אַשּׁוּר  אֶת־אֶרֶץ  וְרָעוּ 
בְאַרְצֵנוּ וְכִי יִדְרךְֹ בִּגְבוּלֵנוּ:

τὸν Ασσουρ אַשּׁוּר  אֶרֶץ The absence in G of any equivalent of [אֶת־אֶרֶץ 

is difficult to account for. NḤ = H.

ἐν τῇ τάφρῳ αὐτῆς ָבִּפְתָחֶיה] As parallel to חֶרֶב one might expect another 

word denoting a piece of weapon, but one should note the two prepositional 

phrases are only partially parallel, for the first noun has no personal suffix 

attached. Then ָפְתָחֶיה becomes a particular type of landscape inside the land 

of Nimrod. פֶּתַח is often understood to mean a point of entry to a land at its 

border. Our translator took it to mean an opening in a field into which slaugh-

tered victims are to be hurled. For NḤ (9.6) ἐν παραξ[ιφι.. has been restored 

with no space available for a pronoun.15 The text may be identifying a form 

of פְּתִיחָה ‘drawn sword,’ a hapax in BH [Ps 51(52).22], rendered with βολίς 

‘drawn weapon’ or ‘weapon in general.’ This Gk noun, παραξιφίς, occurs 

merely twice in SG, and apparently rather rare outside of it as well, and is 

defined in LSJ s.v. as meaning ‘knife worn beside the sword, dirk.’ The first 

occurrence in SG is at 2K 5.8, where H reads צִנּוֹר, which does not denote 

any piece of weapon.16 The second attestation is at Jd 3.22 L17 for H לַהַב 

rendered φλόξ R ‘flame’ in perhaps the shining blade of a sword.

5.7 (5.6) καὶ ἔσται τὸ ὑπόλειμμα τοῦ Ιακωβ ἐν τοῖς ἔθνεσιν ἐν μέσῳ 

λαῶν πολλῶν ὡς δρόσος παρὰ κυρίου πίπτουσα καὶ ὡς ἄρνες ἐπ᾽ 
ἄγρωστιν, ὅπως μὴ συναχθῇ μηδεὶς μηδὲ ὑποστῇ ἐν υἱοῖς ἀνθρώπων.

 And the remnant of Jacob will be in the nations in the midst of many 

peoples like dew from the Lord dropping and like lambs on dog’s-tooth 

grass, so that none among the sons of men will congregate and resist.

אֲשֶׁר  עֲלֵי־עֵשֶׂב  כִּרְבִיבִים  יְהוָה  מֵאֵת  כְּטַל  רַבִּים  עַמִּים  בְּקֶרֶב  יַעֲקבֹ  שְׁאֵרִית  וְהָיָה 
לאֹ־יְקַוֶּה לְאִישׁ וְלאֹ יְיַחֵל לִבְנֵי אָדָם:

ὑπόλειμμα] See above at 4.7. NḤ has κατά]λοιπον. In XII the noun 

 occurs 16 times, always in the st. cst. followed by the name of a tribe שְׁאֵרִית

or הָעָם and suchlike. Its Greek equivalents are κατάλοιπος (12×), περίλοι-
πος (1×), and ὑπόλειμμα (3×). The third is always used in the sg., and the 

other two always in the pl., whereas שְׁאֵרִית is always sg. Hence the sg. 

κατά]λοιπον in NḤ is striking. In Zp 2.9 κατάλοι]πο[ι τοῦ] λαοῦ has been 

restored. In theory the sg. could be restored.18

15 This variant reading is preserved in later revisions. This rare word appears to have frus-
trated scribes as can be seen in diverse spelling variations; see Barthélemy 1992.752, n. 2619.

16 H here, בַּצִּנּוֹר  still remains a major headache for every scholar; it is all the more ,יִגַּע 
frustrating, since there is hardly any uncertainty what the two constituent words mean on their 
own.

17 Inadvertently missing in GELS s.v.
18 In the remaining case, Mi 4.7, NḤ reads ὑπόλειμμα [= G]. 
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ἐν τοῖς ἔθνεσιν] Probably imported from the next verse. There is no space 

for it in NḤ.

πίπτουσα] > H. For the use of πίπτω with ‘dew’ as the subject, see μὴ 

πέσοι ἐφ᾽ ὑμᾶς μήτε δρόσος μήτε ὑετός 2K 1.21L.19

ἄρνες רְבִיבִים] The Heb. word, parallel with טַל, means ‘copious showers.’ 

In Index 17a רביב has been suggested as a possible equivalent. In Christian 

Palestinian Aramaic there is such a noun meaning ‘lamb,’ though we do not 

know how to vocalise it.

ἄγρωστιν עֵשֶׂב] This rare Gk word, ἄγρωστις, occurs only four more 

times in LXX; at Ho 10.4 it symbolises uncontrollable, noisome growth. One 

wonders why our translator selected this rather specialised noun20 instead of 

such common words as βοτάνη or χόρτος to translate an as common Heb. 

word, עֵשֶׂב. NḤ (9.11) does read χό[ρτον.

ὅπως אֲשֶׁר] This Heb. particle can certainly indicate a purpose, e.g. καὶ 
φυλάξῃ τὰ δικαιώματα αὐτοῦ καὶ τὰς ἐντολὰς αὐτοῦ, ὅσας ἐγὼ ἐντέλλομαί 
σοι σήμερον, ἵνα εὖ σοι γένηται καὶ τοῖς υἱοῖς σου μετὰ σέ, ὅπως μακροή-
μεροι γένησθε ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς הַיּוֹם מְצַוְּךָ  אָנֹכִי  אֲשֶׁר  וְאֶת־מִצְוֹתָיו  אֶת־חֻקָּיו   וְשָׁמַרְתָּ 
De 4.40.21 אֲשֶׁר יִיטַב לְךָ וּלְבָנֶיךָ אַחֲרֶיךָ וּלְמַעַן תַּאֲרִיךְ יָמִים עַל־הַאֲדָמָה

The message emerging from this final clause in G differs not a little from 

that of H. This disparity begins with G deriving יקוה from a homonymous 

root and parsing it as יִקָּוֶּה Nifal. If we are to take this as indicative of rebel-

lious congregation, we would analyse συναχθῇ as middle rather than passive, 

thus pace SD “versammelt werde.”

Just as יְקַוֶּה and יְיַחֵל are synonymous in H, ὑποστῇ appears to have been 

brought into conformity with συναχθῇ, though יִחֵל has nothing to do with 

resistance,22 which the translator must have known.

5.8 (5.7) καὶ ἔσται τὸ ὑπόλειμμα τοῦ Ιακωβ ἐν τοῖς ἔθνεσιν ἐν μέσῳ 

λαῶν πολλῶν ὡς λέων ἐν κτήνεσιν ἐν τῷ δρυμῷ καὶ ὡς σκύμνος ἐν 

ποιμνίοις προβάτων, ὃν τρόπον ὅταν διέλθῃ καὶ διαστείλας ἁρπάσῃ 

καὶ μὴ ᾖ ὁ ἐξαιρούμενος.

 And the remnant of Jacob will be among the nations in the midst of many 

peoples like a lion among livestock in the thicket and like a cub among 

flocks of lambs, as, when it walks among them, separate them from one 

another, and seize (one of them), with none to rescue around.

וְהָיָה שְׁאֵרִית יַעֲקבֹ בַּגּוֹיִם בְּקֶרֶב עַמִּים רַבִּים כְּאַרְיֵה בְּבַהֲמוֹת יַעַר כִּכְפִיר בְּעֶדְרֵי־צאֹן 
אֲשֶׁר אִם עָבַר וְרָמַס וְטָרַף וְאֵין מַצִּיל:

19 In GELS s.v. πίπτω 1 a “2K 1.21” is to be corrected to “2K 1.21L.” R reads καταβῇ < 
καταβαίνω.

20 Its English translation given above follows its definition in LSJ.
21 Some more examples are mentioned in BDB s.v. 8  אֲשֶׁר b.
22 In Index 123a s.v. ὑφίστημι, we would place 1) יחל pi. under “Del.”
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κτήνεσιν בַהֲמוֹת] Κτῆνος, used mostly in the pl., just as בְּהֵמָה, denotes 

landed animal, whether domesticated or not. In view of the parallelism here, 

<ὡς - animal name, sg. + locative ἐν - animal name, pl.> κτήνεσιν, parallel 

with ποιμνίοις προβάτων, most likely refer to domesticated animals grazing 

in a thicket and threatened by a predator. By contrast, θηρίον indicates 

undomesticated, land animal.

σκύμνος כְפִיר] The Gk word can denote young of any predatory animal. 

Here the preceding λέων suggests ‘lion’s cub.’ In גּוּר אַרְיֵה Na 2.12 we have 

a two-word definition of כְּפִיר, rendered analogously σκύμνος λέοντος, sim. 

in Ge 49.9 and De 33.22. 

ὃν τρόπον] = כַּאֲשֶׁר. The Heb. particle here is a standard relative pronoun 

with λέων and σκύμνος as its antecedents. Since the three subjunctive verbs 

in the ὅταν-clause must be coordinate,23 this temporal clause has ended up 

incomplete, without a main clause, which applies to Am 5.19 as well. In this 

particular instance, ὅταν may be serving as a temporal conjunction, but among 

the six clauses in SG introduced with ὃν τρόπον ὅταν there are some in which 

ὅταν is almost redundant and the main value of the clause is that of compari-

son, e.g. ἡ ὄψις αὐτῶν ὁμοίωμα ἓν τοῖς τέσσαρσιν, ὃν τρόπον ὅταν ᾖ τρο-
χὸς ἐν μέσῳ τροχοῦ ‘they four looked like one image as if one wheel were 

inside in the other wheel’ Ez 10.10 < יִהְיֶה כַּאֲשֶׁר  לְאַרְבַּעְתָּם  אֶחָד  דְּמוּת   מַרְאֵיהֶם 

24 .הָאוֹפַן בְּתוֹךְ הָאוֹפָן

Am 3.12

Ὃν τρόπον ὅταν ἐκσπάσῃ ὁ ποιμὴν ἐκ 
στόματος τοῦ λέοντος δύο σκέλη ἢ 
λοβὸν ὠτίου, οὕτως ἐκσπασθήσονται οἱ 
υἱοὶ Ισραηλ

כַּאֲשֶׁר יַצִּיל הָרעֶֹה מִפִּי הָאֲרִי שְׁתֵּי 
בְּנֵי  יִנָּצְלוּ  כֵּן  בְדַל־אֹזֶן  אוֹ  כְרָעַיִם 

יִשְׂרָאֵל

Am 5.19
ὃν τρόπον ὅταν φύγῃ ἄνθρωπος ἐκ προ-
σώπου τοῦ λέοντος καὶ ἐμπέσῃ αὐτῷ ἡ 
ἄρκος

כַּאֲשֶׁר יָנוּס אִישׁ מִפְּנֵי הָאֲרִי וּפְגָעוֹ 
הַדּבֹ

Mi 5.8
ὃν τρόπον ὅταν διέλθῃ καὶ διαστείλας 
ἁρπάσῃ καὶ μὴ ᾖ ὁ ἐξαιρούμενος

וְאֵין  וְטָרַף  וְרָמַס  עָבַר  אִם  אֲשֶׁר 
מַצִּיל

Zc 4.1
καὶ ἐξήγειρέν με ὃν τρόπον ὅταν ἐξε-
γερθῇ ἄνθρωπος ἐξ ὕπνου αὐτοῦ

וַיְעִירֵנִי כְּאִישׁ אֲשֶׁר־יֵעוֹר מִשְּׁנָתוֹ

Is 7.2
καὶ ἐξέστη ἡ ψυχὴ αὐτοῦ καὶ ἡ ψυχὴ 
τοῦ λαοῦ αὐτοῦ, ὃν τρόπον ὅταν ἐν 
δρυμῷ ξύλον ὑπὸ πνεύματος σαλευθῇ

וַיָּנַע לְבָבוֹ וּלְבַב עַמּוֹ כְּנוֹעַ עֲצֵי־יַעַר 
מִפְּנֵי־רוחַּ

Ez 10.10
ὃν τρόπον ὅταν ᾖ τροχὸς ἐν μέσῳ τρο-
χοῦ

כַּאֲשֶׁר יִהְיֶה הָאוֹפַן בְּתוֹךְ הָאוֹפָן

23 Thus pace “.. raubt es; dann wird keiner da sein, der es ihm (wieder) entreißt” (SD). In 
an apodosis of a conditional sentence, we would not expect a subjunctive.

24 In GELS s.v. ὅταν the section 2 c should better read: 
c. preceded by ὃν τρόπον and almost pleonastic: ὃν τρόπον ὅταν ᾖ τροχὸς ἐν μέσῳ 

τροχοῦ Ez 10.10(-); ὃν τρόπον ὅταν ἐκσπάσῃ Am 3.12(-), where ὅτ. is possibly a doublet 
or an equivalent of ἐὰν or ἄν as in Am 5.19(-) v.l., cf. Mi 5.8(a), Zc 4.1(-), Is 7.2(-).
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διαστείλας רָמַס] In Na 3.14 we find a correct translation of this Heb. verb, 

‘to trample’: רִמְסִי בַחמֶֹר > συμπατήθητι ἐν ἀχύροις. It is then a figure of a 

lion trampling a lamb under its feet, and carrying it off dead or half-dead. 

Διαστέλλω means here ‘to separate between lambs’ and to pick up one that 

is after the predator’s liking. Why such a free rendering has been chosen is 

obscure.25

5.9 (5.8) ὑψωθήσεται ἡ χείρ σου ἐπὶ τοὺς θλίβοντάς σε, καὶ πάντες οἱ 
ἐχθροί σου ἐξολεθρευθήσονται.

 Your hand will be raised above those who afflict you, and all your foes 

will be annihilated.

תָּרםֹ יָדְךָ עַל־צָרֶיךָ וְכָל־אֹיְבֶיךָ יִכָּרֵתוּ: פ

ὑψωθήσεται ֹתָּרם] H is optative26 as against תָּרֻם. If our translator recog-

nised the form as such and wished to reproduce its full value, he could have 

used a desiderative optative, ὑψωθείη, and continued with ἐξολετρευθείη-
σαν. Though the optative is still very much alive in SG, only a few instances 

out of XII were noted by Turner, e.g. ἔλθοι Jo 2.8.27 Our translator may have 

been among those whose literary ambition was modest.

Here is a figure of a hand about to attack, cf. ὕψωσας τὴν δεξιὰν τῶν 

ἐχθρῶν αὐτοῦ Ps 88.43.

5.10 (5.9) Καὶ ἔσται ἐν τῇ ἡμέρᾳ ἐκείνῃ, λέγει κύριος, ἐξολεθρεύσω 

τοὺς ἵππους σου ἐκ μέσου σου καὶ ἀπολῶ τὰ ἅρματά σου

 And it will come to pass on that day, says the Lord: I shall annihilate 

all your horses out of your midst and destroy your chariots.

וְהָיָה בַיּוֹם־הַהוּא נְאֻם־יְהוָה וְהִכְרַתִּי סוּסֶיךָ מִקִּרְבֶּךָ וְהַאֲבַדְתִּי מַרְכְּבתֶֹיךָ:

5.11 (5.10) καὶ ἐξολεθρεύσω τὰς πόλεις τῆς γῆς σου καὶ ἐξαρῶ πάντα 

τὰ ὀχυρώματά σου·

 I shall annihilate the cities of your land and obliterate all your for-

tresses.

וְהִכְרַתִּי עָרֵי אַרְצֶךָ וְהָרַסְתִּי כָּל־מִבְצָרֶיךָ:

Though the vocabulary of BH is relatively modest in size, it is strikingly rich 

in a number of lexical-semantic fields. One such field is that of destruction. 

25 In Index 29b s.v. διαστέλλω “20) רמס qal” had better be moved under “Del.”
26 But not “Erhebe deine Hand” (Wolff 123), which should be תָּרֵם.
27 In SG Turner (1963.119) found a total of 539 optative forms whether in main clauses or 

subordinate.
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In this short passage alone (vs. 10[11] - 14[15]) we meet הֶאֱבִיד  ,הִכְרִית,  

 The list can be prolonged.28 The translator’s Greek .הִשְׁמִיד and ,נָתַשׁ  ,הָרַס

vocabu lary competes rather well: ἐξολεθρεύω, ἀπόλλυμι, ἐξαίρω, ἐκκό-
πτω, ἀφανίζω.29 These are verbs denoting destruction.

5.12 (5.11) καὶ ἐξαρῶ τὰ φάρμακά σου ἐκ τῶν χειρῶν σου, καὶ ἀποφθεγ-
γόμενοι οὐκ ἔσονται ἐν σοί·

 And I shall take your magic charms off your hands, and there shall be 

no diviners amongst you.

וְהִכְרַתִּי כְשָׁפִים מִיָּדֶךָ וּמְעוֹנְנִים לאֹ יִהְיוּ־לָךְ:

ἐξαρῶ הִכְרַתִּי] Further to our remark on the preceding verse, we note that 

the verb הִכְרִית appears in three30 consecutive verses, 10-12. Our translator, 

however, does not mechanically render it, but in this verse uses a different 

verb, ἐξαίρω instead of ἐξολεθρεύω, to which he goes back in the next 

verse. He must have had some good reason for this variation. In the cases 

where ἐξολεθρεύω is used, it involves physical destruction. In this verse, 

too, that may have been the case, but the locative adjunct, ἐκ τῶν χειρῶν 

σου, probably suggests that the enchanted instruments were taken out of 

sorcerers’ hands, leading to their virtual annihilation. The instruments did 

not have to be smashed, but could just have been hurled into a nearby ditch 

or stream.

ἀποφθεγγόμενοι מְעוֹנְנִים] The Gk verb means ‘to make a clear, oral state-

ment,’ usually in public and authoritative.31 Of its seven attestations in SG it 

carries negative connotation with the sole exception of 1C 25.1, where it is 

applied to functionaries in the Jerusalem temple, as they sing, playing various 

instruments.32 Thus Ps 58.8 (with God’s wicked enemies as the grammati-

cal subject), speakers of tedious things (κόπους) Zc 10.2 (// μάντις), a var-

iant reading in L of γνώστης ‘diviner’ 1K 28.9; its grammatical objects are 

μάταια ‘vanities’ Ez 13.9, μάταια ἀποφθέγματα ‘worthless apophthegms’ 

ib. 13.19. The instance in our Mi passage is to be understood against this 

background.

28 See a very long list at the end of GELS s.v. ἀφανίζω.
29 On how our translator coped with the multiplicity of synonyms in Hebrew and Greek 

alike, see Muraoka 2019.
30 In vs. 9 the same Heb. root is used in Nifal and translated with the same Gk verb in the 

passive.
31 In CG there are instances in which such a statement was regarded as oracle (χρησμός), 

e.g. Diodorus Siculus 16.27 and Lucian, Alexander 25.
32 The Antiochene version (L) reads προφητεύοντας ‘those who prophesy’ for הַנִּבְּאִים. 
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5.13 (5.12) καὶ ἐξολεθρεύσω τὰ γλυπτά σου καὶ τὰς στήλας σου ἐκ μέσου 

σου, καὶ οὐκέτι μὴ προσκυνήσῃς τοῖς ἔργοις τῶν χειρῶν σου·

 And I shall annihilate your carved images and the steles out of your 

midst, and you shall not worship the works of your hands any more.

וְהִכְרַתִּי פְסִילֶיךָ וּמַצֵּבוֹתֶיךָ מִקִּרְבֶּךָ וְלאֹ־תִשְׁתַּחֲוֶה עוֹד לְמַעֲשֵׂה יָדֶיךָ:

τὰ γλυπτά σου ָפְסִילֶיך] Between פֶּסֶל and 33 פְּסִילִים they are the most fre-

quent equivalent of γλυπτός, 40 times. Here is an intriguing morphological 

matter. In Hebrew פֶּסֶל is never used in the pl. and פְּסִילִים never in the sg., 

hence no פְּסָלִים nor פָּסִיל (as reconstructed in dictionaries). Γλυπτός in the 

sg. is sometimes used attributively, e.g. γλυπτὸν ὁμοίωμα ‘a carved image’ 

De 4.16, but also substantivally, e.g. τοῦ ποιῆσαι γλυπτὸν καὶ χωνευτόν ‘to 

make something carved and molten’ Jd 17.3, τὸ γλυπτὸν Μειχα ‘Micha’s 

carved (image)’ ib. 18.30. But in the pl. it is consistently pl. as in our Mi case. 

Ὁμοιώματα or suchlike may have been considered to be latent here.34

5.14 (5.13) καὶ ἐκκόψω τὰ ἄλση σου ἐκ μέσου σου καὶ ἀφανιῶ τὰς πόλεις 

σου·

 And I will cut down your sacred groves out of your midst and obliterate 

your cities.

וְנָתַשְׁתִּי אֲשֵׁירֶיךָ מִקִּרְבֶּךָ וְהִשְׁמַדְתִּי עָרֶיךָ:

ἐκκόψω נָתַשְׁתִּי] This is the sole instance of the equation ׁנָתַש / ἐκκόπτω. 

This Heb. verb occurs 21 times in BH, mostly in Qal, 3 times in Ben Sira, 

and once in QH. The number of its Greek translation equivalents is dispro-

portionately large, 14.35 For a semantic analysis of the verb it is important to 

note that in a number of passages in the book of Jeremiah it is in an antonymic 

parallelism with נָטַע ‘to plant.’ One example occurs in XII: וּנְטַעְתִּים עַל־אַדְמָתָם 
אַדְמָתָם מֵעַל  עוֹד  יִנָּתְשׁוּ  וְלאֹ Am 9.15. So also וְלאֹ  וּנְטַעְתִּים  אֶהֱרסֹ  וְלאֹ   וּבְנִיתִים 
 Je 24.6, see also ib. 31.28, 42.10, 45.4. There cannot be found even a אֶתּוֹשׁ

single case in which ׁנָתַש is used in a description of agricultural activity except 

our Mi passage which can be analysed as describing an act of uprooting care-

fully planted, impressive trees in a pagan temple court. The verb may have 

been part of farmers’ vocabulary.

5.15 (5.14) καὶ ποιήσω ἐν ὀργῇ καὶ ἐν θυμῷ ἐκδίκησιν ἐν τοῖς ἔθνεσιν, 

ἀνθ᾿ ὧν οὐκ εἰσήκουσαν.

33 This Heb. word has inadvertently dropped out in Index s.v. γλυπτός p. 25a.
34 Substantivised neut. pl. adjectives, especially articular, may refer to tangible objects, cf. 

SSG § 20 ec.
35 So Dos Santos 1973.138.
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 And I shall, with anger and with fury, execute vengeance against the 

nations, because they did not listen.

וְעָשִׂיתִי בְּאַף וּבְחֵמָה נָקָם אֶת־הַגּוֹיִם אֲשֶׁר לאֹ שָׁמֵעוּ:

ἐν τοῖς ἔθνεσιν אֶת־הַגּוֹיִם] BDB 668a s.v. 1  נָקָם analyses אֶת as a direct 

object marker. עָשָׂה with נָקָם  ,מִשְׁפָּט  ,טוֹבָה  ,חֶסֶד and the like can be combined 

with a variety of prepositions to mark somebody affected by such a deed: בְּ־, 

 we find three indisputable cases of combination דִּבֶּר מִשְׁפָּט Only with .עִם  ,מִן 

with אֵת as nota obiecti, e.g. וְדִבַּרְתִּי מִשְׁפָּטַי אוֹתָם Je 1.16, so ib. 4.12, 12.1, 

but in מִשְׁפָּטִים אִתּוֹ   as a אֶת Je 39.5 we have a distinct syntagm with וַיְדַבֵּר 

preposition, sim. ib. 52.9. With נָקָם or נְקָמָה in combination with עָשָׂה we 

find only בְּ־ or מִן, e.g. לַעֲשׂוֹת נְקָמָה בַּגּוֹיִם Ps 149.7, sim. Je 50.15, Ez 25.14, 

17 and עַמּוֹן מִבְּנֵי  מֵאֹיְבֶיךָ  נְקָמוֹת  יְהוָה  לְךָ   ,Jd 11.36, sim. Je 11.20, 20.10 עָשָׂה 

46.10. In view of these data we are inclined to view אֶת in Mi 5.15(14) as a 

preposition.

ἀνθ᾿ ὧν אֲשֶׁר] The causal value of אֲשֶׁר is well established. The first 

instance mentioned in BDB s.v. 8 c is נָתַן אֱלֹהִים שְׂכָרִי אֲשֶׁר־נָתַתִּי שִׁפְחָתִי לְאִישִׁי 
Ge 30.18 > Ἔδωκεν ὁ θεὸς τὸν μισθόν μου ἀνθ᾿ οὗ ἔδωκα τὴν παιδίσκην 

μου τῷ ἀνδρί μου. The use of the compound conjunction is felicitous because 

of its first constituent, ἀντί, which “precedes a noun of deed(s) which is 

requited, whether positively (reward) or, mostly, negatively (punishment)” 

(GELS s.v. ἀντί 3).



CHAPTER VI

6.1) Ἀκούσατε δὴ λόγον κυρίου· κύριος εἶπεν Ἀνάστηθι κρίθητι πρὸς 

τὰ ὄρη, καὶ ἀκουσάτωσαν βουνοὶ φωνήν σου.

 Do hear the word of the Lord: the Lord has said, “Arise, challenge the 

mountains, and let hills hear your voice.”

שִׁמְעוּ־נָא אֵת אֲשֶׁר־יְהוָה אֹמֵר קוּם רִיב אֶת־הֶהָרִים וְתִשְׁמַעְנָה הַגְּבָעוֹת קוֹלֶךָ:

λόγον κυρίου] = דְּבַר יהוה.

εἶπεν] = אָמַר. It is not apparent why the translator decided to expand H, 

if his Vorlage read the same: he could have said something like ὅ τι κύριος 

εἶπεν.

Ἀνάστηθι קוּם] On this Heb. verb which has virtually become an interjec-

tory word, see above at 4.13. Cf. Wolff (136): “Auf.”

πρὸς τὰ ὄρη אֶת־הֶהָרִים] Here again arises the question of how to analyse 

the particle את; see above at 5.15 (p. 241). The verb רִיב, meaning ‘to contest 

a legal case (against someone),’ lies close to עָשָׂה נְקָמָה את. BDB 936b s.v. 

 ”,we read: “c. acc. pers. with whom (unfriendly sense), Jb 102 Is 278 2   רִיב

where, however, the person is indicated with a suffix attached to the verb – 

-and we know that such suffixes are not necessarily equiva ,תְּרִיבֶנָּה and תְּרִיבֵנִי

lent to אֹתִי and ּאֹתָה respectively.1 Whilst no instance is attested of an exam-

ple such as אָרִיב אוֹתָם, we find מִי־יָרִיב אִתִּי Is 50.8 and ְהוּא־יָרִיב אֶת־רִיבָם אִתָּך 

Pr 23.11. In אָרִיב אִתְּכֶם נְאֻם־יְהוָה וְאֶת־בְּנֵי בְנֵיכֶם אָרִיב Je 2.9 אֶת, parallel with 

 :Jb 9.3. Note also the next verse לָרִיב עִמּוֹ .must be a preposition. Cf ,אִתְּכֶם

עִם־עַמּוֹ לַיהוָה   is a רִיב κρίσις τῷ κυρίῳ πρὸς τὸν λαὸν αὐτοῦ, where רִיב 

substantive. These data lead us to the conclusion that the particle in our Mi 

case is a preposition, hence the phrase cannot be rewritten as אוֹתָם, but only 

as אִתָּם. The translation with πρὸς is close to this analysis. Cf. Κρίθητε 

πρὸς τὴν μητέρα ὑμῶν רִיבוּ בְאִמְּכֶם Ho 2.2(4).

βουνοὶ הַגְּבָעוֹת] It escapes us why Ziegler rejects οἱ βουνοὶ. It is gram-

matically difficult as well to account for this shift from articular to anarthrous 

in the parallelism.

6.2) ἀκούσατε, λαοί, τὴν κρίσιν τοῦ κυρίου, καὶ αἱ φάραγγες θεμέλια 

τῆς γῆς, ὅτι κρίσις τῷ κυρίῳ πρὸς τὸν λαὸν αὐτοῦ, καὶ μετὰ τοῦ 

Ισραηλ διελεγχθήσεται.

1 For details, see JM § 125 ba.
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 O peoples, hear the contention of the Lord, and the chasms the founda-

tions of the earth, for the Lord has a contention with His people, and 

with Israel He will debate.

שִׁמְעוּ הָרִים אֶת־רִיב יְהוָה וְהָאֵתָנִים מסְֹדֵי אָרֶץ כִּי רִיב לַיהוָה עִם־עַמּוֹ וְעִם־יִשְׂרָאֵל 
יִתְוַכָּח:

λαοί] = עַמִּים. The reason for this discrepancy is obscure. In vs. 1 the moun-

tains were challenged for a legal contest, apparently to be conducted verbally. 

Then mountains are supposed to be capable of comprehending any oral mes-

sage. Ziegler has opted for this lectio difficilior as against variants such as 

ὄρη or βουνοί, easily understandable as corrections in favour of H.

φάραγγες אֵתָנִים] A most unusual equivalence. A look at the only other 

occurrence of אֵ(י)תָן seems to suggest that for some reason or other our 

translator struggled with this Hebrew word: וְיִגַּל כַּמַּיִם מִשְׁפָּט וּצְדָקָה כְּנַחַל אֵיתָן 
καὶ κυλισθήσεται ὡς ὕδωρ κρίμα καὶ δικαιοσύνη ὡς χειμάρρους ἄβατος 

Am 5.23. A steadily flowing wadi has little to do with an impassable wadi. 

Finding himself cornered into this conundrum, he might be indulging himself 

in an association of words, for he may have remembered אֶל נַחַל אֵיתָן De 21.4 

translated as εἰς φάραγγα τραχεῖαν, though he must have known that φάραγξ 

here is a rendering of נַחַל. Here we are dealing with a feature of the geographi-

cal landscape of the Holy Land. Earlier, ad Ho 10.4 (p. 127), we mentioned 

possible urban background and upbringing of our translator, for whom details 

of the Palestinian landscape somewhat different that of Alexandria and its envi-

rons. That might account for this rather free rendition here. Clefts or chasms 

in the ground can scarcely be called the foundations of the earth.2

6.3) λαός μου, τί ἐποίησά σοι ἢ τί ἐλύπησά σε ἢ τί παρηνώχλησά σοι; 

ἀποκρίθητί μοι.

 O my people, what did I do to you? Or how did I grieve you? Or how 

did I annoy you? Answer me.

עַמִּי מֶה־עָשִׂיתִי לְךָ וּמָה הֶלְאֵתִיךָ עֲנֵה בִי:

τί [2] .. τί [3] מָה] Neither λυπέω nor παρενοχλέω is a doubly transitive 

verb. Hence the interrogative τί is adverbial here, meaning “In what manner?, 

How.” On this unique Hebraistic usage, see above at Ho 11.8. Since it is 

attested elsewhere in SG, its use here is unlikely to be a mechanical repro-

duction of מָה. Alternatively τί can be analysed as an acc. of respect; see 

SSG § 22 xi.

2 Index 123b s.v. φάραγξ is in need of revision: under 1) אָפִיק Ez 6.3 is to be restored, and 
under 2) גַּי Mi 6.2 is to be deleted.
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ἐλύπησά σε .. παρηνώχλησά ָהֶלְאֵתִיך] From the meanings of the two 

Gk verbs concerned the second appears to be a rendering of הֶלְאֵתִי, but then 

where does the first come from?3

μοι בִי] On the use of the preposition in a description of exchange in court, 

see above at vs. 1.

6.4) διότι ἀνήγαγόν σε ἐκ γῆς Αἰγύπτου, ἐξ οἴκου δουλείας ἐλυτρωσάμην 

σε καὶ ἐξαπέστειλα πρὸ προσώπου σου τὸν Μωυσῆν καὶ Ααρων καὶ 
Μαριαμ.

 For I led you up out of the land of Egypt, out of the house of slavery I 

redeemed you and sent before you (, as leaders,) Moses, and Aron, and 

Miriam.

כִּי הֶעֱלִתִיךָ מֵאֶרֶץ מִצְרַיִם וּמִבֵּית עֲבָדִים פְּדִיתִיךָ וָאֶשְׁלַח לְפָנֶיךָ אֶת־מֹשֶׁה אַהֲרןֹ 
וּמִרְיָם:

πρὸ προσώπου σου ָלְפָנֶיך] In SG the preposition with the temporal value, 

‘prior to,’ is not used with a personal referent.4 Moreover, when it has the 

locative value, ‘in front of,’ it is never used on its own, but as a Hebraising 

pseudo preposition as in our passage. We see thus that the exodus of these 

three figures did not take place prior to that of the rest of the congregation, 

but they all left together with the three as their leaders.

6.5) λαός μου, μνήσθητι δὴ τί ἐβουλεύσατο κατὰ σοῦ Βαλακ βασιλεὺς 

Μωαβ, καὶ τί ἀπεκρίθη αὐτῷ Βαλααμ υἱὸς τοῦ Βεωρ ἀπὸ τῶν σχοίνων 

ἕως τοῦ Γαλγαλ, ὅπως γνωσθῇ ἡ δικαιοσύνη τοῦ κυρίου.

 O my people, do remember what Balak the king of Moab decided against 

you and what Balaam, the son of Beor answered him, (remember your 

journey) from the reeds to Galgal, so that the righteousness of the Lord 

can be recognised.

עַמִּי זְכָר־נָא מַה־יָּעַץ בָּלָק מֶלֶךְ מוֹאָב וּמֶה־עָנָה אֹתוֹ בִּלְעָם בֶּן־בְּעוֹר מִן־הַשִּׁטִּים 
עַד־הַגִּלְגָּל לְמַעַן דַּעַת צִדְקוֹת יְהוָה:

ἀπὸ τῶν σχοίνων ἕως τοῦ Γαλγαλ מִן־הַשִּׁטִּים עַד־הַגִּלְגָּל] This prepositional 

phrase can hardly be construed as it is with ἀπεκρίθη nor with ἐβουλεύσατο, 

but with μνήσθητι, but then we need to fill a bit in as in our translation above.

Wasn’t our translator familiar enough with the geography of the Holy 

Land? From the first mention of the place in Nu 25.1 it appears as Σαττιν, 

3 Pesh. /ʼkrit/ is = ἐλύπησά. So probably also Trg ְמְרוּעָא קַשְׁיָא אַסְגִיתִי עֲלָך.
In Index 75b s.v. λυπέω we would delete 7) לאה hi. and accordingly λυπεῖν ib. 239a s.v. 

.hi לָאָה
4 Unlike in CG, where we find, e.g. οἱ πρὸ ἡμῶν γενόμενοι ‘those who lived before our 

time’ Isocrates 13.19 and τοῖς πρὸ ἐμοῦ ‘my predecessors’ Thucydides 1.97.
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but in the other attestation in XII we have the same equivalence as here: τὸν 

χειμάρρουν τῶν σχοίνων < נַחַל הַשִּׁטִּים Jl 4.18.

ἡ δικαιοσύνη τοῦ κυρίου צִדְקוֹת יְהוָה] The pl. of צְדָקָה is attributed to God 

six times in BH, indicating manifestations of His character, acts of justice. 

LXX, however, consistently translate it in the sg., and in the sole exception, 

Ps 102(103).6 we read ἐλεημοσύνας. On the other hand, in SG the pl. δικαι-
οσύναι is always – 14 times5 – applied to humans, indicating manifestations 

of their character. E.g. οἱ ποιοῦντες ἐλεημοσύνας καὶ δικαιοσύνας πλησθή-
σονται ζωῆς To 12.9GI.

6.6) ἐν τίνι καταλάβω τὸν κύριον, ἀντιλήμψομαι θεοῦ μου ὑψίστου; εἰ 
καταλήμψομαι αὐτὸν ἐν ὁλοκαυτώμασιν, ἐν μόσχοις ἐνιαυσίοις;

 With what shall I secure the favour of the Lord, reach my highest God? 

Can I secure His favour with wholly burnt offerings, with one-year old 

calves?

בַּמָּה אֲקַדֵּם יְהוָה אִכַּף לֵאלֹהֵי מָרוֹם הַאֲקַדְּמֶנּוּ בְעוֹלוֹת בַּעֲגָלִים בְּנֵי שָׁנָה:

ἐν τίνι בַּמָּה] The preposition ἐν in the sense of ‘in return for’ is unknown 

prior to SG and reflects the so-called beth pretii, ‘bet of price’ in Heb.6

καταλάβω] Deliberative subjunctive; the speaker is pondering.7 The 

same verb in the same sense is resumed later with the fut.; another example 

of juxtaposition of the subj. and the fut., both with deliberative value, is Τί 
ἀντεροῦμεν τῷ κυρίῳ ἢ τί λαλήσωμεν ἢ τί δικαιωθῶμεν; Ge 44.16.8 It is 

about an attempt to secure God’s favour.

ἀντιλήμψομαι אִכַּף] This rare Heb. verb (5×) occurs only here in XII. Its 

meaning thought to have to do with bowing or bending may have escaped our 

translator.9 From the concluding part of the verse it is apparent that the verse 

is about worshipping and cultic ritual. The three Gk verbs selected imply 

general assessment and evaluation of such observances.

θεοῦ μου ὑψίστου] Ὕψιστος is often used on its own, substantivised, 

e.g. ἅγιοι ὑψίστου ‘saints of the Most High’ Da 7.18.10 On the other hand, a 

personal pronoun in the gen. can intervene in the syntagm <noun - gen. pron. - 

adj.> as in τὸ ἔλεός σου τὸ ἔσχατον ‘your latest mercy’ Ru 3.10 and τὰ 

ἐλέη σου τὰ ἀρχαῖα ‘your former mercies’ Ps 88.50. As regards מָרוֹם the 

following three instances are instructive, all in Ez:

5 Including ὧν αἱ δικαιοσύναι οὐκ ἐπελήσθησαν ‘their [= of the merciful people] were not 
forgotten’ Si 44.10.

6 For further data, see GELS s.v. ἐν 4.
7 See SSG § 29 ba (iii), pp. 313f.
8 See SSG § 28 gf. The choice in SD of two totally distinct verbs is debatable: “einnehmen 

.. erreichen.”
9 See also Pesh. /ʼešpar/, i.e. ‘I may be considered good enough.’
10 More examples are mentioned in GELS s.v. 1.
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a) 17.23 ἐν ὄρει μετεώρῳ τοῦ Ισραηλ בְּהַר מְרוֹם יִשְׂרָאֵל
b)  20.40 ἐπὶ τοῦ ὄρους τοῦ ἁγίου μου, ἐπ᾿ ὄρους ὑψηλοῦ בְהַר־קָדְשִׁי בְּהַר 

מְרוֹם יִשְׂרָאֵל
c) 34.14 ἐν τῷ ὄρει τῷ ὑψηλῷ Ισραηλ בְהָרֵי מְרוֹם־יִשְׂרָאֵל

In c) ὑψηλός is an attributive adjective, which applies also to b), because 

here God Himself is speaking and He would not refer to Himself in this 

instance as “the Most High.” In a) μετέωρος cannot be anything other than 

an attributive adjective. Our document does not attest to the use of עֶלְיוֹן as 

in ידֵֹעַ דַּעַת עֶלְיוֹן ‘he who knows the knowledge of the Most High’ Nu 24.16. 11

6.7) εἰ προσδέξεται κύριος ἐν χιλιάσι κριῶν ἢ ἐν μυριάσι χειμάρρων 

πιόνων; εἰ δῶ πρωτότοκά μου ἀσεβείας, καρπὸν κοιλίας μου ὑπὲρ 

ἁμαρτίας ψυχῆς μου;

 Would He accept (me) for thousands of rams or myriads of fatted ani-

mals lined up? Shall I offer my first-born children (resulting from) 

impiety, fruit(s) of my belly (to atone) for the sin of my soul?

בִטְנִי  פְּרִי  פִּשְׁעִי  בְּכוֹרִי  הַאֶתֵּן  נַחֲלֵי־שָׁמֶן  בְּרִבְבוֹת  אֵילִים  בְּאַלְפֵי  יְהוָה  הֲיִרְצֶה 
חַטַּאת נַפְשִׁי:

εἰ ֲה] On εἰ introducing a question, see above at 2.7.

προσδέξεται] As a transitive verb, προσδέχομαι requires an acc. object, 

which we have supplied in the above translation. A direct object of this verb 

cannot be introduced with ἐν,12 which is equivalent to a bet pretii mentioned 

above at 3.11 (p. 216) and 6.6 (p. 245).

ἐν χιλιάσι κριῶν בְּאַלְפֵי אֵילִים] The Heb. prep. בְּ־ here is conditioned by 

the verb, רָצָה ‘to be pleased, satisfied.’ The verb can take either a zero-object 

or a בְּ־ object. E.g. מִיֶּדְכֶם לאֹ־אֶרְצֶה   θυσίαν οὐ προσδέξομαι ἐκ τῶν מִנְחָה 

χειρῶν ὑμῶν Ma 1.10;  מִיֶּדְכֶם אוֹתָהּ   εἰ προσδέξομαι αὐτὰ ἐκ τῶν הַאֶרְצֶה 

χειρῶν ὑμῶν; ib. 13. 

Since G did not take בְּ־ as an object marker, he must have understood 

the preposition as instrumental, which is affiliated with beth pretii, and it is 

necessary to understand μέ or ἐμέ as direct object. Though no such Heb. 

manuscript is known, the translator might be mentally reconstructing H as 

אֵילִים בְּאַלְפֵי  יְהוָה   or suchlike. These remarks equally apply to the הֲיִרְצֶנִּי 

second ἐν in the verse.

The syntagm <num. st. cst. - noun phrase> is well attested in both Gk and 

Heb. Cf. SGG § 22 v (cc) and SQH § 26 fa - ff.

11 Thus pace “meinen Gott, (den) Höchsten” (SD).
12 Thus “Tausende von Widdern annehmen” (SD) is questionable. NETS’s “receive 

favourably among thousands of rams” is as questionable, for the Gk prep. here is scarcely 
locative.
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μυριάσι] The pl. of ‘tens of thousands,’ pace “ten thousands” (NETS).

In view of the parallel χιλιάσι this larger number is likely to refer to πιόνων. 

“Tens of thousands of lines of fatted animals” would not be accepted even 

for poetic licence, although the syntactic hierarchy is <a - [b - c]>.

πιόνων שָׁמֶן] The equation πίων / שֶׁמֶן is unattested in LXX.13 Oil as an 

essential ingredient in the ancient Israelite cult is well known, but this noun is 

not used on its own in the sense of a fat or fattened sacrificial animal, where 

-is under הַצּאֹן Ez 34.16, where הַשְּׁמֵנָה as adj. meaning ‘fat’ occurs in שָׁמֵן

stood, and MH amply testifies to the word applied to animals, e.g. דגים שמנים 

‘fat fishes.’14 Our translator probably mentally reconstructed here שְׁמֵנִים.

πρωτότοκά μου ἀσεβείας בְּכוֹרִי פִּשְׁעִי] Assuming what follows, פְּרִי בִטְנִי, 

is in explanatory apposition, πρωτότοκος and בְּכוֹר here are best understood 

as denoting “first-born male child.” The neuter gender of the form used here 

is no hindrance to this analysis. See πᾶν πρωτότοκον ἀνθρώπου τῶν υἱῶν 

σου λυτρώσῃ Ex 13.13, τὰ πρωτότοκα τῶν υἱῶν σου δώσεις ἐμοί 22.28 and 

others. Though the genuine masc. form is still found, e.g. Υἱὸς πρωτότοκός 

μου Ισραηλ ‘Israel is my first-born son’ Ex 4.22, the widespread use of the 

neut.15 is probably due to the neut. gender of τέκνον.

How are we then to account for the plural? Is polygamy being implied? 

This might be what is meant by ἀσεβείας.

What is the grammatical, logical relationship between the two consecutive 

nouns in G and H alike? HALOT 982b s.v. 3  פֶּשַׁעc writes: “to give my first-

born because of my crime (causal acc., see GK § 118 l.”16 Such an analysis 

was attempted in the Vulg., “pro scelere meo,” Rashi (קרבן לפשׁעי), Ibn Ezra 

and Radaq (בעבור פשׁעי). When occasions for a causal accusative are plentiful, 

its possibility of application limited to a couple of instances suggests that this 

is not much more than an ad hoc solution.

As a lexical-semantic solution BDB s.v. 6  פֶּשַׁע suggests “offering for 

transgression,” though the only reference is our Mi case. On the other hand, 

such an extension is securely attested for חֲטָאָה, e.g. עוֹלָה וַחֲטָאָה Ps 40.7, and 

13 In Index 96a s.v. 5c), the only passage concerned, ἐν τόπῳ πίονι ‘in a fertile spot’ Is 5.1, 
is to be deleted; H’s בֶּן־שָׁמֶן was probably read as בְּמָקוֹם שָׁמֵן.

14 For more examples, see Jastrow 1903, s.v. שָׁמֵן II.
15 Once applied to a daughter: ὄνομα τῇ πρωτοτόκῳ Μεροβ, καὶ ὄνομα τῇ δευτέρᾳ 

Μελχολ 1K 14.49, where the Lucianic version, taking offence at this, emended the adjective 
to τῆς πρεσβυτέρας.

16 The sole instance mentioned by GK loc. cit. is .. לאֹ־תָבוֹא שָׁמָּה יִרְאַת שָׁמִיר Is 7.25, where 
οὐ μὴ ἐπέλθῃ ἐκεῖ φόβος· ἔσται γὰρ ἀπὸ τῆς χέρσου καὶ ἀκάνθης εἰς βόσκημα προβάτου 
perhaps suggests that its Vorlage may have read, or the translator may have mentally recon-
structed, .. מִיִּרְאַת שָׁמִיר. In any event, for G the subject of תָבוֹא is יִרְאָה, pace GK “thou shall 
not come thither for fear of briers.” See also Vulg. non veniet illuc terror spinarum, Trg. לָא 
./’and Pesh. /lā’ te‘‘ōl l-tammān deḥltā’ d-ya‘rā ,תֵיעוֹל לְתַמָּן דַּחְלַת הוּבְאֵי

Willis (1968.274) follows Lescow’s (1966.46) “für meine Bosheit .. für mein verfehltes 
Leben”, seeing here an acc. of cause.
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innumerable references listed in BDB s.v. 4 חַטָּאת. An analogous shift, most 

likely under Hebrew influence, is observable in ἁμάρτημα as in ἐπιθήσει τὴν 

χεῖρα ἐπὶ τὴν κεφαλὴν τοῦ ἁμαρτήματος αὐτοῦ, καὶ σφάξουσιν τὴν χίμαι-
ραν τὴν τῆς ἁμαρτίας (2  הַחַטָּאת×) ‘he shall place the hand on the head of his 

sin-offering, and one shall slaughter the young she-goat meant for sin-offering’ 

Le 4.2917 and τὸ μοσχάριον τῆς ἁμαρτίας (חַטָּאת) ‘the young calf for the sin’ 

Ex 29.36.18

Whilst no indisputable case is to be found for such a shift in ἀσέβεια, the 

analogy of the above-quoted examples such as τὴν χίμαιραν τὴν τῆς ἁμαρ-
τίας and τὸ μοσχάριον τῆς ἁμαρτίας might render support to such an assump-

tion, thus “my first-born, (an offering to atone for my) impiety.” There is, 

however, one serious difficulty here. In the two parallel phrases in the second 

half of the verse, one of the parallel words, ἁμαρτία, is preceded by a prepo-

sition, ὑπέρ, probably added in G independently of H, but ἀσέβεια not. On 

this use of ὑπέρ τινοσ, note τὰ ὑπὲρ ἁμαρτίασ ‘the sin-offerings’ Ez 40.39 and 

ἐρίφους δύο αἰγῶν ἀμώμους ὑπὲρ ἁμαρτίας ‘two impeccable young goats 

for sin-offering’ ib. 43.22.19

The parallelism here also suggests that ἀσεβείας is sg., not ‘manifesta-

tions of impiety,’ though that could stand in apposition to the pl. πρωτότοκά 

μου. What then is the function of the genitive here? We suggest that this is 

a genitive of cause as in τὸ αἷμα τῆς περιτομῆς ‘the blood due to the cir-

cumcision’ Ex 4.26.20 Note the use of ἀσέβεια applied to illicit sexual acts 

in ἕκαστος τὴν νύμφην αὐτοῦ ἐμίαινεν ἐν ἀσεβείᾳ Ez 22.11.

ἁμαρτίας ψυχῆς μου חַטַּאת נַפְשִׁי] According to Wolff (138) ׁנֶפֶש with a suf. 

pron. added has the value of an emphatic pronoun. Then he could have trans-

lated the phrase here as “mein eigenes verfehltes Leben” instead of his own 

“mein verfehltes Leben.” How would he translate טָּאתִי  Could we not say ?חַּ

that anything one does with one’s limb or limbs ultimately flows out of one’s 

inner thought? The same issue arises with regard to ψυχή used here.21

6.8) εἰ ἀνηγγέλη σοι, ἄνθρωπε, τί καλόν; ἢ τί κύριος ἐκζητεῖ παρὰ σοῦ 

ἀλλ᾿ ἢ τοῦ ποιεῖν κρίμα καὶ ἀγαπᾶν ἔλεος καὶ ἕτοιμον εἶναι τοῦ 

πορεύεσθαι μετὰ κυρίου θεοῦ σου;

 Was it told you, o man, what is good or what the Lord requires of you 

except to practise justice and value mercy and be ready to walk with the 

Lord your God?

17 NETS “on the head of his mistake”; a mistake has no head. It is the head of a young 
nanny goat offered to atone for his sin.

18 More examples are mentioned in GELS s.v. ἁμαρτία 3.
19 Cf. Χριστὸς ἀπέθανεν ὑπὲρ τῶν ἁμαρτιῶν ἡμῶν 1Cor 15.3, and for further examples, 

see BDAG s.v. ὑπέρ A 1 b.
20 More examples are adduced in SSG § 22 v (xxi).
21 On this important, though complicated, question, see above at Ho 9.5.
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הִגִּיד לְךָ אָדָם מַה־טּוֹב וּמָה־יְהוָה דּוֹרֵשׁ מִמְּךָ כִּי אִם־עֲשׂוֹת מִשְׁפָּט וְאַהֲבַת חֶסֶד 
וְהַצְנֵעַ לֶכֶת עִם־אֱלֹהֶיךָ:

εἰ] A heh may have dropped out, i.e. haplography: הִגִּיד  < הֲהִגִּיד.

ἀνηγγέλη] By using the passive form the translator might be averting the 

question that might arise as to who said it.22 Hence there is no absolute need 

to assume that his Vorlage actually read הֻגַּד  = הגד. Of course it is possible 

that he parsed the defectiva spelled הגד as Hofal. In both Hebrew and Greek 

the third ms verb form is occasionally used impersonally.23

ἀγαπᾶν ἔλεος חֶסֶד  אַהֲבָה shows that עֲשׂוֹת The parallelism with [אַהֲבַת 

here is functioning as an inf. cst. just as ֹאֱהב Ec 3.8. Its syntactic status dif-

fers in שֶׁתֶּחְפָּץ עַד  אֶת־הָאַהֲבָה   Ct 2.7. As regards its meaning, it אִם־תְּעוֹרְרוּ 

is not so much as ‘to love’ as ‘to attach great value and importance to.’ Just 

as the two greatest commandments אַהֲבַת חֶסֶד is here presented virtually 

as a commandment. It is an act of mercy granted to you by your neighbour 

and also such an act performed by you for your neighbour. If one is sur-

prised to be commanded to accept mercy, one might remind oneself of what 

St Paul says he had heard Jesus saying μακάριόν ἐστιν μᾶλλον διδόναι ἢ 

λαμβάνειν ‘it is a greater blessing to give than to receive’ Acts 20.35. Neither 

virtue is our inborn tendency. Hence our Mi text continues with another 

requirement: humility.24

ἕτοιμον εἶναι] A rather unexpected rendering. The root צנע commonly 

thought to have to do with humility occurs only once more in BH, and correctly 

rendered in G: חָכְמָה  .στόμα δὲ ταπεινῶν μελετᾷ σοφίαν Pr 11.2 אֶת־צְנוּעִים 

The root occurs four times in Ben Sira, but its Gk translations are problematic:

a)  16.25  בהצנע אחוה דעי ‘I shall express my unexaggerated view’ 

ἐν ἀκριβείᾳ ἀπαγγελῶ ἐπιστήμην ‘I shall tell a view with accuracy’

b)  35.3 הצנע שכל ‘Keep (your talk on) science under control’ 

ἐν ἀκριβεῖ ἐπιστήμῃ ‘with accurate knowledge’

c)  34.22 בכל מעשיך היה צנוע ‘whatever you do, be humble’ 

ἐν πᾶσι τοῖς ἔργοις σου γίνου ἐντρεχής ‘in all your works be skilful’

d)  42.8 איש צנוע לפני כל חי ‘a humble man in the presence of every living one’

δεδοκιμασμένος ἔναντι παντὶ ζῶντος ‘acceptable before every living 

one’

We see this translator also struggling. Our Mi translator might be doing his 

own best.25

22 Both Vulg. and Pesh. got out of the problem by making the prophet speak: Indicabo 
and /ḥawwītāk/, quite a departure from H. For Rashi, Ibn Ezra and Radaq God is answering 
the questions put earlier in vs. 7.

23 On Hebrew, cf. JM § 155 b, d-f and SQH § 37 a, and on Greek, cf. SSG § 87 a, c.
24 Cf. Muraoka 2020b.90f.
25 On a morphological issue here, see Muraoka 2020.124.
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6.9) Φωνὴ κυρίου τῇ πόλει ἐπικληθήσεται, καὶ σώσει φοβουμένους τὸ 

ὄνομα αὐτοῦ. ἄκουε, φυλή, καὶ τίς κοσμήσει πόλιν;

 The voice of the Lord will be addressed to the city, and He will save 

those who fear His name. Hear, o tribe, and who will adorn a city?

קוֹל יְהוָה לָעִיר יִקְרָא וְתוּשִׁיָּה יִרְאֶה שְׁמֶךָ שִׁמְעוּ מַטֶּה וּמִי יְעָדָהּ:

Φωνὴ κυρίου ֙ק֤וֹל יְהוָה] For the Tiberian Massoretes the first Heb. word was 

not in st. cst., as shown by a disjunctive accent (ytiv), hence an exclamation, 

‘Listen!’, an analysis not opted for by G. But a voice, not a person, addressing 

the city may have sounded unusual, so that יקרא was parsed as Nif. יִקָּרֵא. One 

wonders whether or not our translator shared the conventional interpretation 

of ּקוֹל קוֹרֵא בַּמִּדְבָּר פַּנּוּ דֶּרֶךְ יְהוָה יַשְּׁרוּ בָּעֲרָבָה מְסִלָּה לֵאלֹהֵינו Is 40.3, where the 

use of the capital letter in the standard LXX editions with Ἑτοιμάσατε instead 

of Ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ is to be noted: φωνὴ βοῶντος ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ Ἑτοιμάσατε τὴν 
ὁδὸν κυρίου, εὐθείας ποιεῖτε τὰς τρίβους τοῦ θεοῦ ἡμῶν.

καὶ σώσει ..]. This middle part of the verse in H is rather obscure. Since 

Qal רָאָה is not doubly transitive, ָשְׁמֶך must be the subject of יִרְאֶה, but what 

on earth could  ָיִרְאֶה שְׁמֶך mean? Faced with this riddle, our translator radi-

cally rewrote the text: ֹ26 .וְהוֹשִׁיעַ יִרְאֵי שְׁמו

ἄκουε] = שְׁמַע, an adjustment of the sg. מַטֶּה. The pl. of H is ad sensum.

κοσμήσει] יעדה was derived by the translator from עָדָה ‘to adorn,’ and 

not from יָעַד ‘to appoint, assign.’27

πόλιν] = עִיר, which comes from עוד at the start of the following verse.28

6.10) μὴ πῦρ καὶ οἶκος ἀνόμου θησαυρίζων θησαυροὺς ἀνόμους καὶ 
μέτρον ὕβρεως ἀδικία;

 Fire and the house of a lawbreaker hoarding ill-gotten treasures and 

a measure of arrogance, injustice?

עוֹד הַאִשׁ בֵּית רָשָׁע אֹצְרוֹת רֶשַׁע וְאֵיפַת רָזוֹן זְעוּמָה:

μὴ πῦρ καὶ οἶκος] = הַאֵשׁ וּבֵית. μὴ presumably introduces a rhetorical ques-

tion that anticipates a negative answer. The clause consists of three noun 

phrases joined with καί. It can be seen as an answer to the question put at the 

end of the preceding verse.29

26 Barthélemy (1992.759) goes into some details of divergent readings among Hebrew 
manuscripts.

27 SD’s commentators (II 2376) and we agree at this point. However, to translate G with 
regieren does not represent our translator’s perspective, but that of readers ignorant of Hebrew. 
None of the four patristic commentators (Cyril, Theodor, Theodoret, Theophylactus) so inter-
preted the verb.

28 So, for instance, SD II 2376.
29 So understood by Theophylactus (PG 126.1 1155), for instance, who says, inter alia, the 

fire of invading enemies, which might look brilliant from afar, would rather destroy and devour 
the entire decorum (κόσμος) of the city.
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θησαυρίζων] Ziegler encloses the word with square brackets. Though only 

one Gk manuscript lacks this word and H has no equivalent for it, it cannot 

be missed in the interest of the Greek syntax.30 How would one otherwise 

account for the following acc., θησαυροὺς ἀνόμους?

θησαυροὺς ἀνόμους אֹצְרוֹת רֶשַׁע] Following his predecessors, Ziegler rejects 

an important v.l., ἀνομίας. In the overwhelming majority of its instances ἄνο-
μος refers to a person, e.g. οὐκ ὠφελήσουσιν θησαυροὶ ἀνόμους ‘treasures 

would not benefit the unlawful’ Pr 10.2, ἀνὴρ ἄνομος Is 55.7. When applied 

to a non-personal entity, it is usually substantivised neuter, e.g. ποιοῦντες 

ἄνομα καὶ ἀντέστησαν θεῷ Ma 3.15. In Hebrew, אוצָֺרותֺ רְשָׁעִים is unthink-

able. The reading θησαυροὺς ἀνομίας merits further consideration, not only 

because of its greater conformity with H here.

μέτρον ὕβρεως רָזוֹן -Ziegler’s reading is an indisputable improve [אֵיפַת 

ment on the traditional μετὰ ὕβρεως in view of אֵיפַת.

In Index 120a s.v. ὕβρις זָדוֹן has been suggested as an equivalent of this 

Greek noun.31 

False measures are to be condemned as illegal, but what have they got to 

do with arrogance? Is our translator of the view that correct measures ulti-

mately originate from God, so that attempts to falsify them are indicative of 

arrogance and impudence?32

6.11) εἰ δικαιωθήσεται ἐν ζυγῷ ἄνομος καὶ ἐν μαρσίππῳ στάθμια δόλου;

 Can someone unlawful as regards scales and falsified weights as 

regards bags be justified?

הַאֶזְכֶּה בְּמאֹזְנֵי רֶשַׁע וּבְכִיס אַבְנֵי מִרְמָה:

δικαιωθήσεται] = יִזְכֶּה. The translator read רָשָׁע, which forced him to 

manipulate מאֹזְנֵי, reading it מאֹזְנַיִם and not doing justice to the parallelism 

of the two prepositional phrases.

6.12) ἐξ ὧν τὸν πλοῦτον αὐτῶν ἀσεβείας ἔπλησαν, καὶ οἱ κατοικοῦντες 

αὐτὴν ἐλάλουν ψευδῆ, καὶ ἡ γλῶσσα αὐτῶν ὑψώθη ἐν τῷ στόματι 
αὐτῶν.

 From these they have filled their wealth with impiety, and her residents 

have kept talking lies, and their tongue has been lifted high in their mouth.

אֲשֶׁר עֲשִׁירֶיהָ מָלְאוּ חָמָס וְישְֹׁבֶיהָ דִּבְּרוּ־שָׁקֶר וּלְשׁוֹנָם רְמִיָּה בְּפִיהֶם:

30 SD supplies “Speichert,” saying that Ziegler prefers to delete θησαυρίζων, but the gen. 
ptc. cannot serve as the subject of the nom. πῦρ καὶ οἶκος ἀνόμου: “[Speichert] etwa das Feuer 
und das Haus .. unrechte Schätze ..?”

31 The most frequent among eight equivalents. As the eighth is to be added הָדָר Jd 5.22L; 
cf. Schreiner 1957.122.

32 None of the four patristic commentators consulted offers any hint on the matter.
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ἐξ ὧν אֲשֶׁר] The antecedents of ὧν are most likely the immediately preced-

ing στάθμια δόλου, which served as instruments for unlawful accumulation 

of wealth. The Heb syntax, however, makes us anticipate בָּהֶם or something 

like that inside the relative clause.33

τὸν πλοῦτον αὐτῶν ἀσεβείας ἔπλησαν] = חָמָס מִלְּאוּ   In Hebrew .עָשְׁרָם 

both Qal מָלֵא and Piel מִלֵּא can take two zero-objects. E.g. מִלְאוּ אַרְבָּעָה כַדִּים 

 ,Ex 31.3. By contrast, πίμπλημι וָאֲמַלֵּא אתֹוֹ רוּחַ אֱלֹהִים בְּחָכְמָה ;1Kg 18.34  מַיִם
when it takes two objects, enters only one syntagm, <vb - acc. - gen.>, and 

never <vb - acc. - acc.>. Hence ἀσεβείας in our Mi passage is sg. gen., not 

pl. acc. Interestingly, a synonymous verb, ἐμπίμπλημι attests to both syntagms: 

ἐνέπλησα αὐτὸν πνεῦμα θεῖον σοφίας Ex 31.3, where σοφίας is to be con-

strued with πνεῦμα θεῖον, and not with the verb as against ἐνέπλησεν αὐτοὺς 

σοφίας καὶ συνέσεως ib. 35.35. Likewise Is 11.3, Ps 90.16, 104.40. Our 

translator probably meant to say that they took recourse to all dubious and 

illegal tactics and means as they accumulated their wealth.

We would not analyse ἀσεβείας as a gen. of quality, i.e. ‘their wealth 

obtained through acts of impiety,’ for Hebrew does not allow ּמִלְּאו to inter-

vene between the two terms of the cst. chain. Furthermore, such an analysis 

would make the verb mean ‘to multiply,’ a meaning that is alien to πίμπλημι.
ὑψώθη] = מָה  The verb is indicative of arrogance,34 cf. ὑψωθῇ .רום√ from רָ֫

ἡ καρδία αὐτοῦ ֹרוּם־לְבָבו De 17.20.

The last three words of the verse is comparable to a nominal clause we 

find in ‘I embody insight, I am insight par excellence’ אֲנִי בִינָה Pr 8.14 in lieu 

of a more prosaic אֲנִי מֵבִין. This may have been missed by the translator, hence 

G’s attempt to restructure H.35

The 3fs pronouns must be referring to the city (πόλις) in vs. 9 above.

6.13) καὶ ἐγὼ ἄρξομαι τοῦ πατάξαι σε, ἀφανιῶ σε ἐπὶ ταῖς ἁμαρτίαις σου.

 I on my part shall begin to strike you, I shall exterminate you on account 

of your sins.

וְגַם־אֲנִי הֶחֱלֵיתִי הַכּוֹתֶךָ הַשְׁמֵם עַל־חַטּאֹתֶךָ:

καὶ ἐγὼ וְגַם־אֲנִי] The ubiquitous particle גַּם cannot mean here that two 

persons do the same thing. Hence not to be rendered ‘I, too.’ An analogous 

case is 2  גַּם־יְהוָה הֶעֱבִיר חַטָּאתְךָ לאֹ תָמוּתSm 12.13.36

33 An argument presented by Wolff (160) for viewing אֲשֶׁר as causal in value. So many 
modern translations.

34 Cf. ὑπερηφάνῳ κεχρημένοι διανοίᾳ ‘having taken recourse to arrogant thinking’ Theo-
dor of Mopsuestia in PG 66.1 388.

35 Barthélemy’s proposed interpretation, “Eux dont la langue est tromperie en leur bouche,” 
is questionable, since there is no pl. noun preceding that can serve as the antecedent of the 
French relative pronoun.

36 Radaq attempts to retain the usual sense of the particle: “Just as you have made the indige-
nous people sick who are robbed by you through your deceptions,” though no such incident is 
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ἄρξομαι] = הַחִלּותִֺי. The selection of the fut. in G, however, is anomalous.

ἀφανιῶ σε הַשְׁמֵם] Ἀφανίζω is one of the most frequent equivalents of 

the verb root √שׁמם. It is not easy to say precisely how the translator parsed 

 as the 1s prefix of Hif. Impf. would א with ה Replacing the initial .השׁמם

not do, since one would anticipate a single mem. Thus he probably iden tified 

an inf. abs. Hif., which he translated somewhat freely. The absence of καί 
before ἀφανιῶ suggests that he identified השׁמם as a non-finite verb form.37

6.14) σὺ φάγεσαι καὶ οὐ μὴ ἐμπλησθῇς· καὶ σκοτάσει ἐν σοὶ καὶ ἐκνεύ-
σει, καὶ οὐ μὴ διασωθῇς· καὶ ὅσοι ἐὰν διασωθῶσιν εἰς ῥομφαίαν 

παραδοθήσονται.

 You may eat but will never be be sated. It will become dark inside 

yourself and people will move away, and you will never be rescued. 

Whoever are saved will be handed to a sword.

אַתָּה תאֹכַל וְלאֹ תִשְׂבָּע וְיֶשְׁחֲךָ בְּקִרְבֶּךָ וְתַסֵּג וְלאֹ תַפְלִיט וַאֲשֶׁר תְּפַלֵּט לַחֶרֶב אֶתֵּן:

σὺ אַתָּה] The morphologically redundant pronoun in Greek and Hebrew 

alike is comparable to an accusing finger pointed at a person.38

σκοτάσει] = ְיֶחְשַׁך. The Heb. word here is a crux interpretum.39 G may be 

wanting to say: “you will agonise in depressive darkness.” The use of the 3ms 

form here is typical of natural phenomena. Another example is σκοτισθήσε-
ται τοῦ ἡλίου ἀνατέλλοντος ‘it will become dark, though the sun is rising’ 

Is 13.10, cf. SSG § 87 cc.

ἐκνεύσει תַסֵּג] Comparison with another occurrence of the same verb root 

in Mi could be illuminating. In οὐ γὰρ ἀπώσεται ὀνείδη ‘for He will not 

remove humiliations’ Mi 2.6 G must have read Hif. יַסֵּג as against H לאֹ יִסַּג 

 In both instances it is about distancing. However, transitive in the one .כְּלִמּוֹת

and intransitive in the other. In our present instance the translator may have 

read יִסַּג, though he leaves the identity of the subject vague, maybe deliber-

ately40: “someone who should be coming to your rescue will look away.”

mentioned by the prophet. The same holds for Barthélemy’s (1992.768) remark: “de même 
que .. par la violence .. moi aussi .. avec violence.”

SD reads “Und ich, ich werde ..”; without reference to H we could see here “assertive” 
force of the independent personal pronoun, on which see SSG § 7 be. But in view of גַּם that 
could not have been our translator’s intention.

37 Pace Harper (2016.85) we have not here an inf. abs. following a weqatal form.
38 For Greek see SSG § 7 bc, and for Hebrew Muraoka 1985.50f., 58 (3).
39 HALOT 446b s.v. “dirt, filth” is proposed, apparently based on Ehrman (TM: not Ehrmann) 

1959.156 (TM: not 56), who translates: “Thou shalt eat but not be satisfied, and thy wastes 
shall be locked up within you.” He mentions Arb. /wasḫ/ ‘dirt.’ Cf. also Driver 1965.114.

40 Note our remark below on παραδοθήσοντα. SD II 2377 asks: “Kann die 3. Pers. Sg. – wie 
im Hebräischen – unpersönlich wiedergegeben werden.” Our answer is “Ja,” see SSG § 87 cb. 
Here is a special case, however, should our assumption be correct. The translator is too sensi-
tive to state the subject explicitly.
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διασωθῇς תַפְלִיט] G may be meant as Qal, תִפְלוֹט, cf. ἀνασωθήσονται ּפָלְטו 

Ez 7.16. Would one then postulate ּיִפְלְטו in lieu of תְּפַלֵּט?

ὅσοι אֲשֶׁר] Some modern Bible translations translate אֲשֶׁר as “that which,” 

“what,” etc., but things you manage to rescue would not be handed over to a 

sword. The mpl. ὅσοι can only refer to animate beings, humans. The person 

being addressed here, according to G, is in some leadership position, attempt-

ing to rescue coreligionists or compatriots of his.

παραδοθήσονται] = ּיִנָּתְנו. The translator may not have been able to bear 

the image of God delivering some of His own people to be beheaded just like 

that.41

6.15) σὺ σπερεῖς καὶ οὐ μὴ ἀμήσῃς, σὺ πιέσεις ἐλαίαν καὶ οὐ μὴ ἀλείψῃ 

ἔλαιον, καὶ οἶνον καὶ οὐ μὴ πίητε,

 You may sow, but will never harvest. You may squeeze olive(s), but you 

will never anoint (your body) with olive oil, and wine you will never drink,

אַתָּה תִזְרַע וְלאֹ תִקְצוֹר אַתָּה תִדְרךְֹ־זַיִת וְלאֹ־תָסוּךְ שֶׁמֶן וְתִירוֹשׁ וְלאֹ תִשְׁתֶּה־יָּיִן:

σὺ אַתָּה] On the value of these pronouns which are morphologically redun-

dant, see at vs. 14 above. In this verse it is even repeated.

πιέσεις ְֹתִדְרך] The Heb. verb makes it plain that it is about treading fresh 

olives on a floor, which may escape readers of G, in which πιάζω / πιέζω can 

mean ‘to press, squeeze with a hand or hands.’

ἀλείψῃ ἔλαιον] This verb, when used in the middle voice, can be governed 

by a prepositional phrase of instrumental value as in ἀλειφόμεναι ἐν σμυρ-
νίνῳ ἐλαίῳ Es 2.12 o’, where it might not be a Hebraism (H בְּשֶׁמֶן הַמֹּר) in view 

of a case in CG such as ἀλειψαμένω λίπ᾽ ἐλαίῳ ‘when the two anointed them-

selves richly with oil’ Homer Il. 10.577.

 and both have יַיִן Once in XII this noun occurs in conjunction with [וְתִירוֹשׁ

been translated: יַיִן וְתִירוֹשׁ יִקַּח־לֵב οἶνον καὶ μέθυσμα ἐδέξατο καρδία λαοῦ 

μου Ho 4.11. No manuscript or version supplies another substantive. Despite 

of its position it is not very likely that it has been translated with οἶνον, יָּיִן 
left untranslated.

The equivalences in LXX of the words in question look as below:

תִּירוֹשׁ 38 יַיִן 142 שֵׁכָר 26 שִׁכָּרוֹן 3

μέθυσμα  1 οἶνος 132 μέθυσμα  4 μέθυσμα 1

οἶνος 36 γλεῦκος   1 οἶνος  3

μέθη  3 μέθη 2

41 Another LXX translator might be displaying a measure of sensitivity and sympathy 
towards a dramatis persona in the text he is translating, Hagar running away from her pestering 
mistress. See Muraoka 2020b.97f.
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The sole instance in LXX of the equivalence ׁתִּירוֹש / μέθυσμα is ׁיַיִן וְתִירוֹש 
οἶνον καὶ μέθυσμα Ho 4.11. This is striking since the above table shows 

that οἶνος is the standard rendering of both יַיִן and ׁתִּירוֹש. If we postulate that 

the latter means ‘not fermented, new wine, must,’ then we would have to con-

clude that, for LXX translators, יַיִן is a generic lexeme, “drink produced from 

grapes,” making ׁתִּירוֹש one variety of it.42 The selection of οἶνος in our Mi 

passage should be considered against this general background. However, 

another factor may be playing a role here. Did our translator know precisely 

what ׁתִּירוֹש meant? His knowledge of this detail of the agriculture in the Holy 

Land may not have been good enough as to suggest to him τρύξ as the best 

rendering. One could safely assume that this Greek word, not a particularly 

rare one, was in his Greek vocabulary. Once he settled on this equivalence, 

he may have found it unnecessary to repeat οἶνος.43

οἶνον καὶ ְו  Irrespective of the question of equations between [תִירוֹשׁ 

the two Heb. words and the one Gk word, the conjunction here in both lan-

guages calls for an explanation. Is the noun preceding it highlighted one way 

or another? It appears that alcoholic drink is considered distinct by the trans-

lator from the other two agricultural products. The verb is suddenly shifted 

from the sg. to the pl. Wine is viewed as indispensable for an enjoyable life: 

‘What is life when wine (οἶνος) becomes scarce?’ Si 34.27 and ‘a musicians’ 

melody accompanied by pleasant wine (οἶνος)’ ib. 35.6. The pl. verb suggests 

a family dinner or a social occasion.

In H the less expensive variety was mentioned first: “And new wine? No 

way. You do not deserve any kind of יין in order to have fun.” By contrast 

in G the generic term alone was mentioned: “Not food alone, but also οἶνος 

would not be available for you to enjoy with others.”

6.15 end) καὶ ἀφανισθήσεται νόμιμα λαοῦ μου 6.16) καὶ πάντα τὰ ἔργα 

οἴκου Αχααβ, καὶ ἐπορεύθητε ἐν ταῖς βουλαῖς αὐτῶν, ὅπως παραδῶ 

σε εἰς ἀφανισμὸν καὶ τοὺς κατοικοῦντας αὐτὴν εἰς συρισμόν· καὶ 
ὀνείδη λαῶν λήμψεσθε.

 and regulations of my people will be destroyed as well as all the works 

of the house of Ahab, and you went along with their decisions, so that 

I would (eventually) hand you over to destruction and all its residents 

to (target of) hissing, and you will be subjected to derisions by peoples.

אֹתְךָ  תִּתִּי  לְמַעַן  בְּמֹעֲצוֹתָם  וַתֵּלְכוּ  בֵית־אַחְאָב  מַעֲשֵׂה  וְכֹל  עָמְרִי  חֻקּוֹת  וְיִשְׁתַּמֵּר 
לְשַׁמָּה וְישְֹׁבֶיהָ לִשְׁרֵקָה וְחֶרְפַּת עַמִּי תִּשָּׂאוּ:

42 This is probably what is meant in “The Bible called it [= יַיִן]  ׁתִּירוֹש” (jNed 40.2), not that 
the two words are always freely interchangeable. I am told by an Israeli resident in Jerusalem, 
Mr Richard Medina, that in a local supermarket you can buy for a twopence a bottle of ׁתִּירוֹש, 
grape juice, as distinct from intoxicating יַיִן.

43 On potential implications of our translator’s probably urban upbringing, see above at 
p. 127.
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ἀφανισθήσεται] In Index 20a s.v. ἀφανίζω  יִשָּׁמֵד has been suggested.44 

However, our identification at ּיֶאְשְׁמו (> ἀφανισθῶσι) Ho 5.15 as ּיִשַּׁמּו renders 

.ἀφανισμός here / שַׁמָּה more likely. Note also יִשַּׁם

λαοῦ μου] = עַמִּי. Pace Rahlfs Ziegler justly adds a full stop after μου, mak-

ing the clause continue vs. 15, for otherwise καὶ πάντα τὰ ἔργα οἴκου Αχααβ 

would end up hanging in the air, not linked backwards or forwards.

After μου Rahlfs adds καὶ ἐφύλαξας [= וַתִּשְׁמֹר] τὰ δικαιώματα Ζαμβρι, 
which is roughly equivalent to H, but a second translation of the preceding 

clause. Obviously we need to adopt only one translation. A doublet of an entire 

clause is unheard of.

τοὺς κατοικοῦντας αὐτὴν ָישְֹׁבֶיה] Though the ptc. is substantivised in Greek 

and Hebrew alike, SG never allows the use of a gen. form here, hence not 

αὐτῆς. Either the acc. or a prepositional phrase is used, e.g. οἱ κατοικοῦντες 

ἐν Ιερουσαλημ 2  ישְֹׁבֵי יְרוּשָׁלִִַםC 20.20.45

λαῶν] = עַמִּים, which gives a message totally different from H, which is 

saying that some leaders are doomed to be derided by heathen nations on 

behalf of the entire people of God.

44 Barthélemy (1992.769) rejects a form of √שׁמד as an equivalent here, but his alternative 
interpretation “l’on s’excitait à observer ..,” let alone a play on words, “l’on se samarisait selon 
les prescriptions ..,” are not very convincing.

45 For a fuller discussion, see SSG 31 bbb.



CHAPTER VII

7.1) Οἴμμοι ὅτι ἐγενόμην ὡς συνάγων καλάμην ἐν ἀμήτῳ καὶ ὡς ἐπιφυλ-
λίδα ἐν τρυγήτῳ οὐχ ὑπάρχοντος βότρυος τοῦ φαγεῖν τὰ πρωτό-
γονα. οἴμμοι, ψυχή,

 Woe, that I have become like someone collecting stubbles during harvest 

and like small grapes during a vintage, there being no bunch (of grapes) 

to eat, the first-fruits. Woe, o (my) soul,

אִוְּתָה  בִּכּוּרָה  לֶאֱכוֹל  אֵין־אֶשְׁכּוֹל  בָּצִיר  כְּעֹלְלֹת  כְּאָסְפֵּי־קַיִץ  הָיִיתִי  כִּי  לִי  אַלְלַי 
נַפְשִׁי:

Οἴμμοι אַלְלַי לִי] An equivalence that occurs only twice, the other occur-

rence in Jb 10.15.

συνάγων] = 1 .אֹסֵף

καλάμην ἐν ἀμήτῳ] Obviously too long for H, and קַיִץ ‘summer’ has noth-

ing to do with G here. In Index 8a s.v. ἄμητος, קַשׁ בְּקָצִיר has been proposed, 

though this must be rather tentative, given its considerable departure from H.2 

The equivalence καλάμη / ׁקַש occurs nine more times in LXX.

ἐν τρυγήτῳ] = 3.בְּבָצִיר

τὰ πρωτόγονα] This must be meant to be in apposition to βότρυος, though 

the separation of the two terms in apposition is not common, and their gram-

matical case does not match. The first term is generic, the second specific.4 In 

H בִּכּוּרָה is the object of the following verb, ‘(my soul) desired.’5 Once our 

translator analysed בִּכּוּרָה as we are suggesting here, there remained not much 

scope for him to do as he did, admitting here an equivalent of אַלְלַי, maybe 

 a word he appears to be fond of. In another passage in XII he repeats it ,אֲהָהּ

three times, when H uses it once only: לַיּוֹם  Οἴμμοι οἴμμοι οἴμμοι εἰς אֲהָהּ 

ἡμέραν Jl 1.15.

1 The difference between G and H is not, pace SD (II 2378), that of sg. // pl., but between 
two different lexemes, Qal ptc. sg // cst.pl. of אֹסֶף, a substantive, as shown by the dagesh of 
the pe.

2 However, SD (II 2378) interestingly thinks of a possible intertextual allusion to Ex 5.12, 
where we read Israelites gathered stubble for straw (καλάμην εἰς ἄχυρα), and H reads ׁקַש for 
καλάμη.

3 In Index 119b s.v. τρύγητοσ, delete 2) a. קָצִיר.
4 See SSG § 33 c.
5 Pesh. reinforces this analysis by adding the conjunction /w-/ at the start of the last clause.
Wolff (173) and McKane (216) admit here in H an asyndetic relative clause, an analysis 

that would be analogous to that in G. We would, however, not equate נַפְשִׁי with אֲנִי, see above 
(p. 115) ad Ho 9.4.
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7.2) ὅτι ἀπόλωλεν εὐλαβὴς ἀπὸ τῆς γῆς, καὶ κατορθῶν ἐν ἀνθρώποις 

οὐχ ὑπάρχει· πάντες εἰς αἵματα δικάζονται, ἕκαστος τὸν πλησίον 

αὐτοῦ ἐκθλίβουσιν ἐκθλιβῇ.

 for the pious have vanished from the land, and those who conduct them-

selves uprightly are not to be found among people. They all demand 

capital punishment, they harass one another severely.

אָבַד חָסִיד מִן־הָאָרֶץ וְיָשָׁר בָּאָדָם אָיִן כֻּלָּם לְדָמִים יֶאֱרבֹוּ אִישׁ אֶת־אָחִיהוּ יָצוּדוּ 
חֵרֶם:

ἀπόλωλεν] The 2Pf. of ἀπόλλυμι is intransitive, but the 1Pf. transitive, 

e.g. ἔθνος ἀπολωλεκὸς βουλήν ‘a nation that is at their wits’ ends’ De 32.28, 

οὐαὶ ὑμῖν τοῖς ἀπολωλεκόσιν τὴν ὑπομονήν ‘Woe to you, who have lost 

patience’ Si 2.14. Cp. ὁ δίκαιος ἀπώλετο הַצַּדִּיק אָבָד Is 57.1.

ἀπὸ τῆς γῆς מִן־הָאָרֶץ] Pace “von der Erde” (SD) the prophet’s audience 

is most likely local.

δικάζονται] = ּיָרִיבו. Here emerges a message quite different from that 

of H, in which people are lying in wait to commit murders, whereas in G 
people in a court cannot care less over justice, as long as the accused gets a 

death sentence brought down on his head.

ἕκαστος τὸν πλησίον αὐτοῦ ּאֶת־אָחִיהו  A well-known Hebraising [אִישׁ 

expression of reciprocity. In XII alone the Gk formula occurs 9 more times, 

once (Zc 11.9) fem., but each time H reads ּרֵעֵהו. On the other hand, our 

translator makes use of an alternative, also Hebraising, expression as in חֶסֶד 

אֶת־אָחִיו אִישׁ  עֲשׂוּ   ἔλεος καὶ οἰκτιρμὸν ποιεῖτε ἕκαστος πρὸς τὸν וְרַחֲמִים 

ἀδελφὸν αὐτοῦ Zc 7.9; four more times in XII. One wonders whether or 

not G’s Vorlage read ּרֵעֵהו here.6

ἐκθλίβουσιν] In Index 36b s.v. ἐκθλίβω we suggested Qal צרר as a 

Heb. equivalent.7 But on second thoughts, its Hif. looks a better candidate in 

the light of an example such as καὶ ἐκθλίψω τοὺς ἀνθρώπους וַהֲצֵרתִֹי לָאָדָם 
Zp 1.17 and καὶ ἔθλιψαν αὐτούς וַיָּצֵרוּ לָהֶם Ne 9.27. So G read יצירו, i.e. 

.יָצֵרוּ
ἐκθλιβῇ] This can be analysed as an instance of the well-known cognate 

dative.8 However, in H there is no matching figura etymologica, something 

like הָצֵר or ֹצר. Though one could dismiss it as freely translated, the trans-

lator might have in his mind חֵרֶם ‘fishing net’ as in Hb 1.15, 16, 17, for such 

a net would come over to caught fish as harassing. The translator uses there 

σαγήνη.

6 Pesh. /ʼaḥu(h)y/, Trg. אֲחוּהִי, and Vulg. fratrem suum = H.
7 Wolff (175) suggests ּיָצוּרו, i.e. < √צור ‘to besiege, shut in.’
8 For details, see SSG § 22 wr.
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7.3) ἐπὶ τὸ κακὸν τὰς χεῖρας αὐτῶν ἑτοιμάζουσιν· ὁ ἄρχων αἰτεῖ, καὶ ὁ 

κριτὴς εἰρηνικοὺς λόγους ἐλάλησεν, καταθύμιον ψυχῆς αὐτοῦ ἐστι. 
καὶ ἐξελοῦμαι τὰ ἀγαθὰ αὐτῶν

 They prepare their hands for the evil. The ruler demands, and the judge 

spoke sweet-sounding words. That is what he desires. And I shall carry 

off their good things

הוּא  נַפְשׁוֹ  הַוַּת  דּבֵֹר  וְהַגָּדוֹל  בַּשִּׁלּוּם  וְהַשּׁפֵֹט  שׁאֵֹל  הַשַּׂר  לְהֵיטִיב  כַּפַּיִם  עַל־הָרַע 
וַיְעַבְּתוּהָ:

ἑτοιμάζουσι] The translation is Aramaising. In Aramaic Pael טַיֵּב means 

‘to prepare.’

εἰρηνικοὺς λόγους] Unlike in λαλεῖτε ἀλήθειαν ἕκαστος πρὸς τὸν 

πλησίον αὐτοῦ καὶ κρίμα εἰρηνικὸν κρίνατε ἐν ταῖς πύλαις ὑμῶν Zc 8.16 

the adjective here must be taken in sensu malo. שִׁלּוּם of H must have been 

read as שָׁלוֹם, and דּבֵֹר as דִּבֶּר, but even so the rendition is rather expansive. 

What has happened to וְהַגָּדוֹל?
ἐξελοῦμαι ָיְעַבְּתוּה] Another free rendition of a hapax in BH.

τὰ ἀγαθὰ αὐτῶν טוֹבָם] This is the first word of vs. 4. The neut. adjective 

here is substantivised.9 As implied in n. 9, ἀγαθά always implies value judge-

ment. It is not used like its Engl. equivalent as in “goods train” as against 

“passenger train.” The use of the article is optional.10

7.4) ὡς σὴς ἐκτρώγων καὶ βαδίζων ἐπὶ κανόνος ἐν ἡμέρᾳ σκοπιᾶς σου. 

[οὐαὶ οὐαί,] αἱ ἐκδικήσεις σου ἥκασι, νῦν ἔσονται κλαυθμοὶ αὐτῶν.

 like a moth that devours and walks on a rod on the day when you are 

watched. [Woe, woe,] your punishments are come.

 טוֹבָם כְּחֵדֶק יָשָׁר מִמְּסוּכָה יוֹם מְצַפֶּיךָ פְּקֻדָּתְךָ בָאָה עַתָּה תִהְיֶה מְבוּכָתָם:

σὴς ἐκτρώγων καὶ βαδίζων ἐπὶ κανόνος מִמְּסוּכָה יָשָׁר   Here again [חֵדֶק 

our translator appears to be struggling with features of the landscape of the 

Holy Land.11 Is he aware of :דֶּרֶךְ עָצֵל כִּמְשֻׂכַת חָדֶק וְאֹרַח יְשָׁרִים סְלֻלָה Pr 15.19? 

There, however, no moth is around. מְסוּכָה ‘hedge’ is a hapax in BH.

αἱ ἐκδικήσεις σου ָפְּקֻדָּתְך] It is difficult to decide whether or not the trans-

lator read the pl. ָפְּקֻדּתֶֹך, but elsewhere in XII we note ἥκασιν αἱ ἡμέραι τῆς 

ἐκδικήσεως < בָּאוּ יְמֵי הַפְּקֻדָּה.

9 The entry in question in GELS 2a s.v. ἀγαθός 6 is in need of emendation: “articular and” > 
“subst.”; “goods, possessions” > “good, valuable possessions; treasures”; “their goods” > 
“their good things.”

10 So in NTG, e.g. πεινῶντας ἐνέπλησεν ἀγαθῶν ‘He filled the hungry with good things’ 
Lk 1.53 and CG, e.g. ἦν οἱ ἄλλα τε ἀγαθὰ μυρία ‘he possessed countless other treasures’ 
Herodotus 2.172.3.

11 We fail to see why SD II 2379 believes the assumption of an Aramaism here √טרק can 
help.
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κλαυθμοὶ αὐτῶν] Are the referents of the pronoun personal? If so, who are 

“they”? It is possible to identify here an objective genitive with the pronoun 

referring to the preceding ἐκδικήσεις σου, hence ‘lamentations over your 

punishments,’ cf. αἱ ἡμέραι τοῦ πέντους τοῦ πατρός μου ‘the days of mourn-

ing for my father’ Ge 27.41.12 The same analysis applies to σκοπιᾶς σου. H 

with its pl. form differs slightly: “the day when those who watch you are out 

there.’

A number of equivalents are possible: בְּכוּתָם, cf. אַלּוֹן בָּכוּת Βάλανος πέν-
θους Ge 35.8, and בְּכִיָּתָם in MH.

7.5) μὴ καταπιστεύετε ἐν φίλοις καὶ μὴ ἐλπίζετε ἐπὶ ἡγουμένοις, ἀπὸ 

τῆς συγκοίτου σου φύλαξαι τοῦ ἀναθέσθαι τι αὐτῇ·

 Do not trust friends, nor hang your hope on leaders, beware of your 

companion in bed in communicating anything to her,

אַל־תַּאֲמִינוּ בְרֵעַ אַל־תִּבְטְחוּ בְּאַלּוּף מִשּׁכֶֹבֶת חֵיקֶךָ שְׁמֹר פִּתְחֵי־פִיךָ:

μὴ καταπιστεύετε] Followed by another negatived Pres. Impv., and then 

a positively worded Aor. Impv. On the intriguing complexity of these aspectual 

variations of Impv. forms, see SSG § 28 ha - hb.

ἐλπίζετε ἐπὶ ἡγουμένοις] On various modes of the government of the verb 

ἐλπίζω, see SSG § 52 c; in CG <+ dat.> is the norm.

τῆς συγκοίτου] The adj. σύγκοιτος is epicene and has no explicitly marked 

fem. form, but τῆς is revealing. So in ἦν τῷ βασιλεῖ σύγκοιτος .. καὶ ὁ 

βασιλεὺς οὐκ ἔγνω αὐτήν 3K 1.4 L. Hence either one’s wife or concubine 

is meant.

φύλαξαι] This verb in the middle voice, ‘to be on guard,’ often takes ἀπό 

as here. Since this preposition has already been used, the following τοῦ is 

probably a mere marker of the inf., an inf. of epexegetic value here, although 

it could be assigned an ablative value.13

ἀναθέσθαι] An idiomatic, free rendering of H, ‘the doors of your mouth.’14 

For the sense of ἀνατίθημι mid., cf. ἀνεθέμην αὐτοῖσ τὸ εὐαγγέλιον 

Gal 2.2.

7.6) διότι υἱὸς ἀτιμάζει πατέρα, θυγάτηρ ἐπαναστήσεται ἐπὶ τὴν μητέρα 

αὐτῆς, νύμφη ἐπὶ τὴν πενθερὰν αὐτῆς, ἐχθροὶ ἀνδρὸς πάντες οἱ 
ἄνδρες οἱ ἐν τῷ οἴκῳ αὐτοῦ.

12 Cf. SSG § 22 v xiii).
13 Cf. SSG 30 c, esp. pp. 361f. Whilst in SG the inf. is often introduced with a variety of 

prepositions, not a single case of <ἀπὸ τοῦ - inf.> is attested, see SSG § 30 aba. Hence ἀπὸ 
τοῦ ἀναθέσθαι is unlikely here. 

14 Pace Wolff (175) פִּתְחֵי is no dual. What would its pl. be?
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 because a son dishonours (his) father, a daughter rebels against her 

mother, a daughter-in-law against her mother-in-law, the people in one’s 

family are all his enemies.

כִּי־בֵן מְנַבֵּל אָב בַּת קָמָה בְאִמָּהּ כַּלָּה בַּחֲמֹתָהּ אֹיְבֵי אִישׁ אַנְשֵׁי בֵיתוֹ:

ἀτιμάζει מְנַבֵּל] This is the only instance of the equation ἀτιμάζω // נִבֵּל.
πατέρα אָב] The lack of grammatical parallelism with τὴν μητέρα αὐτῆς 

is a mechanical reproduction of H.15

7.7) Ἐγὼ δὲ ἐπὶ τὸν κύριον ἐπιβλέψομαι, ὑπομενῶ ἐπὶ τῷ θεῷ τῷ σωτῆρί 
μου, εἰσακούσεταί μου ὁ θεός μου.

 I, however, would look to the Lord, continue to count on God my 

saviour, my God will listen to me.

וַאֲנִי בַּיהוָה אֲצַפֶּה אוֹחִילָה לֵאלֹהֵי יִשְׁעִי יִשְׁמָעֵנִי אֱלֹהָי:

Ἐγὼ אֲנִי] There is unmistakable underlining and implicit opposition: what-

ever others might do, I .., see SSG § 7 bd.

 Being of a Lamed-He verb, there is no morphological possibility [אֲצַפֶּה

to mark this form as volitive, but its parallelism with אוֹחִילָה indicates in 

that direction. Analogous analysis can be applied to יִשְׁמָעֵנִי as against יִשְׁמָעֶנִּי, 
though we are not certain how our translator pronounced this unvocalised 

form.16 The last verb in H could be rendered “May my God listen to me!”.

7.8) μὴ ἐπίχαιρέ μοι, ἡ ἐχθρά μου, ὅτι πέπτωκα· καὶ ἀναστήσομαι, διότι 
ἐὰν καθίσω ἐν τῷ σκότει, κύριος φωτιεῖ μοι.

 Do not rejoice over me, o my enemy! Yes, I have fallen, but shall get 

up. For, if I am sitting in darkness, the Lord will provide light for me.

אַל־תִּשְׂמְחִי אֹיַבְתִּי לִי כִּי נָפַלְתִּי קָמְתִּי כִּי־אֵשֵׁב בַּחשֶֹׁךְ יְהוָה אוֹר לִי:

ἐπίχαιρέ] As is usually the case, the verb is used of malicious joy. For a 

rare exception, see at Ho 10.5. The target of such a joy is appropriately 

expressed through a dativus incommodi, μοι לִי.

ἡ ἐχθρά μου ֙בְתִּי  As rightly pointed out the suffix /-i/ cannot mean [אֹיַ֙

‘my,’17 since the form is accented, in the Tiberian accentuation, as penul-

timate. The final vowel is a so-called paragogic i, frequent with participles in 

particular, JM § 93 n. We see that G has analysed the form differently. The 

fem. gender may be compared to the standing expression בַּת צִיּוֹן. Its identity, 

however, is disputed already by mediaeval Jewish commentators; the Roman 

15 Improved in Pesh. /la(ʼ)vū(h)y/, cf. Trg. /ʼabbāʼ/.
16 On this detail, see JM § 61 f.
17 Thus pace Wolff 187 and McKane 218.
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Empire, Babylonian, or Assyrian Empire have been mentioned. מְלוּכָה  ,אֶרֶץ 

or מַמְלָכָה may be at the back of the speaker’s mind as a referent of the fem. 

participle. In BH the fem. sg. can be a reference to a group of individuals, 

e.g. 4  < דַּלַּת הָאָרֶץK 24.14 οἱ πτωχοὶ τῆς γῆς, cf. JM § 134 o.

ὅτι כִּי] Though a most frequent equivalence, the conjunction in the two 

languages do not appear to mean the same thing. As correctly punctuated 

by Rahlfs and Ziegler, this ὅτι-clause is to be construed backwards, indicating 

a cause of the enemy’s gloating, namely I’m fallen; cf. ἐπιχαρέντες τῇ σῇ 

πτώσει ‘having gloated over your fall’ Ba 4.31. By contrast, the כִּי-clause is 

to be construed forwards and is often taken to be concessive in value, ‘though’: 

“Though I did fall, look, I am already up and about.”18 This analysis is ren-

dered likely in view of the shift in tense in G, Pf. > Fut., in contrast to the 

two qatal’s in H. In order to express a usual causal idea our translator skil-

fully changes the conjunction in this very verse: διότι.
ἐὰν] Most likely freely added, though possibly = כי אם אשׁב.

φωτιεῖ] Possibly = יָאוֹר or the translator saw a substantive, “the Lord is a 

light for me,” but freely translated.

7.9) ὀργὴν κυρίου ὑποίσω, ὅτι ἥμαρτον αὐτῷ, ἕως τοῦ δικαιῶσαι αὐτὸν 

τὴν δίκην μου· καὶ ποιήσει τὸ κρίμα μου καὶ ἐξάξει με εἰς τὸ φῶς, 

ὄψομαι τὴν δικαιοσύνην αὐτοῦ.

 I shall bear the wrath of the Lord, for I have sinned against Him, until 

He deals with my case and performs my verdict and takes me out into 

the light, I shall see His justice.

לָאוֹר  יוֹצִיאֵנִי  מִשְׁפָּטִי  וְעָשָׂה  רִיבִי  יָרִיב  אֲשֶׁר  עַד  לוֹ  חָטָאתִי  כִּי  אֶשָּׂא  יְהוָה  זַעַף 
אֶרְאֶה בְּצִדְקָתוֹ:

ὀργὴν זַעַף] A rare equivalence that occurs once more, also about divine 

anger, at 2C 28.9. The Heb. word appears in Jn 1.15 with reference to the 

rolling swell of rough sea, rendered with σάλος.

τοῦ δικαιῶσαι αὐτὸν τὴν δίκην μου רִיבִי  Cf. δίκασον τὴν δίκην [יָרִיב 

μου רִיבָה רִיבִי Ps 42(43).1, an appeal to God.

.ἐποίησας τὴν κρίσιν μου Ps 9.5 עָשִׂיתָ מִשְׁפָּטִי .Cf [עָשָׂה מִשְׁפָּטִי

καὶ ποιήσει] The punctuation adopted by Swete, Rahlfs, and Ziegler as 

well as the shift from the infinitive (δικαιῶσαι) to the future show the pro-

gression of thought reflected in G as different from that in H. In the latter, 

-is a w-qataltí form constituting an integrated complex with the preced וְעָשָׂה

ing יָרִיב. By contrast, in G, a totally new thought is introduced with וְעָשָׂה, an 

analysis which harmonises with the addition of καὶ, which is missing from 

18 The concessive כִּי is not very frequent in BH. HALOT s.v. II 12  כִּי mentions 6 instances, 
but LXX has not so analysed it, even in an obvious case such as Pr 6.35. The notion of “though, 
although” is usually expressed with εἰ καί or ἐὰν καί, but in SG they mean “even if.”
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 עַד אֲשֶׁר is not governed by יוֹצִיאֵנִי Whilst Keil (500) points out that .יוֹצִיאֵנִי

and, starting with יוֹצִיאֵנִי, “the hope takes the form of the certain assurance,” 

the vocalisation instead of יוֹצִיאֶנִּי might be indicative of a wish. Cf. our 

remarks above ad 7.7 above. A volitive value can be applied to אֶרְאֶה.

ποιήσει τὸ κρίμα μου] Because the speaker has admitted his sinful past, 

the verdict cannot be “completely innocent.” Even so, he is wishing, God will 

take him out of the total darkness and grant him sparks of light.

 means ‘to look with interest’ whether רָאָה בְּ־ The collocation [אֶרְאֶה בְּצִדְקָתוֹ

in sensu bono or sensu malo.19 This Hebraism has become naturalised in SG 

to a certain extent, e.g. ָלִרְאוֹת בְּטוֹבַת בְּחִירֶיך τοῦ ἰδεῖν ἐν τῇ χρηστότητι τῶν 

ἐκλεκτῶν σου Ps 105(106).5,20 but has often been rejected as in our Mi case, 

so also Ob 12, Je 36(29).32, Jb 20.17, 33.28, Ps 127(128).5.

7.10) καὶ ὄψεται ἡ ἐχθρά μου καὶ περιβαλεῖται αἰσχύνην ἡ λέγουσα πρός 

με Ποῦ κύριος ὁ θεός σου; οἱ ὀφθαλμοί μου ἐπόψονται αὐτήν· νῦν 

ἔσται εἰς καταπάτημα ὡς πηλὸς ἐν ταῖς ὁδοῖς

 Then my enemy will see (it) and the tongue which used to say to me 

“Where is the Lord your god?” will be covered with shame. My eyes 

will look at her. Now she will become something like clay to be tram-

pled upon in the streets

וְתֵרֶא אֹיַבְתִּי וּתְכַסֶּהָ בוּשָׁה הָאֹמְרָה אֵלַי אַיּוֹ יְהוָה אֱלֹהָיִךְ עֵינַי תִּרְאֶינָּה בָּהּ עַתָּה 
תִּהְיֶה לְמִרְמָס כְּטִיט חוּצוֹת:

.See above at vs. 8 [אֹיַבְתִּי

περιβαλεῖται αἰσχύνην ἡ λέγουσα הָאֹמְרָה בוּשָׁה  -On this meta [תְכַסֶּהָ 

phorical use of περιβάλλομαι, cf. περιβαλέσθωσαν αἰσχύνην καὶ ἐντρο-
πὴν οἱ ζητοῦντες τὰ κακά μοι Ps 70.13. The passive voice in the translation 

above, “be covered,” does not imply that περιβαλεῖται is genuinely passive, 

which should be περιβληθήσεται. The subtle nuance of the middle voice here 

is “she will have no choice but to put on shame, she will find herself wearing.” 

Note the active voice in H: ‘shame will cover her.’

αὐτήν] Instead of ἐν αὐτῇ. See at vs. 9 end.

ἡ λέγουσα הָאמְֹרָה] A substantivised ptc. with the article attached can refer 

to a past event or condition,21 as in ἐνετείλατο Ιωσηφ τῷ ὄντι ἐπὶ τῆς οἰκίας 

αὐτοῦ ‘Joseph commanded the one who was in charge of his house’ Ge 44.1. 

In our case the present tense may carry imperfective value.22 Otherwise ἡ 

εἰποῦσα ‘she who once said’ could have been used.

19 BDB s.v. רָאָה Qal 8 a.
20 For more examples, see GELS s.v. εἶδον *2 b and ὁράω I 2 a. Under the former verb, 

the asterisk is missing.
21 See SSG § 31 ba-bba.
22 As captured by Pesh. /d-(ʼ)āmrā (h)wāt/ and Trg. דַּהְוָת אָמְרָא 
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ἐπόψονται αὐτήν ּתִּרְאֶינָּה בָּה] On the collocation רָאָה בְּ־, see on the preced-

ing verse. In G and H alike the fem. pronoun can be referring to her shame.

καταπάτημα מִרְמָס] The Gk word refers to a result of καταπατέω ‘to tram-

ple,’ whereas מִרְמָס here indicates the action itself, for which SG has κατα-
πάτησις as in ἔθεντο αὐτοὺς ὡς χοῦν εἰς καταπάτησιν (ׁלָדֻש) 4K 13.7. A 

somewhat loose use of this substantive is exemplified in οὐκ ἀπέστρεψεν 

χεῖρα αὐτοῦ ἀπὸ καταπατήματος ‘He did not pull His hand back from ..’ 

La 2.8, for the noun is about what one does with one’s feet.23 Note the use 

of καταπατέω as in καταπατοῦσαι (רצְֹצוֹת) πένητας Am 4.1 // καταπατοῦ-
ντες (צרְֹרֵי) δίκαιον ib. 5.12, where the second Heb. verb in particular has 

nothing to with feet.

7.11) ἡμέρας ἀλοιφῆς πλίνθου. ἐξάλειψίς σου ἡ ἡμέρα ἐκείνη, καὶ ἀπο-
τρίψεται νόμιμα ἡ ἡμέρα ἐκείνη·

 on the day of daubing (and making of) brick. That day is your oblitera-

tion, and that day shall annul regulations.

יוֹם לִבְנוֹת גְּדֵרָיִךְ יוֹם הַהוּא יִרְחַק־חקֹ:

ἡμέρας] Should one follow here Rahlfs’s and Ziegler’s reading, this is 

most likely a temporal genitive, ‘on the day of ..,’ and the the first three words 

must be concluding the preceding verse. A variant, ἡμέραν, can be similarly 

analysed. Another variant ημερα should be accented ἡμέρᾳ, a temporal dative.24 

In yet another variant, εν ημερα, i.e. ἐν ἡμέρᾳ, the temporal value is explicitly 

marked with the preposition.25

ἀποτρίψεται] = יַרְחִק.
The message of the main part of the verse in G is very difficult to fathom 

in relation to H, in which latter we can identify nothing that would be equiva-

lent to ἐξάλειψις. Nor do we see what difficulty ְגְּדֵרָיִך  could have לִבְנוֹת 

caused.26 In G we hear a doomsday prophecy instead of a gospel message 

23 Ziegler, basing himself solely on the fifth column of Origen’s Hexapla, reads καταπο-
ντίσματος. We would regard this as a secondary harmonisation with κατεπόντισε(ν) in vss. 
2 and 5. The meaning of καταποντίζω also testifies to deviation from its primary meaning of 
‘to drown by throwing into the sea’ in the direction of ‘to obliterate, annihilate (in general),’ 
e.g. κατεπόντισεν πάσας τὰς βάρεις αὐτῆς La 2.5; God would have had the towers of 
Jerusalem transported hundreds of kilometres to the Mediterranean Sea, the Sea of Galilee or 
the Dead Sea.

Pace LSJ s.v. καταπάτημα the word is unlikely to mean “that which is trampled under 
foot.”

24 See SSG § 22 h, xc, we. Brenton reads .. ταῖσ ὁδοῖσ. Ἡμέρα .. πλίνθου, ἐξάλείψισ ..
25 To read with Swete .. ἐν ταῖσ ὁδοῖσ. 11ἡμέρασ ἀλοιφῆσ πλίνθου, ἐξάλειψίσ σου .. 

makes for rather loose syntax.
26 SD II.2380 identifies πλίνθος as a rendering of לבנות, but one could fairly assume that 

our translator knew that the pl. of לְבֵנָה ‘brick,’ which occurs as often as 9 times in BH, is 
.לְבֵנוֹת* never ,לְבֵנִים
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over a rosy future.27 It must be admitted, however, that the wording of H is 

not quite normal: יוֹם הַהוּא and also יוֹם הוּא at the start of the next verse.

7.12) καὶ αἱ πόλεις σου ἥξουσιν εἰς ὁμαλισμὸν καὶ εἰς διαμερισμὸν 

[Ἀσσυρίων] καὶ αἱ πόλεις σου αἱ ὀχυραὶ εἰς διαμερισμὸν ἀπὸ 

Τύρου ἕως τοῦ ποταμοῦ, ἡμέρα ὕδατος καὶ θορύβου·

 and your cities will come to be levelled and to be a (spoil) divided 

among Assyrians and your fortified cities to be a spoil from Tyre to 

the river, a day of water and disarray.

יוֹם הוּא וְעָדֶיךָ יָבוֹא לְמִנִּי אַשּׁוּר וְעָרֵי מָצוֹר וּלְמִנִּי מָצוֹר וְעַד־נָהָר וְיָם מִיָּם וְהַר 
הָהָר:

αἱ πόλεις σου1] = ָ28 .עָרֶיך

εἰς ὁμαλισμὸν καὶ εἰς διαμερισμὸν לְמִנִּי אַשּׁוּר] The comparison with the 

following εἰς διαμερισμὸν לְמִנִּי suggests that, for whatever reason, G reversed 

 equivalent לְמִן G was familiar with the compound preposition .אַשּׁוּר and מִנִּי

to מִן, as we can see in לְמִן־הַיּוֹם ἀπὸ τῆς ἡμέρας Hg 2.18. But לְמִנִּי, a hapax 

in BH and an equivalent to מִן, may have been unknown to our translator.29 

His solution was מָנָה ‘part, portion.’

Now the selection of ὁμαλισμός is possibly due to G deriving אשׁור 

from √ישׁר. Particularly interesting is אֲנִי לְפָנֶיךָ אֵלֵךְ וַהֲדוּרִים אוֹשִׁר [אֲיַשֵּׁר] דַּלְתוֹת 

 Ἐγὼ ἔμπροσθέν σου πορεύσομαι καὶ ὄρη נְחוּשָׁה אֲשַׁבֵּר וּבְרִיחֵי בַרְזֶל אֲגַדֵּעַ:

ὁμαλιῶ, θύρας χαλκᾶς συντρίψω καὶ μοχλοὺς σιδηροῦς συγκλάσω Is 45.2, 

where ὄρη ὁμαλιῶ represents הָרִים אֲיַשֵּׁר and all the last three verbs are about 

destructive activities.30 Cf. an idiomatic Dutch expression: met de grond gelijk 

maken.

αἱ πόλεις σου αἱ ὀχυραὶ] The possessive pronoun is a harmonisation with 

the preceding ָעָרֶיך (<  H ָעָדֶיך), for עָרֶיךָ מָצוֹר is impossible in Hebrew here.

ἀπὸ Τύρου] = מִצּוֹר.

τοῦ ποταμοῦ נָהָר] The article has been sensibly added, as the reference is 

to Euphrates.

ἡμέρα ὕδατος καὶ θορύβου] The first half is obviously = יםֹ מַיִם, but what 

lies behind θορύβου is quite a mystery, but it must be admitted what הַר הָהָר 

27 Cf. SD II.2379f.
28 Pesh. is also struggling: /zavnēk(y)/ ‘your [fs] time,’ perhaps reading a form of מוֹעֵד.
29 A shorter, poetic equivalent,  מִנִּי, does not occur in XII nor in Ez.
30 On the basis of this instance we have suggested in Index 85a s.v. ὁμαλισμός “*1) √yšr 

[1: Mi 7.12].” 
Kutscher (1974.222) maintains that the scribe of 1QIsaa, by writing יאושר, was possibly 

thinking of the verb אשׁר ‘to go,’ but in this verse God is speaking in the first person. A scribal 
error for אישר is more reasonable, unnecessarily retaining the waw in his Vorlage. Also impor-
tant to note is that 1QIsaa reads הררים.
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is supposed to mean is as mysterious. Is a day of flooding and disarray in a 

battlefield meant?

7.13) καὶ ἔσται ἡ γῆ εἰς ἀφανισμὸν σὺν τοῖς κατοικοῦσιν αὐτὴν ἐκ καρ-
πῶν ἐπιτηδευμάτων αὐτῶν.

 And the land will become a ruin along with its inhabitants because 

of the fruits of their (mal)practices.

וְהָיְתָה הָאָרֶץ לִשְׁמָמָה עַל־ישְֹׁבֶיהָ מִפְּרִי מַעַלְלֵיהֶם:

τοῖς κατοικοῦσιν αὐτὴν] Not .. αὐτῆς, on which see above at 6.16, 

p. 256.

ἐκ] Causal, GELS s.v. 6.

7.14) Ποίμαινε λαόν σου ἐν ῥάβδῳ σου, πρόβατα κληρονομίας σου, κατα-
σκηνοῦντας καθ᾿ ἑαυτοὺς δρυμὸν ἐν μέσῳ τοῦ Καρμήλου· νεμήσο-
νται τὴν Βασανῖτιν καὶ τὴν Γαλααδῖτιν καθὼς αἱ ἡμέραι τοῦ αἰῶνος.

 Tend My people with your staff, sheep of your inheritance, inhabiting 

by themselves in a thicket in Carmel. They shall live in Bashan and 

Gilead as in the olden days.

וְגִלְעָד  בָשָׁן  יִרְעוּ  כַּרְמֶל  בְּתוֹךְ  יַעַר  לְבָדָד  שׁכְֹנִי  נַחֲלָתֶךָ  צאֹן  בְשִׁבְטֶךָ  עַמְּךָ  רְעֵה 
כִּימֵי עוֹלָם:

πρόβατα κληρονομίας σου ָצאֹן נַחֲלָתֶך] The genitive as well as the st. cst. 

can be either appositive or partitive: “sheep which are your inheritance” or 

“sheep as part of your inheritance.”31

κατασκηνοῦντας καθ᾿ ἑαυτοὺς לְבָדָד  .The selection of the masc [שׁכְֹנִי 

gender is because of the metaphor of people as sheep. Its pl. form may be 

a harmonisation with πρόβατα, but שכני may have been read as שׁכְֹנֵי instead 

of the archaic sg. form with a paragogic yod (JM § 93 n).32 In either case the 

first member is in the st. cst., and such can be governed by a non-substantival 

or adverbial adjunct, e.g. ישְֹׁבֵי בְּאֶרֶץ צַלְמָוֶת ‘those who dwell in the land of 

utmost darkness’ Is 9.1; see further JM § 129 m - o.

καθ᾿ ἑαυτοὺς] With acc., κατά “indicates, esp. with a refl. pron., separation, 

dissociation or seclusion” (GELS s.v. II 9). See also παρέθηκαν αὐτῷ μόνῳ 

καὶ αὐτοῖς καθ᾿ ἑαυτοὺς καὶ τοῖς Αἰγυπτίοις τοῖς συνδειπνοῦσιν μετ᾿ 
αὐτοῦ καθ᾿ ἑαυτούς ‘they set (foods) to him alone and to them apart and to 

the Egyptians .. apart’ Ge 43.32.

31 See SSG § 22 v (iii) and (x), JM § 129 f 8), SQH § 21 b (iii) and (viii).
32 The punctuation in “Shepherd .. the shepherd of your possession, tenting alone in a 

forest” (NETS) can be misleading. Is the shepherd tenting alone? If not, are your sheep (pl.) 
kept in a tent?
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δρυμὸν יַעַר] The acc., followed by ἐν μέσῳ τοῦ Καρμήλου, is not 

necessarily a Hebraism. A synonymous verb, κατοικέω often governs an 

acc. of place, as in κατοικοῦσα καλῶς τὰς πόλεις αὐτῆς 1.11, cf. GELS 

s.v. κατοικέω 1 c. See also the immediately following νεμήσονται τὴν 

Βασανῖτιν.

νεμήσονται] The verb in the middle voice means “to live in the open 

which provides grass and water” (GELS s.v. II 1) with animals as its subjects. 

Note an instance in the active voice: νεμήσει αὐτοὺς κύριος ὡς ἀμνὸν ἐν 

εὐρυχώρῳ ‘the Lord will tend them like sheep in a wide open area’ Ho 4.16.

καθὼς αἱ ἡμέραι τοῦ αἰῶνος כִּימֵי עוֹלָם] Exactly as in Am 9.11. Strictly 

speaking, the use of the nominative here is ungrammatical, cf. κατὰ τὰς 

ἡμέρας τοῦ αἰῶνος Si 50.23.33 See the beginning of vs. 15 and κατὰ τὰς 

ἡμέρας τὰς ἔμπροσθεν vs. 20.

τοῦ Καρμήλου כַּרְמֶל] G takes the Heb. word as a place name, not a sub-

stantive in the sense of ‘garden-land.’ So Am 1.2, 9.3. Especially important 

is בָּשָׁן וְכַרְמֶל ἡ Βασανῖτις καὶ ὁ Κάρμηλος Na 1.4, where also the word is 

anarthrous in H and coordinate with another place-name.

7.15) καὶ κατὰ τὰς ἡμέρας ἐξοδίας σου ἐξ Αἰγύπτου ὄψεσθε θαυμαστά.

 And you will see wonders comparable to those in the days of your exit 

out of Egypt.

כִּימֵי צֵאתְךָ מֵאֶרֶץ מִצְרָיִם אַרְאֶנּוּ נִפְלָאוֹת:

ἐξοδίας] The same event is also called ἔξοδος, e.g. Ex 19.1, Nu 33.38 +.

ὄψεσθε] = ּתִּרְאו. Is our translator of the view that the speaker here is still, 

as earlier in vss. 7-9, Jerusalem? Then the shift from the sg. (σου) to the 

pl. (ὄψεσθε) is not quite right. But for the sake of fairness, H is also prob-

lematic: why “I will show him (or: them = Israel),” and not ָּאַרְאֶך? Then God 

would be the speaker.34

7.16) ὄψονται ἔθνη καὶ καταισχυνθήσονται ἐκ πάσης τῆς ἰσχύος αὐτῶν, 

ἐπιθήσουσι χεῖρας ἐπὶ τὸ στόμα αὐτῶν, τὰ ὦτα αὐτῶν ἀποκωφω-
θήσονται.

33 For more examples of <καθώς + nom.>, see GELS s.v. 1.
34 Whilst Vulg. = H, Pesh. ‘as in the day on which they went out of the land of Egypt, I 

shall show them wonders’ and Trg. ‘as in the day of your (pl.) exit from the land of Egypt I 
shall show them wonders’ are struggling. Some Greek manuscripts read δείξω αὐτοῖς.

Some modern scholars (Wellhausen 1898.150, Wolff 189) propose emending the last word 
to ּהַרְאֵנו ‘show us’ (Impv.), but we fail to see how that helps. Wolff almost says that the 
MT gives an impression as if “צאתך den Auszug des Volkes meint und nicht den Jahwes.” 
MT cannot mean anything other than that; otherwise we would expect ֹהוֹצִיאֲךָ אֹתו. We cannot 
make a head or tail of a short remark by Ehrlich (1912.291): “Statt ּאַרְאֶנּו lies אַרְהֵנו, vulgäre 
Aussprache für ּהַרְאֵהו.”
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 Nations will see (it) and feel ashamed because of all their power, 

they will put their hands on their mouth, their ears will be deafened.

יִרְאוּ גוֹיִם וְיֵבשֹׁוּ מִכֹּל גְּבוּרָתָם יָשִׂימוּ יָד עַל־פֶּה אָזְנֵיהֶם תֶּחֱרַשְׁנָה:

ἐκ πάσης τῆς ἰσχύος αὐτῶν] In terms of the sheer military strength they 

had no rivals.

χεῖρας יָד] Apparently in order to stress their complete astonishment and 

inability verbally to react G uses the pl., whereas the use of the sg. is idiomatic 

in H.35 This contrasts with אָזְנֵיהֶם. The selection of the dual in this case makes 

sense. Cf. χεῖρα θήσω ἐπὶ στόματί μου יָדִי שַׂמְתִּי לְמוֹ־פִי Jb 40.4.

ἀποκωφωθήσονται] A verb unknown prior to SG. What G wants to say 

is probably that heathens put their fingers into their ears, not being able to 

stand triumphant shouts of Israelites.

7.17) λείξουσι χοῦν ὡς ὄφις σύροντες γῆν, συγχυθήσονται ἐν συγκλει-
σμῷ αὐτῶν· ἐπὶ τῷ κυρίῳ θεῷ ἡμῶν ἐκστήσονται καὶ φοβηθήσο-
νται ἀπὸ σοῦ.

 They will lick dust like snake(s), crawling over the earth, they will be 

dazed in their confinement. They will be astounded by the Lord our 

God and will fear you.

יְלַחֲכוּ עָפָר כַּנָּחָשׁ כְּזחֲֹלֵי אֶרֶץ יִרְגְּזוּ מִמִּסְגְּרתֵֹיהֶם אֶל־יְהוָה אֱלֹהֵינוּ יִפְחָדוּ וְיִרְאוּ 
מִמֶּךָּ:

σύροντες כְּזחֲֹלֵי] As shown by the preposition kaf, the pl. participle must 

be referring to crawling animals, and the verb זָחַל never takes a human as 

its subject. Heathens were now downgraded to such a miserable, pitiable 

status, as declared by God to the first snake: “Accursed are you more than 

any cattle and any animal on the earth. You shall walk on your belly and 

dust you shall eat all your life” Ge 3.14. However, the definite article in 

-is not meant to be a reference to the serpent in Ge 3, but in meta כַּנָּחָשׁ

phors introduced with the preposition כְּ־ the article is idiomatically used, 

see JM § 137 i.

συγχυθήσονται ּיִרְגְּזו] The respective primary meaning of συγχέω ‘to 

mix together’ and רָגַז ‘to tremble’ have little to do with each other. Here the 

inner, psychic disarray and loss of control that expresses itself in trembling 

body is in focus. Twice more in XII we note this same equivalence: συγχυ-
θήτωσαν πάντες οἱ κατοικοῦντες τὴν γῆν יִרְגְּזוּ כֹּל ישְֹׁבֵי הָאָרֶץ Jl 2.1, and in 

πρὸ προσώπου αὐτῶν συγχυθήσεται ἡ γῆ καὶ σεισθήσεται ὁ οὐρανός לְפָנָיו 

35 Peshitta ‘their hands’ is probably due to the plurality of the people involved. In Jb 40.4 
it reads ‘my hand.’ The Trg. is Hebraic, as far as the number is concerned: “their hand .. their 
mouth.”
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 ib. 10 the verb is parallel with σείω expressing physical רָגְזָה אֶרֶץ רָעֲשׁוּ שָׁמָיִם

shaking.36

ἐν συγκλεισμῷ מִמִּסְגְּרתֵֹיהֶם] About heathens captured and locked up. Whilst 

the Heb. preposition used here expresses a cause of their state of minds, the 

Gk one refers to their physical confinement, a POW camp.

ἐκστήσονται καὶ φοβηθήσονται ּוְיִרְאו  The two Heb. verbs are [יִפְחָדוּ 

synonymous, but not their Gk renderings. Note καὶ ἐκστήσονται ἐπὶ τῷ κυρίῳ 

אֶל־יְהוָה  Ho 3.5, where the subjects are Israelites and the occasion for וּפָחֲדוּ 

their consternation also differs – ἐπὶ τοῖς ἀγαθοῖς αὐτοῦ.

ἀπὸ σοῦ ָּמִמֶּך] Since G retains H’s ּאֶל־יְהוָה אֱלֹהֵינו the pronoun cannot refer 

to God, but only to Israel.

7.18) τίς θεὸς ὥσπερ σύ; ἐξαίρων ἀδικίας καὶ ὑπερβαίνων ἀσεβείας τοῖς 

καταλοίποις τῆς κληρονομίας αὐτοῦ καὶ οὐ συνέσχεν εἰς μαρτύριον 

ὀργὴν αὐτοῦ, ὅτι θελητὴς ἐλέους ἐστίν.

 Who is god like You, removing injustices and passing over ungodly acts 

for the remnants of His inheritance, and has not retained His anger for 

evidence, because He is desirous of mercy?

אַפּוֹ  לָעַד  לאֹ־הֶחֱזִיק  נַחֲלָתוֹ  לִשְׁאֵרִית  עַל־פֶּשַׁע  וְעֹבֵר  עָוֹן  נֹשֵׂא  כָּמוֹךָ  מִי־אֵל 
כִּי־חָפֵץ חֶסֶד הוּא:

τίς θεὸς מִי־אֵל] The interrogative pronoun in Gk and Heb. alike, when fol-

lowed by a substantive, could be analysed as adjectival.37

ἀδικίας .. ἀσεβείας עָוֹן .. פֶּשַׁע] It looks more natural to parse the Gk nouns 

as pl. acc. rather than sg. gen.38

ὑπερβαίνων] The sense required here, ‘to pass over, overlook intention-

ally,’ is unknown prior to SG.

εἰς μαρτύριον] = לְעֵד.

The segmentation of the verse in G is complicated. The question mark 

added after σύ leaves the following two participial clauses syntactically hanging 

loose. By adding καί G adds another perspective witnessing the uniqueness 

of the God of Israel.39 This ambiguity is because the initial question is virtu-

ally rhetorical, as captured by Pesh. and Trg., both of which render the inter-

rogative with a negator, ‘there is not’: /layt/ and לֵית.

θελητὴς] Almost adjectival, just as H חָפֵץ here.40

36 Cf. γενομένης δὲ τῆς φωνῆς ταύτης συνῆλθεν τὸ πλῆθος καὶ συνεχύθη, ὅτι ἤκουον 
εἷς ἕκαστος τῇ ἰδίᾳ διαλέκτῳ λαλούντων αὐτῶν Acts 2.6.

37 BDB admits the attributive use of מָה s.v. 1 a a. We wonder whether or not such an 
analysis can be extended to מִי. Cf. GELS s.v. τίς V. Cf. SD “Welcher Gott ist wie du.”

38 Cf. SD “Vergehen .. und Gottlosigkeit.”
39 SD begins with an interrogative “Welcher,” but without a question mark at the end.
40 For an analysis of substantives in SG ending with τῆς or της, see Muraoka 2005.66f.
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7.19) ἐπιστρέψει καὶ οἰκτιρήσει ἡμᾶς, καταδύσει τὰς ἀδικίας ἡμῶν καὶ 
ἀπορρίψει εἰς τὰ βάθη τῆς θαλάσσης πάσας τὰς ἁμαρτίας ἡμῶν.

 He will change His mind and show mercy on us, take our injustices 

and casting all our sins into the depths of the sea.

יָשׁוּב יְרַחֲמֵנוּ יִכְבּשֹׁ עֲוֹנֹתֵינוּ וְתַשְׁלִיךְ בִּמְצֻלוֹת יָם כָּל־חַטּאֹותָם:

ἐπιστρέψει καὶ יָשׁוּב] The verb ἐπιστρέφω joined with καί to another verb 

underlines “a change of heart or course of action” (GELS s.v. 4 a). The same 

construction indicates repetition of an action at Ho 14.8, q.v.

καταδύσει ֹׁיִכְבּש] An equivalent attested nowhere in LXX. The Heb. verb 

has little to do with movement downwards, but ‘to subdue.’ καταδύω, how-

ever, harmonises well with ἀπορρίπτω.

ἀπορρίψει ְתַשְׁלִיך] In H with the verb in the second person41 the prophet’s 

oracular statement is shifting to a personal prayer, for which “our sins” is 

more fitting.

7.20) δώσεις ἀλήθειαν τῷ Ιακωβ, ἔλεος τῷ Αβρααμ, καθότι ὤμοσας τοῖς 

πατράσιν ἡμῶν κατὰ τὰς ἡμέρας τὰς ἔμπροσθεν.

 You will grant truthfulness to Jacob, mercy to Abraham, as You swore 

to our forefathers as on the former days.

תִּתֵּן אֱמֶת לְיַעֲקבֹ חֶסֶד לְאַבְרָהָם אֲשֶׁר־נִשְׁבַּעְתָּ לַאֲבתֵֹינוּ מִימֵי קֶדֶם:

δώσεις תִּתֵּן] H continues the speaker’s personal prayer, which now G 

joins in.

ἀλήθειαν אֱמֶת] Faithfulness as regards pledges and promises made rather 

than truth as against falsehood.

καθότι] = כַּאֲשֶׁר.

41 Cf. Trg. יִרְמֵי, Vulg. proiciet, and Pesh. /nešdē/.
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