Mistranslation and the Death of Christ:
Isaiah 53 LXX and Its Pauline Reception

Francis Watson

As traditionally understood, textual criticism is the attempt to recover the
text as it left the hand of its author or final redactor. Modern biblical trans-
lators and exegetes seek from textual critics a text approximating as closely
as possible to that original state of the text. The assumption is that canoni-
cal scripture is a singular object with an essentially singular form, which
every critical edition or translation seeks to represent as accurately as pos-
sible, stripping away the accumulated errors of generations of scribes. This
model of the canonical text has great achievements to its credit and re-
mains indispensable for many kinds of exegetical activity. Yet it has its lim-
itations. Above all, it underplays the irreducibly plural forms of canonical
scripture that are actually operative within communities of faith.

This essay is devoted to the Septuagintal translation of Isaiah 53, the
“Fourth Servant Song,” a text crucially important for early Christian re-
flection on the death of Jesus.! Its importance is evident already in Paul,
not just in his explicit citations but also in his use of language drawn from
this text. What is striking is that this Christian appropriation of Isaiah 53 is
heavily dependent on statements that seem to deviate from and mistrans-
late the probable underlying Hebrew. The term “mistranslation” is used
here in an extended sense, to cover not just the translator’s errors but every
feature of the Greek text that could not in principle have been predicted in

1. Throughout this essay I refer for convenience to "Isaiah 53, meaning “Isa 52:13—
53i2."
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advance on the basis of the Hebrew. “Mistranslation” thus covers a wide
range of linguistic phenomena — omissions, insertions, or substitutions,
grammatical or syntactical modifications, debatable semantic decisions,
and so on. Some if fiot all of these phenomena may be covered by the term
“paraphrase” They represent mis-translation in the sense that semantic
possibilities present in the original Hebrew are obscured or lost in the
Greek and are replaced by new semantic possibilities that cannot
unambiguously be derived from the Hebrew.

A translation both represents an original, whose semantic content it
strives to convey in a new linguistic medium, and displaces that original.
Indeed, it is precisely because the translation represents the original that it
also displaces it. Henceforth the text will be associated not with the barely
accessible language of its original composition but with the vernacular.
The original text is marginalized. For Greek-speaking communities, the
Isaianic prophecy announces that “the virgin will conceive and will bear a
son” (Isa 7:14): that is what the scriptural text says, for the scriptural text is
now the text in Greek. Admittedly, the bilingual may propose that “young
woman” would be more in keeping with the semantic range of the Hebrew.
Yet the monolingual may prove surprisingly resistant to any suggestion
that a translation be modified — and not only when doctrinal issues are at
stake. In the case of the Septuagint, the legend of its miraculous origin
functions precisely to inhibit the possibility of appealing to the Hebrew
against the Greek.? The legend originally related only to the Pentateuch
but was extended by Christians to “the prophets,” i.e., to"scripture as a
whole.* Thus the translators who at Isa 7:14 rendered “almah as parthenos

2. In its earliest extant form, the legend serves the same function but without appeal
to miracle. In the Letter of Aristeas, the translators produce an agreed version that is ap-
proved by the Jewish community of Alexandria, who pronounce a curse on any who modify
it (Letter of Aristeas 302, 308-11; cf. Josephus, Ant. 12.103-109, where the curse is replaced by
an exhortation to practice textual criticism). In Philo’s Life of Moses, however, the translators
become inspired prophets who each independently produce the same translation (Life of
Moses 2.37-40). The Greek and the “Chaldean” versions are to be regarded "as sisters, or
rather as one and the same” and the authors of the Greek “not as translators but as
hierophants and prophets” (40). It was this “miraculous” version of the legend that was
taken up and developed by Greek-speaking Christians,

3. See Justin, 1 Apol. 31; Ps-Justin, Coh. ad Graec., 13; Clement of Alexandria, Strom.
1.22; Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 3.21.1-3 (with particular reference to Isa 7:14). In Pseudo-Justin and
Irenaeus, the translators are shut up in individual rooms, thereby ensuring the miraculous
status of the common translation. This version of the story recurs in Cyril of Jerusalem,
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did so under the inspiration of the Holy Spirit. Even where there is an
awareness of a possible discrepancy between translation and original, the
inspired translation retains its own autonomous authority; it is this that
the appeal to inspiration is intended to safeguard.

If “scripture” is inseparable from the forms in which it functions in
particular communities, it is appropriate to follow the early church in re-
garding Greek Isaiah as a canonical text in its own right. This means that
the quest for a singular, “original” text loses its urgency: scripture incorpo-
rates various text-forms and is an inherently plural phenomenon. In-
stances of “mistranslation” will serve only to underline the distinctive, au-
tonomous existence of the new text, which displaces the original and
functions as normative scripture in its own right. If Paul and other early
Christians appeal to texts where the Greek is an imperfect rendering of the
Hebrew, this need not be seen as a problem, to be corrected perhaps by re-
constructing a Hebrew original and interpreting Isaiah 53 solely on that
basis. A text’s original sense may prove to be less significant than what
happens to it in the process of its transmission. Isaiah 53 seems to have oc-
casioned little interpretative interest before early Christians found in its
Greek form lexical and semantic resources that enabled them to
understand Jesus’ death in its positive soteriological significance.*

The Suffering Servant in Greek

If certain kinds of “mistranslation” occur in the passage from Hebrew to
Greek, this presupposes that we have access to relatively stable Hebrew and
Greek texts that can be compared with each other. If there are marked di-
vergences between the Masoretic text and the Greek translation as attested
in the early uncials, we cannot exclude the possibility that equally signifi-
cant divergences may have occurred within the Hebrew and Greek textual

Epiphanius, and Augustine and is criticized by Jerome; on this, see M. Miiller, The First Bible
of the Church: A Plea for the Septuagint (Copenhagen International Seminar 1; Sheffield:
Sheffield Academic Press, 1996), 68-97.

4. It was once widely believed that Isaiah 53 was significant for pre-Christian Jewish
messianic beliefs and for Jesus’ sense of his own vocation: see for example O. Cullmann, The
Christology of the New Testament (trans. S. C. Guthrie and C. A. M. Hall; London: SCM
Press, 1959), 51-82, and, for a recent restatement, N. T. Wright, Jesus and the Victory of God
(London: SPCK, 1096), 588-91, 601-4.
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traditions themselves. That would make it harder to identify mistransla-
tions in the passage from the one to the other, for a discrepancy between
the Greek and the Hebrew might represent a discrepancy within the He-
brew tradition itself. In fact, however, it does prove possible to identify rel-
atively stable Hebrew and Greek texts of Isaiah 53, as is clear from a com-
parison between the Masoretic text and the Qumran Isaiah manuscripts,
and between the Greek Isaiah and early Christian citations.

The Hebrew Text

The full text of Isa s2:13-53:12 is found in 1Qlsaiah® (col. XLIV) and
1QIsaiah® (col. VIII). Fragments of this text are found in three manuscripts
from Cave 4, 4QIsaiah® (fr. 39: Isa 53:11-12); 4Qlsaiah® (fr. 37-39: Isa 52:13—
53:3, 6-8); and 4Qlsaiah? (fr. 11 ii: Isa 53:8-12).% These texts produce a total
of 14 variant readings (9 of them from 1QIsaiah®), of which the most sig-
nificant are the following:

* Isa 53:3 MT “a man of sufferings and known [¥17"] of sickness”;
1QIsa™ ® “knowing [¥T[1]"] sickness” (two letters have been trans-
posed, perhaps by being mistaken for each other).

+ Isa 53:8 MT “stricken for the transgression of my people [*2¥]";
1QIsa® “his people [¥]"

+ Isa 53:9 MT “he gave [1N™] his grave with the wicked”; 1QlIsa" “they
gave [(anN]” '

+ Isa 53:10 MT “he has made [him] sick [*?n71]” (2); 1QIsa® “he has
pierced him [¥12%n"]”

+ Isa 53:11 MT “from the distress of his soul he will see [IR9*]";
1QIsa* ®, 4Qlsa? “he will see light [7IR AR9Y*)”

+ Isa s3:11 MT “the righteous one, my servant [*Ta¥] will justify
many”; 1QIsa* “his servant [172¥]"¢

5. For the texts from Caves 1 and 4, see D. W, Parry and E. Qimron, The Great [saiah
Scroll (1QIsa"): A New Edition (STD] 32; Leiden: Brill, 1999); D. Barthélemy and ]. T. Milik,
Qumran Cave 1 (DJD 1; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1955): 1QIsaiah® E. Ulrich et al., Qumiran
Cave 4: The Prophets (DJD 15; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1997): 4Qlsaiah ",

6. The other 8 variants are: 52:14 DAWA (MT), *NAWH (1QIsa"); 52:15 "3 (MT), ®™2
(4QIlsa®); 53:6 1121 (MT), W12 (1Qlsa"); 53:9 1'NRA (MT), IM12 (1QIsa*); 53:9 1" (MT),
W0 (4Qlsa’); s3:10 TR (MT), TRN (4Qlsa’); s3:12 73R (MT), RN (1QIsa’); 5302
DWW (MT), WS (1Qlsa").
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Only two of these variants provide any support for a Septuagintal
reading: v. 3, where LXX reads, “and knowing [what it is] to bear weak-
ness” (kal eidag dpéperv pakaxiav); and v. 11, where LXX reads, “[And the
Lord willed to remove] the distress of his soul, to show him light . . ”
(Seikat avT® ¢@c). In vv. 8, 11, a third-person singular pronominal suffix
takes the place of a first singular one, resulting in a change of speaker but
not of referent. The most significant Qumran variant, “he will pierce him,”
is unsupported by the Greek. Conversely, the most significant Greek vari-
ant (gi¢ Bavatov in v. 8, suggesting “stricken unto death” [NY% for W?] in
the Hebrew exemplar?) is unsupported by the Qumran textual evidence.
Overall, the Greek does not significantly affect the textual criticism of the
Hebrew in this passage. While the Qumran Isaiah manuscripts provide a
series of interesting variants, their potential impact on the sense of the text
is limited. We are dealing here with a relatively stable text: at the turn of the
eras, Isaiah 53 was already being read in forms closely corresponding to the
Masoretic one. There is no evidence in the Qumran material of a radically
different text-form, which could be used to explain the divergences in the
Greek.”

The Greek Text

The stability or otherwise of the Greek text of Isaiah 53 can best be assessed
by way of the earliest Christian citations from this chapter.® A citation that
deviates from the Greek text as attested in the major uncials could, of
course, simply be a free citation rather than representing a deviant text-
form. In fact, however, deviations from the received text are remarkably

7 A. van der Kooij seeks to align 1QIsaiah® with Isaiah LXX, on the grounds that both
texts represent a free approach in relation to their Vorlagen (“The Old Greek of Isaiah in Re-
lation to the Qumran Texts of Isaiah: Some General Comments,” in Septuagint, Scrolls and
Cognate Writings: Papers Presented to the International Symposium on the Septuagint and Its
Relations to the Dead Sea Scrolls and Other Writings [ed. G. ]. Brooke and B. Lindars; Atlanta:
Scholars Press, 1992], 195-213, here 198-99). In the case of Isaiah 53, however, the differences
between 1QIsaiah® and MT are of a quite different order of magnitude than the differences
between Isaiah LXX and MT.

8. Among the older papyri, material from the Fourth Servant Song is attested only in
the fourth century P.Ryl. Gr. 460 (= Rahlfs 958), which consists of fragments of a testimony-
book that included Isa 42:3-4; 52:15; 53:1-3, 6-7, 11-12; 66:18-19 (]. Ziegler, [saias [Septuaginta
XIV; 2nd ed.; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1967, 11).
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few. Early Christian citations are extant both of Isaiah 53 as a whole
(1 Clem. 16; Justin, Dial. 13) and of individual passages:

* Isa 52:10-54:6 = Justin, Dial. 13.2-9. In Isa 52:14, there are a transposi-
tion” and an abbreviation (Dial. 13.3)."° At 53:7 an explanatory pro-
noun is added (10 otépa adrob),'’ and a redundant pronoun is
omitted (évavtiov Tob keipavrog [adtov]) (Dial. 13.5). At 53:11, Tac
Guapriag abdt@v becomes tag apaptiag Nuav (Dial. 13.7).

*+ Isa 5215 = Rom 15:21. There are no significant variants either be-
tween or within the Pauline or the Septuagintal textual traditions.'?

* Isa 53:1-12 = 1 Clem. 16.3-14. The citation of the entire chapter shows
that early Christian readers could view it as a distinct literary unit."®
At v. 3, Clement reads napa 16 €idog t@v avBpanwv for napa navrag
avBpamnovg (Alexandrinus), or mapa tovg viodg T@vV avBpanwy
(Vaticanus; Justin, Dial. 13.4), or the harmonizing napa navrag toig
viovg T@v avBpwnwv (Sinaiticus). Clement is probably paraphrasing
here.'* In v. 6, it is said that “the Lord gave him up to our sins [taic
auaptiaic ip@v]”; Clement's substitution of bniép T@v auapTi@y Hudv
(1 Clem. 16.7) is clearly shaped by traditional Christian terminology.'s

» Isa 53:1 = Rom 10:16; John 12:38. No variants.

9. moAAoi émi of for éni ok nmoAoi.

10. 10 eldog kai 1} §6€a cov for 10 £ld6c oov xai i 66ka cov &nd Tav dvBpdmwv.

11. Justin thereby harmonizes the first occurrence of this phrase with the second, later
in the same verse. Note also the similar explanatory pronoun in v. 8, év 1f] Tanewv@oe atrod,
where Justin's reading (Dial. 13.6) is supported by the majority reading of Acts 8:32 but not
by P X A B.

12. The variation in word order in Ambrosiaster and Vaticanus is an attempt to im-
prove the awkward syntax (so C. R. Stanley, Paul and the Language of Scripture: Citation
Technique in the Pauline Epistles and Contemporary Literature [SNTSMS; Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press, 1992], 184 n.). Surprisingly, some commentators take it to be origi-
nal (e.g., C. E. B. Cranfield, Romans [vol. 2; ICC; Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1979], 765; J. D). G,
Dunn, Romans 9-16 [WBC; Dallas: Word Books, 1988], 865).

13. It is an exaggeration to claim that “the modern isolation of the Servant Songs . . .
was completely unknown in that day” (]. Jeremias, TDNT, 5:682). Note also the citation of
the “First Servant Song” in Matt 12:18-21 (= Isa 42:1-4).

14. The additional reference to the servant’s “form” is derived from the opening of v. 3
(@Aa 0 elSog avrob dtipov ékkeinov),

15. Other variants in Clement’s citation are: the paraphrastic insertion of kai mévi af-
ter év nAnyfj @v (v. 3; 1 Clem. 16.3); the substitution of fiket for fixfn (v. 8; 1 Clem. 16.9, so also
Justin, Dial. 13.6); and the transposition of fovketat kipiog (v. 10; 1 Clem. 16.12),
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+ Isas53:4 = Matt 8:17. Here the evangelist reads avtog tag dofeveiag fuav
E\aPev kai Tag vooovs éPactacey in place of the LXX's odrog taq
apaptiag fudv Gépet kal mept @y 6Guvatar. Matthew’s rendering ap-
pears to represent an independent retranslation from the Hebrew.'®

« Isa 53:5 = Barn. 5.2. Barnabas attests the order d1a 1ag avopiag fpav/
814 Tag apapriag Hudv, with Alexandrinus and Sinaiticus. The nouns
are transposed in 1 Clem. 16.5, Justin, Dial. 135, and Vaticanus.

+ Isas53:7 = Barn. 5.2. Here Gdwvog is transposed, so that the text reads
¢ auvog dpwvog Evavriov Tob keipavrog avtév rather than @g
auvog évavriov Tod keipavrog avtov dpwvog (B A S). The transposi-
tion is not supported by the fuller citation in Acts 8:32-33.

+ Isa 53:7-8 = Acts 8:32-33. In the only extended New Testament cita-
tion from Isaiah 53, there are no significant variants.

» Isa 53:9 =1 Pet 2:22. In the first of several allusions to Isaiah 53, the
author draws upon v. 9, vopiav o0k énoinoey, ovde ebpébn S6Aog év
1@ otépatt abrob, but replaces avopiav with apaptiav. In 1 Pet 2:24,
1a¢ apaptiag U@V avtog avijveykev derives from Isa 53:4 (obtog
1ac apapriag fudv ¢éper) and 5312 (avTdg apaptiac MOAA@Y
aviveykev). Also derived from Isaiah 53 are od 1@ polwm iabnte
(1 Pet 2:24; Isa 53:5, T@ pwAwm avtod fueig iabnuev), and fte yap @
npéPara mhavapevor (1 Pet 2:25; Isa 53:6, mavreg @¢ mpdPara
¢émhaviiBnuev). There is no evidence here of any variants within the
text used by the author of 1 Peter.

« Isa 5312 = Luke 22:37; Mark 15:28 (majority reading). In Luke 22:37,

the command to buy a sword is explained by the need to fulfill what
is written: kai peta avopwy E\oyioBn. In Mark 15:28 (not attested in
X A B C D etc.), the same citation is applied to Jesus’ crucifixion be-
tween the two thieves. It is drawn from Isa 53:12: kai £v T0ig AvopoIg
¢\oyiofn. The wording of Mark 15:28 is probably dependent on Luke
22:37, and the deviation from the Septuagint is explicable if Luke, like
the later copyist of Mark, has in mind the “two other criminals”
(Luke 23:32) with whom Jesus was crucified.'” The Septuagint’s
“among the lawless” would imply more than two.

16. On Matthew’s scriptural citations, see most recently M. ]. |. Menken, Matthew’s Bi-
ble (Leuven: Leuven University Press, 2004).

17. On this see |. Fitzmyer, The Gospel according to Luke X-XXIV (AB; New York:
Doubleday, 1985), 1433.
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The earliest Christian citations of Isaiah 53 produce few interesting textual
variants. Matt 8:17 is an independenj translation, intended to exploit the
reference to sickness present in the Hebrew but not in the Greek; Luke
22:37 has adapted Isa 53:12 to the realities of the passion narrative. Other-
wise, early Christian citations correspond remarkably closely to the text as
rendered in the major Septuagintal manuscripts — in spite of the common
tendency of short citations to deviate through imprecision or adaptation.
Like its Hebrew counterpart, Isaiah 53 in Greek is a relatively stable text by
the first century ce — and therefore no doubt earlier as well. Yet there are
radical differences between the two textual traditions, most of which ap-

pear to have arisen in the process of translation rather than representing a
deviant Hebrew exemplar.

Divergences

Having established the relative stability of both the Hebrew and the
Greek texts of Isaiah 53, we must now identify the major points at which
they diverge, verse by verse.'* Since there is little evidence of fundamen-
tally different Hebrew text-forms in this chapter, we may assume that
many (not all) of these divergences will represent “mistranslations,” in

the sense that they could not have been predicted in advance on the basis
of the Hebrew.'?

+ 5213 'Idod ovvioer 6 maig pov kai dywbrioetar kai SofacBrioeTal
adpddpa.

Here, “my servant” (*T2¥) is introduced as 6 naig pov.2° The rendering of
TaY¥ as naig is common throughout the Septuagint, although other Greek
terms may also be selected (S0bAog and Bepanwv are both used frequently;
Aquila and Symmachus replace naig here with 8odloc).2! While naic nor-

18. The Greek text here is that of Ziegler, Isaias, apart from a conjectural emendation
in 53:2, which I would reject, and a transposition in v. 5. With the exception of the emenda-
tion, Ziegler's text for Isa s2:13-53:12 is identical to that of A. Rahlfs, Septuaginta.

19. See also the discussion of Isa 52:13-53:12 LXX in K. H. Jobes and M. Silva, Invita-
tion to the Septuagint (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2000), 215-27.

20. As in Isa 41:8, 9; 42:1; 43110; 44:1, 2, 21, 26; 45:4; 49:6; 50:10.

21. Readings from later translators are derived from ]. Ziegler, Isaias, ad loc.
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mally represents T2¥ and is used only occasionally for the Hebrew terms
for “child” “boy;” or “son,” use of this term may have facilitated the early
Christian appropriation of this passage by suggesting a connection with
sonship language (cf. Acts 3:13, 26; 4:25, 27, 30).?? In the New Testament,
nai¢ means “boy” or “child” more often than “servant”* cvvijoer (“will
understand”) is within the normal semantic range of ?3% hiph. (cf. Gen
3:6; Isa 41:20; 44:18);** “will prosper” (cf. 1 Sam 18:14, 15) would have been
an alternative. The two future passive verbs represent an abbreviation of
the Hebrew (T2 71221 XW1 017°)* and seem to have influenced the
Johannine view of the crucifixion (bywBnoetar: cf. John 3:14; 12:32, 34;
Sofacbrioetar: John 7:39; 12:16, 23; 13:31); note the proximity of the passage
where the two terms coincide (12:23, 32, 34) to a citation from Isa 53:1 (John
12:38).

« 52:14 Ov TpOMOYV éKkoTHoOVTaL £Mi 0¢ MTOAAoi — obTwg adofnoer ano
avBpanwy 1o €ld6¢ oov xai i) d6&a cov anod Tav avlponwy —

In MT this refers to a past event (MnW), in LXX to a future one
(éxomoovral, adofrjoet).*® The Greek here retains the second-person sin-
gular address in the parenthesis; MT reverts to the third person (“his ap-
pearance,” “his form”) and is followed in this by Aquila (6pacig avTod kai
pop¢n avtov). The almost identical and-clauses do not do justice to the
Hebrew parallelism (@X2 // QTR *12N), although the translator elsewhere
renders the “son of man” idiom literally (Isa 51:12). Symmachus restores the
Hebrew idiom here, reading mapa tovg viovg T@v avBpwmwv.

22. Jeremias finds an indication of a shift from “servant” to “child” in Martyrdom of
Polycarp 14.1, where God is described as 6 tob ayannrob kai ebhoynrov nadég oov 'Inoov
Xpiotob matip (TDNT, 5:704). Compare Didache 9.2.3; 10.2.3.

23, maig clearly means “boy” or “child” in Matt 2:16; 17:18; 21:15; Luke 2:43; 8:51, 543
9:42; John 4:51; Acts 20:12; “servant” in Matt 14:2; Luke 7:7; 12:45. Matthew’s version of the
story of the (so-called) centurion’s servant uses maig throughout (Matt 8:6, 8, 13), which
should perhaps be translated “child”; Lukes 8obAog removes the ambiguity (Luke 7:2, 10).

24. Aquila seeks to convey the force of the hiphil by coining a new verb, reading
tmotnpovioBioetat here,

25. Thus Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion here read UywBioerar xal
émapBioetal kal petewpiobioeral,

26. W. Zimmerli sees evidence here that the translator understands the Servant as a
future messianic figure (TDNT, 5.666-67).
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» 5215 obtwg Bavpaoovrar €Bvny moAda én’ avt®, kal ovvéEovory
Baatkeic 10 oToOpa adT@V. HT1 0Ig 0VK AviyyéAn Tepi abTod dyovral,
Kai ol oUk AknKOaoLY CLVI|ooVTLY.

Bavpacovrat is synonymous with ékotiicovrai (v. 14). The translator seems
here to guess at the meaning of the Hebrew 11, evidently from 7113, “sprin-
kle” (cf. Lev 5:9; Num 8:7; Aquila and Theodotion read pavtioey; Jerome,
asperget).”” ¢n’ adt® (= 1"7¥) is connected not to “kings shall shut their
mouths [at him]," as probably in MT, but to “thus many nations/Gentiles
will be amazed [at him].” In v. 15b, “those to whom it was not announced
concerning him” (olg o0k avnyyéAn nepi avtod) replaces “that which was
not told them” (@AY 950 RY IWR). In the same way, “those who have not
heard” replaces “what they did not hear.” In the Greek, the emphasis lies on
the potential addressees rather than the potential message. nepi adtod (in
place of B?) must be seen as a further reference to the servant/child, fol-
lowing én’ a¥t@ in v. 15a. Future tenses (&yovtat, ovvijoovory) replace He-
brew perfects (W9, 132N7). As we shall see, these modifications are all ex-
ploited in Paul’s citation of this passage in Rom 15:21.

* 5311 KOpIE, Ti émioTevoEV Tf) dxof) Nu@V; xai 6 Ppaxiwv kupiov Tivi
amekalvgbn;

kOpie is lacking in the Hebrew. Its insertion means that the questions are
addressed to God, who is still, however, referred to in the third person.
This made it possible for Christian trinitarian theology to find here a dis-
tinction within the one divine lordship (cf. Gen 19:24; Ps 110:1).2% The in-
sertion heightens the sense that Isa 53:1 marks a new start and is not in di-
rect continuity with 52:13-15.

+ 53:2 Avnyyeidapev évavriov abtod g nadiov, wg pila &v yij Swypwon,
ovk éomiy eldog avTd ovdE S6ka. kai eidopev avToV, Kai 0Ok elxev
eldog ovdE kdAhog.

27. RSV speculates similarly, reading “so shall he startle many nations” (correspond-
ing to, “As many were astonished at him ... " v. 14). Jobes and Silva point out that “the trans-
lator of Isaiah . . . often harmonizes his text to the context, especially if parallelism is in-
volved” (Invitation to the Septuagint, 217). This is probably what has happened here.

28, So Tertullian: brachium enim tuum, non domini dixisset, si non dominum patrem
et dominum filium intellegi vellet (adv. Prax. 13).
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avnyyeilapev can be connected to axon in the previous verse, but it is dif-
ficult to understand in the present context. J. Ziegler suggests emending to
avéteke pév, which might correspond more closely to the Hebrew 23"
(“and he grew up”). But avaté\ew is not used (in the LXX or elsewhere)
of the growing up of children; it does not elsewhere translate 17¥; and
there is no parallel elsewhere to the avétei\e pév construction.”® naidiov is
a possible rendering of P31° (from P3* “suck™; cf. Deut 32:25; Ps 8:3); but in
this context the reference is probably to a young plant (a sense attested
elsewhere for NPIY, cf. Job 8:16; Hos 14:7; Symmachus reads xai avépn @q
kAddoc évomov avtod). In the Hebrew, two waw-clauses (WIRTY,
172n21) should probably have a final sense: “he had no form or comeli-
ness that we should look at him, and no beauty that we should desire hin’
(RSV); obk €idog adt® ovdt afiwpa iva idopev avtov ovde Bewpia iva
EmBupnowpev adtoév (Symmachus). The Septuagint seems to intend o0dE
k@\Aog as a rendering of the second waw-clause®® and ignores the final
sense of the first one. The result is a new sentence: “And we saw him, and
he had neither form nor beauty” RN and AR are both rendered as
£l00c¢.

o 53:3 AAA& 10 €ldog avTod dTipov ékAginov mapa mavrag avlpwmovg,
avBpwnog év mAnyii Ov xai eidog Ppéperv palaxiav, 6T anéoTpantal
10 npdowmovV avTov, fTiHacdn kai ovk éloyiobn.

The paraphrastic aAAa 1o €ldog avTob atpov represents the Hebrew 1121
(“he was despised,” pointed as a participle in MT), and results in an unnec-
essary repetition of what has already been said about the servant/child’s
appearance (compare the use of €ldog in 52:14; 53:2 [x2]; Symmachus reads
¢Eovdevpevog). éxdeimov mapd mavrag avBpwnovg renders the difficult
o'W R 21N (“lacking [of| men”?) and might be translated, “found wanting
with all men.” The servant/child is &vBpwmnog év Anyf) dv xai eidwg Ppéperv
pakakiay, a slightly paraphrastic translation of 21 ¥17°1 N1ARIM WK in
comparison to later renderings (e.g., Symmachus: avijp éninovog kai
YVwotog voow). In the remainder of the verse, active verb forms in the He-

29, But see Ziegler's defense of this emendation (Isaias, 99), citing instances else-
where in Isaiah where the manuscript tradition confuses the two verbs.

30. Jobes and Silva suspect here “an attempt to make sense of a clause [the translator|
did not fully understand” (Invitation to the Septuagint, 220).
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brew (“as one who turns the face from us,” “we esteemed him not”) are as-
similated to the passive f1121.

* 53:4 0UTOG TG apaptiag NpAV Géper kai mepi U@V oduvvaral, Kai
fueic Eloyroapeda abtov eivat €v movew kai v ANy Kai v KakwoeL.

obtog here corresponds to the emphatic X1, but no equivalent is provided
for 198 (“surely”), with which this verse opens. The translator thus loses the
antithesis between what is now perceived to be the case and a previous per-
ception now seen to be erroneous (cf. Symmachus: 6vrwg . . . fueig 8¢. . .).
In the previous verse the translator rendered *21 appropriately as paakia
(“sickness™); here, however, he offers tag apapriag fudv for 13°70, influ-
enced presumably by references to “our sins” and “our trangressions” in vv.
5, 6. Thus the servant/child here “bears our sins” — language that (in con-
junction with similar language in v. 12) will later prove significant for early
Christian reflection on the death of Christ (1 Pet 2:24; Polycarp, Phil 8.1; cf.
Heb 9:28). Still more significant is the free rendering of D730 13°2RM
(“and our blows he bore [them]”) as nepi jp@v 6Suvatai (“he suffered for
us”): as we shall see, mepi fp@v here underlies the Pauline Onép Ruav for-
mula. The two parallel statements are more accurately rendered by
Symmachus: 6vtwg tag voéooug Nuav avtog avélaPev kai Todg movovg
Umepeivev.’! The three év-phrases represent Hebrew passive participles,
with the reference to God (@*17X 7192) omitted from the second one.

* 53:5 aUTog 8¢ Etpavpartiodn dua Tag apaptiag ueV Kai pepalaxiotat
dua tag avopiag Au@v. tadeia eipvng UV £’ adTOV, T® pOAwm
abTod fueig iaBnuev.

The phrases dia tag apapriag Nuav and dia Tag avopiag Ru@v occur in
this order in Vaticanus, 1 Clement, and Justin, but are transposed in Barna-
bas, Alexandrinus, and Sinaiticus (followed by Rahlfs and Ziegler). The
Hebrew equivalents are 13¥W52 and 1°N2WA. The first-plural pronouns
have influenced Paul’s d1a ta mapantopara fu@v (Rom 4:25), although its
primary source is Isa 53:12 (see below).

31. Symmachus according to Eusebius; Aquila according to 86, a ninth- or tenth-
century manuscript that contains several inferior readings here. Compare the translation of-
fered in Matt 8:17: abtog Tag aobeveiag Nuav EdaPev kai tag voooug éfaotacey.
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. 53:6 mavrec @ npéPara émaviBnuev, dvBpwmrog T 68@ adrod
#mhaviOn. kal koplog mapédwkev abTov Taig apaptiaiq NUOV.

In v. 6a, the awkward repetition of the verb loses the balance achieved by
the Hebrew verbs, 1°¥N and 13°19. In the second half of the verse, the
translator freely paraphrases the Hebrew 172 19 NR 12 ¥7307 7%M
(“and YHWH has extended to him the transgression of us all”); compare
Symmachus, kvplog 8¢ karavrijoal émoinoev &g avTOV TV avopiav
navrwv Nuav. tapadidovat recurs twice in V. 12, where it translates 197
(“he poured out”) and ¥°3571 (there, “he made intercession”).>> The verb
form here corresponds to Rom 8:32, as the verb form in v. 12 corresponds
to Rom 4:2s.

. 537 Kal adtog Sia 1O xexak@oBar odk avoiyer 1O otépa. wg
npoParov éni odayiy fixdn kal ¢ apvog évavriov ToD KeipOVTOQ
abTov ddwvog obTwe OUK Avoiyel T6 oTéHHA AVTOD.

The Hebrew reads, 3¥1 X¥11 W33 (“he was oppressed and he was af-
flicted”). The translator provides no equivalent for the first term, but ap-
propriately subordinates the opening clause (“he on account of ill-
treatment”) to “opens not his mouth.” This text is probably associated by
Luke with Jesus’ silence at his trial before Herod (cf. Acts 8:32; Luke 23:9-
10).

« 53:8 &V Ti) TANEV@OEL 1] Kpiow abToD fipbn. THY yeveav avTobd Ti
Syhoetay; 61 aipetar ano Tig YiS ) {wi) abTod. and TV avopudy
ToD Aaod pov fjxBn eig Bavartov.

At the opening of v. 8, MT reads Np%? LOWRM 7XYR (“by oppression and
judgment he was taken away,” perhaps meaning “by a perversion of justice
he was taken away” [NRSV]). The translator has introduced the idea of
“humiliation” and made “justice” or “judgment” the subject of fjpn, in
place of the servant/child. In the question that follows, AMY* should per-

32. As Jobes and Silva note, “the strong Hebrew expression ‘the Lord has struck him
with the iniquity of us all' is softened by means of the verb napadidwy, a term that this
iranslator uses at various times when he needs to get out of a difficulty” (Invitation to the
Septuagint, 223)
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haps be translated “consider”: “His generation who will consider?” which
could be an expression of outrage at the servant’s treatment by his contem-
poraries. In its Greek form the question reads, “His generation who will re-
count [Sinyrjoetai]?” thus prompting the reader to understand ti)v yeveav
avtov as some kind of event. Thus this question could come to serve as
testimony to the mystery of the Son’s generation from the Father.**

In the ti-statement, a Hebrew verb referring to the servant (123
“he was cut off”) is again given another application, here to “his life” Thus,
“he was cut off from the land of the living [B*N P87 ]” becomes “his life
was removed from the land/earth” Luke, whose citation from vv. 7-8 ends
at this point, may see here a reference to the ascension (Acts 8:33). Also to
be noted is the Septuagint’s clear reference to the servant/child’s death:
fixBn i Bavartov represents the difficult % ¥33 (“a blow to him” [?]): the
translator either read N7 in his exemplar (so BHS) or, more likely, de-
cided that this is what 22 must mean. fixBn) is derived from v. 7: as a sheep
was led to slaughter, so the servant/child “was led to death”

* 539 kai dwow TobG MovnpoLg dvti TG Tadic avTod Kai TOLC
mAovoiovg avti Tob Bavarov aitod. ST dvopiav ok Enoinaey, 0vSE
e0pEln d6Aog év 1@ oTépatt avTob.

MT here reads "'N22 °@¥ DX 112p YW DR 1N (“and he gave his
grave with the wicked and with the rich man in his deaths”). In the Septua-
gint, the statement becomes a divine oracle with a future reference (Swow
for 1N™). The translator takes NR not as a preposition (“with”) but as the
marker of the definite object — although neither D°¥Y®W™ nor 1*WY has the
definite article. He must therefore insert another preposition to coordinate
the first pair of substantives (@YWI/13P) and selects avri, giving a sense
still more obscure than the Hebrew: “I will give the wicked in place of his
tomb,” or perhaps, “T will exchange the wicked for his tomb.” Is this sup-
posed to be a statement in which God promises to avenge the death of his
servant/child?** avtiis repeated in the second half of the sentence: “, . . and
the rich in place of his death.” The unexpected Hebrew singular 1°®¥ and

33. Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 2.28.5, in opposition to the Valentinian genealogy of the
acons. Later this text is cited on both sides of the Arian debate: see Athanasius, Exp. fid. 1, De
syn. 28; Theodoret, Hist. eccl. 1.3. Other writers (e.g., Justin, Gregory Thaumaturgus) find
here a reference to the incarnation.

34. So Zimmerli, TDNT, 5:677.
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plural °N7 are emended, so that Tobdg mAovaiovg corresponds to Tog
novpovs, and avti Tod Bavartov avrob to avti TG Tagis avtod. The se-
lection of 611 (“for”) for the concessive ?¥ (“though”) turns the statement
that follows into an explanation of the previous divine action (“I will
give”), rather than highlighting the inappropriateness of a human action
(MT: “he gave,” but perhaps read with 1QIsaiah®: “they gave”). avopia rep-
resents DAN (“violence”); and ebpéBn has no equivalent in the Hebrew.

« 5310a-b Kai kbplog PovAetar kabapioar abTov TG TANYRG. £av ddTe
nepi apapriag, f yoxi dpdv Syetal oméppa pakpopiov . . .

The translator here transforms a negative statement into a positive one.
MT reads *?171 IX3T YN MM (“and YHWH wills to bruise him, he has
made [him] sick[?]”). The translator takes "Y1 not as a verb but as a noun
with the article; the substantive "N has already occurred in v. 3 (20 317°
“acquainted with sickness”) and v. 4 (13?1 “our sicknesses”). Its rendering
as ¢ mAnyiic alludes to v. 3 (GvBpwmog év mAnyf @v) and v. 4 (év Ve Kai
év mAnyR xal év kaxwoet). kaBapioar adTév represents WIT (“to bruise
him”), although the translator is aware that X3T normally has a negative
sense: in v. 5 the participle XDT2 was translated pepaddxiorar (“he has
been weakened”).*® “And the Lord wills to cleanse him of his wound™: this
is the first indication of the servant’s vindication. In contrast, Symmachus
reads: xoplo¢ RBéANoev dlofjoal abTov év 1@ Tpavpaniopd (“The Lord
willed to smite him in his wound”). Like the earlier translator, however,
Symmachus agrees that Y211 is to be construed as a substantive with arti-
cle, not as a verb.

In v. 10b, MT comprises a subordinate clause (W21 DWR D°Wn DR
“if you offer as an offering his soul”), followed by three coordinated state-
ments about the servant: “(1) he will see [his] seed, (2) he will lengthen
[his] days, and (3) the will of YHWH shall prosper in his hand” The trans-
lator reduces these to a single statement. He assumes that “his soul” does
not belong to the subordinate clause but is the subject of “will see;” and he
also assimilates it to the second-plural S@te: “If you make a sin offering,
your soul will see. . . " onéppa paxpopiov understands D7 IR (“he

35. 1. Seeligmann suggests that in v. 10 the translator may have confused this verb
with 7131 "to cleanse” (reading T for 1) or (more likely) with its Aramaic equivalent 83T (The
Septuagint Version of Isaiah: A Discussion of Its Problems [Leiden: Brill, 1948], s0).
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will lengthen [his] days”) as an adjective (“long of days”) qualifying “seed””
The translator attaches the concluding waw-clause to v. 11, rewriting it as
he does so. Symmachus again gives a more accurate rendering of the He-
brew: kai BéAnua kupiov év xept adtod evodwdrioetal.

* 53:10C-11. .. Kai PovAetal kUpLog adelelv amd Tod TOVOL THG YuXiG
abtod, Seifat adtd $pag kal MAdoat Tfj ovvéoel, Sikat@oat Sikatov D
dovkedovra moAAoic kal TAC apaptiag adT@v avtdg dvoioel.

If the statement that “the will of YHWH will prosper in his hand (5m
N%%° 17°2 111°)” concludes v. 10, the following verse would open with the
difficult phrase, “From the distress of his soul he shall see ... (1WD1 nyn
RT).” RSV suggests here: “He shall see the fruit of the travail of his
soul . . *The Greek translator assumes that P9 at the end of v. 10 is a verb
rather than a substantive and translates it as at the beginning of v. 10: kai
PovAetat kbprog (rather than Symmachus’s kai BéAnpa kvpiov). This cre-
ates difficulties with the following phrase (N%* 17°3), which the transla-
tor solves by way of a connection with “from the distress of his soul” in
v. 11. “The Lord wills . . . from the distress of his soul”: what is missing from
this sentence is clearly the idea of removal. Hence a¢eleiv is inserted, al-
though it is entirely unrelated to N?3° 17°2: “And the Lord willed to
remove the distress of his soul. . . ” The translator may have surmised
that 2% was just a variant spelling of NY® (“send”), and that “in his
hand he sent from” (-2 N2W/¥ 17°2) must be a Hebrew idiom meaning “to
remove.”

Remarkably, these manipulations of the text produce a stronger and
more lucid statement about the servant’s vindication than anything in the
Hebrew. This statement is based on the decision to render four Hebrew fi-
nite verbs (N'7%", X9, ¥yaw>, PT1%”) as infinitives dependent on BovAetal
(adeeiv, Seikat, mhdoat, dikar@oat). The Lord wills to remove, to show, to
form, and to justify. The evidence of 1QIsaiah®™ ® and 4QIsaiah? suggests
that the translator may well have found 9 71X7” (“he shall see light”) in
his exemplar, and not just X7 (MT). Reading in his exemplar that “the
Lord wills, . . . he [the servant] will see light,” the translator assumes a pur-
posive relationship between the two verbs: hence, “The Lord wills . . ., to
show him light” By analogy with this, YN¥72 ¥2w" (“he will be satisfied in
his knowledge”) is traced back to the divine will to form the servant in un-
derstanding (mAdoat tfj ouvéoer); and P*T¥ PYTXY (incorrectly understood
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to mean “he will justify the righteous one . . ) is understood similarly
(Sikardoat Sikatov). The righteous one is characterized as b dovAevovta
moAloig, on the assumption that 0°a1% 72V is a distinct semantic unit in
which *12¥ must somehow function as a participle. Thus, the probable
sense of the Hebrew (“The righteous one, my servant, will justify many”) is
replaced in the Greek by “the Lord wills . . . to justify the righteous one
who serves many well” The Hebrew 0°27Y (but not the Greek moA\oig) is
apparently echoed in the Markan Last Supper narrative, where Jesus’ blood
is said to be poured out vmép moAA@v (Mark 14:24).

¢ 53:12 814 TODTO AOTOG KAnpovopnoet TOAAOUG Kal TOV ioXvp@V pepLel
okOAa, av’ @v mapedodn ei¢ Bavatov N Yoyl adtod, kal €v Toig
avopolg ¢loyioBn. kai avtdg apaptiag TOA@V dvijveykev kal dia
Ta¢ dpaptiag avt@v mapedodn.

Here, a0t0g kAnpovoproet toA\odg renders the Hebrew 0372 12 P2NR
(“I will give him a share with the many”). 4v0’ Gv mapédobn eig Bavatov 1)
yux abtod renders 1WHI NP AW (“he poured out his soul to death”).
The verb form mapedd6n recurs at the end of the verse, where kal dia tag
apaptiag abtdv mapedoOn translates ¥*30° DYWH (“and he interceded
for transgressors”). The concluding statements about the Servant in rela-
tion to the sins of others are respectively echoed in Heb 9:28 (ei¢ 10
moA@v aveveykelv apaptiag) and Rom 4:25 (8¢ mapédobin dia td
TAPANTOHATA HH@V).

The preceding analysis has highlighted a considerable number of
cases in which the translation technique is, to say the least, eccentric —
and was perceived as such by later translators such as Symmachus, whose
rendering is normally much closer to the plain sense of the Hebrew. If, on
some occasions, the Hebrew does not have a “plain sense” and allows for a
number of possible translations, elsewhere this is clearly not the case.
Whether we prefer to speak of “free translation,” or “mistranslation,” or a
combination of the two, the Septuagintal translator goes his own way, pro-
ducing a text whose semantic content overlaps with the original Hebrew
but by no means coincides with it. What is striking is that it is often pre-
cisely the points of non-overlap and non-coincidence that proved
important for Paul and other early Christian readers.

In the following translation of the Fourth Servant Song in Greek,
italics represent the most significant deviations from the probable under-
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lying Hebrew. Underlining represents points at which Paul either explicitly
cites material from this passage or draws upon its lexical resources in order
to interpret the death of Christ in its saving significance. It is notable how
often these coincide.

s213 Behold, my servant shall understand, and shall be exalted and
glorified greatly.

14 Just as many will be astonished at you — so disreputable shall be
your appearance among men and your glory among men —

15 so shall many nations [Gentiles| be amazed at him, and kings shall
shut their mouth. For those to whom it was not announced con-
cerning him shall see, and those who have not heard will under-
stand.

s3:1 Lord, who believed our report? And the arm of the Lord, to
whom was it revealed?

2 We announced before him [one] like a child, like a root in thirsty
ground, having no appearance or glory. And we saw him, and he
had neither appearance nor beauty.

3 But his appearance was dishonourable, found wanting with all men,
a man stricken and knowing [what it is] to bear sickness. For his
face was turned away, he was dishonored and he was not es-
teemed.

4 This one bears our sins and suffers for us, and we considered him to
be in distress and misfortune and oppression.

s But he was wounded on account of our sins, and was weakened on
account of our transgressions. The discipline of our peace was
upon him, by his wound we were healed.

6 All of us have strayed like sheep, each one strayed to his own way.
And the Lord gave him up to our sins.

7 And he opens not his mouth on account of ill-treatment. As a sheep
is led to the slaughter and as a lamb before its shearer is silent, so
he does not open his mouth.

8 In [his] humiliation his judgment was taken away. Who shall tell of
his generation? For removed from the earth is his life. By the trans-
gressions of my people he was led to death.

9 And I will give the wicked in place of his tomb, and the rich in place
of his death. For he committed no transgression, nor was deceit
found in his mouth.
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10 And the Lord wills fo cleanse him of his wound. If you [pl.] offer a
sin-offering, your soul will see a long-lived posterity. And the Lord
wills to remove

11 the distress of his soul, to show him light and to form [him] in un-
derstanding, to justify the righteous one who serves many well; and
he will bear their sins.

12 Therefore he shall inherit many, and shall share the spoils of the
strong, because his soul was delivered up to death, and he was
reckoned among the lawless. And he bore the sins of many, and
was given up on account of their sins.

From one perspective, Isaiah 53 in Greek is a seriously flawed rep-
resentative of the Hebrew original. From another perspective, it can be
seen as supplanting that Hebrew original, functioning directly as scrip-
ture in Greek-speaking Jewish and Christian communities with no pos-
sibility but also no need of recourse to the Hebrew. Thus it is this text
that survives in multiple copies, whereas the more accurate translation of
Symmachus must be laboriously reconstructed from scattered fragments
of evidence. If the Greek text is at some points less lucid than the He-
brew, at other points it is more so — notably in its testimony to the Ser-
vant’s death and vindication. If each of its “mistranslations” represents
the loss of an original semantic content, its place is always taken by a
new semantic content, or at least by a semantic potential waiting to be re-
alized. Tronically, it is precisely the deviations from the Hebrew that es-
tablish this as an independent text in its own right, not as a mere local
representative of a distant foreign original. Without recognizing them as
such, it was precisely in the deviations that early Christians first
glimpsed the possibility of a positive soteriological interpretation of the
death of Christ. In the light of such momentous discoveries as this, it is
unsurprising that the Septuagint could be viewed as an inspired text in
its own right.

Paul, the Servant and the Septuagint
On two occasions, Paul cites material from the Fourth Servant Song (Isa
52:15 = Rom 15:21; Isa 53:1 = Rom 10:16). In addition, at least one probable al-

lusion has been noted (Isa s3:12 = Rom 4:25). There is also a third way in
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which Paul and other early Christian writers draw on scripture.* Citation
explicitly refers back to the scriptural text. Allusion does so implicitly; in a
strong allusion, the reader or hearer must recognize the reference to the un-
derlying text in order to grasp the full force of the new statement. Yet it is
also possible for scripture to function even without this explicit or implicit
backward reference. A scriptural text can serve as a lexical and semantic re-
source or reservoir from which terms, phrases, or concepts can be freely
drawn and adapted to new uses. Fully embedded in their new contexts, they
do not draw attention to their scriptural origin; and yet the scriptural im-
pact on the new context may be at least as profound here as in the case of ci-
tations and allusions. In the case of Isaiah 53, the claims that Christ died “for
us” or “for our sins,” that he was “given up” and that he “humbled himself”
and that all this took place for the benefit of “the many” are all apparently
derived from this chapter. These claims are Pauline, but they may also be
traced back to the common tradition of Hellenistic Christianity. An obvi-
ous locus for such a tradition is the church at Antioch, where Isaiah in its
Septuagintal form was presumably familiar, and where Paul himself would
have participated in the early process of tradition formation.?”

Before pursuing this early use of Isaiah 53 any further, there is a pre-
liminary matter to be discussed. It is currently debated whether Paul’s cita-
tions retain links with their original scriptural contexts, or whether they
are wholly integrated into their new contexts.?® This debate is relevant here
because Paul’s citations from the Fourth Servant Song both relate to Chris-
tian mission, and it might be argued that they need not entail any identifi-
cation of the servant with Christ.’® To refute that argument, it must be

36. Richard Hays proposes “echo” as a third mode of Pauline intertextuality: “Quota-
tion, allusion, and echo may be seen as points along a spectrum of intertextual reference,
moving from the explicit to the subliminal” (Echoes of Scripture in the Letters of Paul [New
Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1989], 23). For Hays, “allusion” implies authorial
intention and readerly recognition, whereas “echo” lacks these associations and is thus less
historically circumscribed (p. 29). My own third mode of Pauline intertextuality is also con-
cerned with the “subliminal” but is broadly historical in orientation.

37. For the importance of Paul’s links with the church at Antioch, see N, Taylor, Paul,
Antioch and Jerusalem: A Study in Relationships and Authority in Earliest Christianity
(JSNTSup 66; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1992), 88-110 and passim.

38. For examples of the respective views, see Hays, Echoes of Scripture, in which “ech-
oes” frequently derive from the wider contexts of texts Paul cites; and C. Tuckett, “Paul,
Scripture and Ethics: Some Reflections,” NTS 46 (2000): 403-24.

39. According to Morna Hooker, the quotation from Isa 53:1 “does not mean that the
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shown that the two citations retain links with the scriptural story of the
servant from which they have been extracted.

In the first case, Paul uses his citation to confirm the assertion that
“not all believed the gospel” and to establish the link between faith and
hearing:

But not all believed the gospel. For Isaiah says, “Lord, who believed
our report [Tic émioTevoey T} axof udv]?” So faith comes from hear-
ing [} mioTig €€ axofig], and hearing through the word of Christ. (Rom
10:16-17, citing Isa 53:1)

In the second citation, Paul says that his ambition is

to preach the gospel where Christ is not named, lest I should build on
another’s foundation; but, as it is written, “Those to whom it was not
announced concerning him shall see, and those who have not heard
will understand” (Rom 15:20-21, citing Isa 52115)

The two citations form a contrasting pair. In Isaiah, the second passage
(Isa 52:15) directly precedes the first (Isa 53:1). According to Paul, they both
articulate the divine intention for Christian mission: its worldwide scope,
which includes all who are currently still ignorant of Christ, and, con-
versely, the intractable fact that, when the gospel is preached, “not all” be-
lieve. Contrary to the usual view, there is nothing to suggest that Paul re-
lates Isa 53:1 specifically to “Jewish unbelief"*° The question is whether the
two citations entail an identification of the servant/child with Christ, or
whether their original context is irrelevant to the new context to which
Paul relocates them.

The citation of Isa 53:1 immediately follows a citation from the same
context (Isa 52:7 in the abbreviated and modified form: “How timely are
the feet of those who announce good things!” [Rom 10:15]). Elsewhere,
Paul cites four further passages from this immediate context (Isa 52:5, 11,
15; 54:1). For our present purposes, it is important to highlight both the

rest of this chapter was in St Paul's mind”; similarly, in the case of Isa 52115, “there is no indi-
cation that he has in mind anything but this one verse” (Jesus and the Servant: The Influence
of the Servant Concept of Deutero-Isaiah in the New Testament [London: SPCK, 1959], 117).

40. On this see my Paul, Judaism and the Gentiles: Beyond the New Perspective (2nd
ed.; Grand Rapids: Ferdmans, 2007), 331-32.
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concentration of material drawn from this section of Isaiah and the modi-
fications apparently introduced by Paul himself:*! The fact that Paul cites
no fewer than six texts from Isa 52:5-54:1 suggests that each one is cited
with some awareness of its original context. As we shall also note, Paul
(like other early Christian writers) takes particular care to reproduce the

exact Septuagintal wording in the immediate vicinity of the Fourth
Servant Song (Isa 52:15; 53:1; 54:1).

Isaiah 52:5

8t bpag S mavtog 1o Gvoud pov BAaodeweital év Toic #Bveo. (Isa
52:5 LXX)

10 yap dvopa 1o Beod St buag Placdewsitar év Toic EBveary, kabdc

yéypantal. (Rom 2:24)

Paul abbreviates slightly (omitting §ia navréc), transposes the first two
clauses, and replaces pov with Beob. yap serves to introduce the citation,
although, unusually, a fuller citation formula is also added at the end.*?

Isaiah 52:7

MapEL O Wpa &M T@V Opéwy, WG Modeq ebayyehilopévon axony
eipnvng, ¢ evayyehilopevog ayabd, 8T akovotiv morjow Ty
cwtnpiav cov Aéywv Zwwv Pac\eboet cov 6 Oedc.

(I'am present as the spring upon the mountains, as the feet of one an-
nouncing a message of peace, as one announcing good things, for I
will make your salvation heard, saying to Zion: your God shall reign.)

Paul abbreviates the citation and appears to correct it in light of the Hebrew:

41. For Paul’s use of Isaiah as a whole, see the table in ], R. Wagner, Heralds of the
Good News: Isaiah and Paul “in Concert” in the Letter to the Romans (Leiden: Brill, 2002),
342-43.

42. For detailed analysis, see Stanley, Paul and the Language of Scripture, 84-86.
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How will they preach unless they are sent? As it is written: How timely
are the feet of those who announce good things [w¢ @paiot oi modeg
tov evayyeh{opévev ta ayabal! (Rom 10:15)

How pleasant upon the mountains are the feet of the one who an-
nounces a message of peace, who announces good . . . (Isa 52:7 MT)

Paul omits the references to the mountains and to the announcement of
the message of peace, but restores MT’s “how . . " (M), which LXX con-
nects to the preceding 337, producing the phrase mapeyu @g (“I am pres-
ent as”), which determines the rest of the statement. Paul’s @paiot may be
compared to Aquila’s @paiwbioav.*® The plural edayyehopévwv intro-
duces a new deviation from the Hebrew, however.*!

Isaiah 52:11

eEéNOarte éxeibev kai axabdaprov pn anreobe, £EéNBate €k péoou
avTijg, adwpiotnte, ol Ppépovreg Td akevn kvpiov. (Isa 52:11)

S10 £EéNBate éx pfoov avt@v kai adwpioBnre, Aéyet kvplog, kai
akafaprov un drrecle. (2 Cor 6:17)

In the Pauline version, é§é\Bare éxeibev is omitted, and xai akaBaprov pi
anteoBe and £E€éNBate éx péoov avtic, adwpiobnte are transposed. S16
and kai are added to the new opening phrase, and avtiic is changed to
avt@v, assimilating the passage to its new context. Aéyel xUpiog is inserted,
as in the citation of Isa 28:11-12 in 1 Cor 14:21 (which, however, deviates
sharply from the LXX).*

43. See D.-A. Koch, Die Schrift als Zeuge des Evangeliums: Untersuchungen zur
Verwendung und zum Verstandnis der Schrift bei Paulus (BHTh; Tiibingen: Mohr-Siebeck,
1986), 67. Eusebius preserves a reading purporting to derive from Theodotion and remark-
ably similar to Paul’s; Koch rightly discounts this (p. 66 n.).

44. See further Stanley, Paul and the Language of Scripture, 134-41; Wagner, Heralds of
the Good News, 170-74.

45. For discussion of the question whether 2 Cor 6:14-7:1 is a Pauline or non-Pauline
interpolation, see V. P. Furnish, Il Corinthians: A New Translation with Introduction and
Commentary (AB; New York: Doubleday, 1984), 371-83. Furnish concludes that “the passage
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Isaiah 52:15
otitws Bavpdoovrar EBvn moAla én’ abtd, xai ovvéxovay Pactheic O

otopa avTdv. ST olg ovk avnyyéln mepi adtod Syovral, kai of ovk
aknkéaoty ovvigovory. (LXX)

. obtwg PprhoTipovpevov ebayyerileoBar odx dmov @voudadn
Xplotdg, iva pn én’ aAAétplov Bepélov oikodopd, aAha kabig
yéypantai, olg obk dvnyyéln mepi avtold Syovrai, kai of ovk
axknkoéaotv gvvijgovaory. (Rom 15:20-21)

In a citation that coincides exactly with the Septuagint, Paul speaks of his
future ambitions for his Gentile mission (cf. Rom 15:16). This application
to the Gentiles has surely been suggested by £8vn moAAa (Isa 52:152), even
though Paul does not cite this. Here, at least, a Pauline citation remains de-
pendent on its original context.*® At two points Paul is here dependent on
Septuagintal “mistranslation” First, “that which was not told them” (MT)
is rendered as “Those to whom it was not told about him” In the original
context, the reference is to the Servant. In its new context, the reference is
to Christ, since “about him” is dependent on “not where Christ has [al-
ready]| been named.” Paul here clearly identifies Christ with the Servant.*’
Second, a distinction is drawn in the Greek between present ignorance
(“those to whom it was not told . . . " “those who have not heard . . ) and
future knowledge (“ . . shall see” “. .. shall understand”). In Pauls interpre-
tation, the transformation is to be occasioned by his own mission to places
where Christ is not yet named. In contrast, the Hebrew speaks of a miracu-
lous realization that has already taken place without any human agency:
“For what was not told them they have seen, and what they did not hear

they have understood” At both points, Paul’'s argument is dependent on
the Greek rewording.

is of non-Pauline composition, but was incorporated by the apostle himself as he wrote this
letter” (p. 383). However, the citation of Isa 52:11 is fully in line with Pauline citational prac-
tice elsewhere.

46. So Wagner, Heralds of the Good News, 333-34.

47. Dunn’s claim that Paul sees himself as the Servant overlooks the dual reference of
nepl abrob to the Servant and to Christ, and thus to Christ as the Servant, the Servant as
Christ (Romans 9-16, 865-66).
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Isaiah 53:1

xOpie, Tic émioTevoev Ti dxofl Nudv; xai 6 Ppayiwv xvpiov TiVt
anexaivdbn; (LXX)

KOpig, Tig EmioTEVOEY TH) axof uav; (Rom 10:16)

As with Isa 52:15 (Rom 15:21), Paul’s wording is identical to that of thr.: Sep-
tuagint or Old Greek. The whole verse is cited in John 12:38, again in its ex-
act Septuagintal form; contrast the free rendering of Isa 6:10 LXX that fol-
lows in John 12:40.

Isaiah 54:1
'Evdpavinm, oteipa ol TikTovoa, prfov kai Poncov OUK
@divovoa, 6Tt toA\d Ta Téxva Tig Eprjpov paAdov ) TOV
avépa. (LXX)
yéyparnral yap, eddppavlnm, oteipa i) ob Tikrovoa, pigov kai fénoov,
3 ok Mdivovoa, 6TL MOAAG Ta TéKva TAC £ v _pdailov

£yovanc tov avlpa. (Gal 4:27)

Paul’s exact reproduction of Isa 54:1 LXX suggests a pattern. Passages at t'he
beginning and end of the Fourth Servant Song are cited in their precise
Septuagintal form (Isa 52:15; 53:1; 54:1). In contrast, passages cited from ear-
lier in Isaiah 52 are subject to expansion (v. 11), abbreviation (vv. 5, 7),
transposition (vv. 5, 1), adaptation (v. 1), and emendati(?n (v. 7). Similar
phenomena may be found in Paul’s other Isaiah citations in Romans: con-
flation (Rom 9:33 = Isa 28:16 + 8:14; Rom 11:26-27 = Isa 59:20-21 + 27:9;
Rom 14:11 = Isa 45:23 + 49:18); abbreviation (Rom 15:12 = Isa 11:10); trans-
position (Rom 10:20-21 = Isa 65:1-2); and adaptation (Rom 3:15-17 = Isa
59:7-8; Rom 9:27-28 = Isa 10:22-23).*® Apart from the three cases already

48. See the detailed discussion in Stanley, Paul and the Language of ‘Scripm.re. ||.3-1s.
144-47, 166-71, 176-79, 183. Koch offers the following typology for Paul’s modifications:
“Abanderung der Wortfolge; Abanderung von Person, Numerus, Gelnus. Tempus 'und Mo-
dus; Auslassungen; Zufiigungen: Austausch von Zitatteilen durch eigene Formulierungen;
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noted, it is only in Rom 9:29 that Paul exactly reproduces a text from Isaiah,
LXX (Isa 1:9). Yet, with the partial exception of the Isa 52:7 citation, Paul
generally seems to presuppose a text corresponding closely to the Septua-
gint.*” Most modifications to this text are manifestly his own. Paul’s Isaiah
citations contribute to the textual criticism of the Septuagint mainly by
confirming the essential reliability of the later manuscripts.>®

Several conclusions follow from this analysis of the relevant Pauline
[saiah citations.

1. Of the twelve verses between Isa 52:5 and 53:1, five are cited by Paul
(525, 7, 11, 155 53:1). On one occasion, two of these are cited together (Rom
10:15-16 = [sa 52:7; 53:1). On another occasion, the use to which Paul puts a
text is clearly derived from its original context (Rom 15:21 = Isa 52:15).
There are thematic unities in Paul’s readings of these texts and of Isa 54:1.
Three are applied to positive or negative aspects of Christian mission (Isa
52:7 15; 53:1). The other three are addressed to the people of God in its old
or new forms (52:5, 11; 54:1). In the face of these observations, it is hard to
maintain that Paul’s citations sever links with the original scriptural
context.

2. Paul’s reading of Isa 52:15 demonstrates that he can identify the ser-
vant with Christ. The significance of this point will become clearer as we
uncover the intertextual links that bind Isaiah 53 to Pauline soteriological
discourse.

3. It is striking that, at the beginning of the Fourth Servant Song,
Paul abandons his habit of free citation and begins to quote texts verba-

Austausch von Zitatteilen durch Formulierungen aus anderen Schriftstellen ( Mischzitate)”
(Die Schrift als Zeuge des Evangeliums, VII1-1X).

49. The texts surveyed here do not bear out Koch’s conclusion, “dass der von Paulus
vorausgesetzte LXX-Text bereits eine hebriisierende Uberarbeitung erfahren hat” (Die
Schrift als Zeuge des Evangeliums, 78).

so. Contrast Timothy Lim'’s claim that “[t]extual variety and pluriformity character-
ized the scriptural scrolls that [Paul] consulted” (Holy Scripture in the Qumran Commen-
taries and Pauline Letters [Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1997], 160). Lim argues that a Pauline
citation can be said to be “septuagintal” only if it agrees with the Greek at places where the
Greek diverges from the Hebrew (pp. 140-42). On this criterion, a citation that corresponds
exactly to Isa 54:1 LXX would not be “septuagintal,” since the Greek here renders the Hebrew
with unusual accuracy. But that is to overlook the fact that there may be any number of
equally accurate ways to translate a passage of Hebrew into Greek. If Paul (a) cites a text that
accurately renders the Hebrew, and (b) cites it in precisely its Septuagintal wording, then he
is citing the Septuagint.
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tim. As we have already seen, early Christian writers in general were un-
usually concerned with verbal precision in their citations from this pas-
sage, to such an extent that these can be regarded as broadly reliable for
text-critical purposes. This concern for verbal accuracy reflects the very
great significance that Greek-speaking Christians ascribed to this text;
the Pauline citations seem to establish a trend in this respect. They are
also compatible with the hypothesis that Paul had at some point inten-
sively studied this text in its Septuagintal form. This hypothesis is sug-
gested by the terminology he employs in speaking of the death of Christ
in its saving significance: as we shall now see, much of this terminology is
drawn from Isaiah s3.

The Servant and the Death of Christ:
Isaiah 53 LXX as Lexical Resource

There are at least four points where Pauline language about the death of
Christ is decisively influenced by Isaiah 53 LXX. According to Paul, Christ
died “for us,” or “for our sins” He was “given up” by God, but it can also be
said that he “humbled himself” At each point, Isaiah 53 provides Paul with
lexical and semantic resources that enable him to present the death of
Christ not primarily as a human act of rebellion (cf. 1 Thess 2:14-16; 1 Cor
2:6-8)°! but as the saving act of God. It is through Isaiah 53 that the
soteriological significance of Jesus’ death initially comes to light.

These connections with Isaiah 53 have been proposed before, but
they have not always proved persuasive.”? In the discussion that follows,
several reasons for reopening this issue will come to light. In particular, I
shall argue that formulae relating to Christ’s death (Onép fju@v, Onép T@v
apaptiwv fHudv) must be traced back to Isaiah 53 LXX even though they do
not exactly reproduce its wording and cannot be regarded as “allusions.”

s1. The dpyovteg Tob aidvog tovtov in 1 Cor 2:6, 8 are probably human rather than
demonic (so G. Fee, The First Epistle to the Corinthians [NICNT; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
19871, 103-104). Paul’s terminology is perhaps influenced by Ps 2:2, which tells how ol
apyovreg were gathered together xata tob kupiov kai kara ot Xpiotov atto, This pas-
sage is applied to the crucifixion in Acts 4:25-28. It would be a mistake to read the later
conceptuality of Colossians or Ephesians back into 1 Corinthians.

52. See Hooker, Jesus and the Servant, 116-23.
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Christ Died “for Us”

Paul’s bnép fju@v formula is apparently derived from Isa 53:4 LXX, “ .. and

he suffered for us [xai nepi fu@v 6dvvara]” It occurs in the following pas-
sages:

.. . 0T €T GpapTA@Y dviwy Ruav Xplotog bap Nuav anébavev
(Rom 5:8)

.. . @AAa DrEp uaV navtwv napédwkev adTév . . . (Rom 8:32)

-« - TOV uf) yvévra dpapriav dnép Nuav apaptiav énoinoev (2 Cor
5:21)

... YEvOuevog DiEp AV Katdpa . . . (Gal 3:13)

Variants of this phrase occur in the following passages:

. £l kata kapov vnep aoefov anéBavev . . . (Rom 5:6)
. Ekeivov . . . Omép ob Xpiotog amébavev (Rom 14115)
. TOUTO pov £0Tiv TO OWpa TO LIEP DUV . . . (1 Cor 11:24)
- . . Kpivavrag TodTo, 611 €lg Inép naviwv anébaveyv . . . (2 Cor 5:14,

cf. v. 15)
. . . TOV ayanfioavtog pe kai mapadovrog éavtov vmép épod (Gal
2:20)

While the Isaianic nepi fip@v must mean “for us” or “for our sake,” Paul’s
substitution of Onép for nepi makes the vicarious nature of Christ’s suffer-
ings still clearer. That Paul has the Isaianic phrase in mind is evident from
a passage in his earliest extant letter, in which nepi fjp@v is apparently what
he originally wrote:

. through our Lord Jesus Christ, who died for us [tod
anobavévrtog mepi Nu@v] so that whether we wake or sleep we
shall live with him. (1 Thess 5:10)

nepl fudv R* B 33; 0nép uav P° X* A D F G etc.

Here, a shift from mepi to Onép would represent a scribal assimilation
to normal Pauline usage: nepi therefore qualifies as the harder reading. A
similar shift is evident in 1 Cor 1:13 (*Was Paul crucified for you?”), where
nepl Dp@v is read by P*° B D*; and in Gal 1:4 (“. . . who gave himself for our
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sins”), where mepi T@v auapri@v Huav is read by P** X* AD F G etc.
(bmép: P>' R' B H). The survival of mepi in P** (1 Cor 1213; Gal 1:4) suggests
that it may also have been attested in 1 Thess 5:10, where there is a lacuna.*®
In twice replacing nepi by bnép (1 Thess 5:10; Gal 1:4), the correctors of
Sinaiticus seem to represent the tendency of the textual tradition as a
whole.

According to Isa 53:4 MT, the servant “bore our sicknesses” [12°7n]
and “carried our blows” [12°aR27]. Three ancient Greek translations of
this text are extant:

obTog Tag dpaptiag Hpdv Gépet kai mept Hp@v ddvvarar (LXX)

abToc Tag aoBeveiag pdv faPev kai tag voooug épactacey (Matt
8:17)

BVTWE TaC vOooug HUOY adTdg avéhaPev kal Tovg VOGS DITEHELVEV
(Symmachus)

It is the translation that deviates most clearly from the Hebrew that memo-
rably encapsulates the Servant’s significance in the statement: “He suffered
for us” Paul ignores the verb: the “for us” formula and its variants are ac-
companied by a range of verbs (and not just by anéBavev). While Paul can
cite the formula in its original form (mepi fp@v: 1 Thess 5:10; cf. 1 Cor 1213),
he prefers a preposition that underlines its vicarious connotations. Despite
this adaptation, however, the formula remains dependent on Isaiah 53
LXX.>* Without this text, there would be no basis for the claim that what
took place in Christ’s death took place “for us”

If Paul's “for us” is Isaianic, it is possible that Tov i} yvévra apaptiav
dmép Hu@v apaptiav énoinoev (2 Cor 5:21) is also influenced by avopiav
ovk énoinoev (Isa 53:9).> If so, then Isa 53:9 is the source of the belief that
Jesus suffered sinlessly, and indeed that his entire life was sinless (cf. 1 Pet
2:22-23). It was the one who committed no sin who suffered for us.

53. The hypothesis that nepi is original to these three texts would be falsified if it
could be shown that either PY or X * is elsewhere in the habit of replacing brép with mepl. A
survey of fifteen Pauline occurrences of bniép with the genitive, all extant in P*, gives no evi-
dence of any such tendency (Rom 8:31; 9:3; 15:8, 9; 16:4; 1 Cor 4:6; 10:30; 15:29; 2 Cor 1:11;
12:10; Eph 5:2, 20: Phil 1:7; Col 1:7, 24).

54. Against Jeremias, TDNT, s:710.

55. So Furnish, Il Corinthians, 340.
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The Death of the Servant “for Our Sins”

Unlike Hebrews and 1 Peter, Paul does not adopt the language of “bearing
sin” (Isa 53:4, 11, 12), but he does draw on prepositional phrases connecting
the Servant’s suffering with “our” or “their” sins:

avtog 8¢ étpavpartiodn dia Tag duaptiag fudv kai pepalaxiota Sia
1ag dvopiag qudv (Isa 53:5)
... Kai S1d 1ag dpapriag avtdv mapedodn (Isa 53:12)

The term apaptia occurs seven times in Isaiah 53 LXX (vv. 4, 5, 6, 10,
11,12 [x2]), @vopia three times (vv. 5, 8, 9).>¢ These figures represent a stan-
dardizing of the more diverse Hebrew vocabulary: aupaptia is used to
translate 21 (v. 4), 1W (vv. 5, 6, 11), DK (v. 10: mepi apaptiacg),’” KON
(v. 12), and YWD (v. 12); dvopia translates TI¥ (v. 5), Y@D (v. 8), and ORAN
(v. 9). In Isaiah 53 LXX more clearly than in MT, the Servant’s vocation is
related to “sin.”

In Rom 4:2s, it is said of “Jesus our Lord” that he was “handed over on
account of our trespasses” (mapedofn dia ta napant@para fu@v). The verb
form is drawn from Isa 53:12 (on which see below), and dia Ta napantwpara
fu@v betrays the influence of dia Tag apapriag Nu@v and dia Tag avopiag
U@V (v. 55 cf. v. 12). Paul here prefers napantwpa to apapria or avopia; this
term occurs nine times in Romans, six of them in 5:12-21. Paul here is neither
citing nor alluding; rather, he is adapting Isaianic conceptuality to his own
purposes, but without drawing attention to his source.

In Rom 4:25, Paul retains the Isaianic preposition but replaces the
noun. Elsewhere he adopts the opposite procedure, retaining apaptia (pl.)
from the Isaianic prepositional clauses but varying the preposition:

... ToD 86vTOG EauTdv mepl TdV duapTi@y Nuav (Gal 1:4: for the text,

see above)
.« Xprotog anébavev Omép TOV ApapT@Y AUV Katd Tag ypaddag
(1 Cor 15:3).

56. The figures would be six and four respectively if avopiag were read in place of
apaptiag at the end of v. 12,

57. It is not clear that éav S@te mepi apapriag (Isa 53:10) underlies Paul's use of mepl
apaptiag in Rom 8:3. The second plural S@te makes a christological application difficult,
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The constant element in the three passages (Rom 4:25; Gal 1:4; 1 Cor
15:3) is the pronoun fju@v; the preposition and the noun may or may not
coincide with the Isaianic exemplar.*® Yet, in their slightly differing termi-
nology, the three passages are saying the same thing. 1 Cor 15:3 is especially
significant in its claim (1) that scripture is the source of the early Christian
insight into the saving significance of Jesus’ death; and (2) that this is the
view of the early church as a whole, rather than being unique to Paul (cf.
V. 11).

The “Giving Up” of the Servant

The LXX translator has recourse to the verb napadidovat on three occa-
sions:

kai xvplog mapédwkev avtov taig apaptiag Nuav (Isa 53:6). MT:
“And YHWH has caused all of our transgression to meet him
13 ¥y28a]”

avd’ @v mapeddhn eic Bavatov 1| yoxn avtod . . . kai S Tag
apapriac avt@v napeddln (Isa s53:12). MT: “He poured out
[(M¥A] his soul unto death . . . , and he interceded [¥°22°] for
transgressors.”

Paul’s use of mapadidovai in connection with the death of Christ is influ-
enced by both active and passive usages in Isaiah 53:

8¢ mapeddhn Sia ta mapant@para Hudv kai Ryépdn Sia v
dikaiwoty fp@v (Rom 4:25)

év 1jj vukTi fj mapedideto . . . (1 Cor 11:23)

6¢ ye Ttob idlov viod ovk é¢eicatro @Ada OmEp MUOV TMAVTWY
napédwkev avtov (Rom 8:32)

58. In 1 Cor 15:3 the reference to Isaiah 53 is not independent of the LXX, as J. Jeremias
claims, appealing to the absence of the Pauline Onép (The Eucharistic Words of Jesus [trans,
N. Perrin; London: SCM Press, 1966], 103). The change in the wording does not affect the
dependence. Incidentally, there is no sign of Onép in later translations of Isaiah s3. In v. 5,
Aquila reads kal avtdg PepnAdpevog and dBeopiwy Huay, oLVTETPIHHEVOS ATTO T@Y Avopiwy
Ny (and = -72). In v. 12, Symmachus reads xal toig abetoboy avreomn.
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Exact correspondences with the verb forms napédwkev and napedodn in
Isa 53:6, 12 should be noted; indeed, in each case Paul also reproduces the
word following the verb (avt6v, §14).*° In 1 Cor 11:23, napedidero should
be translated “given up,” not “betrayed,” since the reference is probably to
God’s action rather than Judas’s. In these Pauline statements as in Isaiah 53
LXX, the verb serves to highlight the divine causality at work in the Ser-
vant’s death. Also to be noted is the possible dependence of Rom 4:25b on
Isa 53:10-11, BovAeTar kOp10g . . . Sikar@oat Sixatov eb SovAevovra mOAAOIS.
For mo)Xoi (Isa 53:11, 12 [x2]), see Rom 5:15 (x2), 19 (x2).

The “Humiliation” of the Servant

In Isa 53:8 LXX, we are told that év 1jj Tanewvaoet i} kpioig avtob fipn (MT:
“By oppression and judgment he was taken away”). It is possible that this
statement underlies Paul’s éraneivwoev tavtov (Phil 2:8), where the refer-
ence is to the self-humiliation of the human Jesus in subjecting himself to the
way of the cross. Yet possible connections between the Philippian Christ-
hymn and Isaiah 53 are more persuasive if we suppose an influence from
whatever prior translations or revisions underlie the later work attributed to
Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion.*® In v. 4, both Aquila and Symmachus
state that the Servant was reckoned to be nemAfjyota Ond [tod] Beod xai
tetanetvwpevov (the final word here is also attested for Theodotion). This
may further support the suggestion that Paul’s éraneivwoev ¢autdv is for-
mulated under the influence of Isaiah 53. Having humbled himself, Christ
became vmikoog péxpt Bavarov (Phil 2:8). bmikoog could derive from Isa
53:8, where Symmachus may have read: npoorjx8n xai avtog dmijkovoev kal

59. These correspondences are overlooked by Hooker, who argues that, for Paul as for
Mark, mapadiSwy is “the natural word to use, and it is impossible to link it with any particu-
lar Old Testament passage” (Jesus and the Servant, 122).

60. The traditional view is that “the Septuagint” (understood as a singular entity) was
essentially complete by the time Ben Sira was translated into Greek (late second century
BCE); that the translations of Aquila, Theodotion, and Symmachus belong to the second
century cE; and that no significant translation took place during the intervening period.
This simple picture is called into question by the demonstration that the Daniel translation
ascribed to Theodotion is probably pre-Christian, and by the discovery of a Greek Minor
Prophets manuscript (8HebXIlgr), differing from the LXX and dating back perhaps to the
late first century BCE. See S, Jellicoe, The Septuagint and Modern Study (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1974), 74-99.
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ovk fjvotkev 10 otopa avtod.®! péxpt Bavatov may derive from &ig Bavarov
(Isa 53:8, 12). According to Phil 2:7, Jesus took upon himself “the form of a
servant” (popiv SovAov) in his incarnation. The naig of the Fourth Servant
Song is a “slave” as well as a “child,” since he can be described in Isa 53:11 as
“the righteous one who serves many well” (Sikatov eb SovAebovta moOANOIK).
But Paul’s popr SovAov may also reflect non-Septuagintal translation pos-
sibilities. At 52:13, Aquila and Symmachus both read 8obAog pov rather than
naic pov. In 52:14, Aquila reads dpaoig adTod kai popdn avtod for LXX's 16
€186 oov kai 1) 86Ea gov; in 53:2, 0D popdi) adTE kai ov Sanpeneia for LXX's
ovk elyev €ldog 008 kaAog (Symmachus here retains €idoc). It is also plau-
sible that Paul’s éautov ékévwoeyv (Phil 2:7a) derives from YW1 ... 1WA (Isa
53:12: “he poured out his soul”), although unfortunately none of the later
translations is extant at this point.*

In addition to his explicit citations, then, Paul draws on a range of
material from Isaiah 53 LXX and may also be aware of other translation
possibilities. The most important Septuagintal passages are as follows
(again, underlining = Pauline use; italics = mistranslation):

obTOC Tag duaptiag Npdv Gpépe kal nepl Ruav édvvarar (Isa 53:4; cf.
1 Thess 5:10; Rom 5:8; 8:32; 2 Cor 5:21; Gal 3:13)

avtog 8¢ étpavpariodn Sia Tag duapriac Hudv kai pepaldxiotat Sia
4G avopiag fudv (Isa 53:5; cf. Rom 4:25; 1 Cor 15:3; Gal 1:4)

xai xvpiog mapédwxev adTov taic apaptialg Hudv (Isa 53:6; cf. Rom
4:25; 8:32; 1 Cor 11:23)

£v 17 Tanevdael 1) kpiolg adTod fiplr . . . and T@v dvopdv Tod Aaod
pov fixBn eic Bdvaroy (Isa 53:8; cf. Phil 2:8)

811 dvopiav odk énoinoey, obdE e0pédn S6Mog év 1@ oTépatt avtod
(Isa 53:9; cf. 2 Cor 5:21)

BovAerar kOpiog . . . Sikai@oai Sikawov eb dovAedovra moAdoic (Isa
53:10-11; cf. Rom 4:25; 5:15, 19; Phil 2:7)

avl’ dv mapeddln eig Bavatov ) Yoy adTod, kal v Toig AvOpoIg
#hoyioBn. kal avtog dpaptiag mOA@v aviveykev kal Sid Tég
duapriag adt@v mapedddy (Isa 53:12; cf. Rom 4:255 5:15, 195 1 Cor
15:3; Gal 1:4; Phil 2:7)

61. Omfikovoey is attested by Eusebius; 86 reads fikovoev here and is supported by
Jerome (audiens non aperuit os suum, attributed to Symmachus and Theodotion).
62. See |. Jeremias, “Zu Phil 2:7: "Eavtdv éxévwoey.” NovT 6 (1963): 182-88.
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To these we may add a possible awareness of alternative translations such
as the following:

‘160 guvioer 6 SodAog pov (Isa 52113, Aquila, Symmachus; cf. Phil
2:7)

dpaaig avtod kai popdry avtob (Isa 52:14, Aquila; cf. Phil 2:7)

oV popdi adTd kai ob Sranpeneia (Isa 53:2, Aquila; cf. Phil 2:7)

nemAfyota Ond tod Oeod kal Tetamewvwpévov (Isa 53:4, Aquila,
Symmachus; cf. Phil 2:8)

TpoorxBn kal abTog brjkovaey kai ovk fijvoifev 1o oTépa avTod (Isa
53:8, Symmachus [?]; cf. Phil 2:8)

If these connections are plausible, then Paul can be shown to have cited or
drawn upon a wide range of material from the Fourth Servant Song.
Whether his use of this material was mediated through “pre-Pauline tradi-
tion” is doubtful, since its use cannot be reliably traced back behind the
Greek-speaking community at Antioch, with which Paul was associated
from an early period.** Christians in Antioch were presumably more likely
to study Isaiah in Greek than were Christians in Jerusalem.®* If Paul was
aware of other translation possibilities, these may conceivably have been
mediated through Jerusalem-based Christians who read Hebrew; but that
is speculation. It is more plausible to imagine Paul himself as a participant
in the early processes of tradition formation at Antioch, in which crucial
decisions were taken on the basis of Isaiah 53 LXX about how Jesus’ death
was to be understood. As a result of this early preoccupation with this text,
traditional formulae were preserved — but rarely if ever elaborated — in
Pauline statements dating from some years later.5

63. Contra Jeremias, TDNT, 5:706.

64.1 Cor 15:3-5 would demonstrate that the entire early church understood the death
of ‘]esus on the basis of Isaiah 53 LXX only if Paul here quotes a fixed formula verbatim. In
Isp]te of the arguments of Jeremias (The Eucharistic Words of Jesus, 101-103), this seems un-
ikely. ’ .

65. Thi.s suggests an answer to the question raised by Richard Hays, why Paul does
not more explicitly identify Jesus with the Suffering Servant of Isaiah 53 (Echoes of Scripture,
63). ‘Isalah 53 was foundational to Paul’s thinking and language about the death of Christ,
and its foundational status is evident from the traditional terminology derived from it.
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Conclusion

Owing to its “mistranslations” (i.e., its substitutions, emendations, addi-
tions, paraphrases, and so on), Isaiah 53 LXX deviates considerably from
its Hebrew exemplar. These “mistranslations” are fundamental to the Pau-
line and early Christian appropriation of this chapter, which provided not
only material for citation but — still more importantly — crucial semantic
resources for the development of a positive, soteriological understanding
of the death of Christ. It is mistranslation that makes it possible to affirm
that Christ died for us, or that he died for our sins.

Mistranslation is the substitution of one semantic potential for an-
other — of (for example) “he suffered for us” for “he bore our blows”
Mistranslation highlights the dual relationship of the new text to the
original, characterized at the same time by dependence and by auton-
omy. From one perspective, “he suffered for us” is a mistranslation; from
another, its new semantic potential exists not to be corrected but to be
realized. If a translation represents the original, it also displaces it and
becomes itself an original. For Greek-speaking Christians, Isaiah 53 LXX
is scripture, in the fullest and most direct sense. Along with the texts
from the Psalms that shape the Gospel passion narratives, this passage
provides the essential hermeneutical grid or lens through which the
death of Jesus is interpreted. The death of Jesus is, as it were, textualized.
The historical and political factors operative in this event are either sub-
sumed into a scriptural framework (passion narratives: Psalms 22, 69,
etc.), or altogether suppressed by it (Paul: Isaiah 53). Thus, in most of the
Pauline passages, the sole agents in this event are God and God’s Ser-
vant/Son. All others play the part of the onlookers who, in the Fourth
Servant Song, retell the story of the Servant and confess the momentous
divine saving act that has taken place therein, in spite of all appearances
to the contrary. The event of Jesus’ death is truly understood only as it is
reinscribed within the scriptural text. To confess that “Christ died for
our sins according to the scriptures” is not to acknowledge that (as a
matter of fact) Christ died for our sins, and that (helpfully for apologetic
purposes) scripture provides subsequent confirmation of something we
already know. To confess that “Christ died for our sins .. ” is to confess
an already textualized event that would become quite another event if
detached from its textual matrix.

That, at least, would seem to be the implication of “ . . according to
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the scriptures” The event must be reinscribed within scripture; scripture
must rewrite the event. And “scripture” here is the text in its Old Greek
form, in which it is written not that the Servant bore our sicknesses but
that he was delivered up for us and for our sins.
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