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PREFACE

It is not an easy task to start typing a preface for this collection of
articles to honor Prof. Julio C. Trebolle Barrera. It is no light
enterprise to render in a handful of pages the impact he has had in our
lives as teacher, mentor, and friend throughout the years. Knowing of
that hardship, we have actually asked one of Julio’s long-time
colleagues and friends, Prof. Florentino Garcia Martinez, to write
some lines further ahead in this volume to offer a more complete,
time-spanning, and rounded-up vision of Julio the scholar, but also of
Julio the friend and Julio the intellectual. That last word should be
underscored, as it is perhaps the most accurate term to define him
without having to produce a long-winded narrative. Being an
intellectual in this world of ours transcends the mere trade of the
academic, understood as the specialization of excellence in a single
field or discipline, which runs parallel with our contemporary models
of scientific production: a society of scholars who exhibit mastership
in their respective areas, which grow narrower and narrower as the
accumulated bulk of human knowledge accumulates exponentially.
Against this typical scenario in the academia of today, Julio Trebolle
has managed not only to acquire such a mastership in Biblical
Studies, finding a place among the international community of
specialists in the history of the biblical text, but also to meld the
worldview of the specialized researcher and professor with the
paradigm of the intellectual, whose model stays closer to the classical
ideal of the humanist. Julio’s closeness to the spirit of the
Renaissance Man, or the 18™-19" century polymath is reflected in his
amazing talent for interdisciplinary approaches, which one notices
first in his research on the Bible: Together with ultra-specialized
articles on demanding topics, like textual criticism of the Septuagint
and its secondary versions or editing of Qumran fragments, a large
number of his contributions to the discipline combine methodologies
and areas of research which have traditionally stayed apart, such as
textual criticism and biblical historiography; explanations of
problems of Hebrew grammar connected to problems in the
transmission of the text; or, saliently, his defense of the joint
application of textual, literary, and redaction criticism not only as an
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ideal but also as a necessity when trying to shed some light on the
history of the Hebrew Bible and its versions.

In our days, that alone would set Julio apart from the average
academic. But his interdisciplinary approach transcends the usual
trades of the biblical scholar, as he is incredibly well versed in a
series of topics which progressively grow, from a traditional point of
view, quite ‘alien’ to the traditional expert in the history of the
biblical text. We are thinking of related disciplines, such as
iconography or theology, Near Eastern and Classical literature; but
also of Western literature, from the Middle Ages to contemporary
poets, narrators, and playwrights; of philosophy and political studies
well into the post-industrial and postmodern writers; of art and music
in their widest expression. And, most remarkably, he manages to
make sense of it all in his writings and in his classes. Julio has been
teaching both Bible and Ancient Near East and Bible and Western
Literature for over a decade at Universidad Complutense and it is still
quite amazing to witness how he manages to produce effortless
connections between Mary Shelley and Genesis, Gilgamesh and Job.
The freshness of attending his classes as students does not diminish
when sitting at one of his lectures as teachers ourselves and, all in all,
maybe this snapshot is the best definition of Julio’s activity: he
understands texts (biblical and otherwise) in the realm of human
history within a sphere which includes but does not limit itself to
variants, versions, and redactions. Rather, it is a large chain of
relationships and mirrors which move from the dawn of the written
word to the last book we may find at a bookstore. This, in turn, leads
to the second salient feature in Julio’s career and, probably, also in
his persona: a comparative spirit. For many of us, our first contact
with Julio came in the form of columns of text, some precise
clockwork of synoptic Masoretic text, a couple Septuagint types, Old
Latin, and perhaps some Qumran fragments; that could be in a paper
(starting with his dissertation) or in a class on Bible and Qumran; for
others, their first contact came when Julio Trebolle was taking a key
role in the founding and growth of the Instituto Universitario de
Ciencias de las Religiones at Universidad Complutense de Madrid,
which he directed for a good number of years. In this sense, he was a
pioneer in the fledging discipline of religious studies in Spain. Both
as an academic in the field and in his period as administrator he did
exhibit these comparative qualities in the widest sense of the word:
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comparative studies of religion and also the creation of a medium,
and ultimately of a graduate program, which introduced an array of
methodologies and cultures under the common umbrella of religious
studies and let scholars from different universities and fields of
expertise collaborate in a so-far unknown model in our country. Julio
has directed and still directs quite a few dissertations in religious
studies and also here we may feel the width of his interests, tutoring
capacity, and penchant for the scholarly and humanistic connection
between topics and ideas. The same can be said of his translation-
commentator activity in the last decade or so. The volumes on Psalms
and Job he has produced with Susana Pottecher are to be praised both
for the definition of a new genre of commentary, which spans the gap
between divulgation and scholarly work, from specialized text and
multidisciplinary essay; and for the amazing capacity for translation
and the literary and musical awareness in the Spanish rendering of
Hebrew poetry.

The brief sketch we have presented above cannot be complete
without saving for last, as perhaps the main feature in the definition
of intellectual, that Julio Trebolle is a great person, because all those
aspects of the humanist lead to and come from the humane, without
any kind of divorce. He is the teacher and researcher, but also the
mentor and friend, and no matter how rich and loaded his agenda may
become, he always has room for a short chat or trying to give some
answers (or pose acute questions) to colleagues, disciples and friends.
Therefore we present this volume to Julio Trebolle Barrera under the
spell of gratitude of former students, but also of the non-measurable
bond of friendship

Andrés Piquer Otero
Pablo Torijano Morales
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RECOLLECTIONS: A SCHOLARLY PROFILE OF JULIO C.
TREBOLLE BARRERA

Florentino Garcia Martinez

The scholarly profile of Professor Julio C. Trebolle Barrera should be
evident to everyone who takes a cursory look at his bibliography
printed in this volume. When the editors of the volume asked me to
write such a profile, on the basis of my acquaintance with Julio that
goes back almost fifty years, [ understood that they wanted something
different from what everybody can read there, and they expected that
I would be able to add something which is not easy to find there,
particularly for the colleagues who are not familiar with the Spanish
situation or the Spanish University. For this reason I have called this
scholarly profile “recollections” because it is based in memories as
much as in facts.

My first recollection of Julio is not that of a Biblical Scholar, but
that of a musician (and music has been a constant in Julio’s life). It
was back in the sixties at the Pontifical University of Comillas in
Santander. We were not in the same class. I arrived to Comillas for
the study of Theology, and, although a few months older than Julio, I
was in a lower class, because Julio had already been in Comillas for
years, studying Humanities and Philosophy. He was the organist of
the Schola Cantorum of the University, working under the direction
of the famous Father Prieto, and touring in Europe accompanying the
singers at the piano. Thus the first element of Julio’s personality, for
me, with which I did get acquainted, was his love of music, although
only once, in a performance of the Carmina Burana, adapted to the
possibilities available at the University, we did play together.

But in order to understand Julio and his academic life we need to
go further back in time, to his origins and family in Galicia, where he
was born the 24.04.1943. It is not by accident that Julio has dedicated
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his first book to his father and mother (Jos¢ y Marina),' and his
second one to his brother (José Luis) and his sisters (Maria Luisa,
Marina and Margarita).” I suspect that it was in this familiar context
that Julio acquired his love for literature, a second constant in my
recollections of Julio’s life. In fact, I learned about his love of
literature only when he told me of the poetry contests organized for
many years by the printing house of his father, and was able to read
some of the booklets that received prizes and were then printed. If
the love of music has remained within the private sphere of Julio’s
life, his love of literature has become more and more public with the
years, perhaps under the influence of Susana Pottecher. The fact is
that both in his latest teaching, like the very successful course at the
Universidad Complutense on “The Bible and its reception in the
literature of Occident,” and in his latest writings, his love for
literature is clearly evident. Already in the companion volume® to his
translation of the Psalms with Susana Pottecher,’ a whole chapter is
dedicated to a comparison of the biblical Psalter with Cannanite and
Mesopotamian literature, with Egyptian prayers, prayers in the
Graeco-Roman world, and imitations of biblical poetry in late Jewish
or early Christian literature, and, most remarkably, it traces the
echoes of the biblical Psalms in classical Spanish literature (Jorge de
Montemayor or Fray Luis de Ledn), within modern literature of South
America (Jorge de Lima, Murillo Mendes, or Ernest Cardenal), and
on a whole array of writers, from William Blake, Paul Verlaine or
Rainer Maria Rilke, to Herman Melville, Gerard M. Hopkins, Patrice
de la Tour or Paul Celan. Furthermore, his latest published book,’
dedicated to Susana, opens with a quote from George Steiner and

' His dissertation in Semitic Philology, directed by A. Diez Macho, defended at
the Universidad Complutense de Madrid in 1980 and published under the title
Salomon y Jerobodan. Historia de la recension y redaccion de 1 Reyes 2-12; 14
(Institucion San Jerénimo10; Valencia, 1980).

2 His second dissertation in Theology, directed by M. Garcia Cordero and
defended at Universidad Pontificia de Salamanca in 1984 and published under the
title: Jehu y Jods. Texto y composicion literaria de 2 Reyes 9-11 (Institucion San
Jerénimo 17; Valencia 1984).

? Julio Trebolle Barrera, El Libro de los Salmos: Religon, poder y saber
(Estructuras y Procesos, Serie Religion; Madrid: Trotta, 2001).

* Libro de los Salmos, Himnos y Lamentaciones, Traduccion de Julio Trebolle
Barrera, version poética de Susana Pottecher (Estructuras y Procesos, Serie Religion;
Madrid: Trotta, 2001).

5 Julio Trebolle Barrera, Imagen y palabra de un Silencio: La Biblia en su mundo
(La dicha de enmudecer; Madrid: Trotta, 2008).
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another from Dante. The first chapter of this book /magen y Palabra
(pp. 17-111), reads as much as work of a poet as work of a biblical
scholar.

Music and literature are important in Julio’s life, but they do not
explain the brilliant biblical scholar Julio has become. Much more is
need: a strong philosophical formation, hermeneutic feeling and solid
philology in Hebrew, Greek and Latin. The main steps of the
academic formation of Julio Trebolle Barrera can be summarized as
follows: graduation in Philosophy and in Theology at the Universidad
de Comillas in 1962 and 1966, graduation in Biblical Studies at the
Pontifical Biblical Institute of Rome in 1971, graduation in
Philosophy at the Universidad Complutense in 1974, graduation in
Semitic Philology at the Universidad de Barcelona in 1976, a Ph D. in
Semitic Philology at the Universidad Complutense in 1980, and a
second Ph.D. in Biblical Theology at the Universidad Pontificia de
Salamanca in 1983. This array of degrees is only understandable in
the Spanish situation of the epoch, where the State Universities and
the Church Institutions were two completely separated and
independent worlds, and in order to be able to make an academic
career in either of them you needed to have the right degrees. To this
listing one should add the international dimension of his academic
formation. Roma was certainly important, but even more important
was Jerusalem. He arrived there on 1971 and remained until 1974,
working at the Ecole Biblique et Archéologique Frangaise, of which
he is an “éleve diplomé.” From 1975 until 1977 he was alternating
semesters in Jerusalem and Miister, working with E. Zenger in the
“Seminar fiir biblische Zeitgeschichte.” From 1978 until the present
he has been returning to Jerusalem almost every year. First, for whole
semesters between 1978 and 1983, as Director of the Spanish Biblical
and Archaeological Institute (Casa de Santiago), and, later, for
shorter periods, working at the Rockefeller Museum on the edition of
the biblical scrolls from Cave 4 for which he took responsibility, or at
the library of the Ecole Biblique.

It was in Jerusalem, in the seventies, when we were living together
at the Spanish Casa de Santiago, that we become close friends. It was
in this particular context that our friendship was born, and the
memories of these years color without any doubt all my recollections.
I recall with pride the piano concerts we attended together in the
Jewish sector of Jerusalem, or the concert of Spanish music he gave
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in the Arabic section of the city (where I was introducing to the
public the works he was playing), or our weekly swimming at the
YMCA, or the animated conversations on all sort of biblical or
political topics, or our desperate search for an Arab dentist on the
streets of Old Jerusalem. And particularly, I recall the days when he
was working feverishly, day and night without interruption, because,
as in a sudden illumination, he found the key to the dissertation he
was preparing and wanted to put everything on paper before
forgetting the details. He was working there with the lamented Father
F. Langlamet on what later turned into his first Doctoral dissertation
on the textual types in the books of Kings, and in these days he
discovered the central intuition which would govern much of his
scholarly production later on, forcing him to broke open the
boundaries between textual and literary criticism (as, for example, in
his article “Redaction, Recension, and Midrash in the Books of
Kings” of 1982, reprinted on 1999), and to deal with equal regard
with all forms of the biblical text (as, for example, in his article
“From the Old Latin Through the Old Greek to the Old Hebrew” of
1984). His stay in Jerusalem was also fundamental for the
development of his interest in the Biblical Qumran texts, of which
Julio later would become one of the editors. It is revealing that in the
prologue to his first dissertation he thanks F.M. Cross for his support,
whereas on the second he thanks J. Strugnell.

Julio has developed all his academic career at the Department of
Hebrew and Aramaic Studies of the Faculty of Philology of the
Universidad Complutense de Madrid to which he was incorporated
in 1981, and where on 2004 reached the position of “Catedratico de
Universidad,” the Spanish equivalent of a full Professor. He was
“Visiting Professor” in Cambrigde (at the Faculties of Oriental
Studies and of Divinity) for three months in 1997, and Senior Fellow
(at the Faculty of Theology of the KULeuven) also for three months
in 2002.

Although Julio’s first published article (in 1974) deals with
philosophical hermeneutics (Dilthey, Heidegger, Gadamer), a field
which he would continue exploring later in his career,” he is best
known for his work on the Septuagint, on the Old Latin version, on

® Manuel Maceiras Fafian and Julio C. Trebolle Barrera, La hermenéutica
contempordnea (Serie Historia de la Filosofia 51, Madrid: Editorial Doncel, 1990,
2nd ed. 1993) for example.
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the Hebrew biblical texts from Qumran, and on the historical books
of the Bible in general, as a cursory look at his bibliography clearly
shows. All these works make Julio a many sided and very well known
Biblical scholar with a strong international profile, accentuated by his
membership of the Board of the Periodical Vetus Testamentum and its
Supplement Series. Julio as scholar is best known as a practitioner of
the discipline of textual criticism and for this reason he has been
entrusted with the critical edition of the books of Kings both in Greek
(by the Septuaginta-Unternehmen of Gottingen) and in Hebrew (as a
member of the Editorial Board of the Oxford Hebrew Bible Project).

Less known outside of Spain is the work he has done to introduce
in the University the academic study of Religion in all its
manifestations, a field that as an expert in Judaism,” he has developed
in Spain almost single handedly. In Spain, even to this day, there are
no Faculties of Theology in the State Universities, and though at the
Universidad de Madrid (which late will become the Universidad
Complutense) a chair of History of Religions was created in 1954,
after the unexpected death of its first titular in 1956 nobody was
appointed to the position.® The study of the Bible as such is thus
relegated to the Pontifical Universities, private Universities, or other
Church institutions, which implies a confessional approach to the
subject matter. It is true that within the State Universities or other
institutions supported by the State, like de Council for Scientific
Research, certain specialties like the Aramaic or the Greek versions
of the Old Testament did find a home and could be developed (like
the Targumic studies developed at the Universities of Barcelona and
Madrid by A. Diez Macho, or the Septuagint or Masoretic studies
developed at the CSIC), but there was no place at the University
where the Old Testament or the Religion of Israel could be
academically studied in the context of the Oriental literatures and
Religions.

I recall the passionate discussions and all the administrative and
political obstacles he was forced to deal with in order to create the

7" As shown by his books: El Judaismo moderno (Madrid: Ediciones SM, 1997),
El Judaismo (Madrid: Ediciones del Orto, 2002), Los Judios hoy (Cordoba: El
Almendro, 2005), Understanding Jews Today (Cordoba: El Almendro, 2005).

% See F. Diez de Velasco, “La historia de las religiones en Espaiia: Avatares de
una disciplina,” ‘Ilu 0 (1995): 51-61 and “Angel Alvarez de Moranda y la catedra de
historia de las Religiones de la Universidad de Madrd: un proyecto truncado,”
Bandue 1 (2007):83-133.
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“Instituto Universitario de Ciencias de las Religiones” at the
Universidad Complutense (which he directed from 1991 until 2000,
and whose doctoral program he coordinated from 1998 until 2003).
At this Institute, the first of its kind in any Spanish University, he
brought together scholars of the Hebrew and Aramaic, Arabic, and
Greek Departments of the Faculty of Philology, but also from other
Departments of the Faculty of Philosophy and from other Faculties.
He designed what later became a special degree of the Universidad
Complutense on Languages and Cultures of Middle East in
Antiquity. In this Institute he was able to teach classes on the
Religions of the Ancient Orient and the Religion of Israel, Cannanite
Literature and the like. He also created the publishing organ of the
Institute: ‘Ilu. Revista de Ciencias de las Religiones, on whose
number 0 he edited the Actas del 1 Simposio de la Sociedad
Esparniola de Ciencias de las Religiones in 1995, and where he has
contributed regularly He has also infused a new life to the “Sociedad
espafiola de Ciencias de las Religiones” of which he has been vice-
president from 1993 until 2000, and has been determinant in the
creation of its yearbook Bandue: Revista de la Sociedad Espariola de
Ciencias de las Religiones on 2007. But perhaps his greatest
achievement on this field was the creation of the Enciclopedia
Iberoamericana de Religiones, a big international enterprise of which
6 volumes have already been published, with Julio as the general
coordinator, and which has a great influence on the development of
the discipline in Spain.

Nothing of this would have been possible if Julio would not have
been and excellent manager at the same time as a first rate scholar.
My recollections of his managerial qualities also go back to our years
in Jerusalem, when he was forced to stop his research for a while in
order to bring order into the family business. Later on, he applied his
managerial qualities in order to bring to fruition a good number of
scholarly projects and congresses for which he got financial support
from public and private institutions. As vice-president of the
“Fundacion Biblica Espafiola” he was instrumental in producing the
facsimile edition of Biblia Poligota Complutensis that he presented in
the Bibliotheca Ambrosiana of Milan, at the National Library in
Madrid, and which first copy he offered to the Spanish King Juan
Carlos on 1984. He worked on the project Biblia Polyglota
Matritensis, directed by Natalio Fernandez Marcos, from 1985 until
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1997, and from 1998 until the present day he has directed his own
research projects. He has directed several “cursos de verano,” another
typical creation of the Spanish Universities dedicated to bring to the
attention of a larger public during the summer months hot topics of
research  (Las religiones como factor de conflicto y de paz,
Universidad Complutense, El Escorial 1997; Los Manuscritos del
Mar Muerto: Paganos, judios y cristianos, Universidad Menéndez y
Pelayo, Santander 1997; El Cristianismo: 2000 arios después,
Universidad Rey Juan Carlos, Ronda 2000; Religiones y culturas,
Universidad Rey Juan Carlos, Ronda 2001; Religiones y culturas en
Ibeoroamérica, Universidad Complutense, El Escorial 2003). I have
participated myself in several of the congresses and summer courses
organized by Julio, and I have wonderful memories of each one of
them. I recall the problems he has organizing an international
seminary to celebrate 50 years of the Qumran discoveries at the
University of Madrid on 1997, which were solved when the Spanish
Queen Sofia called the Offices of the University asking for a copy of
the papers being read, and where we had a memorable TV interview
together with Harmut Stegemann; or the trip to our University of
Comillas to let Emile Puech admire it during the summer course in
Santander in 1997. But my fondest recollections are without any
doubt those of the international congress of El Escorial of 1991, the
Madrid Qumran Congress as it is known, a congress celebrated at the
right time (when free access to the manuscripts was granted), which
opened new lines of investigation, marked deeply the development of
the discipline, brought together established and young scholars, and
created a new way of doing research, more collegial and friendly, in a
field marred by brother twists. The congress was, of course perfectly
organized, with highlights such as the presentation of the research at
the Biblioteca Nacional in Madrid, the awarding of the Honour Medal
of the Universidad Complutense to F.M. Cross in the Real Coliseo
Carlos III of El Escorial and to J.T. Milik (who could not attend the
congress) later on in the Spanish Embassy in Paris, and the visit of
Queen Sofia to converse with some of the participants. But I think
that the most impressive feature, the one that all the participants will
never forget, was the “Queimada” performed by Julio in the lobby of
the congress hotel: it was a real Galician event, even if the “conjuros”
were recited in Hebrew and Aramaic!
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The dearest recollection I have from Julio, is perhaps the most
difficult to express because it concerns the most precious moments of
our friendship, conversations on which the deepest intuitions were
formulated without worrying too much whether they were solidly
grounded. Julio as a conversationalist is somebody who, in a
characteristic way and with a few well-chosen words that go directly
to the core, is able to sketch completely new visions, new approaches
and new syntheses. These intuitions, that perhaps cannot be
convincingly proved and for that reason Julio has been reluctant to
put in paper and has reserved for conversations and discussions
among friends, contain more insights and more wisdom that the most
polished analysis we are used to. This element, which I consider
essential in Julio’s scholarly profile, begins to transpire little by little
in his latest publications; it is now as if he has finally overcome his
natural reserve and feels free from all restraint. I sincerely hope that
Julio, the conversationalist, become even with Julio the scholar for
the intellectual benefit of all of us.
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CORRUPTION OR CORRECTION?
TEXTUAL DEVELOPMENT IN THE MT OF 1 SAMUEL 1

Anneli Aejmelaeus

Textual Criticism vs. Textual History

Textual criticism generally aims at determining the original wording
of a given passage in an ancient text, in our case the Hebrew Bible.
Text-critical decisions mostly concern variants, alternative readings
found in the various textual witnesses of the piece of literature in
question, but at times reconstruction of the original reading is also
necessary, although some scholars perhaps find it disputable. Textual
criticism thus concentrates on small details of the text, mostly one
detail at a time.

On the other hand, textual history, which is akin to textual criti-
cism, is more concerned with the overall view of the development of
the text at hand and the character of its various witnesses and textual
traditions. In order to reach reliable decisions on the details, textual
criticism needs all the information there is on the textual history of
the text in question, but all text-historical information and the infor-
mation on the character of the witnesses is based on the evidence of
the small details of the text. The two ways of looking at textual evi-
dence are clearly interdependent, which means that caution is needed.
A certain overall view tends to turn the decisions on the details to-
ward a direction that further corroborates that very same overall view.
For instance, the notion of the MT representing a reliable and very
old textual tradition tends to create text-critical decisions that support
this notion. It is like the domino effect: dominoes all falling in one
direction, one way or the other. How can we make them fall in the
right direction?

Of all the rules that have been formulated to assist decision-
making in textual criticism, the most worthwhile is the one according
to which “the reading that is capable of explaining the emergence of
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the alternative readings should be regarded as the original.”' T would
like to go further on this line and maintain that the first and foremost
question in textual criticism is not “which one of the readings is the
most original?” or “which reading best of all suits the context?”, but
instead, “what happened to the text?” or “how did the various read-
ings come about?”. Even when making decisions on small details of
the text, the primary criterion is not the suitability of the readings in
the context. Suitability is of course a necessary requirement for the
reading determined to be the original, but it does not help to distin-
guish between several suitable alternatives, and it could also be a
criterion for secondary features.

Instead, the primary criterion for text-critical decisions is the prob-
ability of what happened, the probability of the development of the
alternative readings from the supposed original. For instance, if @ and
b are alternative readings in a certain case, the emergence of b out of
a, if a is the original, and the emergence of a out of b, if b is the origi-
nal, are often two completely different stories, and the actual decision
to be made concerns which one of these stories more probably repre-
sents what really happened. In order to be able to evaluate the alterna-
tive explanations, we need to know which explanations are available,
that is, what were the kinds of phenomena that took place in the vari-
ous branches of the textual tradition. This is what textual history is
about, and it is an essential prerequisite of textual criticism.

What Happened to the Text?

Methodological textbooks provide information on text-historical phe-
nomena, in that they inform the student on the copying process and
the kinds of unintentional changes involving confusion of certain
letters and omission of words and phrases through homoioteleuton
error and the like. Less attention seems to be paid to intentional
changes that would go beyond such relatively harmless phenomena as
harmonization with parallel passages. The traditional overall view on

! For criticism of this rule, see E. Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible
(Minneapolis, MN: Fortress Press, 1992/ 22001), 309. According to Tov, “to some
extent textual evaluation cannot be bound by any rules. It is an art in the full sense of
the word...” (p. 309). The emphasis on “transcriptional probability” by Karen H.
Jobes and Moisés Silva, Invitation to the Septuagint (Grand Rapids, MI/Carlisle, UK:
Baker Academic/Paternoster, 2000), 128—130, comes very close to my thinking.
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the textual history of the Hebrew Bible did not reckon with inten-
tional editing of the Hebrew text in a phase that is part of the textual
history. On the contrary, intentional editing was per definitionem
considered to belong to a different area of study, the compositional
history of the text. This overall view is still reflected in much of the
text-critical argument that can be observed in exegetical literature.
Meanwhile, it has become clear at least to the avant-garde of textual
criticism—Julio Trebolle, no doubt, among the first ones—that the
borderline between textual criticism and literary criticism cannot be
drawn that sharply, and in fact needs to be defined anew.”

When speaking of unintentional changes during the copying proc-
ess, the sources of error are very similar in all kinds of texts regard-
less of time, location and even language, each writing system natu-
rally having its typical ways of confusing letters. The basic mecha-
nisms behind the errors and, accordingly, the principles followed in
textual criticism when trying to restore the original text are the same
everywhere. The rules of lectio difficilior and lectio brevior give ex-
pression to very elementary tendencies that can be observed in textual
transmission: a rare expression is liable to be changed to an everyday
expression, and texts tend to grow in length rather than get shorter.
There are however so many exceptions to these rules—errors produc-
ing difficult wordings and parablepsis shortening the text—that they
really are not of much use.

Beyond the common features just mentioned, the textual history of
any given text also includes features that are characteristic to this text
only and not applicable to other texts. For instance, the textual history
of the Septuagint is complicated by repeated approximation of its
Greek text to the Hebrew text, and this is a major factor to be taken
into account in textual criticism of the Septuagint. On the other hand,
the textual history of the Hebrew Bible is complicated by the meas-
ures taken to establish one textual line, that is, the proto-Masoretic
consonantal text, as the one and only standard text and the prevalence
of this one textual line since the 1* — 2" cent. CE. As a consequence,

2 Julio Trebolle emphasizes the necessity to differentiate in the history of the for-
mation of the text between textual composition, edition, and transmission: “Textual
Criticism and the Composition History of Samuel: Connections between Pericopes in
1 Samuel 1 — 4,” in: Archaeology of the Books of Samuel (ed. Philippe Hugo and
Adrian Schenker; VTSup 132; Leiden/Boston: Brill 2010), 261-285 (esp. 284). For
this discussion, see also idem, The Jewish Bible and the Christian Bible (Leiden:
Brill, 1998), 382-387.
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the documentation of the textual history of the Hebrew text is frag-
mentary and one-sided, which naturally affects the practice of textual
criticism.

Characteristic Features of Textual Witnesses

The characteristic features of textual witnesses and textual families
ought to be looked for among their secondary readings, either inten-
tional or unintentional changes of the text. While it is indeed possible
to describe a textual witness as either well preserved or corrupted by
the probability of unintentional errors,’ it is the kinds of intentional
changes discovered in a textual witness that reveal the most charac-
teristic features typical of this particular witness and not shared by
others, unless proved otherwise.* Such intentional features, wherever
encountered, are particularly valuable for textual criticism, as they
give us a clue of what can be expected of this textual witness and
which explanations are available in individual cases.

In case of repeated intentional changes toward a certain direction it
is justified to speak of conscious editing of the text. In such cases, it
may be even possible to discern the motive behind the changes. This
is where the text-critical method shows similarities with the method
of Sherlock Holmes: crucial for the solution of what happened to the
text is the motive behind the change.’

Now, the more practical question is where to begin. For the overall
characterization, it is necessary to have evidence from the individual
cases, and for the interpretation of the individual cases, an overall

3 1 agree with Emanuel Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, 298-299, that
such statistical probabilities should not influence the text-critical decisions in indi-
vidual cases, “because exceptions... are not predictable” (299).

This condition is often overlooked. For instance, Jiirg Hutzli, Die Erzdhlung von
Hanna und Samuel: Textkritische und literarische Analyse von 1. Samuel 1-2 unter
Beriicksichtigung des Kontextes (ATANT 89; Zirich: TVZ, 2007), 145, seems to
take it for granted that all textual witnesses show signs of similar editorial measures.
See also S. D. Walters, “Hannah and Anna: The Greek and Hebrew Texts of 1 Sam-
uel 1,” JBL 107 (1988): 385412, who regards both the Septuagint and the MT as
“discrete narratives, each with its own Tendenz.” Logically, Tendenz should be at-
tributed to secondary developments only.

5 For the evidential paradigm that best describes the text-critical methodology, as
it does the method of Sherlock Holmes, see C. Ginzburg, “Clues: Roots of an Evi-
dential Paradigm,” in: C. Ginzburg Clues, Myths, and the Historical Method (trans. J.
and A. C. Tedeschi; Baltimore/London: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1989),
96-125.
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characterization is needed. The solution to the dilemma is to be
sought in individual cases that are complex enough to serve as key
cases. The accumulation of similar cases corroborates the characteri-
zation.

In this paper, I would like to illustrate what I have said so far by
examples from the story of Hannah in 1 Samuel, and through these
examples, to discuss the textual character of the MT in this part of the
Hebrew Bible.® The point of comparison is mainly the Septuagint, but
in several cases there are also fragments of 4QSam® available. The
Septuagint was translated several centuries before the emergence of
the MT as the standard text, and this means that the manuscripts of
the Hebrew source text used for the translation were 200-300 years
older than the starting point of the Masoretic tradition. This difference
in age is significant, suggesting that readings more original than the
MT will be found through the Septuagint.” As for 4QSam®, it also
clearly predates the MT, giving an authentic picture of the textual
situation during the last centuries BCE. The interpretation of the evi-
dence of the Septuagint is complicated by the fact that it is a transla-
tion, whereas the use of 4QSam® suffers from its fragmentariness. The
special characteristics of these two witnesses, however, are not at the
center of my discussion here.

Textual Corruption in the MT

As is well known, there are numerous smaller and larger differences
between the MT, on the one hand, and the Septuagint and 4QSam®, on
the other, in the Books of Samuel. Theoretically speaking, it may be a
question of unintentional corruption of the text in one or the other
direction or it is also possible that some of these differences have
their origin in deliberate editing of one or the other textual tradition.
In what follows, the focus is on the textual character of the MT, and
through my examples I would like to demonstrate that both corrup-
tion and deliberate editing, involving theological or ideological ten-

® Since it is impossible to acknowledge here all who have written on 1 Sam 1-2, T
shall confine my references mainly to the more recent discussion.

" Emanuel Tov has estimated that the most important source of significant read-
ings to be compared with the MT is the Septuagint; see E. Tov, The Text-Critical Use
of the Septuagint in Biblical Research (Jerusalem Biblical Studies 3; Jerusalem:
Simor, 1981), 272.
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dency, have taken place in the Masoretic textual tradition. How to tell
the difference between intentional and unintentional changes is not
always easy. Since simpler explanations should have preference, and
unintentional change is a more simple explanation, this should be
tried out first. But just how far can we get with this explanation?

There seems to be a fairly widespread consensus among research-
ers that the MT in 1 Samuel is based on a textual line that contains
numerous grave errors and defects.” Comparison with 4QSam® and
the Septuagint easily produces examples for corrupted readings in the
MT:

1 Sam 1:24(-25)

N2TTNR NWIY 25 1] nam
Kal Td maddpiov pet’ avtdV Kai mpooryayov Evimov Kupiov, kai
£o@aev O Tatnp avtod TV Buciav, fjv €noiel €€ fluep&V €ig NUEPAG
T Kupiw, kai tpocriyayev to narddpiov, “kai €opaev TOV udoxov-
(cf. 4QSam® vrw[m --- AwK[2] AAA [ --- I ending three
consecutive lines 8-10)’

The famous =i 7p3m “the boy was a boy” in the MT has received
many a clever explanation as to why it should be considered as the
original text.'” Nevertheless, the shorter text really does not make
much sense, whereas the Septuagint contains a longer description of
the pilgrimage of the family, of the boy Samuel being brought to Shi-
loh, and of the sacrifices offered by Elkanah on this occasion, and
4QSam" has space enough for this. The omission cannot be explained
through homoioteleuton, but it could have been a parablepsis of one
long line, for instance, at the end of the first column of the book. This
would presuppose a parent manuscript with fairly long lines (ca. 70
letters and spaces). At this point, 4QSam” shows details of the long
reading at a distance of eight lines from the top of the second column,

8 See, e.g., J. Wellhausen, Der Text der Biicher Samuelis (Gottingen: Vanden-
hoeck & Ruprecht, 1871), 1, or P. K. McCarter, I Samuel: A New Translation with
Introduction and Commentary (AB 8; New Y ork/London/Toronto/Sydney/Auckland:
Doubleday, 1980), 5, 8.

? 4QSam® is quoted according to Qumran Cave 4 - XII - 1-2 Samuel, by Frank
Moore Cross, Donald W. Parry, Richard Saley and Eugene Ulrich (DJD XVII; Ox-
ford: Clarendon Press, 2005).

1% Recently, for instance, Jiirg Hutzli, Die Erzihlung von Hanna und Samuel, 83-
85, considered the longer text to be secondary expansion, motivated by the desire to
give Elkanah a more active role in the story.
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but the average line length is also clearly shorter.'' The two wit-
nesses, the Septuagint and 4QSam®, also agreed earlier in the same
verse:

1 Sam 1:24

év péoxw tpretiovtt  (cf. 4QSam” wHwn) by omoa
Both the Septuagint and 4QSam” mention a three-year-old bull as the
sacrificial animal, whereas the MT is clearly exaggerated and errone-
ous with its three bulls.'”> The MT certainly makes a more difficult
reading in 1 Sam 1:24-25, but the more simple solution is not to pre-
suppose that both the Septuagint and 4QSam® would represent secon-
dary development.

Let us look at another, more complicated example of corruption in
the MT. It is from the Song of Hannah and demonstrates that the wit-
ness of the Septuagint cannot always be interpreted straightforwardly.

1 Sam 2:3
611 Bed¢ yvoewg Kbplog nim nipT 9% 2

Kal ¢mtndedpata adTol. ni%hy [P ] 1

Vorlage: m55p 1an 581 (cf. 4QSam®)
NETS: “...for the Lord is a God of knowledge, and who
his own ways.”"

What the MT says in the second line of this couplet is not clear: either
according to the K. “deeds/works are not (85) weighed/examined”—
perhaps to be understood that God’s works cannot be examined—or
according to the Q. “with him (19) works are weighed/examined”—
referring to God as the judge who weighs human actions. In Greek
both lines reveal the same pattern, describing “the Lord” as “a God”
who does something: the Lord is a God who “knows” and a God who
“prepares his works.” It is not rare in the Hebrew Bible that the nega-
tion &Y is confused with the preposition and suffix 15 (K./Q.), but the

i According to Frank Moore Cross, DID XVII, 16-17, the average width of Col.
I is 45.4, and of Col. III 48.6. In addition, Col. I, which is preserved in a few tiny
fragments only, seems not to have begun from the top margin (p. 28-29).

"2 The same expression (Wywn‘three-year-old’) is used in Gen 15:9 to describe
sacrificial animals.

3 NETS = 4 New English Translation of the Septuagint, ed. A. Pietersma and B.
G. Wright (New York/Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007), 1 Reigns translated
by B. A. Taylor.
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Septuagint brings into the discussion another type of confusion,
namely, between &5 and 58 (a metathesis). But if there was & ‘God’
in the manuscript used by the translator, the verb jan ‘to weigh, to
examine’ could not have appeared in nif., as in the MT (since 5%y
now serves as the object), but it should have been qgal and most
probably a participle: m%% 12h 5% “a God who weighs works,”
which is a perfect match with the previous line."* This is not what the
Septuagint has, but it is possible to reconstruct the way the translator
proceeded from this Hebrew to his translation. The verbal root a0 is
fairly rare — this is the only occurrence in the Books of Samuel — and
the translator may have erroneously taken it for another verb, most
plausibly for the root 123 (cf. 1 Sam 7:3, 13:13, 20:31, 23:22). Since
the Hebrew does not explicitly say whose works are meant, the trans-
lator had the possibility of interpreting M55y as the works of the
Lord. The possessive pronoun should definitely not be back-
translated, which, however, has occurred in Cross’s reconstruction of
the Qumran manuscript (DJD XVII, p. 31). The MT is no doubt cor-
rupt. Both K. and Q. make poor sense in the context, Q. showing an
attempt to relieve the difficulty. The initial error was perhaps the me-
tathesis (from & to 89), and the verb was then adjusted to it. It is not
plausible that the change would have been altogether intentional. The
recovery of the original presupposes an understanding of the charac-
ter of the Septuagint and especially of the translator’s deficient
knowledge of Hebrew.

A Puzzling Case — Corruption or Correction?

In several cases, however, it is not easy to decide whether the MT
represents a corrupted reading or a deliberate correction of the text. A
much discussed example is:

1 Sam 1:23
GAAX otricat Kopiog M oR TR

6 EEeNBOV K T00 otdpatés ooyl

4QSam® Tan Rern AN Op TX]

' This solution was already offered by Julius Wellhausen, Der Text der Biicher
Samuelis, 43. Cf. also Prov 16:2, 21:2, 24:12.—Cf. the reconstruction of 4QSam® by
Cross (DJD XVII, 31).
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NETS : “Only, may the Lord establish [that which goes out of yourq

The alternative readings are quite disproportionate. It is impossible to
think that one of the readings would have come about through confu-
sion of letters or any other normal error. The reference to a vow
(“what has come out of your mouth”), represented by the Septuagint
and 4QSam®, is the reading that makes the best sense in the context,
whereas no mention has been made of a word of the Lord that could
be fulfilled. Hannah has made a vow, and her husband, hearing about
the vow for the first time, confirms that it should be fulfilled (“only
may the Lord confirm your vow”)."” This is of course perfectly in
accordance with the law concerning vows made by women (cf. Num
30:11-16). One of the solutions offered to this case is that the Sep-
tuagint or its Vorlage—together with 4QSam®—would represent a
deliberate, “nomistic” correction motivated by the desire to bring the
text into accord with the Law (Num 30).'® This correction should
have happened very early to end up in the Septuagint. Furthermore,
one cannot help asking why then did this correction not use the exact
terminology of the law in Num 30:13 (7'naw K¥in-53 “all that has
passed her lips”). A still greater problem is that this solution would
have severe consequences, because it creates a close affiliation be-
tween the Vorlage of the Septuagint and 4QSam®, for which no clear
evidence has otherwise been found.'’

Quite the opposite, a change by corruption in the MT was sug-
gested by Bo Johnson, who designed a theory to explain the numer-
ous irregular textual differences in 1 Sam 1-2, differences that are
unexplainable by the normal rules. He suggested that one parent
manuscript of the MT had been badly damaged in the beginning of
the scroll, for the simple reason that rolling a scroll back and forth

15 Cf. J. Hutzli, Die Erzihlung von Hanna und Samuel, 79; Hutzli‘s interpretation
that Elkanah did not confirm Hannah’s vow, but instead left it for Yahweh to con-
firm, is unnatural. In connection with vows (Num 30), 01 occurs, not only in hif. (cf.
Hutzli’s argument), but more often in qal in the meaning ‘stand,” ‘be valid,” and in
relation to this hi. can be interpreted as ‘consider to be valid” as well as ‘confirm.” By
saying that “Yahweh should consider her vow to be valid” (op hif.), Elkanah in
actual fact confirms (01 hif.) his wife’s vow.

¢ A. Rofé, “The Nomistic Correction in Biblical Manuscripts and its Occurrence
in 4QSam,” RevQ 14 (1989): 247-254.

17"See E. Tov, “The Contribution of the Qumran Scrolls to the Understanding of
the LXX.,” in: Septuagint, Scrolls and Cognate Writings (ed. G.J. Brooke and B.
Lindars; SCS 33; Atlanta, GA: Scholars Press, 1992), 11-47, esp. 25.
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while reading had a stronger wearing effect on the edge of the scroll.
Bo Johnson thought that one parent manuscript of the MT must have
been so badly damaged that it had holes in it and that the next scribe
simply had to fill in the gaps out of his memory or imagination and
thus happened to fill in details that did not belong there.'"® This of
course solves all the problems at once.

Presupposing that the expression “what has come out of your
mouth” was erased from a parent manuscript of the MT, one could
explain that a subsequent scribe tried to complement the text on the
basis of the verb o1p hif., which frequently occurs, with Yahweh as
its subject, in reference to the fulfilment of the divine word (1 Kings
2:4, 6:12, 8:20, 12:15; 2 Kings 23:3, 24). | must confess that for a
long time I was content with this explanation. I was not particularly
eager to find ideological changes in the MT, but rather tried to look
for natural reasons, which should of course, out of methodological
considerations, be given priority before more complicated explana-
tions.

That we are here dealing with a case almost beyond the capacity of
a textual critic is shown by the solution offered to this very same
problem by Emanuel Tov, who suggested that both readings “may be
considered alternative and could be equally original”—that is, leaving
the question open."

Deliberate Changes of the Text in the MT

Of all the theoretical alternatives, the possibility of a deliberate, ideo-
logical change in the MT—to leave out a reference to the vow of a

'8 B. Johnson, “On the Masoretic Text at the Beginning of the First Book of Sam-
uel,” Svensk Exegetisk Arsbok 41-42 (1976-77): 130-137.

Y E. Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible (Minneapolis, MN: Fortress
Press, 1992/ 22001), 176: "to all appearances, these readings may be considered
alternative and could be equally original... According to a different train of thought,
however, only one reading was original... Although it seems impossible to decide
between these two readings, our inability to decide should not undermine the prob-
ability of the assumption that one of the two readings was contained in the original
text... Alternatively, it is equally possible that another, third, reading (such as 7727,
"your word," probably presupposed by Pesh) was contained in the original text..."
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woman—should also be considered.”® After the development in tex-
tual studies during our post-Qumran era, I think we are better pre-
pared than the previous generation was to accept solutions that pre-
suppose deliberate change of the text, particularly in the MT.

Now, decisions in cases like the one at hand presuppose familiarity
with the textual witness in question and a notion of what can be ex-
pected from this witness. In the recent discussion on the Hebrew text
of the Books of Samuel, more and more cases of deliberate changes
out of theological or ideological motives have been discovered, not
only in my own work but even more so by others.”’ This has induced
me to look again at the textual problems in the story of Hannah. Find-
ing indisputable examples of deliberate change would mean that the
dominoes start falling in the other direction.

At a closer look, the following examples are fairly obvious. The
first chapter of 1 Samuel reveals omissions of two sentences referring
to Hannah’s prayer: in v. 9 according to the Septuagint, Hannah
“stood before the Lord” praying for a son, and in v. 14 Eli told her “to
go away from before the Lord.” Both sentences have no equivalent in
the MT.

1 Sam 1:9
.18 "2 PR anay mhwa mrak vans ndn opin

Kal Gvéotn “Avva peTd TO @ayelv adTovg €V InAwy [Kal KXTEST
ﬂ

vmiov Kupiou] kai 'HAL 6 1epevg...
Vorlage: mm 185 awnm

NETS: “And [Hannah rose] after they had eaten at Selo,
and Eli the priest...

2 According to Jiirg Hutzli, Die Erzihlung von Hanna und Samuel, 146, 271, the
editor of the MT was motivated by the desire to emphasize God’s sovereign action as
opposite to human action (v. 23).

21 Of Julio Trebolle’s many publications in this area of study I would just like to
refer to Centena in libros Samuelis et Regum (TECC 47; Madrid: CSIC, 1989). For
variant literary editions, see E. Ulrich, The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Origins of the
Bible (Grand Rapids, MI/Cambridge, UK: Eerdmans, 1999), 106-110, esp. on the
Books of Samuel 65-68. See also my “Lost in Reconstruction? On Hebrew and
Greek Reconstructions in 2 Sam 24,” BIOSCS 40 (2007): 89-106, in which I discuss,
among other things, the repeated omission in the MT of 2 Sam 24 of expressions for
David choosing—in accordance with Yahweh’s instructions—between the three
different consequences of the census.
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1 Sam 1:14

TR TIINR VDR 20U 0T
fwg mdéte uebuobron; mepielod TOV oivév cov
fmposcdnov Kupiov]
Vorlage: mm »85m a

NETS: “How long will you be drunk? Put away your wine
[from the presence of the Lord].”

If an omission like this were to happen only once, it could be re-
garded as an accident, even if an explanation through homoioteleuton
does not work. Having the same accident occur twice requires some
effort. It seems that the MT has deliberately removed Hannah from
the presence of the Lord, as if a woman could not stand before the
Lord to pray and to make a vow.”” This is, however, not the only dif-
ference between the witnesses in 1 Sam 1:9. There is also an addition
in the MT in v. 9: “and after drinking” added to “after eating.” The
Septuagint also presupposes a 3.m.pl. suffix, which is actually gram-
matically indispensable in Hebrew: n5wa obax »inx “after they had
eaten in Shiloh.” The addition betrays its secondary status by its pe-
culiar construction with an infinitive absolute iy, to which the other
infinitive has been adjusted, and its location after “in Shiloh.” This is
nothing else but a wicked suggestion that Eli was right after all in
suspecting Hannah of being drunk (v. 14), and it shows that the two
verses have been compared and harmonized with each other.

Looking more closely into the details of the story, more and more
features come up, revealing the same pattern.”” The following is a
further case to be considered, one that cannot be found in our stan-
dard editions, but only in the apparatus of the major Cambridge edi-
tion by Brooke-McLean-Thackeray:

2 Similarly Jirg Hutzli, Die Erzdhlung von Hanna und Samuel, 15, 145-146,
who connects the two mentioned cases with two further cases also lacking “before
the Lord” in the MT, namely 1 Sam 1:11 (Hannah’s vow) and 2:11 (Samuel being
left in Shiloh); however, according to Hutzli, the motive behind these changes in the
MT was cult-theological and thus gender-neutral.

2 One such example may be “here am I” occurring in the Septuagint of 1 Sam
1:8. D. W. Parry, “Hannah in the Presence of the Lord,” in: Archaeology of the Books
of Samuel (ed. Philippe Hugo and Adrian Schenker; VTSup 132; Leiden/Boston:
Brill 2010), 53-73, pays attention to the fact that “here am I” is elsewhere never
spoken by a woman; after discussing many of the cases discussed in the present
paper, Parry concludes that they cannot be explained as scribal errors, but he is not
explicit about where he finds the ideological and theological readings.
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1 Sam 1:13
0 o iy
Kal @wvh aUTiig oUK NKOVETO Kal glofkovoev avtii¢ Kopog (> A B
O 121-509 56-246 55 245 707" Aeth Sa = MT Ra Compl)
Vorlage: mm npnwm /2 mn mHR pnwm
«...and her voice was not heard, put the Lord heard hei.”

The combination of Greek witnesses leaving out this sentence in-
cludes mss that have proved to contain sporadic approximations to
the Hebrew text,” practically the Masoretic consonantal text, and
thus it seems clear to me that the sentence did belong to the original
wording of the Septuagint and should have its place in the main text
of the critical Samuel edition. Furthermore, it was translated from the
Hebrew source text used by the translator and not added in its Greek
form.”® However, whether this sentence can be regarded as part of the
original Hebrew text is a question that must be dealt with separately.
The first impression is that it is a pious addition, but on the other
hand, where do we have an “original text” of the Hebrew Bible that
would not have secondary additions? The Dtr History, in particular, is
a composition that has brought together different traditions and
sources and has been heavily edited. The crucial question in our case
is whether this sentence was just a sporadic addition in one branch of
the textual tradition or part of the text from early on, having been
deliberately erased from the MT.”” The argument for the longer text

* The Hebrew verb pnw can be construed with an object or with different prepo-
sitions, but in the majority of cases the translator of 1 Samuel employed the genitive.
In reference to a person both an object and the preposition 58 have been used, e.g. Ex
6:12 (both constructions parallel to each other).

> Sporadic early approximations to the Hebrew are found in the B text, i.e. B
121-509 Aeth, often accompanied by A and O (= 247-376) as well as some other
mss; see my “A Kingdom at Stake,” in: Scripture in Transition: Essays on Septua-
gint, Hebrew Bible, and Dead Sea Scrolls in Honour of Raija Sollamo (ed. A. Voitila
and J. Jokiranta; SJSJ 126. Leiden: Brill, 2008), 353-366.

A close parallel to our case is found in Gen 30:22 o'n%& 58 pnwm, which re-
lates how Rachel’s childlessness was ended and this may have inspired the remark in
the case of Hannah. It is, however, not probable that the borrowing would have hap-
pened in Greek, since the verb used in Gen 30:22 is émakodw.

2T A further parallel that fits the pattern described above comes to my mind: in
Hannah’s Psalm 1 Sam 2:9 the Septuagint and 4QSam® have a couplet lacking in the
MT: “He grants the prayer to the one who makes a vow and blesses the years of the
righteous.” Instead the MT reads: “For the pillars of the earth are the Lord's, and he
set the world on them. He keeps the feet of his faithful ones, but the wicked are si-
lenced in darkness.” See my article “Hannah’s Psalm: Text, Composition, and Redac-
tion,” in Houses Full of All Good Things: Essays in Memory of Timo Veijola, ed. J.
Pakkala and M. Nissinen (Publications of the Finnish Exegetical Society 95; Hel-
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can only be based on a thorough acquaintance with the textual tradi-
tion in question and the probability of ideological omissions in it.

There is one more example concerning Hannah’s actions within
the sanctuary that reveals differences between the Septuagint and the
MT.

1 Sam 1:18
Ty AR Amb1 HINM RDTTY nwrh Tom

kol émopevfn 1 yuvn eic v 680v avtic kol elofAbev eic TO
[katdAvua avtiig (<nnawh 8am) kol Epayev [peta 100 dvdpog avTAg
Kol €meV)

(< nnwm owR oy Sarm), kal to mpdownov avtiig o0 cLVEmESEV
(<21 RY) &
NETS: ”And the woman went on her way [and entered her quarters| and

ate land drank with her husband, and her countenance was sad no
longer.”

After the prayer and the encounter with Eli, Hannah returns to the
dinner table and continues the meal with her husband and obviously
with the rest of the family. Again, there is one whole sentence and
some further details in the Septuagint that are lacking in the MT. The
Septuagint formulates the additional sentence in a curious way: Kol
gloNABev €ig 10 katdAvpa avtii¢ “and she entered her guest room,”
but there is a further occurrence of the fairly rare word katdAvpa in 1
Sam 9:22 where it renders N2W9, an equally rare Hebrew word
meaning ‘hall” (for a sacrificial meal)—as a matter of fact, in exactly
the same phrase 1H2wY ei¢ 6 katdAvpa.”® Thus, the back-translation
from Greek to Hebrew is evident and makes good sense in the con-
text.”” Hannah returns to that part of the sanctuary where the sacrifi-
cial meal takes place, and this time the Septuagint mentions drinking
and merry-making along with eating. The MT probably reveals a case
of corruption at the end of the verse where the original seems to have
employed the idiom 583 + 075 + suffix ‘to look sad/distressed’ (cf.

sinki: The Finnish Exegetical Society/Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2008),
354-376.

2 At 1 Sam 1:18 the translator seems to have interpreted the final 1 (in fact, n
locale) as a suffix of the 3 person f.sg., which should not be back-translated. Cf. 1
Sam 2:3 above.

2 Nevertheless, J. Hutzli, Die Erzdhlung von Hanna und Samuel, 72, prefers an-
other back-translation, which he then regards as a secondary feature of the Hebrew
Vorlage of the Septuagint. As a matter of fact, the tendencies recognized by Hutzli in
the MT (Hannah’s actions being relativized) and in the LXX (emphasis on Elkanah’s
actions) are like two sides of one and the same coin.
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Gen 4:5,0).

It looks as if we have here a few more pieces of the very same
puzzle we have been sketching: the MT leaves out “drinking,” which
had been moved to the beginning of the story (v. 9), as well as the
reference to one part of the sanctuary, which may be connected with
the removal of the two sentences mentioning “Hannah standing be-
fore the Lord” (vv. 9 and 14) or else be motivated by a general idea
that women could not take part in sacrificial meals at the sanctuary.
With the short expression “went her way” and the omission of “with
her husband” as well as “drinking,” the MT seems to hint that Hannah
did not return to the dining hall to eat and that the sacrificial meal was
already over.

Motivation behind the Changes

To return to 1 Sam 1:23, if Hannah—according to the MT—was not
standing before the Lord, and was in fact drunk, there is no reason to
speak of a vow that she had made to the Lord. There seems to be a
whole network of editorial corrections that change the picture of
Hannah and her son.*® Whatever became of the son, Samuel, his
mother’s vows played no part in it. According to the MT, Hannah in
fact made no legitimate vow before the Lord. This is the motivation
behind the change in 1 Sam 1:23, the case we started from. Decisive
for Samuel’s calling was the word of the Lord and not a vow by his
mother.

This raises a further question about the references to Naziriteship.
If the MT connects Samuel’s calling with the word of the Lord, and
thus primarily with prophecy, and if Hannah did not speak a vow
before the Lord, then there is no reason to connect the promises Han-
nah had made on behalf of her unborn son with Naziriteship. The MT
again removes the word T8 and with it the address to the Lord as
well as one of the characteristic signs of a Nazirite, namely absti-
nence.

1 Sam 1:11

y )9

WS AHYNY 15Im h nHh R vann

307, Hutzli, Die Erzihlungen von Hanna und Samuel, 79-80, discusses the same
cases but does not see the connection between them as I do; consequently, he also
describes the theological motivations differently.
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kai dchow avtov Evamidy ooy (< T189) Botdv £wg. Nnuéeas. Qavdrou
QI [kad oivov kai uéBuoua o mietal, kai oidnpog ovk dvapricetal
L TV KeQaATv adToD.

NETS: “and I will give him as Jone devoted| before you| until the day of
his death; fand wine nor strong drink he shall not drink, and no iron
shall come upon his head”

The word Nazirite is made explicit in 4QSam” in v. 22 (3°13 37 n[N2).
It does not however appear in the Septuagint, but instead there is one
small word in v. 11 that lacks a correspondence in the MT, dotdv, a
rare word that is difficult to back-translate with any certainty. What-
ever the Hebrew word in the Vorlage, whether 7" or some other
word, it refers to the status of the unborn son as a consequence of the
mother’s vow, and it is absent from the MT.*!

Conclusion

Thus, the MT can be observed to contain both corruption and correc-
tion. In the story of Hannah, it reveals fairly massive, although not
fully consistent, editorial measures, which aimed at polishing the text
by removing details that may have been considered doubtful from a
theological, religious-conservative or even sexist viewpoint.*”

The examples that I have given reveal just a small sample of this
late editorial layer, which can be observed in other parts of the Books
of Samuel as well. Most of the changes made in the MT seem to have
a theological or ideological motivation, but the individual changes are
often so small that the nature of this activity only becomes clear
through the accumulation of a number of changes with a similar aim
or changes showing a connection to one another.

Exact dating of this editorial activity is impossible, but in order to
have left features of the older edition in the Septuagint and in 4QSam®*
untouched, it must be fairly late. It must be a question of the time
around the turn of the era, perhaps the 1* century BCE. This means

3Up, Kyle McCarter, [ Samuel, 60-61, considers the features connected with Na-
ziriteship to be original, although having a prehistory connected with Saul (p. 65).

32 Cf. E. Ulrich, The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Origins of the Bible, 67, rephras-
ing Stanley D. Walters’s statement (cf. n. 4 above): “... in 1 Samuel 1 the MT and
the LXX (in basic fidelity to its Hebrew Vorlage) may well present two different
editions of the text, one intentionally different from the other, each internally consis-
tent.”
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that the Books of Samuel—and probably the Dtr History in general—
was not yet considered to be “canonical” in the sense of being sacred
Scripture and being authoritative and unchangeable in its wording.
My suggestion is that the editorial polishing of these books was felt to
be necessary precisely for their preparation to be included in the col-
lection of the Prophets and thus in the “canon” of sacred Scripture.






DAVID’S CENSUS: SOME TEXTUAL AND LITERARY LINKS

A. Graeme Auld

Introduction

Major recent commentators on Chronicles have concluded that the
Chronicler’s account of David’s count of his people was based on a
text substantially different from extant witnesses to the text of 2 Sam
24." In that minimal sense at least, our witnesses to both 2 Sam 24
and 1 Chr 21 attest divergence from a shared source. In some recent
studies, | have part argued for and part assumed a more radical com-
mon source theory, not just for the versions of this narrative but for
Samuel-Kings and Chronicles as a whole.” It gives me great pleasure
to offer these further remarks to a fellow ancien de I’Ecole biblique et
archéologique francaise, whose expert combining of textual and liter-
ary history has provided energetic stimulus to my own work.

The different sections of the synoptic narrative about David within
2 Samuel 5-24 and 1 Chronicles 11-21 have quite varied relationships
to each other. 2 Sam 7-8 and 10 are very similar to 1 Chr 17-19; and
this is particularly so when we compare the Chronicler’s version of
these chapters, not with 2 Sam 7-8; 10 (MT), but with the text of
Samuel which underlies OG and is partially preserved in 4Q51. It is
also true of 2 Sam 5:1-10, 11-25 and its immediate parallels in 1 Chr
11:1-9; 14:1-17. On the other hand, while the reports of the first

' In ““Synoptic David: The View from Chronicles,” in Raising Up a Faithful Exe-
gete. Essays in Honor of Richard D. Nelson ( ed. K.L. Noll and Brooks Schramm,;
Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2010), 117-128, 1 have reviewed the contributions of
Steven L. McKenzie, /-2 Chronicles (AOTC; Nashville, TN: Abingdon, 2004); Gary
N. Knoppers, I Chronicles (AB 12A [2 vols]; New York: Doubleday, 2004); Ralph
W. Klein, / Chronicles (Hermeneia; Minneapolis, MN: Fortress, 20006).

2 In addition to chapters 12 and 13 of Samuel at the Threshold: Selected Works of
Graeme Auld (SOTSMS; Aldershot: Ashgate, 2004), and the study noted in n. 1
above, see also “Imag[in]ing Editions of Samuel: the Chronicler’s Contribution,” in
P. Hugo and A. Schenker (eds.), Archaeology of the Books of Samuel: The Entan-
gling of the Textual and Literary History (VTSup 132; Leiden: Brill, 2010), 119-131.
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stage in David bringing the ark towards Jerusalem in 2 Sam 6:1-11
and 1 Chr 13:1-14 are broadly similar, the second stage is very much
more fully described in 1 Chr 15-16 than in 2 Sam 6:12-20. And the
scale of the divergence in the other direction between 1 Chr 20:1-8
and 2 Sam 11-21 is many times greater.

The reports in 2 Sam 24 and 1 Chr 21 of David having his people
counted, of the divine punishment which follows, and the construc-
tion of an altar for sacrifice on a Jebusite threshing-floor, are much
the same length, are very closely related, and yet exhibit more signifi-
cant differences from each other than any other portion of similar size
in the synoptic story of David. Dispassionate comparison is all the
more difficult, and all the more necessary. Rather than privilege any
of the extant texts, this essay will describe most of the differences in
terms of pluses over against the text they share. However, there are
also important divergences over irreducible elements of this shared
text; and it is not always easy to decide how much text is associated
with these basic differences.

Medieval tradition in both chapters recognises the same broad di-
visions and sub-divisions, and hence provides a handy basis for com-
paring these two related texts:

2 Samuel 24 1 Chronicles 21

H o) H o)
I-11a 1-2 1-7
3-10a
10b-11a 8
11b-17 11b-13 9-12
14-16 13-26 13-15
17 16-17
18-25 18-23a 18-26
23b-25

This two-fold system of division does not always correspond clearly
to the separations observable in the earlier text as presented in the 3-
column pages of the Leningrad Codex. The scribes there may have
intended a major break at 2 Sam 24:10b (cf 1 Chr 21:8) and also at 1
Chr 21:18 (cf 2 Sam 24:18). This paper will discuss the material in
seven sections, corresponding to 2 Sam 24:1-4a, 4b-10a, 10b-11a,
11b-13, 14-17, 18-23a, and 23b-25. The Greek Codex Vaticanus (4th
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Cent BCE) has marginal notations of quite different divisions: at 2
Sam 24:1, 10, and 15.

In the opening three portions there are no positive connections be-
tween Chronicles and non-masoretic texts of Samuel against MT
Samuel. There are many differences in reading between MT and
LXX of 2 Sam 24:1-4a, 4b-10a, 10b-11a; but these are all to be found
within Samuel pluses vis-a-vis the much shorter text shared with
Chronicles. The textual situation becomes more complex later in the
narrative, not least because significant fragments from Qumran cave
4 are also available.

David’s Command and Joab’s Protest (2 Sam 24:1-4a//1 Chr 21:1-
4a)

The two versions state some main points quite differently.

In Samuel, the motivation for the count (1) comes from a repeated
instance of divine wrath burning in Israel; but, in Chronicles, a ‘satan’
(whether human or divine) takes a stand against Isracl. What the
opening sentences share is ... Israel, and he incited David ... num-
ber Israel.” Hostility ‘against’ Israel is more explicit in the Chroni-
cler’s preposition ‘/ than the b- in Samuel; however, the subject of the
opening verb in each case (divine wrath or a satan) sufficiently indi-
cates that trouble is to be expected. Samuel adds “and Judah” at the
end of v. 1, so making the instruction agree with the terms in which
the result is presented (24:9//21:5).

David’s instruction to Joab (2) is stated a little more fully in Sam-
uel than Chronicles: instead of Chr’s ‘Israel’, SamMT has “all the
tribes of Israel” and SamLXX has “Israel and Judah.” But there is
also a crucial difference: Sam reads ‘Dan to Beersheba’ (that is, from
north to south), but Chr “Beersheba to Dan.”

Sam adds two or three details to the opening of Joab’s response
(3ax), without changing its sense: “And Joab said [to the king], ‘May
Yahweh [your god] add to the people like so [and like so] a hundred
times.” But then the texts diverge widely.

Sam adds a comment and a question: “... and the eyes of my lord
king seeing. And my lord king, why has he pleasure in this thing?”
The closest parallel to Joab’s comment is provided by words of David
himself (1 Kgs 1:48), blessing Yahweh for allowing one of his family
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to sit on his throne, “my eyes seeing.” Divine or royal ‘pleasure’ is
mentioned in 1 Sam 15:22; 18:25.

Chr adds three questions to Joab’s protest, “Are they not, my lord
king, all of them servants of my lord? Why should my lord seek this?
Why should it be as guilt for Israel?” The Chronicler’s second ques-
tion has the same sense as the question in Samuel (why has he pleas-
ure in this thing?), but is stated differently, except for the reference to
David as ‘dny hmlk. The concluding term ’Smh (‘guilt’) is never used
in the Former Prophets and is mostly found in Leviticus, 2 Chronicles
and Ezra.’

Sam adds to the note about the king’s insistence (4a) that it was di-
rected not just to Joab but also to the “leaders of the force.”

Count and David’s First Confession (2 Sam 24.:4b-10a//1 Chr 21:4b-
7)

The variations in this portion are more extensive than elsewhere in
the narrative. The differences between Samuel and Chronicles are of
three sorts: there are substantial pluses in each which are quite unre-
lated to the material which they share; there are elements in the story
which they relate quite differently; and there are repetitions with the
version in Samuel.

The report in Chr 4b of Joab carrying out his unwelcome task oc-
cupies as few words possible: “And Joab went out, moved about in all
Israel, and came to Jerusalem.” The much fuller report in Samuel
starts more formally (4b), specifies the route in some detail (5-7),
notes that he roamed “in the whole land”, and adds the time taken
before his return to Jerusalem: nine months and twenty days (8). The
largest element of the Sam plus, describing the route followed by the
census takers, includes the only occurrence of ‘Canaanite’ in the
books of Samuel; and several of its points of reference are familiar
from the book of Joshua. This plus does not appear at home in Sam-
uel, but equally is not wholly out of place within the Former Proph-
ets.

* But it has to be noted that two cognates do make a rare appearance in Samuel:
the noun '§m names the guilt offering the Philistines send back with the ark (1 Sam
6:4, 8, 17); and the adjective 'Sm suggests David’s guilt in not restoring Absalom
from exile (2 Sam 14:13).
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The reports of the totals differ only minimally in wording, but
rather more largely in meaning: Chr 5 repeats after Judah the specifi-
cation already provided after Israel, that the totals were of “men
drawing the sword”; and by including ‘all’ before ‘Israel’ it suggests
that Judah is mentioned as a subset of Israel rather than an independ-
ent body beside it (as in Sam 9).

Chr 6 notes that Benjamin and Levi were excluded from the count,
and supplies a reason: the king’s instruction was ‘abhorrent’ to Joab.
Special interest in both Benjamin and Levi is unsurprising in Chroni-
cles; but the verbal form n¢h is known only in Isa 14:19 and Job
15:16. Chr 7a adds that God took the matter of the census amiss.
This locution too (wyr‘ b‘yny) is found nowhere else in Chronicles,
but is well known in Samuel: 1 Sam 1:8; 8:6; 18:8; 2 Sam 11:25, 27.*

The terms in which the two versions of this section come to an end
are almost certainly related:

Sam 10a: wyk Ib-dwd "tw "hry-kn spr ’t-h‘m

Chr 7b:  wyk ‘t-ysr’l
They start the same way; and the concluding variation between ‘peo-
ple’ and ‘Israel’ is typical of Samuel-Kings and Chronicles (compare
24:15//21:14 just below). The scale of the difference is also immedi-
ately reminiscent of the brief Chr 4b and much fuller Sam 4b-8; how-
ever, unlike Chr 4b which fits the shared context well, Chr 7b re-
quires something like 7a to precede it, in order to supply the implied
divine subject of wyk. The relationship between the two clauses in
Sam 10a, as punctuated in MT, seems implausible: “And David’s
heart struck him. Afterwards he counted the people.” LXX" and
LXX" offer more logical but different readings: “And David’s heart
struck him after counting the people” (B) and “And David’s heart
struck him after this, because he counted the people” (L). The closest
parallel is provided by 1 Sam 24:6, just after David had cut part of
King Saul’s garment in the cave: wyhy ‘hry-kn wyk lb-dwd "tw ‘I 'sr
krt ...; but, unlike that earlier passage, none of the versions of 2 Sam
24:10a represents the regular Hebrew formulation.

Though they agree that it is against Israel, and not David, that the
initial trouble is directed, they describe that trouble differently as mis-
chief-making or divine wrath. They differ over whether Joab is to be

4 Cfalso Gen 21:1 1, 12; 38:10; 48:17; Isa 59:15; Prov 24:18.
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accompanied by the leaders of the ‘people’ (‘m, 1 Chr 21:2) or of the
‘force’ or ‘army’ (hyl, 2 Sam 24:2). We may observe that hyl is used
quite as commonly in Chronicles as in Samuel-Kings, and hardly
needed to be replaced by another term.  They also differ over
whether the full extent of the country is viewed from north to south
(as always in Samuel-Kings’), or from south to north (as always in
Chronicles®). This is the only occasion on which the expression is
found in a synoptic context; and we may observe here that the
Chronicler’s “Beersheba to Dan” corresponds to the northerly route
through Transjordan taken by Joab and his men in the long plus in 2
Sam 24:4b-7.

We must also add to our reckoning a series of minor alterations.
As elsewhere in the synoptic material, 1 Chr 21 prefers the king’s
name ‘David’ in three contexts (2, 5, 21) where 2 Sam 24 uses his
title “the king” (2, 9, 20). That Samuel prefers the title is demon-
strated also in a series of pluses (24:3, 4b, 21, 23). On the other hand,
the Chronicler had not been averse to using the title when he found it
in his source: the plus in 1 Chr 21:6 relates back to 21:4, and repeats
“the king” from that synoptic verse (shared with 2 Sam 24:4a). We
might suppose that the contributor[s] of the several pluses including
‘the king’ to 2 Sam 24 also altered some original instances of ‘David’
to “the king”; however, there is contrary evidence at 2 Sam 24:20, 21
in 4Q51 (see below).

David’s First Confession (2 Sam 24:10b-11a//1 Chr 21:8)

David’s triple confession is presented in almost identical terms, with
only minor differences:

Sam 10b:
wy 'mr dwd ’l-yhwh ht’ty m’d sr ‘syty
wth yhwh h‘br-n’ ’t- ‘wn ‘bdk ky nsklty m’d

Chr 8:
wy 'mr dwyd "I-h’lhym ht 'ty m’d “sr ‘Syty 't-hdbr hzh
w'th h'br-n’ ’t-‘wn ‘bdk ky nsklty m’d

5 1 Sam 3:20; 2 Sam 3:10; 17:11; 24:2, 15; 1 Kgs 5:5 (cfalso Judg 20:1).
1 Chr 21:2; 2 Chr 30:5 (cfalso 2 Chr 19:4).
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However, the following short plus in Samuel (“and David rose in the
morning”, 11a) is surprising both in its wording and in its position.
The stock verb regularly paired with ‘in the morning’ is Askm (rise
early); and the combination here of bbgr (in the morning) and the
common verb gwm (rise) has no parallel in Samuel, Kings, or Chroni-
cles, and is found in the Hebrew Bible only in Num 22:13, 21 and
Judg 19:27; 20:19. This plus appears no more at home in Samuel
than the extended earlier plus detailing Joab’s route (4b-7); like that,
it does have some links within the Former Prophets. The link with
the Balaam story in Numbers seems particularly significant, given the
threat to Israel and the role of a divine messenger. As for position,
these words are followed by a paragraph break, whereas such a note
about morning activity normally stands just before a fresh stage in a
narrative. The placing of the break may have been intended to sug-
gest that David’s words to Yahweh were communicated at night (and
in a dream?).

Yahweh, Gad, and David (2 Sam 24:11b-13//1 Chr 21:9-12)

In this central portion of the narrative, the textual differences are
much smaller in extent; and in fact the different placing of the medie-
val verse-divisions (11b//9; 12//10; 13//11-12) tends to mask the con-
siderable similarity of the two versions. Yahweh’s response to
David’s confession is introduced unremarkably in Chr 9—“And
Yahweh spoke to Gad, David’s seer, saying ...”; and this may well
have been the original text. The divine response has been delayed in
Sam 11b by the introduction of the oddly worded and oddly placed
note (11a) about David rising in the morning. Either because of this
interruption, or for another reason, greater emphasis has been given in
Samuel to the divine ‘word’: wydbr yhwh ’l-gd has become wdbr
vhwh hyh ’l-gd. Perhaps Yahweh speaking to Gad was not felt to be a
straightforward response to David rising in the morning, such as
would be marked by the normal narrative wyq#/ sequence. Had the
prophetic formula “word of Yahweh” been original, it would hardly
have been altered by the Chronicler. The rendering in NRSV (“When
David rose in the morning, the word of the Lord came ...”) does vio-
lence to the syntax, in addition to setting aside the Masoretic para-
graphing. CEV pays closer attention to the disjunctive syntax: “Be-
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fore David even got up the next morning, the Lord had told ...”, but
this freer rendering does not recognise dbr yhwh as a technical term.
And in MT, though not in LXX, Gad has become “the prophet” as
well as “David’s seer.”

The minor differences between Sam 12 and Chr 10 need not detain
us. The three-fold choice of disaster is introduced by Gad in just two
words: htbw’-lk (shall there come to you) in Sam 13 (MT) and ¢gbl-lk
(receive for yourself) in Chr 11. The Greek text in Sam is conflate:
“choose for yourself whether there shall come to you.” Presumably a
text originally more like that in Chr was ‘corrected’ towards MT by
adding the introduction as delivered in that text. LXX uses the same
verb (eklexai) in both 12 and 13, and so may attest an original bhr-lk
in 13 too; if so, then the Chronicler may have deliberately opted for
stylistic variation by retaining bhr-lk (12) and altering it (13) to gbl-
lk.

The first option is briefly stated in Chr: “three years famine.” Sam
adds “in your land”; and Sam MT reads ‘seven’ for ‘three.” The third
option is more briefly stated in Sam: “or there being three days
plague in your (MT) / the (LXX) land.” Chr reads “or three days
sword of Yahweh and plague in the land.” The differences are
greater over the second option:

Sam: 'm-$Ish hdsym nsk  Ipny-sryk whw’ rdpk

Chr: w’m-$Ish hdsym nsph mpny-srvk whrb "wybk Imsgt
SamLXX attests mpny with Chr, but agrees with MT over the core
verb. I have noted elsewhere that the link between the conflicting
readings may have “your fleeing” in the fuller spelling familiar at
Qumran (nskh). Chr appears to have added “the sword of your en-
emy” to the second option and “the sword of Yahweh” to the third.

Punishment and David’s Second Confession (2 Sam 24:14-17//1 Chr
21:13-17)

The opening verse in each is almost identical. Chr is briefer in both
halves of the next:

Chr 14a: wytn yhwh dbr bysr’l
Sam 15a: wytn yhwh dbr bysr’l mhbgr w'd ‘t mw‘d
Chr 14b: wypl mysr’l sbym ’lp ’ys
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Sam 15b: wymt mn-h‘m mdn w'd b’r-sb* sb ‘ym ’lp 'ys

In earlier sections above, we noted ‘Israel’ in Chr 7b corresponding to
‘the people’ in Sam 10b; and David’s instruction is given more
briefly in Chr 2 as “number Israel from Beersheba to Dan” and more
fully in Sam 2 as “roam in all Israel from Dan to Beersheba and count
the people.” Sam 15b now makes plain that the plague is affecting
the whole territory which David had ordered to be counted. Both
pluses in this verse exhibit the same form: “from ... and up to ...” (m-

. w'd ...). In whichever direction the textual changes have been
made, they have been made purposefully: Chr is briefer and its use of
Israel is consistent in each of these three verses (2, 7, 10).

It is only at the end of this portion that the evidence from 4Q51
begins’; and it is very similar to the longer text in Chr 16-17—it in-
cludes wording almost identical to Chr 16, which is completely ab-
sent from 2 Sam 24 (MT and LXX), about the divine messenger in
position between heaven and earth. And within Sam 17 it attests the
Hebrew text corresponding to LXX": w’nky hr‘h hr‘ty— “and I the
shepherd, I acted wrongly.” In place of hr‘h hr ‘ty, Chr reads hr‘ hr ‘ty
(with one 4 less) “I acted wholly wrongly.”® Though visually not too
dissimilar in Hebrew, Sam 17 (MT) reads & ‘wyty (“1 was guilty”): the
hiphil of ‘wh, not of »*. We should note also that there are two short
pluses in Chr 17, not represented in 4Q51. David first asks, “Was it
not I who said to tally in the people?” And the final words anticipate
the linked use of mgph and ‘m in Sam 21//Chr 22.

Altar and Sacrifice and Divine Response (2 Sam 24:18-23a//1 Chr
21:18-23)

In 18, Chr has apparently prefaced to Gad’s instruction to David
about building an altar for sacrifice the note that it was communicated

" F. M. Cross, D. W. Parry, R. J. Saley, and E. Ulrich (eds.), Qumran Cave 4, XII.
1-2 Samuel (DJD XVII; Oxford: Clarendon, 2005), 192-95.

8 Pancratius C. Beentjes remarks that the Chronicler usually tries to avoid the inf.
absol. + finite verb, “even if it is found in his Vorlage” (Tradition and Transforma-
tion in the Book of Chronicles (SSN 52; Leiden: Brill, 2008), 52. The construction is
certainly very rare in 1-2 Chronicles; but it is strange that Beentjes makes no men-
tion of gnw ‘qnh close by in 1 Chr 21:24. And it may be that in 1 Chr 21:17, 24 the
Chronicler is preserving the only two examples of this construction which he found
in his synoptic Vorlage.
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to him by the ml’k yhwh. Then the report of David following Gad’s
instructions (19) is concluded differently in each book: instead of ks
swh yhwh (“as Yahweh commanded”), the Chronicler reports that
they were spoken “in the name of Yahweh” (’sr dbr bsm yhwh). This
wording corresponds to a larger plus within the summary note on the
reign of Manasseh (“and the words of the seers who spoke to him in
the name of Yahweh, God of Israel”, 2 Chr 33:18); and both will have
drawn on the synoptic text in 1 Kgs 22:16//2 Chr 18:15 (“you should
not speak to me other than truth in the name of Yahweh”). The only
other use of hsm-yhwh in BTH occurs in the context of David bless-
ing the people (2 Sam 6:18).

The differences between Sam 20 and Chr 20-21 are much more ex-
tensive, and will be reviewed separately below.

The Samuel plus (21a) is a statement attributed to the Jebusite:
“Why is my lord king coming to his servant?” The interrogative
mdw’ (‘why?’) which he uses is a familiar term in Samuel-Kings
(x15), but does make one appearance in Chronicles in a synoptic pas-
sage (2 Kgs 12:8//2 Chr 24:6). This plus marks its only other appear-
ance in a synoptic context. ’‘dny hmlk (“my lord king”) makes its
second of only two synoptic appearances in the following verse (Sam
22//Chr 23), where it is also spoken by the Jebusite; and it was avail-
able there to be drawn into the plus in 21a. It may be significant that,
in all the text shared by Samuel-Kings and Chronicles, only Joab
(Sam 3//Chr 3) and this Jebusite use “my lord king”, just as only the
Jebusite within the same whole synoptic text practises prostration be-
fore a human king (20b//21Db).

The narrative continues more briefly in Samuel:

Sam 21ba: wy 'mr dwd lgnwt m ‘mk "t-hgrn Ibnwt mzbh lyhwh
Chr 22a:  wy’mr dwyd ’I- ‘ran tnh-ly mqwm hgrn [bnh-bw mzbh
lyhwh

Sam 21bp: wt ‘sr hmgph m ‘l h‘m

Chr 22b:  bksp ml’ tnhw ly wt ‘sr hmgph m‘l h'm

It is arguable that Chronicles here, like Samuel in the opening verse,
has introduced direct speech while rewriting the verse expansively
(ksp ml’” will have been drawn from Gen 23:9; and the identification
of the threshing-floor as a ‘place’ [mgwm] will be underlined in Chr
25).
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Altar and Sacrifice and Divine Response (2 Sam 24:23b-25//1 Chr
21:24-26)

The plus in Sam 23b is also a statement by the Jebusite: he declares
divine pleasure in David (“Yahweh, your god, will be pleased with
you’). rsh (‘be pleased’) is used only once more in all of FP: when
the Philistine leaders complain about David to Achish (1 Sam 29:4),
they also link this verb with ‘lord’ (“by what means will this one be-
come pleasing to his lord?”)—they use a similar idiom to Samuel’s
Jebusite. Yet when, in the same complaint, they fear that David may
become a ‘satan’ among them, they are reflecting what we know as
the beginning of the Chronicler’s version of the census. Yahweh’s
‘pleasure’ is reported in 1 Chr 28:4; 29:17; and this could have been
displaced from an original context at the end of the census narrative,
if the Jebusite’s words were primary.

Sam 24aa and Chr 24a start almost identically, but finish differ-
ently:

Sam 24aa: wy 'mr hmlk I-"rwnh I ky-gnw gnh m 'wtk bmhyr
Chr 24a:  wy’mr hmlk dwyd l'rnn I’ ky-gnw "qnh ~ bksp ml’

The continuation has overlaps:

Sam 24aB: wl’ ‘Ih  lyhwh ‘lhy  ‘Iwt hnm
Chr 24b: ky I s’ 'Sr-lk Iyhwh wh ‘Iwt ‘wlh hnm

And the reports conclude with significant variation:

Sam 24b: wygn dwd  't-hgrn w't-hbqr bksp Sqlym hmsym
Chr 25: wytn dwyd ['rnn bmgwm Sqly zhb msql $§ m 'wt

In Samuel, David acquires for a much lower price what has been a
threshing floor together with oxen; in Chronicles, he gives Ornan a
very much larger price for what will be a (holy) ‘place.” In the re-
writing of Chr 22b, mgwm was added to hgrn; here mgwm has re-
placed Agrn in the text.

Both Samuel and Chronicles offer their own conclusion to the
shared report (24:25a//21:26a) of altar built and sacrifice offered.
Sam 25 first repeats the formula which concludes 2 Sam 21:1-14 and
then reports as fact what had been expressed as a wish in the shared
text (21//22). Chr 26a adds to the report on sacrifice the specification
that David “called on Yahweh” and reports the response as follows:
“and he answered him with fire from heaven on the altar of burnt of-
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fering. And Yahweh commanded the emissary, and he put his sword
back in its sheath.” (21:26b-27).

What the Jebusite Saw (2 Sam 24:20//1 Chr 21:20-21)

The relationship between Sam 20 (MT and LXX) and Chr 20-21 is
quite the most complex in this whole narrative; and it is rendered ap-
parently still more complex when we compare the fragments of 4Q51
and the account in Josephus Antiquities with both.

1 Chr 21:20-21 4Q51 2 Sam 24:20 Josephus Ant
(M+L)
1 w’rn’ d§ htym
2 wysb ‘rn wysqp wysqp '’
3 wyr’ *t-hml’k wyr’ *t-hmlk wyr’ *t-hmlk
4 w’rb‘t bnyw w’t ‘bdyw w’tkl ‘bdyw
5 ‘mw mthb’ym ‘brym ‘lyw ‘brym ‘lyw
6 ...bsqym
7 w’rnn d§ htym w’m’ d§ htym
8 wyb’ dwd ‘d-
9 ’rnn
10 Wybt ’rnn Wyr’ ’[t
11 wyr’ t-dwd WYIS ...
12 ..Jsym bsqym b’[
13 wys’ '’
14 wys’ mn-hgrn .... ldwy[d wySthw Imlk wysthw 1w
15 wySthw ldwd ’pym ’rsh
’pym ’rsh

Josephus (1) agrees with Chr and 4Q51 (7) against Sam that Orna
was threshing wheat when he saw king David. L has “days of reap-
ing wheat” between vv 14/15.
It can be argued that the unusual wysgp (2) underlies both wysb
(Chr 2), which starts with the same three consonants, and wybt (Chr
9) with similar meaning.
hml’k (Chr 3) may be a simple corruption of #mlk (Sam and Jos).

In 24:16, the m!’k yhwh was standing by the threshing floor; and in
the Chr+4Q plus, Orna saw him between heaven and earth; and so
any accidental shift in 21:20 to Am!’k from hmlk would hardly be sur-
prising.

The following two lines in Chr (4-5) are more readily construed
following hml’k. Then the four sons are Ornan’s; and they are with
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him, hiding from the divine emissary. In the case of previously un-
known Ornan, we do not expect to be told by the narrator any more
about his family. If the four sons were David’s, we should expect to
read w’t 'rb°‘t bnyw, and also to know from the wider context which
of his many more than four sons were with him.

hb’ (hide, 5) is used in two synoptic contexts (niphal in 1 Kgs
22:26//2 Chr 18:25; hitpael in 2 Kgs 11:3//2 Chr 22:12), as well as
more widely in Sam-Kgs and Chr.

The only other collocation in HB of ‘bdyw and ‘brym (Sam and
Jos, but not extant in 4Q51) is in 2 Sam 15:18, near the beginning of
the Absalom story!

Only 4Q51 includes ‘sacking’ (twice: 6, also in 12) at this stage in
the narrative: 4Q51 had also agreed with Chr in attesting ‘sacking’ in
16.

wybt (9, and unique here in Chr) shares 3 consonants with the pre-
ceding wyb’ (8), and overlaps in meaning with the following wyr’
(10), which also shares 3 consonants with wyb’ (8). (‘looking’ and
‘doing obeisance face to the ground’ and ‘going out from the X’ are
linked also in 1 Sam 24:9 — and we noted on 10b above a link with 1
Sam 24:5)

wyrs (Jos 11) also shares consonants with wyr’ (10) and wys’ (12)
— “he saw ... he ran ... he prostrated” is reported of Abraham in
Gen 18:2.

4Q51 (14) supports Chr 21 against Sam 20 (MT/LXX) in reporting
that the Jebusite prostrated himself before ‘David’, rather than ‘the
king.” And yet, in the immediately following Samuel plus (24:21),
4Q51 follows “and Orna said” with “to the king.” We have already
noted the preference in Samuel pluses for ‘the king’ rather than
‘David.” Both had been used in an older form of the text; and it had
been only gradually that instances of an original ‘David’ were altered
to ‘the king.’

The table above includes only the actual words preserved or at
least partially attested in 4Q51. Their alignment in fragment 164 at-
tests a complete text even longer than 1 Chr 21:20-21, and the latter
has been made the basis for the reconstruction published in DID. It is
admitted in that volume that “hiding themselves” (Chr, 5) “in sack-
ing” (4Q51, 6) is both without parallel, and surprising. But a further
significant assumption is passed over in silence, namely that in 4Q51
the object following wyr’ ’t would have been Amlk (line 10), and not
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dwyd as in Chr. However, given that Chr and 4Q51 agree against
Sam in reading ‘David’ in line 14, this is precarious; and it weakens
the resulting proposal that the shorter text in Sam was caused by the
scribe’s eye jumping from one instance of wyr’ 't hmlk (“and he saw
the king”) to the next. Of course it cannot be wholly excluded that
rb°‘t bnyw ‘mw mthb’ym bsqgym (“his four sons with him hiding in
sacking”) and w ‘bdyw ‘brym ‘lyw mtksym bsqym (“and his servants
crossing to him covered in sacking”) were ancient variants combined
in 4Q51. But neither Sam (MT+LXX) nor Chr preserves the full text
of even one of the supposed variants, and both lack ‘sacking.” The
double instance of bsqym is one of the clearest elements of the 4Q51
testimony, and at the same time is very unlikely to have been an early
part of the text of Samuel. The use of sackcloth within publicly ex-
pressed grief appears only twice in this long narrative, and both (2
Sam 3:31; 21:10) in later portions of the book.

Concluding Remarks

Most of the pluses in both 2 Sam 24 and 1 Chr 21 can be readily ex-
plained as additions to an earlier, shorter text. The more difficult and
also interesting questions relate not to the pluses in Samuel and
Chronicles, but to the alternative versions which they of the shorter
core narrative: Yahweh’s anger or a satan; Dan to Beersheba or Beer-
sheba to Dan; David’s heart struck him or Yahweh struck Israel; your
fleeing or being swept away before your enemies; I the shepherd have
done wrong or I have done exceedingly wrong; Araunah saw the king
and his servants coming or Ornan saw the messenger and his sons
were hiding. In several cases the alternative in 1 Chr 21 is very simi-
lar to material elsewhere in 1-2 Samuel:

1. The Philistine lords identify David as a possible satan in their
midst (1 Sam 29:4); and David levels the same charge against Joab
and his brother (2 Sam 19:23). And David and Joab are the two prin-
cipal human characters in the narrative which 1 Chr 21:1 states was
launched by a satan. And these are the only satans in Samuel and 1
Chronicles.

2. Yahweh struck Israel because what had been done was bad in
his eyes (1 Chr 21:7)—an expression never repeated in Chronicles,
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but found several times in Samuel (1 Sam 1:8; 8:6; 18:8; 2 Sam
11:25, 27).

3. Fleeing (nws) is reported only once of David, when Saul first
threw his spear at him (1 Sam 19:10). Being swept away is never
repeated in Chronicles, but is used three times in Samuel (I Sam
12:25;26:10; 27:1).

4. Do wrong (hr‘) is found in 1 Chr 16:22 as well as in 21:17;
however, though attested in 2 Sam 24:17 only in LXX and 4Q51, it is
used in 1 Sam 12:25; 25:34; 26:21—and in 1 Sam 12:25 it is rein-
forced by the infinitive absolute as in 1 Chr 21:17 (and only in these
two verses in the Hebrew Bible).

The fact that ‘do wrong’ (4) and ‘be swept away’ (3) belong to ex-
actly the same contexts in 1 Samuel is strong evidence that these cor-
respondences result from deliberate writing or rewriting in Samuel or
Chronicles. In another paper, I have cautioned against imagining or
imaging editions of Samuel on the basis of shifts in wording or losses
of text which may well have been accidental and unconnected. Sev-
eral of the pluses in 2 Sam 24 and 1 Chr 21 may have been added
piecemeal. However, several of the differences between the core ver-
sions of the census story belong together; and some of the wording of
1 Chr 21 has closer links than 2 Sam 24 with other portions of the
books of Samuel—and that can hardly be accidental.

It may be that 1 Chr 21 has been rewritten from 2 Sam 24 with
close and purposeful attention to a series of passages elsewhere in
Samuel. It may be that the writing of some portions of Samuel was
influenced by a version of the census story more like the Chronicler’s
than what we now read in 2 Sam 24. I have suggested elsewhere’ that
David’s vision of the m/’k yhwh between heaven and earth, preserved
only in 1 Chr 21:16 and 4Q51, may have influenced the depiction of
Absalom, who also destroyed part of Israel in response to sin by
David (2 Sam 18:9). And we may also observe that Joab, who here
opposes the scheme of which David had become persuaded (whether
by Yahweh or a satan), is blamed by David along with his brother as
a pair of satans (2 Sam 19:22). The two depictions of Joab, as satan
and as himself warning David against mischievous enticement, are no
less opposed than Dan to Beersheba and Beersheba to Dan.

? “Imag[in]ing Editions of Samuel,” 127-28 (see n. 2 above).
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These notes have suggested that both 2 Sam 24 and 1 Chr 21 in-
clude several expansions from shorter and earlier forms of these texts.
Some of these expansions are repetitions of material already in an
older form of the story; and some relate to the wider context of 2 Sam
24 as part of the book of Samuel and within the Former Prophets, and
of 1 Chr 21 within the book of Chronicles. However, several of the
key differences between 2 Sam 24 and 1 Chr 21 result from rewriting,
in one direction or the other—or in both directions. Despite the sev-
eral important differences between the core elements of the census
story as presented in 2 Sam 24 and 1 Chr 21, neither of these shorter
versions would appear a stranger in the other book.
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1. Introduction: Old Testament Textual Criticism Between Septuagint
Studies and Literary Criticism

The attention given to the Septuagint (LXX)—the oldest translation of
the ‘Old Testament’—as a textual witness has greatly increased in
recent years. This is evident in the numerous translation projects ei-
ther recently concluded or still underway that aim to translate the
Greek LXX into modern languages.” Moreover, more than ever, re-
search is being done into and being published about the LXX. Re-
cently, B.G. Wright even spoke of a LXX “hype”: “The Septuagint has
become cool—or at least a bit hip.”> Nonetheless, the opposite can
also be concluded. After all—especially since the rise of the so-called
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ment exegesis and at the Université catholique de Louvain (Belgium). He is also
Research Associate of the Department Old Testament at the University of the Free
State, Bloemfontein (South Africa).

% See the completed English (A. Pietersma & B.G. Wright [eds.], A New English
Translation of the Septuagint and the Other Greek Translations Traditionally In-
cluded under That Title (New York — Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007 [hence-
forth NETS]) and German (W. Kraus & M. Karrer [eds.], Septuaginta Deutsch. Das
Griechische Alte Testament in deutscher Ubersetzung [Stuttgart: Deutsche
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part of the Spanish Septuagint translation has appeared: N. Ferndndez-Marcos &
M.V. Spottorno (eds.), La Biblia griega — Septuaginta. I. Pentateuco (Biblioteca de
Estudios Biblicos 125; Salamanca: Ediciones Sigueme, 2008). For an overview of the
methods of and a confrontation between these various translation projects, worded by
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lating a Translation. The Lxx and its Modern Translations in the Context of Early
Judaism (BETL 213; Leuven — Paris — Dudley, MA: Peeters, 2008).

* B.G. Wright, “The Septuagint and Its Modern Translators,” in M. Karrer & W.
Kraus (eds.), Die Septuaginta — Texte, Kontexte, Lebenswelten (WUNT 219; Tiibin-
gen: Mohr, 2008), 103—114, esp. 103.
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new methods of Biblical exegesis during the last decades of the twen-
tieth century, in which people one-sidedly concentrate on the so-
called ‘final text’—the Hebrew text, and even more specifically the
way in which this text is represented in the Codex Petropolitanus
(B19a), has often been uncritically accepted as the point of departure
for numerous studies of the Old Testament.

In this context, it falls to Old Testament textual criticism to build a
bridge between the two, namely between LXX studies and biblical
scholarship. On the one hand, a thorough study of the LXX is obvi-
ously a valuable undertaking. Nevertheless, we cannot rid ourselves
of the impression that all sorts of studies concerning the lexicography
and the reception of the LXX sever the umbilical cord that connects it
to the Hebrew Vorlage. In such cases, questions like the following
take precedence: what role did the LXX play in Hellenistic culture, or
how did the New Testament authors use the LXX? These are legiti-
mate questions in themselves. However, in current research in the
area of biblical studies, one finds that the great importance of the LXX
for the textual criticism of the Old Testament apparently seems to be
receding further and further into the background. Yet, it is precisely
in this discipline of textual criticism that the bridge is built between
LXxX-studies and biblical scholarship. Every approach to the Bible that
has a small or a large part of the Old Testament literature as the sub-
ject of its research should, after all, begin with a thorough text-critical
analysis of the most important textual witnesses, of which the LXX is
indisputably the most important non-Hebrew one. Within this proc-
ess, the LXX does not present itself as a stand-alone document, but,
above all, as the translation of a specific Hebrew-Aramaic Vorlage.
The LXX is after all—first and foremost—a translation.

The text-critical analysis of textual witnesses will not only ensure
that one is aware of the fact that the Bible text does not de facto exist,
but a meticulous text-critical analysis can moreover guard against
dealing with the various textual witnesses in an unscientific manner
and against manipulating them for the purpose of historical-critical
analyses.” Indeed, on this point too, the analysis of textual witnesses,

4 See the reflections by A. Aejmelacus, “What We Talk About When We Talk
About Translation Technique,” in B. Taylor (ed.), Proceedings of the Xth Congress
of the International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies — Oslo 1998
(SBLSCS 51; Atlanta, GA: Society of Biblical Literature, 2001), 531-552, esp. 533.

5 Cf. H. Ausloos, “The Risks of Rash Textual Criticism Illustrated on the Basis of
the Numeruswechsel in Exod 23:20-33,” Biblische Notizen 97 (1999): 5-12.
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and in particular of the LXX, plays a prominent role. Or, as Professor
Julio Trebolle Barrera, to whom we dedicate this contribution with all
our hearts, recently put it with regard to the books of Joshua and
Judges: “The history of redaction and edition (...) cannot be studied
in an}; case without a joint analysis of textual and literary criticism
(...).”

In order to be able to assess the usefulness of the textual witnesses
within the text-critical—and in extensu historical-critical—analyses,
one must, however, be able to form a clear assessment of the alterna-
tive readings of the textual witnesses. In making this assessment,
which aims to retrieve the ‘more original’ variant’—the use of the
term Urtext is intentionally avoided—, the issue of the so-called
‘translation technique’ plays an important role, at least with regard to
the versiones—of which the LXX in its various forms is the oldest and
most important textual witness. After all, in order to be able to make a
well-founded judgement regarding the origin of various readings, one
must have as accurate an insight as possible into the manner in which
the different LXX translators dealt with their Vorlage.® One hereby
finds oneself in the territory of the so-called translation technique,
which we, in line with A. Aejmelaeus, consider to be “an inseparable
aspect of a translation.” The concept of ‘translation technique’ must,
however, not be understood as “a system acquired or developed or
resorted to by the translators™;'? it is, rather, “a neutral term to denote
the activity of the translator or the process of translation which led
from the Vorlage to the translation” of the LxX."" Moreover, one must
bear clearly in mind that it is just as much a fiction to speak of the

® See his contribution in “A Combined Textual and Literary Criticism Analysis.
Editorial Traces in Joshua and Judges,” in H. Ausloos, B. Lemmelijn & M. Vervenne
(eds.), Florilegium Lovaniense. Studies in Septuagint and Textual Criticism in Hon-
our of Florentino Garcia Martinez, (BETL 224; Leuven — Paris — Dudley, MA,
Peeters, 2008), 437463, esp. 463.

For this terminology and the methodological background thereof, see B. Lem-
melijn, 4 Plague of Texts? A Text-Critical Study of the So-Called ‘Plagues Narrative’
in Exodus 7:14—11:10 (OTS 56; Leiden — Boston: Brill, 2009), 22-27.

8 Cf. A. Pietersma, “Septuagint Research. A Plea for a Return to Basic Issues,”
VT 35 (1985): 296-311, esp. 299: “Analysis of translation technique might indeed be
called the quest for the Archimedean point, because only from this vantage point can
the text-critic sit in judgement over the fidelity with which the manuscripts have
preserved the original text, and hence determine the general quality of individual
texts”.

o Aejmelaeus, “What we Talk About,” 533.

19" Aejmelacus, “What we Talk About,” 532.

" Aejmelacus, “What we Talk About,” 532.
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Septuagint as it is to speak of the Old Testament or the Tanak. Just as
for a few centuries now it has been incontrovertibly established that it
was not Moses or other great personalities who wrote the Old Testa-
ment but that, on the contrary, this collection of books is the result of
a very long process of coming to be to which countless authors and
editors contributed, so too one should keep in mind that the Greek
translation of the Old Testament was brought about through the con-
tributions of various translators. This implies that in every Bible book
of the LXX, the translation technique can display different characteris-
tics.

Against this backdrop, the present contribution is not intended to
give an overview of the various qualitatively and quantitatively ori-
ented views regarding the characterisation of the translation technique
of the LXX."? It is sufficient here to refer to the appeal made by Ae-
jmelaeus: “What one needs in order to gain a more reliable and com-
plete picture of this translator, as well as others of his kind, is new
and other criteria for the characterization of translation technique.”"’
Or: “For the task of describing one particular translator, this means
that we must strive to provide as many-sided a documentation of his
working habits and abilities as possible.”"

In this context, B. Lemmelijn and I have recently developed an ap-
proach that focuses on what we have called ‘content related’ crite-
ria."” Besides research into the manner in which the LXX-translators

12 See especially B. Lemmelijn, “Two Methodological Trails in Recent Studies
on the Translation Technique of the Septuagint,” in R. Sollamo & S. Sipild (eds.),
Helsinki Perspectives on the Translation Technique of the Septuagint (Publications of
the Finnish Exegetical Society in Helsinki 82; Helsinki: The Finnish Exegetical
Society in Helsinki — Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2001), 43-63 and
B. Lemmelijn, “A Plague of Texts?,” 108—125.

3 A. Aejmelaeus, “Characterizing Criteria for the Characterization of the Septua-
gint Translators. Experimenting on the Greek Psalter,” in R.J.V. Hiebert — C.E. Cox —
P.J. Gentry (eds.), The Old Greek Psalter. Studies in Honour of Albert Pietersma
(JSOTSup 332; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 2001), 54-73, esp. 55-56.

4 Aejmelacus, “Characterizing Criteria,” p. 55. Cf. Pietersma, “Septuagint Re-
search,” 299: “Translation technique must be studied as exhaustively as is humanly
possible”.

'S For a description of the content-related criteria for the characterisation of trans-
lation technique, see H. Ausloos & B. Lemmelijn, “Content Related Criteria in Char-
acterising the LXX Translation Technique,” in W. Kraus & M. Karrer (eds.), Die
Septuaginta: Texte, Theologien und Einfliisse (WUNT 252; Tiibingen: Mohr, 2010),
357-376. The study of content-related criteria with regard to the characterisation of
the translation technique of the LXX is central to various research projects being led
by H. Ausloos and B. Lemmelijn and being financed by the Research Fund of the
K.U.Leuven and the Research Foundation — Flanders (FWO). Some of these projects
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have dealt with Hebrew ‘jargon defined vocabulary’'® and with He-
brew hapax legomena, ' we are of the opinion that Hebrew wordplay
can also be a good indicator in the characterisation of the translation
technique in various books within the LXX. After all, each of the crite-
ria mentioned confronts the translator with a choice: whichever direc-
tion his rendering may take, it concerns an answer to a specific prob-
lem for which he must find a solution. This setting can be compared
to an artificially created laboratory situation in which a specific test is
set up in order to elicit a reaction. In the case of the study of content-
related criteria too, specific textual data are isolated in order to be
able to describe and interpret the ‘reaction’ of the translator. Against
this background, in this contribution I aim in particular at demonstrat-
ing that, as well as the way in which, research into a particular form
of wordplay in the Hebrew Bible, namely the etiology of toponyms,
especially from the perspective of the way that the LXX-translator
deals with this, can be one of these criteria for the characterisation of
the translation technique of the various books of the Bible. '*

fall within the scope of the Leuven Centre for Septuagint Studies and Textual Criti-
cismé which is under the leadership of Lemmelijn.

' Cf. B. Lemmelijn, “Flora in Cantico Canticorum. Towards a More Precise
Characterisation of Translation Technique in the LxX of Song of Songs,” in A.
Voitila & J. Jokiranta (eds.), Scripture in Transition: Essays on Septuagint, Hebrew
Bible and Dead Sea Scrolls, FS R. Sollamo (SJSJ 126; Leiden: Brill, 2008), 27-51.

'7 For a concrete elaboration, see H. Ausloos & B. Lemmelijn, “Rendering Love.
Hapax Legomena and the Characterisation of the Translation Technique of Song of
Songs,” in Ausloos et. al. (eds.), Translating a Translation, 43—61; H. Ausloos, “The
Septuagint’s Rendering of Hebrew Hapax Legomena and the Characterization of Its
‘Translation Technique’. The Case of Exodus,” Acta Patristica et Byzantina (2009):
360-376. In this regard, see also the study by a scientific collaborator on the research
project into the Greek renderings of Hebrew hapax legomena: E. Verbeke, “The Use
of Hebrew Hapax Legomena in Septuagint Studies. Preliminary Remarks on Meth-
odology,” in Ausloos, Lemmelijn & Vervenne (eds.), Florilegium Lovaniense,. 507—
521.

'8 See also H. Ausloos, “LXX’s Rendering of Hebrew Proper Names and the
Characterization of the Translation Technique,” in Voitila & Jokiranta (eds.) Essays
on Septuagint , 53-71.
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2. Etiologies as Content-Related Criteria

It is in no way easy to give an accurate definition of wordplay in the
Hebrew Bible."” Nonetheless, proper names play a special role in this
problematic. The so-called etiology, in particular, can be considered a
typical form of wordplay.” This term is usually used to refer to short
passages that, mostly in a narrative fashion, retrospectively ‘explain’
a person’s name or a toponym. It should be clear that it is very diffi-
cult for translators to convey such a wordplay in an adequate way in
the target language. When the source text then also lays a causative
link between the place name and what took place there (“The place
was called ..., because ...), then it demands a great deal of creativity
from the translator to find a reliable equivalent for this. After all, this
kind of wordplay presents every translator with an almost insur-
mountable problem. Indeed, the question poses itself as to how a
translator can render this specificity of his source text. The answer is
usually disappointing. The target language does not often lend itself
to adequate expression of the Hebrew language- and wordplays. This
then also leads to very obscure translations, which mostly leave the
reader of the translation out in the cold. Unless light is thrown on the
translation by an explanatory note, he can, after all, see no connection
between the toponym and the ‘event’ that supposedly lies behind the
origin of the place name.

It goes without saying that Hebrew etiologies confront the transla-
tors with an enormous challenge. Hence, one can say that an investi-
gation into the way in which the LXX-translators dealt with this issue
can, of course, be considered a test of their creativity. Just like in
research into the way in which the various LXX-translators search for
adequate equivalents for Hebrew hapax legomena, the way in which
etiologies are ‘translated’ can also contribute to the characterisation
of the translation strategy—the ‘translation technique’—of the vari-
ous LxX-translators. In what follows, 1 want to illustrate this by

1 See G.A. Rendsburg, “Word Play in Biblical Hebrew. An Eclectic Collection,”
in S.B. Noegel (ed.), Puns and Pundits. Word Play in the Hebrew Bible and Ancient
Near Eastern Literature (Bethesda, MD: CDL Press, 2000), 137-162, esp. 140.

20 In this regard, see F.W. Golka, “The Aectiologies in the Old Testament,” V'T 26
(1976): 410-428 and VT 27 (1977): 36-47; B.O. Long, The Problem of Etiological
Narrative in the Old Testament (BZAW 108; Berlin: Topelmann, 1968); P.J. Van
Dyk, “The Function of So-Called Etiological Elements in Narratives,” ZAW 102
(1990): 19-33.
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means of an investigation into the Greek equivalents for the Hebrew
etiologies that one encounters in the book of Numbers. *' All of them
(Num 11:3,34; 13:23; 20:13; 21:3; 27:14) concern toponyms.

2.1 Num 11:1-3

At the beginning of Num 11, we are told that the Israelites—again—
complain to YHWH. When YHWH hears the complaint of the people,
his anger is kindled and the fire of YHWH burns against/under them
(M wR 03 9yam — Num 11:1). Thanks to Moses’ intercession, the
fire goes out. From this event, the place takes its name, Taberah.”” In
order to get a good overview of the Hebrew and Greek versions, we
put both in a synopsis:
MT LXX
RIM Kol EkAROn
DV 10 voua
DIpNn 1ol témov
RII7 €kelvou
77Yan  Eunupilopog
" dn
7wa €€ekavbn
D1 &V avToig
wR  mhp
MM mapd kupiov

Apart from a few small variations—for the combination mi7* WK the
LXX has a plus (mapa)—the LXX literally follows the Masoretic Text

2! For the Greek text, we use the edition of J.W. Wevers, Numeri (Septuaginta
Vetus Testamentum Graeccum Auctoritate Academiae Scientiarum Gottingensis
editum 3/1; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1982).

2 For a literary analysis, see H. Seebass, Numeri. 2. Teilband: Numeri 10,11—
22,1 (BKAT 4/2; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 2003), 20-26
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(MT).” Nevertheless, with regard to the toponym and the etiology, a
few significant observations can be made. Whereas the LXX-translator
of Numbers usually transliterates place names,** this is not the case in
Num 11:3 for the toponym 77yan. This term is ‘translated’ in the
LXX as Epmuptopdg (NETS: “The name of that place was called Burn-
ing, because fire was kindled among them from the Lord”). As a
noun, the term éumupiouds also appears elsewhere—both in and out
of the LxX. Unlike the MT, where the toponym is related to the verb
W32 (‘burn’—see also Num 11:1), the LXX connects the place name to
the noun WK (mdp), which plays a central role in the whole of Num
11:1-3.

It can be decisively stated that the LXX-translator of Num 11:3
searches for a creative solution for the toponym. On the one hand, he
translates the place name, but on the other hand, he succeeds wonder-
fully well in doing justice to the wordplay of the etiology. The way
the Greek text reads, one notices immediately how the place name is
connected to the incident that is recounted.

2.2 Num 11:34

Tired of eating manna, the Israelites call for meat. YHWH hears their
wailing and makes a wind rise up from the direction of the sea. This
carries quails with it that fall to ground over the Israelite camp. The
Israelites greedily rush upon the meat, at which YHWH’s anger is kin-
dled against them—*“while the meat was still between their teeth,
before it was consumed” (Num 11:33)—and many people are massa-
cred. The place where this happened was called Kibroth-hattaavah,
“because there they buried the people who had the craving.”

3 The version of the Samaritan Pentateuch (SamP) is identical to MT (see A. Tal,
The Samaritan Pentateuch. Edited According to MS 6 (C) of the Shekhem Synagogue.
[Tel Aviv: Tel Aviv University, 1994]); in Qumran no version of Num 11:3 has been
found (see E. Tov et al., The Texts from the Judaean Desert. Indices and an Intro-
duction to the Discoveries in the Judaean Desert Studies [DJD 39; Oxford: Claren-
don Press, 2002], 188-189). Cf. also J.W. Wevers, Notes on the Greek Text of Num-
bers (SBLSCS 46; Atlanta, GA: Scholar Press, 1998), 161.

 This finding is based on a tentative survey of the way in which LXX-Numbers
generally deals with proper nouns and with place names in particular.
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MT LXX
NI Kal EkKAnOn
oW NR - TO dvoua
DWpNA ol témov
RIT7 ékeivou

MNRDA MN2ap

Mvruata tig émbupiog

43

=Rl
DV ékel
Map €Bapav
oYa R TOV Aadv
oIRNAN émbuunthy

With regard to word order and quantitative representation, the LXX
very closely follows the MT.*> As in Num 11:3, the translator opts to
translate the toponym MmK&nn M1ap: MvApata tfg émbupiag (NETS:
“Tombs of craving”). The first part of the place name is considered,
in the LXX, as a status constructus plural of the noun 7ap (‘grave’).”
Elsewhere in Numbers, the Hebrew 12p also has the Greek pvijua as
equivalent.”’ For the second part of the place name, the LXX likewise
gives a translation: émBupia. This term, too, is common in the LXX as
the translation equivalent of forms of the Hebrew verb MR (‘to de-
sire’).

With regard to the rendering in the LXX, two remarks can be made.
On the one hand, the translator again chooses to translate the Hebrew
place name into Greek, and not to transcribe it. On the other hand, in
so doing he successfully makes clear the causal connection with the

% SamP is identical to MT; the textual witness of 4QNum® has no significant vari-
ants for our research (see E. Ulrich et al., Qumran Cave 4. VII: Genesis to Numbers
[DJD 12; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1994], 216). Cf. also Wevers, Notes on the Greek
Text of Numbers, 181.

%6 °Cf. also the possibly original meaning of the Hebrew according to M. Noth,
Das vierte Buch Mose. Numeri iibersetzt und erkldrt (ATD 7; Gottingen: Vanden-
hoeck & Ruprecht, 1966) 76: “die Griber an der Landmarke” or “die Grédber des
Ta’awa-Stammes.”

%7 Num 19:16,18.
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incident related in Numbers 11. In the Hebrew, the first part of the
place name (M11ap) is connected to the fact that the Israelites buried
their greedy countrymen there (72p). Even though the two Greek
words do not sound the same (Mvrpata - €0apav), the connection is
nevertheless made clear in the translation on the level of meaning.
The second part of the place name (tfig émbuuiag) is, just as in the
Hebrew (m&ni — onknni), related to the greediness (¢mBuuntrg) of
the Israelites.

2.3 Num 13:24

The story of the scouts who are sent out by Moses to the Promised
Land, is situated at the time of the first ripe grapes (Num 13:20). Via
Hebron, the spies reach the Eshcol ravine. In order to be able to sub-
stantiate the abundant wealth of the Promised Land, they cut off a
branch of a vine with a bunch of grapes on it. This is so heavy that it
has to be carried by two men.
MT LXX
oipnY oV témov
RINA ékelvov
R Enwvouacay
51 ddpayé
H1WR - BdTpLog
mR 9 S
S1wRn tov Pétpuy
TWR - Ov
72 ExoYav

oDwn  ékeibev

587w 12 oi viol 'TopaniA



THE SEPTUAGINT RENDERING OF HEBREW TOPONYMS 45

Again, one must state that the LXX-translator opts to translate the
toponym 919w in the etiology.*® The place is called ®dpayé BéTpvog
(NETS: “Cluster Ravine”), because the scouts cut off a cluster
(Botpug) (of grapes) there.

2.4 Num 20:13 and 27:14

Num 20:13; 27:14 can be treated simultaneously. In both passages,
after all, the place name Meribah/Meribath is associated with the
rebelliousness of the Israelites in the desert of Zin.

In the preceding passages of the book of Numbers, a causal con-
nection is always made between the place name and the incident that
took place there. This took place by means of particles *> or nM7X 23.
Although this element is, strictly speaking, absent in the Hebrew ver-
sion of Num 20:13, this verse can nevertheless still be considered an
etiology. After all, Israel’s protests about a lack of water lie at the
foundation of the place name Meribah.

MT LXX
NN todto
nnn Gdwp dvtihoyiag
IWR ST
127 éAodopnOnoav
587w M3 of viol TopanA
M DR Evavri kuplov
The Greek translator interprets the verse as an etiology, which is evi-
dent from the fact that the relative pronoun WX has Oti as its

equivalent in the LXX. Here again, the LXX translates the place name
using the substantive (&dvtiloyia), which is a common equivalent for

28 SamP is almost identical to MT (with the exception of the plural form 1R7p); in
Qumran a version of Num 13:24 has been found in 4QNum® (also reading 1%7p) and
in 4Q365 (part of Reworked Pentateuch®). Here, however, there are no variants that
would be significant for our investigation (cf. H. Attridge et al., Qumran Cave 4.
VIII. Parabiblical Texts. Part 1 [DJD13; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1994], 305). Cf.
also Wevers, Notes on the Greek Text of Numbers , 203.
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the substantive (dvtidoyia), which is a common equivalent for the
noun 2™ (NETS: “This is a water of dispute, because the sons of Israel
reviled before the Lord”). As an etiological background for the place
name, the translator uses a form of the verb Aoidopéw. Although, in
its meaning, this verb conveys the notion of Israel’s rebelliousness, it
is nevertheless remarkable that the translator did not choose to use
two words that sounded the same. In place of the verb Aoidopéw, he
could have chosen the verb avtidéyw. Or, instead of the noun
avtidoyia, Aodopia would have also been a good equivalent for
n2mn. In this regard, note that the translator in Num 20:24 translates
the Hebrew 12" "0 as tob 08atog tf¢ Aotdopiag.”’

According to Num 20:12, Moses’ lack of trust in God in response
to Israel’s rebelliousness at Meribah was the reason why Moses
would not be allowed to lead the Israelites into the Promised Land. In
Num 27:14, this incident is referred to within the pericope that tells of
the succession of Moses by Joshua, who would lead the entry into the
Promised Land: “you rebelled against my word in the wilderness of
Zin when the congregation quarrelled with me. You did not show my
holiness before their eyes at the waters. These are the waters of
Meribath-kadesh in the wilderness of Zin.”

MT LXX
TwRy b
onrn mapéPnte
D 1O PAud Yov
172703 év Tf] épruw Zlv
n2na év t® avrimintey
ATYA TV cuvaywynv
MWIPNY  dyidoon pe
---  0UX Nyldoateé ue
o'na éml t® Vdartt

oYy Evavti abTdV

¥ However, various manuscripts read, in Num 20:24, &vtiloyfag (cf. Wevers,
Numeri , p. 250). Cf. also Wevers, Notes on the Greek Text of Numbers , 328.
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D1 To0To €oTIvV
nanen 0dwp dvtiloyiag
wIp  Kadng
¥ 2T €v n €pruw Eiv

The LXX-version deviates from the MT at various points;*’ these how-
ever do not directly concern the issue of the etiology. With regard to
the etiology, in Num 27:14, one is indeed confronted by a striking
fact. After all, within the word pair, only the first part of the place
name is translated: dvtidoyiag Kadng. Furthermore, the toponym
Kadng can be used both as a nominative and as a genitive. This is all
the more striking because Num 27:14 is also the first place in the
Pentateuch where an etiological explanation of the toponym Kadesh
is given: if the place is called Meribath-Kadesh, this is because the
Israclite community was rebellious there (against Moses?*") (namna
17v) due to the fact that God was not sanctified there (3w Tpnb).

There are two possible explanations for the fact that Num 27:14
does not translate the place name Kadesh, but transcribes it. First, it is
possible that the translator did not notice the etiology that appears in
Num 27:14 with regard to the place name Kadesh. This is rather
unlikely, bearing in mind the care with which he elsewhere deals with
the translations of Numbers’ etiologies. Second, it is also possible
that he intentionally avoided the etiology in Num 27:14. After all, if
he were to have followed his method of translating place names for
which an etiological explanation is given instead of transcribing
them, then he would have had to suddenly introduce a new place
name here, namely a translation of the term w7p. This would have
been problematic, however, since the toponym Kadesh had already
been used on various occasions, independent of any etiology, in the
book of Numbers (and also in Genesis) (Num 13:26; 20:1,14,16,22;
see also 33,36,37).

30 SamP has a few minor variations at the beginning of the verse: SamP reads
TWR instead of WK and " NN instead of *8. In Qumran, there is no manuscript of
Num 27:14 available. Cf. also Wevers, Notes on the Greek Text of Numbers , 464—
465.

*! See F. Brown, S. Driver & C. Briggs, The Brown-Driver-Briggs Hebrew and
English Lexicon With an Appendix Containing the Biblical Aramaic (Peabody, MA:
Hendrickson, 1997 [= Boston: Houghton, Mifflin and Company, 1906]), 937: “peo-
ple’s strife with Moses at Kadesh.”
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2.5 Num 21:3

When the king of Arad learns that the Israelites are advancing to-
wards him, the Israelites are attacked by Canaanites. Some Israelites
are then taken captive. Following this, the Israelites make the follow-
ing promise to YAWH: “If you will indeed give this people into our
hands, then we will utterly destroy their towns.” God hears Israel’s
prayer and delivers the Canaanites to them. In accordance with their
promise, Israel devotes them and their cities to destruction. That is
why the place was called Hormabh.

MT LXX
DM Kal Gvebnudrioev
(ap127 DR =) DANR - A0TOV
DY NRY - Kal Tag TOAELG aUTOD
RIPM kol EmekdAeoav
DV 10 Svopa
DIPAN To0 TOTOL €KEIVOL

N Avabeua

Besides a few differences in number (DANXR versus aOTOV;
D™ versus Ta¢ moAelc avtol) and a plus in the LXX (ékeivov), the
translator again chooses to translate the place name Hormah
(AvaBepa). The connection between the incident—the Israelites
devoted the Canaanite cities to destruction (NETS: “he anathematized
him and his cities”’)—and the name of the place (NETS: “Anathema”)
is thereby again made clear for the reader of the LXX.

3. Conclusion

The investigation of the way in which the LXX-translator of Numbers
deals with the phenomenon of the etiology of place names in the He-
brew text leads to an important insight regarding the strategy of the
LXX-translator of Numbers. Indeed, the LXX-translator of Numbers
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specifically and deliberately chooses to consistently translate (and
thus not to transliterate) every toponym that occurs within an etiol-
ogy, in order to emphasise the connection between the place name
and the incident related. That this is in no way a coincidental occur-
rence is apparent from two additional observations. First, it seems
that ‘ordinary’ place names in LXX-Numbers are as a rule—this could
be the subject of further detailed research—not translated, but trans-
literated.”* Second, it is apparent that the place names that function
within an etiology in the rest of LXX-Numbers are indeed always con-
sistently translated. I run through them in what follows.*”® The place
name Kibroth-hattaavah also appears outside Num 11:34 in Num
11:35; 33:15,16 and is, on each of these occasions, translated as
Mvrjpata tii¢ émBuuiac.’* The same applies to the toponym Eshcol,
which appears outside of Num 13:24, likewise translated, in Num
32:9.%° The place name Meribah, which is translated within the eti-
ologies of Num 20:13; 27:14 in the LXX, is also found translated in
Num 20:14, the only other text where this place name is in evidence
in Numbers. The place name Hormah does not appear in Numbers
again after Num 21:3. One does however indeed already encounter
this place name in Num 14:45. In light of the fact that this passage
precedes the etiological name change, it is not surprising that the LXX
transcribes the toponym here (£wg ’Ep(,wi).3 6

On the basis of this relatively limited investigation, therefore, it
can be concluded that the phenomenon of the wordplay, tested against
the way in which the LXX-translator of Numbers deals with etiolo-
gies, gives clear indications as to the characterisation of the transla-
tion technique and thereby also demonstrates its methodological rele-
vance as a content-related criterion.”” Furthermore, the very well

32 See, for example, the summary of the stages of Israel’s journey in Numbers 33.
Nevertheless, LXX-Numbers also ‘translates’ various place names; for examples, see
Fernandez Marcos & Spottorno Diaz-Caro, La Biblia Griega, 297.

33 Taberah only appears in Numbers within the etiology in Num 11:3. Deut 9:22
follows the translation of Num 11:3 (év t@ "Eunvpiopw)

* Idem in Deut 9:22.

3 In Deut 1:24 the term is also translated ®&pay€ péTpvoc.

3 For the discussion surrounding Num 14:45, see Seebass, Numeri (n.22),
p- 307; according to G. Dorival, Les Nombres (La Bible d’Alexandrie; Paris: Editions
du Cerf, 1994) p. 144; Num 14:45 and 21:3 form a diptych in the Hebrew text, which
becomes disconnected in the LxX due to the differing toponyms. See also Wevers,
Notes on the Greek Text of Numbers, 339-340.

37 See also H. Ausloos, “LXX’s Rendering of Hebrew Proper Names and the
Characterization of the Translation Technique,” in A. Voitila & J. Jokiranta (eds.)
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thought-out manner in which the translator renders topological eti-
ologies implies that the characterisation of the LXX-translation of
Numbers as the weakest of the Pentateuch needs to be nuanced
somewhat.*®

Essays on Septuagint, Hebrew Bible, and Dead Sea Scrolls, FS R. Sollamo (SJSJ
126; Leiden: Brill, 2008), 53—-71.

See, for example, recently LXX.D, p. 132: “Festzuhalten ist aber, dass es eine
Reihe von Fehlern gibt, etwa Auslassungen, Verlesungen oder grammatische Unsi-
cherheiten, sodass Numeri als die schwéchste Ubersetzung des Pentateuchs gilt.” Our
investigation also nuances A. Voitila’s characterization of the LXX translator of Num-
bers: “The writer of Greek Numbers worked on rather small segments at a time. And
since he worked mainly on small segments, he was forced to work on the basis of the
letter of his source text. Thus he did not pay enough attention to the larger context.”
(A. Voitila, “The Translator of the Greek Numbers,” in B.A. Taylor [ed.], IX Con-
gress of the International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies, Cam-
bridge 1995 [SBLSCS 45; Atlanta, GA: Scholars Press, 1995], 109-121, spec. 120).



4QGENESIS? RECONSIDERED

George J. Brooke

Introduction

The purpose of this short essay is to engage more extensively with
4QGenesis" than has hitherto been the case. In particular I wish to pay
attention to various features of the material remains and scribal
evidence. On the basis of both those topics I will offer some remarks
about the textual information in the scroll and make some brief
comments about the history of the interpretation of Genesis, both in
sectarian and non-sectarian compositions. Part of what I have to offer
here is done under the encouragement that I have received from
engaging with the reconstructions of biblical manuscripts undertaken
by Julio Trebolle Barrera, especially his work on 4QKings.'

1. Material Remains

Judgements about the material remains of fragmentary Dead Sea
Scrolls are difficult to make, especially when all that remains is a
single, relatively small fragment. 4QGen® (4Q4) does indeed survive
in only a single fragment. The fragment was first photographed, by
itself, in June 1954 (PAM 41.158), then again in July 1956 (PAM
42.155) in combination with fragments 1-3, 5—7, and 9 from 4QGer,
and again in August 1958 together with the principal fragment of

' Julio Trebolle Barrera, “54. 4QKgs,” in Qumran Cave 4.1X: Deuteronomy, Joshua,
Judges, Kings (ed. E. Ulrich, F. M. Cross et al.; DJD XIV; Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1995), 171-83; note especially his attempt at reconstructing a complete twenty metre
scroll that might have included Joshua, Judges, 1-2 Samuel and 1-2 Kings on the
basis of his placing the seven fragments of 1 Kings 7-8 in columns of 30-32 lines
near the middle of the reconstructed rolled-up scroll.
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4QGen® (PAM 42.725).% It has been photographed again more
recently in colour, both for the catalogue of the Israel Antiquities
Authority’ and for enlarged artistic reproduction, its almost square
shape making it ideal for pictorial representation.

The fragment measures 10.8 cm high by 10.7 cm wide. James
Davila, the author of its principal edition, describes the leather as
“reddish brown with lighter spots, thin and polished.” Davila goes on
to describe briefly the damage to the fragment, both holes and surface
loss, attributing both types of damage to worms. But he also notes
that one area of damage near the middle of the fragment is long and
vertical. There is stitching on the left hand edge of the fragment,
showing that the extant column of writing was the last on the sheet.
The stitching also accounts in large measure for the vertical break on
the left hand edge. There is also vertical damage on the right hand
side of the fragment.

These three vertical attestations of damage suggest that the
fragment might be capable of yielding more information about the
manuscript of which it was a part according to the method outlined
most thoroughly by Hartmut Stegemann® and given mathematical

% The dates of the photographs are based upon the photographer’s logbook which
was used for the list provided by Stephen J. Pfann, “III. Chronological List of the
Negatives of the PAM, IAA, and Shrine of the Book,” in Companion Volume to the
Dead Sea Scrolls Microfiche Edition (ed. E. Tov with the collaboration of S. J.
Pfann; Leiden: Brill and IDC, 1995), 73-95.

3 Donald T. Ariel, Hava Katz, Shelley Sadeh, and Michael Segal, eds., The Dead Sea
Scrolls (Jerusalem: Israel Antiquities Authority, 2007), 32; see also my review in
RBL 05/2009, esp. 2-3.

* The same colour image has been used for the enlarged (30 x 30 cm) artistic
reproduction distributed by ArtLink Inc., Tel Aviv.

> James R. Davila, “4. 4QGen®,” in Qumran Cave 4.VII: Genesis to Numbers (ed. E.
Ulrich, F. M. Cross et al.; DJD XII; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1994), 43—45 (here
43). Tamar Rabbi-Salhov, “From the Scroll Caves,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. D.
T. Ariel, H. Katz, S. Sadeh, and M. Segal; Jerusalem: Israel Antiquities Authority,
2007), 30, also describes the manuscript as “a thin sheet of reddish-brown
garchment.”

Hartmut Stegemann, “Methods for the Reconstruction of Scrolls from Scattered
Fragments,” in Archaeology and History in the Dead Sea Scrolls: The New York
University Conference in Memory of Yigael Yadin (ed. L. H. Schiffman; JSPSup §;
JSOT/ASOR Monographs 2; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1990), 189-220. Stegemann
himself offered a popular version of his approach: Hartmut Stegemann, “How to
Connect Dead Sea Scroll Fragments,” Bible Review 4 (1988): 24-29, 43; reprinted in
Understanding the Dead Sea Scrolls: A Reader from the Biblical Archaeology
Review (ed. H. Shanks; New York: Random House, 1992), 245-55. See also Annette
Steudel, “Assembling and Reconstructing Manuscripts,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls
after Fifty Years: A Comprehensive Assessment (ed. P. W. Flint and J. C.
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precision by Dirk Stoll.” Rather than thinking that worms have been
responsible for eating in a straight line, and a vertical one at that, it
seems to me more likely that such damage is the result of how the
scroll was rolled up in antiquity when it was left in Cave 4 and then
subsequently flattened. If we suppose that what now survives in this
sole fragment was in fact a single turn in the original scroll, then we
can note two matters.

First, it is likely that the presence of the vertical stitching caused
some vertical stress in the rolled up scroll to the leather on both sides
of it. If what survives on 4QGen" preceded the stitching as an outer
turn, then stitching would have laid at the end of an inwards turn,
putting some pressure on the inscribed side of the manuscript that
preceded it. Stegemann noted that “often, also, a vertical break in a
sheet is caused by a sewing seam in the layer before or after this
seam.”® This confirms the suggestion I am making here. As to what
followed the stitching, what broke off after the stitching has not
survived.

Second, if the scroll had been flattened at some point in antiquity,
then the single turn of the scroll that might now survive, at least in
part, could have had two possible folds, one where the left-hand edge
with stitching lay inside the right-hand edge which was in effect on
top of it, and one roughly half-way between the two extant edges of
the fragment. This action of being squashed could well explain the
vertical damage that is visible in the middle of the extant fragment of
the scroll. In fact such regularity in the vertical damage patterns, the
two edges and the central damage, supports the argument that what is
now preserved did form a single turn of the original scroll.

VanderKam; Leiden: Brill, 1998), 516-34. A recent description of the application of
Stegemann’s method is offered by Torleif Elgvin, “How to Reconstruct a Fragmented
Scroll: The Puzzle of 4Q422,” in Northern Lights on the Dead Sea Scrolls:
Proceedings of the Nordic Qumran Network 2003-2006 (ed. A. Klostergaard
Petersen, T. Elgvin, C. Wassen, H. von Weissenberg, M. Winninge and with M.
Ehrensvérd; STDJ 80; Leiden: Brill, 2009), 223-36.

7 Dirk Stoll, “Die Schriftrollen vom Toten Meer—mathematisch oder Wie kann man
einer Rekonstruktion Gestalt verleihen?” in Qumranstudien: Vortrdge und Beitrige
der Teilnehmer des Qumranseminars auf dem internationalen Treffen der Society of
Biblical Literature, Miinster, 25.—-26. Juli 1993 (ed. H.-J. Fabry, A. Lange, and H.
Lichtenberger; Schriften des Institutum Judaicum Delitzschianum 4; Goéttingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1996), 205-18.

¥ Stegemann, “Methods for the Reconstruction of Scrolls from Scattered
Fragments,” 212 n. 44.
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Although we cannot be sure that what survives of 4QGen*
represents a single turn of the scroll, there is some considerable
plausibility in the suggestion. To my mind there is enough plausibility
to encourage the further suggestion that by measuring the distance
between the two edges that have survived it might be possible to
calculate approximately how long the scroll could have been, given
the thickness of the leather, and making the justifiable assumption
that the start of Genesis was on the outermost turn of the scroll.

The extensive damage to the surviving fragment over the centuries
makes it difficult to be sure of its thickness when first prepared. Nor
can it be assumed that all the sheets that made up the complete scroll
were of the same thickness. Stegemann noted that some manuscripts
were prepared on thin skin, such as the Temple Scroll (11Q19), some
on somewhat thicker leather, like the Hodayot (1QH"), and some on
even thicker leather, such as the Psalms Scroll (11QPs"). From his
years of experience working with scroll fragments, having described
some of the characteristics of the major scrolls, he then described the
features of a group of shorter scrolls:

There are shorter scrolls which had a length of only about 1.5 or 2 m
divided into, for example, 12 or 13 broader columns or about 20
smaller columns. If they were rolled with the beginning of their text in
the outer layer of the scroll, they were not as tightly wrapped as the
larger scrolls. The result is that the distances between corresponding
points of damage in the innermost layers of these scrolls are greater
than in the larger scrolls. Usually they are about 5 cm. (This is the
case, e.g., with 1QpHab or 5Q504, where we find measurements of
about 5 cm, or with 4Q511, where this measurement is about 4.8 cm).’

To test Stegemann’s theory for 4QGen’, I made a model using
double-layered 75 gsm paper to represent thin leather. Guided by the
damage patterns, I set the width of the turn as 10.7 cm for the extant
fragment I was able to recreate a scroll of a further 190 cm after the
extant stitching, before the innermost turn became too difficult to roll.
The innermost turn had a width of 5.1 cm and by projecting that the
extant fragment is from the third column of text, it is possible to
recreate the first sheet of leather as 45 c¢cm in length. This results in a
manuscript of about 2.35 m.

? Stegemann, “Methods for the Reconstruction of Scrolls from Scattered
Fragments,” 196.
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A further factor needs to be recalled at this stage. As can be seen
from the lengthy quotation above, Stegemann considered it likely that
in general smaller and shorter manuscripts tended not to be rolled up
as tightly as taller, longer ones, the kind that might fall into the
category of de luxe manuscripts as described by Emanuel Tov." It
certainly seems to have been the case that the longest scroll to have
survived, the Temple Scroll (11Q19), was rolled very tightly. If this
observation is granted, then the relatively short length of the
reconstructed 4QGen” might be further reduced, bringing it very close
to the approximate 2 m length that Stegemann supposed for this
group of manuscripts. Yet another observation also lends some slight
further support to this. The ends, that is the internal closing turns, of
manuscripts that are not rolled up tightly are more likely to perish as
the air with its varying humidity circulates more easily and insects
can also find their way in more readily. If this short scroll of 4QGen*
was not very tightly rolled, then it is no major surprise that nothing
has survived of its closing columns.

Overall the technical observations and general abstractions in
Stegemann’s theory are thoroughly vindicated by applying his
method to 4QGen. It seems to have been a manuscript about 2 m in
length with an innermost turn of about 5 cm. Of course, the
reconstruction demands some flexible latitude in the proposed
measurements. Since the first sheet was at least 45 c¢cm in length,
perhaps the whole manuscript was made up of either four or five
sheets, each of approximately the same length, making for a scroll of
between 1.8 and 2.25 m in length. If the first sheet was measured out
with three columns, then the whole might have had between 12 and
15 columns of writing. Within this sort of range, we now seem to
have a relatively firm idea about the approximate size of the original
manuscript of 4QGen®.

2. Scribal Evidence
Under this heading I wish in the first place to collect together various
details that have been observed by Emanuel Tov but which are

dispersed in various sections of his standard work on scribal

1% Emanuel Tov, Scribal Practices and Approaches Reflected in the Texts Found in
the Judean Desert (STDJ 54; Leiden: Brill, 2004), 125-29.
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practices.'" Tov has made the following observations. First, that of
the scrolls from Qumran and other Judean desert sites, fifty-one
(5.5%) have their beginnings (or parts thereof) preserved, while only
twenty-nine (3.1%) have endings preserved. In addition, Tov has
noted that another twenty-eight scrolls, 4QGen® among them, seem to
preserve sections of text from near the beginning, rather than the end.
For him “at one point the beginning, rather than the end, had a better
chance of survival.”'? For 4QGen’ this statistical data seems to
corroborate the observation of Stegemann that the small scrolls that
were loosely rolled would most likely deteriorate at their innermost
turns.

Second, as pointed out by Davila," the writing block of 4QGen’
measures § cm in height and contains eleven lines of writing. Tov has
set this information in perspective by showing that this clearly puts
the manuscript amongst the group of scrolls with a small writing
block. His classification is that scrolls with between four and fourteen
lines belong in this category, those with fifteen to twenty-four lines
are of medium size, those with twenty-five to thirty-four lines are
large, and those with more lines than that, even up to sixty or more
lines, are very large.'* His classification seems appropriate.

Third, Tov has further noted that of all the manuscripts of Genesis
for which calculations can be made with some certainty, 4QGen’ has
the least number of lines per column. 4QGen® is the next closest with
fourteen; 4QGen" has seventeen lines per column. Some manuscripts
of Genesis had fifty or more lines per column. Tov has drawn the
following conclusion:

The average scroll of a single book of the Torah probably contained
20-30 lines per column. Scrolls of a smaller size would not have
contained the complete books, and the longer ones (40—60 lines) could
have contained two or more books. Thus in Genesis five long copies
(4QGen"®, SdeirGen, MurGen-Num, 4QExod® [=4Q[Gen-]Ex0d"])
contain 40-50 lines, while the smaller ones, 4QGend’g’f, contain 11, 14
and 17 lines. Medium-length copies contain 24 and 25 lines. 4QGen®,

" Tov, Scribal Practices and Approaches Reflected in the Texts Found in the Judean
Desert (STDJ 54; Leiden: Brill, 2004).

2 Tov, Scribal Practices, 111.

" Davila, “4. 4QGen,” 43.

14 Tov, Scribal Practices, 85—89.
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with merely 11 lines and 4QExod® with 8 lines definitely did not
contain the complete books."

As to the size of the margins, 4QGen" reflects the majority of
manuscripts for which there is evidence in having a top margin that is
slightly narrower than the bottom margin.'®

Overall it seems that the layout of the scroll, as that can be
appreciated from the remains of this single column, show that
4QGen" did not contain the whole of Genesis. The reconstruction of
the scroll in the previous section has attempted to show the likelihood
that the scroll was about 2 m long with between 12 and 15 columns of
writing of roughly the same size as on the extant fragment. Let us
turn to considering the text of Genesis that such a manuscript might
have contained.

3. Textual Data

Linked closely to the study of the scribal evidence of the manuscript
are the textual data that are produced by the actual scribal copyist. For
some scholars, after a very few preliminary remarks on the state of
the manuscript, it is the textual data that are most important. Davila’s
first published comments on 4QGen! were largely limited to
description of the character of the text that it contained: “4QGen"
preserves a damaged text of Gen 1:18-27. It is written in a late
Hasmonean formal hand which shows some semiformal influence. It
was probably copied ca. 50-25 BCE. Where its text is preserved or can
be reconstructed it is identical to the MT, aside from four orthographic
variants.”'” But it has already become clear from the consideration of
the possible reconstruction of the manuscript and the dimensions of
the layout of its writing block, that 4QGen" was a small manuscript,
relatively short, that could not have contained the whole of the book
of Genesis. It is thus necessary to integrate information about the text

15 Tov, Scribal Practices, 98.

16 Tov, Scribal Practices, 100.

'7 James R. Davila, “New Qumran Readings for Genesis 1,” in Of Scribes and
Scrolls: Studies on the Hebrew Bible, Intertestamental Judaism, and Christian
Origins (ed. H. W. Attridge, J. J. Collins, and T. H. Tobin; College Theology Society
Resources in Religion 5; Lanham: University Press of America, 1990), 5.
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presented on the manuscript with data about the shape and size of the
manuscript itself.

First there is a matter of the particular readings for the few verses
of Genesis that survive. In his preliminary note on the manuscript
Davila indicated that there are four variants from 9, all of which can
be characterized as orthographic. In his principal edition he actually
notes five: for two of these 4QGen” alone attests a full orthography
(hwsk [Gen 1:18; line 1]; [lwtm [Gen 1:22; line 5]); in the other three
instances 4QGen’ is in agreement with ws, once by itself ([Im]ynyhm
[Gen 1:21; line 4]), once also with 4QGen® (htnynym [Gen 1:21; line
3]), and once also with M (hbhmh [Gen 1:25; line 8]) against w™.
There is nothing unusual about this limited range of orthographic
variety; it reflects different approaches to long vowels, especially
whether accented or not. Though these minor features of full
orthography reflect one aspect of the so-called Qumran scribal
practice, the fragment also contains several words that lack the use of
a vowel-letter, to represent holem, such as 'lhym (lines 1, 2, 3, 5, 11),
ky (lines 1, 5, 9), wy'mr (line 2), and I'mr (line 5), preventing one from
aligning it with such practice.

Second, Davila has commented on the paragraph divisions in
4QGen" as follows:

In M there is a o division after 1:19. This division is marked by a
blank space in the middle of line 2 of 4QGen®. In addition, the end of
line 9 of 4QGen® (1:21) was left blank, apparently marking a paragraph
division not found in M. In M there is a d division after 1:24. This
part of 4QGen” is not preserved, but the reconstructed length of the
corresponding line (line 7; 54 spaces) is unusually short, and this
indicates that a blank space was also left at the appropriate spot to
mark the 5 division."®

Again, there is nothing particularly surprising in this information.
Taken together, the orthographic variants and the data on paragraph
divisions, it is clear that there is nothing so unusual as would indicate
that the text of Genesis presented on the manuscript was something
other than a representation of Genesis itself.

Yet, third, there is the question of the extent of the text. The
consideration of the damage patterns on the manuscript remains and
the size of the writing block have indicated that 4QGen® did not

18 Davila, “4. 4QGen?,” 43—44.
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contain the whole of Genesis. Can more be said in the light of the text
that survives? Do we assume that the manuscript contained a
continuous, though partial, text of Genesis or was its contents devoted
to excerpts, even excerpts that were part of another composition
altogether? We cannot answer these questions for sure, but the
character of the textual data and the likely size of the first leather
sheet of the manuscript as containing three columns indicate that it is
most probable that the text on the manuscript began with Gen 1:1.
Since the manuscript cannot have contained the whole of Genesis,
given the possible extent of the manuscript as having 12—15 short
columns, it is likely that it contained the text of Genesis either as far
as the end of Chapter 4 or perhaps even the end of Chapter 5 or
slightly more. That would make 4QGen® a continuous, though partial
copy of Genesis; it probably contained a continuous running portion
of Genesis, rather than a collection of excerpts.” Though many
introductions to the scrolls tell the reader straightforwardly that there
are exactly so many copies of each biblical book in the Qumran
library, readers should be made aware that not every “copy” would
have contained the complete text of the biblical book as it now exists
in Christian and Jewish Bibles.*

A fourth and last matter should also be made explicit. Though
there are some minor variations in orthography and paragraph
division and only part of the book of Genesis was contained on the

"9 1t is thus a different kind of text than the excerpted texts of various kinds discussed
by Emanuel Tov, “Excerpted and Abbreviated Biblical Texts from Qumran,” RevQ
16/64 (1995): 581-600: “Excerpted texts are recognized by the juxtaposition of
different biblical texts, either from different books or from the same book™ (p. 586).
Tov writes about 4QTestimonia, the phylacteries, various excerpted copies of
Exodus, Deuteronomy and the Psalms as well as in particular the two copies of
Cantlcles 4QCant and 4QCant’. The discussion is carried further by Lutz Doering,
“Excerpted Texts in Second Temple Judaism: A Survey of the Evidence,” in Selecta
colligere, II: Beitrige zur Technik des Sammelns und Kompilierens griechischer
Texte von der Antike bis zum Humanismus (ed. R. M. Piccione and M. Perkams;
Hellenica 18; Alessandria: Edizioni dell’Orso, 2005), 1-38. Like Tov, Doering does
not consider manuscripts like 4QGen” which seem to have contained continuous but
E)amal texts of the biblical books they represent.

See, e.g., the lists and tables in James C. VanderKam and Peter W. Flint, The
Meaning of the Dead Sea Scrolls: Their Significance for Understanding the Bible,
Judaism, Jesus, and Christianity (New York: Harper Collins, 2002), 148-50; on p.
147 they do indeed acknowledge that in certain respects the figures given in their
tables are as accurate as possible, but “not assured since the status of some
manuscripts is not assured,” and they mention that Some “biblical scrolls” are
abbreviated and excerpted compositions (but not 4QGenY).
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manuscript, 4QGen? does not need to be considered as containing a
sectarian version of Genesis.”' Rather, it simply discloses that not all
of Genesis had to be included on every copy of the scriptural book.
Some of the possible reasons for why this portion of Genesis might
have been needed and how it might have been used are discussed
briefly in the next two sections.

4. The Interpretation of Genesis in the Sectarian Literature

In several studies, not least by Julio Trebolle Barrera,” there have
been attempts at challenging the assumption that textual criticism and
literary analysis are separate disciplines.”® So in the next two sections
of this study some features of the history of the interpretation of
Genesis are set alongside the manuscript and textual data to help to
explain why a small manuscript containing just Genesis 1-4 or 1-5
(or slightly more) might have been produced. I will consider sectarian
interpretations of Genesis first as there are some helpful factors
amongst them that might be significant for the better overall
understanding of 4QGen".

Perhaps the most important sectarian composition for appreciating
how 4QGen" might fit into the history both of the transmission and
also of the interpretation of Genesis in the late Second Temple period
is Commentary on Genesis A (4Q252). It is a single sheet of leather
and its opening column begins somewhat abruptly with a paraphrase
of Gen 6:3. In six columns it covers various items from Gen 6:3—

2! There are no sectarian variants in the so-called “biblical” manuscripts found at
Qumran: see Eugene C. Ulrich, “The Absence of ‘Sectarian Variants’ in the Jewish
Scriptural Scrolls Found at Qumran,” in The Bible as Book: The Hebrew Bible and
the Judaean Desert Discoveries (ed. E. D. Herbert and E. Tov; London: British
Library; New Castle: Oak Knoll Press; Grand Haven: The Scriptorium Center for
Christian Antiquities, 2002), 179-95.

2 See, e.g., Julio Trebolle Barrera, “Samuel/Kings and Chronicles: Book Divisions
and Textual Composition,” in Studies in the Hebrew Bible, Qumran, and the
Septuagint Presented to Eugene Ulrich (ed. P. W. Flint, E. Tov, and J. C.
VanderKam; VTSup 101; Leiden: Brill, 2006), 96—108 (here 96): “An analysis that
combines textual and literary criticism allows us to approach the complex editing
process of the books of 2 Samuel/1 Kings and 1 Chronicles.”

* See, e.g., George J. Brooke, “The Qumran Scrolls and the Demise of the
Distinction between Higher and Lower Criticism,” in New Directions in Qumran
Studies: Proceedings of the Bristol Colloquium on the Dead Sea Scrolls, §—10
September 2003 (ed. J. G. Campbell, W. J. Lyons, and L. K. Pietersen; Library of
Second Temple Studies 52; London: T&T Clark International, 2005), 26—42.
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49:21, in a variety of genres, from “rewritten Bible” to pesher. It is
most likely that “the variety within 4Q252 also suggests that it is
compiled from sources and that its compiler assumed that his
audience would be familiar with the text of Genesis to some extent.”**

Scholars have offered several different explanations for why
particular passages from Genesis were chosen for comment in the
Commentary on Genesis A rather than others. The principal proposals
have been made by myself,25 Moshe Bernstein,” Ida Frohlich,”” and
Juhana Saukkonen.”® Although different approaches have been taken
and different answers given, all the modern interpreters have
concurred with my original observations laid out most fully in the
principal edition concerning the extent of the scroll. Whatever is
thought about the reasons behind the composition, its contents almost
certainly ran selectively from Genesis 6 to 50.

Something similar can be said about the arrangement of the
periods of history in the sectarian 4Q180, the so-called Pesher on the
Periods.” After the general introduction which briefly mentions the
act of creation, an opening period of history is presented as beginning
with Shem and ending with Abraham. According to Genesis, the birth
of Shem (Gen 5:32) takes place before the narrative about the
Nephilim and the sons of God. It seems that the concerns of the
composition are arranged in a way that is not entirely dissimilar to

* George J. Brooke, “252. 4QCommentary on Genesis A,” in Qumran Cave 4.XVII:
Parabiblical Texts, Part 3 (ed. G. J. Brooke et al.; DJD XXII; Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1996), 187.

% George J. Brooke, “The Genre of 4Q252: From Poetry to Pesher,” DSD 1 (1994):
160-79; idem, “The Thematic Content of 4Q252,” JOR 85 (1994): 33-59.

% Moshe Bernstein, “4Q252: From Re-Written Bible to Biblical Commentary
[4QpGen™],” JJS 45 (1994): 1-27; idem, “4Q252: Method and Context, Genre and
Sources,” JOR 85 (1994): 61-79.

%" 1da Frohlich, “The Biblical Narratives in Qumran Exegetical Works (4Q252;
4Q180; The Damascus Document),” in Qumranstudien: Vortrdge und Beitrdge der
Teilnehmer des Qumranseminars auf dem internationalen Treffen der Society of
Biblical Literature, Miinster, 25.-26. Juli 1993 (ed. H.-J. Fabry, A. Lange, and H.
Lichtenberger; Schriften des Institutum Judaicum Delitzschianum 4; Géttingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1996), 111-24.

28 Juhana Saukkonen, The Story behind the Text: Scriptural Interpretation in 40252
(Ph.D. diss., The University of Helsinki, 2005); idem, “Selection, Election, and
Rejection: Interpretation of Genesis in 4Q252,” in Northern Lights on the Dead Sea
Scrolls: Proceedings of the Nordic Qumran Network 2003—2006 (ed. A. Klostergaard
Petersen, T. Elgvin, C. Wassen, H. von Weissenberg, M. Winninge and with M.
Ehrensvird; STDJ 80; Leiden: Brill, 2009), 63—-81.

¥ See especially D. Dimant, “The ‘Pesher on the Periods’ (4Q180) and 4Q181,”
Israel Oriental Studies 9 (1979): 77-102.
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those behind the organisation of the compilation of sources in
Commentary on Genesis A. For the Commentary on Genesis A the
opening pericope begins with Gen 6:3; for the Pesher on the Periods
the first period to be presented can begin with the very end of Genesis
5. Both compositions make no significant reference to the period
from creation to Noah, that is, most of Genesis 1-5. For 4Q180
Dimant has asked the question directly: “it may be asked why the
exposition starts with Shem and not with the first human being,
Adam.”® Her answer is to point to several other instances in both
sectarian and non-sectarian literature of a similar phenomenon. Her
principal comparative example is the list of sinners rehearsed in CD
I, 13-III, 12: the list runs from the fallen angels of Gen 6:1-4
onwards. Dimant also compares this with the approach in the
Apocalypse of Weeks (I Enoch 93:3) which begins with Enoch
recalling his birth at the end of the first week.’' That birth is narrated
in Gen 5:18. It thus appears that in several sectarian treatments of the
narratives of Genesis, there was understood to be a caesura between
Enoch or Shem or Noah’s five hundredth year and what had gone
before.

The matter can be put the other way round. Although there are
occasional passing references to Adam in the sectarian literature
found in the Qumran caves, no systematic exegetical discussion of the
topics of Genesis 1-5 are extant in any clearly sectarian composition.
It should be noted, of course, that a description of Adam and Eve in
relation to Eden is indeed contained in the sectarian 4Q265, but this is
not so much an exegesis of Genesis 2-3 as an halakhic aetiology for
Lev 12:1-6,* a reference to Genesis “introduced into a document that

39D, Dimant, “The ‘Pesher on the Periods’ (4Q180) and 4Q181,” 97.

3! The Animal Apocalypse (I Enoch 85-90) contains allusion to the characters of
Genesis 2-5 (I Enoch 85) but is disproportionately concerned with the fall of the
watchers and its consequences: see the chart of identifications laid out in Daniel
Assefa, L’Apocalypse des animaux (I Hen 85-90) une propagande militaire?
Approches narrative, historico-critique, perspectives théologiques (JSJSup 120;
Leiden: Brill, 2007), 158-60, 250-51.

32 This is the only sectarian exegetical example from Genesis 1-5, duly labelled as
“halakhic-actiological,” that is considered by Esther Eshel, “Hermeneutical
Approaches to Genesis in the Dead Sea Scrolls,” in The Book of Genesis in Jewish
and Oriental Christian Interpretation: Collected Essays (ed. J. Frishman and L. Van
Rompay; Traditio Exeegtica Graeca 5; Leuven: Peeters, 1997), 9-11.
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is fundamentally a legal text;”* it is concerned with providing the
reason why the length of the period of impurity after the birth of a
boy differs from that after the birth of a girl.**

4QGen" seems to have contained the text of those very chapters of
Genesis that the sectarian interpretative tradition seems uninterested
in or even somewhat reluctant to handle. On the one hand, in the light
of other non-sectarian compositions in the Qumran library, both
scriptural scrolls and interpretative compositions, there is no need to
consider in this context the possibility that in a notional sectarian
Torah scroll Genesis was presented in a truncated form, perhaps
without its first chapters; by implication, if such had been the case,
4QGen* might have been copied to complete such a scroll. Although
it is possible to consider that terms such as the “Law” or the “Law of
Moses” do not necessarily include any reference to Genesis® or
indeed to all of it, the overwhelming likelihood for multiple reasons™
is that in the late Second Temple period the book of Genesis was so
included in very much the form as we now know it as the first
constituent element in the Torah. Thus, on the other hand, we are left
with the observation that in the sectarian compositions found in the
caves at or near Qumran the non-legal interpretation of Genesis 1-5 is
of virtually no concern. Nevertheless at least one manuscript,
4QGen’, from the mid-first century B.C.E. contained only Genesis 1—4
or 1-5, probably the latter, since the end of chapter 5 is particularly
prominent in forming a break between what is of interest to the

33 As noted suitably by Moshe J. Bernstein, “Contours of Genesis Interpretation at
Qumran: Contents, Context, and Nomenclature,” in Studies in Ancient Midrash (ed.
J. L. Kugel; Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2001), 79.

3 See the discussion by Joseph M. Baumgarten, “Purification after Childbirth and the
Sacred Garden in 4Q265 and Jubilees,” in New Qumran Texts and Studies:
Proceedings of the First Meeting of the International Organization for Qumran
Studies, Paris, 1992 (ed. G. J. Brooke with F. Garcia Martinez; STDJ 15; Leiden:
Brill, 1994), 3—-10.

As suggested and then dismissed by Katell Berthelot, “Les titres des livres
bibliques: le témoinage de la bibliothéque de Qumran,” in Flores Florentino: Dead
Sea Scrolls and Other Early Jewish Studies in Honour of Florentino Garcia Martinez
(ed. A. Hilhorst, E. Puech and E. Tigchelaar; JSJSup 122; Ledien: Brill, 2007), 127-
40 (136-40).

Such as the existence of Genesis 1-5 in the LXX translation and in several other
manuscripts found at Qumran; also the large number of copies of the book of
Jubilees, a second century B.C.E. composition, attest the existence of Genesis largely
in the form as it is known from the M. Because little can be learnt from Jubilees
about any supposed differentiation between the interpretative treatment of Genesis 1—
4 or 1-5 and later chapters, it is not considered in the remarks below.
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sectarians and what not. Do other compositions from the Qumran
caves illuminate why this might be so?

5. The Interpretation of Genesis in the non-Sectarian Literature

On the basis of the discussion so far it will be important for scholars
to revisit all the supposed copies of Genesis found in the Qumran
caves to see what might be learnt about their extent and possible
function, especially if they seem to be copies of only a part of
Genesis.”’ In particular the manuscripts of Genesis with smaller
writing blocks, such as 4QGen® and 4QGen", should be reconsidered;
but it would be profitable to review all the copies of Genesis that have
come from the Judaean wilderness, both those from the Qumran
caves and those from elsewhere, such as Sdeir.®® There is not the
space to undertake such a review here, but it is obvious that such a
review might reveal further evidence for how Genesis was received
both in the sectarian community responsible for depositing what has
now been found in the caves at and near Qumran and in Judaism
more widely.

Beyond the copies of Genesis itself, five non-sectarian
compositions merit brief further consideration for the way that they
treat the opening chapters of Genesis.” First, there is the single copy
of the Paraphrase of Genesis and Exodus (4Q422). For the
interpretation of Genesis and Exodus in 4Q422 Elgvin has argued that
each of the first three columns of the composition contained one
episode of the biblical drama: “col I creation and the beginning of
man’s disobedience, col II the flood story from sin to God’s promise,

37 Consideration of the possible exegetical implications of the actual manuscript
copies of Genesis is missing from Bernstein’s valuable survey article, “Contours of
Genesis Interpretation at Qumran: Contents, Context, and Nomenclature.”

38 See Yosi Baruchi and Hanan Eshel, “Another Fragment of SdeirGenesis,” JJS 57
g2006): 136-38.

? I have not included any consideration of the use of Genesis traditions in the Books
of Enoch, though to some extent they mirror the concerns of this study. However, it
needs to be remembered that the editor of the Book of Watchers seems to have
known the details of Genesis 1-3: see James C. VanderKam, “The Interpretation of
Genesis in I Enoch,” in The Bible at Qumran: Text, Shape, and Interpretation (ed. P.
W. Flint; Studies in the Dead Sea Scrolls and Related Literature; Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 2001), 12948, esp. 139.
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and col III the Exodus story.”*® If this were correct, then it would
seem that the actual presentation of a composition on the manuscript
has been done to reflect a particular tradition of interpretation. The
scribe of 4Q422 seems to have been aware of the larger structure of
the books of Genesis and Exodus and written out his commentary
accordingly. Whatever the case, 4Q422 indicates that for didactic
purposes’' a section on creation and disobedience could be set out
distinctively and then juxtaposed with the flood narrative and the
Exodus story. Whereas the sectarian interpretations of Genesis
preferred to begin with Enoch and Noah, in non-sectarian
interpretations the creation and disobedience of Adam play a full role.

Second, there is the liturgical composition Words of the
Luminaries (4Q504; 4Q506)," in which Adam plays a similarly
negative role. This set of prayers, extant in two copies, is probably
non-sectarian® and from the middle of the second century B.C.E.,
though it is also probable that the prayers were used in the Yahad in a
non-exclusive way, since there is no reference to sectarian
circumstances in the periodized history that is reflected in the
prayers.* In the prayer for the first day of the week the very
fragmentary historical summary includes allusions to the creation of
Adam and the bestowal upon him of understanding and knowledge
(Gen 2:7-3:19; 4Q504 8) as well as a description of God’s dealings

0 Elgvin, “How to Reconstruct a Fragmented Scroll: The Puzzle of 4Q422,” 231.

41 So suggests Moshe J. Bernstein, “The Contribution of the Qumran Discoveries to
the History of Early Biblical Interpretation,” in The Idea of Biblical Interpretation:
Essays in Honor of James L. Kugel (ed. H. Najman and J. H. Newman; JSJSup 83;
Leiden: Brill, 2004), 229-30.

42 Esther G. Chazon, “The Creation and Fall of Adam in the Dead Sea Scrolls,” in
The Book of Genesis in Jewish and Oriental Christian Interpretation: Collected
Essays (ed. J. Frishman and L. Van Rompay; Traditio Exeegtica Graeca 5; Leuven:
Peeters, 1997), 1324, has considered whether there is a literary relationship between
the Paraphrase of Genesis and Exodus and the Words of the Luminaries.

# See Esther G. Chazon, “Is Divrei Ha-Me orot a Sectarian Prayer?” in The Dead
Sea Scrolls: Forty Years of Research (ed. D. Dimant and U. Rappaport; STDJ 10;
Leiden: Brill, 1992), 3-17: Chazon concludes that there are no clear marks of
sectarian authorship, but that the text was entirely compatible with sectarian thinking
and use. Daniel Falk, Daily, Sabbath, and Festival Prayers in the Dead Sea Scrolls
(STDIJ 27; Leiden: Brill, 1998), 61, has supported Chazon’s conclusions: “There is
no compelling evidence to indicate a sectarian provenance for Words of the
Luminaries.”

“E alk, Daily, Sabbath, and Festival Prayers in the Dead Sea Scrolls, 88—89.
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with his people during the Exodus wanderings (4Q504 6).* It is
difficult to say whether much more of Genesis was alluded to in the
prayer, but it is possible that within the context concerning
disobedience there was reference to the punishment of the generation
of the flood. Whatever the case, here is a non-sectarian liturgical
composition that is certainly aware of Genesis 1-3 and which was
probably in regular use by the Yahad. Could it even be the case that
such regular liturgical use of the opening chapters of Genesis
stimulated somebody to carry around a copy of those chapters for
some particular purpose?

Third, there are some non-sectarian wisdom compositions in which
the early chapters of Genesis play a significant part.*® Most obviously
there is reference to Genesis 1-3 in Instruction (4Q415-4Q418;
4Q423). These allusions have been most carefully identified and
pulled together by Benjamin Wold. Building on the observations of
others and through his own close reading of the fragments he has
concluded that it is likely that “allusions to creation both introduce
and conclude the document.” The cosmological allusions are framed
in a context of teaching on eschatological judgment that “exhorts the
addressee to understand the difference between good and evil.”"’
Together with several other motifs this item of content might be
precisely why some members of the Yahad remained or rediscovered
an interest in the opening chapters of Genesis—in recalling Adamic
disobedience, they provided an alternative theory on the character of
human responsibility than was to be found in the theology of those
who had generally given priority to the dominant view in the writings
associated with Enoch. In addition, it might be significant for our
purposes that in four places in the composition the Hebrew ’‘énds
occurs; in three of these (4Q418 8 12; 55 11 [parallel to bn 'dm]; 77
3) it most likely simply means “man,” but it is possible, though by no
means certain, that in 4Q417 1 I, 16 this is a reference to Enosh, son

45 Chazon, “The Creation and Fall of Adam in the Dead Sea Scrolls,” 15, has noted
how there are echoes of the language of Gen 6:3 and 12 in the prayer,
“foreshadowing the antediluvian sin and its punishment.”

% Amongst other compositions that might have been discussed briefly are the few
small fragments of the Meditations on Creation (4Q303; 4Q304; 4Q305).

47 Benjamin G. Wold, Women, Men, and Angels: The Qumran Wisdom Document
Musar leMevin and its Allusions to Genesis Creation Traditions (WUNT 2/201;
Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2005), 121.
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of Seth (Gen 4:26).** This would neatly place the vast majority of the
allusions to Genesis material in /nstruction within the framework of
Genesis 1-4, the same chapters as migh have possibly formed the
contents of 4QGen. That in turn would indicate that 4QGen®
reflected an understanding of Genesis that respected the start of a new
toledot section at Gen 5:1% and which saw a need for readers to
consider those opening chapters of Genesis alongside those that
described circumstances from Enoch onwards.

Fourth, it is noticeable that all that survives of the Genesis
Apocryphon (1QapGen) covers from Noah to Abraham, from Genesis
5-15. Moshe Bemnstein, for one, has wondered whether anything
before Noah was covered in the original composition, supposing that
in large measure what survives in the Apocryphon “coincides
strikingly with the Genesis material that is prominent in the much less
comprehensive texts,” both sectarian and non-sectarian that he
surveys.”’ Until further careful work is undertaken on the likely
extent of the composition it is difficult to say anything more.

Fifth, brief mention must be made of the Wisdom of Ben Sira
which is preserved in the Qumran caves and at Masada. In the Greek,
Ben Sira’s hymn in praise of the famous begins with Enoch (Sir

* For an exhaustive and inconclusive discussion of the possibilities see John
Strugnell and Daniel J. Harrington, “A. Instruction,” in Qumran Cave 4.XXIV:
Sapiential Texts, Part 2, 4QInstruction (Miisar L°Mévin): 40415 ff. (ed. J. Strugnell
et al.; DJID XXXIV; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1999), 164-65.

* The most detailed study of Enosh traditions in Judaism is Steven D. Fraade, Enosh
and His Generation: Pre-Israelite Hero and History in Postbiblical Interpretation
(SBLMS 30; Chico: Scholars Press, 1984). Fraade points out (p. 165-66 n. 168) that
later Jewish tradition from Rashi onwards sometimes associated Enosh with the time
of the fall of the angels, implying that the mention of him could be understood as a
link with Gen 6:1-4. For how the placing of Gen 4:26 might indicate an editor’s
concern to deny Adam any priestly role, see Knud Jeppesen, “Then Began Men to
Call upon the Name of Yahweh: An Idea,” in /n the Last Days: On Jewish and
Christian Apocalyptic and its Period (ed. K. Jeppesen, K. Nielsen, and B. Rosendal;
Aarhus: Aarhus University Press, 1994), 158-63.

3% Bernstein, “Contours of Genesis Interpretation at Qumran: Contents, Context, and
Nomenclature,” 62. Bernstein is rightly very cautious about the proposal, based on
the alphabetical designation of the sheets of leather, that 1QapGen might have
contained up to seventy columns before what is extant: Matthew Morgenstern, “A
New Clue to the Length of the Genesis Apocryphon,” JJS 47 (1996): 345-47.
Morgenstern’s suggestion is accepted by Joseph A. Fitzmyer, The Genesis
Apocryphon of Qumran Cave 1 (1020) (BibOr 18B; Rome: Pontifical Biblical
Institute, 2004), 38, but with the comment that compositions in addition to the
Genesis Apocryphon could have been included on such a long scroll, so it is
impossible to gauge how long the composition was.
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44:16) and proceeds with Noah and others; the Masada text lacks
44:16. It is not until the very end of the paean of praise, 49:14-16,
that Enoch is (re-)introduced, followed by Joseph, Shem, Seth, Enosh
and Adam, as if to compensate for their absence in the proper
scriptural sequence at or near the start of the hymn. Patrick Skehan
and Alexander Di Lella have suggested that Sir 49:14-16 are the
insertion of “a minipoem on the most famous of Israel’s forebears,™"
but such a statement hardly does justice to the range of opinions
about these few verses, including the possibility, likely in my opinion,
that they are in some way secondary.”” Ben Sira clearly knew all
about Adam (cf. Sir 17:1-10), but in this poem he chose to begin with
Enoch or Noah. Other historical sequences are known in the Psalms
and elsewhere,” but little can be derived from such texts concerning
specific trajectories of the interpretation of Genesis, especially
Genesis 1-4 or 1-5 (or later).

Lastly, a few further comments are in order. Modern critical
scholarship has long identified Genesis 1-11 as a distinct part of the

book of Genesis, a primeval history,>* “story of the nations,” or

“history of origins.””® Opinions have differed markedly concerning
how those chapters in the final form of the text of Genesis might be
subdivided into sections. Traditionally Genesis 1-11 is made up of

> Patrick W. Skehan with Alexander A Di Lella, The Wisdom of Ben Sira (AB 39;
New York: Doubleday, 1987), 545.

32 For the full range of possibilities and the various commentators who have
supported them, see Thomas R. Lee, Studies in the Form of Sirach 44-50 (SBLDS
75; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1986), 10—12. Lee himself sees the verses as integral to
the whole poem, but he does not consider how the history of the interpretation of
Genesis in the late Second Temple period might have influenced the compilation of
the poem.

>3 Psalm 78 starts with an allusion to the giving of the Law, and then traces events
from the Exodus to the building of the temple in Jerusalem. Psalm 105 covers from
Abraham to the Exodus; Psalm 106 runs from the Exodus to the period of the Judges.
Psalm 136 goes from creation straight to the Exodus and ends with the conquest of
Canaan, omitting all the patriarchs. Ezra’s speech (Neh 9:6-37) starts with creation,
moves to Abram, then to the Exodus and down to Ezra’s time. Acts 7 begins with
Abraham, moves to Joseph, then Moses, Joshua, David and Solomon. Heb 11:4-40
runs from Abel (Gen 4:3-10) to Enoch, Noah and Abraham, then lists or alludes to
various figures up to the narratives represented by 2 Maccabees.

> Recently reiterated by Bill T. Arnold, Genesis (New Cambridge Bible
Commentary; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009), 1.

>3 Richard J. Clifford and Roland E. Murphy, “Genesis,” in NJBC, 9-10.

% R. Norman Whybray, “Genesis,” in The Oxford Bible Commentary (ed. J. Barton
and J. Muddiman; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001), 40.
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two weekly Torah readings, Gen 1:1-6:8 and Gen 6:9-11:32.%" This
structuring of Genesis is echoed in some ways in some modern
scholarly views.™ For our purposes it is clear that there is no
scholarly consensus whether the genealogy of Genesis 5 belongs with
what precedes or what follows, is an independent unit,” or indeed
acts as a bridge between Genesis 4 and 6.%° With respect to the roles
of various traditions in Genesis 1-11 the classic formulation of Claus
Westermann also needs to be kept in mind: “It is imperative therefore
to keep in view the primeval event as a whole when one is inquiring
into the prehistory of a narrative or of a motif in Gen 1-11; ... Not
only individual pieces in Gen 1-11, as for example the flood story of
chs. 6-9, but the whole plan of the story of primeval events, go back
to a complex of traditions within which there is many a crisscross
pattern.”®!

From this all too brief survey of the interpretations of
Genesis in antiquity and the readings of modern commentators
it can be clearly seen that there are several literary seams in

37 These divisions provide the structure for the commentary by Nahum M. Sarna,
Genesis (The JPS Torah Commentary; Philadelphia: The Jewish Publication Society,
1989). Sarna labels Gen 5:1-6:8 “The Book of Genealogies.” He indicates (p. 45)
how Gen 6:1-8 are linked to what precedes as well as to what follows.

3% Clifford and Murphy, “Genesis,” 9, represent a minority opinion in presenting a
unit of pre-flood generations (Gen 5:1-6:8), though they also argue (p. 14) together
with many others that 5:1-32 “shows the procreative gift of Gen 1:26-28 being
exercised,” thus showing how Genesis 5 refers back as well as forward.

> The division of the text by Clifford and Murphy is taken a step further by Gordon
J. Wenham, “Genesis,” in Eerdmans Commentary on the Bible (ed. J. D. G. Dunn
and J. W. Rogerson; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2003), 42-43; like several other
scholars Wenham insists that the foledot formulae (2:4; 5:1; 6:9; 10:1; 11:10, 27;
25:12, 19; 36:1; 37:2) control the overall structure of Genesis, so that 5:1-6:8 form
an independent unit. Arnold, Genesis, follows the same approach, thus largely
dissociating Gen 5:1-6:8 from what precedes it.

€ For Whybray, “Genesis,” 40, the stories of Genesis 1-11 “have been linked
together only in a very artificial way by a series of genealogies (Gen 4:17-22; 5:1-32
...).” Later on (p. 45) he notes that several features of the genealogy of Genesis 5
refer back to what precedes it, though he proposes that 5:29 looks both back to 3:17
and also forward to the story of the flood. Amongst many other examples mention
can be made of Mark G. Brett, Genesis: Procreation and the Politics of Identity
(London: Routledge, 2000), 39: “Cain’s descendants form a bridge to the flood
narrative in that they illustrate the escalation of violence on the earth... The overture
to the flood story is, therefore, to be found in the genealogies of 4.17-26 and 5.1—
327

' Claus Westermann, Genesis I—-11: A Continental Commentary (Minneapolis:
Fortress Press, 1994 [original German, BKAT; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener
Verlag, 1974]), 5-6. Westermann understood the genealogies to provide the
framework of the story of primeval events.
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Genesis 4-6. Any one of them might be reflected in how the
contents of 4QGen® were determined. What is likely, however
is that the delimitation of the original contents of 4QGen" was
not arbitrary, but reflected some particular aspect of the
transmission and interpretation of Genesis in the late Second
Temple period.

Conclusion

4QGen survives in a single fragment. This analysis has attempted to
make a contribution to the reconstruction of the original manuscript.
Although several assumptions have to be made in undertaking such a
reconstruction, one clear result is that 4QGen” could not have been a
complete copy of the book of Genesis. Within parameters outlined by
Stegemann and others, the proposed measurements of the original
scroll correspond well with what is known from actual exemplars. If,
as is probable, this relatively short manuscript contained continuous
running text of Genesis, it is likely to have extended from Gen 1:1 to
the end of Genesis 4 or possibly Genesis 5 or a little further (Gen
6:8?). Other contents are entirely possible, but the contextualization
of a reconstructed manuscript of the first few chapters of Genesis
within the framework of traditions of the interpretation of those early
chapters as now known from the compositions found in the Qumran
caves is very suggestive. It seems that 4QGen’ contained those very
chapters that were of little concern to sectarian interpreters of
Genesis. However, in liturgical and didactic contexts even the
sectarians would have come across the interpretation and use of the
first few chapters of Genesis. Perhaps a manuscript such as 4QGen’
served, then, as a reintroduction and interpretative basis for audiences
that knew about but had been averse to grappling with the early
chapters of Genesis and the theological and other issues they posed.
That this should be taking place at least in the second half of the first
century B.C.E. possibly indicates a shift in the approach to Genesis
amongst some sectarians at that time.



ABRAHAM THE ASTROLOGER AT QUMRAN?
OBSERVATIONS ON PSEUDO-JUBILEES (4Q225 2 1 3-8)

Devorah Dimant

The wealth of unknown Hebrew and Aramaic works found among the
Dead Sea Scrolls has opened a vast new field of investigation for stu-
dents of ancient Judaism. Yet research in this domain is taking its
very first steps, groping for understanding the nature and meaning of
the recent additions to the literature composed in the Land of Israel in
the closing centuries of the Second Temple Period. Basic definitions
are still missing and different interpretations are still debated. The
following comments may illustrate the ongoing process of comment-
ing on and clarifying details of specimens of this diverse literature.
The large body of the non-sectarian compositions, which rework
the Hebrew Bible in various ways, emerged as a distinct corpus in the
Qumran scrolls only in the last two decades. This is the result of the
long awaited final publication of the entire library discovered in the
caves around Qumran more than sixty years ago. Among the frag-
mentary manuscripts found there, three were identified as copies of a
single work, 4Q225, 4Q226, 4Q227. Because some features of these
fragments are similar to passages in the Book of Jubilees the first edi-
tors named it Pseudo-Jubilees." However, subsequent discussions
have stressed the inappropriateness of such a title, since the similarity
of these fragments to Jubilees is of general character, whereas the
differences between them are signiﬁcant.2 Moreover, 4Q227, of

' Cf. J. Vanderkam and J.T. Milik, “225. 4QPseudoJubilees®,” in H. Attridge et
al. (eds.), Qumran Cav 4.VIII: Parabiblical Texts, Part 1 (DJD 13; Oxford: Claren-
don Press, 1994), 141-155, esp. 142

2 Cf. MLJ. Bernstein, “Contours of Genesis Interpretation at Qumran: Contents,
Context, and Nomenclature,” in J.L. Kugel (ed.), Studies in Ancient Midrash (Har-
vard: Harvard University Press, 2001), 57-85, esp. 66—67. Since Berner discusses
each manuscript separately he apparently does not consider all three to be copies of
the same work; cf. C. Berner, Jahre, Jahrwochen un Jubilden: Heptadische
Geschichtskonzeptionen im Antiken Judentum (BZAW 363; Berlin-New York: de
Gruyter, 2006), 366-378. Cf. also n. 4 below.
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which only two fragments have survived, appears to come from an
altogether different work.® The two manuscripts 4Q225 and 4Q226
are indeed copies of the same work since they show overlapping sec-
tions (4Q225 2 ii 8-14=4Q226 7 1-7*. Copied in the second half of
the first century BCE,’ they yield a chain of biblical episodes, but
their sequence cannot be established with certainty due to the frag-
mentary state of the manuscripts. The largest passage extant from this
work is found in the second fragment of 4Q225.° It contains most of
two columns, recounting the sacrifice of Isaac and the preceding
events (4Q225 2 i-ii). Most of the scholarly discussion has focused on
the episode of the sacrifice of Isaac in the second column.” Less atten-
tion has been paid to the peculiar way in which the promise of off-
spring made to Abraham is presented in the first column. The descrip-
tion of this promise in 4Q225 2 i 3-8 is built on the three biblical for-
mulations of the promise in Genesis (13:16; 15:2-6; 22:17), but the
particularities of their reworking imply the view that Abraham was
versed in astrology. To grasp the particulars of this passage the fol-
lowing close analysis is proposed.

3 Bernstein, “Contours of Genesis Interpretation,” ibid.

* The texts of these overlapping passages vary slightly, so some have deduced
that while the two manuscripts have literary links they are not copies of the same
work. Cf. Berner, Jahre, Jahrwochen und Jubilien, 371. However, textual variation
is quite common in copies of non-biblical compositions found among the scrolls. A
similar feature is found in the biblical texts. The scribes of the Qumran were appar-
ently not consistently faithful to a single type of text, certainly not in non-biblical
manuscripts.

3 See VanderKam and Milik, “225. 4QPseudoJubilees®,” 141, 157.

® It was initially placed second in the sequence of the fragments assigned to this
manuscript. But it was later pointed out that the end of fragment 2 ii 13—14 concerns
the Exodus, which is the subject of fragment 1. So fragment 1 should follow rather
than precede fragment 2. Cf. R.A. Kugler and J.C. Vanderkam, “A Note on 4Q225

$4QPseud0-Jubilees),” RevQ 20 (2001): 109-116, esp. 114.

Cf. e.g. J.C. Vanderkam, “The "Aqedah", "Jubilees", and Pseudo-Jubilees,” in
C.A. Evans and S. Talmon (eds.), The Quest for Content and Meaning: Studies in
Biblical Intertextuality in Honor of James A. Sanders (Leiden: Brill, 1997), 241-261;
M.J. Bernstein, “Angels at the Agedah: A Study in Development of a Midrashic Mo-
tif,” DSD 7 (2000): 263-291; R. A. Kugler, "Hearing 4Q225: A Case Study in Re-
constructing the Religious Imagination of the Qumran Community," DSD 10 (2003):
81-103, esp. 89-96; J. Kugel, "Exegetical Notes on 4Q225 'Pseudo-Jubilees," DSD
13 (2006): 73-98.
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4022524
[t ]HR1 MY 83 230 TR DMOR SR DANa[R NRT]

vacat Hwa ARIN [nha 3] 4
ARTT 07190 DR ROY RW 0A7[2]R HR (TR KR1] 5

w

D PR N8P DRI D7 Naw 5y Twr H™n[ X 1001] 6

[PR]&7 mapar v 100 R1H OR [q]81 758 oa[n1 Y] 7
TR 1H awnm o[n o2 oAnaN] 8

.9
Translation

3 [And A]braham [said | to God: “My Lord, I go on being
childless and Eli[ezer]
4 is [the son of my household,] and he will be my heir.”
vacat
5 [And the Lo]rd [said] to A[bJraham: “Lift up'® and ob-
serve the stars and see,
6 [and count] the sand'' which is on the seashore and the
dust of the earth, for if
7 there [can be num]bered, and al[so] if not, your seed
will be like this.” And

[Abraham] be[lieved]
8 [in] G[o]d, and righteousness was accounted to him.

The passage builds mainly on Genesis 15:2-6. It thus fits with the
biblical sequence underlying the two columns: the episode recounting
the promise to Abraham (4Q225 2 i 5-8) comes after the information

¥ The edition is that of J. Vanderkam and J.T. Milik (eds.), “4QpsJub™*’; 4Q225,
DJD

XII (corrected, 2004),” in D.W. Parry and E. Tov (eds.), Parabiblical Texts
(DSSR 3; Leiden-Boston: Brill, 2005), 108—116, esp. 108, 110. It was freshly com-
pared with photograph no. PAM 43251.

° The translation is taken from ibid., 109, 111, with slight alterations.

' The translators added here in parentheses (“your eyes™), assuming the restora-
tion of the Hebrew expression 71y nX KXW (cf. Deut 4:19); but the absence of these
words from the Hebrew indicates something else. See below.

""In line 6 the scribe corrected his spelling mistake 91271 (= “everything™), with
kaf, by appending heth above the kaf, thus correcting it to 5111 (= “the dust”).
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about his sojourn in Haran (4Q225 2 i 2), and is followed by Isaac's
birth and his binding (4Q225 2 i 8-ii 10). It therefore reproduces,
skipping several episodes, the sequence of Gen 11:31; 15:1-5; 21:1;
22. Genesis 15:2-6 describes the exchange between God and Abra-
ham concerning an offspring. In the biblical account the dialogue pre-
cedes the Covenant between the Pieces (Gen 15:8-21), but the Qum-
ranic text leaves out this detail and retains only the exchange and the
promise of children. But even the exchange is curtailed, for 4Q225
takes up only Abraham's complaint that he is childless (15:2), and not
the general circumstances surrounding this promise as described in
the preceding verse (15:1). 4Q225 then does not mention the vision,
in which, according to the biblical account, the entire exchange took
place. Omitted is also the divine promise for protection and reward
which, in the biblical story, prompted the exchange about offspring.
The Qumranic work rewrites only Abraham's complaint, and places it
directly following the statement that Abraham sojourned in Haran for
twenty years. The omission of some biblical details, as well as the
emphasis on the binding of Isaac, underscores the main concern of
the text, namely Abraham's offspring and genealogy. Details deemed
redundant or irrelevant to this theme are omitted. Perhaps the author
also assumed that his readers were familiar with the full biblical story
and considered it unnecessary to repeat it in every detail. Given this
truncated context, and the tendency of this text to shorten and com-
press its biblical models, it is noteworthy that the promise of off-
spring is described in relative detail and length, altogether six lines.
They highlight the importance of this topic for the author.

The contours of this theme, and the way the author develops it,
emerge from a detailed analysis of the pertinent lines. As noted, the
framework of the 4Q225 section is borrowed from Genesis 15:2-6.
However, details and repetitions are eliminated. Thus verses 15:2-3
are compressed into one sentence, and verse 4 is omitted altogether.
By contrast, verse 5 is reworked in detail, and is augmented by addi-
tions from parallel biblical texts, reflecting the special emphasis laid
on this passage. The way in which this is done is shown by the com-
parison below.
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Comparison of 40225 2i 5-7 with Gen 13:16, 15:5; 22:17:

jalal 77y Rnin)lnla) TV DR 13I8 729 Gen 22:17
syaleiinfyl 9901 MW KI VAN R ARIND IR K¥M Gen 15:5
022100 DR RO¥ KW DAN[2]R HR B[R 0R1] 4Q225
IR

o' Naw Y WK Ny Gen 22:17

PARDNOYY YT DR DRI Gen 13:16

- - - - - - Gen 15:5

PIRM DY NN o1 naw 5 wR 1Man nr Mmam] 4Q225
o Iy D3 PIRA 98P DR DR wR a1 oKk wR Gen 13:16
T a1 R onR 185 »n ok Gen 15:5
e}V ata Ll iela} RO OR [q]R1 oK o[ ] DR 4Q225

The above table highlights the rewriting technique of 4Q225. The
main narrative sequence and phraseology are taken from the introduc-
tory section of the biblical story about the Covenant between the
Pieces. Indicative in this sense is the phrase 1R71 022107 DR RAY KW
(“lift up and observe the stars and see”), which is based on the bibli-
cal nnnwn K1 van (“look toward heaven”) of Genesis 15:5. The
conclusion of the sentence too, 72yt n1* 122 (“your seed will be
like this”), borrows the biblical Tpa1 "1 12 (“so shall your seed be”)
from the same verse. But several elements in the Qumran pericope
are taken from other biblical episodes. The promise of offspring is
repeated to Abraham on three occasions: following the separation
from Lot (13:16), before the Covenant between the Pieces (15:5) and
following the binding of Isaac (22:17). But on each occasion a differ-
ent formula is used. After the separation from Lot God promises
Abraham the Land of Canaan and numerous descendants (Gen
13:16). On that occasion the analogy of dust of the earth is used to
represent the huge number of the descendents. The promise is re-
peated in the context of the Covenant between the Pieces, where the
numerous future children are likened to the innumerable stars (Gen
15:5). The topic is mentioned again at the conclusion of the binding
of Isaac episode, where both the “stars of the sky” and the “sand of
the seashore” are metaphors for the abundance of Abraham's future
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offspring (Gen 22:17). Thus, the three versions of the promise use
similes of bodies made of countless items, accentuating the idea of
the great number of Abraham's descendents. But only two of them,
Genesis 13 with the dust and 15 with the stars, add statements on the
impossibility to count these enormous aggregations. 4Q225 combines
the three similes: the stars, the sand and the dust.' It also reproduces
the assertion that they cannot be counted, but applies it just to the
sand and the dust. Notably, the representation of the stars differs sig-
nificantly from that of the sand and the dust.

In Genesis 15:5 the abundance of the offspring is likened to the
numerous stars, and the impossibility of counting them is stated. Yet
on this point the Qumranic text deviates from its main model in
Genesis 15 and turns to Genesis 13:16, where the inability to count
dust is mentioned, rather than the stars. The appropriation by 4Q225
of Gen 13:16 is not accidental. For while the motif of countless items
is applied in the biblical passages to both the dust (Gen 13:16) and the
stars (Gen 15:5), the Qumranic text retains for this purpose only the
dust. It adds to the dust the sand of the seashore taken from a third
biblical passage, Gen 22:17, where the idea of countless quantity is
not mentioned. The biblical accounts that speak of dust and sand have
nothing to do with seeing. Seeing does indeed belong with the stars,
as emphasized by Gen 15:5. However, the same verse combines the
instruction to see and to count the stars, and thus likens the stars to
the dust of Gen 13:16. 4Q225 retains the similarity of the stars and
the dust by including them in the same context but nevertheless subtly
differentiates the two. For the Qumranic text retains seeing the stars
but discards counting them. In 4Q225 Abraham is asked just to ob-
serve the stars, whereas he is requested to count the sand and the dust
in order to recognize the impossibility of doing so. This is achieved
by clever rewriting and manipulation of the biblical sources."

'2 For a similar conflation of Gen 15:5 with 22:17 to describe the promise of
children compare also the Biblical Antiquities 18:5 (see below).

' From this argument and the following analysis, I clearly disagree with Kugler's
idea that the particular formulation of 4Q225 2 i 5 is an example of the process
whereby the scribe adjusts the original biblical text “to facilitate and reflect its oral
presentation” (R.A. Kugler, “Hearing 4Q225: A Case Study in Reconstructing the
Religious Imagination of the Qumran Community,” DSD 10 (2003): 81-103, p. 87 n.
21). Although the Qumran texts may have been presented through reading on vari-
ous occasions, their formulation and exegesis attest to their character as written com-
positions, and this is true of Qumran manuscripts in general. These written literary
documents should not be confused with various traditions, oral or written, which they
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The formulation of the phrase concerning the stars is further dif-
ferentiated by its peculiar style. The sentence stands at the end of the
line, and the two words at the beginning of the following line are
missing. The editors plausibly restore [n® 81| (“[and count]”-
4Q225 2 1 6), thus supplying the missing verb to govern the surviving
following objects in this line, “sand” and “dust”. Yet this restoration
leaves without object the verb X7 ('and see”) at the end of the pre-
ceding line (4Q225 2 1 5). We are thus led to connect the verb nX7 to
the two previous verbs &ax¥ KW (“lift up observe”). Such a connection
creates a string of three singular masculine imperatives IR7...R% RW
(“lift up, observe ...and see”), addressed to Abraham. All three take
“the stars” as object. In this manner the stars are underscored by the
three verbs related to seeing: nX7 ©0'22107 NXR Ko Kw (“lift up and
observe the stars and see”).

The gal forms of X7 and Nav belong to the same semantic field
of seeing, NX1 denoting the “to see” in general, Nav signifying the
more specific meaning “to look, to look out”(e.g. Gen 31:49; Ps 66:7;
Prov 15)."* However, 89¥/na% has additional shades of meaning." In
the Mishnaic Hebrew the ga/ sometimes carries the sense of “looking
at distance”, i.e., distance of place or time. It thus may also mean
looking over a great distance or into the future.'® Both meanings are

rework and readapt, nor should the distinction been original written compositions and
their subsequent oral presentation be blurred.

14 Cf. F. Brown, S.R. Driver and C.A. Briggs, 4 Hebrew and English Lexicon of
the Old Testament (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1975[1953]), 859, 906-909; L.
Koehler, W. Baumgartner and J.J. Stamm, The Hebrew and Aramaic Lexicon of the
Old Testament (5 vols; Leiden-New York-Koln: E.J. Brill, 1994-2000), 3:1044,
1157-1160.

15 Written in 4Q225 with a final alef to mark an e vowel (or a vowel?), as in the
Copper Scroll (e.g. 3Q15 11 5: ayn xawn phon wry [“the head of the rock
looking to the west”] ), or in 4Q522 9 i 4 Kaxn nypa (“the vally of Mizpa,” taking
up Joshua 11:8 moxm nypa [literally: "the valley of observation"]). On the use of final
alef to represent a or e in the orthography of the scrolls see E. Qimron, The Hebrew
of the Dead Sea Scrolls (Atlanta, Georgia: Scholars Press, 1986), 23-24.

16 Cf. e.g. Y Megila 1, 4: DR PAR 0271 2035 TNY PWAR 1AW K17 T2 wITHa Nay
anR 031 (“God foresaw that wicked Haman will do away with the possessions of
his father and the possessions of his mother;” Y Sanhedrin 8, 5: {17 7172 wyTpn Noy
IR DI NRY IR 0 L TN A1 Mow (“God foresaw that this (person) will do
away with the possessions of his father and the possessions of his mother”). Cf. M.
Jastrow, 4 Dictionary of the Targumim, the Talmud Babli and Yerushalmi, and the
Midrashic Literature (2 vols; New York: Shalom Publications, 1967[1903]), 2:1296—
1297. Note also the similar meaning of *8%/*a¥ (gal) in Jewish Palestinian Aramaic
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apparently intended in the activity of observing the stars in 4Q225.
This additional meaning would explain the use of two verbs, 8a¥ and
nRY, in 4Q225, as if they express two distinct meanings. 83a% would
indicate “observe faraway objects, at a distance and in future times”,
whereas nX7 would signify simply “see”.

The author attaches a third verb, &w (“lift up”), to the pair
RT...ROX. KW is the imperative second person singular of the root
xw3, here undoubtedly used in the sense of “lift up”."” This is evident
from both the context and the biblical source reworked by the Qum-
ranic pericope. The context speaks of looking at the stars, so lifting
up the gaze towards them is thereby indicated. Indeed, the lifting the
gaze to the sky is found in the biblical account, which is the main
source of the Qumranic text, Genesis 15. According to Gen 15:5 God
takes Abraham outside and says to him: “Look to the sky and count
the stars” (0'221277 NR 79D ANWN K1 vaAN). But this is precisely
one of the details omitted by 4Q225. For the Qumran text does not
mention the outdoors scene or the imperative to count the stars. Yet
the verb Xw refers to the instruction to look at the sky. So the pair Xw

KXoy apparently replaces the biblical nmnwn K1 van of Gen 15:5.
However, 8w appears to be a shortened form of the fuller expression,
since the verb &wi usually governs a direct object, absent from
4Q225. Two other biblical contexts employ the idiom o™y Rwi (“lift
up the eyes”), Genesis 13:14 and Deuteronomy 4:19. In Gen 13:14
Abraham is instructed to lift up his eyes and see ( IR T KI RW)
the land promised to him. Because this verse occurs just before the
promise of offspring, it may have influenced the insertion in 4Q225
of both Xw and 187 in reference to the stars. However, in Gen 13:14
Abraham's gaze is to be directed not to the sky but to the land; nor is
it related to offspring. It is rather the following verse (13:16) that
deals with offspring, comparing Abraham's numerous descendents to
the innumerable dust of the earth. So it seems that in connecting the
verb KXW with a gaze towards the sky, 4Q225 was influenced by an-
other verse, namely Deuteronomy 4:19 nnmwn 72 Kwn 18 (“lest

(M. Sokoloft, A Dictionary of Jewish Palestinian Aramaic [Ramat-Gan: Bar-Ilan
University Press, 1990], 468-469).
7 Cf. HALOT, 2:724.
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you lift your eyes to the sky”)."® Even though the Deuteronomistic
context, namely the ban on idolatrous worship of the heavenly bodies,
is different, the verse is the only biblical formulation that applies the
expression “lift the eyes” to celestial phenomena.” It therefore may
well have influenced the author of 4Q225, especially since the word
W occurs in both Genesis 15:5 and Deuteronomy 4:19. Having
borrowed the verb KXw, 4Q225 omits the eyes because the two other
verbs of seeing, nNX7 ,8a%, together with the mention of the stars,
supply the sense of lifting eyes towards the sky.

The manipulations effected by the Qumranic author in the biblical
source regarding the stars, and the singular formulation of this detail,
set the stars apart from the sand and the dust. For according to 4Q225
Abraham is instructed to count just the sand and the dust, whereas the
stars he is directed to watch. It is my contention that this particular
stress on observing the stars implies familiarity with the ancient tradi-
tion about Abraham as an expert astrologer/astronomer, a tradition
widespread in both Jewish and pagan compositions of the Greco-
Roman period.” In fact, by the changes he effects in his biblical
model our author may suggest precisely this tradition.

That a Qumranic author would embrace this picture of Abraham is
not surprising, for the Qumranites were themselves versed in astrol-
ogy, as is evident from the astrological texts discovered among the
scrolls.?! Moreover, the members of the Qumran community, who
owned the library found in the adjoining caves, followed a 364-day
calendar and were keen observers of the yearly cycle and the heav-

'8 The editors' supplement to the translation, “your eyes” (cf. above note 10),
appears to rely on either verse, or on both.

The locution “lift the eyes” occurs also in later prophecy (Zech 2:1; Daniel
10:5(? as part of visionary scenes.

20" A survey of the Jewish literary sources which present this portrait of Abraham
is offered by J.L. Kugel, Traditions of the Bible (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard Univer-
sity.
Press, 1998), 249-252. Abraham's fame as an astrologer in Greco-Roman pagan
works is surveyed by J.S. Siker, “Abraham in Greco-Roman Paganism,” JSJ 18
(1987): 188208, 194—-197.

21 Cf. 4Q186 (horoscope); 4Q318 (zodiology and brontology); 4Q561 (physiog-
nomy and horoscope). See the survey by M. Albani, “Horoscopes in the Qumran
Scrolls,” in P.W. Flint and J.C. Vanderkam (eds.), The Dead Sea Scrolls after Fifty
Years (2 vols; Leiden-Boston-Kéln: Brill, 1999), 2:279-330
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enly bodies that control it.* This is also evident from the several
Qumran copies of the third Enochic composition, the so-called 4stro-
nomical Book (1 Enoch 72-82), which elaborates this calendar, and
the yearly courses of the sun and the moon.”® They also kept in their
library several copies of the Book of Jubilees,”* which has an interest-
ing passage on Abraham's proficiency in observing heavenly bodies.*
Jubilees relates how Abraham, while still living at Haran, remained
awake all night on a specific date® “to observe the stars... in order to
see what would be the character of the year with respect to the rains”
(12:16).%” Jubilees links Abraham's observations of celestial bodies
with his recognition of a single God, who controls and directs their
movements and courses (12:17-19).” This is the earliest attestation of

2 Note the round object found at Qumran, probably used for astronomical
observations. Cf. M. Albani and U. GleBmer, “Un instrument de measures
astronomioques a Qumran,” RB 104 (1997): 88-115.

2 The calendar is attested in several other Qumran texts (among others the
Temple Scroll; the Mishmarot texts; 11QPs", 4Q319). Cf. the survey of U. GleBmer,
“Calendars in the Qumran Scrolls,” in P.W. Flint and J.C. Vanderkam (eds.), The
Dead Sea Scrolls after Fifty Years (2 vols; Leiden-Boston-KolIn: Brill, 1999), 2: 213—
278. For an extended recent discussion on the 364-day calendar in the Qumran texts
and the Enochic Astronomical Book see J. Ben-Dov, Head of All Years: Astronomy
and Calendars at Qumran in their Ancient Context (STDJ 78; Leiden-Boston: Brill,
2008).

2" Altogether fifteen copies of this book were recovered from the caves of Qum-
ran: 1Q17-1Q18; 2Q19-2Q20; 3Q5; 4Q176 19-21; 4Q216; 4Q218-4Q224; 11Q12.
Doubt attaches to 4Q217 and 4Q484.

See the discussions of L.H. Feldman, “Abraham,”, Josephus's Interpretation of
the Bible (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1998), 223-289, esp. 232-234;
Kugel, Traditions, 249-251; A. Yoshiko Reed, “Abraham as Chaldean Scientist and
Father of the Jews: Josephus, Ant. 1.154-168, and the Greco-Roman Discourse about
Astronomy/Astrology,” JSJ 35 (2004): 119158, esp. 125-127.

% Jubilees mentions the beginning of the seventh month of the year, which
corresponds to the month of Tishri. In the Land of Israel this month marks the
approach of the rainy season.

27 The translation is that of J.C. Vanderkam, The Book of Jubilees (CSCO 511;
Louvain: Peeters, 1989), 71.

% B. Ego, “Abraham's Faith in the One God — A Motif of the Image of Abraham
in Early Jewish Literature,” in H. Lichtenberger and U. Mittmann-Richert (eds.),
Biblical Figures in Deuterocanonical and Cognate Literature (Deuterocanonical and
Cognateliterature — Yearbook 2008; Berlin-New York: de Gruyter, 2009), 337-354,
esp. 339 sees here “a distinctive dissociation towards astrology.” If there is one in
Jubilees it is less obvious than in later Jewish authors, such as Philo and Josephus, or,
for that matter, the Apocalypse of Abraham, which is the main focus of Ego's discus-
sion.
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such a link, elaborated by later writers.”” Two contemporaries of Jubi-
lees attribute to Abraham astrological expertise. The Samaritan author
of Pseudo-Eupolemus states that Abraham “discovered astrology and
Chaldean Science” and taught the Phoenicians “the movements of the
sun and the moon”.** Artapanus wrote that it was in Egypt that Abra-
ham taught astrology.” Philo explains Abraham's proficiency in as-
tronomy/astrology by his upbringing among the Chaldeans (cf. Gen
11:11; Deut 26:5; Joshua 24:2).32 Philo builds on the fact that the
Babylonians were so famous in antiquity for their astronomical and
astrological sciences that their gentilic name 'Chaldeans' came to
mean “diviners, astrologers” (cf. e.g. Daniel 2: 2,4-5). Josephus takes
up the motif in his book the Jewish Antiquities, where he connects
Abraham's astronomical observations with his realization that God is
the sole creator of the heavenly bodies and the entire universe (i, 155-
156).%

The first-century CE Jewish work the Biblical Antiquities relates
that Abraham acquired his knowledge about the firmament through a
divine vision (18:5). This vision is said to have taken place after the
binding of Isaac, when God promises that Abraham's offspring will
be like the stars of heaven. The verse cited therein is in fact a confla-

¥ The Book of Jubilees was composed sometime during the second century BCE.
In my judgment the composition should be placed in the first half of this century,
before the outbreak of the Maccabean revolt (168 BCE).

3% Quoted by Eusebius, Praeparatio Evangelica 9.17.3. The translation is that of
C.R. Holladay, Fragments from Hellenistic Jewish Authors, volume 1: Historians
(Chico, Calif.: Scholars Press, 1983), 1:171, 173. Pseudo-Eupolemus composed his
work around the middle of the second century BCE. See B.Z. Wacholder, “Pseudo-
Eupolemus's Two Greek Fragments on the Life of Abraham,” Essays on Jewish
Chronology and Chronography (New York: Ktav, 1976), 75-105, p. 79; Holladay,
Fragments, 159-160. Of his work only two fragments survived, cited by Eusebius
from the lost compilation of Alexander Polyhistor (80-35 BCE). See the comments
of Feldman, “Abraham,” 232-233.

3! He is too cited by Eusebius, Praeparatio Evangelica 9.18.1 from the work by
Alexander Polyhistor.

32 De Abrahamo 69-71. According to his allegorical method Philo explains
Abraham's leaving his homeland as abandoning the material cosmological under-
standing of the Chaldean astrology for the spiritual recognition in a single supreme
God. Cf. S. Sandmel, Philo'’s Place in Judaism: A Study of Conceptions of Abraham
in Jewish Literature (New York, Ktav Publishing House, 1971), 104 n. 9, 114-115,
204-205.

33 Cf. the analysis of L.H. Feldman, “Abraham the Greek Philosopher in Jose-
phus,” Transactions and Procedings of the APA 99 (1968): 143—156, pp. 148-150;
idem, “Abraham,” 231-234; Yoshiko Reed, “Abraham as Chaldean Scientist.”
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tion of Gen 15:5 and 22:17.>* Here the connection of the motif to the
divine promises to Abraham is made explicit, but the conflation of
verses displays an exegetical tradition similar to the one underlying
the reworking of the biblical sources in 4Q225 2 i.

The exegetical link between the promise of offspring and Abra-
ham's astrology is made explicitly in a Talmudic passage (b Shabbat
156a). The commentary on Gen 15:5 notes the outdoor scene and the
divine order to Abraham to observe the stars. The comment concerns
Abraham's complaint that he is still childless. In a saying attributed to
Rav, Abraham states that he learnt through his astrological knowl-
edge that he was not worthy of begetting a son. God answers by
commanding him: “Cease your astrology, for Israel is free of plane-
tary influences” (581W'S Y1 PRY THw MIBILRRA RY ).

So both the Biblical Antiquities and the rabbinic literature are fa-
miliar with the tradition of Abraham the astrologer/astronomer, and
both connect it with the biblical promises of offspring involving the
stars. Indeed, modern commentators have suggested that the motif of
Abraham's proficiency in these sciences grew out of associating star-
gazing, mentioned in Gen 15:5, with the biblical tradition on his
Aramean origin.*®

This exegetical nexus seems also to underlie the passage from
4Q225 2 i. This would account for the unusual formulation of the de-
tail regarding the observation of the stars. If so, this detail illustrates
one aspect of the “rewriting the Bible” technique, whereby small
changes of the biblical formulations are used to instill new ideas and
motifs into the ancient scriptural story.

3 As shown by H. Jacobson, 4 Commentary on Pseudo-Philo's Liber Antiqui-
tatum Biblicarum (Leiden-New York-Kéln: E.J. Brill, 1996), vol. 1, p. 582.

% Similarly GenRabba 44, 12, explaining the same verse: NR PRI DR K23
o1IVOR ("you are a prophet and not an astrologer"). For other rabbinic sources
dealing with this motif see L. Ginzberg, The Legends of the Jews (Philadelphia: Jew-
ish Publication Society 1968 (1953), 5:227.

% Cf, e.g. Feldman “Abraham”, 232; Kugel, Traditions, 251; Yoshiko Reed,
“Abraham as Chaldean Scientist,” 124-125.



ANCIENT INTERPRETATIONS OF JEWISH SCRIPTURES IN
LIGHT OF DEAD SEA SCROLLS

Florentino Garcia Martinez and Marc Vervenne'

During the international meeting of the SBL held in Rome in the
Summer of 2009, a whole session was dedicated to “Ancient Interpre-
tations of Jewish Scriptures in Light of the Dead Sea Scrolls.”” This
title sounds straightforward, but is not unambiguous and can even be
interpreted in different ways. In fact, the first words have been read in
two rather different ways by the lecturers at the meeting. Michael
Segal’ and Sariana Metso® apparently understood the “ancient inter-
pretations of Jewish scriptures” as referring to compositions which
are part and parcel of the collection we label as “the Dead Sea
Scrolls,” as both scholars explore the way some Dead Sea Scrolls
interpret some of the Jewish Scriptures. The abstract of Segal prom-
ised that he was going to deal with compositions that rewrite or retell
Jewish Scriptures and, more particularly, the Book of Genesis, in “an
attempt at describing the wide spectrum of approaches to the biblical
book™; Sariana Metso has indicated in her abstract that she aimed at
clarifying the way one of the Jewish Scriptures, the book of Leviticus
in particular, has “shaped the life and self-understanding of the

' In 2003, the two authors extended an invitation to Professor Julio Trebolle to
spend several months as a Senior Fellow at the KULeuven with the support of the
Special Research Fund (BOF). They wish to pay jointly homage to Julio in order to
express their common admiration for the work he has done in his long and very
fruitful academic career.

2 Professor Trebolle was scheduled to speak at the SBL meeting, but in the end he
was not “™ to attend the conference. It is for this reason that we decided to present to
him here a jointly revised version of the reflections delivered at this meeting by
Florentino Garcia Martinez. The program and the abstracts of the meeting are avail-
able on the web pages of the SBL:

http://www.sblsite.org/meetings/Congresses_ProgramBook.aspx?Meetingld=14
and

http://www.sbl-site.org/meetings/Congresses_Abstracts.aspx?Meetingld=14  re-
spectively.

* Michael Segal, “Rewriting the Story of Dinah at Sechem.”

* Sarianna Metso, “The Reception of Leviticus in the Dead Sea Scrolls.”
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priestly community at Qumran and contributed towards creating its
unique culture of elitist ritual purity with clearly defined boundaries
toward the outside world.” Matthias Weigold® and Sarah Pearce®, on
the other hand, understood “ancient interpretations of Jewish scrip-
tures” in the title of the session as referring to Jewish interpretations
in general. Their contributions were intended to compare the ap-
proach to Jewish Scriptures as found in some of the Dead Sea Scrolls
with the approach present in other Jewish writings of different peri-
ods. Weigold compared three quite different exegetical compositions
from Qumran (pesher, commentary, and midrash) with other ancient
Jewish interpretations of the Jewish Scripture as found in Aristobulus
and Philo of Alexandria as well as in the early Midrashim; Pierce, on
the other hand, examined Philo's De Decalogo and De Specialibus
Legibus in the light of the Dead Sea Scrolls. This second, compara-
tive approach assumes, at least implicitly, that we somehow already
know how the Dead Sea Scrolls interpret Jewish Scriptures and that
we can, therefore, use this knowledge to better understand other an-
cient interpretations.

Both approaches are logical, and certainly both can be fruitful.
Both assume that we really know what “Jewish Scriptures in Light of
the Dead Sea Scrolls” are, and that the only ambiguity of the title
resides on the sort of “Ancient Interpretations,” the expression being
understood as referring to Jewish interpretations known as part of the
corpus we call “Dead Sea Scrolls”, or as referring to other Jewish
interpretations known from elsewhere. However, this shared assump-
tion seems to us over-optimistic and confronts us with the basic ques-
tions: What do we in fact know about the “Jewish Scriptures” when
seen from the perspective provided by the collection of writings
called the “Dead Sea Scrolls”? And what can be considered, from the
same perspective, to be not “Scripture” but “Interpretation of Scrip-
ture”?

> Matthias Weigold, “Jewish Commentaries in Light of the Dead Sea Scrolls.”
® Sarah Pearce, “The Interpretation of Jewish Scriptures in Philo and the Dead
Sea Scrolls: A Comparative Perspective.”
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In a series of four propositions, we will try to express what nowadays
is undisputed and accepted by the majority, not to say all scholars
dealing with the Dead Sea Scrolls, when talking about Jewish Scrip-
tures and their Interpretation (“what we know”).

1. If we consider the collection as a whole, “Jewish Scriptures”
means something different in the historical context of the collection
than the expression means in a comparative perspective, because, at
Qumran, we are clearly in the period before the “Great Divide” of
which Talmon speaks.7 We are not sure about Aristobulus, but for
Philo, and most certainly for the early Midrashim, Jewish Scriptures
simply refer to the present Jewish Bible. In the context of the collec-
tion of the Dead Sea Scrolls, we may not be certain of what “Jewish
Scriptures” really mean, but there is no doubt at all that it cannot des-
ignate the present Jewish Bible, with its implication of an accepted
(fixed) number of books and an accepted (fixed) form of the text of
each book. Eugene Ulrich succinctly worded the situation: “The first
statement to make about the Bible at Qumran is that we should
probably not think of a “Bible” in the first century B.C.E. or in the
first century C.E. at Qumran or elsewhere.” Our idea of “the Bible”
supposes an accepted (fixed) number of books and an accepted
(fixed) form of the text of each book, whose collection forms “the
Bible.” In fact, our idea of “the Bible” assumes that the canonization
process was completed and accepted as authoritative by a certain
religious group.” This concept of “the Bible” is clearly anachronistic

7 Shemaryahu Talmon, “ The Crystallization of the ‘Canon of Hebrew Scriptures’
in the Light of Biblical Scrolls from Qumran,” in E.D. Herbert and E. Tov (eds.), The
Bible as Book. The Hebrew Bible and the Judaean Desert Discoveries (London-New
Castle: The British Library-Oak Knoll, 2000), 5-20, p.14.

¥ Eugene Ulrich, “The Bible in the Making: The Scriptures at Qumran,” in E. Ul-
rich and J. VanderKam (eds.), The Community of the Renewed Covenant: The Notre
Dame Symposium on the Dead Sea Scrolls (Christianity and Judaism in Antiquity
Series 10; Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1994) 77, reprinted in his
The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Origins of the Bible (SDSSRL; Grand Rapids: Eerd-
mans, 1999), 17-33.

° For this reason, Julio Trebolle Barrera could call his best-known book La Biblia
judia y la Biblia cristiana: Introduccion a la historia de la Biblia (Trotta: Madrid,
1993), translated as The Jewish and the Christian Bible (Leiden: Brill, 1998).
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in the historical context of the Dead Sea Scrolls collection.'® In this
collection we do find scrolls, even many scrolls, which later will be-
come “Biblical books” (Scripture or Bible) and in many different
forms, be it in clearly different textual forms (short, long, revised,
reworked, abstracted, versions) or in different editions, or rewritten in
the form of new compositions, and all of them were used indiscrimi-
nately, but not yet as Jewish Scriptures or Hebrew Bible."'

2. In the Dead Sea Scrolls we do find some religious books that
are considered as authoritative.'> Moreover, there are some indica-
tions that two groups of books, designated as “Moses (or the Torah) *
and the Prophets” were already considered as different and more au-
thoritative than the others,'* although we do not know for sure what
books exactly were included in these two groups, particularly in the

' This is nowadays a well known truism. See most recently, Florentino Garcia
Martinez, “Rethinking the Bible: Sixty Years of Dead Sea Scrolls Research and
Beyond,” in M. Popovic (ed.), Authoritative Scriptures in Ancient Judaism (JSJS
141; Leiden: Brill, 2010), 19-36.

""" See the detailed presentation of the evidence in Julio Trebolle-Barrera, “Qum-
ran Evidence for a Biblical Standard Text and for Non-standard and Parabiblical
Texts,” in T. Lim (ed.), The Dead Sea Scrolls in Their Historical Context (Edin-
burgh: T & T Clark, 2000), 89—-106, and the different studies by Eugene Ulrich,
particularly those included in his The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Origins of the Bible,
3-120.

12 Scholars greatly agree about the criteria to recognize this authoritativeness, see
James C. VanderKam, “Authoritative Literature in the Dead Sea Scrolls,” DSD 5
(1998): 382402 and Armin Lange, “The Status of the Biblical Texts in the Qumran
Corpus and the Canonical Process,” in The Bible as Book, 21-30. See most recently
Florentino Garcia Martinez, “I testi qumranici testimoni di scritture autorevoli,” in G.
Prato (ed.), Ricerche Storico Bibliche: Scritti qumranici e scritture autorevoli ; la
gestazione del testo biblico a Qumran (Bologna: Dehoniane, 2011), 17-32.

13 According to the various formulations of the texts. 1QS 1:2-3 and 8:15, for ex-
ample, talk of the authority of “Moses and the Prophets,” since God “orders” and
“reveals” through them ( 7°2 ). Even more interesting are CD 5:2, 4Q267 5 iii 5;
4Q273 2,1; 6Q9 21,3; 11Q19 56:4 and 56:21, where we find the mention of the 990
anna, (7na o on CD 7:15), and 2Q25 1,3; 4Q249 [on the title of the
composition], 4Q397 14-21 10. 15; and 4Q398 14-17 i 2, where we find the reference
to the W, since in these cases there is question of the authority of the “book™ or
“books.”

14 On the authoritative status of the Law and the Prophets in the collection, see,
among others, the articles of VanderKam and Lange, and more recently Katell
Berthelot, “Les titres des livres bibliques: le témoignage de la bibliothéque de Qum-
ran,” in A. Hilhorst, E. Puech, E. Tigchelaar (eds.), Flores Florentino: Dead Sea
Scrolls and Other Early Jewish Studies in Honour of Florentino Garcia Martinez
(JSJSup 122; Leiden: Brill, 2007), 127-140.
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group of the “Prophets.”"” If for “Jewish Scriptures” we understand
these authoritative writings, we may thus conclude that in the context
of the Dead Sea Scrolls the Jewish Scriptures were in a formation
process, one that has already been advanced, to be sure, but was not
yet crystallized.'®

3. Among the group of authoritative writings of the Dead Sea
Scrolls collection we do find several compositions which, at a later
time, and outside that collection, will be considered not as Jewish
Scriptures but as Ancient Interpretations of Jewish Scriptures. The
Book of Jubilees and the Temple Scroll are a case in point (but /
Enoch or the Aramaic Levi Document could also serve as examples.)
Within the collection of the Dead Sea Scrolls as a whole, however,
there are good reasons to consider them as much as “Jewish Scrip-
tures” as “Moses and the Prophets.”"”

4.  Within the collection there are many other compositions that
re-write a reference text recognized as authoritative.'® It is obvious

15 Since we do not find any text which allows us to determine exactly what are
the books referred to as such. To specify which compositions form part of “the
Prophets” we need to look at the explicit quotations where the name of the Prophet in
question is mentioned. However, not all the Prophets are mentioned in this way. For
a summary of the evidence, see the lists of VanderKam, “Authoritative Literature,”
391-395.

16 See Emanuel Tov, “The Many Forms of Hebrew Scripture,” in A. Lange, M.
Weigold, J. Zsengellér (eds.), From Qumran to Aleppo (FRLANT 230; Goéttingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2009), 11-28.

17" And have been so considered by different scholars. For example, Wacholder
concludes in the case of Jubilees, “If the traditional Pentateuch was canonical, Jubi-
lees and the Temple Scroll were super-canonical.” Cf. Ben Zion Wacholder, “Jubilees
as the Super Canon,” in M. Bernstein, F. Garcia Martinez, J. Kampen (eds.), Legal
Texts and Legal Issues (STDJ 23; Leiden: Brill, 1997), 195-211, p. 211, and Van-
derKam-Flint also conclude: “If our classification is correct, Reworked Pentateuch,
Jubilees, and the Temple Scroll were viewed as other books of Moses by the Qum-
ranites.” Cf. James VanderKan — Peter Flint, The Meaning of the Dead Sea Scrolls
(New York: HarperSanFrancisco, 2002), 179.

'8 On the phenomenon of “rewriting,” see the sensible remarks of M. Bernstein,
“The Contribution of the Qumran Discoveries to the History of Early Biblical Inter-
pretation,” in H. Najman and J.H. Newman (eds.), The Idea of Biblical Interpreta-
tion: Essays in Honor of James L. Kugel (JSJSup 83; Leiden: Brill, 2004), 215-238.
See also M. Segal, “Between Bible and Rewritten Bible,” in M. Henze (ed.), Biblical
Interpretation at Qumran (SDDSRL; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2005), 20-28, and,
particularly, G.J. Brooke, “The Rewriting Law, Prophets and Psalms: Issues for
Understanding the Text of the Bible,” in The Bible as Book, 31-40. For a summary
of the main positions on the debate on the category of “rewritten Bible,” see M.
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that all re-writing implies the recognition of the authority of the refer-
ence text but it is equally obvious that at the same time it adds some-
thing to its authority."” In the words of George Brooke “any text
worth its salt would naturally be accompanied by a tradition of re-
workings.”*® It is also obvious that all rewriting implies a peculiar
interpretation of the reference text in order to adapt it to a new situa-
tion or to new ideas (otherwise the rewriting would not be necessary),
and therefore is intended more to correct the reference text and to be
accepted as its authoritative interpretation than to supplant it. In addi-
tion, it is equally obvious that not all rewritings have acquired equally
authoritative status.”'

We do think that these four propositions are undisputed and gener-
ally accepted. The example of 4QTestimonia™ provides a very solid
starting point for reflection. This single sheet contains a collection of
four quotations without further commentary or explanation, though
each quotation is clearly marked, both by three blank spaces and
marginal marks after each quote.> We can logically conclude that
these quotations, which are all set at the same level and with the same
introductory formulae, were considered as providing proof, from au-
thoritative writings, of the ideas of the collector and can thus tell us

Bernstein, “‘Rewritten Bible’: A Category Which Has Outlived its Usefulness?,”
Textus 22 (2005): 169-196, and A. Klostergaard Petersen, “ Rewritten Bible as a
Borderline Phenomenon — Genre. Textual Strategy, or Canonical Anachronism?,” in
Flores Florentino, 285-306.

9 G.J. Brooke, “Between Authority and Canon: The Significance of Reworking
the Bible for Understanding the Canonical Process,” in E.G. Chazon, D. Dimant and
R.A. Clements (eds.), Reworking the Bible: Apocryphal and Related Texts at Qum-
ran (STDJ 58; Leiden: Brill, 2005), 85-104.

2 G.J. Brooke, “Between Authorlty and Canon,” 98.

" For recent summaries of the issues, see Damel K. Falk, The Parabiblical Texts:
Strategies for Extending the Scriptures among the Dead Sea Scrolls (Library of
Second Temple Studies 63; London-New York: T & T Clark, 2007) and S. White
Crawford, Rewriting Scripture in Second Temple Times (SDSSRL; Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 2008).

2 Edlted by J.M. Allegro, Qumrdn Cave 4 1 (4Q0158-4186) (DJD 5; Oxford:
Clarendon, 1968), 57-60, pl XXI.

% The manuscript has been very intensively studied. For a select bibliography,
see A. Steudel, “Testimonia,” in L.H. Schiffman and J. VanderKam (eds.), Encyclo-
pedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls (New York: Oxford, 2000), 936-938, to which should
be added the new edition by F.M. Cross in Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek Texts with
English Translations. Volume 6B (The Princeton Theological Seminary Dead Sea
Scrolls Project 6B; Tiibingen-Louisville: Mohr-Westminster John Knox, 2002), 308—
327.
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something about the shape of the authoritative writings at that time.
The authoritative sources quoted are (in this order): - an expanded
and harmonised version of Exodus,”* attested at Qumran in several
scrolls,” which at some point became the sacred writing of the Sa-
maritans and is considered by Tov as closely related to other “rewrit-
ten Bible compositions™; - two slightly modified versions of the
books of Numbers®’ and Deuteronomy respectively,”® two books
which are part of the “Jewish Scripture”; - and a composition com-
pletely unknown until it had been discovered in two Qumran manu-
scripts (4Q378-379), published under the name of 4QApocryphon of
Joshua,” which is very similar to other compositions found at Qum-
ran that are usually classified as “Rewritten Bible” or as “para-
biblical compositions, but which is considered in 4QTestimonia as
authoritative as the other three writings.”’ Thus, within the context of
the Dead Sea Scrolls, compositions which are clearly interpretative
(like the expanded and harmonized version of Exodus in the Samari-
tan Pentateuch or the Apocryphon of Joshua) can be considered au-
thoritative Jewish Scripture.

* For a complete study of this quote and its relationship to the Samaritan expec-
tations, see Marc Vervenne, “Le Taheb samaritain: un mediateur de salut comme
Moise,” in M.L. Sanchez Ledn (ed.), Congreso Internacional de Historia de las
Religiones, Palma 2005 (forthcoming).

2 For example, 4QpaleoExod™, edited by Skehan, Ulrich, Sanderson in DJD
9:53-130, pls. VII-XXXII, and 4QExod-Lev’, edited by Cross in DJD 12: 133-144,
pl. XXIIL

% E. Tov, “Rewritten Bible Composition and Biblical Manuscripts, with Special
Attention to the Samaritan Pentateuch,” DSD 5 (1998): 334-354.

%7 For a summary of the studies of this quote, see F. Garcia Martinez, “Balaam in
the Dead Sea Scrolls,” in G.H. van Kooten and J. van Ruiten (eds.), The Prestige of
the Pagan Prophet Balaam in Judaism, Early Christianity and Islam (TBN 11; Lei-
den: Brill, 2008), 71-82.

% For a study of this quote and a comparison with 4QDeut", see J.A. Duncan,
“New Readings for the ‘Blessing of Moses’ from Qumran,” JBL 114 (1995): 273~
290.

¥ By C.A. Newsom in DJD 22:237-288, pl. XVII-XXV. As she notes, other
manuscripts have been suggested as possibly being examples of the same composi-
tion, but there is no conclusive proof.

3% n the DJD edition and in the list by A. Lange — U. Mittemann-Richert, “Anno-
tated List of the Texts from the Judaean Desert Classified by Content and Genre,” in
DJD 39:143-144, p. 126.

3! The latest studies of the quote known to us are D.C. Mitchell, “The Fourth De-
liverer: A Josephite Messiah in 4QTestimonia,” Biblica 86 (2005): 545-553 and the
chapter “The Succession of High Priests: John Hyrcanus and his Sons in Pesher to
Joshua 6:26,” by Hanan Eshel, The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Hasmonean State
(SDSSRL; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2008), 63—89.
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II

As it appears to us, part of the problem is that with the Dead Sea
Scrolls we are dealing with a deposit of manuscripts which represent
a growing process that is historically bounded. Because of the purely
accidental character of the discovery and our ignorance of the original
shape of the collection, we lack many data which would have allowed
us to interpret them correctly. We think that we can define most of
the Dead Sea Scrolls as interpretative literature of the authoritative
religious writings called “Jewish Scriptures.” But because of the
fragmentary character of the data we posses, it is no longer possible
to define precisely, within the “spectrum of texts” of Sidnie White™
or within the “sliding scale” of George Brook’s terminology,”” where
exactly had ended “Jewish Scripture” (the recognized authoritative
religious texts) and where its “Ancient Interpretations” (of the same
religious texts) had started. That is to say, within the collection con-
sidered as a whole, where shall we put the division line between what
was then considered “Scripture” and what was then seen as “Interpre-
tation”?

None of us will doubt that within the Dead Sea Scrolls, taken as a
whole, a book like Deuteronomy was considered as “Jewish Scrip-
ture,” independent of its clear origin as interpretative rewriting of
previous authoritative writings.’* This means that at the historical
moment of the formation of the collection at Qumran, this particular
writing — Deuteronomy — had already attained the authority needed
in order to be considered as “Jewish Scripture,” independent of the
interpretative character it may have had in an early historical period
when the composition was put together (whatever this historical pe-
riod may have been). Moreover, nobody will doubt that among the
Dead Sea Scrolls the so-called “Proto-Samaritan” text of the Penta-
teuch was regarded as “Jewish Scripture,” independent of its origin
as a interpretative reworking of a previous authoritative texts, al-
though this sort of reworking had still taken place during the period

32°S. White Crawford, Rewriting Scripture in Second Temple Times, 13.

3 G.J. Brooke, “The Rewriting Law, Prophets and Psalms,” 36.

** The criteria usually applied in order to recognize the authority attained by a
writing within the collection (number of copies, quotations, introductory formulae,
rewritings, etc.) apply eminently to this book.

35°S. White Crawford, Rewriting Scripture in Second Temple Times, 22-36.
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covered by the Dead Sea Scrolls collection and was still continuing
until late in the first century BCE.*® Nobody should doubt that
4QApocryphon of Joshua, independent of its origin as a reworking of
the Book of Joshua and of the label “Apocryphon” we put today on it,
was also considered as “Jewish Scripture” by the collector of
4QTestimonia at the beginning of the first century BCE (the same
copyist who penned 1QS and 4QSamuel®).’” We think that in these,
we can all agree. The rest is less certain and is more disputed.

As far as we can conclude from the literature on this topic, some
Dead Sea Scrolls scholars hesitate to classify as “Jewish Scripture”
compositions like the so-called “Reworked Pentateuch,”® in spite of
the fact that the interpretative activity, the reworking or re-writing,
did not produce an independent new composition.”* Many more
scholars will draw the line where we can ascertain that the interpreta-
tion has produced a new independent composition, and consequently

36 As attested by 4QNum®, edited by Nathan Jastran in DJD 12:205-267, pl.
XXXVIII-XLIX, and dated by the editor in “the latter half of the first century BCE”,
205.

37 On this scribe, see E. Tigchelaar, “In Search of the Scribe of 1QS,” in Sh.M.
Paul, R.A. Kraft, L.H. Schiffman and W.W. Fields (eds.), Emanuel: Studies in He-
brew Bible, Septuagint, and Dead Sea Scrolls in Honor of Emanuel Tov (VTSup 94;
Leiden: Brill, 2003), 439-452.

3% The name given by the editors to the manuscripts from Cave 4: 4Q364, 4Q365,
4Q366 and 4Q367, and also used for 4Q158, originally published as “Biblical Para-
phrase.” 4Q364-367 have been edited by Emanuel Tov and Sidnie White in DJD 13,
187-351, pl. XIII-XXXVI. 4Q158 was published by John Allegro in DID 5, 1-6, P1.
I. These texts have been intensively studied. See most recently, Molly M. Zahn’s
Dissertation: “The Forms and Methods of Early Jewish Reworkings of the Penta-
teuch in Light of 4Q158” (Notre Dame, Indiana, 2009).

3% Among those who classify the “Reworked Pentateuch” manuscripts as “Jewish
Scripture,” we can list Eugene Ulrich, “The Qumran Scrolls and the Biblical Texts,”
and Michael Segal, “4QReworked Pentateuch or 4QPentateuch,” in L.H. Schiffman,
E. Tov, J.C. VanderKam (eds.), The Dead Sea Scrolls Fifty Years After Their Dis-
covery (Jerusalem: Israel Explortion Society, 2000), 51-59 and 392-399, Armin
Lange, “The Status of the Biblical Texts in the Qumran Corpus and the Canonical
Process,” in The Bible as Book, 21-30, and most recently Emanuel Tov, “Reflections
on the Many Forms of Hebrew Scripture,” 27-28. Moseh J. Bernstein, “What has
Happened to the Laws? The Treatment of Legal Material in 4QReworked Penta-
teuch,” DSD 15 (2008): 24-49, on page 48 gives a for the greater part negative an-
swer, since he concludes that 4Q364 “might very well be” a biblical manuscript, “but
regarding the others I suggest ‘probably not’.” Both Falk, The Parabiblical Texts,
119, and White Crawford, Rewriting Scripture, 57, conclude that “[w]e will probably
never be certain of the status of these Reworked Pentateuch texts as Torah.” And the
same, frustrating, conclusion is reached by Molly M. Zahn, “The Problem of Charac-
terizing the 4QReworked Pentateuch Manuscripts: Bible, Rewritten Bible, or None of
the Above?,” DSD 15 (2008): 315-339.
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will deny the character of “Jewish Scripture” to compositions like the
Book of Jubilees, in spite of the fact that, independently of its inter-
pretative character, everything indicates that this writing has already
attained within the collection of Dead Sea Scrolls the authority
needed in order to be recognized as “Jewish Scripture.”*’ Some other
scholars will use the language of the composition as divider: in order
to be “Jewish Scripture,” the composition should be written in He-
brew, the “sacred language,” whereas Aramaic compositions are “In-
terpretation.” However, we think the example of / Enoch, or the
Aramaic Levi Document, prove that this is not the case.*' The great
majority of scholars, we believe, is inclined to draw the line between
what is a prolongation of the process of inner biblical interpretation
(and can therefore be included within the “Jewish Scriptures” con-
cept, even if they are independent compositions like Jubilees or the
Temple Scroll) and what are “Ancient Interpretations” on their own,
between the compositions that are implicitly exegetical and those
whose exegetical or interpretative character is explicit. In other
words, the dividing line will be between “rewriting” and “interpreta-
tion.” Accordingly, all compositions which are explicitly exegetical,
like “Commentaries,” “Pesharim,” “Midrashim,” “Catenae,” etc. will
be considered witnesses of “Ancient Interpretations” provided by the
Dead Sea Scrolls, as has been claimed by Mathias Weigold and Sarah
Pierce in their lectures.

Putting the dividing line between the implicit or explicit exegetical
or interpretative character of the compositions seems fairly logical
and straightforward, but is not without problems, of which we will
mention only two.

4" See the arguments put forward by James C. VanderKam, “Authoritative Litera-
ture in the Dead Sea Scrolls,” 399400, who concludes: “The kinds of data summa-
rized in the preceding paragraphs make it rather likely that some Jewish people such
as the Qumran community accepted 1 Enoch and Jubilees as divine, authoritative
revelations, just as they did the other books that they described as coming from the
mouth of God or cited with introductory words denoting authority.”

For the current discussion on the status of the Aramaic compositions, see most
recently Florentino Garcia Martinez, “Scribal Practices in the Aramaic Literary
Texts from Qumran,” in Myths, Martyrs, and Modernity: Studies in the History of
Religions in Honour of Jan N. Bremmer (ed. J. Dijkstra, J, Kroesen, Y. Kuiper;
Numen Book Series 127; Leiden: Brill, 2010), 329-341 and “Aramaica Qumranica
Apocalyptica?” in Aramaic Qumranica: Proceedings of the Conference on the
Aramaic Texts from Qumran at Aix en Provence, 30 June-2 July 2008 (ed. Katell
Berthelot and Daniel Stockel Ben Ezra; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, 2010), 435-448.
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The first is that the difference in the interpretative character of the
implicit (rewriting) and of the explicit exegetical compositions is only
a question of degree. This may be useful as taxonomic principle, but
does not fundamentally change the interpretative approach to the
basic text of the two kinds of compositions. After all, within the
“Jewish Scriptures” themselves, both the implicit and explicit inter-
pretation is part of the process of inner biblical exegesis which leads
to the production of new “Jewish Scriptures.”** Besides several ex-
amples of interpretative rewritings which have created new composi-
tions that at their turn have become authoritative Jewish Scripture
(like Deuteronomy or Chronicles), we do find examples of explicit
exegesis of previous authoritative writings (like the use of Jeremiah
by Daniel, among others) which are also accepted as authoritative
Jewish Scripture.

The second, and more serious, problem is that putting the division
in the explicitly stated exegetical character leaves out too many frag-
mentary compositions, which clearly interpret or re-write previous
authoritative texts, but of which we do not know for sure which status
they have within the collection. In other words, if we put the dividing
line in the implicit or explicit exegetical character, how should we
consider the many compositions termed as “para-biblical” in DJD
(using a terminology that in the context of the Dead Sea Scrolls is as
anachronistic as the usage of the term “biblical”) and which form a
great part of the collection? 4QTestimonia shows us that one of these
compositions was considered as authoritative, although the fragmen-
tary character of the remains do not allow to discern which strategies
its author has used to reach this status. How do we know the status of
the others?

We have already said that, apparently, not all rewritings acquired
equally authoritative status. This implies that other additional authori-
tative strategies besides the reference to the basic authoritative text
were needed to achieve this status. Perhaps a way to solve the prob-
lem (or to contour it), is to pay more attention to the authoritative
strategies used by each composition to affirm its authority, something
which, obviously, is only possible with the best preserved composi-
tions, the only with enough material to ascertain the strategies used.

2 See the classical study by M. Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation in Ancient Is-
rael (Oxford: Clarendon, 1985).
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A look at the two best examples of rewritings in the collection
from Qumran from which we can ascertain that these were accepted
as authoritative by certain groups (the Book of Jubilees and the Tem-
ple Scroll) prove our point. Jubilees rewrites Genesis as a mosaic
discourse in which the Angel of the presence reveals the contents to
Moses in a process that Hindy Najman has named “interpretation as
primordial writing.” She describes the four authority-conferring
strategies used by Jubilees in recourse to the Heavenly Tables (a cor-
pus of teachings kept in heaven), to the angel of the presence who
dictates the content to Moses, to Moses as the recipient of the revela-
tion, and to the presentation of the new teachings as an interpretation
of the Torah.” Jubilees, of course, is itself the subject of rewriting in
the series of Pseudo-Jubilees compositions (4Q225-228).** The au-
thority-conferring strategies of the Temple Scroll, which rewrites part
of Deuteronomy, are different. Although the missing beginning of the
scroll has deprived us of essential elements, we can conclude that the
main strategy for conferring authority to the composition is the trans-
formation of the reference text into a direct divine speech (in the
Temple Scrolls God gives direct orders, in the first person, without
the mediation of Moses), thus making a direct claim on the source of
all authority, the divine voice.*

As far as their fragmentary character allows us to ascertain, most
of the para-biblical compositions present themselves as interpreta-
tions of prophetic writings, using a procedure which we may call
“revelatory exegesis,” relying on the terminology of Alex Jassen.*
After analyzing the biblical precedents of the concept of “revelatory
exegesis,” Jassen concludes that in Chronicles and in Ezra “revelation

4 H. Najman, “Interpretation as Primordial Writing: Jubilees and Its Authority
Conferring Strategies,” JSJ 30 (1999): 379-410. For a more detailed analysis of the
significance of writing in the process of conferring authority, see Najman’s book,
Seconding Sinai: The Development of Mosaic Discourse in Second Temple Judaism
(JSJSup 77; Leiden: Brill, 2003) and her contribution “The Symbolic Significance of
Writing in Ancient Judaism,” in The Idea of Biblical Interpretation, 139—173.

* Edited by J.C. VanderKam in DJD 13:141-185, pls. X—XII.

4 See L.H. Schiffman, “The Temple Scroll and the Halakhic Pseudepigrapha of
the Second Temple Period,” in E.G. Chazon and M.E. Stone (eds.), Pseudepigraphic
Perspectives (STDJ 34; Leiden: Brill, 1999), 121-131, reprint in The Courtyards of
the House of the Lord: Studies on the Temple Scroll (STDJ 75; Leiden: Brill,
2008),163-174.

4" Alex P. Jassen, Mediating the Divine: Prophecy and Revelation in the Dead
Sea Scrolls and Second Temple Judaism (STDJ 68; Leiden: Brill, 2007).
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is reconfigured as a process of reading, interpreting, and rewriting
ancient prophetic Scripture.”’ This process, clearly started within
what we call “Jewish Scripture,” is amply developed in later periods.
As Collins has indicated: “It is a commonplace that the interpretation
of older Scriptures is a major factor in the composition of Jewish
writings of the Hellenistic and Roman periods.”” Collins proves his
point by an analysis of the interpretation of Jeremiah’s prophecy of
the seventy years in Daniel 9, and concludes: “The fact that that
duration is interpreted allegorically, however, and, at least by modern
reckoning, corresponds only loosely and schematically to the period
identified in the interpretation, suggests that the prediction is not
really derived from the prophecy but that the prophecy is invoked o
lend authority to a prediction that is made for other reasons.”
Daniel’s recourse to Jeremiah’s prophecy and its interpretation
through revelatory exegesis is thus used as an authority-conferring
strategy. The same authority-conferring strategy seems to be em-
ployed in many of the compositions found at Qumran which interpret
prophetic writings, attesting in this way to their authority. The
Pseudo-Daniel corpus of writings (4Q243-246),"' the Pseudo-
Jeremiah and/or Pseudo-Ezekiel compositions (4Q383-391)°* are
good examples of this “revelatory exegesis” of prophetic texts, since
these compositions interpret the extant prophetic books and use them
to introduce new theological ideas and adapt them to a new context.”

In many (or most) of the cases, and due to the fragmentary nature
of our evidence, we will never be able to know if the so-called
“parabiblical compositions” should be considered as “Ancient Inter-
pretations of Jewish Scriptures” (which they certainly are) or if they
have already achieved the status of “Jewish Scriptures” within the

47 Jassen, Mediating the Divine, 211.

8 John J. Collins, “Prophecy and Fulfillment in the Qumran Scrolls,” in Seers,
Sybils and Sages in Hellenistic Judaism (JSJSup 54; Leiden: Brill, 1997), 301. The
article was originally published in JTAS 30 (1987): 267-78.

49 See John J. Collins, Daniel (Hermeneia; Minneapolis: Fortress, 1993), 344—
360.

3% Collins, “Prophecy and Fulfillment,” 307 (our emphasis)

3! Edited by Collins, Flint and Puech in DJD 22:95-184, pls. IX—XI.
2 4Q384 and 4Q391 were edited by Smith in DID 19:137-193, pl. XVI-XXV,
the rest by Dimant in DJD 30.

33 See, for example, F. Garcia Martinez, “The Apocalyptic Interpretation of Eze-
kiel in the Dead Sea Scrolls,” in F. Garcia Martinez — M. Vervenne (eds.), Interpret-
ing Translation: Studies on the LXX and Ezekiel in Honour of Johan Lust (BETL
192; Leuven: Peeters, 2005), 163—176.

v
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collection of manuscripts we call the Dead Sea Scrolls. We think,
however, that one should not leave them out of consideration. Sidnie
White (mentioning / Enoch and the pseudo-Ezekiel texts as exam-
ples) makes a clear distinction between the two categories “rewritten
Scripture™* and “parabiblical texts”> and only considers the possibil-
ity of being Jewish Scripture with regard to the former. Of the latter
she says:

These parabiblical texts seem to have had a variety of purposes, some
with a definite theological agenda. While in some cases they may have
made a claim to authority, their collective status in Second Temple Ju-
daism is extremely murky. *°

However, the distinction between these two categories (“rewritten”
and “parabiblical”) seems to us more a question of degree than of
fundamental difference. The variations in the classification in one or
another category of certain works written by different authors prove
our point. We thus consider this distinction to be artificial and the
result of the incapacity to make abstraction of our own categories
when looking at the historical reality that the collection of manu-
scripts offers us, and, consequently, we consider this distinction ir-
relevant. As a matter of fact, the whole collection of manuscripts
found at Qumran, with the exception of a few documentary texts, is
formed by religious texts in Hebrew, Aramaic, or Greek, whose for-
mation has been influenced by other precedent religious texts that
were considered as more or less authoritative. And this applies to the
whole “spectrum of texts” of Sidnie White Crawford or the larger
“sliding scale” of George Brooke.

The conclusion of our reflections is rather simple: now that we
have full access to the totality of the fragmentary remains of what
once was the collection we call “Dead Sea Scrolls”, we are fully
aware (or we should be fully aware) that before the “great divide” the

> Which she defines as follows: “These Rewritten Scriptures constitute a cate-
gory or group of texts which are characterized by a close adherence to a recognizable
and already authoritative base texts (narrative or legal) and a recognizable degree of
scribal intervention into that base text for the purpose of exegesis. Further, the rewrit-
ten scriptural text will often (although not always) make a claim to the authority of
revealed Scripture, the same authority as its base text. The receiving community will
not necessarily accept such a claim.” Rewriting Scripture, 12—13.

55 Which she defines as follows: “These texts use a passage, event, or character
from a scriptural work as a ‘jumping off” point to create a new narrative work.”
Rewriting Scripture, 14.

¢ Rewriting Scripture, 15.
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production of Jewish religious authoritative texts was still an ongoing
process, and a very active process for that matter, and that the only
correct way to look at the evidence is to try to understand it from the
perspective and with the categories of the people who put together the
collection, rather than with our categories and from our perspectives.
Within the collection, there is certainly awareness of the distinction
between “text” and “interpretation.” But the largest majority of the
compositions simply develop the old revered texts in order to modify
them, introduce new ideas, defend particular points of view, answer
to new problems, etc., continuing on this way to enrich the patrimony
of Jewish Sacred Writings.






THE TWO EDITIONS OF THE ROYAL CHRONOLOGY IN
KINGS

Ronald S. Hendel

In the books of Kings, as Julio Trebolle writes, “The most serious and
irritating problem when comparing MT and LXX is probably the
different chronological data in both texts.”' Scholars have long
examined this problem, but there remains significant difference of
opinion. The major complicating issue is, as Trebolle has established,
the “two textual traditions formed through a considerable time span,
both incorporated their own elements at one or another time, but also
crossed and overlapped with each other.” I propose to reexamine the
relationship between the two editions of the chronology, with an eye
to clarifying the stemmatic relationships and cross-fertilizations
between the proto-M and proto-G textual traditions. Building on and
refining the work of others, I will argue that this “most serious and
irritating problem” can be resolved satisfactorily according to purely
text-critical criteria. This requires that we leave aside the problem of
the historical reconstruction of the actual chronology (which may be
beyond our means to ascertain).

The double edition of this chronology, I will argue, derives from
divergent understandings of the chronological implications of a single
verse: 1 Kgs 16:23. This verse, a notorious crux, is arguably the
textual irritant that generated the systematic revision of the
chronology from Omri’s rule to Jehu’s rebellion (1 Kings 16 — 2
Kings 9), where most of the textual variants cluster. I will argue that
the construal of the chronological implications of this verse in the
proto-G tradition is secondary, and that the variants in the proto-G
chronology are, for the most part, due to a (hyper)correction of the

! Julio Trebolle, “Textual Criticism and the Literary Structure and Composition
of 1-2 Kings / 3-4 Reigns: The Different Sequence of Literary Units in MT and
LXX,” in Internationale Fachtagung Die Septuaginta: Entstehung, Sprache,
Geszchichte, Wuppertal, 22. — 25. July 2010 (forthcoming), 18.

Ibid.
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proto-M chronological scheme from 1 Kings 16 — 2 Kings 9. My
conclusion, that the proto-M chronology is the earlier edition, is made
somewhat wistfully, since I must disagree with the conclusions of a
fine monograph by James Shenkel and with some individual
arguments by Trebolle. Such is the burden of philology—the results
don’t necessarily conform to one’s initial expectations. Text-critical
analysis, much to its credit, has a logic that ignores our private
desires.

Previous treatments of this chronological problem are divided on
their view of the stemmatic relationship between the two editions,
some opting for the proto-M edition as prior and some opting for the
proto-G edition.” Such treatments, however, tend not to base their
conclusions on explicitly text-critical judgments. The two most
erudite studies, by James Shenkel and Gershon Galil, base their
judgments on a comparison of the two editions of the chronology
with their reconstructions of the history and redaction of a single
narrative text, the military campaign against Moab in 2 Kings 3.* Not
surprisingly, these two scholars come to opposite conclusions:
Shenkel concludes that the proto-G chronology is the earlier edition,
because it is compatible with his reconstruction of the redactional
history of 2 Kings 3. Conversely, Galil concludes that the proto-M
chronology is the earlier edition, because it is compatible with his
reconstruction of the historical events related in 2 Kings 3. In my

3 See James D. Shenkel, Chronology and Recensional Development in the Greek
Text of Kings (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1968), who argues that
proto-G is the earlier edition of the chronology; Gershon Galil, The Chronology of
the Kings of Israel and Judah (Leiden: Brill, 1996), who argues that proto-M is the
earlier edition; M. Christine Tetley, The Reconstructed Chronology of the Divided
Kingdom (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2005), who largely follows Shenkel;
Gerhard Larsson, The Chronological System of the Old Testament (Frankfurt am
Main: Peter Lang, 2008), who follows MT and the mathematical scheme of Knut
Stenring; Jeremy Hughes, Secrets of the Times: Myth and History in Biblical
Chronology (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1990), who proposes a schematic system with
details from both editions; and Edwin R. Thiele, The Mysterious Numbers of the
Hebrew Kings (3rd ed.; Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1983), who follows MT and
reconstructs elaborate practices to harmonize MT’s discrepancies. See also the
valuable remarks of D. W. Gooding, review of Shenkel, J7S 21 (1970): 118-31.

4 Shenkel, Chronology, 92-108; Galil, Chronology, 140-43. Shenkel (101-2)
further presumes the “verisimilitude” of the letter from Elijah to Jehoram b. Ahab in
2 Chr 21:12-15; but see the cogent analysis of Sara Japhet, / & II Chronicles
(Louisville: Westminster/John Knox Press, 1993), 812—14, and her comments: “it is
in fact difficult to date with any precision any of the traditions of Elijah and Elisha as
presented in II Kings 2 ... Elijah’s letter is a characteristic Chronistic rhetorical
piece.”
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view, both arguments are dubious, for they are based on inconclusive
criteria—redactional and historical analysis being quite speculative
for this chapter and its represented events.” Moreover, their
judgments are only indirectly related to the variant readings that
constitute the text-critical problem. I maintain that if the problem of
the two chronologies is susceptible to a text-critical solution, which I
submit is the case, then issues of redaction and history must be
bracketed, to await separate treatment. Text-critical inquiry is, in my
view, both necessary and sufficient to adjudicate this text-critical
problem.

I will begin by discussing the crux of 1 Kgs 16:23 and its
consequences in its scribal reception during the Second Temple
period. I will argue that a scribe understood, quite logically, that the
literal meaning of the chronological formula of this verse conflicted
with the subsequent chronological data. This pious scribe found such
an implicit conflict to be problematic, and so resolved to revise the
chronology to make the sacred text internally consistent. This impulse
to “perfect” the text by revising a perceived chronological
inconcinnity is attested elsewhere, in the variant editions of the
chronologies in Genesis 5 and 11, which I have previously
addressed.® Here, as there, the rectification of a perceived blemish in
Scripture is spurred by the imperatives of scribal hermeneutics during
the Second Temple period’.

> See Nadav Na’aman, “Royal Inscription Versus Prophetic Story: Mesha's
Rebellion in Historical Writing” [in Hebrew], Zion 66 (2001) 540, esp. 21-30. See
also his general cautions about using prophetic stories as historical sources for the
ninth century: “Prophetic Stories as Sources for the Histories of Jehoshaphat and the
Omrides,” in idem, Ancient Israel’s History and Historiography: The First Temple
Period. Collected Essays, Vol. 3 (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2006), 147-65.

® Ronald Hendel, The Text of Genesis 1-11: Textual Studies and Critical Edition
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1998), 61-80.

On the systematizing and harmonistic hermeneutics of some Second Temple

scribes, see Emanuel Tov, “The Nature and Background of Harmonizations in
Biblical MSS,” JSOT 31 (1985): 3-29.
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The Accession of Omri and Its Consequences

The accession formula for Omri in 1 Kgs 16:23 states that he became
king in the thirty-first year of King Asa of Judah. This synchronism is
the same in MT and the Old Greek:®
7wy 0w SR S iy THn A THn Roxb v nnx owhw niwa
nw
€V TQ £Tel TQ TPLAKOoT® Kol TpwTw tod PactAéwg Aca PaciAevet
AuPpr €mi IopanA ddeka £tm).

The archetype of this verse, by which I mean the earliest inferable
textual form,” is most likely the reading preserved in MT."* (The only
variant the word “Judah” is not material to the chronological problem
although). Hence: “In the thirty-first year of Asa, king of Judah, Omri
ruled over Israel for twelve years.”

This verse is a regnal formula, which elsewhere consistently refers
to the beginning of the reign of a king. In this formula, the verb 79» is
usually taken in an inceptive sense as “began to rule.” So we may
translate more precisely: “In the thirty-first year of Asa, king of
Judah, Omri began to reign for twelve years.” The formula and the
syntax are —taken as a single sentence—unambiguous.

However, as scholars have often noted, the meaning of this
formula differs in MT and OG chronological systems. As Shenkel
observes:

In both chronologies the regnal formula of Omri comes at the same
place in the text (I Kings 16:23); there is the same synchronism for his
reign, the thirty-first of Asa; and the same number of years duration to
his reign, twelve. But underlying this seeming conformity is a radical

§ Shenkel (Chronology) clearly established the OG chronological system, which
is best preserved in the pre-Lucianic stratum of manuscrlpts b, o, and e;. In 1 Kings
G® also generally preserves the OG chronology, but in 2 Klngs GP® is based on the
(later) kaige recension. See the useful charts of the Greek data in Galil, Chronology,
159762.

° See Ronald Hendel, “The Oxford Hebrew Bible: Prologue to a New Critical
Edmon” VT 58 (2008): 329-35.

10 The only textual variant is the longer title of Asa in MT: 777 7510 vs.
PaciAéwg (T9m) in OG. The shorter reading is arguably a result of homoioteleuton
from 75m to 750, accidentally omitting 777", The longer reading, “king of Judah,” is
found in a Hexaplaric text (A247) and an Old Latin text, which suggests that this is a
Hexaplaric reading derived from MT. My thanks to Pablo Torijano for clarifying the
textual situation of the LXX and OL in this verse (personal communication).
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divergence in the understanding of the number for the regnal years of
Omri in the two chronologies. "'

The difference is as follows: in OG, Omri’s reign is dated from this
verse (the thirty-first year of Asa), but in MT Omri’s reign is dated
from rise his rise to kingship over part of Israel five years earlier (the
twenty-seventh year of Asa), which is related in the previous two
verses:

Wn1 129009 N2 1A a0 AR 70 0Yn Rn Rnd SR opn phn v
N33 12 A0 "MK AWK DYA DX MY MNK AWK QYA P Y Nk
20Y THRm Ban nnn
Then the people of Israel divided into two: half of the people followed
Tibni, son of Ginat, to make him king, and half followed Omri. The
people who followed Omri grew stronger than the people who
followed Tibni, son of Ginat. And Tibni died, and Omri ruled. (1 Kgs
16:21-22)

The only significant difference between MT and OG in these verses is
the plus in the latter at the end of v. 22: petd Oauvi (= 212N ™MINR),
“after Tibni.” By this plus, the OG makes it clear that Omri’s
accession is after Tibni’s death, providing a clear transition to the
accession formula in the following verse (16:23). That is to say, the
OG follows the literal sense of v. 23, in which Omri’s kingship
commences in the thirty-first year of Asa, immediately after the death
of Tibni. Only now is Omri king of all Israel.

But it becomes clear later, with the accession of Omri’s son, Ahab
in v. 29, that the MT chronology counts Omri’s twelve-year rule from
the time related in v. 21, when “half of the people followed Tibni, son
of Ginat, to make him king, and half followed Omri.” In the MT
context, therefore, the accession formula in v. 23 is strange, since
Omri’s rule doesn’t begin in the thirty-first year of Asa, but is only
consolidated then. The count for his reign begins several years earlier,
which he is only king of half of the people.

As Shenkel observes, the OG understanding of the semantics of 1
Kgs 16:23 is grammatically correct, based on the other instances of
the accession formula:

The Old Greek chronology has taken the number twelve in the figure
for the regnal years literally as meaning that Omri reigned for twelve
years as king of Israel, beginning in the thirty-first year of Asa. This is

"' Shenkel, Chronology, 37.
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the obvious meaning of the data and the way in which the other

numbers for regnal years are understood elsewhere in the Book of

Kings. "
However, in the context of the previous verses, this literal construal is
problematic, because Omri has been ruling half of Israel for several
years, ever since the division of the people after the death of Zimri.
That is to say, the OG construal is correct with respect to the
semantics of the accession formula elsewhere in Kings, but the MT
construal is correct with respect to the semantics of the immediate
narrative context, in which the formula takes on an idiosyncratic
sense.

The text-critical problem surfaces explicitly with the accession of
Omri’s son, Ahab, in 1 Kgs 16:29, where the MT states that Ahab’s
accession year is the thirty-eighth year of Asa, and the OG states that
his accession year is the second year of Asa’s son Jehoshaphat. This
is a difference of ca. five years. The MT clearly dates Omri’s twelve
year rule from the beginning of his partial rule, which commenced at
Zimri’s death in the twenty-seventh year of Asa (16:15, MT)."* The
OG clearly dates Omri’s twelve-year rule from its literal construal of
the accession formula in 16:23, that is, the thirty-first year of Asa.
One of these is a revision.

The text-critical question is: which of the variant texts is more
liable to have been changed into the other? (Utrum in alterum
abiturum erat?'*) 1 submit that there is a cogent answer. The unusual
but contextually plausible sense of 1 Kgs 16:23 in MT could easily
have been (mis)construed in its normal, literal sense by a Second
Temple period scribe, who would have been bound by his
hermeneutical practice to (hyper)correct the year of Ahab’s
succession by adding five years to it. This is a simple and obvious
motivation, which fits our understanding of scribal practice in the
Second Temple period.

To perhaps oversimplify, we may say that the MT has the more
difficult text, the lectio difficilior, which a scribe may easily have
been motivated to simplify. However, as we will see, the
simplification of a local problem can cause other problems further

12 1.
Ibid., 39.
The OG has a different synchronism here (22" year), which does not affect the
subsequent chronology.
See Hendel, Text of Genesis, 7, and references.
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down the road. This conclusion develops a brief but accurate
comment by Julius Wellhausen from 1875:

In the LXX [chronological system], the correction of 31 for 27, which
remained in the Hebrew [system], generated further consequences, of
which, and only this is interesting, they show how thoroughly every
correction contradicts the rest of the connections. '’

From Omri to Jehu's Revolt

Once Ahab’s accession-year has been (hyper)corrected to suit the
literal construal of Omri’s accession formula in 1 Kgs 16:23, the
synchronisms of the following kings of Israel and Judah must also be
(hyper)corrected. The terminus of these changes, where the original
chronology can be resumed, is Jehu’s revolt, when the kings of Israel
and Judah die in the same year. This double-regicide resets the
chronological system. Therefore, the revisions in the chronological
system consist of the synchronisms for the accessions of the Israelite
kings Ahab, Ahaziah, and Joram, and the Judean kings Jehoshaphat,
Jehoram, and Ahaziah. (I will distinguish the two Ahaziahs and the
two Jehorams by their patronymics.)

I will briefly explain the variant numbers in the synchronisms in
MT and OG for these kings. The variant readings are italicized.

Accession of Ahab of Israel

MT: 38" year of Asa (1 Kgs 16:29)
0G: 2" year of Jehoshaphat (1 Kgs 16:29)

Ahab’s accession year in MT presumes that Omri’s rule began in
Asa’s 27" year, and that his twelve-year reign ends in Asa’s 38" year.
Ahab’s accession year in OG presumes that Omri’s rule began in

' Julius Wellhausen, “Die Zeitrechnung des Buchs der Kénige seit der Theilung
des Reichs,” JDT 20 (1875): 614 n. 1: “In der LXX hat die Correctur 31 fiir 27, die
im hebr. Text vereinzelt geblieben ist, noch weitere Konsequenzen nach sich
gezogen, an denen und nur das interessirt, dass sie zeigen, wie griindlich jene
Correctur dem iibrigen Zusammenhange widerspricht.”
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Asa’s 31" year (see above), that his twelve-year reign ends after the
end of Asa’s 41-year reign, in Asa’s son Jehosphaphat’s second year.

Accession of Jehoshaphat of Judah

MT: 4" year of Ahab (1 Kgs 22:41)
OG: 11" year of Omri (1 Kgs 16:28a)

The accession year for Jehoshaphat in MT continues the previous MT
sequence. Ahab becomes king in Asa’s 38" year, and since Asa has a
41-year reign, Asa dies in Ahab’s 4" year. The OG accession year
continues the previous OG sequence. Omri becomes king in Asa’s
31" year, and since Asa has a 41-year reign, he dies in Omri’s 11"
year. Notice that this chronological change requires that
Jehoshaphat’s accession occur prior to the death of Omri in the OG
narrative sequence. Therefore Jehoshaphat’s accession has been
moved to 1 Kgs 16:28°, between Omri’s death and Ahab’s accession.
No further mention of Jehoshaphat occurs until 1 Kings 22 (see
below).

Accession of Ahaziah b. Ahab of Israel

MT: 17" year of Jehoshaphat (1 Kgs 22:52)
OG: 24" year of Jehoshaphat (1 Kgs 22:52)

These numbers fit their respective chronological systems. In MT
Jehoshaphat accedes in Ahab’s 4™ year, and Ahab’s 22-year reign
therefore ends in Jehoshaphat’s 17" year. In OG, Ahab accedes in
Jehoshaphat’s 2™ year, and therefore his 22-year reign ends in
Jehoshaphat’s 24™ year.

Accession of Jehoram b. Ahab of Israel

MT: 18" year of Jehoshaphat (2 Kgs 3:1) and 2" year of Jehoram
b. Jehoshaphat (2 Kgs 1:17)
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OG: 2" year of Jehoram b. Jehoshaphat (2 Kgs 1:18%)

MT has an interesting doublet for the accession year of Jehoram b.
Ahab. Since his brother Ahaziah ruled for only two years, Jehoram b.
Ahab’s accession should take place in the 18" year of Jehoshaphat in
MT, as it does in 2 Kgs 3:1. However, 2 Kgs 1:17 (MT) dates his
accession to Jehoram b. Jehoshaphat’s 2™ year, a synchronism that is
impossible in the MT system,'® but that conforms to the OG system.
In OG, Ahaziah’s two-year rule begins in Jehoshaphat’s 24™ year and
extends just beyond the final year Jehoshaphat’s 25-year reign (which
is also the first year of Jehoshaphat’s successor’s reign). Therefore
Jehoram b. Ahab accedes in Jehoram b. Jehoshaphat’s 2™ year. The
math is not remarkable. What is remarkable is that this date from the
OG system appears as a doublet in MT of 2 Kgs 1:17.

In this one instance, a detail of the OG chronology occurs in MT.
This verse, as Shenkel observes, “is a precious witness to the Old
Greek chronology in a Hebrew text.”'” That is, this reading
demonstrates that the proto-G chronology circulated in Hebrew texts,
and was not a creation of the OG translator of Kings. Since this MT
doublet is not in the kaige recension, which corrected the OG toward
a proto-M text sometime around the 1% century B.C.E., Shenkel
plausibly argues that it is a relatively late scribal insertion in the
proto-M tradition."® This indicates the longevity of Hebrew texts that
were stemmatically related to the proto-G textual tradition.

The revision of the chronology in the proto-G tradition mandated a
further change in the adjoining narratives. Since Jehoram b. Ahab’s
reign no longer overlaps with Jehoshaphat’s, the two kings can no
longer be allies in the Moabite campaign of 2 Kings 3. In OG, the
Judean king is Ahaziah, who is a contemporary of Jehoram b. Ahab’s
for one year, before they are both slain by Jehu. It is not clear why
Ahaziah is chosen as Jehoram’s ally — perhaps their failed adventure
against Moab is modeled on their imminent doom in their encounter
with Jehu

6 In MT, Jehoram b. Ahab’s accession cannot be in Jehoram b. Jehoshaphat’s
second year (2 Kgs 1:17) if Jehoram b. Jehoshaphat’s accession is in Jehoram b.
Ahab’s fifth year (2 Kgs 8:16). The peculiarity of this contradiction was noted by
Spinoza, Tractatus theologico-politicus (1670), §9.11.

'7Shenkel, Chronology, 74.

' Tbid.
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Accession of Jehoram b. Jehoshaphat of Judah

MT: 5" year of Jehoram b. Ahab (2 Kgs 8:16)
G: 5™ year of Jehoram b. Ahab (2 Kgs 8:16)
[*OG: 2" year of Ahaziah b. Ahab]

The absence of variants in this synchronism is a surprise. In the
expected MT chronology, the end of Jehoshaphat’s 25-year rule
should occur in Jehoram b. Ahab’s 8" year. As commentators have
noted, there is a slight discrepancy in Jehoram b. Jehoshaphat’s
accession in Jehoram b. Ahab’s 5™ year, not his 8" year. Scholars
have proposed various mechanisms to explain this three-year gap,
including a coregency." For our analysis, however, more striking is
the absence of the expected OG synchronism. All of the G texts
(including the Lucianic) have the same reading as MT. Since in the
OG chronology Jehoram b. Ahab acceded in Jehoram b.
Jehoshaphat’s 2™ year (see above), it is impossible for the latter to
accede in the former’s 5" year. This impossible synchronism belongs
to the proto-M chronological system. We must infer, with Shenkel,
that the OG date has been overwritten in the Lucianic mss.:

One of the adjustments made in the late Lucianic revision of the proto-
Lucianic text was to replace the older [OG] synchronism with the
synchronism proper to the [MT] Hebrew chronology according to
which the accession of Jehoram is synchronized with the fifth year of
Joram. As a result of this alteration L now has a contradiction in its
chronology as this alien synchronism conflicts with the remaining
chronological data of L, which otherwise follows the Old Greek
chronology perfectly.?

In the proto-G chronological system, the last year of Jehoshaphat’s
25-year reign is Ahaziah b. Ahab’s 2" year, which is also naturally
the accession year of Jehoram b. Jehoshaphat. As Shenkel and others
have noted, we must reconstruct this synchronism as a missing detail
in the proto-G system.

1 Galil, Chronology, 40.
2 Shenkel, Chronology, 80.
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Accession of Ahaziah b. Jehoram of Judah

MT: 12" year of Jehoram b. Ahab (2 Kgs 8:25) and 11™ year of
Jehoram b. Ahab (2 Kgs 9:29)
OG: 11" year of Jehoram b. Ahab (2 Kgs 8:25 and 9:29)

In both traditions, Ahaziah b. Jehoram of Judah reigns only one year,
whereupon he and Jehoram b. Ahab are slain by Jehu (2 Kgs 9:21-
27). Accordingly, Ahaziah accedes in last or penultimate year of
Jehoram b. Ahab’s 12-year reign. MT has a doublet of this
synchronism, dating it to Jehoram’s last year (12" in 2 Kgs 8:25) or
penultimate year (11" in 2 Kgs 9:29). The proto-G edition seems to
have harmonized the doublets to agree on the 11" year.

Strikingly, there remains an unresolved problem in the OG
chronology of this entry. In both traditions Jehoram b. Ahab reigns
for 12 years (2 Kgs 3:1 [MT]; 2 Kgs 1:18" [OG]), a period that ends
when he and Ahaziah are slain by Jehu. However, since he accedes in
Jehoram b. Jehoshaphat’s 2™ year, there is not enough time left for
his twelve years to transpire before his demise. The OG adds two
years to Jehoram b. Jehoshaphat’s rule — from 8 [MT] to 10 [OG = o,
¢, €] — but this still places Ahaziah’s accession in Jehoram b. Ahab’s
9™ year, not his 11™. In other words, the system has a two-year gap
between the end of Ahaziah’s one-year reign and the end of
Jehoram’s twelve-year reign. As a consequence, Ahaziah and
Jehoram cannot die in the same year in the proto-G system. This gap
appears to be an instance of Homer nodding, as it were, in the
editorial work of the proto-G scribe. This detail was apparently
overlooked in his systematic chronological revision.

The variants in the chronological systems of the two editions from
Omri to Jehu can be charted as follows:

MT 0G
Omri’s accession --------- 27

Omri’s accession formula- 31 e Omri’s accession
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Ahab’s accession --------- 38
4™ year of Ahab =----=-=-=- Jehoshaphat’s
accession = —----- 11™ year of Omri
2
——————— Ahab’s accession
Ahaziah’s accession ------ 17
Jehoram’s accession® ----- 18
25 --- Ahaziah’s accession
Jehoram’s ~ --—--- [2™ year of
5" year of Jehoram ------- accession Ahaziah]®
2 --- Jehoram’s accession
Ahaziah’s
12™ year of Jehoram® ---- accession --- 11™ year of Jehoram
Jehu kills Jehoram and death of Jehoram
Ahaziah T

® MT doublet dates Jehoram b. Ahab’s accession to the 2™ year of
Jehoram b. Jehoshaphat (2 Kgs 1:17) = proto-G chronology.

® MT doublet dates Ahaziah’s accession to 11™ year of Jehoram b.
Ahab (2 Kgs 9:29).

¢ The (reconstructed) OG synchronism has been overwritten by the
MT synchronism.

Variants of Style and Sequence

In addition to the numerical variants in the chronology proper, there
are also four variations of style and/or sequence. These occur in the
synchronisms for Ahab, Jehoshaphat, Ahaziah b. Ahab, and Jehoram
b. Ahab. If the above argument for the relationship between the two
editions is correct, viz., the production of the proto-G chronological
system as a systematic revision of the proto-M edition, then these
other variants should also be explicable within this model. Although
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the direction of change in this category of variants cannot be
determined unequivocally, I maintain that the OG variants can be
easily comprehended as (hyper)corrections of the proto-M edition.
My analysis of this class of variants is not conclusive in itself, that is,
other explanations may be equally plausible. My analysis of the
chronological system itself is more decisive with respect to the
direction of change.

There are two styles for the synchronism formula in Kings, as
Shenkel and others have observed.”’ In most instances the year of the
synchronism comes first,”> and more rarely the name of the king
comes first.” Examples of both styles occur at the beginning of the
history of the dual kingdoms:

year first

AT HY AR THn va1 12 oYa TONY AP MInY nwa

And in the eighteenth year of King Jeroboam, son of Nebat, Abijah**
became king over

Judah. (1 Kgs 15:1)

name first

AT 751 ROKRS D'NW Nawa SR By 750 oyaTr 13 2T

And Nadab son of Jeroboam became king of Israel in the second year
of Asa, king of

Judah (1 Kgs 15:25)

The two editions differ with respect to this style in the synchronisms
for Ahab (1 Kgs 16:29), Jehoshaphat (1 Kgs 22:41 [MT] and 16:28a
[OG]), and Ahaziah b. Ahab (1 Kgs 22:52). In all three cases the
dominant style (synchronism first) occurs in OG, and the rarer style
(name first) occurs in MT. It is arguable that in all three cases the OG
reading reflects a harmonization to the dominant style by the scribe(s)
who created the proto-G chronological revision.

It is possible to argue in the other direction, that the rarer style in
MT is a secondary scribal innovation.”> However, since Second

! Ibid., 48-49.

2 1 Kgs 15:1,9, 33; 16:8, 15, 23; 2 Kgs 12:2; 13:1, 10; 14:1, 23; 15:1, 8, 17, 23,
27,32;16:1; 17:1; 18:1.

21 Kgs 15:25,2 Kgs 15:13.

24 Reading max with OG and 2 Chron 13:1 (etc.); MT has suffered a graphic
confusion of 71/a; for other instances, see Hendel, Text of Genesis, 25.

%5 Cf. Trebolle, “Textual Criticism,” 5-8.
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Temple period scribes more normally revise toward regularizing the
formal structure of a text,” the direction of change is more likely to
be from the proto-M edition to the proto-G revision. In so doing, the
proto-G scribe(s) introduced more order into the formal structure of
the chronological texts.

There are variants of sequence for the synchronisms of two kings:
Jehoshaphat and Jehoram b. Ahab. In the case of Jehoshaphat, as
noted above, the change of textual sequence is a consequence of the
chronological revision. In the proto-G chronology, Jehoshaphat’s
accession occurs during Omri’s reign, not during Ahab’s, as he does
in MT. As discussed above, the chronological variants are:

MT: 4" year of Ahab (1 Kgs 22:41)
OG: 11" year of Omri (1 Kgs 16:28a)

As a consequence of the chronological revision, Jehoshaphat’s
accession in the proto-G edition must be placed prior to Ahab’s
accession. In MT Jehoshaphat’s accession formula is embedded in
the longer narrative summary of his reign inl Kgs 22:41-51. In OG,
this whole section is placed at the transition point between Omri’s
and Ahab’s reigns atl Kgs 16:28*"?  This change in textual
sequence is logically necessary for the proto-G chronological system.
However, there is a continuity problem caused by this change of
sequence. As David Gooding observes, “the placing of the
Jehoshaphat summary at xvi 28" [occurs] before the events it
summarizes.”” The summary seems to include Jehoshaphat’s
alliance with Ahab in the Aramean campaign of 1 Kings 22.* One
would expect the summary to be placed affer the events that it
summarizes.”® This revision of sequence, which is mandated by the
chronological revision, arguably upsets the historiographic structure
of Kings.

26 See above, n. 7.

*7 See the detailed discussion in Shenkel, Chronology, 43-60.

3 Gooding, review of Shenkel, 126.

¥ The reference to the alliance with Ahab is truncated in the OG (1 Kgs 16:28°),
cf. MT (1 Kgs 22:45). The shorter OG reading may be the result of a homoioteleuton
from vOWT to VOWT in this verse; see the textual evidence in Shenkel, Chronology,
45-46.

* Gooding (review, 126) notes that there is a partial parallel in the reign of Joash,
where a summary of his reign (2 Kgs 13:10-13) precedes his battle with Amaziah (2
Kings 14), but the battle is immediately followed by a reprise of the summary of
Joash’s reign (14:15-16).
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The variation of sequence for Jehoram b. Ahab’s accession is
complicated.  As discussed above, MT has a doublet for his
accession, one of which conforms to the proto-M chronological
system, and the other to the proto-G system:

MT: 18™ year of Jehoshaphat (2 Kgs 3:1) and 2" year of Jehoram b.
Jehoshaphat (2 Kgs 1:17)
OG: 2" year of Jehoram b. Jehoshaphat (2 Kgs 1:18a)

Why is the synchronism in the proto-G system in a different location
than the proto-M synchronism? Unlike the case of Jehoshaphat, the
identity of the kings does not require a relocation of sequence. The
most plausible rationale is that, as Trebolle observes, the MT location
“breaks the compositional rule according to which every literary unit
must be framed by the reign with which it composes a synchrony.””!
The literary unit that comes between these two locations is 1 Kings 2,
the narrative of Elijah’s last days and Elisha’s succession. In the
normal compositional style of Kings, the story would be framed
within the reign of the relevant king. In MT there is a gap between the
formula of Ahaziah’s death (2 Kgs 1:17-18) and the accession
formula for his brother Jehoram (2 Kgs 3:1). 2 Kings 2 is thus outside
of the royal frame. The proto-G revision arguably corrected this
irregularity by moving the accession of Jehoram to immediately after
the notice of Ahaziah’s death. In so doing, the numbers and formal
structure of the chronological system are corrected and regularized in
the proto-G edition.

Conclusion

One simple hypothesis accounts for all of the textual variants between
the two editions of the royal chronology in Kings in the sequence
from Omri to Jehu: a scribe in the proto-G textual tradition construed
the meaning of 1 Kgs 16:23 literally, and adjusted the apparently
erroneous chronology accordingly. The verse reads: “In the thirty-
first year of Asa, king of Judah, Omri became king over Israel for
twelve years.” By reading this verse in its literal sense, the scribe
ignored or bracketed the semantic messiness of the narrative context,
in which Omri had been proclaimed king by half of the people several

31 Trebolle, “Textual Criticism,” 4.
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years earlier. The earlier edition is arguably the messy version, in
which the Deuteronomistic redactor/author did not wholly solve the
problem of accommodating the accession formula into the history of
Omri’s reign. (For the formula to be accurate, it must be less, e.g., “In
the twenty-seventh year of Asa, king of Israel, Omri became king
over half of Israel, and in the thirty-first year of Asa, he became king
over all Israel.””) Dtr chose not to complicate the formula, and thereby
created a chronological and semantic problem.

As Wellhausen observed long ago, this problem was sufficient to
motivate a revision of the chronological system by a scribe in the
proto-G textual tradition.”” In the Second Temple period, such
perceived departures from formal and schematic perfection were
often systematically revised, as in the analogous case of the
chronologies in Genesis 5 and 11. An exegetical irritant of this kind is
sufficient to create the impetus for editorial revision.”

We do not know when Omri actually acceded to the throne of
Israel. With regard to history, the existence of his rule and dynasty
are certain, since ninth-century Moabite, Aramaic, and Assyrian
inscriptions refer to him and his dynasty.** I have focused not on
history but on textual criticism, in which we may assert with
confidence that the proto-G edition of the chronology from the reign
of Omri to Jehu is a systematic revision of the proto-M chronology. 1
emphasize that the second edition of the chronology is not to be
despised because of its further remove from the reality of royal
history. It is valuable testimony to scribal hermeneutics during the
Second Temple period and the interpretive practices that
accompanied the transformation of ancient Israelite texts into sacred
Scripture.®

32 Wellhausen, “Zeitrechnung” (above, n. 15); similarly Gooding, review, 123;
Gal3i3l, Chronology, 143.

In Genesis 5 the problem concerned the death of some of Noah’s ancestors
after the year of the Flood, although (problematically) they were not on the Ark; a
similar conundrum is implicit in Genesis 11; see Hendel, Text of Genesis, 61-80.

34 E.g. Mesha stele, line 7-8: 7121 ... ™y (“Omri ... and his son”); several
Assyrian texts refer to bit Humri, “the house of Omri”; the Aramaic Tel Dan stele
arguably refers to the deaths of Jehoram and Ahaziah during their campaign against
Hazael; see Nadav Na’aman, “The Contribution of Royal Inscriptions for a Re-
evaluation of the Book of Kings as a Historical Source,” Israel’s History, 200-3.

This argument was first presented at an Oxford Hebrew Bible colloquium on
Samuel-Kings in Tiibingen, 2010. My thanks to all of the participants, including Julio
Trebolle, and particular thanks to Zipi Talshir for astute comments on an early draft.



REFLEXIONS ON EPIGRAPHY AND CRITICAL EDITING
4QSAM* (4Q51) COL. XI

Philippe Hugo, Ingo Kottsieper, and Annette Steudel’

The importance of 4QSam® (4Q51) for the text history of the Books
of Samuel is unanimously recognized. Since the discovery of the
fragments of the scroll in 1952 and the publication of two columns by
Frank Moore Cross in 1953" until the latest text-critical assessments
in the last few years,” the fragments of Samuel are rightly considered
as a key link in the text history of the Hebrew Bible. Situated at a
crossroad of different text traditions, it presents a large affinity with
the Old Greek (further LXX) and shares some specificities of the so-
called Lucianic Greek Recension (or Antiochian Text, further LXX"),
of the Chronicles and the textual testimony of Flavius Josephus. It
attests otherwise to some characteristics of the Masoretic Text
(further MT) and shows finally several unique readings and, perhaps,
specific literary activities. 4QSam® looks like a crucial point for
studying the earliest textual transmission of the Books of Samuel.
Since 2005, the exegetes have access to the editio princeps of
4QSam” in the series Discoveries in the Judaean Desert (further
DJD).’ This volume presents the results of five decades of study of

" We thank Prof. Dr. Russell Fuller who kindly improved the language of our
article.

" FM. Cross, “A New Qumran Fragment Related to the Original Hebrew
Underlying the Septuagint,” BASOR 132 (1953): 15-26.

% See especially F.M. Cross, R.J. Saley, “A Statistical Analysis of the Textual
Character of 4QSamuel® (4Q51),” DSD 13 (2006): 46-54, 2006; U. Ulrich, “A
Qualitative Assessment of the Textual Profile of 4QSam®,” in A. Hilhorst, E. Puech,
E. Tigchelaar (eds.), Flores Florentino. Dead Sea Scrolls and Other Early Jewish
Studies in Honour of Florentino Garcia Martinez. (JSJSup 122; Leiden: Brill, 2007,
147-161; and the contributions collected in P. Hugo, A. Schenker (eds.),
Archaeology of the Books of Samuel. The Entangling of the Textual and Literary
sttory (VTSup 132; Leiden: Brill, 2010).

> F.M. Cross, D. W Parry, R.J. Saley, U. Ulrich (eds.), Qumran Cave 4, XII. 1-2
Samuel (DJD XVII; Oxford: Oxford, 2005).
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this scroll, principally by Frank Moore Cross, and recently by Donald
W. Parry and Richard Saley. This edition gives to the scholarly world
the entire material recomposed with a huge quantity of text critical
observations and decisions (variants and reconstructed variants) that
show a sovereign mastery of the history of the Hebrew and Greek
texts. It replaces with no doubt the former attempts to give as much
evidence as possible of 4QSam®, as the critical apparatus of P.A.H. de
Boer in the BHS, and the remarkable text critical notes of P. Kyle
McCarter®, though they keep their value in numerous points. DJD will
be universally used as the reference edition of the scroll for all
scholars specialized in textual criticism, but also by exegetes and
nonspecialists interested in the Books of Samuel or in the Hebrew
Bible.

Nevertheless, a careful analysis of DJD allows to conclude that the
last word on the paleographical reconstruction of this important scroll
seems not yet to have been said, as Emile Puech’ and the present
authors® have already shown. Further studies may be required in order
to complete or, if needed, to correct the editio princeps. In this regard,
one should also mention two other previous attempts to edit the
fragments that require some attention, because they are offering some
diverging and very inspiring reconstructions: The somewhat
disconcerting study of Andrew Fincke,’ and especially the
outstanding reconstruction of 4QSam® in 2 Sam by the late Edward D.
Herbert.® Principally, these works have to be consulted alongside the
editio princeps.

4 pP.K. McCarter, /-2 Samuel (AB 8-9; New York: Doubleday, 1980—-1984).

5 E. Puech, “4QSam® (4Q51). Notes épigraphiques et nouvelles identifications,”
in H. Ausloos, B. Lemmelijn, M. Vervenne (eds.), Florilegium Lovaniense. Studies
in Septuagint and Textual Criticism in Honour of Florentino Garcia Martinez (BETL
224; Leuven: Peeters, 2008), 373-386.

 P. Hugo, 1. Kottsieper, A. Steudel, “Notes paléographiques sur 4QSam® (4Q51)
(le cas de 2 Sam 3),” RevQ 23 (2007): 93—108.

7 A. Fincke, The Samuel Scroll from Qumran. 4QSam® Restored and Compared
to the Septuagint and 4QSam® (STDJ 43; Leiden: Brill, 2001).

8 E.D. Herbert, Reconstructing Biblical Dead Sea Scrolls. A New Method Applied
to the Reconstruction of 40Sam (STDJ 22; Leiden: Brill, 1997).
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1. What Users of a Critical Text Edition Need

However, the main purpose of this study is not to propose new
readings or reconstructions but to raise methodological questions:
What should be the task of such a scholarly edition as DJD? What
kind of information do the users, exegetes or text critical scholars,
need? The answers to these questions seem to be simple and plain.

What users of a critical text edition need, is first of all a text to rely
on for further studies. Apart from a presentation of the whole
photographic material, this means a thorough clarification of what is
indeed found on the manuscript including observations on material
aspects like e.g. drylines. Any presuppositions about the text must be
avoided. Furthermore, it is essential to have a list of all possible
textual identifications of a fragment and indications of the degree of
the probability of an identification. The placement of fragments
within a column has consequences for the reconstruction of the text.
Therefore, a careful adjustment of the fragments, including a list of
the alternative possibilities, is indispensable. It should be self evident
to refrain from using fragments with mainly unsure readings in
reconstructing a column. At least the hypothetical character of such
an arrangement has to be indicated. Though the result would be a
rather complex picture of how the text possibly looked like, a solid
ground for the text critical analysis would be built by these
guidelines.

In the following, we take column XI (Pl. XI)’ as an exemplary
passage for a critical assessment of the edition found in DJD. Some
reasons are guiding this choice: First, this column has been
reconstructed from only nine relatively small fragments, among
which some are very tiny (frg. ¢ counts only three certain letters, and
frg. h only some very fragmentary letters). Nevertheless, this meager
attestation leads DJD to reconstruct, although partially, a
proportionally wide section of the text: 1 Sam 11:11-12, 1 Sam 12:7—
8, 10-19. Within this section, DJD counts no less than ten variants
and eight reconstructed variants. Finally, the last reason for choosing
this passage is the fact that, despite the mentioned variants, it does not
present any crucial and controversial text critical stake. This allows
avoiding any text critical a priori in the process of reconstruction.

° DJD, 69-72.
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In a last step we take the observations we made as a base for some

considerations about what such an edition should present to the reader
and how to avoid the problems found in DJD.

2. Critical Remarks on the Readings in DJD"’

2.1 Frg. ¢ (PAM 43.113 [4.14])

DID T 8 (XI b-c 2)

Though the reading of DJD seems to be correct, one should note that
this sequence of letters can be found at least four times in Samuel
(MT): 1 Sam 12:8,11; 15:1; 2 Sam 12:1. Any of these could have

been the original place of the fragment.

22 Frg. d (PAM 42.124 [3.3]; 41.763 [4.8]; 41.174 [1.7])

e ¥ .‘-. y .‘
17[ 1 (XId1) J""Q{F]akcd L

DID Topa] 2 (X1d2)  § Wk
1°[ 3 (X1d3) "\__

' The drawings are not based on the photographs published in DID (cf. also
DJD, 28) but directly on all mentioned PAM photographs which were electronically
enlarged. The drawings are direct copies from these enlarged pictures taken by the
help of a digital board. Thus, they show only extant traces of ink. Consequently, the
enlarged drawings often do not show smooth letter shapes but the actual appearance
with all defects. Our observations had been checked against the originals by P. Hugo
and I. Kottsieper. We thank the IAA for giving us access to the manuscripts.
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This small fragment calls for nine remarks:

1. The identification of the fragment was made in successive
steps.'! Cross identified it as belonging to 4QSam®; McCarter'? has
the passage of 1 Sam 12:11 identified and gave the transcription
Jova[. Later, Herbert” was more careful by qualifying the
identification as “possible” and indicating the other possible place in
2 Sam 11:21. Finally DJD reconstructs the passage of 1 Sam 12:10-
11 without commentary and does not mention any other possibility.

2. DJD reads the fragmentary letter of 1. 1 as a faw: “the hook
looks like the left foot of a taw.” This judgment seems to be arbitrary,
because the dot on the leather could belong to any possible letter. It
does not permit confirmation of the identification of the fragment.

3. 1 Sam 12:11 is the single occurrence of 5pa7" in Samuel MT,
because 2 Sam 11:21 has nwa~. But LXX" attests 5y, 'TepoPadA
in three passages: 1 Reg 12:11 (as MT), 2 Reg 11:21 and in the “plus”
of the LXX in 11:22." If, in fact, the fragment would attest the
reading 5pa™," these three places would be possible in agreement
either with MT or with LXX?. In this case, DJD follows MT.

4. The reconstruction of the whole passage given in DJD which
places the fragment into the first half of the line is not possible. The
fragment must be placed at the left margin since a vertical dryline is
perfectly visible between the bet and the ayin as seen in the drawing
above.

5. The reading of the letters also raises problems. Though the
identification of the lamed is correct, there are remains of a letter
directly attached to the right side of the /amed. Otherwise, the lamed
would have a right shoulder pointing upwards very high and sharply.
But there is no such a lamed in 4QSam® (and would be very

' Cf. Herbert, Reconstructing, 211.

> McCarter, I Samuel, 211.

3 Herbert, Reconstructing, 204, 207, 211.

4 According to the critical edition of the Antiochian Text by N. Fernandez
Marcos, J.R. Busto Saiz, El texto antioqueno de la Biblia Griega. 1. 1-2 Samuel,
(TECC 50; Madrid: CSIC, 1989). Actually, only ¢, (= 127) has 'lepofadA in these
three passages, together with e, (= 93) in 1 Reg 12:11 and 2 Reg 11:22, and with b'
(= 19) in 2 Reg 11:21. The Antiochian witnesses contain some orthographical
variants of the same proper name: 'IepofodA, 'Tepdfola, 'TepoPdA. In 2 Sam 11:21
only, b (= 108) has 'Tepoody in accordance with LXXP®. In these three passages
LXX" has indeed 'IepoPody.

'S But cf. further down for the reading of this fragment.
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uncommon in any other Qumran scroll).

6. Consequently, if there is a letter between the /amed and the
ayin, the word is not 5pa7, and the fragment does not attest 1 Sam
12:11.

7. A lamed written so close after its preceding letter that the right
shoulder merges with the left upper part of the foregoing sign is
found, e.g., with 53 in PAM 43.113 (1.3 = DJD PL. X1V, frg. 58).
Since in our case the preceding letter should have a quite high left
stroke, a shin would be a possible solution.'®

8. On the original we spotted a tiny trace of ink to the left of the
ayin.

9. This raises the question, whether the break clearly visible on all
photographs points to the fact that the fragment consists of two
distinct pieces, though all photos present it as one. Since the
fragments have been glued in this way on paper, it is impossible to
verify it by checking the originals. If there are two pieces, one would
have to ask, whether they really would have to be joined leaving no
place for a shin (or other letters) between the /amed and the ayin.
Furthermore, the potential reading Ywpa7 would make no sense. On
the other hand, one should also note, that according to DJD, “there is
a dot of ink under the lamed of line 2. The letter cannot be
identified.”"” In fact, we spotted even two more tiny traces of ink
above this dot on the original. One wonders why on the right piece of
the fragment there is no more trace of writing, though the leather
seems to be intact.'® Thus, both parts can hardly belong together.

According to our observations we have to propose an alternative
transcription of two separate fragments.

d2 d1
HKS" Ho[ 1 1°[ 1
°f 2 1°pa[ 2

16 The trace of ink seems to be too high to belong to the left hook of a mem or a
bet.
" DID, 70.

Even if one interprets the traces in the second line as a lamed there should be
traces of the heads of foregoing letters on the right part, given the height of the upper
part of the /amed in the first line.

!9 HK'S = Hugo, Kottsieper, Steudel.
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23 Frg. e (PAM 41.174 [1.5]; 41.763 [4.3]; 43.113 [7.7])

I
(

. 7

1535[ 1 (Xleil) 2

DID . \

I79n[ 2 (Xle-i2) 4{

1\
N

j
> ‘3

L

In L. 1, the reading of the second kaf'is not possible, because the right
upper part of the fragmentary letter would be much too high. The
only possible reading is a /e, with its high right part of the head.” In
Samuel MT, beside forms of 75, the sequence 2% is only found in
n25n and na%nn,”' but neither of these are followed by T9n within an
appropriate distance. In the MT, only 2 Sam 17:17 attests these three
letters in 129 followed 7 words further by the substantive 751, but
this word is preceded by the preposition 9, whose upper arm would
have left traces on the leather. Furthermore, if this fragment belonged
there and attested MT, the column would be very narrow.
Consequently, there are only two possibilities: either this fragment
does not attest MT or it does not belong to Samuel.

HKS

2 Moreover, if the reading of a kaf were correct, one could read D23 followed
by 751 some 8-10 words later and place the fragment lower on the column, in v. 25.

! Since 113 is usually written plene in 4QSam® (see 1 Sam 2:16 [2x]; 2:27; 2
Sam15:27 [? fragmentary]; 20:24), it cannot belong to 1712%; on the other hand the
preposition with suffix 75 is usually defective (without /e).
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2.4 Frg. f(PAM 43.124 [6.5]; 41.763 [1.10]; 41.174 [2.1])

/f/ahw

Jony[ 1 (XIe-i3) A
DID 15y T90[ 2 (XTeid) “rfj, 1\qﬂlnk
1 [ 3 (Xle-i$) Ink
1A [ 109 4 (XIei6)

Li'i M
'Qg/ \\I

Before the tetragrammaton, there is a blank space on the leather,
which is not indicated in the transcription.*

2.5 Frg. h (PAM 41.174 [4.10], 41.763 [7.1], 43.113 [8.10])

o[ 1 (XIe-i5)

all 2 (Xle-i6)

DID n[ 3 (Xlei?)
A 4 (Xle-i8)

9[ 5 (Xle-i9)

2 Fincke, Scroll, 293, saw remains of a yod after 5 in 1. 2, but we cannot find
any such a trace neither on the extant photographs nor on the original. On the other
hand he reads just a yod after M in 1. 3, but there are clear traces of two letters, of
which the last has long curved base and thus obviously was a mem. Finally, he
overlooked the traces of I. 4. Thus his rendering of this fragment cannot be accepted
and consequently also his localization of this fragment has to be rejected. The same
holds true for frg. g where he overlooks the clear traces of the last sign in 1. 1 which
can be read with DJID as kaf;, but excludes his reading of 1]y, He also misinterprets
the last sign in 1. 2 as yod which would be much to bold. The traces fit very well to a
taw as read by DID.
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Except in 1l. 3 and 5, the reconstruction of this fragment is obviously
faulty. The lower left margin of the remains in I. 1 runs in a smooth
bow downwards which — what ever letter it may have been — does not
fit to a final mem which would show a sharp and nearly right angle at
this point. In L. 2, the lower trace is far too low to allow the reading of
he. But the traces fit perfectly to a final mem. Finally, the trace of ink
in . 4 is located very low and thus belongs to the lower part of a
letter. Since there is no trace above, it cannot belong to a se which
would have left traces of its head. Given the poor and uncertain
information the fragment provides, it seems to be impossible to
identify it with any certainty.

HKS o I
o[ 2

n[ 3

O[ 4

79[ 5

2.6 Conclusion
There is no evidence to suppose that the fragments c, d, e, and h
belong to the passage 1 Sam 12:7-19. Consequently they have to be
removed from the reconstruction of this column. It has to be based on
frgs. a, b, f, g, and 2

3. Placement of the Fragments in the Column

Frg. a

This fragment with remains of the stitching is correctly placed in the
right upper corner of the column.

2 By the way, Fincke, Scroll, 18.293, also uses only these fragments in his
reconstruction of col. XI.
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Frg. b

R (NI 0 5
..L o

The suggested placement of frg. b close to the right margin of the
column is impossible. The reconstructed beginning of 1. 1 is too long
in comparison with l. 2. No straight column margin is achieved by the
presented solution. Frg. b must be placed somewhere more to the left.

Frgs. f, g, and i

Fig. 1: The Reconstruction of Col. XI f, g, and i from DJD

10

11

TH00 DX DAR D3 DR I 8 RN 8D HPa Jony[pwt InR

wnawn RS oR1 0abem 0] M5 M R 0215 THR[ TR
0233500 03 e T n]h*m mﬁ[v "5 NN urm]fm m[ Hpa
AWY M WK i 91a]R 937a[ DR e aen]a[ a]eg[ o

N O W

M9 1M M SR RIPR DA D0 RP RO vacar Dy
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Y TP DOWY TWR 127 DINYT D IR T T 00 8
01 MR M I M 5K SR1]nw xapn Ton[ 03b vwd 9
IR HRINY AR I DR TR]A B[R] 512 M Rinn ora 10

773y Tya 55[ann [H[xnw bx opn 11

First, the reconstruction of 1. 9 to 11** proposed by DJD fits well the
criteria that there must be a straight right margin and that the lines
should end in the same area at the left margin. Thus the
reconstruction of this passage is possible, though their decision to
drop MT 52 (v. 19) at the end of 1. 10 is not mandatory. Even if one
assumes the common orthography of %3 written plene in this
manuscript, there would be still enough space to include it.

Furthermore, the placement of frg. g after frg. f is possible. But
one has to note that the space between these fragments in 1. 5 seems
to be a little bit large for the required text. The reconstruction of the
left margin based on the placement of these fragments also seems to
be possible. Nevertheless, one has to note that DJD drops the nx
before "5 in 1. 3 (v. 14). Also their decision to choose the defective
writing on'm in the same line contradicts the orthography of the
manuscript, that always use plene writings for such forms. Finally,
the reading 0335121 (= LXX) instead of MT D2'naxay at the end of 1.
5 (v. 15) is not justified by this reconstruction, especially since the
longer MT word would better fit the left margin to be proposed in Il.
3 and 4.

The main problem concerns the reconstruction of the beginning of
1. 3 to 6, which cannot be accepted, because, as the drawing reveals
(see figure 1), it does not end up in a straight right margin. Especially
1. 3 would be too long in comparison to 1. 6, even if one accepts the
defective writing of 1NX assumed by DJD. But one has to keep in
mind that the scribe of this manuscript uses both, the defective and
the plene form.

In order to connect the reconstructions of 1. 9 to 11 and 1. 3 to 6,
DIJD has to propose a text for 1. 7 and 8 with two variants to the MT.
Thus they introduce into 1. 8 the word 7721 based on the account of
Josephus. More problematic is the assumed vacat between v. 16 and
17 in 1. 7, which at this point in the middle of a direct discourse would

* In the following paragraphs, the lines' numbers refer to Col. XI e-i in DID, 71.
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be quite surprising.

To sum up, the proposed placement of the fragments in this
passage meets at least one severe difficulty and other questionable
decisions. Therefore this reconstruction cannot be correct. One has to
ask whether a reconstruction can be found which would be
acceptable, though this fact would not mean that the original
manuscript in fact did look like it.

Actually, two possible reconstructions can be found:

Fig. 2: First Possible Reconstruction

DOR D3 DA™Y I DR 10 891190 Jonp[Awt 1mR onTay

DR DAY 0]2M[OR M IR 0225V TOA[ WK THnn on
D33 M T Al mal e nr onn]m e (93 wnwn &S
Awi 1A 51310 137A[ PR R 1awn]3[ A]A5[ 0s omarD

I M OR RIPR 0P 0N PEp 85N D2yh awy M
I WP DMWY TWR 120 DINYT D IR YT 0 P

O 0 9 N W bW

S M9 M i M SR SRi]nw &P Ton[ 035 Hirwh
D12 IR HRIDW R M nR TR o[ya] 910 R Rin0 ora 10
155[ann 5w 5x oyn 11

The first one (figure 2) differs from the proposal found in DJD mostly
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in the way, the reconstructed words are allocated to the different
lines. Thus, transposing 7911 041 from the end of 1. 3 to the beginning
of 1. 4 and wnwn K from the end of . 4 to the beginning of 1. 5 gives
a straight right margin for those two lines. This margin is matched
well with 1. 3 starting with onTay1 and the reading 1MK instead of
1nR. It also fits to the beginning of 1. 6 with D3*naray according to
MT instead of 02351 (= LXX) proposed by DJD. The left margin of
11. 3-6 — also with the expected reading on»i instead of on'nin 1. 3 —
fits very well to the left margin of 1. 9-11, especially if one keeps the
93 at the end of 1. 10. But still there would be no place for the
reconstruction of M ' nKR in 1. 3 (v. 14). There are three
possibilities: With DJD, one could assume mi* *a. In this case,
probably, the loss of N& would be a mistake of the writer. On the
other hand, M N, though a little bit broader, would still fit in this
reconstruction and also would yield a clear text. The third and most
probable solution would be to read 110 nR.>

This reconstruction of II. 3-6 and 9-11 allows also a
reconstruction of 1l. 7-8, which follows nearly completely MT.*
Thus there is no need to assume a surprising vacat in 1. 7 and to add
the “precarious™’ 7121 (= Josephus) in 1. 8. If this reconstruction is
correct, then 4QSam® would represent MT for 1 Sam 12:14-18 — with
the exception of the variant for M *a nNX in 1. 3 and the addition of
oobem in 1. 4 (= LXX"; cf. DJD), both in v. 14. The problem of the
space between frgs. f and g in 1. 5 remains the same as in DJD.

2 The explicit mentioning of YHWH is superfluous at this point after two
suffixes referring to him whose name is given at the beginning of the verse. Actually,
the same change is witnessed by LXX" in the very same phrase in v. 15. Though one
cannot exclude the possibility that this could even be the oldest text and the other
versions are based on an early adaptation of the phrasing found in the next verse, the
change can easily be explained by a misreading of an original M *5 nRX in favor for
the %raphical not very different 171" nNK.

%% The only minor variant—besides orthographic variants, of course—is the plural
1R instead the singular 8™ in v. 18.

7 DID, 72.
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Fig. 3: Second Possible Reconstruction
frg.g

K91 19103 Jony[Awt MK onTa M DR IRTD DR TON 03H
AR 0215 THA[ WK THNN DX DAR DX DAY A DR 1AN
nx& o ]m A [9p3 wawn &5 ozt obem o]mbR
M 12¢n]A0 A]AS[ 03 DIMARD DI A T A]Rm Al e
DR T'Ep 8YA DIIYY AWY M WwR A 53] 9273 nR
DINPT "2 IR IWT T2 0R P I M SR RIPR 01R
HR1]AW &P Ton[ Db LIRWH AT WY DMWY WK A0

S O 0 O O »n b~ W

—_—

ar]n o[pn] 912 RA[M RN DA O MY M I e OK

—_
—_

7Y TYA ]55[snn ]5[x1nw 58 DY 912 190K HRINY DR M DR

In the second possible reconstruction (figure 3), the placement of the
fragments would change more dramatically. Thus, frg. g could be
placed a line below, but before frg. f. As it can be seen in the
drawing, this also allows a good distribution of the texts on the lines
with a straight right and a good left margin. The text which could be
filled into these lines differs only in two places from the text of the
foregoing reconstruction: First, for the penultimate word of v. 13 (l.
3), instead of 03"y one would have to assume 0235 found not only in
one Hebrew manuscript (Kenn. cod. 177), but also in some variants
of Greek cursives (d = 107, g = 158, a, = 509), the Armenian version,



REFLECTIONS ON EPIGRAPHY 129

as an important witness of the Old Greek, in the Vulgate, and the
Peshitta. Second, the text in v. 17 (. 8) was about one word longer
and thus possibly contained 7921 found also in Josephus. In any case,
also this reconstruction does not solve the problem of the missing
space for M 2 nXR inv. 14 (1. 4).

The fact that at least two possible reconstructions can be found but
both differing unpredictably from the other known versions shows
that, at best, those reconstructions can only give a hint about the
original text. Thus, our observations argue, that probably the text of v.
14 differs from MT though the data do not allow a unanimous
decision on how it actually did run. It would be unwise, to present the
reader one of the possible reconstructions as the sole solution. Even if
we would have found only one, the possibility of unpredictable
variants of the text together with the amount of text to be
reconstructed would not allow us to offer such a reconstruction as
more than a mere hypothetical solution.

4. Conclusions

The above remarks about the readings and reconstructions illustrate
essential issues of how to deal with such a text as an editor and to
present it to the reader. First and foremost, especially in the case of
very fragmentary texts readings and reconstructions should be
clearly distinguished.

The way the editors of 4QSam® present their results and
hypothesis about the reconstructed text leads to an underestimation of
fundamental problems of the readings. Especially scholars not trained
in epigraphy would benefit from detailed notes on readings which
indicate problematic passages. An edition—and especially an
authoritative one like DJD—should first and foremost inform the
reader about what can be found on the extant material.

This includes also observations on material aspects like, e.g.,
drylines or margins should be exposed to the reader. This would be
helpful for the editor too. Thus, if the editors had written a note about
the vertical dryline on frg. d, they probably would not have placed
this fragment in the first half of a line. And if the editors had noted
whether the break found on this fragment only attaches the upper
parts of the leather or whether the fragment actually is composed of
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two independent fragments, they would have given an important
piece of information.™®

Any attempt to reconstruct the text must be based totally on the
results of the description of the material conditions and the possible
readings of the fragments. None of these results may be left out. All
this information should be given so that the reader himself can assess
how firm the foundation is on which the reconstruction is built.
Fragments with no reliable text should not be used. Actually, also
fragments with a text which could be localized at different places
should not be regarded as guiding parts for the reconstruction of one
specific passage. And of course, the reader should be informed about
these different possibilities.

The last point leads to one of the most important issues: the
problem of unpredictable variants. As pointed out in the introduction,
4QSam® offers its own version of the biblical books of Samuel with
readings sometimes not found in other versions—and even if a
reading is in accord with an extant version, one cannot predict which
one. The discussion of the possible reconstructions of XI 3-11 (DJD)
illustrate this issue. They affect the task of reconstruction in two
ways:

1. The most obvious aspect is, that no reconstruction longer then
only some letters of a word or phrase can be taken as sure enough to
be used as a decisive argument in further scholarly discussion. Thus,
e.g., one can detect that in 4QSam” probably the text of 1 Sam 12:14
differs from all versions. But how the text actually did run cannot be
reconstructed with complete certainty, as shown above. Even the
assumption that at the end of v. 14 we would have to add 025 (cf.
LXX") as proposed by DJD and adopted in our reconstructions is by
no means sure. Possible, though less probable, would be the reading
02971 which would be in accord with LXX. Anyway, we did not find
a way to reconstruct the text of v. 14 which would follow MT or any
other known version completely. And even if one finds a way to
reconstruct a passage nearly completely according to MT or another
version as we did in our first reconstruction for v. 15-18, this would
not prove that the text actually did run this way. There could be other

% In quite a few instances, the joins made by the first generation of the scholars
dealing with the fragments later appeared to be wrong, though most of them are
ingenious.
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ways to reconstruct the text which also would be unprovable
hypotheses.

2. This also affects the probability of identification of fragments.
Especially in respect to smaller fragments, one may ask if a given
identification is the right and the only possible one. The text of
4QSam® could differ from the assumed text unpredictably at this
place or the sequence of the letters could appear somewhere else in an
unpredictable variant. This uncertainty should be kept in mind not
only while one searches for possible localizations of a fragment, but
should also be shared with the reader, who should be told of any
possible localizations and their probability.

Taking these considerations into account, one may ask whether to
present a reconstruction of such a passage as col. XI makes sense at
all. However, if one starts to discuss possible reconstructions, one
must keep in mind that one leaves now the field of the edition of a
text actually preserved on the fragments and enters the realm of more
or less hypothetical considerations.”” To present such a
reconstruction, especially in a series like DJD, risks that this guess
becomes an authoritative text.”’

In any case, the presentation should make the distinction of these
two different levels — edition and reconstruction — clear. A good way
to do this, would be to present first the fragments as they are and
switch to the question of reconstruction in an own section, as done,
beside others, by Julio Trebolle Barrera, e.g., in his edition of
4QlJudg® in RevQ 54°" and 4QJudg” and 4QKgs in DID XIV.* It is a
pleasure for us to present him these reflexions on the occasion of
Festschrift volume.

¥ The reconstruction proposed by Fincke, Scroll, esp. 86, is a good example for
the hypothetical character of such attempts — he even assumes that the scribe skipped
two words in v. 17 and added them afterwards above the line. Such hypothesis cannot
be proved and of course also not be falsified because of lack of information.
Consequently, they elude the possibility of a scholarly evaluation.

® Thus, the reconstructions proposed in DJD XVII has already been taken up
uncommented in the new edition of the biblical scrolls from Qumran in E.Ch. Ulrich
(ed.), The Biblical Qumran Scrolls (VTSup 134; Leiden: Brill, 2010), as a tool for
biblical scholars.

! J. Trebolle Barrera, “Textual Variants in 4QJudg” and the Textual and Editorial
Hlstory of the Book of Judges,” RevQ 54 (1989): 229-245.

In such a section, e.g., one also could reconstruct the text according to MT
and/or other versions and by this illustrate the problematic passages where such a
reconstruction does not work, as it had been done, e.g., by Emanuel Tov in his
discussion of 4QJosh® frg. 2-3 in DJD XIV.






TEXTUAL HISTORY AND LINGUISTIC DEVELOPMENTS
THE DOUBLET IN 2 KGS 8:28-29 // 9:15-16 IN LIGHT OF 2 CHR
22:5-6

Jan Joosten

The comparison between Samuel-Kings and Chronicles has always
been one of the corner stones of the diachronic approach to Biblical
Hebrew.' The extensive parallels between the books involve a host of
variations, many of which are indicative of language evolution.’
Where Samuel-Kings differs from Chronicles, the former corpus typi-
cally aligns with the language of the Pentateuch, Joshua and Judges,
while the latter finds analogues in late biblical books such as Ezra-
Nehemiah, Esther, Ecclesiastes and Daniel, in the Hebrew of the
Dead Sea Scrolls, and in Aramaic. The linguistic facts amply support
the idea that Chronicles is, in the parallel sections, a rewriting of
Samuel-Kings.’

Nevertheless, there are some exceptions. In relatively few in-
stances, Chronicles attests an early form of the language while the

! Wilhelm Gesenius, Geschichte der hebriischen Sprache und Schrift (Leipzig:
Vogel, 1815), 37-44.

S. R. Driver, An Introduction to the Literature of the Old Testament (New Y ork:
Charles Scribner’s Sons, 18975), 535-540; R. Corwin, The Verb and the Sentence in
Chronicles, Ezra and Nehemiah (Borna: Noske, 1909); A. Kropat, Die Syntax des
Autor der Chronik, (BZAW 16; Giessen: Topelmann, 1909); R. Polzin Late Biblical
Hebrew: Toward an Historical Typology of Biblical Hebrew Prose (HSM 12; Mis-
soula: Scholars Press, 1976).

This is contested by R. Rezetko, “Dating Biblical Hebrew: Evidence from Sam-
uel-Kings and Chronicles,” in 1. Young, ed., Biblical Hebrew. Studies in Chronology
and Typology (JSOTSup 369; London — New York: T&T Clark International, 2003),
215-250; idem, “"Late" Common Nouns in the Book of Chronicles,” in Robert
Rezetko, Timothy H. Lim and W. Brian Aucker, eds., Reflection and Refraction.
Studies in Biblical Historiography in Honour of A. Graeme Auld (VTSup 113; Lei-
den: Brill, 2006), 379-417. Rezetko’s exhaustive discussions do very little to estab-
lish his point that the language of Chronicles could be more or less contemporary
with that of Samuel-Kings, but the present paper is hardly the place to engage in
criticism of his work.
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parallel in Samuel-Kings has the later form.* Some of these may indi-
cate that the basis of the rewriting in Chronicles was an edition of the
Samuel-Kings different from the one that ended up in the MT. Other
instances illustrate that the text of Samuel-Kings continued to evolve
for a long time beyond the original composition and edition of the
Book. To this latter phenomenon, Julio Trebolle Barrera has made
important contributions over his entire career. It is hoped, therefore,
that the present exploration of a textual detail in Kings, with an inter-
esting parallel in Chronicles, will be a fitting tribute to the honoree of
this volume.

Ahaziah’s Visit to Joram on His Sickbed

When Joram, King of Israel, is wounded in the war against the Ara-
maeans and retires to the city of Jezreel, his nephew, Ahaziah, King
of Judah, pays him a visit. This unsensational information might have
gone unnoticed in biblical historiography, if it weren’t for the dra-
matic aftermath of the visit, namely the assassination of Ahaziah in
the turmoil of Jehu’s coup d’état. As it is, the anecdote is related three
times in the Bible, twice in 2 Kings and once more in 2 Chronicles.
The doublet in Kings stands in need of explanation. As we will see, it
cannot be understood without an evaluation of the parallel in Chroni-
cles.

As the following synopsis will show, the version contained in 2
Kgs 8:28-29 is practically identical to the parallel in 2 Chr 22:5-6:’

2 Kgs 8:28-29 2 Chr 22:5-6
(Ahaziah) walked also after
their counsel,

And (Ahaziah) went with and went with Jehoram the son

* Some examples of this phenomenon may be enumerated: at times Samuel-Kings
uses the “perfect conjunctive” (we + gatal) where the parallel uses wayyigtol: 2 Sam
6:16 // 1 Chr 15:29; 1 Kgs 3:11 /2 Chr 1:11; 1 Kgs 12:32 // 2 Chr 11:15; Kings has
the bare noun while Chronicles has the noun + directional Ae: 2 Sam 10:14 // 1 Chr
19:15; 1 Kgs 12:1 // 2 Chr 10:1; Kings has a clause-initial temporal phrase in narra-
tive while Chronicles adds *n": 2 Kgs 12:18 // 2 Chr 24:23; Kings has a sequence of
imperatives while Chronicles uses wegatal after an initial imperative: 1 Kgs 22:34 //
2 Chr. 18:33.

> The word-for-word translation follows the KJV.
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Joram the son of Ahab

to the war against Hazael king
of Aram in Ramoth-gilead;

and the Aramaeans wounded
Joram.

And king Joram returned

to be healed in Jezreel of the
wounds which the Aramaeans
had given him at Ramah,

when he fought against Hazael
king of Aram.

And Ahaziah the son of Je-
horam king of Judah went
down

to see Joram the son of Ahab

in Jezreel,
because he was sick.

of Ahab king of Israel

to war against Hazael king of
Aram at Ramoth-gilead:

and the Aramaeans wounded
Joram.

And he returned

to be healed in Jezreel because
of the wounds which were
given him at Ramah

when he fought with Hazael
king of Aram.

And Azariah the son of Je-
horam king of Judah went
down

to see Jehoram the son of Ahab
at Jezreel,

because he was sick.

135

The second passage in Kings transmits the same information, partly

in identical form (in italics):

2 Kings 9:14-16

So Jehu the son of Jehoshaphat the son of Nimshi conspired against Jo-
ram. (Now Joram had kept Ramoth-gilead, he and all Israel, because of
Hazael king of Aram. But king Joram was returned to be healed in Jez-
reel of the wounds which the Aramaeans had given him, when he
fought with Hazael king of Aram.) And Jehu said, If it be your minds,
then let none go forth nor escape out of the city to go to tell it in Jez-
reel. So Jehu rode in a chariot, and went to Jezreel; for Joram lay there.
And Ahaziah king of Judah was come down to see Joram.

All three passages relate the following points:
— Joram, King of Israel, waged war against the Aramaeans;
— having been wounded during this war, Joram retired to Jezreel in

order to heal;

— Ahaziah, King of Judah, travelled to Jezreel to visit Joram on his

sickbed.

The main difference on the factual level is that 2 Kgs 8:28-29 and
2 Chr 22:5-6 relate that Ahaziah had gone to war against the
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Aramaeans with Joram, while nothing is said of this in 2 Kgs 9:14-
16.°

Working Hypothesis

How is one to account for the doublet in 2 Kings? It plays no obvious
narrative role, nor is it functional on the level of historiography. Ra-
ther, the doubling seems to be due to some type of mishap in the com-
position or transmission of the text. Commentaries note the problem
and sometimes go as far as to indicate that one of the two versions is
the older one, but no clear explanation has been articulated.” The
redaction history of the Books of Kings appears to have been some-
what messy and cannot always be retraced with assurance.® In the
present case, however, it is possible to throw some light on the proc-
ess that brought about the doublet. For reasons of clarity, we will take
our point of departure in a few key observations so as to formulate an
hypothesis that will then be tested against the evidence.

Whereas in 2 Kgs 9:14-16, our anecdote is integrated into the story
of Jehu’s revolt, which lends it its significance, in the other two pas-
sages it is separated from that story. This makes sense in the context
of the Chronicler’s history of Judah, where the revolt of Jehu, in the
Northern Kingdom, is not included. In Chronicles, the verses follow-
ing the passage transcribed above (2 Chr 22:7-9) do recount how

6 By deleting the preposition n& in 2 Kgs 8:28, Ewald obtained a smoother text,
in which nothing is said about Ahaziah’s going to war with the Aramaeans, see
Heinrich Ewald, Geschichte des Volkes Israel, 3. Band (Géttingen: Dieterich, 1866°),
568, note 2. This conjecture is perhaps confirmed by the version Flavius Josephus
gives of the events in Ant. IX 105-112—unless Josephus himself streamlined the
biblical text.

7 See e.g. J. A. Montgomery, H. S. Gehman, The Book of Kings (ICC; Edinburgh:
T. & T. Clark, 1950), 396, 400, where the first version is said to depend on the sec-
ond; E. Wiirthwein, Die Bucher der Konige (ATD 11, 2; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1984), 328-331.

In many passages (although not in the one under discussion), the Septuagint
gives access to a different recension of Kings, as works by Trebolle Barrera clearly
show. See e.g. J. C. Trebolle Barrera, Salomon y Jeroboan: Historia de la recension
v redaccion de. 1 Reyes 2-12,14 (Institucion San Jeronimo 10; Valencia: Institucion
San Jeronimo, 1980); idem, Jehii y Jods. Texto y composicion literaria de 2 Reyes 9-
11 (Institucion San Jerénimo 17; Valencia: Institucion San Jerénimo, 1984). This
phenomenon shows that until a very late date, scribes remained dissatisfied with the
textual form of the Book.
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Ahaziah was killed by Jehu “whom the LORD had anointed to destroy
the house of Ahab.” But we learn nothing about Jehu’s origins, nor
about the fact that he went on to become king of Israel. Since the
Chronicler shows no interest for the political history of the northern
kingdom as such, this is as one would expect.

In 2 Kgs 8:28-29, the separation between Ahaziah’s visit and Je-
hu’s revolt is more difficult to explain. The information remains with-
out sequel until it is introduced again in the next chapter.

Setting out from the observation that 2 Kgs 8:28-29 is the anoma-
lous item, the following textual development may be postulated:

— The earliest version of the anecdote is the one wrapped into the
story of Jehu’s revolt in 2 Kgs 9. The details relating to Joram’s being
wounded and retiring to Jezreel, and to Ahaziah’s subsequent visit are
material to the narration of the events.

— Next came the version in 2 Chronicles. The Chronicler had no
interest in recounting Jehu’s revolt, but he needed the elements of our
anecdote to explain how Ahaziah, King of Judah, died. He therefore
extracted those elements from the story of the revolt and rounded
them out with a few statements telling how Ahaziah was killed by
one Jehu, whom God had appointed as an avenger on Ahab.

— The version in 2 Kgs 8:28-29 results from a kind of reflux from
Chronicles to Kings.” At some stage in the editorial or scribal history
of the Books of Kings, someone noted that the presentation of
Ahaziah in 2 Kgs 8:25-27 lacked details present in the Chronicles
parallel, and added them to the Kings account."

This scenario provides a plausible explanation for the presence of
the three versions, and for the typical differences between them.
However, other scenarios could be imagined that could explain the
facts equally well. The anomalous account, 2 Kgs 8:28-29, might be

® For secondary influences of Chronicles on the text of Kings, see Montomery &
Gehman, Kings, 5 and 45. Another possible instance of such reflux is the small sec-
tion on Shemaiah in 1 Kgs 12:21-24. See . L. Seeligmann, Studies in Biblical Litera-
ture (Jerusalem: Magnes, 1996), 139. I thank R. Goldstein and 1. Kislev who pointed
this example out to me.

"% In the Antiochene text, the deuternomistic notice on Ahaziah (2 Kgs 8:25-27)
follows 2 Kgs 10:36. Julio Trebolle Barrera has argued that this was the earlier posi-
tion of the pericope and that it was displaced secondarily in the proto-Massoretic
tradition., see Trebolle Barrera, Jehi y Jods. If this is what happened, verses 28-29
must have been added after the displacement of what are now verses 25-27 in 2 Kgs
8.
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the earliest one—an archival notice written down by a conscientious
secretary at Ahaziah’s court. The narrator of Jehu’s revolt might then
have integrated this old archival note into his story, because it pro-
vided him with crucial information on the presence of Ahaziah in
Jezreel at the time of the coup. The redactor of Kings would have
incorporated both the original note and the story that exploited it. The
Chronicler, finally, would have selected the form of the archival note
and rounded it out with some details from the story. Other trajectories
too could be envisaged."

Fortunately, where redaction-historical considerations remain in-
conclusive, historical linguistics provides some firmness. Although
the account of Joram’s retiring to Jezreel and Ahaziah’s visit to him
there is very short, there are several linguistic differences between the
version in 2 Kgs 9 and the other two. While the language of the for-
mer coheres with the “classical” Biblical Hebrew of the Pentateuch
and Former Prophets (CBH), the language of the other two passages
has features typical of the Late Biblical Hebrew of Chronicles (LBH).
These linguistic data independently indicate that 2 Kgs 9:14-16 is the
oldest of the three versions, and that 2 Kgs 8:28-29 is a late borrow-
ing from Chronicles.

Linguistic Evidence

Where our three passages are parallel, they usually coincide word for
word except for some unimportant details:

2 Kgs 9:15
R i WK 0onR R YRyAra ’ennb Tona ‘oM awm
DR THm S8 nR mnbna

2 Chr 22:6
1773 3790 WK 0nn 2 Sryara 8onnd awm
0IR THn SR NR nndna

" Wiirthwein (Konige, 328-331) argues that all of 2 Kgs 9:1-13 is made up of
secondary additions. If this were true, the doublet might be explained as a kind of
Wiederaufnahme. See, however, the very different reconstruction of the history of
redaction in Y. Minokami, Die Revolution des Jehu (Gottingen Theologische Ar-
beiten 38; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1989).
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2 Kgs 8:29
nnNa omIR - MinaY AWK oann n 5xyIra RN '[27737! DAY 2wM
mnona

DR THn SR NR
* The forms oM and o are employed promiscuously in both
Kings and Chronicles and cannot be used to decide the direction of in-
fluence.
® The use of the yigtol form is hard to explain;'? its presence in both
Kings passages will be discussed below.
¢ The syntax of "3 is difficult in this clause, perhaps the conjunction
is simply a mistake for jn.

The extensive identity of wording shows that the three passages really
do depend on one another on the written level, whatever the direction
of dependence. This is not merely a case of parallel traditions.

At the same time, rearrangement and limited rewriting have intro-
duced syntactic divergences, some of which give purchase on the
question of relative date.

1. The Function of Subject — qatal Clauses

In our working hypothesis, 2 Kgs 9 came first, then 2 Chr 22, and
finally 2 Kgs 8. The Chronicler took clauses from his source text,
pushed them around and combined them with other clauses. Even
where he did not change the wording of his source text, the rear-
rangement occasioned changes of syntax. In one instance, the Chroni-
cler created a type of syntax that is practically unattested in CBH, but
finds parallels in LBH.

2 Kgs 9:16
o IR MIRY T AT TR MR

2 Chr 22:6
SRV ARMAR 12 OV AR MKRYD T AT 790 0 13 S

2 Kgs 8:29

SR ARMANR 12 0 DR TIRD T AT TOR DN 13 NG

*The name Azariah instead of Ahaziah seems to be a simple mistake in
the MT of Chronicles, see BHS.

12 See J. Joosten, “The Long Form of the Prefix Conjugation Referring to the Past
in Biblical Hebrew Prose,” Hebrew Studies 40 (1999): 15-26.
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In 2 Kgs 9:16, the clause transcribed has the structure: subject —
qatal. In CBH narrative, clauses of this form, even although they are
not rare, are conspicuous by virtue of the mere fact that they do not
use the normal wayyigtol form. Functionally, too, they are marked.
Whereas wayyiqtol expresses narrative continuity, subject — gatal
clauses signal a break. One regular function of the structure is to mark
the subject as topic:

Gen 31:47
V5115 NP 3p07 RITAW T3 125 15 RPN
Laban called it Jegar-sahadutha, but Jacob called it Galeed.

Having been told what Laban called the heap of stones, the reader
wants to know what the other protagonist called it. The subject in the
second clause is a marked, contrastive topic."

More frequently, the structure subject — gatal in narrative func-
tions as a circumstantial clause.' In this case the subject is not
marked. A circumstantial gatal clause expresses anteriority with re-
spect to the reference time—a miniature flash-back, as it were. In
English, it typically requires to be rendered with a pluperfect. This is
the function of the clause in 2 Kgs 9:16. The NRSV translates cor-
rectly: “King Ahaziah of Judah had come down to visit Joram.” No
special emphasis attaches to the subject of the clause, and the whole
clause informs the reader what happened before Jehu arrived in Jez-
reel as is recounted in the next verses."

In 2 Chr 22:6 the same clause structure is found, but not the same
function. There is no suggestion that the clause looks back in time or
recounts an earlier event. All processes are in their “natural order”:
Joram is wounded and retires to Jezreel, Ahaziah comes to visit him,
Jehu attacks the city and kills Ahaziah. The NRSV, again correctly,
translates: “And Ahaziah, son of King Jehoram of Judah, went down
to see Joram son of Ahab in Jezreel.”

The use of subject — gatal clauses in the narration of sequential
events is practically unattested in the CBH corpus (Genesis — 2

13" A preposed subject may also function as rheme, or focus, but there are hardly
any examples of this phenomenon in narrative.

4 See M. Eskhult, Studies in Verbal Aspect and Narrative Technique in Biblical
Hebrew Prose (Uppsala: Almqvist & Wiksell, 1990), 32-33.

15 Other examples of this construction: Gen 24:1; Ex 17:10; Num 17:15; 1 Sam
1:5;4:1; 1 Kgs 1:41; 2 Kgs 3:22.
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Kings).'"® But this changes in LBH. As was observed first by Talmy
Givon and then confirmed by Mats Eskhult, LBH makes regular use
of subject — gatal clauses in the expression of sequential events:'’

2 Chr 25:12

1YPa1 0531 POOR WRIN DIHW
They threw them down from the top of Sela, and all of them were
dashed to pieces."

By a simple reordering of existing materials, the Chronicler
changed the function of the clause under discussion, turning a typical
CBH feature into a typical LBH one.

The function of the equivalent clause in 2 Kgs 8:29 is identical to
that in 2 Chr 22:6. This is a strong indication that the passage in 2
Kgs 8:28-29 was not created in the context of Kings, where this syn-
tax is unusual, but in the context of Chronicles, where it is normal.
The verses were taken wholesale from Chronicles at a late stage in
the history of the Hebrew book of Kings.

2. The Structure of Causal-Circumstantial Clauses with a Participle

The Chronicler’s rearrangement of materials from 2 Kgs 9:14-16,
according to our working hypothesis, did involve a limited amount of
rewriting. In 2 Chr 22:5, this did not lead to the introduction of
marked LBH syntax or vocabulary. In verse 6, however, the rewriting
led to a small but revealing change in the syntax.

2 Kgs 9:16

SR 32w 071 9 Tl‘?&}ﬁ'f’ '[5’1 NI 20M
Then Jehu mounted his chariot and went to Jezreel, where Joram was
lying ill.

'® Note an exception in Ex 36:3, in the chapters relating the making of the Taber-
nacle — probably a late addition balancing the chapters containing the instruction for
the making of the Tabernacle. See A. Kuenen, An Historico-critical Inquiry into the
Oriigin and Composition of the Hexateuch (London: Macmillan, 1886), 78.

See T. Givon, The Drift from VSO to SVO in Biblical Hebrew: The Pragmat-
ics of Tense-Aspect,” in Charles N. Li, ed., Mechanisms of Syntactic Change (Aus-
tin/London: University of Texas Press, 1977), 181-254; Eskhult, Studies, 116—117.

3 Other examples in LBH: Est 1:12; 3:15; 7:6-8, 10; 8:1, 14-15; Ezr 1:6; 3:13;
Neh 13:12; 1 Chr 12:22; 2 Chr 30:15; compare Jon 1:4.
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This sentence is well formed according to the rules of CBH: a main
clause with wayyigtol recounting a single event is followed by a cir-
cumstantial clause of the structure subject — participle expressing
attending circumstances. The circumstantial clause is usually intro-
duced simply with waw, but when there is a causal nuance, the use of
" is possible."

In Chronicles, the subordinate clause telling of Joram’s lying ill
was attached not to Jehu’s arrival, but to that of Ahaziah. The reloca-
tion occasioned a new formulation, with a different verb and, cru-
cially, a different word order:

2 Chr 22:6

2 HRYITA ARMAR 12 DV AR MIRYY T AT TR oe a0
8177750

And Azariah (read Ahaziah), son of King Jehoram of Judah, went

down to see Joram son of Ahab in Jezreel, because he was sick.

Although causal i clauses with the sequence participle — subject are
frequent in CBH discursive texts, there are no examples of such
clauses in CBH narrative.”” In LBH, however, one finds several ex-
amples of this construction.”' The rewriting of the text led to the use
of a markedly late construction. Again, the fact that 2 Kgs 8:29 has
the same syntax at this juncture shows that the whole passage was
borrowed from Chronicles at a late stage.

Linguistic evidence is not a magic wand by which the exercise of
dating biblical texts becomes easy. The data have to be handled with
care and conclusions are to be drawn with due caution. Nonetheless,
in the present case, the occurrence in just two verses in Chronicles of
two distinct syntagms attested in LBH but not in CBH would seem to
be significant. The data indicate, independently of all redaction-
historical considerations, that 2 Kgs 8:28-29 is borrowed from 2 Chr
22:5-6. The findings do not depend on our working hypothesis, but
they provide confirmation for its validity.

9 See 1 Kgs 5:4; 8:7.

2 See J. Joosten, “The Predicative Participle in Biblical Hebrew,” ZAH 2 (1989):
128-159, in particular note 46.

2l See Neh 8:9; 1 Chr 14:2; 15:22; 2 Chr 22:6.
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Possible Objections to the Hypothesis

If 2 Kgs 8:28-29 depends on 2 Chr 22:5-6, one expects the two pas-
sages to conform to one another, as is indeed the case. There are,
however, a few differences that seem to contradict the direction of
borrowing.

As was pointed out above, the Hebrew text of 2 Chr 22:6 contains
an apparent mistake, stating that the name of the king of Judah, son of
Joram, was Azariah, and not Ahaziah. This striking reading is not
found in the parallel in 2 Kgs 8:29. The divergence merits to be sig-
naled, but does not form an insuperable objection to our hypothesis.
The late redactor or scribe of Kings who borrowed the verses from
Chronicles may have used a text where the mistake was not yet pre-
sent; or if it was present, he may have corrected it on his own initia-
tive.”

Conversely, the anomalous form 17712° is found in 2 Kgs 8:29 as in
2 Kgs 9:15, against the more expected w271 in 2 Chr 22:5. This
would seem to favor a direct connection between the two Kings pas-
sages, without mediation on the part of Chronicles. Again, the objec-
tion is not strong. In an earlier stage, Chronicles may have had the
yigtol form as in 2 Kgs 9. The correction to the gatal form may have
happened after the passages was taken over in 2 Kgs 8. Or the assimi-
lation of the two forms in Kings to one another may be due to an even
later smoothing on the scribal level.

Other more minute differences exist between 2 Kgs 8:28-29 and 2
Chr 22:5-6. They show that the texts remained fluid even after the
influence of Chronicles on Kings happened. They do not provide an
argument against the textual development proposed in the present

paper.
Conclusions
In conclusion it is perhaps worthwhile to stress that our discussion is

concerned first and foremost with the literary aspects of the biblical
texts. What really happened to Joram and Ahaziah and how they

22 A similar evaluation is in order for other small divergences between the two
texts.
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came to their end is a different question. According to a widely ac-
cepted reading of the Tell Dan Stele, an Aramaean King, probably
Hazael, claims to have killed Joram of Israel and Ahaziah of Judah in
battle. This version may be confirmed by 1 Kgs 22 if those critics are
correct who take the kings involved in this chapter to be Joram and
Ahaziah and not Ahab and Jehoshaphat as in the received text.” If the
two kings were killed by Hazael, they cannot have died at the hands
of Jehu.

The intractability of the historical evidence does not dispense one
from trying to explain the literary data. The presence of a doublet in
the text of 2 Kings 8-9 constitutes a problem with which historical
critical scholars have to deal. On the synchronic level the repetition of
the same information, partly in the same words, in two passages fif-
teen verses apart stands in need of explanation. The doublet serves no
obvious esthetic effect. A solution must be found in the history of the
text’s composition or transmission.

A first step is to compare the doublet to the parallel in 2 Chr 22.
The parallel is much closer to the first passage in Kings than to the
second. This might simply indicate that the Chronicler used the first
member of the doublet and not the second. But the Chronicler’s ver-
sion seems to fit much better in its own context than does its close
parallel in Kings. This suggests that the form of the passage reflects
the writing of the Chronicler and that it was taken over into 2 Kgs 8 at
a later stage. Since the normal direction of dependence is the other
way round, the hypothesis may seem daring. To make it acceptable,
other arguments are needed.

Additional arguments can be drawn from historical linguistics. The
first passage in Kings, with its close parallel in Chronicles, shows
signs of lateness. Although it is very short and consists mostly of
words that remain in use over the entire biblical period, the syntax
lines up with LBH, against CBH, in two instances. Linguistically, the
passage belongs in Chronicles, not Kings.

Since the literary and the linguistic evidence is mutually independ-
ent, their concurrence strongly argues in favor of the hypothesis. The

3 See recently A. Lemaire, “Les nouveaux fragments de la stele araméenne de
Tell Dan,” in C.-B. Amphoux et al., eds., Etudes sémitiques et samaritaines offertes da
Jean Margain (Lausanne: Z¢bre, 1998), 41-52.
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doublet can with some degree of likelihood be traced back to secon-
dary influence of the text of Chronicles on that of Kings.






THE TEXT OF THE SHEMA YISRAEL
IN QUMRAN LITERATURE AND ELSEWHERE

Armin Lange and Matthias Weigold

Julio Trebolle Barrera is among those members of the international
editorial team of the Dead Sea Scrolls who published biblical manu-
scripts from Qumran, made them available to a broader scholarly
public, and analyzed them in his publications. The textcritical work
on the biblical Dead Sea Scrolls, in which he participated, has revolu-
tionized our ideas about the textual history of the Hebrew Bible and
the individual textual histories of its books. The Dead Sea Scrolls
revealed a textual plurality far beyond the three main medieval tex-
tual traditions as they are attested by MT, LXX, and the Samaritan
Pentateuch (SP). It is only due to the Dead Sea Scrolls that today we
can study the textual history of individual biblical books or even indi-
vidual references during the Second Temple period. Next to the
manuscripts of biblical books from the Dead Sea, quotations of and
allusions to Jewish Scriptures in ancient Jewish literature provide a
second source for the textual history of biblical texts. These quota-
tions will be identified and analyzed textually by a research project
which is conducted at Vienna University’s Institute for Jewish Stud-
ies.! We would like to contribute a first result of our work on the quo-
tations of and allusions to Jewish scriptures to Julio’s Festschrift as a
small token of appreciation for his scholarly achievements. We will
study the textual history of the Shema Yisrael, Deut 6:4-9, as attested
by Second Temple Jewish literature and manuscripts. Because the
Shema Yisrael was used in various liturgical contexts in late Second
Temple Judaism (see below), our study raises the question of how a
text’s liturgical use affected its textual history. In the first part of this

! The research project “The Meaning of Ancient Jewish Quotations and Allusions
for the Textual History of the Hebrew Bible” is sponsored by the “Jubildaumsfonds”
of the Oesterreichische Nationalbank. The authors of the present article conduct this
research project.
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article we will list the textual witnesses to Deut 6:4-9 as well as its
quotations and allusions. Afterwards we will compile a list of variant
readings and discuss the importance of these variants. In the end, we
will draw some conclusions about the textual history of Deut 6:4-9
and about how its text was affected by its possible liturgical use. Be-
fore we can do this, we will have to address the question if there are
differences between quotations and allusions in ancient Jewish litera-
ture and what can be regarded as a quotation and allusion and what
not.

1. QUOTATIONS AND ALLUSIONS IN ANCIENT JEWISH LITERATURE

In the last decades it has been claimed that only those references
which are introduced by quotation formulae, such as 2112 9WR2, can
be regarded as a proper quotation and that all other adaptions of Jew-
ish scriptues should be understood as allusions.” While this brief con-
tribution does not allow for an extensive discussion of the problem, it
seems to us, that such a distinction does not meet the reality of an-
cient intertextuality.

While the use of quotations formulae might point to a special
scriptural status of the quoted text, we know of no biblical book or
any other Jewish text which was always quoted by way of quotation
formulae. Normally one literary work includes parts of a given other
text sometimes with and sometimes without quotations formulae. A
good is example is CD 11:18, introducing Lev 23:28 with the formula
2372 '3, and CD 1:17-18, taking up Lev 26:25 without introductory
formula. Furthermore, ancient Jewish literature quotes significant
amounts of text verbally without using quotation formulae. Examples
include 4QTest (4Q175: Exod 21:21b [preSP]; Num 24:15-17; Deut
33:8-11; 4QapocrJosh® [4Q379] 22 ii 7-15) and Jdt 9:7-8 (Exod
15:3).We would regard such a case as a quotation and not as an allu-
sion. The same text can be alluded to in other cases only by incorpo-
rating two or three key words in the alluding text. As a rule of thumb

2 Cf. e.g. S. Metso, “Biblical Quotations in the Community Rule,” in The Bible as
Book: The Hebrew Bible and the Judaean Desert Discoveries (ed. E.D. Herbert and
E. Tov; London: The British Museum, 2002), 81-92, 81; eadem, The Serekh Texts
((Library of Second Temple Studies 62; Companion to the Qumran Scrolls 9; Lon-
don: T&T Clark, 2007), 41.
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we recognize any parallel of two rare or three more common words to
another Jewish text as an allusion.” Exceptions to this rule are formu-
laic and idiomatic expressions (see below). There are obviously sig-
nificant grey zones. For this reason we do not distinguish between
quotations and allusions in the below lists. As for the variant list, a
special problem arises from the free way in which ancient Jewish
authors alluded to their scriptures. Sometimes the texts which are
alluded to are altered to adjust them to the grammar, syntax, or
rhethoric of the alluding text. These cases are not noted below as
variant readings.

Another complication in identifying allusions is the formulaic
rhetoric of the ancient Jewish scriptures. A good is example is the
book of Deuteronomy and Deut 6:4-5. The expression “with all one’s
heart and with all one’s soul” is used repeatedly in Deuteronomy
itself (Deut 4:29; 6:5; 10:12 [cf. 4QRP" (4Q364) 28a-b 8-9]; 11:13;
13:4 [= 11QT* (11Q19) LIV 12-13]; 26:16; 30:2, 6, 10). Although it
is quite obvious that later dtr and non-dtr Jewish literature is influ-
enced by this idiom of the book of Deuteronomy it remains unclear
from which particular reference the phrase is taken or if these texts
simply attest to a continued use of the formula without specific refer-
ence to the book of Deuteronomy. Examples include Josh 22:5;
23:14; 1 Kgs 2:4; 8:48; 2 Kgs 23:3, 25; Jer 32:41; 2 Chron 6:38;
15:12; 34:31; CD 15:9-10, 12 (par. 4QD* [4Q266] 8 i 3; 4QD'
[4Q271] 4 i 12); 1QS 1 2 (par. 4QpapS”* [4Q255] 1 2; 4QpapS®
[4Q257]11-2); 1QS V 8-9 (par. 4QS [4Q256] IX 7; 4QS" [4Q258] I
6); 1QH* VII 23; 4QapocrMoses® (4Q375) 1 i 2-3; 4QapocrJer C°
(4Q387) 2 ii 1-2; 4QMMT C 15-16 (4Q397 14-21 14 par. 4Q398
14-17 i 7-8); 4QDibHam" (4Q504) 1+2 ii recto 14; 11QT" (11Q19)
LIX 9-10; Tob 13:6 (cf. also Sir 6:26). Another example for the same
phenomenon is the idiom “to love the Lord” or “to love God” which
can be found in Deut 6:5; 7:9; 10:12; 11:1, 13, 22; 13:4; 19:9; 30:6,
16, 20 and is attested outside the book of Deuteronomy e.g. in Josh
22:5; 23:11; Ps 31:24; Tob 14:7; T. Iss. 5:2; 7:6; T. Dan 5:3; T. Benj.
3:1. Although formulaic expressions like our two examples from
Deut 6:4-5 echo intertextual relationships it remains often unclear

3 For a more sophisticated outline of criteria from a reader oriented perspective,
see J.A. Hughes, Scriptural Allusions and Exegesis in the Hodayot (STDJ 59;
Leiden: Brill, 2006), 41-54.
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which kind of intertextuality is at work. In most cases it cannot be
determined to which attestation of a formula an ancient Jewish text
refers or whether it refers to a particular attestation at all. Most for-
mulas are widely used and have become part of the general (dtr) reli-
gious rhetoric. Formulaic expressions can hence not be analyzed for
textcritical purposes.

A particular case of quotations are the phylacteries and mezuzot
among the Dead Sea Scrolls. They have been found both at Qumran
and the sites connected with the Bar Kokhba revolt. As collections of
various quotations from the Pentateuch, phylacteries and mezuzot
resemble excerpt manuscripts like the Nash Papyrus or 4QDeut"
(4Q41) and need thus to be placed between a biblical manuscript and
a florilegium.

In general, the phylacteries and mezuzot from Qumran reflect the
textual plurality of the Qumran corpus. Their textcritical use is lim-
ited though as b. Meg. 18D tells us that the text of the phylacteries and
mezuzot was copied from memory. Next to scribal errors, copying
phylacteries and mezuzot from memory led to textual harmonizations,
linguistic and theological corrections, and changes in vocabulary.
Some phylacteries and mezuzot from Qumran are more or less close
to the consonantal text of MT (1QPhyl, 4QPhyl A-C, 4QPhyl F,
4QPhyl I-J, 4QPhyl L, 4QPhyl R, 8QPhyl, and 4QMez G) while
others attest to readings known from LXX and SP but also to non-
aligned variants (4QPhyl G-H, 4QPhyl K, 4QPhyl M-N, and
XQPhyl). Finally, 4QPhyl O and 8QMez are close to SP and LXX.
The phylacteries from the other sites at the Dead Sea are rather close
to the consonantal text of MT (MurPhyl and 34SePhyl). The excep-
tion to this rule is XHev/SePhyl which attests to a number of non-
aligned readings.

* For a more detailed discussion of the phylacteries and mezuzot among the Dead
Sea Scrolls, see A. Lange, Handbuch zu den Textfunden vom Toten Meer, vol. 1: Die
Handschriften biblischer Biicher von Qumran und den anderen Fundorten (Tlbin-
gen: Mohr Siebeck, 2009), 116-122; Y.B. Cohn, Tangled Up in Text: Tefillin and the
Ancient World (BJS 351; Providence: Brown University, 2008), 55-102.
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2. THE TEXTUAL WITNESSES OF DEUT 6:4-9

Before we can turn to the textual witnesses of the Shema themselves
it remains to be asked which text was recognized as the Shema in
Second Temple Judaism. Although the practice of reciting the Shema
twice a day is mentioned by both Flavius Josephus (4nt. 4.212-213)
and the Letter of Aristeas (158—160) neither of them provides any
information as to which verses were spoken. The only information as
to the textual delimination of the Shema in Second Temple Judaism
can be gained from its manuscript evidence. In the Nash Papyrus
from the middle of the 2™ cent. B.C.E. it is part of a Pentateuch ex-
cerpt which contains otherwise a harmonized version of the Deca-
logue.” But in the Nash Papyrus the text of the Shema breaks away in
Deut 6:5 due to manuscript deterioration. Manuscript deterioration
does not allow for a precise delimination in the case of 4QPhyl B
(4Q129: Deut 6:2-3, 5); 4QPhyl H (4Q135: Deut 6:1-5); 4QPhyl I
(4Q136: Deut 6:6-7); 4QPhyl M (4Q140: Deut 6:1-5); 4QPhyl O
(4Q142: Deut 6:7-9); 4QMez B (4Q150: Deut 6:5-6); 4QMez C
(4Q151: Deut 6:1, 3, 5, 7, 9); 4QMez D (4Q152: Deut 6:5-7). But in
4QPhyl C (4Q130); 8QPhyl (8Q3); XQPhyl 2 (XQ2);* MurPhyl (Mur
4); and XHev/SePhyl (XHev/Se 5) textgraphical markers or other
indications show that Deut 6:4-9 was perceived as one textual unit.
This is all the more apparent as in 8QPhyl Deut 6:4-9 and 6:1-3 are
two separate units of which Deut 6:1-3 is placed in a later part of this
phylacterion than Deut 6:4-9. That Deut 6:4-9 was perceived as one
textual unit in Second Temple Judaism is also corroborated by its
textgraphical delimination in 4QDeut” (4Q43).

3 For a paleographic date of the Nash Papyrus in the middle of the 2™ cent. B.C.E.,
see W.F. Albright, “A Biblical Fragment from the Maccabaean Age: The Nash Papy-
rus,” JBL 56 (1937): 145-176, 149-172, esp. 149; cf. idem, “On the Date of the
Scrolls from ‘Ain Feshkha and the Nash Papyrus,” BASOR 115 (1949): 10-19; S.A.
Birnbaum, The Qumrdn (Dead Sea) Scrolls and Palaeography (BASORSup 13-14;
New Haven: American Schools of Oriental Research, 1952), 43; F.M. Cross, “The
Development of the Jewish Scripts,” in The Bible and the Ancient Near East: Essays
in Honor of W.F. Albright (ed. G. E. Wright; Garden City: Doubleday, 1961), 133—
202, 148.

% According to Y. Yadin, Tefillin From Qumran (X Q Phyl 1-4) (Jerusalem: The
Israel Exploration Society, 1969), 26 (18 in the Hebrew part), Deut 6:4 is preceded
by a space of 3 mm in the end of line 22.
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2.1. The Medieval Versions
MT

THOR MM DR panwy 'rrm M bR M Hxwr yow ¢
IR WK NHRD 0MATD P ¢ TR TwoN '7::1 722593
23 TR2W3 D3 maN -[’13'7 ORI 7 723y by o T80
napbY 1 775 NNy MY ° SIRPH TIW TYTI TN

WY T3 NRMTOY 0pany 7 Y 13

* Hear, O Israel: The Lord is our God, the Lord alone. ° You
shall love the Lord your God with all your heart, and with all
your soul, and with all your might. ® Keep these words that I
am commanding you today in your heart. ' Recite them to your
children and talk about them when you are at home and when
you are away, when you lie down and when you rise. * Bind
them as a sign on your hand, fix them as an emblem on your
forehead, ° and write them on the doorposts of your house and
on your gates. (NRSV)

SP’

523 DR M AR NAART S CTAR M WTOR M SR ynw ¢
TIRA IR WK 1ORA DMATA M C TR Y31 qwar S 7aab
7772 TNa%3 a3 Thawa ba nnaT Tad onawt 7 :7aab by orn
O ey P2 mavvd YA T Yy MR onmwp | rpmipar Taowa

STRYWAT TNA M S onan

LXX"
* Kal taiite t& dixaidpate xal t@ xpipatae, doa éveteilato
wOptog Tolg viols Topan) év T épruw €€erbdvtwy adTdv éx Y
AlyimTou "Axove, Topank: xlptog 6 Beds Huiv xVptog els Eotwv.

7 Text according to The Samaritan Pentateuch: According to MS 6 (C) of the
Shekhem Synagogue (ed. A. Tal; Texts and Studies in the Hebrew Language and
Related Subjects 8; Tel-Aviv: Tel-Aviv University Press, 1994).

§ Text accordmg to Deuteronomium (ed. J.W. Wevers; Septuaginta: Vetus Tes-
tamentum Graecum auctoritate Academiae Scientiarum Gottingensis 3.2; Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1977). Translation according to M.K.H. Peters, “Deuter-
onomion,” in A New English Translation of the Septuagint: And the Other Greek
Translations Traditionally Included under That Title (ed. A. Pietersma and B.G.
Wright; New York: Oxford University Press, 2007), 152.
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xal dyamioels xOptov Tov Bedv gou €& g Thic Stavoiac’ gou xal
€& Sl T Wuydic aou xal €€ 8hg Tiis duvdueds aou. © xal EoTal
Ta ppatae talta, oo eyw evtéllopal oot ouepov, v Tf xapdia
gou xal &v T3 Yuydi cov ” xal mpoPiPdaeis adTd Tods viols dou
xal Aadqoels v adtols xabfuevos &v oixw xal Topeubuevos év 606
xal xoltalduevos xal OlavIoTAUEVOS: 8 xal adapeg adta eig
anueiov éml Tig xelpds dov, xal éotal dodrevta'’ mpd ddBaAudy
gov, * xal ypdbere adTd éml Tég dAds TGV 0budv Hudv xal Tév
TUAGY Op@V.

* And these are the statutes and the judgments, which the Lord
commanded to the sons of Israel in the wilderness as they were
coming out from the land of Egypt. Hear, O Israel: The Lord
our God is one Lord. And you shall love the Lord your God
with the whole of your mind and with the whole of your soul
and with the whole of your power. ® And these words that I
command you today shall be in your heart and in your soul. ’
And you shall teach them to your sons and talk on them while
sitting at home and going on the road and lying down and ris-
ing up. * And you shall bind them as a sign on your hand, and
they shall be things unshakable before your eyes, ° and you
shall write them on the doorposts of your houses and of your
gates.

% Instead of Stavolag most manuscripts including Codex Alexandrinus (6) read
xapdiag which is the predominant equivalent of 225 in the LXX in general and LXX-
Deut in particular. The latter reading is preferred by Rahlfs’s edition. However,
Wevers argued for the originality of the much rarer rendering diavoiag as attested
most notably in Codex Vaticanus (8%) and P. Chester Beatty VI (6°*), see J.W.
Wevers, Text History of the Greek Deuteronomy (Abhandlungen der Akademie der
Wissenschaften in Géttingen, Philologisch-Historische Klasse 3.106; MSU 13; Got-
tingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1978), 59; against A. Yarbro Collins, Mark: A
Commentary (Hermeneia; Minneapolis: Fortress, 2007), 574 note 81.

1% Most manuscripts including " and " read the singular dodevtov like in
Exod 13:16, which is preferred by Rahlfs’s edition. Cf. however J.W. Wevers, Notes
on the Greek Text of Deuteronomy (SBLSCS 39; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1995), 116.
MS 767 (Athos, 13—14™ cent.) reads the opposite caleutéy “movable” which is re-
flected in the Vulgate (“movebuntur”) and in Philo, Spec. 4.137, 139 (see below).
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2.2 The Ancient Jewish Manuscripts

4QDeut” (4Q43) 1,21, 3 1-5"

oo 03T vAI[CL] | Al nR nanky S oTnR M oK L]
Trral... O L mavdh PRI S gmpan] | ad[wa L 7 L] ] WR
va[cat ... Tpwa1] |

Pap. Nash 22-25"
[Oxawr] | [2a AR nwn o ws ovawnm o[pnn o] ¢
I TOR M S[RW] | [P]AY DMRA PIRA DANRA 93703
[... 72215 %[22 7n]5[x mm nr] | [nan]R ® sin iR

* [(?) And these are the statute]s and the judgements that Moses
commanded the [sons of] | [Israel] in the wilderness, when they
went forth from the land of Egypt. Hea[r] | [O Isralel: Jahwe
our God, Jahwe is one; ° and thou shalt 1[ove] | [Jahwe thy
GJo[d with al] t[hy heart ...].

2.3 Phylacteries and Mezuzot from the Second Temple Period"

4QPhyl B (4Q129) 1 recto 20"
N7 Y103 mawes 91331 (21335 [ °
4QPhyl C (4Q130) 1 15-19"

TAOR T | DR NanR S TnR me SnOR nifm Sxa e yow ¢
| qwR 198N 01270 $09 ¢ TR0 S[10a]i Twas o1y 7aab Hioa
Tnajwa o2 [mam 7] onawt 7 qaa[h] Yy ovn Tien oaw

'S, White Crawford, DJD 14 (1995): 135.

"2 Transcription and translation according to F.C. Burkitt, “The Hebrew Papyrus
of the Ten Commandments,” JOR 15 (1903): 392-408, 395-396.

1 For the textual history of Deuteronomy 56 as documented in the phylacteries
from Qumran cave 4 see G.J. Brooke, “Deuteronomy 5-6 in the Phylacteries from
Qumran Cave 4,” in Emanuel: Studies in the Hebrew Bible, Septuagint, and Dead
Sea Scrolls in Honor of E. Tov (ed. S. Paul et al.; VTSup 94; Leiden: Brill, 2003),
57-70.

14 J.T. Milik, DJD 6 (1977): 52.

" Ibid., 55.
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77 5 MRS omwp ® gmpar qaowar | [77a] Tnab{ar mala
7w Tna | [mrlim 5y onano 7 pep[ pa majowh
vacat

4QPhyl H (4Q135) 1 recto 12'°
[7n5& M InR Nanki ® TnR [ wnd]R mo Hraw nynw 4
4QPhyl I (4Q136) 1 verso 17-19"

| PAWA[ ... 7 ... 0] | %0 A[;e]n [0ax awk nbxA oMaTh v ¢
- 7]

4QPhyl M (4Q140) 1 verso 30-33"®

M nIR Anan | [R5 TnR M bR Al x| [aynw ¢
[A2781 51921] AowA] | [1931 719235 103 nmba

4QPhyl O (4Q142) 1 verso 18-24"

| 520 a3 [Aanawa ana annam] | [A]30a5 annaw 7.
N2 5y mNY [nnnawm *] | nompalt a]aas(war 7172 nana]
| nana Aitm Sy anna[no °] | oy pa nlavwd] | m

[ ]p[wal]

4QMez B (4Q150) 1 1-2%
e O R 5a]ai (vl | .0
4QMez C (4Q151) 1 1013

T20war 77T nava] Je]aa | [l 7. O S]aa | [0
Twwar 7Insa pimn | L. 0. 8 gmpa

4QMez D (4Q152) 1 2-3*
)35 onawi 7 L] ) L. Al © 7TRn Do Jwes L0

16 1hid., 62.
17 Ibid., 63.
' Ibid., 72.
19 Ibid., 74-75.
20 Ibid., 81.
2! Tbid., 82.
2 Ibid., 83.
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8QPhyl (8Q3) 1-11 ii 24-31*

TROR M N | [nanx ® TInR [A)ne) wnbs mln Srowr yow ¢
| [wr a98A ©]1aTa v ¢ 7TRn Y1 | [Twas Yaa1 qa3d [voa
Tnafw]a 02 mam ad | [onawt 7 7aalh Yy ora Tivn DR
77 5y NS | [om]wp ® gmpar Taowa 7aTa | [nadba gonala

Tywar 7oA o 5y | #o]n[a]n, ey 112 navod rm

XQPhyl 2 (XQ2) 23-26%

533 TAOR M OR NAART S TAR M WTOR M O yaw ¢
IR IR WK AORA 0277 P © TTRD 9221 Twai Haai | 2°aab
TN2531 a3 TNawaA DA nnaT TIab onawi 7 | 7933h Yy oA
i naved A 7T 9 MRS omwp ® | Bmpar 72w 7T

Papwar gva mtn 5y onana Y ey

MurPhyl (Mur 4) 2 1-17°°

| I AR | NAnR S AR | A wrhR | | Orwe | yaw ¢
nHRA | ©27a P © 7RG | 9211 Twal $oa1 | a3 Hoa N
Thawa 0a | nnam 7aab onawy 7 | 723% S orn ivn | IR WK
P T 5Y MINY | onawp © 7mipay 7a0war | 7hTa 7naba Taa

TYwa T | mnn 5y onanat Y ey | pa naved

XHev/SePhyl (XHev/Se 5) 1 8-10°'!

5331 7235 Ha3 TAOR A AR NAARE S TAR M S ynw ¢
5 DA TR IR WK AORA ©M2TA M TIRD 911 Twal
T20Wa) 7772 | NaYa1 TA°a3 Thawa ba nam 7aab miivn 7 7aab
5 onanat ? TeY Pa navvd P T Y MRS onwm ® gmpa

TWWa T | nmm

2 M. Baillet, DJD 3.1 (1962) 151. Baillet does not mark any probable or possible
letters.

# The word is written below in three lines.

2 Yadin, Tefillin From Qumran, opposite pl. XV.
The final kaf'is written at the end of the following line.
The final kaf'is written in the following line.
The last three letters follow after the final kaf of 3335 (see note 27), separated
by a space.

% The last two letters are written below.

30 3.T. Milik, DID 2.1 (1960): 85.

31 M. Morgenstern and M. Segal, DJD 38 (2000): 185.

(SIS
=N

7
8

&)
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2.4. Quotations of and Allusions to Deut 6:4-9 in Ancient Jewish and
Early Christian Literature™

2.4.1. Hebrew
Zech 14:9
FTOR QY TR M T KN 0P3 PIRTY2T00 Ton7 My i

And the Lord will become king over all the earth; on that day
the Lord will be one and his name one.*> (NRSV)

Sir 7:29-30

2WMTRA 1IN0 DRI 58 Tna 7325 Y21 ¥
;2190 RH POWN DRI W R TTIRA 532 %

32 This list does not claim to be exhaustive but should include at least all the quo-
tations and allusions that are relevant for the textual history of the Shema in the
Second Temple period. An earlier allusion to Deut 6:5 might be found in 2 Kgs
23:25, where the formula “with all one’s heart and with all one’s soul” ( 5221 =225 Y22
-way) is also expanded by “and with all one’s might” (-T8n 2a1), although with a
different verb (2w; cf. Deut 30:2, 10; 1 Kgs 8:48); cf. R.W.L. Moberly, “Toward an
Interpretation of the Shema,” in Theological Exegesis: Essays in Honor of B.S.
Childs (ed. C. Seitz and K. Greene-McCreight; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1999),
124144, 137. Other alleged allusions to the Shema or parts of it are less convincing,
e.g. Isa 51:1-3 (cf. J.G. Janzen, “An Echo of the Shema in Isaiah 51.1-3,” JSOT 43
[1989] : 69-82); Jer 32:38—41; Job 23:13; 31:15; Dan 2:9 (on these four see idem,
“On the Most Important Word in the Shema [Deuteronomy VI 4-5],” VT 37 [1987]:
280-300); Prov 3:1-12 (cf. P. Overland, “Did the Sage Draw on the Shema: A Study
of Proverbs 3:1-12,” CBQ 62 [2000] 424-440); Mal 2:10 (cf. E. Waaler, The Shema
and The First Commandment in First Corinthians: An Intertextual Approach to
Paul’s Re-reading of Deuteronomy [WUNT 2.253; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2008],
110-114). A large number of references to the one God/Lord or the only God/Lord in
ancient Jewish and early Christian literature cannot be identified as allusions to Deut
6:4 in particular, since they also echo Exod 3:14 and/or other passages. This is espe-
cially the case in the works of Philo of Alexandria, see e.g. Opif. 100, 172; Leg. 1.51;
2.1-3; 3.82; Cher. 27, 83, 109; Sacr. 59; Gig. 64; Conf. 170, 171; Migr. 134; Fug.
71; Mos. 2.168; Decal. 65; Spec. 1.65, 313, 331, 332, 344; 3.29; 4.159; Virt. 40, 102;
Praem. 123. Other examples include AddDan 3:45; 2 Macc 7:37; 4 Macc 5:24; Let.
Aris. 132, 139; Sib. Or. 3.629; 5.285; Apoc. Mos. 13:5; T. Jos. 6:5; 8:5; Mark 2:7;
10:18 par. Matt 19:17 par. Luke 18:19. Cf. further the selective lists provided by
Waaler, The Shema and The First Commandment, 447-452.

3 Cf. Janzen, “On the Most Important Word,” 297-298; C.L. Meyers and E.
Meyers, Zechariah 9—-14: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary
(AB 25C; New York: Doubleday, 1993), 439-440; S.C. Reif, “Prayer in Early Juda-
ism,” in Prayer from Tobit to Qumran: Inaugural Conference of the ISDCL at Salz-
burg, Austria, 5-9 July 2003 (ed. R. Egger-Wenzel and J. Corley; Deuterocanonical
and Cognate Literature Yearbook 2004; Berlin: Gruyter, 2004), 439-464, 451.
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¥ &y 6\ Yuydi cou edhaPoll Tov xpiov xal Tos iepels adTol
Badpale. ” év Ay duvdpel dydmyoov TOV mooavTd gt xal Tovg

AetTovpyots alTol Wy éyxataAlmys.

% With all your soul fear God, revere his priests. *° With
all your strength love your Maker, neglect not his minis-
ters.™

1QS X 13-14

nawy | 8131 NRY MWK W 7R O T nhwn nw{oha
1H 7R PR 20WN oYY DI

When first [ begin campaign or journey, His name shall I bless;
when first I set out or turn to come back; when I sit down or
rise up, when I spread my bed, then shall I rejoice in Him.”

* The Hebrew Text as attested in Cairo Genizah MS B is presented according to
The Book of Ben Sira: Text, Concordance and an Analysis of the Vocabulary (The
Historical Dictionary of the Hebrew Language; Jerusalem: The Academy of the
Hebrew Language, 1973), 54; cf. P.C. Beentjes, The Book of Ben Sira in Hebrew: A
Text Edition of All Extant Hebrew Manuscripts and a Synopsis of All Parallel He-
brew Ben Sira Texts (VTSup 68; Leiden: Brill, 1997), 31. The Greek text is accord-
ing to Sapientia lesu Filii Sirach (ed. J. Ziegler; Septuaginta: Vetus Testamentum
Graecum auctoritate Academiae Scientiarum Gottingensis 12.2; Gottingen: Vanden-
hoeck & Ruprecht, 21980). The translation is according to P.W. Skehan and A.A. Di
Lella, The Wisdom of Ben Sira: A New Translation with Notes, Introduction and
Commentary (AB 39; New York: Doubleday, 1987), 203.

> Transcription and translation according to The Dead Sea Scrolls Reader, part 1:
Texts Concerned with Religious Law (ed. D.W. Parry and E. Tov; Leiden: Brill,
2004), 38-39. S. Talmon, The World of Qumran from Within: Collected Studies
(Jerusalem: Magnes, 1989), 226, considers the highlighted passage as a paraphrase of
Deut 6:7 based on Ps 139:2; cf. already J. Licht, The Rule Scroll: A Scroll from the
Wilderness of Judaea: 10S, 10Sa, 10Sb: Text, Introduction and Commentary (Jeru-
salem: The Bialik Institute, 1965), 217. Furthermore, 1QS X 10 is considered as an
allusion to the recitation of the Shema; see, e.g., L. H. Schiffman, Reclaiming the
Dead Sea Scrolls: The History of Judaism, the Background of Christianity, the Lost
Library of Qumran (Philadelphia: JPS, 1994), 293; D.K. Falk, “Qumran Prayer Texts
and the Temple” in Sapiential, Liturgical and Poetical Texts from Qumran:
Proceedings of the Third Meeting of the International Organization for Qumran
Studies Oslo 1998 (ed. idem, F. Garcia Martinez, and E.M. Schuller; STDJ 35; Lei-
den: Brill, 2000), 106126, 114-118; A.I. Baumgarten, “Invented Traditions of the
Maccabean Era,” in Geschichte — Tradition — Reflexion: Festschrift fiir M. Hengel
zum 70. Geburtstag, vol. 1: Judentum (ed. H. Cancik, H. Lichtenberger, and P.
Schifer; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1996), 197-210, 205. By contrast, Cohn, Tangled
Up in Text, 100 note 166, argues that there is “merely a likely allusion to Deut
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2.4.2. Greek

Bar 3:9
"Axove, Iopand, évtolas {wiis, evwticasbe yvévar dpdvnaty.

Hear the commandments of life, O Israel; give ear, and learn
wisdom!*® (NRSV)

Ps.-Hec. (Clement of Alexandria, Strom. 5.14.113.1-2 par. Eusebius,
Praep. ev. 13.13.40)

(1) In fact, as Hecataeus, the composer of histories reports in
his book According to Abraham and the Egyptians, Sophocles
exclaims plainly on the stage: (2) One, in truth indeed, God is
one (els Tatis dAnbelatawy, eis éoti<v> Beds), who made both the
heaven and the far-stretching earth, the Deep’s blue billow, and
the might of winds. but as most mortals, having erred in heart,
we have established, as solace for our woes, images of gods —
of stone, or of brass, or statues wrought of gold or ivory; and to
these, sacrifices and immoral festivals appointing, we thus
reckon ourselves religious.’’

Pseudo-Orpheus = Aristob. 4:5 (Eusebius, Praep. ev. 13.12.5)

An ancient saying sheds light on this matter: “There is one who
is complete in Himself (Eis 01’ adTotels), but all things are
completed by Him, and He Himself moves about in them. No
mortal soul casts an eye on Him; rather, He is beheld by the
mind.”®

6:7/11:19, and the significance of these verses [i.e. 1QS X 10-14a] to the community
does not necessarily imply a recital practice.” In any case, 1QS X 10 does not allude
to the text of the Shema and is therefore not included in our list. For the same reason,
the reference to phylacteries in Matt 23:5 can be neglected here.

3% Text according to leremias, Baruch, Threni, Epistula leremiae (ed. J. Ziegler;
Septuaginta: Vetus Testamentum Graecum auctoritate Academiae Scientiarum Got-
tin%ensis 15; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht 21976).

7 Text and translation according to C.R. Holladay, Fragments from Hellenistic
Jewish Authors, vol. 1. Historians (SBLTT 20; Pseudepigrapha Series 10; Chico:
Scholars Press, 1983), 318-319.

3% Text and translation according to C.R. Holladay, Fragments from Hellenistic
Jewish Authors, vol. IV: Orphica (SBLTT 40; Pseudepigrapha Series 14; Atlanta:
Scholars Press, 1996), 128—129.
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Let. Aris. 158—-160

(158) Kal ydp éml tév Bpwtv xal motdv dmapéapévous evbéwg
Té1e guyxplicbar xeledel. Kal wijv xal éx Tév mepiBolaiwy
Tapaauov NIV wvelag 0édwxey, woalTwg 08 xal Ml T@V TUAGY
xal Bupldv mpoaTéTaye nev NV TiBévar Ta Adyta, Tpds TO wvelay
elvar Beol* (159) xal éml T@v xelpdv 3¢ deppndnv T anueiov
xehevel meptfidbal, cadls amodexvis 6Tt mhoay Evépyelay pHeTa
OweatooUvng  émTedeiv  Oel, pwiuny Exovtags Tig  EauTdv
xataoxevd, eml méot 08 Tov mept Heol déPov. (160) Keleder o0&
xal xoitalopévous xal SavioTapévous peletdv tag Tol Beod
xataoxevds, o0 wévov Adyw, aila OwAfer Bewpolvras THv
xivaw xal OTOANYWY EquTdy, 6Tav elg Umvov EpywvTal, xal TV
gyepaw, we Beia Tic €0t xal axaTaAnTToS TOUTWY 1) HeTabeats.

(158) Accordingly in the matter of meats and drinks he com-
mands men to offer first fruits and to consume them there and
then straightaway. Furthermore, in our clothes he has given us
a distinguishing mark as a reminder, and similarly on our gates
and doors he has commanded us to set up the “Words,” so as to
be a reminder of God. (159) He also strictly commands that the
sign shall be worn on our hands, clearly indicating that it is our
duty to fulfill every activity with justice, having in mind our
own condition, and above all the fear of God. (160) He also
commands that “on going to bed and rising” men should medi-
tate on the ordinances of God, observing not only in word but
in understanding the movement and impression which they
have when they go to sleep, and waking too, what a divine
change there is between them — quite beyond understanding.*

Philo of Alexandria, Spec. 1.30

xal ouvey@s émddel mote wiv Aéywv St Beds el ot xal xtioTng
xal omTYG TRV GAwy

¥ Text according to Lettre d'Aristée a Philocrate: Introduction, texte critique,
traduction et notes, index complet des mots grecs (ed. A. Pelletier; SC 89; Paris:
Cerf, 1962), 176, 178. Translation according to R.J.H. Shutt, “Letter of Aristeas
(Third Century B.C. — First Century A.D.): A New Translation and Introduction,” in
OTP 2:7-34, 23.
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This lesson he continually repeats, sometimes saying that God
is one and the Framer and Maker of all things. *

Philo of Alexandria, Spec. 4.137—142

T& Olxata, dnaiv 6 véuos, évtibévar del T xapdia xal egdmTew eig
onuelov éml T xepds xal evar oelbpeva mpd SdBaAubiv,
alvittéuevos O Tol mpoTépou, BTL xpn W) Qolv AmioTolg
napaxatatifesbal Ta dixaia — ToTIS Yap dxoals odx EveoT —
AN TG MYEUOVIXWTATW <TA> TavTwy dplota uabnyudatwy
<gv>tumolv xal talita yapdtrovta adpayiot doxiyows- (138) dia
0t Tol deuTépou TO Wi wévov ewvolag AauBavey Té@v xaAidv, aAAL
xal T 06favta mpdTTewy dvumepbéTwg — ¥ ydp xelp Tpdgews
oUpPorov, N édmrewy xal aptdv T& Olkata MPooTATTEL
onueiov €oeobar ToliTo ddoxwy, xal Tivog GvTixpus ol dlelpyxe,
ol TO uy €vdg, Ks Yé wot doxel, MoANGY 0t yevéabal xal oyeddv
amdvtwy v olg ¢ dvbpamvos Blog — (139) die 3¢ Tod TpiTou TO
el xal mavtayod davraciolobar T& dixale xabdmep &yyls Svra
bbBarpdv. garov O éyétw Talta xwolueva, ¢yoiv, ody W
GPéPata xal avidputa <f>, AN va T xwvoet Y BU Exxal]
mpds Gpidnov béav- dpdaews yap émaywydy xivyats égepebilovoa
xal aQveyelpovoa upéAlov O axoiwnToug xal EypnyopdTag
xataoxevdlovoa ddBapovs. (140) 8tw O geyéveto TuTigachal
&v 6 THic Yuxdic Spupatt wn Novyalovrta dAld xwolueva xal Tals
xata $ualy evepyelals xpwueva, TéAElos avip avayeypadbu [...].
(141) mpodidaoxétw On T Oixata ouyyevels xai diloug xal

40 Text and translation according to F.H. Colson, Philo, vol. 7 (LCL 320; Cam-
bridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1958), 116-117. Cf. similarly Opif. 171;
Leg. 3.105; Cher. 119; Plant. 137; Somn. 1.229; Spec. 1.67. The textcritical use of
quotations of and allusions to Jewish scriptures in the work of Philo is especially
complicated, because the manuscripts do often not reflect the original quotations and
allusions. In a recent article, R.A. Kraft has reaffirmed that the quotations of Jewish
scriptures in Philo’s work have been revised toward Aquila in late antiquity (“Philo’s
Bible Revisited: The ‘Aberrant Texts’ and Their Quotations of Moses,” in Interpret-
ing Translation: Studies on the LXX and Ezekiel in Honour of J. Lust [ed. F. Garcia
Martinez and M. Vervenne; BETL 192; Leuven: Peeters, 2005], 237-253). Cf. also
the earlier studies by P. Katz, Philo’s Bible: The Aberrant Text of Bible Quotations in
Some Philonic Writings and Its Place in the Textual History of the Greek Bible
(Cambridge: University Press, 1950), and D. Barthélemy, “Est-ce Hoshaya Rabba qui
censura le ‘Commentaire allégorique’? A partir des retouches faites aux citations
bibliques, ¢tude sur la tradition textuelle du Commentaire Allégorique de Philon,”
idem, Etudes d’histoire du texte de I’Ancien Testament (OBO 21; Fribourg: EdlthIlS
universitaires, 1978), 140-173, 390-391.
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mavtag véous oixol xal €v 608 xal mpds xoltyy ibvtas xal
avioTapévoug, v’ év maoals utv oYEoEat xal XWHOoETLY, &V TaaL 08
xwplotg i0log Te xai dnuocios, i wévov €ypnyopbres GAAL xai
xolpuwpevol, davracialg T@V Oxalwv évevdpaivawvtat- [...] (142)
xehevel 08 xal ypaavtag avta mpdobev TEV MV oixiag
éxdaoTyg mpoTiBéval xal MUAGY TEV év Tois Teiyeow, W ol uév
éxonuolvres xal évonuolvtes, dotol xal Eévol, Toic mpd T&V
TUAGY YpauUaoy ETTNAITEVIEVOLS EVTUYYAVOVTES AANKTOV EXWUl
TNV TAV AexTéwv xal TpaxTéwy uviuny, éxatépov dpovtilovres
Tol unte adwelv uite adixeloBal, eig 0t Tag oixiag eioidvres xal
ma égLévteg, dvpes ol xal yuvalxes xal Téxva xal fepameia,
T& GppéTTovTe Xal émBarlovta Opéioy UTép Te GAAwY xal UmEp
EQUTGIV.

(137) The law tells us that we must set the rules of justice in
the heart and fasten them for a sign upon the hand and have
them shaking before the eyes. The first of these is a parable in-
dicating that the rules of justice must not be committed to un-
trustworthy ears since no trust can be placed in the sense of
hearing but that these best of all lessons must be impressed
upon our lordliest part, stamped too with genuine seals. (138)
The second shows that we must not only receive conceptions of
the good but express our approval of them in unhesitating ac-
tion, for the hand is the symbol of action, and on this the law
bids us fasten and hang the rules of justice for a sign. Of what
it is a sing he has not definitely stated because, I believe, they
are a sign not of one thing but of many, practically of all the
factors of human life. (139) The third means that always and
everywhere we must have the vision of them as it were close to
our eyes. And they must have vibration and movement, it con-
tinues, not to make them unstable and unsettled, but that by
their motion they may provoke the sight to gain a clear dis-
cernment of them. For motion induces the use of the faculty of
sight by stimulating and arousing the eyes, or rather by making
them unsleepful and wakeful. (140) He to whom it is given to
set their image in the eye of the soul, not at rest but in motion
and engaged in their natural activities, must be placed on re-
cord as a perfect man. [...] (141) Indeed he must be forward to
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teach the principles of justice to kinsfolk and friends and all the
young people at home and in the street, both when they go to
their beds and when they arise, so that in every posture and
every motion, in every place both private and public, not only
when they are awake but when they are asleep, they may be
gladdened by visions of the just. [...] (142) He bids them also
write and set them forth in front of the door posts of each house
and the gates in their walls, so that those who leave or remain
at home, citizens and strangers alike, may read the inscriptions
engraved on the face of the gates and keep in perpetual mem-
ory what they should say and do, careful alike to do and to al-
low no injustice, and when they enter their houses and again
when they go forth men and women and children and servants
alike may act as is due and fitting both for others and for them-
selves."!

Philo of Alexandria, Decal. 64

méiocav o0v T ToladTyy Tepbpelay dmwaduevor Todg GdeAdols
dloer wy) mpooxuviduey, el xal xabapwtépas xal dbavatwtépag
obolag EAayov — adedda O aAMjAwY Ta yevdpeva xafd yéyovev,
émel xal maTp amdvtwy el 6 mowmTs TEY SAwv doTly, — dANG
xal Otavole xal Adyw xal maoy duvduel Tf Tol dyeviTov xal
adlov xal T@v 8wy aitiov Oepameia odddpa edTévwg xal
éppwpévws  émamoduwueba, wn  UmoxataxAwléuevor  und’
Omelxovtes Tatis TGV MOAGY dpeoxelais, 1’ v xal of duvdyevor
c@leabat dradbelpovra.

Let us then reject all such imposture and refrain from worship-
ping those who by nature are our brothers, even though they
have been given a substance purer and more immortal than
ours, for created things, in so far as they are created, are broth-
ers, since they have all one Father, the Maker of the universe.

41 Text and translation according to F.H. Colson, Philo, vol. 8 (LCL 341; Cam-
bridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1960), 92-97. On this passage, see N.
Cohen, Philo Judaeus: His Universe of Discourse (BEATAJ 24; Frankfurt am Main:
Lang, 1995), 129-177. Philo basically follows the structure of the parallel passage in
Deut 11:18-20, first referring to the tripartite command in Deut 11:18 (§ 137-140),
afterwards to the teaching which is prescribed in Deut 11:19 (§ 141), and finally to
the inscriptions on door posts and gates in Deut 11:20 (§ 142).
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Let us instead in mind and speech and every faculty gird our-
selves up with vigour and activity to do the service of the Un-
created, the Eternal, the Cause of all, not submitting nor abas-
ing ourselves to do the pleasure of the many who work the de-
struction even of those who might be saved.*

Josephus, 4Ant. 3.91
Awdaoxer pgv ovv nuds 6 mp@dTog Adyos, 8T Beds EoTwv eig xal
ToliTov O¢l oéfecbat wévov:

The first word teaches us that God is one and that He only must
be worshipped. ¥

Josephus, Ant. 4.212-213

(212) Alg Te éxaatng Nuépag apyouévns Te adTig xal OTOTE TPOS
Umvov dpa Tpémecfar paptupelv TG 0ed Tag Owpeds, A
amaAdayeiow adTois éx Tic Alyvmtinv yiic mapéoye, dixalag
olons duoet Tiig edyaplotiag xal yevouevys em’ apolBfi wev Tév
70 yeyovoTwy €mi 08 mpoTpoTf TGV éoopévwy- (213) émypadely
¢ xal Tois Bupwpacty adTév T& uéylota Gv edepyémnoey adTols
6 fedg &v Te Ppayioowy Exaotov dadaivew, Soa Te THV ioybY
amoonuaivery dVvatar Tol feol xal v Tpdg avTols elvoiay
dépety Eyyeypaupéva Emi s xedaric xal Tol Ppaylovos, wg
mepiBAenTov mavtayev T mepl avTols Tpéhupov To feod.

(212) Twice each day, at the dawn thereof and when the hour
comes for turning to repose, let all acknowledge before God
the bounties which He has bestowed on them through their de-
liverance from the land of Egypt: thanksgiving is a natural
duty, and is rendered alike in gratitude for past mercies and to
incline the giver to others yet to come. (213) They shall
inscribe also on their doors the greatest of the benefits which
they have received from God and each shall display them on
his arms; and all that can show forth the the power of God and
His goodwill towards them, let them bear a record thereof

2 Text and translation according to Colson, Philo, 7:38-39.
# Text and translation according to H.S.J. Thackeray, Josephus, vol. 4 (LCL 242;
Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1967), 360-361.
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written on the head and on the arm, so that men may see on
every side the loving care with which God surrounds them.**

1 Cor 8:4

Iepi THis Ppwoews ovv TEV eidwlobiTwy, oldauey 8Tt 0dOEV
s ) 4 A4 > ! \ H AN
eldwlov év xdopw xal 8Tt 000els Beds €l w) elg.

Hence, as to the eating of food offered to idols, we know that
“no idol in the world really exists,” and that “there is no God
but one.” * (NRSV)

Gal 3:20

< \ ’ ¢\ 3 F < \ 1 T
6 0t peoityg vdg odx EoTiv, 6 Ot fedg eig oLy,

Now a mediator involves more than one party; but God is one.
(NRSV)

Mark 12:29-30

¥ GmexpiBn 6 Inools 8t mpdity Eativ- dxove, Topanl, xipros J
Geds Hudv xdprog els érmiy, *° xal dyamijoe xdprov oy Gedy aou
g8 SAys T xapdias cov xal €8 SAys T Yuyis oov xal £ Slys
Th¢ diavolas aov xal € Sy¢ Tis loyvos oov.

¥ Jesus answered, “The first is, ‘Hear, O Israel: the Lord our
God, the Lord is one; *° you shall love the Lord your God with
all your heart, and with all your soul, and with all your mind,
and with all your strength.”” (NRSV)

Mark 12:32-33

2 xal elmev a0t 6 ypappateds xais, diddaxale, ém aAndeiag
elmes 8t1 iy éorwv xal ovx Ermiv BAos TNy avrod. > wal T
ayanldy avtdy é8 SAys Ths xapdias xal éf Sxs Tis ouvérews xal
g8 SAys s loydos wal TO dyamdv 1oV mAyciov ds avroy
TMEPLOTOTEPGY ETTIY TAVTWY TEWY OAoxaUTWUATWY Xal Buaiév.

* Ibid., 576-579.

* On 1 Cor 8:4, cf. Waaler, The Shema and The First Commandment, 358-371.
The reference to the one God in 1 Cor 8:6 is of no relevance for the textual history of
Deut 6:4. The same is true for another debatable reference to the Shema in Rom 3:30.
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32 Then the scribe said to him, “You are right, Teacher; you
have truly said that ‘he is one, and besides him there is no
other’; ** and ‘to love him with all the heart, and with all the
understanding, and with all the strength,” and ‘to love one’s
neighbor as oneself,” — this is much more important than all
whole burnt offerings and sacrifices.” (NRSV)

Matt 22:37

< \ 3 ~ 2 / e ! Z 2. [ A /
6 0t €dn alTG" dyamjoeis xlptoy Tov Gedy aov Ev Sy T xapdiy
oov xal v SAy T Yy oov xal v SAy 17 dlavoig cov

He said to him, “‘You shall love the Lord your God with all
your heart, and with all your soul, and with all your mind.””
(NRSV)

Luke 10:27
6 Ot amoxpibels eimev: @yamjoes xlpiov 1oy Gedy cov €€ Sys

A / L) | A A 1 2 |4 A D Lee
[77s] xapdias aov xal év SAy 17 Yuyi cov xal év Sy T loyvi
oov xal €v Sy T diavoip cou, xal oy TAycioy cov s TeaUTIY.

He answered, “You shall love the Lord your God with all your
heart, and with all your soul, and with all your strength, and
with all your mind; and your neighbor as yourself.” (NRSV)

Jas 2:19
ob miaoTetels 8T1 elg oty 6 Beds, xahdis molels xal & dapdvia

MITEVOUTLY xal $plagouaty.

You believe that God is one; you do well. Even the demons be-
lieve — and shudder. (NRSV)

2.4.3. Latin
L.A.B. 23:2

And on the sixteenth day of the third month all the people
along with women and children gathered together before the
Lord in Shiloh, and Joshua said to them, “Hear, O Israel (Audi
Israel). Behold, I am establishing with you a covenant of this
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Law that the LORD established for your fathers on Horeb. And

so wait here this night and see what God will say to me on your
behalf.”*

2.5. A List of Variant Readings”’

Deut 6:4 [Oxwr] | [132 ]AR nwn M WK ovawnm o [pnn noR]
D™MXA PIRD ONKR¥A 92703 Pap. Nash; cf. G ] > M; aw;
4QPhyl C, H;® 8QPhyl; XQPhyl 2; MurPhyl;
XHev/SePhyl

nwn Pap. Nash ] xUptog &

ynw M; we; Pap. Nash; 4QPhyl C; 8QPhyl; XQPhyl 2;
MurPhyl; XHev/SePhyl | nynw 4QPhyl H

1R M M; w; 6; 4QDeut’; Pap. Nash; 4QPhyl C, H,
M; 8QPhyl; XQPhyl 2; MurPhyl; Mark 12:29 | >
XHev/SePhyl

M M; we; G; 4QDeut’; 4QPhyl C; 8QPhyl; XQPhyl 2;
MurPhyl; XHev/SePhyl; Zech 14:9; Mark 12:29 | feé¢
Ps.-Hec.; Philo Spec. 1.30; Josephus Ant. 3.91; 1 Cor
8:4; 6 Bedg Gal 3:20; Jas 2:19

6 Translation according to D.J. Harrington, “Pseudo-Philo (First Century A.D.):
A New Translation and Introduction,” in OTP 2:297-377, 332. For the Latin text see
Pseudo-Philon: Les Antiquités Bibliques, vol. 1: Introduction et texte critiques, tra-
duction (ed. D.J. Harrington; trans. J. Cazeaux; SC 229; Paris: Cerf, 1976). The
passage is based on Josh 24:1-2, and in the end combined with Num 22:19.

47 "As indicated above, the list of variant readings does not include textual varia-
tions which are the result of alterations by the alluding text. Good examples are
Matth 22:37 and Luke 10:27 where the initial conjunction “and” of Deut 6:5 is miss-
ing. This conjuction could easily have been omitted by Matthew and Luke them-
selves as they do not quote Deut 6:4 before, but rather have Jesus opening his saying
with Deut 6:5. The variant lists do not only include textual variants but also ortho-
graphic variants and inner-Greek variants. For MT, LXX, and SP, we use the sigla of
the BHS.

8 In 4QPhyl M, the end of Deut 6:4 and the beginning of Deut 6:5 are not pre-
served, but there seems to be not enough room for the longer text of the Nash Papy-
rus and the LXX.
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Deut 6:5

Deut 6:6
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K Pap. Nash; 6; Ps.-Hec.;* Pseudo-Orpheus; Philo
Spec. 1.30, Decal. 64; Josephus Ant. 3.91;° Matt 19:17;
Mark 12:29, 32; Gal 3:20; Jas 2:19 | > M; 4QDeut’; sw;
4QPhyl C, H; 8QPhyl; XQPhyl 2; MurPhyl;
XHev/SePhyl

592 M;  w! 8QPhyl; XQPhyl 2; MurPhyl;
XHev/SePhyl; Sir 7:29; Matt 22:37 | %122 4QPhyl C; ¢¢
6Ans @; Mark 12:30, 33; Luke 10:27

7225 M; we; 4QPhyl C; MurPhyl; XHev/SePhyl; T
diavolag gov &; Tiic xapdiag gov Mark 12:30 | A[2]33%
4QPhyl B; 735 Sir 7:29; dwwola Philo Decal. 64; tijs
xapdiag Mark 12:33

5221 M; we; XQPhyl 2; MurPhyl; XHev/SePhyl; Matt
22:37; Luke 10:27 | 91221 4QPhyl C; xai € 6dns G;
Mark 12:30, 33

Twar M, w; G; 4QPhyl C; 4QMez D; MurPhyl;
XHev/SePhyl; Luke 10:27 | #awsl 4QPhyl M; tfic
cuvégews Mark 12:33; + xal €& 8\ng tiic diavolag cov
Mark 12:30; + xal év Ay 7§ diavoia ocou: Matt 22:37

5221 M; ar; 4QMez D;* 8QPhyl; XQPhyl 2; MurPhyl;
XHev/SePhyl; Luke 10:27 | 91321 4QPhyl C; xai ¢§ S\xng
; Mark 12:30, 33; > Matt 22:37

TIRD M; we; 4QPhyl C; 4QMez B, D; 8QPhy1;@Mur-
Phyl; XHev/SePhyl; tfi¢ duvapews ocou &; Sir 7:30 ; Tijg
ioxdog cou Mark 12:30 | n37[&m 4QPhyl B; TTRA Sir
7:30; duvapet Philo Decal. 64; ¥ ioybos Mark 12:33; >
Matt 22:37; + xal év §An fj diavoia gov Luke 10:27

T8N M; we; 4QPhyl C; 8QPhyl; XQPhyl 2; MurPhyl |
A[2x]n 4QPhyl I; Tivon XHev/SePhyl

% The different word order eic gomi<v> Dede results from the repetition of eic
which is stressed before (el¢ Talc dAnfeloaiow). Likewise, el éotwv 6 Beée in Philo,
Plant. 137; Spec. 1.67; Jas 2:19) is due to the text flow oft he alluding text.

0 Again, the different word order fedg éotw el does not reflect a variant reading.

> pap. Nash only preserves the upper part oft he last letter (5[23).

52 4QPhyl B only preserves %1]331, but otherwise uses the spelling 912.

>3 The word is only partly preserved in 4QMez B (52]3i) and 4QMez C (5]231). In
Sir 7:30, the conjunction is lacking for stylistic reasons.
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7235 M; we; 4QPhyl c;* XQPhyl 2; MurPhyl;
XHev/SePhyl; Philo Spec. 4.137% | + xai év t§j Yuyxji cov
G

Deut 6:7 DNt M; we; G; 4QPhyl C; 4QMez D; XQPhyl 2;
MurPhyl | niitn XHev/SePhyl>®

7125 M; we; G; 8QPhyl; XQPhyl 2; MurPhyl | 7335
XHev/SePhyl

7122 M 4QMez C; XQPhyl 2; MurPhyl; XHev/SePhyl
] ma3 s G; 4QPhyl C, O

02521 M; 6;°7 4QPhyl C; XQPhyl 2; MurPhyl | Tna%a
we; 12521 XHev/SePhyl

720w M; G; 4QPhyl C; 8QPhyl; XQPhyl 2; MurPhyl;
XHev/SePhyl; Let. Aris. 160°* | 722w3

71921 M; we; 4QPhyl C; 8QPhyl; XQPhyl 2; MurPhyl;
XHev/SePhyl | nompa[1 4QPhyl O

Deut 6:8 770 M; G; 8QPhyl; XQPhyl 2; MurPhyl; Philo Spec.
4.137 | 77 w; XHev/SePhyl; na™ 4QPhyl O; t&v
xelp@v Let. Aris. 159; Bpayioaw / Tob Ppayiovos Josephus
Ant. 4213”7

navvh M; 8QPhyl; XQPhyl 2; MurPhyl; XHev/SePhyl |
mavwvy w; Mavdh 4QDeut’; najowh 4QPhyl C

5% In 8QPhyl, the end of Deut 6:6 and the beginning of Deut 6:7 are not preserved,
but there seems to be not enough room for the additional text of the LXX.

3% In line with his general rhetoric, Philo does not know the second person posses-
sive suffixes/pronouns, neither the singular ones of Deut 6:6-9 nor the plural ones of
Deut 11:18-20.

® The compound verb mpodidaoxétw in Philo, Spec. 4.141 echos the LXX of Deut
11: 18 (010d&ete) rather than Deut 6:8 (mpoft Baastg)

" The LXX does not reproduce the suffixes of the four Hebrew infinitives in Deut
6:7, because this is unnecessary in Greek; cf. J.W. Wevers, Notes on the Greek Text
of Deuteronomy, 116. Nevertheless, in thls case xal mopevéuevos could also reflect the
readmg of na%a1 of XHev/SePhyl.

8 Like the LXX in Deut 11:19, Let. Aris. 160 has the plural xoitalopévous xal
Siavietapévous which fits better to the first person plural used before than the singular
in Deut 6:7.

% Josephus attests both to singular and plural forms of Bpayiwv without using a
possessive pronoun. Because Josephus employs earlier in his text (émypddev ¢ xal
Tolg Bupipaaty adt@v) the possive pronoun adtév, we regard both the singular and
the plural forms as variants.
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7Y M we; G; 8QPhyl; XQPhyl 2; MurPhyl;
XHev/SePhyl; Philo Spec. 4.137 | 739 4QPhyl C; nawy
4QPhyl O; T xedpariic Josephus Ant. 4.213

Deut 6:9  onanyt M; w; 4QPhyl C; XQPhyl 2; MurPhyl;
XHev/SePhyl | nnna[na1] 4QPhyl O; xai ypayete avta
G; ypdpavrag adta Philo Spec. 4.142

i M; 8QPhyl; XHev/SePhyl | mimm we; 4QPhyl O;
XQPhyl 2; mmn 4QMez C; MurPhyl

T2 M, 4QDeut”; 8QPhyl; XQPhyl 2; MurPhyl;
XHev/SePhyl;®® Philo Spec. 4.142°" | 702 w; TGV obxidv
&y G; Tna 4QPhyl C; n2'na 4QPhyl O

7w M; we; 4QPhyl C; 8QPhyl; XQPhyl 2; MurPhyl |
Twwar XHev/SePhyl; xal té@v muAdy dudv G; xal muldy
Philo Spec. 4.142%

3. ANALYSIS

The above variant list shows that the Hebrew textual tradition of Deut
6:4-5 was more stable in the Second Temple period than the one of
Deut 6:6-9. We will hence analyze the textual histories of Deut 6:4-5
and Deut 6:6-9 separately below.

3.1. Deut 6:4-5

The textual witnesses of Deut 6:4—-5 which can be traced to the Sec-
ond Temple period attest to two main textual traditions of the Shema
Yisrael. On the one hand the Nash Papyrus® and the LXX together

80 Cf. 4QMez C (7]5%2).

o' The additional éxdotys is interpretative. On the lack oft he possessive
suffix/pronoun, see above note 55.

62 Like the LXX and Philo, the reading émi T&v mUAGY xal Bupdv in Let. Aris. 158
does not have an equivalent for the preposition -2 in the MT. Like Philo, it also lacks
the possessive pronoun for rhetoric reasons, but the reverse word order argues for a
free paraphrase. Josephus, Ant. 4.213, summarizes émypddetv 0¢ xal Tois Bupwuaotv
avT@v, attesting to a plural possessive pronoun like the LXX.

63 For the Nash Papyrus as attesting to the Hebrew Vorlage of the LXX version of
the Shema Yisrael, see S.A. Cook, “A Pre-Masoretic Biblical Papyrus,” Proceedings
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with the quotations of and allusions to the LXX-text (Ps.-Hec. [Clem-
ent of Alexandria, Strom. 5.14.113.1-2 par. Eusebius, Praep. ev.
13.13.40]; Pseudo-Orpheus [Aristob. 4:5 (Eusebius, Praep. ev.
13.12.5)]; Philo of Alexandria, Spec. 1.30; Josephus, Ant. 3.91; Mark
12:29-30, 32-33; Gal 3:20; Jas 2:19) read a longer text while MT,
SP, 4QDeut” (4Q43), 4QPhyl B (4Q129), 4QPhyl C (4Q130), 4QPhyl
H (4Q135), 4QPhyl M (4Q140), 4QMez B (4Q150), 4QMez C
(4Q151), 4QMez D (4Q152), 8QPhyl (8Q3), MurPhyl (Mur 4),
XHev/SePhyl (XHev/Se 5), XQPhyl 2 (XQ2), and Zech 14:9 attest to
a shorter textual tradition.

3.1.1. The Variants of the Longer Textual Tradition

The longer text of Deut 6:4-5 is characterized by a long introduction
and an additional copula at the end of Deut 6:4 (X171 in the Nash
Papyrus and éoTv in the LXX). Except for quotations of the Deut-
LXX in Graeco-Jewish and early Christian literature no hint to the
longer textual tradition of Deut 6:4-5 can be found after the Nash
Papyrus, i.e. after the middle of the 2" cent. B.C.E. It seems as if the
longer textual tradition of Deut 6:4-5 became extinct in Judaea early
in the textual history of the book of Deuteronomy but survived in
Egypt somewhat longer (Deut-LXX and Nash Papyrus).

The longer textual tradition precedes Deut 6:4 with an addition
which is styled after Deut 4:45.° In the Nash Papyrus, which pre-
serves the Hebrew Vorlage of the LXX, this introduction reads 1o81]
PAIRA DNRYA 92702 [DRW 33 AR Awn M WK Dvawnm o [pnn
o™en [“And these are the statute]s and the judgements that Moses
commanded the [sons of Israel] in the wilderness, when they went

of the Society of Biblical Archaeology 25 (1903): 34-56, 45-46; Burkitt, “Hebrew
Papyrus,” 398-399, 407-408; N. Peters, Die dlteste Abschrift der zehn Gebote, der
Papyrus Nash (Freiburg im Breisgau: Herder, 1905), 2, 43-51; 1. Himbaza, “Le
décalogue de Papyrus Nash, Philon, 4QPhyl G, 8QPhyl 3 et 4QMez A,” RevQ 20
(2001-2002): 411428, 413-421. According to Albright, “Biblical Fragment,” 175—
176, the Nash Papyrus is close to G®.

% Bar 3:9; Sir 7:29-30; L.A.B. 23:2; Philo, Decal. 64; 1 Cor 8:4; Matt 22:37;
Luke 10:27 cannot be assigned to either the longer or the shorter textual tradition.

8 Cf. M. Weinfeld, Deuteronomy 1-11: A New Translation with Introduction
and Commentary (AB 5; New York: Doubleday, 1991), 337; C. McCarthy,
Deuteronomy (vol. 5 of Biblia Hebraica: Quinta editione cum apparatu critico novis
curis elaborato; ed. A. Schenker et al.; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2007),
71%.
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forth from the land of Egypt”). This introduction to the Shema is
somewhat tautological as it repeats almost verbatim Deut 6:1. The
only difference is that now Moses commands while in Deut 6:1 it was
the Lord himself. It seems as if the Hebrew Vorlage of the Deut-LXX
added this text based on Deut 4:45: It wants to emphasize that while
God spoke the commandments originally, Moses communicated them
to the Israelites. Later on, when the Deut-LXX was produced, it har-
monized its additional introduction to the Shema in Deut 6:4 with the
text of Deut 6:1. In the Deut-LXX it is both times the Lord who
commands the Israelites: Kai talita ta dixaiwpate xat ta xpipata,
Soa éveteilato xUplog Tois viols Topand &v T épnuw €€eAbivTwy adTdy
éx yiic Aiyumtouv (“And these are the statutes and the judgments,
which the Lord commanded to the sons of Israel in the wilderness as
they were coming out from the land of Egypt™).

As a copula, the additional X171 of the Nash Papyrus turns the
phrase TnR 717" into an independent clause, which means “the Lord is
one.” The Nash Papyrus understands Deut 6:4 hence as a statement of
monotheism. The additional 8171 of the Nash Papyrus could preserve
the Hebrew Vorlage of the éotv in the LXX. This is all the more
likely as the Nash Papyrus reads an additional introduction to Deut
6:4 which is also attested by the LXX (see above).” The Deut-LXX
translates TIX with the numeral €ig (“one”). Ei¢ is not an unusual
translation of Tn& in the Deut-LXX (cf. Deut 17:6; 18:6; 19:15; 25:5,
11; 28:55; 32:30). Nevertheless it introduces a monotheistic meaning
to Deut 6:4 which was not intended by the book of Deuteronomy
itself. This monotheistic understanding of Deut 6:4 in the Deut-LXX
should not be viewed as an invention of the Deut-LXX because the
Nash Papyrus indicates that the Deut-L XX is in turn based on a He-
brew Vorlage. All quotations of and allusions to Deut 6:4 followed
Deut-LXX in its monotheistic translation of Deut 6:4.

In the longer textual tradition, some quotations and allusions re-
produce the Tetragrammaton in different ways. Some quotations and
allusions read 6eds (Ps.-Hec.; Philo, Spec. 1.30; Josephus, 4nt. 3.91; 1
Cor 8:4) while Gal 3:20 and Jas 2:19 have 6 B¢ds. But this variant
reproduction of the Tetragrammaton should not be understood as a
variant reading. It is due to the preferences of these authors how to

86 Cf. Cook, “Pre-Masoretic Biblical Papyrus,” 43-44; Burkitt, “ Hebrew Papy-
rus,” 399; Peters, Die dlteste Abschrift der zehn Gebote, 40—41.



THE TEXT OF THE SHEMA YISRAEL 173

substitute the Tetragrammaton in Greek, i.e. with feég instead of
®UpPLOS.

The textual variants to Deut 6:5 seem to depend all on the Deut-
LXX. In our opinion they should all be understood as an inner-Greek
textual deviation due to recensional activity. This is true for the ren-
dering of -2 with ¢%/¢v as well as for the different renderings of 7315
(THig dravoiag gou / i xapdiag oov) and TIRA (Tfic duvdpews gov / THg
ioxvos gou). But it needs to be admitted that all these variant readings
could also go back to a harmonization with of Deut 6:5 with 4 Kgdms
23:25 where 1TRI"522 1Wo3-52323 12277923 is translated év 8Ay xapdia
adTol xat &v 6An Yuxd adtol xai v 6Ay ioxt avTol.

3.1.2. The Variants of Shorter Textual Tradition

Except for orthographic variants,’” only one significant variant read-
ing to the consonantal text of MT is attested in the shorter textual
tradition. In XHev/SePhyl (XHev/Se 5), the scribe abbreviates Deut
6:4 to TR M 58w pnw. The abbreviation was probably due to
lack of space but hints to an altered understanding of the TN as
compared to Deut 6:4 itself.”® For the scribe of XHev/SePhyl, mm
TNR was not an explanation of the preceding nbx M but the
central statement of Deut 6:4. For him the phrase TnX M meant “the
Lord is one” and not that the Lord alone is the god of Israel. Hence,
Deut 6:4 becomes a monotheistic statement in XHev/SePhyl.

3.2. Deut 6:6-9

The text of Deut 6:6 remains relatively stable. Only one orthographic
variant (7[2%]n 4QPhyl 1) and two textual variants (T1%on
XHev/SePhyl; + xal év 7§ Yuxfi cov @) are preserved. But in Deut
6:7-9 the normal textual and orthographic fluidity of the Second
Temple period can be observed. As compared to MT the following

7 Deut 6:4: nynw (4QPhyl H). Deut 6:5: 3x 9122 (4QPhyl C); A[2]33% (4QPhyl
B); gn‘v (Sir 7:29); 7awa3 (4QPhyl M); n37[x1m (4QPhyl B); 71 (Sir 7:30).

 For the original monolatric meaning of Deut 6:4, see e.g. J.H. Tigay, Deuter-
onomy: The Traditional Hebrew Text with the New JPS Translation (The JPS Torah
Commentary; Philadelphia: JPS, 1996), 76; cf. the excursus on the Shema ibid., 438—
441.
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orthographic variants occur: in Deut 6:7 n2mpa[1 (4QPhyl O); in Deut
6:8 127 (4QPhyl O); mavvh (wm); Mavwy (4QDeut’); najoivy
(4QPhyl C); N2y (4QPhyl O); in Deut 6:9 nnna[na] (4QPhyl O);
i (we; 4QPhyl O; XQPhyl 2); nimn (4QMez C; MurPhyl); Tna
(4QPhyl C); n2'na (4QPhyl O).

The textual variants between the textual witnesses of Deut 6:7-9
which go back to the Second Temple period are relatively small and
typical for scribal corruption of a text. Most often the textual wit-
nesses vary in their use of singular or plural forms: Deut 6:7 (71325
M; w; G; 8QPhyl; XQPhyl 2; MurPhyl vs. 7335 XHev/SePhyl);
Deut 6:8 (770 M; G; 8QPhyl; XQPhyl 2; MurPhyl; Philo Spec. 4.137
vs. 7T a; XHev/SePhyl; 7121 4QPhyl O; tév yelpdv Let. Aris.
15969); Deut 6:8 (72y M; we; G; 8QPhyl; XQPhyl 2; MurPhyl;
XHev/SePhyl; Philo Spec. 4.137; cf. 4QPhyl O vs. 719 4QPhyl C; tijs
xedalfic Josephus Ant. 4.213); Deut 6:9 (onanay M; w; 4QPhyl C;
XQPhyl 2; MurPhyl; XHev/SePhyl; cf. 4QPhyl O vs. xat ypaete adta
®; ypdavrag avta Philo Spec. 4.142); Deut 6:9 (7072 IM; 4QDeut”;
8QPhyl; XQPhyl 2; MurPhyl; XHev/SePhyl; cf. 4QPhyl C; Philo Spec.
4.142 vs. 7NA we; TV ob@v dpdv G; nna 4QPhyl O); Deut 6:9
(7w M; w; 4QPhyl C; 8QPhyl; XQPhyl 2; MurPhyl; cf. &; Let.
Aris. 158; Philo Spec. 4.142; Josephus Ant. 4.213 vs. TwWwwa
XHev/SePhyl).

Disagreement in the use of suffixes can be found several times as
well: Deut 6:7 (onnwt M; we; G; 4QPhyl C; 4QMez D; XQPhyl 2;
MurPhyl vs. niivn XHev/SePhyl); Deut 6:7 (7731 M; 4QMez C;
XQPhyl 2; MurPhyl; XHev/SePhyl vs. 023 w; &; 4QPhyl C, O);
Deut 6:7 (02521 M; ; 4QPhyl C; XQPhyl 2; MurPhyl; cf. s vs.
na%21 XHev/SePhyl); Deut 6:8 (770 M; G; 8QPhyl; XQPhyl 2;
MurPhyl; cf. w; 4QPhyl O; XHev/SePhyl vs. Bpayioow / Tod
Bpaxiovos Josephus Ant. 4.213); Deut 6:8 (71p M; w; G; 8QPhyl;
XQPhyl 2; MurPhyl; XHev/SePhyl; cf. 4QPhyl C, O vs. Tijs xedaijs
Josephus Ant. 4.213); Deut 6:9 (72 M; 4QDeut’; 8QPhyl; XQPhyl
2; MurPhyl; XHev/SePhyl; cf. w; 4QPhyl C, O vs. T@v oixtév du@v
®); Deut 6:9 (7wwar M; w; 4QPhyl C; 8QPhyl; XQPhyl 2;
MurPhyl; cf. XHev/SePhyl vs. xai t@v mulév duédv &; cf. Josephus
Ant. 4.213).

5 Josephus, Ant. 4.213, uses both the plural and the singular.
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Furthermore, as compared to the MT, in Deut 6:7 the SP twice
lacks a waw copulativum (722w3a and 7n23%3), and in Deut 6:9 the
LXX (xat Tév muA&dv Ouév) and Philo, Spec. 4.142 (xal muA&v), once
lack an equivalent to the preposition -2 (cf. also Let. Aris. 158).

4. CONCLUSIONS:
LITURGICAL USE AND TEXTUAL STABILITY OF DEUT 6:4-5

Deut 6:4-9 consists of two parts. The first includes an introductory
statement about the unity and singularity of the God of Israel fol-
lowed by an admonition to love the Lord (Deut 6:4-5). The second
part in Deut 6:6-9 comprises instructions how to memorize, transmit,
and use the earlier two verses. Our analysis shows that the first part,
i.e. Deut 6:4-5, attests on the one hand to a suprising textual stability
in its shorter mostly Hebrew textual tradition, although its longer
textual tradition which is mostly preserved through its Greek transla-
tion is textually more fluid. On the other hand, the textual history of
the instructions in Deut 6:6-9 is characterized by the textual fluidity
which is typical for Second Temple times. The textual stability of
Deut 6:4-5 is all the more surprising, because in its consonantal He-
brew text the Shema is not a monotheistic statement but a monolatric
one. It emphasizes that God is singular but not the only existing god
(see above). Textually, the monotheistic interpretation of Deut 6:4 is
attested only in the Nash Papyrus, in the Deut-LXX, and textual wit-
nesses depending on the latter, i.e. in its longer and more fluid textual
tradition. Nevertheless, XHev/SePhyl (XHev/Se 5) proves that Jews
of the Second Temple period understood the Shema as a monotheistic
statement. This monotheistic signification of Deut 6:4 did mostly not
affect its Hebrew text though. This is all the more interesting, because
except for the textual witnesses which depend on the LXX, the longer
textual tradition became extinct in ancient Judaism by the middle of
the 2™ cent. B.C.E.

Given that Deut 6:4 changed its meaning from a monolatric to a
monotheistic statement its textual fixity in the Hebrew tradition is
astonishing — one would have expected that its changed signification
affected its Hebrew text as well. This is all the more surprising, when
the phylacteries and mezuzot from the Dead Sea are taken into con-
sideration. Above we emphasized that the ancient scribes copied phy-
lacteries and mezuzot from memory. While in general this copying
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from memory led to a corrupted text in ancient phylacteries and me-
zuzot, except for one abbreviation in XHev/SePhyl (XHev/Se 5) and
a few orthographic variants, their text of Deut 6:4-5 is uncorrupted,
while their text of Deut 6:6-9 is not. This shows that the text of Deut
6:4-5 was memorized better by the ancient scribes than the one of
Deut 6:6-9 in particular and all the other texts which were included in
phylacteries and mezuzot in general.

In our opinion, the best explanation of this astonishing textual sta-
bility of the Shema Yisrael, is its daily liturgical use already in the
late Second Temple period, which enabled the ancient scribes to
memorize this text better than other passages. In our opinion, the
difference between the textual stability of Deut 6:4-5 in its shorter
textual tradition and the textual fluidity of Deut 6:4-5 in its longer
mostly Greek textual tradition as well as the general textual fluidity of
Deut 6:6-9 points to a difference in the use of these texts. The most
probable explanation is that originally only Deut 6:4-5 was recited
liturgically while the instructions of Deut 6:6-9 how to use this text
were not. This might also be confirmed by the isolated quotations of
Deut 6:4-5 in Mark 12:29-30, 32-33.7° Once the twice a day recita-
tion (see above) of Deut 6:4—5 was established in Second Temple
times, the Shema’s frequent recitation contributed to the textual sta-
bility of its shorter text and helped to transmit the text of Deut 6:4—5
rather uncorrupted. That the latest Hebrew witness of the longer text
of Deut 6:4-5 is the Nash Papyrus from the middle of the 2™ cent.
B.C.E. allows for speculation if the recitation of the Shema twice a
day is a response to the Hellenistic religious reforms of the years
175-164 B.C.E. and was introduced after the rededication of the Jeru-
salem temple.”' Against enforced Hellenization, the daily recitations
of the Shema would have emphasized the monotheistic nature of Ju-
daism.

Our analysis of the textual history of the Shema points thus to two
conclusions.

" For the emphasis on Deut 6:4-5 as the central part of the Shema, cf. also Reif,
“Pralyer,” 451-452.

T Cf. Baumgarten, “Invented Traditions,” 202-207. Contra Cohn, Tangled Up in
Text, 100—102, who argues that the recitation of the Shema began with the introduc-
tion of Tefillin in late Second Temple Judaism. Cohn’s idea does not explain why the
daily recitation occurred outside the temple as well as inside.
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1. The study of the manuscripts of Biblical books among the Dead
Sea Scrolls has shown that in Second Temple times the books of
the Hebrew Bible had individual textual histories. Our textual
analysis of the Shema shows that some key passages of individ-
ual books had in turn textual histories of their own which were
mostly unaffected by their book’s overall textual transmission.

2. Frequent liturgical use of individual text passages effected tex-
tual fixity and stability.

The latter conclusion is also confirmed by Psalms manuscripts from
Qumran. In the Qumran library a rich number of manuscripts attest-
ing to biblical and other psalms were discovered. These manuscripts
disagree in which biblical and nonbiblical psalms they contain and in
which sequence they present these psalms. P. Flint found at least
three different psalm collections in the Qumran library each of which
presents their psalms in a different sequence and contains different
songs.”” But the text of the individual psalms remains surprisingly
stable as compared to the sequential fluidity of the various psalm
collections. It seems as if liturgical recitation ensured the textual sta-
bility of the individual songs while their collections were still unsta-
ble in their sequence and content.”

2 P.W. Flint, The Dead Sea Psalms Scrolls and the Book of Psalms (STDJ 17;
Leiden: Brill, 1997), 150-171, 239; cf. Lange, Handbuch, 416-—421.

 Cf. A. Lange, “Die Endgestalt des protomasoretischen Psalters und die
Toraweisheit: Zur Bedeutung der nichtessenischen Weisheitstexte aus Qumran fiir
die Auslegung des protomasoretischen Psalters,” in Der Psalter in Judentum und
Christentum (ed. E. Zenger; Herders Biblische Studien 18; Freiburg: Herder, 1998),
101-136, 109-111; idem, Handbuch, 434—436.






AN OFTEN NEGLECTED WITNESS TO THE TEXTUAL
HISTORY OF THE SEPTUAGINT:
THE SYROHEXAPLA OF 3 KINGDOMS

Timothy Michael Law

Long before I met him, Julio Trebolle Barrera had shaped my think-
ing on the textual history of the Septuagint. When I first became in-
terested in text history, I bought and read Salomon y Jerobodn and
Jehu y Jodas, and in them I found arguments that were fresh and per-
suasive. | then ordered from an online bookseller his Centena of
1989, and found inscribed on the inside: 'Al Prof. Frank Moore Cross,
con profundo agradecimiento y respeto. -Julio Trebolle.' I suppose if
Prof. Cross had already read it and sold it, it is best that it ended up in
the hands of a young student who would eventually follow in the au-
thor's footsteps. Trebolle's work ushered in a new era in the study of
the textual history of the Septuagint, where literary and compositional
history would have to be considered when assessing the divergences
between the Hebrew and Greek versions, and where one could no
longer uncritically assume MT was the Vorlage of 3-4 Kingdoms.
Few have had an influence on the study of Septuagint as Prof. Tre-
bolle. In his honor, and with gratitude, I offer this contribution on an
often neglected version, the Syrohexapla.

Introduction

This contribution presents some of the findings from a much longer
study in which [ evaluated the worth of Syh as a witness to the
hexaplaric materials in 3 Kingdoms (Kgdms), a project that was pre-
liminary to the preparation of the critical edition of the hexaplaric
fragments for the same book.'

* T am grateful to the British Academy for the support to conduct my research as
a Postdoctoral Fellow.
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I analyzed both the anonymous signed readings and those attrib-
uted to revisers, along with the many attributed readings in the mar-
gins, all of which may be called hexaplaric materials, with the result
that I was able to appraise the reliability of this version for recovering
what is preserved of Origen’s Hexapla. The book of 3 Kgdms in Syh
comes to us in one single manuscript, but it is, on the whole, in re-
markably good condition.

Some details of the Manuscript

The manuscript is Ms. Br. Mus. Add. 14,437 (vellum, 78f., 10 1/8” x
6 1/2”, I col. 21-281.), dated to the g century.2 The hand is consistent
throughout, containing only slight variations in some of the marginal
notes that may have been copied by another scribe.’ There are signs
which I referred to as ‘continuation signs’ that were added to indicate
that a signed reading (sub + or sub +) extends beyond the first line and
continues on the line where the continuation sign is placed in the right
hand margin. Since these were added inconsistently, the metobelus
determines the end of the reading, not the presence or absence of the
continuation sign. Recognition of the function of these signs is impor-
tant since on several occasions Lagarde in his edition (Syh*®) and also
the editors of the Cambridge Septuagint (BMT) have misread the pur-
pose of the sign and have therefore written misleading notes in their
apparatuses.

In his attempt to insert the hexaplaric signs in the most precise
manner, the scribe sometimes ignores the constraints of Syriac by
separating the waw and other particles from the following word: 2:31;
10:7; 15:4 (preposition J), 29, 30; 16:13; 17:17; and 21(20 B):19
(preposition ). In most cases, however, he does not: 2:22; 3:21; 9:3
(preposition J), 9 (relative 1); 10:29; 13:4; 15:23 (relative »); 16:13
(relative 1); 17:6; 20(21 B):1, 7, 11; 22:6 2x (1x: preposition J), 38,
and 53 (relative 1).* Syh™ is inconsistent in offering correctives to

' T am editing the hexaplaric fragments for 3-4 Kgdms for the Hexapla Project,
and was honored to have been invited recently to contribute to the Synoptic Polyglot
Edition of Kings, edited by Trebolle, P. Torijano Morales, and A. Piquer Otero.

2 Cf. W. Baars, New Syrohexaplaric Texts (Leiden: Brill, 1968), 9.

3 E.g.,in fols. 113" and 113 the ke is written in the serta script, even though the
rest of the note is in the same estrangela as the main text.

* All of these cases are noted as they appear in the study.
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these: at times Lagarde separated the constituents when the manu-
script has not, and at others he left the reading as he found it. In this,
Field is more trustworthy (see also below).

Analysis of the Readings

I did not rely entirely upon the edition of Lagarde (Syh®®) but instead
checked every case from Syh*® with the microfilm of the manuscript
obtained from the British Library. Throughout my work I noted those
places where Syh*® inconsistently modifies what is in the ms. (Syh®).
Sometimes the editor moves the signs to indicate what he presumes
was the intended reading, while other times he does not. Nonetheless,
in almost every case where even Lagarde was not completely accu-
rate, Field was correct. Lagarde also made several other minor mis-
takes marking the signs, but one may argue whether any of these sig-
nificantly alter the information so as to distort it. Other than these mi-
nor cases there are few editorial errors, and this leads to the conclu-
sion that Lagarde’s work was very meticulous for the most part. In
this study, I have divided all of the hexaplaric readings into five
groups.

A. Correctly Preserved Asterisked Readings

There were a total of 170 asterisked approximations correctly noted
sub + in Syh. The majority (156) had support from the manuscript
tradition. In 90% of those readings, the hexaplaric, or Origenic, re-
cension (A + 247 in 3 Kgdms) corroborated the addition marked sub +
in Syh. Moreover, within the hexaplaric group A was a witness in
93% of the cases where the approximation was preserved, thus con-
firming Burkitt’s recognition of A’s close relationship to the fifth col-
umn of Origen’s Hexapla. The Lucianic group was only found in
54.5% of the readings where Greek witnesses joined Syh in these edi-
tions, but only twice did L preserve a reading independently of the
hexaplaric group, which demonstrates L’s close relationship to the
Hexapla.

The more intriguing portion of the accurately preserved aster-
isks was that in which Syh alone preserved the asterisked addition.
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There are 14 of these readings out of the total of 170. Several exam-
ples may indicate inner-Syh borrowing, while others imply possible
contact between Syh and P.” Of this latter category, most of the read-
ings are too minor to guarantee a connection with P and could have
come independently of any textual witness. Whether this contact
came later in the transmission history of Syh or at the very point of
translation cannot be known with complete certainty.® Less certain is
whether such contact would have been direct, by comparison with the
text of P, or indirect, by memory. For my analysis of Syh, however, it
was not a chief concern how or when these readings came into the
text; indeed, it is not particularly important — though it may be inter-
esting — to know what their source was at all. We have only one ex-
tant manuscript of Syh and, although its date is very early, the lack of
other testimony prohibits a more balanced evaluation of the evidence.

The final hypothesis is the most speculative, but not necessarily
the least convincing: a lost Greek witness was responsible for the
readings which now survive only in Syh. The number of readings we
examined in section 1 makes this proposal credible. An overwhelm-
ing 156 of 170 correctly noted asterisked readings are found in the
Greek tradition, accounting for about 92% of the total number. That
only 14 readings occur in Syh without corroboration in the Greek tra-
dition makes it less likely that Syh departs from the norm in these 14
cases here. If we can later prove that the sign tradition is better pre-
served and more accurate in Syh than in the other witnesses, this too
would suggest that a Greek source that had the reading has since per-
ished. Some examples from this category follow.

> R.J.V. Hiebert investigated possible P influence on the unmarked additions in
the Psalter of Syh, but did not do so for those which were marked with the asterisk as
we have done here. The problem with Hiebert’s conclusions on this question is the
insignificance of the readings. He only found four cases in the Psalter where he sug-
gested P influence was likely, but two of these are pronouns and one is a conjunction;
the other is possibly the result of contact with P since it is rather long. Hiebert is
more convincing in linking the two versions when he shows those readings in Syh
that depart from the normal Syh style, and have the style of P instead. See R.J.V.
Hiebert, The “Syrohexaplaric” Psalter (SBLSCS 27; Atlanta: Scholars, 1989), 186-
188, 190-192, 194-196.

S But the latter may be commended: given that the manuscript’s 8" century date
is very close to the first translation of Syh in the 7" century, there would have been
very little time for a significant number of corruptions to enter the stream of trans-
mission.
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1:47

YAl wis 8 el St ol o

niow ownR TR :w” MT

ayaBuvat o Beog To ovopa caAwuwy B

ayaBuvat xuptog To ovopa Tov utov cou goropwvtos L (2 Kgdms 25:47)
woulrd e W i oA P

This case is minor and could have come simply from the translator(s)
familiarity of the passage in his tradition, i.e. via indirect dependence
on P. Direct dependence, however, is not implausible. Additionally,
in Syh there is an adapted reading in «=s<\, an anticipatory suffixed
form also influenced by P which has no parallel in MT or the other
versions.

3:26
s om Som ;e T Yot <ion ,;m hlu dasa
ma 'IJ:'T(DN ‘IW&W mxm MT
xol a’n’E%plGYj 7 YUV %S 1V 0 viog o {wv
o miod hdu ,m hiwma P

Influence of P is possible for the suffixed addition. The pronoun is
minor, though, and could have come about independently.

9:9

Sehoioad dus 7T ity it

0™I%R PIRD

e aryurtou €€ otxou Soulelag

P: icom =i =
The reading in Syh® i R NS 7 No other extant Greek
witnesses preserve the rea ing of Syh, Wthh would have been € yng
aryvmtov, but P has Syh’s exact lemma. Nonetheless, Syh 4 Kgdms
17:7 and 36 have oicsm i & for the Greek sE YNG alyuTmTou.
Inner-Syh borrowing may be the most probable explanation, but since
this phrase is so commonly used in biblical language, it could have
arisen independently.

20:29

iams Lt Mast alljoa

DIXNR ST 90

xat ematabey 1opanh ™y cuplay (21:29 B)
ro L ,is c\\lvnc\ P

7 Lagarde modifies the reading in Syh®®, but this is not to be considered an incor-
rect use of the signs since the relative does not represent another constituent in the
source language, and its exclusion from the sub + lemma is, therefore, not inaccurate.
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The Greek retroversion is xat emaraéay ot vior opayl ev oupia. Syh is
close to P: »os & Liimare ,is al\jeo. Again, in certain areas (e.g.,
~iams) Syh follows the Greek, while possibly borrowing from P in
that which was lacking. It must also be admitted that the translator(s)
of Syh could have added this reading independently.

B. Correctly Preserved Obelized Readings

There are a total of 104 (48%) out of 216 omissions that were cor-
rectly noted sub + in Syh and corroborated by the manuscript tradi-
tion. Though 11 witnesses have asterisks, only the Lucianic ms. 127
preserves the obelus. The omissions in the Greek tradition were much
fewer than were the additions. The omissions in the versions are not
always the result of hexaplaric activity, but instead may have been
caused by certain habits of their translators and also by the constraints
of the target language. The most significant conclusion here was that
52% of the readings correctly obelized in Syh were retained in the
manuscript tradition without having been omitted.

C. Inaccurately Preserved Signed Readings

There were a total of 386 signed readings in Syh marked correctly
according to Origen’s avowed principles. The total number of inaccu-
rately marked readings in Syh was 194 (177 unique).® Remarkably,
out of 541 total signed readings in Syh, only 31.6% have been trans-
mitted inaccurately. The copying and transmission of these signed
readings was, while by no means perfect, exceptional. In the light of
these statistics, the errors may be considered inconsequential. Indeed,
they mostly concern misplaced signs, and very few of the total are
impossible to decipher: even in the erroneous readings we were able
to determine what must have been intended by the scribe. Therefore,
because the sign tradition has been preserved so carefully in Syh, this
version is the yardstick by which one must measure the accuracy of
the signs in the other six witnesses. My conclusion is opposite that of

¥ The larger number of 193 refers to the total inaccurate readings, and is larger
because some have more than one problem.
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Fritsch, who had a rather negative opinion of Syh Proverbs.’ I do not
deny that the signs have not been preserved perfectly, but Fritsch’s
opinion seems to have been derived from a standard that is unreason-
able to demand from this ancient version. While elsewhere 1 have
proven that there are a high number of readings that lost their signs in
the transmission history, here one is able to appreciate that of those
signs which were preserved in Syh, 68.4% were recorded accurately.

Both Lagarde and Field erratically modified the readings that they
thought were inaccurate. Field is much more dependable in this mat-
ter, but both editors now modify the signs, now leave them un-
touched. Like my predecessors, my judgments are based on Origen’s
stated methodology, and on what we know about the text history.
Without access to the Hexapla itself, we can never be entirely sure
where Origen placed the signs. Only a handful of examples are given
below.

1. Partially Correct Sub + Readings

3:26

e Vo o & A

Kani iy s

To matdlov

maudiov] + 7o {wv A 247 158 Aeth Arm Syh (to sub + o’ ¢’)

The lemma should include ~.w. Even though this asterisked reading
marks an attributed reading, it would have made little sense to note a
reading from Aquila and Symmachus that only included the addi-
tional To.

6:22

St A A 8s min bom ;e clalot hus claa

31 N9Y TIT2 IV NAROO Mano3

TavToS Tou olxov (6:21 B)

otxou] + xat ooV To 0w Tou daPelp emeTadwaey xpuotw A 247 Arm
Syh® (emetalwoey ypuaiw sub +)

Syh® only places ~oma ~\rd &> sub +, but Field (p. 605) and Syh*
have emended.

® C. Fritsch ‘The Treatment of the Hexaplaric Signs in the Syro-Hexaplar of
Proverbs’ JBL 72/3 (1953): 171.
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7:6

womba adcia Mo Vplwor

01Me75 0N

athap emt mpoowmov autwy (7:43 B)

arap—avtwv] qoghw] Judwppt hwinky dhdbwhg Arm(= uesti-
bula contra se inuicem) | athap] at ex corr 501% : ehap 52 56 55:
“Ma\wa+ Syh

As Field (p. 607) notes, only the o needed to be sub +.'°

2. Partially Correct Sub + Readings

16:12

Sraon hus Lt Mo o0 i s
RUPIOR 137 WY

0 eElanaey xuplog L Tov owxov Paaca

Tov otxov Paaca sub + Syh®

Field (p. 631) correctly suggested the obelized reading should only
include ~¥us (= em ~Tov o1kov™ Paaca), but Syh® placed the obelus
before ..

3. Asterisk Missing from Lemma

19:15

.@omma ioamy eiads S hrhat m(\..n ~oiard\ “naam A
saeha SChdhaot

AOWHY ORI PYRT M3TH 717 MW 77

TOpEVOU avaaTpede €5 TNV 000V ToU xal NEES €l TV 000V EPYLOU

dapaoxou xat NEEIS xat YPITELS

xat nEeig 2° A B Aeth Arm Syh®(+ )] om V L rell = Ra

Field (p. 636) and Syh® added the asterisk.

4. Obelus Missing from Lemma

18:7
alia wadgia o lao Nomior ~hinasoT Moot
187D 55 31N

' F. Field, Origenis Hexaplorum Quae Supersunt. (2 vols. Oxford: Clarendon,
1875) 1:607, n.11: ‘fortasse pro n\=>a+.
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xal afdelov ECTEVTEY XAl ETETEY ETL TPOTWTOV QUTOU
eomevaev] + | Syh® | om xau emeaey 82

Field (p. 632) and Syh*® add the obelus.

5. Metobelus Missing from Lemma

4:3

saliss mis .XVA:_c\..o*

TR VIV

xat woadad viog ayethiad

xat] pr — Syh® : om 19-108 106-107

Field (p. 600) adds the metobelus, but Syh® does not.

6. Unnecessary Signs

In this section, obvious errors in the use of the hexaplaric signs and
those signed readings which go against all extant testimony have been
included. The latter may still have been correct if the sign was used as
an index or in some other sense not known to us, or if a witness that
would have validated the reading has not survived (cf. these examples
at 5:23; 10:29; 18:12; and 19:8).

12:27

Nrocny Al manei hal @xama A @\ ea

TR DYANTTON 1Y 30m

X0l ATIOXTEVOUTLY [LE

xat amoxtevouaw pe] om L% 246 Luc : + xat emotpadnoovrar (amo-
247) mpog poPoap Baciiea touda A 247 Arm Syh (sub + ')

Syh® has an additional asterisk before ~1amus. It is easy to see how
this error may have come about, since it is directly underneath its
proper placement.

15:32

nlat Liiny ®als wran uno Ko hus Kom . oin
S omblan hshas

DP9 SXTR NWDA 131 ROR P A nnnom

hab xat molepos v petalu aoa xar petafy Baaca Baciiews 1GA TaoRg

Tag nuepas avtwy A Arm Syh {om xat 1° Syh | modepoc—iGA sub + o’

Syh | Baasa] twpwwinwy Arm (= Nabat) | macas—avtwy sub + Syh}
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The reading is mostly correct, but the obelus before ( amlx slips in by
an error due to its proximity to the actual obelized reading in the next
verse which begins one line below; the error is recognized by Field
(p. 629), but not Syh’.

18:20

almia i) waa (amlal pao Limu olas aw dawa

DR720 IO DRAINTNR PARN KR 137523 axns nown

XQL QATETTEINEY C(.XCLCLB EIS TavTA lO'pCCnA Xal EMTUVY)YAYEV TTAVTAS TOUG
TPODNTAG EIG 0POG TO XAPUNALOY

o 2°] pr + Syh® | om mavtag Arm

Syh® had an unnecessary asterisk before saa ( = xai
emovvnyayev). Field (p. 633) does not mention it, but Syhed has
removed it from the text.

7. Wrong Signs

13:17

SoahT i hed o

DI OY NOYINO)

xal W) Tg vdwp

vdwp A B L 246 Arm] + exet V Z, rell Luc Aeth Syh (sub —) =Ra

D. Attributed Readings

There are 333 readings in Syh attributed to revisers. The reasons for
separating the attributed readings in textu from those in the margins
became apparent whenever I counted up the total number of readings
attributed to our revisers. From this total count, I discovered an un-
even distribution of readings: in the main text Aquila was quoted
most often, but in the margins the readings were overwhelmingly in
favor of Symmachus. This suggests to us not only that the sources for
the marginal readings may have been different, but more precisely
that Origen seemed to have favored Aquila in named signed readings,
while the exegetical tradition behind the marginal readings clearly
favored Symmachus. Still, the reason for the high proportion of
Aquila readings compared to those of Theodotion could be that, since
the Theodotion text was so similar to the LXX, when Origen brought
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those readings into the fifth column he used only the asterisk for
many of them, rather than the asterisk and attribution. If this is true,
Theodotion’s readings would be unattributed and, therefore, more
pervasive than his attributed readings would indicate.

E. Hexaplaric Material Outside of Syh

In order to determine the value of Syh as a source for preserving
the hexaplaric materials, | examined the survival of this material out-
side of Syh, and found that the sign tradition was remarkably pre-
served in our version. Only three signed readings indicative of
hexaplaric material — two asterisks and one obelus — are preserved
where Syh has failed to do so. This confirms the importance of this
Syriac version for the study of the hexaplaric materials of 3 Kgdms.
To put this into figures: 541 of 544 signed readings are preserved in
Syh, or 99.4%."

While less than 1% of the total signed readings appear outside of
Syh, a greater percentage of the total attributed readings do exist in-
dependently of Syh. Of the total 452 attributed readings known to us,
119 are found scattered among 11 other witnesses without being at-
tested by Syh. Syh, therefore, is the only source for 74% of the total
attributed readings. In my view, 26% is not a large enough proportion
to significantly challenge Syh’s value as the premier conservator of
the hexaplaric materials, even when the attributed readings are in
view.

In another section, I listed examples of the additions in the Greek
tradition, preserved in Syh, which agree with MT. This section, above
all others in the entire work, was by necessity a treatment of the
Greek textual tradition as well as Syh. Nonetheless, the examples
chosen were selected from Syh so that I could continue to keep this
version at the center of the inquiry. It is not in doubt that there are a
significant number of readings which no longer have, or perhaps
never had, accompanying signs. It would have taken me far beyond

""" Two more asterisks and two more obeli are found outside of Syh where Syh’s
text has been lost. These are not counted against Syh since I was attempting to judge
the version’s faithfulness, but it is worthwhile pointing out that four more readings
are known. Adding these to the total, there are 541 of 548 in Syh, i.e. only 1.3% apart
from the witness of Syh.
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the scope of my study to pursue the identification of these readings,
but it is fitting here to acknowledge that that type of inquiry will only
be possible once the studies on the Greek textual history of 3 Kgdms
are completed by P. Torijano and the honorand of this volume. As far
as the other material in my study is concerned, when the conclusions
reached by Trebolle and Torijano are made available to us, none of
my conclusions will be significantly modified, if at all; no matter the
introduction of new Greek material, the evidence is still decidedly in
favor of Syh’s faithfulness in the preservation of the hexaplaric mate-
rials. The problem of unsigned hexaplaric approximations is some-
thing to which LXX scholars will have to direct their attention more
readily than they have in the past. As we have seen, since the sign
tradition is not completely preserved in the manuscript tradition, veri-
fying the impact of the Hexapla upon later textual history will require
very meticulous and patient research.

Conclusion

The asterisked readings in Syh that have no other corroborating
witnesses in the Greek tradition may indeed be due to a loss of Greek
manuscripts that originally had the signs. It would, however, be worth
collecting all similar readings throughout Syh in order to note any
patterns that might emerge from the amassing of such material. Addi-
tionally, the influence of P on Syh needs to be investigated. There
may have been no such influence whatever, but since the suggestion
is not entirely unreasonable, this will have to be proven

Another interesting finding of this study that deserves further at-
tention is the elevation of Symmachus within the Antiochian Greek
and the Syriac tradition. Taking note of the preservation of Aquila in
the Byzantine Jewish tradition,'” and Symmachus in the Antiochian
and Syriac traditions,"” is it possible to conclude that Symmachus be-

12 See N.R.M. de Lange, J. Krivoruchko, and C. Boyd-Taylor (eds.), Jewish Re-
ception of Greek Bible Versions (Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2009); and T.M. Law,
‘Some Glosses on Solomon’s Building Program’, in de Lange, Krivoruchko, and
Bo¥d-Taylor (eds.), Jewish Reception.

3 N. Fernandez Marcos, ‘On Symmachus and Lucian in Ezekiel’, in F. Garcia
Martinez and M. Vervenne (eds.), with the collaboration of B. Doyle, Interpreting
Translation: Studies on the LXX and Ezekiel in Honour of Johan Lust (Leuven: Peet-
ers, 2005), 151-161; and Law, ‘Symmachus in Antioch?’, Textus 25 (2010).
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came the reviser of choice for Christians, while Aquila attained a
similar status among Jews? This is not to say that Aquila or
Theodotion were of no concern to Christians, or that Symmachus and
Theodotion were of no concern to Jews, but that within both exegeti-
cal circles there may have been a preference for one reviser. What-
ever the case may be, the reason Symmachus is preserved in signifi-
cantly greater numbers in the margins of Syh is related to the material
available to, or simply selected by, the translators and/or copyists of
the Syriac tradition.

I have also tried to suggest that until a full textual analysis of Syh
is undertaken, the possibility that Antiochian manuscripts were used
in the translation of Syh should not be excluded from consideration
until it can be proven otherwise. This is a subject worthy of study, but
one that will probably be hindered from having its full impact until
more work is done on the Greek textual history.

The most obvious prospect for future research, and one to which
we now cast our gaze, is the production of a critical edition of
hexaplaric material for 3 Kgdms. This update of Field can now begin
from more solid foundations than would have been possible had this
current study not been undertaken. Certainly, the most valuable con-
tribution of Syh to the textual history of the LXX lies neither in its
witness to an underlying Vorlage, nor in its preservation of 541
signed readings, but in the preservation of 333 readings with attribu-
tions to the Three and other revisers. One should still be pleased if all
that were preserved were the 541 signed readings, but the ones from
the revisers add to our wealth of primary source material for early
Jewish and Christian exegetical traditions.

As is now clear, | have gained an overall positive impression of the
preservation of the hexaplaric materials in Syh 3 Kgdms. This should
not, however, obscure the fact that the hexaplaric tradition has, on the
whole, been poorly preserved. The small steps made in the study
highlighted the problem, but even there I was not able to investigate
the matter fully since we need to know more about the Greek manu-
scripts first. Nonetheless, there is enough there to reassert that schol-
ars should cease claiming Syh is a ‘translation of the fifth column’ of
Origen’s Hexapla. Brock’s conclusions on the hexaplaric recension in
1 Kgdms are worth quoting since they could equally be said about 3
Kgdms, and particularly about the results of my study from Syh:
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Although the fifth column was no doubt copied directly, none of
the surviving ‘hexaplaric’ manuscripts can possibly go back to such a
transcript. Rather, these manuscripts owe their hexaplaric material to
systematic (in varying degrees) correction made on the basis of the
fifth column.'*

Therefore, it would be wise to use more restraint when assessing
the value of this version, and one should certainly not claim it is a
direct witness to the fifth column. But does that mean Syh is of little
value? On the one hand, Syh 3 Kgdms appears to be a very poor wit-
ness to the hexaplaric tradition. I merely touched on the great number
of readings in the manuscript tradition for which the signs have not
been preserved. In that regard, Syh is no better than any other witness
and has failed to uphold its reputation as chief among them. On the
other hand, one can affirm that the hexaplaric tradition is overwhelm-
ingly preserved in Syh when compared to the other witnesses. Thus,
instead of answering that Syh is a faithful witness to the hexaplaric
materials in 3 Kgdms, it would be more sensible to claim that Syh is
the best witness to the hexaplaric materials in 3 Kgdms. Indeed, for
the recovery of the hexaplaric tradition in 3 Kgdms, one cannot do
without Syh.

This contribution is a small token of gratitude to a scholar who has
not only influenced the way I think about the textual history of the
historical books. He has also from the first time we met offered
friendship and a spirit of collaboration, and has demonstrated a hu-
mility before the biblical text one would do well to emulate.

4 S P. Brock, The Recensions of the Septuagint Version of 1 Samuel (Quaderni di
Henoch 9; Torino: Zamorani, 1996), 170.



CRITIQUE TEXTUELLE ET CRITIQUE HISTORIQUE :
REMARQUES METHODOLOGIQUES ET EXEMPLES

André Lemaire

La critique textuelle est un art complexe et difficile. On la présente
souvent comme la premiére étape de 1’étude philologique d’un texte
ancien transmis par la copie, avant d’aborder sa critique littéraire et sa
critique historique. Celui auquel ce volume est dédié s’est illustré en
montrant comment la frontiére entre critique textuelle et critique
littéraire pouvait étre mouvante. De fait, la découverte puis 1’étude
des manuscrits de Qoumran ont révélé que des différences textuelles
entre traditions manuscrites pouvaient remonter a des éditions
différentes d’une méme ceuvre et qu’il y avait une interaction entre
critique textuelle et critique littéraire : on ne peut pas faire de critique
textuelle sérieuse sans faire en méme temps de la critique littéraire et
tenir compte, en particulier, des hypothéses concernant 1’histoire de la
rédaction de ce texte.

Il en va de méme des rapports entre critique textuelle et critique
historique. Bien que cela ne soit que trés rarement souligné, il est
clair que, spécialement pour les livres rattachés au genre
historiographique, on ne peut pas faire de critique textuelle
indépendamment de la critique historique : la critique historique ne
vient pas seulement apres la critique textuelle mais peut et doit
intervenir déja au niveau du jugement de critique textuelle. Cette
intervention de la critique historique au niveau de la critique textuelle
peut sembler a priori anormale, dangereuse et source de confusion ;
on peut lui reprocher d’étre apparemment une sorte de cercle vicieux.
Cependant elle parait inéluctable et est, de fait, pratiquée depuis
longtemps dans un certain nombre de cas. Pour le montrer et en tirer
éventuellement quelques remarques méthodologiques, nous
voudrions présenter rapidement trois exemples concrets extraits de la
fin du chapitre 23 et du début du chapitre 24 du deuxiéme livre des
Rois.
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1) Le premier exemple est celui de 2 Rois 23,29a : le TM peut étre
traduit : “Dans ses jours, pharaon Néchao roi d’Egypte est monté
contre (‘al) le roi d’Assur sur (‘al) le fleuve Euphrate”. Méme si la
répétition de la préposition ‘a/ devant deux compléments différents,
un de personne, I’autre de lieu, peut sembler quelque peu étrange, ce
demi-verset ne pose apparemment aucun probléme de -critique
textuelle' : il ne semble pas y avoir de variantes dans les manuscrits
hébreux et les traductions grecques traduisent les deux ‘al par la
méme préposition grecque epi’. D’aprés les paralléles, la préposition
‘al suivant le verbe ‘alah, comporte une nuance négative : “monter
contre”, “faire une expédition contre”, “attaquer”. Cette nuance
agressive a bien été comprise par les traductions et commentaires du
XIX® et de la premiére moitié du XX° siécle, en particulier O.
Thenius’, R. Kittel* et J.A. Montgomery’. Cependant, aprés la
publication de la Chronique des rois néo-babyloniens par D. J.
Wiseman en 1956°, la plupart des traductions et des commentaires ont
interprété cette préposition de fagon positive et ont compris que le roi
d’Egypte était monté “vers” le roi d’Assyrie, en proposant de corriger
‘al en ’el. C’est ainsi le cas de J. Gray’, G. H. Jones®, E. Wiirthwein’,
T. R. Hobbs'’, M. Cogan — H. Tadmor'!, P. Buis'?, V. Fritz"® et M. A.
Sweeney'”.

' Cf.,, par exemple, C. F. Burney, Notes on the Hebrew Text of the Book of Kings
(Oxford: Clarendon Press 1903), 363; D. Barthélemy, Critique textuelle de I’Ancien
Testament (OBO 50/1 ; Fribourg/Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1982), 421.

2 Cf., par exemple, N. Fernandez Marcos et J. R. Busto Saiz, E texto antioqueno
de la Biblia griega I1I, 1-2 Reyes (TECC 53; Madrid: CSIC, 1992), 154.

3 O. Thenius, Die Biicher der Konige (Leipzig, 1849), 435.

4 R. Kittel, Die Biicher der Konige, (Handkommentar zum Alten Testament ;
Gottingen: Vandenhoech & Ruprecht, 1900), 304.

> J. A. Montgomery — H. S. Gehman, 4 Critical and Exegetical Commentary on
the Books of Kings (ICC; Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1951), 537, 541.

 D. J. Wiseman, Chronicles of Chaldaean Kings (626-556 B.C.) (London, 1956).

7. Gray, I and Il Kings (Second Edition; OTL; London: Westminster, 1970),
748.

8 G. H. Jones, I and 2 Kings, II (NCB; Grand Rapids/London: Eerdmans, 1984),
629.

® E. Wiirthwein, Die Biicher der Kinige 1. Kon. 17 — 2 Kin. 25 (ATD; Géttingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1984), 464, n. 1.

0T R. Hobbs, 2 Kings, World Biblical Commentary 13 (Waco, 1985), 340

M. Cogan — H. Tadmor, /I Kings (AB 11; Doubleday: New York, 1988), 291.

12 p. Buis, Le livre des Rois (SB; Paris : Cerf, 1997), 290.

13 V. Fritz, Das zweite Buch der Kénige (ZBK; Ziirich, 1998), 143.

" "M. A. Sweeney, I and Il Kings. A Commentary (OTL; Louisville/London:
Westminster, 2007), 437.
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En fait, cette interprétation historique d’une armée égyptienne allant
porter secours au roi d’Assyrie contre les Méedes et les Babyloniens
était apparemment déja celle de Flavius Joséphe'® mais il est difficile
de préciser sur quoi Flavius Joséphe se basait pour proposer une telle
interprétation. Bien que cela soit possible, il n’est pas évident qu’il
utilisait un texte ou '/ était écrit a la place du premier ‘/.

Si la correction textuelle de / en ’[ a été adoptée par la plupart des
commentateurs modernes, ¢’est que, d’une part, probablement sous
I’influence de I’araméen, la confusion des deux prépositions ‘al et ‘el
est un phénomene fréquent et bien connu dans la tradition manuscrite
reflétée par le TM'®, spécialement dans les livres des Rois'’, et que,
d’autre part, la chronique néo-babylonienne'® contredit explicitement
I’interprétation historique supposée par le TM. Un coup d’ceil
diachronique sur les commentaires modernes montre bien que,
finalement, c’est la critique historique qui a ¢été décisive pour
I’adoption de cette correction textuelle.

2) Un phénoméne analogue se retrouve quelques versets plus loin, en
2 Rois 24,2, avec la mention d’ “ram dans le TM. La encore, il n’y a
apparemment pas de grave probléme de critique textuelle puisque
aucun manuscrit hébreu ne présente de variante et que la traduction
grecque a traduit Syria. De fait, D. Barthélemy ne discute pas la
mention de ce mot'’, méme si le syriaque (Peshitta)® et ’arabe
semblent avoir lu “Edom”. Malgré cette quasi-absence de variante
dans la tradition manuscrite hébraique et grecque, dés le XIX® siécle,
plusieurs commentateurs comme Benzinger”' ont proposé de corriger
“ram en “dom et cette correction a été acceptée au XX° siécle par C.
F. Burney”, B. Stade — F. Schwally”, E. Wiirthwein™, V. Fritz”,

'S Antiquités juives X:74.

6 Cf. déja F. Delitzsch, Die Lese- und Schreibfehler im Alten Testament
(Berlin/Leipzig: 1920), 124: § 136b.

7 Cf. déja C. F. Burney, Notes, 10; cf. récemment P. Buis, Le livre des Rois, 12.

18 Cf, par exemple, J.-J. Glassner, Chroniques mésopotamiennes (Paris, 1993),
196.

' D. Barthélemy, Critique textuelle, 421-422.

2 Cf. H. Gottlieb, The Old Testament in Syriac According to the Peshitta Version
11,4. Kings (Leiden: Brill, 1976), 155.

2! 1. Benzinger, Die Biicher der Kinige, (Kurzer Hand-Commentar zum Alten
Testament IX; Freiburg/Leipzig/Tlibingen: 1849), 196.

2 C.F Burney, Notes, 365.
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ainsi que par de nombreux historiens, en particulier a la suite de
Martin Noth®. Cependant cette correction n’a pas été retenue par
beaucoup d’autres commentateurs’ et historiens™ de la seconde
moitié du XX° s., I’argument avancé étant que cette correction n’est
pas nécessaire car ’association des Chaldéens et des Araméens est
déja présente en Jr 35,11. En fait, cet argument ne fait qu’étendre le
probléme de critique textuelle a un autre passage, les deux versets
devant étre examinés ensemble.

Comme nous 1’avons souligné a la suite de F. Delitzsch”, “une
erreur classique de la tradition manuscrite biblique provient de la
confusion graphique entre les lettres D et R en écriture paléo-
hébraique, en écriture hébraique ‘carrée’ du tournant de notre ére et,
surtout, en écriture araméenne de la fin de I’époque perse et du début
de I’époque hellénistique. En fait, dans 1’écriture araméenne du [Ve s.
av. n. ¢, le D et le R sont identiques, aussi bien en écriture
monumentale qu’en écriture cursive : seul le contexte permet de

# B. Stade — F. Schwally, The Books of Kings, (The Sacred Books of the Old
Testament Leipzig: 1904). 299.
* E. Wiirthwein, Die Biicher der Konige, 468—469.
» V Fritz, Das zweite Buch, 146.

® M. Noth, Geschichte Ismels (Berlin:1953), 255 ; A. Malamat, “The Last Kings
of Juda hand the Fall of Jerusalem,” /EJ 18 (1968): 137 156, spéc. 143; J. M. Myers,
“Edom and Judah in the SiXth—Fifth Centuries B.C.,” dans H, Goedicke (ed.), Near
Eastern Studies in Honor of W. F. Albright (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins, 1971), 377—
392, spéc. 380, note 16; B. Oded, “Juda hand the Exile,” dans J. H. Hayes — J. M.
Muller (eds), Israelite and Judaean History (London: SCM, 1977), 435488, spéc.
470-471; A. Lemaire, Inscriptions hébraiques I. Les ostraca (LAPO 9; Paris: Cerf,
1977), 192-193, 235; 1. Eph‘al, The Ancient Arabs (Jerusalem: Magness Press,
1984), 172, note 587; J. A. Soggin, A History of Israel (Phlladelphla London: SCM,
1984), 249; A. Lema1re “D’Edom a I’Idumée et 2 Rome,” dans A. Sérandour (ed.),
Des Sumériens aux Romains d’Orient. La perceptton géographique du monde
(Anthultes sémitiques 2; Paris: 1997), 81-103, spéc. 89.

7 Par exemple J. A. Montgomery — H. S Gehman, A4 Critical, 552 (mais sans
rejeter totalement la lecture “Edom,” 554) ; T. R. Hobbs, 2 Kings, 345 ; M. Cogan —
H. Tadmor, /I Kings, 306; P. Buis, Le livre des Rois, 295; M. A. Sweeney, I and 11
szgs 453

Cf., par exemple, J. Bright, 4 History of Israel, (OTL; London: Westminster,
1972), 326; J. R. Bartlett, Edom and the Edomites (JSOTSup 77; Sheffield: JSOT
Press, 1989), 148; O. Lipschits, The Fall and Rise of Jerusalem. Judah under
Balglonian Rule (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2005), 52-53.

F. Delitzsch, Die Lese und Schreibfehler im Alten Testament (Berlin: 1920),
105-106. Cf. aus51 E. Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible (aneapolls
Fortress Press, 22001), 13 qui rappelle la remarque de David Qimhi & propos de 1
Chr 1,7.
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déterminer s’il s’agit d’un D ou d’un R™. Nous avons nous-méme
déja essayé de montrer que la prise en compte de ce probléme
paléographique permettait de mieux comprendre Genese 36,31-39, 2
Samuel 8,13-14, 1 Rois 11,14-25"" et 2 Rois 16,6 Dés lors, aussi
bien dans 2 Rois 24,2 qu’en Jr 35,11, il faut tenir compte du contexte
historique pour décider s’il faut lire “Aram” ou “Edom”. Le contexte
historique étant apparemment le méme dans ces deux versets qui se
référent a 1’attaque de Jérusalem par les Chaldéens a la fin du régne
de Yehoyaqim, la lecture a retenir est aussi probablement la méme.

En 2 Rois 24,2 la présence des Araméens aux cotés des Chaldéens
et avant les Moabites et les Ammonites serait trés surprenante ici car,
si “Chaldéens”, “Moabites” et Ammonites” représentent alors des
entités politiques claires et ayant naturellement a leur disposition des
troupes armées, il n’en va pas de méme des Araméens : depuis la fin
du VIII® s. av. n. ¢., il n’y a plus de royaume araméen. Tous les
royaumes araméens ont ét¢ absorbés dans I’empire néo-assyrien, de
fait un empire “assyro-araméen”, avant d’étre lui-méme intégré dans
I’empire néo-babylonien qui sera, a son tour, absorb¢ dans I’empire
achéménide. Il est vrai que I’absence d’une entité politique
proprement araméenne n’a pas empéché la diffusion de la langue et
de I’écriture araméennes aussi bien dans I’empire néo-assyrien que
dans I’empire néo-babylonien avant de connaitre sa grande extension
géographique a 1’époque achéménide. Le point qu’il faut simplement
souligner ici est que, vers 600 av. n. €., il n’y a ni état, ni armée
d’Aram. La lecture “Aram” en 2 Rois 24,2 serait donc un
anachronisme.

Par contre, dans cette liste des armées alliées des Chaldéens, il y a
une entité politique régionale dont on attend la mention explicite :
“Edom”. Non seulement la lecture “Edom” s’impose-t-elle dans le

3 A. Lemaire, “Les premiers rois araméens dans la tradition biblique,” dans
P.M.M. Daviau et alii (eds), The World of the Aramaeans I. Biblical Studies in
Honour of Paul-Eugene Dion (JSOTS 324; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 2001), 113—143,
spéc. 114. Pour ce phénoméne bien connu dans la cursive araméenne du IV® s. av. n.
¢., cf., par exemple, A. Lemaire, Nouvelles inscriptions araméennes d’ldumée au
musée d’Israél (Supplément n° 3 a Transeuphratene; Paris: Gabalda, 1996), 128-
129; J. Dusek, Les manuscrits araméens du Wadi Daliyeh et la Samarie vers 450-332
av. J.-C. (Culture and History in the Ancient Near East 30; Leiden/Boston: Brill,
2007), 469: “Ces deux lettres sont écrites de fagon identique, et seul le contexte
permet de les distinguer.”

LA Lemaire, “Les premiers rois araméens,” 115-135.

2 Idem, “D’Edom a I'Idumée,” 91.
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contexte immédiat, a savoir la mention des deux autres royaumes
transjordaniens : Moab et Ammon, mais aussi et surtout parce que,
historiquement, aussi bien 1’ostracon 24 d’Arad® et ’archéologie que
plusieurs textes bibliques et I’histoire ultérieure du Négev et du sud
de Juda montrent que les Edomites ont pris une part active aux deux
campagnes néo-babyloniennes contre Jérusalem, en en tirant
d’ailleurs un énorme bénéfice territorial®*.

Dans ces conditions, il semble assez clair qu’il faut adopter la
lecture “Edom” attestée par le syriaque et I’arabe, comme 1’ont déja
proposé un certain nombre d’exégétes du XIX® et du début du XX s.
Il est d’ailleurs paradoxal que cette legon soit rejetée a la fin du XX°
s. alors que les témoignages épigraphiques et archéologiques
confirment le role d’Edom comme ennemi de Juda dans le sud du
royaume a la fin de I’époque royale.

L’argumentation pour adopter la lecture “Edom” en 2 Rois 24,2a
vaut aussi bien pour Jérémie 35,1 1a*° ou, d’ailleurs, comme en 2 Rois
24,2a, elle est déja attestée par le Syriaque.

Ce double deuxiéme exemple d’influence de la critique historique
sur la critique textuelle souligne aussi concrétement I’importance de
I’épigraphie ouest-sémitique qui permet de mieux comprendre les
confusions graphiques et apporte des informations nouvelles sur
I’histoire de I’ancien Israél.

3) Le troisieme exemple que nous voudrions proposer est plus
complexe. En 2 Rois 23,33a, le TM peut étre traduit : “Et le pharaon
Néchao I’a attaché/enchainé (wayya ‘asréhii) dans Riblah dans le pays
de Hamat lorsqu’il était roi dans Jérusalem (bimm‘lok birasalaim)”,
avec un geré lisant MMLK au lieu de BMLK (changement du B

3 Y. Aharoni, Arad Inscriptions (Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, 1981),
46-49, 150-151; A. Lemaire, Inscriptions hébraiques I, 192—193, 234-235; J. Renz,
Die althebrdischen Inschriften 1 (Handbuch der althebrdischen Epigraphik 1;
Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft,1995) 389-393; S. Ahituv, Echoes
from the Past. Hebrew and Cognate Inscriptions from the Biblical Period (Jerusalem:
Carta, 2008), 126—133 (mais son interprétation historique d’un retour de Judah dans
le Négev aprés 597 est une pure conjecture).

3 "A. Lemaire, “ Les transformations politiques et culturelles de la Transjordanie
au VI siécle av. J.-C.,” Transeuphraténe 8 (1994): 9-27; idem, “D’Edom a I’Idumée
et a Rome,” 89-92. Nous n’avons pas de confirmation de la participation de Moab et
d’ Ammon mais, d’apres 1’étendue du Négev judéen annexé par les Edomites, on peut
penser que la participation de ces derniers a été beaucoup plus active que celle des
Moabites et des Ammonites.

35 Cf. déja F. Delitzsch, Die Lese- und Schreibfehler, 106.
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temporel en M privatif), geré soutenu par quelques manuscrits, la
Septante, le Targum et la Vulgate. Dans la Septante, cette variante
semble liée a un autre verbe en début de verset: waysiréhi, qui
correspond au TM de 2 Chroniques 36,3a. Cependant en 2 Chr 36,3,
la Septante lucianique®® suppose une Vorlage WY’SYRHW PR‘H NKH
BRBLH B’RS HMT WYSYRHW MMLK BYRSLM tandis que le TM aurait
laissé tomber la premiére partie de ce verset, ainsi que MMLK. La
comparaison du TM de 2 Rois 23,33a et de 2 Chr 36,3a, ainsi que des
versions anciennes de ces deux passages révele une situation textuelle
tres compliquée qu’on a essay¢ d’expliquer de diverses fagons :

1. O. Thenius propose de corriger le TM Y’SRHW en WYSYRHW
avec la Septante et les Chroniques, en comprenant: “et il
1’¢loigna/l’écarta vers Ribla d’étre roi dans Jérusalem™’.

2. Aprés d’autres commentateurs du XIX® s., I. Benzinger™, R.
Kittel”® et B. Stade — F. Schwally* retiennent le TM de 2 Rois
23,33a: WY'SRHW et regardent M/BMLK BYRWSLM comme une
glose dépendant de 2 Chr 36,3a*".

3. C. F. Burney voit dans le TM de 2 Rois 23,33 la combinaison de
deux lectures : “il I’enchaina dans Ribla, dans le pays de Hamat” et
“il D’écarta du fait de régner dans Jérusalem”, sans préciser
davantage®. Cette suggestion a été étrangement appréciée par le
groupe de Barthélemy : “I’hypothése tres attirante de Burney vise une
étape qui est au-dela des prises de la critique textuelle. Le *G des
Reégnes a subi une assimilation a la lecon WYSYRHW du parallele des
Chroniques, alors que, pour ce parallele, le *G donne une conflation
des deux formes .

Beaucoup de commentateurs ne tentent pas d’expliquer cette
variété textuelle, se contentant tout au plus d’une petite remarque en

36 N. Fernandez Marcos et J. R. Busto Saiz, El texto antioqueno de la Biblia
griega 11I. 1-2 Cronicas (TECC 60; Madrid: CSIC 1996), 155.

37°0. Thenius, Die Biicher der Kénige (Leipzig:1849), 439.

3% 1. Benzinger, Die Biicher der Kénige, 195.

3 R . Kittel, Die Biicher der Koénige, (Handkommentar zum Alten Testament;
Gottingen: 1900), 305.

0 B. Stade — F. Schwally, The Books of Kings, 180.

41 Cf. aussi J. A. Montgomery et H. S. Gehman, 4 Critical, 549, 551; BHS; G. H.
Jones, I and 2 Kings, 11, 631; V. Fritz, Das zweite Buch der Konige, 145.

#2°C. F. Burney, Notes, 364.

“ D. Barthélemy, Critique textuelle, 421. 11 faut souligner que ce volume
reconnait seulement un but trés limité a la critique textuelle : remonter au texte
massorétique le plus anciennement attesté, rejetant ainsi pratiquement toute
interférence avec la critique littéraire et historique (ibidem 107-113).
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passant, éventuellement pleine de bon sens. C’est ainsi que J. Gray
note que la forme verbale de 2 Chr 36,3 “is quite feasible”** et que T.
R. Hobbs remarque : “It seems strange to deport the king north since
Necho would eventually return to the south...”. Ces deux remarques
faites en passant nous semblent tout a fait justifiées et nous essaierons
d’en tenir compte dans notre tentative d’explication de la naissance
du TM de 2 Rois 23,33a.

Soulignons ici que la deuxiéme remarque est une remarque de
critique historique : le TM actuel de 2 Rois 23,33a décrivant 1’activité
de Néchao parait assez invraisemblable pour des raisons de
chronologie et, surtout, pour des raisons de géographie. Non
seulement la chronique néo-babylonienne ne mentionne pas le fait
que Néchao aurait établi son quartier général a Riblah, mais elle ne
semble pas laisser de temps a Néchao pour s’arréter de facon
significative a Riblah. En effet, elle précise que I’armée néo-
assyrienne et [’armée égyptienne ont franchi I’Euphrate au mois de
Dumuzi et guerroyé en Haute Mésopotamie “jusqu’au mois d’Elul”.
Ce laps de temps correspondant apparemment assez exactement aux
“trois mois” du régne de Yehoachaz™. Il est donc probable que
Néchao a déposé Yehoachaz sur son chemin de retour vers 1’Egypte.
Dans ce contexte, bien que ce soit accepté par la plupart des
commentateurs, une convocation et/ou un emprisonnement a
Riblah*’, une soixantaine de kilométres au nord de Baalbek parait
d’autant plus invraisemblable qu’il s’agit d’emmener ensuite le
prisonnier en Egypte. La mention de I’emprisonnement de Yehoachaz
a Riblah n’est donc probablement pas historique et semble une
addition relativement tardive dans le TM de 2 Rois 23,33a,
probablement causée par un rapprochement avec un passage parallele
(infra).

Du point de vue de la critique historique, mis a part le probleme de
la chute éventuelle de MMLK, le TM de 2 Chr 36,3a parait tout a fait
cohérent avec ce qui précéde et avec ce qui suit. Le pharaon doit
destituer celui qui avait été désigné par le “peuple du pays” avant de

4 J. Gray, I and II Kings, 750, note a.

4> T.R. Hobbs, 2 Kings, 1985, 341.

“ Cf. dé¢ja J. Gray, I and II Kings, 755.

47 A la suite de I’étude de notre deuxiéme exemple, on soulignera que la LXX a
Iu un D initial au lieu d’un R, aussi bien en 2 Rois 23,33 (cf. aussi la Peshitta) qu’en
2 Chr 36,3a.
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nommer un nouveau roi (v. 4) et de déporter en Egypte le roi destitué.
On peut donc supposer que cela correspondait au sens du texte
primitif de 2 Rois 23,33a utilisé par le chroniste, avec une forme du
verbe SWR au hiphil. Cette forme verbale a pu ensuite étre 1’objet
d’une variante orthographique : peut-étre vers le tournant de notre ¢re
si I’on en juge par I’orthographe de certains manuscrits de Qoumran,
un scribe a pu introduire la mater lectionis ° aprés la préformante Y,
ce qui a été interprété par un des copistes suivants comme une forme
du verbe ’SR, “lier, enchainer”. La graphie WY ’SRHW a alors
entrainé un rapprochement avec le sort du roi Sédécias a Riblah en 2
Rois 25,7 qui comportait la méme forme verbale. Ce scribe, ou un
scribe postérieur a donc probablement rajouté la formule “dans
Riblah, dans le pays de Hamat”, bien attestée et a sa place, en 2 Rois
25,21 (cf.aussi Jr 52,27 et 39,5; 52,9), transposant ainsi un fait
historique concernant le roi Sédécias sur son frére Yehoachaz. Par
ailleurs, D’emploi du verbe 'SR, “lier/enchalner” a entrainé
postérieurement et tout naturellement dans le TM le changement de
préposition M > B devant le verbe MLK. Enfin, il y aurait eu un
phénomeéne de conflation au niveau de la LXX antiochienne avec le
verbe de 2 Chr 36,3a traduit en 2 Rois 23,33a et 1’ajout du début de 2
Rois 23,33a avant la traduction de 2 Chr 36,3.

On le voit : ce troisieme exemple est plus complexe que les deux
précédents : il s’appuie a la fois sur un jugement de critique
historique et sur une possible variante orthographique. Le jugement
de critique historique lui-méme ne s’appuie pas sur un témoignage
positif mais sur un silence de la chronique néo-babylonienne
conjugué a une analyse du contexte chronologique et surtout
géographique. Il s’agit donc d’une hypothése de travail que de
nouvelles découvertes pourront confirmer ou infirmer.

Celui auquel est dédié ce volume a bien montré 1’intérét de la critique
textuelle pour la critique littéraire et ses répercussions éventuelles sur
I’interprétation historique. A I’inverse, spécialement dans les cas de
confusions fréquentes entre certaines lettres et certains mots, la
critique textuelle peut recevoir quelque lumiére de la critique
historique. Les trois exemples que nous venons de voir, tirés d’un
court passage des livres des Rois, suffisent & montrer ’intérét de la
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critique historique pour la critique textuelle, et donc d’une approche
interdisciplinaire du texte biblique.



INFLUENCE OF A SO-CALLED P-REDACTION IN THE
‘MAJOR EXPANSIONS’ OF EXOD 7-11?
FINDING ONESELF AT THE CROSSROADS OF TEXTUAL
AND LITERARY CRITICISM

Bénédicte Lemmelijn

“Listen, children, to a father’s instruction,
and be attentive, that you may gain insight”
(Prov 4:1)

To Julio Trebolle Barrera,
a most inspiring scholar and a warm human being,
with many thanks for so much instruction.

1. The Challenge of the Current Textual Situation: Methodological
Prolegomenon

In one of his highly respected standard works on the history of the
Bible', Julio Trebolle Barrera said the following: “Textual criticism
studies the process of transmission of the text from the moment it is
put into writing or its first edition. Its aim is to determine the oldest
biblical text witnessed by the manuscript tradition. Literary criticism
(in the sense of the German term Literarkritik) studies instead the
process before the formation of the biblical writings in order to
determine their author and date. Even though in theory the domains
and methods of these two disciplines are quite separate, in practice
they often overlap. The meeting point causing friction between them
is in the editorial process where the previous process of collecting
material and of composition and of editing the text ends and the next
process, textual transmission, begins” (p. 370). A few pages further

' See J. Trebolle Barrera, The Jewish Bible and the Christian Bible: An
Introduction to the History of the Bible (Leiden — New York — Cologne: Brill, 1998).
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on, he states even more explicitly: “In theory the distinction between
these disciplines is clear, but in practice the boundary separating them
is very movable making necessary the use of both methods in
combination” (p. 390).

Until recently, and unfortunately sometimes even still today, the
generally accepted position was indeed that textual criticism as the
study of the transmission of the complete literary work began where
literary criticism as the study of the history of origin and literary
formation of the text left off. In line with recent text-critical research,
and especially with Julio Trebolle Barrera’s seminal work in this
respect, I aim to argue in this modest contribution that a clear
distinction between these two processes simply cannot be
satisfactorily made.’ First, the two aforementioned stages in the
creation of texts do in fact overlap. Indeed, it is highly likely that the
textual transmission of certain biblical texts was already underway
prior to the literary completion of the composition in question, if at all
such a completion was ever reached consciously or intentionally.
Second, it is clear that, when textual and literary criticism ‘cooperate’
in their study of the text, literary irregularities and problems are often
discovered precisely at those places and instances where, text-
critically speaking, textual variants are observed.® This fact does not
only question the aforementioned distinction between the two
domains of textual and literary criticism as such. It also seriously

2 Cf. J. Trebolle Barrera, “The Text-Critical Value of the Old Latin and
Antiochean Greek Texts in the Books of Judges and Joshua,” in F. Garcia Martinez —
M. Vervenne (ed.), Interpreting Translation. Studies on the LXX and Ezekiel in
Honour of Johan Lust (BETL 192; Leuven: University Press - Peeters, 2005), 401-
413, 413: “The complexity of the Latin, Greek and Hebrew textual traditions, being
caused ultimately by textual changes in the Hebrew tradition, imposes the necessity
of assuming a methodological approach that combines textual and literary criticism.”

3 Cf. also recently B. Lemmelijn, 4 Plague of Texts? A Text-Critical Study of the
So-Called ‘Plagues Narrative’ in Exodus 7,14—11,10 (OTS 56; Leiden — Boston: Brill,
2009), especially. 3-7 and passim.

4 Cf. also B. Lemmelijn, “The So-Called “Major Expansions” in SamP,
4QpaleoExod™ and 4QExod’ Exod 7:14-11:10. On the Edge between Textual
Criticism and Literary Criticism,” in B. Taylor (ed.), X Congress of the International
Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies — Oslo 1998 (SBLSCS 51; Atlanta,
GA: Society of Biblical Literature, 2001), 429-439, and B. Lemmelijn, 4 Plague of
Texts?,. 197-207. See e.g. moreover J. Trebolle Barrera, “A Combined Textual and
Literary Criticism Analysis. Editorial Traces in Joshua and Judges,” in H. Ausloos, B.
Lemmelijn, M. Vervenne (eds.), Florilegium Lovaniense. Studies in Septuagint and
Textual Criticism in Honour of Florentino Garcia Martinez, (BETL 224; Leuven —
Paris — Dudley, MA: Peeters, 2008), 437-463.
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challenges the generally rather speculative claim regarding an alleged
difference in method between authors or redactors on the one hand
and scribes or copyists on the other. If the discoveries at the Dead Sea
have taught us one thing, it is that a multiplicity of biblical texts — be
they called ‘families’ or ‘types’ or ‘texts’ or ‘traditions’ — has
circulated and has been appreciated within different geographical,
historical and religious communities.’

With this in mind, it becomes clear that the presupposition behind
the search for an Urtext, which was once considered as the ultimate
goal of textual criticism, is no longer valid. Even more uncritical is
the implicit acceptance of such a principle by scholars who, in the
context of their literary, structural, diachronic or synchronic study of
a specific pericope simply point at the MT as if it were ‘the original’
text. Indeed, talking about the canon of the Old Testament and a
fortiori talking about a normative ‘standard text” of the Old
Testament — sometimes for confessional reasons — cannot be
unequivocally maintained in the present framework of a growing
consciousness of multiple and manifold textual evidence.

Taking this observation as a starting point, a number of
conclusions should be drawn (which are often not drawn in practice).’

1) If there is no Urtext, we can, even in the case of individual
variants, no longer speak of ‘the original’ reading but rather, at best,
and within a relative framework of the (accidentally preserved) extant
witnesses, we can only speak of the ‘more original’ variant.”

2) By extension, this means that aiming to reconstruct ‘eclectic’
texts as if they could represent some text approaching the ‘original’ is
no longer advisable as such. One should be very careful and at least

> With respect to this pluriformity of biblical texts, reference should be made to
the seminal contributions by E. Ulrich, many of them collected in his The Dead Sea
Scrolls and the Origins of the Bible (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1999). See also
most recently, E. Tov, “Reflections on the Many Forms of Hebrew Scripture in Light
of the LXX and 4QReworked Pentateuch,” to be published in the proceedings of
I0SOT Vienna, 2007.

% See in this respect also the very instructive contribution by G. Brooke, “The
Qumran Scrolls and the Demise of the Distinction Between Higher and Lower
Criticism,” in J.G. Campbell, W.J. Lyons, L.K. Pietersen (eds.), New Directions in
Qumran studies: Proceedings of the Bristol Colloquium on the Dead Sea Scrolls, 8-
10 September 2003 (Library of Second Temple Studies 52; London: Clark, 2005),
26-42.

7 See my own working model, presented in B. Lemmelijn, 4 Plague of Texts?, pp.
22-27 and earlier also in B. Lemmelijn, “What Are We Looking for in Doing Text-
Critical Research?,” JNSL 23/2 (1997): 69-80.
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be seriously aware of the problems related to such a reconstruction. A
fortiori in the case of the study of specific textual pericopes by
individual scholars with the aim of establishing a critical text for
further literary study, such an option would not be the right one.®
Theoretically speaking, one could indeed argue that, taken to the
extreme, such a text-critical evaluation of the variants of a specific
text would lead, of necessity, to a ‘new’, eclectic text containing all of
the ‘preferable’ variants from the various textual witnesses. And
indeed, such a critical reconstruction on the basis of scientific
principles could offer a real surplus.’ In effect, however, one would
then be basing oneself on a text that does not in fact exist, a text
based only on a hypothetical reconstruction of a number of
fortuitously surviving manuscripts. Moreover, it would be a text
‘reconstructed’ from an evaluation of the variants that would not have
been able to avoid a certain degree of subjectivity. Therefore, the only
valid alternative seems to be to opt for one, single, well-defined,
albeit imperfect textual witness that is at least objectively extant. Of
course, in doing so, one would nevertheless still be obliged to take the
available material as one’s point of departure, and to bear in mind the
marginal observations associated with that material.

3) If indeed text-critical variants, and especially the ‘text-relevant’
ones,'’ occur at places of literary and theological importance, then
these different readings in distinct manuscripts can no longer simply
be classified as errors and deviations from their ‘original’, c.q.
"Vorlage’, and thus start to function as valuable witnesses of a
specific textual tradition.

4) Finally, and following from the previous point, if variant textual
readings therefore do in fact reflect literary and/or theological

¥ See in this respect B. Lemmelijn, A Plague of Texts?, 215.

° See e.g., R. Hendel, “Qumran and a New Edition of the Hebrew Bible,” in J.H.
Charlesworth (ed.), The Hebrew Bible and Qumran (The Bible and the Dead Sea
Scrolls 1; Richland Hills, TX: Bibal, 2000), 197-217. See also his “The Text of the
Torah after Qumran: Prospects and Retrospects,” in L.H. Schiffman— E. Tov — J.C.
VanderKam (ed.), The Dead Sea Scrolls. Fifty Years after Their Discovery.
Proceedings of the Jerusalem Congress, July 20-25, 1997 (Jerusalem: The Israel
Exploration Society, 2000), 8-11, 11 and “Plural Texts and Literary Criticism: For
Instance, 1 Samuel 17,” Textus 23 (2007): 97-114, pp. 97-98. Cf. also J. Trebolle
Barrera, The Jewish Bible and the Christian Bible, 387: “A critically reconstructed
text can be, and many times is, more authentic, i.e. closer to the original, than the
documented text.”

' For this terminology, see B. Lemmelijn, 4 Plague of Texts?, 150-151.
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concerns in the extant textual manuscripts (and not just mistakes),
then the allegedly unambiguous difference between the methods of
authors/redactors on the one hand and scribes/copyists on the other is
no longer easy to discern or to define, if indeed it exists at all. After
all, if several communities each used their own distinctive and
concrete religious texts and handed them over in a creative and
recontextualising way'', what then would be the difference between
the ‘Fortschreibung’ or interpretative redaction of authors and
redactors in preceding, ‘literary’ stages on the one hand and the
adaptations, reinterpretations and minor or major changes of scribes
and copyists in stages of ‘transmission’, providing concrete texts for
the concrete needs and (self)-understanding of their respective
communities, on the other?'?

Against this methodological background — notwithstanding all its
complications — and taking the final question in particular as a
starting point, this contribution aims to propose a synergetic link
between textual criticism and literary criticism, and more particularly
even with so-called diachronic redaction criticism. However, what
will be presented below is in no way a fully argued, proven thesis.
Rather, it is merely a suggestion, a question worth pondering. It is
open to corrections and comments, and functions as an invitation to
further reflection.

" Cf. J. Sanders’ reflections upon ‘adaptability’ and ‘stability’, as developed in,
e.g., J.A. Sanders, Canon and Community: a Guide to Canonical Criticism (Guides
to Biblical Scholarship; Old Testament Series; Philadelphia, PA: Fortress, 1984), 22;
“Stability and Fluidity in Text and Canon,” in G.J. Norton— S. Pisano (ed.), Tradition
of the Text. FS D. Barthélemy (OBO 109; Freiburg: Universititsverlag; Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht, 1991), 203-217, 209, endorsed by E. Ulrich, “The Bible
in the Making: The Scriptures at Qumran,” in E. Ulrich — J.C. VanderKam (ed.), The
Community of the Renewed Covenant: The Notre Dame Symposium on the Dead Sea
Scrolls (Christianity and Judaism in Antiquity 10; Notre Dame, IN: University of
Notre Dame Press, 1994), 77-93, p. 84; “The Community of Israel and the
Composition of the Scriptures,” in C.A. Evans — S. Talmon (ed.), The Quest for
Context and Meaning. Studies in Biblical Intertextuality. FS J.A. Sanders (Biblical
Interpretation Series 28; Leiden - New York — Cologne: Brill, 1997), 327-342, pp.
335-336.

12 See similar reflections in E. Ulrich, “Multiple Literary Editions. Reflections
toward a Theory of the History of the Biblical Text,” in D.W. Parry A — S.D. Ricks
(ed.), Current Research and Technological Developments on the Dead Sea Scrolls.
Conference on the Texts from the Judean Desert, Jerusalem, 30 April 1995 (STDJ
20; Leiden - New York — Cologne: Brill, 1994), 78-105, p. 90; “The Dead Sea
Scrolls and the Hebrew Scriptural Texts,” in J.H. Charlesworth (ed.), The Hebrew
Bible and Qumran (The Bible and the Dead Sea Scrolls 1; Richland Hills, TX: Bibal,
2000), 105-133, pp. 129-130.
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Concretely, in what follows, I shall present a particular textual
characteristic with regard to the mentioning of Aaron in the so-called
major expansions of SamP, 4QpaleoExod™ and 4QExod’ within the
‘Plague Narrative’ of Exod 7:14-11:10.

2. The So-Called Major Expansions of SamP, 40PaleoExod" and
4QExod in Exod 7:14-11:10

In an earlier study presented at the meeting of the IOSCS in Oslo
(1998) — being a very young scholar at the time — I demonstrated that
Old Testament textual criticism has an important role to play within
the literary study of biblical texts." I argued that it is indispensable as
a first phase in the study of a biblical pericope in order to evaluate the
value of the textual witness chosen to be used as the basis for the
literary study. But, moreover, I tried to show that a text-critical study
can often contribute to the recognition of fundamental data, important
to the literary study of a text. To illustrate the latter point, I showed
that especially the so-called ‘major expansions’ in SamP,
4QpaleoExod™ and 4QExod of Exod 7:14-11:10" — the ‘Plague
Narrative’ — do not merely function as text-critical curiosities.'> More
importantly, they indicate some literary irregularities as to the content
and the structure of the final text of the narrative insofar as they try to
smooth out these irregularities by making additions, or by
harmonizing with the (immediate or broader) literary context.
Moreover, they were shown to reveal, at the same time, the
contextual framework in which the literary text functions.

1 B. Lemmelijn, “The So-Called “Major Expansions” in SamP, 4QpaleoExod™
and 4QExod’ Exod 7:14-11:10. On the Edge between Textual Criticism and Literary
Criticism,” in B. Taylor (ed.), X Congress of the International Organization for
Septuagint and Cognate Studies — Oslo 1998 (SBLSCS 51; Atlanta, GA: SBL, 2001),
pp. 429-439.

' For a detailed presentation and characterization of these ‘major expansions’,
see. J. Sanderson, An Exodus Scroll from Qumran.4QpaleoExod™ and the Samaritan
Tradition (HSS 30; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1986); J. Sanderson, “The Contributions
of 4QpaleoExod™ to Textual Criticism,” RevQ 13 (1988): 547-560 and J. Sanderson,
“The Old Greek of Exodus in the Light of 4QpaleoExod™” Textus 14 (1988): 87-
104.

' The major expansions are to be found in Exod 7,18b (SamP4Q™), Exod 7,29b
(SamP4Q™4Q’), Exod 8,1b  (SamP4(Q)), Exod8,19b (SamP4Q™), Exod 9,5b
(SamP4Q™), Exod 9,19b (SamP4Q™), Exod 10,2b (SamP4Q™) and in Exod 11,3b
(SamP), a twofold expansion.
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Without repeating everything that has already been written in the
said contribution, I simply refer to the two main ideas again. (1) First,
if one reads the ‘Plague Narrative’ in Exod 7-11, one immediately
notices that the story proceeds in a very stereotypical way. In general,
one observes that YHWH commands Moses and/or Aaron to speak to
Pharaoh and announce a plague. At other times, he orders them to
produce the plague immediately. These commands are followed by
the description of their execution and its consequences (cf. e.g., Exod
7:19-21; 8:1-2.12—-13). When one begins the study of the ‘Plague
Narrative’ with a text-critical examination of the extant witnesses,
this structural pattern of command and execution is immediately
detectable on that level, i.e., even before the content of the story is at
stake. Indeed, a large number of variants in the textual witnesses of
this narrative can be explained and evaluated when the literary
context is carefully observed.'® It then becomes clear that many of
these have originated out of a tendency to harmonize their readings to
the literary context, and thereby to create greater internal consistency
in the text.!” In exactly the same way, the so-called ‘major
expansions’ within the ‘Plague Narrative’ of SamP, 4QpaleoExod™
and 4QExod have attempted to complete the scheme of command
and execution when it was not strictly applied, thereby showing the
scholar, already in this stage of research, that the text of Exod 7:14—
11:10 contains some literary irregularities in its structure.

(2) Second, and directly related to what has just been said, it
becomes clear that the text-critical study of the textual materials prior
to any so-called ‘literary’ study, helps to reveal the contextual
framework in which the literary text functions. This is not only true
for the ‘major expansions’, and especially for the second plus in Exod
11,3b which reiterates the command of YHWH from Exod 4:22-23,
but, by way of an example, also for the minor variants in the context
of the literary motif of the so-called ‘despoiling of the Egyptians’ in
Exod 11:2-3, in which the Septuagint and the Samaritan Pentateuch
seem to have harmonized their story to the other pericopes on the

' See B. Lemmelijn, A Plague of Texts?, pp. 150-207.

'7 See similarly E. Tov, “Textual Harmonizations in the Ancient Texts of
Deuteronomy,” in idem (ed.), Hebrew Bible, Greek Bible and Qumran. Collected
Essays (Texts and Studies in Ancient Judaism 121: Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2008),
271-282, p. 271. On the phenomenon of biblical harmonizations in general, see as
well his earlier study “The Nature and Background of Harmonizations in Biblical
Manuscripts,” JSOT 31 (1985): 3-29.
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‘despoiling’ in Exod 3:21-22 and 12:35-36. Thus, it has been shown
in the previous study that literary and textual criticism really can
complement each other, detecting and explaining textual variants that
contribute to the literary understanding of the text.

3. Aaron at the Crossroads of Textual and Literary Criticism

Against this background, 1 would actually like to focus on one
particular characteristic with regard to the mention of Aaron in the so-
called ‘major expansions’ of SamP, 4QpaleoExod™ and 4QExod
within the ‘Plague Narrative’ of Exod 7:14-11:10. As said already,
and in general, the expansions function in the context of the
harmonization of command to execution and vice versa. They mainly
consist of the precise copying of existing verses from the immediate
(c.q. larger, in a few cases) context in their source-text/Vorlage. The
methodology could be described as the precise, quasi word-for-word,
repetition of terms from the command or the execution respectively.
However, when one studies the ‘major expansions’ more closely, one
observes that they simultaneously reveal the interpolation of a
number of minor emendations or adaptations. Thus, they also contain
differences in comparison with the text that they seem to have copied,
thereby revealing individual text-critical variants.

In this respect, and besides the Ilinguistically necessary
grammatical changes in verbs and pronouns when changing from
direct speech to narrative, as well as some summarizing paraphrases,
it is striking that Aaron is introduced in almost all major expansions,
whereas this character seems to be absent in the preceding or
subsequent text that served as the source for each harmonizing
expansion. A closer look to the texts concerned reveals the
following.

1. The Textual Data

Exod 7:18b (SamP, 4QpaleoExod"): In SamP, Aaron is added in the
major expansion describing the execution of the command in Exod

'8 A more elaborate description and discussion of the characterization of these
major expansions can be found in B. Lemmelijn, 4 Plague of Texts?, pp. 201-207.
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7:14-18. Verbs and pronouns have been adapted to the plural. In the
preceding common text of MT, LXX, SamP, 4QpaleoExod",
4QExo0d® and 4QGen-Exod®, only Moses was given the command.
The extant texts of 4QExod® and 4QGen-Exod® do not contain any
expansion. And finally, there is a vacat in 4QpaleoExod™ in place of
the word ‘Aaron’, but it has an extant singular verb form 228" while
SamP reads 1n&"™. Thus Aaron seems most explicitly present in
SamP.

Exod 7:29b (SamP, 40paleoExod", 4QExod): Aaron is mentioned
in the major expansion relating the execution of the command in
Exod 7:26-29 — verbs and pronouns have been adapted to the plural —
, but not in the preceding common text of MT, LXX, SamP and
4QExod".

Exod 8:1b (SamP, 4Q0Exod)": At this juncture, the situation is
slightly different. In the preceding common text of Exod 8:1, YHWH
commands Moses to commission Aaron. The execution of Aaron’s
commission follows immediately in Exod 8:2. Thus, Aaron has
already been mentioned in the common text of MT, LXX, SamP,
4QpaleoExod™, 4QExod® and 4QExod’. However, the expansion of
Exod 8:1b makes additional explicit reference to Moses’ execution of
the command to speak to Aaron, thereby again strongly emphasizing
the role of Aaron.

Exod 8:19b (SamP, 4QpaleoExod"): The major expansion
describing the execution of the command in Exod 8:16—19 reveals the
insertion of Aaron with the adaptation of the verb forms, whereas
only Moses is mentioned in the preceding common text of MT, LXX,
SamP, 4QpaleoExod™ and 4QExod°.

Exod 9:5b (SamP, 4QpaleoExod"): Once again, we observe the
insertion of Aaron in SamP with the adapted plural verb form 1nR".
4QpaleoExod™, revealing parts of the major expansion, is not extant
in this case. The major expansion offers a virtually literal repetition of
the command to Moses in 9:1-5. In the preceding common text of
MT, LXX and SamP, only Moses is mentioned.

Exod 9:19b (SamP, 4QpaleoExod"): Both in SamP and the extant
textual fragments of 4QpaleoExod™, Aaron has been added at this

19 4QpaleoExod™ has not been preserved at this juncture although it probably
contained the same expansion. Cf. P.W. Skehan — E. Ulrich — J.E. Sanderson,
Qumran Cave 4, vol. 4: Palaeo-Hebrew and Greek Biblical Manuscripts (DJD 9;
Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1992), p. 77.
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juncture and the verb forms have been adapted (cf. 19n&"). The
beginning of the larger plus 9:19b represents a summarizing
recapitulation of the commission given by YHWH to Moses in 9:13;
the remainder of Exod 9,19b, namely from 192&" to the end is a
literal repetition taken from 9:13—19. In the preceding common text
of MT, LXX, SamP, 4QpaleoExod™ and 4QExod® , Moses is the only
one mentioned.

Exod 10:2b(SamP, 4QpaleoExod"): At this point, the procedure
with respect to the expansion found in SamP and 4QpaleoExod™ of
Exod 10:2b is reversed when compared to the major expansions
discussed so far. The larger plus in 10:2b, which renders a command,
precedes the execution thereof that is also related in 10:3ff of MT,
LXX, SamP, 4QpaleoExod™, 4QExod' and 4QExod®. The expansion
found in 10:2b repeats the words of the execution just as the
expansions mentioned so far did with the words of the command. In
this case, however, the larger plus is intended to show that YHWH had
indeed commanded what was being executed. Against this background,
one observes that the beginning of 10:3 represents the execution of the
command given at the beginning of 10:1. The remainder of 10:3 and
the verses that follow, namely 10:4 up to and including 7t 017 in
10:6, however, appear to be the execution of a command formulated in
the larger plus of 10:2b. Indeed, Exod 10:2b and Exod 10:3-6
apparently agree with one another word-for-word. Nevertheless, minor
differences can be found upon closer inspection. First, whereas 10:2b
makes an explicit reference ny1a YR, the execution in 10:3 speaks of
1R, Moreover, and more important in our context, it is strange that, at
this juncture and contrary to the above described textual situations, the
common text (MT, LXX, SamP and 4QExod°) in 10:3 mentions Moses
and Aaron with a plural verb form, whereas the expansion in 10:2b has
a singular form n Ry, Thus, the major expansion of Exod 10:2b seems
to form the ‘exception to the rule’.

Exod 11:3b (SamP)*°: One encounters a similar procedure in the
first expansion of Exod 11:3b. Once again, we are dealing here with an
expansion that formulates a command prior to the execution thereof
related in the other textual witnesses. The larger plus repeats the words

2 4QpaleoExod™ originally bore evidence to both expansions in Exod 11:3b.
However, they have not been preserved in the extant text fragments.
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of the execution in precisely the same fashion in order to demonstrate
that YHWH de facto commanded what was being executed.

Against this background, one notices that the expansion found in
11:3b', from the beginning %97 m*em1 up to and including S8 pay,
agrees word-for-word with the text in 11:4-7 (MT, LXX, SamP,
4QExod', 2QExod®). In this way, the expansion demonstrates that the
words addressed by Moses to Pharaoh in 11:4-7 are from YHWH.
Exod 11:3b' thus formulates a command prior to its execution in 11:4—
7. On the other hand, the continuation of Exod 11:3b', from w'&n on
up to and including oyn "1y, is identical to the end of 11:3 (MT,
LXX, 2QExod"), to which SamP does not bear evidence at that
location. In other words, at this point, the expansion would appear to
recall that which precedes it, although the textual basis of the
expansion found in SamP (and 4QpaleoExod™) remains unclear. Given
the fact that MT, LXX and 2QExod® have preserved identical
phraseology in 11:3, however, it is clear that the words found in 11:3b'
are not an ‘invention’ of the scribe(s) behind SamP and 4QpaleoExod™
and it is probable that this segment of the expansion also came about as
a result of harmonization.

The concluding portion of the expansion found in Exod 11:3b,
which we refer to here as Exod 11:3b?, is very special. The portion of
11:3b in question repeats the command of YHWH from Exod 4:22-23
using exactly the same words.”' In Exod 4:22-23, YHWH commands
Moses to announce to Pharaoh that all the firstborn of Egypt will die if
he refuses to let Israel, YHWH's firstborn, go. In the expansion of
11:3b°, Moses addresses Pharaoh with the words given to him in 4:22—
23.

Nevertheless, with regard to the focus of our investigation, the
expansions mention neither Moses nor Aaron. They refer to the words
of YHWH. On the other hand though, we do see that, in the common
text, it is introduced as being addressed to Moses in 11:1 and it is
brought to Pharaoh by Moses in 11:4. Only in 11:9-10 are both Moses
and Aaron mentioned in the plural pronoun (v.9) and in the explicit
mention of their names as subject (v.10). This means that, with regard

2l Cf. also E.L. Greenstein, “The Firstborn Plague and the Reading Process,” in
D.P. Wright, D.N. Freedman, A. Hurvitz (eds.), Pomegranates and Golden Bells:
Studies in Biblical, Jewish and Near Eastern Ritual, Law, and Literature (FS J.
Milgrom; Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1995), pp. 555-568, especially p. 561.
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to the question under scrutiny in this contribution, the expansions of
11:3b do not bring much relevant data.

Coming to the end of this survey, it can thus be concluded that it is
striking that Aaron is indeed introduced in all relevant major
expansions (except for 10:2b), despite the fact that he seems to be
absent in the preceding or subsequent texts that served as the source
for the respective harmonizing expansions. The question to be
answered then is that which pertains to the origin of this
phenomenon.

II. The Origin?

In traditional reasoning — making a clear distinction between textual
and literary criticism — the question at stake would thus be whether
this insertion/addition of Aaron is the result of the activity of a
scribe/copyist in the stage of the transmission/(re-)production of the
text or of a redactor in the (prior) phase of the literary composition.
More specifically, is the insertion of Aaron in these major expansions
the result of a theological concern of the copyist(s) of SamP,
4QpaleoExod™ and 4QExod or was it already part of a theological
development in the process of composition itself, and hence already
part of the tradition that preceded these three manuscripts, which
would suggest the possibility of another source-text?

In this respect, Judith Sanderson points out, at least with regard to
SamP and 4QpaleoExod™, that they are the work of one and the same
scribe who should be situated in the period in which the texts behind
LXX and MT had already separated themselves from the main group,
while the texts behind SamP and 4QpaleoExod™ continued to develop
together.”> As her study is only concerned with 4QpaleoExod™, she
does not mention the expansions in 4QExod , but it is evident that
they are of the same type as those in SamP and 4QpaleoExod™.
Moreover, this line of interpretation is also followed by the editors of
this manuscript in DJD 12.2 Now, if this is true, then of course the

22 Cf. J. Sanderson, An Exodus Scroll, p. 206.

2 E. Ulrich, F.M. Cross et al., Qumran Cave 4, vol. 7: Genesis to Numbers (DJD
12; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1994), pp. 149-150, especially p. 149: “Frgs. 1-2 have
been presented in two ways, reconstructed according to SamP and to MT, respectively,
though differences involve only line 5, since the text of MT in 7:29 is virtually identical
to that of SamP in 7:29b, and 8:1 is also identical with 8:1a in SamP. There is no direct
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question is even sharper: if three texts contained the same ‘major
expansions’ and if all of them introduced Aaron in their ‘plus’ (due to
the very fragmentary character of 4QExod’, we cannot be sure in this
case) despite the absence of Aaron in the common preceding or
subsequent texts, what then is origin of this insertion of Aaron’s
name?

A second possibility, besides being the work of the scribe(s) or
copyist(s), could be that these texts are evidence of a — literarily
speaking — different (younger?) textual tradition, in which the
presence and activity of Aaron was so important that a redactor
elaborated and expanded his activity in the Plague Narrative. In this
case, the Vorlage — here understood as the text at the disposal of the
scribe/copyist — would have already testified to Aaron’s greater role
in the Plagues. The question that remains then is why the
preceding/subsequent texts outside the expansion itself — i.e., the
shared textual tradition — did not mention Aaron.

There is also a third possibility: why should it be (a) scribe(s) OR a
redactor? Is it not possible that scribes/copyists also engaged in so-
called redactional, literary work, modifying the text to cater to the
needs and concerns of their communities?** And so, do textual and
literary criticism perhaps overlap here? Are literary composition and
textual (re)production interwoven in the overall activity of redacting
and theologizing copyists/scribes? In other words, could a specific
theological concern as such be the cause of emending texts while
copying or do we really have to suppose a prior written Vorlage for
every word a scribe writes? And even if we postulate an alternative
Vorlage, then the next question would be how that one came about.
The classical recourse to another Vorlage might have simply offered

evidence to show whether this manuscript contained the major expansions of the
4QpaleoExod™-SamP tradition or lacked them with MT-LXX. While both
reconstructions are possible, the placement of the text favours the expansion. The
interval at the end of line 4 is not surprising in SamP, since SamP often has an interval
before and/or after interpolations. The presence of any interval between vv. 1 and 2 in
the unexpanded text of MT would be less expected, however, and the fact that an
additional interval at the beginning of line 5 is required (unless a longer reading is to be
posited) is even more unusual.”

2 Cf. K. Van der Toorn, Scribal Culture and the Making of the Hebrew Bible,
Cambridge (MA — London: Harvard University Press, 2007), p. 109: “To properly
appreciate the role of the ancient scribes, it is necessary to take leave of the common
conception of the scribe as a mere copyist. The traditional distinction between
authors, editors, and scribes is misleading because it obfuscates the fact that
authorship and editorship were aspects of the scribal profession.”
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a convenient solution to scholars in the past: instead of dealing with
the problem at hand—a problem that dissolves the boundaries
between textual and literary criticism—it was easier to propose
another Vorlage because then the ‘text-critical’ scholar did not have
to deal with the problem anymore and could pass it on to the ‘literary
critic’.

Before attempting to propose an alternative answer to these
problems, there is an additional difficulty that needs to be unraveled.
Why did the scribes decided only to expand the accounts of certain
plagues and not of all of them? Indeed, one observes that the
preparatory sign in Exod 7:8—14, the plague of gnats in 8:12—15, the
plague of boils in 9,8-12 and the plague of darkness in 10,21-27 have
not been expanded.

In her study on 4QpaleoExod™, Judith Sanderson deals with this
question and offers the following answer.”> What the pericopes have in
common, according to Sanderson, is the fact that none of them contains
a direct address by YHWH to Pharaoh. The plagues in question are
brought about by Aaron or Moses. If one studies the text closely,
moreover, one observes that there are other places that could have been
expanded but have not been. Within the account of the individual
plagues, there is often more than one command and as a consequence
more than one opportunity for the scribe to introduce a larger plus.
Despite this, one encounters no expansions in Exod 7:19; 9:22 and
10:12, in which YHWH commands Moses to do something himself or to
order Aaron to do something. These verses likewise make no reference
to direct address by YHWH to Pharaoh. According to Sanderson, the
scribe therefore paid no attention to them. Moreover, if one argues that
all the preserved texts do the same, then it would seem that the Vorlage
must already have made reference to the execution in the respective
verses that follow the commands — Exod 7:20; 9:23 and 10:13.
Sanderson summarizes her observations regarding the selection of
expanded passages as follows. It is clear on the one hand that every
passage containing either a command on the part of YHWH to speak to
Pharaoh or an address by Moses to Pharaoh has been expanded. On the
other hand, passages in which Moses is commanded to commission
Aaron to do something or to do something himself are not expanded
(probably in part because they already related the execution of the

% Cf. J.E. Sanderson, An Exodus Scroll, pp. 204-205.
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command). There is only one exception in this regard, namely the
larger plus in Exod 8:1b. In this case, the command to speak to Aaron
is repeated in an expansion. Based on these observations, Sanderson
concludes that the scribes focused on the words of YHWH to Pharaoh.
The repetition of the said words underlined once again the dramatic
effect of the struggle in which YHWH and Pharaoh were engaged.
Although this proposal is very plausible, I would like to propose an
alternative explanation here, establishing even more strongly the
synergic link between textual criticism and literary criticism, and more
specifically diachronic redaction criticism. If we reconsider the
concrete example of the insertion of Aaron in the ‘major expansions’
of the ‘Plague Narrative’, the connection to redaction is immediately
revealed. Indeed, bearing classical source and redaction criticism in
mind, the observations regarding the insertion of Aaron in the ‘major
expansions’ of the ‘Plague Narrative’ immediately rings a bell: the
presence of Aaron is one of the main features of the conceptual and
theological characteristics of what has classically been called the
Priestly layer (P). And indeed, from a redaction-historical point of
view, it is remarkable that the verses mentioned, namely Exod 7:8—
14.19-20; 8:12—-15, 9:8-12.22-23; 10:12-13.21-27 are all either ‘P’ or
‘redactional’ (R, being the activity of P as redactor). On the basis of my
own research and in a more adequate formulation, they are part of the
activity of ‘P as redaction’ (containing layer Il and R-verses in the style
of I1).* In short, within a comprehensive interpretation of the concept
of ‘redaction’, P in the ‘Plague Narrative’ is not to be seen as a
separate, self-reliant narrative or ‘source’, but rather as a ‘redaction’
that, in addition to the introduction of its own textual material/tradition,
also reworked, complemented and integrated the existing material at
hand. Now, within these P-verses, Aaron is present in all texts. Thus, it
would not have been necessary to create an expansion emphasizing his
activity. If we take a brief look at the verses in question, i.e., the ones

% Cf. B. Lemmelijn, “The So-Called “Priestly” Layer in Exod 7:14-11:10:
‘Source’ and/or/nor ‘Redaction’?,” RB 109 (2002): 481-511. This article presents a
number of the main results of the third part of my doctoral dissertation: B.
Lemmelijn, Het verhaal van de ‘Plagen in Egypte’ (Ex 7,14—11,10). Een onderzoek
naar het ontstaan en de compositie van een Pentateuchtraditie (unpublished doctoral
dissertation Theology PhD/STD, 4 vols., K.U.Leuven), Leuven, 1996 (promoter: M.
Vervenne), pp. 468-629. The exhaustive part on redaction criticism (vol. 3), —
together with the status quaestionis of research into Exod 7-11 (vol. 1) — has been
updated and is currently being translated. It will hopefully be published in the near
future.
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not being expanded, we observe the following from a redactional and
literary point of view:

Expansion | Aaron in | Execution | Redactional
common text narrated | layer
Exod No Yes Yes P
7:8—14 (own  material,
layer II)
Exod No Yes Yes P
7:19-20 (own  material,
layer II)
Exod No Yes Yes P
8:12-15 (own  material,
layer II)
Exod No Yes Yes P
9:8-12 (own material,
layer II)
Exod No Yes Yes P/R
9:22-23 (P-redaction  of
layer I)
Exod No Yes Yes P/R
10:12—13 (P-redaction  of
layer I)
Exod No Yes (in v. 24): | Yes P/R
10:21-27 LXX, SamP, (P-redaction  of
4QpaleoExod™; layer I)
Not in MT
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If we summarize the data presented above, we observe that in all cases,
1) there is no major expansion, 2) there is already an execution of the
command in the shared text, 3) the shared text already presents Aaron
as an active character and, finally, 4) all these verses are generally
identified as P either being part of its very own material or at least
integrated in a P-redaction that reworked and inserted its ideas against
the background of a basic layer 1. Bearing these observations in mind,
the reason for expanding or not expanding the reports of the
command/execution of the respective plagues seems to be related with
the presence or absence of Aaron in the common text. Where Aaron is
already present and his role is highlighted, there is no expansion added.
Where Aaron is not mentioned in the shared text, a major expansion
inserting Aaron and emphasizing his activity has been created.

1. Conclusion and Methodological Consequences

This observation brings us to the final question, introduced above,
concerning the origin of the major expansions and specifically the
highlighting of Aaron’s role therein. At this juncture, I would propose
an interesting line of thought, albeit merely a suggestion and an
invitation for further reflection.

(1) If, in fact, the textual data point to the conclusion that the
reason for expanding or not has something to do with the importance
accorded to Aaron’s character and activity,

(2) and if scholars generally agree that the presence of Aaron is
one of the major characteristics of P-activity,

(3) could one then conclude that there might be a connection
between the creators of the major expansions in SamP,
4QpaleoExod™ and 4QExod and the Priestly redaction of the text?

In other words, do the scribes/copyists of the major expansions
participate in and contribute to the promulgation of the Priestly
concepts in the Pentateuch? Were they part of a so-called Priestly
school? Or did they simply have another ‘Vorlage’ (i.e., the text from
which they copied) that was more Priestly orientated than the
common texts that we encounter in the extant texts known to us?®’

7 In this respect, unfortunately, we do not gain much insight on the basis of a
study of the so-called Reworked Pentateuch of Qumran. Although it has been
suggested that 4Q364-365 could be a witness of a further development of the textual
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Might this explain why they only added Aaron in their expansions
and not in the preceding text of the textual witnesses concerned or did
they only dare to introduce changes in their own additions and not in
the text handed down because that text might have already had a
certain theological authority? In this respect, it could also be possible
that the creators of the ‘major expansions’ were part of a similar

directions that SamP and 4QpaleoExod™ have taken and, moreover, that it might
have used the same textual tradition as its basis, the fragments 2, 3 and 4 of 4Q365,
respectively witnessing (parts of) Exod 8:13—19, 9,9-12 and 10:19-20, do not offer
any relevant information as to whether there was an expansion at all or whether, if
there was, it would have added Aaron. Fragment 2 does not mention Aaron in Exod
8:16, and thus conforms to the extant biblical texts only referring to Moses. Fragment
3, presenting Exod 9:9—12, does mention Aaron in the text, and is also identical to
the extant biblical texts discussed above. And finally, fragment 4 has merely
preserved three words that are identified as part of Exod 10:19—20, and thus contains
no relevant information for us. What these fragments, at least numbers 2 and 3, show
however is that their extant text, apart from any potential expansion, is the same as
the one common to the extant biblical textual witnesses discussed above. This would
thus not point in the direction of a different ‘Vorlage’. These texts are published as E.
Tov — S. White Crawford, “Reworked Pentateuch,” in H. Attridge et al., Qumran
Cave 4. Volume 8: Parabiblical Texts, Part 1 (DJD 13; Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1994), 187-352; for further comments, e.g., E. Tov, “The Textual Status of 4Q364-
367 (4QPP),” in J. Trebolle Barrera — L. Vegas Montaner (ed.), The Madrid Qumran
Congress. Proceedings of the International Congress on the Dead Sea Scrolls.
Madrid 18-21 March 1991 (STDJ 11; Leiden - New York - Cologne: Brill; Madrid:
Editorial Complutense, 1992), 43-82; E. Tov, “Biblical Texts as Reworked in Some
Qumran Manuscripts with Special Attention to 4QRP and 4QPara Gen-Exod,” in E.
Ulrich — J.C. VanderKam (ed.), The Community of the Renewed Covenant: The Notre
Dame Symposium on the Dead Sea Scrolls (Christianity and Judaism in Antiquity 10;
Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1994), 111-134; E. Tov,
“4QReworked Pentateuch: A Synopsis of its Contents,” RevQ 16/64 (1995): 647-
653; S. White Crawford, “Reworked Pentateuch,” in L.H. Schiffman— J.C.
Vanderkam (ed.), Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2000, 775-777 and S. White Crawford, Rewriting Scripture in Second Temple
Times (Grand Rapids, MI - Cambridge, U.K.: Eerdmans, 2008), pp. 39-59.
Concerning the ongoing debate on the status of the ‘Reworked Pentateuch’ texts, see
M. Segal, “4QReworked Pentateuch or 4QPentateuch,” in L.H. Schiffman— E. Tov—
J.C. VanderKam (ed.), The Dead Sea Scrolls. Fifty Years after Their Discovery.
Proceedings of the Jerusalem Congress, July 20-25, 1997, Jerusalem, The Isracl
Exploration Society, 2000, 391-399, M.M. Zahn, “The Problem of Characterizing the
4QReworked Pentateuch Manuscripts: Bible, Rewritten Bible, or None of the
Above?,” DSD 15 (2008): 315-339, as well as E. Tov’s lecture delivered most
recently in Groningen during the conference “The Authoritativeness of Scriptures in
Ancient Judaism” (28-29 April 2008), to be published as “From 4QReworked
Pentateuch to 4QPentateuch(?)” in a forthcoming volume in the series Studies on the
Texts of the Desert of Judah. On the question whether 4Q158 and 4Q364-365
constitute five copies of the same composition or a group of five different, though
closely related, texts, see G.J. Brooke, “4Q158: Reworked Pentateuch® or Reworked
Pentateuch A?,” DSD 8 (2001): 219-241, endorsed by S. White Crawford, Rewriting
Scripture in Second Temple Times, p. 39.
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Priestly ‘milieu’ as the Priestly redactors, but that they worked in
another period and constellation, in which direct changes to the given
text (as witnessed in the common one) had become less permissible.
Against the background of this idea, the suggestion of S. White
Crawford that we should consider the pre-Samaritan group of texts —
which include 4QpaleoExod™ and 4QExod — as the product of a
“Priestly-Levitical/Essene exegetical tradition” could be instructive.”®
Bearing in mind my observations made above, this ‘Priestly-
Levitical/Essene’ line of interpretation, which White Crawford credits
with the creation of the harmonizing additions in SamP, seems
somehow to be connected to the Priestly redaction of the ‘Plague
Narrative’. Their common interest in emphasizing the role of Aaron
seems to suggest that, at the very least, the Priestly redaction and the
later ‘Priestly-Levitical/Essene’ tradition of interpretation shared
certain characteristics.

To conclude, and in line with a more recent view on the relation
between textual and literary criticism *, should we not ultimately
accept the possibility that the work of scribes also comprised the
further updating, recontextualization and evolution—in short, actual
literary composition—of the text through their own redactional
activity? If this can be affirmed, it is clear that the previously held
position of a strict division between the domains of textual and
literary criticism, mutatis mutandis between creation and production
of the text or, still in other words, between the work of
copyists/scribes and that of authors/redactors simply cannot be
maintained.

Yet, all this also introduces a further question. If redaction,
progressing theological reflection, and ‘Fortschreibung’ were integral
to the process of copying, should then the idea of searching for the
‘preferable’ variant in the evaluation of text-critical variants also be
modified? Indeed, generally speaking, the preferable variant is

2 Cf. S. White Crawford, Rewriting Scripture in Second Temple Times, pp. 144-
149. My attention to White Crawford’s view in this respect, leading to this particular
suggestion, has been drawn by one of my PhD-students, Hans Debel (in the mean
time Postdoctoral Research Fellow of the Research Foundation — Flanders).

¥ See, in this respect, also H. Ausloos & B. Lemmelijn, “Canticles as Allegory?
Textual Criticism and Literary Criticism in Dialogue,” in H. Ausloos, B. Lemmelijn,
M. Vervenne (eds.), Florilegium Lovaniense. Studies in Septuagint and Textual
Criticism in Honour of Florentino Garcia Martinez (BETL 224; Leuven — Paris —
Dudley, MA: Peeters, 2008), pp. 35-48.
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considered to be the one which is the ‘more original’ even in a
relative framework (cf. above) or the one that explains the
development of the others. Now, if one affirms the fact that the (re-
)production of the text also contained further reflection and evolution
at the level of the theological content, should the ‘preferable’ variant
then still be the ‘more original’? Would this not create a paradox
between the ‘preferable’ reading from a text-critical perspective and
the ‘preferable’ variant from a literary perspective? In other words,
would or could the ‘preferable’ variant not be the ‘more developed’
one, from a literary and theological perspective? Concretely, is the
text of the ‘Plague narrative’, especially from the perspective of its
Priestly redaction which seems to be the younger one, ‘preferable’
without the harmonizations — clearly being made on the basis of the
pre-given text and thus being less ‘original’ — or with the expansions
inserting Aaron and the theologically developed accent on his
activity?

As I already stated at the start of this contribution, the ideas above
— and the consequences they may entail — do not at all pretend to be a
proven thesis or even a sound hypothesis. Even the questions raised
are left open. However, they are a humble but honest invitation for
scholars to reflect on statements that — too often — are taken for
granted and as such, they constitute an appeal for the serious (re-)
consideration of the data we find in the many-sided multiplicity of
our extant biblical texts. After all, textual data are the only certain
point of departure, and hence far superior to a simple acceptance of
previously proposed scholarly (re)constructions, be they on the
literary, the redactional or the textual level.



THE KING/PRINCE OF TYRE IN EZEKIEL 28:11-19
IN HEBREW AND IN GREEK

Johan Lust

In his dissertation volumes' our honoured colleague Julio Trebolle
defended a thesis with two important facets for the textual criticism of
the Books of Samuel and Kings: first, the Old Greek (OG),” and the
Old Latin (OL), are based on a Hebrew text that is different from, and
earlier than the Masoretic Text (M); second: the reworked text as
found in M is related to the deuteronomistic circles. OG translates an
earlier text, in which some of the Deuteronomistic elements extant in
M are not yet taken up. This does not suggest that OG was composed
before or in the times of the activity of the deuteronomistic circles. It
simply says that it translates an early Hebrew text that did not yet
contain a full version of the deuteronomistic redaction.

The present contribution seeks to apply the first part of the thesis
to the OG and M versions of the lament or gina over the King of Tyre
in Ezek 28:11-19. The title of this king—q%n in M, and &pywv in
OG—touches upon a topic to which Julio devoted a short but interest-
ing and dense text critical essay.’

! Julio C. Trebolle Barrera, Salomén y Jeroboan: historia de la recension y re-
daccion de I Reyes 2-12, 14 (Bibliotheca Salmanticensis, Dissertationes, no. 3; Sala-
manca: Universidad Pontificia, 1980); Idem, Jehii y Jods: texto y composicion litera-
ria de 2 Reyes 9-11, (Institucién San Jerénimo, no. 17; Valencia: Instituciéon San
Jerénimo, 1984).

% Trebolle adequately demonstrated that OG in the Books of Samuel and Kings is
best represented by the so-called Lucianic text. In the following notes on Ezekiel, we
distinguish between OG, and G or the critical edition of the Septuagint as published
in Gottingen.

3 Julio Trebolle Barrera, “La transcripcion Ton = poAoy: historia del texto e
historia de la lengua,” Aula Orientalis 5 (1987): 125-128.
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Problems in Ezek 28:11-19

Chapter 28 is one of the most difficult passages in the book. The
problems include: the relationship between its two major sections (1-
10 and 11-19), the differences between the Masoretic text and the
Septuagint, numerous textual obscurities, hapax legomena, and the
links with other biblical traditions, such as the paradise stories in Gen
2-3 and with the priestly materials in Exod 28 and 39.*

Most often, these questions are answered on the level of literary
criticism of the text preserved in M. Two matadors of textual criti-
cism and biblical scholarship rightly note that G should receive an
important role in the discussion. Their careful observations and de-
ductions lead to contrasting results. According to P.-M. Bogaert’
most of the problems in the text can be solved when one accepts the
priority of OG and its Hebrew parent text. According to J. Barr,’ who
does not distinguish G and OG, G offers a facilitating translation of
M. In his view, many commentaries run into difficulties because they
recur to G when they do not understand M, and do not see that the
translator of G failed to understand M. How do these two scholars
proceed?’

* See D. Block, The Book of Ezekiel Chapters 25-48 (NIBCOT; Grand Rapids
MI and Cambridge U.K.: Eerdmans, 1998), 87 and 99-121; compare the other
recent critical commentaries, such as: W. Zimmerli, Ezechiel (BKAT 13/2; Neukir-
chen: Neukirchener Verlag, 1969), 671-689; L.C. Allen, Ezekiel (WBC 29; Waco,
TX: Word, 1990) 89-96; M. Greenberg, Ezekiel 21-37 (AB, 22A; Garden City, NY:
Doubleday, 1997), 579-593; Karl-F. Pohlmann, Das Buch des Propheten Hesekiel
(Ezechiel) (ATD 2; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2001), 389-395; P. Joyce,
Ezekiel, A Commentary, (Library of Hebrew Bible / Old Testament Studies; Edin-
burgh: T&T Clark, 2007), 178-180; see also D. Barthélemy, Critique textuelle de
I’Ancien Testament (OBO, 50/3; Fribourg, Ed. Univ.; Géttingen, Vandenhoeck,
1992) 237-238.

SP-M. Bogaert, “Montagne Sainte, Jardin d'Eden et sanctuaire (Hiérosolymitain)
dans un oracle d'Ezéchiel contre le Prince de Tyr,” in H. Limet and J. Ries (eds.) Le
mythe, son language et son message (Homo religiosus 4 ; Louvain-la-Neuve : 1988),
131-153; see also Idem, “Le Chérub de Tyr (Ez 28,14.16) et I'hyppocampe de ses
monnaies,” in R. Litwak & S. Wagner (eds.), Prophetie und geschichtliche Wirklich-
kezt im Alten Israel, FS S. Herrmann, (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1991), 29-38,

6 J. Barr, “’Thou art the Cherub': Ezekiel 28.14 and the Post-Ezekiel Understand-
ing of Genesis 2-3,” in E. Ulrich (a.o. eds.), Priests, Prophets and Scribes. Essays on
the Formation and Heritage of Second Temple Judaism (FS J. Blenkinsopp,
JSOTSup 149; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1992), 213-223.

7 More recently several authors joined the debate. The following list is not ex-
haustive: R.R. Wilson, “The Death of the King of Tyre: The Editorial History of
Ezekiel 28,” in J.H. Marks & R.M. Good (eds.), Love and Death in the Ancient Near
East. FS M.H. Pope (Guilford, Connecticut: Four Quarters Publishing Company,
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1. Bogaert and Barr

Bogaert sets out from the major difference between M and OG. It
concerns with the identity and qualification of the subject of the gina.
Whereas OG distinguishes between the leader of Tyre, and the
Cherub accompanying him in the garden of Eden, M identifies the
king of Tyre with the Cherub. The discrepancy is mainly due to a
different vocalisation of the first word in v.14: n® “with” in the hy-
pothetical parent text of OG, versus n& “you” in M. According to
Bogaert, the variant in M is not due to a simple scribal mistake since
it is joined by consonantal differences: the additional 11312 at the end
of v.13, and the 1 preceding 'm0l in v.14. Moreover, v.16
consolidates the differences found in v.14: M states: “I destroyed
you, Cherub” (2172 772R1), whereas OG reads: “The cherub expelled
you” (xal #yayé ce T6 xepouf). This implies a clear distinction
between cherub and royal figure. Furthermore, in v.12 M gives the
title 797 “king” to the resident of the garden, whereas OG uses dpywv
“leader,” a title also used in 28:2, where M had 71 “leader.” The
differences in the adornment of the figure's vestment (v.13) in OG
and M also suggest a difference in the identification of the figure.
Having described these and other divergences in OG and M,
Bogaert proceeds with an argumentation in favour of the anteriority
of OG as preserved in papyrus 967, and then explains why the editor
of M changed the text. He could not accept the identification of Jeru-
salem and its king with the garden and its prime inhabitant. The harsh
fate of the condemned figure was intolerable. Therefore he brought in
the following changes: he identified the said king with a cherub or

1987), 221-217; B. Gosse, “Ezéchiel 11-19 et les détournements de maledictions,”
BN 44 (1988): 30-38 (in agreement with Bogaert); F. Fechter, Begewaltigung der
Katastrophe. Untersuchungen zu ausgewdhlten Fremdvilkerspriichen im Ezechiel-
buch (BZAW 208; Berlin, W. de Gruyter, 1992), 163-207; J. Day, Yahweh and the
Gods and Goddesses of Canaan (JSOTSSup 265; Sheffield: JOST Press, 2000), esp.
pp. 175-179; T. Stordalen, Echoes of Eden Genesis 2-3 and Symbolism of the Eden
Garden in Biblical Hebrew Literature (Leuven: Peeters, 2000), 332-356; D.E.
Callender Jr., “The Primal Human in Ezekiel and the Image of God,” in M.S. Odell
& J.T. Strong (eds.), The Book of Ezekiel. Theological and Anthropological Perspec-
tives (SBLSS 9; Atlanta: SBL, 2000), 175-193; S. Gathmann, Im Fall gespiegelt.
Der Abschluss der Tyrus-Spruche in Ez 28,1-19 (ATS 86; St Otillien, EOS Verlag,
2008); H. Patmore, “Did the Masoretes Get it Wrong? The Vocalisation and Accen-
tuation of Ezekiel xxviii 12-19,” VT 58 (2008): 145-257.
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angelic figure in the mood of the angels of the nations, and he ad-
dressed the oracle to the 7% 791 “the king of Tyre” (28:12), and no
longer to the T4 (as in v.2). As suggested before him by Bevan,® M's
use of 791 in the address of the oracle against Tyre may have been
inspired by the name of the patron deity of this city Melkart mlk grt
“king of the city.”

According to Bogaert, the key to the questions raised by these dif-
ferences is to a large extent to be found along the lines of literary
criticism, using the hypothesis holding that oracles against Jerusalem
where once transformed into oracles against another nation. In our
case the oracle was originally an oracle against Jerusalem and its
priest-king, announcing the profanation of the temple. Later on it was
adapted to Ezek 28:1-10 and to the king of Tyre. (a) Gold and silver
were added to the list of precious stones, describing the wealth of
Tyre, and deviating the attention from the dress of the high-priest in
Jerusalem. (b) Several expressions were added that reinforce the link
with 28:1-10 (nvo 28:7,17, n927 28:5,16,18, and 2% m23 28:2,5,17).
These correspondences demonstrate the editorial effort towards a
connection between these two oracles. (¢) Without the inserted ele-
ments the oracle in vv. 11-19 is perfectly understandable as a con-
demnation of Jerusalem.

Ignoring Bogaert's paper, published in 1983, Barr addresses the
differences between the diverging versions of G and M Ezek 28:12-
19 in his contribution dated 1992. His attention goes more directly to
text critical observations. First he deals with 2172 n& in v.14. He re-
jects the reading implied by G (preposition “with”), and prefers the
vocalisation given in M (second person masculine singular). Because
this form is rare, the translators failed to recognize it, and interpreted
it as the direct object particle, or as a preposition “with.” In Barr's
view, this had an effect on the interpretation of v.16 where the 2172 is
again referred to. The form of the verb Tar (77281) is obscure. M
vocalizes it as an imperfect first person singular, in which the prefix X
has been merged with the & of the root. In this reading, the Lord is
the subject, and the cherub is the object. Since the verb form is very
rare, one cannot blame the translator when he rendered it as a more
common third person form, with the cherub as subject (“he, the
shielding cherub, banished/destroyed you”). This interpretation was

8 “The King of Tyre in Ezekiel XXVIIL” JTS 4 (1902-1903): 500-505.
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supported by the translation of v.14, where a distinction had been
made between king and cherub. Barr's thesis seems to be corroborated
by Goldberg's study on “The Poetic Structure of the Dirge over the
King of Tyre” (in Hebrew), Tarbiz 58 (1989): 277-281. In M, the
structure of vv 12b-13 corresponds to that of vv. 14-15. Both stanzas
begin with a direct address: “you (7nR) were the sealer of proportion”
(12b); “you (nR) were a shielding cherub.” G's interpretation of the
particle nX in v.14 seems to interrupt the parallelism.’

2. Evaluation. Textual Criticism

Barr's views are obviously diametrically opposed to Bogaert's pro-
posals. An evaluation is needed.

Bogaert does not give a full discussion of the text critical prob-
lems, but mainly focuses on the literary critical tensions in the text.
Barr mainly addresses the text critical aspects, without fully analysing
the literary critical implications. In an attempt towards an evaluation
of their proposals, and a sensible reaction to them, let us first deal
with the text critical problems, starting with the difficulties raised by
the expression 2172 NX in v.14. These difficulties are undoubtedly
closely linked to the interpretation of 7728 in v.16, and are to be
discussed in one stride. Barr's reasoning makes sense in as far as G
(and Syriac Peshitto) is concerned: It is easy to explain the G (and
Peshitto) renderings as a misreading of the extremely unusual Hebrew
represented by M. Thus Barr.'” But does this reasoning also apply to
Symmachus and Aquila? It is well known that these two recentiores
gave a faithful rendition of the Hebrew text they had before them, a
text closely resembling M. Aquila most often translated the Hebrew
word for word, disregarding Greek syntax and style. While carefully
preserving the meaning of the Hebrew, Symmachus produced a sty-
listically better Greek version. More than any other ancient transla-
tion, they are important witnesses to M. In Symmachus' version, the
first words of v.14 read as follows: xat peta xepouf “and with a
cherub.” Using the preposition petd, Symmachus obviously agrees
with G in his translation of nN&. Aquila's rendering of this phrase has

% See Greenberg, Ezekiel 21-27, 587-588.
10 “Thou art the Cherub,” 217.
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not been preserved, but his reading of v.16 (as found in mss 87-91)"
indirectly supports the interpretation of nX as a preposition: xal
mTepUyla xepouf éoxémacey ge “the wings of the cherub gave you
shelter” clearly distinguishes between cherub and king, whereas M
(7207 212 7381 “I destroyed you, cherub”) does not do so.
Symmachus has a similar rendition: xai dmwlect ge 6 yepouf &
oxénacas oe. So also Theodotion: <xai> amwlecel oe 6 yepouf §
ovoxidlwv.'> The three of them clearly distinguish between cherub
and king. This strongly pleads against the originality of M's
interpretation of NR in v.14, and of 77281 in v.16.

The conclusion must be that, in as far as the interpretation of N\
in v.14, and the distinction between two figures in vv. 14 and 16 is
concerned, OG preserved the unvocalized proto-masoretic text, as
read by Symmachus, Theodotion, and Aquila. M's identification of
the King of Tyre with the cherub offers a different interpretation of
that text, and does not seem to have been known to these ancient
translators."”

The parallelism between vv 12b-13 and 14-15 does not invalidate
this conclusion. Hardly any word or expression of the first stanza
returns in the second. The parallelism does not by any means consist
of a word for word repetition. It is basically limited to a repetition of
synonymous expressions in roughly corresponding positions, mingled
with elements that are not repeated. Thus stanza 2 does not only in-
troduce the cherub as a new element, but also the notions of blame-
lessness and iniquity.

These text critical observations ask for a comparison with the liter-
ary critical aspects of the differences between M and G / OG versions
of the lament.

""" The variant ko mrepbyta yepouf éoxémacéy oe in ms 86 is more complicated,

but also presupposes a distinction between cherub and king-prince.
See Ziegler's critical edition in the Gottingen series (p.224).

3 Barr refers to  Symmachus in passing, but does not discuss the value of his
text. He does not even mention Aquila and Theodotion. Something similar can be
said about D. Barthélemy (Critique Textuelle 3, 237-238) who also prefers M, and
does not discuss Symmachus, Theodotion, and Aquila, although he records Symma-
chus faithfully.



THE KING/PRINCE OF TYRE 229
3. Textual and Literary Criticism. Wilson versus Bogaert

Is it likely that these differences were introduced by M in order to
accentuate the transfer of the oracle from Jerusalem to Tyre as
Bogaert suggests? A presentation of the more recent literary critical
analysis of the section by Wilson'* may help us to refine the question.
The following lines summarize his views, and add some critical re-
marks.

Undoubtedly, the oracle reveals a vocabulary calling to mind the
terminology employed in the description of Jerusalem, its temple, and
its high-priest, both in M and in G. The clearest example is the list of
gems in v.13. It does not simply contain a random enumeration of
precious stones. It follows a system, obviously based on the descrip-
tion of the breastplate of the Israelite high priest (Ex 28:17-20; 39:10-
13). The list in M's version mentions 9 of the 12 stones enumerated in
Exodus, and retains the tripartite order. In G's version of Ezek 28:13
all twelve stones are enumerated in the same order in which they ap-
pear in Exodus. We may add here that the versions of the “Three” are
not preserved, and that Jerome'" notes that their lists diverged among
each other, and differed from G.

According to Wilson, the stones are not described as a feature of
the garden, but as part of the dress worn by the figure in the garden.
His view is shared by others and depends upon the interpretation of
the suffixed noun 70207n. He admits that the precise meaning of this
word is not clear, but is convinced that it can plausibly be derived
from 700 “to cover” (p. 214, n.16). Here we note that G definitely
supports Wilson's view. It interprets the Hebrew as a verb form with
the addressee as subject, and the stones as direct object (mév Aibov ...
évoédecat “you bound upon you every precious stone”). Though
Symmachus also uses a verb form, he prefers a different meaning and
syntax. He turns the stones into subject: még Aifog ...mepidpace oe. As
for the meaning, he clearly derives 7aon from 7o “to hedge”,
suggesting that the stones formed a hedge around the garden. As
usual, he may have correctly understood M's meaning. If so, M's
version of the stones and their function appears to be less directly

' See our note 7.
SF. Glorie (ed.), S. Hieronymi Presbyteri Commentariorum in Hiezechielem
Libri XIV (CCSL 75; Turnhout: Brepols, 1964), 393.
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the stones and their function appears to be less directly referring to
the vestment of the high priest than that of G."°

The Garden of Eden is identified as o8& w1p 9 “the holy
mountain of God” (v.14). For Ezekiel's audience this characterisation
would immediately call to mind the Jerusalem temple on mount Zion,
which is often called “the holy mountain” or “my holy mountain”
(Ezek 20:40). G here agrees with M.

The cherub in Ezek 28:14.16 is usually identified with the guard-
ian cherub in the Garden of Eden in Gen 3:24. According to Wilson'’
such identification is unlikely, because Genesis mentions more than
one cherub, and there is no indication that these beings lived in the
garden along with the first men. Wilson overlooks that plural and
singular can be used indiscriminately. Ezekiel's temple cherubs, for
instance, are indiscriminately referred to in the plural (see, e.g.,
10:1,3,5,6,9...) and in the singular (see, e.g., 10:2,4,7...) Moreover, he
does not see that the guardian function of the cherubs in Gen 3:24,
barring the entrance of the Garden to the expelled men, is very similar
to the expelling function of the cherub in Ezek 28:16. He prefers to
link the cherub with the Jerusalem temple. It is true that cherubs
flanked the ark in the holy of holies as described in the Pentateuch
and the Historical Books. More importantly, cherubs are frequently
mentioned in relation with the temple in Ezekiel's visions. In Ezek
10:3ff., for instance, burning coals are to be taken from among these
cherubim and to be scattered over the city. This calls to mind the fiery
stones in the garden described in 28:14.16, and the destructive fire in
v.18. One does not see, however, why both links could not be opera-
tive simultaneously. Since Ezekiel identifies the Garden of Eden with
the holy mountain of God in Jerusalem, it is not at all unlikely that he
associated the cherub with both domains.

4. “Oblique” or “Redirected”

Wilson's views to a large extent coincide with those of Bogaert, al-
though the former does not seem to be familiar with the latter's writ-
ings. One major difference strikes the reader. In Bogaert's proposi-

16 Compare Greenberg, Ezekiel 21-37, 581-583.
17 “King of Tyre,” 215.
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tion, the original oracle in 28:1-19 directly addressed the high priest
and king in Jerusalem. Later inserts re-directed the saying and applied
it to the king of Tyre. Wilson defends a more conservative position.
The list of gems, and other so-called editorial inserts in vv 1-19, need
not to be considered additions at all, but can be interpreted as part of
the original text. The prophet delivered a dirge which was ostensibly
concerned with the king of Tyre, but which in fact was so laced with
allusions to the high priest in Jerusalem, that its real thrust could not
have been missed by Ezekiel's exilic audience. According to Wilson,
such “oblique oracles” do occur elsewhere in Ezekiel. His main ex-
ample is to be found in Ezek 17 involving a cedar from Lebanon. In
his view the image of the cedar points to a Phoenician setting, but in
fact the oracle is clearly concerned with Israel. This example is not
very convincing since the cedar of Lebanon symbolized royal maj-
esty, without any specific reference to the king of Tyre.'® Elsewhere,
Ezekiel applies the symbol to the king of Egypt (31:3), but not to
Tyre.

Both Wilson and Bogaert draw the attention to the ambiguous
identity of the addressed figure in Ezek 28:11-19. Their interpretation
of this ambiguity, however, is fundamentally different. Wilson rea-
sons as follows. On the surface, the figure is explicitly identified with
the king of Tyre. Obliquely, he is referred to as the high-priest in
Jerusalem. This ambiguity was intended by the author. According to
Bogaert, it was not. The original oracle did not at all refer to the king
of Tyre, but exclusively to Jerusalem and its high priest. The oracle
has been redirected, by the editor of M, and in a slightly different way
by the editor of the G's parent text. In support of his view, Wilson
tries to find some other “oblique” oracles in Ezekiel, and Bogaert
seeks other re-directed sayings. After having accepted some text criti-
cal corrections of M, on the basis of OG, Wilson basically sticks to
M. Bogaert accepts the same corrections of M, but basically sticks to
OG. In both cases, much depends on the basic presuppositions of the
authors. Wilson discusses the Hebrew text as found in M, and uses G
exclusively to correct M when he deems it necessary. Bogaert recog-
nizes OG as a literary text differing from M, and witnessing to a He-
brew parent text predating M. A closer look at the title given to the
figure in the garden may help us to arbitrate in this discordance.

8 See Greenberg, Ezekiel, 310.
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5. “Prince” versus “King”

When comparing OG and M in Ezek 28:11-19, the reader is from the
outset struck by a puzzling divergence. In the M-version of v.12 the
addressee is given the royal title 797. The recentiores use Bacilels in
agreement with M. In OG, however, the addressee is called dpywv, as
in v.2, where this title renders T41. Normally, when foreign monarchs
are concerned, Bacidels is G's equivalent for 79n," and dpywv or
fyobuevos for T33.%° Stordalen observes that, since G-Ezekiel is most
often literal, one would assume T4 in the parent text in v.12.2
Moreover, he says, the typical editorial pattern of a lament is that it
immediately follows upon an oracle of judgment against the same
addressee. Thus the gina over Tyre in chapter 27 follows upon the
oracle against Tyre in chapter 26, and the gina over the leaders of
Israel in chapter 19 follows upon the allegory and oracle of judgment
against the same leaders in chapters 17-18. Therefore, one would
expect the gina in 28:11-19 to be addressed to the 733 spoken to in
the immediately preceding oracle of judgment in 28:1-10. According
to Zimmerli, however, dpywv in 28:12 is the result of harmonisation.*
He explains the different addressees in vv. 2 and 12 in M as due to
the different tradition-historical origin of the two oracles.” Stordalen
counters him: He observes that the address of the lament belongs to
the same final editorial frame work as the address of the preceding
oracle, and not to an earlier traditional level to which the lament itself
may belong.

Stordalen's reasoning is to the point, albeit not fully cogent. The
nouns '[‘m and T3 can be used as qualifications of the same
person.** Given this fact M's addressees in v.2 and in v.12 can be one

1 See Ezek 17:12,16; 19:9; 21:19(24), 21(26); 24:2; 26:7; 29:18,19; 30:10,24,25;
32:11 (king of Babylon); 29:1,2,3; 30,21,22; 31:2; 32,2,31 (king of Egypt); foreign
kin%s (plural 27:33,35; 28:17; 32:10.)

0 Apxwv renders T3 in 1Kgs 9:16; 10:1; 13:14; 2Chr 32:21; 35:8; Is 55:4; Ezek
28:2. More frequently it renders &3, especially in Ezekiel, or 7% (X1 in Ezekiel:
7:27;12:10.12; 19:1; 26:16; 27:21; 30:13; 32:29; 34:24; 37:25; 38:2.3; 39:1.18; 2w in
Ezek1e1 17:12; 22: 27)

' Op. cit., 335; see also Bogaert, “Montagne sainte,” 135-136.

2 So Stordalen “Eden Metaphors,” 335. It is difficult, however, to find such

statement in Zlmmerh S commentary.
3 zimmerli, Ezechiel, 681.
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son.”* Given this fact, M's addressees in v.2 and in v.12 can be one
and the same even when their title appears to differ. Anyhow, the
choice of 741 in this context remains odd. Elsewhere in M-Ezekiel,
individual foreign monarchs are called '[‘m rather than 'r’:_q,25 and
Baoihels in G.*° The phrase 7¢ T3 (“prince of Tyre”) found in 28:2
is a hapax in the Bible. As a rule, the monarch of Tyre is called 2%
Tm (“king of Tyre”).”” As a royal designation, T3 almost
exclusively designates the one chosen by the Lord to become Israel's
monarch. More remarkedly, T3 is only rarely followed by a proper
name. The rare exceptions are to be found in one of the latest books
of the Bible: 1Chron 27:16; 2Chron 31:12, and in Ezek 28:2. Except
Ezek 28:2, no biblical text comprises the genitive 733 followed by a
proper name in the absolute state.

Should the conclusion still be that in Ezek 28:12, the Hebrew
counterpart of &pywv originally was 733, as in v.2 and not T71?
Applied to v. 12, this option would support Bogaert's theory
suggesting that the original oracle was addressed to the high priest-
ruler in Jerusalem. Indeed, the Hebrew title 733 fits better into the
circles of the hierarchy in Jerusalem and its temple than at the court in
Tyre. The title 797 might then have been brought in by an editor
wishing to redirect the anti-Jerusalem oracle to Tyre, to its king, and
to its god Melkart (mlk grt “King of the city”).”® In this option, it
remains puzzling why the editor of M did not use the same
terminology in the address of the preceding oracle (28:2) which
serves as a key to vv.11-19.

Conclusions

The oracle against the king of Tyre in Ezek 28:11-19 remains an en-
igmatic prophetic saying. Our analysis did not answer all the ques-
tions raised by its sometimes obscure vocabulary and complex syn-
tactic structure. It mainly addressed text critical problems and their

* See G.F. Hasel, “m31,” TWAT 5 (1986): 203-219; Gathmann, Im Fall
Gesg)iegelt, 467-471.
> See the references in note 19.
26 Qee the references in note 22.
27 2 Sam 5:11; 1Kgs 5:15; 9:11; 1 Chr 15:1; 2 Chr 2:2,10; Jer 25:2; 27:3; Ezek
28:12.
* Melkart, the name of the patron deity of Tyre, translates “king of the city.”
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literary critical implications. The discussion began with a confronta-
tion of the views of Barr, Bogaert, and Wilson. The following conclu-
sions were reached:

1. Barr's text critical remarks are judicious. They suggest that in Eze-
kiel's lament over the king of Tyre, the most fundamental differences
between M and G are not due to a parent text of G which deviated
from the proto-Masoretic text, but to its erroneous interpretation in G.
Barr does not, however, take into account the evidence provided by
Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion, nor does he fully address the
literary critical problems. The preserved fragments of the recentiores
prove that, in as far as the interpretation of NX in v.14, and the dis-
tinction between two figures in vv. 14 and 16 is concerned, OG pre-
served the proto-masoretic text, as read by Symmachus, Aquila, and
Theodotion. M's identification of the King of Tyre with the cherub
belongs to the latest strands in the development of the text, not yet
known to these ancient translators.

2. There is no need to correct M's punctuation of nX in v.14, nor
of 7728 in v.16. M represents a late stage in the development of the
text. Theories, such as those set up by Wilson, which start from a
corrected version of M, are flawed from the outset. Bogaert's propos-
als are more convincing. The present contribution confirmed them by
further text critical observations, underpining the hypothesis that the
parent text of OG represents an earlier version of Hebrew-Ezekiel
than M. The edition of M did not automatically entail the end of the
earlier text form of Ezekiel. Both versions may have existed along-
side each other for quite a long time. The findings resulting from this
limited exploration, focusing on one text in Ezekiel, seem to fall in
line with those reached by J. Trebolle in his much more detailed study
of Samuel and Kings.



ZADOKITE INTERPOLATORS AT WORK
A NOTE ON CD IIL,21-1V,4

Corrado Martone

One of the main features of the Qumran library in each and every of
its sectors is undoubtedly the free approach to the text of the Scrip-
ture.

First and foremost, this free approach has long been recognized
among the so-called “biblical” texts from Qumran, and Emanuel Tov
remarked in a seminal study how difficult and risky it is to label a
given Qumran biblical text as belonging to a given tradition. As for
the well-known case of 4QSam®, Tov maintains that this text

shares important readings with the LXX, but when these are examined
together with the differences between the two, and with the unique
readings of both, the scroll cannot be characterized any longer as “Sep-
tuagintal.” Furthermore, not even all common readings of 4QSam® and
the LXX bear on this comparison.'

And Sh. Talmon, as early as 1964, wrote that “[t]he more ancient
manuscripts are being discovered and published, the more textual di-
vergencies appear.””

The same can be said for the works that have been labelled as sec-
tarian. The use of the biblical texts in some of them might shed some
light on the group’s historical evolution and in particular on the estab-

"E. Tov, “A Modern Textual Outlook Based on the Qumran Scrolls,” Hebrew
Union College Annual 53 (1982): 11-27 (p. 21); for a criticism of Tov’s views see B.
Chiesa, “Textual History and Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Old Testament,” The
Madrid Qumran Congress: Proceedings of the International Congress on the Dead
Sea Scrolls, Madrid 18-21 March 1991 (ed. J. Trebolle Barrera and L. Vegas Monta-
ner; Leiden: Brill, 1992) 257-72; see also A. Catastini “L'originale ebraico dei LXX:
un problema ancora aperto,” Annali del Dipartimento di Scienze Storico-Religiose, 6
(2001): 125-46.

% Sh. Talmon, “Aspects of the Textual Transmission of the Bible in the Light of
Qumran Manuscripts,” Textus 4 (1964): 95-132; see also E. Ulrich, “Horizons of Old
Testament Textual Research at the Thirtieth Anniversary of Qumran Cave 4,” CBQ
46 (1984): 613-36.
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lishment of the Zadokite element within it.

A number of Qumran texts ascribe the greatest importance to the
Zadokite element, seen as the élite of the sect itself. This makes it at
least plausible the identification of the Community's élite with a
group which no longer acknowledges the Jerusalem priesthood as the
legitimate priesthood after the end of the Zadokite descent.’

At some point a group of Zadokites takes over the Essene tradition
because of its eschatological elements. After the death of Onias I1I, in
fact, the Zadokite descent is definitely removed from the historical
scene and only these eschatological elements may offer a last hope to
see the legitimate priesthood re-established in its office. This shift of
the Zadokite priesthood from a historical to an eschatological level is
pointed out in CD II1,21-1V 4:

1 Col. IV 131 om9m 0unan RS 8230 HRpme 13 ono Hx opn 21
b on HYn2 SR 13 NiYna SwIpn NYAYA DR 1INW TWR TR
DARY OMOIT AT PIRA DRYIA3 DRIW "aw DA 09RaR vac 0T 25N

0" NMINKR1 DTAYN QW RMP ORI 4 7'M 0A PITR "33 vac
21. God promised them by Ezekiel the prophet, saying, ‘The priests
and the Levites and the sons of Col. IV 1. Zadok who have kept the
courses of My sanctuary when the children of Israel strayed 2. from
Me, they shall bring Me fat and blood” (Ezek 44:15). vac ‘The priests’:
they are the repentant of Israel, 3. who go out of the land of Judah and
the Levites are those accompanying them; vac ‘and the sons of Zadok:
they are the chosen of 4. Israel, the ones called by name, who are to
appear in the last days.

The Scriptural passage quoted here is Ez 44:15, which is a little bit
different, however:

X213 NIPN3 WP MYAYR-NY MY WK piTy 13 Db Do
TIR DO 370 Y 3paY 8 TR INTWY R TR mn--hun

m
But the levitical priests, the descendants of Zadok, who kept the charge
of my sanctuary when the people of Isracl went astray from me, shall
come near to me to minister to me; and they shall attend me to offer me
the fat and the blood, says the Lord God.

About 50 years before the Qumran discoveries, Solomon Schechter
commented this passage of the “Zadokite Work™ as follows:

The differences are striking and some of these may be ascribed to the

3 See also G. Garbini, Mito e Storia Nella Bibbia (Brescia: Paideia, 2003) (esp.
133-137).
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carelessness of the scribe, but it is not impossible that the differences
in the first three words were made intentionally to indicate that his
priests and Levites were not identical with the sons of Zadok. This is at
least the impression one receives from the comment given in the lines
that follow.

In fact, the CD quotation plays subtly and skillfully with the conjunc-
tions and reads *WIpN NIAWA DR 1AW TWR DITE 1O onbm oanon. It
is clear in that our text aims at a distinction of the Zadokites from
other priests. This way the Zadokite priests are provided with a cen-
tral role, they are no less than the ©™npn own *®1p HRW* *ha
071 NINK2.

Thus it comes as no surprise to see the Zadokite priesthood raised
to an eschatological level and given a central role in a well known
passage of 1QSa (I, 1-3):

5y 275nnnh Tmh Toso<x>na ovn nnRa S8 T 5125 1100 an 1
ann oy 3 7173 nabn 1170 WK DA WART DEMEN PITR 13 Vawn B

PR T2 1]925 NYWA TIN2 12 1NW TR INRY WIR
1. This is the rule for all the congregation of Israel in the Last Days, when
they are mobilized [to join the Yahad. They must l]ive 2. by the law of
the Sons of Zadok, the priests, and the men of their covenant, they who
celased to walk in the w]ay 3. of the people. These same are the men of
His party who kept His Covenant during evil times, and so aton[ed for the
lan]d.

This same concept is even more patent in 4Q174 (4QFlor), 1—

21,21:16-17:
K15 wr &30 Sl 1m0 AlL.. 1902 by 22 WK Anm an ova 16
op]mn Alan]ry wulR prie aa ann anmSNvs 17 502 1w rno

T [Drya] anamnR [Yan

16. ... And they (are) the ones about whom it is written in the book of
Ezekiel the prophet, who [‘shall] ne[ver defile themselves with all] 17.
their id[o]ls.” (Ezek 37:23) They (are) the Sons of Zadok and the m[e]n of
[the]ir Council who ke[ep (far) from evil] after them [in the Council of]
the Community.

In this passage, Ezekiel's prophetic dream of a reunited Israel is inter-
preted in the sectarian text as referred only to the py7¥ 23a. I would
like to recall that the verse preceding the one quoted in our text, runs
as follows (Ezek 37:22):

*'S. Schechter, Documents of Jewish Sectaries. Edited from Hebrew MSS. in the
Cairo Genizah Collection, Now in the Possession of the University Library,
Cambridge (Cambridge: University Press, 1910), vol. I, xxxiv—xxxv.
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Ty miaYnn nwH Tiy wm 85 ovis wH Ty Py 8
Never again shall they be two nations, and never again shall they be
divided into two kingdoms.

What may we conclude from all of this? At some point after Onias III
gives up, the Zadokite element enters (and gains the power in) the
Qumran Community. These Qumran-Zadokites, far from changing
the Essene tradition radically, will adopt it.”

Some forty years ago M. Goshen Gottstein® published a thorough
study whose main conclusion can be summarized in the author’s own
words:

Almost all our evidence from medieval MSS would be explicable as a
secondary development from a common archetype and practically all
of it as belonging to one ‘recension.’’

Such a conclusion turned into a sort of damnatio memoriae against
Kennicott and De Rossi’s great collections of variant readings,® since
then considered a repository of readings “developed at a late stage,
sometimes in the Middle Ages themselves.”” On the contrary, cases
as the one briefly analyzed in this note dedicated to Prof. Julio Tre-
bolle Barrera show that the attitude of the Teacher of Righteousness
as well as of his followers toward the text of the Scripture is a sound
confirmation of Abraham Geiger’s insights that in Second Temple
times ideological polemics led to deliberate alterations in the biblical
text'” and that traces of this alterations might still be to be found even

3 C. Martone, “Beyond Beyond the Essene Hypothesis? Some Observations on the
Qumran Zadokite Priesthood,” Henoch 25 (2003): 267-27; for a thorough reassess-
ment of the matter, see now Ch. Hempel, “Do the Scrolls Suggest Rivalry Between
the Sons of Aaron and the Sons of Zadok and If So was it Mutual?,” RevQum 24
(2009): 135-53.

% M. Goshen-Gottstein. “Hebrew Biblical Manuscripts: Their History and Their
Place in the HUBP Edition,” Biblica 48 (1967): 243-89.

" Goshen-Gottstein. “Hebrew Biblical Manuscripts” 285-86.

B. Kennicott, Vetus Testamentum Hebraicum cum variis lectionibus, 1 (Oxonii:
1776); J.B. De Rossi, Variae lectiones Veteris Testamenti, 1-11 (Parmae: 1784-1788).

% E. Tov, “Criteria for Evaluating Textual Readings: The Limitations of Textual
Rules,” HTR 75 (1982): 429-448 (p. 435, n. 20).

0°See A. Geiger, Urschrift und Ubersetzungen der Bibel in ihrer Abhdingigkeit
von der innern Entwickelung Des Judenthums (Breslau: J. Hainauer, 1857): “Die
spétere ausserordentliche Sorgfalt fiir die Reinhaltung des Bibeltextcs darf uns nicht
zu einem Riickschlusse auf die fritheren Zeiten verleiten. In der dlteren Zeit ist die
Behandlung des Textes eine weit selbststindigere, ja oft willkiirliche gewesen, und
die spdtere Sorgfalt ist gerade als eine heilsame Reaction gegen dieses lange
fortgesetzte Verfahren der eigenmichtigen Textes-gestaltung aufgetreten.” (p. 97):
“[t]he extreme care taken in more recent times to preserve the biblical text inviolate
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in later manuscripts'' containing not so innocent “orthographical”
variant readings.

should not induce us to draw conclusions a posteriori that the same care was taken
also in an earlier era. In older times the text was often dealt with in quite an
independent, even arbitrary manner, and the care exercised subsequently was simply
a healthy reaction against this long continued process of summary text revision. Eng-
lish citation taken from M. Wiener, Abraham Geiger and Liberal Judaism: The Chal-
lenge of the Nineteenth Century (transl. Ernst J. Schlochauer; Cincinnati: Hebrew
Union College Press, 1981), p. 219.

" C. Martone, “Recentiores Non Deteriores”: A Neglected Philological Rule in
the Light of the Qumran Evidence,” From 4QMMT to Resurrection: Mélanges
Qumraniens en Hommage a Emile Puech (ed. F. Garcia Martinez, A. Steudel and E.
J. C. Tigchelaar; Leiden: Brill, 2006), 205-15.






WHO NAMES THE NAMERS?
THE INTERPRETATION OF NECROMANTIC TERMS IN
JEWISH TRANSLATIONS OF THE BIBLE'

Andrés Piquer Otero

To explore the womb, or tomb, or dreams; all these are usual
Pastimes and drugs, and features of the press:
And always will be, some of them especially
When there is distress of nations and perplexity
Whether on the shores of Asia, or in the Edgware Road.
Men's curiosity searches past and future
And clings to that dimension. But to apprehend
The point of intersection of the timeless
With time, is an occupation for the saint—
No occupation either, but something given
And taken, in a lifetime's death in love,
Ardour and selflessness and self-surrender.
(T.S. Eliot, Four Quartets: The Dry Salvages. V)

To open this contribution to honor Prof. Trebolle Barrera, I have
chosen a short fragment of T. S. Eliot's Quartets, as it brings
memories of some of my earlier conversations with Julio on poetry in
general and Eliot in particular, where I expressed a recurring
preference for The Waste Land, whereas he always leaned towards
the Quartets. Nevertheless, those conversations took me into re-
reading the Quartets and finding passages which shed a sort of poetic
intensity of a different color than the cruelest month of April, an
intensity which perhaps one may understand better after these years
of learning from and working with Julio on the text of the Bible, and
which the fragment above, and its assessment on apprehending the
point of intersection of the timeless with time could fitly describe. As
a sample of this academic connection which the teaching of Julio has
revealed and still reveals, [ will turn in the present paper to another

! The research on which is based the present pages has been carried out with the
support of a Research Grant of the Spanish Ministerio de Educacién y Ciencia.
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recurring conversation of ours, this time on the Hebrew Bible: the
meaning of the Hebrew 218, a mystifying puzzle which certainly we
have not solved, but which to me constituted quite a bit of fascinating
immersion into Ancient Near Eastern myth and ritual, paired with
biblical literary, textual and linguistic analysis. Here I will not try to
unlock the issue of the word's etymology, for sure. On the other hand,
I will present a series of considerations on traditions of interpretation
of the specialized mantic term, both in the Rabbinic world and in the
history of the Septuagint and other versions of the Bible, and on how
a comparative of these interpretations and translations, particularly in
the historical books of Samuel and Kings, may reflect ideas of
interest on mantic and necromantic practices in the cultures and
communities in question, even though the 2R itself remains a
conundrum.

1. The w71 218 in the Hebrew and Aramaic Tradition

Although this paper will focus on later developments of the basic
(Hebrew) texts, I will begin my approach by presenting the passages
of the Hebrew Bible which contain the words which originated that
later complicated line (or, rather, mesh) of interpretation. Later, I will
summarize briefly the main interpretations produced by the Jewish
tradition, to conclude with a quick survey of the explanations
presented in modern scholarship.?

1.1. Contexts and Distribution

The word 2R (either in singular or plural) appears in the following
passages of the Hebrew Bible:

1. Pentateuch: Lev 19:31; 20;6; 20:27; Deut 18:11
I1. Historical Books: 1Sam 28:3, 7 (x2), 8, 9; 2Kgs 21:6; 23:24; 1Chr
10:13; 2Chr 33:6

2 A thorough exposition of the biblical texts involving 2% (and myT) may be
found in J. Tropper, Nekromantie. Totenbrefragung im Alten Orient und im Alten
Testament (AOAT 233; Neukirchen-Vluyn, 1989); 210-311; R. Schmitt, “The
Problem of Magic and Monotheism in the Book of Leviticus,” Journal of Hebrew
Scriptures 8 (2008): 1-12.
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M. Prophetic Books: Isa 8:19;19:3;29:4
IV. Wisdom Books:  Job 32:19

In the case of the historical books, it has to be noted that the two
passages from the Chronicler's work are either parallels of Kings
(2Chr 33:6 = 2Kgs 21:6) or a paraphrastic summary of materials to be
found in 1Samuel 28 (the short notice on Saul of 1Chr 10:13.)

After presenting the inventory of text, the issue of the relationship
between the two words which usually appear together, 218 and "1y,
should be addressed:

1._a2i& and p7° together as a pair: Lev 19:31 (both in plural);
20;6 (both in plural); 20:27 (both in singular); Deut 18:11 (both in
singular); 1Sam 28:3 (both in plural); 28:9 (2R in plural, 1T in
singular’); 2Kgs 21:6 (2R in singular, 17 in plural); 2Kgs 23:24
(both in plural); 2Chr 33:6 (both in singular); Isa 8:19 (both in
plural); Isa 19:3 (both in plural);

2. 218 alone: 1Sam 28:7 (singular; two instances); 1Sam 28:8
(singular); 1Chr 10:13 (singular); Isa 29:4 (singular); Job 32:19
(singular.)

It has to be noted that 137" does not appear alone in any passage
of the Hebrew Bible, but always forms a pair with 218. This fact will
probably have implications in the later interpretation of the nouns, as
there would be a strong tendency to see them as an item (single
semantic unit.)

From a typological angle, it would be interesting to classify the
instances mentioned above:

3 Nevertheless, it is quite possible that the singular mpT were the result of
haplography of the plural -m with the mem of the following i1 particle. Cf. H.J.
Stoebe, Das erste Buch Samuel (KAT 8/1;Giitersloh: 1973), 485; H. Donner, “Die
Verwerfung des Konigs Saul,” in Sitzungsberichte der Wissenschaftlichen
Gesellschaft an der Johann Wolfgang Goethe Universitdit Frankfurt am Main 19/5
(1983): 229-259, 232 n. 8; P. Kyle McCarter Jr., I Samuel (AB 8; New York:
Doubledy, 1980), 419 n. 9. A different proposal may be found in D.T. Tsumura,
The First Book of Samuel (NICOT,; Grand Rapids MI: Eerdmans, 2007), 622 n. 35
where the author proposes that the MT spelling would not reflect a haplographic loss
but rather a form of sandhi, i.e., aural spelling, as further treated in Tsumura, D.T.,
“Scribal Errors or Phonetic Spelling? Samuel as an Aural Text,” V'T 49 (1999): 401.
This proposal should extend this “aural” reading tradition well into the Septuagint
and other versions (Peshitta and Vulgate), where the plural form is found. Tropper,
Nekromantie, 224 n. 76 also expresses doubts on the haplography of the plural, given
the 2Kgs 21:6 passage, where we also find lack of number agreement (see above.) It
is remarkable that the Chronicles parallel, 2Chr 33:6, does present agreement in the
singular between both words.
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A) Lists of illegal practices or practitioners: Lev 19:31; 20:6;
20:27; Deut 18:11; 2Kgs 21:6; 2Kgs 23:24; Isa 8:19;* 2Chr 33:6 +
1Sam 28:3; 1Sam 28:9 (in the last two cases, 218 and "W constitute
the only two banned practices, and the notice is inserted within a
narrative framework.)

B) Narrative usage: 1Sam 28:7 (x2); 1Sam 28:8; 1Chr 10:13

C) Predictive / Prophetic Discourse: Isa 19:3

D) Poetic Comparison: Isa 29:4; Job 32:19

It is remarkable that 218 and 1797 appear as a pair in passages of
types A and C, that is, in contexts where no actual account of the 218
practice is given, as they cover legal lists (in Leviticus, Deuteronomy
and Kings) or future-prospective presentations of fruitless attempts of
divination (Isa 8:19 and 19:3.) On the other hand, when the authors
do present the phenomenon as a concrete instance (within a narrative
or as a term of comparison), 21X appears alone. This situation is
important for the reception and interpretation of the words, both in
the tradition of Jewish exegesis and in the different versions, and can
be summarized in the fact that 218 and W7 are understood as a
literary pair (or 2-member unit.) This would be possible, first, due to
the mere quantitative majority of usages of the pair versus the single
2R, but also because of the qualitative relevance of the verses where
the word-pair is found; a good number of them belong to primarily
legal texts from the Torah (Leviticus and Deuteronomy) or to
prophetic oracles from the book of Isaiah, also steeped in the negative
vision of unorthodox divination practices. Therefore, it would not be
strange that the texts with legal authority had an impact on the usage
in other texts, including the “proscription lists” introduced in the
Samuel-Kings (+ Chronicles) narratives.” In any case, as time went

* Isa 8:19 could be also placed in group C below. Nevertheless, the general
meaning and context of the prophetic exhortation seems to point towards the
proscribed character of the practices listed.

> The importance on the usage of necromancy (and the associated vocabulary) in
a (negative) legal-theological characterization of Saul vis a vis with David by the
Deuteronomist is treated in detail in B.T. Arnold, “Necromancy and Cleromancy in 1
and 2 Samuel,” CBQ 66 (2004): 199-213. Cf. also R. Schmitt, “The Problem of
Magic and Monotheism in the Book of Leviticus,” Journal of Hebrew Scriptures 8
(2008): 1-12, 10: “Like many verdicts in the priestly and deuteronomistic regulations
and even more in the later prophetic writings the condemnation of necromancy is just
a stereotype for non-Yahwistic practices in general. The only account which could
point to necromancy as a wide-spread form of divination is Isa 8:19, but this text is
late or a later addition and is dependent on the deuteronomistic polemics.”
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by, the presence of two difficult words in a related functional context
(the reference of a proscribed necromantic practice) would in all
likelihood produce a certain degree of confusion for interpreters and
translators: as the original meaning (related to the actual ancient
praxis) was muddled or forgotten, the two words were conceived as a
complementary pair in which one could fit two different kinds of
procedure for consulting the dead, or even different divinatory
activities (or condemnatory interpretations thereof.) In this sense, a
comparison between two Aramaic versions of the Hebrew text would
be meaningful: although the Targumim present different options for
rendering 2R and "MYT, as will be seen in detail in the following
paragraph, there is a visible degree of stability in the rendering of 218
as P72 and "7 as 1731, Without going into the meaning of the
Aramaic words yet, it is striking that the Peshitta does share the usage
of derivates of zkr (~iaay in Syriac, either in singular or plural) with
the Targumim, but it does use it for the translation of 218, whereas it
uses a construction of the root yd" for "mp7. Given that both 1127 in
Rabbinic literature and ~iaay in the Syriac tradition are rather well-
attested as technical words related to necromancy, it seems that their
usage both in the Targumic and Syriac traditions is far from a
coincidence, and also that there is not a precise division between the
rendering of 218 and 1P, as the translators' aim was to present via
two words a body of necromantic practices. If anything, the usual
translation in the Targum could be as secondary and ideologically
motivated, as ;72 (a word with visible negative connotationsﬁ)
displaces the technical item (37121) to the second position in the pair.
On the other hand, the situation in the Peshitta seems to indicate that
the construction from zkr was in fact the semantically-accurate
necromantic item, as it renders one of the elements of the pair (2IR),
whilst the rendition of the second (and equally hard to understand
item) is reflected in a quasi-transcription of the Hebrew 17 by
resorting to the root yd".

® The Aramaic seems to be connected to a similar usage of BH 073, also applied
to (lying) oracles (cf. Isa 44:25; Jer 50:36; perhaps Hos 11:6. Although the actual
etymology of the root is not easy to discern (cf. HALOT 108-109), the semantic field
of invention, devising and boasting seems to have played a role in the negative
divination usage.
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1.2. Rabbinic Interpretation and Speculation

I have anticipated the prevalent translation options in the Targumim
and the Peshitta because the Aramaic renderings of 2IR and "1yT
seem to be crucial for understanding the landscape of interpretation of
these complicated word-pair in the post-Biblical Jewish tradition,
which, in turn, will be key in contextualizing the Septuagint
translation of these words. The brief sketch depicted above is
enriched by the treatment of the Biblical necromantic lexicon in
Talmudic and Midrashic literature,’ as befits a praxis which would be
treated as a transgression in Judaism. Here I will begin with the
ideological and exegetical concepts which can be gleaned from a
review of the Targumim, then these concepts will be compared with
the framework of Rabbinic texts.

Though in the historical books, Targum Jonathan uses the
distribution commented in the previous paragraph for rendering 218
and 17 in an almost-mechanical way, the situation in the
Pentateuch, where we have a plurality of Targumim to compare,
seems richer and more interesting. It will be presented here as a
summary:

Lev 19:31
MT TO TN TPS-J
oy nop-ox| onajiann & [ amapon sy anapoon 85
HRIY HRY
nawj 13 =11 A
Pom gplelall
ooy on RN o
PIT 0 pan
Lev 20:6
MT TO TN TPS-J
woIm wIR) wan rr—
bgmponws| | anavemT| bxwanavvon»r|  na0on
NN HRY

7 For a detailed vision of the conception of necromancy in Midrashic (and
Talmudic) literature with a focus on the 1Sam 28 episode, see Seidel, J.,
“Necromantic Praxis in the Midrash on the Seance at En Dor,” in L. Ciraolo, and J.
Seidel, (eds.), Magic and Divination in the Ancient World (Ancient Magic and
Divination II; Brill — Styx: Leiden, 2002), 97-106.
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The four Targumim present quite an interesting landscape regarding
the rendering of 218 and "MPT in the legal context of Leviticus and
Deuteronomy: Whereas Onkelos agrees with the translation option
detailed above and attested throughout Targum Jonathan for Samuel-
Kings and Isaiah, both Neophyti and Pseudo-Jonathan (plus the
Fragmentary Targum in Deut 18:11) yield different readings: T ,
remarkably, does not include the equation ;73 = 2R visible in
Onkelos and Jonathan. Instead, it presents the Hebrew word 21X as a
direct loanword; it does share the reading 37121 for the second element
of the pair®, but, most remarkably, both nouns are further specified by
the presence of verbal participles which define divination
practitioners: “those who ask the '6b and raise zkwrn.” T agrees

% The reading 1127 in 19:31, together with variations of 393t such as {21, 171,
poses a problem of its own, though the changes seem purely dialectal. A marginal
reading in Neophyti 1 does again include a form with z. See A. Diez Macho,
Neophytl 1. Tomo III. Levitico (Madrid-Barcelona: CSIC, 1971), 135.

% The verbs are also remarkable for their clear technical mantic context, both §’
(consult) and slg (raise.) They should be seen as secondary developments in the
Targumim, as they could have been introduced to discriminate the cases where 218
and "1y are referring to practitioners (Lev 19:31 and 20:6; Deut 18:11) from those
in which the paragraph talks about the actual “spirits” (Lev 20:27.) This semantic
overlap is one of the difficulties of the words (see K. van der Toorn, B. Beckmg, et
al., Dictionary of Deities and Demons in the Bible [Leiden: Brill, 1999°], 808-809)
and thus the Targumic expansive translation could be seen as an
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with Neophyti in using the very same participles of §7 and slg to
convey the same meaning, though in the translation choices for the
pair itself it seems to agree closely with Onkelos, as it renders 218
with p73. Furthermore, Pseudo-Jonathan includes in two cases (Lev
19:31 and 20:6) an additional phrase, Y¥1* D73 *"vam, those who seek
the knowing(?) bone. It is likely that this construction worked as a
gloss / alternative translation to 197, given the coincidence of roots
and the fact that in Deut 18:11 y17* 073 acts as the primary rendering
of myT in T™ (1921 does not appear in this case.)"’

All in all, the testimonies of the Palestinian Targum (Neophyti 1,
Pseudo-Jonathan, and, for Deut 18:11, the Fragmentary Targum) hint
at the existence of translations of 218 which did not use the root bd in
the sense of “lying oracle” or “(false) fabrication.” We find a literal
transcription of 21X followed by the noun 17121 and, in some cases, an
additional descriptor of necromantic practices which could be
semantically connected to "7 (the “knowing bone.”'") It would be
tempting to see the fuller T"* renderings as a chiastic combination of
literal (or quasi-literal) renderings of the Hebrew original materials
with an attempt to explain those difficult lexical items via additional
words which make them fit with necromantic practices known to the
Aramaic writers:'?

A. R (=MT) &AL M

B. o & By (= MT )

The Targumic tradition would have progressively abridged this
translation option, probably seeking a more direct agreement with the

explanatory/facilitating reading. It is remarkable how, nevertheless, there is a degree
of confusion here, and T, against good sense, includes the expanded rendering also
in Lev 20:27. This observation, in any case, should not minimize the importance of
the retention in the Palestinian Targum of technical mantic verbs well-attested both in
the Hebrew Bible and in other ancient Semitic sources.

10 References to Y17 013 may also be found in marginal readings of Neophyti 1 to
20:6, V1T 0N P 903 500 7 Wi 03, where the two alternate translations to
Neophyti's primary choice are annotated. This adds to the possibility of the phrase
being an alternate translation of p¥T in the tradition of the Palestinian Targum,
which T™" includes as a doublet. One should also consider the possibility of later
influence from the Babylonian Talmud, through this influence could go both ways
(as Jewish traditions attested in the targumim and incorporated into / shared with the
Talmud.)

"' The form yaddii'a can be interpreted as a gattiil nominal pattern, which would
render an active meaning (“knowing” or ‘“knowing much.”) Cf. Tropper,
Nekromantie, 179.

Evidently, there is a correlation between this translation and some of the
interpretations around 218 5va discussed in b. Sanh. 65b (see below.)
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Hebrew text by getting rid of the doublets. The inclusion of an
alternative, exegetic and ideological rendering of 218 as 173 in the
Onkelos and Jonathan texts further confused the correspondences
between these already complicated nouns, and produced a translation
more in line with the exegesis and speculation about 2R in the
Rabbinic sources (see below.) On the other hand, the pattern
proposed above is remarkable for its agreement with the translation
option taken in the other main Aramaic version, the Peshitta, where
we find the equation ~iasy = 2R and wsén. = My 7.

Turning now to evidence in Rabbinic literature, the key passages
for the interpretation of 2'& are m. Sanh. 7:7 and the corresponding
expanded materials in b. Sanh. 65b. The Mishna confirms that, when
faced with the doublet 17" 218, one option of interpretation was to
see each term as a descriptor of different divinatory/necromantic
practices. Thus, the text reads *2pT1 PAWA 93727 DO AT IR Hpa
voa atnn ' In itself, this description does not present a
particularly strong opposition: both practitioners are characterized by
a Greek loanword as pythones.”” The former has the summoned spirit
speak through armpits;'® the latter speaks through the mouth, but both
would fit in a general and not very precise mediumnic activity. There
is a strong sense of ambiguity in the sentence, as we do not know
whether the one speaking would be the spirit or the practitioner.
Certainly the phrase 1792 was a problem for the rabbis, as we may see
in the explanation in an anonymous baraita in b. Sanh. 65b: 11 a8 52
9272 KRIT 1O PIT ORY NNINA AT YT YT HeR 1" 0'PASA "a 72NN
7oK1, The intention of this paragraph seems to indicate that the bone

1 In additional support of this proposal, it is remarkable that in Leviticus Rabbah
26,7, the 2 nbpa nWK from 1Sam 28 is explicitly connected to zkr in the
explanation of the summoning procedure: 19212 NA A5YAY "M 1IAKI D27 NWHY.

4 >4 ba'al-'6b is the pithom [mvbwv] who speaks from his armpit; and a yidde'oni
is the one who speaks from his mouth.”

' In a probably non-coincidental agreement with the Latin of choice in the
Vulgate translation of 21X in a relevant number of cases. See below, 2.1.

'® There is quite a visible similarity between the idea of a spirit talking out of the
practitioner's joints (instead of the mouth) and the interpretation of the Greek
gyyaotpipwbog (the majority LXX rendering of 218) as a “ventriloquist™ (see below.)
This affinity would be applicable regardless of the consideration of the practice as
true or faked (either the spirit speaking from the joints or stomach or the practitioner
producing the noises via ventriloquism or by flapping the arms to produce noises (cf.
b. Sanh. 65a nwpn NN YOI NWPRR DR AWYn RN IR Hva, “the ba'al '6b, what is
his action? The knocking of his arms”).
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itself would speak.'” The associated discussion focuses on whether
the spirit invoked by the ba'al 'ob speaks “naturally” or not, and the
act of sitting between the joints and speaking'® is seen as opposite to
that kind of “natural speech.” The next baraita can be seen as a
development of the same opposition. This time, two different
practices are associated to ba'al 'ob: conjuring the dead 171212 (“by
soothsaying” in the Soncino translation'”) and consulting nu5a (by
means of a skull.) Even though the paragraph has lost interest in
defining the opposition between 1R and 1pT, it continues the
previous line of defining two distinct necromantic practices which,
although partially, overlap with the previous definitions in the second
element of the pair, as both the usage of the yv7° 073 and the skull
involve access to the deceased via a bone, prospectively his or her
own. In both instances, “bone necromancy” seems to be more
“effective” or at least “genuine”, as the fact that the bone or spirit
“speaks of itself” or “answers naturally.””® On the other hand, the
former type (identified with 21X in the first commented baraita and
with the 11212 15y in the second) is deemed somehow inferior (the
spirit speaks through the summoner's joints, thus requiring an
intermediary; or comes up upside down and cannot ascend on a

"7 Thus in the Soncino translation: “A Ba'al ob is one who speaks from between
the joints of his body and his elbow joints. A yidde'oni is one who places the bone of
a yido'a in his mouth and it speaks of itself.” Interpretation of Y17 as a creature is
offered in Rashi and Maimonides.Though the depiction of the “beast” in rabbinic
sources is also relevant for necromancy, given the chthonic connection of the
creature (cf. Troppper, op. cit., 182 n. 38 and 39), the lexical and morphological
connection with the Syriac ~ax. seems to be key in understanding the presence of
the lexical element in the portrayal of necromancy in the Talmud.

8 sywnm opnon pa 2 poo. b. Sanh. 65b

' The construction is interpreted in a similar sense also in Seidel, op. cit. 103.
The footnote in the Soncino edition relates the word to the Syriac aiasy (see above):
“from Syriac 121, 'to divine'.” Seidel is more precise in rendering it as “by means of
naming,” an expression which seems to fit better with a ritual usage of the root zkr
when compared to the Akkadian zakarum (see below.)

20 Other considerations of “effectiveness” could be added, such as the fact that the
spirit summoned by 11131 does not ascend “naturally,” whereas the one called by a
skull does, or the fact that skull-conjuring works on a Sabbath, whilst 17121 does not.
Though elusive, “natural” vs. “unnatural” (to be interpreted as head first or feet first)
ascension of the spirit seems to be an important element in defining types of
summoning of the dead in Rabbinic literature, as proven by its detailed, though
different from Bavli, explanation in Leviticus Rabbah 26,7: “it does not come up for
an ordinary person in the way it comes up for a king. For an ordinary person it comes
up with its head down and its feet up, but for a king it comes up with its feet down
and its head up.”
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Sabbath.)

All in all, and without trying to delve any further into the
intricacies of the rabbinic discussion on necromancy and its legal
background, some relevant conclusions may be presented:

1) Targumic and rabbinic sources approach 21& and 1797 as a pair
which seems to define a taxonomy of necromantic practice. Though
this is more visible in Mishnaic and (especially) Talmudic discussion,
the lexical continuum between Targum and Talmud (together with the
Peshitta) is remarkable. The contents of the taxonomy itself vary with
the sources, but there are two visible tendencies, one which
distinguishes techniques (1121 vs. Y17 093 or NuHI), namely
conjuring “by naming” or via bones; and one in which we have an
activity which explicitly requires the conjurer as a form of mediator
(the owa who speaks through his joints in the Mishna, plainly called
218 Ypa in the first examined baraita of b. Sanh. 65b). In this case, the
spirit is said not to speak “naturally.” The Talmud presents, in the
complementary part of the pair, a practice where the spirit comes and
speaks “naturally.” Though distribution within the pair changes, what
becomes relevant for the writers is the dualistic taxonomy.

2) Out of this taxonomy, it is possible, though not clearly explicit
in the sources, that necromancy via a mediated procedure led part of
the tradition into presenting readings or interpretations which
underscored the element of “fakeness,”'® or at least of a less
“genuine” kind. This tendency can be connected to the inclusion of
the reading {72 as the translation of choice for 218 in Onkelos which
has been commented above.”” Certainly this conception of
necromancy as trickery or deception (at times with the mediation of a
demon) reaches its highest level in the Christian tradition.”

21 Contra, Tropper, Nekromantie, 180-83: “Wie schon in der Mischna, so werden
auch im Talmud der b1 'wb und der yd'wny [...] als Wesen verstanden, die wirkliche
Verbrechen begehen” (182-83). Although Tropper's assessment of the sources is
accurate, especially regarding the legal treatment, he minimizes the recurring
differentiation and qualitative distinction between “natural” and ‘“unnatural”
invocation.

2 The importance of 11a for the contextualization of the Septuagint reading
gyyaotpipvog could be seen in a usage of the Greek word to render the Biblical
Hebrew 072 in Isa 44:25. See below n. 27.

% 1 will not treat here this derivation of the necromantic tradition in the Bible. For
a detailed vision of the problem in early Christian literature, with edition and
commentary of the main sources, see R.A. Greer, and M.M. Mitchell, The “Belly-
Myther” of Endor. Interpretations of 1 Kingdoms 28 in the Early Church (Writings
from the Greco-Roman World 16; Atlanta: SBL, 2006).
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3) Although rabbinic sources apply their own terminology for the
development of their classification of necromantic practices and we
cannot positively know whether this terminology had anything to do
with the original meanings of 218 and 1397 beyond the basic notion
of “consultation of the dead,” it is also true that both some of the
renderings of 21® and 1197 and the verbs associated to the practices
(PHo/mY ,58W) are well-grounded as technical terms in ancient Near
Eastern divination or necromancy, and also, in later times, potentially
influenced by Greek practices.”* And this attitude and interaction of
the textual and interpretative traditions of the Hebrew and Greek texts
of the Bible towards the usage and shifting of these technical terms
may reveal a meaningful process in the reception of necromancy in
Jewish sources of the Antiquity.

2. Necromantic Terms in the Septuagint: gyyactpiuvfoc and
Stranger Colleagues

The textual history of the Greek renderings of 21 and MPT in the
Septuagint is far for simple. Focusing on the Samuel-Kings cases,
cursory examination of the evidence shows remarkable differences
between the Vaticanus (G®) and Lucianic (G") texts, together with
relevant variants in fragments of the Hexapla. The secondary versions
also contribute additional information (and make the overall picture
even more complex.) Nevertheless, most of the discussion on the
necromantic terminology in the Septuagint deals with versions and
textual groups different from the majority text rather quickly, if at
all.” In this section I will try to determine whether the layering of
different translations in the Septuagint version of the Samuel-Kings
paragraphs may be the reflection of changes in the interpretation of
necromantic terms.

2* This will be summarized in the final section of this paper.

% Cf. e.g. Tropper, Nekromantie, 171-178 (no discussion of the Lucianic text; the
Hexaplaric evidence is dealt in less than seven lines), or S. Torallas Tovar, and A.
Maravela-Solbakk, “Between Necromancers and Ventriloquists: The yyactpipvfog
in the Septuaginta,” Sefarad 61/2 (2001): 419-438 has a similarly short paragraph on
“other versions of the Greek translations” (424) where the evidence is briefly
described without giving any explanation on the actual history of the Greek
rendering.
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2.1. 2R in the Greek Witnesses of the Septuagint. Textual Situation

The translation of 1R in the Septuagint is, in an overwhelming
majority of cases, éyyaotpipvog, literally “ventriloquist” or “belly-
speaker.”® “The relationship works in both directions, as
¢yyaotpipvfos in the Septuagint is used, with one remarkable
exception,”’ exclusively for the translation of 21 or nominal phrases
which include the element.”® On the other hand, 17 presents a far
more varied array of translation choices. Before focusing on the
historical books, I will present a quick survey of the translation
choices for both words throughout the Septuagint materials:*’

6 The problem of a precise rendering of éyyaotpipvlos which does not project
too many connotations foreign to the intention of the LXX writers is treated in Greer,
and Mitchell, The “Belly-Myther” of Endor, Xi-xv.

7 Is 44:25, where éyyaotpiuvBos translates ©7a. The equation turns more
interesting when the Targum translates 72 as p7°3, the standard rendering for 218 in
the Onkelos and Jonathan texts which has been discussed in the previous section. The
possible interest of this triangular relationship for the rabbinic and Septuagint
tradition will be considered in the conclusions of this section.

% In Hatch and Redpath's Concordance to the Septuagint vol. 1 362, 2R is the
first lemma rendered by éyyaotpipvfos, further divided into . 218 b. BIRTHY ¢. HRW
2R. The second lemma is the single instance of 73. The third lemma, highly
problematic, poses two cases (Is 8:19 and 19:3) where éyyactpipvfos would be
translating the second element of the Hebrew pair, "1wT. The concordance itself
expresses doubts (Is 8:19 is noted as “la vel 3” and Isa 19:3 is marked with a
question mark), something to be expected given the problematic context of the word
in these verses: both agree in rendering the phrase DIPTI-58) NiakaH8 as Tolg
amd/éx s s dwvolvras xal Todg €yyactpiuvbous. Nevertheless, as commented
above, 218 and 1197 should be understood as a unit pair, and one should not expect
a strict reflection of the Hebrew word-order in the rendering of the items in the
version, thus Hatch and Redpath are accurate in reflecting the dubious character of
the third entry. Such a respect does show up in later recensions of the Greek
(Hexaplaric and Lucianic, which here picks on the Hexaplaric text), with a
transposition of the two elements in 8:19 and the addition of the usual -in the
historical books- rendering of "1, yvwortds in 19:3 in Sinaiticus and Alexandrinus.
This should be understood as an editing of the Greek text to bring it in line with a
proto-MT Hebrew, but does not necessarily have an impact on the equation 218 =
¢yyaotpipubos, as the change in word-order could be the product of how the Greek
translator treated the pair in each particular context. Isa 8:19 is particularly
interesting, as the order could also have been influenced by prosody: in the whole list
of practitioners, Tolg amo ¢ yfic dwvolvtag / xai Tols eyyaotpiuvbous / Tolg
xevohoyolvtas / of éx Tij¢ xoiAlag dwvolow, we find the two long elements (the ones
which use prepositional phrase + participle / prepositional phrase within a relative
clause) at both ends of the enumeration, whereas the two single-word items occupy
the middle position. Such considerations would go further in indicating that entry 3 in
Hatch and Redpath is pretty unlikely.

¥ Textual evidence has been drawn from the Gottingen editions, when already
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Pentateuch
LXX* Hexaplaric and Similar
Readings
Lev éyyaoatpipudbols xal Tois Gs)\mo’tg xal Tpodg Tovs yvawatag C”
19:31  [émaodolc (,I.OLVTEIQ M’
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20:6 éyyactpiibors 3 Tepatoaxomols 1
gmaotdoic b
Lev Eyyaatpipubos 9 émaotdbs 65)\7)'1'7); (avavap[m"mg] F°)
20:27 U vaofmg M | uay[og
Deut  [gyyaatpipvbos xal o’ émepwTdy payov | 67 Bedniy
18:11  [repatooxdmog yvwplotis | yvwotyg (o’ SyrHex]
Y{LC\L)
Historical Books (Samuel-Kings and Chronicles)
LXX" LXX" Hexaplaric
Readings
1Sam  frodg éyyaatpiudfous [rods eyyaotpiuvbous xal
08:3 al ToUg yvaoTag ToUg YVWaTag o’ payous |
TNLELOTHOTIOUG
z
ISam  [yvvaixa (yvvaixa)
28:7  |eyyaatpipubov ¢yyaatpigubov o’ Exovoay
udyov
1Sam  [yvwy éyyaotpipnvbos  [fyvvy éyyaatpipubos
28:7
1Sam  |udvrevoar 0% pot udvrevoal 0% wot

28:8 v 6 éyyaoTpiudbe v 16 éyyastpinifn o &V TG payw
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Greek according to the Text of Codex Vaticanus 2/2; Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1930); idem, [ and Il Chronicles (The Old Testament in Greek
according to the Text of Codex Vaticanus 2/13; Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1932); as well as to Rahlfs' manual edition: A. Rahlfs, A. and R. Hanhart,
Septuaginta. Id est Vetus Testamentum graece iuxta LXX interpretes (2™ ed.;

Sttutgart: Deutsche Bibelgeschaft, 2006).

Main text from the Gottingen edition or from Rahls's manual edition.
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1Sam  [rods éyyaatpipdfous [rods éyyaotpiudfoug o’ payoug
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PKgs  [pernmny’’ eyyaoTpLibous 0 ~ras
21:6  eatl yvwotag ol yviotag SyrHex | €Bp.
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23:24  |xal ToUg yvwplotas  [eal Tobs yvaaTag oin > s
IChr  [ev 78 éyyaoTpipibe
10:13
2Chr  [ByyaoTpipndbous xal émaotdols
33:6
Prophets
Ziegler LXX" Hexaplaric
Materials
I[s 8:19 [rods amd s yijs ToUg eyyaatpiwdbous xai o’ payous 6’
bwvolivtag xat Tobg  [rods amd Tiis yijs Bedntag
¢yyaotpLunbous dwvolvtag
[s 19:3 [rods éx Tijs yiis ToUs éx THg YHis
bwvolvrag xat Tobg  |bwvolvtag xal Tolg
¢yyaotptpdboug gyyactpipudfoug + xal Todg
yvwotag SA
[s 29:4 |we ol dwvolvres éx  [iwg ol dwvolvtes éx Tijg
[riic yiis i
Writings
Job 32:19  |&amep duanmip yadxéuwg

In this brief survey, it is clear how the equation 2& (and constructs
thereof) = éyyaotpipvbos is widespread throughout the Septuagint. Of
the exceptions to this rule, Job 32:19 should be probably discarded, as
the Hebrew context is highly problematic and the possibility of a
corruption in the original is considerable.*> Above all, the text is
clearly removed from a necromantic context.*”

3@\ in Vaticanus, read fehnmiy (as in Rahlfs' text) with 509, Aeth and the

ma%'grity of codices.

Cf. Tropper, Nekromantie, 297-308. Definitely, this reading would be the only
case in Biblical Hebrew of the hypothetical 21 I lemma as presented in HALOT. The
Greek word used in Job, puontip, only appears in another OT text, Jer 6:29, where it
translates nan and clearly means “bellows.” Its association to 218 should therefore be
considered an anomaly and unlikely to have an impact on the primary discussion of
IR as a necromantic term.

3 Though it is not unconceivable that the necromancy-related 218 at some point
could have played a role in strengthening or perpetuating the prospective corruption
of the verse, as Elihu's bursting desire to speak could be equated to a possessing spirit
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The second case is more meaningful for the history of the Greek
text in general and of the historical books in particular: the noun
Oedntg is used for rendering 2R in the two instances attested in
2Kgs (21:6 and 23:24.) It can also be found in materials from the
Pentateuch verses (in catenae notes and commentaries, and in one
explicit Theodition reading in Deut 18:11) as a correction or
alternative to éyyaotpipvbog. The word is only attested in the
Septuagint's main text in the two passages from 2Kings and in Mic
7:18%* and 1Macc 4:42, where it has the basic Greek meaning of “one
who wills.” It is quite likely that the association of this word to 218
had its basis in a false etymology which connected it to the root naR
(to be willing, want, satisfy””), as the wizard would have the will to
produce the magic or be the one able to satisfy peoples' desires. This
consideration is furthered by the distribution of the word in the
historical books, where we can define different layers of texts and
recensions:

1) Every time the word appears in the non-xal ye section a of
Samuel-Kings (1Samuel), 218 is translated as &yyaotpipubos in all the
Septuagint groups, including the agreement LXX"= LXX". The only
variants are to be found in Hexaplaric materials and will be discussed
below in their own paragraph.

2) When the word appears in the xai ye section v (1Kgs 22:1-
2Kgs), the text groups are divided: whereas the B-group and the rest

wanting to speak from his insides. Of course, this interpretation does not make good
sense of the context (it is hard to read DWTn Niak in this sense, as “new spirits”
sound pretty unlikely) and it would require conceptions of the 2R similar to either
the Greek “ventriloquist” or the Rabbinic diviners who have a spirit talk through
them or out of their armpits (see above.) Therefore, it is more feasible to envisage a
moment when necromantic conceptions of 21X in the Jewish tradition had some
influence in the reading of the Job verse than the opposite situation. Of course, the
process could eventually come full circle and hence it is possible that the connection
between the “skin/flask” meaning deducible through parallelism in the verse and the
majority, necromancy-related, meaning of 2 would have played a role in the
development of medieval traditions on explanations of the 218 where it was related to
a pipe-like contraption used by the practitioners to simulate the spirits' voice (this
appears in Abraham ibn Ezra's commentary to Lev 19:31: ©wTn m2iRd 0N navn
MINIRA NRT P 0 *3; see Tropper, Nekromantie, 193).

** Where it translates a Hebrew pan.

3> This is the standard (and most likely) explanation for the usage, unattested in
Greek outside the Septuagint (and some Patristic materials derived in all likelihood
from the biblical passages in question.) It is even mentioned in Liddel and Scott's
Greek-English Lexicon: “11. wizard, by confusion of of Hebr. ‘0b/ (sic) 'necromancer’
with ‘0bheh (sic) 'wishing" (788.) See also Tropper, Nekromantie, 172.
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of codices use BeAntis, the Lucianic group presents &yyaotpipubog, in
agreement with the Old Greek section a. The same reading can be
found in the parallel text of 2Kgs 23:24, 2Chr 33:6.

The secondary versions of the Septuagint seem to support the
Lucianic reading: The Old Latin fragments of 1Samuel agree with the
Old Greek form éyyaotpipvfos, though the evidence appears in the
form of a doublet, or rather a composite reading; so the Legionensis
gloss to 28:3, eos qui habebant in ventre pythones; 28:7 quae habet in
ventre pythones; 28:9 eos qui habebant in ventre pythones.*® The
inclusion of in ventre definitely points to the OL materials reflecting
the Greek éyyaatpipvbfos. On the other hand, pythones indicates the
Vulgate influence, although in 28:3 and 28:9 Jerome's word of choice
is magos.”” OL rather seems to have been influenced by the Vulgate
constructions in 28:7 mulierem habentem pythonem to produce this
mixed reading. In the same line, the version of the Breviarium
Gothicum of 28:3* includes a doublet, and the Vulgate reading Saul
abstulit magos et ariolos de terra is followed by the sentence et
interfecit eos qui pythones habebant in ventre. Augustine” also
attests a mixed reading: quod pythones et ventriloquos de regno suo
delevit. Here we find a literal translation of éyyaotpiuvfos together
with pythones, usual in Vulgate. This layering of readings is detailed
in Bede,” est mulier habens pithonem in Aendor. Recte pithonissa,
quam quidam ventriloquam appellant, in Aendor esse narratur; and
also by Jerome himself,"' a muliere qui erat in Endor et habebat iuxta
septuaginta interpretes spiritum pythonem, iuxta Hebraeos magum.
This explanation would indicate that for Jerome éyyactpipvfog =
python when the word is used for a spirit or practice, and that in this
case he is basing his own Vulgate translation in his undestanding of

% The Legionensis readings appear in Vercellone, Variae Lectiones Vulgatae
Latinae Bibliorum Editionis (Vol. 2. I; Roma: Spithéver, 1860). The gloss to 28:3 is
missing from the critical edition in C. Morano Rodriguez, Glosas marginales de
Vetus Latina en las Biblias Vulgatas espariolas. 1-2 Samuel (Madrid: CSIC, 1989),
31, but the same reading appears as a gloss to 28:9.

37 The Vulgate seems to discriminate rather carefully between the usages of 2I8:
magus for the actual practitioner; python for the practice or spirit. In one case (1Chr
10:13) we find pythonissa for the practitioner; in Le 20:27 the text is especially
explicit, as the expression pyhonicus...spiritus is used.

3% Edited by J.P. Migne in Patrologia Latina. vol. 86 (1850.)

3 Contra Faustum 22:65.

0 Comm. Samuelis, 255:1819, 1833.

4 Epistula 78, 38,1.
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the LXX interpretation when translating 2K;* on the other hand,
when the Hebrew word is used for a practitioner, he aligns himself
with some of the Hexaplaric traditions in using magus (see below.) In
turn, this choice of words in Jerome is meaningful for the two cases
in the kol ye yd section, 2Kgs 21:6 and 23:24. Here, against the usage
of BeAntnc in non-Lucianic codices, the Vulgate keeps using pythones
(and hence reflecting éyyaotpipvbos according to his own
explanation)®: et fecit pythones et aruspices multiplicavit (21:6); set
et pythones et ariolos (23:24.) This evidence, though indirect, could
concur in indicating that the OG reading in the kat ye Yo section was
¢yyaotpipvbog, as in the OG section a, and that the majority reading
Belntic of 2Kgs 21:6 and 23:24 was recensional, and in all likelihood
an attempt to produce a more literal rendering of the Hebrew 21X,
although through a wrong etymology.** With only two cases, it would
be quantitatively problematic to classify the majority reading 0eAntys
as a kot ye feature (though strictly speaking it fulfills the requirements
of appearing only in a kol ye section and never appearing in an OG
section of Samuel-Kings.) In any case, it would be a recensional
feature of the majority text, whereas the Lucianic reading should be
considered the Old Greek translation of 21& throughout the historical
books.

Finally, the third deviation from &yyactpipubos in the Septuagint is
associated to the three usages of 2R in the book of Isaiah, Isa 8:19;
19:3; and 29:4. As anticipated above, the problem here involves both
word-order and the particular choice of the terms for translation: in
8:19 and 19:3, the already-familiar éyyaotpipvbos appears in the
second position of the pair, whereas the first place is taken by the
phrase ToUs @mo/éx Tijc yijc dwvolvrag. It is hard not agree with
Ziegler's edition and apparatus, where he considers the codices and
text groups which present the opposite order (tovg &yyaotpipdbous xal
ToUg amo TS YHis dwvolvtag) in 8:19 as secondary; it would constitute

“2 Given that python is also the source for the Mishnaic tradition on 2R (see
above), Jerome's testimony is even more meaningful, as it provides another link for
the Greek and rabbinic conceptualizations of biblical necromantic praxis.

 Other Greek and Latin Patristic sources add to Jerome's evidence in 2Kgs 21:6
readings: Lucifer Reg. 8, et fecit pythones et divinos multos; Eucherius IV Reg. 4, et
fecit pythones et aruspices multiplicavit.

See above, n. 34. The recensional character of the reading is also supported by
its usage by some Hexaplaric sources in other passages (various Hexaplaric texts and
catenae in Lev 19:31; 20:6 and 20:27; Theodotion in Deut 18:11; Aquila in 1Sam
28:9.
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a later harmonization of the text to put it in a closer agreement with
MT, thus supporting a conception of the Greek translators / revisors
of 2118 = yyaotpipvboc.* The case of 29:4 is even more problematic.
Here, in Hebrew we do not find the pair, but 218 alone as part of a
comparison. Still, the Septuagint translation is ol povolvteg éx T¥jg
v#c.* In this case, we have a Hebrew Vorlage for éx tfig viig in MT, as
the phrase reads p8n 2iR2 and so the immediate context of the word
could be a source of inspiration for the Greek translators.
Nevertheless, the appearance of the same phrase in the other two
passages of Isaiah is well-grounded in necromantic contexts, as the
parallel constructions indicate: In 8:19 D’JXJ*[TU'5§1 ni:&a-&gg are
equated to two participles, DunRM Davana, and  further

supplemented by an explanation explicitly referring to consultation of
the dead, onRR~H% o»Nn T3 VAT PabR-HR 0RO, In 19:3 we also
find 2% and 17 in parallel to 0558 and oK, words which very
probably refer to otherworldly entities involved in the summoning of
the dead.*” Therefore, it is quite likely that the Septuagint rendering in
these three Isaiah passages is an alternate expression of a necromantic
practice, which is actually, completely congruent with the biblical
(and ancient Mesopotamian) model where a dead shade “ascends”:
the necromancer of 1Sam 28 does in fact make the dead “ascend”
(Saul uses the hiph'il imperative *5pn when asking her to invoke
Samuel; this usage in turn matches cleanly the Akkadian technicism
sulii.**) Hence, it is a logical consequence that those shades come or

4> Not too surprising, giving the presence of the translation equation in important
and well-circulated books of the Bible, like the Pentateuch or the episode of Saul in
1Sam 28.

6 The only variations on this reading are to be found in Hexaplaric sources (ms.
86 from the Alexandrinian group, citations from Procopius of Gaza, and Jerome's
Commentarius in Isaiam.) They will be discussed below together with all other
Hexaplaric materials on 2IR.

47" A widespread etymological proposal derives 00X from the Akkadian etemmu,
“ghost, spirit of the dead” (cf. HALOT, 37; CAD vol. 4, 397 f.); the association of the
ooh8 “gods” with summoning of the dead in the Mesopotamian world (and its
relationship to the Hebrew Bible), cf. B.B. Schmidt, Israel’s Beneficient Dead.
Ancestor Cult and Necromancy in Ancient Israelite Religion and Tradition (Winona
Lake IN: Eisenbraun, 1994), 211-220, for Egyptian correlates, cf. R. K. Ritner,
“Necromancy in Ancient Egypt,” in Ciraolo and Seidel (eds.), Magic and Divination,
89-96.

4 Cf. CAD vol. 4, 127-128. For specific parallels with Hebrew specialized
vocabulary, see Seidel, “Necromantic Praxis,” 103; O. Loretz, “Nekromantie und
Totenevokation in Mesopotamien, Ugarit und Israel,” in Religionsgeschichtliche
Beiziehungen zwischen Kleinasien, Nordsyrien und dem Alten Testament:
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speak from the ground.* Also, this conception fits seamlessly in the
Talmudic and Midrashic traditions commented in Section 1.2 above,
where practitioners of necromancy (through its several possible
techniques) are characterized with terms derived from Hebrew n%p or
Aramaic pY0. All in all, it would be justified to consider the LXX
reading of ¢wvolvres éx 17 yJjs as an alternative rendering of 2R
which is well-grounded at the very least in the conceptions of
necromancy common to Judaism in the late b.c.e. and early c.e.
centuries, possibly with roots and inspiration going further back in
Hebrew and Ancient Near Easter history. This would not require
proposing a variant Hebrew Vorlage, but would be a witness to a
particular tradition of interpretation for a word which, as attested by
the many commentaries and speculation, ancient and modern, was
already a “difficult” term at the time the Septuagint was translated
and the Jewish traditions which would later become the rabbinic
corpus started to take shape.

With this last consideration in mind, it is possible to try to solve
the textual problem mentioned above: in the Isaiah cases, the
proposed Old Greek text does not equate éyyaotpipvfos with 1R, but
displaces it to the second position of the pair. This is a difficult
scenario for a concordance writer (as attested in Hatch and Redpath's
entry’’) and seems to indicate that the translator did not operate under
purely mechanical criteria (which would make the text critics' job far
too easy) but rather tried to include in his rendering of the Hebrew
pair of necromantic terms two Greek lexical items which would be
representative of the practice detailed in the verses in question. In the
case of Isaiah, the choice was to include:

1. a phrase expressing the well-attested situation relating the spirits

Internationales Symposion Hamburg 17-21. Mdrz 1990 (Ed. by B. Janowski, K.
Koch, G. Wilhelm; OBO 129; Freiburg/Géttingen: Universititsverlag/Vanderhoeck
& Ruprecht, 1993), 285-318, 304-307.

4 Furthermore, the term “earth” can have, in the right contexts, considerable
underworld connotations in Hebrew (pIRX) and other ancient languages of the area
(Ugaritic 'rs; Akkadian ersetu; Sumerian ki.) Without the need of postulating a variant
Hebrew Vorlage based on a retroversion of the Greek phrase, it is quite possible that
the expression denotes -at least partially- this Semitic usage of “earth”, as found in
the Hebrew of Isa 29:4, “like an '6b from the Netherworld.” Given the high
recurrence of the word PR in that verse, it is even possible that the poet intended to
create a pun between literal earth = ground (in the sense of abasement and
humiliation) and the funerary and otherworldly earth = burial ground + Netherworld.

0 See above, n. 27.
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of the dead to the “ground,” whence they speak when summoned;

2. a term which seems to be related to a specific technique for
invoking spirits and inquiring from them.”’

These data seem to indicate that, together with a quite stable
equation 1R = éyyaotpipubos, the Septuagint translators accepted
some level of latitude and freedom in order to express, within the
pairs of necromantic terms, nuances and references to practices that
they considered relevant. These references can be important when
trying to retrieve the Old Greek text of certain passages, and given
their connection to word-pairs, will be further analyzed in
relationship with the second item of the pair.

2.2. A Shifty Sibling: LXX renderings of "1y

As visible in the tables above, against the remarkable stability of
MR = gyyaotpipvbos, the situation of MmyT is more diverse, both
between biblical books and, in some books, between variant readings.
As it has been anticipated above, it seems likely that these words
were understood as a pair, and the translator produced renderings to
create, in Greek, another pair of complementary concepts which
matched his cultural vision of necromancy. This is, on a translational
level, analogous to the rabbinic procedures detailed above, where
Mishna and Talmud authors adscribe practices they were familiar
with to the two terms in order to create a complementary distribution
(see above) As a result, we have a series of recurring terms which
translate 1397 in the main text of the Septuagint:

a) émaoldds appears as the main choice of translation in the three
Leviticus cases and in the single case of Chronicles;

b) yvwotyg / yvwptotns features in Samuel-Kings;

¢) TepatooxdTos appears only once, in the Deuteronomy passage

d) the distribution in the Isaiah verses has been treated above and

> On the complicated and rich academic discussion on the necromantic
connotations of &yyaoatpipvbos (or lack thereof) in non-Biblical, non-Patristic Greek
sources, see Torallas Tovar and Maravela-Solbakk, “Between Necromancers and
Ventriloquists,” 426-437; for some complementary remarks, see also J.T.Katz, and
K. Volk, “Mere Bellies? A New Look at Theogony 26-8,” Journal of Hellenic
Studies 120 (2000): 122-131; a view more receptive to a non-biblical association of
the word to necromancy is expressed in D. Ogden, Greek and Roman Necromancy
(Oxford-Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2001), 112-115.
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will not be discussed again here.

On émaotdds, it is remarkable that its usage is not confined to the
rendering of "1y7*. The word is the choice term for translating
different Hebrew or Aramaic words with the meaning of magician or
enchanter.” In most cases, it refers explicitly to foreign practitioners
of magic, which are presented in a negative (or impotent way.)
Therefore, it cannot be considered a specialized necromantic term
within the Greek text. Nevertheless, the etymological meaning of the
word is relevant for a discussion on approaches to the interpretation
of 218 and 17 in biblical and extra-biblical Jewish traditions, as the
Greek émaeidw may have a specific meaning “sing as an incantation”,
and “use charms and incantations,”’ related but specialized from the
basic usage of singing. It is then possible that the choice of this word
by the LXX translators in the indicated passages were related to the
cultural background attested in rabbinic sources where the invocation
of the dead is carried out “by naming” or “by incantation” (11213),>* in
a remarkable agreement with the majority reading in all preserved
Targumim, where 1121 ends up rendering BH "31p7.%

The usage of Tepatooxdmos is hard to define, given its rarity, both
for translating 1197 (only in Deut 18:11) and in the Septuagint in
general.”® Semantically, it seems far more general than other mantic
(including necromantic) terms, as it refers to a diviner or soothsayer
in general.”” The same word—or the similar onuetooxémoc—appear in
a number of Hexaplaric sources and, as I will discuss in the following

32 g, used for the Egyptian wizards in Exodus 7:11; 7:22; 8:3; 8:14; 8:15; and
the Chaldaean magicians in Daniel 2:2, 2:27; 5:7 (missing in MT); 5:8 (missing in
MT); 72 (enchantment, spellcaster) in Isa 47:9 and in Sir 12:13 (MT Isa 47:9 reads
“ thy spells,” 7121, but the participle appears in 1QIsa® 39:29, Tan; the Hebrew
Ben Sira also has preserved a participle 721m.)

> Liddell & Scott, 603 col. 1.

> See above in the treatment of Targumic and Talmudic evidence.

At this point of the discussion it is not relevant whether in earlier phases of the
development of the Targumim 1721 was used for translating 21X (as it is the case in
the Peshitta) and its placement as the second element in the pair was part of a
progressive process (which includes the double readings detailed in my section on
Targumic variants.) The idea at hand is that at some stage of reading and
interpretation traditions of the Bible, the notion of invoking the dead via incantations
was relevant enough both in rabbinic and LXX sources for it to become one of the
essential elements in the pair of terms used to render 218 and 1P 7.

% Deut 18:11, discussed here, and Zech 3:8, where it is translating Noin "WIR in a
rather confused way, as it interprets the phrase as “men who examine signs” (4vdpeg
Tepatoaxomot) instead of “men who are seen as a sign” (“men wondered at” NRSV.)

*7 Liddell & Scott, 1776.
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section, could be connected to a progressive process of turning
specific necromantic terms into more general references to magic and
divination. The concrete case of Deut 18:11, where Tepatooxdmos
appears in the main text, could be due to, contextual influence, as the
list of practitioners in the verse also includes, at the beginning,
émacidwy émaodyy. Different forms of émaeidw are used in the
Septuagint to translate both 1P and 721M, so it is probable that here
the Greek translator, in order to avoid repetition of the same term
twice in a list, used a different, semantically-related, word to render
myT.8 Therefore, the usage of Tepatooxdmos would be contextual in
Deut 18:11, and of little relevance for the history of the translation of
1197 in the Septuagint.

Finally, yvaotns / yvwplotis remains to be explained. At first
sight, it seems to be a literal rendering which tries to reproduce
faithfully the Hebrew by interpreting 17" as a derivate of the root
YT, to know, and the using a word from the related Greek root
(yryvwoxw, to know.) This literal approach is similar to the option
taken in the Peshitta (sox) and it also appears, besides the main text
of Samuel-Kings, in Hexaplaric variants to other passages which
present different translation options in the main text (see the table at
the beginning of this section.) Nevertheless, the reading is not the
only way of translating 1797 in the Septuagint witnesses of Samuel-
Kings, and an attempt to reconstruct the textual history of the reading
in the Greek tradition of the historical books could be of interest:

1) Within evidence in the Greek language, there is one case, 1Sam
28:9, where the Lucianic texts stands in disagreement with the
majority text, as it translates ToUg dmodBeyybuevous amd tig yiic. The
translation generates a syntactic ambiguity, as ano ¢ y7g could be
understood either as the verbal complement (Saul expelled “from the
land”) or as part of the nominal phrase (“those who utter from the
earth.”) The second option is remarkably similar in structure to the
phrase which renders 218 in the Septuagint passages of Isaiah
discussed above.

% In turn, even though it is a minor textual feature, the absence of a copulative
particle between tepatooxdmos and émepwtdv Tolg vexpovs (cf. MT — wWaT “1pT
Nt HR) could have been—at least partially—the result of the translator (or later
scribes) wanting to specify more clearly the semantic field of teparookdmoc.
Regardless of the degree of redundancy between 21X, 3T, and 0’5@3'523 wm, MT
presents three practitioners, whereas LXX has two practitioners plus one participle
phrase which further explains the previous category.
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2) The Old Latin version™ has preserved a reading of 1Sam 28:3,
et eos qui respondebant a terra, which can be easily retro-translated
into a Greek form very similar to the Lucianic variant of 28:9.

3) The extant Sahidic Coptic text of 1Samuel® attests both in 28:3
and 28:9 structures and lexicon very similar to the Lucianic variant of
28:9: NNEKACTPIMING-OC E€TE NPEUENKOMC E20YN NE MN
NETWINE EBOA 2M TMKaH2 (28:3):*" NNEKACTPIMINGOC MI
NETEWXYWINE EBOX 21 MKa2 (28:9).%

4) In the Georgian version of 1Samuel 28:9, the majority of
codices® read ymgganbo dg3bog®bo s dobsbbo ©s »are36o s
9119996000 39¢g9e60.% This testimony is rich in doublets and has
clearly incorporated Hexaplaric sources. It does, nevertheless,
preserve the Lucianic reading. Also, the text of 28:3 could provide
some indirect evidence: gmggeo dobsbo s aMdbgmeo o
7930 bEREOolsysh MzLobs Jrggsbsbs Bgws.” The repetition
of a local complement, “from his land upon the earth,” besides being
awkward, is only attested (though recurring so) in the Georgian
version of 1Sam 28:3. It is very possible that this almost-redundant
repetition is the result of an original (or Vorlage) reading which
included two distinct values for “from the earth”, one referring to
Saul's expulsion of necromancers from the land of Israel, and another
connected to “those who speak from the earth” in the sense clearly
attested in Georgian in 28:9 and also in the other LXX witnesses
discussed above.

These materials are scant and disperse, but what is remarkable
about them is their agreement in including one rendering of 1y,
which departs from the majority reading yvwotns / yvwplotyg, in

%9 Codex Legionensis gloss. See above n. 35.

8 For the Sahidic text, see J. Drescher, The Coptic (Sahidic) Version of Kingdoms
I-II (CSCO 313; Leuven: Peeters, 1970).

“the éyyaotpiudbos, that is, the necromancers, and those who would answer
from the earth.”
2 “the ¢yyaotpiwdBos and those who would answer from the earth.”

% F, O and S. I would like to thank Prof. Anna Kharanauli from the University of
Thilisi for supplying me with Georgian materials and priceless advice on their textual
history.

64 %411 knowing ones, and magicians and diviners, and those who speak from the
earth.” As the Georgian language composes a well-marked nominal chain, it is quite
clear that this version understood “from the earth” as a complement of “those who
speak.”

5 Codices F O Ja S, “all magicians and knowing ones and diviners from his land
upon the earth.”
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versions of the Septuagint which are unlikely to be related to each
other unless it is via a common Greek Vorlage. It is especially
relevant that a reading *tols amodleyyduevous amo Tijs yijs can be
reconstructed in a passage (1Sam 28:3) where G" aligns itself with
the majority Greek text by an agreement between Sahidic and Old
Latin (plus the hint of a possible late correction in the Georgian
version.) Agreement in 1Sam 28:9 between G", Sahidic and Georgian
is also relevant; although it could be interpreted as a “Lucianic
correction/insertion” in the Sahidic and Georgian traditions,” its
agreement with the previous case, without a correlate in preserved
Greek manuscripts, is remarkable and could indicate a textual leftover
from a text almost completely obliterated due to correction and
revision. In this sense, and even though our evidence in the versions
is fragmentary, it is worth mentioning that the few “survivors” of this
tradition of translation are found in the OG section a of 1Samuel. On
the other hand, the two witnesses from the kol ye section y6 (2Kgs
21:6 and 23:24) seem to have experienced a more intense recensional
process of unification with the majority reading. Perhaps this textual
landscape would slightly change if the fragmentary versions (OL and
Sahidic) had preserved those two verses.

Once the textual map has been presented, it would be adequate to
analyze the possible causes of the recurrence of the variant reading
*Tobg dmodbeyyduevous amd Tig viic in G and in the secondary
versions. Three basic options should be considered:

1. That the reading is a direct influence of the Isaiah passages
detailed above (especially Isa 8:19 and 19:3, where Tobg amo THs Y
dwvolvtag appears as a pair with Tolg éyyaatpiuifous.) Therefore, it
should be considered as secondary in the LXX tradition. This
explanation is problematic on two different levels: First, given its
dissemination throughout secondary versions, one would have to
accept a very high level of coincidence or propose a common origin
in a Greek Vorlage. For the aforementioned dissemination to have
taken place (especially in the OL - G" agreement), this origin should
have been very early; hence a priori secondariness becomes
questionable. Second, for a direct influence of the Isaiah passages,

% Sah tends to follow a majority / B-text type; Georgian codices vary in the
concentration of Lucianic readings, from the Lucianic (or corrected via Lucianic
manuscripts) Codex O to later codices (such as S), where matches with the Lucianic
text are more sporadic.
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one would expect more agreement in the lexical choice, but what we
find in G“ 1Sam 28:9 is quite a specific and rare term,
amodfeyyduevous, in contrast with the more generic and common
dwvolvtag of Isaiah.”” In turn, it could be proposed that ¢wvolvrag
was the earlier reading and that dmodBeyyduevous is the result of
Lucian's activity.”® But, again, this would give a modicum of
antiquity to the reading, as it would have been known (and
stylistically improved) by Lucian without being part of Lucian's direct
action on the text. Hence, it would be more cautious to propose a
shared translation tradition, without assuming direct influence.

2. That the reading is a mistake of a Greek translator, who had
trouble with the rare word "1 It is remarkable that in all its usages
in Samuel-Kings, it always appears with the definite article 1. In
Hebrew writings of the 2nd Century b.c.e. - 1st Century c.e., the
shapes of °, n, and 7 are quite similar, and the reader could certainly
omit, at least visually, part of the sequence.” Given the plural number
of the word throughout Samuel-Kings”®, this visual phenomenon
would be synergic with a lectio facilior: understanding the rare
DY as a more common—both lexically and grammatically—
omyn, “those who answer.””' This hypothesis is nigh-impossible to
prove or disprove; in any case, accepting it would require us to
assume that the mistake took place when translating from a Hebrew
original, so it could not be attributed to intra-Septuagint corruption or
recension but to an ancient Greek translation.

3. That the reading is an alternate way of translating "1 in the
Septuagint, without the need of proposing the mistake in the Vorlage
reading detailed in 2) or considering it a late or secondary feature.
Obviously, option 2) would be included as a further explanation of 3),
but it is not a requirement for it, given that “those who speak from the
earth” does fit well, without any change in the Hebrew Vorlage

7 Though not as clearly as G, the versions (Sahidic and Old Latin) also present a
level of specification (“to answer”) lacking in the Isaiah text.

% An argument supporting this hypothesis is that dmop®éyyopon, though not
frequent in the Septuagint, does appear in a few contexts with direct connections to
sorcery or (mostly false) prophecy: 1Chr 25:1; Ps 58:8; Mic 5:11; Zech 10:2; Ezek
13:9; 13:19.)

% The sequence of he yodh daleth could trigger a quasi-haplography.

" At least in the LXX understanding of its Hebrew Vorlage; for the textual
problem of 1Sam 28:9 regarding singular vs. plural, see above Section 1.

"It is interesting that n3p is the root of choice in 1Sam 28:6 and 15 to denote
Saul's failure at procuring a divine answer by traditional (non-forbidden) means.
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whatsoever, into the cultural lines of necromantic practice detailed in
previous sections.”” This network of references to necromantic praxis
will be detailed in the Conclusions to this paper.

To close the survey of 1597 and its Greek renderings in the
Septuagint of Samuel-Kings, it is necessary to consider that, despite
the fragmentary evidence, here we are comparing a variant reading
attested (though scantly) in the Lucianic text and in several (and
mutually unrelated) secondary versions, some of which (mainly OL)
are recurrently used as a touchstone to define Lucianic variants as Old
Greek readings.”” Were the surviving evidence more thorough, it
would be feasible to propose Tols amodBeyyduevous amd tijc yic'* as
the OG reading, whereas yvwatys / yvwptotis could be defined as a
recensional reading, not a kol ye feature, as it appears throughout G®
(and partly in G") in the OG section a, but some sort of kal ye-like or
similarly undetermined recensional feature which deleted the
previous reading almost completely. The usage of yvwotns /
yvwptatns as a technical word for divination (including necromancy)
is unaccounted for outside the Septuagint (and texts directly related to
it), so it definitely has all the traits of a word produced in an attempt
to literally render the Hebrew "11p7°. Given its success, it is quite
possible to assume that it was the word of choice for a revision of the
Greek text which brought it closer to Hebrew sources. Although,
again, the scarcity of materials and readings in Samuel-Kings may
challenge any firm conclusions, it is illustrative how yvaotng /
yvwptotis repeatedly appears in Hexaplaric sources which give
alternate readings to other ways of rendering 17 throughout the
Septuagint: émaotdés in the three Leviticus verses; TepaTooxémos in
Deut 18:11. Also, in Isa 19:3 xai Tobs yvwotag appears as a plus in
codices S and A, a clear attempt to bring this text in line with a more
literal translation of the pair: Todg &yyaotpiptbous xal Tols yvwortag.
So, it seems more logical, given the evidence of the texts, that

72 See the previous section on Rabbinic interpretations about summoning of the
dead.

¥ See, e.g., A. Piquer, P. Torijano, and J. Trebolle, “Septuagint Versions, Greek
Recensions and Hebrew Editions. The Text-Critical Evaluation of the Old Latin,
Armenian and Georgian Versions in ///-1V Regnorum,” in Translating a Translation.
The LXX and its Modern Translations in the Context of Early Judaism (Ed. by H.
Ausloos, J. Cook, efal.; BETL 213; Leuven-Paris-Dudley MA: Peeters, 2008), 251-
281.

™ Or a similar phrase with a different verb, given the possibility of
amodBeyyduevous being the result of Lucianic stylistic improvement; see above n. 67.
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changing readings into yvwotyns / yvwplotis was the prevalent
tendency of the transmission of these words. The development and
insertion of an alternative form would have been quite unlikely; a
variant in the Historical Books could be better explained as a leftover
from an earlier (closer to OG and less literal) way of translating the
Hebrew text.

2.3. Hexaplaric Readings and Cultural Shifts

In the previous sections, I have tried to outline the textual situation of
Greek renderings of 21 and 1T in the Septuagint, with a special
focus on Samuel-Kings and the interaction between texts B and L.
This picture should be completed with a brief survey of the variant
readings connected to the Three and other Hexaplaric sources, which
can offer additional insight into the ideological process of conception
and translation of necromantic terminology.

Examining the right column of the table at the beginning of this
section, it is possible to see that there are a number of recurring terms
in Hexaplaric sources to translate 21 and *17p7° and that some of them
are connected to a particular column of the Hexapla:

1. payos systematically translates 1R in Aquila materials in all
contexts,” both in Greek sources and in the Syro-Hexapla. It also
appears in catena materials, associated to Hexaplaric readings, in
Leviticus.

2. beAnms appears in different sources, also rendering 218. In two
instances (Deut 18:11 and Isa 8:19) it is presented as a Theodotion
reading; in 1Sam 28:9 it is identified with Aquila and constitutes a
doublet with pdyos. The reading exploits the false etymology detailed
above under the comments on éyyaatpipuvfos.

3. In Syro-Hexaplaric sources of 2Kings, we find the reading ,\\si=
~win &) ~wian), “those who speak with / from the belly.” In 21:6 it
is attributed to the Hebrew; in 23:24 to Symmachus. This is a
remarkable reading, as it constitutes a literal rendering into Syriac of

> In 1Sam 28:3, it appears as an Aquila reading of mpT. It is possible that a
transposition took place at some point in the transmission process of the Hexapla
materlals A similar situation can be seen in Hexaplaric sources for Leviticus 20:27,
where F® reads avowvcop[tomg] 7 udyfog], whereas M presents the more expectable
order OeAntng 7 yvdotng, attested also by F®in 19:31, péyotc Kol Gvoyvopiotoio.
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¢yyaotpipuvlos. Given the distribution and textual typology of this
word, it is most likely that here SyrHex has preserved an Old Greek
reading, and its sources perhaps felt that the translation fedyntys of the
majority text of LXX was wrong (as the wrong etymology explained
above.)

4. In the Pentateuch verses, "1 tends to be translated by words
connected with knowledge (yvwotas, davayvwplot<ale, yvwploTns),
thus echoing the usage of the word in the Septuagint instances of
Samuel-Kings (with the exceptions and problems commented above.)
Its literal attitude towards the Hebrew word could, again, prove a
recensional feature typical of an attempt to produce a more faithful
translation.”® yvéotag also appears in Isa 19:3 as an addition in G*.
This Hexaplaric tendency could be an additional argument in
proposing a non-Old Greek origin of the form yvwotas in Samuel-
Kings either.

5. In Samuel-Kings, Aquila sources present anuetooxémoug instead
of yvworag. This word would constitute, like payog, a progressive
generalization of the technical terms, moving away from words which
could be considered necromancy-specific and into the realm of
divination at large. Similar to this cases, in the Pentateuch there are
some other terms which move the text in the same direction: pavretg
(Lev 19:31) and tepatooxomois (Lev 20:6),” some alone, some part of
a doublet.

All in all, the general picture’® we get from this data is that
Hexaplaric materials either attempt to produce a literal reading (either
by re-introducing the false etymology resulting in eAntys for 218 or
by applying a literal rendering of a derivate of yd* for "11p77) of the
Hebrew text or opt to introduce words which cover wider ideas of
divination and soothsaying, which become further and further
removed from the more precise attempts at producing Greek terms
related to necromancy or at least summoning of spirits of some kind.

This tendency of the Hexaplaric materials is also manifest
(probably at least in part due to Hexaplaric influence) in some of the

" One SyrHex witness of Aquila presents rom, a direct derivation from the
Hebrew root yd‘, and, remarkably, identical to the word used in the Peshitta.
For considerations on the secondary character of this reading, see the previous
section, 2.2.
™ The preservation of the OG in the SyrHex materials of 2Kgs would be
exceptional and due to a possible relationship of the Symmachus materials with the
Lucianic text.
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versions, both the secondary versions of the Septuagint and the
Vulgate:

1. The Armenian version of LXX Samuel-Kings translates 218 and
w7 with hnil] and gkwn. The former is a generic “negative magic”
term, which could mean “fattucchiero, stregone, ammaliatore, mago,
negromante, venefico, incantatore...””” The latter, with associated
meanings like diviner, magician, dream-interpreter, or wizard, derives
from the same root as the verb “to know.” Thus it could be a quasi-
literal rendering of the Greek yvwotys (or a similar word.) Therefore,
the Armenian attests the two Hexaplaric tendencies mentioned in the
previous paragraph: resort to generic magical terms and literal
approach to the root yd‘. Either the Armenian text derives from (or is
heavily influenced by) a Hexaplaric Greek or it partakes in the same
ideological tendency on necromantic terms.*

2. The Georgian manuscripts also present a marked tendency to
introduce readings which depart from necromancy-specific terms and
present more general descriptors of sorcery and divination, either
independently or through influence of Hexaplaric materials in the
Georgian text (or its Vorlage.) This tendency runs parallel to the
preservation of important Lucianic readings discussed above and is
more or less marked according to the different books and codices. For
instance, in Samuel codex B systematically uses dmg3z (“magician”,
in all likelihood a loanword from udyos) to render LXX
gyyaatpipvlos, in a remarkable agreement with Vulgate and with the
Aquila readings commented above.®' Also, it is common to find an
accumulation of duplicates, which turn the pair of necromantic terms

" Sorcerer, warlock, bewitcher, magician, necromancer, poisoner, enchanter,
according to E. Ciakciak, Dizionario Armeno-Italiano (Venice: San Lazzaro), 1837.

% The same tendency is also visible in the Pentateuch passages, where Jhn1lj and
gkw are the terms of choice in the Leviticus verses (thus reflecting, probably, a
Greek Vorlage for the second word with the Hexplaric reading instead of émaoidés of
the main text; in Deuteronomy 18:11 we find hnilj and a quasi-literal rendering of
TepaTookonog, upwtgkn, “knower of signs.” Chronicles uses yhnilj and pnyhy
(again, a generic term, wizard, sorcerer.)

81 1t would be possible to propose Hexaplaric influence in B; nevertheless, the
extremely late date of the codex and the possibility of it incorporating readings
external to the Greek tradition cannot be discounted. A more distinct case of Aquila
readings in codex B may be found in the rendering of Deut 18:11, where the Aquila
EnepmT®dV pdyov is deftly reflected in codices BDES as ¢eooy3;mdzombggero, that
is, “the one who asks from/by the wluk.” uluk is used repeatedly throughout the
Georgian Bible to translate éyyaotpipvfos, and seems to be the translation of choice
in the earlier manuscripts throughout Samuel-Kings.
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into a longer list depicting generic diviners, soothsayers and
sorcerers.” Finally, in some codices and books we do find the reading
33womI)badMyga, literally “the one who tells stories/lies from
the belly”, obviously a literal translation of éyyaotpipvbos. The term
is standard in the Leviticus and Isaiah cases and also appears in part
of the manuscript tradition at 2Kgs 23:24 (codices FJS), but it is
remarkably absent from codex O, and not attested in the evidence for
1Samuel. Georgian textual history of the LXX is particularly
problematic, and this case makes wus wonder whether
33womIY)bs3Mya, at least in the Georgian version of the Former
Prophets, was not translated directly from the LXX but mediated by
the Symmachus reading discussed above.® All in all, the Georgian
codices, though in different stages, seem to have partaken of the
tendency to blur necromancy into a more generic presentation of
divination and magic.

3. Some of the Vulgate readings have been discussed above when
dealing with the LXX translation of 218. To summarize, it seems that
Jerome combined two ways of rendering 1R, one applied to the
practitioner, magus, another one to the involved spirit, python.* Both
of them seem to imply a distance from necromancy-specific ideas and
a growing inclusion of generic divination terms,* which is even more

%2 e.g. 1Sam 28:3 (codices FJaOS), dobsbo o p®dbgriero s vyeogo (diviner,

sorcerer and seer); 28:9 (codices FOS), 9936096Hbo 5 dobsbbo o vyemv3o o
Jm99560m dgBymgwbo (knowing ones and diviners, and seer and those who speak
from the earth.) Here it has to be underscored how some probably old readings
(“those who speak from the earth”) are combined with forms reflecting prospectively
recensional readings (both 3®dbgsero from 28:3 and dg3bog®bo are connected to
Georgian roots meaning “to know”, and thus could be an attempt to reflect the Greek
yvootdg, but, on the other hand, the lexical overlap between magic and knowledge is
well-attested in different language families, so it could be coincidental, or perhaps
just play some role in the choice of terms by the translator), and with new items
introduced by the translator either as explicative glosses or just to round up the
listing.

8 "Which, in turn, would be preserving an OG reading. Given that in 2Kgs 23:24
part of the Greek tradition read the problematic 6eAntys, it is possible to conceive the
word as a later correction, which explains its divergence for the apparently standard
Georgian translation of éyyaatpipubos, menm3o.

8 "And according to Ep. 78, he translates python “juxta septuaginta interpretes.”
See above n.41.

The term magus, like its Hexaplaric analogue pdyos, seems to be indicating a
generic practitioner of magic. The possibility of it including some necromantic
elements, based largely on the Graeco-Roman perception of Persian magical
practices, has been discussed in Ogden, Greek and Roman Necromancy, esp. 128-
132.
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visible in the different ways of rendering 17, ariolus (Lev 19:31;
20:6; 20:27;* 1Sam 28:3,9; 2Kgs 23:24; Isa 19:3), divinus®” (Deut
18:11; Isa 8:19), aruspex (2Kgs 21:6%), incantator (2Chr 33:6%).
Even though some of these terms designate specialized practitioners
(like the reference to haruspices), none of them has specific links with
necromancy, hence Vulgate seems to partake in the process of
generalization of the pair 21 and "MW as practices of divination or
magic at large. It does, nevertheless, preserve an important tradition
of interpretation in the inclusion of pythones as the spirits associated
to the 2R praxis, as it could reveal a close parallel between the
Rabbinic tradition of interpretation discussed in 1.X above and the
LXX tradition,” based on the specificity of python < éyyaatpiuvbog
as related to the activity of a medium.”’

% In Lev 20:27 Vulgate is clearly adapted to the context, pythonicus vel
divinationis... spiritus, but should be included in the sphere of divinus.

" The word in these usages would not be primarily mean “god-like,” but either
“versed in magic” or “capable of divination or foresight.” For the attestation of these
specialized meanings since Classical Latin, see meanings 5 and 6 of the lemma in
OLD, 564: “5. (of persons) adept in magic... 6. Able to know future or hidden things,
foreseeing, second-sighted.”

8 Probably this word was used here as a literary variation from ariolus, as here
the list of practices is longer, and Vulgate had already used ariolatus est to render
.

¥ Incantator seems to be a pretty accurate Latin reflection of the Greek émaotdéc.
That Vulgate uses the term here, but not in the other cases where the word appears in
LXX to render 1797 could indicate that in those instances Jerome was influenced by
Hexaplaric translations of the word, which in Lev show a tendency to substitute LXX
émao1dds with yvaety (see above), and thus he uses ariolus throughout the Leviticus
passages, in agreement with the 1Samuel and 2Kgs 23:24 cases, where the main
LXX text reads yvootys.

% Regardless of the precise meaning of mubcv in Greek sources at large, Jerome
himself does comment that he is making reference to a spiritum pythonem, and that
he does so iuxta LXX interpretes. See above n. 41. The equation mubwv =
éyyaotpipvbos is also clearly defined by Plutarch, De Defectu Oraculorum 414E, tolg
éyyaotpiubods Edpuxdéas madar vuvi 0t ITVBwvas mpooayopevouévoug. For this
similarity in approaches, and for the biblical and extra biblical confusion in having
the term designating either the spirit or the practitioner (which Jerome dispels with
the introduction of magus) see Greer and Mitchell, The “Belly-Myther” of Endor,
Xiv-Xviii.

' Of course, a medium does not necessarily have to channel spirits of the dead.
One of the traditional problems in academia of interpreting éyyaotpipvbos is
precisely the nature of the “possessing agent” which speaks through the medium, and
whether ghosts of the dead belong to the éyyaatpipvbos area of expertise outside
biblical (and Bible-influenced) ancient sources. For a non-necromantic extra biblical
éyyaotpipvbos, see Torallas Tovar and Maravela-Solbakk, “Between Necromancers
and Ventriloquists,” 426-437. For a more nuanced, and open to necromancy as part
of the éyyaotpipvbos praxis, see Ogden, Greek and Roman Necromancy, 112-115.
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All in all, it seems quite clear that later interpretations of 218 and
WyTr (or its LXX correlates) progressively moved away from
necromancy-specific activities and focused on generic terms alluding
to magical and divinatory arts. No matter the date and ideological
affiliation of the original Hebrew proscription, which clearly singled
out activities related to the cult of the dead, including necromancy,”
passages including it became progressively more general, probably as
interpreters and translators had also lost the knowledge on the actual
meaning of the two words designating what could be proposed as
necromancy by the context. It remains to be seen if some notions of
necromantic practice were preserved, after all, in the variety of
choices taken by the receptors of the biblical text.

3. Conclusions and Reflections

In the previous pages I have tried to organize some of the evidence
regarding how 218 and "11p7° were read in different traditions which
received the words as part of the transmission of the Bible, mainly
Rabbinic and Aramaic Targumic activity and the different stages of
the Septuagint version. As I forewarned in the introductory section, it
is quite unlikely that such analysis sheds any light on the actual
problem of the ancient meaning of the Hebrew words; that would
probably require to continue the well-established line of comparisons
with ancient Near Eastern necromantic practices which has produced
a large volume of academic papers.”® On the other hand, it is possible
that these later traditions of interpretation, covering the centuries

%2 For a thorough analysis of this proscription and its date and framing within the
scope of Deuteronomic legal codes and Deuteronomistic History, see Schmidt,
Israel's Beneficient Dead, esp. 138-245.

% See, among others, H. Hoffner, “Second Millennium Antecedents to the
Hebrew '0b,” JBL 86 (1967): 385-401; J. Ebach, and U. Riitersworden,
“Unterweltsbeschworung im Alten Testament : Untersuchungen zur Begriffs- und
Religionsgechichte des 'ob (Teil 1),” UF 9 (1977): 57-70; idem,
“Unterweltsbeschwoérung im Alten Testament : Untersuchungen zur Begriffs- und
Religionsgechichte des 'ob (Teil II),” UF 12 (1980): 205-220; O. Loretz, “Ugaritisch
ap (III) und syllabisch-keilschriftlich abi/apu als Vorldufer von hebrdisch ’aab/’6b
'(Kulkt/Nekromantie-)Grube': ein Beitrag zu Nekromantie und Magie in Ugarit, Emar
und Israel,” UF 34 (2002): 481-519; idem, “Hurr/akk abi = ug/he ap/’wb
“Totengeist(er)-Grube” mit Hundeopfer,” UF 37 (2005): 441-443. Though not
conclusive, these comparative studies seem to indicate that the original ritual context
of the biblical terms and that of their later reception (the subject of this paper) may
have differed, though both would have strong links to ancient Near Eastern praxis.
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immediately before and after the change of era, have incorporated
ideas of interest for the study of magical and, particularly,
necromantic practices of considerable antiquity. Logically, given that
the tendency in Judaism and Christianity was to blur and generalize
the more detailed notions and practices of magical operations in favor
of their denigration and later condemnatory dismissal as falsehood
(either as pure chicanery or “apparently working” falsehood provided
by the intervention of demons or devils), those ideas of interest will
have survived as brief remainders of previous conceptions,
particularly in the cases studied above, in variant translations as
attested in the Septuagint and the different Targumim, and in the rich
and dialogic discussions of Talmudic materials. Taking those
materials into consideration, some general observations can be made:

1. As already discussed, most versions and interpreters considered
2R and YT as a unit, where different meanings could be inserted
(according to the translator's or commentator's ideological
coordinates) in order to produce a complementary pair.

2. If we eliminate from the equation those terms which gravitate
towards generic designations, two items seem to be recurrently
associated to the pair: (1) the mediumnic activity of a spirit entering
and speaking out of the practitioner (the Greek &yyactpipvbos =
Vulgate's python; the m. Sanh. 7:7 and b. Sanh. 65b pithom speaking
from the armpits or joints; (2) summoning a spirit of the dead via
incantation or “naming,”** as in the forms from the root zkr attested in
the Targumim, the Talmud of Babylon and Leviticus Rabbah,
together with, probably, some of the Septuagint readings used to
translate "397°: émaoldés, which implies a recitation or pronunciation;
and perhaps also, though indirectly, the phrase Tols amo T¥s yijs
dwvolvtas /| amodBeyyouévous. Whereas émaotddés can be understood
as a generic incantator or reciter of spells, the second option does
express an explicit relationship with the earth-underworld.”” In this
regard, it is particularly important that the Aramaic and Greek
traditions are linked in an extra-biblical literary source: materials
from Iamblichus' Babyloniaca cited in Photius' Bibliotheca:”® xal
udyov 0t Aéyet yaddlns xal wdyov Spvewv, xal vexvopavtelag xal

% See above, n. 19.

> See above n. 49.

% Bibliotheca 94, 75b 25; quoted from Henry, R. (ed.) Photius Biblotheca (Paris:
Les Belles Lettres, 1959-1981).
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gyyaotpipvlov, Gv xat dnowv wg “EAAnves uev Elpuxdéa Aéyouat
BaBuiavior 8¢ Zdxyovpa dmoxalolot. The transcription Zdaxyoupa is
clearly expressing a Semitic term connected to the root zk» which is
echoed in the Peshitta and Targum traditions described above. It
seems to be the case, then, that at least in one Greek non-biblical
source (Iamblichus), there is an connection between the first kind of
practitioner (¢yyaotpipvfos - “medium”) and the second (“conjurer-
raiser” through naming or incantation.)’’

3. Finally, it has to be noted that the lines of interpretation outlined
above (again, without positing etymologies for the Hebrew originals)
can be traced back to ancient parallels in the Near Eastern
background of Hebrew literature, particularly the second approach to
necromancy through incantation and/or summoning from the
Underworld. A continuity in the lexicon and concepts relating to this
practice can be seen in the references to “raising” already present in
1Sam 28 and carried through in Rabbinic literature, which have clear
parallels in Akkadian materials.”® Also, the usage of the root zkr is
considerably relevant, given that here it seems to be preserving its
Akkadian meaning of “naming” as opposed to the majority West
Semitic sense of “remembering.”” Sources indicate that this
“naming” may refer to the concrete naming of the dead in a ritual
context.'” Of course, the other line of meaning, mediumnic activity
related to spirits of the dead, is a widespread phenomenon connected
to ancient and diverse practices which have usually been described as
“shamanistic.”'""

7 This text is commented in Torallas Tovar and Maravela-Solbakk, “Between
Necromancers and Ventriloquists,” 429. Nevertheless, the authors are interested in
discussing here the relationship between ventriloquist and the name/term Eurikles,
and only deal with the Semitic loanword in a cursory manner, providing a Sumerian
etymology which is quite improbable, both on phonetic grounds and when compared
to the well-defined and functionally analogous Semitic root zkr.

% See Seidel, “Necromantic Praxis.” 1J. Finkel, “Necromancy in Ancient
Mesopotamia,” AfO 29-30 (1983-84): 1-17. For a more general picture of
relationships between Mesopotamian magical praxis and Judaism, see M.J. Heller,
M.J., “The Influence of Ancient Mesopotamia on Hellenistic Judaism,” in
Civilizations of the Ancient Near East (Volume 1; Ed. by J.M. Sasson; Peabody MA:
Hendrickson, 2000), 43-54; M.J. Heller, “The Babylonian Background to Talmudic
Science”, EAJS Newsletter 6 (1999): 27-31.

The root with the sense of “remember” is attested in Akkadian, but noted in
scholarship as a West Semitic loan. See CAD 21, 22 (zakaru B.)

190 04D 21, 18 (zakaru 3 ¢'.)

19" Bibliography in this topic is vast; for an approach to relationships between
necromancy and shamanism in the Graeco-Roman world, see Ogden, Greek and
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All in all, the traditions of interpretation of 218 and 1397 both in
the Septuagint and Rabbinic traditions seem to have preserved ancient
elements which point to necromantic practices in the biblical
background. Certainly, it is possible that these interpretations came
from later contact with Mesopotamian and similar sources and that
they do not reflect any connection with the original meaning of the
Hebrew words, but nevertheless, they give testimony of the
importance of reading the history of the texts of the Bible and its
versions in order to acquire a more complete view of certain concepts
and ideas, which combine actualization and preservation of ancient
elements of ancient Near Eastern culture. In this particular case, the
precious materials gleaned from Rabbinic sources become richer
when contrasted to a detailed history of the Septuagint text. By
delving into its intricacies I have tried to offer a tribute to Julio
Trebolle, who showed me first (and keeps showing to this day) what
the Greek Bible was about.

Roman Necromancy, 116-127; for wider connections in the biblical background, see
e.g. B.U. Long, “Social Setting for Prophetic Miracle Stories,” Semeia 3 (1975): 46-
63; idem, “Social Dimensions of Prophetic Conflict,” Semeia 21 (1981): 35-53; M.
Money, “Deceit and Duality: Jacob's Shamanic Vision,” Shaman 9/1 (2001): 19-33;
J.P. Brown, “The Mediterranean Seer and Shamanism,” Z4W 93/3 (1981): 374-400;
T.W. Overholt, “Feeding the Widow, Raising the Dead: What Counts as Cultural
Exegesis?,” in Text and Experience: Towards a Cultural Exegesis of the Bible (Ed.
by D.L. Smith-Christopher; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1995), 104-121; for
shamanism and later Jewish mysticism, see J.R. Davila, Descenders to the Chariot.
The People Behind the Hekhalot Literature (JSISup 70; Leiden: Brill, 2001).



GLANURES EPIGRAPHIQUES : LE LIVRE DES PROVERBES
ET LE LIVRE DE JOB A QUMRAN

Emile Puech

Le propos de ces notes dans un hommage a un ami et collegue
d’études a 1’Ecole Biblique et Archéologique Frangaise de Jérusalem,
centré sur la critique textuelle des manuscrits bibliques et
parabibliques de la mer Morte et I’histoire du texte biblique, m’est
une opportunité de reprendre des observations faites a 1’occasion de
I’étude des fragments publiés par des collegues. Elles se limitent aux
livres bibliques de sagesse des Proverbes et de Job, le targum de la
grotte 11 compris.

1. Le livre des Proverbes : 6QProverbes = 6030

Dans les Discoveries in the Judaean Desert of Jordan 111, Maurice
Baillet a publié, sans identification, un fragment de papyrus en hébreu
de la grotte 6 en écriture cursive. Baillet a justement noté : “Ecriture
assez évoluée, mais en général sans ligatures. Certaines formes sont
connues par les ossuaires, ou par les documents de la Seconde
Révolte.”" En effet, il n’y a pas de ligature visible dans les restes des
six lignes d’écriture. Mais cette écriture cursive de type évolué
n’autorise nullement de considérer ce fragment comme le document
le plus tardif parmi ceux trouvés a Qumrén, et de le dater de la
Seconde Révolte (132-135 A.D.).

Il a déja été noté avec pertinence qu’une lettre importante, une des
deux qui revient trois fois dans ces maigres restes, a ¢été mal

' M. Baillet, “30. Fragment en écriture cursive,” Les “Petites Grottes” de
Qumran, par M. Baillet, J.T. Milik, et R. de Vaux, (DJD III ; Oxford, 1962), Textes,
140, Planches XXIX.

2 Voir B. Webster, “Chronological Index of the Texts from the Judaean Desert,”
The Texts from the Judaean Desert: Indices and Introduction to the Discoveries in
the Judaean Desert Series, (ed. by E. Tov et alii, DJD XXXIX; Oxford, 2002), 351-
446, p. 434.
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identifiée : elle a été lue tet par I’éditeur au lieu de $in’. En effet, ce
tracé cursif du $in est connu dés le premier siecle de notre ¢re : de
‘Murabba‘at 18’ daté de 55/57, qui était de fait une année sabbatique,
des ostraca de Masada,* d’ostraca de provenance inconnue,’ et méme
bien auparavant. Les débuts de ce tracé cursif sont attestés par
I’inscription araméenne en écriture cursive du tombeau de Jason a
Jérusalem datant au plus tard de la premiére moiti¢ du premier si¢cle
avant J.-C.,° par 4Q266,” par 4QHénoch® ®, par 4Q530° et 6Q8 =
Livre des Géants'® pour ne citer que ces exemples qumraniens. Sans
doute le tracé sur ce fragment est-il plus évolué, les deux obliques
tracées en continu, une ligature en forme de zigzag, auquel s’accroche
dans un second temps le départ du jambage gauche, mais le tracé
reste dans la ligne de cette évolution, sans qu’on doive dater le
fragment du deuxiéme si¢cle de notre eére. On doit certainement en
rester & une copie qumranienne antérieure a la destruction du site,
dans la cursive de I’époque hérodienne, sans qu’il soit possible de
préciser davantage.

3 Voir H. Eshel, “6Q30, A Cursive Sin, and Proverbs 11,” JBL 122 (2003): 544-
46.

* Y. Yadin and J. Naveh, The Aramaic and Hebrew Ostraca and Jar Inscriptions,
Masada I (Jerusalem 1989), n° 360 a 371 p. 19, PL. 19, n°® 561 et 564 p. 53, PI. 46,
n° 583 p. 57, P1. 47, n° 441 p. 32, P1. 26.

5 A. Yardeni, “New Jewish Aramaic Ostraca,” IEJ 40 (1990): 130-52, p. 151-52 :
“The script is a Jewish cursive hand, apparently from the first half of the first century
C.E.”. Voir encore A. Yardeni, Texthook of Aramaic, Hebrew and Nabataean
Documentary Texts from the Judaean Desert and Related Material. B Translation,
Palaeography. Concordance (Jerusalem, 2000), 208-209.

Voir E. Puech, “Inscriptions funéraires palestiniennes : Tombeau de Jason et
ossuaires,” RB 90 (1983) : 481-533, p. 482, ligne 4 en particulier, inscription datée
vers 80 avant J. C.

7 Voir J. Baumgarten and J. T. Milik, with Contributions by S. Pfann and A.
Yardeni, Qumran Cave 4 XIII. The Damascus Document (4Q266-273) (DJD XVIII;
Oxford, 1996). Ce manuscrit daté vers le milieu du 1 siécle avant J.-C. (de la
période hasmonéenne tardive) connait quelques exemples des débuts de ce tracé.

8 I.T. Milik, The Books of Enoch. Aramaic Fragments of Qumrdn Cave 4 (Oxford
1976), 246 : “A beautiful semi-cursive script, dated by Cross to the years 50-1 B.C.
In my opinion the handwriting of En® dates from the middle of the first century B.C.
rather than from the end.” J’accepte cette datation. Voir F.M. CRross, “The
Development of the Jewish Scripts,” The Bible and the Ancient Near East. Essays in
Honor of W. F. Albright ( ed. by G.E. Wright, New York, 1961), 133-202, p. 149, fig.
4.

° E. Puech, Qumran grotte 4 XXII. Textes araméens Premiére partie, 40529-549,
(DJD XXXI ; Oxford 2001), 21.

19 E. Puech, “Les fragments 1 & 3 du Livre des Géants de la grotte 6 (pap6Q8),”
RevQ 74 (1999): 232-8.
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Cette lecture correcte de la lettre qui change le sens des quelques
mots préservés, permit au réviseur de suggérer, dans une
reconstruction qui se voulait un essai, d’y retrouver une citation de Pr
11,5.6.7 et 10b. Mais cette proposition donne des lignes de fort
inégale longueur, que le réviseur expliquerait, soit par des mots €crits
dans les interlignes, soit du fait de I’écriture cursive. Il est certes
prouvé que des textes ont été corrigés de cette manicre, mais des
corrections dans les interlignes n’expliquent pas la longueur variable
des lignes qui ne sont pas copiées en stichométrie. Sans nulle preuve
dans ce cas, il est toujours risqué de proposer une telle solution, et de
conclure que ce fragment suit le TM en Pr 11,7 : “A la mort d’un
homme méchant, I’espoir périt” et non la Septante : “Quand meurt un
homme juste, I’espoir n’est pas perdu.” En effet, si tel était le cas, le
fragment appuierait la construction surprenante du TM ou ce seul
verset, contrairement a tout le passage dans cette longue séquence, ne
marque aucune opposition ou de parallélisme antithétique. Il est donc
recommandé d’y regarder de plus prés.

L’¢éditeur, M. Baillet, lisait des traces de deux lettres a la ligne 1, et
Eshel qui n’en lit qu’une, ’identifie avec raison a un gof. Les
photographies PAM 41.736 et 42.963 ne laissent gueére apercevoir
autre chose, possiblement un reste de jambage au-dessus de ’haste du
Sin, et difficilement des traces a la cassure de droite. Aussi la
restauration du réviseur sd]g[t tmym parait-elle bien difficile, sans
restes des lettres avant et aprés le gof, pour lire des traces de Pr 11,5.

La lecture [rs‘t[ a la ligne 2, est assurée, avec Eshel, ainsi que la
lecture ]t bwgd[ & la ligne 3 avec 1’éditeur suivi par Eshel. A la ligne
4, lire r]$* tw[, lecture préférable a r]s‘ t, car ’extrémité fine d’un
jambage vertical (PAM 41.736) convient a waw mais pas a ’‘alef
cursif, lettre non lue par Eshel mais signalée par Baillet. Dans ce cas,
on devrait avoir affaire a une orthographe pleine comme ailleurs dans
ce fragment. A la ligne 5, la lecture Jr$‘ym rnh est assurée avec des
traces de la téte de res (non lu par Eshel), puis rnh avec Eshel au lieu
de wih de I’éditeur. A la cassure, les traces peuvent convenir a faw ou
a bet ? (trace de la base a droite au-dessus de la hampe de lamed).
Enfin, a la ligne 6, seul le lamed est assuré ; 1’éditeur lit deux traces
sous ‘ain-yod, alors qu’Eshel propose deux traces au-dessous de ‘ain
et de res, mais cette derniére n’est qu’une tache d’ombre sur la
photographie. Le plus assuré est le départ d’un jambage sous ‘ain-
vod, he possible, et peut-€tre d’un autre sous 1’haste du sin. Soit :
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o nm oy
B Il
Est-il possible de comprendre et de mieux identifier ces restes ?

Les séquences des lignes 3 a 4 correspondent a des séquences de
Pr 11,6b-7a en scriptio plena, et celle de la ligne 5 a une séquence de
Pr 11,10b, et peut-étre encore de 1la. Est-il possible de préciser
davantage ?

A la ligne 1, le réviseur a proposé de lire sd]q[t tmym a ’aide de Pr
11,5a ou se trouve le premier gof du texte hébreu. Ce choix est
discutable, puisqu’il donne une ligne de texte trés courte, comparée
aux autres. Et en restaurant le mot de Pr 11,4b, une longueur de ligne
acceptable serait alors possible et certainement préférable. Toutefois,
sans restes suffisants correspondant aux deux lettres précédant gof et
a la suivante, il est trés difficile de lire sd]g[t ou wsd]q[h ; si la trace
lue par Baillet pourrait convenir a dalet, il n’y a rien pour le sade
attendu ni pour faw ou he ensuite. Il faut donc chercher une autre
solution. Le grec semble y répondre en partie, qui n’a pas de verset 4
dans la plupart des manuscrits et le verset 3 est différent. En effet,
I’hébreu est une reprise presque mot a mot de Pr 10,2 : ' yw'ylw "wsrwt
r$‘ wsdgh tsyl mmwt “Les trésors mal acquis ne servent de rien, mais la
justice délivre de la mort,” et Pr 11,4 : I yw’yl hwn bywm ‘brh wsdgh
tsyl mmwt “La fortune ne sert de rien au Jour de la Colére, mais la
justice délivre de la mort.” Dans ce cas, il faut trés probablement
chercher a lire des restes d’un verset précédent. Comme aucun mot au
verset 3 ne correspond aux traces préservées, on est réduit a tenter
une lecture a I’aide du verset 2. Le mot g[lwn parait acceptable, sans
trace du pied du lamed qui n’est pas attendue dans la surface
préservée. Auparavant, la trace de jambage parait bien étre celle du
jambage du ‘alef cursif avec une téte horizontale a droite, qui
explique ’absence de trace du bet ou méme du waw en scriptio plena
de wyb]’ ou de wybw]’. Lire alors, avec vraisemblance a la ligne 1, le
verset Pr 11,2 : bw’ zdwn wybw]” g[lwn w’t snwym hkmh “Est venue
I’insolence, alors vien]dra le dé[shonneur, mais avec les humbles (est)

P 1
Inpwa[ 2
Jmanl 3
Inyy[ 4

5
6
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la sagesse.” Le sens de “humbles” snw'ym est tout autant celui de
“réservés, discrets, réfléchis.”"!

A la ligne 2, la lecture wb]rs‘t{w est certainement le début de Pr
11,5b que devait précéder une partie de 5a a la fin de la ligne 1, et le
reste est a reporter au début de la ligne 2 pour une mise en colonne
acceptable : “La justice de (I’homme) parfait trace droit son chemin,
mais par sa |méchanceté[ tombe le méchant.” Lire sans doute la
scriptio plena en ypwl dans [’orthographe du manuscrit. En
conséquence, les versets Pr 11,3-4 manquent dans ce fragment (voir
ci-dessus). Ce pourrait étre dii a une série de ‘doublets’ dans les
versets 346 : v. 3 arapprocher de v. Setv. 4 dev. 6.

A la ligne 3, les restes sont certainement ceux de Pr 11,6, sdqt
ySrym tsylm wbhww]t" bwgd[ym ylkdw “La justice des (hommes) droits
les délivre, mais par les convoitise]s les traitre[s sont pris.” Le mot
wbhww]t est certainement a lire au pluriel absolu en scriptio plena, et
non au cas construit du singulier comme dans le TM. Le verbe ylkdw
a la nuance de capturer dans un filet ’homme que les convoitises ont
attiré pour sa ruine ou sa destruction (les deux sens de hwh), ce que le
grec amwlela aAloxovtal précisent a leur tour.

A la ligne 4, la lecture r]§* tw['bd est certainement celle de Pr 11,7a
en scriptio plena, mais le texte hébreu ici n’a pas la forme
antithétique habituelle dans ce passage, et il est de construction
difficile avec deux hémistiches en paralléle synonymique, sous forme
de proverbe tautologique ou truisme: “Quand meurt 1’homme
méchant, périt 1’espoir, et I’attente des impies périt,”'* alors que le
grec a conservé la structure antithétique vraisemblablement primitive
du passage : “Quand meurt I’homme juste, I’espérance ne périt pas,

""" Avec W. McKane, Proverbs. A New Approach (London, 1970), 428, et R.I.
Chfford Proverbs. A Commentary (Louisville-London-Leiden, 1999), 121.

V01r Clifford, op. cit., 121-22.

3 Eshel, cit., 545, restaure tslm wbhw]t, dans une orthographe plus défective
encore que le TM Il est probable que le mot hwt du TH est ici un pluriel en scriptio
defectiva, de préférence a un singulier de forme primitive, ainsi que le propose M.
Dahood, Proverbs and Northwest Semitic Philology (SPIB 113 ; Roma, 1963), 21.

" Au lieu de la lecture ‘wnym (“I’espérance des richesses”) du TH, des auteurs
proposent de lire ‘'wylym avec le grec, d’autant que le lamed cursif peut facilement
étre confondu avec le nun par un copiste, voir ici méme nun de la ligne 5 lu lamed
par I’éditeur. B. Gemser, Spriiche Salomos, (HAT Tiibingen, 21963), 54, juge le TM
suspect, et J. Reider, “Etymological Studies in Biblical Hebrew,” V'T 2 (1952) : 113-
20, p. 124, propose la correction ‘mwnym, peu vraisemblable ici, d’autant qu’il doit
donner a 'bd un sens connu par 1’arabe pour retrouver I’antithése. Mais le fragment
semble connaitre une autre structure.
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mais I’orgueil des impies périt.”"* La Vorlage du grec devrait avoir la
préférence de I’ancienneté que semble supposer la restauration du
verset dans ces lignes, et on ne peut pas supprimer le mot rs* en
invoquant la longueur de I’hémistiche.'® Il apparait clairement
maintenant qu’on ne peut plus écrire que le grec n’a aucun support
ancien, et qu’il semble étre une interprétation du traducteur grec, sous
I’influence de la croyance tardive a 1’immortalité,'”” mais voir déja
une idée comparable en Pr 10,28 ; 11,4 et 14,32. Pour la longueur des
lignes, on restaurerait ainsi'® : bmwt sdyq I” 'bdh tqwh wtwhlt r]$* tw['bd,
avec le support du grec “Quand meurt le juste, ne périt pas
I’espérance, mais ’espoir de 1’im]pie pé[rit.”

A la ligne 5, la lecture Jrs‘ym rnh b[ qui semble s’imposer, est celle
de Pr 11,10-11, ne laissant pas d’espace pour Pr 11,8-9, comme si,
aprés deux séquences commengant par sade (Pr 11,5-6), le copiste
était passé, par saut visuel, a des séquences débutant par bet (Pr
11,7.10.11.12)."” Restaurer ainsi ces lignes : btwb sdyqym tlws gryh
wb’bwd Jrs'ym rnh b[brkt... “Quand sont heureux les justes, la ville se
réjouit, mais quand périssent ]les méchants, c’est une explosion de
joie.” La suite, lue au mieux b[, semble étre le début du verset Pr
11,11 : b[brkt. Mais il n’y a pas d’espace séparant les maximes ou les

15 Voir D.-M. d’Hamonville, Les Proverbes, Traduction du texte grec de la
Septante, Introduction et notes (La Bible d’Alexandrie ; Paris, 2000), 224s. A.
Barucq, Le livre des Proverbes (Sources bibliques ; Paris, 1964), 108, hésite a dire si
la lecture grecque de 7a est une variante intentionnelle, ou due a une distraction
(confusion de »s5‘ lu ys7), ou a un texte fautif: soit une faute de lecture, ou la
recherche de la legon édifiante. O. Ploger, Spriiche Salomos (Proverbia) (BKAT ;
Neukirche, 1984), 133 et 136, n’estime possible la structure du grec que suite a un
trop important bouleversement textuel et, en conséquence, il ne la retient pas,
préférant une progression dans 1’énoncé qu’une antithése comme texte original, de
méme Clifford, op. cit., p. 119-20 et 122 : “When a person dies, hope is destroyed;
expectation pinned on wealth is destroyed.”

Voir par exemple Ploger, op. cit., 133, qui cite Barucq (mais ce n’est pas
exactement 1’opinion de ce dernier), ou encore supprimer ‘dm (Gemser, Ringgren).
Ce dernier mot peut étre superflu.

7 Voir par exemple C.H. Toy, A critical and exegetical commentary on The
Book of Proverbs (ICC, Edinburgh, 1899), 223 : “This form, which is not supported
by any other ancient authority, looks like an interpretation of the Greek scribe, under
the influence of the later belief in immortality.” Malgré toutes ces difficultés, les
auteurs préférent garder la construction du TH, voir McKane, op. cit., 440.

'8 [ ordre des mots peut étre discutable, il a été préféré ici pour une meilleure
mise en colonne du texte et la marge droite, tout en gardant le sens de I’antithese.
Comparer encore Pr 23,18.

9 La Septante a omis les hémistiches 11,10b-11a, que peut expliquer une
haplographie par homéoarcton : wb...wb.... Les versets 8-9 reprennent d’autres
sentences dans ce méme passage : v. 9 paralléle a v. 12, et v. 8 paralléle aux vv. 6-7.
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hémistiches dans cette copie, comparée a celles de 4Q102 et a des
passages de 4Q103.

Toute restauration de la suite ne peut étre qu’exempli gratia. 11
serait possible de retrouver des restes des premiers hémistiches des
versets 11 et 12, mais en construction antithétique, sans qu’il y ait une
correspondance totale de sujet : b[brkt ySrym trwm grt wbz Ir]'h[w hsr
JI[b “Par [la bénédiction des (hommes) droits s’éléve une ville, mais
qui méprise ]s[on prochai]n[ est un Jin[sensé.” Le grec passe de 10a a
11, alors que le fragment semble passer, par haplographie (?), de
10b a 1la, puis a 12a. Toutefois, il est toujours possible que
I’hémistiche 11b ait pu étre ajouté dans la marge pour garder
I’antithése originelle.

Cette maniere de comprendre le passage donne une largeur de la
colonne d’environ 9,5 a 10 cm, largeur assez habituelle pour les
colonnes des manuscrits & Qumran d’une part et, d’autre part, chaque
ligne est, dans ce cas, paléographiquement correctement comblée. Il
n’y a pas d’omission de Pr 11,10a, ni de groupement particulier
autour de la mort du méchant.'

Proposition de lecture de 6Q30, texte non disposé en stichométrie
dans ce fragment, contrairement a 4Q102 et a des passages de 4Q103

DN NPT ARaN DPYRR R POTR KR(1aM T KA’
0w npTe’ pw 1o 1 nywA[31 1977 Wwn

ATAR RY 7R mna’ 11ab o] na n[nnar oben
Poyn oprTe 02"’ Tar[in yw[a ndmm mpn
o™’ nana]at™ amn oywn [ Tara amp

][ Mon Ay ' nop on

AU AW —

Traduction de Pr 11,2.5-7.10-11a.12a, en stichométrie, avec
numeérotation des versets ou hémistiches :

1) *Vienne I’insolence, vien]dra le dé[shonneur,

Mais avec les humbles (est) la sagesse.

’La justice de (I’homme) parfait 2) trace droit son chemin,
Mais par sa méchanceté[ tombe le méchant.

SLa justice des (hommes) droits 3) les délivre,

Mais par les convoitise]s les traitre[s sont pris.

"Quand meurt le juste, ne périt pas 4) I’espérance,

Mais I’espoir de I’im]pie pé[rit.

2 A Pexception de Théodotion et de certains manuscrits.
2l Comme le suggére Eshel dans son essai de lecture, cit., 545s.
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"?Quand sont heureux les justes, se réjouit 5) la ville,

Mais quand périssent ]les méchants, (c’est) une explosion de joie.
"2par [la bénédiction des (hommes) droits 6) s’¢léve une ville,
"22Mais qui méprise Js[on prochai]n[ est un Jin[sensé (?).

En fin de compte, il est difficile de dire si on a affaire a une
anthologie de versets sur le théme du sort des méchants opposé a
celui des justes, ou a des restes d’une copie de ce passage du Livre
des Proverbes, des versets ayant ’appui de la Septante, mais copie
avec des omissions qui pouvaient, le cas échéant, étre corrigées en
partie dans les interlignes et en partie dans la marge de gauche,
comme il arrive parfois.

Les restes de ces lignes ont leur importance pour l’idée que
l’auteur de ces maximes se faisait des récompenses et des
rétributions, idée particuliecrement exprimée ici dans le verset 7
(lignes 3-4), a la mort de I’homme juste ou méchant ou est
définitivement fixé leur sort éternel. La justice du juste lui permet
d’espérer en une vie qui ne finit pas, alors qu’il n’y a plus d’espoir
pour le méchant dont le sort est scellé pour toujours. Les
conséquences de la conduite humaine rejoignent celles de la doctrine
des deux voies du Deutéronome (Dt 30,15), un choix de vie ou de
mort. La conception de la vie future dans ce fragment de Pr 11, 2-12
en hébreu, différent du TM, rejoint d’autres passages du recueil
salomonien qui vont dans ce sens, dans le texte hébreu primitif eux
aussi : Pr 12,28 ; 14,32 et 15,24.7

Quoi qu’il en soit, ce fragment de la grotte 6, une fois mieux lu et
restauré, ou les antithéses sont respectées, doit étre identifié a
pap6QProverbes, comme il a été déja proposé par Eshel. Dans ce cas,
il est le seul témoignage d’une autre copie, sur papyrus, du livre des
Proverbes venant s’ajouter aux deux copies identifiées par les
éditeurs, 4Q102 et 4Q103.7

22 Voir E. Puech, La croyance des Esséniens en la vie future : immortalité,
résurrection, vie éternelle ? Histoire d’'une croyance dans le judaisme ancien. 1 — La
résurrection des morts et le contexte scripturaire (EB NS 2;1 ; Paris 1993), 59-65.

23 p.W. Skehan and E. Ulrich, “Proverbs, Qumran Cave 4 XI. Psalms to
Chronicles (DJD XVI; Oxford, 2000), 181-186. Dans “ Qumran e il libro dei
Proverbi,” G. Bellia — A. Passaro (ed.), Libro dei Proverbi. Tradizione, redazione,
teologia (Casale Monferrato, 1999), 169-89, p. 170-74, j’ai donné des corrections de
lecture de ces deux manuscrits de la grotte 4. Ailleurs, j’ai proposé d’identifier un
autre fragment a 4Q103a, voir E. Puech, “Identification de nouveaux manuscrits
bibliques : Deutéronome et Proverbes dans les débris de la grotte 4,” RevQ 77
(2001) : 121-27, p. 121-23. Mais E. Tigchelaar, “Minuscula qumranica,” RevQ 84
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2. Le livre de Job

Ont été retrouvés des fragments hébreux identifiés au livre de Job
dans les grottes 2 (2Q15), 4 (4Q99 et 4Q100, et 4Q101 en paléo-
hébreu) et 11, et d’autres identifiés a une traduction araméenne
(4Q157 et 11Q10). Certaines remarques de lectures paraissent

s’imposer concernant les textes hébreu et araméen.

40Job" — 4099

Ce manuscrit, daté de la premiére moitié du 1° siécle avant J.-C.,
n’est pas sans intérét.

Au fragment 4 ligne 1, les éditeurs ont lu des restes de Jb 33,24a :
wy'Imr[, et & la ligne 2, des restes de deux lettres qu’ils estiment
correspondre a reS-waw de b$rw** Ils notent 1’absence de
correspondance au texte hébreu, ce que montre leur reconstruction
des lignes. En fait, au lieu de ces deux lectures, les restes offrent une
correspondance parfaite avec le texte hébreu de Jb 33,24-25, mais en
lisant ainsi, avec une correction-addition supra-linéaire du premier
mot de Jb 33,25, sans doute oublié. Comme la distance de I’interligne
de cette addition est égale a celle des autres interlignes du fragment,
on devrait avoir affaire a la premiere ligne de la colonne, avec la
correction sans limitation d’espace dans la marge supérieure, Jb
33,24-26:

(2004) : 643-48, p. 647, note avec raison que cette proposition reste insuffisamment
prouvée. Si la lecture du fragment PAM 43.563 (en haut a gauche) que les éditeurs
(voir p. 183) n’ont pas retenu, méme s’il aurait pu étre identifié¢ a Pr 9,16, ne pouvait
assurer cette proposition d’identification, comme je le signalais (p. 121), la
proposition de Tigchelaar d’une identification a Esd 8,27-28 n’est pas davantage
recevable. Les restes n’autorisent pas la lecture de la suite : un agrandissement du
fragment avec les méthodes actuelles demandent de lire au mieux ]lb I'mr hs[
(difficilement hg[ ou hlw[), ce qui ne correspond & aucune attestation biblique, a
moins d’une variante importante. Et la tache au-dessous du lamed s’avére n’étre
qu’une tache d’ombre, non de I’encre. En conséquence, je ne retiens plus ma
proposition. En revanche, I’identification de 4Q103 15 a Pr 10,30-32 que je proposais
(p. 122), en écriture continue comme dans d’autres cas de ce manuscrit, est, elle,
assurée, au lieu de Pr 7,9-11 (?) des éditeurs. Comme ce fragment se situe avant le
texte du fragment 1, il aurait da recevoir cette numérotation.

2 E. Ulrich and S. Metso, “Job,” Qumran Cave 4 XI, Psalms to Chronicles (DJD
XVI; Oxford, 2000), 171-80, p. 173-74.
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marge supérieure
v[ava®]  la

[rathy 'nh 2w Javan waaa[a] 1
[mp1na ma 89717 5K Ox [np?*] 2

Cette mise en colonne du texte donne un alignement correct a la
marge de droite, et montre qu’il n’y a pas, dans ce cas, de disposition
stichométrique. La seule variante du passage réside dans la forme du
théonyme 'l en 33,26, voir aussi 5,8 ; 8,5 ; 13,3 ; 34,23.31 ; 38,41.

Au fragment 15, ligne 3 = Jb 36,22, lire m[‘ny h]nh I, sans traces
de lamed mais celles des deux extrémités du ‘alef” avec une variante
orthographique.

Au fragment 16 ii, des difficultés de lecture demandent des
explications. Sur PAM 41.294 et 41.786, il y a de fines traces d’encre
pour le bas de la hampe de pe final la ou on I’attend dans
I’alignement a la marge de la ligne 8 avec les lignes 10-11, voir p,
ligne 10, sans qu’on doive invoquer un blanc en début de ligne.*
Dans ce cas, il faut sans doute lire le début du verset Jb 36,29, et non
une variante unique du verset 32. Cette lecture du verset est rendue
par le grec (B) lisant: xal éav ouvjj amextacels vedéryng iooTyTa
axnvijs adTol. Mais le syriaque lit wmnw comprenant ‘'m comme my,
et 11QTglob (= 11Q10) XXVIII 6 a traduit ainsi : hn blanc mn prs
[nny ‘trgw]sth mn tll, comme s’il avait hésité dans la lecture et la
traduction du texte hébreu.”’ Et le targum de Job lit : [hwd *yn ‘ytbyyn
pryst’ d'yb’ dnpt ‘nnyh tllyh.*®

% Avec I’aide d’autres moyens de lecture, je dois corriger mes lectures en “ Le
livre de Job a Qumran,” G. Bellia — A. Passaro (eds.), I Libro di Giobbe.
Tradizione, redazione, teologia (Studia biblica, Citta Nova, 2010) sous presse, ou je
pro&osais de lire hn ][ y]s[gyb en suivant le TH.

Voir Ulrich and Metso, op. cit., 177. 1l est clair que 'm ne correspond pas a
kpym parmi les variantes relevées.

" Voir F. Garcia Martinez, E. Tigchelaar and A. Van der Woude, Qumran Cave
11 11 1102-18, 11Q20-31, (DJD XXIII; Oxford, 1998), 143, avec quelques
variantes de lecture pour la longueur des lignes et des restaurations.

L. Diez Merino, Targum de Job. Edicion Principe del Ms. Villa-Amil n. 5 de
Alfonso de Zamora (Bibliotheca Hispana Biblica, 8 ; Madrid, CSIC, 1984), 158 et
223 : verumtamen si intelliget extensionem nubis que elevatur quasi umbraculum
suum. Traduction anglaise de C. Mangan, “The Targum of Job,” The Aramaic Bible.
The Targums, Vol. 15 (Collegeville, 1991), 80 : “Can one perceive the extent of the
cloud, which binds up his clouds, his pavilions?.”
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A 1a ligne 9 = Jb 36,33, la lecture ygyd ‘[[yw Jr‘yw s’impose avec
de bons restes de ‘ain et de lamed sur PAM 41.294 et 41.786.”° Le
verset porterait une variante avec le pluriel r'yw “ses pasteurs,”
comme si le copiste avait lu le pluriel dans une scriptio defectiva du
TH, comme c’est parfois le cas dans les graphies de Qumran. Il
semble qu’on doive lire » comme le verbe dénominatif “renifler,
flairer,” sans avoir affaire appel a une faute pour §p°°. Ces lectures
ont une certaine importance, puisqu’elles attestent 1’absence des
versets 30 a 32 dans cette copie, a moins que le verset 31 ait été
présent aprés le verset 28 comme il serait logique dans le texte®'.

A la ligne 10 = Jb 37,1, la lecture /by est assurée en écartant et
redressant le fragment pour une ligne horizontale au lieu de /- des
éditeurs. A la cassure, la lecture ytr[ des éditeurs est douteuse. Il
semble qu’on doive lire ytrg[z, voir le gimel de $gy’ au fragment 15,
ligne 16, Jb 37,1.%% Cette lecture rendrait parfaitement le sens de la
phrase, comme synonyme du verbe ytr, de trr, voir fardru akkadien
“trembler,” dit des mouvements spasmodiques du cceur.” Cette
variante de Jb 37,1b, sans la coordination, s’ajoute a la négation [’ de
37,1a.

A la ligne 11 = Jb 37,2, il est possible de lire la correction supra-
linéaire comme bh, pour w<bh>gh[, une trace du jambage de /e parait
devoir étre percue a D'extrémité de la base du ber. 1l n’y a pas a
invoquer un amuissement de la gutturale se. Le texte construit ce mot
avec la préposition comme en 2a, mais ici le verbe est au singulier,
non au pluriel du TH.

Lire ainsi ce début du fragment 16 ii = 36,29,33 ; 37,1-2 :

[1no0 mrwn 2p "whon 2 Jor g 8
[A9whY q]x napn vea[ v]oy T 9
[1mpnan 1]aan 125 Tan 8Y R ar¥”! 10
[RY 100 [A3<na>119p nna pow ynw?® 11

» On ne comprend pas la note des éditeurs, op. cit., 177, qui n’ont pas di
regarder les photographies antérieures et en sont restés a PAM 43. 096 !

% Voir P. Dhorme, Le livre de Job (Etudes Bibliques ; Paris, 1926), 508-9.

3! Dhorme, op. cit., 506, note bien, dans son commentaire, que les versets 29-33
sont marqueés dune asterlsque dans plu51eurs manuscrits grecs et quelques autres. Les
edlteurs ne signalent pas cette importante variante.

2 Malgré les remarques des éditeurs, op. cit, 177, ‘note.” Il y a un espace
sufﬁsant pour lby, et I’ ou [h ne conviennent pas aux traces.
3 Avec Dhorme, op. cit., 510.
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40Job" = 40100

Dans cette autre copie de Job, datée vers le milieu ou la deuxiéme
moitié du 1% siécle avant J.-C., une autre variante intéressante n’a pas
été relevée par les éditeurs.®® Sans doute la surface du fragment 1 est-
elle mal conservée, mais il semble possible de proposer une lecture de
la ligne 3 dont la distance a la marge droite est connue : trace de téte
de lettre, yod probable ainsi que la partie du nun final ; aprés un
espace, lire ‘alef, bet, nun, yod et la partie gauche de mem final, puis
vod et trace de lettre. La distance a la marge demande de restaurer un
waw pour l’alignement sur les deux autres lignes. Cette lecture
s’accorde parfaitement avec le texte hébreu connu du traducteur
grec de Jb 8,17b : év 0¢ péow yaixwv {joetal. Il est donc probable
que le mot a la cassure corresponde au substrat hébreu de {oetal, soit
yhlyh, au lieu de la lecture yh[zh comme dans le TH, a la
ressemblance graphique évidente.”” A la ligne 1, le gof du dernier mot
de Jb 8,15 est bien lisible. Lire donc ainsi ce fragment, qui ajoute une
variante importante du manuscrit de Job en hébreu :

[waw 185 xin v mlp[* Ik pr 1

12207 AW 93 5y xen hnpr N vy 2
|

[mpnn 1pha on'® Ml omar pap] 3

Ces quelques remarques ne sont pas sans intérét pour I’histoire du
texte hébreu du livre de Job,*° et pour compléter la liste des variantes
du grec avec des appuis dans la Vorlage, un texte hébreu connu des
scribes qumraniens.

3* Voir DID XVI, op. cit., 179.

3 Le targum classique suit le TH en Jb 8,17b : by bny’ y'yyn, voir Diez Merino,
op. cit., 133 et 179. Pour la difficulté du passage, voir Dhorme, op. cit., 110.

3% En recherchant des fragments araméens non repérés en vue de I’édition de DJD
XXXVII, j’avais noté sur un papier un fragment devant étre identifié a Jb 15,(16)17-
18, mais n’ayant pas noté sur le champ le numéro de la photographie du PAM, je
donne la transcription que j’en avais faite en attendant que la reproduction du
fragment soit a nouveau repérée. Le waw de la ligne 2 serait d’un type
paléohébraique:

] 0000 [ 1
AJwr mgoR 1M MY 2
o]marn 1N 3
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11Q0TgJob

Dans une autre note, j’ai étudié des passages de ce targum qui
seraient en faveur d’une traduction essénienne.’’ Il est maintenant
généralement accepté par les spécialistes que I’araméen de ce targum
se situe entre celui de Daniel et celui de 1QApGn, a dater sans doute
dans la deuxiéme moitié du II° siécle avant J.-C.*® Dans ce cas, il
pourrait étre plus ou moins contemporain de la traduction grecque du
livre. Bien que dans des situations et des contextes trés différents, il
n’est plus alors surprenant que certains passages appuient une lecture
du texte hébreu comparable & celle du traducteur grec,” et différente
du TM, laissant apparaitre par la une histoire plus complexe de la
transmission du texte. Sans reprendre la liste déja établie par les
devanciers qui vont dans ce sens, ces notes voudraient réexaminer
certains passages relatifs a ce sujet et quelques autres ou des lectures
demandent révision.
Ainsi en Jb 35,10 (= 11QTgJb XXVI 4-6) :

RAOR[ RIN IR PR 89 4
xinarh winwnS qoinld RO P M ATAY T 5
RH1 6

« 19Et [ils] ne disent pas : [Ou est ]Dieu qui nous a faits, et qui nous a
répartis pour [monter la garde et prendre solin de notre plantation
pendant les nuits .

La finale de Jb 35,10b y rend le sens retenu par le traducteur grec : 0
xatataocowy duiaxas vuxtepvag, traduisant le TH “qui assigne des
gardes pendant la nuit,” sens que peut recevoir zmrwt en ugaritique et

37 Voir Puech, “Le Livre de Job 4 Qumrén,” cit. Mais n’ayant pas eu accés a la
these de E.W. Tuinstraa, Hermeneutische aspecten van de Targum van Job uit grot
XI van Qumran, soutenue a Groningen en 1970, j’avais utilisé le bon résumé
accessible a tous et les remarques complémentaires qu’en a donnés A. Caquot, “Un
écrit sectaire de Qoumran: le “Targoum de Job,”” RHR 185 (1974): 9-27.
L’importance de ce rouleau ne se réduit pas a 1’état de la langue araméenne, mais elle
vient aussi de son herméneutique.

38 L’argumentation de S.A. Kaufman, “The Job Targum from Qumran,” JAOS 93
(1973) : 317-27, p. 325-27, proposant de dater IQApGn dans le 1* siécle de notre ére
et 11QTgJb dans le 17 siécle avant J.-C. ne convainc pas totalement. Aux remarques
des auteurs consultés, on devrait ajouter 1’usage de la forme de hwh avec lamed a
I’imparfait pe ‘al, qui suppose une date aprées le milieu du II° siécle avant J.-C., et la
traduction systématique du tétragramme en 'Th’.

3 On sait que le texte grec de Job est plus court que le texte hébreu : Vorlage
différente ?
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en hébreu,” alors que le TM comprend “qui inspire des cantiques
pendant la nuit.” Cette addition semble é&tre une des touches
esséniennes du traducteur, groupe qui connait le service liturgique
nocturne de la pratique essénienne, voir par exemple 1QS VI 6-8,
1QH* XX 7-10,*' mais service inconnu des autres courants du
judaisme. L’essénien assure sur terre le service correspondant a celui
des Veilleurs dans le temple céleste, d’autant que I’image de “la
Plantation™ est caractéristique chez eux comme désignation de la
Communauté. Cette conclusion parait renforcée par I’absence des
“sceurs” de Job au banquet final. En effet, 11QTglb 42,11 ne
mentionne que I’ensemble de ses amis, ses fréres et ses
connaissances, autrement dit, seuls ses freres et ses familiers ou “ses
confréres,” mais “les sceurs et toutes les vieilles connaissances” du
TH ne font plus partie du banquet. Cela semble bien reprendre la
composition de 1I’assemblée d’un banquet essénien !

I1 est intéressant de noter un autre paralléle entre 11QTgJb frgs 15
ii—161i=1Jb31,11 ... dn" rgzwhw ht]... et le grec Bupds yap dpyiic
axataoyeTos TO plvar avopds yuvaixa “car ¢’est un désir de violence
irrépressible, un homme souillant une femme,” les deux traditions
mettant I’accent sur 1’aspect de violence que ne contient pas le TH.

Mais en Jb 30,3, alors que le verset est absent du grec (astérisque)
et du syriaque, 11QTglb XV 7-8 traduit ou comprend un texte
quelque peu différent, ou comme si le TH avait subi une haplographie
de yrg ou ‘gr. 1l semble lire ainsi :

Ja/n p i pya [ tona 7

40 Sans avoir a changer le texte hébreu en Smrwt, a la suite de J. Gray, “The
Massoretic Text of the Book of Job, the Targum and the Septuagint Version in the
Light of the Qumran Targum (11QtargJob),” ZAW 86 (1974) : 331-50, p. 345-46, et
déja d’autres avant lui, par exemple Dhorme, op. cit., 487. Les éditeurs, DJD XXIII,
op. cit., 137-39, ne mentionnent pas la remarque de P. Grelot, “ recensions, ” RevQ 8
(1972) : 105-114, p. 112, mais a corriger en ajoutant un deuxiéme verbe pour
I’espace et les traces, Sin au lieu de gof ou taw des éditeurs, DID XXIIL, op. cit. 138,
ou res de I’édition princeps (voir note 41).

*1 Leditio princeps, JP.M. Van der Ploeg, et A.S. Van der Woude avec la
collaboration de B. Jongeling, Le Targum de Job de la grotte XI de Qumran,
(Leiden, 1971), 7 et 63, ne la retient pas dans ce sens, méme si les auteurs sont préts a
y reconnaitre le texte du targum de Job emmuré sous les ordres des Gamaliel (p. 8),
alors que je ’attribuai volontiers au traducteur essénien, voir Puech, “Le Livre de Job
a Qumran,” cit.
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nwRa 8

“*Par suite de disette et de fa]mine, ils mordillent la verdure
deldans|... ... et] mauvais™*.

De méme, il est curieux de noter I’absence de Jb 21,23 en 11QTglb
frg. 5, ligne 4, et dans le grec, comme si ’auteur de la Vorlage du
passage sous-jacent voulait éviter de se prononcer, en laissant la
justice divine intervenir dans un jugement posthume, Dieu ne
punissant pas le méchant dans sa descendance (Jb 21,21), mais bien le
méchant en personne. A un point de vue purement anthropocentrique
et sapiential, ’auteur a substitué¢ un point de vue théologique, ayant
dépassé une rétribution collective qui ne concernerait point le
coupable lui-méme. Comme il est difficile d’invoquer une addition du
TH a une Vorlage différente, la Vorlage de 11QTglb et du grec n’a
pas ‘gardé’ le verset 21,23 qui évoque la mort paisible du méchant.*
La présence du verset Jb 28,28 en grec et en 11QTgJb XIII 9-10
montre que “l’addition, ou glose” selon les commentateurs, est
ancienne (méme Vorlage ?), mais a la ligne 10, lire sirement wmst’|
mn b’y$" hy” ‘rymw “et se détourner [du mal, c’est I’intelligence.”** De
méme, le grec et 11QTgIb XXX 4-5 = Jb 38,7 ont traduit kl bny 'Thym
respectivement par navteg &yyeAoi pov et kl ml’ky ’Ih’, démythisant
ainsi le texte, en évitant de personnifier les astres dans une conception
par trop animiste. Tout comme le grec en Jb 38,3, 11QTgJb traduit
whwdy ‘ny “et instruis-moi” par un verbe marquant, non 1’instruction,
mais la réponse o0 8¢ por dmokpiOnti — whtybny {n hw}* ptgm,
évitant ainsi de reconnaitre a Job une connaissance supérieure a celle
de Dieu. Car Dieu seul sait de science certaine, Jb 37,16b : rw hw’ yd*
md{’, le verset Jb 37,17a étant intercalé entre 12a et 12b, mais 17b est
absent en 11QTglb, alors que dans ce passage le grec traduit mot a
mot le TH. Pour un essénien, Dieu est “le Dieu des connaissances” (I
hd‘wt, voir 1QS IIT 15, 1QH" IX 28, XX 13, XXI 32, XXII 34, XXV

2 La lettre & la cassure ne peut étre lue dalet avec les éditeurs, DJD XXIII, op.
cit., 116-7, pour retrouver le mot dhst “steppe” de XXXII 5. Le tracé correspond a
celui de mem ou méme de bet. L’alignement sur les lignes 4 a 6 est en faveur de la
lecture des deux substantifs coordonnés 4 la ligne 7, bhsr wbk]pn, comme dans le TH,
mais le début du verset est difficile en hébreu, voir Dhorme, op. cit., 393.

* Noter qu’en Jb 21,20 (= 11QTglb V 1) le Targum lit le suffixe d’un nom
pluriel, avec le grec et le syriaque et avec le geré du TH).

*Sans le yod des éditeurs, DID XXIII, op. cit., 112.

4 Telle semble étre la lecture des lettres effacées.
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32-33,4Q299 35 1 et 73 3, 4Q417 11 8, 4Q418 43-45i 6 et 55 5,
4Q427 811 16, 4Q504 4 4, 4Q506 131-1329).

11QTglb I 6 = Jb 19,17 n’est, cette fois encore, en rien en accord
avec le grec lisant xal ixétevov Vv yuvaixa pou “j’ai supplié ma
femme.” En effet, rwh hmkt I'ntty[ ne signifie pas “J’ai humilié (mon)
esprit devant ma femme,”*® mais “un esprit a humili¢ ma femme[. ”
Le verbe doit étre analysé a la 3° personne du féminin singulier, au
lieu de la premiére, avec rwh comme sujet, mot le plus souvent
féminin en sémitique, et tout spécialement quand il désigne “un esprit
mauvais, ” comme ce doit étre le cas dans ce passage. Cette maniére
de comprendre la phrase ne saurait surprendre, puisque la femme de
Job s’est déja disqualifiée, en ayant suggéré a Job de renoncer a son
intégrité, Jb 2,9-10. La méme idée est reprise dans le Testament de
Job 23,1-27,6, ou Satan humilie la femme de Job qui n’ose plus aller
au marché. Job lui-méme subit I’influence de cet esprit mauvais, voir
Jb 2,7 et 30,14, traduit en 11QTgJb mais a lire ainsi : btqp Shny ytwn
[(w)thwt rwh(h) 1b’ysh 'tkppt,” “Dans la force de mon ulcére ils
viennent, [(ef) sous un esprit [mauvais je me suis abaissé.” 11QTglb
I 3 =Jb 19,13-14 semble lire au mieux, a la cassure, bsdg[h “par
charité,” tout en réorganisant ces deux versets en un seul, et il lit
correctement le verbe hrhqw au pluriel avec le grec et le syriaque
(haplographie du waw dans le TH). Et a la ligne 4 = Jb 19,15, lire
Inkr[y] t[, comme début du verbe a une conjugaison féminine.

4 Ainsi que le comprennent les auteurs, voir e.g. Gray, cit., 344, “thereby
agreeing generally with LXX...Here both versions evidently read garah for MT
zarah, ...the translators have had a different Vorlage from MT...or...In any case the
agreement between the Greek and Aramaic versions is striking.” Analyse acceptée
par les éditeurs en DID XXIII, op. cit., 92-93, E.J. Wilson, “11Qtglob and the
Peshitta Job,” The Dead Sea Scrolls Fifty Years After Their Discovery. Proceedings
of the Jerusalem Congress, July 20-25, 1997 (ed. by L.H. Schiffman, E. Tov, and
J.C. VanderKam; Jerusalem, 2000), 411-17, p. 414 n. 11. Pour une telle lecture, outre
I’absence du suffixe a rwhy, on attendrait la préposition gdm devant nnty a la place
du lamed (accusatif !), voir aussi en ce sens Caquot, cit., 24.

4 Passage non restauré¢ dans 1’édition, DJD XXIII, op. cit., 117-19. Pour
I’espace, lire soit la forme rwhh, soit insérer un waw au début, mais absent du TH. Le
début du verset ne doit pas étre lu wkIn avec les éditeurs, DJD XXIII, op. cit., 117s,
sans appui textuel, mais plus vraisemblablement mnhw]n a la fin du verset 13, avec
Grelot, ““ recensions,” cit., 110.



GLANURES EPIGRAPHIQUES 293

En Jb 21,2b, 11QTglb IV 1 parait, en partie du moins, en accord
avec le grec fva i) 3 pot map’ Vv alty N mapdxdnais, en lisant m]’
ly lhwt tnhw[mykwn*® “qu]e seraient pour moi [vos] conso[lations ?.”

En Jb 30,16, 11QTgJb XVI 5-7 connait un stique supplémentaire,
sans autre appui ou paralléle, a lire sans doute ainsi :

TwRNN YY PN [ 5
WAPRT RIAWN M unTnR wai] 6
“Et maintenant sur moi s’épanche [mon ame, des jlours de détresse
[m’ont saisi], m’enserrent [des ... .”*

Mais en Jb 30,17, 11QTglb XVI 7-8 parait s’accorder avec la
Vorlage du grec en lisant le verbe nqd com]pris comme “briler,”
ygdwn et auyxéyutal - guyxéxavtal supposant la confusion fréquente
des dalet-res. En Jb 30,17-20 = 11QTglJb XVI 8-10, les restaurations
de I’édition sont d’inégales longueurs pour les distances a la marge :
si on accepte, comme il appert, [I” ySkbwn bsgy’ ] a la ligne 8, on doit
alors lire ainsi les lignes 9-10 :

Llpmn ) 7
[w]iad prne on[ xwea™ paow 8Y] 8
[R170]5 nnnR'™ ams[10" mn2 7 kNBI] 9
myn 8 R[] OV pyr™ 9apa mInR1] 10

«“...et mes veines 8)[n’ont pas de repos. "Avec grande] force ils
saisissent [mon] véteme[nt, 9)comme le col de ma tunique,] ils
m’[ento]urent. "Ils m’ont fait descendre dans [la boue, 10) et je

* Lecture en partie suggérée dans editio princeps, op. cit., p. 18, signalée mais
non retenue par les éditeurs en DJID XXIII, op. cit., 95-96. La distance a la marge
pourrait ne porter que m]’ (voir I’alignement sur mnd’y ligne 2), avec un espace
insuffisant pour Im]” supposé par la formulation du grec, & moins d’une correction, et
dans ce cas le Targum offrirait une variante du grec. A la cassure, les restes
s’accommodent au mieux & la lecture tnhw[mykwn, sans avoir a faire appel a la
proposition de Kaufman, cit., 319a: I thw]’ ly lhwt’ mnkwn qui est exclue par la
distance a la marge, ou a celle de K. Beyer, Die aramdischen Texte vom Toten Meer
(Gottingen, 1984), 285 : n]’ly lhytyh [, nun est insuffisant pour I’espace et la finale est
difficilement acceptable. L’araméen semble suivre le TH wthy z't, m’ compris comme
neutre, donc féminin.

4" A-t-on affaire & un dédoublement ou synonyme du deuxiéme stique ? Grelot,
“recensions, ” cit. 109-10, suppose avec raison que le sujet ou le complément de ce
stique supplémentaire a disparu (espace pour deux mots, e.g. soit ...y... “ des — de -
, soit k/ —y “tous mes — 7). Mais D’explication de D. Shepherd, Targum and
Translation. A Reconsideration of the Qumran Aramaic Version of Job (Studia
semitica neerlandica 45 ; Assen, 2004), 150-51, qui y voit le verbe en fin de stique,
est inacceptable, en ignorant la disposition du verset dans ce manuscrit. On peut
difficilement imaginer deux blancs a deux lignes d’intervalle, ou les passer sous
silence sans les signaler tout au moins, la note 96 est insuffisante et n’explique pas la
lecture de la ligne 6.
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\ P 20 . . N
ressemble a de la poussiere. ~Je crie vlers Toi, et T[oi, tu ne me
, 50
réponds pas.”

Mais le Targum seul a mis les verbes au pluriel suggérant que Job
doit ses maux a ses ennemis, non a Dieu.

En Jb 30,27b, on ne peut accepter les lectures ‘m[l’ ou ‘w[lbn
proposées par les éditeurs’'. On doit lire ywmy ‘n[ et compléter sans
doute ‘n[ywt’, “des jours de misé[re,” comme dans le targum
classique en 30,16 et 27.

De Jb 31,9, 11QTgJb XVIII 1-2 n’a conservé que quelques traces,
a lire sans doute ainsi :

’

Ro[¥ 11 1
nA[RLR (P)™Man 7 ]yIn Sy ’NJaRa A5 2

“%Si Jmon cceur [a é]pi¢ une fem[me, et qu’a la porte de mon
prochain] je[ me suis cach]é,[....”

La lecture s]p’ est claire au lieu de p]ty’ des éditions.”* Dans la suite, le
Targum a un texte un peu plus court, omettant seul 10b.

Les restes manuscrits en Jb 31,29 ne permettent pas de se faire une
idée du contenu des deux stiques supplémentaires en araméen,
probablement plus proche du grec.

En Jb 32,2, 11QTglb traduit le TH en transcrivant mn] zr* rwm’h.
Le grec explicite la provenance du clan : éx Tijg quyyevelas Pap Tijs
AdciTidog ywpas. Mais la transcription du Targum fait difficulté : faut-
il comprendre une localité de la région, Rmah, un clan,” ou y voir
une mention de Rome ?** Une telle référence a Rome dans la
deuxiéme moitié du II° siécle avant J.-C. parait plut6t surprenante. En

50 Comparer Grelot, “ recensions, ” cit. 109, et DJD XXIIL, op. cit., 117.

S DJD XXIII, op. cit., 120-21, lectures acceptées par Shepherd, op. cit., 150-51.
La téte caractéristique du nun médian ne convient nullement a mem ni a waw dans
cette main, voir PAM 44.114.

52 La longue base de la lettre au coude arrondi et le petit trait & gauche ne peuvent
correspondre a taw et yod (sans téte), mais a pe médian, et le verbe se construit avec
b-, malgré les éditeurs, DJD XXIII, op. cit., 121-22, et pour la fin de la ligne 2, suivre
Ieditio princeps, op. cit., 46.

3 On connait le mot ou anthroponyme rwm’ écrit deux fois sur une jarre de la
grotte 7 : 7Q6, voir R. de Vaux, “Archéologie,” M. Baillet, J.T. Milik, et R. de Vaux,
Les ‘petites grottes’ de Qumran (DJDJ 111 ; Oxford, 1962), 30.

3% Avec Tuinstraa, lecture retenue par Caquot, cit., 17-18. R. Weiss, “Zr‘ rwm’ in
11Q tg Job XX,7,” IEJ 25 (1975) : 140-41, y voit un midrash, jeu de mot entre le
clan de Rélima, concubine de Nahor et le mot ram.
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Jb 32,14, 11QTglb a une autre structure du verset, sans parall¢le
ailleurs, comme si Dieu ne devait pas laisser longtemps Job sans
réponse a ses questions. Job est soumis directement a 1’influence
néfaste d’un esprit mauvais, voir Jb 30,14, (ci-dessus).

En Jb 33,16, les traductions se retrouvent assez bien. 11QTgJb lit
certainement b]mrd[wthwn’’, comme le syriaque wbmrwdwthwn nmkk
'nwn, le targum classique wbmrdwthw yhtwm, et le grec use d’une
périphrase avec év eldeqtv ddPou TorodToIs adTobs EEeddBroey pour
rendre 1’hébreu wbm(w)srm (de ysr). Mais en Jb 33,12, seul 11QTgJb
semble avoir omis 12a en totalité, évitant de contester la déclaration
de Job au v. 9 et faisant des versets 13 et suivants des paroles de Job
et non plus d’Elihu, mais répétées par ce dernier.

En Jb 33,24, contrairement au TH, 11QTgJb XXIII 1-2 porte un
tétrastique qui se retrouve en bonne partie dans le style périphrastique
du grec, du moins pour deux d’entre eux, le dernier étant identique,™
voir t& 0¢ 60T avTol éumAnoet puekol. Les deux traductions lisaient-
elles une méme formulation dans la Vorlage?”’ La copie
qumranienne 4Q99 parait conforme au TH et ne pas lire de stique
supplémentaire (voir ci-dessus).

Si, on I’a noté ci-dessus, 11QTglb a omis Jb 21,23 qui pouvait
évoquer la mort paisible du méchant, en revanche, le Targum semble
bien admettre le chatiment dans I’au-dela pour I’impie, en comprenant
I’hébreu bmrdy "wr de Jb 24,13 “ceux-la font partie des rebelles a la
lumiére,” par b(m)wrdy ‘wr “de ceux qui descendent dans la flamme
(du feu),” en paralléle a “ceux qui descendent dans la fosse.”® Une
telle traduction peut se comprendre en fonction de Jb 31,12 =
11QTglb XVIII 4-5: “car ]c’[est un feu qui] dé[vore] jusqu’a
I’Abaddon,” comme chatiment d’un péché scandaleux ou d’un acte

> Les éditeurs, DID XXIII, op. cit, 129-30, lisent Jrh[, et proposent de
reconstruire wbmws]rh{wn d’aprés le TM, mais la lecture matérielle n’est pas
acceﬁptable.

56 Restauration en partie avec P. Grelot, ““ recensions, ” cit. 111, voir aussi Puech,
“Le livre de Job a Qumran,” cit.

>7 Voir les explications de Dhorme, op. cit., 457-8. Shepherd, op. cit., 62, propose
une explication stylistique et linguistique insuffisante de la tournure araméenne en la
comparant a la traduction syriaque. Mais 11QTgJb suit une autre structure du verset.
Et il est probable qu’il utilise cette méme traduction en Jb 33,28 : pr(g npsh mn hbl’
wn$mt]h bnhwr thz’ “1l a préser[vé son dme de la destruction, et Json [souffle (= lui-
méme)] verra la lumiére.”

8 Avec Van der Ploeg, Le targum de Job, op. cit., 26 : ““ils seront jetés devant
lui au feu” de I’enfer ?°. Mais on préférerait lire : nwn yhtwn] qdmwhy Inwrh “eux
descendront Jen sa présence au Feu (éternel).”

113
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criminel. A 1’opposé, le Targum comprend le salut posthume du juste
dans sa traduction de Jb 33,24, ou le TH évoque un rétablissement
imminent. 11QTgJb 33,24-31 :

D[P K1Y T Napaan RH]an 10 R AR

1 [mwa whne™ min sminas] ponmm mpw nwK

nwnw[1 RaORY KO Amby b am oy

T2y’ almar ab nm A [RDRA M0IR RIAN

Il 1 o A ]arn 1 odwr 'maa

Alnnwn &5am 0 Awas p]e® nnbnwn mIxo

72l oy RAHR TP 7 POR H]3 8kAY R0 M2

S[1m33 MR\ KR9an i <nwass 1an]xY* andbn pan o
55[AKR IR PRW Y PaRWAP]R KT LS N

O 0O QU1 W N

“Mot qui ait compassion de lui]] 1)et dise: ‘Exempte-le de [la]

destruc[tion, et le délivre, de peur que dans la brilu]re 2)du feu il ne
I’étouffe I” [Ses os] sont remplis [de moélle, *sa chair est] plus
[fraiche] que celle 3)d’un adolescent, et il est revenu aux jours de [son]
adolescen[ce. “°Et il prie Dieu, et] Il lui répond, 4)et il voit Sa face
tandis qu’Il [le] guérit,[ et Il lui rend ]sa[ justice] *’et selon 1’ceuvre de
5)ses mains I le rétribue. Et il di[ra : ‘J’ai péché et...,] et je n’ai pas
6)été traité selon ma voie’. 11 a préser[vé son dme de la destruction,
et] son [souffle] 7)verra la lumiére. *’Voila to[ut ce que Dieu fait avec
1’hom]me 8)deux fois, trois fois, *’pour ra[mener <son dme > de la
destruction, et pour I'illuminer de la lumi¢]re 9)des vivants. *'Fais

attention a ceci, J[ob, et écoute-moi. Tais-toi et moi, je vais parler...
9959

Le traducteur a di comprendre le TH (de méme en 4Q99, ci-dessus)
ms’ty kpr “j’ai trouvé une rangon” du discours de Job au sens de
“poix,” et y lire une allusion au feu infernal lors de la rétribution post-
mortem, au lieu d’une restauration immeédiate sur terre. Avec
I’allusion a 1’ange accompagnateur qui prend soin du juste et 1’assiste
lors du jugement, on retrouve un trait bien attest¢ des Psaumes
davidiques du Rituel d’exorcisme (11QPsAp® III 11-12, IV 1-8, V
3.8-14, VI 10-11),%" tel Michel veillant sur le peuple de Dieu en Dn
12,1. Le feu du Shéol est bien connu de I Hénoch, 4QInstruction®' ou

% En partie avec Grelot, “recensions,” cit. p. 111, et Puech, “Le Livre de Job a
Qumran,” cit.

% Voir E. Puech, “Les Psaumes davidiques du rituel d’exorcisme (11Q11),”
Sapiential, Liturgical, and Poetical Texts from Qumran. Proceedings of the Third
Meeting of the International Organization for Qumran Studies Oslo 1998 (ed. by D.
Falk, F. Garcia Martinez, E. Schuller; STDJ 35; Leiden-Boston-K&ln, 2000), 160-81.

" Voir E. Puech, “Les fragments eschatologiques de 4QInstruction (4Q416 1 et
4Q418 69 ii, 81-81a, 127),” RevQ 85 (2005) : 89-119.



GLANURES EPIGRAPHIQUES 297

1QS IV 4-12, 1QH* XI 20-37 par exemple. Cette traduction
explicative a introduit un hémistiche en plus en Jb 33,24. En Jb 33,28
et 30, le mot nhwr (hyyn) “lumiére (des vivants)” semble avoir un
double sens et faire allusion a la lumiére du juste aprés le jugement,
voir 4Q548 1 ii — 2 9-14 ou I’Abaddon est synonyme de feu de
I’enfer, 1QS IV 6-8 et déja Is 53,11 (LXX et 1QIs*"), etc. Une telle
signification semble s’imposer aprés la mention de “la guérison” b’sy’
au v. 26 (traduction ou confusion par similitude graphique de btrwh
avec btrwph ?). Dans la pensée du traducteur, en antithése de ce qui
précede, la guérison, liée a la vision de la face de Dieu, a
certainement regu une signification eschatologique, comme en 1QS
IV 6-8 ou elle est liée au Jugement. En réponse au discours de Job en
Jb 21,20-26 dont ce passage reprend partiellement le vocabulaire, la
réjuvénation ou “nouvelle ou éternelle jeunesse” fait partie des
images des récompenses eschatologiques, voir de méme Jubilés
23,26-31 ou I’'une des félicités y est ainsi présentée : ““ ils seront tous
des nourrissons et des enfants.”®

En Jb 34,25-26, 11QTglb XXV 2 n’a pas de correspondant des
versets 25b et 26an, tout comme 25b est absent du grec. Faudrait-il
invoquer une Vorlage commune, comme c’est le cas en Jb 34,13 ?

En Jb 36,14, 11QTglb XXVII 8 interpréte 14b, alors qu’il suit,
comme les versions, le TH en 14a, a lire ainsi :

PRnRa PAnT[m pawas by malnt paby 8

““Leur ame meur]t[ dans la jeunesse et Jleur [v]ille par des
meurtriers”

la province-ville étant le lieu de vie.”?

En Jb 36,26aB, 11QTglb XXVIII 3-4 intercale une explication qui
donne un meilleur paralléle a 26b mais explication absente des autres
témoins : wywmwhy sqy’[ I nn]d* et ses jours (si) nombreux (que)
nous ne savons pas.” Cette paraphrase limite quelque peu I’incapacité
humaine a I’incompréhension de I’éternité divine.

62 1] serait peut-étre possible de voir avec Caquot, cit. 23s, une allusion indirecte &
une perspective d’un grand jugement mettant fin au si¢cle mauvais et inaugurant I’ére
des récompenses eschatologiques en Jb 40,11b : “Ecarte donc 1’orgueil et I’esprit
hautain, alors tu revétiras splendeur, gloire et honneur.” Le Targum pourrait avoir
entrevu la une promesse d’¢élévation posthume, le juste persécuté et humble jugera les
puissants, alors que le TH en reste a une restauration en cette vie.

8 Les éditeurs, DJD XXIII, op. cit, 141-42, ne peuvent retrouver 14a en lisant
Wel.
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En Jb 37,13, 11QTglb XXIX 4 parait avoir traduit hsd du TH par
ptgm tb “une bonne chose,” non hwb “un litige,”* pour rendre le
mérisme, voir le syriaque hsyd’.

En Jb 39,10-11, 11QTglb XXXII 8-10 porte un stique
supplémentaire, mais il reste proche de la construction du grec
comparé au TH :

5y mram Trvan[b Jxnra kA’ g0 8
nypaal 1135 me[a 8ara Jopnn'® TR 9
N30 [1R [n2 prann[nt! KRR Palam ANk 10

““Le buffle te servira-t-il, ou passera-t-il la nuit dans 9)tes étables ?
"Peux-tu atteler [le buffle avec] ses harnais et her[se]ra-t-il dans la
vallée 10)derriére toi, et peux-tu do[mpter e buffle ? ''Peux-]tu avoir
confiance en lui [parce que] grande (est)... .”

Cette lecture possible des restes du stique supplémentaire introduirait
alors parfaitement le verset 11 : “L[ui] ferais-tu confiance [parce que]
grande est [sa force... ?”

En revanche, Jb 39,24 n’est pas traduit en 11QTgJb ; est-ce dii a une
faute de copiste, du fait de la présence du mot grn’ a la fin de v. 24, et
au début de v. 25 ?

En 11QTglb XXXV 10 = Jb 40,31, la lecture Jgnwn dy nwnyn[
s’impose,” au lieu de Jgwn, et elle correspond a la traduction du
targum classique wbgnwn’ dnwny’, & comprendre “avec des Jharpons
de poissons.”

11QTglb XXXVIII 2-3 connait la méme lecture que le grec en Jb
42.9b : kat #Avoev TV apaptiav avtoic dia TwP — wsbqg lhwn ht'yhwn

% On doit suivre la lecture de Van der Woude dans I’edifio princeps, op. cit., 68,
non celle des éditeurs, DID XXIII, op. cit., 146-47. Le tet y a une téte un peu plus
arrondle que d’ habltude mais une séquence / het waw est certainement exclue.

> On doit suivre les éditeurs, DJD XXIIL, op. cit. 155-57, pour la lecture de la
ligne 9, et non Shepherd, op. cit., 45, 77 et 162, la lecture blnyryh wys[dr] est
totalement impossible, mais la lecture des éditeurs a la ligne 10 est exclue, lire " hryk
pour les traces et la langue (autrement on aurait btrk). Enfin, les restes permettraient
de lire wtk[n‘ rm’. Le mot swryh doit étre analysé comme un pluriel construit avec
suffixe et de51gne les harnais (cordes ou autres) avec lesquels on attache (gtr) une
béte de somme a son attelage. A la llgne 8, corrlger Tw] en w, waw est assuré.

5 A lieu de 1g/nwn de I’editio princeps qui ne choisit pas, op. cit., 80-81, et Jgwn
de DJD XXIII, op. cit., 163 et 165. Mais la base horizontale ne permet que la lecture
de nun avec la trace du départ du gimel auparavant. Le mot est habituellement traduit
par “ enclos ,” et Mangan, cit., 88, le traduit “with fishing spears ?,” qui parait mieux
rendre le sens de 1’hébreu, voir Dhorme, op. cit., 573. Mais une lecture bdgwgyn est
impossible, voir M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job from Qumran Cave XI (Ramat-Gan
1974), 163.
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bdylh pour rendre I’hébreu wys’ yhwh 't pny 'ywb, mais le grec redouble
I’expression en Jb 42,10. Les deux traductions pourraient a priori
dépendre d’une Vorlage commune, de préférence a une traduction
dépendante I'une de I’autre.” Le paralléle se poursuit en Jb 42,10,
mais a la différence que 11QTglb 42,10 ne traduit pas 1’hébreu
bhtpllw b'd r'hw, puisqu’il a déja dit en Jb 42,9 wsm* Th’ bqlh dy ’ywb
wsbg Thwn ht’yhwn bdylh “et Dieu exauga la priére de Job et il leur
pardonna leurs péchés a cause de lui,”® sans doute déja aprés la
mention de la priere de Job en Jb 42,8 (non préservé) évitant ainsi un
doublet inutile, mais il ajoute brhmyn “gracieusement.” Comme le
grec ne connait pas cette premiére incise en Jb 42,9, 11QTgJb ne
semble pas dépendre directement de cette tradition, tandis que le grec
connait en Jb 42,10 la priére de Job suivie du pardon des péchés : 0 d¢
KUpLog nGEnoev tov TP eb&apévou d¢ adtod kai mepl TOV @ilwv
a@fikev avtoig v auaptiav. Dans ces deux versets, le grec parait
étre a mi-chemin entre le TH et la tradition de 11QTglb, avec un
doublet difficilement explicable en Jb 42,9c, alors que ’absence de
42,10aB en 11QTglb est tout a fait logique apres sa traduction de Jb
42,9 [a la suite de 42,8]. Dans ce cas, 11QTglb ne peut dépendre du
grec, ni directement de la Vorlage du grec.” La traduction araméenne
de 11QTglb y est certainement la plus fidele et élégante possible,
sans répétitions inutiles, comparées aux autres traductions et méme a
la formulation du TH.

Le Targum de la grotte 11 ne finit pas en Jb 42,11, comme il a été
d’abord affirmé, mais la colonne XXXVIII porte des restes bien
visibles de la suite, a lire ainsi :"

87 La formulation grecque différente de Jb 7,21 ne peut avoir influencé celle en Jb
42,9, mais en allait-il différemment en 11QTgJb, compte tenu des traductions du
syrlaque et du targum classique ? Voir Shepherd op. cit., 69-70.

Shepherd op. cit., 70-71, estime, quant a lui, que cette traduction est superflue,
étant donné “et Il leur pardonna leurs péchés a cause de lui” au verset 9. Il semble
que ce ne soit pas cette phrase, mais la précédente “et Dieu entendit la voix (= exauca
la priére) de Job” qui fait mention de la priére de Job pour ses compagnons. Cette
1nc1se est absente du grec, contrairement a ce qu’écrit Shepherd.

% La traduction grecque aurait-elle connu cette traduction araméenne ou depend—
elle d’une tradition exégétique commune ? Ce ne parait pas impossible, puisque
11QTgJb ne connait pas les nombreuses omissions du grec estimées entre 15 et 25 %
d’une part (voir Le Targum de Job de la grotte XI de Qumran, op. cit, 7) et, d’autre
part cela appuierait I’antiquité de I’addition grecque en Jb 42,17.

Il y a des restes de lettres aprés alef Jambage droit de het, tétes de yod et de
taw, trace du trait horizontal de /e, puis celle du coin droit de he, et lamed certain,
puis trace de I’épaule de res. A la ligne suivante, restes plus probables de mem
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A[wy npaar A1 Al Jam[a]nRa a[r]R 7a jOR1P 9
PoInlx pabr nwi i pabr] 10

“9) ’Et Dieu bénit J[o]b dans sa nouvelle [con]dition, [et i]l e[ut
quatorz]e 10)[mille brebis et six mille chaJm[eaux... ”

Le Targum change un peu la formulation du début du verset du TH :
wyhwh brk ’t "hryt 'ywb mr’stw wyhy lw. .., mais il reste assez proche du
TH pour le sens du verset.

Les tendances du traducteur ou du milieu auquel il appartient, ne
sauraient manquer de se refléter dans la traduction du livre ‘saint,” car
on peut difficilement invoquer I’inintelligibilité de 1’hébreu dans le
milieu qumrano-essénien qui a livré des restes d’une si riche
bibliotheque, sans cesse recopiée au long de sa courte histoire. Tout
en rendant accessibles des mots rares ou obscurs du vocabulaire
hébreu, la traduction avait sans doute aussi pour but d’expliciter
certaines idées forces du livre en fonction de la tradition regue et de la
vie du groupe des lecteurs. Et malgré des efforts de littéralisme, le
Targum de la grotte 117" qui n’est pas une paraphrase, comme 1’est le
targum classique, n’est pas non plus une traduction tout a fait neutre,
elle reste libre. Les divergences avec le TH ne peuvent pas toutes
s’expliquer par wune impossibilité stylistico-linguistique de
transposition dans une autre langue. Il y a bien plus, méme si parfois,
quand le grec vient a I’appui d’une tradition commune, on peut
invoquer une Vorlage quelque peu divergente du TH traduit. Les

médian. A 1’aide d’autres moyens techniques, je corrige quelque peu notre premier
déchiffrement, E. Puech et F. Garcia Martinez, * Remarques sur la colonne XXXVIII
de 11QtgJob,” RevQ 35 (1978) : 401-407, ainsi que les propositions des éditeurs en
DJD XXIII, op. cit., 170-71.

" On garde Iidentification du manuscrit 4 un ‘targum,” parce qu’il est une
authentique traduction araméenne du livre ; et si, comme il parait trés vraisemblable,
ce texte doit bien étre identifié a une copie de I’ceuvre emmurée par ordre de
Gamaliel, cette identification ancienne comme ‘targum’ par des connaisseurs du
genre, s’en trouverait confirmée. On ne comprend pas les réticences de Shepherd, op.
cit., p. 277-87, qui centre sa définition du genre targum a partir du TM et des
targumin rabbiniques postérieurs, comme si le TH des livres ‘bibliques’ n’avait
jamais varié, et qu’il n’y avait qu’une seule maniere de traduire un livre en langue
vernaculaire. Voir a ce propos des remarques plus ouvertes de S.L. Gold, “Targum or
Translation. New Light on the Character of Qumran Job (11Q10) from a Synoptic
Approach,” Journal for the Aramaic Bible 3/1 (2001): 101-20, et déja les
conclusions de R. Le Déaut, “Usage implicite de 1’ ’al tigré dans le Targum de Job de
Qumrén ?,” D. Mufioz Leon (ed.), Salvacion en la Palabra. Targum — Derash —
Berith. En memoria del Profesor Alejandro Diez Macho (Madrid, 1986), 419-31.
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omissions et les touches ‘esséniennes’ relevées ci-dessus parmi les
seuls restes conservés (un cinquiéme du rouleau) peuvent déja
expliquer le milieu d’origine du traducteur et, partant, I’ordre de
Gamaliel d’emmurer la copie du targum en question. Ce dernier
contenait trop de points de vue de leurs ennemis juifs, idéalisant le
personnage de Job, le juste qui souffre dans sa chair, avant tout du fait
des méchants, une figure retouchée d’aprés I’image idéale que se
faisait le traducteur. Cela pouvait étre lu sur le fond de la persécution
du Maitre par ses opposants du temple. Bien qu’elle soit le lot normal
du juste en butte aux assauts des forces du mal, la souffrance trouvera
sa récompense dans ’au-dela, théme bien regu et constant des écrits
esséniens. Par la suppression de I’ironie dans les formulations
hébraiques des discours et des interrogations, le Targum a aussi
appauvri le discours ou dialogue philosophique en un récit
catéchétique édifiant.

Loin d’avoir épuisé 1’étude de ces restes manuscrits, ces notes
auront atteint leur but si elles contribuent a faire avancer la recherche
sur ces maigres fragments de livres bibliques. Elles touchent aussi
bien la critique textuelle du textus receptus que celle des autres
versions anciennes, et, partant, elles apportent leur petite contribution
a I’histoire du texte de ces livres qui ne peut se réduire au seul texte
massorétique. Les variantes plus ou moins importantes ne
s’expliquent pas toutes par des erreurs de copies ou l’intervention
intentionnelle du scribe, elles peuvent remonter a une Vorlage
différente de celle représentée par le textus receptus. Cela est d’autant
plus vraisemblable, quand deux anciennes versions ¢éloignées dans
I’espace, comme le grec et le Targum de Job par exemple, paraissent
dépendre de traditions parfois proches ou du moins apparentées, qui
supposent une vocalisation différente de tel ou tel mot, la présence ou
I’absence de tel membre de phrase ou passage. Il est souvent délicat
de dire qui a ajouté ou omis dans une copie ou une traduction. Le
copiste recoit un texte dans la tradition exégétique de son milieu, et il
fait certainement son travail de son mieux, mais il peut commettre des
erreurs. Les spécialistes de critique textuelle trouveront sans doute
dans ces nouvelles propositions de lecture de quoi alimenter leurs
pistes de réflexion. Et c’est avec un grand honneur que je dédie ces
notes a notre ami, Julio Trebolle, grand spécialiste en ces matieres si
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difficiles et controversées, mais non sans importance pour I’histoire
du texte biblique.



NACH DEM EXIL WURDEN IM LAND ISRAEL ZWEI TEMPEL
ERRICHTET
IST DER BERICHT 1 ESDR 5:49 VOM TEMPELBAU DER
VOLKER DES LANDES DIE ALTESTE LITERARISCHE
ERWAHNUNG DES TEMPELS IN SAMARIEN?

Adrian Schenker

1. Die urspriingliche Textgestalt von I Esdras 5:49

Es ist bekannt, dass Esra-Nehemia in einer parallelen Fassung im
griechischen Buch des 1. Esdras, oft auch als 3. Esdras gezihlt,
vorliegt'. Dieses griechische Buch der LXX ist die Ubersetzung einer
hebriisch und aramiisch verfassten Schrift’. Die meisten Gelehrten
nehmen an, dass dieses Buch eine literarische Umgestaltung von
Esra-Nehemia ist’. Aber es gibt gewichtige Gegenstimmen, die das
Verhiltnis umgekehrt bestimmen®.

! Kritische Ausgabe: R. Hanhart, Esdrae liber I (Septuaginta V.T. graecum vol.
VIII; Géttingen: Akademie der Wissenschaften, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1974);
deutsche Ubersetzungen: K.-F. Pohlmann, 3. Esra-Buch (JSHRZ 1, 5; Giitersloh:
Giitersloher Verlagshaus G. Mohn, 1980); Septuaginta deutsch. Das griechische A.T.
in deutscher Ubersetzung (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2009), 551-566.
Kommentar zum Text von 1 Esdras: R. Hanhart, Text und Textgeschichte des 1.
Esrabuches (MSU XII; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1974).

2 7. Talshir, I Esdras. From Origin to Translation (SBLSCS 47; Atlanta,
Georgia: SBL, 1999); ead., I Esdras. A Text Critical Commentary (SBLSCS 50;
Atlanta, Georgia: SBL, 2001).

3 D. Marcus, Ezra and Nehemia (BHQ 20; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft,
2006), 10—11); Zipora Talshir und die meisten Kommentare von Esra-Nehemia.

D. Bohler, Die heilige Stadt in Esdras a' und Esra-Nehemia. Zwei
Konzeptionen der Wiederherstellung Israels (OBO 158; Freiburg/Schweiz:
Universititsverlag-Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1997); id., “On the
Relationship between Textual and Literary Criticism. The Two Recensions of the
Book of Ezra: Ezra-Neh (MT) and 1 Esdras (LXX),” in A. Schenker, ed., The
Earliest Text of the Hebrew Bible. The Relationship between the Masoretic Text and
the Hebrew Base of the Septuagint Reconsidered (SBLSCS 52; Leiden-Boston: Brill,
2003), 35-50.
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Der griechische 1. Esdras ist auch in einer altlateinischen’ und in
einer syrischen Ubersetzung® erhalten geblieben. Diese antiken
Ubertragungen erlauben es mitunter, den griechischen Text an
fehlerhaft tiberlieferten Stellen zu korrigieren.

Julio Trebolle Barrera hat das grosse Verdienst, die Bedeutung der
Vetus latina (VL) fiir die Herstellung des urspriinglichen biblischen
Textes an bestimmten Stellen erkannt zu haben. Ich hoffe, dass ihn
dieses kleine neue Beispiel in 1 Esdras freuen und iiberzeugen wird.

In der Tat ist der umfangméssig kleine, aber inhaltsschwere
summarische Bericht in 1 Esdr 5:49 auf griechisch allein schwer zu
verstehen’. Er ist aber auch in der VL ritselhaft. Beide Texte
zusammengenommen, sozusagen libereinandergelegt, ergeben jedoch,
so scheint es, das Bild des urspriinglichen griechischen — und damit
indirekt auch des urspriinglichen hebréischen (oder araméischen) —
Textes, der eine historisch geradezu sensationelle Aussage macht.

Hier der Vergleich:

1 ot émouvybnoav et convenerunt

2 adTolc ipsi8

> Hier in der kritischen Ausgabe beniitzt: R. Weber, Biblia Sacra iuxta vulgatam
versionem, 5 (verbesserte Aufl. von R. Gryson; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft,
2007), 1910-1930. Neben dieser ersten altlateinischen Ubersetzung, die seit Cyprian
von Karthago (1. Halfte 3. Jh.) bezeugt ist, gibt es eine jiingere, von Pierre Sabatier
als "versio altera" bezeichnete Wiedergabe. 1 Esdr 5:49 steht bei P. Sabatier,
Sacrorum Bibliorum Latinae versiones antiquae, (Reims: Réginald Florentain,
1743), Tom. 3, P. 2, 1055 und lautet : et convenerunt cum eis de caeteris regionibus
terrae et erexerunt aram in loco suo omnes gentes terrae et offerebant holocausta
Domino matutina et serotina. Diese Form entspricht einer Rezension des dlteren
Textes : 1. Auf stilistischer Ebene ersetzt sie das singuldre sacrarium durch das
geldufige ara und das seltene holocautoma durch das viel haufigere holocaustum ; 2.
In sachlicher Hinsicht ersetzt sie die seltsame Opferliste hostiae et holocautomata
matutina durch das normale, in Ex 29:38-42 ; Num 28:2-8 vorgeschriebene tédgliche
Brandopfer am Morgen und Abend; 3. Unter logischem Aspekt 19st sie die Spannung
zwischen dem Partitiv "von allen Vélkern des Landes" und dem Subjekt "alle Volker
des Landes": bei ihr wird der Satz "es versammelten sich die von den andern Vélkern
des Landes, und es errichteten einen Altar ... alle Vélker des Landes" zu folgender
Wendung: "es versammelten sich mit ihnen (welche) von den andern Regionen des
Landes, und es errichteten einen Altar ... alle Volker des Landes". Die
handschriftliche Bezeugung der beiden altlateinischen Ubersetzungen: Hanhart,
Esdrae liber I, 15-17.

% Siehe unten Abschnitt 2.

7 Béhler, Heilige Stadt, 299-302, untersucht die Auslegungsgeschichte von V.
49, ohne aber die VL zur Erkldrung heranzuziehen.

$ Die Herausgeber, R. Weber und R. Gryson, haben die Lesart ipsis, Dativ,
konjiziert. Aber die Handschriften bezeugen einmiitig den Nominativ Plural ipsi. Das
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3 éx AV AAAwy EBvdy ex aliis nationibus
4 s yijs terrae

5 xal xatwpbuoav’ et erexerunt

6 bBuoiaoThpiov sacrarium

7 éml ol Témou in loco

8 alTdv suo

9

<omnes gentes terrae>
1% 5. 3 3 ~
10 8t év Exbpa noav adrolg

11 xal xatioyvoay adTols

12 mdvra ta E6vy omnes gentes
13 s yis terrae

14 xal dvédepoy et offerebant
15 Buolag hostias

16  xata ToV xaipdy

17  xal odoxavtopata et holocautomata

18 76 Kupiw" Domino

19 76 mpwivdy matutina

20 xai 1O Sethvdv

Pronomen ist Subjekt. Erst wenn dieser Nominativ als sinnlos erwiesen ist, darf man
eine Konjektur machen. Methodisch muss am Anfang der Versuch stehen, die
tiberlieferte Lesart ipsi sinnvoll zu interpretieren.

° Dass das Aktive die urspriingliche Form ist, hélt Hanhart, Text wund
Textgeschichte, 117, fir wahrscheinlich. Das Aktive steht bei allen griechischen
Zeugen mit Ausnahme der Hss B, 55, 122 (1. Hand), Aethiop. Ubersetzung, ebenso
in VL und Peshitta. Das Passive hat zur Folge, dass die Vdlker des Landes keinen
Altar errichten, sondern sich auf dem Platz des Altars der Judder aufstellen. Diese
Folge liegt wohl als Absicht dieser sekundédren Lesart zugrunde. Es ist demgemaiss
eine literarische Lesart, keine Textverderbnis (was auch Hanhart in seiner
Pers&)ektive annimmt).

1% Die Urspriinglichkeit des Artikels begriindet Hanhart, Text und Textgeschichte,
100-101.
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Zu Zeile 1: das Verb wurde in gleicher Form in 1 Esdr 5:46 (VL V.
47) verwendet und iibersetzt. Es entspricht noX nifal/ in Esra 3:3.

Zu Zeile 2: ipsi entspricht adtol. In LXX ist das Subjekt implizit
und dementsprechend indefinit: "einige von", wéhrend nach der VL
das Subjekt ausgedriickt ist: "die aus den andern Volkern". Thm
wiirde im Hebrdischen Dn entsprechen, das in der LXX mit adtol
iibertragen ist: Gen 34:22; Ps 95(94):10; 2 Kon (4 Regn) 22:7 usw.

Zu Z. 5: xatopbéw entspricht N3 Aifil in 1 Chr 28:7; Jes 9:7(6);
10:23, xatopboopat oft diesem selben Verb im nifal.

Zu Z. 6: Die Wiedergabe der VL ist singulér, aber sinnvoll. Nichts
kann gegen sie eingewendet werden.

Zu Z. 8: Die beiden Possessivpronomen entsprechen sich, da suus
gebraucht werden muss, wenn sich das besitzanzeigende Fiirwort der
3. Pers. masc. auf das Subjekt im gleichen Satz bezieht.

Zu Z. 9: Wieder ist kein Subjekt in der LXX genannt. In VL ist es:
"alle Volker des Landes" auf Z. 12-13.

Zu Z. 11-12: LXX von 1 Esdr konstruiert manchmal Subjekte im
Neutrum Plural mit Verbalpridikaten ebenfalls im Plural, z.B. 2:11;
9:4."

Zu Z. 9-13: VL erklért sich entweder als Homoioteleuton: von
terrae in Z. 9 zu terrae in Z. 13 oder als sekunddrer Einschub von Z.
10-11 in die urspriingliche LXX. VL wiirde in dieser zweiten
Hypothese dem Wortlaut der urspriinglichen LXX entsprechen. Der
Einschub konnte von Ezra 3:3 und 4:23 im MT inspiriert sein. Der
Bau des Tempels der Volker des Landes wiirde auf diese Weise als
feindliche (Z.10) und méchtige (Z. 11) Antwort dieser Volker auf die
Bautitigkeit der golah in Jerusalem erklirt. <omnes gentes> steht in
Z. 9 in spitzen Klammern, weil es in VL nur einmal auf Z. 12 belegt
ist.

Zu Z. 16 und 20: Der Text in LXX ist symmetrischer (Morgen-
und Abendopfer) und liturgisch sorgfiltiger konzipiert (Schlachtopfer
entsprechend den vorgeschriebenen Gelegenheiten, Brandopfer am
Morgen und am Abend). Das Asymmetrische und liturgisch nicht
genau Prézisierte ist eher urspriinglich, weil Kopisten oder
Herausgeber leichter zur Ergénzung des Asymmetrischen und

'"E. Mayser, Grammatik der griechischen Papyri aus der Ptolemderzeit, Bd. 11 3
Satzlehre synthetischer Teil (Berlin-Leipzig: de Gruyter, 1934), 28-30. Besonders bei
lebenden Wesen bevorzugt man oft das Verb im Plural.
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Ungenauen neigen, als dass sie Symmetrisches und Genaues durch
ihr Gegenteil ersetzen.

Zu Z. 14-20: Da das Subjekt impliziert ist, darf man annehmen, es
sei mit dem Subjekt in Z. 5-9 identisch. Auf Seiten der LXX sind das
die Israeliten (V. 46), die Priester und Zorobabel mit seinen Briidern
(V. 47-48), aber auf Seiten der VL sind das vielleicht die Volker des
Landes.

Als Ergebnis ist festzuhalten, dass der urspriingliche Text der LXX
lautete:

xai émouviydnoay
avTol

éx TAV dAAwy EBviy
s YTl

xal xatwphwoay
BugiaaTipiov

v 16 TémY

avTEY

navta T& vy Ti Yiis
10 8t év ExBpa Noav adTols
11 xal xaticyvoav adTodg
12 mavta e #vy T i
13 xat qvédepov

14 Buaiag

15 xai 6doxavtwpata

16 76 xvplew

17 70 Tpwvov.

O 03 NN W —

In Ubertragung:

1 Und es kamen zusammen

2 die

3 von den andern Volkern

4 des Landes,

5 und es errichteten

6 einen Altar
7-8 an ihrer Stétte

9 <alle die Volker des Landes,>
10 denn es standen in Feindschaft zu ihnen
11 und es beherrschten sie

12 alle die Volker des Landes,
13 und sie brachten dar

14 Schlachtopfer

15 und Brandopfer

16 dem Herrn

17 in der Friihe.
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2. Der syrische Text der Peshitta

Neben der VL enthdlt auch die Peshitta das Buch 1 Esdras in
syrischer Ubertragung. Diese ist somit ein weiterer Textzeuge von 1
Esdras. 1 Esdr 5:49 lautet in der Peshitta wie folgt'*:

Und es versammelten sich

alle

von den andern Volkern des Landes,
und sie errichteten

den Altar

an seiner Stelle,

weil in Feindschaft waren gegen sie
alle diese Volker des Landes,

und sie waren stark,

10 und sie brachten Opfer

11 zur Zeit

12 und Brandopfer Friedopfer

13 fiir den Herrn

14 am Morgen

15 und am Abend.

O 031N DN KWk —

Zu dieser Textform sind folgende Erlauterungen niitzlich:

Z. 2: Das Wort "alle" wird von keinen Textzeugen der LXX und
VL gestiitzt. Die Wendung "alle von..." scheint nicht urspriinglich zu
sein, weil der Partitiv nach einem Ausdruck der Gesamtheit keinen
befriedigenden Sinn gibt. "Alle von den Volkern" ist soviel wie "alle
Volker".

Z.6: Das Possessivum im Singular entspricht der Mehrheit der
griechischen Textzeugen, wie Hanhart zeigt'*. Es deckt sich iiberdies
mit MT von Esra 3:3 und mit 2 Esdras 3:3. Ferner ist es lectio
facilior. Aus allen diesen Griinden muss man mit Hanhart den Plural
fiir urspriinglich halten.

Z. 8-9: Der Platz des Subjekts "alle diese Volker des Landes" ist in
LXX vor die Wendung "sie waren stark" gestellt, in der Peshitta
danach. Das Demonstrativum: "alle diese" ist nur in der Peshitta
bezeugt.

121 (3) Esdras (Edited by W. Baars and J.C.H. Lebram; The Old Testament in
Syriac According to the Peshitta Version, 1V,6; Leiden: Brill, 1972), [19-20].

* Wartlich: sie machten gerade = xatopfécw.

14 Hanbhart, Text und Textgeschichte, 76-77.
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Z. 9: Das syrische Verb ist intransitiv. Daher fehlt das Pronomen
des Objekts.

Z. 10-15: Dieser Satz ist mit LXX identisch, wenn man von der
nicht ganz durchsichtigen Bezeichnung der beiden Opferarten, beide
im Plural, 85w &Tp”1 absieht.

Insgesamt ldsst sich sehen, dass die syrische Fassung von 1 Esdras
5:49 dem griechischen Mehrheitstext folgt (mit dem Possessiv im
Singular in Z. 6!) und drei kleine Eigenheiten in Z. 2, 8, 8-9 aufweist,
die keine Urspriinglichkeit beanspruchen konnen.

3. Was bedeutet die Erzihlung nach dem urspriinglichen Text
von 1 Esdr 5:49?

Nach 1 Esdras 5:46-48 '"versammelten sich" (cuvniybnoav) die
Israeliten auf dem Platz vor dem ersten Tor auf der Ostseite der Stadt
Jerusalem' und bereiteten dort den Altar (roiuaoav) des Gottes
Israecls. Nach 5:49, Z. 1-3, '"versammelten sich" aber auch
(émouvixnoav) "die von den andern Volkern des Landes" und
errichteten (xatwpbfwoav) einen Altar "an ihrer Stitte". Z. 5-8: Die
andern Volker des Landes stehen parallel zu den Israeliten von 5:46.
"Alle" Volker des Landes, Z. 9 und Z. 12-13, stehen der Einmiitigkeit
der Israeliten (6poBupaddv) in Jerusalem (5:46) gegeniiber. Der Ort
"Jerusalem" korrespondiert mit dem Témog adTév, "ihrem Ort", Z. 7-8,
ndmlich dem Ort der Vélker des Landes.

Das Bild, das sich vor den Lesern auftut, ist das von zwei
Bevolkerungen im Land, ndmlich die Israeliten auf der einen Seite
und die Volker des Landes auf der andern, die sich beide
versammeln, um je einen Altar zu errichten. Beide brachten darauf
Opfer fiir Jhwh dar, 5:48, 50-52. Die Israeliten taten das nach den
Vorschriften der Tora, 5:48, 50. Die Volker des Landes befehdeten
die Israeliten und waren starker oder méchtiger (xatiocyvoav) als sie,
Z. 10-12. Das wird wohl gesagt, um zu erkldren, warum sie einen
zweiten Altar, ndmlich den ihren, errichten konnten. Politisch und
machtmissig waren sie dazu in der Lage. 1 Esdras 5:49 erklart
demgemadss, warum es gleich nach der Riickkehr aus dem Exil wieder

'S P.-M. Bogaert, "La Porte, place de rassemblement du peuple, et I'extension de
I'oeuvre du Chroniste," Transeuphratéene 17 (1999): 9-16.
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zwei konkurrierende Heiligtiimer gab, wie zur Zeit Jeroboams! Das
eine stand in Jerusalem, das andere an der Stitte der Volker des
Landes. Beide waren ja Jhwh geweiht, da auf dem Altar beider
Gruppen Opfer fiir Jawh dargebracht wurden, 5:48 und 5:49, Z. 16.

Wiére es aber nicht auch moglich, 5:49, Z. 13-17, vom
Vorhergehenden abzutrennen und mit den folgenden V. 50-52 zu
verbinden, deren Subjekt "die Israeliten" von Jerusalem sind? Die
Zwischenbemerkung von 5:49 wiirde dann nur Z. 1-12 umfassen, und
der Verfasser wiirde nicht berichten, auch die Volker des Landes
hiatten Jhwh Opfer dargebracht. Das ist jedoch wegen der
unvollstindigen Darbringungen, die nicht den téglich in Jerusalem
dargebrachten Opfern entsprechen, kaum wahrscheinlich. Solche
unvollstdndigen, nicht torageméassen Darbringungen passen besser zu
den Volkern des Landes als zu den Israeliten von Jerusalem.

In Zusammenfassung kann die Bedeutung der urspriinglichen
Fassung von 1 Esdras 5:49 in folgenden fiinf Punkten herausgestellt
werden: erstens, zwei Altdre wurden nach dem Exil errichtet, einer in
Jerusalem gemaiss der Tora und ein anderer an der Stétte der Volker
des Landes; zweitens, es entsteht so eine Parallelisierung und das Bild
einer kultischen Rivalitidt zwischen Israeliten in Jerusalem und den
andern Volkern des Landes, denn an beiden Stitten wurden Jhwh
Opfer dargebracht; drittens, 1 Esdr 5:49 ist ein Seitenblick, eine
Zwischenbemerkung zu den Voélkern des Landes, ein Blick zu einem
Nebenschauplatz hiniiber, wéhrend die Erzahlung den Israeliten in
Jerusalem und ihren Schicksalen gewidmet ist; viertens, die Israeliten
in Jerusalem tragen keine Verantwortung an diesem andern Altar,
weil die Volker des Landes ihnen feindlich gesonnen und méchtiger
waren als sie. Daher konnten sie diesen Altar nicht verhindern;
funftens, dieser konkurrierende Altar erklart, warum die Israeliten in
Jerusalem die Mitwirkung der Volker des Landes an ihrem
Tempelbau in Jerusalem ablehnten, 5:63-70, wenn die "Feinde des
Stammes Juda und Benjamin" (V. 63) die gleichen Leute sind wie die
Volker des Landes von 5:49, eine Identifizierung, welche 1 Esdr 5:69
nahelegt. Das Ritsel, weshalb diese Beteiligung abgelehnt wurde, 16st
sich auf diese Weise! '°

1 Als Griinde werden stets zwei angegeben: 1. Die Gegner Judas und Benjamins
iiben einen synkretistischen, d.h. mit Heidnischem vermischten Jhwh-Kult; 2. Sie
wollen politischen Einfluss in Jerusalem und Juda gewinnen, z.B. J. Blenkinsopp,
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4. 1 Esdr 5:49 in der urspriinglichen Fassung ist dlter als Esra 3:3
MT

Ist die urspriingliche griechische Fassung von 1 Esdr 5:49, wie sie
hier mit Hilfe der VL rekonstruiert wurde, eine redaktionelle
Verdnderung von Esra 3:3, oder ist es umgekehrt: korrigierte der
hebriische Text von Esra 3:3 den urspriinglichen Wortlaut, der hinter
1 Esdr 5:49 (LXX und VL) steht? Die Antwort liegt eigentlich auf der
Hand! Eine solche Aussage, dergeméss die Vilker des Landes einen
Tempel fiir Jawh gebaut haben, noch bevor die Judder den ihren
errichtet hatten, wurde kaum da hinzugefiigt, wo sie fehlte! Aber da,
wo sie stand, konnte sie begreiflicherweise aus judéischer und
jerusalemischer Perspektive getilgt werden. Wer hétte da ein Interesse
gehabt zu sagen, wihrend die Israeliten in Jerusalem ihren Tempel
wieder errichteten, hétten die Landesbewohner ihrerseits "an ihrem
Ort" bereits einen Tempel aufgebaut, weil sie méichtig genug waren,
das zu tun, und hétten daselbst von neuem einen Kult fiir Jhwh
gefeiert? Was bedurfte es eines solchen Berichtes, der diesem
konkurrierenden Heiligtum eine Bedeutung verlieh, die man lieber
mit Schweigen zudecken wollte? Was hatte dieser Tempel iiberhaupt
in der Erzdhlung von der Wiedererrichtung des einzigen legitimen
israelitischen Heiligtum in Jerusalem zu schaffen? Es sei nochmals
daran erinnert, dass 1 Esdras die griechische Ubertragung eines
semitischen Originals ist!

5. Die dlteste Erwdhnung eines nachexilischen Jhiwh-Tempels und
Jhwh-Kultes ausserhalb Jerusalems

Was war die Funktion dieses Berichtes im urspriinglichen Buch Esra?
Er erklart wohl, warum die Mitwirkung dieser gleichen "Vélker des
Landes" am Tempelbau in Jerusalem zuriickgewiesen wurde. Das
ergibt sich aus der Episode von 1 Esdr 5:63-69 (= Esra 4:1-3). Die
beiden Stellen werden durch die Begriffe "Feindschaft" und "Feinde"
miteinander verbunden (5:49; 5:63) Diese Begriffe kommen in 1 Esdr

Ezra-Nehemiah. A Commentary (OTL; Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1988), 107,
und viele andere.
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5 nur hier vor!'” Die Vélker des Landes haben ihren eigenen Tempel
aus Feindschaft gegen die Judder errichtet: 5:49. Daher diirfen sie
jetzt in Jerusalem nicht mitbauen, denn sie haben in feindlicher
Absicht einen nicht legitimen Gegentempel errichtet, noch bevor die
Judéder den ihren bauen konnten, welcher der legitime Tempel ist.

Als Ergebnis ldsst sich festhalten, dass 1 Esdr 5:49 die dlteste
Erwédhnung eines israelitischen Tempelbaus ausserhalb Jerusalems
nach dem babylonischen Exil ist. Die Volker des Landes bezeichnen
Israeliten. Denn sie weihten ihren Kult Jawh. Thr Heiligtum bauten
sie an anonymer Stitte, "an ihrem Ort". Das Possessivum deutet eine
durch Tradition bei ihnen dafiir bestimmte Lokalisierung an. Sie
bauten diesen Tempel, noch bevor die Judder den ihren in Jerusalem
errichtet hatten. Vielleicht legt das Buch, sowohl in der Form von 1
Esdr wie in jener von Esra-Neh, gerade deshalb soviel Gewicht auf
die Widerstinde, die den Tempelbau in Jerusalem verzogerten. Es
sollte klar werden, dass man in Juda und Jerusalem trotz bestem
Willen mit dem Bau des Heiligtums nicht vorankommen konnte,
obwohl die "andern" Israeliten ihr illegitimes Heiligtum an ihrem Ort
schon errichtet hatten.

6. Die crux von 1 Esdr 5:69

Abschliessend mochte ich noch einen Ldsungsvorschlag fiir eine

verzweifelte Lesart unterbreiten, die in 1 Esdr 5:69 steht: ta 0¢ €0vn
i yijc émxopwpeva Tois &v 7§ lovdaia. Hanhart hat mit Recht das
Partizip in seinem Text festgehalten und der Versuchung
widerstanden, eine Konjektur an seine Stelle zu setzen, wie es Rahlfs
in seiner Ausgabe der LXX getan hatte. Der Text ist in der Tat gut
bezeugt'®. Die deutsche Ubertragung der Septuaginta gibt den Satz
wie folgt wieder: "Die Vélker des Landes aber waren denen in Judia
eine Last"”. Sie folgt dem Vorschlag Hanharts.

17 #xBpa ist ein Hapax in 1 Esdr, und éxfpds kommt neben 5:63 nur noch einmal

vor (8:61).

lg Hanhart, Text und Textgeschichte, 63—64. In seiner Revision der Rahlfs'schen
LXX-Ausgabe hat Hanhart den Text Rahlfs' unverdndert belassen: A. Rahlfs,
Septuaginta. Ed. altera ... R. Hanhart (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 20006),
ad loc. Talshir, I Esdras. A Text Critical Commentary, 319-320 hélt wie Hanhart am
Partizip der hauptsichlichen Textzeugen fest.

19 Septuaginta deutsch (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2009), 560.
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Hier vielleicht ein gangbarer Ausweg aus der Schwierigkeit! In V.
69 stehen zwei Partizipien im Plural, das erste im Plural Neutrum:
émixoluwpeva, das zweite im Plural Masculinum: moAtopxotvtes. Das
Subjekt des ersten Partizips sind "die Volker des Landes", ein
Neutrum Plural: ta £0vn x7tA. Dieses Subjekt passt nicht zum zweiten
Partizip, das ein Plural Maskulin ist. Es legt sich daher nahe,
zwischen den beiden Partizipien eine Trennung anzunehmen und aus
dem Vers zwei Sitze zu machen®: "Die Volker des Landes aber
waren 'schlafend' fiir die von Judda. Und die Belagernden wehrten
dem Aufbauen...".

Da der Vers schwer verstindlich formuliert ist, liegt die
Vermutung nahe, es konnte die Versteilung falsch sein. Daher lohnt
es sich zu priifen, ob der erste Satz von V. 69 noch zur direkten Rede
gehoren konnte, die in V. 67 beginnt. Zorobabel, Jesus und die
Familienfiihrer sagen zu den Feinden des Stammes Juda und
Benjamin, die beim Tempelbau mittun wollen, V. 63-66, dass das
nicht mdglich sei wegen des anderslautenden Befehls von Konig
Kyros: (V. 68) "Denn wir allein werden dem Herrn Israels ein Haus
bauen, demzufolge was Kyros, der Konig der Perser uns befohlen hat,
(V. 69) die Volker des Landes aber (0¢) haben ruhig zu bleiben fiir die
in Judda."

Fiir diese Wiedergabe spricht das 0¢, das das Folgende dem
Vorhergehenden als Gegensatz zuordnet. Zu ihrem Verstindnis
bedarf es zweier Erlduterungen. Erstens, das Verb émxoipaopal
verwendet die griechische Bibel in Dt 21:23 (nach der Mehrzahl der
Handschriften, nicht nach Vaticanus) fiir "iibernachten", 15, und in 1
Kon 3:19 fiir "schlafen, liegen", 20w. Polybius, Geschichte, 11, 13,4,
verwendet das Wort im bildlichen Sinn von "verschlafen", d.h. etwas
nicht merken und geschehen lassen. Polybius lebte im 2. Jh. v. Chr.
Im Vergleich mit dem entsprechenden Passus im MT deutet man
dieses Verb als Wiedergabe flir o»7* *57n, Esra 4:4. Aber sicher ist
das nicht, weil Esra 4:4 und 1 Esdr 5:69 im Ganzen sehr verschieden
formuliert sind. In Esra 4:4 stehen vier Partizipien, in 1 Esdr 5:69
sind es fiinf Verben (in finiten Formen und als Partizipien), und
mehrere Nomina des griechischen Textes haben keine Entsprechung
im MT. Die Bedeutung des Verbs ist jedenfalls nicht transitiv, wie es
der hebrdische Ausdruck: "jemandes Hénde schlaff machen" ist. In

2 Das tut auch Septuaginta deutsch.
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Polybius, Dt 21:23 und 1 Kon 3:19 hat das Verb kein Dativobjekt und
ist intransitiv. Man muss daher verstehen: schlafen, oder daliegen,
d.h. das passive Ruhig-Bleiben.

Zweitens konnen hebriische Partizipien eine zeitliche oder modale
Dimension haben®'. Nach dem Futurum "wir werden bauen" in V. 68
ist diese Bedeutungsnuance des Partizips in V. 69 moglich. Ubrigens
kann hinter dem griechischen Partizip "schlafend" auch eine finite
hebrdische Verbalform (im Imperfekt mit modaler Bedeutung)
stehen, da der Ubersetzer von 1 Esdr gerne finite Verben mit
Partizipien wiedergibt™.

Zusammenfassend wiirde in solcher Interpretation Folgendes
gelten: V. 69a ta ot €0vy Tig yiic émxopwpeva Tols év T lovdaia
gehort noch zur Antwort der Judéer in direkter Rede. Es stellt ein
Wort des Konigs Kyros dar: nur die Judder werden bauen, wéihrend
die andern Israeliten passiv zu bleiben haben. Die hebréische Vorlage
ist nicht mehr festzustellen. Der Dativ "denen von Judéda" bedeutet:
ihnen gegeniiber. Parallele fiir oi éx fi¢ ‘Toudaiag ist 1 Esdr 5:64 oi
éx T alypadwolas (= Esr 4:1 nun 713); fiir Dativ ohne verbales,
nominales oder prapositionales Antezedens, das einen Dativ fordert: 1
Esdr 5:58 811 % xpnotérns adtol xal 7 dé¢a adrod... mavtl Topan) (=
Esra 3:11 b8w-5)>. Die zweite Hilfte von V. 69: "und belagernd
wehrten sie dem Aufbauen" hat als Subjekt die Feinde Judas und
Benjamins, die in V. 63 genannt wurden und seither als Adressaten
der Antwort Zorobabels und seiner Genossen in V. 67-69a fiir den
Leser gegenwirtig geblieben sind.

2L p. Joiion, Grammaire de I'hébreu biblique § 121 i (Rome: Institut biblique
pontifical, 1947), 341-342; C. Brockelmann, Hebrdische Syntax § 44 (Neukirchen:
Verl. Erziehungsverein, 1956), 45-46.

22 Talshir, I Esdras. From Origin, 206-208.

Hanhart, Text- und Textgeschichte, 98, bevorzugt v mavti L. in den Hss A, N
und fiinf Minuskeln. Sein Grund: 66¢a hat oft den Dativ der Person bei sich. Daher
hitten gewisse Kopisten spontan den Dativ an Stelle der prépositionalen Wendung
gesetzt. Aber diese Person im Dativ ist in der Regel Gott, nicht Israel, zumal im
Kontext des Hymnus. Dass Israel Objekt der d6&a sein soll, ist im hymnischen Beten
ganz ungewohnlich. Der Dativ "fiir ganz Israel" ist eine Art Zeugma: da die Giite
Gottes fiir Israel ist, ist ebenso auch die Herrlichkeit fiir Israel. Daher ist der Dativ,
den Vaticanus und sieben Minuskeln aufweisen (darunter sind die lukianischen
Zeugen), hier die ungewdhnlichere Lesart. Uberdies zeigt das Schwanken in der
Préposition, év und éni; in den Textzeugen, dass der Dativ als schwierig empfunden
und in verschiedener Weise durch eine Priposition verstdndlicher gemacht werden
sollte. Daher ist der blosse Dativ mit Rahlfs als urspriinglich festzuhalten.
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V. 68-69 kann nach alledem so iibertragen werden: V. 68 (direkte
Rede Zorobabels und seiner Genossen) «Denn wir allein werden fiir
den Herrn Israels bauen gemédss dem Befehl, den Kyros, Konig der
Perser uns gegeben hat, (V. 69a) die (iibrigen) Bevdlkerungen des
Landes aber haben ruhig zu bleiben fiir die aus Juda. » (V. 69b)
Und/aber mit einer Belagerung wehrten sie dem Aufbau...".

7. Ergebnis

1 Esdr 5:49 steht in Parallele mit Esra 3:3 im MT. Aber die
griechische Form von 1 Esdr 5:49 ist nicht die urspriingliche
griechische Textgestalt. Es ist eine tiiberarbeitete Form, wie der
Vergleich mit der Vetus latina, einer Tochterlibersetzung der LXX
zeigt. Mit ihrer Hilfe lasst sich der urspriingliche griechische Text mit
hoher Wahrscheinlichkeit rekonstruieren.

Dieser urspriingliche Wortlaut enthélt die {iberraschende Notiz,
dass die Volker des Landes ihrerseits einen Tempel fiir Jawh errichtet
und dort fiir ihn einen Kult mit Opfern gefeiert haben. Gemiss dieser
Notiz wurde somit neben dem Heiligtum in Jerusalem ein zweiter
jahwistischer, d.h. israelitischer Tempel erbaut. Sein Ort wird nicht
mit Namen genannt, sondern mit dem Ausdruck: "an der Stitte der
Volker des Landes" bezeichnet. Dieser Bau entstand sogar noch vor
der Errichtung des juddischen Tempels durch die Heimkehrer aus
dem Exil unter Serubbabel und Josua. Das ist wohl die élteste
literarische Erwdhnung eines zweiten Tempels fiir Jawh im Lande
Israel neben jenem von Jerusalem in der Perserzeit!

Diese Textform von 1 Esdr 5:49 ist hochstwahrscheinlich &lter und
urspriinglicher als die entsprechende hebréische Formulierung in Esra
3:3, weil es nicht wahrscheinlich erscheint, dass jemand das
"schismatische" Heiligtum dort eingefiihrt hétte, wo es nicht vorkam.
Das umgekehrte leuchtet dagegen sehr gut ein: man hat die
Erwdhnung eines mit jenem von Jerusalem konkurrierenden als
illegitim betrachteten Heiligtums gerne beseitigt.

Aufgabe der Historiker ist es nun, die geschichtliche Plausibilitit
einer solchen Notiz aus dem 4. Jh. (vermutliche Entstehungszeit des
Buches 1 Esdras) zu priifen.

Die crux von 1 Esdr 5:69a kann vielleicht durch eine andere
Satzteilung verstindlich werden. V. 69a konnte noch zur direkten
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Rede der V. 67-68 gehoren. Die Zisur zwischen V. 69a und b
empfiehlt sich wegen des Plurals Neutrum in V. 69a und Masculinum
in V. 69b.



TEXTUAL INTERPRETATION IN 7™.6™ CENTURY ISRAEL:
BETWEEN COMPETITION, TEXTUALISATION AND
TRADITION

Mark S. Smith

Over the late seventh and sixth centuries BCE, texts and traditions
were read by Israelite scribes with greater scrutiny and apparently
with increasing technical sophistication. In this context, issues of
interpretation came to the fore. The Bible contains explicit
reflections on interpretation focusing on a number of topics.! In this
short contribution in honor of Julio Trebolle Barrera, I wish to focus
on one aspect of this development. Interpretation and text have been
two basic concerns in his writings, and I am happy to offer this short
piece as a token of my appreciation for Julio’s superlative scholarship
and for our warm friendship that began with our time together at the
Ecole biblique in Jerusalem. The honoree of this volume has been an
important international figure for decades and is certainly the most
significant Spanish scholar of his generation in biblical studies and
Dead Sea Scrolls. My specific concern in this study involves biblical
expressions? concerning norms said to be laws that Yahweh did not
command. After reviewing these instances briefly, I will note an
Akkadian parallel that will provide a basis for comparison and
contrast.

I See the important book of Bernard M. Levinson, Legal Revision and Religious
Renewal in Ancient Israel (Cambridge/New York: Cambridge University Press,
2009). For some reflections on this matter, see also Mark S. Smith, The Memoirs of
God: History, Memory, and the Experience of God in Ancient Israel (Minneapolis:
Fortress Press, 2004), 107-10, 151-52.

2 The biblical passages under discussion derive from Deuteronomy, Jeremiah and
Ezekiel. This study does not undertake detailed discussions of the dates of these
books, nor of specific passages in them. For the purposes of this piece, the core of
Deuteronomy is taken as a seventh century work, while Jeremiah and Ezekiel are
dated to the sixth century. To be sure, many scholars give considerably later dates
for this works, and this issue does play some role in the matter of pseudonymous
authorship mentioned at the end of this study.
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One set of cases involves prophecy given in the name of Yahweh
that, in the view of the biblical writers and editors, is to be regarded
as false. With slightly different variations, Deuteronomy 18:20 as
well as Jeremiah 14:14, 23:32 and 29:23 (which adds adultery) refer
to prophecy given in the name of Yahweh as that “which I did not
command.” The evaluation of false and true prophecy was already an
issue in the period of the monarchy. With this expression, “which I
did not command,” these passages refute the claim that the prophecies
in question were commanded by God. In other words, they question
the interpretation of what may have been accepted by others as true
prophecy. In short, the phrase, “which I did not command,” questions
some prophecy.

Another set of passages uses the expression in regard to child
sacrifice, which has been richly studied by Baruch Halpern in relation
to its rejection in Jeremiah and Ezekiel.? Jeremiah 7:31, 19:5 and

3 B. Halpern, “The False Torah of Jeremiah 8 in the Context of Seventh Century
BCE Pseudepigraphy: The First Documented Rejection of Tradition,” in “Up to the
Gates of Ekron”: Essays on the Archaeology and History of the Eastern
Mediterranean in Honor of Seymour Gitin (eds. Sidnie White Crawford et al.;
Jerusalem: The W. F. Albright Institute of Archaeological Research/The Israel
Exploration Society, 2007), 337-43, esp. 339-40. For other treatments of these
passages, see Jon D. Levenson, The Death and Resurrection of the Beloved Son: The
Transformation of Child Sacrifice in Judaism and Christianity (New Haven/London:
Yale University Press, 1993); and John van Seters, “From Child Sacrifice to Paschal
Lamb: A Remarkable Transformation in Israelite Religion,” Old Testament Essays
16/2 (2003): 453-63.

A recent treatment of the Phoenician evidence for the m/k-sacrifice was authored by
Luis Alberto Ruiz Cabrero, £/ Sacrificio Molk entre los fenicio-punicos: Cuestiones
demogrdficas y ecologicas (Tesis Doctoral), Departamento de Historia Antigua,
Universidad Complutense de Madrid, 2007 (reference courtesy of the author). This
work accepts the view of Otto Eissfeldt, Paul G. Mosca and others that mlk is not the
name of a deity in the Phoenician material and that offerings of children were indeed
involved. For Eissfeldt, see his monograph, Molk als opferbegriff im punichen und
hebrdischen und das Ende des Gottes Moloch (Beitrage Religionsgeschichte des
Alterums, volume 3; Halle: Max Niemeyer, 1935). Eissfeldt’s work has been
translated into Spanish as E/ Molk como concepto del Sacrificio Punico y Hebreo y el
final del Dios Moloch (edited by Carlos C. Wagner and Luis Ruiz Cabrero. Madrid:
Centro de Estudios Fenicios y Punicos, 2002), published together with articles on the
subject by Enrico Acquario, Maria Giulia Amadasi, Antonia Ciasca, and Edward
Lipinski. For Mosca, see “Child Sacrifice in Canaanite and Israelite Religion: A
Study in Mulk and mlk” (Ph.D. dissertation), Harvard University, 1975. For the view
that archaeological research has confirmed that sacrifice of children was involved
and not simply burial of deceased children, see Lawrence E. Stager and Samuel
Wolff, “Child Sacrifice at Carthage: Religious Rite or Population Control?
Archaeological Evidence Provides Basis for a New Analysis,” BAR 10/1 (1984): 30—
51.
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32:35 denounce the practice as one “which I [God] did not command”
(or “never commanded,” NJPS) and “which did not ascend to my
heart” (that is, “never entered my mind”). In its representation of the
divine role in the law of child sacrifice, Ezekiel 20:25-26 goes further
than either Jeremiah 7:31, 19:5 or 32:35, by telling its audience that
Israel’s God “gave them statutes that were not good and rules by
which they would not live.” These expressions about God’s view of
child sacrifice seem to be addressing what their authors evidently
thought was the wrong understanding of the law of the sacrifice of the
first-born, as expressed, for example, in Exodus 22:28.5 More
specifically, the aim of Ezekiel would appear to dispute and disavow
an interpretation of Exodus 22:28 (or the like) that would apply the
law of the sacrifice of the first-born to humans. In this case, these
authors are arguing not only about the authority of an older text, but
also about its interpretation, which had become part of their tradition
surrounding such authoritative texts. These prophets cannot change
the older text due to the broadly recognized weight of tradition that
has legitimized them — at least in some eyes. Instead, they refute its
divine character — though not so much of the text itself, but of the
way that it had been understood and interpreted. What people
thought was commanded, it is now claimed, represents an incorrect
understanding or interpretation of them.

The strategy of characterizing a practice as one “which I did not
command them,” was also applied to the worship of other gods in
Deuteronomy 17:3.¢ Jeremiah 7:22 lists burnt offering or sacrifice as
practices that “I did not command.”” 1 have juxtaposed these two
particular cases to indicate something of the range in which the

4 A discussion can be found in Scott Walker Hahn and John Seitze Bergsma,
“What Laws Were ‘Not Good’? A Canonical Approach to the Theological Problem
of Ezekiel 20:25-26”, JBL 123 (2004): 201-18. Compare the remarks of Moshe
Greenberg, Ezekiel 1-20 (AB 22; Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1983), 368-70.
Without providing reasons or evidence, Greenberg regards the practice, much less
such an interpretation of it in this regard, as “intrinsically improbable.”

3> So see the discussion of Jeffrey H. Tigay, The JPS Commentary: Deuteronomy
(Philadelphia: The Jewish Publication Society, 1996), 162-63. Child sacrifice
appears to be understood also in Micah 6:7; see also Numbers 3:12-13 and 8:17-18.
Parenthetically, it is to be noted that in proposing Levites as a substitute for first-born
Israelites, the passages from Numbers shows that the commandment was taken to
apply to first-born humans.

6" So Tigay, The JPS Commentary: Deuteronomy, 162—63.

7 For a detailed discussion of the religious and sociological setting of this text,
see Halpern, “The False Torah of Jeremiah” 337—43.
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expression could be applied. In the former instance, there is no
controversy involved for the circles that Deuteronomy represented
and for the most part it seems to be a non-issue for a good deal of the
priestly elite that it engaged. In the latter case of Jeremiah 8:22, some
controversy is apparent, as this citation militates directly against
priestly torah. It is evident that this sort of expression could be
marshaled against a wide range of practices being debated among
elite religious circles of the period.

These references to laws “which I did not command” might seem
at first to be a denial of the laws involved rather than an argument for
a more careful and nuanced interpretation of them. Still, at this time,
perhaps the distinction between text and its interpretation was not yet
fully decoupled.® In some instances this phrase, “which I did not
command,” seems to be a means by which these authors express their
disagreement with a known, inherited interpretation of these laws that
for some has authority but whose authority they wish to question.’
This expression of prophecy or law that the deity says that he did not
command dates to the late seventh and sixth centuries BCE.

This was the period when concern was developing over how older
texts may and arguably should be read. These passages in
Deuteronomy, Jeremiah and Ezekiel are among the earliest texts!” that
explicitly raise the problem of interpretation of biblical laws, and all
of them may be traced to various priestly backgrounds in this period.
We should perhaps further connect this development with the scribal
production of prophecy and law in ancient Judah at the time; in other
words, interpretation perhaps developed as an issue in these texts in
combination with their production. It may be that this scribal context
engendered a sense of textual interpretation in a manner not as
critically apparent as in earlier periods. This juncture in Israel’s
textual culture also marks the growing importance of writing in

8 Note the post-exilic account of such study and interpretation in Nehemiah 8:13-
15.

9 Regarding Ezekiel’s alteration of tradition, see the reflections of Moshe
Greenberg, “Notes on the Influence of Tradition on Ezekiel,” JANES 22 (1993): 37 n.
11.

10" Yet note also Hosea 8:12: “I wrote for him a multitude of my teachings, like
something foreign have they been reckoned.”
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general and also for Israel’s sacred traditions emerging in written
scriptures.!!

As a coda to this discussion, we may note that this type of issue
was not confined to Israel in this period. A parallel is found in an
Akkadian pseudonymous letter apparently attributed to Samsuiluna
(the name is reconstructed), and thought to date to the reign of
Nebuchadnezzar 11.'2 This Neo-Babylonian text, known from two
copies from Sippar and Ur, concerns the holy places of Akkad, and it
criticizes temple officials for their dishonesty, sacrilege and other
offences, including the following statement: “They establish for their

11T use the term “scriptures” for the beginning of the process of scriptural
collection and transmission at this point in Israel’s religious-scribal history. Its later
and full accomplishment as a religiously recognized reality is signaled by the explicit
use of the term in the Hellenistic and Roman periods, as indicated by the following
references:

“the law, the prophets, and the later authors”; and “the law, the prophets, and the rest
of the books of our ancestors”: Ben Sira prologue;

“Torah, prophets and Psalms”: Luke 24:44;

“in the writings,” 0™992: Daniel 9:2;

“the holy works,” ta BitBAia & dywe: 1 Maccabees 12:9;

“holy writings,” ypadals aylats: Romans 1:2;

“writing,” ypad@dv: Romans 15:4; “writings,” ypadas: 1 Corinthians 15:3, 4;

“holy writings,” iepa ypdupata: 2 Timothy 3:15;

“For what does the writing say?” ti yap 7 ypady Aéye:: Romans 4:3, (citing Genesis
15:6); cf. Romans 9:17, 10:11, 11:2; Galatians 3:8, 22; 4:30;

“the writing,” T)v ypady, John 20:9; “(it says) in the writing,” év ypadfi, 1 Peter 2:6,
“there is no prophecy of scripture,” ypadijc, 2 Peter 1:20;

“scripture (is inspired by God),” ypady, and “the holy writings,” iepa ypappate in 2
Timothy 3:15-16;

“the holy writings,” T&v tep@v ypaddv: Josephus, Contra Apionem, 2.4 para. 45 (see
also “our biblia” in 1.38-40); Philo, De Abrahamo, 61; De congressu eruditionis
gratia, 34, 90.

For discussions of these terms, see The Canon Debate (Edited by Lee Martin
McDonald and James A. Sanders; Peabody, MA: Hendrickson Publishers, 2002),
128-145; Jonathan G. Campbell, “4QMMT(d) and the Tripartite Canon,” JJS 51
(2000): 181-190; Timothy H. Lim, “The Alleged Reference to the Tripartite Division
of the Hebrew Bible,” RevQ 20 (2001): 23-37; Eugene Ulrich, “The Non-attestation
of a Tripartite Canon in 4QMMT,” CBQ 65 (2003): 202-214. For an optimistic view
of a relatively early tripartite canon (especially compared to the discussions of
Ulrich), see Stephen Dempster, “From Many Texts to One: The Formation of the
Hebrew Bible,” in The World of the Aramaeans I: Studies in Language and
Literature in Honour of Paul-Eugéne Dion (Edited by P. M. Mich¢le Daviau, John
W. Wevers and Michael Weigl; JSOTSup 324; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press,
2001), 19-56. 1 do not use the term “Bible,” which is a post-biblical anachronism.

12 For this text, see F. H. N. Al-Rawi and A. R. George, “Tablets from the Sippar
Library III. Two Royal Counterfeits,” Irag 56 (1994): 135-48, esp. 138-39. See also
the translation of this text by Benjamin R. Foster, Before the Muses: An Anthology of
Akkadian Literature (Third ed.; Bethesda, MD: CDL Press, 2005), 288.
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gods matters that the gods did not command.”!? According to F. H.
N. Al-Rawi and A. R. George, “’Things that the gods commanded’
are presumably the correct ritual procedures of the temple, which in
Babylonia were considered matters of divine revelation dating from
time immemorial.”'* Following this accusation, the text goes on to
say how Marduk established both “the purifying exorcist” and “the
lamentation priest.” It is difficult to surmise what precisely were “the
things that the gods did not command.” If it relates to the reference to
these two classes of temple functionaries, it might be guessed that the
concern was a matter of exclusion of these officials from priestly
staffs. It is, however, difficult to confirm this guess, and a substantial
lacuna that immediately follows does not help matters. It is, in fact,
quite possible that the expression, “things that the gods did not
command,” represents the rhetorical culmination of the list of ills that
precede it. In any event, the expression criticizes practices that were
not traditionally sanctioned.

In this letter as well as all of the biblical cases, divine authority
stands behind the human voice represented as asserting the claim. In
these texts, human pseudonymity plays a role. The figure of
Samsuiluna, the son and successor of Hammurapi of Babylon, is
attributed this Akkadian letter. Moses is the pseudonymous mediator
of torah of Deuteronomy, and many biblical scholars would view
much of the prophecy attributed to Jeremiah and Ezekiel as
pseudonymous as well. Pseudonymous authorship in the Akkadian
case involves a figure of old, a Babylonian king from over a
millennium earlier. He evokes a Babylonia of antiquity to a Babylon
of the present (relative to the text). In terms of the perceived
antiquity of the human figure, it is the case from Deuteronomy that
relates the most to this feature as it appears in the Akkadian letter.
The divine voice in this biblical work comes through the hand of
Moses, the human mediator of the Torah. Both the Akkadian letter
and Deuteronomy involve a claim to a notable human voice in the
distant past (in relative contrast to Jeremiah and Ezekiel). The voice
in the Akkadian letter is royal , and it evokes the order established in
Babylon under both the Old Babylonian and neo-Babylonian

13 For this text, see F. H. N. Al-Rawi and A. R. George, “Tablets from the Sippar
Library III. Two Royal Counterfeits,” Iraq 56 (1994): 13548, in particular 138-39.
See also the translation of this text by Foster, Before the Muses, 288.

14 Al-Rawi and A. R. George, “Tablets from the Sippar Library II1”, 139.
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dynasties. In contrast, the monarchical voice is absent from the
biblical passages; the authority is religious as in the Akkadian text,
but it is decoupled from the royal, and it is possibly anti-royal in
some instances. Both the Akkadian letter and the biblical texts also
invoke the authority of specific deities. Marduk’s creation of the
gods and humanity as well as his allotment of their destinies is cited
as the foundation of the moral order. Similarly, Yahweh’s authority
is consistently invoked in the biblical texts.

At the same time, the forms of these texts differ considerably, and
this is particularly the case when it comes to the prophetic cases from
Jeremiah and Ezekiel. These biblical texts largely involve first
person speech by God embedded in prophecy (for the most part),
while the Akkadian letter attributes the criticism to the putative
human speaker. The Akkadian letter does not link or telescope the
human authority and the gods. Instead, it involves a claim by human
authority about Marduk and the gods. In contrast, the biblical texts
do not simply attribute the claim to the deity, but put it in the deity’s
mouth in the form of first-person speech, and as such, it carries the
authority of that divine figure. The claim about the deity is a claim
made by the deity. With this fusion, text and interpretation are both
cloaked in the divine voice, providing one of the foundations for the
emergence of Scripture.






THE CONTRIBUTION OF THE ANTIOCHEAN GREEK TEXT
TO TEXT CRITICISM IN KINGS: RAHLF’S STUDY OF THE
LUCIANIC RECENSION REVISITED (1 Kgs 1:8, 36, 40, 41, 45)'

Pablo A. Torijano Morales

The text of the first chapter of 1 Kings / 3 Kingdoms was chosen by
A. Rahlfs in his Septuaginta Studien as the ideal field of
experimentation for textual criticism of Kings.” He intended to
establish the text-critical value of the Antiochean Greek text in Kings
in order to recover the Old Greek text to be edited in a critical edition.
With this aim in mind, he classified all the variants of LXX" in 1
Kings, comparing them with the "standard" text of LXX.Rahlfs
concluded that "the Lucianic text depends on the text of LXX", that
is, the one known through the Vatican Codex and those that follow
it According to Rahlfs, the varying Lucianic readings were better
explained as deviations from the standard text of LXX. Rahlfs
thought they might be caused by emendations of the Greek standard,
modifications following parallel passages, simplifications of the
Greek text, or stylistic improvements. Thus, leaving aside a few
occasions, the Greek text attested by the Antiochean tradition would
not represent a Hebrew text different from the MT. As the Vatican
codex mirrors almost literally the MT, Rahlfs seemed to conclude that
the Masoretic Hebrew text is the primary and single source of the OG
text, on which the witness of the other secondary versions depends.
Rahlfs’ opinion heavily influenced later criticism, represented mainly

! The research on which is based the present pages has been carried out with the
support of a Research Grant of the Spanish Ministerio de Educacion y Ciencia. It is a
great pleasure to write these pages to honor Julio Trebolle. He was my professor
during my undergrad years; he introduced me to Biblical textual criticism and bore
patiently with my dissertation. Now we are colleagues and friends and he still bears
patiently with me. I was not the best student, but he sure was the best teacher.

% See Alfred Rahlfs, Lucians Rezension der Konigbiicher (Septuaginta Studien
[II; Gottingen: Vandehoeck & Ruprecht, 1911).

3 See, Rahlfs, Lucians Rezension, p-190.
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by M. Noth and Wiirthwein in their introductions to the study of the
Hebrew Bible.*

However, the perspectives of the study of Rahlfs were those
previous to the discovery and study of the biblical manuscripts of
Qumran. The new data they provided on the history of the biblical
text of the historical books and, in particular, of the kaige and proto-
Lucianic recensions forces us to restate the views on which Rahlfs
based his work, and make necessary a new critical evaluation of the
Antiochean text as witness of the Old Greek text.” This re-evaluation
has to be combined with the assessment of the textual evidence
provided by secondary versions such as Old Latin, Georgian,
Armenian (in its pre-Hexaplaric stratum) among others, as well as
Josephus and the parallel Hebrew text of Chronicles where extant.

The editor of any text of the Antiquity, given the particularities of
transmission, is somehow at the middle of a crossroad of multiple
choices and decisions; if he faces a religious text, chances are that he
will have to deal with its redaction history, and if the text derives
from a version, he will be lost in translation. The challenges that a
critical edition of III-IV Kingdoms poses to the editor respond almost
exactly to that conundrum. The historical books have undergone a
long and a complicated process of redaction both in Greek and
Hebrew, with several recensions in both languages.

On the other hand, the Gottingen series pursues to establish the
OG text, which is by itself a daunting task given the multiplicity of
revisions. However some of those recensions (kaige, Hexaplaric) are
important for the history of the text and for the history of the religious
group that authored and cherished them at a determined moment of
the history. Therefore, they cannot be discarded or buried in the
depths of the critical apparatuses.® As it seems, a middle way should

* See M. Noth, Die Welt des Alten Testaments. Einfiihrung in die Grenzegebiete
der alttestamentlichen Wissenschaft (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1953), 286; E. Wiirthwein,
Der Text des alten Testaments. Eine Einfithrung in die Biblica Hebraica (Stuttgart:
Wiirttembergische Bibelanstatt, 1974), 112.

5 On the kaige recension see, Dominique Barthélemy, Les Devanciers d’Aquila
(VTSup X; Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1963), 31-68 / 91-143; H.St. J. Thackeray, “The
Greek Translators of the Four Books of Kings,” JTS 8 (1907): 262-78 ; Natalio
Fernandez Marcos, The Septuagint in Contex: Introduction to the Greek Version of
the Bible (Leiden: E.J.Brill, 2000), 142-53.

% On this point, Muraoka rightly states: “ ... An equally firm decision must be
taken as to what to do with a relatively early revision or recension such as Kaige,
which of all revisions/recensions carries special weight partly by virtue of its putative
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be implemented in those cases where an “Old” Greek text can be
reached, but an “alternative” later Greek text is extant as well,
because both texts are important when considering the history of
transmission and redaction as a whole.”

In the particular case of Samuel-Kings, secondary versions such as
the Old Latin, the Georgian and the Armenian, and in a lesser degree
others such as the Coptic, the Syrohexapla or the Ethiopic are
witnesses that have to be reckoned with: they often attest processes of
revision and recension that mirror those of their Greek Vorlage, just
as the Greek version mirrors that of its Hebrew Vorlage.* They do
partially preserve different textual traditions that shed light on the
general development of their parent Greek text, in the same way that
the Greek text illuminates somehow the history of the Hebrew text.
However, some problems arise when using the secondary versions as
witnesses of a Greek text. On the one hand, many of the versions lack
a modern critical edition so the recourse to Mss evidence is conditio
sine qua non for assessing their critical value. On the other, it is
essential to decide their weight when establishing the Greek text: can
they stand alone as witnesses for a supposed Greek reading which has
disappeared from all the Greek mss. tradition in that location, but that
has been preserved in other places as witnesses by both the Versions
and the Greek Mss tradition?

age (1st cent. BCE?) and partly by virtue of the fact that in books such as Kingdoms
it is very firmly rooted in the textual tradition of the Septuagint. However, if one is
serious about it, someone should one day produce an edition of it comparable to our
Spanish colleagues' edition of the Antiochean version of 1-2 Samuel and 1-2 Kings,”
in Takimatsu Muraoka, “A Septuagint Greek Grammar, but of Which Text-Form or -
Forms” ” Estudios Blbllcos 51(1993): 433-458, 453.

" For an example of this critical approach see Pablo A. Torijano, “Textual
Criticism and the Text-Critical Edition of IV Regnorum. The case of 17:2-6,
Ausloos, H., Lemmelijn, B., Garcia Martinez, F. (eds.), After Qumran: Old and New
Editions of Biblical Texts. T he Historical Books (BETL; Leuven - Paris - Dudley
MA Peeters, 2011) (in press).

% On the weight and importance of the versions see Andrés Piquer, Pablo
Torijano, and Julio Trebolle, “Versions of the Septuagint, Greek Recensions and
Hebrew Editions. Text-Critical Evaluation of the Old Latina, Armenian and Georgian
Versions in III-IV Regnorum,” in Translating a Translation. The LXX and Its
Modern Translations in the Context of Early Judaism (Ed. by H. Ausloos, et al.;
BETL 213; Leuven: Peeters, 2008), 251-282. Julio Trebolle was among the first
scholars in acknowledging the importance of the versions: J. C. Trebolle Barrera,
“From the ‘Old Latin’ Through the ‘Old Greek’ to the ‘Old Hebrew’ (2 Kgs 10:23—
25),” Textus 11 (1984): 17-36.
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In the same way, one may ask whether the editor can go even
farther and resort to textual conjecture. This practice is very common
in the critical editions of Classical texts, since there was theoretically
an original at the beginning of the process, but it is not performed
easily on texts such as those of Kings, given the multiple redactional
layers to be extricated during the process. In any case, and despite the
difficulties, the editor can, through careful juggling of textual
evidence, translation technique and literary criticism, reach the oldest
attainable text by proposing a conjecture. However, the “temptation”
of recreating an impossible text should be avoided.

In the next pages a preliminary edition of some verses of IlI
Kingdoms will be presented (1 Kgs 1:8, 36, 40, 41, 45.) The aim is to
use those verses and the difficulties they offer to assess the validity of
the above considerations and find the best approach to the
establishment of the OG text of III-IV Kingdoms. They correspond
to the first chapter of Kings in kaige section Py’ since most of the
textual problems happen to be concentrated where recensional
activity is evident. Many of them were considered by Rahfls in this
study of the Lucianic tradition; the comparison between Rahlfs
approach and a fresh consideration of the evidence should open
venues for further study.

The layout of each verse is as follows: the OG text figures in the
main text but the recensional readings have been acknowledged in the
apparatus, marking them with bold (kaige recension) letters. The
evidence assembled in the apparatus incorporates the data from the
Collation Books of the Septuaginta Unternehmen of Gdottigen
(Kollationhefte); in them, a total of 60 Greek mss. has been collated
for the Critical edition. The grouping of Mss follows the path
established for 1 Samuel by S. P. Brock but they include all the
available textual evidence."” The Greek evidence precedes the one

% Classification of H. St J. Thackeray, The Septuagint and Jewish Worship,
(London: Oxford University Press, 1923), 114: a = 1Sam ; B = 2 Sam 1:1-9:1; By =
2 Sam 11:2 -1 Kings 2:11; yy = 1 Kings 2:12-21:43; yd 1= Kings 22- 2 Kings.

' The list of the manuscripts distributed in several groups according to their
textual filiation is as follows: B M V A 247-376 (=0O) 19-82-93-127 (=L), 98-243-
379-731 (CI), 46-52-236-242-313-328-530 (CII), 121-509 (b), 44-06-107-125-610
(d), 56-246 (), 64-381 (0), 92-130-314-488-489-762 (s), 74-120-134 (1), 119-527-
799 (x), 68-122 (z), 55-71-158-244-245-318-342-372-460-554-700-707° (mixti).
Following the convention of the Gottingen LXX, the uncials would appear at the
beginning of every entry but for A forms part of O; when the letter designating a mss.
group is capital, it means that it constitutes a recension. This point specially applies
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furnished by the daughter versions.'' These have been collated on the
available critical editions exception made for the Armenian and the
Georgian versions, for which new mss. evidence has been taken into
consideration. '

to O L and CI . For the general disposition of the critical apparatus, see any
introduction of the Critical Editions in the Gottingen series. For a description of the
different mss. that have been collated see A. Rahlfs, Verzeichnis der griechischen
Handschriften des Alten Testaments (MSU 2; Berlin: Weidmannsche Buchhandlung,
1914).The study of the textual filiations of a partial collation based in Brooke-
Mclean’s Edition was made for 1 Samuel by S. P. Brock and can be extrapolated
grosso modo to 1-2 Kings as well; see id., The Recensions of the Septuagint Version
of I Samuel (Quaderni di Henoch; Torino: Silvio Zamorani Editore, 1987).

"' The sources collated for the secondary versions are the followmg for the
Ethiopic evidence, A. Dillmann, Veteris Testamenti Aethiopici Tomus Primus sive
Octateuchus Aethiopicus (Leipzig: Brockhaus, 1853); id., Veteris Testamenti
Aethiopici Tomus Secundus sive Libri Regum, Paralipomenon, Esdrae, Esther
(Leipzig: Brockhaus, 1861). For the Armenian, see Hovhann Zohrapian,
Astuatsaschunch’ Matean Hin Ew Nor Ktakarants’ (Scriptures of the Old and New
Testaments). A Facsimile Reproduction of the 1805 Venetian Edition with an
Introduction by Claude Cox (1805; repr., Delmar, NY: Caravan Books, 1984). For
the Sahidic materials, the lists of texts by A. Vaschalde, “Ce qui a été publi¢ des
versions coptes de la Bible,” RB NS 16, 28 (1919): 220-43, 513-31; 29 (1920): 91-
106, 241-58; 30 (1921): 237-46; 31 (1922): 81-88, 234-58. For the Bohairic, idem,
“Ce qui a été publié des versions coptes de la Bible,” Le Muséon 43 (1930): 409-31;
the inventory continues in W. C. Till, “Coptic Biblical Texts After Vaschalde's
Lists,”, Bulletin of the John Rylands Library 42 (1959-60): 220-40; and P. Nagel,
“Editionen koptischer Bibeltexte seit Till 1960,” Archiv fiir Papyrusforschung 35
(1990): 43-100. For the Old Latin version, see B. Fischer with the collaboration of E.
Ulrich and J.E. Sanderson, “A Revised Edition of L 115 for Samuel-Kings,”
BIOSCS 16 (1983): 13-87; idem, “Palimsestus Vindobonensis”, in idem, Beitrdge zur
Geschichte der lateinischen Bibeltext (Vetus Latina. Die Reste der altlateinischen
Bibel 12; Freiburg: Herder, 1986), 308-386; Antonio Moreno Hernandez, Las glosas
marginales de Vetus Latina en las Biblias Vulgatas espariolas: 1y 2 Reyes (TECC
49; Madrid: CSIC, 1992), 137-138. For the Syrohexapla, cfr A. Lagarde Bibliothecae
Syriacae a Paulo de Lagarde collectae quae ad philologiam sacram pertinent
(Goéttingen: Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht, 1892); idem, Veteris Testamenti ab
Origene recensiti fragmenta apud Syros servata quinque, (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck
and Ruprecht 1880).

12 The Armenian edition has been supplemented with the following manuscripts:
Matenadaran 1500, Jerusalem 1925, Vienna 55, Lambeth Library 1209, St Lazzaro
280, St Lazzaro 935. The Georgian evidence has been gathered by Dr. A. Piquer on
the basis of the Mss collation kindly furnished by Dr. A. Kharanauli. The following
mss. have been taken into account: B (Bakhari Edition; 18th Century) O (Codex
Oskhi; Mt Athos Monastery N1, 10th Century) Ja (Jerusalem 114, 13th Century) F
(A 646, 16th Century), J (Jerusalem 7/11, 11th Century), S (A 51, Biblia
Mecxet’ica,17th-18th Centuries).
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3 KINGDOMS 1:8

8 xal Zaddoux 6 iepels xai Bavatag vidg Iwad xat Nabav 6

e

mpodNTYs  xal Zapalag xal ol étaipot avtol, xat ol viol
duvatol Tol Aautd, odx Noav et Opvid.

om xai 1°- Opvia d246m4 Saddoux L Arm Geor ] cadwx A BV
O C’dfostzmixti P ; gadwy M x55-158 ; adwy 245 |
Bavatag] Paveag 19’ 46-52-242 246™ 74 527 342 Arm ; Pavoiag
245 | Twad L0 Arm] wiadae A Arm ; adwvae 460 ; 1waf 19 ;
adwe 242-328 ; 1wddae 74 ; wdae BM V O CICII**?** d fo s
7 x z mixti** Geor | Sapaias ] oepet MN CI121 d fo £527 z
71-121-158-244-245- 554 ; oepeer A B 247 (313°) CIT 509 x°°7
55-342-460-554-707 | oi étalpot adtod L Geor] pyot MN 376 C7
d 246 488-762 527 244-318 ; pnoet A B 509 ( pxg[... 246™) £
0x>"" 55-245-342-707; pqt CI s**° ™ 1z 121°-554 ; peer 460 ;
puL 488 ; pel 247 ; pyom 158 ; piot 71 | xau 62] > 245 19 ; 01 L™
707; absc 246™ | of viol duvatot 71] viot duvatot ABM V O CI
CIT* bdfostxzmixti®® ;o Suvatol 46’ Ra jovreg duvatol
L 318 SyrH’ ; filii fortes Arm ; filii fortium Geor™; filii
fortitudinum Geor ; omne robur exercitus Lat | Tol] tw L |
Aavid] 0ad A MV 247 L CI CIT b 44-106 f 0 s t x z mixti ;
dawetd B | odx Yjoav] pr. xat 527 460 ; > (246™) £ | petd L Arm
Geor] omiow rel | opvia L Geor SyrH’] adwviou A MV 376 CI
CI b d s t x z mixti”™; adwveiov B (adwl... 246™) £ adoviou

247 71-460

The proposed text differs in several points from Rahlfs’ manual
edition. The onomastica printed in the text is attested by the Lucianic
tradition and the Georgian version. These variants were classified by
Rahlfs among those that do not derive from the B text, and indicate
either a different consonantic Hebrew text or a different
pronunciation.” In the particular case of Tad8ovk , 2 Sam 8:17 has
the same reading attested by B A (cadovy) L (caddovk 93-127,
cadouk 19-82) 121 (cadovy) and 245. The name departs from the

> Thus Rahlfs notes: “In L lauten die Eigennamen oft wesentlich anders, als in
G. Dabei lassen sich aver die L- und G-Formen nicht auseinander ableiten, sondern
gehen meistens auf hebrdische Konsonantenvarianten oder verschiedene Ausprachen
derselben Konsonanten zuriick. [...] G schliesst sich durchweb an M an, L weicht
mehr oder weniger stark ab. Also kann L nicht nach M korrigiert haben”. Rahfls,
Lucians Rezension, 183
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MT as it stands and cannot be explained as an inner Greek
phenomenon of correction or corruption. The denomination of the
Sadduccees (caddouxatot) supports the antiquity of the proposed
reading;'* besides this form of the name is quite usual in the book of
Ezekiel.”” The form Iwad also shows a different vocalization of the
Hebrew; it appears also in B in 1 Paralipomena 11:4. It is only
witnessed by the L group and the Armenian version in some
manuscripts

The reading xat Zapaicg xal ol éraipot adtol xal ol viol duvartol
Tol Aavtd must be considered together. The first part of the reading, oi
étalpot avtol, is attested solely by the Lucianic group and
presupposes a Hebrew text slightly different from the MT: nynw
o123 PYN. The form pyt, that we find in the rest of the mss. tradition,
follows the MT and segments the text differently, either by taking the
personal pronoun suffix as a copulative conjunction that precedes the
noun 0" 123, or by haplography of two Hebrew waws . At this point
Josephus® text xai Sipolets 6 Aavidou dilog' seems to ratify the
proto-Lucianic character of the Lucianic reading, although Josephus’s
reads a singular for the plural; this change could be due to a stylistic
re-arrangement to balance the clause or to Josephus’ well-attested
paraphrastic tendency.

The second half of the verse presents several difficulties. The
reading viot duvatol Tol Aauid is attested by the whole Greek tradition
except the Lucianic text; the versions, exception made of the Syriac
text of Jacob of Edessa, follow the majority Greek tradition with

4 Cf . Jewish Antiquities 13.171-173 ; 18.18-22; Jewish war 2.119-161; Matt
3:7i 16:1,6, 11, 12;22:22, 23; Luke 20:27; Acts 4:1, 5:27 , 23:6.

> The Lucianic tradition in Samuel and Kings attests always the form caddoux; it
appears also in  Ezra 7:2 , Neh. 3:29, 10:22, 11:11, 13:13; Ezek 40:46, 42:13, 19;
44:15, 48:11.

' The variant pyt responds partially to the kaige tendency towards transliteration
of Hebrew words that in the OG were translated. In this case, the transliteration is
due to a different segmentation of the Hebrew text; cfr Emanuel Tov,
“Transliterations of Hebrew Words in the Greek Versions of the Old Testament. A
Further Characteristic of the Kaige-Th. Revision?,” Textus (1999): 78-92; reprinted
in The Greek and the Hebrew Bible. Collected Essays on the Septuagint (Leiden,
Boston, Koln: E.J. Brill, 1999), 501-512.

76 apyiepeds Sddwxog xal 6 mpodryg Nébag xal Bavaleg 6 éml Tév
cwpatoduddrwy xal Zipolels 6 Aavidou didos xal mdvtes of dvdpetdtatol (AJ VII
346-347).
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small variants.'® Rahlfs corrected the Greek text on the basis of the
MT" discarding viot . Rahlfs’ reading, of duvatol, is a literal
translation of the MT; the Lucianic text, of vtec duvatot Aauid, seem
to be also secondary since it tries to clarify the text. The Georgian
version translates “and the sons of the strong ones of David” (Mss B,
FS) or “those who were the select army of David” (rest of the
tradition); the Armenian reads “the strong sons”.*’ The Itala OL text
as attested in the Breviarium Gothicum reads omne robur exercitus.”'
The Vulgata tradition presents robur exercitus, with the variant
robustissimi that follows more closely the MT. The agreement
between Vulg and OL readings (“robur exercitus”) suggests that
Vulgata has preserved an OL reading in this place. Some of the
variants attested by the Latin and Georgian versions, mainly the ones
that indicate a genitive construction (“the strength of the army”, “the
sons of the strong ones of David) are similar to the Greek expression
viol duvapews, a literal rendering of 5 w13, The coincidence of OL
and Georgian indicate that both attest a Greek Vorlage similar to the
one preserved by the majority Greek tradition. At this point the
Lucianic reading would be recensional as it agrees with Hexaplaric
sources (obelus in SyrHexapla).

Rahlfs’ approach understands viot as a transmission problem
within the Greek tradition. However, viol seems to indicate a problem
of Hebrew Vorlage and translation technique of three Hebrew
expressions *gibborim vs. *bney hayyil or even *gibbor hayyil. The
three expressions can be translated by the Greek duvatol but only the
second one would explain the reading vioi that it is found in most of
the Greek tradition. It is possible then that the reading viol was

'8 On the Vorlage of Jacob of Edessa’s text see Alison Salvensen, The Books of
Samuel in the Syriac Version of Jacop of Edessa (MPIL 10; Leiden / Boston / Kdln:
E.J. Brill, 1999).

Y Two mss. of the CII, 46-52, attest the same reading, but according to the
apparatus of the LXX manual edition, they were not taken into consideration or
perhaps even known by Rahlfs.

% 1 am indebted to Dr. Andrés Piquer on he insights on the relationship between
the Georgian version and OL. He presented the problems in the paper “The Use of
Secondary Versions for the Critical Edition of 3-4 Regnorum: The Georgian
Evidence” (SBL Annual Meeting Boston 2008).

! It is interesting to note that Josephus’ mdvteg of dvdpeiétator agrees with the
omne of the OL. One may ask whether the 8vteg of the Lucianic text results from an
original text with mdvreg.
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originated at a stage of the Hebrew tradition in which the formula was
different from the o123 reflected in the MT.

The critical text proposed in the present sample reflects the oldest
text attainable on purely textual grounds. However, the expression xal
ot étaipot adTod xai viot duvatol Tol Aauid is highly suspicious as it is
from the point of view of literary criticism. It could well represent a
doublet. If such was the case, the first half of the reading would
constitute the OG, whereas the second half would be a recensional
reading. Unfortunately, the textual witnesses do not provide us with
data which would allow us to go beyond the feeling and propose a
different critical text.

3 KINGDOMS 1:36

36 xal amexpify Bavaias vids Iwad 6 Pacihel xal eimey
yévorto oUTwg elme xUptog 6 Bedg gou xUpté pov BaciAed

36 Bavatag] Paveas 19° 46’ 328 509 246 74 527 342 ; Pawalag
707 ; vaPaiag 55% | om uto; Iwa5 71| vidg] pro 82 | Iwad] 1wdae
BMV OCICIbdfos™ ¢™xzmixti™ **7; 1oudae 488
245; adwe 158 ; woag 19 ; Lwta&ze A Arm ; w0dae 74 ; wwdae
707 vid ; + xat xepebbt xat ocpepseet 125 | 6 Baciiel] > 125 ;
post etmev tr CII 71 | eimev] emmov 125 ; + ovtwg (+ xar d 100y
moTwoal xuptos (> B L 509 Lat) o 8eog (+ Toug Aoyoug L Sah
Lat (verbo) Geor ; + o pyua V CI 121 z 244 ) Tov xuplov (Tw
xuptw 509) pov (>488) Tou Bacthews (Toug Aoyoug 242’ 5 + To
pnpe 125 Sah ) om. codd.| obtwg — Pacirel L Sah (mutil)
Geor] om rel.

The textual situation of v. 36 is quite complicated, but the doublet
present in the Lucianic tradition and in the Georgian version allows
us to sort it out and establish the OG. The MT as it stands is the
result of the fusion of two different readings that lost some elements
when mingling. The comparative examination of MT / LXX" / LXX"
makes possible to recognize and isolate them; the Antiochean text
preserves both readings in a complete and differentiated way.

The first reading would represent the kaige recension: oUTwg
motwoatr 6 feds Tovg Adyous Tol xuplou pov Tol BaciAéws. It is
witnessed partially by mss. B 509 and 460, the Sahidic and the
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Aethiopic version with the omission of Tobg Adyous, and fully in the
first half of the doublet of the Lucianic text, the extant part of the OL
and the Sahidic and Georgian versions. The mss. V CI 121 z 244
attest the reading To pfjua as a variant of the kaige reading Tols
Adyous=which is omitted in the rest of the Greek tradition as shown in
the critical apparatus. According to this, the kaige text attests a
Hebrew text different from the MT. The MT would constitute then
the last development in the textual and redactional history of this
verse, combining partially the two previous stages of the text.

The OG oUtwgs elme xUptog 6 Beds cou xUpté pov Bactred (Thus
spoke the Lord your God, o my Lord the King = 7158 i 90K 12
T5nn 1TR) is preserved only in the L group and the Georgian
version; . It has the following traits: 1. the verb elme reflects a gatal
form (7nR) instead of wayyigtol (A1IK") of the Masoretic text. 2. The
subject of the clause is xUptog 6 beds oou = T'nH8 M, “Yahweh your
God”, instead of MT "n5& M “Yahveh the God of” (my lord the
king). The pronominal suffix of second person (7) addresses David
(“Yahweh your God”), instead of the construct form of MT that also
refer to David but in indirect style, “the God of (my lord the king)”.
The vocative x0pté pov Pactrel continues the direct style reflected by
the possessive pronoun gou; it presupposes then also a Hebrew
vocative form, T9nn 7R, instead of the construct of the MT. The
vocative “o my lord the king” is well attested in 1 Kgs 1 (1:13, 18,
20, 24),22 whereas the expression “YHWH, the God of my Lord, the
King” has no parallel in the narrative. The case of 1Kgs 2:38, which
forms part of the OG section of the book, illustrates this point; in the
MT, 75n1 378 is the subject of the clause (757 WX 927 “My lord
the king spoke...”). The OG, as represented both by the B and the L
traditions, renders here a vocative: T0 pijua 0 éraAnoas xUpte (yov)
Baaikel = “the word that you spoke o (my) lord king”.

The kaige reading, oUtwg moTwoat feog Tovg Adyous Tod xupiou pou
Tol Baciréws (“may God in this way confirm the words of my Lord
the King” = 7511 178 ™27 N& Y8 138 12) supposes an alternative
textual tradition. B, 509, 460, the Aethiopic, Coptic and OL confirms
the reading miotwoatr (jAR’) instead of MT 9nKY, as well as the

22 Besides these cases, 1:17 should be noted, where the MT has only 1TR but
LXX" and the rest of mss., except for B 509, preserve the complete reading with the
vocative xUpté pou Baatied.
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omission of xUptog (om. B 509 L Aeth Sah) in this place, although it
appears in the second part of the Lucianic doublet as attested in L and
Georgian. Besides this, the kaige text differs from the MT in two
points more: the subject of the clause is fedg, O'1R, instead of M
o'noR (the second in construct form); the kaige text adds Téug Adyous /
TO pfiua = "M2T NR, a construct on which the genitive Tol xuplov
depends, against the MT, that makes of 7571 an apposition to 7.

The MT has mingled both readings at a still later stage, only
preserving fragments of each of them. The more original reading is
the one preserved by the OG, that constitutes the oldest stage of the
textual tradition; it fits better into the style of the narrative (use of
vocative, direct style (7) when addressing the king), represents a
lectio difficilior and, at the same time, a less sophisticated and more
spontaneous structure. In this case, the kaige text seems to attest the
existence of a Hebrew text that was different from both the Hebrew
represented by the OG and the Masoretic text. According to this, the
recensional process that both Greek and the daughter versions
underwent, mirrors the history of the Hebrew text itself. The Greek
text can point out to the existence of a “kaige-like” Hebrew textual
stage to be situated between the Hebrew represented by the OG and
the Masoretic text. From this point of view, it could be said that in
Antiquity there was not an “original” text but rather a multiplicity of
traditions that are reflected partially in the different texts. The quest,
then, would be not for the original text but for the oldest text.

Against Rahlfs’ opinion, the Lucianic text preserves in this verse
the OG within a doublet that merges a kaige text with the OG text. In
this case, both the Lucianic tradition and the Georgian version are the
best witness for both the recensional and the old text. The mss. that
usually represent the kaige recensional text, namely B 509, seems to
have undergone further recensional activty to adapt their textual type
to a proto-Masoretic Hebrew text.

3 KINGDOMS 1:40, 41, 45.

40 xai avéPy még 6 Aadg dmicw adtol xat nlAovy év adrols xal
Exatpov xapl peyaly xal Axnoev N yij &v i dwvij adTdv.
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40 GvéPn | ascenderunt Aeth | xal 2° ] * et populus * SyrH |
nulouy - ueyadn (xapav ueyaAnv 19) L Lat (organizantes in organis
et fucundabantur in jucunditate magna) Geor] pr populus totus
Geor ; pr mag o Aaog exopeuoy (0 yopeuwy 82) ev xopots (pr ot 19) xat
eudppatvouevol eudpoouyy ueyady L 3 pr populus cantabat in
canticis et melodus et gaudebant gaudio magno Lat ; eyopevov (pr
0 Aaog SyrH) ev (em 509 ) xopoig xat (> 381 489) eucppawoy.svm
(gaudebant SyrH) eugppoguvny peyady rel ; hab au?»mg Jos /#xnaoev
247 L 158 Arm Geor Lat (resonabat) SyrH ] eppayn rel ;
contremuit Aeth ; hab mepiyeicbar Jos | om % y# 92 | om ¥ - 74
509™" | &v T§j dwvij adTév] amo s dwvns (+ avtou 68) 121 z Aeth
Arm SyrH’ ; om ev 509

41 xal #xouvgey Opvia xal mavtes oi xAntol adtol xal adTol
cuveTédeoay dayelv xal Axovoey lwaf ™y dwviy Tol Fyou xai
elmev Tig %) Bon T dwviic; Rxet uéya .

Opvia (-veia 82-93-127) L Geor SyrHJ ] adwvias AMV 376 CI CII b
ds t x z mixti *° ; adwveiac B* £ adoviag 247 460; + autog £ MMTOL
JeaBiovtes pet’ 19’ eaiovres (+xat mavtes ot 93) xait mvovres pet’ L0
Geor SyrH' | cuvetédeoav] guvetelegByoay 245| dayelv] pr tov CI
106 s 74-134 342-554 ; ecfiovtes L ; > d"° | T dwyny] ¢ q)cow;g
98’ | Tov nyov L Geor] Tng xepativyg (v xepativny 489) rel | % Boy
THic dwvng Axet peya (dwvy ™ Bons 19°) L Geor | n dwvy )¢ ToAewg
gxouans rel ; iste clamor vocis qui resonat in urbe Arm |

45 xal &ploey adTov Xaddoux 6 iepeds xai Nabav 6 mpodytns év
76 ety xal aviyayov adtov éxeifev eddpatvopevol xal Hynoev %
Y7 xpavyhv: alty éotiv 7 dwvn Tol Ayov #v Nxovoate

Bpwwev ABS OL509 dost 119 z mixti 3377  eypigay rel ;
preoccupaverunt Lat | Zaddoux] cadwx A BV O CI CII b d 0 bst
527 mixti % %% ; oadwy M x°%7 55%-158-245 | om 6 74 |
mpodtns B L 245 Geor] + &g Baodea emt (Tov 246) InA £ + eig
Bacirea rel Arm Aeth SyrH | &v 1% I‘slwv] Xl ECQATNOQY  T)

xepatTvy) xat avefn o Aaog 245 ; > Geor | 6] ™ B | Teitww BMV Lo

b fox z 158-318-342-460-554-707] ynwv 108 CI 2 CIT 489 244;
gebon Arm ;  ynep 242 ywwv rel | aviyayov adtov L Geor ] avanaav
rel | n yn xpavyhy L Geor] N xpavyy 19’ ; 9 moAig rel | alty ] ev )
247 | éotlv L ] om rel | 1) dwvi] dwvyy 121 Z71| Tod Aiyov L Geor] om
rel | fv] n 247

These three verses must be considered as a whole since their textual
difficulties are interconnected; they describe Solomon’s anointment
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and people’s joy at the event. Rahlfs’ edition reflects the B text; the
above critical text is the result of different critical choices. As it
stands, the Greek textual tradition is clearly divided in two streams;
on the one hand we have the B (= kaige recension); on the other, the
Lucianic tradition supported by OL, Georgian and (partially)
Armenian shows a different text, that was dismissed by Rahlfs as late
or as depending on B. The critical text we proposed relies on the
Lucianic tradition as a whole. I will analyze here only those readings
that differ notably from Rahlfs’ edition. I therefore will not explain
minor variants as &ypioev / Epioav or T'ewwv / Tiwv since they are
clearly due to inner Greek developments and can be solved on purely
textual grounds.

At the beginning of v. 40 the Lucianic text has a doublet. Rahfls
classifies it as an example of Lucianic dependence on the OG, which
is identified by him with the B text.” However, the first part is
formed by xal mag 6 Aadg éxdpevov év yopols xal eidpatvouevol
gddpoaivy peyady), while the second one preserves xal nAowv év
adAois xal Exatpov xapd peyaly. The first half is attested by the whole
Greek textual tradition and seems to derive from a different reading
of the consonantal Hebrew text (m%1ana o55nn). It is a recensional
kaige reading. The second part attests then the proto-Lucianic or OG
text and is older than the first half, i.e, the recensional reading
adopted by Rahlfs in his edition as OG. Several facts supports that
textual choice: the OL preserves the doublet in the same terms; the
recensional reading (et populus cantabat in canticis et melodiis et
gaudabant gaudio magno) follows quite exactly the kaige text; the
second part represents the proto-Lucianic strand, and therefore reflect
the OG text (organizantes in organis et iucundabatur in iucunditate
magna) or a text quite near to it.”* The Georgian witness attests only
the second part of the doublet, i.e., the purely proto-Lucianic

3 “Den klarsten Beweis hierfiir liefern Vers 36 und 40a. An beiden Stellen hat L
handgreifliche Dubletten, und den ersten Bestandteil bildet beidemal der
vollstidndige, bei L nur etwas vermehrte G-text. Ein zufélliges Zusammentreffen ist
hier aber umso sicherer ausgeschlossen, als gerade G in beiden Fillen von M
abweicht” (Rahlfs, Lucians, 171).

* This doublet seems to indicate an ongoing process of recensional activiy on the
OL text that was brought it closer to the masoertic, somehow preceding Jeronimus
work. See J. Trebolle, “Textos ‘kaige’ en la Vetus Latina de Reyes (2 Re 10,15-18),”
RB 89 (1982) 198-202.
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reading.”” The presence of the word ad)ols in Josephus’ text confirms
the antiquity of the reading and its original character.”® The mention
of the subject (Aads / populus) in the three witnesses should be
considered as a mark of secondary recensional activity as it appears
with asterisk in the SyrH (* populus *) and in the Vulgate as well.

At the end of v. 40 we find the variant &ynoev; this textual choice
depends on taking into consideration vv. 41, 45 as well. The three
verses describe how the people go up behind Solomon, playing
instruments and showing their joy. TM reads: "the earth was split-up
open with their shouting...” (1:40) When Joab hears the noise, he
asks "What does this shouting in the city mean?" (1:41).... Later
Jonathan explains "and the city went into an uproar. That's the
shouting you heard" (1:45).

The proposed Greek critical text of these verses has several
differences with respect to Rahlfs’ text. The B text attests the kaige
recension; it follows literally the MT (except for B 1ig = MT »n,
which means that 7ig is part of OG, also attested in L). The Lucianic
tradition presents several variants that represent the OG text or at
least a stratum corresponding to a text very close to it.

The reading 7ynoev in v. 40 is to be preferred to B éppayy.
According to Rahlfs, in verse 40 LXX changed the
"incomprehensible" reading of B éppayn (pnyvu, to "crack™) for
fixnoev (Fixew = nnn / o, resonabat VL), as a case of translation of
the MT which is freer than that of the standard version®’ , as well as
of "facilitation of the understanding" of the text.”® However The OL
“et resonabat omnis terra in voce eorum’ attests the proto-Lucianic
character of the reading of LXX"“* It is also attested in both the

5 This point is extremely important since it shed light on the importance of the
Georgian version. Against what is normaly held, the Georgian version does not
depend on the Armenian at least in the historical books; rather, it seems to have a
Greek text as Vorlage. The textual filiation of this Greek Vorlage is Lucianic, but in
occasions, it preserves only the purely pre-Lucianic strand of the tradition, as it is the
case here.

S wal mhic 6 hade [...] adol TepTOUeVos, g U Tol TANBoug &Y dpydvwy dmacay
mepinyeiohar ™y yijy xat tov dépa (AJ VII:358). It has to be noted that both the
Peshitta and the Targum seem to reflect a similar Hebrew wording (8%311), see Sanda,
“Biicher der Konige,” 23.

) 27 nL's Ubersetzung gibt MT freier wieder, als die gewdhnliche griechische
Ubersetzung", (Rahfls, Lucians Recension p. 174).

8 "Erleichterung gives Vestindnisses, (Rahfls, Lucians Recension ,p. 180).

» Moreno, Glosas, p. 97



THE ANTIOCHEAN GREEK TEXT AND THE TEXT OF KINGS 339

Georgian and the Armenian versions, which supports its value and
antiquity since both are not dependent on one another in this case.

In v. 41, B reads tij¢ molews, whereas the Lucianic text has Tijg
dwvijs. Rahlfs follows only B, ¢wvn Tijc molews, against the reading
of the Lucianic manuscripts (Boy Tiis doviic 7ixet uéya). In v. 45: B
has méAg, L reads xpavyy. Rahlfs classifies the L reading among
those "few" variants of L that suppose either a different Hebrew
consonantal text or a different vocalization of the same consonants.”
He states clearly that he does not want to grant any weight to these
small variants.’' The variants of vv. 41 and 45 are, however, very
significant. Rahlfs suggests that L translates the MT 7™, "city" as
geriyvah, "shouting" through a vocalic change. However, xpavyn
translates the Hebrew np1an in 1 Sam 4,6: xal xovoav oi aAlodirol
[& v dwv)v] Tiis xpavyns. Tis 9 xpavyy) 1 ueydiy alty = DX ... W™
DRI AT YNG9 an LLanna PP (“when the philistines heard
the noise of the shouting... what is this great voice of outcry ), and
the word npw in 1 Sam 5:12: dvéBy 7 xpavyn Tiis méAews eig TOV
odpavéy = oawn YR nyw Hym (“the cry of the city went up to
heaven”). In 2 Sam 6:15 it translates again the Hebrew np1in: peta
xpavyfic xal pete dwviic gdimyyos = W Mpar nyna. These
passages, 1 Kgs 1:40ff. and 1 Sam 4:6; 5:12 and 2 Sam 6:15
(narrative of the transfer of the Ark, 1 Sam 4-5 + 2 Sam 6) and their
contexts are very similar; they respond to a situation of shouting due
to joy. Thus, from a literary point of view, the Lucianic tradition
seems to fit better in the situation than the kaige recension.
Therefore, the OG is attested in the Lucianic group together with the
Georgian, the OL and (partially) the Armenian; the case of the
Armenian is interesting since it preserves a doublet of the reading
with references to the shouting and to the city (iste clamor vocis qui
sonat in urbe). Thus, the methodological steps followed to untangle
the text are the following:

30 "Endlich kann man hier noch einige andere L-Lestarten nennen, die eine
hebrdische Konsonante-varying oder eine andere Aussprache derselben Konsonantes
voraussetzen [italic of Rahlfs], Lucians Recension, p. 186). He only notes other two
cases in 1,21 (201 instead of kskb) and 1,38 (wayeleku instead of wayyoliku), and
also possibly ("eventuell") 1,6 (yld instead of yldh), where other explanation may be
possible.

31 "Indessen mochte ich auf gives kleinen Varianten kein Gewicht legen",
Lucians Recension, 186.)
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1. We have to establish the text of the recensions of LXX. Thus it is
clear that in v. 40 the reading of B corresponds to the kaige recension.
The Lucianic recension transmits the pre-Lucianic stratum of the
same, with elements that are reflected in the Vetus Latina (OL):
fixnoev = resonabat, the Georgian and the Armenian. In v. 41 the B
text corresponds again to the kaige recension and follows the
Masoretic tradition, in the correspondence T#j¢ méAews = MPI.
However, both the L and the B texts read ig, which forms part then
of the OG text. Here the Lucianic recension preserves partially, as in
vv. 40, 45, an element of the old reading T¥js dwvijs 7xet. Inv. 45 B
represents the kaige recension that follows the MT 7 moAg = nmpi.

2. After determining the different recensions of the Greek tradition,
the OG text can be defined:

v. 40 : xal fixnoev 1 yij &v i dwvij alitdy

v. 41: Tig n Pon Tis dwvijs Aixet (ueya)

v. 45 xal fixnoev 9 yij xpavyn. alty Eotv 1 dwvy) (Tol Fiyov).
3. The Hebrew Vorlage of the OG, in case of being different, must be
considered. In these verses, the Hebrew vorlage of the OG differs
from the MT and the kaige recension. Thus it would be:

v. 40 o5pa parn onm
v. 41 (79van) nmin pann Hip nn
v. 45 pnnn Sp RN para onm

4. Finally, we compare the MT with the Hebrew Vorlage of OG:

a. In v. 40 the verb of TM ¥pa, [“to explode”, “to open up a
breach”], is found in 2 Kgs 25:4, in the expression 7' ppam, in
the fitting context of the destruction of the city of Jerusalem. On the
other hand, the stylistics of the story needs the correspondence
between vv. 40 and 45, according to the structure order / execution
that the text of LXX seems to preserve better by the repetition of the
verb PIRAN oAn.

b. In v. 41 the word term 7"} of the MT fits better in the context
of 1 Sam 5:12.

The word xpavyn corresponds to 1"p (Rahlfs), but also to np1n.
The expression ...51pn nn seems preferable to MT p173. On the other
hand, the Hebrew Vorlage of LXX would be more prone to be copied
erroneously due to the repetition of letters of the noun and of the verb
of the same root, 7171 1377, which could produce the corruption of
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the text and the reading n™p, “city.” The Hebrew adjective N1 has
a parallel in the same expression of 1 Sam 5:12.

Conclusions

After studying the previous cases, it is clear that Rahlfs’ assessment
of the Lucianic textual evidence must be reconsidered. The above
examples show the necessity of rethinking the text-critical approach
to the Septuagint of Kings and, ultimately, to the history of the
Hebrew text(s), as the Qumran evidence suggest for Samuel suggests
(4 QSam™).

In the same way, these examples prove again that the text of LXX,
transmitted by the Vaticanus in the sections 2 Sam 11:1 - 1 Kgs 2:11
(By) and 1 Kg 22- 2Kgs (yy), corresponds to a recension of the first
half of the first century, done in rabbinic circles of Palestine. This is
the so-called kaige recension, which adjusts the LXX text to the
proto-Masoretic Hebrew text, that was beginning to be considered, at
least in those circles, the official text.

The text of the Lucianic mss. (19-82-93-108-127) in those same
sections happens to be the only surviving witness of a text very close
to the Old Greek. The OL, the Armenian version in its pre-Hexaplaric
Stage and the Georgian are also witnesses of the same Greek text; the
cases of agreement of these versions with the Greek text attested by
the Lucianic tradition works provides a textual check of great value
when establishing the critical text since they preserve in occasions
Lucianic reading that were lost in the Lucianic Greek mss.

The examples of vs. 36, 40, 41 45 shows that the process of the
Greek textual recension mirrors a similar process that took place in
the Hebrew tradition. Thus, the kaige Greek recension is not only an
inner Greek process but can reflect also a Hebrew text that differed
from the proto-Masoretic one. On the other hand, the text of v. 8
shows the difficulties of reaching a sure critical footing on purely
textual grounds; the recourse to literary criticism would be necessary
in this case, but the lack of textual support rends the result too unsure
to include the shorter reading in the main text. As Julio Trebolle has
proved through the years, textual criticism by itself cannot always
tackle the difficulties and needs of the cooperation of literary
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criticism to understand and explain the obscurities of the text.”
Otherwise, we will explain obscura per obscuriora.

32 See I. C. Trebolle Barrera, Salomén y Jerobodn: Historia de la recension y
redaccion de 1 Re 2,12-14 (Tesis y Monografias 10; Valencia: Institucién San
Jerénimo, 1980); idem, Jehu y Joas (Valencia: Institucion San Jeronimo, 1984); idem
Centena in libros Samuelis et Regum. Variantes textuales y composicion literaria en
los libros de Samuel y Reyes (TECC 47; Madrid: CSIC, 1989).



THE CHAPTER AND SECTION DIVISIONS IN ESTHER
Emanuel Tov

The purpose of the present study is to examine how the content of a
biblical book is divided with different types of divisions. We chose
the little book of Esther for this purpose because of its small size (10
chapters), focusing on the subjective aspects of these divisions. No
ancient fragments of Esther have been found among the texts in the
Judean Desert or elsewhere, and as a result the discussion focuses on
the medieval manuscripts, some modern editions, and some commen-
taries.

1. Chapter Divisions

The chapter division of the Bible derives from the Middle Ages,' and
since it was applied first to the Vulgate and only secondarily to He-
brew sources, its logic is detached from the traditional Jewish section
division.

In order to present the chapter divisions, we start the analysis with
the lucid presentation of the content of the book in a modern com-
mentary, viz., that by Omanson—Noss.2 Like most other scholars,
Omanson—Noss reckon with a larger number of units than the ten
traditional chapters.

' The division into chapters was established around 1204-1205 by Archbishop
Stephen Langton from Canterbury, England (who also lectured at the University of
Paris), probably on the basis of divisions accredited to an earlier Archbishop, Lan-
franc (died 1089). The earliest manuscript containing the division of Bishop Langton
is the Paris manuscript of the Vulgate from the thirteenth century. From the Vulgate,
this division was transferred to the manuscripts and editions of the Hebrew Bible. See
J. H. A. van Banning, S.J., “Reflections upon the Chapter Divisions of Stephan Lang-
ton,” in Method in Unit Delimitation (ed. M. J. Korpel et al.; Pericope 6; Lei-
den/Boston: Brill, 2007), 141-61.

2 R. L. Omanson and P. A. Noss, A Handbook on the Book of Esther, The Hebrew
and Greek Texts (UBS Handbook Series, New York: American Bible Society, 1997).
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Table 1: Meaningful Units in Esther According to Omanson—Noss

Chapters| Omanson—Noss

1 Vashti’s disobedience and the result

2 Esther becomes queen

3 Mordecai brings down Haman’s anger upon himself and his
people

4 Mordecai asks for Esther’s help

5:1-8 Esther’s first banquet invitation

5:9-14 | Haman plots to kill Mordecai

6:1-13 | Mordecai is honored; Haman is humiliated
6:14— Esther’s second banquet invitation

7:10
8:1-2 The king promotes Mordecai

8:3-17 | Esther and Mordecai arrange for the Jews to be saved
9:1-10 | The first victory of the Jews over their enemies
9:11-19 | The second victory of the Jews over their enemies
9:20-28 | Mordecai established the festival of Purim

9:29-32 | Esther’s regulation for the festival of Purim

10:1-3 | The greatness of Xerxes and Mordecai.

Adapted to the traditional chapter structure, the topics of the chap-
ters would be as follows according to Omanson—Noss.

Table 2: The Content of the Chapters of Esther According to Oman-
son—Noss

Chapters Omanson—Noss

1 Vashti’s disobedience and the result

2 Esther becomes queen

3 Mordecai brings down Haman’s anger upon himself and
his people

4 Mordecai asks for Esther’s help

5 Esther’s first banquet invitation, Haman plots to kill
Mordecai

6 Mordecai is honored; Haman is humiliated

7 Esther’s second banquet invitation

8 The king promotes Mordecai; Esther and Mordecai ar-
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range for the Jews to be saved

9 The victories of the Jews over their enemies; the estab-
lishment of the festival of Purim

10 The greatness of Xerxes and Mordecai.

Focusing on the logic of the chapter division in Esther, we consider it
generally to be meaningful, consisting of a number of units in each
chapter, as elsewhere in Scripture. The chapter divisions in tables 1
and 2 are unproblematic in most instances, the only questionable as-
pect being the transition between chapters 6 and 7. Omanson—Noss
transferred the last verse of chapter 6 (6:14 “While they were still
speaking with him, the king’s eunuchs arrived and hurriedly brought
Haman to the banquet which Esther had prepared.”) to the next chap-
ter, so that their “chapter 7” starts with 6:14. What is at stake is
whether the hurried bringing of Haman to the banquet in this verse
was meant to heighten the tension and the suspense as a continuation
of the last episode of chapter 6 describing Haman’s chances to over-
come Mordecai, or whether this verse is meant to introduce the story
of chapter 7. In a way, this verse serves both purposes, and the con-
tinuous text, as in the manuscripts, best represents the story as in-
tended by the author. The first verse of chapter 7 (“So the king and
Haman came to feast with Queen Esther.”) is based on 6:14, so that
the suggestion of Omanson—Noss may be preferable to the chapter
division. On the other hand, the pronominal suffix in the phrase
“While they were still speaking with him” (beginning of 6:14), should
not be detached from the persons to whom the phrase referred to in
the preceding verses in chapter 6. In that case the traditional chapter
division should be preferred to the perception of Omanson—Noss
based on the NAB and TEV.® In short, there is no clear-cut solution
regarding the dividing line between chapters 6 and 7 (see further be-
low).

2. Section Divisions

* The New American Bible (New York: St. Joseph Edition, 1970); Good News Bi-
ble, The Bible in Today’s English Version (New York: American Bible Society,
1978). In both translations, the heading above v 14 (TEV: “Haman is put to death”,
NAB: “Esther’s second banquet”) and the layout reveal their exegesis.
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It is unknown what the section division in the ancient Hebrew sources
of Esther looked like. Judging from parallels with the other Scripture
books, we assume that the medieval system of subdividing Esther into
a hierarchy of text division already existed in antiquity, but that the
various sources differed among themselves in details.

The system of indicating sections is ancient.* Indeed, in the great
majority of biblical and nonbiblical texts from the Judean Desert, as
in most Greek texts from the Hellenistic period, and in earlier Ara-
maic texts from the fifth and fourth centuries BCE, the text was subdi-
vided into meaningful units that were separated from one another by
means of spacing. Prior to the discovery of the Qumran texts, this
system was often wrongly considered to be characteristic of the
transmission of the Masoretic Hebrew text, where the sections thus
indicated were named parashiyyot.’

It is not easy to reduce the manifold scribal practices to a small
number of systems pertaining to all the texts, since each scribe was to
some extent individualistic in denoting sense units; nevertheless two
major systems can be discerned in the Judean Desert texts. In these
texts, the content is divided into small and larger units. A certain hier-
archical relation between these two systems may often be assumed;
that is, according to the modern way of thinking we would probably
say that larger sense units are often subdivided into smaller units.

To a great extent, the division into section units by scribes was im-
pressionistic. It appears that scribal decisions on the type of relation
between section units were often, but not always, decided ad hoc,
made upon completion of the copying of one unit and before embark-
ing on the next. To some extent, this procedure explains the differ-
ences between manuscripts of the same composition, as scribes often
approached the relation between two units differently. Furthermore,
after the initial paragraph division of Esther was determined, each
scribe made changes in accord with the dimensions of the new scroll
if it differed from an earlier one.

4 See my monograph Scribal Practices and Approaches Reflected in the Texts
Found in the Judean Desert (STDJ 54; Leiden/Boston: E. J. Brill, 2004), 133-66.

5 L. Blau, Papyri und Talmud in gegenseitiger Beleuchtung (Leipzig: Gesellschaft
zur Forderung der Wissenschaft des Judentums, 1913) 15 was probably the first to
assume the widespread use of such divisions in all texts long before the discovery of
the Qumran scrolls.
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No rule exists in ancient or medieval texts regarding the length of
a section that is separated from the preceding and following section
units. This parameter depends on the nature of the literary composi-
tion and on the scribe’s understanding. The two extremes are evi-
denced: some manuscripts have many section divisions, while others
have virtually none. Thus the book of Ruth in MT contains only one
section division, after 4:17. Other divisions are called for, but they
were not included in MT.

The following two main systems are recognized in ancient texts
written in the paleo-Hebrew and square scripts:

(a) A space in the middle of the line (“closed section” in the Maso-
retic tradition recorded below as “S[etumah]”) usually denotes a seg-
mentation of a larger unit (such as described in b) into one or more

smaller units:
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXX XX XXX XXXXXXX XXX XXX

In principle, a closed section is thematically related to the immedi-
ately preceding section, if any, but the vagueness of this definition
leads to differences of opinion with regard to the interpretation of this
relation. If this thematic relation was not recognized, scribes usually
denoted the new section as an “open section.”

(b) A space extending from the last word in the line to the end of
the line indicates a major division (an “open section” in the Masoretic
tradition recorded below as “P[etuhah]”).

XXXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XX XXX XXX XXXX
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX
XXXXXXXXXX XXX XXX XX XXX XXX XXX XXX XX XXX XXX XXX XXXXX

In most scrolls, this system reflects the largest degree of separation
between sections. In ancient scrolls and medieval manuscripts two
additional systems are used, indentation and completely empty lines.
These are not used in medieval Esther scrolls.

The indication of a section division is very subjective, whether in-
serted by the first or subsequent copyists. If the initial authors or
scribes embedded a hierarchical subdivision in the text, that division
necessarily reflected their exegesis, and later scribes often changed
this understanding, sometimes in a minor way, and sometimes in a
major way.
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Leaving aside the question of who first inserted the large sense di-
visions (the initial authors/scribes or subsequent scribes), it is impor-
tant to know when and why such divisions were indicated in the text.
Since these divisions are subjective, there are no a priori rules for
them.®

Within this framework of impressionistic subdivisions we list the
data concerning the segmentation of the book of Esther in three
manuscripts, three editions, and two commentaries (12 columns of
data). The first manuscript, L, is presented differently in three edi-
tions according to the editors’ conceptions. Only a few sources have
been sampled,” as our main purpose is to present the exegetical as-
pects of the different systems.

1. Reference referring to the section preceding the verse number
mentioned.

2.BHS =1.

3.BHQ’ = L.

4. Adi edition' = “L”. This edition presents the text of L, but in
the sense divisions it provides a form of the traditional division.

5. MS Cambridge University Add. Ms. 1753."

7. MS EBR. 1I B 34 of the Russian National Library, St. Peters-
burg.

8. BH, third edition."

8. Rabbinic Bible, second edition (RB2)."

% The logic of the section divisions in one source (1QIsa?) was analyzed in detail
by O. H. Steck, Die erste Jesajarolle von Qumran (1QIs?): Schreibweise als Lese-
anleitung fiir ein Prophetenbuch (SBS 173/1; Stuttgart, 1998). Likewise, the MT of
the Torah was examined by C. Perrot, “Petuhot et setumot. Etude sur les alinéas du
Pentateuque,” RB 76 (1969): 50-91 and F. Langlamet, “Les divisions massorétiques
du livre de Samuel: A propos de la publication du codex du Caire,” RB 91 (1984):
481-519.

" A very wide sampling of manuscripts with a typology of their distribution is
presented in a forthcoming paper by J. Penkower [non vidi].

8 Biblia Hebraica Stutigartensia (ed. W. Rudolph and K. Elliger; Stuttgart:
Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1967—77; last printing to date: 1997).

® Biblia Hebraica Quinta (ed. A. Schenker et al.; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesell-
schaft, 2004 — ), Part 18: General Introduction and Megilloth (ed. P. B. Dirksen et
al.; 2004). The details of the sense division of L are recorded in the third column in
the Table in BHQ, part 18, p. 21*.

10" A. Dotan, 5w nmonm Dnyva TPUA o YY 207 DPMTA DEIN DRI 1NN
% T 2n23 WK 12 Awn 13 nR (Tel Aviv: Adi, 1976).

""" This and the following manuscripts are quoted according to BHQ, p. 21*.

12 Biblia Hebraica (3rd ed.; ed. R. Kittel and P. Kahle; Stuttgart: Wiirttember-
gische Bibelanstalt, 1929-37).
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9. Edition of C. D. Ginsburg."*

10. Commentary of G. Gerleman: layout of the German transla-
tion.13

11. Commentary of A. Berlin: layout of the text and translation.'®

Both commentators added several sense divisions in the presenta-

tion of the Hebrew text. Added sections against the evidence of

manuscripts and editions are indicated as “[P]” or “[S/P]"."

12. Contents of chapters and sections according to Omanson—
Noss.

'3 Ed. Jacob Ben-Hayyim ben Adoniyahu (Venice: Daniel Bomberg, 1524-25) =
RB2. The details were recorded according to a later printing (Jerusalem: Levin-
Epstein, n.d.).

4 C. D. Ginsburg, ©0197 *a S A7onA 0 YY V7 PMTA 0AIND ORI AN
ouwRA (London: British and Foreign Bible Society, 1926).

'S G. Gerleman, Esther (BKAT; Neukirchen—VIuyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1973).

' A. Berlin, The JPS Bible Commentary, Esther (Philadelphia: JPS, 2001). The
layout of the biblical text included in the Hebrew translation of the commentary is
imprecise and does not reflect the finesses of the author’s intentions: Esther, Intro-
duction and Commentary (Heb.; Mikra Leyisra’el, A Bible Commentary for Israel;
Tel Aviv/Jerusalem: Am Oved/Magnes, 2001).

'7 The space left until the end of the line in the printed text resembles an open
section (P), but I have the impression that the commentators often meant a closed
section (S). I therefore indicated these section divisions as S/P.
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3. Relation Between Chapter and Section Divisions

It was expected that the medieval chapter division would
coincide with P section divisions in the Jewish tradition,
since P is a large form of interval. However, the two sys-
tems derive from different sources, so that they sometimes
differ in accord with their own internal logic. In most chap-
ters the chapter division indeed coincides with open sec-
tions, but not so in four chapters of Esther,”’ reflecting a
rather high percentage for its ten chapters.

Transition from chapter 4 to 5 (S in L; MS Cambridge
University Add. Ms. 1753; MS EBR. II B 34 of the Russian
National Library, St. Petersburg). The tradition of the
printed Bibles (RB2, Ginsburg) takes chapters 4 and 5 as
one large uninterrupted unit without a major division (P) at
the beginning of chapter 5.** There is much to be said in
favor of the traditional approach since chapters 4-5 of MT
indeed form one long narrative unit from the point of view
of content. Chapter 4 contains Mordecai’s request for help
from Esther continued in chapter 5 by Esther’s first banquet
invitation; in the same unit, Haman plots to kill Mordecai.
To some extent, this arrangement is thus better than the
artificial creation of two chapters in the chapter division.

Transition from chapter 6 to 7. All sources take chapters
6 and 7 as one large unit, uninterrupted in 7:1. From the
point of view of content such a unit is indeed preferable to
the chapter division, since in that division chapter 7 consti-
tutes a short chapter (10 verses). In chapter 6 Mordecai is
honored and Haman is humiliated. As a logical continuation
chapter 7 contains Esther’s request from the king to save the
Jews, and as a result Haman is hanged on the gallows.
There is much to be said in favor of this division since the
combined chapter 6-7 would contain the central action of

I There are S divisions in codex L before chapters 5 and 8, and no
section division at all before chapters 7 and 9.

22 See below regarding the P division in 4:13 reflecting an unusual
choice by a scribe.
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reversal in the book. The story in chapter 6-7 is dynamic
and the main events happen within this central unit. Further,
neither the manuscripts nor the editions record any division
at 7:1. On the other hand, BH and BHS start a new unit
(“chapter 77, so to speak) one verse before 7:1, at 6:14,
against all the evidence, with an open section, and so do the
commentaries of Gerleman and Berlin (see above). Also in
this case the artificial chapter division goes against the
manuscript evidence.

Transition from chapter 8 to 9. The medieval chapter di-
vision that starts a new chapter at 9:1 goes against the
manuscript evidence. At the same time, the Jewish tradition
does not make 8-9 one long chapter, but it divides the con-
tent differently. The stories in chapter 8 are subdivided with
several open divisions (P):

8:1-2 Esther receives Haman’s property.

8:3-14 Esther asks the king to reverse Haman’s decree;
the king sends a new edict.

8:15-9:4 Mordecai is being honored; background de-
scription of 13 Adar.

9:5-19 Vengeance by the Jews. The king suggests a sec-
ond day of killing in the king’s provinces.

9:20-32: Mordecai writes a letter instituting the holiday;
Esther ratifies the holiday.

In conclusion: in chapters 4-5 and 6-7 the creation of two
chapters each in the chapter division is artificial.”® In chap-
ters 8-9 the chapter division at 9:1 is an alternative to a dif-
ferent type of division in the Jewish tradition, in smaller
units.** In all three cases the chapter division goes against
the section division, but not against the unit division, since
the Jewish tradition did not include units greater than sec-
tions.

2 In other instances the decisions made by bishop Stephen Langton
were more flawed. See Tov, TCHB, 52-3; J. S. Penkower, “The Chapter
Division in the 1525 Rabbinic Bible,” V'T 48 (1998): 350-74.

The alternative major division point is probably at 8:15.
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4. Manuscripts, editions, and commentaries

Manuscripts and editions. Very few manuscripts have
been selected for this study. See n. 7. The section divisions
in codex L have been recorded in three different editions.
The imprecise recording of L in BHS has been corrected in
BHQ. The divisions in the Adi edition, that otherwise re-
flects L, do not reflect L.

Commentaries. As a rule, the commentaries divide the
text into a larger number of major units than the ten tradi-
tional chapters. Omanson-Noss (Tables 1 and 2 above) di-
vide the text into fifteen such units, Berlin into 11,%® and
Gerleman into 13 major units,”’ some of them consisting of
a few verses only. Had these commentators been asked to
propose a new subject division of the book, they would
probably have proposed their own division instead of the
traditional one.

The differences between the traditional divisions (chap-
ters and sections) and the divisions of each of the commen-
taries show the subjectivity of each system. A good example
of this feature is the section division of Berlin in her com-
mentary published in a traditional Jewish commentary se-
ries. Realizing the subjectivity of the earlier systems, this
commentator allowed herself to disregard in the layout of
the translation several traditional section notations (3:8 S;
4:13 8%, 5:38;7:9S; 9:5 P; 9:12 S) and to add new ones
(1:13, 19, 21; 2:8, 12, 16, 19; 3:7, 12, 15; 4:12; 5:6, 9; 6:12,
14; 9:1, 6, 16). Likewise, Gerleman disregarded section
divisions (1:13, 16; 3:8; 4:13; 5:3; 7:5, 9; 8:7) and added
several new ones (2:12, 15, 16, 19; 3:12; 4:4, 7, 10; 5:9;
6:11,14;8:9, 11, 13; 9:1, 11, 16, 23).

2 A. Dotan was responsible for this aspect in BHQ as well as in the
Adi edition. The practice of the Adi edition is explained on p. 1110.
201:1,9; 2:1; 3:1: 4:1; 5:1; 6:1; 7:1; 8:1; 9:1; 10:1.
2 1:1-22; 2:1-20; 2:21-23; 3:1-15; 4:1-17; 5:1-8; 5:9-14; 6:1-13;
6:14-8:2; 8:3-17; 9:1-19; 9:20-32; 10:1-3.
The division in 4:12 is disregarded, while a new one is added in
4:13.
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Above, we pointed to some of the difficulties in the
chapter divisions. Some examples follow for the section
divisions.

1:9 describes a feast that Vashti organized. This is a one-
verse description of Vashti’s feast about which no informa-
tion is given. The description in this verse sets the stage for
the invitation of Vashti by Ahasuerus in the next verse, 10.
Since v 9 stands by its own it could be connected with the
preceding verses 1-8 as in codex L and the other sources.
According to that understanding, the banquets of Ahasuerus
and Vashti constitute one unit. However, the verse could
also be understood as beginning a new section with 1:9, as
in RB2, Ginsburg, and Adi. Both types of division are pos-
sible. Berlin follows RB2, while Gerleman follows codex L.

2:21-23 (the plot to kill the king) forms a major
independent section in Gerleman’s commentary, introduced
by a P, while it is introduced by an S in all other sources.
These verses could be combined with the earlier verses as a
separate episode like in the chapter division and the
traditional Jewish understanding (preceded by S). This

understanding is also implied by the next verse ( 0™271 INR

158n) clearly starting a major unit (3:1).

4:13 The P division found in several sources™ is prob-
lematical. Chapter 4 contains a long conversation between
Mordecai and Esther, and accordingly a major section divi-
sion before 4:13 in the middle of that conversation seems to
be out of place. The maximum expected division would be
an S. This division is rightly disregarded in Berlin’s com-
mentary.

5:9 The presentation of a P in the middle of chapter 5 be-
fore 5:9°° is more than is called for at this point in the story.
It comes after Esther’s request to the king at the first meal,
and before Haman’s preparation of gallows for Mordecai.
According to the dynamics of the story there should be no
division at this point or at most an S division.

¥ L; MS Cambridge University Add. Ms. 1753; MS EBR. Il B 34 of
the Russian National Library, St. Petersburg; BH.
30 BH, BHS, Gerleman, Berlin. All other sources have no division.
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Chapter 6. The story in this chapter could have been sus-
pended by one or two S intervals, while the whole chapter is
now presented in most sources as one uninterrupted long
story. Probably this lack of intervals reflects the literary
understanding of haste expressed by the continuous se-
quence of events. See, further, above on 6:14.

7:1-4 and 7:5-8 are two episodes in a conversation be-
tween Esther and the king, separated by an S division.
Elsewhere, for example in chapter 4, there is no such sepa-
ration between the sections after each stage in the conversa-
tion between Esther and Mordecai.

5. Conclusions

The analysis showed the different logic behind the chapter
and section divisions. All these divisions are subjective in
the medieval manuscripts, chapter divisions, and modern
commentaries. In the case of the section divisions, they
reflect the exegesis of one or more scribes. In both cases not
all section divisions reflect the dynamics of the story itself.



THE OLD LATIN, MOUNT GERIZIM, AND 4QJOSH*
Eugene Ulrich

An OIld Latin manuscript agrees with the Samaritan Pentateuch in
reading “Mount Gerizim” at Deut 27:4, which narrates Moses’ com-
mand to build an altar “on the day that you cross over the Jordan into
the land.” The OL-SP reading is a variant contrasting with “Mount
Ebal” in the traditional MT and the preserved LXX. Following the
pedagogically instructive title by Professor Julio Trebolle Barrera,
“From the Old Latin through the Old Greek to the Old Hebrew,” it
may prove illuminating to test whether his insight will in this instance
lead us from the OL through the OG to the OH."

1. The Old Latin

The OL reading Garzin is attested in codex 100.> Almost the entire
LXX Ms tradition, however, reads a form of év dpet Tatffal. To date
only a single biblical Greek witness is known to attest “Mount Ger-
izim” for this verse: Papyrus Giessen (with fragments from Deuter-
onomy 24-29 dating from the fifth-sixth century)’ reads ap

' See Julio Trebolle Barrera, “From the ‘Old Latin’ through the ‘Old Greek’ to
the ‘Old Hebrew’ (2 Kings 10:23-35),” Textus 11 (1984): 17-36; idem, “Old Latin,
Old Greek and Old Hebrew in the Books of Kings (1 Ki 18:27 and 2 Ki 20:11),”
Textus 13 (1986): 85-95. It is a pleasure to honor Professor Trebolle with this essay
in %ratitude for thirty years of friendship and intellectual enrichment.

John Wm. Wevers (ed.), Deuteronomium (Septuaginta: Vetus Testamentum
Graecum I11.2; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1977), 287.

Wevers, Deuteronomium, 16; some Catenae also attest that 0 crapL' reads év T4
Tapilelv. Emanuel Tov provides a new edition and discussion, incorporating new
readings and reconstructions: “Pap. Giessen 13, 19, 22, 26: A Revision of the Sep-
tuagint?” in The Greek and Hebrew Bible: Collected Essays on the Septuagint (Lei-
den: Brill, 1999), 459-75. His analysis “suggests that the Giessen papyri do not re-
flect the Zapapeitixéy” but rather “a revision, possibly of Samaritan origin, of the
OG” (p. 459). Though he cautiously says, “possibly of Samaritan origin,” he eventu-
ally does not prefer that possibility but rather a revision of the OG (cf. pp. 73-74).
See also Reinhard Pummer, “The Samareitikon Revisited,” in Alan D. Crown and
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yap[t]Gw.* The writing of the pair of words without space for word
division is usually considered the mark of a Samaritan author.” But
since nothing we know leads us to think the OL might be influenced
by the SP, the question arises: Are this Greek papyrus reading and
this OL reading witnesses to the SP specifically, or might they possi-
bly be witnesses to a Hebrew reading circulating in the broader Jew-
ish milieu?

In favor of an ancient, non-sectarian witness, Reinhard Pummer
notes that

The Vetus Latina has twice the form Argarzim, i.e. in 2 Macc 5:23 and 6:2. It
is well known that this translation has often preserved ancient variants, and it is
most probable that this is the case also here. ... Rather than assume that 2
Macc 5:23 and 6:2 go back to a Samaritan source or tradition, it can be argued
that there existed Greek versions which transliterated and contracted 0113 271
as they did with other similar names.®

In editing 4QpaleoExod™ and further studies I have found a number
of other putative “Samaritan” readings preserved in LXX MSS which
strongly support Pummer’s argument on a broader scale: that Greek

Lucy Davey (eds.), Essays in Honour of G. D. Sixdenier: New Samaritan Studies of
the Société d’études samaritaines (Sydney: Mandelbaum Publ., University of Syd-
ney, 1995), 381-455; and S. Noja, “The Samareitikon,” in Alan D. Crown (ed.), The
Samaritans (Tibingen: J. C. B. Mohr [Paul Siebeck], 1989), 408-12.

* Whereas Wevers presents the reading with a space between ap and yap[(]lu,
Tov (“Pap. Giessen,” 472 n. 11) says that it “cannot be determined whether
apyap[t]{. was written as one word, as in the Samaritan tradition.” But he correctly
suggests that Appayedwy in Rev 16:16 “shows the wider use of this transliteration as
do many additional transliterations of geographical terms in the LXX” (ibid.). His
suggestion is confirmed by Reinhard Pummer (“APTAPIZIN: A Criterion for Sa-
maritan Provenance?”” JSJ 18 [1987]: 19-25), who perhaps understates, in light of his
strong evidence, that “The results of these considerations are: In view of the recent
age of Samaritan MSS, and the fact that there are instances where 27 and the proper
name following it were transliterated and contracted in Greek translations, LXX and
others, without any conceivable sectarian basis for it, it is at least doubtful that the
reading Apyapi{v can at all times and in all writings where it is found be used as
proof for Samaritan provenance or an underlying Samaritan tradition. It can only
serve as one indicator among others. In itself it is insufficient to prove Samaritan
provenance” (p. 25).

> Pummer, “APTAPIZIN,” 18.

 Pummer, “APTAPIZIN,” 23-24; see also Eugene Ulrich, “47. 4QJosh®,” DJD
14:146. Tov agrees: “While the importance of the agreement of P[ap.] G[iessen] with
the most important sectarian reading of SP should not be underestimated, it could
also be an ancient not yet sectarian reading. The fact that the Vetus Latina, never
suspected as Samaritan, preserves the same variant, points in the same direction,
since this source has preserved many important ancient variants (p. 472); see also
Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible (2d. ed.; Assen: Royal Van Gorcum;
Minneapolis: Fortress, 2001), 94-95, n. 67.
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readings initially considered “Samaritan” may well have derived from
broader Jewish sources. For example, several LXX MSS attest the ma-
jor expansions which are found in the SP but are not specifically Sa-
maritan (i.e., some are already found in 4QpaleoExod™ and 4QNum").
Such can be seen at Exod 27:19° (see BHS note 19°); 32:10° (BHS
note 10%). Many other “Samaritan” readings are attested in the Syro-
Hexapla’ without LXX MSS, e.g.: Exod 6:9°; 7:18"; 7:29° [LXX 8:4],
etc.; Num 20:13° (BHS note 13b); 21:23" etc. Yet others are found in
both LXX MSS and the Syro-Hexapla, e.g.: Num 12:16" [LXX 13:1]
(BIfLIS note 12:16"); 21:12* [LXX 11™7]; 21:22% 27:23% 31:21* [LXX
20™M17.

These ancient Greek readings, often attributed to “Samaritan” in-
fluence,® indicate that other Greek textual witnesses with expanded
readings which used to be labeled “Samaritan” should be more accu-
rately seen as “general Jewish.”

Ancient Hebrew MSS also confirm that view, demonstrating that
numerous readings once considered Samaritan are not Samaritan but
general Jewish readings. 4QpaleoExod™ and 4QNum”, both of which
routinely display major “Samaritan” expansions, have taught us that
the majority of such readings are not due specifically to the Samari-
tans but occur in general Jewish texts.” These texts were simply “new
and expanded editions” of scriptural books that were circulating
within Jewish groups alongside the earlier editions that are transmit-
ted in the Masoretic textus receptus. The Samaritans, in turn, simply
happened'” to adopt the later, expanded, equally valued edition, rather

" The Syro-Hexapla is an early seventh-century literal Syriac translation of Ori-
gen’s fifth, o’ (= Septuaginta) column. Its close fidelity renders it equal to a Greek
witness (Wevers, Exodus [Septuaginta II.1; Goéttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1991], 38) and “of great importance in recovering Origen’s text of the LXX” (D. C.
Parker, “Syro-Hexapla,” ABD 6:285-86).

¥ Note, e.g., Wevers’ annotation “ex Sam secundum Syh” after many of the Syh
readings cited above. “Sam” is accurate insofar as the readings are in the SP, but it is
difficult to see how LXX Mss and the Syro-Hexapla would have derived them from
(“ex”) the SP specifically.

% For the edition of the Exodus Ms see Patrick W. Skehan, Eugene Ulrich, and Ju-
dith E. Sanderson, “22. 4QpaleoExodus™,” in DJD 9:53—-130, esp. the list on p. 67;
see also the analysis by Judith Sanderson, An Exodus Scroll from Qumran:
40paleoExod™ and the Samaritan Tradition (HSS 30; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1986).
For the edition of the Numbers Ms see Nathan Jastram, “27. 4QNumb,” in DJD
12:205-67, esp. his listings on p. 216.

!0 The evidence that the Rabbis apparently did not choose or select the textual
forms that they received and transmitted in the MT indicates that it is even less likely
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than the earlier edition, of those texts as the basis for their (textually,
not theologically) only slightly altered version.

Returning to the OL at Deut 27:4, we can plausibly suggest that,
even though only one surviving Greek witness attests “Mount Ger-
izim,” the OL was translated from some form of an ancient LXX MS
which read “Mount Gerizim.” Based on what we know about the OL,
it seems highly improbable that it was translated from a specifically
Samaritan Hebrew or even from a Samaritan Greek MS. Thus, even
though only that single Greek witness survives, it seems that the OL
reading was based on an ancient Greek reading, which in turn raises
the question whether the Greek reading may have been based on an
Old Hebrew text (other than the SP itself).

II. Mount Gerizim

The reading 0m73772 in Hebrew at Deut 27:4, long known from
the SP, has recently surfaced in a small scroll fragment of uncertain
origin, a solitary fragment measuring only 3.8 X 2.9 cm, containing
text from Deut 27:4-6."" The fragment is claimed to have come from
Cave 4, though not all scholars agree. Two questions arise. First, is it
genuine or a forgery? In particular, it is suspicious that @102 ap-
pears prominently and clearly in the center of this very small frag-
ment. That suspicion, however, is countered by the solitary fragment
of 4QJudg®, only slightly larger, which similarly shows clearly the
highly significant lack of MT vv. 7-10 between Judg 6:6 and 6:11 in
the Gideon story.'? Thus, that Judges fragment provides an important
witness to an earlier version of its narrative, just as this fragment
would provide an important witness to an alternate, and possibly ear-
lier, version of Deuteronomy 27 and the Joshua altar narrative. The
authenticity of 4QJudg®, if not proving the authenticity of this newly

that the Samaritans, about two centuries earlier, consciously selected specific forms
as the base text for their Torah.

""" On his website — http://www.ijco.org/?categoryld=46960 — James Charles-
worth presented photographs and an edition of the fragment. I thank Professor
Charlesworth for collegially sharing this with me. He has now publish it: James H.
Charlesworth, “What is a variant? Announcing a Dead Sea Scrolls Fragment of Deu-
teronomy,” Maarav 16/2 (2009):201-12 + Plates IX—X (pp. 273-274).

12 For the edition see Julio Trebolle Barrera, “49. 4QJudg®,” in DJD 14:161-64;
and idem, “Textual Variants in 4QJudg® and the Textual and Editorial History of the
Book of Judges,” in RevQ 14/2 (1989): 229-45.
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surfaced fragment, does seriously counter that suspicion. Moreover,
although I have not seen the fragment itself, if it is a forgery, it ap-
pears to be a good forgery." Materially, the fragment shows serious
deterioration, and that deteriorated state would make forming the tips
of partial letters all around the edges very difficult, but all the letter-
tips seem to have been well formed. Textually, whereas a forger
would probably want to reproduce textual forms that generally agreed
with MT-SP, there are both orthographic and morphological variants
from the MT-SP that would require sophisticated familiarity with
Second Temple texts.

The second question: is the fragment, if genuine, from a specifi-
cally Samaritan or a more broadly general Jewish milieu? The avail-
able clues point toward a general Jewish MS. Regarding provenance,
it is highly unlikely that a specifically Samaritan MS would be found
at Qumran:'* one need only think of the Samaritan non-acceptance of
the Nebi’im as authoritative Scripture clashing with the Qumran in-
tense emphasis on the Prophets. Regarding script, one would expect
the Samaritans to use the Palaco-Hebrew script (recall that
4QpaleoParaJoshua does use that script)."’ Regarding other “general
Jewish” texts, the MT-SP-LXX traditions all include a Mount Ger-
izim—Mount Ebal scribal stratum in Deut 11:29-30 + 27:11-13."° In
addition, Abraham’s first altar was at Shechem (Gen 12:7), and Ger-

13 Regarding authenticity, Charlesworth says: “The Arab who formerly owned the
fragment belongs to the family through whom the Dead Sea Scrolls have come to
scholars. He claims it is from Qumran Cave IV. The fragment appears to be genuine
for the following reasons: The source is the same as that for almost all the Qumran
fragments in the Shrine of the Book. The patina sparkles in the ink and in the leather.
My attempts to prove that the fragment is a fake failed.”

' Although there were early statements by scroll editors about Samaritan Mss at
Qumran, those views have evanesced in light of further research. For instance, Pat-
rick Skehan entitled his first published announcement of 4QpaleoExod™ “Exodus in
the Samaritan Recension from Qumran” (JBL 74 [1955]: 435-40), but he quickly
revised that designation in “Qumran and the Present State of Old Testament Text
Studies: The Masoretic Text,” JBL 78 (1959): 21-25, esp. 22. See also Maurice Bail-
let, “Le texte samaritain de I’Exode dans les manuscrits de Qumran,” in A. Caquot
and M. Philonenko (eds.), Hommages a André Dupont-Sommer (Paris: Adrien-
Maisonneuve, 1971), 363-81.

'S For the edition see Eugene Ulrich, “4Q123. 4QpaleoParaJoshua,” in DJD
9:201-03; despite the title, this text may have been “simply a variant edition of the
biblical book of Joshua” (p. 201).

'® Observe the geographical confusion in Deut 11:30: “As you know, [Mount
Gerizim and Mount Ebal] are beyond the Jordan, some distance to the west, in the
land of the Canaanites who live in the Arabah, opposite Gilgal, beside the oak of
Moreh” [= Shechem, cf. Gen 12:6; Josh 24:26] (emphasis mine).
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izim is always positively viewed in its few occurrences.'” Moreover,
as we have seen above, the majority of putative “Samaritan” readings
are not due specifically to the Samaritans but occur in general Jewish
texts.

Thus, this new fragment — if genuine, and if Jewish — would be
an instance in which the OL witnessed to an ancient Greek reading
otherwise entirely lost,'® and ultimately to a (Jewish) Old Hebrew text
tradition also otherwise entirely lost.” Having discarded the
Zapapertixov as the source of Pap. Giessen, it remains to determine
whether the Greek reading is the original OG translation, or whether
it is rather a very early revision of the OG. In either case it most
likely reflects its Hebrew Vorlage faithfully, since the variant would
most likely have originated at the Hebrew stage: either the OG was
originally translated from a Hebrew MS which already had the
“Mount Gerizim” insertion, or the OG with no place name was sec-
ondarily revised in conformity with a Hebrew MS which had that in-
sertion. Again — if genuine, and if Jewish — the new fragment
would at the same time provide additional support for the view that
4QJosh® presents the earliest extant witness to the locality of the first
altar built in the newly entered land.

1. 4QJosh”
The Problem

What sacred center in Israel’s religious history was privileged to be
the site of the first altar built in the newly entered land? That question
was not often asked until the discovery of 4QJosh?, but, once articu-

17 See Gary Knoppers (“Mt. Gerizim and Mt. Zion: A Study in the Early History
of the Samaritans and Jews,” SR 34 [2005]: 309-38, esp. p. 320): “in the very texts
that many Judeans cherished as in some sense foundational to the life of their own
community, Mt. Gerizim occupied a favoured position.”

'8 Note the parallel situation in which the entire OG of Daniel was almost entirely
lost, preserved only in Greek Ms 88 (and the Syro-Hexapla) until the Chester Beatty
Papzri (Pap. 967) were discovered.

" See now (without reference to the new fragment) the agreement of Magnar
Kartveit (The Origin of the Samaritans [VTSup 128; Leiden: Brill, 2009], 300-05)
that the OL and Pap. Giessen readings ultimately depend upon a Jewish Hebrew text,
which had “the original reading ‘Mount Gerizim’” (p. 305) vis-a-vis “Mount Ebal”. I
would rather say “the earlier reading,” which was inserted into the original form of
Deuteronomy 27 that lacked a place name.
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lated, it exposes an issue that may well have been polemically de-
bated.”® There now appear to be three different contenders for that
honor. Tantalizing bits of evidence from 4QJosh®, the MT, the new
scroll fragment discussed above, the SP, the LXX, the OL, Josephus,
and Pseudo-Philo weave an intriguing pattern of textual variants re-
garding that first altar built by Joshua in the promised land. Some of
the variants are apparently intentional, aimed at favoring or demoting
one of the contenders. The pieces of the puzzle fit most cogently, in
my view, according to the following schema, which 1 will sketch
briefly and then attempt to demonstrate.”'

At an early stage, the mixed and highly repetitious™ set of com-
mands in Deuteronomy 27 may not have mentioned a specific place
for that first altar (cf. especially vv 2-3); Israel was simply to set up
the stones and inscribe the law “on the day that you cross over the
Jordan into the land” (v 2), presumably near Gilgal.”® The account of
the building of the altar and proclamation of the Torah at Gilgal was
narrated at the end of Joshua 4, before the circumcision passage in
Joshua 5 and the military conquest starting in chapter 6.

At a second stage, some unknown person or group added “on
Mount Gerizim” in Deut 27:4. This is documented in the SP; the
question is whether it originated in specifically Samaritan or in
broader Jewish circles. This reading arose either in conjunction with
the insertions in Deut 11:29-30 and 27:11-13 or due to northern con-

2 Examining the Chronicler’s work, Knoppers (“Mt. Gerizim and Mt. Zion,”
320) convincingly states that “the Chronicler’s allusions and appeal to institutions
associated with Israel’s national beginnings are best understood as reflecting a time
in Wthh there were multiple discrepant and competing claims to the nation’s past.”

! See Eugene Ulrich, “4QJoshua® and Joshua’s First Altar in the Promised
Land,” in New Qumran Texts and Studies: Proceedings of the First Meeting of the
International Organization for Qumran Studies, Paris 1992 (ed. George J. Brooke
with Florentino Garcia Martinez; STDJ 15; Leiden: Brill, 1994), 89—104 and Pls. 4—
6; idem, “47. 4QJosh®,” in DJD 14:145-46. See now also Heinz-Josef Fabry, “Der
Altarbau der Samaritaner — Ein Produkt der Text- und Literaturgeschichte?” in Die
Textfunde vom Toten Meer und der Text der Hebrdischen Bibel (ed. U. Dahmen et
al.: Neuklrchen Vluyn: Neukirchener, 2000), 35-52, esp. 44.

2 See Fabry, “Der Altarbau™; Kristen De Troyer, “Building the Altar and Read-
ing the Law: The Journeys of Joshua 8:30-35,” in Reading the Present in the Qum-
ran Library: The Perception of the Contemporary by Means of Scriptural Interpreta-
tions (SBLSymS 30; ed. K. De Troyer and A. Lange; Atlanta: SBL, 2005), 141-62;
Michael Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation in Ancient Israel (New York: Oxford Uni-
ver51ty Press, 1985), 160-62.

* The temporal clause “on the day” need not be taken in its narrow literal sense,
but that sense does fit naturally here.
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cerns to promote Mount Gerizim. The rearranged placement of the
passage about the altar (now in the MT at Josh 8:30-35 and in LXX"
at 9:2a-f) from before the circumcision passage in Joshua 5 to after
the destruction of Ai (8:29) may well have taken place in conjunction
witg the addition of “on Mount Gerizim” in Deut 27:4 and 27:11-
13.

At a third stage, “Mount Gerizim” was replaced with the odd and
problematic “Mount Ebal,” which begs for a better explanation than
simply as a hasty and ill-thought-out polemical reaction against
“Mount Gerizim.”

The Evidence

What is described as the first stage is apparently documented in
4QJosh?, which, though no mention of a specific locality is preserved
in the surviving fragments, clearly assumes Gilgal. The “Mount Ger-
izim” reading suggested as the second stage can be seen in the SP, the
Greek Pap. Giessen, the OL codex 100, and the new scroll fragment.
The proposed third-stage reading “Mount Ebal” occurs in the MT and
also lies behind the main surviving LXX MS tradition and other ver-
sions such as the Targum, Peshitta, and Vulgate, which are all de-
pendent on the reading transmitted in the MT.

Gilgal. The sequence in 4QJosh” is natural: even without the com-
mand in Deuteronomy 27, it would be appropriate to build an altar
and offer sacrifices immediately after, and in thanksgiving for, the
long-delayed crossing into the promised land, followed by the cir-
cumcision and passover rituals. No name of the site is mentioned,
although the beginning of the passage where one would expect it is

 Richard D. Nelson (Joshua: A Commentary [OTL; Louisville, Ky.: Westmin-
ster John Knox, 1997], 116) comments concerning Josh 8:30-35: “This section is
isolated from its context and clearly the product of deuteronomistic redaction. It be-
gins abruptly with ‘az and the imperfect, used to indicate a tenuous and appropriate
chronological connection: “about this time” (cf. 10:12; 22:1). See Isaac Rabinowitz,
“’az Followed by Imperfect Verb-Form in Preterite Contexts: A Redactional Device
in Biblical Hebrew,” VT 34 (1984): 53-62, who concludes: “’a@z + imperfect in a
preterite context is . . . a redactional usage, a device to which recourse is had for in-
troducing into a text additional material from a source extraneous to, or other than,
that from which the immediately foregoing bloc of material has been drawn or pro-
duced” (p. 54).
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missing. In fact, the explicit mention in any text of a place name,
whether “Mount Gerizim” or “Mount Ebal,” would be suspicious
(how would Moses know where Mount Ebal was?) as both a textual
insertion and a rival claim. In support of an MT insertion of the place
name, note that the MT also inserts at Josh 6:26 a place name, “Jeri-
cho,” that is not present in the LXX, the Testimonia (4Q175) or the
Apocryphon of Joshua (4Q379 22 ii 8). Similarly, the MT adds “Gil-
gal” at Josh 10:15 and 10:43 where the OG does not have it.

Mount Gerizim. Promotion of the sanctuary at Mount Gerizim could
be envisioned in several time periods: the pre-monarchic, pre-
Jerusalem-temple period; the period after the secession of the north-
ern kingdom; the early post-exilic period when the second temple was
being built in Jerusalem; the Hasmonaean period; plus other less-
known situations. But it seems impossible for either the fragment
from Qumran (if it is from Qumran) or the OL to have been influ-
enced by the SP itself; rather, the “Gerizim” (and/or “Ebal”’) reading
appears to have been an intentional addition in some general Jewish
MS tradition.

Mount Ebal. The locale of Mount Ebal as a place where Joshua sup-
posedly built the first altar has long troubled commentators, both
militarily and religiously. Militarily, Joshua presumably has all the
population” march twenty miles north into hostile enemy territory
unchallenged, build the altar, and then immediately abandon it, leav-
ing it vulnerable to the autochthonous warriors and predators, and
march back to Gilgal (Josh 9:6). Notice as well that the beginning of
chapter 9, “when all the kings . . . heard this,” refers to the destruction
of Ai (8:29), not to the (inserted) passage 8:30-35.

Religiously, Mount Ebal has no significance elsewhere in the He-
brew Bible. It is mentioned only five times in three closely intercon-
nected passages: Deut 11:29; 27:4, 13; and Josh 8:30, 33, all in the
context of this altar and (linked with “Mount Gerizim”) the recitation
of curses. Significantly, it is never again mentioned in the Joshua nar-
rative, whereas the camp and population are immediately back at Gil-
gal again (Josh 9:6). Adam Zertal claimed to have unearthed on

25 «All Israel, alien as well as citizen, with their elders” (Josh 8:33); “all the as-
sembly of Israel, and the women, and the little ones, and the aliens™ (8:35).
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Mount Ebal a structure, “a cultic site,” “founded in the second half of
the 13" century B.C.E.,” that was “presumably part of an earlier com-
plex which undoubtedly bore a cultic character.”® A number of ar-
chaeologists, however, dispute Zertal’s claims.”” Moreover, as Rich-
ard Nelson observes, it “must be stressed that this particular text re-
lates exclusively to Deuteronomy [literarily and thematically] and not
directly to any tradition about any actual sanctuary” [historically or
archaeologically].?®

In short, “Mount Ebal” has nothing to recommend it, other than its
presence in the MT. If “Mount Gerizim” can be characterized as “the
most important sectarian reading of SP,”*’ then (unless one is overly
committed to the MT) “Mount Ebal” should be equally considered as
a possibly sectarian reading.™

Finally, the evidence of both Josephus and Pseudo-Philo must be
weighed. These two authors attest, near the end of the first century
C.E., that this altar was located at Gilgal. Josephus narrates that
“Joshua, with the stones which each of the tribal leaders had, by the
prophet’s orders, taken up from the river-bed, erected that altar that
was to serve as a token of the stoppage of the stream, and sacrificed
thereon to God.”' Notice that he does not specify a place name;
Joshua simply crosses the river and builds the altar. Presumably,

% Adam Zertal, “Has Joshua’s Altar Been Found on Mt. Ebal?” B4R 11/1 (Jan.-
Feb. 1985): 26-43; idem, “Ebal, Mount,” ABD 2:255-58, esp. 256-57.

27" A. Kempinski, “Joshua’s Altar — An Iron Age I Watchtower,” BAR 12/1 (Jan.-
Feb. 1986): 42; idem, “Zertal’s Altar — 19th Century Biblical Archaeology” BAR
12/4 (July-Aug. 1986): 64. See also A. Mazar, Archaeology of the Land of the Bible
(New York: 1990), 348-50. I thank Professor Ephraim Stern for an enlightening
discussion on this topic. Regarding Mount Gerizim, however, Gary Knoppers (“Mt.
Gerizim and Mt. Zion,” 312) relates that the “archacological excavations of Izhaq
Magen attest to the construction of an impressive city and sacred precinct on Mt.
Gerizim in Hellenistic times. . . . Beneath the Hellenistic sacred Precinct on Mt. Ger-
izim, Magen discovered an older layer, which he dates to the 5" century and identi-
fies as the Samari(t)an Temple mentioned (but misdated) by Josephus (i.e., to the
time of Alexander the Great: Ant. 11.302-347, 13.254-56; J.W. 1.62-65).” For Ma-
gen’s publication references, see Knoppers, p. 335. Magen’s conclusions may still be
developing; see Kartveit, The Origin of the Samaritans, 206—08.

28 Nelson, Joshua, 118 n. 5.

¥ The quote is from Tov (“Pap. Giessen,” 472), but he does conclude that,
though it is also an “important sectarian reading of SP,” in this case it is “an ancient
not t\>)/et sectarian reading.”

3 Tov (Textual Criticism, 266, n. 37) thinks that “the probability that Ebal in MT
in Deut 27:4 is an anti-Samaritan reading . . . is very slight,” but without explanatory
rationale the reading seems either anti-Samarian or anti-Samaritan.

3 Josephus, 4nt. 5:20.
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however, “the stones . .. taken up from the river-bed” require that it
be at Gilgal, unless they were to be carried all the way to Mount Ger-
izim or Ebal.

Similarly, Pseudo-Philo states that “Joshua went down to Gilgal
and built an altar with very large stones and did not lift an iron tool to
them, as Moses had commanded.” It is true that both authors also
know and mention the altar at Shechem as well, but both place that
report late in the Joshua narrative, not at the beginning or in the mid-
dle of the conquest. The point is that two separate early authors, with
no hint of entering into “the location debate,” simply report as a mat-
ter of fact that Joshua’s altar was built at Gilgal.

The Solution

The solution as sketched above seems to be at least fully plausible if
not compelling. 4QJosh” (our earliest MS), supported by Josephus and
Pseudo-Philo (very early and, in this regard, unbiased witnesses), pre-
sumably specifying no locality, presents the earliest preserved and
most logical stage of the narrative. The occurrence of a specific place
name was probably an intentional secondary insertion, designed to
promote some site other than the original. Such an insertion, whether
“Gerizim” or “Ebal” would require a third stage with the opposite
name. When considering which order of the two names, Gerizim and
Ebal, would be more likely, the replacement of “Ebal” with “Ger-
izim” would be expected only by the Samarians or Samaritans (but
then how explain the broader Jewish Pap. Giessen and the OL?); the
replacement of “Gerizim” with “Ebal” probably can be explained
only as a polemical counterclaim against the northerners. To date
there appears to be no other cogent explanation of the anomalous
“Mount Ebal.” Thus, the sequence appears to be: Gilgal (4QJosh?®,
Josephus, Pseudo-Philo), then Mount Gerizim (non-extant Jewish
MSS (?), SP, Pap. Giessen, the OL), replaced in most texts by Mount
Ebal (MT, revised LXX).**

32 Pseudo-Philo, L.A.B. 21:7. I am grateful to Professor Christopher Begg for
alerting me to this reference.

3 The LXX, in my view, like Pap. Giessen, may not be the OG but a revision of
the OG, depending upon how early the “Mount Ebal” reading entered the MT. That
the LXX here, like often elsewhere, was secondarily revised to agree with the MT
(which, in this view, itself reflected a secondary or tertiary stage), is fully possible.



372 EUGENE ULRICH
An Alternate View

In contrast, Kristin De Troyer views the situation in reverse. She con-
cludes that the OG is “the oldest stratum of the text of the book of
Joshua”; the second stratum would have been the “(proto)-Masoretic
text”; whereas 4QJosh” is “an example of how the Qumranites read
Scripture as a way of interpreting their present.”**

She bases her choice of the OG on the view that “Gilgal plays a
lesser role in the OG than in the MT” (157). ““‘Gilgal’ is a characteris-
tic of the MT; Gilgal as Joshua’s military headquarters was not yet
present in the pre-Masoretic text [which the OG translates]. This non-
interest in Gilgal as military headquarters is reflected in the OG”
(162).”° Subsequently the MT “relocates the text to chapter 8, namely,
8:30-35, its current position” (158). “The focus on Gilgal appeared
late in time, say in the second century B.C.E. ... in the Masoretic
Text.” The third stratum is “the Qumranites [who] could accept an
MT with Joshua having a military headquarter in Gilgal,” but could
not “accept a crossing of the Jordan without an immediate erecting of
an altar and reading the law; . . . by reorganizing the text, the Qum-
ranites avoided mentioning an altar built on Mount Ebal” (162).*¢

The different placement after 9:2 in Vaticanus and half the minuscules, versus that of
AFMNGO and the other half with the MT at the end of chapter 8, shows either that
LXX" repositioned the passage generally in conformity with the MT edition but pos-
sibly after 9:2 for better sequence, or that the others repositioned it for more exact
conformity with the MT.

** De Troyer, “Building the Altar,” 162 and 142. Another solution is offered by
Michaél N. van der Meer, Formation and Reformulation: The Redaction of the Book
of Joshua in the Light of the Oldest Textual Witnesses (Leiden: Brill, 2004), which I
hope to address in a future study.

35 Although I agree with De Troyer concerning the general priority of the OG
over the MT, one must question whether “Gilgal plays a lesser role in the OG than in
the MT.” It is true, as she states, that the place name is lacking in the OG though
present in the MT at Josh 10:15, 43. But the absence has not “been problematic since
the study of the Old Greek text began” (141). These are simply explicating insertions
in the MT of what is already known (see Nelson, Joshua, 23; individual textual vari-
ants operate independently of variant editions): the LXX clearly has the camp at
“Gilgal” at 9:6; 10:6, 7, 9. The entire verses of 10:15 and 43, not just “Gilgal” within
them, are lacking in the OG; they are unnecessary and are most likely narrative addi-
tions in the MT.

3 1t is simply unknown whether “Mount Ebal” was in 4QJosh?®, since it is men-
tioned only in (MT) 8:30, 33, before the first fragment of 4QJosh® begins (8:34); but
presumably it was not mentioned if the altar was built at Gilgal. As far as I can tell,
mention of another pair of mountains called Gerizim and Ebal near the Jordan in
subsequent rabbinic and Christian sources, as well as the Madaba map, is a later con-
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Her argument focuses on “three differences among the MT, the
OG, and the Qumran texts”: (1) the importance of Moses; (2) the re-
interpretation of Deuteronomy 27 in Joshua; and (3) the location of
the altar (142). As the discussion develops, however, questions arise
for all three.

(1) Moses. Although Moses is now dead, De Troyer states that in
two passages “Moses pops up, namely, in 8:30-35 as well as in the
Gibeonites’ story in 9:3-27” (147). It is seen as significant that
“Moses is the key figure at the end of the section” ending in 8:30-35
“and at the beginning of the section on conquering the land [Joshua
9]. More precisely, Moses appears at the beginning and ending of the
Gibeonites’ story (9:3, 24). It seems as if Moses needs to be near
Joshua whenever a new stage in the history of Israel opens or closes”
(153-54).

The texts present difficulties, however, since the person Moses
does not appear in 8:30-35; there are only references to the Mosaic
law and commands previously made in Deuteronomy. The point that
“Moses is mentioned in two stories that follow precisely one after the
other” (148) in 8:30-35 and 9:3-27 works only for the placement of
the passage as in the MT-LXX, which 4QJosh® challenges.’” The texts
do not support the view that “[b]oth at the beginning and at the end-
ing of the Gibeonites’ story there is now a reference to the law of
Moses and to the fact that ... the Gibeonites . .. follow the orders
given by Moses” (158). In 9:3 Moses does not appear at all; rather, in
the MT the Gibeonites heard “what Joshua had done” and in the LXX
“what the Lord had done.” Further, in 9:24, the reference, rather than
to “the orders given by Moses,” is to the report that earlier “God had
commanded . . . Moses to give you all the land.” Moreover, perhaps a
greater difficulty that diminishes “the importance of Moses” (142)
with respect to these two passages is that references to Moses appear
not just in these two passages but frequently throughout the book of
Joshua (in 16 of 24 chapters in both MT and LXX).

(2) Deuteronomy 27. In this interpretation the main position is ex-
pressed “that the text of Deut 27 originally dealt with stones (27:2)

fusion based on the confusion caused precisely by the textual variants of Deuteron-
om}/fJoshua under discussion here and especially Deut 11:30.

7 All might not agree with the structures outlined on her pp. 152-55. Joshua 68,
the stories of the destruction of Jericho and Ai, are characterized as “Examples of
how to live in the land” (section III), whereas the “Conquering the land,” section IV,
does not begin until chapter 9.
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and . .. writ[ing] on these stones the words of the law. ... Then an
editor connected the stones with the altar by inserting 27:5-7” (150).
A related position is also offered, proposing 27:4a-b and 8a-b as a
Wiederaufnahme which “can be credited to the editor who inserted
verses 5-7. . .. The purpose of the insertion of the verses is to connect
the stones with the stones of the altar. . .” (151). The basis to support
these positions is not developed; the position is possible, but other
positions are equally possible.*® As far as I can see, only two stages in
the development of the passage are proposed: the original and the edi-
tor who added vv. 5-7 (with the Wiederaufnahme). But if two stages
help relieve the apparent inconsistencies, why not more stages in this
highly complex chapter?® In fact, the interpretation of Deuteronomy
27 offered does not discuss the “Gerizim” reading, which requires at
least a third stage.

(3) Location. The OG tradition is viewed as earlier than that in the
MT, and in both witnesses “originally . . . the text specified where the
stones needed to be erected, namely, on Mount Ebal (27:4)” (150).
Though it is conceded that Ebal is “strange” (156) and “problematic”
(158), no explanation of the rationale for this problematic reading is
offered (other than “it might have been possible that the negative con-
notations associated with Mount Ebal did not yet exist . ..” [158]); it
is simply asserted: “The text, however, clearly states that the altar was
indeed built on Mount Ebal” (156). But the placement of the altar is
precisely the question to be determined, and the highly improbable
“Mount Ebal” begs for justification, while the “Mount Gerizim” read-
ing is not considered.

Thus I do not find this alternate proposal, that 4QJosh® was a post-
LXX-MT revision by the Qumranites, persuasive, especially consid-
ering the following:

8 See Fabry, “Der Altarbau”; Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation (n. 19); van der
Meer, Formation and Reformulation.

° E.g., Fabry (“Der Altarbau,” p. 44) envisions: [1] “urspriinglich das Moses-
Gebot ergangen war, einen Altar ‘dort,” d.h. am Jordanufer zu bauen (Dtn 27:2-3).
[2] Im jeden Fall ist die Einfiigung einer spezifizierenden Ortsangabe in v. 4 se-
kundar, [3] hargarizin (SP, OL) tertidr und [4] har ‘ejbal (MT, LXX) als ‘counter-
claim against the Samaritans’ quartér. I would agree, while seeing 2 and 3 as proba-
bly the same step.
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* 4QJosh” in general displays the shortest edition, the Greek a
longer, and the MT a yet further expanded edition; thus, the presump-
tion would favor 4QJosh® as the earliest;*

 There is no indication that 4QJosh® was edited or copied at
Qumran, and it contains no sectarian readings.*' Though the qualifi-
cation is made “The Qumranites — or whoever wrote 4QJosh™’
(159), the alternate proposal works only if “4QJosh® is an example of
how the Qumranites [specifically] read scripture in order to interpret
their present” (147);

o It is difficult to attribute the relocation at Gilgal specifically to
“the Qumranites,” since Josephus and Pseudo-Philo (who clearly
were not Qumranites) attest the altar at Gilgal;

* Finally, “[t]here are rabbinic traditions that reflect the same se-
quence of events as the Qumran text and probably reflect the same
motivation to harmonize Joshua with Deuteronomy: y. Sota 7:3, t.
Sota 8:7-8.”* Is not the multiple witness of Josephus, Pseudo-Philo,
and rabbinic traditions sufficient to demonstrate a broader Jewish text
tradition reading “Mount Gerizim” and to preclude a Qumranite revi-
sion?

Conclusion

Insofar as my solution and its underlying argument prove accurate,
we may thank Professor Trebolle for his instructive insight: once
again, enriching our understanding of Deuteronomy 27 and Joshua
5/8, we have followed a valuable heuristic path, from the Old Latin
(Garzin), through the Old Greek or at least the oldest Greek preserved
(apyap[t]i), to an Old Hebrew (o'173712), which also may not have
been the earliest Hebrew but is the earliest form of Deut 27:4 pre-
served.

" See Tov, Textual Criticism, 327-28, 346.

*! Eugene Ulrich, “The Absence of ‘Sectarian Variants’ in the Jewish Scriptural
Scrolls Found at Qumran,” in The Bible as Book: The Hebrew Bible and the Judaean
Desert Discoveries (ed. Edward D. Herbert and Emanuel Tov; London: The British
Library and Oak Knoll Press, 2002), 179-95.

42 Nelson, Joshua, 117 n. 4.






ANOTHER CITATION OF GREEK JUBILEES
James C. VanderKam

In the vigorous discussion about the development of a canon of scrip-
ture in Early Judaism, the Book of Jubilees has played a prominent
role. It appears to have been considered an authoritative work by the
writer of the Damascus Document and perhaps by other writers
whose compositions were found among the Dead Sea Scrolls.'
Unlike the books that in time became part of the Hebrew Bible, the
original text of Jubilees is not fully preserved.

The text of the Book of Jubilees survives in complete form in the
classical Ethiopic language due to the respect and care shown to it by
scribes of the Abyssinian Church. The full Ge‘ez text appears in
many copies, usually together with other Old Testament books.” The
first modern students of the text hypothesized that the author of the
book wrote it in the Hebrew language (possibly Aramaic); they were
aided in their conjecture not only by features in the Ge‘ez version but
also by a few hints in ancient sources that the book had been written
in Hebrew.” The Qumran copies have documented that hypothesis.
Fourteen or fifteen fragmentary manuscripts, all in Hebrew, offer
small segments of the text from many different passages in the book.*
No one, so far as | am aware, has claimed the Ethiopic version rests
directly on the Hebrew text. All experts have recognized that a Greek

' See, for example, VanderKam, “Authoritative Literature in the Dead Sea
Scrolls,” DSD 5 (1998): 382-402; idem, “Questions of Canon Viewed Through the
Dead Sea Scrolls,” in The Canon Debate (ed. L. M. McDonald and J. A. Sanders;
Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 2002), 91-109.

% For a listing of the copies, see VanderKam, The Book of Jubilees (2 vols.;
CSCO 510-11, Scriptores Aethiopici 87-88; Louvain: Peeters, 1989), 1.14—16 and,
for a description of them, see 2.xviii—xxiv.

3 For a survey of the views of A. Dillmann, R.H. Charles, and others, see Van-
derKam, Textual and Historical Studies in the Book of Jubilees (HSM 14; Missoula,
MT: Scholars Press, 1977), 1-6.

The complete texts and translations of all of the fragmentary copies can be ac-
cessed most readily in Donald Parry and Emanuel Tov, eds., The Dead Sea Scrolls
Reader, vol. 3: Parabiblical Texts (Leiden: Brill, 2005), 38-91.
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intermediary version served as the base text for the translation into
Ge‘ez (and into Latin), as was normally the case for scriptural works
in Ethiopia.

The Greek version of Jubilees disappeared long ago, and no copy
of it has surfaced in more recent times. But before it passed out of
circulation it was used by a number of ancient writers who cited it, at
times extensively, usually only briefly.” Patristic and Byzantine au-
thors appealed to Jubilees to supplement their sources regarding
events, characters, and words in Genesis-Exodus (and occasionally
elsewhere). Scholars have traced lines of transmission through which
information from Jubilees passed, for example, from Julius Africanus
through the Alexandrian scholars Panodorus and Annianus to Byzan-
tine chronographers.® Another medium by means of which informa-
tion drawn from Jubilees became available to Christian expositors
was the Greek Catena on Genesis. The Catena offered theologians
interested in interpreting the sacred text a rich resource for tapping
into patristic exegesis and into explanations originating in other
sources. It was a kind of exegetical synopsis that presented in a most
convenient form the comments that authorities had written regarding
the passage at hand. These comments were cited in the margins of
the manuscripts that contained the scriptural texts.

The full wealth of the Catena to the first book of the Bible is now
more apparent than ever because of Francoise Petit’s edition of La
chaine sur la Genése: Edition intégrale 1-1V in the series Traditio
Exegetica Graeca.” Several of the 2270 items included in the edition
offer information related in some way to the contents of Jubilees, but
the first lines of the last of them—#2270—are the most important

5 Several scholars have collected the ancient citations of Jubilees found in Greek
sources. The most comprehensive collection and assessment remains H. Roénsch,
Das Buch der Jubilden oder die Kleine Genesis (Leipzig: Fue’s Verlag [R.
Reisenland], 1874). A convenient publication is A.-M. Denis, “Liber Jubilacorum,”
in his Fragmenta Pseudepigraphorum Graeca (PVTG 3; Leiden: Brill, 1970), 70—
102. They are also gathered and translated in VanderKam, The Book of Jubilees.

® H. Gelzer, Sextus Julius Afvicanus und die byzantinische Chronographie, 2/1:
Die Nachfolger des Julius Africanus (Leipzig: Teubner, 1885), 249-97; for an
evaluation and critique of Gelzer’s views, see William Adler, Time Immemorial:
Archaic History and Its Sources in Christian Chronography from Julius Africanus to
George Syncellus (Dumbarton Oaks Studies 26; Washington, DC: Dumbarton Oaks,
1989).

Louvain: Peeters, 1991-96. For a helpful account of the Catena and the manu-
script bases for it, see her “Introduction: Caractéres généraux de la chaine sur la
Genese,” 1.x111-XXXVil.
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instance of a new text taken, it seems, from a Greek version of Jubi-
lees, though in the manuscript the material is unattributed. The entire
entry appears in the Catena ms. Leningrad, Public Library, gr. 124 on
125rA16-B31; lines 1-23 in Petit’s edition reproduce much of the
wording of Jub 46:6-12a; 47:1 as a commentary on Gen 50:25-26.°
Any new textual discoveries from the earlier versions of Jubilees are
especially welcome. This essay is concerned with the passage in the
Catena and its contributions to a better understanding of the text of
Jubilees.

The two verses from Genesis are the last ones in the book and read
as follows in the Septuagint: “And loseph made the sons of Israel
swear, saying, ‘In the time of the visitation with which God will visit
you, you shall also carry up my bones from here together with you.’
And loseph expired at one hundred ten years of age and they honored
him with funeral rites and placed him in the coffin in Egypt.” The
Catenist calls upon Jub 46:6-12a; 47:1 to clarify and amplify the
situation and wording of the text; he omits Jub 46:12b-16—the verses
intervening between 46:6-12a and 47:1—probably because they are a
rather close rendering of Exod 1:9-13 and thus would hardly serve
usefully as a commentary on Gen 50:25-26.

The verbal correspondence between the Greek text in the Catena
and the Ge‘ez version of Jubilees is so precise that Jubilees is, ulti-
mately, the only likely source for the citation. Yet the Catenist,
though he quoted it at some length, borrowed from the text of Jubi-
lees in a selective way. More particularly, the Catena citation lacks
two features that are characteristic of Jubilees: the extended date
formulas—that is, an event happened in a certain year within a certain
week of years within a certain jubilee of years—and the literary
framework of second-person address to Moses (an angel of the pres-
ence reveals the content of Jubilees’ rewriting of scripture to Moses).
Apart from these missing items that were perhaps thought unhelpful
for exegetes, the Catenist quotes the text.

Below I compare word-by-word the Catena Greek and the Ethiopic
(and Latin where extant) texts for the parallel numbered sections.

8 As Petit notes, La chaine sur la Genése, 4.455. There she also describes the
material and sources for lines 24—60.

° The rendering is from Robert J.V. Hiebert, “Genesis,” in 4 New English Trans-
lation of the Septuagint and the Other Greek Translations Traditionally Included
Under That Title (ed. A. Pietersma and B.G. Wright, eds.; New York and Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2007).
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The English translation at the beginning of each unit is a rendering of
the Ethiopic text.'” I have divided the material into sections for ease
of comparison and reference.

[1] Jubilees 46:6: He made them swear about his bones
wa-"amhalomu ba’enta "a‘semtihu
egwpxiaey 1wand Tous adeAdoug QUTOV TEPL TWY 00TWY AUTOU

The typically Semitic conjunction at the beginning of the verse in
Ethiopic (and in LXX Gen 50:25) is not represented in the Greek; it is
omitted by Ethiopic ms. 38. The Greek citation spells out the subject
of the verb (Joseph) and the object (his brothers) while the Ethiopic
version resorts to pronouns in both cases. The object of the verb in
the Greek text may represent an interpretive addition on the part of
the Catenist—and one that need not arise from the context in Jubilees.
According to Jub 46:5, “[b]efore he died he ordered the Israelites [la-
weluda ’esra’el] to take his bones along at the time when they would
leave the land of Egypt.” Genesis 50:25 says: 87 12 nR. paw.
The Greek citation more nearly reflects the wording of Gen 50:25.
The Ethiopic text may indicate that Joseph was ordering all the Israel-
ites, not just his brothers, to remove his bones—something that hap-
pened after his brothers died. Neither the citation nor the Ethiopic
version quotes the oath given in Gen 50:25. Both simply summarize
it as having to do with his bones—a term used in his oath.

[2] Jubilees 46:6 (continued): because he knew that the Egyptians

would not again bring him out

’esma "a’'mara kama "i-yedaggemu gebs 'awde’oto

OTL EYVWOXEY OTL 0V WY EMITPEYWILY 0L alyuTTIol amevexBnval auTov

In their own idiomatic ways, the two versions agree word for

word. There are small variations in some Ethiopic copies, but they
appear to be insignificant scribal mistakes (such as omission of the
negative by mss. 20 25 38', a reading that can hardly be correct).
Genesis says nothing of any doubts Joseph may have entertained re-
garding the Egyptians’ willingness to move his bones to the ancestral
tomb. In Jubilees and the citation, he has foreknowledge of the long
delay in the final disposition of his bones. Note that the Egyptians

10 The English is cited from VanderKam, The Book of Jubilees, vol. 2. The
Ethiopic and Latin readings are from vol. 1. Though Petit presents the Greek text
with accents, subscripts, breathing marks, and majuscules for the first letters of sen-
tences and names, | have not reproduced them.
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are the ones who, he knows, will not bring them out. They, with
Jacob’s sons, brought out the patriarch’s bones (Gen 50:7-9), but in
Joseph’s case the duty would have to fall on his brothers. Or so the
Greek citation suggests. In making the “sons” of Israel the recipient
of his oath, Gen 50:25 and Ethiopic Jubilees leave the way open for a
broader understanding of those who would be responsible for transfer
of the bones.

[3] Jubilees 46:6 (continued): and bury him on the day in the land of
Canaan
wa-qabiroto ba-‘elat ba-medra kana’an

ELG YNV XQVQQY EV NIUEPQ TG TEAEUTYS AUTOU

The two versions diverge in several ways in this short stretch of text:
only the Ethiopic mentions Joseph’s burial, it places the reference to
the land of Canaan second, and locates an expression involving the
word day first. The Greek has the opposite order (only Ethiopic ms.
39 has the Greek order). The day-expression is a case in which the
Greek citation probably preserves a superior form of the text. The
Ethiopic oddly has only “on the day” with no indication of which day
or time that might be. Ms. 38 omits ba-‘elat altogether, while mss. 21
and 35 preserve a reading that may have arisen to make some sense of
the expression: they offer ka‘bat = double, doubling, perhaps in the
sense of “again.” The Greek reads “on the day of his death.” It
seems the Ethiopic word motu or its Greek or Hebrew forebear
dropped out of the text by mistake. Possibly the repeated letters in
1 011 or the look-alike beginning and end of the Greek phrase g
TeleuTyg caused a problem, but neither would be the triggers for a
standard case of parablepsis.

[4] Jubilees 46:6 (continued): since Makamaron, the king of Canaan—
while he was living in the land of Asur—fought in the valley

’esma makamaron negu$a kan3’an ’enza yexadder medra ’asur
taqatala ba-q“ala

dloTt paypapwy Paciievs xavaay ETIOLY)TE TOAEUOV

The Greek citation here and in [7] below provides the name of the
king and uses a form very close to the one in the Ethiopic copies. This
is helpful confirmation of his name—one the Ethiopic tradition has
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preserved accurately—though his supposed identity or how the name
was chosen remains a mystery.''

There is again a notable difference between the versions. First, the
Greek has no equivalent for “while he was living in the land of Asur,”
and though the Ethiopic text locates the fighting in a valley the Greek
here simply mentions the fighting and defers referring to the valley
until later in the report (see unit [5] below). The land of Asur has not
been securely located but perhaps it is possible to make some pro-
gress in identifying it.

The Greek citation mentions a land of Asur neither here nor else-
where. The commentators on Jubilees pass over the reference in si-
lence because no such place is known, but Jub 13:1 may provide
some assistance. There, one learns, “Abram went from Haran and
took his wife Sarai, and Lot, the son of his brother Haran, to the land
of Canaan. He came to Asur. He walked as far as Shechem and set-
tled near a tall oak tree.” The place name Asur here has the same
spelling in the Ethiopic text as the toponym in 46:6."> Rochus Zuur-
mond has shown that, using standard transcriptional practices, Ethio-
pic ’Asur could represent Agoup or Acwp, either of which may be a
transliteration of m¢n. As a result, the travelers in Jub 13:1 reached
the city in the north of Canaan, exactly as one would expect in a jour-
ney from Haran to Canaan."

The place name in 46:6 could, therefore, be Hazor as in 13:1. Yet,
while the location is a reasonable one in 13:1, in 46:6 it would require
that the battle between the two kings took place at a rather northerly
locale for a struggle between the monarchs of Canaan and Egypt, al-
though not an impossible one. It is perhaps worth noting here that in
Judg 4:2 (see also 4:23, 24 [twice]) a ruler is called “King Jabin of
Canaan, who reigned in Hazor.”"

1 See, for example, R.H. Charles, The Book of Jubilees or the Little Genesis
(London: Adam and Charles Black, 1902), 246 n., where he indicates he could not
identify Makamaron. Klaus Berger considers the possibility that the Egyptian mon-
arch who met his end in the conflict was Ptolemy VI, but it is not clear why one
should imagine reflections of the author’s time in a scriptural expansion such as this
one. See Berger, Das Buch der Jubilden (JSHRZ 11/3; Giitersloh: Gerd Mohn, 1981),
537n. a.

2 Sur in ms. 12; preceded by ur wa- in ms. 21; preceded by medra in ms. 38 =
the reading of 46:6.

" Zuurmond, “Asshur in Jubilees 13.1?” JSP 4 (1989): 87-89.

!4 The Bible refers to several places named Hazor: a place in Benjamin just north
of Jerusalem (Neh 11:33); one in Judah (Josh 15:23; cf. v. 25); and one in the Ara-



ANOTHER CITATION OF GREEK JUBILEES 383

The motif of a war between Egypt and Canaan as the reason pas-
sage between the two places was no longer possible plays a part in
4QVisions of Amram (4Q543-48, 549?). The section appears in sev-
eral copies of the work, though all of them are highly fragmentary.
No copy of the cave 4 text, however, preserves either the name
Makamaron or Asur."” For the expression “make war” in Greek, see
Josh 11:18 for example; the Ethiopic version translates with a single
word.

[5] Jubilees 46:6 (continued): with the king of Egypt and killed him
there

mesla negusa gebs wa-qatalo ba-heyya

ueta Tou Bacidews alyumTou xat ebavaTwaey auTov exel eV T XotAadt

The versions agree verbatim apart from the fact that where the Ethio-
pic text has a somewhat repetitious indication of place the Greek
mentions the valley here (it was mentioned in [4] by the Ethiopic). In
the scriptural stories about Joseph and the exodus from Egypt, the
monarch is frequently called “the king of Egypt” (Gen 37:36; 40:1;
41:45; Exod 1:15, 17, 18; 2:23; 3:18, 19; 5:4; 6:11, 27, 29; etc.).

[6] Jubilees 46:6 (continued): He pursued the Egyptians as far as the
gates of Ermon.

wa-déganomu dexréhomu la- gebs ’eska ’anqasa ’érmon

xal eMEOIWEEY OTIOW TWY AYUTITIWY EWG TWY OPLWY AIYUTITOU

The agreement is again complete except for the place name—the
point to which the king of Canaan pursued the king of Egypt. The
phrase “gates of Ermon” suggests that the pursuit extended to the en-
trance of a city named Ermon, and the commentators have so under-
stood the passage. Dillmann thought it could be the place called
Hpwwv moAtg, and Charles, Littmann, and Berger concurred although
the names do not appear to be the same.'® The Greek citation offers a

bian desert (Jer 49:28, 30, 33); but none of them plays a role so prominent as the
northern Hazor does.

15 Parts of the text of the war section survive on five copies—4Q543-47. The
texts of 4Q543-49 are conveniently presented one after the other in Parry and Tov,
The Dead Sea Scrolls Reader, vol. 3 Parabiblical Texts, 412—43. The text speaks of
a war between Egypt on the one side and Canaan/Philistia on the other and provides
more detail, as one might expect, about Amram and his adventures.

16 August Dillmann, “Das Buch der Jubilden oder die Kleine Genesis,” Jahr-
biicher der Biblischen wissenschaft 3 (1851): 72, n. 78; Charles, The Book of Jubi-
lees, 246, n. 1; E. Littmann, “Das Buch der Jubilden,” APAT 2.114, n. e; Berger, Das
Buch der Jubilden, 538, n. 6d. Hpwwy molis is supposed to be the Hellenistic name
for the ancient city of Pithom (see P.M. Fraser, Ptolemaic Alexandria [3 vols.; Ox-
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different picture: the border of Egypt. The Ethiopic anticipates the
references to the gates of Egypt in the sequel (46:7, 11, supported by
the Greek in both instances), while the Greek offers a bland and sen-
sible reference to the Egyptian border. The phrase “border of Egypt”
is used in Gen 47:21, although the term also functions to designate
the entire country, the territory between the boundaries (see Exod
10:4, 14). If the Greek preserves a better form of the text, it is diffi-
cult to see how the Ethiopic might have arisen from it."”

[7] Jubilees 46:7: He was unable to enter because
wa-se’na bawi’a ‘esma
xat oux NOVVNBY naypapwy eloelbey gig aryumTov Lot

Here, too, the Greek specifies the referent of a pronoun while the
Ethiopic contents itself with “he.” The Greek also explains that
Makamaron was unable to go into Egypt, something not made ex-
plicit in the Ethiopic but obvious from the context.

[8] Jubilees 46:7 (continued): another new king ruled Egypt. He was
stronger than he

nagsa kale’ haddis negus la-gebs wa-xayyala ’emennéhu

aveoTy) Bagthevg ETEpOg VEOG ET ALYUTITOV XAl EVITYUTEY UTEP AUTOV

The first verb in the two versions is different. The Greek verb is pre-
cisely the one used in the LXX at the base text—Exod 1:8—where
the Ethiopic Exodus uses the equivalent tanse’a. As a result, the
Ethiopic Jubilees has the advantage that it reflects a text independent
of the scriptural base, whereas one could accuse the Greek citation of
conforming to that base. The verb 777 is used with the subject 771 in
Biblical Hebrew (often in 2 Kings as part of a formula, e.g., 8:16, 25;
14:1, 23; Jer 23:5; 37:1). The two versions attest the same two adjec-
tives, though the word order relative to the noun they modify differs.
In Ge‘ez, “[d]escriptive adjectives normally follow the noun they
modify and if placed first, gain a certain emphasis.”'® The order in the

ford: Clarendon, 1972], 1.177). At least its location in the eastern delta region
would be a fitting one for the place to which the Canaanite pursuit would have ex-
tended.

7 E. Puech, the editor of the copies of the Visions of Amram, reads the first part
of 4Q544 frg. 1 line 5 as ©™yn ["a]x 7N (and the blorders] of Egypt were
closed) and thinks a reading [*p1]n is “totalement exclue” (Qumrdn Grotte 4 XXII
Textes Araméens Premiere Partie 40529-549 [DJD 31; Oxford: Clarendon, 2001],
322-24 [the quotation is from p. 324]). Plate XVIII supports his reading.

'8 Thomas O. Lambdin, Introduction to Classical Ethiopic (Ge ‘ez) (HSS 24; Mis-
soula, MT: Scholars Press, 1978), 16.2 (69).
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Greek citation is that of Exod 1:8, though “new” is not found there.
The word order relative to the noun they modify differs in most
Ethiopic manuscripts, but mss. 20 25 35, the best family, actually
have the order attested in the Greek. The verb toyvw regularly ren-
ders forms of P in the HB, and the Ethiopic uses a verb with the
same meaning, though it indicates the idea of “than” idiomatically
with a comparative and the Greek with vrep.

[9] Jubilees 46:7 (continued): so he returned to the land of Canaan and
the gates of Egypt were closed
wa-gab’a medra kan3’an wa-ta‘aswa "anaqesa gebs

xal exAetohnoay at Tulal aryumTou

The Ethiopic version has an extra clause relative to the Greek. It
makes perfectly good sense in the context, but there is no clear way
of demonstrating whether it is original to the text of Jubilees. For the
second clause, the texts are the same.

[10] Jubilees 46:7 (continued): with no one leaving or entering Egypt
wa-"albo za-yewadde’ wa-"albo za-yebawwe’ westa gebs
XOLL OUX YV 0 ELCTIOPEVOLEVOG XAl EXTIOPEVOLEVOS ELS QUYUTITOY

The texts are the same aside from transposing the verbs: Greek has
the order enter-leave; the Ethiopic has leave-enter.'” In this case it
may be that the Ethiopic is preferable because the preposition “into”
follows the second verb in both versions but fits only with the verb
“enter” which directly precedes it in the Ge‘ez text.

[11] Jubilees 46:8: Joseph died in the forty-sixth jubilee, in the sixth
week, during its second year [2242].

wa-mota yoséf ba-za 'arbe‘a wa-sedestu "iyobélewu ba-suba‘é sades
ba-kale’ ‘amatu

xal ETEAEUTYTEY Lo d

Here is an instance in which the Greek citation fails to include Jubi-
lees’ characteristic way of dating events through a formula involving
the jubilee, the week, and the year within the week.

[12] Jubilees 46:8 (continued): He was buried in the land of Egypt
wa-qabarewwo westa  medra gebs
xal ETaYAY QUTOV €V TY) TOPW EV QIYUTITW

Both versions have third-person plural active verbs with a direct ob-
ject (= they buried him) that can express the passive voice. The

19 Mss. 20 25 38 58 agree with the Greek order.
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Greek citation includes a reference to his being buried in a coffin, just
as Gen 50:26 does. In fact, it uses the very same word that LXX
Genesis employs. Its absence from the Ethiopic is therefore more
likely to be original. Ethiopic Jubilees uses the common medra (=
land of) before gebs (= Egypt), while the Greek does not.

[13] Jubilees 46:8 (continued): and all his brothers died after him
wa-motu kwellomu "axawihu ’em-dexréhu
XAl ETEAEUTYOQY TIAVTES 0L AOEADOL AUTOU UET AUTOV

The expressions are identical.

[14] Jubilees 46:9 [46:9a is lacking in the citation: “Then the king of
Egypt went out to fight with the king of Canaan in the forty-seventh
jubilee, in the second week, during its second year [2263].”] The Isra-
elites brought out all the bones of Jacob’s sons except the bones of Jo-
seph.

wa-"awde’'u weluda ’esra’él ’a‘semtihomu la-weluda ya‘qob kwello
za’enbala’ a‘semta yoséf

xat egnveyxay ol ulol laxwfd T 00TA TWY VWY LoPanA TaVTA TAPEXTOS
TWY 00TWY Lwayd

The only real difference in the two versions is the transposition of the
names Jacob/Israel in the two references in the first clause. The
phrasing in the Ethiopic text would seem to make more sense because
it uses the idiomatic “sons of Israel” for the larger group, reserving
the phrase “sons of Jacob” for the biological offspring of Jacob.

[15] Jubilees 46:9 (continued): They buried them in the field, in the
double cave in the mountain

wa-qabarewwo westa gadam westa bo’at za-ka‘bat westa
dabr

xal ebajay auta ev Tw aypw Tou oTHAcIoV Tou SITTAoU eV XEfpwy ev Tw
opet

The Greek expresses clearly the fact that the cave of Machpelah is in
Hebron; the Ethiopic has an odd expression: in the field in the cave
of Machpelah [= the double cave] in the mountain (see Gen 50:13).
The Greek specifies twice that it was in Hebron, here and in the next
sentence (note ‘“near Mamre” in Gen 50:13), while the Ethiopic men-
tions only the mountain here and Hebron in the next verse.

[16] Jubilees 46:10: Many returned to Egypt but a few of them re-
mained on the mountain of Hebron
wa-gab’u bezuxan westa gebs wa-xedatan tarfu 'emennéhomu westa

dabra kébron
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xal ameoTpeay moAlol €l aryumTov xat oAlyol TepleAeidBnoay em
QUTWY €V Tw 0peL XEBpwY

The versions agree word-for-word.

[17] Jubilees 46:10 (continued): Your father Amram remained with
them.

wa-tarafa 'abram 'abuka meslehomu

xal Tepteleldly aufpap o TATNP PLWUTEWS UET QUTWY

The Greek here avoids Jubilees’ characteristic second-person address
to Moses by the angel of the presence, thus showing that the Catenist
is adapting the text slightly for the sake of the reader. Note that
Ethiopic Jubilees reads ’abram (hence the italics in the translation
above for a correction); the Greek spelling here shows how the two
names could easily have been confused. Only an m separates them.*’

[18] Jubilees 46:11: The king of Canaan conquered the king of Egypt
and closed the gates of Egypt.

wa-mo’a negusa kand’an la-negusa gebs wa-‘asawa "anaqgesa gebs

xal eTpomwoaTo PaciAevs yavaay Baoilea ayumToU Xl ATEXAELTE TAS
TUAQG QUYUTITOU 0 BATIAEUS QlYUTITOU

The texts are almost the same. The two verbs do not have the same
nuances, but both fit within the semantic range of “conquer, subju-
gate.” The Greek verb has the sense of “to put to flight,” and it ren-
ders Hebrew p1on (e.g., Judg 4:23; 2 Sam 8:1; 1 Chr 18:1) and a1
(e.g., Judg 20:35, 36, 39; 2 Sam 8:1) in a number of passages. The
Ethiopic verb has the senses of “conquer, vanquish, defeat, subdue.””'
The Greek citation names the Egyptian king as the subject of the verb
“closed”—perhaps to remove the ambiguity left by a shorter text such
as the one represented by the Ethiopic reading, which has a pronoun
subject of the verb. It could imply that that the king of Canaan did
the closing of the gates although it would be possible to understand
the king of Egypt as being responsible for the action. See below for
the reading of the Latin version in the next clause where it specifies

the king of Canaan as subject.
[19] Jubilees 46:12: He conceived an evil plan against the Israelites in
order to make them suffer
wa-xallaya xellina ’ekuya 13‘la weluda ’esra’él kama yahmemomu

20 See VanderKam, The Book of Jubilees, 2.302, n. on 46:10 for a summary of the
evidence.

2l See LSI; for the Ethiopic verb, see W. Leslau, Comparative Dictionary of
Ge ‘ez (Classical Ethiopic) (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1991), 374.
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X0l EAOYITATO AOYLOUOUG TOVHPOUG ETL Toug utoug lopand Tou xaxwoal
QUTOUG
et cogitavit rex chanaam cogitationem pessimam ut adfligeret eos

The Greek and Ethiopic texts again agree word-for-word, though the
Greek uses a plural word for the evil plan and the Ethiopic (and
Latin) a singular form. Against the other two, the Latin here lacks the
reference to the Israelites though the context suggests it is needed.”
Note that the Latin makes the king of Canaan the subject of “con-
ceived”.

At this point the Catenist does not reproduce Jub 46:12b-16 but
jumps forward to 47:1b. As noted earlier, this is the section of Jubi-
lees that closely reproduces Exod 1:9-13.

[20] Jubilees 47:1: your father came from the land of Canaan
mas’a "abuka "em-medra kana’an

emavelBwy Oe aufpay amo yng xavaay g aryvTToy

aduenit pater suus de terra canaan

Again the Catena phrases the clause in the third person and the Latin,
surprisingly, does as well, where Ethiopic Jubilees, true to the setting
of the book, resorts to the second person. The Greek, against the
other two witnesses, also adds the name Amram where the two ver-
sions have a pronoun; it includes “into Egypt” which is not required
by the context, is unsupported by the Ethiopic and Latin, and is
unlikely to belong to the text of Jubilees.

[21] Jubilees 47:1 (continued): You were born [date formula], which
was the time of distress for the Israelites

wa-tawaladka [+ date formula] za-we’etu mawa‘ela mendabeé 1a‘la we-
luda ’esra’el

YEWVQL TOV WUTER 0UTOS 1)V 0 xatpog BAipews emtl Toug uLoug topanA

et genuit [+ date formula] hoc est tempus tribulationis super filios is-
trahel

If one overlooks the date formula and the penchant of the Catenist to
rephrase in the third person, the texts are identical. In this case, how-
ever, the Latin, oddly enough, also phrases in the third person, though
it lacks the name Moses. The Latin can hardly be correct as it con-
flicts with the consistent pattern in the book, a pattern supported by
the Latin elsewhere (see 47:3 where it reverts to the second-person
address to Moses).”

22 See VanderKam, The Book of Jubilees, 2.302, note to the passage.
B See VanderKam, The Book of Jubilees, 2.305, n.
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The textual variations between the Greek and Ethiopic texts can be
classified as follows (the numbers in brackets are those of the sections
above).

Noun vs. pronoun

46:6 wwond / pronominal subject of verb 'amhalomu  [1]

Toug aderdoug auTou / -omu [1]

46:7 payuapwv / pronominal subject of verb se’na [7]
46:11 o Pacidevg aryvmrov /pronominal subject of verb -
‘asawa [18]

I doubt that in any of these cases the Greek citation preserves a better
reading. The desire to name the referents of pronouns is consistent
with the nature of a passage in the Catena: it is cited from a source
without the larger context of that citation. As a result, the person who
placed the passage in the Catena felt the need to be more specific than
was necessary when the passage was read in the full context of the
Book of Jubilees.

Plus/Minus
46:6 Ethiopic: + wa(-"amhalomu) [1]
Ethiopic +: wa-qabirotu [3]
Greek +: g TeEAeUTHS auTOU [3]
Ethiopic +: ’enza yaxadder medra asur [4]
46:7  Greek + eig aryvmTov [7]
Ethiopic +: wa-gab’a medra kana’an [9]
46:9  Greek + ev xefpwv [15]
47:1  Greek + eig aryvmTov [20]
Transposition
46:6 Greek ev yavaav / ev nuepa [3]
Greek peta Tou Pagtlews aryvmtou xat ebavatwoey autov exel
€V TN xotAaol [4-
5]
46:7 Greek Baoidevg etepos veog / kale” haddis negus [8]
Greek etomopevopevos / exmopevopLevog [10]

46:9 Greek taxwf / wopanh [14]
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Different words
46:6 opiwy aryumTou / 'anqasa ’érmon [6]
46:8 ) oopw ev / medra [12]

The incidences in which the Greek lacks or rewords features that are
characteristic of Jubilees—full date formulas and second-person ad-
dress to Moses—are the following:

Dates

46:8 Greek lacks an equivalent for “in the forty-sixth jubilee, in
the sixth week, during its second year” but has the words directly
before and after the date. [11]
46:9a Greek lacks not only the date but also the clause that pre-
cedes it. Missing is: “Then the king of Egypt went out to fight
with the king of Canaan in the forty-seventh jubilee, in the second
week, during its second year.” After this the two texts are again
parallel.
[14]

47:1a Greek lacks “During the seventh week, in the seventh year,
in the forty-seventh jubilee” and then resumes with the same text
as in the Ethiopic and Latin versions. [21]

Second-person address

46:10 Greek: o matyp pwvoewg

Ethiopic: ’abuka [17]
47:1 Greek: apfpap

Ethiopic: ’abuka/ Latin: pater suus [20]
47:1 Greek: yewatov pwuoea

Ethiopic: tawaladka [21]

The failure of the Greek citation to reflect Jubilean characteristics is
not surprising, since they might not have served the purposes of exe-
getes poring over the text of Genesis or rather might have been con-
fusing in the particular setting of the citation. Both kinds of changes
are consistent with the fact that the Greek passage is in a Catena: the
dates were phrased in an unusual manner, and the second-person ad-
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dress would have been unclear. Both would have been problematic
apart from the fuller context of Jubilees.

Of the actual textual variants, two suggest themselves as superior
to the readings adopted in the critical text in my The Book of Jubilees
and a third could be defended as preferable though I doubt it is.

46:6: the Greek phrase ev nuepa s TeAeuTY)g uToU appears where
the Ethiopic mss. have only ba-‘elat [3]. Making the reference to the
day more precise renders the meaning of the phrase much clearer or,
rather, it gives meaning to it. The Ethiopic text is ambiguous: “be-
cause he knew that the Egyptians would not again bring him out and
bury him on the day in the land of Canaan.” Which day did the writer
mean? Was it the day of his death or the day of the Exodus or some
other day? Though the Ethiopic is undoubtedly the more difficult
reading, it is also not meaningful and thus is inferior.

46:7: there are two instances of transpositions, in both of which
the Greek order has strong mss. support in the Ethiopic tradition.
With the weight of the Greek citation added to its witness, they show,
in the first case, the order in the Greek to be the superior one.

Bacidevs etepog veos [8]: the same word order—negus kale’
haddis—is found in the best family of Ethiopic mss. (20-25-35) and
should be adopted in the critical Ethiopic text, although the reversed
order would not affect the English translation. Placement of the adjec-
tives before the noun in most Ethiopic copies could have been moti-
vated by a desire to emphasize them.

Greek elomopevopevos / exmopevopevos [10] offers an order of the
two verbs agreeing with mss. 20-25-38-58, that is, again two of the
best mss. (20-25). It likewise, one could argue, should be adopted for
the Ethiopic text. But in this case the preposition after the second
verb—into—would be inappropriate following a verb meaning “go-
ing out.” For this reason the Ethiopic reading is still preferable,
though one could maintain that at some point in the transmission of
the text someone noticed the inappropriate preposition and reversed
the verbs.

The result of the comparison between the Ethiopic (and in a
smaller measure the Latin) text of Jubilees and the Greek citation
(#2270) is that the Greek citation, once one subtracts alterations
caused by its use in a Catena, furnishes helpful information of two
kinds: it supplies two superior readings, and it documents what a
careful translation the Ethiopic version is. There are several small
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differences, especially in order and in minuses/plusses for which it is
difficult to decide which is superior, but the Ethiopic tradition, as
nearly as one can investigate the matter, seems to have preserved a
reliable text of Jubilees at this place in the narratives about Joseph
and the plans for burial of his bones.
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