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1. A scandalous text 

 

In the question twenty to the book of Judges Theodoret of Cyrus ask "Why did the Lord 

permit the sacrifice of Jephthah's daughter?" This is indeed a real difficulty of the Holy Writ 

which appears also in the rabbinic commentaries, taking into account that in other parts of 

Scripture God condemns human sacrifices and that in Genesis 22 God prevented the sacrifice 

of Abraham's son. God's silence in Jephthah's daughter sacrifice is still a stumbling-block for 

interpreters. 

Theodoret comments that "Jephthah's was a very foolish vow. He ought to have realized that, 

in all likelihood, a dog or an ass, both unclean by Law, would be the first to come out to meet 

him. So that Jephthah's example would teach others to make their vows with prudence and 

understanding, did not prevent the sacrifice." Nevertheless, Theodoret adds a series of 

passages of the Scripture in which God condemns such sacrifices (Psalm 106: 37; Ezek 16:20-

22; Jer 7:31; 39:35 LXX). He denounces Jephthah's moral inadequacy and praises his 

daugther as much better than his father.1 

The book of Judges is full of female characters which have attracted the interest of researchers 

and have cristallized in a plethora of literary, sociological and, above all, feminist studies in 

the last decades, since Ph. Trible's Texts of Terror and A. Brenner's A Feminist Companion to 

Judges2 until the most recent publications.3 The power of the word to kill and heal, the 

                                                 
1 See N. Fernández Marcos and A. Sáenz-Badillos, Theodoreti Cyrensis Quaestiones in Octateuchum. Editio 
Critica, Madrid: CSIC 1979, 303-304, and for the English translation see, Theodoret of Cyrus. The Questionson 
the Octateuch. Greek text revised by John F. Petruccione. English translation with introduction and commentary 
by Robert C. Hill. The Library of Early Christianity. Volume 2. Washington: The Catholic University of 
America Press 2007, 343-347.  
2 Ph. Trible, Texts of Terror, Philadelphia: Fortress Press 1984, especially pp. 107-108, and A. Brenner (ed.), A 
Feminist Companion to Judges, Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press 1993, 116-144. See also Robert H. 
O'Connell, The Rhetoric of the Book of Judges, Leiden/New York/Köln: Brill 1996, and Y. Amit, The Book of 
Judges: The Art of Editing, Leiden/Boston/Köln 1999. 
3 See A. Rottzoll und U. Dirk, "Die Erzählung von Jiftach und seine Tochter (Jdc 11,30-40) in der 
mittelalterlich-jüdischen und historisch-kritischen Bibelexegese," ZAW 115 (2003) 210-230; C. B. Tkacz, 
"Women as Types of Christ: Susanna and Jephthah's Daughter," Gregorianum 85 (2004) 281-314; J. A. Hackett, 
"Violence and Women's Lives in the Book of Judges," Interpretation 58 (2004) 356-364; C. Houtman, 
"Rewriting a Dramatic Old Testament Story. The Story of Jephthah and his Daughter in Some Examples of 
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problem of human sacrifice in war, the problem of violence in Judges intricately bound to the 

lives of the book's many and varied women, the danger of the rash oath making, and so many 

other problems which have consumed the time and ingenuity of the exegetes. 

In contrast, the number of textual studies is very scant, especially of the Septuagint, in spite of 

being the first translation and at the same time the first interpretation of the Hebrew Bible in 

this difficult passage, before Josephus, the Targum, Pseudo-Philo's Liber Antiquitatum 

Biblicarum, and the rabbis. As a matter of fact we can only get the first interpretation if we 

can confidently go back to the Old Greek of Judges.  

 

2. The reconstruction of the Old Greek 

  

We are lacking a critical edition of Judges in spite of the manuscripts having being collated in 

the Septuaginta-Unternehmen. Moreover, Rahlfs double printing in his manual edition, with 

the text of codex Alexandrinus and Vaticanus in the upper and lower part of the page 

respectively, has created a misleading impression of a double translation. It should be, 

however, emphasized that the Old Greek of Judges goes back to a single translation. The 

studies of Soisalon-Soininen,Bodine, Targarona and Lindars confirm this assertion. One has 

to take into account the similarities of the two texts not only their disagreements. 

Nevertheless, the resoration of the Old Greek is extremely difficult, since no group of 

manuscripts is free from horizontal, particularly Hexaplaric, contamination. There is a 

consensus that the whole evidence of the Greek tradition can be stratified in the following 

four groups of manuscripts: The Antiochene text: KZgln(o)w+(d)ptv; the kaivge revision: 

Befij(m)qrsuza2; the Hexaplaric recension: (A)Gabc(k)x Syh, and a mixed group: MN(h)yb2. 

It is uncertain in which measure these groups are related to the three recensions mentioned by 

Jerome in his Preface to the translation of Paralipomena. As is well known, the Hesychian 

recension is vanishing, and the Lucianic or Antiochene recension has not been identified in 

the Pentateuch. In the book of Judges the Hexaplaric recension can be easily detected in the 

group of codex Alexandrinus, joined frequently by the Syrohexapla which preserves the 

Aristarchian signs. The group of Vaticanus transmit a revised text very close to the MT, 

which has been corrected in the line of the kaivge tradition. The group of MN is a late and 

                                                                                                                                                         
Christian Devotional Literature," BI 13 (2005) 167-190; M. Sjöberg, "Jephthah's Daughter as Object of Desire or 
Feminist Icon," BI 15 (2007) 377-394, and E. Baumgarten, "'Remember that glorious girl': Jephthah's Daughter 
in Medieval Jewish Culture," JQR 97 (2007) 180-209. 



 3

mixed text, occasionally agreeing with one of the other groups, and preserving at times some 

old readings. 

For the restoration of the Old Greek in Judges one should bear in mind the importance of the 

Antiochene text, particularly in his early stage or Proto-Lucian, more free, although no 

exempt, from Hexaplaric contaminations and some stylistic revision. Most of the above 

mentioned scholars agree that this group may preserve the Old Greek, or the text closest to the 

Old Greek, especially when it is accompanied by the Old Latin.4 I have tried to restore the 

supposed Old Greek for Judges 11:29-40, according to the criteria of text criticism and the 

characteristics of each group (see Appendix)5.  

My restoration will be based on some principles generally accepted by the scholars: that the B 

group is a witness of the kaivge revision, as can be proved by the translation of 

sunavnthsin instead of ajpavnthsin (11:31) and the translation of  ykn) by ejgwv 

eijmi (11:35.37), both characteristics of the kaivge revision only in this brief section; that 

the Old Greek is best preserved not in Alexandrinus and its group as Rahlfs's edition might 

suggest, but in the ancient layer of the Antiochene text mainly when accompanied by the Old 

Latin. Rahlfs's prejudice against the Lucianic text prevent him to incorporate more 

Antiochene readings as genuine. In eny event, no every Antiochene reading should be 

accepted. I consider secondary readings some doublets and small additions or stylistic 

corrections that belong already to a revised text. Among the last, the following Antiochene 

reading within the mentioned section shoul be included: e{w" th'" oJdou' Manwve, 

11:33; kai; ejporeuveto ajpoblevpwn, 11:34 (doublet of Massepha);  jIefqave 

instead of aujtov", 11:35; the addition of hJ qugavthr aujtou', 11:36, a typical 

explicitation of the subject very frequent in Antiochene; the addition of aujth'/, 11:38, 

explicitation of the pronoun, typical of Antiochene; the addition of hJmevrwn, 11:38 with 

the same purpose of smoothing the narrative; the additions of  qugavthr jIefqave and   

jIefqave, making explicit the subjects in order to clarify the narrative6. 

 

3. Commenting the Old Greek  

                                                 
4 Fortunatly, we have at our disposal the current text of the Old Latin in Codex Lugdunensis, see U. Robert, 
Heptateuchi partis posterioris versio latina antiquissima e codice Lugdunensi, Lyon: Librairie de A. Rey et C. 
1900. 
5 For the Greek text see A. E. Brooke and N. McLean, The Old Testament in Greek. Vol. I, pt. 4, Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press 1917. 
6 For the reading of the Antiochene text it is necessary to consult the apparatus of  Brooke/McLean's edition 
mentioned in the previous note. 
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 Once we have reached the text closest to the Old Greek we are in conditions of commenting 

the Septuagint reading of Jephthah's daughter episode. In other words, I will analyze what has 

been retained, what has been lost, and what has been transformed in the process of translation. 

If one compares the OG translation with the Targum or other kind of rewritten Scripture one 

realizes that the Septuagint is a faithful translation in which a great part of the original has 

been retained. There are complete verses translated literally. Moreover in v. 30 the OG retains 

twice the Hebrew idioms rdn rdy and Ntt Nwtn and is able to translate them with words 

of the same root in Greek: hu[xato eujchvn and paradovsei paradw'/". The 

first idiom is also retained in v. 39. However, this etymological device has been lost in v. 35, 

where ynt(rkh (rkh has been translated by the Greek Septuagint hapax 

ejmpodostatei'n in the OG, while the group of Vaticanus preserves the idiom 

tarach'/ ejtavraxa" reading probably the Hebrew root rk( instead of the TM (rk. 

With this exception, very few phonetic connotations or rhetorical devices of the original have 

been lost in the translation. 

However, an attentive look at the small changes allows to discover some interesting 

transformations in the reading of the translator. Somo proper nouns of the Hebrew are 

translated or half translated in Greek, converting theum into common nouns. In v. 29 d(lg 

hpcm is translated twice by skopia;n Galaavd, "lookout-place of Galaad," in all the 

Greek tradition,deriving the name from the verb  hpc qal. In v. 33 the proper name  Mymrk 

lb) is translated by  jAbe;l ajmpelwvnwn in the OG, while the group of Vaticanus 

transliterates it as jEbelcarmivn. But it is in vv. 34-35 where the most subtle changes 

are introduced in order to intensify the dramatization of the scene. The Hebrew description is 

very sober, hdyxy )yh qrw. In contrast the OG inserts a cumulative series of adjectives to 

augment the emotion: kai; au{th monogenh;" aujtw'/, ajgaphth; 

perivyukto" aujtw'/, while the group of B follows literally the Hebrew. The three 

adjectives are worth commenting. Monogenhv" appears here for the first time in the 

Septuagint for the Hebrew hdyxy (qr). In contrast, ajgaphtov" is the current translation 

of the LXX for dyxy, particularly in Isaac's episode (Gen 22:2.12.22).We shall see below the 

consequences of this selction of vocabulary on the side of the translator. Finally 

perivyukto" is a hapax in the LXX, an adjective derived from the verb periyuvcwwith 

the meaning of "beloved, cherished, fanned all around," the same meaning of 
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peripovqhto" according to Hesychius. This last adjective is attested by all the 

manuscripts of the Antiochene group. It is a doublet for the same Hebrew word dyxy but it 

may be original, since the group of Vaticanus, a corrected revision towards MT reduce al the 

adjectives to one, monogenhv". 

In v. 35 there occur also other interesting changes. First of all the first appearance of the 

exclamation Oi[mmoi in the LXX, expression of pain and fright frequent in Homer, 

Theognis and the tragic poets, while the group of Vaticanus transliterates the Hebrew hh). 

The OG continues with the following sentence: ejmpepodostavthkav" me, eij" 

skw'lon ejgevnou ejn ojfqalmoi'" mou, "you have come in my way, you have 

become a stumbling-block to my eyes." It is a free translation which recurs to a hapax in the 

LXX, but well attested in Greek since the 3rd century BCE, ejmpodostatei'n, "to be in 

the way." The Vetus Latina translates by impedisti me. This version is very different from that 

of Vaticanus, corrected towards MT: tarach'/ ejtavraxav" me, kai; su; h\" 

ejn tw/' taravcw/ mou, which reproduces even the alliteration of the three Hebrew 

words, although reading all the three as from the root  rk( instead of  (rk. 

In v. 37 Jephthah's daughter express one wish to her father before he acomplish his vow: 

"Grant  me two months, so that I may go and go down on the mountains, and bewail my 

virginity". The Hebrew text is clear  ytdryw  hkl)w. The group of Vaticanus translates 

accordingly: poreuvsomai kai; katabhvsomai ejpi; ta; o[rh. Modern 

translators and commentators are aware of the difficulty of the Hebrew text with the 

expression "to descend on the mountains" and usually translate by "wander" with ingenious 

explanations and conjectures. The OG, represented here by the Antiochene text, was the first 

who noticed the difficulty and translated ejpibhvsomai ejpi; ta; o[rh, "I will go 

up to the mountains" against the Hebrew text and facilitating the meaning of the sentence. 

Finally in v. 40 all the Greek tradition introduces the verb qrhnei'n for the Hebrew twnt, 

piel of hnt, "To account, commemorate," a word associated to the Greek compositions of 

dirge and lamentations. 

In sum the OG translation of this section is a faithful translation but not as literal as has been 

supposed when the analisis are made on the text of Vaticanus, corrected towards the MT. 

There are some stylistic variants which favour the comprehension of the original, the selection 

of vocabulary is the way tha translators uses to dramatize the narrative, and the result is a new 

account with no less impact on the reader than the Hebrew original. 
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4. The evocative power of imitatio.  

These transformations in the Old Greek adquire a new dimension in the light of the intertextul 

echoes which they are evoking. Intertextuallity is the modern word for imitatio in the ancient 

world, a practice very extended among the classical authors. Römer realized that the author of 

this narrative in Hebrew constructedt it as a mirror image of Genesis 22 and as an echo of 

Ifigenia's myth.7 Römer's theory on the influence of the Greek tragedy on the Hebrew text of 

Judges 11 can be contested due to chronological problems. Euripides tragedies Iphigenia 

Aulidensis (in Aulis) and Iphigenia Taurica  are dated at the end of the 5th century BCE. One 

is inclined to despise this influence if one consider that the Hebrew narrative is very old and 

not a late, post-exilic and post-Deuteronomistic insertion in the book of Judges.8 But in any 

event, ther is no doubt that the translator in the 2nd century BCE knew the Greek tragedy, 

being the tragic poets among the authors of the Hellenistic 'canon' with Homer and Hesiod of 

the Alexandrian Library. And we know that the Greek canon exerced a kind of fascination on 

a good part of the Hellenistic-Jewish intelligentsia.9 Certainly the translator of Judges 11 

presupposes in the reader these intertextual connections. The echo of the Aqedah, or binding 

of Isaac, is present in the selection of the adjective ajgapethv in v. 34. Through the 

insertion of this word, the translator intentionally links this account with the story of 

Abraham's sacrifice of Isaac.  

The echoes of the Greek tragedy in the selection of the keywords oi[mmoi in v. 35, and 

qrhnei'n v. 40. Moreover, the narrative in Greek preserves the three characteristics of 

Iphigenia's sacrifice: ambiguity, tragedy and irony. The daughter coming out to meet Jephthah 

with timbrels and dancing echoes Miriam's celebration in Exod 15:20. And the ascent to the 

mountains in v. 37 echos the place of God's theophany in Exod 19:18-20, while at the same 

time one can perceive God's silence throughout the whole story. One may conclude that the 

experience of the tragedy is not exclusive of the Hellenistic culture, and that the theological 

problems arisen by this episode will never be solved. The translator as the author remain 

neutral before the development of the scene and God abandon men to themselves. The 

                                                 
7 See T. Römer, "La fille de Jephté entre Jerusalem et Athènes. Reflexions à partir d' une triple intertextualité en 
Juges 11", in D. Marguerat and A. Curtis (eds.), Intertextualités. La Bible en échos, Genève: Labor et Fides 
2000, 30-42.  
8 According to Römer, Judges 11 stemms from an author contemporary with Qohelet, who developed this story 
as a way of raising questions about Deuteronomistic theology concerning divine governance and retribution, see 
former note. 
9 See N. Fernández Marcos, "The Greek Pentateuch and the Library of Alexandria," in International Conference 
on "The Bible and Computers: Present and Future of a Discipline," El Escorial (Madrid), June 16th-19th 2008. 
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fatalism of the vow is acomplished and the word pronounced kills: kai; ejpetevlesen  

jIefqave th;n eujch;n aujtou', h}n hu[xato. 

 

5. Rewritten Bible and Targum  

 

Nothwithstanding the first OG translation is mainly a translation, not a Targum, not an 

interpretation. The translator does not elude the theological and ideological difficulties offered 

by the source text. He leaves the theological problems unsolved. He does not try to explain 

God's silence or Jephthah's foolish vow. This will become apparent when we compare the 

Greek text with other Jewish-Hellenistic texts, rewritten Bible or with the translation of the 

Targum and the reception of this account by the rabbis. 

Josephus retells Jephthah's story in  Ant. V. 263-266. He maintains in the vow the indefinition 

of the Hebrew (v. 31): kai; pa'n o{ ti kai; prw'ton aujtw'/ suntuvcoi 

("anything which would meet him"), as against the Old Greek  o}" a]n ejxevlqh/ 

("any who will come out"). He emphasizes the magnitude of the disgrace when he realizes 

that it is his daughter, unique and virgin who is coming out. However, at the end of the 

account he disproves the sacrifice as contrary to the law and unpleasant to God, because he 

did not submit it to the reason and despised the opinion of those who would hear what had 

been made.10 As Feldman observes, "we may, furthermore, contrast Pseudo-Philo's pious and 

theological orientation, with Josephus' purely political stress."11 

Contemporary with Josephus is the author of the Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum. He remarks 

that God irritated before the possibility that an unclean animal might be offered, the same 

difficulty expressed by Theodoret and the rabbis: Et nunc si canis primum obviaverit Iepte, 

numquid canis offeretur mihi? 12 LAB is the only writing which reveals the name of the 

daughter, Seila, unnamed in the Biblical texts and other ancient sources. The name is usually 

translated from the Hebrew, the original language of the writing, as "she who was 

demanded."13 The author presents Seila as willing to die, indeed, as a happy martyr. In fact it 

is the picture of the biblical text, followed also by Josephus, while the rabbinic sources picture 
                                                 
10 quvsa" th;n pai'da wJlokauvtwsen ou[te novmimon ou[te qew'/ kecarismevnhn 
qusivan ejpitelw'n, mh diabasanivsa" tw'/ logismw'/ to; genesovmenon oi|ovn 
te pracqe;n dovxei toi'" ajkouvsasi, Ant. V. 266. 
11 See Louis H. Feldman, "Josephus' Portrait of Jephthah," in The Jews in the Hellenistic-Roman World. Studies 
in Memory of Menahem Stern, Edited by J. M. Gafni, A. Oppenheimer, D. R. Schwartz, Jerusalem 1996, 67*-
85*, p. 84*. 
12 LAB XXXIX, 11. I follow the edition of H. Jacobson, A Commentary on Pseudo-Philo's Liber Antiquitatum 
Biblicarum. With Latin Text & English Translation, I and II, Leiden/New York/Köln: Brill 1996. 
13 See Jacobson, A Commentary, pp. 960-961. 
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her as pleading and arguing with his father not to sacrifice her. She remember the parallel of 

Isaac in the time of the patriarchs, when et erat qui offerebatur paratus, et qui offerebat 

gaudens (LAB XL,2). The autor of the book follows the steps of the Targumic interpretation 

of the Aqedah. He presents Seila as a new Isaac according to Targumic interpretation. The 

Palestinian Targum Neophyti presents an expansion to Gen 22: 10 in which Isaac manifests 

his willingness to die. And in Gen 22: 14 there is another expansion showing Abraham's 

disposition to sacrifice his son joined to a prayer for Israel's sons in the moments of anxiety.14 

A new motiv is introduced. Before going to the mountains with her young companions to 

mourn her disgrace, she goes to the elders, to the wise men of the people and they were 

unable to give an answer: et nemo potuit respondere ad verbum eius (LAB XL,4). Again the 

limits of the deuteronomistic theology are present. God explains that he has closed the wiser's 

tongue in order that Jephthah may accomplish his vow, and adds: Et ipsam vidi magis 

sapientem pre patre suo, et sensatam virginem pre omnibus qui hic sunt sapientes (LAB 

XL,4). Finally, Seila's lamentation is a dirge in the manner of the Greek threnoi in which her 

mourning is transformed in a mourning of the whole nature, moreover, the whole cosmos, 

which share her feelings: Audite montes trenum meum, et intendite colles lacrimas oculorum 

meorum, et testes estote petre in planctu animae meae … Proficiscantur verba mea in celis, et 

scribantur lacrime mee ante conspectum firmamenti …Inclinate arbores ramos vestros, et 

plangite iuventutem meam (LAB XL,5.7). 

If we turn to the opinion of the rabbis, they insist that Jephthah was unaware that he could 

have paid ransom to the Temple treasure in lieu of his vow, and that the High Priest Phinehas 

could have absolved him from it, as attested in Lev. 27: 1-8. This opinion is best expressesed 

in an addition of Targum Jonathan to Judg. 11: 39: ( And it became a decree in Israel) "that no 

one may offer up his son or his daughter for a burnt offering, as Jephthah the Gileadite did, 

who did not ask Phinehas the priest. For if he had asked Phinehas the priest, he would have 

rescued her with a monetary consecration."15 

 

6. Conclusions 

 

                                                 
14 A. Díez Macho, Neophyti 1, Targum palestinense Ms de la Biblioteca Vaticana. Tomo I: Génesis. Edición 
príncipe, introducción general, y versión castellana. Traducción francesa por R. Le Déaut e inglesa por Martin 
McNamara y Michael Maher, Madrid/Barcelona 1968. 
15 See W. Smelik, The Targum of Judges, Leiden/New York/Köln: Brill, 1995, pp. 554-555. And for other 
traditions on the controversy of the rabbis with the different solutions proposed concerning the problem of 
Jephthah's vow, ibid. 556-557. 
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I have chosen a passage of Judges which has provoked several reactions not only in modern 

sociological and feminist approaches, but also in Antiquity, since it appears to be the only 

human sacrifice in the Bible carried out by an Israelite. There are parallels in the classical 

world, and there are other examples of human sacrifice narrated by the Bible in times of 

crisis, great necessity and war, as that of king Mesha of Moab who offered his firstborn as a 

burnt offering on the wall (2 Kingdoms 3:27). But he was not an israelite, and when he did 

that  "a great wrath came upon Israel, so they withdrew from him and returned tio their own 

land" (2 Kingdoms 3:28). It is important to verify (averiguar, ascertain) how this tradition was 

received in the first translation, which is at the same time the first Jewish interpretation of the 

Hebrew text. The OG translation is a faithful translation for the most part of the scene; several 

verses have been translated literally. The translator leaves without answer all the questions put 

by the Hebrew text. He does not interpret the hard theological difficulties of the passage, as 

the Targumic translator or the authors of rewritten pieces like Josephus or Pseudo-Philo do.  

However, through the selection of vocabulary, some free translations, and small additions of 

keywords, especially in vv. 34 and 25, just as the classical authors used to do with the 

rhetorical device of the imitatio or modern intertextuallity, he evokes in the reader the episode 

of the Aqedah and probably the account of Iphigenia in Euripides' tragedies. The translator of 

Judges is a cultivated Jew not only competent in both languages, Hebrew and Greek, but also 

in their respective cultures and traditions. He translates faithfully an Hebrew text very similar, 

although not identic, to the MT. But the OG is not a translation as literal as it has been 

supposed in the past when the studies on the translation technique were made on the text of 

codex Vaticanus, a member of the kaivge revision or tradition.  

I would like to know more details concerning the background of thee translation, that is, the 

sociological group who produced it. I would like to locate and date the translator of Judges. It 

is not possible. All we can say is that the translation was made in all probability in the 2nd 

century BCE, and probably in the time of the Seleucid persecution, as I have pointed out 

elsewhere.16 To present our heroine as a martyr, willing to die because her father's vow which 

made him victorious over the Ammonites, would fit into the nationalistic atmosphere of the 

Maccabean war. In the MT the execution of the sacrifice could remain open or ambiguous 

("who did with her according to the vow  he had made"), in the Grek version, however, it is 

explicitely affirmed: kai; ejpetevlesen  jIefqave th;n eujch;n aujtou', 

                                                 
16 See N. Fernández Marcos, "A Septuagint Reading of Samson Cycle" (in press). 
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h}n hu[xato, and in this literal sense was understood by the commentators as attested by 

Theodoret's text quoted at the beginning. 

 

 

 

   

 

The Old Greek of Judges 11:29-40 
 

29 Kai; ejgevneto ejpi; jIefqave pneu'ma kurivou, kai; dievbh 

th;n gh'n Galaa;d kai; to;n Manasshv, kai; dievbh th;n 

skopia;n Galaavd, kai; ajpo; skopia'" Galaa;d eij" to; pevran 

uiJw'n jAmmwvn. 30 kai; hu[xato jIefqave eujch;n tw'/ kurivw/ 

kai; ei\pen  jEa;n paradovsei paradw'/" moi tou;" uiJou;"  

jAmmw;n ejn ceiriv mou, 31 kai; e[stai o}" a]n ejxevlqh/ ejk 

tw'n qurw'n tou' oi[kou mou eij" ajpavnthsivn mou ejn tw'/ 

ejpistrevyai me ejn eijrhvnh/ ajpo; tw'n uiJw'n jAmmwvn, kai; 

e[stai tw'/ kurivw/, kai; ajnoivsw aujto;n oJlokauvtwma. 32 kai; 

dievbh  jIefqave pro;" tou;" uiJou;" jAmmw;n tou' polemh'sai 

pro;" aujtouv", kai; parevdwken aujtou;" kuvrio" ejn ceiri; 

aujtou'. 33 kai; ejpavtaxen aujtou;" ajpo; jAroh;r kai; e{w" 

tou' ejlqei'n Mwi?q ei[kosi povlei" e{w" jAbe;l ajmpelwvnwn 

plhgh;n megavlhn sfovdra, kai; ejtapeinwvqhsan oiJ uiJoi;  

jAmmw;n ejnantivon tw'n uiJw'n  jIsrahvl.  
34 Kai; h\lqen jIefqave eij" Masshfa; eij" to;n oi\kon aujtou', 

kai; ijdou; hJ qugavthr aujtou' ejxeporeuveto eij" ajpavnthsin 

aujtou' ejn tumpavnoi" kai; coroi'": kai; au{th monogenh;" 

aujtw'/, ajgaphth; perivyukto" aujtw'/, oujc uJph'rcen aujtw'/ 

plh;n aujth'" uiJo;" h] qugavthr. 35 kai; ejgenhvqh hJnivka 

ei\den aujthvn, dievrrhxen ta; iJmavtia aujtou' kai; ei\pen 

Oi[mmoi, quvgater, ejmpepodostavthkav" me, eij" skw'lon 

ejgevnou ejn ojfqalmoi'" mou, ejgw; de; h[noixa to; stovma mou 
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peri; sou' pro;" kuvrion, kai; ouj dunhvsomai ajpostrevyai. 36 

kai; ei\pen pro;" aujtovn Eij ejn ejmoi; h[noixa" to; stovma 

sou pro;" kuvrion, poivhsovn moi o}n trovpon ejxh'lqen ejk 

tou' stovmatov" sou, ajnq j w|n ejpoivhsevn soi kuvrio" 

ejkdikhvsei" ejk tw'n ejcqrw'n sou ejk tw'n uiJw'n  jAmmwvn. 37 

kai; ei\pen pro;" to;n patevra auth'" Plh;n poivhsovn moi to; 

rJh'ma tou'to: e[asovn me duvo mh'na", kai; poreuvsomai kai; 

ejpibhvsomai ejpi; ta; o[rh kai; klauvsomai ejpi; th;n 

parqenivan mou, kai; ejgw; kai; sunetairivde" mou. 38 kai; 

ei\pen Poreuvou: kai; ejxapevsteilen aujth;n duvo mh'na". Kai; 

ejporeuvqh, aujth; kai; aiJ sunetairivde" aujth'", kai; 

e[klausan ejpi; tw'n ojrevwn th;n parqenivan aujth'". 39 kai; 

ejgevneto meta; tevlo" duvo mhnw'n kai; ajnevkamyen pro;" to;n 

patevra aujth'", kai; ejpetevlesen  jIefqave th;n eujch;n 

aujtou', h}n hu[xato: kai; aujth; oujk e[gnw a[ndra. kai; 

ejgevneto eij" provstagma ejn  jIsrahvl: 40 ejx hJmevrwn eij" 

hJmevra" suneporeuvonto aiJ qugatevre"  jIsrah;l qrhnei'n th;n 

qugatevra  jIefqave tou' Galaadivtou tevssara" hJmevra" ejn 

tw'/ ejniautw'/. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  


