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PREFACE 

The discovery of manuscripts in the Wilderness of Judah has stimulated a 
period of unparalleled activity and progress in the study of the biblical text. 
What had appeared for a long while to be secure limits to the field of textual 
criticism have disappeared, and new positions and new theories, especially of 
the early history of the biblical text , have emerged from first interpretations of 
a mountain of textual data extracted from ancient scrolls. So radical has been 
the change in our understanding and outlook that the field is in flux if not in 
chaos; the older handbooks surveying the field of biblical textual criticism are 
hopelessly obsolete. In view of this state of the discipline, we have designed a 
collection of essays to introduce the serious student to this new or rather trans
formed field of textual research. Some of the papers chosen are general surveys 
of the field; some are programmatic essays propounding new theories; several are 
first publications of new manuscript data of revolutionary importance. The final 
studies, hitherto unpublished, state the present outlook of the editors, and sug
gest new approaches to the fundamental task o f textual criticism. Appended is 
a list o f published manuscripts or manuscript fragments from the Judaean desert, 
and bibliography. 

Frank Moore Cross 
Shemaryahu Talmon 
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SHEMARYAHU TALMON 

T H E O L D T E S T A M E N T T E X T 

ι 

We shall examine here the first stages in the history of the transmission 
of the Old Testament text over a period of approximately 500 years, 
starting with c. 300 B . C . For the preceding phases in the history of the 
text woefully little historical evidence is available, and none of it is 
contemporary. Any account of the development of the text prior to 
c. 300 B . C . , i.e. in the Persian period, not to mention the periods of the 
Babylonian Exile or of the First Temple, must perforce rely upon 
conjecture and, at best, upon deductions and analogies derived from 
later literature and later manuscripts. 

The beginning of what may properly be called the history of the Old 
Testament text roughly coincides with the final phases of the canonisa
tion of the Old Testament books, a subject which has been discussed 
in the preceding section. During the period under review, the Jewish 
scribes and sages decided on, and carried out, the minute fixation of 
the consonantal text of the scriptures in the original Hebrew tongue. 



Concurrently, the Old Testament books were translated into other 
Semitic languages—Aramaic and Syriac—and also into non-Semitic 
languages—Greek, and subsequently Latin. This intense activity of 
editing and revising resulted, at the end of this period (first half of the 
third century A . D . ) , in the first comprehensive scholarly enterprise, 
Origen's Hexapla.1 In its six columns Origen presented a synoptic 
view of the then current Hebrew text of the Old Testament and its 
Greek translations: ( i ) The Hebrew Old Testament in Hebrew letters; 
(2) this same text transcribed in Greek letters; (3-6) the Greek versions 
of Aquila, Symmachus, the Septuagint and Theodotion. 2 

The work of the Jewish scribes affected, as we have said, only the 
Hebrew consonantal text. To the best of our present knowledge, no 
fully fledged system of recording vowels in Hebrew had yet been 
invented, with the exception of the use of some consonants as matres 
iectionis, i.e. as indicators of a few basic long vowel values. The pro
nunciation of Hebrew words, as it was current in that period, can, how
ever, in some cases be ascertained by means of retroversion from their 
rendering in translations, and in some instances from their transcription 
into the vocalised Greek or Latin alphabets. 

The absence of vowels meant that many a Hebrew consonant group 
could be differently pronounced, and from this resulted the fact that 
a variety of meanings could be attached to one and the same word in 
the original. When ultimately vowels were introduced into the Hebrew 
text of the Bible, these pronunciation variants sometimes became the 
bases of variae lectiones. 

The lack of any system of interpunctuation in written Hebrew at 
that time was another factor which gave rise to different interpretations 
of many passages. These diverging interpretations may also in the end 
turn up as variants in versions which are based on fully interpunctuated 
manuscripts. 

The full establishing of these features of the text which are comple
mentary to the basic Hebrew consonantal text, namely the vowel 
system(s), interpunctuation, and the subdivision of the text into para
graphs (s'dârim and päräsot), was carried out by the various schools of 
Massoretes, vocalisers and interpunctuators who flourished in the last 

« Cf. ν, , 4 . 
2 For a short presentation of the salient characteristics of these versions, cf. Β. J. 

Roberts in Cambridge History of the BibU, Vol. 2, ed. G. W. H. Lampe, pp. 1 3 - 2 6 . 



quarter of the first millennium A . D . These late aspects of the textual 
transmission of the Bible do not come within the orbit of our present 
exposition.1 

I I 

There is probably no other extant text, ancient or modern, which is 
witnessed to by so many diverse types of sources, and the history of 
which is so difficult to elucidate as that of the text of the Old Testament. 
The task of the scholar who endeavours to trace the antecedents of the 
text as we know it today is further complicated by the fact that he is 
concerned with sacred literature, every word of which is considered to 
be divinely inspired and therefore infallible. However, having been 
handed down by human agents for more than two millennia, the text 
of the scriptures suffered from the shortcomings of man. It became 
faulty to a greater or less degree and even at times distorted. It must 
therefore be subjected to scholarly critical analysis like any other ancient 
literary document. 

The Old Testament books were handed down, as has been said, 
not only in their original Hebrew or, in some passages, Aramaic 
tongue, but also in a variety of translations into Semitic and non-
Semitic languages. All these textual traditions, as we know them today, 
differ from one another. What is more, even the witnesses to one 
tradition, in the original language or in a translation, often diverge 
from one another. As a result, the scholar who takes a synoptic view of 
all the sources at his disposal is confronted with a bewildering plethora 
of variae lectiones in the extant versions of the Old Testament books. 
This fact obviously does not become apparent in the common editions 
of the Old Testament, in Hebrew or in translation, which are in every
day use. However, it should be borne in mind that the printed editions 
represent the end of a long chain of textual development and of editorial 
activities which were aimed at unifying the sacred texts. These late 
editions can in no way be taken to exhibit faithfully the autographs 
of the biblical authors. In fact not one single verse of this ancient 
literature has come to us in an original manuscript, written by a 
biblical author or by a contemporary of his, or even by a scribe who 
lived immediately after the time of the author. Even the very earliest 
manuscripts at our disposal, in Hebrew or in any translation language, 

1 On this subject cf. Β. J. Roberts, op. cit. pp. 1 -26 . 



are removed by hundreds of years from the date of origin of the litera
ture recorded in them. 

Even a cursory perusal of the sources available immediately reveals 
that not one tradition and not one manuscript is without fault. Each 
and every one patently exhibits errors which crept into it during the 
long period of its transmission, in the oral stage, when written by hand, 
and even, though to a lesser degree, when handed down in the form 
of printed books. 

It should, however, be stressed that these errors and textual diver
gences between the versions materially affect the intrinsic message 
only in relatively few instances. Nevertheless this may occur. Some 
examples of variants significant from a theological or ideo-historical 
angle may in fact be found. In most instances the differences are of a 
linguistic or a grammatical nature, which resulted either from the 
unpremeditated impact of the linguistic peculiarities of successive 
generations of copyists, or from their intentional attempts to adjust 
the wording of scripture to changing concepts of linguistic and stylistic 
norms. 

The above remarks do not, however, absolve us from accounting 
for the fact that the further back the textual tradition of the Old Testa
ment is followed, i.e. the older the biblical manuscripts perused, and 
the more ancient the records which come to the knowledge of scholars, 
the wider is the over-all range of textual divergence between them. The 
existing variants, therefore, cannot be simply explained as having 
arisen solely from the cumulative effect of imperfect copying and 
recopying of the text over many centuries. The very earliest biblical 
manuscripts known—and in this respect the biblical scrolls from 
Qumran 1 are of decisive importance—exhibit practically all types of 
variants found in later witnesses. This fact indicates that variation as 
such in the textual transmission cannot be laid exclusively at the door 
of careless scribes, or of sometimes unscrupulous, and sometimes well-
meaning, emendators and revisers. One has to consider the possibility, 
as scholars have indeed done, that individual variants, and also groups 
or even types of variants, which have been preserved in the ancient 
versions, both in Hebrew and in translations, may derive from divergent 
pristine textual traditions. That these divergent traditions are today 
represented in the extant witnesses only in what amount to haphazard 

1 See below, pp. 1 8 2 - 7 . 



remains, can be explained as resulting from the endeavour of later 
generations to establish for each version one officially acclaimed 
standard text. After the establishment of such an official standard, new 
copies would have been based from the very start on the textus receptus. 
In the course of time, earlier non-standard manuscripts would also 
have been emended to conform to it. In the ensuing process of unifica
tion, which was inspired both by religious-dogmatic and scholarly 
motives, divergent texts almost automatically went out of circulation, 
or were more or less systematically suppressed. After a given period in 
the history of the text, a period which differs from version to version, 
all manuscripts of a version can be reduced to a very restricted number 
of prototypes. In some instances, as is the case with the Massoretic 
and the Samaritan Hebrew texts, all manuscripts conform to one basic 
text form. In other words, the later the witnesses which are reviewed, 
the more pronounced their conformity, and the fewer their divergences, 
both in number and type. 

The scholar whose interest lies in tracing the history of the text 
cannot rely upon the end products, but must turn for information to 
the earliest sources available. In doing so he is faced with an embarras 
de richesse of variant and often conflicting readings even in the most 
ancient witnesses to the text. It now becomes his task not only to 
sketch the lines of these developments, but also to attempt the recon
stitution of the original wording, or wordings, of the text. He will 
sift the available evidence, and discard from the outset obvious faults 
and errors. He will try to establish manuscript families, as far as this 
is possible. All manuscripts which can be affiliated with each other will 
then be considered as one composite witness to a reading found in 
them. Any decision with regard to the importance of a reading cannot 
be based merely on counting manuscripts. They have to be assessed 
and their intrinsic value taken into account. At the apex of this long 
and complicated process of collation and critical analysis, the investi
gator may carefully conclude that with the available evidence no 'first' 
text form can be established. Or else, more optimistically, he may 
attempt to reconstitute the presumed pristine texts of each of the major 
versions individually. It then still remains to be debated whether these 
proto-texts of the extant versions can be reduced to one common 
stem, or whether, at least in part, they must be considered to represent 
intrinsically independent textual traditions. Even if by retracing the 



steps of textual development we may be able to arrive at the Ur-text 
of this version or that, the question still remains open whether we shall 
ever be able to recover the ipsissima verba of a biblical author. 

I l l 

In pursuing the chain of development of the Old Testament text, we 
may discern four distinct main stages in its transmission between its 
initial inception at a time varying from book to book, and its form in 
the days of Origen. 

The initial stage, that of the not provable but highly probable oral 
phase of the biblical literature, lies outside the scope of our present 
investigation, since by its very nature it precedes written documentation. 
It should, however, be pointed out that originally oral variations may 
ultimately turn up as textual variants between duplicate texts within 
the Old Testament. Such instances are found in two versions of one 
and the same psalm embedded in a book of the Former Prophets and 
Psalms (e.g. 2 Sam. 22 = Ps. 18), in Chronicles and Psalms (e.g. 
ι Chron. 16: 8-36 = Ps. 105 :1—15; 9 6 : 1 - 1 3 ; 106: 1, 47-8) , or in the 
Book of Psalms itself (e.g. Ps. 3 1 : 2 -4^ = 7 1 : 1 - 3 ; 60: 7 - 1 4 = 108: 
8 - 1 4 ) . 1 Again, we meet with two or even three presentations of a piece 
of biblical literature in parallel passages in the Former and Latter 
Prophets (2 Kings 18 : 1 3 — 2 0 : 19 = Isa. 36: 1 — 3 8 : 22 = 2 Chron. 
32: 1 -20; 2 Kings 25: 1 - 2 2 = Jer. 39: 1 - 1 0 = 52: 4-27; 2 Kings 
25: 27-30 = Jer. 52: 3 1 - 4 ) . To some extent also quotations from an 
earlier book in a later one may exhibit textual variants. However, in 
these cases literary licence and a possible tendency towards intentional 
variation or rephrasing on the part of the writer who is borrowing may 
lie at the root of the present divergences. 

It goes without saying that in using the term oral tradition we do not 
exclude the transmission of some biblical books or parts of them in 
manuscript form even at this stage. The question rather is one of the 
relative preponderance of the two vehicles of transmission of literary 
material, the oral and the written. For this reason it is completely 
unwarranted even to attempt, with the means currently available, to 
delineate what cannot be known—namely the process of transition 
from the stage of mainly oral tradition to that of preponderantly 

1 On this theme cf. also pp. 185 ff. 



written transmission. In all likelihood the process was gradual, with 
the weight progressively shifting from the former to the latter. Without 
aiming at precision, in view of the foregoing remarks, it may be said 
that the period of the Babylonian Exile after the destruction of the 
First Temple, i.e. the middle of the sixth century B . C . , could be taken 
as a rough dividing line. The definite shift of emphasis from oral to 
written transmission of the biblical books would thus have become 
clearly apparent during the period of the Return, i.e. at the end of the 
sixth and in the fifth century B . C . , in what, from a wider historical 
viewpoint, may be termed the Persian period. These considerations 
indicate, as will be further shown, that in attempting an elucidation of 
the history of the text we cannot concern ourselves exclusively with 
literary issues, but have to look out also for social and political pheno
mena whose impacts made themselves felt in its development. 

The preponderance of written transmission of Old Testament books 
after the return from the Exile still does not make this second phase of 
development a ready subject for textual study in the strict sense of the 
term, since it is not yet represented by manuscript evidence. Any con
clusions with regard to the history of text at that time lack a docu
mentary basis. They are grounded solely on inference from subsequent 
phases of development and on theoretical considerations rooted in other 
fields of biblical research and transferred from them to the study of the 
text. Textual study proper commences in the next stage with the 
appearance of accessible manuscripts of Old Testament books. 

The third phase begins, according to the present state of our know
ledge, in the early third century B . C . For several reasons this phase 
must be considered the pivot around which any investigation into the 
history of the Bible text turns. At this stage, the written transmission 
of biblical literature finally and, to all intents and purposes, completely 
replaced oral tradition. With this transition went the gradual formal 
sanctification of the books which were accepted as scripture, culminat
ing at the end of this phase, i.e. by the turn of the eras, in the establish
ment of the complete and closed Old Testament Canon. The very fact 
that an attempt was made to compile a definite codex of the sacred lore 
of the community shows that those who undertook it sensed that a 
period in the history of Israel and of its literature had come to a close, 
and that a new era of basically different literary standards and norms 
had begun. In instigating the canonisation of those books, they 



intended to ensure the faithful preservation of the spiritual heritage 
of preceding generations. At the same time they purported to draw a 
definite line between this acknowledged body of written sacred litera
ture and contemporary non-sacred books on the one hand, and on the 
other hand between it and the emerging new type of rabbinic literature 
which was to be only orally transmitted. Again, as has been shown in 
the section on the Canon, we are concerned with a gradual process, of 
which many aspects still cannot be adequately examined for lack of 
reliable evidence. Yet it would appear that the progressive demarcation 
of the books accepted as scripture over against all other writings extant 
at that period was a prerequisite for the ensuing preoccupation with 
the exact wording which aimed at guaranteeing an unimpaired textual 
transmission. No such tendency is apparent in the preceding phase. 
It seems that only with the emerging concept of a clearly circumscribed 
canon of inspired literature could there develop this concern for the 
exact preservation of its wording. We have no reason to suppose that 
much heed was paid to the text of non-sanctified writings, nor does the 
traceable textual history of writings of this kind, such as Ecclesiasticus, 
substantiate such an assumption. Since they had no claim to have been 
conceived under divine inspiration, variants in their transmitted word
ings were regarded as of no consequence. 

I V 

The internal Jewish trends outlined above were intensified by another 
set of factors. In the period under review, Israel was drawn into the 
orbit of hellenistic culture, which heavily influenced contemporary 
Jewish culture. The resulting contact with the Greek world of letters 
had a decisive impact on the transmission of the Old Testament. Jewish 
scribes emulated Greek scribal techniques and terminology, and adopted 
their insistence on exactitude in handing down written records and 
literary works. 1 

This development occurred at an opportune moment in the history 
of the Old Testament text, when its translation into other languages 
was first undertaken. The demand for a translation of the Hebrew 
scriptures into Aramaic probably arose during the Babylonian Exile 
or immediately after the return of the exiles to Palestine, i.e. in the 

1 Cf. S. Lieberman, Hellenism in Jewish Palestine (New York, 1950), pp. 3—46. 



Persian period. Aramaic being the lingua franca of the time, it was 
adopted by many Jews in their intercourse with the non-Jewish world. 
Being a Semitic language, closely related to Hebrew, it eventually 
achieved the status of a sister tongue to Hebrew even in the internal 
life of the Jewish people, especially in the Babylonian Diaspora, but 
also in Palestine. At first, the translation of the scriptures into Aramaic 
was most probably sporadic and undirected. It was left to the individual 
communities to tend to the needs of their members by providing a 
vehicle which would make the message of the sacred writings under
standable also to those whose command of the mother tongue had 
become insufficient for this purpose. Lacking authorised supervision, 
the resulting translation often assumed the form of a somewhat free 
paraphrase of the original, rather than of an accurate rendering into 
the translator's language. But even when a word-by-word translation 
was attempted, divergence from the Hebrew Vorlage was inevitable. 
Translation from one language into another always produces inaccur
acies since there is no exact correspondence between the vocabulary 
and the syntax of the two, even if they belong to the same langu
age family. Moreover, the probably divergent first renderings of the 
Hebrew scriptures into Aramaic were based on originals which may 
well have differed among themselves to a smaller or larger degree, for 
reasons set out above. 

The same considerations apply with additional force to the transla
tion of the Old Testament books into Greek, a non-Semitic language. 
This translation was required, for reasons similar to those mentioned 
above, by Jews living within the sphere of hellenistic culture, whether 
in Ptolemaic Egypt, where the Jewish community of Alexandria was 
the focal point, or in Palestine. Tradition maintains that in this case 
official non-Je wish agents also showed interest in rendering the Old 
Testament into Greek, and instigated a properly supervised scholarly 
translation. This tradition will be further discussed subsequently. The 
pseudepigraphic Letter of Aristeas credits King Ptolemy II Philadelphus 
(285-246 B.C .) with having inaugurated the translation of the Penta
teuch into Greek by seventy sages. As a result of their concerted effort, 
the Septuagint, commonly designated LXX, was in the Pentateuch less 
open to the uncontrolled impact of translators' idiosyncrasies. It con
tains indeed fewer deviations from the Hebrew text here than in the 
renderings of the other books. But it is still open to discussion whether 



this reputedly official undertaking is to be considered the first attempt 
at translating the Old Testament or parts of it into Greek and to have 
provided the impetus to further ventures of the same kind, or whether 
it should rather be viewed as an event which crowned a long series 
of previous diffuse attempts with a standardised version. 

The first wave of translation of the Hebrew Old Testament into 
other languages, Semitic and non-Semitic, perforce resulted in the 
creation of variants and types of variants in the then extant witnesses 
to the text. The ensuing embarrassing textual diversity of the versions 
of the sacred books soon called for the application of the methods of 
textual analysis and textual criticism to remedy this deficiency. As stated 
above, the ground for this new approach had been laid by the con
junction of scholarly norms borrowed from the Greeks with the care 
for the accurate transmission of the inspired literature which had 
developed within Judaism. This attitude towards the text characterises 
the fourth period of its history. 

ν 

We have already indicated that the fourth phase in the textual history 
of the Old Testament may be reckoned to extend from the end of the 
last century B . C . to the beginning of the third century A . D . It is marked 
by a vigorous process of textual standardisation which affected practic
ally all versions. In order to include within this time-span the activities 
of Jewish and Samaritan scribes who applied themselves to the stabilisa
tion of the Hebrew text, and of Christian, and to some extent also of 
Jewish, scribes and scholars who dealt with the Greek Bible, the upper 
and lower limits have been chosen with some latitude. The dates 
could be lowered by half a century or so at both ends as far as the 
Hebrew text is concerned. Also in this phase we have to take into 
account the impact of socio-political events on the history of the text, 
especially the emergence of Christianity and the destruction of the 
Second Temple in A . D . 70. The finalisation of the rift between the 
Synagogue and the Church which was incomparably more important 
and decisive than any preceding clash of the main stream of Judaism 
with deviating movements, and the insistence of both Jews and 
Christians on basing the cardinal tenets of their conflicting beliefs on 
the sacred scriptures, necessitated the clear definition of the text on 
which these claims were grounded. Further, the destruction of the 



Second Temple seriously impaired the social cohesion of Jewry which 
had previously ensured some unity of the text, or at least had prevented 
its dissolution into innumerable streamlets of textual tradition. The 
renewed dispersion of Jews over a large geographical area, the dis
ruption of existing socio-religious centres and the creation of new 
pivotal agencies with the possible resulting diversification of the 
biblical textual traditions, required counteraction. The propagation of 
one, universally recognised text form was considered indispensable for 
ensuring the continuity of the national unity. Rabbinic literature, 
Hebrew fragments of the Old Testament from after A . D . 70 such as 
those from Wadi Murabba'at and Massada,1 and some subsidiary evi
dence from the ancient versions, witness to the emergence of a Hebrew 
textus receptusy the prototype of the Massoretic text which was finally 
established almost a millennium later. 

Correspondence between the developments of the Hebrew and non-
Hebrew versions terminates somewhere at the end of the first century 
A . D . By then the division between them is in fact no longer a division 
along linguistic lines, but reflects the schism between the Synagogue 
and the Church and their different attitudes to the text. The process 
of textual unification referred to above affected not only the rabbinic 
Hebrew Bible and the Samaritan Hebrew Pentateuch but also seems 
to be observable in the Jewish Aramaic translations of the Old Testa
ment books, especially in the Targum Onkelos to the Pentateuch. As 
against this, if we may judge by Origen's enterprise, and by some pre
ceding Greek evidence from Qumrân, Christian scholars were indeed 
also bent on editing, and probably on stabilising, the various extant 
Greek translations, but apparently did not attempt to weld them into 
one solely acceptable textual tradition. This interpretation of the avail
able evidence is borne out by the subsequent fate of the Greek Bible 
which after Origen's time was also subjected to recurrent revisions 
which in practice sometimes amount to new translations. This state of 
affairs brought about the renewed efforts of Jerome some two centuries 
later to provide the Church with a new Latin version, the Vulgate, 
based on the then extant form of the hebraica Veritas.2 The Vulgate was 
intended to supersede the Old Latin version then in use, itself derived 
from the Greek and therefore presenting in many cases readings which 
deviated considerably from the current Hebrew text. True, there is 

1 See below, pp. 1 8 2 - 6 . 2 See v, 16 in the present volume. 



no comparable evidence on hand for the Jewish-Hebrew text in the 
period under review. At the beginning of the second century manu
script Hebrew evidence comes abruptly to an end, and the text remains 
unattested for some seven centuries until the appearance of the earliest 
medieval Hebrew manuscripts. However, the basic similarity between 
the Hebrew textual traditions at the two extreme points of this time-
span, which is not impaired by the persistence of individual variants 
or even the emergence of new ones, bears out the above statement that 
after the first century A . D . one single Hebrew text type gained the 
upper hand and that deviant types practically went out of circulation. 

V I 

At this point of our investigation we have to turn our attention to the 
history of biblical textual research as it has developed since the redis
covery of the Samaritan Hebrew Pentateuch by Pietro della Valle in 
1616. The Samaritan text was made available to scholars shortly after
wards when Morinus first printed it in 1632 alongside the other versions 
in the Paris Polyglot. Its many deviations from the Massoretic text, 
later estimated at about six thousand, were soon observed. It was 
further established that approximately one third of these variae lectiones 
could be traced also in the Septuagint. This concurrence enhanced the 
doubts which had been raised concerning the veracity of the Massoretic 
text. It was maintained that, having been revised by the rabbis after 
the destruction of the Temple, in the first half of the second century 
A . D . , it did not represent the ipsissima verba of the divinely inspired 
message, but a faulty text, resulting from incuria librariorum or from 
wilful malicious tampering with it on the part of the Jews. As against 
this it was claimed that the Septuagint had never been subjected to such 
interference, and therefore represented the biblical text in its pre-
revision stage. If it was not altogether a true image of the pristine form 
of the divine word, it certainly came closer to it than any other version. 
The alignment of the Hebrew Samaritan version with the Greek in so 
many instances seemed to strengthen the position of the defenders of 
its accuracy. True, the history of the Samaritan community remained 
to a large extent shrouded in mystery, but its seclusion throughout 
more than a millennium appeared to imply that its version of the 
Pentateuch had been safeguarded from the impact of the biased Jewish 



revision. It was therefore accepted as a true reflection of the Hebrew 
Pentateuch as that had been extant before the rabbis exerted their 
influence on it. 

It hardly needs stressing that the discussion at that time, and into 
the eighteenth century, arose almost exclusively from theological 
considerations and not from detached scholarly observation. Textual 
criticism was employed in order to prove the claim that the Greek 
Bible adopted by the Church was the only true manifestation of the 
divine message. Accordingly, the Hebrew text of the Synagogue was 
relegated to an inferior status.The Reformation had, however, instigated 
a counter movement. Its reliance on the Hebrew text accorded the latter 
a new place of honour in biblical studies. It was indeed agreed that 
the Massoretic text exhibited a text form which had been fixed and 
codified by numerous successive generations of Jewish scribes and 
sages, and that it bore the imprint of their redactional activities. But, it 
was argued, this very preoccupation of those early scholars with the 
accurate preservation of the text, and the uninterrupted supervision of 
its transmission, had saved it from the corroding impact of insufficiently 
controlled copying which had been the lot of the other versions. 
Collations of the available Hebrew' manuscripts which were prepared 
at the end of the eighteenth century by Kennicott and de Rossi, and 
which superseded all previous endeavours, proved their basic identity.1 

The rich crop of individual variants which were recorded in the 
apparatus of these works at first sight appeared to disprove the com
pactness and stability of the Hebrew text. However, closer scrutiny 
more and more strengthened the conviction that almost all of them 
can and should be classified as intentional or unintentional secondary 
scribal alterations. In any case, they could not offset the clear impression 
that the consonantal text of practically all Massoretic manuscripts 
showed no deviation of any consequence. All exhibited a tradition 
which was identical to the smallest minutiae^ even in recording anoma
lous phenomena such as the puncto, extraordinaria^ and the uncon
ventional spelling or pronunciation of certain words. The lesson to be 
drawn from Kennicott's, de Rossi's and other such collations was 
summarised at the end of the eighteenth century by E. F. C. Rosen-

1 M. H. Goshen-Gottst*in has recendy provided us with new insights into the phase 
of research into the history of the Massoretic text which is briefly discussed here. See 
his 'Hebrew Biblical Manuscripts', Bibiica, XLVHI (1967), 249-77. 



mueller as follows: 'This whole range of variants. . .leads moreover 
to the simple recognition that all surviving codices are relatively late 
in relation to the originals.. .they all represent one recension, all stem 
from one source...'1 It is imperative to underline Rosenmueller's 
reference to originals (in the plural), and his conclusion that all medieval 
Hebrew manuscripts derive from one single recension, i.e. a revised text 
source. They are therefore to be regarded as one composite witness. 
Moreover, they can in no way be viewed, without further analysis, 
as a faithful reflection of the original Hebrew text. Their collation can 
only help us to reconstitute or recapture the prototype of the Massoretic 
recension, not the pristine Hebrew Bible. 

This line of argument by which the extant variae lectiones in Masso
retic manuscripts were shown to be of secondary origin was further 
elaborated in the early nineteenth century to include also the Samaritan 
Pentateuch text. In his dissertation De Pentateuchi Samaritani Origine 
( I 8 I 5), W. Gesenius subjected this version for the first time to a proper 
textual analysis, leaving aside theological considerations. After collect
ing and categorising tbs variant readings in the Samaritan, comparing 
them whenever possible with parallel readings in other non-Massoretic 
sources, he concluded that in the overwhelming majority of cases these 
variants resulted from a Samaritan revision of the same basic text 
exhibited by the Massoretic text, and therefore cannot be considered 
to present evidence for an original independent text tradition. Even 
the concurrence of the Samaritan in so many instances with the 
Septuagint could not affect this conclusion. Gesenius' successors did not 
materially add to his findings, but only put in sharper relief the depend
ence of the Samaritan Version on the Massoretic text, and thus further 
diminished the former's text-critical value. Z. Frankel defined the 
Samaritan as a faulty recension full of mistakes and scribal redactions, 
based on the Massoretic text, 2 a view subscribed to by S. Kohn in 
numerous publications, and summed up by him as follows: 

The Samaritan and the Massoretic text are not two divergent copies of one 
book, but the Samaritan is related to the Massoretic text in the way that a 
new edition, carefully revised, is related to an older one; it not only improves 

1 E. F. C. Rosenmueller, Handbuch der biblischen Kritik und Exegese, I (Göttingen, 
1797) , p. 244; quoted by Ε. Preuschen, ZA W, ix (1889), 303. (Translation by the editors.) 

2 Ζ. Frankel, Ueber den Einfluss der palacstinischen Exegese auf die alexandrinische 
Hermeneutik (Leipzig, 1 8 5 1 ) , p. 242. 



on it in content—though in this instance it is mainly the opposite of improve
ment—but it is also modernised in regard to language and orthography.1 

Rosenmueller's well-balanced 'one-recension' theory which, it is 
to be noted, he had applied to the Massoretic text only, was pushed 
into the background by the more sweeping 'archetype theory' pro
pounded by P. de Lagarde about a century ago. In Lagarde's formula
tion all Hebrew manuscripts derived from one single exemplar, not 
one recension. This hypothetical manuscript admittedly did not faith
fully mirror the original text, but patently contained numerous 
deviations from it which had been faithfully transmitted and preserved 
in all extant manuscripts: 'The result is that our Hebrew manuscripts 
of the Old Testament all go back to one single exemplar, and have even 
faithfully reproduced as corrections the correcting of its scribal errors 
and taken over its fortuitous imperfections.'2 It was tacitly assumed or 
even expressly conceded, e.g. by J. G. Sommer, that that unique 
proto-Massoretic manuscript either derived directly from the Temple 
or else was based upon a copy of the complete Canon which had been 
kept there before the fall of Jerusalem in A . D . 70, although it achieved 
its final form only somewhat later.3 

Lagarde widened the scope of his investigation by applying a 
similar method to the Greek tradition. He argued that all the available 
Greek manuscripts could be reduced to the three basic local recensions 
of Origen, Hesiod and Lucian, from which scholars could trace their 
way back to the original Septuagint. Taken as a whole the Greek 
tradition represented a textual family which differed from the Masso
retic text. Although it must be viewed as an unsatisfactory translation 
of the original, this tradition can be employed, by way of comparison, 
to go behind the archetype which underlies the Hebrew manuscripts: 
"We could only penetrate behind this archetype of the Massoretic text 
by conjecture, were it not for the fact that the Greek version of the 
Old Testament opens up the possibility of making use of at least a 
poor translation of a manuscript belonging to a different family.''* 

1 S. Kohn, 'Samaritikon und Septuaginta', MGJVJ, xxxvm (1895), 60. (Translation 
by the editors.) 

a P. de Lagarde, Anmerkungen ^ur griechischen Ueberset^ung der Proverbien (Leipzig, 
1863), p. 2. (Translation by the editors.) 

3 J. G. Sommer, Biblische Abhandlungen (Bonn, 1846), p. 79; further: J. Olshausen, 
DU Psalmen (Braunschweig, 1853) , pp. 1 5 - 1 7 . 

4 P. de Lagarde, ibid. n. 18 . (Translation by the editors.) 



The various manifestations of the Old Testament text could, accord
ing to this theory, be likened to the branches of a tree, all of which had 
grown from one stem in diverse stages of bifurcation. There remained 
little doubt that an analysis and comparison of the main versions, 
chiefly of the Massoretic text and the reconstituted Septuagint but
tressed by the Hebrew Samaritan Pentateuch version, would lead 
scholars to the very Ur-text common to all. The Greek tradition was 
deemed especially valuable for the purpose of purging the Old Testa
ment of anti-Christian falsifications which allegedly had been introduced 
into the Massoretic text by the rabbis. This consideration, more theo
logical than textual, fixed the terminus non ante quern of the reputed 
Jewish Ur-exemplar. It could not precede the emergence of Christianity, 
indeed not the first centuries A . D . , since one had to allow some time 
for the Jewish-Christian controversy to develop. 1 The final fixation 
of the proto-Massoretic text was soon connected with the members of 
the Sanhédrin of Jamnia that flourished in the days of the Emperor 
Hadrian (first half of the second century A . D . ) , and especially with 
Rabbi Aqiba, probably the most prominent rabbi of the early Christian 
era. In some such formulation Lagarde's Ur-text theory, which was 
incorrectly considered an elaboration of Rosenmueller's ' one recension' 
theory, carried the day. Scholars differed in their opinions as to how 
the basic Massoretic text had been established—whether a deliberate 
choice had been made by some official Jewish body (Olshausen), or 
whether, rather haphazardly, a readily available manuscript had been 
made the basis of the standard text (Noeldeke). 2 But they concurred on 
the basic issue—the presupposed existence of an archetype. The situa
tion was succinctly summarised at the end of the nineteenth century 
by F. Buhl: 

Of the style and manner in which this authorized text was constructed we 
unfortunately know nothing definitely. This much only is plain, that the 
very conception of such an authorized form of text implies the existence of 
a definite standard manuscript, which was pronounced the only allowable 
one. In so far, the relatively recent but already widespread theory, that all 
extant manuscripts point back to one single archetype, is decidedly correct.3 

1 For a summary of Lagarde's views see A. Rahlfs, P. de Lagardes wissenschaftliches 
Lebenswerk (Göttingen, 1928), pp. 7 5 - 8 2 . 

2 Th. Noeldeke, Alttestamentliche Literatur, 1 (Leipzig, 1868), pp. 2 2 - 5 . 
3 F. Buhl, Canon and Text of the Old Testament. Translated by J. Macpherson 

(Edinburgh, 1892), p. 256. 



Buhl subscribed to the idea that this standard text was officially pro
claimed, and soon pushed its way 

in a remarkably short time wherever the Pharisaic influence extended. On the 
other hand, the equally widespread theory that this primitive codex obtained 
this position by mere arbitrary choice, or by the manuscripts of the several 
books that by chance were at hand being bound together into one standard 
Bible, is by no means certain.1 

But he was less sure than Lagarde that we can reach back behind this 
archetype by comparing the Hebrew version with the extant Greek. 
It is important, he says, 

to determine the exact relation between the Massoretic text and the Arche
typal texts of Aquila, Symmachus, and Jerome. In a remarkable way the 
Hebrew manuscripts, which were certainly derived from the most diverse 
regions, seem to form a unity over against those translators, because the 
variations present in these are only extremely seldom repeated in any one 
manuscript. Evidently the rigid stability of form which resulted from the 
labours of the Massoretes called into being new standard texts, on which the 
manuscripts are direcdy dependent, which, however, were themselves 
collateral with the manuscripts used by those translators.1 

VII 

The validity of some of Lagarde's arguments was questioned already 
in his lifetime. Within thirty years after the inception of the Ur-text 
theory the onslaught on it from various quarters forced its adherents 
to modify their rigid position, and ultimately resulted in the conception 
of new rival hypotheses. P. E. Kahle drew attention to Hebrew manu
scripts from the Cairo Geniza stemming from the end of the first and 
the beginning of the second millennium A . D . which exhibited variants 
in the secondary phenomena of the Hebrew text (vocalisation, punctua
tion, e tc) . These derived from different Massoretic systems, and seemed 
to indicate that the Hebrew tradition was less solidified than Lagarde 
had assumed. 2 But since these manuscripts were much too late, and 
their variants did not really affect the consonantal text, their evidence 
could not be adduced to disqualify the Ur-text hypothesis. 

* Buhl, ièid. 
2 P. Kahle's work of a lifetime is summarised in his The Cairo Geniza. The Schweich 

Lectures of the British Academy 1941 (London, 1947; and ed. Oxford, 1959). 



More decisive were the strictures raised by V. Aptowitzer. His col
lection of biblical quotations in rabbinic literature, a field which had 
not been explored at all by earlier scholars, brought to light a wealth 
of variant Hebrew readings, which were sometimes reflected also in 
one or another of the versions. 1 In spite of attempts to diminish the 
value of this evidence, by explaining the variations as arising from 
quotation by heart, or from intentional alteration of the original on 
the part of the quoting authors, it stands to reason that it severely 
undermines the theory of a single Jewish Ur-text. It would be hard 
to explain the persistence of variants in rabbinic literature, even when 
these occur merely in quotations, if indeed the text of that one manu
script had ousted all others since the days of Rabbi Aqiba. 

The very existence of variant quotations in rabbinic writings and 
in their exegetical comments, particularly in Midrash literature, which 
mirror a text that deviates from the Massoretic text, dealt a severe blow 
not only to the Ur-text hypothesis, but also to the less rigorous ' one 
recension' theory. Rival theories were now put forward. All of these 
set out to account for the co-existence of divergent text traditions of 
the Old Testament in the pre-Christian rabbinic and the early Christian 
period, in Hebrew as well as in Aramaic, in Greek and possibly also 
in Latin translations, as are exemplified in: (a) divergent textual 
traditions exhibited in quotations in rabbinical literature; (b) parallel 
Aramaic translations of the Pentateuch, which indeed stem from a 
period later than the one under discussion here, but most probably 
derive from pre-Origenic prototypes, namely Targum Onkelos which 
possibly originated in Babylonia, and certainly was redacted there, 
Pseudo-Jonathan, of Palestinian origin, and a third Aramaic version 
which until recently had been known only from excerpts, and therefore 
had been named the Fragment Targum, but now has been proved to 
represent in fact a fully fledged Jerusalem Aramaic translation; 2 and 

1 V. Aptowitzer, Das Schriftwort in der rahbinischen Literatur: Prolegomena. Sitzungs
berichte der Kaiserlichen Akademie der Wissenschaften, philosophisch-historische Klasse, 
Band 1 5 3 , Abhandlung vi (Vienna, 1906). The 'Prolegomenon' was followed by a 
detailed investigation into quotations from the Former Prophets in rabbinic literature, 
published in four separate instalments. Cf. further I. Abrahams, 'Rabbinical Aids to 
Exegesis' in Essays on Some Biblical Questions of the Day. By Members of the University 
of Cambridge (London, 1909), pp. 172 ff. 

2 See A. Diez Macho, 'The recently discovered Palestinian targum: its antiquity 
and relationship with the other targums', Supplements to Vetus Testamentum, vu, 
Congress Volume Oxford 1959 (Leiden, i960), 222 -45 . 



(c) the propagation of diverse Greek translations exhibited in an almost 
codified form in the parallel columns of the Hexapla, and sometimes 
preserved in the form of variant-quotations from the Old Testament 
in the Apocrypha, the New Testament and the writings of the early 
Church Fathers, and also in Jewish hellenistic literature, especially 
in the works of Flavius Josephus. 

The most extreme of the new theories was that of the 'vulgar texts' 
proposed by Paul Kahle which may be considered the very opposite of 
Lagarde's Ur-text hypothesis, and with some qualifications also of the 
'one recension' theory. As stated, both these hypotheses take for 
granted that all extant versions of the Old Testament books, and also 
most of the intra-versional textual variants, can in the last analysis be 
reduced, at least in theory if not always in practice, to one common text 
base which was the only acclaimed, or possibly even the only extant, 
text form of the Old Testament at the beginning of the Christian era. 
Though differing as to the characterisation of the 'archetype' as a 
'recension' or as a single manuscript, neither of these two hypotheses 
seems to have taken into consideration the antecedents of the pre
supposed archetype. It would, in fact, appear that in both the respective 
archetype was believed to have represented the very first text form of 
the Old Testament books, not preceded by any divergent predecessors. 
In other words, all present divergences in the extant versions must be 
considered to have arisen after the archetype had been established and 
had been officially accepted. The archetype is viewed, as it were, as a 
riverhead running off into numerous rivulets, all of which, however, 
can be retraced to the original source. 

Now, it may be said that Kahle would be prepared to subscribe to 
such a description of the issue as far as the latter part of the simile 
is concerned, namely the diversification of the Old Testament text 
tradition in the post-Jamnia period. He would also agree that many 
variants in the diverse versions are of a secondary nature, resulting 
from intentional or accidental scribal alterations. But on the other hand 
he would maintain that on the whole the more important witnesses to 
the Old Testament text, such as the primary Hebrew Massoretic and 
Samaritan versions, and the basic Greek and Aramaic translations, 
represent in essence text forms which preceded Lagarde's model-codex 
or Rosenmueller's arch-recension. The 'vulgar texts' school does not 
consider the archetype to be the riverhead, but rather the confluence 



of preceding varying text traditions. These pristine traditions were 
unified to a considerable degree by the endeavour of generations of 
tradents within the Jewish, Samaritan and Christian communities who 
established the (proto)-Massoretic textus receptus, the Samaritan 
consolidated version of the Pentateuch and the Septuagint respectively. 
But they never fully succeeded in completely suppressing older and 
purer, i.e. non-revised, 'vulgar' texts within their own official tradition, 
which was determined by linguistic peculiarities and religious dogma, 
nor could they ever establish one common archetype of the Old 
Testament books. 1 

It is the great merit of Kahle that he attempted to push the inquiry 
into the history of the text in all its ramifications beyond the terminus 
non ante quern which his predecessors had tacitly or explicitly considered 
as the starting point for their investigations, namely the end of the 
Second Commonwealth or the beginning of the period after the 
destruction in A . D . 70. In his understanding of the matter, the then 
already extant textus receptus of each single version marked the apex 
of a long chain of development in the course of which divergent text-
traditions had been progressively abolished. The creation of the 
Septuagint as portrayed in the pseudepigraphical Letter of Aristeas, 
the compact Aramaic Targums, the Massoretic text and the Samaritan 
Version are the crowning events in a process of textual unification 
which had been set on foot by the needs of socio-religious-organisations : 
the Synagogue, the Samaritan community and the Church. 

Without, to the best of my knowledge, stating so explicitly, Kahle 
in fact applied to the research into the history of the Old Testament 
text ideas and principles which concurrently emerged in the study of 
biblical stylistics and literature. Quite correctly, he considered textual 
history as a phenomenon of a socio-religious kind and endeavoured to 
map out its place in actual communal life, i.e. to establish, in Gunkel's 
terminology, its 'Sitz im Leben'. 

It follows that in many instances an ancient variant, or a Bible 
quotation which differs from the authoritative texts, exhibits a wirk
liche Variante, i.e. a true variant which is a remnant of a pristine text-
tradition that had escaped the levelling influence of the official redac
tions. Inter-version variants may have resulted from the fact that the 

1 Similar ideas had been already presented in statu nascendi by A. Geiger. See e.g. his 
remarks on the Samaritan text in: Nachgelassene Schriften, rv (Berlin, 1876), 67. 



individual versions finally crystallised at different stages of the textual 
transmission of the Old Testament. Variant quotations survived pre
dominantly in texts which did not come under the scrutiny of the 
official revisers. They should be considered sediments of 'vulgar', i.e. 
popular traditions that had been in use before the introduction of each 
respective textus receptus. 

V I I I 

It hardly needs stating that by virtue of its being the very antithesis 
to the Ur-text and the Ur-recension theses, Kahle's theory of ' vulgar 
texts and textus receptus' was from the outset rejected by the followers 
of Lagarde and Rosenmueller. But scholars who were inclined to 
embrace the new idea also called for the correction of some of its 
constituent elements. They fully recognised a diversity of the textual 
traditions of the Old Testament as already existing in the very first 
stages of its manuscriptal transmission—the point on which Kahle had 
based his arguments—and they accepted his attempt to account for 
this diversity by trying to retrace the steps of the textual development 
before the emergence of a standard text. It was nevertheless considered 
imperative to smooth out some features of his theory which had 
justifiably evoked criticism. Kahle had brought into clear focus the 
natural, uncontrolled transmission of the 'vulgar' traditions, thus 
freeing them from the rigidity of a conception which supposes the 
Ur-text or the Ur-recension to be scholarly creations. Yet he postulated 
that very same 'academic' setting for the Massoretic textus receptus. 
His presentation of the process by which this model text came about 
suffers from all the misconceptions which led the Ur-text thesis to 
postulate an abstract scholastic procedure—a procedure for which 
there is little evidence that it corresponded with socio-historical 
realities. His assumption that the textus receptus should be viewed as 
resulting from the concerted efforts of a rabbinic academy, especially 
that of Jamnia, and that its exclusive status was achieved by what 
amounts to a wholesale auto-da-fé of all diverging manuscripts, is 
neither substantiated by any historical evidence nor plausible. The 
emergence of the textus receptus should be conceived of as a pro
tracted process which culminated in its post factum acclamation in 
the first or at the latest in the second century A . D . , as has been stated 
previously. 



Some of the opposition to the Vulgärtexte theory, when not 
attributable to dogmatic rather than rational, scholarly motives, prob
ably has its roots in the reluctance of scholars to accept the bewildering 
'disorderliness' implied by that thesis in place of the much more 
systematic theory of an Ur-text. But its impact on the issue under 
review was soon felt. As normally in scholarly discussion and evalua
tion, some novel intermediate theories were produced which, by way 
of synthesis, combined salient features of the opposing schools. It may 
be said that basically, the attempt was made to bring some method into 
the madness of the uncontrolled vulgar texts, and at the same time 
little was needed to square Kahle's textus receptus with Lagarde's 
Hebrew Ur-text or Rosenmueller's Ur-recension, all of which in fact 
were considered to be mirrored with some deviations in the present 
Massoretic text. 

We shall consider here two propositions which purport to take into 
account the diversity of the actual textual traditions from the very 
moment at which they become known to us in manuscript form or in 
quotations in early post-biblical Jewish and Christian literature, and 
to avoid at the same time the disturbing diffuseness of the vulgar texts 
if seen as pristine independent traditions. 

Setting out from Kahle's premises, and probing into the antecedents 
of the various text forms in which the Old Testament is extant, in 
Hebrew as well as in translations, and especially in Greek, A. Sperber 
attempted to reduce all versions in their variations to two basic textual 
traditions: one is supposedly derived from Judah and is represented 
most clearly by the Massoretic text; the other stems from Ephraim, 
and is best recognised in the Samaritan Hebrew Pentateuch. Both have 
their offshoots in the major Greek textual families, in manuscripts A 
and B. 1 The admitted initial dichotomy of the biblical text-tradition, 
carried back by Sperber's hypothesis into pre-exilic times, is funda
mentally opposed to the One Ur-recension and the 'one Ur-text' 
theories. The difference between one textual tradition and two is 
qualitative, and not merely quantitative. On the other hand Sperber 
invalidated to a high degree the originality of the 'vulgar texts', which 
Kahle had assumed, by presenting them as derivations from a preceding 

1 Sperber's criticism of the archetype theory may be found in his Septuagintaprobleme 
(Stuttgart, 1929). For a presentation of his own views see 'New Testament and Septua-
gint', JBL, u x (1940), I93-293-



pristine textual tradition which diverged from the prototype of the 
present Massoretic text. Sperber further introduced into the discussion 
the idea of 'local traditions' which figures prominently in the most 
recent theory, yet to be described, perceiving in the Samaritan not 
merely the product of a late dissident Jewish group, but rather the best-
preserved representative of a North-Israelite (namely Ephraimite) text 
type, and in the Massoretic text its South-Israelite (Judaean) counter
part. 

In the same manner as Kahle had applied, as was suggested, Gunkel's 
exclusively literary concept of the 'Sitz im Leben' to the sphere of 
biblical textual history, so Sperber appears to have transferred to the 
study of the text the notion of a geographical dichotomy of the penta-
teuchal literature inherent in the sigla J and Ε which, according to some 
views, are taken to represent the Judaean-Jahwistic and the Ephrai-
mite-Elohistic traditions respectively. At the same time he abandoned 
the evaluation of the diverse text types which is concomitant with 
Kahle's very terminology, 'vulgar texts' versus textus receptus, and 
repaired to a purely descriptive division of the extant representatives 
of the text. 

S. Liebermann,1 on the other hand, took up the qualitative differ
entiation between the witnesses to the text, applying it, however, not 
to 'textual traditions', but to types of manuscripts which were extant 
in the crucial period of the last one or two centuries B . C . and the first 
one or two centuries A . D . His division between manuscripts as 'base' 
(φαυλότερα), 'popular' (yulgate or κοινότερα) and 'excellent' (ήκριβω-
μένα) also has some 'local' affiliations, since the first were supposedly 
unworthy copies found mainly in the hands of uneducated villagers, 
the second class was widely used in cities for study purposes, even in 
schools and rabbinic academies, whereas only the third type had 
binding force and was meticulously transmitted by the learned sages 
of Jerusalem. It goes without saying that only the latter group can be 
taken to represent faithfully the pristine text of scripture, whereas the 
others must be judged inferior, their variants being in the nature of 
secondary deviations. Here Lieberman, without stating so expressly, 
obviously presupposes the existence of some basic text of exclusive 
validity which is best mirrored in the manuscripts. 

It is important, again in reference to later theories pertaining to the 
1 Cf. Hellenism in Jewish Palestine. 



history of the text which are yet to be discussed, to put in relief Lieber
mann's threefold division of biblical manuscripts at the end of the 
Second Temple period, and the assumption that the three types were 
anchored and transmitted in different localities. One may also detect 
in his system a sociological dimension in so far as the above types are 
affiliated with different strata of Jewish society: illiterate or semi-
illiterate country people on the one hand, and 'academicians' on the 
other hand, with an intermediate, less precisely delineated group 
including city dwellers of all kinds. 

I X 

At this stage of our investigation we turn to the presentation of some 
issues which have caused novel developments in the theories about the 
history of the text. 

It was said above that the third phase in the early history of the 
text, which coincides approximately with the hellenistic and the early 
Roman period, i.e. the last three centuries B . C . , must be considered 
crucial for our investigation. The final and complete transition from oral 
tradition to written transmission, the gradual canonisation of the books 
which were deemed holy, the emerging processes of translation of the 
Hebrew Bible into other languages, and the impact of hellenistic literary 
norms and techniques, make this stage the very centre of our inquiry. 

To the above considerations must be added one other factor which 
looms very large in contemporary research into the issue under review. 
It necessitates, in fact, a reopening of the discussion on the history of 
the text, and a re-evaluation of theories which had been formed at the 
end of the nineteenth and in the first half of the twentieth century. We 
refer to the collection of manuscripts and fragments from the Judaean 
Desert, also known by the misnomer 'The Dead Sea Scrolls', which 
include numerous scrolls and thousands of fragments of biblical books. 
Since 1947 when the new finds were first reported, an incessant stream 
of discoveries, so far only published in part, illuminates that phase in 
the history of the text. 

The above documents are of two groups, quite disparate from the 
standpoint both of chronology and of their sociological provenance. 
One group hails from Qumrân which is situated some five miles south 
of Jericho and two miles west of the shores of the Dead Sea. It precedes 



the destruction of the Second Temple ( A . D . 70)—so important an event 
for the textual history of the Old Testament—and derives from the 
dissident Jewish sect of the 'New Covenant'. 1 The other consists of 
scattered manuscript finds from the region to the south of Qumrân, 
Wadi Murabba'at (halfway between Jericho and 'Ein Gedi), Nahal 
Ze'elim and Massada, and exhibits the textual tradition of what has 
been styled by G. F. Moore 'normative' Judaism. 

The latter fragments, which date from the Bar-Kochba revolt 
(middle of the second century A . D . ) , do not shed much light on our 
problem because they provide evidence for only some sections of a 
few Old Testament books, and because they present a text which had 
already been almost wholly adjusted to the prevailing textus receptus.2 

These documents therefore do not bear on the phase of textual develop
ment at present under review. The biblical manuscripts from Qumrân, 
on the other hand, some of which are dated by scholars in the third 
and many in the second and first centuries B . C . , have added a new 
dimension to the criticism of the biblical text and to the study of its 
history, both in the original Hebrew and in the earliest ancient versions, 
especially in Greek. 3 Some of these manuscripts are quite extensive. 
Thus in the case of the First Isaiah Scroll ( iQIs a ) , we have a virtually 
complete copy of the biblical book. This, like many other manuscripts 
from Qumrân, precedes the oldest extant manuscripts of any part of 
the Old Testament in the Hebrew Massoretic tradition by more than 
a millennium, and those in Greek or any other translation by several 
centuries. They are thus of unsurpassed importance for an investiga
tion into the third phase of the history of the text, and into the pro
cesses of its transmission. 

The new material often helps in elucidating the genesis and the 
history of individual variants in which one or more of the ancient 
versions differ from the Massoretic text. They also open up new 
possibilities for the recovery, or the reconstruction, of the factors 
which underlie textual variation. The sifting of these cases, their 

1 The reader will find a valuable summary of the literature and the ideology of this 
group in F. M. Cross, jun., The Ancient Library of Qumrân (revised edition, New York, 
1961) . 

2 See Y. Yadin, The Finds from the Bar Kokhbah Period in the Cave of Letters 
(Jerusalem, 19C3). 

3 See D. Barthélémy, O.P., 'Les Devanciers d'Aquila', Supplements to Vetus Testa-
mentum, χ (Leiden, 1963). 



classification, and a statistical assessment of the frequency of their 
appearance, may make possible the systematic presentation of the 
processes which can be proved empirically to have been conducive to 
the emergence of variae lectiones. The pertinent information gained 
from these first-hand sources, because of their scope and their primacy, 
should enable scholars to improve on previous attempts along these 
lines. 

Prior to the discovery of the Qumrân Scrolls, observations on the 
skill and the peculiarities of the ancient copyists of the text could be 
inferred only from the analysis of variants which are found in medieval 
Hebrew manuscripts, or had to be abstracted from deviating transla
tions in the ancient versions. With the pre-Christian Hebrew Scrolls 
from Qumrân at our disposal, we are now in a position to verify 
principles established by inference, and to put them to a practical test. 
The Scrolls afford us a completely new insight into ancient scribal 
craft and give us an unparalleled visual impression of the physical 
appearance of the manuscripts in which the biblical variae lectiones 
arose. We can now observe at close range, so to say in situ, scribal 
techniques of the Second Temple period which left their impression 
on the text in subsequent stages of its history. We can perceive the 
conditions which were the breeding ground of the variants that crop 
up in the extant witnesses to the text of the Old Testament. 

There is nothing specifically sectarian in the external appearance of 
the Qumrân Scrolls, in the scribal customs to which their copyists 
adhered, or in the majority of the deviant readings found in them. The 
impression of dissent that goes with the biblical Scrolls from Qumrân 
derives from the secession of their scribes from normative Judaism, 
and has no roots in the manuscripts as such. That is to say, it must be 
attributed to the socio-historical processes which engulfed these 
Scrolls, but in noway to their textual or manuscript character. Genetic
ally the biblical texts from Qumrân are 'Jewish'. They became 
'sectarian' in their subsequent history. 

What makes the evidence of the Scrolls especially valuable is the 
fact that they present not just a horizontal cross-section of one stabil
ised version, such as is the Massoretic textus receptus. Because of their 
diversity, the kaleidoscope of the textual traditions exhibited in them, 
their concurrence here with one, here with another of the known 
versions, or again in other cases their exclusive textual individuality, 



the biblical manuscripts found at Qumrân, in their totality, present in a 
nutshell, as it were, the intricate and variegated problems of the 
Hebrew text and versions. The concentration of processes which 
obtain in the history of the text in a comparatively small corpus of 
manuscripts, small in comparison with the bulk of Hebrew (Massoretic 
and Samaritan), Aramaic, Syriac, Greek, Latin, etc., manuscripts which 
have to be sifted, collated and compared in the course of the critical 
work on the text—a corpus which moreover is relatively homogeneous 
with respect to time and provenanœ—make the Qumrân Scrolls an 
ideal subject for a study of these processes. Although the results gained 
from an analysis of the Qumrân material cannot be applied without 
qualification to the wider field of comparative research into the Masso-; 
retic text and the versions, we may derive from them certain working 
hypotheses which have then to be verified by application to the wider 
problem. 

Thus the situation at Qumrân reflects on a basic issue in Old Testa
ment textual research, namely the debated problem of the very estab
lishment of a Hebrew textus receptus. The coexistence of diverse text-
types in the numerically, geographically and temporally restricted 
Covenanters' community, the fact that some or most of the conflicting 
manuscripts had very probably been copied in the Qumrân scriptorium 
and that no obvious attempts at the suppression of divergent manu
scripts or of individual variants can be discovered in that voluminous 
literature, proves beyond doubt that the very notion of an exclusive 
textus receptus had not yet taken root at Qumrân. 

We have no reason to doubt that this 'liberal' attitude towards 
divergent textual traditions of the Old Testament prevailed also in 
'normative' Jewish circles of the second and first centuries B . C . Accord
ing to rabbinic testimony, even the model codices that were kept in the 
Temple precincts—the ("iäräh—not only exhibited divergent readings, 
but represented conflicting text-types.1 Phenomenologically speaking, 
the situation that prevailed in the '"läräh of the Temple may be com
pared, though with qualifications, with the one that obtained in the 
scriptorium at Qumrân. The difference consists in the fact that in the 
end the Temple codices were collated, probably in the first century 
A . D . and, what is more important, that rabbinic Judaism ultimately 

1 See S. Talmon, "The Three Scrolls of the Law that were Found in the Temple 
Court', Textus (Annual of the Hebrew University Bible Project), Π (1962), 1 4 - 2 7 . 



established a model text and strove to banish deviant manuscripts from 
circulation. But at this stage the comparability of Jewish 'normative' 
with Qumrân practice breaks down. The active life-span of the 
Covenanters' community ends some time in the first century B . C . , 
although sporadic attempts at restoration have repercussions in the 
first and possibly into the second century A . D . However, even the 
latest manuscripts from Qumrân which provide evidence of the local 
history of the text in the crucial period, the last decades before the 
destruction of the Temple, do not give the slightest indication that even 
an incipient textus receptus emerged there, or that the very notion of a 
model recension was ever conceived by the Covenanters. 

The coexistence of varying text forms of the Old Testament, and 
the absence of any noticeable attempt at establishing one universally 
recognised recension of binding force, must have confronted the 
Qumrân scribes with the problem of what attitude to take towards 
these conflicting textual traditions, which had not yet been assessed 
and evaluated. The individual scribe could solve this problem by 
adhering faithfully to the manuscript which he had chosen, or had 
been assigned, as the Vorlage for his own copy. In a reasonable number 
of instances he could perpetuate parallel readings which he found in 
other manuscripts that were at his disposal, by noting them in the 
margins or between the lines of his own copy, or sometimes by inte
grating them in his text-base, in which case he would create a double 
reading. 1 Now these devices, which were a common stock-in-trade 
of the ancient Bible scribes regardless of their socio-religious affiliations, 
are mere practical expedients that may work fairly well, up to a certain 
point, for the individual copyist, but cannot satisfactorily solve the 
problem of the community's disposition towards divergent, but equally 
well-documented, readings. In manuscripts which are intended for 
public use, critical annotations must be kept to a practical minimum. 
In fact, even these relatively few marginal entries will tend to disappear 
at subsequent copyings by sheer routine omission, unless they are 
absorbed into the text proper. Even where authoritative guidance is 
absent we may find a spontaneous tendency towards the simplification 
and the stabilisation of the textual traditions of scripture and other 
hallowed books. This process cannot be expected to culminate in 

1 See S. Talmon, 'Double Readings in the Massoretic Text', Textus, ι (i960), 
144-84· 



complete unification but it will effectively circumscribe the scope, and 
reduce the number, of textual types which are allowed a continued 
existence until, if ever, conscious official redactional activities set in. 

The impending gradual disappearance of variant readings, which 
on objective grounds could not be declared to be intrinsically inferior 
to those which happened to have taken root in the predominant textual 
traditions, may well have been viewed with misgivings by those con
cerned with the preservation of scripture. The practical advantage of 
acquiring a fairly standardised text-type for communal-cultic purposes 
was offset by an understandable apprehension for the—to all intents 
and purposes—irrecoverable loss of valid and venerated textual tradi
tions of the biblical books, which perforce would result from the 
process outlined above. Contradictory as it may sound, such pro and 
ante deliberations seem to have produced diverse manuscript and non-
manuscript techniques of variant preservation which helped to balance 
the scale which was tipped in favour of the text-tradition(s) that 
became increasingly predominant, to the exclusion and practically 
complete suppression of less favoured variae lectiones. 

Here again, a comparison with attitudes and techniques that were 
current in other communities is in order. In rabbinic circles, the 
prevalence of such trends of thought may have been responsible for 
the perceptible latitude in the employment of the text in scholarly 
discussion which conspicuously contrasts with the unceasing efforts 
to establish an exclusive textus receptus for public worship and for 
official text-transmission. Whereas deviant readings were banned from 
the books which were earmarked for these latter categories, they were 
readily accepted and used as bases for midrashic exposition.1 At times 
it appears that such an officially discarded variant was not employed 
merely as a convenient peg upon which to hang a midrash that was to 
hand, but rather that the midrash in question was constructed on a 
variant that had been barred from the textus receptus, in order to give 
it a non-manuscript lease of life. This supposition especially applies to 
the specific type of the 'al dqre midrash in which an established reading 
is suspended as it were, and another reading becomes the point of 
departure for an ensuing midrashic comment, by means of the intro
ductory formula: 'do not read. . .but rather r e a d . . . ' . A famous case 

1 See S. Talmon, 'Aspects of the Textual Transmission of the Bible in the Light of 
Qumrân Manuscripts', Textus, iv (1964), 1 2 5 - 3 5 . 



in point is the 'al tiqre midrash (Bab. Tal. Berakot 64 a) which hinges 
on reading in Isa. 54: 13 bônayik = ' thy builders', instead oibänayik 
= ' thy sons' (cf. τέκνα; Targum bänäk), a variant which now has 

turned up in iQIs* as an emended reading bônaykï. Similarly the mid
rash 'do not read (the flesh of) his arm but (the flesh of) his offspring' 
(Bab. Tal. Shab. 33 a) can be anchored in the different text traditions 
of Isa. 9: 19. Here the Massoretic text ( = iQIs a ) reading: ' they shall 
eat every man the flesh of his own arm' = {*r(ö)'ö * s abandoned for 
the variant reading ^ar'δ = 'his offspring' which underlies the Aramaic 
paraphrastic rendering: ' they shall plunder everyone the goods of his 
neighbour', and Symmachus' τοΟ πλησίον αύτοΟ. Both readings were 
apparently conflated in the main stream of the Septuagint tradition: 
του βραχίονος τοΟ αδελφού αύτσΟ. 

We do not mean that every extant 'al tiqrê' midrash can be shown to 
have arisen from an already identifiable textual variant. This certainly 
is not the case. Variae lectiones which supposedly triggered off the 
emergence of many midrashim of this type have been lost for us 
together with the (suppressed) manuscripts which exhibited them. 
Moreover, this specific type of midrash progressively degenerated. 
The 'al tiqre formula was then often employed even when the midrash 
in question could not be related to an actually extant reading, though 
this had originally been by definition a sine qua non requirement. 
Ultimately it became a mere exegetical Spielelement.1 Conversely, the 
introductory formula of a genuine 'al tiqre midrash was often dropped, 
so that now the same exposition is sometimes preserved both with and 
without that formula. 

In a majority of cases the textual variations involved are of the 
simplest and most common types: interchange of graphically similar 
letters or of auricularly close consonants; haplography or dittography; 
continuous writing of separate words or division of one word into 
two;plene or defective spelling (as in the cases adduced above); meta
thesis; differences of vocalisation, sometimes entailing a change of 
verb conjugations. Some cases of more complicated textual phenomena 
do not materially affect the over-all impression. 

The ambivalence of the request for a generally recognised standard 
1 See I. L. Seeligmann, 'Voraussetzungen der Midraschexegese', Supplements to 

Vetus Testamentum, 1. Congress Volume Copenhagen, 1953 (Leiden, 1953) , 1 5 0 - 8 1 , 
and m, 8 in the present volume. 



text of scripture, and the concomitant apprehension over the resulting 
loss of possibly valuable readings, may have produced yet another 
technique of variant preservation in the early Church. The recording 
of different text-traditions in the parallel columns of Origen's Hexapla 
was a way out of this dilemma. On the one hand it ensured the con
tinued preservation of probably widely accepted text forms. On the 
other hand, with the help of a system of critical symbols by which 
omissions or additions in the Greek in comparison with the Hebrew 
text could be indicated, the basis for the establishment of an officially 
acknowledged and critically guaranteed text was created. In this case, 
as also in the case of the rabbinic 'a/ tiqre formula, the critical symbols 
were subsequently not properly recorded in copies made of or from 
Origen's work. This may have resulted simply from scribal careless
ness. However, in view of our foregoing remarks it is reasonable to 
surmise that this apparently merely technical deficiency was helped 
along, so to say, by the postulated disinterestedness of the Church in 
the centuries after Origen in establishing one exclusive, binding text-
tradition of scripture. 

We seem to be able to discern three main types of technique intended 
to counterbalance the impact of standardisation which affected the 
textual transmission of the Old Testament in all its ramifications in 
various degrees of intensity and at various stages of its development: 

(1) Internal manuscript notation of variant readings, either in the 
text-base, leading to the emergence of double-readings, or else in the 
margins, as exhibited, e.g., in the Qumrân Scrolls and probably also 
in some qerê readings in the Massoretic text. 1 

(2) The preservation of variant readings in parallel text-traditions. 
In its earliest form this technique may be observed in the retention of 
variae lectiones in parallel passages in the Former Prophets and Chron
icles, etc., and from it may have been derived the basic idea which 
underlies Origen's Hexapla. 

(3) Extra-manuscript preservation of variants in midrashic-homiletic 
exegesis. 

χ 

The situation which obtains at Qumrân holds out one more possibility 
of comparison in respect of another aspect of the history of the text. 

1 See the chapter by B. J. Roberts (vol. 2, pp. 1 - 1 0 ) . 



In conformity with a basic characteristic of Second Commonwealth 
Judaism, the Covenanters' religious concepts were Bible-centred. 
Their original literary creations, such as the War-Scroll, the Hôdayôt, 
the Sectarian Manual, and the Zadokite Documents, swarm with 
verbatim Bible quotations, paraphrases and allusions. Their most 
fundamental beliefs and practices reflect the attempt to recapture, and 
typologically to re-live, biblical Judaism. This scriptural piety pro
duced the peser technique, 1 so indicative of the Covenanters' system 
of Bible hermeneutics, by the aid of which biblical history was actual-
ised, and made existentially meaningful. In this unceasing process of 
quotation, interpretation and adaptation, the text at Qumrân was 
exposed to a fate which is comparable to that which the hebraica Veritas 

experienced on a wider scale in rabbinic Judaism and in the orbit of 
Jewish and Christian communities that had recourse to translations of 
the Hebrew original. The deliberate insertion of textual alterations into 
scripture for various reasons of style and dogma, the uncontrolled 
infiltration of haphazard changes due to linguistic peculiarities of 
copyists or to their characteristic concepts and ideas, which may be 
observed in the wider transmission of the text, have their counterparts 
in the 'Qumrân Bible'. The study of these phenomena at Qumrân is 
again facilitated by the comparative compactness of the material and 
by the decidedly more pronounced manner in which they are manifest. 
We thus encounter in the Qumrân writings developments of biblical 
text-transmission which may be considered prototypes of phenomena 
that emerge concurrently and subsequently in the text-history of the 
Old Testament in Jewish and Christian tradition, albeit in less con
centrated form, and at different grades of variation. 

That the sum total of the biblical documents from Qumrân may 
be seen to present the issue of the ' Massoretic text and the versions' in 
miniature, derives further support from one more characteristic of 
that material. The Qumrân manuscripts exhibit, as already stated, a 
basic homogeneity with regard to time and provenance. There are no 
grounds to doubt that these manuscripts were written in Palestine, 
and that a great majority, if not all, were copied at Qumrân. It may 
also be considered as established that, with the exception of some odd 
items, the bulk of the manuscripts in the Qumrân library was copied 
within a span of not much more than three hundred years, approxi-

1 On the peser, cf. also pp. 225 ff. 



mately from the beginning of the third century B . C . to the middle of the 
first century A . D . In view of these circumstances, the marked diversity 
of textual traditions which can be observed in these scrolls presumably 
derives from the temporal and/or geographical heterogeneity of the 
Vorlagen from which the Qumran manuscripts, or some of them, were 
copied. Thus, in addition to the horizontal cross-section view of the 
text at Qumrân during the last phases of the Second Commonwealth 
period, this material also affords a vertical cross-section view of the 
transmission of the text, which reflects different chronological layers, 
geographical areas and social strata. These circumstances further 
enhance the similarity of the problems relating to the text at Qumrân 
with those appertaining to the wider issue of the relations of the 
Massoretic text and the versions and, therefore, give rise to new 
definitions of their historical development. 

X I 

Before presenting in detail the impact of the Judaean Desert Scrolls on 
existing theories of the text-history of the Old Testament and their 
importance for the formation of new theories, it may be useful to 
summarise the main conclusions which can be drawn from the material 
published up to the present. 

( i ) Different books of the Old Testament diifer in their textual 
history and furnish different sets of problems. Restraint should there
fore be exercised in subjecting textual processes observed in one book 
to an analysis which is based on the analogy of issues which obtain in 
another book. In the last resort, the textual development of almost each 
individual book must be viewed separately. Thus we can observe in 
the Hebrew tradition of the Pentateuch at Qumrân the same relative 
textual compactness, and the same relative sparseness of variant read
ings, which have already been pointed out in the Septuagint Pentateuch. 
On the other hand the extant copies of the book of Isaiah, and above all 
the complete First Isaiah Scroll ( iQIs a ) , present us with a veritable 
crop of variae lectiones. It has moreover become quite clear that, e.g., 
the book of Samuel and the book of Jeremiah were current at the time 
in clearly discernible deviant Hebrew text-traditions. All this goes to 
show that the text of these and similar books was still in a state of flux. 
Only a careful synopsis of the results achieved by a detailed analysis 



of the individual books may ultimately lead to more general conclusions 
with regard to the over-all history of the Old Testament text. 

(2) The Hebrew scrolls from Qumrân prove beyond doubt the 
actual existence of variant readings in the biblical books of the hellen
istic and Roman periods which until their discovery had been beyond 
the scope of textual research proper. They have added a kaleidoscopic 
wealth of individual readings for practically all books of the Old 
Testament, represented in the Qumrân library whether by substantial 
manuscript finds or sometimes even by only small fragments. Some of 
these variae lectiones are to be found also in: 

(a) the textual traditions of the main versions, in Hebrew or in 
translation; 

(J>) quotations in post-biblical writings (Apocrypha, early Christian, 
hellenistic-Jewish and rabbinic literature); and even 

(c) medieval Hebrew manuscripts. 
In view of the arguments presented earlier, we may assume a 

genetic relationship between Qumrân variants and identical or similar 
readings found in the first two sets of the above witnesses which 
precede the final stabilisation of the Hebrew text. As against this it is 
probable that the comparatively rare congruence of variae lectiones in 
the third group, i.e. in medieval Hebrew manuscripts or in medieval 
Jewish commentaries with Qumrân readings, is merely accidental. 
In most instances the similarity seems to have been caused by the 
equal but independent impact of the same scribal habits on widely 
separated sets of manuscripts. 

(3) All the extant major versions of the Old Testament, as we know 
them today, are already represented in Qumrân manuscripts, not only 
in individual readings, but also in the form of prototypes of their 
textual traditions. This observation applies principally to the Hebrew 
Massoretic and the Samaritan (Pentateuch) versions, and to the 
Septuagint. But manifold affinities with the Aramaic Targums, the 
Syriac Peshitta, and in rare cases even with Jerome's comparatively 
late Vulgate (end of fourth century A . D . ) can also be observed. It is 
self-evident that this circumstance will weigh heavily in the appreciation 
of the individual development of these sources and of their common 
history. 



X I I 

In view of the foregoing presentation of the manuscript finds from 
Qumran, it can hardly cause surprise that these discoveries required a 
reopening of the inquiry into the history of the Old Testament. The 
resulting scholarly discussion of this issue, and not a mere comparative 
textual research into the diverse versions, brought about a renewed 
confrontation of the rival theories of Rosenmueller in Lagarde's 
version of it, and of Kahle. On the one hand it was claimed with full 
justification that the presence of the prototype of the Massoretic text 
among the Qumrân manuscript finds, e.g. in fragments of the Penta
teuch or the Second Isaiah Scroll ( iQIs b ) and others, proved the 
existence of an early precursor of the textus receptus at a time which 
considerably preceded the date presupposed by the followers of the 
Ur-recension and the Ur-text schools. On the other hand it was argued 
that the 'vulgar texts' theory is fully vindicated by the host of textual 
variants and also of clearly discernible different textual traditions in the 
bulk of the Qumrân material. The stalemate that resulted from the 
pro and contra arguments which could now be buttressed by tangible 
evidence, unlike the situation which obtained in the stage of the dis
cussion referred to above, again became the point of departure for the 
conception of a novel theory. 

The foundations for a new interpretation of the available material 
were laid by W. F. Albright. 1 His ideas were soon embraced by a group 
of predominantly American scholars, and were further developed and 
succinctly summarised by F. M. Cross: 

Any reconstruction of the biblical text before the establishment of the 
traditional text in the first century A . D . must comprehend this evidence: the 
plurality of text-types, the limited number of distinct textual families, and 
the homogeneity of each of these textual families over several centuries of 
time. We are required by these data.. .to recognize the existence of local 
texts which developed in the main centers of Jewish life in the Persian and 
hellenistic age.2 

1 W. F. Albright, 'New Light on Early Recensions of the Hebrew Bible', BASOR, 
1 4 0 ( 1 9 5 5 ) , 2 7 - 3 3 · 

2 F. M. Cross, jun., 'The Contribution of the Qumran Discoveries to the Studv of 
the Biblical Text', IEJ, xvi (1966), 85. The author's preceding studies of this problem 
are listed in the notes to that article. 



After at first accepting Albright's terminology, Cross is to be com
mended for subsequently introducing a significant change of terms into 
the system advocated by Albright who had referred to 'local recen
sions'. Says Cross: 

Against Albright, w e should argue, however , that the local textual families 
in question are not properly called 'recensions' . T h e y are the product o f 
natural growth or development in the process o f scribal transmission, not 
o f conscious or controlled textual recension. 1 

These considerations are in line with the arguments presented above, 
and disclose a welcome recognition of the fallacy of the concept of a 
'scholastic-academy recension', a concept which haunted practically all 
preceding theories about the history of the text. However, notwith
standing this difference, the 'local recensions' theory in its 'local texts' 
variation absorbed some prominent features of its predecessors which 
it built into its own system, as will be shown. The following quotation 
summarises the basic concepts of the new school: 

Three textual families appear to have developed s lowly between the fifth 
and first centuries B.C., in Palestine, in Egypt , and in a third locality, pre
sumably Babylon. T h e Palestinian family is characterized by conflation, 
glosses, synoptic additions and other evidence o f intense scribal activity, and 
can be defined as 'expansionistic'. The Egyptian text-type is often but not 
always a full text. In the Pentateuch, for example, it has not suffered the 
extensive synoptic additions which mark the late Palestinian text, but is not 
so short or pristine as the third or Babylonian family. T h e Egyptian and 
Palestinian families are closely related. Early exemplars of the Palestinian 
text in the Former Prophets, and pentateuchal texts which reflect an early 
stage o f the Palestinian tradition, so nearly merge with the Egyptian, that 
w e are warranted in describing the Egyptian text-type as a branch o f the Old 
Palestinian family. T h e Babylonian text-type when extant is a short text. 
T h u s far it is only k n o w n in the Pentateuch and Former Prophets. In the 
Pentateuch it is a conservative, often pristine text, which shows relatively 
little expansion, and a few traces o f revision and modernising. In the books 
o f Samuel, on the contrary, it is a poor text, marked by extensive haplography 
and corruption. 2 

A n analysis of the above quotation discloses the dependence o f the 
'local texts' theory o n its predecessors. It m a y be described as a n e w 
synthesis, arrived at by sifting the major contentions o f earlier views, 

1 Ibid, note 2 1 . a Ibid. p. 86. 
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discarding some items and maintaining others, and subsequently weld
ing them into a novel structure. It is interesting to remark that although 
initially the conceivers of the 'local recensions/texts' theory seemed to 
view themselves as being in line with the basic ideas of the Lagarde-
Rosenmueller school, in later presentations of it no reference is made 
to the Ur-textj Ur-recension theory. The very concept of solidified 
textual traditions, however, whatever term may be applied to charac
terise them, is apparently tacitly accepted. Further, the assumption 
of three 'local recensions' or 'traditions' is not intrinsically opposed to 
the 'one recension/manuscript' theory. Of the presupposed three 
textual recensions or families, in fact only one, namely the Palestinian, 
has some claim to having been presented by the proponents of the 
' three local texts' school as an independent, fairly clearly circumscribed 
entity, recognisable by specific textual peculiarities. The so-called 
'Egyptian' text-type is regarded as derived from the Palestinian, and 
is presumed to have broken off from it at some time in the early fourth 
century to begin its independent development. The definition of the 
third family is not too clear either and its locale can be defined only as 
being 'presumably Babylon'. This text also obviously originated in 
Palestine, but had come into final form in Babylon in the sixth century. 
It is assumed that it had developed there during the interval between 
the fifth and the second centuries B . C . , was reintroduced into Palestine 
some time after the Maccabean period, and by the end of the first 
century A . D . had established itself as the dominant or standard Jewish 
text. 1 Without stating it explicitly, the 'local texts' theory appears 
to presuppose the existence of an Ur-text in Palestine at some time before 
the Babylonian Exile from which the two major types, the Babylonian 
and the Palestinian, and the latter's derivative, the Egyptian, emerged 
at later stages in the post-exilic period. It appears that as a result of the 
now available material, which is several hundred years older than the 
material on which scholars of the 'pre-Qumrân' generations could base 
their arguments, the date of the implied Ur-text is also pushed back 
by some centuries. 

In a way, the new theory in its major aspects also resembles Sperber's 
parallel-transmission system. Both assume different locales for the 
emergence of the different traditions: here post-exilic Palestine and 
Babylon; there pre-exilic North and South Palestine. Again we are 

1 Ibid. p. 9 1 . 



transported into the realm of purely hypothetical statements, arrived 
at by deductions and reconstructions which lack any material, i.e. 
manuscript, basis. 

The very idea of 'local' texts underlies not only Sperber's ' two 
traditions' theory, but also the system of 'three manuscript types' 
elaborated by Lieberman, who had not only already posited a tri-
partition of the biblical textual tradition, but had also affiliated the 
diverse manuscript types with different types of localities, though in 
Palestine. One further point is to be noted, namely that the differentia
tion in value between a standard/received and a vulgar text, introduced 
into the discussion by Kahle, had been taken up with significant 
variations in Lieberman's distinction between 'inferior local school 
texts', 'Jerusalem vulgar manuscripts', and the 'most exact copies of 
the temple'. Such a value judgement is now applied again by Cross to 
characterise his three local families: the Palestinian text is conflate and 
expansionistic, the Egyptian is presented as a predominantly full text, 
and the Babylonian, in the main, as a short pristine tradition. The short
comings of this characterisation become apparent when it is applied 
in detail to the textual tradition of different biblical books in the 
families thus distinguished. It then transpires that, as if refusing to 
submit to the scholar's natural quest for order, in the books of 
Samuel, for example, the Babylonian, somewhat unexpectedly, 'is a 
poor text, marked by extensive haplography and corruptions'. 

One cannot help suspecting that the proposed tripartition of the 
Old Testament text tradition into a Palestinian, a Babylonian and an 
Egyptian family in some way echoes the widely accepted three-pronged 
transmission of the New Testament text in Palestinian, Antiochian 
(Syrian) and Egyptian versions. Though in itself such a transfer of 
theories is certainly permissible and could be constructive, it remains 
doubtful whether in the present case it can be justified in view of the 
differing attitudes which the Synagogue and the Church took towards 
the text transmission of their holy scriptures. It has been pointed out 
above that whereas the former strove gradually to abolish deviant 
readings and text-types, the latter, possibly because of its heterogeneous 
composition, attempted to accommodate the diverse traditions that 
had emerged in the main daughter churches. An unqualified application 
of a theory which arises from an investigation into the history of the 
New Testament text to the history of the Old Testament text perforce 



results in a distortion of the issue and in yet-to-be-proved, or unprov
able, hypotheses. 

Summing up, we may say that in spite of its appeal the ' three local 
texts' theory cannot really explain satisfactorily the 'plurality of text-
types' at the end of the pre-Christian era. It could indeed account for 
the 'limited number of distinct textual families' extant at that time. But 
one is inclined to attribute this feature of the text transmission to two 
factors: (a) historical vicissitudes which caused other textual families 
to disappear; (b) the necessary socio-religious conditions for the pre
servation of a text-tradition, namely its acceptance by a sociologically 
integrated and definable body. It is this latter aspect of the problem 
which safeguarded the preservation of the (proto-)Massoretic text 
which ultimately became the standard text of the Synagogue, the 
Samaritan Hebrew Pentateuch version which gained authoritative 
status in the Samaritan community, the Greek Bible that was hallowed 
by the Church, and the diverse textual traditions saved for us by the 
Judaean Desert Covenanters in a form from before standardisation. 
This tradition complex should be viewed as representing the remains 
of a yet more variegated transmission of the Old Testament books. 
Contradictory as it may sound, one is almost inclined to say that the 
question to be answered with regard to the history of the Old Testa
ment text does not arise from the extant 'plurality of text-types' but 
rather from the disappearance of other and more numerous textual 
traditions. 

These considerations do not necessarily call for an unqualified 
acceptance of Kahle's theory of a 1 textus receptus and vulgar texts' 
which, as already stated, suffers from the over-emphasis put on pre
supposed but unsubstantiated conscious, official redaction processes. 
All we can say is that from the very first stage of manuscript trans
mission of the Old Testament text the material which is available to 
us witnesses to a wide variety of textual traditions which seemingly 
mirror fairly exactly the state of affairs which obtained in the pre-
manuscript state of transmission. 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 
less 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 standardised texts were preserved for 
us in the major versions of the Hebrew Bible and its translations. 



Hebrew Biblical Manuscripts 
T h e i r H i s t o r y a n d T h e i r P l a c e i n t h e H U B P E d i t i o n (i) 

M. H. G O S H E N - G O T T S T E I N - Jerusalem 

To Chaim Rabin 
Friend and Colleague 
On his Fiftieth Birthday 

1 . T h e renewed a c t i v i t y in t e x t u a l s tud ie s of t h e Bib le has led of 
neces s i ty t o a rev ival of interest in H e b r e w biblical manuscr ipts . I t 
s t a n d s t o reason t h a t i n t h e present s t a t e of a general re-evaluat ion 

(x) This s tudy bears the imprint of the oral presentations on which 
i t is based. This m a y explain the unwieldy subtit le which hints at the 
subjects treated together — the history of the Hebrew Bible text , the 
Problemgeschichte and the practice in the new edition of the Hebrew 
University Bible Project ( H U B P ) . Keeping to the form of the original 
papers serves also, as usual, as an excuse for the large number of footnotes. 
Some of the points made here are touched upon in the Introduction t o 
m y recent 'Sample Edit ion' of Isaiah, especially §§ 16-18, 73-77, and 
should be read in conjunction wi th it. Slight changes of stress and formu
lation are intentional. This s tudy is t o a large extent a provisional sum
mary of m y work on the t ex t of medieval Hebrew MSS, started soon after 
the first discovery of Qumran Scrolls, but is not meant t o submit the 
detailed evidence on which m y view is based; that would mean writing 
a special volume. Apart from the common abbreviations, the following 
sigla for m y recent publications should be noted: TL = Text and Lan
guage in Bible and Qumran (1960); BMU = "Biblical Manuscripts in 
the United States", Textus 2 (1962); RTBT = "The Rise of the Tibe-
rian Bible Text", Biblical and Other Studies, ed. A. Al tmann (1963); 
Τ PTC = "Theory and Practice of Textual Criticism", Textus 3 (1963); 
I SE = The Book of Isaiah: Sample Edition with Introduction (1965); 
PSCT = "The Psalms Scroll — A Problem of Canon and Text", Textus 
5 (1966). In m y work on the tex t of Hebrew MSS I have been ably 
assisted b y Dr. A. Hurwitz and by Mr. M. Bar-Asher of the H U B P , 
t o w h o m I should like t o express m y thanks. The responsibility for the 
v iews put forward is solely mine. 



we cannot yet fully appreciate the change in our overall picture of the 
development of the Hebrew Bible text. On the one hand, we have 
already grown accustomed to the idea that no other type of evidence 
for the Bible text is known to us for such a length of time as that 
of Hebrew MSS, and this seems almost too natural to need further 
comment. On the other hand, attitudes to, and evaluations of, Hebrew 
MSS which have developed during a period of about two centuries 
still linger on, and perforce influence our judgment. I t is, therefore, 
a matter of course that we do not, as yet, possess any theory which 
tries to integrate all the known facts into one historical framework. 
The present study will deal mainly with the problem of Hebrew 
'medieval' (*) MSS as part of an attempt at such a theory. The remarks 
about earlier periods are thus intended, not as an investigation in 
its own right, but as a sketch of the background against which medieval 
manuscripts should be seen and as an outline of the pre-medieval 
history. 

2. Our evidence at present (*) suggests a division of the history 
of Hebrew biblical MSS (3) into three major periods, with an evident 
cleavage between the second period and the third (*). Our witnesses 
from the first two periods are of great importance both for our know
ledge of the development of the Bible text and for our understanding 
of the text itself. In other words: their readings can materially change 
our understanding of the text (8). Although these witnesses have 
only recently become available to scholarship — and are still partly 

( l ) For the term cf. below, § 7. 
( a) B u t for the basic problem discussed in PSCT, one might feel 

more confident that our results with regard to the details of the second 
period are there to stay. We are too much in the middle of new discov
eries t o claim finality for the picture we at tempt t o paint. The borders 
between the periods m a y therefore stand in need of future revision, apart 
from the inevitable borderline cases. 

( 8) This discussion deals only wi th the periods of MS evidence, 
not wi th the earlier transmission of the text . 

(*) Cf. below, § 6. 
(') According t o the position set forth in I SE § 3 f., I am not talking 

in terms of preferability for the reconstruction of the Urtext. Those 
scholars whose primary aim is such a reconstruction would adopt 
the formulation that those witnesses can sometimes get ns nearer 
the Urtext. 



u n p u b l i s h e d — n o b o d y w o u l d c o n t e s t their p lace ( x) in a 'critical' 
ed i t i on of t h e B ib le t e x t ( 2 ). 

3 . T h e first per iod s tarts around 3 0 0 B .C .E . ; t o w h a t degree t h e 
p ic ture emerging for t h a t period holds true for t h e preceding 'Persian' 
per iod in t h e h i s tory of t h e Second J e w i s h C o m m o n w e a l t h is a n y b o d y ' s 
g u e s s ( 3 ). Th i s per iod is character ized b y a d ivers i ty of t e x t u a l tra
d i t i ons u n d r e a m t of t w o decades ago . I t m a y a lready b e sa id t o d a y 
t h a t a t t h e s tage of examinatio t h e 'Massoretic T e x t ' (*), in compar i son 
w i t h t h e s e tradi t ions , o f ten y ie lds one o u t of t w o or more h y p a r c h e t y -
p a l var iants w h i c h for t h e t i m e b e i n g s e e m irreducible ( 8 ). W h e t h e r 
w e shal l b e able t o subd iv ide these tradi t ions in to more or less f ixed 
'recensions' and w h e t h e r i t is useful t o a d d a t th i s juncture ident i fy ing 
labe l s according t o t h e h a b i t a t s of J e w i s h c o m m u n i t i e s , is a m a t t e r 

(*) Whether they will occupy pride of place (cf. ISE § 8) obviously 
depends on future finds. 

(2) One is almost afraid t o use this term. I just refer to an edition 
of the tex t with an apparatus adducing the readings from various types 
of witnesses. 

(3) Cf. ISE § 6. I t is most tempt ing to push the l imits upwards, 
beyond the earliest fragments from Qumran. But the outcome of past 
speculation beyond the l imits of the evidence should teach us a lesson. 

(4) Especially S P E R B E R has repeatedly suggested dropping the defi
nite article from 'the Massoretic Text' . Cf., e.g., A . S P E R B E R , A Grammar 
of Massoretic Hebrew, 1958, § 36. Cf. below, n. 3, p. 270. I t seems inevi
table that the different senses in which the term was used have become 
confused. I n the l ight of our results in this s tudy (cf. especially below, § 24) 
w e might as well keep the article, at least for the purpose of text-critical 
discussions (as opposed t o the problems of the Tiberian textus receptus. 
Cf. below, n. 6, p. 272, ISE § 74 and RTBT, Ch. V I I I . Jus t now the 
re-issue of C. D . G I N S B U R G , Introduction to the Massoretico-Critical Edi
tion of the Bible (New York 1966) has come into m y hands. I n the 'Pro
legomenon' t o this edit ion H. M. O R W N S K Y wages war, amongst other 
things, against all the editors of Bible edit ions and translations who dar
ed use the term ' massoretic ' on their title-page. (The last editor who has 
committed this ' s i n ' is, I think, O R U N S K Y himself, although his note 
34 does not clarify his responsibility). I am not convinced that his 
pronouncements against 'the massoretic text ' (p. i x ff.) have lessened 
the general confusion. I hope that the present paper will clarify the facts; 
but I m a y have to return to an evaluation of O R U N S K Y ' S s tatements on 
another occasion. 

(5) Cf. TL p. 161. The present discussion deals with traditions in 
Hebrew only. 



which needs further discussion (x). This diversity in Hebrew man
uscript tradition is paralleled by extra-Hebrew witnesses, and the 
combined evidence must be taken into consideration. I t is this period 
that offers the greatest challenge to the student of the Bible text (2), 
who, quite naturally, is mainly interested not in textual dynamics 
per se but in 'material' insights. In contradistinction to what will be 
said later (§ 2 2 ) , it should be stressed that the types of readings and 
the textual development which previously could only be illustrated 
from extra-Hebrew sources, can now be more or less paralleled 
from Hebrew MSS (8). But it should be stressed no less that such a 
statement is to be understood typologically. We are in need of many 
more material finds before the theoretical importance of the insights 
gained during the past years will be equalled by factual gains in the 
sphere of variant readings (*). 

4. The second period may be said to centre in the first century 
C.E. (6) and seems to have come to a close in the first half of the second 

(i) Cf. ISE, Ch. I , n. 1 5 . 
(*) If evidence were needed, the first two apparatuses of ISE may 

be taken as an illustration. 
(8) Differently put, these MSS contain both ever-fresh variations 

such as caused by the 'law of scribes' (cf. TL, p. 1 5 9 ) and 'real variants' 
(ibidem, p. xm). All this is stressed in contradistinction § 2 2 to below. 

(*) Cf. η. 5 , p. 2 4 4 , above and § 3 0 , below. 
(5) I am not sure that our paleographies! knowledge is precise enough 

to fix very narrow limits (cf. PSCT, n. 1 5 ) . A date in the first century 
B.C.E. for the beginning of this period seems acceptable, even without 
pressing too much the argument from halachic activity in the generation 
of Hillel and the statement of J O S B P H U S , Contra Apionem I, 4 2 : τοσού
του γαρ αΙωνος ήδη παρφχηκότος οΟτε προσθεϊναί τις ουδέν οΟτε άφελεΐν αυτών 
oÖTt μεταθεΐναι τετόλμηκεν. Even though it is based on Deut 4 , 2 and meant 
to impress foreigners, we have no right to discard this explicit testimony. 
The turn of the era must be presupposed also because of the activity of 
'book correctors'. For this problem, which will not be discussed here, 
cf., e.g. S. L I E B E R M A N N , Hellenism in Jewish Palestine, 1 9 5 0 , p. 2 0 f. 
See also S. TAI^MON, Textus 2 , p. 1 4 f. and now M. B E E R , Bar Han Annual 
I I , 1 9 6 4 , p. 1 3 6 f., and the references mentioned there. 

Most recently F. M. CROSS has put forward strong arguments for an 
extremely low dating of the final rift between Jews and Samaritans 
(cf. Harvard Theological Review 5 9 [ 1 9 6 6 ] 2 0 1 f.). I should like to suggest 
that it may be no coincidence if his date for the final branching off of the 
Samaritan Pentateuch turns out to be the first century B.C .E . (ib. p. 2 1 1 ) . 
While it would not be unusual that in such a situation of religious tension 



century (*). Since our material evidence comes to an abrupt end at 
that point, it stands to reason that our picture would emerge some
what less schematic if later evidence were available. But in the light 
of the Rabbinic activity around 1 0 0 C.E., this picture — which in a 
slightly different shape is of long standing (8) — is probably more 
or less correct. The first century C E . (8) is emerging more and more 
as the decisive phase in the stabilization and growing predominance 
of what I have termed elsewhere the 'Massoretic type' (*). By the 
end of the second period that type had become absolutely dominant — 
deviating details notwithstanding. Again, whereas previous descrip
tions of the history of the Bible text had to be pieced together without 
the benefit of Hebrew evidence, the picture which now emerges fits 
the combined evidence of Hebrew MSS, Versions and Rabbinic liter
ature (5). To put it differently, the ratio between 'real variants' (·) 
and text diminishes during that period, but the readings can still be 

textual differences tend t o become part of a general interplay of cause and 
effect, the final breach m a y have been one of the factors which resulted 
in further unification of the 'Jewish' text-tradit ion. Hence the gradual 
emergence of that century as the turning point in the history of the Hebrew 
t e x t and as the beginning of the second period. 

(*) For a discussion i t m a y be useful t o agree on convenient, if some
what arbitrary, terms. Chronologically 'pre- and post-Christian' m a y not 
be t o o far off the mark, but the term would be badly chosen. Since we 
have t o reckon wi th Tannait ic act iv i ty as a major influence in the process 
of standardization (see below, § 31) 'pre-Tannaitic' may , perhaps, be sug
gested for the first period and 'Tannaitic' for the second. 

(2) Cf. the sources mentioned be low: n. 2, p . 258; n. 4, p . 263; 
n. 1, p . 270; and see § 31. 

(8) I t remains t o be seen t o w h a t ex tent a more exact l imitation is 
borne out b y the facts. I n ISE § 13 t h e 'period of the Destruction of 
the Temple' — the last third of the first century and t h e first third of 
the second century — has been suggested. B u t cf. the problems mentioned 
above, n. 2 (p. 244), and n. 5 (p. 246). 

(«) Cf. ISE § 14. 
(6) The results of the s tudy of t h e Peshi t ta and the Aramaic Versions 

will have t o be integrated, and it is t o be hoped that recent act ivi ty in 
these fields will lead t o a s tudy of the aspects affecting our problem. 
The results of m y own unpublished a t t empts in this field corroborate the 
picture. Cf. ISE, Ch. I , n. 25; cf. ibidem, Ch. IV as regards Rabbinic 
Literature. See also "Prolegomena t o a Critical Edit ion of the Peshitta", 
TL, p . 175 f. 

( e) A s opposed t o variations caused b y the 'law of scribes'; cf. above, 
n. 3 , p . 246. 



of i m p o r t a n c e for our unders tand ing of t h e B ib le t e x t (*). T o b e sure, 
w e m u s t b e careful n o t t o press our present ev idence for t h e t rend 
t o w a r d s a more or less s tabi l i zed t e x t or t o m a k e ex silentio a r g u m e n t s 
bear t o o m u c h we ight . B u t a t t e n t i o n s h o u l d b e pa id t o t h e fact t h a t 
f r o m t h e 'des truct ion per iod' ( 2) no B ib le t e x t s of t h e 'non-Massore
t i c t y p e ' h a v e so far c o m e t o l ight ( 8). 

5. T h e e n d of t h e first t w o periods marks t h e dec is ive turn ing 
p o i n t i n t h e h i s tory of t h e H e b r e w Bib le t e x t . To p u t i t , perhaps , 
s o m e w h a t bo ld ly : t h e t w o periods w e h a v e tr ied t o describe lead u p 
t o t h e v e r y po in t w h i c h w a s t h e recons tructed s tart ing-po int of t h e o 
ries a b o u t t h e h i s tory of H e b r e w biblical manuscr ipts current unt i l 
t w o d e c a d e s ago . W o r k i n g back from m e d i e v a l H e b r e w MSS, a n d 
c o n n e c t i n g t h e result w i t h w h a t cou ld b e inferred from t h e h is tory 
of t h e B i b l e Vers ions a n d R a b b i n i c Li terature , our predecessors were 
ab le t o reconstruct a p o i n t of departure m o r e or less ident ica l w i t h 
t h e e n d of t h e s e c o n d per iod ( 4 ) . Th i s i d e n t i t y is ne i ther co inc identa l 
nor se l f -ev ident , a n d t h i s ques t ion wil l n e e d s o m e further discuss ion. 

6 . T h e turn ing-po int reached is remarkable for a n addi t ional 
reason . F o r t h e first t w o periods H e b r e w a n d n o n - H e b r e w ev idence 
runs o n roughly paral le l l ines a n d all t h e e v i d e n c e c a n b e f i t ted i n t o 
o n e p ic ture . As f r o m t h e e n d of t h e s e c o n d per iod t h i s 'parallel ism' 
i s d i s turbed: t h e th ird per iod of n o n - H e b r e w ev idence , d o w n t o t h e 
d a y s of J e r o m e (·), as y e t lacks a n y c o m p a r a b l e H e b r e w ev idence ; 
t h e t h i r d per iod of H e b r e w MSS s tar t s centur ies later (·). I t is here 

(*) a . ISE § 13 f. and above, n. 5, p . 245. 
(*) The problem of t h e N a s h Papyrus need not be gone in to on this 

occasion. If l l Q P s » should turn out t o be datable t o th i s period, this 
s ta tement m a y s tand in need of revision. Cf. above, n. 2, p . 244. 

(·) The much quoted Torah-scrolls w i t h variant readings (from the 
Drvten wuraa etc.) are n o t of the 'non-Massoretic' type . Cf. ISE, Ch. I , 
n . 26. For t h e facts cf., e.g., M. H . SEGAI , , Msvo ha-Miqra IV, 1950, 
p. 880 f. 

( 4) For details see below, η . 1, p . 270. 
(') For our discussion i t is immaterial whether any independent use 

of t h e Hebrew t e x t b y a Christian source later than Jerome can be detec
t ed . T h e anonymous Greek version of Habakkuk I I I is probably earlier; 
cf., e.g. G O O D , "The Barberini Greek Version of Habakkuk I I I " , Vetus 
Testamentum 4 (1954) 29. 

(·) The facts can be described b y counting the periods differently, 
• •g . , b y leaving a blank in the 'Hebrew' co lumn for the period 3rd-9th 



that we are most likely to misinterpret what seems to be our evidence. 
We have just begun to understand that the history of about four deci
sive centuries — about 300 B.C.E. to 100 C.E. — was telescoped until 
this generation for lack of evidence. I t seems improbable that new 
evidence of similar impressiveness will ever come forward (*), from 
the span of about six to seven centuries, until the emergence of the 
earliest MSS of the 'Massoretic period' (2) ; but the gap is too large to 
be made light of. On the other hand, it must be admitted that the 
state of the text reached at the end of the second period does not 
require any further intermediary stage for the 'Massoretic' MSS to 
have developed from (3). 

7. We have thus reached the third period (4). The term 'Massoret
ic' may be used in this connection to indicate that none of the Hebrew 
biblical MSS known today which were written after ca 150 C.E. ante
dates the activity of the Massoretes (5) ; for the moment ' medieval' (·) 
is an equally acceptable term for that period. In quantity these by 
far outnumber all other Hebrew MSS, and until our generation this 
was the only Hebrew evidence. To be sure, these witnesses provide 

century, and assigning the medieval Hebrew MSS t o period IV. The 
variants found in the Arabic Version of R. Saadia Gaon hardly go typo-
logically beyond what is found in early medieval Hebrew biblical MSS. 

(x) I am on record (Ha'arez 1 5 . 1 . 1 9 6 5 ) as having said tha t I would 
be more than surprised should we ever come across a find of Hebrew 
MSS where a whole lot (as opposed t o one or two MSS) written after the 
beginning of the second century would turn out to be of a non-Massoretic 
type . In other words, it is more than improbable that there will ever be 
a discovery of a hoard of non-Massoretic type MSS, similar to that of 
Qumran Cave IV, written in that period. 

(2) For the difference of terms cf. ISE § 7 4 . 
(3) I t should be noted that this is an at tempt to differentiate be

tween main stages. For the possible developments after the second period, 
cf. below, §§ 2 0 , 3 1 . 

(4) I t may not be without interest t o compare the 'periodization' 
suggested from quite a different point of v iew b y B . K E N N I C O T T Disser-
tatio Generalis § 1 4 f. (Unless otherwise stated, I quote from the augment
ed reissue by B R U N S , 1 7 8 3 ) . 

(δ) I am not aware of any witness certainly datable before the ninth 
century. Earlier datings are still in need of proof. 

(6) I n order to avoid terminological difficulties (cf. TL p. 1 6 0 , ISE 
§ 7 4 ) , witnesses from the first and second periods are termed here 'pre-
medieval' . 



an excellent illustration of textual dynamics, and they deepen our 
knowledge of the development of the Bible text in the technical sense. 
But ever since these were first studied in larger numbers, about two 
centuries ago, it was obvious that their contribution to the under
standing of the text itself is extremely doubtful (1). We must there
fore ask ourselves whether the retention of this type of evidence in 
the apparatus is due to more than mere habit and inertia. Perhaps 
in the light of the type of evidence available today, the time has come 
to disregard the readings of medieval MSS completely and to free 
the apparatus from meaningless ballast? If it is true that these MSS 
contribute practically nothing to an attempt to reach back to an 
earlier textual stage, perhaps the consequences must be drawn? Those 
who wish to study textual dynamics in their own right or to investi
gate the changes introduced by medieval scribes will turn to the 
original collections; other scholars may safely ignore that material. 
This problem cannot be brushed aside, because it has both theoretical 
and practical implications. We must, therefore, turn to the history 
of this question as it took shape in recent generations (2). 

8 . All views on the text of medieval Hebrew biblical MSS held 
by scholars in the past and at present are based primarily on the col
lations published in the end of the eighteenth century by Kennicott 
and de Rossi (3). In spite of assertions to the contrary (4), and of some 
material additions in the form of further readings, mainly due to the 

(*) For the contrast cf. below § 22. The criteria for judging MSS in 
the t ime of Kennicott and in this generation are different, but the judg
ments are not as unconnected as appears at first sight. If w e bear in 
tnind that scholars in those days tended t o accept the very ident i ty of 
readings as proof of relationship, the widespread disappointment even in 
those days is telling. Cf. below, § 10. 

(*) The following paragraphs had t o be written in some detail because 
I have been unable to find a description of the Problemgeschichte which 
I can regard as absolutely correct and t o which the reader could be refer
red. Much of the material for a full-length s tudy is referred t o in the 
notes t o these paragraphs and i t is hoped tha t our discussion will be suffi
cient within the present framework. 

( 8) B . K E N N I C O T T , Vetus Testamentum Hebraicum cum Variis Lec-
tionibus, 1776-80; J . Β. D E R o s s i , Variae Lectiones Veteris Testamenti, 
1 7 8 4 - 8 8 ; J . B. D E R O S S I , Scholia Critica, 1798. 

(*) Cf. especially below, § 20. 



di l igence of Ginsburg ( x) no th ing typo log ica l ly n e w w a s d i scovered 
after the ir t i m e ( 2 ) . I t is therefore n o t real ly surpris ing t h a t after a 
re lat ive ly short period of v io lent d iscuss ion in t h e n i n e t e e n t h century 
m o s t scholars in our t i m e ho ld a v i e w subs tant ia l ly ident ica l w i t h 
w h a t h a d b e e n s t a t e d back in t h e seventeen-n ine t i e s . 

9. Kenn ico t t ' s co l lat ions ( 8) were n o t u n d e r t a k e n as a pure ly 
phi lological work. T h e y were one of severa l enterprises (*) result ing 
from t h e ons laught of t h e 'Critica Sacra' , a n d were i n t e n d e d t o b e of 
theo log ica l s ignif icance. B o t h text -cr i t ica l a n d theo log ica l pos i t ions 
were a t s t a k e ever s ince t h e impl icat ions of t h e Sola Scriptura and 
Theopneustia ideologies h a d d e v e l o p e d t o their logical end . T h e 
Reformers h a d p laced t h e H e b r e w t e x t o n a pedes ta l a n d i t w a s th i s 
t e x t o n w h i c h severe d o u b t s h a d b e e n cast . W h e t h e r i t w a s Iudaeo* 
rum malitia or incuria librariorum (5) w a s for m a n y a ques t ion of 
secondary importance . Only t h e e x t e n s i v e s t u d y of H e b r e w MSS 
c o u l d g i v e an answer t o t h e issue itself. 

10. Aga ins t t h i s theological background, t h e j u d g m e n t s a n d v i e w s 
expres sed b y scholars a t t h a t t i m e ( e) a n d their s trong accusat ions and 

(*) The material adduced b y S T R A C K is hardly worth mentioning 
in th is context . Cf. below, n. 3 , p . 266. 

(2) Of course, anything printed before the work of K E N N I C O T T must 
be regarded as superseded, although not all the variants published in 
the edition of the Bible b y J . H. M I C H A E U S (1720) were included b y 
K E N N I C O T T . Practically all modern studies which use Hebrew variants 
are based on the collations of K E N N I C O T T and D E R o s s i . 

(8) Unless specification is necessary, K E N N I C O T T ' S name alone will 
be mentioned, because most of the discussion turned on his work and 
because i ts arrangement made i t more influential, although from the 
scholarly point of v iew D E Ross i ' s work was more exact . Cf. below: n. 1, 
p. 252; and n. 2, p . 255. As sigla K - R will be used. 

(*) Cf. the editions and collations from Μ Π Λ until B E N G E I , and 
unti l W E T T S T E I N and, in other fields, those of S A B A T I E R and Hor,MES-
P A R S O N S . The s tudy of Hebrew MSS had i t s special aim, but i t was 
part of a larger movement . The term 'Critica Sacra' is used here in i ts 
general sense, not as the t it le of a collection. 

(5) See L. DiESTEiv, Geschichte des Alten Testamentes, 1869, p. 326 f., 
345 f. 

(β) The theological overtones remind us that but for the theological 
implications the work would never have been carried out. Perhaps even 
our generation is less free from theological predilection than we like to 
admit . Cf. for the field of N.T. studies the latest Presidential Address t o 



counter-accusat ions (*) m u s t b e unders tood . F r o m t h e p o i n t of v i e w 
of t h e t h e o r y of one f ixed i m m u t a b l e H e b r e w t e x t t h e sheer m a s s of 
readings w a s o v e r w h e l m i n g ( a) a n d s o m e scholars e v e n fe l t t h e n e e d 
t o e x p l a i n i t a w a y ( 8 ) . M a n y readings prev ious ly k n o w n from t h e 
Greek s e e m e d all of a s u d d e n paral le led b y H e b r e w var iant s ( 4 ) . T h e s e 

the S B L of K . W. CI.ARK, "The Theological Relevance of Textual Varia
t ions in Current Criticism of the Greek N e w Testament", Journal of 
Biblical Literature 85 (1966) I f . and his s tatement (p. 5): "The only 
objective and justification of textual criticism is that it's emended t e x t 
should give access t o a clearer insight and a deeper faith." Cf. Τ PTC 
p. 137. W e should also remember the remark of H. S. N Y B E R G , Zeit
schrift für die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft 52 (1934) 244 repeated Studien 
gum Hoseabuche, 1935, p. 14 "Diese Geringschaetzung ist nur als Antithese 
gegen das alte kirchliche D o g m a von der Verbalinspiration zu verstehen. 
Die ganze Psychose kann nur durch nüchterne philologische Betrachtung 
überwunden werden". 

(x) From a perusal of the literature of the second half of the 18th 
century i t seems that various scholars occupied different positions on a 
'scale' of att i tudes towards the received Hebrew text , and consequently 
had t o defend their position on both sides. E v e n K E N N I C O T T — who 
certainly was interested in overstating the importance of the readings 
(cf. also below, n. 4) — started out by turning against denigrations of 
the Hebrew text ; cf. Β. KENNICOTT, The State of the Printed Hebrew Text 
of the Old Testament Considered, 1753, p. 556 f. J. H. MiCHAEWS turned 
against K E N N I C O T T ' S claims, but he himself was considered b y others t o 
exaggerate the importance of the Hebrew variants (cf. réf. below, η . 4, 
p. 253). A t the other end of the scale w e find the extreme position of 
O. G . T Y C H S E N (cf. η . 3). The rather s loppy work of some of K E N N I 
COTT'S assistants helped t o make things easier for his opponents. 

(8) Cf. e.g., the evaluation of J. C. D O E D E R I . E I N , Auserlesene Theolo
gische Bibliothek I I , 7, 1782. p. 483 f. 

( 8) The most radical a t tempt was made b y Ο. G. T Y C H S E N , Tentamen 
de Variis Codicum, 1772; Befreyetes Tentamen, 1774. Whereas th is work is 
better known for the 'Transkriptionstheorie', taken up in our t ime b y 
F . X . W U T Z , i ts major aim was t o defend the received Hebrew t e x t and 
t o explain the deviations as coming from 'inferior' sources (written by 
Christians, women, etc . ) . Cf. also below n. 2, p . 270, and n. 3, p . 275. I n 
any case, his extreme position did some good in making scholars more 
critical towards the 'Varientenrummel'. 

( 4) T o be sure, m a n y scholars were d imly aware that most of these 
'readings' were secondary harmonization, simplificationss, etc . But w e 
must not forget that at least one variation of the ^~ I ^~ t ype (cf. below 
n. 3 , p . 281) was discussed on m a n y occasions. I am referring, of course, 
t o the famous *]"TDn problem in Ps 16,10, which was judged t o be of 
the utmost theological importance. K E N N I C O T T himself was very out-



var iant s s e e m e d t h u s of t h e greates t i m p o r t a n c e a n d their u se in a n y 
exeget ical -cr i t ical work w a s imperat ive . T e x t u a l crit ics were a t l iberty 
t o p l o u g h t h r o u g h t h e co l lat ions a n d t o dig u p w h a t t h e y t h o u g h t 
useful for their purpose T h e y h a v e done so ever s ince ( 2 ). 

11. O n t h e other h a n d s o m e scholars were n o t s low t o recognize 
t h a t v e r y l i t t le cou ld b e ac tua l ly ga ined and t h a t t h e h u g e m a s s of 
readings cons i s ted m o s t l y of secondary scribal changes , paral le l isms, 
normal izat ions , harmoniza t ions or free assoc iat ions ( 3). I n fact , for 
t h e m t h e o ld t h e o r y of t h e one 'Massoretic T e x t ' s e e m e d v i n d i c a t e d 
de facto, on ly t h e p ic ture (*) w h i c h h a d e m e r g e d w a s s o m e w h a t m o r e 

spoken in his claim and his influence is felt in all the subsequent discus
sion. Cf. his Dissertatio Generalis, § 49: "Quanquam vero manuscriptorum 
vetustiss imi non superant aetatem annorum 800 vel 900, tarnen desumti 
fuerunt hi ex manuscriptis qui ipsis antiquiores erant, idque fortasse per 
quaedam secula: auctoritas vero eorum, dum saepius confirmant versiones 
antiquas, assurgit ad aliquot secula A.C." Cf. also the more sophisticated 
discussion of DoEDERLEiN, loc. cit., (η. 2, p . 252), p. 523. 

(*) The summary of D O E D E R I , E I N , loc. cit., I I , 9, 1783, p. 675 is 
quite typical . According t o his summary we should be content " dass 
hie und da eine Lesart verborgen steckt, die der Ausleger sucht und als 
R e s t der alten Recension betrachten kann, dass Untersuchung, Prü
fung und Wahl der Materialien, welche hier ausgelegt sind, dazu dienen 
kann, dass wir in der biblischen Kritik doch einige Schritte vorwärts 
kommen". 

(2) I t seems superfluous to voice again objections to the procedure 
of R. K I T T E I / S BH. Cf. below n. 5, p . 264. I t is somewhat surprising, 
however, t o find out that in our generation a scholar should come forward 
wi th an appeal for readings from Hebrew MSS t o be used more frequently 
in everyday exegetical work — an appeal which does not betray much 
knowledge of the problems involved and illustrated by rather unsuitable 
examples . See F . S. N O R T H Jewish Quarterly Review 47 (1956) 77 f. Cf. 
below, n. 3, p. 284. 

(3) Cf. TL 45 f., 57 f. DoEDERivEiN, loc. cit., 653 f. gives a striking 
example of how, on closer inspection, practically none of the readings 
from the apparently deviating MS Κ 1 stands up to scrutiny. See also 
below, § 25 f. 

(4) I n spite of certain differences in stressing details, leading scholars 
of that t ime, like D O E D E R U Ë I N , E I C H H O R N and M I C H A E U S came to similar 
results. Thus, J . G. E I C H H O R N , Einleitung I I , 1781, p . 239 summed up 
immediately after the first volume of K E N N I C O T T appeared: " Schreib
fehler in Menge und brauchbare Lesarten äusserst w e n i g e " (and this 
according to the criteria of that generation). This s tatement remained in 
E I C H H O R N ' S standard work throughout the editions. Cf. 4th ed. I I , 



c o m p l i c a t e d t h a n before. I t w a s t h u s qu i t e natural t h a t a scholar a t 
t h a t t i m e cou ld s u m u p h is impress ions in t h e form of a 'one-recen
s ion theory ' w h i c h w a s des t ined t o g e t m i x e d u p hopeless ly , a lmos t 
a c e n t u r y later, w i t h Lagarde's ' a r c h e t y p e t h e o r y '. Rosenmuel ler , 
one of t h e hal f - forgotten foremost crit ics of t h a t t i m e w a s t h e first t o 
formula te t h e results of h is s t u d y of t h e h u g e col lect ions in phi lo log
ical t e r m s "Dieser g a n z e mi t so v ie l A u f w a n d v o n Zei t u n d K o s t e n 
z u s a m m e n g e f u e h r t e V a r i a n t e n w u s t g i ebt übrigens das e infache Resu l 
t a t dass alle noch v o r h a n d e n e n Codices i m Verhael tn is z u d e n Origina
l en sehr j u n g s i n d . . . dass sie s a e m m t l i c h z u s a m m e n eine R e z e n s i o n ( 2) 
darste l len , aus einer Quel le geflossen s ind, u n d dass folgl ich aus i h n e n 
für die e t w a verdorbenen Ste l len des hebrä i schen T e x t e s w e n i g oder 

p . 700, and ib. p . 707: "die Geschichte des Hebr. Textes lehrt, dass seine 
Hauptfehler älter sind als alle unsere noch vorhandenen kritischen Hülfs-
m i t t e l . . . " Cf. MiCHAEUS, Oriental, und Exeget. Bibliothek 11 (1876) ,p .72f . 
e sp . p . 95 f., as well as the appendix containing the dispute between him 
and K E N N I C O T T . 

(*) J. G. RoSENMUEiAER, Handbuch der bibl. Kritik und Exegese I , 
1797, p. 244. This publications is not available t o me and I cannot 
verify the exact t it le and the quotation. I quote after E . P R E U S C H E N 
Ζ AW 9 (1889) 303. Since P R E U S C H E N had pointed t o the formulation of 
1797, it i s not clear w h y scholars went on quoting R O S E N M U E H E R as if 
h is view was formulated in 1834 only. Cf. below n. 3, p. 261, and η . 1, 
p. 264). (I have not searched for other possible s tatements of R o S E N -
MUEI/I<ER on the subject. H e does not ment ion it in his preface t o the 
reprint of J. S I M O N I S ' edit ion of the Bible [1828]). B y the way , there 
was no real need t o rediscover R O S E N M U E U V E R ' S view, since it was quoted 
in D r E S T E i / s standard work in 1869 (loc. cit. [ η . 5, p . 251], p . 594, quoted 
as Handbuch d.... Literatur). D iESTEi , took the One-recension' formulation 
as representative of the v iew taken b y scholars who summed up K E N N I 
COTT'S work. He does not yet as much as mention L A G A R D E ! Cf. below, 
n. 4, p . 263. 

(2) The term 'Rezension' in RoSENMUEi<iyER's writings has t o be 
understood in the sense in which it was current since i t was introduced 
b y J. S . S E M P E R (1765) in to N e w Testament studies. For the history of 
our problem it m a y not be uninteresting t o point out that SEMIVER'S 
term recensiones superseded J. A. B E N G E I / S term nationes. The t w o terms 
thus foreshadowed the later 'local recension' from K . L A C H M A N N ' S t ime 
down t o our own (cf. below, n. 2, p. 257 and ISE, Ch. I, n. 15). Cf. now 
for N . T . studies B. M . METZGER, The Text of the New Testament, 1964, 
pp . 112 f., 119 f. The term 'Rezension' in those days was not y e t under
s tood as implying almost complete 'official' regulation. Hence i t is accepted 
throughout this s tudy and the term "one-recension' theory is used. But 
cf. below, § 31. 



gar ke ine Hül fe z u erwarten i s t " (*). T h e 'one-recension' t h e o r y was 
t h e result of a l eve l -headed analys is of t h e col lat ions of K e n n i c o t t (8) ; 
i t w a s never ser ious ly chal lenged or d i sproved ( 8), a n d i ts subs tance 
remains true t o th i s d a y (*). 

(1) This remains the most important criterion; cf. above n. 1 , p. 2 5 0 ; 
n. 1 and n. 4 , p . 2 5 3 . I n the words of E I C H H O R N , loc. cit., I I , 7 0 6 : 
"Die suesse Hoffnung muss man aufgeben, dass er [the Hebrew text ] 
selbst bei einem moeglichst vollstaendigen kritischen Apparat zu seiner 
voelligen urspruenglichen Reinigkeit wieder gelangen werde". 

( 2) The att i tude to the t ex t was shaped b y the analysis of K E N 
NICOTT'S collection and in spite of i ts special features D E R o s s i ' s work 
was never allowed the same influence. Cf. above, n. 3 , p . 2 5 1 . I t should 
be remembered that K E N N I C O T T did not note variants in vocalization; 
hence the impression of a unified t ex t was even greater. Cf. below, n. 1 , 
p . 2 8 2 . Of course, K E N N I C O T T advanced good reasons for leaving out 
the vocalization — the amount of work involved, the different types of 
MSS, etc. — but the omission should also be viewed in the l ight of the 
'vowel-war', which had not ye t abated at that t ime. Cf. D O E D E R I * B I N 
loc. cit., p. 5 0 8 , and see the tel l ing remark of MiCHAEiyiS, Orient, etc. Bi
bliothek, 2 3 , p . 1 0 4 : "bey allem meinem Unglauben an das Alter der 
Puncte waeren mir diese doch sehr wichtig gewesen". Cf. T Y C H S E N , 
Tentamen, p. 1 8 2 f., and Βefreyêtes Tentamen, p . 1 4 4 : "Ein grosser Fehler 
ist es, dass Hr. D . K. sich nicht um die Vergleichung der Punkten (sie) 
bekümmert hat. Denn da er durch seine Varianten-Samlung den maso-
rettischen Text zu verbessern zur Absicht hatte, die Punkte aber ein 
wesentl iches Stück desselben ausmachen, so hät te er sie auch vergleichen 
lassen s o l l e n . . . Sagt man, dass die Punkte oder die Aussprache eine 
neuere Erfindung der Juden sind und ein jeder Ausleger das Recht 
habe sie nach Belieben zu ändern, und dass daher die Consonanten blos 
authentisch sind, so sezt man unausgemachte Sachen als ausgemacht 
voraus, etc. etc .". 

(8) Statements in the literature t o the contrary rest on the misun
derstanding discussed below, § 15 f. 

(*) I am not concerned here with the felicitousness of this formulation 
or with the term itself. Cf. below, § 31. Some statements in the liter
ature are worded to convey the impression that the 'one-recension' 
theory was already suggested by SPINOZA. It should be made clear, 
therefore, that not only is there the difference in the textual theory, indi
cated by the term 'Rezension', but SPINOZA'S s tatement is s imply a para
phrase of the well-known story about 'the three Scrolls of the Law that 
were found in the Temple Court'. This can be seen if one cares t o check 
the discussion in Tractatus Theologico-Politicus, end of Ch. 9. The state
ment itself reads: " . . . credo scribas pauca admodum exemplaria reperisse, 
forte non plura quam duo vel tria". For the story of those scrolls cf. 
most recently S. T A L M O N , Textus 2 (1962), p. 14 f. 



12. In sp i te of cer ta in formulat ions i n t h e beg inning of t h e s e c o n d 
half of t h e n i n e t e e n t h c e n t u r y (*), m a t t e r s m i g h t h a v e res ted there , 
b u t for Lagarde. Students of t h e h i s tory of a prob lem h a v e g o t used 
to t h e fact that p o s t e r i t y tends t o c o n n e c t a certa in t h e o r y w i t h a 
certa in m a n , regardless of h is predecessors . Whatever our feel ings 
a b o u t Lagarde as a person, his s ta ture as a master of t e x t u a l cr i t ic i sm 
w a s unrival led. In sp i te of his waver ings b e t w e e n t h e o l o g y and ph i 
lo logy, h e did more t h a n a n y o n e else t o l a y t h e foundat ions of t e x t u a l 
cr i t ic i sm of t h e Bible as a phi lological discipl ine (2). Together w i t h 
th i s w e n t his p e n c h a n t — his s t rength or weakness , as one prefers to 
see i t — t o formulate v e r y o u t s p o k e n a n d e x t r e m e these s w h i c h t e n d e d 
to acquire an a x i o m a t i c character. It w a s his c lear-cut a n d a t t r a c t i v e 
formulat ion wh ich b e c a m e t h e bas is for s u b s e q u e n t d iscuss ion of our 
subject , and earlier formulat ions were s o o n erroneously e q u a t e d w i t h 
his v iew. A spurious d i l e m m a b e g a n t o bedev i l all later s t a t e m e n t s , 
a n d a perusal of m a n y s tud ies and h a n d b o o k s reveals t h a t h a r d l y 
a n y o n e has m a n a g e d t o s t a t e t h e e x a c t pos i t ions ever s ince ( 8 ) . 

13. The q u o t a t i o n of t h e famous 'archetype theory' , first for
m u l a t e d jus t over a c e n t u r y ago, is in order (*): "es ergiebt s i ch also, 
dass unsere hebrä i schen handschri f ten des a l ten t e s t a m e n t s auf e in 
e inziges exemplar zurückgehn, d e m sie sogar die korrektur seiner 
Schreibfehler als korrektur t reu n a c h g e a h m t u n d des sen zufäl l ige u n -
v o l l k o m m e n h e i t e n s ie h e r ü b e r g e n o m m e n haben . Über d iesen arche-
t y p u s des masoret i schen t e x t e s würden wir nur durch conjectur h in-

i 1) Cf. below, esp. η . 3, p. 261. 
(a) The present writer is probably not the only one who often wonders 

wistfully whether the place of P. DE LAGARDE as a combination of all-
round textual critic and Semitist has ever been filled. Precisely because 
the man and his v iews were often objectionable (see also below, n. 4, 
p. 258), his merits should not be belittled. LAGARDE did not reach his 
goal, and the specialization in the generations since then has carried us 
further and further away from it. Cf. TL, p. XIV, and m y Hebrew and 
Semitic Languages, 1965, p. 26. 

( 8 ) I can only hope that I have got the facts right and that no fur
ther misunderstandings will occur; but, unfortunately, misunderstandings 
copied from book to book are almost ineradicable. Cf. also below n. 6, 
p. 272. 

( 4 ) LAGARDE, Anmerkungen zur griechischen Übersetzung der Prover-
bien, 1863, p. 2. I have tried, in general, t o reproduce LAGARDE'S ortho
graphy. 



a u s g e l a n g e n können , w e n n uns n icht die griechische vers ion des 
a l t e n t e s t a m e n t s die mögl ichke i t verschaffte , wenigs tens e ine sch lechte 
Übersetzung eines einer andren famil ie angehörenden manuscr ipt s z u 
b e n u t z e n " . According t o th i s picture, t h e H e b r e w a n d t h e Greek 
t e x t s were l ikened t o t w o wi tnesses represent ing t w o t e x t u a l famil ies . 
T h e conc lus ion t o b e d r a w n from all t h e ex i s t ing H e b r e w M S S w a s 
t h u s t h a t t h e y all w e n t back t o one archetype , one s ingle manuscr ip t^) . 

14. N o sooner h a d th i s theory b e e n formulated t h a n t h e misun
ders tand ings began . Lagarde h a d n o t bo thered t o base his v i e w o n 
a n y analys i s of readings in K e n n i c o t t a n d de Ross i . H e rested his 
case a t th i s s tage e x c l u s i v e l y o n w h a t cou ld be regarded as a ' s t emmat i c 
p r o o f b a s e d o n c o m m o n character is t ics — a t y p e of proof acceptable 
according t o t h e rules of t e x t u a l t ransmiss ion i n cases i n w h i c h t e x t s 
were deve lop ing w i t h o u t o u t w a r d influence or regulat ion ( 2 ). T h e 

(x) I t has not a lways been emphasized that L A G A R D E assumed a 
parallelism in the development of the Hebrew and the Greek texts , that 
is, he maintained that in both cases we m a y at tempt t o reach back to the 
respective archetypes. There remained, however, an important difference. 
The aim for the Greek was the reconstruction of 'hyparchetypes' — the 
famous 'local recensions' — which would then enable scholars t o work 
their w a y back to the original Septuagint. For the Hebrew there was no 
more than that one assumed 'archetype'. For the temptat ion t o put for
ward similar theories to account for the facts in related fields of textual 
inquiry, cf. below, n. 1, p. 272, and n. 3, p. 281. For the somewhat belated 
introduction of such a theory into the s tudy of the Vulgate, especially 
b y H. Q U E N T I N , and the present state of the issue in that field cf. now 
R. A. K R A F T , Gnomon 37 (1965) 777 f. 

(2) For a long t ime I have been wondering how the misunderstand
ing about L A G A R D E ' S 'proof (see below) could arise, and how most of his 
contemporaries were apparently unable to take his argument at its face 
value. The following seems t o be a possible explanation: The scholars 
in the sixties of the last century to whom L A G A R D E ' S formulation was ad
dressed were Semitists and theologians, however thorough their training in 
classical philology. L A G A R D E ' S w a y of argument, as well as the very term 
'archetype ' , were taken over from K. L A C H M A N N . But in 1863 only 
thirteen years had passed since L A C H M A N N had finalized his textual theory 
in the introduction to his edition of Lucretius (1850). The theory and 
the w a y of argument were quite novel, and L A G A R D E ' S fellow-Semitists 
and theologians could not really be expected to appreciate that L A G A R D E 

rested his case exclusively on the slender evidence of 'common mistakes' 
etc . , completely ignoring the whole issue of variant readings which in 
previous generations had stood in the centre of the argument. One might 



common exterior signs, puncto, extraordinaria and literae suspensae, 
which appeared at the same places in the Hebrew MSS were deemed 
sufficient proof (*) for the assumption of one common ancestor text. 
Nothing more was needed to prove the case. This completely theoret
ical construction was soon to be buttressed by two further pillars (2). 
First came a late Arabic story about a Scroll of the Law saved from 
Bittir from which other scrolls were said to have been copied — a 
story which was taken as historical proof (3), fixing the time of the 
archetype in the reign of Hadrian. Second — an unbelievable argu
ment which was later on deliberately glossed over by others because of 
its unpleasant affinities to a certain type of literature — was the 
'theological' proof, i.e. a certain chronological difference between MT 
and IyXX was alleged to prove the wilful tampering of the Rabbis 
with the text from anti-Christian motives. Such tampering could 
only have succeeded, in Lagarde's contention, because all later manu
scripts derived from the selfsame copy. (*). In other words: the arche-

object that theologians should have been familiar wi th LACHMANN'S 
m e t h o d from his work o n the N .T . , but before 1850 he had not y e t d e v e l o p 
ed his sys tem. We have the word of U. v . WIXAMOWITZ-MOEIAENDORFF, 
Geschichte der Philologie, 1921, p . 59 that the edition of Lucretius w a s 
the decisive step. Cf. also G. PASQUAU, Storia délia Tradizione e Critica 
del Testo, 1952, p . 3 . The influence of LACHMANN o n LAGARDE is, of 
course, obvious i n his treatment of the 'local recensions' of t h e L X X . 
Cf. above, n . 2, p . 254, and below, n . 1, p . 264. 

LAGARDE stressed that he considered his s tatement i n 1863 as 
proof; s e e , e .g . , LAGARDE, Symmicta I, 1877, p . 50; II , 1880, p . 120. 

( 2 ) LAGARDE, Materialien zur Geschichte und Kritik des Pentateuchs 
I, 1867, p . x i i and the references there. 

(8) Loc. cit.: " . . . eine mir damals unbekannte notiz, die als ein histo
risches zeugniss für jenen damals nur durch combination g e f u n d e n e n 
S a t z gelten darf". 

(4) " . . . u m die mi t huelfe der L X X angestellten berechnungen d e r 
C h r i s t e n zu widerlegen, nach denen der Messias im jähre 5500 der wei t 
erschienen war. Solche fälschungen (welche die kirchenväter s o oft d e n 
Juden vorwarfen) sind nur denkbar, wenn sie an Einem exemplare vor
genommen werden konnten, aus dem alle übrigen abschriften des t ex tes 
z u entnehmen waren. Aquila . . . hat seine Übersetzung offenbar nur a n 
gefertigt, damit das im Interesse des grimmigsten christenhasses gedok
t e r t e hebräische alte tes tament ja den auständigen ' Gebildeten' n i c h t 
unbekannt bliebe.. . . " Can one really do more than a d d exclamation m a r k s 
wi th A. GEIGER, Jüdische Zeitschrift 7 (1869) 312? This incredible argu
mentat ion was quickly disposed of in a masterly s tudy of A. KUENEN, 
De Stamboom van den Masoretischen Tekst des Ο.T., 1873 (I have used 



type theory had been formulated in 1863 on purely theoretical grounds, 
and it was bolstered up and given a chronological setting in 1867. 
I t should be emphasized that these and only these points were La
garde's 'proofs', and the problem of variants was never mentioned. 
These points were repeated over and over again (1), but no attempt 
was made by him to answer any of the queries raised (2). If Lagarde 
was forced to come back to the issue it was only in order to guard 
his priority rights (8). 

mainly the German translation in BUDDE'S edit ion of KUENEN, Gesam
melte Abhandlungen, 1894, p. 8 2 f . ) . Cf. below, η . 4 , p . 263. I n the l ight 
of the history of th is problem it is rather unfortunate that the author of 
a recent wel l -known handbook on the Bible t e x t found it necessary t o s a y 
in th is context — I am sure, in ignorance of LAGARDE'S argument — 
tha t in the "movement for fixing an authoritat ive t e x t of t h e Hebrew 
B i b l e . . . the name mos t prominently associated wi th i t is that of Rabbi 
Aqiba, probably the most renowned Rabbi of the early Christian era, and 
a notorious anti-Christian". See B. J. ROBERTS, The Old Testament Text 
and Versions, 1951, p. 25. 

(*) Cf. Materialien, Symmicta I, loc. cit., and especially his discussion 
of his priority rights, Symmicta I I , 1880, p. 120 f. and Mittheilungen I , 
1884, p. 22 f. 

(2) Mittheilungen, loc. cit., does not disprove anything. The arguments 
against LAGARDE are summarized below, § 17 f. Cf. also n. 4, p . 263. 

(3) Cf. above, n. 1. An elaborate description of t h e theory in 
i ts historical context was given in 1870, reprinted Symmicta I loc. cit.: 
" I m jähre 1863 habe ich in den anmerkungen zur griechischen Überset
zung der proverbien bewiesen (ich betone dies zeitwort), dass alle bisher 
bekannten handschriften des jüdischen kanons aus E i n e m archetypus 
s tammen, am nächsten läge es, diesen archetypus für das exemplar der 
S a m m l e r jenes kanons zu halten, das natürlich officiell war. auffallen 
würde dann die stellenweise ausserordentlich grosse fehlerhaftigkeit 
des überlieferten textes , man könnte zu deren entschuldigung freilich 
sagen, dass der unter Esdras amtierende ausschuss die Widersprüche des 
deuteronomikers e twa gegen den elohisten übersehen hat, also auch wohl 
fehler in den worten nicht bemerkt haben k a n n . . . indessen abgesehen 
v o n anderen erwägungen, haben wir ein, allerdings durch die mündliche 
Überlieferung eines für geschichtsschreibung und geschichtsauffassung 
absolut unbegabten V o l k e s hindurchgegangenes, also mi t mehr oder weni
ger unzuverlässigem Stoffe vermengtes ausdrückliches zeugnis dafür, dass 
jenes urexemplar unseres t ex tes der zeit Hadrians a n g e h o e r t . . . glaublich 
erscheint jene nachricht insoferne, als eine in den schweren Zeiten unter 
Hadrian sich sammelnde gemeinde frommer Juden leicht in der läge sein 
konnte , sich mit einem einzigen exemplare ihrer heiligen S c h r i f t e n begnügen 
zu müssen, und als das ansehen der manner, welche sich eines solchen 
exemplares bedient hatten, unschwer diesem buche eine grössere bedeu-



15. I t is not easy to understand today how a theory built on so 
insecure a foundation was so warmly welcomed (*). I would go so 
far as to suggest that the main reason was that very misunderstanding 
against which Lagarde tried unsuccessfully to guard himself (2). His 
contemporaries took it for granted that his theory was only a refine
ment of the view expressed on the basis of the K-R collations, with 
slight variations, ever since the days of Rosenmueller — especially 
in Lagarde's own time by Olshausen. They talked of the theory of 
Olshausen and Lagarde (a) — and Lagarde's formulation appealed to 

t u n g verschaffte, als sein innerer wert philologischer kritik gegenüber ihm 
verliehen haben w ü r d e . . . was aber jene Überlieferung als in der grundan-
schauung richtig erweist, ist der umstand, dass unser t ex t des jüdischen 
kanons mindestens an Einem punkte gegen das Christentum gerichtete 
correcturen enthält , mithin sein archetypus aus der christlichen zeit 
s t a m m e n m u s s . . . " . 

(x) The first scholar of note who accepted the theory was none other 
t h a n Th. Ν ο Ε ί , ϋ Ε Κ Ε , Die alttestamentliche Literatur, 1868, p. 241. B u t 
according t o the popular character of that book he did not s tate expressly 
t h a t th is was LAGARDE'S view. In scholarly discussion he reiterated his 
acceptance of the view five and ten years later (see Hn,GENFEi<D's Zeit
schrift für wissenschaftliche Theologie, 1873, p. 445; Zeitschrift der Deut
schen Morgenländischen Gesellschaft 32 [1878] 591). There is therefore 
n o justification for LAGARDE'S complaint (Mittheilungen, loc. cit., pp. 22; 
210) tha t his theory met wi th the 'Hohn der Zunft'. Since later litera
ture s tates that the theory was accepted b y J. WEIAHAUSEN in the fourth 
ed i t ion (1878, p . 620 f.) of F. Βΐ,ΕΕΚ, Einleitung in das A.T., it should be 
n o t e d that A . H. KAMPHAUSEN had already done that in the third edition 
<1870, p . 733). This is apparently the first textbook which ment ions the 
theory in the name of J. ORSHAUSEN nex t t o LAGARDE. KAMPHAUSEN'S 
formulation shows that he did not appreciate the difference between 
LAGARDE'S formulation and the older v iew: " . . . besitzen wir denselben 
wesentl ich nur in Einer Recension, d.h. alle unsere Hebr. Handschriften 
gehen auf ein einziges Exemplar zurueck, dass m a n . . . zur Musterhand
schrift erklaerte, und dann mi t ganz sklavischer Treue abschrieb". Cf. 
ib., p . 802. But it was probably WEIAAUSEN'S acceptance that was 
decisive. Cf. η . 3 , p . 269. 

(*) There is no evidence that scholars tended t o welcome the theory 
because of the allegedly similar state of textual transmission, claimed at 
that t ime for the Vedas b y M. MUEIAER. B u t the parallel was suggested 
b y A . GEIGER, Jüdische Zeitschrift 3 (1864) 78 f. and w a s taken u p in 
ΒΙΛΕΚ-WEIAHAUSEN, loc. cit., 

(») WEIAHAUSEN, loc. cit., described the theory as tha t of ORSHAUSEN 
and added (p. 621): " U m die weitere Verbreitung dieser sehr plausibeln 
Hypothese OXSHAUSENS'S hat sich LAGARDE verdient gemacht" and ex -



them because be had added further 'proofs' (*). Soon the 'one recen
sion' theory and the 'archetype' theory had become fused into one. 
Rosenmüller was quoted as having said more or less the same thing 
as Lagarde (2) — and it would seem that some scholars who were 
annoyed by Lagarde's unsavoury habit of repeatedly starting some 
'priority quarrel' enjoyed pointing out that in this case it was Lagarde 
who had forgotten his predecessors (*). I t was a somewhat tragico-

pressly stressed that " L A G A R D E überschaetzt h i e r . . . seine Originalität". 
I n the same vein, although not so outspoken, were the remarks of N O E L 

D E K E , Hilgenfeld's Ztschr. and ZDMG, loc. cit. (η. 1 , p . 260) . Such re
marks forced L A G A R D E t o stress his priority rights; cf. below, η . 1 f., p. 263. 

(1) The widespread acceptance in the eighties of the last century 
can be seen from various s tatements in the literature. W. R O B E R T S O N 

S M I T H , The O.T. in the Jewish Church, 1881, p. 70 f., 398 — through 
whose influence the theory was accepted in England — stated "I know 
of no at tempt t o refute the argument". Slightly different was B . S T A D E , 

Ζ AW 4 (1884) 302: "Es ist bekanntlich eine noch nicht alte Erkenntniss, 
dass der massoretische Texte des A.T. auf eine einzige Handschrift zurueck-
geht. Und wiewohl die Variantensammlung zu jedem beliebigen Capitel 
des A.T. diese Annahme für jeden philologisch Geschulten als nothwendig 
erweisen müsste, vernimmt man zuweilen dagegen noch Widerspruch". 
Note that S T A D E connects the theory with the result of collations of var
iants. F. B U H L , Kanon und Text des A.T., 1891, p. 259 summed up: 
"Insofern ist die verhaeltnissmaessig neue, aber schon sehr verbreitete 
Annahme, dass alle vorhandenen Handschriften auf einen Archetypus 
zurückweisen, entschieden richtig". 

(2) Since handbooks are mainly responsible for perpetuating the 
formulations of summaries, I single out the wording of B U H L , loc. cit., 
p. 261: "Die Abstammung aller Handschriften von einem Archetypus ist 
behauptet worden von R O S E N M U E L L E R . . . O L S H A U S E N . . . L A G A R D E . . . 

N O E L D E K E . " And he adds: "Eine ganz eigentuemliche Formulierung 
hat L A G A R D E dieser Hypothese gegeben". This is a fair example of the 
w a y the two theories had become fused and B U H L ' S formulation was copied 
up to our own generation. Cf. R . G O R D I S , The Biblical Text in the Making, 
1937, p. 45. I. L . S E E L I G M A N N , Tarbiz 25 (1956) 118 also fell v ict im to the 
s tatements of his predecessors, in spite of some at tempt t o differentiate 
between views. See also below, n. 4, p . 263. 

( 3 ) O L S H A U S E N was named as the originator of the theory as soon 
as discussion started; cf. above, n. 1, p. 260 S T A D E , loc. cit. (above, n. 1), 
pointed to R O S E N M U E L L E R ' S s tatement in the preface t o the Bible edition of 
1834, and P R E U S C H E N , ZAW 9 (1889) 303 rediscovered the s tatement from 
1797 (cf. above, n. 1, p. 254). Finally C H . C O R N I L L , ZAW 12 (1892) 309 
rediscovered the position of J. G. S O M M E R , Biblische Abhandlungen, 1846, 
p. 79. R O S E N M U E L L E R had talked about a 'recension' but S O M M E R was the 



mic situation that had developed: scholars had enthusiastically em
braced Lagarde's formulation, but named his alleged predecessors into 
the bargain. Lagarde fought tooth and nail to make it clear that 

first t o suggest an exact description — of course without using the term 
'archetype': " . . . da alle Handschriften und Ausgaben des hebr. Textes 
nicht nur im Allgemeinen Einer Recension angehören, sondern ursprünglich 
sammt und sonders aus E inem Exemplar der bereits vol lendeten Schrift
sammlung — vielleicht war es ein zu besonderem Ansehen gelangter 
Tempelcodex — h e r s t a m m e n . . . " . I t should be emphasized that SOMMER 
was not only the first t o formulate the 'archetype' theory but also the 
first t o differentiate it clearly from the 'one recension'. Cf. below, n. 2 , 
p. 270. ORSHAUSEN, Die Psalmen, 1853, p. 18 wrote in a very similar 
vein, without any ment ion of SOMMER. According t o him, an official 
'recension' — very similar t o the later 'massoretic' one — already existed 
in early Christian t imes. Since this 'recension' contains obvious mistakes 
which were not corrected, we must assume that it was based on one sin
gle MS for each part of the Bible, which was often damaged but w a s 
followed "mit sklavischer Treue". The recension itself had probably 
been arranged at the end of the first century B.C.E. 

E v e n LAGARDE'S 'proof had practically been mentioned already 
b y ORSHAUSEN, t w o years before the Anmerkungen appeared. I n h i s 
Lehrbuch der hebräischen Sprache, 1861 § 31a ORSHAUSEN stated: "Wenn 
in einigen Stellen des Al ten Testamentes die Finalform eines Buchstaben 
in der Mitte des Worts oder umgekehrt die gewöhnliche Form am Ende 
gefunden wird, so ist der Grund davon darin zu suchen, dass in d e m 
Exemplare der heiligen Schriften, welches die diplomatische Grundlage 
der heutigen Textesrecension bildete, der Schreiber entweder mit Absicht 
oder durch Versehen eine andre Wortabtei lung statuirte . . . " There can 
be l itt le doubt that in fact LAGARDE only added some refinement in his 
formulation of the 'proof as well as the very term 'archetype' t o th is 
theory. WEYHAUSEN's judgment of the actual contribution of LAGARDE 
(cf. above, n. 3 , p. 260) therefore seems justified. 

I t remains an unsolved problem whether LAGARDE — who was 
quick t o censure others for ignorance of the literature — was really com
pletely unaware of his predecessors. As shown above, (n. 1 , p. 260), 
KAMPHAUSEN knew about ORSHAUSEN in 1870, but NOELDEKE adduced 
OivSHAUSEN's v iew in 1873 (see n. 3, p. 260) as mentioned t o him in a 
private talk, and LAGARDE maintains (Mitth., I, p. 23) that ORSHAUSEN 
himself "von mir seiner zeit ausdrücklich befragt, erinnerte sich nicht, 
sich über den hier behandelten gegenständ einmal öffentlich geäussert zu 
haben". There remains the possibility that LAGARDE propounded his 
v iew independently, and once the facts were pointed out t o him tried to 
defend his priority rights b y stressing the slight differences. ORSHAUSEN 
himself appears t o have remained completely quiet and did not claim his 
rights, perhaps because of his official position or else because he himself 
had omit ted t o credit SOMMER. 



his t h e o r y w a s different f rom a n y other ( χ ) , t h a t h e d i d n o t accept 
Olshausen's pos i t ion , t h a t n o b o d y h a d e v e r p u t forward a n y of his , 
Lagarde's , proofs, a n d t h a t his proofs were different toto caelo (*). 
H e n c e i t w a s his t h e o r y o n l y — a t h e o r y different f r o m their 's (*). 
B u t h e d id n o t succeed ( 4), a n d scholars w e n t o n ta lk ing a b o u t 'arche
t y p e ' a n d ' recens ion ' as if t h e y were s y n o n y m s a n d q u o t i n g R o s e n 
müller etc . as t h e first t o h a v e p u t forward Lagarde's t h e o r y (»). 

(x) For details cf. Symmicta I I , 1880, 120 f. and Mitth., loc. cit. 
(a) Almost the whole discussion centered around OLSHAUSEN'S 

priority. Only in the 'Nachtraege', Mitth. I, p . 381, did LAGARDE hear of 
the note about RosENMUELLER, t o be published that year (1884) in the 
Ζ A W, and he identified ROSENMUELLER'S v iew wi th that of OLSHAUSEN, 
as opposed t o his own. As far as 1 can see in the literature available t o me, 
LAGARDE returned t o the issue finally in 1886, in his review of CORNILL 
(Mitth. I I , p . 49 f.) On tha t occasion he ment ions for the first t ime that the 
question of variant readings m a y also be of importance for proving the 
existence of the archetype. Here he seems less confident about the dating of 
the archtype in the t ime of Hadrian, and even finds it worth mentioning 
that the archetype "erheblich über 750 hinaufreicht" (the date is based 
on a wrong premise in tha t context and need not concern us here). Cf. 
below, n. 2, p . 265, and n. 1, p . 270. 

(3) Mitth I . , p. 24: "Da ich Wert darauf lege, das oben wiederab
gedruckte zuerst erkannt zu h a b e n . . . " . 

( 4) Right at the beginning of the discussion the particular position 
of LAGARDE had been stressed b y GEIGER, Jüdische Zeitschrift 7 (1869) 
312 f. in his review of LAGARDE'S Materialien (1867). For GEIGER the 
commonly accepted posit ion of his day was that there was practically one 
t e x t as from the second century C.E. I n other words, he bears witness 
tha t the One recension' theory was the reigning one. (cf. above n. 1 , 
p . 254): " I m Gegensatze zu diesem wohlbezeugten Resul tate stel l t Herr 
LAGARDE in dem Vorworte zu den "Materialien" eine Ansicht auf, die 
wir als eine Probe seltsam launenhafter Krit ik nicht vorenthalten wol
l e n . . . " Thus, LAGARDE'S first opponent stressed the difference. LA
GARDE took notice of the review only b y some personal sneers (Mitth. 
I, p . 22). Nor did he ever trouble t o refute KUENEN, Stamboom (cf. 
above, n. 4, p. 258), w h o was the only one at the t ime who had at
t empted t o undermine LAGARDE'S structure b y reasoned argument and 
who had formulated afresh a One-recension' formula ("In één woord: 
al onze codices vormen te zamen ééne familie"). The most correct assess
ment of the differences of position given right after LAGARDE'S death is 
the summary b y E. KOENIG, Einleitung in das Alte Testament, 1893, 
p. 88, but he, too, missed a number of points. As for BUHL cf. above 
n. 2, p . 261 . 

( 5) Thus, e.g., B . STADE, Lehrbuch der Hebräischen Grammatik, 1879 
p . 20, mentions LAGARDE as having put forward a v iew about onerecen-



16. I t seems a reasonable assumption that the lack of differen
tiation between the two formulations (*) had a share in preventing schol
ars from drawing the necessary consequences for their theoretical 
positions — and here we return for a moment to the text-critical prac
tice. As long as the Hebrew manuscripts were viewed as belonging to 
one recension (2), there was at least a theoretical justification for their 
use in the critical apparatus and for connecting their readings with 
those of the ancient versions. A 'recension' is not watertight (8). 
But an 'archetype' is, by definition, only one manuscript. Ex hypothesi 
the belief in an archetype should have meant that all medieval readings 
were secondary changes in the transmission and hence could only be 
used for the reconstruction of that archetype. They could never be 
simply used side by side with readings from the versions (*), and such 
statements as 'read with G 4 MSS' or the like should have been disal
lowed on theoretical grounds. One might even have envisaged a 
difference of procedure between 'exegetical practitioners' according to 
their adherence to one theory or the other, with the adherents of the 
'archetype theory' abstaining from the use of Hebrew MSS. 

17. Nothing of the kind happened (B). Scholars were quick to ac
cept the 'archetype theory' (or what they thought it to be), although 
they differed in their opinions as to how that archetype had come into 

sion ("eine einzige Recension"). In ZAW A (1884) 302 he mentions cor
rectly, "eine einzige Handschrift" — without realizing the difference — 
and then goes on t o equate this wi th ROSENMUELLER'S view. 

(x) I n the eighteen eighties 'Archetypus' was already a well-estab
lished term. But i t m a y be that the term 'Rezension' was not longer 
free any more from ambiguity. Cf. above, n. 2, p. 254; n. 2, p. 257. 

(a) That is, until the seventies of the last century, because only by 
then had LAGARDE succeeded in making an issue of the question. 

( 3) Cf. below, § 21 f. 
(4) I am not concerned at present wi th the actual correctness of retro

versions (cf. Τ PTC), but with the practice of adducing readings in the 
apparatus, which ran counter t o what theory should have taught . The 
consequences which should have been drawn from the 'archetype' theory 
seem t o me self-evident. Looking for a discussion of such a problem in 
general literature I found this application of the theory affirmed b y H. 
KANTOROWICZ, Einfuehrung in die Textkritik, 1921, p. 24. For m y sug
gest ion on handling the evidence, cf. also ISE, § 23. 

(·) Quite typically, R. KITTEL, Über die Notwendigkeit und Möglich
keit einer neuen Ausgabe der Hebräischen Bibel, 1902, p. 5, having mentioned 
the differences of opinion about the 'archetype' theory, adds: "Für unsern 



being (*). In practice nothing changed and Hebrew readings were 
quoted as before (2). But perhaps the time was too short for the 
exegetical and text-critical practice to be influenced by the new theory. 

Zweck verschlägt der Streit wenig". I t is largely thanks t o his Biblia 
Hebraica that t w o generations of Bible scholars were reared on this w a y 
of looking at the evidence. Cf. also, n. 2, p . 253, and below, n. 2. 

(*) ORSHAUSEN, Psalmen, p. 18 had assumed a "pharisäische Redac
t ion" whereas Lagarde tried t o pin down the historic s i tuation in which 
there was literally just one MS left (cf. above, n. 3 , p. 259). ( K u E N E N , 
Ges. Abhandl., p. 118 turned also against this detail). NOELDEKE, Die 
alttest. Literatur, p. 241 thought that one MS had been chosen more or 
less b y chance, " . . . dass man ziemlich planlos nach einer Handschrift 
griff, weit mehr besorgt darum, einen einzigen als einen guten Text zu 
bekommen". Cf. also ΒΙ,ΕΕΚ-KAMPHAUSEN, Einleitung, p . 802 . A few 
years later the idea of 'deliberate suppression' of other MSS was added 
to the description (NOELDEKE, Zeitschrift f. Wiss. Theol. 1873, p. 444 f. 
Cf. below, n. 4 , p. 288. I t was probably because of NOEI/DEKE'S preoccu
pat ion with the history of the Qoran that he saw the acceptance of the 
Hebrew archetype in the l ight of the action of OTHMAN, in utter disregard 
of the different historical situations. (This is not intended t o deny that 
the comparison of the histories of Qoran and Bible t ex t s m a y yield in
structive illustrations, if cautiously applied; cf. also GORDIS, Tarbiz 27 
[19581 454 f.). 

This picture of the Rabbis ruthlessly ordering all other t ex t s t o be 
suppressed (or destroyed) was only too readily accepted as explaining the 
later actions of the Massoretes, too. Cf. KAHLE, Cairo Geniza2, 1959, 
p. 141 f., and m y criticism, RTBT, Ch. IV. That picture mainly grew 
out of the misunderstanding of the inst i tut ion of 'Geniza', which was 
mentioned in connection with the dearth of MSS again and again, at 
least since the days of WAI/ΓΟΝ (Prolegomena IV, 8): "Rat io et iam proba-
bilis reddi potest cur non habemus codices H e b r a e o s . . . quia scil. post 
Masoretharum criticam et punctat ionem ab omnibus receptam Judaeo-
rum magistri omnes codices his non conformes ut profanos et i l legit imes 
d a m n a r u n t . . . " ; cf. also H. L. STRACK, Prolegomena Critica, 1873, § 6. 

For a summary of opinions by the end of the last century as to the 
choice of the archetype, cf. BUHL, Kanon, p. 259 f. More or less the same 
opinions were expressed as regards the origin of the recension, a number 
of scholars claiming that the MSS chosen were actually the best; cp. e.g. 
the posit ion of KAHLE, Masoreten des Ostens, 1913, p. χ ν π ι , against 
GRESSMANN. For a summary of the Rabbinic sources with regard t o 
the question of the possible 'archetype' and the different types of MSS 
cf. LIEBERMANN, Hellenism in Jewish Palestine, 1950, p. 20 f. 

(2) The first scholar of that generation who seriously a t tempted t o 
carry out the demand that the exegesis of a book should start off wi th 
the use of the ancient witnesses and should be preceded b y a systemat ic 



For no sooner had the 'archetype theory' become accepted than the 
gradual rejection of Lagarde's extreme position started (*). Just as 
scholars had not really bothered to examine Lagarde's reasoning and 
his position was accepted under a partly false impression, so they did 
not bother to disprove Lagarde's proof formally by unmasking the 
fallacy of his stemmatic argumentation and by rejecting his theory 
on those grounds. Thirty years after 1863 it began to be realized 
somehow that the particular history of massoretic MSS made them 
defy the usual stemmatic procedures — and hence Lagarde's proof 
was no proof at all (2). But this was not the decisive argument. 
To be sure, the weight of the work done by those of his younger 
contemporaries who had worked on Hebrew MSS, especially that 
of Strack (3), was thrown against Lagarde, although their actual 

evaluat ion of those witnesses was C. H. CORNIIA, Ezechiel, 1886 (cf. also 
the review of LAGARDE, Mitth. I I , p . 4 9 f . ) CORNIIA accepted LAGARDE'S 
thesis enthusiastically and even tried to strengthen it b y reintroducing 
the problem of variants (cf. η . 2 , p. 263, and n. 2, p. 272). B u t he then 
went on t o quote Hebrew readings without so much as realizing the dilem
ma. Nor did LAGARDE comment on it in his review. 

(1) The reasons g iven in the literature for the rejection of the 'ar
chetype' theory are m a n y and varied, showing a correlation wi th the sub
ject each scholar happened t o be dealing with; cf. also η . 1, p . 269, and 
η. 1, p. 2 7 4 . An interesting example is F . ZIMMERMAN, Jewish Quarterly 
Review 3 4 ( 1 9 4 4 ) 4 5 9 , dealing wi th the problem of double readings, 
w h o claims as first reason for LAGARDE'S fall: "In the first place, scholars 
have noticed that in quite a number of instances the massoretic context 
contains obvious variants placed side b y side." Cf. below, η . 1, p . 285. 

(a) During LAGARDE'S lifetime KUENEN (cf. above, n. 4 , p . 258, 
and n. 4 , p. 2 6 3 ) remained the only one t o have written a proper refuta
tion, but also he was not aware of the basic fallacy of LAGARDE'S argu
ment based on the puncta extraordinaria, etc. Immediate ly after LAGARDE'S 
death E . KOENIG, Einleitung etc . , 1 8 9 3 , p . 8 8 f., and H. L . STRACK Ein
leitung, e tc . , 4 1 8 9 5 , p. 1 7 2 questioned the val idi ty of that argument, fol
lowed b y V . APTOWITZER, Das Schriftwort in der Rabbinischen Literatur: 
Prolegomena, Sitzungsberichte Akad. Wien, Phil . -Hist . Kl . Bd. 153, 1 9 0 6 , 
p. 5. A remark on the subject from D. H . MUELLER'S classroom, quoted 
by APTOWITZER, clearly exposes the weakness of LAGARDE'S argument. 
The main issue, however, was the return t o the evaluation of variants, 
and LAGARDE'S real argumentation was pushed aside. Cf. esp. below 
n. 5, p. 2 7 5 ; n. 2 , p . 2 7 8 . 

( 3 ) STRACK was the only one in the decade before APTOWITZER w h o 
repeatedly rejected LAGARDE'S formulation even though he did not 
add further evidence. Cf. preceding note and his paper in Semitic Studies 



findings did not really change the overall picture as known trom the 
collections of Kennicott and de Rossi. But nothing of what they 
said actually countered Lagarde's basic argument about the puncto, 
extraordinaria, etc. Trying to reconstruct the history of our problem, 
one is tempted to conclude that since Lagarde's theory had never really 
been accepted just on its own merits, but rather as a continuation and 
logical conclusion from the positions of his predecessors, which were 
based on the study of variants, it sufficed to point out forcefully that 
the overall evidence of variants now available precluded the assump
tion of an archetype. I t was first and foremost a return to the evalua
tion of variant readings which dethroned the Lagardian formulation (*). 

18. Once the Lagardian structure had begun to collapse, further 
attacks were readily interpreted as having dealt it the final blow. 
Scholars were now only too eager to accept the contention of Apto
witzer (a) that the variants in Rabbinic literature suffice to nullify 
Lagarde's formulation (s). Since the type of material on which Apto
witzer based his argument was relatively unknown to most theologians 
and had hardly been used seriously in the previous discussion of the 

in Memory of A. Kohut, 1897, p. 571 — basing his opposition especially 
o n the large number of marginal notes t o codices — and Dictionary oj 
the Bible, IV, 1902. p. 28. 

(*) Cf. Ε . KOENIG, loc. cit., C. S T E U E R N A G E I , , Lehrbuch der Einleitung 
in das A.T., 1912, p. 20 f. See the list of Β. J. ROBERTS, O.T. Text and 
Versions, 1951, p. 27. B u t cf. below, n. 3, p. 283. I t must , of course, 
be remembered that not all the scholars whose views are mentioned in 
such lists were in a posit ion to express a v iew based on first-hand study. 

(2) loc. cit., p. 3 f . 
(3) "Dieses Argument fällt mit dem Nachweis solcher Varianten ein

fach weg". I t is characteristic of the atmosphere in those days that no
body paused t o ask whether the argument based on variations in Rabbinic 
sources had any necessary bearing on the theory of an archetype assumed 
for Bible M S S . I n any case, I have not seen that anyone suggested this 
rather obvious counter-argument. All later discussions revolved around 
the question t o what degree one should assume 'quotation b y heart'. 
(For a similar problem in the s tudy of the Peshitta cf. TL, p. 196 f.) An 
interesting argument recently put forward from Orthodox' quarters is 
that because of the strict regulations as t o the conditions of writing down 
Scripture, the Rabbis intentionally refrained from exact quotations. 
Cf. R. MARGUWES, Bible and Massora (in Hebrew), 1964, p. 47 f. I t is not 
clear how this explanat ion accounts for the great majority of quotations 
wh ich agree wi th M T . 



subject (x), its impact was considerable and made many scholars decide 
finally against the archetype formulation (2). I t thus began to become 
customary for scholars to propagate the view that Lagarde's theory 
was still basically true, but had to be slightly modified. His position 
was almost right — with the stress on 'almost'; his formulation was 
too extreme and should be tuned down; one must allow for more 
flexibility, etc. (8). I t is not without reason that we attempted pre
viously to analyze the development through which the 'one-recension' 
theory got mixed up with the Lagardian position. Since most schol
ars around the turn of the century were convinced that Lagarde's 
predecessors had intended to put forward his theory and that there 
was only one theory accepted by most leading scholars during the 
latter half of the nineteenth century, none of Lagarde's opponents 
was able to state in so many words that the seemingly new, 'almost 
Lagardian' position was in fact nothing else but a return to the 

(1) E v e n so, i t had come up sporadically, especially since the d a y s 
of KENNICOTT, and STRACK had stressed it in his dissertation. A list of 
his predecessors is g iven b y APTOWITZER, p. 8. 

(2) The s tatements of KAHLE in his young days show clearly that 
his anti-Lagardian posit ion was influenced b y APTOWITZER. This i s 
foreshadowed in a long footnote, Masoreten des Ostens, 1913, p. xv ir i f. 
and developed in his "Untersuchungen zur Geschichte des Pentateuch-
textes", 1915 — Opera Minora, 1956, p. 31 . APTOWITZER'S work is n o t 
even mentioned in Cairo Genital 

( 3 ) A typical formulation, e.g., STEUERNAGEL, loc. cit., p . 22: " . . . 
dass jene These in abgemilderter Form doch ein gewisses Recht hat". 
Similarly, KAHLE, Opera Minora, p. 33: "Seit ungefähr 100 n. Chr. ist 
in den offiziellen jüdischen Kreisen unser masoretischer Konsonantentext 
als textus receptus betrachtet worden — so könnte man vielleicht LA
GARDE'S Hypothese modifizieren". The formulation, some decades later, 
of Ο. EiSSFELDT is not much different, but he allows for more flexibility; 
cf. Einleitung*, 1956, p. 838: " d i e . . . T h e s e . . . ist in dieser Form n icht 
mehr h a l t b a r . . . " ; cf. 3rd ed. , p. 929f. See below, η. 2, p. 270, and η . 3, 
p . 283. I t should be noted that EISSFELDT also writes as if his view is 
directly opposed t o LAGARDE'S thesis, and the reader is not really made 
aware that LAGARDE'S formulation had been rejected b y practically all 
scholars since the beginning of this century. One m a y compare the slightly 
varying formulations of J . REIDER, Prolegomena... to Aquila, 1916, p. 81 f.; 
Α. BENTZEN, Introduction to the O.T., I, 1948, p. 51 f.; D. Winton THO
MAS in Η . H. ROWLEY (ed.), The Old Testament and Modern Study, 1951, 
p. 244 f. B . J . ROBERTS, loc. cit., p. 25; M. NOTH, Die Welt des A.T., 
1953, p. 245, etc. My own formulation in TL, p . χ ι , reflects the common 
state of misinformation; the formulation in ISE § 75 is correct, as far 
as i t goes. 



view formulated by the father of the 'one recension' theory, back 
in 1797 0 ) . 

19. At no stage, however, did the pendulum swing back towards 
an even more 'positive' evaluation of Hebrew readings, such as was 
suggested by some scholars in Kennicott's times. If there was not 
sufficient proof for assuming an archetype, there was not more than 
what could be encompassed within one recension (2). To be sure, 
back in the eighteen-eighties matters had looked different for a short 
moment, when Hebrew MSS with completely different readings were 
said to exist. But the forgeries were soon detected (3), and the result 
of the disappointment may, in a way, have indirectly even strengthen
ed the general opinion that no readings of 'importance' could ever be 
found in genuine MSS. 

20. Thus, by the first quarter of this century, practically all 
specialists were agreed on what amounted in fact to a One recension' 
theory (*). The main difference as compared with the position of 

(1) I t m a y be added that since scholars have not been aware of the 
differences of position, the outline of the Problemgeschichte suggested 
here should be judged only in the light of the primary sources concerned. 

(2) This m a y explain why the issue of studying variants from bibli
cal MSS was practically reopened only in the thirties of this century. 
Cf. P. VOLZ, ZAW 54 (1936) 104: "Mir scheint dass die Annahme eines 
Archetypus daran gehindert hat in der Untersuchung der hebr. Hand
schriften auf Wert usw. vorwärts zu kommen". But (p. 106): "Der Ertrag 
der Variantensammlung ist, wie ich aus eigner eingehender Beobachtung 
weiss, ganz abgesehen von der Frage des Archetypus, sehr gering". 

(3) As for FIRKOWICH, cf. m y recent remarks in Tarbiz 33 (1964) 149 f. 
I t is most unfortunate that J. M. ALLEGRO has at tempted t o warm up 
the SHAPIRA affair in a popular book, connecting it afresh wi th the Qumran 
discoveries and insinuating gross errors committed b y the leading Bible 
scholars and archeologists in those days. (The Shapira Affair, 1965). 
ALLEGRO has not adduced a shred of new evidence or so much as attempt
ed t o refute the arguments brought forward in recent discussions. Any 
a t tempt to clear the Shapira forgeries will first have to get rid of the evi
dence I submitted in Journal of Jewish Studies 7 (1956) 187 f. See the 
London Jewish Chronicle, Nov . 12, 1965 and cf. also O. RABINOWICZ, 
"The Shapira Scroll: A Nineteenth-Century Forgery", JQR 56 (1965) If. 

(4) Sometimes a formulation was copied which reminds one of J. G. 
SOMMER'S s tatement (cf. above n. 3, p. 261), but seems t o have been 
some kind of 'compromise'. As far as I can see, i t occurs first in S. R . 
DRIVER, Notes... on... Samuel, 1890, p. x x x v i l : "All MSS belong t o 
the same recension, and are descended from the same imperfect archetype." 
This was taken over, e.g., by J. REIDER, loc. cit. (cf. above, η. 3 , p. 268). 



Rosenmüller was that it became now usual to quote a date for the 
recension, mostly by simply relying on the date suggested by Lagarde 
for the 'archetype', but sometimes by pushing it slightly up or down (*). 
Apart from minor fluctuations (2), the problem could be regarded as 
settled, and remained so up to the time of the recent discoveries. I n 
this context one cannot but point out that the work of Kahle and his 
followers on the vocalization systems dealt, in a way, only an addi
tional blow to the Lagardian theory (3). Statements in the literature 

The only one in our generation who built his own thesis on the 'archetype' 
theory is R. C O R D I S , The Biblical Text in the Making, 1937, p. 45 f. H e 
bel ieves in one single MS on the margins of which variant readings had 
been noted. Hi s picture is somewhat like that of N O E L D E K E in ZDMG 
32, p . 591. In private talk he stressed that he did not think of the arche
type in the Lagardian sense, that no other MS was in existence at the 
t ime , but rather as the MS, out of a larger number, which became the basis 
for all the later ones. Cf. now his sl ightly modified exposit ion in Tavbiz 
27 (1958) 444 f., where he stresses that the large number of variants in 
Hebrew MSS need not influence the verdict on the issue of the archetype. 

(x) In a way, the suggestion to recognize a 'second period' (cf. 
above , §4) is l ittle more than an at tempt t o get into one framework the 
various dates suggested for the 'archetype' on the basis of ancient Rab
binical and historical literature, since the days of S O M M E R and O L S H A U S E N 

(cf. above, n. 3 , p. 261). For the problem of evaluation of Rabbinical 
sources cf. also the references above, n. 5, p . 246 and in G O R D I S ' S discus
s ion (cf. preceding note and his reply t o A L B R I G H T in JBL 37 [1938] 330). 
The connection with the early Christian period has been claimed at least 
s ince R. Simon; cf. B U H L , Kanon, p. 2 6 1 . More scholars accepted the 
suggested date in the first century C . E . than is usually realized; cf. espe
cially Th. N O E L D E K E , Zeitschr. f. wiss. Theol., 1873, p. 446 and L A 

G A R D E ' S slight withdrawal (above n. 2, p. 263). 
(2) The formulation of O . E I S S F E L D T , Einleitung*, p. 833 is typical 

of a posit ion which assumes a rather considerable degree of fluctuation 
(cf. above, n. 3 , p. 268), probably influenced by K A H L E (see below). B u t 
nobody went as far as t o suggest a typological differentiation among He
brew MSS. In the light of § 2 3 f. below, it should be added that the last 
one t o maintain that against the uniformity of the rest of the recension 
there are a few MSS which are seriously deviat ing was S O M M E R (cf. above 
η. 3, p. 261). But from his discussion it would seem that his remark was 
rather in the nature of claiming Christian etc. origin for deviating MSS, 
after the fashion of T Y C H S E N (cf. above, n. 3 , p. 252): "Allerdings giebt 
es nebenher auch etliche hebräische Codices die einer andern Reihe v o n 
Abschreibern, zum Theil sicher Judenchristen, angehören.. .; aber auch diese 
Gattung gehört mit den aecht jüdischen Codices derselben Recension an". 

( 8) Cf. e.g., the introduction to R. KlTTEL, Biblia Hebraica3, p. x n i . 
KAHLE'S remarks on problems of textual variants remained incidental 



which may create the impression that it was mainly Kahle's work 
that overthrew the 'archetype' theory are not borne out by the facts (x). 
Kahle published the first major summary of his views (a) when the 
anti-Lagardian movement had won the day and he never added new 
evidence against the 'archetype theory'( 3). His main contribution 

and he never a t tempted t o s tudy the Geniza material in this respect syste
matical ly; cf. BMU, Ch. I I . The provocative s tatement of A. SPERBER 
(cf. above η . 4, p. 245): "There never exis ted The Massoretic Tex t and con
sequently never will be" has l ittle t o do wi th the subject under discussion 
here. B u t such s ta tements easily lend themselves t o misinterpretation. 

(x) Thus, e.g., i t is difficult not t o understand A. BENTZEN, Intro
duction, I, p . 56, as if i t is because of KAHLE that "we have t o abandon 
the theory of the archetype". Similarly E . WURTH WEIN, Der Text 
des A.T.*, 1963, p. 26. More correctly R . H. PFEIFFER, Introduction 
to the O.T., 1948, p . 79. Cf. below, n. 3 . Precisely because of H. M. 
ORWNSKY'S m a n y just strictures against KAHLE one would have wished 
tha t his description of the position in Journal of the American Oriental 
Society 61 (1941) p. 84 f. had been more exact , the more so since younger 
scholars have copied the details on his authority. As far as I can make 
out , according t o ORLINSKY, too, it was KAHLE who at tempted t o refute 
LAGARDE. But LAGARDE, according t o h im believed in the 'one-recension' 
(not the 'archetype'!), whereas KAHLE rejects the theory of a one-text 
tradition. Since the idea of 'one-recension' is right, ORLINSKY upholds 
LAGARDE. ("In the second third of the nineteenth century, ROSENMUELLER, 
ORSHAUSEN and LAGARDE, especially the last-named, advanced the view, 
which is held b y practically all competent scholars today, tha t all pre
served MSS of the Hebrew t e x t of the O . T . go back t o the one recension 
which came t o domination in the first-second century A .D . at the latest. 
I n this I concur".) I can only add tha t I wonder whether ORLINSKY 
would have identified his position wi th tha t of LAGARDE, had he been 
aware of the exact facts. As his words stand, they are part of a tota l 
posit ion for LAGARDE against KAHLE, as regards both the Hebrew and 
the Greek textual traditions. Furthermore, in spite of the strong words 
of ORLINSKY against GORDIS (cf. J AOS 60 Γ1940] 30 f.), bo th these pupils 
of M. L . MARGOLIS happen t o be the only ones w h o maintained, around 
1940, that LAGARDE was right. Since I tend to assume at least a partial 
misunderstanding, I agree with ROBERTS, / / S I (1949) 147 that the 
apparently considerable differences between the positions of KAHLE and 
ORLINSKY are exaggerated. 

(2) Published in 1915; cf. above n. 2 , p. 268. 
( s) The few variants from MSS wi th Palestinian vocalization pub

l ished in Masoreten des Westens I I , 1930, p. 22* f. did not change the 
picture at all. Cf. below, n. 3, p. 272. I should think it fair t o s tate that 
KAHLE'S main point was that in the l ight of the different sys tems of 
tradit ions of vocalization, "es scheint dass erst die exakte Arbeit die die 



was an argument ex analogia (*) from his own theory about the work 
of the Massoretes (2). I t was thus no specific evidence (3), but rather 
the overall weight of Kahle's position, which made some scholars 
adopt a view in favour of a certain textual fluctuation even after the 
second century C.E. (*) I t would, therefore, be correct to sum up 
that Kahle's (5) writings made it finally clear that Lagarde's formula
tion was erroneous and that Kahle went further than his predecessors 
in assuming fluctuations within the One recension' (·). On the theo-

Punktat ion des Konsonantentextes erforderte, einen wirklich einheitl ichen 
Konsonantentext — in Paläst ina wie in Babylonien — durchsetzte" 
{Opera Minora, p. 32). Perhaps one m a y say that whereas KAHLE'S pred
ecessors had rejected LAGARDE'S formula, but had thought of the 'one-
recension' as being almost of an archetypal nature, KAHLE saw larger 
divergences within the recension which became unified through later 
gradual convergence. Cf. below, n. 2 , p. 2 7 3 . This m a y explain w h y 
some authors of handbooks credited KAHLE wi th overthrowing LAGARDE'S 
thesis (cf. above, n. 1 , p. 2 7 1 ) . I t should be stressed that what KAHLE 
put forward was a somewhat refined view, but not based on any new and 
relevant evidence. I n a way , he refined the picture drawn b y his anti-
Lagardian predecessors, just as LAGARDE had done with the s ta tements 
of OLSHAUSEN, etc. 

(x) Cf. especially Opera Minora, p. 26. I t cannot be shown here in 
detail how the argument ex analogia p layed a large part in KAHLE'S 
theories in general. Cf. also RTBT, n. 42 , and TL, p . 176. 

(*) This did not prevent h im mixing up facts about the t e x t and 
about vocalization, and claiming that CORNILL in his comparisons of the 
Petrograd Codex of 916 w i t h the printed t e x t "in all the details of punc
tuat ion of such a long and difficult t e x t he was able t o find only about a 
dozen sl ight variations" (cf. Cairo Geniza*, p . 63). Because of the inter
est of CORNILL'S posit ion for the history of our subject (cf. above, n. 2 , 
p. 2 6 3 ; n. 2 , p. 2 6 5 ) I cannot but note tha t KAHLE got the facts wrong. 

(") ROBERTS, JJS 1 (1949) 152 sums up, rightly, that the variants 
collected b y KAHLE have l itt le bearing on textual questions. Cf. above, 
n. 3 , p . 2 7 1 . 

( 4) E v e n some of those w h o favoured KAHLE'S modification of the 
theory felt he pressed his point too much, Cf. ROBERTS, loc. cit. 

(*) For KAHLE'S lack of interest in Tiberian Geniza material cf. BMU 
p. 3 5 f. See above, n. 3 , p . 2 7 0 . 

( · ) KAHLE'S opening sentences on the t w o senses in which ' textus 
receptus' is used (Opera Minora, p. 26) can be wholeheartedly endorsed. 
Hi s summary (ib., p. 33) is in line with what had been said by his prede
cessors. ROBERTS, O.T. Text, went even beyond KAHLE when he s tated 
that "the theory collapses when it is argued tha t the archetype belongs 
t o the second century A . D . , or some such early date. The MSS on which 



retical side, the victory of the 'one recension' theory — regardless of 
the terms or words used — was thus well established by the end of the 
first third of this century, and it has remained victorious throughout 
the second third. What seemed to Kahle and his opponents a major 
clash between their positions was no more than a minor difference of 
views which did not really affect the basic common theory (x). It 
was a difference as regards the degree of internal unity that scholars 
were ready to allow the recension at ca 150 C.E., with Kahle opting 
for the picture of a broader basis and a partial later ironing-out of 
variations (2). 

21. In the context of our present study it should be stressed that 
at no point of the discussion did the theoretical position have any 
repercussion on the everyday practice of the use of Hebrew variants 
by 'practitioners' of textual criticism. Hebrew variants were conti
nued to be quoted as before, and their use was not felt to constitute 
any problem (3). On the other hand, the end of the first third (*) of 

i t is based belong in the main to the twelfth century A .D . and later" 
(p. 24) and " . . . until final emergence of the standard archetype t ex t of 
the ben Asher Massoretes, which received official s tatus b y the decree of 
Maimonides in the twelfth century A . D . " (p. 29). Bearing in mind the 
history of the term 'archetype', this is either an unfortunate use of the 
term or a mistaken presentation. My objections to ROBERTS' formula
t ion on another occasion (cf. RTBT, n. 126; see also above, n. 4, p. 258) 
have been attacked by him in Journal of Theological Studies 15 (1964) 
253 f. (but see ib., p. 331). I shall try t o reduce differences of opinions 
between us to a minimum in a future paper. 

(x) Cf. also above, n. 1, p. 271. Possibly some writers tended t o 
overstress the differences between positions precisely because there are 
too few facts. 

(2) In a way, the differences and possible combinations between the 
'family-tree theory' and the 'wave theory' in linguistic theory m a y be 
compared. 

(3) Cf. above, § 16. Of course, had anyone been asked about the 
theoretical basis, he might have answered that since the ' archetype ' 
formulation had been rejected, there was no bar to using Hebrew variants. 
I t should be noted that the scholars who took part in the theoretical dis
cussion or wrote the handbooks were usually not those who carried out 
the actual text-critical work. Cf. below, n. 7, p. 274. 

(4) Cf. below, § 23. HEMPEE was the first scholar who approached 
the problem methodically, and was aware of the necessary connection 
between the Lagardian theory and text-critical practice. His s tudy in 



this century marks a renewed interest in the old problem of the 'va
lue' of those variants and their sources (*). This problem was to 
appear in a new perpective about the middle of the century (2). I t 
has been mentioned above (3) that the K-R readings have remained 
the basis for any view expressed on the subject of Hebrew variants 
and that none of the additional material published since has altered the 
overall picture (4). Therefore, any judgment expressed in our gene
ration is, by necessity, hardly more than a restatement of the opinions 
put forward in the second half of the eighteenth century, whether pro 
or con (5). Our main advantage over our predecessors lies, therefore, 
in our ability to view medieval Hebrew MSS against the background 
of pre-medieval ones (·), and to attempt to create some interaction 
between theoretical insights and text-critical-exegetical practice ('). 

22. The results of our investigations force upon us the conclu
sion that pre-medieval Hebrew biblical MSS are typologically different 
from medieval ones. Only now that different types of readings can 
be adduced from pre-medieval MSS can it be fully appreciated that 
what sets medieval MSS apart is the fact that they contain practically 
exclusively variations of the types which can arise again and again 

ZAW 48 (1930) 187f. is a s tep forward. H a d I been aware of that article 
a dozen years ago, when I first turned t o this subject (Biblica 35 [1954] 
429 f.), I could have saved myself some remarks. 

(x) Whereas b y the end of the 19th century the disappointment 
with K - R ' s collections is g iven as the reason for the discontinued interest 
in Hebrew M S S (cf., e.g., STRACK, Semitic Studies... Kohut, 1897, p. 562), 
other reasons were also put forward now; cf. η. 1 , p. 266, and n. 2, p. 269. 

(2) Cf. Biblica, loc. cit. = TL, p. 51 f. 
(3) Cf. above, § 8. 
(*) If anything, the basic textual uniformity has only been under

lined b y the publication of medieval M S S which belong t o other traditions 
than the 'Tiberian receptus' one. 

(6) I t seems not impossible that the very fact that scholars of our 
generation were not a lways educated to work for themselves from the 
primary collections but rather got acquainted with Hebrew readings 
through sporadic and selective quotations, has created among m a n y a 
wrong evaluation of the material and fostered unjustified expectat ions. 
Cf. above, n. 5, p. 264. 

(·) Cf. above, § 7 and n. 6, p. 249. 
(7) For at tempts to combine the two aspects cf. the introductions 

t o TPTC and ISE. Cf. above, n. 3, p. 273. 



t h r o u g h scribal a c t i v i t y (*), A m o n g t e n s of t h o u s a n d s of readings from 
m e d i e v a l w i tnes se s w h i c h were c h e c k e d i n th i s c o n n e c t i o n i t w a s hard 
t o find e v e n a handfu l w h i c h were n o t i m m e d i a t e l y expl i cable as h a v 
ing arisen t h r o u g h harmonizat ion , s impli f icat ion, e tc . T o b e sure, 
all t h e s e occur i n H e b r e w M S S from t h e first t w o per iods a n d c a n b e 
a m p l y a d d u c e d f rom t h e Vers ions . B u t there t h e y e x i s t s ide b y 
s ide w i t h 'real var iant s ' ( 2 ) . I t is prec i se ly t h e e x i s t e n c e of 'real 
var iant s ' t h a t h a s m a d e t h e pre -medieva l M S S a n e w chal lenge t o 
t e x t u a l cr i t ic i sm ( 8 ) ; i t i s their absence t h a t marks m e d i e v a l MSS (*). 
Th i s is t h e reason w h y scholars h a v e b e e n d i sappo inted ever s ince 
K e n n i c o t t ' s co l lect ions b e c a m e k n o w n a n d w h y t h e s t u d y of med ieva l 
H e b r e w MSS w a s prev ious ly sa id t o b e l i t t le more t h a n a n i l lus trat ion 
of t e x t u a l d y n a m i c s (*). On t h e o ther hand , i t i s t h e cons iderable 
n u m b e r of var iants , formal ly c o m m o n t o m e d i e v a l H e b r e w M S S 
a n d pre-medieva l sources , w h i c h w e t e n d t o a t t r ibute t o t h e ever 
ac t ive a n d repeated force of t h e ' law of scribes' t h a t creates t h e i l lu
s ion (·) of a genet i c connec t ion b e t w e e n m e d i e v a l MSS o n t h e o n e 
h a n d a n d pre -medieva l ones a n d t h e Vers ions o n t h e other . I t is 
t h a t apparent formal i d e n t i t y w h i c h h a s c a u s e d scholars ever s ince 
K e n n i c o t t ' s t i m e t o s t a t e tha t , in sp i t e of t h e general ly d i sappo int ing 
results , there are s o m e readings of 'value' in m e d i e v a l MSS, w h i c h 

(*) For the various types cf., e.g., TL, p. 4 5 f . , 5 7 f . The problem 
of ' s imple ' scribal mistakes and omissions is not dealt w i th here. Cf. 
below, n. 4, p. 2 7 9 , and n. 6 , p . 2 8 5 . Cf. also the discussion in Β . M. 
METZGER, The Text of the New Testament, 1 9 6 4 , p. 1 8 6 f. 

(2) For the term cf. TL, p. XIII. The existence of borderline cases, 
here as elsewhere, does not invalidate the differentiation. 

(8) Cf. now also TAEMON, Textus 4 ( 1 9 6 4 ) 9 5 f. 
(*) This may, perhaps, be put differently: were we t o put medieval 

and pre-medieval MSS together indiscriminately and have t h e m sorted 
out according to types of variations, the new typological arrangement 
would turn out t o be identical wi th the chronological one. Cf. ISE, § 1 7 . 

(6) As a corollary; because of this , any at tempt at ordering all 
medieval witnesses into families according t o s temmatic principles i s 
doomed to failure, just like LAGARDE'S at tempt t o assume a Hebrew 
archetype according to LACHMANN'S principles. I t m a y be truly said 
tha t the Massoretic act iv i ty made the usual criteria inapplicable. Cf. 
§ 1 7 and n. 2 , p . 2 7 8 . — Cf. also ISE, §§ 1 7 , 7 6 . This is not t o deny, of 
course, that individual MSS can be shown t o be connected. Cf. already 
the discussion of DoEDEREEiN, Auserlesene... Bibliothek I I , 9 , 1 7 8 3 , 
p. 6 5 0 f. 

(β) Cf. below, § 2 5 f. The connection would cease t o be an illusion 
only after a specific relationship is proved. 



'confirm' (or are confirmed by) t h e readings of t h e vers ions , a n d t h o s e 
readings h a v e t a k e n the ir p lace in t h e apparatuses n e x t t o t h e re
trovers ions . 

23. H a v i n g res ta ted t h e argument aga ins t t h e a s s u m p t i o n of 
gene t i c re lat ionship b e t w e e n medieva l a n d pre-medieva l w i t n e s s e s as 
s een from our newly -ga ined v a n t a g e ground w e m a y t u r n b a c k 
a n d look a t t h e a t t e m p t s during t h e p a s t fifty years a t s t u d y i n g m e 
d ieva l MSS (2). I t m a y b e useful t o d i s t inguish b e t w e e n t w o m a i n 
l ines of inquiry: t h e a t t e m p t t o d e t e c t MSS w h i c h d e v i a t e in their 
w h o l e t e x t u a l s tructure from t h e s tandard t e x t ( s) t o such a degree t h a t 
the ir dev ia t ions m a y b e sa id t o po int towards extra-massoret ic connec 
t ions , so t h a t t h e s e spec ia l ly se l ec ted MSS m a y serve as t h e bas i s for 
t h e apparatus of m e d i e v a l MSS(4), a n d t h e a t t e m p t t o se lect f rom all 

i1) Cf. above, n. 2 , p . 2 7 4 . In the past years I have repeatedly 
come back t o the invest igation of the problem, hoping that more pos
it ive results could be gained. The following paragraphs have been 
written after a fresh analysis of the material adduced in the various 
studies. 

(2) The published studies known t o me are (in chronological order: 
P. VoiyZ, Studien zum Text des Jeremia, 1 9 2 0 , p . i x f.; J . HBMPEE, ZAW 
48 ( 1 9 3 0 ) 1 8 7 f.; S. H. BLANK, HUCA 8 ( 1 9 3 2 ) 2 2 9 f.; J . HEMPEE, 
ZAW 5 2 ( 1 9 3 4 ) 2 5 4 f., J . W. WEYERS, ZAW 6 1 ( 1 9 4 8 ) 4 3 f.; H. G E S E , 

ZAW 6 9 ( 1 9 5 7 ) 5 5 f.; W. H. BROWNEEE, The Text of Habakkuk in the 
Ancient Commentary from Qumran, 1 9 5 9 , p. 1 2 4 f. Available t o me are 
also the following unpublished Princeton dissertations: W. A. BEEING, 
The Hebrew Variants in the First Book of Samuel compared with the Old 
Greek Recensions, 1 9 4 7 ; J . F. ARMSTRONG, A Study of the Alternative 
Readings in the Hebrew Text of the Book of Isaiah and their Relation to the 
Old Greek Recensions, 1 9 5 8 . 

(3) For this purpose it makes practically no difference whether we 
take as 'standard' the t e x t of VAN DER HOOGHT used b y KENNICOTT, the 
Venice Biblia Rabbinica, or the Aleppo Codex or use some statistical 
tnean. Cf. η . 3 , p. 2 7 8 . 

(4) This, again, is a restatement of observations such as DOEDEREEIN, 
Auserlesene. . . Bibliothek I I , 9 , 1 7 8 3 , p. 6 4 1 f.: "Kennikot [!] hingegen 
sammlet, ohne den V e r s u c h . . . seine gefundenen Lesarten zu vergleichen 
oder das Gewicht seiner Handschriften abzuwägen". Cf. below, η. 1 , 
p. 2 7 8 . The first t o restate this clearly is HEMPEE (ZA W 4 8 [ 1 9 3 0 ] 1 9 5 ) : 
"es ist unzulässig, ohne Prüfung des Characters der betreffenden Hand
schrift eine innermasoretische Abweichung kritisch zu verwerten oder 
auch nur rnitzuverwerten" Cf. below, η . 1 , p. 2 7 9 . This is echoed more 
weakly b y VOEZ, ZA W 5 4 ( 1 9 3 6 ) 1 0 0 f. Since "Die Jesaiah-Rolle und das 



the medieval readings taken together those that formally agree with 
readings in pre-medieval sources so that genetic relations are allegedly 
proved (*). 

24. The analysis of all the studies which pursue the first line of 
inquiry (2) has yielded an unequivocal result: among all the MSS and 
fragments known so far there is not even one the deviations of which 
can be significantly connected with any non-Massoretic tradition (8). 
We possess no medieval manuscript (*) which, on the strength of its 
readings, may be termed 'valuable' or be worthy of our attention more 
than any other. Having attempted to come to an 'evaluation' of 
MSS (6) in order to fulfil the demand that MSS should not be counted 

Problem der hebräischen Bibelhandschriften" (1954) I have tried t o argue 
that the problems of the textual character of the apparently deviating 
MSS as a whole and of the typology of changes must be invest igated 
before any further step in this field can be made. 

(x) The second line of approach is basically the one usual in KEN-
NICOTT'S t imes, whereas the first one is methodological ly novel — in spite 
of the fact that the most deviating MSS were, of course, not iced b y KEN-
NICOTT, BRUNS, etc. I need not add tha t I use the term 'structure' in 
th is context as against 'atomistic' comparisons of readings; cf. TL, index. 
Since I am not well enough acquainted wi th the procedures in N.T. stud
ies, I can only register that also in N .T . textual criticism the evaluation 
of readings as part of a textual structure is mentioned as a novel approach; 
cf. Κ. W. Ci,ARK, JBL 85 (1966) 16. 

(2) This includes the published studies b y HEMPEI,, GESE and m y 
self as well as the work carried out at the H U B P . Voi,z did not really 
pursue this line, and ΒΙ,ΑΝΚ only touched upon the problem b y the way. 
Nevertheless , his s tudy serves t o point out — much against his own in
tent ions — that the MSS wrongly attributed by ΚΑΗΙ,Ε t o BEN-NAFTAU 
(cf. RTBT, Ch. VI) do not stand apart from the tex tua l side. For the 
problem of publishing all the details on which this summary is based; 
cf. above, η . 1 , p. 243. 

(3) My at tempts to ' salvage' even one single MS onto which others 
could be pegged have proved abortive. Cf. ISE, § 77. 

(4) Caution bids us say that none has survived, but I doubt very 
much whether there was ever any such MS. A chapter explaining the 
rarity of medieval Hebrew codices has been included in m a n y studies 
since the days of WALTON; cf., e.g., STRACK, Prolegomena Critica, 1873, 
§ 6. See also DE R o s s i , Scholia Critica, 1798, § 15 ("unde antiquissimo-
rum codicum hebr. summa raritas"). 

(·) Our tabulat ions are based both on quant i ty and on ty 
pology. 



b u t w e i g h e d ( x), w e are finally dr iven t o a d m i t t h a t t h e h i s tory of t h e 
t ransmiss ion of H e b r e w m e d i e v a l MSS is s u c h t h a t t h i s f a m o u s rule 
is inappl icable ( 2). There ex i s t s n o MS w h i c h deserves spec ia l a t t e n 
t i o n i n t h e sense t h a t i t 'weighs' more; there are o n l y M S S w i t h smal 
ler or larger n u m b e r s of readings ( 3). B u t as one s tarts t o i n v e s t i g a t e 
t h e m , t h e y m e l t in to n o t h i n g ( 4), a n d t h e h u g e m a s s of var ia t ions d o e s 
n o t finally y ie ld a s ingle v a r i a n t w h i c h is s ignif icantly, dec i s ive ly a n d 
u n d o u b t e d l y c o n n e c t e d w i t h a pre -medieva l tradi t ion . 

(x) The weakness of ' counting' readings was stressed t w o centuries 
ago, especially by those scholars who strongly opposed KENNICOTT'S work; 
cf. Ο . G . TYCHSEN, Tentamen, 1772, p. 134 f. Befreyetes Tentamen, 1774, 
p. 150 f. See also H . L. STRACK, Sem. Stud. . . Kohut, p. 561 and above 
n. 4, p . 276. 

(2) This is, in fact, also the result of H. G E S E , ZA W 69, p. 66. H a v i n g 
written against the undiscrirninating use of medieval MSS (cf. TL, p. xf . ; 
I SE, § 18), I am forced t o admit that I now doubt even more whether 
after the 'discrirriination' there remains anything to use. This is, again, 
the outcome of the history of medieval MSS under the influence of Masso-
retic act ivi ty , and again these MSS defy the application of the text-cri
tical rules of the game. Cf. above, § 17, and n. 5, p. 275. 

(8) For the standard, cf. above, n. 3 , p. 276. I t is wi th grave mis
givings tha t I approach the conclusion that s tatements made in KEN
NICOTT'S t imes t o the effect that we possess only MSS wi th more or less 
scribal mistakes and that finally the textus receptus is our only yardstick, 
are not really so far off the mark, although t h e y seem to carry us back t o 
'Buxtorfian fundamentalism'. Cf. above nn. 3 f., p. 253. Now, tha t w e 
can check the ninth and tenth century model codices, such a s tatement 
does not look as preposterous as it did when the attack on the textus 
receptus was in full swing. Again, I suspect that in the deprecation of 
the textus receptus there was also a good deal of carry over from N.T . 
studies. Cf. the somewhat similar remark in RTBT, § 44, and m y caution
ary note below, n. 3, p. 289. Were I not afraid of overstating m y case, 
I would consider a very provocative formulation, i.e., that in our case the 
textus receptus functions practically like the 'archetype' and tha t we might 
disregard the MSS by w a y of eliminatio codicum descriptor urn. This 
sounds, of course, like a reductio ad absurdum of the Lachmannian method 
Cf. below, n. 3, p. 283 . 

(4) Cf. now the result of G E S E (above, n. 2) which should be seen 
in the light of HEMPEI,, ZAW 1930, p. 193; 1934, p. 273, i .e. , that 
those MvSS which seem t o s tand out at first s ight turn out t o have the 
greatest number of obvious mistakes. HEMPEI/S result w i th regard to 
Κ 69 in Deuteronomy, which only at first s ight seems t o have affinities 
with the Samaritan text , is borne out by our invest igations of Genesis 
and Exodus . 



25. In order to enable others to judge for themselves, a full new 
collation (*) of the MSS (2) which seemed most 'promising' is being 
published in the H U B P edition — considerably fuller than the colla
tion published by Kennicott, not least because the vocalization and 
the differences of hands have been noted. From the thousands of 
readings checked from Κ 30 93 96 150 (3), it is difficult to 'salvage' 
a handful which might be possibly more than the result of harmoni
zation etc. etc. — certainly a far cry from the claim of special value. 
Thus we get as the yield from Isaiah (*): 

7,8 - MT rw vom nwv ΤΙΜΊ 

K96 onew 
n,6 - MT «nai Ί>Β:» tan 

K30 (·) mm + 
13,3 - MT >οίό maa »nrnp oa 

K96 (?) n*D»3 

(x) Cf. for this issue, H. S. NVBERG, ZAW 5 2 ( 1 9 3 4 ) 2 4 4 and see 
above, n. 4, p . 2 7 6 . 

(*) As against the more extreme suggestion TL, p . x i , four MSS were 
finally included. As long as we find it necessary t o adopt this system, 
the details of the MSS t o be chosen m a y vary from book t o book. Cf. 
below, § 3 0 and n. 4, p. 2 8 3 . 

(8) The general character of these MSS had been noticed b y KEN
NICOTT, BRUNS, DOEDEREEIN, etc. I t is interesting t o remember that K 9 3 
was once said to be a MS written by a Gentile and that on the strength 
of the judgment of H. OPITZ, K 1 5 0 was thought t o represent the 'true* 
MT until KENNICOTT, Diss. General., 1 7 8 0 , p. 8 3 . After prolonged exami
nations of K 9 6 and 1 5 0 I now doubt — against TL, p. χ ι — whether 
Κ 1 5 0 is really the more noteworthy of the two. But the initial impression 
(TL, p. 5 6 ) , that K 9 6 1 5 0 should be studied in the first place, has been 
confirmed. 

(4) The present list includes those places where an explanation of 
the reading from context , parallel, etc. does not obviously suggest itself, 
without limiting the examples to cases where similar extra-Hebrew read
ings exist. I t thus specifically excludes cases such as were mentioned as 
il lustrative of the 'law of scribes' (cf. above, n. 1 , p. 2 7 5 ) , but m a y include 
what is actually a scribal mistake. On rechecking the collation of K - R 
others may, of course, find, an instance t o add or t o omit. 

(*) Details as t o second hands, lack of vocalization, etc . , are not 
taken into consideration on this occasion. 



36,17 - M T 

K 3 0 
uro ρ κ 

44,14 - M T 

K 9 6 
dt ik ft DID1? 
û r̂fttf («) 

51,6 - MT 

K 1 5 0 

ηπη *ft »npnsn 
ιπκη (8) 

F r o m t h e who le book of I sa iah one c a n q u o t e on ly one var iant wh ich 
m a k e s one really prick u p one's ears: 

Th i s reading occurs in a b o u t a dozen other MSS as wel l as I*XX, 
P e s h , Vulg . ; and whi le t h e graphic s imilarit ies are such t h a t t h e var iant 
cou ld h a v e arisen aga in independant ly in medieva l MSS, t h e case 
remains remarkable (*). 

26. I t m a y be of s o m e interest t o m e n t i o n in th i s connec t ion s o m e 
provis ional results of our s t u d y of Geniza fragments ( 6 ) . F irs t and 
foremost : l eav ing aside t h e m a s s of 'pseudo-readings' w h i c h are con
n e c t e d w i t h different m e t h o d s of voca l i za t ion ( e), t h e overal l p icture 
of t h e t e x t in Geniza f ragments is c o m p l e t e l y identical w i t h t h a t of 
t h e codices co l la ted for K - R etc . T h e Geniza has n o t turned o u t 
t o h a v e b e e n in a n y w a y a repository for aberrant t e x t s w h i c h were, 

(x) This case should probably be omitted, both because of the idio
matic character and because of the letters of DOIS. 

(a) L X X : Ô έκοψε ξύλον έκ του δρυμού, δ έφύτευσε κύριος. . . is no more 
than an interesting parallel to the same train of thought. 

(8) Cf. ISE app. ad. loc. This is the only case which m a y remain 
from K150 . But this one too should probably be weeded out; cf. I s 46,13. 

(*) This is the only instance in the entire book which fulfils the con
ditions which would make it a candidate for the 'extramassoretic trickle' 
(cf. below, § 29). The question of i ts 'value' per se is outside the scope of 
this discussion. 

(6) The hopes expressed in TL, p. x i had already been damped in 
BMU, Ch. I I . 

(·) I t is hoped that we shall be able, before long, to publish a s tudy 
exemplifying the various types of vocalized t ex t s using Tiberian vowel 
graphemes. 

18,4 - MT 

K 3 0 

TOp Ol-Q *?Ϊ3 3JO ΊΙΚ ftp nx uro 
ova 



allegedly, condemned to oblivion. Since earlier studies of Geniza 
material were not concerned with the problem of variant readings 
and no systematic inquiry had been carried out, there was some hope 
that Geniza fragments might help in clarifying our ideas about the 
'Massoretic recension'. This hope must be given up, although we may 
always run into a fragment which at first sight seems to contain a 
large number of readings i1). Though not all the Geniza fragments 
are known to us as yet (2), the following readings from Isaiah, culled 
from a few hundred fragments of this book checked so far, may il
lustrate our point. Reaving aside variants of Divine names and of 
the types D>TXO [Ö / D'TO DO , iv / , y / *]" (3) as well as omissions, 
homoioteleuta, etc., we are faced with variants which can arise again 
and again. Thus (4 

22,12 - MT 

F( 8 ) 

37,26 - MT 

F 

42,3 - MT 

F 

47,5 - MT 

F 

52,10 - MT 

F 

pv mùnfn nmpyi 
mariai 

Dip »nw nm« pimo^ ηνην vàn 

-jt̂ nn »κηι DOTT w 

ont. 
rf«> i ra 'π pern 

(x) The large number of Geniza fragments has helped t o enlarge the 
sum total of MSS, partly or fully preserved, and has thus g iven us an 
even broader basis for s tatements on medieval MSS. Quite often a read
ing quoted as unique by K - R can now be adduced from a Geniza frag
ment too. The fragments from 'Listeners' Codices' (BMU, p. 39 f.) 
have not turned out t o change the picture. Inversions of textual portions 
in a very few fragments need further investigation. 

(J) This summary is based, of course, on the s tudy of fragments from 
the entire Bible. Altogether several thousand fragments have been studied. 

(3) Cf. above, n. 4 , p. 252 . 
(4) The following are examples of some of the types . 
(·) F = Fragments. A system has yet t o be devised for quoting 

the fragments. In the present context the exact shelf mark is g iven only 
where the fragment as a whole is of interest. 



These instances can be multiplied manifold; they are paralleled by 
thousands of 'readings' in K-R and amount to nothing. The same is 
true for variations in vocalization which indicate a different sense (*). 
Thus, e.g. 

18,6 - MT VTpp 

19,22 - MT κίδ-η pp: . . . cp i 
F κεηΐ tgi 

52,6 - MT >ÖP VT p 1? 
F VV 

Only one fragment is interesting in this respect, i.e., T-S A 10,5, because 
it has a considerable number of changes, among them in 

52,12 - MT DOTfe^l 
F DWB^I (2) 

Among the simplifications an outstanding instance, hitherto unat
tested, is 

19,4 - MT onxa n« »mapi 
F ^ D ö l (3) 

We are thus left with the one and only instance of a remarkable var
iant in the Geniza fragments, and it need hardly be added that this 
is again DV3 instead of DI"Q in 18,4. 

27. For those books of the Bible which have already been check
ed (4) the results gained for Isaiah are paralleled, and there is no rea
son to assume that further investigations of MSS and fragments from 

(*) These cannot be paralleled, of course, from Κ and only rarely 
from R. Cf. above, n. 2, p . 255. 

(2) L X X : καΐ δια τάς αμαρτίας αυτών παρεδόθη In KENNICOTT'S gen
eration such a reading would have been hailed as being of significance. 

( 3) I cannot help remarking that th is reading would have fitted 
perfectly in to l Q I s a . 

(4) At the t ime of writing, complete or exploratory studies have been 
carried out on the Law and the Prophets. First results of an investigation 
of books from the Hagiographa indicate that the picture m a y be different 



other books are going to enable us to uphold the notion of a 'valua
ble' medieval MS (x). Thus the provisional result for Jeremiah is 
that only two variants from the above named MSS are possibly worthy 
of note: 

27,22 - MT f f a s 

K96 ftnv 

48,2 - MT ran nftp inœn 

K150 ΠΟ̂ ΠΟ + (2) 

There can be no doubt that our evidence fully upholds the 'one recen
sion' (>) theory. But the existence of MSS like Κ 30, 93 96 150 (*) 

t o a very slight degree only. Today i t seems that the expression 'weak 
link' used I SE, § 18 is an exaggeration, born out of caution. W h a t re
mains in medieval MSS t o make us suspect a reading as genetical ly con
nected wi th pre-medieval sources is next t o nil. I am afraid that wi th 
the disappearance of the 'weak link' our v iew is fully val idated and prac
tical consequences will have t o be drawn before long. 

(*) While s tudying the so-called 'Psalms Scroll' ( H Q P s a ) i t seemed 
at first s ight as if readings from medieval MSS are uniquely paralleled by 
t h e scroll. W h a t finally remained was 

Ps 119,2 - MT vrwyvton 
H Q P s a = K245 nv 

For the problem of readings in that scroll cf. PSCT. 
(2) Some other MSS read nurbù instead of njn. N o reading in Jeremiah 

approaches the 'quality' of Dl>n quoted above pp . 280, 282 from Isa 18,4. 
(3) According t o the criteria applied here, the s tudy of the variants 

— far from overthrowing the Lagardian thesis — comes almost near 
upholding it. Cf. above, § 17; n. 3, p . 268; n. 3, p . 278. I t is rather for 
theoretical considerations that one is bound t o l imit L<AGARDE'S formula
t ion t o being only 'almost right'. I would go so far as t o suggest that 
those studies during the past thirty-five years which have a t tempted t o 
approach the problem b y applying what amounts t o structural criteria 
lead de facto t o th is 'almost right' formulation — of course not in 
the w a y LAGARDE had pictured the process nor on the strength of his 
arguments. From a different point of v iew cf. the summary of HEMPEI« 
Ζ AW 1930, p. 95: "Mit ungeheurer Zähigkeit hat die Judenschaft der 
Zeit nach den staatl ichen Katastrophen einen Tex t durchgesetzt, so 
dass nur geringe Spuren der einstigen Differenziertheit d e m Schicksal 
der Ausmerzung entgangen sind. D a s ist das Richtige an der These 
LAGARDE'S". 

(4) The numbers m a y change, of course, from book t o book. Cf. 
above , n. 2 , p. 279 and below, n. 3 , p . 287. 



sti l l r emains a p r o b l e m w h i c h forces us t o t read caut ious ly . A t least 
as l o n g as w e remain in t h e dark as t o t h e s t a t e of MSS b e t w e e n t h e 
s e c o n d a n d t h e n i n t h centur ies , more t h a n one e x p l a n a t i o n m a y b e 
s u g g e s t e d B u t n o e x p l a n a t i o n w h i c h a s s u m e s t h e ex i s t ence of 
w h a t is in subs tance a greater d ivers i ty t h a n c a n b e e n c o m p a s s e d wi th in 
O n e recension' is acceptable . 

28. T h e s e c o n d l ine of inquiry ( 2) — t h e s t u d y and se lec t ion of 
readings as such , regardless of the ir source — could b e h a r d l y e x p e c t e d 
t o y i e l d results different f rom those s u g g e s t e d b y K e n n i c o t t a n d h is 
contemporar ies . If e v e r y formal a g r e e m e n t b e t w e e n a reading in a 
H e b r e w m e d i e v a l MS a n d a pre -medieva l source c a n b e v a l u e d as 
ind ica t ive of a genet i c c o n n e c t i o n (*), t h e result c a n b e impress ive , 
indeed . If t h a t procedure is accepted , n o t o n l y c a n t h e ' a r c h e t y p e ' 

(*) The possible influence of the t y p e of codex — vulgar, private 
official, etc . — on the t e x t has been suggested repeatedly. Cf., e.g., TYCH-
SEN, Befreyetes Tentamen, p . 159; SXRACK, Prolegomena, 33; BMU, Ch. 
I I . As regards the tex tua l basis — as opposed t o vocalization, etc. — 
n o such differentiation emerges from the evidence at our disposal, al
though 'Listeners' Codices' were usually written wi th less care. I t should 
be remembered tha t the four MSS quoted b y us do not differ outwardly 
in any w a y from hundreds of other 'Massora'- or 'Study'-codices (ac
cording t o the classification in BMU, loc. cit.). N o evidence could be 
found for the existence of a vulgar sub-recension suggested b y HEMPEE, 
ZAW, 1934, p. 254. I n any case, during the last decade we have learned 
to be very hesitant in talking of 'vulgar' MSS. Cf. already TL, p. 67. 

(2) I t m a y be more than coincidence that this line of approach w a s 
developed in dissertations written under the guidance of H . S. GEHMAN. 
Prom the written material i t does not seem that the approach taught b y 
GEHMAN is a conscious theoretical renunciation of method, influenced b y 
att i tudes like the 'Critique Rationelle' in N . T . research. The remarks of 
W. H . BROWNEEE (cf. above, n. 2, p. 276) can be hardly termed a contri
bution t o our discussion. 

(») WEVERS, loc. cit., p. 75, maintains expressly "that the Hebrew 
variants have perpetuated pre-Massoretic traditions which were the basis 
for certain readings in G and the later Greek recensions". For BEEING 
the comparison wi th the versions is sufficient proof "that these Hebrew 
variants from the Massoretic t ex t in I Samuel are actually pre-Massore
t ic". NORTH (cf. above, n. 2, p . 253) goes so far as t o accept any Hebrew 
variant for his exegetical needs, wi thout any corroboration from the ver
sions, provided i t meets the following conditions: it is contextual ly not 
less difficult than the received text , i t seems not t o be attributable t o 
scribal error and i t is explicable. 



t h e o r y b e d i sproved ( α), b u t e v e n t h e 'one recension' t h e o r y c a n b e 
m a d e t o look quest ionable . W e h a v e as y e t on ly one objec t ive w a y 
t o declare out of court t h e ev idence ga ined b y such indiscr iminate 
h u n t i n g for readings (2) : Our n e w l y g a i n e d ins ight in to t h e typo log ica l 
l imi ta t ion of readings i n medieva l M S S as opposed t o pre-medieva l 
w i tnesses (»). B u t e v e n if w e a d m i t t h i s yardst ick a n d accept t h e 
conc lus ion t h a t all med ieva l MSS m u s t b e deal t w i t h as one family , 
representing one recension or e v e n 'a lmost ' one archetype , there re
m a i n t h o s e v e r y few ins tances ( 4) w h i c h m a k e one wonder whether t h e 
'one-recension' central current d id n o t a l low t h e occas ional drop t o 
tr ickle in from t h e s ide . I t mus t , h o w e v e r , b e s tressed t h a t whi le th i s 
remains a poss ibi l i ty , w e h a v e n o t y e t encountered e v e n one ins tance 
where t h e a s s u m p t i o n of a genet ic re lat ionship b e t w e e n a MS from t h e 
Massoret ic period ( 6) a n d a pre -medieva l source differing s ignif icantly 
from t h e rece ived t e x t is a n abso lute neces s i ty (·). 

29. This pos i t ion m a y b e formulated in a s l ight ly different fash
ion in order t o ensure fairness t o poss ib le o p p o n e n t s . A l m o s t all 
our ev idence from medieva l MSS w o u l d b e expl icable as a secondary 

(*) WEVER'S dissertation was the first a t tempt t o use the apparent 
ident i ty of readings in Hebrew MSS wi th the Greek for disproving the 
'archetype' theory. ARMSTRONG in his dissertation sets out t o investigate 
also the truth in the thesis of Ο. H. BOSTRÖM, Alternative Readings in the 
Hebrew Book of Samuel, 1918. The main point of BOSTRÖM'S thesis had 
also been taken up b y ZIMMERMANN (cf. above, n. 1, p. 266) and b y W E -
VERS, JBL 65 (1946) 307 f. The whole issue has lately been studied ex
tensively by S. ΤΑΙ,ΜΟΝ. 

(2) For me, personally, the issue is sett led. The problem remains 
how to prove the case ' objectively'. 

(3) Cf. above, § 22. 
(4) If we adopt the sys tem of indiscriminate use of all MSS, the num

ber of readings which are apparently connected in a significant w a y with 
pre-medieval witnesses is somewhat larger than in our example above, 
§ 25, but incomparably smaller than suggested in the dissertation of 
WEVERS, etc. The material in ISE, Apparatus I I I m a y be used for 
illustrating the question. 

(6) For the definition, see ISE, § 74e. 
(·) I t may be useful to remember that , of course, not all the appar

ent ly identical readings in a version, on the one hand, and Hebrew MSS 
from the first or second period, on the other hand, should be rated as genet
ically connected, the more so since the 'law of scribes' never ceased t o 
be operative. Cf. above, § 22, and already TL, p. 67 f. 



d e v e l o p m e n t from a c o m m o n arche type (*) a n d pract ical ly all of it as 
be long ing t o one 'recension'. Were it n o t for t h e dis turbing 'almost' , 
t h e who le chapter o n m e d i e v a l MSS cou ld be regarded as c losed and 
our apparatus b e freed from t h e m once a n d for all. B u t s ince scholars, 
especia l ly during t h e first half of th i s century , were j u s t l y forced t o 
t h e conc lus ion t h a t our w i tnes se s c a n n o t be reduced t o one archetype , 
w e c a n n o t b e abso lute ly sure t h a t a few extra-Massoret ic var iant s did 
n o t tr ickle in to t h e centra l current e v e n after t h e recensional decis ions 
or s tandardizat ions were carried out in t h e first and/or second cen
turies C E . Once th i s poss ib i l i ty is n o t abso lute ly ruled o u t in t h e o r y — 
t h o u g h of no consequence in pract ice — t h e door is t h r o w n open 
for t h o s e w h o wi sh t o m a i n t a i n t h a t w e possess no sure yards t i ck t o 
dec ide , whether in a g i v e n case w e c a n unreservedly d e n y t h a t formal 
i d e n t i t y b e t w e e n readings m a y be interpreted as genet ic re lat ionship. 
I t l ies in t h e nature of t h e subject t h a t t h e case against genet i c rela
t ionsh ip is based o n t h e analys i s of t h e ev idence as a w h o l e a n d t h a t 
t h o s e w h o w i s h t o ignore t h e typo log ica l proof m e n t i o n e d a b o v e m a y 
use t h a t apparent e x c u s e in order t o g o o n declaring as 'valuable ' 
a n y reading from Kenn ico t t , e tc . t h e y fancy . I c a n do n o m o r e t h a n 
h o p e t h a t th i s a t t e m p t a t po int ing o u t t h a t a t i n y remnant of d o u b t 
c a n n o t b e overcome will n o t b e misused, and t h a t scholars wi l l accept 
t h e pos i t i on a d v o c a t e d here: t h a t t h e poss ib i l i ty of infi ltration of 
extra-Massoret ical var iant s in to t h e Massoretical 'central current' is 
so negl ig ible t h a t for all pract ical purposes it m a y b e disregarded, and 
t h a t m e d i e v a l H e b r e w MSS are therefore w i t h o u t pract ical v a l u e for 
a n y a t t e m p t t o reach back into t h e ear ly h is tory of t h e B ib le t e x t ( a ) . 

30. Y e t another po in t m u s t be m e n t i o n e d t o w h i c h insufficient 
a t t e n t i o n has b e e n paid . S ince no one in th i s c e n t u r y has indepen
d e n t l y worked through t h e ev idence from medieva l MSS for t h e who le 

(x) For the present argument 'archetype' m a y be understood in the 
sense of a master model codex, the tradition of which served as a basis 
for correcting other MSS. 

(a) Anyone who wishes to base a reconstruction of the Bible t ex t 
on Hebrew medieval variants must offer specific proof for his procedure. 
B u t since i t is inevitable that a considerable t ime will elapse before the 
v iew outlined here is more widely accepted, fellow students would justi
fiably find fault with an edition that completely ignores the Hebrew 
evidence and thus does not serve scholars of different persuasions and 
demands. Cf. above, § 7 and below, n. 1, p. 290. 



Bible , i t is inev i tab le t h a t scholars t e n d t o t a k e t h e results ga ined in 
t h e analys i s of one b o o k as ind ica t ive of t h e s t a t e in t h e ent ire B ib le (*). 
I n o ther fields of inquiry in to t h e B ib le t e x t i t has b e c o m e c u s t o m a r y 
i n recent years t o s o u n d a n o t e of c a u t i o n and t o s tress t h e d e m a n d 
t h a t each book, or group of books , of t h e Bib le o u g h t t o b e inves t i 
g a t e d in i ts o w n right a n d t h a t t h e resul ts ga ined for one b o o k are n o t 
necessar i ly va l id for all t h e b o o k s of t h e B ib le as a w h o l e ( a ) . I n our 
v i e w s of t h e growth of t h e H e b r e w 'Massoretic Tex t ' , as g a i n e d from t h e 
ana lys i s of b o t h m e d i e v a l a n d pre -medieva l MSS, there is n o t h i n g t h a t 
induces us t o a s s u m e t h a t t h e fa te of all t h e b o o k s w a s abso lu te ly 
ident ica l (8). On t h e o ther hand , w e h a v e as y e t n o reason t o a s s u m e 
s l i ght ly different his tor ies for different b o o k s , apart f rom t h e obv ious 
s l ight differences of 'spread' of readings c o n n e c t e d w i t h t h e l i turgie 
pos i t ion of t h e b o o k s (*). H o w e v e r , t h e analys i s of readings s u c h as in 
t h e B o o k of K i n g s m a y a t l eas t jus t i fy t h e ment ion ing of t h e poss i 
b i l i t y t h a t different results m a y b e o b t a i n e d for different b o o k s (or 
parts) ( 6) of t h e B ib le a n d tha t , accordingly , w e m a y h a v e t o reckon 
w i t h different 'breadths' of t h e 'central current ' and different s trengths 
of t h e 'trickle' from t h e s ide . B u t w h a t e v e r t h e poss ib le s l ight dif
ferences in detai l — t h e m a i n conc lus ion remains . 

31. Our inquiry has t h u s brought us back t o t h e p o i n t of departure 
a t t h e e n d of w h a t w e h a v e t e r m e d t h e s e c o n d period i n t h e h i s tory 
of H e b r e w MSS, i .e. , around 100 C.E. W h i l e future e v i d e n c e m a y s h o w 

(x) For the MS basis for our statements , cf. above n. 2, p. 281, and 
n. 4, p. 282. 

(a) a . ISE, § 10. 
(3) For the difference of MSS as regards various books cf. above 

n. 2, p . 279; n. 4, p . 283. Thus, e.g., for Kings K70 seems t o s tand out 
and for 1 Sam also Κ 89 174 187 have t o be considered. Among these 
is Κ 89, the alleged age of which has g iven rise t o discussions. But this 
MS does not stand out at all in Isaiah. 

(4) There exists as y e t no comprehensive s tudy of the relationship 
between the 'spread' of variants and the liturgical use of the individual 
book of the Bible. The relatively stronger standardization of the t e x t 
of the Peshitta in the Pentateuch is a case in point. Cf. also TL, p. 175. 
I n any case, the s tate in medieval Hebrew MSS is only one aspect of a 
larger question. On the other hand, Samuel and Kings offer specific prob
lems because of the parallel texts . 

( · ) WEVERS is cautions enough t o add that his results m a y hold true 
only as regards the Book of Kings. 



that the 'recension' was rather broader than we tend to assume now, 
and that the end of the second period must be pushed beyond the 
second century CE. (*), the analysis of Hebrew medieval MSS allows 
us at present to identify grosso modo the textual tradition of these MSS 
with that of the 'central current' tradition of ca 100 C.B. (2). However, 
as regards the choice of terms, the term 'recension' has acquired a 
sense slightly different from that understood in the generation of 
Rosenmüller. I t is thus open to discussion because of the connotation 
of official interference (3). Since in the past whatever meagre evidence 
for Official' approval and disapproval has been blown up into a picture 
of imposing the 'official' text of the Rabbis by force and consigning all 
rival texts to extermination (*), it may be more cautions to talk about 
the 'central current' tradition (5). On the other hand, the type of hala-
chic discussion pursued by the Rabbis in the first century C.E. presup
poses one more or less binding text. I prefer, therefore, the picture 
of a 'main current' tradition, constantly narrowing down (·) until its 
predominance ('central current') in the first century C.E. was a matter 
of course. The text used by the Tannaites for halachic discussions 
was, so to speak, the 'ideal' core of this tradition, with other texts, 
acceptable just as well to a broader public, differing from it only slight
ly. The Official' text was thus part and parcel of a somewhat broa
der current of textual tradition and served at the same time as a 

(1) This possibility is mentioned here in order t o stress that the v iew 
outl ined here allows for marginal changes of facts which m a y be caused 
b y future surprises. Cf. above, § 6. 

(2) N o futher intermediary state is theoretically necessary (cf. above, 
§ 6), but a certain breadth of the tradition with some further standardizing 
remains a possibility, though not on the exaggerated lines suggested by 
KAHLE. 

( s) Cf. ISE, Ch. I, nn. 12, 15. The idea of official pressure appears 
in various descriptions under various guises. Cf., on the one hand, the 
s tatements mentioned above, n. 1, p. 265 and, on the other hand, e.g. 
Voi,z, Studien zum Text des Jeremia, 1920, p. x i v , who talks about the 
'amtliche Arbeitsplan der Synagogue' . See also Ζ AW 54 (1936) 104 f. 
My resistance t o previous exaggerations should not be interpreted as 
denying any 'officiality' altogether. Cf. RTBT, § 26. 

(«) Cf. above, η . 1, p . 265, and RTBT, § 23 f. 
(·) I am ready t o accept any better term, if i t helps t o express the 

issue more clearly. 
(·) Possibly wi th differences as regards different books; Cf. above, 



c e n t r e for further s tandard iza t ion a n d unif ication. For b inding 
ha lach ic or l i turgie (*) purposes there w a s t h u s , in fact , o n e m o d e l t e x t ; 
t h a t t e x t b e c a m e t h e ' ideal' centre of t h e t rad i t ion o u t of w h i c h i t h a d 
grown, toge ther w i t h w h i c h i t c o n t i n u e d t o e x i s t ( 2 ) , a n d w h i c h it 
re-influenced t o t h e po in t of creat ing t h e i l lus ion of there h a v i n g 
b e e n 'a lmost ' a n a r c h e t y p e ("). 

3 2 . I t rus t t h a t t h e preceding d i scuss ion has s h o w n h o w t h e i n v e s 
t i g a t i o n of t h e p r o b l e m c o n n e c t e d w i t h t h e arrangement of t h e appa
ratus of t h e H U B P ed i t i on has l ed us t o sugges t a t h e o r y wh ich ac
c o u n t s for t h e fac ts k n o w n so far, and h o w t h e t h e o r y h a s b e c o m e inter-

(x) See above, n. 5 f . , p. 2 4 6 . For the v iew of R. GORDIS, which 
takes into consideration the textual problem with regard t o Rabbinic 
discussion, cf. above, n. 4 , p. 2 6 9 . Cf. also the v iews of S. ΤΑΙ,ΜΟΝ, 
Textus 2 ( 1 9 6 2 ) 1 4 f.; 4 ( 1 9 6 4 ) 1 2 6 f. T h e Rabbinic discussion is such 
as presupposes one text , and the textual questions ment ioned in it con
cern most ly plene and defective spellings. On the other hand, the 
analysis of readings in medieval MSS according t o types shows quite clear
ly that the fluctuation was strongest in matters of copulat ive waw, prepo
sitions, etc . , as opposed t o 'meaning-words', and with regard t o the former 
full unification within the recension was probably never achieved. Hence 
the difficulty of dealing wi th these e lements in the apparatus; cf. TL, 
p. 5 9 (which today I would formulate somewhat differently). 

(2) To put it differently. Precisely because the differences had already 
become minimal, the t ex t s could co-exist , until the few 'extra-central 
current' variants were finally swallowed up in the MSS or practically 
drowned in the mass of new secondary variants. 

(8) Talking about LAGARDE and ΚΑΗΙ,Ε above, η . 1, p . 257, and η. 1, 
p. 272) I have remarked on the tendency of scholars t o advance the same 
t y p e of explanat ion repeatedly for different sets of problems. KAHI,E'S 
w a y of solving the problems in various fields of biblical textual studies by 
a 'pluralistic' theory is an outstanding example; cf. TL, p. 6 6 f. The main 
doubt in the correctness of m y views remains that I , l ikewise, try t o un
derstand the development of the consonantal textus receptus on l ines simi
lar t o those of m y v iew on the development of a textus receptus of vocali
zation and accentuation, as outl ined in RTBT. But if no mistakes as t o 
the facts can be pointed out against m y theory, I am ready t o take the 
blame that I repeat myself in rejecting the imputat ion of highhanded 
arbitrariness of which, in turn, both the Tannaites and the Massoretes 
have been accused, unless specific and unequivocal proof is offered. If 
we have t o allow for LAGARDE'S and KAHI,E'S personal equat ions to have 
influenced their theories, I might as well let myself be influenced by m y 
own. Cf. TPTC, n. 1 8 , For a kindred discussion in N.T. t ex tua l criticism 
cf. now K . W . CI<ARK, JBL 8 5 ( 1 9 6 6 ) 5 . 



c o n n e c t e d w i t h t h e pract ice of cons truc t ing t h e apparatus of m e d i e v a l 
MSS. T h e t i m e is n o t y e t ripe and t h e las t remain ing queries n o t y e t 
fu l ly d i sposed of. H e n c e a n ed i t ion of th i s t y p e c a n n o t a l together 
d i spense w i t h t h e q u o t a t i o n of readings f rom m e d i e v a l MSS i1). T h e 
pract ica l so lu t ion — a separate appara tus exh ib i t ing b o t h full col la
t i ons from MSS w h i c h appear t o b e of special interes t and all t h e read
ings w h i c h m a y c o n c e i v a b l y b e j u d g e d b y s o m e scholars t o b e of 
v a l u e (2) — remains a c o m p r o m i s e which , in pract ice , m a y n o t jus t i fy 
all t h e efforts b e s t o w e d o n i t . ( 3 ). I h o p e th i s d i scuss ion m a y t u r n 
o u t t o be a m o d e s t contr ibut ion t o w a r d s t h e clarif ication of our v i e w s 
o n t h e h i s tory of t h e B ib le t e x t as a who le , and espec ia l ly o n H e b r e w 
MSS — b o t h o n t h e l eve l of sugges t ing a t h e o r y of t e x t u a l d e v e l o p 
m e n t , a n d o n t h e pract ica l l eve l of a l lo t t ing a p lace t o H e b r e w MSS 
w i t h i n t h e framework of t h e n e w ed i t ion of t h e Bible . 

(x) I n writing a text-crit ical s tudy or commentary, unconnected with 
the H U B P edition, I would not hesitate leaving out those witnesses alto
gether. Cf. above, n. 2, p . 286. 

(2) The separation of the medieval evidence in an apparatus of i ts 
own is for me a matter of principle. As for the size, i t m a y be noted that 
Apparatus I I I in ISE g ives the fullest selection t o be published since the 
selection of J. C. DOEDEREEIN and J. H . MEISNER, edited right after 
the publication of DE R o s s i ' s collations. Cf. ISE, §§ 16, 77. 

(8) I t has been our endeavour not t o evade the problems posed on 
the theoretical level, even if the practical gain for the understanding of 
the Bible t e x t is nex t to nil. 
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FÜR DEN biblischen Textkritiker ist die vollständige Isaias-Rolle 
( lQIs a ; in diesem Beitrag einfach mit "Qu" bezeichnet) der wert

vollste Fund von Qumran; denn sie enthält eine Textform, die von dem 
masoretischen Text ("M") in zahlreichen Varianten abweicht (im Gegen
satz zur unvollständigen zweiten Isaias-Rolle, die M ganz nahe steht). 
In vielen Abhandlungen ist der Textcharakter von Qu untersucht worden; 
es seien hier die folgenden genannt (die Zahl in eckigen Klammern 
bezeichnet die Nummer, unter der die Aufsätze in der von Chr. Burchard 
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P. WERNBERG-MOLLER, "Studies in the Defective Spellings in the Isaiah-
Scroll of St. Mark's Monastery," JSST 3 (1958), 244-264. 

J. ZIEGLER, "Der Handschriftenfund in der Nähe des Toten Meeres," 
MüThZ, 1 (1950), 23-39 [1241].1 

Gelegentlich sind meine Arbeiten zur Is.- und Ier.-LXX zitiert: 
J. ZIEGLER, Untersuchungen zur Septuaginta des Buches Isaias ( = Alt

test. Abhandlungen, XII , 3), Münster, 1934. 
Beiträge zur Ieremias-Septuaginta ( = Mitteilungen des Sept.-
Unternehmens, VI), Göttingen, 1958. 

Bei diesen textkritischen Untersuchungen von Qu mussten die For
scher auf Varianten stossen, die sich mit LXX-Lesarten berührten, und 
sie beurteilen. Dies ist auch bisweilen geschehen, aber gewöhnlich nur 
in kurzen Hinweisen und einfacher Aufführung der in Frage kommenden 
Stellen. Gottstein hat in seinem Beitrag über die Beziehung von Qu zu 
Pesch. Targ. auch jedesmal die LXX genannt, wenn sie mit Qu Pesch. 
Targ. gegen M zusammenging (es sind aber verschiedene fehlerhafte 
Angaben über die LXX gemacht). 

1 Der Beitrag von S. Segert, "Septuaginta rukopisy ζ Ain Fascha," Listy filol., 77 
(1954), 293 f., [976], war mir nicht zugänglich. 



Am ausführlichsten hat sich Orlinsky mit unserer Frage befasst und 
an zwei Einzelbeispielen ausführlich nachzuweisen versucht, dass die 
LXX-Lesarten nicht dazu berechtigen, die in Qu vorliegende Lesart auch 
in der Vorlage der LXX anzunehmen (siehe unter VIII zu 32 β und 
42 25). Orlinsky ist bekanntlich ein fanatischer Liebhaber von M und 
ebenso ein entschiedener Gegner von Qu: "MT has been transmitted 
unusually carefully, SM ( = Qu), on the other hand, is an extraordinarily 
carelessly written text" JNESt, 11 (1952), 155. Es ist Orlinsky zuzu
stimmen, wenn er davor warnt, bei Varianten, die in Qu und LXX über
einstimmen, auf die gleiche hebr. Vorlage zu schliessen, aber es ist doch 
etwas zu spitz formuliert, wenn er schreibt: "a more patient and sober 
study of DSI ( = Qu) and G would have shown how reckless and baseless 
the idea of associating DSI with G's Hebrew Vorlage really was" J J St, 
2 (1950/51), 152. Im Verlauf dieser Untersuchungen wird gezeigt werden, 
dass LXX zwar in ihrer Vorlage oftmals wie M gelesen hat, dass sie aber 
auch die Lesart von Qu gekannt und benutzt hat. 

Für die vorliegende Studie wurde die Textausgabe von Miliar 
Burrows, The Dead Sea Scrolls of St. Mark's Monastery, vol. I (New 
Haven, 1950), zugrunde gelegt. Eine wertvolle Hilfe bieten die Variae 
Lectiones von O. Eissfeldt, die 1951 als Sonderheft der Biblia Hebraica 
( = B H ) erschienen und auch in der Neuausgabe des Isaias in der BH 
aufgenommen sind, weil hier die Sonderlesarten von Qu gegenüber M 
verzeichnet sind. Leider ist ihr Dienst nicht immer bereit, weil etliche 
Lücken und Mängel vorliegen, siehe Hempel, ZAW, 64 (1952), 64 f. 
Deshalb sind die beiden Nachträge von M. H. Gottstein, "Bemerkungen 
zu Eissfeldt's Variae Lectiones der Jesaiah-Rolle," Bibl., 34 (1953), 
212-221, und S. Loewinger, "New Corrections to the Variae Lectiones 
of Ο. Eissfeldt," VT, 4 (1954), 80-87, sehr dienlich.2 

2 Ein Wort an die "Variantensammler," das zugleich eine "correctio fraterna" sein 
soll. Hempel, ZA W, 64 (1952), 64, hält es bei der Besprechung von E.'s Variae Lectiones 
für "selbstverständlich, dass ein subjektives Moment bei der Auswahl der Varianten 
gar nicht zu umgehen ist; es sind diejenigen ausgelassen, die E. für rein grafisch oder 
grammatikalisch hält." Gottstein, Bibl., 34 (1953), 213, nimmt Hempel's Äusserungen 
beifällig auf, meint aber, dass E. doch "gar zu subjektiv zu Werk gegangen" sei. Man 
kann von einem "subjektiven Moment" in dem Sinn reden, dass es eine Rolle spielt, 
wenn man nur gewisse Arten von Varianten aufnimmt, andere aber (ζ. B. die ortho
graphischen) ausscheidet, und besonders dann, wenn man von einer gewissen Art von 
Varianten (ζ. B. von den grammatikalischen) nur eine Auswahl trifft. Diese Auswahl 
ist aber sehr leicht zu subjektiv, weil andere Textkritiker gerade die fehlenden Varianten 
für ihr Thema wichtig halten, und deshalb in den meisten Fällen ohne grossen Wert. 
Jedoch darf das "subjektive Moment" keine Rolle spielen in der Weise, dass man 
völlig inkonsequent verfährt; dies tadelt Gottstein mit Recht, siehe Bibl., 34 (1953), 
2152, 7 , 2166. 

Nur e i η "subjektives Moment" kann man nicht umgehen, weil es in der "falli-
bilitas humana" seine Wurzel hat. Ein jeder, der Varianten notiert, weiss, wie gross 
hier das Versagen ist; so sagt Gottstein, Bibl., 34 (1953), 212: "Man glaube aber nicht, 



Eine besondere Schwierigkeit für unsere Studie liegt darin, dass 
(1) an manchen Stellen die LXX ganz anders liest als M (und Qu), so 
dass eine andere Vorlage angenommen werden muss, und dass (2) sehr 
oft frei wiedergegeben wird, so dass bei zwei verschiedenen Vokabeln in 
M und Qu nicht gesagt werden kann, welche LXX in ihrer Vorlage las. 
Einige Beispiele sollen genannt werden. Zu (1) sei 21 loa und 37 27c 
genannt. Infolge der völlig abweichenden Wiedergabe in LXX kann 
nicht gesagt werden, dass LXX die in Qu überlieferte Variante 21 ioa 

m a oder 37 27c unp '3D1? ηΐΒΝΠ gelesen hat. Es wird so sein, dass LXX 
weder Qu noch M vor sich hatte, sondern einen anderen Text. Zu 
(2) mögen folgende Stellen zitiert werden : 

13 ίο (τό φως ού) δώσουσι] ι^γρ Μ; π 'Ν' Qu. 
13 ΐ6 ( κ α ι ràs yvvaïnas αυτών) 'έξουσι,ν] n:Va»n M; maDtwi Qere 

Qu. 
26 12 (βίρήνην) ôos (ήμίν)] nstpn M; e iEwn Qu. 
48 2i (ΰδωρ . . .) é£d£ei] "rrn M; 3»τπ Qu. 

An allen Stellen lässt die freie Wiedergabe der LXXj keinen Schluss 
auf die Vorlage zu. LXX kann sowohl M als auch Qu gelesen haben. 

Deshalb bietet auch 47 13 die LXX-Wiedergabe oi α σ τ ρ ο λ ό γ ο ι keine 
Handhabe, um das Hapaxlegomenon des M nnn als "entbehrlich" zu 
bezeichnen. Auch oi αστρολόγοι ist Hapaxlegomenon der LXX und 

dass hiermit das Rohmaterial erschöpft sei, und es wird noch so mancher 'Zusätze' 
bedürfen, bis alle Varianten definitiv verzeichnet sind." Dies ist jedoch wieder zu 
pessimistisch. Wenn die Sammlung der Varianten richtig gehandhabt worden wäre, 
dann hätte dies auf den ersten Hieb hin "definitiv" geschehen können. Deshalb seien 
hier drei Regeln genannt: (1) Man darf sich nicht mit e i n e r Kollation begnügen, 
sondern muss eine zweite, ja sogar eine dritte machen, (2) man muss die Kollation 
immer zu zweien machen, weil man viel leichter die Varianten übersieht als überhört, 
(3) man muss die Kollationen langsam, ohne jede Hast, machen. 

Die Sammlung der Varianten soll geordnet (konkordanzmässig) vorgelegt werden. 
Gewiss ist es notwendig, die Varianten nach Kapitel und Vers geordnet vorzulegen, wenn 
sie im Apparat der BH aufgenommen werden sollen. Wenn sie jedoch in einem Sonder
heft erscheinen, dann ist eine geordnete Zusammenstellung (wie es bei den "Ortho-
graphika" der Göttinger Sept.-Ausgabe in der Einleitung geschieht) erforderlich. So 
bleibt es dem Benutzer erspart, noch einmal die Arbeit zu leisten, die der Sammler 
bereits gemacht hat. Bei dieser Darbietung der Varianten werden auch Versehen 
leichter ausgeschaltet. Zwei Beispiele seien genannt: (1) n'Von Qu, so (mit l, bedeut
sam für die LXX, siehe unter VII), fehlt bei Eissfeldt, nachgetragen von Hempel, ZA W, 
64 (1953), 64 und ZD MG, 101 (1951), 140, und Gottstein, Bibl., 34 (1953), 215: 7 l (von 
Hempel übersehen); 7 5; 7 9, aber 7 4 fehlt das l, und 8 6 ist eine Lücke im Ms. (2) nm 
so mit 1, nicht mit \ wie fehlerhaft die Ausgabe von Burrows hat: 14 7 (von Gottstein 
übersehen) und sonst überall, ausser 43 14; vielleicht mag diese Lesart ( = M) andeuten, 
dass an dieser schwierigen Stelle nicht das Wort "Jubel" vorliegt. Somit wäre zu 
notieren: (1) π'^οπ 7 l, 5, 9; rv"?ön 7 4; 8 6 lacuna. (2) run 14 7; 44 23; 48 20; 49 13; 54 l; 
55 12; nana 35 ίο; 51 il; 43 14 norm (cf. M). 



im Anschluss an das folgende oi àpœvres tous àarépas = M Qu gewählt. 
Der Übersetzer hat höchst wahrscheinlich bereits die Lesart von M vor 
sich gehabt, die nicht anzutasten ist; dagegen ist Qu sekundär (gegen 
Nötscher, VT, 1 [1951], 299). 

II 

Das P l u s , das LXX Qu gegenüber M bezeugen, ist unbedeutend. Es 
betrifft zunächst (1) die Einfügung von Partikeln, die verhältnismässig 
häufig ist, und dann (2) die Einfügung einzelner Wörter und Wendungen, 
die selten ist.3 

(1) Sehr oft ist die Konjunktion von LXX (και) und von Qu 
(l copulativum) bezeugt, die in M fehlt. 

και LXX = i Qu] om. M. 

1 3; 1 s; 2 4; 3 7; 3 9; 3 19; 3 20; 3 21; 3 22; 5 β; 7 4; 13 s ; 16 10; 16 41; 
17 s; 17 14; (l auch "20 MSS'*); 30 19; 30 23; 31 5; 32 13; 34 2; 34 10; 34 ιβ 
36 is; 38 s; 39 β; 40 η; 41 2; 41 3 (2mal); 42 7; 42 21; 43 17 ; 44 1 1 ; 44 le 
(l auch "42 MSS"); 44 19; 45 u ; 45 ιβ; 45 23; 46 3; 46 β ; 47 n (2mal); 
48 13; 48 ιβ; 48 is; 48 20; 49 9; 52 5; 52 9; 52 13; 52 15; 53 4; 53 5; 53 1 1 ; 
55 13; 56 β; 57 4; 57 13; 58 s; 58 9; 60 7; 60 13; 60 is; 61 s; 62 4; 65 20; 66 s 
(l auch "Var K a " ) : 68 Fälle. 

ουδέ LXX = t6i Qu] vb M. 
5 27; 13 is; 26 u ; 35 9; 38 13 (2°); 40 2 8 ; 57 1 1 ; 64 4 (3) : 8 Fälle. 

δέ LXX = i Qu] om. M. 
26 1 1 ; 55 13 (1 auch "mit HSS Q"); 64 s ( 7 ) : 3 Fälle. 

3 Es werden die gleichen Sigel und Abkürzungen wie in der Göttinger LXX-Ausgabe 
verwendet: S, A-Q, Ο ( = B-V; hexaplarische Rezension), L (lukianische Rezension), 
C (Catenen-Gruppe), oi oll, II III, cl dl (hexaplarische, lukianische, Catenen-Unter-
gruppen). Bei starker Verteilung sind nur die Hauptzeugen genannt; wenn wenige 
Zeugen eine Lesart überliefern, dann sind alle Hss. aufgeführt. 

Es ist auffallend, dass manche Textkritiker immer noch zu den kleinen Handaus
gaben (Swete, Rahlfs) greifen, wenn sie eine LXX-Lesart zitieren. Gewiss mögen in 
manchen Fällen die Handausgaben genügen, aber für textkritische Untersuchungen sind 
sie unzureichend, zumal auch die hexaplarischen Lesarten in ihnen nicht verzeichnet 
sind. Wenn man die Göttinger LXX-Ausgabe ignoriert, kann es passieren, dass man 
völlig ungenügende und nichtssagende Angaben macht, ζ. B. zu 51 9 "Catena in XVI 
prophetas, apud BH 3 , πλάτοϊ," so Burrows, BASOR, 113 (1949), 26, und direkt von 
Burrows übernommen, bei Milik, BibL, 31 (1950), 82 8 , ferner zu 40 10 "Also here DSI 
follows some Greek translations" bei Goldman, Austr. Bibl. Review, 1(1951), 15, und zu 
49 24" . . . is also found in two Greek translations," ebd., S. 16, — sehr zum Schaden der 
Untersuchungen. 



yap LXX = i Qu] om. M. 
2 1 1 ; 9 21 init. (19 fin. M); 41 29: 3 Fälle. 

άλλα LXX = i Qu] om. M. 
7 17 : 1 Fall. 

Im ganzen sind es also 83 Fälle, wo LXX Qu die Konjunktion et 
bezeugen, während sie in M fehlt. Damit ist aber nicht gesagt, dass die 
LXX-Vorlage an allen Stellen auch ι gehabt hat; manchmal mag der 
griech. Übersetzer sie aus eigenem beigegeben haben. 

Hierher gehören auch 43 19 ά νυν: cf. nnyi Qu] om. ά M und 46 2 
01 ού (δυνήσονται): cf. κι^ι Qu] om. οϊ Bo Cypr. = M. 

An den genannten Stellen ist και einhellig bezeugt. Es lassen sich 
auch Stellen anführen, wo die Bezeugung von και geteilt ist, wo also nur 
einige Rezensionen, Textgruppen, Unzialen, Minuskeln und Väterzitate 
και überliefern, das als 1 auch in Qu steht. 

1 ιβ Kaôapoi yévea$e=M] pr. και 93 130 ClemRom. Or. l a t = Qu. 
9 12 (11) €7τΙ τούτοις] pr. και 538 Syp = Qu. 

10 4 €7Tt τούτοις] pr. και C 403-613 Syp = Qu. 
15 2 πάντπ] pr. και II 449-770 Cyr. = Qu. 
40 26 ούδίν] pr. και Syh = Qu. 
41 2 kKaXeaev αυτήν] pr. /cat 309 = Qu. 
41 25 κληαήσονται] pr. και L = Qu. 
42 1 κρίσιν] pr. και Bo = Qu et Matth 12 is. 
42 11 €7ταύλ€ΐ$] pr. και ai lust. = Qu. 
43 3 έποίτ/σα] pr. και Syp = Qu ; pr. ιδου 46 538 Sa. 
45 21 ουκ ίστι 2°] pr. και 233 534 = Qu. 
46 2 ουκ] pr. και 88 L = Qu. 
46 13 τω Ισραήλ] pr. και Eus. Hi. = Qu. 
52 2 κάοισον] pr. και L c i 7 = Q u . 
57 2 Ισται] pr. και 106 88 147-233 Cypr. = Qu. 
59 13 έλαλήσαμ€ΐ>] pr. και 88 = Qu. 
60 11 ου] pr. και L = Qu. 
61 6 XetroupTot] pr. και A-86-106 449-770 538 Bo = Qu. 
63 10 aûros] pr. και S* A C=Qu "50 MSS." 

An keiner einzigen Stelle kann mit Sicherheit gesagt werden, dass die 
genannten Zeugen in der hebr. Vorlage 1 gelesen haben, weil sie nicht 
nach ihr ausgerichtet sind, ausgenommen 42 11 (lust.). Es könnte der 
Fall sein bei L; aber auch für Lukian ist der Stil, nicht der hebr. Text 
entscheidend. Nur an der zuletzt genannten Stelle (63 10) ist sehr 
wahrscheinlich και ursprünglich. 



In den beiden Zusätzen 34 10 und 43 23 ist καί nicht einheitlich 
bezeugt: 

34 10 ·% και (hab. S c 0 II L = Qu; om. V = Μ) ουκ εστίν ... 
43 23 ο υ δ ε (S c A cl 11= Qu; ουκ V ol II L C=M) εδουλευ-

aas . . . 

Oft steht der A r t i k e l in LXX Qu, während er in M fehlt. 

8 9; 23 s; 44 23; 52 10 τ η s yïjs = Qu] om. τ ή s M. 
8 22; 45 9 την yfjv. 
9 19 (is) ; 24 20 η yr\. 
14 12; 63 15 εκ του ουρανού. 
14 16 ό παροξύνων. 
19 β ol ποταμοί. 
23 7 η üßpis. 
32 11 r à s οσφνας. 
34 3 τα ορη. 
41 is τ τ) ^ 'έρημον. 
45 ίο ό λ€γωι>. 
52 Η άπό των άναρώιτων. 

Während an den genannten Stellen der Artikel einhellig überliefert ist, 
rindet er sich an den folgenden Stellen nur in einigen Zeugen. 

1 2 yrj = M] pr η 147-36 410 534 538 613 = Qu. 
14 i 6 σάων = Μ] pr. ο 88 L C=Qu. 
66 2 τρέμοντα] pr. τον II 544 = Qu. 

Noch unsicherer als bei der Konjunktion 1 lässt die Setzung des 
Artikels in der LXX einen Schluss zu, dass er bereits in der hebr. Vorlage 
gestanden habe und dass somit die LXX-Vorlage und Qu in der Setzung 
des Artikels übereingestimmt hätten. Man kann deutlich beobachten, 
dass oft der Artikel sekundär ohne Rücksicht auf die Vorlage aus sti
listischen Gründen eingefügt worden ist.4 Auch die Einfügung von η 
in Qu ist sekundär; deutlich zeigt dies 33 9 17 7^ = Qu c] om. 17 M Qu*. 
Auch parallele oder benachbarte Stellen erweisen, dass die Setzung bzw. 
Unterlassung des Artikels in LXX keinen Schluss auf die Vorlage ziehen 
lässt: 

23 8 άρχοντες τ η s 777s = Qu] om. τ η s M; vgl. 23 9 παν 
ενδοζον επί τ η s ( > Μ Qu) γή$· 

63 i s εκ του ουρανού = Qu] om. του Μ parallel εκ του 
( > Μ Qu) οϊκου. 

4 Siehe meine Beiträge zur 1er.-Sept., S. 114-169. Vierter Beitrag: Der Artikel in 
der Ier.-LXX. 



Dies gilt besonders für den Is.-Übersetzer, der bekanntlich seine 
Vorlage frei wiedergibt. 

P r o n o m i n a sind selten von LXX Qu gegenüber M bezeugt. 

Pronomen separatum. 
65 3 α ν τ ο t = Qu]>M. 
36 i l και élire προς αυτό v = Qu] om. 7rpos αυτόν M. 
48 17 èv τ] wopeharj èv αύ τ fi = Qu] om. k ν fj et ev 

α υ τ η M. 
6 6 2 1 Χημψομαι è μ ο ί S A (^μαυτω)~ζ) C=Qu] om. é μ ο ί 

OL=M. 

Suffixum nominale. 
1 31 η ισχύς αυτών et αί èpyaσΊaι αυτών = ζ)\ι\ om. 

αυτών (bis) Μ. 
26 is σωτηρίας σ ο u = Qu] om. σου Μ (im Text habe ich ουκ 

für σου geschrieben). 
53 12 δια ras αμαρτίας α ύ τ ώ î  = Qu] om. αυτών M. 

40 26 ισχύος = Μ]+αύτοΰ 87* Sa = Qu. 

Suffixum verbale. 
44 13 Εστησεν αυτό = Qu] om. αυτό M. 
49 7 ό pυσάμevός σζ = (}\ι] om. σe M. 
65 1 TOÎS èμè μη fητοϋσιν = Qu] om. ίμί M. 

Präpositionen. 
D 34 12 e ι ς απώ^ιαν: cf. Qu DD«?] om. e î s M. 

5 5 Θ ώ s â7réxei = Qu] om. c o s M. 
62 5 ώ s συνοικών = Qu] om. ώ s M. 
64 10 (9) ώ s 'έρημος = Qu] om. ώ s M. 
66 3 ώ ς ο άποκτέννων = Qu] om. cos M. 

3 9 14 (13) € ν μια r/μέρα = Qu] om. M. 
37 38 èv τω O'ÎKCO = QU] om. M. 
43 23 ev ταϊς ϋυσίαις σου = Qu] om. èv M. 

6 10 και τη καρδία: cf. m^n Qu] nnVi M. 
57 15 èv ày'iou 2°: cf. enipm Qu] empi M. 

"? 31 1 e î s A'^7TTOI' = QU] om. e t s M. 

45 i s e t s Kei>ov = Qu] om. e t s M. 

49 4 και e t s ou#ei> = Qu] om. e t s M. 



|D 18 7 e κ λ α ο ύ = Qu (parallel α π ό λ α ο ύ = Qu M)] om. εκ M, vgl. 
Hempel, ZDMG, 101 (1951), 167: "das hochgewachsene 
Volk wird nicht als Gabe dargebracht, sondern stiftet selbst 
Gaben." 

29 β άπο oïvov = Qu] om. από M; es geht voraus από (>Qu M) 
σικερα. 

Sonstige Partikeln. 

'D 7 4 δταν yap —Qu] om. yàp M. 
48 8 ort àûtT03V = Q\x\ om. ort M. 

vh 58 13 τ ο υ μ η 7roteti> = Qu] om. μή M. 

t o i 38 is ούδε οι αποθανόντες = Qu] om. oîrôé M. 

m y 54 9 βπΐ σοϊ ert = Qu] om. ετι M. 

•M 62 9 άλλ' ?} S c A-Q C= dk n o Qu] om. ή S* Ο L = M. 
Die genannten Qu LXX gemeinsamen Varianten sind zahlreich, aber 

ohne Gewicht. Ebenso kann nicht gesagt werden, dass die Vorlage der 
LXX immer mit Qu übereingestimmt hat. Häufig sind die LXX-Lesarten 
durch den Stil des Übersetzers bedingt, der bekanntlich frei seiner Vorlage 
gegenüber stand. Namentlich geht die Hinzufügung und Auslassung des 
kopulativen 1 und καί oftmals auf den Schreiber zurück, vgl. dazu 
Gottstein, Bibl., 35 (1954), 437-439. 

(2) Bedeutsam sind die folgenden Wörter und Wendungen, die in 
LXX Qu stehen, dagegen in M fehlen. 

37 9 καί άκουσας άπεστρεψ e = Qu] om. απέστρεψε 
M; vgl. unter X "Dubletten." 

39 c eis Βαβυλώνα ^ € t = Qu]om. η £ ε ι M. 
49 9 κ α ι èv π α σ a l s r a t s oôots = Qu] om. π ά σ a ι s M. 
51 23 των άδLκησάvτωv σε καί των ταπεινωσάντων 

σ€ = 0 υ ] ο π ι . καϊτώνταπ. σ ε Μ. 
53 ιι δεϊξαι αυτω φ ώ s =Qu] om. ψ ώ s M. 
56 7 e σ ο ν τ a L δεκτaί = Qu iVy ' ] om. έσονται M. 
60 19 geortet σοι την ν b κ τ a = Qu] om. την ν b κ τ α Μ. 
64 2 (ι) και κατακαύσει πυρ τους υπεναντί ους ( + σ ο υ 

L Qu) = Qu] om. r o ù s ύπβναντ'ιους (σου) — Μ. 

36 ιι των ανθρώπων τών]+κ a â η μ e ν ω ν A cl II —Qu;-{-εστη-
κοτων \l-Qms-oI II L C. 

36 14 ό βασιλεύς]+α σ σ υ ρ ι ω ν 26 407 538 Sa = Qu. 



An den Stellen 49 9; 51 23; 53 u ; 60 ig haben LXX Qu das Ursprüng
liche erhalten; deshalb ist ihre Lesart als Text anzunehmen und zu 
übersetzen, siehe meinen Isaias-Kommentar der "Echter-Bibel" III 
(Würzburg, 1958) zu den einzelnen Stellen. Die übrigen Stellen sind in 
exegetischer Hinsicht nicht so wichtig; hier scheinen sekundäre Erwei
terungen vorzuliegen, die M nicht kennt. Zu 56 7 ist zu bemerken, dass 
ζσονται nicht "innergriechisch" (so Gottstein, Bibl., 35 [1954], 63) ist, 
sondern LXX in ihrer Vorlage l^y (wie Qu) gelesen hat (BH retrovertiert 
ViT, setzt aber mit Recht ein Fragezeichen hinzu); auch sonst hat elvai 
andere hebr. Äquivalente. 5 An den beiden letzten Stellen, wo die Bezeu
gung der mit Qu übereinstimmenden griech. Lesart geteilt ist, braucht 
nicht die hebr. Lesart in der LXX-Vorlage angenommen zu werden. 

III 

Die Stellen, an denen LXX Qu ein M i n u s gegenüber M haben, sind 
nicht so zahlreich wie die, welche ein Plus bezeugen. Auch hier kann 
man unterscheiden: Auslassung (1) von Partikeln und (2) von einzelnen 
Wörtern. 

(1) om. καί LXX Qu] hab. M. 1 24; 6 1; 8 1 1 ; 13 22; 14 13; 17 8 (2mal); 
30 23; 33 9; 37 26; 44 7; 45 1 1 ; 46 4; 46 13; 48 5; 48 7; 50 2; 51 ιβ; 51 22; 
56 3; 58 2; 64 4 (3) ; 64 β (s) ; 65 7. 

Dies sind 24 Fälle (beim Plus 83). Dies zeigt, dass LXX Qu gegen
über M sekundär sind; denn die asyndetische Verbindung ist ursprüng
lich. 

An einigen Stellen lassen nur einige Zeugen και bzw. δέ aus: 

43 8 καί οφάαλμοί = Μ] om. και 22-93 = Qu. 
43 10 καί ö 7 r a t s = M] om. καί 393 = Qu. 

61 2 καί ήμ€ραι> = Μ] om. καί V Spec. = Qu. 

49 21 τούτους δέ = M nV«i] om. δέ 534 Tert. = Qu. 
54 ιβ έγώ δέ = M o:«i] om. δέ SS-oII III 49* Bo = Qu. 

Das Fehlen von καί besagt nicht, dass die genannten Zeugen nach 
einer hebr. Vorlage ausgerichtet worden wären, die wie Qu 1 nicht hatte. 

An nur 3 Stellen fehlt der A r t i k e l in LXX Qu, während er in 
M steht: 11 5; 64 8 ( 7 ) ; 66 22. 

s Siehe Beiträge zur 1er.-Sept., S. 35. Vgl. auch 57 2 e σ τ α ι h είρήνβ obv κ η ' . 



Auch hier hat der Übersetzer nur frei wiedergegeben, wenn er den 
Artikel nicht setzt. 

P r o n o m i n a ( S u f f i x a ) fehlen selten. 

11 i s πνυύματί = Qu]-\-eius M. 
13 9 καΐ t o u s αμαρτωλούς — Qu]-\-eius M. 
21 14 âpTOLs = Qu]-\-eius M. 
26 8 ήλπίσαμβν = Qu]+/e M. 
42 3 ob aßea€L = Qu]+eam M. 
45 n ό ττοιήσ as = Çhx]-\-eum M. 
46 β εποίησαν = Qu]-\-eum M. 
48 is βκαΚβσa = Qu] -\-eumM. 
63 n ό αναβιβάσας = Qu "pc MSS"]-f-eos= M. 

5 27 /<o7rιάσoυσ^ '̂ = Q u ] + w eo M. 

S o n s t i g e P a r t i k e l n 

44 20 Ψευδός = Qu] pr. wbn Μ (δτι 1° 2° von LXX eingefügt). 
52 6 το ονομά μου = Qu] + ·*· δια τούτο V C = M et o«. 7 ' . 
60 20 δύσεται = Qu]-f- ·>£ €τι = M et ot λ' . 

(2) Einzelne Wörter fehlen manchmal in LXX Qu, während sie in 
M stehen. Das "Füllwort" esse fehlt 2mal, omnis 4mal. 

3 24 KovLopTÖs = Qu]-\-erit M. 

7 23 €K€Îvri = Qu] + ·>£ βσται L C = M et τ ' 

11 9 τό opos = Qu] pr. omne Μ = σ' ev παντι τω opet. 
14 is €Κθΐμή$ησαν = Qu] pr. omnes Uli M. 
21 ιβ τ) δόξα = Qu] pr. omnis M. 

56 6 om. T r a i s a s Sa = Qu] hab. πάντας rel. = M. 

Die Zufügung in M ist wohl sekundär. 

An folgenden Stellen fehlen die genannten (manchmal in Ο L C 
vorhandenen) Wörter in LXX Qu. 

26 3 fin. = Qu]+e \7rtöt Ο L=M. 
26 5 κατaßaXels = Qu]-f-humiliabit earn M. 
26 β πατήσουσιν αύτas = Qu]-{-pes M. 
36 11 I<oa% = Qu] -f ·>& 7rpos TOJ^ ραψακην V L C=M. 
62 10 πορβύβσΰε = Qu] + ·>Κ πορβυβσάβ Qmg-oI 403 Eus. = Μ. 

Überall wird M den Vorzug gegenüber LXX Qu haben. 

file://-/-eius
file://-/-eius
file://-/-eum
file://-/-eumM
file://-/-erit


An einigen Stellen fehlen die genannten Wörter nur in einigen Zeugen 
der LXX und in Qu. 

48 19 καί τα eKyova της κοιλίας σου = Μ] om. της κοιλίας L = Qu. 
59 2ΐ €t7T€ yàp κύριος (2°) = M] om. o /=Qu. 

Auch hier verdient M den Vorzug gegenüber LXX Qu. 

Die Auslassungen, die Qu LXX gegenüber M haben, sind der Zahl 
und dem Umfang nach unbedeutend, besonders dann, wenn man sich 
vor Augen hält, wie oftmals LXX ein Minus gegenüber M Qu hat, das 
dann Origenes gewöhnlich sub asterisco aufgefüllt hat. Nur zwei Stellen 
können genannt werden, wo LXX Qu im Minus gegenüber M überein
stimmen, und von ihnen kommt eigentlich nur die erste in Frage, nämlich 
40 7 - 8 , die bereits Kahle, ThLZ, 74 (1949), 93, besprochen hat: "Wir 
sehen, dass der Text der Rolle genau der hebräischen Vorlage der LXX 
entspricht." An der zweiten Stelle 551 fehlen in Qu infolge Homoioteleuton 
die drei Verba natp "D^l l^aw, dagegen in LXX nur die beiden letzten, 
die von V Lp C ·)Κ και πορευεσύε και ayopaaare aus &' ergänzt worden 
sind. Hier wird LXX den ursprünglichen Text bezeugen, vgl. BH. 

IV 

In der W o r t f o l g e stimmen LXX Qu gegenüber M an nur 
wenigen Stellen überein. 

23 9 πασαν την ύβριν — Qu] tr. M; om. πασαν A 198. 
60 7 δεκτά €7Tt = Qu "4 MSS"] tr. M. 
61 7 έκ δευτέρας κληρονομησουσι την yrjv: cf. Qu duplicia in 

terra sua possidebunt] in terra sua duplicia possidebunt M. 
62 8 Et eTt δώσω τον σϊτόν σου: cf. si dedero ultra triticum tuum 

Qu] si dedero triticum tuum ultra M. 

37 ι τον βασιλέα / Έζεκίαν = Μ] tr. Qu, cf. εζεκιας ο βασιλεύς 
//-36*-456. 

Somit ist die Wortfolge nur selten geändert. Dies ist umso auffal
lender, als LXX sehr oft gegen M umstellt und ebenso Qu (siehe die 
Stellen bei Eissfeldt "invers"). Wenn hier LXX mit Qu zusammengeht, 
so ist damit nicht gesagt, dass bereits in der Vorlage der LXX die Um
stellung vorhanden gewesen sein muss. Nur 60 7 haben LXX Qu die 
ursprüngliche Wortfolge bewahrt, siehe BH und die Kommentare. 



V 

Sehr zahlreich sind die g r a m m a t i k a l i s c h - s y n t a k t i 
s c h e n Varianten, die LXX Qu gegen M bezeugen. 

(1) N u m e r u s . 

1 is cos φοινικόύν = Qu "4 MSS"] plur. M (parallel ώς κόκκινον = 
Qu M). 

14 ιι το κατακάλυμμά σου — Qu "66 MSS"] plur. M. 
15 2 επί πάσης κεφαλής = Qu] plur. M. 
43 23 της όλοκαρπώσεώς σου = Qu] plur. M. 
59 9 εν àù)pia = Qu] plur. M (parallel σκότος = Qu M). 
63 is 17 ισχύς σου = Qu] plur. M. 

6 7 Tas αμαρτίας σου = Qu] sing. M (parallel Tas ανομίας σου: 
sing. Qu M). 

26 β πραέων = ζ}\ι] sing. Μ (neben ταπεινών = Qu M). 
32 7 ταπεινών = Qu] sing. M (parallel ταπεινούς = Qu M). 
53 9 t o u s 7τλουσιοι>5 = Qu*] sing. Qu c M (parallel t o u s πονηρούς 

f - Q u M). 
53 12 αμαρτίας 1° = Qu] sing. M (parallel Tas ανομίας bzw. αμαρτίας, 

siehe unter VI). 

20 2 τα σανδάλια σου = Qu] sing. M, ebenso 2 8 2 5 εν τοις όρίοις 
σου. 

37 19 und 60 21 tpya (χειρών). 
41 2 κατά πόδας αυτού. 
47 7 τα έσχατα. 
57 ίο Tats 7τολυοδίαΐ5 σου. 
58 3 Tas ψυχάς ημών. 
59 5 ασπίδων. 
64 β (s) δια Tas aiO/Utas ημών. 
64 8 (7) t o w χειρών σου. 

43 β ά7τ' άκρων: cf. Qu] α τ άκρου S 0 / CTyc. = Μ. 

66 19 στ/μεΐα S c A - Q t x t = Qu] σημειον S* 0-Q m « L C= M. 

37 17 t o u s οφθαλμούς σου (im hexaplar. Zusatz) = Qu] sing. M. 

36 12 7rpos û/iâs = Qu] sing. M (ad te). 

56 5 aÛTOts 2° = Qu et α'σ'θ'] sing. M (ei). 
9 21 (20) φάyετaι = Qu] plur. M; "le ms. fait commencer le verset 

20 par fcjin comme la Sept." Barthélémy, RB, 57 (1950), 
541. 



10 29 καί παρεΧβΰσεται 2°: cf. Qu] plur. M (es geht voraus καί 
παρελβΰσεται l° = Qu M, und es folgt καί iféet: Qu M 
aliter). 

12 4 καί kpels = Qu (wie 12 ι καί epeïs = Qu M)] plur. M (et 
dicetis). 

16 4 a7rcoXero = Qu] plur. M (Subjekt ό άρχων 6 κατ απ ατών = Qu 
Μ; ΒΗ "1 o'DD-i"). 

33 23 âpeZ = Qu] plur. M. 
35 ίο a7réôpa = Qu] plur. M (parallel καταΧημφεται abrobs: Qu M 

aliter). 
42 il eb(ppàv^TL = Qu} plur. Syh = M. 
62 2 καί καΧεσβι σε = M] et vocabunt Tyc. = Qu. 

1 23 ά'γαπώντες . . . διώκοντες = Qu] sing. M (Subjekt ist oi 
άρχοντες-, LXX om. IVD). 

2 is κατακρνφουσιν: cf. Qu] sing. M (LXX zieht v. 18 zu v. 19, w o 
der Plur. steht). 

3 25 καί oi ισχύοντες υμών = ζ)\ι] sing. M (LXX übersetzt frei). 
5 3 oi ενοικοΰντες = Qu] sing. M (LXX übersetzt das kollektive 

ntPV mit dem Plural, wie auch sonst, vgl. nur 12 6a LXX 
plur. gegen Qu M sing.). 

6 ίο άκούσωσι — Qu] sing. M (alle Verba stehen in der LXX im 
Plur.; Subjekt ist Xaös im kollektiven Sinn. Das 1 der 
Pluralform lyap» gehört vor ina^a ; somit liegt in Qu falsche 
Worttrennung vor). 

7 ι ήδυνή&ησαν = Qu et M LXX IV Reg 16 5] sing. M (vielleicht 
ist der Plur. ursprünglich, vgl. BH). 

13 14 καί £ΣΟΙ;Τ£Η = Qu] sing. M (LXX setzt gegen M als Subjekt 
oi καταλελειμμένοι ein). 

14 32 άποκριϋησοντai — Qu] sing. M (LXX hat als Subjekt βασι-
Xecs = Qu; M scheint verderbt zu sein, vgl. BH). 

16 10 ευφρανάησονται = Qu] sing. M (neben πατησουσιν gegen 
Qu M sing.; LXX übersetzt frei, da sie die Vorlage nicht 
versteht). 

21 9 σννετρίβησαν = Qu] sing. M (LXX ändert die Satzkonstruk
tion und nimmt ΑΓΆΛΜΑΤΑ, ΧΒΙΡΟΠΟΊΗΤΑ als Subjekt). 

23 2 ôta7T€pcoi/T€s = Qu] sing. M (Subjekt ol èvoiKOVvres — Qu M, 
und μεταβόΧοι X 6 Qu M sing.). 

30 20 εγγΊσωσί σοι = Qu] sing. M (Subjekt oi πλανώντες ΣΊ — Qu 
M). 

32 5 εϊπωσι l° = Qu] sing. M Niphal (parallel εΐπωσι 2°: gegen M 
Niphal und IÖKV QU). 

6 Das Zeichen X besagt, dass in den genannten Zeugen entgegengesetzte Lesarten 
•tehen, steht also dem Gleichheitszeichen = gegenüber. 



36 7 \éyere = Qu et M IV Reg 18 22] sing. M et LXX IV Reg (die 
Rede folgt im Plural: πεποίοαμεν = Qu M). 

36 s μείχυητε = Qu et LXX IV Reg 18 23] sing. M Is. et M IV 
Reg (siehe zu 36 7) . 

39 6 καϊ λημψονται = ζ)η\ sing. M Is. Niphal et M LXX (λημφυη-
σεται) IV Reg 20 is (aktive Form in der LXX und deshalb 
Plural). 

41 25 έρχέσυωσαν = Qu] sing. M (Subjekt άρχοντες = Qu M). 
42 20 ηvoLyμéva = Qu] sing. M (in LXX überall Plural). 
50 10b oi πορευομενοι = Qu] sing. M (in LXX überall Plural : gegen 

Qu M sing.). 
51 3 εύρησουσιν = Qu] sing. M Niphal (in LXX aktive Form). 
56 6 roùs φυλασσόμενους — Qu] sing. M (LXX hat überall Plural

formen in diesem Vers = Qu M). 
57 20 κλυδωνισΰήσονταί = (2\ι (Subjekt oi δε άδικοι). 
58 5 καλέσετε — Qu] vocabis Cypr. Spec. = M. 

6 3 eKéKpayov S A-Q L C (87e) = Qu] εκεκρayεv Β 87* = M. 
45 24 τ)£ουσι S c A-Q = Qu "21 MSS Seb"] rféei S* Ο L C=M. 

(2) T e m p u s . 
2 11 και ταπεινωοήσεται. = Qu] perf. M (parallel καί ύψωάησεταί Χ 

} Qu Μ). 
5 5 αφελώ = ζ)\ι] infin. abs. Μ (parallel κααελώ X Qu M). 
5 12 έμβλέπουσι = Qu] fut. M (parallel κατανοοΰσι = Qu M). 
8 2 μάρτυρας . . . ποίησον = (^)\\ (vgl. die Imperative 8 1 Κάβε und 

ypâ-φον = Qu M). 
10 26 καί €7reYepeZ = Qu] part. M (in der LXX überall v. 24-34 

Future = Qu M). 
14 24 ^ r a t = Qu] perf. M (parallel μενεϊ = (^\χ M). 
17 13 καί άποσκορακιεϊ = Qu] perf. M (es folgt διωζεται X Qu M). 
26 19 έyεpâ'ησovτaL . . . καί ευφρανϋησονται = Qu et 01 λ ' ; a â'] 

imperat. M (es geht voraus άναστήσονταί = ζ)\λ M; nach 
BH sind die Futurformen zu lesen). 

27 β καί εξαν&ήσεί = ξ)\ι] perf. M (neben βλαστήσεί = (^\ι M) 
28 ιβ (Ιδού eyùi) έμβαλώ (besser εμβάλλω) =TD , D QU] perf. M 

(nach run steht gewöhnlich das Partizip; deshalb fordert BH 

29 il, 12 (2°) καί épeï = Qu] perf. M (das Futur ist in LXX sti
listisch gefordert, vgl. καί έρεϊ 1° v. 12 Χ ΊΏΙΟ Qu M). 

33 10 λέyεL = Qu] ΊΏίΓ M (LXX λέ^γει im Anschluss an die häufige 
Formel λέyεt κύριος). 

41 7 €pet = Qu] part. Μ (έρεϊ stilistisch notwendig, vgl. καί ερεϊ 
41 e fin.). 



43 28 καί έδωκα = Qu] imperf. Μ ΠΙΓίΝΙ (es geht voraus καί εμίαναν ; 
BH fordert mit Qu die Punktierung 'Kl). 

45 ιβ καί ττορεύσονται = Qu] perf. M (parallel αίσχυνυήσονται καί 
εντραττήσοντai X Qu M). 

48 Η κάί (>Qu) συναχυήσονται . . . καί ακούσονται = Qu] impe-
rat. M 

48 H àyαιτών ere: cf. Ό Γ Π Ν Qu] perf. M. 
52 5 και ολολύζετε: cf. Qu] imperf. M (siehe unter VIII) . 
53 7 àvoiyei 2° = Qu] imperf. M (bei àvoiyei 1° auch Qu wie M 

imperf.). 
54 2 πήζον: cf. 'ϋ' Qu] imperf. plur. M ID' (7Γτ;£οϊ> = 'ϋΠ BH; in 

ν. 2 nur Imperative). 
56 4 και εκλεξωνται = Qu] perf. M (parallel φυλάζωνται = Qu M). 
57 17 και άπεστρεψα = (}\ι] infin. abs. M (neben καί επάταζα 

αυτόν: cf. Qu M). 
59 4 πεποίοασιν . . . τίκτουσιν = Qu] infin. abs. M (auch die beiden 

anderen absoluten Infinitive sind mit λαλόϋσι und κύουσι 
übersetzt). 

62 9 και αίνεσουσι = Qu] perf. M (neben φάτγονται und ττίονται = 
Qu M). 

63 ιβ ουκ €7^7^00 = Qu] imperf. M (parallel ουκ €7Ï>CO = QU M). 
66 2 καί εστίν = Qu] imperf. Μ (vgl. BH). 

(3) W e c h s e l d e r P e r s o n . 

7 H καλέσεις = M] -σει S 311-46 = Qu. 
33 17 οψεσυε^Ομ] videbunt (oculi tut) M. 
48 8 ήνοιζα] -Cas 564 239 410 534 Sa = Qu; apertum est M (siehe 

unter VIII) . 
53 8 του λ α ο ϋ μ ο υ = Μ] του λ α ο υ α υ τ ο ύ Syp = Qu. 
60 2ΐ χειρών a U T 0 Ö = Qu]%. μου II IΙΙ-233 Tht . = Μ. 

49 5 ό 7τλάσα$ μ € = - Μ ] θ 7 τ λ . σ € 534 Sa = Qu. 
51 is (ό παρακαλών) σe = Qu] T\b Μ. 
58 Η αναβιβάσει σε . . . ψωμιεϊσε = Qu] et sustollam te ... et cibabo 

te M. 
Vgl. auch 46 13 r\yyioa την δικ. μου] ηyyισεv η δικαιοσύνη μου 

538 Syl Tert. (plur.) : cf. nnnp Qu. Auch Pesch, und Targ. 
haben "Gerechtigkeit" als Subjekt, vgl. Gottstein, BibL, 
35 (1954), 61. 

(4) G e n u s . 

14 32 καί δι' aûroû = Qu] Pirn M. 
15 3 εν raïs πλατείαις αύτη s = Qu] εν Tais πλ. αυτού Μ. 



Zahlenmässig sind es somit viele Stellen, wo LXX und Qu gegen M 
übereinstimmen. Aber bei diesen grammatikalisch-syntaktischen Vari
anten muss man sehr vorsichtig sein, wenn man auch sagen will, dass 
LXX überall so wie Qu in ihrer Vorlage gelesen hat. An den meisten 
Stellen forderte der griechische Stil, nicht die hebräische Vorlage, die 
mit Q übereinstimmende Wiedergabe. 

VI 

In der V o k a l i s i e r u n g ( P u n k t a t i o n ) treffen LXX und 
Qu manchmal zusammen. 

5 28 côs στερεά πέτρα = -\')XD Qu] ΊΒ3 M. 
14 32 βασιλείς = O^D QU] "OK 1 ?» M. 
15 3 περιζώσασθε = ^\η Qu] Π 5 Π M. 
21 7 άναβάτην 1° 2° und 21 9 αναβάτης = a a n Qu] M. 
27 ι φώΎοντα = π-Ύ\ΐ Qu] n n a M. 
34 13 αυλή = ηχπ Qu] TSn M . T 

40 ίο μετά ισχύος = prim Qu, vgl. Hempel, ZAW, 61 (1945/48), 
282] pma M. 

40 26 Kai kv κρατεί (ähnlich σ' θ' και κράτους) = γΐ2ΐϊ\ Qu] "pöXI M. 
4126 αληθή = pis Qu] M. 
49 17 οικοδομηθήση (ähnlich α'θ' οικοδομουντες σε) = - p u Qu] 

"ipja Μ = σ' οι υιοί σου. 
53 3 Kai ΐώώ$ = ΐ π η Qu] OTT) M. 
53 12 και δια r à s αμαρτίας (besser ayo/nas) αυτών = narryps1?! 

Qu] D ^ B 1 ? } M. 
54 ιι /cat r à θεμέλια σου = - p n m D ' I Qu] ΤΓΠΟ'Η M. 
55 ίο €ts βρώσιν = ^Düh Qu] bïîù M. 
57 is εν àyioLS 2° = Bmpai Qu] M. 
66 2 καί(-\-τον II 544 = Qu, siehe unter II) τρέμοντα = n inm Qu] 

nm M. 
** τ : 

66 12 r à παιδία αυτών n a r r m l p m ] Qu] DPij?n M. 

Bei den genannten Stellen hat der Übersetzer die Lesarten von Qu 
entweder bereits in seiner Vorlage gelesen oder als Randnoten bzw. 
Korrekturen irgendwie gekannt und sie als "matres versionis" benützt. 

Von den Lesarten können als ursprünglich betrachtet werden: 49 17 
(BH: "1"); 53 12 (ανομίας ist anstelle von αμαρτίας 2° in den Text auf
zunehmen; es ist nicht anzunehmen, dass zweimal hintereinander D'ytPD 
ursprünglich ist); 54 11 (BH: "prps" ; besser ist: "1"); 66 12 (vgl. BH). 

Bei den übrigen Stellen kann man geteilter Meinung sein, ob die 
Punktation des M oder die Lesart der LXX Qu den Vorzug verdient. 



VII 

Auch die T r a n s k r i p t i o n der E i g e n n a m e n verrät, dass 
LXX in verschiedenen Fällen Qu näher als M steht. Dies ist schon 
gelegentlich festgestellt worden, siehe Hempel, ZDMG, 101 (1951), 140, 
und Milik, Bibl., 31 (1950), 217. Die in Frage kommenden Eigennamen 
seien hier zusammengestellt. 

1 9 Σόδομα: cf. Qu d t id , ] Ù1O M, ebenso an allen Stellen. 
1 9 Τόμορα: cf. Qu moiy] rnbv M, ebenso an allen Stellen. 
7 ι (utos) Ρομ€λίου: cf. Qu rr^on] irr1?»*! M, ebenso 7 s; 7 »; 

8 β; aber 7 4 (LXX aliter) steht in Qu i r V o i , also ohne 1, 
siehe Anm. 2. 

15 5 ΣηΎωρ: cf. Qu -nys] M. 
21 is Αβδαν V 544 Bo Hi. {δαυδαν S A-Q Ο C): cf. M D W ] α' σ' 

δωδανυμ = L Qu ο ' Π Η . 
36 3 Σομνας: cf. Qu waw] Xintf M, ebenso 36 u, 22; 37 2. 

Die Transkriptionen 1 9; 7 1; 15 5 sind allgemein in der übrigen LXX 
gebräuchlich. Wiederum kann nicht sicher gesagt werden, dass der 
Is.-Übersetzer den o-Laut, der in Qu besonders gern eingefügt wird 
(man kann bei Qu direkt von einer kennzeichnenden o-Vokalisierung im 
Gegensatz zur a-Vokalisierung bei M sprechen), in seiner hebr. Vorlage 
gelesen hat. Jedoch hat er sicher die Lesarten mit dem Vokal ο gekannt 
und sie als "matres transcriptionis" benützt. Wenn 21 13 Aquila und 
Symmachus (und von ihnen abhängig Lukian) mit ω transkribieren, so 
ist dies ein Beleg, dass sie eine alte Tradition wieder aufgreifen. 

In M haben viele Eigennamen die langen altertümlichen Endungen 
ΙΠ'-, während in Qu die kurzen Endungen r p - stehen. Auch in der LXX 
sind durchweg die Eigennamen in der Art von Qu geschrieben, vgl. 
Ησαία$, Efe/aas, Of tas usw. Auch hier kann LXX wie M in ihrer 
Vorlage gelesen haben; aber ebenso war ihr die Form in Qu bekannt. 

Auf die Endung von "Jerusalem" nb-, D^V- hat bereits Hempel, 
ZDMG, 101 (1951), 142, hingewiesen. Wenn LXX durchgehend 
ΐ€ρουσα λ τ; μ wiedergibt, so mag dies ein Hinweis darauf sein, dass 
sie die Endung a1?- als "mater transcriptionis" gekannt hat. 

Doppeltes * liest Qu 23 1 ο"Γΰ, das auch LXX voraussetzt Κιτιάων 
{κίτιαιων S Α Β C; χβπβίμ 239-306m g). und 23 12 Ktrtets, wo auch M 
Ketib α"Π3 hat (M Qere aber d t d ) . Auch 23 1 ist nach LXX Qu α"ΓΌ 
zu lesen. 

Die zuletzt genannten Stellen zeigen, dass keine Konsequenz vor
handen ist. Dies ist auch allgemein in Bezug auf die Transkription der 
Eigennamen zu beobachten. In Qu stehen noch viele andere Eigen
namen mit dem o-Laut, der aber in LXX keine Aufnahme gefunden hat, 
ζ. B. 20 1 Tavaâav (ûapûav Qm*-oI=M)] in-nn Qu. 



JOSEPH ZIEGLER [52] 

VIII 

B u c h s t a b e n - V e r t a u s c h u n g 

1 I 18 6 καί καταλείψει: cf. î ary i Qu] *ΰΪ5Ρ M; vgl. Loewinger, 
V7\ 4 (1954), 81. 

' I I ι 21 2 oi πρέσβεις = Qu] "HIS M. 
22 24 ένδοξος = τ a a Qu (vid.)] - n a a M. 
33 13 yvœaovraL = w> Qu] w n M. 
37 13 Σεπφαρ(ε)ιμ A L cl= D ' H D D Q U ] σεπφαροναιμ 0-Qmg: 

cf. D'HDD M. 
52 5 και ολολύζετε: cf. M i m Qu] ι ^ ' Γ Ρ M. 

τ I 1 16 9 r à δένδρα σου: cf. Ρ-ρηκ Qu] ηΐηκ M; BH: "1 Τη.Κ" 

D 1 a 9 19 (is) δια ί?υμό^ = ΠΊ2^α Qu] ' y a M. 
46 6 έκ μαρσιππίον = DOD M] ei> μαρσιππω 534 Bo = ' a a Q U . 

a 1 D 15 9 Ρβ/ζμωρ] δηβω^ V Eus.; διβωι; 87-91; öeeßco^ 309-490 = 
] D ' l Qu; δειμων B et 01 7' διμωι> = ρο"Η M. 

65 14 εν ευφροσύνη = airja Qu] 'ÖD M. 
a 1 D 40 17 eis (cos 88 93 87* 566 Cyr . l e m ) ούάεν: cf. OBva Qu] 'KD M. 
^ 1 a 44 4 cos (ωσει) ài^à μέσον = p a a Qu "10 MSS"] p a s M. 
3 1 28 21 rr} cpapa77i = p o y a Qu] ' y a M. 
τ 1 η 23 10 ep7a£*ου = n a y Qu] n a y M. 

29 3 cos Δαυίδ = m a Qu] "11*72 M, vgl. Loewinger, VT, 4 
(1954), 82. 

1 1 14 4 ό επισπουδαστής: cf. n a m n Qu] 'ίό M. 
π 1 π 51 9 7rXaros (im hexaplar. Zusatz) = a i m Qu] a m M. 

56 10 ένυπνιαζόμενοι = ΏΊΐη Qu; " p i MSS" ΟΜΠ] π τ π M. 
η I π 42 25 opyyv (ϋνμον αύτοΰ) = ηαπ Qu] ΠοΠ M. 

48 8 ήνοιζας 564 239 410 534 Sa = nnns Qu] ηνοιζα rel.; 
ΠΠίΊΒ M; siehe oben unter V (3). 

il I D 63 11 ό αναβίβασα* = rbyon Qu "pc MSS"] üb- M. 
ο 1 1 9 4 (3) ; 60 6 Μαδιαμ = πΗη Qu] ρ-το M. 
' 1 η 35 9 eope#77 = NXD' Qu] «son M. 

η I 1 64 9 ι (s) εν καιρώ = ny*7 Qu] ny"? M. 
« 1 y 28 22 /cat ύμ€Ϊ5 = ϋηΝΐ, vgl. Loewinger, VT, 4 (1954), 82 1 : cf. 

ππΝΐ Qu] n n y i M. 
vb I * 31 8 ovK = mb Qu, ώ "K° r "] 1*7 M "Occ Q° r . " 
iV I to 49 5 rpos αυτόν = h Qu "9 MSS Q"] κ!? M. 

ι ·™ 2 2 (και ήζουσιν) έπ'Ιαύτό 'm*7y Qu et vby Mich 4 1] v*7N M 

et LXX Mich 4 2 (7rpos αυτό). 
17 8 (πεποιϋότες ώσιν) επί ^ y Qu] M. 
22 5 (πλανώνται) έπι (τα όρη) *?y Qu] M. 
36 7 Έ π ι (κύριον . . . πεποίϋαμεν) ^y Qu] "7« M. 

I 22 15 (Πορ€υου . . .) πρό$ (Σομναν) *?« Qu] *7y M. 
29 12 (και δοαήσεται . . .) eîs xeîpas (άναρώπου) bu Qu] "?y M. 



65 6, 7 (ν. 6 «os αν αποδώ, ν. 7 αποδώσω . . .) eis (τον κόλπον 
αυτών) "?« Qu] by M. 

66 20 (αζουσι . . .) eis (την àyiav πάλιν) bu Qu] by M. 

BH empfiehlt die Lesart von Qu LXX an folgenden Stellen: 40 17 ; 
44 4; 23 ίο ; 14 4; 42 25; 63 1 1 ; 49 5; von den genannten Stellen schwächt 
sie ihre Empfehlung durch "frt" oder "prb" ab: 23 10; 42 25; 63 11. Wenn 
hier LXX Qu zusammengehen, so ist nicht immer damit erwiesen, dass 
der Übersetzer auch so in seiner Vorlage gelesen hat. Dies gilt besonders 
für die Präpositionen "?y und bik; sie sind teilweise durch das Verbum 
bedingt, so επί 17 8 36 7 durch πεποιυεναι, ebenso eis 29 12 durch 
διδό^αι (im vorausgehenden Vers 11 ist die gleiche Wendung frei mit dem 
Dativ δώσιν αυτό άνυρώπω wiedergegeben; deshalb ist die Notiz in 
BH "1 c G hinfällig) und vor allem 65 6, 7 durch die Wendung 
αποδίδομαι eis τον κόλπον, die auch Ps 78 (79) 12 und 1er 39 (32) is 
vorkommt. 

48 8 ist vielleicht r\voi^as ursprünglich: s ist infolge Dittographie 
ausgefallen, es folgt σου. 

Lehrreich ist beim Eigennamen Madian 9 4 (3) und 60 6 der Wechsel 
D I ], der somit bereits auf hebr. Ebene erfolgt ist, siehe meine Beiträge 
zur 1er.-LXX, S. 66 f. Orlinsky, JJSt, 2 (1950/51), 151-154, tritt 
energisch dafür ein, dass 42 25 non des M ursprünglich sei und die 
Wiedergabe in LXX (ebenso in Targ. Pesch. Vulg. siehe BH) keinesfalls 
nnn voraussetze; aber LXX hat vielleicht nnn als "mater versionis" 
gekannt. 

IX 

Am bedeutsamsten sind solche l e x i k a l i s c h e Varianten, die 
ein anderes Wort bezeugen, weil sie für die Exegese entscheidend sind. 

10 32 την θυγατέρα = Qu Qere na] rva M. 
16 9 τα δένδρα σου, siehe bereits unter VIII . 
23 10 εpyάζoυ, siehe bereits unter VIII . 
32 β νοήσει: cf. Qu ηκηη] nti>y M = faciei Vulg. 
36 11 τών ανθρώπων = Qu cPtittNn] Dyn M = populi Vulg. 
37 26 εν οχυροϊς: cf. Qu onisa] Q'sa M: cf. compugnantium Vulg. 
39 1 και ανέστη = Qu ΓΡΓΗ ] pirn M = et convaluisset Vulg. 
41 5 ä/xa = Qu ππ '] m n 1 M = obstupuerunt Vulg. 
41 20 και εννοηΰώσι = ζ)\ι" îran : cf. et recogitent Vulg.] ID»BH Qu* M. 
44 20 δύναται εζελέσΰαι: cf. Qu b'sv] bw M. 
45 2 και όρη = Qu o m n i ] a n n m M : cf. gloriosos terrae Vulg. 
45 8 εύφρανϋήτω: cf. Qu i y n n ] iD'ynn M=rorate Vulg. 
49 24 αδίκως: cf. Qu yny: cf. a robusto Vulg.] pnx M. 
50 2 ^ηρανύήσοντai = Qn tPirn] twan M = computrescent Vulg. 
50 β άπεστρεψα = ζ)\ι vwvDri = averti Vulg.] τπηση M. 



44 ιβ (vorhexaplar. Zusatz) ev TOLS avâpa&v Β ; ein των ανάρακων 
αντου 449-770; ein TOLS avdpa&v αυτού Q m g (om. αυτού) 
239-306 S y h m g = Qu vbm ^yi] om. hic M, sed hab. v. 19. 

51 9 (hexaplar. Zusatz) η κατακοψασα L = Qu ηχπαη = percussisti 
Vulg.] η λατομησασα V-oII C (ex α σ' ΰ') = ταχπο7\ M. 

Ursprünglich sind LXX Qu 10 32 (BH: "1"); 23 10 (BH: "1 frt"; 
streiche "frt"); 32 β; 45 2 (BH: "1?"; streiche das Fragezeichen); 49 24 
(BH: "1"); 44 w (BH: "1"); 51 9 (BH: "1"). 

Sedundär sind LXX Qu 16 9; 36 11 (stammt aus v. 12) ; 37 26 (erleich
ternde Lesart); 41 5; 45 8 (Qu bestätigt meine Vermutung, dass LXX 
bereits lynn vor sich gehabt hat, siehe Untersuchungen zur Is.-Sept., 
S. 157); 50 2 (erleichternde Lesart). 

Verschiedene Stellen sind eigens zu besprechen. An den beiden 
Stellen 41 20 und 50 6 hat LXX wohl die Lesart des M vor sich gehabt 
und frei übersetzt; es ist aber möglich, dass die Lesart von Qu in der 
Vorlage stand entweder als Textlesart oder als Randnote. 41 20 ist zum 
Verbum a*v das Nomen zu ergänzen, vgl. 

41 22 έπιστησομεν τον νουν. 
47 7 Ινόησας . . . èv τη καρδία σου. 
57 ι έκδεχεται τη καρδία. 
57 il ουδέ ekaßes με eis την διάνοιαν αυδε els την καρδίαν σου 

(οΰδε eis την καρδίανίσου ist Dublette, siehe Untersuchungen zur Is.-Sept., 
S. 77). Es ist deshalb mit έννοηυώσι richtig wiedergegeben, wie die 
benachbarten Wörter verlangen. Es ist sehr wahrscheinlich, dass die 
Lesart von Qu als "mater versionis" bereits der LXX vorlag. 

50 6 liegt in M die häufige Wendung vor "das Angesicht verbergen," 
von den Menschen als Subjekt nur 4mal (Exod 3 e; Isa 50 β; 53 3; 59 2), 
von Gott jedoch 27mal (namentlich in den Psalmen) ausgesagt. Überall 
übersetzt die LXX mit άποστρεφειν το πρόσωπον Exod 3 β; 
Deut (3mal) ; Pss (14mal) ; 1er 40 (33) 5; Ezek (3mal) ; auch Isa 8 17; 53 3; 
54 s; 57 17; 59 2; 64 7 (β ) , also 6mal. Nur lob 13 24 ist "warum verbirgst 
Du Dein Angesicht" frei mit δια τί άπ' έμοΰ κρύπτη wiedergegeben. 
Auch die Peschitta übersetzt diese Wendung wie die LXX, siehe Gott
stein, Bibl., 35 (1954), 62. Die jüngeren Übersetzer haben wörtlich 
übersetzt: αποκρΰπτειν(α Exod 3 β; Deut 31 is; Isa 8 17 u. ö. ; 

Isa 59 2), κρύπτειν (σ' Isa 8 17; 54 8 u. ö.) τό πρόσωπον. 

Es ist auffallend, dass nur 50 6 in Qu TnTDn steht, das wie eine 
Retroversion des griech. άπεστρεφα aussieht, aber sicher keine ist. Es 
ist auch nicht anzunehmen, dass in der Vorlage der LXX die Lesart von 
Qu gestanden habe. Aber es ist deutlich zu sehen, dass die LXX-



Übersetzer eine gemeinsame Tradition kennen, die ihre Heimat nicht in 
Alexandrien, sondern in Palästina hat. Es mag so gewesen sein, dass für 
die Übersetzer gewisse "Richtlinien" ausgearbeitet worden sind, die 
Angaben über die Bedeutung und Wiedergabe verschiedener Wörter und 
Wendungen enthielten. Sie mögen zunächst an den Rand der Hand
schriften geschrieben sein (unsere Handschrift von Qumran enthält keine 
Randnoten, wohl aber die hebr. Sirach-Handschriften); vielleicht waren 
sie auch in getrennten "Wörterverzeichnissen" vorhanden. Man kann 
diese Lesarten als "lectiones auxiliares" oder besser (im Anschluss an die 
"matres lectionis") als "matres versionis" bezeichnen (siehe oben die 
"matres transcriptionis"). Sie sind dann gelegentlich vom Rand oder von 
der separaten Liste in den Text geraten (wie an unserer Stelle). 

Ein weiterer Beleg für diese Annahmen ist die Stelle 32 6, die 
O r l i n s k y ausführlich besprochen hat, siehe JBL, 69 (1950), 152-155, 
und wiederholt JJSt, 2 (1950/51), 152; JNEST, 11 (1952/53), 153. Man 
kann wohl Orlinsky zustimmen, wenn er sagt, dass das Zusammengehen 
von LXX (und Targ.) mit Qu nicht beweist, dass beide Zeugen die Lesart 
von Qu auch in ihrer Vorlage gehabt haben. Aber es besteht doch die 
Möglichkeit (und dies soll hier gleich betont werden), dass die Lesart 
von Qu bereits dort stand. Bei Orlinsky steht Qu nicht hoch im Kurs; 
die von M abweichenden Varianten verdanken ihren Ursprung dem 
fehlerhaften mündlich tradierten Text: "The St. Mark's Isaiah Scroll 
derives from a text which was written (probably from dictation) from 
memory," JBL, 69 (1950), 165. Man darf jedoch nicht zu sehr den Ton 
auf die "mündliche" oder "gedächtnismässige" Tradition legen. Es ist 
auch nicht anzunehmen, dass so umfangreiche Texte "from memory" 
oder "from dictation" geschrieben worden seien, zumal auch, so viel ich 
sehe, Hörfehler nicht festgestellt worden sind. Deshalb ist es nicht 
richtig, in ηκηπ "an unreliable oral variation" (ebd., S. 165), zu sehen. 
Vielmehr ist die Lesart von Qu eine "mater versionis," die bereits in der 
Vorlage der LXX gestanden haben kann. 

39 ι ist ebenfalls nicht sicher zu sagen, dass LXX wie Qu in der 
Vorlage gelesen hat. Aber wiederum ist dem Is.-Übersetzer die Qu-
Lesart bekannt gewesen ; dies zeigt die Parallelstelle 38 9 καί ανέστη = 
*m M Qu (von hier kam »m nach 39 ι), ferner 26 19, wo ebenfalls rrn mit 
άνίστασυαυ wiedergegeben ist: άναστήσονται oi νεκροί. 

Auch bei 44 20 kann nicht entschieden werden, ob LXX wie Qu in 
der Vorlage gehabt hat. Es ist eher wahrscheinlich, dass sie wie M gelesen 
hat und dass ihr die Lesart bzv als "mater versionis" (aus 16 12, siehe 
unten) ebenfalls zur Verfügung stand. Bei der Verwendung des Verbums 
ουνασυαι bestehen d r e i Möglichkeiten: 



1. Die Vorlage hat zwei Verba (dies ist der gewöhnliche Fall), ζ. B. 
7 ι καί ουκ ήδυνήυησαν πολιορκήσαι αυτήν = Μ Qu. 

36 14 οΐ ού δυνήσονται pvaaaiïaL ù/xâs = Μ Qu. 

2. Die Vorlage hat nur das Hauptverbum; der Übersetzer übernimmt 
als Hilfsverbum δύνασυαι, ζ. Β. 

11 9 ούδβ μη δ ϋ ν ω ν τ α ι (>Μ. Qu) άπολ^σαι. 
20 β οΐ ουκ ή δ ύ ν α ν τ ο ( > Μ Qu) σωυήναι. 
36 9 καί πώΐ δ ϋ ν α σ û e ( > Μ Qu) άττοστρέΊ^αι. 
36 19 μη βδύναντο ( > Μ Qu) pùaaaâaL. 

3. Die Vorlage hat nur ^D' im absoluten Sinn "vermögen," "imstande 
sein"; diesen absoluten Charakter hat der Übersetzer verkannt und 
musste so ein sinnentsprechendes Verbum beifügen, ζ. B. 

16 12 καί ού μη δύvητaL èÇeXéaâaL αυτόν (èÇeXéaâaL αυτόν sub 
-h ; om. M). 

29 H ού δύvaμaL àvayvcbvaL (àvayvœvaL sub -f- ; om. M). 

Weitere Beispiele in den Untersuchungen zur Is.-Sept., S. 65, und in 
den Beiträgen zur 1er.-Sept., S. 92 zu 20 9. 

X 

Die bis jetzt genannten Stellen zeigen, dass Qu von M abweichende, 
gewöhnlich sekundäre Lesarten kennt, die auch LXX als "matres ver-
sionis" benützte. Da kann es leicht vorkommen, dass D u b l e t t e n 
eindringen; es ist aber auffallend, dass nur wenige Stellen genannt werden 
können, wo "Dubletten" in Qu bew. LXX vorliegen. 

37 9 καί άκουσας άπέστρβι/'β = Qu S IEH yntin] yntin M; atin IV Reg. 
19 9. 

Als ursprüngliche Lesart ist mit IV Reg 19 9 ZIEH anzunehmen, siehe 
meinen Is.-Kommentar in der "Echter-Bibel" (BH "sed ? origin" ist 
zu Unrecht unschlüssig; bereits am Anfang von v. 9 steht richtig 
yuan, das sicher nicht zweimal im gleichen Vers geschrieben wurde). 
Die Erklärungen, dass hier eine einfache "addizione," so Milik, Bibl., 
31 (1950), 86, oder "verschiedener Ausfall durch doppeltes Homoio-
arkton," so Hempel, ZAW, 62 (1949/50), 289, vorliege, treffen nicht das 
Richtige. 

40 i9 βττοίησβ: cf. Qu ησα rupyn] -}d: M. 
Der in Qu vorliegende Text ist unklar. Hempel, ZAW, 61 (1945/48), 

284, meint, dass "~]DD für -JD3 19, wohl unter dem Einfluss des neben *?OD 



häufigen naDö" stehe. Jedoch ist in -JDD ein Nomen als Objekt von ntpjpi 
zu sehen. Sowohl Qu als LXX kannten die Lesart n»y. Der griech. 
Übersetzer benützte sie als "mater lectionis" und gab deshalb ~|DJ mit 
εποίησβ wieder. Der Schreiber von Qu wollte die alte ursprüngliche 
Lesart nicht unter den Tisch fallen lassen und schrieb "und er machte ein 
Gussbild." Jedoch passt die Satzkonstruktion nicht gut; man erwartet 
*?DEn -|DO ntpyi. 

41 n πάντες 2°: cf. Qu »tw« ha] »BTCN M. 
Man könnte "?ID als einfache Hinzufügung betrachten, die der Schrei

ber aus eigenem beigab; aber πάντες 2° der LXX zeigt, dass ^ 1 3 bereits 
vorlag (beeinflusst von πάντες 1° ν. l i a ) . h a ist sekundär, siehe G. 
Fohrer, VT, 5 (1955), 249. 

65 2 άπει,ΰοΰντα καί άντιΚε^οντα] m i ο (so ist nach dem Photo 
zu lesen, nicht miD, wie Burrows abdruckt) Qu; miD M. 

Wahrscheinlich hat LXX in ihrer Vorlage bereits die beiden Lesarten 
von M und Qu miDl *niD gelesen. Dann hätten wir in der LXX eine 
Dublette, die allerdings ihr Doppelgesicht verloren hat, da die Wendung 
"widerspenstig und abtrünnig" an vielen Stellen vorkommt und ur
sprünglich ist, siehe meine Untersuchungen zur Is.-Sept., S. 78. An 
unserer Stelle ist nur e i η Verbum und zwar das des M echt. 

XI 

Wenn neu entdeckte Handschriften uns geschenkt werden, dann 
erregt die Schreibung und Wiedergabe der G o t t e s n a m e n beson
deres Interesse. So auch bei unserer Isaias-Rolle. Über die Gottes
namen hat P. Boccaccio in BibL, 32 (1951), 90-96, einen Beitrag "I 
manoscritti del Mar Morto e i nomi di Dio mm ,"?«" geschrieben, jedoch 
keine Notiz von der Wiedergabe in der LXX genommen. Auch in anderen 
Aufsätzen ist über die Gottesnamen gesprochen worden, aber nur 
gelegentlich auf die LXX Bezug genommen, vgl. Burrows, "The Treat
ment of the Tetragrammaton," BASOR, 113 (1949), 31 f., und Hempel, 
ZAW, 62 (1949/50), 253. Um eine Übersicht zu gewinnen, seien die 
Stellen, an denen Qu in der Behandlung des Gottesnamens von M ab
weicht, zusammengestellt. 

6 η κύριε mm Qu, ^πκ M. 
7 H /cuptos mm Qu, ' πκ M, ebenso 9 8 ( 7 ) ; 21 ιβ. 

28 2 κυρίου mm1? Qu "mit MSS Edd," T T O V M. 

3 is κύριος mm Qu* "mit MSS" »an« Qu c ; ' πκ M, ebenso 8 7. 



3 1 7 ό deàs] κύριος C 46 403-613 = πιπ' Qu c, "mit MSS" ; 'πκ Q * M. 
37 20 ό ûeôs 2°] πίπ' M ; κύριο* ο êeo* 86 = MRR Qu IV Reg 19 19. 
49 7 κύριο* = MN' M] πιπ' 'πκ Qu; 
38 11 τον ûeov] γρ Q u ; γρ Π' Μ = α'#' ια t a ; σ' (τον) κυρών. 

49 Η και ό /cuptos] /cat ο #eos A 8 8 - 0 / / L= , l ?«i Qu c ; 'πνί Qu* M. 

42 β /cuptos ό $ e o s ] mrr M ; om. πίπ 1 Qu : cf. Hempel, ZA W, 62 
(1949/50), 253. 

25 9 ô ûeos ημών = ÎRN^N M] pr. κύριο* S 393 538 Co Syp Ir . l a t = 
'^κ MRP Qu. 

28 16 κύριο* S A - Q T X T C = M M Qu*] κύριο* κύριο* 0-Qme et κύριο* 
ο iïeos L = MM ' τκ Qu c M. 

28 22 (χαρά) κυρίου = MRP Qu "4 MSS"] a domino deo Hi. ; ot 7 ' -f 
κυρίου = ΠΊΓΤ' 'ΠΝ Μ. 

30 i s /cuptos S A 87* = πιπ' Qu*] κύριο* κύριο* Q Ο C (87e) et 
KUptOS Ο #€0S Ζ, = πιπ' 'τκ Qu c M. 

42 5 KUptos ô #€Os = '^Nn Wr\ Qu; MM ^«n M: cf. Hempel, ZAW, 
62 (1949/50), 253] ο #eos 51; κύριο* oïl 407 410 Ir. Cyr. 

49 22 κύριο* B* A - Q t x t S L = MM Qu] κύριο* κύριο* 0 ( B c ) - Q m g 

C = M M 'πκ M; dominus deus Hi. 
50 5 κυρίου S* A - Q t x t L C] κυρίου κυρίου S c B-Qm*-oI 36 = 'πκ 

πιπ' M; '"7« ' ι κ Qu. 
52 4 KUptos S A - Q t x t L = MM Qu] w p t o s w p t o s 0 - Q m g = MM 'πκ 

M ; κύριο* ο deo* C. 
54 β ό ûeô* σου S A-Q 0 L C=~i ,n17« M] w p t o s ο âeo* σου 88 

239-306 Bo (ημων pro σου) = MM Qu. 
61 1 κυρίου — MM Qu] + ->£ κυρίου Q m g = MM 'τκ Μ. 
61 ιι KUptos S A - Q t x t L C] κύριο* κύριο* 0 - Q m g = MM 'πκ M; 

dominus deus Hi. = '^κ MM Qu. 
65 13 KUptos = MM Qu*] + -X- Kuptos 407 613 Or. = MRR 'πν Qu c M. 

Ein Überblick über die genannten Stellen lässt keine klare Linie 
sehen. Der griech. Übersetzer hatte ja bereits die Schwierigkeit, 'ΠΝ mit 
einem entsprechenden Wort wiederzugeben, nachdem κύριο* für MN' 
festgelegt war. So ist 49 14 zweimal κύριο* für 'Π« und MM verwendet. 
Das bekannteste Beispiel ist Ps 109 (110) 1 (Et7r€v) ό κύριο* τφ κυρίω 
μου Tivb MN'. Deshalb kann auch nicht gesagt werden, ob LXX wie 
Qu mrp in ihrer Vorlage 6 1 1 ; 7 14; 9 s ( 7 ) ; 21 β; 28 2; 3 is gelesen hat. 
Dagegen hat sicher LXX wie Qu nur e i n e n Gottesnamen (M zwei) 
an folgenden Stellen: 28 ιβ; 28 22; 30 15; 49 22; 50 5; 52 4; 61 1; 65 13, ferner 
38 11. Wahrscheinlich hat hier LXX mit Qu das Ursprüngliche bewahrt. 
Dagegen stehen aber wieder Stellen, wo LXX mit M nur e i n e n Got-



tesnamen hat, während in Qu zwei stehen, so 37 20; 49 7; 25 9; 54 β. 
Schliesslich hat LXX nur e i n e n Gottesnamen, während in Qu M zwei 
stehen, so 50 5; 61 11. 

E r g e b n i s . Eine stattliche Anzahl von Varianten konnte notiert 
werden, die in LXX Qu gegen M übereinstimmen. Diese Übereinstim
mung besagt aber nicht, dass überall die Vorlage der LXX die gleiche 
hebr. Lesart wie Qu hatte. Es ist deutlich zu erkennen, dass Qu gerade 
in vielen Fällen, wo sie mit LXX übereinstimmt, sekundäre, erleichternde 
Lesarten gegenüber M bezeugt. 

Jedoch ist erwiesen, dass bereits der LXX-Übersetzer die von M ab
weichenden Varianten in Qu kannte, entweder als Lesarten, die am Rand 
seiner Vorlage standen (Randnoten), oder im Text angebracht waren 
(Textkorrekturen), oder völlig die ursprüngliche Lesart, die in M steht, 
verdrängt haben (sekundäre Lesarten). Es besteht auch die Möglichkeit, 
dass solche Varianten, besonders die lexikalischen, die den Sinn anders 
deuteten, von einer Gelehrtenschule mündlich tradiert und auch schrift
lich in separaten Verzeichnissen fixiert wurden. Diese Lesarten kannte 
sicher der Übersetzer und hat sie als "matres versionis" bzw. "trans-
criptionis" benutzt. Es besteht auch die Möglichkeit (und sie liegt sehr 
nahe), dass ein Grossteil der aufgeführten Varianten von Qu bereits in 
der LXX-Vorlage stand ; denn wenn sie in Qu Aufnahme gefunden haben, 
warum hätten sie nicht auch in der LXX-Vorlage stehen können? Somit 
verraten LXX und Qu eine gemeinsame Textform, in der sich "gewisse 
«schriftgelehrte» Tendenzen geltend machen, die dazu zu zwingen 
scheinen, in ihr den Niederschlag einer bewussten Rezension zu sehen," 
wie richtig Hempel, ZAW, 62 (1949/50), 254, bereits "als vorläufiges 
Ergebnis" feststellt. Nur ist der Is.-Übersetzer bzw. der Bearbeiter der 
LXX-Vorlage konsequenter als der Rezensent von Qu, wie die durch
gängige Schreibweise der Eigennamen Τομελιας und Σομνας mit ο 
(siehe unter VII) und die ständige Wiedergabe άποστρέφειν TO 
πρόσωπον (siehe unter IX) zeigen, während Qu den l Laut nicht überall 
hat und nur einmal (50 β) das Verbum TiD Hiphil bezeugt. Aber ganz 
folgerichtig waren weder der Is-Übersetzer bzw. die Bearbeiter der LXX-
Vorlage noch der Rezensor von Qu, und dies ist auch nicht zu erwarten, 
denn der Is.-Übersetzer war kein Aquila und der Bearbeiter von Qu bzw. 
der LXX-Vorlage waren keine Schüler des Rabbi Aqiba. Diese Erkennt
nisse sind das wichtigste Ergebnis der vorliegenden Untersuchung, mag 
auch die Summe der LXX Qu gemeinsamen Lesarten (besonders wenn 
man die Gegenprobe machen würde und die sehr zahlreichen Stellen 
sammelte, wo LXX M gegen Qu oder LXX gegen M Qu geht) όλΐΎοστός 
καί ουκ έντιμος sein, um mit den Worten der Is.-LXX 16 14 zu schliessen. 



D S I a A S A W I T N E S S T O A N C I E N T E X E G E S I S 

O F T H E B O O K O F I S A I A H * ) 

BY 

S. TALMON 

In the very first attempt to clarify systematically the readings 
deviating from the MT which were discovered in DSIa, Millar 
Burrows defined the textual relationship between the scroll and MT 
as follows: "Differing notably in orthography and somewhat in 
morphology it agrees with the Masoretic text to a remarkable degree 
in wording. Herein lies its chief importance, supporting the fidelity 
of the Masoretic tradition. There are minor omissions, but nothing 
comparable with those found in the Septuagint of some of the books 
of the Old Testament. Words repeated in the MT are sometimes not 
repeated in our manuscript: e.g. vi 2 û̂ DJa W, vi 3 imp (repeated 
once); viii 9 ΙΓϊΓΡ ΓΐίΝΓιΠ ; xxxviii 11 ΓΓ; lvii 19 abv; lxii 10 via». 
Such omissions may have been made deliberately by a scribe who 
did not have the modern scholar's concern for meter" x ) . 

This definition expresses rather a high estimate of DSIa as a witness 
to the text of the Book of Isaiah. It was followed by similar statements 
voiced by other scholars who set out to prove the antiquity and the 
authenticity of the MT by drawing attention to the basic resemblance 
between its textual tradition and that of DSIa. 

This basic identity between MT, which is preserved to us only 
in comparatively late manuscripts none of them from before the 
ninth century A.D., and DSIa which beyond any doubt stems from 
the pre-Christian era, surely implies that the scribe of DSIa must be 
considered a fairly reliable workman who took great care to transmit 
somewhat mechanically, but faithfully the intricacies of a textual 
tradition held holy in his community. Just as did the scribes who 
handed down the MT he sometimes copied passages in his manuscript 
which were faulty and no doubt, without sense even to him. 

As against this remarkable basic concurrence of DSIa with MT 

*) A paper read at the Swedish Theological Institute in Jerusalem in May 1961. 
The original text is printed here with slight alterations and with some notes 
appended. 



the former differs from the latter textually in a good number of 
instances, as is well known. Now, these deviations from MT are 
often quoted by the same scholars to prove the scribe's laxity and 
the unreliability of the text of DSIa. 

It appears to us that this two-edged reasoning comes dangerously 
near to juggling of evidence. There can be no two measures by which 
to judge and evaluate this ancient manuscript. It is methodically 
unsound to give credit to DSIa where its tradition coincides with 
that of MT, while condemning it as unworthy of trust whenever it 
goes its own way, unless its direct dependence on MT or on its 
proto-type has been conclusively proved. It is in this respect that, 
wittingly or unwittingly, scholars have failed by taking recourse to 
an unproven conjecture as if it were an established fact: MT is applied 
as a yardstick to measure the textual tradition of DSIa, with the tacit 
assumption that Isaiah's prophecies were handed down in one single 
formulation which moreover was preserved most faithfully in the 
Massoretic Text. But actually this question, whether all versions of 
the Bible were derived from one ancestor or whether we have to 
assume a manifold textual tradition in the latter half of the Second 
Temple Period, or even in the very first stage of literary biblical 
composition, has constituted the bone of contention between two 
schools of textual scholars since the beginning of the twentieth 
century. Instead of judging DSIa by the axioms of an Urtext theory, 
we should use the new finds from the Judaean Desert as a test for 
this theory. By stating matters in this manner we are widening the 
scope of a mere investigation into the impact of DSIa on the study of 
the Book of Isaiah. This will call for further comments at a later stage. 

Before proceeding we have to consider some additional factors. 
In spite of the alleged general textual integrity of DSIa it cannot be 
denied that in many instances the scroll is demonstrably faulty. By 
processes which sometimes can be reconstructed to a reasonable 
degree of certainty errors of various types were incorporated in the 
text of the scroll. Again, in some cases we can observe in the scroll 
attempts at improving imaginary or real misreadings which the scribe 
or the copyist found in his Vorlage and which often remained un
changed in the MT. These errors were assembled and roughly 
categorised already by Burrows in the article mentioned previously. 
They drew the special attention of Y . KUTSCHER

 2) and H . M. OR

L I N S K Y
 3 ) who, more than others, became convinced of the inferiority 

of DSIa as against the MT. 



It must be conceded that erroneous readings due to failings of the 
copyists are more numerous in the scroll than in the MT. The same 
holds true for the number of attempts at correcting obviously faulty 
readings. But it should be stressed, on the other hand, that this process 
of textual revision is far from being complete. Many cases of a crux 
interpretum in the Hebrew Isaiah were left to stand unchanged in 
DSIa as they are in MT Statistically speaking we may say that only a 
minority of difficult passages in the book were smoothed over in 
DSIa while the great majority were transmitted in their unsatisfactory 
wording. This state of matters does not allow a clear-cut decision, 
whether in those instances in which the scroll presents a better reading 
than MT this is due to a secondary attempt at improvement or whether 
the scroll preserved here sometimes an original straightforward text. 
The maxim that the lectio difficihor should usually be given preference 
over a parallel smooth reading is a valid safeguard against hasty 
textual emendation. But it should not be considered an invariable rule 
by which to decide the relative value of variants. 

From the foregoing discussion arises a rather multicoloured picture 
of DSIa as a witness to the text of the book of Isaiah. Even should 
the scroll ultimately be judged to be inferior to the MT this does 
not rule out the possibility that in many individual instances it has 
preserved readings superior in sense to those of MT, and textually 
more original than their parallels in MT. In order to form a balanced 
opinion of DSIa and the characteristics of its scribe the discussion 
should take its departure from an evaluation of the scroll by itself 
without setting MT as a standard for comparison. A reading of the 
scroll should first of all be judged by itself in order that we may 
decide whether it has any intrinsic value. At the second stage of such 
an investigation DSIa should be compared with other extra-Massoretic 
versions, with the Septuagint, the Peshitta, and to a lesser degree 
with the Targum, which probably perpetuate other independent 
textual traditions. Only after that a comparison with the MT is called 
for. 

This comparison will often result in a deadlock, both versions 
presenting equally acceptable readings. Again in other instances we 
may arrive at the conclusion that both parallel readings cannot be 
considered original, but were derived from a common ancestor 
which sometimes can still be restored conjecturally. 

Finally we should submit all the variant readings of a given pas
sage to a synoptic analysis. This synopsis will often reveal a striking 



resemblance, even an identity, of DSIa with one or more of the 
extra-Massoretic versions. These textual concurrences are of great 
value, since they point to an ancient Jewish tradition current in 
Israel in the latter half of the Second Temple period. 

II 

The diversity of textual tradition which can yet be observed in our 
sources makes it sufficiently clear that at some stage or other in the 
history of the book of Isaiah different avenues were leading to its 
interpretation. 

Our modern concept of the prophet's words is decisively influenced 
by the system of vowels and syntactical symbols, the ta^amim, with 
which the Massoretes endowed the biblical text during the ninth 
and tenth century A.D. This system embodies exegetical reflections 
which undoubtedly are deeply rooted in Jewish tradition. Still, they 
convey only one possible approach to the Bible. DSIa presents to us a 
text devoid of the Massoretic aids to its explanation. But it is free, 
on the other hand, from those explanatory symbols which transmit 
a historically dated interpretation of the Holy Writ, an interpretation 
that consituted the tradition of only one, however important, sector 
of the Jewish people. 

Here the exegetical importance of DSIa becomes apparent. It is 
witness to a phase in Jewish interprétation of the book of Isaiah 
independent from that embodied in the Massoretic text. Furthermore, 
it often provides us with an excellent tool for a novel approach to 
the interpretation of Isaiah's prophecies. If we succeed to read the 
text of the scroll without unconsciously providing it with the vowel 
signs and text-divisions to which we became accustomed we some
times will arrive at a new interpretation of a given passage which 
assumedly was in the mind of its scribe even where its consonantal 
text does not differ from that preserved in MT. 

We shall now adduce some examples by which to put these theore
tical considerations to the test of practical application. Starting from 
instances in which only a difference in pointing of a single word is 
assumed to constitute the variant, we shall then deal with cases of 
identical consonantal texts which were divided syntactically in 
different ways. 

1. Different vocalization of single words. 

We shall first adduce an example in which the scroll has a most 



probably faulty pointing of a crucial word. However it is important 
to show that this same pointing is mirrored partly in the translations 
of the Sept., the Pesh. and the Targ. 

a) Is. xix 10. MT: Ί 3 Ρ *?D ,Ο^ΟΤΟ ΓΡΠΠΒ ΤΠΙ 

G: καί έσονται οί διαζόμενοι αύτα έν οδύνη καί 
πάντες oi ποιοΰντες τον ζΰθον λυπηθήσονται καί 

τάς ψυχάς πονέσουσιν4) 
DSIa : VD1 *1DI» "W» D^DIÖ ΓΡΙΚΥ!» ΤΠΙ 

Τ : ΊΊΓΠ Ί Π Χ feras ΝΠ» w ira ιπκ f m 

ΓΓΡΟΛ -ni ir»a f Mai ms"« fias? 

The RV translates the verse under review thus: "And her pillars 
shall be broken in pieces, all they that work for hire shall be grieved 
in soul". Here as in G's rendering "»ülK is tacitly equated with 
DS», probably on the basis of Job xxx 25 : f ax 1 ? VDOl Π731Χ7 — "was 
not my soul grieved for the needy". The root OXS is a hap. leg. This 
may have been conducive to the substitution of X for 57, both in 
MT and DSIa. Τ however seems to have thought of OJK — pond. 

But we are mainly concerned with two other words in the verse. 
In translating "her pillars" the RV obviously connected rrnrw with 
nntP, from which also TW — "base, foundation" is derived. " · 3 ^ was 
taken as just a variant pronunciation of — "wages". 

The ancient versions, however ascribed these words a quite 
different meaning. G's oi διαζόμενοι, which is preserved only 
in some mss. but is nevertheless considered original, takes rpnntf as a 
technical term which rather fits the context. The same verb translates 
in Judg. xvi 14 the Hebrew root JHN. 

It has been suggested that the Hebrew nnœ is of Egyptian origin 
and that it carries the meaning of "weaver, ropemaker" 5). 

The main Greek tradition renders ΓΡΠηΦ rather loosely εργαζόμενοι. 
T's ΝΠΏ TW rra definitely connects rpftiw with rww, to drink. 

Now it appears that DSI's reading rrnnw points to the same concept. 
WW alongside ΠΠΡ is employed by both MT and DSIa in Is. xxii 13: 
rviöJ ΊΠ» Ό ··· ρ TVinen " W 3 Va». Hence DSIa concurs with Τ in the 
interpretation of the first half of the verse under review. 

This leads to the assumption that DSIa's reading differed from 
that of MT also in the second half of the verse, though their conso
nantal texts are identical. Here G's translation contains the clue. 
"lDP was rendered by G — ζύθον, i.e., beer, the Hebrew word ob-



viously being read — lap. We suggest that this was also the reading 

of the scroll and that accordingly its text is to be translated: "And 
her drunkards (lit. drinkers) shall be downcast (depressed), all makers 
of beer (shall be) grieved in soul". 

The argument advanced here goes to show that in the verse under 
discussion DSIa presents an ancient attempt of Jewish exegesis, one 
part of which is also reflected in the Targum while another part 
underlies the Greek translation. As already stated we think that in 
this case DSIa represents a misinterpretation of scripture. In the 
following example however we feel strongly that DSIa contributes 
to a better understanding of the biblical text. 

b) Is. xxvi 9. MT: Van "«aBr na1? pis p*6 7»DD»Ö "iœxa Ό 

Τ : - xsnK1? ripna nr-n xaa 
G: διότι φως τα προστάγματα σου επί της γης 

This is a case of an assumed variant which ordinarily would not 
attract the attention of a reader of the scroll since its consonantal 
text is identical with that of MT (excepting the plene writing of 
which is written defective in MT). The difference seems to lie in the 
second word which in MT is obviously taken as a particle and is 
pointed The RV consequently translates the passage in a rather 

forced manner: " . . .for when thy judgements are in the earth, the 
inhabitants of the world learn righteousness". 

The ancient translators had before them essentially the same text 
as is preserved in MT. But they could not make head or tail of it. 
Τ inserted a verb — ΓψΠΟ, which completes nicely the relative clause 
introduced by SOD, but is patently secondary 6). G turned the particle 
into a noun — φως, reading, intentionally or unintentionally, EftO for 

*WKD. It appears that this is a step in the right direction. A noun 
seems to be required after the comparative "a". Retaining the con
sonants of MT — " W K 3 , we propose to point the word Ί # Ν 3 or ΊψίΟ, 

and to translate the phrase—"for as happiness (sweetness) are your 
statutes to the (dwellers of the) earth, the inhabitants of the world 
learned justice". Thus is restored the parallelism of the verse which 
is now in full accord with the other sentences in the passage Is. 
xxvi 6-10. 

The idea, that God's precepts (onjDWö) produce happiness or 
sweetness ("iBfK) for their observers, recurs in Is. xxx 18: " . . .for the 



Lord is a God of righteousness (üBtfü), happy are all they 
that wait for him". And again in Is. lvi 2: "Happy the man 
that doeth th i s . . . that keepeth the Sabbath from profaning it, and 
keepeth his hand from doing any evil". We may further compare 
Ps. cvi 3 : n» "?33 npHS WS7 ÖBff» nffK — "Happy are they that 
observe the laws (and) he that doeth righteousness at all times". 
Here we have the same combination of (n)pnx - ÖBtfö - (O"WN that 
supposedly is to be found also in the verse under review—Is. xxvi 9. 

Our argument may be strengthened by a further consideration. 
We assumed that the restored noun Ί#Χ-Ί#Κ carries the sense of 

"happiness" or "sweetness" and that this sensation is bound up with the 
notion of justice and righteousness. Now is it mere coincidence that 
as against this injustice is compared to bitterness? We venture to 
propose that Is. xxvi 9 is the very antithesis of the verse Am. ν 7: 
1ΓΓ2Π p ï 6 ΠρΠΧΊ ÖBffÖ Π ϊ » ^ ΟΌΒΠΠ, "Ye who turn justice to 
bitterwood and cast down righteousness to the earth", are bound 
to come to grief. The incompatibility of God's intentions and man's 
acts is forcefully brought out in these mutually opposed scriptures 
by the employment in both of them of the salient words (π)ρπχ-ϋΒΡΟ 
•pK*?-, modified by the antithetic concepts of "KPN and na»1?. 

We wish to emphasize that the reading of Is. xxvi 9 that was 
proposed here adheres to the consonantal text as transmitted both 
in MT and DSIa. However, availing ourselves of the flexibility 
inherent in the unpointed text of DSIa we achieved two results: 
a) We were able to restore the hitherto only presupposed noun 
ΊφΝ-ΊψΝ from which may have been derived also the word "ΠΡΚ3 

in Gen. xxx 13. We may expect to find some further instances in the 
MT in which this noun was erroneously taken as the relative pronoun 
and was pointed 7 ) . b) We could interpret satisfactorily the 

verse under review and to place it into proper relationship with 
other scriptures which express similar ideas. 

2. Erroneous pointing coupled with the additional interchange 
of two very similar letters, y od and wawt seems to have resulted in the 
following variant: 

a) Is. xix 9. MT: m n DTI NT ΓΠρΉΦ ΟΤΙΦΒ W31 

DSIa : Π1Π DTÏItO mfm» DVMPB Ή31» W)V 

The substitution of yod for waw in WOOST-WO"1 is just another 



case of the alternate employment of the perfect and the imperfect 
and does not affect the sense of the verse. However, the interchange 
of m n and m n is of a different nature. Let it be stated that the reading 
of MT is supported by T's translation pxa = nets, which points to a 
derivation of Ί 1 Π from Tin — hole. Also G render ηιπ as a noun 
βύσσον, deriving it probably from Tin (Esth. i 6; viii 15). The weavers 
of that material (mn OTIK) would be put to shame (αισχύνη 
λήμψεται) like the flax workers mentioned in the first part of the 
verse. This is roughly the rendering of the RV too : "moreover they 
that work in combed flax, and they that weave white cloth, shall be 
ashamed". Kimn1? of the Pesh. is inconclusive since its meaning cannot 
be ascertained. 

As against these DSI's reading m n must obviously be explained 
as a perfect form (3. pers. pi.) of the verb Tin and should probably 
be pronounced 1Τ1Π (or iTjn — if pausal forms were employed in 

DSIa). This reading was already proposed tentatively by some com
mentators (cp. BH), prior to the discovery of DSIa. The second 
member of the verse thus contains a verb parallel to ΤΡΌ"» in the first 
member: "Ashamed shall be they that work in combed flax and 
weavers (of flax) shall wax pale". 

b) The same parallelism of Τ Ι Π - Ρ Ό recurs in Is. xxix 22: ··· 
ΤΤΙΓΓ V3S nn» Nbl ηρ»·» va> Π Π » "Jacob shall not now be ashamed, 
neither shall his face now wax pale". 

It could be argued that the scroll's reading in this verse should 
be viewed as an attempt of explaining away the hap.leg. ΉΙΠ of MT. 
By employing the rule of lectio difficilior the MT should then be given 
priority over DSIa. But we shall immediately see that this rule cuts 
both ways. If it were to be applied categorically it would for example 
prove the superiority of DSIa over the MT in the following instance: 

c) Is. xi 6. MT: 03 am ]Dp Tim ππ*· imai t s d i Vain 
DSIa : nan am ism nn- vm> tbd i Vasn 

Instead of the noun xna, failing, in the MT, DSIa has a verb in 
the perf. form— na s , which like ana is derived from the same stem 
ΚΙ» with elision of the alepb. Again this reading had already been 
restored conjecturally before the discovery of the scroll. Now, the 
noun N*na is found several times in the O.T. (II Sam. vi 13; I Kings 
i 9, 19, 25; Is. i 11 ; xi 6 etc.), but there is not one single instance of 



the verb NI» being used. Therefore it is DSIa that in this case has 
preserved the more difficult reading. 

The same division of MT and DSIa can be observed also in the 
translations. T's on?Dl mirrors MT's X*n». On the other hand the 
rendering of Pesh. — ]ixnj "they will graze", concurs with DSIa's — 
Vlö\ G surprisingly has conflated both interpretations, translating: 
καί μοσχάριον καί ταύρος καί λεών άμα βοσκηθήσονται. 

The reading of DSIa is stylistically better suited than that of MT. 
The verse thus contains four syntactically complete parts (a-b; a-c) 
each with its own predicate. 

This stylistic superiority of DSIa over MT deserves serious con
sideration. But of even more importance is the exegetical and textual 
concord of DSIa, Pesh. and of one Greek tradition. There are no 
adequate reasons to explain this as due to the same trend of emenda
tion independently conceived in a Hebrew, a Greek and the Syriac 
tradition. Similarly no direct interdependence between these three 
witnesses to the text of the Bible can be established. It therefore 
appears that their combined evidence points to an ancient source 
from which all three were derived. This, admittedly hypothetic 
source represented an exegetical tradition, based on a text varying 
from that of MT, which must have been firmly established in Jewish 
circles in the period of the Second Temple. 

3. Different pointing coupled with an interchange of non-similar 
letters. 

Is. xiv 11. MT: ybni rran "pro bmt τνιπ 

DSIa : irbii jvon yntxx burnt -ntin] 

The translation of MT: "Thy pomp is brought down to hell (and) 
the noise of thy viols" shows that we are confronted here with a 
parallelism in which the words blNP ΤΤΠ are tacitly applied also to 
the second apocopated member. "pVsa ΓΡ73Π can be taken with some 

imagination as a parallel to "J21N5. But DSIa's reading — thy 
corpse, can by no means be combined with ΓΡΟΠ. The scribe obviously 

read the word as ΓΡοΠ, conceiving it as a parallel to bMUD ΤΤΙΠ. Though 

"he killed your corpse" sounds somewhat unusual, this exegetical 
tradition is witnessed for also by the rendering of Sym. : έθανατώθη 
το πτώμα σου. A reference to death is contained also in Theodotion's 
translation who apparently reads the noun nion instead of the verb 



ΓΓΟΠ: ό θάνατος κατέρρηξηεν σε. Τ: "pöT ΠΠΙΕΠη and G: ή πολλή σου 

ευφροσύνη mirror MT; while Pesh. presents elements of both inter
pretations: -plD ΓΡΟΊ — "and thy viol will die". 

4. In some cases slight differences in the consonantal text of DSIa 
suggest a syntactical arrangement that differs from the one indicated 
by the massoretic accents. 

Is. xxvi 16. MT: la1? -poia tfn1? fij?2S TTTpD 'n 

The atnach under "|V7pö indicates that in MT the second stichos 
opens with the word "pps. The second half of this verse is admittedly 
difficult. The apparent noun "ppx is usually derived from pis — dis
tress, but is registered in the most recent dictionary of the Bible 
(KOEHLER) as "unexplained". The R V took it as a verb from the 
stem — pir, and translated accordingly: "Lord, in trouble have they 
visited thee, they poured out a prayer when thy chastening was upon 
them". The first half of this translation corresponds roughly to the 
ancient versions. But instead of interpreting "poia in the second half 
as "chastening—affliction", G and Τ take it as a reference to God's 
commandments — G: ή παιδεία σου. Τ : "]ΠΊ1Κ. This is the sense 
which the word *iOia usually carries in the Bible (e.g. Jer. xvii 23; 
xxxii 33; Zeph. iii 27; Pr. viii 33; xii 1 etc.), and this is obviously 
also the meaning of the plural "plOia of DSIa. 

Against MT and the versions which take œn1? as a noun (G : μικρά, 
read: πίκρα; Τ : "WD), DSIa has here a verb: wnb. It seems that this 
is paralleled by ppx, which in DSIa is probably a contraction of 
pp»S. That ppx was understood as a verb by the writer of the scroll 
may be deduced also from his reading "plpö — thy precepts, a noun 
parallel to -pioia in the second stichos, instead of the verb TTTpS 
in MT. The noun D"HpD is frequently used in the Psalms and is, so 
to speak, the catchword of Ps. cxix, where it is paralleled by pin, niin, 
etc. 

All this results in a different verse division in DSIa, and in a perfect 
parallelism of members : lab THOia wnV ,pp(»)s " p P D "> s a We 
suggest the following translation: "Lord, in distress they call out 
your precepts, they whisper your commandments unto themselves". 

We are fully aware that the few examples which were analysed here 

DSIa: 
T: 

la1? "poia pps -pipe -ixa 'n 
Tin pnnpsn ̂ rhm1? p m nn xpsa 'n 

•wrdh "ΙΙΥΠΊΧ JDVIK γöVa 



can only indicate the line of approach to the scroll of Isaiah which 
was advocated. A full investigation will result in proper appraisal of 
the scroll as a witness to ancient Jewish exegesis and of its writer as 
an exegete of no mean achievements. In conclusion we wish to state 
that the exegetical tradition underlying the scroll is reflected not 
only in ancient translations, as we set out to prove in this paper, but 
also in Talmudic and Midrashic literature. But this problem should 
be dealt with separately. 

x ) M. B u r r o w s , Variant Readings in the Isaiah Manuscript. BASOR, 111, 
1948, pp. 16-17. 

2 ) Ε . Y . K u t s c h e r , The Language and Linguistic Background of the Isaiah Scroll 
(Hebrew). 1959. 

3 ) S . his Studies in the St. Mark's Scroll. I-IV, JQR 43, 1952/53, pp. 329-340; 
V, IEJ 4, 1954, pp. 5-8; VI, HUCA 25, 1954. 

*) The last passage in G is apparently a Doppeliiberset^ung influenced by Is. 
liii 10: άπό του πόνου της ψυχής. Cf. J. Z i e g l e r , Untersuchungen ^ur Septuaginta 
des Buches Isaias, 1934, p. 65. 

5 ) S. L. K o e h l e r — W. B a u m g a r t n e r , Lexicon in Veteris Testament/ libros, 
1953, s.v. ΠΑΡ (p. 1015). 

e ) We tend to assume that this translation is moulded upon the pattern of the 
similar expression in Is. xlii 4: BStPO plit3 DIZP 157, where Τ translates: 157 
van 8571X3 rprvn. 

7 ) Prof. G . R. D r i v e r has kindly drawn our attention to some of his notes in 
which he dealt with the root 1ΦΝ and its occurrences in the O.T. S. JThSt 38, 
pp. 37, 43; BiOr 1, pp. 234-35; AJSL 52, p. 160. To the instances of the noun 
157K mispointed 1S7N suggested by him we would add provisionally Is. xlii 4. 



REDÉCOUVERTE D'UN CHAÎNON MANQUANT 

DE L'HISTOIRE DE LA SEPTANTE 

D O M I N I Q U E B A R T H E L E M Y 

Pendant la répression du mouvement insurrectionnel de Ben 
Kosebah — si nous en croyons la mise en scène du « Dialogue » — 
Justin se plaignait auprès du juif Tryphon de l'attitude du rabbinat 
contemporain à l'égard de la vénérable version des Septante. Non 
seulement ils avaient l'audace de soutenir que l'interprétation donnée 
par leurs soixante-dix anciens réunis chez le roi d'Egypte Ptolémée 
n'était pas exacte en tous points (1), mais ils allaient jusqu'à prétendre 
donner eux-mêmes leur propre interprétation de l'Écriture (2), osant 
ainsi dénaturer ce vénérable héritage (3) et remplacer l'exégèse mes
sianique traditionnelle des prophéties par des interprétations misé

rables, « qui se traînent à ras de terre » (4). Justin affirme sans ambages 

que c'est pour ôter une arme essentielle à la propagande Chrétienne 

que les rabbins ont falsifié ainsi les prophéties en en retranchant 
maints passages qui laissaient entrevoir trop nettement la figure de 
Jésus-Christ (5). 

Ne se bornant pas à ces accusations globales, Justin prétend nous 

donner en plusieurs cas, face à face, des exemples de l'interprétation 
traditionnelle des L X X et de celle du rabbinat contemporain (6). Il 
accepte même à contre-cceur la situation faite ainsi à la controverse 
chrétienne antijudaïque et s'efforce de n'argumenter qu'à partir de 
textes acceptés par ses adversaires (7). En plusieurs cas, il nous prévient 
incidemment qu'il les cite sous la forme où les lisaient ceux-ci (8). 

Si l'on pouvait faire toute confiance à Justin, nous aurions donc en 
lui un témoin précieux d'une phase très importante de l'histoire du 

(1) L x v i i i , 7; l x x i , 1; l x x x i v , 3 (divisions et texte selon l'éd. d ' A R C H A M B A U L T , Textes 
et Documents, Picard, Paris, 1909). 

(2) l x x i , 1. 

(3) l x x x i v , 3. 

(4) c x n , 4. 
(5) L x v m , 8; l x x i , 2; l x x i i , 3; c x x , 5. 

(6) c x x , 4; c x x i v , 2 et 3; c x x x v n , 3, 

(7) l x x ; i , 2. 

(8) c x x i v , 4; c x x x v n , 3. 



texte grec de l'Ancien Testament. Ses innombrables citations souvent 
très longues, tirées de livres bibliques fort divers, no us auraient conservé 
le texte grec courant dans les milieux juifs orthodoxes du début du 
Second siècle. Mais certaines considérations ont empêché la critique 
contemporaine de se laisser entraîner par cet espoir. Même ceux qui 
ne nient pas, à la suite de Preuschen et de Schäder, l'authenticité du 
« Dialogue » sont forcés d'y reconnaître une bonne part de fiction et 
de repousser sa composition dans la seconde moitié du siècle. Aussi 
envisage-t-on volontiers le texte biblique très original attesté par 
Justin comme une recension personnelle de la LXX à partir des 
premières grandes traductions juives du Second siècle et spécialement 
de celle d'Aquila. Il importe enfin de faire remarquer que nous ne 
connaissons l'œuvre de Justin que par un unique ms. du x i v e siècle, 
et que la forme de ses citations bibliques a pu être sérieusement 
affectée par son passage à travers cette longue et étroite filière. Il 
semblait donc, jusqu'à une date toute récente, que le plus prudent- fût 
de souscrire à ces lignes déçues et décevantes par lesquelles Rahlfs 
concluait une étude du texte biblique de Justin : « Für den LXX-Fors-
cher ist unser Resultat insofern lehrreich als es wieder einmal zeigt 
wie vorsichtig man bei der Verwertung von Kirchenväter-Zitaten sein 
muss. » (1). 

Mais au cours de la seconde quinzaine d'août 1952, les infatigables 
bédouins Ta'amré ont découvert dans une nouvelle grotte du désert 
de Juda d'importants fragments d'un rouleau de parchemin qui y avait 
été déposé lors de la révolte de Ben Kosebah (2). Ces fragments ont 
été acquis par le Musée Archéologique Palestinien, avec l'assentiment 
de Mr. Harding, Directeur des Antiquités de Jordanie, et nous sommes 
autorisés à en faire une première présentation aux lecteurs de la Revue 
Biblique. Il s'agit d'un texte grec des Petits Prophètes dont les parties 
conservées appartiennent à Michée, Jonas, Nahum, Habacuc, Sophonie 
et Zacharie. Comme on pourra s'en rendre compte par la planche ci-
jointe (pl. I), la très belle onciale de notre ms. se situe au mieux vers 
la fin du I E R siècle après J.-C. (3), ce qui concorde avec le fait que 

(1) ZNW., 1921, p. 198. \ 
(2) C'est ce qu'indique de façon suffisamment certaine l'écriture des petits fragments de 

papyri hébréo-araméens trouvés dans la même grotte ainsi que les monnaies et documents 
datés trouvés en deux autres grottes toutes proches. 

(3) Des apices inférieurs vigoureusement lancés vers la droite constituent la caractéris
tique la plus frappante de cette onciale au caractère très ferme. Ni Yalpha ni le mu ne pré
sentent les signes de fléchissement qui apparaissent au début du second siècle. Le centre de 
gravité de l'écriture n'est ni surélevé ni surbaissé. Les apices obliques supérieurs qui appa
raissent parfois dans le delta, l'alpha et le lambda ne manifestent aucune tendance à s'incurver. 



le IDS. était déjà très usagé lorsqu'il fut abandonné. L'abondance de 
textes découverts cette année ne nous permet pas d'aborder tout de 
suite la publication intégrale de ces nouveaux fragments bibliques, 
aussi me bornerai-je pour cette fois à situer cette nouvelle recension 
du texte grec dans son contexte littéraire et historique. 

Voici tout d'abord un passage qui recouvre partiellement une impor
tante citation faite par Justin au ch. cix du « Dialogue » : il s'agit de 
Michée iv, 3-7. 

]μ«χ<*[ 
σφυ[ ]υτων[ 
ρηεθν[ ]φεθνοσ[ 
θωσινετιπολεμει, [ 
υποκατωαμπελουαυ [ 
α[ ]ιουκεστινο| 
(tetr.)[ ]νδ[ 
τεσοιλα . . πορε[ 
ημεισδεπορε[ 
ημω . ειστον[ 

]πολλω [ 
]κρανκαισυνκοψου 
]νεισαροτρακαιτασ 
]ανακαιουμηανθα 

]κοαουμημα 
]ονταιανηρ 

]υκησ 
]οτ . τοστομα 

]οτιπαν 
]ουαυτων 

](tetr.) θεου 
] 

]συνα 
]ξωσ 

]ηνεκα[ ]θησω 
]νεισυ[ ]μμα 
]νηνεισεθνοσισχυρον 

] (tetragr. ) επαυτωνεντωορεισει 
]ωστουαιωνοσ 

Il suffit de comparer ce texte à celui de la citation de Justin pour 
constater qu'il lui est substantiellement identique. Voici les seules 
variantes qui les distinguent : v. 3. : ανθαρη/αρη Just.; v. 4 : καθι] 
σονται/καθισεται, Jus t . ; ibid. : εστιν/εσται (1) Just.; ibid. : το στόμα/ 
στόμα Just.; v. 5 a : θε]ου/θεων Just. Aucune de ces variantes, on le 
voit, n'excède ce que l'on est en droit d'attendre des abâtardissements 
d'une tradition manuscrite aussi longue et étroite que l'est celle du 
texte de Justin. 

La dimension des lettres est régulière, bien calibrée. Toutes ces caractéristiques s'accordent 
au mieux avec la Seconde moitié du Premier siècle; date qu'aucune particularité de détail 
ne vient contredire, bien qu'il soit difficile de trouver des parallèles parfaitement typiques. 

(1) En ex, 4, Justin reprenant ce passage lit εστίν comme notre ms. 



Les points où notre texte concorde avec celui de Justin contre les 
LXX sont beaucoup plus nombreux et typiques (1) : v. 3 : συνκοψουσι/ 
κατακοψουσι LXX; ibid. : μαχαιρας/ρομφαιας L X X ; ibid. : τας ζιβυνας/ 
τα δόρατα L X X ; ibid : ου μη/ουκετι μη (1 e r ) LXX; ibid. ου μη.,.ετι/ 
ουκετι μη (2 e) L X X ; v. 4 : ανηρ/εκαστος L X X ; ibid. : των δυνάμεων/ 
παντοκρατωρος L X X ; v. 6 : ην εκακωσα/ους απωσαμην L X X ; ν . 7 : 
θησω/θησομαι L X X ; ibid. : επ'αυτών εν τω ορει/επ'αυτούς εν ορει 
L X X ; ibid. : εως του αιωνος/εως εις τον αιώνα LXX. 

Notons de plus que les lacunes du ms. sont beaucoup plus aisément 
remplies avec le texte de Justin qu'avec celui des LXX. Mais les 
concordances formelles qui viennent d'être relevées paraissent suffi
samment démonstratives : en argumentant contre Tryphon, Justin 
citait Michée selon notre texte. 

Je n'ai relevé dans le « Dialogue » qu'un autre passage très bref où 
ses citations des Petits Prophètes recoupent encore une fois nos frag
ments : il s'agit de Zac. n , 12 où tous deux sont d'accord pour lire 
έκλέξεται contre αίρετιεϊ de la LXX. Remarquons enfin, pour éviter 
une méprise, que le texte que donnent nos fragments pour Mic. v, 2 
est très différent de celui que cite Justin. Gela tient seulement à ce 
que ce dernier ne cite pas directement Michée, mais en réalité reproduit 
la citation libre qu'en fait l'évangile de S. Matthieu. 

Que nous ayons ainsi retrouvé dans une grotte de la Seconde Révolte 
le texte des Petits Prophètes cité par Justin, cela nous amène déjà à 
une première conclusion : c'é"st que Justin cite un texte juif réel, en 
vogue au moment où il situe son dialogue avec Tryphon. Nous n'avons 
donc pas affaire, comme on pouvait le craindre, à une mixture tardive 
et arbitraire : il n'invente rien. Seuls ses copistes peuvent être rendus 
responsables de quelques modifications facilitantes ou assimilantes. De 
là nous pouvons inférer que les autres citations de Justin, et elles sont 
aussi amples que variées, représentent très vraisemblablement, dans 
ce qu'elles ont d'original, une recension rabbinique de la Septante qui 
avait cours entre 70 et 135. 

Il est en effet assez aisé de prouver, sur la base des fragments qui 
nous en sont parvenus, premièrement que notre texte n'est qu'une 
recension de la Septante, et deuxièmement que cette recension est 
l'œuvre de lettrés juifs. ^ 

Que notre texte ne soit pas une version originale mais une recension, 
un simple exemple suffira à le prouver en permettant de saisir,sur le 

(1) Pour l'établissement du texte de la LXX, je me base sur l'édition de J. Z i e g l e r 
(Göttingen, Vandenhoeck φ Ruprecht, 1943). 



(1) Le texte hébreu de notre recenseur supprime le waw final par haplographie. 

vif les procédés du recenseur. Voici deux versets d'Habacuc. On pour
rait trouver nombre d'autres passages typiques dans nos fragments. 
Le seul privilège de ces deux versets est de ne pas avoir été rendus 
trop lacunaires par la dent des rats : 

Hb. π , 7 : ουχί έξαί[φνη]ς άναστήσονται δάκνοντες σε καί έγνή[ψουσ]ιν 
oi άλεύοντες σε καί έση εις διαρπαγάς αύτ[οΐς]. 

Hb. Π, 18 : τί ώφέλησεν γλυπτόν 6τι [έγλυψε]ν αυτό ο πλάσας 
αυτό χώνευμα [καί φα]ντασίαν ψευδή 6τι πέποιθεν ό πλάσας επί τό 
πλάσμα αύτοΰ έπ'Ό,ύτό [π]οιήσαι είδωλα κωφά. 

Il suffît de comparer ces deux versets au texte de la LXX et à 
l'hébreu pour se rendre compte que toutes les modifications (en carac
tères gras) du texte grec traditionnel s'expliquent par un souci de le 
modeler plus exactement sur l'hébreu. 

Il convient cependant d'ajouter qu'à côté de centaines de variantes 
de ce type, on en trouve aussi un certain nombre où notre texte semble 
s'éloigner à la fois de la LXX et du T.M. Cela peut vouloir dire alors 
que le texte hébreu sur lequel le recenseur s'est basé différait du nôtre. 
Ainsi en Hab. ι, 17 où εκκεν]ωσει μαχαφαν αυτού (qui remplace αμφι
βάλει το αμφιβληστρον αυτού de la LXX) suppose qu'il lisait avec le 
Pesher d'Habacuc de Qumrân imn au lieu de lann du T. M. Peut-être 
faut-il faire entrer dans la même catégorie la substitution de άρτος -à 
μερις en Hab. ι, 16. Notre recenseur aurait lu dans son texte hébreu 
probablement abâtardi nnS au lieu de pbn, modification que paraît 
supposer aussi le targum de Jonathan. 

Lorsqu'il quitte la base de la LXX pour essayer de rendre par ses 
propres moyens le texte hébreu, il se montre souvent fort inconséquent. 
Il lui arrive de faire preuve d'un littéralisme extrême qui violente la 
syntaxe grecque : ainsi lorsqu'il ajoute επ' αυτο en Hab. ιι, 18 (cf. supra) 
ou bien lorsqu'il laisse au nominatif sans aucun lien syntactique des 
substantifs dont il a supprimé, par fidélité à l'hébreu, la préposition 
introductive : ainsi en Hab. n, 6 : ουχί ταΰτα πάντα παραβολήν κατ' 
αύτου λήμψεται (1) καί πρόβλημα δδήγησες αύτοΰ. Ailleurs au 
contraire il traduit de façon assez large. C'est ainsi que nny est 
traduit εξε]κενωσας en Hab. n i , 13, ou vin : περιεσχ[ε]ν en Jon. π, 6, 
ou encore r w u : στερεον en Hab. ι, 16. 

Je ne puis, dans les limites de cette simple présentation, m'attarder 
à étudier une à une chaque option de notre réviseur anonyme. Notons 
plutôt une conclusion intéressante qui semble se dégager du fait qu'il 



ait pris pour base la LXX au lieu de se lancer dans une traduction 
entièrement personnelle. Il est difficile de ne pas voir là un hommage 
tacite rendu à la très grande diffusion dont jouissait alors, jusqu'en 
Palestine, citadelle du Judaïsme orthodoxe, la grande traduction 
alexandrine. Cela correspond bien à la situation suggérée par Justin et 
me paraît s'opposer à l'hypothèse d'une diffusion essentiellement chré
tienne de la LXX (1) . Partout l'Église naissante a dû trouver entre 
les mains de la Diaspora juive de langue grecque un texte grec essen
tiellement identique à celui dont l'autorité traditionnelle s'appuyait 
sur le récit merveilleux que nous rapporte la lettre d'Aristée. Je ne 
nie évidemment pas que la tradition de ce texte ait pu se nuancer de 
façon caractéristique en tel ou tel grand centre juif; mais il semble 
bien que dès le I e r siècle il avait évincé tous les autres targums grecs 
locaux, s'il y en eut jamais de vraiment consistants. 

y 
Essayons d'établir maintenant que cette recension est bien, comme 

le prétend Justin, l'œuvre de lettrés juifs. 
Le fait que le rouleau dont proviennent nos fragments ait été en 

possession de réfugiés de la Seconde Révolte est déjà un indice, d'autant 
plus que, dans ce nouvel ensemble de grottes, on a trouvé des fragments 
hébreux de la Thôrah et des Psaumes ainsi qu'un phylactère parfai
tement orthodoxe (avec suppression du Décalogue en signe de raidis
sement anti-chrétien). Mais ce sont plutôt des arguments de critique 
interne qui nous apporteront, je pense, une preuve suffisante. 

Précisons tout d'abord que, dans ce qui nous a été conservé de son 
œuvre, le recenseur ne peut être accusé d'avoir agi en polémiste .gau
chissant les textes. Il a seulement fait de son mieux pour rendre la 
LXX plus fidèle à l'hébreu qu'il avait sous les yeux. Ce n'est donc 
pas à des indices doctrinaux que nous reconnaîtrons une main juive. 
Mais le fait décisif est que Aquila, le grand champion de l'orthodoxie 
rabbinique, a pris pour base notre recension. Pour établir cela, envi
sageons les vingt-huit cas ou notre recension diffère de la LXX et où, 
par ailleurs, la leçon d'Aquila nous a été conservée (2) : 

L : Mic. I , 4 σ α λ ε υ θ η σ ε τ α ι ; π , 7 εισι κ ά λ ο ι ; ib. π ε π ο ρ ε υ ν τ α ι ; 

R : ] σ ο ν [ ; ] θ υ ν α ν ; ] ε ν ο υ ; 

Α : τ α κ η σ ο ν τ α ι ; α γ α θ υ ν ο υ σ ι ; π ο ρ ε υ ο μ ε ν ο υ ; 

(1) Ceci contre ma concession à Kahle en RB., 1952, p. 191. s 
(2) Sigles : L = LXX; R = Recension récemment découverte; A = Aquila. 



L : iv, 5 την οδον; ν , 
R : ]ου; 
A : εν ονόματι θεου; 

L : f. 6 τη ταφρω 
R : παρα[ 
Α : σειρομασταις 

3 αυτών; f. 5 δήγματα 
αυτού; άρχοντας 
αυτού; κατεσταμμενους 

χ\7αγρωστιν; Jon. m , 10 μετενοησεν; 
Χ°[ ; ]ληθηι; 

ποαν ; παρεκληθη; 

L : Nah. m , 8 ετοιμασαι μερίδα; f. 9 της φυγής; f. 14 πλινθον; 
R : μη αγαθυνεις υπ[ ; φουδ; ]λινθε.ου; 
Α : μητι αγαθυνης υπερ; φουδ; πλινθιου; 

L : Hab. ι, 8 Αραβίας; f. 10 εντρυφήσει; ib. παίγνια; 
R : ]ρας; ]παιξει; γ [ ; 
Α : εσπέρας; πομπευσει; γελασμα; 

L : I I , 3 εις κενόν; ib. υστέρηση 
R : ]ιαψευσεται; στραγ[ 
Α : διαψευσεται; μελληση 

f. 4 εαν υποστειληται ουκ ευδοκεί; 
σκοτία ουκ ευθεία; 

ιδου νωχελευομενου ουκ ευθεία; 

L : ib. εκ πίστεως μου; f. 15 σπήλαια; f. 17 ασέβεια; f 19 εν αυτω; 
R : εν πιστει αυτού; ]υνην; αδικία; εν μεσω αυ-

[του; 
Α : εν πιστει αυτού; γυμνωσιν; αδικία; in medio 

[ejus; 

L : Π Ι , 9 ποταμών; f. 
R : ]μοι; 
A : ποταμούς; 

10 λαοι; ^.14 διανοιξουσι χαλινούς ; 
ορη; του σκο.... αι ημας το γαυριαμα; 
ορη; του διασκορπισαι γαυριαμα; 

L : ib. πτωχός λάθρα; Soph, ι, 4 ιερέων; f. 15 αωριας. 
R : πτωχον κρυφή; ]ρε&μΐ απορίας. 
Α : πένητα εν αποκρυφω; τεμενιτων; συμφοράς. 

Comme on le voit, Aquila présente des contacts plus ou moins nets 
avec notre texte en Mic. i, 4; n, 7 a et b; iv, 5; v, 3 ; Jon. m , 10; 
Nah. m , 8, 9, et 14; Hab. ι, 8 et 10 b; n , 3 a, 4 a et 6, 17 et 19; m , 
10 et 14 a, c'est-à-dire 18 fois sur 28. Les témoignages de Jon. m , 10; 
Nah. m , 8; Hab. π , 3 α et in, 14 a paraissent particulièrement for
mels (1). Il semble bien que ce contact ne puisse s'expliquer que par 

(1) On notera encore un point de contact entre Aquila et notre recension : l'écriture du 
tétragramme en lettres « phéniciennes ». A propos d'un petit fragment de Psaumes sur par
chemin provenant du Fayyûm et publié par Wessely en 1910 comme faisant partie de la 



PLANCHE I. 

U n e anc ienne recens ion de la L X X des P e t i t s P r o p h è t e s . 
H a l i . ι, 14-11, 5 et n , K i - l o . 



une dépendance d'Aquila à l'égard de notre recension. En effet les 
inconséquences du recenseur anonyme suggèrent qu'il ne s'agit que 
d'une ébauche dont l'œuvre d'Aquila présente l'aboutissement achevé. 
Si l'on voulait au contraire voir dans notre texte une recension tardive 
partiellement inspirée d'Aquila, il faudrait expliquer premièrement 
comment ce texte peut se trouver déjà très usagé dans une grotte de 
la Seconde Révolte, deuxièmement comment il a pu acquérir au cours 
du Second siècle une assez notable diffusion dans les communautés 
juives de la Diaspora (cf. infra) alors qu'il est beaucoup moins fidèle 
à l'hébreu que la recension d'Aquila supposée existante, et enfin 
troisièmement pourquoi au siècle suivant Origène ne le connaît plus 
comme une version en circulation, mais témoigne par contre de la 
grande vogue d'Aquila. 

L'existence de cette première recension juive nous oblige donc à 
envisager l'œuvre d'Aquila sous un jour un peu différent : il s'agit 
d'une surrecension et non d'une traduction originale. Aquila eut le 
mérite d'étendre à toute la Bible sous une forme infiniment plus sys
tématique un effort de recension qui s'était déjà fait jour dans le 
judaïsme palestinien avant la Seconde Révolte, très vraisemblable
ment en liaison avec la réforme intégriste et unificatrice qui suivit 70. 
Mais certaines initiatives que l'on considérait jusqu'ici comme des 
originalités d'Aquila doivent être restituées au premier recenseur, 
ainsi par exemple les créations de mots du genre de ποταμωθησονται 
reconnu par Rahlfs dans la citation que fait Justin de Mie. iv, 1. 

Symmaque lui aussi manifeste une connaissance directe de notre 
recension. Il suffit pour s'en persuader d'envisager plusieurs cas où 
il reproduit, souvent sans changements, certaines de ses leçons carac
téristiques alors qu'Aquila avait éprouvé le besoin de les éliminer. 
Ainsi en Mic. v, 7 il a χορτον (cf. χο[ ); en Hab. ι, 10 a εμπαιξεται 
(cf. ]παιξει ); en Hab. n , 3 b στραγγευσηται (cf. στραγ [); en Hab. H, 
15 ασχημοσυνην (cf. ]υνην ); en Hab. n i , 14 b πτωχον κρυφαιως (cf. 
πτωχον κρυφή). A ces cas s'en ajoutent dix autres où la leçon d'Aquila 
ne nous est pas connue mais où celle de Symmaque trahit une dépen
dance très probable à l'égard de notre recension : 

L : Mic. π , 8 εξεδειραν; v, 4 άκρων; f. 6 τον Ασσουρ; Jon. I i , 5 εξ; 
R : εξεδυσ[ ; περάτων; την γη ν Ασσουρ; εξ ενάντιας; 
S : εξεδυσατε; περάτων; terram Assur; απέναντι; 

version d'Aquila — attribution contestée par Mercati (RB., 1911, pp. 266-272) —je suggère 
la possibilité de son appartenance à notre recension dont la diffusion atteignit l'Egypte 
(cf. infra). Le tétragramme y figure aussi en « phénicien ». 



L : ib. προσωποις αυτών εξ ενάντιας; m , 10 σκορπιζων; 
R : του προσώπου αυτών καύσων; εντιναγμα; 
S : του προσώπου αυτών άνεμος καύσων; εντιναγματα; 

En règle générale, Symmaque présente moins d'indépendance 
qu'Aquila par rapport à notre recension. Lorsqu'il s'en éloigne, c'est 
pour des motifs littéraires plutôt que littéraux. 

Quant à Théodotion, on ne trouve mentionnées que très rarement 
des leçons caractéristiques de lui pour les passages qui nous intéressent. 
Cependant, à propos de Soph, ι, 4 que nous avons mentionné au sujet 
d'Aquila, il est le seul à avoir conservé la transcription χωμαρειμ de 
notre recension (Symmaque a βέβηλων). Mais la meilleure façon d'étu
dier son comportement par rapport à notre texte est de comparer sa 
recension de Daniel à la longue citation que Justin fait de Dan. vu , 
9-28 au ch. xxxi du « Dialogue ». Si nous supposons, ce qui est très 
probable, que Justin témoigne ici encore pour notre recension, nous ne 
manquerons pas d'être frappés par le fait que Théodotion ne manifeste, 
ici du moins, aucune connaissance directe de la LXX non-recensée, 
mais semble avoir pris pour base notre texte. Tout comme Aquila et 
Symmaque il ne serait donc qu'un surrecenseur et leur base com
mune serait cette vieille recension palestienne de la fin du I e r siècle. 
Une telle conclusion suppose, sans doute, que l'on puisse attester 
par d'autres indices que notre recension a joui, en son temps, d'une 
diffusion et d'une autorité appréciables. 

Si l'on ne veut pas se laisser convaincre par Justin qui se met en 
scène à Ëphèse utilisant notre recension comme un texte reçu par les 
Juifs du lieu, il nous est loisible de consulter les versions coptes qui 
nous attesteront qu'elle fut considérée jusqu'en Egypte comme un 
exact témoin de la « Veritas hebraica ». W. Grossouw a prouvé en 
effet que les très nombreuses assimilations à l'hébreu qui caractérisent 
le Dodécaprophéton copte (surtout sous sa forme achmimique) ne 
peuvent s'expliquer adéquatement ni par un recours direct au texte 
hébraïque, ni par une utilisation constante de l'une ou l'autre des 

L : ifr. προς τον ναον τον αγιον σου; ιν, 1 συνεχυθη; 
R : προς ναον αγιον σου; η,.μησεν; 
S : προς ναον αγιον σου; ηθυμησεν; 

L : Nah. m , 7 καταβησεται; Hab. ι, 9 συντέλεια; 
R : αποπ[ ; πάντα εις; 
S : recedet ; πάντα εις; 



trois grandes versions du Second siècle (1). Si l'on veut établir que 
c'est de notre recension que les versions coptes tirent tous leurs 
hébraïsmes, il faut pouvoir prouver qu'aucun de ces hébraïsmes n'est 
absent de notre recension. J'estime que cette preuve peut être faite. 
Pour aujourd'hui je me bornerai à relever un certain nombre de coïn
cidences particulièrement typiques en me servant de l 'apparat critique 
de Grossouw (2). On se rendra compte aisément que notre recension 
est le seul témoin grec aujourd'hui connu qui groupe toutes ces 
leçons (3) : 

Mie. iv, 6 ην εκα[κωσα (cf. Grossouw p. 45 n. 3). 
V, 6 εν παρα[ξιφισιν 
V, 7 a χο[ρτον 

Jon. n, 6 f η ελος περιεσχεν την κεφαλήν μου 
IV, 1 η[θυ]μησεν 

Nah. in , 7 a αποπ[ηδησεται 
Hab. ι , 9 b ]του προσώπου αυτών καύσων 

ι , 17 εκκεν]ωσει μαχαιραν αυτού 
II , 3 d ενφανησετ[...]ιαψευσεται (cf. Gr. p. 68 n. 3) 
n , 14 d θαλασσ[ 
I i , 15 d ασχημοσ]υνην 

ni , 13 b κε]φ[αλ]η εξ οίκου ασεβ[ 
n i , 13 e εξε]κενωσας θεμέλιους 

Soph, il, 10 επι λαον κυρίου 

Mais ce n'est pas seulement en Egypte, patrie de la LXX, que notre 
recension a pris pied. Nous pouvons peut-être suivre sa trace jusqu'en 
Grèce (ce qui rendrait toute la vraisemblance désirable à l'attestation 
par Justin de sa présence à Éphèse). On sait en effet, par le témoignage 
d'Origène lui-même (4), que ce fut « à Nicopolis près d'Actium » que 
la Quinta fut découverte. Or les quatre seules variantes connues de la 

( 1 ) The Coptic Versions of the Minor Prophets. Rome, Pontifical Biblioal Institute, 1 9 3 8 , 
pp. 1 1 2 sq. 

(2 ) Op. cit., pp. 1 8 - 9 7 . Lorsque Gr. a plusieurs notes critiques sur un même verset, je 
les distingue par a, b, c... 

(3) Notons que l'hypothèse d'une dépendance des versions coptes à l'égard de notre 
recension est confirmée par la chronologie. On admet en effet généralement que l'origine 
des versions coptes est à chercher au cours du n" siècle. Or c'est justement à cette époque 
que se situe la plus large diffusion de la recension palestinienne. Reste à préciser si le milieu 
copte où se fit la traduction des Petits Prophètes était déjà purement et simplement chré
tien ou s'il ne gardait pas encore quelque attache au judaïsme. 

(4) Voir la discussion des textes d'Origène et d'Eusèbe dans The Cairo Geniza de 
P. KAHLE, pp. 1 6 1 sqq. 



Quinta qui recoupent le contenu de nos fragments leur sont substan
tiellement identiques : 

Q : Mic. v, 5 principes hominum; ib. εν παραξιφισιν 
R : άρχοντας ανθρώπων; εν παρα[ 

Q : Hab. ιι, 15 ignominias eorum; m , 13 evacuasti fundamentum 
R : ασχημοσ]υνην αυ[τω]ν; εξε]κενωσας θεμέλιους 

Q : usque ad collum sela. 
R : εως τραχ[ηλου] σελε. 

Les très légères variantes qui, dans les deux derniers exemples, dis
tinguent le texte de nos fragments de la Quinta telle qu'elle est citée 
par Jérôme n'excèdent pas les divergences que l'on est en droit d'atten
dre à l'intérieur de la tradition manuscrite d'un même texte. Si l'on 
veut encore un argument convergent pour l'identification de notre 
recension avec la Quinta d'Origène (î), on remarquera que, selon les 
statistiques de Grossouw (2), les hébraïsmes des versions coptes 
concordent douze fois de façon indubitable avec des leçons de la Quinta 
et ne s'y opposent jamais formellement, alors qu'il leur arrive de 
contredire quatre fois Théodotion, onze fois Aquila et onze fois Sym
maque. 

Je ne voudrais pas grossir l'importance de cette recension juive de 
la fin du Premier siècle. Il ne s'agit, répétons-le, que d'une première 
tentative encore tâtonnante et pleine d'illogismes, certainement limitée 
à quelques livres de la Bible. Il n'est pas étonnant que les grandes 
recensions du Second siècle l'aient entièrement éclipsée et qu'au début 
du siècle suivant Origène ait dû déjà, comme nous aujourd'hui, la 
« redécouvrir ». Elle joua cependant en son temps un rôle appréciable : 
celui d'amorcer l'œuvre de révision de la LXX qui allait être la grande 
tâche des générations qui suivirent. Le travail de l'ancêtre anonyme 
d'Aquila et d'Origène mérite donc une publication que nous espérons 
pouvoir aborder sans trop tarder. De cette publication nous pouvons 
attendre un triple témoignage : premièrement sur l 'état du texte de 
base de la LXX, deuxièmement sur l'état du texte hébreu utilisé par 
le recenseur, troisièmement sur l'exacte originalité de chacun des trois 

(1) Je parle ici de la Quinta telle qu'elle est citée par Jérôme et je laisse de côté la ques
tion délicate des citations attribuées à la Quinta par le second glossateur marginal du codex 
Barberini... qui mériterait une étude spéciale. 

(2) Op. cit., p. 112. 



grands recenseurs du Second siècle. Ce témoignage se trouvera encore 
élargi si on accepte la quadruple identification que nous proposons 
aujourd'hui : premièrement avec le texte cité par Justin, deuxième
ment avec la base commune d'Aquila, Symmaque et Théodotion, 
troisièmement avec la source des hébraïsmes des versions coptes, et 
quatrièmement avec la Quinta d'Origène. Tant que le texte n'est pas 
édité il ne peut s'agir que de suggestions. Elles appelleront certainement 
telles ou telles nuances notables, mais j'espère qu'elles pourront servir 
au moins d'hypothèses de recherche . 

Jérusalem, 19 septembre 1952. D. BARTHÉLÉMY, 0 . P. 

Appendice : 

Une des parties les mieux conservées de notre recension portant sur 
les deux premiers chapitres d'Habacuc pour lesquels nous nous trou
vons posséder deux textes hébraïques assez différents : celui du Pésher 
de Qumrân (Q pH) et celui de la Bible massorétique (T. M.), voici un 
très bref apparat critique où j 'a i seulement relevé les appuis donnés 
par la Septante originale (LXX) et sa recension palestinienne (Ree), 
lorsque leurs témoignages respectifs les départagent nettement, aux 
deux formes susdites du texte hébraïque. Nombre de cas plus complexes 
demanderaient toute une discussion. Dans cet aperçu provisoire, je les 
ai délibérément omis. 

T.M. QpH 
i, 8 : Ree om.) LXX 

ι, 17 ρ by η : Ree ρ by LXX 
ibid. 

ρ by η 
: LXX "Din : Ree 

I I , 2 : Ree ΝΎΐρΠ LXX 
ιι, 6 ΙΌΝ Ή : Ree T i f f i n LXX 
ibid. vby : Ree YW LXX 
π , 8 : LXX nsiburn Ree 
π , 19 • α π : Ree n a n LXX 

En six cas sur huit nous trouvons donc la recension palestinienne 
aux côtés du T. M. tandis que la LXX originale témoignait pour le 
texte de Qumrân. Cela semble indiquer que la date de 70 ap. J.-C. 
marque une étape importante dans le processus de recension du texte 
hébreu, ce que confirme pleinement une comparaison des textes bibli
ques de la Seconde Révolte avec ceux de Qumrân. 



NEW LIGHT ON EARLY RECENSIONS OF THE HEBREW BIBLE 

W. F. ALBRIGHT 

The publication of the Dead Sea Scrolls, though still in an early stage, 
has now reached a point where we can begin to discuss recensional prob
lems in the early Hebrew text of many books of the Bible. In this brief 
article I wish to point out certain directions along which future research 
will have to move; it is thus programmatic and lays no claim to being 
anything but a pioneer attempt. Now that the chronology of the princi
pal types of script used in the Qumran scrolls and fragments is pretty 
well established, thanks especially to the recent work of Frank M. Cross, 



Jr., 1 refining and extending the results of John C. Trever, 2 the writer,3 

and especially of S. A. Birnbaum, 4 we can attack the recensional prob
lems with more confidence. 

Recognition of the existence of early Hebrew recensions is not new. 
Though there has never hitherto been any clear evidence for different 
recensions in the extant Hebrew and Samaritan manuscripts, the text 
of some of the Greek books differs so widely from the Massoretic Hebrew 
tradition that divergent Hebrew recensions must be assumed.5 Thus 
H. M. Orlinsky wrote in his analysis of the present state of Septuagintal 
studies, published nearly fifteen years ago: " Of course there was at one 
time more than one text-tradition of the Hebrew Bible. The Hebrew 
manuscripts used by the several Septuagint translators of the various 
books in the Old Testament differ at times not in minor details alone, 
but, as is the case in such books as Jeremiah, Job, Esther, recensionally 
from the masoretic text-tradition. But these text-traditions have long 
perished . . . " 6 

The greatest textual surprise of the Qumran finds has probably been 
the fact that most of the scrolls and fragments present a consonantal 
text which is virtually indistinguishable from the text of corresponding 
passages in our Massoretic Bible. The new material carries Hebrew 
examples of the proto-Massoretic text back into the second century B. C , 
and there are many Qumran manuscripts, long and short, of this type 
from the last century and a half of the Second Temple, as well as Mu-
rabba'ât texts of Massoretic type from the late first and early second 
centuries A.D. 7 The complete Isaiah Scroll ( lQIs a ) , now in Israel, is 
written in a text which belongs to the proto-Massoretic type, though 

1 See especially his splendid paper in Jour. Bib. Lit., LXXIV (1955), pp. 147-165; 
I have no suggestions for revision of his chronology. 

2 See B u l l e t i n , No. 113 ( 1949), pp. 6-23, and for his important subsequent studies 
and photographic experiments see Proc. Amer. Philos. Soc, 97 (1953), pp. 184-193, 
and the revised reprint of the latter in The Smithsonian Report, 1953, pp. 425-435. 

3 See most recently B u l l e t i n , N o . 115 (1949), pp. 10-19, in which I referred to 
most of the material I had been gathering since 1937 for a new study of the palae
ography of the Nash Papyrus. It is interesting to note that my original preference 
for the first half of the period to which I had assigned this papyrus (placed in 1937 
somewhere between cir. 150 and 50 B . C , but in no case later than the accession of 
Herod the Great in 37 B . C.) is now shown by Cross to be better than my 1949 date 
in the second half of this period. 

4 See especially his monograph, The Qumran (Dead Sea) Scrolls and Palaeography 
( B u l l e t i n , Supplementary Studies, Nos. 13-14, 1952), and his great work, The 
Hebrew Scripts (London, 1955—), now in its second fascicle (for a notice of the 
first see B u l l e t i n , No. 139, p. 24) . 

5 A beginning along this line was made by the late A. T. Olmstead in his papers 
in Am. Jour. Sem. Lang., XXX (1913), pp. 1-35, and XXXI (1915), pp. 169-214, 
with considerable acumen but with very questionable method; against his views see 
J A. Montgomery's commentary on Kings (ICC, 1951), pp. 251 f., and my comments 
in Jour. Bib. Lit., LXXI (1952), p. 250. Ihe trouble with Olmstead's treatment is 
that he assumed a series of late revisions of the Hebrew, as well as of the Greek 
text even after the original LXX translation. The Jeroboam story of LXX he con
sidered to go back to a Hebrew original antedating our MT. 

°Jour. Amer. Orient. Soc, LXI (1941), p. 85b. 
7 This point has been emphasized by the scholars working on the Scrolls; cf. η. 15 

below. 



it has a much fuller vocalization with the aid of waw and yodh 8 and does 
have a few very useful variants, as well as a great many careless readings.0 

Only a little less surprising than the new evidence for the great age 
of the consonantal tradition on which the Massoretic text depends, is 
the discovery of portions of Exodus, Deuteronomy, and especially of 
Samuel in recensions which are much closer to the LXX than they are 
to MT, though they usually differ from both and sometimes exhibit a 
text which is obviously older than either. 1 0 The earliest so far found 
fragments of this type seem to go back into the late third century B. C. 
and are in any case pre-Maccabaean. 1 1 The new texts of Samuel, es
pecially 4QSam a which represents portions of the text of at least two-
thirds of the chapters in I and I I Samuel, show that Wellhausen and 
Driver were entirely wrong in considering the LXX translation as so 
free as often to be a paraphrase of its Hebrew prototype; actually its 
fidelity to the Hebrew prototype is much greater than has often been 
assumed. We now know that in the fragments so far described from the 
Pentateuch and the Former Prophets (Joshua-Judges-Samuel-Kings) 
the Greek translators were almost slavish in their literalism (though they 
seldom pushed it to the point of absurdity, as later done by Aquila). 
When we find sections preserved in^the LXX (i. e., in the Egyptian 
recension of Codex Β and its congeners) that are missing in MT, as well 
as completely different forms of names, we may thus be reasonably cer
tain that they are not inner Greek additions or corruptions, but go back 
to an older Hebrew recension which differed from MT. 

Returning to our proto-Massoretic texts from Qumran, we can now 
revert to the position shared by tradition and by scholars of the Well-
hausen and related schools of criticism, that 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 centuries B. C. This point of 
view, once taken for granted by most conservatives and liberals alike, 
has been rejected by many recent students, but is strongly supported by 
archaeological evidence.1 2 We now have most striking confirmatory evi
dence from the first Qumran Isaiah Scroll, referred to above. In this 
text we have a number of correct vocalizations of Assyro-Babylonian 
words and names: Sar'usur (SR'WSR) for M T Sar'éser and LXX 

8 See Dewey M. Beegle, B u l l e t i n , No. 123 (1951), pp. 26-30; Millar Burrows, 
B u l l e t i n , N o . 124, pp. 18-20. 

"See Burrows, The Dead Sea Scrolls (New York, 1955), pp. 303-314. However, 
Burrows's extremely judicious selection by no means exhausts the list of important 
variants in this scroll, which I have studied repeatedly with my students. 

1 0 See especially Cross, B u l l e t i n , N o . 132 (1953), pp. 15-26, and Jour. Bib. Lit., 
LXXIV, pp. 165-172 (cf. Christian Century, Aug. 10, 1955, p. 921) ; Patrick W. 
Skehan, B u l l e t i n , N o . 136 (1954), pp. 12-15 (cf. η. 27) . 

1 1 See Cross, Jour. Bib. Lit., LXXIV, p. 164. 
1 2 For the evidence supporting the completeness of the devastation of Judah in the 

early sixth century and the historicity of the Exile and Restoration see most recently 
the references in Albright, The Bible after Ticenty Years of Archaeology (1932-
1952), reprinted by the Biblical Colloquium (Pittsburgh, 1955), Notes, p. 3. 



Sarasar; turtân (TWRTN) for M T tartan and LXX Tanathan, etc.; 
'Urarat ÇWRRT) for M T 'Ararat and Greek Ararath. There are many 
similar correct occurrences of the vowel-letter W for u, ο in lQIs a , in
cluding a considerable number which are not in Beegle's excellent paper, 1 3 

but these correct vocalizations of Assyro-Babylonian words are particu
larly striking. In a text handed down in Babylonia such precise tradition 
is not at all surprising, since we know from the work of O. Neugebauer 
and A. J. Sachs that cuneiform scribes were still active in the latter part 
of the first century A. D. In the West it would be very unlikely a priori, 
and the LXX transcriptions from the second (or even late third) century 
B. C. prove that there was no such fixed tradition. 

I have maintained for several years that the prototype of the first 
Isaiah Scroll came from Babylonia, probably in the second half of the 
second century B. C. There is supporting evidence, into which we have 
no room to go here. 1 4 lQIs a is thus an offshoot of the proto-Massoretic 
text-tradition in Babylonia, where it may have developed further for 
several centuries after the ancestral Hebrew text was taken by the re
turning exiles to Palestine; this would help to explain some divergences 
from MT, as well as the generally inferior character of the text when 
compared with the proto-Massoretic of the second Isaiah Scroll ( lQIs b ) , 
etc., which is virtually identical with MT. 1 5 

Returning now to the Egyptian recension of the LXX, we note that 
there is much evidence of pre-Septuagintal Egyptian influence on the text 
of several books. I formerly thought that this evidence of Egyptian influ
ence on the LXX pointed to the translators themselves, in the third 
century B. C. 1 6 However, in a period of such strong Greek influence on 
the Egyptian Jews, many of whom had been brought to Egypt by the 
Lagides as captives or had recently come as traders, it is scarcely likely 
that the Jews would have treated the Hebrew consonantal text with such 
freedom merely to exhibit their knowledge of native Egyptian. More
over, we are in a position to demonstrate from the Qumran fragments 
so far published that the translators were extremely careful not to depart 
from the Hebrew text that lay before them. We are, therefore, compelled 

" B u l l e t i n , N o . 123 (1951), pp. 26-30. 
1 4 Suffice it to say here that this evidence is partly derived from Essene beliefs 

and practices, such as the strong Mazdayasnian and specifically Zervanite dualism 
(to which attention has been drawn particularly by K. G. Kuhn, A. Dupont-Sommer, 
and Henri Michaud), and the emphasis placed on lustration by water (as still in 
Mandaeanism) as well as upon quasi-science (according to Josephus). There are 
also historical arguments pointing to a movement from Babylonia in the second 
century B . C . (cf. the Damascus Document, i ) . 

1 5 On the other Isaiah scroll and fragments so far published see most recently 
Burrows, The Dead Sea Scrolls, pp. 314 f.; F. M. Cross in the Christian Century, 
August 10, 1955, pp. 920. The original publications by the Hebrew University on 
behalf of the late E . L. Sukenik, ösür ham-megillôt hag-genûzôt (Jerusalem, 1954), 
by James Muilenburg, B u l l e t i n , N o . 135, pp. 28-32, and by P. W. Skehan, Catk. 
Bib. Quar., XVII (1955), pp. 158-103, provide all the supporting evidence necessary. 
There is already a respectable literature on the second Isaiah, scroll alone. 

1 6 Cf. my Archaeology of Palestine and the Bible (1932), p. 143, and my observa
tions in The Biblical Period (in Louis Finkelstein, The Jews, 1949), p. 6. 



to reckon with the probability that the translators dealt piously with 
a text which had been handed down for generations in Egypt itself. We 
can probably fix the time at which the Egyptian recensions of the 
Pentateuch and Samuel-Kings were edited about the fifth century B. C. 
(presumably not before the sixth century or after the fourth in any 
book). 

I shall limit myself to a few examples. The Egyptian name of Joseph appears as 
SPNTP'NH which, as long ago pointed out by Spiegelberg, stands for an Egyptian 
Dd-pl-ntr-iw f-'nh, pronounced in the early first millennium approximately Cepnü-
tef'anh.17 This name belongs to a type which was in common use about the tenth 
century B. C. However, the Greek equivalent in Gen. 4 1 : 4 5 is Psonthomphanech 
for a Late Egyptian *Psontenpa'anh, "The Creator (or Sustainer) of Life ," 1 8 

obviously substituted for a somewhat different consonantal form which had become 
unintelligible by the Achaemenian period (even assuming that MT had been trans
mitted correctly to Egypt). The new form of the word made such excellent sense 
as an appellation of Joseph that we can be quite certain that the editor of the 
Egyptian recension or a precursor knew Egyptian very well and considered it im
portant to show that he did. There is even more striking evidence in Genesis. 
We may expect the correct equivalents Heliopolis and Heroönpolis for On and 
Pithom, 1 9 respectively, but it is much more remarkable to find Heb. Gosen, " Goshen," 
replaced by "Arabian Gesem " in two passages (Gen. 4 5 : 1 0 and 4 0 : 3 4 ) . A year 
ago Dr. Isaac Rabinowitz pointed out to the Society of Biblical Literature that the 
peculiar Greek form Gesem for Gosen evidently goes back to the famous Arabian 
king Geshem, Nehemiah's foe, mentioned on silver bowls found at or near Tell 
el-Maskhutah, ancient Pithom-Heroönpolis. 2 0 Since Geshem's rule extended from the 
eastern Delta of Egypt to the frontier of Judaea on the northeast and at least as 
far as Dedan (el-'Ulâ) in the south, 2 1 he was a very important chieftain who must 
have made a name for himself in the half-century immediately preceding the restora
tion of Egyptian independence under Amyrtaeus (cir. 4 0 0 B.C.) . Rabinowitz is 
undoubtedly right in explaining Gesem Arabias for Heb. Gosen as a reminiscence of 
the Arabian prince Geshem. This makes it difficult to date the editing of the Egyp
tian recension of Genesis before about 4 0 0 (Geshem presumably reigned between 
4 5 0 and 4 2 0 B.C.) or after the beginning of the Greek period ( 3 3 0 B.C.) . A very 
interesting example of the difference between the Egyptian and Babylonian recensions 
of Genesis is the fact that the former substitutes " land of the Chaldaeans " for 
" Ur of the Chaldaeans " in the story of Abram. As suggested by the Book of 
Jubilees (probably from the first quarter of the second century B.C.) the original 
Hebrew text included the words rendered " Ur in the land of the Chaldaeans " ( 'R 
B-'RS H-KÉDYM), which the Babylonian Jewish scribes (who knew Ur very well) 
corrupted by haplography to 'R H-KÉDYM, " Ur of the Chaldaeans," while the 
Egyptian Jews (who knew nothing of Ur) corrupted the original text, by the alter-

1 7 This explanation we owe to Spiegelberg, Zeits. f. ägypt. Spr., XXVII, pp. 4 1 f.; 
XXX, pp. 5 0 ff. ; for names of the same formation see the long list in H. Ranke, Die 
ägyptischen Personennamen, pp. 4 0 9 - 4 1 2 , who attributes them to the outgoing New 
Kingdom (specifically to the XXth Dynasty), and especially to the XXIst Dynasty 
and the following period. 

1 8 For this explanation see Jour. Bib. Lit., XXXVII ( 1 9 1 8 ) , p. 1 3 2 , where I was 
wrong in regarding the LXX form as original. 

1 9 In Gen. 4(5: 2 8 f., we have a very remarkable substitution in the Egyptian recen
sion of LXX (fortunately Β is extant here). Where MT twice offers Gôsenâh, 
" to Goshen," the LXX has " by way of Heroönpolis," which the derived Coptic cor
rectly rendered by " Pithom "; where MT has 'arsäh Gosen, the LXX substitutes "to 
the land of Ramesses " (just as both versions offer in Gen. 4 7 : 1 1 ) . The mention 
of Pithom and Rameses evidently goes back to the Hebrew prototype of LXX. 

2 0 Cf. provisionally F. M. Cross, Biblical Archaeologist, XVIII ( 1 9 5 5 ) , pp. 4 6 f., 
and my remarks on the chronology in BULLETIN, NO. 1 3 9 , p. 1 9 . 

2 1 For our previous knowledge of Geshem and the extent of his power see especially 
my discussion in the Alt Festschrift (Geschichte und Altes Testament, 1 9 5 3 ) , pp. 4 ff. 



native haplography, to 'RS H-KÉDYM, "land of the Chaldaeans." One might 
adduce other illustrations, but we have no space. 

In Kings we have two very interesting forms of an Egyptian personal name which 
reflect quite different Egyptian originals. I Kings 11: 19 f. mentions the name of 
an Egyptian queen of the late XXIst Dynasty, about the second quarter of the tenth 
century B.C., as Tahpenës ( Τ H PN Y S ) ; this the Greek reproduces as Thekemina, 
which obviously reflects an entirely different Egyptian name, since there is no indica
tion of inner Greek corruption. While the MT form of the name does look suspi
ciously like THPNHS, Greek Daphne in the northeastern Delta, 2 2 there is no reason 
to doubt that the name has been correctly transmitted. If so, it may stand for 
an Egyptian *T\-hn. t-pl (or pr)-nsw, " She Whom the King (or Palace) Protects," 2 3 

to be pronounced something like *Tahnepinse, or *Tahepinse with dissimilation of 
the first n. However, the name may be corrupt, and there are many long names 
from the XXIst and XXIInd Dynasties which begin and end with the same con
sonants. 2 4 Thekemina, on the other hand, seems rather transparent; I should 
identify it provisionally with an Egyptian *Tl-kli-(n.t)-mn, "The Female Attendant 
(or the like) of Min," which would be pronounced something like *Tekemin. In 
Late Egyptian we have a name with the same meaning and form in T\-hnr. t-(n. t)-mn, 
" The Concubine of Min." 2 5 Min, the god of Koptos, was renowned for his role as 
an ithyphallic producer of life. The pejorative sense which could be attributed to 
k\i (translated by German scholars as " Dirne ") 2 0 can scarcely have been overlooked 
by the editors of the Hebrew prototype of the Greek Kings. 

I t must be emphasized strongly that the Egyptian editions of different 
biblical books may have quite different recensional backgrounds, and 
that we know far too little to be dogmatic. I should be inclined to con
sider the Egyptian Pentateuch as essentially of Babylonian origin, i. e., 
it generally reflects the text which had probably been established in 
Babylonia during the sixth century B. C. This text was brought back 
to Judah and may have become canonical under Ezra's influence in the 
late fifth century. There are, of course, other possibilities. Some of the 
sharp deviations which we find, for instance, in Deut. 32, especially in 
verse 43 where the Greek has eight cola as against four in MT and six 
in the Qumran fragment recently published by Mgr. Skehan, 2 7 warn us 

2 2 On this see my observations in the Bertholet Festschrift (1950), pp. 13 f., with 
references to the literature. 

2 8 For names of this formation see H. Ranke, op. cit., p. 365: 24 f., both from the 
XXIst Dynasty, and for the substitution of a word for " the king " or " house of the 
king (pr-nsw) " see ibid., p. 355: 23, again from the XXIst Dynasty. 

2 4 The original Egyptian name may have begun with the feminine article, t\, and 
have ended with (TO*, t)-ist, " of Isis," like various names from the same general 
period cited by Ranke, but this explanation seems less likely. 

2 5 Ranke, op. cit., p. 367: 2. 
2 0 There are quite a number of names formed with the word k\r. t, k\t, kry, which 

is treated by Erman-Grapow, Wörterbuch der ägyptischen Sprache, V, p. 101; it may 
go back to the classical Egyptian word k\.t, "vulva" (cf. Heb. raham) and it is 
always feminine in personal names, whether it has the feminine ending or not. From 
the XlXth and XXth Dynasty come names like Tl-k\r.t, etc. (Ranke, loc. cit., p. 
370: 21, 371: 5-6, 8, 11, 14-15) and much later names like T^-kr-hb or Tl-kr-Dhvo.ty 
{ibid., p. 371: 12 f.), "The Concubine of Thoth." Note that the vocalization of the 
word for " Dirne " seems to have been originally ku'e, kuya and would have become 
approximately ke in later times. Observe further that the attribution of a name 
with such definitely pejorative connotation (for the Jews) to the sister-in-law of the 
Edomite rebel would be on a par with the statement in the Egyptian recension of 
Kings that Jeroboam's mother was a harlot. 

2 7 1 should propose the following tentative original Hebrew form of the Egyptian 



not to underestimate the possibility that the Egyptian Hebrew prototype 
had been influenced by Palestinian MS readings handed down inde
pendently of the Babylonian text-tradition. The complex situation in 
the earliest fragments of Samuel from Qumran, with which Frank M. 
Cross is dealing, suggests a basic form of text antedating sixth-century 
Babylonian copies. Such MSS as 4QSam a and 4QSam b reflect a text 
which antedates both the Hebrew prototype of the LXX and the proto-
Massoretic text, 2 8 and may thus preserve textual elements going directly 
back to the original Deuteronomic Samuel, compiled toward the end of 
the seventh century B. C. We must patiently await the results of Cross's 
work before jumping at conclusions. 

Other biblical books must eventually be restudied in the light of this 
program; we may mention particularly the Egyptian Isaiah, which per
haps separated recensionally from the proto-Massoretic text as late as 
the third century B. C , and Jeremiah, which presumably circulated in 
Egypt as early as the sixth century—thus perhaps accounting for the 
drastic divergences in content and order between LXX and MT. All 
such suggestions must await detailed study of the thousands of unpub
lished fragments from Qumran IV. 2 9 

recension, on the basis of MT and the new fragment (a word which departs from 
the Greek translation is marked by an asterisk) : 

The words which are preserved in MT are not italicized but left in Roman type. 
The new fragment has the first, third, and fourth bicolon substantially as given 
above, though with two verbal and one morphemic difference. The parallelism in 
the Egyptian recension is much better than in MT, so there can be little doubt that 
this text is very ancient. In such cases, where we may have to do with orally 
transmitted texts, it is dangerous to speak of relative originality of recensions. 
However, my own impression is that the Egyptian recension, after a few minor 
corrections on the basis of the other two recensions, presents a satisfactory archaic 
text. 

2 8 See above, note 1 0 . 
2 9 We have not discussed the extremely interesting publication by Mgr. Skehan 

of a recension of Exodus which conforms closely to the Samaritan text and is actu
ally written in proto-Samaritan script (resembling the latest preêxilic cursive, but 
not directly derived from i t ) . My long-standing opinion that both the Samaritan 
and proto-Samaritan scripts are archaizing rather than archaic is shared by S. 
Yeivin and now by Cross: cf. my remarks in From the Stone Age to Christianity 
( 1 9 4 0 ) , pp. 2 6 6 , 3 3 6 , and BULLETIN, NO. 1 1 5 , p. 1 4 ; Yeivin, BULLETIN, NO. 1 1 8 , pp. 

2 8 - 3 0 ; Cross, Jour. Bib. Lit., L X X I V , p. 1 4 7 , n. 1 . I doubt whether any of the 
fragments in proto-Samaritan script antedate the last century B . C. The recension 
differs only slightly from MT, and it obviously springs from the proto-Massoretic 
of Qumran. 

Harnînû sämayim 'immô 
Harnînû gôyîm 'et le'ummô 

we-histahawû lô benê 'Elôhîm 
we-hithazzeqû lô ( ) maVakê 'El 
we-nâqâm yâsîb le-sârâw 
we-kipper( ) 'admat 'ammô 

kî dam *'abâdâw yiqqôm 
u-le-mesanne'âw yesallëm 



T H E OLDEST MANUSCRIPTS FROM QUMRAN 

FRANK M. CROSS, JR. 

M c c o r m i c k t h e o l o g i c a l s e m i n a r y 

DISCOVERY in 1952 of some three hundred fragmentary manu
scripts in Cave 4, Qumran, all dating before the First Jewish 

Revolt, as well as the discovery of documents of the first and second 
centuries A. D. in the region of Wadi Murabba'at, some with date for
mulae, have made possible new advances in the study of early Jewish 
paleography. 1 Were this find of material not sufficient, Qumran has 
provided a series of ostraca (partly unpublished) in controlled arche-
ological contexts, 2 and Cave 4 itself, like the caves of Murabba'at, has 
produced associated materials in other scripts, notably Greek, yielding 
confirmation of the results of Jewish paleography on independent 
paléographie grounds. 

The overwhelming lot of new documents does not materially alter 
conclusions of previous specialists in Hebrew and Aramaic epigraphy. 
As early as 1937, the main lines of the development of the script from the 

1 For the sake of clarity, we distinguish here between the "Jewish" script and the 
older (common) Aramaic script of the 4th-3rd centuries b . c . from which it derives, just 
as in the case of Nabatean and Palmyrene. It is used, of course, to write Hebrew and 
Aramaic. Over against it is the resurgent Paleo-Hebrew script of the Maccabean era, 
descended from Israelite times, but at Qumran archaizing, and roughly contemporary 
with the Maccabean "Jewish" hand. The present paper does not attempt to deal with 
the Paleo-Hebrew script; new evidence is in hand, however, which provides a solution 
in principle. 

3 For example, the practice alphabet from Level I (before 31 B . c.) published by 
De Vaux, "Fouilles au Khirbet Qumrân," RB, LXI (1954), Pl. Xa; cf. p. 229. While 
the forms are crudely made, it is clear in a number of cases how the scribe means to make 
his letter. Beth is corrected; note, however, that in both forms the lower (baseline) 
horizontal stroke is made from right to left continuous with the vertical; contrary to the 
cursive, and to the later formal hand, the base does not break through the vertical to 
the right. The left arm of gitnel is high and horizontal; daleth is fairly narrow and long. 
Teth (note flat bottom), mem (broad and short to the point of distortion), 'ayn, pe, and 
shin (note curved left arms on all specimens) are all characteristically developed forms. 
Zayn has no tendency to bulge to the right at the top; samekh is closed, but perhaps too 
crudely made to be useful; the leg of qoph is moderately long; the left leg of 'aleph is 
lengthened, and inclining towards a vertical rather than a horizontal or crescent 
stance as in the preceding two stages of the script; the cross-bar of heth is lowered. In 
short, we have a mixture of developed and undeveloped letters characteristic of that 
stage of the script known as "transition to Herodian," according to typology, here 
confirmed in an archeological context. 



fifth century to the time of the First Revolt had become sufficiently clear 
to permit W. F. Albright's definitive redating of the Nash Papyrus. 3 It 
is possible now, however, to clarify a number of obscurities, and to refine 
the limits within which a given typical script may be dated. 

Two crucial tasks of the paleography of our period can be accom
plished now with greater precision. The first, and most important, is a 
detailed description of the parallel courses of evolution of the bookhand 
(formal script) on the one hand, and the cursive on the other. The 
organization of a typological series with scores of exemplars of the formal 
script, both from MSS and inscriptions, is now in progress; this paper 
deals with the earliest and most problematical section of the series. 
Similarly, the cursive series can be set up, though with fewer specimens. 
From Qumran, MSS exhibiting both hands stand side by side from the 
second century B. C. until the First Revolt. Documents from Murab-
ba'at and associated finds continue the series in the first and second 
centuries A. D. The cursive hand is rare in biblical scrolls, as might be 
expected, though frequent in sectarian, and especially Aramaic docu
ments. 

A second task is the study of the separation of the related scripts, 
Jewish, Palmyrene, and Nabatean, from the parent Aramaic script. This 
effort is aided by new materials in both Palmyrene and Nabatean as well 
as by the early biblical documents in Jewish script from Qumran, the 

3 "A Biblical Fragment from the Maccabaean Age: The Nash Papyrus," JBL, 
LVI (1937), 145-76 (hereafter abbreviated AN). Cf. "On the Date of the Scrolls from 
'Ain Feshkha and the Nash Papyrus," BASOR, No. 115 (Oct., 1949), pp. 10-19. 
Albright's original Nash article remains the classical organization of the field of Aramaic 
and Jewish paleography. Despite the vast increases in epigraphic data, not to mention 
the finds in the Wilderness of Judah, his date in the Maccabean Period remains un
disturbed. Indeed, his original preference for a date in the second half of the second 
century needs scant revision. All characteristic letters of Nash are earlier in form than 
lQIsa". 'Aleph has a short, curved left arm (aside from early, looped, cursive forms) ; 
beth is still small and curved; the later form with a rectangular lower right corner has 
not yet developed; especially significant, daleth is long and narrow; yodh is a three-stroke 
form; mem is far more narrow, especially at the top, in both medial and final forms; pe 
is rounded at the top and bottom; resh is extremely narrow; qoph has a very short leg. 
Birnbaum was the first to relate correctly Nash and lQIsa 6 ("The Dates of the Cave 
Scrolls," BASOR, No. 115 [Oct., 1949], pp. 20-22). His relative chronology is superb; 
his absolute chronology appears to be a bit too high. Trever's arguments to date lQIsa a 

earlier than Nash (J. C. Trever, "A Paléographie Study of the Jerusalem Scrolls," 
BASOR, No. 113 [Feb., 1949], p. 19) are based chiefly on Isaiah's non-use of modified 
forms of final letters, an idiosyncrasy of the MS, irrelevant to dating. As a matter of 
fact, we can now show (see below) that the late third century featured a more developed 
use of final letters than later periods. The cursive forms of Nash: looped 'aleph, he, and 
looped taw, in particular, are mixed with formal types. But these cursive forms must be 
dated in the cursive series, not in that of the bookhand. In the former they stand 
quite early. A date in the early Maccabean period, ca. 150 B. C , or even slightly earlier, 
seems best. 



latter mostly unpublished as yet. As a matter of fact, exemplars of the 
early Jewish bookhand and cursive from Qumran span precisely the 
period of divergence of the Palmyrene and Nabatean hands. This com
bination of materials enables us to apply more checks from outside in the 
effort to achieve an absolute chronology for the typological series of 
Jewish hands in the early period ; of course an absolute chronology from 
the late first century B . C . to the second century A . D . is already closely 
fixed by datable epigraphs and dated documents of several kinds. 

I 

THE ARAMAIC SCRIPT O F T H E FOURTH CENTURY B . C. 

A N D I T S THIRD CENTURY DERIVATIVES4 

The Aramaic chancellery script of the Persian Empire was in use 
from Asia Minor in the northwest, to North Arabia and Egypt to the 
south, and to Afghanistan eastward. To judge from inscriptional evi
dence, it remained homogeneous, at least in its essential characteristics, 
over this broad area until the fall of the Persian power. Studies of the 
development of Jewish scripts must begin with the cursive hands of the 
late fifth and fourth century B . c , the immediate (extant) ancestor of 
the Jewish bookhand, as well as cursive scripts from Egypt from the 
early third century, the immediate ancestor of the Jewish cursive hand. 

Our chief exemplars of the fourth-century script, aside from lapidary 
inscriptions which are not directly useful, are from Egypt, published by 

* The key to Fig. 1 is as follows: 

Line 1. An advanced cursive from Elephantine, dating to ca. 419 B. C. From 
Sachau, Aramäische Papyrus, usw. (Leipzig, 1911), Pap. 18, Pis. 17-20. The asterisk 
notes final forms; the siglum 1 a form from Sachau, Pap. 20. PI. 23. 

Line 2. The Aramaic cursive of the first half of the fourth century B.C. From N. 
Aimé-Giron, Textes araméens d'Egypte (Cairo, 1931), Pl. X, Pap. 87. Cf. also Ostracon 4 
bis, Pl. I; and Pap. 86 bis (393-381 B. C ) , 88, 89. The siglum 1 designates a letter taken 
from Pap. 88. 

Line 3. The cursive of the end of the fourth century. From Sachau, op. cit., Tafel 
62:2. 

Line 4. The Aramaic cursive of the early third century (ca. 275 B. c ) . From M. 
Lidzbarski, Ephetneris für semitische Epigraphik III, Tafel II. The letter bearing the 
siglum 2 is taken from an ostracon of similar date, ibid., Tafel III. 

Line 5. The Aramaic cursive of the early third century B. C. From an Edfü papyrus 
published by A. H. Sayce and A. Cowley, Proceedings of the Society of Biblical Archae
ology, XXXVII (1915), 217 ff. (cf. G. R- Driver, The Hebrew Scrolls [London, 1951], 
Pl. II); the sigla 3 and * refer respectively to the papyrus published by Sayce-Cowley, 
Proceedings, XXIX (1907), Pis. I, II (from Edfü), and the ostracon published by Weill, 
Revue des études juives, LXV (1913), 16-23 (from Zâwiyet el-Meitîn). 

All forms are traced from enlarged photographs. 



Aimé-Giron in 1931,5 and Papyrus Luparensis.6 The Aimé-Giron papyri 
date from the first half of the century, and show only the slightest devel
opment from the late cursive script of Elephantine. The Papyrus 
Luparensis must be dated ca. 350 B. C. 7 

Distinctions between broad and narrow strokes within letters are 
still preserved in the fourth century, though the tendency towards a 
"monotonous" stroke, to gain sway in the third-century cursive, has 
already begun. 8 The development of medial letters commences in the 
late fifth-century cursives. The long downstrokes below the (theoretical) 
baseline all begin to bend to the left in what may be called "semi-
ligatures." So-called "final" letters, actually the older forms preserved 
where the tendency towards creating "semi-ligatures" is not so strong, 
are used in late fifth-century and early fourth-century cursives, though 
not systematically. Medial and final kaph, medial and final pe, medial 
(and possibly final) sade, as well as medial and final nun are becoming 
clearly distinguished. Mem in the medial position frequently exhibits a 
curving left diagonal stroke, as opposed to the older (and "final") straight 
diagonal. "Medial" lamedh, iTe., with a narrow hooked base, is clearly 
distinguished first in the fourth century. 

The extreme difference in the length of various letters below the 
ceiling line characteristic of the fifth century persists, with kaph, mem, 
nun (medial as well as final), pe (medial and final), sade (normally), and 
taw extending far beneath a theoretical baseline. 

'Aleph in the fourth century is developed beyond fifth-century forms 
as follows: the left leg is no longer a short, nearly horizontal straight line; 
it has become a crescent-shaped stroke which usually cuts the diagonal 
at the base on the lower side, as well as protruding in a high, curved point 
on the upper left of the diagonal. Beth is still gently rounded at the bot
tom right as it curves to the horizontal. Daleth is long and narrow, as 
in the fifth century, while resh is still narrower, but shorter. He (see also 
Fig. 3) is still made in classical fashion, with the horizontal arm drawn 
from right to left. In the fourth century, there is a notable tendency for 
the cross-bar of fyeth to bulge upwards following the right vertical down-
stroke; the cross-bar comes down again for a partial loop to the left 
vertical downstroke. Teth is long, pointed at the base, with a high left 
arm, little developed from earlier forms. Yodh is made with a triple 

s For references to literature, here and below, see n. 4. For convenient reference 
to fifth-century forms, see F. Rosenthal, Die aratnaistische Forschung (Leiden, 1939), 
Schrifttafel 3. The new leather documents published by Driver, Aramaic Documents, 
etc. (Oxford, 1954), present normally the more formal hand of the period. 

* See Fig. 2, line 1, and n. 14. 
7 'Aleph, lamedh, nun, mem, 'ayn, and especially sade are here slightly more devel

oped than in the Aimé-Giron texts. 
8 Cf. AN, p. 153. 
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movement; down, then to the left, then curving up and down strongly 
again to the right. Medial nun is very long still, and preserves often a 
curve to the right at the top. Samekh in the fourth century loses its 
characteristic, complicated head; the letter now resembles a double 
hook, the second, rounded and large, emerging from the center of the 
first. The lower stroke curls more tightly to the left than in the fifth 
century. lAyn remains small and high; a slight tendency for the right 
stroke to break through at the base may be noted. Shin reveals no curved 
strokes as yet, and is small. Taw remains very large with a short right 
stroke. 9 

The scripts of the third century B. C. from Egypt must all be dated 
not later than the first half of the third century, and preferably in the 
first decades of that century. 1 0 The forms are only slightly advanced 
over those of the early fourth century, and very slightly beyond those 
of the Sachau ostracon (n. 9). Historical circumstances, namely the 
rapid decline of Aramaic for business or public purposes in Egypt in 
favor of Greek, support such a conclusion, confirming the paléographie 
evidence. 

The development of medial forms is now approaching its zenith. 1 1 The 
long down-strokes of medial forms of kaph, samekh, pe, sade are more 
tightly bent to the left. So also with lamedh whose base is hooked more 

9 The late fourth century is represented by a single ostracon, published by Sachau 
(Tafel 62:2). It has been associated in the past with the ostraca and papyri of the early 
third century but is clearly more archaic in script. Beth retains its curved lower stroke; 
the left leg of gimel is very long, with no tendency to "kick up" towards the horizontal; 
he is classical, not that of the third-century cursive. Kaph is longer than third-century 
forms. Medial and final mem are little distinguished, and the left diagonal is straight; 
neither of these characteristics is necessarily a criterion of antiquity, however, since 
they persist in the cursive into the second century. Lamedh is archaic, not developed 
beyond early fourth-century forms (see below) ; medial nun is especially archaic, being 
scarcely bent to the left at the base, and is longer than some cursive fifth-century forms, 
much less later third-century types. Yodh is intermediate: its two stroke form, normally 
like a small, late gimel, is the forerunner of the cursive "inverted-V-shaped" yodh. The 
sade has its right arm curled upward and back to the left like mid-fourth-century 
types (Fig. 2, line 1). Shin is relatively large. In fact, the chief element revealing 
development towards third-century cursive scripts is the increased uniformity in size 
of letters. Taw has a very short right leg, and is less developed than those of Pap. 18. 
To this paleographical evidence it may be added that the ostracon has no Greek names 
in some sixteen lines of text, unlike the other name-lists of the early third century, where 
Greek names fairly swarm. 

1 0 Cf. AN, pp. 154-55. 
" Actually, this took place in the bookhand, not in the cursive script to which the 

third century documents from Egypt belong, as we shall see below. The tendency 
towards creation of ligatures or semi-ligatures ceased earlier in the cursive script than 
in the formal hand, with an attendant trend towards standardization of forms most 
strongly seen in Palmyrene. Here, except in the case of nun, all distinctions between 
medial and final forms were obliterated. 



sharply; its vertical stance, anticipated in the fourth century, is regular; 
the first evidence of final lamedh now appears." 

The homogeneity of pen stroke, already noted in the late fourth-
century script, is more obvious in the third. 'Aleph is larger. The right 
downstroke of beth is vertical, and the letter base tends to sweep farther 
left in cursive (sensu stricto) fashion.13 The left arm of gimel is rising 
with the concurrent tendency to lower its point of departure from the 
right downstroke. Daleth and resh are broadening. He is regularly made 
in what is to become the style of the later cursive (see Fig. 3), a major 
departure from earlier scripts. Teth is not yet squarish at the bottom, but 
is opening up, its cross-bar failing usually to cut into the vertical left. 
Samekh is radically changed, the left hook of the fourth-century form 
giving way to a vertical or, in extreme cursive forms, a long diagonal 
stroke. The right leg of taw is rapidly lengthening. 

II 

THE EARLIEST JEWISH SCRIPTS FROM QUMRAN1* 

Two MSS in particular are clear exemplars of the most archaic Jewish 
hand at Qumran. These are 4QSam b (I Samuel), herein published, and 
an unpublished MS of Jeremiah, 4QJer a. Two aspects of the typology 
of the script are apparent at a glance. The extraordinary differentiation 
in size of letters in length, characteristic of the Aramaic hand of the fifth 
and fourth centuries, and largely absent already from the cursive of the 
third century, is here retained, especially in 4QSam b. Secondly, the 

1 2 See below in the early Jewish bookhand, especially 4QJer\ 
'·> Cf. 4QEccles, and Palmyrene. 
1 4 A key to Fig. 2 follows. All scripts are traced from photographs with the exception 

of the B enê Hêzîr inscription. Its forms were traced from a photograph of a new squeeze 
made by the writer, and checked by direct photographs. Sigla: *, the letter is broken 
off at the top; 3 final pe is not used. 

Line 1. An Aramaic script of the mid-fourth century. From the Louvre Papyrus, 
CIS (Pars Secundo) 1:1, Tab. XVII, Nos. 146 A, B. 

Line 2. 4QSam b (see Fig. 6). 
Line 3. 4QJera (unpublished). 
Line 4. A cursive hand from ca. 150-125 B . C : 4QXII 8 (Minor Prophets). 
Line 5. The B enê Hêzîr inscription from the end of the first century B . c. 
Line 6. 4QDeut> (unpublished) from ca. A . D . 50. 

Not included in the chart, but presumed in comparative discussions, are lQIsa" 
(ca. 125-100 B. C ) , and the Nash Papyrus (ca. 175-150 B. C ) . Convenient and accurate 
typological charts of these scripts may be found in Birnbaum's studies, BASOR, No. 115, 
p. 21, or The Qumrân (Dead Sea) Scrolls and Palaeography (BASOR, Suppl. Studies, 
Nos. 13-14 [New Haven, 1952]), pp. 33, 41. The best photographs of Nash are those of 
Trever, "The Problem of Dating the Dead Sea Scrolls," The Smithsonian Report [1953], 
pp. 425-35, PI. 17; note also his photographic tables of the script of lQIsa a, ibid., Pl. 8. 



calligraphic technique, varying wide and narrow strokes of the pen 
according to fixed canons, is here preserved. Actually, the cursive of the 
third century has largely lost this finesse and, as we have seen, has 
become monotonous in stroke. Moreover, as we shall see, a number of 
letters retain characteristics of the classical script of the late Persian 
period, already lost in the third-century cursives. On the other hand, a 
few letters are more developed than early third-century cursives, so that 
there is no question of dating our MSS in the late fourth century B. C. 
Rather, it now becomes clear that the formal Jewish bookhand derives 
from a formal tradition of the early third century, as yet unknown from 
cursive third-century ostraca and papyri. The existence of this formal 
script, projected to fill the gap in our extant third-century material, is 
further confirmed by the typology of the cursive scripts which develop 
directly from the third-century Aramaic cursive. Two exemplars are 
given here: line 4 of Fig. 2 (4QXII a) and line 2 of Fig. 4 (4QEccles, see 
below). This cursive cannot be treated in detail here, save as it bears 
directly on problems of dating the bookhand. 1 5 Obviously, the formal and 
cursive scripts are always in tension, influencing one another, though the 
cursive leads. The two traditions, discernible in principle as early as the 
late fifth century, are clearly distinguished in the third and second 

1 5 The divergence of the bookhand and the cursive is illustrated in Fig. 3. Here 
below is a key to the figure. 

1. Standard Aramaic cursive (on leather) from the end of the fifth century B . c. 
From Letter V, G. R. Driver, Aramaic Documents (Oxford, 1954). 

2. The Aramaic script of the late fourth century B . C. From Sachau, op. cit., 
Tafel 62:2. 

3. An Aramaic cursive of the early third century B . c. From Lidzbarski, op. cit., 
Tafel II. 

4. 4QEccles., an early Hebrew cursive (ca. 175-150 B . c . ) . Cf. J. Muilenburg, 
BASOR, No. 135 (Oct., 1954), p. 22. 

5. From 4QTobit (unpublished). Herodian. 
6. An ossuary cursive of the first century A. D . Cf. Bagatti and Milik, "Nuovi 

Scavi al 'Dominus Flevit,' " Studii Biblici Franciscani Liber Annuus IV (1953-54), 
p. 262, Fig. 11; Savignac, RB, XXXIV (1925), Pl. X:2;R. Dussaud, "Comptesd'ouvriers 
d'une entreprise funéraire juive," Syria, IV (1923), 241-49, Fig. 1; etc. 

7. A cursive of the second century A. D . From J. T. Milik, "Un contrat juive 
de l'an 134 après J-C," RB, LXI (1954), Pl. IV. Cf. Savignac, op. cit., Pl. x:7; Dussaud, 
op. cit., loc. cit.; De Vaux, "Quelque textes hébreux de Murabba'at," RB, LX (1953), 
Pl. XIII (third signature); etc. 

8. From 4QSam b (end of the third century B . c ) . 
9. From 4QIsa d (unpublished; ca. 150-125 B . c ) . 

10. From 4 QEx e (unpublished; ca. 150-125 B . c ) . 
11. From 4QSam*. Cf. Cross, BASOR, No. 132 (Dec , 1953), p. 17 (ca. 50 B . C . ) . 

12. From 4QNumbers b (unpublished; Herodian). 
13. From 4QDeut' (unpublished; ca. A . D . 50). 
14. A Murabba'at Fragment of Exodus (early second century A. D . ) . Cf. De Vaux, 

op. cit., Pl. X l la . 



centuries. Of course, forms are mixed in certain documents: the Nash 
Papyrus, for example, which is none the less dominantly in the tradition 
of the bookhand. By the first two centuries A. D., the two are so widely 
separated that an intermediate chancellery hand emerges.1 6 The develop
ment of cursive he is shown in Fig. 3. Several other characteristic cursive 
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forms may be noted. 'Aleph develops two forms: the looped 'aleph which 
later invades Nabatean, and, in Jewish, the "caret" form, open to the 
right, which is derived from forms that omitted the left short leg. Beth, 
by the second century, reverses the direction in which the lower horizontal 
is penned, a development taking place only in the second half of the first 
century B. C. in the bookhand. The cursive form develops into the 
"figure 2" beth of the first century A. D. and later. Heth early takes on 
the "N-form." Samekh develops from third-century forms in the cursive, 
being made often without lifting the pen, looping slightly at top left, 
and tending to close at the baseline to form a triangular shape. The 
form invades both Nabatean and the Jewish bookhand towards the end 
of the second century B. c. lAyn, in the cursive, enlarges and rounds 
before the right stroke breaks very deeply through; in the bookhand, 
on the contrary, the right arm cuts through early, forming an angular 
"y-form," which is very small and high. Later layn, in the cursive, is 
made without lifting the pen. Medial and final mem are never strongly 
distinguished in the cursive; in any case, a single form develops, made 
with a continuous motion beginning with the lower end of the left diag
onal, omitting the broad tick at top left. Finally, it must be said that 

1 6 See Milik, "Une lettre de Simeon bar Kokheba," RB, LX (1953), 276, n. 1. 



the general characteristics of the cursive are, in the early period, its 
broadening, shortening, increasingly uniform letters, and later its tend
ency to simplify to single-letter forms which could be made without 
lifting the pen. Ligatures become characteristic of the cursive only quite 
late. 

We return to the early Jewish bookhand with special reference to the 
MSS of Samuel and Jeremiah. 'Aleph in 4QSam b is very small compared 
with that of lQIsa 3 , or even of third-century cursives. Its left leg is 
crescent-shaped, breaking through at the bottom, precisely as in fourth-
century types, our only clear witness to the form. Of course, from such 
forms develop the semi-looped leg of Nabatean and Palmyrene 'alephs, 
as well as the looped, or half-looped Nash forms. Typologically, the 
'aleph of 4QSam b is prior to any known Jewish hand, or any forms extant 
after the fourth century. This applies to its size, the calligraphic tech
nique (shared with Jer a ) , as well as the treatment of the left leg, the 
chief typological clue in the case of 'aleph throughout its late history. 
Beth is small, rounded at bottom right, though the downstroke is moving 
to the vertical. In Jer a , it has become vertical or even bulges slightly to 
the right. In neither case has it approached the larger, square-cornered 
Isa a beth. The top is short with sharp ticks, unlike the broader, cursive 
forms with a rounded right shoulder. The "square-cornered" long base
line has not yet begun to develop. This latter form is the mother to 
early cursive beths (by 125 B. C.) which draw the base from left to right. 
It may be noted that both Nabatean and Palmyrene exhibit the "square-
cornered" beth, or "proto-cursive" form. Gimel, both in Sam b and Jer a , 
has developed beyond the fifth-century forms, but is far more archaic 

FIGURE 5 



than Isa a, or even earlier second-century forms (4QEccles, 4QXII a , and 
unpublished MSS). Third-century forms are closest. The right leg is 
a straight diagonal, not bowed as later (e. g., Isa a). The left leg, the more 
significant paleographically, is normally very long, beginning high on the 
right leg, if not virtually at the top. It has begun to "kick up" slightly. 
Daleth again finds its nearest parallels in the long, narrow forms of the 
fourth century, though Nash is comparable, as well as certain third-
century forms.1 7 The broad, angular cross-bar of Isa a is far in the future. 
The long, right downstroke is vertical, and shows no tendency to shift 
counter-clockwise to a slightly diagonal stance characteristic of the 
cursive, especially 4QEccles and Palmyrene. He is made in classical, 
formal style. Its top horizontal is thickened heavily; the right vertical 
is still inclined diagonally and sharply pointed at the top. In Sam b the 
tendency to move the left vertical towards the left end of the horizontal 
top has now begun ; however, the leg is still diagonal. Jer a is more archaic, 
without the tendency to shift the left leg. They both stand intermediate 
between the fourth-century scripts and the second-century bookhand. 
Waw is strongly bent at the top; the true "head," or hooked top, is not 
yet developed (Isa a and later). Zayn is not particularly useful for 
paleography as long as it remains a simple, vertical stroke. However, it 
is to be noted that the sharply-pointed top, survival of the technique of 
the fifth-fourth century, is found in Jer a (no zayn appears in Sam b ). As 
early as Isa a, zayn tends to bend and thicken slightly at the top. Heth 
in Sam b sometimes bulges at the center of the cross-bar (see the discussion 
of fourth-third century forms), a tendency eventuating in "N-shaped" 
heth. 4QEccles and Isa a are intermediate, with the cross-bar slanting 
often up to the left downstroke. On the other hand, some forms, espe
cially those of Jer a are indistinguishable from fifth-century cursives. 
Note that the left leg often bends left at the bottom, and tapers to a 
point in archaic style. Teth is narrow, tall, with a long left arm, and 
rounded or pointed bottom. The cross-stroke cuts the left arm. It is 
undifferentiated from fifth-fourth century forms. In the second century 
the cross-bar curls, and, especially in the cursive, the left arm shortens. 
In the first century B . C (earlier in the cursive) the broad flat bottom with 
rectangular verticals appears. Yodh in 4QSam b is made with three 

1 7 See Fig. 5 which is a drawing of an ostracon from Samaria reading, "(belonging) 
to Judah," from ca. 200 b. c. The long, narrow daleth is now certain and characteristic. 
Formerly it was read run'1?, "(belonging) to Yahweh." See E. L. Sukenik, "Potsherds 
from Samaria, Inscribed with the Divine Name," PEFQS, 1936, pp. 34-37. Cf. PEQ, 
1937, pp. 140 f. It may now be said with confidence that no coins, ostraca, or stamps 
bearing the divine name are extant from the post-exilic period. Sukenik himself cor
rected most erroneous readings, "Paralipomena Palaestinensia," JPOS, XIV (1934), 
178-84. See most recently, Vincent, "Les épigraphes judéo-araméennes postéxiliques," 
RB, LVI (1949), 275-94, who holds to older views. 



motions as in third-century forms and earlier, as well as in Nabatean 
and Nash. The yodh of Jer a appears sometimes to be an early form of 
two-movement yodh, nearly an inverted, curved "V." It appears only 
rarely in fourth and third-century materials, but is regular in the early 
Jewish cursive of the second century. It is also found in the earliest 
Nabatean inscription (see below), as well as in Palmyrene. By the end 
of the second century (Isa a), it is standard. Medial kaph is very long 
and narrow, especially in Jer a . The downstroke is nearly on the vertical, 
showing advance from the fifth and early fourth-century forms which 
slant. The downstroke bends in leftward in the middle, a rudimentary 
"figure-three" form. 1 8 The base of medial kaph is still a curving, short 
flourish to the left, reminiscent of its cursive origin in the fifth century, 
and identical with that of the third century. There is no hint yet of the 
long, sloping bottom stroke, bent from the vertical downstroke at a 
virtual right angle (second-century cursives, Isa a, and later). Final kaph 
is identical with fourth and third-century forms, having a narrow top, 
and very long vertical downstroke. Lamedh in Jer a always distinguishes 
an archaic final form with a long horizontal stroke, almost imperceptibly 
hooked. Sam b also uses final lamedh but not systematically. Medial 
lamedh is characteristically short, its hook downward thin, short, and 
uncurved. Final lamedh appears elsewhere certainly only in the early 
third century. 1 9 It traces its origin to the fourth century. The final mem 
of Sam b is extraordinarily archaic. There is nothing like it after the 
fifth-fourth centuries. The third-century forms are neither as long nor 
as narrow, but belong to the cursive tradition preserved in 4QXII a . The 
form in Jer a is less archaic, tending to vertical downstrokes, and with a 
long base-stroke to the left, anticipating the "closed" forms of Eccles, 
Nash, Isa a, and later. Medial mem in Sam b is also more archaic than 
Jer a , though both are narrow and very long belowr the baseline. Contrary 
to earlier and later cursive mem, the left diagonal does not cut the top-
stroke. This left diagonal is still very long, but bends leftward. The 
closest parallels are fourth century (Fig. 2, line 1). Nun is very large 
and long, and sometimes bends right at the top in archaic fashion; 
however, this latter feature survives in even later scripts. Both final and 
medial nun are identical with fourth and third-century types. In the 
early second century, medial nun is radically shortened, beginning in the 
cursive. 

Samekh is extremely valuable paleographically in this period, since 
it is in the course of rapid change. The samekh of both Sam b and Jer a is 
very archaic. Note the "hooked head" (not looped in Sam b!). The only 
parallels are in late fifth-century cursives and in the fourth century. The 

1 8 See AN, pp. 166-67. 
1 9 See above, n. 12. 



cursive of the third century develops a new tradition out of which emerges 
the samekh of 4QEccles, Palmyrene, and later scripts. 'Ayn has been 
briefly touched on in connection with discussion of the Jewish cursive 
above. It is small and high, but, unlike the early cursive hands, has 
"broken through" at the bottom. We must presume that the form 
developed in the bookhand sometime between the early fourth century 
and the late third century. At this point third-century cursives are of 
little aid, since they develop in a different tradition (cf. samekh). Medial 
pe is gently rounded at both the top and bottom as in the fourth-third 
centuries. The later pointed top and rectangular base develop first in 
the second century cursives, and enter the bookhand as early as lQIsa a . 
Unfortunately, sade is missing in Sam b . In Jer a both the medial forms 
and the final forms are archaic.' 0 The closest parallel to the form of 
Jer a is the sade of the mid-fourth century. Indeed, nowhere else do we 
find an example of the tightly curled right arm of sade. 

The chief element of typological interest in the case of qoph is its tail. 
It shortens in the fourth century, and begins to lengthen again in the 
cursives and formal scripts of the early second century. In Sam b and 
especially in Jer a it is at its shortest phase. The "open" head of qoph 
(Sam b) is also indicative of relative antiquity (in this period!). Resh in 
Jer a , and especially Safn b has an extremely narrow head. This is the 
case in fourth century scripts. The cursive of the third century, and the 
early Jewish cursives (Eccles, XI I a) already have a broadening form. 
Shin in the archaic period is made with a broad left diagonal, and two 
straight diagonals to its right. The form persists until a tendency to 
curve the right-most diagonal develops in the second century (Eccles, 
Isa a, as well as unpublished bookhands earlier than Isa a). Sam b and Jer a 

belong with the archaic scripts both in style of stroke and in form. Still 
later (first century B. C.), both right diagonals bend back. Taw in Sam b 

is extraordinarily large, with a short right leg. Its closest parallels are 
in Papyrus 18 (419 B. c.!), and Papyrus Luparensis; however, the third-
century forms are quite similar, except in calligraphic technique. In 
Jer a , the right leg is lengthened (cf. Palmyrene), but taw is still very 
large. Beginning in the third century, the relative size of taw is steadily 
reduced to conform with that of other letters. 

The result of our analysis is to show that 4QSam b, especially, but also 
Jer a , belongs to the tradition of the Persian chancellery script of the 
fourth century B. C. both in its technique of penning letters, and in the 
size of letters: their length below the ceiling line and their narrowness. 
Certain letters, 'aleph (Sam b), daleth, he, feth, final mem (Sam b), samekh, 

3 0 It is not impossible that the Nabatean sade develops from such a form, rather 
than from the common fifth-century sade. 



sade (appears only in Jer a ) , 2 1 and resh have their closest parallels with 
fourth-century forms. Another series, waw, fyeth, yodh, nun (medial and 
final), qoph, shin, and taw have equally good parallels in the fourth and 
third centuries. Beth, gimel, kaph (medial), lamedh (medial and final), 
Pe (medial and final) are more developed than fourth-century types, and 
stand closest to early third-century letters. Two letters, 'ayn (Sam b and 
Jer a) and medial mem (Sam b), have no precise parallels. Medial mem 
(Sam b) is a development of forms like those of Papyrus Luparensis, 
bypassed in extant third-century documents. The mem of Jer a (medial 
and final) also has no real parallels, but is developed from the types in 
Sam b . 'Ayn shares early characteristics with fourth century forms but 
possesses late characteristics not found in the early third century. 

I t is evident from this data that the archaic Jewish bookhand belongs 
to a formal tradition which parallels the extant cursives of the third 
century B. C , and that this formal tradition has evolved very slowly 
after the end of the Persian Empire. This is to be expected, of course, 
with the disuse of Aramaic for official purposes during the period of 
Hellenization. The Jewish bookhand, in all probability used chiefly to 
preserve sacred documents, is, therefore, quite naturally conservative. 
But before proceeding to an attempt to date these MSS, evidence for 
checking our conclusions from Nabatean and Palmyrene must be 
examined. 

Il l 

T H E SISTER SCRIPTS: PALMYRENE AND N A B A T E A N " 

By analysis of the earliest Palmyrene and Nabatean inscriptions, we 
can project backward, and determine fairly accurately the stage of the 
Aramaic script at the time each broke off to begin its independent evolu-

a i Both samekh and sade are more formal than their fourth-century counterparts, 
but show evolution; they are classified here, however, since third-century forms are 
far more developed. 

M See Fig. 4. A key to the chart follows: 

Line 1. Inscription of Aslah (90 B. C ) . Gustav Dalman, Neue Petra-Forschungen, usw. 
(Leipzig, 1912), Abb. 68, Inschrift Nu. 90 (p. 99), cf. J. Cantineau, Le Nabatéen, II, 
No. II. The letters are line-drawn, but freshly traced from Dalman's squeeze. 

Line 2. 4QEccles (175-150 B. c ) . Traced from natural size photographs. Cf. J. 
Muilenburg, "A Qoheleth Scroll from Qumran," BASOR, No. 135 (Oct., 1954), pp, 
20-28. 

Line 3. The earliest dated Palmyrene inscription (44 B. c ) . Cf. J. Starcky and S. 
Munajjed, Palmyra (Damascus, 1948), p. 26. The siglum 1 refers to letters taken from 
a contemporary (or, more likely, slightly earlier) inscription dedicated to Bel, Bêlhammân. 
and Manawät (unpublished). The siglum 2 refers to the inscription published by Du 



tion. This information can be most useful if we can then solve two prob
lems: (1) the points at which the prototypic Nabatean and Palmyrene 
scripts fit into the typological sequence of the scripts with which we have 
been working, and (2) the probable "absolute" date when Nabatean 
and Palmyrene branched off from their parent scripts. 2 3 

The earliest Nabatean inscription which can be dated certainly is the 
Aslah Inscription of ca. 90 B. c. 2 4 An older inscription found at Khalasah 
belongs to the cursive tradition of the third century, rather than to the 
tradition out of which the Nabatean lapidary branched, and therefore 
need not be considered.2 5 

The ductus of Nabatean preserves the narrow, long, and irregularly-
sized letters of the formal tradition. Indeed, contrary to the trend 
towards uniformity ("squareness") in script operating in the second and 
first-century B. C. Jewish scripts, Nabatean develops and exaggerates 
this element of the old Aramaic hand. 2 6 The Aslah script has only begun 
this secondary development ; the relative size of its letters is close to that 
of Sam b . As a matter of fact, the Aslah script shares many character
istics of the earliest Jewish bookhands: daleth and resh are narrow with 
small heads; heth shares the domed cross-bar with Sam b (as well as older 
scripts and Palmyrene) ; teth has the long left arm ; yodh is a development 
of the "three-movement" formal yodh; medial mem is very narrow and 

Mesnil du Buisson (Inventaire des Inscriptions Palmyréniennes de Doura-Europos [Paris, 
1939]), dated 33 B . c. The line drawings are traced from unpublished photographs of 
Abbé J. Starcky. The writer is in debt to Abbé Starcky, not only for permission to 
draw on unpublished material, but also for counsel in matters of Palmyrene epigraphy, 
a field in which he is unsurpassed. The present group of inscriptions is announced in 
Actes du XXI Congrès international des Orientalistes, Paris, 23-31 juillet, 1948 (Impr. 
Nat., 1949), p. 111. They will be published by Starcky together with a study of 
early Palmyrene and Nabatean paleography in the forthcoming volume dedicated to 
Levi délia Vida. 

« Albright (AN, pp. 163-71) deals at length with the early evolution of these two 
scripts, solving most of the basic problems. Much of the material he treats needs not 
be rehearsed here. 

3 4 For literature on this inscription, and those discussed below, see n. 22. 
3 5 The Khalasah Inscription has been assigned by Cowley (Palestine Exploration 

Fund Annual [1914-15], p. 146, Fig. 59) and Albright (AN, p. 165) tentatively to 
Haretat II at the end of the second century B . c. If this script is at all accurately traced, 
however, it is scarcely developed beyond third-century forms. Note 'aleph, mem, and 
especially 'ayn and taw (with a short right leg). All forms are broad, and daleth, teth, 
yodh, mem, and 'ayn clearly are in the cursive tradition. A date in the reign of Haretat I 
(contemporary of Antiochus IV) is not excluded paleographically. On the date of the 
archaic El-'Ulä texts, and of the much disputed Rabbel inscription, see Albright's 
discussions, AN, pp. 164-67, especially n. 57 and p. 167; and "Dedan," Geschichte und 
Altes Testament (Alt Festschrift; Tübingen, 1953), p. 7, n. 2. 

3 6 See now the extraordinary papyrus hand in the text published by Starcky, "Un 
contrat nabatéen sur papyrus," RB, LXI (1954), 161-81. 



long (the left diagonal has shortened, however) ; nun is long; layn is small, 
high, and tends towards the "y" form; shin is archaic; taw has a short 
right leg and is nearly identical with Sam b . A number of letters appear, 
however, never to have evolved through the stage represented by the 
earliest Jewish hands, but to have diverged from a script of a later period. 
'Aleph, both in Aslah and later, derives from an 'aleph with a semi-
looped left leg. 2 7 Beth, with its rectangular right-lower corner, is late, 
though it may be derived by parallel evolution. He is especially ad
vanced; it derives from the formal hand, however. Sade is problematical; 
it may well be a survival of the form otherwise unknown later than the 
fifth and early fourth centuries; it may be a development of the "curled" 
form represented by Jer a . Samekh, when it appears in Nabatean (un
fortunately it is not found in Aslah), is very late; its form has invaded the 
formal script from the cursive. 2 8 

Thus we may conclude that Nabatean, like the early Jewish book-
hand, testifies to the existence of a formal Aramaic hand, ultimately 
derived from a chancellery hand of the late Persian Empire, paralleling 
the vulgar hand of the third century B. c. The point of divergence from 
this tradition appears to be later in Nabatean than in the earliest Jewish 
bookhands extant, notably 4QSam b. Unfortunately we know little of 
the early history of the Nabateans from the time of Antigonus' raids 
against them in 312 B. c , until their dealings with Jason and the Mac
cabees in the days of Antiochus IV. It is clear, however, that they were 
exercising considerable autonomy in the days of Haretat I, though their 
great expansion begins in the days of Haretat II and Obodat I at the 
end of the second century B. C. and the beginning of the first century B. C. 
In this latter period the script begins a period of rapid evolution towards 
the classical Nabatean lapidary style. The writer is inclined to believe, 
however, that the Nabatean script became more or less independent in 
its development not later than the second quarter of the second century, 
when effective Seleucid and Ptolemaic control of outlying provinces came 
to an end. It is precisely in the second half of the second century, with 
the decline of Hellenistic organization in Syria and Egypt, that the Jew
ish state and Nabatean Arabia are freed to go their own ways. In each 
case there is nationalistic expansion and resurgent Orientalism. In Judea, 
the Paleo-Hebrew script is resurrected in Maccabean times, and the 
Jewish bookhand begins a period of very rapid evolution culminating in 
the classical Herodian character. Historical circumstances as well as 

a 1 See the 'aleph of the Rabbel inscription (used medially and in final positions), 
Cantineau, op. cit., p. 2; the looped form of the Hawrän inscriptions from the first 
century B. C. (published by De Vogué, Inscriptions sémitique [Paris, 1868], Pl. 13:1 
equals CIS II, 162), and Nash. 

a 8 E. g., see Rabbel, 1. 4. 



paleographical evidence suggest that the Nabatean script followed a 
similar pattern of development. 

Palmyrene, by the middle of the first century B . C. when our series of 
inscriptions begins, 2 9 has already achieved a strongly individual style. 
Nevertheless, Palmyrene gives clear-cut evidence of descending from an 
Aramaic semi-cursive of the first half of the second century, being 
independent from ca. 150 B . C . 3 ° 

The script of 4QEccles, though influenced by formal elements of the 
Jewish bookhand, is very close to the prototypic script of Palmyra. 3 1 

Both scripts exhibit enlarged, especially broadened forms of letters: 
'aleph, beth, daleth, resh, mem, and 'ayn. Palmyrene is also characterized 
by the later (cursive) style in he, yodh, samekh, 'ayn, sade, and perhaps 
qoph. Note the following typological traits: 'aleph has the semi-looped 
left leg; beth is large, with an angular base at the right, and long baseline; 
the stance of daleth is tipped forward (cf. 4QEccles) ; heth has the domed 
cross-bar, and tends to spread its verticals at the base; samekh is fairly 
archaic, but belongs with 4QEccles and the third-century style, not to 
earlier bookhand styles; pe is rounded at the top still, but flattened at the 
bottom, with a long baseline; qoph has a tail; the right leg of taw has 
lengthened. It is possible that a few of these late traits derive from an 
independent evolution which by coincidence pursues a similar path to 
that of the Jewish-cursives; but not all of them. They are evidence that 
the prototype of the Palmyrene script must be dated later than the 
earliest Jewish scripts, not far from the period of the Ecclesiastes 
hand. 

On historical grounds, the divergence of Palmyrene from its parent 
script is expected in precisely this period. Like Judea and Nabatea, 
Palmyra became increasingly independent with the breakdown of 
Seleucid power following the reign of Antiochus IV. It is extremely 
doubtful if any form of sustained control of Palmyra from Antioch was 
ever established again after the fall of Seleucia (141 B . C ) . 

a» See n. 2 2 (to Fig. 3 , line 3 ) . 
J° Albright in 1 9 3 7 (AN, pp. 1 6 8 - 7 1 ) , on the basis of Palmyrene texts beginning 

in 9 B. c. and the third century Egyptian documents, was able to date the divergence of 
Palmyrene from its cursive prototype between 2 5 0 and 1 0 0 B. c. The addition of older 
Palmyrene texts, and especially the discovery of the series of cursive texts from Qumran 
(4QEccles, 4QXIIa, etc.) permits further narrowing of limits. 

1 1 As remarked above, the non-use of final forms in Palmyrene is a secondary cursive 
development, and must be discounted in comparisons with Jewish hands, especially 
those under formal influence. 



IV 

THE DATING OF THE EARLIEST SCRIPTS FROM QUMRAN 

As we have seen, the relative chronology of Hebrew and Aramaic 
documents from Qumran in the Jewish script is easily worked out, thanks 
to the abundance of new data. Absolute dating of the documents poses 
a more complicated problem, especially in the earlier periods. 

At the end of the type-series the paleographer is on sure ground. 
The dated documents of the first and second centuries A. D. from Murab-
ba'at fix an absolute terminus ad quern for the Qumran script types. 
This is confirmed by archeological data from Qumran, as well as by the 
long series of Jewish funerary inscriptions from Herodian times.3* 

Similarly, scripts of the first century B. C. can be given absolute dates 
with some confidence since they stand close in typological sequence to 
the Herodian materials. Moreover, a terminus ad quern at the end of 
the first century B. C. is fixed from outside by the inscription of the 
B enê Hezîr, 3 3 and controls include the Qumran alphabet mentioned 
above (before 31 Β. α ) . 3 4 

As for the earliest materials, the dating of formal Jewish scripts which 
fall between the documents of the fourth century, the terminus a quo 
for the earliest Jewish bookhand (4QSam b), and the first-century B. C. 
scripts, is still based primarily on typological sequence. While we can 
establish their age relative to other members of the series, an absolute 
dating is made difficult since we cannot presume that the speed of 
evolution of a script remains constant. The earliest Jewish cursives, 
which have their terminus a quo in the Aramaic vulgar scripts of the 
early third century, are of some aid. The formal and cursive are in 

J* Most useful are the Helena Inscription (CIS II, 156), from ca. A. D. 50-60, the 
dipinto published by Sukenik, Tarbts, VI (1935), 190-96, Pl. I l l , which closely follows 
the bookhand of the mid-first century A. D . , the Uzziah Plaque (Sukenik, Tarbts, II 
[1929], 288 ff.) from ca. A. D. 50. There is no let up in the discoveries of ossuary inscrip
tions which now constitute an extensive corpus, virtually all of which belong to the 
Herodian era (30 B. c. to A. D. 70). Since 1953, thirty to forty Hebrew-Aramaic inscrip
tions from Dominus Flevit have been published. At least one other major find has been 
made within the last two years (unpublished). 

" This date, established by De Vogué, Klein, and Albright, has recently been re
vised upward by N. Avigad, Ancient Monuments in the Kidron Valley (Jerusalem, 1954 
[Hebrew]), pp. 62-66, to the first half of the first century B . c. His paleographical 
arguments are not convincing. 

34 In the past the Gezer Boundary inscriptions have been dated on archeological 
grounds to the first century B . c. Cf. Macalister, The Excavation of Gezer (London, 
1912), I, 37-40; III, Pis. Χ, XI; Lidzbarski, Handb. d. nords. Epigraphik, Taf. 43:3; 
and AN, p. 162. The date is not secure, however, and it may be necessary to lower it 
as observed by Albright (private communication). A date near the time of the First 
Revolt is not unreasonable. In any case the inscriptions are not suitable for use as 
controls in absolute dating. 



tension, the cursive, especially, influencing the bookhand. Further 
assistance comes from the related scripts, Nabatean and Palmyrene. It 
must be admitted that the attempt to date the divergence of the latter 
scripts from their parent scripts in part leans on the evidence of Jewish 
paleography. Nevertheless, the juxtaposition of four typological series, 
each fixed absolutely in the first century B . C . at the lower end of the 
series, makes possible judgments which cannot be far wrong in terms of 
absolute dating. Our conclusions in the preceding section have been that 
Nabatean and Palmyrene stemmed from prototypic scripts which cannot 
be dated later than the first half of the second century B . c. If this is true, 
then the first half of the second century is an absolute terminus ad quern 
for the archaic Jewish bookhands which are clearly older than the 
Nabatean or Palmyrene parent scripts. 

In the case of 4QSam b, we have thus established its extreme range 
from the late fourth century to the first half of the second century B . C. 
Actually, we must allow time for evolution on either side of its script. 
There is, moreover, a probability that the course of change of the script 
in the Greek period was relatively slow. Finally, by relating the script 
to the cursive of the third century which precedes it, and to the Jewish 
cursive which follows it, we can safely narrow this range to the last half 
of the third century, and possibly as late as the first quarter of the second 
century B . C . A date for 4QSam b in the last quarter of the third 
century B . C . seems suitably conservative. The Jer a script is in the same 
horizon, ca. 200 B . c , or slightly later. 

In conclusion to the paléographie section of this paper, we wish to 
outline a set of periods in the early Jewish bookhand based on preliminary 
studies of the biblical scrolls from Qumran. This framework attempts to 
conform to both the typological and historical evidence. While the 
organization is tentative, requiring exhaustive analysis, I believe three 
periods are defined adequately: 

1. Archaic, ca. 200-150 B . C. 
2. Hasmonean, ca. 150-30 B . C. 
3. Herodian, ca. 30 B . C . to A . D. 70. 

This analysis is confirmed partly by indirect evidence from Qumran, 
though it was first drawn up on the basis of paléographie schemata alone. 
The vast majority of the MSS from Qumran fall into Periods 2 3 5 and 3, 
especially the latter half of Period 2, and the latter part of Period 3, 
precisely the periods when activity at Khirbet Qumran was at its 
height. 3 6 Manuscripts from the Archaic Period are exceedingly rare and 

3 5 Significantly, the earliest sectarian MSS fall into Period 2. 
3 6 The history of occupation of Khirbet Qumran is given preliminary discussion in 

De Vaux's report, "Fouilles au Khirbet Qumrân," RB, LXI (1954), 231-36. 



fragmentary; they may be master scrolls brought into the community 
at its foundation. 

V 
A MANUSCRIPT OF SAMUEL IN AN ARCHAIC JEWISH 

BOOKHAND FROM QUMRAN: 4QSAMb 

To illustrate the earliest Jewish scripts from Qumran, we have chosen 
to publish 4QSamb, probably the oldest of the series. The MS is ex
tremely fragmentary and poorly preserved.3 7 It consists of seven fragments 
containing: Fragment 1, I Sam 16 1 - 1 1 ; Fragment 2, I Sam 19 10 -17 ; 
Fragment 3, I Sam 21 3 -7 ; Fragment 4, I Sam 21 8-10; Fragments 5-7 
(continuous), I Sam 23 9-17. The leather is grey where decomposition 
has not darkened it. Originally, margin and lineation guides had been 
impressed lightly into the relatively soft leather. The script is delicate; 
the lines of script are regular, and unusually long. The number of 
characters per line averages between 71 and 72; variation in length is 
no more than five characters in either direction (66-77) over all columns 
preserved, even less in individual columns. 

It will be noted that this is the first of the published Qumran MSS 
whose orthography seems to be systematically more "defective" than 
the consonantal Masoretic Text (hereafter MT). While the evidence is 
skimpy, nevertheless it is significant that within our six fragments there 
are four cases of words using fewer matres lectionis than MT. 3 8 In no 
single case are more matres lectionis used than in MT! Moreover, the 
text of MT in these sections is relatively defective throughout. We have 
argued elsewhere that the fullest use of matres lectionis was achieved in 
the Maccabean Era. 3 9 Whereas we cannot argue too strenuously on the 
basis of this evidence, it tends to confirm other arguments, and, in turn, 
to corroborate the pre-Maccabean date of the scroll. 

The textual position of the MS stands close to the Vorlage of the 
Old Greek; it is an earlier exemplar of the textual type discovered in 
4QSamV° 

" For reasons of space, a number of technical details, especially measurements, are 
not given here, but will be recorded in the general publication. 

3« Frg. 1, 1. 5 (I Sam 16 6) , d*o3 for MT οκι:α; 1. 6 (16 7 ) , m o p for MT w D i p ; Frg. 2, 
1. 3 (19 1 2 ) , ]bm for MT pVnn; Frg. 4, 1. 3 (21 10 ) , i s « for MT ύιβνπ. There are, as is 
expected, a number of Kenn. MSS supporting each of the "defective" 4Q readings in 
three of the cases. No MS preserves the reading ι^ππ. 

" Cross and Freedman, Early Hebrew Orthography (New Haven, 1952), p. 69, 
especially n. 24. 

to Cross, "A New Qumran Biblical Fragment Related to the Original Hebrew Under
lying the Septuagint," BASOR, No. 132 (1953), pp. 15-26. (Note the following cor
rections in the reconstruction, p. 26: Col. I, 1. 10, for bymym, read ymymh; Col. II, 1. 4, 
for bpwr, read bprwr; Col. II, 1. 15, following [sw]m[' add ]dbry[ .) Still a third un
published MS of Samuel, 4QSam°, represents a similar textual type. 



Fragment 1, I Sam 16 î-u*1 

1 [ ] \\3X2Wl (1-2) 
2 E n]j? 1j?3 (2-3) 
3 [ (3-4) 

4 [ ] -wm ΠΧΊΠ (4-5) 

5 [ (6-7) 

6 [ (7-8) 

7 [ ]3wan V« ·»ΒΓ· (8-9) 

8 [ w nasn mrr (g-io) 
9 [ ιηιήπ "»er» (H) 

Commentary to Fragment 1: 

L. 1 (vs. 1 ) . Calculation of the line length makes the reconstruction 
of 1. 1 beginning ]η[π!?ίΡΝ] fairly certain. No other final kaph (or other 
letter with a long tail) is near enough to fit the count. 

L. 2 (vs. 2). Against the MT πρη, 4Q reads [π]ρ with LXX (λάβε). 
Cf. Syriac (S), "fad. 

L. 4 (vs. 4 + ) . 4Q adds n t n n with LXX, ό βλέπων. Unfortunately, 
calculations of space do not help us determine 4Q's reading in this verse 
below where LXX reads o v n *n« (so!) innen (καί εύφράνθητβ μετ' εμου 
σήμερον), clearly superior to MT r a m 'ΠΝ οηκυΐ as first demonstrated 
by Wellhausen, Der Text der Bücher Samuelis (Göttingen, 1871), ad loc. 

L. 5 (vs. β). 4Q, mult. MSS Kenn, read 0 N 3 3 for MT DKiaa (see η. 38). 
L. 6 (vs. 7 ) . 4Q mult. MSS read lnop for MT WDip (see n. 38). 4Q 

reads vnDNö for MT ΐΓΡησκη; cf. MT, vs. 1. 
4Q must be reconstructed to read α ι « π (or 0 * 3 ' ) ΠΝΤ una vh *]D 

etc.,αττική π κ τ ] (LXX, o r t ούκ cos εμβλεψεται άνθρωπος, οψεται ο θεός). 
MT α ι κ π ΠΚΤ "ΗΡΝ ' 3 is impossible as it stands, as is generally recog
nized.4 2 However, this is not the point. The fuller text must be read in 
4Q to fill out the line. If we follow the LXX, the line is calculated at 
72 characters, precisely the mean; if the awkward MT is followed, the 
line is 61 characters, impossibly short, or in any case, far shorter than the 
shortest line elsewhere in the fragments. The phrase α'π^ΝΠ ΠΝΤ appears 
to have fallen out by haplography due to homoioarkton. 

L. 8 (vss. 10, 11 ) . As in MT, a paragraph break stood between [ΓΓ?Ν3] 

and [ΠΟΝΊ ] , to judge from a reconstruction of the line. 

4 1 The sigla to the transcription of the text are as follows: 0 above a letter equals 
very uncertain reading ; • above a letter, probable reading. The abbreviations in general 
follow Kittel, ed., Biblia Hebraica. 

<J Cf. Driver, Notes on the Hebrew Text... 0/ Samuel (Oxford, 1913), p. 133. 
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Fragment 2, I Sam 19 io-n 

1 *»3Β» [ ] (ίο) 

2 irranD ] (io-u) 
3 f?nn n»3 11ΓΤ ] (11-12) 

4 1133 [0 0 ] (12-13) 

5 V?»n imb ΤΙΠ ] (14-15) 

6 " m m r m u i i r m ] (15-17) 

Commentary to Fragment 2: 

L. 2 (vs. 10). There is enough room for the introduction of »m in the 
line before κ ι π < π > i T ^ 3 with the Greek, καί β-γενήθη kv τ# νυκτϊ knavQ, 
clearly the original reading (Wellhausen). However, were it omitted, 
the line would not be excessively short. Hence we cannot argue from 
space factors in 4Q to the reading. 

L. 3 (vs. 12). 4Q reads ]bnn for MT ρ"?ππ (cf. η. 38). 
L. 4 (vs. 13). Before n i 3 3 , the leather is badly split and distorted by 

shrinkage. Some traces of letters are preserved on the border twisted 
down from the split; they hardly conform to read Dum or any part thereof. 
But the traces are too indistinct to permit more than speculation as to 
the actual reading. 

L. 5 (vs. 15). The L X X B text omits mvcb a*Dvban n«, a transparent 
haplography by homoioarkton (n«. . . n«), in the Vorlage of the Greek. 
LXX L u c - , MT, Vulgate (V), S, stand together with the full text. Calcu
lation of the spatial requirements in 1. 5 makes certain that 4Q follows 
the full (and superior) reading. 

Fragments 3 and 4, I Sam 21 3-îo*3 

ι [πnu η υ τ ι χ (3) 

2 ΓΙΚ ]Π3Π [ 3 (4-5) 

3 [lin] îiaa origin nœxa ι 1 (5-β) 
4 ΠΊΠ ttnp D l̂SMl *?D ΤΠΠ 1 (β) 
5 [Dim"? rmrr *2£bü loian o'irji ] (6-7) 

6 1 W D[ ] (7-8) 

7 ΪΓΠ Ό "Π1! 1 ( s - 9 ) 

8 IDS ΊΠΧ[ 3 (β-ιο) 

« The lineation can be reconstructed accurately on the basis of Fragment 4 which 
is continuous, and reveals the end of lines. 



Commentary to Fragments 3 and 4: 

L. 1 (vs. 3). The reconstruction of the lines requires that the tail of 
a letter seen on the fragment belong to kaph: - ] [ m 3 £ ] . 

L. 3 (vs. 5-f). The reading here is most interesting. Note first the 
supralinear addition of (?) by a corrector. Presumably it is to be 
placed before ntPND with MT and Greek MSS in the Hexaplaric tradi
tion (LXX h ) . L X X B L u c - and S omit with 4Q*. The addition non DD̂ ONT 
in 4Q preserves a reading closely related to the Old Greek reflected in the 
following variants: L X X B καί (payerai; L X X h L u c > et aL καί (payovrai; 
Syro-hexaplar (apud Barhebraeus), Eus. και ipayere. Without the 
phrase, the conditional sentence stands awkwardly without an apodosis; 
the protasis cannot be construed gracefully with the preceding. 4Q 
(LXX) is superior in all respects: "If the young men have kept them
selves from women, then ye may eat of it." MT arises from haplography 
and cannot be defended on the principle of lectio difficilior. 

L. 4 (vs. β). LXX adds -|Tra (ets bbbv) after 'ηκχα. Without the 
\ addition, 4Q is rather too short; but we cannot be certain here. 

4Q, LXX (πάντα) read bj against MT '^η. Perhaps this is prefer
able, arising secondarily in anticipation of '^Dn below. We then read 
"Certainly we have been segregated from women, as in the past; when
ever I have taken a journey, all the young men have been consecrated 
even if it was a secular journey; how much more so when today, etc." 
Thenius, Die Bücher Samuelis (2nd ed.; Leipzig, 1864), p. 99; Driver, 
op. cit., pp. 174-75. 

L. 5 (vs. 7 ) . The uncertainty of readings in the first half of 1. 5 makes 
reconstruction difficult. It seems clear, however, that the conflate reading 
of L X X B 'kßeiße\e% b iepevs τους άρτου* τη* προθέσεω*, (-[^DTI/HN 
D'JBH Dn"7 JIN p a n ) , cannot possibly be fitted into the line. There is 
evidence in the several recensions of LXX (though scanty in each: 
CLS*4 doa 2 Eth.) for the omission of ]ron in the Old Greek; however, the 
Greek tradition is still too long. It seems likely that 4Q here agrees with 
MT against LXX. 

4QSam b correctly reads πσιηπ for the ungrammatical reading of MT 
D'iDiDn (by attraction to the preceding c n s n ) . 

L. 8 (vs. 10 [Fragment 4]). 4Q reads TDK 1ΠΝ "behind an ephod," 
for MT ΎΙΕ>ΝΓΙ ΉΠΝ.4 5 However, here 4Q and MT, S and V stand to
gether with a reading surely more original than the omission of the Old 
Greek. 

4 4 I. e., MSS so designated in the Cambridge Larger Septuagint (The Old Testament 
in Greek, eds. Brooke, McLean, Thackeray [London, 1927], 11:1). 

4 5 Cf. η. 38 for the orthography: ΊΒΝ. 



Fragments 5, 6, and 7, I Sam 23 9-17^ 

[ nwnn umriö · · · rVs [ ° 
2 ] ( 1 0 ) 

[ ] wp2ft ό "pss »â[iu 
3 ] ( 1 0 - 1 1 ) 

nria»1? rrra bmvr T f t a t 

4 ] (11-13) 

[ ΙΎ-ΗΟ·» mrr nam VILNUJ 
5 . ] ( l 3 ) 

tfpsj?» nui oVârj ο] "?[INIDÏ 

6 ] ( 1 3 - 1 4 ) 

[ ΠΙ]ΓΡ inm s1?! nnrn 
7 HS wpD"? ] ( 1 5 - I 6 ) 

[ ] bù f r m ν'πΝϋ] 
8 ] ·?κ vbx l a m nun1! ( 1 6 - 1 7 ) 

[ 

Commentary on Fragments 5,6, and 7: 

L. 1 (vs. 9). The confusion in the order of the phrase corresponding 
to MT njnn ttfnnn ^itw v^y »3 is considerable in the Greek: L X X B ort 
ou παρασιωπά Σαούλ πβρι αύτοΰ την κακίαν; LXX L u c - 'ότι Σαούλ 
περί αυτόν γίνεται και ου (omit ο) παρασιωπά ό Σαούλ πβρι αύτου την 
κακίαν (clearly conflate, the latter reading equals LXX B ) . There is no 
way to recover the original 4Q reading. The erasure and insertion of 
supralinear b"\xw by a different (though early) hand alters the text into 
line with the "Masoretic" order. The letters erased are too faint, un
fortunately, to be recovered. 

L. 2 (vs. 10) . The addition of mrr (i.e., mil' T [ I ]BK ) and of τ π after 
Ίη*η (1°) is highly likely in 4Q, with LXX. The line is below minimum 
length without the additions, and slightly below average length with 
both additions. 

L. 3 (vs. 11) . The entire phrase n ' 3 rrryp '^yn 'njD'n in MT is cer
tainly absent from 4Q. Some twenty characters are involved. Without 

4 6 The transcription is arranged in longer lines here to give space to include Frag
ment 6 where readings are in the latter half of the lines. In the preceding transcriptions, 
we have, of course, telescoped the length of lines. Note well that Frag. 6 is placed too 
far to the right in the photograph. The clearer top of the two lamedhs, traces of which 
appear at the bottom of Frag. 5, fits with the lamedh in CĴ DJ. [The lineation is now-
fixed by new fragments; the beginning and end of 11. 4 and 5 with their margins are 
among the fragments. ] 



the phrase (see below), the line count is 67 characters, only slightly under 
the general mean for all the fragments (71/72). Moreover, the Old Greek 
omitted the entire phrase. 4 7 Finally, since Wellhausen, it has been com
monly held that the phrase in MT is a dittograph from vs.12, where it is 
repeated and obviously belongs. On the other hand, we need with the 
omission of the phrase to add nnyi with L X X B L u c - (καί νυν). Without it, 
the line count is 63 (below minimum); with it the line is a suitable 67 
characters. 4 8 In short, the reading of 4Q is supported in part by the 
LXX B , and wholly by critical restoration of the passage by textual 
scholars. 

For MT ynyb vanyn, 4Q reads ["|]"mŷ > r m n . The reading of 
the LXX curàyyeikov τφ δούλω σου supports 4Q against MT. 
Our translator in these books regularly indicates tu by δη (rarely ουν) 
in all such passages. In very rare exceptions such as this, we must 
suppose a different underlying text. 

L. 4 (vss. 11 -12 ) . In vss. iib-i2a ( = MT), LXX has suffered haplog-
raphy due to homoioarkton: καί elirev κύριο* [καταβήσεται . . . καϊ 
elirev κύριο*] άποκλβισθήσβται. 4Q here presents the fuller, uncor-
rupted text. Thus in vs. 11 , where MT has suffered dittography and 
subsequent further corruption, 4Q stands with the Old Greek in preserv
ing the original reading; also, where LXX has suffered haplography, 4Q 
with MT preserves the original reading! 

L. 5 (vs. 13). It is necessary, from clear traces of two lamedhs at the 
bottom of Frag. 5 to reconstruct in the first line of Frag. 6 [now confirmed 
by new fragments, see n. 46] uhß: 'D birnib τ η thus following the reading 
of LXX Luc, E t h . against MT, L X X B ! 

L. 6 (vs. 14) . 4 9 4Q reads [m]rp with LXX (κύριο*) against MT 

L. 8 (vs. ιβ). 4Q reads n[irp:n] with LXX (ev κυρίω) against MT 

For convenience, a reconstruction of Fragments 5-7 follows:30 

ν LXXB reads ei άποκΚασθήσεται και vvv et καταβήσεται etc. However, el 
αποκλβισθήσβται is clearly displaced here as demonstrated by Wellhausen, op. cit., p. 128. 
See below on its omission in LXXB, vs. 12. S omits the whole of vs. 11 in a haplography 
which, however, presumes the developed Masoretic tradition. 

*8 Budde, The Books of Samuel (SBOT, VIII [Leipzig, 1894]), p. 70 states that nnjn 
is "unquestionably genuine" on the basis of the LXX alone, and its idiomatic use 
before questions in Hebrew, comparing II Sam 9 11. Our argument from requirements of 
space certifies this position. 

4 9 We have not dealt in detail with the readings of place-names in vss. 14,15 of LXX. 
There is extensive conflation of transliterated and translated forms of the names leading 
to some subsequent corruption. Critical restoration of the Old Greek makes clear that 
LXX and MT do not diverge significantly here, or in any case, not in such fashion as 
to permit check by calculation of gaps in 4QSamb. 

5 0 Obviously, a reconstruction cannot claim accuracy in matters of orthography, 



/ Sam 23 9-17 

(9) . . . . and David knew that Saul was plotting evil 
against him; then said 

David to Abiathar the priest, "Bring here the Ephod 
of Yahweh." (10) Then David said, "0 Yahweh, 
God of Israel, thy servant has heard definitely that 
Saul seeks to come 

to Keilah, to wreck the city on my account. (11) But 
now! will Saul come down as thy servant has heard? 
Ο Yahweh, God of Israel, tell thy servant." 

And Yahweh said, "He will come down." (12) Then 
David said, "Will the citizens of Keilah deliver me 

and my men into the hand of Saul?" And Yahweh 
said, "They will deliver." (13) So arose 

David and his men, about four hundred men, and 
they departed from Keilah, and they went about 
wherever they could. When it was told to Saul that 
David had escaped from Keilah, 

he gave up his raid. (14) Then David settled in the 
wilderness, in its fastnesses; and he remained in the 
hill-country of the Wilderness of Ziph. And Saul 
sought him constantly, but Yahweh did not give 
him into his hand. 

(15) Now David saw that Saul had come to seek his 
life, while he was in the Wilderness of Ziph at 
Horesh. (l6) Then Jonathan, Saul's son, arose and 
went to David at Horesh; 

and he gave him courage through Yahweh. (17) Then 
he said to him, "Do not fear . . . . " 

} 

ny ]in E>nno... v^y [*3 i n ym 
[iDN'l 

1BN Πί^η ]Π3Π 1Π'3Κ i n ] 
^«i»' 'πί?« mm i n idnv m .τ 
^Ntp tppno '3 -pay yo[» yov 

nnyi maya myV nrwV nV'yp Vn] 
•pay yop itno him i t π 
hliay^ πτιπ W-w 'rr?« [mm 
NID'n i n idk»i i t mm idkv] 
m ίμκ ηκι tin rf?'yp '̂ ya 

[opn itj]d ' mrp iwi bi[nv 
1W1 »'« niKD yaiN3 vww mi] 
n^nm ipns îa^nnn rrrypo 
[n]i bVd[J '3] [̂ihw^ m 

rrrypo 
-I31D3 i n awi n«xV Vinv] 
ην -13103 113 3BH ΠΠΧΒ3 
t>b) DpBTt !?3 ÎtW in»p3M 

[1T3 m] m um 

wp[aV Vitw κ '̂ '3 m ντί] 
nenna ην i a i B 3 m] m ib>b) πν 
TWi] V[mcy ρ jmim ap"i 

nenn i n ] 
vVk IDN'l Π[1Π'3 IT ΠΝ piTl] 

A brief summary of the textual position of 4QSam b may be given as 
follows: 

(1) Readings actually on the leather fragment. In eight cases, one 
of which is questionable, 4QSam b agrees with LXX against MT; in two 
cases (one of which is not precisely in agreement), 4Q agrees with MT 
against LXX. 

(2) Readings based on spatial requirements in reconstruction. In 
five cases, two of which are doubtful, 4Q agrees with LXX against MT. 
In two cases, 4Q agrees with MT against LXX. 

or in cases where minor variants existing among MT, LXX and 4Q are not reflected in 
a derangement of line lengths. In all major cases of divergence, however, we are on 
fairly sure ground. [For the convenience of readers, a translation of the text has been 
prepared by the editor. D. N. F. ] 



(3) Corrections. In two cases, one doubtful, 4Q has been corrected 
from a reading in line with the LXX to a reading in line with the MT. 
These are not counted in the totals, either as agreement with LXX or 
with MT. 

Our totals, including three doubtful cases, are as follows: 4Q agrees 
with LXX against MT thirteen times; 4Q agrees with MT against LXX 
four times. 

Such statistics do not indicate really the full value of this archaic text. 
Its affinities with the tradition to which the Vorlage of the Old Greek 
belongs is most important, and cannot be neglected in developing new 
methods and evaluations in future critical studies of the text of Samuel. 
Nevertheless, the most extraordinary characteristic of the text of 
4QSam b is the high proportion of original readings which it preserves, 
whether it be in agreement with the Greek, or in agreement with MT, 
or against both in its several unique readings. 



THE HISTORY OF THE BIBLICAL TEXT IN 
THE LIGHT OF DISCOVERIES IN THE 

JUDAEAN DESERT 
FRANK MOORE CROSS, JR. 

HARVARD UNIVERSITY 

T H E publication in January, 1953, of fragments of an unknown 
recension of the Greek Bible gave the first unambiguous warn
ings of a revolution to come in the textual criticism of the Hebrew 
Bible. 1 Earlier the publication of the great Isaiah scroll of Qum
ran, Cave I ( i Q I sa a ) , and later of the second fragmentary roll 
of Isaiah (iQ I sa b ) , created noise and excitement, 2 but none of 
the major text-critical schools was forced to shift significant 
ground. Champions of the Hebraica Veritas who had increasingly 
dominated the field, especially in Europe, noted the close affini
ties of the scrolls with the traditional text. The failure of iQ 
I s a to produce a significant number of superior readings despite 
its antiquity embarrassed lingering survivors of the great critical 
tradition of the nineteenth century, and delighted biblical exegetes 
and historians who wished to ply their trade without entering the 
miasmal precincts of text-critical labors. Despite some attention 
paid to its occasional affinities with the Old Greek, 3 most scholars, 
whether prompted by traditionalist prejudgment or sheer inertia, 

1Ό. Barthélémy, "Redécouverte d'un chaînon manquant de l'histoire de la 
Septante," RB 60 (1953), 18-29. Cf. F. M. Cross, The Ancient Library of 
Qumrân, rev. ed. (New York, 1961), pp. 28L, n.35 (bibliography), and pp. 174t., 
η.19 [hereafter abbreviated ALQ2.] In 1963, Barthélémy published transcriptions 
of the new recension as well as an analysis of its place in the textual history of 
the Septuagint: Les devanciers d'Aquila: Première publication intégrale du texte 
des fragments du Dodécaprophéton (Leiden, 1963) [hereafter, DA]. See also Β. 
Lifshitz, "The Greek Documents from the Cave of Horror," IEJ 12 (1962) , 201-07, 
and Pl. 32B. 

'Selected items of bibliography can be found in ALQ2, pp. 177L, n.21. To 
these should be added Μ. Η. Goshen-Gottstein, Text and Language in Bible and 
Qumran, pp. vii-xv; pp. 51-85; and Textus III (1963) , 130-58; Η. M. Orlinsky, 
"The Textual Criticism of the Old Testament," in The Bible and Ancient Near 
East, ed. G. E. Wright (New York, 1961), pp. 113-32. 

3 See, for example, the distinguished textual scholar, J. Ziegler, "Die Vorlage 
der Isaias-Septuaginta (LXX) und die erste Isaias-Rolls von Qumran (IQ Is")," 
JBL 78 (1959), 34-59-



were pleased to label the text vulgar or even sectarian, avoiding 
thereby a serious reexamination of their text-critical theories. 

The recension published by Barthélémy proved to be an ex
traordinary document. I t is a revision of the Old Greek text, 
revised on the basis of a forerunner of the traditional Hebrew 
text extant in Palestine toward the middle of the first century 
of the Christian era. The Recension itself dates probably from 
the second half of the first century. 4 It should be noted, how
ever, that the Vorlage of the Greek text is by no means identical 
with the surviving textus receptus, but may be called Proto-
Massoretic, since it differs even more decidedly with the Old 
Palestinian Hebrew text. In the Minor Prophets, the recension 
of Barthélémy has been identified with the text used by Origen 
in the seventh column of the Hexapla, so-called Quinta. That it 
had wide circulation is suggested by the evidence that it was 
available to Origen in at least two editions, 5 and survives in the 
quotations of Justin Martyr 's Dialogue and elsewhere.6 More 
important, Barthélémy has been able to establish that his recen
sion was the common base of later recensions of the Greek Bible, 
above all Aquila. 7 

Barthélemy's most significant contribution, perhaps, is the 
identification of this Greek recension outside the Minor Prophets 
elsewhere in the Greek Bible. Building on the basis of H. St. 
John Thackeray's analysis of the Greek style of the Books of 
Reigns, 8 i.e., Samuel and Kings, he has been able to demonstrate 
that the sections of Samuel and Kings assigned by Thackeray 
to "Proto-Theodotion" actually are identical in style with the 
Recension. The sections in question are 2 Samuel 11:2-1 Kgs. 
2:11 (Thackeray's βγ) and 1 Kgs. 22-2 Kgs. 25 (γδ) . Thus it 

4 The Greek scripts and Palaeo-Hebrew inserts in "R" (i.e., the Recension of 
Barthélémy) point to a date about the middle of the first century of our era, or, 
perhaps better, the second half of the century. See DA, pp. i6"ji., and C. H. Roberts 
apud P. Kahle, "Problems of the Septuagint," Studia Patristica, ed. Aland and 
Cross, I (1957), 332. 

5 Cf. P. Katz, "Justin's Old Testament Quotations and the Greek Dodekaprophe-
ton Scroll," Studia Patristica, I, 350. 

8 See DA, pp. 228-45 I o r discussion of other relations of the Recension; Cf. 
D. Katz, op. cit. (note 5), 345~53-

7 DA, pp. 246-70. 
8 The Septuagint and Jewish Worship [Schweich Lectures 1920] (London, 

1921). 



became clear that the Old Greek or Septuagint in these sections 
has been replaced by the later recension. Other books and sec
tions of the received Greek Bible may belong to* this recensional 
group, appropriately labeled by Barthélémy the Groupe καίγε.9 

Ruth and Lamentations are good candidates. 1 0 Daniel, tradi
tionally assigned to Theodotion, and correctly recognized by a 
number of scholars as "Proto-Theodotion," seems clearly to be
long to the καίγε Recension. Other Theodotionic materials show 
clear affinities with the Recension and belong at least to the same 
family. 1 1 

The καίγε Recension is of decisive bearing on the debate over 
Septuagint origins. I t brings a qualified victory to the Lagarde 
school, despite Paul Kahle 's protestations to the contrary. 1 2 There 
is no doubt that this Greek text was an early Jewish attempt to 
revise the standard Septuagint into conformity with a Proto-
Massoretic Hebrew text, just as Aquila represents a sequent at
tempt to revise this revision in the direction of the official Rab
binic or Massoretic text which had been established by his day. 
We see, then, a series of attempts to bring the Greek Bible into 
conformity with a changing Hebrew textual tradition. 1 3 On the 

9 DA, pp. 33-47; PP- 9 i~ i43 -
1 0 The case of Judges is not established by Barthélémy, and insufficient data is 

presented for Canticles, et al. Much labor is needed to test most of the suggested 
instances of the Kaiye Recension. In the case of the Book of Reigns, Barthélemy's 
careful study, the data presented below, as well as a dissertation of my student 
Father D. Shenkel, which goes well beyond Barthélémy in dealing with the re
censions in ι and 2 Kings, put the identification beyond doubt. 

u E.g., the additions to Old Greek Job, the "Theodotionic" material in Psalms, 
including "Quinta," etc. Cf. Barthélémy, DA, pp. 4ΐ~47· On the "Proto-Theo-
dotionic" text of Daniel, see J. A. Montgomery, The Book of Daniel [ICC] (Edin
burgh, 1927), pp. 46-50; J. Ziegler, Susanna, Daniel, Bel et Draco [Göttingen 
Septuaginta] (Göttingen, 1954), p. 28, η. 1 and pp. 6if. Barthélemy's thesis that 
the Kaiye Recension is to be identified with Theodotion must remain sub judice. 
The evidence to equate Theodotion with Jonathan ben Uzziel is highly speculative, 
and little is actually solved by reassigning the designation "Theodotion." In 
Samuel-Kings we must still deal, as Barthélémy recognizes, with two "Palestinian 
recensions" (at least), in the Minor Prophets with both the Sixth Column and 
Quinta, with Theodotion in the Pentateuch, and so on. Until the character of 
"late" Theodotion is fully analyzed, perhaps it is better to retain more traditional 
designations, "Proto-Theodotion" and "Theodotion," rather than shifting with 
Barthélémy to what may be termed "Theodotion" and "Post-Theodotion." 

1 2 P. Kahle, "Die im August 1952 entdeckte Lederrolle mit dem griechischen 
Text der kleinen Propheten . . . ," TLZ 79 ( i 9 5 4 ) , coli. 81 -94; Cross, ALQ2, 
p. 171, n.13 ; Barthélémy, DA, p. 266. 

1 3 Cf. ALQ2, p. 174 and n.19. 



one hand these data firmly support evidence, already overwhelm
ingly clear, that an Urtext exists behind the Christian recensions 
of the Septuagint. On the other hand it also vindicates those who 
had argued that the special readings of Justin were early, and 
lends the support of analogy to those who claimed that the "Luci-
anic" readings of Josephus' biblical quotations were early. 1 4 

Later in the same year that the first fragments of the Bar
thélémy text were published, the writer published pieces of a He
brew manuscript of Samuel from Cave IV, Qumrân (4QSam a) . 1 5 

Later purchases added a very large number of fragments to the 
manuscript, and now it is probably the most important as well 
as the most extensively preserved of some one hundred biblical 
manuscripts from Cave IV, Qumrân. The text was of a type 
markedly distinct from the traditional Hebrew text of Samuel, 
but closely related to the Hebrew Vorlage of the Septuagint. 
There could be no confusion. A text having integrity though 
widely at variance with the textus receptus had come to hand. 
This text was the herald of a series of non-Massoretic texts, 
some from Cave IV which have had only preliminary publication, 
some like the Deuteronomy manuscript from Cave V (5Q1) 
which have been fully published. 1 6 

In 1954 Monsignor Skehan published a fragment of the "Song 
of Moses" which followed the Septuagint text against a defective 
Massoretic tradition. 1 7 

In 1955 appeared the writer's study of a third-century B.C. 
manuscript of Samuel (4QSam b). The character of one group of 
its fragments was summarized as follows: 

4Q agrees with LXX against MT thirteen times; 4Q agrees with 
1 4 Paul Kahle is thus justified in his fulminations against Rahlf's treatment 

of the Proto-Lucianic problem. It is ironical, however, that Kahle himself then 
argued (1947) that the biblical quotations from the historical books in Josephus 
had later been brought into conformity with the Lucianic text by Christian scribes! 
(The Cairo Geniza [London, 1947], pp. 150-56). 

1 5 F. M. Cross, "A New Qumrân Biblical Fragment Related to the Original 
Hebrew Underlying the Septuagint," BASOR 132 (Dec, 1953), 15-26; cf. cor
rections of misprints in F. M. Cross, "The Oldest Manuscripts from Qumrân," JBL 
74 (i9S5), 165, n.40. 

1 6 M . Baillet, J. T. Milik et R. de Vaux, Les "petites grottes" de Qumrân, DJD 
III (Oxford,1962). 

" P . W. Skehan, "A Fragment of the 'Song of Moses' (Deut. 32) from Qumrân," 
BASOR 136 (Dec, 1954), 1 2 - 1 5 ; cf. ALQ2, pp. 182-84. 



MT against LXX four times. Such statistics do not indicate the full 
value of this archaic text. Its affinities with the tradition to which 
the Vorlage of the Old Greek belongs is most important, and cannot 
be neglected in developing new methods and evaluations in future 
critical studies of the text of Samuel. Nevertheless, the most extraor
dinary characteristic of the text of 4QSamb is the high proportion of 
the original readings which it preserves, whether it be in agreement 
with the Greek, or in agreement with the MT, or against both in its 
several unique readings.18 

In the same year, in fact in the same issue of the Journal of 
Biblical Literature, 1 9 Monsignor Skehan published parts of an 
Exodus manuscript written in a late Palaeo-Hebrew script, prob
ably of the second century B .C . The character of the text is 
Samaritan, or rather that Palestinian type of text selected by 
the Samaritan community and surviving alone in it. It may be 
designated Proto-Samaritan to distinguish it from the specifically 
Samaritan text-type which underwent further recension. 

Thanks to new data from Qumrân and elsewhere, we can cor
rect a false assumption which has long plagued textual study of 
the Samaritan recension, namely, the view that the text stems 
from a Samaritan rupture of the fifth or fourth century B .C . As 
early as 1941, W. F. Albright had recognized that the script of 
the Samaritan Bible branched off from the Palaeo-Hebrew script 
not earlier than the first century B . C . 2 0 The study of the Palaeo-
Hebrew script of Qumrân, of the Palaeo-Hebrew script found 
on an unpublished sealing of a Samaritan governor of the mid-
fourth century B .C . as well as on coins and stamps of the fourth 
to the second century B.C. , wholly support this dating. Simi
larly orthographic evidence, evidence from language, and indeed 
the character of the text itself confirm i t . 2 1 

In 1958, the writer published his first attempt to deal in a 
systematic if provisional way with the variety of textual types 

1 8 F. M. Cross, "The Oldest Manuscripts from Qumrân," JBL 74 (1955), 147-
72. 

W P . W. Skehan, "Exodus in the Samaritan Recension from Qumrân," JBL 74 
(1955), 182-87. 

2 0 From the Stone Age to Christianity (Baltimore, 1941, 1946 s), p. 336, n.12. 
2 1 See the writer's remarks in "The Development of the Jewish Scripts," in The 

Bible and the Ancient Near East, p. 189, n.4, and in the Harvard dissertation 
of my student James Purvis dealing with the Samaritan schism (1962). 



found among the biblical manuscripts from Cave IV, Qumrân. 2 2 

I t had become clear that at Qumrân we had penetrated to an era 
when local texts prevailed, and, so far as the Qumrân community-
was concerned, before the promulgation of an authoritative recen
sion. The evidence for textual families for the time being is re
stricted largely to the Pentateuch, the Former Prophets, and the 
Book of Jeremiah. Study has been directed first of all to those 
books whose texts are dramatic in their variety, and whose Greek 
versions are relatively trustworthy. Isaiah's textual variations 
between the Hebrew and Greek are narrow in range, and, unhap
pily, the Septuagint is notoriously paraphrastic. 2 3 The Minor 
Prophets exhibit slightly more variety, and ample material is 
available for their analysis, but full attention has not been 
directed upon their exemplars from Cave IV, Qumrân, and the 
same is so by and large for the Hagiographa. The Psalter is an 
exception, and while its text at Qumrân is close to that of the 
textus receptus, the Scroll of Psalms from Cave X I shortly to be 
published will be of considerable interest. 2 4 If the so-called 11Q 
P s a is indeed a Psalter, despite its bizarre order and noncanonical 
compositions, mostly of the Hellenistic era, then we must argue 
that one Psalms collection closed at the end of the Persian period 
(the canonical collection), and that another remained open well 
into the Greek period ( n Q ) , but was rejected by the Rabbis. 
This is not to mention the extensive fragments of Psalms manu
scripts from Cave IV, to be published shortly by P. W. Skehan. 

In the Pentateuch three types of text are present. Some texts, 
especially that of Genesis, are closely allied with the textus re-

2 2ALQ 2 , pp. 168-94. Other general studies include M. Greenberg, "The Stabili
zation of the Text of the Hebrew Bible . . . ," JAOS 76 (1956), 161-63; H. M. 
Orlinsky, "The Textual Criticism of the Old Testament," in The Bible and the 
Ancient Near East, pp. 113-32. The most provocative single study was Albright's 
brief "New Light on Early Recensions of the Hebrew Bible," BASOR 140 (1955), 
2 7-33· 

2 3 Cf. P. W. Skehan, "The Text of Isaias at Qumrân," CBQ 8 (19SS), 38-43; 
and "Some Textual Problems in Isaias," CBQ 22 (i960), 47-55. References to 
Orlinsky's series of detailed studies can be found in the article cited in n.22. See 
also Ε. Y. Kutscher, The Language and Linguistic Background of the Isaiah Scroll 
[Hebrew] (Jerusalem, 1959). 

2 4 See, provisionally, J. A. Sanders, "The Scroll of Psalms (11Q Pss) from 
Cave II: A Preliminary Report," BASOR 165 (Feb., 1962), n - 1 5 ; "Ps. 151 in 
11Q Pss," ZAW 75 (1963), 73-86; "Two Non-Canonical Psalms in 11Q Ps"," 
ZAW 76 (1964), 57-75· 



ceptus; others reflect close relations with the Samaritan, or 
properly, with the Palestinian text; a third group is closely affil
iated with a text of the type which underlies the Septuagint. 2 5 

A text of Numbers (4Q Num b ) shows unusual characteristics. 2 6 

It regularly follows Samaritan readings, including the long addi
tions from Deuteronomy introduced into the text of Numbers in 
Proto-Samaritan tradition. On the other hand, when the Mas
soretic and Samaritan texts agree against the pre-Hexaplaric 
Greek text (i.e., the Septuagint), this text of Numbers usually 
agrees with the Old Greek, and it almost never sides with M T 
against both the Samaritan and Septuagint. I t is evidently an 
early type of Palestinian text which somehow survived. 2 7 

The Samuel manuscripts from Cave IV are all at wide variance 
with Massoretic tradition, all with ties to the tradition used in the 
Septuagint translation. For reasons to be discussed below, we 
believe them all to belong to the Palestinian textual tradition. 

In the case of Jeremiah, one manuscript of three from Cave IV 
follows the short tradition familiar from the Septuagint. Two 
represent the type of the traditional text. 2 8 

ι . T H E RABBINIC RECENSION OF THE BIBLE. 

With the publication of the biblical documents from Murabba c ât 
in 1961,2 9 Genesis, Exodus, Numbers, and Isaiah, and above all, 
the great Hebrew Minor Prophets scroll, there can no longer be 
any reason to doubt that by the beginning of the second century 
A.D. an authoritative text of the Hebrew Bible had been promul-

2 5 Some readings from an Exodus scroll (4Q Ex 1) together with a photograph 
of a fragment from it are published in ALQ2, p. 184, n.31 ; see also the Plate opposite 
p. 141. 

2 8 On 4Q Num*, see already ALQ2, p. 186 and n.36. 
"Against the text's having arisen by a simple crossing of MSS of Palestinian 

and Egyptian types stands the evidence of occasional agreement with LXX minuses 
and occasional omission of LXX plusses, as well as a sprinkling of so-called Proto-
Lucianic readings (i.e., 4Q Num-@ L vs. M T - @ B A 0 ) . 

2 8 A sample of the text of the shorter recension is published in ALQ2, p. 187, 
n.38 (4Q Jer b). One of my students, Mr. J. G. Janzen, has shown in a forth
coming Harvard dissertation that a large portion of the plusses of MT in Jeremiah 
stem from expansionist tendencies of the type familiar for example in the Samari
tan Pentateuch. On the contrary, the short text represented at Qumrân and in 
the Septuagint is exceedingly well preserved. 

2 9 P. Benoit, J. T. Milik, et R. de Vaux, Les grottes de Murabba'at, DJD II 
(Oxford, 1961), 75-85 (Pis. XIX-XXIV), and 181-205 (Pis. LVI-LXXIII). 



gated, 3 0 the archetype of the Massoretic manuscripts of the Mid
dle Ages. The entire text of the Minor Prophets scroll reveals 
only five or six real variants, neglecting minor orthographic varia
tion, interchange of 7 and cl, and the like. The astonishing fact 
is that even the minor textual variants which mark the text of 
Aquila, the Targum, and the Vulgate are largely absent, and it is 
clear that these versions preserve some genuine survivals of read
ings which predate the official recension, since in each case older 
materials were used alongside the newer standard text. 3 1 Medieval 
variants are for the most part merely orthographic or secondary, 
a witness to subsequent development of variant readings which 
for a number of reasons may coincide with older witnesses. 3 2 In 
effect we have found at Murabba cât texts which testify to an 
archetypal recension as the ancestor of all Medieval Hebrew 
biblical manuscripts. The character of textual variation in 
Qumrân texts, where manuscripts belong to different textual 
families, differs toto caelo from the variation exhibited in the 
biblical texts of Murabba c ât stemming from the circles of Bar 
Kokhba. 

Thanks to the existence at Qumrân of a variety of textual tradi
tions as well as to the evidence of the Greek recensions, we are 
able to describe somewhat the process by which the official text 
came into existence. The establishment of the official text followed 
a pattern unusual in the textual history of ancient documents. 
Unlike the recensional activity in Alexandria which produced an 
elegant if artificial and eclectic text of Homer, 3 3 and quite unlike 

3 0 To this material will be added other fragments from the Nahal Hever (Wâdî 
Habrâ). See provisionally Y. Yadin, Yediot 25 (1961), 49-64, and esp. PI. 32:2. 
Cf. Y. Aharoni, "The Caves of the Nahal Hever," cAtiqot 3 (1961), 148-75; 
Y. Yadin, "New Discoveries in the Judaean Desert," BA 24 (1961), 34-50; and 
J. T. Milik, "Deux documents inédits du Désert de Juda. . . ," Biblica 38 (1957), 
255-64. The new discoveries at Masada may enable us to push back the existence 
of the Rabbinic recension, if not its official promulgation, to before A.D. 73. See 
below. 

3 1 Compare the writer's remarks in ALQ2, p. 170, n.13. 
3 2 See, for example, Aptowitzer, Das Schriftwort in der rabbinischen Literatur 

(Sitzungsb. der kais. Akad. der Wiss. in Wien, Phil.-Hist. Klasse Bd. 153:6 [1906]; 
160:7 [1908]), and H. L. Strack, Prolegomena critica in Vetus Testamentum 
hebraicum (Leipzig, 1873). Cf. M. H. Goshen-Gottstein, Text and Language in 
Bible and Qumrân, pp. x-xii. 

3 3 Compare S. Lieberman, Hellenism in Jewish Palestine (New York, 1950), 
pp. 20-27; S. Talmon, "The Three Scrolls of the Law That Were Found in the 
Temple Court," Textus II (1962), 19-27. 



the recensional activity which produced the Hexaplaric recension 
of the Septuagint or the conflate textus receptus of the New Testa
ment, the Rabbinic scholars and scribes proceeded neither by 
wholesale revision and emendation nor by eclectic or conflating 
recensional procedures. They selected a single local textual tradi
tion, which may be called the Proto-Massoretic text, a text which 
had been in existence in rough homogeneity for some time. Evi
dence for this text-type appears in our sources for the Pentateuch 
first at Qumrân. In Samuel and Kings it first influences the 
Septuagint text in the second of the major Jewish recensions, the 
καίγε or Proto-Theodotionic Recension, made about the middle of 
the first century A.D. I t must be noted, however, that the Proto-
Massoretic tradition at Qumrân and underlying the καίγε Recen
sion of Samuel-Kings is not identical with the official text now 
known from the era between the two Jewish Revolts, and from 
Aquila. Some recensional activity was involved. A single ortho
graphic tradition, in part archaizing to pre- or non-Maccabaean 
spelling practices, was systematically imposed. Remarkably, the 
old Palestinian Palaeo-Hebrew script, as well as the Palestinian 
text-type preserved in it, was rejected. This rejection cannot be 
termed anti-Samaritan. The Palaeo-Hebrew script was the na
tional Hebrew script of the Maccabees and was at home among 
the Essenes of Qumrân. It was the script nostalgically revived in 
both Jewish revolts against Rome. For a reason we shall expound 
later, the Rabbis chose a textual tradition of a specific kind never 
found in pure type in Palaeo-Hebrew, and hence, reluctantly, we 
suspect, chose the Late Herodian book-hand as the official char
acter. This hand, already an archaizing character in the era of 
Bar Kokhba, was preserved through many centuries with re
markably slight evolutionary change. 

As we have remarked, the Rabbinic text is normally short, not 
conflate or expansionist in the Pentateuch and Samuel. To be sure, 
there are secondary expansions in the Pentateuch, but by and 
large it is a superb, disciplined text. On the contrary, the text of 
Samuel is remarkably defective, and its shortness is the result of a 
long history of losses by haplography, the commonest error by 
far in a text which has not undergone systematic recensional 
activity, or which has not become mixed by infection from a 



different textual tradition. Some indisputable evidence can be 
marshalled of revision and suppression of dramatically corrupt 
readings in the case of Samuel. 3 4 At all events, the Rabbinic 
recension stands in clear contrast to the full texts of the Pales
tinian and Old Greek traditions. The Proto-Massoretic text of the 
Pentateuch never passed through the centuries of reworking, 
revision, and expansion which characterized the development of 
the Proto-Samaritan tradition ; it stood aloof from both this circle 
of tradition and that of the fuller Egyptian text. In the case of 
Samuel, it is difficult to understand the selection of the Proto-
Massoretic tradition in view of the excellence of the Old Pales
tinian text-type, available at least at Qumrân. 

We shall be speaking later of the local origin of the textus 
receptus and shall argue that its tradition, at least for the Penta
teuch and Former Prophets, is the local text of Babylon which 
emerged in the fourth to second centuries B.C. Anticipating some 
of the conclusions of the following sections, however, we wish to 
deal now with the difficult problem of the occasion and date of 
the promulgation or, if one prefers, the fixing of the official text. 

A terminus ad quern of c. A.D.ioo is well established by the 
manuscripts taken into the desert by the remnants of Bar 
Kokhba's forces. A terminus a quo is more difficult to fix. Rab
binic reflections of the recensional activity are late, and must be 
controlled by external da ta . 3 4 a There exists at Qumrân no evi
dence whatever of true recensional activity. Earlier, scholars 
pointed to the late Isaiah Scroll ( i Q Isa b ) as evidence of a grad
ual trend toward the Massoretic text. There is no justification 
whatever for such a view. A text of Deuteronomy from Cave V 
dating to the early second century B.C. was systematically cor
rected in the Early Herodian period by a manuscript of Sep-
tuagintal type, so that every correction carried the text away 
from the Proto-Massoretic tradition. 3 5 In general, the date of a 
roll from Cave IV, Qumrân, tells us nothing of what we may 
expect of its textual character. These data would naturally lead 
one to propose that the main thrust of recensional activity on 

3 4 See for example, ALQ2, p. 191, n.45. 
3 l* Cf. the studies listed in n.33, to which should be added S. Talmon, JJS 2 

(1951) , 149 f. 
8 5 5Q1, DJD III, 169-71 ; PI. xxxvi. 



the part of the Rabbis must date from between the Jewish Re
volts, or in any case no earlier than the era of Hillel, at the be
ginning of the first century A.D. Unfortunately, we cannot be 
sure that members of the Essene community, whether living in 
the desert or in the villages, were not sealed off from contact 
with Pharisaic Judaism after about 140 B.C. 3 6 Before this time, 
when the Essenes and Pharisees merge back into the Hasidic 
movement, there can be no question of their texts being aloof 
from putative recensional activity. The separation of the non-
Massoretic Samaritan text in the same era points in the same 
direction. 

On a priori grounds, we should expect the publication of an 
official text, and thereby the establishment of the distinction be
tween official and koina traditions, to have taken place in one 
of three critical periods. One era would be the late Maccabaean 
Age, when expulsions from Parthia and a Zionist revival brought 
floods of Jews from Babylon, Syria, and Egypt back to Jeru
salem, and when, owing to the wholesale destruction of biblical 
texts in the Epiphanian persecution, scribal activity must have 
been stimulated. Thus, by the beginning of Hasmonaean times, 
we should suppose ( 1 ) that different local texts had immigrated 
to Judah, no doubt causing such confusion as we find reflected 
in the library of Qumrân, and (2) that scribal activity was 
urgent, both because of rival textual traditions and the great 
loss of Palestinian texts. A second era would be that of the in
terval between the Jewish Revolts, when both Hebrew and Greek 
evidence affirms that the official text was regnant. A third period 
would be that of the great schools of Hillel and Shammai. By 
Hillel's time, the theological and hermeneu tic principles requir
ing a stable text had come into being. 3 7 Moreover, Hillel's Baby
lonian origins could provide a reason for the unexpected Rab
binic rejection of the Palestinian in favor of the Babylonian 
text as the basis of the recension. 

The first era must be rejected, and the likelihood is that, 
3 6 For the writer's detailed arguments for this date, see ALQ2, pp. 109-60, and 

the literature cited therein. To this should now be added R. de Vaux, L'archéologie 
et les manuscrits de la Mer Morte (London, 1961), esp. pp. 86-94. 

3 7 Cf. Kutscher, op. cit., esp. p. 472; Barthélémy, DA, pp. 3 - 2 1 ; and the judi
cious statements of S. Lieberman, Hellenism in Jewish Palestine, pp. 47-68. 



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 Aqiba. 
This is the easiest way to deal with the evidence from Qumrân. 
More impressive, we know that late apocryphal and pseudepi-
graphical works stemming from Jewish circles in Palestine still 
exhibit a variety of biblical texts in works composed as late as 
the first century A.D. The New Testament reflects a variety of 
Hebrew and Greek biblical traditions. The καίγε Recension, based 
on a Proto-Massoretic text, gives evidence on the one hand that 
in the mid-first century the Old Palestinian text had been dis
placed in some Jewish circles. On the other hand, it shows equally 
that the official or Massoretic text had not yet come into being, 
or at least was not used in the Pharisaic school that produced the 
recension. Finally, as we shall be able to show in the next sec
tion, the Proto-Lucianic revision of the Septuagint of Samuel, 
a recension of the Septuagint revised to conform with a Pales
tinian text of the second or first century B.C., was still used by 
Josephus in his Antiquities, first composed about A.D. 93-94. 

2. PROTO-LUCIAN IN SAMUEL AND THE TEXT OF SAMUEL USED 
BY THE CHRONICLER AND JOSEPHUS. 

In studying the text of 4Q Sam a, I have been forced to note a 
series of readings in which the Hebrew of 4Q Sam a reflects the 
so-called Lucianic recension preserved in the Greek minuscules 
boc 2 e 2 , and the Itala. In other words, 4Q Sam a stands with L X X L 

against M T and L X X B . These are proper Proto-Lucianic read
ings in a Hebrew text of the first century B.C., four centuries be
fore the Syrian Father to whom the recension is attributed. In 
ι Sam. 1-2 Sam. 11 : i , the text of 4Q Sam a (and 4Q Sam b) fol
lows closely the readings of the family L X X B , especially when 
L X X B and L X X L agree against MT. There are also a sprinkling 
of indisputable Proto-Lucianic readings when 4Q Sam stands 
with L X X L against M T and L X X B , and even a rare instance 
when 4Q Sam and Josephus stand together against all other tra
ditions. A few illustrations follow: 

ι. 4Q Sam a: 1 Sam. 5:9 
ΠΓϋ] i n s 9.1? J αντη Β | 7rpoç γεθ b ' | προς γεθθαιονς boc2e2 



2. 4Q Sam a: ι Sam. 5:10 
DTtfKn P K SK | την κφωτον τον θεον 

Β I την κφωτον τον deov ιηλ boc 2 e 2 

3. 4Q Sam b: 1 Sam. 23:13 
ttfD[i "3] 5[lMtfi>*]] Ûtoi Ο ™ ïlKttfn ätf Ικαιτωο-αουλαττη-

γγελτ/ οτι διασεσωσται Β | (απηγγελη) τω σαονλ οτι δια-
σεσωσται bioc 2e 2 © 

4. 4 Q S a m a : 1 Sam. 28:1 

[npKy - iP πόπ^ώ ]̂] π η κ m n o s aft | € I Ç ττολε^ον 
συ και οι avSpeç ο~ου @ | eiç τον πολεμον eiç peyav (Lat. 
RELLA). ΕΙΟΡΕΓΑ/ΡΕΛΑ < IECPAEAA. Jos. vi,32 5. 

IECPAEAA for ^KjnP appears elsewhere in Josephus. 
5. 4Q Sam a: 2 Sam. 3:28 

["U3N] Dil] "i:n« *>D1D 9Ή Ι απο των αιμάτων Αβζννηρ Β Ι αιμα 
Αβζννηρ boc 2 e 2 Thdt. 

6. 4Q Sam a: 2 Sam. 5 : 1 1 3 7 a 

και τ€κτονας λίθων Β και 
Τ€κτονας τοιχον λι#ωι> (conflate!) b | T p "ΊϊΗΓη ι Chr. 
14'. I J και τεκτονας τοίχου OC 2e 2 S. 

Moreover, in sections where Chronicles overlaps with Samuel 
in this section 1 Sam. 1-2 Sam. n : i , 3 8 the text of Chronicles 
normally agrees with 4Q and L X X B L against MT. 

On the contrary, in 2 Sam. 1 1 : 2 - 2 Sam. 24:25, the relation of 
4Q Sam a with L X X B changes wholly. Now 4Q Sam a normally 
stands with L X X L , the Lucianic recension, 3 9 against L X X B , and 
L X X B normally reflects a Proto-Massoretic tradition. We have 
seen above that Thackeray and most recently Barthélémy have 
argued that this section of Samuel is not the Old Greek, but the 
καίγε or Proto-Theodotionic recension. The evidence of the Sam
uel manuscripts confirms this conclusion beyond dispute. Fur
ther, Josephus and the text of Chronicles also continue to side 
with 4Q Sam a and the Proto-Lucianic text. 

3 7 a On this text, see the analysis of S. Talmon, Textus I (i960), 167, 152. 
^That is, in 1 Sam. 3 1 ; 2 Sam. 5:1, 6-25; 6:1-23; 7-8; 10; 1 1 : 1 . 
8 6 On the Proto-Lucianic character of the sixth column of the Hexapla, see 

below, n.44. 



Some illustrations may be found already published in my 
Ancient Library of Qumrân. 4 0 More follow below: 

ι . 4Q Sam a : 2 Sam. 12 :15 

DvitfK] mm m \ κνρί0ς Β | ο f c b g o c 2 e 2 

2. 4Q Sam a : 2 Sam. 12:16 
pt?2 MUS Î] 2Jlî*1 ΤΙ I και ηνλισθη Β | και €Ka0evBev ev σακκω 

boc 2 e 2 I . · . άτι σακκον Jos. VÜ, 154 | και ηνλισθη ev σακκω 
M N cgjnuvb 2 | etc. 

3. 4Q Sam a : 2 Sam. 13:3 
ΪΓΙΪΙΓφ'] ] ΤΙ I ιωναΒαμ Β | ιωναΒαβ @° | ιωνναθαν boe 2 | 

ιωναθης Jos. vii, 178. Cf. 2 Sam. 21:21 = 1 Chr. 20:7. 

4. 4Q Sam a : 2 Sam. 24:17 

Ti jnn njnn] TPiyn <ρ? | Tnjnn jnm ι Chr. 21 :17 | e i /u 

ηδικτ/ση Β | ο ποι,μην εκακοποιησα @ 0 L . Cf. ο ποιμην Jos. 

vii,32 8. 
5. 4Q Sam a : 2 Sam. 24:16 + 

0·»[ρΒ>η D^D3]riD DiT[JB]] > 2tt @B0L I DiT3fi D̂ ptsa 
CDDD I Chr.; cf. Jos. vii, 327. 

6. 4Q Sam a : 2 Sam. 24:18 

IDS'1!] I1? "IDN"1! 2ft I και emev αντω Β | και emev abovc 2 e 2 

7. 4Q Sam a : 2 Sam. 24:20 
D n̂ tsn κηκΐ] > 2ft @B0L I D̂tan tri ι Chr. 21:20 | 

οροννας Se τον σιτον αλόων Jos. vii, 33°· 

The agreement between the text of Chronicles and 4Q Sam a is 
most significant. 4 1 It makes clear now that the text of the Deu-
teronomic history used by the Chronicler toward 400 B.C. was 
by no means identical with the received text. Ye t it is equally 
clear that the Chronicler used the Old Palestinian text current 
in Jerusalem in his day. That in 1 Sam. 1-2 Sam. 1 1 : 1 the Chron
icler used a text very closely related to that of 4Q Sam a and 
L X X B L and in 2 Sam. 11:2-24:25 a text closely related to 4Q 

4 0 ALQ2, pp. 188-89, n.4oa. Samples are chosen arbitrarily from a passage at 
the beginning and a passage at the end of the section. 

4 1 Among other things it means that we can control better the Chronicler's 
treatment of his sources. The usual picture painted of the Chronicler violently or 
willfully distorting Samuel and Kings to suit his fancy must be radically revised. 



Sam a and L X X L , but not to L X X B , yields further evidence for the 
Old Palestinian substratum in the Lucianic recension. 

Perhaps we can now proceed to sketch a general theory of the 
development of the Hebrew text-types and the Greek recensions 
of Samuel. There is evidence that the Septuagint of Samuel and 
Kings was translated from an Egyptian Hebrew text that sep
arated from the Old Palestinian textual tradition no later than 
the fourth century B.C. 4 2 This text differed sharply from the 
textus receptus, and while more closely allied to Palestinian texts 
from Qumrân, nevertheless is distinct from them. This Old 
Greek text was revised no later than the first century B.C. toward 
a Hebrew text we can trace in Palestine in the Chronicler and 
in the three manuscripts from Cave IV, Qumrân. The Greek 
form is extant in quotations in Josephus, in the substratum of 
the Lucianic Recension preserved in the Greek minuscules boc 2 e 2 , 
and, surprisingly enough, in the sixth column of Origen's Hexapla 
to 2 Sam. 1 1 : 2 - 1 Kgs 2 : 1 1 . Adam Mez first noted that the 
sixth column in the Hexapla, normally Théodotion, was directly 
related to the Greek biblical text used by Josephus, and to the 
Lucianic recension. 4 3 To Barthélémy must go the credit, however, 
for fully demonstrating the importance of this material, of freeing 
the sixth column here of its Theodotionic label, and of dealing 
systematically with its relations to the family boc 2 e 2 . Barthélémy 
concludes that the column contains the lost Septuagint of this 
section of Samuel-Kings. Here he errs, not being aware of the 
new evidence relating to the Proto-Lucianic recension. In fact 
the column preserves the Proto-Lucianic recension in relatively 
pure form. The Old Greek is lost in this section as in 2 Kgs 
(Thackeray's γ δ ) . 4 4 The first stage, then, in the history of the 

"See W. F. Albright, "New Light on Early Recension of the Hebrew Bible," 
PP- 27-33; ALQ2, pp. i8gf. 

4 3 A Mez, Die Bibel des Josephus . . . (Basel, 1895). Cf. Barthélémy, DA, 
pp. 1391· 

"See Barthélémy, DA, pp. 126-36. The following points should be stressed 
about 0, i.e., the sixth column in the section ßy of Reigns: (1) the readings fol
low the Lucian text closely, but occasionally are superior to the witnesses boc 2e 2; 
(2) the readings are very often against MT; and (3) the readings often give trans
lations of terms where L X X B transliterates ! 

In addition to the new Qumrân evidence, supporting the identification of the 
Proto-Lucianic recension, we should observe that elsewhere in Samuel there are 
Greek materials difficult to explain by Barthélemy's hypothesis. For example, in 



Greek recensions was the Proto-Lucian recension of the second 
or first century B.C., revised to conform to a Palestinian Hebrew 
text. 

The second stage is represented by the καίγε recension made 
about the middle of the first century A.D. The Palestinian tra
dition underlying the Proto-Lucianic Greek was jettisoned, re
placed by the Proto-Massoretic text as the Hebrew base. 

The final stage is found in the late Greek recensions of the 
second century A.D., notably Symmachus, and Aquila, who un
dertook the further revision of the καίγε text, bringing it into 
conformity with the official Rabbinic text of Samuel. 

Similarly we can schematize the history of the Hebrew textual 
families. The text of Samuel as it developed from a fifth cen
tury archetype split into three branches, ( i ) The Old Sep
tuagint witnesses to an Egyptian local text. ( 2 ) 4Q Sam in its 
several manuscripts, as well as the Chronicler and Josephus, 
give witness to a Palestinian tradition at home in Palestine in the 
fourth century B.C. (Chronicles), the third century B.C. (4Q 
Sam b ) , the first century B.C. (4Q Sam a, the Hebrew text under
lying the Proto-Lucianic Recension), and the first century A.D. 
(Josephus' text). (3) The Proto-Massoretic text is known only 
from the καίγε Greek Recension of the first century A.D. in Sam
uel. With Egypt and Palestine preempted by local text-types, 

ι Sam. 17-18 , where the Old Greek text has not been suppressed, the Old Greek is 
much shorter than the Massoretic text, and perhaps original in its short form 
(cf. J. Wellhausen, Der Text der Bücher Samuelis [Göttingen, 1871] , pp. i04f.). 
The Greek minuses in 17 :12 -31 , 55-18:5 are filled in by (1) a recension belonging 
to the Kcirye/Theodotionic group, and (2) the Lucianic recension of boc2e2, which, 
despite its Hexaplaric character, preserves many older readings against the MT, 
against the Theodotionic recension, and, of course, against the Old Greek (omis
sions) . 

Barthélemy's readiness to discard the Lucianic recension, sensu stricto, is 
puzzling. He recognizes that L in boc2e2 and in θ of the ßy section go back to a 
non-Massoretic Hebrew tradition, closely related to the Old Greek. But these data 
do not require or even support his radical solution. 

It may be observed in passing that Barthélemy's selective treatment of Jerome's 
testimonies to Lucian leaves much to be desired, and that he omits mention of the 
relatively early and important witness of Pseudo-Athanasius. Compare the judi
cious recent treatment of these testimonies to Lucian by B. Metzger, Chapters in 
the History of New Testament Textual Criticism (Leiden, 1963), pp. 3-7. Cf. 
also S. Jellicoe, ''The Hesychian Recension Reconsidered," JBL 82 (1963), 409-18. 

In short, I do not perceive any ground for doubting the existence of a "late" 
Lucianic recension, and, in any case, the evidence for an early or Proto-Lucianic 
recension, the substratum of the text of Antioch, remains unaffected. 



there is no escaping the conclusion, I believe, that the Proto-
Massoretic text goes back to a local text preserved in Babylon 
in the fourth-second centuries B.C., reintroduced into Jerusalem 
in the Hasmonaean or Herodian period. 

4. A THEORY OF LOCAL TEXTS 

The evidence marshalled to support a theory of local texts of 
Samuel can be applied to other recensionally diverse texts from 
Qumrân, especially to the Pentateuch. In the Pentateuch in the 
Proto-Samaritan text of Qumrân and in the later Samaritan re
cension sensu stricto, we find, I believe, a text which developed 
in Palestine in the fifth-second centuries B.C. Its text is marked 
by "scholarly" reworking; parallel texts were inserted, grammar 
and orthography brought up to date, explanatory expansions and 
glosses intruded. As Kahle observed long ago, it is a text which 
was the work of centuries of growth, not systematic recension. 4 5 

I t appears at Qumrân both in Palaeo-Hebrew script, certainly 
a Palestinian trait, and in the Jewish character. The Samaritan 
texts have strong relations with the Egyptian Vorlage of the 
Septuagint, and certain texts of Cave IV, notably the 4Q Num a 

manuscript, though of Samaritan type, have very strong Egyp
tian affiliations. I t is difficult to avoid the conclusion that this 
text-type is Palestinian and, like Samuel, closely allied to the 
Egyptian local text utilized by the translators of the Septuagint 
in the third century B.C. The oldest witness to the existence of 
this Palestinian text is to be found in the passages of 1 Chronicles 
1-9, which quote from the Pentateuch. Gillis Gerleman has 
shown that these passages in Chronicles "show greater resem
blance to the Samaritan Pentateuch than to the Massoretic." 4 β 

This leaves the Proto-Massoretic text once again without 
provenience in Palestine or Egypt, and presumably we must look 
again to Babylon as the locale for its preservation and emer
gence as a distinct, if conservative, textual type. I t reflects little 

4 5 P. Kahle, "Untersuchungen zur Geschichte des Pentateuchtextes," Theo
logische Studien und Kritiken 88 (1915), 399-439 (now republished in Opera 
Minora [Leiden, 1956], pp. 3-37) . 

"Synoptic Studies in the Old Testament (Lund, 1948), pp. 9-12. As will be 
evident below, I cannot accept his explanation of the reasons for this phenomenon. 
Cf. S. Talmon, "The Samaritan Pentateuch," JJS 2 (19S1) , 146-50. 



of the active scribal endeavor which shaped the other recensions, 
especially the Palestinian. Since it would not have been preserved 
in Palaeo-Hebrew, perhaps we find here cause for the rejection 
of the national script for the official text. 

I t is necessary to take up, finally, some of the objections raised 
against a theory of local texts. Some scholars, not always those 
with conservative axes to grind, argue that the manuscripts under
lying the official recension must have come ultimately from the 
Temple library, and hence would be "Palestinian" texts. Further, 
it is argued that different texts might arise in one locality, and 
one must therefore distinguish between exact or official texts of 
the Temple, etc., and vulgar texts. 

To the first argument we may readily answer that the manu
scripts used in the official recension may well have come from 
the Temple. The question is when. Obviously various texts had 
come to Qumrân, to the Temple, into scribes' hands in the era 
immediately preceding the textual crisis which is the normal pre
condition for recensional labors. I t does not follow at all that 
the text-type in question derived originally from Palestine be
cause exemplars of the textual tradition finally came to rest in 
a Palestinian library. 

The distinction "official versus vulgar" must be abandoned, 
however, as anachronistic. Official and vulgar texts do exist, but 
after official definition, that is, precisely after the promulgation 
of an official text. To use the term "vulgar" of the Proto-Samari-
tan recension, because of its reworking and revision, is not wholly 
unreasonable, though it obviously was not considered a vulgar 
text in the Samaritan or Qumrân community, nor was it deemed 
vulgar, I dare say, by the Chronicler. But our evaluation on 
scientific grounds of the text-critical worth of a text is not iden
tical with the mode of judgment applied by the ancients, and 
it would be absurd to apply the designation vulgar to the old 
Samuel manuscript, to the manuscript used to revise the Sep
tuagint to produce the Palestinian Greek Recension (Proto-
Lucian) — in brief, to manuscripts equal to or superior to the 
textus receptus of Samuel. Or to put it most strongly, I challenge 
anyone to give a sensible reason for labeling the short, superb 
text of Jeremiah from Qumrân and underlying the Septuagint 



a vulgar text. 4 7 No, the term vulgar must be applied to a text 
denigrated in favor of an official text, whether this be the Rab
binic Bible or Homeric texts, or else it comes to mean merely 
"non-traditional," or even "unfamiliar." 

We must object brusquely also to the notion that textual tra
ditions, each having a known character, of limited number, and 
each quite distinct from the other, can exist side by side in the 
same community or locality for centuries. Certainly it runs coun
ter to analogies drawn from other fields of textual criticism. In 
the classical field, in Septuagint criticism, in the study of the his
tory of the old Latin Bible and the Greek New Testament, schol
ars have come to recognize that critical or recensional activity 
regularly follows an era of local textual development. 

It must be remembered that recensionally distinct texts are 
fragile creations; one text, coming in contact with another, im
mediately dissolves into a mixed text. One set of corrections and 
centuries of development are destroyed in a twinkling. We may 
observe that there are few mixed texts at Qumrân, and the Proto-
Massoretic text reveals no evidence of mixing in the Torah and 
Former Prophets. The development of the traditional texts of 
the Pentateuch and Samuel cannot have taken place in Palestine. 
Too many centuries were required in their making, and the small 
community had insufficient space to furnish isolation for two 
radically distinct texts to mature over a period of centuries in 
pristine innocence of one another. 

4 7 For this analysis of the short recension of Jeremiah I am greatly indebted to 
my student Mr. Gerald Janzen. 



THE MASSORETIC TEXT AND THE QUMRAN SCROLLS: 

A STUDY IN ORTHOGRAPHY 

DAVID NOEL FREEDMAN 

I 

Some years ago, Frank M. Cross and I made a systematic study of the ortho
graphy of representative inscriptions in the different North-West Semitic 
dialects. These could be dated by epigiaphic and other means to the peiiod 
between the 10th and 6th centuries B.C.E., and thus provided a pattern for 
compaiison with Hebrew inscriptions of the same period. The object of the 
investigation was to determine the basic principles governing orthographic 
practice and to trace the course of development and refinement in alphabetic 
spelling of these dialects and of Hebrew in particular. One result of the study1 

was the establishment of a relative chronology, and with the help of related 
disciplines, especially that of palaeography, an absolute chronology could also 
be fixed within limits. Thus it was possible not only to determine the geneial 
pattern of orthographic development, and to distinguish its principal phases, 
but also to date these approximately. Our conclusions may be summarized 
as follows : 

1. The Phoenician phase of consonantal orthography, down to the end of the 
10th century B.C.E. This was a purely consonantal spelling, without indication 
of vowel sounds at all, and is the oldest form of alphabetic writing. It is charac
teristic of the Proto-Canaanite inscriptions found at Sinai and in Palestine. 
Ugaritic spelling, with different aleph signs to indicate various vowels accom
panying the aleph, is a special phenomenon arising from the peculiar linguistic 
situation at Ugarit, and has no echoes in later alphabetic spelling. Phoenician 
inscriptions, from the earliest to the latest times are written in typically con
sonantal orthography : in fact they define the nature and details of the system. 
The earliest Hebrew inscriptions (e.g., the Gezer calendar) exhibit the same 
characteristics, and clearly belong to this pattern of spelling. 

2. The Aramaic phase, from the 9th century, involving the use of maires 
lectionis to represent certain vowel sounds. Two fuither subdivisions can be 
distinguished: 

1. F. M. Cross, Jr., and D. N. Freedman, Early Hebrew Orthography (New Haven, 
1952). 



a) The introduction of the vowel letters, he, waw, and yodh to represent 
long vowels in the final position: i.e., he for â, ê, ô, waw for ü, and yodh for i. 
We find this pattern in Aramaic inscriptions from the 9th century on, in the 
Mesha' Inscription (also 9th century), and in Hebrew inscriptional material 
from this period (chiefly 8th century on). In short there was a clear shift in 
Hebrew spelling practice, which may be dated to the 9th century. 

b) The gradual introduction of vowel letters, waw and yodh, in the medial 
position, to represent ü and i. The first examples are found in Aramaic inscrip
tions from the late 8th century (e.g., Assur spelled with waw for u), and now 
also in Hebrew from approximately the same period, the end of the 8th century 
(in the so-called Shebna inscription, with the word 'ärür, using waw foi the ü 
vowel). Such usage, however, remains rare and sporadic in Hebrew until 
the end of the pre-Exilic period. Thus there are only a few examples in the 
whole of the Lachish correspondence. 

II 

While some questions could not be decided because of lack of evidence, 
and others remain obscure, the general pattern, established by inductive 
analysis from hundreds of examples, has not been seriously undermined by 
critics, but has been confirmed by subsequent discoveries. On the assumption 
that some parts at least of the Old Testament were originally written down 
in the pre-Exilic period, an effort was made to test the usefulness of our studies 
in early Hebrew orthography for the investigation of the biblical text. For 
this purpose a series of studies were made of some of the poems, which on 
other grounds might be regarded as among the oldest compositions in the O.T. 
Professor W. F. Albright pioneered with his important paper on the Oracles of 
Balaam.2, followed by studies on Habakkuk iii 3; Psalm Ixviii4, and most 
recently, Deut. xxxii.5 Cross and I, continuing a long Johns Hopkins concern 
with this early poetry, as attested by the articles of Albright and before him 
of Paul Haupt, have published papers on Deuteronomy xxxii6; Psalm xviii= 
2 Samuel xxii7, and Exodus xv8, and have others as yet unpublished. It is 
our considered judgment that these papers have generally vindicated the applic-

2. "The Oracles of Balaam", JBL 63 (1944), 207-33. 
3. "The Psalm of Habakkuk", Studies in Old Testament Prophecy, ed. H. H. Rowley 

(Edinburgh, 1950), pp. 1-18. 
4 . "A Catalogue of Early Hebrew Lyric Poems (Ps. 68)", HUCA 23/1 (1950-51), 1-40. 
5. "Some Remarks on the Song of Moses in Deuteronomy 32", VT 9 (1959), 339-46. 
6. "The Blessing of Moses", JBL 67 (1948), 191-210. 
7. "A Royal Song of Thanksgiving: 2 Samuel 22 = Psalm xviii", JBL 72 (1953), 15-34. 
8. "The Song of Miriam", JNES 14 (1955), 237-50. 



ation of orthographic analysis to selected biblical passages. That they have 
proved useful in text-criticism and in the clarification of difficult passages can 
hardly be denied. Used circumspectly they may be helpful in fixing an original 
date of written composition. Thus, if any of these poems were written down 
in the age of David and Solomon, we would expect them to have been written 
in the prevailing orthographic style, i.e., Phoenician consonantal orthography. 
While the present Hebrew text of the O.T. naturally reflects much later spelling 
techniques, the presence of examples of archaic spelling ("mistakes" from the 
point of view of later practice, but quite correct according to earlier usage) 
would be evidence in support of such an hypothesis. We would not wish to 
press the case beyond this point, since the evidence is limited, and the conclu
sions depend to some degree on the presuppositions adopted and the method 
employed in interpieting the data. 

The orthographic approach has proved useful not only in identifying the 
features of the earliest Hebrew spelling, but also in distinguishing orthographic-
ally the dialects of northern and southern Palestine (i.e. Israelite and Judahite). 
A basic difference lies in the pronunciation and spelling of the proto-Semitic 
diphthongs aw and ay, which were contracted in the North to ô and ê respectively 
while they were preserved uncontracted in the South. Israelite followed Phoe
nician and Ugaritic in this respect, while Judahite agrees with Aramaic and 
Arabic. The difference in pronunciation is reflected in the spelling: thus in 
the North the words for "house" and "death" would be written bt and mt 
(pronounced bêt and mot), while in the South they would be written byt and 
mwt (pronounced bayt and mawt). Comparison of Psalm xviii and 2 Samuel 
xxii indicated the existence of two recensions of this poem, one written in 
the standard Judahite spelling characteristic of MT in general, the other in 
northern orthography.9 While there has been considerable contamination 
of the text in the course of transmission, sufficient evidence for the "contracted" 
orthography survives in the 2 Samuel recension to support substantially the 
"northern" hypothesis. A further possibility in this direction may be mentioned. 
The date and provenience of the Book of Job have occasioned much debate 
among scholars, and it cannot be said that any hypothesis has won general 
approval as yet. Recently the proposal has been advanced that the book is 
a product of the northern diaspora, i.e. that it comes from the community of 
Israelites exiled from Palestine after the fall of Samaria in 722 B.C.E. 1 0 A 
number of arguments have been adduced in support of this view, but quite 
apart from these, a provisional examination of the orthography of the Book 

9. "A Royal Song of Thanksgiving", JBL 72 (1953), 15-17. 
10. The suggestion is Albright's. On the North-Israelite diaspora, see "An Ostracon 

from Calah and the North-Israelite Diaspora", BASOR 149 (1958), 33-36. 



of Job shows a surprisingly high incidence of peculiar and even unique 
spellings which are characteristically northern in character. That is, they 
reflect contraction of the diphthongs aw and ay in spelling (and presumably 
therefore in pronunciation), e.g., the particle *âdh is repeatedly spelled 'd 
instead of normal Judahite and biblical *wdM The survival in the book of 
numerous spellings of this soit can hardly be accidental, and may point to 
a "northern" recension of the Book of Job. 

Ill 

In an important sense, however, these studies have been preliminary. The 
main problem from the beginning has been to determine the place of the MT 
as a whole (and not simply isolated passages and archaic survivals) in the history 
of Hebrew orthography, i.e., in what phase of the evolution of Hebrew spelling 
does the distinctive and characteristic orthography of the MT belong? While 
the MT is by no means homogeneous, and there is considerable variation not 
only between the main divisions (e.g., the orthography of the Torah is more 
conservative than that of the Kethubim, particularly Chronicles) and from 
book to book, but also on the same page or even in the same verse, there is 
nevertheless a discernible pattern in the use of matres lectionis, though this 
has not been clearly analysed or described scientifically. One reason for this 
is the superimposition of Massoretic vocalization on Massoretic spelling in 
the ordinary printed text of theO.T. For the purpose of clarity in the discussion 
which follows, let us make the following distinction between spelling and voca
lization: by "spelling" we mean the Hebrew letters used to indicate the conso
nants and certain vowels, i.e. the unpointed text. This is sometimes called 
the consonantal text, but the term is misleading, since some of the letters 
represent vowels and not consonants. By "Massoretic vocalization" we mean 
the full system of vowel indication introduced in the latter half of the 1st 
millennium C.E., which, while combining with the system of vowel letters, 
nevertheless superseded and distorted the earlier pattern. There is ample 
evidence to show that the two systems diverge at many points and reflect 
different periods in the evolution of Hebrew phonology. Thus the vocalization, 
while preserving older traditions, is nevertheless considerably later than the 
pronunciation implied in the spelling of the MT. 

A cursory examination of MT shows that its spelling does not fit into any 
phase of pre-Exilic spelling, which even in the latest materials shows only 
sporadic use of internal matres lectionis. On the contrary, MT exhibits consist-

11. Job i, 18, ii, 3, 9, viii, 12, 21. 



ent use of internal matres lectionis for ü and ï and the contracted diphthongs 
aw and ay (ô and ê respectively). The representation of δ varies considerably 
(i.e., sometimes the waw is used, sometimes not), while ά and e are not represent
ed by vowel letters. There is no indication of short vowels. 

If Massoretic spelling was clearly post-Exilic—and since the written compo
sition or compilation of any complete book or part of the Old Testament 
could hardly be attributed to an earlier date, this was only to be expected—it 
was not at all clear where in the post-Exilic period the orthography of the 
Massoretic Text properly fits. The terminus ad quern was fixed by the adoption 
of the Massoretic Text with its particular orthography as the official Bible of 
the Jewish community toward the end of the 1st century C.E. This view has 
been fully confirmed by the manuscript discoveries in the Murabba'at caves: 
the biblical MSS, which date from the Second Revolt, i.e. before 135 C.E., 
are Massoretic both in text and spelling. The origins of Massoretic spelling 
and its emergence as a definable system must be placed much earlier, of course. 
The discoveries at Qumran in addition to the previously known Nash Papyrus 
(and to a lesser extent the evidence of Jewish coins of the 2nd and 1st centuries 
B.C.E.) have enabled us to trace a specifically Massoretic type of spelling back 
to the latter part of the 2nd century B.C.E., or roughly 100 B.C.E. 

For the terminus a quo there was in the first place the Exile. In view of critical 
theories concerning the compilation of the principal parts of the O.T., and 
in particular of the Torah and Former Prophets, it seemed reasonable to date 
the emergence of a canonical text to the century after the Exile. When 
we take into consideration the considerable divergences between the 
latest pre-Exilic orthography and Massoretic spelling, the 5th century 
would appear to be the earliest possible occasion for the appearance 
of Massoretic spelling, while the 4th would be a more reasonable supposition. 
On general considerations therefore, the emergence of Massoretic spelling 
could be narrowed to the period between the 5th-4th and the 2nd centuries 
B,C.E., since by the latter date distinctively Massoretic spelling appears in 
biblical MSS alongside other more elaborate spelling systems. Greater precision 
in narrowing the limits could hardly be undertaken because of the deplorable 
lack of Hebrew inscriptional evidence for the period in question. We are 
dependent chiefly on seals and stamps, with personal and place names 1 2, and 
these add little to our knowledge of the orthographic practice of the period. 

12. Of these, the well-known yahûd stamps and the five-letter Jerusalem insignia (yrslm) 
may be mentioned. The yahûd stamps are sometimes spelled with the waw for «, 
sometimes without: the former reflects current practice in the 4th (or possibly late 
5th) century, while the latter spelling attests the survival of an even older practice. 
The Jerusalem insignia likewise reflects the persistence of a traditional design and 
custom of spelling. 



IV 

While the Qumran scrolls have provided more than ample materials—in 
fact an overwhelming and embarrassing quantity—for the orthographic 
practice, or rather confusion of the period from the 2nd century B.C.E. through 
the 1st century C.E., they could hardly have been expected to supply data 
for the crucial earlier period in which the origins of Massoretic spelling He. 
The Qumran community itself does not antedate the latter half of the 2nd 
century B.C.E.,andthe bulk of the manuscript materials necessarily belongs 
to the period following the settlement there. That some of the MSS, especially 
of biblical books, might be of an earlier date was a possibility to be considered : 
thus the great Isaiah scroll could be dated by experts to the latter part of the 
2nd century B.C.E., and a fragment of Ecclesiastes to about the middle of the 
same century. With the refinement of palaeographical analysis in the last few 
years, and the examination of hundreds and hundreds of documents from 
this period, a sequence dating of Qumran MSS has proved feasible. Substantial 
agreement in procedures and results has been achieved by the principal workers 
in this field, chief of whom is Professor Cross. His provisional study in JBL 1 3 

fixed the order and dates of a wide selection of Qumran MSS within relatively 
narrow limits. It has now been superseded by his definitive analysis of all 
presently available Qumran material (in The Bible and the Ancient Near East, 
ed. G. E. Wright, 1961). 

With the vast amount of material now available, and with absolute control 
provided by dated documents interspersed through the latter part of the 
period, the dating of the Qumran MSS is virtually certain throughout: we 
may allow a maximum variation of 50 years in the dating of particular MSS. 
As was to be expected, the large majority of documents from Qumran date 
from the period of Essene occupation (i.e., from the late 2nd century B.C.E. 
to the late 1st century C.E.). Nevertheless, Cross has identified several MSS of 
an earlier date, some from the early and middle 2nd century B.C.E., and a 
few fragments even older than these. They may have been brought to Qumran 
by the first settlers, or procured from other sources. In any case, there are now 
three biblical MSS which belong, according to Cross's analysis, to the period 
from ca. 275-175 B.C.E., and may reasonably be regarded as the oldest sur
viving fragments of the Bible. These MSS, only one of which has been published 
in part (4QSam(b))1 4 now offer us data concerning Hebrew orthographic 
practice in the 3rd and early 2nd century B.C.E., thus enabling us to close 
partially the gap in the history of post-Exilic spelling; the situation in the 
13. "The Oldest Manuscripts from Qumran", JBL 74 (1955), 147-72. 
14. Ibid., 165-72. 



5th-4th centuries remains obscure. In view of the fact that complete publication 
of these MSS is some years off, and because of their critical importance for 
the study of Hebrew orthography in the post-Exilic period, and particularly 
for the origins of Massoretic spelling, Cross has made the necessary 
transcriptions available to me for a provisional orthographic analysis.1 5 

Cross classifies the documents as follows: 
1. The oldest MS is apparently 4QExod(f), containing Exodus xl, 8-27 

and dating from ca. 275-225 B.C.E. or roughly 250. 
2. 4QSam(b) contains 1 Sam. xvi , l - l l ; xix,10-17; xx,26-xxi,6; xxiii,9-17, 

and is to be dated ca. 250-200 B.C.E., or about 225. 
3. The last is 4QJer(a), containing Jer. xii,17-xiii,6 and xvii,10-25, and is 

to be dated between 225 and 175 B.C.E., or about 200. 
There is no need to press for a precise dating of the MSS in question at this time, 

and since the science of Hebrew palaeography has not yet achieved the exactitude 
or the prestige of Greek epigraphy, we can allow considerable leeway without de
bate. We intend therefore to treat the documents as roughly contemporaneous 
and as coming from the latter half of the 3rd century or, at the latest, the early part 
of the 2nd. The fragments comprise a random selection of sufficient length 
to secure representative orthographic data, though some characteristic forms 
are lacking for the reconstruction of a complete picture of the manuscripts' 
orthography. Our concern is especially with the use of vowel letters in the ortho
graphy of the documents, and more particularly with the representation of the 
medial vowels, since the indication of final vowels had long since been regular
ized, and the pattern of use remained relatively unchanged from the 9th or 
8th century on. There is a significant exception to the general rule: in pre-
Exilic inscriptions the 3rd masculine singular suffix attached to nouns in the 
singular is regularly represented by the letter he, whereas in these documents, 
as in MT commonly, waw is used. The vowel in question was presumably 
ό, though this is not ceitain for pre-Massoretic vocalization (i.e., we are depend
ent upon Massoretic vocalization for this pronunciation: it may have been 
uh in pre-Exilic times and possibly aw later, contracted to ô in post-Exilic 
times). Thus the significance of the shift from he to waw is not altogether clear, 
though the use of waw in this situation is sufficient to demonstrate that our 
documents belong to a definitely post-Exilic stratum of Hebrew orthography. 
A second modification of pre-Exilic spelling relates to the 3rd masculine singu
lar suffix with plural nouns (Massoretic -äw) which is represented in pre-
Exilic inscriptions simply by the letter waw, while in the present documents, 

15. I have consulted with Cross, at various stages in the study, and wish to express my 
appreciation for many helpful suggestions. I must bear responsibility for the con
clusions, such as they are. 



as in MT generally, by -yw. There is some difficulty in explaining the appear
ance of the pre-Exilic form in the southern dialect, though it seems to derive 
ultimately from -ayhu. The post-Exilic form -yw is incompatible with Masso
retic vocalization -aw, and reflects rather the vocalization -ayw from ayhü 
with syncope of the he as very often in spoken Hebrew (so Siloam rê'êw for 
MT rtëhû, cf. Jer. vi,21 ton, which is wrongly vocalized.1 6 Once again we 
have a characteristically post-Exilic form both in our 3rd century documents 
and MT. 

To sum up: the use of vowel letters in the final position in the documents 
under consideration is identical with prevailing practice in MT. Thus he is 
used to represent final à, ê, and ô, e.g., nD (kô) in 4QJer(a). Waw is used for 
final û and ô (derived from aw—the question of the contraction of the diph
thong must be considered further), and yodh for final ί and ê (derived from 
ay). So far as the final vowel letters are concerned, it is clear that the general 
system which goes back to the 9th century B.C.E. underwent specific changes 
in the post-Exilic period, and that by the 3rd century at the latest they were 
firmly incorporated into standard orthographic practice. The unanimity of 
our 3rd century sources, and their identity with Massoretic practice, suggest 
that the pattern must actually have originated earlier, perhaps in the 4th or 
even 5th century. 

V 

It is in connection with the use of medial vowel letters that more fruitful 
results can be obtained, however. The general pattern is the same in all three 
documents, and corresponds closely to that of MT, though with certain signi
ficant exceptions. We may summarize the evidence as follows: 

1. There is no use of vowel letters to represent short vowels, as in MT. 
2. The same is true with regard to medial ä and ë. This is also the common 

practice of MT. 
3. Waw is used for û and for ô which results from the contraction of aw. 

Yodh is used for i and for ê which results from the contraction of ay. The 
question as to when these diphthongs contracted is not easily settled. In 
pre-Exilic orthography the chief evidence for the contraction of the diphthongs 
is the loss of the original waw or yodh, while the presence of the waw or yodh 
is evidence of its retention. The situation in post-Exilic orthography is complic
ated by various factors, including the persistence of historical spelling, i.e. 
the preservation of waw or yodh after contraction, so that the letter becomes 

16. Early Hebrew Orthography, p. 50, no. 26, and no. 28. 



in effect a vowel indicator, and by the evidence of Massoretic vocalization, 
which indicates that the diphthong was contracted in certain instances, e.g. 
the construct state of nouns like bêt and mot, and preserved in others, e.g. 
in the artificial forms like bayit and mâwet. If contraction had taken place 
we would then expect examples of two concomitant phenomena: 1. the occa
sional loss of originally diphthongal waw and yodh, since the sounds would 
fall together with vocalic δ and ë, which are not always or even regularly 
represented by the corresponding vowel letters. 2. Extension of the use of waw 
and yodh to cases of δ and ë which did not originate from the corresponding 
diphthongs aw and ay. In other words, we would expect similarity in ortho
graphic treatment of sounds which fell together, or at least some overlapping. 
It is too much to expect that the Hebrew scribes could have maintained a 
formal, i.e. orthographic distinction for any length of time or with consistency 
when the phonemic support for the distinction had been lost. Even in modern 
times with our massive scientific knowledge of linguistics, of etymologies, and 
the principles governing historical spelling, we continually make mistakes in 
attempting to preserve and reconstruct older forms, and the mistakes fall into 
the pattern of contamination described above. It can be safely asserted that 
once different sounds have fallen together, orthographic distinction between 
them on the basis of historical practice or etymology cannot be long maintained 
consistently. In MT, the system of vocalization reflects extensive contraction 
of the diphthongs aw and ay, and the resulting vowels ô and ê are assigned the 
same value as the δ and ê which derive from the original vowels ä (or u), and 
/ (i.e. hölem and sëre : there are undoubtedly distinctions in quantity, and we 
should reckon with instances of short hölem and sëre, but the system used 
does not indicate these, while it does indicate an identity in vowel quality). 
Massoretic spelling, as distinct from vocalization, is less clear on this point. 
On the one hand it carefully preserves the distinction between ê derived from 
ay, which is consistently represented by yodh, and ë which is derived from /, 
which is rarely if ever so indicated. This regularity can hardly be explained as 
a survival of historical spelling, but is rather rooted in a difference in pronun
ciation. It may be explained in either of two ways, or a combination of them: 
either the diphthong had actually been preserved and not contracted, or the 
sëre is a short vowel as distinct from the contracted diphthong which is long, 
and is therefore not represented in the orthography. Whether the second 
explanation can be used to cover all cases of the shift ι > ë is debatable, 
however. On the other hand, the Massoretic treatment of the δ vowel (hölem) 
involves extensive representation of vocalic ö, derived from â (rather than w, 
which is not indicated by a vowel letter, thus implying that the vowel is short) 
as well as diphthongal ô, derived from aw. This can be taken to mean that the 



δ sounds have fallen together, and thus that contraction of the diphthong has 
taken place. On the whole it would appear that Massoretic spelling and vocali
zation point in the direction of diphthongal contraction: that the contracted 
diphthongs ô and ê are represented by waw and yodh, that the vowel ö derived 
from ä is similarly represented by waw, although not consistently, while e derived 
from i and ο derived from u are not represented in the orthography because they 
remained short vowels. 

VI 

When we turn to the new documents from the 3rd century, we find that 
two of them, Exod(f) and Jer(a), conform closely to the orthographic pattern 
of MT, while Sam(b) diverges. The latter makes no use of waw to represent 
the vowel b (hölem), but distinguishes carefully between the diphthong which 
is always represented by waw and the vowel which is not. This implies strongly 
that the 5 vowel was not represented orthographically, and that the contraction 
of the diphthong had not yet taken place. Since all three MSS come from 
approximately the same period, it would appear that this was a time of transi
tion, with Sam(b) preserving an older orthographic tradition and the other 
MSS belonging to the newer pattern. We also seem to have reached the point 
of origin of Massoretic spelling as such. 

The only significant distinctions in spelling practice among the MSS, and 
between them and MT, concern the use of waw as a medial vowel letter for 
à (derived from a). There are other differences, but these are minor and may 
be mentioned in passing. Thus there are a few instances in which Massoretic 
vocalization indicates an ί vowel, where the MSS do not have yodh to represent 
the vowel. Sam(b) spells the name "David" dwd regularly, as often in MT, even 
though the second vowel is apparently long, as the spelling (with yodh) elsewhere 
in MT, and in many places in the Qumran scrolls, shows. In Sam(b) (as MT here), 
we undoubtedly have a case of historical spelling, the survival of the older, pre-
Exilic spelling (which we would expect in the case of names particularly) along
side the development of the more "correct" fuller spelling. In Exod(f)at xl, 18, 
we have v m a for MT ï » m n which is more regular. This may also be the 
survival of an older spelling (cf. Jon. ii, 7 r r m a ) or more likely a scribal slip 
reflecting the current slurring of the vowel (which is unaccented) in ordinary 
pronunciation. There are two similar cases in Jer(a): *Ί»ϊηη for MT "wann 
(xvii, 14) and inxan (MT same, xiii, 1), where the expected yodh is omitted, 
probably as a reflection of current pronunciation of the unaccented pretonic 
syllable (i.e., the vowel was not heard distinctly or regarded as long). Other 
explanations are possible; in any case such exceptions do not undermine the 
general pattern, but only prove that scribes are human. 



We may now turn to the evidence for the spelling oföin our documents: 
1. For Sam(b) we have the following—ô is never indicated in the ortho

graphy, with the possible exception of four words: 
a) isnaV, lè mô 'êd (1 Sam xx,35, as in MT). Here the waw is etymologic, 

i.e. derived from the diphthong aw: *maw'id > mô*éd. 
b) )Γ>ΪΓ\ yônâtân (MT ]ηϊΐΓΡ, but elsewhere pup). Here again the waw is 

etymologic, deriving from an original diphthong. MT spelling is archaizing 
or hypercorrect, since intervocalic he was lost early in ordinary pronunciation 
(MT vocalization is an artificial backformation from yônâtân). Thus: *yahuna-
tan> * yawnatan > yônâtân. 

c) ovn, hayyôm (xx, 27, 34, as MT). Again the waw is to be considered 
etymologic: i.e. *yawm > yôm. A second root, ym, is reflected in the plural 
yâmîm, as also in the curious (but repeated) form ym for "day" in pre-Exilic 
Judahite materials. We must reckon with a more complex dialectic situation 
in Judah in which bi-forms of the type yawmfyam, qawl/qal, etc., existed side 
by side. 

d) 0lj?ö, mâqôm, (xx,27,37; xxi,3 as MT). This is the most difficult form, 
since it is usually derived from *maqâm (root am). If this derivation is correct 
then it would be the only case of the use of wwfor vocalic ô (from a) in Sam(b) 
The consistency of usage with this word (all three cases), and the complete 
absence of any other examples of such use of waw (though there are numerous 
instances of ö from ä in the materials and an impressive number in which 
MT has waw but where Sam(b) omits), indicates that another explanation is 
implied if not required. On the analogy of Arabic and Syriac formations from 
the same root 1 7 , we suggest that mâqôm derives from *maqawm rather than 
*maq5m, and that the waw is etymologic here also. The bi-form maqâm > 
mâqôm may also have existed, since MT preserves a number of cases in which 
the waw is omitted (though only in combining forms with preposition or 
suffix, where a possible change in pronunciation may be involved). The plural 
form (mêqômôt) may likewise be derived from the simple form *maqämät 
rather than one with the diphthong, thus conforming to the pattern suggested 
in (c) above. 

As another illustration of metaplastic formations we may suggest the differ
ent spellings of the word Jerusalem. MT spelling of the last syllable is simply 
-Im, implying a pronunciation -Iëm, while the vocalization (a permanent Qerë) 
-ayim points to an original diphthong -aym. We know now that this vocali
zation is not artificial but derives from a tradition going back at least to the 
2nd century B.C.E. as shown by numerous examples in the Qumran scrolls, 

17. Cf. Syriac qawmä, qawmethâ and Arabic {β, ~**β', *^*· 



in which the yodh appears in the last syllable (-lym). This can only signify 
the diphthongal form -aym, as yodh is not used to represent either seghdl 
or ξ ère. 

The principal difference between Sam(b) and MT is in the representation 
of the ô vowel (derived from a), as the following table indicates: 

4Q Sam(b) Verse M.T. 

1 . D N 3 3 xvi.e DXfaa 

2. map xvi,7 inirip 
3. f?nn xix,i2 jV?nn 
4. nno χχ,26 l ino 

τ 

5. I D S χχί,ιο TiDKn 
- τ No. 2, the word qômâtô is apparently derived from *qämat rather than *qawmat, 

although we have argued that mâqôm derives from *maqawm rather than 
*maqäm. Our point is that both basic forms existed in the language, that any 
given substantive may be derived from either root, and that we may expect 
considerable mixture in the use of forms. 

From the evidence presented it is clear that Sam(b) not only uses waw as 
a mater lectionis less frequently than MT, but follows a consistent pattern, 
which is no longer the case with MT: it distinguishes between diphthongal ô 
and vocalic ö, thus implying that there was a difference in the pronunciation 
of these sounds, i.e. the diphthong had not yet been contracted. We must 
in view of these data assign orthographic priority to Sam(b). It reflects a phase 
of Hebrew spelling earlier than that of MT. Cross drew this conclusion on 
general grounds along with the important observation that Sam(b) also 
preserves a text of Samuel which is demonstrably older than that of MT, 
and apparently even of the Vorlage of the LXX. 1 8 We are dealing therefore 
with an archaic MS which preserves a tradition, both textually and orthogra-
phically, considerably older than the date of the MS itself. As a conservative 
estimate we suggest the 4th century or even late 5th for the pattern, both 
textual and orthographic, preserved in Sam(b). 

VII 

The evidence for the use of waw for b in Ex(f), which must now be regarded 
as the oldest known MS of the Bible, is as follows: the usage is not consistent, 
though a general pattern emerges—there is extensive use of waw, contrary 

18. "The Oldest Manuscripts from Qumran", JBL 74 (1955), 165-72. 



to the practice of Sam(b) and closer to what we find in MT. It is to be noted 
however that the orthography of the MS as a whole is somewhat irregular, 
unlike Sam(b), which is a model of consistency, and it must therefore be used 
with caution. The following cases are clear examples of the use of waw for 
ό (from a): 

4Q Ex(f) Verse M.T. 

1. ΊΓΪΙΚ xl, 9, 13 ink 
0ΓΪΙΚ 12,14, 15,16 τ 

but in« 11 ink 
2. 15 oVi» 
3. 15 ηηΊιν 

τ ι 4. p a n 20 (3 times), 21 
5. 22 nabs 

τ τ 
These are apparently all cases of ô derived from ä; waw commonly appears 
when the b occurs under the accent but not always, cf. onnnV. There are not
able differences in detail between Ex(f) and MT, though elsewhere MT spells 
these words as does Ex(f). However the spelling of the nota accusativi before 
suffixes with waw is very rare in MT, though common in Ex(f) and in many 
later Qumran texts. It is clear that by the 3rd century and possibly earlier, 
waw was already being used to represent medial ô. If we are right in supposing 
that this usage developed as an extension of the use of waw for the contracted 
diphthong aw > ô, then it would mean that the diphthong aw had contracted 
by the 3rd century at the latest. Since the evidence of Sam(b) points in the 
other direction, viz. that contraction had not yet taken place, and the MSS 
are roughly contemporary (in fact in Cross's opinion Ex(f) is somewhat older 
than Sam(b)), we must look for some other explanation of the use of waw for 
b (i.e., it may be independent of the use in connection with the diphthong) 
or suppose that the two MSS reflect a linguistic transition, in which the archaic 
Sam(b) preserves an older pattern of pronunciation and orthography, while 
Ex(f) reflects a later, contemporary usage. The orthographic pattern represented 
by Ex(f) cannot be later than the early 3rd century, and may be as old as the 
4th. That of Sam(b) must be correspondingly older, though in view of the 
date of the MS itself it can hardly ascend beyond the early 4th century, or 
possibly the late 5th. 

There are additional cases in Ex(f) where waw is not used although the 
corresponding word in MT is vocalized with hölem (and in one case spelled 
with waw in MT): 



4Q Ex(f) Verse M.T. 

1. Xl,12,13 
2. wron 14 niro 

TJ \ 
3. 16,19,21,23 TWh 

V 
4. jtwnn 17 
5. möDn 20 
6. M I D 21,22 rois 

In some cases the omission of the waw may be due to carelessness, in others 
to the survival of historical spelling, and in still others to a difference in pro
nunciation or interpretation of the word in question. Thus Nos. 1 and 3 are 
proper names where we would expect historical spelling, as in MT. No. 2 
may have been understood as a singular form, especially as MT also omits 
the expected waw marking the plural. Nos. 5 and 6 may involve a difference 
in pronunciation especially as MT regularly spells without waw (the original 
vowel behind the hölem may have been u rather than o, and in these MSS 
as in MT ö from u is not represented in the orthography). No. 4 is the only 
clear case of omission, and this is doubtless a survival of older spelling practice 
in Ex(f) (the spelling without waw occurs elsewhere in MT). 

MT and Ex(f) are closer to each other in the matter of the use of waw for 
b than either is to Sam(b). At the same time there are important difference! 
between them ; particularly as regards the spelling of 'ôr-, Ex (f) goes beyond 
MT generally in the direction of the fuller spelling of the later Qumran MSS. 

VIII 

The evidence for the use of waw for ô for the third MS, Jer(a), is as follows: 
the pattern is very similar to that of Ex(f), and also to that of MT. The follow
ing cases illustrate this point: 

4Q Jer(a) Verse M.T. 

1. xii,17 tfiru 
τ 

2. xiii, 1,2,4 *rtm 
3. xvi i , l l 

TT 

4. 14 
5. TASK 16 • : -
6. 16 Ksi» 

τ 
7. Dr(a) 17,18, etc. DVÜ) 



4Q Jer(a) Verse M.T. 

8. rrcmx xvii,i8 
9. 19 i t 
10. 19 τ 
1 1 . 22 o a v n a a 

ν " -ι 
12. snap 24 - τ 
13 . row 24 

It is clear that there is widespread use of waw for ö, comparable to what we 
find in MT, though more extensive in Jer(a) than MT for this passage. Waw 
is used for the contracted diphthong : Nos. 4,6,7 and possibly 3 (which is pecu
liar) ; waw for b from ä in the tone position is common : Nos. 1,2,9,12,13. Nos. 
5 and 8 involve difficulties in interpretation of the form, though MT usually 
omits the waw. No. 10 is a case of metathesis in Jer(a) where MT ma*» is the 
correct reading. No. 11 shows the waw used in an unaccented position, though 
the form may involve a secondary accent: 'âbôtêkem.There are in addition a 
number of cases in which waw is omitted although MT vocalizes with hblem. 

4Q Jer(a) Verse M.T. 

1. χνϋ, ι ι 

2. 13 
3. 13 
4. o n a a 15 o n a x 

• s 
5. n s n a 16 n s n a 

ν » 
6. "•on 18 "•BIT 

- s 
7. w 20 VHP* 

8. 25 Eras'] 

The principal examples involve the Qal active participle, both singular and 
plural, where in agreement with regular MT practice waw is not used. The 
careful orthographic distinction in a MS not otherwise noted in this fashion 
suggests that the pronunciation differed, perhaps due to the position of the 
accent. The b of Massoretic vocalization is confirmed however by later Qumran 
scrolls (as well as linguistic analysis). The only other instance of omission in 
Jer(a) is No. 3, where MT also omits the waw. 

IX 

The orthography of these three early scrolls from Cave IV of Qumran is 
the same in all essentials except for the use of waw to represent ô < â ; ô <aw 



is regularly represented by waw, while b< u is never so represented. Sam (b) 
apparently does not represent Ό (fromâ) at all, while Ex(f) and Jer(a) generally 
do, though with exceptions (discussed above), which arise either as a result of 
historical spelling or differences in contemporary pronunciation (as distinguished 
from Massoretic vocalization); these in turn depend upon the position of the 
accent and the length of the vowel in question. There is also the possibility 
of scribal error. None of the MSS is identical with MT in spelling practice in 
the passages under consideration, and there are general as well as detailed 
differences. Nevertheless all three exhibit features which can be matched in 
MT taken as a whole, and MT could be reconstructed from the evidence of 
the three MSS under consideration. 

The earliest or most conservative spelling is that of Sam(b), which probably 
reflects normative Israelite spelling of the 4th centry B.C.E. There are numerous 
significant differences from 6th century practice to suggest an upper limit 
for Sam(b)'s orthography in the 5th century. The other two MSS exhibit 
freer use of waw as a mater lectionis, but may also be based upon usage going 
back to the 4th century—not earlier in our judgment since it would then be 
difficult to explain the survival of the older tradition in a 3rd century MS like 
Sam(b). In addition, the irregularity in the practice of these MSS suggests that 
the extended use of waw was of recent origin, and that these MSS reflect a 
period of transition both in spelling and pronunciation. 

It may be premature to draw general conclusions about MT on the basis 
of the material now available, but certain points may be made now. MT 
shares with all three early MSS the same orthographic practice with regard to 
final and medial vowel letters, with the single exception of the use of waw 
for ο (< ä), which varies between Sam(b) and the other documents. This alone 
argues for a long stable orthographic tradition stemming from scribal schools 
of the early post-Exilic period. Massoretic practice with regard to the use of 
waw for ô might well be described as a compromise between the defective 
spelling of Sam(b) and the extended orthography of Ex(f), and is in fact very 
close to that of Jer(a). It may be further argued that Massoretic spelling was 
délibéra ely designed to combine the best features of the different orthographies 
current in the 4th-3rd centuries, preserving continuity with the older conserv
ative tradition of Sam(b), and at the same time incorporating the helpful 
features of the newer spelling exhibited in Ex(f) and Jer(a). We may place 
the origins of Massoretic spelling as a definite orthographic system in the late 
3rd or early 2nd century, and describe it as a learned recension based upon the 
best practice of the preceding period. Apparently with official support, it 
gained primacy during the next two centuries, and was ultimately successful 
as the official biblical spelling, sweeping the field of all rivals. 



T H E Q U M R A N M A N U S C R I P T S A N D T E X T U A L 
C R I T I C I S M 

B Y 

P. W. SKEHAN 
Washington 

As indicated in the outline distributed to the members of the 
Congress, this is in the nature of one more prehminary report, 
mainly of the Qumran cave 4 materials on which the writer has 
himself been working. We may begin by recalling the fact, already 
indicated by F. M. C R O S S

 j ) and confirmed by the further study of 
J. T. M I L I K of the various biblical materials from Wadi Murabba'at, 
that a definite terminus ad quern for the variety of texts that Khirbet 
Qumran provides occurs between the two Jewish revolts; some
where before A.D. 135. The standardizing of the text as regards 
orthography, conformity to a selected prototype which yields in 
all essentials the consonants of the Masoretic text, and definitive 
scribal rules for its transmission, was clearly an accomplished fact 
at the time of the second Jewish revolt: this is verifiable explicitly 
for several books of the Pentateuch (Gen., Ex., Deut.), for Isaias, 
and for the Minor Prophets. The Wadi Murabba'at materials have 
none of the variability of text, format and orthography that is to be 
found at Qumran. 

It has already been indicated by Prof. C R O S S that the Qumran 
manuscripts of Genesis, six in number, provide nothing of special 
textual interest beyond a few isolated readings. The same is by no 
means true, however, with respect to the other books of the Penta
teuch, in which we are clearly dealing in many cases with recensional 
variations. For the paleo-hebrew scroll of Exodus of which a pre
hminary announcement was published by the writer, 2) there is still 
no definitive indication as to whether or not one can class it as Sama
ritan in any sectarian sense. In view of the known attitude of the 
community towards the "men of Ephraim and Manasses", however, 
the probabilities are all against it. We may now add the fact that 

*) Biblical Archaeologist 17, 1954, 11 and 19. 
2) Journal of Biblical Literature 74, 1955, 182-187. 



Cross is preparing a manuscript of Numbers (4 Q Num 6) in square-
letter script that contains expanded readings hitherto known only 
from the Samaritan recension—a manuscript with text that is in 
other respects of a mixed character, going sometimes with LXX 
against Sam. and MT, and sometimes with MT against LXX and 
Sam. When one adds to this a manuscript of Exodus (4Q Ex a) of 
distinctly Septuagintal type, *) and the ending of the Song of Moses 
from Deuteronomy published by the writer, 2 ) which has also 
pronouncedly Septuagintal affiliations, it becomes clear that, with 
the exception of Genesis, the books of the Pentateuch still circulated 
in Palestine down to the First Revolt in copies with varying recensio-
nal backgrounds. 

This may perhaps be the point for a reflection of a more general 
character. There are, it will be recalled, some 100 biblical manuscripts 
from cave 4 at Qumran. At the end of two years' acquaintance, in 
varying degrees, with these materials, the writer is still not aware of 
internal evidence which would urge either that any one of these 
manuscripts was copied from another identifiable manuscript among 
the finds, or that any two had a common immediate prototype. 
Put in another way, this is to say that the biblical manuscripts of the 
fourth cave at Qumran have a spread in time of some three hundred 
years; that their origins are to some extent necessarily diverse, and 
that nothing in the materials to my knowledge shows that there was 
a specific type of text for any book to which the community felt 
itself especially committed, and which it endeavored to propagate 
from the scriptorium of the settlement. 

Coming back to the Pentateuch in particular, one fact that should 
perhaps be stressed is that Qumran is not giving us, in these books, 
a multiplicity of unknown readings. Nor does it absolve us of apply
ing to the readings it does provide, whether or not these are in 
accord with a known Greek or Samaritan text, the same critical 
judgment with which we approach the Masoretic text itself. Partisans 
of a supposed superiority of the Septuagint in particular still tend 
today, as in earlier times, to regard the evidence of the Greek as 
though from place to place, and from book to book, it were all on 
one plane. Nothing could, of course, be further from the truth; and 
even in such an instance as the end of Deut. xxxii, where materials 
from the LXX and material from Qumran combine to suggest that 

x) Cf. Prof. CROSS' report in Revue biblique 63, 1956, 56. 
2) In BASOR 136, 1954, 12-15. 



the Masoretic text is in certain respects defective, it is still the fact 
that these alternative recensions themselves are on specific points 
demonstrably corrupt and inferior. x) 

The books of Judges, Kings, Esdras-Nehemias and Chronicles 
in Qumran cave 4 have not yielded enough material for serious 
textual discussion. Prof. C R O S S has already indicated that in Josue 
and Samuel there is a strong Septuagintal cast to the Hebrew manu
scripts from Qumran 4. This is the less surprising in that for Samuel 
in particular the Masoretic text has long been recognized as partly 
in disorder and as containing lacunae which the Septuagint and the 
Old Latin help to fill. From the twofold viewpoint of the amount 
of text preserved, and the direct value of that text as a source of 
fruitful criticism of the Masoretic tradition, the Books of Samuel 
are in fact unique at Qumran. 

For the remaining books it may be briefly said that the only areas 
in which notable and extensive differences from the consonantal 
text of the Masora are still possible would be the Minor Prophets 
and Jeremias. The writer has been working on one manuscript of 
the Minor Prophets, from about Herodian times, and finds that it 
presents the early books in the order given in the Masora, and that 
nearly all its verifiable text is quite ordinary, except for a rather 
full orthography of the known Qumran type. The texts of Ezechiel, 
and of the Ketubim as a whole, offer no differences of recensional 
character, and a quite limited number of interesting variants. 

For Isaias, the complete scroll from cave 1 remains textually the 
most interesting document, and there is nothing among the 15 
manuscripts of cave 4 which is recensionally different from the 
received consonantal text, or yields improved readings in any signi-

x ) I refer in particular to the reading ''mr Yhwh in Dt. xxxii 37; though in my 
judgment the secondary and conflate character of verse 43 in these witnesses 
is equally patent. Incidentally, it is now possible, another piece of the "Song of 
Moses" manuscript (4Q Dt ">) having been acquired this year, to clarify the very 
troublesome arrangement of the stichoi in Dt. xxxii 37 b -41 c , the next to last 
column of that text. When it was published in BASOR I felt obliged to assume, 
methodologically, that the text must have been written uniformly, either one or 
two hemistichs to the line. Neither arrangement could lead to a satisfactory 
îesult; I therefore assumed a number of lacunae. Though the new fragment is 
a small one, it is sufficient to show that the column had some lines with two 
hemistichs, and others with only one: of an 11-line column, lines 1-4, 9 and 10 
had each one hemistich; while lines 5-8 and 11 had two. There is nothing else 
quite like this at Qumran, and it can only be attributed to the individual scribe's 
desire to end his text, as he in fact did, exactly with the bottom of his final column. 



ficant degree. Only a few detailed considerations suggest themselves. 
Probably our oldest manuscript (4Q Is") contains Is. xlii 4-11; in 
xhï 4 it already has the well-known variant b'rit '•ôlam for b'rït lam. 
Since the reading is quite impossible, we have no reason to be 
grateful. Published mention has already been made x) of the late 
manuscript (4Q Is c) which contains such names as Yhwh, Yhwh 
sb'wt, Hwhynw, and the like, in paleohebrew script. This is almost 
unique among square-letter biblical manuscripts in Qumran cave 4 ; 2 ) 
but it occurs again in biblical materials from two other caves. In 
general, also in non-biblical manuscripts, this is a late phenomenon 
at Qumran; and our oldest witness to a differentiation in script for 
the tetragrammaton is still probably the Fuad papyrus of Deuteronomy 
in Greek, 3) in which the name appears in the square-letter Hebrew 
script. 

The point perhaps still deserves to be stressed, that among other 
things which the large scroll from cave 1 illustrates for us is an 
exegetical process at work within the transmission of the text itself, 
in Hebrew. In J. ZIEGLER'S excellent Untersuchungen %ur Septuaginta 
des Buches Isaias, 4) he provides two extensive chapters (pp. 103-134; 
134-175) on the relationship of the LXX of Isaias to the other Old 
Testament books, and on the reciprocal influences, within the book, 
of one passage on another where some association of thought or 
phraseology has led to harmonizing. In the former of these chapters 
he allows (p. 105) for the possibility that borrowings from the other 
O.T. books into the text of Isaias may already have been present 
in the translator's Vorlage; in the other chapter he leaves open (p. 134) 
the like possibility that the harmonizing of similar or related passages 
within the book of Isaias may also have been done, in many cases, 
in a Hebrew text leading up to the copy which stood before the 
translator. Now, IQ Is a and the LXX of Isaias are not recensionally 
connected, though they have an occasional reading in common; 
but they are mutually illustrative, because the cave 1 manuscript 
gives us, for the first time in Hebrew, the kind of glossed and reworked 
manuscript that the LXX prototype must have been. I subjoin to 

*) By the writer, in Catholic Biblical Quarterly 17, 1955, 42-43. 
2 ) One occurrence of ^Irvhym which seems to belong to a badly deteriorated 

MS. of Leviticus remains to be verified. 
3 ) W. G. WADDELL, "The Tetragrammaton in the L X X " , in JTS 45 (1944) 

158-161: P. Fouad Inv. 266, hex Deut. xxxi 28-xxxii 7. 
4) A. T. Abhandlungen xii, 3 ; Münster i. W., 1934. 



this paper a list of some twenty-seven passages in the large scroll 
containing unique readings, each of which is dependent on another 
passage in Isaias or on a specific reading from some other prophetical 
book. *) The phenomenon is too frequent and well-defined, especially 
in the second half of the scroll, to be indeliberate. It is in fact a 
part of the technique which, when applied more consistently and 
on a broader scale, produced the Samaritan recension of the Penta
teuch. The process is, as already stated, an exegetical one, excluded 
for the future by the definitive standards of text transmission that 
accompanied the stabilization of the consonantal text between the 
two revolts. Since Isaias was quite evidently the most studied book 
outside the Pentateuch, it understandably reflects the result of this 
study in pronounced degree, on the one hand in 1Q Is a and on the 
other in the LXX rendering. Of the cave 4 manuscripts of Isaias 
none seems to be of this type. In 4Q Is 0 , the latest of them, the text 
of Is. xi 9 has been accommodated to that of the very similar verse 
Hab. ii \A—but that is about all. 

It has been in conjunction with the text of Isaias that the writer 
has examined to some extent the likely effects of the extrabiblical 
documents at Qumran in providing us with text-critical materials 
for the O.T. itself. This examination has been tentative, and has been 
centered on a book for which we have now fragments of quite a 
number of manuscripts showing, as already indicated, rather little 
significant variability in the text. It is therefore hardly surprising that 
the conclusion thus far is largely negative: allusions and lemmata 
in the extrabiblical documents may yield some points of detail, 
but will not alter our understanding of the textual history of the 
book. This is by no means to exclude the eventual importance of 

x ) Is. i 7 cf. Lev. xxvi 32; Is. Iii 14. Is. xlvi 5 cf. xl 25; xiv 14. 
i 15 cf. lix 3. xlvii 12 cf. Jer. iii 25. 

xl 18 cf. xl 25. 
xliv 15-16 cf. xliv 19; xlvii 14. 

ii 20 cf. xvii 8. 
xxxii 11 cf. xxxii 12 and Jer. xlix 3, 
xxxiv 4 cf. Mich, i 4. 
xxxvi 4 cf. xxxvii 10. 
xxxvi 11 cf. xxxvi 12. 

xxxvii 4 cf. Jer. xxi 7 ; xxxviii 4. 
xxxvii 31 cf. xxxvii 4. 
xxxvii 32 cf. ii 3. 

xxxviii 6 cf. xxxvii 35; 2 Kgs. xx 6. 

Ii 3 cf. Ii 11; xxxv 10. 
Ii 6 cf. x l26 . 
Iii 8 cf. Ην 7; Zach, i 16. 
Iii 12 cf. I iv5. 

lvii 11 cf. xlvii 7. 
lvii 12 cf. lvii 13. 
lix 7 cf. Hab. i 3. 
lx 13 cf. xxxv 2. 
lx 21 cf. lxi 3 

lxii 9 cf. Ps. cxlviii 5 ,13; Is. 

xlv 1 cf. xlv 2. 
xlv 9 cf. xlv 10. 



careful study along these lines, as more and more material continues 
to be published; here tribute has of course to be paid to the thoughtful 
exploratory article of C. RABIN in the JTS of last year. x) Two consider
ations would, in fact, suggest that the scope for such study may be 
somewhat larger and more challenging even than Dr. RABIN has 
indicated. One, already mentioned, is that there is not now any 
good evidence, so far as I know, that the sect committed itself to 
consistently transmitting a standardized form of text for any biblical 
book. The other is that the principle of "hmited variability", as Dr. 
RABIN has described it, with analogies especially from Coran trans
mission, is still visible at work within the Jewish tradition, preserving 
and expounding consonantal variants from the known Masoretic 
standard, as late as the Targum to the Ketubim. Since we already 
know that the peshers of Qumran can contain a lemma and an explana
tion which are in fact at odds with one another as to the text, we can 
be quite sure that both they and the other extrabiblical documents 
will bear repeated scrutiny before the last variant has been identified 
and evaluated. On the other hand, the writer has already had occasion 
to indicate 2) that genuine variants which do occur, for example in 
the large Isaias scroll from cave 1, are at times matched in the extra-
biblical materials from Qumran by the standard Masoretic reading 
for the same place. 

For the Psalms, the outline you have received suggests a good 
deal of preoccupation with the external arrangement. For this there 
are two reasons. One is the fact that the Qumran cave 4 manuscripts 
reflect a practice of transmitting the Psalm text in a form in keeping 
with the verse structure, parallel with the more mechanical mode of 
transmission contained in the later codices and printed bibles. The 
other is the omissions and rearrangements of entire Psalms, which 
do occur, and which raise the question how far they may be significant. 

With respect to arrangement in verse form, the most interesting 
document is 4Q Ps b , carefully prepared on whitish leather, in a hand 
of the Herodian period, 18 lines to the column, at least eight columns 
to the skin; each fine contains a single hemistich. The Psalms now 
represented are xci-xciv, xcix-c, cii-ciii, cxii-cxvi, cxviii. Psalm cxvii 
(the short one) was certainly included. Psalms civ-cxi were demon
strably omitted, though several fragmentary manuscripts from 4Q 

x ) "The Dead Sea Scrolls and the History of the Old Testament Text", JTS 
n.s. VI, 1955, 174-182. 

2 ) In CBQ, 17, 1955, 41. 



contain one or more Psalms from this part of the book (Pss. civ-cv, 
cvii, cix). Considering the short, narrow columns with ample spacing 
between, it is most unlikely that 4Q Ps b ever contained the entire 
Psalter. Its text is quite close to the Masora, even in orthography. 
In Ps cii 20 it gives mimeiôn qodsô for the Masoretic mim'rôm qodlo; 
but the verb hisqîp and the parallel hemistich both favor the Masoretic 
reading. 

4Q Ps a is apparently of the Hasmonean period. As indicated in 
the outline, this Ms arranges the Psalms and their titles as they still 
appear in the Masora: there is no special separation between title 
and text, the selah appears as though part of the continuous text, and 
stichometric arrangement is not observed. What remains of it are 
portions of Pss. v-vi, xxxi, xxxiii, xxxv-xxxvi, xxxviii and lxxi, hii-Hv, 
lxvi-lxvii and lxix. Psalm xxxii was omitted (as is the case also in 
another, unpublished, ancient portion of a Psalter, not from cave 
4 at Qumran). Psalm lxxi, which has no title, is given in continuous 
text with Psalm xxxviii, as though it were part of the same Psalm. 
The best explanation the writer can offer for this is that the 6th and 
final verse of Psalm lxx is quite similar in thought and diction to the 
last verse of Psalm xxxviii, and that on this basis some scribe or 
reciter of the Psalms grouped Psalms xxxviii and lxxi, having in 
mind the sequence lxx-lxxi. In view of the presence among our 
fragments of Psalms lxvi-lxvii and lxix, an explanation based on the 
identity of Psalm xl 13-18 with all of Psalm lxx would encounter 
difficulties. 

4Q Ps a presents both some good readings and some quite bad 
ones. In Ps. xxxviii 20 for {rv^ôybay) hayyîm ('äse'mu) of MT, this Ms. 
reads hinnäm as is required by the parallelism. In Ps. lxix 11, for 
MT's wa*ebke(h) (bassôm napsî) the Ms. has u>äyak. In Ps. lxxi 6 for the 
well-known crux {mimm^e *immî *attäh) gô%î, the Ms. reads co%pj. 
But in Ps. lxix 4, where MT has kâlû ^ênay myahhel (iPlôhây), this 
Ms. has kälyu sinnay, or, if you prefer, sänay. x) And in Ps. xxxviii 
21 for MT's yis'tenûnz tahat rod°pi tab, the Ms. has ysossûnî tahat däbär 
tôb. 

Two other Mss. of the Psalter deserve brief mention. Of one 
(4Q Ps a) there are extant fragments of only Psalms civ and cxlvii— 
including the fragment on which Psalm cxlvii ends and Psalm civ 
begins. The other (4Q Ps c) is a late and very regular hand, with tittled 

*) Sinnay suggested itself first, because of the opposite corruption in Cant, ν 12, 
where for iênâ(y)w A . VACCARI rightly restores iinnä{j)w. 



aleph, with the standard order of the Psalms (Pss. xlviii-hi are best 
preserved), but with the Qumran type of full orthography. Like 
4Q Is c , it would seem to come from the closing years of the sectarian 
settlement. Occasionally, as in Psalms xviii, xxvii and xxxvii, it shows 
an arrangement with two hemistichs to the line. In Ps. xviii 33-36 this 
arrangement is, however, a mechanical one which no longer fits the 
parallelism. Consistent examples of this type of arrangement are 
found only in the two Mss. (4Q Ps. g , h) of the long alphabetic 
Psalm cxix. 

We come now to the Septuagint materials with which Qumran 
cave 4 provides us. Of a leather ms. of Numbers, written about 30 
letters to the line in a hand of the first century B.C., there are extant 
portions of iii 30-iv 14. Some of the fragments were recovered from 
the cave itself in the controlled excavation by the archaeologists. 
With this paper will be published the transcription of iii 40-42 and 
iv 6-9: two fairly continuous passages which represent more than 
half of the material. 

4Q LXX Numbers 
iii 40-42 a]PI9MHC0[v παν πρωτοτοκον αρσεν 

των υι]ώΝΚΡΑΗΛΑΤΤ[ο μηνιαίου και επάνω 
και λαβ]6ΤΟΝ ΑΡΙΘΜΟΝ [εξ ονόματος 4 1 και 
λημ]Ψ6ΙΤΟΥ(:Λ€ΥΙΤΑ[ς εμοι εγω Κύριος 
αντι πάντων] Τ(υΝ 1ΤΡ[ωτοτοκων των υιων 
Ισραήλ και τα κτη]ΝΗΤ[ων λευιτων αντι 
πάντων των πρ]ωΤΟΤΟΚ03Ν[εν τοις κτηνεσιν 
των υιων Ισραη]Λ 42ΚΑΙ€ΤΤ[εσκεψατο Μωυσης 
ον τρόπον ενετ]€ΙΛΑΤ[ο 

40. αριθμησον: all other witnesses επισκεψαι. Cf. Numb, iii 
15, αριθμησον M m g b g s m g v m 8 w Sahidic. 

Ισραήλ: note absence of abbreviation, 
λαβε: supposed, with AFGM, etc., λάβετε BF. 
αριθμόν: so BG, etc.; αριθμόν αυτών AFMN, etc. 

41. λημψει: lege λημψη, codd. 

iv 6-9. διω]0ΤΗΡΑ0[7και 
επι την τραπεζαν την προ]Κ€ΙΜ6ΝΗΝ € 
πιβαλουσιν επ αυτήν ιμ]ΑΤΙΟΝ Υ[α]ΚΙΝθ: 
νον και δωσουσιν επ αυ]ΤΗΠ"ΑΤ[ρυ]ΒΛΙ 
α και τας θυισκας και τ]ΟΥ0ΚΥΑΘΟΥ0ΚΑΙ 



τα σπονδεια εν οις σπε]ΝΔ€Ι€ΝΑΥΤΟΙ0 
και οι άρτοι οι δια παντ](Χ€ΤΤΑΥΤΗΙ€(!0 
νται8 και επιβαλουσιν επ αυτ]ΗΝΙΜ[ατιον 
κοκκινον και καλυψουσι]ΝΑΥΤΗΝΚΑ[λυ 
μματι δερματινω υακιν]ΘΙΝ[ωι και δι 
εμβαλουσιν δι αυτής τους δι]ώθ~ΗΡΑ0 

9και λημψονται ιματιον υακιν]θΙΝΟΝΚΑΙ 
καλυψουσιν την λυχνιαν τη]0ΦΑΥ0€υΧ 

κ]ΑΙ 

6. διωστήρας: all witnesses αναφορεις; cf. LXX Exod. 
7. υακινθινον: all witnesses ολοπορφυρον. 

δωσουσιν επ αυτής: G c k x only; other mss. omit. 
εν αυτοις: d g n ρ t only; other mss. omit. 
επ αυτή: codd. επ αυτής. 

8. διωστήρας: as verse 6. 
9. της φαυσεως: την φωτιζουσαν mss.; του φωτός b w; 

Armen, ut vid. του φωτός (? της φαυσεως) ; cf. LXX 
Gen. i 15. 

και: the Une may have read και τους λύχνους και τας 
λαβίδας και (omit αυτής bis). 

In general, the text is that which we know; for example in iv 7 
the expression την τραπεζαν την προκειμενην is a unique occurrence 
in the LXX to represent sulhan happänim, and the reading occurs 
identically in our fragments. There are, however, notable variations 
in diction which indicate a deliberate recensional treatment of the 
book at a very early period. The reading αριθμησον in iii 40 is to 
be found in no other manuscript in this place; but various forms 
of the verb αριθμειν are a characteristic feature of codex A nine 
times in Numbers ii, and again in iii 16, as against the επισκεπτειν 
of the codex B. This latter verb is of course the standard LXX 
equivalent for lp>D in the book of Numbers and elsewhere; and it 
occurs (at least its first two letters occur) in the Qumran manuscript 
in iii 42. In Numbers iv 6 and 8, the term for the carrying-poles or 
baddtm in our manuscript alone is διωστήρας, all other Greek witnesses 
having αναφορεις; but the term διωστηραι is used for baddtm 
regularly in the LXX of Exodus. On the other hand, in Numb, iv 
11 of the Qumran MS. the same Hebrew term is represented by 
αρτ[ηρας], a word otherwise known to us in LXX only from Neh. 



iv 11, where the Hebrew is quite different. In Numb, iv 9, the equi
valent for m'nôrat hamma'ôr is not την λυχνιαν την φωτιζουσαν as 
in practically all manuscripts, but uniquely [την λυχνιαν τη]ς φαυσεως, 
using for ma*ôr a rendering that occurs otherwise in LXX only in 
Gen. i 14-15 and Ps. lxxiii (lxxiv) 16, with four scattered occurrences 
(Exod. xxv 5-6; Sym., Exod. xxxv 8; AL, Lev. xxiv 1) in the known 
hexaplaric materials. The impression which the writer derives from 
this is that a somewhat awkward Greek rendering of Numbers 
has been reworked anciently to yield the recension contained in our 
later codices. 

The papyrus manuscript of Leviticus (4Q LXX Lev"), of which 
again some fragments were obtained from the controlled excavations, 
is in a hand closely akin to that of the Fuad papyrus of Deut., and is 
datable accordingly to the first century B.C. Averaging about 27 
letters to the fine, it presents us with numerous fragments of chapters 
2 to 5 of the book, from which ten separate segments of text can be 
pieced together (ii 3-5; ii 7; iii 4; iii 9-13; iv 6-8; iv 10-11 ; iv 18-20; 
iv 26-29; ν 8-10; ν 18-24). Its only special feature is that in the midst 
of the Greek text familiar from the LXX codices, the divine name 
here appears not as Κύριος, but as I AG) — a form previously known 
to us in manuscript only from the margin of the codex Q of the 
Prophets. The reading των εντολών Ιαω in iv 27 is ineluctable; 
and in iii 12 the last two letters of the same name can be verified— 
Κύριος does not occur in the document. This new evidence strongly 
suggests that the usage in question goes back for some books at 
least to the beginnings of the Septuagint rendering, and antedates 
such devices as that in the Fuad papyrus or the special scripts in the 
more recent Hebrew manuscripts of Qumran and in later Greek 
witnesses. 

We come finally to the scroll of Leviticus on leather (4Q LXX 
Lev. a ) , of which we have Lev. xxvi 2-16 in Unes of about 47 letters. 
This is the full length of one column of 28 fines, with stitching 
broken away at the left, where the margin is intact for the last 12 lines. 
The upper left of the column and the ends of all the Unes are missing; 
the hand is apparently of the first century A.D. A new section at 
xxvi 14 is marked by a spacing of about three letters' width within 
the Une and by a horizontal paragraph mark in the margin. Unfortun
ately, the divine name in any form does not occur in the preserved 
text. 

That text is in the main the rendering of Leviticus with which we 



are familiar; nevertheless, in the h'mited material we have (of which 
a full publication will be subjoined to this paper) there are ten 
separate readings which are unique. Of these, nine are farther from 
a mechanical rendering of the Masoretic text than what is contained 
in the codices; one is closer, though this one (1. 15) depends on an 
inference as regards the quantity of text to fill a gap. None of these 
unique readings has anything to offer for the criticism of the Hebrew 
consonantal text itself. There are also five readings for which the 
Qumran MS. provides direct evidence, on which the later Greek 
codices are notably divided; with regard to these the scroll shows 
no systematic affiliation. Two of the unique readings, in the writer's 
judgment, can only be extremely early. In xxvi 11, for και ou 
βδελυξεται η ψυχη μου υμας, the Qumran reading is και ου βδε-
λυξομαι υμας; and in xxvi 12, for (και υμεις εσεσθε μοι) λαος the 
Qumran text has εθν[ος]. Of these Qumran readings, the former 
introduces an anthropomorphic turn which is not in the original 
text; and the latter, in rendering lam by έθνος, violates the pattern 
by which LXX regularly applies έθνος to the gentiles, and λαος 
to the people of Israel. The general impression with which the writer 
is left is that we have here one more book of the O.T. in which a 
single early Greek rendering seems to have undergone a good deal 
of what we would today call critical revision, in the period even 
before Origen.* 

PATRICK W . SKEHAN 

For the Septuagintal materials, see also P. Kahle, 
"The Greek Bible and the Gospels: Fragments from 
the Judaean Desert," Studia Evangelica [ΐ·] ed. 
Kurt Aland jet aJU, (Texte und Untersuchungen ... 
73), Berlin, Akademie-Verlag, 1959, pp. 613-621 
(especially 615-618). 





4 Q LXX Lev. a Lev. xxvi 2-16. 

μο]ΫΦΟΒΗΘΗΟΕΟΘ6€Γ[ω 

πο]Ρ6ΥΗ0θ€ΚΑΙΤΑ0€ΝΤ[ολας 

τη]|ΓΗΙΥΜωΝ6ΝΚΑΙΡωΐΑΥ[του 

κ ]ΑΐΤ0ΝΞΥΛ0Ν6ΝΚΑ[ 

5 ]ΑΜΗΤΟ0 [τον ]ΤΡΥΡΓ [ητον 

σ]ΠΟΡΟΝΚ[αιφα]Γ€ΟΘ[ε 

κ]ΑΤΟΙΚΗ0[ετε 

ε]ίΡΗΝΗΝ6ΝΤ[ηι γηι υμων] ΚΑΙ[ 

]6ΚΦΟΒωΝΥΜΑ0[καια]ΤΤΟΛω[ 

10 κ]ΑΐπθΛ6ΜΟ0ΟΥΔΪ[ελε]Υ06Τ[αι 

διωξεσθ]6ΤΟΥ06ΧΘΡΟΥ0ΥΜωΝ[κ]Αΐ[ 

διωξ]ΟΝΤΑΙ1Τ6ΝΤ6ΥΜωΝ6[κατον 

μ]ΥΡΙΑΔΑΟΚΑΙΤΤβΧ>ΥΝΤΑ[ι 

μαχαφα]|<ΑΙ6πΐΒΛ6Ψω€ΦΥΜΑ0[ 

15 μο]ΥΗΔΙΑΘΗΚΗ6[σ]ΤΑΐ[ 

παλαι]ΑΜ€ΤΑΤωΝΝ6ω[ν 

ΚΑΙΟΥΒΔ6ΛΥΞΟΜΑΙΥΜΑ0ΚΑΙ[ 

KAIYM€IC€C€œ€MOI€ÔN[oç 

ΞΑΓΑΓωΝΥΜΑΟ€ΓΓΗΟΑΙΓΥ[πτου 

20 ίΥΝ6ΤΡΙΨΑΤΟΝΖΥΓΟΝΤ [ ο υ 

M6TATTAPPHCIAC 6ΑΝ[ 

^ πΡΟΟ~ΑΓΜΑΤΑΜΟΥΑλ [λα 

Γ Μ Α Ο Μ Ο Υ Π Ρ Ο ω Χ θ ί Ο η ι 

TACENTOAACMOYAÂ[Xa 
2 5 κΑΐ6ΓωποΐΗθω[ 

ψωΡΑΝΚΑΙΤΟ [ν 

ΚΑΙΤΗΝΨΥ [χην 

YM6JN[ 



1. 2. An omission of about the length of και ποιησητε αυτας 
must be supposed. 

1. 3. τηι γηι υμων: codd. υμιν cf. MT. 
1. 4. τον ξυλον εν κα[ ] : MSS. τα ξυλα των πεδίων αποδώσει τον 

καρπον αυτών = MT. τον ξυλον sic; εν κα[ιρω αυτού.. . ?] 
1. 5. αμητος: as B*Ay Ethiopie; αλοητος B a b FGMN etc. Lev. 

xxvi 5 is the source of Amos ix 13 LXX, where the same 
confusion exists ; in Lev. αμητος is thus a very early corrupt-
tion (MT dqyis = αλοητος) and Amos LXX could primitive
ly have adopted either term. 
τρυγ[ητθν]: corrected from σπορον by the same hand; the 
σπο is cancelled and the ρ dotted, in the MS. 

1. 9. [ο] εκφοβων υμας: as F bmn Armen. Cyr.; υμας ο εκφοβων 
Β etc. 

1. 10. και πόλεμος ου διελευσεται [δια της γης υμων]: in its 
primitive place, as in MT; so G, etc.; B a b AFM etc. have it 
twice, here and before verse 6; B* before verse 6 only; 
gnpt Ethiopie omit it entirely. 

1. 12. πέντε υμων : εξ υμων πέντε codd. 
1. 15. [μο]υ η διαθήκη ε[σ]ται [μεθ υμων?]; codd. και στήσω την 

διαθηκην μου μεθ υμων as MT. 
For πάλαια και πάλαια παλαιών of codd. this MS. can 
have had no more than πάλαια παλαιών cf. MT. 

1. 16. μετα των νεω[ν]: codd. εκ προσώπου νεων. 
1. 17. ου βδελυξομαι υμας : all witnesses ου βδελυξεται η ψυχη μου 

υμας. 
1. 18. μοι as FGMN etc.; μου BAkx. 

έθνος : all witnesses, and 2 Cor. vi 16, λαος (b w Armen. 
ed* εις λαον). 

1. 19. εγγης for εκ γης. 
1. 20. τον ζυγον τ[ου δεσμού]: so dnt Lat. Origen u t ; most 

witnesses τον δεσμον του ζυγού. 
1. 22. μου: omit ταύτα as Boh. Ethiop. Lat. 
1. 23. [προστα]γμασι μου; all witnesses, κριμασιν μου. 
1. 24. αλ[λα ωστε?] : codd. ωστε; d n Armen, και; Ethiop. και ωστε. 



ASPECTS OF THE TEXTUAL TRANSMISSION OF THE BIBLE IN 

THE LIGHT OF QUMRAN MANUSCRIPTS 

SHEMARYAHU TALMON 

I 

The discovery of the Scrolls from the Judaean Desert has added a new dimen
sion to Biblical text criticism. It goes without saying that these MSS which 
precede the oldest extant MSS of the MT by more than a millennium, in view 
of their antiquity, are of unsurpassed importance for an investigation into 
the early history of the text of the OT. Much already has been learned from 
research carried out so far. More is to be expected from the edition of yet 
unpublished MSS, and from an ensuing evaluation of their contribution to 
a better understanding of the processes by which the Bible text was trans
mitted.1 

The new material often helps in elucidating the genesis, and the history 
of individual variants in which one or more of the ancient VSS differ from 
the MT. They also open up new possibilities for the recovery or the recon
struction of the factors which underlie textual variation. The sifting of these 
cases, their classification, and a statistical assessment of the frequency of 
their appearance may make possible the systematic presentation of the processes 
which can be proved empirically to have been conducive to the emergence 
of variae lectiones. The pertinent information gained from these first-hand 
sources, because of their scope and their primacy, should enable scholars 
to improve on previous attempts along these lines, such as F. Delitzsch's 
Lese- und Schreibfehler im Alten Testament (Berlin-Leipzig 1920). 

Prior to the discovery of the Qumran Scrolls, observations on the skill and 
the peculiarities of the ancient copyists of the Biblical text could be inferred 
only from the analysis of variants which are extant in mediaeval Heb. MSS, 

1 A valuable summary of these aspects of the Scrolls may be found in Frank M. Cross, 
Jr., The Ancient Library of Qumran, revised edition (1961) 161-194, where pertinent 
earlier literature is quoted. See further: H.M. Orlinsky, "The Textual Criticism of the 
Old Testament", The Bible and the Ancient Near East, Essays in Honor of W.F. Albright, 
ed. G.E. Wright 0NTew York 1961) 113-132; D. Barthélémy, Les Devanciers D'Aquila 
Oxiden 1963); W.H. Brownlee, The Meaning of the Qumrân Scrolls for the Bible (Oxford 
1964). 



or had to be abstracted from deviating translations in the ancient VSS. With 
the pre-Christian Hebrew Scrolls from Qumran at our disposal, we now are 
in a position to verify principles established by inference, and to put them to 
a practical test. The Scrolls afford us a completely new insight into ancient 
scribal craft and give us an unexampled visual impression of the physical 
appearance of the manuscripts in which arose the Biblical variae lectiones. 
We now can observe at close range, so to say in situ, scribal techniques of 
the Second Commonwealth period which left their impression on the Bible 
text in subsequent stages of its history. We can perceive the manuscriptal 
realities which were the breeding ground of the variants that crop up in the 
extant witnesses to the text of the Bible. 

That the Qumran Scrolls indeed exhibit scribal conventions and techniques 
which were generally prevalent in Jewry of the Second Commonwealth is 
easily proved from the fact that the sectarian scribes in many details followed 
rules which tally with those laid down by the Rabbis for Torah-scribes of the 
"normative" community.2 There is obviously nothing specifically sectarian 
in the external appearance of the Qumran Scrolls, nor in the scribal customs 
to which their copyists adhered.3 The same holds true for the majority of the 
deviating readings found in them. The impression of dissention that goes 
with the Biblical Scrolls from Qumran derives from the secession of their 
scribes from normative Judaism, and has no roots in the MSS as such. That 
is to say, it must be attributed to socio-historical processes which engulfed 
these scrolls, but in no way to their textual or manuscriptal character. Gene
tically the Biblical texts from Qumran are "Jewish". They became "sectarian" 
in their subsequent history. 

What makes the evidence of the Scrolls especially valuable is the fact that 
they present not just one horizontal cross-section view of a stabilized version, 
such as is the Massoretic textus receptus. Because of their textual diversity, 
the kaleidoscope of the textual traditions exhibited in them: their concurrence 
here with one, here with another of the known Versions, or again in other 
cases their textual exclusive individuality, the Biblical MSS found at Qumran, 
in their totality present, in a nutshell as it were, the intricate and variegated 
problems of the OT Hebrew text and Versions. The concentration of processes 

2 This was pointed out by the late E.L. Sukenik already in 1947 in his first report on the 
Scrolls: x--x (n-wn o^em-) rmewi m-po ...mrin rtfrm ^"ipio .V.« 

3 A notable exception are the enigmatic scribal marks or symbols found in the margins 
of Is-a for which, as yet, no adequate explanation was offered. See: The Dead Sea Scrolls 
of St. Mark's Monastery 1, ed. M. Burrows (New-Haven 1950) p. XVI. It appears that 
these signs are peculiar to Is-a. Only some of the simpler ones turn up also in other 
Qumran MSS. 



which obtain in the history of the Bible text, in a comparatively small corpus 
of MSS, small in comparison with the bulk of Hebrew — Massoretic and 
Samaritan —, Greek, Aramaic, Syriac, Latin etc. MSS which have to be 
sifted, collated and compared in the course of the critical work on the Bible 
text, a corpus which moreover is relatively homogeneous with respect to time 
and place of provenance, make the Qumran Scrolls an ideal subject for a 
pilot-study on these processes. Although the results gained from an analysis 
of the Qumran material cannot be applied without qualification to the wider 
field of comparative research into the MT and the VSS, we may derive from 
them certain working hypotheses which then have to be verified by application 
to the wider problem. 

Thus the situation at Qumran reflects on a basic issue in OT textual research, 
namely the moot problem of the establishment of a Hebrew textus receptus. 
The coexistence of diverse text-types in the numerically, geographically and 
temporally restricted Covenanters-community; the fact that (some or most 
of) the conflicting MSS, very probably, had been copied in the Qumran Scripto
rium; and that no obvious attempts at the suppression of divergent MSS or of 
individual variants can be discovered in that voluminous literature, proves 
beyond doubt that the very notion of a Biblical textus receptus had not yet 
taken root at Qumran. The superscribed corrections in lQIs a (henceforth 
Is-a) which in the majority of cases, though by no means in all, bring the 
deviant basic text in line with MT, 4 or with a proto-Massoretic textual tradi
tion (lQIs b = Is-b) cannot be adduced in evidence for a supposed tendency 
to revise Is-a towards an established Qumran recension. This evidence is set 
off, in fact is neutralized by a Deuteronomy MS from Cave 5, roughly con
temporary with Is-a.5 Here the corrections in practically every instance run 
counter to the proto-Massoretic tradition, and align themselves with a Septua
gintal text-type. 

We have no reason to doubt that this "liberal" attitude towards divergent 
textual traditions of the Bible was prevalent also in "normative" Jewish 
circles of that period, i.e. in the second and first centuries B.C.E. It actually 
can be shown that according to Rabbinic testimony, even the model codices 
that were kept in the Temple precincts not only exhibited divergent readings, 
but represented conflicting text-types.6 Phenomenologically speaking the 
situation that prevailed in the 'azarah may be compared, though with quali-

4 Cp. J. Hempel, "Beobachtungen an der 'syrischen' Jesajarolle vom Toten Meer (DSIa)", 
ZD MG 101 (1951) 149. 

5 See: M. Baillet - J.T. Milik - R. de Vaux, Les petites grottes de Qumrân, DJD 3 
(Oxford 1962) 169-171, pl. XXVI. 

6 Cp. S. Talmon, "The Three Scrolls of the Law That Were Found in the Temple 



fixations, with the one that obtained in the Scriptorium at Qumran. The dif
ference consists in the fact that in the end the Temple codices were collated, 
probably in the first century C.E., and what is more important, that Rabbinic 
Judaism ultimately established a model text and strove to banish deviant MSS 
from circulation. However at this stage the comparability of "normative" 
with Qumran practice breaks down. The active life span of the Covenanters-
community ends sometime in the first century B.C.E., although sporadic 
attempts at restoration vibrate into the first or possibly into the second century 
C.E. However also the latest manuscripts from Qumran which give evidence 
to the local history of the Bible text in the crucial period, the last decades 
before the destruction of the Temple, do not present the slightest indication 
that even an incipient textus receptus did emerge there, or that the very notion 
of a model recension ever was conceived by the Covenanters.7 

The presentation of the sum total of the Biblical documents from Qumran 
as a small-scale replica of the "MT and VSS" issue, derives further support 
from one more characteristic ofthat material. The Qumran finds exhibit, as stated, 
a basic homogeneity with regard to the time and the place of their provenance. 
There are no grounds to doubt that these MSS were written in Palestine, and 
that a great majority of them, if not all, were copied at Qumran. It also may 
be considered as established that, some odd items excepted, the bulk of the 
MSS in the Qumran library was copied within a span of not more than three 
hundred years, approximately from the middle of the third century B.C.E. 
to the middle of the first century C.E.8 In view of these circumstances the 
marked diversity of textual traditions which can be observed in these MSS 
presumably derives from the temporal and/or geographical9 heterogeneity 
of the Vorlagen from which the Qumran MSS, or some of them, were copied. 
Thus, in addition to the horizontal cross-section view of the Bible text at 
Qumran during the last phases of the Second Commonwealth period, the 
Qumran material also affords a vertical cross-section view of the transmission 

Court", Textus 2 (1962) 14-27 (henceforth TSL). Also the deviant readings in the Apo
crypha and the NT point in the same direction. 

7 Cp. P.W. Skehan, "The Qumran Manuscripts and Textual Criticism." Suppl. to VT, 4 
(Leiden 1957) 149. 

8 Cp. Frank M. Cross, Jr., "The Development of the Jewish Scripts", in : The Bible and 
the Ancient Near East, 133. 

9 The case for an existence of local recensions of the Bible text in view of the Qumran 
evidence, recently was argued by W.F. Albright, "New Light on Early Recensions of the 
Hebrew Bible", BASOR 140 (1955) 27-33 ; F.M. Cross, Jr., The Ancient Library of Qumran, 
188-194; see also the latter's forthcoming paper in HThR in which unpublished 
material from Qumran Cave 4 was utilized. The present author is indebted to Prof. 
Cross for permission to read this paper in typescript. 



of the Bible text, in which are reflected various chronological layers, and 
geographical or social-strata traditions. 1 0 These circumstances further enhance 
the similarity of the problems relating to the Bible text at Qumran with those 
adhering to the wider issue of the relations of the MT and the VSS. 

The situation which obtains at Qumran holds out one more possibility of 
comparison with another phase in the history of the Bible text. In conformity 
with a basic characteristic of Second Commonwealth Judaism — normative 
and dissenting alike — the Covenanters' religious concepts were Bible-centred. 
Their original literary creations, such as the War-Scroll, the Hodayot, the 
Sectarian Manual, and the Zadokite Documents swarm with verbatim Bible 
quotations, paraphrases and allusions. 1 1 Their most fundamental beliefs and 
practices reflect the attempt to recapture, and to typologically re-live Biblical 
Judaism. 1 2 It is this Scripture-piety which produced the pesher technique, so 
indicative of the Covenanters' system of Bible hermeneutics, by the aid of 
which Biblical history was actualized, and made existentially meaningful. 
In this unceasing process of quotation, interpretation and adaptation, the Bible 
text at Qumran was exposed to a fate which is comparable to that which the 
hebraica Veritas experienced on a wider scale in Rabbinic Judaism, and in the 
orbit of Jewish and Christian communities that had recourse to translations 
of the Hebrew original. The deliberate insertion of textual alterations into 
Scripture for various reasons of dogma, style etc., the uncontrolled infiltration 
of haphazard changes due to linguistic peculiarities of copyists, or to their 
characteristic concepts and ideas, which may be observed in the transmission 
of the Bible text at large, have their counterparts in the "Qumran Bible". 
The study of these phenomena at Qumran again is facilitated by the comparative 
compactness of the material, and by the decidedly more pronounced manner 
in which they become manifest. We thus encounter in the Qumran writings 
developments of Biblical text-transmission which may be considered proto
types of phenomena that emerge concurrently and subsequently in the text-
history of the Bible in Jewish and Christian tradition, albeit in less concentrated 
form, and at different grades of variation. 

10 For a discussion of these issues cp. E.Y. Kutscher, îmvttr» n^M "»aw n̂ » f n m ροή>Π 
(ts-wi tr^en-p) nVan a* rn^ina rmbvn, esp. pp. 45-70. 

11 Basic information on the utilization of the Bible in these works is provided in the scholarly 
editions of the texts. A detailed discussion of the Biblical quotations and allusions 
in the Hodayot pl. I—III is offered by P. Wernberg-Moller in his article in the present 
volume. 

12 This aspect of Qumran Sectarianism often is referred to in the voluminous literature on 
the Covenanters. See also my forthcoming discussion of "The 'Desert Ideal' in the Bible 
and at Qumran", in: Studies and Texts 3, ed. A. Altmann (JPhüip W. Lown Institute 
of Advanced Judaic Studies, Brandeis University). 



II 

The foregoing general remarks will be illustrated in this paper by an analysis 
of the manuscriptal conditions which, in the first stage, fathered the develop
ment of "double-readings",1 3 and ultimately were conducive to the Massoretic 
techniques of variant-preservation in the Kethîb-Qerê system, and in the Mi-
drashic 'a/ tiqrê technique. 

Two main types of conflation must be clearly distinguished. On the one 
hand, a double reading may result from the routine insertion into the main 
text of marginal or intralinear corrective notes and annotations together with 
the readings which they were meant to supersede. On the other hand, con
flation will result from the premeditated intentional effort on part of a scribe 
to preserve variant readings which he considered equal in value and worthy 
of preservation.1 4 This type of conflation is a well-attested trick-in-hand of 
the transmitters of the Bible text. It was widely practiced by scribes and copyists, 
Jews and Christians, throughout centuries, in the Heb. original and in transla
tions. 

Lacking a universally recognized device of variants-notation, not to be con
fused with correction, the parallel readings either were recorded in the margins 
and between Unes, or else were incorporated prima manu {p.m.) into the text-
base, whenever this could be done without serious disruption of syntax or 
distortion of sense. But also when the variant initially had been noted p.m. 
outside the normal text-base, it easily could be transferred into the text by a 
subsequent copyist who used the annotated MS as his Vorlage. Although the 
practical results of variants-conflation will coincide with those of the routine 
conflation of a mistake with its correction, the two phenomena must be kept 
apart. Routine conflation always is due to a copyist's default and runs counter 
to the original corrector's intentions. Variants-conflation secunda manu indeed 
also results from scribal lapse, but it always puts into effect the purport of the 
first-hand collator, namely the intentional preservation of variant readings. 

Methodologically, therefore, the two types of conflation outlined above are 
different. But in practice we have no safe means to decide in each case whether 
the marginal or intralinear notation from the outset was intended to replace 
a reading in the main text, whether it was meant to be added to the text base, 

13 See the present writer's "Double Readings in the Massoretic Text", Textus 1 (1960) 
144-184 (henceforth DRMT); and the notes on Ex. 15:2 and 1 Sam. 15:32a in VT 4 
(1954) 206-207, respectively VT 11 (1961) 456-457. 

14 On these, see the present author's "Synonymous Readings in the Textual Traditions 
of the Old Testament", Scripta Hierosolymitana 8 (1961) 335-383 (henceforth SROT). 



or whether it was considered a mere note, to be kept apart from the text proper 
also at subsequent copyings. The external similarity of emendation, restitution 
and annotation, all of which were entered in the margins or between lines, 
could be conducive to conflation by mistaken interpretation of the collators' 
notations. 

It is one of the great advantages of the Biblical MSS from Qumran that in 
them we yet can perceive conflation in the different stages of its execution. The 
Qumran Scrolls furnish us with the means to trace step by step the intentional 
preservation of alternative readings on the one hand, and the perpetuation by 
default of scribal mistakes together with their corrections on the other hand. 

Ill 

Let us first consider the category of routine conflations which resulted from 
the mistaken insertion of superscribed or adscribed corrections into the text 
base. 

Superscription or marginal adscription as a means of correction was as 
familiar to the sectarian scribes as it is to the modern writer or copyist. It is 
unfortunate that in most cases, especially in Is-a, it cannot be decided whether 
the first hand is at work correcting a recognized and admitted mistake, or 
whether a second hand thought fit to emend a text with which the initial scribe 
had found no fault. On the whole the corrections are towards the MT. Ac
cordingly they are ascribed to a second hand who used a proto-Massoretic 
MS as his Vorlage. However there are significant exceptions to this rule. 

These two different types of correction make themselves manifest in the 
very first line of Is-a in which we find three cases of superscribed single letters : 
in*»Ĉ » ,oV The first two seemingly are instances of corrected lapses 
which, at the same time, bring the text of Is-a in fine with the (proto-) Masso
retic readings. In the third the opposite is the case: a normal MT-type reading 
Ofcra) is (mis)corrected towards the Aramaic determined morphology of the 
sectarian copyist. The first two may be ascribed to the initial scribe with much 
probability, the third with absolute certainty. 

On pi. iv, 3 (Is. 3:25b) the insertion amounts to two letters. A typical variant 
reading — "jmain (2nd pers. plur. fem. of mai), supported by all VSS, 1 5 

which is a better parallel to ynii of the first stichos than is the Massoretic 
"jrmail (2nd pers. sing. fern, of rrnai) was corrected towards the reading ex
hibited in the MT by the superscription of m : fTDll (2. pers. plur. fern, of 

15 Τ: -μπ2ίϊΉ3ΐη ; Ο: ot Ισχύοντες υμών; Aq.: oi δυνατοί σου; V: fortes tui. See also: 
A. Rubinstein, VT 4 (1954) 320. 



ΠΎΟλ). However no full identity with the MT reading was achieved. Here we 
seem to be dealing not with a corrected mistake p.m., but rather with a (sub
jective) emendation s.m. based on a MT-type Vorlage. 

Similarly, complete words were added to the basic text of Is-a by super
scription. Again we can differentiate between omissions by default which were 
filled in p.m. or possibly s.m., and between emendations of what a second 
hand interpreted as a textual mistake perpetrated by the initial copyist. Thus 
the superlinear mmo in Is. 23:8 certainly is a correction p.m. of an obvious 
omission in the basic text. That by this correction Is-a is brought in line with 
the MT is an accidental corollary, and is immaterial for the issue on hand. 

In Is. 8:17 the acc. part, m was inserted by superscription before V3B, in 
accordance with the prevalent usage of Is-a. Here the superlinear correction 
goes against the MT, and most certainly stems from the original copyist. 

Much less clear is the situation with regard to the word rnxax which is 
added over onsö 'Π γν ΠΒ in Is. 19:12. The basic text of Is-a, as it stands, 
causes no difficulties. Th correction makes it identical with the MT (=T,G) 
which reads mS3S 'Π in this verse, in w . 16, 18, 25, and especially in v. 17 
where imagery is employed which is virtually identical with the imagery of 
v. 12. But, on the other hand, also the single tetragrammaton is well repre
sented in this chapter (w. 19, 20, 21, 22). Accordingly it seems preferable to 
ascribe the insertion of mitas in v. 12 to the emendatory activities of the MT-
oriented corrector, and not to the first hand. The same goes for the superlinear 
addition of *«:ait in Is. 14:19 to the basic reading of Is-a T U *?K typ which 
indeed may, but need not be a simplified reading 1 6 of the somewhat obscure 
Massoretic: ma ·»33Κ Vit ητρ ( = G , V). Whatever the case may be, the re
stitution of *»aait adjusts Is-a to the MT. 

The random examples adduced so far clearly show that superscription was 
a technique recognized by the scribe and the corrector of Is-a as a means 
for restituting letters or words which had been omitted by default from the 
text base. These interlinear and marginal notations contained a tacit, but 
nevertheless explicit directive for future copyists to restore the superscribed 
or adscribed textual items into the text base of their own copies for which 
the annotated MS served as Vorlage. This restoration would be a mere mechanic
al re-transfer from the margin or from between the lines into the line proper, 

16 In the main tradition of T -î3K is not rendered: Knax rV3 au1? Tim. MSS. f, c insert 
•Ί3Χ before sub whereas in the First and Second Bömberg Bible (b, g) the word follows 
upon aiiV. Qimhi's commentary (ed. L. Finkelstein), as quoted in A. Sperber's edition 
of the Targum, has the interesting variant: ΧΠ3Χ Ova aïs) -»D-O1?. Could WOb be a 
miswritten -»co1? which thus would tally with "ΉΝ that seems to underlie V: ad funda-
menta laci. Cp. Kedar's discussion of this reading on p. 187 of this volume. 



and would not require any re-adjustment in the text-base of the Vorlage. 
Since such corrections p.m., or s.m. of omissions and mistakes perpetrated p.m. 
most probably constituted the majority of marginal notations, they created 
a psychological readiness in copyists to restore superscriptions or adscriptions 
which they found in their Vorlage into the main text of their own copy. Herein 
may be found the roots of routine conflation. 

It is here that the Qumran Scrolls lend the support of manuscriptal facts 
to theoretical considerations. Let us first discuss some cases of hypothetical 
doublets which could have arisen, but in fact did not arise from such an Is-a 
reading. An intriguing instance of correction by superlinear insertion is found 
in Is. 4 3 : 3 . Here the basic text of Is-a has no equivalent for "pWiö of the MT. 
Its shorter reading VKIÜ*» ttmp ·ρϊΛκ 'Π is syntactically without fault, 
although metrically it lacks somewhat in length in comparison with the second 
half-verse. A second hand whose ductus is clearly distinguishable from that 
of the first, and who uses defective as against the latter's plene spelling (nymVlO, 
added "r̂ iOJi between the lines. This is a good synonymous reading of the 
Massoretic ISPBTIO . 1 7 Thus the difference between Is-a and the MT which in 
the first stage consisted of the lack of one word, in the second stage developed 
into a varia lectio. A subsequent collator, not a mere copyist, of Is-a and the 
(proto-) MT easily could have combined the two readings into a non-extant 
doublet: γ?ΐηΐ(Ί) ymo VK-W» ttVrj? ytàx 'Π ·»3Κ for which cp. e.g. Is. 4 9 : 2 6 
(MT=Is-a): apsr T S K ^κΐλΐ *]SPtin» Ή Ό ( = G , Τ). 

The probability of routine-conflation increases when we consider not re
storative but corrective superscriptions which are meant to "replace" a com
ponent of the text-base. As a rule the tendency towards conflation will be 
checked by appropriate marks which prescribe the excision from the text 1 8 

of the component that is to be replaced by the marginal notation. There are 
two instances of this kind, which hypothetically could have resulted in conflatio. 

1. Is. 21:1 Is-a: npim p a n «a nain» 
MT: m o u ρκη X 3 n s i » » 

The basic reading of Is-a which is reflected in S : κπρτη ion* ρ, perhaps 
inadvertently substituted n p m pNö, which is found nine times in the O T 1 9 

including one mention in Is. 39 :3 , for the hap. leg. ΠΧΎ13 p K ö 2 0 of MT which 
underlies G: φοβερόν, and Τ (?): jron. The superscription of mnil with the 

17 Cp. SROT, 379-380. 
18 Cp. Sifre (ed. Horowitz, 80): vaipa m ΓΓΠ '•îDD nti»Vi n*?»»*?» Tipi. 
19 Seven times connected with the verb κ η : Deut. 29:21; Josh. 9:6, 9; 1 Ki. 8:41 = 

2 Chr. 6:32; 2 Ki. 20:14, and esp. Is. 39:3. Cp. Kutscher, op. cit., 478. 
20 However twice xnu . . .na in is found: Deut. 1:19; 8:15. 



concomitant deletion of npim may confidently be attributed to a second 
hand by reason of the different ductus. Thus we deal here with the subjective 
emendation s.m. of a possibly bona fide reading p.m. 

2. Is. 12:6 is-a: ]vs-Fa-ττη ^mx 
MT: )vs nam"1 ••am ^ns 

The basic reading of Is-a: )VS Π3 presents a to all means and purposes syno
nymous variant of MT's j r x raw. Whereas S: j v j n K m i a s clearly sides 
with the MT2i, χ>8 xn t f33 2 2 appears to go with Is-a p.m., although the 
evidence is not altogether decisive. Again it would appear that a bona fide 
variant reading of the first hand, was subsequently (s.m. ?) corrected towards 
the MT by the superscription of raw. However it seems that the concomitant 
deletion here affects only the second letter of the word n a 2 3 , thus creating the 
basis for a reading j r s a raw which indeed comes nearer to MT than Is-a 
p.m., but is not identical with it. This reading is mirrored in G : οί κατοι-
κοϋντες έν Σιων. 

It does not require much imagination to reconstruct the reasoning of a 
copyist of Is-a who, in spite of the deletion mark in Is. 21:1, and because of 
the only partial deletion in 12:6 would have interpreted the superscriptions 
not as substitutions for components found in the text-base, but rather as 
faultily omitted intrinsic parts of it, which he therefore restored to their proper 
place without altering the text-base. In both cases this could easily be done. 
In Is. 21:1 it would have resulted in the doublet mrruCD np im p x a for 
which cp. Deut. 1:19 — ΚΎ13Π1 *?ντλΠ ")31οΠ· In 12:6 the outcome would have 
been ]T»s na natfV for which cp. e.g. ] r x na nbina (Is. 37:22 = 2 Ki. 19:21). 

Such a hypothetical development is even more imminent in the following 
instance of hypercorrection : 

lQIsa 41:20 

In Is. 41:20 a series of four synonymous verbs is used to describe the future 

21 Cp. Is. 10:24 MT: p"S nur-, Τ: fps 3-lV, S: p-nsa -i»sn; Jer. 51:35 MT: p-snatP" 
T: fPïn NriwaV, S: rvxn vantfX (probably resulting from an intentional or uninten
tional confusion of ai* with yj na»). 

22 Cp. Is. 1:8; 16:1 ; 52:2; 62:11 MT: fps na, Τ: ρ·<2Π ΝΓ1Μ3, S: ρ·»Π2β m a . 
23 Kutscher (pp. cit., 474) maintains that na was struck out altogether. 



recognition by the poor and the destitute of God's mighty deeds: im*» ]»aV 
n«T nrwy 'Π τ Ό n r r T r a i n l a w wrn . The MT here is supported by the 
verbatim rendition of the first two and the fourth verb in Τ (psrpl ρπττ . . . 
p^anci), and by the latter's interpretative rendering of the crucial third: 
pna*1^ V» TïVrn pw»i. However Is-a reads here ira'n, and has l a ^ i as a 
superscription, most probably introduced s.m. The basic ira*»! clearly is a 
variant reading. Whether it is due to a mere interpretation of the apocopated 
(DaV) VPW) or whether it is a true varia lectio, may be left undecided at present. 
The G translation έννοηθώσιν, which may reflect possibly strengthens 
the latter proposition. But, since this specific verb is a hap. leg. in the Greek 
translation of Isaiah the evidence is not conclusive. Also the fact that the 
combination srp — (3*?) WW recurs in v. 22 in inverted order, both in the 
MT and in Is-a: Π5Π31 133*? rwiMl ττλπ, makes us believe that ira^i of Is-a, 
instead of w i n in the MT, results from faithful adherence to a Vorlage which 
is yet mirrored in S : p r ami , and not from slovenly word substitution. 

Of more importance for the issue on hand is the fact that the superscribed 
emendation la'Wl subsequently was disqualified by its enclosure within dele
tion-dots. Thus the basic non-MT wy1) was restored to its original validity. 2 4 

This two-stage correction might have led an imaginary copyist to consider 
the interlinear as a restituted omission and not as an emendation. As a 
result he would have conjoined this verb with wy), thus creating the hypo
thetical doublet: . . .nrr Trawi ira'n w e n i v m ι κ τ ]»aV. 

It is obvious that the chances of an actual conflation will considerably 
ncrease in cases in which a variant reading is superscribed or adscribed without 
iny accompanying critical symbols. 

lQIs* 36:11 

Is. 36:11 Is-a: rnnK *ua» p a s ο» Κ3Ί3Τ 
MT: m n * < "pas xa w 

The redundant 13»S7 of Is-a, which has no equivalent in the VSS, was entered 
in the right hand margin exactly in line with the following word man». 1373» is 
a parallel reading of p3i? Wu with which the preceding line ends. 2 5 Thus we 
24 Cp. e.g. Is. 49:14 where the non-Massoretic superscribed emendation TTIVNI is deleted 

by "pointing" in favour of the basic i jnxi ( = MT). 
25 Kutscher (pp. cit., 430) assumes that "unv in the first part of Is. 36:11 echoes uny in the 

IHM «hv &\ t w * tarnet» y&*^ty*vm 



have here a true variant-notation, a geré-type entry which was registered 
alongside the Kethîb-type reading -pn» ay s and was never meant to be inte
grated into the text proper. However the probability of its integration is much 
furthered by the favorable manuscriptal conditions which could easily induce 
a copyist of Is-a to take la»» as an integral part of the original text-base. 

We can now proceed from hypothetical to actual routine conflation. While 
in the preceding instances Is-a was presented as a possible basis for an ensuing 
doublet in an imaginary MS for which it might have served as the Vorlage, 
in the examples to follow the faulty doublet actually occurs in Is-a. 

We presume that a reading cum superscribed emendation lies at the basis 
of the following doublet in Is-a 51:11 which, however, was emended post 
facto, by the erasure of one of its components. 

The extant text of Is-a reads here -QW> Ή m w i , as against paw* 'Π ^ V I B I 

of MT which is supported by the VSS.26 In the parallel, Is. 35:10, both MT 
and Is-a read 'Π " Ή Β Ί . Moreover, whereas the root m s is represented twice 
more in the Book of Isaiah (1:27; 29:22), I T S is not found in it at all. Even 
if one assumes that the sectarian scribe substituted mTöl for •»•»TTBI under 
the influence of scriptures which use ^/iTD in reference to Israel's dispersion 
(Jer. 50:17; Joel 4:2; Esth. 3:8), 2 7 his reading still must be considered the 
lectio difficilior, with a fair claim at originality. Accordingly, "niTDl may be 
deemed a synonymous reading of "yv2\, and its textual equivalent. This equiva
lence is further indicated by the fact that ^ π ο ί actually had been written 
also in the text-base of Is-a where it preceded ·»"ηΐΒΐ, but was subsequently 
erased, possibly by a second hand. If indeed this was the case, the scroll initially 
contained the doublet 'n mîDI ^TTSI which, as we assume, resulted from a 
conflation of the main reading with a supralinear or marginal variant which 
the scribe of Is-a had found in his Vorlage.,28 

second part of the parallel verse 2 Ki. 18:26 — nmrp IMS? "lain Vxi. This supposition 
is highly improbable in view of the fact that in Is. 36:11b Is-a altogether deviates from 
MT, and from the parallel reading in 2 Kings. 

26 G: καί λελυτρωμένοις; Τ: m xpnöi; S: x n m νηρηο. 
27 Cp. Kutscher, op. cit., 207. 
28 Cp. Kutscher, op. cit., 433. A similar situation may underlie the present text form of 

Is-a in Is. 2:4: O'3"1 B"ny ^ f * Ö B B r i The crossing out of pa and the 
superscribed lamed bring Is-a into conformity with MT, whereas in the preceding instance 
the erasure fortified the deviance of Is-a from MT. The reading of Is-a indeed may be 
explained as a conscious, or unconscious harmonization with the first stichos of the 
verse (Kutscher, op. cit., 489), but in itself it is the lectio difficilior. ΠΌΐη with the dat. 
pron. lamed is found in the parallel passage Mic. 4:3, and prevails in the OT (Job 32:12; 
Prov. 9:7, 8; 15:12; 19:25, and esp. Is. 11:4), whereas parrain is found only twice 
(Gen. 31:37; Job 9:33). 



IV 

Now we can turn to the premeditated retention of parallel readings by conscious 
conflation, as reflected in Qumran Biblical MSS. 

We find in the Scrolls, just as in the MT and the VSS, fully-fledged doublets 
which have been already incorporated in the basic text. These may be arranged 
under the following two headings : 
1. Doublets which are reflected also in extra-Qumran Bible texts, and therefore 
obviously are rooted in an all-Jewish (not specific-sectarian) textual tradition. 
2. Doublets which are found only in Qumran MSS. These cases, which may 
be assumed with much probability to have arisen at Qumran, illustrate the 
collation activities of the sectarian scribes. At the same time Qumran MSS, 
and especially Is-a, present instances of interlinear or marginal critical notations 
which in MT or in one of the VSS have become part and parcel of the main 
text. Here the Qumran material fulfills two functions : 
3. (A) It illustrates the manuscriptal conditions which are the basis of double-
readings, and enlightens us on the technical aspects of conflation, (B) It assists in 
the discovery of presumed doublets in other extant text-traditions of the Bible. 

Not in all cases are we in a position to determine the sources from which 
the constituent variants of a doublet were culled, due to the paucity of non-
standardised textual traditions which survived the normalising attention of 
scribes and revisers. Yet often one of the components of a doublet (e.g. in 
Is-a) turns up as a single reading in the MT or in one of the extant VSS. This 
can cause no surprise in view of the disparity of the textual traditions of the 
Biblical books which may be observed at Qumran. In the same fashion as the 
harmonization of variant readings by conflation was practised by Greek or 
Aramaic translators and copyists, and by scribes of the MT, it was employed 
by the Covenanters. Also in this respect the atmosphere of scribal activities 
at sectarian Qumran resembles that which prevailed in normative circles. 

At the present, our interest lies with the particular Qumran text-traditions, 
and not with the text of a given Biblical book as such. Accordingly all the 
illustrations to be adduced quite naturally will be cases of textual deviations 
of a Qumran MS from the MT and/or from one or more of the ancient VSS# 

1. Double-readings in Qumran MSS which presumably derived from a 
Vorlage. 

a) In Is. 37:9 the reading of Is-a: DO«*?» rnwi aittn »»wt 
undoubtedly combines the MT wording in Is. DON1?» vbwi < VW") 
with that of the MT parallel in 2 Ki. 19:9 D'OB'?» TÖvri awi 2 9 < 

29 Cp. DRMT, 133. The sectarian scribe's awareness of the MT readings in 2 Ki. chs. 



Since the doublet is reflected also in G: καί άκουσας άπέστρεψεν 3" καί άπ-
έστειλεν αγγέλους, it may be considered as being derived from a text-type 
which was utilized both by the sectarian scribe and the Greek translator. 

b) Is. 51:23 Is-a: miasm Trw W M V n a « im V 3 » a i V i l a va I Ï T O W I 

MT: rnasm -pesV na* iw < v«a va îrnawi 
G: καί έμβαλώ αυτό είς τάς χείρας τών άδικήσαντων σε 

καί τών ταπεινωσάντων σε 
Τ: -pV pi» Τ Β Π va nmoaw 
S : -waaaB va 

Here, as in many other cases, it cannot be decided by any objective means 
whether the MT, probably supported by Τ (cp. Is. 49:26), and S (?), has a 
defective text, or whether Is-a indeed presents a conflation. If, by rule of 
thumb, the shorter MT reading is taken to be original, the redundant VSSJÖI 
of Is-a may be explained as an interpretative gloss of the hap. leg. V i la or 
else simply as a parallel reading. The two roots /̂nr and y/mv are employed 
in parallelismus membrorum in Lam. 3:33. Whatever the case, the doublet 
is proved to antecede the text of Is-a by its appearance in the translation of 
G. 3 1 It is possible that the common Vorlage was influenced by the similarity 
of ideas and expressions in Is. 60:14: r a s a T^3S«5»-* ,33 (Via) mw V V R iaVn(R)1 
vsnua (Via) vVn mea V» ΪΙΠΓΗΗΠ. 

c) 1 Sam. 2:24 4QSam a : » ö l w ^ a i a m v K Π»ΊΒ[»Π Π310 tnV "»33 V«] 
vnw ·»3Κ TOR [rvnrnwn miaie REYV Ό ρ pwn VK 

MT: y a w *»a3K i w n»a^n nanu KIV Ό Ή VR 
G : μή τέκνα δτι ούκ αγαθή ή άκοή ήν έγώ ακούω 

μή ποιείτε οΰτως δτι ούκ αγαθαΐ αϊ άκοαί δς 
εγω ακούω 3 2 

The Qumran text is very fragmentary. However, the restoration, as proposed 
by its editor F.M. Cross, Jr. , 3 3 may be considered almost certain, in view 

18-20 which differ from those found in the parallel account of Is. chs. 36-39, and his 
utilization of both text-traditions, significantly illuminate the early textual history of 
the Book of Isaiah. This issue will be discussed in a separate publication. 

30 In the Origenic tradition the word is shown to be an addition to the Hebrew text by 
means of an obelus. 

31 This fact has fathered the suggestion (BH) to insert -pna v a i (cp. Is. 49:26) after 
yxm T 3 . G renders yxm — θλίψαντες. Accordingly we may assume that the, with 
regard to MT, redundant καί τών ταπεινωσάντων σε in Is. 51:23 indeed stands 
for Is-a *]*»i»ai. The Greek words in question are absent from Aq., Sym., and Orig. 

32 The second line is omitted in the Luc. tradition, and in some late witnesses. 
33 F.M. Cross, Jr., "A New Qumran Biblical Fragment Related to the Original Hebrew 

Underlying the Septuagint," BASOR 132 (1953) 15-26. 



of its virtual identity with the Greek rendition. Again it can be stipulated that 
the doublet was found in a textual precursor of 4Q Sam a which both the Qumran 
copyist and the Greek translator used as their Vorlage. 

2. Doublets which arose in the basic textual tradition of Is-a. 
In the examples to follow only one of the components of a presumed doublet 

in Is-a is yet extant singly in other textual traditions. Accordingly we assume 
that here conflation arose in the Qumran Scroll. In some cases this assump
tion can be supported, though not proved, by circumstantial evidence. The 
decision to classify these double-readings as intra-Is-a conflations can be 
maintained only as long as the doublets are not found also in extra-Is-a text-
traditions. 

a) A clear case of an extended variants-combination may be found in Is. 
38:19-20. The two verses actually are mere reiterations with only slight varia
tions in spelling, and one possible sense-variant. At the same time it is obvious 
that Is-a adhered to a sentence division which differs from that of the MT, 
and probably underlies also G. 3 4 

19 (a): ••aspcnn'? Ή nanax *?N SPTP wnb ax ηνπ "»TIÖS ΓΟΤΡ ΚΙΠ Τ Ι Τ Ι 
20 (b) : ••as'wnV 'π *]DÖK nV?K smni wizb a» nrn ••aiaa - |TP < τι τι 

None of the extant witnesses to the Book of Isaiah exhibits this doublet 
which thus is shown to be of particular Qumran vintage. It is obvious that 
the doubling could not have resulted from a scribal mistake, as is suggested 
by Kutscher, 3 5 and this for two reasons : 

Accidental dittography of complete syntactical units may be assumed 
only when evident manuscriptal reasons can be adduced to back up this 
assumption, mainly homoioteleuton or homoioarkton. Neither of these can 
account for the present doublet in spite of the phrase - |n»K h>K which in MT 
recurs at the end of both v. 18 and v. 19. According to the proposed 
syntactical analysis, in Is-a the phrase does not close v. 19, but is followed 
by "»asntnnV 'Π with which the verse ends. 

Against the assumption of accidental doubling militates the even weightier 
fact that the textual peculiarities of the (b) reading which exhibits a defective 
spelling CJTP ,ηηηκ), as against the plene spelling of the (a) text (naTP ,nan»X) 
were faithfully preserved. 

On ground of the spelling alone we can confidently state that the (b) variant 
stems from a text-type which differed from that of the Is-a text-base, where, 

34 Some further concurrences of sentence-division between Is-a and G against MT, were 
discussed by the present author in "DSIa as a Witness to Ancient Exegesis of the Book 
of Isaiah", Annual of the Swedish Theological Institute ( = ASTI) 1 (1962) 62-72. 

35 Op. cit., 432. 



plene spelling prevails. On the other hand, the interlinear and marginal cor
rections in Is-a often are distinguished from the basic text by their defective 
spelling. Compare e.g. the superscribed Τ^ΧΤΛ in 43:3 with the lower-case 
HDTnVx. Thus we may surmise that variant (b) in 38:20 and some of the marginal 
or interlinear corrections were derived from the same extra-Is-a text, or text-
types. 

Can this Vorlage of the (b) reading be further defined? The variant of (b) 
SPTim, as against χτττ of (a), is of no help. But the remaining varia lectio 
mVx might point the way. It is evident that (b) here reads the divine epithet 
'eloah (mVx) instead of the proposition *?x in MT. 3 6 The (b) reading is not 
supported by any other witness, whereas the MT variant is possibly, although 
only poorly, attested in S's rendition of *]n»X Vx by the direct object mrui 
"imwn, reflected also in the redundant paraphrase "|nTDJi pur of T . 3 7 Sym.'s 
περί τής αληθείας σου seems to mirror *]n»X V» / Vx. The other VSS have 
preserved a medial stage between *?x of MT and rrV?x of (b). T's main reading: 
WWp pVx and possibly also G's: ä άναγγελοοσιν τήν δικαιοσύνην σου 
which is clarified by the marginal καί τούτο άναγγείλαι in MS. Q and Syr. 
Hex., reflect the consonantal base of MT and (a) vocalised Vx, which is the 
apocopated form of the demonstr. pron. n*?X. For the Targum this was already 
recognized by Qimhi ad loc. who comments : "It appears that Jonathan trans
lated this *?x as if (it were pointed) with sere, like *?xn msnxn (Gen. 26:3, 4)." 
He then goes on and quotes with disapproval Ibn Ezra who, following T, 
interpreted -jnox Vx to mean rvmaxn n"?X — "these are the creeds/tenets". It 
seems, in fact, that Qimhi suspected Ibn Ezra of implying that he had based 
his comment on an actual variant vocalization Vx, since he emphatically 
professes : "In no book have I seen *?x pointed otherwise than with segol, and 
in the construct-state with in»X." 3 8 

The vocalization of *?X as the plur. demonstr. pron., as it transpires from 
the Aramaic and Greek renditions, and from Ibn Ezra's commentary, is now 
supported by the consonantal variant nVx found in the incomplete Isaiah 
Scroll (Is-b). However, we cannot be certain whether the scribe of Is-b, like 
Τ and G, took rr?X to represent the plur. demonstr. pron., or whether he 

36 Here we differ from Kutscher (op. cit., 432) who maintains that *?x simply was omitted 
in the (a) reading, as is the case in MS. Ken. 96. 

37 IX. Seeligmann, The Septuagint Version of Isaiah (Leiden 1948) 69, considers -jnax (nx) Vx 
of MT the probable original reading. 

38 r n n rmai pin* naV pax ormw Vxn misnxn ins --vsa vas m *?x nnn piv -s πχ-m 
rr?x JTTP o-iaV ax twrru \\vb inn ,s?-axn Dann » T D p i .tswp r?-x Van nans'? 
. -jnax os? mpaa -|i»oi nVoo mpo *?x xVx IDO owa -rvxi xV Ό ma nan ^xi ,ronaxn 
.-π -π piDDai -pin Vixrc xV -a piooa ρ *i»x own n*?x nm o*w nnax *?x n-ioam 
Cp. S. Loewinger. VT 4 (1954) 157, n. 3. 



considered it a defective spelling of mVx, siding with (b). But it may be con
sidered as certain that the copyist of Is-a thus interpreted the consonantal 
group nVx in his (a)-type Vorlage, and transferred it to his own MS with the 
waw filled in, as a variant reading. 

If the textual development indeed followed the above reconstructed pattern, 
the doublet in Is-a 38:19-20 would give witness that the scribe of Is-a collated 
a proto-Massoretic with a (proto-) Is-b text with the resulting conflation of 
the present (a) and (b) variants. 

From here follow some further considerations which will be discussed at 
a later stage. 

b) Is. 14:2 Is-a: o»ij?ö VM ana™ Vx miram ο*·3τ ο··»» mnpVi 
MT: oöip» < < Vx oiiram D O T D*1»» mnpVi 

T(P): pmnxV paiaiVavi 
T(R): pnsnxV paiaiVam 

G: είς τον τόπον αυτών 

The conflation of öölpö Vx with on»TX Vx smoothed over by the insertion 
of the conjunct, waw, is found in Is-a only. In this case both the conflated 
readings are preserved singly in extant textual witnesses: D»1j?ö Vx is the 
reading of MT, G, S, and is reflected in one branch of the Τ tradition (Cod. 
Reuchlinianus, ed. de Lagarde), whereas another MS of T (Bibl. Nationale 
MS. 1325) mirrors the parallel reading nnrnx Vx.39 This circumstance deci
sively weakens Kutscher's implied suggestion that Is-a merely harmonized 
Oöij?» Vx of v. 2a with (D)naiK V» of vv. 1 and 2b.4« 

c) Is. 35:9 Is-a: naVsr XT? Va nrn pnci 
MT: naVsr < Varvrnfnm 

The double negation XTV Va, which has no equivalent in MT or the VSS, 
suggests that the scribe of Is-a conflated two readings. 4 1 In view of the fact 
that Is-a faithfully retains the twenty odd occurrences of Va in the Book of 
Isaiah, 4 2 and by virtue of the plene spelling of XTV 4 3 which is characteristic 
for the Is-a base, this latter variant should be deemed primary in the present 

39 Not mentioned by Kutscher op. cit., 429. 
40 If one accepts Gottstein's supposition, for which no manuscriptal evidence can be 

adduced, that Τ originally had the compound reading pmnxVl pninxV (Biblica 35 
[1954] 35), the doublet in Is-a would have to be classified as derivative from a Vorlage. 

41 See also Kutscher, op. cit., 430. In Is. 33:21 the two words are employed synonymously 
in parallelismus membrorum. 

42 Among these are found three cases of triple Va in one verse (33:20; 40:24 ; 44:9), and 
three of double Va (26:10, 14; 33:23). 

43 One MS Ken. — «V. 



setting. Thus *?3 must be considered a synonymous reading which was collated 
into the MS from a (proto-) Massoretic-type text, such as e.g. Is-b. 

d) Is. 62:7 Is-a: p « a nVnn β ^ β η τ ηκ o*»ttr» nxn piD"* nsn pa*1 τ» 
Is-b: ]ηκ û[ ]» 

MT: ρ κ 3 rfrnn ο ^ β η τ ηκ ô er» nxn jaw TO 
Τ: w i TOI p n - i ns? 
S: Oisxm Kanxn Oapna-r Kan» 

G : έαν διόρθωση και ποίηση 

The synopsis of all the extant witnesses to this verse reveals a typical case 
of textual expansion if the Is-b reading is considered original, or of contrac
tion in Is-b if MT or one of the VSS is chosen as departure point for the textual 
comparison. Either way, Is-a exhibits a conflated reading. 

The shortest reading, with only one verb in the sentence, is found in Is-b. 
Its preserved text is very fragmentary indeed, but may be reconstructed as 
follows: 4 5 p K 3 nVncn D^tt iT] ηκ o w nix? 4 4oa"? -»an lacnn toro. The reading 
D3V, against V? in MT and Is-a ( = T : Tna*Tj? p ) which is supported by G's 
ύμΐν, proves that Is-b presents here a deviant text tradition, to which also 
the absence of T a n in the preceding verse (found in all other VSS) gives 
evidence. Viewed against this background, the omission in Is-b of MT's and 
Is-a's jaw 4 6 (= G: διόρθωση, Τ: pn^l) cannot be considered a lapsus calami 
resulting from homoioarkton. 

MT and all the VSS have two verbs, the first of which is obviously doubled 
in Is-a: nsn ρ*» 1X7. Since this duplication has no parallel in any other 
witness, it may be ascribed, with much probability, to the scribe of Is-a. What 
it boils down to is a combination of two forms of the causative of the hif'il 
formation p * and the polel formation j n a r Both formations are found ,in 
the Book of Is., in MT as well as in Is-a: the hif'il in 9:6; 14:21 ; 40:20 (MT: 
prr?; Is-a: pin1?); the polel in 45:18; 51:13; 54:14 (MT: -»aaisn; Is-a: ·»33·ΐ3ηη). 
Stylistically one cannot be preferred over the other, and they must be considered 

4 4 The reading of Is-b in 6 2 : 6 - 7 : DDV Vit litnn *?κύ 03*? "til bH, lets one suspect that 
in MT and Is-a this obvious doublet was camouflaged by variation to read: Vit *?κ 
aob "»m linn VKI lV. G has preserved only the first component of the suspected doublet: 
ούκ δστι γαρ ΰμιν δμοις. The main tradition of Τ exhibits the first variant in an apo
copated form (K: pn1?; b, g,: psb» ρ"ΌΒ 

4 5 Cp. Zeph. 3:19: pxn Vsa DtfV) n^nnV DTintPl. Nowhere in the Bible does ^/pa carry 
a double object. May we assume two possible basic readings for Is. 6 2 : 7 , namely 
D^wn" nx JID* iv and px:» nVnn wbmv n« Dnrr» n» t 

4 6 In the lacuna between the preserved » of ns? and the final 0 of the following word, there 
is room for four to five letters at most. 



synonymous. One is inclined to postulate that the scribe of Is-a culled them 
from two MSS that were at his disposal, and conflated them in his copy. 4 7 

e) Is. 40:19 Is-a: win "pa rrcwi Vosn 
MT: βηπ los < *?0&π 

Τ: ras? *n:u KaVx κπ 
G: μή εικόνα έποίησεν τέκτων 

Aq. : μή γλύπτον έχώνευσεν 

The redundant niPsn of Is-a which is reflected in T's T357", S's nasi, and G's 
έποίησεν probably is a variant of MT: "|03 (miswritten in Is-a as *]0a48), which 
was correctly rendered έχώνευσεν by Aq. More confident than Kutscher, and 
in spite of the garbled syntax of Is-a, we tend to propose that its scribe conflated 
a MT-type and an extra-Massoretic reading in his copy. 

f) Is. 30:6 Is-a: npixi t x i m s p K 3 nia mana srca 
MT: npxi < rns p s a 333 mans kpb 

All the VSS concur here with MT in recording only two appositions to p K 3 
as against three in Is-a. The word-pair npixi ΓΠΧ is found again, though 
divided, in Is. 8:22, and once more, with a slight variation, in Zeph. 1:15: 
npixai mx DT. In other formations the roots ^ / l ix and Vp*12* appear as pairs 
also in Deut. 28:53, 55, 57; Jer. 19:9; Ps. 119:143. Never is the redundant rrx 
of Is-a combined with either. This makes the Is-a reading a lectio difficilior 
which can hardly be explained by Kutscher's contention that n̂ X — "parched 
land" spuriously arose in the text under the influence of ô a px (MT: ana) in 
the continuation of the verse. 4 9 Accordingly we are led to assume that n̂ X is 
a variant reading for either mx or npCOX (possibly due to graphic confusion) 
which was incorporated by the scribe into his text. 

g) Is. 40:18 Is-a: ^ lansm mm nai Mrain ira Vxi 
MT: iV ian»n mai nai j r a w *»a 

MT here has the support of all the VSS. The variant reading of Is-a, which 
in fact constitutes a doublet, accordingly must be considered an inner-Is-a 

47 A somewhat similar situation obtains in MT to Is. 35:5. Cp. DRMT, 177. 
48 For an interesting example of the also otherwise abundantly documented interchange 

of a - j see B. Kedar-Kopfstein's note on Is. 14:31 in Textus 2 (1962) 143-145. Kut
scher's supposition (op. cit., 195) that Is-a in 40:19 possibly substituted the Rabbinic 
• p a for Biblical "]03 is ingenious but hardly warranted in view of the retention of -joi 
in 44:10. There Τ renders it: "pnN, S: ND'Ol, Theod.: χωνευσεν, whereas G omits the 
word. 

49 Kutscher (op. cit., 429) compares Ps. 63:2. As a contrasting image also Is. 41:18 = Ps. 
107:35 can be adduced. 



development. It appears that the scribe combined two wordings of an idea 
which is found twice in ch. 40, in v. 18 and again in v. 25, and which are kept 
distinct in MT and the VSS. The basic difference between them is in that 
one refers to God, the direct object, by the noun Vx and the 3rd. pers. pron. 
TV; while in the other He, being the speaker, refers to himself by the 1st pers. 
pron. ·»ν and the pronominal suffix ">2:50 

v. 18: f? Vx ]r»"m 
nacrnsn mm nm (χ)·»» Vx 

v. 25 : "»V •'arain 

h) A fairly obvious case of conflation of two interrogative particles may 
be found in 

Is. 36:19 Is-a: YV-snn KOI 
MT: Vrsn *ai 

The VSS support MT in that only one interrogative word is mirrored in 
them, but it is not possible to decide which of the two : *»a or π was in their 
respective Vorlage. 

The non-MT variant CiV̂ rOn constitutes the retention of a form which 
had been already employed in the preceding verse (36:18, MT = Is-a), whereas 
•»3 is a variational form of interrogation. 

A class by themselves are the doublets which result from a combination of 
parallel readings that present the same word-stock, but differ in the word 
order. 5 1. 

i) Is. 22:14 Is-a: naaV ΠΤΠ pirn D3V ΊΒ3·» DX 

MT: naV πτπ ps?n < IBS'1 ox 
T: paV p n X3in paner» ax 
S: xmtsn pV paon xV 

G: cm ούκ άφεθήσεται ύμΐν αυτη ή αμαρτία 

One of the readings conflated in Is-a had the pers. pron. D3V precede the 
subject p n . This order — ΠΤΠ pi?n DDV ΊΒ3*» DX — which also is reflected 
in G and S, is well represented in a Yemenite textual tradition, as evidenced 
by the quotation of the verse in one Yem. MS of the Bab. Tal. Ta'anit 11a, 
and in some MSS of the (Yem.) Midrash ha-Gadol to Gen. 37:29 (MSS. 
ν,η; ed. M. Margulies 637,18), and to Ex. 32:6 (MSS. ,ΟΟ,π; ed. M. Margulies 

50 Kutscher (op. cit., 56, 250, 447) assumes a mere contamination of v. 18 by v. 25, but 
this seems unlikely. 

51 Examples of inverted word-order in Is-a in comparison with MT, were assembled by 
Kutscher, op. cit., 450-451. 



681, 9). In the other reading the pers. pron. followed upon the noun. This 
is the arrangement of MT, supported by T, and one MS of G . 5 2 

The difference in spelling D 3 ? against n » 3 ? may point to the derivation 
of the two readings from different text-types.53 

j) Is. 57:18 Is-a: r ? 3 K ? l KT? onsirun Kl? D 7 P K 1 

MT: ν?3κ?ι γ? ô ana < D?WM 

Τ: pn? pmnan < ouïrai 
S: n? Kins < n»")Di 

G: καί έδωκα αύτφ παράκλησιν άληθινήν 

The reading of MT (=T , S), in which the dat. pron. τ? follows upon the 
direct object, was conflated in Is-a with the reading presented by G in which 
it precedes it. The force of the G evidence is somewhat weakened by the 
omission in its translation of the second dat. object r?3X?i. This may have 
caused the transfer of the dat. pron αύτφ. However the same word-order is 
maintained also in MSS of G, in Aq., Sym., Theod. and Orig., where the 
missing clause is restored. 

k) Is. 64:1 Is-a: nans? nsötf srnn? nans? vx wan 
MT: mix? "pœ spTirr? < m nssn 

G: και κατακαύσει πυρ τούς ύπεναντίους καί φανερόν 
Ισται τό ονομα κυρίου έν τοϊς ύπεναντίοις 

Τ: ·ρ» -»xao? xsrnn? 

In view of the exegetical difficulties inherent in this verse it cannot be decided 
for definite whether the first (Π)3ΉΧ7 simply was omitted in MT (followed 
by T, Sym., Theod.,) or whether it accrued in Is-a (followed by G). In the 
first case, (roans? would be the dat. object of both the verbs π»3Π and Η 1 Π 7 . 
In the second a conflation of the following two readings must be assumed: 

nsaty smn? nsnx? 
Π3·ΠΧ7 nsaœ »Tin? 

Also the most closely amalgamated type of conflation found in MT, the 
crossing of two variants in one word which results in hybrid readings, is not 
absent from Is-a. 

1) Is. 1:31 Is-a: frr»a? D 3 ? » D I m w a ? DDaonn mm 

MT: piira? T?»DI mya? )onn mm 

Here the Is-a reading results from the combination of a noun defined by 

52 Cp. J. Ziegler (ed.), Isaias (Göttingen 1939) ad loc. 
53 Cp. Is. 38:20, above, p. 108-109. 



the def. art. pnn (MT) with its parallel definition by the 2nd pers. plur. poss. 
suffix DDaon54 which is reflected in the 3rd pers. plur. poss. suffix found in 
the main VSS — G: ή Ισχύς αυτών 

Τ: pnBpft 
S: pnrerw 

m) The enigmatic D'oir»» of Is-a as against o^K of MT in Is. 34:14 can 
possibly be explained as a hybrid reading. 55 We propose tentatively that the 
scribe combined the otherwise attested D^K , some sort of desert - being 
(Is. 13:22, Is-a: ο-κ; Jer. 50:39), with the hap. leg. (Gen. 36:24) which 
carries a similar connotation. The VSS are of no help here, since the Heb. 
synonyms would be similarly translated. 

n) An uncompleted case of hybrid reading of the same type may be found 
in Is. 30:23 where the present text of Is-a n»*TKn nx ΐΠΐΓΊ nœx has been super
imposed upon the variant Cpnanx. The hë at the end of the word nanx clearly 
is a correction of an underlying taw. The initially intended definition by the 
2nd pers. sing. poss. suffix •jna'TK ( = G: της γης σου) was superseded by the 
definition with the aid of the def. art. nanxn (= MT; Τ: Ksnx ΓΡ). 

Conflation possibly may explain the following reading of Is-a. 
o) Is. 61:6 Is-a: sfrnaKvm miasm iVaxin D'xia V»n 

MT: mavin omaaai iVaxn οηι rn 

The phrase lnBTin tmaaai is a crux interpretum. No satisfactory deriva
tion for inaOOTin has been proposed.57 T: ppaann, S: pnarwn and G: θαυασ-
Θήσεσθε58 are of no help. But the Is-a reading in conjunction with Aq.'s 
rendition may point the way. 

We assume for Is-a a combination of the MT spelling vwnn (possibly 

54 Cp. ι^πκπ (Josh. 7:21), «rotnn (ib. 8:33), rrnnnn (2 Ki. 15:16),and see DRMT, 178-179. 
After considering the possibility of conflation, Kutscher seems to prefer the doubtful 
explanation that the scribe of Is-a (inadvertently?) transferred from one determination 
to the other in the process of writing (op. cit., 445). 

55 The possibility was suggested by Kutscher, op. cit., 238 ( o ^ S mis ) who tentatively 
explains the form as a combination of n̂  + ax+^K (ib., 165). Mr. A. Hurvitz has drawn 
my attention to a comparable case of proper nouns conflation in the Genesis 
Apocryphon XXI, 29, ed. N. Avigad and Y. Yadin [Jerusalem 1956]). Here a seeming 
combination of DTR (Gen. 14:5) with o-oitat (Deut. 2:20) resulted in tranrV). 

56 At first sight this could be explained as a plene spelling of n a v i n with the alef serving 
as mater lect. for patah. Cp. Is. 30:31 MT: n a \ Is-a: ΓΟΧ\ 

57 Cp. E. Nötscher, VT 1 (1951) 300: - ι» · · -IHK-TW 
58 J. Ziegler (op. cit., 168) following Fischer and Wutz, supposes that influence of Aram, 

nan, and of the in content similar passage Is. 60:5 may explain the use of θαυμάξειν in 
the instance under review. 



reflected in Sym.'s στρηνιάσατε) with a spelling Tiaxnn which is mirrored in 
the renderings of Theod. and Aq. 

Theod.'s ύψωθησεσθε clearly is derived from laN in the meaning "high", 
for which cp. Is. 17:6,9 T ö K (»ΚΊ3) = "branch", "tree-top" (?) . 5 9 In a 
different connotation iaK appears to be reflected in Aq.'s rendition: πορφυρω-
θήσεσθε, (faultily quoted by Hier., in his commentary as : πορφυρά ένδύσεσθε). 
We propose that the translator here had in mind the Rabbinic "hem of a 
garment", which sometimes was made of purple, cp. Mishnah Nega'im 
11, 10: p n » jn YTBK ,i3w n n i a w i m r x a sua I S rnnaœ p?n. In translating 
και èv δόξη αυτών πορφυρωθήσεσθε, Aq. probably took liasnn 0113331 to 
mean: "Ye will put on their splendour (like) purple", thus exhibiting his 
familiarity with Rabbinic language. We may assume that this same concept 
underlies the conflated reading naipnn of Is-a. 6 0 

p) Is. 57:17 Is-a: riDIXpKI ΊΠ0ΠΚ1 
MT: ηχρκι nnon 

G : καί άπέστρεψα τό πρόσωπον μου άπ' αύτοΰ καί έλυπήθη 
Τ: pnaa TirDV n y ? » and S: nnm mJMiW do not bear on the issue. 

Kutscher explains the redundant hë of Is-a inons as due to Aram, influ
ence. 6 1 Thus both verbs would be (inverted?) imperfects.6 2 However, a case 
can be made for the supposition that Is-a contains a fully developed doublet 
which may be observed in statu nascendi in MT. The underlying alternative 
variants then would be ηΟΟΧρ ΊΓϊΟΠ - (n)B(l)Xj?K11D0K1.63 

The assumption that in one variant ηχρι was read as an absolute inf. is 
borne out by the vocalization of the waw with shewä in MT, and by G's rend
ering it as a 3rd. pers. sing, which points to a consonantal stock rjxj? without 
the prefixed aleph of the 1st pers. sing, imperf. 

q) Is. 11:9 Is-a: Π5Π ρκπ ΠΚ7ΏΠ *3 
MT: mn ρκπ nxVa Ό 

Here, as in similar cases in the MT, 6 4 we postulate that in Is-a the 3rd 
pers. sing. fern. perf. rmVa (= MT) was conflated with the parallel imperf. 
form x?an which possibly is reflected in T's: "»Vann ΉΧ, and S's: xVanm. 

59 Theod.'s translation is not preserved here. G. is of no help. 
60 Cp. Is. 3:22 MT: n iDüVöm DlStVnan, G: τα χεριπόρφυρα και τα μεσοπόφυρα. 
61 Op. cit., 149. G.R. Driver construes the interpolated hë as an attempt on part of the 

scribe to correct nnOK to ΊΠΟΠ (JTS N.S. 2 [1951] 18). 
62 Kutscher, op. cit., 266. 
63 Cp. A. Rubinstein, VT 4 (1954) 200-201. 
64 Cp. Is. 63:3 MT: -nViON, Is-a: TIVXÎ, below p. 124. 



3 . (A) Is-a readings and corrections which constitute the basis of 
double-readings found in MT. 

a) On pi. iii, 2 0 - 2 5 (Is. 3 : 1 5 - 1 8 ) Is-a three times records the tetragram
maton accompanied by what in the MT is considered its Qerê perpetuum — 
•»3TTK. In v. 18 the Tetragrammaton is written in the line, with '•ana inserted 
on top of it. In v. 17 the situation is reversed. In both cases the superscribed 
reading is presented as a correction by the "pointing" of the lower-case reading. 
Here the corrector quite clearly indicated the superiority of, or his preference 
for the superlinear variant. Obviously this is a matter of choice which is not 
rooted in the intrinsic primacy of one or the other reading since the correction 
alternately goes both ways, but rather derives from the idiograph of the Vorlage 
used by the corrector, which was not identical with the MT. MT reads in both 
verses ·»3ηκ. In both these instances the substitution character of the super
scription is made manifest by the pointing of the variant to be deleted. This 
is sufficient safeguard against the mistaken combination of the two by a later 
copyist. We encounter a different situation in the remaining instance, the 
first in the row of three, which has a direct bearing on the issue on hand, the 
emergence of double-readings. In v. 15 the superlinear ·»3ΠΚ is added without 
the deletion of the lower-case Tetragrammaton (cp. also 2 8 : 1 6 ; 30 :15 ; 65:13) . 
It is impossible to decide whether the omission of the deletion-points is due 
just to a lapsus calami on part of the corrector, p.m. or s.m., or whether the 
express purpose of the correction was the restoration of what the corrector 
considered to be an accidentally missing ·»3ΥΤΚ. Thus the superscribed word 
would constitute not a variant of the one in the line, but rather an addition 
to it. The latter assumption derives support, though not proof, from the MT 
which in fact reads the double-name πΊΓΡ ̂ YTH. The doublet, and such it ap
pears to be, accordingly did not arise in Is-a, but rather stems from a proto-
Massoretic text-type which possibly preceded Is-a, but certainly is external 
to its textual tradition. Thus Is-a p.m. represents the earliest text-form of this 
specific case, Is-a s.m. the transitional stage, and MT the ultimate doublet-
phase, also present in Aq. : κύριος κύριος (πιπι πιπι). 

b) Is. 24:4 MT: pan üs DVJ» "TV?»« 

Is-a: pxn η ϊ on» V?»« 
As Kutscher correctly observed, the reading of the verb in the sing. 

proves that the lack of nv in the text-base of Is-a is not just a case of faulty 
omission, subsequently corrected. The shorter text of Is-a underlies also the 
renditions of G (οί υψηλοί τής γής) and S (xsmn nan) which have no equiva
lent for WSJ. This is moreover missing also in one MS Ken. Τ follows MT: 
ΚΧΠΚΤ κ»57 φρπ. Accordingly the reading (psn) 0» may be conceived of as a 



parallel of (pxn)D*na which in Is-a was collated between the lines from a 
not anymore extant text-type. At a subsequent copying for which a MS of 
the Is-a type served as Vorlage, the superscribed variant was misconstrued 
as a corrected omission, and was reinstated in the text proper. This resulted 
in a doublet, as exhibited by the present MT. 

In passing we may observe that a similar conflation of (pxn) ùv with nVl 
(pxn), the very opposite of (pxn) DTia, occurred in the MT of 2 Ki. 24:14: 
pxn D57 nVi nVlî ΊΧΡ3 xV. Here again the word 0!i is not translated in G: 
οί πτωχοί τής γής. It appears that in this case the two basic readings may 
still be found singly in parallel passages : 

2 Ki. 25:12: pxn mnai ; cp. Jer. 52:16: pxn rvrVrm 
Jer. 39:10: ô Vin o»n jai ; cp. Jer. 52:15: a»n nVroi65 

c) Is. 21:17 MT: lösa* ΎΤρ-*33 "TD! t)Vp IDOÖ ΊΧΡ1 
Is-a: -Hp^-maa 

The shorter basic reading of Is-a, without the (redundant?) "»aa, underlies 
the main Targumic tradition: "wany na*»}, and Theod.: ...τών Ισχυρών κηδάρ. 
It also is found in one MS Ken. 6 6 The parallel reading mp *»3a, which was 
interpolated between the lines in Is-a, is found singly in G: ...υίών κηδάρ. 
MT, followed by G: τών Ισχυρών υίών κηδάρ, S: mp *·33Τ xiaa and some 
witnesses of Τ (L[RN]) : xai» ''aa'T nail, presents the double reading which 
resulted from the integration of the superscribed variant into the text proper. 

d) Is. 56:12 MT: nxa Vvn -m*» *ina or ma n̂ m 
Is-a: nxia n i ΊΑ·» inai orn ma v n 

The shorter basic reading here has the support of T: xatî ΊΠΒΤ xan iTP "»nm 
xin 1? ηχ*·λθ γη xama, and possibly of S: a t n xxaio p nmai. One MS and 
some printed editions of Τ (bogf) though mirror MT : xnn"? nx,10 xan. G does 
not render the verse at all. Aq., Theod. and Sym. restored the missing passage 
in complete agreement with MT. The same pertains to Orig. 6 7 

In view of T's (and S's) concurrence with the base of Is-a, we are inclined 
to assume that the superscribed Vna constitutes a variant notation which at 
a subsequent stage of copying was embodied in the main text, thus creating 
the doublet found in MT. 

65 These passages will be discussed separately. 
66 Cp. Kutscher, op. cit., 439 who, though, fails to mention the evidence of Τ and Theod. 

which supports the basic Is-a text. 
67 Cp. Kutscher, op. cit., 442 at a future occasion. 



68 DRMT, 162 (Is. 14:12), 163 (12:2), 168 (35:8), 169 (37:18), 177 (25:5). 

e) is. 61:1 MT: *np>? aV-natttf? van? "an?v tria» -nra? ·»ηκ Ή ne?a ι»*· 
mp-npD omoK?! τηη o^av? 

Is-a: imp? a? -naw7 « n s r r V i r a » ne>3? τηκ 'π ΠΡΟ jsr 
mp npö ο·"τιοκ?ι mm oriser? 

MT is supported by all VSS. The shorter Is-a text may well have resulted 
from the omission of ruito which subsequently was restored as a superscrip
tion. However the waw prefixed before von? makes it quite clear that ·»3Π7Ρ 
cannot have been an integral component of the basic Is-a reading, unless it 
is conjoined with oan?e>) D/nas ie»a?, against the Massoretic sentence division. 
It therefore may be surmised that the superscribed ·»3Π7ν represents a variant 
reading a? *nae>37 *,3n?e>, not otherwise attested, which the writer or corrector 
of Is-a collated into his copy. If that is the case, MT would exhibit a faulty 
conflation of the two variants. While 3 7 ·η3Ρ3? enan? appears to be the 
smoother expression (cp. Ez. 34:4, 16), the reading a*? *naœa? "»anVe? can be 
maintained, by its comparison with 2 Sam. 10:3 - tram» "f? n?e> Ό ; Ps. 
111:9 - las'? n?tf rrn&. In the first reading the whole series of infinitive 
constructs eran?, inpV, 1 W 3 7 , etc. would be dependent on the finite verb 
••ηκ mpö. In the second, only ie>37 would be dependent on ntPö, while the finite 
•»an?» would open a new series of infinitive constructs. 

3. (B) One more category of double-readings in the MT, on which the 
Qumran Scrolls throw light, remains to be mentioned. These are readings in 
which a Qumran MS will exhibit only one component in its text-base, without 
any superlinear or marginal variant-notation, as against a fully fledged doublet 
in the MT. Some such instances have been discussed by the present author 
in a previous publication in. which the MT served as the point of departure. 6 8 

Further suggestions are made in what follows. 
It goes without saying that in many cases of a supposed doublet in the MT, 

the single reading in the Is-a which serves as the controlling standard can be 
interpreted as a defective reading resulting from faulty omission. The situa
tion is comparable to the choice between a dittography in one text or a haplo
graphy in another, where either decision would result in a satisfactory reading. 
A good example of such a situation may be seen in 

Is. 3:22 MT: onmren mnDüöm ΜΜΑΟΠΊ msVnan 
Is-a: ûnrnnm < mDösam msrnam 

Here the Greek and the Targumic evidence appears to support MT, and a 
haplography in Is-a is as good an assumption as a variant conflation in MT. 



It is possible, though, to present the in Rabbinic Hebrew widely used nriDö» 
(found only once in the OT, Ruth 3:15), as an interpretative reading of the 
hap. leg. (ΓΟΠδοΒΒ which is extremely rare also in Rabbinic language (Tos. 
Kelim Β. B. 5, 4; ed. Zuckermandel, 595). 

The scales can be tipped in favour of the doublet assumption whenever it 
is supported by one of the following: 

Concurring evidence of an independent ancient Version. 
Where no such support is forthcoming: 

One component of the double-reading can be shown to be redundant on 
grounds of metrical, syntactical or sense considerations, or else can be 
explained as a harmonizing intrusion from a parallel passage. 

We shall open this series with the analysis of a MT reading which already 
at some previous occasion was presented as arising from conflation by its 
comparison with a parallel MT reading, and with its rendition in G, and whose 
doublet-nature now can further be substantiated with the aid of Qumran 
evidence. 

a) 2 Sam. 5:11 MT: τ ρ p x ·»ΒΠΓη f» W i m 6 9 

4Q Sam a: τ ρ < *»Bnm 

We postulate that the redundant ρ χ in MT represents the reading ρ χ *»enm 
which is yet extant in G B : καί τέκτονας λίθων, and for which cp. also 1 Chr. 
22:15 - psn p x ^unm (G: οικοδόμοι λίθων καί τέκτονες ξύλων). 

The synonymous Qumran variant τ ρ "Wim turns up in MT and G of the 
parallel passage, 1 Chr. 14:1, 7 0 and in the Lucianic tradition (oc 2 e 2 ) : καί 
τέκτονας τοίχου. The MT doublet underlies two Greek minuscules : καί 
τέκτονας τοίχου λίθων. Τ paraphrases: x^niD p a a paiXT pVa 'mxi. 7 1 It is 
feasible that p a a arose out of the Heb. px , which in MS. y possibly turns 
up as p a x i after the rendition of γν -»enm: p a w pax pp»*? paiXT 

b) Is. 26:6 MT: η^τ -»ÖSD *»as "»Vn Van naoa-in 
Is-a: η^Ί •'ÖBD o^as "»Vai < naorain 

The redundant "?n (sing.) of MT, which is the reading of S: xVn, has no 
equivalent in the Greek tradition, and is also absent from one MS Ken. It is, 
probably, a variant of ^ jn (plur.) which was inserted into the text base ( = T). 

69 This passage will be published by F.M. Cross, Jr., in his forthcoming paper in HThR. 
70 In inverted order: D îia ""cnm Tp ,ttnm. 
71 Cp. S: xnoxn Ν Β Ν - Π N W W I . 



c) A probable case of conflation, possibly involving a misreading,7 2 is 
the following: 

Is 59:13 MT: n p s r n a n a1?» um η π moi ppy nan 
Is-a: npp n a n aba mim < moi pun» n a m 

The VSS support the consonantal base of MT as it stands and follow also 
the Massoretic sentence division, which has a break after moi, taking n n 
together with u n as the regnant verbs of npw n a n . All the Greek sources, 
and S (ptsa) derive *nn from ^/nnn "to conceive, to become pregnant". G and 
Sym. render it by κύειν, Theod. and Aq. by (έν γάστρι) λαμβάνειν. Thus 
understood inn makes a poor parallel for the remaining verbs nan and ηλη, 
and at the same time clearly shows the translators' dependence on an earlier 
verse in the same chapter, 59:4. There nnn parallels nV, and is again rendered 
by κύειν in G, 7 3 these being the only two instances in which G employ this 
verb in the OT. 7 4 It is feasible that n n intruded into MT 59:13 from v. 4, 
possibly due to the correspondence of ideas expressed in those two verses, 
and the further similarity of the phrases employed in them - v. 4: nan; 
v. 13 : ptpy nan. If that is the case, the combination urn n n would not constitute 
a true doublet. 

However, with some grammatical license, *nn can be, and probably should 
be derived from ^ / n T - "to teach, to instruct", as was done, and correctly so, 
by some mediaeval commentators, e.g. Qimhi (in his father's name), and 
Rashi (as a second proposition to its derivation from ^ / n v "to shoot, to throw", 
for which he quotes Ex. 15:4). npü n a n . . . T i n 7 5 thus would make an excellent 
alternative reading of npü n a n . . / ton, 7 6 and could well be taken as a variant 
notation which was conflated with the basic reading. The restored two variants, 
individually make for a better metric structure than the present doublet: 

» TWO) 
npœ n a n a?» , : moi pwcos nan 

d) Is. 57:18 MT: inaxVi V? traîna < nVwxTinmxi 
Is-a: inaxVi x n n^aimn χ ή oVœxi < 

The renditions of G: και παρεκάλεσα 7 7 αυτόν, Τ: jwVs; DTHKI and S: 
nnx"»ai77 convincingly show that MT i n m x i 7 8 probably should be emended 

72 If n n is seen simply as a miswritten dittography of un; cp. BH. 
73 Sym. : έν γαστρι έλαβον. 
74 The noun κύησις is used in Ruth 4:13. 
75 Cp. Is. 9:14; Hab. 2:18 - ipv mind). 
76 Cp. Is. 33:18 - nn 'X mn^ ; Prov. 24:2, et al. 
77 The ensuing noun tpwni is translated by the same root, and so is am1? in 61:2. 
78 Retained, though, by Aq.: και καθοδήγησα. 



to read inarWKl (cp. BH). In that case, inan3Kl could well be a parallel variant 
of V? n^am ûVtPXl79 which in this combination is not found again in the OT, 8 0 

whereas the pi el of 0Π3 is recurrently employed in the Book of Isaiah and 
elsewhere to describe God's reconciliatory intentions for Israel (49:13; 51:3, 
12; 52:9; 61:2; 66:13; further 40:1 ; 54:1 ; 12:1). Thus the redundant ιπ(ο)Π3Μ 
would have to be considered a variant-gloss which intruded into the text-base 
of MT (but is missing from two MSS Ken.), and resulted in a cumbersome 
lengthening of the second half-verse. 

e) Is. 24:22 MT: naoa "?S7 11301 T 3 V» TDK îlDON 1DDK1 
Is-a: 1 1 0 Ö V» 11301 113 "?» < ΠΒ0Κ 1B0X 

On ground of the lopsided parallelism and the unwieldy structure of the MT, 
and in view of the fact that G renders only ni3 Vs7 ...1S0K1 of the first half-
verse, 8 1 Seeligmann raised doubts as to the original authenticity of the words 
TDK ΠΒ0Χ.82 He then hesitatingly, although to my mind correctly, suggested 
to take TDK as a corrupted variant gloss of iBOKl, namely n o m . This assump
tion derives further support from the Origenic and Lucianic traditions which 
do render ΠΒ0Κ but again omit τ ο κ : καί συνάξουσι συναγώγην αυτής 8 3 

εις δεσμώτηριον καί άποκλείσουσιν είς όχύρωμα. The Hebrew original of 
this reading which is also reflected in T: rvoV pamin n*OK rraV ü33ö )13131^3D,,1 
83357 (where ^ T O K JpaV appears to equal ni3), has now been recovered in Is-a, 
whose text, at the same time, witnesses to the originality of ΠΒ0Ν. 

We therefore can endorse, with only a slight adjustment, Seeligmann's con
clusion that the variant notation TON < 0ΠΟΚ),84 "must have crept into the 
Hebrew text during the centuries that elapsed between the composition of the 
Septuagint and that of the later (Greek) versions", since Sym.'s rendition, as 
quoted by Eus., already reflects the word in question: καί αθροισθήσονται 
αθροισμόν δεσμ ίου είς λάκκον καί συγκλεισθήσονται είς συγκλεισμόν. 

79 G translate DVBWI - δδωκα and nvD1? in 61:3 - δοδήναι. Did they read the same verb 
in both verses ? An interchange between oVtf and on? can be observed also in 1 Sam. 
2:20 MT: 'ft OBP , 4 Q Sam a : oVor» ( = G: άποτίσαι). See: F.M. Cross, Jr., BASOR 
132 (1953) 22. 

80 The noun n^airu is found twice more in the OT, Hos. 11:8 and Zech. 1:13. In Is. 66:11 
Cörun is employed, for which cp. Jer. 16:7, and Job 15:11 ; 21:2 (mamn). None of those 
is construed with oVtf. 

81 και συνάξουσι καί άποκλείσουσιν έις όχύρωμα και είς δεσμώτη ριον, with T a *?V 
transferred to the end of the verse. The crucial phrase είς δεσμώτη ριον is absent from 
the Orig. and Luc. tradition. 

82 Op. cit., 63. 
83 The additional phrase obviously steins from Theod., as maintained by Seeligmann, ib. 
84 Possibly representing (nhiON Π 0 Ν nDOK 1D0N or some reading like it. 



In the following two instances the doublets assumedly found in the MT, 
occur in the form of hybrid readings : 

f) Is. 63:3 MT: "nVwm'ΒΤκΛβ 751 
Is-a: ·»η?κ* "emVa ?ΌΊ 

The phrase is missing in G, and is rendered paraphrastically in Τ : pypoOn ?D1 
tryVuK. Sym. and the Luc. revision restore: καί πάντα τα ενδύματα μου 
έμόλυνα. The queer form TiViOK has been explained as a possible Aramaism, 
or simply as a miswritten τΐ7Κλ (BH), 8 5 which latter we find now in Is-a. 

We suggest to explain VIVIUK as a combination of the not extant with 
the alternative variant ·»η?Κλ ( = Is-a, and S: n?B?B). The former would take up 
the 1st pers. imperf. which is mirrored in ooaiXI ....03*ΠΚΊ of MT (cp. also 
...vi). These words are omitted from Is-a whose text here is much shorter. 
The latter (τν?ΧΑ) would follow the 1st pers. perf., as found in VD*n at the 
opening of the verse. 

An identical conflation of a perf. with an imperf. form, is found in the 
Scroll reading to Is. 11:9: m o a n , MT: n « ? ö . 8 6 

g) Is. 23:11 MT: n"3T5?a 1öfc>7 ] » » 7K mx 'Π 
Is-a : n*»n»a T ö ^ n ? JS3D ?K ΠΥΧ 'Π 

G: άπολέσαι αυτής τήν Ισχύν 
Τ: ΚΠΒρΠ ΠΚ2ΡΡ7 

Kutscher offers the learned but unconvincing explanation of the unusual 
MT reading as possibly being an attempt on behalf of the. prophet to employ 
a characteristically Phoenician plur. ending 03 instead of the usual ο ending. 
He admits though that the 03 ending never is found in inscriptions with an 
appended 3rd pers. plur. fern. poss. pron. 8 7 

We suggest that n^TSJö in MT arose from a conflation of ΤΠΊ»» 8 8 of Is-a, 
for which cp. in this context (Is. 17:9 ; 23:4,13), with a parallel reading Π"»31»»,89 

which is not extant for the passage under review. The synonymity of n » a and 
p y a as an epithet of God can be proved 

1. from their serving alternately in combination with a third synonym — nona, 
Joel 4:16: ? * r w âV n a a i ia»V n o n a ' m 
Ps. 91:9: -pisa nae> ^ona 'Π ππ« Ό 

85 Cp. Kutscher, op. cit., 264. 
86 Cp. above, p. 117. 
87 Op. cit., 493. 
88 The plur. of n»ö is found only in Dan. 11:19, 38, 39. 
89 The plur. α"!"!»» from pyn is not extant in the Bible. nw»a occurs in Jer. 21:13; Na. 

2:13; Job 37:8; 38:40; Cant. 4:8. 



2. from their being employed alternately in one and the same context, 
Jer. 16:19: "013Ö1 nsa i "T» 'Π 9 0 

Ps. 90:1:137ΓΡ'Π ΠΠΚ psa Ή Η 9 1 

3. from their being used alternately in a recurring passage, 
Ps. 31:3: rwa mx? ·»7 ΓΓΠ 

71:3: p»a l i s ? ·»7 rr»n _ 
In both passages a noun derived from ^/ττ» is found in the continuation, 

31:5 - «»TWÖ ΠΠΚ "D, 71:7 — τ» ·»ΟΠΒ πηχι. 

ν 
The coexistence at Qumran of varying text-formations of the Bible, and the 
absence of any noticeable attempt at establishing one universally recognized 
recension of binding force, must have confronted the Qumran scribes with 
the problem of what attitude to take towards these conflicting not yet assessed 
and rated textual traditions. The individual scribe could solve this problem 
by adhering faithfully to the MS which he had chosen, or had been assigned, 
as the Vorlage for his own copy. In a reasonable number of instances, such 
as were discussed above, he could perpetuate parallel readings which he found 
in other MSS that were at his disposal, by noting them in the margins or 
between the lines of his own copy or, sometimes, by integrating them in his 
text-base. Now, these devices, which were a common stock-in-trade of the 
ancient Bible scribes regardless of their socio-religious affiliations, are mere 
practical expediences that may work fairly well, up to a certain point, for the 
individual copyist, but cannot satisfactorily solve the problem of the commu
nity's disposition towards divergent, but equally well documented, readings. 
In Bible MSS which are intended for public use, critical annotations must be 
kept to a practical minimum. In fact even these relatively few marginal entries 
will tend to disappear at subsequent copyings by sheer routine omission, unless 
they are absorbed into the text proper. Even where authoritative guidance is 
absent we may find a spontaneous tendency towards the simplification and 
the stabilisation of the textual traditions of the Holy Writ and other hallowed 
books. This process cannot be expected to culminate in complete unification,92 

but it will effectively circumscribe the scope, and reduce the number of textual 

90 Cp. further Is. 25:4; Na. 1:7; Ps. 27:1; 28:8; 37:39, et al. 
91 Some MSS of MT read here ni?». Also a graphical confusion of τ-J may have caused 

the interchange. Cp. Josh. 15:29 where the MT reads ΓΓΓΪΡΪ31 for the patently correct 
rtWuai ( = G ad loc. and MT Neh. 11:27). 

92 Cp. DR MT, 146-150. 



types which are allowed a continued existence, until, if ever, conscious official 
redactional activities set in. 

The impending gradual disappearance of variant readings which, on object
ive grounds, could not be declared to be intrinsically inferior to those which 
happened to have taken root in the predominant textual traditions, may well 
have been viewed with misgivings by those concerned with the preservation of 
Scripture. The practical advantage of traditing a fairly standardized text-
type for communal-cultic purposes was set off by an understandable appre
hension for the unrecoverable loss of, to all appearances, valid and venerated 
textual traditions of the Biblical books, which per force would result from the 
above outlined process. Contradictory as it may sound, such pro and ante 
deliberations seem to have produced diverse techniques of non-manuscriptal 
variant preservation which helped balancing the tipped scale of the favoured 
text-tradition(s) that became increasingly predominant, to the exclusion, and 
the, to all intent and purposes, complete suppression of less favoured variae 
lectiones. 

Here again, a comparison with attitudes and techniques that were current 
in the normative community is in order. 

The prevalence in Rabbinic circles of trends of thought, such as were out
lined above, may have been responsible for the perceptible latitude in the em
ployment of the Bible text in scholarly discussion which conspicuously con
trasts the unceasing efforts to establish an exclusive textus receptus for public 
worship and for official text-transmission. Whereas deviant readings were 
banned from books which were earmarked for these latter categories, they 
were readily accepted and used as bases for Midrashic exposition.93 In fact, at 
times it appears that such an officially discarded variant was not employed 
merely as just a convenient peg upon which to hang a Midrash that was on 
hand, but rather that the Midrash in question was constructed on a variant 
that had been barred from the textus receptus in order to give it a non-manu
scriptal lease on life. This supposition especially applies to the specific type 
of the *al tiqrê Midrash, 9 4 in which an established text is suspended, as it were, 
and another reading becomes the point of departure for an ensuing Midrashic 
comment, by means of the introductory formula: "do not read..., but rather 
read...". A famous case in point is the 'al-tiqrê Midrash (Bab. Tal. Berakot 
64a) which hinges on reading in Is. 54:13 - vna - "thy builders", instead 
of MT : T 3 3 - "thy sons" (cp. G: τέκνα; Τ : -pa), a variant which now has 
turned up in Is-a as an emended reading: waV9 5 Similarly, the Midrash: 

93 Cp. TSL, 14-15; 386-374 (1932). 
94 'a m^mur1 rrHDVrp'x» ,VD»K , η ρ η "?x , i run iö n-i 
95 Cp. Kutscher, op. cit., 171 who points out that the Midrash appears to echo the reading 



i»"iî Ciœa) K*?K i smr 0UP3) n p n *?K" (Bab. Tal. Shab. 33a) 9 6 can be anchored 

in the different textual traditions of Is. 9:19. Here the MT (= Is-a) reading: 
Ι̂ ΟΚΟ)*· 1»(1)ΊΤ — "they shall eat every man the flesh of his own 
arm" (G: του βραχίονος αύτοϋ) is abandoned, as it were, for a variant i sn t -
"his offspring", which underlies T's paraphrastic rendering : ΠΌΉρ "»Daa *iaa 
γητ\ and Sym.'s rendition: τοϋ πλησίου αύτοϋ. Both readings seemingly were 
conflated in the main stream of G A B : τοϋ βραχίονος του αδελφού αύτοο. 

We do not propose that every extant al-t. Midrash can be shown to have 
arisen from a yet identifiable textual variant. This certainly is not the case. 
Variae lectiones which supposedly triggered off the emergence of many a 
Midrash of this type have been lost for us, together with the (suppressed) 
MSS which exhibited them. Here is a possible example. Is. 2:22 (missing in 
G) warns before reliance on man "for wherein is he to be accounted of" -
Κ1Π 3ttma n»a Ό . The MT reading naa is reflected in T: Kin 3*»ΡΠ Kö^ai, 
S: a ^ n K3ö *pn Vöö, and Aq.: έν τίνι έλογίσθη αυτός. Now this phrase, 
among others, is employed in an al-t. Midrashic comment on Pro v. 16:5 
(Bab. Tal. Sotah 4b) as p r o o f that "everyone that is proud in heart is an 
abomination to the Lord": "TJla said (he is considered) as if he had built a 
bamaK\ and then goes on to quote Is. 2:22, winding up with : "κ*?Κ naa "npn "?K 
Π03". At first glance it appears that here a mere different vocalization of the 
same consonantal group is involved. But the fact that the point of departure 
for the exposition in question is a Biblical proverb which castigates "the proud 
in heart", suggests another possibility : an interchange between a and 1, with the 
resulting reading π»Ί in Is. 2:22. This word can be construed as a (synonymous) 
parallel of n»3 (Ez. 16:24,25,31,39), and in fact sometimes is textually confused 
with it (Jud. 4:5 MT: n a i , G B : βαμα; 1 Sam. 22:6 MT: n»1, G B L : n»a; cp. 
DRMT, 157-158). Or else nzn can be derived from Jan— "to be exalted". 
In an association with a*? naa (Prov. 16:5) this would bring to mind the expression 
(3^) Dil - hybris which recurrently is referred to in Is. 2:11, 12,17, adjacent 
to nn3 in 2:22. Interestingly, this latter concept emerges in the V rendition of 
Is. 2:22: e x c e l s u s reputatus est ipse, which accordingly also may be 
based on a reading n»"i. 9 7 

Moreover this specific type of Midrash progressively degenerated, and ultima-
of Is-a, and stresses the fact that the first "pî3 in MT of Is. 54:13 was retained in 
Is-a. Also in 49:17 Is-a reads O^sia instead of MT: ·ρ ΐ3 . B u t there the copyist may have 
been influenced by the context. See. H.M. Orlinsky, Tarbiz 24 (1954) 4 ff. Cp. further the 
Midrashic comments in Bab. Tal. Sotah 12b on 1 Chr. 2:18, and in Cant. Rab. 137 
on Cant. 1: 5 where rrro respectively n w 3 is implied instead of MT: m a , respectively 
nua. 

96 Cp. Yalqut on Isaiah ad loc. (ed. J. Spira, 75), et al. 
97 Cp. Kedar's remarks in the present volume, p. 183. 



tely the 'al tiqrê formula often was employed, even when the Midrash in 
question could not be related to an actually extant reading, by definition ori
ginally a sine qua non requirement, and had become a mere exegetical Spielele
ment.9*» Vice versa the introductory formula of a genuine 'al tiqrê Midrash 
often was dropped, so that now the same exposition sometimes is preserved 
in parallel versions, both with and without that formula." 

These short remarks which are intended but to sketch cursorily the genesis 
and some phases of development of the 'a/ tiqrê Midrash lead one to presuppose 
the existence of a transition stage from manuscriptal notation to extra-manu-
scriptal Midrashic preservation of Biblical variant readings. It appears that 
also these aspects of text-transmission can yet be traced in Qumran writings. 

A few comments on the textual character of the variants which assumedly 
underlie the 'a/ tiqrê Midrash, and many a Midrash not so designated, are 
called for, before we enter into a discussion of the pertinent Qumran material. 

In a majority of cases the textual variations involved are of the simplest and 
most common types : interchange of graphically similar letters or of auricu-
lary close consonants; haplography or dittography; continuous writing of 
separate words or division of one word into two; plene or defective spelling; 
metathesis, differences of vocalization, sometimes entailing a change of verb 
conjugation. Some cases of more complicated textual phenomena do not 
affect the overall impression. 

With respect to the issue on hand, we note that only under exceptionally 
favourable circumstances can we hope to find the very same reading recorded 
both as a variant-notation in a yet extant Hebrew manuscript or as a double-
translation in one of the VSS, and at the same time also in its non-manuscriptal 
form as the basis of an 'al tiqrê Midrash. Such a propitious concurrence of 
independent evidence characterizes the following instance, although in the Mi
drashic factor the 'al tiqrê formula is not present. 

98 This and related techniques of variation on Biblical themes in Midrash-exegesis, were 
discussed and illustrated by I.L. Seeligmann in his valuable study "Voraussetzungen 
der Midraschexegese", Suppl. to VT 1 (1953) 150-181, esp. 159-160. 

99 The Sam. variant in Num. 11:32 - (n)ülW nnV Jlörwn (ed. Blayney) as against MT 
mtstt nnV "lntittn is reflected in an al-t. Midrash in Sifre Num. § 98 (ed. Friedmann 
26b) which is adduced in extenso without the introductory formula in Bab. Tal. Yoma 
75b; Jer. Tal. Nazir 53c IV, 6, and in Yalqut Shim'oni I, 635 on Num. 11:32. Another 
Sam. variant in Ex. 12:17 - nisan rw omar» ( = G: και πυλδξεσθε τήν έντολήν 
ταύτην) as against MT - mxan ΠΚ appears to underlie the al-t. Midrash (cp. Rashi 
ad loc.) in Mekilta d'Rabbi Ishmael, Tractate Pislja, ch. 9 (ed. Horowitz-Rabin, 32; 
ed. Lauterbach, 74) which again is quoted without the formula in Mekilta d'Rabbi 
Shim'onb. Yohai (ed. Epstein-Melamed, 22:3); cp. further Rashi to Bab. Tal. Yoma 
33a; Meg. 6b. 



In this case a double translation of the two letters *?x in G (and possibly also 
in T) to Ps. 29:1 is involved. The crucial passage in MT: D^X ua '7Ù 13Π is 
rendered by the Greek translator : ένέγκατε τω κυρίω υίοι θεοο 

ένέγκατε τω κυρίω υίούς κριών, 
and by Τ: οηχ ·»33 XOX1?» n a xnrotnn ·»*"» mp ]ian. 
Here the first line in G, and the first phrase in T, conceive of the underlying 
Hebrew text as of an invitation to divine beings, υίοι θεού — XOxVfc TO, 
to praise God (xnnatPin), taking nnx 033) in the vocative as a plur. of the 
common noun *?x = god (cp. Ex. 15:11; Ps. 89:7; Dan. 11:36, et ah). In its 
general meaning the passage thus may be compared e.g. with Ps. 97:7 and 
Job 38:7, to which latter also Ibn Ezra ad loc. alludes. This most natural 
explanation is further reflected in the Rabbinic tradition which identifies 
D^X ua as "angels" — mtP OxVfc.100 However the second rendition of G -
υίούς κριών - clearly derives from the plene spelling a^TX ua = "(young) 
rams" (for which cp. o^öXI ]3 in v. 6), construed as the syntactical object, 
and paralleling n n 1133 in the second half-verse. The same possibly also 
applies to the redundant nnx ·»13 in T, and certainly to Jerome's translation: 
adferte fihos arietum. 

The above evidence indicates that the variant spelling o ^ X at some time or 
other was extant in manuscripts, and was retained in the extra-Massoretic 
Greek tradition in the form of a variant notation (cp. also T). In the Massoretic 
manuscriptal tradition this variant-reading D ^ X was discarded to the exception 
of some odd copies. But it did enjoy a Midrashic after-life. Shoher Τον ad loc. 
(ed. Buber, 116) relates n^X , 33 to Israel, who are likened to helpless sheep 
over whom God will appoint David as shepherd ; or again, and this time more 
in line with the Greek-Latin conception, presents Israel as "the sons of men 
slaughtered like sheep. Abraham said: I slaughter, Isaac said I am slaughtered". 

As already stated, this example is a rare case in which are yet preserved 
both ends of the transition process: the textual variant-notation in the form 
of a doublet in one (set of) extra-MT witness(es), side by side with the Rabbinic 
tradition hvwhich the variant that was ejected from the MT was made the 
basis of a Midrash. However, ordinarily we shall have to content ourselves 
with illustrating the transition from one phase to the other by drawing on 
examples which individually reflect only one of them, but which, if viewed 
in conjunction, typologically represent the transition-process in toto. 
We now can revert to the double-reading in Is-a 38:19 which was discussed on 
page 109, and in which we seem to discern the typical characteristics of a potentia 
'a/ tiqrê Midrash. Again the pregnant consonant combination Vx is involved. 

100 Cp. Seder Eliahu Rab. ch. 2 (ed. Friedmann, 12). 



As noted, Is-a here records in its text-base the variant i n a « mV« smm along
side ronax ?X SPIV which is the reading found in MT. The transition from MT 
7 « to Is-a m?X, or vice versa, may be considered as textually exceedingly simple, 
especially since a potential intermediate stage - Π7Κ - is yet extant in Is-b. 
We thus may take as certain the manuscriptal coexistence, towards the end 
of the Second Temple period, of the above three readings which most prob
ably derived from one another, either in the order 7 « -+ Π7Χ -> ΠΊ7Κ or ΠΊ7Κ -*· 

-*· Π7Χ -> 7X or m?X <- Π7Χ -*• 7X. The problem of the actual historical devel
opment is of no relevance to the present issue. The scribe of Is-a obviously 
did not feel competent to decide on the respective merits of ?K and n(1)?X, or 
else deemed both worthy of preservation, and therefore, rather than choosing 
between them, integrated the two readings in the text of his copy. 

At this juncture we are well within the phase of manuscriptal variants notation 
which, however, took place in one witness only, viz. Is-a, whereas in our other 
Hebrew sources and in the ancient VSS a decision was reached as to the 
retention of one reading and the rejection of the other(s). Now, it does not 
require much imagination to visualize the discarded variant ni?** cropping 
up in Midrashic literature in the formulation: m?K X7X ?X npn ?X. True, 
such a Midrash is not extant, to my knowledge, but it would have been in 
the very best tradition of the type to embark on an exposition which utilizes 
the simple graphic or linguistic variation 7K — Π7Κ — which was found in 
Biblical MSS for the fashioning of an exegetical comment with theological or 
ideological undertones. 

This pattern of development indeed can be observed in Qumran writings of 
the pesher-type which shares many features with the Rabbinic Midrash without 
being identical with it. In this setting we can perceive the simultaneous utiliza
tion of variant readings for expository purposes when only one of the given 
possibilities is quoted as actual Scripture. Here are three illustrations of the 
phenomenon in question. 

a) Hab. 1:11 MT: mV? ma lî*Dttftn Ί ^ ν ΐ ΠΤ1 «17Π TK is quoted as: 
"ΙΠΊ7Κ7 irre ΠΤ ην*ι in lQHp IV, 9-10.* The MT reading, which derives a w 
from y/nvx — "to be guilty", is supported by G: έξιλάσεται and T: am. In 
the ensuing comment, which is based on the first part of the above Scripture, 
lQHp clearly shows acquaintance, both with its own Biblical reading and 
also with that of MT (G, Τ), and with the Massoretic sentence-division: 
insn -3D7» e r « rrasr coma^x ma nssa TOK ο ' κ ν ο π ·»?βηο ?» (a) rmt 
...[?ρκΐη m mm?? ixia-» πτ ηπκ πίτ Dn]"7Bna(b). The second pesher (b), 
in which the salient word is mntf7 — "to despoil, to lay waste", in all prob
ability mirrors ot in of the Vorlage from which lQHp quoted, the verb being 
understood as derived from natf. The first exposition (a), in which [aniaWK ma 



"[their] house of guilt" is the pivotal expression, obviously is based on οψΝ as 
found in the MT which reading, though, is not explicitly quoted. However, 
it is possible that this very reading actually was adduced furtheron in lQHp 
(IV, 14-15)101 where another pesher is introduced, but was lost for us in a 
lacuna-. ...viPB imVK1? ima net ? ρ χ ] π m n*rwb w\y ητ nrm ncr. If this 
indeed can be maintained, we would have here what amounts to a variant-
notation, in quotation, together with two Midrash-like expositions which 
are based alternatively on the one and the other of the parallel variants. 

b) Hab. 2:16 MT: *n»m ΠΠΚ Da ΠηΡ - "drink thou, and uncover your
self" 1 0 2 is quoted in lQHp XI, 9 as: ^snm ΠΠΚ Dl nntP — "drink thou, and 
become intoxicated", a change of concept which may have resulted from a 
simple metathesis. Here MT is supported by T, and lQHp by G , 1 0 3 Aq. and S. 

The interesting feature of this example is that, notwithstanding his own 
reading Vmm, the author of lQHpsets his pesher to the tune of the MT variant 
Virm in its obvious, but in Hab. 2:16 unsuitable derivation from the root 
Vi» - "uncircumcised" : la1? rrVn» DK *?» Kl*? Ό - "he did not circumcise 
(the foreskin of) his heart". Without employing the very formula, the pesher 
here exhibits the technical intricacies which characterize the Rabbinic 'al tiqrê 
Midrash. We observe a similar suspension of an explicit Qumran reading in 
favour of an extra-Qumran variant which becomes the departure point for a 
Midrashic exposition. 

The same factors seem to have been at work in the following instance, in 
which, though, the actual Biblical quotation was lost in a lacuna, and has to 
be restored by inference. 

c) The first word on col. ii, 1 of lQHp - 1D10*» preceded by a lacuna at 
the lower margin of col. i, is the end of a quotation of Hab. 1:5, a verse which 
in the MT opens: warn D ûa im - "Behold ye among the nations, and 
regard...". The pesher which is only partially preserved never mentions the 
word D l̂ia - "nations", but instead refers three times in a row to "the 
traitors" - DMJfian. It certainly can be postulated, as is done by I.L. Seelig-

101 Unless we assume that in this instance the sectarian author quoted only the second 
part of the verse starting, against the Massoretic sentence-division, with [oenl, and now 
deriving the word from yjtrv. 

102 This appears to be the required translation of the phrase, rather than RV: "and be as 
one uncircumcised". Vi» here should be taken in the meaning of an». The metaphor 
is rooted in a situation like the one described in the tale of Noah's drunkenness (Gen. 
9:2) which well may have been in the back of the prophet's mind. In addition to the 
above similarity, cp. Hab. 2:17 -ηοο*· with Gen. 9:23 - loan; 2:15 - V» trän J»»1? 
onnwö with ib. - wn Vb orraN nn». Cp. further Lam. 4:21. 

103 Which presents a double-translation: διασαλεύθητι καί σείσθητι. Cp. M. Stenzel, VT 
3 (1953) 97-99. 



mann, 1 0 4 that the Biblical Vorlage with which the author of lQHp was familiar, 
in fact contained the varia lectio Dnaian. But one also could postulate that 
lQHp here presents a case of a typical variant-Midrash. Bypassing the reading 
0*»i3a which he actually may have quoted, the author anchored his actualizing 
paraphrase in a parallel variant ΟΉΜΜ which he found in a manuscript of 
the text-type that seems to underlie G's οί καταφρονηταί 1 0 5. Thus the emerging 
situation would be comparable to that which we encountered in the previous 
example. 

The foregoing analysis leads us to conclude that the category of the variant-
Midrash which in Rabbinic literature is best, though not exclusively, represented 
by the 'al tiqrê type, in the Qumran writings is exemplified by the variant-
pesher. The Qumran material thus offers proof for the high antiquity of this 
Midrashic category. At the same time the combined evidence of Qumran and 
Rabbinic techniques proves the contention that variant readings in the Biblical 
textual traditions were viewed with relative equanimity by both groups, and 
even were perpetuated by diverse manuscriptal and non-manuscriptal devices. 

This conclusion opens up a new avenue of approach to the problem of the 
genesis and the early history of the Kethîb-Qerê variants, an issue which we 
hope to discuss in a separate publication. 

104 In his review of K. Elliger, Studien zum Habakkuk Commentar vom Toten Meer (Tübingen 
1953) in Kirjath Sepher 30 (1954) 40. 

105 It is of interest to remark that a similar pair of variants may be observed in Prov. 
10:3 where the Ben Chajim edition and some MSS read OHIO instead of o^SWi 
which is found in other MSS and printed editions, and also underlies the VSS. 



T h e Biblical Scrolls from Q u m r a n and the T e x t of t he 

O l d Tes tament 

P A T R I C K W . S K E H A N 

C a t h o l i c U n i v e r s i t y 

So many partial lists of Old Testament manuscripts from Qumran exist 
in the scholarly literature that it seems necessary to begin this account with 
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a full inventory. The numbers to be given are minimal. They are given in 
four separate groups, for cave 1, for caves 2, 3, 5-10, for cave 4, and for 
cave 11; thus for the published material those especially interested can 
verify how these totals have been arrived at.- A manuscript which contains 
any Psalm and no extant non-biblical material is counted as a Psalms manu
script. Three isolated bits from cave 4 are not counted, however; and HQ 
Ps a and 4Q Ps f, both of which are definitely Psalms manuscripts incorporat
ing non-biblical compositions, are included. A manuscript which contains 
any of the Minor Prophets is counted as a manuscript of the Twelve, as the 
evidence seems to require. The four manuscripts which indicate inclusion 
of two biblical books in a single scroll (two of Gen.-Ex., two of Lev.-Numb.) 
are counted one to each of the biblical books concerned. Since one of these 
manuscripts (4Q paleoEx1) contains of Genesis only the bottoms of two 
letters from its last line of text, one could add one each to the totals for Exo
dus, Leviticus, Numbers, but hardly to that for Genesis. Tentative identifica
tions have been passed over when too little text is extant for certainty as to 
the nature of the manuscript. 

There are, then, the following manuscripts. From cave 1: Genesis 1, 
Exodus 1, Leviticus 1 (with Numbers), Deuteronomy 2, Judges 1, Samuel 1, 
Isaiah 2, Ezekiel 1, Psalms 3, and Daniel 2. From the "minor caves" 2, 3, 
5-10: Genesis 3, Exodus 3, Leviticus 2, Numbers 3, Deuteronomy 5, Kings 
2, Isaiah 1, Jeremiah 1, Ezekiel 1, Minor Prophets 1, Psalms 4, Job 1, Ruth 
2, Song of Songs 1, Lamentations 3, and Daniel 1. From cave 4: Genesis 
11 (one includes Exodus), Exodus 11, Leviticus 4, Numbers 2 (one includes 
Leviticus), Deuteronomy 18, Joshua 2, Judges 2, Samuel 3, Kings 1, Isaiah 
15, Jeremiah 3, Ezekiel 3, Minor Prophets 7, Psalms 17, Job 3, Proverbs 2, 
Ruth 2, Song of Songs 3, Ecclesiastes 2, Lamentations 1, Daniel 5, Ezra 1, 
Chronicles 1. From cave 11: Leviticus 1, Ezekiel 1, Psalms 3. 

Included in this inventory are the ten manuscripts in the paleo-Hebrew 
script, which are four copies of Leviticus (one each from caves 1, 2, 6, and 
11), two each of Genesis, Exodus, and Deuteronomy, one of Numbers and 
one of Job. Translation materials are not included. Of Septuagint Greek 
texts, Qumran furnishes portions of Exodus (7Q1), Leviticus (4Q LXX 
Lev3, b ) , and Numbers (4Q LXX Numb); and there are Aramaic targums 
of Leviticus (from cave 4) and of Job (from both 4 and 11). 

These lists do not include materials of varying date from sites in the 
Judean desert other than the Qumran area such as the Wadi Murabba'at, 
Masada, Engeddi, Khirbet Mird, and Wadi Khabra, though some of these 
texts will need to be mentioned in what follows. Neither do the lists take 
into account the extensive paraphrases of Torah texts from cave 4 being 
studied by J. Strugnell, nor the substantial number of phylacteries and mezu-



zas, with their excerpts (not always the traditional ones) of key Torah pas
sages. No such lists can be absolutely definitive,1 but the gleanings from 
further study of caves 4 and 11 cannot be expected to alter these totals by 
more than a few slight bits. 

Qnmran and the Canon 

It will be noticed from the above that Esther alone, of the Hebrew 
canon of the Old Testament, has still not been found at Qumran. It is easy 
to discount an argument from silence, but when one considers the late origin 
of the Purim festival with which Esther is connected, its partial identification 
with the victories of Judas the Maccabee (whose Hasmonean kindred were 
abhorred at Qumran), and the rigidity in matters of the liturgical calendar 
that characterized the Qumran group, it seems more likely that the book 
was avoided than that it was simply not known. After all, the colophon to 
the Septuagint text of Esther, though of doubtful value for dating the trans
lation, is usually taken to indicate that even in Greek the book of Esther 
was circulating by about 75 B.C. at the latest. 

The recognized authority of the Torah and the Latter (Writing) 
Prophets at Qumran is beyond dispute on the basis of formal citations and 
commentary in addition to the copies of the text. The composite book of 
the Minor Prophets was known at Qumran in the Hebrew order of the 
books, and in its integrity; the inference that lies ready to hand from Ben 
Sira 49:10 is thus confirmed from the manuscripts. The "Former Prophets" 
(Josh., Judg., Sam., and Kings) are adequately represented, and show, like 
a part of the Torah evidence, a text type with Septuagintal affiliations. 
Among the "Writings," the Psalms occupy a privileged place. While in at 
least two manuscripts the canonical Psalms are combined with other hymnic 
or wisdom compositions, there can be no doubt at all of the existence of the 
Psalm collection we know, and of its attribution in a general way to David. 
Job, Proverbs, and four of the five Megilloth are quite adequately repre
sented; the only really scanty evidence is that for Ezra-Nehemiah and Chroni
cles. Daniel was much used at Qumran in it part-Hebrew, part-Aramaic 
text, without the expansions known from the Greek, as 1Q 72 already shows. 

Most of the "Apocrypha" retained as canonical in the Vulgate are not 
represented at Qumran; so for I-II Maccabees, Judith, Baruch, and the Wis
dom of Solomon. One can hardly suppose that the Qumran group would 
have shown special favor to the books which were composed in Greek (II 
Mace, and Wis.), or to the Greek text which survh'es to us from elsewhere 
of the others. Yet a bit of the Letter of Jeremiah (Baruch 6 in the Vulgate) 

1 . T h e Psalms total above inc ludes a cave 4 fragment of Psa lm 89 being studied by Fr . J . T . 
M i l i k , w h i c h is i n addit ion to the otherwise exhaustive Psalms inventory publ ished by J . A . Sand
ers, Catholic Biblical Quarterly, X X V I I ( 1 9 6 5 ) , 1 1 4 - 2 3 . 



did turn up in Greek, in 7Q2. The case of Tobit, of which cave 4 contains 
four Aramaic manuscripts and one Hebrew one, is somewhat different; it is 
the long text of the Greek Sinaiiticus manuscript and of the Old Latin 
version that is supported at Qumran. Also well enough known at Qumran 
was the book of Ben Sira (Ecclesiasticus); besides the stichometric fragments 
of 2Q 18, there are now to be included the first half and the last two words 
of the acrostic poem in 51:13-30. This occurs in H Q Ps a, columns 21-22, 
recently published by J. A. Sanders in Discoveries in the Judaean Desert, IV. 
It is not too much to infer that the scribe of H Q Ps a or some predecessor of 
his wished to count this piece among the 4050 compositions he attributes to 
David, along with a scattering of other Hebrew texts that are currendy in no
body's canonical list.2 

These data for the history of the Canon should be weighed in the light 
of various other considerations. Not liking Hasmoneans, the Qumran group 
would not have been partial to I Maccabees even in Hebrew, were it available 
to them in that form. On the other hand, they had ten copies of the various 
sections of Enoch in Aramaic (still without the Parables, chaps. 37-71), and 
eleven copies of the Book of Jubilees in Hebrew. Since they studied and 
applied the Jubilees calendar of 364 days, they no doubt took this book which 
enshrined it quite seriously. Of their own sectarian compositions, we know 
of fourteen copies of the community rule (Serefe, or "Manual of Discipline"), 
ten of the Zadokite "Damascus Document," seven of the Thanksgiving 
Hymns ÇHodayot*), seven of the War Scroll, and six of the sapiential work 
represented in 1Q 26. Then there are three manuscripts of the Testament 
of Levi in Aramaic and one of the Hebrew Testament of Nephthali. All in 
all, the Qumran library gives the impression of a certain selectivity, but 
hardly of any fine distinction between a closed canon and all other texts. 

Qumran and Septuagint Studies 

The fragment of 4Q LXX Numb shown in Figure 12 will serve to illus
trate one contribution of the Qumran texts to our knowledge of Septuagint 
origins.3 The years after the second World War witnessed a lively contro
versy, centered in England, between two distinguished scholars now dead, 
Paul Kahle and Peter Katz. Kahle insisted strenuously that in view of the 
confusion of evidence and the variations of reading inherent in the use of 
the Greek Old Testament in our earliest literary sources (Philo, the New 

2 . Study of Ben S i ra i n this period w i l l be further st imulated by the portions of thirteert f ragmen
tary co lumns of it, from 3 9 : 3 7 to 4 4 : 2 0 , announced by Y . Y a d i n , Yediot, X X I X ( 1 9 6 5 ) , 1 2 0 - 2 
( H e b r e w ) , as hav ing been recovered a i Masada i n a hand of the ear ly first century B . C . T h e , 
connections of the Ca i ro geniza fragments of Ben S i ra w i th a presumptive Q u m r a n prototype have 
been stressed again by A . A . D i L e l l a i n Catholic Biblical Quarterly, X X T V ( 1 9 6 2 ) , 2 4 5 - 6 7 , and i n 
h is The Hebrew Text of Sirach: A Text-critical and Historical Study, T h e H a g u e , 1 9 6 5 . 

3 . T h e manuscr ipt has been par t ia l ly pub l ished, i nc lud ing th is p iece, b y the present writer i n 
Supplements to Vetws Testamentum, I X ( 1 9 5 7 ) , 1 5 5 - 7 . 



Testament, Josephus, and early Church writers), any attempt to recover a 
single pre-Christian rendering in its primitive form from the extant manu
scripts must be an illusory quest. He proposed instead that the Greek Old 
Testament grew after the fashion of the Palestinian Aramaic targums, in a 
welter of divergent and unrelated oral traditions that afforded no fixed form 
of text for general acceptance before the r̂th century A.D. This position, 
which in the United States was strongly opposed by H. M. Orlinsky, always 

F ig . 12. T h e Greek fragment of Numbers from cave 4 at Q u m r a n designated 4 Q L X X N u m b . 
Photo courtesy T h e Palest ine Archaeological M u s e u m . 

had against it the evidence of the ancient secondary versions from the Greek 
namely the Old Latin, the Coptic, and the Ethiopie. It was further belied 
by the two pre-Christian bits of Deuteronomy in Greek which had been re
covered from Egypt before the Qumran discoveries (papyrus Rylands gr. 
458 and papyrus Fuad in v. 266). To these the Qumran caves have added 
the four LXX manuscripts of Exodus, Leviticus, and Numbers enumerated 
above, plus the Letter of Jeremiah fragment. All fit quite clearly into the 
textual tradition that we know from the great 4th century manuscripts and 



thus counter the sweeping theory of Kahle with tangible facts. For example, 
the second line of text in the fragment here illustrated contains the Greek 
word [projkeimenên. To place this in Numbers 4:7 with their aid of a 
Septuagint concordance, it was necessary only to fit the verb form with the 
proper prepositional prefix ("pro-"), broken away with the missing beginning 
of the line. Yet in the whole Greek Old Testament this is the only place 
where this particular turn of phrase, "(the table) lying before (the Divine 
Presence)" is to be found (RSV: "table of the bread of the Presence"); the 
rendering is hardly an obvious or necessary one. Hence we are dealing with 
basically only one translation, in our fragment and in the later manuscripts. 

The same fragment poses problems of its own, however. The last com
plete word it contains is the word phauseôs, a part of the phrase "(the lamp-
stand) of the lighting" in Numbers 4:9, where the later Greek tradition 
regularly reads "the light-giving lampstand" (RSV: "the lampstand for the 
light"). Now it happens that the Greek word in our fragment also occurs 
in Genesis 1:14-15 in connection with the same Hebrew word as in the 
Numbers passage. One way or another, it seems clear that the Septuagint 
text has at this point undergone a deliberate retouching of some sort. 

Rather than from the Qumran texts, however, the key to a large part 
of the confusion in Septuagint textual evidence and the history of its trans
mission has come from a Greek Minor Prophets manuscript almost certainly 
from the Wadi Khabra, published by D. Barthélémy, O.P.4 In this manu
script, which he dates from the second half of the first century A.D., Bar
thélémy has identified a reworked form of the LXX translation of the Minor 
Prophets done in Palestine in accord with developing rabbinic hermeneutical 
principles, with the purpose of bringing the Greek text more closely into line 
with the Hebrew manuscripts in use there in the early first century A.D. 
These Hebrew manuscripts were still not completely standardized, as in 
the consonants of the now received Masoretic text, but they stood closer to 
the Masoretic text than did the Hebrew prototype of the original Alexandrian 
Septuagint for these books. 

This early reworking of the Greek Old Testament text does not stand 
alone. In the Minor Prophets tradition, Barthélémy has been able to equate 
it with the seventh column, or quinta editio (V a ) , of Origen's Hexapla; with 
a series of approximations to the Hebrew in the Sahidic Coptic secondary 
version from the Greek, and in the Freer codex in Greek; and with the cita
tions in Justin Martyr in the mid-2nd century A.D. The recension has certain 
fixed characteristics which make it possible to go further; most obvious, though 
only one of a whole complex of similar features, is the recurrent rendering 



of the Hebrew particle gäm by kaige in Greek. Here Barthélémy was able to 
build on earlier studies of H. St. J. Thackeray in the Greek books of King
doms (Samuel-Kings), and also to trace the same recension through a num
ber of other Old Testament books. To summarize the results of this, the re
cension in question includes in its scope the later supplements to the short 
LXX texts of Job and Jeremiah, the "Theodotion" text of Daniel, the "Sep
tuagint" renderings of Lamentations and (probably) Ruth, the text of II 
Samuel to I Kings 2:11 and of I Kings 22 and all of II Kings in the "Sep
tuagint" column of Origen's Hexapla and in our printed Bibles. This re
cension, whose exact limits remain to be marked out, Barthélémy then equates 
with the work of "Theodotion," whom he situates in A.D. 30-50 and identifies 
with the Jonathan ben Uzziel of Jewish targumic and talmudic tradition. 

Prescinding from the identification of 'Theodotion" with Jonathan, the 
relationships described and the insights they afford do much to relieve Sep
tuagint studies of certain continual embarrassments. It appears to be the 
"Theodotion" form of Daniel that is cited in the New Testament and by 
Clement of Rome; if so, something of what has been ascribed to the 2nd 
century personage Theodotion was already extant in the preceding century. 
Barthélemy's demonstration of the existence of an extensive work of revision 
of the Greek text in first century Palestine removes this anomaly. In addi
tion, the relationship between "Theodotion" and Aquila (ca. 135 A.D.) is 
set straight, because Barthélémy can show that Aquila's work depends on 
this "Theodotionic" revision, which it supplements, refines, and in the end, 
smothers with labored and rigidly applied devices. 

Once the concept of widespread recensional activity in the Greek Old 
Testament text in Palestine by the first century A.D. is accepted, ramifica
tions of it are not difficult to find. The secondary recension of the Greek 
Sirach, best known from codex 248 and the Old Latin, and now available 
for intensive study in J. Ziegler's critical edition of the book,5 is quoted in the 
Teaching of the Twelve Apostles (Sir. 12:1 at Did. i:6, see Biblica LXIV 
(1963), 533-536); hence this is basically a first century recension. The variant 
Greek text of Proverbs 2:21 is quoted by Clement of Rome (I Clem. xiv:4); 
thus the reworked form of the first nine chapters of the Greek Proverbs is a 
product of the same early period. And in Ezekiel, J. Ziegler has shown that 
papyrus 967 (the Beatty-Scheide manuscript) displays a pre-Origen, first 
century A.D. recensional treatment of the text. In fine, instead of being at 
the beginnings of a "critical" reworking of the Greek text on the basis of the 
Hebrew, Origen comes near the end of the process, which was otherwise an 
entirely Jewish undertaking, in which Aquila built on "Theodotion," which 
itself built on earlier materials. 



The nature of those earlier materials will take us back to the evidence 
afforded by the Hebrew manuscripts of Qumran. One last reflection on the 
Greek Numbers fragment seems necessary, however. It has been seen by 
good Greek paleographers, and dated tentatively at about the turn of the era, 
too early, seemingly, for Barthélemy's Jonathan ben Uzziel personage, whom 
he puts between 30 and 50 A.D. Yet the retouchings in the Greek text of 
Numbers in this fragment are already such as to suggest the Greek "Theodo-
tionic" reviser. There are other reasons, we shall see, for placing the origins 
of revision work on the Greek text in Palestine prior to the Christian era; 
and it seems possible that Barthélémy puts his "Theodotionic" reviser slightly 
too late. 

Greek Bible Revision in Palestine before the Christian Era 

The key to the next step, forward in research, but backward in time, 
lies in the text of Samuel. We have noticed that there was a revision of 
its Greek text, part of the undertaking ascribed to Théodotion, which 
dates in fact from about the turn of the era. Was this revision founded, as 
we might offhand expect, on a translation made in Egypt in about the 3rd 
century B.C.? Besides the "Theodotionic" materials isolated by Thackeray 
and dated for us by Barthélemy's researches, there exists still another body 
of evidence for the Greek text of Samuel which has preoccupied scholars 
for a long time, and which has seemed inconsistent with any such Egyptian 
explanation. This is the text which, in biblical manuscripts is associated with 
Syrian sources and the memory of Lucian of Antioch (died A.D. 312). It 
cannot be of 4th century A.D. date because, as A. Mez pointed out in 1895, 
it is substantially the text of Samuel used by Josephus Flavius before A.D. 
94. Barthélémy has been able to show that for those parts of Samuel and 
Kings (see above) in which the "Theodotionic" recension has invaded the 
general stream of Septuagint transmission through its use by Origen in the 
5th column of his Hexapla, the adjoining material in the 6th column, an 
older text that formed the basis for the "Theodotionic" one, is in fact the 
same text that appears in the Lucianic manuscripts and in Josephus. 

It is at this point that the Hebrew manuscripts from Qumran cave 4 
begin to assume their full importance. Prof. F. M. Cross, Jr., has followed 
upon Barthélemy's publication with a study6 which has as only the first of 
its merits the fact that it specifies the exact nature of this "Lucianic" text 
of Samuel in Greek. From an examination of the various Greek texts in the 
light of his Hebrew evidence, Cross is able to show that the "Lucianic" text 
also is a reworking of a still older Greek text, with the purpose of bringing it 

6. Harvard Theological Rev iew, L V I I ( 1 9 6 4 ) , 2 8 1 - 9 9 . Cross ' earl ier studies on h is Samue l texts 
can be traced through this art icle and the Anchor Book edit ion of h is Ancient Library of Qumran 
( 1 9 6 2 ) . 



into line with the state of the Hebrew text of Samuel in Palestine itself, 
perhaps toward the end of the 2nd, and certainly in the first century B.C. 
Thus besides a proto-Theodotion, we now have a proto-Lucian. 

There are, then, three important stages of transmission of the text of 
Samuel (and Kings) in Greek, all three of them prior to the fixing of the 
Hebrew tradition with the received consonantal text near the end of the 
first cent. A.D. These are: 

1. The earliest Alexandrian rendering, largely preserved for us in codex 
B, but only for the sections I Samuel 1:1—II Samuel 11:1 and I Kings 2:12 
—II Kings 21:43.7 This may be supposed, with H. St. J. Thackeray,8 to be 
the full extent of this first translation; it is certainly all that is extant. 

2. The "proto-Lucianic" revision from the Hebrew, of the 2nd-first 
centuries B.C., done in Palestine, and including all of Samuel-Kings. This 
is found especially in the minuscule manuscripts b, o, c 2, e2, in Josephus, 
and partly in the 6th column materials from Origen's Hexapla. 

3. The ' proto-Theodotionic" recension of the first century A.D., which 
regularly builds on "proto-Lucian" and brings it much closer to what we now 
know as the Masoretic type of Hebrew text, though the two forms are by 
no means identical. 

In the reconstructed "Septuagint" text of his Hexapla, Origen employed 
the first version of Samuel-Kings where it existed, and where it did not, he 
chose the third. Thus the nature and date of the second, or proto-Lucianic 
recension became obscured, and it took on for the future the character of a 
missing link, whose restoration to its proper place in the sequence makes a 
true historical perspective on the development of the Greek text possible for 
the first time. Since the same proto-Lucianic revision has survived to us also 
in our evidence for Exodus through Deuteronomy in Greek, where once 
again its date and significance have never been clear, it can be but small 
wonder that a scholar of Kahle's calibre should have despaired of any un
raveling of the resultant web. Cross, in his critique of Barthélémy, holds to 
a real function for the Théodotion of ca. A.D. 180, and for Lucian at the 
beginning of the 4th century. One proximate task in Septuagint studies, 
however, would seem to be the endeavor to ascertain how much of the 
function normally attributed to these worthies was already performed for 
them in the centuries before they were born, and with the priorities between 
them reversed. 

Qumran and the Transmission of the Hebrew Text 

In this matter, once again, the books of Samuel play a crucial role; 
and it is through the same article of Cross that new perspectives on their 

7. T h e r e is a transposition here; II K ings 20 and 2 1 are g iven i n the Greek i n the reverse order, 
hence the 4 3 verses for what is actual ly Masoretic text U K i n g s 2 0 . 

8. The Septuagint and Jewish W o r s h i p , 2 n d ed. 1 9 2 3 , pp . 1 6 - 2 8 and 1 1 4 - 5 . 



Hebrew text become available. The Qumran cave 4 evidence for Samuel 
is copious (in 4Q Sama; see fig. 13), is in part early (4Q Samb, end of the 
3rd century B.C.), and there exist both in Hebrew and in Greek substantial 
bodies of related material against which to test it. To present only the results, 
Cross finds in the books of Samuel a chain of evidence for a distinctive 
Palestinian text type, the archetype to which he would place in the 5th 

F i g . 1 3 . Leather fragments of I Samue l 1 -2 from 4 Q Sam». Photo courtesy T h e Palest ine Archae
ological Museum. 

century B.C. This line of transmission is witnessed to by the Chronicler 
(4th century B.C.), by 4Q Samb (3rd century B.C.), by 4Q Sama jointly 
with the proto-Lucianic Septuagint (first century B.C.), and finally by 
Josephus (at the end of the first century A.D.). It is the type of text to 
which, in its Lucianic manuscript witnesses, J. Wellhausen appealed in 



1871 as a means of healing, if possible, the defects in the Masoretic tradi
tion. For with all due respect to the scholars who would have it otherwise, 
it has long been held by serious students of Samuel that in their case the 
Masoretic text presents us with a truncated text with notable omissions, both 
deliberate and accidental; it is a text that is much below the standard of 
excellence observable in the received text of other Old Testament books. 

Over against this early Palestinian text with its five centuries of trace
able history, Cross sets a text that M O U Id have branched off as a local text in 
Egypt, not later than the 4th century B.C.; from this is derived the Old 
Greek rendering preserved to us in codex Β as far as II Samuel 11:1 inclusive, 
where it stops. More sharply divergent from the Palestinian form of earlier 
times is the first century A.D. text reflected in the proto-Theodotionic mater
ials; in general the Hebrew they suppose may be labeled proto-Masoretic. 
Close to, but not identical with this is our extant Masoretic text. 

Faced with the problem of where the two latter texts, seemingly in
trusive in Palestine, may have had their origin, Cross recalls that the rather 
frequent loss by homoioteleuton (similarity of ending) which the Masoretic 
text of Samuel manifests is suggestive of transmission in comparative isola
tion; and given the date of the appearance, first of proto-Theodotion and 
then of the Masoretic text form, he refers them "back to a local text pre
served in Babylon in the fourth-second centuries B.C., reintroduced into 
Jerusalem in the Hasmonean or Herodian period" (p. 297). Some such 
solution does appear to be demanded by the data at hand. 

Moving on from the books of Samuel, one can admit, with Cross, that 
the study of the Hagiographa and the Minor Prophets in the Qumran cave 
4 materials is not at the point where clear inferences can be drawn regarding 
early textual families in these books. To quote him again, "The evidence 
for textual families for the time being is restricted largely to the Pentateuch, 
the Former Prophets, and the book of Jeremiah. Study has been directed 
first of all to those books whose texts are dramatic in their variety, and whose 
Greek versions are relatively trustworthy" (p. 286). The reflection is per
haps not out of place, that the texts which are dramatic in their variety (i.e., 
part Septuagintal, part Palestino-Samaritan, part proto-Masoretic) are in most 
cases those of the very books whose authority is longest and most firmly fixed. 
Genesis is an exception; its Qumran text is, says Cross, already allied with 
the textus receptus. 

The present writer has had occasion to work on half a dozen Torah 
manuscripts from Qumran cave 4, five of them in the old paleo-Hebrew script 
and the sixth a separate copy of Deuteronomy 32. This last, with the Qum
ran evidence for Septuagintal readings in Hebrew in all parts of the Song 
of Moses, has been discussed by both Cross and myself before now. Two of 



F ig . 1 4 . Fragments of the " S a m a r i t a n " type manuscr ipt of Exodus, 4 Q p a l e o E x m , i n paleo-Hebrew 
script. Photo courtesy T h e Palest ine Archaeological Museum. 

the others are too limited in scope for a good text sampling; and a not very 
careful Deuteronomy had best be considered with the large number of manu
scripts of the book being studied by Cross. That leaves two copies of Exodus; 
the "Samaritan" type manuscript (4Q paleoEx™; see fig. 14) already a number 



of times described, and 4Q paleoEx1, a manuscript in a tiny hand of perhaps 
the beginning of the first century B.C. This last is quite near to the received 
text, with only slight concessions to the tendency towards expanded readings 
for the sake of clarity and smoothness. 

For the books from Exodus through Deuteronomy, what emerges thus 
far when the 4Q manuscripts are placed in the context of the Samaritan 
recension, the Old Greek, the proto-Lucianic Greek, which makes itself felt 
also in these books, and finally of the Masoretic text, is that in some degree 
all these witnesses (the Old Greek least, the Samaritan text type most) 
except the Masoretic text give evidence of a continuous expansionist tendency 
in text transmission in pre-Christian Palestine. This expansionist feature in
volves syntatical smoothing, harmonization of related passages, borrowings 
from one section or one book to another of supplementary materials, and 
sometimes an expanded orthography. A comparison of the short form of Jere
miah, known now from its appearance in 4Q Jer b as well as from the Septu
agint, with the fuller Masoretic form of the book suggests that the editing 
of the latter consisted largely of the application, presumably in Palestine, 
of similar expansionist techniques to the shorter text. 

The fullest instance of the expansionist technique is, of course, the 
"Samaritan" recension of the Torah. This was complete in all its essentials 
by the beginning of the 2nd century B.C. at the latest, as 4Q paleoExm 

(early in that century) shows. As Cross, following W. F. Albright, has re
peatedly emphasized, the actual branching off of the Samaritan sectarian 
textual tradition, as such, from this developing Palestinian type does not 
antedate the period of John Hyrcanus I toward the end of that same century. / 
In the standard Hebrew text of Exodus 36-39 we have what may be one of 
the earliest manifestations of this expansionist mentality, and one which, 
apart from the Greek tradition, has won universal acceptance. Whatever 
God tells Moses to have done, it must be said explicitly that the Israelites 
actually did at Moses' bidding, normally in the same order and in the same 
detail; this is the rationale for the chapters in question. 

Of the tendency for a sacred text transmitted in Palestine in the period 
between the Exile and the first century A.D. to grow by accretion and re
working on the basis of its own integral logic, so that the form becomes ex
panded but the substance remains the same, we may see other instances in 
the editorial process that has given us the book of Ezekiel, in the complete 
Qumran Hebrew scroll of Isaiah (1Q Is a) and, independently, in the Septu
agint form of that prophet. The underlying attitude is one of explicit rever-



ence for a text regarded as sacred, an attitude of explaining (as we would 
put it) the Bible by the Bible in the very transmission of the text itself; but 
it is not the attitude of stern adherence to an unalterable Hebrew consonantal 
text that we meet with regularly after A.D. 70. 

If this be a fair estimate of the evidence, what of the sound, tightly 
organized, unexpanded text of the Torah that stands in our Bibles? How 
has it not (except perhaps for the chapters of Exodus noted above) under
gone the kind of development present in varying degrees in our other wit
nesses? Cross, in the article referred to, would root the Masoretic text of the 
Torah in a conservative Babylonian tradition, as he does for the books of 
Samuel. In any case, the received Hebrew text of the Torah appears again 
as an exceptional text, but this time, as an exceptionally good text. 

With the recent publication of the Psalms scroll H Q Ps a and the non-
Biblical materials which it contains, there will undoubtedly be a period of 
renewed speculation as to how far we can see the Psalter as a closed collec
tion in the days of the Qumran community. Fr. J. Starcky is about to publish 
in the Revue biblique a collection of three non-biblical hymns, one of which 
is the "Apostrophe to Zion" of the cave 11 Psalter. Since these have been 
established as being part of a manuscript (4Q Ps f) already known for the 
canonical Psalms 22, 107, and 109, the question will arise again there. With 
no special desire to press for an overly conservative answer to the question, 
the present writer will close this interim report by mentioning three small 
facts that seem to him to indicate dependence of the cave 11 Psalter on the 
complete collection of Psalms as we know it. One is that Psalm 133, which is 
detached from the group of "Songs of Ascents" in H Q Ps a, still retains the 
same title as the other Psalms of this group. A second is that Psalms 151A 
and B, compositions written for David on the basis of the text of Samuel, 
appear after the prose narrative about all David's compositions in the cave 11 
collection (along with Pss. 140, 134, which in a reshuffling of the order may 
simply have been skipped at some earlier place). The third is that Psalm 
146 stands in columns [i] -ii in HQ Ps a, and Psalm 145 in cols, xvi-xvii; yet 
after the HQ text of Psalm 146:9 there stands an extra line based on Psalm 
145:9 and 12. 
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H a r v a r d U n i v e r s i t y 

I. 

THE most striking feature of the biblical manuscripts found in the vicinity of 
Qumrân is the diversity of their textual traditions. We refer, not to the multi
plicity of individual variant readings within manuscripts nor to the variety of 
orthographic traditions in which copies of biblical works are inscribed, but to 
the plurality of distinct text types preserved. 1 

This plurality of textual families was not immediately manifest owing to die 
happenstance of discovery which directed attention first to the text of Isaiah at 
Qumrân. The two great scrolls from Cave I, together with the dozen or so frag
mentary scrolls of Isaiah from Cave IV, proved on careful analysis to belong 
precisely to the Proto-Massoretic tradition, that is to the textual family from 
* Address delivered on the occasion of the dedication of The Shrine of the Book, April 21, 1965. 
1 See most recently, F.M.Cross: The History of the Biblical Text in the Light of the Discoveries 
in the Judean Desert, Harvard Theological Review 57 (1964), pp. 281-299; S. Talmon: Aspects of 
the Textual Transmission of the Bible in the Light of the Qumrân Manuscripts, Textus 4 (1964), 
pp. 95-132; P. Wernberg-Moller: The Contribution of the Hodayot to Biblical Textual Criticism, 
Textus 4 (1964), pp. 133-175; P. W. Skehan: The Biblical Scrolls from Qumrân and the Text of 
the Old Testament, BA 28 (1965), pp. 87-100. 



which our received text derived.2 The text of Isaiah at Qumrân gave an impor
tant and unambiguous witness to the antiquity of the Proto-Massoretic tradition, 
and the several manuscripts illustrated vividly the range of variation and deve
lopment within a textual family at home in Palestine in the last two centuries 
of the Second Commonwealth. 3 

Non-traditional text types were first recognized when study was directed to 
the biblical manuscripts of Cave IV. An excellent example is the text of Jere
miah. A Hasmonaean manuscript, 4QJer b , contains the so-called short recension 
of Jeremiah, 4 a text type identical with that which underlies the Old Greek 
(Septuagint) translation. The latter is about one-eighth shorter than the received 
text. The Proto-Massoretic family is also represented at Qumrân, especially well 
in 4QJer a, a manuscript from ca. 200 B. C . 5 Study of the two textual traditions 
in the light of the new data makes clear that the Proto-Massoretic text was expan
sionist, and settles an old controversy. Those who have defended the originality 
of the traditional text by arguing that the Greek translator abbreviated the 
Hebrew text before him are proved wrong. The Septuagint faithfully reflects 
a conservative Hebrew textual family. On the contrary, the Proto-Massoretic 
and Massoretic family is marked by editorial reworking and conflation, the 
secondary filling out of names and epithets, expansion from parallel passages, 
and even glosses from biblical passages outside Jeremiah. 6 

2 The literature on the Isaiah scrolls is immense and growing; for recent discussions and biblio
graphy, one may note the following: P. W. Skehan: The Qumrân Scrolls and Textual Criticism, VT 
Supplement IV (1957), pp. 148-160; H. M. Orlinsky: The Textual Criticism of the Old Testament, 
The Bible and the Ancient Near East, New York, 1961, pp. 113-132; F.M.Cross: The Ancient 
Library οj Qumrân, New York, 2nd ed., 1961, pp. 177 if. (hereafter ALQ2); J. Ziegler: Die Vor
lage der Isaias—Septuaginta (LXX) und die erste Isaias-Rolle von Qumran (IQIs»); JBL 78 
(1959), pp. 34-59; S. Talmon: DSIs* as a Witness to Ancient Exegesis of the Book of Isaiah, 
Annual of the Swedish Theological Institute 1 (1962), pp. 62-72; E.Y.Kutscher: The Language 
and Linguistic Background of the Isaiah Scroll (Hebrew), Jerusalem, 1959; M. H. Goshen-Gottstein: 
Theory and Practice of Textual Criticism, Textus 3 ( 1 9 6 3 ) , ΡΡ- 130-158; and The Book of Isaiah: 
Sample Edition with Introduction, Jerusalem, 1965. 
3 On the Palestinian origin of the Proto-Massoretic text of Isaiah, Jeremiah, and certain other books, 
3ee below. 
4 A fragment of the poorly preserved manuscript is cited in Cross: ALQ2, p. 187, n. 38. 
5 On the script and date of this manuscript, see Cross: The Development of the Jewish Scripts, The 
Bible and the Ancient Near East, Fig. 1, line 5, and pp. 136-160. On the orthography of this manu
script, see D. N. Freedman: The Massoretic Text and the Qumrân Scrolls, A Study in Orthography, 
Textus 2 (1962), pp. 87-102. 
6 For detailed documentation, see the forthcoming Harvard dissertation on the two recensions of 
Jeremiah by Mi. J. G. Janzen. As instances of glosses from outside Jeremiah, he cites Jer. 28:16, 29: 
32, and 48:45-6 (all omitted in the Old Greek). In analyzing several categories of conflation in the 



The text of Samuel found in three manuscripts from Cave IV is non-Mas
soretic. 4QSama, an extensively-preserved manuscript of ca. 50-25 B .c . , 7 contains 
a text-type closely related to the Vorlage of the Septuagint. 8 Its precise textual 
relationships can be denned even more narrowly. It is allied with the text of 
Samuel used by the Chronicler about 400 B. c. It is even more closely allied to 
the Greek text of Samuel used by Josephus, and surviving in a substratum of 
the Lucianic recension of the Septuagint. In short, its textual family is Palestin
ian, and corresponds to the Greek recension usually called Proto-Lucianic.9 

4QSams written by the same scribe who copied the Sérek Hay-ydhad (1QS), 
preserves the same Palestinian text-type. The archaic manuscript of Samuel 
from Cave IV (4QSam b ) , dating from the third century B. c . , 1 0 belongs to an 
early stage of this Palestinian tradition. 

Divergent textual families are represented also in the Pentateuch. A palaeo-
Hebrew manuscript of Exodus (4QpalaeoExm), 1 1 and a Herodian scroll of 
Numbers ( 4 Q N u m b ) 1 2 present a textual tradition closely allied to the Samari
tan, a Palestinian text-form characterized by wide-spread glosses, expansions 
from parallel passages, and like editorial activity.1 3 W e note that these textual 
traits of the Proto-Samaritan family are remarkably similar to those of the 
Proto-Massoretic (and Massoretic) text of such books as Jeremiah described 
above, and Isaiah, to be discussed below. In contrast to these expansionistic 
texts, however, the Massoretic text of the Pentateuch was remarkably short 
and conservative. One other manuscript may be cited to illustrate these deviant 
textual families found at Qumrân: 4QEx a . 1 4 This Herodian exemplar stands 

Massoretic tradition, Janzen concludes that 'in the number of expansions from parallel passages [in 
Jeremiah], Mfassoretic] exceeds G[reek] by a ratio of 6:1'. 
7 On the dating, see Cross: The Development of the Jewish Scripts, Fig. 2, line 3, and pp. 166-181. 
8 See provisionally, F. M. Cross: A New Qumrân Biblical Fragment Related to the Original Hebrew 
Underlying the Septuagint, BASOR, 132 (1953), pp. 15-26; and the corrections in JBL 74 (1955), 
p. 165, n. 4 0 . 
9 On the 'Proto-Lucianic' and Palestinian character of the text of Samuel at Qumrân, see the writer's 
detailed discussion: Harvard Theological Review, 57 (1964), pp. 292-299 (hereafter HTR). 
1 0 Cf. Cross: The Oldest Manuscript from Qumrân, JBL 74 (1955), pp. 147-172; and The Devel
opment of the Jewish Scripts, pp. 145-158, and Fig. 1, line 4. 

1 1 Parts of this manuscript, formerly labeled 4QEx a j were published by P. W. Skehan: Exodus in the 
Samaritan Recension from Qumran, JBL 74 (1955), pp. 182-187. 
1 2 See provisionally, Cross: HTR 57 (1964), p. 287 and n. 27. 1 3 Cf. the older studies 
of P. Kahle: Untersuchungen zur Geschichte des Pentateuchtextes, Opera Minora (1956), pp. 5-26; 
S. Talmon: The Samaritan Pentateuch, Journal of Jewish Studies 2 (1951), pp. 144-150; and the 
forthcoming Harvard dissertation by Bruce Waltke on the textual character of the Samaritan Penta
teuch. 1 4 See provisionally the fragment published in ALQ2, PI. opposite p. 141, and p. 184, n. 31. 



very close to the Hebrew text used in Egypt by the Greek translator of the 
Septuagint. 1 5 

II . 

The plurality of textual types from the Judean Desert fall into distinct 
families limited in number. Their diversity is not fluid or chaotic but conforms 
to a clear and simple pattern. 1 6 In the Pentateuch and Former Prophets, all 
textual traditions known from Qumrân and from the southern Judean Desert 
belong to three families. In the Latter Prophets only two families are extant. 
Moreover, none of these text-types is unknown. They have left their witnesses 
in textual traditions available before the discovery of the caves of Qumrân, in 
the received text, in the Septuagint and its recensions, in apocryphal Jewish 
works, in the New Testament, in the Samaritan Pentateuch, and in Josephus. 

The Hebrew textual families have left clearest traces in the Greek Bible. W e 
are able to trace a series of as many as three stages in the recensional history 
of the Septuagint before the emergence of the Massoretic text. The Old Greek 
preserves a non-traditional text-type which is represented at Qumrân, for 
example, by 4QEx a and especially 4QJerb. In the second or first century B. C , 
the Septuagint was revised in Palestine to conform to a Hebrew text then 
current, represented at Qumrân by the manuscripts of Samuel from Cave IV; 
this is the Proto-Lucianic recension of the Greek Bible best known, perhaps, from 
Josephus, and the special readings of a small group of Greek witnesses. 1 7 N o 

1 5 4QEx a also exhibits readings which are clearly 'Palestinian,' however, and we may observe that 
the Old Palestinian text of Exodus (i.e., the text of the fourth-third centuries B . C . ) stood far closer 
to the Vorlage of the Septuagint than to the Samaritan text (sensu stricto). This is to be expected, 
however, if we are correct in describing the Egyptian text as a branch of the Old Palestinian, and if 
the recent analysis of Waltke is sound, showing that the Samaritan recension was influenced second
arily by the developed Massoretic tradition. 
1 6 Within a textual family, there is, if course, a considerable range of minor variation, especially in 
texts of an expansionist character. An example of "minor variations' are those found in certain Pales
tinian texts owing to the introduction of new, so-called plene orthographic style in the Maccabaean 
and Hasmonaean periods, an innovation that affected only a part of the texts in this tradition (see 
below). 
1 7 The clearest witness to the Proto-Lucianic text actually is to be found in the sixth column of the 
Hexapla to ? Sam. 11:2-1; Kgs.2:11 (normally Theodothionic elsewhere). It is found as the substratum 
of the Lucianic Recension (hence 'Proto-Lucian') of Samuel-Kings, in the cursives boc2e2, in Joshua-
Judges in the groups Κ gn dpt, and more faintly in the Pentateuch in the families gn dpt and (in 
Deuteronomy) Θ. In the Former Prophets, especially, the Old Latin also is often a witness to the 
Proto-Lucianic recension. See "the discussion with references to the literature in the writer's paper in 
HTR 57 (1964), pp. 292-297. 



later than the beginning of the first century A. D . , portions of the Greek Bible 
were revised a second time, this time to the Proto-Massoretic text. This Greek 
recension, called Proto-Theodotian or καίγε, is extensively preserved in a manu
script of the Minor Prophets from the Nahal Hever. 1 8 In Jeremiah its text-type 
is preserved in Hebrew in 4QJer a, in Greek in the supplementary additions to 
the Old Greek. In Samuel-Kings it has replaced the Old Greek in most wit
nesses in the section II Samuel 11:2-1 Kings 2:11 and in II Kings. 1 9 These three 
stages in the history of the Greek Bible, the Old Greek, the Proto-Lucianic 
recension, and the καίγε recension reflect in turn the three families of the 
Hebrew text isolated in the finds at Qumrân. 2 0 If one distinguished the fully 
developed Massoretic text from the Proto-Massoretic, a fourth stage may be 
discerned, represented by the Hebrew text-type found, for example, at Murab
ba'at and Masada, reflected in Greek in the revision of the καίγε recension 
prepared by Aquila in ca. 130 A. D. 

I I I . 

Any reconstruction of the history of the biblical text before the establishment 
of the traditional text in the first century A. D . , must comprehend this evidence: 
the plurality of text-types, the limited number of distinct textual families, and 
the homogeneity of each of these textual families over several centuries of time. 
W e are required by these data, it seems to me, to recognize the existence of local 
texts which developed in the main centers of Jewish life in the Persian and 
Hellenistic age. 2 1 

1 8 This manuscript has now been published by D. Barthélémy: Les devanciers d'Aquila, Leiden, 1963. 
1 9 Cf. Barthélémy, op. cit. (above, η. 18); Cross: HTR 57 (1964), pp. 281-299; and S. Jellicoe: 
JAOS 84 (1964), pp. 178-182. 
2 0 It need scarcely be said that these stages are not found for every book in the Hebrew Bible, either 
in Hebrew or Greek, and in the case of many books, especially those which became canonical late, 
never existed. 
2 1 A theory of local texts was adumbrated by W. F. Albright in his study, New Light on Early 
Recensions of the Hebrew Bible, BASOR 140 (1955), pp. 27-33. Against Albright, we should 
argue, however, that the local textual families in questions are not properly called 'recensions'. They 
are the product of natural growth or development in the process of scribal transmission, not of 
conscious or controlled textual recension. The steady accumulation of evidence from the Desert of 
Judah has enabled us to elaborate a 'general theory' and to document it in considerable detail. See 
the chapter on The Old Testament at Qumrân in ALQ2, and The History of the Biblical Text 
in HTR 57 (1964), pp. 281-299. A similar approach is presented in the forthcoming article of P.W. 
Skehan on Bible. Texts and Versions in the New Catholic Encyclopedia, and in the Harvard disser
tation of J. D. Shenkel: Chronology and Recensional Development in the Greek Text of Kings, 1964. 



W e may sketch the history of the local texts as follows. Three textual families 
appear to have developed slowly between the fifth and first centuries B. c , in 
Palestine, in Egypt, and in a third locality, presumably Babylon. The Palestinian 
family is characterized by conflation, glosses, synoptic additions and other evi
dences of intense scribal activity, and can be defined as 'expansionistic. The 
Egyptian text-type is often but not always a full text. In the Pentateuch, for 
example, it has not suffered the extensive synoptic additions which mark the 
late Palestinian text, but is not so short or pristine as the third or Babylonian 
family. The Egyptian and Palestinian families are closely related. Early exem
plars of the Palestinian text in the Former Prophets, and Pentateuchal texts 
which reflect an early stage of the Palestinian tradition, so nearly merge with 
the Egyptian, that we are warranted in describing the Egyptian text-type as 
a branch of the Old Palestinian family. The Babylonian text-type when extant 
is a short text. Thus far it is known only in the Pentateuch and Former Pro
phets. In the Pentateuch it is a conservative, often pristine text, which shows 
relatively little expansion, and a few traces of revision and modernizing. In 
the books of Samuel, on the contrary, it is a poor text, marked by extensive 
haplography and corruption. While it is not expansionistic, it is normally 
inferior to the Old Palestinian tradition preserved in 4QSam b , and often to 
the Egyptian despite the more conflate traits of the latter. 2 2 It is not without 
significance that the oldest manuscripts from Qumrân are uniformly of the 
Palestinian family, or rarely, of Egyptian provenience. The first appearance 
of what we term the Babylonian text-type appears in the Former Prophets in 
the Proto-Theodotionic (καίγε) recension of the Greek Bible, and at Qumrân 
not at all. The evidence is more complex in the Pentateuch, but I am now 
inclined to believe that genuine exemplars of the Babylonian text-form at 
Qumrân are exceedingly rare, and late in date. 

The grounds for the localization of these textual families are both theoretical 
and specific. In the textual criticism of ancient works, it is an axiom that texts 
which develop over a long span of time in geographical isolation tend to 

2 2 Cf. the conclusions reached by the writer in his paper. The Oldest Manuscripts from Qumrân, 
pp. 1 6 5 - 1 7 2 . A study of an additional column of this text will be published shortly. 
23 Several old manuscripts of Pentateuchal books have escaped the severe reworking that produced 
the late Palestinian or Proto-Samaritan text, e. g., the early Hasmonaean text of Genesis-Exodus 
(4Q Gen a = 4Q Ex b ) . However, in key readings these manuscripts sometimes display Palestinian or 
Egyptian readings. Perhaps their assigment to a textual family should be left sub judice. Earlier the 
writer had assigned them to the Proto-Massortic tradition. 



develop special characteristics, corrupt or secondary readings, haplographies 
and expansions, recalculated numbers and chronologies, etc., as well as pre
serving a pattern of primitive readings. These traits and peculiarities are trans
mitted producing series of filiated readings which distinguish the family. In 
turn, when textual families are detected, each with a particular series of special 
readings or traits, it must be postulated that such textual families arose in 
separate localities, or in any case, in complete isolation. Distinct textual families 
take centuries to develop but are fragile creations. When manuscripts stemming 
from different textual traditions come into contact, the result is their dissolution 
into a mixed text, or the precipitation of textual crisis which results in recen
sional activity, and often in the fixing of a uniform or standard text. 

Our new evidence for Hebrew textual families yields, on examination, speci
fic grounds for assigning each tradition to a certain locality, to Egypt, to Pales
tine, and to Babylon. The Hebrew text-type which was used by the Alexan
drian translators of the Septuagint may be attributed to Egypt. Supporting 
such an attribution is not merely the provenience of the Old Greek text. W . F. 
Albright has collected evidence of pre-Septuagintal Egyptian influence on the 
text of the Pentateuch and Former Prophets. 2 4 W e have noted above that 
frequently the Egyptian text-type is closely allied with the Palestinian family, 
precisely the relationship which might have been posited of an Egyptian local 
text on a priori grounds. It should be said, however, that the range of agree
ment between the Egyptian and Palestinian text fluctuates rather widely in 
different biblical books. In the Pentateuch it is only in the earlier stages of the 
Palestinian text that there is a real convergence of the two traditions, suggesting 
that the Egyptian text separated relatively early, no later than the fourth 
century B . c , from the main Palestinian stream. In Samuel, the two families are 
much more closely related, suggesting that the archetype of the Egyptian text 
split off no earlier than the fourth century. In Jeremiah, on the other hand, 
the Egyptian text is to the farthest degree unrelated, requiring a special expla
nation, namely that the text of Jeremiah at home in Egypt derived from a time 
near or before the beginning of the special development of the Palestinian 
family, thus in the fifth or even the sixth century B . C . In Isaiah, or in certain 
of the later books, where the Egyptian tradition is virtually identical with the 
Palestinian, we are led to conclude that the Hebrew text underlying the Old 

24 See his discussion in BASOR 140 (1955), pp. 30-33. 



Greek separated from the Palestinian quite late, or indeed that a Palestinian 
Hebrew manuscript was used for the Greek translation. 

By far the majority of the Hebrew witnesses from Qumrân belong to the 
Palestinian family. The evidence for the identification of the Palestinian family 
is most easily delineated in Samuel. The three manuscripts of Samuel from 
Cave IV, while not directly filiated, contain a single textual tradition, known 
at Qumrân as early as the third century (4QSam>), the early first century B.C., 
(4QSamc), and in the late first century B . C , (4QSam a ) . The earliest distinctive 
witness to a text of the type of these manuscripts is found in the Chronicler. 
As has been shown elsewhere, the Chronicler, shortly after 400 B . C , cited a 
text of Samuel which stands in close agreement with the manuscripts of Qum
rân, but, as is well known, sharply diverges from the received text. 2 5 In the 
second or early first century B . C , the same Palestinian text-form was used to 
revise the Septuagint: the Proto-Lucianic recension. Finally Josephus at the end 
of the first century A. D., made use of this Palestinian Greek recension in writing 
his Antiquities. The Proto-Massoretic tradition appears in no witness to the 
text of Samuel before the early first century A. D., and then in the second 
Palestinian recension of the Septuagint, 'Proto-Theodotion.' In the Pentateuch, 
the evidence is closely parallel. It has been observed that in the Chronicler's 
citations from the Pentateuch, his text stands closer to the Samaritan recension 
than to the Massoretic. 2 6 There can be little doubt, I believe, that he utilized 
the prevailing Palestinian text. At Qumrân two stages of the Palestinian text 
are represented, an early form and the Proto-Samaritan form, the former 
standing closer to the Vorlage of the Septuagint, the latter more expansive 
including long synoptic interpolations found also in the Samaritan Pentateuch. 
The Samaritan Pentateuch, as we have shown elsewhere, derives from the 
Palestinian family, separating from the common Palestinian not earlier than the 
Hasmonaean era. 2 7 Other witnesses to this non-traditional, Palestinian textual 
family are scattered through Jewish apocryphal works and the New Testament. 
An especially useful example is the book of Jubilees. In its scriptural cita-

2 5 See Cross: ALQ2, pp. 188 f. and n. 40a; HTR 57 (1964), pp. 292-297; and the forthcoming paper 
of Werner Lemke: The Synoptic Problem in the Chronicler's History, HTR 58 (1965), pp. 349-363. 
2 6 Cf. G. Gerleman: Synoptic Studies in the Old Testament, Lund, 1948, pp. 9-12, and especially 
S. Talmon: op. cit. (above, n. 13), ΡΡ- 146-150. 
2 7 See Cross: The Development of the Jewish Scripts, p. 189, n. 4; and the Harvard dissertation of 
J.D.Purvis: The Samaritan Pentateuch and the Origin of the Samaritan Sect, 1964, shortly to be 
published in monograph form; and Cross: HTR 59 (1966), pp. 201-211. 



tions, 2 8 it regularly sides with the Septuagint and the Samaritan (most often 
with the former), and in its readings in common with the Massoretic text, 
it is regularly joined by the Samaritan. This is, of course, precisely the pattern 
of the earlier forms of the Palestinian text. Charles in his analysis of the biblical 
text used by the author of Jubilees notes also its frequent alignment with the 
Syriac Bible. 2 9 This datum is also significant since in the Former Prophets and 
in the Pentateuch, the Syriac is often a witness to Palestinian readings. 

A word may be said about the orthography and script used in manuscripts 
of the Palestinian textual family. 

Hasmonaean and Herodian exemplars of the Palestinian family often exhi
bit a plene style of orthography, far fuller than that we are accustomed to 
in the Massoretic text. The introduction of this new style 3 0 began sporadically 
in the third century, but was developed systematically in the Maccabaean era, 
and reached its most extreme form in the Hasmonaean age. The extreme, or 
baroque phase of the style is often associated with archaizing or, most often, 
pseudo-archaic grammatical forms. The best known text in this style is, of 
course, the great Isaiah scroll ( l Q I s a ) . The extreme form of the style is, 
however, relatively rare. In its milder, dominant form, it appears regularly in 
texts inscribed in the Palaeo-Hebrew script, and in modified form is the style 
surviving in the Samaritan Pentateuch. The emergence of the style is most 
likely to be attributed to the literary activity which attended the nationalistic 
revival of the Maccabaean Age. 

All manuscripts, so far as I am aware, inscribed in the new Palestinian 
orthography contain a text-type which on other grounds must be called Pales
tinian. 3 1 The same is true of manuscripts written in the Palaeo-Hebrew charac
ter. Script and orthography thus may be useful clues in assigning texts to the 
Palestinian family. Of course, the great majority of our witnesses to the Pales
tinian text-form are not written in Palaeo-Hebrew script, and many in every 
period are inscribed, not in the new, or Maccabaean style but, in a more archaic, 
or archaizing orthography. W e may cite again the Palestinian texts of the three 

2 8 See provisionally, R.H.Charles: The Book of Jubilees, Oxford, 1902, pp. xxxiii-xxxix, for ana
lysis of the textual affinities of Ethiopie Jubilees. 2 9 Ibid. 

3 0 Its primary trait is the use of waw to mark δ derived from etymological a. Earlier orthographies 
restricted the use of waw to signify ü, and later δ derived from the diphthong -aw. See Cross and 
Freedman: Early Hebrew Orthography, New Haven, 1952, pp. 69 f.; and D. N. Freedman: Textus 2 
(1962), pp. 87-102. 3 1 We cannot agree with the view 
of W. F. Albright: BASOR 140 (1955), pp. 29 f., that the text of lQIs* is Babylonian. 



Samuel manuscripts from Cave IV. 4QSamt>, the archaic Samuel, is written in 
an orthography which is not only defective, but which has no parallel after 
the fourth century B. C. Long-ö is marked by waw only when it derives ethmo-
logically from the diphthong -aw.32 Massoretic orthography is typologically 
much more developed and hence later. 4QSam c is inscribed in the baroque new 
style, replete with such forms as hw'b and mw'dh. 4QSam a, from the early 
Herodian period is written in the standard form of the new orthography. 

The third or Babylonian textual family cannot be localized on the basis of 
direct evidence. W e have described its traits which are very different from those 
of the Palestinian and Egyptian textual families, and have noted that it has 
appeared so far only in the Pentateuch and in the Former Prophets, and then 
only in relatively late witnesses. Texts of this family are never found inscribed 
either in Palaeo-Hebrew script or in the new orthography developed in Pales
tine in the Maccabaean Era. Its orthographic tradition is not especially early, 
however, deriving in the main from orthographic usage which was first estab
lished in the third century B. c , and which continued to be widely used until 
the end of the Second Commonwealth. 

The assignment of the family to Babylon rests on several lines of argument. 
It is a distinctive text-type, distant from both the Egyptian and Palestinian 
families. It must have arisen in isolation. On the one hand it cannot have arisen 
in a late eclectic recension to judge from the pattern of its superior readings 
(especially in the Pentateuch). This would be too much to ask of the text-
critical skills of the Rabbis. On the other hand, it is not a text drawn from a 
single or several old manuscripts, so archaic as to escape or predate the deve
lopment of the Palestinian and Egyptian families. It is a text-type with a long 
independent history to judge from its special set of secondary readings (especial
ly in Samuel-Kings) , 3 3 Since we know well the textual families of Palestine and 
Egypt, we must look elsewhere for its locale, most naturally to Babylon. Fur
ther, examination of the Palestinian witnesses to the text at Qumrân and in 
citations in Palestinian Jewish literature in no way prepares us for the sudden 

3 2 Occasionally very archaic orthographic practices appear in 4QSamb. An example is the 'pre-Exilic' 
use of he for the 3.m.s. suffix -ô (< -uh <uhu) , found in the following reading in 1 Sam. 20:38: 
clmh, LXX τοΰ τταιδσρίου αύτοΰ, revised in MT to hncr. 
3 3 James D. Shenkel has shown (see above, n. 21) that in one section of the chronology of the 
Kingdom, the Egyptian and Palestinian tradition is based on one set of calculations, the Massoretic 
and Proto-Massoretic on another, the latter demonstrably secondary. The secondary system first ap
pears in Kings in the καίγε recension, in our extant witnesses. 



emergence of this text-type as a signifiant, much less dominant or standard 
text. Its choice in the time of Hillel as the textual base of a new revision of 
the Septuagint is the first hint of its coming importance. By the end of the first 
century A . D . , it has become dominant, or in any case standard, to judge from its 
exclusive use in the texts from Masada, Murabba cat, and the Nahal Hever. 
The simplest explanation of these data, it seems to me, is found in placing the 
development of this text-type in Babylon during the interval between the fifth 
century and the second century B . C , and to fix the time of its reintroduction 
into Palestine no earlier than the Maccabaean period, no later than the era 
of Hillel. 

i v . 

Before sketching the history of the biblical text from the time of its separa
tion into textual families until the establishment of the Massoretic recension, 
it will be useful to analyze briefly an alternate theory of the development of 
the biblical text. This is the view which attempts to explain the complex data 
we have presented in terms of a distinction between a standard text and vulgar 
texts. In application, the Massoretic text is deemed 'standard', all non-tradi
tional text-types 'vulgar'. 

I have often argued that the terms standard and vulgar are anachronistic. 
Both imply that a standard exists, either that authorities have designated one 
text-type as standard, or to say the same thing, that an official recension has 
been promulgated. But this is precisely not the case in the period under dis
cussion. There is no tendency toward the stabilization of the text at Qumrân, 
no drift toward the traditional text. Indeed neither in the Palestinian Greek 
witnesses nor in the citations of Jewish works composed in this era is there any 
evidence earlier than the time of Hillel that the recensional activities had begun 
which would ultimately establish an authoritative text. 

Let us suppose, however, that our analysis is wrong, and that a standard 
text did exist in Palestine alongside vulgar text types over these early centuries. 
What kind of picture emerges ? As for the Pentateuch and the Former Prophets, 
we must say that no one used the standard text. The Chronicler used a vulgar 
text in the composition of his history. The author of Jubilees ignored the stand
ard text. Palestinian revisers of the Greek translation chose, not the standard 
Hebrew text but the vulgar for their important labours. The Zadokite priests 3 4 

3 4 Cf. Cross: BA 26 (1963), p. 121. 



of Samaria chose the vulgar text for their official recension. . . mirabile dictti. 
From a text-critical point of view, it is even more extraordinary that the stand
ard text exercised no influence on the vulgar text. That there was no mixing, 
no contact, could be explained only, I believe, if the 'standard' text were the 
property of a tiny cabal, secretly preserved, copied, and nourished. Moreover, 
even if all this were true, we should have to ask, why do the vulgar texts fall 
into two distinct, homogeneous families?—that is, if one wishes to dispose 
entirely of resort to an explanation in terms of local texts. Such a picture of 
the textual situation can only be described as bizarre, and we are left wondering 
why the little circle who hid the standard text away for these centuries sud
denly decided to publish it. 

Perhaps there are other grounds upon which we may legitimately label Mas
soretic or Proto-Massoretic texts 'standard', non-traditional text-forms 'vulgar'. 
Our criterion might be one particular characteristic of the text itself. Since the 
Pentateuch and Former Prophets in the received text are clearly short texts, 
perhaps we may discover here a valid criterion to distinguish the standard from 
the vulgar text-forms. As is well-known, the Alexandrian grammarians based 
their recension of Homer on the principle of the superiority of the short read
ing. While haplography also produces short readings, and the text of Samuel 
is demonstrably defective by reason of extensive haplography, there can be no 
denying that the received text of the Pentateuch is a marvelously compact and 
well-preserved text, from the point of view of the modern textual critic. The 
difficulty arises when we look at the received text outside the Pentateuch and 
the Former Prophets. The traditional texts of Isaiah, Jeremiah and Ezekiel, for 
example, are notoriously expansionistic, marked by conflations, readings added 
from parallel passages, and harmonizing. The Egyptian text of Jeremiah and 
4QJerb contains a text tradition which is drastically shorter as well as far 
superior to the Massoretic text. Indeed the texts of these books possess all the 
expansionistic traits charateristic of the 'vulgar' (Palestinian) textual family. 
This is true of the Proto-Massoretic texts of Isaiah, Jeremiah, and Ezekiel at 
Qumrân; it is also true of the developed Massoretic texts of these books. 3 5 

In short, the criterion cannot be sustained. 

3 5 It may be observed that the Proto-Massoretic text of lQIs*, and the Egyptian Hebrew text under
lying the Septuagint, often go beyond the other Proto-Massoretic texts of Qumrân, as well as the 
Massoretic text in the extent of their expansionistic character (cf. P. W. Skehan: VT Supplement IV 
[1957], p. 152). However, the expansions, happily, are not always the same as those in MT, and we 
are given some control of the addition?, double readings, etc., in the Massoretic text. 



The criteria of orthographic or linguistic development have occasionally been 
used to ferret out 'vulgar' text forms. It is true that the Rabbis chose an ortho
graphic and linguistic tradition which by-passed the innovations of Maccabaean 
orthography, and the archaizing and modernizing features preserved in this 
orthography. But as we have seen, Proto-Massoretic manuscripts may appear 
in late orthography, non-traditional manuscripts in the most archaic. The same 
must be said for late or early, archaic or modernizing grammatical forms. It 
was probably the choice of the Pentateuch text which established orthographic 
principles for the remainder of the Bible, not the selection of an orthographic 
tradition which determined the choice of text. 

These criteria will not justify the use of the distinction standard/vulgar in 
describing the text-forms later to be selected and established as the Massoretic 
recension. This is because no one textual family was selected by the Rabbis or 
scribes when the era of textual crisis and recension arrived. In the Pentateuch, 
a Babylonian, or in any case, non-Palestinian textual tradition was chosen, in 
the Latter Prophets a Palestinian. 

v . 

If we put together all the evidence now at hand, woven together, to be sure, 
with occasional skeins of speculation, I believe that the history of the biblical 
text can be outlined as follows. Sometime in the Persian period, probably in 
the fifth century B. c , local texts began to diverge and develop in Palestine and 
Babylon. Certainly the Priestly edition of the Tetrateuch and the Deuteronomic 
edition of the Former Prophets cannot antedate the late sixth century B. c. 
Presumably the local texts stem from copies of the Law and Former Prophets 
whose literary complexes had come into final form in Babylon in the sixth 
century, and which were then brought back to Palestine. The traditions con
cerning the text of Ezra may reflect these circumstances.3 0 In any case we must 
project the 'archetype' of all surviving local texts of these books roughly to 
the time of the Restoration. 

In the early fourth century, the Chronicler used an early form of the deve
loping Palestinian text, and sometime about this time the Egyptian text of the 

3 6 See D. N. Freedman: The Law and Prophets, VT Supplement IX (1962), pp. 250-265. With 
possible exception of the short text of Jeremiah, we know no evidence of the survival of Exilic 
editions of a biblical work surviving independently in Palestine. 



Pentateuch broke off from the Old Palestinian text, to begin its independent 
development. The separation of an Egyptian text of Jeremiah was probably 
earlier, that of the text of the Former Prophets rather later. Meanwhile in 
Babylon the third of the incipient textual families was developing, continuing 
in isolation until its reintroduction into Palestine, perhaps in the Maccabaean 
era when longings for Zion and Parthian expulsions coincided to bring large 
numbers of the Jews to Palestine, or perhaps later in the second or first century 
B . c At all events, the Babylonian textual family was not selected for the early 
(Proto-Lucianic) revision made in the second or early first century B . C . It was 
taken up in the Proto-Theodotionic reworking of the Old Greek translation 
prepared in Palestine at the beginning of the first century A . D . 

Probably the Proto-Theodotionic recension of the Old Greek coincided with 
earliest recensional endeavours on the Hebrew text of the Pentateuch and 
Prophets. In any case between the era of Hillel and the first Jewish Revolt the 
Massoretic text came into being. The principles which guided the scholars who 
prepared the recension were unusual. The recension was not characterized by 
wholesale revision and emendation, nor by eclectic or conflating procedures. 
Nor was a single, local textual family chosen. In the Pentateuch the current 
Palestinian text-type was rejected, and along with it the Palaeo-Hebrew script 
and orthographic innovations that marked certain of its exemplars. Rather the 
conservative, superb text of Babylonian origin, recently introduced into Pales
tine, was selected for the standard text. In the Former Prophets, the same 
pattern was followed, a Babylonian text was chosen, despite the existence of 
the superior Old Palestinian textual family. Presumably the pattern was set 
by the selection of the Pentateuch. In the Latter Prophets, the scholars shifted 
textual families. In these books a Palestinian text was chosen, perhaps because 
Babylonian texts were not available. However that may be, the orthographic 
type chosen was not the new plene style common in many Palestinian manu
scripts beginning in Maccabaean times. 

The process of recension was basically one of selecting traditions deriving 
from two old textual families available in Palestine in the first century A . D. 

There was some leveling through, not always successful, of the conservative 
orthographic style chosen, and some revision, within narrow limits, was under
taken. 8 7 The process was not evolutionary or adventitious, but one of careful 

»7 Cf. ALQ*, p. 191 and n. 45. 



selection between sharply differing traditions. It was in short a systematic if not 
radical process of recension. 

The promulgation of the new, standard recension evidently took place some
time near the mid-first century A. D . The text used to prepare the καίγε recen
sion at the beginning of the century is Proto-Massoretic, not Massoretic. Read
ings which differ both from the older Greek, and from the developed Mas
soretic text are not few or insignificant, especially in Samuel and Kings. While 
the Proto-Massoretic text is well-known in many books at Qumrân, there is no 
exemplar of the Massoretic text, and no evidence of its influence. On the other 
hand, the Rabbinic recension appears to have been the accepted text in other 
circles by 70 A. D . , and in the interval between the Jewish Revolts against Rome, 
became the reigning text in all surviving Jewish communities. Its victory was 
complete and rival textual traditions shortly died out, except as they were 
preserved frozen in ancient translations or survived in the text of an isolated 
sect such as the Samaritans. 



LUCIAN AND PROTO-LUCIAN 

TOWARD A NEW SOLUTION OF THE PROBLEM * 
EMANUEL TOV 

Much new material on the Septuagint revisions has been revealed 
recently through both archaeological finds and philological investi
gations. The present paper deals with one of these recently discovered 
revisions — the so-called proto-Lucianic revision. Since any analysis of 
this revision is by its very nature closely related to Lucian's revision, 
we shall first outline the three major opinions profferred on the nature 
of his revision and the essence of the MSS boc 2e 2 . 

From Ruth 4: 11 onwards, Lucian's revision is contained in boc 2e 2, 
as has been suggested by de Lagarde and corrected by Rahlfs. Our 
remarks, however, will be limited to the four books of Reigns since 
they have been the subject of the majority of investigations concerning 
Lucian's revision. 

Alfred Rahlfs' thorough study Lucian's Rezension der Königsbücher, 
published in 1911 formed the basis of the communis opinio on Lucian 
until the last two decades. Rahlfs described how, on the one hand, 
Lucian brought the Old Greek into conformity with the Hebrew, 
while, on the other hand, he removed the Old Greek from MT by freely 
revising its language and style. Rahlfs further realized that Lucian's 
fourth century revision reflects many ancient variants, which Rahlfs 
named proto-Lucianic since they are also to be found in various sources 
preceding Lucian by several centuries. We shall later return to these 
proto-Lucianic elements. 

It was Rahlfs' great achievement to have described the three 
layers composing Lucian's text. As a rule, however, he underestimated 
the importance of proto-Lucianic elements 2 , and his views doubt
lessly need revision also in view of recent findings and studies. 

* A paper read in the IOSCS section of the VHth Congress of the IOSOT (Uppsala, 
August 7 , 1 9 7 1 ) and previously at the Biblical Symposium in Jerusalem (February 2 8 , 1 9 7 1 ) . 
The writer wishes to express his thanks to Prof. I. L. Seeligmann for helpful comments and 
encouragement. I am also much indebted to Prof. F. M. Cross who has stimulated my 
interest in the problems discussed in this paper. 

1 Septuaginta Studien 3 (Göttingen 1 9 1 1 ) . 

* Cf. P. L. H e d l e y , HThR 2 6 ( 1 9 5 3 ) 6 9 : «Rahlfs has always admitted that Lucian may 



A completely novel view of the nature of boc 2 e 2 was suggested in 
1963 by Père Barthélémy in his Devanciers a"Aquila 3 . After descri
bing the characteristics of the newly discovered kaige revision, 
Barthélémy turned to a precise analysis of the second part of 2 Sam. 
Barthélémy showed that in this section the main LXX MSS contain 
the kaige revision, while the Old Greek, surprisingly enough, is found 
in boc 2e 2 . In order to prove this, Barthélémy showed that boc 2 e 2 

and the other MSS have a common basis, and he further demon
strated that the kaige revision revised the tradition embodied in 
boc 2 e 2 in conformity to the Hebrew. The details of Barthélemy's 
views are too well-known to bear repeating. 

It must be granted to Barthélémy that, as a rule, kaige is more 
literal than boc 2 e 2 ; but this situation does not necessarily imply 
that kaige revised boc 2e 2 . The relationship between kaige and boc 2 e 2 

could be viewed differently. 
The following remarks should be made with regard to Barthélemy's 

views: 
1. His examples are selective and exclude those showing that 

boc 2 e 2 are more literal than kaige. 
2. There is much internal evidence in boc 2e 2 indicating that they 

contain a revision, even in the second part of 2 Sam *. 
3. Barthélemy's conclusions refer to the whole of the LXX, while 

his investigation is limited to one section of Reigns. 
4. Finally, Barthélémy dismisses the historical evidence concerning 

Lucian's revisional activities with too much ease 5 . 
A third view of boc 2 e 2 was proposed in 1964 by F. M. Cross, Jr. 6 . 

While working on the 4QSam a manuscript, Cross realized that this 
Hebrew source contains many proto-Lucianic readings 7 . In light 
of this new evidence, Cross suggested that boc 2 e 2 are composed of 
two different layers: a substratum containing a proto-Lucianic revi
sion of the Old Greek towards a Hebrew text like 4QSam a, and a 
second layer containing the historical Lucian's corrections. Cross' 

have used a Syrian text that differed from those current in other districts, but he has consis
tently depreciated the value of the recension ». 

3 SVT 10 (19G3). 
* Cf. especially S. P. BROCK, « Lucian redivivus, Some Reflections on BARTHÉLEMY'S 

Les Devanciers d'Aquila », in F . L. CROSS (ed.), Audio Evangelica V ( = TU 103) 176-181. 
Cf. also Brock's unpublished dissertation quoted in n. 40. 

6 Cf. F. M. CROSS, Jr., « The History of the Biblical Text in the Light of Discoveries in 
the Judaean Desert », HThR 57 (1964) 295, n. 44. 

• Ibid., 281-299. 
7 Cross has published only a few examples of proto-Lucianic readings of 4QSama; the 

complete text has yet to be published. 



thesis has been elaborated by several of his students, mainly by 
Shenkel in his study on the books of Reigns 8 . 

While I agree with the position that boc 2 e 2 are composed of two 
layers β , I would question whether the substratum is indeed a proto-
Lucianic revision. Has it really been established that this substratum 
was a revision rather than simply another Greek text? Why need 
one assume such a revision? If such an assumption is necessary to 
explain those elements in boc 2 e 2 which approximate the LXX to 
MT, it must be pointed out that Lucian derived such elements mainly 
from the « Three » and the fifth column of the Hexapla, as Rahlfs has 
shown. 

As a result of the above reflections and on the basis of my own study 
of Lucian and other ancient sources, I would like to propose a new 
working hypothesis on the nature of boc 2e 2 . My suggestion is program
matic and tentative, based on pilot studies rather than on systematic 
investigations of all the sources involved. This work still remains to 
be done, and, in fact, many studies are needed to verify this working 
hypothesis. 

Like Gross, I propose that boc 2 e 2 in the books of Reigns are com
posed of two layers. The second layer is the historical Lucian, and I 
suggest that its substratum contained either the Old Greek translation 
or any Old Greek translation. We shall later return to this problem. 
Although one may continue to use the term proto-Lucianic (or pre-
Lucianic) when referring to the elements of the Old Greek substratum, 
one should not assume a proto-Lucianic revision as such, since the 
existence of such an intermediary stage has not yet been proved. 
One could thus suggest tha t our proposal forms a compromise be
tween the views of Barthélémy and Gross. 

I should like to support the working hypothesis with the following 
five arguments: 

1. — It has always amazed me that the text of boc 2 e 2 is evidenced 
in so wide a range of sources, both before and after Lucian's supposed 
floruit (300). Of these sources, the proto-Lucianic are, of course, the 
most interesting. These include: 

the Hebrew 4QSam a 1 0 , 
two so-called « proto-Lucianic » papyri, namely the Manchester 

• J. D. SHENKEL, Chronology and Recensional Development in the Greek Text of Kings 
(Cambridge, Mass., 1968). 

• The fact that diametrically opposed tendencies are visible in bocae, makes such 
an assumption very plausible. 

" See F. M. CROSS, Jr., op. cit. 



Pap. Ryl. Greek 458 of D e u t . 1 1 and Pap. 2054 of Psalms, 
the various fragments of the Vetus Latina 1 2 , 
the substratum of the Armenian translation 1 3 , 
the text quoted by Josephus 1 4 , 
the text quoted by Pseudo-Philo in his Biblical Antiquities 15, 
the text quoted by various Church Fathers: Clemens of Alexan

dria 1 6 , Theophilus of Antioch 1 7 , Tertullian 1 8 , Hippolytus 1 9 , Cyprian 2 0 

and Origen 2 1 . 
To these sources one should probably add the Coptic translation 

of the Greek 2 2 and possibly certain elements in the Pesh i t t a 2 3 . 
Contrary to the beliefs of some scholars 2 4 , I disagree with the 

opinion that the enumerated sources have been retouched by so-called 
« Lucianic revisers ». In some instances such an assumption is either 
impossible or close to impossible. 

The list of sources which reflect the text of boc 2 e 2 after the histo
rical Lucian is equally large. It contains both the text quoted by 

1 1 Cf. the literature quoted by P . KAHLE, The Cairo Geniza * (Oxford 1959) 220-223 and 
in addition : J. HEMPEL, ZAW N F 14 (1937) 115-127; A. ALLGEIER, Biblica 19 (1938) 
1-18; J. HOFBAUER, ZKT 62 (1938) 385-389. 

1 2 Β . M. METZGER, Chapters in the History of NT Criticism (Leiden 1963) 31-32 mentions 
several studies on the relationship between Lucian and the Vetus Latina. See further : 
J . WELLHAUSEN, Der Text der Bücher Samuelis (Göttingen 1871) 221-224; H. VOOGD, 
A Critical and Comparative Study of the Old Latin Texts of the First Book of Samuel, unpubl. 
diss. Princeton 1947 (not accessible to me); R. THORNHILL, JThSt 10 (1959) 233-246; J . CAN-
TERA, Sefarad 23 (1963) 252-264; id., « Puntos de contacto de la « Vetus Latina » con la 
recension de Luciano y con otras recensiones griegas », Sefarad 25 (1965) 69-72; cf. also 
Brock's dissertation mentioned in n. 40. 

1 3 Cf. Β . JOHNSON, Die armenische Bibelübersetzung als hexaplarischer Zeuge im 1. Samuel
buch (Lund 1968) 158. In a paper read in the IOSCS section of the Vllth Congress of the 
IOSOT (Uppsala, August 8, 1971), Johnson further emphasized this feature of the Arme
nian translation. 

l* Cf. A. MEZ, Die Bibel von Josephus (Basel 1895); A. Rahlfs, op. cit., 80 ff. ; H. St. J. 
THACKERAY, Josephus, The Man and the Historian (1929; reprinted Ν. Y. 1967) 8\ît. 

16 Cl D. J. HARRINGTON, S. J., « The Biblical Text of Pseudo-Philo's Liber Antiqu,itatum 
Biblicarum », CBQ 33 (1971) 1-17. \ 

1 4 Cf. D. BARTHÉLÉMY, op. cit., 136 (pace A. Rahlfs, op. cit., 118 ff.). \ ^ 
1 7 Cf. A. RAHLFS, op. cit., 114 ff. 
1 8 Cf. P. CAPELLE, Le Texte du Psautier latin en Afrique — Collectanea biblica latina IV 

(Rome 1913) 200 (pace A . Rahlfs, op. cit., 138 ff.). 
1 9 A. RAHLFS, op. cit., 123 ff. 
2 0 Cf. especially B . FISCHER, « Lukian-Lesarten in der Vetus Latina der vier Königsbücher», 

Miscellanea biblica et orientalia R. P. Athanasio Miller oblata = Studia Anselmiana XXVII-
XXVIII (Rome 1951) 169-177; R. CAPELLE, op. cit., 203-204. 

2 1 A. RAHLFS, op. cit., 139 ff.; D. BARTHÉLÉMY, op. cit., 136 ff. 
" Cf. J. B. P A Y N E , « The Sahidie Coptic Text of I Samuel », JBL 72 (1953) 51-62; how

ever, it is not certain whether the Old Coptic text is as early as Payne surmises (250 A. D.). 
*3 Cf. the data collected by Th. STOCKMAYER, ZAW 12 (1892) 218-223; however, Stock-

mayer's conclusion, which is phrased in the title of his article (« Hat Lucian zur seiner 
Septuagintarevision die Peschito benützt? » : yesl), cannot be vindicated. 

2 4 See especially L. D I E U , « Retouches Lucianiques sur quelques textes de la vieille ver
sion latine (I et II Samuel) », RB NS 16 (1919) 372-403. 



various Church Fathers 2 5 and the text reflected in the Gothic, Sla
vonic and so-called Syro-Lucianic translations of the LXX. Some 
of these sources are undoubtedly based on Lucian, but in other cases 
it has yet to be determined whether the post-Lucianic sources are 
based on the ancient substratum of boc 2 e 2 only or whether they 
reflect the Lucianic text as a whole. This is especially true since some 
of these sources are very close to Lucian's floruit and /or are not derived 
from the area of Antioch. 

It cannot be coincidental that so many diverse sources reflect a 
proto-Lucianic text in the books of Reigns. The only logical solution 
appears to be that all the above-mentioned sources reflect elements 
of either the Old Greek translation or a single Old Greek translation 
underlying Lucian's revision. The non-Lucianic MSS contain a differ
ent, and, sometimes later, text tradition. We shall later dwell on the 
differences between boc 2 e 2 and the non-Lucianic MSS. 

2. — The studies dealing with the character of the assumed proto-
Lucianic revision stress tha t this revision generally left the Old Greek 
unrevised 2 6 . This view is based upon a comparison of translation 
options in boc 2 e 2 and the Old Greek which shows that both have a 
common vocabulary 2 7 , on Shenkel's investigation of the identical 
chronological systems of the two as opposed to the chronological 
systems of MT and the kaige revision 2 8 , and on the fact that both 
traditions start the third book of Reigns at 1 Ki. 2: 11 2 9 . But if the 
assumed proto-Lucianic revision is so close to the Old Greek and 
frequently left it unrevised, would it not be more fair to characterize 
the substratum of boc 2 e 2 as Old Greek rather than a proto-Lucianic 
revision? 

3. — It has been recognized by scholars 3 0 that the contents of the 
Hexapla's sixth column in the second part of 2 Sam. are very close 
to boc 2e 2 . For Barthélémy the sixth column thus contains the Old 
Greek, while the other MSS in that section contain the kaige revision. 
For Cross it contains the proto-Lucianic revision « in relatively pure 
form » 3 1 . Since in this section Origen placed the kaige revision in the 
fifth column, it would be more understandable in our opinion for 

» Asterius Sophista, Diodore of Tarse, Eustathius, Lucifer, Ambrose, Augustine, Theo
dore of Mopsuestia, John Chrysostom, Theodoret, Jacob of Edessa. 

*· See especially J. D. SHENKEL, op. cit. 
" Ibid., 11 ff., 113 ff. 
>β Ibid., passim. 
2» Cf. J. D . SHENKEL, op. cit., 10 ff. and further section 2 of the appendix to this paper. 
3 0 Cf. e. g., D . BARTHÉLÉMY, op. cit., 128 ff. 
3 1 F. M. CROSS, Jr., op. cit., 295. 



the Hexapla's sixth column to contain the Old Greek than an unknown 
revision about which we possess no ancient records. Furthermore, 
a probable parallel is found in 2 Kings, where Burkitt suggested long 
ago that the Quinta contains the Old Greek 3 2 . One notes that, as in 
the second part of 2 Sam., the main MSS of 2 Ki. contain the kaige 
revision, and here, also, boc 2 e 2 resemble one of the columns of the 
Hexapla, in this case the Quinta. However, the resemblance between 
boc 2 e 2 on the one hand, and the sixth column on the other, has yet 
to be investigated in detail. 

4. — In a recent article in HThR 3 3 , Klein has rightly shown that 
the additions in the Greek Chronicles harmonizing the text with 2 Ki. 
reflect the textual tradition of boc 2 e 2 rather than kaige 3 4 . This situa
tion would seem to indicate that the translator of Chronicles, naturally 
enough, took the Old Greek text as his basis 3 5 . 

5. — In another recent article in HThR 3 e , Shenkel demonstrated 
tha t in the synoptic sections of Samuel and Chronicles the Greek 
Chronicles is based on the Old Greek of Samuel. He found that in 
the kaige sections there is a much greater agreement with boc 2 e 2 of 
Samuel than in the non-kaige sections 3 7 . An analysis of Shenkel's 
data proves that in all sections the Greek Chronicles is based upon 
the Old Greek, which in the kaige sections is reflected in boc 2e 2 . 

We have adduced five arguments in favor of our working hypo
thesis that the substratum of boc 2 e 2 contains the Old Greek or Old 
Greek elements. We therefore suggest tha t the study of boc 2 e 2 should 

3 T F . C. BURKITT, « The so-called Quinta of 4 Kings », Proceedings of the Society of Bibli
cal Archaeology 24 (1902) 216-219. 

" R. W. KLEIN, « New Evidence for an Old Recension of Reigns », HThR 60 (1967) 
93-105. 

3 4 The alternative explanation that the historical Lucian harmonized the two Greek 
texts has been discussed by KLEIN and ALLEN in HThR 61 (1968) 483-495. 

" This possibility, WHICH seems to us the best explanation of the evidence, is rejected 
by Klein after some consideration : « This pre-kaige text, which served as the source for the 
Par supplements, could be either the Old Greek hitherto unknown, or, as seems morejikelyj, 
the proto-Lucianic recension » [ibid., 104). 

*· J. D. SHENKEL, « A Comparative Study of the Synoptic Parallels in I Paraleipomena 
and I-II Reigns », HThR 62 (1969) 63-85. 

3 7 According to Shenkel's statistics, 74 % of the words of 1 Par 17-18 agree with the OG 
OF 2 Sam 7-8 (non-kaige) and 3 % disagree with the OG in favor of BOCJE, in that section. 
Oh the other hand, 56 % of the words in 1 Par 19 agree with the kaige MSS of 2 Sam 10 
and 13 % disagree with the same MSS in favor of boc3e,. The amount of agreement between 
1 Par 19 and the boc.^ MSS in 2 Sam 10 is actually much greater than the numbers indi
cate: 1. the 56 % agreement between 1 Par 19 and the kaige MSS of 2 Sam 10 include many 
instances when kaige is identical with boc se 2; it would actually be more correct to STATE that 
in SUCH cases 1 Par agrees with boc2eä of 2 Sam 10 while the kaige revision has left the text 
unrevised. 2. The number of assumed agreements between 1 Par 19 and the Old Greek of 
2 Sam 10 would have been larger than 13 % if the historical Lucian had not inserted his 
own revisions in boctet. 



be founded on a new basis, different from that of previous research. 
The contents of boc 2 e 2 should be studied anew, especially in the 
light of the proto-Lucianic sources. While the above-mentioned five 
arguments partially relied on studies which have already been pub
lished, few studies have seen light on which a renewed investigation of 
boc 2 e 2 may rely. Therefore, I carried out some pilot studies, and it 
seems to me that an internal investigation of boc 2 e 2 supports the 
working hypothesis which I have suggested. 

When starting to elucidate the details of the working hypothesis 
in the light of the above-mentioned arguments, one will immediately 
discover that it is no easy task to define criteria for unraveling the 
three layers of which boc 2 e 2 are composed, viz. the Old Greek substra
tum, Lucian's borrowings from the « Three » and the fifth column of 
the Hexapla, and Lucian's own corrections. Criteria have to be defined 
as to which elements belonged or could have belonged to any one of 
the three layers. In this respect one of the main problems is tha t 
certain characteristics of boc 2 e 2 which scholars have always assigned 
to the historical Lucian were actually extant in Lucian's Vorlage. 
In a short and very instructive article, Father Bonifatius Fischer 
showed in 1951 (cf. η. 20) not only tha t the so-called Lucianic ten
dencies were already extant in the Vetus Latina, but also that the 
Vetus Latina — no doubt an early translation of the Old Greek — 
reflected some of these tendencies against boc 2 e 2 and the other MSS 
of the LXX. In other words, additions of subjects, objects and names, 
changes between nouns and pronouns, short contextual additions, 
harmonistic additions, certain translation equivalents, several doub
lets, some linguistic changes and translations instead of transliter
ations 3 8 are not late Lucianic phenomena, but belonged to the very 
first stratum of the LXX. To these examples one may add several 
in which boc 2 e 2 reflect the original Greek text which has been corrup
ted in all other MSS. And, last but not least, the most striking examples 
of proto-Lucianic elements are provided by those readings which 
reflect early variants. These variants, which can rather easily be 
pinpointed and which are of immense importance for Biblical schol
arship, form the largest group of proto-Lucianic readings 8 e . 

*· Even though it appears illogical that original renderings would have been changed by 
a later hand to transliterations (mainly of unknown words), the present writer hopes to have 
established this process for some of the LXX revisers; see t Transliterations of Hebrew 
Words in the Greek Versions of the Ο. T. — A Further Characteristic of the Aoige-Th. Revi
sion? », Textus 8 (1971). 

*· Some categories of proto-Lucianic readings are exemplified in the appendix to this 
paper. 



Since it can be proved that certain readings of boc a e 2 were extant 
in pre-Lucianic sources, one must consider the possibility tha t many 
typologically similar readings were pre-Lucianic as well. This point 
should not be overstressed, however, since it is not impossible that 
in some cases the historical Lucian acted according to the same prin
ciples which guided the original translators. 

In concluding this point, I should like to emphasize once again the 
importance of the Vetus Latina and other pre-Lucianic sources in 
pinpointing the ancient elements of boc 2e 2 . It seems to me that an 
investigation into the first stratum of boc 2 e 2 is of primary importance 
in solving the « riddle of boc 2 e 2 ». 

A second line of investigation will attempt to pinpoint readings 
which the historical Lucian derived from the « Three » and from the 
Hexapla's fifth column. This investigation is limited by its very nature 
since Lucian's sources have been preserved only partially. From the 
outset it is probable that the majority of the quantitative revisions 
towards MT are derived from the « Three » of the fifth column, but 
again on this point one should be cautious. The second category of 
proto-Lucianic readings in the appendix shows that some of Lucian's 
quantitative revisions may already have been found in his Greek 
Vorlage. 

Much research has to be done on the changes which Lucian himself 
introduced. One immediately thinks of several Atticistic changes 
such as the replacement of Hellenistic forms as είπαν and έλάβοσαν 
with ειπον and έλαβον, λήμ,ψει with λήψει and of the change of the 
passive aorist έγενήθη to the middle aorist έγένετο. 4 0 . 

Lucian probably also introduced certain stylistic corrections, such 
as the insertion of synonymous words. However, much investigation 
remains to be done in this field as well; a comparative study of trans-
ation equivalents in the different sections and MSS of the LXX 
should determine which boc 2 e 2 synonyms were introduced by Lucian 
and which belonged to the old substratum. In this respect also, the 
Vetus Latina and other pre-Lucianic sources are of help 4 1 . 

I must end my paper with an open question. I have suggested 
that the substratum of boc 2 e 2 contains either the Old Greek transkv 

4 0 After I finished writing this paper, I had the opportunity to read S. P . Brock's unpub
lished dissertation, The Recensions of the Septuagint Version of J Samuel (Oxford 1966) . 
In this pioneering and thorough study, Brock discusses several Atticizing and stylistic 
changes by the historical Lucian. 

4 1 For example, of the few stylistic changes which Brock assigned to Lucian in his article 
mentioned in n. 4, two are already evidenced in the Vetus Latina (cf. the translations of 
DlVtf in 2 Sam. 11: 7 and of ·»Π in 2 Sam. 11: 11). 



tion or any single Old Greek translation. The non-Lucianic MSS 
contain the kaige revision in two sections in the books of Reigns, and 
in three sections they reflect a text which is usually described as the 
Old Greek. My suggestion poses few problems in the kaige sections: 
here the Old Greek is contained in the substratum of boc 2e 2 , while 
kaige and the second stratum of boc 2 e 2 reflect later corrections of 
this old substratum 4 2 . However, how should one explain the rela
tionship between boc 2 e 2 and the other MSS in the non-kaige sections? 
It appears to me that in these sections we should continue to charac
terize all non-Lucianic MSS as the Old Greek. But in the instances 
in which boc 2 e 2 deviate from the other MSS I suggest a modification 
of the general opinion on the latter MSS for which I consider two 
alternatives: 

1. — In his publication of 4QLXX Lev a 4 3 , Monsignor Skehan has 
shown that in many details the Qumran fragment reflects the Old 
Greek, while all extant MSS have been retouched. This situation 
shows how little one should trust the MSS of the LXX, especially 
when they reflect MT literally. In the historical books there obtains 
a situation which parallels the problem raised by 4QLXX Lev a : 
whenever the boc 2 e 2 reading is at variance with MT or renders it 
freely, the reading found in the remainder of the MSS, as a rule, 
agrees with MT, and could thus represent a later revision. In other 
words, in the non-kaige sections the substratum of boc 2 e 2 always 
represents the Old Greek, while the other MSS as a rule reflect the 
Old Greek, but at times their text has been retouched. 

2. — As an alternative possibility it may be suggested that both 
the boc 2 e 2 reading and the one found in the other MSS represent two 
parallel Old Greek traditions. 

Since the relationship between the readings of boc 2 e 2 and that of 
the other MSS may, as a rule, be described as that between an original 
and its revision, one may prefer the first possibility. However, at the 
present state of knowledge of the proto-Septuagint question it is 
hard to solve this problem. I have therefore characterized the substra
tum of boc 2 e 2 as containing either the Old Greek or any Old Greek 
translation. The latter possibility allows for the existence of other 
Old Greek translations. 

4 1 Since there is no doubt that boc2e, and the other MSS of the LXX are genetically 
interrelated in all sections of the books of Reigns, it is likely that the kaige revision was based 
upon the Old Greek substratum of boĉ e,. However, it has yet to be determined whether 
this substratum of boc^ was identical with the assumed Vorlage of kaige or whether one 
should posit two closely-related Old Greek traditions (OG1 and OG«). 

*» P . W . SKEHAN, SVT 4 (1957) 148-160 . 



In conclusion, I propose that the existence of a proto-Lucianic 
revision of the LXX has not been established. I further suggest that 
the substratum of boc 2 e 2 contains either the Old Greek or any single 
Old Greek translation. It should perhaps be noted that the correctness 
of the first suggestion does not hold any implication for the validity 
of the second. 

A P P E N D I X 

Some categories of proto-Lucianic readings reflected in boc2e2 in the 
books of Reigns. 

1. Proto-Lucianic variants (Φ MT) — the majority of the proto-
Lucianic readings belong to this section. 

2 Sam. 13:3 MT mil-
4QSam a IWlflH 
boe 2 Syr J (txt) Ίωνναθαν 
B*a a Ίωναδαμ 
Ba(vid)b AMN rell Arm Co Eth Thdt Ίωναδαβ 
Jos. Ant. VII, 178 Ίωναθης 
(cf. F. M. CROSS, HThR 57 (1964) 294) 

2 Sam. 18:2 MT Τ Π rtfwn 
boz(mg)c 2e 2 καί έτρίσσευσε Δαυειδ (ΎΠ wVttH) 
LXX (rell) καί άπέστειλεν Δαυειδ 
La v " 2 et tripartitum fecit 

2. boc 2 e 2 = La = MT Φ LXX — the historical Lucian could have 
derived these readings from the « Three » or the Hexapla's fifth 
column, but since they are reflected in La, they may have been 
original. 

1 Sam. 1:6 MT ΠοίΠΠ τ α » 3 
boghe 2 Chr(vid) διά το έξουΟενεΐν αυτήν 
LXX (rell) om. 
L a v quia ad nihilum reputabat 

earn 

2 Ki. 17:21 MT SHp 
borc 2 e 2 έρράγη 
LXX (rell) om. 
La c yP r dissipatus est 



3. Ancient doublets 

1 Sam. 1 6 : 1 4 MT inrwm 
boc 2 e 2 Syr J συνεΐχεν ... καί έπνιγεν αυτόν 
LXX (rell) επνιγεν αυτόν 
L a v comprehendit ... et soffoca-

bat eum 

Gf. further B. FISCHER, « Lukian-Lesarten... », 177 . 

4. boc 2 e 2 reflect the OG from which the corrupt text form of the 
other MSS has developed 

1 Sam 9 : 2 4 MT Dsn Ί ο * ό 
Nabe-osvwyz(mg)b 2c 2e 2(txt) Syh J (mg) Thdt 

παρά του λαου (057Π ΠΝο) 
Β παρά τούς άλλους 
Α παρά του ανου 
L a b = boc 2 e 2 (acc. to Brooke-McLean; 

Belsheim's edition was not 
available to me) 

1 Sam. 10:2 MT Vnia 
bioc 2e 2 έν (τοις) όρίοις 
gv τω όρίφ 
LXX (rell) έν τω βρει 
L a b v in finibus 

1 Ki 1 8 : 3 2 MT nVsn 
oc*2e θααλα 
bz(mg)c|? θαλαα 
dip θαλααν 
LXX (rell) θάλασσαν 

5. boc 2 e 2 contain a translation while the other MSS contain a trans-
literation 

2 Sam. 1 7 : 2 9 MT Τ * 
a(mg)bgoz(mg)c 2e 2 Arm γαλαθηνά μοσχάρια 
LXX (rell) σαφωθ βοών (or sim.) 
L a b vitulos saginatos 



L a v lactantes vitulos 
Clem. Alex. I, 98 μοσχάρια γαλαθηνά 

Cf. further B. F I S C H E R , « Lukian-Lesarten... », 176. 

6. boc 2 e 2 add subjects or objects (these additions could reflect 
variants) 

1 Sam. 10:23 MT om. 
bhoxb 2 c 2 e 2 Co Σαμουήλ 
LXX (rell) om. 
L a D V Samuel 

1 Ki. 21:20 MT om. 
(20:20) bioc 2 e 2 Ήλιας 

LXX (rell) om. 
LaLuc Helias 

Cf. further B. F I S C H E R , « Lukian-Lesarten... », 176. 

7. Contextual additions (these additions could reflect variants) 

1 Sam. 30:15 

1 Sam. 9:3 

MT om. 
Mbgioy bza 2c 2e 2 Arm καί ώμοσεν αύτω 
LXX (rell) 
L a v 

MT 
bdghiopc 2e 2 

LXX (rell) 
Peshitta 

om. 

et iuravit ei David 

om. 
καί ανέστη Σαούλ καί παρέλα-
βεν εν τών παιδαρίων του 
πατρός αύτου μετ' αύτου 
καί έπορεύθη ζητεΐν τάς όνους 
Κις του πατρός αύτου · 
om. 
mb nui? - m i *?TKI VIXK» DJ?I 

8. The internal division of the books of Reigns 

In the following sources III Reigns starts at 1 Ki. 2:12: 
boc 2 e 2 Vat. Syr. 162 (cf. A. RAHLFS, Septuaginta-Studien III , 



16 , η . 1) , Jos. Ant. Jud. (book vu includes 1 Ki. 1:1 — 2:11) , 
Diod, Thdt, SyrJ. Cf. further A . RAHLFS, ib., 1 8 6 ff. 

9. Translation technique 

1 Sam. 9:27 

2 Sam. 11:7 

1 Sam. 4:4 

MT 
b'6(txt)oz(mg)c 2e 2 Arm 
LXX (rell) 
La* 

MT 

boc 2 e 2 

LXX (rell) 

L a b 

MT 
boz a ? c 2 e 2 

LXX 
L a b v 

[rell) 

nsj?(3) 
άκρον 
μέρος 
in loco summo 

o r w V i ηχν mW? ( τπ bvcm) 

εί υγιαίνει Ίωαβ καί εί υγιαί
νει ό λαός καί εί υγιαίνει ό 
πόλεμος 
εις είρήνην Ίωαβ καί είς 
είρήνην του λαοΰ καί είς 
είρήνην του πολέμου 
recte est Joab et recte est 
populus et recte est exer-
citus belli 

D ^ - D H aar 
oo έπεκάθητο τα Χερουβιμ 
καθήμενου Χερουβείμ 
ubi sedebat in cherubin 

10 . Grammatical changes 

1 Sam. 1:19 

1 Sam. 2 :25 

MT 
boc 2 e 2 

L X X (rell) 

L a v 

MT 

wa î ... Tinnen 
προσεκύνησαν ... καί έπορεύ-
θησαν 
καί προσκυνουσι ... καί πορεύ
ονται 

adoraverunt ... abierunt 

•XI bozc 2e 2 Syr J Or Chr έάν δε 
LXX(rell) καί εάν 
L a v C y P r si autem 

The Hebrew University, Jerusalem. Emanuel Τον. 



The Evolution of a Theory of Local Texts 

Frank Moore Cross 
Harvard U n i v e r s i t y 

The primary focus o f i n t e r e s t i n the p r e s e n t e s s a y i s upon q u e s 

t i o n s of Greek r e c e n s i o n s i n t h e books of R e i g n s . I w i s h , however, t o 

i n t r o d u c e my d i s c u s s i o n by r e v i e w i n g t h e d a t a on d i v e r g e n t Hebrew t e x t 

t y p e s garnered l a r g e l y from t h e d i s c o v e r i e s i n the Wi lderness o f Judah. 

One cannot o v e r s t r e s s t h e importance of t h i s new knowledge of Hebrew t e x 

t u a l t r a d i t i o n s , each w i t h i t s own i n t e g r i t y and s p e c i a l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s , 

f or the d i s c u s s i o n o f Greek r e c e n s i o n s . Nor can one f o r g e t t h e l o n g - t i m e 

impasse between what we may c a l l t r a n s l a t i o n t h e o r i e s and r e c e n s i o n t h e 

o r i e s d e v i s e d t o e x p l a i n t h e o r i g i n s and development of the Greek B i b l e . 

So long as t h e h i s t o r y o f t h e Hebrew t e x t remained o b s c u r e , no consensus 

was ga ined i n t h e s tudy o f t e x t forms o f t h e Greek B i b l e . In t h e books 

of Samuel, t h e e f f e c t i v e use of t h e Greek B i b l e i n t h e r e c o n s t r u c t i o n of 

the Hebrew t e x t d e c l i n e d from t h e p u b l i c a t i o n o f Wel lhausen ' s d i s s e r t a 

t i o n (1871)^" u n t i l i t reached a nad ir i n t h e t e x t u a l s t u d i e s o f P. A. H. 
2 , de Boer . Even t h e d i s c o v e r y o f the Dodekapropheton from t h e Nahal Heber 

and i t s p u b l i c a t i o n and b r i l l i a n t a n a l y s i s by Father Barthélémy d i d not 

conv ince a l l S e p t u a g i n t s p e c i a l i s t s t h a t t h e major s t r a t a i n t h e manu

s c r i p t s o f t h e Greek B i b l e c o n s i s t e d p r i m a r i l y of an Old Greek t r a n s l a 

t i o n and a s e r i e s o f r e c e n s i o n s of t h a t t r a n s l a t i o n . No smal l p a r t of 

the i n t r a n s i g e n c e o f such s c h o l a r s stemmed from the a n a c h r o n i s t i c assump

t i o n t h a t a s i n g l e Hebrew t e x t u a l t r a d i t i o n p r e v a i l e d throughout t h e i n 

t e r v a l o f t h e development o f t h e Greek B i b l e . In f a c t we must d e a l w i t h a 

complex h i s t o r y of Hebrew t e x t u a l t r a d i t i o n s b e f o r e t h e emergence o f the 

r e c e n s i o n which l i e s a t the b a s e of t h e M a s s o r e t i c t e x t i n the course o f 

t h e f i r s t century of t h e C h r i s t i a n e r a . The h i s t o r y of t h e Hebrew t e x t 

p a r a l l e l s p r e c i s e l y the h i s t o r y o f the Old Greek t r a n s l a t i o n , and i t s r e 

c e n s i o n s . Each sequence or development i n one has i t s r e f l e x i n the o t h e r 

and f u r n i s h e s da ta t o d a t e t h e p a r a l l e l s e q u e n c e . Any theory of t h e d e v e l 

opment of t h e h i s t o r y o f t h e Greek t e x t must comprehend t h e d a t a s u p p l i e d 

by both t h e h i s t o r y o f t h e Hebrew t e x t and t h e h i s t o r y of the Greek t e x t 



i f i t i s t o be adequate . To d e a l e x c l u s i v e l y w i t h one or t h e o t h e r or 

p r i m a r i l y w i t h one or t h e o t h e r i s t o c o u r t or c r e a t e t o o s imple or asym

m e t r i c a l s o l u t i o n s and h y p o t h e s e s . 

1 . The p u b l i c a t i o n of t h e g r e a t I s a i a h S c r o l l o f Cave 1 , Qumrân ι 

i n 1950 gave us our f i r s t g l impse a t a P a l e s t i n i a n t e x t o f I s a i a h o f t h e 
3 A 

mid-second century B.C. Cave 4 , Qumran has prov ided an a d d i t i o n a l f i f 

t e e n fragmentary manuscr ip t s t o t h e two exemplars from Cave 1 . These 

spread i n d a t e from t h e e a r l y second century B.C. ( e a r l i e r than l Q l s a ) t o 

t h e l a t e Herodian p e r i o d , some two c e n t u r i e s and a h a l f . A l l t h e Qumran 

manuscr ip t s of I s a i a h b e l o n g t o a s i n g l e t e x t u a l t r a d i t i o n , and may be 

d e s c r i b e d as congeners o f t h e arche type o f M, i . e . , p r o t o - M a s s o r e t i c i n 

our t e r m i n o l o g y . A l l t h e s e manuscr ipt s o f I s a i a h share t h e exjjans . ionis -

t i c c h a r a c t e r of t h e t r a d i t i o n a l t e x t s o f I s a i a h , Jeremiah , and E z e k i e l , 

t h a t i s , they are marked by c o n f l a t e r e a d i n g s , e x p l i c a t i n g p l u s e s , double 

. r e a d i n g s , and l i k e h a r m o n i z a t i o n . While t h e Old Greek t e x t o f I s a i a h , or 

r a t h e r i t s Vorlage, b e l o n g s t o a d i f f e r e n t t e x t u a l t r a d i t i o n , i t i s one 

which i s c l o s e l y a l l i e d and s h a r e s t h e e x p a n s i o n i s t i c or " f u l l " a t t r i b u t e s 

o f t h e p r o t o - M a s s o r e t i c t r a d i t i o n . I t may be o b s e r v e d , i n d e e d , t h a t t h e 

t e x t of l Q I s 3 and t h e Hebrew t e x t u n d e r l y i n g t h e S e p t u a g i n t o f t e n go 

beyond t h e o t h e r p r o t o - M a s s o r e t i c t e x t s o f Qumrân, a s w e l l as t h e Masso

r e t i c t e x t i n t h e e x t e n t of t h e i r e x p a n s i o n i s t i c t e n d e n c y . However, t h e 

e x p a n s i o n s , f o r t u n a t e l y , are not a lways t h e same as t h o s e i n M, and we 

are g i v e n some c o n t r o l of t h e a d d i t i o n s , double r e a d i n g s , e t c . , i n t h e 
. . 4 M a s s o r e t i c t r a d i t i o n . 

There i s e v e r y r e a s o n t o b e l i e v e t h a t t h e t e x t of I s a i a h a t Qumrân, 

o v e r t h e i n t e r v a l of two and a h a l f c e n t u r i e s r e p r e s e n t e d by m a n u s c r i p t s , 

r e f l e c t s a t e x t a t home i n P a l e s t i n e . I t f o l l o w s t h a t t h e M a s s o r e t i c t e x t 

i s a r e c e n s i o n of t h e P a l e s t i n i a n t e x t of I s a i a h . As we s h a l l s e e , t h e 

P a l e s t i n i a n t e x t was c h a r a c t e r i z e d by i n t e n s i v e s c r i b a l reworking and e x 

p a n s i o n , e s p e c i a l l y i n t h e Maccabaean era l a t e i n i t s h i s t o r y . Aga in , t h e 

c l o s e r e l a t i o n s h i p between the p r o t o - M a s s o r e t i c t e x t and t h e S e p t u a g i n t 

t r a d i t i o n i s e x p e c t e d t o judge from o t h e r i n s t a n c e s where we have reason 

t o b e l i e v e t h e t e x t u s receptus s tems from t h e P a l e s t i n i a n b i b l i c a l t e x t . 

The baroque o r t h o g r a p h i c t r a d i t i o n found i n t h e l Q I s a s c r o l l (among many 

o t h e r s ) i s a mark o f a P a l e s t i n i a n t e x t . I t i s r e f r a c t e d i n o r t h o g r a p h i c 



p r a c t i c e of t h e Maccabaean age i n i n s c r i p t i o n s from P a l e s t i n e , and f r e 

q u e n t l y i s found i n the Palaeo-Hebrew manuscr ipts o f the Penta teuch a s 

w e l l as i n t h e Samaritan s c r i b a l t r a d i t i o n which branched o f f from the 
5 

common P a l e s t i n i a n p r a c t i c e i n t h e f i r s t c e n t u r y B.C. 

Most o f the one hundred e i g h t e e n b i b l i c a l manuscr ipts from Cave 4 , 

Qumrân must be i d e n t i f i e d s i m i l a r l y as "pro to -Massore t i c" and " P a l e s t i n 

ian" i n t y p e . T h i s i s t r u e o f manuscr ipts of E z e k i e l , t h e Minor P r o 

p h e t s , and t h e W r i t i n g s , most o f which appear t o have e x p a n s i o n i s t i c 

t e x t s both i n the textus receptus and a t Qumrân. E x p e c i a l l y obv ious 

c a s e s i n c l u d e t h e " f u l l " t e x t s o f E z e k i e l , P r o v e r b s , Psa lms , and J o b . 

Job a l s o appears i n Palaeo-Hebrew a t Qumrân. The p o i n t i s noteworthy 

s i n c e a l l t h e Palaeo-Hebrew t e x t s from Qumrân c o n t a i n a P a l e s t i n i a n t e x 

t u a l t r a d i t i o n . 6 

2 . D e v i a t i o n from t h i s p a t t e r n o f " p r o t o - M a s s o r e t i c " = " P a l e s t i n 

ian" does occur a t Qumrân i n t h r e e groups o f m a n u s c r i p t s , the most s i g n i f 

i c a n t manuscr ipt s we p o s s e s s f o r t h e r e c o n s t r u c t i o n o f t h e h i s t o r y o f t h e 

b i b l i c a l t e x t b e f o r e i t s s t a b i l i z a t i o n i n t h e P h a r i s a i c r e c e n s i o n (M). 

A l l came under my eye f i r s t i n t h e examinat ion o f t h e manuscr ipt f r a g 

ments from Cave 4 . V i r t u a l l y a l l o f t h e s e Hebrew w i t n e s s e s from Qumrân 
do bear t h e marks d e s c r i b e d above of t h e P a l e s t i n i a n t e x t (as might be e x -

7 
p e c t e d ) ; but they are n o t p r o t o - M a s s o r e t i c . 

Three manuscr ipt s o f Jeremiah were r e c o v e r e d from t h e e x c a v a t i o n s i n 

Cave 4 , Qumrân. Two, 4QJer a d a t i n g from t h e end of the t h i r d cen tury B. 

C.^ and 4 Q J e r c from no e a r l i e r than t h e end of t h e f i r s t century B . C . , 

p r e s e n t t h e l o n g t e x t o f Jeremiah w i t h v i r t u a l l y no s i g n i f i c a n t d e v i a t i o n s 

from t h e t r a d i t i o n a l t e x t (M). C e r t a i n l y they are t o be l a b e l e d p r o t o -

M a s s o r e t i c and P a l e s t i n i a n . The t h i r d m a n u s c r i p t , d a t i n g from t h e Has-

monaean p e r i o d , i t should be n o t e d , i s r a d i c a l l y d i f f e r e n t i n i t s t e x t u a l 

t r a d i t i o n p r e s e r v i n g t h e s h o r t t e x t u a l t r a d i t i o n of t h e book o f Jeremiah 
9 

known h i t h e r t o o n l y from the Old Greek t r a n s l a t i o n . As has o f t e n been 

o b s e r v e d , t h e s e two t e x t u a l t r a d i t i o n s may d i f f e r r e c e n s i o n a l l y i n o r i g i n . 

So g r e a t i s t h e i r d i f f e r e n c e i n l e n g t h and order t h a t the long t e x t cannot 

be supposed t o have deve loped between t h e second h a l f o f t h e t h i r d century 

B . C . , t h e d a t e of t h e Old Greek t r a n s l a t i o n , and the f i x i n g of t h e P a l e s 

t i n i a n t e x t u a l t r a d i t i o n i n t h e M a s s o r e t i c r e c e n s i o n of Jeremiah . As a 



m a t t e r o f f a c t , t h e r e i s no room a t a l l i f we suppose t h e S e p t u a g i n t of 

Jeremiah was t r a n s l a t e d from a P a l e s t i n i a n t e x t type o f t h e t h i r d century 

B.C. The f u l l - b l o w n , e x p a n s i o n i s t i c t e x t of Jeremiah i s a l r e a d y p r e s e n t 

a t Qumrân i n the t h i r d century B . C . ! Moreover, t h e Hebrew t e x t u a l t r a d i 

t i o n u n d e r l y i n g t h e Greek and 4QJer^ i s a s h o r t , p r i s t i n e form o f t h e 

t e x t o f Jeremiah , comparable o n l y t o t h e s h o r t , c o n s e r v a t i v e M a s s o r e t i c 

t e x t of t h e P e n t a t e u c h . Like t h e l a t t e r , i t shows few e x p a n s i o n i s t i c 

g l o s s e s or c o n f l a t i o n s , few t r a c e s o f r e v i s i o n and modern iz ing . I cannot 

b e l i e v e t h a t t h e s e r a d i c a l l y v a r i a n t t e x t u a l t y p e s were t r a n s m i t t e d s i d e 

by s i d e i n P a l e s t i n e over many c e n t u r i e s . As I have argued e l s e w h e r e , ^ 

d i s t i n c t t e x t u a l f a m i l i e s take c e n t u r i e s t o d e v e l o p but are e x c e e d i n g l y 

f r a g i l e c r e a t i o n s . When manuscr ipts stemming from d i f f e r e n t t e x t u a l t r a 

d i t i o n s come i n t o c o n t a c t , t h e r e s u l t i s t h e i r d i s s o l u t i o n i n t o a mixed 

t e x t , or t h e p r e c i p i t a t i o n of a t e x t u a l c r i s i s which r e s u l t s i n r e c e n 

s i o n a l a c t i v i t y , and o f t e n i n t h e f i x i n g o f a uniform or s tandard t e x t . 

The s h o r t t e x t o f Jeremiah must have deve loped i n i s o l a t i o n , i n a commun

i t y i n which i t was n o t exposed t o t h e i n t e n s e s c r i b a l a c t i v i t y which p r o 

duced t h e long P a l e s t i n i a n r e c e n s i o n , indeed i n a community i n which i t s 

t e x t was r a r e l y c o p i e d and r e s t r i c t e d i n use and c i r c u l a t i o n . I shou ld 

argue f u r t h e r t h a t t h e s h o r t t e x t o f Jeremiah branched o f f very e a r l y from 

t h e P a l e s t i n i a n t e x t u a l t r a d i t i o n , perhaps as e a r l y as t h e f i f t h , or even 

t h e s i x t h century B.C. ( w i t h i n a g e n e r a t i o n or two o f J e r e m i a h ' s death i n 

E g y p t ) . The e v i d e n c e drawn from an a n a l y s i s o f t h e s e v a r i a n t t e x t u a l t r a 

d i t i o n s o f Jeremiah appears t o be most s a t i s f a c t o r i l y and p a r s i m o n i o u s l y 

comprehended by a t h e o r y o f l o c a l t e x t s , d i s t i n g u i s h i n g t h e s h o r t t e x t o f 

Jeremiah as Egypt ian i n o r i g i n and a t t r i b u t i n g 4QJer^ or i t s arche type t o 

t h e Jewi sh community i n Egypt which p e r s i s t e d through t h e P e r s i a n and H e l 

l e n i s t i c a g e s . ^ 

The manuscr ip t s of t h e Penta teuch from Cave 4 , most c l e a r l y manu

s c r i p t s o f Exodus, Numbers, and Deuteronomy, a l s o e x h i b i t t r a i t s which 

i d e n t i f y them as P a l e s t i n i a n . They tend t o be f u l l e r than M, c h a r a c t e r 

i z e d by e x p l i c a t i n g p l u s e s , s y n o p t i c or p a r a l l e l r e a d i n g s i n t r u d e d i n t h e 

t e x t , w e l l known from t h e Samaritan r e c e n s i o n o f t h e P e n t a t e u c h , harmoniz

i n g : i n s h o r t , by e x p a n s i o n s . Many MSS appear i n t h e f u l l Maccabaean 

orthography b e s t known from l Q I s a ; many appear i n t h e moderate ly f u l l 



orthography r e f l e c t e d i n t h e Samaritan P e n t a t e u c h , both markers o f a P a l -

e s t i n i a n s t y l e u l t i m a t e l y r e j e c t e d by M. Such manuscr ipt s as 4QPalaeoEx"^ 

and 4QNum b 1 3 c l e a r l y r e f l e c t a common P a l e s t i n i a n t r a d i t i o n o f which t h e 

Samaritan r e c e n s i o n i s a l a t e c o l l a t e r a l w i t n e s s - There can be no q u e s 

t i o n o f t h e s e b e i n g Samaritan m a n u s c r i p t s . T h i s t e x t type i s found i n 

both t h e palaeo-Hebrew and Jewi sh c h a r a c t e r , e a r l y and l a t e a t Qumrân. 
14 

I t i s a t e x t u a l t r a d i t i o n found i n the C h r o n i c l e r , i n J u b i l e e s , i n t h e 

New Testament , and i n o t h e r H e l l e n i s t i c Jewish works . 
BL 

These P a l e s t i n i a n manuscr ipt s s tand much c l o s e r t o both G and t h e 

Samaritan t r a d i t i o n than t o M. Yet even the e a r l i e s t Qumrân exemplars 

are c l e a r l y d i s t i n c t from t h e Hebrew t e x t u a l t r a d i t i o n u n d e r l y i n g t h e 

S e p t u a g i n t . We have t o do w i t h t h r e e d i s t i n c t t e x t u a l t r a d i t i o n s , a P a l 

e s t i n i a n t e x t t y p e , the Vorlage o f the Old Greek, both f a i r l y f u l l t e x t s , 

and t h e s h o r t , r e l a t i v e l y p r i s t i n e t e x t p r e s e r v e d i n t h e M a s s o r e t i c t e x t . 

When f o r c e d t o l a b e l t h e s e t h r e e t e x t u a l t r a d i t i o n s , all well known before 

t h e d i s c o v e r i e s a t Qumrân i n f a c t , we are faced w i t h two p l a u s i b l e a l t e r 

n a t e s , I b e l i e v e . We can s e a r c h f o r i s o l a t e d s o c i o - r e l i g i o u s communities 

( to u s e Shemaryahu Talmon's t ermino logy) i n P a l e s t i n e which might have 

guarded t h e s e t e x t u a l t r a d i t i o n s and p r e s e r v e d them i n t a c t . Or we can 

look t o major Jewish communit ies , i n s i d e and o u t s i d e o f P a l e s t i n e , which 

may have nurtured and p r e s e r v e d t h e s e v a r i a n t t e x t t y p e s over c e n t u r i e s i n 

i s o l a t i o n . The f i r s t a l t e r n a t i v e i n t h e c a s e o f t h e Penta teuch i s d i f f i 

c u l t t o m a i n t a i n i n v iew of t h e e v i d e n c e t h a t p r i e s t s i n Samaria (of Zado-

k i t e e x t r a c t i o n ) , p r i e s t s a t Qumrân o f Essene a f f i l i a t i o n , as w e l l as 

v a r i o u s Jewish a u t h o r s , a l l used t h e same P a l e s t i n i a n t e x t . We cannot 

a t t r i b u t e t h e t h r e e t e x t u a l f a m i l i e s t o t h e Jewi sh p a r t i e s i n P a l e s t i n e . 

The r i s e o f t h e t h r e e major p a r t i e s must be dated t o t h e second cen tury 

B . C . , 1 5 t o o l a t e t o g i v e t h e t e x t u a l t y p e s a s e c t a r i a n S i t z im Leben. The/ 

H a s i d i c communities o u t o f which both t h e E s s e n e s and P h a r i s e e s sprung 

e v i d e n t l y knew o n l y the P a l e s t i n i a n t e x t u a l t r a d i t i o n found i n t h e t h i r d 

and second cen tury B.C. m a n u s c r i p t i o n s found a t Qumrân. Once a g a i n , i t i s 

s i m p l e s t t o look t o the Jewish community i n Egypt a s t h e c o n s e r v a t o r s o f 

t h e t e x t t y p e used i n t h e Greek t r a n s l a t i o n made i n A l e x a n d r i a . 1 6 The 

t e x t u a l f a m i l y out o f which t h e archetype of t h e P h a r i s a i c r e c e n s i o n was 

made d i f f e r s r a d i c a l l y from both t h e Egypt ian and P a l e s t i n i a n t e x t u a l 



t r a d i t i o n . I t shows no i n f l u e n c e of t h e l o c a l t r a i t s which marked t h e 

development of t h e P a l e s t i n i a n t e x t and s t a n d s even f u r t h e r a l o o f from 

t h e Egypt ian than does t h e P a l e s t i n i a n t e x t . We have been i n c l i n e d t o 

seek i t s o r i g i n i n t h e t h i r d major Jewish community i n t h e P e r s i a n and 

H e l l e n i s t i c a g e s , i n Babylon. 

We turn f i n a l l y t o t h e Former P r o p h e t s , e s p e c i a l l y t o Samuel, t h e 

most f u l l y p r e s e r v e d o f t h e b i b l i c a l manuscr ip t s from Cave 4 , Qumrân. 

Joshua seems t o f i t t o t h e p a t t e r n found i n Qumrân Samuel t e x t s . Judges 

and Kings u n f o r t u n a t e l y are e x t a n t a t Qumrân o n l y i n a few smal l f r a g 

ments . 

The t h r e e Samuel manuscr ip t s from Qumrân are a l l f u l l e r than M. 

4QSama and 4QSamc e x h i b i t most of t h e t r a i t s o f t h e P a l e s t i n i a n t r a d i t i o n 

i n t h e Penta teuch and i n the Major Prophets and W r i t i n g s . They are much 

f u l l e r t e x t s than t h e t e x t u s receptus. Many o f t h e i r p l u s e s are expan

s i o n i s t i c , and they r e v e a l con taminat ion by t h e popular P a l e s t i n i a n 

orthography o f t h e Maccabaean p e r i o d . 4QSam b, t h e a r c h a i c Samuel s c r o l l 

o f t h e m i d - t h i r d c e n t u r y B . C . , on t h e o t h e r hand, was i n s c r i b e d i n a 

u n i q u e l y p r i m i t i v e o r t h o g r a p h i c t r a d i t i o n , f a r more d e f e c t i v e than t h e 

l a t e r Samuel MSS, and f o r t h a t m a t t e r , than any of t h e o t h e r s c r o l l s from 

Qumrân. I t s a f f i n i t i e s w i t h t h e Vorlage o f t h e Old Greek ( G B L i n 1 

Samuel) are c l o s e , b u t t h e most e x t r a o r d i n a r y c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of 4QSamb i s 

i t s h i g h p r o p o r t i o n o f o r i g i n a l r e a d i n g s , whether they be i n agreement 

w i t h t h e Greek, or i n a g r e e e e n t w i t h M, or a g a i n s t bo th i n i t s r e l a t i v e l y 

f r e q u e n t unique r e a d i n g s . 1 ^ 

The M a s s o r e t i c t r a d i t i o n i n Samuel i s w h o l l y a b s e n t from Qumrân. Our 

e a r l i e s t e v i d e n c e o f i t s e x i s t e n c e i s t h e kaige Recens ion which r e p l a c e s 

t h e Old Greek i n t h e βγ s e c t i o n of R e i g n s . In v i ew o f t h e d a t e o f t h e 

Dodekapropheton o f Barthé lémy, we must d a t e i t s appearance i n P a l e s t i n e no 

l a t e r than t h e b e g i n n i n g ( s i c ! ) of t h e f i r s t c en tury o f t h e C h r i s t i a n 
18 

e r a . On t h e o t h e r hand, t h e P a l e s t i n i a n t r a d i t i o n found i n t h e Cave 4 
19 

manuscr ip t s o f Samuel i s r e f l e c t e d i n t h e t e x t o f J o s e p h u s , t h e c l o s e s t 
20 

a l l y t o t h e Qumrân t e x t u a l t r a d i t i o n , i n P s e u d o - P h i l o , and, remarkably 
21 

enough, i n t h e t e x t o f t h e C h r o n i c l e r i n s y n o p t i c p a s s a g e s , c e r t i f y i n g 

i t s P a l e s t i n i a n o r i g i n . 



The r e c e i v e d t e x t o f Samuel (M) re sembles i n i t s outward t r a i t s the 
22 

P e n t a t e u c h a l t r a d i t i o n we have c a l l e d Baby lon ian . I t i s remarkably 

s h o r t e s p e c i a l l y over a g a i n s t the P a l e s t i n i a n t r a d i t i o n o f 4QSam a, 4QSamc, 

and J o s e p h u s . I t s o r t h o g r a p h i c s t y l e i s c l o s e t o t h a t of t h e M a s s o r e t i c 

t e x t o f t h e Penta teuch though o f t e n even more d e f e c t i v e ( p r i m i t i v e ) . In 

f a c t , i t i s a t e x t i n a poor s t a t e of p r e s e r v a t i o n . While i t i s uncon-

taminated by the s c r i b a l reworking which expanded t h e o t h e r two t e x t u a l 

f a m i l i e s , e s p e c i a l l y the l a t e P a l e s t i n i a n t e x t o f Samuel, i t i s a t e x t 
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r i d d l e d w i t h h a p l o g r a p h i e s , some o f paragraph l e n g t h . I t appears t o 
24 

stem from a l o c a l e i n which Samuel was n o t i n t e n s i v e l y used and i n 

which s c r i b a l t r a d i t i o n s were ex tremely c o n s e r v a t i v e , presumably from the 

same m i l i e u as the r e c e i v e d (Babylonian) t e x t o f t h e P e n t a t e u c h . In v iew 

of t h e f a c t t h a t the Old Greek o f Samuel, w h i l e a l l i e d f a i r l y c l o s e l y w i t h 
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the Qumran t e x t s of Samuel, i s n e v e r t h e l e s s d i s t i n c t , we must aga in 

r e c o g n i z e t h r e e p a r a l l e l s treams of t e x t u a l t r a d i t i o n , t h r e e d i s t i n c t 

l o c a l t e x t s , a s i n the P e n t a t e u c h . 

3 . In our r e c o n s t r u c t i o n of the h i s t o r y o f the Old Greek and i t s 

r e c e n s i o n s we f i n d the h i s t o r y o f the Hebrew t e x t r e c a p i t u l a t e d . The Old 

Greek t r a n s l a t i o n of the Penta teuch and Samuel t r a n s m i t s a Hebrew t e x t u a l 

t r a d i t i o n a t home i n Egypt , and u l t i m a t e l y a branch of the Old P a l e s t i n i a n 
t e x t of t h e f i f t h or a t l a t e s t f o u r t h c e n t u r y . I t s t e x t form i s f u l l i n 
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t h e s e b o o k s , i n f e r i o r i n the Penta teuch t o p r o t o - M a s s o r e t i c (Babylonian) 

t e x t , and i n f e r i o r i n Samuel t o t h e Old P a l e s t i n i a n exemplar 4QSam^. On 

the o t h e r hand i t i s , over a l l , c l e a r l y s u p e r i o r t o t h e p r o t o - M a s s o r e t i c 

(Babylonian) t e x t o f Samuel. 

The second stratum i s t h e s o - c a l l e d p r o t o - L u c i a n i c r e c e n s i o n , a s u b 

j e c t t o which we s h a l l r e t u r n . I t c o n s i s t s a p p a r e n t l y o f a l i g h t s p r i n k 

l i n g of r e a d i n g s d e r i v e d from t h e P a l e s t i n i a n t e x t u a l fami ly of t h e type 

found i n t h e t h r e e Samuel manuscr ip t s from Qumrân, t o which t h e Old Greek 

was s p o r a d i c a l l y c o r r e c t e d . To t h i s p r o t o - L u c i a n i c r e c e n s i o n we should 

a s s i g n the t e x t of Samuel i n J o s e p h u s , and i n my v iew an e a r l y s tratum of 

t h e L u c i a n i c r e c e n s i o n (boc2e2 i n R e i g n s ) , and t h e s i x t h column o f the 
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Hexapla i n Reigns s e c t i o n βγ (2 Sam. 1 0 : 1 - 1 Kgs. 2 : 1 1 ) . Whether t h e I t a l a 

was t r a n s l a t e d from the p r o t o - L u c i a n i c r e c e n s i o n or t r a n s l a t e d from the 

Old Greek i s not c e r t a i n and must be determined i n f u t u r e s t u d i e s . I am 



i n c l i n e d t o a s s i g n i t s base p r o v i s i o n a l l y t o t h e p r o t o - L u c i a n i c t r a d i t i o n . 

The "pro to -Luc ian ic" r e c e n s i o n can be d i s c e r n e d o n l y i n t h e Penta teuch 

and Former P r o p h e t s . Much c o n f u s i o n has e n t e r e d t h e d i s c u s s i o n a t t h i s 

p o i n t . P r o t o - L u c i a n i c r e a d i n g s are d i s c e r n e d i n Samuel accord ing t o t h e 
L Β 28 L r 

formula G •=φ= MG . Readings where G a g r e e s w i t h M a g a i n s t G are 

i n a d m i s s i b l e s i n c e they may be Hexap lar i c r e a d i n g s or c o r r e c t i o n s a r i s i n g 

i n a l a t e s tratum of t h e L u c i a n i c t e x t . However, i n I s a i a h , Jeremiah , and 

and E z e k i e l , i n t h e Minor Prophets and i n most i f n o t a l l o f t h e Hag i -

ographa, t h e t e x t u a l base o f M i s t h e P a l e s t i n i a n t e x t . Thus p r o t o -

L u c i a n i c r e a d i n g s cannot be d i s c e r n e d owing t o t h e r e s t r i c t i o n s of our 

method o f i s o l a t i n g them. "Proto -Luc ian ic" r e a d i n g s i n such c a s e s are 

c o r r e c t i o n s t o t h e P a l e s t i n i a n , i . e . , t h e p r o t o - M a s s o r e t i c , t e x t and 

cannot o r d i n a r i l y be d i s t i n g u i s h e d from kaige r e v i s i o n s t o t h e p r o t o -

M a s s o r e t i c t e x t or l a t e r Hexap lar i c c o r r e c t i o n s t o t h e s tandard M a s s o r e t i c 

t e x t . In t h e p a s t , t h e primary data f o r i s o l a t i n g t h e p r o t o - L u c i a n i c r e 

c e n s i o n d e r i v e d from t h e βγ and γδ s e c t i o n s of R e i g n s . With t h e demon

s t r a t i o n by Barthélémy t h a t i n t h e s e s e c t i o n s t h e kaige Recens ion has r e 

p l a c e d t h e Old Greek, most o f t h i s e v i d e n c e d i s a p p e a r e d . Many r e a d i n g s 

formerly l a b e l e d p r o t o - L u c i a n i c are mere ly Old Greek, t h e substratum o f 

t h e L u c i a n i c t r a d i t i o n p r e s e r v e d i n b o c 2 e 2 -

The t h i r d r e c e n s i o n we may c a l l kaige or p r o t o - T h e o d o t i o n i c , now 

b e s t known from t h e Dodekapropheton o f Barthélémy and s e c t i o n s 3γ and γδ 

of Reigns (2 Sam. 1 0 : 1 - 1 Kgs. 2 : 1 1 ; 1 Kgs. 2 2 : 1 - 2 Kgs. 2 5 : 3 0 ) . Confirma

t i o n t h a t 2 Sam. 1 0 : 1 - 1 Kgs. 2 :11 (βγ) i s r e c e n s i o n a l i s overwhelmingly 

g i v e n by 4QSama which has s c o r e s i f n o t hundreds of r e a d i n g s i n t h i s s e c -
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t i o n which f o l l o w the formula 4QSama G =^= G M. The d a t e of t h e kaige 

Recens ion i s e a r l y f i r s t century o f t h e C h r i s t i a n e r a (a t l a t e s t ) t o judge 

from t h e d a t e of t h e s c r i p t of t h e Dodekapropheton. I t s base i s p r o t o -

M a s s o r e t i c , t h e e a r l i e s t e v i d e n c e f o r t h e p r e s e n c e of t h e Babylonian t e x t 

of Samuel i n P a l e s t i n e . Symmetry would s u g g e s t t h a t t h e kaige Recens ion 

was made from t h e p r o t o - L u c i a n r e c e n s i o n r a t h e r than d i r e c t l y from t h e Old 

Greek, but we have no b a s i s upon which t o e s t a b l i s h i t s p r e c i s e t e x t u a l 
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b a s e , aga in owing t o m e t h o d o l o g i c a l r e s t r i c t i o n s . T y p o l o g i c a l l y , t h e 

kaige Recens ion shou ld be l a t e r i n o r i g i n than t h e p r o t o - L u c i a n i c s i n c e i t 

i s t h e f i r s t e v i d e n c e of t h e p r e s e n c e o f t h e p r o t o - M a s s o r e t i c t e x t i n 



P a l e s t i n e , dominated from t h e t ime o f the C h r o n i c l e r by the P a l e s t i n i a n 

t e x t of t h e Penta teuch and Samuel. I t i s , moreover, the f i r s t o f a c o n 

t i n u i n g s e r i e s of r e c e n s i o n s toward a t e x t of Babylonian type which i n 

c l u d e s l a t e r r e v i s i o n s o f t h e Theodot ion ic s c h o o l and A q u i l a . Thus we 

should d a t e t h e p r o t o - L u c i a n i c Greek no l a t e r than t h e f i r s t c en tury B.C. , 

and as Barthélémy has s u g g e s t e d , p r o t o - L u c i a n i c a c t i v i t y may have begun 

on the Old Greek from the moment of i t s i n t r o d u c t i o n i n t o P a l e s t i n e , i n 

the l a t e t h i r d or second cen tury B.C. 

The r e c e n s i o n s of Aqui la and the Hexapla b r i n g us t o the e r a a f t e r 

the M a s s o r e t i c Hebrew r e c e n s i o n o f t h e Babylonian t e x t u a l t r a d i t i o n had 

become a u t h o r i t a t i v e . The Hebrew r e c e n s i o n e v i d e n t l y d a t e s from t h e era 
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o f H i l l e l s i n c e i t i s the e x c l u s i v e t e x t u a l form found a t Masada (before 

A.D. 73) and i n t h e hands o f t h e s o l d i e r s o f Bar Kosiba (spanning t h e 

i n t e r v a l between the Jewish R e v o l t s , A.D. 7 0 - 1 3 5 ) . The new, s tandard 

r e c e n s i o n i s w h o l l y absent from Qumrân. I t i s c u r i o u s t h a t n e i t h e r t h e 

f u l l orthography o f t h e Maccabaean era and l a t e r nor the palaeo-Hebrew 

s c r i p t was adopted i n t h e t e x t now promulgated by t h e P h a r i s a i c s c h o o l . 

These are e v i d e n t l y a d d i t i o n a l s i g n s of i t s n o n - P a l e s t i n i a n background. 

4 . The d i s c u s s i o n o f t h e problems of t h e p r o t o - L u c i a n i c and Lucian 
, 32 have been g r e a t l y advanced by t h e papers of Barthélémy and Τον. 

Τον s u g g e s t s t h a t t h e r e are two s t r a t a i n t h e L u c i a n i c r e c e n s i o n , 

"the second l a y e r i s the h i s t o r i c a l Lucian, a n d . . . [ t h e f i r s t l a y e r ] i t s 

substratum c o n t a i n e d e i t h e r the Old Greek t r a n s l a t i o n or any Old Greek 
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t r a n s l a t i o n . " We need n o t , I b e l i e v e , spend t ime i n d i s c u s s i n g t h e 

l a t e s t s tratum of t h e L u c i a n i c t e x t . Barthélémy i s w i l l i n g t o go so f a r 

as t o speak of "une recension grêcisante" though he p e r s i s t s i n h i s doubts 

t h a t the martyr Lucian took any r o l e i n i t s c r e a t i o n . We can agree a l s o 

w i t h Τον t o t h e degree t h a t he reckons w i t h the Old Greek as t h e s u b 

stratum of L u c i a n i c t e x t . There are i n my v i e w , however, t h r e e s t r a t a , 

not two, i n t h e L u c i a n i c t e x t o f R e i g n s . T o v ' s t w o - s t r a t a a n a l y s i s d e 

s c r i b e s t h e L u c i a n i c r e c e n s i o n e l s e w h e r e i n t h e Greek B i b l e where t h e 

textus receptus i s the Palestinian t e x t . The t h i r d or middle s tratum i n 

my v iew are c o r r e c t i o n s o f t h e Old Greek t o a P a l e s t i n i a n Hebrew t e x t type 

i n Reigns where three t e x t u a l t r a d i t i o n s e x i s t , and where t h e t e x t u s r e 

c e p t u s i s non-Palestinian. The s t r a t a of t h e L u c i a n i c r e c e n s i o n are thus 



symmetr ica l w i t h t h e t h r e e t e x t t y p e s : Old Greek ( E g y p t i a n ) , p r o t o -

Lucian ( P a l e s t i n i a n ) , L u c i a n i c proper ( B a b y l o n i a n ) . P r o t o - L u c i a n i c r e a d 

i n g s b e l o n g t o t h r e e formulae: G (4QSam) =^= GB/M ( i n which M and GB are 
34 Β n o t i n agreement) , 4QSam Josephus M G , and 4QSam Josephus 
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G "Tî. The second formula i n t h e p a s t has been e x p l a i n e d away w i t h t h e 

a s s e r t i o n t h a t Josephus on t h e s e o c c a s i o n s c o r r e c t e d h i s Greek B i b l e by 

h i s Hebrew t e x t . The a d d i t i o n o f 4QSam c o m p l i c a t e s t h e e q u a t i o n making 

t h i s e x p l a n a t i o n p r o b l e m a t i c . I do n o t b e l i e v e Josephus c o r r e c t e d t o 

P a l e s t i n i a n r e a d i n g s ; i f he d i d , he i s a " p r o t o - L u c i a n i c " r e v i s e r him

s e l f ! The t h i r d e q u a t i o n i n my judgment r e g u l a r l y i d e n t i f i e s p r o t o -

L u c i a n i c r e a d i n g s i n Josephus h i t h e r t o beyond our c o n t r o l . An e x c e l l e n t 
example of such a r e a d i n g i s t h e l o s t paragraph found i n 4QSama and 
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Josephus b e f o r e 1 Sam 11 :1 d e s c r i b i n g an e a r l i e r o t h e r w i s e unknown cam

p a i g n o f Nahash, k i n g o f Ammon. The temporal r e f e r e n c e wyhy kmw Ms, 
BT. 

" a f t e r a month" found i n 4QSama (G χοα εγενηθη ως υετα μηνα) , and hope 

l e s s l y corrupted i n M (10:27b wyhy kmhrys) i s a r e f e r e n c e back t o t h i s 

l o s t e p i s o d e , c e r t i f y i n g i t s o r i g i n a l i t y i n t h e t e x t o f Samuel. Here we 

have an i n s t a n c e i n my v iew o f a "pro to -Luc ian ic" r e a d i n g or r a t h e r a 

P a l e s t i n i a n r e a d i n g i n J o s e p h u s ' Greek t e x t which was suppressed i n t h e 

l a t e r h i s t o r y of t h e L u c i a n i c r e c e n s i o n . 

The p r o t o - L u c i a n i c t e x t i n Samuel i n my view was e s s e n t i a l l y G w i t h 

i n t r u d e d P a l e s t i n i a n r e a d i n g s , many (as i n 4QSama and Josephus) i n a g r e e 

ment w i t h M. One may q u e s t i o n whether i t was a r e c e n s i o n c a r r i e d o u t a t 

one t ime and p l a c e , or a t e x t form a r i s i n g i n a tendency or d r i f t toward 

t h e P a l e s t i n i a n t e x t e f f e c t e d by v a r i o u s , u n s y s t e m a t i c c o r r e c t o r s . I do 

n o t b e l i e v e we are y e t i n a p o s i t i o n t o answer t h i s q u e s t i o n a l though i t 

may be t h a t c o n t i n u i n g r e s e a r c h i n P a l e s t i n i a n w i t n e s s e s , e s p e c i a l l y i n 

t h e Samuel s c r o l l s from Qumrân, and i n t h e b i b l i c a l t e x t quoted by J o s e 

phus , w i l l f i n a l l y p r o v i d e an answer. 
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the fragments from Cave IV, Qumrân have brought t o l i g h t , and which more 
or l e s s c o n s t i t u t e t h e Vorlage o f t h e o l d S e p t u a g i n t , concern ing which a 
p r o c e s s o f r e c e n s i o n a l a c t i v i t y of a p r o t o - L u c i a n t y p e must have been 
begun a lmost as soon as t h e t r a n s l a t o r had f i n i s h e d h i s work.". Let me 
say f i r s t of a l l t h a t I should a c c e p t immediate ly B a r t h é l e m y ' s c r i t i q u e 
o f A l b r i g h t ' s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f t h e Egypt ian q u e e n ' s name. I have a l s o 
argued a g a i n s t A l b r i g h t t h a t t h e l o c a l t e x t u a l f a m i l i e s d i s c e r n e d i n t h e 
v a r i a n t t e x t u a l t r a d i t i o n s o f which we have w i t n e s s i n Samuel and i n much 
of t h e Penta teuch are n o t p r o p e r l y c a l l e d " r e c e n s i o n s . " They are t h e 
product o f n a t u r a l growth or development i n t h e p r o c e s s of s c r i b a l t r a n s 
m i s s i o n , n o t of c o n s c i o u s or c o n t r o l l e d t e x t u a l r e c e n s i o n (IEJ 16 [ 1 9 6 6 ] , 
8 5 , n. 2 1 ) . In t h e c a s e of Jeremiah, r e c e n s i o n a l a c t i v i t y may have been 
i n v o l v e d i n the o r i g i n o f t h e two s u r v i v i n g l o c a l t e x t s . [See now E. 
Τον, "L'Inc idence de l a c r i t i q u e t e x t u e l l e sur l a c r i t i q u e l i t t é r a i r e 
dans l e l i v r e de J e r é m i e , " RB 79 ( 1 9 7 2 ) , 1 8 9 - 1 9 9 . ] In any c a s e , my a r g u 
ments f o r i d e n t i f y i n g an Egypt ian t e x t u a l t r a d i t i o n have never r e s t e d on 
A l b r i g h t ' s e v i d e n c e f o r Samuel-Kings . In my p u b l i c a t i o n of t h e f i r s t 
fragments of 4QSama ( r ecovered i n Father Roland de Vaux's e x c a v a t i o n s i n 
Cave 4 ) , I assumed t h a t t h e t e x t of 4QSama was a congener of t h e Vorlage 
of t h e Old Greek ( G B L ) . With t h e s tudy of o t h e r fragments of 4QSama and 
4QSamc (from c a . 100 B . C . ) , and e s p e c i a l l y 4QSanr° from t h e m i d - t h i r d c e n 
t u r y B . C . , I became i n c r e a s i n g l y d i s s a t i s f i e d w i t h t h i s e x p l a n a t i o n as 
over s i m p l e . The t e x t o f 4QSanr> was much s u p e r i o r t o t h e contemporary 
Hebrew t e x t used by t h e Alexandrian t r a n s l a t o r s , and n o t i n f r e q u e n t l y i n 
agreement w i t h M when t h e l a t t e r p r e s e r v e d a s u p e r i o r r e a d i n g . While 
4QSama o f t e n was i n agreement w i t h G B L (GL i n s e c t i o n βγ) i n r e a d i n g s 
where M was h a p l o g r a p h i c , they agreed much l e s s o f t e n i n r e a d i n g s a r i s i n g 
i n expans ions or o t h e r secondary r e a d i n g s . In s h o r t , I b e l i e v e t h a t b o t h 
i n t h e Penta teuch and i n Samuel-Kings we have t h r e e d i s t i n c t t e x t u a l 
f a m i l i e s . While what I have c a l l e d t h e Egypt ian and P a l e s t i n i a n are more 
c l o s e l y a f f i l i a t e d , and e v i d e n t l y go back t o an Old P a l e s t i n i a n a r c h e t y p e , 
1 b e l i e v e t h i s a r c h e t y p e t o be no l a t e r than t h e f o u r t h cen tury i n t h e 
c a s e o f Samuel. In t h e c a s e of t h e two t e x t s o f Jeremiah , I t h i n k t h e 
r e a s o n s f o r p o s i t i n g an Egypt ian a s w e l l a s a P a l e s t i n i a n t e x t are com
p e l l i n g ; i n t h e c a s e o f t h e t h r e e t e x t u a l f a m i l i e s o f t h e P e n t a t e u c h , I 
th ink t h e arguments are s t r o n g f o r i d e n t i f y i n g an Egypt ian t e x t u a l t r a d i 
t i o n , and i n the c a s e o f Samuel-Kings , t h e arguments are n o t weak, and my 
t r i p a r t i t e d i v i s i o n o f t r a d i t i o n i s b o l s t e r e d by t h e ana logy w i t h t h e 
P e n t a t e u c h . 

1 2 . Fragments o f t h i s l a r g e s c r o l l were p u b l i s h e d by P . W. Skehan, 
"Exodus i n t h e Samaritan R e c e n s i o n , " JBL 74 ( 1 9 5 5 ) , 1 8 2 - 1 8 7 . 

1 3 . For sample r e a d i n g s , s e e ALQ2, p . 186 , nn . 3 5 - 3 6 . 

1 4 . Cf. G. Gerleman, Synoptic Studies in the Old Testament (Lund, 
1 9 4 8 ) , pp . 9 - 1 2 , and e s p e c i a l l y S. Talmon, "The Samaritan P e n t a t e u c h , " JSS 



15 . Cf. the w r i t e r ' s e s s a y , "The Ear ly H i s t o r y of t h e Qumrân Com
munity ," New Directions in Biblical Archaeology, e d s . D. N. Freedman and 
J . C. G r e e n f i e l d (New York: Doubleday, 1 9 6 9 ) , pp . 6 3 - 7 9 . 

16 . We make t h i s a s s e r t i o n i n t h e f a c e o f t h e c l a i m s of t h e L e t t e r 
of ( P s e u d o - ) A r i s t e a s (§ 176) t h a t t h e Jewish h i g h p r i e s t s e n t t o Ptolemy 
both t r a n s l a t o r s and s c r o l l s engraved i n g o l d . The l e t t e r i s , o f c o u r s e , 
propaganda i n t e n d e d t o e s t a b l i s h the S e p t u a g i n t as a u t h o r i t a t i v e . 

17 . Cf. F. M. C r o s s , "The O l d e s t Manuscripts from Qumrân," JBL 74 
( 1 9 5 5 ) , 1 6 5 - 1 7 2 . 

18 . B a r t h é l é m y ' s d a t i n g of t h e Dodekapropheton i s minimal , and we 
cannot suppose t h a t t h e copy of the Greek t e x t found i n t h e Nahal Heber 
i s the autograph. 

1 9 . See the forthcoming d i s s e r t a t i o n of Eugene U l r i c h which com
p a r e s t h e t e x t of Josephus w i t h the Qumrân manuscr ipts o f Samuel. I t 
shows c l e a r l y , I b e l i e v e , t h a t t h e r e i s no reason t o suppose t h a t J o s e 
phus made use of a Hebrew t e x t . Rather , he s imply used a Greek t e x t o f 
Samuel of p r o t o - L u c i a n i c t y p e . 

20 . See D. J . Harr ing ton , "The B i b l i c a l Text of P s e u d o - P h i l o ' s 
Liber Antiquitäten* Biblicarum," CBQ 33 ( 1 9 7 1 ) , 1 -1 7 . 

2 1 . See ALQ2, pp . 188f . and n. 40a; HTR 57 ( 1 9 6 4 ) , 292-297; and 
Werner Lemke, "The Synopt i c Problem i n t h e C h r o n i c l e r ' s H i s t o r y , " HTR 58 
( 1 9 6 5 ) , 3 4 9 - 3 6 3 . 

2 2 . S . Talmon i n t h e Cambridge History of the Bible (Cambridge, 
1 9 7 0 ) , p . 197 , i n s u f f i c i e n t l y r e c o g n i z e s t h e resemblance of t h e t e x t u a l 
t r a d i t i o n s s u r v i v i n g i n M i n t h e Penta teuch and Samuel. He c o r r e c t l y 
d e s c r i b e s t h e s h o r t t e x t of the Penta teuch as compact and p r i s t i n e , t h e 
s h o r t t e x t of Samuel as h a p l o g r a p h i c and c o r r u p t . However, t h e s e are t h e 
d e s c r i p t i o n s of t h e modern t e x t u a l c r i t i c . From t h e p o i n t o f v iew of t h e 
a n c i e n t s c r i b e , both t e x t s were s h o r t and p r i m i t i v e i n or thography . Had 
t h e r a b b i s sought t h e b e s t t e x t o f Samuel, b e s t from a s c i e n t i f i c , t e x t -
c r i t i c a l p e r s p e c t i v e , o b v i o u s l y they would have chosen a manuscr ipt l i k e 
4QSamb which no doubt would have been a v a i l a b l e t o them. In f a c t they 
r e j e c t e d t h e common P a l e s t i n i a n t r a d i t i o n . 

2 3 . See below on t h e paragraph m i s s i n g i n 2 Sam. 11 from M and G B L 

but p r e s e r v e d i n 4QSama and J o s e p h u s , and c e r t a i n l y o r i g i n a l . 

2 4 . Haplography i s by f a r the most common s c r i b a l e r r o r as t y p i s t s 
and l i n o t y p e o p e r a t o r s w i l l r u e f u l l y t e s t i f y . The t e x t u a l c r i t i c ' s p r e f 
erence f o r t h e lectio brevior d e r i v e s from h i s e x p e r i e n c e w i t h t e x t u a l 
t r a d i t i o n s which have s u f f e r e d c o n f l a t i o n and secondary expans iön^which^is 
the r u l e i n t h e m a j o r i t y of t e x t u a l t r a d i t i o n s w i t h long h i s t o r i e s . He 
must be on h i s guard, however, a g a i n s t the o c c a s i o n a l t e x t u a l t r a d i t i o n i n 
which haplography and secondary o m i s s i o n s are f r e q u e n t a s w e l l as t h e 
o c c a s i o n a l haplography i n a p r e v a i l i n g l y f u l l t e x t . 

2 5 . See above n o t e 1 1 . 

26 . Jeremiah p r e s e n t s a rare e x c e p t i o n t o t h i s c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n . 



Judges i s a " P a l e s t i n i a n r e c e n s i o n , " c o r r e c t e d t o Hebrew t e x t , which i s 
u n r e l a t e d t o t h e Jca ige-Theodot ionic r e c e n s i o n ( i n Judges found i n G B ) . 
In J u d g e s , however, t h i s P a l e s t i n i a n r e c e n s i o n i s not found i n t h e L u c i 
a n i c w i t n e s s e s (gn p t and c o n g e n e r s ) . This s u g g e s t s t h a t the term 
" p r o t o - L u c i a n i c , " a p p r o p r i a t e i n R e i g n s , i s t o o l i m i t e d a d e s i g n a t i o n f o r 
the r e c e n s i o n i n q u e s t i o n . 

2 8 . The formula i s u s e f u l , o f c o u r s e , on ly where i t can be shown 
t h a t G B and G L r e f l e c t genuine Hebrew r e a d i n g s which d i f f e r from each 
o t h e r and from M. 

2 
2 9 . The examples i n ALQ , p p . 1 8 8 - 1 8 9 , n. 40a , and i n HTR 57 (1964), 

294 , are a r b i t r a r i l y chosen from t h e b e g i n n i n g and t h e end o f t h e s e c t i o n 
as n o t e d . See a l s o now t h e e x t e n s i v e t e x t u a l n o t e s t o Samuel i n the New 
American Bible where many new r e a d i n g s from 4QSama are c i t e d . 

3 0 . George Howard i n h i s paper "Frank Cross and Tex tua l C r i t i c i s m , " 
VT 21 (1971) has a t t a c k e d my v iews on t h e p r o t o - L u c i a n i c r e c e n s i o n . I 
shou ld have been h a p p i e r had he shown some knowledge of my more r e c e n t 
d i s c u s s i o n s , n o t a b l y t h e l e c t u r e p u b l i s h e d i n IEJ 16 ( 1 9 6 6 ) , 8 1 - 9 5 . In 
any c a s e , he a s s e r t s (pp. 4 4 2 f . ) t h a t "perhaps t h e most s a l i e n t problem 
connec ted w i t h C r o s s ' t h e o r y i s h i s assumption t h a t t h e καύγε r e c e n s i o n 
i s a r e v i s i o n of t h e P r o t o - L u c i a n i c t e x t as r e p r e s e n t e d by minuscu le s 
boc2e2« There i s a b s o l u t e l y no u n c e r t a i n t y i n C r o s s ' mind t h a t t h i s i s 
t r u e . 'There i s no d o u b t , ' he s a y s , ' t h a t t h i s Greek t e x t was an e a r l y 
a t tempt t o r e v i s e t h e s tandard S e p t u a g i n t i n t o conformi ty w i t h a P r o t o -
M a s s o r e t i c t e x t . ' " I must c o n f e s s t o some bewi lderment . Does P r o f e s s o r 
Howard suppose t h a t my term "standard Septuag in t" means t h e "pro to -
L u c i a n i c r e c e n s i o n " ? I have never used i t s o . Had he looked e l s e w h e r e 
he would have d i s c o v e r e d t h a t I have w r i t t e n o f "the P r o t o - T h e o d o t i o n i c 
reworking of the Old Greek t r a n s l a t i o n . " As a m a t t e r o f f a c t , I have 
never w r i t t e n t h a t t h e kaige Recens ion was made from t h e p r o t o - L u c i a n i c 
r e c e n s i o n , and can a s s u r e P r o f e s s o r Howard t h a t h i s remark t h a t "there i s 
a b s o l u t e l y no u n c e r t a i n t y i n C r o s s ' mind" i s i n a c c u r a t e . There i s n o t h i n g 
but u n c e r t a i n t y i n my mind on t h i s i s s u e . Howard a l s o a s k s how I can 
i d e n t i f y "an Egypt ian Hebrew t e x t o f Samuel-Kings w i t h a Greek t e x t t h a t 
no l o n g e r e x i s t s . " Of c o u r s e t h e Old Greek i s n o t l o s t i n s e c t i o n s o t h e r 
than βγ and γδ so t h a t we can c a l c u l a t e i t s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s over a g a i n s t 
M and t h e Samuel MSS o f Qumran. The I t a l a a l s o may be a w i t n e s s t o t h e 
Old Greek i n βγ and γδ r a t h e r than t o t h e p r o t o - L u c i a n i c r e c e n s i o n . In 
any c a s e , an Old Greek s tratum i n b o c 2 e 2 , i n J o s e p h u s , and i n t h e I t a l a 
p e r s i s t s , i n t h e l a t t e r two c a s e s overwhelmingly d o m i n a t e s . Here I s tand 
w i t h Barthélémy i n e f f e c t . At most t h e p r o t o - L u c i a n i c t e x t i s a l i g h t 
r e v i s i o n o f t h e Old Greek, c o n s i s t i n g o f o c c a s i o n a l c o r r e c t i o n s t o t h e 
c l o s e l y a l l i e d P a l e s t i n i a n t e x t . The Old Greek thus i s n o t unknown t o u s ; 
i t i s n o t l o s t i n such a r a d i c a l s e n s e . I wonder what P r o f e s s o r Howard 
t h i n k s . Does he suppose t h a t t h e Vorlage o f t h e Old Greek, a f t e r s h a r i n g 
many t r a i t s and r e a d i n g s w i t h G L , J o s e p h u s , 4QSama, and 4QSamc suddenly 
s h i f t e d a t t h e b e g i n n i n g o f 2 Samuel 10 i n t o a p r o t o - M a s s o r e t i c t e x t t y p e 
w h i l e J o s e p h u s , G L and t h e Qumrân Samuel MSS p e r s i s t e d unchanging i n t h e i r 
n o n - M a s s o r e t i c c h a r a c t e r ? 



"Les problèmes t e x t u e l de 2 Sam 1 1 , 2 - 1 Rois 2 , 1 1 , " p p . 2 4 f . , who adds t o 
my arguments f o r a H i l l e l i t e d a t e . 

3 2 . Ε. Τον, "Lucian and P r o t o - L u c i a n , " RB 79 ( 1 9 7 2 ) , 1 0 1 - 1 1 3 ; and 
D. Barthélémy, "Les problèmes t e x t u e l de 2 Sam 1 1 , 2 -1 Rois 2 , 1 1 , r e c o n 
s i d é r é s à l a lumière de c e r t a i n e s c r i t i q u e s de Devanciers d'Aquila," Sep
tuagint and Cognate Studies 2 ( 1 9 7 2 ) , 1 6 - 8 9 . 

3 3 . "Lucian and P r o t o - L u c i a n , " p . 1 0 3 . 

34 . Τον would argue , I am s u r e , t h a t i n t h e formula G L 4QSam =5*= 
MGB, where M and G B are i n agreement , t h e t e x t o f G B was c o r r e c t e d s e c 
o n d a r i l y toward M. Thus G B would take on a very d i f f e r e n t c h a r a c t e r from 
t h a t we have g e n e r a l l y a t t r i b u t e d t o i t , hav ing s u f f e r e d very e x t e n s i v e 
Hebraiz ing and /or Hexap lar i c c o n t a m i n a t i o n . Indeed , G B would have t h e 
s t r a n g e look - having e x c e e d i n g l y f requent c o r r e c t i o n s t o M which i n v o l v e 
the o m i s s i o n o f Greek r e a d i n g s , very rare c o r r e c t i o n s t o M where M has a 
p l u s over t h e common Greek w i t n e s s e s ( a s t e r i s k e d p a s s a g e s i n t h e H e x a p l a ) . 
I p r e f e r t o regard most o f t h e s h o r t e r r e a d i n g s o f G B as p r i m i t i v e , s tem
ming from i t s Vorlage. 

Even s o , t h e r e remain a s p r i n k l i n g o f p r o t o - L u c i a n i c r e a d i n g s which 
cannot be i d e n t i f i e d as Old Greek. To i n t r o d u c e "another Old Greek" 
r a t h e r than the Old Greek i s , i n the p r e s e n t s t a t e o f our knowledge , a 
l e s s "parsimonious" s o l u t i o n than p o s i t i n g a p r o t o - L u c i a n i c s t r a t u m . 

See a l s o Ralph W. K l e i n , "New Evidence f o r an Old Recens ion o f 
R e i g n s , " HTR 60 ( 1 9 6 7 ) , 9 3 - 1 0 5 . 

3 5 . Antiq. 6 . 6 8 - 7 1 . 

36 . HTR 57 ( 1 9 6 4 ) , 2 9 5 f . , n . 4 4 . 
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I The H i s t o r y o f t h e B i b l e Text - The P r e s e n t S tage o f Research 

The d i s c o v e r y o f t h e b i b l i c a l manuscr ip t s from Qumran t r i g g e r e d a 

widespread renewed i n t e r e s t i n the comparat ive t e x t u a l r e s e a r c h o f t h e 

B i b l e , and foremost i n t h e h i s t o r y o f t h e B i b l e t e x t . 1 Of s p e c i a l impor

t a n c e i n t h i s r e s p e c t was t h e l a t e W. F. A l b r i g h t ' s a t t empt i n 1955 t o 
2 

throw "New L ight on Ear ly Recens ions of t h e B i b l e . " In r e t r o s p e c t , i t 

may be s a i d t h a t t h i s s h o r t a r t i c l e i n f a c t became t h e l aunch ing pad o f a 

whole new s c h o o l i n b i b l i c a l t e x t u a l s t u d i e s , i n the format ion of which 

Frank M. C r o s s , J r . has p l a y e d a dominant r o l e . I t a p p e a r s , though, a t 

p r e s e n t t h a t the impetus e f f e c t e d by A l b r i g h t ' s i n i t i a l paper , and a c c e l 

e r a t e d by l a t e r papers and monographs i n which f o l l o w e r s o f t h e "three 

r e c e n s i o n s " s c h o o l deve loped the new l i n e s , r e c e n t l y has p e r c e p t i b l y 

s lowed down, p o s s i b l y or even probably because s c h o l a r s q u i t e l e g i t i m a t e l y 

now are busy c o n s o l i d a t i n g t h e new p o s i t i o n s won during t h e l a s t twenty 

y e a r s or s o . This s i t u a t i o n prompts me t o p r e s e n t here some thought s 

about new d i r e c t i o n s which should be and cou ld be p r o f i t a b l y e x p l o r e d i n 

t h e f i e l d of t e x t u a l r e s e a r c h i n d i r e c t c o n j u n c t i o n w i t h t h e wider realm 

of b i b l i c a l s t u d i e s . These new t a s k s are n o t incumbent e x c l u s i v e l y on 

s c h o l a r s whose p r e o c c u p a t i o n i s t h e B i b l e t e x t proper and t h e h i s t o r y o f 

i t s t r a n s m i s s i o n i n t h e o r i g i n a l Hebrew and i n t h e V e r s i o n s , 3 but r a t h e r 

do t h e y c a l l f o r t h e c o o p e r a t i o n of s t u d e n t s i n a r e a s o f b i b l i c a l r e s e a r c h 

which t r a d i t i o n a l l y are c o n s i d e r e d s e p a r a t e domains o f i n v e s t i g a t i o n . 

Be fore mapping o u t some such new a v e n u e s , i t seems a d v i s a b l e t o o f f e r 

i n a n u t s h e l l a summary of t h e main s t a g e s t h a t have l e d t o t h e s i t u a t i o n 
4 

which one encounters now i n b i b l i c a l t e x t u a l s t u d i e s . 

Be fore t h e d i s c o v e r y o f the b i b l i c a l s c r o l l s from Qumran, i . e . , u n t i l 

t h e middle o f t h i s c e n t u r y , an impasse had occurred w i t h r e s p e c t t o t h e 

o r i e s about t h e e a r l y h i s t o r y of t h e B i b l e t e x t , i t s g e n e s i s , and t h e ways 

and v i c i s s i t u d e s of i t s subsequent deve lopment . R i v a l c o n c e p t i o n s had 

hardened i n t o two p o l a r i z e d t h e o r i e s : de Lagarde ' s "Urtext" h y p o t h e s i s 



and P. K a h l e ' s "Vulgaer texte" t h e o r y , w i t h some s c h o l a r s working o u t v a r i 

a t i o n s on the b a s i c i d e a s w i t h i n t h e framework o f one or the o t h e r . One 

had turned away, t o a l a r g e d e g r e e , from t h e o r i z i n g about t h o s e u l t i 

mately unattainable " f i r s t s t a g e s , " i . e . , t h e e a r l i e s t form or forms o f t h e 

B i b l e t e x t . I n s t e a d s c h o l a r s became p r e o c c u p i e d w i t h the s i f t i n g o f e x 

t a n t v a r i a n t s , and t r i e d t o e s t a b l i s h " t e x t u a l f a m i l i e s , " e s p e c i a l l y 

w i t h i n t h e f i e l d o f t h e Greek t r a n s l a t i o n s , and t h e r e l a t i o n s o f t h e s e 

f a m i l i e s t o each o t h e r . Tex tua l e r r o r s , assumed or r e a l , were c o l l e c t e d , 

c o l l a t e d and c a t e g o r i z e d , and a t t empts were made t o d e v i s e by a s y n o p s i s 
5 

of a l l V e r s i o n s a t y p o l o g y or t y p o l o g i e s o f i n t e r - v e r s i o n a l emendat ions . 

One wonders why, i n v iew o f t h e s e v a r i e g a t e d endeavours , no a t tempt 

was made t o p u b l i s h an e c l e c t i c t e x t o f t h e Hebrew B i b l e , p a r a l l e l t o what 

von G a l l , e . g . , d i d f o r t h e Samaritan P e n t a t e u c h . True, s c h o l a r s o c c a 

s i o n a l l y t r i e d t h e i r hand a t r e - e s t a b l i s h i n g t h e presumed o r i g i n a l t e x t o f 

t h i s or t h a t p i e c e o f b i b l i c a l l i t e r a t u r e . 7 But one r e f r a i n e d , and i n my 

judgment j u s t i f i e d l y s o , from g o i n g a l l t h e way by p u t t i n g b e f o r e t h e 

reader a r e c o n s t r u c t e d , supposed ly o r i g i n a l t e x t o f Hebrew S c r i p t u r e s . 

The s i t u a t i o n has n o t changed t o t h i s very day. At b e s t , s c h o l a r s w i l l 

s p e c u l a t e on t h e " p r o t o - t e x t " o f one o r another v e r s i o n , but w i l l n o t 

at tempt t o r e c o v e r the Hebrew U r t e x t of a b i b l i c a l book, l e t a l o n e o f the 

e n t i r e B i b l e . 

The d i s c o v e r y o f t h e Qumran b i b l i c a l m a t e r i a l opened up new h o r i z o n s . 

A f t e r some i n i t i a l doubts and vary ing a p p r e c i a t i o n s of i t s a n t i q u i t y , t h e 

preponderant m a j o r i t y o f s c h o l a r s s u b s c r i b e d t o t h e o p i n i o n t h a t t h e bulk 

of t h e s c r o l l s and fragments d i s c o v e r e d a t Qumran stem from t h e l a s t two 

c e n t u r i e s B .C.E. and t h e f i r s t century C . E . , w i t h some d a t i n g c e r t a i n 
g 

fragments e a r l i e r i n t o t h e t h i r d , and even f o u r t h century B .C.E. One now 

had a c c e s s t o b i b l i c a l manuscr ip t s from a very e a r l y p e r i o d which p r e v i 

o u s l y had been a l t o g e t h e r beyond t h e scope o f t e x t u a l r e s e a r c h p r o p e r , i . e . , 

r e s e a r c h based on a c t u a l manuscr ipt e v i d e n c e . 

The s i f t i n g and e v a l u a t i n g o f i n d i v i d u a l v a r i a n t s c o n t i n u e d , and w i t h 

renewed v i g o r . The f i e l d was e n r i c h e d by the crop o f n o v e l r e a d i n g s t h a t 

turned up i n Hebrew manuscr ipts from Qumran, and by t h e emergence o f what 

sometimes can be taken t o be t h e "Hebrew o r i g i n a l s " o f p r e v i o u s l y known 

v e r s i o n a l v a r i a n t s . At the same t i m e , new p o s s i b i l i t i e s opened up f o r 



manuscr ip t -based i n v e s t i g a t i o n s i n t o t h e e a r l y h i s t o r y o f t h e B i b l e t e x t . 

These p o s s i b i l i t i e s were made e s p e c i a l l y a t t r a c t i v e by t h e c i rcumstance 

t h a t , mutatis mutandis, t h e Qumran b i b l i c a l m a t e r i a l i n toto, and the 

problems t h a t i t p r e s e n t s t o t h e s t u d e n t , approximate t h e M a s s o r e t i c Text 

and V e r s i o n s i s s u e . Concomitant w i t h t h e h o r i z o n t a l c r o s s - s e c t i o n o f t h e 

B i b l e t e x t a t Qumran during t h e l a s t p h a s e s o f t h e Second Temple p e r i o d , 

t h e m a t e r i a l a f f o r d s u s a v e r t i c a l c r o s s - s e c t i o n , i . e . , a d i a c h r o n i c v iew 

which r e f l e c t s a t l e a s t t h r e e c e n t u r i e s of t h e h i s t o r y o f t h e B i b l e t e x t , 

w i t h i n a c l o s e l y c i r c u m s c r i b e d g e o g r a p h i c a l s e t t i n g . I t thus can cause 

no wonder t h a t t h e Qumran manuscr ip t s soon became t h e p o i n t of departure 

f o r a n o v e l theory w i t h r e s p e c t t o t h e e a r l y h i s t o r y o f t h e b i b l i c a l t e x t . 

As s a i d , i t was W. F. A l b r i g h t who l a i d t h e f o u n d a t i o n s o f the new 

h y p o t h e s i s . An a n a l y s i s o f t h e Qumran b i b l i c a l m a t e r i a l s a v a i l a b l e i n 

1955 l e d him t o t h e s u g g e s t i o n t h a t most manuscr ipt s and fragments e s s e n 

t i a l l y can be a l i g n e d w i t h t h e known a n c i e n t V e r s i o n s o f t h e B i b l e , i n 

c l u d i n g t h e MT, which i n toto can be t r a c e d back t o t h r e e l o c a l r e v i s i o n s 

t h a t s o l i d i f i e d i n Babylon , P a l e s t i n e and Egypt during t h e second h a l f 

mi l l enn ium B.C.E. A l b r i g h t ' s mere s k e t c h o f t h i s t h e o r y was f u l l y worked 

o u t by Frank M. Cross who thus d e f i n e d i t s b a s e s : "Any r e c o n s t r u c t i o n o f 

t h e b i b l i c a l t e x t b e f o r e t h e e s t a b l i s h m e n t o f t h e t r a d i t i o n a l t e x t i n t h e 

f i r s t c e n t u r y A.D. must comprehend t h i s e v i d e n c e : t h e p l u r a l i t y o f t e x t -

t y p e s , t h e l i m i t e d number o f t e x t u a l f a m i l i e s , and t h e homogeneity of 

t h e s e t e x t u a l f a m i l i e s over s e v e r a l c e n t u r i e s o f t i m e . We are r e q u i r e d by 

t h e s e d a t a . . . t o r e c o g n i z e t h e e x i s t e n c e o f local texts which deve loped i n 
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t h e main c e n t e r s o f J e w i s h l i f e i n t h e P e r s i a n and H e l l e n i s t i c a g e . " 

Cross commendably i n t r o d u c e d a s i g n i f i c a n t change i n A l b r i g h t ' s t e r m i 

n o l o g y : "Against A l b r i g h t , we shou ld a r g u e , however, t h a t t h e l o c a l t e x 

t u a l f a m i l i e s i n q u e s t i o n are n o t p r o p e r l y c a l l e d ' r e c e n s i o n s . ' They are 

t h e produc t o f n a t u r a l growth or development i n t h e p r o c e s s o f s c r i b a l 

t r a n s m i s s i o n , n o t o f c o n s c i o u s or c o n t r o l l e d s c r i b a l r e c e n s i o n . " 

Thi s t h e o r y , which i s y e t i n t h e p r o c e s s of b e i n g r e v i s e d and f u r t h e r 

r e f i n e d by Cross and h i s s t u d e n t s , appears t o have a t t r a c t e d s u r p r i s i n g l y 

l i t t l e comment e i t h e r from European s c h o l a r s , w i t h few e x c e p t i o n s , or f o r 

t h a t m a t t e r , I s r a e l i s t u d e n t s o f t h e B i b l e t e x t . I t has remained l a r g e l y 

c o n f i n e d t o a r a t h e r r e s t r i c t e d s e t t i n g on t h e American s c e n e . One does 



n o t g a i n t h e i m p r e s s i o n t h a t t h e "three l o c a l t e x t s " h y p o t h e s i s has 

aroused , as i t s u r e l y d e s e r v e s , a new debate on t h e b a s i c i s s u e s i n q u e s 

t i o n . A c t u a l l y one seems t o observe aga in a c o n c e n t r a t i o n on p a r t i a l 

problems which indeed are c o n s t i t u e n t s of the o v e r a l l t h e o r y , ^ and a 

concomitant shy ing away, a s i t were , from t h e v e r y h e a r t o f t h e m a t t e r . 

Much a t t e n t i o n i s g i v e n t o t h e i n t e r n a l developments of t h e Greek Vers ion 

or V e r s i o n s , evoked e s p e c i a l l y by Barthélémy*s c r i t i c a l a p p r a i s a l o f t h e 
12 

fragments of a Greek Dodekapropheton from Qumran which sparked a s p a t e 
13 

of p u b l i c a t i o n s on the kaige r e v i s i o n o f t h e Old Greek t r a n s l a t i o n . 
The q u e s t i o n o f t h e r e l a t i o n s h i p o f t h i s r e v i s i o n t o Theodot ion and 

14 15 p r o t o - T h e o d o t i o n , t o Lucian and p r o t o - L u c i a n , t o Josephus ' Greek 
16 

t e x t , and t o t h e MT i s i n t h e f o r e f r o n t o f ongoing t e x t u a l r e s e a r c h . 
This r e f l e c t s on t h e major problem o f the i n t e r n a l compos i t i on of Reigns,"^ 

and the u n i t y or c o m p o s i t e n e s s o f t h e Greek t r a n s l a t i o n of o t h e r b i b l i c a l 
18 

b o o k s . Of e x c e e d i n g importance i s t h e renewed debate on whether t h e 

d i v e r s e Greek s o u r c e s , or a t l e a s t some, e . g . , Aqui la and Symmachus, 

should be judged independent t r a n s l a t i o n s made d i r e c t l y from t h e Hebrew 

o r i g i n a l , or whether they are r a t h e r i n t h e nature o f r e v i s i o n s o f one 

b a s i c f i r s t t r a n s l a t i o n . This d i s c u s s i o n has some r e p e r c u s s i o n s on t h e 
19 20 

" t w o - t r a n s l a t o r s " theory which had been proposed by Thackeray, Baab, 
21 22 

Herrman-Baumgaertel and o t h e r s , by which one at tempted t o e x p l a i n t h e 

inner l i n g u i s t i c and sometimes t e r m i n o l o g i c a l d i v e r s i t y o r d u a l i t y of t h e 

Greek r e n d i t i o n s o f s e v e r a l b i b l i c a l b o o k s , e . g . , Jeremiah and E z e k i e l . 

Now, a t rend makes i t s e l f f e l t t o s u b s t i t u t e f o r "two t r a n s l a t o r s " "one 
23 

t r a n s l a t o r and a r e v i s e r . " 

In r e f e r e n c e t o t h e Urtext v e r s u s Vulgaertext d e b a t e , r e c e n t d e v e l o p 

ments , on t h e w h o l e , appear t o weigh the s c a l e s i n favour of a more c o n 

s o l i d a t e d c o n c e p t o f t h e e a r l y t e x t o f t h e B i b l e , a l t h o u g h i t would seem 
t h a t the new s c h o o l has not a l i g n e d i t s e l f o u t r i g h t w i t h t h e de L a g a r d i -

24 
a n s . While h i g h l y a p p r e c i a t i v e o f t h e s y s t e m a t i c e f f o r t t o b r i n g some 

method and order i n t o t h e b a f f l i n g d i v e r s i t y o f t e x t - t y p e s and t e x t u a l 

v a r i a n t s which can be observed a t Qumran, and c e r t a i n l y w i t h i n t h e wider 

compass o f t h e Hebrew Text and V e r s i o n s , I y e t e n t e r t a i n some r e s e r v a t i o n s 

w i t h regard t o c e r t a i n major a s p e c t s o f t h e " three l o c a l f a m i l i e s " t h e o r y . 

The theory i m p l i e s t h a t t h e t h r e e l o c a l t e x t s d e r i v e d d i r e c t l y from one 



Hebrew p r o t o - t y p e , and t h a t t h i s arche type i s t o be d a t e d a t t h e l a t e s t 

i n t h e f i f t h century B . C . E . , t h a t i s t o say more than h a l f a mi l l ennium 

e a r l i e r than de Lagarde ' s Urtext or R o s e n m u e l l e r ' s Ur-rezens ion. I would 

y e t m a i n t a i n , as I d i d s e v e r a l y e a r s ago , t h a t n o t w i t h s t a n d i n g the a d d i 

t i o n a l in format ion and f u r t h e r a n a l y s e s a long t h e s e l i n e s which have been 

forthcoming l a t e l y , t h e "three l o c a l t e x t s " h y p o t h e s i s cannot s a t i s f a c 

t o r i l y e x p l a i n the r e s t r i c t e d p l u r a l i t y of t e x t - t y p e s a t t h e end of t h e 
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p r e - C h r i s t i a n e r a . I t appears t h a t t h e e x t a n t t e x t - t y p e s must be 

viewed as t h e remains o f a y e t more v a r i e g a t e d t r a n s m i s s i o n o f t h e B i b l e 

t e x t i n t h e p r e c e d i n g c e n t u r i e s , r a t h e r than as w i t n e s s e s t o s o l e l y t h r e e 

a r c h e t y p e s . The more a n c i e n t manuscr ipt s are b e i n g d i s c o v e r e d and pub

l i s h e d , t h e more t e x t u a l d i v e r g e n c i e s appear . The r e l a t i v e l y l i m i t e d num

ber of d i s t i n c t t e x t u a l f a m i l i e s which are e x t a n t a t t h e end o f t h e p r e -

C h r i s t i a n era may be e x p l a i n e d t o have r e s u l t e d from two f a c t o r s , among 

o t h e r s : h i s t o r i c a l v i c i s s i t u d e s which caused o t h e r t e x t u a l f a m i l i e s t o 

d i s a p p e a r ; and the l a c k o f a major p r e r e q u i s i t e f o r t h e p r e s e r v a t i o n of a 

t e x t t r a d i t i o n , namely i t s a c c e p t a n c e by a s o c i o l o g i c a l l y d e f i n a b l e i n t e 

g r a t e d body. 

This l a s t f a c t o r r a i s e s an i s s u e which i s n o t s u f f i c i e n t l y c o n s i d 

ered by s t u d e n t s o f t h e B i b l e t e x t : t h e s o c i a l and s o c i e t a l a s p e c t s o f 

t h e p r e s e r v a t i o n o f l i t e r a t u r e , f i r s t and foremost o f s a c r e d l i t e r a t u r e . 

A ha l lowed t e x t - f o r m adopted by a s p e c i f i c group has a d e c i d e d l y i n t e g r a t 

ing e f f e c t . A Gruppentext i s a s much a s o c i a l i z i n g agent as i s a Gruppen

sprache. This c e r t a i n l y a p p l i e s t o t h e M a s s o r e t i c Text which became t h e 

s tandard v e r s i o n o f t h e Synagogue; t h e Samaritan Hebrew Penta teuch which 

ga ined a u t h o r i t a t i v e s t a t u s i n the Samaritan community; t h e Greek V e r s i o n , 

and l a t e r the L a t i n , t h a t were ha l lowed by t h e Church. One does n o t e n 

c o u n t e r t h e same degree o f t e x t u a l s o l i d i f i c a t i o n a t Qumran. The d i v e r 

s i t y o f t e x t u a l t r a d i t i o n s p r e s e r v e d i n t h e Covenanters ' l i b r a r y may i n 

p a r t have r e s u l t e d from t h e v a r i e g a t e d s o u r c e s o f provenance o f a t l e a s t 

some o f t h e m a n u s c r i p t s . These probably were brought t o Qumran by members 

of t h e Community who h a i l e d from d i v e r s e l o c a l i t i e s i n P a l e s t i n e , and from 

v a r i o u s s o c i a l s t r a t a . From t h e very o u t s e t , one t h e r e f o r e should e x p e c t 

t o f i n d i n t h a t l i b r a r y , as indeed one d o e s , a c o n f l u x o f t e x t - t r a d i t i o n s 

which had deve loped over a c o n s i d e r a b l e span of t ime i n d i f f e r e n t a r e a s o f 



P a l e s t i n e , and a l s o o u t s i d e P a l e s t i n e , a s i n Baby lon ia , and i n d i f f e r e n t 

s o c i a l c i r c l e s . These d i v e r s e Vorlagen were c o n t i n u o u s l y c o p i e d by t h e 

Covenanters* s c r i b e s a t Qumran, even i n t h e r e s t r i c t e d compass of t h e i r 

scriptorium. The r e l a t i v e l y s h o r t p e r i o d of u n i n t e r r u p t e d e x i s t e n c e of 

t h e Covenanters * community p o s s i b l y was n o t conducive t o t h e emergence of 

one s t a b i l i z e d t e x t form, i f t h e y were a t a l l concerned about e s t a b l i s h i n g 
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a t e x t u s receptus. I t s t a n d s t o reason t h a t a l s o o t h e r c o n s t i t u t e d 

d e v i a n t Jewish communities may have embraced one s p e c i f i c t e x t - t y p e i n 

t h e i r t i m e . But w i t h t h e d i sappearance o f t h e s e groups a l s o t h e i r r e 

s p e c t i v e l i t e r a r y h e r i t a g e s d i sappeared or were s u p p r e s s e d , and w i t h them 

t h e i r p a r t i c u l a r b i b l i c a l t e x t u a l t r a d i t i o n s . 

The scope o f v a r i a t i o n w i t h i n a l l t h e s e t e x t u a l t r a d i t i o n s i s r e l a 

t i v e l y r e s t r i c t e d . Major d i v e r g e n c i e s which i n t r i n s i c a l l y a f f e c t the 

s e n s e are e x t r e m e l y r a r e . A c o l l a t i o n o f v a r i a n t s e x t a n t , based on t h e 

s y n o p t i c s tudy o f the m a t e r i a l a v a i l a b l e , e i t h e r by a comparison o f p a r a l 

l e l p a s s a g e s w i t h i n one V e r s i o n , or o f t h e major V e r s i o n s w i t h each o t h e r , 

r e s u l t s i n t h e c o n c l u s i o n t h a t t h e a n c i e n t a u t h o r s , c o m p i l e r s , t r a d e n t s 

and s c r i b e s enjoyed what may be termed a c o n t r o l l e d freedom of t e x t u a l 

v a r i a t i o n . The e x a c t l i m i t s o f t h i s " v a r i a t i o n - s c o p e , " though, cannot be 

a c c u r a t e l y e s t a b l i s h e d i n t u i t i v e l y , nor can they be gauged from mere 

sample c o l l a t i o n s . An i n v e s t i g a t i o n i n t o t h i s m a t t e r , based on a thorough 

and comprehensive s y n o p s i s o f a l l t y p e s o f v a r i a n t s , g l o s s e s , i n t e n t i o n a l 

m o d i f i c a t i o n s , e t c . , which can be a s c e r t a i n e d i n our s o u r c e s i s an urgent 

desideratum. 

The l i m i t e d f l u x o f t h e t e x t u a l t r a n s m i s s i o n o f t h e B i b l e appears t o 

be a l e g i t i m a t e and a c c e p t e d phenomenon o f a n c i e n t s c r i b a l t r a d i t i o n and 

n o t a mat ter which r e s u l t e d from sheer incompetence or p r o f e s s i o n a l l a x i t y . 

This f a c t , and our ignorance o f l i t e r a r y s tandards and norms p r a c t i s e d i n 

t h e c r u c i a l p e r i o d of t h e second h a l f - m i l l e n n i u m B.C.E. , seems f o r e v e r t o 

p r o s c r i b e any endeavour t o r e s t i t u t e an assumed o r i g i n a l of t h e b i b l i c a l ' 

books . Beyond t h a t , t h e r e a r i s e s an o p e r a t i o n a l problem which h a r a s s e s 

t h e e d i t o r o f a c r i t i c a l e d i t i o n of t h e B i b l e , and w i t h which e . g . we are 

a t p r e s e n t f a c e d , working on t h e Book of Jeremiah f o r t h e Hebrew U n i v e r 

s i t y B i b l e P r o j e c t . The o n e - t i m e e x i s t e n c e o f a s h o r t t e x t o f t h e Book, 

deduced from the Greek V e r s i o n which e x h i b i t s a t e x t which i s c o n s i d e r a b l y 



s h o r t e r than t h e MT, g a i n s f u r t h e r p r o b a b i l i t y from t h e Hebrew f r a g 

ments of Jeremiah found a t Qumran. The p r e l i m i n a r y r e p o r t s p u b l i s h e d by 

t h e i r p r o s p e c t i v e e d i t o r , Frank C r o s s , and now a l s o by J . G. Janzen , s u g 

g e s t t h a t Qumran has p r e s e r v e d for us fragments of what amounts t o a 
28 

Hebrew Vorlage o f t h e s h o r t Greek Text of Jeremiah . The c o n s i d e r a b l e 
d i f f e r e n c e i n s h e e r bulk makes l a b e l l i n g t h e s e t r a d i t i o n s " p r i s t i n e " and 
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" e x p a n s i o n i s t " sound r a t h e r i n a d e q u a t e . The very c o m p a r a b i l i t y o f so 

w i d e l y d i v e r g e n t t r a d i t i o n s seems t o be q u e s t i o n a b l e . From here f o l l o w s 

t h e f u r t h e r q u e s t i o n , whether t h e c o l l a t i o n o f t h e s h o r t Greek and/or 

Hebrew t e x t i n t h e apparatus of t h e c o n s i d e r a b l y f u l l e r M a s s o r e t i c V e r s i o n 

can a t a l l be j u s t i f i e d on m e t h o d o l o g i c a l grounds . S i m i l a r c o n s i d e r a t i o n s 
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p e r t a i n t o t h e Book o f E s t h e r . The v a r i a n c e o f t h e Greek t r a d i t i o n s 

among t h e m s e l v e s , and vis-à-vis t h e Hebrew, appears t o p r e c l u d e a s y s t e 

m a t i c c o l l a t i o n of t h e s e w i d e l y d i v e r g e n t t e x t s . 

In v iew o f t h e s e f a c t s , I would propose t h a t a major problem t o be 

i n v e s t i g a t e d w i t h regard t o t h e h i s t o r y o f t h e B i b l e t e x t i s not so much 

t h e e x i s t e n c e o f a l i m i t e d p l u r a l i t y o f t e x t - t y p e s , but r a t h e r t h e l o s s o f 

o t h e r presumably more numerous t e x t u a l t r a d i t i o n s . Thus p h r a s e d , t h e 

i s s u e o f whether a s i n g l e Urtext broke up i n t o " three d i s t i n c t l o c a l fam

i l i e s " i n which s u b s e q u e n t l y and s e p a r a t e l y manuscr ipt v a r i a n t s emerged, 

or whether c o n v e r s e l y , pr imal t r a d i t i o n s which v a r i e d among t h e m s e l v e s t o 

a l i m i t e d degree p r o g r e s s i v e l y l o s t t h e i r l e a s e on l i f e and u l t i m a t e l y 

c r y s t a l l i z e d i n a r e s t r i c t e d number o f Gruppentexte shou ld be s t u d i e d from 

a new a n g l e . 

I I "Higher" and "Lower" C r i t i c i s m - New P e r s p e c t i v e s 

The A l b r i g h t - C r o s s h y p o t h e s i s has c o n s i d e r a b l y ex tended t h e h i s t o r i 

c a l reach o f t h e enqu iry i n t o t h e h i s t o r y o f t h e B i b l e t e x t . Kahle a l r e a d y 

had a t tempted t o push t h e s tudy o f t h e h i s t o r y o f t h e t e x t i n a l l i t s ram

i f i c a t i o n s beyond t h e terminus non ante quern which h i s p r e d e c e s s o r s had 

t a c i t l y o r e x p l i c i t l y c o n s i d e r e d a s t h e s t a r t i n g p o i n t o f t h e i r i n v e s t i g a 

t i o n , namely t h e end o f t h e Second Commonwealth or t h e e a r l y p e r i o d a f t e r 
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t h e d e s t r u c t i o n o f t h e Temple i n 70 C.E. The "three t e x t u a l f a m i l i e s " 

t h e o r y p e n e t r a t e s deeper i n t o h i s t o r y , s i n c e i t assumes t h a t t h e s e t e x t u a l 

f a m i l i e s "developed s l o w l y between t h e f i f t h and f i r s t c e n t u r i e s B . C . , i n 



P a l e s t i n e , i n Egypt , and i n a t h i r d l o c a l i t y , presumably Baby lon ." 

Thus, t h e i n v e s t i g a t i o n o f t e x t u a l phenomena, and o f the deve lopmenta l 

h i s t o r y o f t h e B i b l e t e x t i s c a r r i e d down i n t o a p e r i o d i n which some 

b i b l i c a l l i t e r a t u r e was y e t b e i n g au thored , and o t h e r p a r t s were b e i n g r e 

dac ted or e d i t e d . To p u t i t d i f f e r e n t l y , i n , t h a t p e r i o d d i v e r s e l i t e r a r y 

p r o c e s s e s which a f f e c t e d b i b l i c a l w r i t i n g s i n t h e i r t o t a l i t y , then were 

c a r r i e d o u t c o n c u r r e n t l y . The r e c o g n i t i o n of t h i s c i rcumstance shou ld 

have a l e r t e d s c h o l a r s t o some new i s s u e s and endeavours i n t h e wider f i e l d 

o f b i b l i c a l s t u d i e s : t h e i n v e s t i g a t i o n of t h e p o s s i b l e c o m p a r a b i l i t y and 

l i k e l y i n t e r d e p e n d e n c e of l i t e r a r y phenomena which , on t h e s u r f a c e , o b t a i n 

on d i f f e r e n t l e v e l s o f t h e l i t e r a r y p r o c e s s . I f t h e h i s t o r y o f t h e B i b l e 

t e x t i s no l o n g e r c o n s i d e r e d t o become t h e o b j e c t o f s y s t e m a t i c s tudy o n l y 

a f t e r the c r e a t i v e i m p u l s e , i . e . , a f t e r t h e a u t h o r i n g o f b i b l i c a l l i t e r a 

t u r e had come t o an end, but r a t h e r as p a r t l y o v e r l a p p i n g w i t h i t , then i t 

o b v i o u s l y becomes l e g i t i m a t e t o probe i n t o t h e p o s s i b i l i t y t h a t t h e t e x 

t u a l e n q u i r y , d e s i g n a t e d "lower c r i t i c i s m , " may i l l u m i n a t e i s s u e s t h a t are 

u s u a l l y debated i n t h e o r b i t o f "higher c r i t i c i s m . " The "shor ter" v e r s u s 

t h e " e x p a n s i o n i s t " t e x t o f Jeremiah on t h e s u r f a c e i s a t e x t u a l problem 

and thus comes under t h e head ing o f "lower c r i t i c i s m . " But i f t h e r o o t s 

o f t h e q u e s t i o n go a s deep a s t h e f i f t h century B . C . E . , t h e i s s u e , i n 

f a c t , c o n n e c t s and concurs w i t h problems of "higher c r i t i c i s m , " namely t h e 

presumed i n t r u s i o n o f non-Jeremian ic m a t e r i a l i n t o t h e book a s c r i b e d t o 

the p r o p h e t . 

Another i l l u s t r a t i o n of t h e same i s s u e i s t h e p e r i c o p e i n I s a i a h c h . 

38 which r e p o r t s on H e z e k i a h ' s i l l n e s s and t h e p r o p h e t ' s i n t e r v e n t i o n as a 
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h e a l e r c o u l d be s i m i l a r l y v i e w e d . The absence o f H e z e k i a h ' s ÜfDft, t h e 
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K i n g ' s p r a y e r - p s a l m recorded i n t h e Book o f I s a i a h (ijb. w . 9 - 2 0 ) , both 
from t h e p a r a l l e l i n 2 Kings 20 and 2 Chr. 32 (where a l s o o t h e r p a r t s o f 
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t h e n a r r a t i v e i n which t h e p r a y e r i s s e t are m i s s i n g ) , prima facie i s a 

s t r u c t u r a l problem which b e l o n g s i n t h e realm of "higher c r i t i c i s m . " As 

a g a i n s t t h i s , t h e somewhat d i f f e r e n t t e x t u a l order o f t h e components o f 

t h e p e r i o o p e i n t h e F i r s t I s a i a h S c r o l l ( l Q I s a ) w i l l c o r r e c t l y be d e a l t 
w i t h a s an i s s u e of " t e x t , " and thus comes under t h e heading o f "lower 
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c r i t i c i s m . " Would i t n o t be i n order t o i n v e s t i g a t e whether one s e t o f 

problems cou ld not have some b e a r i n g on t h e o t h e r , foremost t h e " t e x t u a l " 

on t h e " s t r u c t u r a l " ? 



In the p r e s e n t c o n t e x t , a f u l l a n a l y s i s o f t h e r a t h e r complex problem 

would be cumbersome, and t h e r e f o r e w i l l be d i s c u s s e d i n a s e p a r a t e p a p e r . 

Here i t must s u f f i c e t o o u t l i n e t h e main p o i n t s i n v o l v e d , h i g h l i g h t i n g 

t h e i r b e a r i n g on t h e i s s u e under r e v i e w . In do ing s o , we s h a l l c o n c e n 

t r a t e on the Hebrew t e x t , w i t h o n l y o c c a s i o n a l r e f e r e n c e s t o V e r s i o n a l 

v a r i a n t s . 

Of t h e four e x t a n t Hebrew p a r a l l e l s , 2 Chr. 32 p r e s e n t s by f a r t h e 

s h o r t e s t and I s . 38 t h e most e x p a n s i v e t e x t . The l a t t e r a l s o i s r e f l e c t e d 

i n l Q I s a w i t h one s i g n i f i c a n t d e v i a t i o n , s h o r t l y t o be a n a l y s e d . 2 Kings 

20 o c c u p i e s a media l p o s i t i o n w i t h r e s p e c t t o t h e e x t e n t of t e x t p r e s e n t e d . 

There can be l i t t l e doubt t h a t t h e C h r o n i c l e r ' s t e x t , which c l e a r l y i s 

based on t h e 2 Kings v e r s i o n , has been s e v e r e l y a b b r e v i a t e d . The account 

compri ses 22 v e r s e s i n I s . 3 8 , and 11 i n 2 Ki . 2 0 . I t was compressed i n t o 

one s i n g l e v e r s e i n 2 Chr. 3 2 : 2 4 . The p r o c e s s of e d i t i n g appears t o have 

been c a r r i e d out r a t h e r m e c h a n i c a l l y by t e l e s c o p i n g t h e b e g i n n i n g o f t h e 

n a r r a t i v e - ΠΊ0> (TV) ΊΓΡΡΤΠΟ) Π>Π ΟΠΠ ( c p . 2 Ki . 2 0 : 1 and I s . 3 8 : 1 

MT and l Q I s a ) - w i t h t h e ca tchphrase - ")> \tû r©*JD1 - which a l l u d e s t o t h e 

"s ign" - ΓΠΚ (2 Ki . 2 0 : 8 - 1 1 ; I s . 3 8 : 7 - 8 , 22) - g i v e n by t h e prophet t o t h e 

k i n g t o a s s u r e him t h a t he w i l l r e c o v e r from h i s i l l n e s s . The two com

ponent s were awkwardly combined by t h e apocopated phrase IV TDK"' Τ, presum

a b l y r e f e r r i n g t o I s a i a h , w i t h t h e c o n t e n t s o f t h e message m i s s i n g . LXX 

has here t h e more f i t t i n g b u t probably "improved" r e n d i t i o n M a t έπηχουσεν 

(VDttTO or BH: Ί Π ^ Ί ) [χυρι,ος] αύτψ which does n o t r e q u i r e a d i r e c t o b j e c t . 

N e i t h e r t h e summary i n 2 Chr. 32:4 nor t h e f u l l n a r r a t i v e i n 2 Ki . 2 0 : 1 - 1 1 , 

r e f l e c t e d a l s o i n b o t h t h e MT and l Q I s a o f I s . 3 8 , e x h i b i t any h i n t t h a t 

would make t h e reader e x p e c t t h e a d d i t i o n a l psalm - 1TDD - which f o l l o w s 

i n I s . 3 8 : 9 - 2 0 upon t h e c o n c l u s i o n o f t h e n a r r a t i v e . T h i s o b v i o u s a d d i 

t i o n which e l a b o r a t e s on H e z e k i a h ' s s h o r t prayer (i2>. w . 2 -3) b e a r s w i t -
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n e s s t o a p a r a p h r a s t i c tendency t h a t a f f e c t e d t h e p r o p h e t i c n a r r a t i v e , 

most probably a f t e r i t had been i n c o r p o r a t e d i n t o t h e Book o f I s a i a h . 

Upon we igh ing t h e e v i d e n c e , t h e expanded I s a i a h p a r a l l e l i s found t o be 

secondary t o t h e s h o r t e r , or more " p r i s t i n e " Kings a c c o u n t . In e s s e n c e , 

t h e i s s u e i s o f a s t r u c t u r a l nature and p e r t a i n s t o t h e f i e l d o f "higher 

c r i t i c i s m . " I t r e s e m b l e s t h e c o n t r a s t between t h e s h o r t Greek (and Qumran 

Hebrew) and t h e expanded M a s s o r e t i c t e x t o f Jeremiah, which s tandard 



procedure c o n s i d e r s a t e x t u a l problem, and which i s d i s c u s s e d under the 

heading o f "lower c r i t i c i s m . " 

A " t e x t u a l " dimension a t t a c h e s t o t h e r e l a t i o n s h i p between t h e two 

w i t n e s s e s t o t h e I s a i a h t e x t , t h e MT and l Q I s a . The Qumran t e x t l a c k s 

v e r s e s 3 8 : 2 1 - 2 2 which i n t h e p r e s e n t MT conc lude the compos i te n a r r a t i v e 

( w . 1-8) cum prayer -psa lm ( w . 9-20) p e r i c o p e : "Then I s a i a h s a i d , 'Let 

them take a cake o f f i g s , and apply i t t o t h e b o i l , t h a t he may r e c o v e r . ' 

And Hezekiah s a i d , 'What i s t h e s i g n t h a t I s h a l l go up t o t h e house o f 

t h e Lord? 1 " I t i s g e n e r a l l y agreed t h a t t h e s e two v e r s e s are m i s p l a c e d 

i n t h e MT, probably as a r e s u l t o f homoioteleuton, s i n c e b o t h t h e ^TDD and 

t h e c o n c l u d i n g appendix end on t h e words ΓΓΊΠ*» Π Ό , preceded i n one i n 

s t a n c e by >V ( I s . 38:20) and i n the o t h e r by t h e g r a p h i c a l l y s i m i l a r rf?VK 

(ib. v . 2 2 ) . There fore t h e y are g e n e r a l l y t r a n s p o s e d a f t e r v . 6 , t o a 

p o s i t i o n p a r a l l e l t o t h e one t h e y occupy i n t h e 2 Kings arrangement. The 

v e r s e s c l e a r l y were b e f o r e a r e v i s e r o f l Q I s a . He s u p p l i e d t h e m i s s i n g 

p a s s a g e s . m . by s q u e e z i n g most o f v . 21 i n t o t h e remainder o f t h e l a s t 

l i n e of c h . 38 - o m i t t i n g , though, t h e word l̂KW - and then wrote t h e 

word and a l l o f v . 22 v e r t i c a l l y i n t h e l e f t - h a n d margin . However, 

the f a c t t h a t t h e f i r s t s c r i b e n e a t l y ended h i s copying of c h . 38 by u s i n g 

up on ly about o n e - f o u r t h o f t h e l a s t l i n e , l e a v i n g t h e remainder b l a n k , 

seems t o s u g g e s t t h a t h i s Vorlage c o n t a i n e d a s h o r t e r t e x t than t h e MT. 

This s u p p o s i t i o n g a i n s i n p r o b a b i l i t y when one b e a r s i n mind t h a t 1) t h e 

unemended l Q I s a t e x t and t h e MT w i t h o u t t h e appendix read smooth ly , indeed 

read b e t t e r than t h e f u l l e r 2 Kings t e x t ; 2) H e z e k i a h ' s q u e s t i o n ΓΠΚ(Π) HD 

ΠΊΠ*1 rftytt Ό , w i t h t h e t e l l i n g r e f e r e n c e t o t h e f i g - c u r e i n 2 Ki . 

20 :8 - >y? mïT1 riS*V> Ό - c o n v e n i e n t l y l e f t out i n t h e I s . r e a d i n g , i s a 

p e d a n t i c and s u p e r f l u o u s en largement; 3) t h e r e f e r e n c e t o a f i g - p a d Π^ϋΤ 

D*»iKn which t h e prophet p r e s c r i b e d as a cure f o r t h e K i n g ' s a f f l i c t i o n 

makes I s a i a h t h e type o f wonder -hea l er t h a t i s known from p r o p h e t i c n a r r a 

t i v e s i n t h e h i s t o r i o g r a p h i e s , b u t i s a l t o g e t h e r o u t of tune w i t h t h e 

t r a d i t i o n s t o l d about him i n h i s book. The r e f e r e n c e t o t h e "cure" (v . 

21) i n t h e appendix t o I s . 38 thus i s r e c o g n i z e d as a secondary i n t r u s i o n 
38 

from the 2 Kings p a r a l l e l . 4) The d e f i n i t i o n o f t h e K i n g ' s malady as 

"pnttt - "bo i l" (NEB) - on the s u r f a c e l o o k s l i k e an "informed" i n t e r p r e t a 

t i o n of t h e v e r y g e n e r a l remark t h a t Hezekiah had been taken c r i t i c a l l y i l l 



mD7 ΓΡΡΤΠ rf?n ΟΠΗ D^DO (2 Ki . 2 0 : 1 ; c p . ib. v . 1 3 ; I s . 3 8 : 1 ; c p . 3 9 : 1 ) . 

In a c t u a l f a c t i t i s a t e n d e n t i o u s e l a b o r a t i o n which probably was i n t e n d e d 

t o p r e s e n t t h e k i n g ' s i l l n e s s i n t h e t y p i c a l manner o f a d i v i n e l y decreed 

a f f l i c t i o n . Whereas Π>Π u s u a l l y r e f e r s t o any i l l n e s s which a f f e c t s man 

i n t h e course of na ture ( c p . e . g . Gen. 4 8 : 1 ; 1 Sam, 1 9 : 1 4 ; 3 0 : 1 3 ; 1 K i . 

1 4 : 1 5 ; 1 5 : 2 3 , 1 7 : 1 7 ; 2 K i . 8 : 7 , 29 ; Neh. 2 :2 e t a l . ) , *ρπ» l i k e Ί2Ί -
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p l a g u e and e q u a l l y Π^Ή - l e p r o s y i n t h e n a r r a t i v e p a r t s o f b i b l i c a l 

l i t e r a t u r e , i s c o n c e i v e d of a s a topos, a s i g n of d i v i n e wrath (Ex. 9 : 9 -

1 1 ; Deut . 2 8 : 2 7 , 3 5 ) , e s p e c i a l l y i n t h e Job s t o r y (Job 2 : 7 ) . 4 1 S i n c e t h e 

f i g - p a d e lement i s n o t a l l u d e d t o i n t h e compressed 2 Chr. account nor i n 

t h e b a s e t e x t o f l Q I s a , i t i s c o n c e i v a b l e t h a t i t should be v iewed as an 

a l t e r n a t e t r a d i t i o n of t h e s u n - d i a l s i g n which a l s o i n d i c a t e s God's accept

ance o f H e z e k i a h ' s p r a y e r . This l a t t e r i s p r e s e n t i n a l l four v e r s i o n s of 

t h e n a r r a t i v e , i n c l u d i n g t h e c a t c h - p h r a s e r e f e r e n c e 1^ "{ΙΌ i n 2 Chr. 

3 2 : 2 4 . 

We are l e d t o t h e s u g g e s t i o n t h a t t h e r e t r o s p e c t i v e r e f e r e n c e t o t h e 

h e a l i n g o f H e z e k i a h ' s i l l n e s s , d e f i n e d a s "pTO, and t h e r e c a p t u r i n g of t h e 

s u n - d i a l s i g n i n MT I s . by t h e q u e s t i o n put i n t o t h e k i n g ' s mouth, c o n s t i 

t u t e an appendix . Together w i t h t h e main n a r r a t i v e i n w . 1 -8 , i t i s i n 

tended t o form an i n c l u s i o - l i k e frame f o r t h e i n s e r t e d prayer -psa lm i r D D : 

w h i l e v . 21 ( the f i g - p a d ) i s a t o p i c a l d o u b l e t of w . 7 -8 ( the s u n - d i a l 

s i g n ) , v . 22 l i n k s t h e renewed r e f e r e n c e t o t h e K i n g ' s i l l n e s s i n I s . 3 9 : 1 

(= 2 K i . 20 :12) w i t h t h e i n i t i a l n a r r a t i v e , thus a r c h i n g , as i t were , over 

t h e i n t r u s i v e e l ement o f t h e p r a y e r - p s a l m . 4 2 The p r e s e n t l Q I s a t e x t i n 

deed c o n t a i n s t h e psa lm. But t h e o m i s s i o n of t h e c l o s i n g v e r s e s , i . e . , 

t h e f i g - p a d p a r a l l e l and t h e inclusio, seem t o r e f l e c t a s h o r t e r v e r s i o n 

i n which t h e psalm and t h e " f ig -pad" e p i s o d e had n o t y e t been i n c o r p o r a t e d 

i n t o t h e I s a i a h v e r s i o n of t h e 2 Kings t r a d i t i o n . l Q I s a , w i t h t h e p r a y e r -

psalm, thus r e p r e s e n t s , on t h e one hand, a media l s t a g e o f s t r u c t u r a l d e 

velopment between MT I s . and MT K i n g s , and l a c k i n g t h e f i g - p a d r e f e r e n c e , 

on t h e o t h e r hand, appears t o have a more p r i s t i n e t r a d i t i o n than MT Kings 

i n which t h e s u n - d i a l s i g n and t h e f i g - p a d a l r e a d y are c o n f l a t e d . 

The above a n a l y s i s r o o t e d i n s t r u c t u r a l c r i t e r i a t h a t d i v i d e MT I s . 

from MT Kings (and C h r . ) , on t h e one hand, and i n t e x t u a l c r i t e r i a which 

c o n s t i t u t e a d e v i a t i o n o f l Q I s a and MT Chr. from MT I s . and Kings , on t h e 



o t h e r , c l e a r l y i l l u s t r a t e s t h e in terdependence o f t h e two phenomena and 

of t h e r e s p e c t i v e d i s c i p l i n e s of s t r u c t u r a l - " h i g h e r " and t e x t u a l - " l o w e r " 

c r i t i c i s m . I t r e v e a l s t h e p a r a l l e l i s m o f t h e " f ig -pad" and t h e " s u n - d i a l " 

s i g n s which presumably had been a l t e r n a t e l y employed i n p a r a l l e l v e r s i o n s 

of the Hezekiah s t o r y . The t r a n s p o s i t i o n o f MT I s . 3 8 : 2 1 - 2 2 a f t e r v . 6 

i n order t o a l i g n the t e x t w i t h MT K i n g s , s u b s c r i b e d t o by v i r t u a l l y a l l 

commentators and t r a n s l a t o r s , must be c o n s i d e r e d improper p r o c e d u r e , both 

from t h e v i e w p o i n t o f s t r u c t u r a l and of t e x t u a l a n a l y s i s . 

I l l B i b l i c a l S t y l i s t i c s and t h e Tex tua l Study of t h e B i b l e 

I t would appear t h a t another f i e l d o f comparat ive r e s e a r c h i s even 

c l o s e r a t hand than t h e "lower" and "higher" c r i t i c i s m i s s u e . I t concerns 

t h e s tudy o f b i b l i c a l s t y l i s t i c s on t h e one hand and t h e t e x t u a l s tudy o f 

t h e B i b l e on t h e o t h e r . In t h i s area of p r o s p e c t i v e i n t e r d i s c i p l i n a r y 
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r e s e a r c h , new ground can be broken . 

Let me e x p l a i n what I have i n mind. 

I t may be c o n s i d e r e d an e s t a b l i s h e d p r a c t i c e i n b i b l i c a l s t u d i e s t o 

s e p a r a t e t h e d i s c u s s i o n o f s t y l i s t i c s from t h e s tudy o f t h e forms and t h e 

h i s t o r y o f t h e B i b l e t e x t . The s u b j e c t - m a t t e r examined i n t h e one f i e l d 

i s adjudged t o be i n t r i n s i c a l l y d i f f e r e n t from t h a t which comes under 

s c r u t i n y i n t h e o t h e r . B i b l i c a l s t y l i s t i c s are taken t o d e a l e x c l u s i v e l y 

w i t h t h e ways and t e c h n i q u e s o f l i t e r a r y c r e a t i v i t y , w h i l e i n t h e s tudy of 

t h e t e x t one i s concerned w i t h p r o c e s s e s which were o p e r a t i v e i n t h e p r e s 

e r v a t i o n and t r a n s m i s s i o n o f t h e f i n i s h e d p r o d u c t . Consequent ly , d i s t i n c 

t i v e methods seem t o be r e q u i r e d f o r an a n a l y t i c a l i n v e s t i g a t i o n i n t o 

t h e s e d i s p a r a t e f i e l d s of r e s e a r c h . These d i s t i n c t i v e methods a g a i n c a l l 

f o r a s p e c i a l i z a t i o n and a degree o f e x p e r t i s e which r e s u l t i n a r i g i d d e 

p a r t m e n t a l i z a t i o n of t h e s tudy o f b i b l i c a l l i t e r a t u r e . The s c h o l a r who 

has made t h e problems o f b i b l i c a l s t y l i s t i c s h i s main p u r s u i t w i l l be drawn 

away from q u e s t i o n s which p e r t a i n p r i m a r i l y t o t h e h i s t o r y o f t h e B i b l e 

t e x t . On t h e o t h e r hand, the s t u d e n t who has chosen as h i s domain t h e 

comparat ive s tudy o f the w i t n e s s e s t o t h e B i b l e t e x t seldom w i l l occupy 

h i m s e l f w i t h t h e g e n e s i s o f l i t e r a r y forms or w i t h t h e e v o l u t i o n of b i b l i 

c a l s t y l i s t i c d e v i c e s . The few n o t a b l e e x c e p t i o n s t h a t t h e r e are o n l y 

prove the r u l e . The r e s u l t i n g d i v i s i o n of l a b o r f u r t h e r widens the g u l f 



between t h e s e two a r e a s of b i b l i c a l s t u d i e s which become o r i e n t e d towards 

d i f f e r e n t frameworks o f r e f e r e n c e s and which are s u b j e c t e d t o a n a l y s i s by 

d i f f e r e n t s e t s o f t o o l s . In p r a c t i c e we a r r i v e a t t h e c r y s t a l l i z a t i o n o f 

two s e l f - c o n t a i n e d d i s c i p l i n e s c o v e r i n g two a r e a s which b a r e l y touch upon 

each o t h e r . 

In t h i s d i v i s i o n a l s o a t ime e l ement i s i n v o l v e d . The s tudy of b i b 

l i c a l s t y l i s t i c s i s r o o t e d i n t h e phase o f b i b l i c a l l i t e r a r y c r e a t i v i t y 

which i s taken t o have come t o an end i n t h e i n i t i a l s t a g e s of t h e c o d i f i 

c a t i o n of b i b l i c a l l i t e r a t u r e , when s t y l e s topped d e v e l o p i n g . Roughly a t 

t h a t s t a g e d i v e r g e n t t e x t u a l t r a d i t i o n s emerged which make p o s s i b l e t h e 

s tudy o f t h e t e x t u a l h i s t o r y of t h e B i b l e . The d i v i d i n g l i n e between 

t h e s e two p h a s e s may be s e t approx imate ly a t t h e end o f the t h i r d century 
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B .C.E. 

As a t e c h n i c a l c o r o l l a r y of t h e d i v i s i o n between b i b l i c a l s t y l i s t i c s 

and t h e s tudy o f t h e B i b l e t e x t i n m a t t e r s of method, t h e s e i s s u e s o f t e n 

are examined i n d e p e n d e n t l y o f each o t h e r i n s p e c i a l i z e d works whose scope 

i s c o n s c i o u s l y l i m i t e d t o t h e one or t h e o t h e r . On t h e one hand, t h e r e 

are h i s t o r i e s and d e s c r i p t i o n s o f t h e " b i b l i c a l l i t e r a t u r e " which take no 

n o t i c e of t e x t u a l problems w h a t s o e v e r , such a s , e . g . , K. Budde, Geschichte 

der althebraeischen Literatur ( L e i p z i g 1 9 0 9 ) , J . Hempel, Die althebrae-

ische Literatur und ihr hellenistisches-juedisches Nachleben (Potsdam 

1 9 3 0 ) , and A. Lods , L'histoire de la littérature hébraïque et juive ( P a r i s 

1 9 5 0 ) . On the o t h e r hand, concerns of s t y l i s t i c s and l i t e r a t u r e , t o g e t h e r 

w i t h o t h e r prob lems , are a l t o g e t h e r e x c l u d e d , e . g . , from F. Buhl , Canon 

and Text of the Old Testament (Edinburgh 1 8 9 2 ) , B. J . R o b e r t s , The Old 

Testament Text and Versions (Cardi f f 1951) and Ε. Wuerthwein, Der Text des 

Alten Testaments4 ( S t u t t g a r t 1973) which d e a l s o l e l y w i t h a s p e c t s o f t h e 

t e x t u a l h i s t o r y o f t h e B i b l e . Even more r e v e a l i n g i s t h e arrangement o f 

t h e d i s c u s s i o n o f t h e s e s u b j e c t m a t t e r s i n comprehensive I n t r o d u c t i o n s t o 

t h e ( L i t e r a t u r e o f the ) Old Testament . The p a r t or p a r t s which d e a l w i t h 

s t y l e and l i t e r a r y forms u s u a l l y p r e c e d e the a n a l y s i s o f t h e b i b l i c a l 

books i n t h e i r t r a d i t i o n a l o r d e r , w h i l e t h e format ion o f t h e canon and t h e 
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h i s t o r y of t h e B i b l e t e x t are d e a l t w i t h i n what amounts t o an appendix . 

Th i s arrangement f o r c e f u l l y u n d e r l i n e s t h e d i s t i n c t i v e n e s s o f t h e f i e l d o f 

b i b l i c a l s t y l i s t i c s from t h a t o f t h e s tudy o f t h e B i b l e t e x t . With t h i s 



d i v i s i o n o f s p h e r e s goes t h e n o t i o n t h a t a t r a n s f e r o f a n a l y t i c a l t o o l s 

from one t o t h e o t h e r can h a r d l y be j u s t i f i e d , s i n c e one cannot assume 

prima facie any i n h e r e n t s i m i l a r i t y i n t h e p r o c e s s e s under o b s e r v a t i o n i n 

the one and i n the o t h e r . 

One c e r t a i n l y has t o acknowledge the m e t h o d o l o g i c a l n e c e s s i t y and 

t h e p r a c t i c a l advantages which are prov ided by t h i s d i v i s i o n o f t h e 

spheres o f s t u d y . However, s i n c e we are d e a l i n g w i t h one c l o s e l y - k n i t 

complex o f l i t e r a t u r e - n o t w i t h s t a n d i n g t h e v a r i e t y and d i v e r s i t y o f p h e 

nomena i n v o l v e d - we should ask o u r s e l v e s whether or not t h e r e are common 

b a s i c f e a t u r e s which can be d i s c e r n e d i n t h e s e d i f f e r e n t emanations o f 

b i b l i c a l l i t e r a r y c r e a t i v i t y . We do not r e f e r t o t h e w i d e l y p r a c t i s e d 

employment o f s t y l i s t i c c r i t e r i a , such as parallelismus membrorum, f o r 

t h e emendation o f a supposed ly f a u l t y t e x t . What we have i n mind are 

fundamental format ive e l e m e n t s which assumedly were o p e r a t i v e on t h e 

author l e v e l a s s t y l i s t i c p a t t e r n s and i n t h e t r a n s m i s s i o n - s t a g e a s t h e i r 

e d i t o r i a l and t e x t u a l m o d i f i c a t i o n . 

The mere q u e s t f o r such common fundamental e l ement s i n b i b l i c a l l i t 

e r a t u r e ab initio i m p l i e s t h a t we do n o t r u l e o u t t h e p o s s i b l e t r a n s f e r 

o f p r i n c i p l e s and format ive t e c h n i q u e s from t h e sphere o f l i t e r a r y compo

s i t i o n t o t h a t of t e x t u a l t r a n s m i s s i o n . In f a c t we e x p e c t such t r a n s f e r s 

t o occur t o a h i g h degree o f p r o b a b i l i t y i n a l i t e r a t u r e which e x p e r i 

enced t h e t r a n s i t i o n from a s t a t e of r e l a t i v e l y f l e x i b l e and m o d i f i a b l e 

o r a l t r a d i t i o n t o a more s t a b i l i z e d w r i t t e n t r a n s m i s s i o n and u l t i m a t e l y 

t o t e x t u a l u n i f o r m i t y . The t r a n s i t i o n from one s t a g e t o t h e o t h e r was n o t 

d i s r u p t i v e , but r a t h e r was i t a smooth and gradual p r o c e s s which moreover 

a f f e c t e d b i b l i c a l l i t e r a t u r e i n a s t a g g e r e d sequence : d i f f e r e n t b i b l i c a l 

books were s u b j e c t e d t o t h e p r o g r e s s i v e s t a g e s o f t r a n s i t i o n a t d i f f e r e n t 

p e r i o d s . This e v e n - f l o w i n g development a l l o w e d f o r a continuum of v a l u e s 

and f o r a t r a n s f e r o f s tandards from one s t a g e t o a n o t h e r , by means of 

v a r i a t i o n and a d a p t a t i o n . Thus, s t y l i s t i c c o n v e n t i o n s which had been of 

d e c i s i v e importance i n the format ion o f o r a l t r a d i t i o n d i d not c e a s e from 
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b e i n g o p e r a t i v e i n t h e s t a g e o f w r i t t e n t r a n s m i s s i o n . They a l s o l e f t 

t h e i r impr int on t h e work of e d i t o r s and r e v i s e r s , and are r e f l e c t e d i n 

s c r i b a l t e c h n i q u e s which were conduc ive t o t e x t u a l s t a b i l i z a t i o n . There

f o r e , i n a n a l y z i n g t h e p r o c e s s e s and methods t h a t are mirrored i n t h e 



transmitted text-forms of the b ibl ica l books which represent the final 
written crysta l l izat ion of i n i t i a l l y oral t radi t ions , we should not lose 
sight of the continuous impact of basic s t y l i s t i c maxims on processes of 
textual transmission. 

Let me i l l u s t r a t e the continuity posited here by an example of a 
scribal technique which most probably was employed already in the b ib l ica l 
set t ing on different levels of the creative l i te rary process, and per
sisted in the same duality of employments in post-bibl ical writings. In 
the scribal category of finis notations, b ibl ical l i t e ra ture twice employs 
the technical term ΓύΠ TV. Both instances are found in the Book of Jere
miah. I t seems l ikely that in one, Je r . 48:47b, the notation tüSÜJö ΓυΠ TV 
2K*lD which concludes the Oracle against Moab (48:1-47) was part of that 
unit before i t became integrated into the Book of Jeremiah. We may sur
mise that i t i s the concluding remark of an author, although the defini
tion of the term in th is context would be rather d i f f i cu l t . In the second 
instance, Jer . 51:64b, the notation ΊΓΡΟΎ> ^tlT TV decidedly should be 
ascribed to an arranger or editor of the book who appended i t here after a 
preceding expansion of the collection of oracles credited to Jeremiah. 
The finis notation a t the end of ch. 51 quite definitely proves ch. 52 to 
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be in the nature of an appendix. 

The very same term ΓΰΠ TV again serves as a finis notation in the 
post-bibl ical collection of proverbs that are known under the name of 
Ben-Sira. There i t introduces a colophon-like summary, appended to the 
end of ch. 51, which i s closed by a doxology of the type found a t the end
ings of each of the five collections which constitute the Book of Psalms: 
p TTV>K p Vlt^ p P W η?£)Π :KT*>D p KTptfttf V*i^ P PVDŒ " ' t n Π3Π *W 
.ff?*lV TV*1 nriVD p i a n *»"» t f ·>ΐΤ> .K-PO There can be l i t t l e doubt that th is 
notation stems from the pen of a copyist or an editor of Ben-Sira*s pro
verbs, and not from the pen of the author, who in fact had closed his book 
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by a preceding colophone that comes at the end of ch. 50:29 (42): TD1D 
. . . Κ Ύ » Ο p nryVK ρ yitm ρ pyößfr D ^ S I K ^tinm NOW, while the 
author's colophon i s extant in a l l versions of the book, the l ine TV 
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. . . V " ) ^ p pVttB TST in 51:30b (56b) which we take, with others, to be a 
scr ibe ' s or an ed i to r ' s notation, i s found only in the Hebrew text and i s 
missing from the Greek, the Syriac and the Latin. 



The proposed a n a l y s i s o f t h e employment o f t h e finis n o t a t i o n thus 

i l l u s t r a t e s t h e p e r s i s t e n c e o f a b i b l i c a l l i t e r a r y t echn ique which has 

i t s e q u i v a l e n t i n p r e - b i b l i c a l Mesopotamian s c r i b a l t r a d i t i o n and i n p o s t -

b i b l i c a l l i t e r a t u r e . At t h e same t ime i t e x e m p l i f i e s the d i v e r s i f i e d 

employment o f one and the same t e c h n i q u e on d i f f e r e n t s t a g e s o f t h e l i t e 

rary p r o c e s s - by an a u t h o r , an e d i t o r or a r r a n g e r , and p o s s i b l y a copy

i s t - and thus p r o v e s t h e l i t e r a r y p r o c e s s t o c o n s t i t u t e a continuum which 

f a c i l i t a t e s t h e t r a n s f e r and t h e a d a p t a b i l i t y o f under ly ing b a s i c norms 

and c o n c e p t s . 

IV 

The assumed c o n t i n u i t y o f l i t e r a r y maxims and t e c h n i q u e s , employed by 

l i t e r a t i who were a c t i v e i n the c r e a t i o n , p r e s e r v a t i o n and t r a n s m i s s i o n 

o f t h e l i t e r a r y p r o d u c t , v i z . the books of t h e B i b l e , becomes p r a c t i c a l l y 

a c e r t a i n t y when, a s i s done by t h e "three r e c e n s i o n s " s c h o o l , t h e p r o c e s s 

o f t e x t r e c e n s i o n and p r e s e r v a t i o n i s taken t o have begun as e a r l y a s t h e 

f i f t h century B .C.E. I t s t a n d s t o reason t h a t a t t h a t s t a g e o f t h e d e v e l 

opment o f b i b l i c a l l i t e r a t u r e , and a l s o b e f o r e i t , authors and c o p y i s t s 

were n o t c l e a r l y s e p a r a b l e c l a s s e s o f l i t e r a r y p r a c t i t i o n e r s . One r a t h e r 

may presume t h a t a unio personalis was the r u l e : an author o f t e n s e r v e d , 

when the need o r t h e o c c a s i o n a r o s e , a l s o as the e d i t o r , t r a n s m i t t e r , 

s c r i b e or c o p y i s t o f h i s own works or o f the work o f o t h e r s . 5 ^ A compre

h e n s i v e i n t e g r a t e d concept of t h e d i v e r s e f a c e t s of t h i s l i t e r a r y p r o c e s s 

would h e l p us b e t t e r t o understand the b i b l i c a l p r o p h e t ' s v a r i e g a t e d 

l i t e r a r y p u r s u i t s which c r y s t a l l i z e i n the c o m p l e x i t y o f a prophet "book.'^ 

In the e a r l y p o s t - e x i l i c p e r i o d , Ezra the S c r i b e r e p r e s e n t s t h i s type o f 

l i t e r a t e . Later i n t h e Mishnaic p e r i o d , the eminent Tanna R. Meir (second 

cen tury C . E . ) , A k i b a ' s most prominent d i s c i p l e , was a c t i v e both as a c r e -
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a t i v e t e a c h e r and as a p r o d i g i o u s s c r i b e . Now, i f t h e p o s t - e x i l i c f i f t h 

cen tury and the T a n n a i t i c a l i k e indeed was a man of many p a r t s , a 

comprehensive l i t e r a t e who c o u l d be author , e d i t o r , t r a n s m i t t e r , s c r i b e or 

c o p y i s t when performing d i f f e r e n t a s p e c t s o f h i s p r o f e s s i o n , i t s u r e l y 

must be agreed t h a t h i s l i t e r a r y t e c h n i q u e s would not a u t o m a t i c a l l y change 

whenever he turned from one t a s k t o a n o t h e r . Qui te t o the c o n t r a r y , i t 

may be taken f o r granted t h a t some b a s i c canon o f l i t e r a r y c o n v e n t i o n s 



would be f o l l o w e d by him i n a l l the v a r i e g a t e d performances o f h i s c r a f t , 

o b v i o u s l y w i t h some v a r i a t i o n and a d a p t a t i o n o f t h e b a s i c r u l e s and modes 

t o t h e s p e c i f i c r e q u i r e m e n t s . I t i s p o s s i b l e , or even p r o b a b l e , t h a t such 

s c r i b e s were busy a t Qumran w i t h copying s a n c t i f i e d l i t e r a t u r e w h i l e c r e -
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a t i v i t y o f a b i b l i c a l or a q u a s i - b i b l i c a l s t a n c e c o n t i n u e d , as can be 
deduced e . g . from t h e supernumerary c o m p o s i t i o n s i n t h e Psalms S c r o l l from 
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Qumran Cave 1 1 , t h e Hodayoth, and p o s s i b l y t h e Temple S c r o l l , e t c . 

We can go one s t e p f u r t h e r . The contemporane i ty o f t h e d i v e r s e l i t 

e r a r y p r o c e s s e s o f a u t h o r i n g , e d i t i n g and c o p y i n g , w i t h regard t o d i f f e r 

e n t components o f t h e b i b l i c a l canon, makes i t l i k e l y t h a t s i m i l a r l i t e r a r y 

t r a d i t i o n s were f o l l o w e d , a t l e a s t t o some d e g r e e , a l s o by men who s p e 

c i a l i z e d i n one s p e c i f i c a s p e c t o f t h e l i t e r a r y p r o c e s s , i f such s p e c i a l i 

s a t i o n had a l r e a d y begun t o emerge. That i s t o s a y , t h e p r o f e s s i o n a l 

c o p y i s t i n h i s work would f o l l o w , m e c h a n i c a l l y and i n s t i n c t i v e l y or d e 

l i b e r a t e l y , l i t e r a r y p r o t o t y p e s and t e c h n i q u e s by which t h e h i s t o r i o g 

rapher abided and which t h e h i s t o r i o g r a p h e r emulated , l e t us s a y , from t h e 

n a r r a t i v e or t h e o r a t o r y b i b l i c a l s t y l e . The phenomenon c o u l d be d e f i n e d 

as " v a r i a t i o n s on common b a s i c l i t e r a r y s t a n d a r d s . " T h i s c o n t i n u i t y of 

l i t e r a r y modes o v e r t h e c e n t u r i e s , and a c r o s s t h e d i v e r s e a s p e c t s o f t h e 

l i t e r a r y p r o c e s s , appears t o be r e f l e c t e d i n t h e gamut o f c o n n o t a t i o n s 

t h a t a t t a c h t o such a b a s i c term as I F D i n b i b l i c a l and i n p o s t - b i b l i c a l 

r a b b i n i c l i t e r a t u r e . The famous Baraitha i n Baba Bathra 14b-15a d e f i n e s 

by t h e term ^ T D Moses' au thor ing o f t h e Torah ( the Balaam Per i cppe and t h e 

Book of J o b ) - R F P R N D ^ n rtiren I T O U ηΤΟ ritt/D; t h e c o m p i l a t i o n of t h e Book 

of Psalms by David w i t h t h e h e l p o f (or t r a n s m i t t e d by) t e n s a g e s of o l d -

DOpT (TW D^nn llTD Τ Π , a s w e l l as t h e t r a n s m i s s i o n or t h e 

c a n o n i s a t i o n o f I s a i a h , P r o v e r b s , Song of Songs and E c c l e s i a s t e s by (King) 

Hezekiah and h i s c o l l e g e - tfrnpl Ο^Β/Π S^fo , H W Ί Π ^ Ο Ί ΓΡΡΪΠ. 

Our modern d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n between t h e d i v e r s e a s p e c t s o f t h e l i t e r a r y 

p r o c e s s , f o r which we a l s o would c o i n and employ d i f f e r e n t t e r m s , s imply 

d i d n o t concern t h e a n c i e n t s , who e n t e r t a i n e d , so i t s eems , an a l l -

i n c l u s i v e comprehensive v iew o f l i t e r a t u r e . 

The same comprehens iveness seems t o be r e f l e c t e d i n t h e d i v e r s e mani

f e s t a t i o n s o f what I would d e f i n e a s " b a s i c l i t e r a r y modes ." The i s s u e 

r e q u i r e s a f u l l - f l e d g e d s t u d y . Here space p e r m i t s o n l y t h e p r e s e n t a t i o n 

o f some examples . 



Returning f o r a moment t o parallelismus membrorum which we mentioned 

i n p a s s i n g , i t c e r t a i n l y i s t r u e t h a t t h i s b a s i c d e v i c e o f b i b l i c a l and 

o t h e r a n c i e n t Near Eas tern w r i t e r s i s n o t t o be taken as mere ly an o r n a 

mental f i g u r e , 5 6 but r a t h e r as "the main b u i l d i n g p r i n c i p l e " 5 7 o f b i b l i 

c a l p o e t r y and t o some e x t e n t a l s o o f b i b l i c a l p r o s e . One concurs w i t h L. 

A l o n s o - S c h o e k e l ' s s t a t e m e n t t h a t parallelismus membrorum " i s t k e i n r e i n 
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a u e s s e r l i c h e s S t i l m i t t e l , sondern e i n e Haltung und e i n e Denkweise ." I f 

t h i s i s indeed the c a s e , i t would be s h o r t s i g h t e d t o assume t h a t t h i s 

fundamental p r i n c i p l e was employed e x c l u s i v e l y by "product ive" w r i t e r s and 

had no impact whatsoever on t h e "reproduct ive" a r r a n g e r , s c r i b e and copy

i s t . Parallelismus membrorum and t h e u n d e r l y i n g tendency t o r e i t e r a t e 

m a t t e r s s t a t e d once i n a somewhat d i f f e r e n t p h r a s i n g , t o g e t h e r w i t h some 

o t h e r c a r d i n a l l i t e r a r y modes, must be c o n s i d e r e d emanations o f funda

mental S e m i t i c and Hebrew thought p r o c e s s e s and l i t e r a r y c o n c e p t s which 

permeate the e n t i r e range o f b i b l i c a l l i t e r a r y a c t i v i t y . 

IV S t y l i s t i c and Tex tua l I n t e r c h a n g e a b i l i t y of Words 

Let me b e g i n by d i s c u s s i n g the phenomenon o f " i n t e r c h a n g e a b i l i t y " 
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r o o t e d i n pragmat ic synonymity which o f t e n r e s u l t s from the break-up o f 
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word-pa ir s t h a t sometimes a r e i n t h e na ture o f a hendyadys. 
I a . On t h e c r e a t i v e - l i t e r a r y l e v e l , i n t e r c h a n g e a b i l i t y e x p r e s s e s i t s e l f 

i n t h e employment of a word-pa ir i n parallelismus membrorum, i n a f i x e d 

(Α-B) or an i n d i s c r i m i n a t e order (Α-B or B - Α ) 6 1 where one component i n 

p r a c t i c e can s u b s t i t u t e f o r t h e o t h e r . 
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1 . A p a i r i n c a s e i s DTK - tiPK. In I s . 2 :9 we encounter t h e p a i r i n t h e 

Α-B sequence: BP Κ >3ΒΡΊ | | DTK f f l . In I s . 31 :8 t h e sequence i s B-A: 

DTK-K> S T D II BPK-K> ΠΎΟ YlBTK >5*n ( c p . f u r t h e r : Job 9 : 1 2 ; 3 8 : 2 6 ; 

Prov. 30:2 e t c . ) . Because o f t h e i r synonymity , DTK and BP Κ can s e r v e 

a l t e r n a t e l y i n one and the same id iom. I s . 21 :9 has BP Κ 133*1 whereas i n 

22:6 we encounter t h e p a r a l l e l e x p r e s s i o n DTK Cp. f u r t h e r I s . 2 :20 -

1SK> ΠΚ DTKTl *p>BP Κ1ΠΠ DI Ό [= l Q I s a ; G] w i t h I s . 31:7 - BPK "pDKEP 

15D3 " W K [= l Q I s a ; G ] . 

2 . How do we now a s s e s s the c h a r a c t e r o f t h e v e r y same i n t e r c h a n g e when 

i t o c c u r s between two MT p a r a l l e l s such as 



p s . 105:14 Dptiß» DTK ΠΌΠ K> compared w i t h 

1 Chr. 16 :21 Dptt#> ti?̂ K> ΓΓ»3Π K7. 

I s t h i s i n s t a n c e t o be c o n s i d e r e d a textual variant or a stylistic varia

tion? 

b . The i s s u e becomes f u r t h e r c o m p l i c a t e d when one comes t o c o n s i d e r t h i s 

v e r y same i n t e r c h a n g e o f DTK and t£PK when i t occurs between t h e MT and a 

t r a n s l a t i o n and between a b i b l i c a l Hebrew t e x t and i t s c i t a t i o n i n e x t r a 

b i b l i c a l l i t e r a t u r e . 

In t h e r e n d i t i o n o f 

3 . Lev. 2 7 : 2 8 - 2 9 *1> TttfK >DD Π Ί Π ^ BT»Κ DTPP TÖK ΟΤΠ >D TK 

QTJT» TWK QTTl >3 . . . ΊΠΤΠΚ ΓΓΤΚίΏΤ ΠΏΓυΊ DTKQ 

Π Τ ^ K> DTKTI "JD 

t h e Aramaic Targums c l e a r l y f o l l o w t h e MT i n d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g c o n s i s t e n t l y 

between tljt and ßÜK. In c o n t r a d i s t i n c t i o n , t h e LXX uni formly render bo th 

Hebrew words by άνθρωπος. Th i s i s i n keep ing w i t h t h e apparent i n c o n s i s t -
63 

ency o f t h e LXX i n r e n d e r i n g t h e two Hebrew terms which are k e p t w e l l 
a p a r t by Aqui la - WK = άνηρ , ΟΤΚ = άνθρωπος w i t h a l i m i t e d number o f e x -
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c e p t i o n s . In v iew o f t h e f o r e g o i n g examples , i t can be surmised t h a t 

t h i s Greek custom does n o t r e f l e c t c o n s i s t e n c y but r a t h e r may i n d i c a t e t h e 

c o n t i n u i t y of t h e b i b l i c a l synonymous employment o f t h e p a i r o f words as a 

l i t e r a r y d e v i c e 6 5 which as a r e s u l t c o u l d be used i n t e r c h a n g e a b l y . 

c . Th i s s u g g e s t i o n can be b u t t r e s s e d by t h e f o l l o w i n g o b s e r v a t i o n . The 

b i b l i c a l v e r s e s quoted above turn up a s a t e l e s c o p e d q u o t a t i o n i n t h e 

Damascus Fragments which read (editio C. Rabin) : 

4 . CD i x , 1: . . . DTKÖ DTK tT>Tm TtttK DTK >D 

Although t h e r e are some q u e r i e s w i t h regard t o t h e e x a c t i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f 
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t h e p a s s a g e , i t shou ld n o t have gone u n n o t i c e d t h a t t h e Qumran t e x t i n 
67 

i t s t h r e e f o l d r e i t e r a t i o n o f t h e noun DTK r e f l e c t s t h e Greek t h r e e f o l d 

ment ion o f άνθρωπος. I t thus p r e s e n t s a d d i t i o n a l proof f o r t h e o n e - t i m e 

e x i s t e n c e of a t e x t - t r a d i t i o n o f L e v i t i c u s which d i f f e r e d from t h e MT i n 

p r e c i s e l y t h e same i n t e r c h a n g e o f DTK and ttPK which c o n s t i t u t e s t h e c o r e 

o f t h e v a r i a t i o n between two i d e n t i c a l v e r s e s i n p a r a l l e l a c c o u n t s ( P s . 

105:14 and 1 Chr. 16:21) and i n r e c u r r i n g imagery w i t h i n one and t h e same 

b i b l i c a l book i n t h e M a s s o r e t i c V e r s i o n ( I s . 21 :9 and 2 2 : 6 ; 2:20 and 3 1 : 7 ) . 



I I a . Another example o f t h e same kind i s Hie f o l l o w i n g : 

5 . "1133 BPK s e r v e s as a hendyadys, e . g . i n 1 Sam. 1 4 : 5 2 - >3 >1KB> ΠΚ11 

y>n ρ >3 i 1133 BPK and i n Ruth 2 : 1 - >*m 1133 BPK ΠΒΡΚ'Ρ VTID ^ V ^ l , 

which can be broken up i n t o i t s two components which then s e r v e s e p a r a t e l y 

i n a p a r a l l e l i s t i c s t r u c t u r e , a s i n J e r . 1 4 : 9 - *?31*» K> 11333 I ( ÜiTT3 BPK3 

ν w i r f t . 6 8 

b . So f a r we c e r t a i n l y are i n t h e realm o f b i b l i c a l s t y l i s t i c s . I s t h i s 

y e t so when t h e two terms i n q u e s t i o n are employed a l t e r n a t e l y i n two 

p a r a l l e l e x p r e s s i o n s but i n two d i f f e r e n t books o f t h e B i b l e : 

6 . P s . 2 4 : 8 mt?V 1133 mm 11331 T1 TV mm as a g a i n s t 
Ex. 1 5 : 3 iTDnVD BP Κ ΠΙΓΡ, or should t h i s be counted a s a " t e x t u a l v a r i -

c . By e s t a b l i s h e d r u l e s , we c e r t a i n l y must c o n s i d e r the same i n t e r c h a n g e 

as a t e x t u a l v a r i a n t when i t o c c u r s between two V e r s i o n s : 

7. In d i s t i n c t i o n from t h e above MT r e a d i n g i n Ex. 1 5 : 3 : ΠΏΓΪΡΌ BPK mm, 
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the Samaritan reads t h e r e ΠΠΠ^Ώ 1133 ΠΙΓΡ. I t seems t h a t t h i s d e c i d e d l y 

t e x t u a l v a r i a t i o n , i r r e s p e c t i v e o f whether i t i s unpremeditated or i n t e n 

t i o n a l , i l l u s t r a t e s t h e p e r s i s t e n c e o f modes o f s t y l e i n t h e p r a c t i c e s o f 

t e x t t r a n s m i s s i o n . The t r a d e n t or t h e c o p y i s t o f t h e Samaritan V e r s i o n 

made u s e o f t h e same c o n t r o l l e d freedom i n t h e t r a n s m i s s i o n o f t h e t e x t 

vis-à-vis t h e MT as d i d t h e w r i t e r o f Psalm 24 i n r e s p e c t t o Ex. 1 5 , or 

v i c e v e r s a . Should t h e s e two i n s t a n c e s , indeed can t h e y , be d e a l t w i t h i n 

complete s e p a r a t i o n from each o t h e r , one under t h e d i s c i p l i n e o f s t y l i s -

t i c s and t h e o t h e r under t e x t u a l c r i t i c i s m ? 

I I I . EPB? and ]Π3 are a p a i r o f synonymous v e r b s which are employed i n t e r 

changeably 

a . on the c r e a t i v e - s t y l i s t i c l e v e l i n p a r a l l e l members o f one and the 

same s e n t e n c e , i n e i t h e r the Α-B or t h e B-Α o r d e r , as e . g . i n t h e f o l l o w 

ing i n s t a n c e s t o which many more cou ld be added: 

ant"? 

8 . Gen. 27:37 D^V*? 1> TlTÜ *ΡΠΚ >3 ΠΚ1 Π 
J o s h . 7:19 
Ez. 4 : 2 

i> "»nro τττκ >3 ηκι n T> ιτα» m33 jrr 
min i> im π >ΚΙΒΡ ·>ΪΤ>Κ mm*? Π 3 3 Κ3 D̂ B? 

3 O D m 1 3 m*?y &m Π ηιηπο m>y nmi 



Hos. 11 :8 tfKSSO \\ nDTtä ^ π κ γ» κ 

b . The two verbs can be a l t e r n a t e l y employed i n t h e same c o n t e x t , as e . g . 

i n t h e mat ter of a p p o i n t i n g a k i n g . The b a s i c p a s s a g e : 

9 . Deut . 1 7 : 1 4 - 1 5 Γ » Π Κ M P N . . . J>D - P > Y TRI» . . . I>D >by rsD^m 

>-όϊ AR»K T»>y tri? >mn tf? y>n *p>y &m 
i s r e f l e c t e d i n t h e wording of .1 Sam. 8 : 5 - 6 which d e a l s w i t h the n e g o t i a 

t i o n s between Samuel and t h e p e o p l e t h a t preceded t h e e l e c t i o n of S a u l . 

There , as w e l l as i n 1 Sam. 9 : 2 3 - 2 4 D*>B? and "\TÛ are c o n s i s t e n t l y employed 
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a s a l t e r n a t i v e s ( c p . f u r t h e r Hos. 1 3 : 1 0 - 1 1 ) . 

c . Aga in , Ε*1» and f t ü can s e r v e a l t e r n a t e l y i n a g i v e n id iom. 

1 0 . Whereas i n Lev. 26:6,· Num. 2 5 : 1 2 ; Hag. 2 : 9 and 1 Chr. 2 2 : 9 t h e 

n o t i o n o f "peace" i s e x p r e s s e d by DlVtt? "{Γΰ, Num. 6:26 has t h e p h r a s e : 

Divio y? o m . . 

1 1 . The o p p o s i t e n o t i o n o f " d e s t r u c t i o n and was te" can be i n d i c a t e d 

e i t h e r by tTDDtî? yï>m ( J e r . 6:8) or a l t e r n a t e l y by ΠΒΊΠ>1 ÏTNRFR *ρηΚΊ (Ez. 

5 : 1 4 ) . A s i m i l a r i n t e r c h a n g e o b t a i n s between Mai. 1 : 3 : f̂lKJli? *lttft> ΠΚ1 

nDDttf Τ»*1Π ΠΚ Ο'ΉΛη and Ez. 3 5 : 1 - 9 where t h e combinat ion ÎTDDB ItÛ71 i s r e 

c u r r e n t l y used t o d e s c r i b e t h e f u t u r e f a t e of Edom (vv . 3 , 7 , 9 ) , but 
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where a l s o D̂ ffl t u r n s up i n a s i m i l a r phrase D̂ itfK ΓΰΤΠ T'TV (v . 4 ) . 

d. While a l l t h e above i n s t a n c e s come under t h e head ing of s t y l i s t i c 

i n t e r c h a n g e s , t h e v e r y same v e r b - c o u p l e c o n s t i t u t e s t h e v a r i a n t e l ement i n 

two variae lectionis between t h e MT and t h e Samaritan V e r s i o n . 

1 2 . Ex. 40:22 MT r e a d s : \\f?m ΓΚ ftTO, t h e Samaritan: "]ϊΐ?\ΰΤ\ ΠΚ DHPI. 

1 3 . In Lev. 8 : 9 an i n v e r t e d s i t u a t i o n o b t a i n s : MT has t w i c e ΠΚ OtTO 

ΓΕϋϋΏΠ whereas Sam. i n bo th i n s t a n c e s reads F R T O . 

We s u r e l y must ask o u r s e l v e s whether t h e Sam. d e v i a t i o n from t h e MT i s 

i n t r i n s i c a l l y d i f f e r e n t from t h e i n t e r c h a n g e o f t h e two v e r b s i n q u e s t i o n 

i n synonymous e x p r e s s i o n s i n t h e MT, such a s d i s c u s s e d above , or i n p a r a l 

l e l members of a b i b l i c a l v e r s e . U n l e s s d e f i n i t e c r i t e r i a can be e s t a b 

l i s h e d f o r a methodolog ica l d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n between t h e above i d e n t i c a l 

phenomena, t h e Sam. v a r i a n t s vis-à-vis t h e MT must be v iewed a s emanat ions 

o f t h e same l i t e r a r y - s t y l i s t i c modes and p r o c e s s e s which u n d e r l i e t h e 



i n t e r n a l i n t e r c h a n g e a b i l i t y o f t h e two v e r b s . In e d i t i n g t h e b i b l i c a l 

t e x t of L e v i t i c u s , one would record the Sam. r e a d i n g s f o r p r a c t i c a l p u r 

p o s e s a s v a r i a n t s i n t h e a p p a r a t u s . But t h i s a p p o s i t i o n i n g o f t h e one 

read ing i n t h e main t e x t and t h e o t h e r i n t h e apparatus i n no way can r e 

f l e c t on t h e i r r e l a t i v e m e r i t s , nor does i t e s t a b l i s h the v a r i a t i o n t o be 

o f a " t e x t u a l " ( i n d i s t i n c t i o n from b e i n g o f a " s t y l i s t i c " ) n a t u r e . 

e . The c o m p l e x i t y of t h e i s s u e i n c r e a s e s when t r a n s l a t i o n a l V e r s i o n s are 

brought i n t o t h e p i c t u r e . 

1 4 . The Greek v e r b - p a i r τυθτίναυ and δοδο*ναο e x h i b i t s the same, or a t 
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l e a s t a s i m i l a r , i n t e r c h a n g e a b i l i t y as t h e Hebrew p a i r "JfD and D**t£?. Both 

Greek v e r b s , i n complete p a r a l l e l i s m w i t h t h e two Hebrew e q u i v a l e n t s , e x 

p r e s s e . g . the n o t i o n o f a p p o i n t i n g someone t o o f f i c e . I t t h e r e f o r e c a n 

not cause any s u r p r i s e t h a t i n t h e LXX e i t h e r one o f t h e Hebrew p a i r can 

be rendered by e i t h e r one o f the Greek p a i r . The u s u a l r e n d i t i o n o f ΊΓύ 

would be δυδόναυ 7 ^ whereas D̂ itf i s p r e p o n d e r a n t l y rendered by τι ,θτίνοιυ. 7 5 

However, i n J e r . 1:5 MT: ^TlTD DOJI^ i O u i s t r a n s l a t e d i n LXX; τέθεοκά 
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δε ( cp . v . 1 0 ) . The same s i t u a t i o n o b t a i n s i n v . 18 , MT: "plTTÜ, LXX: 

τέθευκά" δε and i n v . 15 , MT "[3Γύ*1, LXX: καο θησουσυν. In J e r . 9 :10 (11 ) 

t h e LXX r e n d e r s t h e double employment o f \FÙ i n MT ("JflK . . . TlTÙT) once 

by δώσω and once by θιίσομαϋ, p o s s i b l y t o avo id r e p e t i t i o n . J o s e p h u s , 

however, p r e s e r v e d a l s o i n t h e f i r s t i n s t a n c e a form o f TLÖRIVAU: xat θτ^σω, 

and thus may r e f l e c t a t r a d i t i o n which rendered t h e Hebrew r o o t "JlTJ t w i c e 

by τυθτίναυ, u n l e s s he avo ided r e p e t i t i o n by r e n d e r i n g l i k e Aq. t h e second 

mention - δώσω. 

f. A c o n f l u x o f t h e l i t e r a r y and t h e t e x t u a l i n t e r c h a n g e a b i l i t y o f D̂ tfl 

and "̂ rü can be observed i n t h e Book of E z e k i e l w i t h r e s p e c t t o t h e idiom 

. . D̂ ttf or a O^JB "[FD, i n the meaning o f ' turn a c c u s i n g l y or t h r e a t e n i n g l y 

towards someone or s o m e t h i n g . ' 

1 5 . In 6 : 2 ; 1 3 : 1 7 ; 21:2 (G 2 0 : 4 6 ) ; 21:7 (G 2 1 : 2 ) ; 2 5 : 2 ; 2 8 : 2 1 ; 2 9 : 2 ; 

38:2 the LXX render the e x p r e s s i o n by στηρίξω which t r a n s l a t e s Dlttf/D^ttf 

i n J e r . 1 7 : 5 ; 2 1 : 1 0 ; 2 4 : 6 ; Am. 9 : 4 . 

16 . The same stem i s employed t w i c e t o render "(Γΰ, i n 

Ez 14:8 MT: ΚΊΠΪΤ tiPKÜ O S TlTD") 

LXX: στηρι,ώ 



15:7 MT: D M ηκ ^snita . . . D M O S r» >nrtn 
LXX ' ε ν τφ στηρύζαι, στηρι ,ω 7 7 

g. w h i l e t h e s e c a s e s can be c a t e g o r i z e d as " t e x t u a l i n t e r c h a n g e s , " t h e 

pragmatic synonymity of t h e word-pa ir "jrD/D^lü q u i t e l e g i t i m a t e l y became a 

f r u c t i f y i n g e lement i n b i b l i c a l and s u b s e q u e n t l y i n p o s t - b i b l i c a l midrash i c 

e x p o s t u l a t i o n . In t h e d e s c r i p t i o n o f I s r a e l ' s i n i q u i t i e s i n c h . 14, t h e 

two v e r b s a l t e r n a t e i n a r e c u r r i n g p h r a s e . Once t h e read ing i s 

1 7 . Ez . 14:3 MT: DïTOS Γ03 MtÙ DJIV >*)tOn 

LXX: εθηκαν , w h i l e i n 

14:4,7 MT: Ί Ό Β Γ03 Ü>W 131V ^IttDDI 

LXX: τοίξη t h e v a r i a t i o n w i t h D̂ ffi i s 

i n t r o d u c e d . At t h e c u l m i n a t i o n o f t h e p a s s a g e , when Judah i s t h r e a t e n e d 

w i t h r e t r i b u t i o n , measure f o r measure , t h e two v e r b s are s k i l f u l l y com

b i n e d i n m i d r a s h - f a s h i o n imagery: 

1 8 . 14:8 MT: D^ tHD^ tïlKfr ΪΓΡΓΪΜΠΊ II ΓΠΠΠ KfKa ^15 ^ΠΤΟΊ 

LXX: θήΌομαυ στηροώ 

I t i s probab le t h a t t h e unusual hiph. o f D**© here was chosen on p u r p o s e . 
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I t s u g g e s t s a p o s s i b l e d e r i v a t i o n o f t h e form ΊΓΡίΤΕΙί/ΐΤ) from t h e r o o t DDttf 

i n evok ing an a s s o c i a t i o n w i t h 

15:8 MT: ΠΟΟϋ γΤΚΠ ΠΚ ^ΠΓΰΙ 

LXX: xctC δώσω την γην εύς άρανι,σμό*ν 

and o b v i o u s l y was thus unders tood by t h e Greek t r a n s l a t o r of 14:8: θήΌομαι. 
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αυτόν eus ερημον καυ εύς άρανοσμόν. 
I t i s o f i n t e r e s t t o n o t e t h a t t h e midrash ic u t i l i z a t i o n o f t h e p r a g 

mat i c synonymity o f pJ -Dl l i? was c a r r i e d over i n t o p o s t - b i b l i c a l l i t e r a t u r e . 

The Qumran Pesher o f Habakkuk (lQHabP v . I f f . ) q u o t e s verbat im: 

1 9 . Hab 1:12MT: "iDDttt VlEtBÛ? ΓΠΓΡ, b u t t h e n g o e s on t o i n t e r p r e t t h e 

p h r a s e : D'Hun >1D VSEHBÛ ΠΚ >K ΊΓΡ TVTÛ a i . Although t h e c h o i c e o f "JIT1 

i n t h i s i n s t a n c e may be a mere f r e e v a r i a t i o n , i n v i ew o f t h e f o r e g o i n g 

d i s c u s s i o n , i t i s b e t t e r taken t o c o n s t i t u t e a p o s t - b i b l i c a l r e f l e x o f a 

b i b l i c a l s t y l i s t i c - t e x t u a l t r a d i t i o n . 



V S t y l i s t i c and Textua l C o n f l a t i o n 

Another phenomenon which can be observed on d i v e r s e l e v e l s o f t h e 

b i b l i c a l l i t e r a r y t r a d i t i o n i s t h a t o f "doubling" or " c o n f l a t i o n . " Again, 

I i n t e n d t o i n d i c a t e here o n l y t h e main l i n e s o f approach which I th ink 

should be f o l l o w e d i n a f u l l - f l e d g e d i n v e s t i g a t i o n of t h e i s s u e . I s h a l l 

do so by c h o o s i n g an i n v e r t e d order of p r e s e n t a t i o n , b e g i n n i n g w i t h 

"doubling" on the t e x t u a l l e v e l , and t r a c i n g from t h e r e t h e impact of the 

same phenomenon on the " s t y l i s t i c " l e v e l s . 

IVa. The i s s u e o f "double r e a d i n g s " r e s u l t i n g from t e x t u a l c o n f l a t i o n i s 

w e l l known and so widespread t h a t i t r e q u i r e s l i t t l e i f any i l l u s t r a t i o n . 

C o n f l a t i o n can be observed i n a wide v a r i e t y o f c o n f i g u r a t i o n s i n t h e 

Hebrew V e r s i o n s o f the B i b l e - MT, Samaritan P e n t a t e u c h , Qumran b i b l i c a l 

manuscr ipts - as w e l l a s i n t h e a n c i e n t t r a n s l a t i o n s . In a p r e v i o u s d i s 

c u s s i o n o f t h i s phenomenon, I proposed t o e x p l a i n t h e m o t i v a t i o n o f the 

s c r i b e or t h e t r a n s l a t o r t o record more than one read ing i n a g i v e n c o n 

t e x t as r e v e a l i n g h i s r e v e r e n c e f o r t r a n s m i t t e d r e a d i n g s between which he 
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could not c h o o s e , w i t h t h e a i d o f the c r i t e r i a a t h i s d i s p o s a l . Textua l 

c o n f l a t i o n t h u s i s not merely a t e c h n i c a l c o r o l l a r y o f m u l t i p l e t e x t t r a n s 

m i s s i o n , but a t t h e same t ime a l s o p o i n t s t o an important a s p e c t o f t h e 
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a n c i e n t l i t e r a t i ' s a t t i t u d e towards the b i b l i c a l t e x t . The awe f o r t h e 

ha l lowed m a t e r i a l and a b a s i c c o n s e r v a t i s m ba lanced t h e concomitant t e n d 

ency t o modulate and d i v e r s i f y , and thus h e l p e d i n b r i n g i n g about a p r o 

g r e s s i v e s t a b i l i z a t i o n of t h e B i b l e t e x t . The i n c l i n a t i o n t o p r e s e r v e 

d i v e r g i n g t r a d i t i o n s , which shou ld not be i d e n t i f i e d w i t h a p r e d i s p o s i t i o n 

towards "expans ion ," becomes e s p e c i a l l y s t r o n g i n l a t e r s t r a t a o f the t e x 

t u a l e v i d e n c e , such as e . g . t h e L u c i a n i c r e v i s i o n o f t h e LXX. However, i t 

i s by no means r e s t r i c t e d t o ttiem. "Doublets" turn up a l s o i n t h e main LXX 

t r a d i t i o n on which the L u c i a n i c r e v i s i o n i s b a s e d . Often such d o u b l e t s 

r e s u l t from t h e c o n f l a t i o n o f d i v e r g i n g Hebrew r e a d i n g s which were p r e 

served a l t e r n a t e l y i n two p a r a l l e l accounts i n t h e MT. Thus t h e 

20. LXX o f 2 Sam. 7:13 ΑΥΤΌΣ ΟΊ-κοδομησευ y o L ο ίκον ΤΦ ΟΝΌΜΑΤΙ/ ΜΟΥ com

b i n e s t h e MT **Dttf? Γ Ρ Ι rCÛ*1 Κ*1Π w i t h t h e v a r i a n t i n t h e p a r a l l e l 1 Chr. 
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17:12 - Γ)*0 *>"? rm*1 ΚΙΠ. There t h e Greek f o l l o w s the Hebrew v e r b a l l y , 

b . An analogous s i t u a t i o n o b t a i n s i n t h e f o l l o w i n g i n s t a n c e , e x c e p t t h a t 



here t h e Greek d o u b l e t appears i n t h e C h r o n i c l e s r e a d i n g . 

2 1 . 1 Chr. 19 :3 ούχ όπως έξεραυνήσωσι,ν την πολύν τοος κατασκοπησαο 

την γην 

2 Sam. 10:3 αλλ ούχυ όπως έρευνησωσον την πάλιν καο κατασκοπησωσι,ν 

αύτην καί) του κατασκεψασθου αύτη\> 

The LXX of Chr. e x h i b i t s a combinat ion of t h e p a r a l l e l r e a d i n g s i n t h e MT 

which d e v i a t e from each o t h e r i n t h e a l t e r n a t e employment of *V>y and V1K 

which i n t h e c o n t e x t were c o n s i d e r e d t o be o f pragmat ic e q u i v a l e n c e : 

1 Chr. 19 :3 IKS ΥΤΚΠ >3Ί>Τ *]ΒΠ>Ί 1?Π> T13JQ 

2 Sam. 10:3 ΊΚ3 Γ05Π>Ί rftnVl T > y r j 8 4 ΠΚ ΊρΤΐ? Y i n y D 8 5 

I t i s o f i n t e r e s t t o n o t e t h a t w i t h i n t h e 2 Sam. t r a d i t i o n t h e s a i d i n t e r -
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change of Ύ*ν and YTK was p r e s e r v e d i n T^. The main manuscr ipt e v i d e n c e 
r e n d e r s T'Vn somewhat s u r p r i s i n g l y KVTX ΓΡ , i . e . e x h i b i t s , as i t were , t h e 
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C h r o n i c l e s v a r i a n t . However, some manuscr ip t s (y w) and p r i n t e d e d i 

t i o n s which r e p r e s e n t t h e T i b e r i a n t r a d i t i o n (Τ) , a d j u s t e d t h e t r a n s l a t i o n 

t o t h e MT by r e a d i n g : ΚΠΊΡ ΓΡ . 

The above MT v a r i a n t s , and t h e i r " c o n f l a t i o n " i n t h e LXX of Chroni 

c l e s , i n d i c a t e , as s a i d , t h a t T>V and Y*TK were c o n s i d e r e d by t h e Hebrew 

b i b l i c a l w r i t e r s t o be a p a i r of p r a g m a t i c a l l y synonymous nouns which 

t h e r e f o r e c o u l d be s u b s t i t u t e d f o r each o t h e r under c o n t r o l l e d c ircum

s t a n c e s . Again , a s a l r e a d y s t a t e d , we have no r e a s o n t o assume t h a t t h i s 

"freedom of v a r i a t i o n , " i n t h i s as i n o t h e r such c a s e s , was r e s t r i c t e d t o 

t h e Hebrew authors o f Samuel and C h r o n i c l e s . To t h e c o n t r a r y , we may e x 

p e c t t h a t i d e n t i c a l or s i m i l a r i n t e r c h a n g e s a f f e c t e d t h e t e x t t r a d i t i o n o f 

the above v o c a b l e s a l s o i n d i f f e r e n t s e t t i n g s . This indeed i s t h e c a s e . 

I t i s found, a t l e a s t t h r e e t i m e s i n t h e Book o f Jeremiah: 

22a . J e r . 4:29 MT: T>VH >D ΠΓΓΟ tWp ΓβΤΪΙ ΒΠΒ ΠΡΟ 

LXX: χώρα 
Here, V, S and S p e r b e r ' s main t e x t of f o l l o w t h e MT, w i t h T"7 ms. g r e a d -
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ing KVTK. Jerome adduces i n h i s commentary b o t h r e a d i n g s : (civitas 

sive) regio. Aga in , 

6 . J e r . 29:7 MT: T»yn DITO ttt TJnm 

LXX: της γης 

A l l o t h e r a n c i e n t V e r s i o n s r e f l e c t t h e MT i n t h e above and i n a l s o t h e 



f o l l o w i n g i n s t a n c e : 

γ . J e r . 40 :5 MT: ΠΤΙΓΡ ""HID 
> 89 

LXX: εη Ιούδα 

Commentators tend t o p r e f e r i n t h e s e p a s s a g e s t h e Greek r e a d i n g over the 

Hebrew ( a t l e a s t w i t h regard t o t h e f i r s t two c a s e s ) , and j u s t i f y t h e i r 
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d e c i s i o n by c o n s i d e r a t i o n s o f c o n t e n t s and meaning. One t ends t o e x 

p l a i n the " i n f e r i o r " MT r e a d i n g i n 4:29 as a p o s s i b l e lapsus calami engen-
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dered by "Pyn i n the second h a l f o f t h e v e r s e . Volz (op.cit., p . 31) 

even p o s i t s t h a t an assumed a b b r e v i a t i o n ("rOlK was misunderstood as = Ί Λ Ν 

IV . This r e c o n s t r u c t i o n and t h e p r o f e s s e d p r e f e r e n c e f o r the Greek r e a d 

i n g s are unwarranted i n the l i g h t of t h e r e c o g n i t i o n of "Vy and V1K as a 

p a i r o f i n t e r c h a n g e a b l e synonyms, which a l s o are employed p a r a l l e l i s t i -

c a l l y , as e . g . i n I s . l : 7 a 0 t II 7 a B ; Lev. 2 6 : 3 3 b 0 t Π 3 3 b ß ; 31 H 32 et al. 
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c . In o t h e r i n s t a n c e s , the d o u b l i n g g i v e s e v i d e n c e t o Vokabel -Var ianten 

i n t h e Greek t r a d i t i o n which a c o p y i s t saw f i t t o combine, as e . g . i n : 

2 3 . Am. 6 : 9 - 1 0 MT: TTTT ΊΜΪΪ ΙΠϋΤ 1ΠΚ ΓΡ33 D t̂tÜK ι Γ ^ ΐ Η Τ Γ Ρ DK ΓΡΓΠ 

1D1DDT 

LXX: x a t εσταυ εάν ύπολεψθωσυν δε'κα άνδρες έν οΰκύχ 

yuçt . . . M a t ύπολεοψθησουνται, où καταλουπος M a u 

λημψονταο où ουχεοου α υ τ ώ ν . . . 

In some c a s e s , the double t r a n s l a t i o n has p r e s e r v e d f o r us two d i f f e r e n t 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s o f the Hebrew t e x t which may go back t o d i v e r g e n t Hebrew 

Vorlagen, or e l s e o r i g i n a t e d i n the t r a n s l a t i o n s e t t i n g . They sometimes 

r e v e a l a "midrashic" impact . The c r u c i a l term VOK*] i n Am. 2:16 MT: VDKI 

D*111333 13? i s d e r i v e d i n t h e t r a d i t i o n e i t h e r from VDK o r , by way o f i n 

v e r s i o n , from KifD. Both d e r i v a t i o n s were c o n f l a t e d i n some Greek w i t 

n e s s e s , among them a t h i r d cen tury papyrus fragment , t o read: ο κραταίος 

οΰ μη εύρησαυ. The i n t e r c h a n g e of VDK and KifD which genera ted t h i s Greek 

d o u b l e t i n no way i s r e s t r i c t e d t o the Greek v e r s i o n or t o t h e t r a n s l a 

t i o n s a l o n e . I t emerged a l s o i n t h e s y n o p t i c s tudy o f o t h e r w i t n e s s e s t o 
9 3 

t h e B i b l e t e x t , e . g . , Deut . 32 :10 MT: Ί2ΊΌ V1K3 inMÎD*» Sam: ΊΠ^^Κ*1. 
d. A comparable c a s e of a Hebrew Vokabel-Variante appears t o u n d e r l i e the 

LXX d o u b l e t i n : 



24. 2 Sam. 2 0 : 1 9 : έυ έξέλοπον 5 εθεντο où πιίστοο του Ισραήλ . . . εγω 

εί,μυ εΐ,ρηνυκά των στηρυγμάτων Ισραήλ where the MT r e a d s : ODK *<tf?Qi O*!« 

VrTEP . Whereas εΰρηνοκά renders ^Ώΐ>\ϊί o f t h e MT (=T J : pD^ti?) , α ε θ ε ν τ ο 9 4 

c l e a r l y r e f l e c t s a no l o n g e r e x t a n t Hebrew read ing IDttf. Barthélémy c o n 

s i d e r s εθεντο t o be " la forme a n c i e n n e , " w h i l e " la second phrase ( i . e . , 

έι-ρηνυκά) p a r t e l a s i g n a t u r e du r e c e n s e u r p a l e s t i n e n " o f t h e kaige g r o u p ? 5 

The Greek d o u b l e t appears t o p o i n t t o t h e i n t e r c h a n g e a b i l i t y of t h e 

two Hebrew r o o t s D?ttf and D**tü. This s u p p o s i t i o n i s b u t t r e s s e d by t h e f a c t 

t h a t t h e y a l s o c o n s t i t u t e t h e measure o f v a r i a t i o n between 1 Sam. 2:20 

2 5 . MT: ΠΚΤΠ ΪΤίίΓΚΠ *|0 VIT y> ΠΊΠ"» 00*» and 

LXX: άποτίσαι σου κυρυος which now has turned up 

i n 4QSam a: 

There can be l i t t l e doubt t h a t t h e Greek v e r s i o n h e r e r e f l e c t s t h e Qumran 

r e a d i n g , άποτύνευν renders some t h i r t y t imes forms o f D*?tü, whereas t h e 
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c a s e under rev iew i s t h e o n l y i n s t a n c e where i t would r e f l e c t D*»t£?. 

Aga in , i t would seem t h a t t h e " t e x t u a l v a r i a b i l i t y " o f tf?tî/ and Π*Ίί? 

which g e n e r a t e d t h e "double reading" i n t h e LXX t o 2 Sam. 20:19 emanated 

from t h e i r " s t y l i s t i c v a r i a b i l i t y . " Th i s may be s een from t h e f o l l o w i n g 

example . 

26 . There a r e four o c c u r r e n c e s i n b i b l i c a l l i t e r a t u r e o f t h e p h r a s e : Q"?tt? 

îtnta nnn n j n (Gen. 4 4 : 4 ; J e r . 1 8 : 2 0 ; P s . 3 8 : 2 1 ; Prov . 35:12) and t h r e e 

a d d i t i o n a l p a r t i a l ment ions of i t (1 Sam. 2 4 : 2 0 ; 2 Sam. 3 : 3 9 ; Prov . 1 3 : 2 1 ) . 

As a g a i n s t t h e s e we f i n d once t h e r e a d i n g P s . 109:5 - ΠΠΠ ΓβΠ) I D W I 

(rOIÛ which i s c o r r e c t l y rendered by LXX: καυ εθεντο κατ ' έμόϋ and by Τ: 

"•̂ V " p l t t n . In v iew o f t h e above p a r a l l e l examples , t h e r e i s no need t o 
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emend t h e MT t o read s imply *lD*?t£?*0. N e i t h e r i s t h e r e scope f o r M. 

Dahood's p r o p o s i t i o n t o r e t a i n I D W I , b u t t o l i n k w i t h i t t h e c l o s i n g 

words of t h e p r e c e d i n g v e r s e : *»rf?sn Ό Κ Ί , and t o t r a n s l a t e "My prayer they 

s e t down t o my d e b i t . " " The i n t e r c h a n g e a b i l i t y of D*>K? and tf?ttf on t h e " t e x 

t u a l " l e v e l has l e d us t o t h e r e c o g n i t i o n o f t h e same i n t e r c h a n g e a b i l i t y 

on the " s t y l i s t i c - f o r m a t i v e " l e v e l which i s r e f l e c t e d i n t h e s i n g u l a r 

wording Γ&Π D**tti i n P s . 109:5 i n s t e a d o f t h e u s u a l p h r a s e ffjn Ö"?ttf, and makes 

any emendation unwarranted. 



27. The r e c o g n i t i o n of the s t y l i s t i c i n t e r c h a n g e a b i l i t y which i n h e r e s i n 

the v e r b - p a i r tl̂ tü - D>ti? on t h e one hand, and i n the p a i r ~ "|Γΰ on t h e 

o t h e r hand, l e a d s t o the c o n c l u s i o n t h a t an i n t e r c h a n g e o f QVTTT - D^tü/'JRIJ 

u n d e r l i e s a l s o t h e v a r i a t i o n between t h e MT and the LXX i n the f o l l o w i n g 

i n s t a n c e : 

I s . 57:18 MT: T ^ K ^ I *)> E^OTtt D>ttfK1 (= l Q I s a , T J , S) 

LXX: ΠΑΥ εδυχα αύτφ (= "{ΠΚ or D*>t£/K) , 1 0 0 

The c o n t e n t i o n t h a t what on t h e s u r f a c e appear t o be inner-Greek 

c a s e s o f " t e x t u a l c o n f l a t i o n " sometimes are t h e r e f l e x o f a Hebrew s t y l i s 

t i c phenomenon i s f u r t h e r borne o u t by t h e f o l l o w i n g example: 

28 . 1 Sam. 25:12 MT: Π > Κ Π Ο^ΐΤΊΠ to Ί> T N A O i s rendered v e r b a l l y 

i n LXX: κατά τα ρήματα ταϋτα 

However, i n v . 9 which c o n s t i t u t e s the n a r r a t i v e b a s i s of t h i s r e f e r e n c e , 

the MT: Π > Κ Π Ε Λ Ί Ε Π Π to to V« * ΐΊΗΥ»Ί i s r e p r e s e n t e d t w i c e i n t h e 

LXX: xaù λαλοϋσον τους λόγους τούτους . . . χατα πάντα τα ρήματα ταΰτα 

I t may be assumed t h a t t h e LXX mirrors two a l t e r n a t i v e r e n d i t i o n s o f b'D'D 

Γί?ΚΠ Ε Λ Τ Ι Τ Π o r , what i s more l i k e l y , two o r i g i n a l p a r a l l e l Hebrew wordings : 

ΓΓ?ΚΠ D^-QTn to and Γί?ΧΠ Ο^ΊΥΤΤΊ ΠΚ. 

e . The i n t e r c h a n g e a b i l i t y o f t h e s e e x p r e s s i o n s , d e s p i t e the s l i g h t d i f f e r 

ence i n t h e i r c o n n o t a t i o n s , can be e a s i l y proved from an inner-Hebrew com

p a r a t i v e a n a l y s i s of p a r a l l e l p a s s a g e s : 

29 . Deut . 32:46 ΠΚΤΠ m i m "»ΊΗ*Τ >D ΠΚ mttßfi> TDttfr 

J o s h . 1:7- «TB/D *p¥ ΊΒΚ ΠΎΙΠΠ to m WS» Ißttfr 

30. J e r . 27:12 ΓΓ?ΚΠ CtTTTl to TTCH ΙΓΡΡΤ* >K*1 

34:6 ! ΐ ? Κ Π Ώ^ΊΤίΠ >D ΠΚ . . *1ΓΡΡ*Τ¥ · · " Ù T N 

3 1 . The two e x p r e s i o n s i n t e r c h a n g e g e n e r a l l y i n t h e Book of Jeremiah . 

Next t o ιί?ΚΠ D^TTT >D ΠΚ (16:10; 19:2 e t a l . ) , a l s o Γί?ΚΠ (Η*>)ΤΗ*ΤΠ to i s 

used ( 2 7 : 1 2 ; 42 :5 e t a l . ) . 1 0 1 

A s i m i l a r i n t e r c h a n g e o b t a i n s between t h e p a r a l l e l or synonymous p a i r 

( a c c . pronoun +) ÏTLÏF ( V ^ Ü ) > D ΠΚ and o t h e r e q u i v a l e n t s , such a s ,ÎTTIIV 

TDK e t c . 

32 . J e r . 1:7 MT: "piCK ΊΒ»ί >Π ΠΚΟ) , LXX: xaù χατά πάντα 3 5 ( 4 2 ) : 10; 



36(43) : 8 ; 50(27) :21 - ( a c c . pronoun +) MT: mîf "TtiftODS, 
- - 102 LXX: κατα πάντα. 

f. Of t h e same type i s t h e l i n g u i s t i c a l l y l e g i t i m a t e employment o f p a r t i -
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t i v e ("î)D, i n the s e n s e o f e numéro, f o r the a l l - i n c l u s i v e d i r e c t accus , 

p r e f a c e d by ΠΚ. Let us i l l u s t r a t e t h i s f e a t u r e by a g a i n adducing a t f i r s t 

what appears t o be a "double r e a d i n g , " t h i s t ime i n t h e MT. 
3 3 . Num. 13:33 MT: D^SJn "|D PJV D^SSM ΠΚ "IJ^KT DttTl (= Sam.; T r g s . ) 

LXX: [ om. ] ΚΑΥ έχει, έωρα'χαμεν τους γυγαντας 

Whether or not one a c c e p t s t h e l i k e l y d e f i n i t i o n o f t h e second Hebrew 
104 

c l a u s e a s a g l o s s , i t s t a n d s t o r e a s o n t h a t p r i o r t o t h e i d e n t i f i c a t i o n 

of t h e p j y 3a, who are mentioned e x c l u s i v e l y i n Conquest t r a d i t i o n s ( cp . 

Num. 1 3 : 2 2 , 28; Deut . 1 :28; 2 : 1 0 , 11 ; 9 : 2 ; J o s h . 1 1 : 2 2 ; 1 4 : 1 2 ; 1 5 : 1 3 , 14; 

2 1 : 1 1 ; Judg. 1 : 2 0 ) , w i t h the D^ED who turn up o n l y i n t h e a n t e d i l u v i a n 

t r a d i t i o n of Gen. 6 : 4 , t h e v e r s e Num. 13:33 had been e x t a n t i n two s l i g h t l y 

d i v e r g e n t r e a d i n g s . One employed t h e d i r e c t o b j e c t c l a u s e O a tD^BJÏl Γ)Κ 

pJV i n i d e n t i f y i n g t h e D^ViDJ as bene ranaq, whereas t h e p a r t i t i v e c l a u s e 

0*>^Β3Π "JD pJV ' ' Ü p r e s e n t e d t h e bene ranaq a s b e i n g p a r t o f t h e Û^Età . 

What i n t e r e s t s us h e r e , though, i s n o t the e x e g e t i c a l i s s u e but r a t h e r t h e 

t e x t u a l c o n f l a t i o n o f two p a r a l l e l r e a d i n g s i n t h e MT. 

g . The very same " t e x t u a l - s t y l i s t i c " d i f f e r e n c e c o n s t i t u t e s t h r e e or four 

t i m e s t h e core o f v a r i a t i o n between t h e MT and t h e Sam., w i t h t h e Greek 

and o t h e r v e r s t i o n s a l i g n i n g t h e m s e l v e s here w i t h t h e one , t h e r e w i t h t h e 

o t h e r : 

34: Ex. 18:12 MT: >ΚΤί£Ρ O p T >DT ρ Π Κ ΚΠ^ (= LXX: T a r g s . ) 

Sam: >ΚΊΚΡ "»3pT01 χΤΠΚ i O O 

35 . Ex. 20 :24(21) 

MT: - p p a run * p « F ΗΚ γνχΰ tm *pn>y ΗΚ "pvy m a n (= LXX, T F r . ) 1 0 5 

sam: Tipani "JJKIID Ttf>TTF Η Κ Ι γτίτν ΗΚ *p>y m a n (= T s a n > , T 0 , T J ) 1 0 6 

and p o s s i b l y 

36 . Num. 23:10 MT: >KTtîP yan ΠΚ TSCm (= LXX, T S A M ) 

sam: νκτιτ> nya-iD TOD «»DI 1 0 7 (= τ ° , T J ?) 

One l a s t example -



37. Lev. 11:28 MT: Dn?3:i ΠΚ Kttttm ( cp . ν . 4 0 ; 15:10) 

Sam: 0117330 NttUÎTl (= LXX, MT 1 1 : 2 5 ) . 

The i n t e r c h a n g e of DN?33 DK ΚtMΓΠ (Lev. 11:28) w i t h t]n?33D (ifc. v . 2 5 ) i n 

the MT p r o v e s t h a t we are concerned w i t h a phenomenon of s t y l i s t i c synonym

i t y which r e v e r b e r a t e s i n v a r i a n t r e a d i n g s i n d i v e r s e w i t n e s s e s t o t h e 

b i b l i c a l t e x t . 

h. 38 . In Prov . 15:14 MT: Π71Κ NY*V D ^ K D OS*J Π^Π ffipm p * Ü 3 7 , t h e 

g é r é read ing i n s t e a d of t h e kethib Ό5*1 cou ld be e x p l a i n e d t o have 

a r i s e n from a s imple s c r i b a l e r r o r , or from contaminat ion by t h e a d j a c e n t 

mention of D O S i n v . 1 3 a , or e l s e from the approximat ion of " » S / ^ S II 37 

t o t h e p a r a l l e l coup le D^MSttf II 37 i n 1 5 : 7 . Because o f t h e s e c o n s i d e r a 

t i o n s , and because o f the f a c t t h a t the LXX - στόμα, s and Τ - Ί1ΠΏΊΕΠ 

g i v e s u b s t a n c e t o t h e g e r ë r e a d i n g , most commentators p r e f e r i t over the 
-r 108 

kethib. This p r e f e r e n c e indeed may be j u s t i f i e d . However, i n v iew o f 
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the r e c u r r e n c e o f t h e very same i n t e r c h a n g e i n b i b l i c a l and p o s t -

b i b l i c a l w r i t i n g s , the e x p l a n a t i o n o f t h e v a r i a n c e between t h e kethib on 

the one hand and the g e r ë and t h e V e r s i o n s on t h e o t h e r a s r e s u l t i n g from 

mere s c r i b a l p r o c e s s e s , graphic e r r o r or contaminat ion does not seem t o be 

s a t i s f a c t o r y . There are two i n s t a n c e s o f t h e same v a r i a t i o n between **5 

and O S i n t h e t e x t u a l t r a d i t i o n o f B e n - S i r a : 1 1 ^ 
39 . B-S 1:29 ( 2 6 ) : ΊΤΜ] 'PNOTTCN DTK O S 3 Π7Π7ΠΠ ?K (= S, Syh, L) 
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G: εν στομασυν 

4 0 . 8 :11 ( 1 5 ) : 3Ύ1Κ3 m** BP.»!*? V? ODD ΓΪΙΤΓ) >K (= S: OD?) 
ι > 112 , τ . ^ ν 113 G: τω στόματυ σου (= L: o r i t u ) 

A s i m i l a r r e l a t i o n s h i p o b t a i n s between the MT and t h e main Greek t r a d i t i o n 

i n 

4 1 . Neh. 2:13 MT: \^1X\ *pV O S ?K1 

LXX: καυ προς στόμα πηγής των συχών 

I t i s f u r t h e r p o s s i b l e t h a t t h e Greek r e n d i t i o n s o f t h e two a l t e r n a t i v e 

r e a d i n g s were combined i n 

4 2 . J e r . 4 : 1 MT: Τ)3Π K?T *OSD T*2f1pfi? ΎΌΠ DK1 

LXX: εαν περύελη τα βδελυγματα αύτοϋ έχ στόματος αύτοϋ χαυ 

άπο πρόσωπον ΜΟΥ εύλαβηθ^ 



Because o f t h e s i m i l a r t e r m i n o l o g y , t h e t r a n s l a t o r presumably a s s o c i a t e d 
t h e Jeremiah p a s s a g e w i t h 

Zech. 9 :7 MT: D*»Jttf ρ SO "Piflpen V2JSD *ΡΟ*τ *»Γ,Ύ»0ΓΓ1 

LXX: και εξάρω τδ αίμα αυτών έκ στόματος αύτων καυ τα 8δελ\5γ-
. ~ , > , . _ 114 

ματα αυτών εκ μέσου οφουτων αυτών. 
i . What i s of importance i n t h e p r e s e n t c o n t e x t i s t h a t t h e i n t e r c h a n g e -

a b i l i t y o f "OB/DOE) and "'Β/ΠΒ has l e f t some t r a c e s a l s o w i t h i n t h e Hebrew 

t e x t u a l t r a d i t i o n , and p o s s i b l y i s r o o t e d i n a s t y l i s t i c c o n v e n t i o n . A 

phrase based on ΠΒ i n 

4 3 . Num. 1 2 : 8 MT 1 1 *ΪΪ7Κ ΠΒ >K ΠΒ . . . HttfD ">*θυ p Κ> (= Vss) 

t u r n s up w i t h a DOB v a r i a t i o n i n 

Ex. 3 3 : 1 1 MT: D^JB >K D ^ B TWD >K Ή W l (» Vss) 

and i s r e f l e c t e d a l s o i n 

Deut . 3 4 : 1 0 MT: D O S >K DOB Ή W TÜK TWGD ^ΚΊΒΓΙ Τ "IV ΚΌΙ1 Dp K^l (= Vss) 

which a t the same t ime appears t o c o n s t i t u t e a r e m i n i s c e n c e o f 

Num. 1 2 : 6 MT: i n Ί1ΤΚ D ^ P Q V T i r « T ^ K ΠΚΊΟη ΠΊΠ"> tDKO3 Π^Π*1 DK (= V s s ) . 

S i m i l a r l y , t h e r e a d i n g o f 
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4 4 . P s . 80 :17 MT: ΉΠΙΟ "pUB mV^D (= Vss) i s t o be r e t a i n e d a s a v a r i 

a t i o n o f t h e more u s u a l image which appears t o c o n n e c t t h e concept o f God's 

fury w i t h an a u d i t i v e i m p r e s s i o n emanating from His mouth. Cp. e . g . P s . 

1 0 4 : 7 : "At your roar - "lOTV^ - they f l e d , a t t h e sound o f your thunder ing 

they took f l i g h t " ; P s . 18 :16 (= 2 Sam. 2 2 : 1 6 ) : "At your roar - "JITIVJI -

Yahweh, a t t h e b l a s t from your n o s t r i l s " e t c . ( cp . f u r t h e r I s . 5 1 : 2 0 ) . In 

Prov . 1 3 : 1 , 8 and E c c l . 7 : 5 TVJI i s c o n n e c t e d w i t h VDtt? ( c p . a l s o Gen. 3 7 : 1 0 ; 

J e r . 2 9 : 2 7 ; Zech. 3 : 2 ) . 1 1 6 

4 5 . Viewed i n t h e l i g h t o f t h e f o r e g o i n g d i s c u s s i o n , a l s o t h e read ing Num. 
3 3 : 8 MT: ΙΤΤ'ΠΠ 1 1 7 Ό Β 0 l y ö O shou ld be judged a s a v a r i a t i o n on ΠΤΠΠ "»S 

118 
t h a t o c c u r s i n t h e p r e c e d i n g v e r s e (Num. 3 3 : 7 , c p . Ex. 1 4 : 9 ) , and which 
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probably i s t h e more c o r r e c t t r a n s l i t e r a t i o n o f an Egypt ian p l a c e name. 

I f t h i s argument can be m a i n t a i n e d , one s u s p e c t s t h a t t h e MT c o n t a i n e d a 

t e x t u a l or s t y l i s t i c d o u b l e t i n 

4 6 . Ex. 14 :2 - ΓΓΡΠΠ ^B "ηΠΌ . I t i s probab le t h a t t h e read ing Ό Β 

ΓΓΡΠΠ i n s t e a d of ΙΤνΠΠ ^B r e s u l t e d from a s u b s t i t u t i o n , c o n s i d e r e d q u i t e 



l e g i t i m a t e , o f one member o f t h i s word-pa ir for the o t h e r , and t h a t t h i s 
120 

i n t e r c h a n g e was f a c i l i t a t e d by the Hebrew p l a c e name V K O ) ^ . ^ which 

l i k e ΓΤΡΠΠ ^5 i s c o n s t r u c t e d o f t h e name o f a d e i t y and t h e p r e f i x e d noun 

"OS which here r e p l a c e s the Egypt ian whose Hebrew t r a n s l a t i o n would be 
m n . 1 2 1 

j . Upon a n a l y s i s i t thus becomes apparent t h a t t h e p r o c l i v i t y t o c o n f l a t e 

does not emerge l a t e , as i t were , i n t h e frame o f t e x t t r a n s m i s s i o n , but 

r a t h e r has deep r o o t s i n e a r l i e r s t a g e s of b i b l i c a l l i t e r a t u r e . I t would 

be c o n s i d e r e d another b a s i c l i t e r a r y mode. This mode e x p r e s s e s i t s e l f on 

t h e " c r e a t i v e " l e v e l , e . g . i n the i n t e n t i o n a l r e t e n t i o n o f synonymous 

a l t e r n a t e id ioms i n a g i v e n u n i t , i r r e s p e c t i v e o f i t s compass. Here are 

some i l l u s t r a t i o n s o f t h i s f e a t u r e : 

4 7 . 1 Sam. 18:12 t e l l s us t h a t Saul f eared David because God was w i t h 

him: m m ΓΡΠ Ό ΤΊΤ Ίϊ&?ϋ >ΊΚ0 ΚΎΠ . Verse 15 i n the same c h a p t e r 

r e p e a t s t h e s t a t e m e n t , but g i v e s a s the reason f o r S a u l ' s f e a r t h e f a c t 

t h a t David succeeded i n whatever he d i d : TKD totuD Κ*1Π TttfK >ΊΝΕ7 Κ Τ Ό . 

4 8 . A s i m i l a r c a s e i s Deut . 3 1 : 2 4 : ΠΚΤΠ ΠΎ1Γ)Π ^TnT DK nTD> ÏTfflD ΠΙ to "ΤΤΟ 

DDF) TV TOD > y . The v e r s e p o i g n a n t l y p i c k s up t h e finis formula DDD TV o f 

v . 3 0 , and t h e word of v . l p r e s e r v e d i n t h e Qumran t e x t t r a d i t i o n and 

mirrored i n the Greek xai σ υ ν έ τ ε λ ε σ ε ν , but probably m i s t a k e n l y read Τ^Ή 

i n MT: >ΚΤίίΡ >D >K Π>ΚΠ ΰ*>ΤΤΤΠ ΠΚ m * ] M . 

4 9 . In some i n s t a n c e s t h i s type of s t y l i s t i c c o n f l a t i o n comes a t t h e end 

o f a more comprehensive u n i t . In the S i n a i t r a d i t i o n s , I s r a e l ' s r e a d i n e s s 

t o a c c e p t God's commandments i s e x p r e s s e d i n Ex. 19:8 by t h e i r s a y i n g : 

Whatever God s a i d we w i l l do - ffitfyj ΪΤΊΓΡ T3T TttfK >I3. The same i d e a under

l i e s t h e r e q u e s t t h a t Moses mediate between them and God, w i t h t h e under

t a k i n g t h a t they w i l l " l i s t e n , " i . e . , "obey" and "do" what God commands, 

20 :19 : iiyöttD"] TJDV ΠΠΚ TTT TWO >K Ί Τ ω Ρ Ί . The two d e c i s i v e e x p r e s s i o n s 

nttfyj and rtyDED were combined i n t h e c u l m i n a t i n g s t a t e m e n t i n 2 4 : 7 : ITDKO 

VDHÜI i W J m m TnT TttfK to122 This combinat ion on i t s p a r t i s r e f l e c t e d 
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i n an i n v e r t e d order of i t s components i n Deut . 4 : 2 4 : ΠΚ T J ^ K *£ΠΓ1 ΓΤΠΚΤ 
i j w i i jyoni i · ρ > κ ΐ3·»π>κ m m "q-p im to 

k. At t h i s s t a g e , we e n t e r t h e realm of "higher c r i t i c i s m , " i f we f o l l o w 



e s t a b l i s h e d p r a c t i c e and t e r m i n o l o g y , s i n c e t h e above examples seem t o 

d e r i v e from d i f f e r e n t s o u r c e s . But i s t h i s r e a l l y t h e c a s e ? Does t h i s 

v a r i a t i o n i n Deuteronomy compared w i t h t h e t h r e e Exodus p a s s a g e s indeed 

r e f l e c t a d i f f e r e n t s o u r c e ? Could we n o t s imply be concerned w i t h another 

i n s t a n c e o f s t y l i s t i c c o n f l a t i o n w i t h added i n v e r s i o n ? 

How do we judge t h e f o l l o w i n g c a s e a g a i n s t t h e background of t h e 

f o r e g o i n g d i s c u s s i o n ? 

5 0 . MT of J e r . 44 :3 e x h i b i t s what a t f i r s t g l a n c e may be taken as a 

double r e a d i n g : ΠΡΤΠΚ D^HTK? Tny*? Tup*? ΓΟ>? ^ÜJDrt? *ltt*i> ΊΟΚ DTiyï *»3SD. 

Upon f u r t h e r i n v e s t i g a t i o n one f i n d s t h a t one of t h e two e x p r e s s i o n s -

Ο Ί̂ΠΚ D*»n>K7 *ltûp> - i s employed i n t h e l a t t e r p a r t of t h e book, i n t h a t 

very c h a p t e r , n o t l e s s than n i n e t i m e s ( w . 5 , 8 , 1 5 , 1 7 , 1 8 , 1 9 , 2 1 , 2 3 , 2 5 ) , and 

turns up o n l y t w i c e i n t h e e a r l i e r p a r t ( 1 : 1 6 ; 1 9 : 4 ) . A g a i n s t t h i s , t h e 

o t h e r - Π***ΤΠΚ DTfrK T3y? - i s used e x c l u s i v e l y i n the f i r s t p a r t o f t h e 

book, up t o chapter 35 ( 8 : 2 ; 11 :10 ; .13:10; 1 6 : 1 1 , 13 ; 2 2 : 9 ; 2 5 : 6 ; 3 5 : 1 5 ) , 

and never o c c u r s a f t e r 4 4 : 3 . The c o n f l a t i o n i n 44:3 thus i s r e c o g n i z e d 

a s another " t r a n s i t i o n d o u b l e t , " most probably o f t h e s t y l i s t i c v a r i e t y , 

and t h e r e f o r e should be r e t a i n e d . A problem, though, a r i s e s w i t h t h e 

c o l l a t i o n o f t h e Greek e v i d e n c e . The overwhelming Old Greek t r a d i t i o n has 

θυμϋαν, i . e . TtÛp*? o n l y . E x c e p t i o n s are t h e Hexapla (with a s t e r i s k ) and 

one minuscu le (538) which e x h i b i t s L u c i a n i c i n f l u e n c e which add m o i l λατ -

ρ ε ΰ ε υ ν . Can t h e s h o r t e r LXX reading here be judged " p r i s t i n e " and s u p e r i o r 

t o t h e MT read ing which on t h e s u r f a c e appears t o c o n t a i n a t e x t u a l c o n 

f l a t i o n ? Or should we n o t r a t h e r a c c e p t t h e s t y l i s t i c v i n d i c a t i o n o f t h e 

apparent " t e x t u a l d o u b l e t , " and e x p l a i n t h e s h o r t e r Greek r e a d i n g t o have 
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r e s u l t e d from a wrongly a p p l i e d r e d u c t i o n i s t tendency? 

1 . Another c l e a r c a s e o f r e t e n t i o n o f two a l t e r n a t e e x p r e s s i o n s and t h e 

concomi tant emergence o f a s t y l i s t i c t r a n s i t i o n d o u b l e t can be observed i n 

t h e Book o f Jeremiah. 

5 1 . In t h e f i r s t c h a p t e r ( 1 : 8 , 19) we encounter t w i c e t h e e x p r e s s i o n ^ΠΚ 

"p'i'XtÎ? which t h e LXX render έξαυρεϋσθαί, δε. The same e x p r e s s i o n t u r n s 

up w i t h a v a r i a t i o n i n J e r . 30: l l 1 2 6 ^mtf? TTlK. The main Greek 

t r a d i t i o n here has no r e n d i t i o n a t a l l o f t h e Hebrew t e x t . But t h e Hexapla 



and Théodot ion have r e t a i n e d a t r a n s l a t i o n i n which ^VWÏÎ? i s rendered 

by σψζει,ν. The same h o l d s t r u e f o r t h e p r e c e d i n g v e r s e . The t h i r d men

t i o n o f t h e same phrase comes e x a c t l y i n t h e middle between t h e above i n 

s t a n c e s , and here t h e MT e x h i b i t s a t r a n s i t i o n d o u b l e t : J e r . 1 5 : 2 0 "JÎTK 

T?**^*! Tytmn*? *OK, a c c u r a t e l y rendered i n T J ΙΓΪΟηίΛΟ *]P*"IDD>, whereas 

the Greek has o n l y one v e r b : τοϋ σφζευν . In t h e n e x t v e r s e . . . Τ̂ Γ)*?*ΛΤ1 

mrms*] i s c o n s i s t e n t l y t r a n s l a t e d i n T J *pP*TDK*) . . . η^ΪΙ^ΜΚ*!, but the 

LXX aga in have on ly one verb - έξαυρεΰσθαυ' δε - which p a t e n t l y i s meant t o 

render ^rfr lSîTl. 

One c o u l d surmise t h a t t h e MT r e p r e s e n t s h e r e a c o n f l a t e expanded 

t e x t , and c o u l d d e f i n e t h e Greek a s " p r i s t i n e . " However, t a k i n g i n t o 

account o t h e r c a s e s o f " t r a n s i t i o n d o u b l e t s , " we are i n c l i n e d t o g i v e 

p r e f e r e n c e t o t h e f u l l e r MT which e x h i b i t s a good b i b l i c a l s t y l i s t i c p r a c 

t i c e , and t o regard the s h o r t e r Greek v e r s i o n as r e s u l t i n g from a p e d a n t i c 

mis taken p r e d i l e c t i o n f o r b r e v i t y . 

5 2 . A s i m i l a r s i t u a t i o n o b t a i n s i n t h e Book o f E z e k i e l . Here a s i n g u l a r 

r e f e r e n c e i n t h e f i r s t p a r t o f t h e book, Ez . 1 0 : 1 9 MT: ΠΊΓΡ Π Ό *iyt£/ 

ΌΊΟΤΡΠ, rendered i n t h e main Greek t r a d i t i o n απέναντι-, i s s e t o f f by t h e 

r e c u r r i n g r e f e r e n c e i n the l a t t e r p a r t , 4 4 : 1 MT: Π315Π ρ ΐ Ρ Π Π KTTpDD IVttf 

D**Tp ( cp . 4 6 : 1 , 12 ; 4 7 : 1 , 3) which tfie Greek t r a n s l a t e s c o n s i s t e n t l y κατ* 
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ανατολάς . In one i n t e r v e n i n g i n s t a n c e , a g a i n a " t r a n s i t i o n d o u b l e t " 
o c c u r s : 1 1 : 1 MT: ilEPTp ΓΰΊΒΠ ΌΊΓΤΓΡΠ ΠΊΠ*1 Γ)Ό TJ«? which t h e Greek f a i t h -

ν > · 128 fu l ly r e n d e r s : την χατε'ναντυτην βλέπουσαν κατ ' ανατολάς . 

5 3 . A l e s s d i s t i n c t c a s e o f a s t r u c t u r a l t r a n s i t i o n d o u b l e t may be found 

i n J e r . 1 5 : 1 1 MT: iTtf ΓβΠΊ ÏUn tiyn *p "»tvasn KT? DK. I n t e r e s t i n g l y 
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enough, here t h e V e r s i o n s r e f l e c t t h e apparent c o n f l a t e Hebrew t e x t , 
w i t h T J e x h i b i t i n g a p a r a p h r a s t i c r e n d i t i o n . 1 3 0 The f i r s t o f t h e two c r u -
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c i a l id ioms - ÏÏV*1 W - i s employed four more t i m e s i n the book, 2 : 2 7 , 

2 8 ; 1 1 : 1 2 , 1 4 , a l l o f which p r e c e d e the mention i n the above t r a n s i t i o n 

d o u b l e t . The second - Π*ϊί W - t u r n s up t w i c e more. Once, as c o u l d have 

been e x p e c t e d i n v iew o f t h e p r e v i o u s examples , subsequent t o t h e d o u b l e t , 

i n 3 0 : 4 . However, t h e o t h e r o c c u r s i n 1 4 : 8 , i . e . , b e f o r e t h e d o u b l e t , 

thus marring t h e e x p e c t e d symmetry o f d i s t r i b u t i o n . I t n e v e r t h e l e s s r e 

mains e v i d e n t t h a t t h e author o f 1 5 : 1 1 (and one does n o t seem t o doubt t h e 



a s c r i p t i o n of t h e v e r s e t o Jeremiah) p u r p o s e f u l l y r e t a i n e d here a combina

t i o n of e x p r e s s i o n s which he u s e s e l s e w h e r e a l t e r n a t e l y . 1 3 ^ The same 

a l t e r n a t i o n may be observed , e . g . , i n Psalm 37. i n d e s c r i b i n g t h e r i g h t e o u s ' 

hope f o r d e l i v e r y i n t i m e s o f s t r e s s , t h e p o e t once d e f i n e s t h e s e a s W 

Πν*1 (v.19), and once a s îTÎf W (v.39) . 

m. In t h e f o l l o w i n g i n s t a n c e o f i d i o m s - c o n f l a t i o n i n t h e book o f Jeremiah, 

t h e " t e x t u a l " and t h e " s t y l i s t i c " a s p e c t s a r e most m a n i f e s t l y i n t e r t w i n e d 

and c o n s t i t u t e two i n t e r r e l a t e d emanat ions o f one b a s i c l i t e r a r y phenome

non. 

Throughout t h e book, t h e two a l t e r n a t e e x p r e s s i o n s Κ*»ΠΠ Γβ£ΐ (3:17; 
4:11; 8:6; 31:1) and (Π)ΟΠΠ (3:16, 18; 5:18; 31:19; 33:16) a r e 

employed w i t h o u t any d i s c e r n i b l e p a t t e r n o f d i s t r i b u t i o n . In a l l c a s e s , 

T«J f a i t h f u l l y r e n d e r s t h e Hebrew i n accord w i t h t h e MT: ΓβΠ - ΚΊΠΠ KJTjEl 

Κ">ΠΠ and ΠΠΠ - *ρ:ΡΧΠ K*»m^S. LXX render t h e f i r s t e x p r e s s i o n c o n -
> t 133 ι ι , 

s i s t e n t l y εν τω καυρω εκεί,νψ, and t h e second εν τους ημε'ραυς εκεί ,ναυζ. 

In t h e s e i n s t a n c e s , t h e MT e x h i b i t s a c o n f l a t i o n o f t h e two e x p r e s 

s i o n s which i s mirrored i n Τ** and i n t h e LXX: 

54. J e r . 50:4 MT: ΓΤΉΠ nvni ΠΠΠ D ^ D O 1 3 4 

T J : mrm K n y m ·ρ :ηκπ w m ^ n 

(27:4, 20) LXX: έν ταΧς ημέραος έκεί,ναος καυ έν καυρψ έκείνψ 

In t h e t h i r d - 33:15 1 3 5 - no LXX r e n d i t i o n i s e x t a n t , 1 3 6 but t h e Hexapla 

(with a s t e r i s k ) , Theod. and Luc, a s c o u l d be e x p e c t e d , have p r e s e r v e d t h e 

above f a i t h f u l Greek t r a n s l a t i o n of t h e Hebrew. 

I n t e r e s t i n g l y enough, t h e s e d o u b l e t s occur a s t h e l a s t ment ions o f t h e 

e x p r e s s i o n s under r e v i e w i n t h e book (33:15; 50:4, 20) w i t h t h e one e x c e p 

t i o n o f ΠΠΠ UW2 i n 33:16. We cannot be f a r o f f i n assuming t h a t t h e y 

were meant t o t i e t o g e t h e r t h e a l t e r n a t e id ioms i n what amounts t o a 

"summary-doublet ." 

In a d d i t i o n t o t h e s e , t h e LXX a l o n e e x h i b i t one f u r t h e r such d o u b l e t , 

e x a c t l y a t t h e o p p o s i t e end, i . e . , a t t h e b e g i n n i n g o f t h e book preceded i n 

3:16 by one s i n g l e ment ion o f έν ταίς η μ έ ρ α ς έκεύναος 

55. 3:17 MT: Κ"»ΠΠ Γ&Π 

t J ; κιππ K m n 

LXX: έν ταυς ημε'ραυς έ κ ε ί ν α υ ς xat εν κοαρω ε κ ε ^ ψ 



In v iew o f t h i s s i t u a t i o n , t h e unavo idab le c o n c l u s i o n p r e s e n t s i t s e l f t h a t 

the s t y l i s t i c combinatory p r o c e s s e x h i b i t e d i n t h e MT and V e r s i o n s i n J e r . 

33:15 (wi th t h e e x c e p t i o n o f LXX); 50:4, 20 t ranscended t o t h e Greek t r a n s -

l a t i o n a l l e v e l i n 3:17. The obelos i n t h e Hexapla r e l a t i v e t o t h e second 

c l a u s e makes i t u n l i k e l y t h a t t h e Old Greek i s based on a Hebrew Vorlage 

d i f f e r e n t from t h e MT which a l r e a d y c o n t a i n e d t h e d o u b l e t . Any d i s c u s s i o n 

of t h e t e x t u a l problem i n v o l v e d c e r t a i n l y must be informed by i t s s t y l i s 

t i c background. 

n . In some o t h e r i n s t a n c e s , " c o n f l a t i o n " t u r n s up i n a "summary d o u b l e t " : 

56. J o s . 9 :27: m m rûTD^I ΠΤυ> tn» ΌΝΚΠ D^ÜV ^ β Π ΚΊΠΠ U m VWim ΜΓΡΊ 
welds t o g e t h e r s i g n i f i c a n t a l t e r n a t e terms o f t h e two p a r a l l e l n a r r a t i v e 

s t r a n d s i n t h e c h a p t e r . ÎTTJ» e c h o e s v . 2 1 and t h e " t r i b a l l e a d e r s " v a r i a n t 

of t h e e v e n t r e p o r t e d : OXET) D^ÜV ΌΕΠ "ΡΠ*»*) Τ»ΓΓ» C W K T T N DTP̂ K "lTDrm 
ΓΠνΠ >D> D^D. As a g a i n s t t h i s , m m ΓΠΤΏ> r e f l e c t s t h e "Joshua" v a r i a n t 

and the c r u c i a l v e r s e s 22-23 i n which Joshua a p p o i n t s the G i b e o n i t e s t o 

become: m i f IT»S> D"»D ΌΝΚΠ tPïfy "»Stsn. 

We s u r e l y must ask o u r s e l v e s t o what degree t h e c o n f l a t i o n of t h e e x 

p r e s s i o n (Try w i t h m m m S or rüTD i s , m e t h o d o l o g i c a l l y s p e a k i n g , d i f f e r e n t 

from the c o n f l a t i o n of s a l i e n t e x p r e s s i o n s which c h a r a c t e r i z e d i f f e r e n t 

v e r s i o n s of one and the same m o t i f i n b i b l i c a l l i t e r a t u r e , as , e . g . , 

57. Deut . 32:10 t e l l s o f God's f i n d i n g I s r a e l i n t h e d e s e r t : VTtfn lïTWŒP 
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*ΐΠ0. P s . 80 :9 , i n d i s t i n c t i o n , c o n s i d e r s t h e Exodus t o have been t h e 
i n i t i a l encounter o f God and His p e o p l e . The redemptive e v e n t i s l i k e n e d 
t o t h e t r a n s p l a n t a t i o n o f t h e v i n e I s r a e l from Egypt t o t h e f e r t i l e grounds 
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of Canaan, VOM m*ÎiDD "{SJI . I s i t t o o f a r f e t c h e d t o assume t h a t Hosea 

combined t h e s e two s e p a r a t e m o t i f s by s a y i n g t h a t God found I s r a e l l i k e 

grapes i n t h e d e s e r t : *?vrw> TUÖD "ÛTDS DOJVD (Hos. 9:10)? 

c . While i n t h e p r e v i o u s i n s t a n c e s some v e s t i g e o f t h e p o s s i b i l i t y t h a t 

t h e d o u b l e t s under rev iew r e s u l t e d from " t e x t u a l " c o n f l a t i o n y e t remains , 

t h e f o l l o w i n g example p a t e n t l y b e l o n g s t o t h e realm o f b i b l i c a l s t y l i s t i c s 

pure and p r o p e r . I t i s an i n s t a n c e of combinat ion of l i t e r a r y images which 

c u l m i n a t e s i n a duplex or mixed metaphor. Both c o n s t i t u t i v e e l ement s e x 

p r e s s f i g u r a t i v e l y p r o t e c t i o n from danger . One l i k e n s i t t o s h e l t e r i n g i n 

t h e shade o f a t r e e . 



5 8 . Jud. 9 : 1 5 *lDTl 1X3 . . . ϋ^ΐ] 7K -τβΚΠ TOK*0 

and, t r a n s f e r r e d t o t h e human s c e n e : 

I s . 3 0 : 2 - 3 (Π0*·*?:Λ>) D^t iD 720 (ΙΤΙΟΠΠ) Π*10Π?*1 rftT© n y o i n y * ? ; 

t h e o t h e r t o s e e k i n g s a f e t y under t h e wings of a b i r d : 

PS. 9 1 : 4 n o n n ^ P S J D n n m II 7? ηρι ι ι τ ω ο 

a g a i n t r a n s f e r r e d t o a d i f f e r e n t s c e n e : 

Ruth 2 : 1 2 1*»S33 ΠΠΠ Π10Π*? ΠΚ3 ΤΰΚ ^ΚΊΟ** "»Π*?Κ Π*1ΓΡ DVD. 

In t h i s second image, t h e n o t i o n of shadow o b v i o u s l y i s i m m a t e r i a l . Never 

t h e l e s s , we t w i c e f i n d t h e two e x p r e s s i o n s s t y l i s t i c a l l y combined i n : 

5 9 . P s . 3 6 : 8 *p**0rT« T*S£3 71Ü3 DTK 

5 7 : 2 ΠΟΓΙΚ T»SiD *ÄQ*1, 

w i t h a f u r t h e r v a r i a t i o n i n : 

6 0 . 1 7 : 8 "ΟΎΊΤΟΠ T*0*1*3 > * i 3 1 4 0 

There can be no doubt whatsoever t h a t here we are concerned w i t h a l i t e r a r y -

c r e a t i v e phenomenon which must be a s c r i b e d t o t h e authors o f t h e above 

psalms and not t o an e d i t o r or a c o p y i s t . 

The l a s t examples a n a l y z e d l e a d us back t o t h e ones w i t h which we 

began our d i s c u s s i o n i n t h i s s e c t i o n . Aga in , a b a s i c maxim of b i b l i c a l 

l i t e r a t u r e , t h e i n t e r c h a n g e a b i l i t y of p r a g m a t i c a l l y synonymous words and 

e x p r e s s i o n s from which sometimes r e s u l t e d a combining o f t h e a l t e r n a t e 

e l e m e n t s was found t o be o p e r a t i v e i n d i v e r s e deve lopmenta l s t r a t a o f b i b 

l i c a l w r i t i n g s . On the " t e x t u a l " l e v e l i t f a t h e r e d "double r e a d i n g s " i n 

p r a c t i c a l l y a l l w i t n e s s e s t o the B i b l e t e x t . On t h e " s t y l i s t i c " l e v e l i t 
1 4 1 

engendered " l i t e r a r y c o n f l a t i o n , " " t r a n s i t i o n d o u b l e t s , " "summary doub

l e t s " and "mixed" or "amalgamated metaphors ." Once t h e i n h e r e n t s i m i l a r i t y 

which u n d e r l i e s a l l t h e s e emanations of one fundamental phenomenon i s 

r e c o g n i z e d , extreme c a u t i o n i s r e q u i r e d when one comes t o judge i n s p e c i f i c 

i n s t a n c e s whether one i s confronted w i t h a l a t e c o p y i s t ' s " t e x t u a l c o n f l a 

t i o n " or w i t h an a u t h o r ' s primary " s t y l i s t i c - s t r u c t u r a l amalgam." The d e c i 

s i o n s whether i n a g i v e n c a s e a " f u l l e r " r e a d i n g p o i n t s t o an u n d e r l y i n g 

" e x p a n s i o n i s t " t e n d e n c y , and whether t h e "shorter" v a r i a n t r e p r e s e n t s a 

" p r i s t i n e " t r a d i t i o n , must be informed by a concomitant l i t e r a r y a n a l y s i s 

o f t h e " s t y l i s t i c " m o t i v a t i o n s t h a t may u n d e r l i e t h e " t e x t u a l " f a c t s . 



VI S t y l i s t i c M e t a t h e s i s and Tex tua l I n v e r s i o n 

One o t h e r b a s i c mode o f b i b l i c a l w r i t i n g i n the w i d e s t s e n s e o f t h e 

word appears t o be t h e p r i n c i p l e o f " i n v e r s i o n . " I t s impact i s o f s p e c i a l 

w e i g h t and importance w i t h i n t h e s e t t i n g o f " r e p e t i t i o n " f o r which b i b l i -
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c a l w r i t e r s and e d i t o r s e x h i b i t a d i s t i n c t p r o p e n s i t y . This concerns 
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not on ly r e p e t i t i o n o f s i n g l e words , o f t e n e r r o n e o u s l y d e l e t e d by t h e 
144 

a n c i e n t t r a n s l a t o r s , and f o r t h a t mat ter a l s o by modern s c h o l a r s , but 
a l s o t h e r e i t e r a t i o n o f whole p h r a s e s , e i t h e r i n a d i r e c t sequence or as 
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" d i s t a n t p a r a l l e l s . " " R e i t e r a t i o n " i s an important f e a t u r e o f Hebrew 

and a l s o o f a n c i e n t Canaan i t e , foremost of U g a r i t i c c o m p o s i t i o n . I t makes 

for f i x i t y o f form and p a t t e r n . "Invers ion" i n t r o d u c e s movement i n t o 

t h i s f i x i t y and v a r i a t i o n i n t o s t e r e o t y p e p a t t e r n s . R e p e t i t i o n and v a r i a 

t i o n by i n v e r s i o n thus shou ld be v iewed as primary complementary p r i n c i p l e s 

o f b i b l i c a l l i t e r a t u r e . Being such , we have no reason t o b e l i e v e t h a t 

they were embraced s o l e l y by t h e c r e a t i v e w r i t e r . Rather , we shou ld e x 

p e c t them t o have been f o l l o w e d a l s o by a r r a n g e r s , r e v i s e r s and e d i t o r s 

whose endeavours a f f e c t e d b i b l i c a l w r i t i n g s i n subsequent s t a g e s of " i n -

l i b r a t i o n . " In f a c t , we may assume from t h e v e r y o u t s e t t h a t t h e e f f e c t 

o f t h e s e s tandards can be t r a c e d a l s o i n t h e l a t e s t s t a g e s o f t h e h i s t o r y 

o f the b i b l i c a l l i t e r a t u r e , i . e . , i n t h e d i v e r s e forms o f i t s w r i t t e n t e x 

t u a l t r a n s m i s s i o n . 

a . The most w i d e l y r e p r e s e n t e d and b e s t known m a n i f e s t a t i o n o f " i n v e r s i o n " 

i n b i b l i c a l l i t e r a t u r e i s t h e c h i a s t i c arrangement o f r e i t e r a t i v e compo

n e n t s i n p a r a l l e l i s t i c s e n t e n c e s t r u c t u r e . The phenomenon had been a l r e a d y 
146 

r e c o g n i z e d by medieva l Jewish commentators, but became common knowledge i n the wake o f Bishop Lowth's t r e a t i s e on b i b l i c a l parallelismus mem-

Lch 
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brorum, probably the most e s s e n t i a l f e a t u r e o f b i b l i c a l w r i t i n g which 
had i t s c o u n t e r p a r t s and a n t e c e d e n t s i n a n c i e n t Near Eas tern l i t e r a t u r e . 

The i n c r e a s i n g p r e o c c u p a t i o n w i t h comparat ive r e s e a r c h and t h e r e c o g n i t i o n 

of m o d i f i c a t i o n s w i t h i n t h e p r i n c i p l e o f parallelismus membrorum which make 

t h e m s e l v e s m a n i f e s t i n U g a r i t i c l i t e r a t u r e produced new i n s i g h t s i n t o t h e 

d i v e r s i f i e d employments of parallelismus membrorum and chiasm i n b i b l i c a l 
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l i t e r a t u r e . The i n t e n s i t y and m u l t i - f a c e t e d n e s s o f r e s e a r c h i n t h i s 



There i s no need t o i l l u s t r a t e here i n d e t a i l t h e abundantly employed 

t e c h n i q u e of p a r a l l e l i s t i c chiasm i n a d j a c e n t c o l a . I t p r e v a i l s i n p o e t i c 

p a s s a g e s , but i s found a l s o i n p r o s e c o m p o s i t i o n s which o f t e n e x h i b i t t h i s 

d i s t i n c t l i t e r a r y f e a t u r e . The f o l l o w i n g two examples w i l l s u f f i c e : 

1 5Ω ι s i 

6 1 . i s . 2 8 : 7 - L O U Χ 3 Χ ι ν η nDBQI II 13» " p O π>κ m i 
1 52 

"p^n 10 I V t o II "DtîQ 13» «"»331 "jrD 

x πκηη 13» IL naon ρ ivn 

The in terdependence o f s t y l i s t i c and t e x t u a l c o n s i d e r a t i o n s become appar

e n t a l r e a d y i n t h i s f i r s t c a s e . In d i s t i n c t i o n from t h e c h i a s t i c Α-B 11 

B-Α arrangement i n t h e MT of t h e f i r s t two l i n e s , the LXX t w i c e e x h i b i t 

the Α-B sequence and r e t a i n o n l y p a r t s o f t h e t h i r d l i n e : ούτοι γάρ o i v y 

πεπλανημένου εΰσύν II έπλανηθησαν δοα το σ ι χ ε ρ α ; ϋερευς χοχ προφήτης 
> * ν ν » 154 ι t ν » 155 

εξεστησαν δυα τον ο ι ν ο ν II εσεόσθησαν απο της μαθης τοΰ συχερα. 

I t cannot be d e c i d e d on o b j e c t i v e grounds whether t h e t r a n s l a t o r had a 

d i f f e r e n t Vorlage a t h i s d i s p o s a l , or whether he p r e f e r r e d the s imple 

p a r a l l e l i s t i c s t r u c t u r e t o chiasm, l e g i t i m a t e l y a v a i l i n g h i m s e l f o f t h e 

l i t e r a r y l i c e n c e t o i n t r o d u c e s l i g h t changes i n t o t h e t e x t b e f o r e him. 

6 2 . Prov . 1:26 Ο^ΠΠΕ) Α Π 3WK II ΡΠ»Κ 03Υ»Κ1 ^ K D3 

1:27 nrno nsiDD EÛ^KI H tcrrr© πικ»3 κηη 

We s h a l l turn now t o c a s e s of " d i s t a n t c h i a s t i c p a r a l l e l i s m " which t r a n 

scend t h e c o n f i n e s o f one v e r s e or a d j a c e n t v e r s e s , a r c h i n g over a t l e a s t 

one i n t e r v e n i n g v e r s e : 

6 3 . J e r . 16:4 "Π^Ρ"» KVl II ITÖD*1 K> 

16:6 1 5 6 1 T 3 D ' ' tf?1 H 1 W tf? 
6 4 . J e r . 3:7 ΪΤΤΙΓΡ 1 5 7 ΠΠ1ΠΚ ΓΠ13Π 

3:8 ΠΠ1ΠΚ ΓΠΙΓΡ l î t t i n 

3:10 ΓΓΤΙΓΡ ΠΠ1ΠΚ î T Y m 

b . In t h e f o l l o w i n g examples , d i s t a n t c h i a s t i c p a r a l l e l i s m i s a format ive 

e l ement i n p a s s a g e s which b e l o n g t o d i f f e r e n t l i t e r a r y u n i t s i n one and 

t h e same book: 
6 5 . Ez . 24:16 Τ ^ Π ΚΙ^Π Kl Vi ΓΟΠΠ KV1 Π K>1 

24:23 . · · II Ι * 1 5 0 1 1 Κ > 

27:31 TD » S 3 1D1 ^ > Κ 1D11 



This example e l i c i t s the a t t r a c t i v e s u g g e s t i o n , which y e t has t o be f u r 

t h e r i n v e s t i g a t e d , t h a t l i t e r a r y i n v e r s i o n may be connected w i t h r e v e r s a l 

o f c o n t e n t s . That i s t o s a y , when i n a p o s i t i v e s ta tement a word-pa ir i s 

used i n t h e Α-B p a t t e r n , the B-Α p a t t e r n w i l l be chosen by the a u t h o r , or 

by another w r i t e r who r e f e r s t o t h i s s t a t e m e n t , i n a r e c u r r e n t employment 
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when the s t a t e m e n t t a k e s on a n e g a t i v e s e n s e , or v i c e v e r s a . 

6 6 . J e r . 2 : 2 7 1 6 0 ^ m > ^ ΠΝ pK>*) II ΠΠΚ ^ S K VV? D*HDK 

3:9 1 6 1 W n ΠΚ1 p K H ΠΚ t)K:jm 

6 7 . I s . 5 : 1 1 D p ^ - p p"> t]tm "«ΊΠΚΟ II ΊΕΠΎ» "Ûttf Tp*m ^S f f lD Ό Π 

5:22 TDttf p D > "»ttÜKI II Ρ"» m «fr D^Yim " Ρ Π 1 6 2 

6 8 . ΕΖ. 1 6 : 3 ΓΡΠΠ TDK"! II *»*TDKn ΡΟΚ 

1 6 : 4 5 ^ηηκ ρ ^ κ ι n r p n n ρ η κ 

6 9 . ΕΖ. 1 7 : 1 7 nDH^Ds . . . nwy n i >npm y»ra κ>ι 
3 8 : 1 5 1 6 3 S T y>m VTtt >ΠΡ D>3 D^DIG ^DJT 

7 0 . I s . 4 0 : 2 1 ^yDtüTl Κ>Π II Ί^ΠΠ 

4 8 : 8 N Y P tf? DJ n nyntu tf? DJ 

c . In the n e x t c a s e s , t h e c h i a s t i c p a r a l l e l i s m i s r o o t e d i n a word-couple 

which i n (a) a c t u a l l y re sembles a hendyadys , and i n v o l v e s the f u r t h e r f e a 

t u r e o f t h e break-up p a t t e r n , and i n (b) i n t r o d u c e s a t h i r d component for 

t h e sake o f v a r i a t i o n . The c o n s t r u c t D T ^ D ΥΊΚ (Gen. 1 1 : 2 8 ; 2 4 : 7 ; J e r . 

2 2 : 1 0 ; 4 6 : 1 6 ; Ez . 23 :15) and t h e s y n d e t i c p a r a t a x i s I T P i m V T K 1 6 4 (Gen. 

1 2 : 1 ; 2 4 : 4 ; 3 2 : 1 0 ; Num. 1 0 : 3 0 , c p . a l s o Gen. 3 1 : 3 ) , i n the break-up p a t 

t e r n are t h e b a s i s o f c h i a s t i c p a r a l l e l i s m i n : 

7 1 . E s t h . 2 : 10 ΠΓΠ^ΙΟ ΠΚ1 ÎTDV ΠΚ ηΠΟΚ ΠΤ·3Π Κ> 

2 : 2 0 ïTDy*l nm>1D ΙΤΠΏ ΊΠΟΚ ρ Κ 

8 :6 π "»oy ηκ KÜD*» TÎUK nyns ^η^κτ ι V D I K Γ Ό Β Ί Κ Ό 

7 2 . E s t h . 5 :10 IrtttK ΒΠΤ ΠΚΊ "ΡΙΠΗ ΠΚ Κ3Ό t W l 

5 :14 *ΡηΠΚ >m irttfK ΒΠΤ 1> ΊΟΚηΊ 

6 :13 . . . "ΡηΠΧ ^ Λ Ί ΊΠΟΚ ΒΠΤ* ρ Π ΤΕ>0*Ο 

irtöK TO-ITI Τ » N A N Ί > Ί Τ Ο Κ Ό 



d. I n v e r t e d p a r a l l e l i s m can be a p p l i e d t o more comprehensive speech u n i t s . 

Thus, e . g . , t h e formula Dy? "»7 ΉΠΤί ΠηΚΙ ΕΡΠ7Κ7 D37 Τΐ^^ΠΙ i s employed i n 

t h e Book o f Jeremiah i n a l t e r n a t i n g Α-B and B-Α arrangements . The A-B 

p a t t e r n i s used i n t h e f i r s t and i n t h e two l a s t ment ions o f t h e formula 

( J e r . 7 : 2 3 and 3 1 : 1 , 3 3 ) , forming an i n c l u s i o - l i k e frame f o r t h e B-Α e x 

amples ( 1 1 : 4 ; 2 4 : 7 ; 3 0 : 2 2 ) . 

I n v e r s i o n sometimes i s p r e s e n t i n what may be d e s c r i b e d as i n n e r -

b i b l i c a l q u o t a t i o n s . In some such c a s e s a p a s s a g e i s r e c u r r e n t l y used i n 

one book, e i t h e r by t h e author or an e d i t o r . 

7 3 . Deut . 7 : 5 ΊΊΟίοΠ dilllfDI Π ΙΠΛΤΠ ΟΪΤΤίΓυΤΟ 

t » ö p s T t ö n d î t ^ d o i π p y r i n O R W K I 

1 2 : 3 nroüD ηκ m w i n onrûTD ηκ otmtn 
1 6 5 p y Y j n ΰΠ"*}Τ>κ *»7*iD3i π mi 1*13*101 nmitüKi 

In two p a r a l l e l p a s s a g e s which d e a l w i t h t r a n s g r e s s i o n s which are t o be 

puni shed by s t o n i n g , t h e procedure once i s d e s c r i b e d i n t h e Α-B and once 

i n t h e B-Α p a t t e r n : 

74. Deut . 1 3 : 1 0 - 1 1 η:ιΐ*ιηκη RJYN 7D y h na*itr»nù 13 m n n τ η α 

itdi π Ό η κ η i r t W i β 

1 7 : 5 - 7 . . . i r a i ü*o*a«*a Dn7pDi ß 

nanimo oyn 73 υ π nanasnn i n m n n D*nyn υ- α 

e . Independent employment of a common phrase o r formula by two authors or 
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q u o t i n g o f t h e one by t h e o t h e r c o n s t i t u t e s t h e m a t t e r o f t h e f o l l o w i n g 

i n s t a n c e s of d i s t a n t c h i a s t i c p a r a l l e l i s m : 

7 5 . J e r . 1 8 : 1 8 KOJD **ÛY1 03ΠΏ Πϋ*/1 1*ÜD n i l η YJKTl Κ*? TD 

Ex. 7 :26 D*npTD Γβφΐ "J n3D Υ2ΚΠ n i l m KOJD * j im Itupni 

7 6 . P s . 9 5 : 6 - 7 i n ^ T D W 13Π3Κ1 II ΐ :ΡΠ7Κ K I N Ό "îafflj* ΠΙΠ' >"137 Π3*-ω 

*iy» iKifi 

100:3 iKsn ι ό ν ι > ι II l a w κ ι η mrf?« ΚΙ Π m m O . i y r 

in*»y*iD 

7 7 . J e r . 5 1 : 5 8 *!3*/Η HW *Ύ1 D*<DK?1 II P***l "»*Ό D̂ DV TWO 

Hab. 2 : 1 3 13V*1 Ρ*1*! *Π3 D^DK^I Π Ii« Ή3 0*>Ϊ3>> iym*H 

A somewhat more i n v o l v e d s i t u a t i o n o b t a i n s i n a formula which appears 



t o have o r i g i n a t e d i n t h e Book o f Deuteronomy, and turns up r e c u r r e n t l y as 

an i n v e r t e d q u o t a t i o n i n Jeremiah and E z e k i e l . 

7 8 . Deut . 3 2 : 3 5 - 3 6 1 6 7 1 Τ Ρ Κ EfP S l i p Ό II tfWH KFIDN WÏ tf?ttn Dpi "»> 

J e r . 4 6 : 2 1 1 6 8 D M P D nV II DN^V rQ ÛY>K D"P 

In t h e f o l l o w i n g i n s t a n c e s , one member o f t h e synonymous p a i r i s em

p l o y e d i n an apocopated form, pars pro toto, e i t h e r by r e t a i n i n g 0 1 ^ : 

7 9 . J e r . 50:27 1 6 9 Dmp5 nV ÜDT» KS Ό 

50:31 T»mps ην IDT> κη Ό 
Εζ. 2 1 : 3 0 , 34 1 7 ° V P p V N J D (D)1DT» KS 

17V 
or by ment ion ing o n l y i^K: 

8 0 . J e r . 4 9 : 8 Τ»ΓΤΤΡΒ nV I ^ V ^ΠτΏΠ "lttft> T>K Ό , and somewhat d i f f e r e n t l y 

Ez. 35:5 VP P V W2 ΟΥΉ 

f. In some o f t h e above examples , i n v e r s i o n cou ld be d i s c e r n e d n o t o n l y 

a s a s t y l i s t i c phenomenon, s ensu stricto, but a l s o a s a s t r u c t u r a l p r i n c i 

p l e which , t o a d e g r e e , t i e s t o g e t h e r " d i s t a n t p a r a l l e l s . " In some i n 

s t a n c e s , we s u g g e s t t h a t t h e two thus connected r e f e r e n c e s may be v iewed 

as complementary u n i t s o f a l i t e r a r y frame o f t h e inclusio or Ringkomposi-
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tion t y p e , which t o g e t h e r d e l i n e a t e the e x t e n t of a g i v e n u n i t . I t 

must be s t r e s s e d t h a t we are concerned w i t h a phenomenon t h a t can be e s t a b 

l i s h e d o n l y e m p i r i c a l l y . Our approach p e r f o r c e must remain d e s c r i p t i v e . 

No p r e s c r i p t i v e d imension can be a t t a c h e d t o t h e r e s u l t s o f t h e e n q u i r y . 

In o t h e r words , p r i n c i p l e s which are e l i c i t e d from s e l e c t e d p a s s a g e s by 

c a r e f u l a n a l y s i s cannot be employed s u b s e q u e n t l y t o r e v i s e by them o t h e r 
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u n i t s which do n o t f o l l o w p l a i n l y t h e same or s i m i l a r l i n e s of s t r u c t u r e . 

These r e s t r i c t i o n s apply t o a degree t o most a s p e c t s of l i t e r a r y 

a n a l y s i s , and more so w i t h r e s p e c t t o b i b l i c a l w r i t i n g s whose canon of 

l i t e r a r y c o n c e p t s and t e c h n i q u e s was n o t handed down t o us by t h e a n c i e n t 

w r i t e r s t h e m s e l v e s , but must be d i s t i l l e d by t h e s t u d e n t from t h e m a t e r i a l . 

They are e s p e c i a l l y s t r i n g e n t i n t h e i s s u e under r e v i e w , d i s t a n t p a r a l l e l i s -

t i c i n v e r s i o n which s e r v e s a s an inclusio, s i n c e i n i t t h e d i v e r s e phenom

ena o f s t y l e , s t r u c t u r e and t e x t t r a d i t i o n are i n t r i c a t e l y i n t e r w o v e n . The 

a n a l y s i s i n v o l v e s a s p e c t s of l i t e r a r y c r i t i c i s m which , a s s t a t e d p r e v i o u s l y , 

u s u a l l y are c o n s i d e r e d under s e p a r a t e h e a d i n g s . Moreover, s i n c e we have no 



d e f i n i t e l y o b j e c t i v e means by which t o c o n t r o l t h e r e s u l t s o f our a n a l y s i s , 

the d i scernment of a c t u a l i l l u s t r a t i o n s o f t h i s t e c h n i q u e , and t h e i r 

a p p r a i s a l , depend t o some e x t e n t on t h e s e n s i b i l i t y of t h e i n d i v i d u a l 

s c h o l a r , and of h i s r e a d e r s , t o such l i t e r a r y i n t r i c a c i e s and on h i s 

s u s c e p t i b i l i t y t o a c c r e d i t i n g b i b l i c a l w r i t e r s w i t h t h e t e c h n i c a l accom

p l i s h m e n t s t h a t are p r e r e q u i s i t e f o r t h e i r a p p l i c a t i o n i n l i t e r a r y p r a c 

t i c e . 

With t h i s c a v e a t i n mind, we can now turn t o t h e p r e s e n t a t i o n of t h e 

s a i d t e c h n i q u e , a g a i n demonstra t ing i t by o n l y a few examples . 

8 1 . An i n t e r e s t i n g i l l u s t r a t i o n o f i n t r i c a t e s t r u c t u r i n g can be s e e n i n 1 

Sam. c h . 1 8 . Although d i f f e r i n g over d e t a i l s , commentators are unanimous 

i n t h e i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of w . 1 7 - 2 8 as a u n i t which i s s e t apar t from t h e 

c o n t e x t , i n t e r n a l l y by s u b j e c t m a t t e r , and e x t e r n a l l y by t h e f e a t u r e s o f a 
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Ringkomposition, or by t h e Wiederaufnahme o f w . 1 5 - 1 6 i n w . 2 9 - 3 0 . 

There can be no doubt t h a t t h e d i v e r s e components o f t h e p a s s a g e were n o t 

s imply j u x t a p o s e d b u t r a t h e r were t h e y s k i l f u l l y in terwoven w i t h each 

o t h e r , though w i t h o u t d i s g u i s i n g t h e u n d e r l y i n g c o m p o s i t e n e s s . The o v e r 

a l l i s s u e r e q u i r e s a more d e t a i l e d t r e a t m e n t than can be g i v e n i n t h e p r e s 

e n t c o n t e x t . T h e r e f o r e , we s h a l l l i m i t our a n a l y s i s t o t h e p e r i c o p e 1 8 : 2 0 -

28 w h i c h , as i s w e l l known, i n i t s e l f i s c o m p o s i t e . The p a s s a g e combines 

two v i g n e t t e s t h a t d e p i c t S a u l ' s a t t e m p t s t o ensnare David i n what he hopes 

would become a f a t a l f i g h t w i t h t h e P h i l i s t i n e s , by o f f e r i n g him i n mar-
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r i a g e e i t h e r both h i s daughters - D*Pn "jnnnn tPIttU - ( v . 2 1 b ) , or e l s e 

f i r s t t h e e l d e r Merab and then the younger Micha l . The n a r r a t i v e r e f l e c t s 

s a l i e n t m o t i f s of t h e Jacob - Laban and h i s two daughters e p i s o d e (Gen. 

2 9 : 1 5 - 3 0 ) , and p o s s i b l y i s model led upon t h i s p r o t o t y p e . 

The Merab p a s s a g e ( v v . 1 7 - 1 9 ) which ends i n her b e i n g g i v e n i n marriage 

t o one A d r i e l o f Meholah ( c p . 2 Sam. 21:8 where Merab i n s t e a d o f Michal 

must be read w i t h t h e P e s h . and LXX L ) , p o s s i b l y i s an i n t r u s i v e e l e m e n t , 

and i s m i s s i n g i n t h e LXX v e r s i o n . In any c a s e , i t can be c l e a r l y s e p a r 

a t e d from t h e Michal p e r i c o p e which i s encased between 
1 8 : 2 O τ π riK YIKTT? ra ton a r w r n 
and t h e complementary " d i s t a n t i n v e r t e d p a r a l l e l " : 
1 8 î 2 8 "ΐπηηπκ η κ» rn torn 



The s t y l i s t i c r e l a t i o n s h i p o f t h e s e two d i s t a n t p a r a l l e l s may be l i k e n e d 

t o t h a t which o f t e n o b t a i n s between two a d j a c e n t c o l a i n which i d e n t i c a l 

v e r b s are r e c u r r e n t l y employed: i n the f i r s t , t h e p r e d i c a t e , a verb i n 

the i m p e r f e c t (ygtl) w i t h waw c o n s e c u t i v e , will precede the s u b s t a n t i v e ; 

i n the s econd , t h e p r e d i c a t e i n t h e p e r f e c t (gtl) w i l l f o l l o w upon t h e 

>che: 
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s u b s t a n t i v e . Th i s schema i s w i d e l y employed i n b i b l i c a l as w e l l as i n 
U g a r i t i c l i t e r a t u r e . " 

The d i scernment o f an a n c i e n t s t y l i s t i c - s t r u c t u r a l t e c h n i q u e i n t h e 

i n s t a n c e under rev iew g i v e s support t o t h e r e s u l t s o f c o m p o s i t i o n a l a n a l y 

s i s a r r i v e d a t by the l i t e r a r y - h i s t o r i c a l method. 

g . A t e x t u a l problem connec t s w i t h t h e i s s u e i n t h e f o l l o w i n g i n s t a n c e . 

8 2 . In the i n t r o d u c t i o n t o t h e Book of E s t h e r , Ahasuerus' c o u r t i e r s are 

r e f e r r e d t o by t h e term DTB "̂»Π ( 1 : 3 ) . Th i s sequence "Pers ia and 

Media" i s r e t a i n e d i n t h e t h r e e o t h e r ment ions i n c h . l ( w . 1 4 , 18 , 1 9 ) . 

These are a l l t h a t t h e r e are u n t i l we come t o t h e f i n a l e . There , i n 1 0 : 2 , 

t h e l a s t r e f e r e n c e DT51 *HD *O>0> i s b e s t unders tood a s a " d i s t a n t i n -
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v e r t e d p a r a l l e l " o f 1:19 OTSCTfQ) which t o g e t h e r e n c a s e t h e 
179 

Esther-Mordechai -Ahasuerus s t o r y proper which b e g i n s i n 2 :1 and which 
t h e redac tor o f t h e book w i s h e s t o conc lude w i t h t h e " c h r o n i s t i c appendix" 

180 
1 0 : 1 - 3 . 

I t i s o f i n t e r e s t t o n o t e t h a t t h e LXX f o l l o w t h e MT as f a r as t h e 
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t h r e e f i r s t ment ions o f t h e term are concerned ( 1 : 3 , 1 4 , 18) but r e 
v e r s e the order w i t h r e s p e c t t o t h e remaining two c a s e s which are c r u c i a l 

182 
f o r our argument. In d i s t i n c t i o n from t h e preponderant sequence i n 

ν 183 

c h . l , t h e r e n d i t i o n o f v . 1 9 i s Μηδων καο Περσών ( a g a i n s t the MT), and 

i n 10:2 Περσών ΚΑΥ Μηδων ( a l s o a g a i n s t t h e MT). Thus t h e LXX p r e s e r v e t h e 

c h i a s t i c r e l a t i o n s h i p of t h e s e two r e f e r e n c e s , but r e v e r s e t h e i n t e r n a l 

o r d e r . The e f f e c t o f the i n v e r t e d d i s t a n t p a r e l l e l i s m thus i s r e t a i n e d 

a l s o i n the Greek. 

8 3 . P a s s i n g from n a r r a t i v e t o p o e t r y , inclusio by " d i s t a n t i n v e r t e d p a r a l 

l e l i s m " can be i l l u s t r a t e d by two r e c u r r i n g c o l a i n D a v i d ' s Lament over 

Saul and Jonathan . Our s o l e concern i s s t r u c t u r a l , and t h e r e f o r e r e a l or 

imagined c r u x e s of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n w i l l n o t engage our a t t e n t i o n h e r e . 



2 Sam. 1:19 D"»TINA II M M D N Vy >ΚΤΒΤ» Ό ¥ Π ( α - $ ) 

1:25 ννπ Τ » ni m vy irüin*' II (πηπνηπ γ ι m ) ο λ ί μ ι ν ω Τ » κ ( $ - α ) 
In t h i s i n s t a n c e , t h e LXX and T J r e f l e c t the MT i n a l l d e t a i l s , i n c l u d i n g 

t h e t r a d i t i o n a l r e v e r s e d order o f t h e components under r e v i e w , as c o r 

r e c t l y observed by S. G e v i r t z i n t h e most r e c e n t d e t a i l e d s tudy o f t h e 
184 3 85 poem. But n e i t h e r G e v i r t z nor p r e v i o u s commentators appear t o have 

g i v e n heed t o t h e inclusio p a t t e r n which a r i s e s from t h i s r e p e t i t i o n . 

J u s t as w . 1 7 - 1 8 are i n t h e nature o f a s u p e r s c r i p t i o n t o t h e "Lament" and 

are shown t o be such by t h e i r e x c l u s i o n from t h e inclusio, s o v . 2 6 , though 

i n t i m a t e l y r e l a t e d t o t h e "Lament" i s proved by i t t o be i n t h e nature o f 

an "a f t er thought" which r e f e r s s o l e l y t o Jonathan and makes no mention o f 

S a u l . I t i s cemented t o t h e "poem" by t h e r e p e t i t i o n o f a r e f l e x o f Γ Ί Γ Ο 

ΠΏΠΝΗΠ ( v . 2 5 a ) and v . 2 1 b i n t h e c l o s i n g l i n e ( v . 2 7 b ) , and by t h e r e p e t i 

t i o n o f t h e phrase Ο Ή Ί ϋ Y>K ( w . l 9 a and 2 5 a ) i n v . 2 7 a . The above 

two l i n e s c o n s t i t u t e t h e frame o f a congruent s t r u c t u r e which embraces t h e 

whole poem. I t s second h a l f c o n s t i t u t e s an i n v e r t e d r e f l e c t i o n o f t h e 

f i r s t : v . 2 5 p a r a l l e l s v . 1 9 ; v . 2 4 II v . 2 0 ; v . 2 3 II w . 2 1 b - 2 2 . V . 2 1 a i s an 

expans ion which c a l l s f o r a s e p a r a t e a n a l y s i s . 

8 4 . A good example of Ringkomposition i n p r o p h e t i c l i t e r a t u r e , d e f i n e d by 
186 

Zimmerli as Rahmung, i s found i n Ez. 4 3 : 7 - 9 . 

v . 9 : tfnyv t ö i m "»main O Ö D ά τ ο ν η " » - U S I orna τ ηκ iprrp nriy, 
t a k e s up i n an i n v e r t e d t e l e s c o p e d sequence two s a l i e n t p h r a s e s of 

v . 7 ·>:η Γ Ι Η Η un i^m im . . . *»KDD ώίρώ ηκ . . . *>>κ T D K O 

. . . D Ï T O V D ï - U S M n r n s n . . . m y "ίκα^ H N A W ^ t n u r » 
The two v e r s e s e n c a s e v . 8 which i s a d i s t i n c t r e f l e x of t h e p r o p h e t ' s 

1 87 

Temple -orac l e i n c h . 8 : 7 - 1 2 . I t s h a r e s w i t h t h a t p a s s a g e t h e r e f e r 

e n c e s t o a w a l l i n s i d e t h e Temple b u i l d i n g - *V»P ( 8 : 7 - 8 , 10) and ΠΊ^νΠ -

"abominations" ( 8 : 9 , c p . 6 and 13) which e q u a l s 0"»>Ί>5 (8 :10) i n t h e com

b i n a t i o n w i t h TW ( 8 : 9 , 1 2 , c p . v . 6 ) . By means o f t h e i n c l u s i o n i n i n 

v e r t e d p a r a l l e l s , t h e s h o r t t e x t - s e g m e n t Ez . 4 3 : 7 - 9 , i n t r o d u c e d by v . 6 i s 

r e c o g n i z e d as a s e l f - c o n t a i n e d s u b - u n i t . 

In an a n a l o g i c a l f a s h i o n , Ringkomposition seems t o be i n v o l v e d i n t h e p a i r 

of i n v e r t e d p a r a l l e l s i n 



8 5 . I s . 13 :9 . . TOifr VTKH Dltt^H^X ΡΤΠΊ mnVT PTDK KD m m DI*« Π3Π ( α - β ) 

13:13 ΗΙΚΗΪΊ m m R N O Y N I I HDIPDO ΝΤΚΠ ttvim N U N « motu Ρ >y ( E - a ) 

15« Ρ T T D"Pn*> 

The t enor o f t h e i n c l u d e d p a s s a g e , 1 3 : 1 0 - 1 2 , which i s of a c o s m i c - g e n e r a l 

c h a r a c t e r and remindful o f t h e " d o x o l o g i e s " i n Amos ( 4 : 1 2 - 1 3 ; 5 : 8 - 9 ; 9 : 5 -

6 ) , d e c i d e d l y s e t s i t apar t from t h e " o r a c l e a g a i n s t Babylon" i n which i t 

i s enve loped ( 1 3 : 1 - 8 and 1 4 f f . ) . To put i t d i f f e r e n t l y : I s . 1 3 : 9 - 1 3 , 

encompassed by i n v e r t e d p a r a l l e l s , q u i t e l e g i t i m a t e l y cou ld be taken as a 

s u b - u n i t which may have had a l i t e r a r y h i s t o r y o f i t s own and which was 

i n s e r t e d i n t o the o r a c l e a g a i n s t Babylon, e i t h e r by t h e prophet h i m s e l f 

or by a r e v i s e r . Viewed t h u s , what was d e f i n e d as an inclusio assumes the 

f u n c t i o n o f a Wiederaufnahme which served t o d e l i n e a t e the e x t e n t o f t h e 

s e c o n d a r i l y i n t e g r a t e d m a t e r i a l . Th i s double entendre i s b a s i c t o " i n 

v e r t e d d i s t a n t p a r a l l e l i s m . " I t i s o f t e n d i f f i c u l t t o d e c i d e whether i n a 

p a r t i c u l a r i n s t a n c e such p a r a l l e l i s m should be taken as a s t r u c t u r a l -

l i t e r a r y p r i n c i p l e o f the inclusio type and should be a s c r i b e d t o t h e 

a u t h o r , or whether i t should r a t h e r be v iewed a s a " r e p e t i t i v e resumption," 

i . e . , as a s t r u c t u r a l d e v i c e o f an "arranger" or an " e d i t o r . " This i n h e r 

e n t d u a l i t y i s h i g h l i g h t e d i n t h e f o l l o w i n g example: By c o n t e n t , imagery 

and c o m p o s i t i o n a l c i r c u m s t a n c e , t h e above u n i t p r e s e n t s some s i m i l a r i t i e s 

w i t h J e r . 3 0 : 2 2 - 3 1 : 1 . This p a s s a g e aga in i s s t r u c t u r e d on the p r i n c i p l e 

o f " i n v e r t e d d i s t a n t p a r a l l e l i s m " : 

86 . 30:22 ÎPtÙïf? CDV m«TK OUrTl II OV? DIT^m 

188 
3 i : i nom Π νκτκτ» 1 8 9 M N N T Ü D >3> D*>ÏT>KV ΓΡΠΚ m m cwa Κ^ηπ nys 

DV> ^ "ΡΓΡ 

We should ment ion from t h e o u t s e t t h a t t h e s e p a r a t i o n o f t h e second member 

from the p r e c e d i n g t e x t , as i n d i c a t e d by t h e c h a p t e r d i v i s i o n , i s open t o 

d e b a t e . This d i v i s i o n f o l l o w s one Hebrew manuscr ipt t r a d i t i o n and the 

Greek ( 3 8 : 1 ) , and b e g i n s an a l t o g e t h e r new p e r i c o p e w i t h 3 1 : 1 . Our p r i n t e d 

e d i t i o n s are arranged a c c o r d i n g l y , i n c l u d i n g BH. However, a number o f o l d 
190 

Hebrew m a n u s c r i p t s , among them the noted Leningrad codex which under

l i e s the BH, have an empty space after 3 1 : 1 , and none b e f o r e i t . Th i s 

proves t h a t t h e i r sedarim d i v i s i o n connected 31 :1 w i t h the p r e c e d i n g 
191 . 192 v e r s e s and regarded i t as a s u b s c r i p t i o n r a t h e r than a s u p e r s c r i p t i o n . 



as t h e chapter sys tem i m p l i e s . This m a s s o r e t i c d i v i s i o n , though, has a 

new parashah b e g i n w i t h 3 0 : 2 2 , and thus does not put i n f u l l r e l i e f t h e 

inclusio p a t t e r n p o s i t e d h e r e . 

The above two p a r a l l e l s d e v e l o p a s h o r t o r a c l e of doom a g a i n s t "the 

wicked" which b a s i c a l l y i s of a g e n e r a l n a t u r e . By means of t h e p a r a l l e l s , 

and the c o n t e x t , i t becomes a v i s i o n of hope for I s r a e l : 

30:23 >*1 ΓΡ D W l ΒΛΠ ?V ΤΤΐ3Γβ IVO ιΤΝίΓ» Π70Π m m ΓΤΐΛ) ΓΰΠ 

30:24 Π**0**Π ΓΡΊΠΗ! O ? ÎTtDTD Ί0*·ΡΠ TUT ΊΠίΓΡ TV m m "ρΊΠ mtiP K> 

. m τ ^ ι η η η 

J . B r i g h t c o r r e c t l y s a y s of t h e s e v e r s e s : "They s i t l o o s e l y i n c o n t e x t 

here and may have been i n s e r t e d t o p l a c e f u r t h e r s t r e s s upon t h e judgment 
193 

of I s r a e l ' s f o e s h i n t e d a t i n v s s . 1 1 , 1 6 , 2 0 c . " But , l i k e o t h e r com

menta tors mentioned f u r t h e r on, he a l t o g e t h e r d i s r e g a r d s t h e inclusio by 

which t h e s h o r t p a s s a g e i s framed. B r i g h t a l s o r e f e r s t o t h e assumed 

source o f t h i s i n t r u s i o n , namely t h e r e p e t i t i o n of t h e s e v e r s e s i n J e r . 

2 3 : 1 9 - 2 0 , w i t h minor v a r i a t i o n s and w i t h o u t the inclusio. There , i n h i s 
194 

judgment, "they f i t s p l e n d i d l y a f t e r v . 1 8 e t c . " In t h i s a p p r e c i a t i o n 
1 9 5 

he s i d e s w i t h , e . g . , P . V o l z : "30:23-24 aus 2 3 : 1 9 - 2 0 w i e d e r h o l t , " and 
"es i s t n i c h t e i n v e r s p r e n g t e r j e r e m i a n i s c h e r Spruch, sondern e i n s p a e t e r e r 

196 197 B e i t r a g . A l s o W. Rudolph, S. Mowinckel, H. Schmidt and o t h e r s 
s t r e s s t h e o r i g i n a l i t y of t h e v e r s i o n i n c h . 2 3 . As a g a i n s t t h i s , S t reane 
does n o t e x p r e s s a d e f i n i t e o p i n i o n w i t h r e s p e c t t o t h e g e n u i n e n e s s o f 

198 
w . 2 3 - 2 4 i n c h . 3 0 , but s t a t e s e m p h a t i c a l l y t h a t they were i n t r o d u c e d 

199 
i n t o 2 3 : 1 9 - 2 0 from c h . 3 0 . H. C o r n i l l i s l e s s d e f i n i t e . He r e j e c t s t h e 

s a i d " A c h t z e i l e r " i n c h . 2 3 and admits t h a t i n c h . 3 0 "wuerde e r p a s s e n , " 

b u t then c o n c l u d e s t h a t a l s o here we have a secondary i n t r u s i o n : "die 

b e i d e n Verse ( s ind) h i e r aus s p a e t e r e n Stimmungen und V e r h a e l t n i s s e n heraus τ 4. - 2 0 0 i n t e r p o l i e r t . 
I t shou ld have become apparent t h a t i n t h e c a s e under rev iew t h e 

s t y l i s t i c - s t r u c t u r a l phenomenon c o n n e c t s w i t h a l i t e r a r y - h i s t o r i c a l p r o b 

lem, namely t h e g e n u i n e n e s s of t h e s a i d p a s s a g e i n e i t h e r J e r . 2 3 : 1 9 - 2 0 or 

i n 3 0 : 2 3 - 2 4 or i n b o t h . The f a i l u r e t o o b s e r v e t h e t w o - s i d e d n e s s of t h e 

i s s u e , t o a n a l y z e t h e i m p l i c a t i o n s t h a t a r i s e t h e r e f r o m , and t o b r i n g them 

t o bear on t h e o v e r a l l q u e s t i o n u n d e r l i n e s t h e l a c k o f c o o r d i n a t i o n i n 

modern b i b l i c a l s t u d i e s o f " s t y l i s t i c s " w i t h " l i t e r a r y - h i s t o r i c a l " r e s e a r c h . 



We have y e t t o c o n s i d e r t h e " t e x t u a l " d imension o f t h i s c a s e . The 

i n v e s t i g a t i o n o f t h e minor v a r i a t i o n s between t h e two Hebrew v e r s i o n s has 

n o t c o n t r i b u t e d t o s o l v i n g t h e q u e s t i o n o f t h e g e n u i n e n e s s of t h e one or 

t h e o t h e r or b o t h . Nor are t h e d i f f e r e n c e s between the two Greek r e n d i -
201 

t i o n s o f import i n t h i s matter. But the c o l l a t i o n o f the Hebrew w i t h 

t h e Greek shows t h a t t h e LXX has no r e n d i t i o n f o r the f i r s t of t h e two mem

bers o f t h e assumed " c h i a s t i c p a r a l l e l i s m , " i . e . f o r J e r . 3 0 : 2 2 . C o r n i l l 

t ends t o d i s c a r d t h e MT here f o r a v a r i e t y o f r e a s o n s , i n c l u d i n g two t h a t 

concern us here d i r e c t l y : "v .22 i s t e i n i s o l i e r t e r s c h l e c h t g e b a u t e r 

Z w e i z e i l e r , w e l c h e r LXX f e h l t , 3 1 , 1 u e b e l vorwegnimmt und schon durch d i e 

i n dem ganzen Complex ( c h s . ) 30 31 unerhoer te Anrede i n der 2 . P e r s . P l u r . 
202 

h i n l a e n g l i c h v e r d a e c h t i g w a e r e . " P. V o l z , echoed by W. Rudolph (ad 
loc.) d e f i n e s i t as "e in f o r m e l h a f t e r Ausdruck" and an a d d i t i o n which 

203 
" f e h l t i n G mi t Recht ." The p o s s i b i l i t y t h a t a " r e d u c t i o n i s t tendency 
o f the LXX here may have ru ined a p e r f e c t Hebrew s t y l i s t i c - s t r u c t u r a l 
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d e v i c e s imply never was c o n s i d e r e d . This i s hard ly an a d m i s s i b l e p r o 

c e d u r e . In v iew of the f o r g o i n g d i s c u s s i o n , t h e s h o r t e r LXX r e a d i n g a t 

t h e b e s t can r e p r e s e n t a d i f f e r e n t redact ion o f t h e Jeremiah t e x t , but c e r 

t a i n l y should n o t be g i v e n p r e f e r e n c e over t h e MT, m i s t a k e n l y d e s i g n a t e d 

" e x p a n s i o n i s t . " 

f. The v a r i e g a t e d employment o f " i n v e r s i o n " as a s t y l i s t i c and s t r u c t u r a l 

t o o l i n a d i v e r s i t y o f forms f o r c e f u l l y u n d e r l i n e s the d e e p - s e a t e d e f f e c t 

t h i s t e chn ique had on b i b l i c a l l i t e r a t u r e i n t h e " c r e a t i v e " and t h e "recen-

s i o n i s t " s t a g e s . Consequent ly , we may e x p e c t t h i s l i t e r a r y phenomenon t o 

have a f f e c t e d b i b l i c a l w r i t i n g s a l s o i n the t r a n s m i s s i o n s t a g e : w i t h i n t h e 

t e x t t r a d i t i o n o f one V e r s i o n , foremost the MT; i n i n t e r - V e r s i o n v a r i a n t s ; 

and i n e x t r a - b i b l i c a l q u o t a t i o n s from S c r i p t u r e s . 

The c o n f l u x of t h e s t y l i s t i c p r i n c i p l e o f " i n v e r s i o n " w i t h t h e p r e d i 

l e c t i o n f o r t h e p r e s e r v a t i o n o f s t y l i s t i c v a r i a b l e s by c o n f l a t i o n some

t imes r e s u l t s i n " t e x t u a l d o u b l e t s " i n which two i n v e r t e d p a r a l l e l e x p r e s 

s i o n s are c o n j o i n e d . I have d i s c u s s e d some c a s e s of t h i s phenomenon i n 
205 

d e t a i l i n e a r l i e r p u b l i c a t i o n s . Therefore I s h a l l i l l u s t r a t e x t here 

by on ly a few examples i n which t h e l i t e r a r y a n a l y s i s h e l p s i n s o l v i n g an 

e x e g e t i c a l crux: 



8 7 . 2 Kings 5 :18 T W > m m ΐΐ?Ό^ ΠΤΠ *ΐΠ> (α ) 
ή*» >y p tw « i m m ιτιππϋπν ρ ο η m a "»rrn Kiaa (γ) 

ρ ο τ m a irr^nnom (β) 

ρ on m a '«rT'innttm (Β ' ) 

πτπ *tna pay> m m 2 0 6 K J m ^ (α ') 
Although many emendations o f t h i s apparent ly clumsy b i t o f d i c t i o n have been 

s u g g e s t e d , Montgomery c o r r e c t l y c o n c l u d e s t h a t the MT which i s r e f l e c t e d 
207 208 a l s o i n t h e a n c i e n t V e r s i o n s i s b e s t r e t a i n e d . I t appears t h a t i n 

the p r e s e n t Hebrew t e x t two v a r i a n t s were c o n j o i n e d which d i f f e r i n t h e 

i n v e r t e d arrangement o f t h e two l i n e s α-α ' and β-β ', o f which α-α ' i n a d d i -
209 

t i o n p r e s e n t an i n t e r n a l chiasm: 
ι . ρ ο ι m a ^mi i rom . . . p a y , m m ω π>σ> πτπ w ? 
2 . πτπ nana p a y > m m ω rï?m . . . p o n m a ^minntana 

The ensu ing two examples are somewhat more s p e c u l a t i v e 

8 8 . Num. 14 :27 ^ y t r o ^ o non τ#κ ηκτπ mnn my> ^no Ty 
pin 

•»nyott; ι υ ^ y D ^ ^ D non ΊΒΜ >κτ&η O S ΠΊΛΠ ηκ 
211 

The MT i s mirrored i n t h e a n c i e n t V e r s i o n s , but n e v e r t h e l e s s seems t o 

c o n t a i n a d o u b l e t o f i n v e r t e d p a r a l l e l r e a d i n g s . We s u g g e s t t h e f o l l o w i n g 

r e c o n s t r u c t i o n of t h e u n d e r l y i n g v a r i a n t s : 
2 1 2 η κ τ π nynn rny> *»no ny ( a ) 

>κ*ΐΐη ni3>n ηκ *>yy uw?n non τοκ) (ß-°0 
V or 

^ y tr»:n>n non TÎ?K >mtr» m ^ n ηκ J (<Χ-β) 
^nyoti? ( a ) 

8 9 . Lev. 1 1 : 2 1 BD"« K1? ΏΠ> ΠΚ . . . 2 1 4 i a DID . . . 2 1 3 D 1 D i a "TtüK BT»Κ >D 
a^npn> 

The immediate ly f o l l o w i n g opening phrase o f v . 2 2 . . *ΡΠ"?Κ 0Π"? should i n 

f a c t be connec ted w i t h v . 2 1 and shou ld be unders tood as a v a r i a n t o f tXf? ΠΚ 

"Pn^K. One of t h e s e v a r i a n t s i s m i s s i n g i n t h e Sam. P e n t , which combines 

e l e m e n t s of both t o read: ^BHpD .Τ»Π>Κ DHV ΠΚ ^ΊΡίΐ? ΒΚΡ Κ> . . . BT«Κ >a 

. . . D^BTTPM We propose t o r e c o n s t r u c t t h e f o l l o w i n g i n v e r t e d p a r a l l e l s : 
a-nprï? BEP tf? ι^π^κ orfr ηκ 

i a DID TÜK . . . er«κ >a 
2 1 5 ·ηπ>κ ώφ a*»*TPN> ΒΟΛ κ> 
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and t o read v . 2 2 w i t h t h e Samari tans : ^DK"1 D^BTTPN p i D̂ BfTpH B̂TTpO. 



9 0 . Lev. 17:14 ΚΊΠ IBSJÜ IDT TtiD ?D tt/53 Ό ( a ) 

Υ Λ Κ Γ Ι κ? ntzn ? D D T ? Κ Τ Κ Ρ O n ? n o m ( β ) 

rro** γ>?ηκ ?r> K I N Ί Ώ Τ T B D ?n t£/s3 * O (a ') 

The V e r s i o n s , w i t h the e x c e p t i o n o f the Targums, do n o t render t h e c o n t e x -

t u a l l y d i f f i c u l t 1t£/B3n which most probably i s an i n t r u s i v e e lement from 

Gen. 9 : 4 . Thus, the stichoi a and a ' are f u l l y i d e n t i c a l , are i n b e t t e r 

accord w i t h the s i m i l a r p h r a s e s i n v . 1 1 , and s u g g e s t t h e above r e c o n s t r u c 

t i o n o f t h e i n v e r t e d p a r a l l e l r e a d i n g s t h a t were combined i n t h e v e r s e . 

9 1 . 1 Sam. 28:19 OTttf?*) T O TDV >ΚΊ»** ΠΚ D3 m m in*1*) ( a ) 

"•ay Υ 3 τ ι πηκ ίππί ( β ) 

ù>wt?z τ ο m m "jm ?KTt£p mrro ηκ D3 (a ') 

The V e r s i o n s render the c r u c i a l stichoi a and a ' a lmost v e r b a l l y . (The 

most probably p a r a p h a s t i c changes i n the Greek t r a n s l a t i o n are of no c o n 

cern i n t h e p r e s e n t c o n t e x t . ) In s p i t e of t h e unanimity of our s o u r c e s , 

commentators g e n e r a l l y r e c o g n i z e α and α ' as p a r a l l e l s and tend t o d e l e t e 
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one of them a l though w i t h o u t a n a l y z i n g t h e g e n e s i s o f the d o u b l e t . The 
s u g g e s t i o n t o v iew i t as another i n s t a n c e of c o n f l a t i o n of i n v e r t e d synony-

219 
mous r e a d i n g s appears t o be a s a t i s f a c t o r y e x p l a n a t i o n . 

g . S t y l i s t i c i n v e r s i o n c o n s t i t u t e s an i n t r a - V e r s i o n v a r i a t i o n between two 

p a r a l l e l wordings o f the same s u b j e c t m a t t e r , e . g . , i n t h e f o l l o w i n g i n 

s t a n c e s : 

9 2 . 2 Sam. 22:45 *<7 IVDttP fYK V*lDtü? 11 *i? 1W"DM TD3 O n ( α - β ) 

P s . 18:45 2 2 ° ^ ItöTD"» T33 O S II ^ ÏVDtiP 1 T K yottf? ( β - α ) 

921 2 2 2 
9 3 . 2 Sam. 5 :11 ( p K ) *»ΒΠΓη II W ^ΊΠ w i t h p K m i s s i n g i n 4QSama 

1 Chron. 1 4 : 1 D ^ ' Β Π Π Ί II T P ί̂ί/ΎΠ 

9 4 . Ex. 23:18 Tpn TV "*3Π η?Π p*?*1 Κ?*1 II **ΓηΤ D T ΥΟΠ ?V Πητη K? (= Sam) 

34:25 Π05Π 3Π ΓΠΤ Tpn? p ? * 1 K?*l II TDT D T VDn ?V ΙΜΤΒΙΓΙ Κ7 (= Sam) 

N o t w i t h s t a n d i n g some d i f f e r e n c e s i n wording, t h e r e i s no m i s t a k i n g t h e 

b a s i c i d e n t i t y o f t h e s e v e r s e s which are embedded i n two v e r s i o n s of a 
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s h o r t c u l t i c c a t a l o g u e o f t h e p i l g r i m f e s t i v a l s . 

h . Viewed a g a i n s t t h i s background, the w i d e l y encountered t e x t u a l phenome

non of i n t e r - V e r s i o n v a r i a t i o n i n t h e form o f s y n t a c t i c a l i n v e r s i o n cannot 

be judged t o be mere ly an i n d i c a t i o n of ord inary s c r i b a l l a x i t y . Many such 



i n s t a n c e s of t e x t u a l i n t e r - V e r s i o n v a r i a t i o n , even though n o t a l l , r a t h e r 

should be c o n s i d e r e d e v i d e n c e f o r t h e e x i s t e n c e of e q u a l l y v a l i d t e x t -

t r a d i t i o n s which cannot be reduced t o one common a r c h e t y p e , and/or s c r i b a l 

m a n i f e s t a t i o n s of s t y l i s t i c c o n v e n t i o n s which were c o n t i n u o u s l y and l e g i t i 

mate ly o p e r a t i v e i n t h e t r a n s m i s s i o n s t a g e o f b i b l i c a l l i t e r a t u r e . 

These f a c t o r s are more r e a d i l y r e c o g n i z e d i n a s y n o p s i s o f Hebrew 

V e r s i o n s than i n a c o l l a t i o n of Hebrew r e a d i n g s w i t h t r a n s l a t i o n a l v a r i 

a n t s . To be s u r e , a t t e n t i o n must be p a i d t o t h e e x p e c t e d impact from 

changing c o n v e n t i o n s o f syntax i n a c o l l a t i o n of Hebrew i n v e r s i o n - v a r i a n t s 

i n s o u r c e s which may have been a f f e c t e d by d i a c h r o n i c l i n g u i s t i c d e v e l o p -
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ments , such a s MT v e r s u s Sam. or Qumran m a t e r i a l . Th i s a s p e c t , though, 

more p a r t i c u l a r l y r e q u i r e s c o n s i d e r a t i o n when i n v e r s i o n - v a r i a n t s i n t h e 

Hebrew o r i g i n a l and i n t r a n s l a t i o n s are compared, e s p e c i a l l y i n a non-

S e m i t i c t a r g e t l anguage . Here, t h e g r e a t e r p r o b a b i l i t y t h a t p e c u l i a r i t i e s 

o f t h e meta- language may have induced a t r a n s l a t o r or a c o p y i s t t o t r a n s 

pose s y n t a t i c a l e l e m e n t s must be c a r e f u l l y e v a l u a t e d . A c a u t i o u s a n a l y s i s 

w i l l reduce t h e number of i n s t a n c e s i n t h e t r a n s l a t i o n s t h a t should r i g h t 

f u l l y be d e a l t w i t h under t h e heading o f " o r i g i n a l i n v e r s i o n v a r i a n t s " 

stemming from a Hebrew Vorlage. However, t h e remaining c a s e s s u f f i c e t o 

demonstrate t h e impact o f l e g i t i m a t e s t y l i s t i c i n v e r s i o n on t r a n s l a t i o n a l 

V e r s i o n s which makes i t s e l f m a n i f e s t i n t e x t u a l t r a n s p o s i t i o n . 

o . A sampling o f i n v e r s i o n - v a r i a n t s i n n o n - m a s s o r e t i c w i t n e s s e s t o t h e 

t e x t o f t h e B i b l e w i l l s u f f i c i e n t l y i l l u s t r a t e the v a l i d i t y o f t h e above 

argument. We s h a l l f i r s t adduce examples from t h e Samaritan Hebrew P e n t a 

t euch V e r s i o n and t h e n p r e s e n t comparable e v i d e n c e from t h e Qumran S c r o l l s . 

The d i s c u s s i o n of t h e s e w i l l be k e p t t o a bare minimum: 

9 5 . Ex. 5:3 MT: 

Sam: ο τ τ » ruf?» ι Ί Π r r m o n r o v ι 

9 6 . Lev. 20:13 MT: iroi*» mo avow w ravin 
Sam: om s» inrrp mn iwp ravin 

20:22 MT: 

Sam: 

ντκπ T D N X K^pn κ>ι 
T Û N K ηκπ κνη κ>ι 

In t h e above i n s t a n c e s , t h e i n v e r s i o n amounted t o a r e v e r s a l o f t h e 



order of some s y n t a t i c a l components (such as can be found i n intra-MT 

p a r a l l e l s , e . g . , 2 Sam. 7 : 2 0 - 1 Chr. 1 7 : 1 8 ; 2 Sam. 6 : 1 7 - 1 Chr. 1 6 : 1 ; 2 Sam. 

1 0 : 1 1 - 1 Chr. 1 9 : 1 2 ) which o f t e n a l s o c o n s t i t u t e s t h e e lement o f v a r i a t i o n 

between t h e MT and p a r a l l e l Qumran m a t e r i a l . 

8 . In the f o l l o w i n g c a s e s , t h e r e l a t i o n between the MT and Q m a t e r i a l r e 

f l e c t s the Α-B v e r s u s the B-Α arrangement of the two components o f a p a i r 

o f synonyms : 

9 8 . I s . 4 9 : 6 M T : 2 2 5 ^tOTf? >ΚΎ£Ρ "»TIM"! Spy*1 ^BÙtt? ΠΚ D*>pn> 

i s a : ^wc? mpy*> *»T»2fii >«Ίκη *>vùm ηκ frprt? 

9 9 . 4 9 : 2 5 MT: 226ß?W y»Ty fTli??D Hp'' TQJ "»attf DJ 
7 9 7 

i s a : D>D*> R>ny ΌΒΠ n p ^ " n a j M P > D DJ 

1 0 0 . 52:13 MT: *TKD ΓΠΙΠ KttfJ") 0 Ί Τ "'Tay >ΌίίΡ Π3Π 

i s b : 2 2 8 2 2 9 T K D Kt̂ jT n a j i D I T 

In o t h e r i n s t a n c e s , i n v e r s i o n e f f e c t e d a s y n t a t i c a l rearrangement i n Qum

ran p a r a l l e l s vis-a-vis t h e MT which i s o f t h e same type as the one o b 

served between MT and Samaritan v a r i a n t s (examples 9 5 - 9 7 ) as w e l l as b e 

tween intra-MT p a r a l l e l s : 

1 0 1 . I s . 3 6 : 1 2 MT: "> JTK ^JnVttf *ρ>ΚΊ p J Ï K >ΚΠ (= 2 Kings 18:27) 

I s a : ΌΤΤΚ *>an>t£? N D D ^ I T K 2 3 0 > y i ΠΕΟ^ΚΠ 

102 . 1:30 MT: Π> p K D^D ΊίϋΚ H J j m 

i s a : rc? D"»O ρ κ TBK n j j m 

1 0 3 . 3 7 : 7 MT: m i i a ] m j ^JJH 

i s a : 23Via rrn 7mi ^ j j h 
104 . 38:19 MT: Π'ΡΠ O l D a γ Τ Ρ ΚΙ Π "»Π 

l s b : ^ J i n a DI^π 

105 . 62 :8 MT: Τ / Ο ^ >3KD T i y "pa Τ ΠΚ p K DK 

l s b : P J T ηκ T i y 

106 . 2 Sam. 24:16 MT: om. 

4Qsam a: 2 3 3D*>(pt£n D^DaJno DÏ^ClS) 

1 Chr. 2 1 : 1 6 MT: DHOS Vy D^ptiD D^DDD 

A c o l l a t i o n o f t h e MT w i t h Qumran p a r a l l e l s a l s o r e v e a l s i n s t a n c e s o f 



i n v e r s i o n of complete s e n t e n c e p a r t s , which was found t o c o n s t i t u t e t h e 

e lement o f v a r i a t i o n between intra-MT p a r a l l e l s (examples 92-93) and which 

sometimes r e s u l t e d i n 1 d o u b l e - r e a d i n g s ' (examples 8 7 - 9 1 ) . A c a s e i n p o i n t 

i s 

107 . I s . 37:33 MT: ŜIZP Κ 7*1 p D ΓΟΕΠΡ*1 K7*1 ΥΠ Ott? ΠΎΡ K?*1 (= 2 Ki .19:32) 

Π770 m ? y 

l s a : p o ïliDIp*1 KT?*1 VTI Dtü KT ΚΊ71 Π??*10 ΚΓΡ?ν TlöttT» ΚΙ 7*1 

γ . There i s ample documentat ion for changes o f word-order i n t h e LXX t r a 

d i t i o n or p a r t of i t vis-à-vis t h e MT as w e l l as between the major w i t 

n e s s e s t o t h e Greek t e x t . D i s c u s s i n g t h i s i s s u e w i t h r e f e r e n c e t o the 

t e x t of Jeremiah, Z i e g l e r q u o t e s Origen who i n h i s l e t t e r t o Afr i canus 

p o i g n a n t l y remarks on t h e numerous ( s y n t a c t i c a l ) i n v e r s i o n s : 2 3 4 πολλά δε 

τουαϋτα χαο έν τω Ι ε ρ ε μ ί α χατενοησαμεν , έν ψ xctt πολλην μετάθεσυν xaù 

εναλλάγην της λέξεως τών προφητευομένων ευρομεν (Migne PG 11 ,50 Β ) . I t 

remains , though, an open i s s u e whether , as Z i e g l e r d o e s , i t i s c o r r e c t t o 
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d e f i n e the numerous examples o f word-order v a r i a n t s i n t h e A t e x t vis-à-

vis t h e MT as Umstellungen, imply ing t h a t the Greek t r a d i t i o n i n t h e s e 

c a s e s changed t h e Hebrew t e x t : "Es koennen 40 S t e l l e n genannt werden, wo 

A a l l e i n oder von e i n i g e n abhaengigen Zeugen b e g l e i t e t , e i n e Umstel lung 
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vornimmt," presumably f o r Greek s t y l i s t i c r e a s o n s . A s i m i l a r e x p l a n a 

t i o n i s o f f e r e d f o r Umstellungen i n t h e Β t e x t t r a d i t i o n i n comparison w i t h 

t h e MT where t h i s i s f o l l o w e d by t h e A t e x t , a l though t h e s u g g e s t i o n i s 

weighed t h a t Β p r e s e r v e d i n such i n s t a n c e s an o r i g i n a l d i f f e r e n t word 
237 . . . . s e q u e n c e . However, what was n o t pondered a t a l l i s t h e p o s s i b i l i t y t h a t 

a t l e a s t some c a s e s o f i n v e r t e d word-order i n the Greek t r a n s l a t i o n may r e 

f l e c t t h e same margin of s t y l i s t i c l i c e n c e which can be observed i n a c o l 

l a t i o n o f p a r a l l e l Hebrew t r a d i t i o n s o f t h e B i b l e t e x t . 

This s u g g e s t i o n g a i n s i n p r o b a b i l i t y i n i n s t a n c e s i n which t h e LXX 

concur w i t h the MT arrangement o f t h e v e r s e , whereas t h e h e x a p l a r i c or t h e 

L u c i a n i c r e v i s i o n , which preponderant ly c o r r e c t towards t h e MT, e x h i b i t a 

s u r p r i s i n g i n v e r t e d arrangement. In a n a l y z i n g some such c a s e s i n t h e Greek 

t r a d i t i o n of I s a i a h , Z i e g l e r r a t h e r c a r e f u l l y r a i s e s t h e q u e s t i o n whether 

such t r a n s p o s i t i o n s indeed can be a s c r i b e d t o Origen o r whether they were 

n o t a l r e a d y c o n t a i n e d i n h i s Vorlage: "Bei den Umste l lungen e r h e b t s i c h 



wiederum d i e Frage , ob s i e a l l e auf Origenes zurueckgehen. Es i s t moegl ich. 
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das b e r e i t s i n d e s s e n Vorlage s o l c h e Umstel lungen s t a n d e n . " Bearing 

i n mind the p r e c e d i n g d i s c u s s i o n , we are i n c l i n e d t o answer t h i s q u e s t i o n 

more d e c i d e d l y i n t h e a f f i r m a t i v e , e s p e c i a l l y when the i n v e r s i o n i n v o l v e s 

t h e t r a n s p o s i t i o n o f components of a p a i r of synonyms i n one of t h e r e v i 

s i o n s , and a fortiori i n t h e b a s i c LXX t r a d i t i o n : 

108. J e r . 2:19 MT: Τ Χ Ο Ι Γ ) P R M T T F D I Π Τ Τ Β Π T T D T L 

LXX: παοδέ*υσευ σε ή άπόστασι,α σου H καί ή κακ£α ελέγξει , σε 

The second Greek noun κακία renders 89 t imes the Hebrew HVI which i s the 

f i r s t noun i n t h e MT. In view o f t h i s f a c t , i t i s o n l y n a t u r a l t o assume 
> » 239 » » t h a t αποστασία renders here mittfà, b e i n g d e r i v e d from άφυσταναυ which 

t r a n s l a t e s Ü"LTT? and IStft, e . g . , i n J e r . 3:14. i t t h e r e f o r e i s not s u r p r i s 

ing t h a t t h e h e x a p l a r i c t r a d i t i o n a d j u s t e d the Greek t o the MT by i n v e r t 

ing t h e two t r a n s l a t i o n a l nouns . S i m i l a r l y , we d i s c e r n an i d e n t i c a l c a s e 

of i n v e r s i o n o f a p a i r of p a r a l l e l s i n : 

109. J e r . 8:20 MT: V P H>D 11 T»2ip 1 S V 
LXX: δυηλθε θέρος II παρηλθευ αμητος and 

110. Prov. 26:1 MT: *Τ»*ΡΑ L E D D I H V P S 3>TID 

LXX: ωσπερ δρόσος έν δμητψ II καυ ωσπερ ύετδς έν θήρευ 

In f i v e o t h e r p a s s a g e s θέρος renders the Hebrew noun V P (Gen. 8:22; Zach. 

14:8; P s . 74[73]:17; Prov. 6 :8 ; 30:25 [24 :60] ) , whereas αμητος t r a n s l a t e s 

14 t imes *"P2£p (and once 12FP) . Only once more, i n a d d i t i o n t o the above 

i n s t a n c e s , i t i s used t o t r a n s l a t e V P (Micah 7 : 1 ) . 

The proposed i d e n t i f i c a t i o n o f αμητος w i t h ^ i fp i s b u t t r e s s e d by a 

comparison o f Prov. 26:1 w i t h 

111. I s . 18:4 MT: T>¥p Dm >D SVD II 11Κ DfD 
ΙιΧΧ:ως φως καύματος H και, ως νεφέλη δροσού ημέρας αμητου 

μεσημβρίας 

νεφέλη δρόσου r e c a l l s δρόσος i n Prov . 2 6 : 1 , both terms b e i n g connec ted i n 

t h e two i n s t a n c e s w i t h άμμτος = Τ · 2ΊΡ . In p a r e n t h e s i s we may add t h a t the 

rearranged word-order of t h e LXX i n the f i r s t stichoi o f I s . 18:4 p o s s i b l y 

r e f l e c t s an o r i g i n a l r e a d i n g . I t i s s u g g e s t e d t h a t t h e d i f f i c u l t 1*1 Η ""W 

should be r e a d 2 4 1 1*1 Κ *>>y >D(T>) or Π Κ >Dfc), an e x p r e s s i o n which i s employed 

i n I s . 26:19 - p i ) ΠΙΊΚ >D Ό . 



A c c o r d i n g l y WE would emend I s . 18:4 t o read: nyD II Ύ)Κ (VtD) Itf ΠΓΠ 

Ύ>ΧΡ DtD >p; or i n accord w i t h t h e Greek p o s i t i o n i n g o f φως a t t h e b e g i n -
2 4 2 

ning o f t h e v e r s e : T»5fp DTD Vû nyS II ÛTD TW ^ y C?VÙ). Outs ide 

t h e LXX, αμήτος a lways e q u a l s ' c r o p - h a r v e s t . ' I t never c a r r i e s t h e conno

t a t i o n o f 'summer' which a t t a c h e s t o V P t h a t a l s o can mean ' summer- fru i t ' 

( c p . , e . g . , Am. 8 : 1 - 2 ) , e x a c t l y as does θέρος i n extra-LXX u s a g e . I t i s , 

t h e r e f o r e , r e a s o n a b l e t o p o s i t t h a t t h e Greek t r a n s l a t i o n o f J E R . 8:20 and 

Prov . 2 6 : 1 i n v e r t e d t h e MT sequence o f t h e nouns "PP and *V¥p. 

In t h e l a s t example t o be d i s c u s s e d , t h e r e v e r s a l o f t h e m a s s o r e t i c 

word sequence i n t h e LXX c e r t a i n l y can be e x p l a i n e d t o have a r i s e n from 

t r a n s l a t i o n a l s t y l i s t i c reasons or from ' l i t e r a r y l o g i c ' : 

1 1 2 . J E R . 4 :28 MT: TODÖ mtöK T O P U tf?1 Π ^ΠΏΤ >TTÙ1 Ό > V 

LXX: δύοτυ έλάλησα ΧΑΥ ού μετανοήσω ωρμησα xaù ούχ 

άποστρε'φω άπ ' αύτης 

The MT here p r e s e n t s two w o r d - p a i r s o f o p p o s i t e meanings , arranged i n an 

a - a 1 b - b ' o r d e r , whereas t h e Greek d i s p l a y s t h e more e l e g a n t a-b a ' - b ' 

p a t t e r n . Although i t must be admit ted t h a t we may be concerned h e r e w i t h 

an inner-Greek i n v e r s i o n e f f e c t e d by a t r a n s l a t o r , we f e e l i n c l i n e d t o 

accord a s much p r o b a b i l i t y t o t h e s u g g e s t i o n t h a t t h e p r e s e n t Greek t e x t 

r e f l e c t s a Hebrew i n v e r s i o n v a r i a n t d i s p l a y e d i n i t s Vorlage. 

δ . Having r e t r a c e d t h e impact of s t y l i s t i c i n v e r s i o n on t h e t e x t u a l t r a n s 

m i s s i o n o f t h e B i b l e t e x t i n v a r i o u s Hebrew and t r a n s l a t i o n a l w i t n e s s e s , we 

s h a l l now turn t o t h e i n v e s t i g a t i o n o f t h e e f f e c t which t h i s l i t e r a r y p h e 

nomenon had on q u o t a t i o n s from b i b l i c a l l i t e r a t u r e i n p o s t - b i b l i c a l w r i t 

i n g s . The t r a n s p o s i t i o n o f s y n t a c t i c a l e l e m e n t s o f a b i b l i c a l v e r s e i n i t s 

secondary employment a s a q u o t a t i o n i n Qumran and r a b b i n i c w r i t i n g s , or i n 

t h e Apocrypha, o f t e n i s i n t e r p r e t e d t o have r e s u l t e d from s c r i b a l l a x i t y or 

from l a p s e s o f memory, assuming t h a t t h e p o s t - b i b l i c a l author quoted by 
243 

h e a r t and d i d n o t r e l y on a w r i t t e n s o u r c e . 

I t i s agreed from t h e o u t s e t t h a t i n a l a r g e p e r c e n t a g e of c a s e s o f 

q u o t a t i o n a l i n v e r s i o n s t h e above e x p l a n a t i o n s indeed a r e v a l i d . I t may 

f u r t h e r be assumed t h a t i n o t h e r i n s t a n c e s , i n v e r t e d q u o t a t i o n s r e f l e c t 

Hebrew or p o s s i b l y t r a n s l a t i o n a l v a r i a n t s which t h e q u o t i n ç author found i n 

h i s Vorlage o f t h e b i b l i c a l t e x t i n q u e s t i o n . However, i n v iew o f t h e 



f o r e g o i n g d i s c u s s i o n , i t i s s u g g e s t e d t h a t a l s o i n t h i s sphere o f b i b l i c a l 

t e x t t r a n s m i s s i o n t h e p o s s i b i l i t y should be c o n s i d e r e d t h a t t h e p r i n c i p l e 

o f ' c o n t r o l l e d v a r i a t i o n ' which was the l e g i t i m a t e r i g h t o f b i b l i c a l 

a u t h o r s , e d i t o r s , and l i k e w i s e o f t r a n s m i t t e r s and c o p y i s t s r e t a i n e d a 

l e a s e on l i f e a l s o i n the p o s t - b i b l i c a l p e r i o d and was u t i l i z e d by w r i t e r s 

who employed b i b l i c a l q u o t a t i o n s a s b u i l d i n g s t o n e s i n t h e i r own compos i 

t i o n s . We have no r e a s o n t o doubt t h a t i f a l r e a d y i n the e a r l y p o s t -

b i b l i c a l p e r i o d t h e l a t e r emerging i n s i s t e n c e on l i t e r a l e x a c t n e s s w i t h 

regard t o the B i b l e t e x t would have been the e s t a b l i s h e d norm, r a b b i n i c 

and Qumran authors would have m e t i c u l o u s l y abided by t h i s norm. Even 

a f t e r d i s c o u n t i n g t h e i n v e r s i o n v a r i a n t s which can be r e a d i l y e x p l a i n e d t o 

have r e s u l t e d from t r a n s m i s s i o n a l phenomena such a s mentioned above , some 

o f the remaining i n s t a n c e s r e q u i r e a d i f f e r e n t i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . 

Rabbinic l i t e r a t u r e p r e s e n t s us w i t h many i n s t a n c e s o f a f r u i t f u l 

employment o f t r a n s p o s i t i o n and i n v e r s i o n i n S c r i p t u r e q u o t a t i o n s f o r 

m i d r a s h i c - e x e g e t i c a l and h o m i l e t i c p u r p o s e s , t o t h e e x t e n t t h a t i t c o i n e d 
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a s p e c i a l t e c h n i c a l term f o r t h i s t echn ique - DYlD, and e s t a b l i s h e d the 
e x e g e t i c a l r u l e - ΊΠΪίΓΓΠ KTpDn DID - ' i n v e r t (or rearrange) a v e r s e and 
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(then) expound i t . ' I t would appear t h a t i n e s s e n c e t h i s method was 
c o n s i d e r e d a means by which t o r e - e s t a b l i s h the supposed ly o r i g i n a l s y n t a c 
t i c a l order of a v e r s e which i n t h e MT seeming ly p r e s e n t e d a c a s e o f hys-
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teron proteron. Like o t h e r l i t e r a r y - t e x t u a l t erms , such as KIpD -
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. . . K7K . . . 'do not read . . . , but r a t h e r . . . , D") TD i n the course o f 
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t ime l o s t i t s o r i g i n a l e x a c t t e c h n i c a l c o n n o t a t i o n , and i n v e r s i o n b e 

came a midrash ic Spielelement i n S c r i p t u r e q u o t a t i o n s . However, t h e p r o 

g r e s s i v e d i s s i p a t i o n o f e x a c t n e s s i n the employment o f t h e term and t h e 

t e c h n i q u e shou ld not p r e v e n t us from r e c o g n i z i n g t h e i n i t i a l l y l i t e r a r y -

t e c h n i c a l c h a r a c t e r o f t h e r a b b i n i c concept o f D*)TD. 

Qumran w r i t i n g s have not p r e s e r v e d f o r us any s p e c i f i c t ermino logy by 

which t o i d e n t i f y l i t e r a r y phenomena and t e c h n i q u e s t h a t were o p e r a t i v e i n 

t h e Covenanters ' s e t t i n g . However, t h e r e i s no l a c k o f proof t h a t 

q u o t a t i o n - i n v e r s i o n was f u l l y a c c e p t e d by Qumran a u t h o r s , whether d e l i b e r 

a t e l y and c o n s c i o u s l y or as a mat ter of t r a d i t i o n and r o u t i n e . In some 

i n s t a n c e s , a s , e . g . , i n t h e comparison of 



1 1 3 . CD 1 , 2 : *P5ftOD 7*Λ W liDtüDI H Ί012 7*0 DV *)> η*"*! Ό w i t h 

J e r . 2 5 : 3 1 : "TAD 7D7 Hl Π ΟΕ«Π Π D*>*m m m ? *2*n *C (= v s s ) , 

we are concerned w i t h a s imple r e v e r s i o n and paraphrase of t h e b i b l i c a l 

t e x t . 

The m i d r a s h i c - p a r a p h r a s t i c c h a r a c t e r of t r a n s p o s i t i o n becomes even 
more apparent i n t h e f o l l o w i n g examples: 

114 . Zech. 1 1 : 1 1 : T K D"*TQTTFN *{Κ**Π *.*Oy p *iy*P*l ( = V s s ) 

CD V I I , 2 0 : &Π IITIK m*TD*1ttrm 

1 1 5 . i s . 5 9 : 5 : *IDINK*> tir-rûy *>Ύΐρ*ι π *iypn i * N Y S 5 * 

cd v , 1 3 - 1 4 : Drp ïPn ö*>:nyD*i ·»ιο*ι π ο η ^ τ ι ρ tipnny *>mp 

In o t h e r i n s t a n c e s i t would appear t h a t t h e p o s s i b l e employment of l i t e r a r y 

chiasm t o e x p r e s s by i t c o n t r a s t i n g moods or meanings t o which a t t e n t i o n 
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a l r e a d y was drawn may be r e f l e c t e d i n i n v e r t e d q u o t a t i o n s i n Qumran l i t 

e r a t u r e , e . g . : 

116 . P s . 1 1 9 : 2 2 : M * 1 Π5ΊΠ *I>yD 73 

1QH 1 1 , 3 3 - 3 4 : ΠΒ*ΤΠ?*) M ? *»31î0**TTR»*1 

S i n c e t h e combinat ion TO*) Π3ΊΠ, probably a hendyadys , i s unique i n b i b l i 

c a l Hebrew, l i t t l e doubt i s l e f t t h a t we are d e a l i n g here w i t h a d i r e c t 

q u o t a t i o n by the author o f 1QH from Psalm 119 . 

117 . E z . 2 2 : 2 6 : IVTin K? TiïTtÛ? Vmti p m H Ί ^ Τ η Π K? ?Π? ΒΠΡ pn 

CD V I , 1 7 : ?*1Π"? ΕΠ1ΡΠ ΡΠ VYm?*) ΙΐΊ*ΐΠΐΰ? KDOT ΡΠ 7*·ΤΠΠ7*1 

The unique combinat ion o f e l e m e n t s and t h e ensuing r e f e r e n c e t o t h e Sabbath 

i n both i n s t a n c e s ajain make i t abundantly c l e a r t h a t CD V I , 1 7 p r e s e n t s a 

paraphrased i n v e r t e d q u o t a t i o n of Ez . 2 2 : 2 6 . S i m i l a r l y , 

118 . Deut 32:22 βΠΤΤΤΐ ΓΪ7η*η VTtf *»ΚΓΓΙ η**Γ)ΠΓ) 7*1 Kti» TV Tp^ITl ">SK*1 ΠΤΤΤΡ töK '•a 

Ο*» "Π ΉΟΙΟ i s paraphrased w i t h i n v e r s i o n o f t h e main s y n t a c t i c a l e l e m e n t s 

i n 1QH XVII, 13 ΠΤΤΠη 7*)ΚΒη Π(73*)Κ)
 25(Wl W ***TD*1D ( T l p O ) . The p r o 

p o s a l t o read [ΠΡ^Π] or p o s s i b l y [12*^*7*2] a t t h e b e g i n n i n g o f t h e l i n e , 

r a t h e r than [η*ΐοΓΟ] w i t h L i c h t , d e r i v e s from t h e r e c o g n i t i o n o f t h e depend

ence o f t h e Hodayoth p a s s a g e on t h e t e x t o f Deut . 3 2 : 2 2 , which L i c h t f a i l e d 

t o r e c o g n i z e , 2 5 1 and i l l u s t r a t e s t h e p o t e n t i a l s o f s t y l i s t i c a n a l y s i s f o r 

t e x t u a l r e s e a r c h . 



S i m i l a r i n s t a n c e s o f q u o t a t i o n i n v e r s i o n may be observed i n a com

p a r i s o n of , e . g . 

119 . 1QW 1 , 1 - 2 w i t h I s . 1 1 : 1 4 , 

120 . 1QW X I , 7 w i t h Num. 2 4 : 1 8 , 

1 2 1 . 1QH V I I I , 2 3 - 2 4 w i t h J e r . 1 7 : 6 - 8 , and many more examples t h a t f o l l o w 

t h e same p a t t e r n . 

VII ' B i b l i c a l * and ' P o s t - b i b l i c a l ' - The I s s u e o f L i t e r a r y C o n t i n u i t y 

The r i c h crop o f q u o t a t i o n v a r i a n t s from b i b l i c a l w r i t i n g s i n Qumran 

c o m p o s i t i o n s s u g g e s t s t h a t ' i n v e r s i o n ' was c o n s i d e r e d by t h e i r a u t h o r s a 

l e g i t i m a t e q u o t a t i o n t e c h n i q u e . In t h i s , as i n many o t h e r m a t t e r s , Qumran 

w r i t e r s o b v i o u s l y f o l l o w e d b a s i c t r e n d s and t e n e t s of b i b l i c a l l i t e r a t u r e . 

S i n c e some of t h e e a r l i e r Qumran works are contemporaneous w i t h t h e l a t e s t 

p a r t s o f t h e b i b l i c a l canon, such a s , e . g . , t h e second h a l f o f t h e Book of 

D a n i e l , t h e c o m p a r a b i l i t y of t h e two s e t s o f l i t e r a t u r e becomes a lmost 

s e l f - e v i d e n t . The s p e c i f i c i s s u e d i s c u s s e d h e r e , v i z . the i n t e r r e l a t i o n of 

b i b l i c a l s t y l i s t i c s and t h e h i s t o r y o f t h e B i b l e t e x t and i t s r e l a t i o n t o 

b i b l i c a l q u t a t i o n s i n Queran w r i t i n g s , must be v iewed i n t h e wider s e t t i n g 

o f the Qumran Covenanters ' i d e o l o g y and t h e i r h i s t o r i c a l c o n c e p t i o n s . The 

Covenanters c o n c e i v e d o f t h e m s e l v e s as the ' b i b l i c a l I s r a e l . ' In t h e i r 

s e l f - u n d e r s t a n d i n g , they i d e n t i f i e d t h e i r community w i t h t h e 'remnant' of 

b i b l i c a l p r o p h e t i c v i s i o n s ( I s . 6 : 1 3 ; 7 : 3 ; 1 0 : 2 0 - 2 2 ; 4 6 : 3 ; J e r . 2 3 : 3 ; Micah 

2:2 e t c . ) . The 'New Covenanters ' were , i n t h e i r own v i e w , t h e ' h o l y s e e d ' 

( I s . 6 : 1 3 ; 7 : 3 ; Ezra 9:2 e t c . ) , t h e d i r e c t de scendant s o f p r e - e x i l i c I s r a e l , 

who had re turned t o t h e Land. As a reward f o r t h e i r f a i t h f u l n e s s t o 

I s r a e l ' s God and t h e i r s t e a d f a s t adherence t o His commandments t h e y , and 

o n l y t h e y , had been saved from the u t t e r d i s s o l u t i o n o f I s r a e l and t h e 

d e s t r u c t i o n of t h e Temple (CD 1 , 4 - 8 ; 1 1 , 8 ; e t c . ) . In t h e i r community, p r e -
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e x i l i c I s r a e l was embodied and r e c o n s t i t u t e d . 

In a c t u a l f a c t , t h e emergence of the Qumran community occurred i n a 

h i s t o r i c a l s e t t i n g which from t h e p o i n t o f v iew o f n a s c e n t r a b b i n i c Judaism 

must be d e f i n e d a s p o s t - b i b l i c a l , whatever d e f i n i t i o n i s accorded t o t h i s 

term. However, c o n c e p t u a l l y s p e a k i n g , t h e Covenanters p e r c e i v e d t h e m s e l v e s 

a s s tand ing w i t h i n t h e framework o f t h e b i b l i c a l p e r i o d , not l e s s so t h a n , 

e . g . , t h e author o f t h e Book of D a n i e l . In t h i s fundamental a s p e c t , t h e 



"commune of the Bene Zadok' d i f f e r s r a d i c a l l y from o t h e r b i b l i c i z i n g rami

f i c a t i o n s of p o s t - e x i l i c Judaism t h a t c o n s i d e r e d t h e b i b l i c a l p e r i o d a 

c l o s e d chapter i n t h e h i s t o r y of I s r a e l , a p e r i o d which served them as a 

major source of i n s p i r a t i o n . These contemporaneous Jewi sh communit ies , 

and foremost r a b b i n i c Judaism, c o n s c i o u s l y had t erminated t h e w r i t i n g o f 

• b i b l i c a l ' l i t e r a t u r e . They innovated new s t y l e s and t y p e s o f l i t e r a r y 

c o m p o s i t i o n : the Apocrypha on the one hand and on t h e o t h e r the Mishnah 

and t h e v a r i o u s forms o f Midrash. The emerging ' o r a l Torah' was d e l i b e r -
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a t e l y s e g r e g a t e d from t h e b i b l i c a l ' w r i t t e n T o r a h . ' 

The r a t i o n a l i s t t e a c h i n g o f the Rabbis found i t s e x p r e s s i o n i n l i t e 

rary forms which most probably by i n t e n t i o n d i f f e r e d fundamental ly from 

t h e b i b l i c a l l i t e r a r y genres i n which was c o n c r e t i z e d t h e i n s p i r e d t e a c h i n g 

o f former g e n e r a t i o n s . In c o n t r a d i s t i n c t i o n , the Qumran Covenanters d i d 

n o t s u b s c r i b e t o t h e i d e a t h a t t h e b i b l i c a l era had been t e r m i n a t e d , nor 

d i d they a c c e p t t h e concomitant n o t i o n t h a t ' b i b l i c a l ' l i t e r a t u r e and l i t 

e r a r y s tandards had been superseded or r e p l a c e d by new c o n c e p t i o n s . I t 
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appears t h a t t h e very concept o f a 'canon o f b i b l i c a l w r i t i n g s ' never 

took r o o t i n t h e i r world of i d e a s , whatever way t h e term 'canon' i s d e 

f i n e d . Ergo, t h e v e r y n o t i o n of a c l o s i n g o f t h e canon was not r e l e v a n t . 

T h i s a p p l i e s t o t h e comple t ion o f t h e canon o f S c r i p t u r e s a s a w h o l e , and 

a l s o t o t h e c l o s u r e o f i t s major components . I t would seem t h a t n o t o n l y 

d i d t h e complex o f t h e Hagiographa remain an open i s s u e , but a l s o t h e c o l 

l e c t i o n o f p r o p h e t i c books was n o t c o n s i d e r e d s e a l e d . P r o p h e t i c or q u a s i -

p r o p h e t i c " i n s p i r a t i o n * c o n t i n u e d t o inform t h e l e a d e r s o f t h e Qumran com

munity , who d i d n o t s u b s c r i b e t o t h e r a b b i n i c dictum t h a t w i t h ' t h e demise 

o f t h e l a s t ( i . e . , t h e p o s t - e x i l i c ) p r o p h e t s Haggai , Zechar iah and 

Malachi ( p r o p h e t i c ) i n s p i r a t i o n had departed from I s r a e l ' (Tos . Sotah 1 3 , 2 

e d . Zuckermandel 3 1 8 , 2 1 - 2 3 ; Bab. T a l . Sotah 48b; Sanh. l i b , e t c . ; and Seder 

01am 3 0 ) . 2 5 5 Qumran l i t e r a t i condidered b i b l i c a l l i t e r a t u r e a l i v i n g mat

t e r , and p a r t i c i p a t e d i n t h e ongoing p r o c e s s o f i t s c r e a t i o n . The ir a t t i 

tude t o t h e b i b l i c a l books and t o t h e t e x t o f S c r i p t u r e s may be b e t t e r com

pared t o t h a t o f t h e author o f t h e Book o f C h r o n i c l e s toward e a r l i e r b i b l i 

c a l w r i t i n g s , r a t h e r than t o t h a t o f r a b b i n i c authors toward t h e books of 

t h e canon. Like t h e C h r o n i c l e r , o r f o r t h a t m a t t e r t h e author o f D a n i e l , 

t h e y r e l a t e d t o t h e b i b l i c a l l i t e r a t u r e from w i t h i n , and n o t from w i t h o u t 



i t s o r b i t , a s d i d t h e authors of t h e Apocrypha and t h e Rabbis . L ike t h e 

C h r o n i c l e r , t h e c o p y i s t and p o s s i b l y a l s o the author o f the Psalms S c r o l l 
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from Cave 11 (HQ P s a ) , as w e l l as the authors o f t h e Hodayoth, the 

Damascus Documents and s i m i l a r works , in troduced i n t o t h e c o p i e s based 

upon t h e i r Vorlagen, and i n t o t h e i r b i b l i c a l q u o t a t i o n s , p a r a p h r a s e s , word-

s u b s t i t u t i o n s and g l o s s e s and skipped p h r a s e s and p a s s a g e s which they c o n 

s i d e r e d u n s u i t a b l e . In a l l t h e s e a s p e c t s they mainta ined a b i b l i c a l 

s t a n c e , worked i n a b i b l i c a l v e i n , and used b i b l i c a l s t y l i s t i c t e c h n i q u e s . 

I am f u l l y aware of the f a c t t h a t a g r e a t number, probably an o v e r 

whelming m a j o r i t y , o f Qumran v a r i a n t s i n b i b l i c a l s c r o l l s and i n B i b l e 

q u o t a t i o n s r e s u l t e d from i n s u f f i c i e n t l y c o n t r o l l e d copy ing and/or sometimes 

r e p r e s e n t d i v e r g i n g Vorlagen. But I would a l s o mainta in t h a t an u n d e t e r 

mined p e r c e n t a g e o f t h e s e variae lectiones d e r i v e from t h e impact o f ongo

i n g l i t e r a r y p r o c e s s e s of an i n t r a - b i b l i c a l n a t u r e , a s i l l u s t r a t e d by the 

examples adduced above . This p r o p o s i t i o n , no doubt , c a l l s f o r f u r t h e r d e 

t a i l e d i n v e s t i g a t i o n . However, a l r e a d y a t t h i s p r e l i m i n a r y s t a g e i t s 

p o t e n t i a l importance f o r b i b l i c a l s t u d i e s becomes apparent when i t i s d i s 

c u s s e d w i t h i n t h e frame o f r e f e r e n c e e s t a b l i s h e d by the ' t h r e e r e c e n s i o n s ' 

or ' t h r e e t e x t - t y p e s ' s c h o o l . As was s t r e s s e d a t t h e very o u t s e t of t h i s 

p r e s e n t a t i o n , t h i s new h y p o t h e s i s has widened t h e scope of b i b l i c a l t e x t u a l 

r e s e a r c h . I t p u r p o r t s t o e v i n c e t h e h i s t o r y o f t h e t e x t , as f a r back a s 

t h e t h i r d century B . C . E . , b a s i n g i t s arguments on manuscr ipt e v i d e n c e , and 

h a s deduced from t h i s e v i d e n c e p r e c e d i n g s t a g e s of t h e t e x t i n as e a r l y as 

t h e f i f t h or even s i x t h century B .C.E. In o t h e r words , i n t h e Qumran 

m a t e r i a l c o a l e s c e t h e phase of c r e a t i v e a u t h o r i n g o f b i b l i c a l l i t e r a t u r e 

w i t h the a n c i l l a r y phase of t e x t t r a n s m i s s i o n . The synchronous e x e c u t i o n 

o f t h e s e i n t r i n s i c a l l y d i f f e r e n t p r o c e s s e s w i t h i n t h e o r b i t o f one s e t of 

l i t e r a t u r e , v i z . t h e b i b l i c a l w r i t i n g s , l e n d s a d d i t i o n a l f o r c e t o t h e s u g 

g e s t i o n t h a t t h e d i v e r s e p r a c t i t i o n e r s , t h e authors and the c o p y i s t s , muta

tis mutandis, employed the same or s i m i l a r l i t e r a r y t e n e t s and t e c h n i q u e s . 

I n v iew o f t h e i n h e r e n t i d e o l o g i c a l l y b i b l i c a l s t a n c e , Qumran l i t e r a t u r e , 

which c h r o n o l o g i c a l l y speaking i s s e t i n t h e H e l l e n i s t i c and Roman p e r i o d s , 

c l o s e s t o a l a r g e degree t h e deve lopmenta l gap between b i b l i c a l and r a b 

b i n i c l i t e r a t u r e . The l i t e r a r y and s t y l i s t i c a n a l y s i s o f Qumran works thus 

cou ld p r o v i d e new i n s i g h t s i n t o t h e in terdependence o f t h e s e d i v e r s e s e t s 



of a n c i e n t Hebrew w r i t i n g s and cou ld h e l p i n r e c a p t u r i n g some a s p e c t s o f 

t h e c o n t i n u a n c e o f b i b l i c a l l i t e r a r y norms i n t o what c u s t o m a r i l y i s d e s i g 

nated a s t h e p o s t - b i b l i c a l p e r i o d . 

I t i s hoped t h a t t h e f o r e g o i n g d i s c u s s i o n s u f f i c i e n t l y i l l u s t r a t e d 

t h e h y p o t h e s i s t h a t i n a n c i e n t Hebrew l i t e r a t u r e no hard and f a s t l i n e s 

can be drawn between a u t h o r s ' c o n v e n t i o n s of s t y l e and t r a d e n t s ' and copy

i s t s ' r u l e s o f r e p r o d u c t i o n and t r a n s m i s s i o n . I t may be s a i d t h a t i n 

a n c i e n t I s r a e l , and probably a l s o i n o t h e r a n c i e n t Near E a s t e r n c u l t u r e s , 

e s p e c i a l l y i n Mesopotamia, t h e p r o f e s s i o n a l s c r i b e seldom i f e v e r was 

mere ly a s l a v i s h c o p y i s t o f t h e m a t e r i a l which he h a n d l e d . He r a t h e r 

shou ld be c o n s i d e r e d a minor p a r t n e r i n t h e c r e a t i v e l i t e r a r y p r o c e s s . To 

a d e g r e e , he a p p l i e d on t h e r e p r o d u c t i v e l e v e l norms and t e c h n i q u e s which 

had informed h i s p r e d e c e s s o r s , t h e a n c i e n t a u t h o r s , and which had become 

h i s l i t e r a r y l e g a c y . The r i g h t t o i n t r o d u c e v a r i a t i o n s i n t o the b i b l i c a l 

t e x t , w i t h i n l i m i t s , had come t o t h e B i b l e - o r i e n t e d c o p y i s t s and quot ing 

a u t h o r s o f p o s t - b i b l i c a l works , t o g e t h e r w i t h t h e t r a n s m i t t e d w r i t i n g s . 

Mechanical f a i t h f u l n e s s t o t h e l e t t e r of t h e s a n c t i f i e d t r a d i t i o n a l l i t e r a 

t u r e i s t o become t h e r u l e o n l y a f t e r t h e u n d i r e c t e d and i n t u i t i v e p r o c e s s 

of c a n o n i s a t i o n had completed i t s c o u r s e , i . e . , n o t e a r l i e r than t h e f i r s t 

c e n t u r y B .C.E. and n o t l a t e r than t h e second century C.E. The r e c o g n i t i o n 

o f t h e ongoing impact o f s t y l i s t i c t e c h n i q u e s and norms on t h e t e x t u a l 

t r a n s m i s s i o n o f t h e b i b l i c a l l i t e r a t u r e which r e s u l t s from t h e above a n a l y 

s i s must be g i v e n due a t t e n t i o n i n t h e s c h o l a r l y d i s c u s s i o n o f i s s u e s p e r -
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t a i n i n g t o t h e 'Text and V e r s i o n s ' of t h e B i b l e . 
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e t c . 

Compi ler , 900 -
Redactor 

C o p y i s t 300 -

4 5 . This sys tem i s e x e m p l i f i e d i n t h e ' I n t r o d u c t i o n s ' by 0 . E i s s -
f e l d t 3 (Tuebingen 1 9 6 4 ) ; E. S e l l i n - G. Fohrer (He ide lberg 1 9 6 5 ) ; Μ. Ζ. 
S e g a l (Jerusalem 1946 , Hebrew). In s p i t e o f some d e p a r t u r e s from t h i s 
model a l s o F. Bleek - J . W e l l h a u s e n 5 ( B e r l i n 1 8 6 6 ) , C. H. C o r n i l l (Tuebingen 
1 9 0 5 ) , R. H. P f e i f f e r (New York/London 1 9 4 1 ) , e t a l . , f o l l o w t h e same l i n e s . 

4 6 . The assumed profound d i f f e r e n c e between t h e forms o f o r a l t r a d i 
t i o n and w r i t t e n t r a n s m i s s i o n should be toneä down c o n s i d e r a b l y . An i n v e s t i 
g a t i o n i n t o t r a n s i t i o n a l s t a g e s and i n t o t h e p o s s i b l e t r a n s f e r of t e c h n i q u e s 
from one t o t h e o t h e r i s an u r g e n t d e s i d e r a t u m . These i s s u e s were n o t 
touched upon i n such s y s t e m a t i c works a s E. N i e l s e n ' s Oral Tradition, STB 
11 (London 1954) and A. B. Lord ' s The Singer of Tales (New York 1 9 7 0 ) , 



e s p e c i a l l y pp . 1 2 4 - 1 3 8 . For a s u g g e s t i v e new approach t o t h e problem w i t h 
r e f e r e n c e t o t h e r a b b i n i c ' o r a l law' s e e J . Neusner , "Types and Forms i n 
A n c i e n t Jewish L i t e r a t u r e : Some Comparisons," History of Religions v o l . 
1 1 , 4 (1972) 354 -390 ; idem, "The Rabbinic T r a d i t i o n s About t h e P h a r i s e e s 
Be fore A.D. 70 , The Problem of Oral T r a n s m i s s i o n , " JJS χ χ ϋ (1971) 1 - 1 8 . 

4 7 . The growth i n s t a g e s o f t h e l a t t e r p a r t of t h e Book o f Jeremiah 
( c h s . 45-52) w i l l be d i s c u s s e d i n a s e p a r a t e p u b l i c a t i o n . 

4 8 . R. Smend, Die Weisheit des Jesus Sirach ( B e r l i n 1 9 0 6 ) . Verse 
numbers i n b r a c k e t s r e f e r t o M. Z. S e g a l ' s e d i t i o n o f t h e book (Jerusalem 
1953 , Hebrew). 

4 9 . Cp. S e g a l , op. cit. 3 5 0 , 1 3 ; 363 ad loc. G. H. Box - W. 0 . E. 
O e s t e r l e y i n : R. H. Char les ,The Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha v o l . I (Oxford 
1913) 511-512 and 5 1 7 , d e f i n e both n o t a t i o n s as ' s u b s c r i p t i o n s ' w i t h o u t f u r 
t h e r c l a r i f i c a t i o n s . 

5 0 . An i l l u s t r a t i o n of t h e in terdependence o f t h e s e d i v e r s e l i t e r a r y 
p r o c e s s e s may be found i n S. Talmon - M. F i s h b a n e , "Aspects o f t h e L i t e r a r y 
S t r u c t u r e of t h e Book o f E z e k i e l , " Tarbiz x l i i (1972/73) 27-41 (Hebrew). 

5 1 . The r e q u i r e d i n t e g r a t i v e approach i n e x e g e s i s o f b i b l i c a l l i t e r a 
t u r e i s most f r u i t f u l l y a p p l i e d by W. Zimmerli , Ezechiel, BKAT (Neukirchen-
Vluyn 1 9 6 9 ) . 

5 2 . A d e t a i l e d p o r t r a i t o f R. Meier may be found i n W. Bacher, Die 
Aggada der Tannaiten, v o l . i i (S tras sburg 1890) 1 - 6 9 . T r a d i t i o n has i t 
t h a t R. Meier d e d i c a t e d o n e - t h i r d o f h i s income from h i s s c r i b a l a c t i v i t i e s 
t o the maintenance o f needy s c h o l a r s (Midrash Koh. Rabba ad E c c l . 2 : 1 8 f f . ) . 

5 3 . See be low, examples 1 1 3 - 1 2 1 . 

5 4 . J . A. Sanders , The Psalm Scroll of Qumran Cave 11 (llQPsa), DJD 
IV (Oxford 1 9 6 5 ) ; idem, The Dead Sea Psalms Scroll (Corne l l 1 9 6 7 ) . 

55 . To be e d i t e d by Y. Yadin. For t h e p r e s e n t s e e t h e e d i t o r ' s p r e 
l i m i n a r y o b s e r v a t i o n s : "The Temple S c r o l l , " i n Jerusalem Through the Ages 
(Jerusalem 1968) 72 -84 (Hebrew). 

56 . S. Mowinckel, "Zum Problem der h e b r a e i s c h e n Metr ik ," Festschrift 
A. Bertholet (Tuebingen 1950) 3 9 1 . 

57 . S. S e g e r t , "Problems o f Hebrew Prosody ," SVT 7 (1960) 2 8 5 . 

58 . L. A l o n s o - S c h o e k e l , "Die s t y l i s t i s c h e Analyse b e i den Prophe ten ," 
ib., 164 . 

59 . Most s y n o n y m i t i e s are i n f a c t of t h e pragmatic type and are not 
n e c e s s a r i l y r o o t e d i n e tymology . They r e f l e c t t h e ' c o n d i t i o n e d meanings ' 
which r e s u l t from the a c t u a l employment of two words i n p a r a l l e l i s t i c s t r u c 
t u r e s i n a g i v e n l i t e r a r y c o n t e x t . Cp. M. Dahood, i n : e d . L. R. F i s h e r , 
Ras Shamra Parallels Analecta Orientalia 19 (Roma 1972) 83 ; M. Z. Kaddari , 
"On Semantic P a r a l l e l i s m i n B i b l i c a l Hebrew P o e t r y , " Lesonênu XXXII ( 1 9 6 7 / 
68) 3 7 - 4 5 . 

6 0 . Cp. E. Z. Melamed, "Break-up of S t e r e o t y p e Phrases as an A r t i s t i c 
Dev i ce i n B i b l i c a l P o e t r y , " Scripta Hierosolymitana V I I I , e d . C. Rabin 
(Jerusalem 1961) 115-144; S. Talmon, "Synonymous Readings i n t h e T e x t u a l 



T r a d i t i o n of t h e O . T . , " ib., 3 3 5 f f . ; M. Dahood, Psalms, AB v o l . I , x x i v ; 
I I , x x i i i ; I I I , x x x i x - x l i and i n d e x e s s.v. 'Break-up o f S t e r e o t y p e d Phrase . 

6 1 . An u p - t o - d a t e survey o f t h e r a p i d l y growing l i t e r a t u r e on t h i s 
s t y l i s t i c phenomenon which i s shared by b i b l i c a l w i t h U g a r i t i c l i t e r a t u r e 
i s g i v e n by M. Dahood i n Ras Shamra Parallels, 7 3 f f . To t h e l i s t p r e 
s e n t e d t h e r e , add Y. Av i shur , "Pairs of Synonymous Words i n t h e Cons truc t 
(and i n A p p o s i t i o n a l Hendyadys) i n B i b l i c a l Hebrew," Semitics 2 (1971/72) 
1 7 - 8 1 . 

6 2 . Cp. S. Talmon, op. cit., 359 . 

6 3 . ΒΓ>Κ i s t r a n s l a t e d άνη'ς 764x and ανθρυπος 400x . DTK i s rendered 
άνθρωπος 460x and άνης 27x. Cp. E. C. Dos S a n t o s , An Expanded Hebrew In
dex for the Hatch-Redpath Concordance to the Septuagint (Jerusalem n . d . ) 
χ.ν. cit. 

6 4 . Cp. J . R e i d e r , An Index to Aquila etc., completed and r e v i s e d by 
N. Turner, SVT 12 (Leiden 1960) s.v. cit., w i t h f u r t h e r a d d i t i o n a l c o r r e c 
t i o n s by Ε. Τον, Textus VIII (1973) 1 6 4 - 1 7 4 . 

6 5 . Cp. T. Muraoka, "Li t erary Dev ice i n t h e S e p t u a g i n t , " ib. 2 5 . 

6 6 . The hif*il D^TP s u g g e s t s t h a t t h e phrase i s a c o n t r a c t e d q u o t a 
t i o n from Lev. 27 :28 MT OTKD . . . BT»Κ D*»TP TDK w i t h an i n t e r c h a n g e o f DTK 
and tiPK, and n o t from v . 2 9 , pace C. Rabin, The Zadokite Documents (Oxford 
1954) 45 and o t h e r s , who a d j u s t t h e CD r e a d i n g t o t h e hofial t h a t o c c u r s 
i n MT Lev. 27:29 ΠΤΚΠ "jD OTT1 Tifti. The assumed dependence on v . 29 c a u s e s 
t h e f u r t h e r s u g g e s t i o n t h a t t h e second mention of DTK i n CD i x , l which has 
no c o u n t e r p a r t i n t h e MT i s a f r e e a d d i t i o n o f the Qumran author (Rabin, 
ib. n . 3 ) . A comparison o f t h e CD r e a d i n g w i t h t h e p a r a l l e l MT p a s s a g e 
l e a d s one t o propose t h a t i n any c a s e t h e f i r s t DTK shou ld be emended t o 
DTI: 
Lev. 27:29 D*TKD . . . HT»Κ DTT» TtfK DT! >D *]K 
CD i x , l D*TKD < DTK D**TT* TÖK DTTK >D < 

6 7 . Most t r a n s l a t o r s o f t h e p a s s a g e throughout read DTK - 'man.' 
Cp. Rabin, loc. cit.; M. Burrows, The Dead Sea Scrolls (New York 1955) 358; 
A. Dupont-Sommer, The Essene Writings from Qumran, t r . G. Vermes (C leve 
land and New York 1961) 148 , e t al. Th. G a s t e r , The Dead Sea Scriptures 
(New York 1964) 85 d i s t i n g u i s h e s between 'man' and ' f e l l o w b e i n g . " 

6 8 . Cp. S. Talmon, op. cit., 3 7 0 - 3 7 1 . 

6 9 . Cp. S . Talmon, ib., 3 7 3 . 

7 0 . D*>t!f i n t e r c h a n g e s w i t h tPE?, as e . g . i n 
j e r . 2 :15 STTM >Ϊ3Ω ΠΠ£3 IMp WSf? 12nK ΊΓΓΊίΡΤ. 
4;7 RABM " P H D WR-TRI - Ρ Τ Ν mir? * Ρ Η Κ OIAFR 

There fore i t a l s o can form a p a r a l l e l p a i r w i t h "\TÙ, a s e . g . i n 
j e r . 3:19 ΓΠΟΠ V*TK TV *|NK*J D O M ΤΓΓ>Κ/Κ *pK 

7 1 . For r e a s o n s o f a s sonance and paronomasy one would have e x p e c t e d 
h e r e t h e combinat ion NDDTI? D*»ttf i n s t e a d o f ΠΏΟΚί *(Γΰ. 

7 2 . Comparable v a r i a t i o n s i n t h e c o m p o s i t i o n of id ioms and e p i t h e t s 
can be observed i n t h e V e r s i o n s . For t h e LXX s e e T. Muraoka, o p . cit., 
e s p e c i a l l y p . 2 5 f f . 



7 3 . See W. Bauer, Griechisches Woerterbuch zum N.T. , t r . W. F. 
Arndt and F. W. G i n g r i c h (Chicago 1965) s.v. cit. 

7 4 . Some 1450x, and a lmos t 300x more w i t h a p r e p o s i t i o n . As a g a i n s t 
t h i s τυθηναυ r e n d e r s ""Γύ o n l y some 150x , and another 180x w i t h p r e p o s i 
t i o n s . 

7 5 . A l t o g e t h e r c l o s e t o 400x . δϋδοναυ i s employed as a r e n d i t i o n of 
D**t£* 27x . Cp. Dos S a n t o s , o p . cit., s.v. cit. 

76 . A l l r e f e r e n c e s are t o t h e t e x t and apparatus o f the LXX Goet -
t i n g e n e d i t i o n where a v a i l a b l e . In o t h e r i n s t a n c e s t h e Cambridge (A. E. 
Brooke - N. McLean) or A. R a h l f s ' s Septuaginta ( S t u t t g a r t 1950) are u s e d . 

7 7 . Ms. Β here reads δώσω, p o s s i b l y i n approximat ion t o t h e MT. 

7 8 . A. B. E h r l i c h p r e f e r s t h i s d e r i v a t i o n i n h i s ITÛLTUËD KIpD, v o l . 
i i i (1901) 3 1 0 . But i n h i s Randglossen zur hebraeischen Bibel, v o l . ν 
( L e i p z i g 1912) 4 8 , he adopts t h e w i d e l y a c c e p t e d emendation o f t h e unusual 

hif*il t o the g a l form Ί Τ Γ ΐ Ώ Ι Ί Η . 

7 9 . See E h r l i c h , ib. 

8 0 . Cp. S. Talmon, "Double Readings i n t h e MT," Textus I (1960) 1 4 4 -
1 8 4 . 

8 1 . Cp. S. Talmon, "Aspec t s , e t c . , " Textus IV (1964) 9 5 - 1 3 2 . 

8 2 . A s i m i l a r c a s e may be observed i n 2 Sam. 5 :14 -16 where t h e MT 
p a r a l l e l r ead ing o f 1 Chr. 1 4 : 4 - 8 (+ Π33*1 IÛ757K1) t u r n s up i n what amounts 
t o an appendix i n the LXX (2 Sam. 5 : 1 6 a ) . 

8 3 . For t h e phenomenon o f such inner-Greek v a r i a n t s s e e J . Z i e g l e r , 
"Die Vokabe l -Var ianten der O-Rezension im g r i e c h i s c h e n S i r a c h , " Festschrift 
G. R. Driver (Oxford 1963) 172-190 = Sylloge (Goet t ingen 1971) 6 1 5 - 6 3 3 . 

8 4 . Chr. Ginsburg l i s t s one p r i n t e d e d i t i o n and BH^ four Mss which 
read here y*TKÎ"I. 

8 5 . The MT o f Sam. i s d i s t i n g u i s h e d from t h e Chr. p a r a l l e l by a more 
b a l a n c e d s t r u c t u r e . 

8 6 . Not t o o much w e i g h t , though , can be accorded t o the Targumic e v i 
dence which d e r i v e s from l a t e manuscr ip t s or even e a r l y p r i n t e d e d i t i o n s . 

8 7 . The Targums are quoted accord ing t o S. S p e r b e r ' s e d i t i o n , The 
Bible in Aramaic (Leiden 1 9 5 9 - 1 9 6 8 ) . 

8 8 . Cp. h i s Commentarius e d . V a l l a r s i , ad loc. On Jerome's sive read
i n g s s e e J . Z i e g l e r , "Die S e p t u a g i n t a Hieronymi im Buch des Propheten J e r e 
mias" i n : Colligere Fragmenta, Festschrift A. Dold (Beuron 1952) 13 -24 = 
Sylloge, 3 4 5 - 3 5 6 . 

8 9 . With t h e e x c e p t i o n of t h e c a s e s l i s t e d h e r e , t h e LXX never render 
TV by χωρα or γη which t r a n s l a t e V*W /ÎTDTK ,TtW ,Π^ΡΤΉ. Hatch-Redpath do 
n o t l i s t TV under χωρα (1418a) o r γη (240c) , nor χωρααοΓ γη7 under TV (254). 

9 0 . Vide e . g . , P . V o l z , Studien zum Text des Jeremia ( L e i p z i g 1920) 
3 1 , 2 1 7 ; W. Rudolph, Jeremia, HAT (Tuebingen 1947) 3 0 , 1 5 4 ; J . B r i g h t , Jeremiah, 
AB (New York 1965) 208 . Vo lz a d m i t s , though, t h a t i n J e r . 40 :5 "be ides i s t 



moegl i ch" (op. cit., 2 7 8 ) . 

9 1 . Thus Vo lz and Rudolph, loc. cit. 

9 2 . See n . 8 3 . 

9 3 . LXX: αύταρκησευ and TO: ρΓΓΟΊΪί p*»QD p o s s i b l y r e f l e c t a hifil 
r e a d i n g I H K ' 1 ' ^ . 

9 4 . Recorded by F. F i e l d , Origenis Hexaplorum Quae Supersunt, v o l . I 
(Oxford 1875) 578 as an alios r e a d i n g . 

9 5 . Cp. D. Barthé lémy, Les Devanciers, etc., 7 2 , 1 3 2 - 3 3 . 

9 6 . The e d i t o r o f t h i s fragment , F. M. Cross , J r . , c o n s i d e r s t h e 
Qumran read ing s u p e r i o r t o t h e MT (BASOR 132 [1952] 2 2 ) . In v iew o f t h e 
above d i s c u s s i o n t h i s p r e f e r e n c e cannot be s u s t a i n e d on o b j e c t i v e grounds . 

9 7 . Vide Hatch-Redpath s.v. 

9 8 . Thus F. Buhl i n BE. 

9 9 . See h i s Psalms, AB, v o l . I l l , 1 0 1 . 

100 . The r e n d i t i o n of D>t£i by δύδωμυ p o s s i b l y r e s u l t e d from an i n n e r -
Greek p r o c e s s f a c i l i t a t e d by the f a c t t h a t D?ttf predominant ly i s rendered 
by a compositum of δυδωμυ v i z . άποδυδωμο. 

1 0 1 . Cp. the d o u b l e t i n 1 Sam. 2 : 2 3 , and my a n a l y s i s i n Textus I , 180. 

1 0 2 . J e r . 3 5 ( 4 2 ) : 1 8 - χαθοτυ. 

1 0 3 . Cp. W. Genes ius - E. Kautzsch , Hebrew Grammar, 2nd Engl , e d . A. 
E. Cowley (Oxford 1910) 3 8 2 . 119 v . w . 

1 0 4 . G. B. Gray, Numbers, ICC (Edinburgh 1903) 1 5 1 . 

1 0 5 . Targ. *py p i - p i n **D. 

106 . Targ. ρ^ΥιΓΊ ITO " p ^ y IT". 

107 . I t f o l l o w s t h a t t h e Sam. t e x t i s not i n t r i n s i c a l l y d i f f e r e n t 
from t h e MT and t h a t t h e c l a u s e t h e r e i s understood a s a p a r t i t i v e r a t h e r 
than a s an a l l - i n c l u s i v e d i r e c t o b j e c t . In t h i s Sam. goes w i t h t h e Tar-
gumic t r a d i t i o n - T° : 7ΚΊΚΡ*Τ ΚΓΡΊίί"0 yniKTD ΚΤΠ Τ J : ΚΤΡΊβ/ο *·η*ΛΊΚ *|D ΚΤΠ 
ΤΧΤίΓ'Τ. Both t h e MT masc . form y^T and t h e Sam. fern, form ΓΓ>ΕΠ are p r a g 
m a t i c a l l y synonymous w i t h Toy. W. F . A l b r i g h t ' s s u g g e s t i o n t h a t MT VST ΠΚ 
a c t u a l l y i s a misread ynnn = Acc . t u r b u ' t u (JBL LXXIII [1944] 213) which 
a l s o i s found i n t h e forms t u r i u ' u , t u r u i u , turuibu, tarbu*um (W. v . Soden, 
Orientalia XXII [1954] 343) makes t h e synonymity o f t h i s noun w i t h *TSy c e r 
t a i n . Cp. t h e d e t a i l e d a n a l y s i s p r e s e n t e d by S. E. Loewenstamm, "Notes on 
the O r i g i n o f Some B i b l i c a l F i g u r e s o f Speech ," i n : Studies in the Bible, 
Presented to M. H. Segal (Jerusalem 1964) 183-187 (Hebrew). 

108 . S e e , e . g . , C. H. Toy, The Book of Proverbs, ICC (Edinburgh 1904); 
B. Gemser, Spruecher Salomos, HAT (Tuebingen 1 9 6 3 ) ; W. McKane, Proverbs, OTL 
( P h i l a d e l p h i a 1 9 7 0 ) ; H. Ringgren, Sprueche/Prediger, ATD (1962) ad loc. 

1 0 9 . Cp. 2 Sam. 17:9 MT: *ΤΚΤ2Π O D V))} Mss. and S e b . read *"D ?y p o s 
s i b l y a d j u s t i n g t h e t e x t t o t h e p r e v a i l i n g idiom (Gen. 2 8 : 2 , 3 , 8 , 1 0 ) . -
I t f u r t h e r i s r e a s o n a b l e t h a t Prov . 10 :6 ΟΏΠ Π0*3*ι EPYTTN 1D1 pi-ßf WiTt? m*D**Q 



should be understood or shou ld be a c t u a l l y read *OB1, w i t h G. B e e r , BH; 

Gemser, op. cit.; Toy, op. cit. ad loc.} I . L. See l igmann, SVT I (1953) 
164 who c o r r e c t l y compares J e r . 5 1 : 5 1 ; P s . 4 4 : 1 6 ; 6 9 : 8 , Job 9 : 2 4 ; a g a i n s t 
McKane, op. cit. and R. B. Y. S c o t t , Proverbs/Ecclesiastes, AB (New York 
1965) ad loc. who t r a n s l a t e t h e phrase ' s p e e c h ' or 'mouth o f t h e w i c k e d . ' 
S c o t t f u r t h e r renders (TDD̂  - ' u n c o v e r s ' i n s t e a d o f the c o r r e c t r e n d i t i o n 
' c o n c e a l s ' (McKane). The assumed i n t e r c h a n g e o f ^ B / ^ B would h e l p i n 
unders tanding t h e d i f f i c u l t ΠΤΡ "»S> i n Prov. 8:3 MT: ΠΤΡ ^SV EPTyttf TV? t o 
mean DTP "^SV - O u t s i d e t h e c i t y . ' For Dip *»3B> c p . T>yn ^ JS (Gen. 33:18); 
ΊΓΡ-Ρ O S W (Deut. 32 :49 ; 34:1) and s i m i l a r i d i o m s . A good Ug. p a r a l l e l 
would be p r e s e n t i n 2 Aqht V:6-7 (CTA 17 V : 6 - 7 ) : ytb.bap. tgr. tht adrm. 
dbgrn ( cp . a l s o 1 Kings 22:10 and R-S P a r a l l e l s 1 , 4 6 ) . 

110 . Cp. J . Z i e g l e r , Sylloge, 1 8 2 . 

1 1 1 . Box - O e s t e r l e y apud R. H. C h a r l e s , Apocrypha, etc., 3 2 1 . 

112 . H. P. Rueger, Text und Textform im hebraeischen Sirach, BZAW 112 
( B e r l i n 1970) 9 9 . 

113 . An assumed i n t e r c h a n g e of ^B / "'JB may be o f some h e l p i n r e 
c o v e r i n g t h e ' o r i g i n a l ' r e a d i n g o f CD 1 1 1 , 4 (ed . Rabin, 1 1 ) : *»3S> IttDVI 
DIT)3t£/D which I . Lev i c o r r e c t l y read . This read ing may be compared w i t h 
1QS IX, 14: ΊΓΠΊ pTTlf >Tp»Vl V>*nrft>. I t i s f u r t h e r p o s s i b l e t h a t 
i n CD IX, 9-10 (ed . Rabin, 45-46) D*OS> K> ΊΒΚ iTTttfTl O S >y y>3ttT» ΊΖ/Κ tiPK 
D^JB1? DTDKD IK tPtûBtt/ÏÏ should be understood a s CTßKD Π , both meaning 
'accord ing t o t h e j u d g e s ' i n s t r u c t i o n . ' 

114 . Cp. f u r t h e r Hos. 2 : 1 7 ( 1 9 ) . - The assumed a s s o c i a t i o n by t h e 
t r a n s l a t o r o f J e r . 4 : 1 w i t h Zech. 9:7 does n o t m i l i t a t e a g a i n s t t h e assump
t i o n t h a t t h e LXX t o J e r . 4 : 1 c o n t a i n s a d o u b l e t , as i m p l i e d by J . Z i e g l e r , 
ib. The i n s t a n c e must be judged a g a i n s t the background o f o t h e r i n t e r 
changes between Ό Β - ^B such a s are d i s c u s s e d i n examples 3 8 - 4 1 , 4 3 - 4 5 , 
and e s p e c i a l l y the MT d o u b l e t i n Ex. 14:2 ( ex . 4 6 ) . Beitraege zur Jeremias 
Septuaginta (Goet t ingen 1958) 9 0 . 

115 . Thus, e . g . , H. Graetz , Kritischer Kommentar zu den Psalmen II 
(Bres lau 1883) 4 7 0 - 4 7 2 ; Α. B. E h r l i c h , Die Psalmen ( B e r l i n 1905) 196; M. 
B u t t e n w i e s e r , The Psalms (Chicago 1938) 609 ad P s . 7 9 : 1 2 ; C. A. B r i g g s , 
The Book of Psalms, II (Edinburgh 1925) 209; W. Ο. E. O e s t e r l e y , The Psalms, 
II (London 1939) 368; a g a i n s t F. Buhl , BH 4 : prps *pB. The MT a l s o i s f o l 
lowed by M. Dahood, Psalms, II, AB, 260 who, though, i n t e r p r e t s D O S -
• fury ' (op. cit., I , 133 , 207; Biblica 44 [1963] 5 4 8 ) . 

116 . M. Dahood, ib., f a i l e d t o take t h e s e f a c t s i n t o account i n h i s 
comment on the p a s s a g e . 

117 . Sam., some MT M s s . , p r i n t e d e d i t i o n s , and seb. read ''BD which 
reading a l s o i s r e f l e c t e d i n t h e L a t i n and S y r i a c r e n d i t i o n s . 

118 . LXX render here in, στόμα Ευρωθ, i n Num. 3 3 ^ απέναντι, Ευρωθ and 
i n Ex. 1 4 : 2 , 9 άπέναντυ της έπαϋ'λεως, misreading Γ)Ύ>Ϊ1 as ΓΠϋΠ = ' c o u r t 
yards . ' For t h e graph ic i n t e r c h a n g e o f a n c i e n t Hebrew yod and sade c p . S . 
Talmon, "The Town L i s t s of Simeon," IEJ 15 (1966) 2 3 3 - 2 4 1 , and l i t e r a t u r e 
adduced t h e r e . 

119 . The component pi = ' h o u s e ' occurs once more i n Ez. 30 :17 i n t h e 



Egypt ian nom. loc. N W S LXX: Bov Βαστον. 

1 2 0 . In Gen. 3 2 : 3 1 , 32 t h e LXX do n o t t r a n s c r i b e but r a t h e r t r a n s 
l a t e Ευδος ( τ ο υ ) θ ε ο ύ . This i s an adequate r e n d i t i o n o f t h e Hebrew VfcOUB. 
The c r i t i c a l n o t e i n BH ' ? *?1OK*V i s g r a t u i t o u s . In Jud. 8 : 8 , 9 , 17; 1 
Kings 12:25 the LXX t r a n s l i t e r a t e φανουηλ. 

1 2 1 . Thus u n d e r s t o o d , >K*»JB would equa l *?K Π Ό . The b i b l i c a l t r a d i 
t i o n s about P e n i ( u ) e l indeed e x h i b i t s t r i k i n g s i m i l a r i t i e s w i t h t h o s e p e r 
t a i n i n g t o B e t h e l (Gen. 2 8 : 1 1 - 1 9 ) . There are two t r a d i t i o n s c o n s t i t u t e an 
i n c l u s i o - l i k e frame f o r t h e Jacob - Esau c o n f r o n t a t i o n s , one p r e c e d i n g 
J a c o b ' s f l i g h t b e f o r e h i s b r o t h e r , t h e o t h e r s i g n a l i n g h i s r e t u r n t o 
Canaan, and t h e r e - e n c o u n t e r w i t h Esau. At bo th l o c a t i o n s t h e p a t r i a r c h 
e x p e r i e n c e d a theophany which i n each c a s e cu lminated i n a covenant b e 
tween him and t h e d e i t y , and i n t h e change o f h i s name t o ' I s r a e l ' - Gen. 
3 2 : 2 8 - 2 9 and 3 5 : 9 - 1 0 , u n l e s s t h e l a t t e r p a s s a g e i s unders tood a s a P e n i * e l 
i n s e r t i n t o a B e t h e l t r a d i t i o n . I f P ( n ) i * e l i s taken t o be another ' b e t h 
e l , ' Jeroboam's I c h o i c e of t h i s c i t y as h i s c a p i t a l a f t e r abandoning 
Shechem i s more r e a d i l y e x p l a i n e d (1 Kings 1 2 : 2 5 ) . 

1 2 2 . Cp. J e r . 35:10 "UOK ntST» ΊΒΚ *?rD ttßttl VOtm O^ÏTKl 3 Î M 
w i t h ib. V . 1 8 *7*3 ΠΚ TTDÎUtTl t O O K Π*Τ3Τ» m 5 » *7V önVDffi *1ÖK fy» 

t-ürw m * im > 3 ηκ ittwm τ*·ητ^ 
1 2 3 . The complementary t e c h n i q u e s o f ' s t y l i s t i c c o n f l a t i o n ' and 

'break-up p a t t e r n ' are d i s c u s s e d i n t h e p u b l i c a t i o n s l i s t e d i n n o t e 6 0 . 

1 2 4 . Cp. Textus I (1960) 1 6 3 - 1 6 4 . 

1 2 5 . Such a r e d u c t i o n i s t tendency p o s s i b l y may be observed a l s o i n 
t h e LXX r e n d i t i o n o f J e r . 1 : 17 . See my a n a l y s i s o f t h i s c a s e : "An Appar
e n t Redundant MT Reading - J e r . 1 :17 ," Textus VII I (1973) 1 6 0 - 1 6 3 . - The 
s h o r t e r Greek t e x t o b v i o u s l y w i l l be accorded p r e f e r e n c e by s c h o l a r s who 
tend t o i d e n t i f y ' s h o r t ' w i t h ' p r i s t i n e , ' and ' l o n g ' or ' f u l l e r ' w i t h ' e x 
p a n s i o n i s t . ' S e e , e . g . , Ε. Τον, RB LXXIX (1972) 195 ,and H. W. J u e n g l i n g , 
"Ich mache d i c h zu e i n e r ehernen Mauer," Biblica 54 (1973) 1-24 which came 
t o my a t t e r t i o n only a f t e r t h e comple t ion o f t h i s p a p e r . The tendency t o 
d e l e t e a s secondary what appears t o be redundant p h r a s e s or words i s a 
h i g h l y dubious procedure which v i o l a t e s t h e c h a r a c t e r of b i b l i c a l w r i t i n g . 
(Cp. J . Muilenburg, "A Study i n Hebrew R h e t o r i c : R e p e t i t i o n and S t y l e , " SVT 
I (1953) 9 9 . 

126 . In a d d i t i o n t o t h e i n s t a n c e s d i s c u s s e d h e r e , i s found s i x 
t i m e s i n t h e Book of Jeremiah ( 7 : 1 0 ; 1 5 : 2 1 ; 2 0 : 1 3 ; 2 1 : 1 2 ; 2 2 : 3 ; 39:17) 
whereas V̂ KHH i s employed s i x t e e n f u r t h e r t i m e s ( 2 : 2 8 ; 3 : 2 3 ; 4 : 1 4 ; 8 : 2 0 ; 
11:12 t w i c e ; 1 4 : 8 , 9; 1 7 : 1 4 ; 2 3 : 6 ; 3 0 : 7 , 10; 3 1 : 7 ; 3 3 : 1 6 ; 4 2 : 1 1 ; 4 6 : 2 7 ) . 
No p a t t e r n of d i s t r i b u t i o n w i t h i n t h e book can be r e c o g n i s e d . 

127 . Th. r e n d e r s b o t h Heb. terms un i formly mx' ανατολάς. Sym. and 
Syh. t r a n s l a t e i n 10:19 ανατολική*. I n t h e two o t h e r ment ions o f 
w i t h r e f e r e n c e t o 'ga te ' ( 4 7 : 8 , 18; c p . f u r t h e r 4 8 : 1 , 2 , 6 , 7 , 8 , 18) t h e 
LXX t o o render ανατολάς . 

128 . T J r e n d e r s t h e two terms un i formly ΠΚΠΓΠΟ. 

1 2 9 . Th i s c a s e , and examples 5 and 8 , were n o t l i s t e d by Ε. Τον, o p . 



c i t . , who p r e s e n t e d a c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of ' a m p l i f i c a t i o n s ' w i t h o u t aiming a t 
an e x h a u s t i v e l i s t i n g of a l l i n s t a n c e s . 

130 . Most commentators do n o t d i s c u s s t h e d o u b l e t . S e e , e . g . , C. H. 
C o r n i l l , Das Buch Jeremia ( L e i p z i g 1 9 0 5 ) ; F. G i e s e b r e c h t , Das Buch Jeremia, 
GHAT (Got t ingen 1 9 0 7 ) ; P. V o l z , Studien zum Text des Jeremia ( L e i p z i g 
1 9 2 0 ) ; idem, Der Prophet Jeremia, ΚΑΤ ( L e i p z i g 1 9 2 8 ) ; W. Rudolph, Jeremia, 
HAT (Tuebingen 1 9 5 4 ) ; J . B r i g h t , Jeremia, AB ad loc. 

1 3 1 . S. Mandelkern, Veteris Testament! Concordantiae, wrongly r e c o r d s 
h e r e : DTlIßf rßÖ*1. 

132 . Another p a r a l l e l p a i r which i s based on t h e same synonyms i s 
RRTF tDV ( J e r . 16:19) and Ï I S N M ι (ib. 1 7 : 1 7 , 18; 5 1 : 2 ) . 

1 3 3 . In 3 1 : 1 Z i e g l e r r e l e g a t e s t o t h e apparatus t h e p r e v a l e n t read ing 
έν τω χαυρψ and r e c o r d s i n t h e main t e x t t h e B - S - A - 1 0 6 ' - 4 6 r e n d i t i o n έν τψ 
χρόνψ. 

134 . The same double phrase turns up i n t h e MT, LXX and T J o f J o e l 
4 : 1 . 

135 . C o r n i l l , op. cit., 497 d e l e t e s ΚΤΙΠ mm t o g e t h e r w i t h ΪΤΊΓΡ DK*I 
i n 5 0 : 4 , 20 "aus m e t r i s c h e n Gruenden," but r e t a i n s the MT i n 3 3 : 1 5 , hard ly 
sound m e t h o d o l o g i c a l p r o c e d u r e . V o l z , ΚΑΤ, 423-425 t a k e s 5 0 : 4 , 20 t o be 
p a r t s o f more comprehensive ' g l o s s e s , ' and does n o t apply h i m s e l f t o t h e 
above t e x t u a l problem. Rudolph, op. cit., f o l l o w s the MT i n a l l t h r e e i n 
s t a n c e s . 

136 . J e r . 3 3 : 1 4 - 2 6 i s t h e most e x t e n s i v e c o n s e c u t i v e MT u n i t which i s 
o m i t t e d i n t h e LXX. 

137 . None o f t h e commentators c i t e d remarks on t h i s c a s e . 

138 . I t i s immater ia l f o r t h e p r e s e n t d i s c u s s i o n whether t h e hif*il 
}WXD*> ox t h e g a l ΤηΚ*̂ *)"* i s read h e r e . 

139 . Cp. Ex. 1 5 : 1 7 . 

140 . Cp. f u r t h e r P s . 61 :5 *"p5*D ΊΓ\ϋ2 ΠΟΠΚ, and t h e p a r a l l e l id iom Gen. 
19 :8 imp *?20 IbQ f o r which Ug. *rb.bzl.hmt (Krt: 159 = CT A 14 111:159) may 
be compared. 

1 4 1 . A l s o o t h e r c a s e s of presumed t e x t u a l d o u b l e t s , i n f a c t , may be 
s t y l i s t i c t r a n s i t i o n d o u b l e t s , a s , e . g . , 2 Kings l l : 1 3 a - D Y N "Ρ***"»! com
pared w i t h w . 4 , 6 , 11 Qî nn and w . l 3 b , 17 DJ*Tl; i*>. 11:19 ty 7*3*1 ϋ^ΊΠ 
ν*ΐΚΠ c p . w i t h w . 4 , 6 , 11 Ü^Ytl and w i t h w . 1 4 , 1 8 , 20 W. Fur ther : 
ib. 1 0 : 6 a ΠΟΌΤΚ O S **»tOJ3K *"tt!K*l compared w i t h w . l , 2, 3 , 6 b DDOTK Ό Π /D*»*l*3, 
v . 8 *i7Dn O N ""BAN and v . 7 ΒΓ» Κ D**V*2W . . . *]7*0Π *»3*2. See S. Talmon, Textus I, 
167 . 

1 4 2 . Cp. Muilenburg, SVT I , 9 7 f f . 

1 4 3 . The same f e a t u r e may be observed i n Ug. l i t e r a t u r e . See M. 
Dahood's remarks i n R-S Parallels, 7 9 - 8 0 . 

144 . Cp. Muilenburg, op. cit., 99 and Dahood, ib. 

1 4 5 . We u s e t h e term somewhat d i f f e r e n t l y from M. Dahood, ib., 8 0 - 8 1 . 



146 . E s p e c i a l l y by Rashi , Ibn Ezra and David Kimhi. See G. B. Gray, 
The Forms of Hebrew Poetry (London 1915) 1 7 - 1 8 . 

147 . R. Lowth, De Sacra Poesi Hebraeorum Praelectiones Academicae 
( 1 7 5 3 ) , t r . G. Gregory, The Forms of Hebrew Poetry (London 1 8 4 7 ) . A v e r y 
u s e f u l "Annotated B i b l i o g r a p h y on Hebrew Poe try from 1915 t o t h e Present" 
may be found i n D. N. Freedman's Prolegomenon t o t h e r e i s s u e o f G. B. 
Gray's book (New York 1972) x l i - l i i i . 

148 . See M. Dahood's d i s c u s s i o n o f t h i s phenomenon i n R-S Parallels, 
I c h . 2 , 7 1 f f . 

1 4 9 . See t h e s e l e c t i o n of p u b l i c a t i o n s i n t h i s f i e l d g i v e n by D. N. 
Freedman, ib. 

150 . Cp. G e v i r t z , Patterns, 39 , and example 67 infra. 

1 5 1 . For t h e p a i r yyn//skr c p . I s . 5 : 2 2 ; 2 4 : 9 ; 2 9 : 9 ; 5 6 : 1 2 ; Prov . 
2 0 : 1 ; 3 1 : 4 ; Ug. 6 0 1 : 3 - 4 , 1 6 . Cp. f u r t h e r M. Dahood, R-S Parallels I I , 248 
(p . 209) where a d d i t i o n a l b i b l i c a l examples are l i s t e d . 

1 5 2 . For t h e i n v e r t e d couple skr // yyn C p . I s . 5 : 1 1 ; Prov . 31 :6 and 
i n Ug. 2 Aqht 1 : 3 1 - 3 2 ; 1 1 : 5 - 6 ; 19-20 (CTA 17 1 : 3 1 - 3 2 ; 1 1 : 5 - 6 , 1 9 - 2 0 ) . For 
a d d i t i o n a l b i b l i c a l examples c o n s u l t M. Dahood, ib. n , 543 (p . 3 5 1 ) . 

1 5 3 . The Greek t r a n s l a t o r s d e r i v e d ΠΚ*ΐ1 from r ' h = ' s e e ' : LXX: φάσμα -
φάντασμα Sym.: έν όρασεο. As a g a i n s t t h i s , t h e T 1 r e n d i t i o n - *TTD "IK^SITK 
D^CO - i m p l i e s t h a t t h e t r a n s l a t o r a s s o c i a t e d ΠΚ*ΐ1 w i t h ' f o o d , ' p o s 
s i b l y c o n n e c t i n g t h e term w i t h 2 Sam. 12:17 MT: Dît? ΠΠΚ Π*ΐ2 Κ>1 ; Ί3 : Κ>*1 
VtOÏÎ? pïTDV >ΒΚ. = ' p l e a s a n t , t a s t y , ' most probably i s a f r e e a d d i t i o n . 
In a rev iew o f A. L. Oppenheim, Assyrian Dictionary v o l . XVI ( 1 9 6 2 ) , S . R. 
D r i v e r p o s i t e d t h e e x i s t e n c e o f a r o o t r*h I I = rwh. The i n t e r c h a n g e o f 
r'h/rwh a l s o can be o b s e r v e d i n I s . 34:5 MT: ΌΤΠ Ö^DtiD fitm = LXX: έμεθύσθη, 
a s a g a i n s t l Q I s a : D*>Dfla ΠΚΤΠ KO = Τ J : ^ΠΙΤΤ) ^ΤΚ; P s . 6 0 : 5 MT: ÏTffip TBJJ Γ)*>ΚΊΠ 
Π>ΝΤΓ) Ι"»*» ïampttm II f o r which c p . B-S 31:28 ( 4 7 ) : 2? ΠΠΏ» "»ΚΎ1 W2 ΠΠΒ3 Τ»"» 
OTVT "pttitin. The same phenomenon appears t o u n d e r l i e t h e employment o f r'h 
i n synonymous p a r a l l e l i s m w i t h êb', a s i n P s . 1 6 : 1 1 ; 9 1 : 1 6 ; Job 10:15 and 
I s . 5 3 : 1 1 . For a d i s c u s s i o n of t h i s l a t t e r v e r s e s e e : I . L . See l igmann, 
"ΔΕΙ = ΑΙ ΑΥΤΩΙ ΦΩΣ," Gershom G. Scholem Jubilee Volume (Jerusalem 1958) p p . 
I f f . (Hebrew). A d d i t i o n a l examples o f t h e same i n t e r c h a n g e may be found i n 
P s . 6 9 : 3 3 "iHDttP D^SV = ' t h e humble drank and r e j o i c e d ' ( s i n c e wine pro 
v e r b i a l l y makes t h e h e a r t g l a d - P s . 1 0 4 : 1 5 ) , when compared w i t h P s . 2 2 : 7 
IVaWI I^ÖK*». See a l s o Prov . 2 3 : 3 1 ; Job 20:17 where K*V> >K p a r a l l e l s 

i n t h e p r e c e d i n g v e r s e ; E c c l . 2 :1 - l l ü t l ΠΚΎ1 HTlDtiQ ΓΟΜΚ; and p o s 
s i b l y a l s o Job 33 :21 MT: ΙΚΊ «> "Pmfflfy "»5ΒΠ "»KID ITED ^ = ' h i s f l e s h 
w i t h e r e d beca use o f l a c k o f m o i s t u r e (mem privativum) and t h e marrow (?) o f 
h i s bones was n o t m o i s t e n e d ' ( i . e . , t h e y d r i e d u p ) , b e a r i n g i n mind t h e 
r e f e r e n c e t o food i n t h e p r e c e d i n g v e r s e . - D. Winton Tomas, VT XII (1962) 
5 9 9 - 6 0 0 , proposed t o read rww f o r V i n Prov . 3 1 : 4 b i n p a r a l l e l i s m w i t h sth 
i n t h e f i r s t c o l o n . - t h e assumed i n t e r c h a n g e o f r'h/rwh caused a m i s t r a n s 
l a t i o n i n t h e Greek t o 1 Mace. 6 :34 - xaù τοΖς έλέρανσυν εδευξαν (= ΙΚΤΠ) 
5ομα σταφυλής καί) μόρων i n order t o induce them t o go i n t o b a t t l e , which 
s u r e l y g o e s back t o a Hebrew Vorlage DOJV D*T D ^ S H ΠΚ1 = ' t h e y made 
them drunk w i t h t h e b l o o d o f g r a p e s , ' i . e . w i t h wine ( c p . 3 Mace. 5 : 1 - 2 ) . 
Thus c o r r e c t l y A. Kahane, The Book of 1 Maccabees, i n : The Apocrypha, etc. 



v o l . I I , p . 88 ad loc. Grimm, Kurzgefasstes Exegetisches Handbuch (1853) 
r e f e r s t o A e l i a n , De Animal XXIII ,8 f o r proof t h a t s p i r i t o u s l i q u o r s were 
given (my i t a l i c s ) t o e l e p h a n t s i n order t o e x c i t e them. In t h e c a s e 
under rev iew (1 Mace. 6 : 3 4 ) , though, the l i q u o r o n l y "was shown t o them, 
f o r had they drunk o f i t t h e y would have g o t o u t o f c o n t r o l . " 

1 5 4 . 0 ' L ' - 233-456 4 0 3 ' 770 Syh. S y l Tht . H i . read + δυο τδ συκερα 
κατεπο'θησαν a d j u s t i n g t h e Greek t e x t t o t h e Hebrew. Ms. 538 has s imply τδ 
σι,κερα f o r τδ OLVOU. 

155 . A c l e a r c a s e o f c o n f l a t i o n of the t r a n s l i t e r a t i o n - συκερα w i t h 
t h e t r a n s l a t i o n - μέθη. 

156 . The p a i r qbr // spd i n t h i s order p a r a l l e l s bkh // qbr i n Job 
27:15 and i n Ug. 62 :16 -27 (CTA 6 1 : 1 6 - 1 7 ) ; 1 A q h t : l l l , 126 , 140 , 146 (CTA 
19 1 1 1 : 1 1 1 , 126 , 140 , 1 4 6 ) , s i n c e bkh and spd are employed i n p a r a l l e l i s m 
and as i n t e r c h a n g e a b l e synonyms, e i t h e r i n t h e Α-B or t h e B-Α p a t t e r n , i n 
b i b l i c a l (Gen. 2 3 : 2 ; 2 Sam. 1 :12; 3 : 3 1 - 3 2 ; I s . 2 2 : 1 2 ; Ez . 2 4 : 1 6 ; 2 7 : 3 1 ; 
J o e l 2 : 1 2 ; E c c l e s . 3 : 4 ; E s t h . 4 :3) and i n Ug. l i t e r a t u r e (1 A q h t : 1 7 1 - 1 7 2 , 
183 = CTA 19 I V : 1 7 1 - 1 7 2 , 1 8 3 ) . See S. G e v i r t z , Patterns, etc., 7 1 - 7 5 ; 
Dahood, R-S Parallels, 143 , n o . 1 1 , 1 0 6 ) . 

157 . The LXX do n o t render t h e word i n e i t h e r o f t h e t h r e e o c c u r 
r e n c e s . J . B r i g h t , op. cit., r e c o r d s the o m i s s i o n o n l y f o r w . 8 and 1 0 . 
ή άδελφη αυτής i s added i n a l l t h r e e i n s t a n c e s i n a number o f L u c i a n i c 
manuscr ipts which , though, have a l s o i n v . 7 t h e sequence of MT v . 8 ΠΙΪ1ΠΚ 
ΓΓΤΤΓΡ. 0 , λ and Syh. e x h i b i t t h e MT o r d e r . In w . 8 and 10 , 0 - 2 3 3 and Q 
a d j u s t the Greek t o t h e MT by adding ή άδελφη αυτής i n the a p p r o p r i a t e 
p o s i t i o n s , but do n o t supply t h e phrase i n v . 7 . For α ' , θ ' the a d d i t i o n 
can be e s t a b l i s h e d o n l y i n v . 1 0 . 

158 . The r e c u r r i n g a - b - c sequences i n w . 7 and 10 form an inclusio 
frame f o r t h e a - c - b sequence o f v . 8 . V v . 7 - 1 0 are thereby s e t apar t a s a 
smal l u n i t w i t h i n t h e wider s e t t i n g o f w . 6 - 1 2 a ( c p . B r i g h t , op. cit., 2 6 ) . 

159 . To t h e b e s t o f my knowledge t h i s p o s s i b i l i t y was not been c o n 
s i d e r e d i n t h e s tudy o f chiasm and i n v e r s i o n . Cp. a l s o examples 69 -70 and 
f u r t h e r J o e l 1 :7 , 12 p a II ΠΠΚΠ ( n e g a t i v e ) - 2:22 Π3ΚΓ) II p a ( p o s i t i v e ) ; 
Hag. 1:10 *?tû + d*>Dttf H + V*TK ( n e g a t i v e ) - Zech. 8:12 V*TK H *?tû + WW) 
"ΡΌ** + ( p o s i t i v e ) . 

160 . For · s / / ' b n c p . 2 Sam. 5 : 1 1 , and my remarks on t h e assumed 
d o u b l e t i n Textus IV (1964) 1 2 1 ; I s . 6 0 : 1 7 ; Hab. 2 : 1 9 . The same s imple 
sequence of t h e nouns i s p r e s e n t i n Ex. 7 : 1 9 ; 1 K i . 5 : 3 2 ; 2 Ki . 1 9 : 1 8 ; 
2 2 : 6 ; I s . 3 7 : 1 9 ; Ez . 2 0 : 3 2 ; Zech. 5 : 4 ; 1 Chr. 2 2 : 1 4 ; f o r Ug. p a r a l l e l s s e e 
*nt 1 1 1 : 1 9 - 2 0 ; IV:58-59 (CTA 3 1 1 1 : 1 9 - 2 0 ; I V : 5 8 - 6 9 ) ; 1001 r e v : 1 3 , and M. 

Dahood, R-S Parallels, 302; I I , 4 4 . 

1 6 1 . Cp. f u r t h e r Ez. 2 6 : 1 2 ; E c c l . 1 0 : 9 ; 1 C h r . x 2 2 : 1 5 ; 2 Chr. 34:10 
and my remarks on t h i s l a s t example i n Textus I (1960) 1 8 2 - 1 8 4 . The i n 
s t a n c e i s n o t l i s t e d by M. Dahood i n R-S Parallels, 100; I I , 9 . For a Ug. 
p a r a l l e l c p . 52:66 (CTA 2 2 : 6 6 ) . 

1 6 2 . For t h e sequence yyn // Skr c p . example n o . 6 1 . 

163 . The r e t e n t i o n o f t h e a d j e c t i v e s gdl // rb i n t n e order i n which 
they are employed i n Ez. 17:17 accompanied by an i n v e r s i o n of order o f the 



nouns qhl // hyl. Thus a d i s t a n t c h i a s t i c r e l a t i o n between Ez. 17:17 and 
38:15 i s a c h i e v e d . 

164 . Cp. A v i s h u r , op, cit., 4 4 . 

165 . Ignor ing t h e obv ious d i s t a n t chiasm and f o l l o w i n g t h e LXX, j . 
Hempel (BH) g r a t u i t o u s l y a d j u s t s t h e order o f t h e components i n t h i s v e r s e 
t o Deut . 7:5 by t r a n s p o s i n g pVTan and ρΒΊΚίΠ. 

166 . On i n t e n t i o n a l i n v e r s i o n i n q u o t a t i o n s s e e M. S e i d e l , " P a r a l l e l s 
i n t h e Book of I s a i a h and t h e Book o f P s a l m s , " Sinai 38 (1958) 149 -172; 
2 2 9 - 2 4 0 ; 272-280; 333-355 (Hebrew). 

167 . The term T>K D1*1 by i t s e l f i s w i d e l y employed i n b i b l i c a l l i t e r a 
t u r e , e . g . , 2 Sam. 22:19 = P s . 1 8 : 1 9 ; J e r . 18 :17 ; Ob. 1 2 - 1 3 ; Job 2 1 : 3 0 . 

168 . D M P S e c h o e s tfrtm o f Deut . 3 2 : 3 5 . Cp. f u r t h e r : 
J e r . 25:12 >m p D >V TpBK . . . ΪΤ»ΓΠ 

25:14 tfPVHD Dif? ^rtftttn 

51:52 m ^ o s >V "•mp&'l 
51:54 ffW tiffl m m m*?0a >» Ό 

J e r . 32:18 D M 31 Ρ^Π >K ΙΓΊΠΚ p y Û*7Ktm i s d e r i v e d from Ex. 2 0 : 5 ; 34:7 TpB 
0*»an >V ΠΐηΚ pV (cp . Num. 1 4 : 1 7 ; Deut . 5 : 9 ) . 

1 Sam. 2:20 4QSama » LXX ΓΤΚΤΠ nttfKfi p VIT p m m D*7ttn 
2.-21 nan ηκ m m nps *o 

169 . Cp. J e r . 6 : 1 5 ; 8 : 1 2 . 

1 7 0 . The sequence W (DTK) D*P o f Deut . 3 2 : 3 5 - 3 6 i s mainta ined i n 
Ez. 7 : 7 , 12 DT»Π (V^an) ni*Tp nVH NÛ. 

1 7 1 . For s i n g l e »yd c p . J e r . 4 8 : 1 6 ; 4 9 : 3 2 ; Job 1 8 : 1 2 ; 2 1 : 1 7 ; 3 0 : 1 2 ; 
3 1 : 3 , 2 3 ; Prov. 1 : 2 6 , 27; 6 : 1 6 ; 1 7 : 5 ; 1 4 : 2 2 . 

1 7 2 . The phenomenon o f inclusio was d i s c e r n e d f r e q u e n t l y i n t h e Book 
o f Psalms by M. Dahood i n h i s commentary (AB, v o l . I - I I I , index s.v. inclu
sio) . The concept and t h e term Ringkomposition g e n e r a t e d i n t h e s tudy o f 
c l a s s i c a l l i t e r a t u r e , e s p e c i a l l y t h e Greek e p i c . See W. A. A. van O t t e r l o , 
"De Ringkompos i t i e a l s Opbouwprincipe i n de e p i s c h e Gedichten van Homerus," 
Verhandl. der Koninklijke Nederlandsche Akademie van Wetenschappen Afd. 
Letterkunde, Nieuwe Reeks, Deel 5 1 , n o . 1 (Amsterdam 1948) 1-95 (I am i n 
debted t o Dr. Ε. Τον f o r b r i n g i n g t h i s work t o my a t t e n t i o n ) ; idem, "Unter
suchung ueber B e g r i f f , Anwendung und Enstehung der g r i e c h i s c h e n Ringkomposi
t i o n , " Mededeelingen der Nederlandsche Akademie van Wetenschappen, Afd. 
Letterkunde, Nieuwe Reeks, Deel 6 , n o s . 1-4 (Amsterdam 1943) 131-176 (wi th 
a b i b l i o g r a p h i c a l survey o f the s tudy o f t h e Ringkomposition, 

1 7 3 . See S . Talmon - M. F i s h b a n e , op. cit., 2 7 f f . 

1 7 4 . The term was i n t r o d u c e d i n t o t h e s tudy o f b i b l i c a l l i t e r a t u r e by 
C. Kühl, "Die Wiederaufnahme - e i n l i t e r a r k r i t i s c h e s P r i n z i p ? , " ZAW 64 
(1952) 1 - 1 1 , who thus rendered i n German H. Wiener ' s E n g l i s h term 'resump
t i v e r e p e t i t i o n ' (The Composition of Judges II 11 to 1 Kings II 46 [London 
1929] 2 ) . The German term had been p r e v i o u s l y used i n c l a s s i c a l s t u d i e s . Cp, 
e . g . , van O t t e r l o , "Untersuchungen." - The l i t e r a r y phenomenon thus d e f i n e d 
a l r e a d y had been d i s c e r n e d i n some s p e c i f i c c a s e s by m e d i e v a l Jewish commen
t a t o r s a s w i l l be shown i n a s e p a r a t e p u b l i c a t i o n . 



175 . DTtiQ was thus unders tood by medieva l Jewish commentators , e . g . , 
R a s h i , Kimhi, Lev i ben Gershom, I s a i a h o f T r a n i . S i m i l a r l y T3. The p a s 
s a g e c o n t a i n i n g t h e phrase i s l a c k i n g i n LXX, but was r e s t o r e d i n 0 + L 
where έν ταΰς δύσυν appears t o r e f l e c t t h e same i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . Th i s i s 
r e j e c t e d by H. P. Smith, Samuel, ICC (Edinburgh 1912) 174 , who r e n d e r s t h e 
p h r a s e 'on two c o n d i t i o n s . ' Cp. a l s o S. R. D r i v e r , Notes on the Hebrew 
Text etc. of Samuel (Oxford 1913) 152 -153 ; M. H. S e g a l , Samuel (Jerusalem 
1956) 153 (Hebrew), e t al. R. K i t t e l ' s emendation DT)(3)tin (BH) i s a l t o 
g e t h e r unwarranted, nor can A. B. E h r l i c h ' s proposed read ing D^ttiK^D)^ 
(Randglossen I I , 2 3 3 ) , or Ν, H. T u r - S i n a i ' s r e c o n s t r u c t i o n , s u g g e s t e d w i t h 
some h e s i t a t i o n , Ό "ΐΠΡίΠΪΤΏ Γίίά - 'you are a s h a m e d . . . ' (KIpD >» TKHtttB v o l . 
I I , 166) be recommended. " r 

176 . C p . , e . g . , Gen. 4 : 2 b / / 2 b ; 3 b / / 4 a ; 4 b / / 5 a . The i n v e r t e d 
sequence o b t a i n s , e . g . , i n P s . 2 9 : 1 0 a / / b ; 1 Sam. 1 4 : 2 5 / / 2 6 . An i n t e r e s t i n g 
example o f a t e x t u a l d o u b l e t which r e f l e c t s t h i s p r i n c i p l e may be found i n 
2 Sam. 8:14 D^̂ ÜÖ W 0*1 *TK to ÛOîtt ÜTTIÖ DttM f o r which s e e S. Talmon, 
Textus I , 177 . 

177 . See M. Held , "The yqtl - qtl Sequence o f I d e n t i c a l Verbs i n B i b 
l i c a l Hebrew and U g a r i t i c , " Studies and Essays in Honor of A. A. Neuman 
(Leiden 1962) 2 8 1 - 2 9 0 . 

1 7 8 . The term o c c u r s a g a i n i n t h e Book o f D a n i e l 8 :20 where t h e 
sequence 'Media and P e r s i a ' p r e v a i l s ( 5 : 2 8 ; c o n t r a s t 6 : 9 , 1 3 , 16: *>ΊΏ ITD 
t;*TD*l w i t h E s t h . 1 : 1 9 ) . This f a c t , though, can h a r d l y be c o n s t r u e d t o 
e s t a b l i s h a s p e c i a l a f f i n i t y o f t h e appendix E s t h . c h . 1 0 w i t h t h e Book of 
D a n i e l . 

179 . See t h e p r e s e n t a u t h o r ' s "Wisdom i n t h e Book of E s t h e r , " VT XIII 
(1963) 4 1 6 - 4 5 3 . 

1 8 0 . For t h e problems concern ing t h i s appendix , s e e D. Daube, "The 
L a s t Chapter o f E s t h e r , " JQR 31 (1946-47) 1 3 9 - 1 4 7 , and t h e summary o f t h e 
s t a t e o f t h e q u e s t i o n i n H. Bardtke , "Neuere A r b e i t e n am Estherbuche , Eine 
K r i t i s c h e Wuerdigung," Ex Oriente Lux 19 (1965-66) 5 1 9 - 5 4 9 . 

1 8 1 . The Targums concur w i t h t h e MT throughout . 

1 8 2 . N e i t h e r o f t h e chiasms i n v o l v e d has a t t r a c t e d t h e a t t e n t i o n of 
commentators . 

1 8 3 . The h e x a p l a r i c r e c e n s i o n e x h i b i t s t h e i n v e r t e d s e q u e n c e . 

184 . S . G e v i r t z , Patternsf 7 7 - 7 8 , 9 5 . 

1 8 5 . T h i s arrangement which i s based on t h e r e c o g n i t i o n o f t h e under
l y i n g inclusio p a t t e r n d i f f e r s c o n s i d e r a b l y from t h e one proposed int. alii. 
by S, E. Loewenstamm, "On t h e C h i a s t i c S t r u c t u r e i n t h e B i b l e , " i n : E. Auer
bach Volume, P u b l i c a t i o n of t h e I s r a e l B i b l e S o c i e t y , v o l . I (1955) 27-30 
(Hebrew). \ 

186 . See W. Zimmerli , Ezekiel, BKAT I I (Neukirchen-Vluyn 1969) 1 0 8 3 . 

187 . The i n t e r d e p e n d e n c e o f E z e k i e l ' s v i s i o n o f t h e f u t u r e t e m p l e , 
e s p e c i a l l y o f 4 0 : 1 - 4 3 : 1 2 , o f t e n has been n o t e d . See most r e c e n t l y S. T a l 
mon - M. F i s h b a n e , o p . cit. 



1 8 8 . For an a n a l y s i s of t h e o v e r a l l use o f t h i s formula i n t h e Book 
o f Jeremiah , vide supra, p . 6 8 . 

1 8 9 . This a d d i t i o n u s u a l l y i s e x p l a i n e d as a widen ing o f t h e promise 
t o i n c l u d e i n i t a l s o the nor thern t r i b e s . 

190 . See t h e l i s t g i v e n i n C. D. G i n s b u r g ' s e d i t i o n (London 1926) ad 
loc. 

1 9 1 . Th i s c o n c l u s i o n i s b u t t r e s s e d by t h e f a c t t h a t t h e haftarah f o r 
t h e second day o f t h e New Year f e s t i v a l b e g i n s w i t h J e r . 3 1 : 2 . 

1 9 2 . Pace J. B r i g h t , Jeremiah AB, 280 . 

1 9 3 . lb. 

1 9 4 . Op. cit., 1 5 2 . 

1 9 5 . P. V o l z , Jeremia, 279 . 

196 . P. V o l z , Der Text, etc., 1 9 4 . 

197 . See W. Rudolph, Jeremia, 1 3 1 . 

1 9 8 . A. W. S t r e a n e , Jeremiah, 186 . 

1 9 9 . Op. cit., 1 4 3 . 

200 . H. C o r n i l l , Jeremia, 329 . He i s f o l l o w e d by G i e s e b r e c h t , Duhm, 
Peake and o t h e r s . See P. V o l z , Jeremia, 2 3 8 . 

2 0 1 . See commentaries ad loc. 

2 0 2 . H. C o r n i l l , Jeremia, loc.cit. 

2 0 3 . P. V o l z , Der Text, etc., 227 . 

2 0 4 . For some f u r t h e r examples o f inclusio w i t h i n v e r t e d p a r a l l e l i s m 
s e e J e r . 8 : 4 - 1 1 ; Ez„ 1 2 : 2 5 - 2 8 ; 4 0 : l f f . - 4 3 : 1 2 , and t h e d i s c u s s i o n o f t h i s 
c a s e i n S. Talmon - M. F i shbane , o p . cit. 

2 0 5 . See Textus I , 1 7 5 , 177; IV, 115; Scripta Hierosolymitana V I I , 175. 

206 . According t o t h e M a s s o r e t i c t r a d i t i o n , t h e word " i s t o be w r i t t e n 
but n o t r e a d . " I t i s n o t rendered i n T J and i n t h e Luc. r e v i s i o n . 

207 . The LXX have no e q u i v a l e n t f o r MT: ΠΤΠ "OY?. Ms B + ^and t h e 
Hexapl . r e v i s i o n add (with a s t e r i s k ) τω ρήματυ τό*υτω. L: + καυ περί τοΰ 
λογού τούτου . 

2 0 8 . C p . , e . g . , J . Α. Montgomery, The Books of Kings, ICC (Edinburgh 
1951) 375 , 379 . 

209 . I t may be c o n j e c t u r e d t h a t i n t h i s i n s t a n c e t h e p r e s e n t second 
h e m i s t i c h was a c c i d e n t a l l y t r a n s f e r r e d from i t s p r e v i o u s p o s i t i o n a f t e r t h e 
p r e s e n t t h i r d . A r e s t i t u t i o n o f t h e assumed o r i g i n a l sequence would r e s t o r e 
an inclusio p a t t e r n based on i n v e r t e d p a r a l l e l s . 

2 1 0 . By t r a n s l a t i n g περί ύμων = DT' jy , t h e LXX make Aaron and Moses 
t h e o b j e c t o f t h e s t a t e m e n t , r e f e r r i n g i t back t o v . 2 . Thus v . 2 7 b i s n o t 
any more a mere r e p e t i t i o n o f v . 2 7 a i n which God i s t h e o b j e c t . 

2 1 1 . Sam.: 0Π f o r MT: ΠΏΠ i s o f no consequence . 



212 . For a s i m i l a r e l l i p s i s o f an e x p e c t a b l e verb a f t e r t h e q u e s t i o n 
c p . I s . 6 : 1 1 ; P s . 6:4 and 9 0 : 1 3 . 

213 . Cp. w . 1 7 , 18 . 

214 . Observe t h e c h i a s t i c s t r u c t u r e and c p . v . 2 3 . 

215 . Cp. v . 1 7 , MT: *Pff?K ütf? ^Ίρΐΐ? tf?, Sam.: ti/IP tf?. 

216 . A g a i n s t t h e M a s s o r e t i c sys tem which has a major d i v i d e r a f t e r 

217 . On the v o c a l i z a t i o n ( a ' ) i n s t e a d o f (a) s e e S. Talmon, 
"The Three S c r o l l s of t h e Law t h a t were found i n t h e Temple Court ," Textus 
I I (1962) 1 4 - 1 7 . This v a r i a t i o n cannot s e r v e as a c r i t e r i o n f o r d e c i d i n g 
on the r e l a t i v e a n t i q u i t y of t h e two p a r a l l e l s . 

218 . Vide, e . g . , J . Wel lhausen , Der Text der Buecher Samuelis (Goet-
t i n g e n 1872) 141; Smith, Samuel, ICC, 242 -243 ; D r i v e r , Samuel, 218; S e g a l , 
Samuel, 218 . 

219 . Further i n s t a n c e s o f p a r t i a l l y p r e s e r v e d d o u b l e t s may be found, 
e . g . , i n Ex. 2 3 : 2 ; 1 Kings 1 0 : 2 8 ; P s . 1 0 : 9 ; 2 Chr. 1 :17 . 

220 . See Cross - Freedman, "2 Sam. 22 - P s . 1 8 , " ad loc. 

2 2 1 . The word *bn i s e i t h e r a g l o s s or a v a r i a n t read ing f o r g y r . 
See S. Talmon, Textus IV, 1 2 1 . 

222 . See F. M. C r o s s , J r . , HThR, 1964 . 

2 2 3 . See M. Noth, Das zweite Buch Moses, ATD (Goet t ingen 1959) 1 5 4 -
155 , 2 1 6 f f . ; U. C a s s u t o , Exodus (Jerusalem 1967) 3 0 4 - 3 0 5 , 446 . 

2 2 4 . These c o n s i d e r a t i o n s apply t o some degree a l s o t o i n n e r - m a s s o r e t i c 
i n v e r s i o n v a r i a n t s i n p a r a l l e l t r a d i t i o n s t h a t stem from c h r o n o l o g i c a l l y 
d i f f e r e n t l i n g u i s t i c s t r a t a . In a d i s c u s s i o n o f i n v e r s i o n v a r i a n t s i n Kings 
- C h r o n i c l e s or H i s t o r i o g r a p h i e s - Psa lms , e t c . , t h e f a c t o r of changing s y n 
t a c t i c a l norms must be taken i n t o a c c o u n t . C p . , e . g . , A. Kropat, Die Syntax 
des Autors der Chronik, BZAW 16 ( B e r l i n , 1 9 0 1 ) ; A. Hurwitz , The Transition 
Period in Biblical Hebrew (Jerusalem 1972, Hebrew), and the b i b l i o g r a p h y 
l i s t e d t h e r e ; idem, "Diachronie Chiasm i n B i b l i c a l Hebrew," i n : The Bible 
and the History of Israel (Jerusa lem, 1972) 248-255 (Hebrew). 

2 2 5 . C p . , e . g . , I s . 37:32 MT: "p"1* TÏÏD D*>>t£n*V>D; i s

a : , p o s s i b l y 
i n f l u e n c e d by 2 : 3 . 

226 . MT s t a n d s here i n a c h i a s t i c r e l a t i o n t o t h e p r e c e d i n g v e r s e 
whereas I s a p r e s e n t s the same sequence i n bo th i n s t a n c e s . 

227 . Cp. f u r t h e r I s . 52:7 MT: nyitm ))>Ώΰ1ύ^ ΊίΠΰ D*1>ttf VDttfD TttDD "»Vsn 
I s a : " ( )W0 " y*»DtöD " TttÖD " " 

228 . I t should be s t r e s s e d t h a t i n c o n t r a s t t b \ I s a which a l t o g e t h e r 
d i v e r g e s from t h e MT i n many i n s t a n c e s , I s b may be c o n s i d e r e d a p r o t o -
m a s s o r e t i c manuscr ipt which r a r e l y d i f f e r s from t h e MT, as i s w e l l known. 

2 2 9 . Cp. f u r t h e r I s . 63 :9 MT: DWt?:M t f t t töO ; I s a : 

2 3 0 . Cp. 2 Kings 18:27 MT: . . . T»3TK >yn. 



2 3 1 . Cp. f u r t h e r I s a 6 1 : 7 ; 6 3 : 1 7 , et al. 

2 3 2 . I s a p r e s e n t s two r e a d i n g s of t h i s phrase which are d i s t i n g u i s h e d 
from each o t h e r o n l y by some minor s p e l l i n g v a r i a n t s . 

2 3 3 . Cp. C r o s s , HThR 1964 . 

2 3 4 . J . Z i e g l e r , e d . , Jeremias, 4 4 , n . l . 

2 3 5 . Op. cit., 5 5 - 5 6 ; c p . f u r t h e r idem, Isaias, 2 4 . 

236 . Ieremias, 4 4 . 

237 . Z i e g l e r , e d . , Isaias, 7 2 . 

238 . Op. cit., 7 2 - 7 3 , 8 9 . 

2 3 9 . U n l e s s one assumes t h e u n l i k e l y p o s i t i o n t h a t χακύα renders 
h e r e , and o n l y h e r e , ΓΠΓΙΚ/Ο which i n a l l o t h e r i n s t a n c e s i s t r a n s l a t e d 
οψαρτύχ, αποστροφή, e t c . 

240 . φως i s an erroneous t r a n s l a t i o n o f *wr I I which r e f e r s here t o 
some k ind of herbage , a s i n 2 Kings 4 : 3 9 . The Greek t r a n s l a t o r a l s o had 
d i f f i c u l t i e s w i t h sh which he somehow i d e n t i f i e d w i t h shrym - midday. 
Modern t r a n s l a t i o n s f o l l o w the LXX s l a v i s h l y : RSV: ' s u n s h i n e ' ; NEB: 'sum
mer s u n ' ; ZB: ' S o n n e n l i c h t e ' ; SB: ' l u m i è r e . ' 

2 4 1 . The e x p r e s s i o n may be compared w i t h Prov . 19:12 *2tt7p >V *7l£D*l and 
Deut . 32 :1 nttfp *I>y DOO^DT ΚΚΠ D ^ y t t D - ' l i k e f i n e r a i n upon t h e 
g r a s s and l i k e showers on young p l a n t s ' (NEB). There t h e s e id ioms f o l l o w 
upon r e f e r e n c e s t o mtr and tl, (ΓΠ)Ύ)Κ >lû should be unders tood as an 
e l l i p t i c e x p r e s s i o n s i g n i f y i n g 'dew upon herbage ' t h a t f a l l s a t t h e end of 
t h e r a i n s eason or i n t h e summer. Thus c o r r e c t l y RSV: 'dew of h e r b s . ' 
T r a n s l a t i o n s such as NEB: ' s p a r k l i n g l i g h t ' ; ZB: 'Tau der L i c h t e r ' ; SB: 
' r o s é e lumineuse ' are f a r o f f t h e mark. 

2 4 2 . An i n s c r i p t i o n i n a n c i e n t Hebrew c h a r a c t e r s from TeUArad -
rtf Π*ΤΊ2) Πί/>ΚΠ(1) - p u b l i s h e d by Y. Aharoni - R. Amiran, BIES N . S . XXVII 
(1963) 2 2 9 - 2 3 0 , makes i t p l a u s i b l e t h a t i n I s . 18:4 r e f e r e n c e i s made t o 
t h e name o f t h e summer-harvest month. Cp. f u r t h e r J e r . 4 :11 where t h e term 
sh i s connec ted w i t h t h e t h r e s h i n g s e a s o n . - Tos . T a « a n i t 1:7 ( ed . Zucker
mandel , 215 1 1 . 1 6 - 1 7 ; e d . Lieberman, 325 , 1 1 . 35-38) r e f e r s t o t h e summer 
s e a s o n by t h e term hm which f o l l o w s t h e r e upon qsyr and qys. 

2 4 3 . Numerous v a r i a n t s i n t h e b i b l i c a l s c r o l l s from Qumran were e x 
p l a i n e d t o have a r i s e n i n t h i s manner, j u s t as v a r i a n t s i n B i b l e q u o t a t i o n s 
i n r a b b i n i c l i t e r a t u r e o f t e n were taken t o have r e s u l t e d from c i t a t i o n by 
h e a r t . S e e , e . g . , H. L. S t r a c k , Prolegomena Critica in T/,Γ. ( L e i p z i g 1873) 
6 0 , and t h e d i s c u s s i o n o f t h e m a t t e r i n V. A p t o w i t z e r , Das Schriftwort in 
der Rabbinischen Literatur (photographic r e p r i n t New York 1970) 2 1 f f . 

2 4 4 . See W. Bacher, Die exegetische Terminologie der Juedischen Tra-
ditionaliteratur I ( L e i p z i g 1899) 1 3 6 - 1 3 7 ; I I ( L e i p z i g 1905) 1 4 4 . 

2 4 5 . Sifrë Bamidbar 9 :6 ( ed . Friedmann, 17b, 1 . 1 3 ) ; 15:33 (ib., 33b , 
1 . 2 8 ) ; 17:9 (ib., 4 9 b , 1 . 7 ) ; a l s o Bab. T a l . B .B . 119b; J e r . T a l . R.H. 58b 
ad P s . 1 4 4 : 1 4 ; Gen. KaJWba33(l) ad P s . 3 6 : 7 , e t a l . 

246 . Num. 17:2 where E l * a z a r i s ment ioned b e f o r e Moses i s c o n s i d e r e d 



by R. J o s h i j a h an i n v e r t e d v e r s e - DYlDD KTpD Πΐ *>ΤΠ - (Sifrê Bamidbar, 
49b 1 . 7 ) . For f u r t h e r examples c o n s u l t Bacher, ib, 

247. See S. Talmon, Textus IV, 1 2 5 f f . 

248 . Bacher renders srs by ' c a s t r i r e n = c a s t r a t e ' (op. c i t , I , 1 3 6 ) . 
The Hebrew term i s b e t t e r t r a n s l a t e d ' i n v e r t i e r e n ' or ' t r a n s p o n i e r e n * (op. 
cit. I I , 1 4 4 ) . Cp. M. J a s t r o w , Dictionary of Talmud Babli, etc., I I (New 
York 1 9 4 3 ) ; Ε. Ben Jehuda, Thesaurus, etc., VIII (Jerusalem 1 9 4 0 ) ; A. 
Kohut, Aruch Completum VI (New York 1955) s.v. srs. - The verb srs and t h e 
noun srys are n o t e x t a n t i n b i b l i c a l Hebrew. The b i b l i c a l noun srys i s an 
Akk. loanword - 2a rësi - which d e s i g n a t e s predominant ly o f f i c i a l s a t 
f o r e i g n c o u r t s . In t h i s c o n n o t a t i o n the term i s employed i n an Aramaic 
i n s c r i p t i o n (Donner -Roe l l i g n o . 224 1 . 5 ) , and shou ld be rendered t h e r e : 
' e i n e r von meinen Beamten' r a t h e r than 'Eunuchen. ' 

249 . See supra, examples 6 5 , 6 9 , 70 and n o t e 159 . 

250 . See J . L i c h t , The Thanksgiving Scroll (Jerusalem 1957) 207 
(Hebrew). L i c h t draws a t t e n t i o n t o t h e s i m i l a r imagery i n 1QH I I I , 3 0 - 3 3 . 

2 5 1 . The phrase ΠΚηΟ T O ΠΓΤΰ[Τ TßftO] (1QH XVII, 12) r e f e r s n o t o n l y 
t o Ex. 34:7 MT: ΠΚΙυΠΤ Vß/Bl "py Kt£D, paraphrased i n 1QH: *p*iy [yttfS I W ? ] 
ΠΝβΓΠ (ib.), b u t a l s o t o t h e ment ion of Deut . 32:22 i n t h e n e x t l i n e . 

2 5 2 . This i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f Qumran s o c i o - h i s t o r i c a l i d e o l o g y w i l l be 
f u r t h e r deve loped e l s e w h e r e . For t h e p r e s e n t , s e e S. Talmon, "Qumran und 
das A l t e Tes tament ," Frankfurter Universitaetsreden Heft 12 (Frankfurt am 
Main 1972) 8 4 - 1 0 0 . 

253 . These t erms , and e s p e c i a l l y ' o r a l T o r a h , ' m e r i t renewed a t t e n 
t i o n i n t h e l i g h t o f J . N e u s n e r ' s r e c e n t i n v e s t i g a t i o n s . See h i s "The 
Rabbinic T r a d i t i o n s about t h e P h a r i s e e s b e f o r e A.D. 7 0 , The Problems o f 
Oral T r a n s m i s s i o n , " JJS XXII (1971) 1 -18 . 

254 . The v e r y term 'canon' i n r e f e r e n c e t o t h e c o l l e c t i o n o f t h e O.T. 
books r e q u i r e s f u r t h e r c l a r i f i c a t i o n which would do f u l l j u s t i c e t o r a b 
b i n i c pronouncements on t h i s i s s u e . A p r o v o c a t i v e , r a t h e r u n t r a d i t i o n a l 
approach t o t h e problem may be found i n J . A. Sanders , Torah and Canon 
( P h i l a d e l p h i a 1 9 7 2 ) ; idem, "Cave 11 S u r p r i s e s and t h e Ques t ion o f Canon," 
McCormick Quarterly XXI (1968) 1-15 where r e c e n t d i s c u s s i o n s o f t h e mat ter 
a r e l i s t e d . 

255 . The i s s u e was d e a l t w i t h by Ε. E. Urbach, "When d i d Prophecy 
C e a s e ? , " Tarbiz XVII (1946) 1-11 (Hebrew). 

256 . The q u e s t i o n whether l l Q P s a should be c o n s i d e r e d a copy o f t h e 
b i b l i c a l Book of Psa lms , as i s mainta ined by most s c h o l a r s and foremost by 
i t s e d i t o r J . A. Sanders , or whether i t r a t h e r shou ld be viewed a s a l i t u r 
g i c a l c o l l e c t i o n o f p s a l m s , a s reasoned by Μ. H. G o s h e n - G o t t s t e i n , Textus V 
(1966) , and S . Talmon, ib., 11 f f . , r e q u i r e s f u r t h e r a n a l y s i s . 

257 . My thanks are due t o Dr. Ε. Τον f o r some Valuable comments and 
s u g g e s t i o n s . 



Palestinian Manuscripts 

1947-1972 

J . A. Sanders 

The s p r i n g o f 1972 marked t h e t w e n t y - f i f t h a n n i v e r s a r y o f t h e d i s c o v 

ery o f t h e Qumran m a n u s c r i p t s . 1947 was the b e g i n n i n g o f a p e r i o d o f more 

than f i f t e e n y e a r s dur ing which a n c i e n t manuscr ipt m a t e r i a l s have been r e 

covered a long t h e w e s t l i t t o r a l o f t h e Jordan F a u l t as f a r north as t h e 

Wadi e d - D a l i y e h and as f a r south a s Masada. P u b l i c a t i o n of t h e manuscr ip t s 

c o n t i n u e s apace i n w i d e l y s c a t t e r e d p e r i o d i c a l s and t i t l e s . 

The r e s p o n s e t o my " P a l e s t i n i a n Manuscr ipts 1947-1967" (JBL 86 [1967] 

431-44) was very g r a t i f y i n g and i n d i c a t e s t h e c o n t i n u e d n e e d , t h e r e e x 

p r e s s e d , f o r a r e a d i l y a v a i l a b l e l i s t i n g o f t h e loci o f t h e editiones 

principes, and i n some i n s t a n c e s t h e editiones principales, o f t h e m a t e r i 

a l s so f a r p u b l i s h e d . The b i b l i o g r a p h y by B. J o n g e l i n g (A Classified Bibli

ography of the Finds in the Desert of Judah 1958-1969 [1971] ) b r i n g s t h e 

e a r l i e r work of Wi l l i am LaSor up t o d a t e and i s v e r y u s e f u l . Indeed , when 

i t f i r s t appeared I thought I shou ld n o t have t o update my much l e a n e r l i s t 

i n g . But s t u d e n t s working w i t h me on t h e s c r o l l s have made c l e a r t h e c o n 

t i n u i n g need of a s i m p l e l i s t o f where t h e photographs and r e s p o n s i b l e 

t r a n s c r i p t i o n s have been p u b l i s h e d , or t h o s e a v a i l a b l e s i n c e t h e b e g i n n i n g . 

The format here i s b a s i c a l l y t h a t o f t h e e a r l i e r l i s t ; t h e o n l y change 

i s t h a t o f r e v e r s i n g t h e order o f Caves 4 and 1 1 , s o t h a t now they appear 

i n numerica l o r d e r . 

In t h e near f u t u r e a good b i t o f m a t e r i a l w i l l have been p u b l i s h e d . 

J . T. M i l i k ' s 4Q Aramaic Enoch m a t e r i a l s , The Books of Enoch ( s e e be low 

under I . A . c . 2 . ) , are i n page proof a t Oxford (though n o t i n t h e DJD s e r i e s ) . 

M i l i k has submit ted a r t i c l e s on 4QMelch t o JJS and on AQMelch** t o RB, b o t h 

o f which are s c h e d u l e d t o appear i n forthcoming i s s u e s o f t h o s e j o u r n a l s . 

M i l i k ' s d e f i n i t i v e e d i t i o n o f a l l t h e Cave 4 m a t e r i a l s a s s i g n e d t o him i s 

a l s o a t t h e p u b l i s h e r ' s i n Oxford and w i l l probably c o n s t i t u t e t h e n e x t two 

volumes of t h e DJD s e r i e s : t h e s e w i l l i n c l u d e a l l o f t h e Qumran Cave 4 

m a t e r i a l s we would c a l l apocrypha or pseudep igrapha , t h a t i s , n o n - b i b l i c a l 



Jewish l i t e r a t u r e known b e f o r e Qumran, and a l l t h e Qumran s e c t a r i a n l i t e r a 

t u r e not a l r e a d y p u b l i s h e d i n DJD 5 (or , p o s s i b l y , t o be p u b l i s h e d i n Jean 

S t a r c k y ' s l o t ) a l o n g w i t h m i s c e l l a n e o u s m a t e r i a l s i n c l u d i n g t h e "Son o f 

God" fragment . John S t r u g n e l l ' s work i s p r o g r e s s i n g w e l l and w i l l cover 

two volumes i n t h e DJD s e r i e s : t h e s e are e s s e n t i a l l y t h e hymnic m a t e r i a l s , 

i n c l u d i n g 4QHodayot and s i m i l a r l i t e r a t u r e , p l u s some m i s c e l l a n e o u s f r a g 

ments i n c l u d i n g a paraphrase document w i t h l o n g q u o t a t i o n s from t h e P e n t a 

t e u c h . M a t e r i a l s a s s i g n e d t o J . S tarcky are a l l Aramaic, n o n - b i b l i c a l 

and/or n o n - r e c o g n i z a b l e l i t e r a t u r e , and w i l l c o n s t i t u t e one DJD vo lume. F. 

M. C r o s s , J r . , and Msgr. P. W. Skehan are charged w i t h a l l t h e 4Q b i b l i c a l 

l i t e r a t u r e : t h e r e w i l l be some t h r e e volume o f t h e s e . Cross has about 70 

mss o f P e n t a t e u c h a l and p r o p h e t i c ( except I s a i a h and one ms o f t h e Twelve) 

books and p l a n s t o p u b l i s h the Joshua , Judges and Samuels fragments f i r s t 

( s e e below I . A . c . l . ) . Skehan has t h e paleo-Hebrew and LXX fragments o f t h e 

P e n t a t e u c h , a l l o f t h e I s a i a h m a t e r i a l s , as w e l l a s Proverbs , Psalms and 

o t h e r s of t h e W r i t i n g s ; Skehan a l s o has one ms o f t h e Twelve P r o p h e t s . 

I wish t o e x p r e s s g r a t i t u d e t o Msgr. Skehan, a s w e l l as t o F r . J . A. 

F i t z m y e r , S . J . , and Frank Moore C r o s s , f o r read ing t h i s manuscr ipt i n d r a f t 

and f o r s e v e r a l v a l u a b l e s u g g e s t i o n s for improvement i n i t . 
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A b b r e v i a t i o n s o f P u b l i c a t i o n s 
ALQ 2 

F. M. C r o s s , Ancient Library of Qumran (Anchor 1961) 
ALUOS Annual of Leeds University Oriental Society 

BA Biblical Archaeologist 

BASOR Bulletin of the American Schools of Oriental Research 

DJD Discoveries in the Judaean Desert of Jordan 

DSPS J . A. Sanders ,The Dead Sea Psalms Scroll (Corne l l 1967) 

HTR Harvard Theological Review 

IEJ Israel Exploration Journal 

JBL Journal of Biblical Literature 

JSJ Journal for the Study of Judaism 

JSS Journal of Semitic Studies 

JTC Journal for Theology and Church 

JTS Journal of Theological Studies 

NAB New American Bible (St. Anthony Gui ld e d i t i o n ) 

NDBA New Directions in Biblical Archaeology, e d . D. N. Freedman and J, 
C. G r e e n f i e l d (1969) 

NTS New Testament Studies 

OS Oudtestamentische Studien 

PEQ Palestine Exploration Quarterly 

RB Revue Biblique 

RQ Revue de Qumran 

SBF Studii Biblici Franciscani 

SWDS Scrolls from the Wilderness of the Dead Sea (Smithsonian E x h i b i t 
C a t a l o g u e , American S c h o o l s o f O r i e n t a l Research 1965) 

ThLZ Theologische Literaturzeitung 

VT Vetus Testamentum 

ZAW Zeitschrift fur die alttestamentlich Wissenschaft 

ZDPV Zeitschrift des Deutschen Palästina-Vereins 

Other A b b r e v i a t i o n s 

AI AR A l b r i g h t I n s t i t u t e o f 
A r c h a e o l o g i c a l Research 

ap Apocryphon 

ar Aramaic 

Ber Berachot 

CD Damascus Document (from 
Cairo Genizah) 

DibHam Words o f t h e Luminaries 

gr Greek 

H Hodayot (Thanksgiving Hymns) 



Hen Enoch 

Hev Nahal Hever Caves 

JerNouv New Jerusa lem 

Jub J u b i l e e s 

M War S c r o l l 

Melch Melch izedeq 

Mess Messiah 

Ord Ordinances 

Ρ Pesher 

p a l e o paleo-Hebrew s c r i p t 

p B l e s s P a t r i a r c h a l B l e s s i n g s 

Phyl P h y l a c t e r y 

PrNab Prayer o f Nabonidus 

P r L i t L i t u r g i c a l Prayers 

PsAp Apocryphal Psalms 

PsDan D a n i e l pseudepigraphon 

1Q e t c . Qumran Cave 1 e t c . 

S Manual o f D i s c i p l i n e 

Sa Rule o f t h e Congregat ion 

Sb C o l l e c t i o n o f B l e s s i n g s 

SirSabb S h i r ha-Shabbat 

SI 39-40 A n g e l i c L i t u r g y 

Temple The Temple S c r o l l 

t g Targum 

TLevi Testament o f Levi 

Tob T o b i t 

Wi les Wi les o f a H a r l o t 

XII Dodecapropheton 

I . Manuscripts 

A. Wadi Qumran 

a. Cave 1 

l Q I s a 1QS lQpHab M. Burrows, e t al., The Dead Sea Scrolls of St. 

Mark's Monastery, 1 ( 1 9 5 0 ) , 2:2 ( 1 9 5 1 ) ; Scrolls 

from Qumran Cave 1 (AIAR and Shrine o f t h e 

Book, 1972) - T r e v e r ' s o r i g i n a l c o l o r p r i n t s . 

1QS J . L i c h t , Megillat has-serakim (1965) and A. R. C. 

Leaney, 

The Rule of Qumran ( 1 9 6 6 ) . 

Cf. J . T. M i l i k , RB 67 (1960) 412-16 f o r 4Q v a r i 

a n t s : s e e a l s o 5Q11 and 5Q13 i n DJD 3 . 

lQpHab W. H. Brownlee , The Text of Habakkuk in the Ancient 

Commentary from Qumran (1959) 

K. E l l i g e r , S t u d i e n zum Habakkuk Kommentar ( 1 9 5 3 ) . 

l Q I s b 1QM 1QH Ε. L. Sukenik , Osar ham-megillot hag-genuzot (1948, 

1 9 5 5 ) . 

1QM Y. Yadin, The Scroll of the War . . . ( 1 9 6 2 ) . 

1QH J . L i c h t , Megillat ha-hodayot ( 1 9 5 7 ) . 

S. H o l m - N i e l s e n , Hodayot Psalms from Qumran ( 1 9 6 0 ) . 



M. D e l c o r , Les Hymnes de Qumran ( 1 9 6 2 ) . 

lQSa Sb DM e t c . D. Barthélémy and J . T. M i l i k , DJD 1 ( 1 9 5 5 ) : of 

l a r g e 1Q s c r o l l s and of o t h e r b i b l i c a l , apocry

pha l and s e c t a r i a n m a t e r i a l s . Cf. J . C. Trever, 

RQ No. 19 (1965) 335-44 f o r p l a t e s of fragments 

t r a n s c r i b e d i n DJD 1 5 0 - 5 5 ; A. Y. Samuel, T r e a s 

ure of Qumran (1966) 2 0 5 - 0 8 ; SWDS 2 9 - 3 0 . 

lQapGen N. Avigad and Y. Yadin, A Genesis Apocryphon 

( 1 9 5 6 ) . 

J . A. F i t z m y e r , The Genesis Apocryphon of Qumran 

Cave l2 ( 1 9 7 1 ) ; c f . 1Q20 i n DJD 1 . 

CD S. S c h e c h t e r , Documents of Jewish Sectaries, 1 

( 1 9 1 0 ) . S . Z e i t l i n , The ZadoJtite Fragments 

(1952) f o r p h o t o g r a p h s . C. Rabin , The Zadokite 

Documents* (1958) f o r t r a n s c r i p t i o n . 

(Fragments a l s o from 4Q) 

lQDan a ' b lQNoah J . T r e v e r , RQ No. 19 (1965) 3 2 3 - 3 6 , P i s . i - v i . 
f r a g 2 lQPrayers 
f r a g s 2-3 

b . Caves 2 - 3 , M. B a i l l e t and J . T. M i l i k , DJD 3 ( 1 9 6 2 ) : f r a g -

5-10 ments of b i b l i c a l , apocryphal and s e c t a r i a n 

m a t e r i a l s : 2Q1-33, 3Q1-15, 5Q1-25, 6Q1-31, 7Q1-

1 9 , 8Q1-5, 9Q ( p a p ) , 10Q ( o s t r ) . I n c l u d e s 3Q15, 

t h e copper s c r o l l e d , by J . T. M i l i k ; c f . J . M. 

A l l e g r o , Treasure of the Copper Scroll ( 1 9 6 0 ) . 

c . Cave 4 

1 . B i b l i c a l 
4 Q E x a F . M. C r o s s , ALQ 1 8 4 - 8 5 : t r a n s l i t e r a t i o n o n l y . 

4QEx c F . M. C r o s s , JTC 5 (1968) 1 3 - 1 6 . 

4QpaleoEx m P. W. Skehan, JBL 74 (1955) 1 8 2 - 1 8 7 . Cf. SWDS 1 6 , 

2 6 . 

4 Q E x f F . M. Cross i n SWDS 1 4 , 2 3 . 

4QLXXLeva P- W. Skehan, VT suppl 4 (1957) 1 5 9 - 6 0 . Cf. SWDS 

1 5 , 2 5 . 



4QLXXNU P. W, Skehan, VT suppl 4 (1957) 155-56; photo i n 

BA 28 (1965) 9 1 . 

4QDt n F . M. Cross i n SWDS 20 , 3 1 - 3 2 ; H. Stegemann, RQ 

No. 22 (1967) 2 1 7 - 2 7 , 

4QDt3 (Deut 32) P. W. Skehan, BASOR No. 136 (Dec. 1954) 1 2 - 1 5 . 

N . B . : VT suppl 4 (1957) 150 , n . l . 

4QSama F . M. C r o s s , BASOR No. 132 (Dec. 1953) 1 5 - 2 6 . 

Cf. SWDS 1 4 , 2 4 - 2 5 . 

4QSamb F . M. C r o s s , JBL 74 (1955) 1 4 7 - 7 2 . 

4 Q S a m a ' b ' c F . M. C r o s s , NAB (1970) t e x t n o t e s . 

4 Q I s a J . Muilenburg, BASOR No. 135 (Oct . 1954) 2 8 - 3 2 . 

4QJer b F . M. C r o s s , ALQ 187 ( t r a n s l i t e r a t i o n ) . 

4QXII C M. T e s t u z , Semitica 5 (1955) 1 4 7 - 7 2 . 

4QPs a - < 3 A l l p r e - M a s o r e t i c P s a l t e r m a t e r i a l s , p u b l i s h e d and 

u n p u b l i s h e d , are c a t a l o g u e d and indexed i n DSPS 

1 4 3 - 5 5 . 

4QPs b P. W. Skehan, CBQ 26 (1964) 3 1 3 - 2 2 . Cf. SWDS 2 0 , 

3 0 - 3 1 . 

4QPs f c o l s v i i - x J . S tarcky , RB 73 (1966) 3 5 2 - 7 1 : t h r e e "apocry

phal" psa lms i n a P s a l t e r ms. 

4QPs^ J . T. M i l i k , Biblica 38 (1957) 2 4 5 - 5 5 . 

4QPs89 J . T. M i l i k , RB 73 (1966) 9 4 - 1 0 6 . 

4QQoha J . Muilenburg, BASOR No. 135 (Oct . 1954) 2 0 - 2 8 . 

2 . Apocryphal 

4QHen ar J . T. M i l i k , RB 65 (1958) 7 0 - 7 7 : Another Aramaic 

fragment^ p o s s i b l y from Enoch, may be found i n 

M. T e s t u z , Semitica 5 (1955) 3 7 - 3 8 . Cf. J . T. 

M i l i k , HTR 64 (1971) 3 3 3 - 7 8 . See n e x t e n t r y . 

4 Q H e n G e a n t s a , b J . T. M i l i k i n Tradition und Glaube (Κ. G. Kuhn 

F e s t . , e d . G. J e r e m i a s , e t al., 1971) 1 1 7 - 1 2 7 , P I . 

1 ( frag o f 4QGeants a o n l y ) . According t o M i l i k 

i n t h e HTR 64 a r t i c l e (op. cit.) t h e r e w i l l be 

12 Enoch mss , i n c l u d i n g t h i s one , i n M i l i k , The 

Books of Enoch, Aramaic Fragments of (Jumran Cave 

4 (Oxford, 1 9 7 2 ) . Cf. 6Q8, 1Q23 (p lus f r a g s ) . 



4QJub f ( e t c . ) J . T. M i l i k , RB 73 (1966) 9 4 - 1 0 4 . 

4QTLevi ar*5 J . T. M i l i k , RB 62 (1955) 3 9 8 - 4 0 6 . Cf. SWDS 16 , 

2 5 - 2 6 . 

4QPrNab ar J . T. Milik", RB 63 (1956) 4 - 7 - 4 1 5 . 
4QpsDan a r a ~ c 

(4QTob a r a - d h e b r a J . T. M i l i k , RB 73 (1966) 522 . A l i s t , o n l y , of 

e x t a n t m a t e r i a l s . ) 

3 . Pesharim 

4Q158-186 J . M. A l l e g r o w i t h A. A. Anderson, DJD 5 ( 1 9 6 8 ) . 

A l l o f t h e f o l l o w i n g 4Q m a t e r i a l s p u b l i s h e d by 

A l l e g r o are i n c l u d e d i n DJD 5 w i t h t h e e x c e p t i o n 

o f 4QPBless; on t h e o t h e r hand, DJD 5 i n c l u d e s 

15 mss n o t p u b l i s h e d b e f o r e . Extreme c a u t i o n i s 

a d v i s e d i n u s e o f DJD 5 . Two p u b l i c a t i o n s are 

n e c e s s a r y companions t o i t : J . S t r u g n e l l , RQ No. 

26 (1970) 1 6 3 - 2 7 6 , and J . A. F i t z m y e r , CBQ 31 

(1969) 59 -71 (a b i b l i o g r a p h i c a i d ) . 

4 Q p I s a (4Q161) J . M. A l l e g r o , JBL 75 (1956) 1 7 4 - 8 7 : Document I I I ; 

DJD 5 , 1 1 - 1 5 , P i s . IV-V. 

4 Q p I s b - d (4Q162- J . M. A l l e g r o , JBL 77 (1958) 2 1 5 - 2 1 ; DJD 5 , 1 5 - 2 8 , 

64) P i s . VI-IX. 

4 Q p I s e (4Q165) DJD 5 , 2 8 - 3 0 , P l . IX. 

4QpHos b (4Q166) J . M. A l l e g r o , JBL 75 (1956) 8 9 - 9 5 ; DJD 5 , 3 2 - 3 6 , 

P l . X, former ly 4QHos a . 

4QpHos a (4Q167) J . M. A l l e g r o , JBL 78 (1959) 1 4 2 - 4 7 ; DJD 5, 3 1 - 3 2 , 

P l . X, former ly 4QHos b . 

4QpMic? (4Q168) DJD 5 , 36 , P l . X I I . 

4QpNah (4Q169) J . M, A l l e g r o , JBL 75 (1956) 8 9 - 9 5 ; 

J . M. A l l e g r o , JSS 7 (1962) 3 0 4 - 0 8 ; DJD 5 , 3 7 - 4 2 , 

P i s . XII-XIV. Cf. SWDS, 1 7 , 2 6 - 2 7 ; A. Dupont-

Sommer, Semitica, 13 (1963) 5 5 - 8 8 ; Y. Yadin, IEJ 

21 (1971) 1 - 1 2 . 

4QpZeph (4Q170) DJD 5 , 4 2 , P l . XIV, 

4 Q P s s a (4Q171) J . M. A l l e g r o , PEQ 86 (1954) 6 9 - 7 5 , P l . XVIII . 

( former ly 4QpPs37) J . M. A l l e g r o , JBL 75 (1956) 8 9 - 9 5 , P i s . 3 - 4 . 



J . M. A l l e g r o , The People of the Dead Sea Scrolls 

P i s . 48 and 50 ( 8 6 - 8 7 ) ; DJD 5 , 4 2 - 4 9 . 

H. Stegemann, RQ No. 14 (1963) 235-70 (Stegemann's 

a r t i c l e s o r t s i t a l l o u t . ) 

H. Stegemann, RQ No. 22 (1967) 193-210 f o r c o l . 1 

l i n e s 2 0 - 2 7 . 

4QpPs60 (4Q171) DJD 5 , 4 9 - 5 0 , P l . XVII. 

4QpPss b (4Q173) DJD 5 , 5 1 - 5 3 , P l . XVIII (pPss 127 , 129 and 1 1 8 ? ) . 

(4Q172) DJD 5 , 5 0 - 5 1 , P l . XVIII ( a p p a r e n t l y pesharim on 

u n i d e n t i f i e d b i b l i c a l ? t e x t s ) . 

4 , S e c t a r i a n 

4QFlor i l eg ium J . M. A l l e g r o , JBL 75 (1956) 1 7 4 - 8 7 : Document I I ; 

(4Q174) A l l e g r o , JBL 77 (1958) 3 5 0 - 5 4 ; DJD 5 , 5 3 - 5 7 , P i s 

XIX-XX. Cf. Y. Yadin, IEJ 9 (1959) 9 5 - 9 8 . 

4QPBless (? J . M. A l l e g r o , JBL 75 (1956) 1 7 4 - 8 7 : Document I . 

pGen49) Cf. H. Stegemann, RQ No. 22 (1967) 2 1 1 - 1 7 . 

4QTestimonia J . M. A l l e g r o , JBL 75 (1956) 1 7 4 - 8 7 : Document IV: 

(4Q175) DJD 5 , 5 7 - 6 0 , P l . XXI. 

4 Q M a ( b - e ) C. H. Hunzinger , ZAW 69 (1957) 1 3 1 - 5 1 . Cf. SWDS, 

1 8 , 2 9 . 

pap4QM e ' f M. B a i l l e t , RB 71 (1964) 3 5 6 - 5 9 , 3 6 5 - 7 1 . 

4QS1 39-40 J . S t r u g n e l l , "The A n g e l i c L i t u r g y a t Qumran," VT 

(4QSirSabb) suppl 7 (1960) 3 1 8 - 4 5 . 

4QDibHam M. B a i l l e t , ^ L e s P a r o l e s d e s l u m i n a i r e s , " RB 68 

( 1 9 6 1 ) / Î 9 5 - 2 5 0 . Cf. SWDS 18, 2 8 - 2 9 . 

4Q0rd (4Q159) J . M. A l l e g r o , JSS 6 (1961) 7 1 - 7 3 ; DJD 5 , 6 - 9 , P I . 

I I . 

4QWiles (Harlot) J . M. A l l e g r o , PEQ 96 (1964) 5 3 - 5 5 ; DJD 5 , 8 2 - 8 5 , 

(4Q184) P l . XXVIII. 

4QMess ar J . S t a r c k y , "Un Texte m e s s i a n i q u e arameen de l a 

g r o t t e 4 de Qumrân," Memorial du Cinquantenaire 

de 1'Ecole des langues orientales anciennes de 

l'Institut Catholique de Paris (1964) 5 1 - 5 6 . Cf. 

SWDS 16 , 2 7 - 2 8 ; and J . A. F i t z m y e r , CBQ 27 (1965) 

3 4 8 - 7 2 . 



4QCryptic (4Q186) J . M. A l l e g r o , "An A s t r o l o g i c a l C r y p t i c Document 

from Qumran," JSS 9 (1964) 2 9 1 - 9 4 ; DJD 5 , 8 8 - 1 , 

P l . XXXI. (According t o J . T. M i l i k i n HTR 64 

[19711 366 t h i s i s a p o r t i o n o f t h e Henoch l i t 

e r a t u r e . ) 

pap4QPrLit M. B a i l l e t , RB 71 (1964) 3 5 4 - 5 5 , 3 6 0 - 6 5 : l i t u r g i 

c a l p r a y e r s c l o s e t o A l l e g r o ' s 4Q P r a y e r s . 

4QPssJosh p . A . Spijkerman, SBF 12 (1961-62) 325 (photograph 

o n l y ) . 

4QTanhumim (4Q175) DJD 5 , 6 0 - 6 7 , P i s . XXII-XXIII. 

4 Q C a t e n a a ' b DJD 5 , 6 7 - 7 5 , 8 0 - 8 1 , P i s . XXIV-XXV and XXVII. 

(4Q177, 182) 

4QLamentations DJD 5 , 7 5 - 7 7 , P l . XXVI. 

(4Q179) 

4Q (4Q178, DJD 5 , 7 4 - 7 5 , 8 1 - 8 2 , 8 5 - 8 7 , P i s . XXV, XXVI, XXIX-

1 8 3 , 185) XXX. 

4Q Prayers or J . M. A l l e g r o , ALUOS 4 (1962-63) 3 - 5 ; DJD 5 , 7 7 - 8 0 , 

Ages of Créa- P i s . XXVII-XXVIII. Cf. J . A. Sanders , JBL 88 

t i o n (4Q180-181) (1969) 2 8 6 - 2 8 7 . 

4 Q P h y l a ~ d K. G. Kuhn, Phylakterien aus Höhle 4 von Qumrani 
1957 . 

4QD a 4QPhyl I J . T. M i l i k , RB 73 (1966) 9 4 - 1 0 6 . 

(4QS v a r i a n t s ) J . T. M i l i k , RB 67 (1960) 4 1 2 - 4 1 6 . 

4Q H a l a k a h a J . T. M i l i k i n DJD 3 (1962) 300 . 

4Q « A m r a n a _ d J . T. M i l i k , RB 79 (1972) 7 7 - 9 7 , P l . 1. 

d. Cave 11 

1 . B i b l i c a l 
HQLev A . S. Van der Woude i n Bibel und Qumran (H. Bartke 

F e s t . 1968) 153-55 (Lev 9;23-10:2 i n Heb w i t h 

LXX r e a d i n g s ) . 

Cf. J . S t r u g n e l l i n RB 77 (1970) 268. 
1 1 Q E z W. H. Brownlee , RQ No. 13 (1963) 11-28. 
HQtgJob J « V a n d e r P l o e 9 * n d Α · S . van der Woude, Le Targum 

de Job de la grotte XI de Qumran (1971). 



l l Q P s a J . A. Sanders , DJD 4 (1965) ; J . A. Sanders , The 

Dead Sea Psalms Scroll ( 1 9 6 7 ) . For fragment Ε 

o f H Q P s a c f . Y. Yadin, Textus 5 (1966) 1-10 

and DSPS 1 5 5 - 6 5 . Cf. a l s o J . A. Sanders , NDBA 

1 0 1 - 1 6 . 

l l Q P s b J . van der P l o e g , RB 74 (1967) 4 0 8 - 1 2 . 

l lQPsAp 3 J . van der P l o e g , RB 72 (1965) 2 1 0 - 1 7 : a s c r o l l 

c o n t a i n i n g bo th b i b l i c a l and apocryphal p s a l m s ; 

v . d . P l o e g i n Tradition und Glaube (Κ. G. Kuhn 

F e s t . , 1971) 128-39 and P i s . I I - V I I ; c f . DSPS, 

p . 145 . 

XQPhyl 1-4 Y. Yadin, Tefillin from Qumran ( 1 9 6 9 ) , from Eretz 

Israel IX. 

2 . Apocryphal 

l lQJub A. S. van der Woude i n Tradition und Glaube (Kuhn 

F e s t . , 1971) 140-46 and P l . V I I I . A l s o s e e 

above under HQPsAp a - e x c e p t t h a t i n t h e c a s e 

o f t h e Qumran P s a l t e r PsAp means o n l y psalms n o t 

i n t h e MT-150 P s a l t e r , n o t h i n g more. 

3 . S e c t a r i a n 

HQMelch A. S . van der Woude, OS 14 (1965) 3 5 4 - 7 3 . Cf. M. 

de Jonge and A. S. van der Woude, NTS 12 (1966) 

301 -26 ; J . A. F i t z m y e r , JBL 86 (1967) 2 5 - 4 1 ; M. 

P . M i l l e r , JBL 88 (1969) 4 6 7 - 6 9 ; and D. F . Miner, 

JSJ 2 (1971) 1 4 4 - 4 8 . 

l lQTemple Y. Yadin, BA 30 (1967) 1 3 5 - 3 9 ; NDBA 1 3 9 - 4 8 ; ^EF 21 

(1971) 6 -8 and P l a t e 1 (photograph, t r a n s c r i p 

t i o n and apparatus f o r c o l . 6 4 , l i n e s 6 - 1 3 ) ; RB 

79 (1972) 98 -99 t r a n s c r i p t i o n o f c o l . 57 , l i n e s 

1 7 - 1 9 ) . 

l lQBer A. von der Woude i n Bibel und Qumran (Bartke F e s t . 

1968) 2 5 3 - 5 8 . Cf. J . S t r u g n e l l i n RB 77 (1970) 

268 . 

H Q J e r N o u v a r B. J o n g e l i n g , JSJ 1 (1970) 5 8 - 6 4 . 



Β. Wadi Murabba'at p . B e n o i t and J . T. M i l i k , DJD 2 ( 1 9 7 1 ) : Frag

ments o f b i b l i c a l , r e l i g i o u s , commercial , c o n 

t r a c t u a l , m i l i t a r y and o t h e r documents i n 

Hebrew, Aramaic, Greek, L a t i n and A r a b i c , on 

l e a t h e r , papyrus and o s t r a c o n . 

C. Wadi e d - D a l i y e h F. M. C r o s s , "The D i s c o v e r y o f t h e Samaria Papyri," 

BA 26 (1963} 1 1 0 - 2 1 ; F . M. C r o s s , HTR 59 (1966) 

2 0 2 - 1 1 ; p r e l i m i n a r y r e p o r t and e v a l u a t i o n only; 

c f . F . M. C r o s s , NDBA 4 1 - 6 2 . 

D. Khirbet Mird 

papMird A M i l i k , RB 70 (1963) 526 -39 ; Biblica 42 (1961) 21-27. 

Mird Act s cpa C. P e r r o t , RB 70 (1963) 5 0 6 - 5 5 . 

papMir l - 1 0 0 a r a b A. Grohmann, Arabic Papyri from Khirbet el-Mird 

(1963) . 

E. Nahal Hever, S e ' e i i m and Mishmar 

H e v e r X I I g r D. Barthé lémy, Les Devanciers d'Aquila, VT suppl 

10 (1963) 1 6 3 - 7 8 . 
5-6Hever Ps 15-16 Y. Yadin, IEJ 11 (1961) 4 0 . 

pap5-6Hever 1-15 Ibid., 40 -52 (Bar Kokhba l e t t e r s i n Hebrew, Ara

maic and Greek; papyrus e x c e p t 1 , which i s on 

wood) . 

pap?5-6Hever A-C J . S t a r c k y , RB 61 (1954) 161-81 (Nabataean c o n t r a c t ) . 

p a p ? H e v e r a r a m J . T. M i l i k , Biblica 38 (1957) 2 5 5 - 6 8 ; c f . S t a r c k y , 

61 (1954) 182-90 (two Jewi sh property c o n t r a c t e . 

3 4 S e ' e l i m 1A-B,2 Y. Aharoni , IEJ 11 (1961) 2 1 - 2 4 ; Yediot 25 (1961) 
19-33 (1A and IB are p h y l a c t e r i e s , Ex. 13:2-16» 
2 l e t t e r s i n Hebrew). 

p a p 3 4 S e ' e l i m B. L i f s h i t z , IEJ 11 (1961) 53-58, 205, Yediot 25 
1_89* (1961) 6 5 - 7 3 ( o n o m a s t i c a ) . 

p a p l M i s h m a r g r B. L i f s h i t z , IEJ 11 (1961) 59-61; Aegyptus 42 
(1963) 2 4 0 - 5 6 , 2 p l a t e s ( the a d e l p h o i f r a g m e n t s ) . 

paplMishmar P. Bar-Adon, IEJ 11 (1961) 27» Yediot 25 (1961) 3 4 -

38. 
F. Masada γ · Yadin, IEJ 15 (1965) 1-120 ( a l s o p u b l i s h e d 

s e p a r a t e l y under t i t l e Masada): p r e l i m i n a r y 



r e p o r t . Yadin, Masada: Herod's Fortress and 

the Zealots' Last Stand ( 1 9 6 6 ) , a popular r e 

p o r t ; c f . p . 179 ( J u b i l e e s , Lev 8-12) and p . 

187 (Ezek 37 , Deut 32-34) f o r unpubl i shed mss . 

Cf. DSPS 143-54 f o r d e s c r i p t i o n of P s a l t e r 

m a t e r i a l s . 

Mas Ben S i r a Y. Yadin, The Ben Sira Scroll from Masada ( 1 9 6 5 ) . 

Cf. J . T. M i l i k , "Un fragment mal p l a c e dans 

l ' é d i t i o n du S i r a c i d e de Masaca," Bibl'ica 47 

(1966) 4 2 5 - 2 6 , and P . W. Skehan, JBL 85 (1966) 

2 6 0 - 6 2 . 

I I . Study Aids 

M. B a i l l e t , et al., "Le T r a v a i l d ' é d i t i o n des fragments m a n u s c r i t s de 

Qumran," RB 63 (1956), remains t h e b a s i c r e f e r e n c e t o t h e c o n t e n t s of 

t h e Cave 4 l i t e r a t u r e . F . M. C r o s s , "A Cata logue of the Library of 

Qumran," ALQ 3 0 - 4 7 , g i v e s a r e l i a b l e overv iew of the f u l l e l e v e n - c a v e 

complement. ALQ^ w i l l appear sometime i n 1975 . J . Hempel, Die Texte 

von Qumran in der heutigen Forschung ( 1 9 6 2 ) , i s a fund o f i n f o r m a t i o n 

on t h e s t a t e o f s c h o l a r s h i p t o 1960 on n e a r l y a l l q u e s t i o n s r e l a t e d 

t o t h e s c r o l l s . P. W. Skehan's "The B i b l i c a l S c r o l l s from Qumran and 

t h e Text o f t h e Old Tes tament ," BA 28 (1965) 8 7 - 1 0 0 , o f f e r s a f u l l 

account of t h e Qumran b i b l i c a l m a t e r i a l s , updated i n NDBA,89-100; and 

Appendices I I and I I I i n DSPS 143-49 s p e c i f y i n d e t a i l t h e scope and 

c o n t e n t of a l l p r e M a s o r e t i c P s a l t e r t e x t s . For OT t e x t u a l c r i t i c i s m . 

C r o s s , "The C o n t r i b u t i o n o f t h e Qumran D i s c o v e r i e s t o t h e Study o f 

t h e B i b l i c a l T e x t , " IEJ 16 (1966) 81 -95 shou ld be added t o t h e t i t l e s 

l i s t e d i n DSPS 1 5 3 . 

K. G. Kuhn, Konkordanz zu den Qumrantexten (1960) i s supplemented by h i s 

"Nachtrage zur Konkordanz zu den Qumran t e x t e n , " RQ No. 14 (1963) 196· 

2 3 4 . Kuhn, Rucklaugfiges Hebräisches Wörterbuch (1958) can be h e l p 

f u l where f i n a l l e t t e r s o f words are p r e s e r v e d . 

A. M. Habermann, Megillot midbar Yehudah ( 1 9 5 9 ) , and E. Lohse , Die Texte 

aus Qumran 2 (1971), p r o v i d e v o c a l i z e d t e x t s of t h e major documents 

from Caves 1 and 4; and Habermann has a l i m i t e d concordance . 



Ch. Burchard, Bibliographie zu den Handschriften vom Toten Meer, I 

(1957) and I I (1965) have been supplemented by H. Stegemann i n ZDPV 

83 (1967) 9 5 - 1 0 1 . 

W. S. LaSor, Bibliography of the Dead Sea Scrolls 1948-1957 ( 1 9 5 8 ) . 

B. J o n g e l i n g , A Classified Bibliography of the Finds in the Desert of 

Judah 1958-1969 ( 1 9 7 1 ) . 

F. M. C r o s s , "The Development of t h e Jewi sh S c r i p t s , " The Bible and the 

Ancient Near East, e d . G. Ε. Wright (Anchorbook 1965) 1 7 0 - 2 6 4 , i s t h e 

s tandard work on Hebrew and Aramaic palaeography from e a r l i e s t t imes 

through t h e Second J e w i s h R e v o l t . 

H. Braun, Qumran und das Neue Testament 1 ( 1 9 6 2 ) , 2 (1966) i s very h e l p 

f u l t o NT s t u d e n t s a s w e l l as NT Abstracts from Weston C o l l e g e . 

(Extreme c a u t i o n must be used i n c o n s u l t i n g t h e a p p a r a t i t o t h e I s a i a h 

and Psalms F a s c i c l e s [Nos. 7 and 11] o f the B i b l i a Hebraica S t u t t -

g a r t e n s i a . ) 
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