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With Theodotion’s Greek text of Daniel, Daniel Olariu publishes his doctoral dissertation, two years after its defense at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem. A student of both Emanuel Tov and Michael Segal, Olariu aims to provide the first systematic analysis of Theodotion’s text of Daniel as a revision of the Old Greek (OG). His systematic approach and command of the Greek textual tradition are impressive, although at times the study would have benefitted from more detailed discussion. Despite this, this work is a valuable addition to the field and will have a significant impact on future research on Theodotion’s Daniel.
The first chapter, the introduction, offers a broad and thorough discussion of the existing literature on the so-called “Theodotionic Problem.” Olario begins by identifying Theodotion through patristic sources, before turning to an extensive discussion of secondary literature. He moves from early debates on the possibility that a “proto-Theodotion” once existed, through the discovery of the Nahal Hever scroll and Barthélemy’s Kaige theory, to more recent theories concerning Theodotion’s version of Daniel. Olariu’s command of secondary literature is impressive, and his evaluation at the end of the overview is particularly helpful, although one may question whether the lengthy discussion of early proto-Theodotion theories is necessary for the reader. The introduction concludes with a presentation of the current study, which is very useful for navigating the book. Olariu also highlights the difficulty of connecting this revision to the historical Theodotion, preferring instead to speak of Th-Dan.
The second chapter, the character of a revision, is a short chapter that attempts to clarify what should be understood by an ancient revision. Olariu outlines three different theories of revision and follows this with a somewhat larger discussion of other ancient revisions: Aquila, Symmachus and the anonymous reviser of Jeremiah b’. These discussions situate Th-Dan within a broader tradition, showing both parallels with and divergences from other recensions. Identifying the distinctive tendencies of Th-Dan is the central aim of Olariu’s work and the focus of the next chapter.
Chapter three, the characterization of the revisional process in Th-Daniel, is by far the largest section of the book, spanning nearly 300 pages. Olariu divides this chapter into three subsections: recensional consistency, recensional techniques, and recensional inconsistencies. The first subsection aims to demonstrate how Th-Dan creates a Greek text that is far more consistent with its MT-like Hebrew Vorlage than the OG is with its own Vorlage. In this chapter, Olariu focuses primarily, although not exclusively, on passages where the Hebrew Vorlagen of OG and Th-Dan differ little. In doing so, he succeeds in showing the nature of the recension, which goes well beyond better aligning the text. Olariu discusses numerous examples, grouped thematically: stereotyping, quantitative representation, linguistically accurate representation, and word-order representation. Each theme highlights a different aspect of Th-Dan’s revisional tendencies. The sheer number of examples is impressive and provides the reader with a clear overview of Th-Dan’s tendencies, although some examples would benefit from fuller explanation.
The second subsection, recensional techniques, examines how Th-Dan treated the base Greek text. Although Olariu presents this section as complementary to the first, in my opinion it is essential for understanding his broader argument. As Olariu notes in his survey of secondary literature, scholars continue to debate exists whether Th-Dan should be understood as a new translation or as a revision of an earlier Greek text. While current scholarship seems to tend toward the revisionists view, the debate is not yet settled. In his working hypothesis at the end of chapter one, Olariu aligns himself firmly with the revisionists, but he does not provide clear textual evidence for his position until this subsection. One might therefore wonder whether Olariu’s argument would not have been more persuasive had he begun chapter three with this subsection before turning to recensional consistency. 
As in the previous subsection, Olariu groups his examples, but here the grouping follows the degree and manner in which Th-Dan uses the OG, moving from close to further away: treatment of first-found equivalents, partly maintained – partly revised equivalents, Th-Dan’s use of the OG context for selecting its equivalents, standardization vis-à-vis LXX vocabulary, synonymous equivalents, and finally exegesis based on remote passages. Through these many examples, Olariu demonstrates the diverse ways in which Th-Dan employs the OG as the basis for their revision. He shows systematically that the many connections between Th-Dan and the OG can only be explained if Th-Dan revised the OG, or a closely related Greek text. While some examples would benefit from further explanation, Olariu’s mastery of the Greek textual tradition is impressive, as illustrated by the comparative chart on p. 273 between manuscripts Pap 967 and 88-Syh, the Old Greek according to Olivier Munnich’s edition and Th-Dan.
The third subsection turns to recensional inconsistencies. No reviser is perfect and Th-Dan is no exception. Although Olariu initially identifies three types of inconsistency (regarding the Greek base text, regarding the Hebrew text, regarding his own previous revisions), he ultimately divides the subsection into two categories: inconsistencies influenced by the base text and inconsistencies influenced by the difficulties of the source text. Abandoning the more traditional division and instead focusing on the base text and the source text allows for a better comparison, highlighting once again how the reviser responsible for Th-Dan reworked the OG. In his evaluation, Olariu reiterates the central argument of the chapter: demonstrating the close relationship between Th-Dan and the OG.
Chapter four, the nature of Th-Dan’s Vorlage, presents one of the study’s most intriguing hypotheses: that the Hebrew Vorlage of Th-Dan at times reflects a shorter, older textual form than the MT. Here Olariu’s command of the Hebrew and Greek textual witnesses of Daniel is indispensable, as he guides the reader not only through the MT, Qumran, the OG, and Th-Dan, but also through the various Greek witnesses of both OG and Th-Dan. While not every example is equally convincing, Olariu presents many cases in which his hypothesis seems plausible and in which Th-Dan even seems to preserve readings older than those found at Qumran. Although not the central argument of the book, this chapter contains its most innovative contributions and clearly merits further research.
The fifth and final chapter offers the conclusion. Olariu systematically reviews his findings, highlighting key elements and summarizing the most important examples from chapters three and four. The most interesting element of the conclusion is the final section, where he discusses how the patristic perception of Th-Dan shifted from hostility to acceptance, eventually supplanting the OG. He argues that Th-Dan came to be seen as a revision of the OG in later patristic times, making it theologically acceptable for use in theological treatises.
Olariu’s book is a genuine tour de force. His intricate knowledge of the Greek textual traditions of both Th-Dan and the OG offers insights that few other scholars could match. Through his many examples, he demonstrates how Th-Dan revises the OG towards their MT-like Vorlage, while also improving consistency and style. This systematic approach has many strengths, though it also has its limitations: Olariu’s analysis is often limited, and he frequently allows the examples to speak for themselves where additional commentary or a more in-depth analysis would have been welcome. In this respect, chapter four is an exception, offering more sustained analysis and opening new avenues for research on the Hebrew Vorlage of Th-Dan.
One unfortunate aspect of the book is the presence of occasional errors. Whether due to editorial oversights or mistakes in the original manuscript, several clear errors appear throughout. Examples include the missing note 151 on page 29, the consistent use of “Natalio Marcos Fernández” instead of “Natalio Fernández Marcos” on page 51, and the missing vocalization of עם in a note discussing vocalization variants, note 65 on page 107. While none of these errors undermine the argument, they do form a distraction in an otherwise excellent work. 
Despite this unfortunate element, Olariu’s study is a highly valuable contribution to the scholarship on Theodotion’s Greek text of Daniel. Because he discusses such a large number of examples, nearly all future work on Th-Dan will need to engage with his findings and his systematic approach will prove useful for subsequent research. Olariu fills a clear gap in the existing scholarship on Daniel and although they are not the most controversial or groundbreaking, his thorough and systematic work represents a significant contribution to the field.
