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INTRODUCTION: EXPLORING EXOD. 33 

This thesis aims at analyzing the mysterious chapter 33 of Exodus. In this chapter, it is told how 

God speaks to Moses “face-to-face” (v. 11). This bold statement surprises the reader, especially 

in the light of the later verses 20 and 23, where it is said that God’s face cannot be seen. Besides 

this apparent contradiction within Exod. 33, the text presents many more textual tensions. I 

intend to address these textual problems by searching a solution from two different angles. On 

the one hand, a synchronic approach will propose solutions for the textual tensions from a 

narrative point of view. On the other hand, a text-critical approach will address these tensions 

as well, examining whether the textual variants present in their turn solutions to the textual 

tensions of Exod. 33. Proposing solutions from two different angles, this thesis intends to shed 

a new light on the difficult text of Exod. 33 that has enticed readers for centuries. In order to 

reach this goal, Exod. 33 will first be situated in its context and a brief outset of the scholarly 

debate will be presented. After this introduction, we will first undertake the synchronic analysis 

of the text, followed by the text-critical analysis. In the conclusion, we will bring the solutions 

from both angles together. 

1. Situating Exod. 33 

Exodus, the second book of what is traditionally known as the Pentateuch, follows upon Genesis 

and has been intriguing readers, believers and researchers for many centuries. Both diachronic 

and synchronic problems shape this book and up until today, no fitting answers have been found 

to these problems. This thesis does not aim to address Exodus as a whole, but rather hopes to 

shed a new light on a specific chapter of the book, namely the face-to-face discourse between 

Moses and God in Exod. 33. Before analyzing this chapter and addressing some of its many 

problems, Exod. 33 should be situated in its context. 

 Following Thomas Dozeman, Exodus could be divided into two major parts: Exod. 1:1–

15:21 describing the fate of Israel in Egypt, and Exod. 15:22–40:38 unfolding the events of 

Israel in the wilderness.1 Of course, many other divisions are plausible, but I will follow this 

partition, as it straightforwardly uses a spatial criterium to distinguish the two parts. Within 

these two parts (Exod. 1:1–15:21 and Exod. 15:22–40:38), subdivisions can be made. As Exod. 

33 is situated in the second part, I will only expose the subdivisions of Exod. 15:22–40:38. 

Dozeman divides this part in three subparts, of which the last one constitutes a tripartite whole: 2 

 
1 Thomas B. DOZEMAN, Commentary on Exodus (The Eerdmans Critical Commentary), Grand Rapids: Eerdmans 

Publishing Company, 2009, p. viii-xiii. 
2 Idem, p. viii-xiii. 
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Table 1: SUBPARTS ISRAEL IN THE WILDERNESS 

15:22–40:38       Israel in the Wilderness 

15:22–18:27 The Journey 

19:1–24:11 The Revelation of the Covenant Law 

24:12–40:38 The Sanctuary 

24:12–31:18  The Revelation of the Tabernacle 

32–34  Interruption and Forgiveness 

35–40  Building of the Tabernacle 

This relatively simple division of Exodus, is largely inspired by Erich Zenger, who recognizes 

the same tripartite structure in the last subpart.3 Zenger and Dozeman accord with the consensus 

that Exod. 25–31 and 35–40 (both considering the Tabernacle) belong together and that Exod. 

32–34 should be read together with Exod. 19–24. Exod. 32–34 appears as an interruption of the 

preceding and following chapters. Not only the theme is different, as Exod. 32–34 presents a 

story of events occurring between Israel, Moses and God, whereas Exod. 25–31 and 35–40 

involve the tabernacle. Also the form of Exod. 32–34 is different, as the reader encounters here 

vivid dialogues, in a sharp contrast to the long descriptions of Exod. 25–31 and 35–40.4 Zenger 

assigns the chapters 32–34 a “retardierende Funktion”, interrupting the so-called 

Heiligtumstheologie of Exod. 25–31 and 35–40.5 Characterizing Exod. 32–34 this way, Zenger 

believes that this same dynamics of anticipation – interruption/Retardierung – fulfilment of 

Exod. 25–40, is to be found in the development of Exod. 19–34 (with Exod. 32-34’s the making 

of the golden calf and the mourning of Israel as interruption; and the forgiveness YHWH and 

renewal of the covenant as fulfilment).6 As this short overview indicates, the unit of Exod. 19–

34, which Zenger calls the Sinaiperikope,7 is a complex whole.  

Generally speaking, four kinds of problems are to be noted.8 First, there are many 

literary problems, and there seem to be multiple authors and different narrators at work. Second, 

it is not clear how this pericope is related to corresponding parts in the near or further context 

of the Sinai-pericope. Third, it is not clear how the Sinai-pericope is related to the larger whole 

of Exodus, as very different patterns and materials seem to be gathered in the pericope. Fourth 

and last, the historical background of the different parts of the Sinai-unit is uncertain. Our 

chapter, Exod. 33, is situated is in this complex and problematic whole of the Sinai-pericope. 

 
3 Erich ZENGER, Israel am Sinai: Analysen und Interpretationen zu Exodus 17-34 (Quaestiones Disputatae, 146), 

Altenberge, CIS Verlag, 1982, p. 25. 
4 ZENGER, Israel am Sinai, p. 30. 
5 Idem, p. 49. 
6 Idem, p. 30. 
7 Erich ZENGER, Die Sinaitheophanie: Untersuchungen zum jahwistischen und elohistischen Geschichtswerk (Forschung 

zur Bibel, 3), Rudolf SCHNACKENBURG & Josef SCHREINER (eds), Würzburg, Echter Verlag Katholisches Bibelwerk, 

1971, p. 45.  
8 Idem, p. 45-53. 
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 Having shortly addressed the larger context of the fragment, it is important to situate 

Exod. 33 in its immediate context, i.e. to expose how Exod. 33 is integrated in the pericope of 

Exod. 32–34. As said before, there is consensus that chapters 32 to 34 belong together and form 

a distinct unity, as they differ both in form and in content from the preceding and following 

chapters. Dozeman situates chapter 33 in the unity of 32–34, by referring to the “intertwining 

themes” of Exod. 33.9 In Dozeman’s reading, two main themes are apparent in Exod. 33: the 

theme of divine guidance in the wilderness, and the theme of divine revelation at the mountain. 

The first theme, the divine guidance, is what connects Exod. 33 (especially vv. 1-3) to Exod. 

32 (especially 32:30-34). The second theme, the revelation of God, is connecting Exod. 33 

(especially 33:18-23) to chapter 34. Donald Gowan calls the chapters 32–34 “The distancing of 

God”, in which a movement is made from a distant, wrathful God (see e.g. Exod. 32:10) to a 

merciful God re-establishing the covenant (see e.g. 34:6).10 This complete reversal, together 

with Israel’s awareness of its own imperfections, creates many tensions. The text presents often 

seemingly paradoxical events (e.g. YHWH says that Moses cannot see His face, but beforehand 

it was said that they speak face-to-face) and the persona of Moses incorporates a whole range 

of emotions and actions (e.g. Moses speaks to YHWH on behalf of the people in 32:11-13 but 

he is also the one carrying out the violent judgement of the people in 32:26).11 Gowan suggests 

that these tensions might be emblematic for the radical reversal: the imperfect and sinful Israel, 

to figure as God’s chosen people, is aware that there is a substantial tension not only within the 

people itself (their sin and their regrets), but also within YHWH (His love for the people and His 

awareness of their sin). One should be careful, however, in drawing such parallel: “We do not 

know how much of [these tensions] is deliberate, a reflection of Israel’s awareness of the 

mystery of God, and how much may be simply the result of the effort to combine, as best as 

they could old traditions that did not fit together very well.”12 This is one of the problems I hope 

to address in this thesis. Providing on the one hand a synchronic analysis of the pericope, I hope 

to explain some tensions in the text from a narrative point of view. On the other hand, through 

a text-critical analysis, I will to take into account how the different textual witnesses preserve 

the complicated text of Exod. 33 and how they present solutions to the textual tensions.  

Now that Exod. 33 has been situated in its context, it is important to show how chapter 

33 can be distinguished from its surrounding chapters, and how the pericope of chapter 33 is 

delimitated. Both in Exod. 33:1 and in 34:1, an erneutere Redeeinleitung ( רוַיְדַ  ָ֤ה ב ֵּ֨ אֶל־מֹשֶה   יְהו  ) 

 
9 DOZEMAN, Commentary on Exodus, p. 171. 
10 Donald E. GOWAN, Theology in Exodus: Biblical Theology in the Form of a Commentary, Louisville, Westminster 

John Knox Press, 1994, p. 217-219. 
11 Idem, p. 219. 
12 Ibidem. 
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indicates a new section.13 Besides, Zenger points at the connection between 33:1 and 32:35, 

which is troublesome.14 Surely, Moses’ dialogue with YHWH of Exod. 32:31 is continued in 

33:1.15 However, the plague and punishment of the people, indicated in 32:35, is nowhere found 

in 33:1. What is more, the Abführungsformel of 33:1, i.e. the divine command to go to a land, 

seems to be a repetition of 32:34. This repetition makes it problematic to connect chapter 33 

with the preceding words of YHWH in 32:33-34.16  As for the closure of the pericope in 33:23, 

Dozeman underlines the change in divine speech. He sees chapter 33 as emblematic for divine 

absence, while chapter 34, by mentioning the reproduction of the covenant tablets in 34:1, takes 

up the theme of the renewed presence of God.17 Besides, also the spatial plan changes: Exod. 

33 focusses on the Tent of Meeting, while chapter 34 turns its attention to the mountain.18 

Finally, chapter 33 is to be divided in the following parts: 

Table 2: SUBUNITS EXOD. 33 

33:1-6 YHWH will not accompany the people 

33:7-11  The Tent of Meeting and Moses mediation 

33:12-17 Moses asks YHWH to accompany the people 

33: 18-23 Moses asks to see YHWH and preparations for the theophany 

This general division of chapter 33 is recognized by most commentators, as it is supported by 

lexical and formal features. Cornelis Houtman notes the lexical groupings: “‘Tent’ occurs 11x, 

in 33:7-11, ‘door opening’ 4x. In 33:12-17 ידע is used 6x; the expression ‘to enjoy favour’ 5x 

(33:12, 13[2x], 16, 17).”19 There is consensus that 33:7-11 forms a distinct unit, because of its 

particular verbal forms: in 33:7-11 the verbs are imperfects, instead of the preceding perfects.20 

A final argument for the structure set out above, is that the name YHWH appears in each of the 

sections exactly twice.21  

 
13 Christoph DOHMEN, Exodus 19-40 (Herders Theologischer Kommentar zum Alten Testament), Freiburg, Verlag 

Herder, 2004, p. 328. 
14 ZENGER, Die Sinaitheophanie, p. 87. 
15 Cornelis HOUTMAN, Exodus III (Historical Commentary on the Old Testament), Kampen, Kok Publishing House, 

1993, translated from Dutch by Johan REBEL & Sierd WOUDSTRA, p. 682. 
16 ZENGER, Die Sinaitheophanie, p. 87. 
17 DOZEMAN, Commentary on Exodus, p. 734. 
18 ZENGER, Die Sinaitheophanie, p. 93. 
19 HOUTMAN, Exodus, p. 682. 
20 Cassuto characterizes these verbs as: “in the ‘imperfect’ or in the ‘perfect converted to the imperfect’, instead of the 

forms customarily found in Biblical narrative style: […] ‘imperfect converted to perfect’, or the simple ‘perfect’.” 

Umberto CASSUTO, A Commentary on the Book of Exodus, Jerusalem, Hebrew University Magnes Press, 1997, translated 

from Hebrew by Israel ABRAHAMS, p. 429. Many commentaries have been made on these strange verbal forms, see e.g. 

Max ROGLAND, “’Moses used to take a tent’? Reconsidering the Function and Significance of the Verb Forms in Exodus 

33:7-11”, in The Journal of Theological Studies, Vol. 63.2, 2012, p. 449-466. 
21 Gianni BARBIERO, “Ex. XXXIII 7-11: Eine synchrone Lektüre”, in Vetus Testamentum, Vol. 50.2, 2000, p. 152-166 

(p. 159). 
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2. State of the art 

The brief situation of  Exod. 33 in its context already shows some of the difficulties concerning 

this chapter. The chapters 32–34 of Exodus, and by extension chapter 33, have gained a lot of 

attention throughout history. That researchers have been attracted to these chapters is due to the 

difficult structure and order of the verses, that gives the impression to be a collection of very 

different materials. Different diachronic strategies to understand the formation of the chapters 

32–34 have been proposed throughout the centuries. In the early stage of diachronic research, 

the historical criticism of the text consisted foremost in source criticism, where different strata 

of the text are linked with specific, distinct sources. Within the documentary hypothesis, 

generally four major sources (or documents) are believed to have shaped the Pentateuch: the 

Jahwist (J), Elohist (E), Deuteronomist (D), and Priestly (P) documents. Julius Wellhausen, one 

of the most renowned supporters of the documentary hypothesis (19th-20th century), analysed 

Exod. 32–34 and concluded that this was a combination of Non-Priestly and JE material, 

showing a “Geistesverwandtschaft mit dem Deuteronomium”.22
 From the beginning on, the 

complexity of Ex. 33 within the whole of Ex.32–34 is stressed: Wellhausen characterizes the 

chapter as giving an “Eindruck der Confusion”23.  

During the 20th century, source criticism remained an important method to understand 

the formation of the Pentateuch, even though researchers hardly came to a shared understanding 

of the textual history. In the early half of the 20th century, Hugo Gressmann follows 

Wellhausen’s rather pessimistic view on Exod. 32–34, concluding that these chapters are 

characterized by a “scheinbar unheilbare Wirrwar”24 in which different sources, secondary 

additions and redactional pieces are put together. During this first half of the 20th century, a new 

method is applied to biblical texts to come to the understanding of their formation. This new 

method, form criticism, searches for a Sitz im Leben of a specific form/genre of literature in 

order to trace back the (oral) transmission of it. Sigmund Mowinckel, an adherent of form 

criticism, draws the parallel between the rituals and practices described within Exod. 32–34 and 

similar patterns in the Psalms. This similarity, together with the source-critical observation that 

Exod. 32–34 would be due to JE, pushes Mowinckel to conclude that the events described 

within JE in chapters 32-34 relate to the cultic festival celebrated in the temple of Jerusalem.25 

Gerhard von Rad, a renowned supporter of the form criticism, applies the same method to the 

 
22 Julius WELLHAUSEN, Die Composition des Hexateuchs und der historischen Bücher des Alten Testaments (1899), 

Berlin, de Gruyter, 1963, p. 94. See also: Hans AUSLOOS, The Deuteronomist’s History: The Role of the Deuteronomist 

in Historical-Critical Research into Genesis-Numbers (Oud Testamentische Studiën, 67), Leiden, Brill, 2015, p. 114-

118. Hans Ausloos discusses here the affinity of JE to the Deuteronom(ist)ic ‘School’. 
23 Idem, p. 83.  
24 Hugo GRESSMAN, Mose und sein Zeit, Göttingen, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1931, p. 181. 
25 Sigmund MOWINKEL, Le décalogue, Paris, Félix Alcan, 1927, p. 113-120. 
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text and concludes that Exod. 32–34 originates in the autumn feast of Tabernacles at Shechem, 

and situates it in the pre-monarchic period.26 Martin Noth, still in the first half of the 20th 

century, characterizes Exod. 33 in the same pessimistic way as did Wellhausen and Gressmann, 

stating: “Auf eine literarkritische Analyse von Ex. 33 muss man wohl verzichten. Es handelt 

sich hier anscheinend um ein Konglomerat von sekundären Wucherungen.“27 Within the 

„Konglomerat“ of Exod. 33, Noth recognizes 33:12-17 as a secondary expansion, whereas 33:7-

11 figures (form critically) as an early tradition, dating before the settlement in the land.28 

However, form criticism not being able to distinguish sufficiently between the oral 

traditions and the resulted literary strands, soon yet another method was adopted. Redaction 

criticism, instead of labelling a text with a proper genre, seeks to elucidate how the redactor 

composed the text using different sources. It should be noted, however, that the notion of 

‘redactor’ gains a different interpretation through different researchers: some see the redactor 

as a mere compilator of sources, whereas others attribute this very redactor a more significant 

role. Depending on what role the redactor is given, more or less weight is put on the distinction 

of different sources. In the second half of the 20th century, the episode Exod. 32–34 still urged 

research, but no consensus was found. One thing that is shared, however, by most of the 

scholars, is the importance of deuteronom(ist)ic influences on the passage.29 Generally 

speaking, the research can be divided into three groups. The first group underlines the source 

or redactor JE at work in Exod. 32-34 and especially in Exod. 33, the second group stresses the 

influence of P, and the third group accentuates the deuteronom(ist)ic influences of the pericope. 

Many researchers, however, belong to more than one group at once, uncovering multiple 

sources/redactional layers within the pericope. James Muilenburg, Walter Moberly, William 

Propp and Rachel Billings belong to the first group, attributing chapters 32–34 as a whole, or 

(parts of) Exod. 33, to JE, J or E. Muilenburg divides Exod. 33 into three parts, of which vv. 1-

6 form a composite based upon a substratum of J, vv. 7-11 as an intrusion and vv. 12-23 a later 

redaction of J.30 Moberly argues strongly against a Deuteronomic redaction and attributes the 

text to an early Yahwistic redaction.31 Whereas Muilenburg understands J to be source and 

redaction at once, Moberly sees J as a redactor responsible for the compilation of Exod. 32–34. 

 
26 Gerhard VON RAD, “The Form-Critical Problem of the Hexateuch”, in Gerhard VON RAD, The Problem of the 

Hexateuch and other Studies, Edinburgh, Olivier & Boyd, 1966, p. 1-78 (esp. p. 20-50). 
27 Martin NOTH, Uberlieferungsgeschichte des Pentateuch, Stuttgart, W. Kohlhammer, 1948, p. 33. 
28 Idem, p. 253-256. 
29 For a good overview of research recognizing this deuteronom(ist)ic influence in Exod. 32−34: see AUSLOOS, The 

Deuteronomist’s History, p. 90-94. 
30 James MUILENBURG, “The Intercession of the Covenant Mediator (Exodus 33:1a, 12-17)”, in Peter ACKROYD 

& Barnabas LINDARS (eds.), Words and Meanings: Essays Presented to David Winton Thomas, Cambridge, 

Cambridge University Press, 1968, p. 159-181. 
31 Walter MOBERLY, At the Mountain of God: Story and Theology in Exodus 32-34 (Journal for the Study of the Old 

Testament Supplement Series, 22), Sheffield, JSOT Press, 1983, p. 182-186. 
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In the 21st century, Propp surprisingly makes strong use of source criticism, and attributes Exod. 

33:1a; 3b-17 to source E, whereas he considers 33:18 to derive from source J.32 In his close 

analysis of the text, it is surprising that Propp draws such incautious, far-reaching conclusions 

as to ascribe the text to some well-defined sources, since he clearly underlines the difficult and 

compelling chaos of chapter 33. In his analysis, it is often not clear why a certain subsection 

belongs to a specific source and how the different sources are delimited. Propp believes the 

redactor JE to have compiled the different sources.33 The specific role of JE in this is 

nevertheless not clear. Finally, also Billings ascribes a part of Exod. 33 to JE. In her analysis of 

Exod. 33:12-23, she understands v. 12,13,17 to originate in source E, which were later expanded 

by the redactor in vv. 14-16; similarly, v. 18,21-23 would originate in source J or E, which 

received in their turn an expansion in v. 19 and 20 by the redactor.34 Here again, it seems 

difficult to attribute the intertwining verses to different sources.  

The second group of researchers focusses on the Priestly influence on the Sinai pericope. 

While most researchers understand Exod. 33 as Non-P, William Johnstone attributes a major 

role to P due to the similarities between Exod. 33 and Deut. 9-10. Consequently, he understands 

Exod. 33:1-6; 7-11; 17-23 from the hand of P, who reworked a D-narrative in these verses.35 

His position, however, is difficult to defend, since it is unclear how vv. 7-11 on the Tent of 

Meeting outside of the camp could originate from the hand of P, who usually underlines the 

presence of God in the midst of his people. A less radical perspective is opted by John Van 

Seters, who only attributes v. 5 to P, while he attributing vv. 33:1-3, 4, 6, 12-17 to one single 

(late, post-deuteronomistic) source J, to which were added vv. 18-23 as a later addition and vv. 

7-11 as an ancient tradition.36 The last researcher who recognizes any influence of P in Exod. 

32–34, is Michael Konkel, who argues that the language of these two chapters is a mixture of 

P- and Dtr-language. He understands the formation of the chapters as formed by one, late, post-

P redaction that gave the text an ‘enneateuchal perspective’.37  

 
32 William PROPP, Exodus 19-40: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary (The Anchor Bible), New 

York, Doubleday, 2006, p. 148-151. 
33 Idem, p. 150. 
34 Rachel BILLINGS, “The Problem of the Divine Presence: Source-Critical Suggestions for the Analysis of Exodus 

XXXIII 12-23”, in Vetus Testamentum, 54, 2004, p. 427-444. 
35 William JOHNSTONE, “From the Mountain to Kadesh, with Special Reference to Exodus 32.30-34.29”, in William 

JOHNSTONE, Chronicles and Exodus: An Analogy and its Application, Sheffield, Sheffield Academic Press, 1998, p. 262-

280 (esp. 276). 
36 John VAN SETERS, The Life of Moses: The Yahwist as Historian in Exodus-Numbers, Kampen, Kok Pharos, 1994, p. 

319-327. 
37 Michael KONKEL, “Exodus 32-34 and the Quest for an Enneateuch”, in Thomas DOZEMAN, Konrad SCHMID & Thomas 

RÖMER (eds), Pentateuch, Hexateuch Or Enneateuch? Identifying Literary Works in Genesis Through Kings (Ancient 

Israel and its Literature, 8), Atlanta, Society of Biblical Literature, 2011, p. 169-184. 
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The third group of researchers is the largest, stressing the deuteronom(ist)ic influence 

of the pericope.38 The first one to recognize Deuteronomic influence within the Sinai pericope, 

is Lothar Perlitt, who understands Exod. 32–34 as a unified composition of Deuteronomic 

material.39 Jacques Vermeylen, known for his theory about the “Deuteronomistic revisions” 

which would supplement gradually earlier documents within the Pentateuch, analyses chapter 

32–34 and finds, not surprisingly, evidence for Deuteronomistic redactions within the Sinai 

pericope.40 In his analysis, he refutes fervently the presence of J or E within the pericope, and 

argues instead that there were four Deuteronomistic redactions that formed the Sinai pericope. 

Throughout his examination of Exod. 32–34, Exod. 33 is divised into subparts, each belonging 

to a different redaction layer: Exod. 33:2-4, 12a, 15-17, 21-22b belong to the first 

Deuteronomistic redaction; Exod. 33:1, 5-6, 12b-14 belong to the second Deuteronomistic 

redaction; and Exod. 33: 7-11, 18-20, 23 belong to a later redaction by a P-redactor. Vermeylen 

is aware of the difficulties of this proposition, as 33:7-11 presents the Tent outside of the camp, 

instead of in the middle of the camp, as would be usual of P; and in Numeri the tent serves for 

the Levites, whereas in Exod. 33, Joshua is named as servant. Therefore, he understands, be it 

not very convincingly, Exod. 33:7-11 as a late, post-P addition, that has P-influences due to its 

liturgical character.41 A similar stress on the Deuteronomic elements of Exod. 33 is applied by 

Erhard Blum, who understands chapters 32-34 as part of his KD, a large Deuteronomic 

composition that encompasses different parts of the Hebrew Bible. More specifically, Exod. 

33:1, 5, 11, 13, 16, 17 seem to be part of Blum’s KD, since these comprise elements such as the 

land oath and the Tent of Meeting, which Blum believes to be specific of KD.42 Rainer Albertz 

agrees largely with Blum in characterizing Exod. 32–34, and especially Exod. 33:7-11 as a 

“spätdeuteronomische redaction” due to its references to Num. 11, 12 and Deut. 31 and 

presupposing a Priestly account.43 Through his analysis, Albertz hopes to date the 

Deuteronomic redaction later than the one Blum had in mind. Eric Aurelius attributes a less 

important role to the Deuteronomistic elements within Exod. 33. Analysing Moses’ prayers 

within Exod. 32–34, he recognizes three layers: the first layer, which he believes to be pre-

exilic, in Exod. 32:30-34; the second layer, as a development of Deut. 9 during the exile, in 

 
38 See: AUSLOOS, The Deuteronomist’s History, p. 90-94. 
39 Lothar PERLITT, Bundestheologie im Alten Testament (Wissenschaftliche Monographien zum Alten und Neuen 

Testament, 36), Neukirchen, Neukirchener Verlag, 1969, p. 211-215. 
40 Jacques VERMEYLEN, “L’affaire du veau d’or (Ex 32-34). Une clé pour la « question deutéronomiste » ?, in Zeitschrift 

für die Alttestamentliche Wissenschaft, 97, 1985, 1-23. 
41 Idem, p. 19. 
42 Erhard BLUM, Studien zur Komposition des Pentateuch (Beihefte zur Zeitschrift für die alttestamentliche 

Wissenschaft, 189), Berlin, Walter de Gruyter, 1990, p. 74-79. 
43 Rainer ALBERTZ, “Ex 33,7-11, ein Schlüsseltext für die Rekonstruktion der Redaktionsgeschichte des Pentateuch”, in 

Biblische Notizen Neue Folge, 149, 2011, p. 13-43. 
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Exod. 32:7-10; and a third layer, which he believes to be post-exilic, in Exod. 34. Within this 

whole, he takes only Exod. 33:12-17 to be a Deuteronomistic expansion of the first layer, which 

is then supplemented with Exod. 33:18-23, a still later addition.44 The last researcher to take 

into account is Erich Zenger, who made perhaps the most encompassing study of the 

Sinaipericope. His analysis has characteristics of all three the groups, recognizing JE, P and 

Dtn at once. He understands the formation of the Sinai pericope to be born out of a basic JE 

narrative that had to serve the so-called “hiskijanische Kultreform”. Next, two Deuteronomic 

redactions shaped this basic history: first, remodelling the Sinai pericope into a pericope on 

forgiveness and second, inserting in the Sinai pericope a “Bundesbuch-Sicht”. Finally, the 

independent P-tradition of Exod. 33:7-11 was inserted into the narrative, together with other 

“Sonderüberlieferungen”.45 

 

In sum, this brief and in no way exhaustive overview of the history of research shows that the 

Sinai pericope has since long posed problems to diachronic investigations of chapters 32–34, 

and especially chapter 33 appears as a cluster of different sources, traditions or redactions. So 

far, no agreement has been found amongst scholars, but it is broadly accepted that Exod. 33 

exists foremost of non-P material that is to a larger or lesser degree characterized by 

Deuteronom(ist)ic influences. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
44 Erik AURELIUS, Der Fürbitter Israels: Eine Studie zum Mosebild im Alten Testament (Coniecta Biblica: Old Testament 

Series, 27), Stockholm, Almqvist & Wiksell International, 1988, p. 100-116. 
45 ZENGER, Die Sinaitheophanie, 1971, p. 164. 
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3. Difficulties of Exod. 33 

The current state of research, as was shown above, consists of an enormous variety of possible 

(diachronic) solutions to the difficulties posed by Exod. 33. There are many textual tensions 

that need a solution. We can list these difficulties as follows:  

1. Exod. 33:2 interrupts the syntactic continuity of vv. 1-3. 

2. Exod. 33:3b does not fit in the dialogue between YHWH and Moses.  

3. Exod. 33:3b,4 and Exod. 33:5,6 seem to be doublets 

4. Exod. 33:7-11 interrupts the dialogue of YHWH with Moses: it has no clear connection 

to what precedes or follows, contains no direct discourse (contrary to the preceding 

verses) and has a different grammatical structure (we-x-yiqtol instead of series of 

wayyiqtol). 

5. Exod. 33:12 seems to be at odds with Exod. 33:2, as in v. 12 there is no mention made 

of the messenger of v. 2. 

6. The conversation between God and Moses in Exod. 33:12-17 does not run smoothly: 

the responses of God do not seem to answer the questions of Moses directly. 

7. Finally, there is the mysterious case of Moses ‘talking to God face-to-face’, whereas 

Exod. 33:20.23 tells how God claims that no-one can see His face.  

Diachronic research proposes different solutions to these problems. Within source criticism, 

doublets and verses that are at odds will be attributed to different sources. Form criticism, 

understanding e.g. Exod. 33:7-11 as a different genre, will understand these verses as a 

“Sonderüberlieferung” added to the narrative. Redaction criticism will understand the different 

conception of the ‘face of God’ as belonging to different redactions. Despite the research 

preceding these intelligent solutions, some of the solutions seem to be more based upon 

presuppositions of researchers than on literary criteria. I do not intend to offer a diachronic 

analysis. Rather, I want to examine the textual tensions from two angles. Firstly, I will address 

Exod. 33 from a synchronic point of view. Opting for a rather narrative approach, the narrative 

will be analyzed in terms of literary structure, fabula and discourse. Secondly, through a text-

critical analysis, solutions will be proposed from a different angle. Taking into account how the 

different textual witnesses preserved the complicated text of Exod. 33, we will examine whether 

the textual variants present solutions to the many textual tensions of chapter 33. Accordingly, 

we do not aim to carry out source- or redaction criticism, but we opt for a double analysis of 

the text that should offer different, non-diachronic, responses to the problems that Exod. 33 

poses.  
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CHAPTER 1: SYNCHRONIC ANALYSIS OF EXOD. 33 

Now that Exod. 33 has been introduced briefly, we can endeavour a synchronic analysis of the 

chapter. By offering first a synchronic analysis of the pericope, some tensions in the text will 

be explained from a narrative point of view. After this synchronic analysis, these tensions will 

be analysed through a text-critical approach in the second part of my thesis.  In order to provide 

a synchronic analysis of Exod. 33, the chapter will be considered on three levels: the level of 

the structure, the level of the fabula, and the level of the discourse. At the level of the structure, 

structural and formal elements will be addressed. The level of the fabula concerns the story told 

(l’histoire racontée) and will assess the framework of the story.46 Finally, the level of the 

discourse considers how the story is told (mise en intrigue) and takes into account the plot and 

the characters. Accordingly, the method used in our synchronic analysis is strongly inspired by 

the narrative approach, which speaks of narrator instead of author and presupposes an ‘implied 

reader’47 for whom the text, understood as an auto-sufficing whole, has been written.48 

Consequently, there is the presupposition that the text had specific intentions and that the 

implied author wanted to influence the reader by the choice of words, through the 

characterization of the personae, through the structure or through the narrative framework. 

These presuppositions, however, do not imply an uncritical approach to the text. It is not the 

text as a historical product, but rather the text as a story, forming a coherent whole in its end-

product and contending a plot, that is aimed at in this analysis. The text as a story, or a narrative, 

contains three layers (structure, fabula, discourse). Through an analysis of these three layers, 

this chapter hopes to propose solutions to the tensions present in the narrative of Exod. 33. 

1. Exod. 33: Literary structure 

A first level that needs to be examined, is the level of the structure. Attention will be payed to 

literary devices such as inclusions, chiasms, repetitions and parallelisms. The delimiting of the 

text has been done in the introductory chapter, where formal and lexical elements were brought 

up, in order to distinguish Exod. 33 from its surrounding chapters and to outline a first, general 

structure of chapter 33. In this chapter, stylistic features of the text will be elaborated, in order 

to expose Exod. 33 as a meaningful whole. 

 
46 Daniel MARGUERAT & Yvan BOURQUIN, Pour lire les récits bibliques: Initiation à l’analyse narrative, Paris, Cerf, 

2002, p. 25. : “La narratologie moderne est née de cette distinction qu’on appelle l’histoire racontée (ou story), et d’autre 

part la manière de raconter l’histoire, qu’on appellera sa mise en récit.” 
47 “In narrative criticism, the reader presupposed by the text, who is to be envisioned as responding to the text with 

whatever knowledge, understanding, action, or emotion is called for.” 

Thomas B. DOZEMAN (ed.), Methods for Exodus, Cambridge, University Press, 2010, p. 237. 
48 MARGUERAT & BOURQUIN, Pour lire les récits bibliques, p. 13.  
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1.1 Structure of Exod. 33 

It is Gianni Barbiero who made, through a synchronic reading of Exod. 33 a scheme for a 

possible reading of chapter 33 as a whole.49 He structures the chapter through four components. 

Sprechrichtung considers the direction of speech (i.e. whether YHWH speaks to Moses or the 

other way around). Inhalt considers the general content of the section and is divided into the 

pair Strafe/Reue (punishment and mourning, this concerns the dynamics between the word of 

YHWH and the people in the first section, how this is apparent in the second section is not very 

clear) and Fürbitte/Erhörung (prayer and answer, which characterizes the dynamics of the 

conversation between Moses and YHWH in the second half of the chapter). The Beziehung 

shows which characters are involved. Finally, the Stichtwörter “Mitgehen” and “Angesicht” are 

the main motives of the chapter, according to Barbiero, and appear in an alternating structure. 

Table 3: BARBIERO’S STRUCTURE OF EXOD. 33 

 Verse Direction of speech Content Characters Words 

A 1-6 YHWH → Moses Punishment/mourning YHWH + people “To come along” 

(Mitgehen) 

B 7-11 YHWH → Moses Punishment/mourning YHWH + Moses “Face” (Angesicht) 

A’ 12-17 Moses → YHWH Prayer/Response YHWH + people “To come along” 

B’ 18-23 Moses → YHWH Prayer/Response YHWH + Moses “Face” 

Barbiero recognizes the different subunits we distinguished in the introduction. These subunits, 

as said before, are lexically grouped. Barbiero adds that this division is backed by the fact that 

in each subsection the name YHWH is mentioned exactly twice.50 It might be said that Barbiero’s 

structure is too rigid to apply to the rich and surprising text of Exod. 33 – especially the 

attribution of the pair Straffe/Reue to Exod. 33:7-11 seems forced to me –  but as a general 

outline, it shows interesting patterns throughout the text. Within Barbiero’s scheme, an 

alternating structure ABA’B’ comes to the fore. This alternating structure accentuates the strong 

shift in God’s acting towards his people. Accordingly, it concurs with the aforementioned 

position of Gowan, who highlights within Exod. 32–34 the reversal of a distant, wrathful God 

to the merciful God who re-establishes the covenant.51 Besides, by grouping the dialogues along 

the pair Angesicht and Mitgehen, Barbiero’s scheme shows similarities with the thought of 

Dozeman, who speaks of two intertwining themes (divine guidance, or Mitgehen and 

theophany, or Angesicht) within Exod. 33.52 In sum, Barbiero’s scheme is helpful in setting out 

 
49 BARBIERO, “Ex. XXXIII 7-11”, p. 159. 
50 Ibidem. 
51 GOWAN, Theology in Exodus,, p. 217-219. 
52 DOZEMAN, Commentary on Exodus,p. 171. 
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a general structure of 33 and it offers a first insight in the dynamics, themes and characters of 

Exod. 33.  

 Having set out a general, synchronic scheme of Exod. 33, it is important to show the 

structure of each of the subunits of chapter 33. I propose my own literary structure, but other 

classifications are possible. My structure will be mostly concerned with the syntactic and 

stylistic features that serve as the basis for the divisions I apply to the text. 

 

 1.2  Structure of Exod. 33:1-6 

The first subunit is Exod. 33:1-6, which, following the interpretation of Barbiero, concerns the 

Mitgehen of YHWH. In Exod. 33:1-6, YHWH talks to Moses and expresses his inability to 

accompany the sinful people. The people react to the sad news by mourning and by taking of 

their finery. Many commentators remarked that Exod. 33:1-4 and 33:5-6 seem to be doublets, 

as they appear to tell the same thing twice.53 Cassuto understands this repetition in the light of 

a technique employed in epic poetry.54 This technique enables the writer to introduce different 

themes within the same content. Applied to Exod. 33:1-6, Cassuto sees the repetition necessary 

to introduce the keywords “face” (Angesicht, נׅים  in (יָּדַע) ”in the first part (v.  2) and “to know (פָּ

the second part (v.  5). A structural analysis of the passage should help to elaborate in what way 

we can truly speak of a doublet. I propose to structure Exod. 33:1-6 along the following scheme: 

Table 4: STRUCTURE EXOD. 33:1-6 

 Verse Content Mode Lexicon 

A v. 1a YHWH → Moses Wayyiqtol (ר   (וַיְדַב ֵּ֨

ָ֤ה  אֶל־מֹשֶה   יְהו   

 מׅזֶּה 

 

a v. 1b Command Imperative (ְך ֵ֣   (ל 

b v. 2 Promise (x2) Weqatal: ( י /  לֵחְתִּ י וְשָּ וְגַרְַשתִּ )  

c v. 3 Distance towards people   לא + imperfect לָּח ְעָּ  ,Stiff-necked people  אָּ

“in your midst” 

B v. 4 Reaction of the people Wayyiqtol (שְמַע לוּ/  וַיִּ תאַבָּ דְי֭וֹ  ) Finery (וַיִּ  ( עֶּ

A’ v. 5a YHWH → Moses Wayyiqtol (ר   (וַיאֹמֶּ

ָ֤ה  אֶל־מֹשֶה   יְהו   

 

a’ v. 5b Command to Moses Imperative ( אֱמֹר )  

c” v. 5cα Distance towards people Imperfect  ח לָּ ְעָּ  ,Stiff-necked people אָּ

“in your midst” 

b” v. 5cβ Promise (negative consequence) Weqatal (  וְכׅלׅיתׅיך )  

a” v. 5dα Command to the people Imperative ( הוֹרֵד ) Finery (   ְד ך יְ עֶּ  ) 

b’ v. 5dβ Promise (positive consequence) Weqatal (  ה   ( וְאֵדעָּ

B’ v. 6 Reaction of the people Wayyiqtol ( ּוַיׅתְנַצְלו ) Finery (  דְיָּם  מֵהַר  ,( עֶּ

 
53 See Joel BADEN, “On Exodus 33, 1-11”, in Zeitschrfit für die alltestamentlichen Wissenschaft, 124, 2012, p. 329-340 

(p. 330); Benjamin SOMMER, “Translation as Commentary: The Case of the Septuagint to Exodus 32-33”, in Textus, 20, 

2000, p. 43-60 (p. 50-51). CASSUTO, A Commentary on the Book of Exodus, p. 427. 
54 CASSUTO, A Commentary on the Book of Exodus, p. 427. 
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The subdivisions I added in my proposed structure follow largely Wolfgang Richter’s syntactic 

division of the text.55 Throughout the structure I propose, it appears that vv. 5-6 are no mere 

repetition of the foregoing vv. 1-4. Instead, an alternating structure ABA’B’ is visible, with a 

remarkable inversion (c”, b”, a”) at its core. It is especially this inversion that permits to grasp 

this passage. In A, through a, b and c, God shows himself distant and not willing to accompany 

his sinful people. Therefore, the people mourn and put off their finery. In A’, however, through 

the structure of c”, b”, a”, which are all included in the command a’ to Moses, God seems to 

reconsider his decision. What Moses has to tell his people, moves from the negative 

characterization “stiff-necked people”, and the negative ‘promise’ to destroy them (if God were 

to stay only one second in the midst of the people) to a command (to put off their finery) to the 

people themselves. This movement is exactly the opposite of the one made in A. This inverse 

structure is to be observed also on a smaller level; v. 3b and v. 5cα form a clear chiasm: 

v. 3b: 
ה בְקׅ  עֱלֶּ ה        רְבְך כׅי עַ לאֹ אֶּ ף אַתָּ ם־קְשֵה־עֹרֶּ  

C           B                   A 

v. 5cα: 
ה בְקׅרְבְך  עֱלֶּ ד אֶּ חָּ גַע אֶּ ף רֶּ ה עַם־קְשֵה־עֹרֶּ  אַתָּ

A                           B                C 

What is more, in A’, this inverse structure leads to b’, a rather positive consequence: if the 

people carry out God’s command to put off their finery, then it will be known to God what to 

do with them. Thus, whereas A strands on the bitter conclusion that God will not accompany 

them, A’ –through the reversal of the structure– concludes with a hopeful opening that God 

“will know what to do” with them.56 This is rather hopeful in the sense that the “what” (מַה) that 

God will do to them is no longer a closed decision (to not accompany them), but could be read 

as an open question “what should I do with you?” ( עֱשׂה־מַה ךְ־אֶּ לָּ ). This open question, however, 

could also be read as a threat of a wrathful God thinking what to do with his sinful people. 

Moreover, the reversed structure evokes a different reaction within the people. In B, it 

is told how the people mourn and put of their finery upon hearing the news. In B’, in contrast, 

there is no trace of the people mourning, they only put off their finery. Could it be that they 

interpret the question “what should I do with you?” ( עֱשׂה־מַה ךְ־אֶּ לָּ ) as a positive one, leaving 

open the possibility for a renewed connection with God? If this is the case, one could read the 

 
55 For the division of v.  1 into v.  1a and 1b, I separated the   ָ֤ה אֶל־מֹ שֶ ה  from the rest of the verse, since the rest of וַיְדַ ב ֵּ֨ ר יְהו 

the verse is closely bound together by what Richter indicates as V/VR/R/RI: the verses should be read in continuity (V), 

they are either bound by a relative clause (R/VR : ‘asr), or a relative clause by using an infinitive (RI). For the subdivision 

of v.  5, I largely followed Richter’s subdivision, but I put Richter’s 5 c-d together under v. 5cα and Richter’s 5g-h under 

v. 5dβ because to me, these subverses are closely bound together by content and thus need to be read together. See: 

Wolfgang RICHTER, Biblia Hebraica Transcripta: Exodus & Leviticus (Arbeiten zu Text und Sprache im Alten 

Textament, 33.2), St. Ottilien, Eos Verlag, 1991, p.296-298. 
56 Moberly states: “There is still a note of hope implicit in v.  5bB. The fact that Yahweh is still undecided what to do 

leaves the way open for Moses1 intercession that follows.” MOBERLY, At the Mountain of God, p. 61. 
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reaction of the people as an optimistic obedience to God’s command in putting of their finery, 

and the absence of mourning could express their hope that God would accompany them. 

Reading Exod. 33:1-6 in this way, it could be argued that the concluding words “from Mount 

Horeb” (מֵהַר הוֹרֵב) form a responsive inclusion with the “from here” (מׅזֶה) of v.  1.57 In v.  1, 

God commands Moses to leave “from here”, a command which marks the end of the Sinai-

period and thus the end of the special relationship Moses and God enjoy on the mount Sinai. 

The words “from Mount Horeb” would then be a response to this change, and could be read as 

a stubborn search of the people to restore the bond with God, by following his command “from 

Mount Horeb on” in the hope that the answer to the question “what should I do with you?” ( ־ מַה

עֱשׂה ךְ־אֶּ לָּ ) will turn out positively.  

1.3 Structure of Exod. 33:7-11 

The second subunit is Exod. 33:7-11. This section has to do with the mysterious ‘tent of 

meeting’, in which Moses speaks to YHWH. Many commentaries have been written on this 

section, encouraged by the difficult verbal structure or by the enticing phrase stating that YHWH 

spoke Moses face-to-face.58 Wessner made a literary analysis of this section and exposed its 

chiastic structure:59 

Table 5: WESSNER’S STRUCTURE OF EXOD. 33:7-11 

 Verse Content Lexicon 

A v. 7a Moses pitched the tent outside the camp Camp, Tent 

  B v. 7b Those who sought the Lord YHWH 

    C v. 8 All the people arose and stood at the entrance of his 

tent 

Idem v. 10b, 

Tent 

      D v. 9a Pillar of cloud at the entrance of the tent Idem v. 10a, 

Tent 

         E v. 9b And he spoke with Moses    

      D’ v. 10a Pillar of cloud at the entrance of the tent Idem v. 8, Tent 

    C’ v. 10b All the people arose and stood at the entrance of his 

tent 

Idem v. 9a, Tent 

  B’ v. 11a The Lord spoke to Moses (face-to-face) YHWH 

A’ v. 11b Moses returned to the camp Camp, Tent 

 
57 Christoph Dohmen remarks the parallel and states: “Die Formulierung “vom Berg Horeb” stellt einen Bezug zu dem 

“von hier” in Ex 33,1 her. So ist ersichtlich, dass der abschnitt Ex 33,1-6 im Dienste einer neuen Perspektive innerhalb 

der Sinaitheophanie steht, nämlich dem Aufbruch vom Gottesberg. […] Er provoziert die Frage, wie die Verbindung, 

die Nähe zwischen JHWH und Israel, weiter bestehen kann.” DOHMEN, Exodus 19-40, p. 336. 
58 On the special verbal structure, see especially: ROGLAND, “’Moses used to take a tent’?”, p. 449-466. On this section 

in general: Christoph DOHMEN, “Das Zelt außerhalb des Lagers: Exodus 33,7-11 zwischen Synchronie und Diachronie”, 

in Egbert BALHORN & Georg STEINS (eds), Der Bibelkanon in der Bibelauslegung: Methodenreflexionen und 

Beispielexegesen, Stuttgart, Kohlhammer, 2006, p. 152-162. Mark  WESSNER, “Toward a Literary Understanding of 

Moses and the Lord “Face to Face” (נׅים ל־ פָּ נׅים אֶּ -in Exodus 33:7-11”, in Restoration Quarterly, n°44, 2002, p. 109 ( פָּ

116 (p. 112). 
59 WESSNER, “Toward a Literary Understanding”, p. 112. 
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Wessner’s literary structure shows different elements. First, it stresses, by placing v. 9b at the 

centre of the chiasm, the role of Moses as the one to whom God addresses his word. Second, 

on a lexical level, v. 7b and v. 11a are closely linked since both of them explicitly mention the 

name YHWH, as the only verses of this section. This parallel draws sharply the contrast between 

the people, who are only searching God, and Moses, who does not only speak to God, but he 

does so face-to-face, as a friend. 60 Barbiero, who might have inspired Wessner’s outset of vv. 

7-11,61 underlines Moses’ role within the structure of vv. 7-11. Moses appears as the Mittler: 

through Moses, the people will have a renewed access to the once distant God.62 Moses is 

presented in the most intimate bond with YHWH, whereas the people are presented as almost 

decorative elements outside the tent, which is itself already outside of the camp; they only guide 

the reader to the emphasized phrases where YHWH speaks to Moses. 

 The contrast between Moses and the people is not only apparent through the literary 

structure, also on a grammatical level the contrast is remarkable. The verbs are no longer 

conjugated in series of wayyiqtol, but in Exod. 33:7-11, there are yiqtols and series of weqatal. 

Three solutions are given to understand the sudden grammatical change. A first solution is to 

see the abrupt ‘imperfects’ as frequentatives, i.e. as verbs expressing a habit.63 This would mean 

that vv. 7-11 express what Moses is used to do. As Cassuto and Rainer Albertz rightly remark, 

the first phrase of the section already poses a problem to this solution, since how can Moses be 

used to name the tent ‘tent of the meeting’?64 Rather, the act of naming the tent is an act 

performed only once. A second solution is provided by Cassuto, who recognizes in Exod. 33:7-

11 certain elements of poetic style (such as the repetition, as was noted briefly above). From 

the similarities with ancient poetry, Cassuto infers the possibility that the yiqtols are yiqtol 

preterit, referring to the past. 65 The problem with this solution is that the text seems rather 

prosaic than poetic, so the reference to yiqtol preterit would be far-fetched.66 A third solution 

is to see the verbs as truly imperfects, that is verbs referring to a future act.67 The difficulty with 

 
60 Wessner reads the parallelism differently and suggests that because of the fact that the people search for God, Moses 

can speak to God face-to-face. Idem, p. 112.  
61Barbiero’s structure is almost the same as Wessner’s, but Barbiero understands v. 11a as a parallel to v. 9, instead of 

parallel to v.  7b. BARBIERO, “Ex. XXXIII 7-11”, p. 161.  
62 Idem, p. 163-165. 
63 See, amongst others: BADEN, “On Exodus 33:1-11”, p. 329-340; DOZEMAN, Commentary on Exodus, p. 715; 

BARBIERO, “Ex. XXXIII 7-11”, p. 152-166.  
64 CASSUTO, A Commentary on the Book of Exodus, p. 429, and ALBERTZ, “Ex 33,7-11“, p. 19. 
65 CASSUTO, A Commentary on the Book of Exodus, p. 429. The form yiqtol goes back on two much more ancient forms, 

one of which referring to the future (the imperfect) and the other one, only used in ancient poems, referring to the past 

(yiqtol preterit). 
66 ROGLAND, “’Moses used to take a tent’?”, p. 456. 
67 Solution proposed by Mead: Christopher M. MEAD, “Examination of Exodus xxxiii. 7-11”, in Journal of the Society 

of Biblical Literature and Exegesis, 1.2, 1881, p. 155-168.  More recently, Rainer Albertz concurs with Mead’s reading, 

stating “Ich möchte darum vorschlagen, V. 7 jussivisch (Gottes Wunsch) und V. 8-11 futurisch (Gottes Planung) zu 

übersetzen.” His main arguments for a future reading are that a) a frequentative reading is not fitted (because there are 
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this solution is that it interrupts the narrative too brusquely, and a reference to a far future would 

not fit in the present context: at this point in the narrative, it would not make sense to inform 

the reader about what Moses is going to undertake in the future. Max Rogland, in turn, interprets 

these imperfects as having an injunctive force.68 Rogland argues to translate v. 7 as “Moses 

shall/must take the tent”, reading Exod. 33:7-11 as part of the direct discourse that part of the 

direct discourse that YHWH utters to Moses from v. 5 on (only shortly interrupted by a 

parenthetical comment mentioning the reaction of the people in v. 6).69. However valuable this 

approach might be, it seems quite forced and the v. 9b, which is at the centre of the literary 

structure, loses its central function and seems to contradict Roglands’s theory. Eep Talstra’s 

reading seems to be the most plausible. He understands the yiqtols of vv. 7-11 as a direct address 

to the reader.70 The special grammatical form then stresses the vv. 7-11, in which the special 

position of Moses is accentuated, which will lead to the next section in which Moses addresses 

God quite directly in a fascinating play of question and response. Talstra writes: “A case is 

presented that requires direct attention.”71 Accordingly, this stresses again the difference 

between Moses and the people. In vv. 1-6, the reaction of the people is wordless, it is portrayed 

purely in action that is only reaction. Moses, on the contrary, has an immediate relation with 

God: they speak face-to-face, as a man speaks to a friend (v. 11).72 This sharpens the contrast 

with the people who have only a mediate access to God: they wait outside of the tent of meeting 

and God only speaks to them indirectly: through Moses. Reading Exod. 33:7-11 in this light, I 

believe that Barbiero’s characterization of vv. 7-11 by the pair Strafe/Reue does not fit. There 

are no indications of punishment or mourning in these verses, instead the special bond between 

Moses and YHWH is accentuated. This is a free and intimate bond, in contrast to the Israelites 

who seem trapped in the pair Strafe/Reue, as their mourning reaction to the punishing distance 

of God seems to be the only possibility to interact with the God against whom they have sinned. 

 
no temporal indications in vv. 7-11 and the act of naming is an act performed only once) and b) the construction wehaya 

 .inf. constr. indicates a future plan. ALBERTZ, “Ex 33,7-11“, p. 21 + כ +
68 ROGLAND, “’Moses used to take a tent’?”, p. 449-466. 
69 Idem, p. 460-461. 
70 Eep TALSTRA, “Syntax and Composition: The Use of yiqtol in Narrative Sections in the Book of Exodus”, in Riemer 

ROUKEMA (ed.), The Interpretation of Exodus: Studies in Honour of Cornelis Houtman (Contributions to Biblical 

Exegesis & Theology, 44), Leuven, Peeters, 2006, p. 225-236 (p. 229-231).  
71 TALSTRA, “Syntax and Composition”, p. 231. 
72 This is how Barbiero reads the passage, saying: “In Wirklichkeit sind die Gespräche zwischen JHWH und Mose 

in Ex. Xxxii-xxxiv durch eine unglaubliche Freiheit und Offenheit charakterisiert, wie zwischen “Freunden”. Die 

Nähe, die dem Volk entzogen wird (V.  3, 5), wird Mose gewährt.” BARBIERO, “Ex. XXXIII 7-11”, p. 164. 
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1.4 Structure of Exod. 33:12-17 

A third section to examine is Exod. 33:12-17. Barbiero rightly attributes the pair 

Fürbitte/Erhörung to these verses, as this section is a for-and-forth-going of question/plead and 

response between YHWH and Moses. I suggest to read these verses along this scheme: 

Table 6: STRUCTURE EXOD. 33:12-17 

 Verse Content Mode Lexicon 

A v. 12 Moses → YHWH: Plead Wayyiqtol  ( רוַ  יאֹמֶּ ) Find favor in  

eyes,  namemy  

B v. 13-14 Conditions  Find favor in 

your eyes (x2), 

your people 

a v. 13 Protasis (positive)  אׅם־נָּאPreposition    

b v. 13b Apodosis: Positive consequence Imperative x2 ( רְאֵה  / הוֹדעֵנׅי) 

Cohortative (עֲך  (אֵדָּ

 

C v. 14 [YHWH] → [Moses]: Response Wayyiqtol (ר  Face  (וַיאֹמֶּ

C’ v. 15a [Moses] → [YHWH]: Plead Wayyiqtol (ר  Face  (וַיאֹמֶּ

B’ v.  15b-

17 

Conditions  Find favor in 

your eyes, your 

people (x2) 

a’ v. 15b Protasis (negative) Preposition אׅם־אֵין  

b’ v. 15c-

16 

Apodosis: Negative consequence Negative imperative ( ּאַל־תַעֲלֵנו) 

Negative question (הֲלוֹא) 

 

A’ v. 17 YHWH → Moses: Response Wayyiqtol (ר   Find favor in  (וַיאֹמֶּ

eyes,  namemy  

From a first reading of the dialogue between Moses and YHWH, we, modern readers, are 

surprised by the illogical structure of the discourse. The pleads and responses do not seem to 

concur and it is not clear what evokes YHWH’s positive response in the end. William Propp 

notes the “aesthetic rather than logical structure” of the subpart 33:12-17 in its chiastic 

structure.73 Reading vv. 12-17 from a literary perspective, instead of from a (modern) logical 

perspective, a chiasm appears in which vv. 14-15, concerning the face of YHWH are at the 

centre. Besides, the chiastic form of the verses shows clearly the “delayed response technique”74 

that is at play in these verses. In v. 12 Moses quotes twice the words of YHWH. However, the 

first quote (v. 12a) is only partial –not mentioning the messenger that YHWH said to send with 

the people– and the second quote (v. 12b) is mentioned nowhere before. William Irwin 

understands YHWH‘s brief answer in v. 14 as a mirroring of the selective quotation by Moses.75 

Even more surprising is the fact that YHWH offers at the end of the discourse the words that 

 
73 PROPP, Exodus 19-40, p. 605. 
74 William IRWIN, “The course of the Dialogue between Moses and Yhwh in Exodus 33:12-17”, in The Catholic 

Bible Quarterly, 59.4, 1996, p. 629-636. 
75 Idem, p. 631. 
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Moses quoted in v. 12b and that appeared nowhere before; YHWH,  in his reply, provides the 

quotation upon which the citation of v. 12b is based. Here, we should note the eye-catching 

inclusion of v. 12 and v. 17 by their elegant chiasm: 

v. 

12b: 

  יְדעְתׅיךׇ בְשֵם וְגַם־מׇצׇאתׇ חֵן בְעֵיניׇ 

A                         B 

v. 17:    מׇצׇאתׇ חֵן בְעֵיניׇ וׇאֵדׇעֲךׇ בְשֵם 

B                     A 

Irwin consequently characterizes vv. 12-17 as dominated by a “delayed response technique”, 

where the answer demanded for in v. 12 is given only at the very end (in v. 17). This delayed 

response shows, slightly ironically, that Moses – even though he speaks to YHWH, as a friend 

would speak to his friend – after all does not have the last word: YHWH controls the dialogue.  

 At the heart of the structure kept together by the inclusion of v. 12-17, stand vv. 14-15. 

Even though YHWH’S answer in v. 14 is only brief, it returns to the important theme of the 

‘face’, which gives way to a new plead of Moses who is now able to express his distress in the 

same, direct way as God has answered. Here, it is important to understand ‘face’ not simply as 

the front of YHWH, but as a pars pro toto, a symbol for the presence of YHWH in general. Propp 

extrapolates this idea and speaks of the face as a “hypostasis”, a visible symbol of God’s total 

being.76 Another interpretation, a more careful one, is given by Georg Fischer and Dominik 

Markl: “[Gesicht] steht für persönliche Präsenz, Wahrnehmung und Begegnung. Im Angesicht 

sind die Kommunikationsorgane des Menschen versammelt: Augen, Mund und Ohren.”77 Their 

interpretation concurs with the one of Joseph Reindl, who similarly understands the “Angesicht 

Gottes” as the personal presence of God.78 The importance accorded by Exodus 33 on the divine 

face could then be understood as the importance of the personal presence of YHWH, crucial in 

Israel’s time in the wilderness. In the dialogue of Exod. 33:12-17, it is not the personal presence 

of YHWH in se, nor his presence with Moses alone, but his presence with Moses and the people 

that is at stake.  

 Moses, within the course of the dialogue in vv. 12-17, characterizes Israel three times 

(v.  13, v. 16 [x2]) as “your people” ( ׇעַמְך). YHWH, however, does not characterize Israel as ‘his’ 

people, but speaks instead, in distant (disapproving?) terms, of “this people” (חׇעם הַזֶּה). Besides, 

in chapter 33, God does not speak to the people directly – in contrast to Moses who has the 

 
76 PROPP, Exodus 19-40, p. 619. 
77 Georg FISCHER & Dominik MARKL, Das Buch Exodus (Neuer Stuttgarter Kommentar Altes Testament, 2), 

Stuttgart, Verlag Katholisches Bibelwerk, 2009, p. 348. 
78 Jakob REINDL, Das Angesicht Gottes im Sprachgebrauch des Alten Testaments (Erfurt Theologische Studien, 

25), Leipzig, St. Benno, 1970, p. 61-65. 
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most intimate connection with God – instead, God addresses the people (mostly in 3rd person 

forms)79 through his intercessor Moses. Moses explicitly repeats God’s distant words (“this” 

people) in v. 12. Thereafter,Moses, trying to convince YHWH to accompany the people in 

person, introduces three times “your people” in order to reinforce his argument. Fischer and 

Markl remark that Moses solidarizes with the people in his consistent use of “we” to designate 

Moses and the people and the frequent use of the phrase “your people”.80 In this matter, they 

indicate a parallelism between vv. 15-16: 

v. 15-16a Do not make us go up … I and your people 

 אַניִּ   וְעַמְךׇ                                 אַל־תֵעַלֵנוּ 

v. 16b-16c Your going with us … we will be distinguished, I and your people 

פְלֵ   מׇ אַניִּ  וְעַמְךׇ                     וְנִּ נוּינוּ                                   עִּ  

Contrary to YHWH, who speaks of the people in distant terms and does not address them 

directly, Moses, so it seems, intentionally reformulates YHWH’S speech of v. 12. By the 

parallelism in vv. 15-16, Moses’ solidarity with the people is stressed: Moses only wants to 

know and recognize the grace that he found in YHWH’S eyes, if YHWH goes with “us”. 

 Consequently, the dialogue of vv. 12-17, that seems at first sight illogical, contains in 

fact multiple stylistic features to stress Moses’ petition to YHWH to accompany “us” (i.e. Moses 

and YHWH’S people). Accordingly, it would be too easy to concur with Brevard Childs in saying 

that “perhaps the logical consistency of the dialogue should not be overworked. There is an 

emotional tone of the highest intensity throughout the conversation as Moses seeks 

unswervingly to wrest from God a further concession.”81 Next to the emotional current of the 

dialogue, there is certainly a rational current, in which Moses succeeds in convincing God to 

accompany “us”. Important themes are introduced in this dialogue: the “face” of YHWH is 

central in the chiasm we set out, the verb “to know” appears multiple times and it is the 

knowledge that seems to assure Moses: “Who God is determines how he will act.”82 Indeed, 

knowing God himself is closely connected with knowing his ways in which he will act (33:13), 

which provides the certainty that God will go up with them. 

 
79 Exod. 33:5 seems to form an exception, as God speaks via Moses to the people in the 2nd person. 
80 FISCHER & MARKL, Das Buch Exodus, p. 350. 
81 Brevard CHILDS, Exodus: A Commentary, London, SCM Press, 1974, p. 594. 
82 MOBERLY, At the Mountain of God, p. 73. 
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1.5 Structure of Exod. 33:18-23 

The fourth, and last section to examine is Exod. 33:18-23. This last part, as the climax of the 

dialogue is difficult to shape into a unifying structure, as there are many intertwining themes in 

vv. 18-23. A general outset could be the following: 

Table 7: STRUCTURE EXOD. 33:18-23 

 Verse Content Mode Lexicon 

A v. 12 Moses → YHWH: Plead Imperative (Hif.)  בוֹד , רׇאׇה  כ 

B v. 19 YHWH → Moses:  

Response: Positive promise 

1 s. Future (yiqtol + weqatalti) 

Parallelism 2/2 

נִים  (x2) פ 

A’ v. 20 YHWH → Moses:  

Response: Negative promise 

א ֹֹֽ   ל

2 s. + 3 s. yiqtol  

 רׇאׇה 

נִים   פ 

B’ vv. 21-22 YHWH → Moses:  

Response: Positive promise 

2 s. + 3s. + 1 s. weqatalti 

Parallelism 2/2 

בוֹד   כ 

A’’ v. 17 YHWH → Moses:  

Response: Negative promise  

2 s. yiqtol +  א ֹֹֽ   ל

3 pl. yiqtol 

 רׇאׇה 

נִים   פ 

 

Central in this structure of vv. 18-23 are the phrases in which God responds to Moses’ plead in 

v. 12. It is remarkable that Moses, contrary to the foregoing lines of the dialogue, utters only 

one phrase and that God, contrary to his foregoing brief responses, partakes vividly in the 

dialogue and utters long sentences. Whereas Moses’ plead is direct and short, chapter 33 ends 

with the ever increasing crescendo of God’s response. This development is visible in the whole 

dialogue starting in Exod. 33:12: “Moses drei Reden nehmen jeweils an Umfang ab (33,12f. 

15f. 18), dagegen würden Gottes Antworten immer ausführlicher (33,14.17; 33,19-34,3)”.83 In 

his response, God grants Moses the possibility to see his back, which is the nearest one can be 

to YHWH’s presence, as his face cannot be seen. Central in the ‘negative’ promises of YHWH 

are the verb ‘to see’ (רׇאׇה) and the substantive ‘face’ (נִים  Doing so, YHWH uses a different .(פ 

word than the one Moses used in his plead in v. 18 (glory, בוֹד   ,In YHWH‘s response in v. 19  .(כ 

YHWH says that he will proclaim his name before Moses, and thus connects the proclamation 

of his name with his glory that Moses wants to see. The use of the verb א ר   as a proclamation ,ק 

by God himself of his own name, is quite unusual: normally א ר   is used by the people who calls ק 

upon the name of God.84 Moberly connects this specific use of the verb with Israel’s worship: 

“The writer reverses the customary use of the formula so as to stress the initiative of Yahweh 

here; men can only call upon the name of God and rehearse his attributes, as they customarily 

do in the cult, because at the critical moment in Israel's history Yahweh […] proclaimed his 

 
83 FISCHER & MARKL, Das Buch Exodus, p. 351. 
84 MOBERLY, At the Mountain of God, p. 77. 
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name first.”85 Surely, YHWH‘s proclamation does not entail linguistically uttering the name יהוה, 

but rather requires God to explicate his character, as he will do in v. 34:6-7. This is visible in 

the following sentence of v. 19, where we find a double idem per idem formula: 

ראֶ  תִי  וְחַנֹ  ן ת־אֲשֵֶ֣ חֹֹ֔ א   I will be gracious to the one I’m gracious to 

י ר וְרִחַמְתִִּ֖ ם  אֶת־אֲשֶֶׁ֥ ֹֽ אֲרַח   I will love the one that I love 

In the idem per idem formula the verb is repeated in the first person, with the relative pronoun 

ר  as connection.86  Jack Lundbom understands the idem per idem formula as a way of YHWH אֲשֵֶ֣

to terminate the debate with Moses.87 He reads vv. 19b-20 as the following: “The point is that 

19b and 20 mean to place a limit on the goodness promised in 19a. […] God's grace (or favor) 

is his alone to give and it cannot be presumed upon. Thus Moses cannot see God’s face, which 

means that with respect to this request God’s favor is denied him.”88 Even though this rhetorical 

reading of v. 19 seems very plausible, it is important to stress the close resemblance of the idem 

per idem formula of v. 19 with the famous הְיִֶּ֖ה ר אֶֹֽ הְיֶֶ֑ה אֲשֵֶ֣ אֶֹֽ  phrase (Exod. 3:14), which could be 

identified as an idem per idem formula as well. I follow Dozeman’s interpretation, which 

connects the idem per idem phrases of v. 19 directly to God’s name, similar to Exod. 3:14, 

where the phrase הְיִֶּ֖ה ר אֶֹֽ הְיֶֶ֑ה אֲשֵֶ֣ אֶֹֽ  is an answer to Moses’ question into God’s name. The idem per 

idem formula here could then be seen as a reinterpretation and a development of the primary 

הְיֶֶ֑ה ר אֶֹֽ הְיִֶּ֖ה אֲשֵֶ֣  89.אֶֹֽ

In v. 19, glory is redefined as goodness, as YHWH says that he will make pass all his 

goodness (  ל־טוּבִי  before Moses.90 Doing so, “YHWH is presenting an understanding of the (כ 

divine glory in terms of the divine goodness. God’s glory is expressed in his graciousness.”91 

Moberly rightly remarks the parallelism between v. 19 and v. 22, which reinforces the 

reinterpretation of glory as goodness.92  

v. 19 י יר אֲנִֵּ֨ ל־טוּבִי   אַעֲבִָ֤ כ   

 ypass bI will make all my goodness  

v. 22   י ה ר וְה  י  בַעֲבֵֹ֣ כְבֹדִֹ֔  

 And while my glory passes by 

 
85 Idem, p. 77. 
86 Samuel Driver characterized the formula of Exod. 33:19 by this name. See: Samuel DRIVER, The Book of Exodus, 

Cambridge, University Press, 1911, p. 362-363. 
87 Jack LUNDBOM, “God's Use of the Idem per Idem to Terminate Debate”, in The Harvard Theological Review, 

71.3.4, 1978, p. 193–201. 
88 Idem, p.199. 
89 DOZEMAN, Commentary on Exodus, p. 730. 
90 Terrence E. FRETHEIM, Exodus A Bible Commentary for Teaching and Preaching, Louisville, John Knox Press, 

1991, p.294. 
91 MOBERLY, At the Mountain of God, p. 77. 
92Idem, p. 77. 
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In this parallelism, glory and goodness both take up the same place, preceded by the verb ‘to 

pass by’ (בַר בַר At the end of v. 22, the verb .(ע   ,is used again, this time in a substantivized form ע 

to mean YHWH’s proper passing by.93 The verses containing this verb בַר  surround YHWH’s ,ע 

‘negative’ answer, and form, each at their turn, parallelisms: 

v. 19a-b י יר אֲנִֵּ֨ ִ֤ ל־טוּבִי   אַעֲב  יךָ כ  נֶֹ֔ עַל־פ   Parallelism: 1st person + direct object +  

י    אתִֹֽ ָ֧ ר  ם וְק  ֵׁ֛ ִּ֖ה בְש  נֶֶ֑יךָ יְהו  לְפ  נִ   ים פ   

v. 19 b-c    ר וְחַנֹתִי ן  אֶת־אֲשֵֶ֣ חֹֹ֔ א   Parallelism: idem per idem 

י  ר וְרִחַמְתִִּ֖ ם  אֶת־אֲשֶֶׁ֥ ֹֽ אֲרַח    

v. 20 אמֶר ֹֹּ֕ א וַי ֶֹׁ֥ ת תוּכִַּ֖ל ל ֶ֑י לִרְאֵֹ֣ נ  י אֶת־פ  נִי כִֵׁ֛ א־יִרְאֶַׁ֥ ֹֹֽ ם ל ִּ֖ ד  א  ֹֽ  ה  ח  י ו   Centre 

v. 21-22a אמֶר ֵֹ֣ ה וַי ֶׁ֥ה יְהו ֹ֔ וֹם הִנ  קִּ֖ יאִ  מ  ִּ֖  תִֶ֑ וּר וְנִצַבְת  עַל־הַצֹֽ  Parallelism:  וּר  הַצֶ֑

י ה    ר וְה  י בַעֲב ֹ֣ יךָ כְבֹדִֹ֔ תבְ  וְשַמְתִִּ֖ וּר נִקְרֵַ֣ הַצֶ֑   

v. 22b-23a י י וְשַכֹתִֶׁ֥ יךָ כַפִֵׁ֛ לִֶּ֖ י עַד־ ע  ִֽ עָבְר   Parallelism: 1st person +  י  כַפִֵׁ֛

י  וַהֲסִרֹתִי    אֶת־כַפִֹ֔   

These parallelisms are held together by the use of the verb בַר  and stress v. 20, which does not ע 

make use of this verb and does not form a parallelism with the preceding verses. Accordingly, 

the structure stresses v. 20. Verses 20, in turn, is connected to v. 18 and v.  23, through the use 

of the verb רׇאׇה which is only used in v. 18, 20 and 23 in the vv. 18-23. This way, one could 

speak of an inclusion that incorporates the beginning, the end and the centre, stressing once 

again that Moses cannot see God’s face, but only his “back”.  

Many researchers have been intrigued by the meaning of “the back of YHWH”. Some 

interpret “back” as the opposite of “face”: instead of viewing the full essence of God, Moses 

will only see a glimpse.94 Others propose to see “back” (י ֶ֑  which does not only denote , אֲחֹר 

‘back’ but also ‘behind’ or ‘after’) as referring to the future: the word י ֶ֑  would then signify אֲחֹר 

“after me”.95 Their proposition has been rejected, as they read י ֶ֑  as a substantivized אֲחֹר 

preposition, while י ֶ֑ תאֶ  in v. 23 is preceded by the direct object marker אֲחֹר   and thus is a genuine 

 
93 Friedhelm HARTENSTEIN, “Das “Angesicht Gottes” in Exodus 32-34”, in Matthias KÖCKERT & Erhard BLUM 

(eds.)  Gottes Volk am Sinai (Veröffentlichungen der Wissenschaftlichen Gesellschaft für Theologie, 18) 

Gütersloh, Gütersloher Verlagshaus, 2001, p. 157-183 (p. 172). 
94 CASSUTO, A Commentary on the Book of Exodus, p. 437. See also: William PROPP, Exodus 19-40: A New 

Translation with Introduction and Commentary (The Anchor Bible), New York, Doubleday, 2006, p. 608. 
95 Benno JACOB, The Second Book of the Bible: Exodus, Hoboken, Ktav, 1992, translated from German by Walter 

JACOB, p. 977. See also: Diana LIPTON, “God’s Back! What did Moses See on Sinai?”, in George BROOKE, Hindy 

NAJMAN, & Loren STUCKENBRUCK, The Significance of Sinai: Traditions about Sinai and Divine Revelation in 

Judaism and Christianity, Leiden, Brill, 2008, p. 287–311. See also: Lou SILBERMAN, “‘You Cannot See My 

Face’: Seeking to Understand Divine Justice,” in David PENCHANSKY & Paul L. REDDITT (eds), Shall Not the 

Judge of All the Earth Do What Is Right?: Studies on the Nature of God in Tribute to James L. Crenshaw, Winona 

Lake, Eisenbrauns, 2000, p. 89–95. 
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substantive.96 Furthermore, the close parallel between the words י ֶ֑י and (hand) כַפִֵׁ֛ נ   which ,(face) פ 

seem to be used in their anatomical signification, seems to argue for a similarly anatomical 

understanding of י ֶ֑   :This anatomical reading is implausible as well, states Moberly 97.אֲחֹר 

Moses may look after him and see the “afterglow”. Interestingly, the word for Yahweh’s “back” (’ahor) 

is not the usual term for “back” in the physical or anatomical sense (gaw, gew), but more vaguely means 

“hinder part”, thus conveying the idea of a view from behind, while being less explicit about exactly what 

is seen. As Yahweh presses on ahead Moses can only see the traces left behind.98  

The exact meaning of י ֶ֑  stays vague: a figurative reading as the opposite of God’s essence אֲחֹר 

or denoting the future does not seem sufficient, but a purely anatomical reading of י ֶ֑  does אֲחֹר 

not seem correct either, as the rather vague term י ֶ֑  instead of the anatomical term denoting) אֲחֹר 

‘back’ גַו) is used. Understanding the word י ֶ֑  as a vague view from behind, without אֲחֹר 

explicating what is seen triggers the reader, who is now curious to find out what Moses will 

see. Furthermore, it comprises the anthropomorphistic language (speaking of God’s hands, 

God’s face etc.) in speaking of God’s back, while nevertheless weakening the anthropomorphic 

connotation through its vague signification as ‘hinder part’. Accordingly, the contradiction 

between v. 11 (where Moses and YHWH speak face-to-face) and vv. 20, 23 (where it is said that 

no man can see the YHWH’s face) is somehow weakened. The word י ֶ֑  seems to denote at the אֲחֹר 

same time God’s immanence and his transcendence: Moses is able to see the ‘hinder part’ of 

the immanent God, who is at the same time transcendent, which makes it impossible for Moses 

to see his face. Similarly, v. 11 points at God’s immanence and the intimate relationship 

between Moses and YHWH , similar to v. 14, where נִים  is a pars pro toto for YHWH’s joining פ 

the people and his presence in general, whereas v. 21 and 23 use נִים  ,in its literal, raw sense פ 

which cannot be seen, since God is transcendent.99 1.6 Preliminary conclusion 

In this literary analysis of the different (sub)structures of Exod. 33, the intimate relationship 

between Moses and YHWH has been stressed in different ways. Moses appears as the special 

mediator between YHWH and the people and succeeds in convincing God to eventually 

accompany the people. The “distant God”100 from the beginning becomes a God who responds 

to Moses’ requests more and more in detail, and who, in the end, agrees to show himself from 

the ‘hinter part’. His speaking is presented in an ever increasing crescendo, while Moses’ 

speaking silences at the end –perhaps astonished by the prayers granted by YHWH. Still on the 

 
96 Austin SURLS, Making Sense of the Divine Name in the Book of Exodus: From Etymology to Literary Onomastics 

(ined. dissertation), Wheaton, Wheaton College, 2015, p. 217. 
97 PROPP, Exodus 19-40, p. 608. 
98 MOBERLY, At the Mountain of God, p. 77. 
99 REINDL, Das Angesicht Gottes, p.64. 
100 GOWAN, Theology in Exodus, p. 217-219. 



28 

 

literary structure of Exod. 33, it should be noted that another remarkable crescendo is at play. 

Throughout the whole chapter 33, key-words are subtly introduced, which gain a more profound 

signification at the end of the chapter. Martin Buber speaks of an “unerhörter tektonischer 

Dichtigkeit”, where the different key-words form bridges that carry the sinful people over the 

abyss their sin has caused.101 The most intriguing key-word, introduced in v. 2, is נִים  .(face) פ 

This is a word that returns throughout the whole chapter in its many connotations. Firstly, it is 

used in its significance as preposition “before” (e.g. in v. 2 ָנִֶּ֖יך  before you). Secondly, it is :לְפ 

used symbolically as “presence” or “company” (e.g. in v. 14 נֶַׁ֥י כוּ פ  ִּ֖ י ל  : my presence will go). 

Thirdly, it is used in its “gröberes, wörtliches Verständnis”102 as the literal face of YHWH, which 

no-one can see while being alive. Remarkably, the key-word נִים -is repeated with an ever פ 

increasing pace: we encounter the word in 1-6 once, in 7-11 twice, in 12-17 three times and (as 

the climax) four times in 18-23. The word “face” is thus not only anticipated, but through the 

polyptoton103 the different significations of “face” are stressed and juxtaposed in a remarkable 

crescendo, so as to underline once again God’s immanence and transcendence that go hand in 

hand. 

  

 
101 Martin BUBER, “Das Leitwort und der Formtypus der Rede”, in Martin BUBER & Franz ROSENZWEIG, Die 

Schrift und ihre Verdeutschung, Berlin, Schocken, 1936, p. 262-275 (p. 262).  
102 REINDL, Das Angesicht Gottes, p.64. 
103 “A class of figures that repeat a word or words by varying their word class or by giving different forms of the 

same root or stem” 

Terry BROGAN, “Polyptoton”, in Roland GREENE, Stephen CUSHMAN (eds), The Princeton Handbook of Poetic 

Terms, Princeton, University Press, 2016, third edition, p. 275. 
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2. Exod. 33: Outset of the Fabula 

A second level to be examined is the level of the fabula, also known as the story or histoire 

racontée.104 I chose to analyse three aspects of the fabula:  the chronological frame,  the actantial 

model and the narrative framework.  

2.1 The chronological framework 

In order to make a chronological framework, the different temporal indications of the story 

should be taken into account. Drawing on these markers, extra- and intradiegetic events can be 

indicated. The extradiegetic events can be either Pre-Discourse (PrD, occurring before the 

events of the discourse) or else Post-Discourse (PoD, occurring after the events of the 

discourse). Intradiegetic events are taking place within the story narrated in the Discourse (D). 

 Table 8: CHRONOLOGICAL FRAMEWORK OF THE FABULA 

Pre-Discourse  Discourse Post-Discourse 

PrD1 PRD2 PrD3 D1 D2 D3 D4 PD1 PD2 

    

  

Land 

oath to 

fathers 

YHWH 

says 

that he 

knows 

Moses 

by 

name 

and 

that 

Moses 

found 

glory 

in his 

eyes 

Sin 

of 

peop-

le 

YHWH 

speaks 

to 

Moses 

Mourning 

of the 

people: 

putting of 

finery and 

remaining 

stripped 

from it 

Moses 

pitches 

the tent 

of 

Meeting, 

where he 

speaks 

face-to-

face with 

YHWH 

Dialogue 

between 

Moses 

and 

YHWH 

Theophany YHWH 

accompanies 

Moses and the 

people 

 

Different events come to the fore through this analysis. First, there is the event in which God 

makes his promise to the fathers. This promise takes place outside of the pericope, but in Exod. 

33:1 this seems an important element. Its importance is underscored by the fact that Moses 

recalled this very promise in the preceding verse 32:13. The reader needs to know about the 

oath, in order to understand the conversation between Moses and YHWH. Accordingly, Moberly 

calls this information a “narrative presupposition” of the narrative in 32-34.105 Besides, by 

reaffirming the promise that YHWH made and that Moses recalled in verse 32:13, the narrator 

presents YHWH as a faithful God, true to his promises and in a sharp contrast to the angry, 

wrathful God of v. 32. Second, there is the pitching of the Tent of Meeting and the conversation 
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that follows thereupon, which is described in vv. 7-11 and narrated directly in vv. 12-23. That 

this event is at the foreground, is stressed by the yiqtol-forms, which could in this case be seen 

as temporal markers. Talstra, in his analysis of the different uses of yiqtol, understands the 

yiqtols of vv. 7-11 as a direct address to the reader. They interrupt the wayyiqtol-sequence, not 

by a typical we-x-qatal figure, but by an unusual we-x-yiqtol form. Talstra notes:  

The yiqtol in Exod. 33:7 emphasises the peak moment of flow in the story. This tent is Moses’ last option 

for communication with YHWH in the dramatic situation of Exod. 32-33. […] The basic discourse function 

of yiqtol in narrative context is a direct address to the reader. The reader is made present with what 

happens now in the story line. […] This construction [wayyiqtol series followed by a yiqtol] marks the 

transition from narrating into a direct address to the reader. A case is presented that requires direct 

attention.106 

Through this syntax analysis, it appears that Exod. 33:7 (and its following verses in yiqtol) 

figures, through its special syntactic structure, as the centre. Also on the level of the fabula, the 

yiqtol-verses are of utmost importance, as they portray the intimate relationship between Moses 

and God and thus give way to the astonishingly direct conversation between Moses and YHWH 

in the rest of chapter 33. In this line, we should also mention the event of the people mourning 

and putting off their finery. This seems rather ornamental in drawing the contrast between the 

people’s silent obedient response and Moses’ active (and quite rebellious) dialogue and 

interaction with God.  Thirdly, there is the extra-diegetic theophany (addressed in Exod. 34). 

This element too is necessary for the pericope, as the repetitions of words such as glory and 

goodness, and the wordplays related to the word face all anticipate and presuppose this future 

event. Fourthly, Moses quotes YHWH, saying that “he has found glory in his eyes”, but we read 

this quote nowhere in the Hebrew Bible. Probably, it has been said to Moses before, but the 

reader does not have this knowledge. The knowledge of which only Moses and God seem to be 

aware, incites the reader who is now curious to know whether what Moses says is true and 

whether Moses does really find glory in God’s eyes. Finally, the sin of the people in building 

the golden calf seems to be of utmost importance, which constitutes the background for the 

whole chapter 33.    

2.2 Actantial Model 

The second element that I chose to analyse, is the actantial model of Exod. 33. I opted to apply 

Alirdas Greimas’ model to chapter 33, since it allows to clearly portray the different dynamics 

of the chapter. In analyzing the actantial model of the passage, one should be attentive not to 

confuse “actants” with “characters”. Actants are situated on the level of the fabula: an actant is 

 
106 TALSTRA, “Syntax and Composition”, p. 229-231.  
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the holder of a function necessary to accomplish the transformation that is at the centre of the 

story.107 As such, an actant is deprived of all psychological characteristics and is reduced to its 

function in the story; consequently, also inanimate objects can be actants. Characters, on the 

other hand, are situated at the level of the discourse; they have a role to play in the discourse 

and are closely bound up with the intrigue. The actantial model that was introduced by Greimas, 

distinguishes six types of actants.108 The idea is that any story involves a Subject chasing a 

valued Object. The Addresser mobilizes the Subject for the quest of the Object, which he must 

give to the Addressee; in the realization of the quest, the Subject can be helped by the Adjuvant 

or encounter obstacles presented by the Opponent.109 I propose to regard the actantial model of 

Exod. 33 along the following scheme: 

Table 9: ACTANTIAL MODEL EXOD. 33 

 Adjuvant  Merciful YHWH  

           ↓   

Addresser 

 

→ Subject 

Moses 

→ Object 

Restoration of 

Covenant 

    → Addressee 

People 

           ↕   

 Opponent  Sin of people   

 

Interpreting Exod. 33 along the scheme of Greimas, Moses appears as the Subject who, in his 

role as mediator, strives to a restoration of the covenant (Object) which will benefit the people 

(Addressee). Doing this, Moses is helped by the merciful God (Adjuvant, no longer the wrathful 

God of the preceding chapter), while the sin of the people (Opponent) forms an obstacle in 

Moses reaching this goal. In this interpretation, the Object and Subject are linked through a 

cognitive relation: Moses wants to know that God will accompany him and the people, that the 

covenant is truly restored. In order to know this, he has to know YHWH. This point is stressed 

by James Muilenburg, who pays attention to the striking repetition of the key-word ידע (to 

know) in Exod. 33.110 He interprets the verb to know as a “covenantal knowing”, a mutual 

knowing relationship such as it is the case between a King and his subject. Perhaps this 

interpretation is too hierarchically ordered (understanding God as a King who made a covenant 

with Moses, whereas the dialogue in Exod. 33 portrays the dialogue between Moses and God 

almost as a dialogue between friends), but it correctly stresses the importance of ידע: it is only 

 
107 MARGUERAT & BOURQUIN, Pour lire les récits bibliques, p. 81. 
108 Algirdas GREIMAS, Sémantique structurale: Recherche de méthode, Paris, Larousse, 1966. 
109 MARGUERAT & BOURQUIN, Pour lire les récits bibliques, p. 81. 
110 MUILENBURG, “The Intercession of the Covenant Mediator”, p. 159-181. 
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when Moses knows that YHWH will accompany him and the people, that he is assured and that 

his pleads give way to the lengthy speech of YHWH in v. 18-23. This knowing that YHWH will 

go up with them, and that they, therefore, are distinct from all other peoples, presupposes 

another knowing: “It is in the […] theophanic נִים  ,present, Yahweh in his self-manifestation פ 

that Israel will recognize her distinction from all other peoples and confess it.”111 Accordingly, 

the theophany of Exod. 34 is not only cast there for the Subject (Moses) in his search for a 

restoration of the covenant through knowing God, but also concerns the people (Addressee) 

who, in turn, will know that they are still God’s people. 

2.3 Narrative framework 

The narrative framework consists of spatiotemporal indications that frame the story. First, on 

the temporal plan, there are very few temporal markers. The temporal framework has to be 

deduced from the verbal forms: the series of wayyiqtols indicate that the actions follow upon 

each other, they are consecutive. As for the abrupt yiqtols of the vv. 7-11, there is, as indicated 

above, discussion. I believe that Talstra’s interpretation of these yiqtols does right to the text, 

perceiving them as direct address to the reader, making the reader present with what happens 

now in the story line.112 Accordingly, the reader is, so to speak, drawn into the story and the 

tension is increased. Besides, Fischer and Markl interpret the pericope of 32–34 as taking place 

in three days: day one concerns the breaking of the covenant (32:1-29), day two concerns the 

dialogue between Moses and God (32:30–34:3) and day three concerns the renewing of the 

covenant (34:4-35).113 Perceiving the “seventh day” of Exod 24:16 as the day of the Shabbat, 

they infer that the third day (34:4-35), as the third day after Moses’ forty days on the mountain, 

is also the day of the Shabbat.114 Extrapolating this to the chapter 33, it could be said that this 

takes place on the day before the Shabbat (the day which celebrates the intimate connection 

between God and man). This temporal perspective seems to correspond very well with the story, 

since chapter 33, through the dialogue between Moses and YHWH, forms the last step before the 

restoration of the bond between YHWH and his people.  

Beside the temporal framework, there is also a spatial framework. The first verse of 

chapter 33 makes clear that a spatial change will take place. The Sinai-period will come to an 

end, the people should now leave “from here” ( מׅזֶה). The Sinai mountain, as a place of divine 

encounter will no longer be the setting of the story. The reader, understanding the specific 

theological connotation of the Sinai, thus asks himself whether a departure from the Sinai-

 
111 Idem, p. 180. 
112 TALSTRA, “Syntax and Composition”, p. 230. 
113 FISCHER & MARKL, Das Buch Exodus, p. 322. 
114 FISCHER & MARKL, Das Buch Exodus, p. 323. 

See also DOHMEN, Exodus 19-40, p. 285. 
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mountain means that God will no longer be present among the people, fear for a possible loss 

of YHWH’S presence is evoked. Accordingly, the reader’s reaction corresponds with the reaction 

of Moses upon hearing the words of God, who says he will not go up amongst his people. This 

concurring fear for the loss of YHWH’S presence, might be exactly what the narrator intends. 

Evoking this fear, and showing that YHWH’S presence will, eventually, go up among Israel, the 

difference between YHWH and the gods of the ancient Near East is stressed. In the spatial 

perception of the nations of the ancient Near East, gods have their own place, where land, people 

and gods are psychically related.115 That God will eventually accompany his people, outside of 

‘his’ place on the Sinai-mountain, stands in sharp contrast to this Near Eastern spatial 

conception of their gods. A second spatial indication within chapter 33, is the Tent of Meeting. 

The tent is introduced in v. 7 as “the tent”, indicating that this tent was already there before the 

episode of the golden calf.116 In this tent of meeting, the earthly and the divine encounter each 

other: the pillar of cloud descends to the tent, where Moses and YHWH speak to one another. 

Fischer and Markl pay attention to the movements that go hand in hand with this spatial 

conception of the Tent and its corresponding actions. Horizontally speaking, Moses is going 

out (יצא) of the camp, towards the Tent of Meeting, situated outside of the camp. Vertically 

speaking, the people rise ( קום) before the tent. When the pillar of cloud descends (ירד) in the 

Tent of Meeting, so too the people descends in bowing (שחה).117 This way, it could be said that 

Moses and the people are once again opposed. Whereas Moses moves horizontally, maybe 

similar to his relation to God as a relation between friends, the people are limited to an up- and 

downward movement. Another important point, connected to the Tent of Meeting, is the fact 

that it is situated outside of the camp. The fact that it is situated outside of the camp is repeated 

twice, thus stressing this spatial indication. Moberly interprets the distance in line with the 

preceding verses, where God says that he cannot go up among the people, otherwise he will 

destroy them.118 The distance between the Tent and the camp would thus mirror the distance 

between God and his people. Dohmen, on the other hand, connects this topography of the tent 

with Exod. 19 (esp. 19:17), where, similarly, the theophany takes place outside of the camp.119 

Rather than indicating the distance, the spatial indication ‘outside of the camp’ could, by the 

allusion to the theophany of Exod. 19, entice the reader with an anticipation to the theophany 

in Exod. 34. 

 
115 MUILENBURG, “The Intercession of the Covenant Mediator”, p. 173. 
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2.4 Preliminary conclusion 

Throughout the examination of the fabula, different elements came to the fore. The frame of 

the fabula, through its chronological and narrative framework and its actantial model, situates 

Exod. 33 as a turning point in the Sinai-pericope (32–34). Firstly, on a chronological level, it 

was shown how the past event of the promise, the present of the Tent of Meeting and the future 

of the theophany are accentuated. This way, Exod. 33 is situated in between YHWH’S past 

promise (which seems impossibly far away, due to the sin of the people) and the anticipated 

theophany of YHWH (this too seems impossibly far away, since YHWH says that he will not go 

up among his people). Ultimately, both the distant past and future are approached in the present 

of the dialogue between Moses and God, where it is affirmed that God will go up among his 

people and thus discern them from the other people, similarly to his past promise, and that he 

will pass before Moses, thus casting the theophany in the proximate future. This same thing is 

done within the actantial model, where Moses figures as the turning point between the sinful 

people and the, eventually, merciful God. Finally, the narrative framework also casts Exod. 33 

as a turning point. Temporally speaking, Exod. 33 takes place exactly the day before the 

Shabbat, where the connection between God and his people will be restored. Spatially speaking, 

Exod. 33 speaks of the end of the Sinai-period and, through the dialogue between Moses and 

God, YHWH’S presence after the Sinai-pericope is ensured. Accordingly, within the 

chronological and narrative framework and within the actantial model, the elements on the level 

of the fabula of Exod. 33 figure as the climaxing turning point right before the finale in Exod. 

34. 

  



35 

 

3. Exod. 33: Outset of the Discourse 

 

Having previously analysed the levels of the structure and the fabula, we can now examine the 

level of the discourse. Three things will be examined here: the relation between the narration 

and the narrator, the mise en intrigue and the different characters will be examined. 

3.1 Presence of the narrator through commentaries 

The narration of Exod. 33 can be characterized as ulterior (it tells the events after they occurred), 

extra-diegetic (the narrator tells from outside the narrative world of the narrative), hetero-

diegetic (the narrator is absent as a character). The distance between the reader and the story, 

through the narration, is rather small. The narrator uses mostly direct discourse, thus minimizing 

the distance, while augmenting the dramatic effect and the precision of what the characters say. 

This direct speech, however, reduces the information the reader gets out of the text. This is 

apparent, for example, in Moses’ quotation of YHWH in 33:12. The reader stands here before a 

gap in the text: when did God say this to Moses? What did he mean by this? Another example 

is the mysterious “messenger” of v. 2, where the reader (and Moses) wants to know who this 

messenger is and what form his accompaniment will take. The narrator, however, in preserving 

the words of the dialogue, does not answer these questions, but represents precisely the words 

in the way they were uttered. This autonomy of the characters through dialogue is what is 

known as “showing” (versus telling).120 Instead of the narrator telling what the characters say, 

he shows through direct speech, which has the effect that the reader partakes “in real-time” what 

happens in the narrative. This augments the suspense. 

 One problem present in the direct discourse of Exod. 33 is the dialogue presented in vv.  

1-3. Here, v. 2 seems to interrupt the continuity of vv. 1 and 3, stating in v. 1 that Moses should 

“go up” to “a land flowing with milk and honey” of v. 3. It is not clear how v. 2 is connected to 

these two verses. Firstly, YHWH’s helpful decision to send a messenger with the people seems 

to be contradicting his violent statement in v. 3.121 Secondly, reading v. 3 in continuity with v. 

3 does, syntactically, not make sense: “How can and should YHWH drive the autochthonous 

inhabitants into their own country?”122 Indeed, in v. 2, YHWH promises to drive out the people 

and in v. 3 this is followed by “to a land flowing with milk and honey”, while the beginning of 

v.  3 seems rather to connect with v. 1 than with v. 2. The narrator faithfully preserved the words 

 
120 This distinction is sometimes named by the pair mimesis/diegesis. Here, we follow the distinction of showing/telling 

made by Chatman, later narratologists might define showing as something else. See: Seymour CHATMAN, Story and 

Discourse: Narrative Structure in Fiction and Film, London: Cornell Univeristy Press, 1978, p. 32-36. 
121 SOMMER, “Translation as Commentary”, p. 47. 
122 Hans AUSLOOS, “Traces of Deuteronomic Influence in the Septuagint: A Text-Critical Analysis of Exodus 33:1-6”, 

in Journal of Northwest Semitic Languages, 35.1, 2009, p. 27-44 (p. 34). 
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of YHWH and does not explain them. It is up to the reader to make sense of the syntactically 

complex whole of vv. 1-3. Joel Baden suggests to see v. 2 as an interpolation that seeks to 

reconcile the content of Exod. 23:20-23, where YHWH sends a messenger that will bring the 

people to the autochthonous people mentioned in v. 2, and Exod. 34:11, where YHWH himself 

will drive out the autochthonous people.123 Accordingly, v. 2 could be seen as a statement that 

is both analepse and prolepse at once. Through the reference to the messenger and the 

autochthonous people of Exod. 23:20-23, the discourse refers back (analepse) to the situation 

just before the making of the covenant in Exod. 24-ff. That YHWH promises to send a messenger 

seems to be a sign of his trust in his people. However, this trust is ruined by the sin of the 

people. In v. 2, God seems to abruptly interrupt his thoughts of sending a messenger to drive 

out the autochthonous people and wrathfully states in v. 3 that he would destroy the people if 

he were to be for one single moment in their midst. Nonetheless, the statement of v. 2 could 

also be seen as a positive prolepse that refers forward to the future of YHWH‘s theophany in 

Exod. 34, where YHWH promises to drive out the autochthonous people by himself. 

Consequently, v. 2 is characteristic of Exod. 33 in that it figures as a turning point: YHWH 

cannot go back to the situation before the golden calf, for the sin of the people is too serious. 

Nonetheless, by the intertextual reference to Exod. 34:11, it could be seen as a hopeful prolepse 

that anticipates the new future where YHWH will drive out the autochthonous people by himself. 

Since the narrator accords the characters autonomy by direct discourse, the reader has to search 

for himself how to make sense of the interrupted continuity of vv. 1-3. 

Even though the narrator attributes the characters a major autonomy by preserving their 

words through direct discourse (showing), the presence of the narrator in the narration is clearly 

sensed. The commentaries within the text show the presence of the narrator. On one hand, some 

explicit commentaries are provided by the narrator. For example, v. 33:11 presents an 

explicative commentary, explaining that speaking face-to-face is typical of the way one speaks 

to his friend.  This commentary guides the reader, its intention is to help the reader. Nonetheless, 

this explicative commentary is also evaluative, in that it characterizes Moses as a friend of God. 

On the other hand, some implicit commentaries occur in the passage. These implicit 

commentaries might be the most interesting for the reader. A first implicit commentary consists 

of the intertextual references the narrator makes throughout his narration. Above, we noted  

Dohmen’s remark on the  topography of the tent outside of the camp (v. 7), similar to Exod. 19 

(esp. 19:17), where the theophany takes place outside of the camp.124 Through this intertextual 

reference, the reader could be remembered of the theophany of chapter 19, and, consequently, 
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expect this same thing to happen in chapter 33. Accordingly, through this intertextuality the 

theophany in Exod. 34 is anticipated and expectations are created. Furthermore, we noted the 

similarity between the idem per idem phrases of v. 19 and Exod. 3:14, where the phrase  הְיִֶּ֖ה  אֶֹֽ

ר הְיֶֶ֑ה אֲשֵֶ֣ אֶֹֽ  is likewise an idem per idem phrase that answers Moses’ question into God’s name. 

Following Dozeman’s interpretation, the idem per idem formula here could then be seen as a 

reinterpretation and a development of the primary הְיֶֶ֑ה ר אֶֹֽ הְיִֶּ֖ה אֲשֵֶ֣  Accordingly, the idem per 125.אֶֹֽ

idem formula is here a way of recalling God’s self-revelation to Moses in Exod. 3:14, and by 

connecting this to the idem per idem phrases of v. 33:19, there is a continuity made with the 

name of God. A second implicit commentary exists in the misunderstanding, featured within 

the passage. The multiple uses of the word   נִיםפ  (face) might easily trap the reader. Above, it 

was shown how the keyword ‘face’ in all its different meanings is used in a crescendo that 

finishes with God saying that Moses cannot see God’s face. But then, how do we understand v. 

11, where it is said that Moses speaks God face-to-face? It is up to the reader to follow the 

careful guidance of the narrator, understanding ‘face’ in all its senses, not only the literal sense 

of ‘face’ as a bodily part. Through the misunderstanding that occurs in the contrast between v. 

11 and v. 20/23, the narrator creates a question for the reader: how can Moses talk to God face-

to-face, when God’s face cannot be seen? This creates a back- and forthgoing movement: the 

reader has to return back to the text in order to see if there is another way of understanding the 

verses. Doing this, the reader discovers that the word ‘face’ is also used as a preposition 

(meaning ‘before, in front’) and uncovers a broader, less bodily sense of ‘face’ as ‘presence’. 

Through the misunderstanding, the narrator wants the reader to uncover for himself the difficult 

combination of immanence and transcendence that are proper to God. The misunderstanding 

created through the different uses of the word ‘face’ is a suited rhetoric instrument to create the 

awareness of God’s simultaneous immanence and transcendence, since the misunderstanding 

obliges the reader to go back to the text and to uncover this sense for himself, rather than being 

told of this directly by the narrator. Again, we seem to have an example of avoiding the telling: 

it is not told that God is immanent and transcendent, but when the reader resolves the 

misunderstanding, he reaches himself this conclusion and will embrace this knowledge as truth.  

In sum, the narrator is present in the narrative through the (implicit and explicit) 

commentaries. These commentaries are at help of the reader. They explain and evaluate or they 

guide the reader. Besides, the narrator attributes a quite large autonomy to the characters, 

through the use of direct discourse. This way, he presents very faithfully the words of the 

 
125 DOZEMAN, Commentary on Exodus, p. 730. 
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characters. The presence of the narrator could be described as affirming his faithful contribution 

to the narrative, thus keeping the reader on his side. 

3.2 Mise en intrigue 

Regarding the intrigue, four major scenes can be observed. These scenes follow largely the 

textual divisions we addressed above under “1. Exod. 33: Literary structure”. A first scene runs 

from v. 1-6, where YHWH speaks to Moses, through an “imaginary discourse”126 with the 

people. Next, the reaction of the people is portrayed. A second scene runs from 7-11, where 

there is no direct discourse and the bizarre yiqtol-forms are present. It is described how Moses 

pitches the Tent of Meeting and speaks to Moses face-to-face. The third scene compromises the 

literary units of vv. 12-17 and 18-23. Here, the intimate dialogue between Moses and YHWH 

takes place. Accordingly, the scenes show an interesting pattern of direct discourse – 

description – direct discourse. Through these scenes, a narrative sequence can be discovered. 

In order to uncover this, the above presented chronological frame of the fabula should be 

recalled. Now, on the level of the discourse, it has to be examined how these events of the 

fabula pertain to the intrigue; i.e. how the movement from one event to the other is made. On 

the level of the discourse, generally speaking, five movements can be exposed: the initial 

situation, the complication, the transformative action, the solution and the final situation.127 

Raphaël Barroni also adds the interesting feature of “slowdown” which usually follows the 

complication, thus creating a desire for the solution.128 I think that Baroni’s category of “mise 

en intrigue selon la logique du conflit”129 is most relevant for the pericope of Exod. 33. 

According to Baroni, this mise en intrigue departs from the initial situation of a dramatic 

tension, to then (during the complication and slowdown) create a certain expectation. Next, the 

tension is increased by diminishing the probability to attain the expectation that has been 

created. Finally, through the transformative action, the final situation is reached in which there 

is a reconciliation that solves the conflict of the initial situation. Accordingly, Exod. 33 entails 

an intrigue of resolution. At the outset of Exod. 33, after God’s wrathful words in 32, the reader 

might expect a “physical conflict” between God and the sinful people, where God would 

destroy the unfaithful ones. However, as we move through chapter 33, it becomes clear that the 

expected physical conflict does not take place, instead the physical distance between God and 

 
126 “Im Dialog mit seinem Vertrauten ‚probiert‘ Gott gleichsam ‚imaginär‘ mit dem Volk zu sprechen, gegen das 

noch starke, innere Widerstande spürbar sind, während V. 5 eindeutig eine Botschaft an Israel bringen wird.” 

FISCHER & MARKL, Das Buch Exodus, p. 348. 
127 MARGUERAT & BOURQUIN, Pour lire les récits bibliques, p. 102. 
128 Raphaël BARONI, La tension narrative: Suspense, curiosité et surprise, Paris, Seuil, 2007, p. 86. 
129 This category suits better than a mise en intrigue of « distorsion de l’ordre d’exposition des événements ou 

diminution de leur clarté ». Idem, p. 86. 
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his people is accentuated. Instead, the reader discovers that there is a spiritual conflict that needs 

to be solved: one has to believe that God is present, even though he seems absent and his face 

is not visible. Perhaps the conflict of Exod. 33 could be then specified as a conflict between 

immanence and transcendence. The tension is built around the presence of God. The passage 

could then be presented as follows:130 

Table 10: MISE EN INTRIGUE EXOD. 33 

Initial 

Situation 

 

Complication 

 

Slowdown 

 

Transforma-

tive Action 

 

Solution 

 

Final Situation 

 

After Exod. 32 Exod. 33:1-6 Exod. 33:7-11 Exod. 33:12-

17 

Exod. 33:18-

23 

From Exod. 34 

Sin of the 

people, God is 

wrathful 

God will not go 

up amongst the 

stiff-necked 

people, 

otherwise he 

will destroy 

them 

Description of 

Tent of 

Meeting: 

expectation of 

restoration of 

covenant 

through 

Moses, but 

people do not 

participate 

Moses’ 

conversation 

with God 

changes 

perspective: 

God’s 

responses gain 

length and 

depth 

God promises 

to pass before 

Moses, which 

will grant him 

security that 

God is and will 

be present with 

Moses and the 

people 

Theophany and 

restoration of 

covenant 

 

Through this mise en intrigue, the story of Exod. 33 moves from the initial situation of the sin 

of the people and the reaction of a distant, wrathful God to the final situation in which the 

covenant is restored through a theophany that accentuates God’s presence.131 Accordingly, the 

fact that the fabula is cast as a turning-point is also visible on the level of the plot, where a 

radical reversal is made from a distant, wrathful God to a God that is present and who will 

accompany his people. The tension is built up through the complication situated in vv. 1-6, 

where the double indication of the people as ‘stiff-necked’ serves to accentuate YHWH’s 

distance towards this (not ‘his’) people, which is the conflict that needs to be solved. Besides, 

God does not address the people himself, but does so only through Moses. A slowdown through 

the description in the vv. 7-11 adds even more tension. Moberly writes: 

The imperfect verbs convey the sense of a passing of time, and are a literary device to slow the narrative 

at this transitional point. After the tense and sombre narrative preceding, this section provides a pause 

[…] The implied passing of time, combined with a picture of the life of the people as returning to an 

 
130 This general outset follows largely the plot described by Mark O’Brien. See: Mark O’BRIEN, “The Dynamics 

of the Golden Calf Story (Exodus 32-34)”, in Australian Biblical Review, 60, 2012, p. 18-31 (p. 18-19). 
131 This converges with Gowan’s interpretation of Exod. 32–34 as a movement from a distant to a present, gracious 

God. See: GOWAN, Theology in Exodus, p. 219. 
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orderly and reverent pattern of existence conveys a certain sense of calm and gives the impression that 

Yahweh's disfavour will not be his final word but that the way is open for a restoration of Israel.132 

It is not indicated how much time the vv. 7-11 cover and they do not contain direct speech. 

Accordingly, vv. 7-11 form a clear interruption within their context. The reader wants to know 

whether the covenant will be restored, but vv. 7-11 do not answer this question. Rather, they 

slow down the story and create an expectation that Moses, through his face-to-face speech, will 

be able to convince God to eventually go up with his people. Nonetheless, since there is no 

direct speech, the narrator does not say what is told between Moses and YHWH. Besides, it is 

said that the people are outside of the tent, and that the tent itself is outside of the camp. This 

double distance makes shrink the expectation that the covenant will be restored, and thus the 

tension is augmented. In the third scene, the dialogue between Moses and God, the reader and 

Moses are at the same stance. They both fear that God is not going up and hope that God will 

be convinced. In the first part of the dialogue, through vv. 12-17, a transformation takes place. 

Above, we noted that Moses, trying to convince YHWH to accompany the people in person, 

introduces three times “your people” in order to reinforce his argument. Fischer and Markl 

similarly note that Moses solidarizes with the people in his constant use of “we” (to designate 

Moses and the people) and the phrase “your people”.133 The transformation takes place when 

God, in v. 17, is convinced and says that he “will also do this thing that you (Moses) asked”. 

Nevertheless, the tension is not entirely relieved. God's favour is essential to the continuation 

of the relationship between both Moses and God, and God and his people. This is emphasized, 

as v. 17 is the fifth reference made to finding grace in God's eyes. In v. 17 the tension is more 

or less relieved as God assents to Moses’ appeals by his grace. Nonetheless, the tension remains 

as God –perhaps intentionally– remains ambiguous in his responses, maybe withholding 

complete assent to provoke further intercession by Moses.134 After the transformative action, v. 

18-23 portray the solution, where Moses does not longer speak, but where God promises to pass 

by and to proclaim his name. Here, the tension is relieved and a plan for reconciliation is 

reached. This way, Moses will be assured that he and the people have been chosen and that God 

is truly present.  

 In the development of the plot, the narrative time serves as an important feature. In fact, 

it helps to understand how the events on the level of the fabula are inserted in the narrative. The 

story of Exod. 33 is a singulative discourse, in which each event is told as it occurs, with no 

 
132 MOBERLY, At the Mountain of God, p. 65. 
133 FISCHER & MARKL, Das Buch Exodus, p. 350. 
134 John PECKHAM, “Show Me Your Glory: A Narrative Theology of Exodus 33:12–34:10 from a Biblical-

Historical Perspective”, in Aberdeen Faculty Publications, 178, 2016, p. 583-603 (p. 587). 
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repetitions. Nevertheless, some interpreters read vv. 7-11 as an iterative discourse, where an 

event that occurs multiple times is told only once. This, however, creates problems, as it is 

unclear how Moses “used to name” the tent ‘Tent of Meeting’; the naming seems rather a one-

time event.135 The story seems to move quite straightforwardly through the singulative 

discourse. Nonetheless, the order of the story is structured by some analepses and prolepses. 

The recalling of the land oath in v. 1 is an analepse back to the land oath to the fathers. Besides, 

we suggested to interpret the interruption of v. 2 as a turning point that is both an analepse 

referring to the situation before the sin of the people and a prolepse anticipating a hopeful future 

after the sin of the people. Next, also the intertextual references could be seen as subtle 

analepses: the idem per idem formula at the end could be an analepse referring back to God’s 

special name revealed to Moses, thus reaffirming Moses’ special connection with God. The 

intertextual reference contained in ‘outside of the camp’ as referring to Exod. 19 could as well 

be interpreted as a prolepse, referring to the future theophany. 

3.3 The characters 

In order to present the characters, a label will be made for each of them. This etiquette will 

serve to compare the different characters in order to evaluate them. 

Table 11: CHARACTERS EXOD. 33 

 People Moses 

 

God 

 

Spatial Outside of the tent Outside of the camp 

Inside of the tent, on the 

mountain, in the cleft of the 

rock 

Face-to-face with God 

Face-to-face with 

Moses 

Outside of the camp 

Psychological Stiff-necked Afraid → reassured Distant/wrathful → 

Present/merciful 

Actions Take of finery (x2) 

Mourn 

Stand up, bow 

Speak to God 

Go out of the camp, enter the 

tent, go back to the tent 

Talk to Moses on 

behalf of the people 

Talk to Moses to 

respond 

Description/ 

Words 

Description by God: 

“this people”, “stiffnecked” 

Description by Moses: “your 

people” “we” “distinct from all 

other people” 

Description by narrator: “the 

people” 

No words spoken by people 

Description by narrator: “as 

one speaks to his friend” 

Self-description by Moses: “I 

have found glory in your eyes” 

→ confirmation of description 

by God 

Words of Moses: intimate 

conversation with God, 

decrescendo 

Self-description: 

idem per idem 

formula.  

Words of God: 

intimate 

conversation with 

Moses, crescendo 

 

 
135 CASSUTO, A Commentary on the Book of Exodus, p. 429. See also: ROGLAND, “’Moses used to take a tent’?”, 

p. 449-466. 
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Throughout the narrative of Exod. 33, we encounter three characters: God, Moses and the 

people. The attentive reader will remark that the character of Josua is not mentioned in the list 

of characters. I chose not to do so, because Joshua plays no major role in the story, he only 

stands silent outside of the tent and helps Moses. The mention of Joshua’s name could help to 

draw the parallel with Exod. 19,136 where he is mentioned as well, but otherwise Joshua does 

not figure as a significant character in the narrative of Exod. 33.  

 Moses figures as a protagonist, since he is important to the plot. Above, we described 

his ‘actantial role’ as mediator. On the level of the discourse, Moses figures as a dynamic 

character who evolves from a “panicked” state of being (asking God rapidly a whole lot of 

questions) to a reassured character who puts his faith into God (silencing in a faithful 

decrescendo towards the end). In v. 1, we read that God says to Moses to bring the people up. 

Stefan Kürle notes an interesting tension here. There is a contrast between the story told by the 

narrator, who consistently describes God as the one who brings the people up, versus the 

characters God and the people, who see Moses as the one who brings the people up. Especially 

the fact that God mentions Moses explicitly as the one who brings the people up, points at an 

interesting feature of the narrative. God, after the sin of the people, wants to distance himself 

from the people by associating them rather to Moses than to himself. However, Moses interferes 

on behalf of the people against God who wants to withdraw. Accordingly, God’s words in v. 1 

do not represent God’s perception of reality with Moses being the one who brings the people 

up (this is true for the people, who perceive it that way). Rather, God’s words in v. 1 represent 

a way of distancing himself from his people, by attributing Moses the role that was up until 

now God’s role.137 Moses goes in against God’s wish to withdraw and thus does exactly what 

the reader expects him to do. The reader is here struggling with the same fear that Moses 

undergoes: will God not go up with Israel? This, in turn, evokes the question: “What would I 

have done in Moses’ place?”138 The reader would have wanted to convince God to go up with 

his people, and this is exactly what Moses does. In convincing God to accompany his people, 

despite the sin of the people, Moses never justifies the sin of the people. Moses presents an 

image of Israel which is far from the ideal, but who remains nonetheless God’s people. Kürle 

understands Moses’ role here as a rhetorical device.139 For the reader to come to a conclusion 

which takes into account the special position of Israel, without violating God’s integrity and his 

 
136 Victor Hamilton sees the event of Exod. 33 as a miniature of that in Exod. 19: both take place outside of the camp, 

the people present themselves before God who descends in a cloud and speaks and Joshua is silently there with Moses. 

See: Victor HAMILTON, Handbook on the Historical Books: Joshua, Judges, Ruth, Samuel, Kings, Chronicles, Ezra-

Nehemiah, Ester, Grand Rapids, Baker Academic, 2001, p. 17. 
137 Stefan KÜRLE, The Appeal of Exodus: The Characters God, Moses and Israel in the Rhetoric of the Book of Exodus 

(Paternoster Biblical Monographs), Paternoster, Milton Keynes, 2013, p. 186. 
138 Idem, p. 74. 
139 Idem, p. 186. 



43 

 

reaction against the sinful people, the narrator uses Moses who figures here as a voice of the 

opinion on Israel. This way, the reader will be more likely to accept the special position of the 

people in the eyes of God, which would otherwise stand in strong opposition to God who cannot 

do but to react on the sinful people. Moses figures as a ‘bridge’ that comprises both, at first 

sight contradictory, characteristics of the people. This role as a ‘bridge’, an intermediator 

between God and Israel, is reflected in the spatial characterization of Moses. Moses, on the one 

hand, finds himself outside of the camp and face-to-face with God. The juxtaposition of these 

opposites ‘outside of the camp’, denoting a strong distance with the camp where the people live 

and ‘face-to-face’ with God, denoting an intimate relationship with God creates a tension. 

Moses seems more closely related to God than to the people, thus the question arises: will 

Moses interfere on behalf of the people? The spatial distance with the people is eliminated 

through Moses’ words that plead on behalf of the people. Above we noted Moses’ solidarization 

with the people through the words ‘I and your people’ and ‘we’. That Moses’ special position 

in the eyes of God is stressed spatially, is necessary to show how Moses can convince God. It 

is only because Moses has found favor in God’s eyes that he is able to speak with God ‘as one 

speak to his friend’. Through this friendship-wise conversation, Moses can directly ask what he 

wants and God concedes to this. Moses’ special bond with God is affirmed in yet another way. 

In Exod. 33:12, we find Moses’ self-reflection that he has found favour in God’s eyes. Above, 

we already noted the particularity of this verse, in that it seems not to have been said before by 

God. Irwin notes here the “delayed response technique”140, where God furnishes only later the 

citation that Moses quotes in v. 12. Kürle underlines the rhetorical importance of this delayed 

response:141 the citation of v. 12 is unsupported (there is no preceding statement of God saying 

this), thus the reader will question the legitimacy of the citation, which God will confirm in v.  

17. This confirmation by God causes the reader to truly believe that Moses has found favour in 

God’s eyes. Jacqueline Lapsley, on the other hand, understands v. 33:12 as a self-assertion of 

Moses, that is crucial in speaking of a genuine friendship between Moses and God.142 

 God too is a protagonist here. When Moses’ words diminish, God’s words grow. He, 

like Moses, is portrayed as a dynamic character. In the movement from a distant, wrathful God 

to a present, merciful God, tensions arise. First, in v. 1, God says that he will not go up with the 

people. Then, in v. 13 he says that his presence/face (נֶַׁ֥י  will join, without saying whom it will (פ 

accompany. Finally, both in v. 19 and 23, it is stressed that it is impossible to see God’s face ( 

נֶַׁ֥י  same form ‘my face’). There is thus a dynamics of going forth- and backwards, with God ,פ 

 
140 IRWIN, “The course of the Dialogue”, p. 629-636. 
141 KÜRLE, The Appeal of Exodus, p. 192. 
142 Jacqueline LAPSLEY, “Friends with God? Moses and the Possibility of Covenantal Friendship”, in 

Interpretation, 2004, p. 117-129 (esp. p. 123-124). 
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promising to eventually go up (convinced by Moses to do so), but while preserving his 

transcendence in keeping his face invisible. These movements between concession and 

withdrawal might represent the tension in God himself, where a double emotion arises: God’s 

wrath against the sinful people has to compete with God’s love for his chosen people.143 

Eventually, God’s love for his people will prevail. Here, the extent in which both emotions are 

addressed, could be an indication in understanding which of both emotions will triumph: the 

brevity of 33:1-6 on the punishment is much shorter than the latter phrases speaking of the 

mercifulness of YHWH.144  

 Israel is a character with a collective identity: the people functions as a non-

differentiated group, they all share in the collective identity that has two poles; the people is at 

once sinful and the elected people of God. We, readers, are not given much information. The 

silence of the people versus the dynamic conversation between God and Moses stresses the 

difference between both: God wants to withdraw from the people, but Moses stays God’s close 

collocutor. The people is called “stiff-necked” twice by God. Nevertheless, immediately after 

this word of God, the reader apprehends that the people mourns and puts of their finery. This 

seems to be in a strong opposition with God’s disapproving characterization of Israel as stiff-

necked. The putting off of the jewelry, however, can be understood in yet another way. The 

theme of putting off ornaments introduces themes linked to marriage. Dozeman points to Old 

Testament-narratives where the motif of putting on and off ornaments is taken up.145 He points 

at Isa. 61:10, where putting on jewelry is a typical image associated with a bride, with 

exclusive/faithful love. This image is extended into the metaphor of Jerusalem as the lover of 

God, where God puts ornaments on the city a sign of his love (Ezek. 16:8-14). In this context, 

the taking off of finery is a metaphor for the opposite of the faithful love of marriage that was 

extended to the love between God and Jerusalem. Dozeman understands the image from the 

domain of unfaithfulness, where jewelry is used to charm other lovers.146 This is the case for 

the metaphor of Ezek. 23:40, where the city put on ornaments for strangers, and is now stripped 

of the jewelry by God. Transposed to the context of Exod. 33, the theme of the finery could be 

a metaphor for the unfaithfulness of the people that ‘betrayed’ their one true god by making a 

golden calf and thus honoring another, strange God. An interesting thing to note here is that, 

contrary to Ezek. 23, the Israelites in v. 4 strip themselves from their jewelry, instead of God 

stripping it from them. Thus, even though there is the image of putting off finery, referring to 

metaphorical unfaithfulness, there is also the notion of sorrow and regret within the people, 

 
143 GOWAN, Theology in Exodus, p. 217-219. 
144 KÜRLE, The Appeal of Exodus, p. 47. 
145 DOZEMAN, Commentary on Exodus, p. 722-723. 
146 Idem, p. 723. 
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who remove on their own initiative the finery that could be a symbol for their unfaithfulness. 

The fact that stripping off the ornaments is repeated, once before God’s commandment to take 

of their finery and once afterwards, could point to this double notion. By telling that the people 

puts off their finery both on their own initiative, and following the commandment of God, 

shows that the people regret their sin, but that God, as a jealous lover, urges them also from his 

side to remove the last signs of their unfaithfulness. Moberly interprets v. 5 from another angle, 

taking the verb נ צַל (here in hitpael, to strip oneself) as a reference to the Egyptians, who are 

stripped of their finery when Israel leaves Egypt.147 That Israel is here put on the same stance 

as the Egyptians is in no way positive, it helps to underline the extent of their sin. The sinfulness 

of the people forms a problem. Kürle states: “The obvious sinfulness and ‘stiff-neckedness’ of 

the people […] is in conflict with the divine presence”148 For God to be present ‘in the midst of 

his people’, there must be a certain compatibility between God and his people. Here again, we 

should refer to Moses’ role as ‘bridge’ between the two parties. Through Moses’ intercession, 

the sin of the people is taken seriously, but God is nevertheless convinced to be present in the 

midst of his people. 

3.4 Preliminary conclusion 

On the level of the discourse, we first remarked that the narrator was present through his 

commentaries which proved his faithfulness, as they convey important information for the 

reader. The narrator’s explicit presence, however, is not too apparent, as it leaves space for the 

characters. It is especially through the characters that the narrator will be able to influence 

strongly the reader (showing). The narrator characterized Moses in such a way that Moses does 

what the reader expects him to do, and thus there arises a positive identification with Moses 

through sympathy. This positive identification, in turn, will help to convey the message that 

Moses carries: Moses, as the ‘bridge’ between the two parties, succeeds in eventually 

accentuating the good characteristics of both the people (through Moses’ “solidarization” 149) 

and God (through his conversation face-to-face with him). Accordingly, God’s portrayal within 

the narrative changes from an image that evokes fear within the reader, to an image that 

provokes faith. Nevertheless, when God says that his face cannot be seen, this restriction evokes 

the memory of God who says that he will not accompany the people and thus creates a tension 

that will keep the reader attentive to what follows. I believe the foreknowledge of the reader 

plays a role here: the reader knows that God is a present and merciful God, but at the same time 

these small restrictions on part of God trigger the reader to return to his foreknowledge, to 

 
147 MOBERLY, At the Mountain of God, p. 61. 
148 KÜRLE, The Appeal of Exodus, p. 215. 
149 FISCHER & MARKL, Das Buch Exodus, p. 350. 
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hesitate and to affirm this foreknowledge by the story that follows. The portrayal of the people 

as a sinful people through the words “stiff-necked” and the imagery of the finery causes a 

negative identification by the reader. Consequently, the negative portrayal of the people urges 

the reader not to be unfaithful, without trust in God’s presence like them. The reader now has 

to trust, so when verses like v. 20/23 say that no one can see God’s presence, the reader has to 

trust that God will be present in another way. In this way, the plot runs from a conflict (the 

sinful people versus the wrathful God) to a resolution (God will pass by, to provide the 

knowledge that will provide Moses certainty on the presence of God). The tension built up by 

the characters, the different scenes and the commentaries of the narrator stress the message of 

the narrator. The narrator, through the discourse of Exod. 33 tries to find the difficult 

equilibrium between the need for the presence of God without denying the sin of the people. 

The reader, through the identification with Moses, understands the extent of the sin and fears 

for God’s reaction, while deep inside he knows that God is a present, merciful God and that he 

can have faith. 

 In sum, in the discourse, narrative tension is created through anticipation on the part of 

commentaries, the mise en intrigue and the characters. First, in vv. 1-6, the distance between 

God and his people is accentuated. The reader thus expects nothing good to happen. This 

expectation is augmented by taking into account the metaphorical language that describes the 

people quite negatively. Second, in vv. 7-11, there is the slowdown in which it is told how 

Moses and God speak face-to-face. This creates supsense: God’s near presence to Moses 

provides an uncertain anticipation to the destiny of the people, and since it is uncertain, suspense 

is evoked.150 Besides, the reader is made present with this event through the special grammatical 

forms. Moreover, the positive identification of the reader with Moses creates even more 

suspense, as Moses’ fear is now also the fear of the reader. After that, in vv. 12-17, the suspense 

is built up even more, since God now says that he will accompany Moses (v. 14), while in v. 3, 

he still held it impossible to accompany the people even “for one single moment”. Baroni calls 

this suspense suspense par contradiction.151 Finally, in vv. 18-23, the reader is surprised. Up 

until now, God responded the whole time positively to Moses’ requests, so it seemed clear that 

God would “show himself” to Moses, in order to assure him that God would accompany them. 

This is enforced by the foreknowledge about God. In v. 20, however, God says that his face 

cannot be seen, in sharp contrast with v. 11. The surprise also has a positive side: God will pass 

over Moses, but his face will remain unseen. This leads to the final situation of the theophany.  

 
150 BARONI, La tension narrative, p. 256. Baroni calls curiosity, surprise and suspense the thymic fonctions of a 

narrative. See Idem, p. 21. 
151 Ibidem. 
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4. Conclusion of the Synchronic Analysis 

This chapter presented, through a synchronic analysis of Exod. 33, different solutions to the 

textual difficulties. Let us recall the difficulties of chapter 33:   

1. Exod. 33:2 interrupts the syntactic continuity of vv. 1-3. 

2. Exod. 33:3b does not fit in the dialogue between YHWH and Moses.  

3. Exod. 33:3b,4 and Exod. 33:5,6 seem to be doublets 

4. Exod. 33:7-11 interrupts the dialogue of YHWH with Moses: it has no clear connection 

with what precedes or follows, contains no direct discourse (contrary to the preceding 

verses) and has a different grammatical structure (we-x-yiqtol instead of series of 

wayyiqtol). 

5. Exod. 33:12 seems to be at odds with Exod. 33:2, as in v. 12 there is no mention made 

of the messenger of v. 2. 

6. The conversation between God and Moses in Exod. 33:12-17 does not run smoothly: 

the responses of God do not seem to answer the questions of Moses directly. 

7. Finally, there is the mysterious case of Moses ‘talking to God face-to-face’, whereas 

Exod. 33:20.23 tells how God claims that no-one can see His face.  

 

In order to provide a synchronic solution for the problems of Exod. 33, the chapter was 

considered on three levels: the structure, fabula, and discourse. Each of these levels provided 

a possible answer to one or more of these problems. Problem 1) considers the difficult 

continuity of v. 2-3. Reading v. 2 and 3 together, the reader comes to the impossible reading 

that God will drive out the autochthonous people into their own land. In the analysis of the 

discourse, we suggested to interpret the interruption of v. 2 as a turning point that is both an 

analepse referring to the situation before the sin of the people and a prolepse anticipating a 

hopeful future after the sin of the people. Problem 2) concerns the characterization of the people 

as “stiffnecked”, which seems in contrast with the recalling of the land oath. This can be read 

as a portrayal of the tension between God who wants to take the sin of the people seriously, but 

who considers the people also as his people. Problem 3) considers the doublets in the people’s 

double taking off of their finery, after being called “stiff-necked”. Throughout the analysis of 

the discourse, we suggested that this double taking off of the ornaments might describe the 

reaction of both parties: first, the people, on their own initiative, take of their finery out of 

remorse; next, God commands them to take off their finery, which serves as an image for 

unfaithfulness, commanding them thus to stop being unfaithful. Problem 4) is about the special 

structure of vv. 7-11. Throughout the analysis of the structure, the literary artistry of this 

passage was underlined. Next, we noted that vv. 7-11 could be seen as a way of making the 
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reader present with what happens.152 Another suggestion was given on the level of the 

discourse, where vv. 7-11 were understood as a slowdown in the plot. Problem 5) involves the 

problem of the messenger, which is not mentioned in v. 12, which quotes v. 2. This could be 

seen as a sign of Moses’ fear: he is afraid that God will withdraw, he needs to know that God 

himself (not a distant messenger) will accompany them. Problem 6) concerns the course of the 

dialogue of vv. 12-17. Analysing the literary structure, we noted that this could be a literary 

technique, the so-called “delayed response-technique”,153 in which God intentionally answers 

with delay, to build tension, to incite Moses for further dialogue and to show that God (even 

though he speaks face-to-face with Moses) is ultimately in charge of the dialogue. Finally, 

problem 7) concerns the tension between the different understandings of the word ‘face’ in 

Exod. 33. In the analysis of the level of the structure, we noted that the many interpretations of 

the word ‘face’ could be seen as a  polyptoton, which, through the remarkable crescendo of the 

number of the use of ‘face’, underlines God’s immanence and transcendence that go hand in 

hand. In the analysis of the discourse, we pointed out that the seemingly contradicting vv. 7 and 

20.23 add to the suspense of the narrative, since they create surprise through contradiction.  

Accordingly, the synchronic analysis provided many possible answers to the problems 

the text poses, and helps to read the text as a meaningful whole that tries to combine the four 

oxymorons of the sinful/elected people, the wrathful/merciful God, the distant/present God and 

the frightened/faithful Moses. Doing so, Exod. 33 appeared as a text that functions as a turning 

point: the story moves from conflict to resolution through the intimate dialogue between Moses 

and God and the characters undergo a thorough development within this chapter 33. Exod. 33 

creates expectations that are to be completely reversed later in the chapter. Indeed, at the outset 

of Exod. 33, the reader expects a physical conflict to take place between God and the people, 

but this expectation gets a complete reversal as the conflict turns out to be spiritual: God is not 

visible and in his transcendence people should not fear or build an Ersatz-god, but should trust 

and believe. Besides, v. 11, where God and Moses speak face-to-face, creates the expectation 

that Moses will see God. However, v. 20 and 23 contradict this. The reader is more than 

surprised: how can Moses speak to God face-to-face, but not see his face? This surprise, in turn, 

creates suspense: how can Moses trust that God will accompany the people if the is invisible, 

if there is no physical proof? This whirlwind of surprise and suspense leads the reader from 

opposite to opposite: whereas Exod. 32 presented a wrathful and distant God, an anxious Moses 

and a sinful people, Exod. 34, through the theophany, presents a gracious and present God, a 

trustful Moses and the people as elected ones. In order to move from one contrast to the other, 

 
152 TALSTRA, “Syntax and Composition”, p. 229-231. 
153 IRWIN, “The course of the Dialogue”, p. 629-636. 
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without denying the serious sin of the people, the narrative of Exod. 33 functions as a hinge, in 

which surprise and suspense guide the reader to the catharsis of Exod. 34. 

Having analysed the textual problems from a synchronic angle, the textual tensions will 

hereafter be considered from the angle of textual criticism. In fact, we can understand the 

copyists and translators of the Bible as first readers of the biblical texts. It is very probable that 

they were, just as we readers are today, confronted to the many difficulties of the text. 

Therefore, in our text-critical analysis, we will regard how copyists and translators approached 

these textual difficulties. Did they preserve the tensions by literally copying or translating them? 

Or do the different textual witnesses to Exod. 33 present, through their variants, a first response 

within the text itself to the problems of chapter 33? And, if the variants present a response to 

the textual problems, can we evaluate them as good responses? The second, text-critical chapter 

should shed a light on these questions.  
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CHAPTER 2 : TEXT-CRITICAL ANALYSIS 

1. Methodology 

1.1 Textual criticism 

I aim to make a text-critical analysis of Exod. 33 as a whole, since no such analysis has been 

made for the chapter as a whole. In the past, Hans Ausloos analysed Exod. 33:1-6, but the other 

verses still await an encompassing text-critical analysis.154 Indeed, the whole of Exod. 33 merits 

attention from a text-critical angle, as there are several minuses and pluses within the different 

textual witnesses that need an examination. By making a text-critical analysis, I do not intend 

to carry out redactional or source criticism. Rather, I want to take into account how the different 

textual witnesses preserved this complicated text and whether the textual variants present 

solutions to the tensions of Exod. 33. For my text-critical analysis, I will use the method 

developed by Bénédicte Lemmelijn. Her method consists in two phases: first, variants are 

collected through registration and description, and second, the variants are evaluated.155  

 In the text-critical research I propose to make, I will compare four different witnesses 

of chapter 33: the Masoretic Text (MT, the Hebrew text generally considered as the textus 

receptus), the Samaritan Pentateuch (SamP, an independent, ancient Hebrew witness to the 

Pentateuch), the Dead Sea Scrolls (DSS, manuscripts discovered mainly in Qumran, containing 

fragments of the Hebrew Bible and representing the most ancient biblical manuscripts) and the 

Septuagint (LXX, the most ancient, Greek translation of the Hebrew Bible). For the DSS, 

fragments of Exod. 33: 12-23 are conserved in 4QpaleoExodm.156 Undertaking this comparison, 

it should become clear whether the differences between the textual witnesses are due to a 

different Vorlage: when the LXX differs from the MT, it could be the case that the LXX translated 

a text different from the one present in MT. Accordingly, the text of which LXX is a translation 

could indicate an earlier stage in the formation of the text. Another possibility, however, is to 

regard the differences between the LXX and the MT as a result of the “translation technique”, or 

Übersetzungstechnik of the LXX.157 In this approach, researchers analyze how translators 

rendered the Hebrew into Greek, explaining morphological, grammatical and lexical difficulties 

of the text by referring to the often active and creative role of the translator. A third possibility 

consists in understanding the variants as intentionally representing a different ideology. In sum, 

 
154 AUSLOOS, “Traces of Deuteronomic Influence in the Septuagint”, p. 27-44. 
155 Bénédicte LEMMELIJN, A Plague of Texts? A Text-Critical Study of the So-Called “Plague Narrative” in Exodus 7, 

14-11, 10 (Old Testament Studies, 56), Leiden, Brill, 2009, p. 13-27. 
156 That 4Q22 is the only manuscript containing fragments of Exod. 33 is clear from Eugene ULRICH, “An Index of the 

Passages in the Biblical Manuscripts from the Judean Desert (Genesis-Kings)”, in Dead Sea Discoveries, 1, 1994, p. 

113-129. 
157 Peter KATZ, “Zur Übersetzungstechnik der Septuaginta”, in Welt des Orients, 2, 1956, p. 267-273. 
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textual difficulties, i.e. large divergences between the different biblical versions, could be 

explained by referring to a) a different Vorlage (the texts differ because they each go back on 

an earlier, different version) b) a different ideology or theology (the texts differ because they 

each represent another ideological view) or c) the translation technique. It should be remarked 

that the last two solutions can be combined in saying that the translator expresses his ideology 

by choosing a particular translation. In this view, the textual variants could indicate an 

ideological or theological shift from the Hebrew Vorlage to the Greek translation of the LXX. 

This last point leads to a recent section of research, examining whether the LXX has a proper 

theology, distinct from the Hebrew Bible.158 Consequently, my research will entail three phases: 

first, the texts will be compared through a synoptic survey that registers all the variants between 

the textual witnesses. Next, the variants will be described. Finally, the variants will be 

evaluated. In this evaluation, I aim to search whether the variants are due to a) another Vorlage, 

b) an ideological or theological perspective or c) the translation technique. 

1.2 The texts used 

Before we begin our text-critical analysis, it is important to have a general overlook on the four 

texts that will figure in the comparison below. We use the following texts: for the Masoretic 

Text: the Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia;159 for the LXX: the eclectic Göttingen edition edited 

by John William Wevers;160 for the Samaritan Pentateuch: the edition based on Manuscript 6 

(C), from the Samaritan synagogue at Shekhem, and edited by Abraham Tal;161 for the Dead 

Sea Scroll 4QPaleoExodm: the Discoveries in the Judean Desert-edition of the manuscripts of the 

fourth cave of Qumran.162 

First, there is the MT, which is often looked upon as the textus receptus, the departing 

point of biblical studies and analysis. Opting for the method of Lemmelijn, we will try to 

“consider every different reading evident between the textual witnesses as a ‘variant’, without 

insisting on comparison with the MT as ‘standard’ text. In other words, we consider a ‘variant 

 
158 See: Johann COOK, “A Theology of the Septuagint?”, in Old Testament Exegesis, 30.2, 2017, p. 265-282; Martin 

RÖSEL, “Eine Theologie der Septuaginta? Präzisierungen und Pointierungen”, in Frank UEBERSCHAER, Thomas 

WAGNER & Jonathan Miles ROBKER (eds), Theologie und Textgeschichte. Septaginta und Masoretischer Text als 

Äußerungen theologischer Reflexion (Wissenschaftlische Untersuchungen zum Neuen Testament, 407), Tübingen, 

Mohr, 2018, p. 25-43; Hans AUSLOOS & Bénédicte LEMMELIJN (eds), Die Theologie der Septuaginta (Handbuch zur 

Septuaginta, 5), Gütersloh, Gütersloher Verlagshaus, 2020. 
159 Karl ELLIGER & Willhelm RUDOLPH, (eds.), Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia, 5th ed., Stuttgart, Deutsche Bibelstiftung, 

1977.  
160 John William WEVERS J.W., Exodus (Septuaginta. Vetus Testamentum Greacum Auctoritate Academiae Scientiarum 

Gottingensis, 2), Göttingen, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1991. 
161 Abraham TAL, The Samaritan Pentateuch. Edited According to Ms 6(C) of the Shekhem Synagoge (Texts and Studies 

in the Hebrew Language and Related Subjects, 8), Tel Aviv, Tel Aviv University Press, 1994. 
162 Patrick SKEHAN, Eugene ULRICH & Judith SANDERSON., Paleo Hebrew and Greek Biblical Manuscripts (Discoveries 

in the Judean Desert, 9), Oxford, Clarendon, 1992.   
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reading’ to be ‘variant’ with respect to any other textual witness and not only when compared 

with the MT.”163 In our comparison, the MT will not figure as ‘the main textual witness’, but as 

a witness amongst the other three. 

 Second, there is the SamP, which is recognized in general to have a harmonizing 

tendency.164 The text is believed to make alterations to make the text run more smoothly, or to 

insert a proper, Samaritan perspective into the text. The SamP of Exodus shows a high number 

of pluses, compared to the MT.165 Magnar Kartveit remarks that within the SamP of Exodus, 

diverging preferable readings are always attested by at least one other textual witness. 

Moreover, when the SamP of Exodus does harmonise, the changes are made by using other 

biblical texts, upon which the harmonisations are based.166 

 Third, there is a fragment of the DSS that preserved some fragments of Exod. 33: 

4QpaleoExodm, also known as 4Q22. Judith Sanderson, in her profound analysis of this scroll, 

describes 4QpaleoExodm as the following: “[It is] the scroll of Exodus that has been by far the 

most extensively preserved […] Forty-two columns are partially extant, ranging from Exod 

6:25 to 37:16, but preserving most fully the narrative and legal portions. It is written in the 

Paleo-Hebrew script and in relatively full orthography.”167 Of our chapter 33, only parts of vv. 

12-23 were conserved. Kartveit notes that the variations, compared to MT, spring from “a 

tendency to modernize grammar, vocabulary and orthography.”168 Analysing precisely these 

variants, Sanderson notes that 4QpaleoExodm follows closely the SamP, especially in the major 

pluses of the SamP.169 

 Our fourth and last text is the LXX of Exodus. The LXX, as the most ancient, Greek 

translation of the Hebrew Bible, is in Exodus characterised by many as a faithful yet creative 

translation that correctly renders Hebrew idioms into idiomatic Greek.170 The LXX shows some 

variations, compared to the MT and, as said above, different interpretations of the reasons behind 

these translations are possible. Firstly, it is possible that there was another Vorlage that 

prompted the variation. This is the opinion of Anneli Aejmelaeus, who believes that the (major) 

 
163 LEMMELIJN, A Plague of Texts?, p. 15. 
164 Reinhard PUMMER, “The Samaritans and Their Pentateuch”, in Gary KNOPPERS & Bernard LEVINSON (eds), The 

Pentateuch as Torah: New Models for Understanding Its Promulgation and Acceptance, Winona Lake, IN, 2007, 237-

269 (p. 244). 
165 Magnar KARTVEIT, “Exodus (SP)”, in Armin LANGE, Emanuel TOV (eds), The Hebrew Bible, Leiden, Brill, 2017, p. 

86-93. 
166 Idem, p. 92. 
167 Judith SANDERSON, “The Old Greek of Exodus in the Light of 4QpaleoExodm”, in Textus, 14, 1988, p. 87-104 (p. 88). 
168 KARTVEIT, “Exodus (SP)”, p. 86. 
169 SANDERSON, “The Old Greek of Exodus in the Light of 4QpaleoExodm”, p. 88-89. 
170 John William WEVERS, Text History of the Greek Exodus (Mitteilungen des Septuaginta-Unternehmens, 101), 

Göttingen, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1992, p. 147. 

Anneli AEJMELAEUS, “What Can We Know about the Hebrew Vorlage of the Septuagint?”, in Zeitschrift für die 

alttestamentliche Wissenschaft, 99.1, 2009, 58-89 (p. 65). 
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pluses of LXX-Exod cannot be attributed to the translator, but stem from a Vorlage that differs 

from the MT.171 Secondly, it is possible that the variation is caused by the translator, who wants 

to make an understandable translation that does not contain contradictions. Such is the opinion 

of Alison Salvesen, who states: “The translator [of Exodus] was both faithful to his Hebrew 

text and also tried to make sense of it, introducing harmonisations within the book.”172 

Consequently, she understands the variations within Exod. 33 as due to the translator: “The 

translator resolves contradictions in the Hebrew of Exodus 33 regarding what Moses was to 

see.”173 Joachim Schaper opts for the third possibility, regarding the variations of LXX-Exod 33 

as theological variants that intend to avoid anthropomorphisms. Indeed, he states: “Zu den 

weiteren hervorstechenden Eigenheiten der ExLXX gehört ihre konsequente Vermeidung von 

Anthropomorphismen.“174 Understanding the tendency to avoid anthropomorphisms as a 

general characteristic of LXX-Exod, he approaches this text to the Targumim who show a 

similar tendency. Consequently, the variations of Exod. 33 appear to him as intentional, 

theological variants that mean to avoid the anthropomorphic language of MT. 

 

In sum, the different textual witnesses of Exodus present different challenges to the text-critical 

analysis that we hope to undertake. Throughout the analysis, it should become clear whether 

the SamP, in Exod. 33, does indeed harmonize, and whether these harmonisations are indeed 

due to alterations based upon other Pentateuchal texts. Moreover, we hope to examine whether 

the renderings of the LXX stem from a different Vorlage, the translation technique that aims to 

render the text in idiomatic yet creative Greek, or whether there is a theological intention –the 

intention of anti-anthropomorphism – behind the variations. 

  

 
171 Idem, p. 66-67. 
172 Alison SALVESEN, “Exodus”, in James AITKEN (ed), The T&T Clark Companion to the Septuagint, London, 

Bloomsburry, 2015, p. 29-42 (p. 35). 
173 Idem, p. 33. 
174 Joachim SCHAPER, “Exodus: Das zweite Buch Mose”, in Martin KARRER & Wolfgang KRAUS (eds), Septuaginta 

Deutsch: Erläuterungen und Kommentare, Vol. 1, Stuttgart, Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2011, p. 258-277 (p. 265). 
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2. Registration of the variants 

2.1 Synopsis 

The first phase, where variants are registered will consist in two tasks. First, through a synopsis, 

the textual witnesses are presented next to one another to search for the variants. Within this 

synopsis, only from v. 33:12 on, there will be a fourth column in the synopsis, presenting the 

text conserved in the DSS (4QpaleoExodm). As said before, only vv. 12-23 are partly preserved 

in this scroll. To indicate the variants, Lemmelijn’s symbols will be used, where --- indicates a 

minus and ! a different location of the word.175 This first part of the synopsis is presented in  

Annex 1. 

2.2 Description of the variants 

Drawing on the above made synopsis, the textual variants of Exod. 33 can be described. In the 

description, all variants will be described to come to an exhaustive inventory. Here too, I follow 

the method introduced by Lemmelijn:  

For each variant, we begin with a biblical reference followed by a typification of the relationship between 

the textual witnesses as far as the respective variant is concerned. Thereafter, we make note of the variant 

itself whereby, with respect to the so-called smaller textual differences, the nature of the said variant is 

described in brief. In the event that a given variant represents a plus with respect to one or more of the 

other textual versions, a plus sign is placed next to the sigla designating the text in which the variant in 

question is found.176 
 

In the description, the same order as the one presented in the synopsis will be observed. The 

differences will be observed as objectively as possible, speaking of “plusses” instead of 

“additions” and of “minuses” instead of “omissions”.  

2.2.1 LXX and/or MT ≠ SamP 

Exod. 33:1 SamP ≠ MT/LXX  לאמר = SamP+ 

Exod. 33:2 SamP ≠ MT/LXX  ו = SamP + 

Exod. 33:2 SamP ≠ LXX  Inversed order: in SamP the Girsahites are named before the 

Perizzietes, the LXX mentions them in the inversed order. 

Exod. 33:5 SamP ≠ MT   הוריד  ≠ הורד : the yod written in SamP misses in MT: SamP 

has the scriptio plena and the MT has the scriptio defectiva. 

Exod. 33:7 SamP ≠ MT/LXX  ווהי / והיה  and καὶ ἐγένετο; יצאו / יצא  and ἐξεπορεύετο 

different Numeruswechsel: SamP has a 3 m. pl., whereas 

MT/LXX has a 3 m. s. 

 
175 LEMMELIJN, A Plague of Texts?, p. 219. 
176 Idem, p. 33-34. 
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Exod. 33:7 SamP ≠ MT  מבקשי / מבקש : SamP has a piel part. pl. constr., whereas MT 

has a piel part. m. s. abs. (both from the same root בקש) 

Exod. 33:9 SamP ≠ MT  כבוא / כבא : Both SamP and MT attest an inf. from the root בוא. 

The SamP has the scriptio plena and the MT has the scriptio 

defectiva.  

Exod. 33:9 SamP ≠ MT/LXX   האהל / האהלה  and εἰς τὴν σκηνήν : In SamP, the termination 

 that indicates the locativus is missing. The locativus is ה

attested in MT and in LXX by the conjunction εἰς. 

Exod. 33:10 SamP ≠ MT  וראו / וראה  and καὶ ἑώρα: different Numeruswechsel: SamP 

has a 3 m. pl., whereas MT/LXX has a 3 m. s. 

קמו / and καὶ στάντες וקמו : different Numeruswechsel: 

SamP/LXX has a 3 m. pl., whereas MT has a 3 m. s. 

Exod. 33:11 SamP ≠ MT  ימוש / ימיש : Both SamP and MT have yiqtol 3 m. s. from the 

same root מוש. The variation is a different way of writing the 

same conjugation. 

Exod. 33:13 SamP ≠ MT  דרכיך / דרכך : SamP has, through its consonants a pl. constr. 

with 2 s. suffix, whereas MT, in its consonants has a s. constr. 

with 2 s. suffix. However, in its vocalisation, MT has the 

form attested in SamP: pl. constr. with 2 s. suffix. 

Exod. 33:15 SamP ≠ MT  ההלכים /הלכים : SamP has an article before the part. 

Exod. 33:15 SamP ≠ MT  תעלני אל ו /  תעלנ  אל : SamP has a 1 s. suffix, MT a 1 pl. suffix. 

Exod. 33:22 LXX/SamP ≠ MT  בנקירת and εἰς ὀπὴνεἰς ὀπὴν/בנקירות: MT/LXX have a singular 

(MT: constr.), while SamP has a plural. 

Exod. 33:23 SamP ≠ MT  את פני/פני: the accusativus-indication את misses in the SamP. 

Exod. 33:23 SamP ≠ MT  כפי/כפי את  : the accusativus-indication את misses in the SamP. 

 

2.2.2 MT and SamP ≠ LXX 

Exod. 33:1 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  ὁ λαός σου: σου = LXX+  

Exod. 33:1 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  καὶ Ισαακ: καὶ = LXX+ 

Exod. 33:1 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  Ισαακ/ ליצחק and καὶ Ιακωβ /וליעקב: the conjunction ל is 

missing in LXX, while the foregoing τῷ Αβρααμ attests 

with the dative τῷ the ל of לאברהם 

Exod. 33:1 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  Τῷ σπέρματι ὑμῶν/לזרעך: LXX has your (pl.) seed, whereas 

MT/SamP have your (sg.) seed. 

Exod. 33:2 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  καὶ συναποστελῶ / ושלחתי : LXX translates the root שלח, 

which means “to send” by the verb συν-αποστέλλω, which 

has the slightly different meaning “to send with someone” 

Exod. 33:2 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  τὸν ἄγγελόν μου: τὸν μου= LXX+ 

Exod. 33:2 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  Different order: πρóτερóν σου comes after the word angel, 

whereas the Hebrew places לפניך before the word angel. 

Various manuscripts attest πρὸ προσώπου σου instead of 

πρóτερóν σου. 



56 

 

Exod. 33:2 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  καὶ ἐκβαλεῖ /וגרשתי: Different Numeruswechsel: LXX has 3 

s., whereas MT/SamP have 1 s. In LXX, the angel is the 

subject, MT/SamP have God as subject of the verb. 

Exod. 33:2 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  הכנעני את  = MT/SamP+ : the Canaanites are not attested in 

the list of people in the LXX. 

Exod. 33:2 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  Inversed order: The Perizzietes are named before the 

Girashites in the LXX, whereas MT/SamP name the 

Perizzietes directly before the Hivites. 

Exod. 33:2 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  καὶ Χετταῖον / והחתי and καὶ Φερεζαῖον/והפרזי and 

Ευαῖον/החוי and καὶ Ιεβουσαῖον / סיוהיבו  : In LXX, the people 

are not preceded by the article that is attested in MT/SamP 

 Nonetheless, the first people of the list in LXX does .(ה)

have the article: τὸν Αμορραῖον. 

Exod. 33:3 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  καὶ εἰσάξει σε = LXX +. LXX
B  has καὶ εἰσάξω σε. 

Exod. 33:3 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  μετὰ σοῦ/ בקרבך: LXX translates with a preposition a 

substantive; LXX has “with you”, instead of MT/SamP “in 

your midst”. 

Exod. 33:4 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  καὶ ἀκούσας/וישמע: different verbal form: LXX has a part. 

act. aor., while MT/SamP have wayyiqtol. 

Exod. 33:4 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  ἐν πενθικοῖς = LXX+  

Exod. 33:4 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  עליו עדיו איש שתו ולא  = MT/SamP+ 

Exod. 33:5 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  אמר משה אל  = MT/SamP+ 

Exod. 33:5 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  ὁρᾶτε = LXX + 

Exod. 33:5 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  בקרבך אעלה אחד רגע  = MT/SamP+ 

Exod. 33:5 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  μὴ πληγὴν ἄλλην ἐπαγάγω ἐφ᾿ ὑμᾶς = LXX+ (LXX
B: ἐπάξω 

ἐγὼ). 

Exod. 33:5 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  οὖν = LXX +: conjunction. 

Exod. 33:5 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  τὰς στολὰς τῶν δοξῶν ὑμῶν = LXX+ 

Exod. 33:5 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  καὶ τὸν κόσμον ≠ עדיך: The καὶ of LXX does not appear in 

MT/SamP; LXX does not translate the 2 s. suffix. 

Exod. 33:5 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  מעליך = MT/SamP+ 

Exod. 33:5 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  καὶ δείξω σοι : σοι = LXX+ Besides, δείξω renders the verb 

as a transitive verb, whereas ואדעה (Qal, weqatal, 

cohortative) is intransitive. 

Exod. 33:6 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  καὶ τὴν περιστολὴν = LXX+ 

Exod. 33:7 LXX ≠ MT/SamP   Καὶ λαβὼν Μωυσῆς / יקח ומשה  : Inversed order  

Exod. 33:7-11 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  λαβὼν/יקח; ἔπηξεν/ונטה; καὶ ἐκλήθη/וקרא; καὶ 

κατενοοῦσαν/והביטו; καὶ ἵστατο/ועמד; and προσεκύνησαν 

 LXX translates these verbs by :ודבר/καὶ ἐλάλησεν  ;והשתחוו/

aorists (participium or indicative), whereas the verbs of the 

MT/SamP would normally indicate futures (being yiqtol or 

weqatal) Besides, the ו of the weqatal-forms often misses 

in LXX. 

Exod. 33:7 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  τὴν σκηνὴν αὐτοῦ : αὐτοῦ = LXX+ 

Exod. 33:7 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  לו = twice attested in MT/SamP and not in LXX: MT/SamP+ 
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Exod. 33:7 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  μακρὰν ἀπὸ τῆς παρεμβολῆς : μακρὰν = LXX+, and LXX 

translates a hifil inf. abs. by a preposition. 

Exod. 33:7 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  σκηνὴ μαρτυρίου / מועד אהל  : The Greek translation as ‘tent 

of witness’ translates מועד as a part. of the root עוד “to 

witness”), instead of the root עדי  (“to fix a moment to meet 

someone), that is used in the Hebrew of ‘tent of meeting’. 

Exod. 33:7 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  εἰς τὴν σκηνὴν ἔξω τῆς παρεμβολῆς / מחוץ  אשר דמוע אהל אל  

אשר מועד  למחנה  = MT/SamP+  

Exod. 33:8 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  δ᾿ ἂν εἰσεπορεύετο /כצאת : LXX uses the verb εἰσ-

πορεύομαι, meaning ‘to enter’, whereas MT/SamP use the 

root צאי , meaning ‘to go out(side)’. The verbs consequently 

describe the exact inverse movement. 

Exod. 33:8 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  εἱστήκει/יקומו : Different Numeruswechsel: LXX has 3 s., 

MT/SamP attest 3 pl. 

Exod. 33:8 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  σκοπεύοντες/ונצבו: The nifal 3 pl. weqatal from the root נצב 

(‘to stand, hold’) is translated by a part. act. pres. nom. m. 

pl. from the verb σκοπεύω, the ו (and) of the weqatal is not 

translated into Greek, and the verb σκοπεύω (‘to examine, 

to regard’)  has a meaning that differs from the Hebrew נצב. 

Exod. 33:11 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  ἐνώπιος ἐνωπίῳ/ פנים אל פנים  : LXX translates by adjectives 

in a dative construction. Besides, the adjective ἐνώπιος is 

used here, whereas Exod. 33:20 LXX uses τὸ πρόσωπον to 

translate פנים. 

Exod. 33:11 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  ὁ δὲ θεράπων/ ומשרתו : the 3 m. s. suffix of MT/SamP is 

missing in LXX. 

Exod. 33:12 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  Μοι λέγεις / אלי אמר : Inversed order.  

Exod. 33:12 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  σὺ δέ μοι εἶπας / אמרת ואתה : μοι = LXX+  

Exod. 33:12LXX≠MT/SamP/DSS  παρὰ πάντας/ בשם: MT/SamP/DSS states that God ‘knows 

Moses by name’, LXX states that God ‘knows/distinguishes 

Moses from the others’. 

Exod. 33:13 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  σεαυτόν/דרכיך את : In MT/SamP, Moses asks that God lets 

him know his ways, in LXX that God reveals himself. 

Exod. 33:13 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  γνωστῶς εἴδω σε /ואדעך: γνωστῶς = LXX+. Besides, the 

Hebrew “so that I might know you” is rendered in many 

manuscripts by γνωστῶς ἴδω (instead of εἴδω) σε “so that 

I might knowingly see you”. 

Exod. 33:13 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  καὶ ἵνα γνῶ/ וראה : ἵνα = LXX+: the conjunction ἵνα adds a 

finality to the verb. Besides, in the translation of ראה by 

γνῶ, LXX speaks of knowing instead of seeing. 

Exod. 33:14 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  Αὐτὸς/ פני : LXX attests instead of פני (my face, or my 

presence) αὐτὸς (self), without a designation of the 1 s. that 

is attested in the suffix of   יפנ . 

Exod. 33:14 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  προπορεύσομαί σου/ ילכו : σου = LXX+. Besides, LXX has 

a different Numeruswechsel: προπορεύσομαί is an ind. 

Fut. Med.  1 s., whereas ילכו (with the plural פני as subject) 
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is a yiqtol 3 pl. Furthermore, LXX uses the verb προ-

πορευομαι (to go before) whereas MT/SamP has simply the 

root הלכ (to go). 

Exod. 33:15 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  αὐτὸς σὺ/פניך : σὺ = LXX+: the σὺ helps rendering the 2 

pers. s. of פניך. LXX attests instead of פני (my face, or my 

presence) αὐτὸς (self). 

Exod. 33:15 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  πορεύῃ / הלכים)ה : LXX has a subj. med. pres. 2 s., while 

MT/SamP attest a part. act. pl. There is a difference in the 

subject of the verb: LXX has (αὐτὸς) σὺ as subject, 

MT/SamP have the plural פניך as subject. 

Exod. 33:16 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  ἐστιν = LXX+ 

Exod. 33:17 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  παρὰ πάντας/ בשם: MT/SamP/DSS states that God ‘knows 

Moses by name’, LXX states that God ‘knows/distinguishes 

Moses from the others’. 

Exod. 33:17 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  σοι = LXX+ 

Exod. 33:19 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  παρελεύσομαι τῇ δόξῃ μου/ וביט כל אעביר :I כל = MT/SamP+. 

Besides, LXX has δόξῃ (f. dat. s.) for טובי. This translation 

is noteworthy, as normally the word כבוד is translated by 

δόξα. The word טוב is usually rendered by αγαθος, αστειος 

or ορθως. This is the only time in Exod. That טוב is 

rendered by δόξα. Moreover, LXX has a first singular verb, 

while MT/SamP have a third plural.  

Exod. 33:19 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  ἐπὶ τῷ ὀνόματί μου Κύριος/ יהוה בשם  : μου = LXX  

Exod. 33:19 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  ἐλεῶ / אחן and οἰκτίρω /ארחם : LXX has subj. act. pres. 1 s., 

and MT/SamP have yiqtol 1 s.: the future dimension of the 

Hebrew rendered by the subjonctive + ἂν that is very close 

to a future form. 

Exod. 33:20 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  μὴ ἴδῃ ἄνθρωπος τὸ πρόσωπόν μου / האדם יראני לא  : τὸ 

πρόσωπόν μου = LXX+.  

Exod. 33:23 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  τὴν χεῖρα/  כפי: LXX misses the 1st pers. s. suffix of כפי. 

Exod. 33:23 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  Σοι = LXX + 

 

2.2.3 LXX and SamP ≠ MT 

Exod. 33:2 MT ≠ LXX/SamP  καὶ Γεργεσαῖον /והגרגשי: the Girashites are not attested in 

the list of people of the MT = LXX/SamP+ 

Exod. 33:2 MT ≠ LXX/SamP  καὶ Ευαῖον and והחוי /iהחוי: The ו or καὶ of SamP/LXX is 

missing in MT. 

Exod. 33:15 MT ≠ LXX/SamP  μή με ἀναγάγῃς and תעלני אל / ותעלנ  אל   : Whereas 

SamP/LXX have the singular, referring to Moses, as 

object, MT has the plural, the people as object. 

Exod. 33:16MT/DSS≠LXX/SamP  καὶ ἐνδοξασθήσομεθα and ונפלאנוi/ונפלינו: Whereas 

SamP/LXX read פלא (“to be extraordinary”), MT/DSS 

read הפל  (“to be different, to be distinguished”). 

 



59 

 

3. Evaluation of the variants 

 

After the first phase of the text-critical analysis, in which we listed and described the variants, 

we can proceed to the second phase, where we will evaluate these variants. In the evaluation of 

the variants, I will section the text following the literary structure we set out in the first chapter, 

thus dividing the text in four sections: 1-6; 7-11; 12-17 and 18-23. For each of the sections, the 

variants will undergo a thorough evaluation, searching to attribute the variations to a different 

Vorlage, the translation technique of the LXX-translator, or a specific theological ideology. 

Accordingly, in the evaluation of the variants, three kinds of variants will be left out of our 

analysis. Firstly, the LXX usually uses a plural verb after the word λαὸς, whereas MT/SamP 

prefer a singular verb with the corresponding word עם. This variant use seems to be consistent 

throughout Exodus-LXX.177 and thus does not present a textual difficulty. Secondly, there occurs 

often a different method of writing (Exod. 33:5 SamP ≠ MT הוריד  ≠ הורד  ; Exod. 33:9 SamP ≠ 

MT כבוא / כבא ; Exod. 33:11 SamP ≠ MT ימוש / ימיש  and Exod. 33:13 SamP ≠ MT דרכיך / דרכך ). 

These variants concern a different way of writing: the scriptio plena or scriptio defectiva. These 

writings can be characteristic for a textual witness, and will not be considered since they present 

rather a characteristic writing than a textual problem. Thirdly, sometimes a witness has small 

pluses in conjunctions (e.g. Exod. 33:1 LXX ≠ MT/SamP και, Exod. 33:1 MT/SamP ≠ LXX ל, 

Exod. 33:5 LXX ≠ MT/SamP οὖν), but since these do not alter the text, neither these pluses 

present textual problems. In sum, these three minor variations will not be taken into account, 

since they do not present textual problems. In the following evaluation of the variants, I consider 

all variants that are in some way problematic to the text.  

 

3.1 Variants of Exod. 33:1-6 

Even though throughout the synchronic analysis v. 1 did not seem problematic, it very much 

does so throughout the diachronic analysis. Indeed, three variants are to be observed throughout 

this first verse. Firstly, there is Exod. 33:1 SamP ≠ MT/LXX לאמר. We characterised this variant 

as a SamP+. Propp understands this plus as reflecting the original text, and the loss of the word 

 and לך both in MT and LXX would be due to a parablepsis caused by the homoioarkton in לאמר

 This appears a bit far-fetched to me, as one letter does not seem enough to truly speak 178.לאמר

of a homoioarkton. More plausible seems Ausloos’ interpretation. He reads the SamP+ along 

 
177 “Exod tends throughout to use the plural with λαὸς.” John William WEVERS, Notes on the Greek Text of Exodus 

(Septuagint and Cognate Studies Series, 30) Atlanta, Scholars Press, 1990, p. 542. 
178 PROPP, Exodus 19-40, p. 586. 
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with the “harmonizing tendency of the SamP”.179
 In our introduction to the texts used, we 

briefly addressed this feature of the SamP that seeks to smoothen out certain tensions. There, it 

was said that, generally, when the SamP of Exodus does harmonise, the changes are made by 

using other biblical texts upon which the harmonisations are based.180 Ausloos points out that 

throughout the MT of the Pentateuch, לאמר משה אל יהוה וידבר  (thus the formula including the 

word לאמר) is the stereotypic formula in introducing a new speech.181 Accordingly, this 

harmonisation of SamP is based upon the stereotypic introduction formula of other biblical 

texts.  

Secondly, there is Exod. 33:1 LXX ≠ MT/SamP σου, which we described as LXX+. Here, 

the LXX specifies the people of v. 1 as “your people”.  Both William Wevers and Ausloos 

interpret this plus as a harmonisation of LXX with Exod. 32:7, where the people is also called 

“your people”.182 Now, it should be noted that Exod. 32:7, which LXX seems to harmonize with, 

is generally accepted as a “nucleus of the so-called ‘Dtr’ redactions in Exod 32–34”.183 Ausloos 

understands the LXX+ to be a harmonising tendency based upon Exod. 32:7; 34:10 and Deut. 

9:12, which are all texts associated to the Pentateuchal deuteronom(ist)ic revision.184 In this 

harmonisation, v. 1 would be brought into line with the idea (of Exod. 32:7 and Deut. 9:12) that 

when the people is rebellious, God takes on a distant role and provocatively calls the people 

Moses’ people. The fact that LXX would, from the beginning on, introduce a distant God, could 

lead to an easier reading of the text. Benjamin Sommer points out that Exod. 33:2-3 does not 

run smoothly, since they seem to present opposite views: in v. 2 God announces to send with 

the people an angel, which could be seen as a manifestation of God, but in v. 3 God refuses to 

accompany the people.185 We briefly touched this question in chapter 3.1, where we sought to 

reconcile these two apparently contradictory views by understanding v. 2 as referring back to 

Exod. 23 and anticipating Exod. 34. Now, the LXX seems helpful to reconcile v. 2 and v. 3, 

since from the first verse on, God seems to distance himself from the people, calling them not 

“his people”, but “Moses’ people”.  

Thirdly, there is Exod. 33:1 LXX ≠ MT/SamP Τῷ σπέρματι ὑμῶν/לזרעך. Here the LXX 

differs in number: LXX has your (pl.) seed, whereas MT/SamP have your (sg.) seed. Wevers 

 
179 AUSLOOS, “Traces of Deuteronomic Influence in the Septuagint”, p. 31. This is, as we discussed above, a 

general characteristic of SamP. 
180 KARTVEIT, “Exodus (SP)”, p. 92. 
181 AUSLOOS, “Traces of Deuteronomic Influence in the Septuagint”, p. 31. 

The word לאמר is only missing in Exod. 33:1 and Exod. 32:7. 
182 WEVERS, Notes on the Greek Text of Exodus, p. 540.  

AUSLOOS, “Traces of Deuteronomic Influence in the Septuagint”, p. 32. 
183 KONKEL, “Exodus 32-34 and the Quest for an Enneateuch”, p. 180. 
184 AUSLOOS, “Traces of Deuteronomic Influence in the Septuagint”, p. 32. 
185 Benjamin SOMMER, “Translation as Commentary: The Case of the Septuagint to Exodus 32-33”, in Textus, 

20.1, 2000, p. 43-60 (p. 47). 
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writes: “Exod is plural probably because three patriarchs are given, whereas MT’s singular 

reflects the three fathers successively.”186 Ausloos rejects Wevers’ position, showing that his 

interpretation is implausible against Exod. 32:13.187 Indeed, in 32:13, we find twice זרעכם, the 

form attested in LXX-Exod. 33:1 (your (pl.) seed). Besides, Ausloos adds, Deuteronomy, in the 

speaking of the fathers, always has their seed.188 Accordingly, instead of a mere different 

interpretation of the fathers, there seems to be a harmonizing tendency at play, where LXX 

conforms to the language of Deuteronomy. This is best visible in the parallel Deut. 34:4 (MT): 

we find again the singular לזרעך, while LXX has (like Exod. 33:1) the plural Τῷ σπέρματι 

ὑμῶν.189  

The second verse poses many textual problems, of which some were briefly addressed 

throughout the synchronic analysis. Five variants are up for evaluation. Firstly, Exod. 33:2 LXX 

≠ MT/SamP καὶ συναποστελῶ / ושלחתי presents a variant in that LXX translates the root שלח, 

which means “to send” by the verb συν-αποστέλλω. Alain Le Boulluec and Pierre Sandevoir 

as well as Ausloos indicate that the verb שלח is generally translated by αποστέλλω and see the 

LXX translation by συν-αποστέλλω (συναποστελῶ: future) as a deliberate choice to conform 

with the verb of v. 3 συν-αναβῶ אעלה (both future).190 This translation could point to a free, yet 

faithful translation technique: in comparison to the parallel Exod. 23:20 which is translated 

almost slavishly by LXX, 191 we find here a translation that stays close to the Hebrew but freely 

opts for a verb that accords with the later συν-αναβῶ. Lemmelijn and Ausloos previously 

characterised the translation-technique of LXX-Exodus as faithful yet free: “The book of Exodus 

is a “faithful” translation of its Hebrew basic text, which has exercised freedom with respect to 

the said Vorlage in order to acknowledge the linguistic characteristics of the Greek language 

and to provide a final result that represents grammatically correct Greek.”192 The choice to 

translate שלח by the verb συν-αποστέλλω seems to fit in this image of a free and faithful 

translator. In fact, this word-choice could help resolve the tension we pointed out above between 

v. 2 and v. 3: by creating a parallel between συν-αποστέλλω and (μὴ) συν-αναβῶ, the reader 

understands that YHWH will send a messenger ‘with’ the people, but he himself will not go 

 
186 WEVERS, Notes on the Greek Text of Exodus, p. 540. 
187 AUSLOOS, “Traces of Deuteronomic Influence in the Septuagint”, p. 33. 
188 Ibidem.  
189 Ibidem.  
190 Alain LE BOULLUEC & Pierre SANDEVOIR, L’Exode (La Bible d’Alexandrie, 2), Paris, Cerf, 1989, p.329. 

AUSLOOS, “Traces of Deuteronomic Influence in the Septuagint”, p. 34. 
191 AUSLOOS, “Traces of Deuteronomic Influence in the Septuagint”, p. 34. 

Exod. 23:20 reads אנכי לחש מלך , this is translated very literally: ἐγὼ ἀποστέλλω τὸν ἄγγελόν μου 
192 Hans AUSLOOS & Bénédicte LEMMELIJN, “Faithful Creativity torn between Freedom and Literalness in the 

Septuagint’s Translations”, in Journal of Northwest Semitic Languages, 40.2, 2014, p. 53-69 (p. 62). 
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‘with’ the people. In what follows, it will become clear how the LXX introduces other elements 

to weaken the tension. 

Secondly, there is Exod. 33:2 LXX ≠ MT/SamP τὸν ἄγγελόν μου/ מלאך. We described 

this variant as LXX+, where LXX has an article and μου, against MT/SamP which is without 

article and suffix. Walter Hildebrands, in his analysis of the role of the angel in the Ancient 

Testament, notes that the indefinite מלאך appears in Exodus only in Exod. 23:20.193 In both 

instances, the indefinite מלאך appears as accusativus-object with God as subject.194  This, of 

course, raises the question of who this messenger is, and what is meant by it. Probably, also the 

LXX-translator stood before this problem and added the article and suffix to make the text read 

smoother.195 However, there seems to be more at play. Strikingly, LXX also translates the 

indefinite מלאך of Exod. 23:20 as τὸν ἄγγελόν μου. Ausloos and Propp understand this 

translation as an intention to harmonise with Exod. 23:23 and 32:34 (which both have  מלאכי).196 

Propp adds that instead of a harmonisation, this might simply be a graphic error, as the next 

word (in 33:2) begins with a waw, which is similar to the yod in Greco-Roman era script.197 

Propp’s explanation, however, does not clarify why both Exod. 23:20 and 33:2 translate the 

indefinite מלאך as τὸν ἄγγελόν μου. Understanding the LXX+ as an intention to harmonise with 

the preceding verses, another reading of the messenger comes to the fore. In speaking of “my 

angel” (instead of “an angel”), the angel becomes a mere instrument of YHWH: the angel 

becomes subordinated to God, instead of an independent, autonomous character.198 In this 

regard, Sommer distinguishes between two conceptions of ‘angel’ that are possible for Exod. 

33:2.199 On the one hand, the angel could be seen as a mere messenger, a substitute for divine 

presence. On the other hand, the angel could be seen as a manifestation of the divine, where 

God and the angel are more or less the same. Sommer believes that MT follows the last approach 

to the angel, as in Exod. 33:2 God refers to the angel, but immediately after that uses a first 

person verb. Besides, the MT of Exod. 33:2 and 23:20-23 are very closely related: the same 

verbs (שלח and גרש) are used, and the vocabulary and syntax seems very similar. In Exod. 23:20-

23, the angel is given a substantial role, and it is even said that God’s name is within the angel. 

 
193 Walter HILDEBRANDS, “Das Verhältnis der Engel zu Jahwe im Alten Testament”, in Riemer ROUKEMA, Bert 

Jan PEERTBOLTE, Klaas SPRONK (eds), The Interpretation of Exodus: Studies in Honour of Cornelis Houtman 

(Contributions to Biblical Exegesis & Theology, 44), Leuven, Peeters, 2006, p. 81-96 (p. 83). Hildebrands lists 

the other occurences: “Absolutus, indeterminiert: 10× (Ex 23:20; 33:2; Num 20:16; 1 Kön 13:18; 19:5; Jes 63:9; 

Hos 12:5; Hi 33:23; 1 Chr 21:15aa; 2 Chr 32:21).” 
194 Idem, p. 84. 
195 WEVERS, Notes on the Greek Text of Exodus, p. 540. 
196 PROPP, Exodus 19-40, p. 586. 

AUSLOOS, “Traces of Deuteronomic Influence in the Septuagint”, p. 36. 
197 PROPP, Exodus 19-40, p. 586. 
198 AUSLOOS, “Traces of Deuteronomic Influence in the Septuagint”, p. 38. 
199 SOMMER, “Translation as Commentary”, p. 47. 
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This, to Sommer, means that in Exod. 23:20-23 and 33:2 of MT the angel is a manifestation of 

the divine.200 Now, if the angel is indeed a manifestation of the divine, Exod. 33:2 and 33:3 are 

conflicting: how can God send an angel, which is a manifestation of the divine, but at the same 

time withdraw himself from the midst of his people? Perhaps the LXX-translator was confronted 

with this problem and sought to solve this tension. Sommer consequently understands the 

translation by “my angel” as part of the LXX-solution to this tension, as it helps understand the 

angel as a mere substitute for divine presence, rather than as a manifestation of the divine which 

would be conflicting with the following v. 3.201 Ausloos sees in the LXX-translation of both 

Exod. 33:2 and 23:20 (both translate מלאך as τὸν ἄγγελόν μου) a hint to a harmonisation with 

the Deuteronom(ist)ic ideology, where the role of the angel is downplayed. In order to address 

this, we need to turn to the third variant of Exod. 33:2. 

The third variant, Exod. 33:2 LXX ≠ MT/SamP καὶ ἐκβαλεῖ /וגרשתי, concerns the 

variant Numeruswechsel: LXX has 3 s., whereas MT/SamP have 1 s. accordingly, in LXX, the 

angel is the subject, whereas MT/SamP have God as subject of the verb. Different theories are 

proposed to understand this variant. Wevers understands the verb as harmonizing with Exod. 

32:34, where the angel is also subject of the verb.202 Van Seters, on the other hand, understands 

not the LXX, but the MT as an adaption, where the 1 s. of the second verb is the result of making 

the two verbs agree with each other.203 Propp, in turn, understands the variant as an aural variant 

due to a possible dialectic pronunciation of the 1 s. verb, which, because of its similarity, lead 

to the 3 s. that was taken up in the LXX.204 Most helpful, however, is the interpretation of 

Ausloos, Sommer and Le Boulluec & Sandevoir, where LXX’s reading is seen as a result of 

reconciling the logical structure between v. 2 and v. 3.205 Already in our synchronic analysis, 

we noted the awkward transition between v. 2 and v. 3. By giving the angel the role to drive 

out the people, it will be easier to make the transition to v. 3. Besides, attributing the angel this 

role, the angel appears even less as a manifestation of God and much more as an instrument of 

God, which resolves the tension with the distant God of v. 3.206 Thus in LXX-Exod. 33:2, we 

see a double trend: by translating מלאך as τὸν ἄγγελόν μου, LXX downplays the role of the angel, 

assigning him a small role, subordinated to YHWH. However, by opting for the 3 s. καὶ ἐκβαλεῖ 

instead of the 1 s. וגרשתי, LXX attributes the angel a certain autonomy and importance. How to 

 
200 SOMMER, “Translation as Commentary”, p. 48. 
201 Idem, p. 49. 
202 WEVERS, Notes on the Greek Text of Exodus, p. 540. 
203 VAN SETERS, The Life of Moses, p. 319. 
204 PROPP, Exodus 19-40, p. 586. 
205 SOMMER, “Translation as Commentary”, p. 48-49; AUSLOOS, “Traces of Deuteronomic Influence in the 

Septuagint”, p. 38; LE BOULLUEC & SANDEVOIR, L’Exode, p. 329. 
206 SOMMER, “Translation as Commentary”, p. 48-49; AUSLOOS, “Traces of Deuteronomic Influence in the 

Septuagint”, p. 37 and BADEN, “On Exodus 33,1-11”, p. 333. 
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reconcile these two conflicting tendencies? The first choice, to translate as “my angel” could be 

seen as a harmonising tendency under the influence of Deuteronomy. Ausloos writes: “As a 

matter of fact, the מלאך plays no role at all within the book of Deuteronomy. On the contrary, it 

seems to be part of the Deuteronomic theology to accentuate that it was God in person who led 

the Israelites out of Egypt and into the Promised Land.”207 He illustrates this point by referring 

to Deut. 4:37, where it is said that God leads his people out of Egypt ‘with his own presence, 

by his great power’.208 Ascribing the angel by the translation of “my angel” only a subordinate 

role, could be understood from a Deuterono(mist)ic perspective that tries to downplay the role 

of the angel in order to harmonise with Deuteronomy, where the angel is not present at all. The 

LXX tendency to harmonise with Deuteronomy is even more visible when we compare LXX 

Exod. 33:2 to LXX-Exod. 23:20-23. In both Exod. 33:2 and 23:20 מלאך is translated by τὸν 

ἄγγελόν μου. Besides, in LXX-Exod. 23:20-23, the role of the angel seems to be intentionally 

weakened (in order to harmonise with Deuteronomy) against the MT who attributes the angel 

an important role.209 Accordingly, the portrait of “God’s (my) angel” in LXX-Exod. 33:2 seems 

to correspond well with LXX-Exod. 23:20-23. Nevertheless, the second choice, to translate 

 by καὶ ἐκβαλεῖ  seems to contradict this incentive, as here the angel is attributed a very  וגרשתי

active role: it is the angel who drives out the people. This choice, however, can be seen as 

stemming from a more syntactic interest. Opting for a 3rd person verb could perhaps be the only 

way to deal with the interrupted syntactic coherence of vv. 2-3. Besides, the angel, in the LXX, 

is still only God’s angel: the angel does not drive out the people on own initiative, he does so 

on God’s command. This way, even though the angel is ascribed a certain role, his role stays 

limited and subordinated to God, which seems more or less compatible with Deuteronomy’s 

theology.  

As fourth variant, we noted Exod. 33:2 LXX ≠ MT/SamP ! πρóτερóν σου. In the LXX, 

this comes after the word angel, whereas the Hebrew places לפניך before the word angel. The 

order of the prepositional phrase “before you” has no large importance to the text. What seems 

important, however, is the translation of לפניך by πρóτερóν σου. It should be noted that various  

manuscripts have πρὸ προσώπου σου instead of πρóτερóν σου, but Wevers nevertheless 

considers πρóτερóν σου to be the original.210 Wevers notes that the expression πρὸ προσώπου 

σου is used to translate לפניך in Exod. 23:20 and 32:34.211 He, then, understands the πρὸ 

 
207 AUSLOOS, The Deuteronomist’s History, p. 322-323. 
208 Idem, p. 323. 
209 Hans AUSLOOS, “The Septuagint Version of Exod. 23:20-33: A “Deuteronomist” at work?”, in Journal of 

Northwest Semitic Languages, 22.2, 1996, p. 89-106 (p. 101-102). 
210 WEVERS, Notes on the Greek Text of Exodus, p. 540.  
211 John William WEVERS, Text History of the Greek Exodus (Mitteilungen des Septuaginta-Unternehmens, 21), 

Göttingen, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1992, p. 218. 
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προσώπου σου of the other manuscripts of Exod. 33:2 as based on the foregoing v. 32:34, while 

the original would have been πρóτερóν σου.212 This seems suspicious, as we noted several times 

that LXX-Exod. 33:2 tends to harmonise with precisely these verses (23:20 and 32:34). 

Therefore, if πρóτερóν σου is the ‘original’, even though the position of an ‘original’ text is 

difficult to maintain, we should ask whether there is an intention/choice behind this translation 

that differs from the two parallel verses in Exod. 23:20 and 32:34. Two options seem possible 

to me. First, we could turn to the so-called “anti-anthropomorphistic”213 tendency of the LXX. 

Here, it could be said that LXX intentionally avoids the prepositional phrase πρὸ προσώπου σου 

(containing the word πρόσωπον (face)) in order to avoid the polyptoton of the MT that 

introduces anthropomorphistic phrases about the face of God. However, since here the subject 

of the ‘face’ is here not God, but Moses and the people, this seems to be no satisfying solution. 

The second option consists in searching another Exod.-verse that translates לפניך by πρóτερóν 

σου. In Exodus, the prepositional לפניך occurs in seven verses (17:6; 23:20,23,27,28; 32:34; 

33:2,19). Out of these seven verses, the expression πρὸ προσώπου σου is used to translate לפניך 

in Exod. 23:20 and 32:34214 and the expression πρóτερóν σου is used to translate לפניך in Exod. 

23:28 and 33:2,19. Exod. 23:28 shows many parallels with Exod. 33:2:  

 

Exod. 23:28 

 

ִּ֖הצִ אֶת־הַ  יתִֶׁ֥ לַחְ ש  וְ  נֶֶ֑יךָ רְע  רְ  לְפ  יכְ אֶת־הַֹֽ  יוִָּ֧ אֶת־הַחִ  הש   וְג  יךָ׃ לְּ מִ  יתִִּ֖ וְאֶת־הַחִ  נַעֲנִֵׁ֛ נֶֹֽ פ   

καὶ ἀποστελῶ τὰς σφηκίας προτέρας σου καὶ ἐκβαλεῖ τοὺς Αμορραίους καὶ τοὺς 

Ευαίους καὶ τοὺς Χαναναίους καὶ τοὺς Χετταίους ἀπὸ σοῦ 

Exod. 33:2   ְֵֽרַ  ךְאֶָ֑מַלְ  נִֶּ֖יךָפ  לְ  יתִֶׁ֥ לַחְ ש  ו ֹֽ י נַעֲנִי  כְ אֶת־הַֹֽ  יתִ  שְ וְג  אֱמֹרִֹ֔ ֹֽ חִ  ה  י וּוְהַיְב יוִִּּ֖ הַחִ  יזִֹ֔ רִ פְ וְהַ  י  תִ וְהַֹֽ סִֹֽ  

καὶ συναποστελῶ τὸν ἄγγελόν μου πρóτερóν σου καὶ ἐκβαλεῖ τὸν Αμορραῖον 

καὶ Χετταῖον καὶ Φερεζαῖον καὶ Γεργεσαῖον καὶ Ευαῖον καὶ Ιεβουσαῖον 

1 

The same verbs are used (שלח and גרש), both verses have a version of the list of people, and the 

structure of the sentence seems largely the same: I will send– object + לפניך – and I will drive 

out – list of people. In the LXX, both times the expression πρóτερóν σου (in Exod. 23:28 

προτέρας σου because it accords with τὰς σφηκίας) is used. Besides Exod. 33:19, these are the 

only two times in Exodus where this expression is used to translate לפניך. Can we then conclude 

that Exod. 33:2 deliberately chose to translate פניךל  by πρóτερóν σου to harmonise with Exod. 

23:28? If this is the case, perhaps another solution to the problem of the angel appears. By 

translating the verse parallel to Exod. 23:28, we might understand the angel at the same level 

 
212 Idem, p. 217. 
213 SCHAPER, “Exodus”, p. 265: “Zu den weiteren hervorstechenden Eigenheiten der ExLXX gehört ihre konsequente 

Vermeidung von Anthropomorphismen.” 
214 It is interesting to note that the prepositional phrase πρὸ προσώπου σου is used to translate לפניך almost every 

time in Deuteronomy. See: Deut. 9:3,4; 22:6; 23:15; 28:7 (x2); 30:1,15,19; 31:3. 
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as the hornets ( ִּ֖ צִ הַ  הרְע   / τὰς σφηκίας) of 23:28. This would contribute to understanding the angel, 

in line with Deuteronomy, as a mere instrument of YHWH.  

The fifth (grouped) variant of Exod. 33:2 concerns the list of peoples (Exod. 33:2 SamP 

≠ LXX והגרגשי!  ; Exod. 33:2 SamP ≠ MT/LXX τὸν Αμορραῖον/ והאמרי ; Exod. 33:2 LXX ≠ 

MT/SamP הכנעני את  ; Exod. 33:2 LXX ≠ MT/SamP !καὶ --- Φερεζαῖον; Exod. 33:2 LXX ≠ 

MT/SamP καὶ Χετταῖον /והחתי, καὶ Φερεζαῖον/והפרזי, Ευαῖον/החוי, καὶ Ιεβουσαῖον / והיבוסי; 

Exod. 33:2 MT ≠ LXX/SamP καὶ Γεργεσαῖον and והגרגשי) Many variants are to be observed in 

the list of the peoples: the Canaanites are not attested in the list of people in the LXX, both MT 

and LXX lack the waw in front of the Amorites, the Perizzietes are named before the Girashites 

in the LXX, whereas MT/SamP name the Perizzietes directly before the Hivites, in LXX, the 

people are not preceded by the article that is attested in MT/SamP (ה), and the Girashites are not 

attested in the list of people of the MT. Wevers notes that the list of people varies also within 

the different manuscripts.215 Propp, once again, suggests to read these variants as resulting from 

a mistake. Accordingly, he understands the lacking waw before the Amorites of MT as a result 

of the preceding yod of the Canaanites.216 Ausloos sees behind these variations harmonising 

tendencies. Firstly, in his research on the lists of peoples in Exodus (Exod. 3:17, 13:5, 23:23, 

23:28; 33:2; 34:11), he noted that the Girashites are missing in every MT-Exodus’ list of 

peoples.217 Since this is a consistent variant, this cannot be the result of a mistake: “It is 

impossible that precisely the Girashites would have always accidentally been omitted in all the 

texts of peoples where a scholar is confronted with a minus.”218 Instead, Ausloos believes that 

the SamP list of seven peoples is the result of a harmonisation with Deut. 7:1, where all seven 

people are listed.219 Accordingly, once again the SamP-harmonisation is based upon another 

biblical text. Secondly, Ausloos perceives the missing Canaanites of LXX-Exod. 33:2 as a result 

of the Vorlage where this people was already left out.220 That this is the case, is shown by the 

absence of the article before the peoples, except before the Amorites (τὸν Αμορραῖον). The lists 

of peoples of LXX-Exod. 23:23 and 34:11 put the article only before the first people listed.221 

Accordingly, in LXX-Exod. 33:2, the Amorites (instead of the Canaanites) were probably the 

first people listed in the Vorlage of the LXX. Thirdly, the different order of peoples listed seems 

to be occurring too often to make a meaningful judgement. Ausloos’ study demonstrates that 

 
215 WEVERS, Notes on the Greek Text of Exodus, p. 541. 
216 PROPP, Exodus 19-40, p. 586. 
217 AUSLOOS, “The Septuagint Version of Exod. 23:20-33”, p. 99. 
218 Ibidem. 
219 AUSLOOS, “Traces of Deuteronomic Influence in the Septuagint”, p. 41. 
220 Idem, p. 42. 
221 Ibidem.  
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all the lists of peoples show a completely different order.222 That the Perizzietes are named 

before the Girashites in the LXX, whereas MT/SamP name the Perizzietes directly before the 

Hivites, occurs too in Exod. 23:23. However, does not lead to the conclusion that Exod. 33:2 

harmonises with 23:23, since in LXX 33:2 the Canaanites are missing, while they are apparent 

in LXX 23:23. 

The third verse presents two variants. Firstly, there is Exod. 33:3 LXX ≠ MT/SamP καὶ 

εἰσάξει σε, which we characterised as LXX+. Wevers notes that the Greek manuscripts have 

two different versions: LXX
B has καὶ εἰσάξω σε, and LXX

C has καὶ εἰσάξεις σε, and understands 

these versions as being in “blatant contradiction with the preceding verse”.223 Indeed, the third 

person of LXX καὶ εἰσάξει σε (thus with the angel as subject) provides a smoother text, 

coordinated with the preceding verb ἐκβαλεῖ: the angel will drive out the autochthonous peoples 

and will lead the Israelites into the land of milk and honey. The LXX+ consequently emends the 

awkward transition of MT-Exod. 33:2-3, which reads: “I will send before you an angel and I 

will drive out the Canaanites … into a land flowing with milk and honey.” As Ausloos rightly 

remarks, this makes no sense: “How can and should YHWH drive the autochthonous 

inhabitants into their own country?”224 Probably, the (Vorlage of) the LXX was confronted with 

this problem and thus added καὶ εἰσάξει σε in order to make the transition between v. 2 and v. 

3 and to eradicate the contradiction that YHWH would drive out the autochthonous peoples into 

their own land, saying that the angel will lead the Israelites into this land. Theoretically, it could 

also be possible that the LXX+ reflects the original text and that this part is missing in both MT 

and SamP, but this seems less plausible: “There is little doubt that the short and difficult MT-

Sam is original.”225 That the LXX chose the verb εἰσάγω to make the transition to v. 3, should 

not surprise. Van Seters writes: “Based on parallel texts about the messenger in Exod. 23:20.23, 

one would expect the verb “to bring in” (bw’, hiph.) and this is supported by the Greek.”226 

Indeed, the verb בוא hifil is used in the parallel Exod. 23:20,23 and this verb is each time 

translated by a form of εἰσάγω. Moreover, Ausloos notes that this is the standard translation of 

the Hebrew verb within the whole Pentateuch.227 Thus, perhaps the Vorlage of the LXX has 

already a form of בוא hifil at the beginning of v. 3. The three forms noted by Wevers (εἰσάξει 

σε, LXX
B εἰσάξω σε, and LXX

C εἰσάξεις σε) could all three be the result of translating a form of 

 .hifil present in the LXX-Vorlage that tried to smoothen the transition between v. 2 and v. 3 בוא

 
222 AUSLOOS, “The Septuagint Version of Exod. 23:20-33”, p. 96. 
223 WEVERS, Notes on the Greek Text of Exodus, p. 541. 
224 AUSLOOS, “Traces of Deuteronomic Influence in the Septuagint”, p. 34. 
225 PROPP, Exodus 19-40, p. 586. 
226 VAN SETERS, The Life of Moses, p. 320. 
227 AUSLOOS, “Traces of Deuteronomic Influence in the Septuagint”, p. 35. 
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However, the second person LXX
C εἰσάξεις σε seems weird, since it does not correspond with 

either one of the subjects of v. 2 (God or the angel), but it introduces Moses as a third subject. 

This second person verb also complicates, rather than smoothens the transition, since it raises 

questions about the relation between Moses and the angel. However, both of the other versions 

(εἰσάξει σε and LXX
B εἰσάξω σε) make, each in their way, sense. For the LXX

B εἰσάξω σε, which 

is preferred in the Bible d’Alexandrie, this would result from a levelling with the preceding first 

singular verb ושלחתי. Then, God would have the double role to send a messenger and to lead 

the Israelites into the land of milk and honey. However, the rest of v. 3 seems to be contradicting 

this reading, as God says that he will not accompany the people. Therefore, the third person 

εἰσάξει σε fits best in its context, since here the angel remains the subject of the verb, which 

smoothens the transition of v. 2 to v. 3 and the contradiction of a present yet absent God would 

be eradicated. The (Vorlage of) the LXX could here be inspired by Exod. 23:23, where the 

subject of the verb בוא hifil in MT is also a third singular  (  ָיאֲך  similarly translated by εἰσάξει ,(וֶהֱבִֹֽ

σε. Accordingly, the Vorlage of the LXX had either a בוא first singular hifil form ( ואביאך ), 

possibly in accordance with the originally first singular וגרשתי. This first singular, might have 

been translated (together with the first singular וגרשתי ) to solve the tensions between v. 2 and 

v. 3. Or either the Vorlage of the LXX had already a בוא first singular hifil form ( והביאך), parallel 

to the same form of Exod. 23:23.228  

Secondly, there is Exod. 33:3 LXX ≠ MT/SamP μετὰ σοῦ/ בקרבך. Here, LXX translates 

LXX translates “with you”, instead of MT/SamP “in your midst”. Wevers notes the variant, but 

does not attribute much importance to it, as both LXX and MT/SamP seem to transfer the 

unwillingness of God to accompany the people. Ausloos, in turn, sees the translation of בקרבך 

by μετὰ σοῦ as a result of the fact that in the (Vorlage of) the LXX the angel is subject of both 

of the verbs (i.e. if we prefer εἰσάξει σε above LXX
B εἰσάξω σε), making the phrase “in your 

midst” superfluous since it is clear that the angel, and not YHWH will accompany the people.229 

Here again, the LXX acts as a free and faithful translator, who chooses a preposition instead of 

a substantive, as this fits better the context, without eliminating the meaning of the Hebrew. 

Still for v. 3, we should perhaps make note of the very literal translation (“décalque exact 

l’hébreu”)230 of τὸ λαὸν σκληροτράχηλόν for עם קשה ערף. The expression “stiff-necked people” 

only occurs in the Pentateuch in Exod. 32:9; 33:2,5; 34:9 and Deut. 9:6,13, and would mean “to 

 
228 Idem, p. 36. Ausloos prioritises the first singular verb and understands the third singular form as a later 

correction to solve the otherwise problematic tension between a God who will lead the Israelites into the promised 

land and God who will not go up with the people. 
229 AUSLOOS, “Traces of Deuteronomic Influence in the Septuagint”, p. 36. 
230 LE BOULLUEC & SANDEVOIR, L’Exode, p. 329. 
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not incline the ear”.231 Outside of the Bible, the expression seems to be reserved for horses, 

whereas within the Bible, nowhere the expression “stiff-necked” is associated to animals; the 

expression is used to describe people(s).232 The word σκληροτράχηλός is used in all the 

passages to translate ערף קשה . By some, the expression “stiff-necked” is taken to be 

Deuteronom(ist)ic,233 just as the expression “a land flowing with milk and honey” is believed 

to be Deuteronom(ist)ic.234 To discern whether v. 3 is Deuteronom(ist)ic, however, cannot be 

derived from its translation in the LXX, neither from the small similarities to texts of 

Deuteronomy. 

 

For v. 4, two variants need an evaluation. Firstly, there is Exod. 33:4 LXX ≠ MT/SamP 

καὶ ἀκούσας/וישמע, where LXX has a part. act. aor., while MT/SamP have wayyiqtol. Both 

Wevers and Ausloos portray this difference as part of a subordinate clause, where the text makes 

clear that “upon hearing” the bad news, the people mourn.235 Accordingly, the variant might be 

a sign of the translation technique of LXX, which seeks to translate the Hebrew in idiomatic 

Greek. 

Secondly, there are two variants that need to be examined together: Exod. 33:4 LXX ≠ 

MT/SamP ἐν πενθικοῖς (LXX+) and Exod. 33:4 LXX ≠ MT/SamP  ו עלי עדיו איש שתו ולא  

(MT/SamP+). Ausloos understands the lacking last part of v. 4 as secondary to a harmonisation 

that seeks to reconcile the verses v. 4 and v. 5.236 Indeed, in the MT/SamP, v. 4 and v. 5 appear 

as conflicting doublets: in v. 4, the people take off their jewellery as a sign of their mourning, 

but in v. 5 God commands them to take off their jewellery (while they already did) and in v. 6 

they, in response to God, take off their jewellery again. Already in our synchronic analysis, we 

stumbled upon this difficulty and read the doublet as reflecting the double metaphoric 

understanding of jewellery (as part of marriage/faithfulness and as part of 

prostitution/unfaithfulness).237 Probably the (Vorlage of) the LXX also encountered this 

difficulty, which lead at the same time to the LXX+ and the minus of the second part of v. 4. By 

translating κατεπένθησαν ἐν πενθικοῖς for ויתאבלו, the LXX uses the unusual verb καταπενθέω 

(used only here in the LXX).238 Besides, the LXX adds ἐν πενθικοῖς, which, to Wevers, is a sign 

 
231 Bernard COUROYER, “ “Avoir la nuque raide”: Ne pas incliner l'oreille”, in Revue Biblique, 88.2, 1981, p. 216-225. 
232 Idem, p. 223-224. 
233 George W. COATS, Rebellion in the Wilderness: The Murmuring Motif in the Wilderness Traditions of the Old 

Testament, Nashville, Abingdon Press, 1968, p. 68. 
234 VERMEYLEN, “L’affaire du veau d’or (Ex 32-34)”, p. 10. 
235 AUSLOOS, “Traces of Deuteronomic Influence in the Septuagint”, p. 38. And WEVERS, Notes on the Greek Text of 

Exodus, p. 542. 
236 AUSLOOS, “Traces of Deuteronomic Influence in the Septuagint”, p. 38. 
237 For this analysis, we used the interpretation of Dozeman, see DOZEMAN, Commentary on Exodus, p. 722-723. 
238 LE BOULLUEC & SANDEVOIR, L’Exode, p. 330. 
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that the Greek text presupposes a cognate free infinitive next to the verb.239 However, this 

translation could also simply be the result of the translation technique. Propp notes that the 

Hebrew ויתאבלו (hif. of אבל , to mourn) means “don the accoutrements of mourning” rather than 

“mourn”.240 The LXX choosing κατεπένθησαν ἐν πενθικοῖς (“they mourned in mournful ways” 

(NETS)) is then perhaps the closest translation to the Hebrew verb, which confirms the LXX-

Exodus translator as a faithful and free translator. Moreover, the translation of the LXX, which 

omits the last verse, eradicates the awkward repetition of the taking off of jewellery. By opting 

for the broad κατεπένθησαν ἐν πενθικοῖς, the latter part of v. 4 is included in the “mournful 

ways”, without mentioning the problematic jewellery which conflicts with the following verses. 

 

The fifth verse has many variants to be evaluated. Propp writes: “This verse seems to 

have suffered an unusual amount of corruption in the LXX stream as if a particular early scribe 

had been temporarily distracted.”241 Is it true that the many variants of LXX-Exod. 33:5 stem 

from mistakes of the scribe, or did the (Vorlage of) LXX intentionally choose for small 

adjustments? Firstly, there is Exod. 33:5 LXX ≠ MT/SamP אמר משה אל  , which we characterised 

as MT/SamP+. Most commentators understand this plus as a result of a parablepsis, caused by 

the homoioarkton of 242.אל Interpreting this plus as an intentional minus on the part of the 

(Vorlage of) LXX (in order to show how the “bad news” reached the people), would cause 

problems. Firstly, an intentional omission of the Hebrew phrase אמר משה אל  would be surprising, 

as this stereotypical phrase occurs many times in the Bible.243 Besides, it would cause a more 

theological problem, where Exod. 33:5 contradicts Exod. 20:19 and Deut 5:23-31, where the 

people explicitly require Moses as intermediator between themselves and God. God speaking 

directly to the people is contradicting this view.244  

Secondly, there is the (grouped) variant Exod. 33:5 LXX ≠ MT/SamP בקרבך  אעלה אחד רגע  

and Exod. 33:5 LXX ≠ MT/SamP πληγὴν ἄλλην ἐπαγάγω ἐφ᾿ ὑμᾶς. Both of the variants were 

described as plusses. Now, it could very well be possible that these variants are no mere plusses, 

but that the very different phrase of LXX is meant to translate MT/SamP. This is possible only 

if we take the Vorlage of the LXX to have read MT/SamP’s אחד רגע  as אחד נגע , with נגע (pest) 

being translated πληγὴν and אחד (one) taken broadly as ἄλλην (another).245 In the latter part of 

 
239 WEVERS, Notes on the Greek Text of Exodus, p. 542. 
240 PROPP, Exodus 19-40, p. 598. 
241 Idem, p. 587. 
242 WEVERS, Notes on the Greek Text of Exodus, p. 542; AUSLOOS, “Traces of Deuteronomic Influence in the 

Septuagint”, p. 39; and PROPP, Exodus 19-40, p. 587. 
243 LE BOULLUEC & SANDEVOIR, L’Exode, p. 330. 
244 AUSLOOS, “Traces of Deuteronomic Influence in the Septuagint”, p. 39. 
245 WEVERS, Notes on the Greek Text of Exodus, p. 542; AUSLOOS, “Traces of Deuteronomic Influence in the 
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the sentence, another vocalisation of the Vorlage of the LXX caused probably a different 

understanding of MT/SamP’s אעלה (qal) as a hifil, which was then translated by ἐπαγάγω.246 

Wevers remarks that the LXX
B’s ἐπάξω ἐγὼ is a result of a misreading of ἐπαγάγω.247 Probably, 

in the Vorlage of LXX, בקרבך was present, which was translated by ἐφ᾿ ὑμᾶς. The plural ἐφ᾿ 

ὑμᾶς probably intends to harmonise with the ὑμεῑς at the beginning of v. 5.248 That these LXX-

variants are not intentional, but result of a different Vorlage, might be implied in the fact that 

v. 3 MT/SamP’s בקרבך אעלה  is translated by συναναβῶ μετὰ σοῦ, whereas the same בקרבך אעלה  

of v. 5 is rendered by ἐπαγάγω ἐφ᾿ ὑμᾶς. There seems no good reason as to why the LXX-

translator would have chosen such different renderings of the same phrase. 

Thirdly, there is Exod. 33:5 LXX ≠ MT/SamP τὰς στολὰς τῶν δοξῶν ὑμῶν, Exod. 33:5 

LXX ≠ MT/SamP καὶ τὸν κόσμον /  עדיך and Exod. 33:5 LXX ≠ MT/SamP מעליך I evaluate these 

variants together, as they all consider the double rendering of the LXX of MT/SamP’s עדיך. LXX 

seems to add τὰς στολὰς τῶν δοξῶν ὑμῶν, but at the same time LXX does not translate the 2 s. 

suffix, nor מעליך. Here as well, what apparently seems to be a plus on the part of the (Vorlage 

of) the LXX, is perhaps intended as a translation of MT/SamP’s  מעליך עדיך . Indeed, the Vorlage 

of LXX perhaps read מעיליך (robes, therefore τὰς στολὰς; cfr. Job 2:12) instead of מעליך (from 

you).249 Le Boulluec & Sandevoir believe that the plus of τῶν δοξῶν is due to the festive 

character of clothing which is implied by the word 250.עדי  

Fourthly, there are two minor variants: Exod. 33:5 LXX ≠ MT/SamP ὁρᾶτε μὴ/--- and 

Exod. 33:5 LXX ≠ MT/SamP καὶ δείξω σοι/ ואדעה.  Both minor variants can be a result of the 

LXX wanting to render the Hebrew into idiomatic Greek. Accordingly, the LXX ὁρᾶτε μὴ is 

probably an addition to make the text run smoother,251 and the καὶ δείξω σοι reads the 

intransitive ואדעה as a transitive verb, which necessitates an object: σοι.252 

The sixth, and final verse of the section Exod. 33:1-6 presents rather few difficulties. The only 

variant of this verse is Exod. 33:6 LXX ≠ MT/SamP καὶ τὴν περιστολὴν, which is an LXX+. 

Most commentators take the περιστολὴ as referring to the glorious robes of v. 5.253 Here, most 

likely, the unusual word περιστολὴ (occurring only once elsewhere in the LXX) is used instead 

of the long τὰς στολὰς τῶν δοξῶν ὑμῶν in order to quantitatively stick to the Hebrew Vorlage, 

 
246 Ibidem. 
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252 AUSLOOS, “Traces of Deuteronomic Influence in the Septuagint”, p. 40. 
253 WEVERS, Notes on the Greek Text of Exodus, p. 543; AUSLOOS, “Traces of Deuteronomic Influence in the 

Septuagint”, p. 41; PROPP, Exodus 19-40, p. 587; LE BOULLUEC & SANDEVOIR, L’Exode, p. 330. 
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which has only one word too.254 Sommer understands the περιστολὴ as part of a broader LXX-

strategy to counter the contradiction of MT/SamP Exod. 33:4-6, where the taking off of 

jewellery is repeated.255 He understands the different renderings of LXX (v. 4 κατεπένθησαν ἐν 

πενθικοῖς versus v. 5 περιείλαντο οἱ υἱοὶ Ισραηλ τὸν κόσμον αὐτῶν καὶ τὴν περιστολὴν) as 

referring to different elements: first, the Israelites mourned ‘in mouringful ways’, then God 

commands them to take off their robes and jewellery and only then LXX tells that the people 

does indeed take off finery and robes. That this LXX plus is intentional addition is very probable. 

Another reason behind the plus could be the intention to harmonise between what was ordered 

in v. 5 and what is executed in v. 6.256 This is in line with the general character of LXX, who 

sometimes harmonises between order and execution.257  

 

Preliminary conclusion on Exod. 33:1-6 

Having analysed as detailed as possible the first section of chapter 33, we can, carefully, draw 

a preliminary conclusion considering these verses. With regards to the SamP, we evaluated two 

variants (one considering the introduction formula of v. 1, the other considering the list of 

peoples of v. 2). Both variants seemed to confirm the harmonising tendency of SamP, which 

makes additions in order to correspond with other biblical texts.258 With regards to the LXX, it 

was shown that several variants of the LXX point at a tendency to harmonise with the language 

or theology of Deuteronomy. This, however, does not have to lead to the conclusion that the 

(Vorlage of) LXX was Deuteronom(ist)ic.259 What we can conclude, is that the LXX often choses 

for a free and faithful translation that fits either well into its context (e.g. v. 6 περιστολὴ) or that 

corresponds with Deuteronomy (e.g. ἐκβαλεῖ of v. 2). Moreover, certain variations were 

ascribed to a Vorlage that slightly differed from the one of MT/SamP. Can we, then, draw 

 
254 LE BOULLUEC & SANDEVOIR, L’Exode, p. 330. They indicate that the only other place where this substantive 

occurs is Sir.45:7. 
255 SOMMER, “Translation as Commentary”, p. 50. 
256 AUSLOOS, “Traces of Deuteronomic Influence in the Septuagint”, p. 40. 
257 Idem, p. 39. Ausloos refers to Exod. 10:12 and Exod. 10:15, where a similar harmonisation between order and 

execution occurs through a plus on the part of LXX. 
258 KARTVEIT, “Exodus (SP)”, p. 92. 
259 Here we can refer to the often quoted statement of Norbert Lohfink “Wass die weiteren deuteronomistischen 

Schriften angeht, so müssen wir zumindest damit rechnen, daß in Jerusalem in der Tempelbibliothek und -schule 

der ganze Grundkanon der deuteronomistischen Schriften vorhanden war und als Bildungsgut diente. Er besaß 

also eine dementsprechende zu definierende Öffentlichkeit. Gebildete, die neue Texte verfaßten oder alttradiert 

neu redigierten, kannten die deuteronomistischen Schriften oder doch Texte aus denselben auswendig und konnten 

sie auch jederzeit wieder lesen. Daher stellt es kein Problem dar, wenn sie sich inhaltlich und sprachlich in ihren 

eigenen Produktionen an einzelnen Stellen oder auch durchgehend davon prägen Ließen […] Wer sich derart von 

Deuteronomistischem inspirieren ließ oder sogar darauf verwies, mußte deshalb keineswegs selbst ein 

“Deuteronomist” sein.” Norbert LOHFINK, Studien zum Deuteronomium und zur deuteronomischen Literatur III 

(Stuttgarter Biblische Aufsatzbände, 20), Stuttgart, Katholisches Bibelwerk, 1955, p. 129. Cited from AUSLOOS, 

The Deuteronomist’s History, p. 129. 
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diachronic conclusions considering vv. 1-6? Based upon our text-critical analysis, it is hard to 

discern an ‘early’ different Vorlage that was at the basis of one of the textual witnesses, since 

the variations that point at a different Vorlage are too small to demonstrate the development of 

the text. What we do discover, is that the LXX probably stood before a very similar Hebrew text 

that contained many difficulties. Many of the variations try to solve these difficulties, while 

nonetheless preserving the meaning of the Hebrew. These difficulties that LXX tries to solve, 

can indicate a text that was itself an assimilation of different textual material. By many, Exod. 

33:1-6, or at least parts of it, has been called Deuteronom(ist)ic due to its phraseology that 

corresponds with either passages of Deuteronomy, or with passages that are, in their turn, taken 

to be Deuteronom(ist)ic.260 The land oath of v. 1, together with the motif of the Promised Land 

(as a land flowing with milk and honey) is believed to be Deuteronom(ist)ic,261 with v. 2 as a 

(later) interpolation of these verses. I concur with the idea that v. 2 is an interpolation,262 

because of the interrupted syntactic coherence of vv. 1-3 and I see it likely that v. 2 was added 

to harmonise with Exod. 23:20-23.263 Blum notes in this regard the “spiegelbildliche Aufnahme 

der beiden Mal’ak-Aussagen in 23,20a.23a”,264 showing that the two accounts on the angel of 

Exod. 23,20a.23a are combined in a chiasm in v. 33:2 As to the Deuteronom(ist)ic belonging 

of v. 1 and 3, it could be said that a certain Deuteronom(ist)ic tradition that connects the divine 

promise of the land to the patriarchs, is reflected in these verses.265 Perhaps the LXX was well 

aware of this connexion with Deuteronomy and this might have caused the choice of 

translations that harmonise with Deuteronomy. For vv. 4-6, perhaps the awkward doublet that 

LXX tries to avoid points again at an assimilation of different materials. Indeed, it is possible 

 
260 See for an overview of scholars adhering to this interpretation: AUSLOOS, The Deuteronomist’s History, p. 90-

94. 
261 This is the opinion of, amongst others, Régine Hunziker-Rodewald who calls this idea “une charactéristique de 

la phraséologie deutéronomiste”. Régine HUNZIKER-RODEWALD, “‘Ruisselant de lait et de miel’: Une expression 

reconsidérée”, Revue d’Histoire et de Philosophie Religieuses, 93.1, 2013, p. 135-144 (p. 138). 
262 Similar to VAN SETERS, The Life of Moses, p. 319; and BLUM, Studien zur Komposition des Pentateuch, p. 58-

59:“ Die Mal’ak-Thematik von v. 2 ist hinzugewachsen: a) V. 2 schiebt sich zwischen den syntaktischen 

Zusammenhan von v.1.3a […] b) Mit v. 2f. wechselt unversehens der Adressat der Gottesrede von Mose zum Volk 

insgesaMT.“ 
263 This is the interpretation of both Baden and Blum. See: BADEN, “On Exodus 33,1-11”, p. 333. and BLUM, 

Studien zur Komposition des Pentateuch, p. 58-59. 
264 BLUM, Studien zur Komposition des Pentateuch, p. 59. 
265 Ausloos notes that Weinfield does not consider the expression “land flowing with milk and honey” as belonging 

to the Deuteronom(ist)ic language. Ausloos himself believes that there were different stages in the use of this 

phrase: 1) God promises the land to the Israelises of the Exodus generation, 2) in Dtr, this divine promise was first 

referred to in a neutral manner 3) later, this neutrally formulated promise was combined with a solemn oath to the 

fathers/patriarchs 4) this tradition was then perhaps relected in Exod. 13:5 and 33:3. See: Hans AUSLOOS, “‘A 

Land Flowing with Milk and Honey’: Indicative of a Deuteronomistic Redaction?”, in  Ephemerides Theologicae 

Lovanienses, 75, 1999, p. 297-314 (p. 303). 

This goes against Suzanne Boorer’s view of the land oath (of 33:1) as pre-deuteronomistic, Exod. 33:1 having 

influenced the land oath formula in Deuteronomy. Suzanne BOORER, “The Promise of the Land as Oath in Exodus 

32:1-33:3”, in Thomas DOZEMAN, Craig EVANS & Joel LOHR (eds), The Book of Exodus: Composition, Reception 

and Interpretation (Supplements to Vetus Testamentum, 164) Leiden, Brill, 2014, p. 245-266. 
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that v. 4 is inserted in order to accentuate the penance of the people, causing the strange saying 

that the Israelites take off their finery before God commands them to do so;266 or else it is 

imaginable that v. 5 was inserted to introduce God’s command to take off the jewellery.267 

However, based upon our analysis of the verses, it is impossible to discern the exact 

development of the text.  

3.2 Variants of Exod. 33:7-11 

Already in the synchronic analysis of vv. 7-11, we made note of the particular grammatical 

structure and the interruption that these verses present within the narrative. For v. 7, we 

remarked the unusual yiqtol that can hardly be interpreted as an iterative yiqtol, since it would 

be strange to say that “Moses was used to name the tent”. Probably, the LXX also thought of 

this as a difficult grammatical structure, which resulted in the variant Exod. 33:7-11 LXX ≠ 

MT/SamP λαβὼν / יקח and ἔπηξεν /ונטה and καὶ ἐκλήθη/וקרא. The LXX, against the yiqtols of 

MT/SamP, opts for aorists. The first aorist participle λαβὼν transforms the yiqtol יקח into a 

punctual action.268 The second aorist transforms the otherwise imperfect weqatal ונטה into a 

one-time event, as well as ἐκλήθη which transforms the weqatal 269.וקרא On the last verb, where 

LXX transforms the active וקרא into a passive ἐκλήθη, both Le Boulluec & Sandevoir and 

Wevers note that the Hebrew וקרא should be read as an impersonal, which is very well translated 

by the passive ἐκλήθη.270 This LXX-translation entails an interpretation of the Hebrew 

imperfects as events that occurred only once, and thus avoids the problematic iterative reading 

“Moses used to take the tent”. LXX-Exod. 33:7 preserves nevertheless the iterative reading of 

yiqtol where this is possible: in the latter half of v. 7 the yiqtol (MT: יצא, SamP: יצאו) is translated 

with an imperfect ἐξεπορεύετο. The iterative reading of ἐξεπορεύετο is underlined by the 

“unnecessary”271 translation of  והיו by καὶ ἐγένετο. In the usual temporal clauses, this phrase is 

often omitted by LXX; the choice to eventually translate והיו could indicate that this is no 

temporal clause, but rather concerns a customary action.272 Here again, we could make 

reference to what was said about the translation technique of LXX-Exodus, that seeks to render 

the Hebrew into idiomatic Greek. In this regard, we should also mention Exod. 33:7 LXX ≠ 

MT/SamP Καὶ λαβὼν Μωυσῆς / יקח ומשה , where the verb and subject are inversed. This could 

 
266 This is the interpretation of Blum, who takes v.4 to go together with v.2, as a Deuteronomic reworking of the 

narrative. BLUM, Studien zur Komposition des Pentateuch, p. 59-60. 
267 VAN SETERS, The Life of Moses, p. 320. 
268 LE BOULLUEC & SANDEVOIR, L’Exode, p. 331. 
269 SOMMER, “Translation as Commentary”, p. 52. 
270 WEVERS, Notes on the Greek Text of Exodus, p. 544 and LE BOULLUEC & SANDEVOIR, L’Exode, p. 331. 
271 WEVERS, Notes on the Greek Text of Exodus, p. 544. 
272 Idem. 
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be the result of rendering the Hebrew into natural Greek, or in order to harmonise with the 

preceding verses, where the structure is always καὶ - verb - subject. I do not think that the LXX 

translates here an original wayyiqtol, since the imperfect weqatal’s and yiqtol that follow in the 

rest of v. 7 do not presuppose a wayyiqtol, but rather a yiqtol. Besides, Sommer notes that this 

translation makes the text run smoother: “The reader does not necessarily receive the 

impression that the conversation between Moses and God has been interrupted.”273 The 

variation of the verbs renders the Hebrew into idiomatic Hebrew and also gives less the 

impression that vv. 7-11 are added, since Moses’ taking of the tent and calling it Tent of Meeting 

is presented as following upon the events of vv. 1-6. 

Next, there is Exod. 33:7 LXX ≠ MT/SamP τὴν σκηνὴν αὐτοῦ, where LXX has a plus 

in characterising “the tent” as “Moses’ tent”. Wevers sees it possible that LXX represents the 

original form, that disappeared in MT/SamP.274 In favour of Wevers, we can point at the multiple 

times that the construction “his tent” ( אהלהֹ /אהלו ) is attested in Genesis (12:8, 26:25, 33:19, 

35:21); each time with the verb נטה (to pitch) that is also used in our verse 7. However, the 

LXX+ could also be an intentional addition to distinguish “the tent” from the tabernacle which 

is not yet built and which has a completely different description. LXX translating by “Moses’ 

tent” would eliminate all confusion between the tabernacle and the Tent of Meeting, since it is 

clear that this tent, since it is Moses’ tent, is different from the tabernacle. In MT/SamP this is 

less clear, since the article “the” seems to imply that the reader knows “the tent” already, and 

that “the tent” was thus already described before in the tabernacle account. I think it is very 

probable that the LXX+ is an intentional addition, foremost because the form without suffix is 

attested both in MT and SamP. Still speaking of the tent of v. 7, the variant Exod. 33:7 LXX ≠ 

MT/SamP σκηνὴ μαρτυρίου / מועד אהל  should be taken into account. Alisson Salvesen 

characterises this translation as a “less obvious choice”, since the LXX translates מועד as a part. 

of the root עוד , meaning “to witness”, instead of the root יעד , meaning “to fix a moment to meet 

someone”, that is used in the Hebrew of ‘tent of meeting’.275  

Next, there are several minor variants: Exod. 33:7 LXX ≠ MT/SamP לו; Exod. 33:7 LXX 

≠ MT/SamP μακρὰν and Exod. 33:7 LXX ≠ MT/SamP εἰς τὴν σκηνὴν ἔξω τῆς παρεμβολῆς / 

למחנה מחוץ אשר ועדמ הלא אל . Firstly, the particle לו is twice omitted in LXX. The first time לו is 

omitted, can be an intentional omission of LXX. Indeed, in MT/SamP, it is not very clear what 

לו ונטה refers to within the phrase לו . It is taken to either refer to another, ancient tradition about 

the ark, either to refer to Moses, indicating that the tent he takes is his own.276 In the first case, 

 
273 SOMMER, “Translation as Commentary”, p. 52. 
274 WEVERS, Notes on the Greek Text of Exodus, p. 544. 
275 SALVESEN, “Exodus”, p. 31. 
276 DOZEMAN, Commentary on Exodus, p. 715. 



76 

 

LXX would omit לו as it does not refer to anything in the near context; in the second case, LXX 

would omit לו, as it is already translated in LXX’s τὴν σκηνὴν αὐτοῦ. The second time לו is used, 

LXX does not translate the particle, probably because it is included in the passive ἐκλήθη. 

Secondly, LXX’s  μακρὰν ἀπὸ for הרחק, opts to translate the hifil infinitive by a preposition. 

Besides, quantitatively, LXX does not stick to the Hebrew. This, however, is part of LXX’s 

intention to render the Hebrew well into Greek. Indeed, when in Exod. 8:24 the same hifil 

infinitive is used, the LXX adds the same μακρὰν probably to render well the exact meaning of 

the verb. Thirdly, there is the small minus in LXX, which omits the words אשר מועד . It could be 

possible that this is due to the homoioarkton of מועד and מחוץ, but here again, only the first letter 

is the same and this is not enough to speak of a homoioarkton. Instead, I think that these words 

were probably already missing in the Vorlage of LXX. This is visible in v. 8, where LXX reads 

precisely the same εἰς τὴν σκηνὴν ἔξω τῆς παρεμβολῆς. 

The last variants of v. 7 occur in the SamP: Exod. 33:7 SamP ≠ 

MT/LXX והיו/והיה /ἐγένετο; יצאו /יצא  /ἐξεπορεύετο and Exod. 33:7 SamP ≠ MT מבקשי / מבקש . Both 

of the variants consider SamP’s plural verbs (twice 3 pl and once piel part pl), whereas MT/LXX 

have a singular. These variants, however, are not very problematic and they do not alter the 

sense of the text, since where LXX/MT choose the singular to refer to the group of people, SamP 

has a plural for the same group of people. Here again, we can refer to SamP’s harmonising 

tendency: SamP harmonises probably with the following v. 8, where the people are referred to 

by a plural (σκοπεύοντες/ונצבו). 

 

Verse 8 presents less variants. Firstly, there is Exod. 33:8 LXX ≠ MT/SamP δ᾿ ἂν 

εἰσεπορεύετο /כצאת, where LXX uses the verb εἰσ-πορεύομαι (‘to enter’), against MT/SamP’s 

 Wevers interprets this as an interpretation on the part of the LXX, who .(’to go out(side)‘) יצא

logically translates MT/SamP’s “Moses went out into the tent” into “Moses entered the tent”. 

Again, this points at a faithful yet creative translation. Exod. 33:8 LXX ≠ MT/SamP 

εἱστήκει/יקומו points in the same direction: the different Numeruswechsel probably emerged 

from an understanding of the people as one group, whereas the other verbs reflect the group as 

individuals.277 Finally, Exod. 33:8 LXX ≠ MT/SamP σκοπεύοντες/ונצבו, where LXX translates 

MT/SamP’s ונצבו (to stand) as σκοπεύοντες (to examine, regard). That LXX translates the 

weqatal by an active participle does not need to surprise, as this renders very well the imperfect, 

iterative sense of the Hebrew. What does surprise, is the different verb used, since in v. 33:21, 

where the same root נצב is used, LXX translates correctly with ἵστημι. I believe that this is still 

 
277 WEVERS, Notes on the Greek Text of Exodus, p. 545. 
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part of LXX’s translation technique that wants to avoid a repetition with the preceding εἱστήκει 

(of ἵστημι) and therefore adopted the more specific σκοπεύω that might be implied in the verb 

 is closely related (to stand) נצב In favour of this understanding is Exod. 2:8, where the verb .נצב

to the verb seeing/regarding.278 

 

As to the ninth verse, no major variants are to be noted. We can evaluate Exod. 33:9 

LXX ≠ MT/SamP: ὡς δ᾿ ἂν εἰσῆλθεν / כבוא והיה . Here, the verb והיה is translated by a preposition 

ὡς δ᾿ ἂν, and כבוא is translated by an aorist εἰσῆλθεν. Again, this is part of the LXX translation 

technique, searching to render the Hebrew into idiomatic Greek: the initial ὡς δ᾿ ἂν renders 

very well the customary actions that represent the imperfects of the other verbs of v. 9. Besides, 

translating only the first verb by an aorist and the others by imperfects, LXX renders well the 

sense of “Each time Moses went into the tent, the pillar of clouds would descend, it would stand 

at the door…”. 

 

In v. 10, two variants need an evaluation. Firstly, there is Exod. 33:9 LXX ≠ MT/SamP: 

προσεκύνησαν/והשתחוו. Here, LXX translates a weqatal, usually translated by imperfect (see the 

other verbs of v. 10), by an aorist. Wevers calls this translation “a change not particularly 

fortunate”.279 Indeed, this translation does not really fit the imperfect (weqatal) of the Hebrew, 

which probably expresses a customary action, while the aorist usually denotes a one-time event. 

Perhaps the LXX-translator wanted to stress this verb, since in v. 9 too, the main verb is an 

aorist, of which the other verbs depend. Secondly, there is Exod. 33:10 SamP ≠ MT וראו / וראה  

/καὶ ἑώρα; וקמו /καὶ στάντες / וקמ. Here again, SamP has a different Numeruswechsel: SamP has 

a 3 m. pl., whereas MT has a 3 m. s. The LXX varies: for the first verb, the LXX follows MT’s 

singular, and the second verb follows SamP’s plural. On the part of the SamP, this variant can 

be explained by referring to the  harmonising tendency: SamP probably wanted to harmonise 

with the plural of  והשתחוו and consequently changed the verbs into plural.280 On the part of the 

LXX, perhaps the part. pl. was adopted in order to differ from עמד, which has “pillar of clouds” 

as subject, whereas וקמ has the people as subject. Opting for a plural would make clear this 

change of subject.  

 

The last verse of the second section (v. 11) presents an interesting variant: Exod. 33:11 

LXX ≠ MT/SamP ἐνώπιος ἐνωπίῳ/  פנים אל פנים . Here, LXX translates by dative construction the 

 
278 PROPP, Exodus 19-40, p. 588. 
279 WEVERS, Notes on the Greek Text of Exodus, p. 546. 
280 PROPP, Exodus 19-40, p. 588. 
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Hebrew פנים אל פנים . This translation might surprise, since  Exod. 33:20 LXX uses τὸ πρόσωπον 

to translate פנים. Besides, the same expression in Deut. 34:10 is translated in LXX by πρόσωπον 

κατὰ πρόσωπον. However, in Deut. 34:10, the verb is ידע, wheareas Exod. 33:11 has דבר, which 

might cause the different translation. In order to explain this variant, we cannot presume a 

different Vorlage, since the Greek stays nonetheless very close to the Hebrew. Schaper proposes 

three possibilities to understand the variant. Firstly, LXX could opt for this translation, in order 

to avoid contradiction with Exod. 33:20, where it is said that no one can see the face (פנים / 

πρόσωπον) of God. Secondly, LXX perhaps lines up with the Targumim in choosing a 

translation that avoids the anthropomorphistic “face of God”. Thirdly, LXX possibly uses a 

translation that is already existing and translates well פנים אל פנים . I believe that the third 

explanation is the most correct. Evangelia Dafni, in her research on the phrase פנים אל פנים , notes 

that LXX’s ἐνώπιος ἐνωπίῳ is an idiomatic rendering of the Hebrew.281 Besides, she notes that 

the phrase ἐνώπιος ἐνωπίῳ was a usual syntactic structure in Greek, already apparent in pre-

Socratic writings, as well as in writings of Euripides and Plato.282 Accordingly, LXX’s rendering 

would be part of the intention to render the Hebrew into idiomatic Greek, rather than an anti-

anthropomorphistic tendency that searches to avoid each mention of the “face of God”. Reindl 

notes that the Hebrew has here a “metaphorisch-hyperbolischen Ausdruck”, which does not 

intend that YHWH appears to Moses in a human appearance, but rather hints at God’s near 

presence with Moses.283 This near presence of God is very well rendered by the phrase ἐνώπιος 

ἐνωπίῳ. A comparison to the other Pentateuchal passages where the word ἐνώπιος is used (Gen. 

16:3, Exod. 3:6; 25:29, Lev. 13:37), shows that the expression  ἐνώπιος ἐνωπίῳ expresses God’s 

speaking to Moses as “person to person”, in a direct interaction.284 What is more, LXX uses the 

unusual word φίλος to translate רע. Larry Perkins notes that LXX-Exodus has usually πλησίον 

to render רע; the translation by φίλος would be unique in Exodus.285 The choice for the word 

φίλος could be explained from the preceding ἐνώπιος ἐνωπίῳ. Perkins notes that the word φίλος 

denotes intimacy, it stands for one’s most intimate friend.286 Transposed to Exod. 33:11, the 

choice for φίλος instead of the more usual πλησίον accentuates the close presence of God with 

Moses. Accordingly, the LXX freely translates MT/SamP’s פנים  אל פנים  by an expression that 

denotes perhaps even more the close intimacy between God and Moses. That the Hebrew does 

not intend the literal face of God, but its figurative sense as ‘presence’, is accentuated by the 

 
281 Evangelia DAFNI, “Mose als Prophet in der Septuaginta”, in Orthodoxes Forum, 30.2, 2016, p. 149-161 (p. 151). 
282 Idem, p. 155. 
283 REINDL, Das Angesicht Gottes, p. 73. 
284 Larry PERKINS, “The Greek Translator of Exodus: Interpres (translator) and Expositor (interpretor) – His Treatment 

of Theophanies”, in Journal for the Study of Judaism, 44, 2013, p. 16-56 (p. 41) 
285 Idem, p. 42. 
286 Ibidem.  Perkins refers here to Deut. 13:6. 
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rest of v. 11, where the metaphorical marker like (ὡς εἴ/ כאשר ) is used to say that their way of 

speaking is like the way one speaks to one’s friend.287 Besides, still in favour of the view that 

LXX’s ἐνώπιος ἐνωπίῳ is part of the intention of translating into idiomatic Greek, LXX translates 

also Exod. 34:10, that similarly reports on Moses’ talking with God,  by a similar structure.288 

Indeed, Exod. 34:29 states that Moses had a shining face because of “his speaking to him 

[God]”, where MT has אתו בדברו , and LXX has ἐν τῷ λαλεῖν αὐτὸν αὐτῷ. The construction of 

αὐτὸν αὐτῷ is very similar to ἐνώπιος ἐνωπίῳ and the same verb  λαλεῖν is used. Accordingly, 

the LXX opts here for a translation that is very natural in Greek and that does right to the intended 

close presence of YHWH to Moses in the Tent of Meeting. However, the fact that other texts in 

the LXX do opt for the literal πρόσωπον πρὸς/ κατὰ πρόσωπον (Gen 32:3, Deut 5:4 and 34:10) 

show that LXX’s translation was a deliberate choice. Theo van der Louw argues that free 

translators proceed literally most of the time, but use transformations (i.e. a shift to a non-literal 

translation) to solve a certain problem that would arise from a literal rendering.289 I believe that 

instead of the ideological issue of anthropomorphism, there was a textual issue that caused this 

transformation. The particular tension that a literal rendering of פנים אל פנים  might have caused, 

is v. 20, where it is said that no one can see the face (פנים / πρόσωπον) of God. 290 By choosing 

a different word (ἐνώπιος instead of πρόσωπον, which is used in v. 20), the tension disappears. 

Preliminary conclusion on Exod. 33:7-11 

From the foregoing analysis of the second section, we can cautiously draw some preliminary 

conclusions. Firstly, in the second section the harmonising tendency of SamP was apparent 

again: SamP makes small adaptions in order to harmonise with the context. Furthermore, most 

of the variants of LXX could be attributed to the translation technique of LXX, intending to 

render the Hebrew into idiomatic Greek. This leads to the translation of the Hebrew imperfects 

(yiqtol or weqatal) into either aorists (where an iterative reading seems difficult) or imperfects 

(that stress the verbs as customary actions). Besides, the striking ἐνώπιος ἐνωπίῳ/ פנים  אל פנים  

was also framed within the translation technique, instead of an LXX anti-anthropomorphistic 

 
287 REINDL, Das Angesicht Gottes, p. 73. 
288 DAFNI, “Mose als Prophet in der Septuaginta”, p. 155. 
289 “Behind each transformation stands a literal rendering that has been rejected”: Theo VAN DER LOUW, “Linguistic 

or Ideological Shifts? The Problem-Oriented Study of Transformations as a Methodological Filter”, in Anssi 

VOITILA & Jutta JOKIRANTA (eds), Scripture in Transition: Essays on Septuagint, Hebrew Bible and Dead Sea 

Scrolls in Honour or Raija Sollamo (Supplements to the Journal for the Study of Judaism, 126), Leiden, Brill, 

2008, p. 107-125 (p. 110). 
290 SOMMER, “Translation as Commentary”, p. 53. Sommer sees this as LXX’s figuring as a commentary to the 

MT, similar to the Targumim. This, however, seems to attribute a too expansive role to the LXX-translator. It is 

true that the translator wanted to translate the Hebrew into correct and natural Greek, but this is very different from 

LXX intending to comment on MT. LXX’s ἐνώπιος ἐνωπίῳ does not comment on the MT, since it does not add 

or eliminate the sense of the Hebrew, but it does succeed in escaping the otherwise difficult tension with v.20. 
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tendency, since the LXX translates here freely yet carefully the expression פנים אל פנים . One 

might say that in the LXX, God appears even more close to God than in the MT/SamP.  

The pericope of vv. 7-11 represents a riddle to diachronic research. Generally, it is 

thought that vv. 7-11 are part of a tradition considering the Tent of Meeting, which was later 

inserted into Exod. 33.291 Besides, scholars think that these verses show the presence of either 

P-redaction,292 or either (late) D-redaction.293 I think that it makes sense to say that vv. 7-11 

represent a different tradition that originally did not belong to its present context, because of its 

strange grammatical forms and the abrupt introduction of the Tent of Meeting. The attribution 

of these verses to a Priestly redaction, however, seems far-fetched, for in the Priestly narratives, 

the tent takes up a different role (e.g. the Tent of Meeting is outside of the camp, whereas the 

Priestly tent is in the midst of the people). Deuteronom(ist)ic traces can be found, through the 

parallel with Deut. 31:14-15, and especially in the last v. 11, where the expression פנים אל פנים  

refers perhaps to Deut. 34:10. 

 

3.3 Variants of Exod. 33:12-17 

In our synchronic analysis, we overviewed the vv. 12-17 and remarked the abundance of terms 

representing divine presence. Besides, we noted that the text does not run smoothly: the 

responses of God do not seem to answer the questions of Moses directly. In what follows, we 

will evaluate the variants that occur in these verses, often regarding the terms denoting divine 

presence. In v. 12, three variants are to be evaluated. Firstly, there is Exod. 33:12 LXX ≠ 

MT/SamP Μοι λέγεις / אלי אמר . The word-order is inversed here: in MT/SamP the pronoun is 

post-positioned, while in LXX the pronoun is pre-positioned. Even though this is only a minor 

variant, it contributes in characterising the LXX-translator as a faithful and free translator. 

Anneli Aejmelaeus remarks that the postposition of the enclitic pronoun is characteristic of 

Hebrew, while genuine Greek has the prepositive pronoun.294 Now, in LXX-Exodus, the highest 

number of this prepositive use of the enclitic pronoun occurs. Accordingly, Aejmelaeus 

connects this variant to the “tendency towards natural Greek usage and freedom with regard to 

 
291 Rogland, in his short overview of research on these verses notes that the reasons why this tradition was inserted 

into Exod. 33 are still obscure. 

ROGLAND, “Moses used to take a Tent?”, p. 450. 
292 For P: see Friedhelm HARTENSTEIN, “Das “Angesicht Gottes” in Exodus 32-34”, in Matthias KÖCKERT & 

Erhard BLUM (eds.)  Gottes Volk am Sinai (Veröffentlichungen der Wissenschaftlichen Gesellschaft für Theologie, 

18) Gütersloh, Gütersloher Verlagshaus, 2001, p. 157-183. 

Dozeman strongly argues against this view. See DOZEMAN, Commentary on Exodus, p. 719. 
293 For D, see: Albertz RAINER, “Ex 33,7-11, ein Schlüsseltext für die Rekonstruktion der Redaktionsgeschichte 

des Pentateuch”, in Biblische Notizen Neue Folge, 149, 2011, p. 13-43. 
294  Anneli AEJMELAEUS, “What Can We Know about the Hebrew Vorlage of the Septuagint?”, in Zeitschrift für 

die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft, 99.1, 2009, p. 58-89 (p. 69) 
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the word-order of the original”.295 Once again, an LXX-variant appears to be the result of LXX’s 

intention of rendering the Hebrew into idiomatic Greek. Secondly, there is Exod. 33:12 LXX ≠ 

MT/SamP σὺ δέ μοι εἶπας / אמרת ואתה , where LXX has μοι as a plus. This μοι is otiose, since it is 

clear that Moses refers to something God has said to him. The plus could be the result of a 

harmonisation with the beginning of the verse, where LXX reads σύ μοι λέγεις. Thirdly, there is 

Exod. 33:12 LXX ≠ MT/SamP/DSS παρὰ πάντας/בשם. Whereas MT/SamP/DSS state that God 

‘knows Moses by name’, LXX states that God ‘knows/distinguishes Moses from all others’. Le 

Boulluec & Sandevoir note that the preposition παρὰ followed by an accusative denotes a 

comparison, and that the LXX, choosing this translation, is in line with Jewish traditional 

commentaries that likewise accentuate the distinction of Moses amongst all.296 That LXX 

translates the Hebrew with this expression can be seen as a free rendering that enforces the 

special status of Moses as close intimate of God.297 The expression “to have been known by 

name” occurs only as such in 33:12.17, but otherwise the expression is absent in the Ancient 

Testament. That this expression entails an intimate relationship, can be derived from other 

Pentateuchal stories where the word “by name” of “to know” is used.298 The LXX translation 

thus captures well the sense of Moses’ exceptional status to God. Once again this variant can 

be attributed to LXX’s free and faithful translation technique: in opting for παρὰ πάντας, the 

LXX-translator “exercised the freedom to render the Hebrew into good Greek, while 

maintaining the same thought.”299  

 

For v. 13, there are four variants that need an evaluation. Firstly, there is perhaps the 

most shocking variant Exod. 33:13 LXX ≠ MT/SamP σεαυτόν/ דרכיך את . In MT/SamP, Moses 

asks that God lets him know his ways, in LXX, Moses asks that God reveals himself. This variant 

is shocking, foremost because it seems to contradict the generally accepted “anti-

anthropomorphistic tendency” of the LXX.300 Indeed, Moses asking God to show himself is far 

more direct, and perhaps also more anthropomorphistic, than the question to know God’s ways.  

Scholars such as Anthony Hanson, who fervently defend the thesis of the anti-

anthropomorphistic tendency of the LXX, have difficulties with this verse that seems to 

 
295 Ibidem. 
296  LE BOULLUEC & SANDEVOIR, L’Exode, p. 332. 
297 WEVERS, Notes on the Greek Text of Exodus, p. 544 
298 DOHMEN, Exodus 19-40, p. 342. Dohmen refers to Exod. 31:2; 35:30; Jos. 21:9 and Isa. 40:26 for the words 

“by name” and to Deut. 34:10; Isa. 1:5 and Hos. 13:5 for the word “to know”. 
299 Judith SANDERSON, An Exodus Scroll from Qumran: 4QpaleoExodm and the Samaritan Tradition (Harvard 

Semitic Studies, 30) Atlanta, Scholars Press, 1986, p. 253. Sanderson comments here on the fact that LXX renders 

two different structures in Hebrew (33:16 and 33:12/17) by the same expression παρὰ πάντας. 
300 “Jedenfalls scheint diese übersetzung nicht von der Tendenz geprägt zu sein, die sich sonts in der ExLXX immer 

wieder feststellen lässt, d.h. von der Zuruckdragnung von Anthropomorphismen.” SCHAPER, “Exodus”, p. 318. 
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contradict their theory. Therefore, it is the proposition of Hanson to read the rendering of the 

LXX as the result of a different Vorlage. He writes: “From the point of view of later theology, 

this [the request of LXX that God manifests himself] is a quite unexceptionable request. It seems 

most improbable that the LXX translator had our MT text before him: he would surely never 

have changed ‘Make me know thy way’ to ‘show me thyself.’”301 From his judgement that an 

anthropomorphic reading, introduced against the Hebrew, would be impossible, Hanson 

reasons that only a different Vorlage could be the cause for LXX’s σεαυτόν. He holds that the 

LXX-Vorlage read 302.האראני נא ואראך The Vorlage of LXX, Hanson states, would then be an 

earlier version, which the Hebrew deemed unacceptable and adopted 303.דרכיך Aejmelaeus 

follows, be it more carefully, Hanson’s interpretation and likewise sees the rendering of LXX as 

a result of a different Vorlage. She understands the LXX-Vorlage to have read 304.הודעני  נא פניך 

To Aejmelaeus, it is not possible that LXX translated דרכיך by such a different word and she 

notes that the Hebrew דרכיך fits poorly into its context. Besides, drawing on the Vulgate, which 

reads “ostende mihi faciem tuam”, she argues that there must have been a text which read פניך 

instead of 305.דרכיך However, Jan Joosten believes that the attribution of this variant to one of 

the two proposed LXX-Vorlages is not very plausible: “they [the proposed “original Hebrew” 

phrases] seem to be not entirely idiomatic in Biblical Hebrew. Moreover, it is improbable that 

these retroverted phrases would have been rendered into Greek with the phrase we now read in 

the Septuagint.”306 Next to the improbability of the proposed sentence the LXX-Vorlage 

contained, Joosten points at the remarkable parallel in Psalm 103:7, which reads יודרש יודיע  

השלמ , as an almost exact copy of our v. 13. The parallel in Psalm 103 indicates that there had 

to be a text which read דרכיך. This is confirmed by SamP, which reads, like MT “your ways”.307 

Now, we might as well wonder whether LXX’s σεαυτόν is not the result of a free rendering, 

instead of stemming from another Vorlage. If this is the case, there should be a reason for LXX 

not choosing a literal translation, but opting for σεαυτόν instead. This reason is to be found in 

 
301 Anthony HANSON, “The Treatment in the LXX of the Theme of Seeing God”, in George J. BROOKE & Barnabas 

LINDARS (eds), Septuagint, Scrolls and Cognate Writings: Papers Presented to the International Symposium of 

the Septuagint and lts Relations to the Dead Sea Scrolls and Other Writings (Society of Biblical Literature: 

Septuagint and Cognate Studies, 33) Atlanta, Scholars Press, 1992, p. 557-568 (p. 566). 
302 Ibidem. 
303 Ibidem. 
304 Anneli AEJMELAEUS, “Von Sprache zur Theologie: Methodologische Überlegungen zur Theologie der 

Septuaginta”, in Anneli AEJMELAEUS, On the Trail of the Septuagint Translators: Collected Essays, Leuven, 

Peeters, 2007, p. 265-294 (p. 272). 
305 Idem, p. 273. 
306 Jan JOOSTEN, “To See God: Conflicting Exegetical Tendencies in the Septuagint”, in Martin KARRER & 

Wolfgang KRAUS (eds), Die Septuaginta - Texte, Kentexte, Lebenswelten: Internationale Fachtagung veranstaltet 

von Septuaginta Deutsch (LXX.D), Wuppertal 20-23Juli 2006 (Wissenschaftliche Untersuchungen zum Neuen 

Testament, 219), Tübingen, Mohr Siebeck, 2008, p. 287-299 (p. 293). 
307 It should be noted that SamP has the form דרכיך, while MT has a singular, that is vocalised as a plural. Propp 

takes SamP to be the correct form. PROPP, Exodus 19-40, p. 589. 
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the rest of vv. 12-17. Indeed, we noted that the Hebrew text does not run smooth, since YHWH 

does not seem to respond to the questions Moses asks. When LXX chooses to render דרכיך by 

σεαυτόν, v. 14 does respond to Moses’ question in v. 13.308 Indeed, in LXX Moses asks God to 

show himself, to which God responds in LXX 33:14 that he himself will pass before Moses. 

Besides, it could also be possible that the LXX-translator had already v. 18 in mind, where 

Moses asks God to see his glory.309  

The second variant of v. 13 is Exod. 33:13 LXX ≠ MT/SamP γνωστῶς εἴδω σε/ואדעך. 

The LXX translates the Hebrew “so that I might know you” with “so that I might really know 

you”. Wevers prefers the verb εἴδω instead of the verb ἴδω, that is attested in most of the 

manuscripts, to be secondary. The preferred reading of Wevers does not pose any problem, the 

translation by LXX seems to be perfectly concurring with the Hebrew. I, however, think that the 

form ἴδω, which is attested in almost all manuscripts, should be preferred.310 As an argument 

to choose ἴδω over εἴδω, the third variant of v. 13 (Exod. 33:13 LXX ≠ MT/SamP καὶ ἵνα γνῶ/ 

 .is rendered by the aor (to see) ראה should be taken into account. In this variant, the verb (וראה

subj. of γινώσκω. In v. 14 the verbs to see and to know are interchangeable. We can understand 

this by looking at v. 18, where the same verb ראה is translated by a form of δείκνυμι, meaning 

to show (to let see) or to prove (to make know). For the LXX-translator, the verbs ‘to see’ and 

‘to know’ were in this context probably closely related. Now, we can return back to the phrase 

γνωστῶς ἴδω σε (“so that I might knowingly see you”). Having noted the apparent 

interchangeability of ‘knowing’ and ‘seeing’ in v. 13, the translation seems to render quite well 

 Besides, opting for a verb denoting ‘to see’, the translator already prepares for v. 20 and .ואדעך

23, where it is said that no one can see God’s face.311 Moreover, the verb ‘to see’ is already 

attenuated by the adverb γνωστῶς:312 the LXX introduces Moses’ request that God manifests 

himself, but decreases at the same time the intensity of Moses’ request by indicating that Moses’ 

seeing will be ‘knowingly’, thus no physical sight. 

 

 
308 SOMMER, “Translation as Commentary”, p. 55. 
309 SCHAPER, “Exodus”, p. 318. 
310 This is also the preserred reading of Rahlfs, see: Alfred RAHLFS, Septuaginta. Id est Vetus Testamentum graeca 

iuxta LXX interpretes, Stuttgart, Württembergische Bibelanstalt, 1935, p. 144. 
311 Innocent Himbaza interprets γνωστῶς ἴδω as a simple paraphrasis of ואדעך. He evaluates this paraphrasis 

positively, since it shows coherence with the response in v.20. Innocent HIMBAZA, “Voir Dieu: LXX d’Exode 

contre TM et LXX du Pentateuque”, in Dieter BÖHLER, Innocent HIMBAZA & Philippe HUGO (eds), L’écrite et 

l’esprit : études d’histoire du texte et de théologie biblique en hommage à Adrian Schenker (Orbis Biblicus et 

Orientalis, 214), Göttingen, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2005, p. 100-111 (p. 103). 
312 Michaël VAN DER MEER, “Visio Dei in the Septuagint”, in Gideon KOTZE, Woflgang KRAUS & Michaël VAN 

DER MEER, XIV Congress of the International Organisation for Septuagint and Cognate Studies: Stellenbosch 

2016, Atlanta, SBL Press, 2019, p. 171-206 (p. 204). 
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In v. 14, there are two variants up for evaluation. Firstly, there is Exod. 33:14 LXX ≠ 

MT/SamP Αὐτὸς/ פני. Here, LXX attests instead of פני (my face, or my presence) αὐτὸς (self). 

Wevers does not see any problem with this translation and comments: “Exod rightly 

understands פני as ‘I personally’.”313 However, again in the light of the so-called ‘anti-

anthropomorphistic tendency’ of LXX, this translation might pose a problem. Sanderson 

understands LXX’s αὐτὸς as part of LXX’s struggle to capture the sense of God’s presence and 

its visible manifestation within vv. 14-23.314 Did LXX indeed struggle to translate the perhaps 

anthropomorphistic sense of פני? Aejmelaeus argues that there is no theological (anti-

anthropomorphistic) tendency behind this translation. She merely sees LXX’s αὐτὸς as a free 

translation: “streng genommen gibt der Übersetzer hier nur das wieder, wozu seine 

grammatische und lexikalische Analyse des Originals Anlass gibt.”315 I too believe that there is 

no anti-anthropomorphistic tendency behind this translation, for αὐτὸς is not much more 

transcendent than פני. However, as we have seen, behind a free translation there is a literal 

translation that was rejected. It seems that LXX chose to reject the literal translation of “my 

face” in order to avoid a disparity with vv. 20-23.316 Indeed, if God asserted here that his literal 

face would accompany Moses, this would be contradicting vv. 20-23, where it is said that no 

one can see God’s face. The LXX understands פני metaphorically as “my presence” and thus 

eradicates the tension with the literal, invisible ‘face’ of vv. 20-23. The move of LXX is very 

natural, since the expression ‘my face’ is a stereotypical substitute of God.317 Besides, this 

corresponds well with v. 15, where ‘your [God’s] face’ is likewise translated by αὐτὸς. 

Moreover, this translation recurs in Deut. 4:37, where בפניו ויוצאך  (“and he made you leave by 

his [God’s] presence”) is translated by καὶ ἐξήγαγέν σε αὐτὸς (“and he himself made you 

leave”).318 The translation αὐτὸς thus seems to be a free rendering that is also faithful, since the 

face of God is often equivalent to God personally.  

The second variant of v. 14 is Exod. 33:14 LXX ≠ MT/SamP προπορεύσομαί σου/ילכו. 

Here, LXX has σου as a plus, chooses a first singular, whereas ילכו is a third plural and LXX uses 

the verb προ-πορευομαι (to go before) whereas MT/SamP has simply the root לכה (to go). The 

 
313 WEVERS, Notes on the Greek Text of Exodus, p. 549. 
314 SANDERSON, An Exodus Scroll from Qumran, p. 249. 
315 Anneli AEJMELAEUS, “Übersetzungstechnik und theologische Interpretation: Zur Methodik der Septuaginta-

Forschung”, in Anneli AEJMELAEUS, On the Trail of the Septuagint Translators: Collected Essays, Leuven, Peeters, 

2007, p. 223-240 (p. 234). 
316 SOMMER, “Translation as Commentary”, p. 56. 
317 LE BOULLUEC & SANDEVOIR, L’Exode, p. 333. 

Reindl too comments on this that the equivalence of face and persona is usual in the Hebrew Bible. He notes in this 

context 2 Sam 17:11, where in MT we read “ נֶֶׁ֥יךָ וּ פ  ים  בבַ  הֹלְכִִּ֖ ֹֽ קְר  ”, which can be translated as “you yourself will go to battle”. 

See REINDL, Das Angesicht Gottes, p. 64-65.  However useful this note might be to understand the equivalence of face 

and persona, the LXX translates this by καὶ τὸ πρόσωπόν σου πορευόμενον ἐν μέσῳ αὐτῶν, opting for the rather literal 

sense of ‘face’ than ‘in person’. 
318 LE BOULLUEC & SANDEVOIR, L’Exode, p. 333. 
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plus σου can be seen as a simple harmonisation with the last word of v. 14. Another possibility 

is to view this plus within the continuity of vv. 12-17, where the variants of v. 15 (μή με 

ἀναγάγῃς and תעלני אל / תעלנו אל ) and v. 17 (+σοι) also seem to stress Moses. Indeed, in the 

LXX, through these three variants, Moses’ special role as intimate of God is accentuated. Once 

again, Moses and God appear to be even more close in the LXX than in MT/SamP. Besides, this 

could be related to the Deuteronom(ist)ic phraseology we noted above in v. 1. Indeed, within 

this phraseology, when the people are rebellious, God distances himself from Israel by calling 

them Moses’ instead of his people.319 That LXX both in v. 14 and v. 17 has a plus that refers to 

Moses, could indicate this same distance God takes towards the sinful people in speaking solely 

to and about Moses. The Deuteronom(ist)ic language that returns here in the LXX, could be 

explained from the end of v. 14. Indeed, here the idea that God will give rest (נוך, hifil) is 

considered Deuteronom(ist)ic.320 The same verb נוך, hifil with God as subject, returns in Deut. 

3:20; 12:9-10 and 25:19. The idea is that the promise of the land, which we encountered in v. 

1, is closely associated with the rest that will be given in that land. Strikingly, in all three verses 

of Deut. 3:20; 12:9-10 and 25:19, the verb נוך, hifil is translated by the verb καταπαύω, as it is 

the case in Exod. 33:14. Perhaps the LXX-translator noted the strong association with 

Deuteronomy or Deuteronom(ist)ic ideas, which caused him to add the σου.   Next, the different 

number (ילכו third plural versus προπορεύσομαί) can be easily explained: the plural depends on 

the plural פני, whereas the singular προπορεύσομαί has αὐτὸς as subject. Finally, the choice for 

προπορεύσομαί could be explained from a harmonisation with the preceding verses. In v. 2, 

YHWH says that he will send an angel before Moses. Now, in v. 12, Moses asks who it is that 

YHWH will send. Then, in v. 14, God responds that he himself will go before Moses. This way, 

LXX’s translation provides a continuity through the verses, making the questions and responses 

consequent. This argument is supported by Exod. 32:34 where God says that his angel will go 

before Moses: MT also has the verb הלך (I ילך מלכי  ) whereas LXX translates by the same verb 

προ-πορευομαι (ὁ ἄγγελός μου προπορεύεται). When God thus says that he will go before 

Moses (προπορεύσομαί), God stresses that it is not his angel, but he himself who will go before 

Moses. 

 

 
319 AUSLOOS, “Traces of Deuteronomic Influence in the Septuagint”, p. 32. 
320 The parallel between the verb “to give rest” and Deuteronomy has been noted by Houtman. HOUTMAN, Exodus, p. 

682. He, however, does not speak of a Deuteronom(ist)ic ideology here.  

For the connection of rest with a Deuteronom(ist)ic redactor, see: Wolfgang ROTH, “The Deuteronomic Rest Theology: 

A Redaction-Critical Study”, in Biblical Research, 21, 1976, p. 5-14. Roth sees two stages in the development of the 

Deuteronomic Rest Theology. First, it entails rest from the enemy in the land (Deut. 3:20; 25:19). Then, through the loss 

of the land in the Exile, the idea of rest is connected to obedience: whoever obeys YHWH will find rest (Deut. 12:9-10). 
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In v. 15, there is only one variant to be evaluated: Exod. 33:15 MT ≠ LXX/SamP μή με 

ἀναγάγῃς and תעלני אל/ תעלנו אל . Whereas SamP/LXX have the singular, referring to Moses, as 

object, MT has the plural, the people as object. This variant might be the simple result of a 

scribal error, where the waw and the yod were confused.321 However, it could also be a 

deliberate choice of LXX and SamP to change the person.322 This deliberate change would stem 

from the perspective we already addressed in the synchronic analysis, where it was told that 

Moses solidarizes with the people in his consistent use of “we” to designate Moses and the 

people and the frequent use of the phrase “your people”.323 That LXX/SamP have the first 

singular here, would be the summum of this solidarization through identification. The rest of 

the v. 15 is rather clear. The translation of פניך by αὐτὸς σὺ does not surprise, for in the preceding 

v. 14, LXX also translates by αὐτὸς, and the σὺ of v. 15 stands for the second singular suffix of 

 This recurring translation by αὐτὸς gives the text consistency, and the question of Moses .פניך

in LXX v. 15 seems more closely related to v. 14 than it does in the Hebrew text. 

Verse 16, too, presents only one variant for evaluation: Exod. 33:16 MT/DSS ≠ 

LXX/SamP καὶ ἐνδοξασθήσομεθα and ונפלאנוi/ונפלינו. Whereas SamP and the Vorlage of LXX 

read פלא (“to be extraordinary”), MT/DSS read פלה (“to be different, to be distinguished”). This 

difference does not point at a different translation technique, or a harmonisation, but can be 

explained from the homophony between the two very similar roots.324 Further, we could note 

the translation of פני על  by ἐπὶ. Again, LXX uses a translation that does not show a trace of the 

particle ‘face’ that is present in the Hebrew expression. We find a very parallel phrase in both 

Deut. 7:6 and 14:2 ( האדמה פני-על ר שא העמים סגלה עם  “a people that is chosen out of all the peoples 

who are on the face of the earth”). Strikingly, in LXX-Deuteronomy (both 7:6 and 14:2), the 

expression ֶׁ֥יפְ עַל־ ה נ  ֹֽ מ  אֲד  ה   is rendered by the quite literal ἐπὶ προσώπου τῆς γῆς. In LXX-Exod. 

33:16, we find only the shorter expression ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς. This could be attributed to LXX’s free 

translation technique. Wevers, in his survey of the different translations of expressions 

containing the word נִים  notes that most of the time one single word is used to render a ,פ 

composed expression (usually ἀπὸ).325 Besides, in texts such as Num. 12:3, ה ֹֽ מ  אֲד  ֶׁ֥י ה   is עַל־פְ נ 

likewise translated by the simple ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς. It remains also possible that LXX-Exodus opted, 

contrary to LXX-Deut. 7:6 and 14:2, to leave out the word προσώπου in order to avoid the 

problematic and confusing wordplay of the Hebrew, who, through the wordplay, uses all 

 
321 PROPP, Exodus 19-40, p. 589. 
322 WEVERS, Notes on the Greek Text of Exodus, p. 549. 
323 FISCHER & MARKL, Das Buch Exodus, p. 350. 
324 LE BOULLUEC & SANDEVOIR, L’Exode, p. 334. 
325 WEVERS, Text History of the Greek Exodus, p. 218. 
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different senses (prepositional, bodily and spiritual) senses of “face”. If we accept that 

preceding verses of LXX-Exod. 33 contain harmonisations with the language of Deuteronomy, 

the divergence from the Deuteronom(ist)ic language in v. 16 surprises and perhaps points at a 

deliberate choice not to harmonise with Deuteronomy, in order to avoid textual tensions. 

In v. 17, we should evaluate Exod. 33:17 LXX ≠ MT/SamP σοι, which was described 

as an LXX plus. We can connect this plus to the plus of v. 14, where the LXX plus likewise added 

a word that refers to Moses. Similarly to the plus of v. 14, I propose to see this plus too as an 

emphasis on Moses instead of on the people. That way, God addresses only Moses and the 

people appears much more on the background. We could say that this plus is inspired by the 

Deuteronom(ist)ic idea that when God is angry, he wants to distance himself from his people. 

Besides, Moses’ role as mediator between God and the people is accentuated: God speaks solely 

to Moses and Moses has to speak to and for the people. The rest of v. 17 does not cause many 

problems. There is the recurring translation of παρὰ πάντας for בשם, which we encountered in 

v. 12 and evaluated as a free and faithful translation. That Exod. 33:17 translates the same 

expression by the same translation shows that the translator is consistent. Less consistent, 

however, is the translation of the expression “to find favour in God’s eyes”, that occurs in v 12, 

13, 16 and 17. We find three different prepositions that translate the Hebrew “in the eyes”: παρὰ 

(v. 12, 16), ἐναντίον (v. 13 (x2)) and ἐνώπιόν (v. 17). It is remarkable that in v. 17, the only 

time when God says that Moses has found favour in his eyes (the other expressions are uttered 

by Moses), the word ἐνώπιόν, which reminds of the ἐνώπιος ἐνωπίῳ of v. 11, is used. The 

translation by ἐναντίον is very common, as all the expressions of “to find favour in God’s eyes” 

are rendered by this preposition in LXX-Genesis. The translation by παρὰ returns in Num. 11:15. 

Accordingly, the perhaps inconsistent translation of this expression, shows a free translator that 

renders the expression into idiomatic Greek. The diversity of the expressions can help to convey 

the sense of the dialogue. It is only when God says that Moses has found favour in his eyes, 

that the specific word ἐνώπιόν is used. This translation returns in Exod. 34:9, where Moses 

seems to refer to this phrase that God uttered. By distinguishing the expression that God uses 

from the one of Moses, it becomes clear that in the dialogue God has the last word. He confirms 

that Moses has found favour in his eyes, using the preposition that denotes the most intimate 

relationship326 (against the more neutral παρὰ and ἐναντίον). 

 
326 PERKINS, “The Greek Translator of Exodus: Interpres (translator) and Expositor (interpretor)”, p. 41. 
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Preliminary conclusion on Exod. 33:12-17 

We started this paragraph by noting the overabundance of terms denoting divine presence in 

the Hebrew text of Exod. 33:12-17. Sommer states that in vv. 12-17, the “LXX has fewer terms 

for divine presence.”327 However, through the analysis of the variants of vv. 12-17, we conclude 

quite the opposite. Indeed, in LXX-Exod. 33:12-17, the divine presence is not weakened, but is 

perhaps even enforced, with v. 13 attesting ἐμφάνισόν μοι σεαυτόν instead of דרכיך את נא הודעני  

as an example par excellence. Throughout our evaluation we suggested that there is no anti-

anthropomorphistic tendency at play in these verses, but rather a free and faithful translator who 

succeeds in capturing the sense of the Hebrew while translating into natural Greek. Of course, 

it remains a possibility that certain variants, especially the one of v. 13, are the result of a 

different Vorlage. 

In our synchronic analysis, we remarked the strange structure of the dialogue of vv. 12-

17 and referred to the “delayed response-technique”328 in order to explain how Moses’ 

questions and God’s answers concur. The strange structure of the dialogue has caused scholars 

to attribute the verses to different sources or redactions.329 Others, such as Muilenburg (based 

upon the views of Walter Beyerlin), hold that Exod. 33:12-17 is a self-contained unity.330 The 

text-critical analysis showed that on some points, LXX harmonises again with the 

Deuteronom(ist)ic language. That LXX does so, might stem from the close parallels between 

certain phrases of vv. 12-17 and Deuteronomy.331 These parallels, however, do not enable to 

determine the text as having undergone a Deuteronom(ist)ic redaction, since it is not clear in 

what direction the parallel with Deuteronomy was established.  

3.4 Variants of Exod. 33:18-23 

The final section, vv. 18-23, contains many strong theological terms such as “glory” and 

“goodness”. Does the LXX in these verses confirm Sommer’s statement that LXX contains “less 

 
327 SOMMER, “Translation as Commentary”, p. 55. 
328 IRWIN, “The course of the Dialogue”, p. 631. 
329 BILLINGS, “The Problem of the Divine Presence”, p. 442-443. Billings understands vv. 12, 13, 17 as a traditional 

E fragment, whereas vv. 14-16 serve as P-expansions of Exod. 33:1-3. 

Vermeylen, in turn, understands the dialogue as composed through different Deuteronom(ist)ic redactions. 

VERMEYLEN, “L’affaire du veau d’or (Ex 32-34)”, p. 11-14. 
330 MUILENBURG, “The Intercession of the Covenant Mediator”, p. 159-181. 
331 For v. 15, resembling v. 1, the command “go up from here” reminds of Deut. 9:12. Besides, we noted that the 

distinction of Israel among the people closely resembles certain phrases of Deuteronomy. We could also connect 

v. 16 more generally to Deut. 10:15. The resemblance between Exod. 32-34 with Deut. 9-10 has been noted before 

by Norbert Lohfink. See Norbert LOHFINK, “Deuteronomium 9,1-10,11 und Exodus 32-34: Zu Endtextstruktur, 

Intertextualität, Schichtung und Abhängigkeiten”, in Matthias KÖCKERT & Erhard BLUM (eds.)  Gottes Volk am 

Sinai (Veröffentlichungen der Wissenschaftlichen Gesellschaft für Theologie, 18) Gütersloh, Gütersloher 

Verlagshaus, 2001, p. 41-88. 
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terms denoting divine presence”?332 And what about the striking v. 20 and 23, where it is said 

that God’s face cannot be seen, while v. 11 presented a whole other story?  

In v.18, we noted no variants.333 In v. 19, however, several variants need an evaluation. 

First, there is Exod. 33:19 LXX ≠ MT/SamP παρελεύσομαι τῇ δόξῃ μου/ טובי כל אעביר . There 

are three differences between MT/SamP and LXX. Firstly, there is the remarkable translation of 

δόξῃ (f. dat. s.) for טובי. In the preceding verse v.18, and in Exodus in general, the word כבוד is 

translated by δόξα.334 Sanderson, in her survey of this translation, notes that the word טוב in 

LXX-Exodus is usually rendered by αγαθος, αστειος or ορθως. Exod. 33:19 is the only time in 

Exod. where טוב is rendered by δόξα.335 Should we see this variant as stemming from a different 

Vorlage, with כבוד instead of טוב? I believe that there is no need to do so. The word word כבוד, 

translated by δόξα, with God as its subject occurs in Exod. 24:16-17 and 40:34-35. In these 

passages, believes Sanderson, the word δόξα stands for the visible manifestation of God’s deity 

and character that includes God’s goodness.336 She then concludes: “The translator apparently 

felt that δόξα best captured the meaning here [33:19]: the self-revelation of Yahweh to 

Moses.”337 I concur with Sanderson in that this variant can be considered as stemming from the 

translation-technique. In this regard, also Sommer’s view is interesting. He takes the translation 

by δόξα to be a move to smoothen the text.338 In the Hebrew text, it is not clear how God, 

invoking his goodness, responds to Moses’ question that God shows his glory. In LXX, however, 

the text runs smoothly since God’s reply is immediately linked to Moses’ question through the 

corresponding vocabulary. Besides, this translation can also be seen as a harmonisation on the 

part of LXX:339 in Exod. 33:22, it is said that God’s glory (not this goodness) will pass, so 

perhaps LXX replaced goodness with glory to correspond with v. 22. Secondly, LXX has a first 

singular verb (παρελεύσομαι), while MT/SamP have a third plural (אעביר ). Accordingly, the 

subject of both verbs is different: LXX reads “I will pass with my glory”, while MT/SamP read 

“I will make pass all my glory”. I follow Le Boulluec and Sandevoir in interpreting this variant 

as stemming from a rational yet theological issue.340 In LXX, the glory of God is not seen as 

something exterior, but as part of God himself. This corresponds with Sanderson’s 

interpretation of δόξα as God’s self-revelation: he reveals himself totally, and his 

 
332 SOMMER, “Translation as Commentary”, p. 55. 
333 Perhaps it should be remarked that LXXB has ἐμφανισον μοι σεαυτον here, instead of the more literal δειξον μοι τὴν 

σεαυτοῡ δόξαν. Both Wevers and Rahlfs prefer the literal reading. Indeed, the literal reading seems most plausible here, 

while the LXXB reading seems to be “copy-pasted” from v. 13. 
334 SANDERSON, An Exodus Scroll from Qumran, p. 248. 
335 Idem, p. 249. 
336 Ibidem. 
337 Ibidem. 
338 SOMMER, “Translation as Commentary”, p. 55. 
339 HOUTMAN, Exodus, p. 701. 
340 LE BOULLUEC & SANDEVOIR, L’Exode, p. 335. 
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glory/goodness is not something apart from himself, it is God. That God’s glory is an integral 

part of God, will be clear in Exod. 34:6-7, where God reveals who he is through his attributes. 

In this respect, we can address the third difference of this variant, which entails that MT/SamP 

have כל (all) as a plus. This word seems otiose in LXX, since it is God who will pass with his 

glory, and this entails that all his glory will pass.  

The second variant of v. 19 is Exod. 33:19 LXX ≠ MT/SamP ἐπὶ τῷ ὀνόματί μου Κύριος/ 

יהוה בשם . In LXX, we encounter the quite strange expression “I will call out before you by my 

name ‘Lord’”. In this expression, the word ἐπὶ (by) seems awkward. LXX translates the  בשם 

very literally by ἐπὶ τῷ ὀνόματί, but this is quite unnatural Greek. In Exod. 34:5, we find almost 

the same phrase, but here the word  ἐπὶ is left out (καὶ ἐκάλεσεν τῷ ὀνόματι κυρίου “And he 

[God] called out his name “Lord”). Why LXX has in Exod. 33:19 the far more literal and 

‘wooden’ ἐπὶ τῷ ὀνόματί is not clear, but perhaps it stems from the verb επικαλεω, meaning “to 

invoke”.341 Besides, LXX adds μου, which stresses even more the name of God. This seems a 

minor variant, perhaps an addition in order to harmonise with the dative + μου (τῇ δόξῃ μου) 

that precedes.  

Before we go over to the next verse, we should perhaps remark the translation πρότερός 

σου for פניך על  and ἐναντίον σου for לפניך. The expression ἐναντίον σου, even though it does 

not translate the word “face” that is present in the Hebrew expression, renders nonetheless well 

the meaning of “in front of you” in Greek.342 The expression לפניך is rendered by ἐναντίον σου 

also in Exod. 17:6, where it likewise means “in front of”. We can thus consider this translation 

as a result of a free translation that resulted in idiomatic Greek that remains close to the Hebrew. 

With respect to the translation πρότερός σου (“before you”) for פניך על , things are more 

complicated. Le Boulluec and Sandevoir observe that this is the only example of פניך על  being 

translated by πρότερός σου.343 Besides, in the very similar Exod. 34:6, we read: καὶ παρῆλθεν 

κύριος πρὸ προσώπου αὐτοῦ. Here, the literal translation πρὸ προσώπου αὐτοῦ (“before his 

face”) is chosen to render פניך על . Accordingly, it seems appropriate to question why LXX chose 

the expression πρότερός σου instead of the literal πρὸ προσώπου αὐτοῦ. It could be the case 

that LXX tries to avoid the polyptoton “face” that is present in the Hebrew text, but since in this 

expression it is not the face of God, but the face of Moses that is referred to, this seems 

implausible. I believe that the translation πρότερός σου refers to v. 2. In this verse, the 

expression πρότερός σου was used to indicate that the angel would be sent before Moses. By 

 
341 Ibidem. 
342 The Bailly dictionary translates this as “en face” or “en presence de”, which both are very close to the Hebrew 

sense. Anatole BAILLY, Dictionnaire grec-français, Paris, Hachette, 1935, p.668. 
343 LE BOULLUEC & SANDEVOIR, L’Exode, p. 335. 
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“recycling” the same expression in v. 19, it becomes clear that it is not the angel, but God 

himself who will go before Moses. 

Verse 20 contains only one variant: Exod. 33:20 LXX ≠ MT/SamP μὴ ἴδῃ ἄνθρωπος τὸ 

πρόσωπόν μου / האדם יראני לא . LXX has τὸ πρόσωπόν μου as a plus. = LXX+. It seems as if the 

plus of the LXX replaces the 1 s. suffix of the MT/SamP of יראני. This would confirm what was 

said in the synchronic analysis: the face of God is in fact a pars pro toto for God himself. 

Besides, the preceding vv. 14-15, where LXX consistently translated God’s face by αὐτὸς, 

confirm this equivalence of “God’s face” and “God himself”. Thus, where MT/SamP read “no 

man will see me”, LXX translates “no man will see my face”, which, for the LXX translator did 

perhaps not involve a major change, but just an explicitation. Moreover, this LXX-plus could be 

seen as a harmonisation with the preceding phrase of v. 20: if God says “you cannot see my 

face”, then the second clause that explains why this is not possible, logically also contains the 

words “God’s face”. 

In v. 21 we noted no variants, so we immediately proceed to v. 22. Here, we found 

Exod. 33:22 LXX/SamP ≠ MT בנקירת and εἰς ὀπὴνεἰς ὀπὴν/בנקירות. In this variant, MT/LXX have 

a singular (MT: constr.), while SamP has a plural. This, however, is only a minor variant. It is 

very probable that SamP had a text with a different vocalisation, which lead SamP to conclude 

that the form was a plural and not a constructed form. Explaining this variant from the point of 

view of harmonisations, is not possible, since this word is a hapax legomenon in the Pentateuch 

(in the whole MT, it occurs only in in Isa. 2:21).344 In this verse, we should perhaps also note 

the word “rock”, which is introduced in v. 21 all textual witnesses by the definite article, but 

without further explanation. In v. 22, God speaks again of “the rock” without specification. Can 

we connect this rock to only other rock Exodus mentioned up to now: the rock of Massa and 

Meriba?345 If this is so, the LXX speaks in favour of this proposition: choosing the unusual 

πρότερός σου in v. 19, LXX corresponds with Exod. 17:6, the only time except for Exod. 33:2 

where this expression is translated similarly. In Exod. 17:6, God says that he will stand before 

Moses, on the rock, at Horeb. All these elements return in chapter 33, and this leads Guillaume 

Lepesqueux to think that Exod. 33 (and especially vv. 20-23) as a text that “reframes” other 

texts, such as Exod. 17:6, which describe an almost visual intimacy between Moses and God.346 

It seems that the LXX participates in this “reframing”, by e.g. stressing through the repetition of 

 
344 LE BOULLUEC & SANDEVOIR, L’Exode, p. 336. 
345 Guillaume LEPESQUEUX, L’exposition du nom  divin dans le livre de l’Exode : Etude exégétique d’Ex 3,1-4,18 ; 

6-2-7,7 ; 33-34 (Forschungen zum Alten Testament, 102), Tübingen, Mohr Siebeck, 2019, p. 314. 
346 Idem, p. 314-315. 
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“my [God’s] face” in v. 20 that God’s face cannot be seen. However, in LXX, God and Moses 

appear even more close, as we will see in the analysis of the variant of v. 23. 

For the last verse, v. 23, we remarked two variants. Firstly, there is Exod. 33:23 LXX ≠ 

MT/SamP τὴν χεῖρα/ כפי. Here, LXX misses the 1 s. suffix of כפי (my hand). This is only a minor 

variant. I concur with Wevers in understanding the minus as a rendering in natural Greek: 

adding μου here would be otiose in view of the preceding verse, where it was already specified 

that God would shelter Moses with his hand. Moreover, the μου would interrupt the chiasm that 

follows:  

καὶ τότε ὄψῃ τὰ ὀπίσω μου,    And while you will see my backparts 

τὸ δὲ πρόσωπόν μου οὐκ ὀφθήσεταί my face, however, will not be seen 
i 

Indeed, through the repetition of μου, the invisible face and the visible backparts are clearly 

opposed. If there would have been a μου after τὴν χεῖρα, the chiasm would be far less detectible. 

Secondly, there is Exod. 33:23 LXX ≠ MT/SamP σοι. The LXX has here a plus: instead of 

simply stating that God’s face cannot be seen, LXX specifies and states “but my face cannot be 

seen by you”. Here again, the LXX accentuates Moses, against the other textual witnesses. The 

foregoing verses already presented some plusses like this one (v. 14, 17, 19). In this respect, it 

should be remarked that Exod. 18-23 has been often connected to Deut. 5:23-27.347 There are 

multiple reasons for this connection. Firstly, Exod. 33:18 can be connected to Deut. 5:24, where 

the word כבוד occurs for the only time in Deuteronomy, connected to the same hifil of ראה 

(translated by the same verb δείκνυμι) as in Exod. 33:18.348 Secondly, v. 20, where it is said 

that no man will see God’s face and live, has its parallel in Deut. 5:24.26, where it is said that 

a man can speak to God and live. In Deut. 5:27, the people explicitly ask Moses to figure as 

intermediator between them and God. Now, is it possible that the LXX-plusses of vv. 18-23 are 

connected to this Deuteronom(ist)ic idea? This would mean that the LXX-plus here intends to 

harmonise with Deuteronomy in accentuating Moses in his role as mediator. I think that this 

harmonisation with Deuteronomy is rather plausible, since we remarked in earlier verses 

already that LXX is not hesitant to make some additions in order to match Exod. 33 with certain 

views of Deuteronomy. 

 

 
347 See, amongst others: Reinhard ACHENBACH, Die Vollendung der Tora: Studien zur Redaktionsgeschichte des 

Numeribuches im Kontext von Hexateuch und Pentateuch (Beheifte zur Zeitschrift für Altorientische und Biblische 

Rechtsgeschichte, 3), Wiesbaden, Harrassowitz Verlag, 2003, p. 181. And LEPESQUEUX, L’exposition du dom divin dans 

le livre de l’Exode, p. 314-316. 
348 Exod. 33 :18 and Deut. 5 :24 are the only two times in the Pentateuch where the word כבוד occurs together with the 

hifil of ראה. See : LEPESQUEUX, L’exposition du dom divin dans le livre de l’Exode, p. 309. 
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Preliminary conclusion on Exod. 33:18-23 

Through the evaluation of the variants, we have to disagree with Sommer’s statement that LXX 

has fewer terms denoting divine presence, in face LXX has even more of these terms (see the 

plus in v. 20). Moreover, the LXX softens the contradiction between v. 11 (where it is said that 

God speaks to Moses face-to-face) and vv. 20 and 23, where God says that no one can see his 

face. Indeed, by using a different expression that does not literally contain the word face in v. 

11 (ἐνώπιος ἐνωπίῳ), God’s statement seems less conflicting. This, however, does not mean 

that LXX is less anthropomorphic than the Hebrew. The different expressions that LXX uses 

might omit the word “face”, but in general there is no anti-anthropomorphistic tendency. For 

example, in vv. 22-23, the hand of God is named twice. Whereas both Targum Onkelos and 

Targum Pseudo-Jonathan deliberately omit this anthropomorphism, stating “I will shelter you 

by my word”,349 LXX faithfully preserves the remarkable statement of the Hebrew. The LXX, 

nevertheless adapts the text through small additions and variations that make the text run 

smoother or that correspond better to Deuteronomy. Speaking of Deuteronomy, many 

researchers view this text as a composition of different material that was brought together.350 

Often, it is thought that, originally, vv. 21-23 were the response to Moses’ question in v. 18 and 

that v. 20 and then v. 19 were added to temper and explicate God’s words.351 Even though these 

theories are very thoughtful, I do not see textual tensions (neither in the Hebrew textual 

witnesses, nor in Greek) that would argue for a diachronic isolation of certain verses. Besides, 

even though the parallel with Deuteronomy was noted, I am hesitant to ascribe these verses to 

a Deuteronom(ist)ic redaction, as does Vermeylen, since it is not clear to me to what purpose 

such a redactor would have inserted or adapted these phrases and what the direction of 

Deuteronom(ist)ic influence is. We also noted that perhaps the (Vorlage of) the LXX was 

influenced by Deuteronom(ist)ic inspiration. Here too, I am hesitant to call the LXX-translator 

or its Vorlage Deuteronom(ist)ic, since many of the variants can equally well be explained from 

an intratextual harmonisation (making the text run smoother), than from an intertextual 

harmonisation (making Exodus correspond with Deuteronomy). 

  

 
349 Idem, p. 308. 
350 Vermeylen understands vv. 21 and 22 as part of the second Deuteronomic redaction of Exod. 32-34, whereas vv. 18-

20 and 23 would be part of the Priestly redaction. See: VERMEYLEN, “L’affaire du veau d’or”, p. 10-16. Billings sees vv. 

18 and 21-23 as a unity stemming from a traditional J or E fragment, v. 19 as a Priestly redaction and v. 20 as an 

exegetical expansion. BILLINGS, “The Problem of the Divine Presence”, p. 442-443. 
351 See, amongst others: HOUTMAN, Exodus, p. 701; and BILLINGS, “The Problem of the Divine Presence”, p. 442-443. 
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4. Conclusion of the Text-Critical Analysis 

By making this text-critical analysis, I firstly analysed how the different textual witnesses 

preserved the complicated text of Exod. 33. Thereupon, I examined whether the textual variants 

present solutions to the textual problems we addressed in the synchronic analysis. Doing so, I 

perceived the copyists and translators as first readers of the difficult text of Exod. 33 and I 

evaluated how they coped with the textual difficulties. Do the different textual witnesses 

preserve the tensions by literally copying or translating them? Or do the different textual 

witnesses to Exod. 33 present, through their variants, a first response within the text itself to the 

problems of chapter 33? And, if the variants present a response to the textual problems, can we 

evaluate them as good solutions to the problems?  We can start with the SamP and the DSS. 

With respect to the DSS, we can be short: the only variants are the consistent occurrences of 

scriptio plena ( ויאומר instead of ויאמר). With respect to the SamP, our evaluation of the variants 

confirmed Kartveit’s statement that when SamP harmonises, it does so in accordance with other 

biblical texts.352 Since most of the variants were situated in the LXX, I will address how this 

textual witness surmounted the problems we listed above: 

1) Exod. 33:2 interrupts the syntactic continuity of vv. 1-3. 

2) Exod. 33:3b does not fit in the dialogue between YHWH and Moses.  

3) Exod. 33:3b,4 and Exod. 33:5,6 seem to be doublets 

4) Exod. 33:7-11 interrupts the dialogue of YHWH with Moses: it has no clear connection 

to what precedes or follows, contains no direct discourse (contrary to the preceding 

verses) and has a different grammatical structure (we-x-yiqtol instead of series of 

wayyiqtol). 

5) Exod. 33:12 seems to be at odds with Exod. 33:2, as in v. 12 there is no mention made 

of the messenger of v. 2. 

6) The conversation between God and Moses in Exod. 33:12-17 does not run smoothly: 

the responses of God do not seem to answer the questions of Moses directly. 

7) Finally, there is the mysterious case of Moses ‘talking to God face-to-face’, whereas 

Exod. 33:20.23 tells how God claims that no-one can see His face.  

As Sommer notes, the LXX reads much smoother than the Hebrew text.353 Indeed, for all the 

problems listed above, the seems to have a solution. Problem 1), where v. 2 interrupts the flow 

of vv. 1-3 through its reference to the autochthonous people, is solved by the LXX + καὶ εἰσάξει 

σε in v. 3. We now read that the angel, who will drive out the people (ἐκβαλεῖ: 3 s. instead of 1 

 
352 KARTVEIT, “Exodus (SP)”, p. 92. 
353 SOMMER, “Translation as Commentary”, p. 43-60. 
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s.), will also lead the people to the promised land. Accordingly, the syntactic structure is no 

longer interrupted. Problem 2), where the wrathful word of God seems to conflict with what 

was said above, is in LXX less contradictory: since it is the angel who will drive out the people 

and lead the people into the land, it does not surprise that God will not accompany the people 

himself. Problem 3), where the repetition of “stiff-necked people” and “taking off the jewellery” 

give the impression of being doublets, is solved in LXX since the objects that are taken off differ 

(robes in v. 4 versus glorious robes and jewellery in v.5. Besides, the taking off of the jewellery 

by the people is only mentioned after God’s command to do so. Also, since the Vorlage of LXX-

Exod. 33:5 probably read slightly different, God’s threat that he would destroy the people if he 

were to stay with them only one moment, is replaced by the reference to the plague of which 

God told in chapter 32. Problem 4) entails the interruption of vv. 7-11 in the narrative. The LXX 

translates the strange grammatical forms using mostly aorists, which make the transition from 

God’s speech to the description of vv. 7-11 more easily, while conserving (where necessary) 

the customary actions through imperfects. Problem 5) concerns the angel, which is named in v. 

2, but nowhere else in Exod. 33. Throughout our analysis, we saw that LXX-Exod. 33:12 does 

make reference, be it very subtle, to the angel. Indeed, using the verb συναποστελλω, LXX refers 

back to v. 2, where the same verb was used in the context of the angel. Besides, we noted that 

different other verses make similarly subtle reference to this v. 2 to accentuate the fact that 

ultimately not the angel, but YHWH himself will accompany the people. Problem 6) involves the 

so-called “delayed response”, where YHWH does not respond directly to Moses’ questions. In 

vv. 12-17, this is the most visible. In the Hebrew texts, Moses’ question is “show me your 

ways”, while LXX-Exod. 33:13 has “show me yourself (σεαυτóς)” as Moses’ request. The 

following vv. 14-15 correspond much better to this request, since they contain the 

corresponding word ἀυτὸς. Besides, the same accordance between question and response is 

visible in LXX-Exod. 33:19. In the foregoing v. 18, Moses asks God to see his glory (δόξα). In 

the Hebrew witnesses, however, God responds that he will make pass his goodness before 

Moses, and it is not clear how this corresponds to Moses’ request. The LXX, on the other hand 

has in both v. 18 and 19 the same substantive glory (δόξα), thus connecting more clearly 

response and answer. The final problem 7) concerns the contradiction between v. 11 (Moses 

and God talking face-to-face) and vv. 20 and 23, where God says that no-one will see his face 

being alive. The contradiction is weakened in LXX, since the vocabulary of v. 11 and v.20.23 

differs: in v. 11 there is the emblematic expression ἐνώπιος ἐνωπίῳ, while (only) in vv. 20 and 

23 the substantive πρόσωπόν is used. Besides, the perhaps confusing polyptoton of ‘face’ that 

occurs in the Hebrew textual witnesses is avoided. 
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 What do these variants learn? Firstly, the above makes clear that the text of LXX runs 

more smoothly than the text of the Hebrew witnesses. Throughout the text-critical analysis, we 

characterised the LXX-translator more than once as a free, yet faithful translator of the Hebrew 

Vorlage. Indeed, most of the LXX-variants can be explained by referring to LXX’S intention of 

rendering the Hebrew into idiomatic Greek. This meant for the translator that he had to make 

some small adjustments in order to make the text run smoother, and precisely these variants 

show the translator’s freedom. The LXX-translator remained nonetheless faithful to the Vorlage, 

as most variants do not change the sense of the Hebrew. Therefore, it seems a too strong 

statement to say that the LXX-translator was a commentator to his Vorlage. Sommer, in 

attributing the LXX-translator this role, aligns the texts of LXX to the Targumim.354 The LXX-

translator, however, does not add any commentary or any additional information, it seems that 

he only searches to overcome the textual problems and to render certain Semitic expressions 

into idiomatic Hebrew.  

The LXX-translator, even though he translates faithfully, did not translate the polyptoton 

of the Hebrew. That he did not do so, does not mean that the Greek text becomes shallow. On 

the contrary, we noted several times the subtle intra- and intertextual (often to Deuteronomy) 

references that were inserted through harmonizing adaptions or small additions. Besides, the 

fact that the polyptoton of ‘face’ is not visible in LXX, does not necessarily entail that LXX 

avoids at all costs the word ‘face’ as an anti-anthropomorphistic tendency. In fact, each time a 

Hebrew expression containing ‘face’ was translated, we evaluated the LXX-translation as 

idiomatic Greek and often this translation resulted from the translation technique or an inter- or 

intratextual harmonisation. Five examples of Exod. 33 argue against an anti-

anthropomorphistic reading of the LXX-variants. Firstly, there is v. 11, with its remarkable 

construction ἐνώπιος ἐνωπίῳ. This expression does not contain the word ‘face’, as does the 

Hebrew, but it connotates perhaps even more the “closeness” of Moses and YHWH. Secondly, in 

the same v. 11, LXX renders “friend” by φίλος, which stands for an intimate friend. Accordingly, 

in LXX Moses and YHWH are presented perhaps even more close than in the Hebrew witnesses. 

Thirdly, in v. 13, Moses asks very straightforwardly to see God himself (σεαυτóς), whereas the 

Hebrew texts speak more abstractly of ‘God’s ways’. This direct request, we argued, did not 

result from a different Vorlage, but stems from the translation technique of LXX, wanting to 

harmonize with vv. 14-15. This harmonization, however, goes in against any anti-

anthropomorphistic reading as it is far less transcendent than “the ways of God”. Fourthly, in 

v. 20, the clause “my face” (τὸ πρόσωπόν μου) is used to render the 1 s. suffix of the Hebrew. 

 
354 SOMMER, “Translation as Commentary”, p. 43-60. 
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Here, LXX thus inserts consciously a reference to God’s face, against the more abstract Hebrew. 

Finally, we remarked that the obvious anthropomorphistic reference to God’s hand is preserved 

in LXX. Accordingly, most of the variants do not stem from an ideological shift, and they 

certainly do not seem to affirm the cliché that LXX-Exodus avoids anthropomorphistic speech. 

Most of the variants do not stem from a different Vorlage either. Indeed, it is very probable that 

the LXX-Vorlage was a text similar to the MT. Concludingly, LXX-Exod. 33 shows a free and 

faithful translator who seeks to solve the same tensions we are confronted with in the Hebrew 

text. I believe that the translator succeeds in solving many of the tensions, while remaining 

close to the Vorlage.  
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CONCLUSION 
 

Throughout this thesis, I intended to analyze the mysterious and complicated chapter 33 of 

Exodus from both a synchronic and a text-critical angle. In the first part, through the synchronic 

analysis, we characterized Exod. 33 as a turning point, a “hinge”. Chapter 33 reads as a tango 

between conflicting words. The pairs distance/presence, immanence/transcendence and 

irreparable sin/mercy are teamed up in an intimate dance. These oxymorons create a difficult 

text, filled with textual tensions. These tensions, in turn, evoke emotions on the part of the 

reader. The most apparent contradiction between YHWH talking to Moses face-to-face, and 

God’s statement that his face is not visible, evokes strong surprise. This surprise leaves room 

for the reader to imagine how God can be so closely present to Moses, whereas his face remains 

unseen. Accordingly, the difficult equilibrium between immanence and transcendence is, 

through this thymic function,355 explored on the part of the reader. The tensions of the 

oxymorons are not weakened throughout Exod. 33, and this is perhaps the most difficult for the 

reader. The sinful people stays sinful, but their mourning and taking off the jewelry seems to 

change something about the situation. Moses remains anxious that God would not accompany 

the people until the end of Exod. 33, but little by little, his trust seems to grow. God stays distant 

towards the people, he does not mention them as his people in the whole chapter 33, but at the 

end he concedes to Moses’ requests and promises to show his “hinter parts” to assure Moses of 

his presence. Accordingly, the contradictory pairs are not solved through a Hegelian Aufhebung 

in which all tensions are erased into a polished, higher unity, but the tensions remain and enable 

the reader to imagine and understand for himself the sophisticated dance of these oxymorons.  

 Thereupon, these tensions were considered from the angle of textual criticism, where 

we evaluated how the different textual witnesses coped with these difficulties; i.e., how they 

teamed up the conflicting duos in the sophisticated dance of Exod. 33. Of the textual witnesses, 

LXX presented most of the variants. In the evaluation of the LXX-variants, it became clear how 

the Greek translation inserted creative solutions to the difficulties posed. The most intriguing 

solution of the LXX is perhaps the translation of v. 11 by ἐνώπιος ἐνωπίῳ. This way, the 

contradiction with vv. 20, 23 is weakened. Does this mean that the surprise, which is evoked 

through contradiction in the Hebrew text, disappears in the Greek? It is true that the climaxing 

polyptoton and the intriguing contradiction of the Hebrew are not present in LXX, but this does 

not eliminate the surprise of the narrative. Throughout the text-critical analysis, we suggested 

that in the LXX, Moses and God are presented almost more closely than in the Hebrew 

witnesses. Characterizing God as Moses’ φίλος, intimate friend, surely creates expectations on 

 
355 BARONI, La tension narrative, p. 21. 
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the part of the reader. These expectations are reversed when God, who speaks as an intimate 

friend “personally against” (ἐνώπιος ἐνωπίῳ) Moses, states that his face cannot be seen. In the 

LXX, verses 20 and 23 come as much as a surprise as they do so in the Hebrew. Accordingly, 

also in the LXX, where the text reads much smoother, the intimate dance between the 

contradicting duos is a struggle.  

 In both the synchronic analysis, as the text-critical analysis the word “face” appeared 

almost synonymous with personal presence. In our synchronic analysis, we called “face” a pars 

pro toto for God’s personal presence, since in the face all organs of communication are 

assembled in the eyes, mouth and ears. This assumption was confirmed in the text-critical 

analysis, where we noted, in LXX v. 20, the clause “my face” (τὸ πρόσωπόν μου) is used to 

render the 1 s. suffix of the Hebrew “I will not be seen” ( יראני-לא ). That the face entails personal 

presence, is because the face is particular, irreducible, vulnerable and absolutely personal.356 

This is perhaps most visible today, where people wear face-masks against COVID-19: smiles 

get lost and people feel more than ever distant from the other hidden under a literal mask. Recent 

journal articles point at the difficulties of genuine communication when our faces are hidden 

with face-masks.357 How to truly be present, when our faces, emblematic of personal presence, 

are hidden? This question is at stake in Exod. 33: how can God be present, if his face is not 

visible? In Exod. 32, the people built the golden calf as an Ersatz for God, who they felt was 

not present and too transcendent. When we have no sign of God, it seems, we feel that his 

transcendence entails distance. The people building the calf shows that there is need of a (be it 

small) trace of God in order to have faith in his presence. This is precisely what Moses seems 

to ask for in Exod. 33: to see a trace of God’s presence in order to be assured that God will 

accompany them. In LXX, the question is even sharper: “Show me yourself” (v. 13). God, 

however, cannot grant this request of Moses, as is explained in vv. 20 and 23: God’s face is 

invisible.  

A too transcendent God seems problematic, as the connection with the people is lost, 

but a too immanent God is problematic too. The story of Pentheus in Euripides’ Bacchae 

illustrates this well. Pentheus, ruler of Thebes, finds himself confronted with a society gotten 

out of hand because of bacchanals in honor of Dionysos. One day, a stranger (Dionysos 

incognito) arrives at the palace. As this stranger keeps doing miraculous things, Pentheus asks 

 
356 We can refer there to Levinas’ strong description of the face: “Le visage, c'est l'identité même d'un être. Il s'y 

manifeste à partir de lui-même, sans concept. La présence sensible de ce chaste bout de peau avec front, nez, yeux, 

bouche, n'est pas signe permettant de remonter vers le signifié, ni un masque qui le dissimule. La présence sensible, 

ici se désensibilise pour laisser percer directement celui qui ne se réfère qu'à soi.” Emmanuel LEVINAS, Entre nous: 

Essais sur le penser-à-l’autre, Paris, Bernard Grasset, 1991, p. 43. 
357 Laure VANDENDAELE, “Maskers lezen voor beginners”, in De Standaard, 25 April 2020 

https://www.standaard.be/cnt/dmf20200423_04932117  . 

https://www.standaard.be/cnt/dmf20200423_04932117
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the stranger to see him. The stranger, alias Dionysos, answers: “You are eager to see what you 

ought not to see” (σὲ τὸν πρόθυμον ὄνθ᾽ ἃ μὴ χρεὼν ὁρᾶν),358 but offers Pentheus nonetheless 

his view. Thereafter, Pentheus hides to secretly observe the bacchanals. Pentheus, hidden in a 

tree, is eventually discovered as Dionysos himself makes the maenads go up to him, and in the 

delirium of the bacchanal, Pentheus gets killed by his own mother. Placing Pentheus’ story next 

to Exod. 33,359 Euripides extravagantly shows the danger of humans seeing a deity, thereby 

seeing something that should not be seen. God’s face has to remain hidden, otherwise he would 

be too immanent, ‘degraded’ to the same level of the mythological Dionysos, or the material, 

visible golden calf. YHWH, contrary to the golden calf, escapes the domain of the purely visible. 

That YHWH is transcendent in this way, does nevertheless not mean that he is not present. God 

is transcendent, yet present and immanent: Moses is allowed to see his back, and we know his 

name that YHWH uttered before Moses. Yehuda Halevi already noted the tension between God’s 

distance in physical presence, yet presence in his name in his poem The Name, stating: “[God’s] 

proximity is his path, yet also very far.”360 The difficulty of Exodus 33’s duo transcendence and 

immanence seems to have intrigued ancient readers (we can read the LXX as one of the first 

attempts at understanding the difficult text) and we, modern readers, are still confronted with a 

difficult text. Instead of ascribing the textual tensions to different sources or redactions, we 

understood the problems as emblematic for the theological tensions between transcendence and 

immanence. The LXX preserves many of these tensions. The textual tensions appeared 

throughout this thesis not so much obstacles to our reading, but the questions that precisely 

these tensions impose on the reader, guide to a deepened understanding of an apparent 

contradiction in terminis and offer hope in a time where distance is of utmost importance: even 

though God’s face is invisible, this does not hinder Moses to have an intimate conversation with 

God, face-to-face, as a friend. 

 

 

 
358 Euripides, Bacchae, 912. 
359 Dafni goes even further, and reads Dionysos’ response as a response to Moses’ question in v. 13 and 18. 

See: Evangelia DAFNI, “Euripides und des Alte Testament zum überlieferungsgeschichtlichen Horizont der 

Septuaginta“, in Melvin PETERS (ed.), XIII Congress of the International Organisation for Septuagint and Cognate 

Studies: Ljubljana 2007, Atlanta, Society of Biblical Literature, 2008, p. 85-97 (p. 92). 
360 My translation of Franz ROSENZWEIG, Zweiundneunzig Hymnen und Gedichte des Jehuda Halevis, Berlin, 

Lambert Schneider, 1927, p. 45.: “Jahraus, jahrein in Deinem Haus, faßt Lagerstand / das Glücksvolk, wo Dein 

Name drin sein Lager fand. / Hoch, welthoch wohnt der Name und hat Sein doch in/ zerschlagenem Herz und wo 

sich wer in Jammer wand./ Und Himmelshöhn fassen ihn nicht, ob er herab/ zum Sinai stieg, wohnt in Buchs 

Dornflammenbrand./ Den nahe ist sein Weg gar sehr und gleich sehr weit/ da, was er schuf, ans Selbst er und ans 

Andre band./ Allein Gott dank ichs, wenn mein Herz Gedanken spann/ und ihm nur, wen Rede mein Mund und 

Antwort stand.” 



101 

 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 

ACHENBACH Reinhard, Die Vollendung der Tora: Studien zur Redaktionsgeschichte des 

Numeribuches im Kontext von Hexateuch und Pentateuch (Beheifte zur Zeitschrift für 

Altorientische und Biblische Rechtsgeschichte, 3), Wiesbaden, Harrassowitz Verlag, 

2003. 

AEJMELAEUS Anneli, “Von Sprache zur Theologie: Methodologische Überlegungen zur 

Theologie der Septuaginta”, in Anneli AEJMELAEUS, On the Trail of the Septuagint 

Translators: Collected Essays, Leuven, Peeters, 2007, p. 265-294. 

̶−̶−̶−̶−, “Übersetzungstechnik und theologische Interpretation: Zur Methodik der Septuaginta-

Forschung”, in Anneli AEJMELAEUS, On the Trail of the Septuagint Translators: 

Collected Essays, Leuven, Peeters, 2007, p. 223-240. 

−̶−̶−̶−,“What Can We Know about the Hebrew Vorlage of the Septuagint?”, in Zeitschrift für die 

alttestamentliche Wissenschaft, 99.1, 2009, p. 58-89. 

ALBERTZ Rainer, “Ex 33,7-11, ein Schlüsseltext für die Rekonstruktion der 

Redaktionsgeschichte des Pentateuch”, in Biblische Notizen Neue Folge, 149, 2011, p. 

13-43. 

AURELIUS Erik, Der Fürbitter Israels: Eine Studie zum Mosebild im Alten Testament (Coniecta 

Biblica: Old Testament Series, 27), Stockholm, Almqvist & Wiksell International, 1988. 

AUSLOOS Hans, “The Septuagint Version of Exod. 23:20-33: A “Deuteronomist” at work?”, in 

Journal of Northwest Semitic Languages, 22.2, 1996, p. 89-106. 

−̶−̶−̶−, “‘A Land Flowing with Milk and Honey’: Indicative of a Deuteronomistic Redaction?”, 

in Ephemerides Theologicae Lovanienses, 75, 1999, p. 297-314. 

̶̶−̶−̶̶−̶−, “Traces of Deuteronomic Influence in the Septuagint: A Text-Critical Analysis of Exodus 

33:1-6”, in Journal of Northwest Semitic Languages, 35.1, 2009, p. 27-44. 

−̶−̶̶−̶−, The Deuteronomist’s History: The Role of the Deuteronomist in Historical-Critical 

Research into Genesis-Numbers (Oud Testamentische Studiën, 67), Leiden, Brill, 2015. 

AUSLOOS Hans & LEMMELIJN Bénédicte, “Faithful Creativity torn between Freedom and 

Literalness in the Septuagint’s Translations”, in Journal of Northwest Semitic Languages, 

40.2, 2014, p. 53-69. 

−̶−̶̶−̶− (eds), Die Theologie der Septuaginta (Handbuch zur Septuaginta, 5), Gütersloher 

Verlagshaus, 2020. 

BADEN Joel, “On Exodus 33,1-11”, in Zeitschrift für die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft, 124, 

2012, p. 329-340. 



102 

 

BARBIERO Gianni, “Ex. XXXIII 7-11: Eine synchrone Lektüre”, in Vetus Testamentum, Vol. 

50.2, 2000, p. 152-166. 

BARONI Raphaël, La tension narrative: Suspense, curiosité et surprise, Paris, Seuil, 2007. 

BILLINGS Rachel, “The Problem of the Divine Presence: Source-Critical Suggestions for the 

Analysis of Exodus XXXIII 12-23”, in Vetus Testamentum, 54, 2004, p. 427-444. 

BLUM Erhard, Studien zur Komposition des Pentateuch (Beihefte zur Zeitschrift für die 

alttestamentliche Wissenschaft, 189), Berlin, Walter de Gruyter, 1990. 

BOORER Suzanne, “The Promise of the Land as Oath in Exodus 32:1-33:3”, in Thomas 

DOZEMAN, Craig EVANS & Joel LOHR (eds), The Book of Exodus: Composition, 

Reception and Interpretation (Supplements to Vetus Testamentum, 164) Leiden, Brill, 

2014, p. 245-266. 

BROGAN Terry, “Polyptoton”, in Roland GREENE, Stephen CUSHMAN (eds), The Princeton 

Handbook of Poetic Terms, Princeton, University Press, 2016, third edition, p. 275. 

BUBER Martin, “Das Leitwort und der Formtypus der Rede”, in Martin BUBER & Franz 

ROSENZWEIG, Die Schrift und ihre Verdeutschung, Berlin, Schocken, 1936, p. 262-275. 

CASSUTO Umberto, A Commentary on the Book of Exodus, Jerusalem, Hebrew University 

Magnes Press, 1997, translated from Hebrew by Israel ABRAHAMS. 

CHATMAN Seymour, Story and Discourse: Narrative Structure in Fiction and Film, London: 

Cornell University Press, 1978. 

CHILDS Brevard, Exodus: A Commentary, London, SCM Press, 1974. 

COATS George W., Rebellion in the Wilderness: The Murmuring Motif in the Wilderness 

Traditions of the Old Testament, Nashville, Abingdon Press, 1968. 

COOK Johann, “A Theology of the Septuagint?”, in Old Testament Exegesis, 30.2, 2017, p.265-

282. 

COUROYER Bernard, “ ‘Avoir la nuque raide’: Ne pas incliner l’oreille”, in Revue Biblique, 88.2, 

1981, p. 216-225. 

DAFNI Evangelia, “Mose als Prophet in der Septuaginta”, in Orthodoxes Forum, 30.2, 2016, p. 

149-161. 

DOHMEN Christoph, “Das Zelt außerhalb des Lagers: Exodus 33,7-11 zwischen Synchronie und 

Diachronie”, in Egbert BALHORN & Georg STEINS (eds), Der Bibelkanon in der 

Bibelauslegung: Methodenreflexionen und Beispielexegesen, Stuttgart, Kohlhammer, 

2006, p. 152-162. 

DOHMEN Christoph, Exodus 19–40 (Herders Theologischer Kommentar zum Alten Testament), 

Freiburg, Verlag Herder, 2004. 



103 

 

DOZEMAN Thomas B.  (ed.), Methods for Exodus, Cambridge, University Press, 2010. 

−̶−̶̶−̶−, Commentary on Exodus (The Eerdmans Critical Commentary), Grand Rapids: Eerdmans 

Publishing Company, 2009. 

DRIVER Samuel, The Book of Exodus, Cambridge, University Press, 1911. 

FISCHER Georg & MARKL Dominik, Das Buch Exodus (Neuer Stuttgarter Kommentar Altes 

Testament, 2), Stuttgart, Verlag Katholisches Bibelwerk, 2009. 

FRETHEIM Terrence E., Exodus A Bible Commentary for Teaching and Preaching, Louisville, 

John Knox Press, 1991. 

GOWAN Donald E., Theology in Exodus: Biblical Theology in the Form of a Commentary, 

Louisville, Westminster John Knox Press, 1994. 

GREIMAS Algirdas, Sémantique structurale: Recherche de méthode, Paris, Larousse, 1966. 

GRESSMANN Hugo, Mose und sein Zeit, Göttingen, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1931. 

HAMILTON Victor, Handbook on the Historical Books: Joshua, Judges, Ruth, Samuel, Kings, 

Chronicles, Ezra-Nehemiah, Ester, Grand Rapids, Baker Academic, 2001. 

HANSON Anthony, “The Treatment in the LXX of the Theme of Seeing God”, in George J. 

BROOKE & Barnabas LINDARS (eds), Septuagint, Scrolls and Cognate Writings: Papers 

Presented to the International Symposium of the Septuagint and its Relations to the Dead 

Sea Scrolls and Other Writings (Society of Biblical Literature: Septuagint and Cognate 

Studies, 33) Atlanta, Scholars Press, 1992, p. 557-568. 

HARTENSTEIN Friedhelm, “Das “Angesicht Gottes” in Exodus 32−34”, in Matthias KÖCKERT & 

Erhard BLUM (eds.)  Gottes Volk am Sinai (Veröffentlichungen der Wissenschaftlichen 

Gesellschaft für Theologie, 18) Gütersloh, Gütersloher Verlagshaus, 2001, p. 157-183. 

HILDEBRANDS Walter, “Das Verhältnis der Engel zu Jahwe im Alten Testament”, in Riemer 

ROUKEMA, Bert Jan PEERTBOLTE, Klaas SPRONK (eds), The Interpretation of Exodus: 

Studies in Honour of Cornelis Houtman (Contributions to Biblical Exegesis & Theology, 

44), Leuven, Peeters, 2006, p. 81-96. 

HIMBAZA Innocent, “Voir Dieu: LXX d’Exode contre TM et LXX du Pentateuque”, in Dieter 

BÖHLER, Innocent HIMBAZA & Philippe HUGO (eds), L’écrite et l’esprit : études 

d’histoire du texte et de théologie biblique en hommage à Adrian Schenker (Orbis 

Biblicus et Orientalis, 214), Göttingen, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2005, p. 100-111. 

HOUTMAN Cornelis, Exodus III (Historical Commentary on the Old Testament), Kampen, Kok 

Publishing House, 1993, translated from Dutch by Johan REBEL & Sierd WOUDSTRA. 

HUNZIKER-RODEWALD Régine, “‘Ruisselant de lait et de miel’: Une expression reconsidérée”, 

Revue d’Histoire et de Philosophie Religieuses, 93.1, 2013, p. 135-144. 



104 

 

IRWIN William, “The course of the Dialogue between Moses and Yhwh in Exodus 33:12-17”, in 

The Catholic Bible Quarterly, 59.4, 1996, p. 629-636. 

JACOB Benno, The Second Book of the Bible: Exodus, Hoboken, Ktav, 1992, translated from 

German by Walter JACOB. 

JOHNSTONE William, “From the Mountain to Kadesh, with Special Reference to Exodus 32.30-

34.29”, in William JOHNSTONE, Chronicles and Exodus: An Analogy and its Application, 

Sheffield, Sheffield Academic Press, 1998, p. 262-280. 

JOOSTEN Jan, “To See God: Conflicting Exegetical Tendencies in the Septuagint”, in Martin 

KARRER & Wolfgang KRAUS (eds), Die Septuaginta - Texte, Kentexte, Lebenswelten: 

Internationale Fachtagung veranstaltet von Septuaginta Deutsch (LXX.D), Wuppertal 

20-23Juli 2006 (Wissenschaftliche Untersuchungen zum Neuen Testament, 219), 

Tübingen, Mohr Siebeck, 2008, p. 287-299. 

KARTVEIT Magnar, “Exodus (SP)”, in Armin LANGE & Emanuel TOV (eds), The Hebrew Bible, 

Leiden, Brill, 2017, p. 86-93. 

KATZ Peter, “Zur Übersetzungstechnik der Septuaginta”, in Welt des Orients, 2, 1956, p. 267-

273. 

KONKEL Michael, “Exodus 32–34 and the Quest for an Enneateuch”, in Thomas DOZEMAN, 

Konrad SCHMID & Thomas RÖMER (eds), Pentateuch, Hexateuch Or Enneateuch? 

Identifying Literary Works in Genesis Through Kings (Ancient Israel and its Literature, 

8), Atlanta, Society of Biblical Literature, 2011, p. 169-184. 

KÜRLE Stefan, The Appeal of Exodus: The Characters God, Moses and Israel in the Rhetoric of 

the Book of Exodus (Paternoster Biblical Monographs), Paternoster, Milton Keynes, 

2013. 

LAPSLEY Jacqueline, “Friends with God? Moses and the Possibility of Covenantal Friendship”, 

in Interpretation, 2004, 117-129. 

LEMMELIJN Bénédicte, A Plague of Texts? A Text-Critical Study of the So-Called “Plague 

Narrative” in Exodus 7, 14−11, 10 (Old Testament Studies, 56), Leiden, Brill, 2009. 

LE BOULLUEC Alain & SANDEVOIR Pierre, L’Exode (La Bible d’Alexandrie, 2), Paris, Cerf, 1989. 

LEPESQUEUX Guillaume, L’exposition du nom divin dans le livre de l’Exode: Étude exégétique 

d’Ex 3,1−4,18 ; 6,2−7,7 ; 33−34 (Forschungen zum Alten Testament, 102), Tübingen, 

Mohr Siebeck, 2019. 

LIPTON Diana, “God’s Back! What Did Moses See on Sinai?”, in George BROOKE, Hindy 

NAJMAN, & Loren STUCKENBRUCK, The Significance of Sinai: Traditions about Sinai and 

Divine Revelation in Judaism and Christianity, Leiden, Brill, 2008, p. 287–311. 



105 

 

LOHFINK Norbert, Studien zum Deuteronomium und zur deuteronomischen Literatur III 

(Stuttgarter Biblische Aufsatzbände, 20), Stuttgart, Katholisches Bibelwerk, 1955. 

LOHFINK Norbert, “Deuteronomium 9,1–10,11 und Exodus 32–34: Zu Endtextstruktur, 

Intertextualität, Schichtung und Abhängigkeiten”, in Matthias KÖCKERT & Erhard BLUM 

(eds.)  Gottes Volk am Sinai (Veröffentlichungen der Wissenschaftlichen Gesellschaft für 

Theologie, 18) Gütersloh, Gütersloher Verlagshaus, 2001, p. 41-88. 

LUNDBOM Jack, “God’s Use of the Idem per Idem to Terminate Debate”, in The Harvard 

Theological Review, 71.3.4, 1978, p. 193–201. 

MARGUERAT Daniel & BOURQUIN Yvan, Pour lire les récits bibliques: Initiation à l’analyse 

narrative, Paris, Cerf, 2002. 

MEAD Christopher M., “Examination of Exodus xxxiii. 7-11”, in Journal of the Society of 

Biblical Literature and Exegesis, 1.2, 1881, p. 155-168. 

MOBERLY Walter, At the Mountain of God: Story and Theology in Exodus 32-34 (Journal for the 

Study of the Old Testament Supplement Series, 22), Sheffield, JSOT Press, 1983. 

MOWINKEL Sigmund, Le décalogue, Paris, Félix Alcan, 1927. 

MUILENBURG James, “The Intercession of the Covenant Mediator (Exodus 33:1a, 12-17)”, in 

Peter ACKROYD & Barnabas LINDARS (eds.), Words and Meanings: Essays Presented to 

David Winton Thomas, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1968, p. 159-181. 

NOTH Martin, Überlieferungsgeschichte des Pentateuch, Stuttgart, W. Kohlhammer, 1948. 

O’BRIEN Mark, “The Dynamics of the Golden Calf Story (Exodus 32–34)”, in Australian Biblical 

Review, 60, 2012, p. 18-31. 

PECKHAM John, “Show Me Your Glory: A Narrative Theology of Exodus 33:12–34:10 from a 

Biblical-Historical Perspective”, in Aberdeen Faculty Publications, 178, 2016, 583-603. 

PERKINS Larry, “The Greek Translator of Exodus: Interpres (translator) and Expositor 

(interpretor) – His Treatment of Theophanies”, in Journal for the Study of Judaism, 44, 

2013, p. 16-56. 

PERLITT Lothar, Bundestheologie im Alten Testament (Wissenschaftliche Monographien zum 

Alten und Neuen Testament, 36), Neukirchen, Neukirchener Verlag, 1969. 

PROPP William, Exodus 19−40: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary (The 

Anchor Bible), New York, Doubleday, 2006. 

PUMMER Reinhard, “The Samaritans and Their Pentateuch”, in Gary KNOPPERS & Bernard 

LEVINSON (eds), The Pentateuch as Torah: New Models for Understanding Its 

Promulgation and Acceptance, Winona Lake, IN, 2007, p. 237-269. 



106 

 

REINDL Jakob, Das Angesicht Gottes im Sprachgebrauch des Alten Testaments (Erfurt 

Theologische Studien, 25), Leipzig, St. Benno, 1970. 

RICHTER Wolfgang, Biblia Hebraica Transcripta: Exodus & Leviticus (Arbeiten zu Text und 

Sprache im Alten Textament, 33.2), St. Ottilien, Eos Verlag, 1991. 

ROGLAND Max, “’Moses Used to Take a Tent’? Reconsidering the Function and Significance of 

the Verb Forms in Exodus 33:7-11”, in The Journal of Theological Studies, Vol. 63.2, 

2012, p. 449-466. 

RÖSEL Martin, “Eine Theologie der Septuaginta? Präzisierungen und Pointierungen”, in Frank 

UEBERSCHAER, Thomas WAGNER & Jonathan Miles ROBKER (eds), Theologie und 

Textgeschichte. Septaginta und Masoretischer Text als Äußerungen theologischer 

Reflexion (Wissenschaftlische Untersuchungen zum Neuen Testament, 407), Tübingen, 

Mohr, 2018, p. 25-43. 

ROTH Wolfgang, “The Deuteronomic Rest Theology: A Redaction-Critical Study”, in Biblical 

Research, 21, 1976, p. 5-14. 

SALVESEN Alison, “Exodus”, in James AITKEN (ed), The T&T Clark Companion to the 

Septuagint, London, Bloomsbury, 2015, p. 29-42. 

SANDERSON Judith, An Exodus Scroll from Qumran: 4QpaleoExodm and the Samaritan Tradition 

(Harvard Semitic Studies, 30) Atlanta, Scholars Press, 1986. 

−̶−̶̶−̶−, “The Old Greek of Exodus in the Light of 4QpaleoExodm”, in Textus, 14, 1988, p. 87-104. 

SCHAPER Joachim, “Exodus: Das zweite Buch Mose”, in Martin KARRER & Wolfgang KRAUS 

(eds), Septuaginta Deutsch: Erläuterungen und Kommentare, Vol. 1, Stuttgart, Deutsche 

Bibelgesellschaft, 2011, p. 258-277. 

SKA Jean Louis, “Récit et récit métadiégétique en Ex 1–15”, in P. HAUDEBERT (ed.), Le 

Pentateuque : Débats et recherches (Lectio Divina, 151), Paris, Cerf, 1992, p. 135-171. 

SILBERMAN Lou, “‘You Cannot See My Face’: Seeking to Understand Divine Justice,” in David 

PENCHANSKY & Paul L. REDDITT (eds), Shall Not the Judge of All the Earth Do What Is 

Right?: Studies on the Nature of God in Tribute to James L. Crenshaw, Winona Lake, 

Eisenbrauns, 2000, p. 89-95. 

SOMMER Benjamin, “Translation as Commentary: The Case of the Septuagint to Exodus 32–33”, 

in Textus, 20, 2000, p. 43-60. 

SURLS Austin, Making Sense of the Divine Name in the Book of Exodus: From Etymology to 

Literary Onomastics (ined. dissertation), Wheaton, Wheaton College, 2015. 

TALSTRA Eep, “Syntax and Composition: The Use of yiqtol in Narrative Sections in the Book of 

Exodus”, in Riemer ROUKEMA (ed.), The Interpretation of Exodus: Studies in Honour of 



107 

 

Cornelis Houtman (Contributions to Biblical Exegesis & Theology, 44), Leuven, Peeters, 

2006, p. 225-236. 

ULRICH Eugene, “An Index of the Passages in the Biblical Manuscripts from the Judean Desert 

(Genesis–Kings)”, in Dead Sea Discoveries, 1, 1994, p. 113-129. 

VAN DER LOUW Theo, “Linguistic or Ideological Shifts? The Problem-Oriented Study of 

Transformations as a Methodological Filter”, in Anssi VOITILA & Jutta JOKIRANTA (eds), 

Scripture in Transition: Essays on Septuagint, Hebrew Bible and Dead Sea Scrolls in 

Honour or Raija Sollamo (Supplements to the Journal for the Study of Judaism, 126), 

Leiden, Brill, 2008, p. 107-125. 

VAN DER MEER Michaël, “Visio Dei in the Septuagint”, in Gideon KOTZÉ, Woflgang KRAUS & 

Michaël VAN DER MEER, XIV Congress of the International Organisation for Septuagint 

and Cognate Studies: Stellenbosch 2016, Atlanta, SBL Press, 2019, p. 171-206. 

VAN SETERS John, The Life of Moses: The Yahwist as Historian in Exodus-Numbers, Kampen, 

Kok Pharos, 1994. 

VON RAD Gerard, “The Form-Critical Problem of the Hexateuch”, in Gerhard von Rad, The 

Problem of the Hexateuch and other Studies, Edinburgh, Olivier & Boyd, 1966, p. 1-78. 

WELLHAUSEN Julius, Die Composition des Hexateuchs und der historischen Bücher des Alten 

Testaments (1899), Berlin, de Gruyter, 1963. 

WESSNER Mark , “Toward a Literary Understanding of Moses and the Lord “Face to Face” ( נׅים  פָּ

ל־ נׅים אֶּ  .in Exodus 33:7-11”, in Restoration Quarterly, 44, 2002, p. 109-116 ( פָּ

WEVERS John William, Notes on the Greek Text of Exodus (Septuagint and Cognate Studies 

Series, 30) Atlanta, Scholars Press, 1990. 

̶̶̶̶̶−̶−, Text History of the Greek Exodus (Mitteilungen des Septuaginta-Unternehmens, 101), 

Göttingen, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1992. 

ZENGER Erich, Die Sinaitheophanie: Untersuchungen zum jahwistischen und elohistischen 

Geschichtswerk (Forschung zur Bibel, 3), Rudolf SCHNACKENBURG & Josef SCHREINER 

(eds), Würzburg, Echter Verlag Katholisches Bibelwerk, 1971. 

−̶−̶ , Israel am Sinai: Analysen und Interpretationen zu Exodus 17−34 (Quaestiones Disputatae, 

146), Altenberge, CIS Verlag, 1982. 

 

 

 

 



108 

 

MATERIALS: 

BAILLY Anatole, Dictionnaire grec-français, Paris, Hachette, 1935. 

ELLIGER Karl & RUDOLPH Willhelm, (eds.), Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia, 5th ed., Stuttgart, 

Deutsche Bibelstiftung, 1977.  

RAHLFS Alfred, Septuaginta. Id est Vetus Testamentum graeca iuxta LXX interpretes, Stuttgart, 

Württembergische Bibelanstalt, 1935. 

SKEHAN Patrick - ULRICH Eugene - SANDERSON Judith, Paleo-Hebrew and Greek Biblical 

Manuscripts (Discoveries in the Judean Desert, 9), Oxford, Clarendon, 1992.   

TAL Abraham, The Samaritan Pentateuch. Edited According to Ms 6(C) of the Shekhem 

Synagoge (Texts and Studies in the Hebrew Language and Related Subjects, 8), Tel Aviv, 

Tel Aviv University Press,1994. 

WEVERS John William, Exodus (Septuaginta. Vetus Testamentum Greacum Auctoritate 

Academiae Scientiarum Gottingensis, 2), Göttingen, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1991.



109 

 

ANNEX 1: SYNOPSIS OF VARIANTS 
SYNOPSIS EXOD. 33 

Exod. 33:1 

 MT LXX SamP 

ר   וידבר  Καὶ εἶπεν וַיְדַבֵֵ֨

ָ֤ה  יהוה κύριος יְהוָּ

ה   ל־מֹשֶּ משה אל πρὸς Μωυσῆν אֶּ  

 לאמר --- ---

ךְ  לך Πορεύου לֵֵ֣

ה  עלה ἀνάβηθι עֲלֵֵ֣

ה זֶֶּ֔  מזה  ἐντεῦθεν מִּ

ה ֵ֣  אתה σὺ אַתָּ

ם עֶָּ֔  והעם καὶ ὁ λαός וְהָּ

--  σου --  

ר ֶ֥  אשר οὓς אֲשֶּ

יתָּ  ִ֖ עֱלִּ ֶֽ  העלית ἐξήγαγες הֶּ

רֶּ  ֵ֣ ץמֵאֶּ  ἐκ γῆς  מארץ 

ם  יִּ ָ֑ צְרָּ  מצרים  Αἰγύπτου מִּ

ץ אָ֗רֶּ ל־הָּ  אל εἰς τὴν γῆν אֶּ

 הארץ

ר ֵ֣  אשר ἣν אֲשֶּ

י שְבַעְתִּ  נשבעתי ὤμοσα נִִּ֠

ם הֵָּ֨  לאברהם τῷ Αβρααμ לְאַבְרָּ

--- καὶ --- 

ק ָ֤ צְחָּ  ליצחק Ισαακ --- לְיִּ

לְיַעֲקֹב    וליעקב καὶ --- Ιακωβ וֶּֽ

ר  לאמר λέγων לֵאמֶֹ֔

 לזרעך Τῷ σπέρματι ὑμῶν לְזַרְעֲךִ֖ 

נָּּה ֶֽ תְנֶּ  אתננה δώσω αὐτήν אֶּ

Exod; 33:2 

MT LXX SamP 

י  ֶ֥ לַחְתִּ  ושלחתי  καὶ συναποστελῶ וְשָּ

ִ֖יך נֶּ  לפניך ! לְפָּ

--- τὸν --- 

 מלאך ἄγγελόν מַלְאָָ֑ךְ

--- μου --- 

! πρóτερóν σου ! 

י  ֵֽרַשְתִּ֗  וגרשתי  καὶ ἐκβαλεῖ וְגֵֶֽ

י   כְנַעֲנִּ ת־הֶַֽ  את --- אֶּ

 הכנעני

 ו --- ---

י  ֶ֔ אֱמֹרִּ ֶֽ  האמרי  τὸν Αμορραῖον הָּ

י   תִּ חִּ  והחתי  καὶ --- Χετταῖον וְהֶַֽ

--- !καὶ --- Φερεζαῖον והגרגשי!  

י זִֶּ֔ !והפרזי καὶ --- Γεργεσαῖον !  וְהַפְרִּ  

--- καὶ ו 

י  ִ֖ וִּּ  החוי  Ευαῖον --- הַחִּ

י  ֶֽ  והיבוסי  καὶ --- Ιεβουσαῖον וְהַיְבוּסִּ

Exod. 33:3 

MT LXX SamP 

--- καὶ εἰσάξει --- 

--- σε --- 

ץ רֶּ ֶ֛ ל־אֶּ ארץ אל εἰς γῆν אֶּ  

ת   זבת  ῥέουσαν זָּבֶַ֥

ב  ִ֖ לָּ  חלב  γάλα חָּ

ש  ָ֑  ודבש  καὶ μέλι וּדְבָּ

י    כי οὐ γὰρ כִּ

א ֵֹ֨  לא μὴ ל

ה עֱלֶֶּ֜ ֶֽ  אעלה συναναβῶ אֶּ

רְבְך֗   בקרבך  μετὰ σοῦ בְקִּ

י ָ֤  כי διὰ כִּ

עַם־קְשֵה־

ף   רֶּ  עֵֹ֨

τὸ λαὸν 

σκληροτράχηλόν 
 קשה עם

 ערף

ה  אתה σε εἶναι אֶַ֔תָּ

לְךִ֖  ן־אֲכֶּ  ἵνα μὴ ἐξαναλώσω פֶּ

σε 
אכלך פן  

ךְ רֶּ ֶֽ  בדרך ἐν τῇ ὁδῷ בַדָּּ
Exod. 33:4 

MT LXX SamP 

ע שְמֵַ֣  וישמע καὶ ἀκούσας וַיִּ

ם עָּ֗  העם ὁ λαὸς הָּ

ר  ֶ֥ בָּ ת־הַדָּּ הדבר את τὸ ῥῆμα אֶּ  

ע ֶ֛ רָּ  הרע τὸ πονηρὸν הָּ

ִ֖ה  הזה τοῦτο הַזֶּ

לוּ  ָ֑ תְאַבָּ  ויתאבלו  κατεπένθησαν וַיִּ

--- ἐν πενθικοῖς --- 

תוּ ֶ֛ שתו ולא --- וְלאֹ־שָּ  

יש ֶ֥  איש --- אִּ

וֹ דְיִ֖  עדיו --- עֶּ

יו ֶֽ לָּ  עליו --- עָּ
Exod. 33:5 

MT LXX SamP 

ר  אמֶּ ֵֹ֨  ויאמר  καὶ εἶπεν וַי

ה  יהוה κύριος יְהוֶָּ֜

ה ל־מֹשֶּ֗ משה אל --- אֶּ  

ר  אמר --- אֱמָֹ֤

ל י־ ־בְ אֶּ נֵֶֽ

אֵל   שְׂרָּ  יִּ

τοῖς υἱοῖς Ισραηλ בני אל 

 ישראל

ם ֵ֣  אתם Ὑμεῖς אַתֶּ

עַם־קְשֵה־

ף רֶּ  עֶֹ֔

λαὸς 

σκληροτράχηλος 
 קשה עם

 ערף

--- ὁρᾶτε μὴ --- 

גַע ֶ֧  רגע --- רֶּ

ד ֶ֛ חָּ  אחד --- אֶּ

ה ֶ֥ עֱלֶּ ֶֽ  אעלה --- אֶּ

רְבְךִ֖   בקרבך  --- בְקִּ

--- πληγὴν ἄλλην --- 

--- ἐπαγάγω --- 

--- ἐφ᾿ ὑμᾶς --- 

יך ָ֑ יתִּ לִּ  καὶ ἐξαναλώσω וְכִּ

ὑμᾶς 
 וכליתיך
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ה  ועתה  νῦν --- וְעַתָּ֗

--- οὖν --- 

ד  הוריד  ἀφέλεσθε הוֹרֵָ֤

--- τὰς στολὰς --- 

--- τῶν δοξῶν --- 

--- ὑμῶν --- 

דְיְך   --- עֶּ  καὶ τὸν κόσμον --- עדיך ---  

יך לֶֶּ֔ עָּ  מעליך --- מֵֶֽ

ִ֖ה הדעוא καὶ δείξω וְאֵדְעָּ  

--- σοι --- 

ה ֶ֥  מה ἃ מָּ

ךְ ֶֽ ה־לָּ עֱשֶּׂ ֶֽ לך אעשה ποιήσω σοι אֶּ  
Exod. 33:6 

MT LXX SamP 

וּ תְנַצְלֶ֧ ֶֽ  ויתנצלו καὶ περιείλαντο וַיִּ

ל  אֵֶ֛ שְׂרָּ י־יִּ ישראל בני οἱ υἱοὶ Ισραηλ בְנֵֶֽ  

ִ֖ם  דְיָּ ת־עֶּ עדים את τὸν κόσμον αὐτῶν אֶּ  

--- καὶ τὴν 

περιστολὴν 
--- 

ר  מהר ἀπὸ τοῦ ὄρους מֵהֶַ֥

ב   חורב  τοῦ Χωρηβ חוֹרֵֶֽ
Exod. 33:7 

MT LXX SamP 

ה    ומשה Καὶ λαβὼν ! וּמֹשֶּ

ח קֵַּ֨  יקח Μωυσῆς ! יִּ

ל הֶּ אֶֹ֜ ת־הָּ האהל את τὴν σκηνὴν אֶּ  

--- αὐτοῦ --- 

הֹ  טָּ ֶֽ  ונטה ἔπηξεν וְנָּ

ו  לו --- ־לֵ֣

וּץ  חֵ֣  מחוץ  ἔξω מִּ

ה מַחֲנֶּ֗  למחנה τῆς παρεμβολῆς לֶַֽ

--- μακρὰν  

חֵק  רְ הַ   ἀπὸ הרחיק 

ה  מַחֲנֶֶּ֔ ן־הֶַֽ המחנה מן τῆς παρεμβολῆς מִּ  

א רָּ ֶ֥  וקרא καὶ ἐκλήθη וְקָּ

וֹ  לו --- לִ֖

ל הֶּ ד אֵֹ֣ מוֹעֵָ֑  σκηνὴ μαρτυρίου מועד אהל  

יָּה    והיו καὶ ἐγένετο וְהָּ

ש  ל־מְבַקֵֵּ֣ מבקשי כל πᾶς ὁ ζητῶν כָּ  

ה  יהוה κύριον יְהוֶָּ֔

 יצאו ἐξεπορεύετο יֵצֵא  

הֶּ  ל־אֵֹ֣ ל אֶּ  εἰς τὴν σκηνὴν אהל אל  

ד  מועד --- מוֹעֵֶ֔

ר ִ֖  אשר --- אֲשֶּ

וּץ  חֶ֥  מחוץ  ἔξω מִּ

ֶֽה מַחֲנֶּ  למחנה τῆς παρεμβολῆς לֶַֽ
Exod. 33:8 

MT LXX SamP 

ה יָּ֗  והיה ἡνίκα וְהָּ

את  δ᾿ ἂν כְצֵָ֤

εἰσεπορεύετο 
 כצאת

ה    משה Μωυσῆς מֹשֶּ

ל הֶּ אֶֹ֔ ל־הָּ האהל אל εἰς τὴν σκηνὴν אֶּ  

--- ἔξω --- 

--- τῆς παρεμβολῆς --- 

וּמוּ    יקומו  εἱστήκει יָּק 

ם עֶָּ֔ ל־הָּ העם כל πᾶς ὁ λαὸς כָּ  

וּ צְבֶ֔  ונצבו σκοπεύοντες וְנִֵּ֨

יש ִ֖  איש ἕκαστος אִּ

תַח ֵ֣  פתח παρὰ τὰς θύρας פֶּ

וֹ  אהלו τῆς σκηνῆς αὐτοῦ אָהֳלָ֑

יטוּ   בִּ   והביטו  καὶ κατενοοῦσαν וְהִּ

י   אחרי  ἀπιόντος אַחֲרֵֵ֣

ה  משה Μωυσῆ מֹשֶֶּ֔

וֹ   ἕως τοῦ εἰσελθεῖν עַד־בֹאִ֖

αὐτὸν 
באו עד  

ה הֱלָּ אֶֹֽ  האהלה εἰς τὴν σκηνήν הָּ
Exod. 33:9 

MT LXX SamP 

ה יָּ֗  והיה ὡς δ᾿ ἂν וְהָּ

א ָֹ֤  כבוא εἰσῆλθεν כְב

ה    משה Μωυσῆς מֹשֶּ

ה הֱלָּ אֶֹ֔  האהל εἰς τὴν σκηνήν הָּ

 ירד  κατέβαινεν יֵרֵד  

וּד  עמוד ὁ στῦλος עַמֵ֣

 ֶֽ נֶָּ֔ הֶּ ןעָּ  τῆς νεφέλης הענן 

ד מִַ֖  ועמד καὶ ἵστατο וְעָּ

תַח ֵ֣  פתח ἐπὶ τὴν θύραν פֶּ

ל הֶּ אָֹ֑  האהל τῆς σκηνῆς הָּ

ר  ִ֖ בֶּ  ודבר  καὶ ἐλάλει וְדִּ

ה  ֶֽ ם־מֹשֶּ משה עם Μωυσῇ עִּ  
Exod. 33:10 

MT LXX SamP 

אָָ֤ה  וראו καὶ ἑώρα וְרָּ

ם   עָּ ל־הָּ העם כל πᾶς ὁ λαὸς כָּ  

וּד  ת־עַמֵ֣ עמוד תא τὸν στῦλον אֶּ  

ן נֶָּ֔ עָּ ֶֽ  הענן τῆς νεφέλης הֶּ

ד  עמד ἑστῶτα עֹמִֵ֖

תַח ֵ֣  פתח ἐπὶ τῆς θύρας פֶּ

ל הֶּ אָֹ֑  האהל τῆς σκηνῆς הָּ

ם ָ֤  וקמו καὶ στάντες וְקָּ

ם   עָּ ל־הָּ העם כל πᾶς ὁ λαὸς כָּ  

וּ  שְתַחֲוֶּ֔ ֶֽ  והשתחוו  προσεκύνησαν וְהִּ

יש ִ֖  איש ἕκαστος אִּ

תַח ֶ֥  פתח ἀπὸ τῆς θύρας פֶּ

וֹ  אהלו τῆς σκηνῆς αὐτοῦ אָהֳלֶֽ
Exod. 33: 11 

MT LXX SamP 

ר  בֵֶּ֨  ודבר  καὶ ἐλάλησεν וְדִּ

ָ֤ה  יהוה κύριος יְהוָּ

ה   ל־מֹשֶּ משה אל πρὸς Μωυσῆν אֶּ  

ים ֵ֣ נִּ  פנים ἐνώπιος פָּ
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ים נִֶּ֔ ל־פָּ פנים אל ἐνωπίῳ אֶּ  

ר ֶ֛  כאשר  ὡς εἴ כַאֲשֶּ

! τις ! 

ר   ידבר  λαλήσει יְדַבֵֶ֥

יש ִ֖  איש ! אִּ

הוּ ל־רֵעֵָ֑  πρὸς τὸν ἑαυτοῦ אֶּ

φίλον 
רעהו אל  

ב    ושב  καὶ ἀπελύετο וְשָּ

ה מַחֲנֶֶּ֔ ל־הֶַֽ  εἰς τὴν אֶּ

παρεμβολήν 
המחנה אל  

וֹ  רְתֶ֜  ומשרתו  ὁ δὲ θεράπων וּמְשֵָּ֨

עַ  ָ֤  יהושע Ἰησοῦς יְהוֹש 

ן־נוּן   נון בן υἱὸς Ναυη בִּ  

עַר  נער νέος נֶַ֔

א ֶֹ֥  לא οὐκ ל

יש  ִ֖  ימוש  ἐξεπορεύετο יָּמִּ

וֹךְ תֶ֥ וךתמ  ἐκ מִּ  

ל הֶּ אֶֹֽ  האהל τῆς σκηνῆς הָּ
Exod. 33:12 

MT LXX SamP DSS:  

ר  אמֶּ ֵֹ֨   ויאמר  Καὶ εἶπεν וַי

ה   משה Μωυσῆς מֹשֶֶּ֜

ה ל־יְהוָּ֗  πρὸς אֶּ

κύριον 
יהוה  אל   

אֵה   ראה Ἰδοὺ רְִ֠

ה   אתה σύ אַתָָּ֞

ר   אמר μοι ! אֹמֵָ֤

  אלי λέγεις ! אֵלַי  

עַל   העל Ἀνάγαγε הַַ֚

ם ֵ֣ עָּ ת־הָּ העם  את τὸν λαὸν אֶּ   

ה   הזה τοῦτον הַזֶֶּ֔

ה     ואתה σὺ δὲ וְאַתָּ

א ֵֹ֣   לא οὐκ ל

י נִּ וֹדַעְתֶַ֔  ἐδήλωσάς הֶֽ

μοι 
הודעתנ

 י

 

ת   את ὃν אֵֶ֥

ח שְלִַ֖ ר־תִּ συναποστ אֲשֶּ

ελεῖς 
 אשר

 תשלח

 

י ָ֑ מִּ   עמי μετ᾿ ἐμοῦ עִּ

ה ָ֤   ואתה σὺ δέ וְאַתָּ

--- μοι ---  

רְתָּ     אמרת εἶπας אָמַ 

יךֶֽ  ֵ֣   ידעתיך Οἶδά σε יְדַעְתִּ

ם   παρὰ בְשֵֶ֔

πάντας 
 [בשם[  בשם 

אתָּ  ֶ֥ צָּ   καὶ וְגַם־מָּ

! χάριν 
  וגם

 מצאת

 ם  [וג] 

צ   [את]מ   

ן   חן  ἔχεις ! חִֵ֖

י ֶֽ   בעיני παρ᾿ ἐμοί בְעֵינָּ
Exod. 33:13 

MT LXX SamP DSS 

ם־נָּא   ה אִּ  ועתה εἰ οὖν וְעַתָָּ֡

נא אם  

 

י  אתִּ צֵָּ֨   מצאתי  εὕρηκα מָּ

ן   חן χάριν חֵֶ֜

יך  ἐναντίον בְעֵינֶּ֗

σου 
  בעיניך

י נִּ עֵָ֤ נָּא   הוֹדִּ  ἐμφάνισόν 
μοι 

 הודעני

 נא

עני]הוד  

 נא

ך כֶֶּ֔ ת־דְּרָּ  את σεαυτόν אֶּ

 דרכיך

 

--- γνωστῶς ---  

עֲךֶ֔  ֵ֣   ואדעך εἴδω σε וְאֵדָּ

עַן   למען ὅπως ἂν לְמֶַ֥

ן א־חִֵ֖ מְצָּ  ὦ אֶּ

εὑρηκὼς 

χάριν 

 אמצא

 חן

 

ָ֑יך  ἐναντίον בְעֵינֶּ

σου 
  בעיניך

ה  καὶ ἵνα וּרְאֵֵ֕

γνῶ  
  וראה

י ֶ֥  כי כי ὅτι כִּ

 עמך עמך λαός σου עַמְךִ֖ 

וֹי   הג]וי] הגוי  τὸ ἔθνος הַגֶ֥

ה ֶֽ   הזה τοῦτο הַזֶּ
Exod. 33:14 

MT LXX SamP DSS 

ר    ויאמר  καὶ λέγει וַיאֹמַָ֑

נֶַ֥י   פני Αὐτὸς פָּ

כוּ προπορεύ יֵלִֵ֖

σομαί 
  ילכו

--- σου ---  

חֶֹ֥  יוַהֲנִּ תִּ  καὶ 
καταπαύσω 

  והנחתי

ךְ ֶֽ   לך σε לָּ
Exod. 33:15 

MT LXX SamP DSS 

ר  אמֶּ ִֹ֖   ויאמר  καὶ λέγει וַי

יו ָ֑  πρὸς אֵלָּ

αὐτόν 
 אליו אליו

ין ם־אֵָ֤ אין אם Εἰ μὴ אִּ [ין]א    אם   

יך   נֶּ    פניך αὐτὸς פָּ

 σὺ   

ים   ההלכים πορεύῃ הֹלְכִֶּ֔

נוּ  μή με אֶַֽל־תַעֲלִֵ֖

ἀναγάγῃς 
 אל

יתעלנ   

 

ה ֶֽ זֶּ   מזה  ἐντεῦθεν מִּ
Exod. 33:16 

MT LXX SamP DSS 

ה  ֵ֣   ובמה  καὶ πῶς וּבַמֶּ

ע דֵַ֣ וָּּ  γνωστὸν יִּ

ἔσται 
  יודע

  אפוא ἀληθῶς אֵפ֗וֹא
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י  אתִּ צֵָּ֨ י־מָּ ֶֽ  ὅτι כִּ

εὕρηκα 
 כי

 מצאתי 

 

ן   חן χάριν חֵָ֤

יך     בעיניך παρὰ σοί בְעֵינֶּ 

י ֵ֣   אני ἐγώ אֲנִּ

ך  τε καὶ ὁ וְעַמֶֶּ֔

λαός σου 
  ועמך

וֹא וא  [הל] הלוא ἀλλ᾿ ἢ הֲלִ֖  

כְתְךֵ֣  συμπορευ בְלֶּ

ομένου 

σου 

  בלכתך

נוּ ָ֑ מָּ   עמנו μεθ᾿ ἡμῶν עִּ

ינוּ   פְלֵֵ֨  καὶ וְנִּ

ἐνδοξασθ

ήσομεθα 

 ונפלינו ונפלאנו

י ֵ֣ י[אנ ] אני ἐγώ אֲנִּ  

 τε καὶ ὁ וְעַמְךֶ֔ 

λαός σου 
 ועמך ועמך

ם עֶָּ֔ ל־הָּ כֵָּ֨  παρὰ מִּ

πάντα τὰ 

ἔθνη 

מכל 

םהע  

 

ר ִ֖   אשר ὅσα אֲשֶּ

פני על ἐπὶ עַל־פְנֵֶ֥י   

ה ֶֽ מָּ אֲדָּ ה  [הא] האדמה τῆς γῆς הָּ מ  ד   

--- ἐστιν ---  
Exod. 33:17 

MT LXX SamP DSS361 

ר  אמֶּ ָֹ֤ מר ]יאו[ו ויאמר  καὶ εἶπεν וַי  

ה   הוה[]י יהוה κύριος יְהוָּ  

ה ל־מֹשֶֶּ֔  πρὸς אֶּ

Μωυσῆν 
 אל

 משה

 

ם   גם  Καὶ גֵַ֣ם   ג 

! τοῦτόν !  

--- σοι ---  

ר  ֶ֥ בָּ ת־הַדָּּ  את τὸν λόγον אֶּ

 הדבר 

 את

ד   בר[]ה   

ֶ֛ה זה[ה הזה  ! הַזֶּ ] 

ר ֶ֥ ר[]אש אשר ὃν אֲשֶּ  

רְתָּ  בִַ֖ ת[דבר דברת  εἴρηκας דִּּ ] 

ה ָ֑ עֱשֶּׂ ֶֽ ה[]אעש   אעשה ποιήσω אֶּ  

אתָּ  ָ֤ צָּ י־מָּ ֶֽ  εὕρηκας כִּ

γὰρ 
 כי

 מצאת

[כי ] 

  חן χάριν חֵן  

י  ἐνώπιόν בְעֵינֶַ֔

μου 
  בעיני

 
361 In Sanderson’s edition, the paleographic waw at 

the beginning of v. 17 and v. 19 is presented on a 

different line. However, looking at the following 

Exod. 34 of the same scroll 4Q22, shows that this 

paleographic waw can be read as an integral part of 

the wayyiqtol. Therefore, we chose to present it on 

the same line. 

עֲ  אֵדָּ ךִ֖ וָּ  καὶ οἶδά 

σε 
ך  [ואדע ואדעך ] 

ם   παρὰ בְשֵֶֽ

πάντας 
 בשם  בשם 

Exod. 33:18 

MT LXX SamP DSS 

ר  ומ[א]וי ויאמר  καὶ λέγει וַיאֹמַָ֑

 ר

י נִּ ִ֖א הַרְאֵֶ֥ נָּ  Δεῖξόν 

μοι 
 הראני

 נא

] הראני

 נא[

ך ֶֽ ת־כְבֹדֶּ  τὴν אֶּ

σεαυτοῦ 

δόξαν 

 את

 כבודך

 

Exod. 33:19 

MT LXX SamP DSS 

ר  אמֶּ ֹ֗   ויאמר  καὶ εἶπεν וַי

י   אני Ἐγὼ אֲנִֵּ֨

יר ָ֤ παρελεύσ אַעֲבִּ

ομαι 
  אעביר

! πρότερός 

σου 
!  

ל־   כל --- כָּ

י    τῇ δόξῃ טוּבִּ

μου 
 טובי  טובי 

יך נֶֶּ֔ פניך על  ! עַל־פָּ   

י ֶֽ אתִּ ֶ֧ רָּ  καὶ וְקָּ

καλέσω 
  וקראתי

ם   ἐπὶ τῷ בְשֵֶ֛

ὀνόματί  
  בשם 

--- μου ---  

ִ֖ה   יהוה Κύριος יְהוָּ

ָ֑לְפָּ  יךנֶּ  ἐναντίον 

σου 
  לפניך

י    καὶ וְחַנֹּתִּ

ἐλεήσω 
  וחנתי

ר ֵ֣ ת־אֲשֶּ  את ὃν ἂν אֶּ

 אשר

 

ן  ἐλεῶ אָחֶֹ֔

 
  אחן

י  ִ֖ חַמְתִּ  καὶ וְרִּ
οἰκτιρήσω 

  ורחמתי 

ר ֶ֥ ת־אֲשֶּ  את ὃν ἂν אֶּ

 אשר

 

ם    ארחם  οἰκτίρω אֲרַחֵֶֽ
Exod. 33:20 

MT LXX SamP DSS 

ר  אמֶּ ֵֹ֕ יאומר[ ויאמר  καὶ εἶπεν וַי  ו 
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 ֶֹ֥ אל  Οὐ לא  

  תוכל δυνήσῃ תוּכִַ֖ל

ת רְאֵֹ֣   לראות ἰδεῖν לִּ

ָ֑י נָּ ת־פָּ  μου τὸ אֶּ

πρόσωπον 
פני  ---   

י ֶ֛   כי οὐ γὰρ כִּ

י רְאֶַ֥נִּ א־יִּ ֶֹֽ  לא μὴ ἴδῃ ל

 יראני

 

ם ִ֖ אָדָּ   האדם ἄνθρωπος הָּ

--- τὸ 

πρόσωπόν 

μου 

---  

י  ֶֽ חָּ  καὶ וָּ

ζήσεται  
  וחי 

Exod. 33:21 

MT LXX SamP DSS 

אמֶּ  ֵֹ֣ ר וַי  καὶ εἶπεν  ויאמר  

ה   יהוה κύριος יְהוֶָּ֔

נֵֶּ֥ה   הנה Ἰδοὺ הִּ

וֹם קִ֖   מקום τόπος מָּ

י ָ֑ תִּ   אתי παρ᾿ ἐμοί אִּ

 ִ֖ צַבְתָּ   ונצבת στήσῃ וְנִּ

וּר  ἐπὶ τῆς עַל־הַצֶֽ

πέτρας 
 על

 הצור

 על

צור[ה ] 
Exod. 33:22 

MT LXX SamP DSS 

יָּה    ᾿ἡνίκα δ וְהָּ

ἂν 
יה   והיה ה   ו 

ר    בעבר  παρέλθῃ בַעֲבֵֹ֣

י   μου ἡ כְבֹדִֶּ֔

δόξα 
  כבודי 

יך  ִ֖  καὶ θήσω וְשַׂמְתִּ

σε 
  ושמתיך 

ת קְרֵַ֣   בנקירות  εἰς ὀπὴν בְנִּ

וּר  τῆς הַצָ֑

πέτρας 
  הצור

י ֶ֥  καὶ וְשַׂכֹתִּ

σκεπάσω 
  ושכתי

י ֶ֛  τῇ χειρί כַפִּ

μου 
י  [כ כפי פ  ] 

יך ִ֖ לֶּ  עליך עליך ἐπὶ σέ עָּ

י  ֶֽ בְרִּ  ἕως ἂν עַד־עָּ

παρέλθω 
 עד

 עברי 

 עד

[עברי]  
Exod. 33:23 

MT LXX SamP DSS 

י   רֹתִּ   והסרתי  καὶ ἀφελῶ וַהֲסִּ

י ת־כַפִֶּ֔ כפי ---  τὴν χεῖρα אֶּ   

יתָּ  ִ֖ אִּ  καὶ τότε וְרָּ

ὄψῃ 
  וראית

י  ָ֑ ת־אֲחֹרָּ  τὰ ὀπίσω אֶּ

μου 
 את

 אחרי 

 

נִַ֖י  τὸ δὲ וּפָּ

πρόσωπόν 

μου 

  ופני

א ֶֹ֥   לא οὐκ ל

וּ אֶֽ  יראו יראו ὀφθήσεταί יֵרָּ

--- σοι ---  
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ANNEX 2 : TRANSLATION OF THE USED WITNESSES TO EXOD. 33 
 

These are my own translations.  

 

1. Masoretic Text 

1 And YHWH spoke to Moses: “Go, go up from there, you and the people that you brought up 

from Egypt to the land that I promised to Abraham, to Isaak and to Jacob, saying “To your seed 

I will give it.” 2−And I will send before you an angel and I will drive out the Canaanite, the 

Amorite, and the Hittite and the Perizzite, the Hivvite and the Jebusite.− 3 to a land flowing 

with milk and honey. But I will not go up in your midst, because you are a stiff-necked people; 

lest I destroy you on the way.” 4 And the people heard this bad news and they mourned and no 

one put on his jewellery on himself. 5 And YHWH spoke to Moses: Say to the sons of Israel “You 

are a stiff necked people, if for one moment I went up in your midst, I would destroy you. Now, 

put down your finery from yourselves and I will know what I will do with you.” 6 And the sons 

of Israel stripped themselves from their jewellery from mount Horeb. 

7 And Moses takes the tent and he pitches it outside of the camp, far from the camp and he calls 

it “Tent of Meeting”. And it happens that everyone seeking for YHWH descends to the Tent of 

Meeting, which is outside of the camp. 8 And it happens that, when Moses goes out into the 

tent, the whole people raises and stands each in the door of his tent and they observe Moses 

until he goes into the Tent. 9 And it happens that, when Moses goes into the tent, the pillar of 

clouds descends and stands at the door of the tent and he speaks to Moses. 10 And the whole 

people sees the pillar of clouds standing at the door of the tent and the whole people rises and 

they bow down, each one at the door of his tent. 11And YHWH speaks to Moses face-to-face, just 

like a man would speak to this friend, and he returns to the camp. And his servant Joshua, son 

of Nun, a young man, does not go away from the tent.362 

12 And Moses said to YHWH: “Look, you say to me “Bring up this people”, but you did not let 

me know who you will send with me. However, you have told “I know you by name and also 

have you found favour in my eyes.” 13 Now, if I truly have found favour in your eyes, then let 

me know your ways and I will know you, so that I may find favour in your eyes, and see that 

your people is this nation.” 14 And he said: “My face/presence will go and I will give you rest.” 

15 And he said to him: “If your face/presence does not go, do not make us go up from here. 16 

 
362 I chose to translate the mysterious and difficult yiqtols and weqatals here as presents, in line with Talstra’s 

interpretation of the yiqtols and weqatals as a way to make the reader present with what happens. 
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And by what will it be known then that I have found favour in your eyes, I and your people? Is 

it not by your going up with us, that we will be distinguished -I and your people- from  all the 

people that are on the surface of the earth?” 17 And YHWH spoke to Moses: “This thing too, that 

you asked for, I will do, since you have found favour in my eyes and I know you by name.” 

 

18 And he said: “Let me see your glory.” 19 And he said: “I will make pass all my goodness in 

front of you and I will call out the name YHWH in front of you and will be gracious to whom I 

will be gracious; I will show mercy to whom I will show mercy.” 20 And he said: You will not 

be able to see my face, since no one can see me and live. 21 And YHWH said: “Behold, there is 

a place with me and you will stand upon the rock. 22 And it will happen that, when my glory 

passes by, I will put you in the cleft of the rock and I will shelter you with my hand, until I have 

passed by. 23 And I will take away my hand, and you will see my back, but my face will not be 

seen. 

 

4. Samaritan Pentateuch 

1 And YHWH spoke to Moses, saying: “Go, go up from there, you and the people that you 

brought up from Egypt to the land that I promised to Abraham, to Isaak and to Jacob, saying 

“To your seed I will give it.” 2−And I will send before you an angel and I will drive out the 

Canaanite and the Amorite and the Hittite and the Girashite and the Perizzite, the Hivvite and 

the Jebusite.− 3 to a land flowing with milk and honey. But I will not go up in your midst, 

because you are a stiff-necked people; lest I destroy you on the way.” 4 And the people heard 

this bad news and they mourned and no one put on his jewellery on himself. 5 And YHWH spoke 

to Moses: Say to the sons of Israel “You are a stiff necked people, if for one moment I went up 

in your midst, I would destroy you. Now, put down your finery from yourselves and I will know 

what I will do with you.” 6 And the sons of Israel stripped themselves from their jewellery from 

mount Horeb. 

7 And Moses takes the tent and he pitches it outside of the camp, far from the camp and he calls 

it “Tent of Meeting”. And it happens that all the seekers of YHWH descend to the Tent of 

Meeting, which is outside of the camp. 8 And it happens that, when Moses goes out into the 

tent, the whole people raises and stands each in the door of his tent and they observe Moses 

until he goes into the Tent. 9 And it happens that, when Moses goes into the tent, the pillar of 

clouds descends and stands at the door of the tent and he speaks to Moses. 10 And the whole 

people sees the pillar of clouds standing at the door of the tent and the whole people rises and 

they bow down, each one at the door of his tent. 11And YHWH speaks to Moses face-to-face, just 
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like a man would speak to this friend, and he returns to the camp. And his servant Joshua, son 

of Nun, a young man, does not go away from the tent.363 

12 And Moses said to YHWH: “Look, you say to me “Bring up this people”, but you did not let 

me know who you will send with me. However, you have told “I know you by name and also 

have you found favour in my eyes.” 13 Now, if I truly have found favour in your eyes, then let 

me know your ways and I will know you, so that I may find favour in your eyes, and see that 

your people is this nation.” 14 And he said: “My face/presence will go and I will give you rest.” 

15 And he said to him: “If your face/presence does not go, do not make me go up from here. 16 

And by what will it be known then that I have found favour in your eyes, I and your people? Is 

it not by your going up with us, that we will be distinguished -I and your people- from  all the 

people that are on the surface of the earth?” 17 And YHWH spoke to Moses: “This thing too, that 

you asked for, I will do, since you have found favour in my eyes and I know you by name.” 

 

18 And he said: “Let me see your glory.” 19 And he said: “I will make pass all my goodness in 

front of you and I will call out the name YHWH in front of you and will be gracious to whom I 

will be gracious; I will show mercy to whom I will show mercy.” 20 And he said: You will not 

be able to see my face, since no one can see me and live. 21 And YHWH said: “Behold, there is 

a place with me and you will stand upon the rock. 22 And it will happen that, when my glory 

passes by, I will put you in the cleft of the rock and I will shelter you with my hand, until I have 

passed by. 23 And I will take away my hand, and you will see my back, but my face will not be 

seen. 

 

3. Septuagint 

1 And THE LORD spoke to Moses: “Go, go up from there, you and your people that you brought 

up from Egypt to the land that I promised to Abraham, Isaak and Jacob, saying “To your seed 

I will give it.” 2And I will send with you an angel before you and he will drive out the Amorite, 

Hittite, Perizzite, Girashite and Hivvite and Jebusite.3 And he will lead you into a land flowing 

with milk and honey. But I will not go with you, because you are a stiff-necked people; lest I 

destroy you on the way.” 4 And the people having heard this bad news they mourned in 

mournful ways. 5 And THE LORD said to the sons of Israel: “You are a stiff-necked people, 

behold, that I will not send another plague upon you and destroy you. So now, take off your 

 
363 I chose to translate the mysterious and difficult yiqtols and weqatals here as presents, in line with Talstra’s 

interpretation of the yiqtols and weqatals as a way to make the reader present with what happens. 
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glorious robes and the jewellery and I will show you what I will do with you.” 6 And the sons 

of Israel stripped themselves from their jewellery and the robe from mount Horeb. 

7 And Moses, having taken his tent, pitched it outside of the camp, very far from the camp and 

it was called “Tent of Witness”. And it happened that everyone seeking for THE LORD descended 

to the tent, outside of the camp. 8 Each time when went into the tent, outside of the camp, the 

whole people stood up at, each one the door of his tent, and they observe Moses going away 

until he went into the Tent. 9 So, when Moses had gone into the tent, the pillar of clouds 

descended and stood at the door of the tent and he spoke to Moses. 10 And the whole people 

saw the pillar of clouds standing at the door of the tent and the whole people rose and they 

bowed down, each one at the door of his tent. 11And THE LORD spoke to Moses person-to-person, 

just like a man would speak to this friend, and he returned to the camp. And the servant Joshua, 

son of Nun, a young man, did not go away from the tent. 

12 And Moses said to THE LORD: “Look, you say to me “Bring up this people”, but you did not 

let me know who you will send with me. However, you have told me “I know you better than 

everyone and also have you found favour with me.” 13 Now, if I truly have found favour before 

you, then show me yourself and I will knowingly see you, so that I may find favour before you, 

and so that I know that his great nation is your people.” 14 And he said: “I myself will go before 

you and I will give you rest.” 15 And he said to him: “If you yourself do not go, do not make 

me go up from here. 16 And by what will it be truly known that I have found favour with you, I 

and your people, if not by your going with us? And we will be distinguished -I and your people- 

from  all the people that are on the earth.” 17 And THE LORD spoke to Moses: “This thing too, 

that you asked for, I will do for you, since you have found favour in front of me and I know 

you better than everyone.” 

 

18 And he said: “Show me your glory.” 19 And he said: “I will make pass my glory in front of 

you and I will call out my name LORD in front of you and will be gracious to whom I am 

gracious; I will show mercy to whom I show mercy.” 20 And he said: You will not be able to 

see my face, since no one can see my face and live. 21 And THE LORD said: “Behold, there is a 

place with me and you will stand upon the rock. 22 And, when my glory passes by, I will put 

you in the cleft of the rock and I will shelter you with my hand, until I have passed by. 23 And 

I will take away the hand, and you will see my back, but my face will not be seen by you. 


