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INTRODUCTION

BARNABAS LINDARS, S.S.F.

The papers collected in this volume were
delivered at a symposium on The Septuagint and its
Relations to the Dead Sea Scrolls and Other
Writings, sponsored by the Department of Biblical
Criticism and Exegesis of the Faculty of Theology
of the University of Manchester, 30th July-August
2nd 1990. The Symposium was fortunate to have the
enthusiastic support of Dr Sebastian Brock
(Oxford), Professor Robert Hanhart (Gottingen),
Professor Emanuel Tov (Jerusalem) and Professor
Eugene Ulrich (Notre Dame), who gave the main
papers. As the contents of this book show, other
well known Septuagint specialists came from
Europe, North America, Israel and South Africa as
well as a number of British Universities.

The study of the Septuagint was prominent in
Britain a century ago, when there was a great deal
of interest in the late second temple period (200
BCE - 100 CE) and many writings of those centuries
were in the process of publication, some for the
first time. The great Cambridge edition of the

1
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Septuagint (Brooke and MacLean) was begun at this
time, but ran out of steam after the First world
Wwar, and the study of the Septuagint for its own
sake languished generally. However, the discovery
of the Dead Sea Scrolls from 1947 has led to an
explosion of interest in the intertestamental
period. In particular the presence of a number of
Greek fragments of the biblical books at Qumran
and the discovery of the important scroll of the
Greek text of the Minor Prophets at Nahal Hever
(BgevXIIgr) has brought Septuagintal séudy.back
into prominence. The Géttinger Septuaginta-
Unternehmen has proceeded with the publication of
the Gottingen edition of the Septuagint with
renewed vigour, and this will eventually replace
the volumes published in the Cambridge edition.
The foundation of the International Organization
for Septuagint and Cognate Studies in 1968 has
provided the means to foster Septuagintal study
worldwide by conferences and publications. Hence
the past twenty years have seen the greatest
activity in this field of study since the
beginning of the century. It must be said,
however, that Britain has not recovered its former
distinction in the field. One of the aims of the
Manchester Symposium was to give a new impetus to
British Septuagintal scholarship.

The papers collected in this volume crystallize
some aspects of the present state of Septuagint
studies and indicate the likely direction of
future work. Four points in particular may be
mentioned. In the first place, it is now
universally agreed that the Greek version began

with a single translation of each book of the
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Hebrew scriptures (starting with the books of the
Pentateuch) rather than with several independent
translations, so that in many cases different
readings can be related to a process of correction
or alteration to bring the text into closer
alignment with the Hebrew text over a long period.
The work of D. Barthélemy on the Minor Prophets
scroll illustrated this conclusion in a decisive
way by his discovery of the so-called Kaige
recension which it represents, and which can also
be traced in the textual phenomena of the
Septuagint manuscripts. But how far is it correct
to speak of this text as a "recension?" And
should the version of Aquila, which constitutes
the ne plus ultra in conformity with the proto-
Massoretic text, be regarded as a recension or a
translation? Some speak of a recension as just a
set of variants which together form a distinctive
text-type, but the Symposium was agreed this is an
improper use of the word in connection with the
Septuagint. It should be confined to cases where
the variants belong to a deliberate revision of
the text, whether to bring it closer to the
current Hebrew text, as in the Kaige recension, or
to improve the quality of the Greek of the
translation, as in the case of Symmachus. On the
other hand, the work of Agquila is a much more
fundamental revision, and is best regarded as a
fresh translation, even though it often uses
traditional renderings. Moreover there is
evidence that, in some books at least, Aquila was
not familiar with the Kaige recension. Thus in
dealing with the transmission of the Greek text it

is necessary to maintain the distinction between
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textual families, or groups (such as the proto-
Massoretic Hebrew manuscripts from Qumran), the
Hebrew recensions (such as the proto-Samaritan
text), and the Greek recensions (such as Kaige and
Symmachus), which each have their own importance
for the history of the Septuagint and its relation
to the underlying Hebrew.

Secondly, the presence of Greek biblical
fragments at Qumran shows that, however much the
Dead Sea Community preferred to use Hebrew as its
normal written language medium, there were members
who were familiar with Greek, just as the more
numerous texts in Aramaic point to some use of
Aramaic in the community. The Minor Prophets
scroll from Nahal Hever gives further evidence
that the Greek.scriptures were used in Palestine,
and indeed one might express surprise that so few
Greek biblical manuscripts were found in the
Qumran caves. All this supports the growing
consensus that the Jews of Palestine belonged to
the larger culture region in which Greek style and
language predominated, at least in the educated
classes. It can be assumed that the Septuagint
was used in the synagogues of the Hellenists in
Jerusalem (Acts 6:9). The use of Hebrew, Greek
and Aramaic only partially reflects regional
differences, and the interaction between regions
is often not sufficiently taken into account.

More real distinctions, which have yet to be
assessed in detail, are the level of education,
social position, and urbanization, all of which
cut across territorial divisions.

Thirdly, the Septuagint is essentially a
translation and not a targumizing paraphrase.
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There is a sense in which every translation is a
commentary, or contains what might be called
linguistic exegesis, because it represents the
translator's understanding of the text, and this
is inevitably coloured by the presuppositions of
the time. But this is not the same thing as
deliberate modification of the text for the sake
of interpretation (which might be designated as
content exegesis). The aim of the translators of
the Septuagint was to give a faithful rendering of
the Hebrew. It is thus valuable for interpret-
ation because it shows how words and concepts were
understood at the time. Though the Septuagint
translation tends to be literal by modern
standards, it is not slavishly literal, and the
relation to the Vorlage is often best described as
dynamic equivalence. It is also instructive to
see how the translators dealt with difficulties in
the text. 1In addition, it is evident that the
Hebrew Vorlage often differed from the
standardized Hebrew text of MT. This makes the
Septuagint an important source for the restoration
of corrupt passages in MT. However, this can be a
hazardous business, because, although retroversion
of the Greek into Hebrew can often be regarded as
certain, there are times when careful attention to
the translator's style and translation habits is
required to avoid false deductions. Thus the B
text of Judges has a number of Hebrew-sounding
expressions which have no basis in the Hebrew of
Judges as such, but represent a semitizing
tendency at a certain stage in the revision of the
text.

Fourthly, although the translators used good
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Greek according to the contemporary standards of
the Koine Greek of the eastern Mediterranean
lands, the Septuagint has its own peculiarities of
vocabulary, phrase and syntax which have often
been taken to prove the production of a special
biblical Greek for the purpose of the translation.
This idea is rightly abandoned today, as it
conflicts with the evidence that the oldest strata
of the Greek text are closest to the Koine as
known from the secular papyri and least affected
by semitisms. However, the differing skills of
the translators need to be kept in mind. Some
books, notably Exodus, show the capacity to
transfer the meaning from one language medium to
the other without conflict with the normal style
of the receptor language and without the
production of a special Jewish vocabulary. In
other cases the translators did not have this
ability, and produced a literal translation which
was heavily laden with features of the original,
especially in the use of certain prepositions and
parataxis. It was tolerable Greek if not good
Greek, but it was not the result of a deliberate
attempt to create a biblical style. On the other
hand the success of the translation made it
influential in the production of further Jewish
literature in Greek, so that later books often
imitate the style of the Septuagint (e.g., Luke
1-2).

Even these few broad generalizations are
sufficient to show that those who wish to use the
Septuagint as a tool in biblical studies need to
do so with caution on the basis of good
information and study in depth. This must now
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include a proper appreciation of the information
that can be gleaned from the Dead Sea Scrolls.
Those who undertake such study will find that the
Septuagint presents fascinating and challenging
issues, which make it an absorbing field of study
in its own right. This is apparent from the
papers in this volume. The aim of the Symposium
will have been achieved, if these papers stimulate

further research.






SECTION A

THE SEPTUAGINT AND THE DEAD SEA SCROLLS






THE CONTRIBUTION OF THE QUMRAN SCROLLS TO THE
UNDERSTANDING OF THE LXX'

EMANUEL TOV

For many areas of textual criticism the
discovery of the Qumran scrolls has heralded a new
era. Among other things, this pertains to the
LXX, and in this paper we shall be concerned
especially with that version. The major areas
within LXX studies on which the new discoveries
have made an impact, are, in my view: (1) the
credibility of the reconstruction of the elements
in the Vorlage of the LXX; (2) the recognition of
a close relation between the LXX and specific
Qumran scrolls.

We limit our remarks to the Qumran scrolls,
disregarding the other texts from the Judaean
Desert. The main reason for this limitation is
that very few unique agreements have been found
between the LXX on the one hand and the Hebrew
texts from Masada, Murabba’at and Nahal Hever on
the other. 1In general terms these téxts.reflect
the MT.

1
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The questions raised in this paper are not new.
As early as 1959 they were touched upon by H. M.
Orlinsky.2 Likewise, they have been treated in a
small monograph by R. W. Klein, Textual Criticism
of the 0ld Testament. This monograph9 has a cover
bearing the subtitle "From the Septuagint to

' while the title page bears a very similar

Qumran, '
subtitle '"The Septuagint after Qumran.'" Thus in
tune with the character of the subject matter of
this book, a textual or editorial mishap of some
kind has occurred. Incidentally, while the two
subtitles obviously refer to different issues, the
book in my view deals with neither. With some
support from the foreword by G. M. Tucker, I think
that the intended focus of the book is "The
Septuagint after Qumran,'" that is, how the value
and use of the LXX are assessed after the Qumran
discoveries. We shall follow the lead of Klein in
this matter, although he himself did not discuss

the issue at any length.

I The support which the Qumran scrolls give to
the credibility of the procedure of retroversion

We will first turn to the contribution of the
Qumran scrolls to the reconstruction of the
Vorlage of the LXX. It is probably no exagger-
ation to say that the Qumran scrolls have provided
the first massive support for the correctness of
an approach that has been part and parcel of
scholarship for more than three centuries, namely,
the reconstructing of details in the Vorlage of
the LXX by way of retroversion. Before the days

of Qumran no such external support was available
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for this procedure. After all, before 1947 there
was little if any external evidence in support of
the assumption that a given deviation from the MT
in the LXX should be reconstructed into Hebrew
rather than explained away as the translator's
exegesis. The great masters in this area of
reconstruction, from Cappellus to Houbigant, and
from Wellhausen to Driver, operated with such
tools as grammars, lexica and concordances to the
Greek and Hebrew Bibles, but actually their major
source of inspiration was their intuition. Guided
by this intuition, the above-mentioned scholars,
as well as others, suggested many a retroversion
for details in the LXX which deviated from MT. 1In
search of support for these intuitive retro-
versions one cannot turn to the other ancient
translations, since these are equally suspect of
reflecting content exegesis as the LXX. Nor can
one turn to the ancient Hebrew sources such as the
biblical quotations in the Talmud, for these
Hebrew sources more or less reflect the MT.
Biblical quotations in the Apocrypha are equally
of limited value, as most of these have been
preserved in secondary languages. Thus there was
no outside source which could support retrover-
sions from the LXX, even though such support was
often very much needed. However, here and there
an exception was visible. Thus the medieval
Hebrew text of Ben Sira, known since the end of
the last century, is of help in the reconstruction
of the parent text of the Greek translation of Ben
Sira. Two further exceptions which pertain to the
Samaritan Pentateuch (SP) on the one hand and the

Hebrew context in the MT on the other should also
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be mentioned. The SP, known in the West from 1616
onwards, frequently agrees with the LXX against
the MT, in pluses, minuses and differences. One
is often tempted to reconstruct the Vvorlage of the
LXX to a form which is identical with the SP, and
in such cases the latter thus serves as a support
for the former. This type of support is
important, although the nature of the agreements
between the LXX and the SP has yet to be examined
more thoroughly, an undertaking which at present
is being prepared by a student of mine, Kim
King-Re, in his doctoral dissertation. Some
examples of special agreements between the LXX and
the SP follow (most of them in pluses):

Exod 1:22 MT Qmden manom mbn an bo
sp  (oban A omaeh b jan bo
LXX nav &poev 5 eé&v Tex8f Toig ERpaloig

=17, 1)

Exod 2:21 MT A@ndb 3 aaox or oM
sp nerd nend W3 Aaox Or N
LXX xatl é¥é8o070 Tenmpuwpav THV BuyaTépa

~ ~ - ss
a@VToV Mwuch yvvaixae = S V

Num 3:12 MT Dx=@y 'am onn aws 9103 5o

SP  + YW1 onMTIB

LXX + AOoTpa aUThdv Ecovrat (cf. vv 46ff)
Num 14:12 MT (51 sub) o8 mwox

SP IR 3 ORY TOR RN

- Ld - > -~
LXX xal NMOLACW O€ Kol TOV OLKOV TOU

natepdg covu

Num 14:18 MT TOn 39 28R W 70
SP + DNPRY = Exod 34:16
LXX + xatl &Anuvdg
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In the past, however, these unique agreements
between the LXX and the SP have not been invoked
as a source of support for the procedure of retro-
verting variants from the LXX. They may have been
overlooked by scholars dealing with retroversions
or possibly they were not mentioned because of a
cautious approach. Such caution may have been
justified, as most of the pluses consist of
harmonizing elements which are by definition
secondary. Indeed, scepticism has often caused
scholars to brush aside these unique agreements
between the LXX and the SP in the 1900 instances
listed by Castellus.® Adherence to stereotyped
views of recensions and text-types of the biblical
text has led some scholars to disregard these
agreements by claiming that either the LXX was
translated from the SP® or that the SP was revised
according to the LXX or conversely that the LXX
was revised according to the sp.® wWhatever the
reason may have been, the unique agreements
between the SP and the LXX have not been used as a
source adding credibility to the procedure of
retroverting variants from the LXX, in my view
wrongly so.

A second source of external support for the
retroversions from the LXX pertains to the MT
itself. Often a word in the context or in a
parallel section or book provides welcome support
for a retroversion. Thus the LXX of Samuel and
Kings here and there reflects Hebrew variants
identical with parallel elements in Chronicles and
vice versa. At the same time, these parallel data
are often problematical. Inner-Septuagintal
influences were at work, and hence synoptic
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agreements between the LXX of Samuel-Kings and the
MT of Chronicles could be secondary. This
pertains also to agreements between the LXX of
Chronicles and the MT of Samuel-Kings. For
example:

2 Sam 5:9 MT 233D 37 13" 73T W ﬂ"? RIpN
LXX kol ékAfen attn m néALg Axuvld
kot gxodduncev THV ndALY kOKAY
1 Chr 11:7-8  MT 713m° 317 9w 1H WP 1o by
3von i

2 Sam 5:21 MT Q/733¥P OR a2 23tdM
LXX kol KXTEALUAEVOUCLY éKel ToUg
BeoVg VTRV

1 Chr 14:12 MT 2rmbR DR aw 13TV

1 Chr 10:6 MT 23 nebey bireg non
LXX + év T nuépg éxelvm
cf. 1 Sam 31:6 RWIT 213...Im3 nebey bwe oo

Similar support can be drawn from any context
in MT. E.g., the Greek plus in the LXX of Judg
16:13 can easily be retranslated on the basis of
words occurring in the context.’

At the same time, using the context as a source
for reconstructions can often be misleading, for a
Greek change or plus, which is phrased like other
elements in the context, could actually reflect
the translator's manipulation.

Leaving the issue of support for retroversions
from the context, we will now turn to the main
topic of this section, viz., support from Qumran
for the retroversion of variants from the LXX.
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Since this procedure is common knowledge among
specialists, let us look at some lesser known
examples, first from Deuteronomy. 1In the follow-
ing example an independent analysis of the Greek
data allows for various possibilities, while the
Qumran data tilt the evidence in a certain
direction.

one of the central formulae of Deuteronomy is
"the land which you (singular/plural) come to
inherit." The two verbs used for '"to come" are
N'"M32 and 1'"2Y, the latter one referring to the
crossing of the Jordan prior to the coming into
the land.

1. nnenb nny (2R3 DNR) R FOR AN NIRRT/ YOIRT
(4:5; 7:1; 11:10, 29; 23:21; 28:21, 63; 30:16).
2. 10enb Ang (@M12D DOR) A SR TR TR/ PORD
(4:14; 6:1; 11:8, 11).

The latter is a shortened formula of FINTIRA/PINS
Aead mne x125) 17N DR (2OI3Y DOR) T3V NN TeR,
found in 30:18 as well as in 4:26, 31:13 and 32:47
(in the latter three verses without X13b).

The Greek translator of Deuteronomy
distinguishes between R'31 and 1''2Y, represented
respectively by elonopetouat and SieBalvw. There
are, however, four exceptions. 1In 4:14, 6:1 and
11:11 elomopedopat is used for "2V and in 11:29
SieBalvw is used for R'"2A. 1In view of the
different Hebrew formulae these four exceptions
could reflect inner-Greek harmonizations, but
Since the translation of Deuteronomy is relatively
consistent, it is more likely that they represent
Hebrew variations between R'31 and 1''2¥. This

vView is now supported by Qumran evidence:
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6:1 0™3Y ] 40Phyl B,M O°N3; 8QPhyl B3R3 = LXX

> .
elLcnopevece

Although independent harmonizing changes in the
LXX, in 4QPhyl B,M and 8QPhyl are not impossible,
the assumption of actual variants is more likely.

Note also the following two examples from
Deuteronomy:

Deut 5:15 MT N2 23 N mevb
LXX + xal &yidferv avTAV
40Phyl B (text of Deuteronomy) +
W pbY = Exod 20:11

The added word in 4QPhyl B supports the
retroversion of the LXX as WWﬂPSW.
Deut 6:2 MT TIXH 2R "WR

LXX + onMepov
SP, 4QPhyl J,M, 8QPhyl + OV

Cf. also the LXX in the following two verses:
Deut 12:11 MT 220X 7I¥D D18 "R 5>
LXX + Snhuepov
Deut 12:14 MT TI¥D 2IR &R
LXX + cfuepov

In the above three instances the LXX translator
may have added ocfiuepov on the basis of many
similar phrases (4:40; 6:6; 7:11; 8:1, 11; 10:13;
11:8; 13:19 etc.), one of which is in the context
(6:6), but the readings in the phylacteries make
it more likely that the LXX actually reflects a
Hebrew variant.

Unique agreements between the LXX and the
Qumran scrolls, like the ones mentioned above,
abound in all books of the Bible. The reason that
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only a relatively small amount of such evidence is
known is that only a limited number of texts have
been preserved in the Judaean Desert.

Examples such as these are naturally well
known; for this reason we have so far mentioned
only lesser known ones. These agreements with
Qumran scrolls increase our trust in the procedure
of retroverting. Before 1947 retroversions from
the LXX had been attempted by generations of
scholars, and we are therefore pleasantly
surprised to note that words reconstructed from
the LXX by such scholars as Thenius, Wellhausen,
and Driver® have now actually been found in the

Hebrew Qumran scrolls, e.g. with regard to 4QSam”:

1 Sam 1:23 MT 27T AR 7V @Y R
40sam® BB R¥YV 7[
LXX 0 €£eA8dVv ex Tov oTduatdc cov
Thenius had reconstructed the LXX as RX¥Y%7 NN
BB and this reading has now been found in
40Sam”.

1 sam 1:24 mMT ngdby ovw3 - nebunmioa
LXX WSQD D3 (év pudoxw TpreTi{ovTi)
= wbwpana
40sam® 25wp Sp3 [ 12 S91)
Thenius, Wellhausen, and Driver had
reconstructed the LXX as @5®D 991 and a similar
reading has now been found in 4QSam°.

1 Sam 20:30 MT oAmIRI MYl 13

4Q0sam® DTOBA DRI 13

s . > .
LXX Ve KOPUOoLWV QUVTOMOAOVLVTIWV
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Driver reconstructed the LXX as N7V ]2
MIIBCT), now found in 4QSam°.

Deut 32:8 MT bx-a 13 (oonh)
agpeut? 158 3; 4gpeut’ nwbx w3

LXX™S% Ligv cLxx™e®t MsS

&yyérwv = o)
8coV

For generations these readings of the MT and
LXX have been the topic of much discussion.® It
is now evident that the LXX does not reflect
exegesis by the translators, but a Hebrew variant
such as now found in 4QDeutLq.

Another intriguing group of examples pertains
to small additions and changes found both in a
Qumran scroll and in the LXX, as illustrated from
the recently released 4QNumb (see n. 16). Until
recently the text-critical value of the LXX of
Numbers was not clear. E.q.,

12:6 MT Rl VD2 HORM

LXX kol einev npdc avTovE &xovoate TOV Adywv

MOoL

It is difficult to determine whether the plus

npdc adToVg reflects an added orbR or the
translator's exegesis. However, the existence of
this plus in 4QNumb strengthens the former
assumption. A similar reasoning applies to other
cases as well.

16:5 MT'VBN AP 3 Y AR XY
LXX xal oUg é¥erdfato €xvTd nMponyayeTo npog
cavtdv

4QNum® O] 2
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19:3 MT 0N b
LXX xal 3dcetg avdTAV
40Num® ADR OO

22:9 MT Tmxm avba by onbx xan
LXX kol \ABev & 8edc mpdg Baraau kol elmewv
VTS

40Num® + VbR

22:10 MT VO nba
LXX &néoTelhev adTOVE NPSE e Adrwv

40Num® Rb bR[

Although the latter group leaves room for some
doubt, there are hundreds of examples which
enhance the credibility of the LXX as a text-
critical tool in biblical studies.'® They show
that the intuition of generations of scholars who
ventured to reconstruct the readings from the LXX
has been justified. The LXX should indeed be
taken seriously as a tool for the textual
criticism of the Hebrew Bible. In spite of known
trends of exegesis in the translation, of inner-
translational corruptions and of our own ability
to get back to the Hebrew text underlying the
translation, much of what has been done so far in
the area of retroverting the Vorlage of the LXX is
now supported by the Qumran finds. Of course,
each book must be evaluated separately. 4QSam°
has strengthened our general confidence in the LXX
of that book, and 4QJerb'd support the
retroversion of the LXX of Jeremiah as a shorter
text. At the same time, not all agreements
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between the LXX and the scrolls against the MT are
relevant to the discussion. As we will see in the
case of 1QIS°, many a concurrence between that
scroll and the LXX may be coincidental and this
may also be true for some of the aforementioned

harmonizations.

II The recognition of a close relationship
between the LXX and specific Qumran scrolls

Since many of the books of the LXX agree either
occasionally or frequently with readings in
certain Qumran scrolls, scholars have expressed
opinions about a specifically close relationship
between the LXX and those scrolls. As a result,
rightly or wrongly the term ''Septuagintal scroll"
has made its entrance into the scholarly liter-
ature. However, the establishing of such a close
link is beset with problems which relate not only
to the facts themselves, such as the actual
reading of the scroll and the meaning and recon-
struction of the LXX, but also to more general
issues, such as the logic behind statistical
analysis and one's overall text-critical
Weltanschauung.

In more detail, the following seven issues
should be addressed beyond establishing the
reading of the scroll and the meaning of the words
in the LXX.

1. It is often difficult to know whether a
reading of the LXX which differs from the MT
should be reconstructed as a deviating Hebrew
reading or should be regarded as the translator's
exegesis. In the latter case the item should be
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disregarded. Exegesis which is common to the LXX
and a particular scroll is of interest, especially
when occurring frequently, but it does not pertain
to textual data.

2. How is the extent of the agreement between the
LXX and a particular scroll to be assessed? Does
one count the items of agreement separately and if
so how is this counting to be done? Usually, one
counts each agreement separately, including
extensive textual phenomena such as a long plus,
minus or difference. However, such items lose
their importance in a statistical analysis when
they are included with numerous items of lesser
magnitude. It is therefore in order to subdivide
agreements into more significant and less
significant ones.

3. The analysis centres on readings in which the
LXX and a particular scroll agree against the MT.
Within the web of the relations between the
textual witnesses there is something unusual in
this way of reasoning, to which we will soon
return. But there is one question which should be
mentioned immediately: Should we confine our
attention to exclusive agreements between the LXX
and a scroll, or should we include cases in which
the LXX is joined by another ancient version, such
as the Peshitta or a Targum? For the sake of the
argument I am inclined to include such instances.
The question is not important, however, since most
instances pertain to exclusive agreements between
the LXX and a scroll.

4. 1In the past, much stress has been laid upon
the counting of agreements, while disagreements
have usually been disregarded. The question
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arises whether such analyses actually misrepresent
the situation, especially when there is an
impressive number of disagreements between the

two sources. I have changed my thinking on this
issue since my 1980 article mentioned in n.21.
While still counting disagreements, I now believe
that they do not necessarily diminish the import-
ance of the agreements, if the agreements are
indeed significant. Thus, if texts a and b are
closely related in such a way that they derived
one from the other or from a common ancestor,
either a and b or both may have developed
considerably after the stage at which they were
initially linked. Such subsequent development,
now visible in disagreements between a and b,
should not necessarily undermine the degree of
affinity recognized between the two texts.

5. In determining the special relationship
between the LXX and a scroll, the textual
character of the pericope or the book in question
has to be taken into consideration. If there is
little textual variation in a given unit, as in
the case of the LXX and MT of Isaiah, the relation
between these two sources on the one hand and a
Qumran scroll on the other is bound to be very
similar. Thus all the Isaiah scrolls from cave 4,
to be published by Prof. Ulrich, agree with the MT
and LXX almost equally. It is therefore often
irrelevant to assess their closeness to either the
MT or LXX.

6. As a rule, the determining of the relation
between the LXX and the scrolls does not take into
consideration the originality of the readings,

especially since such a question has very few
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objective aspects. However, two exceptions should
be made, relating to common secondary and common
original readings. With regard to the former, if
the LXX and a scroll agree in a presumed common
secondary reading (often an error), such an agree-
ment may point to a very close connection between
the two. Such readings have been called by P.
Maas "Leitfehler" or "indicative errors".'!
However, in view of the fragmentary state of
preservation of the evidence it is hard to
evaluate these Leitfehler. The assumption of a
close relation is possible, but one should realize
that many other texts sharing these readings may
have been lost. With regard to the shared
original readings, if two texts share a reading
which probably is original, while the corrupted
reading is found in another source, the closeness
reflected by the presumably original shared
reading is less significant, since it is natural
for any two texts to share original readings.

This has become clear in particular with regard to
readings common to the LXX and 4QSam®. Thus to my
mind the aforementioned common reading of the LXX
and 4QSam® in 1 Sam 24 reflects the uncorrupted
text, while the MT has been corrupted.12 This
reading, which must have been shared by many texts
which are now lost, is probably less relevant to
the statistics. Obviously, in only a few cases
can one state with relative certainty that a given
reading is either corrupt or original.

7. Finally, the coincidence of the textual
transmission should be borne in mind. We should
not forget that only some of the texts have been
Preserved, and that any conclusions on the
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relation between the LXX, MT and a scroll are
provisional, since in the hypothetical stemma of
the MSS many texts may have intervened between
these three sources.

Now the data themselves. Information on the
agreements between the LXX and the published
scrolls has been collected in the critical
apparatuses of the editions of the Qumran
fragments as well as in monographs. Special
attention has been given to a few select scrolls.
The relation between 1QIs® and the LXX has been
treated in an article by J. Ziegler.13 Likewise,
much attention has been given to the close
affinities between the LXX and 4QSam““' and
4QJer™**®

For the purpose of this research the relation

respectively.

between the individual Qumran scrolls and the LXX
has been reviewed in detail. Together with Mr Kim
King-Re, I recorded all the instances in which the
main text of the LXX agrees with one or more of
the Qumran scrolls. The point of departure for
this undertaking were the remarks in the textual
apparatuses accompanying the editions of the
scrolls, but the data were also examined independ-
ently in Hebrew and Greek. Obviously any remark
on an agreement between the LXX and a Qumran
scroll is subjective. Only such agreements were
recorded as presumably go back to a common Hebrew
reading, so that common exegesis was excluded.

The data in the LXX and the scrolls were recorded
and reviewed within the framework of the greater
database of the CATSS project, which had the
additional advantage of enabling us to study
various sets of data simultaneously, among other
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things retroversions into Hebrew from the LXX made
earlier without any connection to the Qumran
scrolls and the text of the SP in its agreements
with the LXX. 1In order to avoid misunderstand-
ings, I should add that all the work is manual and
reflects human thinking. The computer serves
mainly as a tool for storing and retrieving the
data on agreements and disagreements between the
LXX and the scrolls.

For the purpose of this research all the
published Qumran scrolls have been reviewed, as
well as many unpublished ones. At this stage most
of the Qumran biblical texts are known in some
form or other, especially with the recent
completion of five Harvard dissertations providing
most of the texts of Genesis, Deuteronomy and the
Minor Prophets from Cave 4 as well as the lengthy
text of 4QNunF.16 To these I added texts of
Leviticus, Joshua and Jeremiah to be published by
myself, and the texts of Isaiah and those written
in the palaeo-Hebrew script to be published by
Prof. Ulrich. I am grateful to Prof. Ulrich for
allowing me to examine his future editions of
these texts. I have not yet studied the large
group of Psalms texts and a smaller group of
Exodus texts to be published by Prof. Ulrich. To
the best of my knowledge, none of these texts is
particularly close to the LXX. The biblical texts
contained in the Phylacteries, mezuzot and
pesharim, as well as those in 4QTest and 4QFlor
have also been reviewed.

Having reviewed the evidence, I note that only
a few of the Qumran scrolls are close to the LXX,

to a greater or lesser degree. In my view this
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closeness cannot be assessed objectively. After
all that has been said, our main criterion remains
simple statistics based on the number of agree-
ments, which should be subdivided into more
significant and less significant. The evaluation
of these statistics remains subjective. It is
hard to determine the lower limit of such agree-
ments which would establish a close relationship.
The most ideal case for establishing such a
relation between the LXX and a scroll is when the
scroll agrees with the LXX in readings that are
characteristic of the LXX, tendentious or large-
scale, or all of these together.

Let us now turn to the individual texts, to be
discussed in a descending order of closeness to
the LXX. At the end of this list we will also
mention a few texts that are not at all close to
the LXX, but these have been referred to in this
regard in recent publications.

1. Two of the three fragments that have been
previously labelled 4QJerb, and which we now name
4QJerb and 4QJerdf7 display a very close relation
with the Hebrew Vorlage of the LXX. 1In fact, no
other Qumran text is as close to the LXX as these
two fragments. Characteristic of the LXX are the
short name formulae, aslopposed to longer ones in
the MT, and these are also found in 4QJerd. E.qg.,
1A in 4QJe1:-d Qamy[v], 1A ¥]) and the LXX in
43:4, 5 as opposed to NP ]2 1AV in the MT;
179733 in 4QJerd and the LXX in 43:6 as opposed
to DMI3® 137 IRTTI2N] in MT. Equally character-
istic of the LXX are the long minuses and
differences in sequence, both of which are also
present in 4QJerb which contains chapters 9-10 of
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Jeremiah. Both of these phenomena are amply
described in the literature mentioned in n.15.
There are some minor differences between the
Jeremiah scrolls and the LXX which make it clear
that the LXX was not translated from the exact
copy found in Qumran, but from a very similar one.
Since the agreements pertain to details which are
characteristic of the LXX, it is to be assumed
that the complete scrolls of 4QJer'°'d
have agreed with the LXX in the chapters which

would also

have not been preserved.

2. Of 4gpeut® only a small fragment has been
preserved, and this fragment, published by P. W.
Skehan,18 reflects several important agreements
with the LXX. Of these, note especially the
reading ]5& )1 (32:8) which agrees with the LXX
and differs from MT bx-2 133 (see above p. 20).
It also agrees with 4Q with regard to the reading
)3 in 32:43 against 3739 in the MT. The most
important agreement concerns four stichs of the
LXX, three of which are shared with 4QDeutq, and
none of which agrees with the MT. Several
scholars have stressed the close relation between
the LXX and the scroll, although different views
have been expressed on the exact relation between
the MT, 4gpeut® and the LxX.'® Admittedly,
4QDeut? contains only a small fragment, and the
relation between the complete text of this book
and the LXX remains a matter of speculation.
Since 4QDeut® ends with chapter 32 of Deuteronomy
(and not with chapter 34), the complete scroll
probably contained an anthology. Our conclusion
regarding the textual character of 4QDeutq thus
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probably pertains not to that scroll, but to the
text from which it was copied.

3. One of the texts, whose closeness to the LXX
has been stressed time and time again is 4QSam”.
The literature on the close relation between
40Sam” and the LXX, the main text and Lucianic
tradition is quite extensive (for some references
see n.14). Of special importance in this regard
is the article by Cross whose title specifically
speaks of "A New Qumran Fragment Related to the
Original Hebrew Underlying the Septuagint" (BASOR
132 [1953] 15-26). Undoubtably there is an
impressive number of agreements between the LXX
and 4Q, although in the absence of an official
publication it is not easy to calculate the extent
of this agreement. The text of the first two
columns is given in the above-mentioned article by
Cross, while many scattered readings are listed in
a monograph by Ulrich (see n.14) and in McCarter's
commentary.zo The statistics for these agreements
have been listed as follows in an article by
myself:21

Col. I (1 Sam 1:22-2:25) 4Q = LXX = MT 22
(possibly: 28)
40 = MT = LXX° 4

40 = LXX" = MT 5

40 = LXX° = MT 9

The relation between the sources for this

column is best expressed as follows (the data for

LXX® must be distinguished from those for LXX"):

40 = LXX® 22 (possibly: 28) 4Q = Lxx” 18

40 = Lxx" 17(23) 40 = LXX~ 20
40 MT 4 40 = MT 41

For the second column of the scroll the
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following statistics are listed in my article:
Co. II (2 Sam 3:23-5:14) 4Q = LXX" = MT 13

40 = MT = LXX" 7

40 = LXX” = MT 4

40 = LxX" = MT 6

The relation between the sources for this

column is best expressed as follow:
4Q = LXX" 13  4Q = Lxx" 22
40 = LXX~ 13 40 = Lxx" 15
4Q = MT 10 40 = MT 25
These data are impressive, and they are even

more impressive in the figures given by F. Polak,
who refers to all known readings of the scroll.*?
His statistics are significant, especially since
they are subdivided into different grammatical and
syntactical categories.

However, from this impressive number of agree-
ments one has to deduct those readings which are
common to the LXX and the scroll, and which
presumably reflect the original text, against a
corrupted form in the MT. Long before the
discovery of the scrolls, such scholars as
Thenius, Wellhausen and Driver had recognized the
often faulty character of the MT. In our view,
the fact that the joint reading of the LXX and 4Q
often contains an original reading does not prove
a particularly close relation between these two
sources. Many other texts may have contained that
reading, while the MT, being the exception,
contained an error. Since many texts have been
lost, comparison between the now preserved LXX, MT
and 4QSam® presents data which can be wrongly
evaluated because of the optical illusion
presented by the evidence. Obviously it is a very
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subjective and difficult matter to earmark a
certain variant as original, and the reading of MT
as an error, but there are quite a few instances
of such in the text under consideration, which
single out 4QSam” as a very special text. Thus,
the large minus of the MT in 1 Sam 1:24 is usually
recognized as a homoioteleuton as compared with 4Q
and the LXX. The aforementioned reading in 1 Sam
1:23 (p. 19) is likewise considered to be a
mistake in the MT. In 1 Sam 2:22 the LXX and 4Q
also contain the original short text while the
expanded text of the MT (v.22b) has been
recognized by most scholars as a theological
gloss. A certain number of the common readings of
the LXX and 4Q have thus to be deducted from the
list as less relevant.

One also notes a large number of significant
differences between the LXX and 4Q as well as
exclusive readings in both of them. However, in
accordance with our previous remarks, in the
putative stemma of the MSS there is room for such
readings if they occurred after the point at which
the two sources separated from each other. In my
1980 article (see n.21) I stressed these differ-
ences between the various sources more than I do
at this stage.

I now realize that the LXX and 4Q contain a few
readings which P. Maas would call "indicative,"
viz., leading common errors. This pertains to the
extensive double reading in 1 Sam 2:23-24 and to
the erroneous mention of Mephibosheth's name in 2
Sam 4:1, 2, 12 as opposed to Ishbosheth in MT in
v.12 and the absence of a name in vv.1, 2. These

significant common errors suffice to establish a
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close connection between the LXX and the scroll,
but this connection is not as close as in the case
of the two texts mentioned above. Beyond the
aforementioned original readings and common
errors, the agreements between the LXX and 4QSam®
include single details which are not character-
istic in any way. The relative location in the
putative stemma of 4QSam° and the vorlage of the
LXX cannot be further determined.

Five of the newly published scrolls show an
impressive degree of agreement with the LXX, which
in two instances are shared with the SP and are
therefore less relevant to the exclusive relation
between the LXX and the scrolls:

4. 4QDeut®, included in S. White's Harvard
dissertation (see n.16), contains, according to my
calculations, 12 exclusive agreements with the LXX
as well as 19 instances of disagreement. Accord-
ing to White,” this scroll "stands in the textual
tradition of G." The agreements, however, are in
small details, and the only argument in favour of
the assumption of a close connection with the LXX
is the statistical picture. On the basis of our
previous remarks, these statistics alone do not
prove a close connection.

Actually, in the sections covered by this
scroll, there are no major differences in content
between the LXX and the MT, so that it is all the
more difficult to establish a close relation
between any scroll and the LXX. This remark also
pertains to the following texts, for which a close
relation to the LXX has been recognized by many
scholars.

5. 4QDeuth, included in J. Duncan's Harvard
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dissertation (see n.16), contains, according to my
calculations, 9 exclusive agreements with the LXX
as well as 9 instances of disagreement. According
to Duncan, this text "is an important witness to a
text type like that of G, at a relatively early

stage."**

Of particular interest are the various
agreements between the LXX and 4QDeuth in Moses's
blessing in Deut 33:8-11, which incidentally, are
shared with the quotation in 4Q175 (4QTest)

against mT.?°

MT aur TTon ewb ey e L. .. e by
40175 =R Ton @b NI o 1bb 3n k. by
agot” 11355 3
LXX nbh San

MT  xDY 1axbd Rt mavn m by yramn nona o
40175 arb anx’” v w by Yranm nona e
40Dt"

LXX KDY yanb

MT o &5 i v wb
40175 = & AR AR VOEYTh wrdby aonwma b
Lo}

40Dt TR

LXX TooRa &b

MT TIWD TPAY MR w3 T rb w3 o

40175 X MY ADOTBR e D VT XD W3 o

agpt” M3 BN Twme D v RS I

LXX Q¥ oo e

MT Wy brmeh v 3peb ozen 1
S S 5 TINN

40175 W braesh Anonn 3peb Jooon

40pt” aw bxmen 5 95 @B 2w

LXX hiakl-2h
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MT Ao Y A3 i by baboy N3 AP
40175 B ... 73 e by biboy ona Anvep
aopt” o v 3 maw by By Joxa Ankp
LXX Habs

MT YOI D VRIWDY VBP0 YN axan v Loy

40175 7w 53wy wp TR phap Axan v bum
agpt” 10 b 33 5 ynn xnn 3 nbwoy
LXX eIy 53 2vaen

(T dvasTRTtwoav)

This text is instructive in many ways. The
Deuteronomy manuscript is very close to 4Q17526
and the latter may well have quoted the former.>’
At the same time, it shares a few details with the
LXX, the most important of which is the addition
of n55 371 in v.8. However, the two disagree in
other details, and if the words ﬂ55 337 have been
erroneously omitted from the original text, now
preserved only in the LXX, 4QDeuth and 4Q175, the
agreement between the two is not of great
stemmatic importance.

6. The material preserved for 4QDeutj is not very
extensive, and its textual affiliation is not
clear. This text is included in J. Duncan's
Harvard dissertation (see n.16). It shares more
readings with the LXX than with the other two
sources, but the numbers are small. According to
my statistics it agrees 4 times with the LXX
against the MT, while disagreeing 6 times with
that source. Nevertheless, Duncan describes this
text as standing in the tradition of the LXX.*°
7. 4QLev®™, which is to be published by myself,
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and which consists of several small fragments of
Leviticus 14-17, contains two agreements with the
LXX in long pluses and three in small details. It
disagrees with the LXX in two minor details.
Although the text is not extensive, its affilia-
tion is clearly primarily with the LXX, and
secondly with the SP and only thirdly with the MT.
The first major addition pertains to a plus in
the scroll which reflects a plus of the SP in Lev
17:4: nmb oonxnd wveb owbe wx aby o mesb
woan &S sww bar noo Sy pna snongn nnv. a
similar addition is found in the LXX, and
therefore the connection between the scroll and
the LXX is less exclusive than in the other
instances. It is significant to note that this
plus is probably secondary.29
8. 4QNumb, extensively described in Jastram's
Harvard dissertation of May 1990 (see n.16),
contains a very impressive list of agreements with
the LXX. There is no common denominator for these
common readings, but a great deal of them are in
the nature of small harmonizing pluses based on
the immediate or remote context. Several of these
extra-Masoretic agreements between the LXX and the
scroll are shared with the SP, and actually, the
scroll displays a much greater similarity with the
latter version. Among other things, it shares
with the SP the major harmonizing pluses, based on
Deuteronomy (Num 20:13; 21:11, 12, 20; 27:23),
while the other harmonizing pluses of the SP must
be reconstructed for the scroll on the basis of
its column length.
9. Milik's contention®® that 5QDeut (chapters 7
and 8) has been revised four times according to a
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Hebrew text close to the Vorlage of the LXX would
have been of special interest had the evidence
been more conclusive. Indeed, two of the
corrections agree with the text of the LXX against
the MT (the addition of TWRY ANRM in 7:15 and
that of D3 in 8:12). The third correction (8:19)
is based on a reading which at best is dubious,
and in my view incorrect, while the fourth
instance appears to me to be irrelevant (9:2). At
the same time, one notes eight instances of
disagreement between the LXX and 5QDeut and two
agreements in minutiae. The sum of this evidence
does not favour the conclusion that this text has
been corrected towards a Hebrew source close to
the LXX. It should be remarked in general that no
Qumran MS has as yet been found in which a
systematic correction of any kind is visible, not
even towards the MT.?*

10. 4QSam® is equally close to the MT and the
Lucianic text of 2 Samuel 14-15, which in that
section probably reflects the 0l1ld Greek trans-
lation.?® It is less close to the main tradition
of the LXX which in these chapters contains the
kaige-Theodotion revision. At the same time, lack
of evidence warns us not to draw any special
conclusion concerning a specially close relation
between the LXX and the Lucianic or 0l1d Greek text
of Samuel.

11. Even though the name of the large Isaiah
scroll has been invoked in connection with the
same issue under investigation at a quite early
stage in research,aa the data adduced by Ziegler
(see n.13) show that there was much exaggeration
in these early observations. There is actually no



38 EMANUEL TOV

evidence for the assumption of a close connection
between that scroll and the LXX. There are
agreements between the two, but most of them are
in minutiae, and as Ziegler realized, they may be
coincidental. That is, the small contextual
changes such as in number, pronouns, particles,
and verbal forms, which the two sources sometimes
have in common could have developed independently.
In other words, in many instances, a secondary
change evidenced in the scroll has also been made
without the basis of a Hebrew source by the
translator. (For A. van der Kooij's views, see
pp. 207-25 in this volume.)

12. 20Deut® has been described as follows by
Baillet: 'Le texte se rapproche de la LXX et de
la Vulgate."34 However, this fragment, of which a
mere twelve words have been preserved, in whole or
in part, shows no close relation whatsoever to
either the LXX or the Vulgate.®®

ITI

Soon after the discovery of the first Qumran
scrolls scholars mentioned the possibility of the
existence of a close relation between them and the
LXX, though this issue has actually not been
examined thoroughly. As is natural, the remarks
made so far on this issue reflect the convictions
of scholars concerning the status of the LXX and
especially concerning the relation between the
textual witnesses. It was natural then, as it
still is today, for many scholars to describe the
history of the textual witnesses of the Bible in
terms of three recensions, families, or revisions,
at the centre of which stand the MT, LXX and SP.
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With this view as a given, it was also natural
that scholars tried to ascribe the newly-found
texts to one of the above-mentioned groups/
recensions, since no entity beyond this tripartite
division had yet been envisaged. Thus most of the
Qumran texts were ascribed to the so-called
recension of the MT, some to that of the SP and
again others to the recension of the LXX, also

named the "Egyptian family.'" At this moment we
need not critically assess this view, which I have
tried to refute on previous occasions.?® Suffice
it to say that, in my view, the aforementioned
textual entities are not recensions, but rather
texts, and that more than three such texts are
known. But with this scholarly consensus on the
status of the textual witnesses as background
information, it is easy to understand how and why
certain scrolls were ascribed to the recension of
the LXX, and how they were soon described as
"Septuagintal." After all, each newly found text
had to belong, so to speak, to one of the known
recensions. If the text could not be ascribed to
the recension of the MT, according to the scholar-
ly consensus it almost had to be ascribed to that
of the SP or that of the LXX. There was not room
for the assumption of a different status for the
scroll, or for different views. In the light of
this it is therefore understandable why at first
scholars thought that 1QIs° was close to the LXX -
after all, its text is not particularly close to
the MT, and there seemed to be only one alter-
native, viz., to assume a close relation with the
LXX. Milik's contention that 5QDeut was revised
according to the LXX reflects a similarly limited
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textual outlook, and the same pertains to
Baillet's aforementioned remarks on 2QDeut®. The
same view underlies Milik's description of
5QKings: ''Le peu de texte conservé n'est pas
significatif du point de vue recensionel: le TM et
la LXX y sont & peu pres identiques.'"®” Even the
recently published texts display a similar
outlook.

The issue at stake is one of statistics and
textual outlook. In our view, a list of agree-
ments between the scroll and the LXX does not make
that text close to the LXX or 'Septuagintal,' so
to speak, even if the list is impressive, and even
if that list is greater than the agreements with
the other witnesses. The LXX is just a text and
not a recension. A large number of agreements
with the LXX only shows that the two texts are
closer to each other in the supposed stemma of the
biblical texts than to the other known texts.

Even if we personally do not succumb to stemmatic
considerations for the biblical texts, there is
nothing wrong in doing so. A large number of
agreements between the LXX and a scroll could mean
that the two texts were close to each other in the
supposed stemma, or closer to each other than to
the other known texts. However, with the enormous
gaps in our knowledge we will never be able to
assess the real relation between the texts.

Many of our calculations on the closeness
between the LXX and a scroll are based on the
accumulation of many readings, sometimes import-
ant, but usually minute. The tacit assumption
behind this thinking is, as mentioned, that there
were merely two or three recensions and that
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simple statistics can show us how close the Qumran
text was to one of the three or two recensions of
the biblical text. However, these texts were not
in the nature of recensions, but texts, and their
number was at one time much larger than two or
three. Moreover, probably only a very small
number of these texts is known to us. As a
result, any speculation on the basis of these very
fragmentary data may be utterly misleading if
based on mere statistics.

Besides, the case of the LXX differs from that
of the other witnesses, often wrongly named 'the
main witnesses' of the biblical text, viz., the MT
and the SP. The MT is known to us as a textual
family consisting of many individual witnesses
reflecting one single text. The SP does reflect a
textual-editorial recension or revision, and all
texts which are exclusively close to that textual
tradition indeed derived from a common background.
However, the Hebrew text behind the LXX was, as
far as we know, nothing but a single text, which,
because of the historical circumstances of its use
by the translators in Egypt and its forming the
basis for the New Testament became important.
Since the LXX merely represents a single text and
not a family as is the case with the MT, nor a
recension as is the case with the SP, our task is
limited to determining the relative closeness of
newly found Hebrew texts to the Hebrew text
underlying the LXX. Because of the lack of
relevant information on most of the one-time
extant Hebrew texts, this task of comparing texts
with the LXX is almost impossible, and indeed in
the majority of cases no conclusive evidence is
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available. Statistical evidence does not suffice;
it has to be combined with an analysis of the
content. Thus the statistical evidence together
with content analysis leads to the assumption of a
very close connection between the LXX and

4QJerbd, and a somewhat less close connection in
the case of 4QDeut® and 4QSam”.

Other texts (4QDeut®"™’, 4Qsam®) are only
relevant because of the statistical situation,
which, in our view may be misleading. The
evidence for 4QLevd‘ is not clear, as it may have
been equally close to the SP and the LXX. For the
sake of completeness 5QDeut, 2QDeut and 101s® have
been mentioned as well, but actually the evidence
for these texts is negative. There is much
evidence for a close connection between the LXX
and 4QNumb, but since that text actually is closer
to the SP, the evidence is not very relevant in
the present context.

Since only a few Qumran texts are close to the
LXX, no overall theory should be launched, and
certainly all terms like ''Septuagintal scroll"
should be avoided. That term, often used by
scholars, is a misnomer, based on the wrong
assumption that the Septuagint reflects an
archetypal recension of the biblical text.

In conclusion, in Qumran, Palestine, we have
found only a very small number of texts that were
closely related to the Vorlage of the LXX. The
Hebrew scrolls from which the LXX was translated
mainly in Egypt, have not been found in Qumran,
and neither should one look for them in Palestine.
Since many, if not most of the biblical texts of

the third and second centuries BCE were unique,
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there is but one place where they should be
sought, namely in Egypt itself, even though
ultimately they were imported from Palestine.
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THE SEPTUAGINT MANUSCRIPTS FROM QUMRAN:
A REAPPRAISAL OF THEIR VALUE

*
EUGENE ULRICH

There were eight Septuagint or Septuagint-related
manuscripts found at Qumran and, though none were
found at Masada or Murabba‘®at, a ninth was found

at Na@al Hever (wadi gabra):

40119 4QLXXLev" [Rahlfs 801]
40720 pap4QLXXLev® [Rahlfs 802]
40121 4QLXXNum [Rahlfs 803]
4Q722 4QLXXDeut [Rahlfs 819]

401726 4QUnid gr
40127 pap4QparakExod gr

7Q17 pap7QExod [Rahlfs 805]
7Q2 pap7QEpJder [Rahlfs 804]
8HevXIIgr [Rahlfs 943]

All these Greek manuscripts have been published
or submitted for publication in Discoveries in the
Judaean Desert.' Patrick Skehan had prepared
editions of 4QLXXLev®, pap4QLXXLev®, and 4QLXXNum

49
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and published editions of the first and last prior
to his death on September 9, 1980. I published
4QLXXDeut along with a list of all the variants of
the LXX manuscripts from Qumran in 1984. The
larger fragments of the unidentified papyrus with
the Exodus motif (4Q727) have recently been
published in the Festschrift honoring our
colleague and symbolic &pxwv in the world of the
Septuagint, Robert Hanhart. Maurice Baillet
published the tiny fragments from Cave 7 in 1982.
And Emanuel Tov's publication of the Greek Minor
Prophets scroll appeared earlier this year (1990).
John Wevers, with whom both Skehan and I
communicated and shared our work on the Cave 4
LXX mss as it developed, included that evidence in
his Géttingen editions of Leviticus and N’umeri,2
and in 1982 he published an article which examined
the variants in 4QLXXNum.a I am unaware that
anyone, with the single exception of Wevers, has
analysed the list of variants from the Qumran
Greek mss published in 1984 and used its evidence
for refining our knowledge of the history of the
LXX. I described the purpose of that article as
"simply the attempt at objective presentation of
the data, not the analysis of their

significance..." and confessed that I would
"undoubtedly fail to resist proposing such an
analysis in a future study."‘

In this article I now propose to analyse some
of those variants. First, the variants of
4QLXXLev® will be studied methodically. Secondly,

as a result of that study some reflections will be
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required concerning the Hebrew text(s) which lay
behind the 01d Greek translation (0G) and other
Greek witnesses. Thirdly, some of the variants of
4QLXXNum will be studied. And finally,
conclusions will be offered re-evaluating the
significance of the variants of these two mss.

At least one caveat should preface this
analysis. Throughout the article texts will be
compared and terms used such as ''the scroll," '"the
Massoretic Text," and '"the LXX." 1In order not to
become engulfed in a constant quagmire of qualif-
ications, it will be necessary to focus on a
particular Qumran text, on the MT, and on the
edition of the LXX edited by John Wevers (Gfd).
But it must constantly be borne in mind that all
texts are quite stratified — they contain many
original readings, a certain number of unique
errors, a certain number of errors inherited from
parent texts, usually some intentional expansions
or clarifications, and often some revisions
(whether fresh or inherited) for a variety of
purposes. It is perfectly logical, therefore, to
maintain that the same text is original in one
reading and secondary in the very next reading.
It is unlikely, however, that we should accept the
hypothesis that correction of the original Greek
toward the Hebrew text which became dominant in
the Massoretic textus receptus is randomly
scattered. For example, it is a plausible
hypothesis that 4QLXXLev° might represent a
revision toward the proto-MT of a text like that

transmitted in the fourth-century Codex Vaticanus
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(G’); conversely, it is also a plausible hypo-
thesis that the text in & might represent a
revision toward the proto-MT of a text like that
in 4QLXXLev®. But it is implausible that both
40LXXLev® and ®° could each be revised toward the
proto-MT in 40-50% of their readings. That is,
although all texts are to a certain degree mixed
texts and systematic revision toward the event-
ually dominant MT is to be expected in certain
early texts, such revision is not to be expected
to have permeated one text in half measure and a
different text in different half measure.

I. The Variant Readings of 4QLXXLev”

"variant

For the purposes of this article a
reading'" will be any reading, beyond the purely
orthographical, preserved on the extant Qumran

fragments which differs from &°%, ®®, or the MT.

There are 16 such variants in 4QLXXLev°’.5 For
each variant the lemma will present the reading of
4QLXXLev®; the readings of ®°®, the MT, the
Samaritan Pentateuch (m), and other relevant
versions will be distributed as their affiliation
dictates. Comments will follow on aspects of the
translation and variants, especially the question
whether an alternative Hebrew text might lie
behind the 0OG or might have influenced the Greek
variants. Then the following pair of contrasting
possibilities will be explored and articulated:
(a) if the reading in &*? represents the original
01d Greek translation (0G), then how is the
reading in 4QLXXLev® to be explained? (b) if the
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reading in 4QLXXLev® is the 0G, then how is the
reading in &*? to be explained? A decision
between the possibilities will be postponed until
all the variants have been reviewed and the
reflections in Part II have been considered.

Lev 26:4 [tov vetov Tlnt Mt vuwv X CRMNBM
OYIRT) 1 Tov vetov vuiv &°¢ = DMWY MTw (cf.
Ezek 34:26)

sod

translation of the Hebrew as represented in MTw,

is a correct, but not completely literal,

whereas 4QLXXLev° can be seen as a free
translation of the sense of the same Hebrew.
Occurrences, however, such as T¥IR™BD = Tov veTov
T™n ¥n ocov in the similar list of covenant
blessings in Deut 28:12, demonstrate that
40LXXLev” could also be reflecting more literally
a different Hebrew Vorlage. Targum Pseudo-
Jonathan could also be a reflection of the same
Hebrew that lay behind 4QLXXLev°, or it could be a
similar but independent expansion.

(a) If &°® is original, then it should be seen
as a translation of a text like MTw, and 4QLXXLev

is either a legitimate, free translation of the

a

same Hebrew or a literal reflection of a slightly
different Hebrew Vorlage. (b) If 4QLXXLev® is
original, then &*? is probably the result of a

revision toward MT.

Lev 26:4 <Tov &EvAalwvov xapol ] (xapnmov?) ] 7o Evic
CEVALVa G-426) Twv mediwv anodwoseL ToV Koprnov

avtev G = D Y TR YY) MTw
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od . .
® is again a correct, almost literal,

translation of MTw, whereas 4QLXXLev°L is a free
translation of the sense, though it would
apparently have read '"the land will give its
produce and its arboreal fruit" in contrast to
"the land will give its produce, and the trees of
the fields will give their fruit." With regard to
the Hebrew Vorlage, the similar phrase Tov xopnov
Touv EvAitvou = PV MDD in the next chapter (Lev
27:30) shows that 4QLXXLev” may perhaps depend
upon a slightly different Hebrew text.

(a) 1f & is original, then it would be a
literal translation of a text like MTw, and the
scroll would be either a free translation of the
same Hebrew or possibly a literal reflection of a
different Hebrew Vorlage. (b) If the scroll is
original, then it is either a legitimate, free
translation of the same Hebrew as MTwm or possibly
a literal reflection of a different Hebrew
vorlage, and *® is probably the result of a

revision toward the MT.

Lev 26:5 opmTog A B* 121 Mss Philo Aeth ] aXomTog
&Y = @™ MTwm

&7 as a noun (= oromTog, '"threshing") is a
hapax legomenon in the MT, occurring only here.
The verbal root (237 = axroov) occurs 5 times,
including twice in Judges (8:7 and 8:16). 1In the
latter two instances the meaning is metaphorical,
and & translates metaphorically with xataefaiverv
"crush to pieces,'" a correct but more free

rendering instead of the more literal aoXoawv.
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Illustrating the problems that we are dealing with
throughout, the MT in Judg 8:16 presumably errs
with a divergent Hebrew reading, £ for &7M
(“ayin for sin).® Note also 3ANRDP, an error in the
MT for 2AVNM at Amos 6:8, discussed under Lev 26:11
below.

aunTog is most often used for TVXP ("harvest').
It is possible that ™¥P occurred in the Hebrew
Vorlage (or was mistaken for TX¥31 two words
later), though there is no proof. But in
principle, there is no more reason to suspect that
the substitution of "harvest'" for "threshing'" or
vice-versa should occur at the Greek stage than at
the Hebrew stage. If the word (whether &% or
XP) was clear in the Hebrew text being trans-
lated, the translator certainly knew both the
meaning of the Hebrew word and the proper Greek
word for it, and could have produced a precise
translation. If there were no palaeographic error
(AAOHTOC > AAAHTOC), then the substitution was
made on the basis of sense or common usage. Note
similar variation in Amos 9:13, some of which
might be due to cross-influence.

Either (1) axonmtog¢ is the 0G, correctly
translating the Hebrew preserved in MTw, but then
the variant ounmtog is difficult to explain except
as a revision toward an undocumented Hebrew
variant; or (2) aunto¢ is the 0G, attested by the
earliest witnesses, and @XonTog is a revision
toward MTwm.

(a) If &*? is original, then it is simply the

accurate translation of a Hebrew text like MTwm,
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and the scroll is either a palaeographic error, or
a smoothing of the text (from the less frequent to
the more frequent expression), or even a
correction toward a Hebrew text with "V3P in

place of &¥3. (b) If the scroll is original, then

G.d

would be a revision toward the MT.
Lev 26:5,6 [x]ot nmoAepog—[vuwv 3°] ad fin 6 O
MSS La}OOCnoxepocl gladius La'®°®) Arab Co Syh =
MTuwC xat norepoc] 39M1 MTw) 1 ad fin 5 6°%; ad fin
5 et 6 A B™? F M uss

This clause fits better at the end of v 6, but
it fits adequately at the end of either verse
while arguments can also be adduced against its
position at the end of either verse. The best way
to explain the variant positions in ® is to see
the problem at the Hebrew stage. On the one hand,
the clause may have been a secondary insertion
into the early Hebrew; the '"few chasing many"
motif is found without the "war' motif in Deut
32:20, Josh 23:10, and Isa 30:17. On the other
hand, the clause may have been original but
omitted through parablepsis (DDXNIRI"ODX¥™INRI if at
the end of v 5; AV -1 if at the end of v 6)
and reinserted in the margin of a Hebrew text;
then Hebrew mss could have inserted it in either
of the two places. The point of interest here is
that the OG would have translated it at whichever
point it occurred in the 0G Vorlage and subsequent
Greek Mss would have placed it wherever their

respective Hebrew texts (if any) had it.”
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(a) If &*? is original, I would suggest that
its order is due to its being translated from a
Hebrew Vorlage which had that order; then the
scroll would be seen as a correction toward a
Hebrew text whose order was that attested by the
MT. (b) If the scroll is original, then it should
be seen as an accurate translation of a Hebrew
text like the MT, and &*? would be either an
unintentional displacement or a correction toward
an early variant Hebrew which similarly could be

an unintentional displacement.

Lev 26:6 [o lexpoBwv / vuag F mMss Arm Syh(vuog
sub +) = 3% ] tr *¥(sub + G); > vuag Bo = I
MTawx®

On one level this is an insignificant reading,
for it seems unrelated to the Hebrew. In none of
the 12 occurrences of 7™M 1NV throughout the MT
is there a direct object expressed in Hebrew, and
usually the Greek does not include one. But the
OG here appears to have added the direct object
for sense (cf. also ®Jer 26[MT46]:27), and the
alternate tradition appears to have transposed for
reasons of style. On another level, however, this
reading serves to illustrate another type of
variant which must be kept in mind —— purely
inner-Greek variants. This means that extra
caution must be used, for at times variants may be
purely inner-Greek yet independently happen to
agree with the MT or some ancient ms and thus be

assigned to false causes.
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Lev 26:8 nevte vuwv Syh(nm. €& v.) ] €& vuwv
nevTe S’d; Tanrn Oon MTw

Both are correct translations of the MTw, but
the reading of the scroll appears more natural,
whereas that of ®*® is a more closely literal
reflection of the MT. 1Is a variant Hebrew Vorlage
for the scroll's reading likely? It is possible,
but there is no reason to suppose so.

(a) If &* is original, then the scroll is to
be seen as a stylistic revision. (b) If the
scroll is original, then &*! is probably a revision
toward the MT.

Lev 26:9 [kt ectar pwolv n SraBnkn ev vuwvl 1 ]
K@l oTnow Tnv Stabnknv pov ped vuwv (Swad. vuwv b;
...pactum meum in uobis Arm'®> &* Aeth Arm Bo =
OOOR M2 DR MNPDPIY MTw

The nominative in the scroll requires that m
SiwxBnxmn be the subject of its verb. The scroll's
reading probably reflects a Hebrew not far from
3332 M2 DY (cf. Ezek 37:26) or MY
O5OR —— note DOOR MY (!) just before MBPIY
in the MT.

(a) If &*? is original, then it is to be seen
as a literal translation of a text like the MT,
and the scroll is either a revision toward an
alternate, undocumented Hebrew, a revision for
style or theological nuance, or an error. (b) If
the scroll is original, then &*¢ quite probably
must be seen as a revision toward the MT.
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Lev 26:10 [cEoiceT]e peTta Twv vewv ] ex mpoowmov
vewv efoicete G°% = IR YT DL MTa

40LXXLev® could be freely translating a Hebrew
text identical with the MT, a slightly different
text, or even a text such as &7 2¥ RN,
whereas ¢ is a virtually literal reflection of
the MT.

(a) If &®® is original, then the scroll could
be seen as an early revision toward a Hebrew text
such as that just suggested (less likely) or as a
revision for style. (b) If the scroll is
original, then &*d quite probably must be seen as

‘a revision toward the MT.

Lev 26:11 BdeAvEiopatr 126 (BSeArAvEwuatl) Arab ]
BdernvEeTLt M youxm Hov & - wo3 HYIN MTw

Both readings occur in both Hebrew and Greek
—— RServoocouat = AN (read 2AIVON, Amos 6:8) and
eBSerNvEaTo N yuxn cviwv = WD) AVON (Ps
107[®106]:18) —— so it is difficult to decide
whether the difference is here due to Vorlage,
style, or theological influence.

If " is original, then it is a literal
reflection of a text like the MT or possibly a
free translation of a text with 5DJN, and the
scroll could be seen as an early revision toward a
Hebrew text with DVIR or as a revision for style.
(b) If the scroll is original, then it is probably
a translation from a Hebrew text such as DVIR or
possibly a free translation of a text like the MT,
and & probably must be seen as a revision toward

the MT or as a euphemistic revision.
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Lev 26:12 kot ecoular ] ] xat epnepunatnow ev
VULV KoL €colat vuwv Bcog &*? - 253113 b
ambrb a5b MY MTw; xau eun. ev vuwv ad fin tr
131

The scroll did not have xoL cunepLiaTnow ev
vurv at the beginning of this verse. It has space
for about four short words to follow, but there is
no way to determine whether the two clauses were
transposed (with 131) or some other covenantal
formula followed. In either case it is possible
that it followed a different Hebrew Vorlage.

(a) If &*? is original, then it is to be seen
as a close translation of a text like the MT, and
the scroll presents an error (parablepsis or
transposition), a revision toward an undocumented
variant Hebrew text, or a theologically or
stylistically altered text. (b) If the scroll is
original, then it is a translation of an
undocumented variant Hebrew text or an error
(parablepsis or transposition), and &*? quite

probably must be seen as a revision toward the MT.

Lev 26:12 pou €8vlogl ] pov Cpor mssd) Acog (eiwg
Aaov b Arm™® &°® La Arm Bo 2 Cor 6:16; apb b MTw
The preponderant usage of both the LXX and the
later recensions is Aao¢ for O when referring to
Israel, and e€6vog for M2 and for O when
referring to peoples other than Israel. The LXX
does use €6voc, however, to refer to Israel, at
least once in Leviticus (19:16) where the Hebrew

probably had 3%, as well as in the promises to the



THE SEPTUAGINT MANUSCRIPTS FROM QUMRAN 61

ancestral bearers of the covenant (cf. Gen 18:18;
46:3). These latter translate ™M), it is true,
but the point is that the LXX has established the
occasional use of e®vog to refer to Israel, even
to reflect Y. 1In contrast, it is very difficult
to imagine €6vog being substituted — intention-
ally or in error — for an original A\axog.
Moreover, Wevers does endorse e€8vog as the 0G at
Lev 19:16 for OY referring to Israel. Thus it
would appear that e€6vog¢ was the 0G translation
here at 26:12, with Aa@og¢ as the routine revisional
substitution.

(a) 1f &*! is original, then the scroll can
only be seen as an uncanny error or unusual
substitution. (b) If the scroll is original,
then &*? is a secondary, routine lexical revision
toward the MT.

Lev 26:13 Tov Luyov tolv Secuov] Mmss La'®° ] Tov
Secuov Tov Luyovu * Aeth Arm Bo; (a:)’w [qlala]
MTw(-5D 0on)

There are too many possibilities for these
readings to allow a firm conclusion regarding the
original translation and its subsequent fate.
There are both literal and figurative meanings of
both nouns in addition to both literal and
figurative meanings as understood by later editors
and later copyists at the transmission stage, plus
the possibility of interference from Ezek 34:27.
Thus, the reading is best left as questionable and
able to be decided in either direction.
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° Aeth Bo ] + Tovra &

Lev 26:14 MOV 2° uss La'®
Arm = TONA MTw

The scroll reads well without Toevra, and there
is no reason to suspect it was intentionally or
accidentally omitted, whereas the word seems
superfluous in @&°? and is best interpreted as a
revision toward the MT.
Lev 26:15 axlrel 1° &*¢
or MT WM en

The O0G, this time with all Greek Mss in agree-

La Aeth Arm Bo ] ORY MTw;

ment, had aArax as a good and free translation of
the meaning of OR(Y) in its context.

Lev 26:15 [npocta]/yuact pov ] xpLuaoiv pov
La Aeth Arm Bo; 2B210 MTw
The OG three times uses nmpocTayua for DDAN in

(sod

Leviticus (see 18:26; 19:37, and later in this
chapter, 26:46), but it also uses xpiuax five times
for OBYH in Leviticus (including vv 15 and 43 in
this chapter, but note xpipx for PN in v 46). For
8° and «”, however, xpiua became the recensional
lexeme for OBAN, whereas npoctayux became the
recensional lexeme for PN or TIWPD. Thus, if one
of the variants should be recensional, it would be
KPLMaO LV,

Ced 1f ¢ is original, then the scroll simply
presents the substitution of a synonym,
intentional or not. (b) If the scroll is
original, then &*? could also be simply a synonym,
or it could be a secondary, routine recensional

lexical revision toward the MT.
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Lev 26:15 c[Ara wote?] ] wote (2°) &°¢ = (aommb
MTw; xot wote 392 Aeth; xouv 44 75 Arm
This final reading is too uncertain to bear the

weight of any solid argument or conclusion.

II. The Hebrew Vorlage behind the Greek
Translation

Having studied the variant readings preserved
by 40LXXLev® and suggested two possible vantage
points from which to understand their inter-
relationship, it is tempting to draw a conclusion
concerning which approach commends itself as more
cogent. But first some explicit reflection on the
character of the Hebrew text lying behind the
Greek variants may help provide a more informed
conclusion.

It is gratifying to note that a sophisticated,
up-to-date understanding of the Hebrew Vorlage for
the Septuagint has reached wide international
scope. The parade example is Emanuel Tov's justly
celebrated monograph, The Text-Critical Use of the
Septuagint in Biblical Research,e but numerous
others come to mind, only a few of which can be
mentioned here. Anneli Aejmelaeus, in an article
which offers both judicious breadth and special-
ized focus on the text of Exodus, concludes:

All in all, the scholar who wishes to
attribute deliberate changes, harmonizations,
completion of details and new accents to the
translator is under the obligation to prove
[that] thesis with weighty arguments and also
to show why the divergences cannot have
originated with the Vorlage. That the
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translator may have manipulated his original
does not mean that he necessarily did so.
All that is known of the translation
techniques employed in the Septuagint p01nts
firmly enough in the opposite direction.

Julio Trebolle, in a series of books and
articles concentrating on Samuel-Kings, has
demonstrated repeatedly that a Hebrew text
divergent from the Massoretic textus receptus both
explains the translation of the OG and at times
provides a superior Hebrew text.'® sharon Pace
Jeansonne has provided analogous demonstrations
for the book of Daniel, showing that the claim of
"Theological Tendenz" on the part of the Greek
translator cannot be maintained.**

In 1980 Zaki Aly and Ludwig Koenen published an
edition of P.Fouad 266, and in the introduction
Koenen says:

the appearance of the new rolls was hailed by
R. Hanhart [in OLZ 73 (1978) 39-46, esp.40]
as the beginning of a new era of studies in
the text of the Septuagint. P.Fouad 266,
indeed, shows that already in the middle of
the first century B.C. the text of the Greek
Genesis and Deuteronomy was basically steady,
though the results of continuous attempts to
bring the Greek text into closer accord with
the Hebrew are clearly recognizable.
Therefore, agreements between the new papyri
and the Masoretic text against the majority
of the best manuscripts of the later
tradition do not necessarily establish what
may be regarded as the original text of the
Septuagint, but may very well result from
later assimilations. Textual criticism of
the same type as is known from the Christian
era and is particularly connected with the
name of Origen had already begun in the first
century B.C., if not even earlier. This
should be of no surprise. As soon as an
authoritative Greek translation existed,
attempts must have started to improve it and
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to eliminate diEFrepancies between the Greek
and the Hebrew.

It is from this perspective — that Greek
texts must be evaluated in the light of the
possibility that they represent a faithful
translation of an ancient Hebrew text at variance
with the Massoretic textus receptus — that I
propose a reassessment of the value of the
variants of the LXX mss from Qumran.

I have a high respect for John Wevers' work,
both because he has produced eleven volumes on the
Greek text of the Pentateuch,13 and because as a
personal friend I know what a learned and
indefatigable worker he is. But on this one point
it seems that a review of the evidence is in
order, since (1) 4QLXXLev® is a pre-Christian
witness three or four centuries earlier than our
other Greek witnesses to Leviticus, (2) none of

its variants are "errors'" but are intelligible

alternate readings, yet (3) none of its readings
are selected as representing the 0G.

Wevers, of course, is aware of the possibility
of an alternate Hebrew parent text as the basis of
the 01d Greek of Leviticus:

A Masoretic text of the entire Hebrew canon
is available, and though it is not the exact
form of the text which the translators
rendered into Greek, it is an invaluable
guide to it. The editor usually knows the
parent text which was being translated and
this serves as a reliable guide for
eliminating various sqfibal errors from the
Greek text tradition.

Thus the question becomes whether and when an
alternate Hebrew is considered the source of
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specific variants. As an example let us consider
three instances concerning which preposition among
attested variants is to be selected in the 0G. 1In
the Text History of the Greek Leviticus, Wevers
says, ''Prepositions occasionally create problems,
though the critical text can often be determined
by reading the Hebrew text."'® First, in
discussing Lev 24:8 (nmapa vs. evwniov), he says,
"The lectio difficilior which renders the MT
literally is here to be preferred."'® 1In this
instance I do not disagree with the choice of napa
but rather pause at the reason adduced; napa may
render the MT (RD) literally, but does that mean
that napa is necessarily the OG rather than a
secondary revision of the 0OG back toward the
proto-MT? More importantly, when using the
criterion ''determined by reading the Hebrew text,"
is the Hebrew text presumed to be the MT?

For a second instance, at Lev 1:15 (npog 1° vs.
enu)f7 again I do not disagree but rather stress
that in such cases, just as it is necessary to
check the meaning involved, so too is it equally
necessary to consider whether an inadvertent bx
vSs. 59 variant in the Vorlage lies at the root of
the Greek variant. The S8 vs. DY confusion of
laryngeals is frequent in the text transmitted in
the MT,’O as it is in the ancient manuscripts from
Qumran.‘o

For the third instance I do disagree. At Deut
31:5 the MT has the frequent promise, 7T DN
22755 ("The Lord will give [your enemies] into

your power'). There are three Greek variants:
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EVWAILOV VMWV, VULV, and eig Tag yerpag vuwv, and
Wevers selects koL napedwkev AVTOVE KVLPLOG EVWIILOV
vuwv as the OG translation. 1In his Text History
of the Greek Deuteronomy, after discussing another
locus where the decision on the originality of
vulv was difficult, Wevers says, '"Much simpler to
decide is the case of vwuiv in 31:5 where for Deut
evwniov vuwyv, [Vaticanus and other witnesses] read
vurv. The verb modified is nmapedwkev. The
difficult napedwkev...evwniov vuwv which is a
literal equivalent to the MT was smoothed out by
the change. The same kind of simplification took
place in [the hexaplaric and other witnesses]
where eiwg Tag xeipag vuwv was substituted for
€EVWnLoV ‘up.wv."zo Thus, evwniov vuwv is viewed as
original, and vuiv and eig Tag xeirpog vuwv as the
results of smoothing and simplification.

Here there is evidence for the alternate
choice. Hellenophiles who usually wear a slight
wince when reading some of the Greek found in the
LXX, do not wince noticeably more at nopedwkev,...
evwnov vuwv than at numerous other parts of the
translation. It is hard to escape the suspicion
that Wevers presumes that the 23755 found in the
MT was the reading that the OG translator saw in
the Hebrew copy being translated. The same
sentence, however, occurs elsewhere in
Deuteronomy, and at one occurrence (Deut 7:23)
where the MT has TUDB and 4QpaleoDeut’ also has
THDB, another Deuteronomy scroll has TJ3'2. These
may be viewed as synonymous variants. When one
seeks the OG translation, one finds only eiwg Tag
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xewpag cov (without relevant variant) in the mMs
tradition. I would maintain that probability
rests on 77’1 as the Hebrew word in the text (or
at least in the mind) of the OG translator at that
point, and that the OG translator translated
faithfully. We do not need the Qumran evidence,
however, for the m had already taught us this
lesson: in Deut 2:36 where the MT has (...JN)
WJUD5, the 0OG has eivg Tog xerpag nuwv (without
relevant variant), and the m has 72 —— quite
probably the word encountered in the Hebrew text
used by the 0G translator.

Such examples are frequent and widespread, a

small sampling of which follows:

Exod 1:5 4QExodb &D) DV &nn
MT @Bnly oYvay
® YyuxoL. . . TEVIE KoL
epdounkovTa
75/70 people
Lev 3:1 agrev® b 3P
(cf. 2:12, 14) MT N239p
(] To SwpoVv AVTOU Tw
KUpLw

his offering (+to the

Lord)
2 Sam 10:6 40Sam” 3W[ RV] (=error)
Jos., Ant. 7:121 MT A A7
[¢] ket EiotwB (IoTtoRov
Josephus)

the men of Tob
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2 Sam 7:23 40sam® 2HARY (=error)
fom 1 Chr 17:21] MT rbxy
® KL CKNVWM T

tents/its gods

Isa 23:1-2 401sa”  wTInh?
MT w? b
® Ztiwve OMOLOL  yEyYOVaOCLV
(=71 wb%)

2Who are they like...?
/ to them.’Be still!

Dan 8:3 agpan® 5173 I[N HN)
MT &~ anr b
(] KpLOV eva ueyaV

a (+great) ram

Dan 8:4 4Qpan® W,E,N,S
MT 6~ W,N,S
® E,N,W,S (E,W,N,S, 967)

West,East, North, South

The conclusion to be drawn is that there was a
wide variety of Hebrew texts available and in use
when the OG translation of the various books was
made and for several centuries during the early
transmission of the OG. One must treat the
elasticity of the Hebrew text with caution, to be
sure, but one also must not underrate the
variation in the Hebrew text abundantly
demonstrated by the Qumran Mss and the versions.
To underrate it will cause distortion in the
understanding of the LXX and the forces behind its
translation and transmission.
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III. The Variant Readings of 4QLXXNum

With those general reflections on the Hebrew
Vorlage of the LXX, we can now turn to 4QLXXNum.
There are 17 variants in 4QLXXNum, 13 of which are
unique, only 4 finding support in other Greek
mss 2! Again, only one —— where & has an
obvious error and 4QLXXNum has strong support from

the s tradition

is accepted in the G&ttingen
critical edition as an attestation of the 0G.

Some of the variants in 4QLXXNum are of minor
significance, some remain ambiguous. The value of
4QLXXNum as a witness to the OG will hinge
primarily on four variants (viewing the fourfold
occurrence of aptnp- vs. xvagpop- as a single

variant).

Num 3:40 apLBuncov ] enioxeyat G.d; TPD MTwm

Five factors point with varying degrees of
strength to opiBuncov as the 0G.

(1) Lagarde had discovered the general, but not
universal, rule of thumb that if two variants
occur in the Ms tradition, both correct and
acceptable, one in literal agreement with the MT
and the other more free, then the freer rendering
is (other things being equal) to be selected as
the OG and the literal rendering is to be seen as
secondary revision toward the MT (see points 3 and
4 below).

(2) No evidence surfaces to question Api8uor
as the original Greek title of the book, and the
title surely derives from occurrences of the word
in the text.?®
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(3) enitckentecdaL became the standard
recensional equivalent for TPB, while oplbuelv was
used for AD. Thus, where TIPB occurs in the
Hebrew with enitokentecOdai/apiducitv in the Greek
witnesses, if recensional revision is at work,
axptuelv is probably the 0OG and enioxentec®ar the
recensional revision.??

(4) Consider the way translators and revisers
work. If the translator sees TIPD in the Hebrew of
Numbers and is translating fresh, both
eniokentecdal (as a literal translation) and
axpBuelv (as a freer, contextual translation,
suggested by the title and content of the book
plus occurrences as early as 1:2b) are options, as
are other possible words. 1If a reviser sees TIpPB
in the proto-MT and is revising the OG back toward
that Hebrew text, one might (as € “and o’ certainly
would) change @piBueilv to enickentecdar; there
would be no reason to change enickentecOal to
xpiOuerv on the basis of the Hebrew. If one is
copying the Greek text from another Greek text
without reference to the Hebrew, one might change
emoxkentec8axtl to apbuerv for contextual meaning.
Thus, opdueiv is due either to the original
translation stage or to the later Greek
transmission stage, but it is not due to the
recensional stage.

(5) Finally, 2 Sam 24:1-9 narrating David's
census has both apiBueiv and enickentecdHar.
Insofar as this passage falls in a section usually
considered recensional, the most logical

explanation would be that the occurrences of both
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aptBuerv and entckentecBat together represent the

0G unrevised in that passage, and that this in

turn argues in favor of aptBueiv in 4QLXXNum as

the

Num

Num

Num

Num

0G revised in &°.

4:6 [¢lptnpag ] avagpoperg @ed; + avtng O f
Arab Syh; + ab ea Bo; Y3 MTwm

4:8 axpTnNpas ] avapopers $°d;'wﬁl MTau

4:11 aptnlpagl ] avaegpoperg @°d; I3 MTw

4:12 apTnpog ] avagpopeirg G’d; OIT MTaw

It will be clearest to quote Wevers'

exposition:

Characteristic of the [4QLXXNum] revision is
the substitution of eptnpag for (Tovgd
&vagpopeits. The word occurs four times in
this fragmentary text, three times for 012
(4:6,8,11) and once for W (4:12)....

In each case the reference in MT is to the
staves by which the ark was to be carried.
Apparently the reviser felt that avaegopeig
was an agent noun, i.e. a '"carrier' rather
than tES means of carrying; in fact, in v.12

the [® ] text could easily be interpreted as
referring to the bearers instead of the
carrying staves.... I suspect that the use of

aptnpe to designate staves for carrying the
ark instead of &vagopedg is meant to avoid
possible confusion in meaning for &va¢opeig
as an agent rather than an instrument for
carrying.

...[In] the case of aptne, ...this variant
seems to be rooted in the desire to clarify
the Greek text. It is not the kind of
variant which is more Hebraic than [the 0G]
as would be expected from the so-called xalye
recension; rather it is a variant clarifying
a Hebgyic kind of Greek by a more idiomatic
text.

To my mind the opposite conclusion seems more

persuasive, though neither Wevers nor I can offer

much more to support our views on this pair of
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variants. I would simply note three points.

(1) Although sporadic revision certainly occurred
in the interests of clearer Greek in specific
cases, Symmachus is our only ancient example of
systematic recension for clearer Greek, and even
he retains a large measure of Hebrew recensional
material. (2) More importantly, avagopevg is
clearly used as a recensional substitute: Aquila
uses it but never aptmp for 2. (3) The argument
Wevers gives (Greek idiomatic clarity) is usually
an argument used to demonstrate the OG translation

in contrast to more wooden recensional revision.

Num 4:7 vlalxiver/[vov] = nbon MTwe ]
oAoTIOpPLPOV G.d

vakitvBog means ''dark blue" and usually
translates HBDH. oromnoppupog means ''dark red/
purple" and usually translates JBITR. The
adjective here refers to the cloth (ituatiov)
spread over the table of the bread of the
presence. Although in the previous two variants
there was no reason to suspect an alternate Hebrew
text, here it is a question of the Hebrew Vorlage.
The Hebrew text from which the 0G was translated
could have had either n5on or JM™ITR. But, since
the Greek always translates the other colors
throughout this passage mechanically and
faithfully, I would maintain that the 0G
translator correctly translated whichever Hebrew
word (he thought) lay before him. The alternate
Greek text would have to be a mistake or an early
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revision toward an alternate Hebrew text. It is
impossible to decide with the evidence available.

Num 4:14 <o onlovdeira] = DOPTTHIT MTw (DVP- wm) ] Tov
KQXALATNPX @'d

Ta cnovdeix means ''cups'; Tov xarvntnpx is
simply an error. The issue is whether the error
was made by the 0G translator and was later
corrected in 4QLXXNum toward the correct Hebrew,
or whether the correct 0G is faithfully
represented by 4QLXXNum and became distorted (as
in &*%) later in the transmission stage. It
appears impossible to decide between these
possibilities on the strength of the evidence

available.

Conclusions

Part II argued that it is essential to consider
the possibilities for the Hebrew original which
the 0G was attempting to translate. Often it is,
but often it is not, identical with the Massoretic
textus receptus. Having studied the variants of
40LXXLev® and several of the more important ones
in 4QLXXNum, it is now appropriate to reappraise
their value as witnesses to the OG.

40LXXLev® displays 15 variants from the text of
&*? (plus a sixteenth where it and &% both
represent the OG in a variant from MTw) — 15
variants in 28 less-than-half-extant lines of
manuscript! But none of these variants are
errors. All are sensible readings, constituting

an alternate text or translation. 1Is Kahle
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correct that prior to the LXX translation there
were divergent Greek targumim? No. These
variants are embedded in a text that shows 75%
agreement with ®°¢. Thus 4QLXXLev® and &*¢ are
two representatives of the same translation, one
or both of which has developed a total of 15
changes. Some or all could be isolated changes in
either text. One or other text (but presumably
not both) could display a pattern of revision,
most commonly sought as recensional revision of
the 0G back to the emergingly dominant proto-MT.
On closer inspection, we note that of the 15
variants, 7 are unique and 3 others are attested
by only one or two Mss. All the readings in
40LXXLev® can be seen as adequate, free ways of
translating the MT or possibly as more literal
translations of a slightly variant Hebrew text.
Despite the fact that this ms comes from the
late second or the first century sce —— three
or four centuries earlier than our next earliest
witnesses —— not one of its readings is accepted
for the Gséttingen critical text. Rather, for
every variant the reading that agrees with the MT
is chosen. My assumption is that Wevers'
selection is partly based on the weight of the s
tradition (not a bad argument!). But I think all
would agree that in many points our s tradition
does not take us all the way back to the 0G
translation. I am not certain, but I propose that
40LXXLev® penetrates further behind our oldest
witnesses, especially with e€8vo¢ (Lev 26:12) and
plausibly with Tov ZvAivov xapnov (Lev 26:4), the
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norepog clause in its correct place (Lev 26:6“"),
and RServEouaxtr (Lev 26:11).

If we seek a comprehensive pattern for the
majority of readings in 4QLXXLev® vis-a-vis the
Gottingen edition —— either seeing the text in
the Gsttingen edition as an accurate translation
(the 0G) of the proto-MT and 4QLXXLev® as
secondary (simplification, smoothing, error,
etc.), or seeing the Qumran text as an acceptable
free translation (the 0G) of the proto-MT or a
more literal translation of a slightly variant
Vorlage and the text in the Gottingen edition as a
revision toward the proto-MT —— I think the
latter has stronger probability on its side. 1In
short, predominantly throughout Part I the
(b)-pattern seems more consistent.

4QLXXNum displays four crucial variants from
the text of Gfd. The analysis of the first two
indicated my preference for interpreting the
Qumran text as the OG and the readings in 6°% as
recensional (partly because enickentesc8at and
xvagpopevs are documentably recensional
substitutes). The evidence available for the
remaining two variants is admittedly insufficient.
But the reading of &°® is clearly an error in the
fourth and apparently an error in the third, while
the much older witness presents correct readings
in both. The cumulative evidence suggests that
40LXXNum, just as 4QLXXLev® above, presents the
superior witness to the 0l1d Greek translation.
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The editions of the LXX mss have been accepted
by Oxford University Press. As a service to
scholars, variants and other information from the
editions are presented here. Although the present
article may appear before the more complex DJD
volume does, the rights remain with Oxford
University Press.

1. The publications of the Greek scrolls are as
follows:

4QLXXLev®: P. W. Skehan, "The Qumran Manu-
scripts and Textual Criticism," Volume du congres,
Strasbourg 1956 (VTSup 4; Leiden: Brill, 1957)
148-60, esp. 157-60;

4QLXXNum: P. W. Skehan, "4QLXXNum: A
Pre-Christian Re-working of the Septuagint,' HTR
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THE TEMPLE SCROLL AND LXX EXODUS 35-40

GEORGE J. BROOKE

I. Introduction

The purpose of this short paper is to
investigate those passages of the Temple Scroll
(11QT°) which correspond in some measure with Exod
35-40" to discover whether the Hebrew text of
Exodus reflected in some parts of 11QT% can be
described as offering an example of what may have
been akin to a Hebrew Vorlage for the translator
of the LXX of these chapters. If so, then a small
contribution will have been made to the debate
concerning whether or not the differences between
the LXX and the MT tradition for Exod 35-40 are
all the responsibility of the Greek translators
and traditors.?

It is not the intention here to argue that the
text of Exodus used and adapted by the Temple
Scroll belongs to any one particular text-type.

E. Tov has already demonstrated that it is not
possible to determine that 11QT® as a whole has a
special affinity with either the MT, the LXX or
the SP; he concludes that ''the scroll contains a

81
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textual tradition which agrees now and then with
one or other of these early texts."® This study
bears out Tov's conclusion, though with two
qualifications. On the one hand, Tov's analysis
of textual affiliation is concerned rightly with
precise words and phrases whose biblical source
can be exactly identified, but this study is more
concerned with the exegetical tendency of texts
and textual traditions. On the other hand, it
could be that for 11QT" more attention should be
paid to its source analysis,‘ for Tov's conclusion
may be correct for the scroll as a whole but
particular sections of 11QT® may nevertheless
reflect one of the early texts fairly
consistently.

The early columns of 11QT° are concerned with
the construction and furnishing of the temple
building and the altar (11QT° 3-13:7) and several
scholars have followed Y. Yadin in identifying
allusions to the tabernacle of Exod 35-40 in this
part of the scroll.® Unfortunately it is these
same columns of 11QT* which are the least well
preserved. This paper is thus based on a double
handicap: not only are the columns where the use
of Exod 35-40 might be most readily discerned very
badly damaged, but also allusions to Exod 35-40
have to be discerned through the adaptation of its
subject matter from the tabernacle to the temple,
adaptation which includes the reformulation of the
biblical sources, the combination of biblical
texts from different contexts, abbreviation and
harmonization. Furthermore, when using tabernacle
traditions, sometimes the compiler focussed on the

plan of Exod 25-31, sometimes on its supposed
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execution described in Exod 35-40, the section
under consideration in this paper; sometimes the
descriptions of the same item in these two sources
agree word for word, thus making it very difficult
to determine which biblical text is acting as the
base text for the composition in 11QT®.

Apart from 11QT®, for Exod 35-40 two manu-
scripts of Exodus from Qumran so far partly
published have yielded intriguing but insufficient
information to provide for an investigation of
this sort.® A virtually totally illegible photo-
graph of 4QExodf (Exod 40:8-27) was published in
the catalogue Scrolls from the Wilderness of the
Dead Sea.” F.M. Cross has dated the manuscript to
the mid-3rd century BCE. He has claimed that in
his initial decipherment of the text few variants
(from the MT) are to be found. '"In verse 17, the
traditional text reads: ‘And on the first day of
the month, the tabernacle was erected.’ In this
manuscript, after the phrase ‘in the second year,’
the phrase ‘since they went out of Egypt’ is
added, an addition also found in the Septuagint
and Samaritan versions of Exodus."®

Columns 42-45 of 4QpaleoExod” have yielded a
little more: parts of Exod 35:1, 22; 36:21-24;
37:9-16. The principal variants have been
published by J.E. Sanderson.”® She justifiably
concludes that '"the complicated questions involved
in the tabernacle account have not been illumina-
ted by the discovery of the scroll, because it is
scarcely extant in the second half of that
account, and whenever it is extant in the first or
second parts, it agrees consistently with Sam/MT

against G."°
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As neither 4QExodf nor 4QpaleoExod” seem to be
able to offer any direct help towards understand-
ing the peculiarities of LXX Exod 35-40, the
apparent evidence of 11QT® becomes all the more
important. This is especially so since there is
an emerging consensus that 11QT* is made up of
several different sources,“ and even if the
composition of 11QT® is to be dated in the second
or first century BCE,‘z some of its sources may
well belong in the third century BCE or possibly
earlier. Thus it could be that the treatment of
the Hebrew textual traditions of Exod 35-40 which
may be apparent in 11QT® 3-10 are approximately
contemporary with what is usually supposed to be
the similar interpretative activity of the Greek
translator.

Before describing some of the possible minor
agreements between 11QT® 3-10 and LXX Exod 35-40,
it is important to mention that 11QT* may also
reflect parts of MT Exod 35-40 which are not
represented in LXX Exod 35-40. The most obvious
case of this may concern the incense altar which
is nowhere explicitly mentioned in LXX Exod
35-39, but which features in 11QTcL 3:10, almost
certainly alluding to Exod 35:15.'° There are
other less clear instances of the same phenomenon.
For example, although it is difficult to know
whether the allusion is to the plan (Exod 26:29:
orn3b oM3)  or its execution (Exod 37:27: o3ab
avab), 1197 33:13 (namn Hab o3 o)
could contain an allusion to MT Exod 37:27, a
verse which does not have a counterpart in LXX
Exod 36-39. Or again, in 11QT> 36:3 the
terminology for the inner angles (]bﬁﬁpbn mr)
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seems to reflect Exod 36:28 (ﬂDKPD%), another
verse of the MT without a counterpart in the
Lxx.**

Thus it is not possible to say that the
compiler of 11QT° knew only of a Hebrew text that
was akin to the Vorlage of LXX Exod 35-40, but nor
is it possible to say with certainty that he was
working solely with a text-type like that now
represented in the MT. Though the evidence which
has survived is very fragmentary, the number of
parallels and minor agreements in textual or
exegetical matters between 11QT® and LXX Exod
35-40 over against the MT (and usually SP) is
sufficient to merit the following listing from
which can be drawn a few tentative conclusions.

II. 11QT" 3-10 and LXX Exod 35-40: Possible Minor
Agreements
1. 11QT" 3:8-12. The discussion of the festivals
(Exod 34:18-35:3) is omitted from 11QT% 2; 1107
3 seems to begin directly with the subject of the
construction of the temple and, in echoing Exod
35:4ff., uses tabernacle traditions. Yadin
correctly identified Exod 35:5-16 as the principal
biblical source at the start of 11QT% 3.*°

110T% 3:8-12 contains a very fragmentary text:
line 8 mentions that all the vessels of the
sanctuary are to be of pure gold, line 9 mentions
the mercy seat, also of pure gold, line 10 seems
to mention the incense altar and the table, line
11 the plates, line 12 the bowls of pure gold and
the censers. The list does not correspond in
order or in form with either tradition of the
tabernacle (Exod 25; 35) in either Hebrew or
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Greek. It is a summary section, most of the items
being mentioned in more detail later on. Of note,
however, is the phrase T\ 21T, '"pure gold," for
which Yadin pointed to Exod 37 where the phrase is
repeated several times.*® 1In moving from Exod
35:5-16 to 37:6-16 it can be seen that what takes
five lines in 11QT° takes many more verses in the
MT than a fully restored 110T% could contain. In
MT Exod 37:6 the mercy seat of pure gold is
mentioned, the table comes in 37:10, its vessels
in 37:16. Since the MT of Exod 37 contains
nothing that might match the introductory phrase
concerning all the vessels of 11QT° 3:8,
effectively what takes ten verses in the MT, is
reduced to or represented in four lines in 11QT".
Furthermore, whereas the seemingly longer MT text
does not mention the incense altar until Exod
37:25, the shorter text of 11QT® finds room to
mention it immediately together with the mercy
seat.

Two matters in the Greek text may be relevant
at this point. To begin with Exod 37:6-16 is
represented in LXX Exod 38:5-12 in a much shorter
form: in particular the Greek, 1like 11Q’I‘cL 3:8-12,
has nothing that corresponds with the detailed
measurements of MT Exod 37:6 and 10, nor anything
that describes the frame of the table (MT Exod
37:12, 14). Secondly, like the MT the Greek has
no reference in this section to the incense altar,
but whereas the MT has the incense altar in
37:25-28, the Greek makes no clear mention of it
in LXX Exod 35-39. 1Its probable presence in 11QT°
3:10 provides yet another example of how the
description of this particular piece of furniture
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seems to be handled especially fluidly in the

. N 17?
tradition.

2. 11QT° 3:13. vYadin proposed that the end of
this line should be restored according to the
textual tradition represented by Exod 35:14 in the
LXX and SP. He reads the end of the line as

71955 59131 79I reflecting the LXX's xat Thv
Avxviayv ToU QwTdg Katl ndvia Td okevn avTNe and the
sp's b2 bo NN 9B O OR against the MT's
7952 DN IINBA DO O81.'° Nothing much need be
made of this proposed agreement between 11QT% and
the LXX, since the lack of SD in the MT is easily
explained as omission through homoioarchton, but
it shows that mistakes or a sense of strangeness
do not belong all on the side of the LXX.

3. 11QT® 3:14-16. Just as both 11QT" 3:8-12 and
LXX Exod 38:5-12 seem to represent shorter forms
of the Hebrew tradition than that now preserved in
the MT for MT Exod 37:6-16, so something similar
may be seen in the next few lines of 11QT°
3:14-16. At the start of a new paragraph 11QT"
describes the altar of the burnt offering and its
grating (11QT® 3:14-15). The text then becomes
very fragmentary. For the second extant phrase of
line 16 (1 NWw1b [) Yadin commented that it is
most likely that these words refer not to the
altar but to another vessel mentioned in Exod 38.
Because of the consistent understanding in Jewish
tradition that the laver was made of mirrors
(1), Yadin proposed that 11QT® 3:16b-17
concerned the laver.'®

wWhilst all these suggestions are conjectural,
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if along the right lines, then in these few lines
of 11QT° we would be able to observe, once again
with reference to LXX Exod 38, a shorter Hebrew
text similar to that which may lie behind the
composition of the earlier lines of 11QT” 3:8-12.
In the MT the altar of burnt offering is
introduced at Exod 38:1, the laver at 38:8. 1In
11QT” 3:14-16 only two lines of the text may
separate the two items. Intriguingly, in LXX Exod
38 the items are also described and discussed in a
shorter form than that of the MT. The description
of the altar of burnt offering, its utensils, and
grating comes in LXX Exod 38:22—24;20 the
description of the laver appears in LXX Exod
38:26. The intervening LXX 38:25 mentions the oil
and closely parallels MT Exod 37:29 which follows
on directly from the altar of incense in the MT.
11QT® 3:10 has already spoken of the incense altar
in a different order from both MT and LXX, but its
mention there may account for why there is
probably no mention of anything parallel with LXX
Exod 38:25 at this point in 11QT®. Although it
cannot be maintained that 11QT" 3:14-16 represents
a Hebrew text akin to the Vorlage of the LXX, both
11QT® and the LXX contain shorter traditions than

that represented in the MT.

4. 11QT® 3:17. This line is very fragmentary.
Yadin transcribed it as: 10mY 7.[ ne] ImaLg .
He suggested that N&1) may still refer to the
laver, the subject of 11QT” 3:16; in addition he
reckoned that ] OMY was the start of a verb in the
third person plural, suggesting a restoration of
B JP>. If so, "after a description of bronze
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and golden vessels, the author began to describe
the silver ones and their accessories as in Ex.

xxxviii:10f."*

This comparison might be of
little significance except that it is precisely
this phrase in Exod 38:10-12 (&mparm ayvnun "M
FMO3) which is consistently not represented in LXX
Exod 37:8-10, though it is represented in LXX Exod
37:15 and 17 (MT Exod 38:17, 19).** 1s it
possible that, through its apparent use in a
different context in 11QT°, the lack of the phrase
in the LXX Exod 37:8-19 represents the existence
of a Hebrew Vorlage different from the MT rather
than being simply understood as the abbreviating
activity of the Greek translator? We may never

know.

5. 11QT" 7:12-13. 1In 11QT° 7 lines 9-12 contain
an instruction concerning the mercy seat and the
cherubim which seems to be based on Exod 25:17-22,
especially v. 22, and on Exod 35:12. Immediately
in 11QT" 7:13 in a new paragraph the subject
matter changes to the veil. Whereas Exod 25:23-40
continues not with the veil but the table, the
lampstand and the altar of incense, Exod 35:12
mentions the veil in association with the mercy
seat. Because of that Yadin suitably identified
Exod 35:12 as the controlling biblical influence
in the ordering of 11QT% 7:12-13.%% 1In 119T* 7:13
the instruction is to make the veil of gold. This
is so distinctive that it may have distracted Yadin
and others from noticing a further comparison with
LXX Exod 35:12.%¢

LXX Exod 35:12 follows its rendering of what is
equivalent to MT Exod 35:12 with xat & totle Tfig
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aOARE Katl ToLg oTOAOLE aVTING kKal Tovg ALBouvg TThig
cuapdydov kot TO Buulaua kal TO EAatov ToD
xplopaxtos. The first two phrases match Exod
35:17a, the last two objects, 'the incense and the

oil of anointing,"

correspond with part of MT Exod
35:15, but '"the emerald stones' have no
counterpart in the Hebrew. D. Gooding remarks
forcefully: '"There can be no reasonable doubt that
the Greek list has suffered dislocation; and when
it is seen that the court hangings are not only
out of place but come exactly where the incense
altar should be, one cannot help thinking that
some accident or else some inept editing is
responsible for the omission of this altar from
the list, and the insertion of the court hangings
in their present position."*®
Now it is clear that LXX Exod 35:12 follows the
mercy seat and the veil with the hangings of the
court, whereas 11QT° 7:13-14 follows the cherubim
and the ark with a detailed description of the
golden veil. Both texts seem to take liberties
with the supposed Hebrew tradition at the same
point, and both differences concern fabrics. The
text of 11QT® 7 is too fragmentary to read after
7:14, so any further comparison of the immediate
contexts is not possible. However, the seemingly
anomalous mention of the emerald stones in LXX
Exod 35:12a would appear to point directly to the
ephod. 1In LXX Exod 35:27 the Hebrew RBf& is
specified as emerald, as it is also in LXX Exod
36:13 (MT 39:6), both passages being concerned
with the shoulder pieces of the ephod. Thus LXX
Exod 35:12a combines the veil, the ephod and the
curtains in one short, though somewhat awkwardly
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expressed summary. These same items also seem to
be the subject of a combined reordering in LXX
Exod 36-37, an apparently deliberate arrangement
to place all the specially coloured woven items
together, an arrangement which is here anticipated
in the introductory summary of LXX Exod 35:12.

All this rearrangement may be the work of the
translator of the Greek, but surely the processes
at work in 11QT" need to be kept in mind too. On
the one hand, 11QT” 7:13 and LXX Exod 35:12a
diverge from a supposed Hebrew Vorlage at the same
point; on the other hand, the combination of the
woven cloth items together is anticipated in LXX
Exod 35:12a and found in both 11QT® 10 (see below
for details) and LXX Exod 36-37. 11QT” 7 and 10
cannot provide evidence for the Hebrew Vorlage of
the Greek translation, but 110T® attests an
adjustment and adaptation of the Hebrew text which
is not without echoes in the Greek.*® It is
therefore possible that not everything in the
peculiar arrangement of the Greek of Exod 35:40 is
the responsibility solely of the Greek translators

and traditors.

6. 11QT" 8:7. 11QT” 8:5-6 seem to be based on
Exod 25:23-24, but it is difficult to determine
how those verses have been represented in 11QT*
8:7. The text is very fragmentary (]...é 5[), so
any suggestion is highly problematic, but Yadin
noted as follows: '"The letters are cramped, and it
is difficult to determine how the text continued.
Since the scroll uses Lev. xxiv in 1. 8, this line
appears to have contained a shorter text than in

Ex. xxv, perhaps one more like Ex. xxxvii:27f.,
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but even shorter. The tet possibly suggests
V3B, which are essential throughout the
discussion, but because of the different versions
of MT and the LXX variation, a definite suggestion
is again difficult."®” MT Exod 37:27, part of the
description of the incense altar, as has been
noted above, is absent from LXX Exod 35-39, but
Yadin's indication that here there may be a
shorter text may be significant for how we
understand the apparent lack of the incense altar
material from LXX Exod 35-39, or at least its

misrepresentation.

7. 11QT* 9:3-4. The discussion in numbers 1 and
3 has tentatively suggested some similarity
between 11QT" 3:8-16 and LXX Exod 38:6-12, 22-26.
Some confirmation that a Hebrew textual tradition
like that represented in 11QT” was known to the
translator of the LXX comes from 11QT°L 9:3.
Though in 11QT® 9:2 the surviving letters
(]’HHB% 1...[) can be restored in the light of MT
Exod 25:31 and 37:18, in 11QT” 9:3 a different
source is needed. In this section of the
description of the lampstand only two words remain
at the end of 11QT® 9:3 (/¥ M). Yadin noted
that this combination of words is not to be found
in the MT in either Exod 25 or 37, the likely
sources. However, a similar text is reflected in
LXX Exod 38:14 (€% dupotépwv TGV uepdv adTRE), on
the basis of which he makes a restoration of
11QT".%°

For 11QT" 9:4 where a similarly small amount of
text is preserved, Yadin noted that the text of
Exod 25:32-33, where the subject matter is



THE TEMPLE SCROLL AND LXX EXODUS 35-40 93

discussed, cannot be followed in its entirety.zp
Rather, it might be that a shorter text, like that
represented in LXX Exod 38:13-17, might have
existed as a Hebrew source both for 11QT" 9:4 and
the LXX. We cannot really be any more precise
because there are several problems with the LXX
text in itself, but awareness of the processes at
work in the handling of the tradition in 11QT%
shows that those problems should not all
necessarily be approached from the standpoint that
the Greek translator(s) and traditors are solely

. . . ao
responsible for the variations.

8. 11QT° 9:11-12. Whereas the discussion of most
of the examples in this paper is based on slender
evidence, the treatment of this example is based
on an argument from silence! 11QT° 9:11 ends with
0Y20 which Yadin suggested should be read as a

dual form indicating "two talents.'*

The subject
under discussion in 11QT" 9 is the lampstand and
Exod 25:31-40 seems to be the principal biblical
source behind the description. The ambiguity of
Exod 25:39 has given rise to an extensive debate
concerning whether the lampstand, and all its
lamps and connected utensils were made from one
talent of gold, or whether the lampstand alone was
made from one talent, another talent being used
for everything else. The problem was apparently
resolved in one way in LXX Exod 25:39 (n&vto T
oxeln TavTe TEAXVIOV Yxpuslov kabapov) which states
that all the vessels or utensils were made from a
talent of pure gold, thus implying that yet
another talent was needed for the lampstand
itself. The LXX, therefore, seems to interpret
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Exod 25:38-39 as meaning that two talents of pure
gold were needed for the lampstand and all its
utensils; this seems to agree with 11QT” 9:11.

For the purposes of this study the whole matter is
an argument from silence because whereas MT Exod
37:24 subsequently seems to clarify the issue by
declaring, "He made it and all its utensils of a
talent of pure gold" (b3 nRY TG 3AT 2D NN Y
n%%:), the LXX has nothing corresponding with this
Hebrew verse. Perhaps the LXX omits any mention
of the amount of pure gold because for Exod 25 the
decision has already been made to interpret the
Hebrew to mean that two talents of gold were
required. To this extent 11QT% and LXX seem to
agree in their exegetical handling of the

tradition, if not in their wording of the text.

9. 11QT® 10. 11QT" 10 contains 18 very
fragmentary lines, some of which (2, 6, 7, 15, 16,
18) contain no extant letters at all. The last
preserved part of column 9 contains the
description of the lampstand, column 11 begins the
commands concerning the altar for the burnt
offering and the commands for the festival
sacrifices. What remains in column 10 suggests
that the subject is probably the screen at the
vestibule entrance or at one of the gates to the
inner court, or, possibly, both. Yadin proposed
that possible sources for the column are Exod
26:36-37 and 36:37-38 which describe the screen of
the entrance to the tent of the meeting, and Exod
27:16-17 and 38:18-19 which describe the screen of
the gate of the tabernacle court .
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E. Qimron has restored the column as follows: "

1. 137[
3. 9] |
4. WY M
5, TRl |
8. PR s [

9. Avwn b Aen [
10. sbwSm Tt ow o
11. T 1 AbYIp] bm [
12, WRAY D1IR IR 3

13,  nb[ 15 2172 0
14. by 1 95 pInr N
17. ] Amxa

When we inquire more precisely what biblical
sources may have influenced the composition of the
passage, it immediately becomes clear that no
single text is being rigidly followed. For lines
8-17 the key extant words are T2 (1. 8), "V&

(1. 9), 951n (1. 10), D7TWY (1. 11), O7IR PR
(1. 12), DBWG\]D)ﬁ[N (1. 14), and 7BDNR (1. 17).
In Exod 38:18, seemingly the closest parallel to
this section, the words that occur in the same
order as in 11QT® 10:8-17 are W&, vHM, PITw,
and 7PR. Exod 38:19 opens with om»mmey,?*

The mention of the pillar(s) in both 11QT* 10:4
and 11 suggests that more than Exod 38 alone is
referred to here, since Exod 38:18-19 only refers
to pillars once. Exod 36:37-38 share several
phrases with Exod 38:18-19, as Yadin has observed
in relation to this section of 110T*.®° Further-
more the mention of the pillars in 11QT® 10:4
probably needs to be taken with }113T5 of 10:5, a
possibility which has lead J. Milgrom to suppose
that Exod 38:25-28, on the use of the half-shekel
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which features in Exod 30:16, may be the source
for that section of the column.?®

In other places the handling of biblical source
material by the editor(s) of 11QT% shows that it
is not simply a matter of copying out texts, with
some minor amendments. Rather, the author of
11QT" tends to isolate a base text to which he
adds relevant material from a secondary text and
possibly from other supplementary texts.? The
texts are often linked through catchword
association. Thus it could be that, rather than
seeking to isolate merely the passages which have
been used as sources, some attempt might be made
at how those sources have been woven together with
a base text, a secondary text and other supple-
mentary texts. 11QT° 10 is too fragmentary to
allow this in detail, but from such a perspective
something of the differences in the order of key
words between 11Q0T" and Exodus can be explained.

It seems correct with Yadin to reckon that both
Exod 36:37-38 and 38:18-19 are being used in this
section of 11QT%, but some account must be given
for the presence of V31 in 110T® 10:5. To what
does it refer? Nowhere in biblical sources is
1VOT associated with a veil or curtain,
particularly not in Exod 26-28 or 36-38. However,
DT occurs five times in the sections of Exodus
under discussion here. In Exod 28:12 it occurs
twice: '"And you shall set the two stones upon the
shoulder-pieces of the ephod, as stones of
remembrance (]J727) for the sons of Israel; and
Aaron shall bear their names before the Lord upon
his two shoulders for remembrance (J737)." The
fulfilment of this instruction is described in
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Exod 39:7: the stones on the shoulder pieces of
the ephod are '"stones of remembrance (]73T) for
the sons of Israel, as the Lord commanded."
According to Exod 28:6 the ephod is made of blue
and purple and scarlet stuff (nn%nn 1PIAARY nban
"Ry . ]1W:Ts also occurs in Exod 28:29: '"So Aaron
shall bear the names of the sons of Israel in the
breastpiece of judgment upon his heart, when he
goes into the holy place to bring them to
continual remembrance before the Lord." Lastly,
as mentioned above, Milgrom has pointed to Exod
30:16 in which half-shekel atonement money is
appointed for the service of the tent of meeting,
"that it may bring the people of Israel to
remembrance before the Lord," and according to
Exod 38:25-28 the silver derived from the
half-shekel offering was used to overlay 'the
bases of the veil" (Exod 38:27).%°

With all this information, it would appear that
there are two possible and not necessarily
mutually exclusive ways of interpreting ]WﬂDTE in
11QT® 10:5. On the one hand, as Milgrom has
proposed, through its association with the use of
the half-shekel for the service of the tent of
meeting, it might reflect a concern with the
overlay of the bases of the pillars used somehow
to hold the veil; this would help towards
explaining the use of WV in line 4. Yadin
commented that while Milgrom's suggestion was
plausible, '"too little remains of the text either
"**  On the

other hand, its more widely attested association

to accept his views or reject them.

with the ephod's adornment might suggest that in
11QT° 10 we are faced with a section that links
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all the items together which are made from blue,
purple, and scarlet material: the ephod and its
adornments (Exod 28:12, 29; 39:7), the screen of
the entrance to the tent of meeting (Exod
26:36-37; 36:37-38), and the screen of the gate of
the tabernacle court (Exod 27:16-17; 38:18-19).
The difficulty in seeing the ephod and its
adornment as a part of the temple furnishings
might be overcome from two angles. Firstly, by
noting that when the consecration of priests is
mentioned in 11QT° 15:3-17:5 the items of priestly
vestment are assumed, not described, thus possibly
implying that they have been mentioned earlier in
the text. Secondly, by acknowledging that the
high priest's clothes clearly symbolize the sons
of Israel, as is explicitly stated in Exod 28:11,
and that such symbolism suitably anticipates the
description of the association of the temple gates
with the sons of Israel in 11QT% 39:11-13.*°  1In
the context of this discussion it is striking that
11Q'I‘° 39:11-13 follows immediately after a section
on the half-shekel as a remembrance (IWWDTH; 1101%
39:8-10) .

Yadin correctly stated that there is
insufficient textual evidence in 11QT” 10 for a
definite conclusion to be reached,‘2 but it is
important also to consider the implications of
either suggestion in relation to the Greek text of
Exod 35-40. It is well known that the principal
section of those chapters where there is a very
different order of items in the text is LXX Exod
36-38. The order of items for Exod 36-37 in the
LXX can be summarized as follows:
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LXX MT Subject
Exod 36:1-8a 36:1-8a Offerings stopped
Exod 36:8b-38 39:1b-31 Priestly vestments
Exod 37:1-2 36:8b-9 The 10 curtains
Exod 37:3-6 36:35-38 Veil and screen
Exod 37:7-21 38:9-23 The court hangings

The LXX has all the woven or embroidered items
described in order, from the Holy of Holies (high
priest's robes) outwards. The link is not only
that the goods are all cloth, but also their
colour. The key phrase, "of blue, purple, and
scarlet" (€% Vaxi{veou kol MoppLpag xKal KoKkLvou),
or some variation of it, occurs in LXX Exod 36:9,
10, 12, 15, 29, 30, 32, 37 (all for priestly
vestments); 37:3 (for the veil), 5 (for the screen
for the door of the tent), 16 (for the screen for
the gate of the court).*® It is also important to
note that the Greek does not correspond verbatim
with the MT, but shows a marked tendency to
represent a shorter text, especially where the
text represented by the MT has seemingly
unnecessary repetitions.“

Overall it might just be possible that 11QT® 10
represents some part of Exod 26 as the base text.
Exod 26:1 introduces the curtains immediately
after the description of the lamp (11QT™ 9).
However, in association with the curtains, all the
woven cloth items are introduced, possibly the
high priest's vestments (Exod 39:7), the veil
(Exod 36:35-36), the screen (Exod 36:37-38), and
the remaining curtains, notably the screen for the
gate of the court, this last item being described
in terms of Exod 38:18-19, the fulfilment parallel
to Exod 27:16-17.
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If 11QT® 10 is constructed in this way, it
would be a way which is characteristic of other
parts of this section of 11QT%. This possibility
is the strongest indication that we have evidence
from the second temple period, close to the time
of the translation of the Pentateuch into Greek,
of a Hebrew text which juxtaposes the contents of
Exod 36-39 in a way not dissimilar to that of the
arrangement of the same passages in LXX Exod
36-37. 11QT" 10 is not the Hebrew Vorlage for LXX
Exod 36-37, but it hints that there may have been
a Hebrew text arranged similarly from which the
Greek translator could have worked. At least the
arrangement in LXX Exod 36-37 reflects the
practice of the interpretation of the text as it
was transmitted; that practice is now known to us
in 11QT° in a Hebrew form datable to within two or
three centuries of the redactional completion of
the book of Exodus itself.

III. Conclusion

Any conclusion must clearly be extremely
tentative, but in the light of the sections of the
Temple Scroll discussed here it is possible that
the text of the Temple Scroll may provide evidence
for the existence of source material in Hebrew
which may go part of the way towards explaining
some of the differences between the LXX and the
text represented by the MT for Exod 35-40. Whilst
the interpretative skills of the Greek translator
of Exod 35-40 should not be denied, nevertheless
some of the LXX text's principal characteristics,

discernible especially in the order and brevity of
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its Vorlage, are now vaguely recognizable in part
of the Temple Scroll, particularly 11QT* 3 and 10.
Moreover it is striking that quite possibly this
transmission of a particular Hebrew text of
Exodus, exegetically adjusted, in the Temple
Scroll is approximately contemporaneous with the
translation of a not dissimilar Hebrew Vorlage

into Greek.*®

NOTES

1. All biblical references are to the Hebrew text
as in BHS unless otherwise stated. The siglum
11QT® refers to the principal copy of the Temple
Scroll on which all the information in this paper
is based.

2. Y. Yadin began the process by trying to discern
whether the LXX text type lay behind particular
sections of 11QT°: The Temple Scroll (Jerusalem:
The Israel Exploration Society, The Institute of
Archaeology of the Hebrew University of Jerusalem
and the Shrine of the Book, 1983). All references
in this paper are to this English edition of
Yadin's work, since it includes several correc-
tions and additions. The complexity of the
problem discussed in this paper is witnessed to by
the fact that there are some anomalies in Yadin's
index to the LXX Exod (The Temple Scroll, 1I,
476): the reference to Exod 37 at II, 35 is a
reference to MT Exod, not the LXX as listed in the
index; likewise Exod 37:27f., at II, 31 is a
reference to MT Exod not to the LXX (which lacks
any mention of the incense altar in 35-39); again,
Exod 38:8 at II, 9 refers to MT Exod, the parallel
for which in the LXX is LXX Exod 38:26. Likewise
LXX Exod 38:14 is incorrectly listed in the index
to the MT Exod: The Temple Scroll, II, 468.
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3. "The ‘Temple Scroll’ and 0l1d Testament Textual
Criticism," Eretz Israel 16 (1982) 255%. Tov's
work focusses mainly on Deut. For Exod he lists
(p. 104) the evidence of the versions only for
Exod 34:13 (MT: V&R DRY); the LXX, SP, Syr, Tg.
Ong. and Tg. Ps.-J. all agree with 11QT in having
a 3rd plural pronominal suffix. Overall he notes
(p. 109) the following: 11QT® = LXX = SP = MT:
22x; 11QT" = LXX =% SP = MT: 26x; 11QT" = SP = LXX:
2x; 11QT" = SP = MT 6x; 11QT" = SP: 11x.

4. As worked out initially by A. M. Wilson and
L. Wills, "Literary sources of the Temple Scroll,"
HTR 75 (1982) 275-88.

5. Yadin, The Temple Scroll, I, 46. Followed by
J. Maier, The Temple Scroll: An Introduction,
Translation and Commentary (JSOTSup 34; Sheffield:
JSOT Press, 1985) 58; M. Delcor, "Is the Temple
Scroll a Source of the Herodian Temple?'" Temple
Scroll Studies (ed. G. J. Brooke; JSPSup 7;
Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1989) 69-70; H. Stegemann,
"The Literary Composition of the Temple Scroll and
its status at Qumran,'" Temple Scroll Studies, 133.

6. The most recent list of the relevant Exodus
manuscripts from Qumran with their contents is
F. Garcia Martinez, '"Lista de MSS procedentes de
Qumran,'" Henoch 11 (1989) 166-68. In addition
E. Ulrich has listed the Exodus manuscripts with
their correct designated sigla in '"The Biblical
Scrolls from Cave 4: An Overview and Progress
Report on their Publication,'" RevQ 14 (1989-90)
207-28.

7. Scrolls from the wilderness of the Dead Sea
(London: Trustees of the British Museum, 1965),
14, plate 3. Some details of the orthography of
4QExod based on Cross's transcriptions are to be
found in D. N. Freedman, ''The Massoretic Text and
the Qumran Scrolls: A study in Orthography,"
Textus 2 (1962) 92-102.

8. Scrolls from the Wilderness of the Dead

Sea, 23. For the purposes of this study it is
worth recalling Cross's description of 4QExod”
(now properly designated 4QExod : see E. Ulrich,
"The Biblical Scrolls from Cave 4," 215, n.19),
even though that MS contains nothing from Exod
35-40: '"One Exodus manuscript (4QEx ) belongs
systematically to the Egyptian textual tradition
reflected in the Septuagint; though at points it
seems to offer a more consistent form of that
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tradition than the Septuagint itself:'" The Ancient
Library of Qumran and Modern Biblical Studies
(Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday. 1958), 137; plate
opposite p. 101.

9. The complete list of variants she has published
include only four for Exog 35-40: (1) in having
Exod 36:21-24 4QpaleoExod agrees with MT and SP
against LXX; (2) in Exod 36:23, lacking in LXX,
4QpaleoExod reads ] B 3)) with MT against SP's
7aLM 11333;  (3) 4QpaleoExod” seems to have Exod
37:9-16 in the form represented by the MT and SP;
(4) at Exod 37:1 4QpaleoExodm has the unique
reading of V37K DY against MT's and SP's L3°RD: an
Exodus Scroll from Qumran: 4QpalecExod" and the
Samaritan Tradition (HSS 30; Atlanta: Scholars
Press, 1986) 342-3.

10. An Exodus Scroll from Qumran, 310.

11. Wilson and Wills, '"Literary sources of the
Temple Scroll,'" have been followed, e.g., by H.
Stegemann, '"The Literary Composition of the Temple
Scroll and its Status at Qumran," Temple Scroll
Studies, 132-43.

12. Ehe date of the compilation and redaction of

11QT must be distinguished from the actual date

of the manuscript; the latter is generally dated

to the end of the 1st century BCE or beginning of
the 1st century CE; so, e.g., H. Stegemann, 'The

Literary Composition of the Temple Scroll and its
Status at Qumran," Temple Scroll Studies, 124.

13. D. W. Gooding argues that it is not a case of
plain, straightforward ‘absence’ of the golden
altar, but a confusion of the golden altar with
the bronze altar, a confusion discernible in LXX
Exod 39:14-21 (MT Exod 39:33-41): The Account of
the Tabernacle: Translation and Textual Problems
of the Greek Exodus (TextsS 6; Cambridge:
University Press, 1959) 66-69. Whatever the

case, the same confusion does not seem to exist in
11QT , so the matter can be counted as an instance
of disagreement between LXX Exod 35-39 and 11QT".

14. For 11QT" 34:13 see Yadin, The Temple Scroll,
I, 47; II, 143; for 11QT 36:3 see Yadin, The
Temple Scroll, II, 152-53.

15. The Temple Scroll, I, 46; II, 4.

16. The Temple Scroll, 1II, 6. ™Y 3AT occurs in
Exod 37:2, 6, 11, 16, 17, 22, 23, 24, 26.
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17. See D. W. Gooding, The Account of the
Tabernacle, 66-69, for discussion of the incense
altar and LXX Exod 35-40.

18. The Temple Scroll, II, 8.

19. The Temple Scroll, 1I, 9. See Gooding, The
Account of the Tabernacle, 69-72 for detailed
discussion of the laver in LXX Exod 35-40.

20. LXX Exod 38 lacks any reference to the incense
altar. Yadin noted (The Temple Scroll, II, 8)
that the author of 11QT° 3:15 has tried to clarify
difficult biblical passages which may have been
his sources and that retroverted translations for
the same passages in the LXX show that the LXX was
engaged in a similar task of clarification.
Gooding (The Account of the Tabernacle, 52-53) has
argued that LXX 38:22 does not really represent
either its parallel command in Exod 27 nor the
story in Num 16:36-40. MT Exod 38:1-2 (LXX Exod
38:22) is discussed in detail by K. G. 0'Connell,
The Theodotionic Revision of the Book of Exodus
(HSM 3; Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University
Press, 1972) 47-55. O'Connell concludes that
Theodotion's version is an accurate translation of
the present MT, a revision towards it.

21, The Temple Scroll, I1I, 9.

22. The laver is lacking from the Greek until LXX
Exod 38:26.

23. The Temple Scroll, I1I, 27.

24. yYadin described only the problems surrounding
the traditions concerning the veil and its
composition (The Temple Scroll, I, 181; II,
27-28). Likewise Maier (The Temple Scroll, 68)
describes only the golden aspects of the veil.

25. The Account of the Tabernacle, 68.

26. On 11QT” 7:13 vadin eventually concluded that
the scroll preserves a tradition prescribing a
golden veil '"or - even more likely - a golden veil
in addition to the ordinary one" (The Temple
Scroll, 11, 28).

27. The Temple Scroll, II, 31.

28. The Temple Scroll, 11, 34-5.

29, The Temple Scroll, 1I, 35.

30. See D. W. Gooding, The Account of the Taber-
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nacle, 55-6, for an account of what he sees as an
abbreviating process in LXX Exod 38:13-17.

31. The Temple Scroll, 1I, 37-8; alongside the MT
Yadin took note of the various evidence of the
LXX, the targums, b. Menah 88b, Rashi, Maimonides
(Code: Laws Concerning the Temple 3:6), and
Nachmanides.

32. Yadin, The Temple Scroll, 11, 40; he also
noted Exod 40:33 and the interesting comment of
Josephus (War 5:212-14): '"Before these hung a veil
of equal length, of Babylonian tapestry, with
embroidery of blue and fine linen, of scarlet also
and purple, wrought with marvellous skill. Nor
was this mixture of materials without its mystic
meaning: it typified the universe. For the
scarlet seemed emblematical of fire, the fine
linen of the earth, the blue of the air, and the
purple of the sea; the comparison in two cases
being suggested by their colour, and in that of
the fine linen and purple by their origin, as one
is produced by the earth, and the other by the
sea. On this tapestry was portrayed a panorama of
the heavens, the signs of the Zodiac excepted"
(trans. H. St. J. Thackeray, LCL 3, 265).

33. "wppn noun Sw Anoid, " umeb 42 (1977-78)
138; the reading for 1101% 10 10 comes from
Q1mron s article, "New readings in the Temple
Scroll," IEJ 28 (1978) 162.

34. WY occurs in 11QT” 10:4 as well as 10:11
which would be the instance that would match Exod
38:19 the best.

35. The Temple Scroll II, 40; Yadin considered
that 7PR in 11QT% 10:17 was possibly a reference
to the measurements of the screen in Exod 38:18
(The Temple Scroll, II, 43).

36. "Further Studies in the Temple Scroll," JQR
71 (1980) 3-5.

37. See, e.g., my discussion of the b1b11cal
sources for the Day of Atonement in 11QT®
25:10-27:10 in "The Temple Scroll: A Law unto
Itself?" Law and Religion (ed. B. Lindars;
Cambridge: James Clarke, 1988) 41; also the
detailed study by D. D. Swanson, The Temple Scroll
and the Bible: The Methodology of 11QT,
unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Manchester, 1980.

38. "Further Studies in the Temple Scroll," JQR 71
(1980) 3-5; Milgrom notes the way 4Q759:6-7 seems
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to parallel 11QT® inasmuch as the half-shekel was
to be paid only once by each male.

39. The Temple Scroll, I, 411.

40. 11QT° 39:11-13 (nM™H O7pP3) reflects Exod 38:13
(LXX Exod 37:11) where a similar phrase is used of
the sides of the tabernacle court (BTP HNDD
nnTtY): Yadin, The Temple Scroll, II, 167.

41. A similarly worded passage on the gates occurs
in 110T" 44. That the half-shekel is mentioned in
11QT” 39:8-10 may make it less likely that it was
also mentioned in 11QT® 10:5.

42. The Temple Scroll, I, 411.

43. The phrase is also found in the introduction
to the section in LXX Exod 35:6, 7, 23, 25 as in
11QT" 3:2.

44. As at LXX Exod 37:8-10 (MT Exod 38:10-12)
where the phrase %02 OmYpPANY YLV MY is lacking
three times, but is translated by Theodotion; see,
0'Connell, Theodotionic Revision, 298.

45. For similar conclusions with regard to the
exegetical concerns of 11QT” see the contribution
of L. H. Schiffman in this volume; for a similar
viewpoint with regard to the Hebrew Vorlage of
Exod 35-40 see the contribution of A. Aejmelaeus,
also in this volume.



ON THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN 11QPSa AND THE
SEPTUAGINT ON THE BASIS OF THE COMPUTERIZED
DATA BASE (CAQP)*

JOHANN COOK

1. INTRODUCTION

One of the major problems facing the textual
critic is the enormous amount of data which
inevitably has to be coped with.? Fortunately
relatively recent developments concerning computer
applications have provided new possibilities for
the handling of these masses of data and are at
the same time acting as a novel stimulus for that
data's interpretation. This incentive is felt in
various fields of research. Co-operation in the
field of computerized research has certainly
benefited from this development.a One example of
this co-operation is the computerized data base
for the Qumran biblical scrolls, which has the
Computer-assisted Tools for Septuagint Studies
(CATSS) data base as basis.* Using an already
existing data bank saves time and in addition

107
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leads amongst other things to the standardization
of transcription signs.5

The Computer-assisted Qumran Project (CAQP) was
developed in order to research a multitude of
matters concerning the Dead Sea scrolls.® Because
of the outstanding theoretical base of the
parallel-alignment concept and the adaptability
of the CATSS data base, it was decided to use this
existing and, it must also be said, comprehensive
data bank as an indispensable basis for creating a
useful computerized tool with which these various
matters can be studied. This was carried out in
the following manner. The second of the two main
columns of the CATSS data base, i.e. the Greek
column, was removed programmatically and was
replaced by eight columns, each describing a
specific aspect of a difference between the
Massoretic Text (MT) and a given scroll.”

The textual basis for this exegetical tool was
the Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia (BHS) for the
MT and for the scrolls, where available, it was
the material from the Discoveries in the Judaean
Desert (DJD) volumes. However, the largest amount
of published material, at least of the major texts
was included in the data base from other extant
sources.

In order to create a useful and flexible data
base some of the abbreviations of CATSS were used.
However, because of the structural difference
between the Qumran data and the Greek data, it was
necessary to develop a unique system that suits
the biblical scrolls. Moreover, it was decided to
encode and describe every difference that is

encountered in a specific scroll or fragment.
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Consequently a specific sign is used for every
possible deviation in the Qumran data in
comparison with the MT.

The standard monograph by E. Y. Kutscher, The
Language and Linguistic Background of the Isaiah
Scroll (1QIsaa),e together with E. Qimron's work,
The Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls,p were used as
basis for devising the sigla applied to describe
the characteristics of the Qumran readings. For
other abbreviations the reference work by J. A.
Fitzmyer, The Dead Sea Scrolls, Major Publications
and Tools for Studyfo was utilized.

The following sample of the Layout is used in
the description of the scrolls:

1). MT, followed by one or two square brackets or
minus/plus signs. The large a-Psalm scroll from
cave eleven is used as reference (] 11a when MT
and Qumran agree, when not l]11a is used). The
number 11 refers to the eleventh cave and "a" to
the a-scroll).

2). The Qumran text, as in the source (in this
instance indicated by 11QPSa).

3). Notes on the matres lectionis, subdivided into
various groups:

3).1 Aleph

)1 aleph added in final position - e.g. KY)
3).2 waw

W1 waw as ML for o (stressed long vowel)-YQ+WL
3).3 He

H1 he for aleph

3).4 Yod

Y1 yod as ML long vowel - DWYD / HSYR

4). Orthography referring to phenomena that either
are (+) or are not (-) found in the text.

4).1 Spelling
4).1.1 Defective (minus) etc.
- W
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4).1.2 Plene (plus)

01 - KWL

5). Scribal notes

c3 (correction by superscript)

6). Textual status

The relationship between a specific scroll and
other texts (e.g. LXX, Peshitta, Sam Pent, etc.)
is defined in this column.

7). Textual notes

as - assimilation of consonants

8). Syntactical notes.

In this column only the syntactical differences
between Qumran and MT are described.

These descriptions can be researched by
extracting the needed information from the data
base as done below. 1In this case the versatile
program, dBase IV plus, was used. Although the
data base contains large amounts of data,
practically all the published material, for the
purpose of this article, I included only data from
11QPSa. The purpose of this paper is primarily to
demonstrate the multi-purposeness of the Qumran
data base. In this current paper I therefore
concentrate on one of these other above-mentioned
aspects, namely the question of the relationship
between the scrolls and the ancient versions of
the 014 Testament (OT). Since the data base is
not as yet known to all Septuagint and Qumran
scholars, as an introduction I also treat some of
the other aspects briefly. Consequently I do not
intend providing final answers as to the above-
mentioned relationship or for that matter to
related issues such as questions pertaining to

. . 14
canonical issues.
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This endeavour should also be seen as a
follow-up of a contribution I made before a group
of Qumran scholars at the Institute for Advanced
Studies in Jerusalem in January 1990. I am
indebted to those scholars for their constructive
remarks and reaction.'? There I endeavoured to
demonstrate some of the applications of this data
base, concentrating on orthographical
characteristics.*®> The point I attempted to make
at that meeting is the commonplace that it is
futile to base analyses on unrepresentative
evidence. I am of the opinion that the
computerized data base for the Qumran biblical
scrolls will put us in a position to obtain
representative material that could act as the
basis for novel interpretations. This certainly
applies to orthographical issues, although it is
also applicable to numerous other aspects of the
biblical text, inter alia, the question as to the
exact content of the relationship between the
scrolls and other writings.

2. THEORETICAL REFLECTION

As a necessary theoretical orientation let me
begin by treating some specific methodological
issues and, as an additional motivation,
demonstrating what can actually be done by means
of this flexible tool.

2.1 MT as basis for comparison

It is necessary at this stage to treat, albeit
cursorily, the issue of the choice of the MT as
the basis for comparison, as this has
methodological implications. This was done only
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because the MT is probably the best representative
complete Hebrew text available, although it does
have its own peculiarities and problems.“
Methodological problems are undoubtedly involved
in this choice. The fact that many of the texts
or fragments are unpointed represents only one of
these problems. However, this deliberate choice
does not mean that the assumption is made that the
Vorlagen of the scrolls or fragments were
identical to those of the MT. Many of the
differences between the MT and a specific scroll
or fragment should actually be ascribed to
Vorlagen differences. It has to be stressed that
the MT is used solely as a convenient basis for

comparison.
2.2 Scribal character of 11QPSa

Determining the scribal character of a writing
is a prerequisite for the evaluation of the
scroll; to mention only one aspect: the creative
attitude of the scribe/tradent towards his source.
In the larger Isaiah scroll one finds a multitude
of roots that seem to be the result of misunder-
standing or different interpretations on the part
of the scribe. In the description of this scroll a
category "substitution of roots (sr)' was
consequently included in the data base, which
occurs in many cases. The same situation does not
obtain in 11QPSa, which contains relatively few
such descriptions.

As far as scribal notes are concerned the
following abbreviations are used in the data base,
having been extracted for research purposes:

ma (marginal notes/words)
cl (correction by crossing out with line)
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c2 (correction by dots)
c3 (correction by superscript)
\ (reconstruction by editor).

A selection of these notes concerning 11QPSa is
printed below for demonstration purposes:

C3 indicates scribal corrections by means of

superscript.

11QPSa p 119 42 W/)(NH ]]11a W/{)}(NH C3
11QPSa p 119 140 W/ (BD/K ]]11a W/(B{D)/KH 28 C3
11QPSa p 119 154 RYBH 1111a RYB{H} Cc3
11QPSa p 119 155 Y$W(H 1111a {Y$W(H} c3
11QPSa p 121 2 M/ (M 1111a M/{ (M c3
11QPSa p 122 3 H/BNWYH 1111a H/BNW{Y}H c3
11QPSa p 123 1 N&)TY 1111a eN{(&}[)T]Y Cc3
11Q0PSa p 124 7 W/)NXNW 1111a {[W/)NX]I*N[W]} C3
11QpSa p 130 2 $M(H 1111a [..1%(H {*?} c3
11QPSa p 137 1 Y$BNW 1111a Y$B{N}W C3
11QPSa p 139 17 R)$/YHM ]]11a R{)}$/YHM C3
11QPSa p 141 10 ) (BWR 1111a ) (B{W}R c3
11QPSa p 143 3 DK) 1111a DK{)} C3
11QPSa p 143 5 B/KL 1111a B/{K}WL W3 01 C3
11QPSa p 143 6 (YPH 1111a ({Y}PH C3
11QpSa p 144 1 H/MLMD 1111a H/MLD{M} C3
11QPSa p 145 2 --+ 1111a {W/BRWK} C3
11QPSa p 145 3 W/MHLL 1111a W/ {M}HWLL W5 C3
11QPSa p 145 6 W/GDWLT/YK]]11a W/GDWL{W}T/YKH28C3
11QPSa p 145 15 NWTN 1111a N{W}TN c3
11QPSa p 145 15 )T 1111a {)T} c3

From the above list it would seem that far less
scribal activity took place in the Psalm scroll
than for example in the large Isaiah scroll. Of
course the difference in size of these scrolls
must be accounted for in order for viable
comparisons to be drawn. This could mean that the
scribe was actually more conscientious towards his
Vorlage than was the case with the 1QIsa scribe.
This is an important observation, as in many cases
there seem to be only minute differences between
the scroll reading and other texts, which could

easily be the result of scribal activity.
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Although this is evidently a generalization the
point to make is that it is indeed possible to
determine the exact content of scribal and other
activities, such as the orthographical systems

followed by a specific scribe(s).
2.3 Orthography‘5

The following tables give an indication of the
orthographical characteristics found in some of
the published scrolls, once again with special
reference to the above-mentioned Psalm
scroll:

2.3.1 Distribution of orthographical
characteristics

2.3.1.1 added "aleph"

a) KY = ) 1 [KY) ]

11QPs t (83) d (67) m (16)

11QpLev t (25) d (17) m (8)

1QIsa t (323) p (185) Is 1-18; 35-66 d (126)
Is 19-33 m (12)

1QIsb t (107) 4 (58) m (49)

4QDana t (1)

4QDanb t (1)

4QDanc t (9) d (2) m (7)

4QSama t (10) d (3) m (7)

4QSamb t (17) 4@ (3) m (14)

4QSsamc t (10) m (10)

Sam Pent d

2.3.1.2 Combination "waw''/"he'" as a depiction of

final mater lectionis for the o-vowel

a) KH = W2 04 (KWH)

11QPs t (3) a (3)

11QpLev t (25) 4 (17)

1QIsa t (52) p (38) Is 34-66 d (13) Is 1-31
m (1)

1QIsb t (15) 4@ (7) m (8)

4QDana m (1)

4QDanb m (1)

4QIsa m (1)
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4QpIsa
4QpIsc
4QSama
4QSamb
4QSamc
Sam Pent

p (2) m (2)

- - -

1
4
1
1
)

t ()

Qa3 3 o

2.3.1.3 "He" added to the end of words/lexemes

a) HY) = 17 (HY)H)

11QpLev (2)
1QIsa (9)
1Q1Isb (4)
4QDana (2)
4QDanc (1)
4QSama
4QSamb
4QSamc
Sam Pent

b) HW) = 16

11QPs
11QpLev
1QIsa

Qi ettt
3 o3
~~
VN BN
3 o
o~
[ S5

)
)

-

(
(
HW)H)

(4) 4@ (1) m (3)
(19) 4@ (3) m (16)
(97) p (31) 1Is 34-66 4 (61) Is 1-33
m (4)
1QIsb
4QpIsc
4QDana
4QDanb
4QDanc
4QSama
4QSamb
4QSamc
Sam Pent

) 4 (5) m (9)
(1)

(2) m (7)
(8)

QI3 et O ettt ~ 03
3 Q3

2.3.1.4 Addition of "He'" to specific suffixes.

a ) L/K

11QPs t (7)) p (6)

11QpLev

1QIsa t (51) m (3)

1QIsa masc t (25) p (18) Is 34-66 4 (7)
1QIsa fem t (23) p (6) d (17) Is 34-66
1QISb t (20) 4 (14)

4QIsa m (3)

4QpIsc m (1) p (1)

4QDana m (4) 4 (1)

40QDanb

4QDanc m (2)

4QSama t (3) p (2) m (1)
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4QSamb m (2)
4QSamc p (2)
Sam Pent d

b) 2nd person plural /YK

11QPs t (109) p (89) 4 (5) m (15)

11QpLev t (5) 4 (5)

1QIsa t (221)
p [65] (1) Is 1-33; (39) Is 34-45 and

(25) Is 47-66
d [146] (55) Is 1-36; 1 Is 36-45 and
(90) Is 45-66

m (10)

1QIsb t (98) 4 (54) m (44)

4QDana t (3) d (1) m (2)

40Danb t (4) p (1) m (3)

4QDanc t (5) d (1) m (4)

4QSama da (1)

4QSamb d (1) m (1)

4QSamc t (7)) p (1) m (6)

Sam Pent d

c) Suffix 3rd plural /M

11QPs t (42) p (3) @ (17) m (22)

11QpLev t (20) d (9) m (12)

1QIsa t (190) p (30) 4@ (145) m (15)

1QIsb t (73) d (41) m (32)

4QDana m (1)

4QDanb

4QDanc d (1) m (1)

4QSama m (1)

4QSamb d (1)

4QSamc

Sam Pent d

d) Suffix 2nd person plural /KM

11QPs t (45) 4 (19) p (3)
11QpLev d (8)
1QIsa t (155) p [102] (17) Is 1-33; (85) 1Is
34-66
d [49] (38) Is 1-33; (11) IS 34-66
m (4)
1QIsb t (51) 4@ (35) m (16)
4QPIsc t (2) p (2)
4QDana
4QDanb
4QDanc
4QSama
4QSamb

4QSamc
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8QGefl d (3)
Sam Pent d

As can be seen from these printed tables in
certain scrolls specific orthographical forms

. 16
predominate.

11QPSa contains 'plene'" forms as
well as defective ones. With this broad
orientation as general background some aspects of
the complicated relationship between the scrolls

and the versions can now be treated.

3. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN 11QPSa AND THE VERSIONS
(ESPECIALLY LXX)

Studies of this nature in the past exhibit
certain shortcomings, inter alia, the question of
unrepresentativeness. In most cases researchers
tended to concentrate on one aspect of this
relationship, namely the differences between
various writings. The most conspicuous
characteristic in this regard, however, is that
variants were forced into specific theoretical
frameworks. The threefold system of the MT, LXX
and SP types of readings, as far as the Pentateuch
is concerned, is probably the best known."” To
avoid this minefield one must not only concentrate
on differences but also observe, as has already
been said, the total situation. With the help of
the data base the exact content of the agreements
as well as the differences between the biblical
scrolls and relevant writings can consequently be
determined. It is also possible to determine those
readings that are unique as far as the scrolls (in

this case 11QPSa) are concerned.
3.1 Agreements

In order to determine the exact content of this
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category a file was extracted from the data base
of all the instances where the indicator 11QPSa ]
11a occurs in the data base. Out of a total
number of 2942 there were 1237 cases of this sign.
Of course the fragmentary nature of the data is a
problematic factor. Lacunae are indicated by the
siglum ]]11a [...]. In addition specific sigla
are used in order to depict uncertain readings
[the at sign (@) indicates a highly probable
reading and the asterisk (*) an uncertain
reading]. There are 243 instances of this
category. All these sigla together amount to 829,
which means that in 586 instances the text of the
scroll is totally fragmentary. Converted into a
percentage this means that out of a total of 2356
words 11QPSa agrees with MT in 1237 instances,
that is 53% of the time. There is clearly a great

measure of agreement between these writings.
3.2 Differences

The differences between the scroll and MT
measured on a macro scale are determined by
extracting from the data base all the instances
indicated by the sign ]]11a, followed by the
difference and its description. Out of a total of
3844 there are 1015 instances of the appropriate
sign. This means that in approximately 26% of the
total data base of the Psalm scroll there are
differences between 11QPSa and MT. When the
lacunae are discarded (586) the percentage rises
somewhat to 34%. The number of differences is
thus substantially lower than the similarities,
although still significant enough to merit drawing

legitimate conclusions.
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The nature of these various differences must be
taken into account. By far the largest number of
differences are the result of orthographical
differences. As far as the rest of the
differences is concerned I have selected a number
of representative examples from the data base for
discussion purposes. These can be classified into
the following categories:

3.2.1 Possible Vorlage differences

a) 11QPsa p 101 1 w/M$p+ 1]11a [..lesp+*°

The Qumran text reads $P+ with an at sign (@)
to indicate that the reading is highly probable.
The LXX has KRISIN - '"Judgement." which could
perhaps indicate another Hebrew Vorlage. $P+
according to KB has as part of its semantic field
the nuance "acts of judgement.' H&R demonstrates
that it was used as an equivalent for either M$P+
or $P+. The majority of occurrences is, however,
M$P+. Peshitta reads W/DYN), which could be a
rendering of any one of the above-mentioned Hebrew
words. Whether M$P+ or $P+ was in fact the
Vorlage of this reading is consequently
uncertain.

b) 11QPSa p 102 1 Y(+P ]l11a Y(+W[.]

It is unclear whether the Qumran reading
represents a root other than MT. According to KB
Y(+W, from the root (+H means 'to enwrap, to
cover." MT has the root (+P, '"to faint away." and
LXX AKHDIASH - '"to be deeply afflicted.' The
fragmentary nature of the readings impedes a
clear-cut answer, as it is of course possible that
the added waw simply represents a plene reading
and that the '"Pe'" actually deteriorated.
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c) 11QPSa p 119 49 DBR ]]l11a DBR/YKH

Th” O (TWN LOGWN SOU) and LXX (TON LOGON SOU)
agree with 11QPSa as opposed to MT. A" (RHMATOS),
on the other hand, corresponds with MT and not
with 11QPSa. S° (LOGWN EMWN), on the contrary,
has a totally different, unique reading. Pesh
(MLT/K) corresponds with 11QPSa against MT. It
would seem as if these readings represent
different Vorlage(n).

d) 11QPSa p 119 71 (NYTY J]11a (NYT/NY.

Certain Septuagintal readings of the 0G, Th”’,
0° (ETAPEINWSAS ME) agree with Qumran as opposed
to MT. The Pesh [)TMKKT] on the other hand reads
like MT. Although contextual analyses need to be

g

made of each translation unit, it does seem
possible that here we find different Vorlagen,
with 11QPSa and LXX agreeing.

e) 11QPSa p 119 110 W/M/PQWD/YK ]1111a PQWD/YKH
-WC/-pre 28'°
LXX agrees with MT. It is, however, interest-

ing to note that in the immediate context of this
verse 11QPSa does not have added "waw''s. This

applies to the following examples:

11QPSa p 119 105 W/)WR ]111a )WR -WC

11QPSa p 119 108 W/M$P+/YK ]]11a  M/M$P+/YKH
-WC/ pre+M 28

11QPSa p 119 109 W/TWRT/K 1]11a TWRT/KH -WC 28

11QPSa p 119 110 W/M/PQWD/YK 1]11a PQWD/YKH

-WC/-pre M 28
11Q0PSa p 119 113 W/TWRT/K 1]11a TWRT/KH -WC 28

It must consequently be possible that these
differences are the result of the scribe,
especially when it is taken into account that the
LXX does agree with MT in all these instances.

f) 11QPSa p 119 119 H$BT ]]l11a X$BTY.
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Whether this difference represents a graphic
error or a deviating Vorlage is unclear,
especially because the root X$B, '"to regard,"
exists. MT, on the other hand, reads H$BT from
the root $BT, '"to mop up, to put to an end." LXX
has the reading ELOGISAMHN, ''to reckon,' which
agrees with Qumran (also as far as the person is
concerned) and not with MT. This could be an
indication of a common Vorlage.

g) 11QPSa p 119 130 Y)YR 1)11a W/H)R +WC 81
LXX has FWTIEI ("will enlighten') without the
consecutive KAI which represents an agreement with

MT as opposed to 11QPSa. The Pesh on the other
hand reads W/)NHR, "and will enlighten" (Aph. from
NHR), which agrees with Qumran and not with MT.

Before any conclusions can, however, be drawn
these readings must be thorougly researched. The
grammatical categories at stake need to be

'Iwawﬂ

analysed, for in biblical Hebrew the
consecutive plus the perfect has the same semantic
value as the imperfect. It is a question whether
this also holds true for the Peshitta. Evidently
each writing must be studied individually. There
are three examples of the category 81 (indication
of a perfect in a scroll instead of an imperfect)
and only in the instance under discussion is an
added ''waw' in play (cf. below). As a matter of
fact in practically all instances (at least those
that are not fragmentary) imperfects are rendered
by means of imperfects in 11QPSa. With the help
of relational data bases all these issues can be

studied simultaneously.20
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11QPSa p 109 31 Y(MD 1liia (MD 81 LXX, Pesh, V
110PSa p 119 130 Y)YR ]]l11a W/H)R +WC 81 Pesh
11QPSa p 148 5 YHLLW ]]11la  HLLW 81
h) 11QPSa p 119 131 Y)BTY ]]11a  T)BTY

LXX - EPEPOQOUN - "I longed after'" Pesh W/SKYT
- "I waited for." Both words Y)B and T)B are

interchangeable and mean basically the same, i.e.

"to long for."
3.2.2 Plusses/minuses

a) 11QpSa p 102 24 --+ ]]11a KY (LXX 102 23)
The plus in the scroll occurs nowhere else and
could be the result either of a deviating Vorlage
or an endeavour by the scribe to interpret.
b) 11QPSa p 102 29 --+ ]]11a L/@DWR
LXX, Pesh and V have the equivalent of this

addition.
c) 11QpPSa p 119 68--+ ]]11a ) DWNY

Pesh and LXX agree with 11QPSa and not with MT.
d) 11QPSa p 119 107 --+ ]1]11a  K/)MRT/KH

LXX (TON LOGON SOU) and Pesh (MLT/K) have
similar readings.

e) 11QPSa p 119 108 N) --+

LXX reads DH which can be correlated with N).
Some Hebrew mss and Pesh agree with 11QPSa.

f) 11Q0PSa p 119 128 KL ]]11la ---

Some Hebrew mss, LXX and Pesh agree with MT,
indicating a possible corresponding Hebrew
Vorlage.

g) 11Q9PSa p 119 131 KY ]]11a ---

Hebrew mss and Pesh agree with 11QPSa.

3.2.3 Differences of number

a) 11QpSa p 102 26 W/M(&H 1]11a W/M(&Y
In Ps 102:26 the LXX, Targum, some Hebrew mss
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and 11QPSa agree contrary to MT. They read plural
instead of singular.
b) 11QPSa p 119 16 DBR/K ]1]11a DBR/YKH

Specific Hebrew mss, the LXX and Pesh have
plural readings.
c) 11QPSa p 119 17 DBR/K ]]11a  DBR/YKH

Specific massoretic mss, LXX and Pesh agree
with 11QPSa.

d) 119pPSa p 119 18 M/TWRT/K ]]11a  M/TWRWT/YKH
Specific Hebrew mss agree with 11QPSa.
e)11Q0PSa p 119 82 KLW ]]11a KLTH

The LXX (ECELIPON) agrees with MT as opposed to
Qumran.
f) 11QPSa p 119 105 DBR/K 1]11a DBR/YKH
Specific Hebrew mss and the Targum have plural
readings.
g) 11Q9PsSa p 119 105 L/NTYBT/Y 1]11a L/NTYBWT/Y
V and LXX agree with 11QPSa as opposed to MT.
Pesh, on the other hand, agrees with 11QPSa.

h) 110PSa p 119 114 L/DBR/K ]]11a L/DBR/YKH
One Hebrew ms and some Greek mss agree with
11QPSa. LXX and Pesh agree with MT as opposed to

11QPSa.
i) 11QPSa p 119 142 CDQ 1]11a [CI1DQWT
LXX and Pesh agree with MT as opposed to
11QPSa.
j) 11QPSa p 119 152 M/(DT/YK 1]111a M/(DT/KH
LXX (EK TWN MARTURIWN) agrees with MT as
opposed to 11QPSa, whereas Pesh (SHDWT/K) agrees
with 11QPSa and not with MT.

3.2.4 Added or omitted "waw's"

a) 11Q0PSa p 102 27 KLBW$ ]]11a  W/KLBWE$

The added '"waw' has a corresponding addition in
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LXX, S* and V.
b) 11QPSa p 119 17 )XYH ]]11a  W/)XYH

Some Massoretic mss and Qumran readings contain
the added "waw."

3.2.5 Graphic changes/scribal errors?

a) 11QPSa p 119 17 GML ]]11a  GMWR

The root GMWR (''to bring to an end, for the
benefit of") differs from MT GML ('"to do good")
and LXX (ANTAPODOS '"to render a recompense'). It
is possible that this difference represents a
graphic change.
b) 11QPSa p 119 20 GRSH ]l11a GR$H

MT (GRSH, ''to be crushed") seems to have a
different nuance to 11QPSa (GR$H, '"to drive out"),
although a graphic error or difference could be
possible. The LXX reading (EPEPOQHSEN, 'to be
longing for'") is probably an exegetical reading,
which could have influenced the Pesh (CB), '"to
wish'".
c) 11QpPSa p 119 37 B/DRK/K 1l11a K/DBRK/KH

Various mss and Tg agree with 11QPSa. This
pericope is filled with terms such as

"righteousness," etc., which could have led to a
deliberate scribal change in 11QPSa. On the other
hand the consonants B and K are easily
interchanged.

d) 11QPSa p 119 70 $($(TY 1]111a *$x([$IW(Y

A Hebrew ms, A", S° and 11QPSa have a noun from

the root $(( - "to take delight'. MT, on the
contrary, has a verb of this root $((. LXX -
EMELEQSA is a participle '"to meditate.'" Pesh

(N+RT) also reads a verb '"to keep' with MT as
opposed to 11QPSa.
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e) 11QPSa p 119 107 XY/NY ]]11a XWN/NY as below
£) 110PSa p 119 108 M/M$P+/YK 1]111a  W/M$P+/YKH

LXX (TA KRIMATA SOU) with MT as opposed to
11QPSa. Pesh (W/MN DYN/YK) with Qumran as opposed
to MT.
g) 11QPSa p 119 116 M/&BR/Y ]]11a M/M&BR/Y

LXX (APO THS PROSDOKIAS MOU) agrees with MT as
opposed to 11QPSa. Pesh (MN SBRY), on the other
hand, agrees with MT as opposed to 11QPSa.
h) 11Q0PSa p 119 156 XY/NY 1l]l11a XWN/NY

The MT reading (XY/NY) '"revive me'" is a Pi'el
imperative of the root XYH. 11QPSa - XWN/NY -
could be understood as a participle of XNN (plene)
with a suffix 1.sg. However, it is probably an
imperative sg. of XNN (''be gracious unto me'").
LXX (ZHSON) and Pesh ()XNY) agree with MT as
opposed to 11QPSa.

3.2.6 Orthographical differences

As stated earlier most of the differences
between MT and 11QPSa can be ascribed to this
category. I quote some examples only.

a) 11QpSa p 119 59 (DT/YK 1]l11a (DWWT/YKH
LXX reads EIS TA MARTYRIA and agrees with
11QPSa as opposed to MT. Pesh (L/$BYL/YK) also

agrees with 11QPSa.

b) 11Q9PSa p 119 61 (WD/NY ]l11a (WDW/NY mss
c) 11QPSa p 119 85 $YXWT 1]11a $XT ms
d) 119PSa p 119 92 B/(NY/Y 1]11a B/ (WWN/Y

One Hebrew ms, as well as LXX (EN TH TAPEINWSEI
MOU, "in my affliction'") and Pesh (B/MWKK/Y) agree
with MT as opposed to 11QPSa.
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3.2.7 Transpositions

One example only is quoted.
11QPSa p 119 107 K/DBR/K ---

This might be the result of a transposition.
11QPSa reads K/)MRT/KH before the verb XWN/NY,
whereas MT has the verb XYN/Y first.

3.3 Unique readings

Of this category there are ample examples. I
once again include only a few examples.
a) 11QPSa p 102 18 TPLT ]l11a TWL(T

The apparently unique reading in Ps 102:18
TWL(T for TPLT means according to KB ''worm,
maggot." Do we have here a different Vorlage or
is it the result of a graphic error? The
reference does correspond with the idea of the
"lowness'" of man as phrased especially in Ps 103
and could indeed represent a unique reading.
b) 11QPSa p 119 37 XY/NY }]11a  XWN/NY uni®

Compare the discussions of verses 107 and 156

above.
c) 11QPSa p 119 41 XSD/K ]l11a XSD suf -K
d) 11QPSa p 119 43 L/M$P+/K 1]11a L/DBRN/KH uni

Many Hebrew mss, LXX, Pesh and the Targum

differ from MT only as far as the number is

concerned.

e) 11QPSa p 119 44 L/(WLM --- uni

f) 11QPSa p 119 45 B/RXBH 1]11a  B/RXWB/YH uni
g) 11QPSa p 119 83 HYYTY ]]11a (&YT/NY uni

h) 11QPSa p 119 83 XQ/YK 1111a XSD/KH

LXX (TA DIKAIWMATA SOU, "your laws') and Pesh
(W/PWQDN/YK, "and your laws') agree with MT as
opposed to 11QPSa.

i) 11QpPSa p 119 87 B/)RC 1l11a M/)RC
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One could argue here for a graphic confusion of
the prepositions MN and B. The LXX (EN TH GH) and
Pesh (B/)R() agree with MT as opposed to 11QPSa.
j) 11QpPSa p 119 106 L/$MR ]l11a L/(&WT uni
k) 11QPsa p 119 106 M$P+/Y 1]11a M$P+ uni
1) 11QpSa p 119 109 W/TWRT/K 1l11a  TWRT/KH uni
m) 11QPSa p 119 110--+ ]]l11a JNY uni
n) 11QPSa p 119 111 KY --- uni

LXX - OTI and Pesh - M+L agree with MT as
opposed to 11QPSa.

o) 11QPSa p 119 117 B/XQ/YK ]]11a XWQ/YKH uni
p) 11QPSa p 119 129 PL)WT ]]l11a PLGY NPT

LXX reads QAUMASTA - "wonderful'" corresponding

with MT, but disagreeing with 11QPSa. The Pesh

reads RWRBN - "magnificently," which also agrees
with MT as opposed to Qumran. Apparently this
reading was adapted by the scribe/translator in
the light of verse 136 (PLGY MYM).

qg) 11QPSa p 119 153 KY ]]11a -—- uni

4. CONCLUSIONS

I have endeavoured to demonstrate that, in
addition to the orthographical patterns that can
be determined by means of the data base, it is
also possible to determine the content of the
relationship between the Qumran scrolls and some
of the related writings, especially the LXX.
Taking the broader perspective into account one
can conclude that this relationship is rather
complicated. 1In order to obtain an objective
picture one should of course compare LXX with MT
independently. In many instances the LXX actually
agreed with MT as opposed to 11QPSa. Concentrating
on the relationship in 11QPSa it became clear that
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there is a great measure of agreement between
these writings. I have also demonstrated that the
differences between these writings are relatively
few. There are also, albeit only a few, unique
readings to be found in 11QPSa.

I am fully aware of the relative value of these
conclusions. Before one can actually draw final
conclusions even as to the precise extent of the
relationship under discussion, one needs to
research all available material on the Psalms.
This still needs to be done. There are,
fortunately, much more data available for research
purposes than treated here. I do hope that I have
succeeded in making researchers aware of the
possible applications of the data base, especially
taking into account the unlimited possibilities
opened by the hyper text and relational data base

structures.

NOTES

1. I decided upon the abbreviation CAQP (Computer-
assisted Qumran Project) for this project. This
applies to more than just the biblical scrolls;
recently it was decided to include non-biblical
material in the data base as well. 1In addition a
comprehensive bibliographical data base on Qumran
literature is available at the Department of
Semitic Languages and Cultures of the University
of Stellenbosch. Throughout the study the
literal distinguishing mark of each manuscript is
presented on the line, not supralinearly as is
generally the practice: thus 11QPSa = 11QPs°.
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2. See J. Cook, '"New Horizons in Textual
Criticism," Text and Context: 0Old Testament and
Semitic Studies for F. C. Fensham (ed. W.
Claassen; JSOTSup 48; Sheffield: JSOT Press,
1988) 53.

3. There are surely some examples where scholars
were apt not to cooperate (see J. Cook,
"Interpreting the Peshitta,'" JNSL 15 [1989]),
although generally there exists good cooperation
between computerized research projects. The
"Bible et Informatique' congresses have played a
constructive role in this regard: see E. Tov,
"Achievements and Trends in Computer-assisted
Biblical Studies,'" Colloque '"Bible et
informatique: méthodes, outils, résultats',
Jerusalem, 9-13 Juin 1988 (Paris-Gen&ve:
Champions-Slatkine) 33-60.

4. The data base is a joint international
endeavour by the author, Prof. J. A. Sanders of
the Ancient Biblical Manuscript Center at
Claremont, California, and Prof. E. Tov of
Jerusalem.

5. It was decided, for instance, to follow the
CATSS transcriptions. For the purposes of this
paper this transcription is also printed in the
quotation and discussion of pertinent readings.

6. I should like to thank the SA Human Sciences
Research Council and the University of
Stellenbosch for financial support of the data
base.

7. See J. Cook, "The Qumran (Biblical Scrolls)
Data Base,' JNSL 14 (1988) 32-38.

8. STDJ 6; Leiden: Brill, 1974.
9. HSS 29; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1986.
10. SBLSBS 8; Missoula: Scholars Press, 1977.

11. As raised, e.g., by J. A. Sanders, ''More
Psalms of David," The 0ld Testament Pseudepigrapha
(ed. J. H. Charlesworth; London: Darton, Longman
and Todd, 1985) 2.609-24; and by G. J. Brooke,
"Psalms 105 and 106 at Qumran,' RevQ 14 (1989)
267-92.

12. I also thank Prof. Sanders for the
constructive comments he has made in the past
concerning this research.
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13. "Orthographical Peculiarities in the Dead Sea
Biblical Scrolls,'" RevQ 14 (1989) 292-305.

14. See F. E. Deist, Witnesses to the 01d
Testament (Pretoria: NG Kerkboekhandel, 1989)
10-11.

15. The following abbreviations are applicable to
specific descriptions in the data base: A“=Aquila;
d=defective; H&R=Hatch and Redpath; i=indecisive;
KB=Koehler and Baumgartner; m=miscellaneous;
ML=matres lectionis; MT=Massoretic text;
No=textual notes; Nu=number; O°=Origen; 0G=01ld
Greek; p=plene; Pesh=Peshitta; pre=preposition;
ref=textual reference; S’=Symmachus; Sc=scribal
notes; t=total; Tg(g)=Targum(im); Th’ =Theodotion;
ms (s)=Massoretic manuscripts; V=Vulgate;
Vs=versions.

16. 1QIsa contains interesting patterns: see J.
Cook, "Orthographical Peculiarities in the Dead
Sea Biblical Scrolls,'" 292-305.

17. See the comments of E. Tov. "A Modern Textual
Outlook Based on the Qumran Scrolls,' HUCA 53
(1982) 15-16.

18. In order to demonstrate the structure of the
data base, I quote the precise extractable phrase
which is to be discussed in each individual case.

19. This is the way the differences are described

in the data base. -WC indicated that 11QPSa lacks

a "waw;'" the same applies to -pre. The number 28

is an indication of the plene vowel letter 'he'" in
the 2nd person suffix.

20. This concept has been put into practice in
the Qumran project by B. A. Nieuwoudt: ''Beyond
CATSS: Using Relational Databases for Text-
Critical Research,'" Literary and Linguistic
Computing 4/4 (1989) 254-59.

21. This is the abbreviation for a unique reading.



THE PROBLEM OF HAPLOGRAPHY IN 1 AND 2 SAMUEL

ROBERT P. GORDON

While it has become the custom to link the
recognition of the biblical literary technique of
"resumptive repetition'" with H. M. Wiener who
touched on the subject in a study published in
1929,1 Wiederaufnahme, the underlying equivalent
in German, was, as M. Anbar has recently pointed
out, a term already in use among nineteenth-
century scholars such as A. Dillmann, C. Steuer-
nagel and J. Wellhausen.” Still, we shall leave
the defining to Wiener:

Where an editor desired to incorporate
something, he frequently inserted it, and
then resumed the original narrative,
repeating the last phrase bgfore the break
with more or less accuracy.

So far as can be judged, the first serious
discussion of this literary phenomenon comes in an
article by C. Kuhl published in 1952.* Kuhl had
reviewed Wiener's book back in 1929° and had even
fleetingly invoked ''resumptive repetition" on the

penultimate page of his own 1930 monograph on

131
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Daniel 3.° whereas Wiener had been occupied with
the historical books, Kuhl in his ZAW article
sought evidence of Wiederaufnahme mainly in the
prophets, though he also noted possibilities for
the source criticism of the Pentateuch.

Ten years after Kuhl's article I. L. Seeligmann
included Wiederaufnahme among several composi-
tional techniques discussed in his essay on Hebrew
narrative and biblical historiography.7 The word
"compositional" is used advisedly here, since
Seeligmann observed that what Kuhl had regarded as
an editorial technique should be seen as, in the
first instance, an aspect of narrative composi-
tion. The same point was made by S. Talmon who
dealt with the subject, at greater or lesser
length, in several studies published in the 1970s.
In his article on Ezra in IDBSup he noted several

instances of what he called "repetitive resump-
tion" in that book,® and in a joint article with
M. Fishbane on the structuring of the book of
Ezekiel the technique is again observed - and not
surprisingly in view of the fact that Kuhl had
already found Ezekiel a generous contributor in
this area.® Talmon's most detailed discussion
comes, however, in his article on synchroneity and
simultaneity published in 1978.*° He points out
that medieval commentators like Rashi and
Nachmanides occasionally explain features in
biblical narrative in terms of '"resumptive
repetition,'" even if they do not expound a worked
out theory of the phenomenon. Since the early
1970s appeal to 'resumptive repetition' or
Wiederaufnahme in commentaries and other studies,

including the 'nmarrative art' genre, has become
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more common.
The application of the Wiederaufnahme principle
in the LXX area is already in evidence in Kuhl's
1930 monograph mentioned above. Kuhl sought to
trace the stages of development in the greatly
expanded Greek version of Daniel 3 partly on this
basis; however, just because he is dealing with
Greek additions, the question is not yet one of
adjudication between rival Hebrew and Greek
readings. For this development we have to refer,
in the first instance, to the work of J. Trebolle
Barrera on Kings“ and to the final report of the
Hebrew 0l1d Testament Text Project (HOTTP) of the
United Bible Societies, published in 1982.'% 1In
the interests of manageability comment will, at
this point, be confined to the latter. 1In their
discussion of the notorious '"and the boy was a
boy" (1 Sam 1:24) the committee concluded that the
Greek Vorlage had taken advantage of the obscurity
of MY MYITY to insert between the two words a not
conspicuously original addition aimed at tidying
up one or two halakhic problems relating to
Hannah's vow.'® The committee, perhaps wisely in
this case, make no reference to Wiederaufnahme,
but then they also fail to do so in their
discussion of 1 Sam 10:1 where, '"not without
hesitation," they decided that, instead of the MT
having suffered omission by haplography as is
often suggested, the LXX Vorlage had incorporated
additional material which ends with the same word
as had occasioned (and immediately precedes) the
addition.'* This is getting closer to Wiederauf-
nahme, though still without the use of the term.
The HOTTP committee have therefore described in
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one or two cases a Wiederaufnahme type of
situation in the LXX, but without explicit
reference to the existence of such a technique
elsewhere. This omission is remedied with style,
and from a basically similar ideological
standpoint, by Stephen Pisano in his substantial
Fribourg dissertation on additions and omissions
in Samuel published in 1984.*"° The whole of
Pisano's investigation is conducted in terms of
what he calls '"haplogenic'" and ''non-haplogenic'
readings.

When an editorial addition has been inserted
into the text in this way, so that the first
and last word or phrase are identical, and
when the absence of the addition in the other
texts would lead one to think that this
absence might be explained by haplography,
such a text may be designated '"haplogenic"
(p. 12).

Pisano's study is divided into two main parts,
the first dealing with ordinary (or ''non-
haplogenic'") pluses in the LXX and MT and
including a section on pluses and minuses in
40Sam® in relation to the MT (pp. 17-156), and the
second concerned with haplogenic pluses in the LXX
and MT (pp. 157-282). The final section in Part I
(pp. 119-56) discusses double translations in the
LXX and acts as a bridge to Part II inasmuch as it
is in the conclusion to the section that the
evidence for the haplogenic technique of insertion
first comes into view (pp. 154-56). Here Pisano
offers some general comments on the examples of
double translation that he has just been
discussing, and especially on the way in which the
alternative translations have been inserted in the
text. He quotes from a paper on LXX Samuel
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published by F. H. Woods in 1885 in which Woods
comments on occurrences of apparent haplogenic
omission in MT Samuel.'® Woods's observation
deserves repeating because of the very relevant,
commonsense, point that he has to share with us.

It frequently happens, however, that what at
first sight looks like omissions from this
cause (sc. homeoteleuton) in the Hebrew
prove, on closer examination, to be merely
alternative renderings of the LXX, because,
from the nature of the case, these
alternatives generally begin or end with the
same words as the clauses to which they
correspond (p. 27).

It is clear from the context that Woods is
merely commenting on what might, for present
purposes, be called '"casual haplogeny,'" it being
in the nature of the case that there should be an
impression of haplogeny since, as Woods notes,
"these alternatives generally begin or end with
the same words as the clauses to which they
correspond.'" The intentional creation of
haplogenic effect is a quite separate issue, but
Pisano claims to have found already in his list of
double translations two instances of deliberate
"pseudo-homeoteleuton,' at 2 Sam 2:22 and 18:18.
In the first case he regards the sentence xoil ndg

npdc "IwéB (1°) as the later, MT-type, reading
and the second sentence xal 70% ... &Serpdv cov as
0l1d Greek (0G) (p. 127). It could be, of course,
that the MT-type reading omitted tov &Serepdv cov
not from haplogenic considerations but simply
because it was an unproblematical part of the text
that was being corrected.*’ Moreover, the
inclusion of the words Tdv &8erpdv cov in the

revised reading would, in Pisano's terms, have



136 ROBERT P. GORDON

contributed at least as much to the haplogenic
effect as would their exclusion, the situation
then being the same as in some other places where
haplogeny is invoked (e.g. 2 Sam 13:27, 34). The
position at 2 Sam 18:18, as Pisano explains it, is
that the second translation (probably kaige) was
inserted in B after octAinv (1°) and itself ended
with the same word (p. 143). The resultant text
does have a haplogenic appearance, though again it
might be argued that retranslation was limited to
that part of the sentence where the actual
difficulty was believed to lie.

To form a balanced view of what is happening in
regard to double translations in LXX Samuel we
would do well to consider that it is for only two
"significant pluses'" out of thirteen discussed by
Pisano that haplogenic insertion is being
suggested. And, as we have seen, the eligibility
of 2 Sam 2:22 is very much open to doubt. We may
fairly question, therefore, whether this exceeds
the incidence of '"casual" haplogeny that might be
expected in the circumstances. Moreover, there is
even one passage where the reverse process may be
seen at work, if we follow Pisano's explanation.
At 2 Sam 20:22 ("And the woman went to all the
people, and she spoke to all the city in accord-
A™1) the additional

"and she spoke to all the city" is treated as '"an

ance with her wisdom" [LXX

expansion based on the context" with "city"
replacing '"people" to avoid repetition (p. 151).
If this is the case, haplogeny, as well as

repetition, has been avoided.

We come now to the second main part of Pisano's



HAPLOGRAPHY IN 1 AND 2 SAMUEL 137

work, in which he discusses haplogenic pluses in
the LXX and MT. As regards the LXX, he concludes
that, of nineteen cases examined, at least fifteen
represent haplogenic expansion on the part of this
version (pp. 238-39). 1In only one instance (2 Sam
15:20b) is homeoteleutic failure in the MT
regarded as certain. By contrast, none of the ten
theoretically possible cases of haplogenic
addition in the MT is actually regarded as such
(pp. 281-82). The LXX is accused of haplography
on six occasions and is suspected of deliberate
omissions on three other occasions. It will be
seen, then, that the old charge against the MT of
being haplography-prone is now shifted decisively
in the direction of the LXX.'°

1. Shorter Pluses

We deal first with four very short pluses which
Pisano has characterized as haplogenic. The
inclusion of three of them, at least, is
surprising in view of Pisano's stated intention
(p. 13) of excluding all one- and two-word, and
many three-word, pluses from his discussion. As
throughout the remainder of this paper, the main
issue is not that of haplography in the MT versus
haplogeny in the LXX, but whether, even if the
superiority of the MT is conceded for the sake of
argument in each case, the LXX text can be
described as haplogenic and, if so, whether the
haplogenic effect is contrived or merely
coincidental.

i. At 1 Sam 3:15 Pisano (pp. 164-66) favours
treating the LXX plus "and he arose in the

morning' as secondary, with "in the morning"
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functioning as the resumptive element. But do we
have to imagine that an editor who wished to say
that Samuel '"lay until the morning and awoke early
and opened the doors ..." felt obliged to repeat
ApP2 / npwl simply because of his desire to insert
his additional verb? Moreover, if we were to
assume a Hebrew Vorlage containing the verb 02@,
its frequent association with the prepositional
AP22 ("in the morning") would have to be taken
into account.

ii. Haplogenic insertion is also suggested by
Pisano (pp. 172-74) for LXX 1 Sam 12:8 where the
expanded text reads: '"When Jacob and his sons came
to Egypt and Egypt humbled them, then our fathers
cried out to the Lord.'" Again it is argued that,
for the addition of a single word - DW®M in the
assumed LXX Vorlage - QXM was inserted to create
a haplogenic effect. However, the fact that
without the repetition of O"XH the inserted verb
would, strictly speaking, lack a subject has not
been given due weight. Haplogenic intent seems
less likely still when we consider the addition of
71021 ("and his sons'") in the LXX Vorlage earlier
in the verse, since the question of haplogeny does
not arise there and, as Pisano notes, the two
additions appear to stand or fall together.

iii. Although there is a theoretical
possibility of haplography in the MT at 1 Sam 13:5
the shorter reading is usually preferred. Pisano
(p. 175) thinks that the Greek addition "and they
went up against Israel" is haplogenic because it
follows "And the foreigners assembled for war
against Israel,'" but this is another instance of

the device being invoked for the sake of the
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addition of a verb and - though this would only
apply if there was a Hebrew original - its
accompanying preposition. Close repetition of the
kind which the LXX text creates is, moreover,
stylistically defensible in both Greek and Hebrew
and could in this case be used to emphasize the
enormity of the problem which faced the
Israelites. Furthermore, while the originality of
the plus may well be questioned, Pisano's
explanation that it falls into the category of
"completing the unsaid" seems not to take account
of the occurrence of IDV™M later in the verse.

iv. A fourth instance of the short addition
comes in 1 Sam 23:6 where the longer (LXX')
reading is: '"And it came to pass that when
Abiathar son of Abimelech fled to David, [and] he
came down with David to Keilah, having an ephod in
his hand." This rendering construes the sentence
differently from Pisano, for whom kot adTog peTd
Aavetd is an insertion to explain that Abiathar
was still with David (pp. 207-8). Support for
Pisano's interpretation could be found in the
Antiochene text which is in essential agreement
with LXx® except for the four additional words,
but if Lxx" represents an earlier stage in the
Greek tradition, then the relatively smooth
reading of LXX*™ will not be of much help. We
should note, moreover, that both the MT and LXX‘,\M
by having Abiathar flee to David at Keilah, set up
a surface tension with the account of Abiathar's
flight in the previous chapter, for 22:20-23
belongs to the pre-Keilah phase of David's
outlawry. It may well be, then, that the whole

clause xat aVTOC ... xaTépn is intended to deal
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with that issue: Abiathar came down with David to
Keilah.'® 1If so, the syntactical isolation of «ot
a@VTOg petx Axveld ceases and the case for
haplogeny diminishes. Stylistically the
repetition of the name David in such a clause is
unexceptionable and might even be judged superior
to the pronominal alternative, '"and he came down
with him..." Thus Pisano's explanation of the LXX
plus as '"'the result of the desire to explain
Abiathar's presence in Keilah, or, more
specifically, to emphasize the fact that he was
still there with David" (p. 208) goes adrift at

the point where it attempts to be more precise.

2. Longer Pluses

Pisano considers fifteen passages involving
longer pluses on the part of the LXX and, as we
have noted, concludes that in only one case, 2 Sam
15:20b, is the Greek unreservedly to be preferred
to the MT because of haplographic failure in the
latter (pp. 236-38). He also regards the Greek
additions at 2 Sam 13:21, 27 as very probably
original (p. 238), and in this he may well be
correct, though in both verses, as he notes, there
could have been supplementation from references
elsewhere, viz. 1 Kgs 1:6 and 1 Sam 25:36
respectively. At 2 Sam 13:21 there is the
possibility of loss by homeoarcton in the MT, but
even if the Greek plus is judged to be secondary
it is important from the standpoint of the present
study to note that the passage which might, in
those circumstances, have influenced the verse
begins with xBW, the potentially haplogenic
element in 2 Sam 13:21-22. The presence of x5y
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might then have nothing to do with symmetrical
interpolation. Again, even if we suppose the
Greek to have suffered secondary expansion in
verse 27, the addition of a sentence saying that
"Absalom gave a party like the party of a king"
(cf. 1 Sam 25:36), following upon a sentence
ending with '"the king,'" does not necessarily
indicate haplogenic intent.

In his detailed discussion of 1 Sam 29:10 (pp.
208-17) Pisano shows a slight preference for the
MT but without much conviction, as is evident from
his later summing up (pp. 238-39). As regards the
haplographic argument he observes: '"No accident of
haplography can account for MT's shorter text
whereas the repeated imperative could have given a
creative scribe the pretext he needed to insert
additional material, where the resulting text
would seem to have occasioned a haplography in MT"
(p. 217). Pisano is inclined to treat the two
main clauses in the MT of this verse as double
readings, but even this does not relieve the
sentence just quoted of an inbuilt contradiction.
There is no more evidence of haplogeny in the LXX
than there is of haplography in the MT - where
even McCarter maintains his usual form only by
positing three stages of textual corruption within
the MT.%°

If Pisano were correct in his admittedly
tentative explanation of LXX 1 Sam 29:10 this
would constitute an interesting departure from the
general pattern of haplogenic insertion in
Samuel inasmuch as here both occurrences of the
catch-word (or its approximation) are present in
the MT. A clearer instance of the same is
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envisaged by Pisano (pp. 157-63) for 1 Sam 1:24
where the two occurrences of ") (Gk nald&prov)
are separated by a lengthy plus in the Greek and
40sam® A number of scholars have rightly pointed
out that straightforward haplography would not
account for the loss from the MT of the addition
represented by LXX and 4QSam’, which is partly why
some prefer to stay with the MT despite its
doubtful appearance. Pisano (p. 163) thinks that
an editor 'has taken advantage of the repeated
SV in order to make an insertion, but the same
ultimate effect could as easily, and at least as
convincingly, be attributed to an editor's
conviction that the text had suffered a (non-
mechanical) omission between the occurrences of
SP). In other words, the insertion was made in
order to break up the puzzling statement that 'the

boy was a boy,"

and the claimed haplogenic effect
is coincidental.

We are left, then, with ten of the pluses
which, according to Pisano, can be shown 'with
varying degrees of certitude'" (p. 239) to be
haplogenic in character. These will be discussed
in what follows, under four sub-headings.

i. Problem cases

Four of the passages examined by Pisano do not,
in this writer's view, offer even prima facie
evidence of haplogeny.

1 Samuel 3:21. In his discussion of the several
omissions/additions in the MT and LXX of 3:20-4:1
Pisano notes that no simple textual error can
account for the absence of the sentence xal ‘Hxetl
Kvplov from the MT of verse 21 (p. 30), and
that might also be expected to be the end of the
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matter as far as haplogeny is concerned. However,
at a later stage in the book 3:21 is included
among the references which are thought to have
haplogenic additions in LXX (p. 238, n. 259).

This is puzzling until it is observed in the
footnote on p. 240 that haplogeny is only involved
if a reconstruction proposed by O. Thenius and
P.K. McCarter is followed. And yet in the
original discussion of the verse Thenius'
rearrangement of the verse-order had been rejected
as "unsatisfying" (p. 30). This explanation,
understandably resisted by Pisano, involves
positing a composite text in which MT 4:1a, absent
in the LXX, is followed by the above-mentioned
Greek addition plus the variant Greek version of
4:1b, thus creating circumstances in which
haplography could - and did, according to Thenius
and McCarter - afflict the MT.

1 Samuel 10:1. Most accept as original the Greek
addition which expands Samuel's speech to Saul on
the occasion of the latter's anointing as king.
Barthélemy and his colleagues recognize that R
90 is defensible on the basis of 2 Sam 13:28, and
that there is a sufficient basis for omission by
homeoarcton in &L Y3, but they come down on the
side of the MT: '"Le comité, non sans hésitation, a
reconnu en ce ‘plus’ une insertion de tissu
conjonctif avec reprise du mot ayant servi de
prétexte a cette insertion."®* Pisano admits the
possibility of accidental omission in the MT but
claims that "in a true haplography, 33 should have
fallen out as well" (p. 168). However, since he
also accepts the legitimacy of the expression xbn
Y2, he must be open to the possibility of
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homeoarcton involving &L 3. Pisano (p. 169)
suggests that an addition has been made in the LXX
"at" the words fVIY TN&DL, which sees him in
essential agreement with Barthélemy's committee in
their final verdict, but unless LXX oUxt
represents MT D xw%n, rather than simply x5 as
seems more likely,22 Pisano's suggestion of
haplogenic insertion at VI TNADL is itself open
to the charge of failing to take account of %3.
This conjunction is represented straightforwardly
by &t. in the LXX plus.

1 Samuel 10:21. Pisano (p. 172) notes that
straightforward haplography would not explain the
MT's apparent omission of the words "and they
brought near the clan of Matri man by man,"
however his own suggestion of haplogenic insertion
overlooks the existence of eig &vdpag (=D’ﬂll5) in
the Greek. The presence of this phrase
complicates the argument for haplographic omission
from the MT°° and just as surely stands in the way
of a theory of haplogenic insertion. What
repetition there is in the plus is but the serial
repetition characteristic of lot-casting
procedures and accounts of them (cf. Josh
7:16-18).%¢

1 Samuel 15:12-13. "It was, therefore, around
Saul's name that the plus was inserted into the
text, the result being that we have, in 0G, a text
whose structure appears to be ‘haplogenic.’" So
Pisano (p. 206) summarizes the situation in Lxx"
at 1 Sam 15:12-13. It is not at all apparent,
however, in what way the LXX" text could be seen
as haplogenic in any meaningful sense of the term,

and it turns out that the real occurrence of
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haplogeny is in Lxx*™

which, by its misconstruing
of 0OG, created a doublet on MT "and Samuel came to
Saul" (v. 13), so "completing the haplogenic form
of the text and establishing a text which led
Thenius and others to make a correction where, in
fact, the ‘homeoteleuton’ was the product of Ant's
misunderstanding of 0G's insertion'" (pp. 206-7).%°
But a mistaken expansion of the OG phrase npdg
TaoOA into "and Samuel came (hABev) to Saul," so
that it now parallels the original 0OG "and Samuel
came (nopeyévero) to Saul," which comes
immediately after the plus, hardly constitutes an
example of haplogenic insertion as a deliberate
editorial ploy such as usually interests Pisano.
ii. Translational haplogeny

It is surely significant as regards Pisano's
theory of haplogenic insertion in biblical texts
that he does not limit the phenomenon to the
Hebrew scribal tradition. 1In at least two cases,
1 Sam 14:42 and 30:24, the haplogenic effect is
attributed to the Greek translator(s) (pp. 203,
218-19). The first of these pluses is not highly
regarded by critics and could be seen as one of
Pisano's better examples of haplogenic insertion
inasmuch as there is almost exact correspondence
between ''Cast between me and Jonathan my son' and
the LXX addition, "and they cast between him and

' yet, for obvious reason, this

Jonathan his son,'
Plus will also require mention in the subsection
that follows. The short plus Sttt o¥x Rrrov LUGBV
etocwv at 1 Sam 30:24 is, in Pisano's judgment, an
addition made by the Greek translator of the
verse. It also is given short shrift by most

critics, many of them failing to take it under
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their notice at all. The haplogenic factor in
this case consists of the similarity between &=t
and 8.étL, which immediately follows the short
plus. If it had been a question of a Hebrew
original both Greek conjunctions could have been
taken to represent 3 and an occurrence of
haplography, real or apparent, would perhaps be
arguable, even if the basis were as slim as a
monosyllabic conjunction. When, however, the
theory rests on no more than the resemblance
between &tv and 5.6ttt and their '"imaginary
retroversion" (p. 219) into Hebrew we may wonder
whether haplogeny comes into the picture at all.
iii. Reported action/speech

Three references come in for consideration
under this heading: 1 Sam 14:42; 2 Sam 13:34;
14:30. The first has already been mentioned in
the preceding subsection (''Translational
haplogeny') and its attractiveness from the
standpoint of Pisano's thesis has been
acknowledged. Nevertheless, the plus consists in
part of reporting that what Saul had commanded was
carried out, from which it could be argued that

the repetition is "in the nature of things." The
Greek plus at 2 Sam 13:34 has been well received
by text critics, though it is sometimes charged
with having merely supplied what was felt to be
lacking in the Hebrew, viz. a report by the
watchman of what he had seen.’® Even if it is
secondary, however, the fact that it is report
will still favour the verbatim recounting of what
has been witnessed.

At 2 Sam 14:30 Pisano, for whom Lxx*™ (minus
TRV pepiSa 'IwdpR) represents OG, regards the Greek
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plus as secondary (pp. 232-36). The insertion is
thought to have been made "at" W¥M and to end at
xatl Aéyovorv 'thus creating a text in OG which
appeared to be ‘haplogenic’ in form because of the
repetition of evendpicav" (p. 235). This view of
OG is facilitated by the decision that *hv pep(Sa
Iwdp is secondary, since otherwise the Greek
reads very like an uninterrupted rendering of the
MT, with the plus beginning at xotl napeyivovrar.
We must note, nonetheless, that, however
attractive the case for treating adtd¢ as the
(sole) original object of évendpioav (1°), the
reconstructed Hebrew text of 4QSam® cited by
Pisano has the Hebrew equivalent of Thv peplda.
Moreover, there is the small consideration that,
according to Pisano's explanation, it is the plus
that represents W¥M accurately in «xot
éventploav, whereas the supposed actual equivalent
of W¥M coming immediately after the plus is
évendplwoav, which must retrovert as WX7T/0X.
In the end it may be as simple, and as desirable,
to begin the plus at xatl noepayivovtar, and in that
case such repetition as there is could be put down
to the report character of the addition.
iv. Other pluses

The remaining pluses are at 1 Sam 13:15; 14:41,
and in both instances a prima facie case for
haplogenic insertion in the longer text could be
made out. At 13:15 the omission from the MT of a
large plus ("[from Gilgal] ... from Gilgal') per
homeoteleuton is widely accepted. Even Barthélemy
and his colleagues are favourably disposed, noting
against Keil and Stoebe that the difficulty in the

expression etl¢ &névinoiv énlcw is not an argument
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against the originality of the plus, but just an
indication that it is not the creation of the

Greek translator.?’

Still, if haplography were
not responsible for the difference between the
Hebrew and the Greek the question of haplogeny
might legitimately arise, as Pisano (pp. 175-83)
suggests.

In its Greek form, 14:41 elaborates upon the
lot-casting procedure in a way that many text
critics find irresistible. Pisano very fairly
declines to come down on the side of either the MT
or LXX, though he suspects that the presence of
another sizeable plus in the Greek of verse 42
points to editorial supplementation rather than to
coincident haplography (pp. 183-99). At the
least, we may observe with A. Toeg2° - though
Pisano (pp. 198-99) contests this point - that the
LXX is almost certainly superior to the MT in
having "Lord God of Israel' as address to God, in
accordance with normal usage. MT "And Saul said
to the Lord God of Israel, ‘Give tamim,'" is
anticlimactic and unconvincing. We should also
note that, since all hinges on the repetition of
the word ''Israel," as regards haplogenic effect,
there is repetition of the full phrase '"Lord God

of Israel'" midway through the Greek plus.

3. The Minuses

In his comparatively short section entitled
"*Haplogenic’ pluses in MT" (pp. 243-82)
Pisano finds fault with the MT in only one out of
ten references discussed, viz. 2 Sam 6:3-4 where
accidental dittography of six words is judged to
have taken place. 1In six other places the LXX is



HAPLOGRAPHY IN 1 AND 2 SAMUEL 149

ﬁhought to have suffered omission by haplography,
while in three others deliberate omission of words
is suspected. Two of these three are of interest
here because Pisano thinks that the excision was
purposely made at a point where a word or phrase
was repeated, with the result that there is the
appearance of omission by haplography in the
Greek. At 1 Sam 2:31-32 LXX” and 4QSam® have
nothing corresponding to MT bR ... oan,
and Pisano (p. 248) believes that an editor took
advantage of the similarity between JPT 0D
T332 and 3D IPT VD &51 to remove the
sentence in which judgment was passed on Eli
personally. 1In this instance it is not so easy to
explain the shorter text on the basis of
haplography, which means that deliberate omission
is a possibility. But whether the omission of
LX-AR ... DA should be attributed to design
or to necessity is a fair question, for once the
sentence dooming Eli was marked for excision, one
or other of the references to aged members among
his descendants probably also had to go, otherwise
the same thing would be repeated in two adjacent
clauses.

The omission of the reference to the five
golden mice in the LXX at 1 Sam 6:4 may have come
about because of the difficulty in squaring this
datum with 6:18 where the number of the mice is
said to be according to the number of towns
belonging to the Philistine lords.”® But if this
is so, the impression of homeoteleutic omission,
because of the formal similarity of the phrase
immediately preceding, is probably coincidental.

Pisano was not the only one who, in the early
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1980s, was suggesting homeoteleutic omission as an
editorial technique affecting the transmission and
citation of the books of Samuel. It is interest-
ing in this connection to note the observations of
another scholar who, independently of Pisano,
heads in the same direction. The year after the
publication of Pisano's volume, G.J. Brooke
published his study of 4QFlorilegium in which he
discusses, at one point, a quotation of 2 Sam
7:11-14 which appears to have suffered three
omissions by homeoteleuton within its brief
compass.ao But homeoteleuton on this scale
strikes Brooke as too much of a coincidence:

We are thus pushed to the conclusion that the
text of 2 Sam 7 has received some deliberate
editing at this juncture; and this is
tantamount to saying that omission through
homeoteleuton may be correctly considered as
a correct exegetical principle used here by
the author deliberately! (p. 111)

What was formerly in scholarship described as
a scribal error is now to be seen as the
correct use of a valid exegetical technique.
(p. 112)

It has to be said that the homeoteleutic element
involved in the first two omissions consists of
the second person masculine singular suffix ﬁD-,31
nevertheless it is noteworthy that Brooke is
thinking in terms of deliberate homeoteleutic
omission such as Pisano envisages in the final

section of his book (pp. 281-82).

So is there "haplogeny' within the Hebrew and
Greek textual traditions of Samuel? Several
complicating factors make a final judgment
difficult. 1In most cases there is the possibility
of accidental haplography as an alternative
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explanation, and the evidence is frequently such
as to make the decision between haplography and
haplogeny extremely difficult. 1In some cases it
is doubtful whether the basic criterion for
haplogeny has been met, and always we have to
reckon with the possibility that the haplogenic
effect is 'casual'" or 'coincidental."

Haplogeny not only at the Hebrew level but also
in a couple of places at the Greek-translational
level is envisaged by Pisano.?® Is this a
weakness of his case? Or have text-critics been
twice wrong in this respect? And is there
evidence of haplogenic insertion/omission as an
authorial or editorial technique in ancient Greek
literature? In a postscript to Kuhl's ZAW article
on Wiederaufnahme J. Hempel33 notes a study by E.
Hirsch of the literary style of the Fourth Gospel
in which Hirsch discusses a number of insertions
which might now qualify for description as
"haplogenic."?® 1In his short discussion of
Wiederaufnahme in Ezekiel B. Lang35 adverts to the
scribal tendency to include marginal additions in
classical Greek texts, often with the lemma, or
Stichwort, and often enough in the wrong place -
hence the formulation of "Brinkmann's Law' in
connection with the reconstruction of texts in
their original form.?® But the direct comparabil-
ity of this to Septuagintal haplogeny is difficult
to see, unless the whole issue is turned into one
of marginal readings and their incorporation in
the text. It is also apropos here to observe that
in Samuel the Vaticanus and Antiochene texts do
not always agree in respect of an alleged case of
haplogeny (e.g. 1 Sam 14:41; 15:12-13; 30:24).97
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Presumably this says something about the awareness
of, or the importance attached to, '"haplogeny"
within the LXX tradition.

It is clear that, on a standard view of the MT
vis-a-vis LXX in Samuel, we are talking about,
perhaps, a few dozen instances of haplography in
the Hebrew; if so, the transmission of the Hebrew
text of Samuel has been attended by uncommon
troubles. But do manuscripts suffer the fate of
being haplography-prone to the extent often
assumed for MT Samuel? Plainly, where the
relationship of the MT and LXX is concerned, any
attempt to answer this question statistically is
bound to involve an unacceptable number of value
judgments. On the other hand, some statistics,
for what they are worth, can be produced for
another ancient version of an 0l1d Testament book.
Thanks to the remarkably detailed introduction
accompanying the Leiden edition of the Peshigta of
1-2 Kings it is possible to compile statistics in
relation to mechanical omissions in the Syriac
version of these books.>® Two manuscripts stand
out as being more haplographic in tendency than
the others, viz. 9al (and dependants), which has
twenty-seven omissions by haplography in the
forty-seven chapters of Kings, and Ms 17a10 which
has fifty-six such omissions. It is noticeable,
on the other hand, that omissions of twenty words
approximately, as would compare with some of the
alleged haplographies in MT Samuel, are rare
indeed in any of the manuscripts collated for the
Peshitta of Kings. Furthermore, no manuscript has
lengtﬁy omissions in adjacent verses in the manner
of 1 Sam 14:41-42.
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The evidence of the foregoing study would
suggest that there may be a slight amount of
evidence for Pisano's thesis. As it happens, one
of the stronger examples that could have served
his purpose - 2 Sam 15:19-20 - is discussed
without reference to haplogeny in the first part
of his book (pp. 136-37). Here the addition is in
the kaige (LXX”) text, and its potentially
haplogenic significance becomes all the clearer

when it is compared with 0G (Lxx*™

). To be sure,
the situation overall becomes more complicated
once we begin to consider the contribution of
Trebolle Barrera, nevertheless some initial
comment on how his findings relate to those of
Pisano will be appropriate.

Trebolle Barrera's first major foray into
Samuel - excepting an earlier article on an aspect
of the account of Absalom's rebellion - comes in
his 1989 volume in which forty-seven of the
hundred passages from Samuel-Kings briefly
reviewed come from 1 and 2 Samuel.?®® Only three
of the fifteen references which feature in
Pisano's list of probable cases of haplogenic
addition in the LXX are discussed by Trebolle
Barrera, but they will suffice to show the great
differences between these two scholars despite
their shared interest in Wiederaufnahme as a
(compositional and) editorial technique within the
biblical textual tradition. The passages in
question are 1 Sam 1:24; 3:15 and 29:10. It
should be noted that although Trebolle Barrera
refers to Pisano's monograph a dozen times, this
is mainly in the form of footnote references to
relevant page numbers in Pisano. In no sense
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could he be said to interact with Pisano.

The situation at 1 Sam 1:24 is nothing if not
complex, and here Trebolle Barrera (pp. 46-48)
pays particular attention to the repetitions that
are a feature of this verse, and of the one that
follows, when the evidence of the MT, 4QSam” and
LXX is combined. Even so, his judgment as regards
the "tautologous'" =V TV of the MT is that
something comparable to what is in 4QSam® and LXX
has been lost at this point. Creative interpola-
tion in a short, primitive text of the MT-type is
not envisaged.

At 1 Sam 3:15 the LXX has, in Trebolle
Barrera's opinion (p. 48), double readings based
on the graphically similar verbs 12% and 03%: '"And
Samuel lay until the morning'" and "And Samuel
awoke early in the morning.'" Pisano, as we saw
earlier, regards the LXX plus as a filling out of
the elliptical reading of the MT, "And Samuel lay
until the morning and opened the doors ...," so
again these two scholars see things differently.
Either could be right, but Pisano may call on the
support of the Qumran fragment 4Q760 ('"The Vision
of Samuel") where, in what is obviously a free
rendering of our verse, the verb ZpP™ ("and he
rose') is supplied, no doubt to ease the slightly
awkward transition presented by the MT.*°

A further difference between Pisano and
Trebolle Barrera is apparent at 1 Sam 29:10 where
the latter (pp. 83-85), for all that he regards
the Greek plus as secondary to the narrative,
appears to think that it was once present in the
MT and was lost by haplography. This being so,

the second imperative in the MT ('"and you shall
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rise early in the morning'") is seen not as a
synonymous/repetitive reading (so Pisano) but as a
resumptive repetition coming after the interpol-
ated material which still survives in the LXX.
Trebolle Barrera, moreover, regards the references
to the appointed place, by which is meant Zziklag,
in LXX verse 10 and in MT/LXX verse 4 earlier in
the chapter as secondary elements intended to bind
ch. 29 in with chs 27 and 30 as also relating, in
part, to David's '2iklag phase.'

To all this there can be but one conclusion,
namely that much checking of worked examples and
governing methods will be necessary before the
true worth of Wiederaufnahme as a basis for
text-critical judgments concerning the Hebrew and

Greek Bible traditions can be determined.
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THE QUMRAN FRAGMENTS OF JOSHUA: WHICH PUZZLE
ARE THEY PART OF AND WHERE DO THEY FIT?

LEONARD GREENSPOON

The fragments of the book of Joshua found at
Qumran have not yet been published. In spite (or,
one might more cynically suggest, because) of this
fact, these relatively sparse remains have been
cited as supportive or at least collaborative
evidence for several diverse, even contradictory,
opinions on the question of textual affiliation.

In the first and still best known statement on
this matter Frank Cross declared: 'The historical
books are represented by two MSS of Joshua, both
of which follow the tradition of the Vorlage of
the Greek text."' 1In this form,? Cross's evalua-
tion entered into the mainstream of scholarship,
as can be seen from J. Alberto Soggin's popular
commentary on Joshua: '"'The text of Lxx® can be
found in Hebrew in two manuscripts from Qumran."3
Cross's judgment can also be detected in the
unfortunately garbled account reported in Martin
Woudstra's Joshua commentary: '"Among the

discoveries at Qumran are two manuscripts of the

159
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vaticanus."* From such murky channels we can
return to the clear-flowing waters of the
mainstream by noting that as recently as 1988
Carol Newsom cited Cross's opinion as
authoritative.®

In fact, Cross is incorrect in his stress on
the DSS-LXX link for the book of Joshua. 1In
making this statement, I do not intend to enter
into a discussion or criticism of Cross's view of
textual affiliation as opposed to that of Emanuel
Tov, Shemaryahu Talmon, or others. Rather, I mean
that, based on the largely quantitative approach
favored by Cross,6 the Joshua fragments are far
closer to the Masoretic Tradition than they are to
that which underlies the 0ld Greek (0G) trans-—
lation. As a graduate student of Frank Cross in
the mid-70s I was given access to this material.
I reported my findings at a southeastern regional
meeting of the Society of Biblical Literature in
1978, and they subsequently entered into the
"public domain'" through their inclusion by Robert
Boling in the introduction to his Anchor Bible
commentary on Joshua which was published in 1982.7
On the basis of material provided by me, Boling
writes (p. 110): ‘"Greenspoon's study of the
fragments leads him to the conclusion that the 4Q
Joshua manuscripts are in the same tradition of
the full, expansionistic text as Joshua in the MT,
the type which Cross labels Palestinian. This
clearly suggests relationships very different from
those seen, for example, in Samuel fragments from
Qumran which display a Hebrew text much more
closely related to the Vorlage of the 0l1d Greek

translation."
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Although Boling does not report any individual
readings from the Scrolls, he does use one of my
reconstructions, based in part on the Qumran text,
in the eclectic version he translates at 7:13.° 1
must admit to a heady feeling upon being identi-
fied - along with the likes of Moses, to say
nothing of J and E - as an "author" of the Hebrew
Bible!

In his masterful summary and analysis of
Scrolls research through the mid-1980s, Tov notes
that 4QJosh°L'b are among numerous Scrolls not
written in Qumran orthography, and he concludes
that 4QJosh® (at least), along with other Qumran
material, belongs in the category of 'sources
additional to those known before."® Such a
designation is supportive of his overall view of
textual history.10 Tov does not cite any specific
readings from 4QJosh in this article or in his
earlier discussions of Joshua.

Thus it is that these fragments have been
judged as closely linked to the LXX, to the MT,
and as forming an essentially independent witness.
The first-listed option is, in my opinion, no
longer viable. Although Cross has not formally,
or at least publicly, abandoned it, in private
correspondence he has indicated a marked change in
the direction of his thinking on this issue.*?
Nonetheless, we cannot altogether exclude the
possibility that some qualitatively important
(that is, generally speaking, secondary) readings
are indeed shared by the LXX and 4QJoshua.‘3

Before proceeding to the Joshua fragments
themselves, I wish to say something about my own
approach to such material. I tend to avoid
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theoretical constructs, at least in the initial
stages of inquiry, preferring to listen as the
"material speaks for itself." I attempt to figure
out, in concrete terms, what ancient scribes or
translators did, what this tells us about their
apparent goals, and how and why they proceeded in
one direction (or several related directions)
rather than in others.'* wWhere possible, I draw
parallels from the modern world. Thus, in a
recent article, I sought to illuminate the other-
wise unknown (and unknowable?) motivations of the
ancient reviser Theodotion on the basis of a
comparison with the 20th century translator/
reviser Max L. Margolis.15 In like manner, I want
to uncover or recover as fully as possible the
modus operandi of the scribe(s) responsible for
the manuscript(s) of Joshua that I am studying.‘s

In so doing, I make it a practice to avoid
value judgments, even those of the type still
common in textual criticism today. For example,
the New Testament critic Elden Epp adjures us to
distinguish carefully between garden variety
readings and significant readings. In Epp's
opinion only the latter merit the lofty designa-
tion "variant."'” 1In practice, such precision may
be not only desirable, but even necessary, when
dealing with a massive amount of material. For
briefer remains, on the other hand, the more
comprehensive the approach, the better. Given the
fragmentary nature of most Qumran scrolls, no
purpose is served by the initial elimination of
any group of readings from further scrutiny.

It is also regular text critical practice to

delineate readings in terms of their alleged
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"superiority'" or "inferiority." The problem with
these designations is that, left un- or badly
defined, such terms are susceptible to any number
of possible meanings. Generally, they represent
modern value judgments based on closeness to or
distance from a hypothetical "original."
Considerations of this sort were probably far from
the mind of any ancient scribe.

I prefer to focus my attention on the
individual scribe in the belief that he chose (if
indeed he had a choice) to incorporate into his
text what he considered to be the best available
reading for every passage, given the conditions
and contexts in which he worked. It may well be
that such wording is neither "original" nor even
"suitable" in our opinion, but such judgments
should not be allowed to color our thinking when
trying to understand an ancient figure whose
perceptions of suitability may have been quite
different from our own. Even today, many well-
educated, sane people prefer to '"walk through the
valley of death'" rather than tread upon some more
correct, but less familiar terrain (as most modern
translations would have us do). A neutral stance
should not, however, blind us to the fact that
some scribes (or translators, for that matter) are
more competent than others and that all scribes
(or, again, translators) are more or less careful
at given moments in the tedious process of
preparing or producing a text.

Having considered these preliminary matters, I
return to the book of Joshua at Qumran. In the
mid 1950s Frank Cross made an initial deter-

mination that the extant fragments of Joshua
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originally formed part of two separate manu-
scripts: the fragments from 4QJosh® cover chapters
6, 7, 8, perhaps also 9 (if the scribe of this
manuscript placed the Ebal-Gerizim incident in its
0G position [see below]), and 10. The 4QJoshb
fragments consist of material from chapters 2, 3,
4, and 17.

When I first worked on these fragments and my
eyes (and mind) were sharper than at present, it
seemed to me that both scrolls could be dated
paleographically to c. 100 BCE.*® 1In discussing
the nature of their text, Cross had spoken of both
as sharing a common textual affiliation.'® My
analysis also led me to consider all of the extant
Joshua material in common. Consequently, in the
present paper, I move freely between fragments of
both scrolls.?®

In my own analysis of these fragments, I am
struck by two phenomena, one of which is
pervasive, the other sporadic but nonetheless
significant. First, this (or, these) scribe(s)
had no knowledge of the distinctive features of
the LXX tradition for the book of Joshua. To put
it another way, there are no qualitatively
important readings definitely shared by the LXX
and 4QJoshua. As noted by Tov,21 agreement is
more significant when it involves secondary rather
than original readings.zz

The MT of Joshua is rather full and expansion-
istic, of the type Cross was wont to designate
Palestinian.?’ Tov reckons that the 0G of Joshua
is shorter than the MT by only about 5%.%¢
However, in several key chapters (e.g., 6 and 8),
the percentage is notably higher and elsewhere it
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seems to be so even if it is not. Fullness and
expansion are also the predominant characteristics
of the 4QJoshua fragments. It is, therefore,
tempting simply to locate the Qumran material in
the same tradition as the MT. This would explain
their many shared secondary expansions and also,
in my opinion, independent additions on the part
of the Qumran scribe.?®

At this point, it is necessary to bring in the
other phenomenon referred to above: equally worthy
of note, if not equal in number, are 4QJoshua
readings that retain the original, un-expanded
text either in common with the LXX or, of even
greater interest, uniquely preserved at Qumran.
These readings point to our scribe's access to a
source or resource outside the tradition that we
associate with the MT of Joshua. These are among
the questions and issues I address as we proceed.
Although I include several transcriptions along
with this paper, I do not attempt to reproduce or
discuss every reading.26

At Josh 2:11-12 only five words are visible on
the leather of 4QJosh®: @'R3 N7 TV ABP (in the
middle of v 11) and W& (at the beginning of
v 12). For these words, there are no variations
between the MT and the 0OG. 1In the gap off the
leather, I reconstruct an haplography of 15 or 16
characters, to obtain a line approximately 41
characters in 1ength.27 Since accidental
omissions are common and particularly so when, as
here, homoioteleuton is the likely culprit
(E".‘ISR 7Y 2 [@3%81]), the length of the
material dropped may be of no significance.
However, I have noticed several other similar
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instances,z‘l suggesting the possibility that the
Qumran scribe was working at least part of the
time from an exemplar that contained relatively
short lines, fewer than 20 characters in length.zo

The fragments covering 3:15-17 offer more
substantial evidence for the textual affiliations
of 4QJosh (at least of 4QJoshb). The unadorned
"ark" (]VWNT) of the first line I have transcribed
(see the first transcription in the Appendix at
the end of this paper) is identical to the MT and
original in this context. A secondary expansion
reflective of V1Y N3 developed in the Greek
tradition. As Tov correctly emphasizes, common
retentions of original readings do not have the
same qualitative significance as shared expansions
or other secondary elements.>® Repeated instances
of such retentions, however, do have a quantita-
tive, and (I would argue) ultimately a qualita-
tive, force.

This fragment also contains the only intra-
linear placement that I have detected in the
Joshua fragments at Qumran. The scribe wrote %3
X¥P alone, which is, I think, the original
reading here (uniquely preserved in 4QJosh) .*
Expansion in the MT took the direction of ) b5
(TP ; the OG has (&oel huépar BepLouoT) NLPdV =
own. That word appears between the lines in
4QJoshua and also in the text of one of the psalms
of Joshua (4Q379).az We cannot be certain that
this addition in 4QJosh represents an intentional
correction. If this word was introduced onto the
leather by someone other than the original
scribe,? then it is likely that it was not known
to that scribe on the basis of whatever resources
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he had available to him.?* So, we may suggest, at
this point (at least), he was unfamiliar with a
reading that came to be part of the LXX tradition,
but he was familiar with, and uniquely passed on,
the original wording of this phrase.as

Only a few letters are preserved on the leather
for the first verses of chapter 4. Even combined,
their testimony is elusive. With respect to one
word, 71TH at v 3, 4Q and OG unite in omitting this
secondary reading found in the MT. For the rest,
it is clear that the text of 4Q is not as lengthy
as the MT and may approximate the likely Vorlage
of the OG. One phrase not found in the LXX, but
present in the MT, was almost certainly absent as
well from 4Q: 2707 BHas AX¥HOHD. This omission
contains about 16 characters and again suggests an
exemplar in which relatively short lines were
occasionally overlooked by the 4Q scribe. At
best, the evidence is here inconclusive.?®

At least 6 verses of Chapter 6 are represented
by a half dozen or so fragments that have been
fitted together to present a fairly clear picture
of 4Q-MT affinities (see transcription number 2).
As is well known, this chapter is not easy in any
version and even more difficult when traditions
are compared. Nonetheless, it is clear that the
MT does present a text at least occasionally
expanded beyond the original and beyond the
Vorlage of the 0G.?* At verses 6, 7, 8 and 9 (and
probably also in v 10, where there is ample room
for the additional MT wording 137 2291 RXD x%w)
40 shares some of this expansion with the MT. 1In
verses 5 (without DD before @u7 [on the leather]
or MM [conjl) and 9 (after M2 [so also 3:15



168 LEONARD GREENSPOON

abovel), 4Q along with MT lacks distinctive 0G
expansions. 4QJosh also exhibits two unique
readings in chapter 6 (v 5: ﬁ%D\; v 7: [ObRM]
PWInY). It is equally attractive to posit the
scribe's knowledge of a text within the MT
tradition at these points also.

The evidence for chapter 7 is more complex.
However, without forcing this evidence to suit my
own purposes, I am convinced that we are drawn to
a similar conclusion with respect to textual
affiliation. The very first legible phrase (see
transcription number 3), at 7:12, is a unique
Qumran reading: %D x51. In context, this
expansion is both appropriate and a rather clever
word play, given the fact that the m39-root
appears three times earlier in the same verse
(twice as preposition, once as verb). I suggest
that the scribe himself is the ''source' of this
addition, partly because its length is consider-
ably shorter than that hypothesized for his
exemplar. More to the point, a scribe accustomed
to an expansionist text might well, sooner or
later, try his own hand at it. Of course, it is
not clear that a given scribe would be conscious
of the fullness of a text he was copying (what,
for example, would be his basis for comparison?z?),
but it is possible that his exemplar was
constructed in such a way that its expansionistic
character was apparent to the scribe.?®

At 7:13 there are as many distinctive 4Q-LXX
agreements (plural suffixes on 0237pP1 and DJM2INR,
vs. singular in MT) as there are shared 4Q-MT
readings (singular 5:10, vs. plural in LXX and the
probable addition of the word HN-&3). As I
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reconstruct the textual history of this verse,>
the plural forms are original. The subsequent
introduction of the word "Israel" triggered a
shift from plural to singular forms in verbs and
suffixes alike. This shift was carried out, to
varying degrees, in 4Q and in MT. Seen in this
light, the two agreements with the LXX are less
significant (being original) than the secondary
readings (one probable and one definite) shared
with MT.

At 7:14 4Q has suffered another haplography at
the first occurrence of a repetitive phrase
containing VT 73795 N and a form of the verb
A7pP. No significant difference divides MT from
the presumed Vorlage of the LXX at this point, but
it may be worthy of note that the missing clause
could fit on two lines of about 15/16 characters
each.

Later in v 14, 4Q again splits its allegiance
between the LXX (2"pPN) and the MT (27pY). In my
opinion, both are retentions of an original
variation in verb forms. Finally, at 7:15, we
observe the graphic (and aural) similarity between
the unique 4Q reading D772 and the equally
secondary MT DTN ; the LXX is pristine and
original at this point.

A half dozen fragments contain portions of vv
3-19 of chapter 8 (see transcriptions numbers 4
and 5), another episode exhibiting extensive
differences between LXX and MT - with the latter
frequently fuller and expansive. For the text
covering vv 3-5, the pattern already discerned
continues: two possible agreements between 4Q and
MT with respect to single-word additions (WRT and
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SIRD [both in v 4]) and one probable agreement with
respect to a short, original text in the face of a
fuller LXX: 4Q, MT: "MORTPD IRYY ¥3; LXX adds the
explicit N 329.*® The situation in v 4 also
recalls 7:15: LXX exhibits a short text, while the
brief additions in MT (Vb) and 40 (Mwr br)
strongly suggest mutual interdependence at some
stage.

Readings gleaned from the next three verses
offer further support, but it is not clearcut.
For vv 7 and 8, the reconstructed 4Q text
approximates to the fuller MT. But two caveats
are in order: (1) 4Q and MT are not, in their
present forms, identical, although an hypothesized
haplography in 4Q at v 8 (M7 OR W¥N) would
line them up quite closely. (2) It is not easy to
determine the 0G here, that is, to sort out
original wording from inner-Greek developments.“

For 8:7-9, then, the meaningful reconstruction
is difficult, but within the realm of possibility,

even probability.*?

What are we to say for what
follows? Four lines of the scroll are constrained
to contain five verses of material (MT 8:10-14),
with very few letters extant on the leather.

There is no reasonable reconstruction that allows
us to suggest that this scribe squeezed a text as
long as that represented in the MT into a space
thus constricted.

On the back of the photograph of the two
fragments that contain these verses, Cross wrote:
"8:10-18, cf. short LXX text." Do these frag-
ments, unlike others we have looked at, reflect
the "short LXX text'" of Joshua? The first reading

visible on the leather is promising in this
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regard: 0%pPT, with the LXX, against MT (OJpT
bx9@Y) for v 10. Equally enticing is the sole
reading on the fourth line: ZORIPD (MT: nNApD
5&#&’) at the end of v 14. However, the shorter
4Q0-1LXX is in both cases original. Three words
appear on the second line: 232" NR Y. The
first two seem to be a reversal of order in a
reading common to the MT and OG at v 11. The next
word is not found here in either the MT or the
probable Vorlage of the 0G; it may be a variant of
the verb (3)") that they both apparently share.
If this is so, a very short line, of only 34
characters, connects 0%WPYT of v 10 with these
words in v 11.

The opposite dilemma - too many words for too
little space - confronts us in the next line,
which ends with the word NW™D, found at the
beginning of v 14 in both the MT and the 0G. We
readily concede that the concept of "too many
words'" is dependent on the MT of these verses, for
it is certainly possible to fit an LXX-type text
into the space. But we are not sure what cause or
combination of causes led to the less full LXX at
this point.‘a

In point of fact, we are unable to reconstruct
anything with confidence here.** For the rest of
v 14, it does seem that 4Q contains the longer
wording of the MT, or else it is impossible to
know how to fill the gap from NINTMD at the begin-
ning of v 14 to oOXTpPY at the end.*®

The last line of these fragments contains the
words VR bx TI3%3, written in a different hand,
most likely by a different scribe. This may
represent a note originally attached to v 18 and
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serving as a correction of T (so LXX) to WA
(=MT) there. Such an interpretation reverses the
pattern of '"correction" found at 3:15 and is at
variance with the pattern operative elsewhere as
well. However, we cannot be sure how this phrase
initially functioned, nor can we overlook the
frequency with which the variant forms have been
independently generated when T and Y appear in
the same context.*®

It is difficult to determine the original
wording of 8:18 and thus to assess the
significance of a possible 4Q-LXX agreement at
that point. At 8:35, on the other hand, 4Q-LXX
agreement is certain: they both add ™Y DN
after 7&H IX. Moreover, this is just the sort of
secondary reading that is particularly important
for determining textual affiliation (and that
links 4Q and MT elsewhere in these fragments).
Without ignoring this piece of ''negative"
evidence, I think it is only fair to point out how
easily this addition could arise independently,
especially in the book of Joshua. It is this
latter factor of (probable?) independent
development that characterizes the definite 4Q-LXX
agreement at 8:35 [9:2] and the possible common
text at 8:18.*7 Independent generation is not, in
my opinion, a viable explanation for most of the
4Q-MT secondary agreements we note elsewhere in
the scrolls. Therein lies the difference.*®

This section of the scroll also offers several
more routine 4Q-MT agreements: the presence of
T (B0 ] at the end of 8:34 (where OG [9:2]
has év 1§ vdéuw Mwuct [presumably = 1#H DWW [cf.
MT 8:31 and OG 9:21), the absence of DYINT in MT



THE QUMRAN FRAGMENTS OF JOSHUA 173

°

and (probably) 4Q at v 35,*° and the 4Q0-MT agree-
ment (D37pP3) at what is the close of v 35 in the

MT (cf. 0G: 1§ Iopanh = DNT®Y 39pP3 [so Margolis,

Book of Joshua, 150]).

These shared readings, as interesting as they
are, seem pedestrian in comparison with the two
unique additions - one of a few words, and one of
a few lines - that 4Q contains here. The first
occurs in v 35 where MT has 5% bnp b 93, and
0G elc & ®ta ndone éxkAnolag vidv Iocpani. I
suggest the reconstruction of something like =221
[1P17797 O8 [373Y @R 5ap] 53, which connects this
episode with the crossing of the Jordan River in
chapters 3-5. I have not been able to identify
the source of the longer addition at the close of
this section.®®

In speaking of these verses primarily as
8:34-35, I have, perhaps subconsciously, situated
them in their MT position. As is well known, the
episode at Ebal and Gerizim is narrated later,
after the first two verses of chapter 9, in the
LXX.®* So far as I can tell, on the basis of this
fragment, it is not possible to determine where
the scribe located these verses.

Finally, we turn to chapter 10 (see transcrip-
tions numbers 6 and 7). Again, approximately a
half dozen fragments have been joined to cover a
number of verses: here vv 3-11. 1In the first
group of verses (3-5) there are at least three
potentially significant agreements between 4Q and
MT: PI¥ "TR, where the 0G has P13 W1R;>* nmben
in the singular (which is original), where the 0G
in the plural reveals the influence of the same
form from v 1; and, of more importance, both



174 LEONARD GREENSPOON

IWORM and WHon at the beginning of v 5, where
the OG reflects only the second item of this
doublet. The lack of M3 before HR-Y at v 4,
unique to 4Q, may be original, but (as is often
the case with the phrase) this cannot be
determined with certainty.

The next three fragments (not transcribed here)
cover 10:8-10. Three or perhaps four times in
these verses 4Q and MT agree against the 0OG (two
singular suffixes [0OG plural], one instance of
word order, once without 33 in the common phrase
L@y [23] b [where the LXX has this wordl®™).

The last word of 10:10 and then 10:11 are found
next in sequence. There are several places where
readings held in common by 4Q and MT might present
contrasts with the 0G. But certainly the most
interesting reading here is in 10:11 (see
transcription number 7), where 4Q's unmodified
0% 3R uniquely preserves the original wording.
0G's "hail" is easily supplied from the context,
and the MT's description of the stones as 'large'"
is in keeping with the nature of the divine: He
wouldn't bother throwing down a bunch of pebbles,
would He?

In his unpublished work on 4QJoshb, Tov also
provides an analysis of fragments covering a
number of verses in chapter 17. It is his
judgment that 4Q-MT agreements, against the OG,
are especially prominent in these fragments.

In the preceding paragraphs, I have sought to
present a fair and full appraisal of how I
evaluate the remains of the book of Joshua found
at Qumran. There are five points to note.

(1) This material shows a wide acquaintance with
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distinctive readings preserved in the MT, usually
in the direction of full texts judged to be
secondary expansions. (2) The scribe(s)
responsible for these scrolls were not reluctant
to incorporate material of their own creation,
material I judge to be "in the spirit" of the MT.
(3) In at least two cases and perhaps another one
or two, 4QJoshua material uniquely preserves the
original text, and in several other places the
fragments transmit original readings not preserved
in the MT. (4) Where original readings are not
unique to 4Q, they are shared with the LXX;
however, in the absence of any (many?) 4Q-LXX
agreements in the more significant area of
secondary readings, it is not necessary to posit
any acquaintance on the part of these scribes with
the distinctive features of the LXX tradition.

(5) In addition, I suggested in a tentative
fashion that the exemplar of both of these
manuscripts was written in relatively short lines,
15-16 characters in length.

In what direction do these data point? No
simple answer suggests itself. In order to do
full justice to the complexity of the issues
involved, it would be necessary to enter into an
extended discussion of the literary history of the
book of Joshua, something that Emanuel Tov, A.
Graeme Auld, Alexander Rofé, and others have
assayed with considerably more elegance than I
could.>*

At this point, perhaps, a few general comments
may suffice. There is no question that the MT of
Joshua is longer, fuller, more extensively
elaborated than the LXX of the same book.>> Is
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this difference in length due primarily to the 01d
Greek translator's Hebrew Vorlage or to his
manipulation, generally in the direction of
curtailment, of a Hebrew text essentially
equivalent to the MT? As is fairly well known,
the latter judgment was that of Max L. Margolis.~°
On this point, however, he was wrong. Already in
1914 Samuel Holmes had argued that the 014 Greek
translator prepared a generally faithful, if not
literal, rendering of the Hebrew text that lay
before him.>’ For the modern period, Harry M.
Orlinsky first pointed out the flaws in Margolis'
understanding of how the 0ld Greek translator
operated.59 The correctness of the position taken
by Holmes and Orlinsky has been subsequently
confirmed by Tov, Auld, and myself, among
others.®

There is, in short, no question that the
isolation and determination of 0ld Greek readings
in Joshua brings us, to some degree, into contact
with its Hebrew Vorlage. The precise proximity of
this contact is a matter of some disagreement. It
is Tov's judgment that '"this translation contains
many examples of very free exegesis in both small
and large details, but at the same time it
reflects faithfully many details of its Vorlage,

160 I

inter alia many significant Hebrew variants.
tend to limit the scope of what Tov terms ''free
exegesis" and find myself in general agreement
with Tov's later characterization of the 01d Greek
translation as ''relatively free to relatively
literal."® I also feel that there is consider-
able validity to Fernandez Marcos' overall

judgment that, in many blocks of material, the 0G
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accurately reflects its Hebrew Vorlage at the

level of "major deviations,'" less so in the matter
of individual words and phrases.‘s2

Be that as it may, there can be no doubt
(1) that a Greek tradition for the book of Joshua
is recoverable, (2) that this tradition was less
full than the developed MT, but that (3) it also
contained a number of distinctive features,
including material additional vis-a-vis the MT. %
As mentioned several times above, I do not detect
any sure signs of this tradition in secure or
probable 4Q readings.

It should be added, at the risk of redundancy,
that the determination of original versus
secondary readings cannot be made on anything
other than an individual basis. Even after we
have recovered the shorter OG of a passage and are
convinced that it accurately, though not necessar-
ily literally, reflects its Vorlage, we have not
completed, but only begun, the comparative,
sometimes intuitive, process of sorting out
secondary development from original text. 1In this
paper, I have alluded more than once to my own
judgment on specific instances, but (in the nature
of the text critical enterprise) I am far from
convinced that I am correct each time.

We have portrayed the scribes responsible for
4QJoshua as working largely within an MT
"context.'" That this kind of text - shall we call
it proto-MT? - was in existence around 100 BCE is
hardly surprising. We are, of course, free to
jettison Cross' designation of this type of text
as Palestinian, for we cannot be certain that the
scribes of these manuscripts worked in Palestine
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at Qumran or anywhere else.d‘ But is it not
likely that they did?

For me at least, it is tempting to envision two
groups of near-contemporaries having access to
proto-MT Hebrew manuscripts: a pair of scribes, on
the one hand; one or two more translators/
revisers, on the other. For the latter, I have in
mind the unknown individual(s) responsible for the
kaige-Theodotionic version of Joshua, preserved in
Origen's sixth column and elsewhere. The Hebrew
text to which this individual's (0l1d) Greek text
was revised is remarkably similar to the developed
MT. This (these) individual(s) may have worked
only a few decades later or maybe even at the same
time as the scribes responsible for the Joshua
scrolls found at Qumran. I suspect that kaige-
Theodotion is (also) to be located in Palestine.®™

But differences soon intrude. To an extent,
they entail certain natural, even necessary,
contrasts between scribe and translator.®®
However, it is another sort of contrast that I
wish to make at this point: I believe I can
reconstruct what the translator was doing, how he
did it, and perhaps even why; for the 'Qumran"
scribe, I have nothing beyond very tentative
suggestions to offer. With respect to kaige-Th it
is, I think, fairly straightforward. He had
before him a form of the 01d Greek of Joshua,
which he proceeded to revise to a proto-MT form of
Hebrew.® In the process, he retained as much as
possible of the Greek that lay before him, even
when he was compelled to correct that text. The
mindset of such a reviser is conservative, even
reverential, with respect to his base text, but at



THE QUMRAN FRAGMENTS OF JOSHUA 179

the same time he cannot avoid dealing with its
obvious inadequacies vis-a-vis the foreign lang-
uage text to which he is revising. Considerations
of community and audience vie for his attention
with these concerns for text. A difficult
balancing act, no doubt, in antiquity as well as
in the modern world. Theodotion I judge to have
been remarkably successful in this entire
enterprise.ds

For the scribe(s) whose work ended up at
Qumran, even if it did not originate there, the
reconstruction of activities is anything but
straightforward.éo But we should not be deterred
from attempting to understand the scribal process.
as outlined above, I consider it likely that this
scribe made use of an evolving (that is,
expanding) form of the tradition eventually
designated MT. From the sources or resources at
his command he may well have derived a sense that
expansion was not simply possible, but even
desirable. How would one arrive at such a
judgment? After all, the MT of Joshua would not
strike even a careful reader as particularly full
or expansionistic, unless that reader had some
basis, biblical or extra-biblical, for comparison.

One possibility is that the manuscript used by
the scribe (let us hypothesize he used only one
written source or manuscript) was one into which
numerous marginal and intralinear notations had
been introduced. Essentially, then, his '"copy"
would have consisted of a relatively primitive,
original text of Joshua, which had been
extensively ''marked up'" either by our scribe

and/or by others.”® 1In this way, we could explain
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the presence of both original readings and of so
many secondary expansions in the Qumran
manuscripts. The material thus introduced
reflected a fairly advanced stage in the
development of the MT, and additionally it
stimulated our scribe to undertake expansions of
and on his own.

Analogies for this type activity can be amply
documented, as Max L. Margolis demonstrated in a
speech of his that I annotated and published under
the title, "Ars Scribendi: Max Margolis' Paper
‘Preparing Scribe's Copy in the Age of

**?* In this address Margolis shows

Manuscripts.
that the editor responsible for the Joshua portion
of the Complutensian Polyglot handed the
typesetter a thoroughly worked-over manuscript
(B-McL: b). Only this explanation accounts for
the otherwise bewildering assortment of readings
displayed in the great Polyglot.7z In the same
paper Margolis cited another parade example of
this phenomenon: editors of the Sixtine edition of
the Greek 0ld Testament, which was based on
Vaticanus, gave their typesetters a marked-up copy
of the already published Aldine print. Some
distinctive Aldine readings remained uncorrected,
however, and these crept into the Sixtine
edition.”?

Margolis also referred, although without much
comment, to another type of analogy, which is
perhaps even closer to what I envision. 1In his
analysis of the Greek manuscripts of Joshua, he
was led to go beyond the trifaria varietas of
Jerome and to propose a fourth, Constantino-
politan, family. 1Its dependence on Origen's
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Hexapla is, in Margolis' view, obvious, but
equally obvious is its access to a source that
retained proper names in their earlier, perhaps
original form. Thus, although secondary readings
predominate, an earlier stratum does shine
through.?‘

I do not know if I have correctly discerned the
nature and substance of what 'crept" into or
"shines" forth from the 4QJoshua fragments. Nor
do I know how this scribe's work was received when
it was presented to its original or subsequent
audiences. As an object of study and analysis, it
may be judged - in antiquity as in the modern
world - by one set of standards. Another series
of criteria, only partially recoverable for us,
was used by the community for whom this version of
the words and deeds of Joshua became Sacred Writ.
And, I cannot help thinking, there were some in
that community who would be pleased that a
portion, albeit a small portion, of their text

survived. I share their pleasure.

Additional Note:

Emanuel Tov has offered us not only an
alternative to Cross' Theory of Local Texts, but
also at least a partial description and evaluation
of the context in which Cross formulated his
hypothesis.75 As narrated by Tov, Cross was too
quick to organized the manuscript evidence from
Qumran according to the well-known tripartite and
bipartite divisions of previous generations. But
why did he act in this manner? And what about
others in similar circumstances? Is it simply the

comfort one derives from following traditional
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categorizations, or an intellectual laziness that
allows earlier scholars to do our thinking?76 I
do not think that such negative evaluations do
justice to scholars or scholarship in general.
Without commenting on any specific example, I
would like to introduce a somewhat different
perspective that could be brought to bear in
evaluating many individual cases.

In a recent issue of The New York Review of
Books, R. C. Lewontin reviewed a book by Harvard
biologist Stephen Jay Gould.”” Gould's work deals
with fossil discoveries at Canada's Burgess Shale.
According to Gould, its initial discoverer
willingly '"shoehorned'" the fossils into the then
standard classification of animals. That was near
the turn of the century. Only seventy years later
did a group of individuals come along and
recognize that many of these fossils reflected
life forms radically different from what had
previously been known."®

What causes one individual or groups to take a
conservative view of fossil (or manuscript)
discoveries, while another adopts an outlook that
is nothing short of revolutionary? For author
Gould, the key lies in the socio-economic class to
which the investigator belongs or with which he
identifies. Reviewer Lewontin counters that these
distinctions more likely "arise from the fact that
professional scholarship is a way of building a
life, and that successful careers are constructed"
along one of '"two patterns for a high status
life." One, represented by the original discover-
er, is '"to become part of the political hierarchy

of the field," immersed in the bureaucratic and
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organizational side. The other, exemplified by
Gould's heroic young Turks, entails rebelling
"against the orthodoxy of their predecessors and
saying something new.'" Such revision, common not
only in evolutionary biology, does not depend on
ideological conflict, but rather on more general
scholarly, even temperamental bases. Who is to
say where the greater value lies? And why should

we be forced to do so?

Appendix

More significant readings are underlined, but no
attempt is made to distinguish sure from merely
probable text.

Transcription 1. Josh 3:15-16 (4QJoshb)
[T 5o by xbp 7MY 2w A¥P] 3 153 PR R

oon
l ... mhundbln DR 2WA VIBPM HRP MWD

Transcription 2. Josh 6:5-10 (4QJosh®)

ST3[3] B[R 21 v AbYY [0Rn TLYA Nl pa aben Abvh
[ Xp™]
TR NI R IRE [OOR BN DIAD] T O 1) 13 ve
[ 3R
PaR] ob 0B 2 Mo AYIR 3] RYY DD AvI;
[ BRI

2 ph "3 PBAM PYA Ox 1307 Ma] ava Sr v
[V ] 10 N]

AIV[ 3 DWMYI DOIAST VIR AV DR LRI W[ RD NN
[o] D
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DML 3] WY OB WP MEL v o1 b [ovhavng

T v

MmN 2127 [Wwpn oanon b Ihwn pabnm onnwg
5w ML or] B
DWW ME OV XY MDA LIpm BT ORI INK]
[ &5 apynb

9D [D27 aoen k¥ &by adhp or wnan 85 wean)
[ R 23] Y

Transcription 3. Josh 7:12-15 (4QJosh®)
ovnh o &by ond b o oan &by (o b e

QY OR OTP OIF 2237ph OTna Tnan xb [ O DonL}
qimial
oo 5xaes smbr I bR A2 D snnb [ YaTpnnd

8339p3
oA a>on T 23308 o5 opb bown [ xb bxae
oo3pn
7V 1995 en pasn AW 830 v2aeb Tp33 [an3pn]
327pD
M 27235 299 AL W Wb ex oam] o bl
ora 2bam

AW M3 ok 13v [ 0 er b nny nr ox3] e
new 3

Transcription 4. Josh 8:3-5 (4QJosh®)
by LIt AN wi mbvb] aprboa ov 5o v
[ o mbr

[2°39R% 2OR IRD RS onr wn abH] anben b aa
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DT €2) TIRD VWA 1D PN 5R A v nrp wn Or
[223 aobo

I D A PR DR 3R oR tew avn] b o
[ eRD RIph

[ .. oTRI RO

Transcription 5. Josh 8:7-9 (4QJosh®)
[T A% V] 0T D[R ]

Y T2T2] @Rl 9 DR ade5nnhs a1y Qo ﬂD’ﬂ'?N]
[ IR™ YN

[ ... bIxR 15 v anben asnr nnx]

Transcription 6. Josh 10:3-5 (4QJosh®)
[T ]

Ton arow 5xv] jran] qrbn amn Sr abevy Ton pox
[ »® bry mp»
Br 35 apxb pbay qrbin (31T ey @b i
[ W32 DR A1931 O] Y

[...3]50" worm ey ory 0w ] OR andben [ 3]

Transcription 7. Josh 10:11 (4QJosh®)
D3 BN APIY IY @v] Ben B anar amby Then man

[ "R
[ ... b 3] AT WANRD T2 JANRD
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NOTES

1. P. Benoit et al, "Editing the Manuscript
Fragments from Qumran,' BA 19 (1956) 84. This
article is an English translation of '"Le Travail
d'édition des fragments manuscrits de Qumran," RB
63 (1956) 49-67. Since Cross presumably presented
his initial findings in English, it seems
appropriate to report them in that language.

2. For a later formulation, see, e.g., F. M.
Cross, The Ancient Library of Qumran (rev. ed.;
Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1961) 151 n. 84: "The
Joshua manuscripts at Qumran are systematically

‘ Septuagintal’ in character."

3. J. A. Soggin, Joshua (OTL; Philadelphia:
Westminster, 1972) 19.

4. M. Woudstra, Joshua (NICOT; Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 1981) 40. Woudstra's (mis)placement of
Greek manuscripts at Qumran is apparently based on
a mis- or hasty reading of Soggin. On this see

L. Greenspoon, '"The Use and Abuse of the Term
‘LXXx’ and Related Terminology in Recent
Scholarship,' BIOSCS 20 (1987) 21.

5. C. Newsom, '"The‘Psalms of Joshua’ from Cave 4,"
JJS 39 (1988) 58 n. 6.

6. On this point, see several articles by E. Tov,
including "The Textual Affiliations of 4QSam”,"
JSOT 14 (1979) 37-53, esp. 50-51; '"Determining the
Relationship between the Qumran Scrolls and the
LXX: Some Methodological Issues,' The Hebrew and
Greek Texts of Samuel (1980 Proceedings IOSCS,
Vienna) (ed. E. Tov; Jerusalem: Academon, 1980)
45-67; "A Modern Textual Outlook Based on the
Qumran Scrolls,'" HUCA 53 (1982) 11-27, esp. 20-21.
See also K. A. Mathews, '"'The Leviticus Scroll
(11Qpaleo Lev) and the Text of the Hebrew Bible,"
CBQ 48 (1986) 171-207, esp. 194-95.

7. R. Boling, Joshua (AB 7; Garden City, NY:
Doubleday, 1982).

8. Boling, 219. For details see below.

9. Tov, '"Hebrew Biblical Manuscripts from the
Judaean Desert: Their Contribution to Textual
Criticism," JJS 39 (1988) 15 n. 39, 32. Earlier
("The Growth of the Book of Joshua in the Light of
the Evidence of the LXX Translation,'" Scripta
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Hierosolymitana 31 [1986] 322) he had cited the
longer ending of ch. 8 (as he does here [p. 6

n. 5]) in support of this contention: "The ending
of chapter 8 in that scroll [4QJosh®] differs from
all other known sources, so that its textual
independence vis-a-vis the other sources should be
recognized." I draw a different conclusion from
the evidence of chapter 8 (see below).

10. For what has now become the classic
formulation of Tov's view, see his '"Modern Textual
Outlook."

11. E. Tov, '"Midrash-Type Exegesis in the LXX of
Joshua,'" RB (1978) 50-61, and '"Growth of Joshua,"
321-39.

12. See also Tov ("Growth of Joshua,'" 322): "When
I read this scroll [4QJosh®] I thought at first
that its contents were relevant to the LXX. This
is not the case."

13. In this paper I use both the term "LXX" and
the expression "0OG,'" but not interchangeably (see
my "Use and Abuse''). The earliest (recoverable
form of the) Greek translation of Joshua is
designated the O0G. In general, it is the Hebrew
Vorlage of this 014 Greek that is of most
interest. It is possible, moreover, that the
scribe responsible for the Qumran scrolls of
Joshua (also) came into contact with readings that
reflect the distinctive secondary developments in
the Greek textual traditions. On such occasions,
I make use of the broader term LXX.

14. Very few researchers have explicitly addressed
such questions. Among those who have, I have
especially profited from reading J. E. Sanderson,
An Exodus Scroll from Qumran: 4QpaleoExodM and the
Samaritan Tradition (HSS 30; Atlanta, GA: Scholars
Press, 1986). See, in particular, ch. VI (pp.
261-306): "Editorial and Scribal Processes in the
Late Second Temple Period as Exhibited in the Text
of Exodus." See also Tov ('"Hebrew Biblical
Manuscripts,' 20-27) and E. C. Ulrich ("Horizons
of 014 Testament Textual Research at the Thirtieth
Anniversary of Qumran Cave 4," CBQ 46 [1984] 616~
19) for discussion and further bibliographical
references.

15. L. Greenspoon, 'Biblical Translators in
Antiquity and in the Modern World: A Comparative
Study," HUCA 60 (1989) 91-113. There are, to be
sure, several dangers inherent in such
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comparisons, i.e., reading modern categories and
concerns back into the past. However, I am
committed to "the general notion that ‘translators
will be translators,’ even when they are separated
by a time period as extended as 2,000 years.
Today's translators are confronted by many of the
same problems as their ancient counterparts, and
their solutions to these problems do not differ as
much as we might suppose" ('Biblical Translators,"
94 n. 8). This holds equally true, I submit, for
revisers and scribes.

16. See below on the number of manuscripts and
possibly also the number of scribes involved.

17. E. J. Epp, "Toward the Clarification of the
Term ‘Textual Variant,’" Studies in New Testament
Language and Text: Essays 1in Honour of George D.
Kilpatrick on the Occasion of his sixty-fifth
Birthday (ed. J. K. Elliott; Leiden: Brill, 1976)
153-73.

18. See my remarks in Boling, 110.
19. See n. 1 above.

20. In forthcoming DJD volumes Ulrich is respons-
ible for 4QJosh°, Tov for 4QJosh . Both have
shared their findings with me, and for that I am
most grateful.

21. For specific references, see n. 6 above.

22. I base this characterization only on what I
can read on the leather and on what I can
reconstruct with a high degree of probability.

23. For recent statements of Cross' overall views,
see F. M. Cross, '"The Evolution of a theory of
Local Texts,'" Qumran and the History of the
Biblical Text (ed. F. M. Cross and S. Talmon;
Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1975) 306-20;
and '"Problems of Method in the Textual Criticism
of the Hebrew Bible," The Critical Study of Sacred
Texts (ed. W. Doniger O'Flaherty; Berkeley:
Graduate Theological Union, 1979) 31-54.

24. Tov ("Growth of Joshua,'" 326): "In Joshua, on
the other hand, the LXX lacks not more than 4-5%,
a proportion similar to that in Ezekiel."

25. For the latter, Tov seems to suggest that such
"non-MT" expansions preclude the designation of
our scrolls as '"MT." See, e.g., the material
quoted in n. 9 above. In my opinion, this
conclusion does not necessarily follow from the
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evidence. On this, see further below. Earlier in
the same article ("Growth of Joshua," 321f), Tov
writes more generally: "There is one further
source which also differs considerably from MT...
I refer to a Hebrew scroll from Cave 4 in Qumran,
4QJos®, fragmentary in nature, but rather
extensive and often different from MT."

26. No one today can ignore the legitimate
concerns of his fellow scholars to have access as
quickly as possible to as much Qumran material] as
possible. My decision not to publish photographs
is, I hope, balanced by my willingness to share
the photographs with interested scholars upon
their request.

27. Tov (private communication), allowing for
considerably longer lines at this point,
reconstructs in accordance with the full MT.

28. See below, e.g., at 4:3 and 7:14; cf. 7:12.

29. On the length of lines in "anterior" copies,
see, e.g., M. L. Margolis, '"Textual Criticism of
the Greek 01d Testament,'" Proceedings of the
American Philosophical Society 67 (1928) 190-91;
and more recently, V. A. Dearing, "A New
Explanation for the Discontinuities in the Text of
Isaiah 1-10," The Critical Study of Sacred Texts
(ed. W. Doniger O'Flaherty; Berkeley: Graduate
Theological Union, 1979) 77-93.

30. See references in n. 6 above.

31. Tov (private communication) reads the
preposition 3 rather than 3 at beginning.

32. Newsom, 'Psalms of Joshua,'" 67. The

direction of dependence or indeed whether there is
any dependence cannot be determined with
certainty.

33. Tov (private communication) favors this view,
as do I.

34. We are prone to speak of the addition of oan
as a "correction'" toward the LXX. However, there
is no way of knowing what motivated someone to add
this word. If this is an example of the work of a
"corrector," he seems to have been a singularly
lazy or disinterested individual.

35. The wording of this ''suggestion' is purposely
vague and minimalist.
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36. Some observers may suspect that here I am
veering away from a likely 4Q-LXX connection in
order to protect my hypothesis. In my defense I
can respond that this connection is at best only
possible or suggestive.

37. On this see the relevant discussions in S.
Holmes, Joshua: The Hebrew and Greek Texts
(Cambridge: University Press, 1914); M. L.
Margolis, The Book of Joshua in Greek (Paris: Paul
Geuthner, 1931); Boling, Joshua; Tov, 'Growth of
Joshua;" and other sources.

38. More on this below.

39. A reconstruction that Boling (p. 219)
accepted. See also above.

40. But none of these appears on the leather.

41. On this see also the sources listed above in
n. 37.

42. In any event, these verses cannot be said to
offer anything other than supporting evidence for
an argument with securer bases in other passages.

43. For further details see the sources listed
above in n. 37.

44. The task of reconstruction, never an easy one,
is even more difficult here because of the
curious, unique reading exhibited by 4Q on the
leather earlier in v 11.

45. Having largely discounted the significance of
a possible 4Q-LXX connection just above, I am in
no position to insist on the importance of a
probable 4Q-MT agreement here. But, I suppose,
there is some force in even inconsistent
insistence.

46. On this latter point see M. L. Margolis, "Ai
or the City? Joshua 8.12, 16," JOR 7 (1917)
491-97.

47. I have purposely used the broader term "LXX"
to indicate some uncertainty, at least in my mind,
about the wording of the OG in these cases.

48. I am sensitive to the criticism that I have
simply "explained away,' rather than fairly
examined, evidence contrary to my hypothesis.
Nonetheless, it seems more profitable, if less
prudent, to argue our case as forcefully as
possible.
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49. On the original text here see the sources
listed above in n. 37.

50. Although, in my opinion, the Qumran scribe
himself ''composed" the longer and probably also
the shorter addition here, I suspect that some
discerning scholar will be able to link the
substance of this unknown additional material with
a known development within the midrashic
tradition. That identification will have to await
the fuller publication of this scroll. There may,
in addition, be some connection between these
additions and the Psalms of Joshua, especially
4Q379 (see Newsom, '"Psalms of Joshua,'" 65-68).

51. On this section as a late addition, see E.
Tov, ''Some Sequence Differences between the MT and
the LXX and Their Ramifications for the Literary
Criticism of the Bible,'" Journal of Northwest
Semitic Languages 13 (1987) 152-54.

52. Cf. Judg 1:4-7. On the question of
originality see Boling (Joshua, 278), who also
wrote the commentary on Judges for the Anchor
Bible.

53. But we cannot be certain about the 0G.

54. For Tov, see ''Midrash-Type Exegesis,'" '"Some
Sequence Differences,'" and "Growth of Joshua'" (all
cited earlier). For Auld, see A. G. Auld, Studies

in Joshua: Text and Literary Relations (Unpub.
diss.; University of Edinburgh, 1976); 'Cities of
Refuge in Israelite Tradition,'" JSOT 10 (1978)
26-40; "Textual and Literary Studies in the Book
of Joshua,'" ZAwW 90 (1978) 412-17; "The Levitical
Cities: Texts and History," 2ZAw 91 (1979) 194-206.
For Rofé, see A. Rofé, '""The end of the Book of
Joshua in the Septuagint,' Henoch 4 (1982) 17-35
(a Hebrew version appeared earlier in Shnaton 2
[1977] 217- 27); and "Historico-Literary Criticism
Illustrated by Joshua 20," I. L. Seeligmann Volume
(ed. A. Rofé and Y. Zakovitch: Jerusalem, 1983)
137-50. The above listing is not intended to be
exhaustive.

55. See above. Note also the preponderance of
asterisks in Origen's hexaplaric edition of this
book.

56. Typical of Margolis' judgment is the
following statement ('"Textual Criticism,'" 196):
"Oon the whole he [the 0l1d Greek translator]
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handled his Hebrew freely, repeatedly curtailing
the text."

57. For Holmes see above n. 37.

58. H. M. Orlinsky, '"The Hebrew Vorlage of the
Septuagint of the Book of Joshua,' Congress Volume
1968 (VTSup 17; Leiden: Brill, 1969) 187-95.

59. For Tov and Auld see above n. 54. See also

L. Greenspoon, '"Theodotion, Aquila, Symmachus, and
the 01d Greek of Joshua,'" Eretz-Israel 16 (1982)
82-91; and Textual Studies in the Book of Joshua
(HSM 28: Chico, CA: Scholars Press, 1983).

60. Tov, '"Midrash-Type Exegesis,'" 51.

61. Tov, '"Growth of Joshua,'" 327f n. 18. "At the
same time," Tov continues, 'the freedom of the
translator is often predictable, so the
reconstruction of the Hebrew base is often

easier than shown by mere statistics."

62. N. Fernandez Marcos, ''The Use of the
Septuagint in the Criticism of the Hebrew Bible,"
Sefarad 47 (1987), esp. 70-71.

63. For a detailed examination, see Tov, 'Growth
of Joshua."

64. Recall that Tov, ('"Hebrew Biblical
Manuscripts," 15 n. 39) placed 4QJoshua®™ in the
category of '"Biblical texts not written in the
Qumran orthography."

65. For the material in this paragraph, see my
"Biblical Translators." On the last point, see
esp. p. 112.

66. See, for example, H. M. Orlinsky, 'The
Septuagint as Holy Writ and the Philosophy of the
Translators,'" HUCA 46 (1975) 89-114. The thrust
of his argument should, in my opinion, be accepted
as operative in evaluating the work of any trans-
lator, unless compelling counterarguments can be
adduced.

67. A further distinction, between translation and
revision, is also necessary: '"As distinct from a
translation, which entails the fresh rendering of
a text from one language into another, a revision
is most dependent on an existing text in the same
language. It is a matter of degree: no trans-
lator, however original, is totally unaware of
earlier renderings, nor is even the most slavish
reviser without knowledge of the foreign language
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text that stands behind the earlier translation
with which he works. Or, to put it another way,
it's a matter of starting point: the translator
begins with the foreign language text; the
reviser, with a text in his own language.'" See my
"A book ‘Without Blemish’: The Jewish Publication
Society's Bible Translation of 1917," JQR 79
(1988) 17.

68. As I wrote at the end of Textual Studies (pp.
380-81): "Theodotion, in our opinion, embodies
those concerns that a reviser or translator ought
to display. First of all, he was faithful to and
respectful of the text he was revising. Secondly,
he was knowledgeable of and careful with the text
to which he was correcting. And, perhaps most
important, he took into account the needs of his
intended audience and produced a text in which the
flavor of neither the Hebrew (as with Sym.) nor
the Greek (as with Aq.) was lost.'" The jury is
likely to be more mixed in assessing the success
of Margolis and the translation committee he
headed.

69. As is also true with any such reconstruction
(Tov, ''Modern Textual Outlook,'" 26-27 n. 70).

70. The terms in quotation marks are familiar to
any editor. Their appropriateness in this
context is explained below.

71. JOR 71 (1981) 133-50. See also '"Ars
Scribendi; Pars Reperta,' JOR 72 (1982) 43-44.

72. For further details see also L. Greenspoon,
"Max L. Margolis on the Complutensian Text of
Joshua,' BIOSCS 12 (1979) 43-56.

73. See further M. L. Margolis, '"The Aldina as a
Source of the Sixtina,'" JUBL 38 (1919) 51-52.

74. M. L. Margolis, '"Specimen of a New Edition of
the Greek Joshua,'" Jewish Studies in Memory of
Israel Abrahams (New York: Jewish Institute of
Religion, 1927) 309-11; reprinted in Studies in
the Septuagint: Origins, Recensions, and
Interpretations (ed. S. Jellicoe; New York: KTAV,
1974). For further details on Margolis' C
recension, see his "‘Man by Man,’ Joshua 7, 17,"
JOR 3 (1913) 327; and "Hexapla and Hexaplaric,'
AJSL 32 (1916) 137-38.

75. See Tov, ''Modern Textual Outlook."
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76. I hasten to add that these explanations are
not Tov's, nor are they attributable to anyone in
particular. They simply reflect one sort of
inference that could reasonably be drawn from any
such situation.

77. R. C. Lewontin, '"Fallen Angels: Wonderful
Life: The Burgess Shale and the Nature of History,
by Stephen J. Gould," The New York Review of Books
(June 14, 1990) 3-7.

78. Analogies with the manuscript discoveries at
Qumran readily suggest themselves.



THE OLD GREEK OF ISAIAH IN RELATION
TO THE QUMRAN TEXTS OF ISAIAH:
SOME GENERAL COMMENTS

ARIE VAN DER KOOI1J

Since the discoveries in the caves at Qumran in
the late forties and in the early fifties, the 01d
Greek of Isaiah (hereafter: LXX Isa) is no longer
the only witness to the early history of the text
of Isaiah. Among the large number of (fragments
of) biblical texts the following Isaiah-texts have
been found:

- 1Q1sa®, a complete scroll, the only one among
the biblical texts from Qumran; dating from the
late second century BCE.

- 1QIsab, preserved in a fragmentary state, with
major parts from Isa 41 onwards; dating from the
late first century BCE.

- 40Isa>", fragments of about 17 scrolls;' dating
from the period 150 BCE - 70 CE.

- 5QIsa (5Q3), a tiny fragment, dating from the
first century CeE.?

195
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For 1QIsa® and 1QIsab official editions are
available,a but up to the present the edition of
the 4Q fragments has not yet appeared.‘ Yet we
know something about these fragments because P. W.
Skehan has published a list of the contents of all
the 4QIsa MSS,5 and F. J. Morrow, a student of
his, has catalogued and analyzed all the variants
of these MSS in his dissertation, entitled The
Text of Isaiah at Qumran.6

As is well known the above mentioned QIsa-texts
are not the only texts with regard to the book of
Isaiah found at Qumran. We also have parts of
pesharim on several passages from Isaiah.’ The
large number of biblical Isaiah texts, together
with these pesharim and, furthermore, the many
instances of citations from and allusions to
passages from Isaiah,8 make it fully clear that
this book was a favorite one at Qumran. For our
subject, LXX Isa in relation to the QIsa-texts, we
limit ourselves to the biblical texts from Qumran.

Both LXX Isa and the QIsa-texts go back to the
period of c. 150 BCE until 70 CE. These texts are
important witnesses to that early period of the
history of the text of the Hebrew Bible, the
period before c. 100 CE, i.e. before the proto-
masoretic text dominates the scene. The period
before 100, or maybe even before the first century
CE, is characterised by the well known and much
discussed variety and fluidity of biblical texts
and text traditions. This applies also to our
Isa-texts from that period: they too display a
variety, as may be clear from the following
characterizations.

LXX Isa and 1QIsa° both reflect a free approach
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towards their Vorlage, as appears from deviations
and variant readings of a linguistic nature, as
well as from contextual changes such as
harmonizations. Both texts are also characterized
by interpretative renderings or readings.

1QIsab, on the other hand, is a text of quite a
different type, reflecting a conservative attitude
towards its Vorlage. Though paleographically
younger than 1QIsa°, as far as its orthography is
concerned 1QIsab is much older. As a copy it
belongs to the accurate type,° and being very
close to MT it can therefore be regarded as a
pre-masoretic text.*®

The fragments of 4Q are to be seen as a third
group:u as a whole they offer a large number of
variants, but these variants are, in general,
rather insignificant. The 4QIsa-texts hold a
position somewhere between 1QIsa® and 1QIsab,
being closer to the (proto)-masoretic text than to
1Q0Isa®. According to Morrow the variants of 4QIsa
are due to 5 tendencies: (a) breakdown of Hebrew
grammar and usage; (b) breakdown of Hebrew
pronunciation; (c) substitution of more normal or
current diction, including the interpretation of
difficult or unusual words in terms of what is
known; (d) a harmonizing tendency with regard to
person; (e) influence of similar biblical passages

12
on each other.

So one can discern three kinds of Isa-texts.?
As far as the QIsa-texts are concerned, a three-
fold variety is attested in one and the same
region, namely Judea. This means that these data
cannot be accounted for by the theory of local

text—types.i‘
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Though LXX Isa as well as QIsa are indeed to be
considered as early witnesses, as stated above,
one should not forget two important differences
between them: in contrast to QIsa the 01d Greek,
as a translation, is not a text written in the
language of the Hebrew Bible itself, and the 01d
Greek is not attested by any manuscript dating
from the time when the original translation was
presumably made. Because of these two aspects LXX
Isa is in fact only an indirect witness to the
early history of the text of Isaiah.

On the other hand, however, LXX Isa has the
advantage of being a complete text. Though this
is, quite exceptionally, also the case with
1QIsa°, all other QIsa-texts, as well as all
remaining biblical texts from Qumran, have been

preserved in only a fragmentary state.

After these introductory remarks we will now
deal with our subject matter, LXX Isa in relation
to QIsa, from two points of view:

1. LXX Isa together with QIsa against MT.
2. LXX Isa compared with QIsa.

I1

Because all these materials are witnesses to
the earliest attested period of the text of Isaiah
it is of course most important to look for
"pre-masoretic'" readings which are older than
(proto-)MT. As we all know the number of variants
offered by our texts, be it directly or, in the
case of a translation, indirectly,15 is very

large. However, for several reasons most of them
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are of a secondary nature. A particular element
which limits the value of alternative readings is
the fact that they are not supported by all
available witnesses.

It will be clear that variants shared by LXX
Isa together with all QIsa-texts are of particular
weight, the more so when 1QIsab joins in.

However, these cases are very rare.*® By way of
example we refer to three quite interesting cases
which are found in the last verses of Isaiah 53:
53:11

TIRTS MT ] W ANTY 10Isa®, 1QIsa”, 4QIsa®, LXX Isa
(SeratL avrw Pwed

53:12 .

MBI MT ] SNBDR 1QIsa®, 1QIsa®, 4QIsa®, LXX Isa
(xpapTiagd

aswenb MT ] onvwerb 191sa® (APA-), 1Q0Isa®, 4QIsad,
LXX Isa (Sia Taqg auapTLag aLTWwV)

The fact that these variants are attested by
all the early witnesses so far available for these
verses strongly favours the assumption that they
are to be seen as belonging to the pre-masoretic
text of Isaiah.'” This is the more probable since
1QIsab, a conservative type of text, joins the
other texts.

Cases of combined evidence from LXX Isa and the
QIsa-texts versus MT are very rare indeed. Though
the most important MS, 1QIsab, is only fragment-
arily preserved, because of the nature of this MS
one can safely assume that the rare cases of
combined evidence point to a pre-masoretic text of

Isaiah which is very close to (proto-)MT.
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III

We will discuss now our second point, LXX Isa
compared with the QIsa-texts. As we have seen,
the QIsa-texts fall into three groups: 1QIsa°,
1QIsab, and 4QIsa. What can be said about the
relationship between LXX Isa and 1QIsa”, 1QIsab,
and 4QIsa respectively?

As far as the matter of recension is concerned,
it has become clear that there is no particular
connection between LXX Isa and any one of the
three groups of QIsa-texts.'® This holds not only
for 1QIsab“’and 4QIsa,z° but also for the most
interesting text, 1QIsa°. It should be stressed
that not only do LXX Isa and 1QIsa” deviate in
many instances from MT but both are also mutually
divergent in a large number of cases, whereas the
number of common readings versus MT is relatively
very small. In his valuable discussion of these
agreements, J. Ziegler offers some suggestions
with regard to the common readings: some were
present in the Vorlage of LXX Isa, be it in the
text, or in the margin, and others, in particular
the lexical variants, were part of a scholarly
tradition.?* As always, the difficulty is to know
whether a variant reading is going back to a
Vorlage, or is due to the method of the author
(scribe or translator). In light of the overall
character of our texts one is more inclined to
ascribe agreements on word-level to a common
practice of both authors rather than to their
Vorlagen.

So, quite different from the state of affairs

with regard to the books of Samuel and Jeremiah,
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notable agreement between LXX Isa and even one
(group of) QIsa-text(s), against MT, does not
emerge from a comparison between these texts.

This does not mean, however, that there is no
relationship or connection at all. It is to be
asked whether, on the basis of characteristics
other than that of textual agreements, LXX Isa has
something in common with any one of the
QIsa-texts.

Apart from a few readings, it can be stated
that 1QIsab and 4QIsa do not have any particular
trait in common with LXX Isa, though it must be
admitted that a comparison with 1QIsab, and even
more with 4QIsa, is complicated by the fragmentary
state of these Isa-texts. But, unlike 1QIsab and
40Isa, it is 1QIsa® which has something in common
with LXX Isa. Both texts, dating from the same
period, the second half of the second century BCE,
differ markedly from MT, and both reflect a free
approach towards their Vorlagen.

We will concentrate therefore, in the rest of
our paper, on the question of the relationship
between LXX Isa and 1QIsa®.

In his lecture during the IOSOT-congress at
Strasbourg in 1956, P. W. Skehan, dealing with the
relationship between LXX Isa and 1QIsa°, stated
that 1QIsa® "illustrates ... an exegetical process
at work within the transmission of the text
itself, in Hebrew."?? He referred to @iegler's
study, Untersuchungen zur Septuaginta des Buches
Isaias, in which it is suggested that cases of
borrowings from other books into the text of
Isaiah, as well as cases of harmonizations within

the book itself may already have been present in
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the Vorlage of LXX Isa. Skehan applied this idea
to 10Isa®; LXX Isa and 1QIsa® are, he then
remarked, "mutually illustrative, because the
cave 1 manuscript gives us, for the first time in
Hebrew, the kind of glossed and reworked manu-
script that the LXX prototype must have been."*?
However, with regard to all this, determining
which variants go back to the Vorlage and which
are due to the author remains highly problematic.

Though the usual method of comparison on word-
level is quite understandable for text-critical
purposes, this approach is too limited with regard
to LXX Isa and 1QIsa°, since these texts reflect a
free approach. This means that an analysis of
variant readings has to be carried out within the
scope of the nature of each of these texts itself,
before a comparison with the other text is made.
In my opinion, though a lot of research has been
done, further research is needed on LXX Isa and
10Isa®, each in their own right, before an
adequate comparison can be made.

It is commonly agreed that in these texts under
discussion a free approach towards their Vorlage
is visible. But what do we assume about the
nature of a translation like LXX Isa when we speak

" or of a "free translation?"

of a '"free approach,

The distinction between a "literal" and "free"
translation is a very old one indeed. In ancient
times, scholars like Cicero and, like him, Jerome
were well aware of these two types of translation:
the literal one was characterised by the

expression verbum pro verbo, and the free one by
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sensus de sensu.** Though very useful, these
designations constitute but a broad distinction.

A free approach means, in fact, two things: (a)
a free attitude towards the Vorlage, and (b) a
free representation of it. A free rendering,
first of all, concerns the language of the Vorlage
in several respects (grammatical, syntactical,
semantic, stylistic, and idiomatic). 1In case of a
translation into Greek, the aim is to produce an
adequate rendering in good Koine Greek.*®
Further, a free approach may also have to do with
the content of the Vorlage. 1In such a case the
translator apparently feels free to deviate from
his Vorlage (also) with respect to content, for
some reason or other.

As for the characteristics of a free approach
in the sense of a free translation, the following
aspects or tendencies apply:

- the aim of writing good Koine Greek, both with
respect to syntax and to idiom;

- inconsistency, or variety, of lexical choices;
different word order as well;

- grammatical and contextual changes, such as
harmonizations;

- that of adding or subtracting words or
phrases.26

As we know from past research, these aspects, and
others as well, are typical of LXX 1sa.?”

Today, we live in the era of the computer, the
great advantage of which is that quantitatively as
well as percentilely literalness can be measured
in a more accurate way than ever before.
Furthermore and importantly, it is now more
readily possible to detect patterns on a
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syntactical or stylistic level in Greek as part of
the method of a translator. 1In relation to these

matters we now have some interesting results from

the well known CATTS project.za

However, in particular with regard to free
translations, such as LXX Isa and LXX Job, these
findings, though of a great help, have their
limits. The conclusion, based on earlier research
or on modern research by means of the computer,
that the data justify the characterization of
"free approach," leaves several questions
unanswered. It is helpful and important to know
that certain variants, pluses or minuses, are due
to contextual changes, but the question remains
open whether they are intentional or uninten-
tional. It is also important to know that the
lexical choices display a great measure of
inconsistency, but the question whether they are
pure guesses or deliberate choices, serving some
(contextual) interpretation, remains open. Let us
state it in this way: for what purpose or purposes
did the author of LXX Isa, or mutatis mutandis the
scribe of 1QIsa®, use the '"free approach"? 1In
short, one wants to know more than simply whether
the attitude of the translator towards his Vorlage
was literal or free.

Instead of guessing whether a translator made a
guess, or made his translation from intuition, or
whether he harmonised rather mechanically or not,
a more detailed analysis of a text such as LXX Isa
is needed. As I have argued elsewhere,zo with
regard to LXX Isa I prefer the following approach:
each pericope should be analysed in detail, both
on a linguistic level and on the level of
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contents, including a comparison with MT. Thus
one can attempt to determine whether, and to what
extent, deviations in LXX Isa from MT are serving
a particular interpretation of the actual context.
If so, they provide us with little evidence that
might go back to a different Vorlage.

Our choice for the pericope as the basis for
closer research has to do with the scribal and
reading practices of the ancient world. This
aspect is particularly interesting with regard to
10Isa®. 1In this scroll the pericopes are clearly
indicated by a nuanced system of text-division.?®
As to 10Isa® I prefer also a more holistic, and
less atomistic approach, by which I mean that
there should be a close reading of a pericope,
including an analysis of its syntax, its form and
its contents, taking seriously its own variants,
its own division and subdivision. In terms of
antiquity, such a reading means in fact the
reconstruction of the avdyvwsig, the ''reading
aloud" of the text, which implies, particularly in
the case of an unvocalised text, a first
interpretation of it.

As an example I may refer to my analysis of LXX
Isa 8:11-16 and 1QIsa” 8:11-18.>" Both passages I
have analysed in the way just mentioned. The
conclusion was reached that each passage
constitutes a coherent text in its own right,
containing a form and content quite different from
the other, and each one is different from MT as
well. Deviations or variant-readings turned out
to be part of a particular interpretation.

Let me give some examples:

- MT Isa 8:11 has the reading 10", '"and YHWH
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instructed me (not to go the way of this people)."”
LXX offers in its place the rendering &neifodor
(presumably via the root TM0), "they disobey,'" and
together with other deviations from MT this
rendering makes perfect sense, though one quite
different from that of MT: persons with power,
leaders, do not obey the way of this people.

- In MT Isa 8:15 the verb D#>, "to stumble" is
used. In LXX this verb has been rendered here by
&8vvatfhoouvotr. This equivalent for 5©> does not
occur in the rest of LXX Isa, nor in the other
books of the LXX. In our pericope, however, this
rendering makes perfect sense: the strong leaders
shall became '"powerless.'" A nice example of a
lexical choice in view of the actual context in
Greek (vs. 11).

- In 1QIsa®, the text of 8:11 has the reading
MDY, "He (YHWH) will cause us to turn away
(from walking in the way of this people).”" A
close reading of our pericope, including this
variant, reveals that this reading serves a
particular interpretation of Isa 8:11ff.

- This pericope of 1QIsa® also contains an
interesting case of text-division: within 8:12-13
(see col. VIII, 1. 6) the scroll displays an
interior subdivision marked by a blank space in
the line. As a result, the words DINR3X 77 R
are not part of vs. 13, as is the case in MT, but
figure as the last words of vs. 12. Reading the
text of 1QIsa” as it stands, an understanding of
this text different from MT emerges. Our variant
in vs. 11 and this subdivision create in the text

of 10Isa® "a strong emphasis on the group of the
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prophet and his followers, standing as a group
opposed to the people.'®?

My conclusion is that in these, and other cases
as well,aa the passages involved constitute a
deliberate composition. This means that the
authors are not to be regarded simply as dragoman-
translators or copyists, but more likely as
scribes and scholars. Or to put it in terms of
antiquity; they are to be seen as '"oratores,"
rather than "interpretes.'"”*

This conclusion may help us in finding an
answer to our question concerning for what purpose
the authors of LXX Isa and 1QIsa” used the free
approach. But again one wants to know more. For
two further questions arise, namely, (a) why, for
what purpose, did the authors produce their text
as a deliberate composition, and (b) how did they
produce their text.

The first question is a hermeneutical one; it
has to do with the status of our texts, being
prophetical books dating from the hellenistic
period. As has been argued first of all by I. L.
Seeligmann, LXX Isa contains passages which
reflect an understanding of the prophecies of
Isaiah as predictions of what happened in the time
of the translator.’”> This means that LXX Isa may
be read and understood (i.e. decoded) as a
collection of prophetical oracles like Daniel 11
or Book III of the Sibylline Oracles.

As I have argued elsewhere,a‘s 1QIsa° also
contains texts which reflect such an actualization
of prophecy, an understanding of prophecies
typical of the Qumran community as appears from
the pesharim. In this respect 10Isa® 8:11 is a
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most interesting case: the tenor of this verse,
within the pericope to which it belongs, agrees
with the use of this verse in other texts from
Qumran. This text appears to be "an important
text in the self-understanding of the Qumran

- Ird . .
" So the most natural conclusion is

covenanters.
that 1QIsa® 8:11ff reflects the attempt of
legitimating the Qumran community on the basis

of this passage.

Our second question, concerning how such a text
was produced, has to do with the interpretation
technique of the time. How was the Vorlage read
and interpreted, and which exegetical devices were
used? It will be clear that this question is of
crucial importance for the matter of the Vorlage.

At the end of this paper I return to the
relationship between LXX Isa and 10Isa®, the texts
on which we have concentrated our discussion. What
do both texts have in common? Both texts are, in

my view, '"mutually illustrative,' not only with
regard to their free approach, but also in the way
in which both authors have used this free
approach. My tentative conclusion is, that they,
as scribes and scholars, have made the effort to
create new texts with a meaning of their own,
presumably with the ultimate purpose not only to
modernize the text linguistically, but also to
actualize the prophecies of Isaiah.

Of course, further research has to be carried
out, in order to get a better knowledge of both
texts in their own right, and hence to be able to
carry out a comparison between both as adequately
as possible. But if we are on the right track, it
would mean that both texts reflect some literary
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activity of scribes resulting in updated texts of
Isaiah, kinds of new editions of the book. It
would also mean that the significance of their
relationship lies not so much in their being the
earliest witnesses to the text of Isaiah, but more
in particular in their being kindred pieces of
Jewish literature from the hellenistic era.
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STATISTICS AND TEXTUAL FILIATION:
THE CASE OF 4QSAMZ/LXX
(WITH A NOTE ON THE TEXT OF THE PENTATEUCH)

Frank H. Polak

This paper aims to propose a method to deter-
mine the relationship between the MT and the
ancient witnesses to the text of the Hebrew Bible.
Our first step is classifying the variants into
categories. 1In order to establish affinities the
data in these categories are analyzed statis-
tically. On the basis of these findings one may
establish descent by the standard methods of
textual criticism. That is to say, our approach
is similar to the stemmatic method, but it will be
based on statistics.

By the statistical method we can prove the
following theses:

a. 40Sam®™ and the parent text of the 0ld Greek of
the Book of Samuel descend from one common

exemplar (3), which differs from the ancestor of
MT and represents a revision of the ancient text.
b. 4QpaleoExodm and the Samaritan Pentateuch (SP)

215
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of the Book of Exodus represent one and the same
revision & (including also 4Q758 11-12) made on
the basis of Proto-MT (D), but they do not descend
from the same manuscript. These texts are related
to MT, which is, however, closer to Proto-MT. The
LXX is not related to B.

c. 11QpaleoLev, MT and SP of the Book of Leviticus
are all independently related to Proto-MT (P); the
01d Greek is not related to this text.

d. Both in Exodus and in Leviticus the 014 Greek,
SP and the scrolls have been influenced by a
revision of the ancient text (R).

Of course, similar theses have already been
expressed in the past, but they have also been
challenged. The statistical method enables us to
turn scholarly intuitions into conclusive

evidence.
I

The relationship between 4QSam® and the LXX
poses a dilemma. On the one hand, the scroll
contains numerous readings that differ from the
MT, but match the OG according to LXX" or the
(proto-)Lucianic version. On the other hand, the
scroll also contains many variants that are not
attested by the Greek; therefore we cannot bluntly
state that 4QSam® is identical with or directly
related to the parent text of the LXX. Cross has
tried to solve this problem by assuming that both
the LXX (the Egyptian text in his system) and the
Qumran scroll (the Palestinian recension) repre-
sent a scribal reworking that has bypassed the MT
(of Babylonian descent).’ 1In this point he is
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followed by Ulrich, in his discussion of the
relation between the scroll and the text used by
Josephus.2 On the other hand, Tov has argued that
the disagreements between the scroll and the LXX
are more numerous and more important than indic-
ated by Cross and Ulrich; he has also pointed out
that in some sections, independent variants are
more frequent than in other parts.a Thus he
considers the scroll an independent witness, not
to be characterized as 'Septuagintal." Tov's call
for more precision in the statistical treatment of
the material provided the starting-point for our
investigation.‘ First I wish to set out some of
the principles of the statistical approach; next I
address the question why this method should be
used.

Before turning to the figures, we must deter-
mine what to count. Arithmetically the interchange
e /oYy (1 Sam 1:25) has the same value as a
long addition, but in fact its status is quite
different. The first variant is no more than a
common interchange of singular and plural, whereas
a long addition pertains to the structure of the
text, might represent exegesis, and on all
accounts has far more implications. It would be a
serious error to count both variants together in
one class.’ Therefore, analysis of the figures
must be preceded by an objective classification:
1. Obvious mechanical variants,

2. Substitution / interchange of words within the
same syntactic slot,
3. Longer / shorter syntactic slots (expansion or

condensation),
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4. Presence / absence of entire syntactic slots
(addition or omission),

5. Presence / absence of entire clauses or
sentences (addition or omission),

6. Complicated redactional processes,

7. Changes in word order.

These categories are not quantitive. The point is
not that the phrase "B XRX¥I71 is longer than
327 (1 Sam 1:23), but that it occupies the same
slot in the sentence. By the same token, the
expansion of PTNMM to PANY) PIM in 1 Sam 15:27 is
quite different from the addition of M) jJ2 in

TJ )72 NIIANR. In the former case the longer reading
introduces an explicit subject into the sentence,
whereas in the latter instance, a given slot has
been expanded; without this expansion, sentence
structure and meaning still remain the same.
Categorization has the additional advantage of
enabling us to differentiate between various
processes. For example, two manuscripts may
represent one and the same revision, without
descending from one common ancestor; this would be
evident from the data, for we would find
significant differences in the categories of
redactional processes and large plusses, but not
in the class of substitution.

For our inquiry each one of the categories has
been divided into subgroups. The first subgroup
includes all cases of agreement between the scroll
and the LXX (as against MT): a. 4Q = LXX /
against MT. On the other hand, disagreement
between the 01d Greek and the scroll covers three
subgroups: b. 4Q = MT / against LXX; c. LXX =

MT / against 4Q; d. all witnesses at variance.
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The last subgroup, e. indeterminable, is not taken
into account.

In order to examine the relationship between
the witnesses to the text, we assume at the outset
that there are no significant relations between
the texts. This is our ''zero-hypothesis" (Ho);
the aim of our statistics is to refute it ('"reject
Ho"). If H° is correct, laws of chance lead us to
expect every one of the sub-groups (a) - (c) to
contain the same number of variants, that is
circa 30 % of the total score. 1In order to
illustrate this assumption, we suppose a lottery
with a hundred prizes to divide (X=100), and 2,000
participants, who are equally distributed over 4
clubs with 500 members each, or .25 of the
population [probability=p(x)]. There is no reason
to presume that the allotment of the prizes should
not be the same for each club: in the long run
each club should win .25 of the total of prizes,
namely 25. This is the "expectation" [p(x).X].
"Expectation" is thus an objective theoretical
quantity, following from the figures alone. Of
course, in reality there may be deviations from
the theoretical expectation. In that case, we have
to ask whether this deviation can be explained by
the figures alone (there may always be '"flukes'),
or whether we must assume that the result has been
conditioned by outside constraints. For example,
the results of a lottery might be influenced by a
hidden magnet under the roulette-table. 1If
certain mathematical functions (e.g. Chi-square)
show that the figures alone suffice to explain the
deviation, it is "insignificant;" if the deviation

is too large to allow for such explanation, the
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distribution of the data is considered "signi-
ficant." Let us apply these concepts to the text
of the Book of Samuel. If we consider the
agreement between (most of) the witnesses the

"main stream of tradition,"

we may regard
disagreement (variance) as a deviation from the
main stream. The critic notes all cases in which
at least one of the witnesses contains a variant,
and thus reaches a total number of variants (X).
Since all witnesses have the same extent, the
probable occurrence of variants is equal for each
of them.® In the Book of Samuel the probability
of deviation MT = the probability of deviation LXX
= the probability of deviation 4Q = 1/3 of the
total number of variants. For X=75, one would
expect every witness to contain 25 variants.
Moreover, in some cases all readings must be
different from each other. From a statistical
point of view, this is the overlapping of two
disagreements (q,;), expressed by the product of
their probabilities [p(q).p(r)].? Let me illus-
trate this principle by means of the following
example: out of a group of 100 neighbours, 10
(p=.10) like football and 10 (p=.10) play chess.
How many football fans may be expected to play
chess? This question concerns the overlapping of
these two subgroups, and the answer is given by
the product of both frequencies: 0.1 . 0.1 . (X) =

.01 (Xx) = 1. 1In the Book of Samuel the probabi-
lity of all readings being different = 1/3.1/3
=1/9. Altogether we have 10 units: p(a) - (c)

=3/9 each; p(d)=1/9. That gives .30 for (a) -
(c), and 0.10 for (d). So, if every one of the

sub-groups (a) - (c) contains circa 30 % of the
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readings, whereas the fourth subset contains about
10 % of the total score, this is in keeping with
the theoretical expectation. Therefore, Ho cannot
be rejected. On the other hand, Ho must be
rejected in the following cases:

a. The sub-groups (a) - (c) contain significantly
more (or less) than 30 %. Whatever our personal
preferences, in this case we can only conclude
that there is a certain relationship between the
witnesses.

b. If rubrics (a) - (c) are more or less equal
and rubric (d) small or non-extant (significantly
smaller than 10 out of a total of 100), we
conclude that all texts have influenced each other
and all are interdependent. (If we have less than
a total of 100 readings this conclusion is not
warranted.)

c. Sub-group (d) contains significantly more
examples than expected (at least 11 variants out
of a total of 50), whereas rubrics (a) - (c) are
of equal size. In such a case, all three
witnesses are independent.

The statistical method has considerable
advantages to offer. Classical textual criticism,
as developed in 19th century classical philology,
requires the critic to establish the filiation of
texts on the basis of two criteria: common
corruptions and common characteristic variants.

If two texts have striking corruptions in common,
it is assumed that they descend from one exemplar
that contained these corruptions. If the critic
cannot detect enough common corruptions, he checks
significant common readings; failing this, he

tries his luck with a large number of less
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significant readings.9 In any case, the factors
common to the manuscripts should always be more
than mere chance.®

This method has come under heavy attack for a
variety of reasons, and in biblical studies it is
not very useful:
1. It is not always clear which reading is
original, and which one is secondary. The
decision which variant constitutes a corruption,
is always a matter of personal preference. Hence
this type of analysis necessarily involves
subjective judgment.10 Moreover, one cannot
always determine whether a secondary reading in
fact arose by corruption, or whether it represents
exegesis or revision for ideological or linguistic
reasons. If some textual witnesses contain common
features relating to exegesis and linguistic
revision, this does not imply that they are
related to one and the same manuscript. Agreement
of this kind might very well be caused by the
influence of exegetical tradition and may even be
coincidental. For example, in the pericope of the
Blessing of the Sabbath SP reads 213 2mox bon
Y R WOR5D JQ¥n, whereas the MT has D032
WAL (Gen 2:2). The fact that the LXX also
speaks of the sixth day does not mean that its
Vorlage and the Samaritan descend from one common
exemplar: both these witnesses may well represent
an exegetical tradition that aims to avoid a
reference to divine activity on the seventh day.
2. It is even more difficult to draw the line
between significant and meaningless variants.
Following Maas, one might state that a significant

variant is one which cannot have been invented by
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the medieval scribe.** This criterion, however,
can only rarely be applied to the biblical text:
we are not dealing with medieval copyists, but
with scribes in a period in which the literary
tradition of biblical Hebrew has still not been
forgotten. These scribes and translators are the
predecessors and contemporaries of the poets and
writers who composed the books of Ben Sira and
Jubilees, and the Hodayoth Scroll. Viewed from
another angle, a reading may be called significant
if it cannot have arisen by sheer accident. This
definition, too, is vague. For instance, Mathews
considers the variance WWTBN\/ Rt 13 (2 Sam 7:23
according to LXX, 40QSam®) to be significant.12
Another scholar might, however, regard this as a
matter of exegesis, or even as a common meta-
thesis. Another criterion for '"significance" is
idea content. A variant that relates to content
is significant, but an interchange like WRD/
“ur bon (1 Sam 2:16) is not. The problem is,
however, that for textual analysis interchanges
that are '"significant'" in this sense, are
necessarily suspect, since they may always involve
exegesis. The example of 1”15&1/5’5HN1 is a case
in point.

3. The classical approach is based on the assump-
tion that the manuscripts in question are not
"contaminated," i.e., that in copying his exemplar
the scribe has not been influenced by additional
manuscripts or oral tradition. Of course, if the
manuscripts in question have been subject to
influence from other traditions, common readings
do not prove common descent or filiation: the

. . . . . 13
variant may issue from alternative traditions.
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For biblical studies this point is decisive: the
frequency of the '"double readings'" shows that in
this area contamination prevails everywhere.
Exegetic tradition is a contaminating factor par
excellence. In short, the classical approach does
not offer any solutions for the problems posed by
the transmission of the text of the Hebrew Bible.
On the other hand, we must acknowledge that only
this approach can provide the foundations on which
to base textual criticism. Hence we must not
abandon the stemmatic method, but overcome the
difficulties involved.

In my opinion, these problems may be solved by
statistics. For statistical analysis it does not
matter whether a given variant is '"significant,"
"secondary," "corrupt" or "insignificant." What
counts, is number. Agreements (common variants)
are significant, if their number is "signific-
antly" larger than expected. 1If that is the case
the textual critic must reject the hypothesis that
these texts are independent; he may then proceed
to examine the connections between them by his own
criteria. This approach can also be applied to
contaminated manuscripts: if two manuscripts have
a large number of '"contaminations" in common, this
is a very meaningful feature of the transmission.

The statistical method does not require that
there be no exceptions to the rule. If there are
twenty cases of agreement of 4QSam=LXX (against
MT), and ten cases of disagreement (three cases of
4Q0Sam=MT and seven cases of LXX=MT, with an
expectation of nine), the statistician still

detects a significant connection between the
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scroll and the LXX. The exceptions are a matter
of chance. Hence, the result of our analysis will
be less rigid than a stemma properly speaking. 1In
fact, it should rather be regarded as a stream-
diagram, indicating different undercurrents within
one river-bed. Thus, statistical analysis meets
all our demands for certainty, without committing
us to the subjective presuppositions of the
classical approach. I do not pretend that
statistics are totally and unequivocally
objective. On the contrary, interpretation of
statistical data is a matter of common sense and
critical judgment. One may draw the wrong
conclusion. But on the whole this approach is far
more objective and well-founded than common text-
critical arguments.

In the next section I have listed and
categorized those passages of 1 Sam 1-2 Sam 10
for which the 4QSamq readings have been published
with the complete context of the fragment in which
they have been found; only in this case can one be
certain of being acquainted with all agreements
and disagreements;" additional variants (mainly
from Ulrich's discussion of the scroll) have been

presented as '"'additional examples;' they have been
marked with an asterisk, and will not figure in
the statistical analysis. Data on 2 Sam 11-24 are
to be presented in separate tables; instead of LXX
I shall mainly (but not always) quote the Lucianic
recension, in particular where LXX" represents
Kaige. I have not adduced readings based on
reconstructions of lacunae; a reconstruction of
this kind may be attempted in view of our final

results, but should not appear in a discussion of



226 FRANK H. POLAK

the basic data. This statistical method is not
concerned with the question which reading is
primary and which one secondary. In classical
textual criticism, however, this is a central
problem, and therefore we shall indicate those
cases in which we may take it for granted that MT
is primary (€M), that Q is primary (€Q) or that
LXX is primary (@G); cases in which both LXX and Q
have the primary text have been indicated by @@.
Our judgment was quite subjective, and has been
based on the recognition of supposedly ''obvious"
lexical difficulties (1d), '"obvious' exegesis
proving that the other reading is secondary (ex),
as well as considerations pertaining to
grammatical structure (str) and context (ctxt);
synonymous readings have been indicated by =.
Details that are important for the understanding
of the reading but do not constitute variants in
themselves, have been adduced within curly

brackets.

IT

1.0bvious mechanical variants
In this category I have listed those readings
for which LXX and/or 4QSam” "undoubtedly" offer
the primary text. In this case common variants
LXX=4Q may derive independently from the ancient
text.
a. LXX = Q / against MT

eeld 1 1;24 nebe oP3 MT ] Q,LXX
wban (Q+ P2 [13) B3]

eegr 2 2:21 SPD D MT ] LXX,Q TIp3M

gestr 3 2 Sam 6:3-4 APIII-TWIN MT

(dittography) ] LXX,Q> = 1 Chr 13:7
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disagreement LXX / Q
b. Q=MT / against LXX -0
c. LXX=MT / against Q -0
d. all witnesses at variance

eQ 1 5:9 W {A307} MT ] Q N3 =Luc.; LXX >
2 Sam
eQ 2 6:5 DWW WY MT ] Q VR[N V]
=1 Chr 13:8; LXX doublet

= 3 6:6 1921 MT ] Q 771 (277M); LXX

vwdaB; 1 Chr 13:9 773

2 Sam 11-24
a. Q = LXX / against MT

ee 1% 13:39 5B 737 MT,LxX ] Luc.nLxx™V,

Q Tonn i)
ee 2% 18:9 111 MT ] LXX,Q 50M (passive)
ee 3% 24:17 OMVT MDIRY MT ] Q AVAT ODI[RY]

ML = LXXMSS (majority, including

AMNB®”,Luc. = Copt.,Eth.); 1 Chr 21:17

MPVIA VY ; Tg. Neb.= MT but also has
RV TN RIWD
This category is too small to be taken into

account.

2.Interchange of words
The second category is far more important for
our purposes, since it includes small-scale
phenomena, which can only be transferred from one
manuscript to the other by copying.
a. Q = LXX / against MT
a) function words/grammatical interchange

= 1 1:25 W@y MT ] Q oOn@"M=LXX (Luc.
plural)

@estr 2 2:4 DM MT ] LXX,Q 10N

@Mstr 3 2:10 WY MT ] LXX,Q O (causative)

= 4 2:2Q0 WMRY ... TV MT ] LXX,Q ... T
AR

2:21 @Y MT ] LXX,Q 95
2:32 33 MT ] LXX,Q X33
5:10 33077 MT ] LXX,Q [2lm3on

[}
SO0,

Sam
8 3:29 b®1 MT ] Lxx,Q 5w

([ ¥
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o unn
-—
o

Additional
= 1%
2%

3%
4%
5%
6%*

7%
8%
b) lexemic

e@ex 13
= 14
= 15
@Mldex16

TR I TR
w0
]
3

@Mex 17

eQ 18

= 19
20

2 Sam

= 21

eM 22

eM 23
24

= 25

Additional

10%
11%
12%
13%

[(-]
=
[
o7

14%
15%
16%*

® 00
=2
]
%
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3:33 5% MT ] LXX,Q b

3:34 Evnzzm'a MT ] L);_)x,Q arnlenia
6:3 5% MT ] LxX,Q 5w

6:9 TBNM (XN} MT ] LXX,Q "prb =

1 Chr 13:12

examples:

2:36 ORI Efr 1 LXX,Q nrb

3:4 b 5% MT ] @ [DRI1IBY; Lxx
CUMOUNA COMOUVNA

8:18 RVIT MT | LXX,Q orn

9:18 SRIN® N8 MT ] LXX,Q bxne bz
14:47 338 L3N MT, ] LXX,Q 13 THnaY
31: 3 bx Mr 1 LxX,0 Y

2:5 OY MT ] LXX,Q v
3:1 @ anba MT ] Lxx,Q (51T oA

interchange

1:23 3937 OX ] LXX,Q; DB R¥IN
2:20 o) MT ] LxX,Q oo

2:22 M3b mMT ] Lxx,0 bab

2:29 WYIN MT ] LXX,Q 3N (cp. v. 32
D®3mY; laryngual)

2:29 @ORM3AS MT ] @ TOIAb; Lxx
évevroyeiobat (etym. v 13 )

5:9 YW 33D MT ] Q M) 13D; LXX: <o

peTerBely aVTAV

10:26 BWIOR  MT ] LXX,Q 7A[11M
10:27-11:1 @002 M MT ] Q WD N
LN = LXX

3:23 hnn br MT ) ,w;xx,Q <77 b

3:34 Bipao MT 1 0 [D1333; LxX bg vepar
4:12 D@3IWR MT ] LXX,Q D@3 50

5:9 17 J3M MT ] LXX,Q W man

(1 Chr 11:8 “LA 13M)

6:5 3 MT ] LXX,Q ™3

examples:

6:3 LTI MT ] LXX,Q TDI[3I1Y
9:18 AP@A MT ] LXX,Q W7

9:19 ARSI MT ] LXX,Q RV (V/7)
10:25 w13b MT ] LxxX,Q [W1pnS (cf.
6:2)

11:8 =mbx owbe MT 1 LxX,Q 7bR Dwaw
15:29 9p®Y MT ] LXX,Q 33

17:4 @& MT ] LXX,Q L3N
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Sam

@Mex

n N

@Q

eM

Additional

Sam

1d

Sam

17%
18%
19%

20%*

21%

1%
2%
I*

25:3 RIIY MT ] LXX,Q 2
27:10 P8 MT ] LXX,Q [Y]n gD
30:29 PR MT ] LXX,Q TIPT (T/Y,
metathesis)

3:3 axbo MT 1 Lxx,Q ANDT (¢ wHI2;
1 chr 3:1 bxuT)

7:23 VWIBRY MT ] @ 2BANRY; LXX xat
ckmvopaTte (1 Chr 17:21 »>)

Disagreement Q / LXX
b. Q = MT / against LXX

2:23 7587 DM3TD ] MT=Q ] LXX kotd o
pPTMME TOVTO

5:10 [J1VPY MT=Q ] LXX el¢ &oxordvo
(cf. LXX 17:52)

Sam 6:6 DX MT =Q,Luc. npdg ] LXX énd

c. LXX = MT / against Q

2:18 TN MT =LXX nepirefwcuévov ]

Q TN

2:29 DIRTND MT=LXX &nepxTe 1 Q &NROH
2:29 MY MT = LXX ®voiawg ] Q DN

5:8 2B MT =LXX mpeterdétw ] Q 13D[V]

3:29 VAR 03 53 MT = Lxx ] Q [5V]3
IRy ol

3:28-29 35 ... WM MT=LXX ] Luc,

0 5 M3 32 noar] o™

6:2 {771} "HYan MT=LXX ] Q Abvan

(1 Chr 13:6 nO5Y3)

6:13 RM1MIPI W MT =LXX ] Q 2™MB [AV]3&
[2"5"W 1Iv3eY = 1 Chr 15:26

examples:

1:11 gbYY MT=LXX ] Q ﬂ‘téw’
14:32 QN MT=LXX e€t¢ ] Q 9V; =Luc. end
26:11 DI MT=LXX ] Q Wn

d. all at variance

:20 bre MT ] LxX Expnoag nbren;
(115wen'®

:9 YO MT ] Q TOVTY; LXX: colon deest
11T W ORI MT ] Q [ DRa(P] or
OPYVT[P]; LXX ocdyxvoig

IO N

3:34 2233 MT 1 Q &37; LXX"* npocArayev
(MNrell., Luc. -yeg)
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5 4:4 7T MT ] Q WMM; LXX odtog
e. indeterminable

1:%’2 [¥]39 O MT,Q ] LXX T3 npoodny (=2
1305, 15 5r)
14 9:24 mBYAY MT ] LXX >; Q AVOL(I])
Ulrich / 19V (1] McCarter
27:10 5%1...507 MT ] 0 5»1...bR1; Lxx
KATE. . . KOXTH
= 2 sam 5:8 Wk Mg MT ] LXX xal Tovg

MlrooVvTag ~ q ; Q MIRW

2 Sam 11-24
a. Q = LXX-Luc. / against MT

a) function words/grammatical interchange
LucMNrell

= 1 24:16 71 MT ] LXX ,Q TN
(1 Chr 21:15 TIHY)

Additional examples:

1% 12:17 15 MT=LXX ] Luc.,Q 1OR
2% 13:24 773V a» MT=LXX ] Luc.,Q 133v Hr
3% 18:3 W MT=LXX ] Luc.,Q [ 1Q[°]
4% 20:10 @HOAA DR MT=LxXx ] Q @HAA HY (=Luc.
5% 20:10 770 MT ] Lxx*",Luc,Q 1979
6% 21:6__ (JNk) M g MT; k=Luc ]
Lxx““"'JR,Q (315 ooody; Lxx® Sétw
(= q)
eMia 7* 23:1 (5P} opg MT 1 @ (bR} P = Lxx,

Luc.

b) lexemic interchange
8% 11:4 2¥AY MT =LXX ] Luc. xol &nfizéev;
0 [RY]I2M

@Mex 9% 13:3 373V MT=LXX ] Luc.,Q (]
10% 18:9 DIOWINY MT=LXX ] Luc., O NV
11*% 18:11 AW MT=LXX ] Luc.,LXX ",
Q [ (pn]
eMid 12% 23:1 5P {gpn) MT 1 ,Q BR {(2pA) = Lxx

koprog, Luc. & @edg
13% 23:3 Sew...buw MTSLxX ] 0 ben..(bon]

= Luc. &pfov...dpxe

= 14% 24:15 '7 MT=LXX ] Luc.,Q 27bX

{* 22:51 IV MT =LXXplur.,Ps ] Q DVWN=Luc.
{* 22:33 MIVH MT LXX ] Luc.,Q MTRD=PsITTIRDA
{* 22:46 DOVJDOPHD MT=LXX ] Luc.,Q 20310nBDH
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{* 22:49 35N MT = LXX,Ps ] Luc.,Q %N

Disagreement Q / LXX
b. Q = MT / against LXX
1% 11:4 THR ROV MT = Q ] LXX wxal
cltofirBev npdg aVTAV
2% 18:6 NIR[7T] MT=Q,Luc. ] LXX elg Tdv
Spuoudv (=TD11)
{* 22:36 TV MT=Q ] LXX cwtnptag Mov
c. MT = LXX / against Q
1% 12:14 '7 Y39 DR MT =LXX,Luc., OL; ]
Q 'M M3 OR (= Copt.)
{* 22:48 I MT =LXX,Luc. ] Q 13/[...]

How significant are these figures? 1In

statistics this issue is settled by means of
mathematical functions, such as Chi-square (Xz).
This function is based on the difference between

"actual score," in relation to

"expectation'" and
the expectation itself: it is the sum (£) of the
squares of the differences between expectation and
actual score ([E(x)-x]z), divided each time by
E(x): T[E(x)-x1°/E(x)."® The outcome of this

function is significant, if and only if it is

beyond a certain limit (o), which may assume
several values: « = .05 , .025, .01, .005, .001.
What is the meaning of limits? One must keep in
mind that a function such as X defines a graph;
the limit (o) denotes an upper percentage of a
certain part of the surface of the graph: « = .05
means that o is the limit beyond which there lies
.05 (5 %) of the surface of the graph. For our
data (with three undefined factors = degrees of
freedom) the upper percentage .05 is reached with
7.81473. Any figure below this number lies to the
left of the limit; any number > 7.81473 lies to
the right. Since this is an extremely small part
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of the graph (<5 %), chances that the outcome
still depends on the figures only, are slight.
The higher the outcome, the smaller the remaining
part of the surface and the slighter the chances
that the result depends on the figures only. For
«=.05 these chances are 5 in a hundred, that is
out of a hundred results five would be
coincidental. For o=.025, the odds are 25 in a
thousand (five in two hundred); for «=.001 the
odds are one in a thousand.
Let us now proceed with the analysis of the data
for category 2.

Statistical analysis (2)

score frequency expectation x*

Q = LXX / against MT 25 .610 12.3 13.113

Q = MT / against LXX 3 .073 7.0317
LXX = MT / against Q 8 .195 1.5033
all at variance 5 .122 4.1 0.1976
Total 41 1 21.8456

Extremely significant for «=0.001 (>16.266; v=3)
This result is extremely significant. The
chances that it is coincidental (that is: H is
correct), are far less than one in a thousand.
Hence we must conclude that the scroll and the
Septuagint version of Samuel belong to one and the
same branch, as against MT.
A similar result has been obtained for 2 Sam

11-24:

score frequency expectation x*
Q = LXX / against MT 16 0.833 5.7 18.6123
Q = MT / against LXX 2 0.111 2.4018
LXX = MT / against Q 1 0.056 3.8754
all at variance 0 0 1.9 1.9
Total 19 1 26.7895

Once again extremely significant for «=0.001
(>16.266; v=3).
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3. Slots longer / shorter
a. 0 = LXX / against MT

a) MT shorter

@Mex
é@str
@Mstr

2 Sam

1

- wN

6

1:24 NP DR ADMRI MT ] LXX: kgl _&pToig
Kot oL ceptddrews ; Q [...] andb*?

2:2 PR MT] Q,LXX ]R NO[D] I

2:25 R MT ] LXX,Q [NoY] RWn

2:25 27BR MT ] Q M OR = LXX mpde
KOVPLOV

:28-29 35N, . .MIH MT=LXX ] Luc, Q
WO ) 13 NIEN] O
4:12 TI3R MT ] LXX,Q +73 (]3]

b) MT longer

@Mstr

@Mex
@Mex
eeld
2 Sam

é@ctxt

7
8

9
10
11

2:16 PRI MT ] LXX,Q “er byon'

2:21 3503 0 MT ] LXX,Q T I501 (cf.
LXX 2 Sam 12:24; Gen 4:25)

2:22 53 MT ] LXX,0Q> (T@R DR, cf.22b MT)
5:10 DIR3IX FIOR MT ] LXX,Q FIR3IX

10:26 Sm3 (325"} MT ] Lxx,Q Dnma a3

12 2 Sam 5:6 OR Y2 MT ] LXX,Q 2

Additional examples:

1%

2%
3%
4%
S*

6%
7*

8%
Q%

1:13 RYT 7307 MT ] LXX,Q RY1V (casus
pendens) )
2:30 OOBR DR MT ] LXX,Q Y¥MBR

3:4 bxww 5% MT ] 0 [(DRIVIne; Lxx
SapoVNA SauovNA

6:1 2WopdY MT ] Lxx,Q + B[M]1Nwnd
(cf. Deut 18:10,14)

6:3 VR MT ] LXX,Q + '71 3

6:4 37T SN3DY NWHBAY MT ] LXX,0 >
10:4 onb @ MT ] LXX 8Vo dnapxdec
Eptwv; Q [...1MWDN[N

2:15 Jn’::ﬁ MT ] LXX,Q P’»13 135
8:4 "MONR MT ] LXX,Q + [32]1

Disagreement Q / LXX
b. Q = MT / against LXX

a) MT shorter

2 Sam

1

2:16 &R MT,Q ] LXX = 3T ORI (cf.
2:15)

3:1 TIVIVMT = Q ] LXX = IV D30
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= 3 3:27 VAR MT= Q YIMN ] LXX = IRV MR
(Luc. = MT) 5

= 4 3:28 o9 IV MT = Q =Lxx® ] LXX
25L LY AOLD

b) MT longer
= 5 5:8 5RO MHR IO MT=Q ] Lxx bR

Additional examples

MLuc

= 1% 1:12 BYI MT = 9 ] LXX = yom 359
= 2% 10 14 ‘7‘1&@ YT MT = Q 1 LXX & oflketog
X VTOV

3% 26:12 D YPR MT = Q ] LXX >'D
c. LXX = MT / against Q
a) MT shorter

= 1 :24 DMDI MT, B3 LXX ] Q + IP3 [J3)

= 2 2 16 @7 {v‘ax} JBRM MT ] LXX el
ekeyev 6 dvhp; Q TINIRY LN 77IM

= 3 5:10 ‘on Rﬁ ]‘mx MT=LXX ] Q VR
Sy

2 Sam

= 4 3:34 o1t b3 MT=LxX ] Q >aVn

= 5 3:25 73 13 TIAR MT = LXX ] Q TI3[R]

= 6  3:34 MNON MT=LXX ] Q+ P12

= 7 6:13 ROAMIY W MT = LXX,Luc. ] Q [AIV]2Q

[D"?’N 11vaen oo = 1 Chr 15:26
b) MT longer

8 2:21 MW7 MT=LXX ] >Q
9  2:25 OFAR MT =LXX ] Q >

Additional examples:
= 1% 8:6 o2™avh MT = Lxx ] Q DTIY
d. all at variance

= 1 2:14 23 IR DHSPD AR T2 W W\’Dn MT
(4 nouns)] LXX eLg Tov Xeana TOV pEyav
n ele o xarklov n elc TNV kVBpav

(3 nouns); Q: 11153 WR VD2 (2 nouns)
2:15 vnnp‘n N5 NI MT ] LXX: xoi od uh
AéBw; Q NPHY (possibly < XMPYY RO

~ LXX="01P2 RDY)

[}
N

(I N
]
v
3

3 4:10 7171 RS MT ] 0 [ T Inrb; Lxx
67(; Luc Aéywv ozl
5:11 TP 138 WM MT ] Luc,Q P @M

BMN

(=VL = 1 Chr 14:1); LXX > WP

]
[N
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= 5  6:7 DTORA W av MT ] @ Wb
(217315 (87 = 1 chr 13:10; LXX doublet

Additional examples:

1% 6:20 @YIP @WIONRA ' MT ] LXX >
DFONA M Q > DMHNA (=L)X LUOMSS )21

2 Sam 11-24
a. Q = LXX / against MT

1% 19:8 R " MT ] LXX,Q IR oRk

= 2% 19:10 J9B7 MT ] LXX,Q + T3

ee 3% 15:31 IV MT ] LXX,Q [3T1M50Y

{* 22:39 Q¥MBRY 5O8Y MT dupl.] LXX,Luc.,Q

(OX ]MOR=Ps18

(* 22:43 DOPOR OPIN  MT dupl.] Q OVPTN = Luc,
Lxx™*; Lxxs“"Pc1|:~'rz~<P P

Disagreement Q / LXX
b. Q = MT / against LXX

= 1% 15:2 v YD MT =Q ] Luc. éni; LXX &v&
xeipo

c. MT = LXX / against Q:

1% 13:32 M3 MT =LXX,Luc. ] Q pr. 91>
2% 15:2 TD@R AT MT=LXX,Luc. ] Q TR
3% 18:10 TAR B MT =LXX ] Q &

{(* 22:37 ION0 MT=LXX ] Q>

Statistical analysis (3)

score frequency expectation

Q = LXX / against MT 12 .4 9.3

LXX = MT / against Q 9 .2667

Q = MT / against LXX 5 .1667

all at variance 5 .1667 3.1 2

Total 3 1 X" = 3.946

This distribution is insignificant. This rubric
contains quite a few cases of agreement LXX=MT,
whereas the scroll offers many particular

variants, including two shorter readings.
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4. Presence/absence of slots
a. Q = LXX / against MT
a) MT shorter

- 1 1:24 7pY WHUM ] LXX xal &vépn uet’
avTod ele oniwu - Q 1D WNIR Hom (cf.

b 'th’l in the penultimate clause)
@@ctxt 2 5:8 RWY MT ] Q + [AN]Y = LXX elg
reb6x

@ectxt 3  5:8 ‘LR MT ] LXX,Q + [AO)X

@ectxt 4  2:20 397N MT ] LXX,Q &RT ToM

= 5 2:32 7191Y MT ] LXX,Q + 7?2 (note : "33
pro MT 1°33)

2 Sam

@Mctxt 6 g:7 PR MT ] LXX,Q + []3 Hhddwmn]
INRE

@Mctxt 7 4:2 7 MT ] LXX,Q + na3wnb
= 8 6:6 NTU MO®M MT ] LXX,Q + VI [OR] =
1 Chr 13:9

b) MT longer

= 9 2:17 DWINRT IERI MT ] LXX,Q > DXINRT
e@str 10 5:10 MR MT ] LXX,Q + 117 (haplo-
graphy)
Sam
11 3:3 YSpaon 533 per MT 1 Lxx,0 [SpADIR
12 3:36 ""3W MT ] LXX,Q >

Additional examples

@@ctxt 1% 2:27 DIN¥NI MT ] LXX,Q + DYMI3V
= 2% 2:27 OR MT ] Lxx,Q >
= 3x 2:28 M5 MT ] LxX,Q
= 4% 10:25 PR ... bxiny (nbwm) MT ] Lxx,Q
2 w5 L. brwe (nhen)
5% 15:27 PIAM MT ] LXX,Q + DIN®
:31 Sane e ur ] LXX,Q >Dwng
7% 24:15 M MT ] LXX,Q + 1ON
8x 24:19 ™5 MT ] LxX,Q >

0w e

3:7 FBYY MT ] LXX,Q >
Mctxt10* 4:1 LHB®M MT ] LXX,Q + [D@3]1%8p
7:23 805 MT ] LXX,Q > (=1 Chr 17:21)
12% 10:5 TI5 MT ] LXX,Q + DWIRA [bwy] =
1 Chr 19:5

Disagreement Q / LXX

b. Q@ = MT / against LXX
2 Sam £
1 3:32 "R MT=Q ] LXX + énl opevvnp
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2 4:12 303 MT = Q,LXX Luc ] Lxx®* >
3 10: 6 “1"MY MT=LXX,Luc. ] Q + T2D 7OR
oD = 1 Chr 19:6

Additional examples:
1% 24:18 WORM MT = Q ] LXX + caovA
c. LXX = MT / against Q

1 2:23 DB® MT=LXX ] Q + [...]M33
2 2 Sam 6;2 7TVIY MT = LXX ] Q n]™Mp 5r
A5 [(MR] (2P =1 Chr 13:6

Additional examples:
= 1% 9:7 wib MT=Lxx ] Q>
d. All at variance

1 2:16 VOR MT ] Lxx >; Q JTIon O br
2 2:16 TVWPY g MT, // 2:15 ] LXX

SvuladnTw (=TIOPY passive); Q TTIDT WP
(>infin.=LXX; + subject)

3 2 Sam 5:1 NRD YANNM MT ] Luc ’-"%?f"ci
>TIBRM=LXX ', 1 Chr 11:1; Lxx Y
5 RN

Additional examples:
1* 11:9 70w DDlJ 70 D MT = LXX avplov
Vulv (+€oTat Luc.) N cwtnple ] Q [...]
[ JaenT Jnam
2% 28: 1 AR {13} MT = LXX ] Q +
ROV APND[HY]
e. indeterminable
1 Ssam 2:2 IMBRD ¥ PRI MT = Q ] for X LXX
has &{xaiog; possibly = MT (transl. techn.);
possibly = P(Y)7X; in connection with the latter
possibility, we should pay attention to the fact
that Q has a long gap which might be reconstructed

as MORD PYI¥ RN (Cross; see below).

2 Sam 11-24
a. Q = LXX,Luc. / against MT

1% 12:16 3207 MT ] LxxX™™°"',Luc,Q + pe3
2% 13:37 W3 MT ] LXX,Q + [POIR3
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3% 24:18 39 PR MT =LXX,>~ Chr 21:18 ]
Luc, Q » 15

Disagreement LXX / Q
b. Q = MT / against LXX,Luc.
1% 12:16 328 MT -~ 228 Q ] >LXX

2% 12:16 1Y MT = LXX ] >Luc,Q
4% 18:3 DLIT [MBRM] MT=Q,Luc. ] LXX kot

clnav
c. LXX=MT / against Q

1% 11:3 ON7 MT=LXX ] Q + 3x1 H> Ren[2]

1* 11:4 70ONRHPOH MT =LXX,Luc.,L 1 Q »

3% 12:15 @INM MT=LXX,Luc. ] Q >
(haplography, cf. &pa™, v. 16)

Baya
4 2

d. all at variance - 0

Statistical analysis (4)

score frequency expect x*
Q = LXX / against MT 12 .6 6 6
Q = MT / against LXX 3 .15 1.5
LXX = MT / against Q 2 A 2.667
all at variance 3 .15 2 .5
Total 20 1 10.667

Significant for «=0.025 (>9.3484; v=3).

Chances that this constellation is coincidental
are less than 25 in a thousand. Although this
result is far less obvious than the outcome for
category 2, the connection between the scroll and

the LXX is quite convincing.

5. Presence / absence of clauses / sentences
a. Q = LXX / against MT

a) MT shorter
1 1:24:0317 MT ] LXX + pet’ a0tdv (v.25)
kel nmpooHyrayov eévdniov kuvplov kol
Eopa¥ev 6 meThp avTOV TRV Buvslaev, TV
enOLeL ¥ muepdv eLg nyepag ™3 mupr,
Kot npocnyayev o naLéapLov kel ec@a{ev

v pdoxov kol mpochHrayev avva N HATNE
To¥ noldaprov kTA (repetitive; possible
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2 Sam

epanalepsis); Q + '7 o5 RaN ony ]
DI TBLY] BR[O NI13TT (AR AR ongn
[... D% RIM 57 OR onen 't apmr?
2:9 ®5 D MT ] Lxx,Q O [TW5 91T
[P M]3 TIan

3:10 92T MT k ] Q + [@VTIP LXX xOprog
ayLog .

2:24 P MT ] LXX,Q + N 12 Pevn 5K)

YOI R R [DIUIes V)W N[‘b

8:7 25w ORI MT ] L¥X,Q + D3
(LXX: wxal Exapev adTd) NP2] DGTNJE]
5x xnbu[a] [omxn TOn pele N
[mn1vbe 2 owann ey (P

b) MT longer

6  2:22 TILIP-ORY MT ] LXX,Q > ae
7 2:31-32 SRw-nAn MT ) LXX,Q
Disagreement Q / LXX
b. Q0 = MT / against LXX
1 1:24 5P WRD Q,MT | LXX >
2 2:9 WRT-YTOon ’BJﬁ MT -~ Q T
[...00& Y2 In ] LXX >
1% 8:18 "™y MT I Q ot ] LXX + o7t
VHele éferéfacBe exuvTOlLC %ﬁg;ééa
2% 15:29 Onan» MT=Q,Luc ] LXX avTog (some
MSS >) @nELANMCEL KoL OVK EuuEvEL
c. LXX = MT / against Q
@Mex 1 1:22 51 TV MT=LXX ] Q + WI®[ON)
1w 510 85w Tw A
(end clause parallels D070 TIL...28M)
@Mex 2 2:16 Q transposes (or repeats) 2:13
(35TIAY)-2:14a (excl. 'Y @YY 11DD)
before 2:17 (with many stylistic
adjustments that will not be disgcussed
now). Also Q adds: ...]nH T[3]72 2W
PR PR
@Mex 3 2:22 TIRD MT=LXX ] Q +[...] 3@ 2woan 2
4 6:9 '7T MT=LXX ] Q + 7WTY "R [RIDM]
= Luc.
@Qex 5 11:1 init MT=LXX ] Q pr

NI ORI T N2 oR ynb X ey w3 gbn e
AR N PR PIY] 90312 oab PN AP 12NN

N

@Y 332 OR AREY XYM 5RWE)[’] L [m:

Pey w3 (7o 21m 0 P XI5 AR TR (Maea
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TBY 913 [on 03] % EbR nuae po PR PY b
v53 2371 bR wan
Y e e S etn s
(inter lineas) [Tbba] 233 by
6 11:9-10 LXX=MT ] Q inserts line :
[...17 oo osbl...1;
continuation next line: [Y]JQIR [Y]NRI[1]

d. all at variance

1 2 Sam 6:7 Dot b MT ] LxX >; @ @R 5p]
P[] 5% (v nbe = 1 chr 13:10.

e. indeterminable
1 1:22 "V 5@31'79 MT ] LXX €wg Tod

dvapfvar 1o nelddprov, eédv &noyoeiakTicow
adté (4Q has DN @R TIY; does d&v
reflect a similar reading?)

2 Sam 11-24
a. Q = LXX / against MT
ee 1% 13:21 I8P D AN MT ] LXX,Q + 3¥D NID1]

[RIT 317903 92 I3[R 9D NI PIPR T 0OR
2% 13;27 OB 3 MT ] LXX,Q + D1P23R @LN]
5107 mend Ao
{* 2 sam 22:37 Hop YIEH RS MT=LxX ] Q:
interlineary addition (doubl.), and additionally
(on line) + [...] O MP IV R]?Y = Luc.
b. Q = MT / against LXX: - 0

c. MT = LXX / against Q
1 24:16 ‘ogvn MT=LXX ] Q + DR TI1M7T] R&NM

R[] P3Y PORA (PR ... IW
2 5 wa] A Aoab 131
P23 2013 o[ 5y anupr
2% 24:20 1OV 0M3Y MT = LXX (including
Luc.) ] Q + 2N &7 RINI PR3 [2050n]

Statistical analysis (5)

score frequency expectation
Q LXX / against MT 7 0.4375 4.8

Q MT / against LXX 2 0.125
LXX = MT / against Q 6 0.375
0
1

o

all at variance 1 .0625 1.6

Total 16 g

X" = 3.1667

This result is insignificant.
In this category the connection with the 0OG is

even less obvious than in rubric 3; on the other
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hand, the text of the scroll is slightly more
independent. These tendencies are still more
obvious in the categories of 6-7 (redactional
phenomena and changes in word order). In rubric 6
we count one agreement LXX=MT against 4Q, and one
case of disagreement between all witnesses;

rubric 7 contains 1 case of agreement Q=LXX, 1
agreement Q=MT, and 3 agreements MT=LXX; of course
these results are not susceptible to statistical

analysis.

6. Complicated redactional phenomena

1:28 'S o® INOWM MT ] LXX 2:11 kol kotéiinev
(many MSS -mov) avTtdv dketl évdniov kuplov;

Q [YIAhDY 2 W [mAM ] /237 [TV ]; order of
words: MT=Q, against LXX.

2 Sam 10: 6

MT=LXX
3377 3 oON DN

Ham mbx oy N3N0 ORI - - - -
3 23 2R AR aun Thp oy

W AOR “wY N

Q
oxnpy 307 A 3m.. . ] HDD[quWN M1
WA [RY 720D TBD oY) 2300 pOR Of...]

_ (@MY B IBORY Y [I3Y]
(~ 1 Chr 19:6-7 QAMPN IBORI ]I 1123)

7. Changes in word order
a. Q = LXX / against MT

1% 24:20 OO SBR/ATT 83 O8N MT ] LXX,Q
AT o D ARy ter onnl

2 Sam

2% 2:7 amZn/-;‘m‘a MT ] LXX,Q ~
1 5:13 TVI9/7W MT ] LXX,Q (1 Chr 14:3
T INT)
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Disagreement Q / LXX
b. Q = MT / against LXX
1 10:26 a3ba..."ex Snn/ ww w5 MT - Q
(@3353) ] Ixx: = ...7ex / Snm oz wobn
bane ov o3aba

1% 15:30 0D a1 SR QPT I MT =Q ]
LXX = DNO2Y T »Y 2Pt T

c. LXX = MT / against Q
2 Sam
1 3:34 oyToR &b 7T MT=Lxx 1 Q MITWIN?
(kb
2 3:34 W3/ owwnad 85 MT -order LXX |
0 axn &b arniens

3 5:8a @™MIvM...awmoon = LxxX°*, Luc. ]
Q [2MpR)n [MRY 2R DIN]Y
= LX) S cf. MT v. 6 DMIODM MNLT
(=LXX ; Luc. ); cf. v. 8b: MT MY
noDY =Q, LXX

e. indeterminable

1 Sam 2:2
MT Q
- - - [2bRD P PRI
753 R D JInb3 PRI
WEbRD e PRy mbrD e PR

LXX
P 5 . . ¢ N ¢~
Kol OLK €0TLV SIkolog wg O Be0g MMWV
> s P . ~
OVK E€CTLV XPYLOGE TTATV SOV

The view that the phrase xal odx €oTiv Slkaiog g
b 6edg Nu&dv corresponds to MT 1mbRD 1R
implies a change in word-order. 1In this case Q
might be considered to contain a doublet, which
also involves changes in the order of the phrases
(Cross; see above).
2 Sam 11-24
a. Q = LXX / against MT

1% 11:5 Y93R 797 MT ] LXX,Q 7771 DR
2% 15:2 PON 21Hw3aN RPN MT ] LXX,Luc.,
0 [a11busr 5 O
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3% 19:12 "33 Hx 7opm bx N3 5xﬁw153 3T
W3 br-ty nww MT ] LXX
Loy 590 "3 wrg by [_[5; 7ooR] D]
[ 17 PIIx b (nbe n Thnay ghon by N3
(NB:J77V277 PYVI¥ against MT,LXX)

ITI

Next we compare the agreements for categories
2-5; for the sake of comparison the data have been
given per 100.

Comparative Frequency

2 4 3 5
Q = LXX / against MT .61 .6 .4 .4375
Q = MT / against LXX .073 .15 .1667 .125
MT = LXX / against Q .195 .1 .2667 .375
All at variance .122 .15 .1667 .0625
Significance a= .001 .025 insignificant

Categories 2 and 4 contain a significant number of
agreements between the scroll and the 0G (> 60 %;
as against 30-40 % disagreements); on the other
hand, in categories 3 and 5 one notes the high
number of deviations that are characteristic of
the scroll, as borne out by the percentage of
singular readings:

Singular readings per 100

2 4 3 5
MT .732 .75  .548 .5
o) .317 .3 .451 .375
LXX .195 .25  .326 .125

40Sam® is much more individualistic than the LXX.
In comparison with the table of the agreements we
see that the more freedom the scroll is allowed,
the less it is related to the 0G. 1Its connections
with the MT are rather weak, although in rubric 3
the agreement Q=MT is remarkable. On the other
hand, there is a relatively strong affinity
between MT and the LXX, especially in rubric 5.
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Agreements per 100

2 4 3 5
Q=LXX .694 .706 .462 .4667
LXX=MT .222 .176 .192 .4
Q=MT .083 .118 .346 .1333
Significance o= .001 .025 insignificant

These data warrant two conclusions.

1. The extremely high agreement between Q and the
OG in categories 2 and 4 indicates that the scroll
and the LXX version of Samuel belong to one and
the same branch, as against MT. In other words,
they are related to one hyparchetype.

As these rubrics include many insignificant
variants in the sub-group 4Q=LXX, these two
witnesses appear to represent one common
manuscript tradition; otherwise it would be
extremely difficult to account for the similarity.
No doubt a scribe may decide to write ™R Yon for
SRS (1 Sam 2:16), or WDWFDS for Ww13b (10:25).

It is, however, highly unlikely that two different

scribes would introduce the same '

'insignificant"
revision time and again. Hence we can only assume
that 4QSam° and LXX ultimately descend from one
and the same manuscript (or alternatively: textual
tradition).

2. Rubrics 2-5 (categories 3 and 5 in particular)
also contain many divergences between LXX and the
Scroll. Hence we need a more precise definition
of the relation between these witnesses.

As this issue cannot be settled by means of
statistics, we have to apply the traditional
methods of textual criticism. This way we shall
also deal with the issue of the relationship

between the scroll and the Hebrew parent text of
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Chronicles. These considerations will provide
some clues concerning the date of this textual
tradition.

Iv

In many cases MT obviously has the primary text
as against the secondary variant of 40Sam® and
LXX. First we must mention those passages in
which the scroll and the OG agree in referring to
Mephiboshet, whereas the original text undoubtedly
meant Ishboshet:*®

2 Sam 3:7 TWORM MT ] LXX,Q + Hane [13 heswn]
4:1 Lp&™ MT ] LXX,Q + [De3]wmp
4:2 V7T MT ] LXX,Q + Dh&3ywbn
4:12 DRIMNR MT ] LXX,Q h@3yon

Since it is quite impossible to explain these

readings as the product of some common, recurring
corruption, they must represent a particular
exegesis. This surmise is borne out by the

following examples of exegetical variants:

2. Interchange

2:29 2o83H MT 1 @ TO3AD, LxX évevroyelobar
(=etym. « T03)

2:29 WYIN MT ] LXX,Q 901N (cf. v. 32 Owdan;
problem of laryngeal)

2:10 WY MT ] LXX,Q 1Y (causative)

3:34 53> MT 1 Q [DI33D; LXX dg vapan

6:13 NYIPY W MT =LXX ] Q 71]23&Y oy [Aav]ak
[@Y7 =1 Chr 15:26

6:3 DTV MT ] LXX,Q TB3[3]Y

7:23 VADRY MT 1 Q DYINNRY, LXX xal oxnvouaTa
(1 Chr 17:21 »)

11:4 VOR RN MT = Q ] LXX xatl elocfAbev mpdg
aVDTAV

23:1 bv opr MT 1 @ DR 2P cf. LXX (xOprog), Luc.
(6 6ecde)
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3. Longer/shorter slots

1:24 NBP MR A9R3 MT ] LXX xol &pTtoLg xal oLpt
ceptddrewg; Q [...] &N (the variant
cept8drewg reflects interpretation; cf. Lev
2:1,4; 7:12)

6:1 2Wop5Y MT ] LxX,Q + a[MInwnd (cf. Deut
18:10,14)

6:2 VR MT ] LXX,Q + '/ 53

4. Presence/absence of slots

15:27 PIM MT ] LXX,Q + DN
2 Sam 3:3 "Bpon 533 Pex MT ] Lxx,Q [(MbBEADIA

5. Presence/absence of clauses/sentences

1:24 MUY MT ] LXX + pet’ oLIdv (v. 25) xat
npocAyayov évdniov kuvplov kol Eopafev O

METHP *VTOV TNV Bvcilav, Nv énolel €& Nuepdv
elc Nué€pag TH xvply, Katl MPOCHyYwuyev TO
nal8dplov kol Eocpa¥ev TOV udoxov kot
npocAyayev avva N pATNe Tov matddprov kT’
(repetitive; possible epanalepsis); Q +
13T (DR VOR onEM ' MDD IR any]
DT DR QNN A AR DM QYY) WR([D
[... DR XRIM

Since according to LXX=Q the ox is slaughtered

twice, and Samuel is presented more than once to

the sanctuary, the longer text must be regarded as

secondary.

2:9 N5 D MT ] LxX,Q 132 Th3am a[nb a1 g
[=Rin$'S (actualisation%

2:24 VPY MT ] LXX,Q + R[ID 2D 12 pevn bn)
DDTE NR AR [T M ]aW

2:31-32 DRL-O0 MT ] LXX,Q »

2 Sam 8:7 2'b2n ONAM MT ] LXX,Q + OMWN[]
IO PUWI MR (LXX: xal éxeBev avTa) NMPY)
13 owpns e [(o5e3] by ymbu(a) (aven
[An DR

These variants represent revision and exegesis.
Thus it appears that 4QSam° and the parent text of
LXX derive from one common manuscript 3, which
offers a revision. This revision does not make
itself felt in MT, which testifies to the
unrevised text (R®).%° Hence we may Jjustify the
position of both Cross-Ulrich and of Barthélemy:27
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the scroll and the OG belong to one branch, which
is characterized by exegesis, revision and
"literary initiative.'" On the other hand, this
text also contains many readings that appear to be
original: it is an independent witness to the text
of Samuel.

Still, sections 2-5 also include a large number
of divergencies between LXX and Q. Hence it
appears that both texts have continued to develop
the basic revision each in its own way. This
justifies Tov's caution, that the Scroll is not to
be identified with the parent text of Lxx.*® But
these reservations should not prevent us from
recognizing the connection between these two
texts. Rather, we should conclude that the parent
text of LXX is closer to the original text of 1
than is the Scroll, which represents a further
development of this branch. This conclusion is
confirmed by an expansion of Q that is not
attested in the LXX:

1:22

MT b1y T ow WM ' D AR RN
(=LXX)

0 abip Tw...'"] b 3wy ' V1D OR [(ARIN]

P s 5o abiw v hiakialfghh)

The characteristic expansion of Q is a further
development of the text of the 01d Greek,which

represents Samuel as a temple oblate: (1:11)

LXX MT
kol Show avTdv vnn?;
évwniov cov '
SoTov =17 - - -

Ewe Muépac BavdTtou avTov =3B OV IV 1 e ba

The equation Sotdv = W) is based on LXX Num 3:9:
SSua SeSopévor = ANNI 2IN)  (a similar rendering
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occurs in Num 8:16; 18:6). Hence it is quite
probable that the parent text of the LXX had 132
in 1 sam 1:11.%® 1In fact, it is plausible that
the midrash of the Chronicler, who mentions Samuel
as one of the Levites (1 Chr 6:12-13, 18-19) was
also based on this reading: according to Num 3:9,
8:16 and 18:6 the Levites have been dedicated to
the service of the Temple as 2'JWN). Obviously
the text of 4QSam™ represents a similar exegetical
endeavour to give a contemporary expression to
Samuel's place in the cult. This is a powerful
example for the scroll's independent development
beyond the ancient prototype.

Additionally, we have to consider the following

examples:

1:24 ngbe o3 MT ] @ whwn 9p3 []3 IB31; LxX
w5en So3

2:16 1O MT ] Lxx >; Q: 3T T b

(specification of the addressee)
Possibly the LXX has, in its turn, been influenced
by the unrevised text (X).?® This surmise would
account for a constellation such as 2 Sam 6:13
N\IDY MWL MT=LXX 1 Q [D"?’N 71138y oMy [Av]1ae
= 1 Chr 15:26.

v

This passage presents one of the agreements
between the scroll and Chronicles. This type of
agreement bears implications for dating the text
of 3, for it might suggest that this revision
already existed at the time that the Book of
Chronicles was composed. We must, however, also
consider the possibility that this agreement

really is an independent residue of a more ancient
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text form. This assumption applies to all primary
readings and synonymous variants:

2 Sam 6:2 {77V} HY3I® MT = Lxx ] Q mbyan

(1 Chr 13:6 nn5D3)
12 FTTVIY MT = LXX ] Q [M@R] [am n]ap br
71D = 1 chr 13:5
15 QWIN2 Y MT 1 Q @3 ] =1 Chr 13:8;
LXX doubl.
SBRM (RN} MT ] Lxx,Q WK =1 Chr 13:12

:9 VT 13 MT ] LXX,Q TP 733" (1 Chr 11:8
PR 13N

16 TON...NTO nbe™ MT ] LxX,Q [OR] NI nben
RM™ ¥, 1 Chr 13:9 TARD Y ox & nben

6:7 OWBNT PN av MT ] @ [ IRV RA b
= 1, Chr 13:10; LXX doubl.
10:5 T3 MT ] LxX,Q + 27 [DP] = 1 chr 19:5

As these readings may well derive from the

QO O o0 =) [,

L

original text of the Book of Samuel, they cannot
be used to prove that the Book of Chronicles and 23
represent one common hyparchetype.

On the other hand, some data suggest that the
Chronicler was already acquainted with a revised
text. The Ark tale relates that God smote Uzza
for his "error'" since he had touched the Ark:

2 sam 6:7 Hon 5» MT ] LXX >. The Chronicler
explains: '"because he had put forth his hand to
the Ark" (1 Chr 13:10 N7 Bx v nbe —ex by);
the scroll, which has a long gap and VR[] 5N,
must have offered a similar reading.

In 2 Sam 8:7, Q has a long addition concerning
the subsequent fate of the golden shields David
had dedicated to the Temple:
obwId a3 MT 1 Lxx,Q + NPR] anwk{] ax
[a™xn OB peIw MR (LXX: kol Srapev adTd)
(Anbe 13 avans ma [aher] br abeia)
Since this chapter deals with David's conquests,
the reference to the subsequent history of the
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Temple does not belong to the original text.> 1t
is part of a later revision that aimed at unifica-
tion of the various allusions to the history of
the Temple and its treasures. Hence the reference
to Shishak's campaign (cf. 1 Kgs 14:25-26). This
expansion has a sequel in the LXX. After the
reference to the copper taken from Hadadezer
(8:8), the translator continues: év aVtd énolnoev
COAWMWY TNV BaAaconyV THV XeAKTV Kal TOVE CTVAOVLG
kTA" This text has not been preserved in the
fragments of the scroll, but it is quite similar to
the addition of 1 Chr 18:8 h@min 2 n& nnba ey a3
npnan YHD ORI oYL ORI Thus, the Chronicler
was acquainted with the expanded version of this
pericope. True, in this context he does not
mention Shishak's expedition (contrast 2 Chr
12:9); but this fact does not jeopardize our
argument: the Chronicler may have omitted it in
order to avoid its juxtaposition to David's
grandiose conquests. Thus, we are dealing with a
typically Chronistic revision of the text of 2.
This recension appears to have been the
Chronicler's Vorlage.?

Decisive variants, however, are rare.
Moreover, there might be a counter-example:
2 Sam 7:23 1AORY MT ] @ ©OHARY = LxX ol
oxnvouatae (1 Chr 17:21 >) If the Chronicler really
were dependent on 1, one would expect him to read
o'bnNY.  On the other hand, if he read 1MON1, the
omission would not be surprising. Still, he might
have been acquainted with both variants; in that
case the omission might be explained as a
conscious decision to suspend judgment.

Another difficulty is that the Chronicler does
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not substitute DX3MHD for NWIWWR. On the
contrary, he mentions boaor (1 Chr 8:33; 9:39),
whereas 2 Samuel has DQIENR. Moreover, he is
still acquainted with the name DV3>B (9:40; 8:34:
bya 30), obviously the original reading of which
DN is the exegetical recast (2 Samuel has
D37 where the Book of Judges has boaY). This
might suggest that he used a unique ancient source
for his genealogies. On the other hand, the
parent text of Chron might represent a stage of 3
that precedes the Vorlage of LXX.

This tentative suggestion is compatible with
two alternative hypotheses:

a. 3 is an ancient revision, which was subject to
a process of ongoing reworking in LXX and Q; this
reworking, however, is no more than a continuation
of the ancient revision and does not present new
tendencies. If the ancient state of this revision
was already at the disposal of the Chronicler, it
must have been in existence circa 400 BCE.

b. Possibly 3 was based on an ancient recension
(3). Such variants as the scroll's reading at 2
Sam 6:13 may also belong to this stratum. The
decision whether this revision is pre-exilic or
not is a matter of redaction history. In any case,
both 3 and the Chronicler may have used this text,
but R has not.

A second revisionist tendency is censorship.
This has not affected the Scroll, but is rather
plausible in MT and LXX of the Book of Samuel.

1. 2 Sam 24:16 W35 MT =LXX ] Q + DR TIM7T] RN

/‘IBW"JE? 31T o In[ea]l P2 PORA [P ... W

o0 By oapry ... oheyy by avea] vl
opR (3 w13
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1 Chr 21:16
YORA 3 I ' ‘[N'?D DR RO MDD IR TITNMT REM
557 obe by Ay 13 Aazbe 130 owen P
ors by QP23 OWon DRIPTIY TNMT
In this pericope the numinous tension is
overwhelming. Nowhere is the presence of the
destroying Angel so threatening. There is a stark
contrast between the Angel on high, with his sword
drawn and stretched out against Jerusalem on the
one hand, and David and the elders, prostrated on
the ground and wearing sack-cloth (high / low;
drawn / covered). This text is far more forceful
than similar pericopes in the Hebrew Bible (Jos
5:13-14; Num 22:23,31); in post-biblical
literature one finds nothing comparable. The
clause I3 72152 139 is matched by the Akkadian
phrase tamhat qaéta ina idiéa, galpat namsaru
zagtu sa epes tahazi, which describes Istar's
posture in the dream revelation to the sabru of
Assurbanipal ("holding the bow in her hands, drawn
the sharp sword for waging battle,'" Streck,
Assurbanipal 116-7, Cyl. B, V: 54-55). Therefore,
the most plausible explanation for our textual
constellation is that in MT and LXX an original
pericope has been omitted in order to attenuate
the numinous tension.?®
2. 1 Sam 11: 1 init MT=LXX ] Q pr
J2INT N3 ONRY TR N3 R Pnb R IBY a3 Thn anin)
(DY AR N P Py 5110 onb opn npmna
(92103 "er bxaes w3z o ey by bxne b
Y 5o ey w3 (hn 2Im B P ®1b aer TR
INIM PIBY M3 [0DH 02] @ 2wbr nwaw PP
Toba wa] br
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(inter lineas)

(soba) 235 5y I smpea eny bun @ ws \n
The originality of the shorter text of MT=LXX has
been defended as against the longer text of 4Q,
since the latter could be considered a secondary,
midrashic expansion, aiming to explain how the
Ammonites, who live to the east of the Gilead,
could attack a town near the Jordan. The
remarkable motif of the blinding of the right eye
has been viewed as a midrashic reverberation of
the Jabesh episode (MT v. 1).2¢ Redoubling,
however, is a well-known literary trope (note the
Joseph narrative, Enuma Elié and the Sumerian
account of Gudea's dreams), and certainly not
especially midrashic. The conquest is necessary
from a literary point of view: the fact that
almost all the Gilead has been conquered by a
brutal enemy constitutes a national calamity which
reaches its climax in the attack on Jabesh. At
this stage divine salvation enters through the
actions of Saul, who is thus worthy of being king
over all Israel. In this version of the narrative
Saul's victory carries far more weight than the
mere rescue of Jabesh, since the initial threat is
far greater. 1In the shorter text the pericope of
Nahash's conquest of Gilead has been removed
because of the terrible disgrace implied by the
defeat. Thus the longer text appears to be the
original one.

3. In the LXX the short text of 1 Sam 17-18 also
appears to represent censorship. The shorter
version avoids three embarassing details: the fact
that for forty days Goliath's challenge had not

been met (in the LXX David acts immediately,
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v. 11, 32); David's humiliation at his brother's
hand (v. 28); and the fact that Abner and Saul did
not know who he was, despite 16:14-23.%°

Hence R should not be identified with Proto-MT.
This hypothetical text represents a continuation
and revision of R.

Our findings may be summarized in the following
stream-diagram:
1. According to hypothesis (a) Chron. represents

an ancient state of 2.

Sam-Archetype

R
censorship. _ -

Proto-MT

MT Sam 40Sam”

Censorship has been indicated by underlining.
2. According to hypothesis (b) Chron. and 3 derive
both from 2:

Sam-Archetype

censorship—r — —

Proto-MT

MT Sam 40Sam®
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Thus, statistical analysis, based on objective
classification, enables us to enrich and to deepen
our insight into the relations between the texts.

VI

This method may also be applied to the question
of the relation between MT, the Qumran texts, the
Samaritan Pentateuch and the LXX. At this
preliminary stage we propose the pilot examination
of two cases: the texts related to 4QpaleocExod”
and to 11QpaleoLev. Sanderson has concluded that
MT, SP and 4QpaleocExod” belong to the same textual
tradition, but that LXX is an older offshoot of
the main branch.?® This conclusion is borne out
by statistical analysis.37 The category of

small-scale expansion is particularly important:

3. Longer/shorter slots

score frequency expectation x?

LXX deviant 18 .4615 8 12.5
MT deviant 8 .205 0

SP deviant 2 .051 4.5

Q deviant 4 .103 2
Q=LXX/SP=MT 2 .051 2.333 0.0475
Q=SP/LXX=MT 5 .128 3.0488
Q=MT/SP=LXX 0 2.333

Total 39 24.4293
Extremely significant for o=.001 (>22.458; v=6)

5. Presence/absence of clause/sentence

2

score frequency expectation X
LXX deviant 7 .368 2.5 8.1
MT deviant 1 .052 .9
SP deviant 0 2.5
Q deviant 2 .11 0.1
Q=LXX/SP=MT 0 3 3
Q=SP/LXX=MT 9 .4736 12
Q=MT/SP=LXX 0 3
Total 19 29.6



256 FRANK H. POLAK

Although the outcome is unreliable because of the
low expectation (< 5), it is quite suggestive
(>22.458; beyond o=.001 for v=6). These figures
indicate that SP, MT and the Exodus scroll belong
all to one and the same branch of the tradition (B
= Proto-MT). Both SP and 4QpaleoExodm have
undergone secondary revision. It is, however,
less easy to determine whether beyond revision
there is a specific textual connection between
these witnesses. In some cases the reading
SP=4QExod seems to be secondary as against MT:

Exod

22:3 QY& MT ] SP,4QExod DM IR (=4Q758 11,6;
so frequently in SP; cf. Dan 3:19 7V3& 1)

22:6 2333 MT ] SP, 4QExod 21331[Y (Niph'al for
origiQ?l MT Pu'al)

7:10 V7D ONR...R2M MT ] SP, 4QExod UBB...ND’T
AP (=LXX évavriov), cf. parall. b Jbon
T3P B, AYTD in continuation.

8:14 QIO YN MT ] 4QExod 2D y1YY; SP MMM
[aRkhbw)ai

32:11 7Y MT ] SP,4QExod MY (unexpected
apocopat.)

17:16 27 7H MT ] 4QExod [ ]1VTY VT TIY; SP VT TN
(cf SP 3:16 MV T2 for MT 17T 1719; Prov
24:27 ketib T 19; gere T 1Y)

Unique readings of SP

7:4 [Q]2DY] MT=4QExod ] SP 2WHUNI (easier
lexeme)

28:4 NINDY, MT=4QExod ] SP XD

10:11 E N5 MT=4QExod,Lxx ] sp j2b

21:29 51ppY 1R MT=4QExod,Lxx ] SP HSpon npnan

These variants prove that 4QExod and SP form
one family (&), which branched off from Proto-MT.
Moreover, SP is a later offshoot of &. Still, the
scroll does not preserve the original form of &
either, as shown by some secondary variants:
23:31 Y) MT=SP ] 4QExod XM[&3(vid)

32:11 7PTN 33 MT ] 4QExod MIPTT VINTI[V]
(conflate); SP 2] VIOTIY =LXX
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10:21 YN &N} MT=SP,LXX ] 4QExod > (lexic.
diffic.; apparently redundant)

Thus 4QpaleoExodm too is no more than an offshoot
of &, though it is closer to the original state of
this recension than is SP.

It appears that the particular revision common
to 4QpaleoExod” and SP (&) was concerned mainly
with the addition of sentences and paragraphs on
the one hand, and the expansion of given syntactic
slots on the other hand. 1In other respects,
however, the Scroll and SP are not particularly
close; they do not descend from one and the same
manuscript. On the contrary, in those cases, in
which the revision did not affect the proto-MT
reading (M), 4QpaleocExod” mainly equals MT.

LXX forms another branch (), splitting off before
the node of & (SP-4QExod). Thus we arrive at the
following stream-diagram:

Exodus-archetype

2]
4QpaleoExod” LXX

MT SP

VII

In the Book of Leviticus the situation is
slightly different. Both Tov and Mathews have
reached the conclusion that MT, 11QpaleoLev, SP
and the LXX are all independent of each other.?®

The data suggest, however, that 11QLev is
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dependent on the same traditon as MT. It is a
maverick development of Proto-MT, unconnected with
SP and LXX.
Statistical Analysis of 11QLev
1 Mechanical Variants

1 14:17 P MT=SP,LXX ] Q TVXNRV? (Puech 171-
172 prefers to read TYXNRT, apparently a confla-
tion with &xR%)

2 Interchange

a. Q = LXX = SP / against MT

1 21:8 DRUTIPH MT ] D@IPH Q, SP=LXX
@M2 22:25 DpEp MT ] SP, Q DWM[n@B] = LXX

b. Q = MT = SP / against LXX

eM3 15:2 OOPRY ] LXX épeic

=4 17:3 RO N ] LXX tov vidv Iopanh

=5 17:4 RWIT 2N ] LXX 1 wuxﬁ émefvn

@M6 18:28 YT MT=SP=Q ] LXX Tofig eevccuv

=7 21:8 WNOWIPI MT=SP=Q ] LXX Kol &yidoer avTSVX

(cf£.MT 16:19; 21:15, 22)

22:22 2P0 MT=SP= Q 3TN ] LXX mposafouvoiv¥

(cf. MT 22:18; similar interchange: LXX

22:20)

=9 21:8 1’75& MT=SP=Q] LXX xvplov Tod (B>) 6eod
LudV* (cf. MT 22:25)

c. LXX = MT = Q / against SP
27:12 AQR MT,LXX,Q] R SP
d. LXX = SP = MT / against Q

=11 11:27 VB2 5p MT=SP,LxX] Q [1]13 BY (Puech
170)
=12 24:14 RXI¥1 MT=SP,LXX ] Q 71 (Puech 178)

e. MT = Q0 / SP = LXX

=13 20:2 TIBRAN] SP IDTIN=LXX
=14 26:20 PRT] SP AT = LXX + Ludv

f. MT = LXX / SP = Q
=15 20:2 9"3HN] SP N12N=Q
LXX indeterminable
a. Q = SP / against MT

eM 1 18:27 5§n MT ] SP, 15Nm=Q
eM 2 20:3 54 ] sp %m =0
@M 3 25:31 2%n) MT ] SP, Q Y3@MY (LXX also has

"
o]

[}
Y
o
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plu
eM 25:
QM 26:

€M 6 27:

(S0

= 7 10:

LXX
= 8 18:
@M 9 24:
eM10 24:
= 11 25:

eM12 25:

13 24:

14 26:
ind
21:

]

ral, no evidence)
34 RV ] Q,SP N1
22 wonbyny 1 @, SP nnben

13 n35%3 1 @, sP bna

b. Q = MT / against SP
6 [nInndy atvbrbY MT,Q 1 sP bxi. . .bx;
npdc...xal erexfap kot LBauxp
30 on3 ] SP 2
9 [H53INY MT=Q 1 sp DN
9 RIT ] SP RMI
35 W) MT=Q ] SP B
35 QpPIAAY 1 SP 0PN

c. SP = MT / against Q
12 I SP,MT ] Q YW NN

d. All at variance

24 IR AR MT ] SP IR 03; Q IR (LXX xayd
eterminable)
6 ¥YIPpMT ] Q ...127[... (Puech 175);

WP SP (cf. opening verse; LXX has plural,

no

= 1 13

= 2 17

14
= 3 17
np
fa)n]
is
to
21
25
25
MT

o U

eMm 7 27:

evidence for Vorlage)

3 Longer / shorter slots
a. SP = Q = LXX / against MT
:42 ONTP3 MT ] Q,SP,LXX WINTp3
b. Q = MT = SP / against LXX

:5 OWRMIIY ] LXX kol olocouvsiv* (cf.

:42; 16:12)

:3 ROIWI] LXX + | TAV NIPOCSHAVTOV TOV

ookelévwv év Lultv = T DT IR BA

232 (this phrase is extant in LXX ', but
omitted by many MSS; Wevers relegates it
the apparatus; see Puech 174)

7 YD ] LXX»>

$29 OPHD ] LXX>*

131 1IONR ] LXX Avtpwtatl did navidg * (cf.

25:32)

12 7971 J2TWD MT=SP,Q] LXX xal xa@dti &v

Tipfocetar O tepeVe (=27:14)

8 27

:13 WM MT=SP, Q WN&WN ] LXX o

énlneuntov* (cf. MT 27:15, 19; the Greek has

th
27
9 27

e suffix in 22:14, but not in 5:16;
:27,31)
:19 5xx Hra 1 nxx >bhxox
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c. LXX = MT = Q / against SP

=10 17:4 32»pab Mr=Q=Lxx ] SP 1Mpnb
eM11  22:21 O8O3 MT,Q,Lxx] SP O LM

d. LXX = MT = SP / against Q
eM12 10:7 SV H5AR MOBMY MT=SP,LXX ] Q YR nnoy

athis)

= 13 14:18 J127 %2 MT=SP,LXX ] Q 83, cf. v. 17
(Puech 171%

eM14 17:2 )3 DRI MT=SP,LXX ] O»>
(homoioarchton)

= 15 22:21 9pP33 MT=SP,LXX ] Q Ip33 N

eM16 22:25 nni 1 0 on

eM17 25:32 o595 0 obIp MT=SP,LXX ] Q >IN

eM18 25:&0 45 @R =SP,LXX T7 éxovom (KD ketib) ]
0

=19 25:31 53737 ] ¢ bam

e. SP = MT / Q = LXX
B

= 20 18:30 2N NE'=S‘I; ] Q "IN D=LXX ot

{*= 19:2 1Y 53 5% MT=SP ] Q N[V 58] = LXX <7
cvvaywymn (problem of space)}

eM21  26:24 7p3] Q Mp OPA3=LXX

f. Q = MT / SP = LXX

22 13:3 AR MT=Q ] SP,0G NIRRT
22:24 TWWMY 1 SP TIWP=LXX
24 27:17 DR ] SP ORI=LXX

LXX indeterminable
a. MT = SP / against Q

21:8 onb ox D MT,SP ] onb D Q
24:10 &R ] Q BWA

26:19 O3 OR MT,SP ] O8> Q
27:19 DWBA MT=SP ] Q DnBR 08

b. MT = Q / against SP
23:27 D‘W.B.-.[:;J]TT MT,Q ] SP O"B2 (LXX also
> article)

= 6 24:10 "Oxraw s ] sp sbxnwy sbxnws

SP=Q / against MT : 0

All at variance : 0

Indeterminable: 11:27 7233 5oy mT 1 @ 5w [..1210;
SP, LXX ‘;‘mn 5o

-

nn n
N
w

wouonou
oW =

n
(8]

4 Presence / absence of slots
a. Q = MT = SP / against LXX
€G 1 15:3 77 ORT ] LXX kol obTog = DR
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eM

eM

eM

N =

21:8 5 1 Lxx>*
23:28 RWT 2™MD2 OV ] LXX + bulv* (cf. MT
23:32)

b. M = Q / SP = LXX
25:35 M ] SP + MR = LXX
c. Q = SP / against MT / against LXX

14:16 LI& @I P AT SP=Q ] MT 1B AT
DIY IPIXRI PBT; LXX kol pavel éntérigc tH
SakTtOry (+ adTOoT MSS)

LXX indeterminable
All at variance
26:24 YR FR; SP MR 03,LXX karw) ] Q>

5. Presence / absence of clause/sentence
a. LXX = MT = SP / against Q

4:25 o2 W 55 ORI MT=SP,LXX ] Q ...J]]D®N
4:26 157 VOL B3 awmown n3y 2503 Ao
MT=SP,LXX ] Q ...]17®>Y A[n2™7; Puech (169)
adduces additjonal fragments and suggest

e reading NP23]Y (1[5 WI1OL B AW
3 (cf. v. 31)
18:27] Q + DONTIR DR WM DN[NR...]
(derivative from 20:23-24)

b. MT = SP = Q / against LXX

21:7 Py 85 ] LXX s>
23:24 @p RXOpPD ] LXX + otat Lutv * (cf. MT
v. 27,21,36)

d. MT = Q / LXX = SP

17:4 v 5ar] sp + abw wmﬁ_)mméz% w1 &b
IR dpnem mnn nmb oonend ab ombe In
Tvw bar nop SRy =Lxx

e. LXX = Q / against SP / against MT

15:3 1333THM] SP + &3 337 WM 53 SRIAT RNDO
I33TH VR oNaY; Q + L L L IT M 53 33 = LXX
aVtn N drkabapola aLTOD v avLTH
(continuation= SP)

7. Changes in word-order.

a. Q = MT = SP / against LXX

19:3 VIARY / IBR] LXX natépae avTOoV kol
unTépa avVTOV
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LXX indeterminable
a. SP = MT / against Q
2 22:22 pby/nbav) o T

"

Leviticus - Survey

2-inter 3 exp 4 add 5 cls 7 order total P

MT deviant 2 1 0 0 0 3 .06
LXX deviant 7 8 3 2 1 21 .42
SP deviant 1 2 0 0 0 3 .06
Q deviant 2 8 0 3 0 13 .26
MT=Q/SP=LXX 2 3 1 1 0 7 .14
MT=SP/LXX=Q 0 2 0 (1] 0 2 .04
MT=LXX/SP=Q 1 0 0 1] 0 1 .02
total 15 24 4 6 1 50
P .3 .48 .08 .12 .02
Freguency per 100

2-inter 3 exp 4 add 5 cls 7 order
MT deviant .133 .042 0 0 0
LXX deviant .467 .333 .75 .333 1
SP deviant .067 .083 0 0 0
Q deviant .133 .333 0 .5 0
MT=Q/SP=LXX .133 .125 .25 .167 0
MT=SP/LXX=Q 0 .083 0 0 0
MT=LXX/SP=Q .067 0 0 0 0

x* for categories 2-4 2

2-inter 3 exp 4 add total exp X
MT deviant 2 1 0 3 8.5 3.5589
LXX deviant 7 8 3 18 10.6176
SP deviant 1 2 0 3 3.5588
Q deviant 2 8 0 10 0.265
MT=Q/SP=LXX 2 3 1 [3 3 3.00
MT=SP/LXX=Q 0 2 0 2 0.3333
MT=LXX/SP=Q 1 0 0 1 1.3333
altogether 15 24 4 43 22.6669
Highly significant for «=0.005 (>18.5476; v=6)

Once again the LXX stands out as an independent
witness. On the other hand, there is a
significant connection between MT, SP and 11QLev,
all three apparently deriving from Proto-MT. 1In
the rubric of interchange and substitution (2) the

Scroll is closest to MT; its deviations are most
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numerous in the categories of expansion (3) and
clause addition (5). Still, the deviation of
11QLev is only slightly larger than expected (a
score of 10 as against an expectation of 8.5).
Thus 11QpaleoLev is no more than a secondary
development of Proto-MT.

In order to examine these affinities more
closely, we must analyse the agreements between
the witnesses pair by pair.

Pair by pair agreement

2 Interchange

Tot MT P Q p SP P LXX P
Sp 14 9 .6429 10 .7143 6 .4286
Q 13 10 .7692 10 .7692 3 2308
MT 13 10 .7692 9 .6923 4 3077
LXX 8 4 .50 3 .375 6 .75
Significance of pairs:
(1) Q=MT - (2) SP=Q - (3) SP=MT - (4) SP=LXX - (5) MT=LXX - (6) Q=LXX
3 expansion
Tot MT p Q P SP p LXX P
SpP 22 18 .818 9 .409 13 .5455
Q 16 13 .8125 9 .5625 5 .3125
MT 23 13 .5652 18 .7826 10 .4348
LXX 16 10 .625 5 .3125 12 .75
Significance of pairs:
(1) SP=MT - (2) Q=MT - (3) SP=LXX - (4) MT=LXX - (5) SP=Q - (6) Q=LXX

In the rubric of substitution/interchange of
words, the most important connection is that
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between the scroll and MT, with the agreements
SP=MT and Q=SP as runners-up. On the other hand,
in the category of syntactic expansion the most
obvious connection is between SP and MT, followed
by Q=MT and SP=LXX. Nevertheless, on the whole
the agreements between MT and the scroll are the
most important, with the connection SP=MT coming
in second. Within the branch of Proto-MT, MT is
closer to 11QLev than to SP.

There is no significant relationship between
the scroll and the SP. True, there is a singular
agreement Q=SP, whereas MT and LXX testify to two
different variants, but this constellation does
not contradict the general picture: 14:16 (D AT
DI PBT SP=Q] MT LI IWIXRI PRI O ATTY; LXX ko
pavel éntdric T SaktOry (+ ovTod MSS). This
agreement seems to be related to a special
revision (R), on which we shall comment later.
This revision is also the source for the
exceptional case of SP, Q and MT all carrying
different readings (Q=LXX as far as transmitted):
15:3 333IM] SP + DWMIY I3 33T M 5O, RIT Np;
333TP W3 Q + ... 1T WY 53 33 = LXX oBrn h
drxabapoia avToV év avtd ... (continuation=SP). On
the other hand, there are some interesting agree-
ments between SP and LXX, especially in the area

of secondary readings:
2. Interchange

@M 22:25 Donwn 1 sp, Q DW[NMEN] = LXX/ not
specific
21:8 2RETIPH MT ] 2wIPH Q, SP=LXX

13:3 WIRTY MT=Q ] SP, LXX IR™
13:42 DMMP3 MT ] Q,SP,LXX YIMIpa
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22:24 TWOMY ] SP TIVHM=LXX

27:17 OR ] SP DRI=LXX

20:2 TIBRD ] SP ATN=LXX

26:20 PR ] SP A= LXX + Lpdv

3. longer/shorter
25:35 ) ] SP + TMIN=LXX

@M 15:3 1733™W] SP + W3 2337 WM '7 RVT RDB
VO YWD oYY Q + ... 0T M DY N1 =LXX
aVTn N dkabopola wVTOV €V VT ...
(continuation=SP)
= 6 17:4 0w bAR) sp + bW wme'jmz:'s;'a w3 &b
'

I3 anonem rgrm nmb ooy owmby W
T bar noo ey =Lxx

What is the status of those readings? In
answering this question, one must first of all
notice that the agreement SP=LXX is far from
massive. No one would compare this constellation
with the convergence 4QSam® and LXX in the Book of
Samuel. Basically there are two possibilities.

1. Some of these readings are original, such as:
Exod 18:6 HR NI J3W 737 where MT has X IR
-pr 83.‘° a very significant representative of
this category is the SP reading a'itinna (=LXX,
Tg. Onq.) for MT 7IBOR (Gen 31:39; Eome manu-~
scripts actually read X®MINR). Loewenstamm has
shown that this reading still reflects the ancient
and original text, explained by the Akkadian
bhiatu= -to make good," "to indemnify."** of
couése, an original reading like this cannot be
considered evidence for a specific genetic
relation between LXX and SP in Genesis.

2. Other variants appear to derive from common
exegesis. Here I wish to quote three meaningful

long readings:
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a. Exod 22:4 MT
DD IR AR 2R YA D
SAR T3 P3N A3 OR nben

ob®y WD 2WY W oM

SP = LXX,4QpaleoExodm
0OD IR TR 2 Y3
QAR TIR3 P33 I3 OR b
FORIIND TIED CLXX dnotelced) ZHwY obw
(LXX xoteBookhcy =2T930 AU ATen 53 oxy
ob®y B> BB WTIR 2B
4QpalecExod has:..] 53 [..; all the plus is
extant in 4Q758 11, 6-9. The provision
that ANRIZIND en obey ob® is apparently
no more than a restriction of the main
stipulation 252" P2 3B TR ILWB.
b. Lev 15:3 MT
I3 WL VN ORTY
333 Ok 13 N
I33H W3 2WNA IR

RIT IORLBY
SP = LXX
93T IORBY (kat obtoc o vduogd MWD DRTY
33T OR 23 7N
I3ITH VWD (LXX OOmAY) oYns W
Q N2 [RYT WMIRBY ]=LXX; SP RIT NRHO
= LXX o¥tn h &kabapcola avwToV év aLTd
SP I23THh @1 (LXX 20Om7Y) OxanmY 3a 23T '73
Q ...1v m by;
R INORDD
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The plus of LXX and SP is a mere repetition of the
previous clause.
c. Lev 17:4
MT = Q
wan &b v bar noo by

71 oen a9 'ab jasp ampnb
NI eond aens ov

SP = LXX
wan &S v bax noo bry
onxnh 'Ab owby x AL R mewb
I3 Yone mnn nmb
woan &b v bax oo by
'7ooen b ab yasp ampnb
NI wnb 2ens o1

In this verse the plus of SP=LXX is a superfluous
specification. 1In these three passages both SP
and the LXX present the same longer text; in Exod
22:4; Lev 15:3 this variant has the support of
4QpaleocExod” and 11QpaleoLev respectively. But in
Lev 17:4 the scroll has the shorter text (=MT).
Hence one might suggest that these variants are
original, or that they descend from an ancient
hyparchetype P, the presumed ancestor of the
parent text of the 0G and SP.*? That would,
however, be a grave error. 1If long additions are
not supported by less conspicuous phenomena, such
as substitution and small-scale expansion, they
may well derive from exegetical influences. 1In

our case this explanation is quite plausible. all
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these additions have a similar structure: the
longer version presents an additional case and/or
a doublet, and then proceeds to state the legal
case as presented in the short version (MT). That
is to say, in all cases we are dealing with an
exegetical addition, rounded off by a resumptive
repetition. LXX, SP and the scrolls derived these
additions independently from the same ancient
revision, indicated by R. R's influence on
11QpaleoLev was only partial. Hence we obtain the

following stemma:

Archetype Exodus-Leviticus

R B
- |

] @

el i

] 1 - =1
L 11QLev 4QEx
4 L LXX
MT SP

Underlining indicates the influence of R.

Statistical analysis, based on objective
classification, puts the analysis of the relation
between manuscripts and translations on reliable
foundations. Hence this method may provide us
with a better insight into the lines of textual
transmission proper, and may also throw more light
on ideological and linguistic revisions. It is an
excellent starting point for the study of the
history of the text.
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non-MT reading of Deut 32:15. All these passages
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THE SEPTUAGINT AND THE TEMPLE S*CROLL:
SHARED "HALAKHIC" VARIANTS

LAWRENCE H. SCHIFFMAN

Introduction

It has long been known that the Septuagint
(LXX) contains numerous translations which
evidence interpretations otherwise known from
Rabbinic sources, both halakhic and aggadic.‘ One
of the great challenges facing scholars of textual
criticism in regard to the LXX has been to
distinguish actual textual variants from
interpretations,z and to some extent the Rabbinic
parallels have helped to caution against the
facile assumption that all variations constitute
true textual variants, by which we mean those
which result from the history of transmission of
the text.

The discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls
stimulated numerous important contributions to our
understanding of the Hebrew texts which lie
behind the ancient versions, and of the nature of
the biblical texts from which these versions were
translated. At the same time, the biblical

2717
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exegesis of the scrolls has yet to yield up its
important contribution to this same issue.

One prime example of a resource for this kind
of study is the Temple Scroll (11QT).3 This
scroll, one of the largest in the Qumran corpus,
presents us with a rewritten and reredacted
Torah. The author/redactor of this document,
writing in the early Hasmonean period, had
available to him a variety of sources regarding
the building of the Temple, purity laws, the laws
of the king, and other topics.‘ These he
skillfully wove together into an imitation Torah,
adding his own interpretations and views, and
completing his Torah by composing the Deuteronomic
Paraphrase with which the scroll ends. Among
these sources were certainly some of Sadducean
origin, as is now clear from comparison of laws
and interpretations in the Temple Scroll with
those of 4Q Migsat Ma®aSeh Ha-Torah (MMT), on the
one hand, and ffom comparison of 4QMMT with
tannaitic sources, on the other hand.5

The Temple Scroll contains numerous biblical
passages which have been either copied or adapted
and expanded. It is clear that the author/
redactor and his sources had before them Vorlagen
of the canonical Torah, in its present shape,
which demonstrated genuine textual variation when
compared with the Masoretic Text (MT). To this
textual base, the author(s) added their own
interpretations and adaptations. One of the
challenges to scholarship is to distinguish these
layers. In other words, we must attempt to
determine from examination of the scroll which

variants with MT (used here as a standard) are the
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result of textual transmission (genuine textual
variants) and which are tendentious, intentional
changes by the author or some previous source or
Vbrlage.6

We have elsewhere investigated at length the
section at the end of the Temple Scroll, the
Deuteronomic Paraphrase, which in our view is the
composition of the author/redactor of the complete
scroll.’ This section, which is the closest of
all the sections of the scroll to the text of the
Pentateuch, presents us with an excellent
opportunity to inquire into the nature of the
biblical text which stood before the author. One
of the interesting phenomena we have found, the
subject of the present paper, is that there are a
number of cases in which the scroll presents a
text which varies from that of MT, and agrees with
the LXX, in which the variation clearly has
halakhic significance.®

These shared variants, which we term 'halakhic"
variants, are cases where the readings in the
scroll and the LXX either represent a different
legal ruling than that of MT, or seek to clarify a
legal question left undetermined in MT. In effect
then, there are two types of halakhic variants.
One we may term prescriptive, and the second
exegetical. By halakhic, we mean relating to
issues of Jewish law. We recognize fully that
this may be an anachronistic or even somewhat
inaccurate term, since it derives from the
Rabbinic corpus. Nonetheless, we lack a better
designation for the unique combination of ritual,
civil, and ethical law which characterizes Judaism

in all its ancient manifestations.
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This study will examine the halakhic variants
which occur in the Deuteronomic Paraphrase of the
Temple Scroll which are shared with the LXX. We
should emphasize that these examples must be seen
in the proper context. Numerous examples of
halakhic variants between 11QT and MT exist which
are not shared by the LXX. Yet this study is
limited to those which are. These examples will
be discussed in order of their occurrence in the
book of Deuteronomy, which is not the order in
which they appear in the scroll. Finally,
conclusions about the nature of these variants
and their value for our understanding of both the
scroll and the LXX will be drawn.

Variants

(1) Deut 12:22
11QT 53:07-53:8 is an adaptation of Deut
12:20-28 and deals with non-sacral slaughter.
Lines 4-5 read:
You shall eat (it)® in your gates, both the
pure and the impure“’among you (71331)
together.“

Comparison with MT (v. 22) indicates that 11QT has

" not found in MT.

the addition 7123, "among you,
This plus solves a halakhic problem in the text.
MT is ambiguous and can be interpreted to mean
that one may eat both impure and pure (i.e. non-
kosher and kosher) animals outside of the Temple
area, just as one eats of the gazelle and hart.
The addition of 121 is intended to resolve this
ambiguity. That the author of the scroll was

indeed concerned with this matter can be seen from
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another modification he introduced, the change in
the word order of verses 22-23. He placed the
mention of the gazelle and the hart at the end of
the sentence, so as to remove the mistaken
impression that the pure and impure are to be
compared with these animals. In this respect he
also was harmonizing this text with Deut 12:15.
The LXX to Deut 12:22 reads, © &xd&6apTog év
oot xul & xxBapdg, 'the impure among you and the
pure.'" This same variant is found in the Samaritan
which has: WY 2 xow.'?  This variant seenms,
like the reading in the Temple Scroll, to be
intended to make the point that the text is not
discussing impure or pure animals, but rather
those Israelites who are ritually pure or impure.
This is an example of the exegetical variety of
halakhic variant as it attempts to make certain
that the text of Deuteronomy will not be
misunderstood in an important halakhic context.
While the scroll has gone much further in its
attempt to eliminate this ambiguity, as evidenced
by its rewriting of the surrounding passage in a
different order, it is clear that the LXX
represents an attempt to clarify the same matter.

(2) Deut 13:7
11QT 54:19-55:1 is a virtual quotation (as
restored) of the law of the enticer to idolatry in
Deut 13:7-12. The text begins (lines 19-21):
And if your brother, the son of your father
or the son of your mother, or your son or
your daughter, or the wife of your bosom, or
your neighbor who is like you, shall entice
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you secretly saying, "Let us go and worship
other gods"....*?

In quoting Deut 13:7 the text of the scroll
includes the phrase W 3R ]3, "son of your

' which is lacking in MT."* It is clear

father or,'
from the most cursory examination of the list of
relatives included here that the son of your
father, i.e. your brother or half brother, belongs
in this list. The purpose of the list is to
indicate that the requirement of having no mercy
on such an enticer extends even to one's closest
relatives.*®

The same variant is found in the LXX which adds
éx noetpde cov N, "from your father or,'" after
"your brother." 1Indeed, the Samaritan also has
JOR 73 W PaAr p.te

this reading for the sense of the verse, its

In view of the requirement of

prevalence in Second Temple times, and its

? . . .
it is certain that we are

presence in 4QDeutc,1
dealing here with a genuine reading which was
found in a Vorlage available to the author.

In this case, we are dealing with a halakhic
variant of prescriptive nature, since this
variation effects the specific details of the law.
In other cases, one is not allowed to testify
against close relatives. Here, however, the Torah
specifically makes an exception. Accusations
and testimony of enticing to idolatry may be made
even by these relatives who normally do not
testify against each other.

In this example we cannot be certain if MT is
primary and the other versions all added the
father to correct the text, or if the text
originally included the son of the father and MT
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represents a defective text. 1In any case, the
author of the scroll had a text before him which
included this additional phrase and he simply

quoted from it.

(3) Deut 13:14 and 16
11QT 55:2-14 parallels closely Deut 13:13-19,
the commandment regarding a city which has been
led astray to idolatry, {17727 9D in Rabbinic
parlance.18 Here we read in lines 2-7:
If you hear regarding on[e of your cities
which] I give you [in which] to dwe[1ll], the
following:‘o "Some worth[less] peolplle
among you have gone out and have led astray
all the [in]habitants of their city,
saying,?® “Let us go and worship gods' which
you have not known,'" then you must ask,
inquire and investigate carefully.21 If the
accusation turns out to be true (and)
correct, (that) this abomination has been
performed among (the people of) Israel, you
must kill all the inhabitants of that city by
the sword, destroying22 it and all (the
people) that are in it. And all its
domesticated animals®’ you must kill by the
sword.**
This passage contains two instances of the
presence of 513, "all," where it is not found in
MT. 11QT adds 55 indicating that all the
inhabitants must worship idols for this law to
apply (line 3), and again that all the inhabitants
be killed (line 6). These are clearly halakhic
modifications.
In the case of the requirement that all the
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inhabitants be lead astray to idolatrous worship
for this law to apply, the ruling of the scroll
contrasts with that of the tannaim who require
only that the majority of the inhabitants worship
idolatrously (m. Sanh. 4:1). The scroll may have
been influenced here by Gen 18:24-25 in which
Abraham asks God how he can take the lives of the
righteous along with the sinners.®® Ezek 18:1-20
which likewise expects that only those who violate
the law will suffer divine punishment may also
have been a factor here. In any case, according to
the Temple Scroll, collective responsibility was
not possible. Only those who actually worshiped
idols could be included in the idolatrous city.
The possibility that we are dealing here with a
polemic against the Hasmonean practice of
destroying pagan cities must also be considered.

That all the inhabitants of the idolatrous city
are to be killed, also emphasized by the scroll,
contrasts with the view of some tannaim that the
children of the idolatrous city are to be spared
(t. Sanh. 14:3).%°

Both these additions of DI correspond with the
reading of the LXX which has né¢vrag in both these
passages.27 These are indeed halakhic variants,
intended to indicate these specific rulings. But
the parallel with LXX shows that these changes may
have taken place in the Vorlage of the author, and
may not be original to the Temple Scroll.
Regardless, the additions of 53> in the scroll or
its vVorlage and the LXX were intended to
polemicize against specific views which we know

from later tannaitic sources.
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(4) peut 15:22
11QT 52:7-12 is almost a quotation of Deut
15:19-23. Dealing with the blemished firstborn
animal, lines 10-11 prescribe:
In your gates you shall eat it, the impure
and the pure among you (f1D3) together, like
the gazelle and the hart.*®
In quoting the text of verse 22, the scroll has
1123, "among you,'" which is not found in MT. The
purpose of this variant, like that discussed above
in Deut 12:22, is to eliminate the ambiguity of
the verse, which could have been misunderstood to
mean that kosher and non-kosher animals could be
eaten. The addition clarifies that it is the pure
and impure Israelites who may eat of the blemished
firstborn which is slaughtered in a non-sacral
context. Here again, this exegetical halakhic
variant is shared by the LXX*® which has: &
&xd&Baptog €év cotl xat 6 xabapdg, ''the impure among

you and the pure."

(5) Deut 17:3
11QT 55:15-56:04 is copied almost verbatim from
Deut 17:2-7. 1In lines 17-18 the specific offense
of the idolatrous individual is outlined:
and he (or she) goes and serves other gods
and bows down to them, either to the sun
(mua& W), or to the moon, or to any of the

host of heaven....>®

In this passage, the scroll has W, "or," where

the conjunctive -3, usually "and,'" and sometimes

llor, "

appears in MT. What is at stake here is a
very minor point of interpretation with legal

ramifications. Verse 3 as it appears in MT is
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ambiguous. The text of MT can be misconstrued to

require that to be guilty of idolatrous worship

one must worship both idols ('"other gods') and

astral bodies. In order to dispel this possibility

of misinterpretation, the scroll, or his Vorlage,

substituted W for the ambiguous conjunctive -3.
The situation in the LXX to this passage is

21
somewhat complex.

LXX in most manuscripts
preserves absolutely no conjunction, so that it is
as if a colon is placed after "other gods'" such
that the sun, moon, and other astral bodies are
the "other gods'" in question. Such an
interpretation would severely limit the
applicability of this law to astral worship alone,
and seems to fly in the face of its simple meaning
and the history of its interpretation. More
likely is the reading of other LXX MSS which have

' and which agree with the reading of the

A, "or,'
Temple Scroll.®® This second LXX text represents
the same interpretive process we have seen in the
scroll.

In this case, some LXX manuscripts and the
scroll share a halakhic variant of the exegetical
variety which seems to be a secondary change
designed to remove ambiguity. We cannot tell if
both these sources derived this reading from their
Vorlagen which were in agreement, or if they
independently arrived at this interpretation.

Indeed, from the point of view of the LXX, one
cannot even really consider the translation of a
-9 conjunctive (assuming this to be the reading of
the Vorlage) to be a variant, only a correct

interpretive translation. Yet in any case, the
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scroll and some manuscripts of the LXX share the

same halakhic variant or exegesis.

(6) Deut 17:9
11QT 56:05-11 is an adaptation and expansion of

Deut 17:8-13.%%® This passage deals with the
requirement to heed the decisions of the
authorities. Lines 07-1 command:

[And you shall come to the priests (and?)a‘

the Levites, olr (W)>° to the [j]u[dgesad

who will be (in office) in those days].37
The scroll has the conjunction W where MT to Deut
17:9 has -1, usually "and." The text as it
appears in MT can be taken to require that the
cases described in verse 8 must be tried before
"the Levitical priests and the judge."ae Such a
procedure would require a verdict of lay and
priestly judges. The reading W, '"or," provides
the option of trying the case either in a priestly
venue or in a lay court. According to the
editor's reconstruction, the scroll would allow
either a court of priests and Levites, or a group
of judges. A parallel in 11QT 61:7-9 would
support the notion that the reading of the scroll
included the Levites as a separate group, not
simply as a description of the priests. Indeed,
the Qumran sectarian texts expect that priests,
Levites and Israelites would all be part of the
court.?®

Certain manuscripts of the LXX to Deut 17:9

also have N, 'or," in agreement with the Temple
Scroll. 1Indeed, this is the reading of several
manuscripts of the MT, the SP and the Lucianic and

Theodotionic renderings.*® This reading, 1like
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that of the the scroll, would clearly indicate
that the meaning of -3 in this passage is "or."
In this case, in both the scroll and the Greek
readings in question, we are dealing with a
halakhic variant the purpose of which is
exegetical. We cannot be certain if this variant
was independently introduced by the author of the
scroll or if he found it in the text of
Deuteronomy in front of him. Alternatively, he
may have been familiar with this exegesis which is
found elsewhere, and adapted the biblical text

accordingly.‘t

(7) Deut 18:5
11QT 60:1-15 specifies the Levitical and
priestly emoluments as understood by the author.
Lines 10-11 are almost a quotation of Deut 18:5:
For I have chosen them (the priests) from
among all your tribes to stand before Me, and
to serve and to pronounce the benediction in
My name, him (Aaron) and all his sons
forever.*?
The author of the s