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Preface

When Emanuel Tov visited Vienna in 2006 he celebrated his 65" birthday.
On this occasion the Institute of Jewish Studies at the University of Vienna
organized a small symposium to which Emanuel contributed as well: “Von
Qumran bis Aleppo: Texte und Textgeschichten judischer Schriften: Ein
internationales Symposium zum 65. Geburtstag von Emanuel Tov.” The
present volume publishes the presentations of the 2006 Vienna meeting. But
it should not be regarded as another proceedings volume of a meeting on
the textual history of the Hebrew Bible nor does it want to be a Festschrift
in honor of Emanuel Tov. Emanuel received an exceptional and monumen-
tal Festschrift in 2003." Instead of redoing such a Festschrift on a smaller
scale the organizers of the Vienna meeting and the editors of the present
collection decided to go another way. The contributions of the present vol-
ume engage with and discuss various aspects of Emanuel Tov’s work on the
textual history of the Hebrew Bible. This discussion marks the extraordi-
nary achievements of Emanuel’s work and its importance for the under-
standing of the textual history of the Hebrew Bible. It is in the spirit of such
a discussion that Emanuel Tov has contributed an article to our collection as
well.

In his own contribution, “The Many Forms of Hebrew Scripture: Reflec-
tions in Light of the Septuagint and 4QReworked Pentateuch,” Emanuel
Tov studies the character of some non-Masoretic textual traditions of the
Jewish scriptures. He focuses on textual witnesses which attest to a rewrit-
ten text, i.e. the Septuagint books of 3 Kingdoms, Esther, and Danie! as
well as the Samaritan Pentateuch and the so-called Reworked Pentateuch
manuscripts from Qumran. Emanuel concludes: “What 4QRP, the Hebrew
source of some LXX books, and the SP group have in common is the inter-
action of stretches of Scripture text and exegetical expansions, although
these expansions differ in nature and tendency. If all these texts were consi-
dered authoritative, probably 4QRP enjoyed a similar status. All these texts
need to be studied as Hebrew Scripture.”

Armin Lange engages with a question that Emanuel often hints to in his
work but has treated only once in a full-length study, i.e. the question of the

1
Emanuel: Studies in the Hebrew Bible, Septuagint, and Dead Sea Scrolls in Honor of Ema-

;l(;gl}Tov (ed. S. Paul, R. A. Kraft, L. H. Schiffman, and W. W. Fields; VTSup 94; Leiden: Brill,
).

2P. 28 in the present volume.



8 Preface

textual standardization of the Hebrew Bible.’ Lange shows that efforts
towards a textual standardization of the books collected in the Hebrew
Bible respond to the standardized texts of the Graeco-Roman classics in the
Hellenistic world. These efforts towards textual standardization of various
Jewish scriptures began somewhat earlier in Egyptian Judaism than in Ju-
dah itself. After the destruction of the Jerusalem temple in 70 CE, Judaism
had a standard text at hand which allowed for the exegetical work of the
Rabbis and developed into the Masoretic Text of the Middle Ages.

Josef M. Oesch focuses on one aspect of Emanuel’s work on the scribal
practices of ancient Judaism, i.e. the textgraphical structures of manuscripts
of Jewish scriptures. He compares the textgraphical structures of the Penta-
teuch manuscripts among the Dead Sea Scrolls with the list of Petuchot and
Setumot by Maimonides, the Codex Leningradiensis, the Samaritan Penta-
teuch and the LXX codices Alexandrinus and Vaticanus. Both the Samari-
tan and the Masoretic textgraphical systems of structuring texts have pre-
cursors among the Dead Sea Scrolls. But next to textgraphical agreements
between medieval MT and SP manuscripts on the one hand and the Dead
Sea Scrolls on the other hand significant textgraphical variation can be
found. Similar observations can be made for the Greek codices.

Friedrich V. Reiterer develops a methodology for the identification of
the Urtext of the book of Ecclesiasticus. Reiterer emphasizes that the rule of
lectio difficilior should be neglected. More important are agreements be-
tween several Hebrew and non-Hebrew witnesses as well as grammatical
and stylistic observations. His study further shows that several variants of
the text of Ecclesiasticus go back to its original author. It seems as if Ben
Sira himself produced more than one text of his book.

Hermann-Josef Stipp compares the premasoretic revisions of the books
of Jeremiah and Ezekiel with each other. His study shows that both revi-
sions employ different approaches to their Vorlagen. The ideolectic rhetoric
of the two revisions does not overlap. In the pre-Masoretic revision of Eze-
kiel, idiolectic language is often concentrated in short text passages while it
is widespread in the pre-Masoretic Jeremiah revision. Futhermore, the pre-
Masoretic revision of Ezekiel attests to signficantly smaller extensions than
the one of Jeremiah. Stipp’s result questions recent ideas about a shared
redaction history of the Hebrew Bible’s later prophets.

The contribution of Hanna Tervanotko deals with a special aspect of an
important text from Qumran which was published by Emanuel. She reads

* E. Tov, “The History and Significance of a Standard Text of the Hebrew Bible,” in Hebrew
Bible/Old Testament: The History of Its Interpretation, vol. 1: From the Beginnings to the Middle
Ages (Until 1300), part 1: Antiquity (ed. M. Sabe; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1996).
48-66.
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the extended song of Miriam in 4Q365 6a Il + 6c, 1-7 in the context of the
ancient Jewish reception history of the figure of Miriam. These seven lines
indicate that the figure of Miriam was considered as an appropriate charac-
ter to deliver its expanded theological message. The Song of Miriam pre-
served in 4Q365 is not a simple remake of the Song of Moses in Exod
15:1-19 but draws on other Miriam traditions as well. It portrays Miriam as
a more autonomous figure, who does not simply repeat the Song of Moses.

Emanuel’s great interest in the Masoretic text is reflected in the contribu-
tion of Kevin Trompelt. He asks for the textcritical significance of Masoret-
ic vocalizations and accentuations in the Book of Isaiah. Differences be-
tween the Masoretic vocalizations and accentuations of Isa 10:1 and 29:3
point to different medieval textual traditions.

The article of Jozsef Zsengellér responds to Emanuel’s interest in the
Samaritan Penteteuch. Zsengellér underlines the historical and textcritical
value of the Samaritan Pentateuch and argues for the need of a new critical
edition of this important textual witness of the Pentateuch.

Unless otherwise indicated, abbreviations follow The SBL Handbook of
Style: For Ancient Near Eastern, Biblical, and Early Christian Studies (ed.
P. H. Alexander et al.; Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 1999).

At the end of this preface it is a pleasant obligation to us to express our
gratitude to those who made the 2006 Vienna meeting and the publication
of its contributions possible. We are indebted to the University of Vienna
which provided funding for the 2006 meeting. The symposium itself would
not have been possible without the support of Ms. Dara Fischer, the secre-
tary of the Vienna Institute of Jewish Studies, who supported us during our
meeting. We are also obliged to Mr. J6rg Persch and Ms. Tina Grummel of
the publishing house Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht and the editors of For-
schungen zur Religion und Literatur des Alten und Neuen Testaments for
publishing our volume.

Vienna and Budapest, March 2009 Armin Lange
Matthias Weigold
Jozsef Zsengellér






Emanuel Tov
(The Hebrew University of Jerusalem)

The Many Forms of Hebrew Scripture

Reflections in Light of the LXX and 4QReworked Pentateuch

1. Background

In modern society, the Bible has many faces both in Hebrew and in transla-
tion, but they all present more or less the same content. Thus bereshit bara
elohim et hashamayim we-et ha-aretz is represented exactly by “In the
beginning God created the heavens and the earth” (RSV) as well as by “Im
Anfang schuf Gott Himmel und Erde.” More complicated verses likewise
indicate that the Hebrew and European versions represent exactly the same
text. The background of this identity lies in the fact that almost all modern
translations were made from the very same Hebrew text, namely the Maso-
retic Text (MT), the traditional text of the Bible as transmitted in Judaism.
This text form is well documented, but, strange as it may sound, we still
know nothing of its background nor the date of its creation, and it is diffi-
cult to define its essence. Probably the most conspicuous feature of MT is
its meticulous transmission over the course of a little more than two millen-
nia. The precision with which the Masoretic manuscripts were copied is
proverbial, since the copying included the smallest details in the manu-
scripts such as small dots above letters and the distinction between small
and large letters. The rabbis did not allow a manuscript to be used for public
reading if there were more than three corrections in one of its columns.' It is
quite natural that our own evaluation of MT and of the transmission of the
Bible as a whole is influenced by this precision.

From the third century B.C.E. onwards, the period covered by the scrolls
found at Qumran, MT was the most frequently used text in ancient Israel.

' The opinions quoted in b. Menah. 29b and y. Meg. 1.71c allow for two or three corrections
per column (but not four), while the opinions in Sop. 3.10 allow for one to three corrections.
According to these opinions, scrolls containing a greater number of corrections in a single column
could not be used by the public, but according to b. Menah. 29b there was a certain leniency with
regard to superfluous letters, which were less disturbing when erased or deleted than were added
letters. According to these criteria, many of the Qumran biblical scrolls would not have passed the
scrutiny of the rabbis, as is evident from a comparison of the average number of corrections with
the number of lines per column.
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This is visible from scrolls from Qumran and the other sites in the Judean
Desert as well as the much later rabbinic literature.> At that time, the pre-
cursors of MT contained only consonants, but vocalization and cantillation
signs were added towards the end of the first millennium, together with the
details of the Masorah. The 6000 medieval manuscripts of MT differed only
slightly in all these details. It is a miracle, albeit a man-made one, that the
MT remained unchanged over the past 2000 years. This lack of textual
intervention is visible when one compares the fragments found at Masada,
Nahal Hever, and Nahal Murabba‘at with manuscripts from the Middle
Ages. There are almost no differences in consonants between codex Lenin-
gradensis or the Aleppo codex from the early Middle Ages and the texts
from Masada, Nahal Hever, and Nahal Murabba‘at; the level of variation
between them is no higher than that among the medieval texts themselves.’
A slightly higher level of variation is seen when comparing the medieval
text with the Qumran fragments.* Excepting the LXX, all ancient transla-
tions, namely the Targumim, Saadyah’s Arabic translation, as well as the
Syriac Peshitta and Latin Vulgate, more or less reflect MT. Rabbinic litera-
ture likewise only reflects MT.

The reason for the preponderance of the precursors of MT in this period
is evident. Since MT was the text form used by the Temple circles, the
Pharisees, and rabbis, it is understandable that all ancient sources after 70
C.E. reflect this form; many, possibly most, sources preceding the destruc-
tion of the Temple also used this text.

Before the destruction of the Temple, however, many additional texts
were used in Judaism, and they are the focus of our study. We learn about
them from the Qumran discoveries, the Septuagint translation, and the To-
rah of the Samaritans, the Samaritan Pentateuch (SP). The influence of
these texts within Judaism is felt only until the middle of the first century
C.E. Various developments during that period changed the nature of the
textual evidence. These changes were socio-religious and demographic in
nature, but are sometimes incorrectly interpreted as relating to the texts

2 See my study “The Biblical Texts from the Judaean Desert: An Overview and Analysis of the
Published Texts.” in The Bible as Book: The Hebrew Bible and the Judaean Desert Discoveries
(ed. E. D. Herbert and E. Tov: London: British Library, 2002), 139-66.

3 For precise statistics, see 1. Young, “The Stabilization of the Biblical Text in the Light of
Qumran and Masada: A Challenge for Conventional Qumran Chronology?™ DSD 9 (2002): 364-90.

* In my study “The Text of the Hebrew/Aramaic and Greek Bible Used in the Ancient Synago-
gues.” in The Ancient Synagogue: From Its Origins until 200 C.E.: Papers Presented at an Inter-
national Conference at Lund University October 14-17, 2001 (ed. B. Olsson and M. Zetterholm;
ConBNT 39; Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell International, 2003), 237-59, 1 suggested that the
texts from the sites other than Qumran reflect the texts named “‘corrected” in rabbinic literature.
These scrolls were corrected on the basis of the Temple copies, while the Qumran texts are one
stage removed from them.
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themselves. Before the destruction of the Temple, MT was one of the main
texts used but not the only one, while after 70 C.E. it was the only text used
in Judaism. The reason for the change was that nascent rabbinic Judaism
was the only surviving form of Judaism after that date. There were no other
forms of Judaism remaining in existence that could have used a different
form of the Hebrew Bible. How the pluriformity of the period preceding 70
C.E. developed into the uniformity of the later period is a matter of debate
among scholars.> This development is often described as the “stabilization”
of MT, but in my view the survival of MT as the sole text rather than the
preponderant one is merely a result of sociological developments as de-
scribed above.® There was no Kulturkampf, rather, the groups that had em-
braced other texts simply ceased to exist.

After the destruction of the Temple, other biblical texts were in circula-
tion but no longer within Judaism. In the meantime, Christianity had been
born, and early Christians used the Greek Septuagint, which was originally
a Jewish translation but had subsequently been adopted by Christianity.
Greek-speaking Jews no longer used the LXX, focusing instead on its more
recent Jewish revisions. The Samaritans, another group that had split off
from Judaism probably in the third century B.C.E., turned to their own To-
rah, which was based on a text that had been used previously in Judaism.
The practical result of these developments was a division of texts among
the religious communities after the destruction of the Temple. The central
stream of Judaism held on to the Hebrew MT, most Christians to the Greek
LXX, and the Samaritans to their own Hebrew Torah. Whatever texts were
in use before that period, such as those known from Qumran, were no long-
er used since there were no religious groups who could have embraced
them.

As a result, archeology and the preservation of ancient religions come to
our aid in understanding the textual situation in ancient times. Without the
purely coincidental finding of the Dead Sea Scrolls at Qumran and other

* For an analysis, see A. van der Kooij, “The Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible before and
after the Qumran Discoveries,” in The Bible as Book, 167-77, especially 170-71.

®See A. S. van der Woude, “Pluriformity and Uniformity: Reflections on the Transmission of
the Text of the Old Testament,” in Sacred History and Sacred Texts in Early Judaism. A Svmpo-
sium in Honour of A. S. van der Woude (ed. J. N. Bremmer and F. Garcia Martinez; Kampen: Kok
Pharos, 1992), 151-69. Van der Woude believes, as does the present author, that in different
circles in Second Temple Judaism, there must have been different approaches towards the text.
Most circles did not insist upon a single textual tradition, as is visible in the collection of the
Qumran texts. At the same time, a single textual tradition, the Masoretic Text, was held in esteem
by the temple circles, and later, the Pharisees. My own ideas have been developed in “The History
and Significance of a Standard Text of the Hebrew Bible,” in Hebrew Bible/Old Testament: The
History of Its Interpretation, vol. 1: From the Beginnings to the Middle Ages (Until 1300), part 1:
Antiquity (ed. M. Szbe; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1996), 49-66.
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sites in the Judean Desert, we would not have known so much about the
early text of the Hebrew Bible. Religions come to our aid, too, since Chris-
tianity preserved the LXX and the Vulgate, the Samaritan community pre-
served their own Pentateuch, and traditional Judaism held on to MT.

We mentioned the existence of a pluriform textual tradition before the
destruction of the Second Temple. Vestiges of such textual variety are visi-
ble even in modern translations. Thus, against all other translations, the
NRSV and one of the French African translations include a long section
from the Qumran scroll 4QSam® at the end of 1 Samuel 10. This added
section explains the background of the siege of Jabesh Gilead by Nahash
the Ammonite,” and thus provides a new context. In this very important
detail, the readers of the NRSV use a different Bible, one based on novel
material from Qumran. Not all scholars agree to this procedure, since some
claim that the Qumran paragraph is not original but represents a late Mi-
drash.® Similarly, in Jer 27:1, MT places the framework of the story in the
reign of Jehoiakim, while other modern translations, among them the
NRSV, mention Zedékiah’s reign as the chronological setting.

The Bible as represented by the NRSV is still the same Bible as in all
other translations, in spite of these borrowings from sources other than MT.
Even though modern translations usually reflect MT, in several details they
represent the LXX, a Qumran scroll, or another ancient source, and through
them we get a glimpse of the textual variety in antiquity. This situation
makes us increasingly aware that the traditional Jewish text, MT, is not the
Bible but only one of several text forms and/or representatives, albeit a very
good one.’

These non-Masoretic text forms are the focus of our study. In some
books, MT differs much from the LXX and the SP. These two sources are
ancient and modern at the same time. They were created in antiquity, but
are still authoritative in modern times. The SP is the Holy Writ of the Sa-
maritan community. The LXX remains the Holy Writ of the Eastern Ortho-
dox Church; while it was authoritative for the whole of Christianity for a
long period, it was replaced in the Western Church by the Vulgate. The so-
called Apocrypha of the LXX, including such books as Baruch and 1-2

7 (10:27) Now Nahash, king of the Ammonites, had been grievously oppressing the Gadites
and the Reubenites. He would gouge out the right eye of each of them and would not grant Israel a
deliverer. No one was left of the Israelites across the Jordan whose right eye Nahash, king of the
Ammonites, had not gouged out. But there were seven thousand men who had escaped from the
Ammonites and had entered Jabesh-gilead. (11:1) About a month later [...].

8 See A. Rofé, “The Acts of Nahash according to 4QSam®.” /EJ 32 (1982): 129--33.

® The edition that bears the misleading name Biblia Hebraica should have been named Biblia
Masoretica. See my analysis “The Place of the Masoretic Text in Modern Text Editions of the
Hebrew Bible: The Relevance of Canon,” in The Canon Debate (ed. L. McDonald and J. A.
Sanders; Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 2002), 234-51.
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Maccabees, are still part of the Holy Scriptures of the Roman Catholics
today, though named deutero-canonical.

We are paying attention to the contents of the LXX because of its accep-
tance in Second Temple Judaism. For this purpose, we need to understand
the nature of the differences between MT and the LXX especially when
they pertain to major issues. We exclude from the discussion those LXX
books that in our view reflect the translator’s own major changes, such as
the book of Job, while realizing that this is a subjective decision. Our analy-
sis is thus based on presuppositions that reflect one of several views. If one
of these alternative views is more convincing than the one presented here,
my own analysis may well be irrelevant. If, for example, someone believes
that it was the translator of 3 Kingdoms who created the greatly differing
version and not an earlier Hebrew reviser, as I do, the view presented here
with regard to that book may be irrelevant. At the end of our analysis, we
will turn to matters of text and canon, in an attempt to understand which
text forms were authoritative for which communities and why.

2. Major Content Differences between MT
and the Hebrew Source of the LXX

We start with a discussion of books in the LXX that differed much from
MT. We will not focus on books that presumably contained an edition pre-
ceding MT, such as Jeremiah or 1 Samuel 1618, but rather on three books
that show signs of literary editions produced after the edition of MT — in
our view —: 1 Kings, or as it is named in the LXX, 3 Kingdoms, Esther, and
Daniel." In the course of the analysis, we wish to point out some parallels
between these three books and Hebrew rewritten Bible compositions from
Qumran.

19 An additional case may be 1 Esdras. However, that book is not a rewritten book like the oth-
€r compositions discussed in this study, but a new creation based on three different sources,
2 Chronicles 35-36, Ezra 1-10 and Neh 8:1-12, and also contains an additional source in the
“Contest between the Three Courtiers” in 3:1-5:3. For a penetrating analysis of the nature of the
book, see S. Japhet, “The Picture of the Restoration Period in 1 Esdras,” Meghillor 56 (2007):
109-28. For a detailed commentary and discussion of the various aspects of 1 Esdras, see Z.
Talshir, I Esdras: From Origin to Translation (SBLSCS 47; Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars Press, 1999);
eadem, “Synchronic Approaches with Diachronic Consequences in the Study of Parallel Editions,”
in Yahwism after the Exile (ed. R. Albertz; Studies in Theology and Religion 5; Assen: van Gor-
cum, 2003), 199-218 = “Synchronic Approaches with Diachronic Consequences in the Study of
Parallel Redactions: New Approaches to | Esdras,” in On the Border Line: Textual Meets Literary
Criticism (ed. Z. Talshir and D. Amara; Beer Sheva 18; Beer Sheva: Ben Gurion University of the
Negev Press, 2005), 77-97 (Heb.).
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2.1 3 Kingdoms

The Greek 3 Kingdoms differs completely from its counterpart in MT,
1 Kings, and the background of the relation between the two is a matter of
dispute among scholars.'" In my view, the Hebrew composition behind the
LXX extensively rewrote the text now included in the MT of 1 Kings. King
Solomon is portrayed as a wise man in MT, but in the first ten chapters of
the LXX his wisdom is emphasized more strongly. The LXX reinterprets
several of the chapters dealing with Solomon and rearranges various sec-
tions, paying special attention to their chronological sequence. Gooding
presents the simplest analysis by describing the first ten chapters as being
rewritten to emphasize Solomon’s wisdom, including the whitewashing of
his sins, chapters 11-14 as presenting a more favorable account of Jero-
boam, and chapters 16-22 as whitewashing Ahab."? The rewriting in
3 Kingdoms uses the following techniques:"

a. The LXX adds two long “theme summaries” in chapter 2 repeating
various verses in | Kings around the theme of Solomon’s wisdom, alto-
gether 24 verses (vv. 35a—0 and 46a-1). These extensive summaries, repeat-
ing verses occurring elsewhere in 1 Kings 3—11' are out of chronological
order in chapter 2, since the Solomonic history only starts with chapter 3.
These added summaries describe Solomon’s marriage to Pharaoh’s daugh-
ter, his building activities, administration, and offerings, all of them de-
scribed as exponents of his wisdom. The closest parallel to this technique is
the added summary before the LXX of Daniel 5 (see below), although that
summary is not a theme summary.

b. Duplication of sections. Beyond the passages mentioned in section a,
the rewritten text of 3 Kingdoms repeated 1 Kgs 22:41-51 (description of
Jehoshaphat’s activities) in 3 Kgdms 16:28a-h, and 1 Kgs 9:24 in v. 9a of
the same chapter in 3 Kingdoms. To the best of my knowledge, the device
of repeating sections is not used elsewhere in the Greek Bible or MT.

c. Inclusion of an alternative version. An alternative history of Jeroboam
extant only in the LXX (3 Kgdms 12:24a—z) presents a rival story juxta-
posed with the original one found in all textual sources including the LXX
(1 Kings 11, 12, 14). The technique of juxtaposing two versions of the same

" See my own analysis in “3 Kingdoms Compared with Similar Rewritten Compositions,” in
Flores Florentino: Dead Sea Scrolls and Other Early Jewish Studies in Honour of Florentino
Gareia Martinez (ed. A. Hithorst, E. Puech, and E. Tigchelaar; Supplements to JSJ 122; Leiden:
Brill, 2007), 345-66.

"2 D. W. Gooding, “Problems of Text and Midrash in the Third Book of Reigns,” Textus 7
(1969): 1-29.

13 For details, see the paper mentioned in note 11.

" In verses 35k-1 the MT and LXX contain no parallels.



The Many Forms of Hebrew Scripture 17

story was used from ancient times onwards in the composition of Hebrew
Scripture. However, with one exception (1 Samuel 16-18)," there is no
parallel for the juxtaposition of two alternative versions appearing in one
textual witness but not in the other ones.

d. The transposition of verses to other environments in accord with the
reviser’s tendencies, especially his chronological rearrangements: For ex-
ample, 1 Kgs 3:1 and 9:16-17 are repositioned as 3 Kgdms 5:14a; 1 Kgs
5:7-8 is repositioned as 3 Kgdms 5:1; 1 Kgs 5:31-32 and 6:37-38 are
moved to 3 Kgdms 6:1a~d; 1 Kgs 8:11-12 is placed in 3 Kgdms 8:53a;
verses from 9:15-22 are placed in 10:22a—c; etc. This technique is also
evidenced elsewhere in the LXX and MT.

The new elements of the LXX are based on a Hebrew text.'¢ and this He-
brew text is secondary in relation to MT. It rewrites MT in a way similar to
the rewriting in the SP and some Qumran rewritten Bible compositions (see
below).

2.2 Esther

An evaluation of the differences between Esth-LXX and MT poses many
challenges.”” The LXX is very free and sometimes paraphrastic; it also
contains six large narrative expansions (the so-called Additions A-F) that
are traditionally considered to be independent units. However, the use of the
term “Additions” gives a false impression of their nature and may lead to
wrong conclusions. They are better described as narrative Expansions A-F,
adding more than 50% to the amount of the words of the Greek book.'

'3 In these chapters the originally short story of the encounter of David and Goliath as narrated
in the LXX was joined by an alternative story in MT. See my analysis in “The Composition of 1
Samuel 17-18 in the Light of the Evidence of the Septuagint Version,” in Empirical Models for
Biblical Criticism (ed. J. H. Tigay; Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1985), 97-130.
Revised version: The Greek and Hebrew Bible: Collected Essavs on the Septuagint (VTSup 72;
Leiden: Brill, 1999), 333-60. See further D. Barthélemy et al., The Story of David and Goliath:
Textual and Literary Criticism: Papers of a Joint Venture (OBO 73; Fribourg: Editions universi-
taires, 1986).

'® See the paper quoted in note 8.

7 See my own analysis: “The LXX Translation of Esther: A Paraphrastic Translation of MT or
a Free Translation of a Rewritten Version?” in Empsychoi Logoi: Religious Innovations in Antig-
uity: Studies in Honour of Pieter Willem van der Horst (ed. A. Houtman, A. de Jong, and M.
Misset-van de Weg; Ancient Judaism and Early Christianity 73; Leiden: Brill, 2008), 507-26.

'8 Due to the uncertainty pertaining to the Vorlage of the LXX, a comparison of the length of
the LXX and MT is little more than an exercise. According to the calculations of C. V. Dorothy,
The Books of Esther: Structure, Genre, and Textual Integrity (JSOTSup 187; Sheffield: Sheffield
Academic Press, 1997), 16, the LXX added 77% to MT. the AT text 45%, and Josephus 32%.
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In as far as a consensus exists regarding the textual value of the Greek
version of Esther, it is negative'® because of its free and sometimes paraph-
rastic translation technique. It should however be recognized that the LXX
reflects some variants and that the original language of Expansions A, C, D,
and F in the LXX was Hebrew. Further, the Greek translations of the canon-
ical sections and of the Expansions were produced by the same person.”
Esth-LXX thus reflects a rewritten Hebrew composition that included vari-
ous expansions.

There is no reason to distrust the ancient evidence of all manuscripts ac-
cording to which all the elements of Esth-LXX represent one integral unit
that formed the basis for Josephus, Ant. 11.184-296 (including Expansions
B-E). We should not be influenced by Jerome’s removal of Expansions A—
F from their context, thereby mutilating the translation.?' His action was
arbitrary and inconsistent since by the same token one could excise equally
large segments from the Greek translation of 3 Kingdoms 2 and 12, such as
mentioned above and place them at the end of the book. Furthermore, the
canonical segments and the Expansions are intertwined in an organic way in
chapters 4 and 5, making it impossible to mark an uninterrupted group of
verses as constituting “Expansion D.”” The unity of the canonical text and
the narrative expansions is further supported by several close connections in
content between the two segments.?

The following features characterize the rewriting that took place in the
Hebrew source of Esth-LXX:

' This judgment was probably best formulated by D. J. A. Clines: “Almost everyone agrees,
however, that no matter how free the Septuagint translator has been, it is essentially the Masoretic
Hebrew text that was his Vorlage” (The Esther Scroll: The Story of the Story [JSOTSup 30;
Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1984], 69). A similar view had been expressed earlier by T.
Noldeke, “Esther,” in Encyclopaedia Biblica (ed. T. K. Cheyne and J. S. Black; London: A. & C.
Black, 1899-1903), 2:1406: “The tendency, so common at the present day, to overestimate the
importance of the LXX for purposes of textual criticism is nowhere more to be deprecated than in
the Book of Esther. It may be doubted whether even in a single passage of the book the Greek
manuscripts enable us to emend the Hebrew text.”

20 See the paper quoted in note 17.

21'W. H. Brownlee, “Le livre grec d’Esther et la royauté divine: Corrections orthodoxes au
livre d’Esther,” RB 73 (1966): 161-85, 162, uses this term.

22 For details, see Tov, “The LXX Translation of Esther.”

23 See Tov, “The LXX Translation of Esther.” For a different case. see the translation of Daniel
that includes several long additions now considered “apocryphal.” However, those additions do
not form an integral part of the story, as in Esther. Furthermore it is unclear whether there ever
existed an expanded Semitic book of Daniel on which the Greek translation would have been
based. By the same token, there never existed an expanded Semitic book of Jeremiah that included
Baruch even though one translator rendered both Jeremiah and Baruch. See E. Tov, The Septua-
gint Translation of Jeremiah and Baruch: A Discussion of an Early Revision of Jeremiuh 29-52
and Baruch [:1-3:8 (HSM 8; Missoula, Mont.: Scholars Press, 1976).
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1. The addition of large narrative expansions at key points in the story:
A and F before the beginning and after the end (“Mordecai’s Dream” and
its “Interpretation”), and C (*“Prayers of Mordecai and Esther”) and D (“Es-
ther’s Audience with the King”) after chapter 4.

2. Probably the most characteristic feature of the LXX is the addition of
a religious background to the earlier MT version that lacks the mentioning
of God’s name. These details are added not only in the large expansions but
also in small pluses such as 2:20; 4:8; 6:13. Likewise, God’s involvement is
mentioned everywhere in the Midrash and Targum.*

3. The addition of new ideas in small details. For example, the identifica-
tion of Ahashuerus as Artaxerxes; the description of the first banquet as a
wedding feast for Vashti (1:5, 11); length of the second banquet (1:5); the
description of the opulence at the banquet (1:5-6); the identification of
Mehuman as Haman (1:10); the king’s active participation in the hanging of
the two eunuchs (2:23) and of Haman (8:7); the king’s placing the ring on
Haman’s hand (3:10); the naming of Haman as a Macedonian (E 10; 9:24);
Esther’s concern for her own safety (8:6).

In light of the preceding analysis, we suggest that the Vorlage of Esth-
LXX included the so-called Expansions A, C, D, and F. The royal edicts in
Expansions B and E were probably added by the translator himself.

2.3 Daniel®

The relationship between many details in MT and LXX in Daniel 4-6 can-
not be determined easily, but most scholars believe that the LXX reflects a
later reworking of a book resembling MT, while occasionally the LXX
reflects an earlier form. Some scholars go as far as to argue that the LXX of
Daniel as a whole preceded MT.** Because of complications like these, the

2 Thus Esther’s concern for dietary laws in C 27-28 should be compared with b. Meg. 13a,
Targum Rishon, and Targum Sheni 2:20. See B. Grossfeld, The Two Targums of Esther: Trans-
lated with Apparatus and Notes (The Aramaic Bible 18; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1991). For LXX
Esth 2:7 “he trained her for himself as a wife” (MT “Mordecai adopted her <Esther> as his own
daughter”) cf. b. Meg. 13a “A Tanna taught in the name of R. Meir: Read not “for a daughter” [le-
bat}, but “for a house™ [le-bayir] <that is, a wife>.” For a different view on the relation between
the LXX and the Midrash, see M. Zipor, “When Midrash Met Septuagint: The Case of Esther 2,7,”
ZAW 118 (2006): 82-92.

3 For details in this analysis, see E. Tov, “Three Strange Books of the LXX: 1 Kings, Esther,
and Daniel Compared with Similar Rewritten Compositions from Qumran and Elsewhere,” in Die
Septuaginta: Texte, Kontexte, Lebenswelten (ed. M. Karrer and W. Kraus; WUNT 219; Tiibingen:
Mohr Siebeck, 2008), 369-93.

¢ Thus R. Albertz, Der Gott des Daniel: Untersuchungen zu Daniel 4-6 in der Septuaginta-
Jassung sowie zu Komposition und Theologie des aramdischen Danielbuches (SBS 131; Stuttgart:
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two versions could also be presented as two independent works that revised
an earlier composition.?” Be that as it may, in the main, the parent text of the
LXX revises an earlier text resembling MT.?* The Semitic substratum® of
the Greek text is often visible.*

Three examples of rewriting in the LXX follow:

a. A composition very similar to the MT of chapter 4 has been reworked
in the LXX. The LXX changed, added, and omitted many details. Among
other things, the Greek text places the opening verses of chapter 4 (3:31-33
in MT) later in the chapter, in a greatly expanded form, as v. 34c.*’ The
story in MT starts with these verses, which contain the king’s confession of
guilt and his recognition of God’s greatness, while in the LXX they are
found at the end of the account in the form of a doxology, as in 6:26-27 and
elsewhere.

b. MT has a tendency to change details in the wording of the dream in
chapter 4 to agree with the subsequent description of its interpretation. The
LXX goes one step further by reporting the fulfillment of God’s command
to the king within the dream itself, in the added verse 14a (17a). This long

Katholisches Bibelwerk, 1988). O. Munnich, “Texte Massorétique et Septante dans le livre de
Daniel.” in The Earliest Text of the Hebrew Bible: The Relationship between the Masoretic Text
and the Hebrew Base of the Septuaginta Reconsidered (ed. A. Schenker; SBLSCS 52; Atlanta,
Ga.: Scholars Press, 2003), 93-120.

27 Thus, according to Ulrich, the parallel editions of both MT and the LXX (OG) expanded an
earlier text form in different ways: E. Ulrich, “Double Literary Editions of Biblical Narratives and
Reflections on Determining the Form to Be Translated,” in Perspectives on the Hebrew Bible:
Essays in Honor of Walter J. Harrelson (ed. J. L. Crenshaw; Macon, Ga.: Mercer University Press,
1988), 101-16 = idem, The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Origins of the Bible (Grand Rapids, Mich.:
Eerdmans, 1999), 34-50, esp. 40—44. This view was developed on the basis of the Notre Dame
dissertations by D. O. Wenthe and S. P. Jeansonne mentioned there.

28 The revisional character of the LXX is described in detail by R. Grelot, “La Septante de Da-
niel IV et son substrat sémitique,” RB 81 (1974): 5-23; idem, “La chapitre V de Daniel dans la
Septante,” Sem 24 (1974): 45-66. J. J. Collins, A Commentary on the Book of Daniel (Hermeneia;
Minneapolis: Fortress, 1994), 4-11, 216-20, 241-43 makes many judicious remarks on the rela-
tion between the two texts.

2% J. A. Montgomery, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book of Daniel (1CC;
Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1964), 37, 248, argued for an Aramaic substratum, while Grelot, “Daniel
IV” assumed a Hebrew parent text.

30 According to Ulrich, The Dead Sea Scrolls, 43, the Greek translation was “a consistent, uni-
fied document with a consistent translation technique. Therefore, the significant variation between
the OG and the MT in 4-6 seems to indicate that the OG is a faithful translation of a different
literary edition of these chapters.” If this judgment is correct, we have good insights into the
Aramaic parent text of the LXX. Even if this judgment about the translation technique is only
partially correct, at least major aspects of the Aramaic text underlying the LXX can be recon-
structed.

31 The position of these verses at the end of the Greek chapter is secondary as they refer to the
future, although the events themselves have already been described in the preceding verses: “And
now, | wi/l show to you the deeds that the great God has done with me (v. 34c).” In MT this verse
(3:33) correctly appears before the events.
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verse, which repeats the wording of the earlier verses, reports the cutting
down of the tree and its metamorphosis, now symbolizing the king, into a
beast: “He ate grass with the animals of the earth [...]” (for the wording, cf.
v. 12).

c. Preceding the beginning of chapter 5 (King Belshazzar’s banquet and
the writing on the wall), the LXX adds a summary of the chapter that is
neither matched by MT nor Theodotion’s version. This summary includes a
new element, namely the transliterated inscription written on the wall (v.
25), which is not included in the LXX. The summary partially duplicates
the content of the chapter; thus it begins with the same words as v. 1 that
introduce the king’s feast. There are also differences in details between the
summary on the one hand and MT and the LXX on the other. Therefore,
this addition must have summarized a slightly different form of the chapter.
The underlying text of the summary was probably Aramaic. The summary
may be compared to the theme summaries in the LXX of 3 Kingdoms 2
(see above, a). The summary in Daniel recaps the events told in the chapter,
while the LXX of 3 Kingdoms 2 duplicates verses around a common theme.

The essence of the examples given from 3 Kingdoms, Esther, and Daniel
is that these Greek books reflect Hebrew compositions that were very dif-
ferent from the ones included in MT. All three rewrote compositions like
the ones included in MT, as suggested in greater detail in another study.*
What 4QReworked Pentateuch (4QRP), the Hebrew source of some LXX
books, and the SP group have in common is the interaction of stretches of
Scripture text and exegetical expansions, although they had different ten-
dencies.

If our analysis so far is correct, the collection of Greek Scripture con-
tained some works that rewrote compositions included in the Hebrew canon
(as well as compositions that preceded MT, like in Jeremiah and Ezekiel).

3. Comparison of the Three LXX Books with Rewritten
Bible Compositions in Hebrew

We now expand our observations on the LXX to other rewritten Bible com-
positions, in Hebrew, as found among the Qumran scrolls and in the Sa-
maritan Pentateuch.

The Samaritan version of the Torah rewrote a composition like MT. The
rewriting is partial, as all rewriting, but it is manifest. In the main, the re-
writing in the SP does not bear a Samaritan character, since earlier non-

32
See Tov, “Three Strange Books.”
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sectarian texts (named pre-Samaritan)® from Qumran carry the exact same
content as the SP. However, the SP goes its own way by adding a small
number of Samaritan sectarian readings. Together these texts are named the
“SP group.”

Some of the Hebrew Qumran compositions likewise resemble the rewrit-
ing in the LXX books, even more so than the SP group. The best preserved
rewritten Bible texts® from Qumran are 11QT? cols. LI-LX V]I, the Genesis
Apocryphon (1Q20), and Jubilees.’> These parallels strengthen our afore-
mentioned assertions relating to the rewriting in some LXX books and
reversely the LXX helps us in clarifying the canonical status of the Qumran
compositions.

The main feature these compositions and the SP have in common with
the reconstructed sources of the LXX translations relates to the interaction
between the presumably original Scripture text and exegetical additions. All
the Qumran compositions and the SP group present long stretches of Scrip-
ture text, interspersed with short or long exegetical additions.

In the past, the aforementioned three LXX translations have not been as-
sociated with the Qumran rewritten Bible texts. When making this link, we
recognize the similarity in the rewriting style of Scripture books. More
specifically, the LXX translations meet some of the characterizing criteria
that Segal set for rewritten Hebrew Bible compositions: new narrative
frame, expansion together with abridgement, and a tendentious editorial
layer.’* We will now review the similarities in techniques:

33 Especially 4QpaleoExod™ and 4QNum®; see E. Tov, “Rewritten Bible Compositions and
Biblical Manuscripts, with Special Attention to the Samaritan Pentateuch,” DSD 5 (1998): 334-54.

3* For the evidence and an analysis, see G. J. Brooke, “Rewritten Bible,” in Encyclopedia of
the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. L. H. Schiffman and J. C. VanderKam; Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2000), 2:777-81; idem, “The Rewritten Law, Prophets and Psalms: Issues for Understand-
ing the Text of the Bible,” in The Bible as Book, 31-40; E. Tov, “Biblical Texts as Reworked in
Some Qumran Manuscripts with Special Attention to 4QRP and 4QParaGen-Exod,” in The
Community of the Renewed Covenant: The Notre Dame Symposium on the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed.
E. Ulrich and J. VanderKam; Christianity and Judaism in Antiquity Series 10; Notre Dame, Ind.:
University of Notre Dame Press, 1994), 111-34; M. Segal, “Between Bible and Rewritten Bible,”
in Biblical Interpretation at Qumran (ed. M. Henze; Studies in the Dead Sea Scrolls and Related
Literature; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 2005), 10-29; D. J. Harrington, “Palestinian Adapta-
tions of Biblical Narratives and Prophecies,” in Early Judaism and Its Modern Interpreters (ed. R.
A. Kraft and G. W. E. Nickelsburg; Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars Press, 1986), 242-47.

35 Pseudo-Philo’s Biblical Antiquities and Josephus’ Jewish Antiquities also provide valuable
parallels, but they are less relevant since they make no claim to sacred status.

3¢ Segal, “Between Bible and Rewritten Bible,” 20-26.
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3.1 3 Kingdoms

Two of the central techniques used in the Greek 3 Kingdoms, not known
from MT or Greek Scripture, were also used in the SP group, viz., the du-
plication of sections in 3 Kingdoms and the insertion of theme summaries
in chapter 2.

a. Duplication. Central to the literary principles of the SP group is the
wish to rewrite Hebrew Scripture based on its editorial tendencies without
adding new text pericopes. The addition of new passages would have
harmed the authenticity of the rewritten Bible compositions, and therefore
the SP group limited itself to copying. For this purpose they duplicated, for
example, all the segments of Moses’ first speech in Deuteronomy 1-3 in
Exodus and Numbers as foreshadowers of Deuteronomy.”” In the SP group
and 3 Kingdoms, the duplications have a different purpose. In the Greek 3
Kingdoms 2, they serve an exegetical or chronological purpose, while in the
SP group the duplication of segments from Deuteronomy in Exodus and
Numbers is meant to make the earlier books comply with Moses’ speech in
Deuteronomy 1-3.%#

b. Theme summaries. The two collections of verses in 3 Kingdoms 2
summarize in the beginning of the Greek book verses relating to the central
theme of chapters 3—10, namely Solomon’s wisdom. By the same token, the
added” tenth commandment of SP (not found in the pre-Samaritan texts) is
a theme summary of verses describing the sanctity of Mt. Gerizim. The
tenth commandment of SP in both versions of the Decalogue describing and
prescribing the sanctity of Mount Gerizim is made up of verses occurring
elsewhere in Deuteronomy.*

3.2 Esth-LXX

The Hebrew source of Esth-LXX rewrote a composition very similar to
MT. The most salient technique used in the course of the rewriting is the
addition of the large narrative Expansions A, C, D, and F. These expansions
expand the story in a meaningful way. The interaction of the previous Bible

37 For a detailed analysis, see Tov, “Rewritten Bible Compositions.”
® A similar duplication is found in 4QDeut" V:5-7 where the motive clause for the Sabbath
commandment in Exod 20:11 has been added after the motive clause of Deuteronomy. See J. H.
Tigay, “Conflation as a Redactional Technique,” in Empirical Models, 53-96, 55-57.
® The Samaritans consider the first commandment of the Jewish tradition as a preamble to the
Decalogue, 5o that in their tradition there is room for an additional commandment.
Deut | 1:29a, 27:2b-3a, 27:4a, 27:5-7, 11:30 - in that sequence.
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text and the long expansions may be compared with the relation between
the Qumran rewritten Scripture compositions and their presumed sources.
All these rewritten compositions exercise freedom towards their underlying
texts by adding large expansions wherever their authors wished.

3.3 Daniel

Two of the techniques used in the Greek Daniel are also used elsewhere:

a. Command and execution. The technique used in the LXX addition in
4:14a (17a), which relates the execution of God’s command of vv. 11-14
(14-17), is known from several other compositions. The closest parallel is
the story of the Ten Plagues in Exodus 7—11 in the SP group. In this story,
the SP group expanded the description of God’s commands to Moses and
Aaron to warn Pharaoh before each plague by adding a detailed account of
their execution.*’ That these additions are not only typical of these texts is
shown by the similar addition of the execution of Kish’s command to Saul
in 1 Sam 9:3 in LXX"* and the Peshitta.

b. Summaries. The summary description of the events of Daniel 5 that is
placed at its beginning reminds us of the theme summaries in 3 Kingdoms 2
and in the SP.#

4. Text and Canon

The rewritten compositions within the LXX canon and the Hebrew texts
from Qumran resemble each other with regard to their rewriting procedures
and probably also with regard to their canonical position.

The Greek versions of 3 Kingdoms, Esther, and Daniel had an authorita-
tive status following their completion, since all the books of the LXX, in-
cluding the so-called Apocrypha, probably enjoyed such a status, at first

41 For example, after Exod 8:19 the SP and 4QpaleoExod™, following the formulation of vv.
16ff. add: *And Moses and Aaron went to Pharaoh and said to him: ‘Thus says the Lord: Let my
people go that they may worship Me. For if you do not let my people go. I will let loose [...]"”
Similar additions are found in 4QpaleoExod™ and SP after 7:18, 29; 9:5, 19.

42 The nature of the rewriting has been described in the studies listed in n. 27, but whether the
rewriting in 3 Kingdoms, Esther, and Daniel is adequately covered by these descriptions still needs
to be examined. Attention also needs to be given to the question of whether or not the rewritten
editions were intended to replace the older ones. We believe that this was the intention of the three
mentioned rewritten books. The rewritten ed. Il of Jeremiah (MT) likewise was meant to replace
the earlier ed. I (LXX. 4QJer™).
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within Judaism* and subsequently within Christianity.* However, after a
few centuries, the Greek Apocrypha were no longer accepted within Ju-
daism. This process probably took place when the LXX books as a whole
had been rejected by Judaism, among other things because they had been
accepted by Christianity. In the Christian communities, all the books of the
LXX, together with the Apocrypha, were accepted as Scripture although not
all the details are clear and there are differences between the various tradi-
tions. Only much later, with the Reformation, were the Apocrypha relegated
to a secondary status. This pertains also to the so-called Additions of Esther
and Daniel even though these Expansions never had a separate existence.

While the erstwhile authoritative status of all of the Greek books of the
LXX is a fact, the authoritative status of these books in their original lan-
guages (Hebrew and Aramaic) is less certain. However, it stands to reason
that the Semitic Vorlagen of all the books of the LXX, including those of
the Apocrypha, once enjoyed authoritative status. The Greek translator of
Esther would not have translated the now-apocryphal sections had they not
been considered authoritative by him and by the community in whose midst
he lived. By the same token, the short book of Baruch was considered au-
thoritative by the translator of Jeremiah, who included it in his translation,
and by the inner-Greek reviser who revised the two books.* Likewise,
kaige-Th rendered Baruch as well as Bel, Susanna and the “Prayer of Aza-
riah and the Song of the Three Young Men” inserted between Dan 3:23 and
3:24. This translator, working in the first century B.C.E., must have consi-
dered these books authoritative.

The hypothesis about the authoritative status of some or all Semitic
books, including the Apocrypha, rendered by the LXX translators may now
be applied to the Hebrew rewritten Bible compositions from Qumran. We
noted above that some of the Qumran rewritten Bible compositions share
characteristics with the LXX rewritten books. We may now apply this ob-
servation to their canonical status. The rewritten forms of 1 Kings, Esther,
and Daniel with all their expansions and changes from MT were authorita-
tive in their Greek shape and probably also in their original Semitic forms.

3 In actual fact, we have no direct reference in Jewish sources to the Jewish community’s ac-
ceptance of individual books of Greek Scripture, but I see no reason to distrust the early Church
lists such as recorded by H. B. Swete, An Introduction to the Old Testament in Greek (Cambridge:
University Press, 1900), 203—14 as Jewish Scripture. It is possible that Jewish Greek Scripture
€ncompassed more books such as, for example, Enoch. but the collection probably did not contain
fewer books than those included in the lists. I am grateful to A. Lange for pointing this out to me.

In our view, the A-Text of Esther reflects a similar rewritten composition of a text like the
MT of that book. but it did not enjoy any authoritative status. See “The *Lucianic’ Text of the
Canonical and the Apocryphal Sections of Esther: A Rewritten Biblical Book,” Textus 10 (1982):
1-25. Revised version: The Greek and Hebrew Bible. 535-48.
* See Tov., The Septuagint Translation of Jeremiah and Baruch.
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Since they share characteristic features with Qumran rewritten Bible com-
positions, some of the latter also may have enjoyed authoritative status.
However, such a status can only be assumed if there was a community that
accepted these compositions, and in the case of the Qumran scrolls this
assumption is unclear. The fact that several manuscripts of the same com-
position were found at Qumran does not necessarily imply that they were
accepted as being authoritative by that community or any other group.
Thus, we do not know of a religious group that accepted the Temple Scroll,
4QRP, or Jubilees as binding. There is circumstantial evidence for Jubilees
as a relatively large number of copies of that book were found at Qumran,
and for the Temple Scroll due to the existence of a luxury copy of 4—
11QTemple, namely 11QT®.* The decision is very difficult since no surviv-
ing group such as Judaism, Christianity or the Samaritans, has endorsed
these compositions. Because of the lack of convincing evidence relating to
all the rewritten compositions, we turn to one group of manuscripts that
from the content point of view so closely resembles the rewritten works
within Greek Scripture that it probably enjoyed the same authoritative sta-
tus as the books translated in Greek Scripture. I refer to the manuscripts of
4QReworked Pentateuch, which typologically very much resemble the
Semitic source of the LXX books of 1 Kings, Esther, and Daniel, since they
contain long stretches of unaltered Scripture text as well as small and large
exegetical additions and changes. The manuscripts of this group should
therefore be considered Scripture to the same extent as the mentioned Greek
texts and their Vorlagen were considered Scripture.*’” These manuscripts,
published as a non-biblical composition,* thus have to be reclassified as
Bible texts.*

46 On the surface, it is hard to imagine that 4-11QTemple was accepted as Scripture because its
first-person account of the Torah renders it a very artificial work. However, the luxurious character
of 11QT* possibly indicated sacred status. See my monograph Scribal Practices and Approaches
Reflected in the Texts Found in the Judean Desert (STDJ 54; Leiden: Brill, 2004), 125-29.

47 This composition was published by E. Tov and S. A. White, “4QReworked Pentateuch®™
and 4QTemple?,” in Qumran Cave 4.VIII: Parabiblical Texts, Part [ (DID 13; Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1994), 187-351, 459—63 and plates XIH-XXXXVL.

48 5. White Crawford, with whom I published 4QRP, recognized the possibility that this was an
authoritative Bible text, but decided against it: “The Rewritten Bible at Qumran,” in The Bible and
the Dead Sea Scrolls, vol. 1: The Hebrew Bible and Qumran (ed. J. H. Charlesworth; N. Richland
Hills, Tex.: Bibal, 2000), 173-95; eadem, Rewriting Scripture in Second Temple Times (Studies in
the Dead Sea Scrolls and Related Literature; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 2008), 39-59.

4% M. Segal and E. Ulrich were ahead of us when claiming in 2000 that this text is Scripture,
Ulrich with general background reasons and Segal with very detailed arguments: M. Segal,
“4QReworked Pentateuch or 4QPentateuch?” in The Dead Sea Scrolls Fifty Years Afier Their
Discovery: Proceedings of the Jerusalem Congress, July 20-25, 1997 (ed. L. H. Schiffman et al.;
Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, 2000), 391-99; E. Ulrich, “The Qumran Biblical Scrolls:
The Scriptures of Late Second Temple Judaism,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls in Their Historical
Context (ed. T. H. Lim et al.; Edinburgh: T&T Clark. 2000), 67-87.
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4QRP is represented by five manuscripts,® two of which are very exten-
sive (4Q364-365). Compared with the Qumran rewritten Bible composi-
tions, this source exhibits the longest stretches of uninterrupted text that
may be classified as Scripture such as found in either MT or the SP group.”
This source also rearranges some Torah pericopes.’? As far as we can tell,
4QRP has a relatively small number of extensive additions. The exegetical
character of these texts is especially evident from several pluses comprising
1-2 lines and in some cases more than 8 lines. The most clear-cut examples
of this technique is the expanded “Song of Miriam” in 4Q365 (4QRP°),
frgs. 6a, col. i1 and 6¢ consisting of at least 7 lines.” In all these pluses,
4QRP resembles the Hebrew compositions behind the Greek 3 Kingdoms,
Esther, and Daniel.

In conclusion, if our analysis is correct, we are faced with many different
Scripture texts all of which need to be taken into consideration in the ex-
egetical and literary study of Hebrew Scripture. The meticulously transmit-
ted MT is a given, but beyond that text there were many widely divergent
texts within ancient Isracl. Among them were several texts earlier than the
ones included in MT as well as compositions rewriting a text like MT. In
this presentation, we focused on the rewritten texts incorporated into the
LXX (3 Kingdoms, Esther, and Daniel). An early rewritten Bible text,
Chronicles, was included in the Hebrew and Greek canon.®* Some of these
literary reshapings were not accepted by all communities. Thus, some of
them made their way to the Jewish LXX translators, but not to the collec-
tion of MT. Other texts circulating in ancient Israel made their way to the
Qumran community. 4QReworked Pentateuch, to be reclassified as a bibli-
cal text (something like “4QPentateuch”), was one such text, about whose

9 4Q158 = 4QRP*, 4Q364 = 4QRP’, 4Q365 = 4QRP*, 4Q366 = 4QRP*, 4Q367 = 4QRP*. The
latter four were published in DJD 13, while we identified 4Q158, published by Allegro in DJD 4,
as belonging to the same composition.

5! The pre-Samaritan text is clearly the underlying text of 4Q158 and 4Q364 (see DJD 13,
192-96).

2 In one instance, a fragment juxtaposing a section from Numbers and Deuteronomy
(4Q364 23a-b i: Num 20:17-18; Deut 2:8-14) probably derives from the rewritten text of Deute-
ronomy, since a similar sequence is found in SP. In the case of juxtaposed laws on a common topic
(Sukkot) in 4Q366 4 i (Num 29:32-30:1; Deut 16:13-14), one does not know where in 4QRP this
fragment would have been positioned, in Numbers, as the fragment is presented in DJD 13, or in
Deuteronomy.

%3 By the same token, the text added in 4Q158 (4QRP"), frg. 14 consists of at least 9 lines.
4Q365 (4QRP*), frg. 23 contains at least ten lines of added text devoted to festivals and festival
o'fferings, including the Festival of the New Oil and the Wood Festival. Further, if 4Q365a, pub-
lished as “4QTemple?,” is nevertheless part of 4Q365 (4QRP), that copy of 4QRP would have
ontained even more non-biblical material (festivals, structure of the Temple) than was previously
thought.

% Chronicles differs much from Samuel-Kings. Had we found this book at Qumran as an un-

OWn composition, we would probably have classified it as a rewritten Bible composition.
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authoritative status we have no further information. Maybe it was consi-
dered to be authoritative Scripture by the Qumran community or another
group.** What 4QRP, the Hebrew source of some LXX books, and the SP
group have in common is the interaction of stretches of Scripture text and
exegetical expansions, although these expansions differ in nature and ten-
dency. If all these texts were considered authoritative, probably 4QRP en-
joyed a similar status. All these texts need to be studied as Hebrew Scrip-
ture.

3 One is reminded of a scribal habit in 4Q364 (4QRP") of writing a dicolon ( : ) before each
occurrence of the divine name, followed by a space, serving as a Qere note.



Armin Lange
(University of Vienna)

“They Confirmed the Reading” (y. Ta‘an. 4.68a)

The Textual Standardization of Jewish Scriptures in the
Second Temple Period!

Since the publication of the first manuscripts of biblical books from the
Qumran library the question of how the proto-Masoretic text became the
Jewish standard text of the Hebrew Bible became a research topic in its own
right. It was the textual plurality of the so-called biblical manuscripts from
Qumran which posed the question: How did the MT become the only ac-
cepted text of the Hebrew Bible in Judaism? This topic is especially appro-
priate for a volume which discusses the work of Emanuel Tov because it
was to a large extent Emanuel’s ceuvre which brought the plurality of the
textual traditions of the Second Temple Judaism to the attention of a larger
scholarly public.? Emanuel’s category of non-aligned texts’ shows that
beyond the texts of the later medieval versions Second Temple Judaism
knew a whole range of other texts for most of the biblical books. But Ema-
nuel did not only direct our attention to the textual plurality of Second
Temple Jewish scriptures he also worked and published on the question of
the textual standardization of the Hebrew Bible.*

In the early second century C.E., Josephus Flavius claims in Against
Apion:

' An earlier version of this paper was published under the title “*Nobody Dared to Add to
Them, to Take from Them, or to Make Changes’ (Josephus, Ag. Ap. 1.42): The Textual Standardi-
zation of Jewish Scriptures in Light of the Dead Sea Scrolls.” 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; Supplements to JSJ 122; Leiden: Brill, 2007), 105-26. Space con-
strains did not allow me to publish a full version of my argument in the Festschrift for Florentino
G{ll‘cia Martinez. I wanted to rectify this deficiency with the present article. But while working on
this more extensive version it became apparent that only a book length study could develop my
argument comprehensively. Such a book length study needs to wait until a later time though.

" In this regard, Emanuel’s textbook on the textual history of the Hebrew Bible was his most
;mportant publication, E. Tov. Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible (Minneapolis: Fortress,
2001). Cf. also Emanuel’s contribution to this volume.

The first time he mentions this category is in his article “The Textual Character of the Leviti-
0084Scr011 from Qumran Cave 11, Shnaton 3 (1978-79): 238-44, XXI111 (Heb.).

See below, 1.2.4.
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38 With us are not myriads of books which are at variance and contradict each other,
but only twenty-two books, which contain the record of all times — being trusted
rightly so [...] 42 for during so many ages as have already passed, nobody dared to
add to them, to take from them, or to make changes. (Josephus, Ag. Ap. 1.38, 42)°

When discussing the canonical history of the Hebrew Bible, scholars often
refer to this text as a key reference.®* What is mostly ignored is that Josephus
emphasizes not only that the Jews have 22 holy books but also that their
text was never changed. In 4g. Ap. 1.42, Josephus is making this claim of
an unchangeable text of the Jewish scriptures by alluding to the so-called
“canonical” formula of Deut 4:2 (cf. e.g. Deut 13:1).

You must neither add anything to what I command you nor take away anything from
it, but keep the commandments of the Lord your God with which [ am charging you
(Deut 4:2 NRSV).

The original intention of this phrase does not agree with its reading by
Josephus. Far from emphasizing the canonicity of Deuteronomy, Deut 4:2
uses a phrase which is widespread in the ancient Near East and is also at-
tested in ancient Greek treatises. By threatening divine retribution these
formulae try to achieve an unaltered textual transmission.” That texts like
Deut 4:2 need to use formulations against textual alterations shows, such
alterations were the rule and not the exception in the ancient Near Eastern
and ancient Greek societies.

For Josephus, Deut 4:2 gains a new meaning. It applies not only to the
law code of Deuteronomy but to the textual transmission of all 22 holy
books of Judaism. For Josephus, the formula of Deut 4:2 does not try to
counteract textual alteration but claims unchanged textual character as a
fact. The texts of all 22 holy books remained unchanged since they were
written. l.e. Josephus argues that the Jewish holy books existed only in one
standard text form from their very beginnings until his own time.

How, when, and why did the textual uniformity which Josephus de-
scribes develop? To answer these questions, after a history of research, I
will survey the textual character of the ancient biblical manuscripts from

5 Translation A. L.

6 See e.g., S. Mason, “Josephus on Canon and Scripture,” in Hebrew Bible/Old Testament: The
History of Its Interpretation, vol. 1: From the Beginnings to the Middle Ages (Until 1300), part 1:
Antiquity (ed. M. Sebe; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1996), 217-35 (with R. Kraft);
P. R. Davies, Scribes and Schools: The Canonization of Hebrew Scriptures (Library of Ancient
Israel; Louisville, Ky.: Westminster John Knox, 1998), 107-8, 178-79.

7 Cf. e.g. M. Weinfeld, Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomic School (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1972; repr. Winona Lake, Ind.: Eisenbrauns, 1992), 261-62, and A. C. Hagedorn, Between Moses
and Plato: Individual and Societv in Deuteronomic and Ancient Greek Law (FRLANT 204,
Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2004), 76-77.
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various sites at the Dead Sea as well as biblical quotations and allusions in
ancient Jewish literature. In the next parts of my article I will study pre-
Hexaplaric recensions of the Old Greek (OG) text from the Second Temple
period and provide a short survey of processes of textual standardization in
the Graeco-Roman world. At the end of this article I will ask for the origins
of textual standardization in both Egyptian and Judean Judaism and draw
some conclusions.

1. History of Research

Since the beginnings of historical critical research on the Hebrew Bible —
and outside the small group of specialist in textual criticism even in today’s
biblical scholarship — two models of how the Masoretic Text became the
textus receptus were taken more or less for granted. The one recension
theory coined by Rosenmiiller suggested that the Masoretic Text reflects
one textual recension, i.e. it was the result of a conscious textual revision of
earlier textual traditions.® Even after the Dead Sea Scrolls were found Ro-
senmiiller’s theory was more or less taken for granted and it was thought
that the Masoretic Text emerged as the standard text of the Hebrew Bible
after the destruction of the Herodian temple in 70 C.E.°

The other model of thought is marked by the work of Gesenius.'"” For Ge-
senius, the shared variant readings between LXX and SP go back to a vul-
gar text which was known to both the Jews of Alexandria and the Samari-
tans. Both the LXX translators in Alexandria and the Samaritans further
reworked this vulgar text. As compared to the vulgar text behind the LXX
and the SP, MT represents an earlier and more original text which was
handed down and maintained at the Jerusalem temple.

Textual criticism itself developed alternate theories to the ideas of the
Rosenmiiller and Gesenius since the second half of the nineteenth century.
A good example are the programmatic remarks of Paul de Lagarde."

SE.F.C. Rosenmiiller, Handbuch fiir die Literatur der biblischen Kritik und Exegese, vol. 1
(Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1797), esp. 244. Although Rosenmiiller is often credited as
the father of this idea, similar arguments can already be found in J.G. Eichhorn, Einleitung in das
AItegTestament (Leipzig: Weidmann und Reich, 1787), 111, 113, 203.

See e.g. P. W. Skehan, “The Qumran Manuscripts and Textual Criticism,” in Volume du
Conl%rés: Strasbourg 1956 (VTSup 4; Leiden: Brill, 1957), 148-60, 148.

) W. Gesenius, De Pentateuchi Samaritani origine, indole, et auctoritate commentatio
Phlllc:ligico-critica (Halle: Rengersche Buchhandlung, 1815).

P.de Lagarde, Anmerkungen zur griechischen Uberseizung der Proverbien (Leipzig: Brock-

haus, 1863), 2
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es ergiebt sich also, dass unsere hebriischen handschriften des alten testaments auf
ein einziges exemplar zuriickgehn, dem sie sogar die korrektur seiner schreibfehler
als korrektur treu nachgeahmt und dessen zufillige unvollkommenbheiten sie heriiber-
genommen haben. iiber diesen archetypus des masoretischen textes wiirden wir nur
durch conjectur hinausgelangen konnen, wenn uns nicht die griechische version des
alten testaments die moglichkeit verschaffte, wenigstens eine schlechte iibersetzung
eines einer andren familie angehdrenden manuscripts zu benutzen. es versteht sich
selbst heutzutage leider noch nicht von selbst, dass die LXX nur in ihrer urspriingli-
chen gestalt zur kritik unsrer masoretischen diaskeuase angewandt werden darf.
wollen wir iiber den hebriischen text ins klare kommen, so gilt es zunichst die ur-
form der griechischen tibersetzung zu finden. ehe diese vorliegt, darf die aegyptische
recension nicht zur kontrolle der paldstinensischen benutzt werden. ehe aber eine
solche kontrolle vorgenommen worden ist, hat niemand das recht die iiberlieferung
als fest und bekannt anzusehn. alle untersuchungen aber iiber das alte testament
schweben in der luft, wenn sie nicht auf den moglichst beglaubigten text zuriickge-
hen. die wissenschaft verlangt mehr als einfille und beildufige bemerkungen; ihr
wesen ist die methode.

For Lagarde the Masoretic standard text of the Hebrew Bible goes back to a
single manuscript. But the Old Greek, i.c. the original version of the Septu-
agint, demonstrates that there was a textual history before this fextus recep-
tus which knew additional texts and text families. Lagarde did not elaborate
on the question why the text of the single manuscript he presupposes behind
the MT became so dominant.

His famous opponent, Paul Kahle, tried to answer this question by devel-
oping an alternate theory of how the Masoretic fextus receptus came into
being.” In a study on the textual history of the Pentateuch, Kahle heavily
criticized Lagarde’s Urtext-Theory. According to Kahle, several Hebrew
texts of the Pentateuch coexisted in the Second Temple period. Kahle de-
signates these texts as vulgar texts and regards MT, LXX, and SP as later
(revised) witnesses to these earlier vulgar texts. MT became the Jewish
standard text only around 100 C.E. when its underlying vulgar texts was
revised.

Mir erscheint fiir das Verstdndnis der alttestamentlichen Textgeschichte grundlegend
zu sein die Erkenntnis, dass unser textus receptus iiberhaupt erst das Ergebnis einer
kritischen Reduktion des Vulgirtextes darstellt, die um 100 n. Chr. von den Vertre-
tern des offiziellen Judentums vorgenommen worden ist. Man hat sich bei dieser
Bearbeitung bemiiht, eine alte und zuverldssige Textgestalt herzustellen. Fiir diese
Bearbeitung hat man alte Handschriften benutzt. Mit Hilfe dieser Handschriften hat
man alte Lesarten und Formen, die in den sonst kursierenden Texten langst beseitigt
waren, wieder hergestellt, Zusitze im Texte ausgeschieden, Aramaismen getilgt.

12 See e.g. P. Kahle, “Untersuchungen zur Geschichte des Pentateuchtextes,” in Opera Minora
(Leiden: Brill, 1956), 3-37 (repr. from TSK 88 [1915]: 399-439).
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Manches in den alten Handschriften wird undeutlich gewesen sein. Die puncta
extraordinaria, schon in der Mischna und in den alten Midraschen erwihnt, werden
darauf hinweisen. Manches wird — aus Griinden, die uns heute kaum noch erkennbar
sind — absichtlich korrigiert worden sein. Aber fur die jiidischen Gemeinden ist das,
was hier entsteht, und wofiir sich die Vertreter des offiziellen Judentums mit aller
ihrer Autoritit einsetzten, etwas Neues. Da man aber dieser neuen Textgestalt das
Zutrauen entgegenbrachte, dass sie dem dltesten Texte angenihert ist, und da die
Umstinde fiir die Verbreitung dieses Textes nach der Zerstorung der Stadt und bei
der allgemeinen Neuregelung der Verhiltnisse des Judentums sehr giinstig waren,
konnte dieser Text mit Hilfe der fiir ihn entstehenden Masoreten bald durchgesetzt
werden."

That the Masoretic Text became the Hebrew Bible’s undisputed standard
text in post-Second Temple Judaism while the Samaritans and the Christian
churches opted for the Samaritan Pentateuch and the Septuagint respective-
ly is uncontested in scholarship. But beside the ideas of Rosenmiiller, Gese-
nius, Lagarde, and Kahle the question how the Masoretic Text became such
a standard text was not a topic of research for a long time. Only the publica-
tion of the first biblical Dead Sea Scrolls initiated a more detailed analysis
of the question. In principle, three approaches to the question of textual
standardization can be distinguished. 1) the single event model presupposes
that the Masoretic version of the Hebrew Bible was standardized in a short
period of time due to a religious and/or political crisis. 2) the group text
model envisions that the different religious groups of ancient Judaism fa-
vored various texts and recensions and that the Pharisaic text would have
become the Jewish standard text after the destruction of the Herodian tem-
ple. 3) the process model envisions a prolonged process of recensional
activity and slow acceptance of these recensions until the proto-Masoretic
one prevailed.

1.1 Textual Standardization as a Single Event

Scholars who argue that the textual standardization of the Hebrew Bible
happened at a single moment in time point to different political or religious
developments which would have necessitated or provoked the textual stan-
dardization of the Jewish scriptures.

-
13
Kahle, “Untersuchungen,” 35-36.
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1.1.1 Moses Hirsch Segal and the Maccabean Standardization

The first article length study on how the Masoretic standard text of the
Hebrew Bible developed was published in 1953 by Moses Hirsch Segal.'
Both Josephus (4g. Ap. 1.38, 42) and rabbinic sources (e.g. the report about
the counting of the words of scriptures by the sopherim; b. Qidd. 30a) show
that a unified text of the Hebrew Scriptures existed before the so-called
synod of Jabneh and the destruction of the Herodian temple in 70 C.E. But
the textual variety of MT, SP, LXX as well as parallel passages in different
biblical books which deviate textually from each other and various rabbinic
sources document textual plurality during the Second Temple period. This
shift from textual plurality to textual unity is marked by the two different
Isaiah scrolls from Qumran cave 1: 1Qlsa® attests to a non-MT version of
Isaiah but 1QIsa” is very close to the MT of Isaiah (pp. 35-39). Segal lo-
cates the paradigm shift from textual plurality to textual unity in the time of
the Maccabean wars (pp. 40-43). Texts like 1Macc 1:56-58 document a
widespread destruction of Jewish scriptures during the Hellenistic religious
reforms. When Judah Maccabee rededicated the Jerusalem temple scribes
produced a large number of copies from the few surviving scrolls (cf. 2
Macc 2:14-15). Producing these new scrolls of the Jewish scriptures, the
scribes of the Maccabees proceeded with greater care and employed even a
text critical scheme to unify the textual variation of their Vorlagen (cf. Sifre
Deuteronomy 33:27).

Segal’s setting of the Hebrew Bible’s textual standardization in Macca-
bean or early Hasmonean times is reflected in later publications, although
most of these publicatitons do not mention or know his article. Julio Tre-
bolle Barrera® thinks of a dual process. While the Torah, Isaiah, the Twelve
Prophets, and Psalms (+ Job?) were established as a first canon with a stan-
dardized text in Maccabean times, the historical books (Joshua, Judges, 1-2
Samuel, 1-2 Kings), Jeremiah, and Ezekiel (+ Daniel) joined the canon
beginning in early Hasmonean times and underwent textual standardization
subsequently. The remaining parts of the Ketubim are not addressed by
Trebolle Barrera.

4 M. H. Segal, “The Promulgation of the Authoritative Text of the Hebrew Bible,” JBL 73
(1953): 35-47.

'S J. Trebolle Barrera, “Qumran Evidence for a Biblical Standard Text and for Non-Standard
and Parabiblical Texts,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls in Their Historical Context (ed. T. H. Lim et al.;
Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 2000), 89-106. For Trebolle Barrera’s ideas on the canonical history of
the Hebrew Bible cf. also “A ‘Canon within a Canon’: Two Series of Old Testament Books
Differently Transmitted, Interpreted and Authorized,” RevQ 19 (1999--2000): 383-99.
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Siegfried Kreuzer'¢ — without mentioning or knowing Segal and his ar-
guments — comes to similar conclusions based on the recensional history of
the Septuagint and the chronological system of the proto-Masoretic Penta-
teuch. Manuscript evidence (8HevXII gr; 7QLXXEx; 4QLXXNum; Papy-
rus Oxyrhinchus 1007; Papyrus Rylands Greek 458) shows that already in
the second half of the first century B.C.E. the Old Greek translations of the
biblical books were revised towards the MT which hints to a proto-
Masoretic standard text in the late first cent B.C.E. or earlier. In the chrono-
logical system of the proto-Masoretic Pentateuch the rededication of the
Jerusalem temple in 164 B.C.E. would have happened 4000 years after the
creation which would point to the Maccabees or early Hasmonean rulers as
the force behind the proto-Masoretic standard text.”” This setting is con-
firmed by the defense of the Old Greek text against the proto-Masoretic
revision by the Letter of Aristeas ca. 120 B.C.E.

1.1.2. William Foxwell Albright and Adam Simon van der Woude

Another approach to the problem was proposed by William Foxwell Al-
bright only a few years after Segal published his study. In his groundbreak-
ing short note “New Light on the Early Recensions of the Hebrew Bible,”"*
Albright sketched not only a road map for the local text theory which was
developed later on by F. M. Cross" but addressed also the question of tex-
tual standardization. For Albright, the Qumran biblical manuscripts carry
“the proto-Masoretic text back into the second century B.C.”*° This means
that the Hebrew Bible’s proto-Masoretic standard text predates the second
century B.C.E.: “many of the older books of our Hebrew Bible were edited
in approximately their present form in Babylonia and were then brought
back to Palestine by the returning exiles during the late sixth and the fifth

16 g, Kreuzer, “Von der Vielfalt zur Einheitlichkeit: Wie kam es zur Vorherrschaft des
masoretischen Textes?” in Horizonte biblischer Texte: Festschrift fiir Josef M. Oesch zum 60.
Geburtstag (ed. A. Vonach and G. Fischer; OBO 196; Fribourg: Academic Press, 2003), 117-29.
Kreuzer expressed similar ideas in “From Old Greek to the Recensions: Who and What Caused the
Change of the Hebrew Reference Text of the Septuagint,” in Septuagint Research: Issues and
Challenges in the Studv of the Greek Jewish Scriptures (ed. W. Kraus and R. G. Wooden:
SBLSCS 53; Atlanta, Ga.: SBL, 2006), 225-37.

'7 For this observation, Kreuzer relies on K. Koch, “Sabbatstruktur der Geschichte: Die soge-
n.annte Zehn-Wochen-Apokalypse (1Hen 93,1-10; 91,11-17) und das Ringen um die alttestament-
lichen Chronologien im spiten Judentum,” in idem, Vor der Wende der Zeiten: Beitrige zur
“{’Okalyplischen Literatur: Gesammelte Aufsitze, vol. 3 (ed. U. GleBmer and M. Krause; Neu-
klrchen~Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1996), 45-46, 68—69 (repr. from ZAW 95 [1983]: 403-30,
423-24).

'* W. F. Albright, “New Light on the Early Recensions of the Hebrew Bible,” BASOR 140
(1955): 2733

. See note 104.

Albright, “New Light,” 28.
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centuries B.C.”*' They “may have become canonical under Ezra’s influence
in the late fifth century.”? Only later in the second temple period, this pro-
to-Masoretic standard text was diluted into the medieval versions.

While Albright’s ideas about geographically localized recensions of the
biblical text dominated the textual criticism of the Hebrew Bible until the
1990ies his remarks on an Ezran standard text were less influential. Almost
40 years after the publication of his article, Albright’s idea of an Ezran
textual standardization was supported by Adam Simon van der Woude.”
According to van der Woude, the textual plurality attested in the Qumran
manuscripts of the Jewish scriptures are to be regarded “as some variant
manuscripts that survived from the time when the Hebrew Bible was being
canonized in Jerusalem.”?

This means that there was a basically uniform tradition besides a pluriform tradition
in Palestine Judaism in the last centuries B.C.E., in the sense that only the proto-
Masoretic textual tradition was passed on in Jerusalem, whereas elsewhere biblical
manuscripts circulated which bore close resemblance to the text of the Septuagint or
the Samaritan Pentateuch or differed in other respects from the proto-Masoretic
tradition.”

After minor recensions, this proto-Masoretic temple text became the rabbin-
ic standard text as we know it today. It goes back to the time of Ezra when
the prophetic inspirations ceased to exist. This lack of divine inspiration
necessitated the development of a fixed text of the divine word.

However, a uniform textual tradition becomes necessary when there is no longer a
appeal to present-day divine inspiration and people will wish to preserve earlier
prophetic inspiration in Scripture, in other words, when the authority outside Scrip-
ture is shifted to Scripture itself. The priests from Jerusalem and the Scribes before
teh beginning of the Christian era and after these the early rabbis believed that the
Holy Ghost had withdrawn since the days of Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi.*

1.1.3 Eugene Charles Ulrich
Another cultural and political crisis which is often understood as a key
catalyst for the textual standardization of the Hebrew Bible — especially in

21 Albright, “New Light,” 29.

2 Albright, “New Light,” 32.

23 A. S. van der Woude, “Pluriformity and Uniformity: Reflections on the Transmission of the
Text of the Old Testament,” in Sacred History and Sacred Texts in Early Judaism: A Symposium
in Honour of A. S. van der Woude (ed. J. N. Bremmer and F. Garcia Martinez; Biblical Exegesis
and Theology 5; Kampen: Kok Pharos, 1992), 151-69; idem, “Tracing the Evolution of the He-
brew Bible,” BR 11.1 (1995): 42—45.

>4 van der Woude, “Tracing,” 45.

2% Van der Woude, “Pluriformity,” 163.

26 Van der Woude, “Pluriformity,” 168.
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connection with the Pharisaic group model (see below 1.2.2-1.2.3.) — are
the first and second Jewish wars. But Eugene Charles Ulrich?” does not
envision group specific texts. He thinks “that prior to the second century CE
there was no ‘standard biblical text’, but rather that the manuscripts of the
Scriptures found at Qumran are representative of the Jewish Scriptures
generally.””

If accurate, that would mean that the growth of the individual biblical books devel-
oped through repeated creative new editions over time [...] this process was constitu-
tive of the biblical from start to end [...] the process was still in effect throughout the
Second Temple period [...] and came to an abrupt halt as the result of radically new
and different outside factors. The Scriptures did not “achieve final form” due to a
patural and internal process, due to a maturation process, or due to “the fullness of
time”, but they suffered an abrupt freezing due to the double threat of loss: the threat
of loss of their lives, land, and culture to the Romans, and the threat of loss of their
ancient identity as “Israel” to the Christians, the growing majority of whom were
gentile rather than Jewish.?’

Ulrich rejects hence the idea of a textual standardization and attributes the
dominance of the proto-Masoretic text mainly to the chance selection of
which texts survived the first Jewish war.*® In a recent article, Ulrich re-
flects the question of textual standardization from a methodological pers-
pective. He finds no evidence for conscious labor towards a standard text in
any Jewish group of the second temple period but only widespread indiffe-
rence to the problem. “The organic and pluriform character of the texts was
the norm until the process of textual growth was abruptly halted by the
results of the two revolts.”!

1.1.4 Dominique Barthélemy

A few remarks by Dominique Barthélemy on MurXII show that Barthélemy
understands the textual standardization of the biblical books in light of the
first Jewish war as well.

7E C Ulrich, “The Qumran Biblical Scrolls: The Scriptures of Late Second Temple Ju-
daism,” in The Dead Sea Scrolis in Their Historical Context, 67-87.

z: Ull‘iCh, “Qumran Biblical Scrolls,” 87.

. Ulrich, “Qumran Biblical Scrolls,” 86-87.

. The position contrasts with an earlier statement on the topic of textual standardization by Ul-
Tich where he remarks that we know neither the precise point in time when the proto-Masoretic
“text became dominant nor the criteria by which its variant readings were selected (E. Ulrich,

Horizons of 014 Testament Textual Research at the Thirtieth Anniversary of Qumran Cave 4,”
CBQ 46 [1984): 613-36, 618-19).

3E. Ul h, “Method i i ining Scriptural Status in First Centu
. rich, ethodological Reflections on Determining p ry
Judaism,” in How to Read the Dead Sea Scrolls: Methods and Theories in Scrolls Scholarship (ed.
M. Grossman; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 2009), forthcoming. I am grateful to Eugene for
8enerously providing me with a pre-print copy of this article.
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Comme nous I’avons constaté a partir de divers indices, Mur est un produit caracte-
ristique de la standardisation textuelle qui eut lieu entre le deux révoltes et nous
pouvons, a ce titre, le qualifier de protomassorétique, en ajoutant qu’il permet méme
de remarquer I’excellente qualité de la transmission textuelle qui, & partir de ce type
de texte, a abouti aux grands témoins du texte tibérien classique.*

1.1.5 Ernst Wiirthwein

Wiirthwein®® understands the development of the proto-Masoretic standard
text in the context of the first Jewish war, too. For him, of the destruction of
the Jerusalem temple led to the supposed synod of Javneh/Jamnia ca. 100
C.E.** For Wiirthwein not only the canon of the Hebrew Bible but also its
standard text was created at this synod. For the Torah, the participants of
the synod created a critical text while for the other prophets and writings
sections they accepted the text used by the Pharisees as the only surviving
group of Second Temple Judaism.

1.2 The Group Text Model

Since the publication of the first biblical Dead Sea Scrolls their textual
pluralism has been interpreted as reflecting various text types affiliated with
different religious groups or various group specific approaches to the ques-
tion of textual plurality versus textual standardization. This understanding
of the textual plurality of the Dead Sea Scrolls has also influenced our un-
derstanding of the textual standardization of the Jewish Scriptures.

1.2.1 Shemaryahu Talmon
In his 1970 survey of the history of the text of the Hebrew Bible,** Shema-
ryahu Talmon develops the idea of a plurality of texts and text types for the

32 D. Barthélemy, Critique textuelle de I'Ancien Testament, vol. 3: Ezechiel, Daniel et les 12
Prophétes (OBO 50.3; Freiburg, Schweiz: Universititsverlag, 1992), cxiii.

33 E. Wiirthwein, Der Text des Alten Testaments (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, *1988),
16-18.

3 For a critical view of the idea of a synod of Javneh, see J. P. Lewis, “What Do We Mean By
Jabneh?” JBR 32 (1964): 125-32; P. Schifer, “Die sogenannte Synode von Jabne: Zur Trennung
von Juden und Christen im ersten/zweiten Jh. n. Chr.,” Judaica 31 (1975): 54-61, 116-24; S. Z.
Leiman, The Canonization of Hebrew Scripture: The Talmudic and Midrashic Evidence (Transac-
tions of the Connecticut Academy of Arts and Sciences 47; Hamden, Conn.: Archon Books, 1976),
51-124; G. Stemberger, “Die sogenannte ‘Synode von Jabne’ und das frithe Christentum,” Kairds
19 (1977): 14-21; idem, “Jabne und Kanon,” Jahrbuch fiir Biblische Theologie 3 (1988): 163-74.

3% S, Talmon, “The Old Testament Text,” in The Cambridge History of the Bible, vol. 1: From
the Beginnings to Jerome (ed. P. R. Ackroyd and C. F. Evans; Cambridge: Cambridge University
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individual books of the Hebrew Bible. This textual plurality is attested both
by the various versions of the Hebrew Bible and by the biblical manuscripts
from the Qumran library. Out of this textual plurality, the socio-religious
groups which developed at the end of the Second Temple period choose
individual texts which in turn developed into group specific texts.

In other words, the extant evidence imposes on us the conclusion that from the very
first stage of its manuscript transmission, the Old Testament text was known in a
variety of traditions which differed from each other to a greater or lesser degree. As a
result of undirected, and possibly in part also of controlled, processes of elimination,
the majority of these variations went out of use. The remaining traditions achieved by
and by the status of a textus receptus within the socio-religious communities which
perpetuated them. These standardized texts were preserved for us in the major ver-
sions of the Hebrew Bible and its translations.*

In the various socio-religious communities, the process of textual standardi-
zation itself happened in the time from the end of the first century B.C.E. to
the third century C.E. “Correspondence between the Hebrew and non-
Hebrew versions terminates somewhere at the end of the first century
A.D.”7 As a more conservative group which did not practice liturgical read-
ings the people living at Qumran did not develop a standard text for their
scriptures but remained in the stage of textual plurality. More recently,
Talmon found his model of the textual standardization confirmed by the
proto-Masoretic textual homogeneity of the manuscripts of the biblical
books which were found on the Masada and in the caves of Nahal Hever
and Wadi Murabba“at.*®

Talmon’s description of the textual standaridization of the Hebrew Bible
was supported by Magne Sabg. In an article which discusses mostly ques-
tions of the history of research on the textual history of the Hebrew Bible,
S&be concludes, “the final ‘fixation’ of the biblical text was related to a
specific social group, where it originated and was developed in correspon-
dence with basic theological attitudes.”®

Press, 1970), 159-99; the article was republished in Qumran and the History of the Biblical Text
(ed. F. M. Cross and S. Talmon; Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1975), 141.
2: Talmon, “Old Testament Text,” 198—99.

Talmon, “Old Testament Text,” 169.

S. Talmon, “Hebrew Fragments from Masada,” in idem and Y. Yadin, Masada VI: Yigael
Yadin Excavations 1963-1965: Final Reports (Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, 1999), 1-
149, 24 26,

M, Sabg, “From Pluriformity to Uniformity: Some Remarks on the Emergence of the Maso-

fle;:: Text with Special Reference to Its Theological Significance,” ASTI 11 (1977-78): 127-37,
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1.2.2 Bertil Albrektson

In a brief study on the standard text of the Hebrew Bible, Albrektson at-
tempts to combine Talmon’s model of group specific texts with a crisis
model — although Albrektson neglects to mention the works of both Segal
and Talmon. For Albrektson, “the crystallization of a standard consonantal
text is not primarily the outcome of conscious and deliberate measures
taken by the rabbis but, to a much greater extent than is usually thought, the
result of historical coincidences.”® Due to the catastrophes of the first and
second Jewish wars, “the victorious text was one which had been used by
Pharisaic scribes and [...] it came to supplant the other texts because the
Pharisees supplanted other religtous groups.”

1.2.3 Frank Moore Cross

F. M. Cross began to develop his ideas how the standard text of the Hebrew
Bible evolved in his seminal description of the local text theory.* Cross
suggests that “while first recensional activities may have begun as early as
Hillel, effective promulgation of the official text and the demise of rival
texts date to the era between the Revolts, in the days of Agiba.”*

Cross’ early remarks on the textual standardization of the biblical text
were supported and developed in more detail by Theodore Norman Swan-
son. For Swanson, the process of textual standardization started in Pharisaic
circles at the time of Hillel.* But “what may have been essentialy a Phari-
saic activity before the fall of Jerusalem could have been implemented fully
only in the conditions which prevailed after the fall, when Pharisaic Ju-
daism became dominant.”*

Since 1985, Cross has elaborated on his brief remark concerning the tex-
tual standardization of the Hebrew Bible several times.* In his view, the

0°B. Albrektson, “Reflections on the Emergence of a Standard Text of the Hebrew Bible,” in
Congress Volume: Géttingen 1977 (ed. J. A. Emerton; VTSup 29; Leiden: Brill, 1978), 49-65, 62.

41 Albrektson, “Reflections,” 63.

2 F. M. Cross, “The History of the Biblical Text in Light of the Discoveries in the Judaean
Desert,” HTR 57 (1964): 281-99, 291-92.; cf. also idem, “The Contribution of the Qumrén Disco-
veries to the Study of the Biblical Text,” /EJ 16 (1966): 81-95, 90-91. Both articles have been
republished in Qumran and the History of the Biblical Text, 177-95 and 278-92, respectively.

43 Cross, “History,” 292.

4 T_N. Swanson, “The Closing of the Collection of Holy Scriptures: A Study in the History of
the Canonization of the Old Testament™ (Ph.D. diss., Nashville, Tenn.: Vanderbilt University,
1970), 214-25.

45 Swanson, “Closing,” 224.

4 F. M. Cross, “The Text Behind the Text of the Hebrew Bible,” BRev 1.2 (1985): 12-25:
idem, “The Fixation of the Text of the Hebrew Bible,” in From Epic to Canon: History and
Literature in Ancient Israel (Baltimore, Md.: John Hopkins University Press, 1998), 205-18;
idem, “The Biblical Scrolls from Qumran and the Canonical Text,” in The Bible and the Dead
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textual standardization of the Jewish scriptures evolved different than that
of any other ancient text collection.

Unlike the recensional activity in Alexandria which produced a short if artificial and
eclectic text of Homer, and quite unlike the recensional activity which produced the
Hexaplaric recension of the Septuagint and of the conflate rextus receptus of the New
Testament, the Pharisaic scholars and scribes proceeded neither by wholesale revision
and emendation nor by eclectic or conflating recensional proceedures. They selected a
single textual tradition, which may be called the Proto-Rabbinic text, a text which had
been in existence in individual manuscripts for some time.*’

The evidence provided by the Dead Sea Scrolls shows that this proto-
"rabbinic text became dominant in ancient Judaism only between the two
Jewish wars.

Certainly the Rabbinic Recension became regnant only in the interval between the
two Jewish revolts when the Pharisaic party came wholly to dominate the surviving
Jewish community and rival parties diminished and disappeared [...] Rabbinic Ju-
daism survived and with it the Rabbinic Recension.®®

First attempts towards the establishment of a standardized text go back to
the time of Hillel and Shamai. The intricate hermeneutical schemes for the
interpretation of the Jewish scriptures developed in this time could have
only been applied to a stable text. Hence the Pharisaic sages made efforts to
develop a standardized text for their group. This setting is confirmed by
orthographic and paleographic observations such as the constant confusion
of waw and yod as attested in the Pentateuch’s Qere perpetuum between
X1 and 8. According to Cross, a waw-yod confusion was possible only in
early Herodian scripts.* Hence Cross argues,

we should look at the era of Hillel and his disciples in the early first century C.E. for
the initiation if not completion of the recensional labor which fixed the Hebrew text
of the Bible, the text we may fairly call the Pharisaic-Hillilite Recension, of which the
Masoretic Text is a direct descendant.*

Scrolls: The Second Princeton Symposium on Judaism and Christian Origins, vol. 1: Scripture and
the Scrolls (ed. J. H. C harlesworth; Waco, Tex.: Baylor University Press, 2006), 67-75.
4; Cross, “Fixation,” 213.
w0 Cross, “Fixation,” 216.
. Cross, “Biblical Scrolls,” 71.
Cross, “Fixation,” 217.
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1.2.4 Emanuel Tov

Although Emanuel Tov mentions the Pharisees only cautiously®' his ideas
of how the standard text of the Hebrew Bible came into being compare best
with the group text model. Tov understands the history of the text of the
Hebrew Bible as a process in which subsequent recensions and editions of
the individual biblical books developed and coexisted for some time. This
coexistence of different editions of one book led to the textual plurality
which can be observed in the Qumran library. Since the third century B.C.E.
the textual plurality of the Jewish scriptures dominated ancient Judaism.
But the Jerusalem temple® and later on the Pharisees adhered to the idea of
a standard text in the shape the proto-Masoretic text. There was never a
conscious standardization of this proto-Masoretic text for all of ancient
Judaism. That the proto-Masoretic text became the only accepted Jewish
standard text is a consequence of the first Jewish war. Tov summarizes his
position with reference to A. S. van der Woude (see above, 1.1.2.) as fol-
lows.

In Israel of the last three centuries BCE and the first century CE textual uniformity
and pluriformity coexisted [...]: pluriformity relating to different textual traditions in
all of Israel, and uniformity (relating to the Masoretic family) in the temple circles
(Pharisees). There is no evidence concerning the situation before the third century
BCE. At that time many different textual traditions were in vogue, but whether at the
same time a standard text was used within the temple circles is not known. After the
destruction of the Second Temple the sole texts to be used by the Jewish communities
were the proto-Masoretic texts, so that at that time the existence of a standard text for
the proto-Masoretic textual family was carried over to the text of the Bible as a
whole. This stability was not achieved by any change of approach in Judaism, but by
the fact that no Jewish communities had survived which carried a rival biblical text,
such as was the case in the previous centuries. Since the central stream in Judaism
was already used to a standard text, the new situation did not herald a new approach
to the text of the Bible.?

S Cf. e.g. E. Tov, “The History and Significance of a Standard Text of the Hebrew Bible,” in
Hebrew Bible/Old Testament (ed. Sebe), 1.1:48-66, 64; idem, “The Status of the Masoretic Text
in Modern Text Editions of the Hebrew Bible: The Relevance of Canon,” in The Canon Debate
(ed. L. M. McDonald and J. A. Sanders; Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 2002), 234-63, 240.

32 Cf. also Tov, Textual Criticism, 191; idem, “The Text of the Hebrew/Aramaic and Greek
Bible Used in the Ancient Synagogues.” in The Ancient Synagogue: From lIts Origins until 200
C.E.: Papers Presented at an International Conference at Lund University October 14-17, 2001
(ed. B. Olsson and M. Zetterholm; ConBNT 39; Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell International,
2003), 237-59, 246-50.

33 Tov, “History and Significance,” 266.
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1.3 The Process Model

The third basic approach to the question of the textual standardization of the
Hebrew Bible envisions an extended process stretching over several centu-
ries which is not necessarily or at least not exclusively connected with so-
cio-religious groups or institutions of ancient Judaism.

1.3.1 Moshe Greenberg

The first to argue for such a process was Moshe Greenberg.** For Green-
berg, the rabbinic sources point to textcritical activities during the time of
Ezra. Hence, the process which eventually led to the proto-Masoretic stan-
dard text of the Hebrew Bible begins in the time of Ezra. On the other end
of the line, the intricate hermeneutics applied to Jewish Scriptures by Hillel
the Elder and his contemporaries presuppose a stable text since the time of
Herod the Great. But only after the destruction of the Jerusalem temple in
70 C.E. this standard text became prevalent. This is confirmed by the textual
homogeneity of the biblical manuscripts found in Wadi Murabba‘at. Paral-
lels with the textual history of classical Graeco-Roman texts and rabbinic
references to the sopherim’s use of the critical signs which were developed
by the scholars of the library of Alexandria point to the Hellenistic charac-
ter of the process of the textual standardization. “The editing and standardi-
zation of the biblical text thus has a claim to be regarded among the several
phenomena which, while thoroughly Judaized, had their roots at least in
part in the Hellenistic world.”** Greenberg summarizes his position as fol-
lows.

It would appear that at the beginning of the Hellenistic period biblical texts were
extant in two main types, a fuller and a shorter text. The longer texts were the popular
ones; in the Torah they are represented by the Samaritan tradition which broke away
from the line of further evolution at this time. During the Ptolemaic period the text-
critical work of the safrim began, accelerated, probably, under the Hasmonean renas-
cence. Their effort was directed toward selecting the manuscripts reflecting the oldest
tradition, and to make them standard. In the case of the Torah it was the shorter text,
with its earlier orthography and older linguistic forms which was made the norm. The
editing was a continuing process which reached its end by the first Christian century,
well before the First Revolt. The standard became all prevalent, however, only after
the fall of Jerusalem, when Rabbinic Judaism came into exclusive hegemony. Pre-
viously the various stages of the text work existed in the Bibles of the people. While
types modeled after the evolving standard trickled down from Jerusalem, they had to
Compete with older, less edited texts, and with such as were written in a fuller, vulgar

%M, Greenberg, “The Stabilization of the Text of the Hebrew Bible, Reviewed in the Light of
the glblical Materials from the Judean Desert,” J4OS 76 (1956): 157-67.
Greenberg, “Stabilization,” 167.



44 Armin Lange

orthography. The prevalance of the standard, not its creation, came after 70 A. D., and
is the necessary precondition of the highly literal exegesis which flourished in the
Tannaitic academies. Such an exegesis, undertaken in all seriousness by earnest men
is inconceivable had the text not been hallowed in its letter well beforehand.*

Greenberg explains the textual plurality of the biblical manuscripts in the
Qumran library as due to the “pious indifference” of a religiously conserva-
tive group. Its “uncritical acceptance of all types of texts” reminds of con-
temporary reading practices of devout audiences: “To the devout reader a
text giving the substance of the message is not invalidated by slight verbal
differences from other texts.”’

1.3.2 Ian Young

A process model is also favored by lan Young.*® He views the Jerusalem
temple as “the focal point for the dissemination of a stabilized text.”*® For
Young, textual stabilization is not connected with one particular group of
ancient Judaism but with the unparalleled prestige of the Jerusalem temple.

We need not see the process of stabilization as the result of the vigorous propagation
of an authoritative text by a group controlling Judaism. Instead we may have a gra-
dual process: the consciousness of the special nature of the holy books held in the
Temple became linked to a shift of understanding in regard to the text of the Hebrew
Bible. Previously, the classification of a book as “Scripture” had not led to the idea
that therefore its text should be fixed. After 164 B.C.E. the idea gradually became
dominant that the text of the sacred writings should be fixed. In other words, the form
of the texts “laid up in the Temple” by 164 B.C.E. came to be conceived as the stan-
dard form of those texts, just as the collection of books was understood to be special
by common Judaism of the late second temple period.®®

The textual homogeneity of the Masada scrolls shows that the proto-
Masoretic text had become the sole text of Judaism by the year 73 B.C.E.
Although a certain distinction exists between Torah and non-Torah manu-
scripts of the Jewish scriptures from the Masada, Nahal Hever and Wadi
Murabba“at.

36 Greenberg, “Stabilization,” 166.

7 For all quotations, see Greenberg, “Stabilization,” 165.

% I. Young, “The Stabilization of the Biblical Text in the Light of Qumran and Masada: A
Challenge for Conventional Qumran Chronology?” DSD 9 (2002): 364-90; idem, “The Biblical
Scrolls from Qumran and the Masoretic Text: A Statistical Approach,” in Feasts and Fasts: A
Festschrift in Honour of Alan David Crown (ed. M. Dacy, J. Dowling, and S. Faigan; Mandel-
baum Studies in Judaica 11; Sydney: Mandelbaum, 2005), 81-140.

> Young, “Stabilization,” 383.

% Young, “Stabilization,” 384.
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Leaving aside the so-called “Masada-Genesis” [...], no non-Qumran manuscript of
the Torah displays a single variant against codex L. Non-Torah manuscripts from
outside Qumran do display variants, although these are at a much higher ratio of
words to variants than is typical of their Qumran equivalents.®!

The Torah manuscripts seem to have been treated with even greater care
than the non-Torah ones. Young’s explanation for the textual plurality of
the Qumran library in a time for which he already envisions a standard text
is based on a rejection of the established scholarly interpretations of both
the Qumran settlement and the Qumran caves. For Young, the Dead Sea
Scrolls were hidden in the Qumran caves during the first century B.C.E.
because of their radical textual deviations from the proto-Masoretic stan-
dard text.*?

To sum up: In almost every study of the textual standardization of the
Jewish scriptures the special significance of the destruction of the Jerusalem
temple in 70 C.E. is emphasized. Beside this one point of agreement, when,
why, and how the proto-Masoretic standard text of the Jewish scriptures
developed remains debated. Is the textual plurality of the Qumran library
due to the conservative character of the people living at Qumran or does it
reflect the textual reality of its time? Was the proto-Masoretic standard text
developed or is it the result of a political catastrophe of which it was the
only survivor? Is the proto-Masoretic text one out of several group texts or
did it evolve unrelated to any religious groups and or institutions? Is the
textual standardization of the Jewish scriptures a long and involved process
or happened it in a short period of time?

2. The Manuscripts of Jewish Scriptures from the Qumran Library*:

To answer these questions a brief survey of the texts attested in the Qumran
library and elsewhere is important.* As said before, the manuscript evi-

6! Young, “Biblical Scrolls,” 118.

%2 See Young, “Stabilization,” 379-82, and idem, “Biblical Scrolls,” 118. Young depends in
his theory about when and why the Dead Sea Scrolls were deposited in the Qumran caves on the
works of L. Hutchesson, “63 BCE: A Revised Dating for the Depositation of the Dead Sea
Scrolls,” Qumran Chronicle 8.3 (1999): 177-94, and G. L. Doudna, 40 Pesher Nahum: A Critical
Edition (JSPSup 35; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 2002), 683-754. Space constrains forbid
a critical discussion of Hutchesson’s and Doudna’s ideas at this place.

® For details concerning the textual character of individual manuscripts as well as the numbers
and statistics presented in this article, see my forthcoming Handbuch der Textfunde vom Toten
Meer, vol. 1: Die Handschriften biblischer Biicher (Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2009).
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dence from the Qumran library seems to argue not for one standard text but
for textual plurality. The three main medieval textual traditions of the He-
brew and Greek Bibles have forerunners among the biblical manuscripts of
the Qumran library. In addition various non-aligned texts are attested by
manuscripts from the Qumran caves.

Of the Greek biblical manuscripts from the Qumran library (7QpapLXXExod,
4QLXXLev*®, 4QLXXNum, 4QLXXDeut) only 4QLXXLev*® attest to the
Old Greek translation of the Pentateuch while 4QLXXNum represents an
early recension of this text (see below).® The Hebrew Vorlage of the Old
Greek is attested in 4QJer® and 4QLev® (4Q26). 4QDtn? (4Q44), 4QSam®
(4Q52), as well as the lemmata quoted in 4QCommGen A are close to it.
Furthermore, the supralinear corrections of 5QDeut and maybe of 4QGen’
change their base texts towards the Hebrew Vorlage of the Old Greek.
Other manuscripts show resemblance with the Vorlage of the Old Greek but
need to be classified as non-aligned (4QExod", 4QLev", 11QLev®, 4QSam?)
or are almost equally close to the Vorlage of the Old Greek and the Samari-
tan Pentateuch. Of these, 4QSam® is the most interesting as its non-aligned
text seems to have developed out of the Hebrew Vorlage of the Old Greek
of 1-2 Samuel.

In the case of the Pentateuch, two manuscripts attest to a text which lacks
the ideological variants of the Samaritan Pentateuch but share all other
readings with it (4QpaleoExod™, 4QNumb).66 They are therefore classified

 The system of categorizing the biblical manuscripts among the DSS which I use in this arti-
cle was developed by Emanuel Tov, see e.g. “The Biblical Texts from the Judaean Desert: An
Overview and Analysis of the Published Texts,” in The Bible as Book: The Hebrew Bible and the
Judaean Desert Discoveries (ed. E. D. Herbert and E. Tov; London: British Library, 2002), 139—
66; “The Biblical Texts in Ancient Synagogues in Light of Judean Desert Finds,” Meghillot |
(2003): 185-201, VIII-IX (Heb.); “Text of the Hebrew/Aramaic and Greek Bible,” 237-59. In his
latest articles, Tov distinguishes between an inner and an outer circle of proto-Masoretic texts.
While the latter would attest to some variation against the consonants of MT, the inner circle
would be very close to MT and attest even in its orthography only to slight variation (“Text of the
Hebrew/Aramaic and Greek Bible,” 243-46).

5 7QpapLXXExod and 4QLXXDeut are too damaged for textual classification. Below, only
those manuscripts and running commentaries are listed, of which enough text is preserved for
textual classification.

% Recently, J. H. Charlesworth posted a small fragment online which comes supposedly from
Qumran and is now in the possession of the Legacy Ministries International in greater Phoenix,
Arizona (http://www.ijco.org/?categoryld=28682 as of 23 July 2008). I am grateful to J. H. Char-
lesworth for bringing this fragment to my attention. The fragment contains remnants of Deut 27:4—
6. In Deut 27:4, it reads with the SP and against the MT o313 instead of Y2V 7R3, Because of
this reading, Charlesworth characterizes it as a “copy of the Samaritan Pentateuch.” A closer
examination of the fragment reveals paleographic inconsistencies which question its authenticity.
Furthermore, I wonder why a copy of the Samaritan Pentateuch would have been written in square
script and not in paleo-Hebrew as is the Samaritan fragment from the Masada (Maslo). It seems
quite possible that the fragment posted by Charlesworth is a forgery.
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as pre-Samaritan. Of 4QGen‘, 4QGen°, 4QGen®, 4QGer’, 4QLev", 4QLeV:,
4QDeut’, 4QDeut’, 4QDeut’, 4QDeut’, and 5QDeut, the passages containing
the typical long texts of the SP are not preserved. Otherwise they are equal-
ly close to SP and MT.

In case of the Masoretic Text, only very few biblical manuscripts found
at Qumran differ less than 2% from the consonantal text of the MT
(4QDeut’, 4QDeut?, 1QIsa’, 4QJer®, 4QEzek®, 4QXII°, 2QRuth®). These
manuscripts can be classified as proto-Masoretic. A large group of manu-
scripts is close to the consonantal text of the MT but differs nevertheless
more than 2% from it (4QGen-Exod’, 4QpaleoGen—Exodl, 4QJosh®,
1QSam, 4QKgs, 4Qlsa®, 4Qlsa’, 4Qlsa’, 4Qlsa%, 4Qlsa’, 2Qler, 4Qler’,
4QEzek®, 11QEzek, 4QXIIE, 4QPs¢, 4QProv®, 5QLam? 1QDan", 4QDan®).
These manuscripts can be classified as semi-Masoretic.

In addition to forerunners of the Hebrew Bible’s medieval text traditions,
a significant number of biblical manuscripts from Qumran attest to texts
which align with none of the medieval versions (4QRPb, 4QRP°, 4QRPd,
4QRP* ¥ 4QGen", 2QExod®, 4QExod®, 4QExod’, 4QExod-Lev' 4QLev—
Num®, 4QLev®, 11QpalidoLev®, 1QDeut’, 4QDeut’, 4QDeut’, 4QDeut",
4QDeut’, 4QDeut”', 4QDeut™, 4QDeut", 4QpaleoDeut’, 4QJosh’, 1QJudg,
4QSam®, 4QSam‘, 6Kgs, 1Qlsa® 4Qlsa‘, 4QXII®, 4QXII°, 4QPs®, 4QPs",
4QPs", 4QPs°, 4QPs’, 4QPs%, 11QPs*, 11QPs®, 11QPs¢, 4QJob®, 4QCant’,
4QCant”, 4QQoh’, 4QLam, 4QDan”, 4QDan", 4QDan‘). They are therefore
categorized as non-aligned texts. This group might very well combine sev-
eral different texts and text types. Examples are the different psalms collec-
tions attested in the Qumran manuscripts: 11QPs™®, 4QPs¢, (+ 4QPs"?).

Non-aligned texts are not restricted to the manuscripts of biblical books
from the Qumran library but are also found in the lemmata of most of the
commentaries from the Qumran library: 4Qplsa™ ™ ¢, 4Qplsa® ¢, 4QpNah,
1QpHab, 4QTanh, 4QpPs®. Furthermore, a non-aligned text seems to be
attested by the only more extensively preserved Aramaic translation of a
biblical book from the Qumran library, i.e. 11QtgJob.

The above list shows that the manuscripts of biblical books found in the
11 caves of Qumran attest to textual plurality. The paleographic dates of
these scrolls range from the third century B.C.E. to the first century C.E.%®
But does the textual plurality of the manuscripts of Jewish scriptures from

7 For 4QRP®, 4QRP*, 4QRP*, 4QRP* as biblical manuscripts, see e.g. M. Segal, “Biblical Ex-
egesis in 4Q158: Techniques and Genre,” Textus 19 (1998): 45-62; idem, “4QReworked Penta-
teuch or 4QPentateuch?” in The Dead Sea Scrolls Fifty Years after Their Discovery: Proceedings
of the Jerusalem Congress, July 20-25, 1997 (ed. L. H. Schiffman et al.; Jerusalem: Israel Explora-
tion Society, 2000), 391-99.

% For details concerning the paleographic date of individual manuscripts, see the first volume
of my forthcoming Handbuch der Textfunde vom Toten Meer.
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the Qumran library imply textual plurality for all of ancient Judaism® or
only for the Qumran settlement? Were there other groups and institutions
which adhered already to a standard text?’® Or were the Dead Sea Scrolls
hidden at Qumran because their textual plurality became unacceptable in
ancient Judaism?”!

A general observation might give a first answer. Although the inkwells
found at Qumran suggest that some of the manuscripts from the Qumran
library were copied there, a large number of the non-biblical scrolls came to
Qumran from elsewhere. If this is true for the non-biblical manuscripts it is
to be expected for the biblical scrolls as well. This means the manuscripts
of Jewish scriptures in the Qumran library reflect the way these scriptures
were copied and transmitted everywhere in ancient Judaism. l.e., Second
Temple Judaism is characterized by textual plurality and not by textual
standardization. Additional evidence for this speculation can be found in the
allusions to and quotations of the Jewish scriptures in the other literature
from the Qumran library.

3. Quotations and Allusions and the Question of Group-Specific
Texts: The Example of the Book of Jeremiah

For reasons of space constraints I need to restrict my analysis here to the
example of the quotations of and allusions to the book of Jeremiah in the
third, second, and first century B.C.E."™

% Thus Ulrich (see above, 1.1.3.).

" Thus Greenberg (see above, 1.3.1), Talmon (see above, 1.2.1.), Cross (see above, 1.2.3.), van
der Woude (see above, 1.1.2.), Tov (see above, 1.2.4.).

" Thus Young (see above, 1.3.2.).

"2 The quotations of and allusions to the other biblical books in Jewish literature from Hellenis-
tic times confirm the evidence of the Jeremiah quotations and allusions but cannot be discussed
here for reasons of space. For the quotations of and allusions to the other biblical books, see my
forthcoming Handbuch der Textfunde vom Toten Meer, vol. |. For a more detailed discussion of
the textual plurality of Jewish scriptures in Hellenistic times, see A. Lange, “From Literature to
Scripture: The Unity and Plurality of the Hebrew Scriptures in Light of the Qumran Library.” in
One Scripture or Many? Canon from Biblical, Theological, and Philosophical Perspectives (ed. C.
Helmer and C. Landmesser; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004), 51-107, 77-81, 98-100.
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Table 1: Quotations of and Allusions to the Book of Jeremiah According to Textual
Variants

MT LXX non-aligned
Jer 1:10 Sir 49:7
Jer 1:18 Sir 36:24
Jer 4:31 1QH I1:7
Jer 6:19 4QDibHam® 6, 2
Jer 7:34 Bar 2:23
Jer 10:12-13 11QPs* XXVI:13-15
Jer 10:13 11QPs* XXVI:15
Jer 18:23 Neh 3:37
Jer 20:9 1QH? VIII:30
Jer 25:11 Dan 9:2

Sib. Or. 3.280
Jer 27:12-14 Bar 2:21
Jer 27:12 Sir 51:26
Jer 29:13-14 Jub. 1:15

4Q392 1,6

Jer 30:8 4Q0rd* 2-4, 2

The table shows that textual plurality is not restricted to the Qumran library
but was widespread in ancient Judaism. E.g. quotations and allusions which
correspond to the MT text of Jeremiah can be found in Essene texts (1QH*
III:7; VIII:30), in literature which is connected with the Jerusalem temple
(Sir 36:24; 49:7; 51:26; 4QDibHam® 6, 2), in an apocalypse (Dan 9:2), and
in a Jewish text from Alexandria (Sib. Or. 3.280). The Hebrew Vorlage of
the LXX text of Jeremiah seems to have been accepted in various groups,
too. And once even a non-aligned reading is quoted. This acceptance of the
different texts of the book of Jeremiah in various groups of ancient Judaism
shows that textual plurality was the rule and not the exception in ancient
Judaism and argues against the idea of group specific texts.

Two further observations support my claim that there were no group spe-
cific texts in Second Temple Judaism. If group specific texts existed in
Second Temple Judaism one would expect that the various Jewish groups
adapted their texts to their beliefs. 1.e. a group specific texts should display
variants which reflect the ideology of its tradent group. A well known ex-
ample for such ideological variants are the SP readings regarding the spe-
cial character of Mount Gerizim and its sanctuary. But E. Ulrich” has

73 E. Ulrich, “The Absence of ‘Sectarian Variants’ in the Jewish Seriptural Scrolls Found at Qum-
ran,” in The Bible as Book, 179-95 (republished in Hebrew translation in Meghillot 2 [2004]: 115-35).
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shown that with the possible exception of the SP — should its ideological
variants go back to the Second Temple period — no ideological variants can
be identified in the extant textual witnesses of the Jewish scriptures from
ancient Judaism:

no variants emerged to indicate that any group — whether Pharisaic, Sadducean,
Samaritan, Essene, Christian, or other — had tampered with Scripture in order to
bolster their particular beliefs, except for the two Samaritan beliefs that God “had
chosen” Mount Gerizim and had commanded the central altar there, and possibly
except for the Mount Gerizim/Mount Ebal variant.”™

The second observation concerns a letter of the Essene movement to the
Jerusalem high priest which was written in the second half of the second
century B.C.E. It is called Migsat Ma‘aseh Ha-Torah (MMT) today. This
letter discusses halakhic differences between the Essenes, the Jerusalem
high priest, and the Pharisees by referring to Jewish scriptures. Therefore,
MMT is a textual witness to a discourse between different ancient Jewish
groups which is based on scripture and scriptural interpretation.” The ex-
ample of MMT B 37-38 illustrates well how this scriptural discourse pro-
ceeded.

And concerning] eating (a fetus of an animal): we are of the opinion that the fetus
[found in its (dead) mother’s womb may be eaten (only) after it has been ritually
slaughtered. And you know that it is] so, namely that the word is written (with con-
cern to) a pregnant animal.

Nowhere in this passage nor in the entire MMT does the author refer to the
form of the text discussed. As in the example quoted above, the text refe-
renced in MMT — in this case Lev 22:28 — is not even paraphrased. Appar-
ently what enabled communication between the Essenes, the Jerusalem high
priest, and the Pharisees depended neither on a closed collection of the
scriptures like the later canon of the Hebrew Bible, nor on a standardized
text form. What was disputed was not which texts the Jerusalem temple, the
Pharisees, and the Essenes adhered to but their halakhic interpretation. In
case of different group specific texts one would accept MMT to address this
issue.

To sum up: It seems unlikely that the proto-Masoretic text existed as a
standard text only in one ancient Jewish group or institution and became

7 Ulrich, “Absence, 191.

S For MMT see E. Qimron et al., Qumran Cave 4.V: Migsat Ma‘ase Ha-Torah, (DID 10; Ox-
ford: Clarendon Press, 1994); J. Kampen and M. Bernstein, eds., Reading 4OMMT: New Perspec-
tives on Qumran Law and History (SBLSymS 2; Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars Press, 1996); L. H.
Schiffman, “Miqtsat Ma‘asei Ha-Torah,” in Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. idem and
J. C. VanderKam; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000), 1:558-60.
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dominant elsewhere later. The idea of group specific texts as first suggested
by Talmon’ is a fitting description of the textual situation of late antiquity
and medieval times. In these times, the LXX became the Christian standard
text while rabbinic Judaism adhered to the MT and the Samaritans were
attached to the SP. With regard to Second Temple Judaism, the idea of
group specific texts is a retro-projection. There is no evidence that the vari-
ous groups of ancient Judaism adhered only to one text of the Jewish scrip-
tures. This means, the proto-Masoretic text was not the standard text of the
Jerusalem temple and the Pharisees which became dominant after all other
Jewish groups were destroyed during the first Jewish war.

But when and how did the the proto-Masoretic standard text develop? To
answer this question a survey of the Jewish Scriptures from those sites at
the Dead Sea which are connected with the First and Second Jewish Wars is
of help.

4. The Manuscripts of Jewish Scriptures from the Other
Sites at the Dead Sea

The situation of textual plurality changes radically when the manuscript
finds move closer to the time when Josephus wrote his apology Against
Apion. During the first Jewish war, the rebels against the Roman Empire
which occupied the Masada took manuscripts of biblical books and other
texts with them. The textual character of six of the biblical manuscripts
from the Masada can still be identified (MasLev", MasLev®, MasDeut,
MasEzek, MasPs®, MasPsb). All deviate less than 2% from the consonantal
text of the MT and can thus be described as proto-Masoretic in character.”
During the second Jewish war, caves in the Nahalim at the Dead Sea
served both as rebel bases and refugee camps. In these caves, manuscripts of
biblical books were found. The textual character of ten of these biblical manu-

76 See above 1.2.1.

" In a recent article, E. Ulrich has questioned the proto-Masoretic character of the Masada ma-
nuscripts by arguing that of Leviticus, Deuteronomy, and Ezekiel no variant literary editions are
known from the Qumran library. This would blur the statistic evidence from Masada as MasLev®,
MasLev®, MasDeut, and MasEzek could not have been anything but proto-Masoretic (“Two
Perspectives on Two Pentateuchal Manuscripts from Masada,” in Emanuel: Studies in Hebrew
Bible, Septuagint, and Dead Sea Scrolls in Honor of Emanuel Tov [ed. S. M. Paul, R. A. Kraft, L.
H. Schiffman, and W. W. Fields; VTSup 94; Leiden: Brill, 2003], 453-64). In his assessment
Ulrich ignores though the distinction between semi- and proto-Masoretic manuscripts which
allows for the above statistical conclusions.
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scripts can still be identified. MurGen—Ex.Num®,” MurXI]I, XHev/SeNum®,
5/6HevPs, SdeirGen, MS Schayen 4611 (= XQLevb), MS Scheyen 2713 (=
XJosh), XJudg,” and 4QGen"™ deviate less than 2% from the consonantal
text of MT and are thus proto-Masoretic in character. 8HevXII gr attests to
a recension of Old Greek translation of the Minor Prophets towards the
consonantal text of MT (see below).

Hence the manuscript evidence from the non-Qumranic sites at the Dead
Sea seems to suggest the establishment of a proto-Masoretic standard text at
the latest during the time of the first Jewish war. In this context, it is impor-
tant to see that the paleographic dates of all biblical manuscripts from the
Masada predate the first Jewish war.®' The rebels who occupied the Masada
during the first Jewish war must have acquired their manuscripts before
they went to the Masada. Does this mean that the textual standardization of
the Jewish scriptures started well before the first Jewish war and that the
destruction of the Herodian temple was not its cause?*

5. A Texttypological Chronology of the Hebrew Manuscripts of
Biblical Books from the Dead Sea

A first answer to this question is provided by a texttypological chronology
of the Hebrew manuscripts of biblical books which were found at the vari-
ous sites around the Dead Sea. Table 2 and graph 1 illustrate a characteristic
spread of the texts of the individual biblical books over the various Hebrew
scripts used in Graeco-Roman times. The correlation between paleography
and texttypology® shows that the non-aligned manuscripts are the largest
group of textual witnesses until the middle of the first century C.E. This
should not surprise as the term non-aligned designates manuscripts, which
attest to a variety of different texts for each biblical book. Although it re-
mains unclear until today how many different texts are collectively de-
scribed as non-aligned. The non-aligned manuscripts from Qumran repre-

8 For MurGen—Ex.Num® (Murl) as one manuscript, see J. T. Milik, “Genése, Exode, Nom-
bres,” DJD 2.1 (1961): 75-78, 75.

™ For XJudg, see E. Eshel, H. Eshel, and M. Broshi, “A New Fragment of XJudges,” DSD 14
(2007): 354-58.

80 For 4QGen® as coming from one of the Dead Sea refugee caves of the second Jewish war,
see J. R. Davila, “4QGen®,” DJD 12 (1994): 31-38, 31.

8 MasLeva (301 B.C.E.); MasLevb (ca. 0); MasDtn (30-1 B.C.E.); MasEz (50—1 B.C.E.) MasP-
s (30~1 B.C.E.), MasPsb (50-1 B.C.E.).

82 For this idea, see the history or research above.

83 For the paleographic dates and texttypological classifications of the biblical manuscripts
from the Dead Sea, see my forthcoming Handbuch der Textfunde vom Toten Meer, vol. 1.
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sent hence the textual plurality of Graeco-Roman times. In graph 1 they
therefore are grouped together with pre-Samaritan manuscripts and manu-
scripts which attest to the Hebrew Vorlage of the Old Greek as other texts.**

The proto-Masoretic manuscripts from the various sites of the Dead Sea
are distributed differently over the paleographic epochs as compared to the
nonaligned manuscripts. Although 4QJer* (4Q70) and 4QXII° (4Q80) go
back to the years 225-175 and 75-50 B.C.E. respectively, proto-Masoretic
manuscripts can be found in larger quantities only since the second half of
the first century B.C.E. Semi-Masoretic manuscripts are attested as early as
the first half of the second century B.C.E. (4QJer® [4Q72]) but occur more
regularly only since the end of the second century B.C.E. '

The largest quantities of non-aligned, semi- and proto-Masoretic manu-
scripts come from the second half of the first century B.C.E. This agrees
well with the overall paleographic distribution of the Dead Sea Scrolls. The
largest amount of manuscripts found in the Qumran library were copied in
scripts from the second half of the first century B.C.E.* The Masada manu-
scripts show that this paleographic peak of the Qumran library is not idio-
syncratic but is part of an overall phenomenon. On the Masada, 15 manu-
scripts were found. Nine of these manuscripts were copied in the second
half of the first century B.C.E.*

The paleographic evidence from Qumran and the Masada points to an in-
creased manuscript production and an increased amount of scribal activity
in the time after Roman conquest of Judea (63 B.C.E.) and during the reign
of Herod the Great. It seems that this time was a zenith of scribal culture.
That only few new literary works were composed during the second half of
the first century B.C.E. shows that the zenith of scribal culture focused on
the preservation of Jewish heritage.

Even more interesting is that after the turn of the eras the amount of non-
aligned and semi-Masoretic manuscript decreases continuously while the
number of proto-Masoretic manuscripts experiences another peak in the
second half of the first century C.E. Even more so, after the year 68 C.E.
only proto-Masoretic manuscripts can be found.

8 Graph 1 does not recognize manuscripts for which it cannot be decided whether they attest a
semi-Masoretic or a pre-Samaritan text.

85 Cf. B. Webster, “Chronological Index of the Texts from the Judaean Desert,” DJD 39
(2002): 351446, 373-74.

¥ For the paleographic dates of the non-biblical manuscripts from the Masada, see Talmon and
Yadin, Masada VI, 101, 106, 117-18, 120, 133-34, 136, 138-39, 157-58.
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Table 2: Texttypological Chronology of the Hebrew Manuscripts of Biblical Books
from the Dead Sea

Semi-MT Proto-MT
Ca. 250 B.C.E.
225-175 B.C.E. 4QJer® (4Q70)
200-150 B.C.E. 4Qler* (4Q72)
175-150 B.C.E.
Ca. 150 B.C.E.
150-100 B.C.E.
150-125 B.C.E.
125-75 B.C.E.
125-100 B.C.E. 4QGen—Exod® (4Q1)
100-25 B.C.E. 4QpaleoGen—Exod' (4Q11),
1QDan’ (1Q72)
100-50 B.C.E. 4QIsa’ (4Q60)
100-75 B.C.E.
Ca. 75 B.C.E.
75-50 B.C.E. 4QXI1I° (4Q80)
Ca. 50 B.C.E. 4QJosh® (4Q48), 4QKgs (4Q54) | 4QEzek® (4Q73)
50—1 B.C.E. MasPs® (Masl1 f: 1103-1742)
5025 B.C.E. 4QIsa® (4Q55), 4Qlsa’ (4Q56) 4QDeut® (4Q32), 1QIsa’ (1Q8)
30 B.C.E~20 C.E.
30-1 B.CE. 1QSam (1Q7), 4Qlsa® (4Q59), 2QRuth? (2Q16)

4QXII® (4Q82), 4QDan’ (4Q115)

MasLev® (Masla), MasDeut (Mas|c), MasPs®
(Masle; 1039--160)

10 B.C.E~30 C.E. 11QEzek (11Q4), 4QProv® MasLev® (Mas1b)
(4Q103)

1-50 C.E. 4QDeut® (4Q34)

1-30 C.E. 2QJer (2Q13), 4QEzek” (4Q74)

25-50 C.E.

20-68 C.E.

Ca. 50 C.E. 5QLam® (5Q6), 4QIsa’ (4Q58)

S0-135 C.E. XJudg (X6)

50-100 C.E. 4QGen" (4Q2; not from Qumran), XLev® (MS
Schayen 4611), XJosh (MS Scheyen 2713)
XHev/SeNum® (XHev/Se2)
SdeirGen (Sdeirl)

5068 C.E. 4QPs* (4Q85) MasEzek (Masld)
5/6HevPs (5/6Hev1b)

100-135 C.E. MurGen—Exod.Num® (Murl), MurXIl (Mur88)
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Semi-MT or pre-SP

Pre-SP

Vorlage of LXX

Non-aligned

4QSam" (4Q52)

4QExod-Lev' (4Q17)

5QDeut (5Q1)

4Qler’ (4Q71)

4QQoh® (4Q109)

4QPs® (4Q83)

4QLev-Num® (4Q23), 4QDeut” (4Q29),
4QDeut* (4Q30), 4QJosh® (4Q47)

1Qlsa®, 4QXII* (4Q76)

4QDeut? (4Q31)

6QpapKgs (6Q4), 4QDan’ (4Q1 14)

4QpaleoExod™
(4Q22)

4QRP* (4Q367), 4QpaleoDeut’ (4Q45)

4QDeut' (4Q36)

4QJob* (4Q99)

4QSam® (4Q53)

4QXII° (4Q78)

4QDeut’ (4Q33),
4QDeut’ (4Q42)

4QRP" (4Q364), 4QRP* (4Q365 + 4Q365a),
4QRPY (4Q366)

4QGen® (4Q7)

4QGen' (4Q6), 4QLev’ (4Q24), 4QPs*
(4Q86), 4QPs' (4Q88), 4QDan® (4Q112)

4QDeut" (4Q35)

4QGen" (4Q5),
4QGen (4Q9)

4QExod‘ (4Q14), 4QSam® (4Q51)

4QNum’® (4Q27)

4QLev (4Q26)

4QExod® (4Q13)

4QLev® (4Q26a)

4QDeut*! (4Q38), 4QDeut™ (4Q38a),
4QDeut" (4Q41), 1QJudg (1Q6), 4QCant*
(4Q106), 4QLam (4Q111)

4QPs? (4Q98)

4QDeut" (4Q44)

11QpaleoLev® (11Q1), 11QPs* (11Q5),
11QPs® (11Q7)

11QPs” (11Q6)

4QDan’ (4Q113)

4QGen‘ (4Q3)

1QDeut” (1Q5), 4Qlsa° (4Q57)

4QDeut’ (4Q37), 4QPs” (4Q84), 4QPs*
(4Q87)

4QLev* (4Q25)

—_—

2QExod® (2Q2)
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Graph 1: Texttypological Chronology of the Hebrew Manuscripts of Biblical Books
from the Dead Sea

20 —&—Other Texts
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16 @ proto-MT
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The chronological distribution of the manuscripts of biblical books de-
scribed above shows, that the proto-Masoretic text was created in the sec-
ond half of the first century B.C.E. as part of a concentrated effort to pre-
serve the cultural heritage of Judea. Early proto-Masoretic manuscripts like
4QlJer* demonstrate that for this purpose existing manuscript traditions were
used at least partly.

6. The Early Recensions of the Old Greek and Manuscript Evidence
for Textual Standardization

The early recensions of the Old Greek text of several biblical books as well
as supralinear corrections in two biblical Qumran manuscripts®’ corroborate
the results of the texttypological chronology and provide more insights into
the beginnings of the textual standardization of Jewish scriptures.

87 For J. W. Wevers, 7QpapLXXExod is revised toward a proto-Masoretic text (*“PreOrigen
Recensional Activity in the Greek Exodus,” in Studien zur Septuaginta: FS R. Hanhart [ed. D.
Fraenkel, U. Quast, and J. W. Wevers; MSU 20; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1990],
121-39, 123; Text History of the Greek Exodus [MSU 21; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
19921, 40). Against Wevers’ understanding of 7QpapLXXExod, it needs to be emphasized that the
19 preserved or partly preserved words of this manuscript are not enough text to allow for any
textual characterization.
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6.1 8HevXII gr and the Kaige/Theodotion Recension

The Dead Sea Scrolls contribute in several ways to the understanding of the
early recensions of the Old Greek texts. In this respect, the most important
manuscript is the Greek Minor Prophets scroll from Nahal Hever (§8HevXII
gr).®® The handwriting of the two scribes which produced this manuscript
dates to the later part of the first century B.C.E.* 8HevXII gr attests to a
Greek text which reworks the Old Greek translation towards the consonan-
tal text of MT.” In this way, a rather verbal translation is achieved. One of
the characteristics of the 8HevXII gr-recension is that it translates Hebrew
oy with Greek xat ye. Hence, the text attested by 8HevXII gr as well as the
whole recension group have been dubbed Kaige. A good example for its
recensional characteristic is found in Jonah 3:3.

OG: xabig éAainoe xUptog (“as the Lord spoke™)
8HevXIl gr: kat]a to pnuo 137 (“according to the word of the Lord™)
MT: min 7272 (“according to the word of the Lord”)

Barthélemy®! has shown that 8HevXII gr is not an isolated example but that
the characteristics of its recension are also attested in the so-called Theodo-
tion recension (sixth column of Origen’s Hexapla), in the fifth column of
Origen’s Hexapla, in Codex Washingtonensis, in the Septuagint versions of
Ruth, Ecclesiastes, Lamentations, and Daniel, in several parts of Codex
Vaticanus (Judges; 2 Sam 11:1-1 Kgs 2:11; 1 Kgs 22:1-2 Kgs 25:30), and
in the biblical quotations of the writings of Justin of Caesarea. More recent
studies understand these similarities not as attesting to one overall recension
of Old Greek translations of biblical books but as a group of recensions.*
This observation is especially important as it shows that the different parties
which were involved in creating the Kaige recension reworked a limited
corpus of scriptures towards a proto-Masoretic text. It remains uncertain if

8 For 8HevXIl gr. see D. Barthélemy, Les devanciers d’Aquila: Premiére publication inté-
grale du texte des fragments du Dodécaprophéton trouvés dans le désert de Juda, précédée d'une
étude sur les traductions et recensions grecques de la Bible réalisées au premier siécle de notre
ére sous l'influence du rabbinat palestinien (VTSup 10; Leiden: Brill, 1963): E. Tov, The Greek
Minor Prophets Scroll from Nahal Hever (8HevX1l gr) (DID 8; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1990).

% See P. J. Parsons, “The Scripts and Their Date.” DJD 8 (1990): 19-26.

9 Cf. e.g. Barthélemy, devanciers, 179-272: Tov, Greek Minor Prophets Scroll, 145-58; K. H.
Jobes and M. Silva, Invitation to the Septuagint (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Baker Academic. 2000),
171-73.

%! See Barthélemy. devanciers, 203-65.

92 See e.g. G. Howard, “The Quinta of the Minor Prophets,” Bib 55 (1974): 15-22: A. van der
Kooij, Die alten Textzeugen des Jesajabuches: Ein Beitrag zur Textgeschichte des Alten Testa-
ments (OBO 35; Freiburg, Schweiz: Universititsverlag, 1981), 127-50: Jobes and Silva, Invita-
tion, 171-73, 284-87; N. Fernandez Marcos, The Septuagint in Context: Introduction to the Greek
Version of the Bible (Leiden: Brill, 2001), 142-54.
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all parts of the Kaige group date as early as the one attested by 8HevXII gr.
It is undisputed though that Theodotion is not the author of the Kaige recen-
sions and that at least parts of this recension group go back to pre-Christian
times. l.e. the reworking the Old Greek towards the consonantal text of the
MT is not a Jewish response to its occupation by early Christianity but
started earlier and has other causes.

6.2 4QLXXNum

4QLXXNum is another Qumran manuscript which is regarded as attesting
to an early recension of an Old Greek translation towards the consonantal
text of MT. The manuscript dates to the late first century B.C.E. or the early
first century C.E.” Originally Skehan considered 4QLXXNum as an even
earlier translation of Numbers than the one attested by the major LXX-
manuscripts.® But a careful analysis by Skehan and Wevers identified the
Greek text of 4QLXXNum as a pre-Christian recension which resembles
Kaige: “it is instead a considerable reworking of the original LXX to make
it conform both in quantity and in diction to a Hebrew consonantal text
nearly indistinguishable [...] from that of MT.”* Good examples for recen-
sional activity can be found in Num 3:40 and 4:6, 8, 11, 12.

Num 3:40

OG: énioxeyat (“examine”
4QLXXNum: aptbunoolv (“coun(t”)
MT: 7pa (“count™)

9 p. ). Parsons, “The Paleography and Date of the Greek Manuscripts,” DJD 9 (1992): 7-13,
1.

9 Skehan, “Qumran Manuscripts, 156-57; idem, “The Biblical Scrolls from Qumran and the
Text of the Old Testament,” B4 28 (1965): 87-100, p. 92; E. Ulrich, “The Septuagint Manuscripts
from Qumran: A Reappraisal of Their Value,” in Septuagint, Scrolls and Cognate Writings:
Papers Presented to the International Symposium on the Septuagint and Its Relation to the Dead
Sea Scrolls and Other Writings (Manchester, 1990) (ed. G. J. Brooke and B. Lindars; SBLSCS 33;
Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars Press, 1992), 49-80, 70-74, 76; P. W. Skehan, E. Ulrich, and J. E. Sander-
son, Qumran Cave 4.1V: Paleo-Hebrew and Greek Biblical Manuscripts (DJD 9; Oxford: Claren-
don Press, 1992), 188-89.

% P. W. Skehan, “4QLXXNum: A Pre-Christian Reworking of the Septuagint,” HTR 70
(1977): 39-50. 39 (cf. pp. 39-40); cf. also J. W. Wevers, “An Early Revision of the Septuagint of
Numbers,” Erlsr 16 (1982): 235*%-39*; U. Quast, “Der rezensionelle Charakter einiger Wortva-
rianten im Buche Numeri,” in Studien zur Septuaginta, 230-52, 248-50.
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Num 4:6, 8, 11

OG: avagopels (“[carrying]-poles™)
4QLXXNum: aptnpag (“carrying-poles”)

MT: o™1a (“carrying-poles™)

Num 4:12

OG: xal éuparolow (“and they shall lay™)
4QLXXNum: xai 8noofow (“and they shall put™)
MT: una (“and they shall put™)

Quast has shown that in its translation of Tpa (“count”) with apiBunco[v
(“coun(t”) in Num 3:40 4QLXXNum is part of a recensional activity which
can be observed in later Greek Old Testament manuscripts, too. This obser-
vation hints towards an early recension group of which 4QLXXNum would
be just one witness.*

6.3 Papyrus Fouad Inv. 266b and 266¢

The label Papyrus Fouad Inv. 266 designates four papyrus manuscripts®’
from Egypt which might have been found in the Fayoum.®® Papyrus Fouad
Inv. 266 a (Rahlfs #942), 266b (Rahlfs #948), and 266¢ (Rahlfs #947) at-
tests to different parts of Gen (266a) and Deut (266b—). For my question,
Papyrus Fouad Inv. 266b and 266¢ are of particular interest because they
attest to early recensions of the Old Greek text of Deuteronomy.

Papyrus Fouad Inv. 266b dates paleographically to the middle of the first
century B.C.E.” Its text of Deuteronomy runs close to the Old Greek but is
characterized “durch Korrekturen nach der masoretisch tiberlieferten Text-
form.” Papyrus Fouad Inv. 266b attests thus to an early recension of the Old
Greek text of Deuteronomy towards the consonantal text of the MT.'™ A
good example 1s Deut 22:9.

9 Cf. Quast, “Der rezensionelle Charakter einiger Wortvarianten im Buche Numeri,” 231-50.

%7 Cf. L. Koenen, “Introduction,” in Z. Aly, Three Rolls of the Early Septuagint: Genesis and
Deuteronomy. A Photographic Edition Prepared with the International Photographic Archive of
the Association Internationale de Papyrologues (Papyrologische Texte und Abhandlungen 27;
Bonn: Habelt, 1980), 1-23, 1-10, 21.

% F. Dunand, Papyrus grecs bibliques (Papyrus F. Inv. 266.): Volumina de la Genése et du
Deutéronome: Introduction (Recherches d’archéologie, de philologie et d’histoire 27; Cairo:
Institut frangais d’archéologie orientale, 1966), 1.

% For the paleographic date of Papyrus Fouad Inv. 266b, see Dunand, Papyrus grecs bibliques,
12.

190 See R. Hanhart, “Die Sohne Israels, die Sohne Gottes und die Engel in der Masora, in
Qumran und in der Septuaginta: Ein letztes Kapitel aus Israel in hellenistischer Zeit,” in Verge-
genwdrtigung des Alten Testaments: Beitrdge zur biblischen Hermeneutik: FS R. Smend (ed. C.
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OG: petd Tol yeviuatos Tol dumeAévdg oo (“with the yield of your vineyard™)

Pap. Fouad. Inv. 266b: xat 1o yevy[ua Touv aumedwvos gov (“and the yield of your
vineyard”)

MT: o100 nkiam (“and the yield of your vineyard™)

Papyrus Fouad Inv. 266¢ dates paleographically to the second half of the
first century B.C.E. or the early first century C.E.'""" Though more damaged
than Papyrus Fouad Inv. 266b, Papyrus Fouad Inv. 266¢ might also pre-
serve traces of a recension of the Old Greek translation of Deuteronomy
towards the consonantal text of MT.'? A good example is Koenen’s recon-
struction of col. VII line 16 (Deut 33:19) which shows that the recon-
structed text provides enough space for a Greek rendering of the MT text
but not for the Old Greek.'®

OG: #8vy eEodebpeboousty xal émixaréceabe (“They shall utterly destroy nations, and
you shall call”)

Papyrus Fouad Inv. 266¢: \eBy[n emt]/x[a)]eso[vrat €15 To opos (“they] sh[all ]ca[ll]
peopl[es to the mountain™)

MT: wap* 70 oy (“they shall call peoples to the mountain™)

Papyrus Fouad Inv. 266b and 266¢ attest hence to early revisions of the OG
towards a proto- or semi-Masoretic text. The evidence of Papyrus Fouad
Inv. 266b and 266¢ is all the more interesting as these manuscripts attest to
recensions towards the consonantal texts of MT from ancient Egypt. This
asks for caution in assigning ancient versions to different geographical
locations, like Palestine, Egypt, and Mesopotamia.'®* Furthermore it shows
that the early recensional work on the Old Greek translations was not re-
stricted to Judah itself but happened in the diaspora, as well.

Bultmann, W. Dietrich, and C. Levin; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2002), 170-78, 171;
idem, review of F. Dunand, Papyrus grecs bibliques (Papyrus F. Inv. 266.), OLZ 73 (1978): 39—
45, 42-45; Koenen, “Introduction,” 1-2, 9.

101 See Koenen, “Introduction,” 6 note 28.

102 See Koenen, “Introduction,” 9, 18-20.

103 See Koenen, “Introduction,” 16, 18.

104 See most prominently the “local text theory” as developed by W. F. Albright (“New Light”)
and F. M. Cross (“The Evolution of a Theory of Local Texts,” in Qumran and the History of the
Biblical Text, 306-20).
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6.4 Evidence for Early Recensions Toward the MT in the Letters of Paul

In an extensive study of the quotations of the Jewish scriptures in the letters
of Paul, D.-A. Koch has shown that Paul refers sometimes to recensions of
the Old Greek towards a proto-Masoretic text.'” This is the case with the
quotations of Deut 32:35 (Rom 12:19); Isa 8:14 (Rom 9:33); Isa 25:8
(1 Cor 15:54); Isa 28:11-12 (1 Cor 14:21); Isa 52:7 (Rom 10:15); 1 Kgs
19:10 (Rom 11:3); 1 Kgs 19:18 (Rom 11:4); Job 5:13 (1 Cor 3:19); Job
41:3 (Rom 11:35). According to Koch, the text of these quotations often
resembles Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion.

6.5 Recensions and Supralinear Corrections Towards other Texts than MT

Early recensional efforts are not restricted to reworking Old Greek transla-
tions towards a semi- or proto-Masoretic text. Recensional efforts are also
attested towards other Hebrew texts. As these are of less interest for the
question of how proto-MT became the Jewish standard text of the first
century C.E., I will briefly summarize the evidence.

6.5.1. The Proto-Lucianic Recension

Supposedly, Lucian of Antioch (ca. 250-312 C.E.) undertook a revision of
both the Greek Old Testament and the New Testament which was primarily
stylistic in character. It remains uncertain though if Lucian was responsible
for this recension or not. Therefore, it is also called the Antiochene text. In
the Hebrew Bible, this Lucianic recension comprises some historical books
(esp. 1-2 Samuel, 1-2 Kings, and 1-2 Chronicles) but also the prophets and
Psalms. The most important witnesses to the so-called Lucianc recension
are the manuscripts bocse, (Rahlfs #19 108 82 127 93). Readings attested
by these manuscripts also occur in Old Testament quotations by some pre-
Lucianic church fathers (Justin, Cyprian, and Tertullian), in the Old Latin
translation (Vetus Latina), in the writings of Josephus Flavius and even in
Old Testament quotations in the New Testament. Hence, Lucian must have
based his work on an earlier recencsion of pre-Christian origin. For lack of
a better term, this Jewish recension is called proto-Lucianic.'® In the case of
1-2 Samuel, the Hebrew text towards which the proto-Lucianic recension

195 p-A. Koch, Die Schrift als Zeuge des Evangeliums: Untersuchungen zur Verwendung und
2um Versténdnis der Schrift bei Paulus (BHT 69; Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1986), 56-82.

1% For the Lucianic and proto-Lucianic recensions, see e.g. B. M. Metzger, Chapters in the
History of New Testament Textual Criticism (NTTS 4; Leiden: Brill, 1963), 1-41; Fernandez
Marcos, Septuagint in Context, 223-38.
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reworked the Old Greek translation is preserved in 4QSam® in a somewhat
more developed stage.'"’

6.5.2 5QDeut and 4QGer’ .

Two Hebrew manuscripts from the Qumran library, i.e. 4QGen’ and
5QDeut, are of particular interest when it comes to recensional reworkings.
5QDeut was copied in the first half of the second century B.C.E.'”® In Deut
7:15; 8:2, 19; 9:2, supralinear corrections were added to SQDeut in an early
Herodian bookhand (30—1 B.C.E.). As far as the manuscript is preserved, the
main text of 5QDeut reads against the Old Greek in every variant. But the
four supralinear additions correct the main text of 5QDeut every time to-
wards the Hebrew Vorlage of the Old Greek.'” Therefore, the supralinear
corrections of 5QDeut can be viewed as a recension of a Hebrew text to-
wards the Hebrew Vorlage of the Old Greek.

The evidence of 4QGer’ is less definite. The manuscript was copied in
the last quarter of the first century B.C.E.!" Only two supralinear corrections
are preserved in Gen 41:16, 24. Both read with the Old Greek translation
against MT.""" Not enough text is preserved to arrive at a paleographic date
of the supralinear corrections.

To sum up: Revisions of one text towards another document the special
authority of the revised to text. Manuscript evidence dates the earliest revi-
sions of the Old Greek text towards the MT in the first century B.C.E. In
Judah, the paleographic dates of 8HevXIl gr and 4QLXXNum provide a
terminus ante quem in the second half of the first century B.C.E. Papyrus
Fouad Inv. 266b shows that in Egyptian Judaism the first recensions of the
Old Greek towards the MT predate the middle of the first century B.C.E.
The proto-Lucianic recension and the supralinear corrections of 5QDeut
show that at the same time, the Hebrew and Greek texts were also revised
towards the Hebrew Vorlagen of the Old Greek translations. The early
recensions of the Old Greek translations as well as the supralinear correc-
tions of 5QDeut show that both the proto-Masoretic text and the Hebrew
Vorlagen of at least some Old Greek translations were regarded as being
better than other texts, i.e. as representing a standard text with which other

107 ee e.g. F. M. Cross, “The History of the Biblical Text in the Light of the Discoveries in the
Judaean Desert,” in Qumran and the History of the Biblical Text, 177-95, 188-93; E. C. Ulrich,
The Qumran Text of Samuel and Josephus (Missoula, Mont.: Scholars Press, 1978).

1% See J. T. Milik, “Deutéronome,” DJD 3.1 (1962): 169-71, 169.

109 See Milik, “Deutéronome,” 170-71. For a critical view on Milik’s understanding of the su-
pralinear corrections in 5QDeut, see E. Tov, “The Textual Base of the Corrections in the Biblical
Texts Found at Qumran,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls: Forty Years of Research (ed. D. Dimant and U.
Rappaport; STDJ 10, Leiden: Brill, 1992), 299-314, 307-8.

119 ee J. R. Davila, “4QGen',” DJD 12 (1994): 65-73, 65.

11 See Davila, “4QGen',” 66.
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texts needed to be compared with. This means, the phenomenon of recen-
sion itself points to the idea of textual standardization.

Furthermore most of the recensional activity in both Judea (Kaige,
4QLXXNum, quotations in the letters of Paul) and Egypt (Papyrus Fouad
Inv. 266b and 266¢) is geared towards proto- or at least semi-Masoretic
texts. In addition, Kaige covers as a recension group a larger but limited
circle of Jewish scriptures. These observations show that textual standardi-
zation towards a proto-Masoretic text targeted a limited amount of scrip-
tures in pre-Christian times, i.e. a canon.

7. First Conclusions

So far, my analysis answered the following questions posed by the history
of research.

- Is the textual plurality of the Qumran library due to the conservative
character of the people living there or does it reflect the overall textual
reality of its time? Both the quotations of and allusions to Jewish scrip-
tures in late Second Temple Jewish literature as the well as the character
of Qumran collection itself demonstrate that textual plurality was the rule
and not the exception in the last three centuries before the turn of the
eras.

- Is the proto-Masoretic text one out of several group texts or did it evolve
unrelated to any religious groups and or institutions? The evidence
shows that not one of the ancient texts of the Jewish scriptures was con-
nected to a specific group or institution. It is hence unlikely that the
proto-Masoretic text was the standard text of the Jerusalem temple
and/or the Pharisees from the beginning.

- Was the proto-Masoretic standard text developed or is it the result of a
political catastrophe of which it was the only survivor? The early recen-
sions of the Old Greek translations predate the destruction of the Second
Temple in 70 C.E. as well as the rise of Christianity. At least the begin-
nings of textual standardization predate the first and second Jewish wars
significantly. Before the first century B.C.E., no evidence for textual stan-
dardization exists. This means, the textual standardization of the Hebrew
Bible was neither a response to the Hellenistic religious reforms of the
years 175-164 B.C.E. nor to the destruction of the Jerusalem temple in 70
C.E.

- Is the textual standardization of the Jewish scriptures a long and involved
process or happened it over a short period of time? The sudden increase
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of proto-Masoretic manuscripts in the second half of the first century
B.C.E. and the emergence of recensions towards a proto-Masoretic text
show that in Judah textual standardization and the development of the
proto-Masoretic text of the Hebrew Bible began some time in the second
half of the first century B.C.E., i.e. after the conquest of Syro-Palestine by
Pompey in 63 B.C.E. Especially the biblical manuscripts among the non-
Qumranic Dead Sea Scrolls but also the overall dominance of the proto-
Masoretic text in the second half of the first century C.E. show that the
first century C.E. knew a dominant standard text. This points to a process
of textual standardization which lasted more than 100 years. For Egyp-
tian Judaism, Papyrus Foud Inv 266b (cf. Papyrus Fouad Inv. 266¢)
points to recensional efforts towards a semi- or proto-Masoretic text al-
ready before the middle of the first century B.C.E. This means, in ancient
Egypt the textual standardization of Jewish scriptures predates its con-
quest by Augustus in 31 B.C.E. It could also mean that textual standardi-
zation started slightly earlier in Egyptian Judaism than in Judah itself.
The correlation of paleographic dates and texttypes among the biblical
Dead Sea Scrolls shows that the proto-Masoretic standard text of the He-
brew Bible was developed during the first half of the first century B.C.E.
and became dominant in the second half of the first century C.E.

What remains to be asked is: What initiated the process of the textual stan-
dardization? How was the proto-Masoretic standard text reached and why
became it dominant?

8. Textual Standardization in the Graeco-Roman World'2

Most of the early efforts towards textual standardization are found in revi-
sions of the Old Greek translations. This could point to a Greek influence.
Is the textual standardization of Jewish scriptures thus due to Greek influ-
ence? Confirmation for this suspicion could be found in Josephus’ apology
Against Apion. Josephus implies that Judaism is far better than Hellenism in
not having changed its holy scriptures. The basic rhetoric strategy of an
apology is to claim that your own culture realizes the cultural values of the
opponent culture better than the opponent culture itself. But before I can ask

12

For phenomena of textual standardization in classical and pre-classical Greece as well as in
Roman culture, see H. Cancik, “Standardization and Ranking of Texts in Greek and Roman
Institutions,” in Homer, the Bible, and Bevond: Literary and Religious Canons in the Ancient
World (ed. M. Finkelberg and G. G. Stroumsa; Jerusalem Studies in Religion and Culture 2;
Leiden: Brill, 2003), 117-30.
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if textual standardization in ancient Judaism goes back to Hellenstic accul-
turation, 1 have to survey phenomena of textual standardization in the Grae-
co-Roman world.

In the Greek world, the first known efforts towards textual standardiza-
tion occur in Peisistratid Athens in the first half of the fourth century B.C.E.
Herodotus reports how the tyrant Hipparchus is involved in the editing of
the oracle collection of Musaius (Hist. 7.6). This fits well with the remarks
of Plato (Hipparch. 228b—c) that Hipparchus forced the rhapsodes to per-
form the Homeric poems in a fixed sequence — something that Diogenes
Laertius (1.57) also claimed for Solon the Lawgiver. Although a standar-
dized text is not mentioned in either context the sequencing of Homeric
poems or the exclusion of insertions into oracle collections hints to an effort
towards textual integrity. For epic texts like Homer or the famous tragedies
of Aeschylus, Sophocles and Euripides, textual standardization seems to
have been necessitated by performances during different Athenian festivals.
Groups of actors needed to have identical texts to perform them.'"

For the collection of the tragedies of Aeschylus, Sophocles, and Euri-
pides, such efforts towards textual integrity developed in the fourth century
B.C.E. into the idea of a standardized text. This standard text of the works by
the three famous tragedians was ensured and secured by way of master
copies which were kept in Athens. Pseudo-Plutarch claims in his Lives of
the Ten Orators that Lycurgus legislated these master copies.

He also introduced laws [...]; the law that bronze statues of the poets Aeschylus,
Sophocles, and Euripides be erected, that their tragedies be written out and kept in a
public depository, and that the clerk of the state read them to the actors who were to
perform their plays for comparison of the texts and that it be unlawful to depart from
the authorized text in acting (Mor. 841F).'"*

Pseudo-Plutarch is confirmed by Galen when the latter remarks that Ptole-
my III Euergetes borrowed the Athenian master copies to have them copied
for the library of Alexandria.'” It is one of the great ironies of the history of
scholarship that Ptolemy 111 Euergetes never returned the Athenian master
copy.

In classical Greece, the idea of textual standardization was not restricted
to Athens. The Spartans, e.g., knew a legend of how Lycurgus — the refor-

13 See e.g. G. Nagy. Poetry as Performance: Homer and Beyond (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1996).

"4 Translation according to H. N. Fowler, Plutarch’s Moralia: With an English Translation
(LCL; 17 vols.; Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1949), 10:399, 401.

S In Hippocratis Epidemiarum librum 3.1 Commentarius 2.4. For the Greek text, see E. Wen-
kebach, Galeni in Hippocratis Epidemiarum librum 3 (Corpus Medicorum Graecorum 5.10.2.1;
Leipzig: Teubner, 1936), 79.
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mer who created Sparta’s military society — secured for Sparta a copy of
Homer’s works that was very close to the original autograph.

From Crete, Lycurgus sailed to Asia, with the desire, as we are told, of comparing
with the Cretan civilizations, which was simple and severe, that of the Tonians, which
was extravagant and luxurious, just as a physician compares with healthy bodies
those which are unsound and sickly; he could then study the difference in their modes
of life and forms of government. There too, as it would appear, he made his first
acquaintance with the poems of Homer, which was preserved among the posterity of
Creophylus; and when he saw that the political and disciplinary lessons contained in
them were worthy of no less serious attention than the incentives to pleasure and
license which they supplied, he eagerly copied and compiled them in order to take
them home with him. For these epics already had a certain faint reputation among the
Greeks, and a few were in possession of certain portions of them, as the poems were
carried here and there by chance; but Lycurgus was the very first to make them really
known. (Plutarch, Lyc. 4.4)''¢

Beginning in the third century B.C.E., the scholars of the library of Alexan-
dria started to compile canonical lists of distinct Greek authors which were
structured according to the genres of ancient Greek literature. These literary
heroes were designated évyxpiBévtes (“selected ones™). However, the efforts
of the Alexandrian scholars were not restricted to compiling lists of authori-
ties. They also prepared critical editions of their works. The most outstand-
ing example is the editorial work of Aristarchus of Samothrake on the Ho-
meric epics. These critical editions had become necessary as the works of
Homer and others were attested in multiple texts and text forms. As with
ancient Jewish scriptures, textual plurality was the rule and not the excep-
tion in classical and Hellenistic Greek culture.'"’

In the first century C.E., Quintilian’s description of the work of the Alex-
andrian scholars shows that the Alexandrian texts and canons gained re-
spect and popularity in the Roman world as well and became part of the
overall Graeco-Roman cultural continuum.

The old school of teachers indeed carried their criticism so far that they were not
content with obelising lines or rejecting books whose titles they regarded as spurious,
as though they were expelling a supposititious child from the family circle, but also

"6 Translation according to B. Perrin, Plutarch’s Lives: With an English Translation (LCL; 11
vols.; Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1959), 1:215.

"7 For the library of Alexandria, its canons, and its editions, see R. Pfeiffer, Geschichte der
klassischen Philologie: Von den Anfingen bis zum Hellenismus (Reinbeck bei Hamburg: Rowohlt,
1970), 114-285; E. A. Parsons, The Alexandrian Library: Glory of the Hellenic World: Its Rise,
Antiquities, and Destructions (London: Elsevier Press, 1952); M. El-Abbadi, Life and Fate of the
Ancient Library of Alexandria (Paris: UNESCO/UNDP, 21992); The Library of Alexandria:
Center of Learning in the Ancient World (ed. R. MacLeod; London: Tauris, 2000).
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drew up a canon of authors, from which some were omitted altogether. (Quintilian,
Inst. 1.4.3)!8

This brief sketch of textual standardization in the Graeco-Roman world
shows, before there is any hint towards textual standardization in Jewish
culture, Greek culture developed standardized texts. The pinnacle of the
Greek editorial efforts towards standardized texts are the critical editions of
the Alexandrian library which in turn left their mark on the Roman empire.

But is it the role model of Graeco-Roman textual standardization which
initiated the same process in the Jewish culture? As the evidence for textual
standardization begins earlier in Egytian Judaism than in Judah itself, I will
first look for the origins of textual standardization in Egyptian Judaism
before I turn to Judah itself.

9. The Origins of Textual Standardization in Egyptian Judaism

The paleographic date of papyrus Fouad Inv. 266b in the middle of the first
century B.C.E. shows that recensions of the Old Greek text towards the
consonantal text of MT started in Egypt before it was conquered by the
Roman empire in 31 B.C.E. At this time, Alexandria itself was one of the
cultural foci of ancient Judaism. As attested by a wealth of Greek Jewish
literature, the academic elite of Alexandrian Judaism strove for Greek edu-
cation. And Greek Jewish legend has it that even the Old Greek translation
of the Pentateuch, i.e. the very beginning of Greek Jewish literature, was
instigated by the search for books for the Alexandrian library (see e.g. Let.
Aris. 10-11). Because the rhetoric of Let. Aris. 31 connects the legend
about how the Old Greek translation of the Pentateuch was produced with
questions of textual standardization (see below chapter 9.), the date of the
Letter of Aristeas is important for the question of when textual standardiza-
tion began in ancient Egypt.

8 Translation according to H. E. Butler, The Institutio oratoria of Quintilian: With an English
Translation (LCL; 4 vols.; Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1996), 1:63.
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Excursus: The Date of the Letter of Aristeas'"”

When the Letter of Aristeas was written is debated among scholars. Based on its
use of formal administrative language, Bickermann dated the Letter of Aristeas to
the years 145-127 B.C.E.'?® This second century B.C.E. setting of the Letter of
Aristeas is well accepted in today’s scholarship. But in my opinion an allusion to
the prologue of the Greek Translation of Ecclesiasticus which was written shortly
after 117 B.C.E."”' points to a different setting.

The Letter of Aristeas describes the Septuagint-translators as follows.

"Emidélas yap Tols dpiorous dvdpas xai moudeia diadépovrag, dre 3% yovéwv TeTeuydTag
&v86&wv, oftives ob pévov Ty Tdv Toudaixdv ypapudtwy éw meptemoinoay atols, AAAE xai THs
1@V EXAvixév édpbvtioav od mapepyws xataoxevfs.

For he selected the best men, which were also excelling in education, in as much as they were
also decorated with the honor of their parents, (men) which had acquired not only proficiency
in the Jewish writings for themselves but considered not to a small extent the nature of the
Greek writings as well. (Let. Aris. 121)

The phrase éw mepimoiéw which the Letter of Aristeas employs to emphasize the
Jewish education of the LXX translators can also be found in line 11 of the prolo-
gue to Ecclesiasticus: év touTols ixavijy v meptmotnoduevos (“acquiring consider-
able proficiency in these”; Prologue to Ecclesiasticus 11).

The intertextual relation between the two references can only be decided in
light of the overall use of the idiom & mepimotéw in Greek literature. The earliest
reference to the phrase é£v mepimoiéw can be found in Aristophanes of Byzan-
tium’s (257 ca. 180 B.C.E.) work mepi {bwv (2.50). Aristophanes of Byzantium
became head of the Alexandrian library around 200 B.C.E. Although Aristophanes
of Byzantium was an important figure in Greek literature, it seems hardly plausi-
ble that the Letter of Aristeas or the prologue to Ecclesiasticus would allude to the
history of animals by Aristophanes and thus compare the excelling education of
the LXX translators or of Ben Sira with the practical wisdom of a particular type
of herbivores who feed on trees (&x Tol mavtds Blov mepimoinvrar iy Ew [“out of

19 For my date of the Letter of Aristeas, see also A. Lange, *"The Law, the Prophets, and the
Other Books of the Fathers’ (Sir, Prologue): Canonical Lists in Ben Sira and Elsewhere?” in
Studies in the Book of Ben Sira: Papers of the Third International Conference on the Deuteroca-
nonical Books, Shime'‘on Centre, Pdpa, Hungary, 18-20 May, 2006 (ed. G. G. Xeravits and J.
Zsengellér: Supplements to JSJ 127: Leiden: Brill, 2008), 55-80, 70-72.

120 £ Bickermann, “Zur Datierung des Pseudo-Aristeas,” ZNW 29 (1930): 280-98; cf. more
recently, e.g., R. Sollamo, “The Letter of Aristeas and the Origin of the Septuagint,” in X Congress
of the International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies: Oslo, 1998 (ed. B. A.
Taylor; SBLSCS 51; Atlanta, Ga.: SBL, 2001), 329-42, 331-36.

121 See U. Wilcken, review of W. Dittenberger, Orientis Graeci Inscriptiones Selectae: Sup-
plementum Sylloges Inscriptionum Graecarum, vol. 1, APF 3 (1906): 313-36, 321; cf. idem, “1V.
Bibliographie,” APF 4 (1907): 198-268, 205; N. Peters, Das Buch Jesus Sirach oder Ecclesiasti-
cus (EHAT 25, Miinster: Aschendorff, 1913), xxxii—-xxxiii.
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the whole life they gained proficiency”]). Furthermore, Aristophanes of Byzan-
tium construes the expression étv mepimotéw slightly different than the prologue to
Ecclesiasticus and the Letter of Aristeas. He prefixes the adverbial phrase éx Tof
mavtds PBlov. Furthermore, the Letter of Aristeas displays faulty knowledge about
the history of the library of Alexandria. It claims that Demetrius of Phaleron, who
died very early in the reign of Ptolemy I, founded the library of Alexandria (Let.
Aris. 9). Not knowing even the most basic facts about the Alexandrian librarians,
it seems unlikely that the Letter of Aristeas would have had in depth knowledge
about the work of Aristophanes of Byzantium. Hence, it seems unlikely that in
their use of the phrase £ mepimotéw either the prologue to Ecclesiasticus or the
Letter of Aristeas were influenced by the writings of Aristophanes of Byzantium.

From the late second century B.C.E. to the early first century C.E., the phrase
g mepimotéw is attested almost exclusively in Jewish literature: Prologue to
Ecclesiasticus 11; Let. Aris. 121; Philo of Alexandria, Alleg. Interp. 1.10.3 and
Tepi aptbudiv sive Apbuatixd Fragment 62c¢ line 3. The only exception to the rule
is the Library of History (2.29.4) by Diodorus Siculus written in the years 56-36
B.C.E. Hence, it seems likely that Diodorus absorbed the phrase during his visit to
Egypt (60—56 B.C.E.), probably out of the Letter of Aristeas itself.

Does the Letter of Aristeas allude to the Prologue to Ecclesiasticus or is it the
other way round? On the one hand, in the Prologue to Ecclesiasticus, no quota-
tions of and allusions to other Jewish texts can be found. The only possible excep-
tion is the phrase v mepimotéw in line 11. On the other hand, several allusions
and quotations occur in the Letter of Aristeas.'”? Hence it is more probable that the
Letter of Aristeas alludes to the prologue of Ecclesiasticus in its use of the phrase
g mepimotéw.

If the Letter of Aristeas alludes to the prologue of the Greek translation of Ec-
clesiasticus it must have been written after 117 B.C.E. The grandson’s Greek trans-
lation of Ecclesiasticus needed some time to accumulate enough prominence and
authority to be employed by the author of the Letter of Aristeas in his description
of the Septuagint translators. Therefore a date well after 100 B.C.E. probably in the
second third or the middle of the first century B.C.E. seems likely for the Letter of
Aristeas. The use of formal Ptolemaic language from the second half of the
second century B.C.E. which was observed by Bickerman should be understood as
archaizing language and does hence not contradict a first century B.C.E. date for
the Letter of Aristeas. lts author employed earlier Ptolemaic administrative lan-
guage to create the impression that the documents the Letter of Aristeas pretends
to quote were written during the time of Ptolemy II Philadelphus and not in the
first century B.C.E.

122 For allusions and quoations in the Letter of Aristeas, see the list compiled by N. Meisner,
Aristeasbrief (JSHRZ 2.2; Giitersloh: Giitersloher Verlagshaus, 1973), 87.
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Its first century B.C.E. date situates the Letter of Aristeas very close to the
first known recension of the Old Greek towards a proto-Masoretic text in
Egypt as it is attested for the middle of the first century B.C.E. by Papyrus
Fouad Inv. 266b.

In reporting how the 72 translators of the Pentateuch produced carefully
and meticulously a translation which is based on scrolls from Jerusalem, the
Letter of Aristeas emphasizes the textual value of the Old Greek translation.
That this is done at a time when in Egypt(!) the Old Greek text was revised
towards a proto- or semi-Masoretic texts provides a crucial context for how
to understand the employment of the Pentateuch-LXX’s aitiological transla-
tion legend. The Letter of Aristeas argues that what is called the Old Greek
text of the Pentateuch today is a high quality translation which is inerrant,
impeccable, and based on high quality Hebrew texts from Jerusalem. It is
hence in no need of revision.

That textual revision is indeed a concern for the Letter of Aristeas is
demonstrated by Let. Aris. 31. It relates the translation of the Pentateuch
into Greek with an effort of textual standardization. The Letter of Aristeas
laments that the low quality and textual plurality of the Pentateuch manu-
scripts available in Egypt would be due to lacking royal patronage and that
an “accurate version” (otxptBwuéva; Let. Aris. 31) should be acquired from
the Jerusalem temple.

To the great king from Demetrius. Your command, O King, concerned the collection
of missing volumes needed to complete the library, and of items which accidentally
fell short of requisite condition. 1 gave highest priority and attention to these matters,
and now make the following further report: 30 Scrolls of the Law of the Jews, togeth-
er with a few others, are missing (from the library), for these (works) are written in
Hebrew characters and language. But they have been transcribed somewhat carelessly
and not as they should be, according to the report of the experts, because they have
not received royal patronage. 31 These (books) must also be in your library in an
accurate version, because this legislation, as could be expected from its divine nature,
is very philosophical and genuine. (Let. Aris. 29-31)

At its end, the Letter of Aristeas describes even how such a master copy
arrives in Egypt.

So they arrived with gifts which had been sent at their hands and with the fine skins
on which the Law had been written in letters of gold in Jewish characters; the parch-
ment had been excellently worked, and the joining together of the letters was imper-
ceptible. (Let. Aris. 176)'%

'3 Translations according to R. J. H. Shutt, “Letter of Aristeas (Third Century B.C.—First Cen-
tury A.D.): A New Translation and Introduction,” in OTP 2:7-34, 1415, 24.
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The Letter of Aristeas argues against revising the Old Greek translation of
the Pentateuch by claiming that not only was the translation produced care-
fully and meticulously but is was produced from a “mastercopy” of the
Pentateuch which — as the translators themselves — came to Egypt from
Jerusalem. Le. the Old Greek itself meets the standards of its recensions
better than any recensor could.

The legendary nature of the report in the Letter of Aristeas and the dis-
crepancies between the Letter of Aristeas’ depiction of the story and the one
found in Philo’s On the Life of Moses (2.25—44) forbids to claim Let. Aris.
176 as evidence for the existence of master copies of the Pentateuch in the
Jerusalem temple. Let. Aris. 176 shows only how Egyptian Jews under the
influence of Hellenistic culture envisioned such master copies to look like.
They do neither attest to their existence in the Jerusalem temple nor do they
point to a standard text of the Pentateuch which would have been main-
tained there.

But the Letter of Aristeas provides also insights into what initiated the
process of textual standardization in Egyptian Judaism. The phrase “accu-
rate version” (Oinxpifwpéva; Let. Aris. 31) reflects knowledge of the stan-
dards of the critical editions which were produced at the library of Alexan-
dria.'” Furthermore, the word indicates that the Egyptian Jews themselves
started to distinguish between accurate and inaccurate copies of their scrip-
tures, 1.e. they started to apply the Alexandrian idea of an accurate standard
text versus a multitude of inaccurate textual traditions to their own scrip-
tures. This means, in Egyptian Judaism revising the Old Greek translations
and working towards a standard text was instigated and motivated by the
role model of the editorial work in the Alexandrian library. For Egyptian
Judaism, my analysis confirms thus Moshe Greenberg’s suspicion of a
Hellenstic background of textual standardization in ancient Judaism.

10. The Origins and Procedures of Textual Standardization in Judah

Was textual standardization in Judah initiated by contacts with Egyptian or
Alexandrian Jews? And if yes, for which reason did these ideas fall on
favorable ground in Judah only in the second half of the first century B.C.E.,
while textual standardization seems to have started earlier in Egyptian Ju-
daism?

124 For the influence of Alexandrian scholarship on the Letter of Aristeas, see S. Honigman,
The Septuagint and Homeric Scholarship in Alexandria: A Study in the Narrative of the Letter of
Aristeas (London: Routledge, 2003).
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To answer these questions a brief sketch of the cultural politics of the
Roman empire in its provinces and vassal states is needed.'? In the time of
the emperors only very few Roman officials were needed outside of Rome
to administer and govern Rome’s provinces and vassal states. In the prov-
inces, most of the positions in provincial government were filled by local
elites who were thoroughly romanized and were Roman citizens. To create
these Romanized local elites, the Roman empire followed a cultural policy
of active Romanization. In the eastern part of the empire, this meant that the
Roman and Greek cultures were imprinted more intensely on the educated
local elites than even in the time of the Hellenistic kingdoms. A description
of how this policy was applied to the natives of Britain can be found in
Tacitus’ biographical notes on his father in law, Agricola, who was respon-
sible for much of the Roman conquest of Britain.

In order that a population scattered and uncivilized, and proportionately ready for
war, might be habituated by comfort to peace and quiet, he would exhort individuals,
assist communities, to erect temples, market-places, houses: he praised the energetic,
rebuked the indolent, and the rivalry for his compliments took the place of coercion.
Moreover, he began to train the sons of the chieftains in a liberal education, and to
give a preference to the native talents of the Briton as against the trained abilities of
the Gaul. As a result, the nation which used to reject the Latin language began to
aspire to rhetoric: further, the wearing of our dress became a distinction, and the toga
came into fashion, and little by little the Britons went astray into alluring vices: to the
promenade, the bath, the well-appointed dinner table. (Tacitus, Agr. 8.21)'%

In this context, it needs to be remembered that the earliest evidence for
textual standardization in Judah postdates the conquest of Syro-Palestine by
Pompey in 63 B.C.E. This means: In Judah, textual standardization started
most likely after the Roman conquest. Is textual standardization in Judah
thus part of the Romanization of the local elites? This could be all the more
likely as the first efforts towards standardization can be observed in the
Greek versions of Jewish scriptures, i.e their revision towards semi- or
proto-Masoretic texts. Revisional work of Greek manuscripts requires ex-
traordinary Greek language skills and a thorough education in Hellenistic
culture. How much the translators and revisers of the Old Greek were im-
mersed in Hellenistic culture and education is illustrated by the description
of the LXX translators in Let. Aris. 121.

2% For more detailed information, see C. Freeman, Egvpt, Greece, and Rome: Civilizations of
the Ancient Mediterranean (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1996), 422--39.

12¢ Translation according to M. Hutton and E. H. Warmington, Tacitus: Agricola, Germania,
Dialogus (LCL: 5 vols.; Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 2000), 67.
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Eleazar selected men of the highest merit and of excellent education [...] they had not
only mastered the Jewish literature, but had made a serious study of that of the Greeks
as well.'

How much those who translated or revised the Old Greek translations were
Hellenized is also attested by the name of the only known Jewish translator
from antiquity. In the colophon to the Greek translation of the book of Es-
ther, which can be dated to 77 B.C.E.,'*® the name of its translator is given
Lysimachus, son of Ptolemy. Both names are thoroughly Greek.

But was the Romanization of the local elites as effective in Judah as
elsewhere in the Roman empire? Were the Jews of Judah thus open to the
Alexandrian idea of a standard text due to their Romanization? After its
conquest by Pompey, is there evidence for increased Hellenistic and Roman
influence in Judah?

The example of the Jewish quarter excavations in Jerusalem gives a posi-
tive answer to these questions. In early Roman times, this area of Jerusalem
was inhabited by the wealthy and educated Jewish (priestly) elites. Nahman
Avigad summarizes their Graeco-Roman lifestyle as documented by the
material culture of their mansions as follows.

However, the Jewish quarter excavations uncovered another Jerusalem — a secular,
everyday Jerusalem with a residential quarter whose splendor outshone everything
previously known about the city. This was a wealthy quarter, with large mansions
embellished with frescoes and colorful mosaics, complex bathing installations, luxury
goods and artistic objects — all “status symbols” of the times. These were well-
cultivated homes lavishing under the influence of a style common throughout the
Hellenistic-Roman world.'?

Examples for this Graeco-Roman lifestyle are Roman tables, terra sigillata
ceramics, marble trays, a Greek glass pitcher from Sidon, columns with
Corinthian capitals, frescoes, and mosaics.'*

The idea of the textual standardization started due to Greek cultural in-
fluence in Egyptian Judaism with its early revisions of the Old Greek trans-
lation of the Pentateuch. When Judean Judaism were exposed to increased

127 Translation according to Shutt, “Letter of Aristeas,” in OTP 2:21.

128 Cf. E. J. Bickerman, “The Colophon of the Greek Book of Esther,” in idem, Studies in Jew-
ish and Christian History: A New Edition in English including The God of the Maccabees, vol. |
(ed. A. Tropper: Ancient Judaism and Early Christianity 68.1; Leiden: Brill, 2007), 218-37.

129N Avigad, Discovering Jerusalem (Oxford: Blackwell, 1984), 260.

130 For an instructive survey of the material culture of early Roman Jerusalem as documented
by the Jewish quarter excavations, see Avigad, Discovering Jerusalem. For a more detailed
excavation report, see Jewish Quarter Excavations in the Old City of Jerusalem: Conducted by
Nahman Avigad 19691982 (ed. H. Geva; 3 vols.; Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, 2000—
2006).
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Graeco-Roman acculturation the idea of textual standardization took also
hold in Judea.

In the case of Judean Judaism, rabbinic sources as well as the writings of
Josephus might provide a few insights of where and how textual standardi-
zation was achieved. A well known tradition about the grandfather of Ga-
maliel the Great is concerned with an Aramaic translation of the book of
Job.

Said R. Jose: It happened that Aba 'Halafta went to R. Gamaliel the Great in Tiberias,
who sat at the table of Johanan the Nazuph (also called Ben Nazuph), and held in his
hand the book of job in Aramaic, which he was reading. Said Aba 'Halafta to R.
Gamaliel: “I remember having at one time come to thy grandfather R. Gamaliel, who
stood on the steps of the corridor of the Temple when a Book of Job in Aramaic was
brought to him. He told the mason to take the book and immure it underneath the
stairway.” Whereupon the later R. Gamaliel also ordered the book he was reading to
be immured.”' (b. Sabb. 115a; cf. y. Sabb. 15¢)

The high age of this tradition is confirmed by its attestation already in the
Tosefta.

Said to him R. Hialafta, “I recall concering Rabban Gamaliel the Elder, your grandfa-
ther, that he was sitting on the staircase going up to the Temple mount. The brought
before him a Scroll of Job in Targum and he instructed his sons, ‘Put is away in
storage under the course of the stones.” (£. Sabb. 13:2)'32

For the purpose of this article it is not important whether the Job translation
in question is identical with the one of 11Qtglob or refers to another trans-
lation of the book of Job into Aramaic. What is important to observe is that
Gamaliel the elder rejects the translation as a whole and has is buried below
the stairway of the Herodian temple. This means the tradition about Gama-
liel’s rejection of an Aramaic Job translation refers back to the time of
Herod the Great, i.e. to the same time when the first recensions of the Old
Greek can be observed in Judea. T. Sabb. 13:2; b. Sabb. 115a; and y. Sabb.
15¢ provide no information why Gamaliel the elder rejected the scroll in
question. But the story demonstrates that at the end of the first century
B.C.E. a prominent Pharisee regarded a whole text of a biblical book and not
just a single variant reading as problematic. Hence, the tradition about Ga-
maliel’s rejection of an Aramaic Job translation shows that in early Roman
times the process of excluding texts of biblical books as a whole had begun.

3! Translation according to M. L. Rodkinson quoted from jewishvirtuallibrary.org (http://
www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org/jsource/Talmud/shabbat16.html as of 23 July 2008).

132 Translation according to J. Neusner, The Tosefta: Translated from Hebrew, Second Divi-
sion: Moed (The Order of Appointed Time) (New York, N.Y.: Ktav, 1981), 48.
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An idea of how and where in Judah of the first century B.C.E. textual
standardization towards proto-MT was achieved might be preserved in a
baraita of the Talmud Yerushalmi, tractate 7a ‘anit (4.68a).'>

Three scrolls did they find in the Temple courtyard. These were the Maon scroll
[“Dwelling”], the Zaatuti scroll [“Little ones™], and the He scroll. In one of these
scrolls they found it written “The eternal God is your dwelling place (maon)” (Deut.
33:27: “The eternal God is your dwelling place, and underneath are the everlasting
arms. And he thrust out the enemy before you, and said, ‘Destroy’”). And in two of
the scrolls it was written, “The eternal God is your dwelling place” (meonah). They
confirmed the reading found in the two and abrogated the other. In one of them they
found written “They sent the little ones of the people of Israel” (Ex. 24:5: “And he
sent young men of the people of Israel, who offered burnt offerings and sacrificed
peace offerings of oxen to the Lord.”). And in the two it was written, “They send
young men [...].” They confirmed the two and abrogated the other. In one of them
they found written, “He [he written in the feminine spelling] nine times, and in two,
they found it written that way eleven times.” They confirmed the reading found in the
two and abrogated the other.!**

That y. Ta‘an. 4.68a describes a first century B.C.E. procedure is advised by
the fact, that only since the second half of the first century B.C.E. the bibli-
cal Dead Sea Scrolls attest to such a standard text. Y. Ta‘an. 4.68a shows
that next to excluding whole texts and/or translations of biblical books, the
various variant readings were compared with each other and evaluated
according to how many manuscripts attested to one reading. That the two
approaches which are described in ¢ Sabb. 13:2; b. Sabb. 115a; y. Sabb.
15¢; and y. Ta‘an. 4.68a, i.e. exclusion of manuscripts and textual compila-
tion, were used to create the proto-Masoretic standard text might also be
indicated by the texttypological chronology of the biblical Dead Sea
Scrolls. On the one hand 4QlJer® (4Q70) documents the early existence of
proto-Masoretic texts for some biblical books. These proto-Masoretic texts
were chosen to become part of the proto-Masoretic standard text of the
Hebrew Bible in the second half of the first century B.C.E. That before the
first century B.C.E. only one proto-Masoretic Dead Sea Scrolls is preserved
could indicate on the other hand that for some biblical books the proto-

133 Cf. also Sipre Deut. 356; v. Seqal. 4.3 (48a); b. Ketub. 19b, 106a; b. Pesah. 112a. For the
historicity of this tradition see G. Stemberger in idem and C. Dohmen, Hermeneutik der Jiidischen
Bibel und des Alten Testaments (Kohlhammer Studienbiicher Theologie 1.2; Stuttgart: Kohlham-
mer, 1996), 76. For further study, see S. Talmon, “The Three Scrolls of the Law That Were Found
in the Temple Court,” Textus 2 (1962): 14-27; Tov, Textual Criticism, 28, 32-33; idem, “History
and Significance,” 65-66.

134 Translation according to J. Neusner, The Talmud of the Land of Israel: A Preliminary
Translation and Explanation (CSJH; 35 vols.; Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1982—
1995), 18:253-54.
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Masoretic standard text was created by way of compilation as described in
y. Ta'an. 4.68a.

But y. Ta‘an. 4.68a describes not only how a standard text was reached,
i.e. how proto-MT was created, but also where and by whom it was created,
i.e. by priests in the Jerusalem temple.'** That the Jerusalem temple played a
key role in the process of textual standardization is advised by references to
the correctors of biblical books in the Jerusalem temple (cf. b. Ketub. 106a
and y. Seqal. 4.3), by the mention of a master copy of the Pentateuch in the
Jerusalem temple in y. Sanh. 2.6, and by the reference of corrections of
(Torah) scrolls in the temple in b. Mo ’ed Qat. 18b.'*

And they correct his scroll by comparing it to the scroll of the Temple courtyard, on
the authority of the Sanhedrin of the seventy-one members. (v. Sanh. 2.6)"*’

And they do not correct a single letter, even in the Torah of the Temple Court. (b.
Mo’ed Qat. 18b)!3®

In accordance with the texttypological chronology of the biblical Dead Sea
Scrolls, the rabbinic evidence described above suggests two procedures
which were employed by the Pharisees and/or in the Jerusalem temple to
achieve textual standardization. On the one hand whole texts of biblical
books were excluded from use on the other hand the better qualified textual
traditions underwent text critical work to achieve a high quality standard
text. Although the origins of textual standardization are due to Hellenistic
influence the editorial schemes of the Alexandrian library seem to have
been of no influence on the text critical methods employed at the Jerusalem
temple. The majority decisions of the correctors as described in y. Ta'‘an.
4.68a have nothing in common with the methodology of the Alexandrian
scholars.'*

This is confirmed by a variety of editorial signs which were used by the
scribes of the late Second Temple period and are documented in rabbinic
literature and the Dead Sea Scrolls. Lieberman has shown that some of
these scribal signs were also employed by the Alexandrian grammarians as
editorial signs in their critical text editions.'** But a detailed analysis of the

133 For the idea of a standardized biblical text cf, also b. Ned. 37b.

136 Cf. ). Trebolle Barrera, The Jewish Bible and the Christian Bible: An Introduction to the
Historv of the Bible (Leiden: Brill, 1998), 281.

137 Translation according to Neusner, Talmud of the Land of Israel, 31:91.

138 Translation according to J. Neusner, The Talmud of Babvionia: An American Translation,
vol. 11: Tractate Moed Qatan (BJS 252; Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars Press, 1992), 109.

139 For the Alexandrian editorial strategies, see Pfeiffer, Geschichte der klassischen Philologie,
135-55, 213-24; and H. van Thiel, “Der Homertext in Alexandria,” ZPE 115 (1997): 13-36.

140 g Lieberman, Hellenism in Jewish Palestine: Studies in the Literary Transmission, Beliefs
and Manners of Palestine in the | Centurv B.C.E. — IV Century C.E. (Texts and Studies of the
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complete evidence by Tov argues against a significant Alexandrian influ-
ence in the editorial praxis of late second temple Judaism.

the majority of Alexandrian critical signs used in the editions of earlier literary texts
have not been used in the Judean Desert texts: asferiskos, obelos, diple {...], diple
obelismene [ ..., keraunion, ancora [...]'"

Although the Greek ideas of standard text and master copy influenced late
Second Temple Judaism, the Alexandrian editorial praxis did not leave a
significant mark.

In some details, the picture drawn by the rabbinic texts is confirmed by
earlier evidence. That in Judah priests at the Jerusalem temple were respon-
sible for the textual standardization of the Mosaic law and other Jewish
scriptures could be corroborated by various remarks in the writings of Jose-
phus. In Ant. 3.38; 5.61; and 10.57, Josephus mentions that books or the
holy books of Moses were laid up in the Jerusalem temple. In Ant. 4.303—
304, Josephus even claims that Moses would have given autographs of his
writings to the priests for safekeeping. Especially when read in light of Ag.
Ap. 1.38-42, these remarks could refer to master copies of Jewish scriptures
in the Jerusalem temple in the first century C.E."*? Although 2 Macc 2:13-15
mentions a temple library already in the time of Nehemiah, it does not men-
tion special copies of any book. Considering the overwhelming evidence for
textual plurality and the lack of any evidence for textual standardization in
Judah up to the second half of the first century B.C.E., it seems highly un-
likely that in the Jerusalem temple master copies of any text existed signifi-
cantly earlier than the first century C.E. Josephus’ claim of master copies or
even autographs of Mosaic books and other Jewish scriptures are thus retro-
projections of circumstances of his own time into past history. Furthermore,
the remark about Moses depositing the autographs of his writings with the
priests (Ant. 4.303-304) reminds of similar stories about Spartan master
copies of Homeric texts (see above chapter 7). Josephus might shed a par-
ticularly Hellenistic light on the master copies of the Jerusalem temple to
propagandize the non-Jewish part of his audience.

Jewish Theological Seminary of America 18; New York, N.Y.: The Jewish Theological Seminary
of America, *1962), 28-46.

"1 E. Tov, Scribal Practices and Approaches Reflected in the Texts Found in the Judean
Desert (STDJ 54; Leiden: Brill, 2004), 274, cf. also 188, 2001, 214, 273-74.

2 For master copies of Jewish scriptures in the Jerusalem temple, see also Tov, “Text of the
Hebrew/Aramaic and Greek Bible,” 246—48.
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11. Conclusions:
A Brief History of Textual Standardization
in Ancient Judaism

Before the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls, the textual history of the
Hebrew Bible was mostly perceived as a linear development. The Masoretic
texts of the various books of the Hebrew Bible were understood as the final
product of the Hebrew Bible’s history of redactional growth. Only later did
the ancient versions develop out of the MT by way of scribal distortion as
well as free and interpretative translation. The evidence of the Qumran
library forced scholars to reconsider their ideas of the Hebrew Bible’s tex-
tual history. The biblical scrolls from the Qumran library document a plu-
rality of texts and text forms for most books of the later Hebrew Bible. It
seemed as if only the manuscripts connected with the first and second Jew-
ish wars are exclusively proto-Masoretic in character. Is the textual plurality
of the Qumran library due to the conservative character of the people living
in Qumran or does it reflect the textual reality of its time? Was the proto-
Masoretic standard text developed or is it the result of a political catastro-
phe of which it was the only survivor? Is the proto-Masoretic text one out
of several group texts or did it evolve unrelated to any religious groups and
or institutions? Is the textual standardization of the Jewish scriptures a long
and involved process or did it happen over a short period of time?

The textual plurality of the quotations of and allusions to Jewish scrip-
tures as well as the heterogenous character of the Qumran library which
consists of Essene and non-Essene manuscripts show that the textual plural-
ity of the Qumran library reflects the overall textual reality of ancient Juda-
ism. It seems hence unlikely that the proto-Masoretic text existed as a stan-
dard text in one ancient Jewish group or institution and became dominant
elsewhere later. There is no evidence that the various groups of ancient
Judaism adhered only to one text of the Jewish scriptures. Until the first
century B.C.E., the proto-Masoretic text was neither the standard text of the
Jerusalem temple nor of the Pharisees.

The earliest evidence for textual standardization in ancient Judaism is
Papyrus Fouad Inv. 266b (paleographic date ca. 50 B.C.E.; cf. Papyrus
Fouad Inv. 266c) and the Letter of Aristeas (written in the second third or
the middle of the first century B.C.E.). They locate the beginnings of the
textual standardization of Jewish scriptures in Egyptian if not Alexandrian
Judaism. The Letter of Aristeas connects Jewish textual standardization
with the role model of the library of Alexandria and its critical text editions.
Hence, it seems likely that the beginnings of Jewish textual standardization
go back to Greek influence. In Egyptian Judaism, both Papyrus Fouad Inv.
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266b and the Letter of Aristeas link textual standardization with the Old
Greek translation of the Pentateuch and its recensions.

The biblical Dead Sea Scrolls show, that in Judah the origins of textual
standardization are also linked with early recensions of Old Greek texts of
Jewish scriptures. The manuscripts 8HevXIl gr and 4QLXXNum document
pre-Christian recensions of Old Greek translations towards a semi- or proto-
Masoretic text. The proto-Lucianic recension as well as supralinear correc-
tions in 4QGen’ and 5QDeut demonstrate that these recensional efforts were
not directed towards semi- or proto-Masoretic texts only. The evidence
shows that in Judah efforts towards textual standardizations started some
time in the second half of the first century B.C.E., i.e. after the conquest of
Syro-Palestine by Pompey the Great in 63 B.C.E.

This date is confirmed by the texttypological chronology of the biblical
Dead Sea Scrolls which indicates a first peak of proto-Masoretic manuscripts
in the second half of the first century B.C.E. It seems hence likely that the
proto-Masoretic standard text of the Hebrew Bible was developed in the
second half of the first century B.C.E. — a speculation which is confirmed by
the recensional activity of the first century B.C.E. In the second half of this
century the Kaige recension group reworks more than one OG translation of
Jewish scriptures towards a proto-Masoretic text. And recensional activity
towards a proto-Masoretic text is not limited to the Kaige group but wide-
spread (Papyrus Fouad Inv. 266b; Papyrus Fouad Inv. 266¢; 4QLXXNum;,
Pauline quotations). The texttypological chronology of the biblical Dead
Sea Scrolls and the early recensional history of the Septuagint show, that
the proto-Masoretic text was created as a standard text for a canonical col-
lection of Jewish scriptures in the second half of the first century B.C.E.

Responsible for the first Judean efforts towards a standard text of Jewish
scriptures were Jewish (priestly) elites which were highly educated both in
Jewish and Graeco-Roman culture. Rabbinic evidence as well as remarks
by Josephus Flavius and the colophon of the Esther-LXX suggest that this
standard text was created by priests in the Jerusalem temple. On the one
hand the Jerusalem priests employed the principle of majority readings to
create a standard text; on the other hand they rejected some texts and/or
textual versions totally.

That textual standardization starts later in Judea than in Egyptian Ju-
daism suggests that Judean Judaism remained reluctant to accept the Alex-
andrian idea of a Jewish standard text. This reluctance might be due to the
rejection of Hellenized Hasmonean royalty by the majority of Judah’s reli-
gious elites.'” The skeptic attitude towards Greek ideas among Judean

143 See most prominently the conflicts between Pharisees and Hasmoneans during the rule of
Alexander Jannai (cf. Josephus, Ant. 13.372-383, 398-404; J. W. 1.88-98).
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religious elites changed after Judah’s conquest by Pompey in 63 B.C.E. The
archeological evidence of the Jerusalem Jewish Quarter excavations shows
that the Roman empire’s policy of Romanization and — in the case of the
empire’s eastern territories — Hellenization changed the cultural alignment
of the Judean religious elites. Hence, Jews with a Greek education were
more open towards the idea of standardizing the texts of Jewish scriptures
after Judah became a Roman clientele state.

The exclusively proto-Masoretic character of the classifiable Masada
scrolls suggests that the proto-Masoretic text was already widely accepted
before the first Jewish war although textual plurality continued to exert its
influence. After the proto-Masoretic standard text was developed in the
second half of the first century B.C.E. its acceptance grew gradually. As
indicated by the second peak of proto-Masoretic Dead Sea Scrolls, the
proto-Masoretic standard text of the Hebrew Bible became dominant in the
second half of the first century C.E. But the destruction of the Jerusalem
temple in 70 C.E. accelerated the acceptance of the proto-Masoretic standard
text significantly.

Whether the Pharisees played an important role in the development of
the proto-Masoretic standard text during the early first century C.E. — maybe
due to the influence of Hillel — remains doubtful. The multiplicity of texts
of Jewish scriptures used by Paul in his writings and by Josephus in his
Antiquities even after 70 C.E. asks for caution'** because both Paul and
Josephus came out of Pharisaism. It seems also doubtful if the Zealots oc-
cupying the Masada during the first Jewish war were all members of the
Pharisaic party. Nevertheless, only proto-Masoretic manuscripts were dis-
covered on the Masada (see above chapter 4.).

Consciousness for the Greek character of the idea of standardizing Jew-
ish scriptures is still perceptible in Josephus’ apology Against Apion. When
he empbhasizes, “with us are not myriads of books which are at variance and
contradict each other” (4g. Ap. 1.38) and when he stresses “for during so
many ages as have already passed, nobody has dared either to add to them,
to take from them, or to make changes” (4g. Ap. 1.42) Josephus employs
the typical argumentative strategy of an apology. He claims that his own
culture better fulfills a cultural value of the opponent culture.

" For Josephus' use of “non-Masoretic™ text forms, see e.g. Ulrich, Qumran Text of Samuel
and Josephus, 165-259; L. H. Feldman, Josephus ' Interpretation of the Bible (Hellenistic Culture
and Society 27; Berkeley, Calif.: University of California Press, 1998), 23-36, 63-64. For Paul’s
use of both the Old Greek and recensions of the Old Greek, see above 5.4.
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Formale und materiale Gliederungshermeneutik der
Pentateuch-Handschriften von Qumran

1. Einleitung

Gliederungen sind der Atem eines Textes. Sie geben ihm Struktur, Rhyth-
mus, Leben. Was ist davon in den lang iberlieferten biblischen Texten
erhalten? Die Textfunde vom Toten Meer geben Einsichten in die Schreib-
weisen der hebriischen Texte, wie sie rund 1.000 Jahre vor den iltesten
mittelalterlichen (ma.) Schriftzeugnissen gepflegt wurden. Dazu sind zahl-
reiche Untersuchungen durchgefiihrt worden, unter denen vor allem die
umfassenden Arbeiten Emanuel Tovs, des in diesem Symposion Geehrten,
zu nennen sind.' Sie haben ein buntes Bild von den Gliederungsweisen und
den unterschiedlichen Gliederungen in diesen Handschriften ergeben, das
zwar bestitigt, dass die ma. Gliederungspraktiken im wesentlichen schon in
den Handschriften vom Toten Meer angewendet wurden, aber auch Unter-
schiede in den Gliederungsweisen und in den konkreten Textgliederungen
aufzeigt.?

Von diesem Bild ausgehend stellt sich die Frage, ob prizisere Aussagen
— wenigstens in einem eingeschrinkten Bereich — moglich sind iiber die in
den Handschriften vom Toten Meer gegebenen Gliederungssysteme und
ihren Zusammenhang mit den entsprechenden ma. Texten. Es liegt nahe,
den Bereich vorerst auf den Pentateuch einzuschrinken. Denn der Text der
Tora beansprucht in der israelitischen Religion die hochste Wertschitzung,
und es kann erwartet werden, dass sich dies schon auf dessen friitheste Uber-
lieferung ausgewirkt hat. Zu seiner Gliederung ist jedenfalls seit
mischnischer Zeit die Vorschrift tradiert, dass sie getreu zu kopieren sei,
damit aus den Torarollen in der Synagoge vorgelesen werden diirfe (b.
Sabb. 103b; vgl. y. Meg. 1.9). Auch hat Maimonides angesichts der festge-

'Vgl. zuletzt E. Tov, ,,The Writing of Early Scrolls and the Literary Analysis of Hebrew Scrip-
ture,” DSD 13 (2006): 339—47, und die in der umfassenden Veroffentlichung Scribal Practices
and Approaches Reflected in the Texts Found in the Judean Desert (STDJ 54; Leiden: Brill, 2004),
358, sowie in BILDI (http://bildi.uibk.ac.at) unter dem Autor angefiihrten Titel.

2 Vgl. dazu Tov, Scribal Practices, 131-218, und idem, Der Text der hebrdischen Bibel: Hand-
buch der Textkritik (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1997), 40—41.
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stellten Unsicherheiten seiner Zeit (12. Jh.) eine verbindliche Liste von
Petuchot und Setumot aufgestellt, die die Gliederung eines der angesehens-
ten Mustercodices seiner Zeit wiedergibt, der heute mit dem ,,Codex von
Aleppo* (ca. 920) identifiziert wird, und die demnach schon damals ein
hohes Alter und eine grofle Autoritit besal.> Gewiss kann nicht angenom-
men werden, dass sich direkte Vorldufer dieser Gliederung unter den Hand-
schriften vom Toten Meer finden werden. Aber zur Frage des Alters dieser
formalen und inhaltlichen Tradition der Abschnittgliederungen ist zu erwar-
ten, dass der differenzierte Vergleich mit den entsprechenden Daten in den
Handschriften vom Toten Meer weiterfilhrende Einsichten geben kann.

Die Beschrinkung des Untersuchungsgegenstandes auf den Pentateuch
liegt auch deshalb nahe, weil nicht wenige Texte unter den Handschriften
vom Toten Meer in althebriischer Schrift abgefasst sind und von daher ein
Vergleich mit dem ebenfalls in althebriischer Schrift iiberlieferten Samari-
tanischen Pentateuch (SP) nahe liegt und sich die Frage stellt, ob eventuell
spezifische Beziige zwischen diesen Handschriften und deren Gliederungen
zur Tradition des SP herstellbar sind. Konkret wird interessieren, ob die
Kennzeichnungsweise des Samaritanischen Pentateuchs auch in den althe-
braischen Handschriften vom Toten Meer anzutreffen ist und inwieweit in
ihnen seine gegeniiber der masoretischen Tradition differenziertere Gliede-
rung ihre Vorldufer findet.*

Die Konzentration auf die Pentateuchtexte gibt andererseits Gelegenheit,
auch die wenigen erhaltenen Fragmente griechischer Handschriften einzu-
beziehen, die ja auch aus jidischer Hand stammen und die als solche zu ei-
nem Vergleich mit den frithesten griechischen Codices einladen, auch wenn
diese aus christlicher Hand stammen. Wieder sind es Kennzeichnungsweise
und Gliederungstradition, die interessieren, wobei es nicht nur um die Uber-
briickung von iiberlieferungsgeschichtlich leeren Zeitrdumen geht, sondern
auch um mégliche Unterschiede, die in der Differenz der Uberlieferungstri-
ger vom jiidischen zum christlichen Sitz im Leben ihre Erkldrung finden.’

3 Misne Tora, *Ahaba, Hilkot Sefer Tora 8.4. Zur identifizierung des Codex und kleineren Va-
rianten in der Uberlieferung der ,,Liste des Maimonides* (= M) vgl. M. Goshen Gottstein, ,, The
Authenticity of the Aleppo Codex.” Textus 1 (1960): 17-58, 57-58, und J. S. Penkower, ,,Maimo-
nides and the Aleppo Codex,* Textus 9 (1981): 39-128, 39-74. Ausfiihrlicheres zur Uberlieferung
der Petuchot und Setumot im Pentateuch findet sich zuletzt in J. M. Oesch, ,,Skizze einer formalen
Gliederungshermeneutik der Sifre Tora,” in Unit Delimitation in Biblical Hebrew and Northwest
Semitic Literature (ed. M. C. A. Korpel und J. M. Oesch; Pericope 4; Assen: van Gorcum, 2003),
162-203, 179-86.

4 Zur Textgliederung in den alten Ubersetzungen und im SP vgl. zuletzt Tov, Scribal Practices,
159-62.

5 Die Diskussion zu diesem Punkt ist in den letzten Jahren vor allem durch E. Tov und
R. E. Kraft weitergefithrt worden. Vgl. dazu die in Anm. 28 genannte Literatur.
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Methodisch wird so vorgegangen, dass in einem ersten Teil der Befund
an Gliederungszeichen (G/z) in den Handschriften vom Toten Meer erhoben
wird und nach den Kriterien gefragt wird, nach denen die Funktion dieser
Glz im jeweiligen Gliederungssystem einer Handschrift bestimmt werden
kann (formale Gliederungshermeneutik). Damit soll beantwortet werden
konnen, inwieweit der SP mit seiner einwertigen Gliederung der Biicher in
Qissot (Q) und die masoretische Tradition mit ihrer zweiwertigen Gliede-
rung in Petuchot und Setumot ihre Vorldufer in den Handschriften vom
Toten Meer findet und ob es in diesen eventuell weitere Gliederungsprakti-
ken gegeben hat, die nicht in die spitere Tradition eingegangen sind.

Der zweite Teil (materiale Hermeneutik) geht von der Auflistung der
konkret bezeugten Giz in den Handschriften vom Toten Meer aus und ver-
gleicht die sicher bezeugen Texteinschnitte einerseits mit den Zeugnissen
der anderen Handschriften vom Toten Meer und andererseits mit der
masoretischen Tradition von M und CL sowie mit dem SP.¢ Fiir die griechi-
schen Handschriften werden auch der Codex Alexandrinus (LXX"*) und der
Codex Vaticanus (LXX®) zum Vergleich beigezogen.’

Die Untersuchung wird hier wegen des Materialreichtums nur im einge-
schrankten Rahmen durchgefiihrt. Vollstindig wird der Befund in den alt-
hebriisch und griechisch geschriebenen Texten erhoben. Von den in hebrii-
scher Quadratschrift vorhandenen Handschriften vom Toten Meer werden
als Beispiele die Daten des Buches Genesis beigezogen, das mit einem
Viertel des Umfangs des Pentateuchs einen reprisentativen Einblick in die
Gliederungspraktiken dieser Handschriften zu geben vermag.

Als Ergebnis dieses Vergleichs soll festgestellt werden konnen, inwie-
weit die ma. Traditionen an den Gliederungsbefund der Handschriften vom
Toten Meer anschlieBen und wo eventuell die einzelnen Versionen eigene
Wege gehen.®

¢ Fir die masoretische Gliederung werden die Liste des Maimonides (M; zitiert nach
http://www .pericope.net/Assets/pericope_texts/Parashot_Lists_Oesch/ParListeMaim_2.pdf)  und
der Codex Leningradensis B 19* (CL; zitiert nach BHS), fur die samaritanische Tradition die Aus-
gabe von A. Tal (The Samaritan Pentateuch: Edited According to MS 6 [C] of the Shekhem
Synagogue [Texts and Studies in the Hebrew Language and Related Subjects 8; Tel Aviv: Tel
Aviv University, 1994]) und gegebenenfalls F. Pérez Castro, ed., Séfer Abisa‘: Edicion del
fragmento antiguo del rollo sagrado del Pentateuco hebreo samaritano de Nablus: Estudio,
transcripcion, aparato critico v facsimiles (Textos y Estudios del Seminario Filolégico Cardenal
Cisneros 2; Madrid: C.S.1.C., 1959), pl. I-XXIV (§4) beigezogen.

7 LXX* zitiert nach The Codex Alexandrinus (Royal Ms. 1 D v—viii) in Reduced Photographic
Facsimile: Old Testament Part I: Genesis—Ruth (London: British Museum, 1915), LXX® zitiert
nach Bibliorum SS. Graecorum Codex Vaticanus 1209 (Cod. B) denuo phototypice expressus iussu
et cura Praesidium Byvbliothecae Vaticanae, T. 1.1 (Codices ex Vaticanis selecti 4.1.1; Mailand:
Hoepli, 1905).

8 Mutatis mutandis ist kirzlich zu 1QJes® von Peter Hoffken die These vertreten worden, dass
die Textform der Qumran-Handschriften zwar prd- oder protomasoretisch sei, die Textgrafik
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Charles Perrot hatte 1969 den uberlieferten Gliederungen des Penta-
teuchs in Petuchot und Setumot eine ausfiihrliche und reich mit Uberliefe-
rungsdaten belegte Studie vorgelegt, die allerdings noch nicht auf die Bele-
ge der Handschriften vom Toten Meer im heutigen Ausmalf zurtickgreifen
konnte. Als erster im letzten Jahrhundert machte er damit auf die Bedeu-
tung dieser tradierten Gliederungen im Pentateuch aufmerksam. Zugleich
erweckte die Studie aber auch den Eindruck einer grofien Vielfalt und ge-
ringen Uberlieferungstreue der Daten, so dass deren exegetischer Wert
zugleich in Frage gestellt wurde, obwohl Perrot auch auf die Bedeutung der
Liste des Maimonides hingewiesen und sie zitiert hatte.® In der vorliegen-
den Studie geht es nicht um diese Vielfalt der ma. Bezeugungen und um
eine Erkldrung dafiir,' sondern um die Verhiltnisbestimmung dieser nor-
mativen Liste des Maimonides und der dazu leicht erweiterten Gliederung
des CL, der heute meist fiir Gliederungsvergleiche zur Hand genommen
wird, mit den aus den Handschriften vom Toten Meer belegten Gliede-
rungsdaten. Ebenso soll nach den Beziigen zu den samaritanischen und
griechischen Gliederungstraditionen gefragt werden, um zu kldren, ob auch
hier eher die Vielfalt dominiert oder ob doch in einigen Bereichen eine
Kontinuitit und Konstanz feststellbar ist.

(Gliederung) demgegeniiber aber deutlich eigenstindig sei und dass demnach ,.eine Art ,,Kanoni-
sierung® der Textgrafik in den Zeiten der Schreiber in Qumran noch nicht vorlag.* (P. Hoffken,
»Zu der Jesajahandschrift 1QJes” und ihrer Textgliederung,” RevQ 21 [2004]: 585-95, 595). Es
geht hier nicht darum, eine solche These fiir den Text des Pentateuchs zu widerlegen, sondern um
die Frage, ob es Texte unter den Handschriften vom Toten Meer gebe, deren Gliederung in den
frithesten ma. Zeugen enthalten ist und in welchem MaB dariiber hinaus deren Gliederungen
iibereinstimmen. Wenn ein hohes MaB an Ubereinstimmung gezeigt werden kann, ist jedenfalls
die These widerlegt, dass — selbst bei duBerst konservativer Texttradierung — in Gliederungsfragen
je nach Textverstindnis Beliebigkeit unter den Schreibern der Handschriften vom Toten Meer
herrschte. Auch wenn dies fiir Propheten- und Schriftentexte noch eher angenommen werden
konnte als fiir den Pentateuch, ist die totale Entkoppelung von Text- und Gliederungstradierung
wenig wahrscheinlich. Wenn 40 von 46 Gz in 1QJes® in den éltesten masoretischen Textzeugen
enthalten sind, spricht dies auch nicht fiir eine solche These.

9 C. Perrot, , Petuhot et Setumot: Etude sur les alinéas du Pentateuque,” Biblica 76 (1969): 50-91.

10 vgl. dazu Oesch, ,.Skizze," 162-203.
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2. Formale Gliederungshermeneutik
2.1 Bestand an Gliederungszeichen

2.1.1 In althebrdiisch geschriebenen Texten

Der Bestand und die Art der belegten G/z in den althebriischen Texten sind
in Tabelle A (Anhang) dokumentiert.'" Darin zeigt sich, dass zur Markie-
rung von Texteinschnitten am haufigsten das Ende einer angebrochenen
Zeile frei gelassen wird (fZE), eventuell kombiniert mit einer nachfolgen-
den Leerzeile (LZ). Hdufiger kommen auch die LZ allein und das Spatium
in der Zeile (Sp) vor, wihrend nur selten am Anfang der Zeile ein Alinea
freigelassen wird (4/).”” Als markantestes G/z finden sich in 4Q11 drei
Leerzeilen an der Stelle, wo das Buch Genesis endet und das Buch Exodus
beginnt. In 4QpaleoEx™ ist neben dem Sp, dem fZE, dem A/ und der LZ
hidufig eine Gliederungsweise anzutreffen, die den ersten Buchstaben des
neuen Abschnitts — belegt ist daflir nur ,,waw** — dadurch hervorhebt, dass er
vergroflert in die Mitte des vorangehenden Sp bzw. in das fZE geschrieben
wird oder — nach einem Leerzeichen — am Wortbeginn in groflerer Schrift
steht."?

2.1.2 Texte in hebrdischer Quadratschrift

Der Bestand und die Art der belegten Glz in den Genesis-Handschriften in
hebraischer Quadratschrift sind in Tabelle B (Anhang) dokumentiert. Es
kommen darin dieselben Glz wie in den althebridischen Fragmenten vor,
allerdings mit der bemerkenswerten Ausnahme, dass die oben beschriebene
Kennzeichnung mit vergréfiertem waw in fZE und Sp nie belegt ist.'* Meh-
rere LZ nacheinander an Buchiibergingen sind auch in 4Q13 (Ex®) sichtbar
und diirften in 4Q1 (Gen-Ex*) und 4Q17 (Efoevf) zu rekonstruieren sein,
wihrend in 4Q35 (Dtnh) Dtn 1 am Beginn der Rolle steht.

' Fiir die in den Tabellen verwendeten Abkiirzungen vgl. das Abkiirzungsverzeichnis. Gliede-
rungszeichen, die nicht vollstindig erhalten sind, werden als ,rek” markiert. Bei vollstindig
rekonstruierten Gliederungszeichen wird dazu ein Fragezeichen (?) gesetzt. Die besondere Schrei-
bung eines waw im Zusammenhang mit einem Leerzeichen wird durch ,,+waw" markiert.

12.4Q22 (Ex 12:21) und 4Q45 (Dtn 14:22). E. Tov, ,,The Background of the Sense Divisions in
the Biblical Texts,* in Delimitation Criticism: A New Tool in Biblical Scholarship (ed. M. C. A.
Korpel und J. M. Oesch; Pericope 1; Assen: van Gorcum, 2001), 312-50, 317, hilt die Rekon-
struktion eines Alineas in 4Q22 fur unwahrscheinlich, da das A/ sonst in althebraisch geschriebe-
nen Handschriften aus Qumran nicht vorkomme. Allerdings miisste in diesem Fall mit einer unbe-
kannten Textvariante gerechnet werden und ist mit einiger Wahrscheinlichkeit ein A/ auch in 4Q45
vor Dtn 14:22 zu rekonstruieren.

13 Vgl. dazu P. W. Skehan, E. Ulrich, and J. E. Sanderson, Qumran Cave 4.1V: Paleo-Hebrew
and Greek Biblical Manuscripts (DJD 9; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1992), 60, und unten 2.3.2.

17 in 4Q2, 4Q4 und 4Q5: fZE haufig, z.B. in 4Q1, 4Q4, 4Q7; Sp in 8Q1, 8Q4 und 1Q5; 4/
ist nur in 4Q4 belegt.
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2.1.3 Griechische Texte

In den griechischen Handschriften vom Toten Meer ist als G/z nur das Sp
belegt (Tabelle C), das meistens eher klein und gelegentlich von einem kur-
zen Strich am Anfang der Zeile (Paragraphos) begleitet ist, der ohne Zwei-
fel zur primiren Gliederung der Handschriften gehort.”* Dies kann aus der
entsprechenden viel hdufigeren Verwendung dieses ,,Doppelgliederungszei-
chens® in LXX* und LXX® erschlossen werden, wo die Paragraphos eben-
falls im Zusammenhang mit der primiren Textgliederung zu beobachten
ist.'®

2.2 Kriterien fiir die Interpretation der Gliederungszeichen

2.2.1 Die Fragestellung

Fir die Interpretation der Glz stellt sich die Frage, ob ihren unterschiedli-
chen Arten in einer Handschrift immer auch unterschiedliche Funktionen
zuzuschreiben sind und wenn nicht, welche in gleicher und welche in unter-
schiedlicher Funktion eingesetzt werden. Zu kldren ist auch, ob sie in allen
Handschriften die gleiche Funktion haben und auf Grund von welchen Kri-
terien dies entschieden werden kann. Wenn man annehmen kann, dass die
Funktionen der unterschiedlichen G/z innerhalb einer Handschrift immer
die gleichen sind, wird es moglich sein, das durch sie geschaffene Gliede-
rungssystem zu beschreiben.

Zur Illustration des Problems sei auf die sehr detaillierten Beschreibun-
gen der Gliederungsweisen in 4Q11 und 4Q22 durch die Herausgeberlnnen
verwiesen. Sie unterscheiden in 4QI11 vier ,,methods* von Spatien zur Ab-
schnittskennzeichnung:'” 1) Sp in der Zeile; 2) freies Zeilenende (fZE), Text
beginnt am rechten Rand der folgenden Zeile; 3) ganze LZ; 4) fZF und LZ.
Ahnlich beschreiben sie in 4Q22 zwei Haupt- und vier weitere, seltener

15 Zu den griechischen Handschriften vom Toten Meer insgesamt vgl. E. Tov, ,,The Greek Bib-
lical Texts from the Judean Desert.” in The Bible as Book: The Transmission of the Greek Text
(ed. S. McKendrick und O. A. O’Sullivan; London: British Library, 2003), 97-122, zu den Penta-
teuch-Handschriften 101-3; R. A. Kraft, ,,The ,Textual Mechanics of Early Jewish LXX/OG
Papyri and Fragments,” in The Bible as Book, 51-72.

'8 In den iltesten griechischen Bibelcodices kommen auBer diesem ,,Doppelgliederungszei-
chen* auch hiufig das fZE, die Ektasis (EK; meist mit Grof3schreibung des ersten Buchstabens des
neuen Absatzes) und Grof3schreibungen von Buchstaben ohne vorangehendes Leerzeichen vor
(vgl. dazu W. de Bruin, ,Interpreting Delimiters: The Complexity of Text Delimitation in Four
Major Septuagint Manuscripts,” in Studies in Scriptural Unit Division [ed. M. C. A. Korpel und
J. M. Oesch; Pericope 3; Assen: van Gorcum, 2002], 66-89). Diese Gliederungsweisen sind im
sehr geringen Textbestand der Handschriften vom Toten Meer nicht belegt.

'7'S. Skehan, Ulrich und Sanderson, DJD 9, 19.
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vorkommende Methoden (,,methods*) von Abschnittsgliederung (58-61):
1) /ZE, in dem etwa in der Mitte des Leerraums ein ,,waw* folgt, das zum
Text des nachfolgenden Wortes gehort. Dieses wird am Anfang der folgen-
den Zeile fortgesetzt. 2) Sp ohne besondere Behandlung eines eventuellen
waw im folgenden Wort. 3) nur fZE (Ex 24:9); 4) Sp, danach waw im nach-
folgenden Wort grofler als die anderen Buchstaben, aber nicht isoliert;
5) Sp, in der Mitte gréBer geschriebenes waw; 6) Al (Alinea); der Text be-
ginnt nach einem Sp am Beginn der Zeile. Es fragt sich nun, ob mit diesen
vier bzw. sechs ,,methods* auch vier bis sechs Gliederungsebenen (GE) in
den Text eingefiihrt werden sollen oder ob es sich zeigen ldsst, dass unter-
schiedliche G/z in gleicher Funktion eingesetzt werden, so dass nicht mit
einem so hoch differenzierten Gliederungssystem zu rechnen ist.

2.2.2 Faktoren und Kriterien fiir die Interpretation der Gliederungszeichen
Die fiir die Interpretation der G/z in einem Text wesentlichen Faktoren
liegen einerseits im allgemeinen Konzept, wie ein Text auf dem Schreibma-
terial angeordnet und geschrieben wird, und andererseits im konkreten
Einsatz der G/z im Ganzen der Kolumne. Ein Textlayout mit eher niederen,
dafiir aber breiten Kolumnen wird sich nicht zu einer hiufigen Setzung von
JZE oder LZ als Glz eignen, da sonst zu viel kostbares Schreibmaterial ver-
loren geht. Weiter wird eine differenziert gestaltete Gliederung nicht einer
in fliichtiger Kursive geschriebenen Handschrift mitgegeben werden. Auch
ist zu bedenken, dass der Einsatz eines bestimmten G/z am Ende eines
Abschnittes immer auch davon abhingt, wo in der Zeile das Abschnittende
zu liegen kommt. Deshalb ist zu erwarten, dass in verschiedenen Hand-
schriften gleiche Glz unterschiedliche Funktionen und unterschiedliche G/z
gleiche Funktionen haben kdnnen.

Unter diesen Voraussetzungen wird es nicht erlaubt sein, einzelnen Glz
generell immer gleiche Funktionen zuzuschreiben, sondern es muss vorerst
die Funktion der Glz im Ganzen des Layouts einer Handschrift beobachtet
werden.

Die fiir die Beurteilung des Layouts wesentlichen Daten der ungefahren
Hohen und Breiten der Kolumnen finden sich in den Tabellen D-F zusam-
mengestellt (Anhang). Aus den Tabellenwerten ist ersichtlich, dass eine
Kolumnenhohe zwischen 24-30 cm und eine Breite zwischen 8-12 cm in
allen drei Arten von Handschriften, den althebrdisch, den in hebrédischer
Quadratschrift und den griechisch geschriebenen, am haufigsten anzutreffen
ist. Nur wenige Handschriften weisen betrichtlich breitere Kolumnen bei
gelegentlich eher geringerer Hohe auf (z.B. 4Q4, 4Q7, 4Q3; bei 6Q1, 4Q12,
4Q576 und 4Q483 lasst sich die Hohe nicht rekonstruieren).

Die Kriterien fiir die unterschiedlichen Funktionen der G/z finden sich in
den Oppositionen, die sich in ihrem Gebrauch beobachten lassen. Wenn ein
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Schreiber nach dem Ende eines Abschnitts in der Mitte einer Zeile gele-
gentlich nur ein Sp frei ldsst, danach wieder zu schreiben fortfihrt, manch-
mal die Zeile bis zum Ende unbeschrieben ldasst, manchmal noch eine oder
mehrere LZ offen lisst, gibt er zu erkennen, dass seine G/z unterschiedliche
Funktionen in der Textgliederung zu erfiillen haben. Wenn er andererseits
am Ende eines Abschnitts gegen das Zeilenende nicht mehr genug Platz hat,
nach einem klar erkennbaren Sp den Text wieder aufzunehmen, ist er ge-
zwungen, nach einem alternativen G/z zu greifen, das zum Sp in der Zeile
eine parallele Funktion einnimmt. Fiir die Interpretation der G/z miissen
demnach Kriterien fiir ihren unterschiedlichen bzw. alternativen Gebrauch
gefunden werden. Sie liegen in der Beobachtung von Oppositionen und
Parallelen, die die Setzung von Glz erkennen lassen und die folgenderma-
3en formalisiert werden kénnen: a//b::c//d."®

2.3 Interpretation der Gliederungszeichen in den Handschriften
vom Toten Meer

2.3.1 Gliederungsebenen in 4Q11 (paleoGen—Ex')
Der Schreiber von 4Q11 lédsst einmal das Zeilenende (fZE) und drei LZ frei,
wihrend er sonst nur das Zeilenende und dazu hochstens eine LZ frei lasst.
Aus dieser Opposition der Glz fZE+3LZ::fZE+LZ//fZE kann auf seine Ab-
sicht zur Kennzeichnung von unterschiedlichen Arten von Texteinschnitten
geschlossen werden, wobei die drei LZ wohl eine Grofieinheit markieren
wollen. Unter Beriicksichtigung des Ortes dieses G/z im Text und der ma.
Tradition kann gefolgert werden, dass er damit die Einheit ,,Buch® (780)
kennzeichnet, also den Buchiibergang von Genesis zu Exodus markiert.!
Ein weiteres Oppositionspaar scheinen fZE+LZ::fZE//LZ (oder fZE+
LZ//LZ::fZE?) zu bilden. Ofters ldsst der Schreiber das Zeilenende in unter-

% Die Buchstaben a—d bezeichnen dabei unterschiedliche Giz; auf jeder Seite der Opposition
muss mindestens ein Wert, doch kénnen auch mehr als zwei Werte stehen.

1 Vgl. v. Meg . 1.9; Sop. 2.4. Offensichtlich fillt hier die ,,Bucheinheit" nicht mit dem Rollen-
umfang zusammen. Demnach hat der Schreiber entweder die Gliederung aus der Vorlage tiber-
nommen oder er schreibt selber zwei (oder mehrere) urspriinglich selbstdndige Rolleneinheiten in
einer umfangreicheren Rolle zusammen. M. Haran, ,,Torah and Bible Scrolls in the First Centuries
of the Christian Era,” Shnaton 10 (1986-1989): 93-106, XVI-XVII, XVI, vermutet, dass die
einzelnen Biicher der Tora urspriinglich in separaten Rollen niedergeschrieben und erst in nach-
christlicher Zeit in einer einzigen Rolle zusammengefasst wurden. — Offen bleibt, ob der Schreiber
von 4Q1 1 bereits in seiner Vorlage die beiden Biicher Genesis und Exodus in einer Rolle zusam-
mengeschrieben vorfand und an welche Art von GroB3einheit (799, n%n?) er bei der Setzung der
drei LZ dachte. Zu vergleichen ist dazu auch das Glz .fZE+3LZ" in 1QJes® vor Jes 34:1, das
allerdings am Ende einer Kolumne und eines Blattes liegt, aber nicht den Ubergang zu einem
anderen ,,Buch* markiert.
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schiedlicher Gr6Be mit einer ganzen LZ frei, wihrend er hiufig auf diese
zusitzliche LZ verzichtet.?* Er fiihrt damit in der GE des Buches eventuell
zwei weitere Ebenen ein, die den Text in gréBere und kleinere Abschnitte
einteilen. Als dritte Opposition kann fZE::Sp beobachtet werden, die auch in
anderen Handschriften vom Toten Meer und in den masoretischen Texten
tiblich ist und sie in Haupt- und Unterabschnitte einteilen.

Auf Grund dieser zwei Oppositionspaare miissten auf der Buchebene mit
drei weiteren gerechnet werden. GE 2a: Groflabschnitte, gekennzeichnet
durch fZE+LZ; GE 2b: (Haupt-)Abschnitte, gekennzeichnet durch fZF//LZ,
GE 4: Unterabschnitte, gekennzeichnet durch Sp. Es ist moglich, dass diese
Beobachtungen flr die Existenz eines solchen dreiwertigen Gliederungssys-
tems auf der Buchebene sprechen. Da der belegte Textbestand und die
einschldgigen Vorkommen eher schmal sind, wird hier darauf verzichtet,
die Existenz eines eigenen systematisch durchgefiihrten dreiwertigen Glie-
derungssystems zu postulieren. Diese Vorkommen werden deshalb in Ta-
belle A der GE 2 zugerechnet, aber als GIZ,, bzw. Glz,, notiert. Auch in
den Vergleichen mit den masoretischen Textgliederungen werden sie der
GE 2 zugerechnet, also mit Petuchotiibergéngen verglichen.

2.3.2 Gliederungsebenen in 4022 (paleoEx™)

In 4Q22 fehlt die Bezeugung einer GE 1. Auf der GE 2 sind an gliedernden
Leerzeichen hauptsichlich fZE und Sp anzutreffen, wihrend die LZ nur
selten und eher unsicher belegt ist.?' Auffallend in dieser Handschrift ist
eine Gliederungspraxis, die aus einem Zusammenspiel aus Leerzeichen und
groBerer Schreibung des ersten Buchstabens des neuen Abschnitts besteht.
Konkret wird jeweils das waw des ersten Wortes des nachfolgenden Text-
abschnitts in gréBerer Schrift in die Mitte eines fZE — selten eines Sp —
geschrieben, der Rest des ersten Wortes steht dann am Beginn der folgen-
den Zeile.?? Gelegentlich steht das waw in gréBerer Schrift nach dem Leer-
zeichen direkt am Beginn des ersten Wortes. Eine dhnliche Praxis ist sonst
nur noch in 11Q1 (paleoLev?) zu beobachten, nicht aber in Handschriften
mit hebriischer Quadratschrift.?

* Das Glz fZE+LZ findet sich vor Ex 10:1; 11:9: 16:28; 17:8; fZE allein findet sich tiber zehn
Mal. Unklar ist, auf welcher Seite der Opposition eine LZ allein anzusetzen ist (Ex 2:23; 3:1; 12:1;
23:14: 27:9). Eher ist es als alternatives Gz zu fZE aufzufassen, da der Schreiber sonst als solches
den Anfang der folgenden Zeile hitte freilassen miissen. Dafiir gibt es aber keinen Beleg. In der
Opposition wird LZ deshalb als alternatives G/z zu fZE behandelt.

21 Es ist unsicher, ob vor 10:1 in 4Q22 fZE oder eine LZ gestanden hat; vor 27:9 ist eventuell
eine LZ zu rekonstruieren.

2 Waw in einem Sp ist seltener belegt (Ex 10:9; 17:5: 27:19b).

B 7ur Statistik der Vorkommen: 4Q22 enthilt 63 sicher bezeugte Giz; davon sind 40 mit der
waw-Gliederung gestaltet (ca. 65%); wihrend in 11Q1 die waw-Gliederung in vier von zwélf fZE
vorkommt (ca. 35%).
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Versucht man Oppositionspaare unter diesen G/z zu finden, ist zuvor zu
kldren, ob dieser Schreibpraxis mit waw im Leerzeichen direkt eine diffe-
renzierende Funktion in der Textgliederung zukommt oder ob es sich um
ein Element handelt, das im Kopiervorgang eine vorliegende Gliederung
iibernimmt und diese mit einer zusétzlichen Intention versieht. Sicher kann
das bloBe Vorkommen etnes waw am Beginn eines Abschnitts nicht aus-
schlaggebend sein, denn in beiden Handschriften beginnen auch andere
Abschnitte mit diesem Buchstaben, ohne dass die waw-Gliederung gesetzt
worden wire. Der Befund zeigt eher, dass der Schreiber zwar in zahlrei-
chen, aber doch ausgewihlten Fillen eine ihm vorliegende Gliederung ohne
groflen Eingriff leicht variierte. Demnach kdme dieser Schreibpraxis nicht
direkt eine differenzierende gliedernde Funktion zu, sondern wiirde dem
(Vor-)Leser eher noch einen zusitzlichen Hinweis geben, was er bei einem
vorliegenden G/z noch zu beachten habe. Die das Leerzeichen iiberbrii-
ckende Funktion und die GroB3schreibung dieses waw kann so interpretiert
werden, dass der (Vor-)Leser zugleich auf den Texteinschnitt und auf den
Beginn des nachfolgenden Abschnitts — kustosartig — aufmerksam gemacht
werden soll. Von daher ist eher zu schlieflen, dass diese Schreibpraxis eine
vorliegende Textgliederung iibernimmt und in sie eine zusétzliche Intention
einbaut.*

Unter diesen Voraussetzungen kann in der Gliederung von 4Q22 das
Oppositionspaar LZ/{ZF:: Sp aufgestellt werden. Mit LZ/{ZF werden dem-
nach Hauptabschnitte auf der Ebene 2, mit Sp Unterabschnitte auf der Ebe-
ne 3 markiert.”

2.3.3 Gliederungsebenen in 11Q1 (paleoLev®)

In 11Q1 fehlt die GE 1. In der Abschnittgliederung kommen LZ und fZE
vor, wobei in einem Drittel der Fille zusitzlich das den neuen Abschnitt
beginnende waw dhnlich wie in 4Q22 hervorgehoben wird (vgl. 2.3.2). Im
Anschluss an die dortigen Uberlegungen zur Funktion der waw-Gliederung

2% Zur Erprobung dieser Theorie wurde versucht, von einer Opposition LZ/fZE//Sp::LZ//-
JZE+waw//Sp+waw auszugehen, also alle Giz ohne die waw-Gliederung der Gliederungsebene 2,
jene mit waw-Gliederung der Ebene 3 zuzuordnen. Der Vergleich mit den masoretischen Qualité-
ten ergab bei 11Q1 von 12 moéglichen Ubereinstimmungen fiir M den Wert S, fiir CL 6; bei 4Q22
sind es von 35 méglichen Ubereinstimmungen bei M und CL je 16. Daraus ist zu schliefen, dass
die so interpretierte Gliederung dieser Handschriften nur noch zufillige Ubereinstimmungen mit
den ma. Traditionen aufweist.

* Entsprechend der Beschreibung der G/z von Skehan, Ulrich und Sanderson, DJD 9, 58-60,
heiBt das, dass ,,method* 1, 3 und eventuell 6, wozu als ,,method* 7 noch die Abschnittkennzeich-
nung durch eine LZ zu rechnen ist, die Funktion haben, Hauptabschnitte zu markieren, wihrend
.method* 2, 4 und 5 Unterabschnitte anzeigen, bei denen im Lesevorgang zwar eine Pause einge-
legt wird, aber auch eine Uberleitung fiir die Fortsetzung des Vortrags angezeigt wird.
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ist in 11Q1 keine Opposition im Gebrauch der Gz zu beobachten, die dem-
nach alle der Gliederung des Textes in Hauptabschnitte dienen.

2.3.4 Gliederungsebenen in 4Q45 (paleoDtn”)

Auch in 4Q45 fehlt die GE 1. Zur Abschnittkennzeichnung kommen am
hiufigsten das Sp vor, seltener das fZF und einmal ein A4/. Eine deutlich
erkennbare Opposition in der Setzung dieser G/z ist nicht erkennbar. In Dtn
33:6, 8 begegnet ein k/Sp, das am ehesten in Opposition zu den erstgenann-
ten G/z steht. Somit bildet die Opposition Sp/fZE//Al: :kISp in den prosaisch
geschriebenen Texten die GE 2 und 3.

Dtn 32:1-43 (Moselied) wird in masoretischen Torarollen und in vielen
samaritanischen Handschriften kolometrisch dargestellt.? Die Platzierung
der Fragmente von 4Q45 erfolgte vom Erstherausgeber P. W. Skehan unter
der Voraussetzung, dass auch in dieser Handschrift das Moselied so darge-
stellt wurde. Dieser These sind die Herausgeberlnnen von DJD 9, 146148,
gefolgt. Demnach ist in 4Q45 eine weitere GE (4) belegt, die der poetischen
Struktur des Textes folgt und diese in Zeilen und Halbzeilen abbildet, die
Gliederung des Textes also noch weiter differenziert. Die Opposition ,,pro-
saischer Text“::,,poetischer Text* ist grafisch am regelmafBigen Vorkommen
von Sp 1n der Zeile und am Zusammentreffen von Kolonenden mit diesen
Spatien oder mit den Zeilenenden zu erkennen.

2.3.5 Gliederungsebenen in Genesistexten in hebrdischer Quadratschrift

In den Genesistexten in hebridischer Quadratschrift sind LZ, fZE, Al und Sp
als Glz belegt. Eine klare Opposition in threr Setzung ist nur in 4Q7 er-
kennbar, wo sehr grofe fZF im gleichen Fragment einem Sp gegeniiberste-
hen und damit — trotz der breiten Kolumnen — anscheinend zwei GE unter-
schieden werden. In 4Q4 kommen zwar Sp, A/ und fZF im gleichen Frag-
ment vor;, da es sich dabei um eine Handschrift mit breiter Kolumne und
geringer Zeilenanzahl handelt, ist kaum anzunehmen, dass diese Glz unter-
schiedliche Funktionen in der Abschnittgliederung einnehmen. In 4QS5 sind
JZE+LZ, LZ und fZE belegt. Die Belege reichen aber nicht aus, um unter
ihnen eine klare Opposition feststellen zu kénnen. Demnach bezeugen die
meisten der in hebriischer Quadratschrift erhaltenen Genesistexte unter den
Handschriften vom Toten Meer die GE 2, 4Q7 auch die GE 3.7

26 7ur kolometrischen Darstellung von Dtn 32 (und Ex 15) im SP vgl. A. von Gall, ed., Der
hebriische Pentateuch der Samaritaner (1918; Nachdr. Gieflen: Topelmann, 1966), 429; A. D.
Crown, Samaritan Scribes and Manuscripts (TSAJ 80; Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2001) 507-8.
Zur Schreibung im masoretischen und griechischen Text vgl. P. Sanders, The Provenance of
Deuteronomy 32 (O1St 37; Leiden: Brill, 1996), 99-110.

27 7Zum Vorkommen von Gliederungsebene 1 in den sonstigen Pentateuch-Handschriften in
hebréischer Quadratschrift vgl. oben 2.3.1.
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2.3.6 Gliederungsebenen in den griechischen Pentateuch-Handschriften

In den griechischen Handschriften vom Toten Meer — meist auf Papyrus —
ist das Textlayout viel sparsamer angelegt und wird mit Leerzeichen viel
karglicher umgegangen als in den hebridischen. So kommt als Giz in 4Q120
und 4Q119 nur das Sp vor, das gelegentlich zusitzlich mit einer
Paragraphos — einem kurzen Strich am linken Rand der Zeile — versehen
wird. Da der mit der Paragraphos markierte Texteinschnitt mehr auffillt als
ein blofles Sp in der Zeile, diirfte in diesen beiden Handschriften die Oppo-
sition Sp+Par::Sp intendiert sein, in der Sp+Par die Hauptabschnitte, Sp
allein die Unterabschnitte kennzeichnen.

Keine Glz weisen die Handschriften 7Q1 und 4Q121 auf, obwohl in ih-
ren Texten in der hebréischen Tradition G/z bezeugt sind. Moglicherweise
wurde in ithnen der Text in scriptio continua ohne Wort- und Abschnittglie-
derung geschrieben.”® — Die GE 1 ist in keiner der griechischen Handschrif-
ten belegt.

2.4 Die Gliederungssysteme in den Handschriften vom Toten Meer

2.4.1 Gliederungsebene 1: Die Einteilung des Textes in ,, Biicher*

Der Einsatz von drei LZ zur Kennzeichnung der Makroeinheit , Buch*
(78P) kommt in den althebriisch geschriebenen Handschriften nur in 4Q11
(paleoGen—Exl) am Ubergang des Buches Genesis zum Buch Exodus vor.
In den Handschriften in hebraischer Quadratschrift kann er in 4Q13 (Uber-
gang von Genesis zu Exodus) und eventuell in 4Q1 (Gen—Ex) und 4Q17
(Ex-Lev) beobachtet werden.

2.4.2 Gliederungsebene 2: Die Einteilung von Biichern in Abschnitte

In allen Handschriften mit einem gréfleren Textumfang kommen Gz vor,
die eine Gliederung des Textes in (Haupt-)Abschnitte anzeigen. lhre Art
kann dabei sehr unterschiedlich sein: von fZE+LZ in 4Q11 bis zu kiSp in
4Q120.

2.4.3 Gliederungsebene 3: Die Einteilung von Biichern in Haupt- und Un-
terabschnitte

Nicht wenige Handschriften bezeugen auch eine dritte GE der Hauptab-
schnitte in Unterabschnitte. Wieder konnen die sie kennzeichnenden Glz

8 Zur Diskussion um die scriptio continua und die Verwendung von Spatien in griechischen
Bibeltexten aus jiidischer oder christlicher Hand vgl. die Untersuchungen in Tov, Scribal Practi-
ces, 131-32, und in Kraft, ,,, Textual Mechanics,** 66.
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unterschiedlicher Art sein: fZE+waw bzw. Al+waw bzw. Sp+waw in 11Q1
bzw. 4Q22, fZE//Sp in 4Q11 oder Sp in 4Q7.

2.4.4 Gliederungsebene 4: Kolometrische Schreibung des Textes

Dtn 32 wurde in 4QpaleoDtn’ nach der Analyse von Skehan in ,.two hemi-
stichs* pro Zeile geschrieben. Dies kann heute wegen des verschlechterten
Zustandes Rolle anscheinend nicht mehr in allem nachvollzogen werden,®
doch geht auch die neueste Textausgabe in DJD von dieser Voraussetzung
aus. Kolometrisch geschrieben wird Dtn 32 auch in 4Q29 (Dtn"; mit zwei
Kola pro Zeile) und in 4Q30 (Dtn®; mit einem Kolon pro Zeile), wahrend in
4Q37 (Dt’) und 4Q38 der Text anscheinend prosaisch dargestellt wurde.
Der nur in wenigen Worten erhaltene Text von Ex 15:1 in 4Q15 (Exd) lasst
keine kolometrische Darstellung erkennen.*

3. Materiale Gliederungshermeneutik
3.1 Aufgabe

Unter die materiale Gliederungshermeneutik fallen die synchrone Beschrei-
bung der GE mit den in ihnen bezeugten Gliederungsstrukturen sowie die
diachronen Vergleiche dieser Gliederungen mit denen anderer Handschrif-
ten-Zeugnisse, von denen hier einerseits die sonstigen Handschriften vom
Toten Meer und andererseits die ma. Traditionen von besonderem Interesse
sind, insbesondere die der masoretischen, samaritanischen oder griechi-
schen Uberlieferung.

Die Zusammenstellung der interpretierten Gliederungsdaten zu den
Handschriften vom Toten Meer finden sich in den Tabellen A—C. Darin
werden Glz auf der GE 1 als Glzy, jene auf der GE 2 als Glz,, jene der GE 3
als G/z3 bezeichnet. Zu eventuellen Unsicherheiten in der Zuordnung sei auf
die Ausflihrungen in Teil 2.3 verwiesen. Die einzelnen Vergleichsdaten
werden in den Tabellen 1-5 aufgelistet. In Tabelle 1 und 2 finden sich die
Vergleichsdaten zu den sonstigen Handschriften vom Toten Meer. Tabellen
3-5 enthalten die Vergleichsdaten zu den ma. Handschriften: Tabelle 3 jene
der althebriisch geschriebenen Handschriften, Tabelle 4 jene der Hand-
schriften in hebriischer Quadratschrift und Tabelle S jene der griechischen
Handschriften vom Toten Meer.

2% Skehan, Ulrich und Sanderson, DJD 9, 131.
30 vgl. J. E. Sanderson, ..4QExod®," DJD 12 (1994): 127128, 128 und pl. XXI.
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3.2 Gliederungsvergleich der gemeinsamen Texte
unter den Pentateuch-Handschriften vom Toten Meer

Unter den Handschriften vom Toten Meer kommen Textiiberschneidungen,
die einen Gliederungsvergleich erlauben, nur in den untersuchten Genesis-
Handschriften in hebridischer Quadratschrift und unter den althebriisch
geschriebenen Texten in nennenswertem Ausmal} nur in Exodus vor. Dazu
sind je eine Stelle in Lev und Dtn zu erwihnen, doch enthalten sie keine
Textabschnitte. Aus praktischen Griinden werden die Vergleiche deshalb
fiir die Biicher Genesis und Exodus getrennt durchgefiihrt.

Tabelle 1: Vergleichsdaten der Handschriften vom Toten Meer in Genesis

4Q1 4Q4 4Q7 4Q8 4Q10 4Q2 4Q483 |SdeirGen
_[125-100v.| 50v. S0v. |50-25v.|{ 1-30 n. | 30~135 n. | 30-68 n. | 50-100 n.
Gen 1:6 Glz,.fZE Glz,.fZE
Gen 119 Glz,.f2F | Glzy:fZE ? Glz,:[ZE ?
Gen 1:11 Glz;:Sp -
Gen 1:14 Glz,:fZE Glzo:fZE | Glzy:fZE
Gen 1:20 Glz;:Sp | Glz,:fZE Glz,.fZE
Gen 1:24 Glz:Al Glz,.LZ
Gen 1:26 Glz,:fZE ?
Gen 36:1 |Glz,.fZE/LZ| Glz,: fZE

Sechs Handschriften in hebrdischer Quadratschrift bezeugen teilweise ge-
meinsam Textteile aus Gen 1. Ihre sieben G/z liegen — bis auf einen Fall —
alle auf der GE 2. Alle finden sie mindestens eine Parallelbezeugung in
einer anderen Handschrift, drei werden gemeinsam in drei Handschriften
bezeugt. Keines der sechs G/z auf Ebene 2 wird in einer parallelen Textbe-
zeugung libergangen.’' Eine Ausnahme bildet in zweifacher Hinsicht das Sp
vor Gen 1:11 in 4Q7: es gehort der dritten GE an, stellt also eine zusitzliche
Untergliederung der Hauptgliederung dar, und es wird als solches von kei-
ner der anderen Handschriften vom Toten Meer sonst bezeugt. — Nicht ganz
gesichert ist die gemeinsame Bezeugung eines weiteren G/z auf Ebene 2 in
zwel weiteren Genesis-Handschriften.

Zeitlich liegt die Entstehung dieser Gen-Handschriften mehr als 200 Jah-
re auseinander. In den belegten Gliederungen auf der Ebene 2 gibt es darun-
ter keine Differenzen. In der Gliederungsweise fillt nur die Handschrift
4Q4 aus der Mitte des 1. Jh. v.Chr. aus dem Rahmen, die mit ihren breiten

3' Leerstellen in den Zellen zeigen fehlenden Text, nicht einen Dissens in der Gliederung an.
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und niederen Kolumnen neben dem fZF auch das Sp und A/ auf der GE 2

einsetzt.

Tabelle 2: Vergleichsdaten im Buch Exodus und Levitikus

11Q1 (paleoLev*) | 4Q11 (paleoEx) 4Q22 (paleoEx™) 2Q5 (paleoLev)
100 v.Chr. 100-25 v.Chr. 100-25 v.Chr. 1. Jh. v.Chr.
Ex 8:16 Glz;: f7E ?
Ex 10:1 Glz,: fZE+LZ Glz,: fZE/LZ/+waw
Ex 17:1 Glzy: LZ Glz;: Sp
Ex 18:24 - Glz,: fZE+waw
Ex 20:1 Glz; fZE/LZ Glz,: fZE+waw
Ex 22:24 Glz;: fZE Glz,: fZE
Ex 27:9 Glz;: LZ Glzy: LZ
Ex 28:36 Glz;: Sp -
Ex 28:40 Glz;: Sp -
Lev 11:29 | Glz -

Der Gliederungsvergleich unter den Handschriften vom Toten Meer im
Buch Exodus beschrinkt sich auf die beiden althebrdisch geschriebenen
Handschriften 4Q11 und 4Q22.* Diese stehen sich in der zeitlichen Anset-
zung und in der Layoutgestaltung recht nahe, difterieren aber in der Gliede-
rungsweise insofern, als in 4Q22 auch die Kennzeichnung der gliedernden
Leerzeichen mit waw vertreten ist. In den gliedernden Einschnitten im
gemeinsamen Textumfang stimmen sie in fiinf Fillen tberein; zweimal
verzeichnet 4Q11 ein Plus gegeniiber 4Q22 und einmal 4Q22 ein Plus ge-
geniiber 4Q11. Zwei der drei Fille liegen auf der dritten GE.* In 10:1 und
17:1 stimmen auch die GE iiberein.

Unter den Levitikus-Handschriften gibt es eine gemeinsame Textbezeu-
gung zwischen 11Q1 und 2Q5. 11QpaleoLev” enthilt ein niher nicht be-
stimmbares Glz vor 11:29, das aber in 2Q5 nicht bestitigt wird.

4Q11 und 4Q22 stimmen demnach in einem Grundstock der Textgliede-
rung untereinander (und auch mit der ma. Tradition) liberein; gelegentlich
gliedern sie ihren Text noch stiarker in Unterabschnitte, die in der ma. Uber-
lieferung eher fehlen.

32 Die in hebraischer Quadratschrift gefundenen Texte wurden nur im Umfang des Genesisbu-

ches in diese Untersuchung einbezogen.

33 Alle gemeinsam bezeugten G/z in 4Q11 und 4Q22 sind auch in M/CL und — mit einer Aus-
nahme — im SP belegt. Zwei der drei singuldr belegten Gz fehlen auch in M/CL und SP, wihrend
die Dritte dort gemeinsam bezeugt wird.



96 Josef M. Oesch
3.3 Gliederungsvergleich der Handschriften vom Toten Meer mit den

mittelalterlichen Traditionen

Tabelle 3: Vergleich der althebriisch geschriebenen Handschriften mit den mittelal-
terlichen Traditionen™

Ms. Alter GE M CL Tal SA
6Ql vor 200 v.Chr, | ? 1/1(?)/0 1/1/0 1/1/1 -
4Q46 vor 200 v.Chr. | ? 1/1(?)/0 1/1/0 1/1/0 1/1/0
4Q12 100 v.Chr. ? 1/0(-)/0 1/0/0 1/1/0 -
11QI 100 v.Chr. 2. 12/12(7)/1 12/11(7)/1 12/11/5 -
4Q11 100-25 v.Chr. | 1.2.3. | 34/22(12)/0 34/22(12)/1 | 34/25/1 -
4Q22 100-25 v.Chr. | 2.3. 63/35(19)/5 63/35(19)/5 | 63/41/7 —~
4Q45 100-25 v.Chr. | 2.3.4. | 10/8(4)/1 10/8(4)/1 10/4/0 10/4/0
2Q5 100~1 v.Chr. ? 0/0/1 0/0/1 0/0/2 -
1Q3 ? 2.3 3/1()//0 3/1/()/0 3/1/0 33
Total 125/80/9 125/79/9 125/85/15

Die moglicherweise aus dem 3. Jh. v.Chr. stammenden Handschriften 6Q1
und 4Q46 weisen je ein G/z auf, das sich auch in der masoretischen und
samaritanischen Tradition findet. Einen ungleich héheren Aussagewert
haben die Vergleichszahlen der einwertigen Levitikus-Handschrift 11Ql1,
deren 12 gesicherte Gz alle von M und in je 11 Fillen vom CL und vom SP
bestitigt werden. Auflerdem stimmt 11Q1 in vier Fillen mit M iiberein, in
denen im SP Qissot markiert sind, in 11Q1 und M aber keine G/z stehen.

3% Legende zu den Werten in den Tabellen 3-5: Die erste Zahl gibt die Anzahl der sicher be-
zeugten G/z in einer Handschrift an. D.h. alle in den Tabellen A-C mit Fragezeichen markierten
Stellen werden in dieser Zihlung iibergangen. Der zweite Wert gibt die Anzahl der Ubereinstim-
mungen mit den in M, CL, Tal bzw. S4 bezeugten Texteinschnitten an, ohne Riicksicht auf die
Qualitdt der Texteinschnitte. Der teilweise in Klammer hinzugefiigte Wert gibt davon die Zahl der
Ubereinstimmungen in der Qualitit der G/z an. Die dritte Zahl nach dem Querstrich gibt die
Anzahl der zusitzlichen Glz im gegebenen Textabschnitt in den ma. Handschriften an, die in den
Handschriften vom Toten Meer nicht bezeugt werden. Wegen des fragmentarischen Zustandes der
meisten Funde von Pentateuch-Handschriften sind an zahlreichen Stellen keine gesicherten Anga-
ben méglich. Wo keine Angaben zu eventuellen Gliederungszeichen mdglich schienen, wurde ein
Fragezeichen (?) eingesetzt. Stellen, an denen die Ansdtze zu einem Gliederungszeichen und
seiner Art erkennbar sind, das ganze Gliederungszeichen aber rekonstruiert wird, sind mit ,/rek”
markiert. Ein zusdtzliches Fragezeichen (,rek”") besagt, dass die Rekonstruktion nicht ganz
gesichert ist. In den vergleichenden Ergebniszusammenstellungen werden jene Stellen, die in den
Fragmenten mit einem Fragezeichen versehen sind, nicht einbezogen.

3% In S4 ist Num 36:7-8 mit einer LZ vor 36:8 erhalten: in 1Q3 findet sich dazu kein gesicher-
tes Glz.
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Ein etwas veridndertes Bild zeigen die aus dem 1. Jh. v.Chr. stammenden
Handschriften 4Q11, 4Q22 und 4Q45, in denen bei hoheren Zahlen die
Ubereinstimmungen mit der masoretischen (M, CL) und samaritanischen
Tradition bei zwei Drittel bis drei Fiinftel liegen. Diese Handschriften vom
Toten Meer sind mehr als die ma. Textformen gegliedert. Beachtlich ist,
dass die G/z der Liste des Maimonides (M) in den jeweiligen Textausschnit-
ten vollstandig in 4Q11 und — bis auf ein zuséitzliches G/z in M — ebenfalls
in 4Q45 enthalten sind. Am meisten unterscheidet sich die Handschrift
4Q22 von den ma. Traditionen, insofern als die Ubereinstimmungen mit
ihnen relativ am geringsten sind (ca. 50-60%) und die Anzahl der in ihr
nicht bezeugten Glz der ma. Tradition relativ am ho6chsten ist. Mit dem
Samaritanus teilt sie zwar relativ am meisten G/z, doch enthilt dieser auch
am meisten Eigengut, so dass von einer grofleren Nihe in der Textgliede-
rung kaum gesprochen werden darf.* Wegen der zahlenméBigen Dominanz
der Handschrift 4Q22 ergeben die Gesamtzahlen in etwa das gleiche Bild
wie das dieser Textform.

Tabelle 4: Vergleich der Genesis-Handschriften in hebrdischer Quadratschrift mit den
mittelalterlichen Traditionen

Ms. Alter GE M CL Tal
4Q576 150-100 v.Chr. | - - - 0/0/1
4Q1 125-100 v.Chr. | 2. 3/3(3)/0 3/3(3)/0 3/2/4
Mas| 100-50 v.Chr. 2. 1/1(0)/0 1/1(0)/0 1/1/0
404 50 v.Chr. 2. 3/2(0)/0 3/2(0)/0 3/2/0
4Q5 50-25 v.Chr. 2. 3/2(2)/0 3/2(2)/0 3/3/2
4Q6 50 v.Chr. 2. 1/1(1)/0 1/1(1)/0 1172
4Q7 50 v.Chr. 2.3. 5/4(4)/0 5/4(4)/0 5/4/0
4Q9 50-25 v.Chr. 2 0/0/0 0/0/0 0/0/3
4Q10 1-30 n.Chr. 2. 1/1(1)/0 1/1(1)/0 1/1/0
3Q1 30v.—68n.Chr. | 3. 1/1(1)/0 1/1(1)/0 1/1/0
4Q2 30-135 n.Chr. 2. 5/5(5)/0 5/5(5)/0 51512
SdeirGen 50-100 n.Chr. 2. 2/2(2)/0 2/2(2)/0 212/1
Murl 100-135 n.Chr. | 2. 1/1(1)/0 1/1(1)/0 1171
Total 26/23(21)/0 | 26/23(21/0 | 26/23/16

Der Vergleich der sicher bezeugten Glz in diesen 13 Genesis-Handschriften
mit den beiden masoretischen Textzeugen M und CL bringt ein erstaunli-

3 Da der Texttyp von 4Q22 nach Skehan, Ulrich und Sanderson eher dem SP nahe steht, konn-
te dies auch von der Gliederung erwartet werden. Die Vergleichszahlen sprechen aber nicht dafiir.
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ches Ergebnis. Fast alle Glz finden sich auch in den ma. Textgliederungen;
acht Handschriften stimmen — wenn auch teilweise bei niederen Zahlenwer-
ten — vollstindig tiberein, wihrend es bei den restlichen drei einen Uber-
hang von je einem G/z gibt. Noch eindeutiger fillt das Ergebnis aus, wenn
man den Blick von M und CL aus auf die Zeugnisse der 13 Handschriften
richtet. In M und CL gibt es kein einziges G/z, das nicht auch in den viel
ilteren Textzeugen, enthalten ist.”’

Noch iiberraschender fillt der Vergleich mit M und CL aus, wenn man
auch die Qualitit der G/z mit einbezieht. In 21 der 23 moglichen Fillen, in
denen die Handschriften gemeinsam G/z bezeugen, stimmen diese auch in
der Qualitét Uberein. Texteinschnitten auf der GE 2 entsprechen dabei in
den ma. Handschriften Petuchot, solchen auf der GE 3 Setumot.

Mit der samaritanischen Tradition teilen vier der untersuchten Hand-
schriften ihre Gliederung vollstindig, allerdings bei niederen Vergleichs-
werten. Die Anzahl der Ubereinstimmenden G/z ist gleich hoch wie im
Vergleich mit M und CL. Auffallend ist aber der sehr hohe Anteil an G/z im
SP, die Eigengut dieser Tradition sind und mehr als drei Viertel der Ge-
samtbezeugungen in den Handschriften vom Toten Meer ausmachen. Of-
fensichtlich ist die Gestaltungsarbeit an der Gliederung des
Pentateuchtextes in der samaritanischen Tradition in nachqumranischer Zeit
intensiver weitergefiihrt worden als in der masoretischen und sind die neu
eingefiihrten G/z auch vermehrt in die Textiiberlieferung aufgenommen
worden.

Tabelle 5: Vergleich der griechischen Handschriften mit den idltesten griechischen
Codices

Ms. Alter GE |LXX* |LXX® |M CL Tal

7Q| (papLXXEx) 100 v.Chr. - 0/0/1  |0/0/1  |0/0/1 |0/0/1 |0/0/1
4Q120 (papLXXLev") 1001 v.Chr. {237 [3/3/0  [3/3/0  |3/3/0 |3/3/0 |3/2/0
4Q119 (LXXLev?) 100-25 v.Chr.  [2.32 |2/1/0  |2/2/0  [2/2/0 [2/2/0 |2/2/0
4Q121 (LXXNum) 30-1 v.Chr. - 0/0/4  |0/0/4  [0/0/0 |0/0/0 |0/0/1
Total 545|445 1551 15501 15402

Fir den Vergleich der griechischen Handschriften mit den grof3en griechi-
schen Codices liegen die Zahlenwerte tief. Am ehesten sind die Zahlen von
4Q120 und 4Q119 aussagekriftig, wobei die Gz ersterer Handschrift voll-
stindig auch im Codex Alexandrinus und Vaticanus sowie in M und CL

3'M und CL stimmen in der Textgliederung im vorgegebenen zufilligen Textausschnitt fast
vollstandig iiberein. Nur Gen 49:8 beginnt nach M als Petucha, nach dem CL als Setuma, doch
wirkt sich dies nicht auf die reinen Zahlenvergleiche aus.
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enthalten sind. Am ehesten fillt eventuell 4Q121 aus dem Rahmen, da das
Fragment keine Glz enthilt, wihrend die beiden Codices mehr gegliedert
sind. Allerdings bezeugen in diesen Textabschnitten auch M und CL keine
Glz.

4. Ergebnis

Die detaillierte Untersuchung der Gliederungsweise und der konkreten
Gliederungen der Handschriften vom Toten Meer und der Vergleich mit
den masoretischen Uberlieferungen M und CL, der samaritanischen Tradi-
tion und den griechischen Codices Alexandrinus und Vaticanus haben eini-
ge klare Resultate gebracht. In der Gliederungsweise sind in den althe-
briisch geschriebenen und in den in quadratisch geschriebenen Handschrif-
ten dort, wo Bucheinteilungen und eine zweiwertige Gliederung in Haupt-
und Unterabschnitte geschaffen werden soll, im wesentlichen dieselben Glz
fur die Buchiibergidnge, Haupt- und Unterabschnittgliederung im Einsatz
wie sie Maimonides flir die Schreibung der Torarollen vorgeschrieben hatte
und wie sie sich auch im CL finden. Eine Ausnahme dazu bildet die in zwei
althebriisch geschriebenen Handschriften (11Q1 und 4Q22) festgestellte
Praxis, den ersten Konsonanten eines neuen Abschnitts — konkret waw —
mit groferer Schrift meist mitten im davor gelegenen Leerzeichen oder am
Beginn des Abschnitts zu schreiben. Nach der hier vorgetragenen Interpre-
tation dient diese Schreibpraxis nicht der stirkeren Differenzierung einer
vorgegebenen Gliederung, sondern stellt eine Art ,para-gliederndes* Ele-
ment dar, das als Anweisung an den (Vor-) Lesenden gedacht ist. Im Ver-
gleich mit der samaritanischen Gliederung in @, die die Biicher nur in
Hauptabschnitte gliedert, hat es sich gezeigt, dass es solche einwertigen
Handschriften auch unter den althebriischen geschriebenen Texten (11Q1)
und Handschriften, die in quadratischer Schrift abgefasst sind, gegeben hat
(4Q4). Insofern kann sich also auch die samaritanische Gliederungsweise
auf eine lange Tradition berufen. Bei den griechischen Handschriften vom
Toten Meer differiert die Praxis der Textgliederungen insofern sehr stark
von der der hebriisch geschriebenen Handschriften, als Leerzeichen nur in
sehr sparsamem Ausmaf eingesetzt werden; auflerdem dient dort auch die
Paragraphos als Glz, die in hebridischen Pentateuch-Handschriften vom
Toten Meer nicht vorkommt.*® Eine Nihe zu den spiteren Codices kann
insofern festgestellt werden, als die Verwendung von kleinen Spatien und

38 Haufig kommt die Paragraphos in 1QJes® und in nichtbiblischen hebrdischen Qumran-Hand-
schriften vor. Vgl. dazu Tov, Scribal Practices, 182-83.
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die Paragraphos-Setzung auch in diesen vorkommt. Moglicherweise wur-
den einige griechische Handschriften ganz ohne Glz geschrieben (7Ql,
4Q121), wie dies auch sonst in der griechischen Schreibkultur anzutreffen
ist.

Die Vergleiche der in den Handschriften vom Toten Meer konkret be-
zeugten Textgliederungen zeigen einerseits erstaunlich iibereinstimmende
Resultate, andererseits auch betriachtliche Unterschiede. Letzteres gilt vor
allem von den beiden althebriisch geschriebenen Handschriften 4Q11 und
4Q22, die den Text stirker gliedern als die beiden masoretischen Zeugen M
und CL und als der samaritanische Pentateuch, der zwar um ca. ein Drittel
mehr Glz als diese aufweist; dennoch in seiner Gliederung den beiden
Handschriften vom Toten Meer nicht niher steht”* Hohe Ubereinstim-
mungswerte weisen indessen andere althebridische Handschriften wie 11Q1
auf, deren Glz sich ganz oder fast ganz mit denen von M bzw. CL und SP
decken. Ein sehr hohes MaB an Ubereinstimmung der G/z als Texteinschnit-
te und in ihrer Qualitit ist mit den zahlreichen Genesis-Handschriften in he-
brdischer Quadratschrift gegeben. Dies ist auch dann bemerkenswert, wenn
die konkreten Einzelwerte an sicher bezeugten Glz sich nur zwischen 1-5
bewegen. Insgesamt finden sich von den 26 Gz in zwdlf unterschiedlichen
Handschriften aus dem 2. Jh. v.Chr. bis zum 2. Jh. n.Chr. 23 auch in M und
CL, und in den gegebenen Textausschnitten gibt es in M und CL keine Gz,
die nicht auch in den Handschriften vom Toten Meer vorhanden wéren. Am
erstaunlichsten ist wohl — wie gezeigt werden konnte — dass 21 dieser 23
Glz auch in der Qualitit als gliedernde Spatien auf der Ebene 2 bzw. 3
(Petucha bzw. Setuma) libereinstimmen.

Beim Vergleich mit der samaritanischen Tradition sind die Uberein-
stimmungen mit den Handschriften vom Toten Meer nicht geringer; doch
weist SP dazu noch einen 70% Uberhang an Gliederungszeugnissen auf.
Ahnlich hohe Ubereinstimmungen konnen mit den gegliedert geschriebenen
griechischen Handschriften beobachtet werden, wenn auch die Vergleichs-
zahlen dabei eher tief liegen.

Auch wenn diese Vergleiche im Bereich der in Quadratschrift geschrie-
benen Pentateuch-Handschriften vom Toten Meer noch auf die Biicher
Exodus bis Deuteronomium ausgedehnt werden miissen, muss nicht ange-
nommen werden, dass die festgestellten Ubereinstimmungswerte nur zufil-
ligen Charakter haben. Die normative Textgliederungsliste des Pentateuchs
von Maimonides, die — wie im einzelnen noch zu zeigen wire — auch in den
differenzierteren Gliederungen der griechischen und samaritanischen Tradi-

% Die stirkere Textgliederung im SP scheint demnach nicht in Verbindung mit diesen althe-
briisch geschriebenen Handschriften zu stehen, sondern auf eine andere Sondertradition zuriickzu-
gehen.
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tion enthalten ist, kann sich formal und material auf Praktiken berufen, die
altersmaBig im Horizont der Handschriften vom Toten Meer liegen und
konkret darin ihren Niederschlag gefunden haben.

Abkiirzungen
Al Alinea, Einriickung in der Zeile M Liste der Petuchot und Setumot von
CL  Codex Leningradensis B 19* Maimonides
EK  Ekthasis, Ausriickung vom Zeilenrand P Petucha
fZE  freies Zeilenende Par  Paragraphos
GE  Gliederungsebene/n Q Qissa/Qissot
Glz  Gliederungszeichen/s rek  teilweise rekonstruiert
k kolometrisch rek? vollstindig rekonstruiert
kIfZE kleines freies Zeilenende S Setuma
kiSp  Kleinspatium SA  Séfer Abisa“

LZ  Leerzeile/n Sp Spatium



Anhang

Tabelle A: Althebriisch geschriebene Texte
Alter Bezeichnung Text Glz GE M CL Tal SA4 DJD
vor 200 v. |6Q1 (paleoGen) Gen 6:13-21 13 LZ/fZE/rek? Giz;; |138 138 13Q fehlt 3

vor 6:17 — - - 170
vor 200 v. | 6Q2 (paleoLev) Lev 8:12-13 — — — — fehlt 3
vor 200 v. |4Q46 (paleoDtn®) Dtn 26:14-15 16 fZE/rek Glz; 116§ 16S 16 O 16 CYtLZ |9
200-100 |4QI12 (paleoGen™) Gen 26:21-28 (24 Sp Glz; 3 |- — 24 O fehlt 9
100 v. 11Q1 (paleoLev?®) Frgm. A |Lev 4:24-26 267 26 — 26 — 26 — fehlt FM*
100 v. 11QI (paleoLev”) Frgm. B | Lev 10:4-7 ? - - 60 fehlt FM
100 v. 11Q1 (paleoLev®) Frgm. C |Lev 11:27-32 |29 Glz/rek Glz;3 |298 298 290 fehlt FM
100 v. 11Q1 (paleoLev®) Frgm. D [Lev 13:3-9 9 fZE/rek Glz, 9P 9P 90 fehlt FM
100 v. 11Q1 (paleoLev®) Frgm. E |Lev 13:3943 ? 408 408 40 - fehlt FM
100 v. 11Q1 (paleoLev®) Frgm. F |Lev 14:16-21 ? 218 218 21 Q0 fehlt FM
100 v. 11Q1 (paleoLev®) Frgm. G |Lev 14:52-15:5 |15:1 fZE/rek Glz; |1P 1S 10 fehlt M
100 v. 11Q1 (paleoLev”) Frgm. G |Lev 16:24 ? — - 20 fehlt FM
100 v. 11Q1 (paleoLev?) Frgm. H|Lev 16:34-17:5 [17:1 LZ Glz, |17T:1P |IT:1P [1Q fehlt FM

40D N. Freedman and K. A. Mathews,

The Paleo-Hebrew Leviticus Scroll (11 Qpaleo Lev) (Winona Lake, Ind.: American Schools of Oriental Research, 1985).
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Alter Bezeichnung Text Glz GE M CL Tal SA DJD

100 v. 11Q1 (paleoLev®) Frgm. [ |Lev 18:27-19:4 |- - - - fehlt FM
19:1 fZE Glz; |1P 1P 10

100 v. 11Q1 (paleoLev®) Frgm.J |Lev 20:1-6 20:1 fZE/LZ+waw Glz, |1P 1P 10 fehlt FM

100 v. 11Q1 (paleoLev®) Frgm. K |Lev 21:6-11 10 fZE Glz; |10S 10S 10 Q fehlt FM

100 v. 11Q1 (paleoLev®) col. 1 Lev 22:21-27 |26 fZE/rek Glz, (268 26 P 26 0 fehlt FM

100 v. 11Q1 (paleoLev®) col. 2 |Lev 23:22-29 |23 fZE+waw Glz; |23P 23S 23 - fehlt FM
26 fZE Glz; (268 268 26 Q

100 v. 11Q1 (paleoLev®) col. 3 |Lev 24:9-14 10 fZE+waw Glz; |10S 10§ 10Q fehlt FM
13 fZE+waw Glz; |13P 13 P 130

100 v. 11Q1 (paleoLev®) col. 4  |Lev 25:28-36 29 fZE/rek Glz; |298§ 29 - 29 Q fehlt FM
35— 358 358 350

100 v. 11Q1 (paleoLev®) col. 5 |Lev 26:17-26 18— 18 - 18§ 18¢Q fehlt FM
23— 23— 23 - 230

100 v. 11Q1 (paleoLev®) col. 6 Lev27:11-19 14 - 14 - 14 - 14 Q fehlt FM
16 — 16 - 16 — 16 Q

100-25v. |4Q11 (paleoGen—Exl) Ex 1:1-5 3LZvorEx 1:1 Glz, |- - fehlt 9

100-25 v. |4Q11 (paleoGen—Ex") Ex 2:10 11 fZE/rek Glzy, | 11— 11— 110 fehlt 9

100-25 v. |4Q11 (paleoGen—Ex'") Ex 2:22-3:4 23 LZ/rek Glzy |23 P 23P 230 fehlt 9
3:1 fZE/rek?+LZ/rek Glz;, [3:18 318 |-

100-25 v. |4Q11 (pa]eoGen—Ex') Ex 3:17-21 — — - 18b O fehlt 9

100-25 v. {4Q11 (paleoGen—Ex") Ex 8:13-15 vor 16 fZE/rek Glzyy |168 16 S 16 O fehlt 9

100-25 v. |4Q11 (paleoGen-Ex') Ex 8:19-21 ? — — - fehlt 9

100-25 v. |4Q11 (paleoGen—Ex') Ex 9:25-29 27 Sp/rek Glz; |- — 27 Q fehlt 9

V 9J1eqe] :Suequy
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Alter Bezeichnung Text Glz GE M CL Tal SA DJD

100-25 v. [4Q11 (paleoGen-Ex'") Ex 9:33-10:5 10:1 fZE+LZ/rek Glz;, {10:1 P |10:1 P [10:1 Q |fehlt 9

100-25 v. 14Q11 (paleoGenfEx') Ex 11:4-12:12 |4 fZE/rek? Glz>, |48 48 - fehlt 9
9 fZE+LZ/rek Glz;, 198 98 90
12:1 LZ/rek (ohne fZE) |Glzy, (12:1S |12:1 S [1Q

100-25v. |4Q11 (paleoGenfEx') Ex 12:42-46 43 LZ/rek (ohne fZF) Glz,, |43 P 43 p 43 0 fehlt 9

100-25 v. |4Q11 (paleoGen-Ex") Ex 14:15-24 15 fZE/rek? Glzy, |1SP 15P 15Q fehlt 9
19 fZE/rek Glzy, 19— 19 — 19 Q

100-25 v. |4Q11 (paleoGen—-Ex') Ex 16:2-6 4 fZE/rek Glzsy |48 48 40 fehlt 9
6 —/rek 6 — 6S —

100-25 v. |4Q11 (paleoGen-Ex'") Ex 16:7 2 - - - fehlt 9

100-25 v. |4Q11 (paleoGen—Ex") Ex 16:13-14 ? - — - fehlt 9

100-25v. [4Q11 (paleoGen-Ex') Ex 16:18-20 ? - -~ - fehlt 9

100-25 v. [4Q11 (paleoGen—Ex") Ex 16:23-25 ? — - - fehlt 9

100-25v. 14Q11 (paleoGen—Ex') Ex 16:26~31 28 [ZE+LZ/rek Glz;, |288 28 S 28 Q fehlt 9

100-25 v. |4Q11 (paleoGen—Ex") Ex 16:33-17:3 |36 —/rek ~ - 16:36 Q | fehlt 9
17:1 LZ/rek Glzy, [17:1P 171 P [17:1 -

100-25 v. [4Q11 (paleoGen—Ex') Ex 17:5-11 8 fZE (groB)y+LZ Glz, |8P 8P 80 fehlt 9

100-25 v. {4Q11 (paleoGen—Ex") Ex 18:17-24 24— 9

100-25 v. |4Q11 (paleoGen-Ex') Ex 19:24-20:2  |20:1 fZE/LZ/rek Glzy, |1S 1S 1Q fehlt 9
2 fZE/vek Glzy, |28 28 2-

100-25 v. |4Q11 (paleoGen—Ex) Ex 22:23-24 24 {ZF Glzy, |24 P 24 p 24 Q fehlt 9

¥0l
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Alter Bezeichnung Text Gl GE CL Tal SA4 DJD
100-25 v. |4Ql1 (paleoGen—Ex') Ex 23:5-16 S Sp/rek Glz; |58 5SS - fehlt 9
10 Sp Glz; |- - 10Q
12 Sp Glzz; |- - -
14 L7 Glz_»;, - - 14 Q
100-25 v. |4Q11 (paleoGenfExl) Ex 25:7-20 10 fZE/rek Glz,, 108 108 100 fehit 9
17 Giz Glzy3 |17 - 17 - 17 Q
100-25 v. [4Q11 (paleoGen—Ex) Ex 26:29-27:1 |31 fZE/rektLZ Glz;, |318 318 31 Q fehlt 9
34 fZE/rek Glza, |34 - 34— 34 -
35B Q"
36 fZE/rek Glzz, |36 - 36 - 36 Q0
27:1 fZE/rek Glzy, |18 1S 10
100-25 v. |4Q11 (paleoGen—Ex") Ex 27:6-14 9LZ Glz, 198 98 90 fehlt 9
13 Sp/rek? Glz; |- - -
100-25 v. |4Q11 (paleoGen-Ex') Ex 28:33-35(36) |35 ? 35— 35— 35— fehlt 9
36 Sp Glz; |36S 36 S 36 Q
100-25 v. {4Q11 (paleoGen-Ex') Ex 28:40-42 40 Sp Glz; {40 - 40 — 40 — fehlt 9
100-25 v. |4Q11 (paleoGen—Ex') Ex 36:34-36 37 Sp Glz;  |37- 37~ 35Q fehlt 9

*1' Mit 26:35 beginnt im SP eine Erweiterung, die in 4Q11 fehlt.

V 9119qe L :Sueyuy
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Alter Bezeichnung Text Gl GE M CL Tal SA DJD
100-25 v. | 4Q22 (paleoEx™)* Ex 6:25-7:16 27b Sp Glz; - fehlt 9
28 Sp Glz; -
29 fZE+waw Glz; 298 298 29Q
308p Glz; |- - -
7:1 Sp Glzs |7:1P |71P (710
3 Sp/rek Glzz |3- 3- -
7:5b fZE+waw Glz> 5b - 5b— -
7Sp Glz; |7- 7- -
8 fZE+waw/rek Glz, 8P 8P 80
14 fZE+waw/rek Gz, |148 14 P 14 O
100-25 v. |4Q22 (palecEx™) Ex 7:16-19 nach 18b fZE* Glz; |- - 18b O fehlt 9
19 fZE+waw/rek Glz; |198 19§ 190
100-25 v. {4Q22 (palecEx™) Ex 7:29b-8:1 8:17 818§ 8:1 - 810 fehlt 9
100-25 v. |4Q22 (paleoEx™) Ex 8:12-18 127 128 128 120 fehlt 9
16 ? 16 S 16 S 16 O
100-25 v. |4Q22 (palecEx™) Ex 8:19b-22 20b Sp? Gilz;? | - - 20b Q fehlt 9
21 fZE+waw Glz, |- - -
100-25 v. |4Q22 (paleoEx™) Ex 9:5b-16 8 fZE+waw/rek Glz, (8P 8P 80 fehlt 9
13 Sp/rek? Giz; |138§ 138 130
100-25 v. |4Q22 (paleoEx™) Ex 9:19b-21 - 9

424022 bezeugt eine Textform mit einer groBeren Nihe zur samaritanischen Uberlieferungstradition {Skehan, Ulrich und Sanderson, DJD 9, 66-70).

43 Nach 7:18b folgt in 4QpaleoEx™ eine Texterweiterung, die sich auch im SP findet. Sie beginnt am Anfang der folgenden Zeile.
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Alter Bezeichnung Text Glz GE M CL Tal SA DJD

100-25 v. | 4Q22 (paleoEx™) Ex 9:35-10:1, 10:1 fZE/LZ/rek+waw |Glz;  |10:1 P |10:1 P [10:1 Q |fehlt 9
2b-5
100-25 v. {4Q22 (paleoEx™) Ex 10:2b-5 3 Sp/rek Glz; |- — 30 fehlt 9
100-25 v. |4Q22 (paleoEx™) Ex 10:5-12 6b —/rek 6b Q fehlt 9
12 fZE+waw/rek Glz; 128 12P 120
Ex 10:19-24 21 fZE+waw/rek Giz; |21 P 21P 210
100-25 v. {4Q22 (paleoEx™) Ex 10:25-28 - - - - fehlt 9
Ex 11:8-12:2 11:9 Sp+waw Gizz |98 9S8 90
12:1 - /rek 12:18 [12:1P |12:1Q
100-25 v. |4Q22 (paleoEx™) Ex 12:6-8 - - - - fehlt 9
Ex 12:13-15 ? - - 130
Ex 12:17-22 17 Sp/rek+waw? Glz; |- - 17—
21 Al/rek+waw/rek* Glz, |21P 21 P 21 0
100-25 v. |4Q22 (paleoEx™) Ex 12:31-32 - - - fehlt 9
Ex 12:34-39 37 fZE+waw Glz, |37P 37P 370
100-25 v. {4Q22 (paleoEx™) Ex 13:3-7 5? - - 50 fehlt 9
Ex 13:12-13 ? - - -
100-25 v. |4Q22 (palecEx™) Ex 14:3-5 ? - - - fehlt 9
Ex 14:8-9 - - — —
100-25 v. |4Q22 (paleoEx™) Ex 14:25-26 26 fZE+waw Glz; |26P 26 P 26 0 fehlt 9

4 Tov, ..Background,” 317, hilt die Rekonstruktion eines Alinea an dieser Stelle fir unwahrscheinlich, da das 4/ sonst in althebriisch geschriebenen Hand-
schriften aus Qumran nicht vorkommen wiirde. Allerdings miisste er in diesem Fall mit einer unbekannten Textvariante rechnen. Auch hat bei dem geringen
Umfang der althebriisch geschriebenen Texte, die zudem nicht alle nach einem einheitlichen System gegliedert wurden, ein argumentum e silentio wenig Ge-
wicht; vgl. auch das 4/ in 4Q45 (paleoDtn").
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Alter Bezeichnung Text Glz GE M CL Tal SA DJD
100-25 v. [4Q22 (paleoEx™) Ex 15:23-16:1 |26 Sp/fZE/rek+waw Glz; |26 - 26— 26 — fehlt 9
Ex 16:4-5 ? 278 278 27Q
Ex 16:7-8 ? 48 45 40
100-25 v. [4Q22 (paleoEx™) Ex 16:31-32 - - - fehlt 9
100-25 v. |4Q22 (paleoEx™) Ex 16:32-17:16 |33 Sp Glz; (33— |- 33 - fehlt 9
36— 36— 36 - 36 Q
17:1 Sp/rek? Glz; |1 P 1p 1-
5 Sprwaw/rek? Glz; |- - 50
8 fZE+waw/rek Glz, 8P 8P 8Q
14 - 14 P 14 P 14 O
100-25 v. |4Q22 (paleoEx™) Ex 17:16-18:21 |18:1 Sp/rek Glz; |18:1P |18:1P |18:1Q |fehlt 9
132 130
172 170
100-25 v. |4Q22 (paleoEx™) Ex 18:21-19:1 |24 fZE+waw/rek Glz, |- - - fehlt 9
25u fZE+waw Glz; |- - -
in 25u fZE+waw Glz;, |- - -
19:1 fZE/rek Glz; |19:1P [19:1P |19:1Q
100-25 v. |4Q22 (paleoEx™) Ex 19:7-17 9 fZE+waw/rek Glz, |- - - fehlt 9
10 fZE/rek Glz, |- - 10 Q
16 ? 16 O
Ex 19:23-20:1 |20:1 fZE+waw/rek Glz; |20:1P [20:18 [20:1Q
100-25 v. |4Q22 (paleoEx™) Ex 20:18-19 ? 18P 18 P fehlt 9
100-25 v. |4Q22 (paleoEx™) Ex 21:5-6 ? - - fehlt 9
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Alter Bezeichnung Text Glz GE M CL Tal SA DJD
100-25 v. |4Q22 (paleoEx™) Ex 21:13-14 14 Sp/rek? 14§ 148 - fehlt 9
Ex 21:22-32 267 268 268 -
277 27 - 278 -
28 ? 28 S 28 P 28 O
100-25 v. |4Q22 (paleoEx™) Ex 22:3-4 42 48 45 - fehlt 9
Ex 22:6-7 67 6S 6S -
Ex 22:11-13 ? 13P 13P 130
Ex 22:16-19 ? 178 178 —
? - 188 -
? 198 198 -
100-25 v. |4Q22 (paleoEx™) Ex 22:20-30 24 fZE/rek Giz, |24P 24P 24 Q fehlt 9
27 Sp Glz; 278 278 27 -
Ex 23:15-16 ? - - -
100-25 v. |4Q22 (paleoEx™) Ex 23:29-31 - - - fehlt 9
Ex 24-1-4 24:1 fZE+waw/rek Glz, 1P 1P 1
Ex 24:6-11 9 fZE/rek Glz; |[9- 9- 9-
100-25 v. [4Q22 (paleoEx™) Ex25:11-12 |2 - - - fehlt 9
Ex 25:20-22 ? — - -
100-25 v. | 4Q22 (paleoEx™) Ex 25:22-29 23 Sp/rek Glz; |23 P 23 P 23Q fehlt 9
Ex 25:31-34 ? 31 P 31P 310
100-25 v. {4Q22 (paleoEx™) Ex 26:8-15 15 —/rek 15 P I15P 150 fehlt 9
Ex 26:21-30 267 — — 26 Q
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Alter Bezeichnung Text Glz GE M CL Tal SA DJD
100-25 v. | 4Q22 (paleoEx™) Ex 30:10 -~ - - - fehlt 9
Ex 27:1-3 27:1 fZF/rek Glz 18 1S 27:1 Q
Ex 27:9-14 9 LZ/rek Glz; |98 9S 90
100-25 v. [4Q22 (paleoEx™) Ex 27:18-19 19b Sprwaw* Glz; |- - 196 Q fehlt 9
Ex 28:34 4 Sp Glz; |- - -
Ex 28:8-12 - — — -
100-25 v. |4Q22 (paleoEx™) Ex 28:22-24 - - - fehlt 9
Ex 28:26-28 - - -
Ex 28:30-39 31 fZE+waw/rek Glz; |318 31S 310
36 — /rek (oder kIfZF) 368 368 360
100-25 v. |4Q22 (paleoEx™) Ex 28:39-29:5 |40 - - - - fehlt 9
29:1 fZE+waw Glz; |29:18 [29:18 [29:1Q
100-25 v. |4Q22 (paleoEx™) Ex 29:20 - - - - fehlt 9
Ex 29:22-25 - - - -
Ex 29:31-34 - - - -
100-25 v. |4Q22 (paleoEx™) Ex 29:34-41] 38 fZE+waw Glz; |38S8 388 380 fehlt 9
Ex 30:12-18 30:17 fZE+waw Glz; 30:17 P |30:17 P |30:17 Q
100-25 v. |4Q22 (paleoEx™) Ex 30:29-31 - - - - fehlt 9
Ex 30:34-31:7 |34 fZE+waw/rek Glz, 1348 348 34 Q
31:1 fZE+waw/rek Glz; |31:18 |31:18 |31:1Q

4327:19b (mwyn) steht am Beginn einer Texterweiterung, die sich teilweise auch im SP findet.
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Alter Bezeichnung Text Glz GE M CL Tal SA DJD
100-25 v. |4Q22 (paleoEx™) Ex 31:7-8(, 12) |12 fZE+waw/rek Glz, |- - - fehlt 9
Ex 31:13-15
Ex 32:2-9 32:7 fZE+twaw/rek Glz, 7P 7P 70
9 fZE+waw/rek Glz; - - 90
100-25 v. |4Q22 (paleoEx™) Ex 32:10-19 11 fZE+waw/rek Glz; |- - - fehlt 9
14 fZE+waw/rek Glz; - -
15— 15P 15P 150
Ex 32:25-30 30 kiSp Glz; |- - 300
100-25 v. |4Q22 (paleoEx™) Ex 33:12-15 ? 12 P 128 12Q fehlt 9
100-25 v. |4Q22 (paleoEx™) Ex 33:16-34:3 |17 fZE+waw/rek Glz; |17P 17 P 17 Q fehlt 9
20 fZE+waw/rek Glz; [20- 20 - -
34:1 fZE+waw/rek Giz; |34:1P (34185 |34:1Q
Ex 34:10-13 ? - —
10025 v. |4Q22 (paleoEx™) Ex 34:15-18 18 Sp/rek? Glz; |- - 18 Q fehlt 9
Ex 34:20-24 ? - -
Ex 34:27-28 ? 27P 27 P
100-25 v. |4Q22 (paleoEx™) Ex 35:1 ? 35:18 [35:18 |35:1Q |fehlt 9
100-25 v. |4Q22 (paleoEx™) Ex 36:21-24 ? - — - fehlt 9
100-25 v. |4Q22 (paleoEx™) Ex 37:9-16 10 fZE+waw/rek Gz, |10P 10 P 100 fehlt 9
100-25 v. |4Q45 (paleoDtn") Dtn 1:8? ? - — - - 9
100-25 v. |4Q45 (paleoDtn") Dtn 7:16-21 ? 178 178 170 ? 9
100-25 v. [4Q45 (paleoDtn") Dtn 7:21-25 - - - - ? 9
100-25 v. |4Q45 (paleoDtn") Dtn 7:2-5 ? — - — - 9
100-25 v. |4Q45 (paleoDtn") Dtn 7:6-7 7 Sp Glz, |7- 78 70 7LZ 9
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Alter Bezeichnung Text Gl GE M CL Tal SA4 DJD |
100-25 v. {4Q45 (paleoDtn") Dtn 10:11-12 ? 12P 12 P 12 Q 1217 9
100-25 v. {4Q45 (paleoDtn") Dtn 11:28 ? — - - - 9
100-25 v. |4Q45 (paleoDtn") Dtn 11:30-12:1 |12:1 Sp Glz, |- — - - 9
100-25 v. |4Q45 (paleoDtn") Dtn 12:11-12 ? - - - — 9
100-25 v. {4Q45 (paleoDtn") Dtn 12:22 ? - - - - 9
100-25 v. {4Q45 (paleoDtn") Dtn 12:2-5 - — - — — 9
100-25 v. |4Q45 (paleoDtn") Dtn 13:19-14:1 |14:17? 14:18 |14:18 141 Q |? 9
100-25 v. |4Q45 (paleoDtn") Dtn 14:19-22 22 Al/rek Glz; |22P 22 P 220 22 L7 9
100-25 v. |4Q45 (paleoDtn") Dtn 14:2-4 3 fZE/rek Glz; (38 3S - ~ 9
10025 v. {4Q45 (paleoDtn") Dtn 14:26--29 28 Sp/rek Glz, {288 28 S 28 Q — 9
10025 v. |4Q45 (paleoDtn") Dtn 15:5-6 ? - — - - 9
100-25 v. |4Q45 (paleoDtn") Dtn 15:8-10 ? — — - — 9
100-25 v. |4Q45 (paleoDtn") Dtn 19:2--3 ? - - - - 9
100-25 v. |4Q45 (paleoDtn") Dtn 22:3-6 4 Sp/rek Gliz; (48 48 - - 9
5 Sp/rek Gz, |5S§ 58 - -
62 6P 6P |60 -
100-25 v. |4Q45 (paleoDtn") Dtn 23:12-15 ? - — 16 Q 16 (:)* 9
100-25 v. |4Q45 (paleoDtn") Dtn 23:7 ? - - - - 9
100-25 v. |4Q45 (paleoDtn") Dtn 28:15-18, |15 fZE/rek Glz; |15P 158 - 15()LZ |9
20 20 Sp Glzy, |- - -
100-25 v. | 4Q45 (paleoDtn’) Dtn 31:29 ? - - - R 9

40 Dtn 23:15 endet mit einem Doppelpunkt (:) am Ende von col. XVI, Dtn 23:16 beginnt in col. XVII in Z. 1. Ob dazwischen noch eine LZ freigelassen wurde,
ist nicht ersichtlich.
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Alter Bezeichnung Text Gl GE M CL Tal SA DJD
100-25 v. [4Q45 (paleoDtn") Dtn 32:6-8 kolometrisch?’ Glzy |k k k k 9
100-25 v. {4Q45 (paleoDtn") Dtn 32:10-11 kolometrisch Glzy |k k k k 9
100-25 v. [4Q45 (paleoDtn") Dtn 32:13-14 kolometrisch Glz, |k k k k 9
100-25 v. | 4Q45 (paleoDtn") Dtn 32:2274 kolometrisch Glzy |k k k k 9
100-25 v. {4Q45 (paleoDtn") Dtn 32:33-35 kolometrisch Glzy |k k k k 9
100-25 v. |4Q45 (paleoDtn") Dtn 33:2-8 6 kiSp/rek Glz; |- - 9
- 78 78 -
8 kiSp/rek Glz; |8P 85 80 8()
100-25 v. |4Q45 (paleoDtn") Dtn 33:29-34:1 |34:1 fZE/rek Glz, 3418 [34:1S |34:1Q 34:1 (:)LZ |9
100-1v. |2QS5 (paleoLev) Lev 11:22-29 24 —/rek - - 24 Q fehlt 3
29 - 295 295|290
? 1Q3 (paleoLev—Num®) Lev 11:10-11 ? - — - fehlt 1
? 1Q3 (paleoLev—Num?) Lev 19:30-34 |32 Sp Glz, |- - - fehlt 1
337 338 33P 330
? 1Q3 (paleoLev—Num?®) Lev 20:20-24 (227 ~ - 220 fehlt 1
? 1Q3 (paleoLev-Num?) Lev 21:24-22:6 |22:1 Sp/fZE? ? 22:1 P [22:1 P |22:1 Q |fehlt 1
? 1Q3 (paleoLev—Num?) Lev 23:4-8 4? 4p 4P - fehlt 1
8b kISp Glz; |8b-— 8b — 8b —
? 1Q3 (paleoLev—Num?) Num 1:48-50 48? 48 P 48 P 48 O fehlt 1

47 Vgl. dazu Text 2.3.4 und 2.3.6.
* Oder 28:23 oder 10:6?
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Tabelle B: Texte in hebriischer Quadratschrift: Buch Genesis

Alter Bezeichnung Text Glz GE M CL Tal DJD
150-100 v. 4Q576 (Gen")* Gen 34:7(8)-10 8§ — - — 80 25
150-100 v. 4Q576 (Gen") Gen 50:3 — — — 25
125-100 v. 4Q1 (Gen—Ex?) Gen 22:14 ? ~ — - 12
125-100 v. 4Q1 (Gen—Ex?) Gen 27:38-39 39 — — - — 12
125-100 v. 4Q1 (Gen-Ex?) Gen 27:42-43 ? - - — 12
125-100 v. 4Q1 (Gen—Ex?) Gen 34:17-21 19— - - 200 12
20 ?
125-100 v. 4Q1 (Gen-Ex*) Gen 35:17-29 22b fZE/rek*® Glz, 22bP [22bP |22b- 12
125-100 v. 4Q1 (Gen-Ex*) Gen 36:1-13 1 fZE/LZ rek Glz, 1P 1P 10 12
9-— - - 90
125-100 v. 4Q1 (Gen—Ex*) Gen 36:19-27 207 205 |20S 20 Q 12
125-100 v. 4Q1 (Gen-Ex?) Gen 37:5-6 57?7 - - 5Q 12
125-100 v. 4Q1 (Gen—Ex") Gen 37:22-27 23 P! - — 230 12
125-100 v. 4Q1 (Gen-Ex?) Gen 39:11-40:1 19— - - 19 Q 12
1 fZE/rek Glz, 1P 1P 10
125-100 v. 4Q1 (Gen—Ex?*) Gen 45:23 ? - — — 12
125-100 v. 4Q1 (Gen—Ex") Gen 47:13-14 14 - - — — 12
125-100 v. 4Q1 (Gen—-Ex") Gen 48:2—4 ? — — 30 12

4 Die Schrift wird von E. Puech, 4QGenése" . DJD 25 (1998): 191-93, 192, als , semi-cursive* bezeichnet.

30 Nach 35:22a entweder fZE/rek oder Variantentext nach LXX (J. R. Davila, “4QGen-Exod®,” DJD 12 [1994]: 7-30, 12).
5! Gen 37:23 beginnt am Anfang einer neuen Zeile. Ein fZE davor ist nicht rekonstruierbar (Davila, “4QGen-Exod®,” 14).
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Alter Bezeichnung Text Gl GE M CL Tal DJD
125-100 v. | 4Q1 (Gen-Ex?) Gen 48:15-17 ? - - 170 12
125-100 v. | 4Q1 (Gen—Ex") Gen 48:18-22 21 - - - 210 12
125-100 v. 4Q1 (Gen—Ex") Gen 49:1-5 5? 5P 5P 50 12
100-50 v.? Masl (Gen)* Gen 46:7-11 8 fZE/rek Glz; 8S 8S 80 Masada VI
50-25 v. 4Q8(a) (Gen™) Gen 1:8-10 9 fZE/rek Glz, 9P |9P 90 12
50-25v. 4Q8(a) (Gen™) Gen 2:17-18 ? - - 18 0 12
50-25 v. 4Q9 (Gen') Gen 41:15-18 ? - - 170 12
50-25 v. 4Q9 (Gen) Gen 41:23-27 25— — - 250 12
50-25 v. 4Q9 (Ger) Gen 41:29-36 ? - - 330 12
50-25 v. 4Q9 (Gert) Gen 41:38-43 ? - - 390 12
5025 v. 4Q9 (Ger) Gen 42:15-22 18 — - 180 12
50-25 v. 4Q9 (Ger') Gen 42:38-43:2 | ? - ~ - 12
50-25v. 4Q9 (Gen) Gen 43:5-8 ? - - 60 12
50-25v. 4Q9 (Geni) Gen 45:14-22 in 15 fZE (Schaden?) - - 12
17— 17 0

50-25 v. 4Q9 (Ger') Gen 45:26-28 ? - - - 12
50-25 v. 4Q5 (Gen®) Gen 36:43-37:2 | 37:1 fZE+LZ/rek Glz; 371 P|37:1P |37:10 |12
50-25 v. 4Q5 (Gen®) Gen 37:27-30 29 - - - 290 12
50-25 v. 4Q5 (Gen®) Gen 40:18-41:8 | 41:1 LZ/rek Glz, |41:1P|41:1P [41:110 |12
50-25 v. 4Q5 (Gen®) Gen 41:35-44 39— - - 390 12
50-25 v. 4Q5 (Gen®) Gen 42:17-19 ? - - 180 12

*2 Die Schrift in Masl wird von Y. Yadin als ,,semi-cursive* bezeichnet (s. S. Talmon, ,,Hebrew Fragments from Masada," in idem und Y. Yadin, Masada VI:
Yigael Yadin Excavations 1963-1965: Final Reports [Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, 1999], 1-149, 32).
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Alter Bezeichnung Text Gl GE M CL Tal DJD
50-25 v. 4Q5 (Gen®) Gen 43:8-14 11 fZE/Sp/rek Glz, |- - 11 Q 12
50-25v. 4Q5 (Gen®) Gen 49:6-8 ? 8P |8S 80 12
50 v. 4Q4 (Gen%) Gen 1:18-27 20 Sp/rek Glzy |20P |20P |20Q 12
24 Al/rek Glzy |24P |24P (240
26 fZE/rek Glz; 26— 26— 26 —~
50 v. 4Q6 (Gen") Gen 48:1-11 | fZE/rek? Glz, 1P 1P 10 12
3- 30
8 — 80
50 v. 4Q7 (Gen®) Gen 1:1-11 6 fZE grof8 Glz, |6P |6P 60 12
9 fZF groB Glz, 9P 9P 90
11 Sp Glz; - [11- 1l -
50 v. 4Q7 (Gen®) Gen 1:13-22 14 fZE/rek Glz, 14P |14P |14Q 12
20 fZE groB Glz, [20P [20P |20Q
50 v. 4Q7 (Gen®) Gen 2:6-7% 2 - - - 12
30v.-68n. | 8QI (Gen) Gen 17:12-19 15 Sp/rek Glz; 155 |158 15Q 3
30v.—68n. |8QI (Gen) Gen 18:20-25 ? — ~ — 3
1-30 n. 4Q10 (Gen*) Gen 1:9 99 9P |9p 90 12
1-30 n. 4Q10 (Gen®) Gen 1:14-16 14 fZE/LZ rek Glz, 14pPp |14P 14 QO 12
1-30 n. 4Q10 (Gen") Gen 1:27-28 2 - - - 12
1-30 n. 4Q10 (Gen*) Gen 2:1-3 ? 1P 1P 10 12
4P |4p 40
1-30 . 4Q10 (Gen*) Gen 3:1-2 ? - - 10 12

33 Oder Gen 2:18-29.
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Alter Bezeichnung Text Glz GE M CL Tal DJD
20-68 n. 4Q3 (Gen®) Gen 40:12-13 ? - - — 12
20-68 n. 4Q3 (Gen®) Gen 40:28-41:11 | 41:17? 41:1 P (411 P (4111 Q 12

41:11 — — - -
30-135n. 4Q2 (Gen")™ Gen 1:1-25 6 fZE/rek Glz, 6P 6P 60 12

9 fZE/rek Glz; 9P 9P 90

14 fZE Glzy |14P |14P [140

20 fZE Gz, 20P |20P 20Q

24 LZ/vek Glz, 24P 24P 24 O
30-135n. 4Q2 (Gen") Gen 1:25-28 267 - - - 12
30-135n. 4Q2 (Gen®) Gen 2:14-19 15 —/rek - - 150 12
30-135 n. 4Q2 (Gen®) Gen 4:2-11 9— - - 90 12
30-135n. 4Q2 (Gen") Gen 5:13% ? 128 128 |- 12
30-68 n. 4Q483 (papGen°) Gen 1:9-10? ? 9P 9P 90 Puech®
30-68 n. 4Q483(papGen®) Gen 1:28-29 29 — /rek - ~ - 12
50-100 n. SdeirGen Gen 35:6-10 9 fZE/rek Glz, 9P 9P 90 38
50-100 n. SdeirGen Gen 35:26-36:1 36:1 fZE/rek? Glz, 36:1P|36:1P |36:1Q |38
50-100 n. SdeirGen Gen 36:5-17 9-— - - 9 OV 38
100-135 n. Murl (Gen—Ex-Num®)*® | Gen 32:4-5 ? 4 P 4P 4Q 2

3% Protomasoretischer Texttyp nach J. R. Davila, ,,4QGenb,“ DJD 12 (1994): 31-38, 31.

3 Oder 5:14.

3¢ E. Puech, ,,Un nouveau manuscrit de la Genése de la grotte 4: 40483 = pap4QGenése’,” RevQ 19 (1999): 259-60.

g 9]12qe L :Sueyuy

7 Die Angaben K. Murphys, ,,SdeirGenesis,” D.JD 38 (2000): 117-24, 118, iiber die Gliederung der Handschrift SdeirGen sind insoweit einzuschriinken, als
vor Gen 36:9 in M und CL keine Textgliederung belegt ist. Die Textgliederung in SdeirGen stimmt also auch in der Qualitit der Gz vollstindig mit M und CL
liberein.
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Alter Bezeichnung Text Glz GE M CL Tal DJD
100-135 n. Murl (Gen-Ex—Num®) Gen 32:30 ? — — - 2
100-135 n. Murl (Gen—Ex—Num?) Gen 32:33-33:1 ? 2
1 - - - 33:10

100135 n. Murl (Gen—Ex~Num®) Gen 34:5-7 ? - - 60 2
100-135n. Mur! (Gen-Ex—Num®) Gen 34:30-35:1 1 fZE/rek Glz, 35:1 P{35:1 P |35:1Q 2
100-135n. | Murl (Gen-Ex-Num®) Gen 35:4-7 ? - - 60 2
100-135 n. Mur?Gen® Gen 33:18-34:3 Sp/rek? 15 18 10 Puech®
? 1Q1 (Gen) Gen 1:18-21 ? 20P |20P 20Q 1

? 1Q1 (Gen) Gen 3:11-14 ? — — 14 Q 1

? 1Q1 (Gen) Gen 22:13-15 ? — - 150 1

? 1Q1 (Gen) Gen 23:17-19 ? - - - 1

? 1Q1 (Gen) Gen 24:22-24 ? - — 220 1

? 2Q1 (Gen) Gen 19:27-28 ? - - - 3

? 2Q1 (Gen) Gen 36:6 ? - ~ — 3

? 2Q1 (Gen) Gen 36:35-37 — rek - — - 3

38 Protomasoretischer Texttyp nach J. T. Milik, ,.Genése, Exode, Nombres,“ DJD 2.1 (1961): 75-78, 75.

K. Puech, .Fragment d’un Rouleau de la Genése provenant du Désert de Juda (Gen., 33, 18 - 34, 3),“ RevQ 10 (1979-1981): 163-66.
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Tabelle C: Griechische Texte unter den Handschriften vom Toten Meer

Alter Bezeichnung Text Gl GE |LXX* LXxXx® M CL |Tal [DJD
vor 200 v.|4Q122 (LXXDtn) Dtn 11:4 - ? — - - - 60 19
100 v. 7Q1(papLXXEx) Frgm. 1 |Ex 28:4-6 6— - Glz;: 6 fZE+EK |Glz: 6 fZE+EK |6 P |6 P |6Q |3

Ex 28:7 — — - - - —
100-1 v. [4Q120 (papLXXLev") Lev 1:11 - - = = 9
100-1 v. [4Q120 (papLXXLev®) Lev 2:3-5 ? 4S8 |45 |40 |9
58 |58 |-

100-1 v. [4Q120 (papLXXLevb) Lev 2:7-8? ? 78 178 |- 9
100-1 v. |4Q120 (papLXXLev") Lev 3:13-14 |? - — — 9
100-1v. [4Q120 (papLXXLevb) Lev 3:4 ? - - - 9
100-1 v. |4Q120 (papLXXLev") Lev 3:7 ? - — - 9
100-1 v. |4Q120 (papLXXLev") Lev3:9-13 |7 12P [12P 1209
100-1 v. |4Q120 (papLXXLev®) Lev 4:10-11 |? B N
100-1 v. {4Q120 (papLXXLev") Lev 4:18-19 |? - - - 9
1001 v. {4Q120 (papLXXLevb) Lev 4:26 ? - - - 9
100-1 v. |4Q120 (papLXXLev") Lev 4:26-28 |27 kiSp1-2 Glz; |Glz;: 27 EK Glzy. 27 fZE+EK |27 P [27P |27Q |9
100-1 v. |4Q120 (papLXXLev") Lev 4:30 - - |- |- o
100-1 v. |4Q120 (papLXXLev") Lev 4:3-4 9 )
100-1 v. |4Q120 (papLXXLev) Lev 4:4 ? — - — 9

% Auch im S4 ist an dieser Stelle kein G/z vorhanden.
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Alter Bezeichnung Text Glz GE |LXX* Lxx® M |CL |Tal |DJD
100-1v. |4Q120 (papLXXLev") Lev 4:6-8 ? - = = e
100-1 v. [4Q120 (papLXXLev") Lev5:16-17 |17 kiSp1-2  |Glz; Glzy: 17 () +Par |17P [17P |- |9
100—1 v. [4Q120 (papLXXLev") Lev 5:18-24 |20 Sp/rek+Par|Glz; | Glzy: 20 fZE+EK | Glzy: 20 fZE+Par [20 P |20 P [20 O |9
100-1 v. {4Q120 (papLXXLev") Lev 5:6 - - |- 9
100-1 v. |4Q120 (papLXXLev") Lev 5:8-10  |? - |- 10019
100-25 v.|4Q119 (LXXLev®) Frgm. 2 |Lev 26:2-16 |3 Sp/rek Glz; 13 - Glzy:3 (~+ Par)® (3P (385 |3Q |9
14 Sp3+Par |Glz, |14 Glz 14 (:+ Par) 14P |14P |14Q
30-1v. [4Q121 (LXXNum)I:1-5 |Num 3:4043 [40°? Glz;: 40 EK Glzz: 40 (:)+Par |40 S [40 S |40 O |9
30-1v. [4QI121 (LXXNum) II:7-14 [Num 4:1?, 5-9 |- Glzy: SfZE+EK |Glzy: 5 ()fZE+EK|- |- |- |9
30-1v. |4Q121 (LXXNum)I1:12 |Num4:11-16 [12- Glzz: 12 EK Glzy: 12 fZE+EK |- |-
1115-22 13 —~/rek 13 13- 130
15— Glzy: 15 fZE+ EK | Glzy: 15 fZE+EK

Tabelle D: Alter, MaBie und Gliederungsebenen in Handschriften in althebrdischer Schrift

Handschrift Alter Hohe Breite belegte Gliederungsebenen
6Q1 (paleoGen) vor 200 v. ? 18,2 cm 2.

6Q2 (paleoLev) vor 200 v. ? 9,4 cm ?

4Q46 (paleoDtn%) vor 200 v. ? 11 cm/rek 2.

4Q12 (paleoGen™) 200-100 v. ? 21 cov/rek 2.

11Q1 (paleoLev?®) Frgm. A 100 v. 25-26 cm 12-14,9 cm 2.3.

1 Zwischen V. 2/3 und V. 13/14 steht je in einem kleinen Spatium ein Doppelpunkt (:); unter die betreffende Zeile ist je eine Paragraphos gesetzt.
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Handschrift Alter Hohe Breite belegte Gliederungsebenen
4Q11 (paleoGen—Ex") 100-25 v. 30 cm/rek / 5560 Z. 10 com/rek 1.2.3.

4Q22 (paleoEx™) 100-25 v. 25,3-27,5 cm 12,2-14,7 cm 2.3.

4Q45 (paleoDtn’) 100-25 v. 27.2 cm 10,2 cm 234,

2Q5 (paleoLev) 100-1 v. ? 9-10 cm ?

1Q3 (paleoLev—Num?) ? 30 cnvrek 12 cm/rek 2.3.

Tabelle E: Alter, MaBe und Gliederungsebenen in Genesis-Handschriften in hebraischer Quadratschrift

Handschrift Alter Hohe Breite belegte Gliederungsebenen
4Q576 (Gen") 150-100 v. ? ca. 20 cm ?
4Q1 (Gen—Ex®) 150-100 v. ” 11,0-11,1 cm 2.
Mas! (Gen) 100-50 v.? ? 11-12 cm 2.
4Q8(a) (Gen™) 50-25 v. 9 30-40 Buchstaben 2.
4Q9 (Gen) 50-25v. 24 7 /rek 38-58 Buchstaben/rek ?
4Q5 (Gen®) 50-25 v. ca. 50 Z. 50-66 Buchstaben 2.
4Q4 (Gen®) 50 v. 81127, 57-67 Buchstaben 2.
4Q6 (Gen") 50 v. 11,2cm 9.3 cm 2.
4Q7 (Gen®) 50 v. 14 Z./rek 43-54 / 58—65 Buchstaben 2.3.
8Q1 (Gen) 30 v.— 68 n. ? ca.9 3,
4Q10 (Gen") 1-30 n. 9 44-51 Buchstaben 2.
4Q3 (Gen®) 20-68 n. 25 Z./rek 4865 Buchstaben/rek ?
4Q2 (Gen®) 30-135n. 28 cm 11-12,3 cm 2.
4Q483 (papGen®) 30-68 n. ? 47-54 Buchstaben ?
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Handschrift Alter Héhe Breite belegte Gliederungsebenen
SdeirGen 50-100 n. 28-33 em/rek 35-45 Buchstaben/rek 2.
Murl (Gen—Ex—~Num®) 100-135 n. ca. 34 cm/rek 8-9 cm/rek 2
1Q! (Gen) ? 25 cm/rek 9-13 cm/rek ?
2Q1! (Gen) ? 30,5 cm/rek 8-9 cm/rek ?

Tabelle F: Alter, Mafle und Gliederungsebenen in griechischen Pentateuch-Handschriften

Handschrift Alter Héhe Breite belegte Gliederungsebenen
4Q122 (LXXDtn) vor 200 v. ? 25-29 Buchstaben/rek ?

7Q1 (papLXXEx) 100 v. ? ca. 20 Buchstaben -

4Q120 (papLXXLev") 1001 v. 24 cm 10 cm 2.37,

4Q119 (LXXLev") 100-25 v. 17,2 cm ca. 10 cm 2.37.

4Q121 (LXXNum) 30-1v. 34 7 ./rek 37-34/rek -

i
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Friedrich V. Reiterer
(Universitit Salzburg)

Die Differenz zwischen Urtext und Ausgangstext

Beispiele zur Entwicklung der sirazidischen Versionen

1. Das Buch Ben Sira

1.1 Die Entstehungszeit

Das Buch Ben Sira ist mit 51 Kapiteln das umfangreichste Weisheitsbuch'
der LXX.? Es entstand vermutlich nach 200° und vor 175 v.Chr.*

! Die Weisheitsliteratur gewinnt in der biblischen Forschung immer mehr an Gewicht; vgl. u.a.
den Hinweis, dass der ,,,Renaissance der Siraforschung‘ [...] eine zweite Renaissance [folgte], die
bis heute ungebrochen anhilt [...]* (H.-J. Fabry, ,Jesus Sirach und das Priestertum,” in Auf den
Spuren der schrifigelehrten Weisen: FS J. Marbéck (ed. 1. Fischer et al.; BZAW 331; Berlin: de
Gruyter, 2003], 265-82, 265), wobei u.a. die Bedeutung flir die praktische Lebensgestaltung
stiarker in den Fordergrund tritt; vgl. u.a. O. Kaiser, Anweisungen zum gelingenden, gesegneten und
ewigen Leben: Eine Einfiihrung in die spdtbiblischen Weisheitsbiicher (Forum Theologische Lite-
raturzeitung 9; Leipzig: Evangelische Verlagsanstalt, 2003). Besonders unter evangelischen Theo-
loginnen und Theologen gewinnt das Buch an Ansehen: ,,Jesus Sirach ist [...] ein glaubwiirdiger
Prediger der Anmut des Anstandes, wenn er zu einer stilsicheren Lebensfiihrung auffordert, die er
mit der Trias Anstand, Weisheit und Gottesfurcht naher charakterisiert. Fiir die Wiedergewinnung
einer Anmut des Anstandes ist dieses biblische Buch ein Schatz, der freilich nicht immer einfach
zu heben ist, weil Jesus Sirach kein Techniker des guten Benehmens ist, sondern alle Wiirde, alle
Weisheit und alle Anmut zuriickbindet an die Gottesfurcht als dem Anfang aller menschlichen
Weisheit. Seine These ist insofern provozierend: Ohne Gottesfurcht und Weisheit weder Anstand
noch Manieren — oder mit seinen eigenen Worten: ,Nur Toren haben keine Manieren‘, schreiben
die Herausgeber in der Einleitung zur Festschrift fir den Prisidenten des Kirchenamtes der EKD
H. Barth: T. Gundlach und C. Markschies, eds., Von der Anmut des Anstandes: Das Buch Jesus
Sirach: FS. H. Barth (Leipzig: Evangelische Verlagsanstalt, 2005), 10; vgl. H. Barth, ,,Nur Toren
haben keine Manieren: Bibelarbeit iiber Jesus Sirach 21,20-29," in Der Protestantismus und seine
Manieren: Anndherung an ein lingst vergessenes Thema (ed. Kirchenamt der EKD; EKD-Texte
79; Hannover: Evangelische Kirche in Deutschland, 2004), 41-59.

2 yverwendete Abkirzungen: H* — Ben Sira Handschrift A; H® — Ben Sira Handschrift B; HC —
Ben Sira Handschrift C; Syr — Peschitta-Ubersetzung Ben Siras.

3 Dieses Datum ergibt sich aus folgender Uberlegung: Das Buch Ben Sira deutet durchwegs an,
dass es um Probleme geht, die wesentlich mit dem Einfluss der hellenistischen Geisteshaltung zu-
sammenhingen. Da haufig ein polemischer Unterton zu verspiiren ist, ist es nahe liegend, die
Herrschaft der Seleukiden im Hintergrund anzunehmen. Antiochus 11l. iibernahm in Juda um 198
nach mehreren Kriegen mit den Ptolemdern die Herrschaft und forderte nachdriicklich die hellenis-
tische Lebensform. In den vorangehenden Zeiten der Ptolemier war die geistige Auseinanderset-
zung nicht so polemisch; diese vorsichtige Duldsamkeit dirfte trotz der politischen Schwierigkei-
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1.2 Die schriftlichen Quellen des Buches Ben Sira

Bis zum Jahr 1896 war die griechische Version in der Septuaginta® der be-
deutendste Zeuge® fiir Jesus Sirach, wie das Buch im Griechischen genannt
wird.” Aus der ca. 132/[117} v.Chr. entstandenen Einleitung des griechi-
schen Ben Sira weill man, dass es sich um eine Ubersetzung handelt. In der
eben erwihnten Einleitung wird zudem festgehalten, dass in der Uberset-
zung Ben Siras genauso wie in der anderer biblischer Biicher markante
Unterschiede zwischen dem hebrdischen Urtext und der griechischen Wie-
dergabe bestehen. Es wird also schon sehr frith nachdriicklich auf die Pro-
blematik einer Ubersetzung eines semitischen Textes in eine indogermani-
sche Sprache hingewiesen.

Neben der griechischen Version war vor den Funden hebriischer Hand-
schriften aus dem semitischen Sprachbereich die syrische Version als Beleg
fur das ganze Buch® zuganglich.” Die iltesten erhaltenen Handschriften

ten auch um 132/116 v.Chr. in Agypten praktiziert worden sein, als das Werk vom Enkel des Ver-
fassers in Alexandria ins Griechische iibersetzt wurde.

% Im Buch gibt es keine Hinweise auf die dramatische Verfolgung, die unter Antiochus IV. im
Jahr 175 v.Chr. losgebrochen war. Es ist auszuschlieBen, dass Sira keine Anspielungen darauf vor-
genommen hatte, waren diese schon aktuell gewesen ware.

’ Da es unterschiedliche Reihenfolgen der biblischen Biicher in den Codices gibt, ist die An-
ordnung nach den Kriterien der Sammler vorgenommen worden. Daher ist es auch interessant, an
welcher Position Jesus Sirach steht: Der Codex Vaticanus endet mit Daniel und Ben Sira steht na-
hezu in der Mitte der restlichen Biicher, der Codex Sinaiticus endet mit Hiob und das vorletzte
Buch ist Jesus Sirach, der Codex Alexandrinus endet mit den Psalmen Salomonis und das vorletzte
Buch ist Jesus Sirach (vgl. H. B. Swete, 4n Introduction to the Old Testament in Greek [Cam-
bridge: University Press, 21914}, 201-2; A. C. Sundberg, The Old Testament of the Early Church
[HTS 20; Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1964; Nachdr. New York: Kraus, 1969],
58-59). Das sirazdische Werk trigt demnach entsprechend dem Zeugnis des Codex Sinaiticus und
des Codex Alexandrinus den summarischen Abschluss der biblischen Buchsammlungen mit.

® ). Ziegler, ed., Sapientia lesu Filii Sirach (Septuaginta: Vetus Testamentum Graecum
auctoritate Academiae Scientiarum Gottingensis 12.2; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 21980
['1965]).

7 Vgl. zum Thema der Benennung F. Vattioni, Ecclesiastico: Testo ebraico con apparato
critico e versioni greca, latina e siriaca (Pubblicazioni del Seminario di Semitistica: Testi 1;
Neapel: Istituto orientale di Napoli, 1968), 13-17; M. Gilbert, ,Jesus Sirach,” RAC 17 (1995):
878-906, 879-80; idem, ,.Siracide,” DBSup 12 (1996): 1389-1437, 1402, F. V. Reiterer, ,,Text und
Buch Ben Sira in Tradition und Forschung,” in ,, Alle Weisheit stammt vom Herrn ... ": Gesammel-
te Studien zu Ben Sira (ed. R. Egger-Wenzel; BZAW 375; Berlin: de Gruyter, 2007), 349, 3-13
(Nachdr. aus idem et al. Bibliographie zu Ben Sira [BZAW 266; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1998], 142,
1-10); idem, .Jesus Sirach / Jesus Sirachbuch,* in Das wissenschafiliche Bibellexikon im Internet:
Alttestamentlicher Teil (ed. M. Bauks und K. Koenen; http://www.wibilex.de), #2.

# Negative Folgen hatte das Urteil von Smend aus dem Jahre 1906, die Peschitta des Sirabu-
ches sei ,,das wohl schlechteste Uebersetzungswerk der syrischen Bibel* und ,.der Uebersetzer
[habe] vielfach nachldssig und leichtfertig gearbeitet“ (R. Smend, Die Weisheit des Jesus Sirach
Hebrdisch und Deutsch: Mit einem hebrdischen Glossar [Berlin: Reimer, 1906}, CXXXVII). Der
Suggestivkraft dieses Urteils verfielen Forscher bis zur Gegenwart; u.a. C. Wagner, Die Septua-
ginta-Hapaxlegomena im Buch Jesus Sirach. Untersuchungen zu Wortwahl und Wortbildung un-
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stammen aus dem 7. Jh. n.Chr. Da Syrisch und Hebriisch zu den nordwest-
semitischen Sprachen zihlen, ist es leichter, eine entsprechende Uberset-
zung herzustellen. — Da auch der Rest der Bibel in syrischer Sprache vor-
liegt, ist es moglich, den Ubersetzungsusus groBraumig zu beschreiben.
Wenn man nun die Ubersetzung der gleichen Passagen aus der hebriischen
Bibel einerseits ins Griechische und andererseits in Syrische vergleicht,
kann man die Ubersetzungsmethode noch besser darstellen. Als Summe ist
festzuhalten, dass sich die Syrer bemiihen, soweit als mdglich der hebrii-
schen Vorlage zu folgen. So genannte ,.freie Ubersetzungen“ werden ge-
mieden.

Geradezu ansteckend ist die spontane Entdeckerfaszination, die man in
jenem Beitrag spiirt, als am 13. Mai 1896 Smith Lewis in Academy die Of-
fentlichkeit dariiber informierte, S. Schechter (Cambridge) habe aus den
Manuskripten, welche Agnes Smith Lewis und deren Schwester Margareth
Dunlop Gibson in Paldstina erworben hatten, ein Blatt als Fragment aus
dem Buch Ben Sira identifiziert.'” Bald darauf versffentlichte er Sir 39:15—
40:6 (H®) in der Uberzeugung, es handle sich um ein hebriisches Original.
— Die neu entdeckten Handschriften sind Fragmente, die ins 10/11.-11/12.
Jh. n.Chr."" datiert werden und aus der Kairoer Esra-Synagoge der Karder
stammen. Sowohl die Entdeckung der Fragmente, als auch die Behauptung,
es handle sich um Originale, l6ste einen Sturm der Diskussionen aus, wobei
Bestreiter der Echtheit eine nachtrigliche Riickiibersetzung ins Spiel ge-
bracht haben.'? Weitere Funde wie z.B. jene in Qumran (1947) und auf

ter besonderer Beriicksichtigung des textkritischen und iibersetzungstechnischen Aspekts (BZAW
282; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1999), 41. Trotz mehrfacher Ankiindigungen (vgl. W. T. van Peursen,
.Progress Report: Three Leiden Projects on the Syriac Text of Ben Sira,“ in Ben Sira’s God.:
Proceedings of the International Ben Sira Confernece Durham — Ushaw College 2001 [ed. R.
Egger-Wenzel; BZAW 321; Berlin: de Gruyter, 2002], 361-70, 362-63) ist bis jetzt keine textkri-
tische Edition zuginglich, doch beginnt das Interesse zu steigen; vgl. die nachste Anmerkung.

% Vgl. die Verdffentlichung der bedeutendsten syrischen Handschrift durch N. Calduch-
Benages, J. Ferrer und J. Liesen, La Sabiduria del Escriba / Wisdom of the Scribe: Edicion diplo-
mdtica de la version siriaca del libro de Ben Sira segun el Codice Ambrosiano, con traduccion
espariola e inglesa / Diplomatic Edition of the Syriac Version of the Book of Ben Sira according to
Codex Ambrosianus, with Translations in Spanish and English (Biblioteca Midrasica 26; Estella:
Verbo Divino, 2003).

0 vegl. S. C. Reif, ,,The Discovery of the Cambridge Genizah Fragments of Ben Sira: Scholars
and Texts,”" in The Book of Ben Sira in Modern Research: Proceedings of the First International
Ben Sira Conference 28-31 July 1996 Soesterberg, Netherlands (ed. P. C. Beentjes; BZAW 255;
Berlin: de Gruyter, 1997), 1-22; idem, 4 Jewish Archive from Old Cairo: The History of Cam-
bridge University’s Genizah Collection (Culture and Civilisation in the Middle East; Richmond:
Curzon, 2000).

' Reiterer, ,.Text und Buch Ben Sira,” 21--32.

2 vgl. die Darstellung bei Reiterer, ,,Text und Buch Ben Sira,” 25-31.
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Masada (1965; vermutlich 1. Jh. v.Chr.)"® brachten die Stimmen, die sich
fiir eine Riickiibersetzung stark gemacht hatten, mehr oder weniger endgiil-
tig zum Schweigen. Inzwischen sind 64% des Buches Ben Sira'* in hebrii-
scher Fassung zugénglich.'

Doch bleibt die Frage, die immer drangender gestellt wurde: Ist es mog-
lich, dass die Untersuchung der erhaltenen hebriischen Texte einen Weg
zum ,,Urtext* auftun?

Ich gehe einmal von der beobachtbaren Gegebenheit aus, dass sowohl
die vorchristliche griechische wie auch die syrische Ubersetzung jeweils be-
strebt sind, die hebréische Vorlage getreu, weitgehend wortlich, zumindest
aber dem Sinne nach gleichbedeutend wieder zu geben.

2. Diskussion konkreter Beispiele

Auf weite Strecken bestétigen sich gegenseitig die hebriischen Handschrif-
ten, die griechische und die syrische Ubersetzung. Dies ist ja auch einsich-
tig, wenn man die Uberlieferung ein und desselben Werkes und dessen
Ubersetzungen vor sich hat. Doch gibt es auch gravierende Unterschiede.
Im Folgenden werden nun einige Typen von Varianten behandelt: 1. grund-
legende, unverbindbare Abweichungen; 2. unterschiedliche hebréische Ver-
sionen und deren abwechselnde Ubereinstimmung mit Ubersetzungen und
3. Veridnderungen im Laufe der Textiiberlieferung.

2.1 Grundlegende, unverbindbare Abweichungen

Zur Behandlung der anstehenden Fragestellung sollen nun folgende Texte
verglichen werden:'*

13 vgl. S. Talmon and Y. Yadin, Masada VI: Yigael Yadin Excavations 1963—1965: Final Re-
ports (Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, 1999).

14 vgl. Reiterer, ,, Text und Buch Ben Sira,“ 32-34.

13 P. C. Beentjes, The Book of Ben Sira in Hebrew: A Text Edition of All Extant Hebrew Manu-
scripts and a Svnopsis of All Parallel Hebrew Ben Sira Texts (VTSup 68; Leiden: Brill, 1997;
Nachdr. Atlanta, Ga.: SBL, 2006); vgl. die Korrekturen: P. C. Beentjes, ,,Errata et Corrigenda,” in
Ben Sira’s God, 375-77.

¢ Vgl. F. V. Reiterer, Zéihisynopse zum Buch Ben Sira (Fontes et Subsidia ad Bibliam
pertinentes 1; Berlin: de Gruyter, 2003), 15-16.
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Syr LXX
raray aar As purna i we 200182 GAioOnua dmo €dddous wdrdov # dmd
YAWTTNS
ian s ~daiy maxd «@am 20:18b olitwg TTdiow xaxdv xata cmoudny Hel
Ao dul maxm Ay asare 20:19a dvBpwmog dyapts uibos dxatpog
<l s

it <imedn Ay il aam 20:19b €y oTopam dmadeltwy évdedeyiofroe-
Tat

Wie Wasser, das ausgegossen wird iiber 20:18a Der Fall iiber eine Bodenunebenheit ist

die unebene Oberfliche eines Felsens, besser als iiber die Zunge,

so ist die Zunge des Bosen zwischen 20:18b so kommt der Sturz der Bosen plotz-
den Gerechten. lich.

Wie das Schafsschwanzstiick nicht ge- 20:19a Ein undankbarer Mensch (ist) ein un-
gessen werden kann ohne Salz, zeitgerechtes Wort,

so ein Wort, das gesprochen wird ohne 20:19b im Mund der Ungebildeten bleibt es
dessen (richtigen) Zeitpunkt. (dauerhaft) erhalten.

In beiden Versionen werden ,,Wort bzw. Rede* thematisiert. Es geht — um
den Zusammenhang von schlechten Menschen und der Macht des Wortes
wie auch — darum, dass auch das beste Wort nur dann die rechte Wirkung
erzielt, wenn es zur rechten Zeit gesprochen wird.

2.1.1 Beschreibung der Unterschiede

Im Detail sind die inhaltlichen Unterschiede dermaflen grof3, dass niemand,
der nicht weil, dass es sich um positionsgleiche Verse handelt, auf die Idee
kime, das seien Ubersetzungen an der gleichen Stelle.

Die gravierenden Unterschiede lassen sogar die Frage stellen, ob es sich
tatsdchlich um positionsgleiche Passagen handelt. Da man nun in den Ver-
sen vorher und nachher auf iibereinstimmende Kola bzw. Verse trifft, wird
man davon ausgehen konnen, dass die dazwischen liegende Passage, die
vom Textumfang her gesehen in der griechischen Version gleich viele Kola
umfasst wie in der syrischen, auf eine gleich umfangreiche Ubersetzungs-
vorlage zuriickgeht.

Die Abweichungen zwischen den beiden Ubersetzungen scheinen keine
erkennbaren Veranlassungen zu besitzen: sie belegen keine unterschiedliche
theologische, gesellschaftspolitische oder andere Positionen, welche die
jetzt gegebenen Unterschiede veranlasst haben und diese verstdndlich ma-
chen.

2.1.2 Bewertung der poetischen Qualitdt
Im Syrischen ist eine poetisch weit gelungenere Version erhalten als im
Griechischen: das bezieht sich auf die gekonnte Bildverwendung wie auch
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auf die sprachlich fliissige Formulierung. Zur Klirung der Gewichtung die-
ser Beobachtung werden allgemeine Beobachtungen zur poetischen Gestal-
tung herangezogen.

Der hebriische Text Ben Siras ist — soweit erhalten — durchwegs von ho-
her poetischer Perfektion, das betrifft die Gestaltung und Handhabung der
Stilfiguren und Stichenformen, aber auch die Struktur von poetischen Ein-
heiten, ja man liest sogar von ,,innovations in Hebrew poetry“,'” durch die
das sirazidische Werk ausgezeichnet ist.

Nicht nur wegen der programmatischen Grundsétze im Vorwort, sondern
wegen der durchgiingigen Belegung ergibt sich, dass der griechische Text
mit Erfolg darum bemiiht ist, das hohe poetische Niveau seiner Vorlage zu
erreichen, wie sich unter anderem in der exklusiven Wortwahl (vgl. z.B. die
zahlreichen hapax legomena'®) zeigt; vgl. weiters Sir 14:10a (Beispiel un-
ten). Daher ist davon auszugehen, dass die griechische Version so, wie sie
vorliegt, auch beabsichtigt war und kein Ergebnis nachtriglicher Uberarbei-
tungen ist.

Wenn man die syrische Version als ganze unter diesem Gesichtspunkt
mit der hebriischen und griechischen vergleicht, sieht man auch das Bemii-
hen, schéne Stilfiguren zu schaffen, doch gelingt es dem Ubersetzer nicht
immer" gleich gut. Zudem ist es im Syrischen nicht leicht, die Hebungen in
der gleichen Proportionalitit zu formen, wie dies z.B. im Hebriischen mog-
lich ist.

In 20:18-19 trifft man aber in Syr auf einen poetisch schon gestalteten
Abschnitt, wie z.B. neben dem treffenden Vergleich auf der formalen Ebene
die strukturierenden Kolaeinleitungen in 18a ... «xare — 18b ... <aam //
19a ... =aase — 19b ... <1am dartun. Es kann aber kaum damit gerechnet
werden, dass man in spiteren Zeiten fiir einen Einschub oder einen Aus-
tausch von vorher gegebenen, hebrdischen Passagen ein poetisch so abge-
rundetes Gebilde flir eine nachtrigliche Ersetzung geformt hat. Das spricht
dafiir, dass die syrische Version eine gelungene und verlassliche Uberset-
zung eines von der Vorlage fir LXX abweichenden Textes ist.

Da keine echten Parallelen vorliegen, ist damit zu rechnen, dass es an
dieser Stelle schon sehr friith zwei verschiedene, von einander unabhingige,

'7 Vgl. E. D. Reymond, innovations in Hebrew Poetry. Parallelism and the Poems of Sirach
(Studies in Biblical Literature 9; Atlanta, Ga.: SBL, 2004); J. Corley, ,,Rhyme in the Hebrew
Prophets and Wisdom Poetry,” BN 132 (2006): 55-69.

¥ vgl. die Liste bei F. V. Reiterer, ,, Urfext* und Ubersetzungen: Sprachstudie iiber Sir 44,16-
45,26 als Beitrag zur Siraforschung (Arbeiten zu Text und Sprache im Alten Testament 12: St.
Ottilien: EOS, 1980). 243-44; vgl. dazu die Einzeluntersuchung durch Wagner, Sepfuaginta-
Hapaxlegomena.

19 vel. die poetische Detailanalyse von Sir 22:27-23:6 durch F. V. Reiterer. ,Gott und Opfer,*
in Ben Sira's God, 139-69.
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den Ubersetzern vorliegende hebriische Versionen gab. Von denen ent-
spricht die syrische besser als die griechische dem Gesamtduktus des
sirazidischen Werkes.

2.2 Unterschiedliche hebriische Versionen und deren abwechselnde
Ubereinstimmung mit Ubersetzungen

Es soll nun ein weiteres Beispiel behandelt werden, in dem die unterschied-
lichen Ubersetzungen in LXX und Syr auf von einander abweichende he-
briische Vorlagen zuriickgehen.

2.2.1 Sir 4:30a.b in LXX und Syr
Als Beispiel wird 4:30a.b ausgewihlt. Als Diskussionsgrundlage werden im
ersten Schritt die griechische und die syrische Ubersetzung genommen:?°

Syr LXX
wnéuao =ala wamd A 4:30a i Tobi wg Aéwy v TH oixw oov
whusa s lasa ausia 4:30b  xal pavragioxomiy év Tois olxétals gou

Nicht sei ein Hund in deinem Haus ~ 4:30a Nicht sei wie ein Léwe in deinem Haus
und demiitigend®' und gefiirchtet bei 4:30b und dich leeren Trugbildern hingebend
deinen Arbeiten.?? bei deinen Hausgenossen.

4:30a: Auftillig ist der Unterschied im Vergleichstier: ,,Hund* und ,,Lowe*.
Ausgenommen den Vergleichspartikel ag (,,wie*) sind LXX und Syr gleich.

4:30b: Die Tatigkeits- bzw. Verhaltensbeschreibungen weichen in LXX
und Syr von einander ab, da in LXX ein Partizipium (davtagioxomdv), in
Syr zwei Verbaladjektive (Lo aasa) stehen.

Das Verb ¢avragioxomeiv ist ein hapax legomenon; vgl. auch unten. Der
»Wortbildungstyp davragto- ist in der LXX sonst gar nicht, in der Grézitat
duflerst selten bezeugt. >

Die beiden Worte lasso ausio sind wohl nicht als Hendiadyoin zu verste-
hen, da die Bedeutungen zu weit von einander abweichen: aus, ,aufge-
bracht/ziirnend-miirrisch, demiitigend* — und Auwa ,,Furcht erregend*.*

20vgl. Reiterer, Zihlsynopse, 6-14.

21 ygl. C. Brockelmann, Lexicon Syriacum (Tiibingen: Niemeyer, 21982), 202: ,,commotus, iratus,
indignabundus*.

22 Die Vokabel ist mehrdeutig und kann z.B. auch ganz allgemein ,,Verrichtungen* oder .,f-
fentliche Titigkeiten® bedeuten; Brockelmann, Lexicon, 505: ,labor, negotia publica®.

23 Wagner, Septuaginta-Hapaxlegomena, 371.

’* Die intransitive Bedeutung ,.furchtsam (sein)* kommt im Kontext wohl nicht in Frage.
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Dagegen konnen év Tols oixétais oou (,,bei deinen Hausgenossen®) und
whuiss s (,,bei deinen Arbeiten®) auf die gleiche oder wenigstens eine in-
haltlich vergleichbare Vorlage zuriickgehen. Denn &uas. bedeutet an sich
die Arbeit selbst, wobei nicht gesagt ist, wer diese verrichtet. ,,Arbeiten*
bezeichnen im Kontext die vom Hausherren aufgetragenen Tétigkeiten und
nicht jene, welche er selbst verrichtet und bei der er sich nicht storen lassen
will.

2.2.2 Sir 4:30a.b in H' und H°
Nun sind diese Kola in zwei hebraischen Handschriften (H* und HS) belegt
und weichen ihrerseits an markanten Stellen von einander ab:

Handschrift A Handschrift C
a2 350 N YR 4:30a T0"M3 AMIRD NN SR
narbna ® M nm 4:30b I0TIapa moanm

Nicht sei wie ein Hund in deinem Haus*® 4:30a Nicht sei wie ein Lowe in deinem Haus
und entfremdet und gefiirchtet bei dei- 4:30b und erweise dich nicht aufbrausend”’
ner Arbeit.® bei deiner Arbeit

Vom metrischen Standpunkt aus folgen H* und HE unterschiedlichem, aber
je dem verbreiteten Usus, ndmlich H* - 3 :3; und H° — 3 : 2. Da Sira je-
doch generell zu 3 : 3 tendiert, reprisentiert H* eher die sirazidische
Kolabildung.

30a: In H* und Syr steht die gleiche Anzahl von Worten. Wenn man die
Maoglichkeiten der griechischen Sprache (Artikelsetzung usw.) beriicksich-
tigt, entsprechen sich auch HC¢ (Tr"33 AR N 9R) und LXX (wn 1o g
Mwv v TG oixw gov). Die Kola 4:30a in der H* und HC sind ausgenommen
die Tierart (H* 293% gegeniiber H n™R) identisch. Es gibt trotz der keiner
weiteren Begriindung fiir notig gehaltenen Feststellung, dass LHE[L..] die
dltere, H* die jiingere Textform [iiberliefert]“? in 4:30a zu wenige Anhalts-
punkte, um eine der beiden Varianten als primér bzw. sekundér zu beurtei-
len.

% Die Vokabel ist mehrdeutig und kann ,deiner Verwandtschaft* bedeuten; das Gleiche gilt
fiir die H®.

26 Die Vokabel ist mehrdeutig und kann ,,deinem Geschift* bedeuten.

27 Weil die angefiihrte Bedeutung nicht gut zum Kontext passt, wurde in den Raum gestellt, ob
nicht ,,unzuverldssig* als Bedeutung anzunehmen sei.

28 vgl. zur Rolle des ,,Hundes* im Alten Orient den informativen Beitrag von D. W. Thomas,
.Kelebh ,Dog': Its Origin and Some Usages of It in the Old Testament,” V7 10 (1960): 410-27.
Der Autor geht nicht aut Sira ein.

¥ H. P Riiger, Text und Textform im hebrdischen Sirach: Untersuchungen zur Textgeschichte
und Textkritik der hebrdischen Sirachfragmente aus der Kairoer Geniza (BZAW 112; Berlin: de
Gruyter, 1970), 34; vgl. die zweifelnde Anfrage an die These, wonach HC ilter sei als H*, durch
Wagner, Sepruaginta-Hapaxlegomena, 322.
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30b: Als erstes ist zu notieren, dass in H* zwei Partizipia (8nm1 ann)
und in H ein Part121p1um (tnann) stehen. Da auch in Syr zwei Partizipia
gegeben sind, gehen H" und Syr parallel. In H® steht wie in LXX nur ein
Partizipium. H® und LXX stimmen formal iiberein.

2 (H*): Von der Wurzel % ist im protokanonischen Alten Testament
das Substantiv 7tn in der Bedeutung ,,Geschwiir'®! belegt. Diese Bedeu-
tung ist an dieser Stelle unpassend. Hier wird das Verb =tn im Sinne von
,,verdorben, verkommen sein“ gebraucht; diese Bedeutung ist auch im Mit-
telhebriischen die iibliche.*

tna (H): Das Verb tna ist in Ri 9:4; Zeph 3:4 im Sinne ,,frech, zuchtlos
sein“?* und in Gen 49:4 in der Bedeutung ,,iiberwallen‘ bezeugt; vgl. mnna
(»Geflunker,* freches Geschwitz®) in Jer 23:32.% Diese Verwendung kennt
Sira auch; vgl. 42:10b H®™. Aber in 4:30b geht es um einen anderen Bedeu-
tungsschwerpunkt, ndmlich entweder um ,,Unberechenbarkeit**¢ oder, was
noch wahrscheinlicher erscheint, um ,,aufbrausen”, im Sinne von ,,unbe-
herrscht, ausgelassen sein®, wie Levy®” fiir das Mittelhebréische angibt. Da-
raus folgt, dass sowohl in H* wie H® Verba in der Bedeutung, welche fir
die biblische Spitzeit charakteristisch sind, verwendet werden.

Es ist mit groBer Wahrscheinlichkeit auszuschlieen, dass dem Syr das
hebrdische Wort 1o vorgelegen ist, da im Syrischen das wurzel- und dem
Mittelhebrdischen bedeutungsgleiche wa zur Verfiigung steht.® Da Syr

30 Vgl. HAL 2:536 s.v. 11 *mn: , verfaulen®.

Vgl HAL 1:535 s.v. 1.

2 WTM 3:67.

3 vgl. G. Fohrer, Hebrdisches und aramdisches Worterbuch zum Alten Testament (Berlin: de
Gruyter, 1971), 220; HAL 3:872; vgl. ibid. zu Sir 4:30 ,,libermiitig auftreten®.

3 HAL 3:872.

35 Vgl. zur Wortbedeutung die Untersuchungen von J. C. Greenfield, ,,The Meaning of ta,* in
Studies in Bible and the Ancient Near East: FS S. E. Loewenstamm (ed. Y. Avishur und J. Blau;
Jerusalem: Rubinstein, 1978), 35-40; R. de Hoop, ,,The Meaning of phz* in Classical Hebrew,*
ZAH 10 (1997): 16-26, 24.

3¢ Vel. so W. Gesenius, Hebrdisches und Aramdisches Handworterbuch iiber das Alte Testa-
ment (begr. R. Meyer und ed. H. Donner; Berlin: Springer, '82007), 4:1047. Diese auf Riiger, Text
und Textform, 34, zurickgefuhrte — ich konnte in Riigers Abhandlung keine klare Bedeutungsan-
gabe finden — Bedeutung scheint nicht wirklich ad4quat. Die in der Bibel vorfindlichen Naturbeob-
achtungen belegen einen realen, unmittelbaren Erfahrungshintergrund, den heutige Menschen flir
gewohnlich nicht mehr besitzen. Daraus ergibt sich, dass der Lowe als Raubtier nicht nur unbere-
chenbar, sondern durch und durch lebensgefahrlich ist. Wer in Néhe eines Lowen kommt, riskiert
- ja meistens wird man sagen missen: verwirkt — sein Leben,

37 WTM 4:21 infolge z.B. unmaBigen Alkoholgenusses (mit Verweis auf y. Ter. 11.48b); A. Lange,
Die Wurzel PHZ und ihre Konnotationen,” ¥T 51 (2001): 497510, 508: ,Erst in spiteren Texten
kann das Verbum phz dann auch in abgeblaBter Bedeutung ein unbewuBtes und leichtfertiges Han-
deln beschreiben, das zur Siinde flihren kann*.

38 Vgl. J. Payne Smith, ed., 4 Compendious Syriac Dictionary: Founded upon the Thesaurus
Svriacus of R. Payne Smith (1903; Nachdr. Oxford: Clarendon, 1957), 441; T. Audo, Treasure of
the Syriac Language (2 Bde.; 1897; Nachdr. Losser: St. Ephrem the Syrian Monastery, 1985), 283.



132 Friedrich V. Reiterer

nach Moglichkeit dem Hebriischen gleiche oder dhnliche Worte wihlt,
hitte er hier waa genommen.

1a851 — nmayp: Einen Hinweis auf die Entstehungsverhiltnisse wird man
demnach aus dem spiteren Wortgebrauch von naxbn (H*) und nmay (HC)
zu eruieren versuchen.

Das Substantiv 1285n wird im Pentateuch meistens fiir die tiglichen Ar-
beiten verwendet, hin und wieder wird damit auch der kultische Dienst be-
zeichnet. In den Chronikbiichern ist der Gebrauch ausgewogen. Bedeutsam
erscheint, dass auch im Dekalog®, einem Textkorpus, das bei Ben Sira eine
bedeutende Rolle spielt, das gleiche Wort vorkommt. Im Buch der Spriiche
wird 12897 ausschlieBlich fliir normale Arbeit gebraucht, wie z.B. Prov
18:9; 22:29 und 24:27.% Die Vokabel wird in der Spitzeit und vor allem im
Mittelhebrédischen generell selten eingesetzt und von 712y verdringt.

Der grofite Teil der Verwendungen von 172y findet sich im Pentateuch
in kultischem Kontext, nicht selten ist iiberhaupt der Gottesdienst gemeint,
wie dies schwerpunktartig in den Biichern der Chronik der Fall ist. Im Sprii-
chebuch ist keine Stelle belegt.

Aus diesen Beobachtungen ergibt sich, dass H* dem klassischen, ilteren
Wortgebrauch, wihrend HS einem spiteren folgt.# — Demnach wird man
damit zu rechnen haben, dass H* die relativ dltere Version darstellt, da es
leichter erkldrbar ist, dass man einen ungewdhnlichen Sprachgebrauch ge-
gen einen iiblichen austauscht, als dies umgekehrt der Fall ist.

2.2.3 Sir 4:30a.b in H und LXX

LXX Handschrift C
w) tobt dg Xéwv €v 6 oixw cou 4:30a P33 ATIRD AN R
xat GavTacloxondy €v Tolg oixéTals cou 4:30b INTIaYA AN

4:30a: Zwischen der H® und der griechischen Ubersetzung gibt es auffal-
lende Parallelititen, wie z.B. ,wie ein Lowe* (g Aéwv/iIRD) im Unter-
schied zu HA/Syr ,,(wie) ein Hund*.

4:30b: Es wurde schon oben darauf hingewiesen, dass mann ein seltenes
und ungewdohnliches Wort in einer spiten Bedeutung ist. Diese uniibliche
Vokabel auf einfache Weise wiederzugeben, scheint LXX unmdéglich oder
unpassend gewesen zu sein. So wihlt er seinerseits ein hapax legomenon,

3 Sechs Tage verrichte du jedwede deiner Arbeit (7n852-53) (Ex 20:9; Dtn 5:13).

40 Vgl. .Wer lissig ist bei seiner Arbeit, ist schon ein Bruder des Mérders* (Prov 18:9); ,,Siehst
du einen, der gewandt ist in seinem Beruf: vor Kénigen wird er dienen. [Nicht wird er vor Niedri-
gen dienen.]* (Prov 22:29); ,,Nimm drauBen deine Arbeit auf und bestell dein Feld, danach griinde
deinen Hausstand!* (Prov 24:27).

41'vel. die erste Bedeutung nach WTM 3:606: Arbeit, Dienst [...]*.
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also auch ein seltenes,* wenn auch im Kontext gut verstindliches Verb. Er
gibt den spiten hebrdischen Sprachgebrauch wieder, da das Wort mit Ex-
zessen, vor allem solchen, die bei alkoholisierten Personen beobachtbar
sind, in Verbindung gebracht wird. Wer betrunken ist und sich dann kritisch
oder befehlshaberisch zu seinen Arbeitern iiber verschiedene Titigkeiten
dullert, der neigt schon bei der Andeutung einer Gegenfrage dazu, sich
missverstanden und zu wenig beachtet zu sehen, also {iberall, d.h. bei seinen
Gesprichspartnern usw., ,,Gespenster zu sehen“. Aufgrund seines Zustan-
des ist er nicht zu verniinftigen Schliissen fihig, daher ist davracioxomiv
eine kontextbezogene, jedoch gegliickte Ubersetzungslosung, die zugleich
interpretierende Elemente in sich trigt. Der Ubersetzer beweist hier besse-
res Sprachgefiihl, als man bis vor wenigen Jahrzehnten in der Siraforschung
in Erwédgung gezogen hat.

Die Entsprechung zwischen Jnm2aya und év Tolg oixétalg cou ist unter be-
stimmten Voraussetzungen gegeben. An sich ist N M2aY ein Abstraktum mit
sehr allgemeiner Bedeutung und nicht eo ipso auf ,.im Rahmen eines Haus-
haltes* zu verrichtende Arbeiten zu beziehen. Allerdings ist die Bedeutung
von NT1aY so unbestimmt, dass aufgrund des Kontextes n712p als ,,Hausar-
beit*“ bzw. ,,Arbeit im Bereich eines Hauhaltes* verstanden werden kann. —
Der Ubersetzer ins Griechische hat aber vor allem die Personen gesehen,
welche eine Arbeit verrichten. Denn im Gegensatz zum hebriischen nmay
meint oixétyg eine Person, die zum Familienverband zu zihlen ist, inklusive
Frau, Kinder und Sklavinnen oder Sklaven, wenngleich im profangriechi-
schen Bereich meistens nur die beiden letzten Gruppen gemeint sind.

Es ergibt sich also, dass LXX und H" bei den entscheidenden Worten
tibereinstimmen.

2.2.4 Sir 4:30a.b in H* und Syr

Syr Handschrift A
“duns ol omd A 4:30a 7733 2590 nn SR
s 5 Luura Basia 4:30b TNIR5NA RO M

4:30a: H® und Syr sind ausgenommen den Unterschied, dass in Syr kein
Vergleichspartikel vorkommt, gleich.

4:30b: H* und Syr haben je zwei Worte zur Beschreibung des Verhal-
tens. Da es im protokanonischen AT keine bedeutungsgleiche Stelle fiir mn
,Verkommener/Versager* gibt, kann man den Ubersetzungsusus aus ande-
ren Stellen der Peschitta nicht erheben. Da aber ~aus, ,aufgebracht/ziir-
nend-miirrisch, demiitigend“ bedeutet, befindet man sich innerhalb des

*2 Vgl Wagner, Septuaginta-Hapaxlegomena, 321-22, 371.
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gleichen Gedankenfeldes und Syr kann als eine adidquate Ubertragung an-
gesehen werden.

Anders als LXX, die die arbeitenden Personen direkt benennt, bleibt Syr
auf der abstrakten Ebene der ,,Arbeiten”, wobei die Pluralsetzung einem
Ubersetzerusus der Peschitta im Buch Ben Sira folgt.* — Es ergibt sich, dass
H* dem Syr zugrunde liegt.

2.2.5 Zwischensumme
Es scheint ausgeschlossen, dass LXX die gleiche hebriische Vorlage wie
Syr zugrunde gelegen ist.

Die Untersuchung hat ergeben, dass im vorliegenden Beispiel die Wahr-
scheinlichkeit sehr hoch ist, dass H* und Syr die dltere Version erhalten ha-
ben, wihrend H und LXX die jiingere reprisentieren.

Dies ist insofern interessant, als LXX in vorchristlicher Zeit entstanden
ist und Syr doch verhiltnismiBig spit, d.h. in den ersten nachchristlichen
Jahrhunderten iibersetzt worden ist.

2.3 Verinderungen im Laufe der Textiiberlieferung

Soviel ist jetzt schon deutlich, dass man die verschiedenen Versionen nur
nach sorgfiltiger Priifung beurteilen kann. Nun soll die Frage erortert wer-
den, ob und wie man Textentwicklungen innerhalb der Uberlieferung nach-
zeichnen kann. — Alsogleich ist zu betonen, dass man das Ergebnis nur in-
nerhalb der behandelten Versionen weiter nutzen und nicht eo ipso auf
andere Testfamilie iibertragen kann.

Als Beispiel wird Sir 14:10a gewéhlt.* Der Text ist nur in der hebrii-
schen Handschrift A, in der allerdings auch eine Dublette gegeben ist, dann
in der griechischen und in der syrischen Ubersetzung erhalten. Aber gerade
die innerhalb einer Handschrift erhaltene Variante kann aufschlussreich
sein.

2.3.1 Sir 14:10a in der Handschrift A

ond 5 VYN Y Yy Y

Ein béses Auge/boser Mensch*® Ubel/Verdruss* stiirzt herab auf die Speise/das fest-
liche Gastmahl.*’

# vel. Reiterer, Urtext, 51-52.
4 vgl. Reiterer, Zihlsynopse, 51-54.
4 Wértlich: ,ein boses Auge" das als pars pro toto fiir ,,béser Mensch* steht.
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Es geht darum, dass ein Mensch, der sich bei einem Mahl entweder wie ein
Unruhestifter benimmt oder sich wie ein gieriger Pliinderer auffiihrt, als
schlechter Mensch qualifiziert werden kann. Ein solcher Mensch zerstort
das Klima.

Der hebriische Satz ist fehlerhaft, da es zwei Elemente gibt, die als Pra-
dikation fungieren, ndmlich pp und v*yn. Es gibt zwei Moglichkeiten, einen
verstandlichen Satz zu erhalten.

Wenn man das Wort 1 (,,Ubel/Verdruss*) weglisst, wird gesagt, dass
ein boser Mensch schon mit den Augen (wie ein Raubvogel) iiber eine ge-
deckte Tafel herfillt. Damit will der Autor den Horer veranlassen weiterzu-
denken: Wie wird es erst sein, wenn dieser Grobian an der Tafel sitzen
wird.

Allerdings konnte man auch das finite Verb vpn (,,wird herabstiirzen*)
weglassen. Dann ergibt sich: ,,Ein schlechter Mensch (bedeutet®®) Verdruss
fiir das festliche Gastmahl. — Da das Hebrdische dazu neigt, fiir
weisheitliche Merksitze Nominalsétze zu verwenden, entspricht diese Ver-
sion dem gebriuchlichen Stil.

Im Hebriischen scheinen zwei Sitze ineinander verschachtelt zu sein. Je-
der fiir sich ergibt einen guten Sinn. Es ist wahrscheinlicher, dass der Nomi-
nalsatz der dltere ist. — Jedenfalls liegen eigentlich schon zwei Versionen
VOr:

ord 5 WYY und
onb Sy ovn y .

2.3.2 Sir 14:10a in der griechischen Ubersetzung
ddpBarpds movnpds pBovepds ém’ dpTw.

Ein bdses Auge/bdser Mensch ist neidisch bei der Speise/einem festlichen Gastmahl.

Auffillig ist die Assonanz mittels der o-Laute. Daran kann man erkennen,
dass der Ubersetzer bemiiht war, ein schones Lautgebilde zu formen. — Es
mag vielleicht erst jetzt auffallen, dass auch im Hebriischen mit dem Stil-
mittel der Assonanz gearbeitet worden war, da vor allem Worte mit Guttu-
ralen gewihlt wurden, was auch fiir die in Frage stehenden Worte 1y bzw.
vyn (finites Verb) gilt: ond 5p [ pw yapy.

4 Die Bedeutung des Wortes 11 ist sehr breit und kann u.a. ,,Verderben, Schuld, Siinde* mei-
nen.
47 Wortlich einfach ,.Brot/Speise, bezeichnet aber damit sowohl das fiir das Leben wichtigste
,Essen* wie auch ein ,festliches Gastmahl®.

48 Ich habe zum leichteren Verstindnis schon ein finites Verb im Nominalsatz ergénzt.
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Demnach ist davon auszugehen, dass LXX die hebriische Stilfigur der
Assonanz nachahmt.

Es ist notierenswert, das jene Person, die das Verb v'vn verwendete, ein
im Alltag seltenes Wort auswdhlte, das inhaltlich einigermallen passte und
einen Guttural besal3, sodass es sich akustisch in den poetischen Kontext
einfligte.

Dass der Autor lieber schon als prazise die Vorlage wiedergibt, erkennt
man an der Verwendung von ¢fovepds, einem hapax legomenon.* Die Be-
deutung ,,neidisch® bzw. ,gierig”“ gibt die wahrscheinliche Vorlage ny
(,,Ubel/Verdruss, Siinde, Schuld*) keinesfalls in der iiblichen Art wieder. —
Allerdings passt die Vokabel dem Klang nach meisterlich in den griechi-
schen Zusammenhang.

Im Griechischen steht ein Nominalsatz. Die Satzbildungsart ist zwar im
Griechischen erlaubt, aber eine doch eher ungewdhnliche Erscheinung. —
Die lautmalerische Formulierung ldsst das Ohr iiber den ohne finites Verb
schwerfilligen Satz hinweghuschen.

2.3.3 Sir 14:10a in der syrischen Version

T A AN 2 T TR I
Ein boses Auge™
Gastmahl.”'

vergroBert (sich) die (bei der) Speise/ein (einem) festliches(-n)

Das Partizipium ~a\sa=» passt dann gut, wenn man es gegen die (aktive)
Form als Hebraismus reflexiv versteht. Diese Ubertragung setzt folgenden
hebriischen Wortlaut voraus: on% 5p nan ny7 pv. Im Verhiltnis zum oben
im Hebriischen behandelten Verbalsatz hat sich das Verb geidndert: anstelle
des ,,sich herabstiirzen* ist das transitiv wie reflexiv verstehbare ,,(sich) ver-
groflern®,*? wie es im Hebrdischen moglich ist, getreten. Dabei ist zu beach-
ten, dass die Vokabel v'p (,,sich herabstiirzen*) gegeniiber dem haufig ge-
brauchten 137 selten gebraucht wird. Die syrische Ubersetzung bereitet in-
haltliche Schwierigkeiten, da man es sich schwer vorstellen kann, dass ein
schlechter Mensch ein Mahl vergroBert (transitiv), daher ist die eingangs

Vgl Wagner, Septuaginta-Hapaxlegomena, 322.

0 Es handelt sich um einen pars pro toto Ausdruck: gemeint ist ..ein schlechter Mensch®.

U Wortlich: ,,Brot*.

*2 Die Erlauterung, wonach die strenge Gestik und der bése Blick des Hausherren ,,verhindern,
dass (die Giste) zuviel essen, also mehr an Brot fiir den .knausrigen Gastgeber* tibrig bleibt; durch
seine schlechten Manieren vermehrt er also seinen Anteil am Essen™ (Wagner, Septuaginta-
Hapaxlegomena, 322) erscheint unwahrscheinlich. Warum sollte man an einem Mahl teilnehmen,
wo man ohnedies nichts bekommt? — Die neutestamentlichen Beispiele belegen, dass es sehr wohl
moglich war, eine Einladung zu einem Gastmahl auszuschlagen, und dies auch in einem Fall, wo
man mit Uberfluss rechnen konnte.
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angestellte Vermutung einer intransitiven Lesung erwogen worden. Zweier-
lei gibt es nun als Begriindung zu bedenken: Syr folgt gewéhnlich mog-
lichst genau der hebriischen Vorlage, auch wenn deren Verstindnis schwie-
rig ist. Auch die oben angefiihrte hebridische Vorlage macht, wenn man sie
transitiv versteht, Probleme. Allem Anschein nach vollzieht daher der Uber-
setzer seine Vorlage mehr oder weniger ausschlielich formal nach. Die
weiterfithrende hebriische Tradition wird ja wiederum eine Korrektur vor-
nehmen, wie anschlieflend gezeigt wird.

Der Wechsel des hebriischen Verbs hat in den ersten Jahrhunderten un-
serer Zeitrechnung stattgefunden, wie die Unterschiede zwischen der grie-
chischen und syrischen Version deutlich zeigen. Die Verdnderung hat einen
Grund, sonst hitte man sie wohl nicht vorgenommen.

In Gelehrtenkreisen wire die Anderung nicht nétig gewesen. — So stellt
sich die Frage, was denn der Grund fiir eine Textinderung gewesen sein
mag. Wenn der Text in der Offentlichkeit vorgelesen wurde — wie zum Bei-
spiel in der Liturgie —, dann ist eine Adaptierung bei seltenen und schwieri-
gen Worten nahe liegend: Es geht in diesem Falle innerhalb des Hebrii-
schen um eine Erleichterung mit dem Ziel einer sprachlichen Aktualisie-
rung fiir den einfachen hebrdischen Nutzer. In Zeiten, wo Hebriisch keine
allgemein gesprochene Sprache mehr war, sondern nur noch im Kult oder
in der religiésen Bildung vorkam, kann man die Verdnderung in eine ge-
briauchliche Vokabel, die dem Kontext nicht widerspricht, verstehen. — Auf
dieser Stufe (... n2n NP p) lbersetzte der Syrer.

2.3.4 Die Randlesart in Sir 14:10a
In der hebriischen Handschrift A ist nun eine vollstindige Dublette zu
14:10a erhalten, die lautet:

on by naan naw Py

Ein gutes Auge/guter Mensch vermehrt die Speise/ein festliches Gastmahl.

Das heifit, dass ein guter Mensch bei einem Gastmahl so befruchtend wirkt,
dass die Speisen ausreichen, wobei aber nicht nur die greifbare Nahrung ge-
meint sein muss. Vielmehr kénnte auch das ganze Ambiente eines Gast-
mahles miteinbezogen sein.

Jetzt ist der Ausgangspunkt aller bisherigen Versionen auf den Kopf ge-
stellt: es geht nicht mehr um einen ,,schlechten, sondern um einen ,,guten*
Menschen. Wie kann es denn dazu kommen?

Als Ausgangspunkt der Erkldrung dient wiederum jene Version, die dem
syrischen Ubersetzer vorgelegen war. Das hebriische Partizipium 0370
kann eine intransitive Bedeutung haben: ,,sich vergroern*. Viel haufiger ist
jedoch die transitive Verwendung, also ,.etwas vergrofiern”. Wenn man nun
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den Satz hort, dass ein ,,gieriger Mensch ein Gastmahl vermehrt®, dann ist
das schwer verstandlich, ja mehr noch, es ist geradezu unsinnig. Wie sollte
denn ein gieriger Esser aus einer gedeckten Tafel mehr und nicht weniger
machen?

Dieser Widerspruch bleibt nicht stehen. Offensichtlich versucht ein
wohlmeinender Abschreiber auf seine Art den Kontext — mutmaBlich als
Randnotiz — , richtig” zu stellen, indem er aus dem bdsen einen guten Men-
schen macht. Damit wird ein schoner antithetischer Parallelismus zum Ein-
gangssatz gebildet, wobei als einziger Schonheitsfehler die Priposition by
im zweiten Satz zu nennen ist: on% Yy N30, da das direkte Objekt zu N3
keine Objektsmarkierung erfordert; vgl. Syr. Wenn man aber eine benutzt,
dann wiirde man n& wihlen.

Ein (frithmittelalterlicher) Sammler biblischer Biicher fand nun beide
Versionen vor. Redlich wie die Bibel iiberliefert wird, behilt er den schwer
bis gar nicht verstindlichen Ausgangstext, der sich mit einem ,,schlechten
Menschen® beschiftigte bei. Dem steht nun ein ,,guter Menschen* gegen-
tiber. So wird die urspriinglich korrigierende Randnotiz zur Dublette und zu
guter Letzt sogar noch zu einer antithetischen Stilfigur.

oSy Iy — onb by fan Aaw Y
Ein boser Mensch bedeutet Verdruss bei Ein guter Mensch vermehrt (sogar noch)
einem festlichen Gastmahl. ein festliches Gastmahl.

2.3.5 Zwischensumme
Es ergeben sich demnach folgende Stufen der Textentwicklung, mit denen
die bisherigen Ausfiilhrungen argumentiert haben:

. Stufe = vermutlicher Ausgangspunkt (vgl. H*),

. Stufe = adaptierende Deutung durch den griechischen Ubersetzer,

. Stufe = erste Erleichterung im Hebriischen,

. Stufe = Verschmelzung von 1. Stufe und 3. Stufe,

. Stufe = sprachlich-terminologische Erleichterung in der H*, welche die 3.
Stufe weiterentwickelt und daher — trotz aller Schwierigkeiten —
transitiv verstanden worden sein diirfte.

. Stufe = 5. Stufe als Vorlage fiir die Ubersetzung in die syrische Sprache,

7. Stufe = inhaltliche Probleme in der H* aufgrund der Austauschbarkeit
von transitiver und intransitiver Verwendung des partizipialen
Pradikates,

8. Stufe = inhaltliche Korrektur in der H* durch Ubereinstimmung des Ad-

jektivs beim Subjekt und dem partizipialen Pradikat. Das Pradikat

wird transitiv verstanden.

WV AW N =

2}
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Von diesen Stufen der Textentwicklung sind nun folgende, nicht in Klam-
mern stehende, erhalten:

Hebriisch (H*) Stufe Ubersetzungen
onY Sy ny yA Yy (1)
2-LXX  4¢barpss movnpos lovepds Em’ dpTw
ond by VYR Y Y 3)
oroSyvynpy yapry  10a 4-HA
onb Sy nan Yy 5)
! 6 — Syr el e has s
onb by nan Ay @)

orb Sy AT Aaw Py 10ct 8- HA

Deutlich ist, dass vermutlich keiner der erhaltenden Texte an sich der ,,Ur-
text* ist. H* ist in der heute vorliegenden Form nicht Vorlage fiir LXX ge-
wesen. Die Handschrift hat aber Elemente, die es wahrscheinlich machen,
dass deren dltere Form mit jener gleich ist, die auch LXX zur Verfligung
stand. Zudem zeigt sich eine Verdnderung des Textes im Laufe der Weiter-
gabe. Stufen dieser Adaptierung kénnen in den Ubersetzungen wie in Rand-
lesarten greifbar sein.

3. Schlussfolgerungen

Zusammenfassend seien die Beispielstypen, die oben untersucht wurden,
aufgelistet:

— Nur griechisch und syrisch belegte Versionen, die weit von einander
abweichen und die keine gemeinsamen Ausgangstext besitzen;

— zwei hebriische Handschriften zur gleichen Stelle, die unter einander
abweichen. Eine hebriische Handschrift spiegelt sich in der griechischen,
die andere Handschrift in der syrischen Ubersetzung. Verwickelter wird die
Lage dann, wenn die Ubersetzungen einmal der H* und dann z.B. der H®
folgen, was ohne Schwierigkeiten zu belegen ist. Daher kann man nicht ge-
neralisierend sagen, dass in H* in der erhaltenen Form ilter ist als H®.

— Das dritte Beispiel bietet Verquickungen innerhalb einer einzigen he-
briischen Handschrift. Im Griechischen wird eine weitere Stufe der Text-
weitergabe erhalten, im Syrischen eine darauf folgende und die Dublette re-
prisentiert eine dariiber hinausgehende Phase der Entwicklung.
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4. Zusammenfassung

Als Summe ergibt sich fiir den Weg zum ,,Urtext*:

1. Fiir die Methodik der Textkritik ist festzuhalten, dass die gebriduch-
‘lichste Grundregel, wonach die /ectio dificilior anderen Lesarten vorzuzie-
hen ist, keine eminente Rolle gespielt hat. Viel bedeutender sind des Ofte-
ren Argumente auf der Basis der Stilistik, der Textentwicklung, des Ver-
gleiches dhnlicher Beispielstille usw.

2. Dort wo mehrere hebridische Handschriften vorliegen, diese durch die
griechische und die syrische Ubersetzung gestiitzt werden, liegt mit grofer
Wahrscheinlichkeit der iltest greifbare Ausgangstext vor.

3. Bei Abweichungen ist auch in den Ubersetzungssprachen die hebrii-
sche Grammatik und Stilistik ein zentrales Kriterium fiir den Riickschluss,
wie der hebriische Ausgangtext gelautet haben mag. Es ist also festzuhal-
ten, dass die Poesie ein bedeutsames Kriterium fiir die Textkritik darstellt.

4. Die Abweichungen bezeugen nicht selten die Geschichte der Texttra-
dierung. Wer zu Textdnderungen bzw. Emendationen greift, nimmt sich die
Moglichkeit, diesen Vorgang zu verstehen.

5. Es gibt vermutlich auf den ersten Autor zuriickgehende Varianten, bei
denen man nicht entscheiden kann, welche davon die urspriinglichere sein
diirfte. — Dort jedenfalls, wo die griechische und die syrische Versionen
weit von einander abweichen, kann man nicht von vorneherein davon aus-
gehen, dass es sich um nachtrigliche Veranderungen handeln muss. Bei in
sich richtigen und mit einer spezifischen inhaltlichen Pointe versehenen
Passagen wird man damit rechnen, dass mehr als eine Version als ,ur-
spriinglicher Ausgangstext” zu bewerten sind.
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Der pramasoretische Idiolekt des Buches Ezechiel
und seine Beziehungen zum Jeremiabuch:

Manchen alttestamentlichen Biichern eignet die Besonderheit, dass ihre an-
tike griechische Ubersetzung (G*) eine insgesamt iltere Entwicklungsstufe
bewahrt hat. Hier ist an erster Stelle das Jeremiabuch zu nennen.? Das im
kanonischen Aufbau benachbarte Buch Ezechiel ist angesichts der Abwei-
chungen seiner griechischen Version ein Kandidat fiir diese Kategorie, wo-
bei indes sein masoretisches Sondergut einen deutlich geringeren Umfang
einnimmt. Wihrend die masoretischen Uberschiisse bei Jer auf etwa 13-15
% des Buches veranschlagt werden, erreichen sie in Ez nur ca. 4-5 %,’ also
ein rundes Drittel des Wertes von Jer. Der Anteil steigt leicht an, wenn die
groBeren Liicken des Papyrus 967* (Ez 12:26-28; 32:25-26; 36:23d*-38)
mitgezédhlt werden.’

Trotz der unterschiedlichen Anteile am Gesamtumfang der Biicher ladt
der Befund zu Vergleichen ein. Vorweg sei folgende Sprachregelung einge-

! Die vorliegende Studie wurde erarbeitet wihrend eines Forschungsfreisemesters im Winter-
semester 2005/2006 an der Fakulteit Teologie und dem Departement Antieke Studie der Universi-
tit Stellenbosch (Siidafrika). Ich danke meinen Gastgebern aufrichtig fir die Einladung und ihre
tatkraftige Unterstiitzung.

2 Vgl. zuletzt R. D. Weis, ., The Textual Situation in the Book of Jeremiah,* in Séfer Mahir:
Essays in Honour of Adrian Schenker: Offered by the Editors of Biblia Hebraica Quinta (ed.
Y. A. P. Goldman, A. van der Kooij und R. D. Weis; VTSup 110; Leiden: Brill, 2006), 269-93;
H.-J. Stipp. ,.Zur aktuellen Diskussion um das Verhéltnis der Textformen des Jeremiabuches," in
Die Septuaginta — Texte, Kontexte, Lebenswelten: Internationale Fachtagung veranstaltet von
Septuaginta Deutsch (LXX.D), Wuppertal 20.-23. Juli 2006 (ed. M. Karrer und W. Kraus; WUNT
219; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2008), 630-53.

3 Vgl. zuletzt J. Lust, ,.,The Ezekiel Text," in Séfer Mahir, 153-67, 160-61.

4 Aktuelle Information bei P. Schwagmeier, ,.Untersuchungen zu Textgeschichte und Entste-
hung des Ezechielbuches in masoretischer und griechischer Uberlieferung® (Univ. Diss., Ziirich,
2004), 180-86.

% Fiir deren Prioritit plidieren z.B. J. Lust, ,,Ezekiel 36-40 in the Oldest Greek Manuscript.”
CBQ 43 (1981): 517-33; idem, .,Major Divergences between LXX and MT in Ezekiel." in The
Earliest Text of the Hebrew Bible: The Relationship between the Masoretic Text and the Hebrew
Base of the Septuaginta Reconsidered (ed. A. Schenker; SBLSCS 52; Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars Press,
2003), 83-92 = Messianism and the Septuagint: Collected Essays (ed. K. Hauspie: BETL 178;
Leuven: Peeters, 2003), 201-9; Schwagmeier, ..Untersuchungen,” bes. 313~17.
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fiihrt: Die von G* reprisentierten Ausgaben werden aufgrund ihrer Verbrei-
tung in der agyptischen Diaspora zum Zweck rascher Unterscheidung mit
dem Etikett ,,alexandrinisch* (4/T) belegt, ohne damit tiber die tatsdchliche
Heimat ihrer hebriischen Vorlagen befinden zu wollen.

Es sind schon zahlreiche Griinde dafiir beigebracht worden, dass die
Uberhidnge von EzMT zumeist spite Nachtrige darstellen, die nicht mehr
den Weg in die G*-Vorlage fanden. Hier sind aus neuerer Zeit v.a. die Ar-
beiten von J. Lust,® E. Tov’ und P. Schwagmeier® hervorzuheben. In Jer
wird die textgenetische Prioritit der alexandrinischen Edition mafigeblich
durch den pramasoretischen Idiolekt erwiesen, ein Repertoire sprachlicher
Eigentiimlichkeiten, die in der masoretischen Fassung mehrfach belegt sind,
aber in der alexandrinischen Version oder gar dem gesamten restlichen Al-
ten Testament fehlen. Diese Phinomene sind mit der Annahme nachtrig-
licher Kiirzung nicht vereinbar.’ Die vorliegende Studie stellt nun Beobach-
tungen vor, wonach das masoretische Sondergut'® von Ez ebenso einen dis-
tinkten sprachlichen Charakter besitzt, der es vom gemeinsamen Bestand
beider Ausgaben abhebt. Zum Nachweis werden wie auch in Jer nur solche
Phianomene berticksichtigt, die wiederholt auftreten; so soll sicher gestellt
werden, dass sie tatsdchlich den stilistischen Fingerabdruck jiingerer Hinde
reprisentieren.'! Die vorzustellenden Befunde stiitzen das Urteil, dass alex-
andrinische Liicken, sofern nicht durch Dittographie auf masoretischer Seite
bedingt,'? in der Regel eine iltere Textwachstumsstufe konserviert haben.

® Vgl. z. B. J. Lust, ,,The Ezekiel Text*; idem, ,,Ezekiel 36-40"; idem, ~Major Divergences*;
idem, ,,The Use of Textual Witnesses for the Establishment of the Text: The Shorter and Longer
Texts of Ezekiel: An Example: Ez 7. in Ezekiel and His Book. Textual and Literary Criticism and
Their Interrelation (ed. J. Lust; BETL 74; Leuven: Peeters, 1986) 7-19; idem, ,,Notes to the
Septuagint: Ezekiel 1-2,* ETL 75 (1999): 5-31; idem, K. Hauspie und A. Temnier, ,Notes to the
Septuagint and the Masoretic Text: Ezekiel 3, ETL 75 (1999): 315-31; eidem, , Notes to the
Septuagint: Ezekiel 6, ETL 76 (2000): 396—403; eidem, ,,Ezekiel 4 and S in Hebrew and in Greek:
Numbers and Ciphers,” ETL 77 (2001): 132-52; eidem, ,Notes to the Septuagint: Ezekiel 7. ETL
77 (2001): 385-94.

7E. Tov, ,,Recensional Differences between the MT and LXX of Ezekiel,“ ETL 62 (1986): 89-101.

8 Schwagmeier, ,,Untersuchungen®.

9 H.-1. Stipp, ,,Linguistic Peculiarities of the Masoretic Edition of the Book of Jeremiah: An
Updated Index,“ JNSL 23.2 (1997): 181-202; idem, ,,Zur aktuellen Diskussion*.

19 Sondergut* bezeichnet das Gesamt der quantitativen und qualitativen Varianten einer Text-
form gegeniiber einer anderen. ,,Pramasoretischer Idiolekt* bezeichnet sprachliche Eigenarten
(Lexeme, Wortverbindungen und grammatische Konstruktionen) des masoretischen Sonderguts
gegeniiber dem mit dem alexandrinischen Text gemeinsamen Bestand eines Buches oder gar dem
gesamten Rest des Alten Testaments. Auch im Sondergut anderer Texttypen ist mit Idiolekten zu
rechnen, doch hier bleiben weitere Forschungen abzuwarten.

" Aus methodischen Griinden ausgeklammert bleiben deshalb Fille wie die in Ez singulére
Langform 2% 36:28 innerhalb des Uberschusses 36:23d*-38 gegeniiber dem Papyrus 967; dazu
zuletzt Schwagmeier, ,,Untersuchungen,* 318.

12 Dieser Kopistenfehler ist in EzMT recht haufig, wie iiber die SESB-Suche im Apparat der
BHS leicht festzustellen ist (vgl. C. Hardmeier, E. Talstra und A. Groves, eds., Stuttgarter Elek-
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Die weiteren Implikationen dieses Resultats bestehen u.a. in der Tatsache,
dass es Vergleiche zwischen den jiingsten RevisionsmafBnahmen in zwei
benachbarten groflen Prophetenbiichern erméglicht.

Die vorliegende Untersuchung wurde wesentlich erleichtert durch die
von R. A. Kraft und E. Tov erstellten Computer Assisted Tools for Sep-
tuagint Studies (CATSS)."”® Sie sei daher Emanuel Tov zugeeignet als Zei-
chen der Dankbarkeit flir sein wissenschaftliches Lebenswerk. Wenn die
biblische Textkritik in den letzten Jahrzehnten einen rasanten Modernisie-
rungsschub erfahren hat, so ist dies zuallererst sein Verdienst.

Nachstehend werden folgende diakritische Zeichen verwendet: Quantita-
tive Varianten sind durch [eckige Klammern] markiert, die masoretische
Uberschiisse einrahmen. Qualitative Varianten sind entsprechend der
Schreibrichtung durch linksldufige Schrigstriche \ kenntlich gemacht:
Rechts vor dem Schrigstrich ist der masoretische Wortlaut verzeichnet;
links danach folgt die riickiibersetzte alexandrinische Lesart.

1. Lexeme und Wortformen
1.1 nknv (Plural) ,,Unreinheiten*

Der Plural von n&nv begegnet zwei Mal in 36:25, 29 innerhalb der Heils-
verheiBung 36:23d*-38, die im Papyrus 967 fehlt. EzMT kennt sechs Mal
den Singular, wovon vier Belege durch EzAIT bestitigt werden (22:15;
24:11; 36:17; 39:24). In 24:13a bietet G anstatt des singularischen Substan-
tivs eine verbale Ausdrucksweise;'* der Fall in 24:13c¢ ist ein masoretischer
Uberschuss. Daneben finden sich 25 Belege des Singulars und drei Mal in
enger Streuung der Plural (Lev 16:16, 16, 19).

1.2 n&7 ,,Furcht*

18 A\ s

30:13  [own pwa ax Rl

tronische Studienbibel: Version 2.0 [Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2006]). Ein Teil der
Dittographien liegt der Abspaltung der alexandrinischen Texttradition allerdings bereits voraus.

'3 Online: http://ccat.sas.upenn.edu/rs/rak/catss.html.

14 4v8 dv duiaivou ov, in BHS riickiibersetzt als TnR 8NV3.
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Die masoretische Fassung von 1:18 wird iibereinstimmend als korrupt beur-
teilt. Rekonstruktionsversuche enthalten jedenfalls nicht das Substantiv
8T, ' das somit als Besonderheit von EzMT ausgewiesen ist.

1.3 9n (maskulin) ,,bitter*

3:14  crnona [n] 1
27:31  [7n 7200 WOIR3 TIR 1231]
Maskuline Formen von 41 treten in Ez nur in masoretischen Uberschiissen

auf, wihrend die feminine Form in 27:30 auch durch den alexandrinischen
Text bezeugt wird.

1.4 700 ,,absperren

28:14  [72i00 nwnn] 23 NR\NR

28:16  wx™aR Tinn [7200] 2172 7728

In Ez begegnet das Verb nur hier, und zwar beide Male in identtscher Form
als durch Artikel determiniertes Partizip.

1.5 v(-53) ,(ganzer) Grundriss*

43:11  (eal Ty OméoTacw adtod Vax1)'® mIim vRYIM [inpam] man px) \ M
MR 00wYh 2N DRIR Y10 INAIRTHIY [1nAe-H21] rRpntSa i [inme-o]
[Ppn-527ni oawn \ inieoa7ny

15 vgl. z.B. W. Zimmerli, Ezechiel, 1. Teilband: Ezechiel 1-24 (BKAT 13.1; Neukirchen-
Vluyn: Neukirchener, 21979), 2, 7; K.-F. Pohlmann, Das Buch des Propheten Hesekiel (Ezechiel):
Kapitel 1-19 (ATD 22.1; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1996), 44.

'* Zumeist wird vorausgesetzt, A/T iibergehe statt des ersten 10712521 vielmehr T&2iM; so z.B.
W. Zimmerli, Ezechiel, 2. Teilband: Ezechiel 25-48 (BKAT 13.2; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirche-
ner, *1979), 1073; Schwagmeier, ..Untersuchungen,” 168. vméotacis reprasentiert indessen niemals
ein Derivat der Basis 813, mehrfach dagegen Ableitungen der Basis 2¥1, und zwar wiederholt
solche mit dem Prifix n: 2agn | Sam 13:23, 14:4; niagn Ez 26:11; vgl. ferner 2¥n Nah 2:8 sowie
2% (?) 1 Sam 13:21. Insbesondere der Ez-Beleg stiitzt die Annahme, dass der Ubersetzer in 43:11
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Der Vers enthilt samtliche vier Fille von A ,,Gestalt, Grundriss* in Ez,
von denen kein einziger von EzA/T gestiitzt wird. Statt des ersten Belegs
Y liest G* xat drypagets = Av1* bei umgekehrter Abfolge der ersten
beiden Konsonantenschriftzeichen. Die alexandrinische Lesart hat die hohe-
re Plausibilitit auf ihrer Seite, weil sie die extreme Haufung von Objekten
vor dem Verb vermeidet, die MT kennzeichnet. Die nidchsten beiden Fille
in Gestalt der Verbindung 1n71¢-921 werden in EzA/T iibergangen. Statt des
vierten Belegs imv9any liest G* mavta Ta Sixawpatd pov fur
"awn 92 nr*."" Das Substantiv 77 wurde somit offenbar erst durch die
pramasoretischen Retuschen in das Buch eingetragen. Sollte mi¥1* wider
Erwarten umgekehrt eine Verschreibung aus nmy darstellen, ist nur die
Verbindung nw-93 dem pramasoretischen Idiolekt des Buches zuzurech-
nen.

1.6 77"2% (ungedeutet)

77 [Aroxn nna] (EzG 7:3)
7:10  [A7own ARy nxa 13|
Jes 28:5 bezeugt ein homophones Lexem mit der Bedeutung ,,Gewinde,

Kranz* (HAL), die bei diesen masoretischen Uberschiissen nicht in Betracht
kommt. Beide Male sind ganze Sitze betroffen.

1.7 o1 (Plural) ,,Messruten®

42:16 R0 n3p3 [oap] Cnikn-wnn
42:17  nnR\ DR MRRTYRN 11983 N TR
42:18  nTan Mapa [oap] mirpwnn

42:19  nTnn apa [oap] nikp-wnn

eine Verschreibung antraf, die er auf ein mit n prifigiertes Derivat der Basis 2¥3 bezog. Eine
solche Variante ging eher aus &2 hervor als aus 1ne(1).

'7 Zimmerli, Ezechiel, 2:1073, und BHS werten G* als Beleg, dass M7 1™y aus MNN* ver-
schrieben sei. dixaiwpa tibersetzt jedoch niemals n7iR. In EzG* dient es als eines der Standard-
iquivalente flir VOWnN; daneben tritt es in 36:27 ein fiir PN, das hier wegen der Fortsetzung nicht in
Betracht kommt.
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Der Singular n3p ist in Ez 18 Mal belegt, aber der Plural kommt nur in der
masoretischen Fassung von 42:16-19 vor. Weitere je 9 Fille treten in den
Paralleltexten Ex 25:32-36 // 38:18-22 auf.

1.8 1217 ,,Darbringung*

20:28  [oia7p owa owrunn]
40:43 (13790 3] manhwIoN

Das Lexem i1st in Lev und Num 78 Mal belegt, daneben nur in den zitierten
Fillen in EzMT.

1.9 0w ,,Bose (Menschen)™; substantiviert

7:24 [on R iy W O3 P nRaM|

30:12 [Dw7rTa panaTnR mnani

Das substantivierte Adjektiv 7 zur Bezeichnung von Ubeltitern begegnet
noch sechs Mal im AT." Die prdmasoretische Rezension von Ez verrit eine

Vorliebe fiir die Lexeme p7 und nv7; vgl. weiter unten die Wendungen
NYY WK Ny (2.9) und niy miawin (2.12).

1.10 98wW-N (Singular) ,,tibrig bleiben*

6:12 minY ap7a e [RwIn]

9:8 15750 NP9R1 [ YR DRian3 AN

In Ez sind singularische Formen von 98W-N auf die masoretische Ausgabe
beschrinkt, im zweiten Fall in einer forma mixta aus dem Partizip und dem
Narrativ der 1. Person Sing. Die pluralischen Belege werden von A/T besta-
tigt (17:21; 36:36).

18 G* fihrt fort: émdvwdey oTéyas Tol xalbmreobar dmd Tol VeTol xat dmo i Enpaociag, woflir
CATSS die Riickitbersetzung vorschlagt: 37him1 ~vnn nivah 72 Yon*.
19 Jer 6:29; 15:21; Hi 35:12; Prov 4:14; 14:19; 15:3.
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Fiir zwei Sonderfille sei eigens begriindet, warum sie nicht in dieses
Verzeichnis aufgenommen wurden. (1) EzMT bietet 217 Mal das Gottes-
epitheton Mmn” TR ,,mein Herr Jhwh", dem laut J. Ziegler in G* durch-
gingig allein xUptog entspricht, bei einer Ausnahme: 21:5 (= EzG 20:49),
was nach P. Katz sogar schon zu weit geht.** Allerdings besteht hier der be-
griindete Verdacht, dass die verkurzte Wiedergabe iibersetzungstechnisch
bedingt ist und die Véter von EzG* in ihrer Vorlage den zweigliedrigen Ho-
heitstitel antrafen.?’ (2) Die beiden Belege von 012 EzMT 22:21 und 39:28
wurden schon frither als Musterbeispiele eines sprachlichen Sondercharak-
ters von EzMT und obendrein als Indiz spéten Ursprungs angefiihrt.” Es ist
jedoch zu beachten, dass dem masoretischen Uberschuss DINR RO in
22:21 ein alexandrinischer Uberhang xat cuvdéw im vorausgehenden V.20
entspricht, der auf "noIM* zuriickgehen kann.” Deshalb bleibt fraglich, ob
das Verb erst in der pramasoretischen Phase in das Buch Eingang gefunden
hat.

2. Wendungen
2.1 hana1 a3 ,,in Zorn und in Grimm*

5:15  [rona w3l

22:20  npnatana; G* év dpyfj pov

Wihrend die Phrase in Ez4A/T 5:15 ganz fehlt, ist sie in G* 22:20 in einer
Weise teiliibersetzt, die kein sicheres Urteil erlaubt, welche der beiden
Komponenten in der Vorlage angetroffen wurde. Es reicht jedoch festzu-
stellen, dass in Ez nur MT die Verbindung kennt. Auflerhalb des Buches ist
sie mehrfach belegt,** aber Ez4/T bezeugt blof3 anders lautende Koordinati-
onen von & und 7N (5:13; 7:8; 13:13; 20:8, 21; 25:14).

20 ). Ziegler, Ezechiel: Mit einem Nachtrag von Detlef Fraenkel (Septuaginta: Vetus Testamen-
tum Graecum auctoritate Academiae Scientiarum Gottingensis 16.1; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 21977), 87.

21 So zuletzt M. Résel, Adonaj — warum Gott ,Herr' genannt wird (FAT 29; Tiibingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 2000), 150-51; Lust, ,,Ezekiel Text," 165-67.

22 7 B. ). Lust, .. The Final Text and Textual Criticism: Ez 39,28." in Ezekiel and His Book,
48-54 (49 Anm. 7!); Schwagmeier, ,,Untersuchungen, 33 Anm. 176.

3 guvdyw ist Standarddquivalent fur 0©13; vgl. M. Camilo dos Santos, An Expanded Hebrew In-
dex for the Hatch-Redpath Concordance to the Septuagint (Jerusalem: Dugith o.J. [1973]), 93.

24 Dtn 29:22, 27: Jer 21:5; 32:37; 33:5; Mi 5:14; Ps 90:7.
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2.2 nnip - a8 . Zorn — Eifer*

3501 [Tn8Ipa ToNa)

38:18-19  'm1a7 'may-wxl 'nap[al :axa] 'non Abvn

In 38:18-19 MT ist die durch die Versgrenze bedingte Satzgliederung nur
bedingt plausibel. Aufgrund der Syndese erscheint es natiirlicher, *n&ip
noch mit dem vorausgehenden Satz (und Vers) zu verbinden, und manche
Ausleger emendieren entsprechend.? Vor *n73u-wx3l wird die Satzgrenze
auch in EzAIT gezogen, wo "NRIP* als zweites Subjekt zu n7un fungiert.
Die Kontaktstellung von a8 und nX3p ist jedenfalls eine Besonderheit von
EzMT, sei es im betonten Gegeniiber bei getrennten Sdtzen nach der
masoretischen Satzgliederung oder koordiniert nach Rekonstruktion. Die
beiden Substantive werden sonst nur in Dtn 29:19 wie folgt verbunden: ™
iN8IPY AN T

2.3 wn pIrn ,,das Land werdet ihr (erw)erben*

3325 [wrn

3326 [wyn

Die beiden Belege gehoren zu dem lingeren masoretischen Uberhang
33:25¢-27b. Die Verbindung von w-G mit dem Objekt PR ist hdufig; in
2. Person Plur. der Prifixkonjugation begegnet sie indessen nur noch in
Dtn 5:33 und 1 Chr 28:8. Mit dieser konkreten Verbform ist die Wendung
also innerhalb von Ez distinktiv. Zwar wird die alexandrinische Liicke mit-
unter auf Homoioteleuton zuriickgefiihrt, weil sie nach einer prophetischen
Botenformel (25b) beginnt und mit einer ebensolchen endet (27b).?” Die
beiden Jhwh-Reden unterscheiden sich allerdings durch die Sprechrichtung,
insofern 25¢-26 die angeklagten Judder in 2. Person direkt konfrontiert,
wihrend 27¢-29 in 3. Person auf sie Bezug nimmt, was auf literarische
Schichtung deutet.*

35 G* bietet anstelle von MT 7IRIPN NMTwY WK TORIPI TORI nur xatd Ty EBpav cou. Das
Substantiv éfpa reprisentiert wiederholt nXw (Num 35:20; Prov 26:26), nie aber AR oder ARIp.
Der diskutierte Passus fehlt somit fraglos in A/7.

%S0 2.B. BHS und Zimmerli, Ezechiel, 2:923, 928.

17 z.B. Zimmerli, Ezechiel, 2:815.

2 Mit K.-F. Pohlmann, Das Buch des Propheten Hesekiel (Ezechiel): Kapitel 20~48 (ATD
22.2; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2001), 455 Anm. 36.
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2403 ... WY ,der/die ... im Meer*

26:17  [awn R0 03 Apin Ama W]

26:18  [Fnryn o3 WwR 0URA O]

Relativsitze des Musters 02 ... "WR bzw. allein schon die Pripositional-
verbindung 2 sind in Ez Besonderheiten der masoretischen Ausgabe. Der
gemeinsame Bestand bietet an dhnlichem Material nur die pluralische Form

ona in Ez 32:2, wo kein Relativsatz vorliegt; vgl. sonst 0’3 WK in
Jes 27:1 und o'*2 ... "WR in Lev 11:9, 10.

2.5 mninnHa75% ... 2 ,denn ... iiber seinen ganzen Prunk*

7:12 [A3innHa5R 110 03]

7:13 [21w? &Y A3inn~H279K T3]

7:14  [A3inn~H275% 0 °3)

Die Pripositionalverbindung m3in-92-5% ist noch zwei weitere Male in
Ez 32:16, 31 belegt, doch im *3-Satz ist sie auf EzMT beschrinkt. Die Phra-
se MINN~92°9R 11N "2 ,,denn Zornglut (kommt) iiber seinen ganzen Prunk*

(7:12, 14) ist im gesamten AT einzigartig. Vielleicht stand sie frither auch
in 7:13, wo 1im durch Verschreibung aus 1191 hervorgegangen sein kann.”

2.6 Verb + n'm bei Subjektsgleichheit: ,,... und leben*

18:13  mom &b # rnoxin \ M § nR% many?

18:24  ['m ] pwIn NYpTIPR NIWIAD 552 S nw

18:32  [rmiawm]

Bei Subjektsgleichheit bildet die Abfolge Verb +1+ 'n-G einen distinkti-

ven Zug von EzMT. EzAIT kennt nur einen Fall mit wechselndem Subjekt
in 47:9 'm oM. Auflerhalb des Buches begegnet die Sequenz mit identi-

2 50 7.B. Zimmerli, Ezechiel, 1:158, 163. Pohlmann, Hesekiel 1-19, 112, bleibt bei MT.
30 Die Zeichen # ...\ ... § markieren die Reichweite der durch \ angezeigten qualitativen Vari-
ante.
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schem Subjekt in Gen 3:22; 42:18; 43:8; Am 5:4; Sach 10:9; Neh 5:2; vgl.
Jes 38:9.

2.7 wIhY oi ,, Tag des Monats*

45:21  wIny [DP] “y npaIR1a (WK

45:25  win? [oP] Y nwnna pava

Zumeist fehlt bei solchen Datumsangaben nach der Tageszdhlung die Spe-
zifikation D¥; so auch bei den 15 Belegen von Wf[h'_?, die in Ez 1-45:18 vo-
rausgehen.’’ EzG* bezeugt die Wendung w7hY oi iiberhaupt nicht. Sonst
kommt sie 16 Mal in Gen—Num sowie Jos und 1 Kon vor.’? In fiinf Féllen
aus Gen-Lev fehlt allerdings ebenfalls ein Aquivalent fiir 0¥ in G*.» Mog-
licherweise ist daher die fehlende Repridsentanz von D1 hier libersetzungs-

technisch bedingt, aber dass gerade zwei randstindige Datumsangaben i
hinzusetzen, spricht eher fiir prizisierende Nacharbeit.

2.8 8170 oi"a "wIpn ,,mein Heiligtum an jenem Tag*

23:38  [xann 03] "WIpn-nR RQY

23:39  [xnn Diva) WwTpn-oN kAN

Die Kollokation von wTpn und 83170 02 ist einzigartig im AT.

2.9 nwy WK MiyA7D) ,,die bosen (Dinge), die (jemand) tut*

6:9 oo navin *H33\7 [ww WwR nipTn-YR] 0nuo3 wHn
8:9 N5 owP DN WK [MIPIR] NIAYIRATIR AR Na

20:43  [owy “WwR] D2'Riy77933 02493 DRbPY

31101, 2: 8:1; 20015 24:1: 26:1; 29:1, 17; 30:20; 31:1; 32:1, 17; 33:21; 40:1; 45:18.

32 Gen 7:11; 8:4, 14; Ex 12:6, 18; 16:1; Lev 23:6, 34, 39; Num 9:5; 28:16, 17; 29:12; 33:3; Jos
5:10; 1 Kon 12:32.

33 Gen 7:11; 8:4, 14; Ex 12:6; Lev 23:34.

M G* v mdo; vgl. 20:43.
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Diese Varianten illustrieren, wie ein pramasoretischer Rezensent eine be-
vorzugte Wendung im Ezechielbuch verankert hat. In 6:9 schuf er die Rela-
tivphrase vollig neu; in 8:9 nahm er den gegebenen Relativsatz zum Anlass,
das Beziechungswort zu ergédnzen, und in 20:43 vermehrte er umgekehrt das
vorgefundene Beziehungswort um den Relativsatz. Die Wendung ist haufig
mit singularischem Beziehungswort (0% bzw. np7n*). Mit pluralischem
Beziehungswort ist sonst nur Jer 44:9 zu vergleichen, wo dem Relativsatz
DLW nivna AT PRI WY WR eine Kette von vier Fillen der Konstruk-
tusverbindung X niya vorausgeht, der in MT noch zusétzlich oyny einge-
reiht ist. Mit einem pluralischen Beziehungswort, das nicht Nomen regens
einer Konstruktusverbindung ist, kommt die Phrase nur in den masoreti-
schen Ausgaben der Biicher Jer und Ez vor. Sie dokumentiert die Vorliebe
fiir die Lexeme 7 und nv7 im masoretischen Sondergut von Ez; vgl. oben
w7 (1.9) sowie unten Niy7 niapin (2.12), wo der Fall 8:9 unter anderer
Riicksicht wiederkehrt.

2.10 mn7? 0w ,,dort die Hand (Jhwhs)*

1:3 T [ow )% m

322 T [ow] o nm

8:1 i 3Ty ™ [ow] 5 nm \ Sam

Die Wendung ist eine Eigenheit des masoretischen Ezechielbuchs. Die Se-
quenz T° oW wird noch in Am 9:2 und Ps 139:10 benutzt, wo allerdings ein

enklitisches Personalpronomen den Gottesnamen bzw. das Gottesepitheton
vertritt.

2.11 o7 n2ow , BlutvergieBerinnen®

16:38  [o7 ndowh] niori ["Juswn Tnvow

23:45 o7 [niosW] vawm NioRI VEYN DINIR WY NN

33 Koh 4:3; Neh 13:17.
36 Dtn 31:18; Ri 9:56; 1 Sam 12:17; 1 Kon 2:44; 16:7; Jer 11:17; 32:32; 41:11; 42:10; 44:3;
51:24; Dan 9:12; Neh 3:7; vgl. 2 Sam 13:16; Ex 32:14; Jer 18:8; 26:3; 36:3; Jon 3:10.
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Die maskuline Variante 07 79 in 18:10 ist auch in EzA/T enthalten. Einen
femininen und ebenfalls pluralischen Beleg bietet noch Prov 6:17.

2.12 miy7 niapin ,,bose Gréuel”

6:11  xawr na [niyn] niawinha

8:9 nh 0w B WK [NiYI0] niapinaTng IR N

Der Passus aus 6:11 ergibt nur dann einen grammatischen Wortlaut, wenn
niy7 von dem Substantiv N7 hergeleitet wird: ,,alle Griuel der Bosheiten
des Hauses Israel“.’” 8.9 unterstiitzt indes jene Exegeten, die in 6:11 eine
ungrammatische Konstruktusverbindung erkennen, wo ein Adjektiv zwi-
schen Nomen regens und Nomen rectum tritt.** Jedenfalls sind dies die ein-
zigen Attributverbindungen von napin und Nomina der Wurzel ypa 1 (31,
13, 77, YIn) im AT. Vgl. oben 007 (1.9) und nvy WK niyIn (2.9).

Die Liste verzeichnet 22 Beleggruppen mit zusammen 53 Féllen. Davon
bieten sechs Beleggruppen zusammen 13 Beispiele von Phdnomenen, die
im gesamten AT ohne Parallele dastehen.® Erwartungsgemil fillt der pré-
masoretische Idiolekt des Ezechielbuches erheblich schmiiler aus als in Jer,
entsprechend den unterschiedlichen Volumina der betroffenen Sonderlesar-
ten. Und selbstverstindlich ist die Beweiskraft der Beleggruppen je fiir sich
genommen gering und obendrein von Gruppe zu Gruppe unterschiedlich zu
bemessen. Doch insgesamt ist der Fallbestand umfangreich genug, um die
Schlussfolgerung zu gestatten, dass er nicht zufillig aus Kiirzungen in der
alexandrinischen Texttradition erwachsen sein kann, sondern auf Wachs-
tumsvorginge im masoretischen Uberlieferungsstrang zuriickgehen muss
und die stilistische Handschrift eines einzigen Rezensors oder allenfalls
einer kleinen Schreibergruppe widerspiegelt.

Dies bestdtigen Elemente jungen Vokabulars im Sondergut von EzMT.
P13 ,,Byssus® (27:16) ist sonst nur in Est und Chr erwdhnt.* =at ,,Glanz*
(8:2) hat blof} ein Gegenstiick in Dan 12:3, und p&1 ,,stéhnen* (30:24) be-

*7 M. Greenberg, Ezechiel 1-20 (HTKAT: Freiburg: Herder, 2001), 166, mit Berufung auf GK
§ 130e.

3 So z.B. Zimmerli, Ezechiel, 1:139, 141; Pohlmann, Hesekiel 1-19, 103. Der Interpretation
als (grammatische) gebrochene Konstruktuskette fehlt stiitzendes Vergleichsmaterial, weswegen
sie kaum vertreten wird; vgl. etwa M. Lambert. Traité de la grammaire hébraique (Collection
Massorah 3.1: Hildesheim: Gerstenberg, 1972), § 230 Anm. 5.

39 Vgl. oben 1.6; 2.2; 2.5 (mit den Belegen 7:12, 14); 2.8: 2.10; 2.12.

40 Est 1:6; 8:15; 1 Chr 4:21; 15:27; 2 Chr 2:13; 3:14; 5:12.
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sitzt sein einziges Pendant in Hi 24:12. Von %52 III, in 31:3 im H-Stamm
mit der Bedeutung ,,Schatten geben vertreten, existiert dariiber hinaus nur
ein allerdings unsicherer G-Stamm in Neh 13:19.*" Gleiches gilt fiir be-
stimmte Wendungen. Die Verbindung {in &1 ,.den Prunk forttragen®
(29:19) kehrt wieder in Dan 11:12. Die Synekdoche o'na v ,Hiuser in
Besitz nehmen* (7:24) fiir eine Eroberung benutzt sonst allein Neh 9:25.

3. Das masoretische Sondergut in den Biichern Jer und Ez

Die Biicher Jer und Ez mit ihren ungewohnlich reichen pramasoretischen
Zutaten stehen in der kanonischen Buchabfolge benachbart. Dies schafft
Klarungsbedarf, wie sich die jiingsten Revisionen der beiden Prophetenbii-
cher zueinander verhalten, insbesondere ob gar dieselben Hiande am Werk
gewesen sind. Sollte letzteres der Fall gewesen sein, miisste das Vokabular
der jeweiligen primasoretischen Idiolekte nicht getrennt, sondern als zu-
sammengehorige Grofle beschrieben werden. Dazu besteht jedoch kein An-
lass.

Die betroffenen Textkorpora besitzen kaum charakteristische Gemein-
samkeiten im Sprachgebrauch. Die Listen der buchtypischen idiolektalen
Charakteristika iiberschneiden sich nicht; d.h. es gibt kein sprachliches Spe-
zifikum, das im masoretischen Sondergut beider Biicher gemifs dem Selek-
tionskriterium zumindest je doppelt auftrite. Die Kontrolle, welches idio-
lektale Merkmal eines Buches im Sondergut des anderen wenigstens vor-
kommt, ergibt nur wenig. Das obige Inventar des pramasoretischen ldio-
lekts in Ez verzeichnet eine einzige derartige Gemeinsamkeit: Die Wen-
dung WY WR niy(n) (2.9) hat ihr nichstes Pendant in JerMT 44:9
L wR L [o2nd].

Vergleicht man umgekehrt den pramasoretischen Idiolekt des Jer mit
dem Sondergut in Ez, lisst sich feststellen:

In Ez 39:27 [o'21] ovian 1Y ibergeht 4/7 das Adjektiv, dessen ungram-
matische Artikellosigkeit seinen Nachtragscharakter untermauert. Hier ist
hervorzuheben, dass der priamasoretische Idiolekt des Jer die Verbindung
a7 o3 einschlieBt (JerMT 22:8; 25:14; 27:7).* Die Phrase 027 o gehort
jedoch an drei Stellen des Ez-Buches zum élteren Bestand (26:3; 31:6;
38:23). Das Adjektiv kann deshalb von dort nach 39:27 iibertragen sein;

' vel. HAL 3:963a, wo die Bedeutungen schattig, dunkel” bzw. ,leer, ruhig werden* erwo-
gen werden.

92 H.-J. Stipp. Deuterojeremianische Konkordanz (Arbeiten zu Text und Sprache im Alten Tes-
tament 63; St. Ottilien: EOS, 1998), 32.
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nach Fundort und Formulierung besonders nahe steht 38:23 o271 o7ia 17p5.
Die Ubereinstimmung mit JerMT ist also wohl zufilliger Natur und liefert
keine Grundlage, Verwandtschaft mit der pramasoretischen Ebene in Jer zu
behaupten.

Ez 4:13 [ow onR 2WR] 0733 ist in A/T ohne Relativsatz bezeugt. Die
Abfolge 073 + WK + N3 + DV ist sechs weitere Male belegt, und zwar in
Dtn 30:1; Bar* 2: 4% sowie vier Mal in JerMT (29:14, 18; 43:5; 46:28). Der
distinktive Zug des pramasoretischen Idiolekts in Jer ist jedoch der Vorbau
von 93 beim Beziehungswort (0van93).% EzMT 4:13 ist daher dem Er-
scheinungsbild in JerMT blof dhnlich.

Ez 2:2 ["5% 737 "wK3] a1 '3 Xam besitzt in MT einen Modalsatz mit der
Eroffnung 37 7WR3, wie er in Jer zum masoretischen Sondergut zahlt
(JerMT 27:13; 39:12; 40:3).* Dies ist die einzige Wendung der fraglichen
Art in Ez, doch da sie sonst sehr hiufig ist (insgesamt 82 Belege), vermag
auch sie das Postulat der gemeinsamen Verfasserschaft nicht zu rechtferti-
gen.

Hingewiesen sei ferner auf Ez 1:24, wo MT den Uberhang [n%nn %ip
nann 5ipa] aufweist. Er enthélt einen von zwei Belegen des Substantivs
n%nn; das Gegenstiick steht in Jer 11:16, und zwar in der identischen Kon-
struktusverbindung n%n7 Yip. Der Passus gehort freilich zum gemeinsamen
Bestand mit Jerd/7.* So besteht hichstens Anlass zur Frage, ob der
primasoretische Erginzer von Ez 1:24 eine Formulierung aus dem
Jeremiabuch entlehnte, aber kein Recht, einen engeren Bezug zu dessen
masoretischem Sondergut zu postulieren.

Besonders prignant tritt der Kontrast zwischen den beiden pridmasoreti-
schen Revisionen bei den Gottesepitheta hervor. Diese Elemente wurden
von den Rezensoren des Jer ausgiebig erweitert, vorwiegend um die Titel

kommt zwar sieben Mal vor, aber ausschlieBlich im dlteren Bestand * wiih-
rend die Verbindung zwei Mal im alexandrinischen Textiiberlieferungs-
strang interpoliert wurde (EzA4IT 4:13, 14).

Oben wurde die These akzeptiert, dass die Aquivalenz M TR = xGptog
nicht den Schluss erlaubt, die Ubersetzer hitten in ihrer Vorlage lediglich

43 vgl. die Riickiibersetzung von E. Tov, The Book of Baruch, also Called I Baruch (Greek and
Hebrew) (SBLTT 8, Pseudepigrapha Series 6; Missoula, Mont.: Scholars Press, 1975), 19.

* Das Verb im Relativsatz ist dagegen variabel (N1, P10): Stipp, Deuterojeremianische Kon-
kordanz, 89.

45 Stipp, Deuterojeremianische Konkordanz, 35.

46 G* mepitopdic abtijc hat das Schriftbild als A%m7 missverstanden.

7 Stipp, Deuterojeremianische Konkordanz, 152-57.

¥ Ez 8:4;9:3; 10:19, 20; 11:22; 43:2; 44:2.
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M angetroffen. Sollte diese Pramisse fehlgehen, sodass "7& an den betrof-
fenen Stellen vielmehr nachtriglich vorgeschaltet worden wire (sowie an
fiinf weiteren Stellen M ersetzt hitte*’), wiirde dies einen rezensionellen
Schwerpunkt konstituieren, der ebenfalls von Jer abwiche, wo 37x lediglich
neun Mal ergénzt wurde.®

Insgesamt unterschied sich die Arbeitsweise der pramasoretischen Revi-
sion in Ez spiirbar von ihrem Pendant in Jer. Thre Neigung, den Sprachge-
brauch ihrer Vorlage durch Weiterverbreitung zu vermehren, war deutlich
geringer.®' Ferner sind die Belege idiolektaler Elemente in Ez mit auffalli-
ger Haufigkeit auf engem Raum konzentriert, meist im Umkreis weniger
Verse; in 43:11 ist sogar binnen eines Verses vier Mal dasselbe Wort (711%)
interpoliert worden. Dies steht im Gegensatz zu Jer, wo breitere Streuung
die Regel ist.

Das Ergebnis untermauert das Urteil, das W. Zimmerli schon vor lange-
rer Zeit auf eine erheblich schmilere Beobachtungsbasis gegriindet hatte,
wonach ,die beiden Biicher in ihrer Jetztgestalt ganz verschiedenen
Uberliefererkreisen entstammen*.? Daraus resultieren Konsequenzen flir
neuere Hypothesen zur Redaktionsgeschichte der Prophetenbiicher, die eine
gemeinsame Endredaktion des Corpus propheticum von Jes bis zum
Dodekapropheton postulieren. Diesen Folgerungen ist jedoch an anderer
Stelle nachzugehen.

49 Ez 18:25,29; 21:14; 33:17, 20.

30 JerMT 2:22; 7:20; 14:13; 32:17, 25; 44:26; 46:10; 49:5; 50:31.

3! Das Material ist — beschrinkt auf quantitative Varianten ~ iibersichtlich gelistet bei Schwag-
meier, ,,Untersuchungen,” 169-80.

52 Zimmerli, Ezechiel, 2:1253.
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The Figure of Miriam in the Qumran Library

Introduction

Miriam is referred to in the Hebrew Bible in the following texts: Exod
15:20-21; Num 12:1-15; 20:1; 26:59; Deut 24:9; 1 Chr 5:29 and Mic 6:4.
More references have been preserved outside the Hebrew Bible: Dem. 3:3;
Ezekiel the Tragedian 18; Jub. 47:4; 2 Bar. 59:2. Liber antiquitatum bibli-
carum (Pseudo-Philo) refers to Miriam in 9:9; 20:8. Philo of Alexandria
mentions Miriam in his Leg. 1.76; 2.66; 3.103, and in his Agr. 80, 81.
Miriam is also referred to in Josephus, A.J. 2.221; 3.54; 3.105; 4.78. These
texts have been known for a long time. The manuscript collection found in
Khirbet Qumran provides new material; Miriam is mentioned in seven frag-
mentary texts of the Qumran library: Reworked Pentateuch® (4Q365 6a 1l +
6¢c, 1-7);! 4QapocrPent. B (4Q377 2 1, 9) and Visions of Amram (4Q543 1
I, 6 =4Q545 1 1, 5; 4Q546 12, 4, 4Q547 9, 10; 4Q549 2 1, 8).> Of these
texts, manuscript 4Q365 has been studied the most. The original editors
attributed manuscript 4Q365 to the Reworked Pentateuch (RP), a collection
that contains manuscripts 4Q364-367,* whereas Michael Segal has argued

" E. Tov and S. White, “Reworked Pentateuch® (4Q365),” DJD 13 (1994): 255-318. See also E.
Tov, “The Textual Status of 4Q364-367 (4QPP),” in 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 Montaner; STDJ 11; Leiden: Brill, 1992), 1:43-82, and in the same volume
S. A. White, “4Q364 & 365 A Preliminary Report,” 217-22.

2 ). C. VanderKam and M. Brady, “Apocryphon Pentateuch B (4Q377),” DJD 28 (2001): 205-
18.

3 E. Puech, “Visions de Amram® ¥ (4Q453-459)," DJD 31 (2001): 283-405.

4 See n. 1. For more discussion on the manuscripts 4Q158, 364-367 see S. White Crawford,
“Three Fragments from Qumran Cave 4 and Their Relationship to the Temple Scroll,” JOR &5
(1994): 259-73; G. Brooke, “4Q158: Reworked Pentateuch® or Reworked Pentateuch A?" DSD 7
(2001): 219-41; D. K. Falk, The Parabiblical Texts: Strategies for Extending the Scriptures in the
Dead Sea Scrolls (Companion to the Qumran Scrolls 8; Library of Second Temple Studies 63;
London: T&T Clark, 2007), 107-19; R. Nam, “How to Rewrite Torah: The Case of Proto-
Sectarian Ideology in the Reworked Pentateuch,” RevQ 23 (2007): 153—65; M. M. Zahn, “The
Problem of Characterizing the 4QReworked Pentateuch Manuscripts: Bible, Rewritten Bible, or
None of the Above?” DSD 15 (2008): 315-39.
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that these manuscripts are not related.” Hence, the discussion regarding the
nature of 4Q365 continues.®

The figure of Miriam in the context of the Qumran library has been stud-
ied earlier by Sidnie White Crawford. Her study focused on the Song of
Miriam preserved in 4Q365 6a Il + 6¢, 1-7, but also examined 4QVisions
of Amram.” However, not all the texts referring to Miriam in the Dead Sea
Scrolls have been studied in detail. Therefore it is necessary to re-evaluate
the 4Q365 Song of Miriam in light of the other texts referring to Miriam
both from the Qumran library and from the ancient Jewish literature. The
Song of Miriam, which is also preserved in the MT, the Dead Sea Scrolls
and the Targumim, allows us to trace its possible development and depen-
dencies. In order to provide a more complete view on Miriam in the Dead
Sea Scrolls, I will begin the survey with the other Qumran texts mentioning
Miriam. Later I will return to the 4Q365 Song of Miriam. At the end of the
article I will draw some conclusions.

1. The Visions of Amram

The Visions of Amram is preserved in seven Aramaic manuscripts of the
Qumran library, 4Q543-549. The figure of Miriam is mentioned in five of
them: 4Q543 11, 6 (=4Q545 1 1, 5); 4Q546 12, 4, 4Q547 9, 10; 4Q549 2 1,
8. Manuscript 4Q547 is too fragmentary to allow any conclusions regarding
Miriam. Consequently, this short survey focuses on the other Miriam refer-
ences in the Visions of Amram.

5 M. Segal, “4QReworked Pentateuch or 4QPentateuch?” in The Dead Sea Scrolls Fiftv Years
after Their Discovery: Proceedings of the Jerusalem Congress, July 20-25, 1997 (ed. L. H.
Schiffman et al.; Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, 2000), 391-99.

® Since the publication of D.JD 13, Tov and White Crawford have continued their research and
recently both have declared that they no longer share their previous views on the nature of 4Q158
and 4Q364-367. Tov now sees 4QRP as comparable to any other authoritative text (see his article
in this same volume). White Crawford thinks that the authoritative status of at least some of the
manuscripts within the RP group is not certain; see Rewriting Scripture in Second Temple Times
(Studies in the Dead Sea Scrolls and Related Literature; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 2008),
57. E. Ulrich suggested that the 4QReworked Pentateuch be called 4QPentateuch in “The Dead
Sea Scrolls and the Hebrew Scriptural Texts™ in The Bible and the Dead Sea Scrolls, vol. 1: The
Hebrew Bible and Qumran (ed. J. H. Charlesworth; N. Richland Hills, Tex.: Bibal, 2000), 105-33.

7'S. White Crawford, “Traditions about Miriam in the Qumran Scrolls,” Studies in Jewish Civi-
lization 14 (2003): 33-44; eadem, “Miriam,” in Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. L. H.
Schiffman and J. C. VanderKam; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000), 1:566-67.
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4Q546 12, 4 refers to the secret of Miriam 13]n% 72p 0™n 1.8 In the Ara-
maic Jewish literature, the term ™ raz applies to access to the mysteries.
The term is linked to several prominent figures of Second Temple Jewish
literature. For example, Enoch, Methuselah and Noah are all connected to
1 (raz) in the Genesis Apocryphon (1Q20 V:20, 25; VI:12). Miriam, in any
case, is the only female figure that the Dead Sea Scrolls attest to accessing
raz. At least Noah is led to raz by a vision (1Q20 VI:11-12). Miriam is also
linked to visionary acts of some kind in the early Jewish literature. Exod
15:20 refers to Miriam as a prophetess. In his L.4.B. (9:10) Pseudo-Philo
attests to one vision of Miriam: in a dream Miriam foresees the birth of
Moses and the events connected to it. A connection between 4Q546 12, 4;
Exod 15:20-21 and L.4.B. 9:10 has been suggested by Puech.’ So far, the
texts are assigned to different periods. L.4.B. is dated to the first century
C.E. while 4QVisions of Amram was written at least a hundred years before
the L.4.B." The texts seem to represent different genres. L.4.B. re-narrates
the Pentateuch whereas 4QVisions of Amram is a testament. Hence I am
not yet convinced about the link between the texts, but the possibility
should be studied further.

Apart from the possible visionary acts of Miriam, the Visions of Amram
preserves information concerning Miriam’s marriage. A passage in 4Q543
(11,6 =4Q545 1 I, 5) narrates how the figure of Amram arranges his
daughter’s marriage. Miriam’s husband is Amram’s brother Uzziel, who is
mentioned in family genealogies in Exod 6:18 and Num 3:19. The marriage
of Miriam and Uzziel is unexpected because various texts from ancient
Judaism forbade marriages between close family members including uncle-
niece marriages. The prohibition of uncle-niece marriages is articulated in
the Pentateuch (Lev 18:12—14; 20:19) and in the Dead Sea Scrolls (4QHa-
lakhah A [4Q251] 17, 4-5)." Despite the prohibition, the rules regarding

8 Puech, DJD 31, 364-65, translates the passage: “... et le secret de Maryam lui/le[ur fit).” The
noun ™ (“mystery, secret”) appears in the following Aramaic Qumran texts: 1QapGen (1Q20) I:2,
3; V:20, 21, 25; VI:12; XIV:19; 4QEn® (4Q201) 1 1V, 5; 4QEnGiants® (4Q203) 9, 3; 4QEn®
(4Q204) 5 11, 26, 4QBirth of Noah® (4Q534) 1 1, 7, 8; 4QBirth of Noah® (4Q536) 2 1+3, 8, 9, 12;
4QVisions of Amram® (4Q545) 4, 16; 4QVisions of Amram® (4Q546) 12, 4.

® See Puech, DJD 31, 365.

9 D. J. Harrington, “Pseudo-Philo (First Century A.D.): A New Translation and Introduction,”
in OTP 2:297-377, 299; Puech, DJD 31, 285, paleographically dates manuscripts 4Q543, 547, 548
and 549 between 150 and 100 B.C.E. and 4Q545 and 546 to the first century B.C.E. Linguistically,
Visions of Amram reflects a much earlier period according to Puech, perhaps the third or even the
fourth century B.C.E. A. Lange “Pre-Maccabean Literature from the Qumran Library and the He-
brew Bible,” DSD 13 (2006): 277-305, lists Visions of Amram among pre-Maccabean non-biblical
compositions from the Qumran library.

"' For prohibited marriages see L. H. Schiffman, “Prohibited Marriages in the Dead Sea Scrolls
and Rabbinic Literature” in Rabbinic Perspectives: Rabbinic Literature and the Dead Sea Scrolls,
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permissible marriages were interpreted in different ways.'> Marriage within
the family was seen to carry both socio-economic and political advantages
and it is likely that uncle-niece marriages were practiced in spite of the
ban.” Otherwise there would be no need to emphasize such regulations.

Endogamous marriages are highlighted in various texts from the Qumran
library. For instance, the Aramaic Levi Document (ALD) gives an account
of Amram being married to Jochebed, who is Levi’s daughter (4Q214a 2-3
I, 18-20). Therefore Amram himself is married to his aunt! At the same
time, the ALD reflects the polemics against intermarriage (6:1-5). Even
more so, the Temple Scroll considers intermarriage between Jewish men
and foreign women as a serious threat to the community and strictly forbids
it (11QT* :11-15). In the Testament of Qahat (4Q542 1 1, 4-7) the head of
the family gives instructions to his offspring warning them about exogamy.
The polemics against intermarriage, on the one hand, and on the other,
endogamy, which was ensured by family members marrying provide a
background to understand Miriam’s marriage with her uncle in the Visions
of Amram. By emphasizing the family ties within this union Visions of
Amram attempts to demonstrate that Miriam’s marriage, like the other mar-
riages of the patriarchal house, was endogamous.

Miriam’s marriage is narrated differently by Josephus in his Jewish An-
tiquities (3.54, 105). Josephus attests to Miriam’s marriage to Hur, who
fought with Moses against the Amelekites in Exod 17:10." Manuscript
4Q549, which mentions both Miriam and Hur, was earlier interpreted to
bear witness to their marriage.'”” The manuscript was called “4QWork Men-

Proceedings of the Eighth International Symposium of the Orion Center (ed. S. D. Fraade, A.
Shemesh, and R. A. Clements; STDJ 62; Leiden: Brill, 2006), 113--25.

12 L. Archer, Her Price is Beyond Rubies: The Jewish Women in Graeco-Roman Palestine
(JSOTSup 60; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1990), 133, argues that the Jews of Hellenistic
Palestine did contract niece-uncle marriages and regarded them as permissible. T. Ilan agrees with
Archer in Jewish Women in Greco-Roman Palestine: An Inquiry into Image and Status (TSAJ 44;
Tiibingen: Mohr, 1995), 75-79. Regarding ancient marriages see J. J. Collins, “Marriage, Divorce
and Family in Second Temple Judaism,” in Families in Ancient Israel (ed. L. G. Perdue et al.; The
Family, Religion and Culture; Louisville, Ky: Westminster John Knox, 1997), 104-62.

13 0. Borowski, Daily Life in Biblical Times (SBLABS 5; Atlanta, Ga.: SBL, 2003), 82, argues
that marriage was a way to protect a family’s inheritance. See also T. Hieke, “Endogamy in the
Book of Tobit, Genesis and Ezra-Nehemiah,” in The Book of Tobit: Text, Tradition, Theology (ed.
G. G. Xeravits and J. Zsengellér; Supplements to JSJ 98; Leiden: Brill, 2005), 103-20.

'4 The same Hur is also mentioned in Exod 24:14, whereas Exod 31:2; 35:30; 38:22 and 1 Chr
2:18-19 seem to refer to another Hur.

15 E. Puech reports in DJD 31, 399, that the first editor of the manuscript, Jean Starcky, origi-
nally named the fragmentary manuscript “4QWork Mentioning Hur and Miriam” because of the
two names appearing in the text. F. Garcia Martinez and E. J. C. Tigchelaar follow Starcky in The
Dead Sea Scrolls Study Edition (2 vols.; Leiden: Brill, 1997-1998), 2:1096-97. On the Visions of
Amram see also J. T. Milik, “4QVisions de ‘Amram et une citation d’Origéne,” RB 79 (1972): 77~
97; F. Garcia Martinez, “4Q‘Amram B 1,14: Melki-resha‘ 0 Melki-sedeq?” RevQ 12 (1985): 111-14.
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tioning Hur and Miriam” until Puech identified it as another copy of the
Visions of Amram.'s Puech builds his theory of the nature of 4Q549 on the
genealogical style and the language of the text. According to Puech, the
style and the language of 4Q549 resemble 4Q543-548. The content of
4Q549 can also be connected with 4QVisions of Amram."” Furthermore,
Puech observes that the names Hur and Miriam belong to two different
lines in 4Q549 2, 8-9.'® Hence, it would be difficult for the genealogy to
read: “Miriam married Hur.” Rather, line 8 which mentions Miriam should
continue with the names of Miriam’s children whereas line 9 refers to Hur’s
marriage and children. White Crawford asserts that this conclusion
strengthens Puech’s theory of 4Q549 as the seventh manuscript of
4QVisions of Amram."” In light of the arguments given by Puech and White
Crawford, I would also think that 4Q549 has a connection with the Visions
of Amram.

The Visions of Amram continues building the history of the patriarchal
family of Levi, Qahat, and Amram. The figure of Miriam is not presented
as a usual female member of this family, but rather as a more prominent
figure. Her distinction is depicted in various ways. For example, usually the
testaments follow the male lineage of the family. Furthermore, Visions of
Amram is addressed to the sons of Amram according to the author of the
text (4Q543 1 1, 2). Nevertheless, he reports extensively on the life of his
daughter and returns to her in several passages. This is unusual. Moreover,
it seems to be the interest of the writer of Visions of Amram to show that
Miriam, like the male members of this family, married according to the
regulations. Her marriage to her uncle was clearly endogamous. The impor-
tance given to the marriage of Miriam shows that this matter was relevant to
those to whom it was addressed. If Miriam were not an essential figure,
there would not be such a need to emphasize her marriage. Rather, in this
context, underlining Miriam’s marriage is one way to show that her figure
had great value.

The second feature that makes Miriam exceptional in the Visions of Am-
ram is the term raz that is linked to Miriam. In the Dead Sea Scrolls the
term raz is linked to prominent figures such as Enoch, Methuselah and
Noah, whereas Miriam is the only female figure who is attested to accessing
raz in the Dead Sea Scrolls. Hence, the Visions of Amram not only raises
the figure of Miriam to the same level as the male representatives of the

'¢ Puech, DJD 31, 399-405.

174549 1, 2 mentions “Egypt.” which appears in 4Q543 1, 4 (= 4Q545 1, 4); 4, 3; 4Q545 1 11,
16, 19. The name “Miriam” is mentioned in a family genealogy of 4Q549 2, 8.

'8 Puech, DJD 31, 402-5. White Crawford, “Traditions about Miriam,” 41-42, comments on
the reading and reconstruction possibilities.

! White Crawford, “Traditions about Miriam,” 42,
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family, i.e., narrates her endogamous marriage, it also singles out the figure
of Miriam as one of the selected individuals who has access to the divine
knowledge. This was significant in the case of any figure, and even more so
in the case of a female.

2. 4QapocrPent. B (4Q377)

The second manuscript preserved in the Qumran library where the figure of
Miriam appears is 4QapocrPent. B (4Q377).%° Paleographically the manu-
script is dated to 100-50 B.C.E.*! The text lacks particular “sectarian” fea-
tures,”? and therefore we should not assume an Essene origin. According to
the editors VanderKam and Brady, the text of 4Q377 reworks passages
from Exodus and Numbers with a particular focus on Moses and uses the
pentateuchal material as related stories instead of direct quotations.”? The
text of 4Q377 contains a reference to Miriam in 2 1, 9:

{and] he returned [his] anfger and ]Miriam [shut her]self from his eye(s) vacat? years of
(W vac? wyn oo a]x pan w]).#

VanderKam and Brady suggest that line 9 (and maybe also line 10%) echoes
the passage of Num 12:1-15 where the figures of Miriam and Aaron oppose
Moses. Their theory is based on the vocabulary in line 9 and its possible
overlapping with Num 12:9 and 15.% In what follows I will briefly examine
their suggested reading.

20 See VanderKam and Brady, DJD 28, 205-18.

21 vanderKam and Brady, DJD 28, 205-6. Lange, “Pre-Maccabean Literature,” 285, lists
4Q377 as a pre-Maccaben non-biblical composition from the Qumran library.

22 For the sectarian features see D. Dimant, “The Qumran Manuscripts: Contents and Signifi-
cance,” in Time 1o Prepare the Way in the Wilderness: Papers on the Qumran Scrolls by Fellows
of the Institute for Advanced Studies of the Hebrew University, Jerusalem, 1989-1990 (ed. D.
Dimant and L. H. Schiffman; STDJ 16; Leiden: Brill, 1995), 23-58.

23 VanderKam and Brady, DJD 28, 207-8. Manuscripts 4Q368 and 4Q377 do not overlap, but
according to the editors they clearly reflect and rework material from Pentateuch, especially
Exodus (the Sinai sections), Numbers, and Deuteronomy. In both, the figure of Moses plays a
central role. Furthermore VanderKam and Brady suggest that other manuscripts with similar
features are Words of Moses (1Q22), and RP**© (4Q158, 4Q354-357).

4 VanderKam and Brady, DJD 28, 211-12.

>3 VanderKam and Brady, DJD 28, 212: *[...]. against us, and lead to us because.”

26 159 pa M A8 0 “And the anger of Lord was kindled against them, and he departed”
(Num 12:9 NRSV). o™ qoRa-TY P03 8D DY 07 npaw mannb pinna o -som “So Miriam was
shut out of the camp for seven days; and the people did not set out on the march until Miriam had
been brought in again” (Num 12:15 NRSV). For comments regarding the vocabulary see Vander-
Kam and Brady, DJD 28, 212.
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Fragment 2 has badly deteriorated but some whole words are preserved.
One of them is the word “Miriam” in line 9. Hence the reference of 4Q377
lines 9 and 10 should be found within the pentateuchal texts mentioning the
Miriam figure. Nevertheless, the protagonist of the text is Moses who is
mentioned by name in lines 2, 5, and 10 of 4Q377 2 II.7 The reference in
the text of line 9 should somehow also concern Moses. The pentateuchal
texts that mention both Miritam and Moses are Exod 15:20-21; Num 12:1—
15; and Deut 24:9.

Let us now take a closer look at the vocabulary. The first words “return”
(2'w) and anger (M) seem certain. Before the manuscript breaks, we can
see evidence of the following letter, which the editors suggest to be ‘alep.
In the Pentateuch the word “anger” pan appears only in the wilderness
passages. There it is always linked to another word also indicating “anger”
aR (Exod 15:17; 32:12; Num 25:4; 32:14; Deut 13:18). The term points
exclusively to the anger of God and it usually indicates the divine’s great
dissatisfaction with people. Usually the term appears with the tetragramma-
ton.”® Based on the use of the terms )1 and q& and the lack of a subject in
line 9, the tetragrammaton (which occurs in 4Q377 2 11, 3, 5) could possibly
be inserted here. From the next word only the last letter #és survives. One
possibility is to reconstruct the word 130n.” However, this reconstruction is
based on Numbers 12% and cannot be used as an argument in favour of
Numbers 12 as the reference. Other arguments should be therefore consid-
ered. Comparing the vocabulary to the passages with the Miriam figure we
can make the following observations: at the level of vocabulary the word a8
appears in both Num 12:9% and Exod 15:8,%> and Deut 24:9 does not share a
common vocabulary with 4Q377.

At the level of genre, the style of 4Q377 is prose dealing with Moses and
Israel’s experiences. Exodus 15 is best characterized as a victory song® and
thus the style is mainly poetic. Deut 24:8-9 is a reminder of Leviticus 13

27 Furthermore, about 15 lines of 4Q377 refer to the figure more obliquely.

28 See the entry “q8” in HALOT 1:76-77.

¥ vanderKam and Brady, DJD 28, 207. This verb is often linked to the treatment of leprosy in
the Pentateuch. Most of the references are in Leviticus chapters 13 and 14 where the issue is
widely discussed: 13:4, 5, 11, 21, 26, 31, 33, 50, 54; 14:38, 46. In these passages the verb 730
appears in hip ‘il meaning “to separate” or “to barricade” (a house). The nip ‘al form appears only
once with the preposition i1 having the meaning “to be shut out.” This is in Num 12:14.

30 gy npaw oban 857 “Would she not bear her shame for seven days?” (Num 12:14 NRSV).
MRk PN 0™n oM “So Miriam was shut out of the camp for seven days™ (Num 12:15 NRSV).

31 459 pa M g8 9 “And the anger of the Lord was kindled against them, and he departed”
(Num 12:9 NRSV).

32 o wps raR M1 “At the blast of your nostrils the waters piled up” (Exod 15:8 NRSV).

3 For example D. O’Donnell Setel, “Exodus,” in Women's Bible Commentary (ed. C. Newsom
and S. Ridge; Louisville, Ky.: Westminster John Knox, *1998), 35; M. Noth, Exodus (OTL;
Philadelphia: Westminster, 1962), 203.
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and how to treat leprosy. Hence the passage seems to reflect legal and
priestly settings.** Moreover, it contains parenetic elements such as “re-
member” (M21). The basic framework of Numbers is a prose narrative about
Israel’s forty years “in the wilderness.””* Based on these observations it
seems likely that 4Q377 2 1, 9 is a re-narration of Num 12:1-15.

2.1 Numbers 12 Rephrased

Because of the fragmentary nature of 4Q377 it is difficult to draw an image
of the Miriam figure in this text. A look at other ancient Jewish texts where
Numbers 12 is rephrased might provide more evidence of what is happen-
ing in line 9. How was Miriam portrayed in other re-narrations of Numbers
12?

The material preserved of Demetrius (the Chronographer) refers briefly
to Num 12:1 in fragment 3:3: “And for this reason also, Aaron and Miriam
said at Hazeroth that Moses had married an Ethiopian woman.”** But what
is more interesting than this verse is what can be found just before it. There
is a genealogy that “shows” that Zipporah was actually a descendent of
Abraham by Keturah, his second wife.”’

Philo of Alexandria makes allusions three times to Numbers 12 in his
Legum allegoriae where he allegorically presents various passages from
Genesis (1.76; 2.66; 3.103). True to Philo’s method of allegories the charac-
ters in the text are understood to represent states of the soul and from them
Philo draws moral lessons.”® The allegorical reading of the text led one to

3* T, Frymer-Kensky, “Deuteronomy,” in Women s Bible Commentary, 57-67.

3 K. Doob Sakenfeld, “Numbers,” in Women's Bible Commentary, 49.

36 This passage of Demetrius (the Chronographer) is quoted in Praep. ev. 9.29.1-3 by Eusebius.

37 Dem. 3:1-3: “Demetrius described the slaying of the Egyptian and the quarrel with the man
who disclosed the information about the one who dies in the same way as the writer of the Sacred
Book. He says, however, that Moses fled into Midian and there married Zipporah the daughter of
Jethro, who was, as far as it may be conjectured from the names of those born from Keturah of the
stock of Abrahan, a descendant of Jokshan, who was the son of Abraham by Keturah. And from
Jokshan was born Dedan, and from Dedan, Reuel, and from Reuel, Jethro and Hobab, and from
Jethro, Zipporah, whom Moses married. The generations also agree, for Moses was seventh from
Abraham, and Zipporah sixth. For Isaac, from whom Moses descended, was already married when
Abraham, at the age of 140 married Keturah, and begot by her a second son (Jokshan). But he
begot Isaac when he was 100 years old. so that (Joksan), from whom Zipporah derived her de-
scent, was born 42 years later. There is, therefore, no inconsistency in Moses and Zipporah having
lived at the same time” (OTP 2:852-53). For Demetrius, see also C. R. Holladay, Fragments from
Hellenistic Jewish Authors, vol. 1: Historians (SBLTT 20, Pseudepigrapha Series 10; Chico,
Calif.: Scholars Press, 1983), 51-54.

38 J. C. VanderKam, An Introduction to Early Judaism (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 2001),
139.
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higher thoughts and abstractions, much as the soul was more elevated than
the body.” In all three passages of Philo’s Leg. the figure of Miriam is
displayed in a negative light. Thus it symbolizes the negative part of the
soul, the one with fewer virtues. This is not a coincidence in the philosophy
of Philo (or other Hellenistic Jewish writers). As part of the reaction against
the growing Hellenistic influence, many writers expressed conservative
views on women. Texts such as Ben Sira are good examples of this phe-
nomenon. Moreover, Philo does not mention the reason for the conflict
between the figures although he elsewhere mentions Moses’ intermarriage.
The text preserved in the manuscript 4Q377 shows that the tradition
around Numbers 12 was recognized in the Dead Sea Scrolls. Yet Numbers
12, which remains unique with its negative approach to Miriam, was not
easy to re-narrate. Demetrius (the Chronographer) and Philo of Alexandria
try to make sense of it by different methods. Demetrius focuses on the fam-
ily genealogy and Philo uses the allegorical interpretation to reach another
level. Because of the deterioration of manuscript 4Q377 we cannot be sure
of what the method of the writer of this text was. Nevertheless, some simi-
larities between the narrations can be traced. Demetrius tries to solve the
origin of the conflict between the figures, whereas Philo of Alexandria and
4Q377 dismiss it. The latter two seem to refer to Numbers 12 by mention-
ing the punishment of Miriam. The evidence shows that nothing more can
be said about Numbers 12 that could illuminate 4Q377. It only shows that
the interpretative tradition of Numbers 12 was known in the Dead Sea
Scrolls. The text of 4Q377 may have focused on the punishment of Miriam,
and probably dismissed the reason for the conflict between the figures.*

3. The Song of Miriam in the Qumran Manuscript 4Q365

Because the nature of manuscripts 4Q365-367 is not yet defined, these
manuscripts will be treated as individual pieces in this study.* In what

3 VanderKam, Introduction, 140.

[ will deal with 4Q377 and the re-narrations of Numbers 12 in a more detailed way in my
forthcoming article in The Dead Sea Scrolls in Context: Integrating the Dead Sea Scrolls in the
Study of Ancient Texts, Languages, and Cultures (ed. A. Lange, E. Tov, and M. Weigold; VTSup:
Leiden: Brill, forthcoming).

1 Segal, “4QReworked Pentateuch or 4QPentateuch?” 391-99, argues that the earlier hypothe-
sis of 4QRP by Tov and White does not explain the relationship between manuscripts 4Q158 and
4Q364-367. The texts can likewise depend on each other. The harmonizing feature was common
at that time and thus cannot be considered as “‘particularly characteristic” of manuscripts 4Q364-
367. E. Eshel, “4QDeut" — A Text That Has Undergone Harmonistic Editing,” HUCA 63 (1992):
120-21, has formulated the concept of harmonizing in the following way: *1. Harmonizing tends
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follows, I will deal with one fragment of 4Q365. Fragment 6 (4Q365 6a Il +
6¢c, 1-7) contains a version of the Song of Miriam. Before repeating the
song of Exod 15:21 there is an expansion of seven lines in the text.®

1. you despised (?) [

2. for the majesty of [

3. You are great, a deliverer (?) [

4. the hope of the enemy has perished and he is for[gotten] (or: has cea[sed]) [
5. they perished in the mighty waters, the enemy (or “enemies”)

6. Extol the one who raises up, [a rlansom ... you gave(?) [

7. [the one who do]es gloriously {

It is generally accepted that the Samaritan Pentateuch (SP) and 4Q365
derive from a common source called the pre-SP.#* The Song of Miriam
preserved in the SP parallels Exod 15:20-21 apart from a few orthographi-
cal differences between the texts.* The earliest paleographical date given
for manuscript 4Q365 is ca. 75 B.C.E.* The manuscript is very fragmentary.
Hence the genre of the text has not yet been determined. It has been sug-
gested that 4Q365 6a Il + 6c¢, 1-7 follows Exod 15:21 and should also be
called a victory song.* But does the vocabulary of the fragment support the
theory? Also, how does this text affect our understanding of the Miriam
figure? Does it provide any further information?

3.1 The Vocabulary of the Song of Miriam in 4Q365

Fragment 6 where the 4Q365 Song of Miriam has been preserved is dam-
aged and thus the material used for the vocabulary analysis consists of only
19 words. These seven lines contain the largest preserved expansion of the
Pentateuch in manuscript 4Q365. The Song of Miriam repeats some fea-
tures from Exod 15:1-19, the Song of Moses. The term “eminence” (MRJ)

to unify texts and delete the contradictions 2. Harmonizing enriches the texts with parallel texts
intending to give more details (this something done unintentionally) 3. This harmonizing feature
can be identified only if the editing is consistent, not in sporadic cases.”

*2 Translation by Tov and White, DJD 13, 270.

S, White Crawford. “The Rewritten Bible at Qumran,” in The Bible and the Dead Sea
Scrolls: The Second Princeton Symposium on Judaism and Christian Origins, vol 1: Scripture and
the Scrolls (ed. J. H. Charlesworth; Waco, Tex.: Baylor University Press. 2006), 131-47, 140; E.
Tov. “4QReworked Pentateuch®*: Introduction.” DJD 13 (1994): 187-96.

* The SP attests to a different writing style in Exod 15:20-21: 18¥n (MT) — maren (SP), nbnna
(MT) — mbnna (SP), xx (MT) - 13 (SP).

5 White, “4Q364 & 365, 217; Tov and White, DJD 13, 260.

* Tov and White, DJD 13, 271.
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in lines 2 and 7 appears in Exod 15: 1, 7.4 As well, “mighty waters” (o'na
D™IR) can be found in Exod 15:10.* Because of these similarities in the
vocabulary it has been argued that the Song of Miriam in 4Q365 was cre-
ated in imitation of Exod 15:1-19.# The fully preserved 4Q365 Song of
Miriam may have had even more references to the Song of Moses, but
likewise it is possible that it alludes to other literature. What remains from
the 4Q365 Song of Miriam is very limited and inadequate to identify such
particular characteristics as, for example, consistent harmonizing.*® On the
basis of the terms “eminence” and “mighty waters” it is hard to reach a
conclusion as to whether the words indicate a consistent harmonizing pro-
cess or random editing. Therefore I am not yet ready to call the 4Q365 Song
of Miriam a “harmonized” text.

Comparing the vocabulary with other texts of the Qumran library, some
similarities can be found. The term “mighty waters” (DR 0'12) appears
not only in the Song of Moses but also in Hodayot (1QH* XVI:19):“like
lead in powerful waters,”' and in Admonition Based on the Flood (4Q370 1
I, 4): “all the abysse[s] overflowed [with] mighty waters.”*> When compar-
ing the complete vocabulary of 4Q365 6a II + 6¢, 1-7 with the terminology
of the other Qumran manuscripts most of the parallels are found in the
Hodayot. The vocabulary of 4Q365 6a Il + 6¢, 1-7 coincides eight times
with it (1QH" X:35; XI1:22; XIII:7; XIIIL:8; XII1:20; XVIII:22; 4Q427 7 1,
18; 4Q427 7 1, 23). With the War Scroll and the Damascus Document, the
Song of Miriam in 4Q365 shares the vocabulary six times (1QM [:8; X:4;
XL:7; XIV:4; X1V:5; XVIL:6; CD 1:15; 3:9; 5:19; 6:20; 7:18; 9:4), with
Non-Canonical Psalm A-B three times (4Q380 1 II, 4; 4Q380 1 II, 6;
4Q381 15, 4), with Apocryphal Psalms two times (11Q11 IV:4; 3, 2). Nar-
rative and Poetic Composition and the Apocryphon of Jeremiah coincide
four times with 4Q365 6a II + 6c¢, 1-7 (4QNarrative and Poetic Composi-
tion® 6, 2; 4QNarrative and Poetic Compositionb 1, 16, 17, 29; 4Qapocrler

47 o2 Ant 129M O AR ARI MY AW “1 will sing to the Lord, for he has triumphed glo-
riously; horse and rider he has thrown into the sea™ (Exod 15:1 NRSV). Tnp o3an 7R3 179
wpa 1nHaRY 731 nbwn “In the greatness of your majesty you overthrew your adversaries; you sent
out your fury, it consumed them like stubble” (Exod 15:7 NRSV).

“ pIr Dp2 NmYa YR o WD AN Nawl “You blew with your wind, the sea covered
them; they sank like lead in the mighty waters” (Exod 15:10 NRSV).

%9 White, “4Q364 & 365,” 222; Tov and White, DJD 13, 270-71.

30 Eshel, “4QDeut",” 120-21. J. H. Tigay, “An Empirical Basis for the Documentary Hypothe-
sis,” JBL 94 (1975): 329-42.

3t p)=rTR o'pa NI transcription and translation by Garcia Martinez and Tigchelaar, Dead
Sea Scrolls Study Edition, 1:180-81.

52 %7 ona[n nJnnn 92 1em; transcription and translation by Garcia Martinez and Tigchelaar,
Dead Sea Scrolls Study Edition, 2:732-33.
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C"387 1, 9; 2 11, 7, 11; 3, 9). The Admonition Based on the Flood shares
three words with the text (4Q370 11, 4, 5, 8).%

The vocabulary analysis offers us some viewpoints regarding the genre
of the 4Q365 Song of Miriam. The similarities with the psalms and poetic
literature are a sign that the Song of Miriam should be grouped within the
same literary genre. It has been suggested that 4Q365 6a Il + 6¢, 1-7 is a
hymn, but the vocabulary should be analyzed to see whether it supports this
theory. I have already dealt with some of the vocabulary, but it should be
highlighted that the term “eminence” (MR3) has altogether six references in
the Qumran library, of which two are in 4Q365 and the other three clearly
poetic (4Q381 15, 4; 4Q427 7 1, 18; 4Q427 7 11, 12). Half of the 16 refer-
ences to the word “mighty” (7"R) are also found in the poetic literature
(1QM XVII:6; XIX:1; 1QH? X:35; XIII:7; XVI:19). The verb nta% appears
14 times in the Qumran library, and apart from 4Q365, four of the refer-
ences are poetic (1QH* XII:22; XIII:20; 4QBarkhi Nafshi® 1 I, 2 =
4QBarkhi Nafshi? 1, 2; 4QPrFétes® 21, 2).

Ancient Jewish literature has preserved a great number of hymns that had
their Sitz im Leben in occasions of celebrations.” Some of these are attrib-
uted to women: Judges 5; 11:34; 1 Sam 2:1-10; Jdt 15:12—13. Apart from
the singing, some passages mention dancing as a part of the celebration: Jer
31:4; Ps 68:26; Cant 7:1. These songs are best characterized as victory
songs. Due to its style and vocabulary the Song of Miriam in 4Q365 seems
to fall into this category. The 4Q365 Song of Miriam clearly attempts to
maintain the “pentateuchal” style during the process of expansion. This is
indicated by the use of the terms 7a8%* and nw. The latter has only four
references of which three are pentateuchal. Often the vocabulary of the
4Q365 Song of Miriam has references to both pentateuchal and poetic lit-
erature.” Having said this, it seems more appropriate to refer to this text as
“pentateuchal” instead of “biblical.”*

3 Unfortunately neither Exod 15:1-19 nor 15:20-21 is found within the Qumran library. 4Q14
preserves Exod 15:1, 4Q22 Exod 15:23-16:1.

34 CD 7:18; 9:4; 1QpHab 1V:5; 1QH* X11:22; XI111:20; 4QD* 6 111, 18; 4QMMT* 1-2 111, 10;
4QMMT 6-13, 9; 4QBarkhi Nafshi® 1 1, 2 = 4QBarkhi Nafshi® 1, 2; 4QPrFétes’ 21, 2.

55 R. Burns, Has the Lord Indeed Spoken only through Moses? A Study of the Biblical Portrait
of Miriam (SBLDS 84; Atlanta, Ga.: Scholar Press, 1987), 31-40; O’Donnell Setel, “Exodus,” 35.

36 For example 4QAdmonFlood (4Q370) 1 1, 5; 4QNarrative and Poetic Compositionb 4Q372) 1,
17; 3, 6; 4Qapocrler C* (4Q385a) 4, 5; 4Qapocr Jer C" (4Q387) 2 11, 7; 4QWorks of God (4Q392) 6-9,
2; 4QParaphrase of Gen and Exod (4Q422) 111:10.

37 See chapter 3.1 for the vocabulary analysis.

38 Segal, “4QReworked Pentateuch or 4QPentateuch?” 393--94. White Crawford explains her
use of the term “biblical” in “Rewritten Bible at Qumran,”134. White Crawford clarifies that the
term “re-written Bible” is used as an anachronism. Nevertheless, the term is misleading and should
be avoided, taking into account the above-mentioned arguments. |1 would like to thank Professor
Armin Lange for his suggestion to use the term “pentateuchal.”
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3.2. The Song of Miriam in the Targumim

The Song of Miriam is also preserved in the Pentateuch Targumim. The
Targumim are Aramaic translations of the Hebrew Bible written when the
knowledge of Hebrew began to weaken.” There is no agreement regarding
when the Pentateuch Targumim were written but it 1s generally accepted
that they do preserve some earlier material that can go back to the Second
Temple period.* I will use Targum Pseudo-Jonathan, Targum Neofiti I and
the Fragmentary Targum as examples to examine the Song of Miriam tradi-
tion in the Targumim. The structure in these Targumim is similar. First they
repeat the narrative part of Exod 15:20. The song itself is preserved in Exod
15:21 where all three Targumim expand the MT considerably.

Targum Pseudo-Jonathan

Then Miriam, the prophetess, Aaron’s sister, took timbrel in her hand; and with all
the women went out after her; they were dancing to the sound of timbrels and playing
the hinges. And Miriam sang to them: Let us give thanks and praise before the Lord
because might and eminence are his; he is exalted above the exalted, and he is ele-
vated above the high. Because the wicked Pharaoh plotted and pursued the people of
the children of Israel, his horses and his chariots, he threw (them) in the Sea of
Reeds.®!

Targum Neofiti 1 (Tg. Neof.)

And Miriam, the prophetess, Aaron’s sister, took timbrels in her hand, and all the
women went out after her; they danced to the timbrels. And Miriam answered to
them: Let us praise and glorify before the Lord, the exalted, who is majestic above the
exalted and lofty above the lofty. Horses and their riders, because they were exalted
and pursued after the people, the children of Israel, he casted them down and buried
in the Sea of Reeds.*

Paris BN Fragmentary Targum Manuscript (P)

All the women went out after her with timbrels and in dance chorus; and they were
dancing. And Miriam sang to them: Let us praise and glorify before the Lord, since

59 E. Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible (Minneapolis: Fortress, 22001 ), 148-51.

% M. McNamara, Targum and Testament: Aramaic Paraphrases of the Hebrew Bible (Shan-
non: Irish University Press, 1972), 86-89, argues that the bulk of material in the Palestinian
Targumim to the Pentateuch comes from the pre-Christian era. See also P. Alexander, “Targum,
Targumim,” ABD 6:329; R. Le Déaut, “The Targumim.,” in The Cambridge History of Judaism,
vol. 2: The Hellenistic Age (ed. W. D. Davies and L. Finkelstein; Cambridge: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press, 1989), 563-90 (for the dating of the Targumim see pp. 563, 570).

' M. Maher, Targum Pseudo-Jonathan: Exodus (ArBib 2; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1994), 205.

%2 M. McNamara and R. Hayward, Targum Neofiti 1: Exodus (ArBib 2; Edinburgh: T&T
Clark, 1994), 68.
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he exalted above the exalted and made himself majestic above the majestic and who
in his Memra revenges himself of everyone who extols before him. Their horses and
their riders, since they come against his people, the house of Israel, he cast them
down and buried in the Reed Sea.*

The Songs of Miriam preserved in the Targumim are significantly different
from the MT. The songs are expanded by several sentences further describ-
ing God, who is praised, and refer to the destruction of the Pharaoh.

3.2.1. Harmonizing as a Method for the Expansion

The Targumim versions of the Song of Miriam have gone through some
expansions. In many places the Targumim repeat the vocabulary from Exod
15:1-19:

bxwr a3 15:1 Ry 15:1 Mmoo 15:4

wap 15:8 a7 15:9 e 15:19

As the Pentateuch Targumim fully preserve the Song of Miriam, here it is
possible to identify harmonizing features. The Songs of Miriam preserved
in the Targumim try to create continuity with Exod 15:1-19, as the six
words picked from the Song of Moses demonstrate. The expansions make
the passage resemble prose more than a song.* The motif behind the expan-
sion could have been that the Song of Moses had claimed authority by this
time and it was necessary to clarify the text for a new reader and to empha-
size that the Song of Miriam belonged to the same tradition. Moreover, the
motif could have been to interpret the Song of Miriam in the new context
and a conscious attempt to preserve the “right” theological interpretation.®
The song linked to Moses and the same tradition of crossing the Red Sea
helped in the re-interpretation.

The Songs of Miriam preserved in the Targumim have also additional
rhetoric that they do not share with the Song of Moses: ynv, 0p, 01, naw,
and 1n. The fact that the Targumim share vocabulary that does not appear
in Exod 15:1-19 may lead us in different directions. As the common vo-
cabulary that is not drawn from Exod 15:1-19 is almost as extensive as the
references to the Song of Moses, it is possible that the Targumim go back to
a second source that they were all using for the expansions. In this case the
Pentateuch Targumim would attempt to create continuity with this text.

93 M. L. Klein, The Fragment-Targums of the Pentateuch According to Their Extant Sources (2
vols.; AnBib 76; Rome: Biblical Institute Press, 1980), 2:48.

% Alexander, “Targum, Targumim,” 329.

% Tov and White, DJD 13,270-71.



170 Hanna Tervanotko

Otherwise they are depending on each other.®® The Targumim versions of
the Song of Miriam also have a possible link to the 4Q365 version of the
Song of Miriam in line 4. White Crawford and Tov reconstruct the end of
line 4 as “he is for[gotten] (or: has cea[sed])”: na]Jwy/na]Jwin.’’ The word
could also be reconstructed as “is pra[ised],” najwi.

In the Hebrew Bible the term is likewise used both in the Hebrew and
Aramaic texts. In Hebrew the term has two different meanings. The first,
,,t0 praise,” occurs mainly in the Psalms (Ps 63:4; 117:1; 145:4; 147:12; see
also Qoh 4:2; 8:15; 1 Chr 16:35) and refers to praising the divinity. The
second meaning of the word is “to calm, rest.” In this meaning the verb
occurs in Ps 89:10; 65:8 and in Prov 29:11. In Aramaic the verb has only
one meaning, “to praise,” which in the Hebrew Bible is only used in Daniel.
1t refers to the praise of the divinity in two passages: Dan 2:23; 4:31, 34.
The verb “to praise” (naw) is repeated in the three Targumim included in
this study. In the Aramaic Targumim this verb is used in the following
passages of Exod: 15:1, 2, 21. In these same passages the MT uses the verb
“to sing the praise” 7"w.%*® The Targumim apparently used the term naw to
translate “to sing the praise.” But as it appears about 40 times in the Penta-
teuch Targumim of Neofiti and Pseudo-Jonathan, it was used to translate
other words too. As the verb in line 4 starts with Jw1 it suggests either the
nip ‘al or the imperfect (first person plural) form. Interestingly, in the Penta-
teuch Targumim the verb nmaw appears in only a few places with nin in
front of it, but in Pseudo-Jonathan and Neofiti the first person plural imper-
fect occurs in Exod 15:1 and 21, thus in the opening lines of both the Song
of Moses and the Song of Miriam! In the Dead Sea Scrolls the verb naw
appears altogether eleven times in Hebrew and in Aramaic (1QapGen X:8;
4QpapTob® 17 11, 7; 4QD* 17, 1; 11Qtglob XIV:5; 4Qapocrler C* 2, 2;
4QShirShabb® 1 1, 3, 32; 4QShirShabb’ 19a—d, 2; 4QpapRitMar 6-10, 10;
11QPs* XXII:15; 4QText Concerning Rachel and Joseph 3). Most of the
instances refer to poetic literature.

Tov and White Crawford suggested that the verb in line 4 of the Song of
Miriam in 4Q365 should be reconstructed as “to be forgotten” (naw1 skh) or
“to be ceased” (nawa $§b¢). The first, “to forget” has many occurrences in the
Hebrew Bible. Most of these are in the Psalms. It occurs rarely in the nip ‘al
form: Gen 41:30; Deut 31:21; Isa 23:15, 16; 65:16; Jer 20:11; 23:40; 50:5;
Ps 9:19; 31:13. The style of the Psalms is clearly poetic and, moreover,

¢ P, V. M. Flesher, “Exploring the Sources of the Synoptic Targums to the Pentateuch,” in
Targum Studies, vol. 1: Textual and Contextual Studies in the Pentateuchal Targums (ed. idem;
Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars Press, 1992), 101-34.

%7 Tov and White, DJD 13, 269-70.

8 Apart from the Exodus passages, the verb “to sing the praise” is used only once in the Penta-
teuch, in Num 21:17.
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Psalm 9 resembles a victory song. In the Dead Sea Scrolls the verb “to
forget” appears about 20 times altogether. Many of the references are poetic
(for instance 4QBarkhi Nafshi® 1 1, 2; 4QBeat 2 11, 5) and at least 11Q5
XXII:9 refers to the setting of thanksgiving or victory. However, it does not
seem to appear as a victory song. In Aramaic the meaning of the verb now
is “to find.” This connotation of the word occurs in Dan 2:35; 5:11, 14, 27;
6:5, 23, 24; Ezra 6:2 but never in the nip ‘al form.

The other possibility, “to cease, to rest,” usually refers to Sabbath and
Jubilee practices in the Pentateuch (Gen 2:2, 3; 8:22; Exod 16:30; 23:12;
31:17; 34:21; Lev 23:32; 25:2; 26:34, 35). Apart from these, it also has
some attestations in Psalms (8:3; 46:10; 89:45; 119:119). The nip ‘al “to be
stopped” is used exclusively in the books of Isaiah and Ezekiel where it
announces destruction (Isa 17:3; Ezek 6:6; 30:18; 33:28). In the Dead Sea
Scrolls similar observations can be made regarding the use of the verb. It
occurs in pentateuchal settings (4QJub® V:2; VII:6; VII:8; 4QNarrative and
Poetic Compositionb 3,4; 11QT* XX:13; 1 lQTb IV:24) and in poetic texts
(for instance 1QH® XIV:12; XV:15; XVI:32; XXI:13; XXIII:2; 4QPSr
IX:6). The poetic passages in the Dead Sea Scrolls do not clearly resemble
victory songs. Rather, the style seems more meditative than that of 4Q365.

Based on these observations it would be possible to reconstruct the end
of line 4 with the verbs “to praise” or “to forget,” whereas the use of the
verb “to be ceased” seems to indicate a different context. Let us take a
closer look at lines 4 and 5 of 4Q365 6a 11 + 6¢, 1-7. They emphasize “the
perishing” (72R) of the enemy. The idea is already repeated twice in lines 4
and 5. Reconstructing the end of the line with the verb “to forget” (naw)
would stress the disappearance of the enemy even more. The scheme that
the wicked (and for Qoheleth perhaps also the good) simply perish and are
never remembered finds its best context in the Hellenistic wisdom litera-
ture.

For there is no enduring remembrance of the wise or of fools, seeing that in the days
to come all will have been long forgotten (Qoh 2:16 NRSV).

The living know that they will die, but the dead know nothing; they have no more
reward, and even the memory of them is lost (Qoh 9:5 NRSV).%®

Also, the Wisdom of Solomon refers to the total disappearance of the
wicked.

6 For Qoheleth’s characteristic ideas see R. N. Whybray, Ecclesiastes (JSOT Old Testament
Guides; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1989), 63-82; M. V. Fox, Qohelet and His Contradictions
(JSOTSup 71; Sheffield: Almond Press, 1989), 137-45.
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For we were born by mere chance and hereafter we shall be as though we had never
been (Wis 2:2 NRSV).

Our name will be forgotten in time and no one will remember our works (Wis 2:4
NRSV).

They will be left utterly dry and barren, and they will suffer anguish, and the memory
of them will perish (Wis 4:19 NRSV).”

Should the end of line 4 preserve the verb “to forget,” the content of the
Song of Miriam in 4Q365 would clearly resemble this sapiential idea of
immortality through being remembered.

This reconstruction of “to forget” does not agree with the other additions
of 4Q365 without difficulty. The text of 4Q365 contains two notable addi-
tions. Here we are dealing with the first one, which comes before Exod
15:22. Earlier it was stated (chapter 3.1) that from the point of view of
genre and terminology, 4Q365 6a Il + 6¢, 1-7 maintains the pentateuchal
style and is a victory song. The song does not contain elements that could
link it to the sapiential literature. The second addition is found just after Lev
24:2 (4Q365 23, 4-12). This earlier unknown passage deals with laws con-
cerning the offerings, and the best parallels of this legal material are found
in the Temple Scroll (11QT* XXII).”" This passage does not contain any
elements that could link it to the sapiential ideas either.”” In this light the
possible reconstruction “to forget” seems rather unlikely. Therefore, I sug-
gest the end of line 4 should be reconstructed with the verb “to praise,”
which fits the context better than the verb “to forget.”

Because the verb “to praise” appears in the Targumim, should it influ-
ence our understanding of the relation between the Targumim and 4Q365?
Is it possible to think that the 4Q365 Song of Miriam was the common
source of expansions for the Targumim? It seems that the two texts are very
different. The final version of the Targumim is much later than 4Q365.
Moreover, the nature of the 4Q365 Song of Miriam is still under discussion,
whereas the Targumim try to create continuity with the Pentateuch. Apart
from these significant dissimilarities, the two texts have some things in
common. It is generally accepted that the Targumim, despite their later final
accomplishment, preserve early material that can go back to the Second
Temple period. The writers of the Targumim could have been familiar with
4Q365 and could have alluded to it. This theory would explain the similari-

"0 See, for instance, E. G. Clarke. The Wisdom of Solomon (CBC:; Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press: 1973).

"' White Crawford, “Three Fragments,” 263.

7? White, *4Q364 & 365.” 218, claims that the additions of 4Q365 add either narrative or legal
elements to the text.
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ties between the Targumim and possibly also with 4Q365. White Crawford
has demonstrated that the Temple Scroll and 4Q365 share a significant
parallel and that 11QT® might be quoting 4Q365.” Hence, it would likewise
be possible that 4Q365 was quoted or that other texts alluded to it. The
Targumim and 4Q365 share some similarities: both texts rework the text of
Exod 15:20-21. Especially, both expand Exod 15:20-21 considerably and
the expansion happens in the Song of Miriam and not in the narrative part
of the passage. Manuscript 4Q365 has deteriorated and therefore it is not
possible to know the original content of lines 1-7. Nevertheless, in what is
left, it praises God more than Exod 15:20-21 does. As well, the Targumim
focus on praising God more than does Exod 15:20-21. Hence, both texts
emphasize the figure of Miriam by adding more material to her speech. The
connection with the verb argues that there should be some sort of link be-
tween the texts, but the nature of this link remains unclear. As a result, it is
possible that the 4Q365 version of the Song of Miriam was a common
source of the Targumim, but due to the deterioration of the manuscript this
must remain somewhat speculative.

4. Conclusions

This article has focused on the references to the figure of Miriam preserved
in the Qumran library. I have dealt with wider ancient Jewish literature
referring to the figure of Miriam only when it has been necessary. The
figure of Miriam survives in three earlier unknown texts from the Qumran
library: the Visions of Amram, 4QapocrPent. B and the Reworked Penta-
teuch. These texts referring to Miriam go back to the Hellenistic period of
Second Temple Judaism. Paleographically the earliest manuscript preserv-
ing the Visions of Amram and 4QapocrPent. B go back to the same period,
roughly 150 B.C.E. The earliest paleographical date given for manuscript
4Q365 is ca. 75 B.C.E. These texts lack the so-called sectarian elements.
Hence, we can assume that they are not Essene readings of Miriam, but that
they originate from other parts of ancient Judaism.

3 White Crawford, “Three Fragments,” 259—71. The question of concern is whether one text is
citing or alluding to the other. H. Stegemann, “The Origins of the Temple Scroll,” in Congress
Volume: Jerusalem 1986 (VTSup 40; Leiden: Brill, 1988), 235-56, has argued that manuscripts
4Q158, 4Q354-367 are the source for the Temple Scroll.
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All three texts are paratexts, though they represent different types.”™ Two
are re-narrations of pentateuchal passages: the Song of Miriam from the text
we know as the Reworked Pentateuch (4Q365 6a Il + 6¢, 1-7) re-narrates
Exod 15:20-21, whereas 4QapocrPent. B (4Q377 2 I, 9) elaborates Num-
bers 12. The third text referring to Miriam, Visions of Amram, does not
depend directly on any pentateuchal passage, but falls likewise into the
same category.” Comparing these three paratexts, it seems that the narra-
tion (Visions of Amram) develops the figure of Miriam further than the re-
narrations (Song of Miriam, 4QapocrPent. B) in the Dead Sea Scrolls. The
Visions of Amram highlights Miriam not only as an outstanding female
figure, but an exceptional member of the patriarchal family who like others
(male members) married endogamously and had access to the mysteries.
The Visions of Amram may build on an already existing tradition, but no
other early Jewish text explicates Miriam’s importance in such a way. It is
possible that re-narrations of the pentateuchal texts in the Dead Sea Scrolls
continue constructing the figure or Miriam, but they do it differently than
the Visions of Amram. The preserved material of 4Q377 demonstrates that
the Dead Sea Scrolls also preserved a negative interpretation of Miriam.
The passage referring to Miriam in 4Q365 strengthens the figure by adding
new material to the song voiced by Miriam.

The extended Song of Miriam in 4Q365 adds seven lines of earlier un-
known material to the Song of Miriam preserved in Exod 15:20-21. [ would
argue that the Song of Miriam preserved in 4Q365 is not a remake of the
Song of Moses of Exod 15:1-19. The Song of Miriam preserved in 4Q365
indicates that different versions of the song attributed to the figure of
Miriam circulated in early Judaism. The Song of Miriam was influenced by
the Song of Moses at least in the later tradition preserved in the Targumim.
But at the same time the Song of Miriam also expanded using other, still
unknown, material that is not linked to the figure of Moses. The purpose of
the expansion was not just to harmonize the song with the Song of Moses;
in this case, it is possible that the literary figure of Miriam had a larger
independent tradition behind it.

Even if the extension of the Song of Miriam does not directly describe
the figure itself, it does re-narrate the figure indirectly. The extent of the
expansion strengthens the picture of Miriam. The seven lines indicate that
the figure of Miriam was considered an appropriate character to deliver the
expanded theological message. Moreover, 4Q365 portrays Miriam as a

74 paratext is another way of saying parabiblical; for this term see A. Lange and R. Pillinger,
eds., In the Second Degree. Paratextual Literature in Ancient Near Eastern and Ancient Mediter-
ranean Cultures and Its Reflections in Medieval Literature (Leiden: Brill, forthcoming).

5 A. Lange and U. Mittman-Richert, “Annotated List of the Texts from the Judaean Desert
Classified by Content and Genre.,” DJD 39 (2002): 115-64.
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more autonomous figure who does not simply repeat the Song of Moses.
Whether this development that strengthened the Miriam figure was done
consciously or unconsciously is not clear. Instead, we can draw the conclu-
sion that generally there must not have been obvious obstacles to presenting
Miriam in a more prominent light.

The Dead Sea Scrolls shed new light on how ancient Judaism understood
some of its literary figures. Against this background it is evident that the
Hebrew Bible preserves only a limited number of references to Miriam as
well as to other female figures, whereas the ancient Jewish literature con-
tained more texts that told of the female figures. Therefore, a complex
analysis of the new texts could help us to draw more complete portraits of
the female figures and, furthermore, to understand how the interpretation of
these figures developed and why only some of the texts were incorporated
into the canon. Beyond the figure of Miriam, my work raises other ques-
tions. How far could the ancient Jewish re-lectures of biblical figures go
while interpreting the biblical texts themselves? Is it possible that these re-
lectures and paratexts include earlier source material that might even be
contemporary with late biblical texts and redactions?
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Die masoretische Akzentuation
als Spiegel abweichender Texttraditionen

Jeder aufmerksame Leser des masoretischen Bibeltextes wird gelegentlich
iiber eine Akzentuation stolpern, die in ihm Erstaunen hervorruft, die er sich
auf den ersten Blick nicht erkldren kann, weil sie dem logischen Textver-
stindnis offensichtlich entgegensteht. Will er es nicht bei der Verwunde-
rung bewenden lassen, sondern dariiber hinaus nach den Ursachen ak-
zentueller Besonderheiten fragen, so stehen ihm bisher grundsitzlich drei
Erkldrungsansitze zur Verfiigung: Zum einen kann er auffillige Akzentuie-
rungen, die von der syntaktisch-logischen Versgliederung abweichen, auf
musikalische Momente zuriickfiihren. Spitestens seitdem der deutsche
Gelehrte Franz Delitzsch im Jahre 1868 die Akzente als primér musikali-
sche Zeichen charakterisierte,' ist dieser Zugang insbesondere im deutsch-
sprachigen Raum Mode geworden und erfreut sich nach wie vor grofler
Beliebtheit.? Gestiitzt auf die grammatische Funktion der Akzente kann der
Akzentforscher zum anderen nach exegetischem Einfluss fragen. So werden
haufig theologische Motive, wie sie zum Teil in der rabbinischen Literatur
nachweisbar sind, flir auffillige Akzentsetzungen vorausgesetzt.> Schlief3-
lich bleibt ihm die Moglichkeit, die Akzentuierung mit Hilfe der Annahme
eines Textfehlers zu erkldren. Die Arbeiten u.a. des englischen Forschers
William Wickes* sowie des italienisch-jiidischen Gelehrten Samuel David

' F. Delitzsch, Physiologie und Musik in ihrer Bedeutung fiir die Grammatik, besonders die
Hebrdische (Leipzig: Dorffling & Franke, 1868).

%S, zuletzt H. Zimmermann, Tora und Shira: Untersuchungen zur Musikauffassung des rabbi-
nischen Judentums (Publikationen der Schweizerischen Musikforschenden Gesellschaft 2.40;
Bern: Lang, 2000).

S ua A. Ackermann, Das hermeneutische Element der biblischen Accentuation: Ein Beitrag
zur Geschichte der hebrdischen Sprache (Berlin: Calvary, 1893); M. Breuer, Die biblischen Ak-
zente in den prosaischen und den poetischen Biichern (Jerusalem: Horev, 21989), 368-390 (Heb.),
sowie S. Kogut, Correlations between Biblical Accentuation and Traditional Jewish Exegesis.
Linguistic and Contextual Studies (Jerusalem: Magnes, 1996) (Heb.).

*W. Wickes, n"nR "npv: 4 Treatise on the Accentuation of the Three So-called Poetical Books
of the Old Testament, Psalms, Proverbs, and Job (1881; Nachdr. New York, N.Y.: Ktav, 1970);
idem, 020 R"2 "NYV: 4 Treatise on the Accentuation of the Twenty-one So-called Prose Books of
the Old Testament (1887; Nachdr. New York, N.Y.: Ktav, 1970).
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Luzzatto® im 19. Jahrhundert lenkten die Aufmerksamkeit der Wissenschaft
auf mogliche Korruptionen beziiglich des Akzenttextes, die zwangsldufig in
unverstindlichen Akzentuierungen resultieren.

Vorliegende Studie will nun einen weiteren, in der Fachliteratur bislang
unberiicksichtigten Ansatz vorstellen, auf dessen Grundlage dunkle
Akzentuationen erhellt werden konnen. Geméfl dem Titel der Untersuchung
soll es konkret darum gehen, bisher unverstindliche Akzentsetzungen auf
abweichende Texttraditionen zuriickzufiihren. Néherhin soll an zwei
Schriftworten aus dem Jesajabuch demonstriert werden, dass der uns vor-
liegende punktierte masoretische Text nicht die Textgrundlage der Akzente
darstellt, die bekanntlich ebenfalls zum masoretischen Apparat gehéren.

1. Anndherung oder Bedringung?

Bei dem ersten Textbeispiel handelt es sich um Jes 29:13 — einem durch die
neutestamentliche Rezeption (Mt 15:8; Mk 7:6) bekannten Scheltwort des
Propheten gegen das Volk Israel in Bezug auf dessen verduBerlichte Gottes-
verehrung im Tempel. Da Jes 29:13 gemill der masoretischen Punktation
syntaktisch mit dem darauffolgenden Vers verbunden ist, sollen zunichst
beide Verse in den Blick genommen werden.

> Und der Herr sprach: Weil sich dieses Volk DY W D I BN R
mit seinem Mund nahte und mich mit seinen 1'3'71 W32 ROV O3 A
Lippen ehrte, aber sein Herz fern von mir hielt MR OORT Om o [n pno
und ihre Furcht vor mir {nur] angelerntes i) 135 14 77050 DWIR NIvn
Menschengebot war, ' darum, siche, will ich Moooyn R N"?D“l'? qo7
weiterhin wunderbar mit diesem Volk han- TRIN NRIN NTAN) x‘v:n bl
deln, wunderbar und wundersam. Und die IRRGR M3 NP

Weisheit seiner Weisen wird verlorengehen
und der Verstand seiner Verstdndigen sich
verbergen.

Syntaktisch bilden beide Verse ein Satzgefiige — bestehend aus einem kau-
salen Vordersatz, mit "2 1" eingeleitet, auf den ein iibergeordneter Haupt-

5 S. D. Luzzatto, Commentary to the Pentateuch (1871; Nachdr. Jerusalem: Dvir, 1993) (Heb.);
idem, Commentary to the Book of Jesaiah (1855; Nachdr. Tel Aviv: Dvir, 1970) (Heb.); idem,
Hebrdische Briefe (ed. E. Griber; 9 Bde., Przemys!l: Zupnik & Knoller, 1882-1894) (Heb.); idem,
.Korrekturen zu den biblischen Akzenten auf der Grundlage verschiedener alter Handschriften,
Kerem Chemed (Lieblicher Weinberg): Briefe und Abhandlungen die jiidische Literatur und
Wissenschaft betreffend 9 (1856): 1-14 (Heb.).



178 Kevin Trompelt

satz folgt, eingefiihrt mit 13%. Auf die Scheltrede in Vers 13 folgt die Ge-
richtsankiindigung in Vers 14. Weil seine Verehrung nichts weiter als ver-
duflerlichte kultische Frommigkeit ist, wird der Gott Israels weiterhin wun-
dersam an seinem Volk, sprich fiir das menschliche Verstehen unbe-
greiflich, handeln.

Bei genauerem Hinsehen zeigt sich allerdings, dass das vorgestellte
Textverstindnis nicht durch die Akzentsetzung bestitigt wird. Naherhin
setzt die Akzentuation von Jes 29:13a augenscheinlich eine Versgliederung
voraus, die von der vorgeschlagenen Lesung abweicht.

1.1 Die Lesung gemil der Punktation

Auf der Grundlage der Punktation scheint kein Zweifel daran zu bestehen,
dass der Prapositionalausdruck a2 in Jes 29:13a mit dem vorhergehenden
Versteil zu verbinden und als Adverbial zum Verb wis zu verstehen ist: wi3
ra2 7 oYn (,,dieses Volk nahte sich mit seinem Munde*). Demgegentiber
bestimmt 1"Naw2 fiir sich allein genommen *31723 naher. Der hieraus resul-
tierende chiastische Aufbau der ersten Vershilfte sei zur Verdeutlichung in
der deutschen Ubersetzung nachgeahmt:

Und der Herr sprach: TR NN
Weil sich dieses Volk nahte mit seinem Mund 193 N0 DL WAl 2
und mit seinen Lippen mich ehrte, WTID YROYD
aber sein Herz fern von mir hielt RN P 1':1‘_7]

Die vorgeschlagene Gliederung des Textes griindet sich dabei auf Beobach-
tungen zum biblisch-hebrdischen Sprachgebrauch von na und onaw. In-
dem beide Nomina Redewerkzeuge bezeichnen, fungieren sie in der bibli-
schen Poesie als synonymes Wortpaar, das im Parallelismus zueinander
steht. Auf diesen Sachverhalt verwies bereits Samuel David Luzzatto, der
beriihmte italienisch-jiidische Bibelexeget des 19. Jahrhunderts, in seinem
Kommentar zu Jes 29:13. Drei der einschldgigen Schriftnachweise, auf die
Luzzatto seine These ad locum stiitzt, seien zur Veranschaulichung aufge-
fihrt:

Jes 11:4b

Er wird die Erde mit dem Stab seines Mundes schlagen 5 LIYI PIR NIM
und mit dem Hauch seiner Lippen den Gottlosen téten. YW N vROY mnd
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Hi 8:21
Wihrend er mit Lachen fiillen wird deinen Mund '8 piny nh
und deine Lippen mit Jubel NN A
Hi 15:6
Dein Mund verurteilt dich und nicht ich IR N9 e ey
und deine Lippen zeugen gegen dich T3 Y TROYs

In den exemplarisch aufgefiihrten Textstellen stehen ,,Mund* und ,,Lippen*
in chiastischem Parallelismus zueinander. Der ,Mund“ des ersten Teils
wird jeweils durch die ,Lippen” im zweiten Kolon aufgenommen. Der
parallele Sprachgebrauch beider Nomina in der biblisch-hebrdischen Poe-
sie, der auch in weiteren, nicht chiastisch aufgebauten Parallelismen belegt
1st,® scheint demnach die Struktur von Jes 29:13a geradezu vorzugeben.’

1.2 Die Lesung gemaf der Akzentuation

Das der Punktation zugrundeliegende Textverstindnis steht jedoch nicht im
Einklang mit der akzentuellen Gliederung von Jes 29:13a. Bei ndherer
Betrachtung der Akzentuation unseres Verses zeigt sich, dass die Nomina
,,Mund“ und ,,Lippen‘ akzentuell miteinander verbunden sind und sich bei-
de auf das Verb ,.ehren* beziehen:

“300 PN 1391 W22 PRSP PHI  NI0 DYR W 02 107 TR N
[ | L J

Gemil dem akzentuellen Strukturgesetz der kontinuierlichen Dichotomie
zweiteilt der disjunktive Akzent Zagef auf dem Demonstrativum 7177 unsere
Vershilfte und zeigt somit an, dass mit 52 ein neuer Satz beginnt.” Gram-
matisch gesprochen fungieren demnach sowohl 52 als auch rnawa als

¢S.u.a. Ps51:17 und 66:14 sowie Mal 2:7.

7 Dementsprechend ist der Text in den wissenschaftlichen Editionen der BHK und BHS geglie-
dert: Wihrend o2 die erste Verszeile von 13a abschlieBt und sich somit unzweifelhaft auf das
Verb wa bezieht, eroffnet rnawa die folgende Zeile und bestimmt das Verb 722 niher. Dieses
Textverstiandnis, das auch in den alten Ubersetzungen der Vetus Latina und der Vulgata vorausge-
setzt ist, hat sich schlieBlich in der modernen Forschung durchgesetzt (s. u.a. H. Wildberger,
Jesaja, 3. Teilband: Jesaja 28-39: Das Buch, der Prophet und seine Botschaft [BKAT 10.3;
Neukirchen-Viuyn: Neukirchener, 1982], 1118).

8 Bei der Darstellung der Akzentuation sind freilich nur die fur die akzentuelle Gliederung rele-
vanten Disjunktive bezeichnet.

9 In Bezug auf das Textgliederungssystem der biblischen Akzente sei auf die oben in Anm. 4
genannten Standardwerke von Wickes verwiesen.
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Adverbialbestimmungen von "117123. Die Punktation des Verses vorausge-
setzt, ergibt sich hieraus folgende Ubersetzung:

Und der Herr sprach: JIR N
Weil sich dieses Volk nahte, ntn oy Wi D
mit seinem Mund und mit seinen Lippen mich ehrte, M732 vRoiy o3
aber sein Herz fern von mir hielt R P 1Y

Demzufolge scheint der Anfang des Schriftwortes inhaltlich die Annihe-
rung des Volkes an Gott im Tempel zu intendieren, wihrenddessen erst der
zweite Teil die Widerspriichlichkeit zwischen dem Ehrerweis an Gott in
Worten und der Entfremdung von Gott im Herzen thematisiert.

Obschon inhaltlich nicht von vornherein auszuschlieen, ruft das Neben-
einander der synonym verwendeten Begriffe ,,Mund“ und ,,Lippen* im
Kontext unseres Verses jedoch Verwunderung hervor. Wird dariiber hinaus
den bereits besprochenen stilistischen Beobachtungen zum parallelen
Sprachgebrauch von n& und ©naw in der biblisch-hebriischen Poesie
Rechnung getragen, ist die Akzentuation unserer Vershilfte vollends auffil-
lig. Die Nomina ,,Mund* und ,,Lippen* werden an keiner weiteren Stelle im
alttestamentlichen Text als Wortpaar akzentuell in einen Stichos gestellt.'
Angesichts dieses Befundes ersteht die Frage, weshalb die Akzente nicht
auch in Jes 29:13a ,,Mund* und ,,Lippen‘ parallel setzen?

Der bereits mehrfach erwihnte italienisch-jiidische Gelehrte Samuel Da-
vid Luzzatto, der in seiner Titigkeit als Bibelexeget auch ein vorziiglicher
Kenner der masoretischen Akzentuation war, artikulierte als erster das
Problem der Akzentuation unseres Verses. Da er selbst keine Erkldrung fur
die auffallende akzentuelle Gliederung fand, flihrte er in seinem Kommen-
tar ad locum die Meinung seines Schiilers Elieser Elia Igel an. Demnach sei
die Vorstellung der Anndherung mit dem Mund, die der Lesung 83 wx
zugrunde liegt, aus sachlichen Griinden in der Akzentuation vermieden
worden: Eine Anndherung vollzége sich bekanntlich mit den Fiien und
nicht mit dem Mund. Der ,,Mund* verbinde sich demgegeniiber besser mit

" Es sei an dieser Stelle eingerdumt, dass synonyme Wortpaare im Biblisch-Hebriischen
grundsitzlich sowohl im Parallelismus zueinander stehen als auch unmittelbar nebeneinander in
einer zusammengehorigen Einheit erscheinen konnen (vgl. das Wortpaar I8 und 5an, das in
Jer 10:12 [51:15] parallel und in Ps 90:2 nebeneinander steht; zur Verwendung synonymer Wort-
paare im Biblisch-Hebraischen, vgl. Y. Avishur, The Construct State of Svnonvms in Biblical
Rethoric: Studies in the Phenomenon of Svnonvmous Word Pairs in Construct State [Jerusalem:
Qiryat Sefer, 1977], 11 [Heb.]). Stilistische Uberlegungen lassen jedoch keinen Zweifel daran,
dass eine Parallelstellung der Nomina N5 und o'naw dem Kontext unseres Verses weitaus ange-
messener ist als ihre in der Akzentuation reflektierte Nebeneinanderstellung.
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dem Verb ,.ehren”. Doch kann seine Argumentation nicht tiberzeugen. Sie
unterstellt den Akzentuatoren ein zu enges Textverstindnis. Mit Blick auf
den Kontext des Schriftwortes — insbesondere seiner unmittelbaren Fortset-
zung 1722 YNOWA — ist demgegeniiber eine metaphorische Deutung von
152 w1 selbstverstindlich auch fiir die Akzentsetzer vorauszusetzen.

Da ein plausibler exegetischer Grund fiir die auffallende Akzentuation
unserer Vershilfte scheinbar nicht zu erbringen ist, soll in dieser Studie ein
neuer Losungsansatz prasentiert werden, der auf der Annahme einer abwei-
chenden Texttradition beruht. Eine solche ist fir unsere Textstelle durchaus
gut bezeugt. Sie spiegelt sich zundchst im aramiischen Prophetentargum
wider, das die Verbform w3 mit 297K, einer Nebenform von 2727nNR,
iibersetzt und somit liest: ,,weil sich dieses Volk erhghte®. Statt W3 mit §in
setzt das aramiische Prophetentargum folglich w11 mit sin voraus — sprich
das Nif*al der Wurzel "3, die im Biblisch-Hebriischen in der Bedeutung
,dringen/treiben” belegt ist. Anstelle seiner iiblichen Interpretation als
Passivum verstand Jonatan das Verb w1 reflexiv und brachte es semantisch
mit der Partizipialform im Qal-Stamm W (,,Antreiber”)'' in Verbindung;
d.h. ausgehend von der Bedeutung ,,sich dringen, sich antreiben* deutet das
Targum @33 im Sinne von ,,sich zum Antreiber machen*. Da ein Antreiber
dabei kraft seiner Funktion eine herausragende, erhéhte Stellung einnimmt,
{ibersetzt Jonatan schlieBlich 27nR."2

Dariiber hinaus findet sich die Variante @33 mit sin in mehreren mittelal-
terlichen Handschriften und spiteren Editionen."” Dass es sich dabei um
eine durchaus verbreitete Texttradition handelt, wird aus den Worten David
Kimchis in seinem Kommentar zur Stelle ersichtlich, wenn er schreibt: w*
nRM nbnn NR™MPa nphnn — sprich die Lesung des Wortes war Gegenstand
des gelehrten Disputes und beide Lesarten W33 und wx1 wurden jeweils
gleichermafen favorisiert.'

Vor diesem Hintergrund stellt sich natiirlich die Frage, ob die auftillige
Akzentuation unseres Schriftwortes unter der Voraussetzung der Varian-
te Wa1 erkliart werden kann. Und in der Tat: Ein Austausch der Form wx3
durch w3 zieht zwangsliufig die in der Akzentsetzung angezeigte Versglie-
derung nach sich — unabhingig davon, ob der Nif*al-Stamm reflexiv ver-

""'So u.a. Ex 5:13.

'2 Mein Dank gilt an dieser Stelle meinem Lehrer Herrn Prof. Simcha Kogut von der Hebrii-
schen Universitit Jerusalem, dessen lehrreiche, personliche Ausfithrungen den Weg des Targums
vor mir offenlegten.

13'S. Minchat Shai (Y. S. Norzi, Sefer Minchat Shai [4 Bde.; Wien: Holzinger, 1813—1815]),
die Bibeledition von Michaelis (J. H. Michaelis, Biblia Hebraica: Ex aliquot manuscriptis, et
compluribus impressis codicibus, item masora tam edita quam manuscripra [Halle:
Orphanotrophes, 1720]) sowie die BHK und die Hebrew University Bible ad locum.

'* S0 wird die Lesart w1 gerade von klassisch-jiidischen Bibelexegeten, wie Raschi, Ibn Ezra
und David Kimchi (s. die Kommentare ad locum) bevorzugt.
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standen und mit Jonatan interpretiert oder ob ihm die iibliche passive Be-
deutung beigemessen wird:

Und der Herr sprach: IR RN

1. Weil sich dieses Volk erhéhte (< zum Antreiber machte), o oopn o
2. Weil dieses Volk bedridngt wurde,

ehrte es mich [zwar] mit seinem Mund und mit seinen Lippen 3722 ¥Nw2i 192

aber sein Herz hielt es fern von mir. lolaRringl ’i:l'?]

Demnach wendet sich das Volk an seinen Gott und ehrt ihn mit Worten ein-
zig und allein, weil es dazu getrieben wird — sei es unmittelbar durch An-
treiber aus den eigenen Reihen (Fall 1), sei es mittelbar aus einer Notlage
und Bedringnis heraus (Fall 2). Dieses Verstindnis liegt auf einer Linie mit
der Hauptaussage des Verses: Der verbale Ehrerweis Gottes erfolgt nicht
aus Uberzeugung, sondern ist lediglich ,,angelerntes Menschengebot*. Mit
konkretem Blick auf die Versgliederung ist offensichtlich, dass die Lesart
w1 die in der biblischen Poesie so typische Parallelstellung der synonym
gebrauchten Nomina ,,Mund* und ,,Lippen‘ aus sachlich-logischen Griin-
den von vornherein ausschliefit.

Angesichts dieses Befundes scheint es m.E. berechtigten Grund zu der
Annahme zu geben, dass die sowohl im aramiischen Prophetentargum als
auch handschriftlich bezeugte Texttradition w33 ebenfalls im Hintergrund
der Akzentuation unserer Vershilfte steht.' Der auffallende akzentuelle
Bezug der Nomina ,,Mund* und ,,Lippen* als Wortpaar auf das Verb ,,eh-
ren” ist direkte Folge dieser Lesung. Syntaktisch stellt unser Vers demnach
ein vollstandiges Satzgeflige dar, das unabhingig von Vers 14 steht.

Obschon die Akzentteilung somit schliissig erklirbar ist, ist damit natiir-
lich noch nichts iiber die genaue Akzentlesung ausgesagt. Aufgrund der
semantischen Ambiguitdt der Form 31 muss weiterhin offen bleiben, ob
die Akzentuation ein reflexives oder passives Verstindnis des Nif*als inten-
diert.

1.3 Schlussfolgerung

In Konsequenz der vorgestellten These legt unser textus receptus schlief3-
lich Zeugnis von einer innermasoretischen Auseinandersetzung zwischen

'3 So bereits A. B. Ehrlich, Randglossen zur Hebrdischen Bibel: Textkritisches, Sprachliches
und Sachliches (6 Bde.; Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1908-1914), 4:105.
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der Akzentuation einerseits und der Punktation sowie der Randmasora
andererseits ab. In der Masora parva zum Codex Leningradensis versahen
die Masoreten unsere fragliche Form mit der Notiz 87902 ' — d.h. nach
Meinung der Randmasoreten ist das betreffende Wort nicht noch einmal im
Jesajabuch belegt. Aus dieser Anmerkung geht unzweifelhaft hervor, dass
die Masoreten der Punktation unseres Verses zustimmten und entgegen den
Akzenten Wil mit §in lasen, das im gesamten Jesajabuch nur in unserem
Vers erscheint.' Die Form W3 mit sin, die die Akzente fiir Jes 29:13 vo-
raussetzen, ist demgegeniiber im Jesajabuch auch an anderen Stellen belegt
(Jes 3:5; 53:7). Der masoretische Text nimmt somit die Meinungsverschie-
denheit der mittelalterlichen Gelehrten in Bezug auf die Lesung unseres
Verses, von der David Kimchi in seinem Kommentar zu berichten weif3, um
einige Jahrhunderte vorweg.

2. Schreiber oder Schreiben?

Ein weiterer Fall der Reflexion einer abweichenden Texttradition in der ma-
soretischen Akzentuation liegt allem Anschein nach in Jes 10:1 vor — einem
Weheruf iiber ungerechte Gesetzgeber und Schreiberlinge in Israel, der sich
tiber 10:1-4 erstreckt.

2.1 Die Lesung gemif3 der Punktation

Die Punktation des masoretischen Textes legt fiir unseren Vers folgende
Lesung fest:

21203 SnY 0aRIm IRTPRN OPRRa YN

Ubertragen ins Deutsche ergibt sich die nachstehende Ubersetzung:

16 Dass die Randmasoreten in Jes 29:13 Wi mit §in voraussetzten, belegen auch weitere An-
merkungen in der Masora parva und Masora magna: Die vier Vorkommen der Verbform w11 mit
$in in der Hebriischen Bibel (1 Sam 13:6; 14:24; Jes 3:5; 53:7) werden jeweils in der Masora
parva mit dem Buchstaben daler (7) versehen — d.h. nach Ansicht der Randmasoreten ist die Form
a1 eben nur an diesen vier Textstellen im Tanach bezeugt. Jes 29:13 ist dagegen von der Zahlung
ausgenommen. Schlieflich wird die Anmerkung der Masora parva in der diesbeziiglichen Masora
magna um die genauen Textstellenangaben ergénzt: NPl R [1 Sam 13:6] 5w wri .1 wa
[1 Sam 14:24] Sxw Wk [Jes 3:5] wr oyn wan [Jes 53:7] (s. G. E. Weil, Massorah Gedolah
iuxta Codicem Leningradensem B 19a, Bd. 1: Catalogi [Rom: Pontificium Institutum Biblicum,
22001], Mm 1598).
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Wehe denen, die unheilvolle Gesetze erlassen, und den Schreibern, die Unrecht
schreiben.

Grammatisch gesprochen umfasst das Schriftwort demnach zwei plurali-
sche Partizipialformen, die parallel zueinander stehen und sich beide auf die
Interjektionspartikel »1i7 zuriickbeziehen: die ,,Gesetzgeber* ('ppn) und die
,»Schreiber” (oanan). Die Worte 12n3 51y fungieren demgegeniiber als
asyndetischer Relativsatz, der die ,,Schreiber niher bestimmt. Eine hebrii-
sche Paraphrasierung unseres Verses miisste demnach folgendermafien
lauten:

"an3 Yop WK 03NN (i) NRTRPR 0RpNT iR

2.2 Die Lesung gemialB der Akzentuation

Allerdings stimmt dieses Textverstdndnis nicht mit der Akzentuation des
Schriftwortes liberein — ndherhin steht sie im Widerspruch zur Akzentset-
zung in der zweiten Vershilfte. Bei genauerer Betrachtung wird deutlich,
dass das Nomen 9ny akzentuell nicht mit der nachfolgenden Verbform 1ana
sondern mit der vorhergehenden Partizipialform o°anam verbunden ist.

DIND YRYDINI RORPN DR i
‘ L I ] ’ ‘ ’

Die Worte 51y ©anam sind durch die Akzente Mercha — Tipcha aufeinan-
der bezogen und von 12n3 abgetrennt.'® Die Akzente spalten demnach den
asyndetischen Relativsatz 1an3 5ny auf: Wihrend das Nomen 5ny unter
Voraussetzung der gegebenen Punktation als Akkusativobjekt zu ©vanan
erscheint, (,,diejenigen, die Unrecht schreiben*), wird es seinerseits durch
1212 nun in der Funktion eines eingliedrigen asyndetischen Relativsatzes
niher bestimmt.

Es ist jedoch offensichtlich, dass die hieraus resultierende Lesung inhalt-
lich keinen Sinn ergibt: ,,Wehe denen, die Unrecht schreiben, das sie ge-
schrieben haben“?" Es erstaunt daher kaum, dass sogar der mittelalterlich-
jidische Bibelexeget Ibn Ezra, der mehrfach die Autoritit der Akzentuation

17 Zu diesem Textverstandnis in der modernen Kommentarliteratur s. u.a. K. Marti, Das Buch
Jesaja (KHC 10; Tiibingen: Mohr, 1900), 100.

' Zur Akzentfolge Mercha — Tipcha siehe u.a. Breuer, Die biblischen Akzente, 99.

19 Dennoch scheint KJV eine derartig eigentiimliche Lesung vorauszusetzen, wenn sie liest:
~Woe unto them that decree unrighteous decrees, and that write grievousness which they have pre-
scribed.”
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in Bezug auf das Textverstindnis herausstellte, in seinem Kommentar ad
locum von der vorgefundenen Akzentsetzung expressis verbis abwich und
dagegen 51p mit dem nachfolgenden 12n3 verband.?

Wiederum war es der Akzentforscher Samuel David Luzzatto in seinem
Kommentar zur Stelle, der Ibn Ezras Meinung aufgreifend die Ursache der
auffilligen Akzentuation untersuchte. Die Unverstindlichkeit der zweiten
Vershilfte angesichts der akzentuellen Gliederung fiihrte ihn schlieBlich zu
der Schlussfolgerung, dass der Akzenttext infolge der vielfachen Reproduk-
tion des hebrdischen Bibeltextes im Laufe der Zeit korrumpiert wurde.
Niherhin nahm Luzzatto an, dass ein Kopist die Akzente der aufeinander-
folgenden Wérter Ynp ©'anam versehentlich vertauschte und anstelle von
Tipcha — Mercha (5v ©anam) mit Mercha — Tipcha (91p 0'anan1) akzen-
tuierte. Werden dagegen die betreffenden Akzente nach dem Vorschlag
Luzzattos ausgetauscht, so stimmt die akzentuelle Gliederung des Verses
mit dem Textverstdndnis iiberein, das der Punktation zugrundeliegt:

mINIYRY DI NTRPN DPPRA i
\ L |1 | | {

Hny ist demnach mit dem nachfolgenden 1an3a zu einer Einheit verbunden,
die sich wiederum auf das Nomen ©'anam riickbezieht: ,,Wehe den
Schreibern, die Unrecht schreiben.*

Tatséchlich ist eine Verwechslung der Akzente Mercha und Tipcha nicht
unwahrscheinlich. Grafische Ahnlichkeit beider Akzentzeichen, ihre subli-
neare Position sowie direkte, beidseitige Aufeinanderfolge legen den
Schluss eines lapsus calami nahe. Einige Akzentsetzungen in der Hebrii-
schen Bibel scheinen in der Tat nur auf diese Weise erkldrt werden zu kon-
nen.2 Gegen die konkrete Annahme Luzzattos beziiglich unserer Vershilfte
in Jes 10:1 spricht allerdings das Fehlen eines jeglichen textlichen Bewei-
ses. Die von Luzzatto geforderte Akzentuation ist weder handschriftlich
noch in einer Edition belegt. Sie beruht ausschlieBlich auf logischer
Schlussfolgerung.

In Ermangelung einer plausiblen exegetischen Motivation fur die gege-
bene Akzentuation und unter Voraussetzung der Richtigkeit des Akzenttex-
tes soll daher auch fiir Jes 10:1 der Versuch unternommen werden, die Ak-

20 Vgl. in diesem Zusammenhang u.a. die Ausfiihrungen von Kogut, Biblical Accentuation,
40-41.

2! Der konkrete Kommentar Ibn Ezras ad locum lautet: 1ana' oy ;3T "oy’ .

2250 z.B. Jes 22:6: 1m0 7w =P oder auch Jes 23:10: Tiv M PR. Zur Akzentuation dieser Ver-
se s. den Kommentar Luzzattos ad locum sowie die Studien bei K. Trompelt, ,,Die Akzentuatoren
als Ausleger: Der Umgang S. D. Luzzattos mit der Akzentsetzung im Jesajabuch* (Masterarbeit;
Jerusalem: Hebriische Universitat, 2005), 36-37, 49-50 (Heb.).
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zentsetzung auf eine abweichende Lesart zuriickzufliihren. Dass Jes 10:1
nicht nur eine Texttradition kennt, verdeutlichen dabei sowohl verschiedene
Textzeugen als auch der handschriftliche Befund. So setzen das aramdische
Prophetentargum sowie die arabische Ubersetzung von Saadja Gaon anstel-
le der punktierten Partizipialform ovanan (,,Schreiber”) die Nominalform
oandn (., Schriftstiicke, Schreiben®) voraus. Wihrend Jonatan die Form
singularisch mit 2n3 wiedergibt, iibersetzt Saadja Gaon an2d (kutub, Plural
von kitab):

Aramiisches Prophetentargum:
AN RST 2N DYAT PRV PAVAT Y
Wehe denen, die bedriickende Anordnungen geben und nichtige Schreiben verfassen.

Arabische Ubersetzung von Saadja Gaon:
D3THR 2N "R HI5R DD HORD TR
Wehe denen, die boshafte Vorschriften machen und betriigerische Schreiben verfassen.

Die Nominalform im status constructus *an3n ist dariiber hinaus als hand-
schriftliche Variante im Apparatus criticus der BHS vermerkt und lag, wie
sich herausstellt, dem Grammatiker Menachem Ibn Saruq im 10. Jahrhun-
dert vor, als dieser sein beriihmtes Worterbuch des biblischen Hebriischen
und Aramaéischen Machberet Menachem erstellte. In seiner Diskussion der
Waurzel 2"n2 bespricht er die Nominalform am2n unter Anfithrung von Jes
10:1, das er folgendermafen wiedergibt: 1ana Hnyp *anam.?

Die Lesung *anan/anan hat Einfluss auf die syntaktische Struktur unse-
res Schriftwortes: Die Nominalform wird nun durch 5ny attributiv niher
bestimmt (50 *anan/%THR ana/iw'5T ana). Diese Lesart, soviel ist zu-
néchst deutlich, steht im Einklang mit der Akzentuation unseres Verses.

Wird dariiber hinaus die attributive Funktion von 5np konkret fiir die
Akzente vorausgesetzt, so ergibt sich der Ausdruck np oanan. Als appo-
sitionelle Fiigung nach dem Beispiel pn> on (,,Wasser, welches Drangsal
ist, in Triibsal [Gefangenschaft] genossen wird“,* so u.a. 1 Kén 22:27) oder
oAl 0137 (,,Worte, welche Trostung sind > Worte der Trostung > trostli-
che Worte*, Sach 1:13) entspricht 5np ©anan semantisch einer
Constructus-Verbindung: ,,Schreiben, welche Unbheil sind, Unheil verursa-
chen > Schreiben des Unheils > unheilvolle Schreiben*.? Der Ausdruck
oanan

2 M. Ibn Saruq, Machberet Menachem. The First Hebrew and Chaldaic Lexicon to the Old

Testament (ed. H. Filipowski; London: Lizars, 1854), 111 (Heb.).
2% W. Gesenius und E. Kautzsch, Hebrdiische Grammatik (**1909; Nachdr. Hildesheim: Olms,
1962), § 131b.

25 Zur substantivischen Apposition von Sache und Eigenschaft s. Gesenius und Kautzsch,
Hebrdische Grammatik, § 131b, sowie C. Brockelmann, Hebrdiische Svntax (Neukirchen:
Neukirchener, 1956), § 62g.
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51y steht somit auch beziiglich seiner Bedeutungsebene auf einer Stufe mit
der Lesart Jonatans und Saadjas, die jeweils sachgemiB in ihrer Zielsprache
ein Genitivverhiltnis wiedergeben.

Gestiitzt auf diese Beobachtungen soll auch im Falle von Jes 10:1 die be-
griindete These aufgestellt werden, dass die auffillige Akzentuation Spiegel
einer vom punktierten Text abweichenden Lesart ist. Anstelle der Partizipi-
alform ©'andn scheint in der Akzentuation die Nominalform @anan vo-
rausgesetzt. Mit dem nachfolgenden Nomen %0y zu einer appositionellen
Fligung verbunden, stellt sich unser Vers demnach als chiastischer Paralle-
lismus dar: Wihrend Sny ©anan in Parallelitit zu P& *ppn steht, nimmt die
Verbform 1212 die Partizipialform o'ppn wieder auf.*® Unter Beriicksichti-
gung der normalen Wortfolge ldsst sich die akzentuelle Lesung unseres
Schriftwortes wie folgt paraphrasieren:

90D DA AN () RPN DPRha A

Wehe denen, die unheilvolle Gesetze erlassen
und die unheilbringende (Rechts-)Schreiben aufsetzen.

Es ist deutlich, dass diese Lesung inhaltlich mit dem in der Punktation re-
flektierten Text Uibereinstimmt. Nach beiderlei Traditionen ist das Drohwort
gegen Gesetzgeber und Schreiberlinge gerichtet, die kraft ihres Amtes Un-
heil und Unrecht verbreiten. Die syntaktische Umstrukturierung unseres
Verses fiihrt allerdings zu einem spiirbaren Unterschied auf stilistischer
Ebene. Dabei scheint der elegante chiastische Aufbau des Schriftwortes, der
in der Lesart 0vanon wurzelt, schlieBlich den Vorzug vor dem punktierten
Text zu verdienen.”’

26 Zur Fortsetzung einer Partizipialform durch ein finites Verb s. u.a. Gesenius und Kautzsch,
Hebrdische Grammatik, § 116x sowie S. R. Driver, 4 Treatise on the Use of the Tenses in Hebrew
and Some Other Syntactical Questions (*1892; Nachdr. Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1998),
§ 117 (vgl. hierzu oben S. 186 die Ubersetzungen von Jonatan und von Saadja Gaon, die beide
1an3 durch eine Partizipialform wiedergeben in Parallelitdt zu ©'ppn in der ersten Vershalfte).

27 S0 u.a. J. Blenkinsopp, Isaiah: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary (3
Bde.; AB 19; New York, N.Y.: Doubleday, 2000-2003), 1:210. Von denselben stilistischen Uber-
legungen ausgehend und gestiitzt auf das araméische Prophetentargum, das genitivisch w87 ana
liest, wird die Form p°anan auch als Zusammensetzung aus sfatus constructus *2n3H mit enk-
litischem meém erklart und p-anan gelesen (so bereits H. L. Ginsberg, ,,Some Emendations in
Isaiah,* JBL 69 [1950]: 51-60, 54; H. D. Hummel, ,,Enclitic Mem in Early Northwest Semitic,
especially in Hebrew," JBL 76 [1957]: 85-107, 94, und zuletzt wieder C. Cohen, , The Enclitic-
mem in Biblical Hebrew: Its Existence and Initial Discovery,* in Sefer Moshe: The Moshe Wein-
feld Jubilee Volume: Studies in the Bible and the Ancient Near East, Qumran, and the Post-
Biblical Judaism [ed. idem et al.; Winona Lake, Ind.: Eisenbrauns, 2004], 231-60, 251-52). Doch
ist die Annahme eines enklitischen mém fiir Jes 10:1 nicht gerechtfertigt. Vielmehr stellt das mém
ein regulares Pluralsuffix der 4bsolutus~Form ovanon dar, die durch das Nomen 0y appositionell
niher bestimmt ist. Wie oben gesehen (S. 186-87 und Anm. 25) sind derartige appositionelle
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3. Schlussbemerkung

Der masoretische Text des Jesajabuches weist sich an zwei Stellen als un-
einheitlich aus. Sowohl in Jes 29:13 als auch in Jes 10:1 differieren Punkta-
tion und Akzentuation im Blick auf die Lesung des hebridischen Konsonan-
tentextes. Dass derartige Diskrepanzen im textus receptus keinesfalls ausge-
schlossen werden diirfen, wies bereits der israelische Sprachwissenschaftler
Jochanan Breuer iiberzeugend nach. In seiner einschlagigen Studie zu Mei-
nungsverschiedenheiten zwischen Punktatoren und Akzentuatoren fiihrte er
diesbeziiglich nicht wenige Textstellen an.?® Anhand des Schriftwortes Jes
29:13 wird weiterhin deutlich, dass innermasoretische Inkongruenzen nicht
auf das Verhiltnis Punktation — Akzentuation beschrankt sind. Divergenzen
kénnen dariiber hinaus auch zwischen der Masora im engeren Sinne (Rand-
und Endmasora) und der Akzentuation bestehen.

Vor diesem Hintergrund ist die allgemein vertretene Vorstellung von der
Einheitlichkeit der Masora (nun im weiten Sinne gemeint) nachdriicklich zu
hinterfragen. Jedenfalls wird eine generalisierende Gleichsetzung ihrer
Komponenten in Bezug auf das Textverstindnis dem Phinomen Masora
nicht gerecht. Vielmehr 6ffnet ja erst die eigenstindige Betrachtung und
Analyse ihrer einzelnen Bestandteile den Blick dafur, die Akzentuation als
Spiegel einer abweichenden Texttradition wahrmehmen zu koénnen. Der
dieser Studie zugrundeliegende methodische Zugang ist dabei nicht nur fur
die Akzentkritik als solche — sprich: zur Eruierung bisher unverstiandlicher
Akzentsetzungen relevant. Er fithrt dariiber hinaus die Komplexitdt des
masoretischen Textes aus bisher unberiicksichtigter Perspektive vor Augen.

Verbindungen, die semantisch einem Genitivausdruck entsprechen, im Biblisch-Hebrdischen gut
bezeugt (vgl. noch die Fiigung nnKk 0™Mng, die in Prov 22:21 neben nng MnR erscheint).

’8 J. Breuer, ,Meinungsverschiedenheiten zwischen Punktation und Akzentuation in Bezug auf
die syntaktische Gliederung biblischer Verse,” in FS Rabbi Mordechai Breuer (ed. M. Bar-Asher;
2 Bde.; Jerusalem: Academon, 1992), 1:191-241 (Heb.).

2% Auf Differenzen zwischen Randmasora und Akzentuation wurde bereits im Zusammenhang
der K*tiv/(Fri-Traditionen aufmerksam gemacht. So gliedem die Akzente, die in der Regel die
Lesart des in der Masora parva vermerkten OFri widerspiegeln, nach der K*tiv-Variante sowohl in
1 Sam 2:3 (s. Kogut, Biblical Accentuation, 151-53, sowie M. Cohen, The Kethib and Qeri System
in the Biblical Text: A Linguistic Analysis of the Various Traditions Based on the Manuscript
‘Keter Aram Tsova’ {Jerusalem: Magnes, 2007] [Heb.]) als auch in 2 Sam 22:8 (s. Luzzatto,
Korrekturen zu den biblischen Akzenten,* 9, und vgl. Ackermann, Das hermeneutische Element,
87-88 Anm. 2).
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Origin or Originality of the Torah?

The Historical and Textcritical Value of the Samaritan Pentateuch

1. Introduction

The Torah is the main sacred book of the Jewish and Samaritan religious
communities and it is a part of the Christian Bible as well. Although there is
one Torah the texts used by the three communities are different. Since its
first appearance in Europe the Samaritan Pentateuch tries the temper of bib-
lical scholars.' First it resulted in a long life quarrel between Catholics and
Protestants on the originality of the MT chosen by the Protestants to be the
base of their national Bible translations in contrast to the Vulgate of the
Catholics which follows the line or content of the LXX.? Later on it became
a milestone in the description of the process or history of canonization.?
After the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls it is a serious guideline for the
history of the text transmission.* Nowadays in the post-modern discussion
the Samaritan Pentateuch became a tool of historical or non-historical re-

! The first manuscript of the Samaritan Pentateuch was brought to Europe by Pietro della Valle
in 1616.

2 This is a period between J. Morinus and W. Gesenius. See e.g. J. Morinus, Exercitationes ec-
clesiasticae in utrumque Samaritanorum Pentateuchum (Paris: Vitray, 1631); R. Parry, The Case
between Gerizim and Ebal Fairly Stated (London: Whiston, White, Davis & Reymers, 1764); B.
Kennicott, ed., Vetus Testamentum hebraicum cum variis lectionibus (2 vols.; Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1776—1780); W. Gesenius, De pentateuchi samaritani origine, indole et auctoritate com-
mentatio philologico-critica (Halle: Renger, 1815). Cf. B. Waltke, “Prolegomena to the Samaritan
Pentateuch” (Ph.D. diss.; Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University, 1965).

3 Gesenius, De pentateuchi samaritani origine; P. Kahle, “Untersuchungen zur Geschichte des
Pentateuchtextes,” TSK 88 (1915): 399439 (repr. in Opera Minora [Leiden: Brill, 1956}, 3-37).

4 W. F. Albright, “New Light on the Early Recensions of the Hebrew Bible,” BASOR 140
(1955): 27-33; F. M. Cross. “The History of the Biblical Text in Light of the Discoveries in the
Judaean Desert,” HTR 57 (1964): 281-99; E. Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible (Minne-
apolis: Fortress, 2001). And see the current canon debate, cf. the article of A. Lange in this
volume.
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constructions of the Persian and Hellenistic-Roman period.” Hence we can
prove two types of relevance of the Samaritan Pentateuch, a historical one
and a textcritical one. Although these types of relevance are closely related
to each other, we try to discuss them separately, first the historical and then
the textcritical one, and as a consequence we underline an urgent task of the
scholarship of the Hebrew Bible.

2. The Historical Value of the SP

One of our first sentences was that: “Although there is one Torah the texts
used by the three communities are different.”” The historical relevance of the
Samaritan Pentateuch derives from this double nature of the Torah, similar
but different at the same time. The explanation requires a definition of the
origins, the origin of the Torah and the origin of the Samaritan Pentateuch.
Let’s see what is at stake!

The Samaritan Pentateuch has a serious role in the theory of canonization
of the Hebrew Bible. Since it is the same Torah as that of the Jews, the final
form of it had to be reached before the separation of the Samaritan and
Jewish communities. Consequently the Torah is the product of the Jewish
religious community, and the Samaritans as a religious community related
to the Jews in some way. Traditional explanations which are vivid still now-
adays place the branch of the Samaritans either according to 2 Kings 17 into
the end of the preexilic period (this is already a less frequent view), or ac-
cording to Ezra 4 into the fifth century B.C.E.® Based on this latter date the
story of Nehemiah 8-10 is interpreted as the official invention of the Torah
of Moses as a legal and at the same time a holy document. That would be a
reference to the final canonical form of the Pentateuch. On the other hand
other recent views date the break between the two communities to the Has-
monean period to the reign of John Hyrcanus.” In this case the final redac-

3 E. Nodet, 4 Search for the Origins of Judaism: From Joshua to the Mishnah (JSOTSup 248;
Shettield: Shetfield Academic Press, 1997); P. R. Davies, Scribes and Schools: The Canonization
of the Hebrew Scriptures (Library of Ancient Israel; Louisville, Ky.: Westminster John Knox,
1998); 1. Hjelm, The Samaritans and Early Judaism: A Literary Analysis (JSOTSup 303; Copen-
hagen International Seminar 7; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 2000).

© J. A. Montgomery, The Samaritans: The Earliest Jewish Sect. Their History, Theology, and
Literature (Philadelphia: Winston, 1907); Y. Kaufmann, The Religion of Israel: From Its
Beginnings to the Babylonian Exile (London: Allen & Unwin, 1961).

7 F. Dexinger, “Der Ursprung der Samaritaner im Spiegel der frihen Quellen,” in Die
Samaritaner (ed. idem and R. Pummer; Wege der Forschung 604; Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche
Buchgesellschaft, 1992), 67-141: J. Zsengellér. Gerizim as Israel: Northern Tradition of the Old
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tion of the first part of the Hebrew Bible, the Torah, could have taken place
even during the Hellenistic period, not long before the grandson of Ben Sira
wrote his introductory sentences to the translation of his grandfather’s book.
But most recent views place the schism between Jews and Samaritans into
the second third century C.E. which makes it possible to question not only
the content of the three parts form of the canon mentioned in Ben Sira, but
the notion of canon as a whole in that time.®

The basic evidence used by the abovementioned four reconstructions is
the similarity of the two Torahs. As we define a time when both groups ac-
cepted the same Torah would mean that it was one Torah. Consequently the
present similarities did not influence the dissimilar development of the two
groups. One of these agreements is that there are three sacred areas of the
promised land named in the Pentateuch, Gerizim or Shechem where a type
of covenantal ceremony is described to have taken place, Bethel which is
called the house of God where a door to heaven is depicted in the dream of
Jacob, and Hebron as the patriarchal cemetery, but it seems to be marginal
comparing the two others. Bethel and Gerizim belong to the North and the
Judean capital, Jerusalem is not mentioned in the Torah at all. How can this
situation be interpreted with regard to the process of canonization?

The second evidence used by the four reconstructions of the canonization
is the dissimilarity of the Torah, or better to say the dissimilarity of the two
groups, Jews and Samaritans. From the date of their separation the dissimi-
larities can be developed. 2 Kings 17 describes the deportation of the Israel-
ites and the repopulation of the region of Samaria by the Assyrians with im-
migrants who re-established a type of Yahwism in Bethel. Ezra 4 portrays
northern immigrants following Yahwism but not accepted by the exiles
returned from Babylon to Jerusalem. Josephus describes the building of a
Yahweh temple on Mount Gerizim under the reign of Alexander the Great.’
Recent archaeological finds correspond with the existence of a Hellenistic
or even earlier temple on Gerizim.'"" The text of the Samaritan Pentateuch is
written by a type of the paleo-Hebrew script in contrast to the Jewish Penta-
teuch which utilized the square script. The Wadi ed Daliyeh papyri depict

Testament and the Early History of the Samaritans (Utrechtse Theologische Reeks 38; Utrecht:
Universiteit Utrecht, 1998).

8 A. D. Crown, “Another Look at Samaritan Origins,” in New Samaritan Studies of the Sociéte
d’Etudes Samaritaines (ed. idem and L. Davey; Sydney: Mandelbaum, 1995), 133-55. See also his
earlier article on this topic: A. D. Crown, “Redating the Schism Between Judaeans and Samari-
tans,” JOR 82 (1991): 17-50.

9 Josephus, Ant. 11.302-347.

19y, Magen, “Mt. Gerizim — A Temple City,” Qad 23 (1990): 70-96; idem, H. Misgav, and L.
Tsafina, Mount Gerizim Excavations, vol. 1: The Aramaic, Hebrew and Samaritan Inscriptions
(Judea and Samaria Publications 2; Jerusalem: Israel Antiquities Authority, 2004).
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more Yahwistic social layers in the society of Samaria.!! Josephus refers to
the destruction of the Gerizim temple in the time of John Hyrcanus. Several
non-biblical Jewish and New Testament texts refer to some kind of hostility
between the two groups. In the first century C.E. the Hebrew designation
kutim and the Greek designation Samaritans are already in use.'? How can
we interpret all of these data together?

In the post-modern studies on the Persian and Hellenistic period of the
“history of Israel/Palestine” Samaritans are coming more and more in the
spotlight. This increasing interest is based on the special position of this
group in the political and religious milieu of this period. There is a vivid
discussion on the problem of the Persian authorization of the Pentateuch.
Peter Frei’s thesis on local law forced by the Persians now seems to be
overestimation,” but most scholars discussing the topic stress the Persian
period as the time scope of completing and invention of the Pentateuch as
an official law book of the Jerusalemite Jews.'* Similarly traditionalist,
maximalist but even some modest minimalist scholars accept the existence
of the Samaritan Pentateuch in the Persian period as a matter of fact,'
which means that the similar version of the Torah had to be composed
somewhat earlier. Post-modern historiography on the other hand questions
the existence of biblical books before the end of the Persian and the begin-
ning of the Hellenistic period. Most of these scholars date the writing and
composing of these texts to the Hellenistic period. This would question the
date and provenance of the Samaritan Pentateuch as well. Forerunners of
this wing of scholarship, like Thomas Thompson and Niels Peter Lemche,
have not bothered with the problem of the Samaritan Pentateuch in decon-
structing previous scholarly agreements on the existence of Judah and Israel

11'). Zsengellér, “Personal Names of the Wadi ed-Daliyeh Papyri,” ZAH 9 (1996): 182-89; cf.
the discussion of this solution by J. Dusek, Les manuscrits araméens du Wadi Daliveh et la Sama-
rie vers 450-332 av. J.-C. (Culture and History of the Ancient Near East 30; Leiden: Brill, 2007),
28-30.

12 ). Zsengellér, “Kutim or Samarites: A History of Designation of the Samaritans,” in Pro-
ceedings of the Fifht International Congress of the Société d'Etudes Samaritaines (ed. H.
Shehadeh and H. Tawa; Paris: Geuthner, 2005), 87—-104.

13 P Frei, “Zentralgewalt und Lokalautonomie im Achédmenidenreich,” in idem and K. Koch,
Reichsidee und Reichsorganisation im Perserreich (OBO 55; Fribourg: Universititsverlag, 1996),
5-131.

14 See the papers in Persia and Torah: The Theory of Imperial Authorization of the Pentateuch
(ed. J. W. Watts; SBLSymS 17; Atlanta, Ga.: SBL, 2001). In the same book, L. L. Grabbe, “The
Law of Moses in the Ezra Tradition: More Virtual than Real?” in Persia and Torah, 91-113,
draws attention to the problem of the person of Ezra as a “lawgiver,” reminding of the name “law
of Moses™ instead of “‘law of Ezra” and to the several parallel traditions juxtaposed in the books of
Ezra-Nehemiah. These literary uncertainty questions the general and overall acceptance of the
Pentateuch.

15 See e.g. Davies, Scribes and Schools, 67: “The evidence of the Samaritan Pentateuch is
strong support for the suggestion [...].” Cf. also ibid., p. 69.

!
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before and after the exile, not to mention the denying of the exile as a
whole.'®

Philip Davies took the existence of the Samaritan Pentateuch into con-
sideration and summarized the data as follows:

Now, by the time of 1 and 2 Maccabees (ca. 100 B.C.E.), a definitive schism with the
Samari[t]Jan community had probably taken place: John Hyrcanus had destroyed the
Gerizim temple a generation earlier. That schism (which unfortunately cannot be
dated and may have been a process taking some time) marks the terminus ad quem
for the creation of a Mosaic canon including Deuteronomy, since the Samaritan
Pentateuch does not differ in any structural way from the Judean one."”

In the same book, he is the first one who poses the question that “since the
Mosaic canon is impartial regarding Jerusalem and Samaria, should we
assume that it was, in fact, a Jerusalem product?”'®

In 1997, Etienne Nodet published his book on the origin of Judaism and
in this book he discussed the problem of the Samaritans in detail. From the
main lines we mentioned before he drew the conclusion:

The first appearance of the Pentateuch as an authoritative compilation able to be
called ‘law of Moses’ is to be situated in Samaria [...], a generation or two before the
date that Samaritan palacography calls for, that is to say, c. 250200 BCE."®

Consequently, the Samaritans — the endogenous people (a mix of Canaan-
ites, Israelites and Assyrian colonists) — wrote and kept the Torah which
was modified by some Jewish scribes from Babylon, who later left Gerizim
and went to Jerusalem with the common Torah, changed its alphabet by that
one they brought with them from Babylon and spread into the Egyptian and
Babylonian Diaspora.

According to Nodet the Jews were “intruders blending local traditions
with Babylonian importations.”? His ideas were picked up by Ingrid Hjelm
who involved late Samaritan traditions into the discussion of the history of
Persian period,”’ and concluded that Judaism is an invention of the Has-

'8 See e.g. T. L. Thompson, The Bible in History: How Writers Create a Past (London: Cape,
1999), esp. chapter 9; N. P. Lemche, “The Old Testament — A Hellenistic Book?” SJOT 7 (1993):
163-93.

17 Davies, Scribes and Schools, 94.

18 Davies, Scribes and Schools, 192 n. 11,

19 Nodet, Search for the Origins, 191.

20 Nodet, Search for the Origins, 192. ) .

2! This practice is highly probiematic and questions the whole methodology of the writer, since
she denies date and authenticity of written documents present already among the Dead Sea Sc.rolls,
but involves documents which could reflect ancient traditions, but they were vyritlen down in the
Middle Ages. I cite her own words: “Albeit most of the Samaritan manuscripts Qate from me-
diaeval times, | hope to have demonstrated that their validity as witnesses to tradition and redac-
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monean age, and “paralleling proto-MT revisions, Samaritans had to argue
for the primacy of these traditions.”” Most recently, Hjelm published her
analyses of the conquering traditions of the Pentateuch and also that of the
Prophets (Yahwist versus Deuteronomist). She claims these divergences to
represent second—first century B.C.E. problems of defining Judaism versus
Samaritans.?

So post-modern scholars take the opportunity of the Samaritan Penta-
teuch to use it in opposing the Masoretic Text, but in another way than it
was thought before.

At the end of this enumeration of the main problems concerning the his-
torical relevance of the Samaritan Pentateuch we have to mention an an-
cient tradition. Josephus describes a quarrel between Jews and Samaritans
in Egypt on the origin and originality of the Torah in the time of Ptolemy
Philometor (181-146 B.C.E.). Here the topic is the authenticity of Gerizim
or Jerusalem as a sacred place, but the reasoning hints to our topic: “which
(one) had been built in accordance with the laws of Moses” (Ant. 13.74)?
The story presents a situation when both Jews and Samaritans have the
same Torah, the “law of Moses,” but it makes an apology against the Sa-
maritan claim, since Jerusalem is not found in the Torah, but Gerizim is
there. The same tradition is reworked in a later Samaritan tradition in the
Arabic chronicle book of Abu ’1 Fath, who wrote about the quarrel between
Zerubbabel and Sanballat. This quarrel broke out because Ezra and Zerub-
babel

cut out many passages of the Holy Law because of the fourth of the ten command-
ments and the reference to Mt Gerizim and its boundaries.?*

This later Samaritan tradition interprets the story of Josephus from the other
side of the participants and makes it clear that Jews and Samaritans had a
different Torah at a quarrel like this. If it was a real event, when did it take
place?

After discovering this important position of the Samaritan Pentateuch in
recent study of the history of Israel/Palestine, we have to turn to the text-
critical problem and relevance of the SP.

tion-historical problems should not be too readily dismissed” (I. Hjelm, Jerusalem's Rise to
Sovereignty: Zion and Gerizim in Competition [JSOTSup 404; Copenhagen International Seminar
14; London: T&T Clark, 2004], 300).

2 Hjelm, Samaritans and Early Judaism, 284.

2 Hjelm, Jerusalem's Rise, esp. 254-303.

24 The translation is from P. Stenhouse, The Kitdbh al Tarikh of Abii 'I-Fath (Studies in Judaica
1; Sydney: Mandelbaum, 1985), 81.
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3. The Textcritical Value of the SP

Although there is one Torah, the materialization or better to say the textuali-
zation of this phenomenon resulted in numerous different texts, manu-
scripts. Since the beginning of serious textcritical works on the Pentateuch
several ideas were developed to give an adequate answer to the develop-
ment of these texts into the nowadays Torah of the three communities.
There are five main ideas we can mention in chronological order: Eichhorn
(recensions or text types), de Lagarde (Urtext), Kahle (Vulgdrtext), Cross
(local texts), and Tov (textual multiplicity). The ideas of Emanuel Tov
reflect the present situation after the publication of the Dead Sea Scrolls,
where lot of different biblical manuscripts represent not only text types or
traditions but different scribal practices. But we have still no adequate an-
swers to the basic questions, how could these different texts — and why just
those texts — develop into the three main versions of the Torah?

Etienne Nodet presented an interesting interpretation of the Letter of
Aristeas. This text produced sometime in the second—first century B.C.E.
tells the story of the translation of the Pentateuch into Greek.* Nodet how-
ever draws attention to the circumstances of the translation, that the number
of the 72 elders corresponds to the number of the members of the gerusia or
Sanhedrin which represents the whole Israel by tribes (6 x 12), and which
has the authority to judge the validity of a text. According to Nodet this sto-
ry reflects an official decision on different texts rather than the production
of a Greek translation. According to Let. Aris. 302, the elders make a com-
parison between the texts, and at the end of their work it is stated that they
made it “with the highest precision and it is correct if it remains in this form
without any changes” (Let. Aris. 310).%

The people present in this occasion had to say a curse on those who add
or modify or cut anything from this text. A baraita from the Babylonian
Talmud makes this story a miracle, the elders had to “write down” the To-
rah separately and the result was the same text.?’ I do not agree with Nodet
who concluded from this story, that “there is a trace of an arbitration by a
gerusia, let us say between Samaritans and Jews, with regard to which text
was good.”*

23 On the date of the Letter of Aristeas, see the discussion by A. Lange in the present volume.

2 Cf. Deut 4:2.

27 B. Meg. 9a—b.

28 Nodet, Search for the Origins, 185-86. A similar idea was proposed by M. Miiller, The First
Bible of the Church: A Plea for the Septuagint (JSOTSup 206; Copenhagen International Seminar
1; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1996), 52.
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But I think it could be an etiological story of making a choice of a text
rather than a translation. Anyway, the interpretation of Nodet shows the use
of the existing textcritical problem in historical reconstruction.

Into this somewhat complicated picture we have to involve the fact of the
use of different letter types as well. There was a change of alphabet, at the
latest in the third century B.C.E., but the previously used paleo-Hebrew
script developed further, parallel to the invented Aramaic square script. The
classical rabbinic citation concerning this problem is from b. Sanh. 21b:

Mar Zuta, or as some say, Mar ‘Ukba said: ‘Originally the Torah was given to Israel
in Hebrew characters (*32p 2n23) and in the sacred language (WTpn nwb). Later, in
the time of Ezra, the Torah was given in the Assyrian script ("W 1n23) and Ara-
maic language. Israel selected the Assyrian script and the Hebrew language leaving
the Hebrew characters and Aramaic language for the ordinary people.*

This distinction between Israel and the ordinary people makes it clear that
in the time of the discussion the official script of the Jews was the square
script and the usage of paleo-Hebrew was condemned. This distinction is
reinforced by the decision in m. Yad. 4:5 which claims that texts are holy, or
literally “render the hands unclean only when they are written in Assyrian
characters.” Consequently, in making a choice between text and script types
the pre-Masoretic version written in square script became the official text of
the Jews.

But what kind of textual effects can be raised by this change of alpha-
bets? Could a transmission of characters produce major differences between
the original and the new text? The whole scale of differences between pa-
leo-Hebrew Pentateuch texts and square script Pentateuch text of the Dead
Sea Scrolls is not presented yet. Moreover in most discussions the distinc-
tion between pre-Samaritan and pre-Masoretic versions are separated from
the distinction between letter types.

The script of the SP led scholars to determine this version as very an-
cient. As a matter of fact, the forms of the letters are more or less similar to
those of paleo-Hebrew. After a careful analysis of late preexilic and mostly
postexilic inscriptions and some of the paleo-Hebrew Qumran texts, James
Purvis drew the conclusion that the script of the SP manuscripts is a descen-
dant of paleo-Hebrew, having branched off not earlier than the late Hasmo-
nean time.* On the other hand, this fact offers only a terminus post quem

*’ The Samaritan tradition from the Middle Ages refers to such problem in the Chronicle of
Abii 'l Fath. See Stenhouse, Kitab al 'Tarikh, 81; cf. Hjelm, Jerusalem’s Rise, 217.

3. Purvis, The Samaritan Pentateuch and the Origin of the Samaritan Sect (HSM 2; Cam-
bridge, Mass.: Harvard University, 1968), 18-52: cf. also the previous analysis on the Hasmonean
scripts by R. S. Hanson, “Paleo-Hebrew Script in the Hasmonean Age.” BASOR 175 (1964): 26—
42. See also E. Eshel and H. Eshel, “Dating the Samaritan Pentateuch’s Compilation in Light of
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and an evident branch of origin for the Samaritan script. But since the earli-
est Samaritan inscription is dated to the first century C.E. and has still more
affinity to the Hasmonean script,”’ the development and stabilization of the
Samaritan script has to be dated to the second—fourth century C.E., a period
when paleo-Hebrew was already out of use. In this sense the present script
of SP is an independent one bearing the attitudes of a script type which was
not chosen by their rivals, the Jews.

Emanuel Tov described the character of the pre-Samaritan text*? as an
independent type among the Dead Sea Scroll biblical manuscripts. It is the
closest form to that used by the Samaritans since these documents contain
portions where major sections from previous or subsequent texts of the
Pentateuch harmonize the elements of a given narrative or description, a
technique which corresponds to the SP. But they lack the ideological and
some phonological features of it.*

On the basis of 4QpaleoExod™ Judith Sanderson concluded that the

scroll is a descendant of a text of Exodus similar to that of the MT. But one or possi-
bly more scribes took the edition of Exodus as found now in the MT and intentionally
developed it.*

Eugene Ulrich maintains that “the Samaritans subsequently used that re-
edited text type, perhaps uncritically.” He thinks that the Samaritans used
this text type

without conscious reflection on the different available text types of Exodus and with-
out a conscious decision to use this text type as opposed to the different text type that
was also transmitted in Jewish circles and eventually used by the Masoretes.”

the Qumran Biblical Scrolls,” in Emanuel: Studies in the Hebrew Bible, Septuagint, and Dead Sea
Scrolls in Honor of Emanuel Tov (ed. S. Paul, R. A. Kraft, L. H. Schiffman, and W. W. Fields;
VTSup 94; Leiden: Brill, 2003). 215-40.

' W. R. Taylor, “A New Samaritan Inscription,” BASOR 81 (1941): 1-6; cf. also Purvis, Sa-
maritan Pentateuch, 22-28.

2 He made a distinction between the notion proto and pre and therefore decided to use pre-
Samaritan which better fits the character of these manuscripts; cf. Tov, Textual Criticism, 217-20.

33 Most remarkably is the text 4QpaleoEx™, but also 4Q158, 4Q364, 4QNum”, 4QDeut” (4//
Souls) and 4Q175 (Testimonia) pertain to this text group; cf. P. W. Skehan, “Qumran and the
Present State of Old Testament Text Studies: The Masoretic Text,” JBL 78 (1959): 21-25, 22-23;
M. Baillet, “Le texte samaritain de I'Exode dans les manuscrits de Qumran,” in Hommages a
André Dupont-Sommer (ed. A. Caquot and M. Philonenko: Paris: Adrien-Maisonneuve, 1971),
363-81, and J. E. Sanderson, An Exodus Scroll from Qumran: 4QpaleoExod” and the Samaritan
Tradition (HSS 30; Atlanta, Ga.: Scholar Press, 1986) especially to the text of Exodus; see also E.
Tov, “Proto-Samaritan Texts and the Samaritan Pentateuch.” in The Samaritans (ed. A. D. Crown;
Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1989), 397407, 403 4.

34 Sanderson, Exodus Scroll, 304.

% E. Ulrich. The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Origins of the Bible (Studies in the Dead Sea Scrolts
and Related Literature; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1999), 64-65.
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Due to the existence of pre-Samaritan texts in square script and of pre-
Masoretic in paleo-Hebrew script Eugene Ulrich and Emanuel Tov claim
that there is no connection between script and group of texts.*

Apart from the typical elements corresponding to the pre-Samaritan texts
Tov maintains three features of the SP: ideological elements, phonological
elements, and orthography.

Regarding the theological elements we can quote an interesting view of
Rudolf Macuch:

The Jews had further prophets and a rich religious literature and, therefore, could
afford to keep an archaic form of the Pentateuch, the Samaritans recognizing only
Moses as their Last prophet needed to include the development of their religious
traditions into the Pentateuch itself.”’

Concerning the language we can refer to Ben Hayyim’s opinion that the
basis of the language of the SP reposes on a linguistic substratum of the
Second Temple period. On the other hand, there are numerous alterations
which could have taken place only in the period of spoken Samaritan Ara-
maic.’®

Only the main textcritical problems are mentioned above, of course there
are some other.

Summarizing the mentioned problems we can see that the Samaritan
Pentateuch plays an important role in the discussion of the history of the de-
velopment of the text of the Pentateuch. The question arises: Is the SP in its
proper position in this discussion? Which Samaritan Pentateuch is used in
textcritical discussions? Which manuscript and which edition is acceptable?
Therefore we have to turn to the problem of the tectus receptus of the SP.

3¢ E. Ulrich, “The Palaeo-Hebrew Biblical Manuscripts from Qumran Cave 4.” in Time to Pre-
pare the Way in the Wilderness: Papers on the Qumran Scrolls by Fellows of the Institute for Ad-
vanced Studies of the Hebrew University, Jerusalem, 1989-1990 (ed. D. Dimant and L. H. Schiff-
man; STDJ 16; Leiden: Brill, 1995), 103-29, 129; E. Tov, “The Socio-Religious Background of'
the Paleo-Hebrew Biblical Texts Found at Qumran,” in Geschichte — Tradition — Reflexion: FS M.
Hengel (ed. H. Cancik, H. Lichtenberger, and P. Schifer; 3 vols.; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1996),
1:353-74, 365-66.

37 R. Macuch, “The Importance of Samaritan Tradition for the Hermeneutics of the Penta-
teuch.” in Proceedings of the First International Congress of the Sociéte d 'Etudes Samaritaines,
Tel Aviv, April 11-13, 1988 (ed. A. Tal and M. Florentin; Tel Aviv: Tel Aviv University, 1991),
13-31, esp. 14.

7. Ben-Hayyim, 4 Grammar of Samaritan Hebrew (Jerusalem: Magnes, 2000), 3—4.
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4. The Problem of the Textus Receptus of the SP

When we are talking about the Samaritan Pentateuch in textcritical studies,
we meet a serious problem. There appear more and more new critical edi-
tions of the Masoretic Text,* of the LXX and the Targumim, and in the
apparatuses of these editions SP is always mentioned. On the other hand the
SP has no satisfactory modern critical edition.

As far as it is known to us, the first SP manuscript was brought to Europe
by Pietro della Valle in 1616, and published in 1631 in the Paris Polyglot
by J. Morinus. Fourteen years later it was republished in a somewhat cor-
rected form in the London Polyglot by B. Walton.*® The first scholarly at-
tempt to demonstrate the dissimilarities between SP and MT was the list
made by Walton, Castellus, and Lightfoot in this London Polyglot*' The
nature of the edition is outdated, but the list, containing 6000 differences is
still the starting point of the textcritical analysis.*

The pioneer work of a critical edition of the SP was B. Kennicott’s Bible
edition in 1776-1780.* He used 16 manuscripts of the SP in the critical
apparatus of the Masoretic Text, albeit the text itself remained the MT.

In 1790 B. Blayney prepared a Samaritan Pentateuch from the variants of
Kennicott’s edition.* Until the first decade of the 20™ century these editions
were the basis of scholarly research.

The first modern critical edition was made by August von Gall,* who
prepared “the original form of the SP” selecting readings from the different
manuscripts he had in his possession, while variant readings were listed in
the critical apparatus. Both these principles resulted in some problems: von
Gall, creating his text, often preferred the readings identical with the MT
rather than those of the majority of the SP manuscripts, and chose the de-

39 BHS; Hebrew University Bible under the editorship of M. H. Goshen-Gottstein, C. Rabin, S.
Talmon, and E. Tov; and the Biblica Hebraica Quinta project guided by the United Bible Socie-
ties.

40 B, Walton, ed., Biblia Sacra Polyglotta (6 vols.; London: Roycroft, 1653-1657).

41 Walton, Biblia Sacra Polvglotta, 4:19-34.

42 Although some aspects of Gesenius’ classification of these 6,000 variants are out-of-date, it
is still in use. He put these differences, in his words “textus varietas,” into eight groups: 1) correc-
tions of scribal errors; 2) different linguistic traditions; 3) conjectural emendations of philological
difficulties; 4) corrections of grammatical difficulties based upon parallel passages; 5) larger addi-
tions from parallel passages; 6) emendations of historical difficulties; 7) Samaritan word forms; 8)
Samaritan theological and hermeneutical features (Gesenius, De pentateuchi samaritani origine,
25; the detailed analysis is on pp. 26-61).

43 Kennicott, Vetus Testamentum hebraicum.

44 B. Blayney, ed., Pentateuchus Hebraeo-Samaritanus charactere Hebraeo-chaldaico (Ox-
ford: Clarendon Press, 1790).

45 A. von Gall, ed., Der hebrdische Pentateuch der Samaritaner (Giessen: Tépelmann, 1914—
1918).
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fective rather than the plene readings. This is a tendency to adapt the text to
the MT, which resulted in a Samaritan text based on the grammar of the
Masoretic version. The other problem is that von Gall, although he used
almost all the then known manuscripts, was not acquainted with some very
important manuscripts and a host of other ones discovered after his time,
not to mention the Dead Sea discoveries.

In 1959 F. Pérez Castro published, together with a facsimile edition, the
so-called Abisha Scroll, which is one of the oldest, though incomplete ma-
nuscripts of the SP.* It contains a portion from Num 35:1-Deut 34:12.

Two members of a Samaritan priestly family in Holon, Abraham and
Ratson Tsedaka, published a very useful double-edition of the Pentateuch
under the English title: Jewish Version, Samaritan Version of the Penta-
teuch: With Particular Stress on the Differences between Both Texts.* In
the two columned arrangements the MT and the SP stand side by side. The
differences are emphasized by different letter types or by marking the space
of the pluses and minuses of both sides. The Samaritan text of this edition
from Genesis—Numbers is based on an old manuscript not named, and in
Deuteronomy it is based on the Abisha Scroll. The missing portions of the
latter are supplied by the manuscript of Abu al-Barakat.*

A partial edition of the SP, by L.-F. Giron Blanc, appeared in 1976.% It is
based on a twelfth century manuscript catalogued as Add. 1864 in the Cam-
bridge University Library and uses 15 other unpublished manuscripts. Un-
fortunately only Genesis is available in this edition.

Abraham Tal published MS 6 of the Nablus Synagogue on Mount Geri-
zim.** And Israel Tsedaka published the so far unique vocalized edition of
the SP in 2000 in Holon.*' Alan D. Crown alludes to a critical edition of 15
manuscripts and of the Dead Sea Scrolls to 2001, but this edition has never
appeared publicly.

Of all out these editions the only or in most cases used critical edition of
the SP is that of von Gall. It is used e.g. in the BHS. But as we already indi-

% F. Pérez Castro, ed., Séfer Abisa’: Edicion del fragmento antiguo del rollo sagrado del
Pentateuco hebreo samaritano de Nablus: Estudio, transcripcion, aparato critico v facsimiles
(Textos y Estudios del Seminario Filolégico Cardenal Cisneros 2; Madrid: C.S.1.C., 1959).

4T A. N. Tsedaka and R. Tsedaka, eds., 7wn "wmn awnn (Tel-Aviv: privately printed, 1961~
1965). First they published an edition with Samaritan script in 1959.

 Cf. the preface of Ben-Hayyim to the edition of the book of Deuteronomy.

# L.-F. Girén Blanc, ed., Pentateuco hebreo-samaritano: Genesis: Edicion critica sobre la
base de manuscritos inéditos (Textos y Estudios del Seminario Filoloégico Cardenal Cisneros 15;
Madrid: C.S.1.C., 1976).

0 A. Tal, ed., The Samaritan Pentateuch: Edited According to MS 6 (C) of the Shekhem Syn-
agogue (Texts and Studies in the Hebrew Language and Related Subjects 8; Tel Aviv: Tel Aviv
University, 1994).

SU 1. Tsedaka, The Samaritan Torah Fully Punctuated According to Samaritan Readings
(Holon: A.B. Institute of Samaritan Studies, 2000).
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cated it is an eclectic text, which presents the typical Samaritan readings in
its footnotes, does not pay attention to the real orthographical problems®
and does not deal with vocalization.® As Abraham Tal defined:

Unfortunately, the extant edition, produced by August von Gall many years ago [...]
does not fulfil the requirements of modern philology.™

It can be easily demonstrated by the own words of von Gall referring to the
eclectic nature of the basic text:

Der Enscheid war natiirlich subjektiv. Wem der vorgeschlagene Text nicht paBt, kann
sich ja aus den Varianten leicht einen anderen heraussuchen.®

Previous studies on the SP are very tentative in accuracy because of their li-
mited text information. Nowadays however, a host of manuscripts are avail-
able in different libraries in Israel, Europe, and in the United States.’*® To
treat them together with the related texts from the Dead Sea Scrolls, the
LXX and the Targumim is an urgent task of textual criticism. Only such a
critically edited SP text could provide any comparable basis for the critical
study of the MT.

5. A New Diplomatic Edition

There is a recent project which engages itself in this scholarly work. An
international research group was formed partly in the Kirchliche Hoch-
schule Bethel under the leading of Stefan Schorch and partly in the Re-
formed Theological Academy in Papa under my leading to prepare a new
scientific critical edition of the Hebrew text of the Samaritan Pentateuch.
The edition project is based on extensive pre-studies which were carried out
in accordance with leading experts of Samaritan research — like our hon-

32 A. Tal, “Observations on the Orthography of the Samaritan Pentateuch,” in Samaritan Re-
searches, vol. 5: Proceedings of the Congress of the SES (Milan July 8-12 1996) and of the Spe-
cial Section of the ICANAS Congress (Budapest July 7-11 1 997) (ed. V. Morabito, A. D. Crown,
and L. Davey; Studies in Judaica 10; Sydney: Mandelbaum, 2000), 1.26-1.35.

53 See Z. Ben-Hayyim, The Literary and Oral Tradition of Hebrew and Aramaic Amongst the
Samaritans (5 vols.; Jerusalem: Academy of the Hebrew Language, 1957-1977) (Heb.). And S.
Schorch, “The Significance of the Samaritan Oral Tradition for the Textual History of the Penta-
teuch,” in Samaritan Researches, vol. 5, 1.03-1.17.

4 Tal, Samaritan Pentateuch, vi.

55 Von Gall, Der hebrdische Pentateuch, LXVIIL

56 See the list of publications on manuscripts in A. D. Crown, 4 Bibliography of the Samari-
tans (ATLA Bibliography Series 10; Metuchen, N.J.: Scarecrow, 1984), 173 no. 103, and J-P.
Rothschild, “Samaritan Manuscripts,” in The Samaritans, 778-94.
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oured colleague Emanuel Tov — and of textcritical and texthistorical studies
of the Old Testament.

The basis of the edition will be the eldest most complete manuscript of
the SP from the early twelfth century C.E.: Ms. Cambridge Add. 1846.
About 150 other Samaritan Hebrew manuscripts and fragments from the
ninth to the fifteenth century C.E. will be consulted in the first apparatus.
Two additional apparatuses will record the variants of the different Samari-
tan translations (Samaritan Aramaic targum and Samaritan Arabic transla-
tion) as well as of parallels found in non-Masoretic texts (the Septuagint
and Qumran manuscripts in particular). Marginal notes will show the voca-
lization of single words where the oral tradition is required in order to un-
derstand the specifically Samaritan reading of the text, particularly in those
cases where significant differences to the Masoretic vowel tradition occur
or where a certain word allows more than one reading. The Samaritan voca-
lizations will be transposed into the Masoretic pointing system in order to
enable readers of the edition to easily follow and to compare the Samaritan
vowel tradition with the Masoretic one.

The project already works since 2007 and it is hoped to prepare the first
two books, Genesis and Exodus within three years from now.”” Hopefully it
will place the Samaritan Pentateuch into its proper position in textual criti-
cism and help scholars in further textcritical and historical research.

57 The project is financed by the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (Bethel) as well as by the
Hungarian Academy of Sciences (Pépa).
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