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The Dead Sea Scrolls have been the object of intense interest in
recent years, not least because of the release of previously
unpublished texts from Qumran Cave 4 since the fall of 1991. With
the wealth of new documents that have come to light, the field of
Qumran studies has undergone a renaissance. Scholars have begun
to question the established conclusions of the last generation; some
widely held beliefs have withstood scrutiny, but others have required
revision or even dismissal. New proposals and competing
hypotheses, many of them of an uncritical and sensational nature,
vie for attention. Idiosyncratic and misleading views of the Scrolls
still abound, especially in the popular press, while the results of solid
scholarship have yet to make their full impact. At the same time, the
scholarly task of establishing reliable critical editions of the texts is
nearing completion. The opportunity is ripe, therefore, for directing
renewed attention to the task of analysis and interpretation.

STUDIES IN THE DEAD SEA SCROLLS AND RELATED
LITERATURE IS a new series designed to address this need. In
particular, the series aims to make the latest and best Dead Sea
Scrolls scholarship accessible to scholars, students, and the thinking
public. The volumes that are projected - both monographs and
collected essays - will seek to clarify how the Scrolls revise and help
shape our understanding of the formation of the Bible and the
historical development of Judaism and Christianity. Various
offerings in the series will explore the reciprocally illuminating
relationships of several disciplines related to the Scrolls, including
the canon and text of the Hebrew Bible, the richly varied forms of
Second Temple Judaism, and the New Testament. While the Dead
Sea Scrolls constitute the main focus, several of these studies will
also include perspectives on the Old and New Testaments and other
ancient writings - hence the title of the series. It is hoped that these
volumes will contribute to a deeper appreciation of the world of
early Judaism and Christianity and of their continuing legacy today.
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For the past two decades, my primary publishing task has been the
editing of the Qumran biblical scrolls. The present volume contains
a series of essays articulating the lessons I have learned along the
way. I was invited by friends and colleagues to write each of them
for various conferences and collections, mostly honoring leading
figures in the textual study of the Bible.

The essays form a unified picture, each focusing on and
attempting to develop particular aspects of the history of the biblical
text. They deal first with the Hebrew texts and then with the Greek
and Old Latin texts, which help us understand the development of
the Hebrew texts. The order of the essays on the Hebrew text moves
from the more general to the more specific in scope, although
Chapters 3-6 progress in chronological order, following the
development of my thought concerning multiple variant editions of
the books of Scripture.

The essays on the Greek text follow the ancient chronological
progression from the Septuagint as it appears at Qumran, through
Josephus’s use of it, its transmission up to Origen, and finally the
Hexapla. The Old Latin articles are out of print or virtually
inaccessible, and since there is so little research on this highly
valuable version, it seemed good to include them here.

I have over the past two decades considered it an academic and
collegial obligation - something approaching a vocation - to produce
the critical editions of the Qumran biblical scrolls as expeditiously
and responsibly as possible. As is evident from my work on 4QSama
and 4QSamc, there is a great deal more that can and should be done
on each of the scrolls beyond what routinely appears in the editions
in Discoveries in the Judaean Desert. But for the full collection of
the biblical scrolls to be edited within a reasonable period, the task
had to be done by a small, manageable team who could work
together smoothly, trustingly, and with a shared approach, and the
editions had to strike a compromise between a sufficiently thorough
treatment and a frustratingly lean one. The DJD editions are, in fact,
editiones principes; fuller and more thorough analyses can always be
- and hopefully will be - undertaken.



The result of this marathon of producing editions, however, is
that I have not had the time to write a comprehensive study of the
text of the Hebrew Bible so richly illumined by the biblical scrolls.
My long-term colleague and friend Emanuel Tov has helped by
writing Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible. In most areas I agree
with him, and where I do not, my arguments are developed in these
essays. Eventually, I will probably synthesize the contents of this
collection and the work behind it into a full-scale monograph, but in
the meantime it seems good to make these essays conveniently
available.

There is a certain amount of repetition in this volume. But each
chapter usually offers a somewhat different presentation of the larger
picture in order to focus on a specific aspect treated in closer detail.

Chapter 1, “The Community of Israel and the Composition of
the Scriptures,” focuses on the very composition of the Scriptures,
recalling the long tradition of literary analysis of each of the biblical
books, and emphasizing that they all passed through successive
literary editions. It places the patterns of variation documented in the
Qumran biblical scrolls within the much larger history of the origins
and development of the biblical books. It also poses the question,
right from the beginning, of variant literary editions of the books of
the Bible as the key to understanding the history of the biblical text.

Chapter 2, “The Bible in the Making: The Scriptures at
Qumran,” focuses on the shape near the end of the Second Temple
period, the time of Hillel and Jesus, of what came to be called “The
Bible.” It treats the external shape and internal shape of the books
then considered as Scripture. That is, it first considers matters later
termed “canon”: which books would have been included in “the Law
and the Prophets,” and whether and which of “the other books of our
ancestors” (Prologue to Ben Sira) would have been considered
Scripture. It secondly considers the nature of the text of the
individual scriptural books.

Chapter 3, “Double Literary Editions of Biblical Narratives,”
represents the first of these efforts; it was written as I was thinking
out the principles for the translation committee of the New Revised
Standard Version. I laid out a series of examples of double literary
editions, showing that the phenomenon was not isolated but
occurred in many of the books of the Torah, the Prophets, and the
Writings.



In Chapter 4, “The Canonical Process, Textual Criticism, and
Latter Stages in the Composition of the Bible,” I try to clarify the
often confused terminology related to canon. I then show that the
literary growth of successive editions of a biblical book was closely
linked to the religious phenomenon of the canonical process that
eventuated in the canon of the Hebrew Bible.

Chapter 5, “Pluriformity in the Biblical Text, Text Groups, and
Questions of Canon,” building on the tri-level separation in the
“Orthography and Text” essay, begins with a critique of theories by
Cross, Talmon, and Tov concerning the history of the biblical text,
and attempts to advance a theory that explains the new evidence for
textual pluriformity of the developing biblical books.

Chapter 6, “Multiple Literary Editions: Toward a Theory of the
History of the Biblical Text,” articulates my developing theory more
fully and sets out to correct two positions that this new viewpoint
illuminates. I argue that “Qumran practice” is a misleading concept
and term for the newly relearned styles of Hebrew orthography and
morphology found in the scrolls, and that the celebrated Psalms
scroll from Cave 11 (11 QPsa) is properly classified as a biblical
manuscript, once it is understood what biblical manuscripts were
like at the time of Hillel and Jesus.

In Chapter 7, “The Palaeo-Hebrew Biblical Manuscripts from
Qumran Cave 4,” I analyze the six texts of the Pentateuch and Job
written in the Palaeo-Hebrew script in terms of their physical
features, palaeography and date, orthography, and textual character.
In none of these categories are those texts distinguishable from the
other biblical manuscripts, nor does there appear any distinction
between scrolls copied outside Qumran and those possibly copied at
Qumran.

Chapter 8, “Orthography and Text in 4QDana and 4QDanb and
in the Received Masoretic Text,” distinguishes the three levels of
orthographic differences, individual textual variants, and variant
editions, demonstrating their independence of each other.

I wrote Chapter 9, “The Septuagint Manuscripts from Qumran:
A Reappraisal of Their Value,” after completing the editions of the
Cave 4 Septuagint scrolls. Patrick Skehan had completed editions of
all four and published two of them. He and I had shared the
developing editions with John Wevers, who was preparing the
Gottingen critical editions of the Pentateuch and who in turn shared



his developing work with us. Skehan originally thought that
4QLXXNum represented a form of the Septuagint version of the
book of Numbers that was earlier than the text generally preserved
in the Septuagint manuscript tradition; Wevers thought that it was
“an early revision of the Septuagint of Numbers,” and Skehan later
adopted this view. But upon analy sis of the fifteen variants of
4QLXXLeva and the four most salient variants of 4QLXXNum, I
concluded that the Septuagint manuscripts at Qumran - four
centuries older - were, not surprisingly but also not necessarily,
textually earlier than and at times superior to Vaticanus and the rest
of the manuscript tradition. Wevers subsequently adopted this view,
at least partially.

In Chapter 10, “Josephus’s Biblical Text for the Books of
Samuel,” I compare Josephus’s recasting of the Samuel narrative in
his Jewish Antiquities with 4QSama and with the Masoretic and
Septuagint texts of Samuel and Chronicles. My study demonstrates
(a) that Josephus used a biblical text with contents documented only
in 4QSama, not in any other extant biblical text; (b) that he used a
Greek, not Hebrew, form of the biblical text; and (c) that he thus
used an early form of the Septuagint version of Samuel which,
though no longer extant, more faithfully reflected a text like
4QSama.

With Chapter 11, “Origen’s Old Testament Text: The
Transmission History of the Septuagint to the Third Century C.E.,” I
present a review of the origins and character of the Old Greek, the
transmission of the Greek text tradition and recensions up to
Origen’s time, and some aspects of Origen’s Hexapla. Included in
the last are discussions about how much Hebrew Origen may have
known and against Pierre Nautin’s view that the Hexapla did not
contain a Hebrew column.

Chapter 12, “The Relevance of the Dead Sea Scrolls for
Hexaplaric Studies,” attempts to offer students of the Hexapla an
understanding of the history of the biblical text that had been lost by
Origen’s time and that he himself most likely would have wished to
have known. In contrast to the single Masoretic tradition, there
existed variant Hebrew editions of most biblical books, and the Old
Greek translation of many books probably faithfully translated one
or another of those Hebrew editions. Thus, Origen’s “revision”
toward the Masoretic text unwittingly and unfortunately moved his



fifth, “Septuaginta,” column further away from the Old Greek, not
closer.

Chapter 13, “The Old Latin Translation of the LXX and the
Hebrew Scrolls from Qumran,” is a long and highly detailed study
of the Old Latin of Samuel in comparison with 4QSama and
4QSamc, the Masoretic text, and the Septuagint. Hopefully, it will
spur some to study the Old Latin, which, as my friend Julio Trebolle
Barrera notes, can sometimes be used where it alone preserves
original text to get to a lost Old Greek, which in turn reflected, in
contrast to the Masoretic text, a now lost Old Hebrew.

Chapter 14, “Characteristics and Limitations of the Old Latin
Translation of the Septuagint,” represents my contribution to a panel
analyzing grammatically what different translations of the biblical
text could or could not adequately reflect in textual comparisons and
critical apparatuses.

I wish to thank Professors Frank Moore Cross, the late Patrick
W. Skehan, and John Strugnell for teaching me to ask the questions
that gave rise to these essays, and to thank other teachers and
mentors, especially Professors Joseph A. Fitzmyer, S.J., Shemaryahu
Talmon, and James A. Sanders.

I am grateful to Drs. Peter Flint and Martin Abegg, the series
editors, and especially Dr. Daniel Harlow, the academic editor at
Wm. B. Eerdmans, for initiating this volume and for carefully
processing it. Both Drs. Flint and Harlow had to endure the theories
contained in this volume during Ph.D. studies at the University of
Notre Dame, and I am all the more grateful that they are nonetheless
eager to publish them. I also thank those who have been my graduate
assistants at Notre Dame: Robert Kugler, Leslie Walck, Katherine
Murphy, Richard Bautch, and Kelli O’Brien. Thanks also go to
Andrea Alvarez for her resolve in facing the numbing task of
preparing the indexes.

No one writes in isolation, and I warmly express my
appreciation to family, dear friends, and dialogue partners who have
enhanced my life and thought and have contributed indirectly to this
volume: Sarianna Metso, Sabrina Odessa, Ivan and Amy Hall and
Quinn, Meg and Laura Colleton, Evelyn and Jim Whitehead,
Emanuel Tov, James VanderKam, Julio Trebolle, Emile Puech,
Florentino Garcia Martinez, Lawrence Schiffman, and Peter Flint.
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James Sanders has been one of the leading voices in the last third of
this century reflecting on the relationship between the text and canon
of the First Testament, and I thank him for being a catalyst, teacher,
and conversation partner for my own thinking.’ The purpose of this
study is to reflect further on the interrelationships between a number
of topics for which he has made contributions. Can we gain further
focus on the interrelationships between customary questions such as:
How did the Scriptures come to be, how were they composed? What
is the text of Scripture, what form of the text do we seek in the text-
critical endeavor or when translating “The Holy Bible”? What do the
Qumran scrolls teach us about the nature of the scriptural text at the
time of Hillel the Elder and Jesus Christ? And a question I do not
think I have ever heard asked: does the way that the Scriptures were
composed have a bearing on the text form we present as Scripture?

1. See esp. J. A. Sanders, Torah and Canon (Philadelphia:
Fortress, 1972); idem, Canon and Community: A Guide to
Canonical Criticism (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1984); idem, From
Sacred Story to Sacred Text (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1987).

The Community That Composed the Scriptures and Its Method of
Composition

The community of Israel (~K7!U’ ‘]n) composed the Scriptures over
the course of approximately a millennium, from the time of the early
monarchy to within a generation or so of the fall of the Second
Temple. The name ‘7K1W’ ‘In, originally probably a sociopolitical
designation, eventually became a religious designation, as the people
became identified as a political unit and the political unit became
identified with its established religion and its God. Even after the
united monarchy split into Israel and Judah, and after the Assyrian
imperial greed and cruelty put an end to Israel as a state, the citizens
of Judah continued to be called Israel with respect to their religious
identity. In this study I will be dealing explicitly with the Hebrew



Scriptures, but much will be true and transferable to the traditions
and writings of that part of the’ M’I’ ‘In that eventually came to be
called Christians. As continuing Christian tradition attests, Israel
remained a spiritual designation for the Christian community as well
as it did for the Rabbinic community.

The Torah

During the monarchy and, according to the classical Documentary
Hypothesis, even during the early monarchy, authors or tradents
produced something of a national epic - much like Rome’s Aeneid
and Finland’s Kalevala2 - that was a blend of historical, tribal, folk,
religious, and national-identity literature. The theory that dominated
the first three quarters of this century was that four main
“authors/compilers,” each from four different periods in Israel’s life
before God and life in the volatile Near East, used partly the same,
partly different sources to teach the Israelites how God’s word
needed to be heard in their own generation. These were four
different messages, each in their drastically changed historical
situations. Each, using a selection of mostly familiar sources, sought
to help the Israelites remember the ancient story of their ancestors
with their God. They offered “model stories” that portrayed the
character of the people, instilled national pride and traditional
values, and served indirectly as instruction concerning how to act
and how not to act.3

For our purposes, it does not matter whether the medium of the
literature was oral or written, for the dynamics and function are
identical.4 Our fo cus is on the method by which the literature was
produced. The authors took national or folk traditions, individual
stories told and remembered for certain purposes - sometimes
recoverable now, sometimes not - and wove a series of such stories
together with many other components into a narrative that can be
viewed as a national epic. Whether we imagine authors or tradents
or schools, such as J and P, along the lines of the Documentary
Hypothesis, or whether we attempt revised hypotheses,5 we are most
likely left with this conclusion: the narratives and the law codes that
now constitute the Torah were composed through a repeated process
of older traditions being retold in a new context and in a new form,
with the resulting composition on the one hand faithful to the spirit
of the old traditions and their intent, and on the other creatively
revised to teach the people and help guide their future destiny.

The Deuteronomistic History



In the late monarchy, probably during the reign of King Josiah (640-
609 B.C.E.), one or more Deuteronomistic authors/tradents (Dtr)
produced the largest complex that has come down to us as a biblical
unit: the Deuteronomistic History (the books from Deuteronomy
through Kings). The analysis and description of this composition is
as fascinating as that of the Torah.6 But again, the method by which
Dtr composed this opus was one of largely faithful recital of
numerous older traditions creatively and richly imbued with a
theological perspective. The History7 selected myriad sources,
arranged them in a framework that is both chronological and at least
partly theological,8 and presented the new composition as a
theological reflection on the people’s history that is at once simple to
characterize and rich as an example of ancient religious instruction.
The major edition of this large opus was probably composed in the
reign of Josiah, but after the failure of Josiah’s dreams and the
destruction of Jerusalem and exile of Judah’s leadership, the work
underwent a revised edition during the exile for a double purpose. It
was important both to bring the history up to date by including the
subsequent events and to offer a rationale for the destruction and
exile by underscoring at numerous loci throughout the narrative the
“curse” dimension that characteristically accompanied the
“blessing” attendant upon Israel’s choice of fidelity or infidelity.
Again, the Deuteronomistic History is a vast repository of diverse
national literature composed by scores of anonymous creative
“authors.”

The Latter Prophets

Also during the monarchy and continuing through the post-exilic
period, the words of certain prophets were remembered and
transmitted, probably already in adapted and rearranged form by the
time they were first committed to writing. These collected sayings
also encountered a series of new editions as they traversed the
centuries. For example, the collected “Words of Amos” were
eventually reedited by the Deuteronomists, probably after the
destruction of the altar of Bethel by Josiah in 622, to serve - a
century after the fall of the Northern Kingdom, which Amos had
excoriated - as a warning against a similar possibility for the
Southern Kingdom. Yet a third major new edition was produced
after the exile, seen principally in the oracles of salvation placed at
the end (Amos 9:11-15). The purpose of this new edition was to
impart much-needed hope to the despairing people in the gloom of



the fallen monarchy and temple, but at the same time it dramatically
changed the overall perception of “the book of Amos.”

The books of Isaiah, Jeremiah, and indeed virtually all the
prophets evolved through a similar process into the editions that we
encounter. The process entailed both faithful repetition of older text
and creative reshaping for new historical and theological contexts.
That creative reshaping was achieved through augmentation with
additional material, rearrangement, rewording, and contemporizing
the theological viewpoint dependent upon the new situation in which
the‘7M’W’ ‘32 now found themselves. Although the process may
not have been frequent for major new forms or editions of a book in
general, the frequency of the process in smaller additions, for
example, for the book of Isaiah, was beyond counting.

Considerable editorial activity can be seen in the book of Daniel
as well, which is being treated in this section because it was
considered a prophetic book by both Jews and Christians in the first
century.9 It has been transmitted in one edition in the Masoretic Text
(MT or 111), and in an expanded edition (with “the Additions”) in
the Septuagint (LXX or 6). So far, the Daniel manuscripts from
Caves 1, 4, and 6 at Qumran all attest to the edition as in 2-R,
although the possibility must remain open that the reason no
fragments of the expanded edition have been identified is that there
is no Hebrew/Aramaic version of the expansions extant, and thus no
Semitic text for easy comparison in the identification process. But
prior to the form of the edition as found in 111, there was a lengthy
history of composition. At the earliest stages, even prior to any
collection of stories, individual stories probably circulated, as
suggested at Qumran by 4QPrayer of Nabonidus (4Q242). It is
difficult, however, to know whether it and texts such as 4Qpseudo-
Daniel ara-c (4Q243-245) were isolated texts or already part of a
cycle.10 Subsequently, to form the book as we now know it there
was probably an early collection of the Aramaic chapters 2-6 in the
Ptolemaic period, then augmented by chapter 7 and expanded with
chapters 8-12 at the time of Antiochus IV Epiphanes.I I

The Writings

It has also long since been recognized that the books of Psalms and
Proverbs are the results of long and multi-staged editing processes.
We will return later to look more closely at the variant editions of
the Psalms.



Another example of a book in which the editing process has
produced dramatically altered views is the book of job. It is
notoriously perilous, especially in short compass, to present views
on the composition of Job. But it is clear at a minimum for our
purposes that two different traditions, the tale in the Prologue-
Epilogue and the Dialogue with the YHWH Speeches, have been
juxtaposed in marvelous tension in the final edition of the book as
transmitted. Each breathes an easily discernible theology regarding
suffering, wisdom, and the divine-human relationship, and the two
theologies stand defiantly opposed to each other.

In sum, the various books of the Bible were produced through a
complicated series of editorial stages by a process that included two
major thrusts: the faithful repetition or retelling of important
traditions, and the creative reshaping of those traditions in new
theological directions often as a response to the pastoral needs of the
people of Israel as perceived by major editors or tradents whom we
call the biblical authors. The composition of the Scriptures was
dynamic, organic. It was in a sense evolutionary, insofar as the
traditions remained static for a period and then in a burst of
creativity leaped to a new form, a new literary edition, due to the
creative adaptation effected by some religious leaders, usually in
response to a new situation.

The Qumran Biblical Manuscripts: Continuation of the Same
Process

Direct evidence for the biblical text begins to appear in the latter half
of the Second Temple period. The manuscript evidence shows that
the same process that characterized the composition of the Scriptures
from the earliest times was still continuing through the Hellenistic,
Hasmonaean, and Herodian periods.

Our earliest evidence for biblical manuscripts was found at
Qumran. The Great Isaiah Scroll (lQlsaa) was the first and most
dramatic biblical manuscript to gain widespread fame, and
especially because the text displayed multifaceted disagreement with
the Masoretic textus receptus, an assumption was made that it was a
(specifically) Qumran text of Isaiah. When the biblical texts
continued to surface and continued to show pluriformity of textual
character, the view continued to prevail that those texts were
“sectarian” or “vulgar.” The assumption apparently was that the
biblical text as preserved in the Masoretic textus receptus had
already become standard in the Hasmonaean period, and insofar as



any text in the late Second Temple period varied from it, that text
was aberrant or substandard.

But the biblical texts from Qumran, just as most of the
nonbiblical, are general Jewish texts, representative of the shape of
the Scriptures elsewhere. There are certain nonbiblical works which
do reflect the theology of a specific group within Judaism which
probably had one of its centers at Khirbet Qumran, but a number of
the works are clearly a part of the general Jewish literature of the
day, and it is arguable that the majority of them were probably
representative of general Jewish literature.12 Similarly, the biblical
texts from Qumran are representative of the shape of the Scriptures
elsewhere in Judaism. There is nothing in the biblical texts to
suggest that they are specific to Qumran or to any particular group
within Judaism. In fact, everything we know about the biblical text
prior to the end of the first century C.E. - for example, the Samaritan
Pentateuch (SP), the Septuagint, Philo, Josephus, the New
Testament, Rabbinic quotations, as well as in lit - indicates that the
text was pluriform.

The Samaritan Pentateuch,13 the Septuagint,14 and Josephus15
demon strate bountifully that there were variant literary editions of
the books of Scripture in the late Second Temple period. The
evidence for a series of variant literary editions of the biblical books
now documented in the manuscripts found at Qumran has been
described in a long list of publications. Some of the firsthand
evidence confirms the parallel literary editions already known from
the SP (4QpaleoExodm, 4QNumb),16 the LXX (4QJerb’d),17 and
Josephus (4QSama).18 Yet more manuscripts supply the evidence of
the same phenomenon for other books, such as Joshua,19 judges, 20
Psalms,21 Canticles, etc.22

From a historical point of view, the text of each book as in the
MT was simply one form of that book as it existed in antiquity. In
fact, the principal evidence we have for confirming that the texts of
the books as found in the medieval manuscripts of the Masoretic
Bible are closely faithful to ancient texts is the evidence from
Qumran. And that evidence from Qumran, when seen in perspective,
demonstrates that there were multiple editions of the biblical books
in antiquity - one form of which survives in each of the books of the
MT collection, while other forms may or may not have had the good
fortune to survive in the SP, the LXX, at Qumran, or elsewhere.



Thus, we can see at Qumran, but it is evidence for Judaism in
general, that the scribes and their predecessors were at work along
two lines. First, they often simply copied the individual books of the
Scriptures as exactly as humanly possible. But secondly, sometimes
the scribes intentionally inserted new material that helped interpret
or highlight for their contemporary congregation in a new situation
the relevance of the traditional text. These creative biblical scribes
were actively handing on the tradition, but they were adding to it,
enriching it, and attempting to make it adaptable and relevant. They
knew explicitly what they were doing, just as the redactors of the
JEDP material, the exilic Dtr2, and the compilers of the prophetic
material, the psalmic and proverbial literature, etc., knew what they
were doing.

Insofar as the scribes were handing on the tradition, they became
part of the canonical process. Handing on the tradition is a
constitutive factor of that process, and Sanders labels it the
“repetition” factor.23 Each repetition confirms that this material is
important to the scribe and to the congregation, with importance
from the past, importance in the current situation, and importance
for the future. The texts were authoritative texts, and through the
repetition they were being rendered more authoritative.

Insofar as the scribes were also updating the tradition and
making it relevant to the current situation, they were also
contributing to the canonical process. They were giving it another
constitutive canonical characteristic, a complementary factor that
Sanders terms “resignification.“24 The tradition now proves itself
adaptable, capable of having new significance in this new particular
situation. The word, heard in earlier times with significance in that
situation, is now heard with revived significance in this new
situation.

Thus, the same process that characterized the composition of the
Scriptures from their beginnings was still continuing all the way
through the Second Temple period. The process becomes visible and
documented through the Qumran manuscripts starting around the
middle and late third century B.C.E. When and why the period of
pluriformity in the biblical text ended is still uncertain, although the
first half of the second century C.E. is a plausible suggestion.
Though the Greek Minor Prophets Scroll25 shows that there were
efforts toward bringing the Old Greek translation back to closer
agreement with the Hebrew text, or at least with a Hebrew text,



made apparently in the latter part of the first century B.C.E., most of
the evidence points toward pluriformity at the time when both
Christianity and Rabbinic Judaism were in their formative stages. It
appears that the organic or developmental process of the
composition of the Scriptures was brought to a halt only due to two
factors: (1) the fact that Rome posed such a threat to the continued
life of Judaism, and (2) the growing tension between those Jews on
the one hand who looked principally to the Torah, minimized
apocalyptic and eschatological themes, and used the Scriptures in
Hebrew, and those Jews on the other hand who followed Jesus,
looked to the larger Gentile world, and used the Scriptures in Greek.
The second century more than the first - that is, closer to the Second
Revolt than to the First Revolt - appears to be a more likely setting
for the crystallization of the view that a single form of the text was a
necessity.

The “Original Text” of Scripture and an Alternate View

If the text of the Scriptures was pluriform and organic at the time
when both Christianity and Rabbinic Judaism were in their
formative stages, then the question must be raised: What form of the
text should be the object of our search? At the start one might think
that this question may well be answered in one way by Jewish
scholars and in another way by Christians, and perhaps in different
ways by Catholic and Protestant scholars. On the contrary, however,
are we not all eventually drawn to base our denominational views on
the clearest and best historical evidence we can attain? Thus,
theoretically we would all come to a uniform conclusion based on
the evidence, if the evidence is reasonably clear.

What form of the text, then, should be the object of our search?
“The original text” is commonly listed as the object of textual
research, the object of text criticism, and the object of those who
produce translations of the Holy Bible for religious, literary, and
historical purposes. But when one presses in detail to find out what
precisely “the original text” is for the sum of all the passages of a
biblical book, there is a bewildering array of meanings, differing
phrase by phrase through the text. Possibilities are:26

1. The “original text” of the source incorporated by an early author
or tradent (e.g., the Canaanite or Aramean stories incorporated
by J).



2. The “original text” of the work produced by an early author or
tradent (J, Dtr, P).

3. The “original text” of the complete book, recognizable as a form
of our biblical book, as it left the hand of the last major author or
redactor (e.g., the book of Exodus or Jeremiah).

4. The “original text” as it was (in developed form) at the stage of
development when a community accepted it as an authoritative
book.

5. The “original text” as the consonantal text of the Rabbinic Bible
(the consonantal text that was later used by the Masoretes).

6. The “original text” as the original or superior form of the MT as
interpreted, vocalized, and punctuated by the Masoretes.

7. The “original text” as fully attested in extant manuscript
witnesses.

8. The “original text” as reconstructed from the extant testimony
insofar as possible but with the most plausible conjectural
emendations when it is generally agreed that no extant witness
preserves a sound reading.

Our imagination is a powerful tool in our learning and specifically in
our reconstruction of history. But our imagination, when not
properly disciplined, can also mislead us, or at least paint the details
of a historical reconstruction quite differently from the way those
details actually were. One thinks of the artistically great, but
historically inaccurate, settings of Italian or Dutch renaissance
paintings of biblical or classical scenes, or of Albert Edelfelt’s
powerful painting of Christ and the Magdalene; Christ is clearly
Scandinavian, and the scenery quintessential Finland. So, when we
move from art to history, it is important to discipline our
imaginations.

Emanuel Tov has recently discussed “The Original Shape of the
Biblical Text” and made a proposal concerning the form of the text
that is the goal of textual criticism.27 His argument rests on such a
comprehensive set of data and such a nuanced discussion that I fear I
cannot do it justice in a small sec tion of a short study. But I think
that it may be a useful step in the ongoing discussion to present
briefly an alternative idea here. Tov makes a preliminary conclusion
that



At the end of the process of the composition of a biblical book
stood one textual entity (a single copy or tradition) which was
considered finished at the literary level, even if only by a limited
group of people, and which at the same time stood at the
beginning of a process of copying and textual trans- mission.28

He then proposes a conclusion based on the previous one:

Since only one finished literary composition is in our mind when
we deal with textual issues, textual criticism aims at that literary
composition which has been accepted as binding (authoritative)
by Jewish tradition, since textual criticism is concerned with the
literary compositions contained in the traditional Hebrew Bible.
This implies that the textual criticism of the Hebrew Bible aims
at the literary compositions contained in 111, to the exclusion of
later (midrashic) literary compilations such as the Hebrew text
behind several sections in d, viz., sections in 1-2 Kings, Esther,
and Daniel… , and earlier and possibly parallel compositions,
such as 6 of Jeremiah, Joshua, Ezekiel, and sections of Samuel
….29

No one in our generation has contributed more than Emanuel Tov to
our understanding of the textual criticism of the Hebrew Bible,
especially in light of the scrolls. But I am sure he would agree that it
will take time for us to assimilate all this new evidence and achieve
a fully balanced perspective. I think that a check on the scene
imagined here may help move the discussion forward, and so I
suggest that we revise our imaginative scene to include the
diachronic complexity of the text, and then test both formulations.
First, insofar as the argument of this paper has validity, there would
normally have been, at any one time, not one but two or possibly
more editions of many of the biblical books in circulation. Was there
really an “end of the process of the composition of a biblical book”
that was anything more than the abrupt interruption of the
composition process for external, hostile reasons (the Roman threat
or the Rabbinic-Christian debates)? And clearly, for some books two
variant editions “stood at the beginning of a process of copying and
textual transmission.”

Secondly, I think the time has come to question the traditional as
sumption that “only one finished literary composition is in our mind
when we deal with textual issues.” That has, of course, been the
assumption, but it derives from the period when we had only a single
witness to each book of the Hebrew Bible (since the Samaritan



Pentateuch was not seriously considered as a text of Scripture). And
the second part of this paper suggests that, in contrast to an earlier
era when there was an assumption of “normative Judaism,” the
acceptance “as binding (authoritative) by Jewish tradition” appears
to be a slightly later phenomenon. Is the proof there at a sufficiently
early date to warrant such a claim for Judaism? And, even if
warranted for Judaism, is the proof there that general Judaism had a
clearly defined single text of each book at a sufficiently early date to
warrant such a claim for Christianity?

Insofar as I understand the evidence, neither warrant is in place. I
have been searching, without result, for over a decade for any
evidence that any group prior to the Second Revolt consciously
selected a certain text type on the basis of textual comparison. There
seems to be no evidence that texts were compared for text-critical
purposes to select a single text that would become standard. Then,
like now, so it appears, the text was not subject to sectarian
polemics, except for the SP. The text was pluriform, and creativity
was allowed, but only for natural development, not for ideological
polemics. If that be so, is the following a legitimate way to pose the
question, both from a historical point of view and from a religious -
Jewish and Christian - point of view: If the text was indeed
pluriform and still developing near the end of the first century C.E.
and perhaps into the second century, should not the object of the
text-critical endeavor be the text as it truly was? That is, should not
the object of the textual criticism of the Hebrew Bible be, not the
single (and textually arbitrary?) collection of Masoretic texts of the
individual books, but the organic, developing, pluriform Hebrew text
- different for each book - such as the evidence indicates?

A historical example can illustrate the need for a revised view.
Thirty years ago and perhaps still today, James Sanders stood in the
minority in claiming that the Psalms Scroll from Qumran (11QPsa)
was truly a form of the Psalter, while a number of weighty voices
declared that it was a secondary, post-biblical and non-biblical
composition.30 This demonstrates the need to refine the criteria for
understanding the biblical text in the period of the formation of
Rabbinic Judaism and Christianity. The case for the biblical
character of that scroll has been strongly made now by Peter Flint,
made freshly in light of the gains in understanding the nature of the
biblical text and in light of the full evidence of the Psalms material
from the Judaean Desert.31



Thus, because the text of each book was produced organically, in
multiple layers, determining “the original text” is a difficult,
complex task; and arguably, it may not even be the correct goal.
Historically, was there ever such a thing? Theologically, how do we
decide which to select of the many layers that could claim to be the
“original reading”? Often the more powerful religious meanings in a
text are those that entered the text at a relatively late or developed
stage; do we choose the “original” but less powerful reading or the
later, more profound reading? In contrast, if a profound religious
insight in an early stage of the text is neutralized later by a
conventional formula, which do we select?

It is tempting to continue exploring the difficulties of seeking
“the original text,” by considering the relationship of text and
canon.32 One suggestive observation to consider here is that,
beyond those books we now retrospectively consider Scripture, the’?
1W’ 133 were composing a wide library of religious literature, some
of which was undoubtedly considered as serious, as holy, as some of
those books that subsequently were included in the canons of the
various heirs to the ~W1W’ ‘13. One thinks of Enoch and Jubilees,
Sirach and Tobit, and other books that were considered Scripture by
some. All were composed in similar ways; the difference is due to
later, reflexive judgments. But canon is a category of tradition, not
of Scripture. Scripture, of course, began as tradition and only
gradually became “Scripture”; and the collection of the Scriptures
becomes canon retrospectively only through the historical
developments of the community’s ongoing trajectory of life,
thought, and controversy that eventually gets labeled “tradition.”

 



The first statement to make about the Bible at Qumran is that we
should probably not think of a “Bible” in the first century B.C.E. or
the first century C.E., at Qumran or elsewhere. There were
collections of sacred scripture, of course, but no Bible in our
developed sense of the term. Then, just as now, the precise list of
books which were considered “Scripture” varied from group to
group. When we say the word “Bible,” there are at least three shapes
to the idea - presuming that Christians would add a number of books
(the New Testament) that Jews would not, and presuming that
Catholics would add a number of books (the Apocrypha or
Deuterocanonicals) that Protestants would not, and Greek Orthodox
would add more.

In what follows I will attempt to offer a sharper and more
accurate understanding of the Scriptures at Qumran, or our Bible in
the shape it had during the Qumran period, from two perspectives.
The first is the external shape of the collection, or collections, of
Scripture in the late Second Temple period in Judaism, at the time of
the birth of Christianity. What did the collection of the unrolled
books of the Scriptures look like? The second is an internal
perspective: once the scrolls are unrolled and read, what do we learn
from their contents? What are the results - as we can see them now -
of the analysis that my colleagues and I have done on the biblical
scrolls so far? I will then conclude with some reflections upon the
significance of these new data for a sharper view of our Bible today.

I must preface this discussion with a few preliminary remarks.
First, here I am speaking primarily as a historian. I hasten to add that
I think that all that follows is also easily compatible religiously. But
the attempt here is to describe the nature of the Bible as it was in this
crucial period of religious history - as seen through the ancient
window, and bathed in the new light, provided from Qumran.

Secondly, some of what follows could be interpreted as less than
respectful to the traditional textus receptus of the Hebrew Bible,



called the Masoretic Text (MT). Let me assure you, that is not my
intent. I have high respect for this most important of witnesses to the
ancient Hebrew Bible. But the evidence from the ancient world - and
not just that of the scrolls, but also that of the Samaritan Pentateuch
(SP) and the Septuagint (LXX, i.e., the Greek translation of the
Hebrew) - makes us see things a bit more clearly than we used to,
and I have found that sometimes this new knowledge comes at the
cost of some uneasiness or defensiveness concerning our time-
honored views, whether those views are entirely accurate or not.

Thirdly, it is important to stick to our coign of vantage: to look at
the evidence concerning the Scriptures that we actually find at
Qumran, at times aided by evidence from the New Testament and
the Mishnah and Talmud. But we should try to look with first-
century eyes, not retrojecting later perspectives without warrant back
onto first-century reality.

The Scrolls and the External Shape of the Collection(s) of Scripture

The Corpus of Scrolls of Scripture Found at Qumran

From the eleven caves at Qumran fragments from roughly 800
manuscripts were recovered.’ Of these about 200, or 25 percent,
were scriptural manu scripts. Cave 4 was by far the richest cave,
with some 575 of those 800 manuscripts. Of the 575 manuscripts
from Cave 4, roughly 127 were classified as “biblical,” though as
usual that designation needs some fine-print distinctions.2 About 65
biblical manuscripts were recovered from the other ten caves
combined. At least one copy of each of the books of the traditional
Hebrew canon, except for Esther and Nehemiah, was found at
Qumran, as were some of the books of the wider canon.3 The three
books represented by the most manuscripts were the Psalms (39 total
from all the caves, including 22 manuscripts from Cave 4),
Deuteronomy (32 total, including 21 manuscripts from Cave 4), and
Isaiah (22 total, including 18 manuscripts from Cave 4). It is
interesting, but not surprising, that these three books are also the
most frequently quoted in the New Testament.

The Collection of Books of Scripture

The Qumran scrolls tell us many new and exciting things about the
Scriptures. Why do I say Scriptures and not Bible? What is the
difference? The Scriptures are a collection of sacred works that are
considered authoritative for belief and practice within a religious
community. The term “Bible,” in the singular, adds the extra factor -



linked with the idea of a “canon” - of inclusivity and exclusivity:
these books are in, those books are out. From a visual perspective,
the Bible is a single book with a front cover and a back cover, and a
definite table of contents.

During the Qumran period, however, and more broadly during
the closing centuries of the Second Temple period in Judaism, there
were “volumes,” not “books.” Literary works were written on
scrolls, not in codices. Our word “volume” comes from the Latin
word volumen, “a rolled thing,” from volvo, “to turn or roll.” The
codex, a stack of leaves or pages bound together, did not become the
normal format for literary works until the third or fourth century
C.E.4 Our early large manuscripts of the Greek Bible, for example,
dating from the fourth and fifth centuries of the common era, are
codices.5

Thus, during the period of the Dead Sea Scrolls, the late Second
Temple period, the time of Hillel and Christ, and several centuries
beyond, our visual imaginations must conjure up books of the
Scriptures inscribed on individual scrolls. When the pious
community of the Covenant at Qumran studied the Scriptures, they
unrolled individual scrolls. When Jesus stood up in the synagogue at
Nazareth, the Gospel According to Luke narrates (4:16-20) that he
unrolled a scroll of Isaiah - a scroll perhaps not too different from
the Great Isaiah Scroll, found entirely intact in Cave 1 at Qumran
and on display at the Shrine of the Book in Jerusalem. Although the
entire Bible can be printed within a single book, it was impossible to
copy all the Scriptures on a single scroll. Thus, we must imagine a
collection of scrolls.

Exactly how many scrolls would have been included in this
collection? It may help to envision a large jar of scrolls or a shelf of
scrolls. Then, just as now, the precise list of books which were
considered “Scripture” varied from group to group. Which scrolls
belonged in the jar? Which were relegated to outside the jar? Which
scrolls were to be shelved on the main shelf of “Scripture,” as
opposed to the lower shelf marked (proleptically) “Apocrypha and
Pseudepigrapha”? We have no clear evidence that anyone was
explicitly asking these questions yet. To be sure, the Samaritans
seem to have settled conservatively on the five books of Moses
alone as their authoritative Scriptures.6 But what appears to have
been the dominant view - shared by the Pharisees, the Qumran
community, and the early Christians - included the Prophets as well.



1. So we come to our first conclusion: there was no canon as yet,
no clearly agreed-upon list of which books were “Scripture” and
which were not. This was the situation at least up to the fall of the
Second Temple in 70 C.E., probably as late as the end of the first
century, and arguably even up to the second Jewish revolt against
Rome in 132-135 c.E., since we find Rabbi Aqiba having to argue
strenuously that, yes, The Song of Songs is in fact Scripture.

2. But the order of the books was also unclear. This was usually
no problem as long as the Scriptures were written on discrete scrolls.
To be sure, the five books of Moses had achieved a recognized
order; of the few manuscripts in which we find more than one book
written on a single scroll, only one may possibly preserve the
physical connection between two books of the Torah, and it appears
to be in the traditional order.’ Their fixed order, however, is partly
set by the chronological structure of the story from creation down to
Moses.

But it was a different matter for the Prophets. I am unaware of
any scroll that contains more than one prophetic book,8 and so our
evidence at Qumran is limited. Nonetheless, the Former Prophets
(the books of Joshua, Judges, Samuel, and Kings) most likely
maintained that fixed order, since, as for the Torah, the order was
primarily determined by the chronological structure of the story that
the books narrate. For the Latter Prophets, however, Jewish and
Christian lists9 from antiquity display varying orders, and as late as
the Talmud (fourth to fifth century), the Rabbis tell us “the order of
the Prophets is … Jeremiah, Ezekiel, 110

3. More importantly, it was unclear which books were included
among the Prophets. One of the primary names for the Scriptures
both at Qumran and in the New Testament is “The Law and the
Prophets.” The Rule of the Community from Cave 1 at Qumran
begins with the goal “that they may seek God with a whole heart and
soul, and do what is good and right before Him as He commanded
by the hand of Moses and all His servants the Prophets …. “12 But
which books were considered among the Prophets? Was Daniel?
Were the Psalms? The Florilegium specifically mentions the “book
of the prophet Daniel, 1113 and the Gospel According to Matthew
calls Daniel a prophet.14 Moreover, Josephus and Melito also think
of him as a prophet, and in fact the first written evidence that places
Daniel not among the prophets but among the Ketubim or Writings



is the much later Talmud. So Daniel was among the prophets in
Judaism generally in the first century.

Similarly, with respect to the Psalms, the Qumran community
produced pesharim, or commentaries, evidently only on prophetic
books; but there turn up a few pesharim on the Psalms,15 and
11QPsa speaks of David as having composed the Psalms through
prophecy.16 If we find ourselves hesitating here, we can again look
at the New Testament, which also interprets the Psalms
prophetically.

4. What is more, apparently the category of “Prophets” was
gradually perceived as being stretched too far. Though “the Law and
the Prophets” (or “Moses and the Prophets”) was a frequent
designation for the Scriptures at Qumran and in the New Testament,
4QMMT at one point speaks of Moses, the Prophets, and David,
parallel to Luke’s speaking of “the Law and the Prophets and
Psalms” (24:44). So the book of Psalms, which had been counted
among the Prophets, began to establish a new category which
eventually would be called the Ketubim or the Hagiographa. Other
books as well, such as Jubilees, Enoch, Sirach, and a number of the
other apocrypha or deuterocanonical works, were also being quoted
or alluded to both at Qumran and in the New Testament in the same
manner and the same contexts as other scriptural works.’? And
these, or some of these, became the Ketubim or the Hagiographa.

In short, though the books constituting the inner core of the
collection, viz., the Torah and the main Prophets, were clearly
considered authoritative works of Scripture, and their order was
largely but not fully set, works nearer the periphery were still finding
their place.

The Individual Books of Scripture as Seen from Qumran

The Text Encountered in the Individual Scrolls

What do the books of Scripture look like from within? When the
individual books were unrolled in antiquity, did they look exactly
like the text of the He brew Bible that we read or translate today? A
healthy presumption is that no two manuscripts of any book in
antiquity were ever exactly alike. Before the invention of the
printing press in the fifteenth century and more recent photographic
and electronic means of mass production of books, every copy of
every book was indeed a copy, made individually by a more or less
careful, but fallible, human being. But let’s dismiss the individual



minor variants and errors that populate every text. Let’s also note but
not get distracted by the differing systems or practices of
orthography or spelling; much as in Elizabethan England, where
spelling was more a creative art than a linguistic science, so too in
the scrolls we find a variety of orthographic styles. These two
categories of variation between manuscripts - individual minor
variants and orthographic differences - usually do not make much of
a difference in meaning. But there has emerged a third category that
teaches us much about the composition and transmission of the
ancient biblical text, namely, multiple literary editions of biblical
books and passages.

Multiple Literary Editions of Biblical Books and Passages

Although in the traditional, pious, and popular imagination, the
books of Scripture were composed by individual holy men from
earliest times (Moses and Isaiah, for example), critical study of the
text of Scripture demonstrates that the books are the result of a long
literary development, whereby traditional material was faithfully
retold and handed on from generation to generation, but also
creatively expanded and reshaped to fit the new circumstances and
new needs that the successive communities experienced through the
vicissitudes of history. So the process of the composition of the
Scriptures was organic, developmental, with successive layers of
tradition. Ezekiel was commanded to eat a scroll and found that it
was sweet as honey (Ezek 3:1-3), so perhaps I can be allowed to use
the image of baklava for the composition of scriptural texts: many
layers laid on top of one another by successive generations over the
centuries, as the traditions were handed on faithfully but creatively
adapted, and formed into a unity by the honey - sometimes heated -
of the lived experience of the community over time.

At Qumran as in wider Judaism, we can see the scribes and their
predecessors at work along two lines. Often the books of the
Scriptures were simply copied as exactly as possible. But sometimes
the scribes intentionally incorporated new material that helped
interpret or bring home to their contemporary congregation in a new
situation the relevance of the traditional text. These creative biblical
scribes were actively handing on the tradition, but they were adding
to it, enriching it, making it adaptable, up-to-date, relevant,
multivalent. We must assume that by and large they knew explicitly
what they were doing. Insofar as the scribes were handing on the
tradition, they became part of the canonical process: handing on the



tradition is a constitutive factor of the canonical process. James
Sanders refers to this aspect as “repetition.“18 The repetition, in a
sense, works like a hammer, pounding home again and again that
this material is important. The texts were authoritative texts, and
through the traditioning process they were being made more
authoritative.

But the scribes were also updating the tradition, contemporizing
it, making it relevant. That is, sometimes when the tradition was not
adaptable, these scribes made it adaptable, thus giving it another of
its canonical characteristics, a complementary factor that Sanders
terms “resignification.” That is, the tradition, important in its
original setting, and important in itself beyond its importance for
that original concrete situation, is found also to be important to me
here and now in my present situation. The tradition proves
adaptable, capable of having new significance in this new particular
situation. The resignification - insofar as the tradition has proved
useful or true - shows that indeed the tradition is important in itself
(thus genuinely in the category of “tradition”) and that it is important
to me (thus genuinely in the category of “adaptable tradition”). The
“authority” of such tradition is not an extraneous characteristic
(authority imposed) but is intrinsic (the community recognizes the
life-giving power of the tradition).19

Thus, we have gained a new window on the ancient world and
the biblical text in the making. The Qumran manuscripts and the
versions document the creativity of religious leaders and scribes who
produced revised literary editions of many of the books of Scripture.
But, as is often the case with new knowledge, this new illumination
brings complications. If this was the way the Scriptures were
composed, how do we isolate “the original text”? What level do we
translate in our modern Bible translations? We will touch on those
problems later. Here, let us simply note that such composition-by-
stages is the method by which the Scriptures were produced from the
beginning, and that for some of the latter stages we now have
manuscript evidence docu menting two or more literary editions of
some of the biblical books. We will describe these as we review the
books at Qumran one by one.

A Review of Individual Books

The text of Genesis starts us off slowly and gently, like the
beginning of a roller-coaster or Ferris-wheel ride, though the ride
will become more textually interesting soon. It appears that the text



of Genesis had become basically stable by the late Second Temple
period. All our manuscripts exhibit basically the same text type;
most of the variants are only minor or unintentional.20

The book of Exodus, however, provides a clear example of two
editions of a biblical book. The different edition preserved in the
Samaritan Pentateuch (SP) has been known since the seventeenth
century, but its significance was capable of being dismissed, because
the major differences were considered the work of the marginalized
Samaritans. With the discovery of 4QpaleoExodm,21 however, we
see that the book of Exodus circulated in Judaism in two editions.
One was the form traditionally found in the MT and translated in the
LXX, and the other an intentionally expanded version with most of
the features characteristic of the Samaritan version except the two
specifically Samaritan features (namely, the addition of the
commandment to build an altar on Mt. Gerizim, and the systematic
use of the past, and not the future, of the verb in the formula “the
place that the Lord has chosen” [not “will choose”]).22

The book of Leviticus, perhaps because it was a work containing
specific cultic regulations, also seems to have stabilized early, and to
my knowledge, we have only one major textual tradition.23

The book of Numbers again exhibits variant editions. 4QNumb,
edited by Nathan Jastram, shows a number of expansions shared by
the Samaritan text of Numbers, but it is not specifically
Samaritan.24 Again, it seems that there were at least two editions of
Exodus and Numbers that circulated within Judaism in the Second
Temple period, and the Samaritans simply took one of those (the
expanded version) and used that as their Torah, making only a few
changes in accord with their beliefs.

The book of Deuteronomy is one of the three most popular
books at Qumran, just as it is in the New Testament.25 It is too early
to be able to give a definitive account of the textual nature of
Deuteronomy, but there is a wide variety of textual variants
preserved in the manuscripts from Qumran, and some manuscripts
which preserve text that is totally from scripture were apparently not
biblical manuscripts but manuscripts of biblical excerpts used for
liturgical purposes.26

Once past the book of Deuteronomy, the number of scrolls
preserved for each book diminishes. For some books, either such a
small percentage survives at Qumran, or the analyses are so recent,



that it is hazardous to proffer judgments about them, since such
judgments would undoubtedly be quoted and passed on as “the
assured results of scholarship” in settings that would only cause
disinformation. For the book of Esther, for example, nothing
survives (if the book had been there at all). Nothing survives of the
book of Nehemiah, unless Nehemiah was - this early - always
considered as part of a single book of Ezra-Nehemiah. From the
following books only small amounts survive, and judgment - beyond
that given in the preliminary editions - should be held in abeyance
until sufficient analysis has been completed: the books of Judges,27
Kings,28 Ruth, Canticles, Qoheleth,29 Lamentations,30 Ezra,31
Chronicles.32 The book of Ezekiel survives in only three small
manuscripts,33 the book of job in only three,34 and Proverbs in only
two;35 the text in these manuscripts appears to be generally similar
to that of the traditional textus receptus.

The text of Joshua survives in only two manuscripts that are
clearly the book of Joshua.36 In addition, 4QpaleoParaJoshua
(4Q123) is a manuscript with only four fragments surviving. They
are so small that the work is difficult to identify, but the text is more
reminiscent of the book of Joshua than of any other known work,
and it is conceivable that it is simply a variant textual form of the
biblical book.37 Furthermore, 4QJosha appears to present a variant
edition of the text of that book. Though not fully certain, it is
probable that the scroll contained an intentionally different order of
the narrative in a highly significant matter - the building of the first
altar in the newly entered promised land. The passage that occurs at
the end of chapter 8 in the traditional MT (though suspiciously after
9:2 in the LXX) is placed before chapter 5 in 4QJosha. What is
more, one of our earliest witnesses to the biblical text, Josephus,
similarly attests that Joshua built an altar at Gilgal immediately after
crossing the Jordan and entering the Land.38 The placement of the
passage in the MT is admittedly odd, entailing the curious detour up
to the otherwise insignificant Mt. Ebal. It is quite possible that
4QJosha and Josephus retain the original story and that it has been
changed in the MT tradition due to anti-Samaritan polemic.

The book of Samuel is somewhat more complex.39 There do not
appear to have been two separate editions of the entire book (or pair
of books), but there are variant editions of certain passages. Insofar
as Stanley Walters’s analysis of 1 Samuel 1 is accepted, the
argument can be made for a second, intentionally developed and
changed edition of that narrative, perhaps due to theological and



misogynist factors.40 For the David-Goliath narrative in 1 Samuel
17-18 there are also two quite contrasting variant editions.41

The book of Isaiah is one of the three most richly attested books
at Qumran.42 The textual character of the book and its many
manuscript witnesses from Qumran is too complex for adequate
summary here. The scrolls do not seem to preserve evidence of
different editions, but the multivalent poetic text shows at a number
of points that the LXX faithfully translated an existing Hebrew text
and was not “free,” if free means tendentious or inven tive.43

The book of Jeremiah, however, does provide evidence of two
literary editions,44 and this appears to be widely recognized. The
LXX preserves the earlier, shorter edition, documented in Hebrew in
4QJerb, and the MT a subsequent, longer edition, with rearranged
text.

The Hebrew manuscripts of the Twelve Minor Prophets do not
offer strong signs of significantly diverse textual traditions,45 but
the Greek scroll from Nahal Hever displays a systematic revision of
the Old Greek translation toward the Hebrew text of the proto-
Rabbinic tradition (MT).46

The book of Psalms is again rich but difficult to summarize.
More manuscripts of this book are preserved both at Qumran and in
the Judaean Desert generally than of any other work.47 11QPsa is an
extensively preserved manuscript. It both includes nine
compositions not found in the MT edition and exhibits an order
partly identical with the traditional order of the MT but also
significantly at variance with it. One of the additional compositions
is drawn from another Davidic section of the Hebrew Bible, four
were psalms preserved in the Greek and Syriac traditions, and the
remaining four were hitherto unknown. But significantly, all (except
“David’s Compositions”) are composed like other biblical psalms;
they stand in marked contrast to the Hodayot, which sound post-
biblical and reflect the theology of the Qumran commune. In
“David’s Compositions” a clear claim for the revelatory, and thus
scriptural, character of the work is made by proclaiming that David
composed all these psalms through God-given prophecy, as
mentioned above.

I am very close to being convinced that there were (at least) two
major editions of the Psalter. One is that found in the MT and more
or less reflected in the LXX, though there are numerous minor



variants as well as the single major variant that the LXX includes
Psalm 151, whereas the MT ends with Psalm 150. A second Psalter -
a second edition of the scriptural book of Psalms - is partly
preserved in 11QPsa; this assertion is supported by the fact that a
second manuscript (I IQPsb) and perhaps a third (4QPse) also seem
to exhibit this edition, whereas there is “only one scroll from
Masada (MasPsb), and none from Qumran, whose order
unambiguously supports the Received Psalter against the 11QPsa
arrangement.“48 It should also be noted that I IQPsa ends with
Psalm 151, as does the LXX.

Finally, the eight manuscripts of the book of Daniel from
Qumran teach us a great deal about the text, language, and
orthography of the book.49 Though the scrolls themselves do not,
the Old Greek in comparison with the MT does exemplify variant
literary editions of Danie1.50

Conclusions

1. Fifty years ago we had the Masoretic Text, the Samaritan
Pentateuch, and the Septuagint, and our predecessors wrote “the
history of the biblical text” on the basis of that evidence. Today we
have a great deal of new information about the shape of the Bible
before 135 C.E. From a general perspective, one could say that not
much on the grand scale has changed, but when the focus is
sharpened, some serious advances can be seen. Lines that were once
obscure or perceived incorrectly are now noticeably clearer, though
we could wish for yet greater clarity. Our knowledge has advanced,
and so concomitant changes in our explanations will soon have to
filter down.

2. The Scriptures were pluriform (as were Judaism and
Christianity) until at least 70 c.E., probably until 100, and quite
possibly as late as 135 or beyond. Thus, we must revise our
imaginations and our explanations. Neither the external shape nor
the internal shape of the Scriptures has changed, but our knowledge
of them has. We can now know significantly more, and know it more
precisely. Externally, we know more about which books were “in”
and which “out,” and which books were in which category.
Internally, we can now see more clearly that there were multiple
literary editions of many of the biblical books. And we can
understand that, for example, the book of Jeremiah or Daniel was
considered among the books of Scripture, but the spe cific textual
form was not a consideration. The process of the composition of the



Scriptures was layered; some of the latter stages of that process -
multiple literary editions of the books of Scripture - are
demonstrated by our new extant evidence.sl

3. Because the text of each book was produced organically, in
multiple layers, determining “the original text” is a difficult,
complex task; and theologically it may not even be the correct goal.
How do we decide which of the many layers that could claim to be
the “original reading” to select? Often the richer religious meanings
in a text are those which entered the text at a relatively late or
developed stage; do we choose the earlier, less rich reading or the
later, more profound reading? In contrast, if a profound religious
insight in an early stage of the text is toned down later by a standard
formula or even a vapid platitude, which do we select? And must we
not be consistent in choosing the early or the later edition or
reading?

4. The Samaritans, the Jews, and the Christians ended up with
three texts (not text types) and three collections of books because
each group survived with a certain set of texts. Though their list of
books was due to their religious principles and beliefs, the specific
textual form of the individual books was accidental.

5. The Masoretic Text, like the Samaritan Pentateuch and the
Septuagint, is not a univocal term or entity, but a collection of
disparate texts, from different periods, of differing nature, of
differing textual value. There is no reason to think of the Masoretic
collection as a unit (a codex, a “Bible”), or as a unity. The collection
is like the Septuagint, a collection of varied forms of the various
books.

6. Thus, finally, the situation has changed concerning
translations of “The Holy Bible.” The New Revised Standard
Version now contains a number of improved readings based on the
biblical manuscripts from Qumran. It can even claim to be the first
Bible to contain a paragraph missing from all Bibles for 2,000 years!
It contains between chapters 10 and 11 in 1 Samuel a paragraph
found at Qumran and attested by Josephus, but absent from all other
Bibles over the past two millennia.

But we still need to revise our approach toward translating the
Bible. On the one hand, I have argued elsewhere that it is legitimate
for a specific religious community or a specific scholarly project to
produce a translation of a specific collection of texts as received



within a faith tradition (e.g., the MT, the LXX, or the SP).52 On the
other hand, a Bible translation that claims to be a scholarly or
academically sound translation of the Hebrew Bible must be based
on a critically established text, not just a diplomatic text (such as the
MT or the LXX). While saying this, I must note that this is a
statement of principle; it is very difficult in practice, and we are just
getting to the point of being able to articulate the need; we may not
yet be at the point of implementing it.

Qumran has begun to teach us a great deal about the Bible and
the history of its text. There is a great deal still ahead to be learned.

 



The issues - theological, religious, political, historical, textual,
philological, hermeneutical, and so on - that require consideration
and decision before attempting a translation of the Bible are
numerous and of so many different types that even to attempt to list
them and their subdivisions, much less discuss them, would
consume too much space.

In this study I wish to explore simply one aspect of Bible
translation, an issue which plays an important role in Bible
translation but is seldom discussed, at least as an issue and not just
an ad hoc instance. I wish to explore the issue of double literary
editions of biblical texts, in the hope of shedding some light on the
criteria for determining which textual form of the biblical text
should be selected for a translation of the Bible when there are two
or more alternative forms.’

The “problem,” as I see it, can be introduced by quoting the
following criterion for selecting the specific form of the text to be
translated:

For the Old Testament the Masoretic Text is used, that is the text
established in the eighth/ninth centuries AD by Jewish scholars
who fixed its letters and vowel signs, the text reproduced by
most manuscripts. Only when this text presents insuperable
difficulties have emendations or the versions of other Hebrew
manuscripts or the ancient versions (notably the LXX and
Syriac) been used …. 2

The general “problem” I am addressing, then, is whether the
Masoretic Text (MT) is too often and too monolithically chosen or
assumed as “the biblical text” to be translated. In cases of individual
words or phrases in the MT, the usual provocation that draws
attention to the problem is the existence of plausible variants in other



textual witnesses. But the specific issue that I wish to explore is that
of double literary editions of biblical texts, insofar as this
phenomenon poses a difficulty for the a priori selection of any single
text as the basis for a translation.

By double literary edition I mean a literary unit - a story,
pericope, narrative, poem, book, and so forth - appearing in two (or
more) parallel forms in our principal textual witnesses, which one
author, major redactor, or major editor completed and which a
subsequent redactor or editor intentionally changed to a sufficient
extent that the resultant form should be called a revised edition of
that text. The subsequent redactor or editor could, of course, be the
same person who produced the original edition, as sometimes
happens in literature, painting, music, or other art forms, but
presumably the subsequent editor would be a different person.

Sometimes the scope of the pair of editions encompasses only a
single story, narrative, chapter, or set of chapters. Sometimes the
scope of the double edition extends to the entire biblical book, as in
the case of Jeremiah. At the shorter end of the spectrum, if the scope
of the variant tradition is smaller than a single pericope, then
“literary edition” is too elevated a term and “textual variant;’ or “set
of textual variants,” is more appropriate. At the longer end of the
spectrum, one could consider the double edition of the
Deuteronomistic History.3

For individual variants, the selection of a given reading in the
MT, a Qumran manuscript, the Septuagint (LXX), or some other
version usually does not have ramifications for the selection of
variants in subsequent passages. For double literary editions of
extended passages, however, unless a certain textual witness (for
example, the MT) has been selected in principle as the single textual
tradition to be translated throughout the whole Bible, then it may
emerge that the study of double literary editions will logically
require, if the MT has been selected for one passage, the selection of
an alternate textual tradition for a subsequent passage. My hope is
that analysis of this phenomenon will help illuminate the criteria by
which Bible translators decide which form of the text is to be
selected as “the text” to be translated as “The Holy Bible.”

Double Literary Editions of Biblical Narratives

One of the best among recent books to put into graduate students’
hands in order to let them watch the process of integrating textual



and literary studies is The Story of David and Goliath: Textual and
Literary Criticism: Papers of a Joint Research Venture by Dominique
Barthelemy, David W. Gooding, Johan Lust, and Emanuel Tov.4

The book lets us watch four different scholars with different
backgrounds, training, and specializations present their initial
solution to a problem, respectfully learn from and critique each
others’ solution, and then present another attempt at solution.

One of the results that emerges from the book, or, rather, one of
the facts that forms the problematic for the book, is the double
edition of the story of David and Goliath. Someone in antiquity took
a traditional form of the story of David and Goliath and intentionally
interspersed another account of Davidic traditions into it, thereby
creating a significantly different edition of the text in quantity and in
content. The book thus confronts those who attempt translations of
the Bible with a problem - a problem of riches - the fact of double
literary editions of biblical texts.

The editorial procedure of weaving into one narrative a quite
different version of the same or a similar narrative is well known.
That is exactly what happened, for example, in the Flood narrative
with the versions commonly attributed to the Yahwist and the
Priestly editions. But from the translator’s point of view, that case is
different because all major surviving witnesses to the text attest to
the same composite secondary edition.

The David-Goliath story is a clear example of two different
editions of a biblical narrative,5 both attested in textual witnesses
which in different eras have had long-standing and widespread claim
as “the Bible.” An earlier edition of the text with its own integrity
and its own specific viewpoint is still found in the witnesses to the
Old Greek (OG), and a second, later, developed edition is now found
in the MT. The edition embedded in the MT has intentionally
expanded the narrative with identifiably different types of material
and different David traditions.6

One can list further examples within Samuel where there appear
evidences, not just of variant words or phrases within the text, but of
variant editions of portions of the book. For example, Professor
Stanley Walters7 has proposed that the story of Hannah, which has
long been recognized as rich in textual variants, is not a single
edition of the story with haphazard textual variants. He maintains
that the variants form a pattern: that a portrait of Hannah is



presented in the Masoretic Text in one light and that a different
portrait of her is presented in an intentionally different and
consistent light in the Septuagint. I will not give details here, but
preliminarily I would agree with him. I think that in 1 Samuel 1-2,
the Masoretic Text and the Septuagint may well present two
different forms of the text, one intentionally different from the other,
but each internally consistent.

In one sense, it does not matter whether the example of 1 Samuel
1-2 is verified as an instance of two intentionally different literary
editions of that narrative, since literary and textual critics will
probably continue to identify more examples of double literary
editions. Thus, let us work on the hypothesis that 1 Samuel 1-2 is
preserved in one edition in the MT and in another edition in the
LXX, and that one of these two editions was intentionally reedited
from the other.

Insofar as that hypothesis can be verified, the critical reader of
Samuel is confronted with a problem. The features of the two
intentionally different literary editions of 1 Samuel 1-2 are not at all
the same as the features of the two intentionally different literary
editions of 1 Samuel 17-18. That is, the ways in which the MT and
the LXX differ from each other in the Hannah story are quite
different from the ways the MT and the LXX differ in the David and
Goliath story.8

For 1 Samuel 1-2 we find in the earlier edition (the MT, I would
preliminarily suggest) a straightforward account with one portrait of
Hannah. In the secondary edition (the LXX) we find the intentional
and consistent reshaping of that account, arguably for theological
motives and possibly for misogynous motives, to give a changed
portrait of Hannah. When we turn to 1 Samuel 17-18, in the earlier
edition (the LXX) we find a single version of the story, whereas in
the secondary edition (the MT) we find a composite version: the
same version as in the LXX, basically unchanged, but now
augmented with inserted components of a second version quite
different in content, details, and style.9

The book of Samuel, of course, is not unique. If we look
backward to the Torah, we quickly find other double editions, for
example, in the book of Exodus; and if we look forward to the Latter
Prophets and the Writings, we find double editions also, for
example, in Jeremiah and Daniel. These are not new findings, just



samples that quickly come to mind. In each of these books we find
intentionally variant editions of the text.

Let us focus first on the book of Exodus. Here we meet a
different type of intentionally different edition. Patrick Skehan
published in 1955 a column from 4QpaleoExodm containing
fragments from Exodus 32.10 Initially he referred to the character of
its text as being “in the Samaritan Recension,” but subsequently he
refined his assessment: the scroll “has proved on further study to
contain all the expansions of the Samaritan form of Exodus, with
one notable exception: it did not contain the addition to the Ten
Commandments after Exod 20:17, referring to the unhewn altar on
Mt. Gerizim.“11

Thus, in 4QpaleoExodm we have a Jewish edition of Exodus. It
displays a text type of Exodus intentionally reedited in conscious
distinction from the Masoretic text type. That reedited text type was
subsequently taken over by the Samaritans, perhaps uncritically, that
is, without reflection on the different available text types of Exodus
and without a conscious decision to use this text type as opposed to
the different text type also transmitted in Jewish circles and
eventually used by the Masoretes. The Samaritans then inserted a
single additional expansion, referring to the altar on Mt. Gerizim,
according to the same method by which the expansions
characteristic of the edition in 4QpaleoExodm were made.

But our focus here remains on the two Jewish text types of
Exodus, the MT and 4QpaleoExodm. What we see in the revised
edition of Exodus found at Qumran is different from what we
discovered in either of the revised editions in the Samuel narratives.
In the secondary edition of the text of Exodus, we find neither an
intentional reshaping of stories to give a changed emphasis or
changed portrait (as in the Hannah story), nor an intentionally
composite edition made by supplementing a single tradition with
additional contents of sizable proportions from a quite different type
of narrative (as in the DavidGoliath story).12 We find a text
intentionally expanded by systematic harmonization13 - by taking
other parts of scripture and placing them virtually word-for-word in
a new, related context, sometimes from nearby places in Exodus,
sometimes from parallel passages in Deuteronomy. For the book of
Exodus, the MT and the LXX preserve an earlier form of the text,
whereas 4QpaleoExodm preserves a secondary edition of the text
produced - still presumably by Jews - on the principle of



harmonization. To complicate matters, the MT and the LXX may
well exhibit different editions of Exodus 35-40, but that we shall not
explore here.

The two editions of the book of Jeremiah have become widely
known. 4QJer1’ and the LXX display a form of the story which
Emanuel Tov14 has labeled “edition I,” and the MT, 2QJer, 4QJera,
and 4QJerc display a subsequent, intentionally expanded edition,
“edition II.” Tov has outlined very convincingly the characteristics
by which edition II goes beyond edition I. There are both editorial
aspects and exegetical aspects. Under editorial aspects Tov lists the
rearrangement of text, the addition of headings to prophecies, the
repetition of sections, and so forth. Under exegetical aspects, he lists
the clarification of details in the context, the making explicit of
material that was implicit, minor harmonistic additions, and the
emphasizing of ideas found in other parts of the book.15 Thus the
two editions of Jeremiah exhibit yet another type of contrast. Here
the scope of the secondary edition is the entire book, and the method
is basically rearrangement plus expansion - expansion not by
relatively infrequent, large-scale harmonization (as in
4QpaleoExodm) but by routine minor explicitation, clarification,
lengthened forms of titles, and so on.

When we turn to the book of Daniel, we find yet a fourth type of
intentionally different editions in the biblical text. Though for most
of the book the MT and the OG witness to the same edition, they
exhibit two different editions of chapters 4-6. In chapters 4 and 6 the
MT is considerably shorter than the OG, whereas in chapter 5 the
OG is noticeably shorter than the MT. The least that can be said is
that the same process is not consistently at work in these three
chapters. But we can get much more specific. When we analyze the
MT and the OG in parallel for each of the three chapters, the
principal factors become clear. The differences in the quantity of text
are not, as often in the MT of Samuel, caused by loss of sizable
amounts of material through parablepsis. In Daniel 4-6 both the MT
and the OG are apparently secondary, that is, they each expand in
different directions beyond an earlier common edition that no longer
survives. For example, for each of the three speeches in 5:10-12, 13-
16, 17-23, the edition preserved in the MT greatly expands for
rhetorical and dramatic effect beyond the edition preserved in the
OG. The variant editions for chapter 4, in contrast, are signaled by
the differing arrangements of various components and are confirmed
by expansions in the OG, such as the expansion (perhaps a



Babylonian astrological motif) of the sun and moon dwelling in the
great tree (4:8), and so forth.16 Thus, the double editions found in
Daniel 4-6 are two different later editions of the story, both
secondary, both expanding in different ways beyond a no-longer-
extant form which lies behind both.

In summary, then, we have shown examples of four different
books of the Bible with text forms preserving intentionally variant
editions of the biblical text. For the book of Exodus, the MT and the
LXX preserve an earlier form of the text, whereas 4QpaleoExodm
(and subsequently the Samaritan text) preserves a secondary edition
of the text produced on the principle of harmonization, spanning the
majority of the book.

For the books of Samuel, we have one clear example and another
plausible example, offering two different types of intentionally new
edition of individual narratives. On the one hand, in 1 Samuel 1-2
the MT may be the earlier form, and the text translated in the LXX
may witness to a secondary edition with an intentionally altered
portrait for theological motives. On the other, in 1 Samuel 17-18
there are clearly two intentionally different editions, the Greek now
displaying the earlier edition and the MT offering a second edition
supplemented by diverse David traditions.

For the book of Jeremiah, the LXX displays an earlier edition of
the entire book with one arrangement (“edition I”) and the MT an
expanded second edition (“edition II”), in substance basically
unchanged, but with a variant arrangement and with systematic
expansion by numerous, routine, minor additions.

For the book of Daniel, the MT and the OG exhibit two different
editions of chapters 4-6, this time both apparently being secondary,
that is, expanding in different directions beyond an earlier common
edition that no longer survives.

Was the Second Edition Produced at the Hebrew Stage or by a Greek
Translator?

Before proceeding, it may be helpful to determine whether the
second of the two different literary editions in each of the four
biblical books discussed above was produced at the Hebrew stage or
by a Greek translator. And I would like to preface our analysis with
two observations.



First, with regard to the question of “theological Tendenz” or
“actualizing exegesis” on the part of LXX translators, I have yet to
examine an allegation of a major interpretative translation by an OG
translator and be convinced that the OG translator was responsible
for a substantively innovative translation. Most who make such
allegations have failed to distinguish the three stages of (i) the
Hebrew Vorlage that was being translated into Greek, (ii) the results
of the transformational process by the original Greek translator, and
(iii) the subsequent transmission history within the Greek
manuscript tradition.’ In most cases the OG translators were
attempting to produce a faithful, not innovative in content,
translation of the sacred text.

Secondly, in contrast, it is methodologically important to
examine the question for each instance, because it remains a
possibility that, since the OG translators operated on partially
differing applications of principles, a certain individual translator
may turn out to have exercised substantively creative interpretation
in the translation.

Examining now the four books we have just discussed, happily
we find that the case is quite clear for the book of Exodus: the
second edition was produced at the Hebrew stage, for the two texts
that contain the later edition, 4QpaleoExodm and the Samaritan, are
both in Hebrew. And if confirmation be sought, the LXX of Exodus
(at least up to chapter 35) is a faithful translation of a short, earlier
Hebrew text very close to that in the MT.

In Samuel, for the David-Goliath story, Lust and Tov both
considered the edition witnessed by the LXX as prior to that
witnessed by the MT. And though both Barthelemyls and Gooding19
began by leaving open the possibility that the secondary literary
activity could have been at either the Hebrew or the Greek stage, at
the end both were largely, if not fully, convinced that Tov was
correct that the second literary edition had been made at the Hebrew
stage.20 For the Hannah story, Professor Walters was not yet
prepared to say whether he thought one version was earlier than the
other, perhaps wisely so, since I am not sure that I have yet posed
precisely the correct question. But for my part, I think I have shown
in general that many variants found in the OG of Samuel (including
some in the Hannah story) are identical with variant Hebrew
readings in 4QSama,21 the bulk of those OG agreements with the



Qumran Hebrew surely being faithful translations of a Hebrew
Vorlage in that text tradition.22

For the book of Jeremiah, 4QJerb provides in Hebrew an
exemplar of the shorter text tradition of which the LXX is a faithful
translation, while 4QJera and 4QJerc present Hebrew texts that
agree with the secondary edition found in the MT.

For the book of Daniel, the evidence is not yet conclusive, but it
appears that the secondary editions were both made at the Aramaic
level.23 The MT and the OG seem to reflect the same edition
through most of the book. Sharon Pace Jeansonne has demonstrated
that the OG of 7-12 is a faithful translation of its Semitic Vorlage,24
and the same seems true for chapters 1- 2.25 In chapters 4-6,
however, we recall that the MT and the OG exhibit two different
editions, this time both apparently being secondary, that is,
expanding in different creative directions beyond an earlier common
edition which no longer survives. But from the perspective of the
OG as a single document, the OG of 4-6 appears to be woven from
the same fabric as the OG translation of 1-2 and 7-12. Thus, the OG
seems to be a consistent, unified document with a consistent
translation technique. Therefore, the significant variation between
the OG and the MT in 4-6 seems to indicate that the OG is a faithful
translation of a different literary edition of these chapters. That
would mean that again for Daniel the editorial activity resulting in
secondary editions found in the MT and OG witnesses was done at
the level of the original language. At the very least we can maintain
that for the examples from Daniel 5 mentioned above the secondary
literary activity was done at the Aramaic stage.

The point to bring out in our present discussion is that in a
number of instances of double literary editions preserved in our
textual witnesses, the secondary editorial work was already done at
the Hebrew (or, for Daniel, Aramaic) level within the Jewish
community and cannot be discounted as the unimportant or
regrettable work of a Greek translator. The parallel editions were
current, available forms of the biblical text in the original language,
apparently with equally valid claims to being “the biblical text.”

Reflections on Determining Which Form of the Biblical Text to
Translate

If it is true that there exist double literary editions of biblical books
and passages in our preserved textual witnesses to the Bible, that



these alternate editions were produced in Hebrew in the Jewish
community prior to the emergence of Christianity, and that our
evidence shows that until and somewhat beyond the fall of the
Second Temple they shared equally valid claims to being “the
biblical text,” then Bible translators are faced with a question: how
do we go about selecting the form of the text that should be
translated?

When we ask that question, several other questions immediately
descend upon us, many fighting for first place. The preceding
arguments have been largely in the scholarly, empirical arena; is that
the starting point for deciding questions of Bible translation? How
are the different arenas to be weighted? Upon what basis is the
question to be decided: theological argument or empirical argument,
denominational custom or ecumenical unity, and so on?

It is impossible to attempt to answer these questions properly in
this short study. The questions and considerations bearing on a Bible
translation for religious or denominational purposes26 eventually
diverge widely from those bearing on a translation for scholarly or
study purposes. In this paper, therefore, we can focus only on the
latter, hoping that what is said is not en tirely unrelated to the former.
So I would like to focus on some of the criteria by which we
determine which form of the text is to serve as the text to be
translated for a “scholarly Bible.” It is presumptuous to think that I
can fully answer even this single question here. Rather, I offer some
reflections - not considered as definitive but as one moment in an
unfinished dialogue - that should be included among considerations
of the issues of Bible translation. In fact, I am quite conscious that
my reflections may end with more questions raised and left
unanswered than questions answered. Perhaps, then, this can be read
as a call for continuing and updated dialogue in light of our
advancing knowledge and resources relative to the question of the
textual basis for Bible translation.

We can begin by noting that it seems to be a defensible position
(1) that different translations of the Bible can be produced as the
result of legitimately differing scholarly judgments on historical or
philological or other principles, (2) that different translations of the
Bible can be produced as the result of legitimately differing
theological positions or denominational needs, and (3) that both
“scholarly Bibles” and “worship Bibles” have their place. The large
number of recent translations would seem to corroborate this.



Since both in theory and in practice the MT is predominantly
chosen, by conviction or otherwise, I think it important that we
reflect on the basis for this choice. The specific issue I am trying to
explore here is whether the optimum procedure for those who intend
to produce a translation of the Bible based on scholarly principles is
to use the MT as the textual basis except where that text is
disturbed.27

For a scholarly Bible, either a specific text form must be selected
a priori as the text to be translated, or parallel text forms must be
examined throughout to determine which form is preferable as the
basis of the translation. So that readers may know what kind of text
they are dealing with, a decision should be made and announced in
the introduction whether the translation is made from a particular
manuscript or from a critically established text.

Should a specific text tradition be chosen a priori? Unless the
goal is to produce a translation of the MT as a literary or religiously
influential document, or to produce a translation of the LXX or
another version as a literary or religiously influential document, then
it would seem that the only reason for selecting a specific text form
for a scholarly translation would be despair that a sufficiently solid
basis can be found for a critically established text. An argument that
usually accompanies this last position is that a diplomatic text, that
is, the printing of the text found in a particular manuscript as
opposed to a critically established or eclectic text, at least offers a
text that actually existed and was used.28

A decision to translate the text form preserved in the MT can be
made legitimately in principle (a priori), and can possibly - but
subject to debate - be made as a result of examination of various text
forms concluding that the MT is simply the best text (a
posteriori).29 A decision in principle to translate the MT
specifically30 is completely legitimate and desirable, on both
scholarly and religious grounds. The MT is a literary document with
a magnificent history, and it has been highly influential and carefully
protected; we should all have available a modern translation worthy
of this religious and cultural treasure. And there can be no question
that the modern Jewish community, even if it were to have alternate
translations, should possess a translation of the specific text form of
the MT, which the Rabbis and the community have by conscious
decision held sacred from antiquity. An analogous argument for a
translation of the LXX can also be made.31



Most, however, appear to agree with the prevailing consensus
that generally it is the “original” text that is to serve as the basis of
translations; thus, if an a priori option for a specific text form were
to be made, the MT would be the only viable candidate for that
choice.

The MT does have the practical advantage of being a complete
collection (unlike the Qumran scrolls) in Hebrew (unlike the
versions) of texts of “the Hebrew Bible.” Also, statistically it is
probably true that a good, critical translation will in the main agree
with the MT more than with any other single source. But it should
also be kept in mind that “the Masoretic Text” is not a univocal
term; it is a quite equivocal term. “The Masoretic Text” is not one
text; it is a collection of texts - just as, for example, the LXX is - a
collection of texts of divergent textual provenance, divergent stages
of literary edition, divergent literary merit, divergent textual quality,
divergent text type, and so forth. For certain books, for example,
Exodus, the MT proves to be the best single witness in general to the
early text of the book.32 For other books the case is different; for
example, in Samuel, 4QSama° b, c all prove to be superior in
general to the MT,33 though available only in very fragmentary
condition, while the LXX proves to be superior in a large number of
readings, though often resting on the basis of retroversion.34

But while agreeing that it is the “original” text that is generally
to serve as the basis of translations, not all agree on the meaning of
“original.” My understanding of Jerome’s position and the position
of the translators in the early Reformation period is that their eye
was on the “original” in the sense of the Hebrew as the original
language in which the texts were written. Is there any cause to doubt
that the “Hebraica veritas” they sought was the Hebrew scriptures in
their original language, which they, without distinct awareness of
alternate Hebrew forms, happened to equate with the MT? Are there
any indications that they chose the MT in contradistinction to
alternate Hebrew text forms of whose existence they were aware but
which they passed over?

We know Augustine’s choice (!), but if Jerome or the translators
in the early Reformation period had had Hebrew texts available like
4QpaleoExodm, 4QSama, 1QIsaa, and 4QJerb alongside “the
Hebrew” they knew (namely, the MT), would they have chosen the
MT? Here, of course, we can only speculate. But does it not surpass
speculation to suggest that, like Origen, they would have compared



the different texts and made some kind of choice on systematic
principles? Thus, for example, if they thought that the shorter text (if
sound) was usually preferable, would they not have chosen the
shorter text in each case; if the longer, would they not have
consistently chosen the longer, or if they thought that, as Jerome did
for the book of Daniel, the more “messianic” text was preferable,
then would they not have consistently chosen the more “messianic”
text where available; and so forth? Insofar as this assumption is
correct, does it suggest that we should consider readjusting our
perspective on the MT?

Let us for a moment allow our imaginations to indulge in a bit of
fantasy. Let us imagine that we discovered scores or hundreds of
ancient biblical manuscripts in Hebrew, similar to the Qumran
scrolls, but all complete and intact. Or let us imagine that the
roughly 170 biblical manuscripts from the Qumran caves were all
complete and intact. If either were the case, should we still translate
simply the MT except where its text seems disturbed? Or should we
carefully collate and examine all the parallel texts to determine
which form of the text, verse by verse and book by book, is
preferable as the basis for our translation?

Reluctantly taking leave of the world of fantasy and returning to
our real situation, we find that our current situation, though highly
impoverished, is more similar than dissimilar to our fantasy
situation. Though we do not have an abundance of complete
manuscripts in the original language, we do have some poor but
proud replacements in the fragmentary manuscripts from the
Judaean wilderness and in the complete but once-removed or
twiceremoved versions - once-removed for the original translation,
and twiceremoved for versional manuscripts that have suffered in
their transmission history and for the sub-versions.

An encouraging number of individuals and committees who set
out to produce biblical translations do use the witness of available
Hebrew manuscripts and the versions when pondering individual
textual variants. But what happens when the variant is not an
individual word or phrase protruding rebelliously in a verse or
passage that is otherwise in textual harmony? What happens when
the variant is a variant edition of a full literary unit?

The collection of literary texts that constitute the Hebrew Bible
exists in a variety of conditions. One of those conditions which
occurs intermittently is that of parallel editions in the different



textual witnesses of a given passage. Again, the Masoretic collection
of texts contains different types of literary editions of the biblical
books; that is, the distinguishing features of the editions that happen
to be embedded in the textual traditions preserved in the various
books in the MT are inconsistent in the manner of their variation
from the distinguishing features of the editions embedded in other
textual witnesses. Consequently, the particular editions in the MT -
depending upon the criteria adopted by a single translator, a
translation committee, or the community - will sometimes be seen as
superior to the editions preserved in other witnesses, sometimes as
different but equally good, sometimes as inferior.

If, for purposes of specific illustration, we were to decide that the
textual basis of our translation should be the earliest careful edition
of a text produced by an author or major editor and preserved in our
textual wit nesses, then for Exodus we would in general select the
MT-LXX tradition, bypassing the 4QpaleoExodm-Samaritan
tradition (though choosing for individual variant readings whichever
of the various witnesses offers the best reading). For Jeremiah, in
contrast, we would set aside the MT edition and translate the OG
edition in general (though correcting the OG at specific points by
means of the MT and other versions insofar as they exhibit superior
readings within that edition). And though selecting the MT for the
Hannah story in Samuel, we would still select the OG for the David-
Goliath story later in the same book.

If, on the other hand, we were to decide that the textual basis of
our translation should be the latest careful edition of a text accepted
as authoritative by a community, then we would select the MT for
the book of Jeremiah and for the David and Goliath story. But we
would pass over the MT to select the proto-Samaritan text form (that
is, the Jewish text form, as in 4QpaleoExodm, subsequently adopted
and preserved by the Samaritans, but without the specifically
Samaritan changes) for Exodus and Numbers. And though selecting
the MT for the David-Goliath story, we would select the OG for the
Hannah story earlier in the same book.

For Daniel 4-6 we would, on either the “earliest” or the “latest”
principle, still lack a criterion for deciding which form of the text to
use for translation. Both the OG and the MT display secondary,
developed editions of the narratives; and as yet I do not see a way to
decide in favor of either edition as “the final adopted edition” of
Daniel.



Conclusion

It is legitimate and desirable to produce translations of specific
textual traditions of the Bible, such as the MT and the LXX. But
insofar as the purpose of a scholarly Bible translation is to produce a
translation based on a critically established text, the method of
procedure must be the full and systematic comparison of the major
textual traditions - in both microcontexts (verseby-verse) and
macrocontexts (each book or section as a whole). It is quite probable
that the spectrum of classifications of textual variation will be so
widely differentiated as to make a fully consistent policy impossible.
And it is quite probable that it will prove very difficult to decide in
many cases into which category an individual variant fits.
Nonetheless, there should still be a discussion of the principles by
which the selection is to be made. And the principles should be
spelled out, as is usually done, in the introduction, so that users can
know in advance the principles of selection.

It seems clear now from the evidence of double literary editions
of biblical passages, just as it has long been clear from the evidence
of individual variants, that a translation of the Bible which claims to
be made on scholarly principles must rest on a critically established
text. Serious thought should be given to the types of data briefly
presented in the first and second parts of this paper and to
consideration of the options sketchily presented in the third part.
Presumably, consideration of the options will result in a reasoned
and consistent approach to establishing that text. Just as there has
probably never existed a perfect single written exemplar of “the
biblical text,” so too we will probably never produce a perfect single
translation of “the biblical text,” If we think otherwise, we need only
wait until the next generation, or look more widely to broader
sections of the believing community, to realize that we have not in
fact produced a perfect translation. What we must strive for is the
best that the human mind and human methods can produce within
our particular culture and our own generation.

 



I wish to thank Professor Shemaryahu Talmon for inviting me to
give an earlier version of this paper at a symposium he organized on
“The Hebrew Bible - From Literature to Canon,” held at the
National Humanities Center, Research Triangle Park, N.C., April
2729, 1989.

In antiquity there were certain scribes engaged in the process of
handing on the texts of the Hebrew Scriptures who intentionally
went beyond the simple copying of the text. They worked creatively
on the traditional sacred text, dared to augment it and enrich it for
the community, and thus became contributors to the composition of
the scriptures. Shemaryahu Talmon has described this type of scribe
as “a minor partner in the creative literary process.” 1

The present generation of textual critics has made a major
contribution to our understanding of the history of the biblical text,
and I hope to show how recent textual study of the Hebrew Bible has
opened a window on a previously dark stage in the composition of
the Bible. James Sanders is correct that study of the areas of text and
canon can be mutually illuminating.2 Tex tual study has illumined
some of the latter stages in the composition of the Bible, stages that
(depending upon terminology) we cannot yet call “canon,” but
stages that have been termed “the canonical process.”

In my view, “the canon” as such is a post-biblical topic. The
work that I have been doing over the past years has focused on the
way that the canon was formed, or more precisely, on aspects of the
canonical process - tracking the tradents and scribes as they
developed and handed on their sacred, traditional literature. There
are various aspects in the canonical process: the process by which
the individual traditions were collected and composed as present
books of the Bible, the process by which books of a similar nature



were collected into groupings as sections of our present canon, and
the process by which differing parties within Judaism struggled for
the supremacy of the section of the canon they believed to be more
important (e.g., the Law or the Prophets).

Here I wish to explore the stage in the canonical process between
the completion (more or less) of one early edition of what we could
recognize as a given biblical book and the completion of a later
(sometimes the final) version or edition of that book. Thus, just as it
is important to consider the earlier stages of growth and collection in
books such as Genesis or Isaiah or Proverbs, and the stages of
growth and collection in sections such as the narrative or legal or
prophetic or wisdom collections, so too I would like to consider the
latter stages of the composition of the biblical text in general, stages
common to the majority of the books and extending widely through
the materials in the various collections or sections of the Bible.

Specifically, I wish to explore how textual study of the Bible
helps one see what the creative scribes (those “minor partners” in the
biblical process) were doing, what their contribution was to the
Bible as we know it today. As I see it, our exploration will erase
even more the line between “higher criticism” and “lower criticism,”
which has been disappearing for some time.3 That is, the outmoded
distinction between higher criticism and lower criticism has as its
premise that the major authors of a book wrote and did their creative
work and completed a book, and then accurate or sloppy scribes
copied that completed work accurately or sloppily. Higher criticism
works on the side of the line marked “composition,” and lower
criticism operates on the side of the line marked “copying.” The data
presented below will make the attempt to draw such a line yet more
difficult.

Because of the widespread absence of agreement concerning
terminol ogy related to canon, I must preface my remarks with some
reflections and clarifications. Hopefully these will help advance our
thinking about canon, but in any case they will at least make clear
the sense in which I am using the terms. I then want to focus on one
form of the creative activity of the scribes of the Second Temple
period, what I will term “multiple literary editions” of biblical texts.
Perhaps it would be more factual to say “double literary editions,”
since we seldom have more than two editions that are extant for any
particular example; but I wish to focus our attention, not simply on
the data that happen to be still extant, but on the general



phenomenon that I believe was multiple. An examination of this
phenomenon will probably suffice both to show heuristically what
other similar creative activities of the scribes were like, and to show
that the procedures of these scribes were equivalent to the
procedures of those tradents we normally think of as the successive
composers of the Scriptures.

Terminology Concerning “Canon”

Recent literature and debates demonstrate a need for a thorough and
nuanced definition and description of “canon” and related terms:
canonical process, Scripture, canonical text, authoritative text, etc.4
Brevard Childs states that the “initial difficulty in discussing the
issue of the canon arises from the ambiguity of the terminology,“5
but though he discusses a number of the aspects of the complexity,
he does not arrive at a satisfactory definition.6 Sid Leiman has
offered a definition of “a canonical book”: “A canonical book is a
book accepted by Jews as authoritative for religious practice and/or
doctrine, and whose authority is binding upon the Jewish people for
all generations. Furthermore, such books are to be studied and
expounded in private and in public.” 7 But there are many complex
factors involved. Does Leiman’s definition include all the factors
that ought to be included? Can we properly speak of canon at
periods before the sacred writings were commonly considered and
widely agreed by reflexive judgment to be canonical? That is, do not
all the characteristics that constitute canon have to be present before
we can legitimately speak of canon? Historical evidence is usually
lacking for decisive answers. Is it at all meaningful to speak of an
“open canon”? That is a contradiction in terms according to some
views. The issue of canon is both a historical and a theological issue,
and these two perspectives cannot be either totally fused or totally
kept separate.8

Johann Gottfried Eichhorn said that “it would have been
desirable if one had never even used the term canon” - but
nonetheless he did.9 Furthermore, his division is unfortunate: he
divides between “general” and “special” matters - treating text and
canon under general and individual books under special. This
division is unfortunate, because issues of text and canon must be
probed also for individual books and sections, and the individual
books have certain constitutive characteristics that are best studied
as a general phenomenon (e.g., the editorial history of prophetic
books).



As far as terminology is concerned, I have not yet been
persuaded to agree with anyone more than with James Barr, who
holds that the canon is a later concept and term, and that it is a
technical term requiring precise definition and precise usage.1° It
seems that we must adopt a definition of canon that is either on the
broad side or on the strict side. A broad definition will include the
notions of traditional, sacred texts considered authoritative, but not
necessarily the notions of a reflexive, articulated decision that
specific texts and not others belong to a special category and are
binding for all believers for all time. A strict definition of canon will
also include these latter concepts: conscious decision, unique status,
necessarily binding.

I had sanguinely hoped, in the process of constructing this study,
to sort out all these issues and come to a clear decision. But I rather
quickly learned that that task was impossible in the time available
and that it would require book-length treatment.11 Among other
things in dealing with canon, we have a problem similar to that of
“midrash,” where the term traditionally referred to “biblical
interpretation in the rabbinic milieu,” but, because it “has clear
analogues with respect to presuppositions, procedures, and functions
in literature outside and prior to the rabbinic movement,” the term
has broadened considerably in the last forty years to include “the
study of the origin, evolution, and varieties of biblical interpretation
in early Judaism, including the NT.“12 This is not the place to
discuss whether the broadening of the definition of midrash is
legitimate. But, because I think that the use of strict definitions in
general requires us to bring greater sharpness to our thinking and
thus greater advances in common knowledge, I continue to hold,
tentatively, for the stricter definition of canon.

“Canon” is a technical term with an established usage in
theological discourse. Nonetheless, it is important to begin
discussion of its meaning, not within the context of Jewish or
Christian religious literature, but within the broader context of
Hellenistic culture. Although in Greek it had a concrete original
meaning and then metaphorical uses, in Latin and derivative
languages and literatures the word has a range of metaphorical uses.
H. W. Beyer’s article in TDNT correctly summarizes that in secular
use the Greek word had the figurative sense of “norm” or “ideal”: in
sculpture, the “perfect form of the human frame”; in philosophy, the
“basis … by which to know what is true and false”; in law, “that
which binds us, … specific ideals”; and also a “list” or “table.“13



It is significant that the term does not occur in the LXX in any
sense rel evant to this discussion,14 just as it is significant that there
is no Hebrew word for canon even long after the biblical period.
Galatians 6:16 seems to be the only New Testament use that is
relevant for our purposes, and there it is used in the rather general
sense of “measure of assessment, norm of one’s own action, norm of
true Christianity.” 15 Until the fourth century, the term was used in
Christian circles

generally to emphasise what is for Christianity an inner law and
binding norm…. After the 4th century the general use was
supplemented by the description of certain things in the Church
as xavwv or Kavovtx6S…. Most significant is the fact that from
the middle of the 4th century the term canon came to be used for
the collection of the sacred writings of the OT, which had been
taken over from the Synagogue, and of the NT, which had
already taken essential shape from c. 200…. 16

Even were we to agree on the meaning of canon in Christian usage,
it is not a necessary next step to argue that the same precise usage
should hold concerning the canon of the Hebrew Bible. Nonetheless,
I think it functionally expedient to appeal to consistency here and to
use the term according to its traditional, strict definition as the
collection or list of books of the Scriptures.17

There are three aspects of the technical use of canon that I think
it will be important to note: (1) it represents a reflexive judgment,
(2) it denotes a closed list, and (3) it concerns biblical books. Thus, I
would argue that there is no canon as such in Judaism prior to the
end of the first century C.E. or in Christianity prior to the fourth
century, that it is confusing to speak of an “open canon,” and that
“the canonical text” is an imprecise term, at best an abstraction (not
a text one could ever pick up and read). In what follows I do not
claim to solve the issues but rather note aspects of the problem in the
hope of eliciting finer resolution in the future.

(1) In philosophical terms a reflexive judgment is a judgment
that is made in retrospect, self-consciously looking backward and
recognizing and explicitly affirming that which has already come to
be. It represents the difference between sense experience and
judgment, the difference between living and “the examined life.” It
represents the difference between pre-conceptual knowledge, which
animals share, and post-insight (“aha!,” “click!”) human knowledge,
the difference between the habitual conviction that the sunrise will



be there in the morning and the scientific knowledge about the
physical rotation of the earth on its axis. Thus, for a long while the
community handed down sacred writings that increasingly
functioned as authoritative books, but it was not until questions were
raised and communal or official agreements made that there existed
what we properly call a canon. The simple practice of living with the
conviction that certain books are binding for our community is a
matter of authoritativeness. The reflexive judgment when a group
formally decides that it is a constituent requirement that these books
which have been exercising authority are henceforth binding is a
judgment concerning canon.

(2) Canon denotes a closed list. Exclusion as well as inclusion is
important; as Bruce Metzger says, the process by which the canon
was formed “was a task, not only of collecting, but also of sifting
and rejecting.“18 He is speaking of the New Testament, of course,
but the same process was at work with respect to the Hebrew Bible.
The simple judgment that certain books are binding for one’s
community is again a matter of authoritativeness; the reflexive
judgment that these books but not those books are binding is a
judgment concerning canon. Thus, I would argue that it is confusing
to speak of an open canon. That there were disagreements on the
extent of the canon reflects not so much a toleration of an open
canon but a lack of agreement concerning which particular closed
list was to be endorsed.

(3) Canon concerns biblical books, not the specific textual form
of the books. One must distinguish two senses of the word “text”: a
literary opus and the particular wording of that opus. It is the literary
opus, and not the particular wording of that opus, with which canon
is concerned. Both in Judaism and in Christianity it is books, not the
textual form of the books, that are canonical. For the Rabbis it was
scrolls, that is, books, that made the hands unclean (m. Yadayim 3:5;
4:6). The Mishnah discusses the permissibility of diverse languages
for the biblical scrolls (m. Megilla 1:8, 2:1; m. Yadayim 4:5), the
script (“Assyrian” [= square], not “Hebrew” [= Palaeo-Hebrew]), the
materials (ink, and leather [presumably not papyrus]; m. Yadayim
4:5), and even the blank spaces that border a scroll (m. Yadayim
3:4); but to my knowledge there is no discussion of a distinction
between textual forms. Similarly for Christian writers:

Eusebius and Jerome, well aware of such variation in the
witnesses, discussed which form of text was to be preferred. It is



noteworthy, however, that neither Father suggested that one form
was canonical and the other was not. Furthermore, the perception
that the canon was basically closed did not lead to a slavish
fixing of the text of the canonical books.

Thus, the category of “canonical” appears to have been broad
enough to include all variant readings (as well as variant
renderings in early versions)….

In short, it appears that the question of canonicity pertains to
the document qua document, and not to one particular form or
version of that document.19

Thus, “the canonical text” is an imprecise term, an abbreviated
expression for “the text of a canonical book” or “the text of the
canonical books.” It is an ideal, referring to the text of a book or
books without focus on any particular form of the text. It is an
abstraction, not a text that one can pick up and read.20 It appears
that Childs would agree at least partially:

However, the point needs to be emphasized that the Masoretic
text is not identical with the canonical text, but is only a vehicle
for its recovery. There is no extant canonical text. Rather, what
we have is a Hebrew text which has been carefully transmitted
and meticulously guarded by a school of scribes through an
elaborate Masoretic system… . The canonical text of firstcentury
Judaism is now contained within a post-canonical tradition.
Therefore, even though the expressed purpose of the Masoretes
was to preserve the canonical text unchanged, in fact, a variety
of factors make clear that changes have occurred and that a
distinction between the MT and the canonical text must be
maintained.21

I would agree with Childs that there is no extant canonical text but
disagree with him insofar as he holds that the ideal canonical text is
necessarily within the Masoretic textual tradition, especially insofar
as he is speaking as a Christian theologian. And I would further
suggest that the canonical text is a term usually used improperly and,
in light of terminological confusion, should be avoided.22

I will conclude this section on the canon with some comments to
support my earlier view that the canon as such is a post-biblical
topic. According to the criteria outlined above, I think that the canon
represents a reflexive judgment, denotes a closed list, and concerns
biblical books. Thus I think that Childs is theologically seeking



something that historically is not yet there.23 He appears to focus
rather rigidly on

that official Hebrew text of the Jewish community which had
reached a point of stabilization in the first century A.D., thus all
but ending its long history of fluidity. From that period on, the
one form of the Hebrew text of the Bible became the normative
and authoritative expression of Israel’s sacred scripture.
Stabilization marked the point which separated the text’s history
into two sharply distinguished periods: a pre-stabilization period
marked by a wider toleration of divergent text types, and a
poststabilization period characterized by only minor variations of
the one official text.24

There is, to my knowledge, no evidence prior to the late first century
c.E., either in Judaism or in Christianity, to suggest that there was
either a fixed list of books, or a fixed text either of individual books
or a fortiori of the unified collection of books.25 Thus, prior to the
end of the first century, we do not have a canon in either Judaism or
Christianity. We have a canon-in-themaking, but we do not have a
canon. We have, well documented by practice, the concept of
authoritative sacred books that are to be preserved very faithfully.
And we have a “canonical process,” that is, the activity by which the
books later to become accepted as the canon were produced and
treated as sacred and authoritative. But we do not have a canon or a
canonical text before the end of the first century. Nor do we have
such until noticeably later, except possibly within rabbinic Judaism
insofar as the Masoretic stream of textual tradition was seen as the
only legitimate textual form of the canonical books; but is there
evidence to show that diaspora Judaism or even widespread
Palestinian Judaism generally accepted, prior to the middle third of
the second century, the proto-Masoretic stream that emerged as
exclusive?26

Do we have a canonical list prior to the end of the first century?
Yes and no: Torah - yes; Prophets - mostly; Writings - partly. Can
the entries on the list change? If, using the technical definition, one
answers “no,” then there cannot be a canon until the middle of the
second century at the earliest. Those who would choose to use the
broader definition could answer “yes,” but they would always have
to add quickly that that list was not stable and that contemporary
believers were not fully conscious of, and were not in agreement on,
this aspect of the sacred texts. It is better to describe the situation



this way: there was a category of sacred, authoritative books to
which further entries could be added, and this category contained a
number of books that were always included and always required to
be included (the five books of Moses, Isaiah, Psalms, etc.), even
though others could also be included (Ezekiel, Song of Songs,
Esther, Jubilees, etc.). If so, then one would say that there was a
canon-in-the-making, but there was not yet a canon.

Some of the contents (e.g., the Torah and, for most, the Prophets)
would, of course, have met widespread agreement as a central core.
But for other books, there would not have been agreement on
whether they were meant to be included (such agreement had not
been reached well into the second century in Judaism, nor even until
later in Christianity). More importantly, the multiplicity of “titles”
and the general lack of concern about expressly naming and
delimiting the contents forcefully indicate that the many authors who
referred to this anthology of literature with such diverse and generic
designations were obviously unconcerned about the issue concerning
which later Jews and Christians made decisions and still later called
canon.27

The contents of “the Law” seem clear: the five books of Moses.
But what about the contents of “the Prophets”? Was the book of
Daniel included? Was the book of Psalms included?28 Since at that
time books were generally separate entities, written on individual
scrolls, not sequentially ordered in codices, it is one step more
difficult to answer that question. But Barr’s view has much to
recommend it, namely, that “instead of the three-stage organization
familiar to us, there probably was for a considerable time a two-
stage conception, using only the two terms, the Torah and the
`Prophets’. Some books, which to us are in the Writings, may well
have been in the Prophets… .“29 Indeed, Daniel is considered
among the prophets at Qumran, by Josephus (Antiquities 10.249,
266-67), and in the New Testament, whereas the rabbinic tradition
that resulted in the present arrangement of the MT presumably did
not consider the book among the Prophets (cf. b. Baba Batra 14b)
but rather among the wise (cf. b. Baba Batra 14b; b. Yoma 77a).30 If
the content of the Prophets was unclear, how can one even entertain
the notion that the content of “the Writings” would have been clear?

Again, I do not claim to have solved the issues but rather to have
pointed out what I see as issues to be clarified, how I think they
might be further pursued, and pragmatically where I position myself



in the terminological haze. I can now turn to an examination of the
scribes’ contribution to the growth of the text that would become the
canon.

Examples of the Editorial Work of the Scribes

Shemaryahu Talmon has noted “that a great number, probably an
overwhelming majority, of Qumran [and other] variants in biblical
scrolls and in Bible quotations resulted from insufficiently controlled
copying and/or sometimes represent diverging Vorlagen.“31 Indeed,
the scribes of scriptural manuscripts often intended simply to
produce a new copy of an older Vorlage, and from time to time they
made mistakes. But let us grant general amnesty to all scribes for
their errors and corruptions. Let us concentrate on what they were
trying to accomplish beyond simple copying. Let us examine the
creative role of these scribes in helping to compose what we now
call the Bible. Textual criticism has revealed some of the details of
what they were doing, and their role in the composition of the Bible
at least partially constitutes the canonical process.

I am not the first, of course, to take up this project. Shemaryahu
Talmon devoted most of his long and rich article on “The Textual
Study of the Bible” to what he terms “biblical stylistics” contrasted
with what are normally seen as textual variants. In it he was engaged
in demonstrating “that an undetermined percentage of these variae
lectiones derive from the impact of ongoing literary processes of an
intra-biblical nature.“32 One can learn much also from Emanuel
Tov’s article on biblical harmonization. 33 And many further aspects
of this creative activity are illumined by the approach designated
“comparative midrash.“34

Let me briefly recall some of the types of scribal creativity that
Talmon analyzed, and then focus on another major type of creative
scribal activity. He presented examples of stylistic and textual
interchangeability of words, stylistic and textual conflation, and
stylistic metathesis and textual inversion. Each of these he
considered as “fundamental formative elements which assumedly
were operative on the author level as stylistic patterns and in the
transmission-stage as their editorial and textual modification.“35

Here I would like to focus on yet another major type of creative
scribal activity, namely, multiple literary editions of biblical texts.
Now the usual scenario for textual variants is the recognition of
plausible variants in other textual witnesses for individual words or



phrases in the MT, thus individual variant readings, and it is
generally this type that Talmon studied, presenting us with a
veritable textbook or chrestomathy of text-critical cases and
analyses. But the specific type of textual variant that I wish to
explore is that of variant editions, multiple literary editions of
biblical texts.36

By multiple literary editions I mean a literary unit - a story,
pericope, narrative, poem, book, etc. - appearing in two or more
parallel forms (whether by chance extant or no longer extant in the
textual witnesses), which one author, major redactor, or major editor
completed and which a subsequent redactor or editor intentionally
changed to a sufficient extent that the resultant form should be called
a revised edition of that text. The subsequent redactor or editor
could, of course, be the same person who produced the original
edition, as sometimes happens in literature, painting, music, or other
art forms, but presumably the subsequent editor would be a different
person. In fact there are seldom more than two parallel forms of
subsequent editions of biblical passages; but that is chiefly an
accident of history, and the process I am intending to describe was a
much richer and more frequent process, especially when viewed
from a canonical-process perspective, and so I will speak of multiple
editions.

Sometimes the scope of the variant editions encompasses only a
single story, narrative, chapter, or set of chapters. Sometimes the
scope extends to the entire biblical book, as in the case of Jeremiah.
At the shorter end of the spectrum, if the scope of the variant
tradition is smaller than a single pericope, then “literary edition” is
too elevated a term; “textual variant,” or “set of textual variants,” is
more appropriate.37 At the longer end of the spectrum, one could
consider the double edition of the entire Deuteronomistic History.38

I would like to reflect on samples of multiple editions found in
the vari ous parts of the Hebrew Bible: from the Torah, the book of
Exodus; from the Nebi’im Ri sonim (or historical books), the books
of Samuel; from the Nebi’im ‘Ahronim (or prophetic corpus), the
book of Jeremiah; and from the Ketubim (or wisdom corpus), the
book of Daniel. I propose to explore the phenomenon of multiple
literary editions of these books and then reflect on what it tells us
about the process by which the canonical books were produced.

The Book of Exodus



For the book of Exodus, the MT presents a form of the book that I
call “edition I,” because we have no texts which preserve an earlier
edition of the book as a whole.39 A subsequent edition has generally
been recognized in the Samaritan Pentateuch, an intentionally
reedited form based on the form transmitted in the MT. In 1955
Patrick Skehan published some fragments from 4QpaleoExodm
containing Exodus 32.40 Initially he described the character of its
text as “in the Samaritan Recension,” but subsequently he refined his
assessment: the scroll had “proved on further study to contain all the
expansions of the Samaritan form of Exodus, with one notable
exception: it did not contain the addition to the Ten Commandments
after Exod 20:17, referring to the unhewn altar on Mt. Gerizim.“41
Thus, this text of Exodus appears to be positioned between the form
found in the MT and that found in the Samaritan Pentateuch. Is it a
different edition?

If Skehan is correct (and after spending several years on that
scroll I will affirm that he is), then it seems that there are two Jewish
editions of Exodus, one in the MT and a second in 4QpaleoExodm.
Judith Sanderson, who collaborated with me on the completion of
Skehan’s edition of this scroll, has published an excellent analysis of
its textual character in An Exodus Scroll from Qumran:
4QpaleoExodm and the Samaritan Tradition.42 Her analysis demon
strates that the scroll is a descendant of a text of Exodus similar to
that of the MT. But one or possibly more scribes took the edition of
Exodus as found now in the MT and intentionally developed it. The
scroll displays a text type of Exodus intentionally reedited in
conscious distinction from the Masoretic text type. The Samaritans
subsequently used that reedited text type, perhaps uncritically. That
is, I think it probable that the Samaritans used the text type as in
4QpaleoExodm without conscious reflection on the different
available text types of Exodus and without a conscious decision to
use this text type as opposed to the different text type that was also
transmitted in Jewish circles and eventually used by the Masoretes.
The Samaritans then inserted a single additional expansion, referring
to the altar on Mt. Gerizim, and they did this according to the same
method by which the expansions characteristic of the edition in
4QpaleoExodm were made. I would hesitate to say that the
Samaritan text constitutes yet a third edition of Exodus on the basis
of this single, though monumental, expansion. But we need not
decide the Samaritan issue here.



My point is that we possess two Jewish editions of Exodus, that
found in the MT and that found in 4QpaleoExodm. The revised
edition of Exodus from Qumran is a text intentionally expanded by
systematic harmonization.43 A scribe enriched the traditional
edition of Exodus by excerpting and minimally rewording parts of
the scriptural text and inserting them virtually word-for-word in a
new, related context. Sometimes the text was from nearby places in
Exodus, sometimes it was from parallel passages in Deuteronomy.
Thus one has in the MT and the LXX an earlier form of the text, but
in 4QpaleoExodm a secondary edition of the text produced in
Hebrew by Jewish tradents on the principle of harmonization.44

The Books of Samuel

In the books of Samuel one meets a different type of editorial
activity contributing to the composition of the biblical text. Some
ancient scribe took a traditional form of the story of David and
Goliath and intentionally interwove into it another account of
Davidic traditions, thereby creating a significantly different edition
of the text in quantity and in content. The David-Goliath story is a
clear example of two different editions of a biblical nar rative, both
attested in textual witnesses that have had long-standing and
widespread claim as “the Bible” in different communities.45 An
earlier edition of the text with its own integrity and its own specific
viewpoint is still found in the witnesses to the Old Greek, and a
second, later, developed edition is now found in the MT.46 The
edition embedded in the MT has intentionally expanded the narrative
with identifiably different types of material and different David
traditions.47

One can list further examples within Samuel where there is
evidence, not just of variant words or phrases within the text, but of
variant editions of portions of the book. For example, the story of
Hannah in 1 Samuel 1-2, which has long been recognized as rich in
textual variants,48 is probably not a single edition of the story with
haphazard textual variants. A striking number of the Greek variants
against the MT are quite probably faithful reflections of a different
Hebrew text as exemplified now by the somewhat later and very
fragmentary 4QSama.49 My strong suspicion is that a number of the
variants coalesce to constitute a pattern indicating that the Hebrew
text which lay behind the Old Greek may well have been a variant
edition from that which has been transmitted through the Masoretic
textus receptus.



Professor Stanley Walters has recently-proposed “the thesis that
M and B [the MT and the LXX Codex Vaticanus] are alternate
versions of the story of Samuel’s birth. The texts of each, while not
in perfect condition, can be given a reasonable and internally
consistent reading which shows them to be discrete narratives, each
with its own interests and design.“50 One need not agree with all the
individual arguments adduced by Walters or with his interpretation
of the significance of the individual variants in order to espouse his
general conclusion that, as I would rephrase it, in 1 Samuel 1 the MT
and the LXX (in basic fidelity to its Hebrew Vorlage) may well
present two different editions of the text, one intentionally different
from the other, each internally consistent.51

In one sense, it does not matter whether the example of 1 Samuel
1-2 is verified as an instance of two intentionally different literary
editions of that narrative, since literary and textual critics will
probably continue to identify more examples of variant literary
editions. Thus, I work on the hypothesis that 1 Samuel 1-2 is
preserved in one edition in the MT and in another edition in the
LXX, and that one of these two editions was intentionally reedited
from the other.52

The critical reader of Samuel, comparing the scribes’ work in
producing multiple editions, will note that the features distinguishing
the two intentionally different literary editions of 1 Samuel 1-2 are
not at all the same as the features distinguishing the two
intentionally different literary editions of 1 Samuel 17-18. That is,
the ways in which the MT and the LXX differ from each other in the
Hannah story are quite different from the ways the MT and the LXX
differ in the David and Goliath story.53

For 1 Samuel 1-2 one finds in the earlier edition (perhaps the
MT) a straightforward account with one portrait of Hannah. In the
secondary edition (perhaps the LXX) one finds the intentional and
consistent reshaping of that account, arguably for theological
motives, to give a changed portrait of Hannah. But for 1 Samuel 17-
18, in the earlier edition (this time the LXX) one finds a single
version of the story, whereas in the secondary edition (the MT) one
finds a composite version: the same version as in the LXX, basically
unchanged, but now augmented with inserted components of a
second version quite different in content, details, and style.54

What we had found in the revised edition of Exodus from
Qumran is different from what we discover in either of the revised



editions in the Samuel narratives. The secondary edition of the text
of Exodus was characterized primarily by harmonization; in Samuel
we find intentional reshaping of stories to give a changed emphasis
or changed portrait (in the Hannah story), and an intentionally
composite edition made by supplementing a single tradition with
additional contents of sizable proportions from a quite different type
of narrative (in the David-Goliath story).

The Book of Jeremiah

The two editions of the book of Jeremiah have become widely
known. 4QJerb (now probably to be divided as 4QJerb and 4QJerd)
and the LXX display a form of the story that Emanuel Tov has
labeled “edition I,” and the MT, 2QJer, 4QJera, and 4QJerc display a
subsequent, intentionally expanded edition, “edition 11.’ 155 has
outlined very convincingly the characteristics by which edition II
goes beyond edition I, including both editorial aspects and
exegetical aspects. Under editorial aspects, Tov lists the
rearrangement of text, the addition of headings to prophecies, the
repetition of sections, etc. Under exegetical aspects, he lists the
clarification of details in the context, the making explicit of material
that was implicit, minor harmonistic additions, and the emphasizing
of ideas found in other parts of the book.56 Thus the two editions of
Jeremiah exhibit yet another type of contrast. Here the scope of the
secondary edition is the entire book, and the method is basically
rearrangement plus expansion - expansion not by relatively
infrequent, largescale harmonization (as in 4QpaleoExodm) but by
routine minor explic- itation, clarification, lengthened forms of titles,
etc.

The Book of Daniel

Turning to the book of Daniel, one finds yet a fourth type of
intentionally different editions in the biblical text. The text type of
Daniel reflected in the MT is well documented from the early period
of its textual transmission. Qumran provides eight exemplars of the
book (as compared with only six of Jeremiah), one of which dates
from the end of the second century B.C.E., only about a half century
after the book’s composition.57 And all eight, insofar as the
fragmentary evidence allows one to judge, are generally in the same
textual tradition in which the MT stands. I hasten to qualify that in
some of the individual variants the MT is clearly secondary, just as
each of the Qumran manuscripts also displays secondary readings
vis-a-vis the MT. But my point is that, even though there are many



minor discrepancies among the various scrolls and between each and
the MT, the Qumran manuscripts display the same general edition as
that in the MT. There are no witnesses to the additions of Susanna,
Bel and the Dragon, the Prayer of the Three Youths, etc., or to the
alternate order as found in Papyrus 967.58

I will also mention, though it is not my main point here, that for
certain individual readings the scrolls provide in Aramaic or Hebrew
the Vorlage of certain individual Old Greek readings; but again, the
general edition of each of the scrolls appears to be that of the MT,
not that of the Old Greek.

For most of the book, when the MT and the Old Greek are
compared, they both witness to the same edition. They do exhibit,
however, significant discrepancy in chapters 4-6, and the Old Greek
translator of Daniel has been severely criticized.59 The dissertation
of Dean Wenthe, however, on the Old Greek intends to demonstrate
that August Bludau, J. A. Montgomery, and Sharon Pace Jeansonne
were correct in exonerating the Old Greek translator with regard to
the book in general, and in considering chapters 4-6 of a different
order.60 I agree with Montgomery that “careful study re lieves much
of the odium that has been cast upon the translation. ‘161 When the
entire book is carefully studied, one finds that for chapters 1-2,
perhaps 3, and 7-12 the Old Greek translation is a faithful translation
of a Semitic text close to that in the MT and the scrolls. In chapters 4
and 6, however, the MT is considerably shorter than the Old Greek,
whereas in chapter 5 the Old Greek is noticeably shorter than the
MT. The least that can be said is that the same process is not
consistently at work in these three chapters. But one can get much
more specific. When one analyzes the MT and the Old Greek in
parallel for each of the three chapters, the principal factors become
clear. (1) I have already mentioned that occasionally the scrolls
demonstrate that the MT incorporates secondary readings. (2)
Though for chapters 4-6 the Old Greek is noticeably different from
the MT, the nature of the Greek in those chapters is the same as that
in the remainder of the book; that is, the Greek of chapters 1-12 is of
one piece. (3) The differences in the quantity of text are not, as often
in the MT of Samuel, caused by loss of sizable amounts of material
through parablepsis. Rather, in Daniel 4-6 both the MT and the Old
Greek are apparently secondary, that is, they each expand in
different directions beyond an earlier common edition that no longer
survives. For example, for each of the three speeches in 5:10-12,
1316, 17-23, the edition preserved in the MT greatly expands for



rhetorical and dramatic effect beyond the edition preserved in the
Old Greek. In contrast, the variant editions for chapter 4 are signaled
by the differing arrangements of various components and are
confirmed by expansions in the Old Greek, such as the expansion
(perhaps a Babylonian astrological motif) of the sun and moon
dwelling in the great tree (4:8), etc. The conclusion to be drawn, but
still to be demonstrated in detail, is that the Old Greek translator
translated the entire book faithfully from his Semitic Vorlage; he
simply had a version of the book that contained a variant edition of
the text for those three chapters. Furthermore, the variant editions
found in the MT and in the Old Greek for Daniel 4-6 appear to be
two different later editions of the story, both secondary, both
expanding in different ways beyond a single form which lies behind
both but which is no longer extant.

In summary, then, we have shown examples of four different books
of the Bible with text forms preserving intentionally variant editions
of the biblical text. For the book of Exodus, the MT and the LXX
preserve an earlier form of the text, whereas 4QpaleoExodm (and
subsequently the Samaritan text) pre serves a secondary edition of
the text produced on the principle of harmonization, spanning the
majority of the book.

For the books of Samuel, we have one clear example and another
plausible example, offering two different types of an intentionally
new edition of individual narratives. On the one hand, in 1 Samuel
1-2 the MT may be the earlier form, and the text translated in the
LXX may witness to a secondary edition with an intentionally
altered portrait for theological motives. On the other, in 1 Samuel
17-18 there are clearly two intentionally different editions, the Greek
now displaying the earlier edition and the MT a secondary edition
supplemented by diverse traditions about David.

For the book of Jeremiah, the LXX displays an earlier edition of
the entire book with one arrangement (“edition I”) and the MT an
expanded second edition (“edition II”), in substance basically
unchanged, but with a variant arrangement and systematic expansion
by numerous, routine, minor additions.

For the book of Daniel, the MT and the Old Greek exhibit two
different editions of chapters 4-6, this time both apparently being
secondary, that is, expanding in different directions beyond an
earlier common edition which no longer survives.



All the editorial work I have been discussing was done at the
Hebrew stage.62 That is, the second of the two different literary
editions in each of the four biblical books discussed above was
produced at the Hebrew (or, for Daniel, Aramaic) stage, not by a
Greek translator. That is important for our consideration of the
creative activity of the scribes. But let me add a tangential obiter
dictum.

With regard to the question of “theological Tendenz” or
“actualizing exegesis” on the part of LXX translators, I have yet to
examine an allegation of a major interpretative translation by an Old
Greek translator and be convinced that the Old Greek translator was
responsible for a substantively innovative translation. Most who
make such allegations have failed to distinguish the three stages of
(a) the Hebrew Vorlage that is being translated into Greek, (b) the
results of the transformational process by the original Greek
translator, and (c) the subsequent transmission history within the
Greek manuscript tradition.63 In most cases the Old Greek
translators were at tempting to produce a faithful translation of the
sacred text, not to produce an interpretation remarkably innovative
in content. Nonetheless, it is methodologically important to examine
the question for each instance, because it remains a possibility that,
since the various Old Greek translators operated on partially
differing applications of principles, a certain individual translator
may turn out to have exercised substantively creative interpretation
in the translation.

The point to bring out in this present discussion is that in a
number of instances of multiple literary editions, some of which are
still preserved in our textual witnesses, the creative, secondary
editorial work was already done at the Hebrew (or, for Daniel,
Aramaic) level within the Jewish community and cannot be
discounted as the unimportant or regrettable work of a Greek
translator. The parallel editions were current, available forms of the
sacred text in the original language, and apparently up to the end of
the first century of the common era they were seen as having equally
valid claims to being “the biblical text.”

Aspects of the Canonical Process

The canonical process is that series of actions, or complex of
activity, viewed both individually and as an organic whole, by which
the collection of sacred books now recognized as the canonical
books was produced, especially with regard to the characteristics by



which it became the canon as such. That activity includes, as James
Sanders says, selectivity and repetition with interpretation - tradition
being retold and reshaped faithfully but creatively.64

Sanders compares the canonical process to comparative midrash,
and I would like to go further and add the very composition of
Scripture as another equivalent, and to suggest moreover that the
homiletical, liturgical, and spiritual use of Scripture involves a
similar process.

In an article published in 1980, I suggested that there was a
dynamic operative in modern theological reflection that had its roots
in the very process by which the Scriptures were composed. Using
an analysis of the biblical account of the exodus, I made the claim
that the method of composition of the Scriptures is “a process and
that the process of the development of Scripture is dialectical -
Scripture, which began as experience, was produced through a
process of tradition(s) being formulated about that experience and
being reformulated by interpreters in dialogue with the experience of
their communi ties and with the larger culture.“65 Using the exodus
as an example, it seems clear that what (according to the
documentary view) the Yahwist, the Elohist, and the Priestly editions
were doing was each taking the tradition and repeating it faithfully
but reshaping it creatively in the light of the exigencies of their
current cultural situation.

Since the biblical narratives are usually not eyewitness accounts
of events but “classic retelling(s)” of the traditions, one must
carefully analyze and differentiate the epistemological levels from
experience or “raw event” to the final written text: experience,
understanding, and judgment, followed by explicit articulation of the
judgment. We usually do not have direct witnesses to “what really
happened,” but later communities’ proclamations of the significance
of what had been experienced. Even the very early layers of the
biblical text are already selected and interpreted repetitions of
Israel’s traditions.

Thus, though the events behind the biblical account of the
exodus began in human experience, they were not limited to raw,
unreflective experience. It was human experience recognized in faith
as shaped by God’s presence and purpose. That is, it was interpreted
and formulated in traditional religious categories, and it was told and
retold, shaped and reshaped, in light of the developing needs and
worldviews of the believing communities.66



I continue with the modern analogy because it is similar to the
attitudes and methods of the creative scribes in antiquity who were
at once handing on and composing the scriptural text. “Reading the
Bible in the process of theological reflection today is also an event
of dynamic interaction between the minister and the text…. The
dynamic interaction includes several elements: the text and the
reader or hearer, each with a definite worldview and each in a
particular concrete situation …:‘61 The use of Scripture - whether
homiletical or liturgical, whether ancient or contemporary - involves
a tripolar dynamic of interaction between the traditional text, the
contemporary cultural situation, and the experience of the minister
within the community. This tripolar dynamic is a reflection of, and is
in faithful continuity with, the process by which the Scriptures were
composed.61

Returning to the creative biblical scribes, these tradents were
actively handing on the tradition, but they were adding to it,
enriching it, making it adaptable, up-to-date, relevant, multivalent.
We must assume that by and large they knew explicitly what they
were doing. Insofar as the scribes were handing on the tradition, they
became part of the canonical process: handing on the tradition is a
constitutive factor of the canonical process. Sanders refers to this
aspect as “repetition.“69 The repetition, in a sense, works like a
hammer, pounding home again and again that this material is
important. The texts were authoritative texts, and through the
traditioning process they were being made more authoritative. 70

But the scribes were also updating the tradition, contemporizing
it, making it relevant. That is, sometimes when the tradition was not
adaptable, these scribes made it adaptable, thus giving it another of
its canonical characteristics, a complementary factor that Sanders
terms “resignification.“71 That is, the tradition, important in its
original setting, and important in itself beyond its importance for
that original concrete situation, is found also to be important to me
here and now in my present situation. The tradition proves
adaptable, capable of having new significance in this new particular
situation. The resignification - insofar as the tradition has proved
useful or true - shows that indeed the tradition is important in itself
(thus genuinely in the category of “tradition”) and that it is important
to me (thus genuinely in the category of “adaptable tradition”). The
“authority” of such tradition is not an extraneous characteristic
(authority imposed)72 but is intrinsic (the community recognizes the
life-giving power of the tradition).



Conclusion

It remains, then, to sum up how I see textual criticism illuminating
the very composition of the canonical Scriptures, that is,
illuminating the scribal procedures which in turn constitute an
important aspect of the compositional process for the texts of the
books that eventually became our canon of Scripture.

The canon as such, as I now see it, is a topic that belongs to the
period after the close of the composition of the Scriptures. But
aspects of the canonical process can be charted by text-critical
research. Textual critics, sparked by the discoveries in the Judaean
Desert, have been quite active in recent decades. One area of results
that I think particularly suggestive is the demonstration that creative
scribes produced multiple literary editions of various biblical
passages. Though we are grateful for the manuscript remains that we
have from the period 250 B.C.E. to 70 C.E., one must remember that
we have but a tiny percentage of the textual activity on biblical
literature. Research on the small sampling of surviving evidence
shows that this creative scribal activity took different forms - easily
recognized in that each of these forms corresponds to well-known
procedures by which in even earlier times many parts of the biblical
text were produced.

Studying the book of Exodus displays harmonization of texts,
that is, what we could call “biblical” text added to “biblical” text.
The books of Samuel exhibit both the interweaving of “nonbiblical”
supplementary traditions into a “biblical” account and possibly the
changing or reshaping of a story to present a theologically different
portrait. The book of Jeremiah contains systematic amplification of
the entire book of routine minor expansion, although this did not
greatly alter the book’s overall meaning. In one section of the book
of Daniel, all the extant editions of the book display one or other of
two alternative revised editions, both of which are based on an
earlier edition no longer preserved.

Many of the procedures that characterize “the canonical process”
can be found very early in the composition of the biblical literature
and continued to be exercised until well past the latest books
accepted into the canon. This is true for the Torah; true for the
Former Prophets (it is easier to see if we think rather of “the
Deuteronomistic History”); true for the Latter Prophets (con sider
redactional layers of the book of Amos, the book of Isaiah, etc.);73
true for Psalms, Job, Proverbs, Daniel, etc.74



The creative scribal work of harmonization and transplanting of
text that we observed in Exodus can be seen also in other passages,
namely, Isa 2:2-4//Mic 4:1-4; Obadiah 1-10//Jer 49:7-22, etc.75

The editorial procedure of weaving into one narrative a quite
different version of the same or a similar narrative, observed in 1
Samuel 17-18, is also well known. That is exactly what happened,
for example, in the Flood narrative with the versions commonly
attributed to the Yahwist and the Priestly editions, and indeed in
much of the composition of the Torah and in the farreaching
compositional work of the Deuteronomistic editors. And insofar as I
am correct concerning 1 Samuel 1-2, one must assume that a number
of biblical passages in their present form similarly resulted from a
later editor’s reshaping of earlier, now lost, narratives for theological
motives.

Finally, the general type of creative scribal work that
characterizes the revised editions now found in the MT and in the
Old Greek of Daniel 4-6 is pervasive and can be seen throughout the
Bible. It is, in fact, similar to the secondary edition of Jeremiah on a
larger scale. This “later edition” activity represents one of the major
ways in which the latter stages of the many texts that came to form
our Bible were composed.

Thus, the methods of the late scribes are basically similar to the
methods we recognize in the earlier “authors” and tradents who
produced the Scriptures. They were interweaving into traditional
materials other material, either their own insightful creations or
other available traditions, which they considered important to add
for what would now become “the text.” These are early and late
forms of the same phenomenon, at the early and late stages of the
canonical process.76 What they can teach us with a high degree of
reli ability is that this process was intermittently at work in the
development of many parts of the texts of the canonical books where
there is no direct evidence to prove it.

 



Both personally and on behalf of the editors of the Qumran
manuscripts, I would like to express sincere gratitude to Her Majesty
the Queen Dona Sofia, and their Excellencies the Minister of
Education and Science, the Minister of Culture, the President of the
Autonomous State of Madrid, and the Rector of the Complutensian
University, for making this congress possible, and for their lavish
hospitality. Also to Professors Julio Trebolle Barrera, Luis Vegas
Montaner, and Javier Fernandez Vallina for the immense amount of
work and planning required to make this congress possible and make
it function so smoothly. I am truly grateful because the congress
succeeded in providing a significant impetus to the publication of
the scrolls as well as valuable interaction and communication of
knowledge among the individuals publishing and interpreting the
scrolls.

Introduction

Complutum, the impressive and respected seat of scholarship which
nearly five centuries ago gave such innovative impetus to the textual
study of the Bible by producing the Complutensian Polyglot, the
first biblical polyglot in 1514-1517, has once again, through the
international congress Manuscritos Mar Muerto Madrid, made a
significant contribution to the textual study of the Bible, this time to
the publication and interpretation of the biblical and other religious
manuscripts from the Dead Sea Scroll community.’

In this paper I will attempt to contribute toward the illumination
of the nature and history of the text of the Hebrew Bible. A number
of scholars have dealt with this subject in the past, and several
contributors to this congress have utilized the new evidence
discovered in the Judaean Desert to advance the topic in a major,
constructive, and very valuable way. The remarks that follow will
not have surveyed all the new data (though that possibility is not too
distant), nor present a comprehensive theory, nor, to be sure,
constitute the final word on the topic. That, as we all know, is not the



way knowledge develops. Despite our ambitious desires to penetrate
and solve a problem once and for all, we all know that scholarship
seldom, if ever, works that way. It works progressively, with new
hypotheses proposed, shedding fresh light upon our common
endeavor, but then eventually critiqued. The correct aspects remain,
the limitations are pruned, and a better picture has been provided.

The question dominating the discussion of the history of the
biblical text is how to explain the pluriformity observable in the
biblical manuscripts from Qumran, the MT, and the versions. Are
the manifold variations between texts simply due to sporadic errors
and changes by isolated scribes, or are there rational patterns that
can be detected and described? If the lat ter, can we discover the
intentional attitudes and activities of the tradents and scribes who
developed and handed on the text to succeeding generations and
localities?

To make advances in the study of the history of the biblical text
and the “mapping” of text groups, we need (1) to amass and analyze
the manuscript data, studying the character of each of the individual
manuscripts; (2) to construct a number of overarching theories that
could possibly explain the data, because each of us usually sees
important factors involved, but, at least at first, only a limited
number of the factors; and then (3) to judge which theory, or which
combination of them, best fits and explains the textual evidence.

The first part of this study will discuss the status quaestionis, the
dominant theories concerning the history of the text, and will offer
some attempts to clarify and advance the discussion. The second part
will examine the different categories of textual variation, some of
which are caused by factors in the canonical process. The third part
will discuss the problem of terminology. This study is not a finished
“position paper” seen from the end of the road but only an interim
perspective in a dialogue that needs to be continued.

The State of the Question: Theories on the History of the Text

I will not rehearse the history of scholarship dealing with the text of
the Hebrew Bible. Emanuel Tov has already surveyed that territory
in his article “A Modern Textual Outlook Based on the Qumran
Scrolls,” which appeared in 1982.2 I will rather join in the
discussion as it had progressed about a decade ago. The three
prominent voices are those of Frank Moore Cross,3 Shemaryahu
Talmon,4 and Emanuel Tov.5 In a paper I wrote in 1982 that



appeared in 1984, I briefly outlined their three positions, which are
sufficiently wellknown that they need not be repeated here, and I
suggested that a “critique of these three positions of local texts,
Gruppentexte, and the denial of text-types now becomes a clear
desideratum for the near future.“6 That future is now in progress:
David Hart, a doctoral student at Vanderbilt University, is devoting
his dissertation to this topic.? Also Tov and I have, each from our
own perspectives, been working on the topic, though advances come
slowly and only after a great amount of work on particular texts and
specific aspects of the problem. In the discussion that follows, Tov’s
more recently developed articles should be borne in mind.’

All three of those views are partly correct and constitute
important elements in the more complex map, which I believe will
eventually be more filled out to explain the history of the biblical
text and the interrelationships of our extant manuscript witnesses.
Each has provided a very important advance, and without their
insight we would still be in a chaos of widely divergent manuscripts.
In light of my immersion in analyzing text after text, I will attempt
to sift out some of the insights that make a permanent contribution,
that contribute a lasting piece in the eventual mosaic that now we
can only impressionistically see and proleptically call “the history of
the biblical text.”

At this point, I think that only one of these, viz., Cross’s
position, really constitutes a “theory” of the history of the biblical
text. The other two do not appear to be “theories” in the sense that
they do not elaborate a large-scale schema that explains sample after
sample of amassed data; rather, they identify new and important
factors that help explain significant facets of the total picture. Thus,
they seem more properly classified as astute, important ideas or
observations that correct and advance our understanding. Both
Talmon and Tov, of course, have analyzed great quantities of
Qumran and related textual data, and they are two of the most
prominent scholars who have enriched our understanding in the
textual area. Their contributions illumine a number of areas, but they
have not elaborated a comprehensive theory of the history of the text
as such.

Though the three views are often seen as contradicting each
other, to me they rather seem simply to focus on different aspects.
Briefly stated: Cross has focused on the origins or originating causes
of the different text types - how the different types came to be or



were produced. Talmon has focused on the final stages - how we end
up with only three main texts or text types. Tov has focused on the
complexity of the textual witnesses in the manuscript remains.

The evidence from Qumran highlights some limits in each of the
three views. Our common problem is that only a very small
percentage of the textual data from antiquity is available, and thus
we are in the mode of reconstruction. If we envision a stemma,
extant manuscript witnesses function as a number of dots to be
connected, and the question is how to draw the lines to connect the
dots.

First, Cross is partly correct, but there is more. There clearly
existed three major centers of Judaism in the Second Temple period,
and the text certainly developed to some degree in each of them. But
the Qumran evidence partly argues against the purity or sufficiency
of a local-text theory. At Qumran, a single locality, we have a wide
variety of quite diverse texts and text types in what was a rather
strong-minded and single-minded group, and this situation
apparently spanned two centuries. Furthermore, I think we must
presume that there were several parties (as there were from
Hasmonaean times on, and still are today) in each locality, differing
ideological groups or parties, and different texts.

Specifically, why designate as “Egyptian” the Hebrew text type
used for the OG of Jeremiah, if, for example, 4QJerb is found at
Qumran? In favor of the designation is the likelihood that the Greek
translators probably faithfully translated the Hebrew text they had
available, and for many or most books the translation probably took
place in Egypt. But would not other text types alongside the one
used as the basis for the translation also be found in Egypt? Again,
4QJerb and 4QSama were copied presumably in Palestine after those
books had been translated into Greek in Egypt. Thus, copies of the
text similar to the Vorlage of the OG translation produced in Egypt
apparently continued to circulate in Palestine a century or so later.
Lawrence Schiffman has also suggested that the Hillel traditions
used for Babylonian aspects of the hypothesis must pass critical
study.9

So Cross is correct that the different major localities of Judaism
clearly gave direction to the varying text types. More research is
now needed to determine whether each of the isolated localities was
unidimensional or multidimensional, whether we can find specific



tendencies due to specific localities, and how specifically the
isolated localities shaped their texts.

Second, Talmon’s point is that the MT, the SP, and the LXX
were preserved out of a much larger assortment of texts because the
Rabbis, the Samaritans, and the Christians each preserved their own
text, while the other rival texts perished with their adherents. This
observation contributes an additional important piece of the puzzle.
But can we push farther and ask whether there is evidence that any
of those groups intentionally edited or reformulated their specific
text in major ways? An earlier view attributed the expansionism
attested in the SP to specifically Samaritan editorial activity. But
4QpaleoExodm indicates that most of the characteristics associated
with the SP were already in one commonly available edition of the
text, and that the Samaritans merely added two textually limited
changes: the addition of the final commandment about the altar on
Gerizim and the use of the past instead of the future tense for the
Lord’s choice of the central shrine.10

In fact, the choice of text type appears to have been accidental in
nature. Each community chose something - some aspect or
characteristic - but they did not intentionally make a choice for a
certain text type on a specifically textual basis. The choices appear
to have nothing to do with the nature or quality of the text as such or
the theology or ideology of that specific group. The Samaritans
chose a script (the ancient Israelite or Palaeo-Hebrew script),
probably for conservative reasons, just as they (and apparently the
Sadducees)11 were conservative in adhering to the Torah alone,
without the Prophets. But the text type appears to have been simply
one of the several text types available in the Hasmonaean era,
perhaps accidentally chosen because it, like the text type displayed
in 4QpaleoExodm, was in the script they pre- ferred.12

The Rabbis chose a language in opposition to the Christians,
who chose the other language. The Christians chose the Scriptures in
Greek possibly because of the spreading “mission to the Gentiles” in
predominantly Greek speaking regions. It would be naive to suppose
that polemics played no role in this division of languages, but
neither group significantly altered the older text as it appeared in that
language.13

The Rabbis also chose a text type, the short one, as opposed to
the longer text type already chosen (unintentionally) by the
Samaritans, and they chose a script (the Aramaic or Jewish script) as



opposed to the archaic script already chosen by the Samaritans. The
Rabbis’ choice of the short text type was presumably intentional, but
that intentional choice apparently centered on religious self-
definition and not on textual considerations of the text type itself.

Thus what Talmon observes is true and important, but until now
that phenomenon appears to be by accident rather than by intention.
What is also true, and derivative from his insight, is that religious
groups probably did develop the text intentionally. But most of the
observable variation does not seem to be confessional or based on
distinctive ideas associated with particular groups.14 Research is
now needed to find evidence documenting which groups did what,
where, and when. Did the various socioreligious groups intentionally
or ideologically shape their specific forms of the text, and how did
they do so?

Third, Emanuel Tov has sounded the clear trumpet call that the
Qumran texts have “taught us no longer to posit MT at the center of
our textual thinking.“15 Furthermore, he has pointed out a wealth of
other significant facts, for example, that the Qumran biblical
manuscripts reflect the situation in wider Jerusalem and Palestine,
and that the prevalence of the MT at Masada and Nahal Hever is not
due to the “victory” of the MT but to an “accident” of survival.

My views are generally quite close to Tov’s. Three points where
they differ from his involve (1) his understanding of what he terms
“Qumran orthography,” (2) his reductionist or minimal view of text
types, and (3) his conclusions about a majority of Qumran biblical
manuscripts belonging to a “proto-Masoretic group.” I hasten to say
that he himself has expressed cautious qualifications of these views,
but it is hard to escape the impression that he agrees more with his
primary statements and formulations than with his caveats, and those
formulations get absorbed into other scholars’ quicker and less
cautious conclusions.16 I will develop the first two of these ideas
further below; the third is sufficiently complex to require more space
than is available here.

Categories of Textual Variation and the Canonical Process

What are the main types of differences that we observe when we
examine the wide array of biblical manuscripts? What are the
principal categories for classifying the differences observable among
manuscripts? There are several ways of classifying the many types
of variants, but I suggest that it is useful for our purpose of



discussing text groups to divide them into the following three
principal categories: (1) orthographic differences, (2) individual
variant readings, and (3) variant editions of works. For the first two
classifications, the differences can be major or minor and can be
accidental or intentional; for the third classification, a variant edition
of a book or passage is necessarily major and intentional.

Orthography

Orthographic differences can be simply defined, for our purposes, as
alternate ways of spelling the same word. Usually they are the least
important of the three main types of variation between manuscripts
because they usually do not constitute differences in the meaning of
the text. It is useful to distinguish three subclassifications of
phenomena that are usually included under the term “orthography.”
The first is exemplified by the absence or presence of a mater
lectionis (e.g.,‘7n vs. X13, or K~ vs. K*). Insofar as these are
alternate ways of spelling the same word, they do not affect the
meaning of the text. From the point of view of historical grammar,
they can be viewed either as errors or as a new practice of signaling
historically short vowels or doubly signaling long vowels. The
second subclassification is exemplified by the shorter or longer
suffixes (e.g., I- vs. 73-, or r1- vs. ll-). This is more properly a
morphological, rather than an orthographic, phenomenon, since it
involves two alternate morphological forms, each of which is spelled
correctly. But with regard to the Qumran scrolls, it is more practical
to include it with discussion of orthography, since, like the first
subclassification, it does not affect the meaning of the text. The third
subclassification is exemplified by the insertion of a mater lectionis,
which provides an indication of interpretation (e.g., expanding X1D
to It can, of course, affect the meaning, and at times its purpose is to
ensure one possible interpretation rather than another for exegetical
or theological purposes.17

Although orthographic differences usually do not constitute
differences in the meaning of the text, they can be important
indicators for a number of aspects of textual history. For example,
orthography can be an indicator of an earlier or later stage in the
transmission history, insofar as the use of matres lectionis in general
tended to expand during the Second Temple period. Orthography can
also serve as the genesis of textual groupings. That is, text groups
are determined by common variant readings, and orthography can
originate variant readings insofar as particular spellings sometimes



force a choice of one specific interpretation, over against another, of
forms that had been ambiguous. Thus, as an example of the third
subclassification above, the ambiguous form ‘111V1 could mean
“my Torah” (‘111111: singular noun) or “my instructions” (‘11111:
plural noun). If a scribe subsequently spells it ‘i111111, then all
manuscripts copied or translated accurately from that more specific
orthographic form will (at least for this reading) be in the same
subgroup.

Tov has suggested that orthography can be a clue indicating
whether a manuscript was copied outside Qumran or at Qumran.18
And he goes further to describe the orthographic system that reflects
a “scribal school” at Qumran.19 I hope that we can gain some clear
and helpful conclusions from studying the orthography of the
Qumran manuscripts, and I think that the notion of a scribal school
at Qumran is worth pursuing,20 but I cannot persuade myself that
Tov is correct on his proposal of “Qumran orthography.” Though I
could be wrong, it seems to me that at our present stage little can be
determined conclusively on the basis of orthography alone, for two
reasons. First, the more expansive orthography is found in Palestine
outside Qumran and in Egypt.21 Second, at Qumran scribes who
were simply “copyists” would reproduce a text - whether in
traditional or contemporizing22 orthography - exactly as they
encountered it. Insofar as they were “updaters,“23 they might
produce a text with expanded orthography whether the source text
was in traditional or contemporizing orthography. Both of the
mentalities attributed to “copyists” and “updaters” were clear,
distinct, and acceptable in antiquity, as they are now. It is an
attractive idea that there was a scribal school at Qumran, whether it
was by design a school or by custom the equivalent of a school. But
I question whether the principles or practices of the scribes at
Qumran differed significantly from those of other contemporary
Jewish scribes.24 In the third part of this paper, I will discuss the
orthographic data provided by 4QDana and 4QDanb.

Individual Variant Readings

Individual or isolated variant readings constitute the primary
category in most discussions of textual criticism. This is the first
category that commonly comes to mind and is the category into
which most differences in the text are lumped unless there is a
reason to classify them otherwise. The vast majority of treatments of



textual criticism revolves predominantly on individual variant
readings, and thus further discussion is not necessary here.

Variant Literary Editions of Scriptural Books or Passages

Just as orthographic differences and individual textual variants
contribute in two basically different ways to the textual diversity
manifest in our extant textual witnesses, so do variant literary
editions of scriptural books or passages cause a fundamentally
different category of textual diversity. A revised literary edition of a
sacred composition that eventually becomes accepted into the canon
is an intentional reworking of an older form of the book for a
specific purpose or according to identifiable editorial principles. The
process by which the canonical books were formed has direct effects
on the text and textual variation of the books; the discernment of
variant editions thus becomes an essential step in understanding and
classifying certain kinds of textual variants.

I must introduce this section with several preliminary
observations, a number of which border on the canonical process.25
A consideration of how the Scriptures were composed, how they
were viewed and used, and how they were copied and transmitted
will prove to be an important dimension in understanding the history
of the biblical text and therefore in understanding text groups.

First, if we try to achieve a historical perspective on the text of
the Bible, the first step is not to talk about a Bible. The word Bible
evokes the image of a unified book, a codex, a unit, a collected
anthology; but this was not the case in the late Second Temple
period. There were sacred compositions or books that were viewed
more or less widely as classical and authoritative. Physically, these
were on separate scrolls, not yet combined into a single codex, so
that linkage between, and order of, the units of the whole were not
strong factors. Conceptually, certain subgroups were considered to
be linked together in varying degrees. The five books of Moses, for
example, were clearly viewed as a connected group, and sometimes
one of these books was copied on the same scroll as another (e.g.,
4QGen-Exoda and probably 4QpaleoGenExodl); I do not know of
an ancient example of all five books being copied together on a
single scroll, though the Pentateuchal Paraphrases (4Q364-367) may
indicate such. At any rate, it is clear that the Torah was considered a
unit of combined sacred books. The “Prophets” were also viewed as
a collection by the latter part of the Second Temple period. We can
assume that the Former Prophets and the Latter Prophets were



perceived as subgroups as well. The Minor Prophets scroll from
Murabba`at and the Greek Minor Prophets scroll from Nahal Hever
both display “The Twelve” Minor Prophets as a single scroll, but
these were probably viewed as a single collection or “book”; I know
of no example where two prophetic books were copied on the same
scroll.

Moreover, conceptually, there was probably felt to be a
traditional order for some of the books or small groups of books.
That is, the books of the Torah would naturally have occurred in the
order familiar to us, and this is what we find on the scrolls that
contain more than one book. Similarly, the Torah would surely have
been mentally arranged in a position preceding the Prophets. But as
late as the Talmud, we find statements such as “the order of the
Prophets is … Jeremiah, Ezekiel, Isaiah… •“26 Thus, instead of
envisioning a “Bible,” a single-volume anthology bound with the
books in a permanent order, we might more accurately envision a jar
of scrolls. A majority of influential leaders would implicitly or
explicitly have believed that most of those scrolls belonged in the
jar. The ideological center of the collection, the type of scrolls that
could by no means be withdrawn, would have been the Torah, and
the scrolls of prophetic books would have had strong support. But
the status of the scrolls near the periphery was not so clear; long
beyond the fall of the Temple there was, both in explicit debate and
in practice, uncertainty as to the status of books such as Qoheleth,
the Song of Songs, Sirach, Enoch, and Jubilees. In short, the
question of “canon” had not yet fully been raised and settled. By the
end of the Second Temple period there were works that were
considered “Scrip ture,” a canonical process, and a canon-in-the-
making, but there was not yet a canon.

Second, it is important to note that, though “the Prophets” were
viewed as a collection, the contents and limits of that collection were
quite elastic. The Scriptures, or the collection of the sacred books,
were referred to as “the Law and the Prophets.” Clearly, there were
many books beyond the Torah that were explicitly or implicitly
considered as Scripture but that are now not classified among the
Prophets. The book of Daniel, for example, was considered
prophetic at Qumran, in the New Testament, by Josephus, by Melito,
and indeed, to judge by the evidence, by all.27 The first written
evidence of Daniel as among the Ketubim apparently comes
relatively late, from the Talmud.28 Moreover, the book of Psalms
was viewed as prophetic at Qumran.29 But, though Psalms texts



continued to be interpreted as prophetic (e.g., in the Epistle to the
Hebrews and the Gospels), eventually the book of Psalms was
understood to be in a classification beyond the Law and the
Prophets. The Halakhic Letter from Qumran (4QMMT) speaks in a
way that groups together in a single breath the book of Moses, the
Prophets, and David;30 this parallels the Gospel According to Luke,
which customarily refers to the Law (or Moses) and the Prophets
(Luke 16:16, 29, 31; 24:27; cf. Acts 26:22; 28:23), but which once
speaks of the Law and the Prophets and Psalms (Luke 24:44).
Evidence for a third classification in addition to the Law and the
Prophets is commonly seen in the Prologue to Ben Sira, but it is
important to note that the identification of the third classification
there is not certain, while other clear references to a third
classification do not appear, or do not appear again, until the first
century c.E.31

Third, it is also important to remember how the biblical books
were composed. It is commonly known that the Torah was produced
by a series of what we might call revised editions of earlier
traditions. That is, the premonarchic ancestral traditions were
reformulated in a theological frame work by early monarchic
editors, classically termed the Yahwist and the Elohist;32 these in
turn were combined by a subsequent editor later in the monarchic
period; and a yet later editor combined the Priestly material with it
probably in the early postexilic period. The prophetic books were
compiled in the same way, both the Former Prophets (or the
Deuteronomistic History) and the Latter Prophets (cf. the successive
revised editions of the books of Amos, Isaiah, etc.). The same
process holds true for the Writings. My point is not the validity of
the detailed theories or terminology here, but that the process of the
composition of the Scriptures can be seen as part of the canonical
process. It was a dialectic process of editors taking up older sources
and reworking them in dialogue with the needs or views of their
contemporary situation.

Fourth, as Talmon has observed, even in the late Second Temple
period, there were many individual scribes who worked as “a minor
partner in the creative literary process”33 who, like “the Chronicler,
or for that matter the author of Daniel,… related to the biblical
literature from within.“34 Talmon also maintains “that an
undetermined percentage of … variae lectiones derive from the
impact of ongoing literary processes of an intra-biblical nature…
‘135



Developing Talmon’s ideas, I have made the point that the
compositional creativity of these late creative scribes is of the same
nature as the compositional creativity of the early tradents.36 That
is, the composition of the individual biblical books involved a
sequence of revisions of traditional materials - a succession of new
editions. This ongoing process, different for each book, started early
and continued for some books up through the late Second Temple
period. “The text” was evolutionary. Its development is organic and
logical, but unpredictable. We basically expect it to stay the same.
Sometimes it does, and this accounts for its continuity and stability.
Sometimes it does not, and then we must investigate the changes -
basically the types of variation described in the second part of this
chapter. If the individual variant readings are not isolated but form a
coherent pattern, this can signal a variant literary edition. Each
edition is a moment in the development of each book. The cut-off
point where the text was frozen for each book and in each religious
tradition is arbitrary or accidental. Thus, there were multiple editions
of some, perhaps many, of these sacred works, and unless we have
indication to the contrary, we must assume that - just as today - it
was the sacred work or book that was important, not the specific
edition or specific wording of the work.37 In discussion of the
canon, it thus becomes important to remember that, for both Judaism
and Christianity, it was books, not specific textual forms of the
books, that were canonical.38

The point of these observations is to set a context for our
understanding of variant literary editions of scriptural books and
passages. What we later envision as the canon of “the Bible” was,
during the late Second Temple period, a collection - not clearly
defined - of individual sacred compositions. We should not begin
our thinking with a vision of a unified Biblia Hebraica or modern
Bible, but rather with an image of a flexible number of sacred scrolls
with varying degrees of closeness or distance from a center called
“Torah,” whose periphery was vague. The history of composition of
these books developed through a series of revised editions of the
traditional material. The types of new composition and new editions
produced in the late Second Temple period are of the same nature as
the types of composition produced in the monarchic, exilic, and
early postexilic periods. The timetable for each book grew
independently, and the text type found in one book often had no
relation to that in another. Moreover, the use by both Jews and
Christians of diverse forms of texts in the first century shows that



neither community thought that a fixed text was necessary for an
authoritative book; evidently, differing forms of the text were
acceptable.

Elsewhere I have developed detailed examples of multiple
literary editions in representative books in the Torah (Exodus), the
Former Prophets (Samuel) and Latter Prophets (Jeremiah), and the
Writings (Daniel).39 Those specific examples even show different
types of intentionally variant editions of the scriptural text formed
on different editorial principles.40 I will not repeat here the details
but only the conclusion that the pattern of composition is one of
multiple literary editions of many (if not all) of the books of the Bi
ble, thus forming plural text types (see below). This process of
successive variant editions continues up to the period in which
manuscripts witnessing to the variant editions survive.
Unfortunately, few survive. But the surviving manuscripts do
confirm the abundant lessons in this regard that the Samaritan
Pentateuch, the Septuagint, and the other versions have long since
offered.

What I have attempted to do in this second part of the paper is to
distinguish three main categories of textual variation in biblical
manuscripts and to suggest a relationship between the canonical
process and certain text groups. This was done in the hope that those
distinct categories can aid in the discernment of different levels of
text groups, and that the process of composition for the books that
eventually formed the canon of Scripture can illumine editorial
activity that resulted in distinct text groups. To the correlation of
these factors and the terminology for describing them we now turn.

Text Groups and Terminology

To show how the three types of manuscript variation fit together to
help advance understanding of the history of the text, let us now
move to a discussion of terminology. David Gooding in 1976
registered “An Appeal for a Stricter Terminology in the Textual
Criticism of the Old Testament. ‘141 But we must, I think, ask him
to continue to be patient. We cannot make our terminology precise
until our understanding of the material we are describing is precise.
We have been making advances toward that goal, but we have not
yet achieved it.

At this point I do not think that it is advisable to borrow the
terminology of New Testament textual criticism42 because of the



vast differences in the evidence: there are thousands of well-
preserved manuscripts of the New Testament, while there are very
few complete witnesses to the Hebrew Bible. Thus, there is a great
deal of evidence by which to group manuscripts of the New
Testament, but very little by which to group manuscripts of the
Hebrew Bible. Rather, I offer one suggestion for terminology and
one for further research and refinement. I will attempt to
demonstrate my suggestion for fur ther research by analyzing the
text of Daniel and correlating the data provided by the textual
analysis of Daniel with the proposed terminology.

Terminology

With regard to terminology, we are in a position only to propose
tentative terms. Enough of the biblical material from Qumran has
been published for all to have a good understanding of the general
picture, though we must leave room for the possibility that more
long-term study of the fully published texts will require revision and
refinement of the way we see and describe things now. From our
present vantage point, I suggest the following terms and categories:

Text family - a relatively small set of manuscripts that display
close agreement in idiosyncratic or unique readings that are
secondary (e.g., errors, distinctive additions, etc.)

Text type - a relatively large set of manuscripts that display
general agreement despite differences in details, but where the
emphasis is on affiliation (thus the horizontal dimension on a
stemma)

Text tradition - a relatively large set of manuscripts that display
general agreement despite differences in details, but where the
emphasis is on the development or history of the text (thus the
vertical dimension on a stemma)

Text group - a general term that covers any or all of the above
when speaking generally or when the evidence is insufficient
to use the other terms.

Further Research

With regard to further research, it will be important to correlate three
factors, and to do so, analyses or probes should be made to see how
the proposed (or any revised) terminology fits the data. The three
factors are the types of variation presented by the manuscript
witnesses (orthographic differences, individual textual variants, and



variant editions), the types of lines on a stemma, and terminology.
As an example, let me use the two larger manuscripts of Daniel from
Qumran, 4QDana and 4QDanb.43

Analysis. With respect to orthography, it must be said that there
is no consistent orthographic system in either of these two
manuscripts or, for that matter, in the MT of Daniel.44 There are
orthographic tendencies or general patterns in each, but nothing
close to a consistent system; in each, the same words or morphemes
are spelled in differing ways.45 Granted that, certain patterns
nonetheless emerge. 4QDana and the MT are found to share similar
orthographic practices in common against the generally more liberal
use by 4QDanb of matres lectionis. There are six orthographic
differences where both 4QDana and 4QDanb are extant, and in all
six the pattern is 4QDana = MT # 4QDanb. For these orthographic
matters, the Greek evidence is of no consequence.

With respect to individual textual variants, however, the pattern
is reversed. There are four textual variants in the material where the
two Qumran manuscripts have extant fragments that overlap, and in
all four the pattern is 4QDana = 4QDanb # MT. In other words,
4QDana and 4QDanb consistently present the same text in contrast
to the MT.46 All four variants “are pluses relative to the MT, all
(with [one] quite possible exception …) are secondary additions, and
all (with [one] possible exception …) are predictable.“47 For these
individual textual variants the Greek evidence is as follows: twice
OG = 4QDana 4QDanb # MT; once OG = MT # 4QDana 4QDanb;
and once OG ~ 4QDana 4QDanb :# MT.

With respect to variant literary editions, there are two editions of
the book of Daniel as a whole still preserved: the shorter, earlier
edition found in the MT and evidently in all eight manuscripts of
Daniel from Qumran Caves 1, 4, and 6;48 and the longer, expanded
edition including “the additions” found in the OG and in the text
attributed to Theodotion. This last note is interesting, of course,
insofar as the Theodotionic text presumably resulted from revision
to conform to a current, or the current, Hebrew-Aramaic text.

Correlation. At first, one might be tempted to consider the
Qumran, Masoretic, and Greek texts of Daniel simply “independent
texts” because the patterns go in all directions. But let us consider
the following partial reconstruction of the history of the text of
Daniel. Edition N of the book of Daniel,49 found in the MT and the
eight Qumran manuscripts, was revised to include “the additions”



(probably in Hebrew-Aramaic), thus becoming Edition N+1 found in
the OG and Theodotion. The manuscripts copied or translated from
Edition N form one “text type,” and those copied or translated from
Edition N+1 form a second “text type.” Due to the minor
clarifications, errors, and other changes of the subsequent Hebrew-
Aramaic copyists, of the Greek translator, and of the Greek copyists,
there developed individual variant readings within each text type.
Thus, the texts found at Qumran and the text eventually preserved in
the MT, though of the same text type, display minor variants against
each other; in this case 4QDana and 4QDanb happen to display four
secondary pluses relative to the MT (though the medieval MT also
has secondary pluses at other points). Due either to the cross-
influence of texts or to the simple, predictable nature of those pluses,
two of those same four secondary pluses become inserted into
exemplars of Edition N+1, whether in a Hebrew-Aramaic text, or in
a developed form within the transmission history of the Greek text.

Thus far, the MT and the Qumran manuscripts are part of one
“text type” in contrast to another text type that includes the OG.
4QDana and 4QDanb are part of a “text family” or subgroup within
that first “text type,” closely sharing secondary additions and even
unique readings, and due to accident or dependence the OG exhibits
minor agreements with them.

The scribe who inscribed 4QDana faithfully copied the text (with
its secondary pluses) in the same traditional orthographic style that
generally characterizes the text preserved in the Masoretic textus
receptus. But the scribe who copied the later scroll, 4QDanb,50
decided to operate not simply as a “copyist” but as an “updater” at
the level of orthography, and faithfully copied the text (and therefore
the distinctive details of the text family) of 4QDana or another scroll
in the same text family, but did so using the more contemporary
expanded orthography.

Thus, we have identified contrasting “text types” based on the
variant literary editions of the book of Daniel, contrasting “text
families” based on a series of individual variant readings shared by
closely related manuscripts within one text type, and contrasting
orthographic differences based on the preference for the expanded
orthography that increasingly characterized writing practices in the
late Second Temple period. We have also identified contrasting “text
traditions” insofar as the various witnesses can be correlated in a
chronological dimension. Finally, a general term that may serve to



describe the subject of the above discussion or aspects where data
for more precise terminology are lacking is “text groups.”

Conclusion

This essay has attempted to illumine the history of the biblical text,
especially in the realm of text groups. The three dominant positions
on the topic were reviewed in the light of subsequent work on the
Qumran manuscripts, suggesting which features continue to prove
helpful, which features need refinement, and which areas of future
research offer promise. An analysis of the types of textual variation
observable in the Qumran manuscripts, the Masoretic textus
receptus, and the Septuagint and other versions served to distinguish
factors that led to a clearer vision for the mapping of text groups.
The canonical process - the process of composition, including a
succession of revised literary editions, of the canonical books -
proved to be a helpful key in discerning text types. Tentative
terminology with respect to text families, text types, and text
traditions was suggested in light of the categories of textual
variation, in the hope that - if future probes find it to be appropriate
for the material and useful for clarity - we may reach greater
precision in the use of terminology for the textual criticism of the
Hebrew Bible.
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Perennially fascinating to the human mind are questions regarding
the genesis and development of important elements that constitute
our world, our existence, our physical, psychological, or spiritual
life. The historical-critical study of theBible is one such assay in
exploring the origins and development of a predominant influence
on Western culture and Jewish-Christian values and traditions.

Various new forces provide stimuli for reconsidering and
rethinking current perspectives on origins, such as a new invention
with wide-ranging possibilities, a new Zeitgeist with fertile
potencies for seeing familiar subjects from a fresh viewpoint, or the
discovery of a new body of evidence that offers a fresh coign of
vantage for reevaluation of traditional theories.

The two hundred biblical manuscripts’ discovered at Qumran
offer, among many other benefits, the possibility of a great advance
in the area usually labeled “the history of the biblical text.”
Discussions of this topic are usually confined to the closing
centuries of the Second Temple period, and understandably so, since
we have no textual evidence prior to about the middle of the third
century B.C.E. But such constriction tends to distort the picture and
even to distort approaches to the picture. Moreover, lack of extant
evidence, though regrettable and daunting, should not excessively
intimidate us, for history is essentially a process and an art of
reconstruction. Lack of extant evidence should certainly cause us to
proceed cautiously, but that lack should not prevent us from
proceeding. On the one hand, frequent and widespread
archaeological discoveries of large depositories have documented
highly developed literary activity throughout the ancient Near East



in the second and first millennia B.C.E. On the other hand, intense
and voluminous literary and historical-critical study of the biblical
literature over several centuries has solidly grounded the assumption
of a rich and continuous literary history of Israel spanning more than
a millennium. And, although it was in existence, it was not until our
generation that the documentation of that amazingly large cache of
literary remains found near the tiny commune of Qumran happened
to become available.

Thus the topic of the discussion about the history of the biblical
text should not be limited to the evidence that we happen to have
available, or we will not succeed in the task of reconstructing that
history, since all the evidence and all logic point to a much larger
scope of biblical literary activity throughout the monarchic and
postexilic periods. The following proposal will attempt to situate the
discussion in the larger context of the history of the composition of
the biblical books. After a review of some of the evidence from
Qumran, I will attempt an exposition of variant literary editions as a
key to the history of the biblical text.

The Evidence from Qumran

Before examining the Qumran evidence, it is helpful to recall that
before the Qumran discoveries we had the primary clues necessary
for outlining the fol lowing proposal, namely, the Samaritan
Pentateuch (ut) and the Septuagint (6) alongside the Masoretic Text
(Tit). By reconsidering scholarly use of the Samaritan and
Septuagintal evidence, we may also gain valuable insight for today.

Ever since its rediscovery in 1616, the Samaritan Pentateuch has
provided us with examples of an alternate edition of the traditional
biblical text. In the books of Exodus and Numbers2 it displays an
only slightly altered version of an edition that is similar to, derived
from, and more developed than our traditional text. It tells us a great
deal about the Jewish texts of the Scriptures at the time of Jesus and
Paul, Hillel and Shammai, and Qumran’s Teacher of Righteousness.
This valuable information we had available, but we simply paid little
or no attention to it because of religious prejudice against the
marginalized Samaritans. Those variant editions were viewed simply
as the product of the perverse Samaritans, and, as in racist or other
prejudiced groups, scholars colluded, collectively agreeing, without
real thought, that the evidence was of little worth.



Similarly, 6 preserves editions of some biblical books or
passages that are different from those found in M. 6 is the earliest
translation of the Hebrew Bible, a translation that started with the
Torah probably around 280 B.C.E. and was gradually completed
over the next two centuries or so. But the function of 6 in biblical
scholarship until the middle of this century was often polemical.
Catholics tended to use it because it had been the Bible of the
Church from the beginnings, until the Vulgate replaced it. Jews
tended to ignore it in favor of the traditional Hebrew, and Protestants
tended to dismiss it in view of the renewed interest in the “original
Hebrew,” partly as a result of the Renaissance return to the original
languages for all classics. Thus, major differences between the text
of 6 and that of the “original” Hebrew were mainly seen as
corruptions or deliberate changes from the inspired text. 6 was
charged with being a poor translation or a loose paraphrase, and its
witness, along with that of itt, lay dormant because it was
marginalized. However, the Qumran scrolls are a thousand years
older than what was known in the fifteenth century as the “original
Hebrew” text, and the scrolls demonstrate that in fact multiple forms
of the “original Hebrew” text existed, and that the various books of 6
- far from being corrupt translations or poor paraphrases - should be
viewed as gen erally faithful translations of ancient, alternate
Hebrew forms of texts unknown throughout the Middle Ages but
now rediscovered and fragmentarily attested at Qumran.

Perhaps the modern recognition both of the value of xu and 6,
and of the scholarly misjudgment due to preconceived
denominational loyalties, can provide us with an instructive lesson.
We should first pay serious attention to our new data, try creatively
to allow various possible interpretations to emerge and be
sufficiently explored, and only then come to a judgment between
competing interpretations. In other words, we should let our
judgments flow logically from the data and not superimpose an
interpretation prompted by “what we already know” from traditional
theological systems.

Turning now to the Qumran evidence, I would like to begin by
presenting an illustration that may serve as a point of reference in
the ensuing discussion: four lines from 4QpaleoExodm (see p. 103).
Although the full column that begins with this text was published by
Patrick Skehan in 1955,3 to my knowledge no one has made the
detailed points and distinctions that follow.



The primary feature to notice is that the scroll exhibits the same
basic textual form as xu (see lines 1-2). After an examination of the
larger patterns of 4QpaleoExodm, tu,111, and 0, it becomes clear
that this textual form is a revised and expanded variant edition of the
base text generally shared by all four. Thus, 4QpaleoExodm and utc
share the same literary edition of Exodus, a secondary edition
expanded (in this case from Deuteronomy 9:20) beyond the earlier
edition exhibited by 111 and 63. Although the picture gets more
complicated, it should be mentioned that for Exodus 35-39111
probably contains an edition that, in comparison with the earlier
edition of m, was secondarily revised and rearranged. If we also
decide that the final text of the Samaritans qualifies as yet another
variant edition of Exodus - not because of quantitative mass but
because of the significance of the two kinds of change introduced4 -
then we have isolated four variant editions of the book of Exodus
that are extant, beyond the many creative new editions that preceded
our surviving textual witnesses.

4QpaleoExod’ (Exodus 32:10-11)

Samaritan Pentateuch

Masoretic Text

Translation (Exodus 32:10-11; cf. Deuteronomy 9:20)



A second feature to notice in the example is the variety in patterns of
agreement and disagreement between the three texts in individual
textual variants: 4QpaleoExodm and A.u agree against lit in one
individual variant, the verb 1n’ in line 3; in contrast, 4QpaleoExodm
and lit agree against iu in a second individual variant, 17‘13t7 p1Kt
in line 4; whereas in the final variant all three texts disagree among
themselves.

A third feature to notice is that 4QpaleoExod’ and M agree in
orthography against gut with respect to the first word tr1(1)K,
whereas they presumably differ regarding 1(1)1r , since the scroll
habitually has 1117 elsewhere, while ill and to habitually have 17,
IX.s

It is easy to understand why one could view this and numerous
analogous examples as simply “independent” or “nonaligned”
texts.6 But we should never assume that any particular text
encountered is a “pure form” of the literary edition or text type.
Individual variants arise spontaneously or influence other texts ad
hoc, without regard to literary editions. Moreover, orthography was
expanding generally in Palestine in the latter Second Temple period;
expanded use of matres lectionis was the tendency, and it would be a
healthy assumption that the practice of introducing matres lectionis
into a text for greater clarity happened independently of text type.?

As additional data for the theoretical considerations that follow, I
would like to offer a few more examples from Qumran biblical
manuscripts - focusing on the Former Prophets or Deuteronomistic
history, mainly because, as I write, those are the books that happen
to be in the final process of publication in Discoveries in the Judaean
Desert.

4QJosha possibly provides an example of a variant literary
edition of the book of Joshua.8 The quantity and scope of the
evidence are small, and so it is uncertain whether this scroll
represents a variant edition of the full book of Joshua or only of the



extant passages. However, the sizable extent of the differences
between Ill and 0 makes it plausible that multiple editions of the full
book did exist.9 At any rate, the scroll presents the narrative of
Joshua’s building of the first altar in the newly entered promised
land in a sequence quite different from that found in 111 and t3. In
the traditional text the first altar is built curiously on Mt. Ebal
(Joshua 8:30-35 [d 9:3-81) after the fall of Jericho and the
destruction of Ai. In 4QJosha, however, Joshua apparently builds the
first altar at Gilgal immediately after crossing the Jordan. The
scroll’s narrative, seemingly supported by Josephus,10 may well be
an earlier form of the story, in contrast to a revision in lli based on
cultic polemics.”

4QJudga, to my knowledge the oldest manuscript of the book of
judges, dating from about 50-25 B.C.E., survives in only a single
fragment, measuring 7.6 cm high and 4.8 cm wide (or roughly half
the size of the palm of one’s hand).12 It contains bits of text from
judges 6:2-6, followed directly by verses 11-13. In other words, what
our traditional Bible lists as judges 6:7-10 is not present. Two
explanations are possible: first, either the scribe made a mistake and
accidentally omitted four verses that were in the text from which he
was copying; or, second, this ancient manuscript contains an early
form of the text, which was secondarily expanded by a late addition
attested in our surviving manuscript tradition.

With reference to the second possibility (i.e., that the scroll
witnesses to an earlier form of the text, while li and 0 transmit a
subsequent enrichment of the tradition), all the evidence points to
this explanation. First, Judges 6:710 forms a cohesive unit in a style
different from what precedes and what follows; second, it is
introduced by a resumptive clause (repeating judges 6:6), just as
many secondary additions are introduced - and some lit manuscripts,
6, the Peshitta, and the Vulgate all lack this resumptive clause; third,
it has for more than a century been regarded as a secondary addition
in the text by scholars such as Wellhausen, Gray, Bodine, and
Soggin; and fourth, it is set off within M by major paragraph
markers (petuhot) as a separate unit.

Thus, 4QJudga is probably a witness to an earlier, shorter form
of the text, and the other witnesses attest to a secondarily expanded
and enriched form of the text. Since this is all that survives of this
oldest manuscript of Judges, we cannot be sure whether this is a
singular phenomenon or whether it represents an earlier complete



edition of the book, but Julio Trebolle Barrera presents additional
evidence from the Old Greek and the Vetus Latina supporting a
variant edition of the book.

4QSama, in contrast, provides a dramatic paragraph that is not
found in any other biblical text, though it was present in the text
used by Josephus.13 This paragraph does not appear to be related to
any other variants in the manuscript, but was probably lost through a
single error, and thus it does not constitute a variant edition. The
omission of it, however, does create an alternate text type, insofar as
subsequent manuscripts will either have the reading or lack it.

Variant Literary Editions as a Key to the History of the Biblical Text

The view that I proposed at Madrid in 1991, and have been
gradually developing since, is a theory of “new editions” of biblical
books or passages.14 Two preliminary steps are necessary to
understand the main lines of the history of the text. These two steps
are designed to dispel the sense of “chaos” engendered when
confronted with a variety of manuscripts. First, it is helpful to sift
out the orthographic differences between texts (these are usually
relatively insignificant); and then second, to study, but then also sift
out for a moment, the individual textual variants that populate every
manuscript (they should be studied first and brought back into
consideration after the next step). Then, with the distracting
orthographical and minor variants out of the way, the larger picture
becomes more clear. The three different categories of variation arise
at different moments or different stages in the history of the text,
because of different causes.

Thus I propose that the main lines in the picture of the history of
the biblical text were formed by the deliberate activity of a series of
creative scribes who produced the new or multiple literary editions
of the books of the Bible. These multiple literary editions have been
demonstrated for us over the past forty-five years in the biblical
manuscripts from Qumran; they have been under our noses for
centuries in the new literary editions preserved in utt and 63 or
attested in Josephus; and they have been described for us by literary
and historical critics since the Enlightenment as the successive
literary editions constituting the history of the very composition of
the Scriptures from the beginning.

After the main lines become clear through sorting out variant
literary editions, study then moves back to the individual variants in



order further to delineate text types, text traditions, and text families,
and even to orthography, which can possibly give detailed clues
concerning text families. The proposal presented here follows those
three main levels.

Variant Literary Editions

As usual, it will be helpful to begin by defining terms:

By multiple literary editions I mean a literary unit - a story,
pericope, narrative, poem, book, etc. - appearing in two or more
parallel forms (whether by chance extant or no longer extant in
our textual witnesses), which one author, major redactor, or
major editor completed and which a subsequent redactor or
editor intentionally changed to a sufficient extent that the
resultant form should be called a revised edition of that text….
In fact we seldom have more than two parallel forms of
subsequent editions of biblical passages; but that is chiefly an
accident of history, and the process I am intending to describe
was a much richer and more frequent process.15

The fundamental principle guiding this proposal is that the
Scriptures, from their shadowy beginnings until their final, perhaps
abrupt, freezing point of the Masoretic tradition, arose and evolved
through a process of organic development. The major lines of that
development are characterized by the intentional, creative work of
authors or tradents who produced new, revised editions of the
traditional form of a book or passage.

It is well known that many parts of Scripture began as small, oral
units and were told and retold, grouped into small collections of
related material, and gradually written down. The oral and written
forms were occasionally reformulated to meet the varied needs of
the times and were handed down and repeated faithfully for
generations.

But every once in a while, an occasion arose that sparked
reflection on the traditional literature and readaptation of its
traditional thrust in order to illuminate the current situation with its
dangers or possibilities, to help the people see the situation more
clearly and to motivate them to act in the way the authors or tradents
considered necessary or proper.

Equally well known is the evolutionary development of the
principal literary works that comprise the Scriptures: the Pentateuch,



with its several sources interwoven, each of which was itself a quilt
of earlier materials; the Deuteronomistic history, a large redactional
unit compiled from variegated national sources and itself reedited
during the Exile; the prophetic collections, many of which have a
multilayered compositional and redactional history; the Psalter and
Proverbs, both magnets that attracted numerous individual units and
small collections over the centuries. This process had already started
in Israel’s early existence and continued over the centuries until the
Roman threat and the growing division between the Rabbinic Jews
and the Christian Jews finally brought a halt to the process. By then
new anthologies of religious literature in new forms had begun to
emerge: the New Testament and the Mishnah.

The emergence of each fresh literary edition occasioned variant
versions of the literature that would coexist for some time. Variant
text types were thus caused by revised literary editions.

When we turn to the textual transmission level, we must always
remember that we have lost most of the ancient evidence. The
witnesses that have survived attest to the continuation of this process
of faithful transmission occasionally punctuated by evolutionary
leaps to a new, revised, and expanded edition of biblical books. Our
extant witnesses are the scrolls from the Judaean Desert, 211, ut, d,
and the versions (not necessarily the specific manuscripts but the
text forms they transmit), and all apparently derive from the last four
hundred years - roughly the last one-third - of Israel’s major period
of literary formation from national literature to sacred Scriptures.

We do, and we do not, see serious movement in the growth of
the text. The base text of most books remained relatively stable,
although new, variant editions were being produced or handed on
side by side with the older editions. Some variant editions may well
go back several centuries - we have little or no criteria or data for
determining this - but it also appears that others were created within
the late Second Temple, or Qumran, period. The farther back, the
more important this phenomenon is, because it represents a more
deeply established and accepted aspect of the Jewish consciousness
of “authoritative books” that would eventually result in canonical
decisions.

For example, the edition of Exodus transmitted in 111 and 4 and
the revised and expanded edition exhibited in 4QpaleoExodm could
both conceivably go back to the fifth century; it is unlikely that the
edition in 0, perhaps revised in lit for Exodus 35-39, is much later



than the fifth century. But the edition in 4QpaleoExodm could be as
late as the early second century B.C.E., though not later, because it
was apparently sufficiently known and accepted in Judaism to be the
form of that scriptural book taken and utilized by the conservative
Samaritans, with only a handful of changes, for their Scriptures.

Individual Textual Variants

Although the primary lines in the history of the text are determined
by variant literary editions, another significant determining factor
can be major individual variants. The smaller lines are caused by the
introduction, frequently intentional, of individual expansions,
clarifications, interpretations, and even errors.16 Major variants,
such as those discussed earlier - the passage involving the first altar
in 4QJosha suggesting a transposition in 111, the lack of the
Deuteronomistic passage in 4QJudga, the Nahash passage in
4QSama - could theoretically be either part of a pattern constituting
a revised literary edition or simply isolated variants. If simply
individual variants, they would certainly give rise to variant text
families in the subsequent transmission. The individual textual
variants of an entire book or section must be studied both singly and
synoptically in order to determine whether they are truly
“individual” textual variants or part of the pattern constituting a
variant edition. For example, Goliath’s height (1 Samuel 17:4) is
given at four cubits in one text group (4QSama, 6, Josephus),17 five
cubits in another (6N), and six cubits in yet another (217, 630, a’).
Most textual critics, viewing that evidence alone, would probably
judge that “four cubits” was the earlier reading and that the height
was exaggerated in subsequent recitations. But is that an isolated
variant or part of the larger pattern in which 6 of 1 Samuel 17-18
displays an earlier, shorter form of the narrative and 217 60 display a
secondary, expanded variant edition?18 But again, texts and their
variants have a rich life, and individual variants can and do cross the
boundaries between variant editions. Thus those who say simply that
texts exhibiting different editions should not be used to correct
individual variants in the other begin with a good premise but are
also likely to be mistaken as often as they are correct.

Orthographic Differences

Similarly, the orthographic profile of a manuscript generally appears
to be unrelated or incidental to its textual character.19 Although
orthographic dif ferences are sometimes significant for identifying
stemmatic relationships, this does not usually seem to be the case.



Studying orthography helps sort out the “chaos of texts,” but often
more through sifting out the orthographic factor temporarily to keep
it from cluttering the textual variants.

The Qumran scrolls have taught us much about orthography in
the late Second Temple period. One area especially attracts
discussion, if only to urge greater clarity and less uncritical adoption
by others. Emanuel Tov speaks of a “Qumran practice”20 of
orthography and morphology that is “unique” and claims that “it
appears that the texts belonging to this group were copied by the
Qumran covenanters themselves. “21 He concedes that the term “is
somewhat misleading” and that it “merely indicates that as a scribal
system it is known mainly from a number of Qumran scrolls,
without implying that this orthography was not used elsewhere in
Palestine.“22

I think the term “Qumran practice” is sufficiently misleading that
it should be abandoned, for at least two reasons. First, the features
noted are encountered only erratically in the scrolls, and most of
them are not unique to Qumran but are also found either in m itself
or in other texts, often biblical. For example, for the pleonastic K in
KID note the same double marking in K‘7i in 217 at Joel 4:19 and
Jonah 1:14; the Targums also attest analogous forms such as -111K
(e.g.,’~111’K1) for -11K. For waw to mark short o or u, note ?1D?
in 271 at Jeremiah 33:8 (though a gere also attests a variant ?) as
well as forms such as K1211 and 1n1xn in the Targums; 71:) also
occurs in both absolute and suffixal forms in an Aramaic inscription
from Hatra.23 K* appears in the Nash Papyrus from Egypt. Further,
how is 1tV1n in some scrolls vs. n in 271 (and some other scrolls)
different from 1111 in 271 of Chronicles vs. 111 in 27t of Samuel; or
for that matter from T1’ on some coins vs. 111’ on others? Rather, it
appears preferable to agree with E. Y. Kutscher that “we may
assume that many of those points in which the Scroll [lQlsaa] differs
linguistically from the Masoretic Isaiah represent characteristics of
the literary Hebrew of the last centuries of the first millennium
B.C.E “24

Second, the term “Qumran practice” in fact misleads. It is
increasingly quoted without Tov’s nuance, and is thus proclaimed as
established fact rather than as tentative hypothesis. For example, the
most recent use of it I have seen simply states:

In addition to the three already known text families [111, itt, and
d], there exist at Qumran biblical manuscripts of a type unique to



this collection. Many Qumran manuscripts are written in an
orthography (spelling system) and morphology (grammatical
form) characteristic of the Qumran sect. This writing method is
used in virtually all the documents that can be directly attributed
to the sect and that contain its teachings. Texts composed
elsewhere but preserved at Qumran do not exhibit the special
characteristics of the language of Qumran.

It stands to reason that the biblical texts written in the unique
Qumran style were copied by the sectarians, perhaps at Qumran,
although the geographic location cannot really be proven and is
not of great importance.25

We may presume that some biblical and some nonbiblical
manuscripts were copied at Qumran, but we may also presume that
many or most were penned outside Qumran. Very little evidence
exists to demonstrate that any specific biblical manuscript was
copied there. The text represented in 4QpaleoExodm, for example,
was a Jewish text, known outside Qumran, for we may be confident
that the Samaritans did not come to Qumran to acquire it for their
base text.

Nonetheless, some biblical texts probably were copied at
Qumran. On the one hand, it is virtually certain that the manuscript
4QSamc was indeed copied there, because it is very likely that the
distinctively inexpert scribe who copied it also copied the
Community Rule (1QS), one of the community’s “foundation
documents.” But on the other hand, there is no reason to suspect that
the text presented in 4QSamc does not reflect its Vorlage from
Jerusalem or elsewhere in Palestine. In fact, 4QSamc is textually
closer than T11 is to 6 and Josephus, which have nothing to do with
Qumran.

The orthography and morphology of the scrolls (and of 21I) do
indeed exhibit intriguing aspects, but it is far more likely that the
range of tendencies (neither “method” nor “characteristic”) observed
in the scrolls is generally typical of contemporary Palestinian
copyists rather than specific to the copyists at Qumran. Even if this
were not so, I would still argue that orthographic style is usually
unrelated to the textual character of a biblical book, and there fore
that the orthography displayed in the Qumran biblical scrolls tells us
little about the nature of the text in those scrolls.26



Returning to consideration of the main lines of the history of the
text, we may again temporarily bracket orthography and individual
variants to focus on what may be called the base text.27 The base
text may be thought of as the form of the text, or the literary edition,
of any particular book that was current (during any given period)
prior to a new, creatively developed literary edition.

The base text functions with respect to subsequent variant
editions in a manner analogous to an original or correct reading in
relation to variant readings, whether expansions, revisions, or errors.
That is, it is what one expects to find - the “default reading” - and so
its occurrence is unremarkable. In a sense, all witnesses of a given
book exhibit the base text; the material that indicates a variant
literary edition is the coordinated pattern of intentional variants
intended by a creative author. Thus, again, one can see why the key
to seeing the stemma properly is not to use 111, w, and d as the three
principal lines. Those three are not properly “texts” or “text types”
or “recensions.” The only one that possibly comes close is ii, and
that is because ju is restricted to only the five books of the Torah,
and because it used texts containing the expanded editions for the
two books, Exodus and Numbers, for which seriously expanded
editions were circulating. Neither lit, nor ut, nor d is properly “a
text” in the sense that the nature of their text has any consistency or
related character from book to book. Nor are they “text types” or
“recensions” in the sense that they were planned and designed or
carefully edited according to textual principals or textual criteria.
They are rather collections of individual scrolls the nature of whose
text varies from scroll to scroll, apparently quite without regard to
any criterion. This is not a problem as long as one recognizes the
phenomenon and does not treat the collections as though they were
unities.

It may prove helpful to pause and remember two things. First,
the shape of all collections of Scripture until around the third century
C.E. was a collection of individual scrolls, not a codex or book.
Second, 217 is a nonunified collection of texts, the nature of which
varies from book to book. Scholarship has gained considerable
clarity in our century by recognizing the aggregate or collection
aspect of the texts that constitute the anthology labeled d; many
problems have been clarified by understanding that the text of t3
varies from book to book. We can expect similar gains in clarity if
we realize that the text of 111 also varies from book to book. Clearly
the books were copied with a care and fidelity that fills us with awe



and admiration, but no evidence before 135 C.E. has been
forthcoming that intentional consideration was given to the precisely
textual criteria governing the selection of individual texts.28

If we can work with the supposition that proto-lit was a
collection of texts whose textual character varied from book to book,
then we may have advanced a step in focusing with increased acuity
on the history of the biblical text. We should not look to tit as the
standard by which to judge the text of the various books, but to the
base text, or earliest available literary edition of each. The base text
of each book, that is, the earliest edition of that book attested in our
extant witnesses, must be individually assessed and determined. It
already stands late in the succession of reworked editions of that
book, but for the sake of general applicability we can call the first
extant edition of each book the base text. For some books only one
edition appears to be attested, and for those books one can skip to
the level of individual textual variants to refine the interrelationship
of preserved manuscripts. But for many books our witnesses
document variant literary editions. Normally, the interrelationship of
variant editions can be determined somewhat easily, since the
barometer of quantity seldom fails. That is, the tendency was to
expand the scriptural text, not to remove anything that had come to
be considered God’s word, though of course this barometer must be
used cautiously.29

Thus, I would propose for consideration that the goal of textual
criticism is not 111, as Emanuel Tov proposes, the text of that
edition of each book which Rabbinic Judaism eventually chose, but
rather the ancient Hebrew text, which was in fact a developing text,
not a static, fixed text. It is certainly legitimate, for religious or
historical purposes, to decide to focus a specific textcritical project
on 111, but I propose that the goal of the general project labeled
“textual criticism of the Hebrew Bible” is exactly that - textual
criticism of the ancient Hebrew Bible, not of the Masoretic or, more
accurately, the protoMasoretic texts. And it must focus on the text of
the ancient Hebrew Bible as it was, namely, diachronic and
pluriform. Thus, the target of “textual criticism of the Hebrew Bible”
is not a single text. The purpose or function of textual criticism is to
reconstruct the history of the texts that eventually became the
biblical collection in both its literary growth and its scribal
transmission; it is not just to judge individual variants in order to
determine which were “superior” or “original.” “The original text” is
a distracting concept for the Hebrew Bible;30 in a very real sense,



there was no “original text,” at least none accessible, except for
those relatively late parts contributed by redactors. Late layers or
additions often have as much claim to being important tesserae in
the biblical mosaic as do “original” or “early” elements of the
developed text, since this cumulative aspect characterizes the nature
of the biblical text from its very beginnings.

It is important to see the distinctions in the gradual development
of Israel’s “literature” into its becoming “Scripture” and then its
becoming “Bible” or canon of Scripture. And this development was
different for the various books, or at least for various groups of
books. In its early stages Israel’s national religious literature was
probably treated not very differently from the way other peoples
treated their own national religious literature. Near the closing of the
creative period, the Torah and the main Prophets had long since
become “Scripture,” that is, sacred and authoritative works, but their
individual texts were still in a somewhat creative stage. The Writings
were still mainly “literature,” though some books would have been
considered by some Jews as “Scripture.” The debates over Qoheleth
and the Song of Songs highlight the important transition being made.

Recently, Lawrence Schiffman has proposed an alternate view of
the nature of the biblical manuscripts from Qumran. His
interpretation of the data leads to serious differences in judgments
about the Qumran evidence: are “the biblical scrolls” truly biblical
in our sense of the term, or are they only biblically related, or were
they considered biblical by only one insignificant “sect”?

Here we have space to focus only on one example, 11QPsa.31
This beautiful and extensive scroll from Cave 11 is regarded by
Schiffman, following noted authorities in the earlier generation of
Qumran scholars, as nonbiblical.32 He considers 11QPsa a
“liturgical” scroll, denying its biblical status. Earlier scholars had
rejected its biblical status for the following reasons:

a. It presents the biblical psalms in an order notably different from
lli, the textus receptus.

b. It has additional psalms not contained in M.

c. Within one biblical psalm (Psalm 145) it repeatedly adds an
antiphon not found in the IR version.

d. It has a prose composition near, but not at, the end of the scroll.



e. The divine name is inscribed, not in the normal Jewish
(“square”) script, but in the palaeo-Hebrew script.

In response I would say that the 211 Psalter is by its very nature a
liturgical scroll and that all of the above features are contained either
in 2T( at other loci or in other manuscripts that are undeniably
biblical.

a. The 211 text of Jeremiah is generally recognized as a
secondarily revised edition of the book as found in d, and it
presents major blocks of the book in a variant order.33

b. The Greek and especially Syriac Psalters include psalms that
were clearly originally Hebrew psalms but are not contained in
M.

c. The antiphon “Blessed be the Lord and blessed be his name
forever and ever” is totally derived from verse 1 of Psalm 145
and is systematically repeated in the identical manner in which
the antiphon “For his faithfulness endures for ever” is repeated in
Psalm 136 in M.

d. The prose composition, called “David’s Compositions,” is an
explicit claim to scriptural status for the Psalter, and may have
functioned as a colophon found at the end of this collection at an
earlier stage. It records that David composed all his psalms “by
prophecy that was given to him from before the Most High, “34
and it is through “prophecy” that it makes the transition from
being the hymnbook of the Temple to being Scripture, that is, an
integral part of “the Law and the Prophets.” This passage follows
the song (also found in 2 Samuel 23:[1-]7), the “Last Words of
David,” which speaks of “the man raised on high, the anointed of
the God of Jacob, and the sweet singer of Israel.” In turn, the
“Last Words of David” follows Psalms 149 and 150 and the
closing “Hymn to the Creator.” Later, a few more related
passages were added (as happened at the end of the books of
Samuel, Isaiah, Amos, etc.). And in fact, I IQPsa ends with the
same extra Psalm 151 with which the 6 Psalter ends. In sum, the
problem with Schiffman’s conclusions is that current evidence
challenges earlier judgments about the character of biblical texts.

e. The use of the palaeo-Hebrew script for the divine name in a
text principally written in the Jewish script had earlier been
viewed as a sign that the text was not biblical. As with the
previous points, that view was understandable in light of the



early evidence, but it should be laid to rest now that a number of
scrolls, all judged to be biblical, and one (4QIsac) indisputably
biblical, have attested the practice. I will close by describing
several of these scrolls (see Plates 1 and 2 on pp. 118-19).35

1. 11QPsa: The top two lines contain the end of Psalm 134. After
a paragraph break Psalm 151 begins; the empty leather to the left
shows that the manuscript ended with the same “extra” Psalm with
which the Greek Psalter concludes. The first word at the top right
corner is the Tetragrammaton written in the ancient palaeo-Hebrew
script, found also three words to the left, as well as the third and fifth
words in the next line, and the second word in the last line shown.

2. 2QExodb: In the third line of this small fragment (the line
below the blank space), the last three letters of the Tetragrammaton
are preserved, though the first is lost in the hole.

3.4QExodl: In the third line, at the right edge of the fragment,
only the left side of the final letter of the Tetragrammaton is
preserved, but the three horizontal lines are distinctive enough to
make the letter certain, and the word occurs exactly where the divine
name is expected.

4. 4QLevg: This manuscript is difficult to read, but in the next-
to-last line (above the number “4”) the Tetragrammaton can be seen
in the palaeoHebrew script.

5.4QDeutk2: The Tetragrammaton in the palaeo-Hebrew script
can be seen in the center of the next-to-last line. This manuscript
contains text from Deuteronomy 19-26, which indicates that it is a
manuscript of the book of Deuteronomy, not merely excerpts from
that book.

6.4QIsa`: At the end of the third line in the column to the right,
and in lines seven and nine in the column to the left, the
Tetragrammaton is written in the palaeo-Hebrew script. This is a
generously preserved manuscript, with portions of chapters 9-55
extant, and parts of two contiguous columns are displayed to show
clearly that this is indeed a full biblical manuscript.





7. 4QSamc: The scribe of this biblical manuscript employed an
analogous device - four dots in lieu of the four letters - for
preventing the pronunciation of the divine name. In the small
fragment at the right, three of the dots can be seen before the
fragment breaks off, losing the fourth, and further along the same
line the phenomenon recurs, though here the first dot has been lost in
the lacuna, and so again only three dots can be seen.

8. 1QIsaa: Above the third line pictured here the same scribe
who penned 4QSamc inserted a supralinear correction, clearly using
the four dots to replace the divine name.



Thus 4QIsaC clearly demonstrates within a biblical manuscript
in the regular Jewish script the practice of using the ancient palaeo-
Hebrew script for the Tetragrammaton, just as 4QSamc and the
correction in 1Qlsaa demonstrate the use of four dots in a biblical
manuscripts. This and the arguments above press for the revision of
earlier views and the acceptance of 11 QPsa as a truly biblical
manuscript, though a variant edition, of the Psalter. 1lQPsa and the
other manuscripts described above should be viewed as variant
editions of the biblical books that had full claim to being
authoritative Scripture.

 



It is a pleasure to thank the Institute for Advanced Studies at the
Hebrew University, Jerusalem, whose invitation, efficiency, and
cordiality made possible a serious advance in the publication of the
scrolls, and also the University of Notre Dame and the National
Endowment for the Humanities for their support of the long-term
work which this paper represents.

The editions of the manuscripts treated below have been
published in P. W. Skehan, E. Ulrich, and J. E. Sanderson, Qumran
Cave IV, Palaeo-Hebrew and Greek Biblical Manuscripts (DJD 9;
Oxford: Clarendon, 1992). As a service to scholars interested in
these texts, generous amounts of the descriptions of these scrolls
have been excerpted or digested from those editions.

In 1955, Patrick W. Skehan published a preliminary report on a
fragmentary Qumran manuscript that can claim a place as one of the
most significant biblical manuscripts in this already spectacular
collection of scrolls.’ It was inscribed in the palaeo-Hebrew script,
which made one automatically think that it might be connected with
the Samaritan Pentateuch, and in fact Skehan initially presented it as
such. But already by 1959 he had refined his view as he studied it in
relation to other manuscripts in the palaeo-Hebrew script.2

Fragments from thirteen (or fourteen?) biblical manuscripts in
the palaeo-Hebrew script were found in the eleven caves at Qumran,
plus three other manuscripts that are possibly biblical or biblically
related. Three (or four?) were in Cave 1, one in Cave 2, two in Cave
6, and one in Cave 11,3 while Cave 4 held fragments from an
additional six biblical manuscripts and three others that resist
identification:



The manuscripts from all but Cave 4 had been published before
1992, and those from Cave 4 appeared in volume 9 of Discoveries in
the Judaean Desert (DJD). Skehan had prepared an edition of each
of the six biblical (but not the nonbiblical) manuscripts prior to his
death on September 9, 1980. Some he had prepared noticeably
earlier than that date, and for several reasons Judith Sanderson and I
have revised and augmented them, approximately doubling their
size. One reason, of course, is that Skehan himself would have done
a final revision and proofreading of his editions before sending them
to the press. A second reason is that with the deepening and
broadening of Qumran scholarship over the past decade or two, a
richer battery of questions is being asked of the material. The
detailed consideration of these questions is important not only for
the eventual reader but also for the editor, in order to understand the
document more thoroughly and thus be able to present it to scholars
more intelligibly, and to offer them greater potential for their own
use of the scrolls. Moreover, the vast majority of those who will use
the DJD volumes cannot come to Jerusalem to consult the original
manuscripts for a resolution of the ambiguities in the photographs; it
is the duty of the editor to inform those who will work from the
photographs whether, for example, a dark line is the ink of a letter or
a meaningless shadow or defect.

The original extent of these six manuscripts cannot be
determined with certainty. The first probably contained both Genesis
and Exodus and conceivably contained the entire Torah. The second
survives in only one fragment from Genesis. The third - one of the
two most extensively preserved biblical manuscripts from Qumran -
contains fragments of Exodus from all but the first five and last three
chapters. The fourth has a modest sampling of fragments from much
of Deuteronomy. The fifth has only one fragment of Deuteronomy,
and the sixth preserves but three small fragments from the book of



Job. It will be observed that with the exception of the last, they are
all from the books of Moses, as is the case for the other seven
manuscripts in palaeoHebrew from the other Qumran caves. The
appearance of job in this script may well be due to an ancient
tradition, later recorded in b. Baba Batra 14b, 15a, that attributed the
book of job to Moses.

There are three more palaeo-Hebrew manuscripts from Cave 4,
but they will not be treated here. They are not clearly identifiable as
“biblical” in the traditional sense. The third is merely a single small
scrap with at most a single letter identifiable on each of two lines
and a couple unidentifiable letters on two other lines. The second is
more extensive but yields no intelligible connected text. The first,
however, though surviving only in four small fragments, finds its
closest identity to known texts in Joshua 21. This suggests, of
course, that the palaeo-Hebrew script may well have been reserved
for, or used especially for, what was considered the writings of
Moses and his contemporaries. This, in turn, may help focus the
work toward identification of the second, as yet unidentified, palaeo-
Hebrew manuscript.

The purpose of this study is to examine the six biblical
manuscripts from Cave 4 in the palaeo-Hebrew script together,4 in
order to learn what we can from the similarities and contrasts and to
see whether these manuscripts form a distinctive group of texts or
are simply varied samples of the biblical scrolls in general, not to be
distinguished from the other biblical manuscripts except for their
script. Full treatments of these scrolls are provided in the editions;
here we must limit our focus to selected features of the manuscripts,
the palaeography and date, the orthography, and the textual character
of the manuscripts.

The Individual Manuscripts

4QpaleoGen-Exodl

Features of the Manuscript

The extant fragments of 4QpaleoGen-Exodl (previously designated
as 4QpaleoExodl or as 4QpaleoExodn) preserve letters from what is
probably the final verse of Genesis and portions of text from Exodus
1-4; 8-12; 14; 1620; 22; 25-28; 36; and 40(?).5 Thus, the original
scroll probably contained the entire book of Exodus and quite
possibly the entire book of Genesis as well.



The first fragment preserves a right margin with holes from
stitching, two letters on the first line followed by almost four blank
but ruled lines, and then the beginning of the book of Exodus (Exod
1:1-5). The holes show that this was not the first column of the
original scroll, despite the fact that the text is from the beginning of
Exodus. The four ruled lines show that this was not the top margin
of the column - significantly, no fragments from the top margin have
been preserved, and the two fragments that preserve a bottom
margin show, as expected, an unruled margin. The second to fourth
lines have presumably been left completely blank. At the right
margin of the first line of the fragment are visible parts of two letters
that perfectly match the final word of Genesis, and given Qumran
practices such as lack of colophons, it is difficult to imagine what
this would be if not from the end of Genesis. If the analysis is
correct, the format comes within one word of matching the rule
found in later rabbinic sources (b. Baba Batra 13b; m. Soperim 2:2;
y. Megilla 1:9[81), calling for four blank lines between books of the
Torah. Confirming evidence, however, is available from even closer
sources. Another scroll from Cave 4 in the Jewish script, 4QGen-
Exoda, also contains this pair of books, and both Leviticus and
Numbers are included on 4QLev-Numa. Moreover, although the
transition from the end of one book to the beginning of the next is
not preserved for either 4QGen-Exoda or 4QLev-Numa, the practice
of leaving a number of blank lines between books on the same scroll
is documented at Murabba`at (in the Minor Prophets Scroll) and
Nahal Hever (in the Greek Minor Prophets Scroll).6

The height of the scroll on which 4QpaleoGen-Exod’ was copied
can only be estimated. No column has been preserved from top to
bottom, but two factors provide a reasonable estimate. The distance
between the horizontal rulings for lines of script is fairly regular, at
ca. 0.5 cm, and larger fragments preserving text from two
contiguous columns allow an estimation of ca. 55-60 lines of text
per column. Thus, the height of the inscribed part of a column was
28-30 cm, and, allowing about 4 cm each for top and bottom
margins, the height of the scroll can be estimated at about 36-38 cm.

The full width of only one column is preserved, and it contains
50-56 letters per line, measuring ca. 10 cm. In columns where
measurement is not possible but letters per line can be estimated, the
number varies considerably, for example, from 46-53 in one column
to 66-73 in others. Only two letters are missing from the width of
another column, but there the end of the skin forced the scribe to



make the column narrow. That column has only 38-44 letters per
line, and its estimated width is only 8.1 cm; for purposes of
calculation of the size of the scroll, this column should be
considered an exception.

The height of this scroll and the width of its columns are not
unusual in comparison with other biblical scrolls. But the very large
number of lines per column is unusual, and that large number of
lines plus the small, compact size of the letters makes it fully
plausible that the scroll contained both Genesis and Exodus. It is not
inconceivable that it contained the entire Torah, though there seems
to be no way to ascertain that.

It was customary, in manuscripts inscribed in the palaeo-Hebrew
script, as also often in inscriptions in the Phoenician script, to use
dots or small vertical or diagonal strokes to serve as word dividers.
Similarly, one finds occasionally that a word at the end of a line is
divided and the second part of the word starts the next line. Neither
the word-division dots nor the divisions of words between lines is
normally found in biblical scrolls in the Jewish script.?

The scribe signaled divisions between paragraphs in four ways.
Ten times the remainder of a line is left blank at the close of one
section, and the new section is begun at the right margin of the next
line. Six times that same pattern is followed plus the addition of
another completely blank line, whereas eight times simply one blank
line is left. Finally, six times a short interval is left within the line.8
It is probably legitimate to consider the first three types as various
equivalents to the divisions in Masoretic manuscripts classified as
“open” (1111f1D, sometimes marked D), and the fourth type as
equivalent to that classified as “closed” (1M1110, sometimes
marked 0). 4QpaleoGen-Exodl, however, shows no particularly
strong relationship between its divisions and the open and closed
divisions as handed down in Masoretic manuscripts. Of the twenty-
four long intervals in the scroll, only seven correspond to the open
divisions recorded in the Masoretic Text (= 211).9 Of the scroll’s six
short intervals, only one (or possibly two) corresponds to the closed
division in ill. Furthermore, the Samaritan (= itt) manuscripts, which
generally seem to have only one main type of division (127),
frequently do, but often do not, correspond to those recorded in
Masoretic manuscripts. The scroll’s divisions are also at variance
with those of ut nine times.



Thus, it would probably be illegitimate to envision an ancient
ideal of a fixed pattern of divisions between sections. Rather, the
ancient scribes simply appear to have made or handed on logical
divisions between sections to help the reader, not to have been
tradents of a pattern of standardized divisions that were viewed as a
part of the text as were the words themselves.

Palaeography and Date

The palaeography of the palaeo-Hebrew manuscripts from Qumran
has been described by Mark D. McLean in a 1982 Harvard
dissertation written under the direction of Frank Moore Cross.
McLean provides a palaeographic chart of the script of 4QpaleoGen-
Exodl and a discussion of the features of the script, suggesting a date
in “the first half or first three-quarters of the first century BCE.“10

Orthography

The orthography of a number of the books as they appear in the
Masoretic collection and in the manuscripts of the Samaritan
Pentateuch is inconsistent.11 It is helpful to begin by noting that m
in Exodus uses both short and plene forms of the same words: Cn~bt
(5:4; 7:9) and i7n”7bt (11:9); 111K (1:19) and 11”7;!t (1:17); 1111W
(17:1) and 11111V)~ (7:21); 11‘77 (9:23, 28) and and (9:29). Even
within the same verse lit has both 0’]n1 and 0]]1 (8:14).

The orthography of many of the biblical scrolls from Qumran is
also inconsistent, though - as also in the case of Ill and ut - there are
certain tendencies observable in the orthographic practice. So it is
for 4QpaleoGenExodl, which strikes a moderate balance between
conservative and full orthography, whereas lit in Exodus tends to be
somewhat more conservative. In common with lit and xu it spells
C’M* rirK,‘7D, and K‘7 without waw. On the other hand, it is
apparent, just as in the Masoretic texts, that the scribe was not
attempting to put into practice a grammatically standardized
orthography. A few examples of divergent spellings are presented
here to illustrate the inconsistency in orthography in the various
texts:



But more typical patterns are illustrated in these examples:

Textual Character and Affiliation

4QpaleoGen-Exodl appears, on the basis not of preserved evidence
but of probable reconstruction, not to have the typological features
of the Exodmut tradition. It would be incorrect, however, to
characterize the scroll simply as agreeing with 111. Skehan’s early
(1965) judgment that it is “quite near to the received text, with only
slight concessions to the tendency towards expanded readings for the
sake of clarity and smoothness” (p. 99) now needs to be refined on
the basis of his own, and Sanderson’s, and my research.

Gen-Exod’ belongs to the general textual tradition of the book of
Exodus, which I term “edition I” (because we have no earlier
editions extant) and which is represented also by both IT( and the
text base from which 4QpaleoExodm and w. developed. The
“revised edition” (or “edition II”) of Exodus, witnessed by
4QpaleoExodm and the text that the Samaritans accepted for their
Scriptures, was produced by the addition of sixteen major
expansions and a different order of text in two places.12

While the reconstruction of this scroll strongly suggests that it
did not contain any of the major expansions, the remains are too
fragmentary to demonstrate that conclusively. But it is a
conservative and careful text that, though probably agreeing with 05



in its textual edition, agrees in individual variants sometimes with
tit, sometimes with w, sometimes with Exodm, and sometimes
preserves a unique reading. It exhibits a slight tendency to expand
by one word or element of a word (approximately eight times
beyond tit), as do most texts, including tit (approximately four times
beyond Gen-Exod’) and tu (approximately nine times beyond Gen-
Exodl).

In the edition, those readings are catalogued among the
“variants” that are extant on the leather and for which any one of the
four Hebrew witnesses (Gen-Exod’, Exodm,111, or ut) shows
disagreement beyond pure orthography. Gen-Exod’ preserves fifty
such variants. Only one of them involves a major feature of the
Exodmut tradition: after Exod 26:35 the scroll agrees with 111
against Exodm and ut in lacking the passage containing the
instructions for the incense altar. 111 places that passage at Exod
30:1-10, but Gen-Exod’ is not extant at that point, and though it is
possible, one cannot be certain whether the scroll originally had it at
that point. Only six of the fifty variants involve a phrase (e.g., ~K
W’ [K with lit rather than ‘ft1K ? [K 1fK with Exodtut, 25:20). The
remaining forty-three variants involve only a single word (e.g., the
Tetragrammaton with 111 rather than 13‘71~K with ut, 3:4;11W [f]
with ut, which is lacking in 111, 27:12). Thus Gen-Exod’ does not
offer much of significance with regard to textual content.

In twenty-six variants Gen-Exod’ agrees with tit against tu, in
nine it agrees with UI against tit, in fourteen it disagrees with both,
and in one it agrees with both against Exodm. But it is interesting to
push a bit further and note that in eleven of those twenty-three
disagreements with tit, the scroll agrees with either titq or Mmss and
in three agreements with tit it disagrees with either tltq or llimss

There are very few passages where both Gen-Exod’ and Exodm
are preserved, only nine variants of the total of fifty: in two Gen-
Exod’ agrees with Exodmll1; in one with f11ut; in one with
Exodmut; in three with 111 alone; in one with ut alone; and in one
Gen-Exod’ preserves a unique reading.

Thus, the most that can be said here is that there are an early and
a revised edition of the book of Exodus, that MO and probably
4QpaleoGen- Exod’ are witnesses to the early edition, and that
4QpaleoExodm and to are witnesses to the revised, expanded
edition, but that each of the texts shows some development beyond
the main lines of its textual parentage.



4QpaleoGenm

Features of the Manuscript

Of 4QpaleoGenm only a single small fragment, containing ten (or
nine) complete words and eight (or nine) parts of words from Gen
26:21-28, survives. The fragment is only 4.5 cm high and 2.9 cm
wide. Horizontal ruling with dry lines is visible and perhaps vertical
ruling; the distance between lines is 0.6 cm. As was customary in
scrolls inscribed with the palaeo-Hebrew script, the scribe used a dot
to divide between words and probably divided words between lines.
There are about seventy-three letters per line (but see below
concerning lines 4 and 5).

Palaeography and Date

The manuscript displays a regular, practiced palaeo-Hebrew hand.
McLean offers a palaeographic chart and a description of the script.
He considers this manuscript one of the three earliest biblical
manuscripts in the palaeoHebrew script, together with 4QpaleoDeuts
and 4QpaleoJobc, although he thinks that 4QpaleoGenm has
developed beyond the other two. His suggested date is “in the
middle of the second century” B.C.E.13

Orthography

The orthography of 4QpaleoGenm differs from that of fTtuu in three
of its eighteen words:

The phonological orthography seen in ]1 ‘1 is paralleled, for
example, in:14

Textual Character and Affiliation

The small amount of text preserved is frustrating. For one word in
Gen 26:2 1, the manuscript has ]1DT1” [1 and then breaks off at the
left edge of the fragment, still within the res; thus it cannot be



determined whether the word here was plural with 111 xu (E S 1) or
singular with 65; note that in the next verse Ill has 1o‘1 and w has
11DT1‘1. Though we cannot determine some details such as that, for
some other questions speculation becomes a bit more possible. The
ends of seven lines from the left side of a column do allow an
attempt at least at quantitative reconstruction of the text that had
been present. For most lines, the corresponding text in 111 ut has
about seventy-three letter spaces per line (counting both letters and
the spaces between words). But for line 4 the number of letters in
4QpaleoGenm is ten less than that in the corresponding text in Ill
xtc, whereas for the next line the count is about fourteen letters
longer in 4QpaleoGenm than in Ill iu. It is probably safer to
conclude that in line 4 the manuscript possibly had a interval,
because, although Ill has no interval, to does have mY7. For line 5,
however, one is forced to conclude that the manuscript simply had a
shorter reading than 111 uc, omitting a phrase (perhaps such as
I111T 11K ‘11’=111) entirely or possibly inserting an omitted phrase
supralinearly.

With so little text preserved, it is nearly impossible to determine
or describe the textual character in any meaningful way. Some might
say that it is “like lR with a few minor exceptions.” A less
misleading description, however, using more accurate terminology,
would be to say, first, that though there is too little text to support
major conclusions, 4QpaleoGenm appears to be in general a witness
to the same general text tradition to which lit in Genesis is also a
later witness. But it is important to note that, in the small amount of
text preserved, it disagrees orthographically with l1Z rather
frequently (in three out of eighteen words) and is thus comparatively
more divergent from In than uu is from 11Z.

4QpaleoExodm

Features of the Manuscript

4QpaleoExodm has justifiably received a good deal of advance
announcement concerning its great significance.15 It was originally
designated 4QEx’, Greek superscripts having been provisionally
chosen to denote scrolls in the palaeoHebrew script. It is one of the
most extensively preserved of the biblical scrolls from Cave 4.
Fragments from forty-three out of forty-five consecutive columns
are preserved, spanning from Exod 6:25 to Exod 37:16.16



The introduction to the edition of this scroll extends to about
seventeen pages. Here we can note only a few items of interest.
4QpaleoExodm was originally a beautiful scroll of fine, thin, creamy
tan leather. Reconstruction of the layout of the full scroll suggests
that seven columns would have preceded the first of the forty-five
columns partly preserved, and that five columns would have
followed, thus totaling fifty-seven columns for the complete book.
The height of the scroll is estimated at 35 cm or slightly more, the
inscribed portion measuring ca. 25-27.5 cm, with a top margin of at
least 3.3 cm and a bottom margin of at least 4.5 cm. The number of
lines per column was thirtytwo, or in some columns thirty-three. The
distance between ruled lines for script fluctuates from 0.7-1.0 cm,
averaging 0.85 cm. The width of the columns varies within an
estimated range of 12.2-14.7 cm. Note that the height of this scroll is
about the same as that of 4QpaleoGen-Exodl (36-38 cm), but that
the latter has almost double the number of lines per column (55-60).

Preliminary study of the patterns of physical deterioration of the
scroll suggests that the conclusion of Exodus was at the center of the
scroll as it lay rolled in the cave. This would preclude the possibility
that the text of Leviti cus followed but would leave open the
possibility that the text of Genesis preceded (cf. 4QGen-Exoda and
4QpaleoGen-Exodl), though there is no evidence or any particular
reason to think that the scroll contained Genesis.

There was a patch stitched on the bottom of column VIII to
repair it during the Qumran period. It is grayish tan (whereas the
leather used for the original scroll was creamy tan), roughly circular,
ca. 6.5 cm in diameter, and was sewn behind the original leather.
Both the script and the orthography on the patch differ from those of
the main scribe.

The scribe used dots for word division, and occasionally split
words at the end of a line.

There were several methods of signaling paragraph divisions.
The largest divisions were signaled by a threefold pattern: (1)
leaving the remainder of the line at the end of a section blank, (2)
with an enlarged palaeo-Hebrew waw, the initial letter of the new
section, usually placed at the approximate center of that interval, and
(3) the rest of the first word following at the right margin of the next
line.’? Again, it is probably legitimate to consider this an equivalent
of the “open” section (D) in M. But of the approximately
twentythree times that this pattern occurs in 4QpaleoExodm, only



seventeen times does it correspond to an “open” section in ITl,
whereas twice it occurs where Ilt has only the ‘atnah. Twice III has
no interval, once it lacks the entire passage (a major expansion), and
once it has a “closed” section (0). All twenty-three times uc agrees
with lit and thus also disagrees with 4QpaleoExodm six times. There
are three places where divisions in 4QpaleoExodm overlap with
those in 4QpaleoGen-Exodl, and all four Hebrew texts agree in a
large division at all three points.

Lesser divisions were signaled by a short interval with the first
word of the new section on the same line. Of the nineteen
occurrences of this type of division in the scroll, only twice does m
have a “closed” section (0), and only once does uu have 7M7. 2n
again lacks one of the passages. In the remaining sixteen
occurrences lit has: an unmarked interval once (after 6:27), merely
verse division twelve times, only the ‘atnah twice, and a larger
“open” section (D) once.

There are several other patterns for larger divisions that occur
less frequently, but the general conclusions drawn concerning
4QpaleoGen-Exodl continue to apply to 4QpaleoExodm, as indeed
they apply to most of the biblical scrolls in general.

Palaeography and Date

McLean suggests a date in “the first half or first three-quarters of the
first century BCE” for 4QpaleoExodm as well as for Gen-Exodl and
a third unidentified manuscript (4Q124), but of these three he
considers Exodm to “display the latest features and the greatest
number of novel features which will see subsequent development.”
18

Orthography

The orthography of 4QpaleoExodm, like that of ur and l11, is at the
same time mixed yet prone toward characteristic features. It tends
toward a more full orthography, but in the moderate range. For
example, the words 011fK, thography, and K0 are consistently
spelled without waw, whereas 1111K, III IN, and 11nK? are
consistently spelled with waw (uu and 211 both normally have
O‘1‘7K,111K, ~D, and b0).

On the other hand it is apparent, just as it is in 11Z, that the
scribe was not attempting to put into practice a grammatically
systematic orthography. He wrote 1M’ 1, without mater lectionis,



five times on the extant fragments where the lack of waw is clear,
once where the waw is probably lacking, and once in the
plural,l7nK‘1, where the long o is no longer accented. In contrast, he
also wrote ‘WK‘1, with mater lectionis, five times where the waw is
extant and clear, and once where it is probable.19

In the few places where 4QpaleoGen-Exodl and 4QpaleoExodm
overlap, 4QpaleoExodm always displays the fuller reading:

Another interesting feature that at first appears to be an orthographic
matter turns out to be illuminating. As in wu and 211, so in this
manuscript the expected form i]‘1Yn often occurs (6:26, 27bis, 28,
29; 7:4bis; etc.), meaning “[the land of] Egypt” (occasionally
preceded by p1K or 7‘7n). In contrast to is and 111, in this
manuscript another form, 13”13n, also occurs five times where the
double yod is sufficiently clear (7:18b; 9:5b, 6; 12:35, 36), to Iii
invariably reading 0‘130 (always vocalized in IIZ 01‘1Yn, or
pausally 01730). This is not simply a pair of orthographic
alternatives, but two morphologically distinct forms. In all the latter
five instances, “the Egyptians” (the people, as opposed to the land)
is either the clear meaning or a reasonable interpretation, and in all
five 63 and 5 have the plural Aiyurrnoi and msry’, as opposed to
AtyurrTOS and msryn (7:18b and 9:5b are major expansions in
4QpaleoExodm and m, thus not in (5 5, but 63 S have the plural in
the source texts, 7:18 and 9:4, for those expansions). In further
confirmation C has IN”= at 7:18, 9:4, and 9:6.

Textual Character and Affiliation

4QpaleoExodm is the only scroll found at Qumran that combines all
three of these distinctive characteristics: palaeo-Hebrew script,
relatively fuller orthography, and text in the proto-Samaritan
tradition. It is a carefully copied scroll with only four scribal errors
in the portions of the forty-three columns that have been preserved,
as well as five other unique cases of shorter text that may either
reflect parablepsis or retain the preferable, unexpanded text.

The text of Exodm belongs to the text-type or tradition, which
previously was known to us only in its later representative, the



Samaritan Exodus. The scroll shares all major, typological features
with w with the single exception of the new tenth commandment
regarding the altar on Mount Gerizim inserted in the Samaritan
Exodus 20 from Deuteronomy 11 and 27. Thus, the expanded textual
tradition now known to us as the Samaritan Pentateuch, rather than
being a creation de novo of the community that worshiped at
Gerizim, is instead a somewhat later representative of a tradition that
was already known elsewhere in Palestine and was used in other
communities without special allegiance to Gerizim. The presence of
4QpaleoExodm in Cave 4 at Qumran is evidence that a somewhat
earlier representative of the same expanded textual tradition was
presumably accepted and used by at least some in the Qumran
community. The Gerizim expansion, proper to Samaritan theology,
was made only in the Samaritan community, and this was the only
major expansion that it made in Exodus.

To determine the detailed relationship between 4QpaleoExodm
ands and their contrast with lit, it is necessary to look at the pattern
of both agreements and disagreements, in secondary, preferable, and
synonymous variants, among all four witnesses, Exodm, xu, lli, and
6. To describe all this ade quately requires great length and nuance,
and fortunately Sanderson has already published such a
description.20

4QpaleoDeutr

Features of the Manuscript

4QpaleoDeutr has forty-four extant fragments with identifiable text
from chapters 7, 10-15, 19, 22-23, 28, and 31-34, and other
fragments possibly from chapters 1, 17, 21, 29, and 30.

4QpaleoDeutr in most ways is similar to the other scrolls. There
are approximately thirty-two lines per column, and the distance
between lines of script is fairly uniform, at 0.8-0.9 cm. Its height is
thus approximately 27.2 cm for the inscribed portion, plus ca. 3 cm
for the top and the bottom margins, totaling ca. 33 cm. The width of
the columns is difficult to assess, but where the evidence is clearest,
the estimate is 10.2 cm. Deuteronomy 32 was apparently written
stichometrically, with two hemistichs to the line.

The scribe occasionally split words at the ends of lines. Unlike
the scribe of 4QpaleoDeutr, who observed the left marginal ruling so
scrupulously that he divided individual words, leaving a single letter
at the end or beginning of a line, this scribe followed the custom of



other scribes and left at least two letters together, at least in the three
instances that have been preserved.

However, it also has a number of unusual characteristics: its
scribe did not use dots for word division as all the other scribes
writing palaeo-Hebrew did, but separated words only by leaving a
space of ca. 0.2 cm; its surface appears to crumble in a manner not
common at Qumran; and one of its fragments has a right angled cut
that may have been made deliberately (otherwise, it is an amazingly
coincidental geometric happenstance!). With respect to the lack of
dots for word division, one should bear in mind that some
inscriptions in the Phoenician script also did not use word dividers.

The paragraph divisions of this scroll are difficult to assess
because of its fragmentary nature. Only one type is extant, a short
interval with a line. Of the five such occurrences, 111 has a “closed”
section all five times and to has 7Y7 twice. One larger interval, of
about a half line prior to chapter 34, is mostly reconstructed, but
there lit also has a “closed” section, while ut has ,121P. On the other
hand, there is one place where Ill has an “open” section not shared
by Deutr, and two places where 211 has a “closed” section not
shared by Deutr.

Palaeography and Date

The palaeo-Hebrew script is written in a small, firm, and practiced
hand, employing fairly thick, even strokes. For some reason McLean
does not seem to have known or studied this manuscript. It is,
however, closely akin to the hand of 4QpaleoExodm, but the hand of
4QpaleoDeutr is slightly more compact and rounded than that of
4QpaleoExodm. The features of the script indicate a date roughly
contemporary with 4QpaleoExodm, thus approximately in the first
half or first three-quarters of the first century B.C.E.

Orthography

The orthography of 4QpaleoDeutr is similar to that of 4QpaleoGen-
Exodl, that is, a moderate balance between conservative and full in
its use of matres lectionis, and not fully consistent. The forms fin,
and K? are consistently spelled so (but K1?1 is spelled with waw, as
expected in 32:6, as it is in 211 there), and the divergent forms found
in the manuscript are such as one customarily encounters at other
places in 211 ui. Often the forms in this manuscript are longer than
those of 211, but sometimes they are shorter (note 012] [22:6] and
111D111 (vid) [23:14]). This manuscript tends to use waw



noticeably more frequently than either 211 or iii. (though often ,mss
attest the same fuller form) to mark long o, especially in the
feminine plural and the Qal participle, and infrequently to mark long
or short u. But again, the orthographic practice is not systematic,
since, for example, unaccented long o sometimes is, and sometimes
is not, represented by waw. The manuscript also uses yod somewhat
more than do 211 (but again note 0130) or u.c, especially for the Hif
il. Though either 211 or uc occasionally has a mater lectionis when
this manuscript does not, there seems to be no instance in which
both 211 and iu have one when 4QpaleoDeutr does not.

Textual Character and Affiliation

4QpaleoDeut’ appears to have agreed with 2115 in lacking the
typological features of the Samaritan Deuteronomy. In minor
variants the manuscript most often presents a unique reading, less
often agrees with A.u, and least often agrees with M.

Though the scroll has not been preserved in any of the passages
where in has a typologically significant reading, there are two
fragments that at least allow reconstruction at such a variant and that
suggest that the manuscript did not belong to the ut tradition. The
reconstruction at Deut 11:30 suggests that 1]]tZ ‘717Z as in to was
probably lacking; and that at Deut 12:5 suggests that this manuscript
read 111 [M’ with l1I rather than 111 [D with ut (and therefore,
presumably, at the other twenty similar passages in Deuteronomy).

There are twenty-three variants preserved in this scroll. Though
twenty-two involve only one word or part of a word, one variant
involves an entire verse. Deutr uniquely lacks 28:19. This could be
seen as an omission, because the verse occurs in a series of curses
introduced by 111K. But since it is the last of the series and its
content quite jejune, it is also possible that Deutr is original and the
curse of verse 19 merely a generic addition. Of the twenty-three
variants, in three minor variants Deutr agrees with Ill against uc. In
eight minor variants Deutr agrees with uu against M. In ten variants
Deutr disagrees with both Ti( and uu (in the one significant absence
of verse 28:19 plus nine minor variants). In the final two variants
Deutr disagrees with lIi and tu, which also disagree with each other.

Thus reconstruction suggests that Deutr agreed with 1116 against
to in lacking both the “sectarian” features and one moderate
expansion of the latter tradition. But in minor variants the scroll



agrees with w against l1Z eight times, agrees with Ill against ui only
three times, and most often (twelve times) presents a unique reading.

Out of the forty-four identified fragments of this manuscript,
there is very little overlap with the Cave 4 scrolls of Deuteronomy in
the Jewish script edited by Sidnie White and Julie Duncan. In those
few places a preliminary reading sees the texts as almost identical,
except for some minor orthographical differences. Two textual
variants tentatively emerged: in one manuscript there is one
metathesis of two letters in a word where this commonly happens,
and in another there is the substitution of one common preposition
for another synonymous one.

4QpaleoDeuts

Features of the Manuscript

Of 4QpaleoDeuts only a single small fragment survives, measuring
only 4.2 by 4.4 cm and containing only six complete and five partly
preserved words from Deut 26:14-15. Word dividers are used
regularly, and the left marginal ruling is so strictly followed that the
word at the end of each of the three ex tant lines is divided. There is
one interval of approximately a half line following Deut 26:15,
which would normally be considered an “open” section but at this
point l1Z has a “closed” section (0); ur has 121P.

Palaeography and Date

This manuscript is inscribed in a slender, practiced bookhand,
written higher along the ruling than normal. To McLean
4QpaleoDeuts appears to be the earliest of the biblical scrolls in the
palaeo-Hebrew script. According to his typological schema, it is
“roughly contemporary with or slightly older than” 4QpaleoJobc.21
Though seven letters are not available for comparison because it is
so small, he notes the relationship with the yhd coins, especially for
dalet and yod, and judges that “Overall, the available forms seem
earlier than” those of 4QpaleoJobc, thus indicating a date “in the
second half of the third century BCE.“22 This would mean, of
course, that the manuscript was copied elsewhere and brought about
a century later to Qumran.

Orthography and Textual Character

Again, there are only six complete and five partial words extant.
Both the orthography and the text are very ordinary and



straightforward, and both agree with the orthography and text of
both 111 and ut for those few words.

4QpaleoJobc

Features of the Manuscript

Of 4QpaleoJob` only three small fragments survive, containing job
13:18-20, 23-27; 14:13-18. The three fragments seem to have been
from well-prepared leather and retain their flexibility, ruling, and
clarity of script. The distance between lines of script was 0.8-0.9 cm,
and one can estimate approximately twenty-five lines per column.
The text was written stichometrically, with each stich beginning a
new line, and the dots customary for word division in palaeo-
Hebrew manuscripts were used. No instances are preserved where a
word is split between lines, but that observation is meaningless,
since the fragments are from a poetic passage written
stichometrically, and the scribe may well have split words in the
narrative sections.

Palaeography and Date

McLean considers this manuscript one of the two earliest biblical
scrolls in the palaeo-Hebrew script, roughly contemporary with, but
with a few tendencies slightly later than, 4QpaleoDeuts. He detects
“little development in either form or stance … from the sixth century
BCE formal scripts,” though he pinpoints five characteristics which
“indicate a passage of time.” He suggests an “approximate date
between 225 and 150 BCE with an emphasis on the earlier end of
the scale.“23

Orthography

4QpaleoJob` displays a very conservative orthography, using no
internal matres lectionis except possibly in 111 [W (14:14, which
may reflect the radical), and in I’ll (14:15, which may reflect the
historical spelling of the diphthong, yadayk). In contrast, for the few
words preserved, m has waw six times to indicate long o or long u:



Textual Character and Affiliation

There is only one variant of one letter preserved, in 14:14. Its
reading is clearly different from Ili, but it involves a single letter at
the edge of the fragment, and the determination and significance of
the disagreement involved are admittedly speculative. One cannot
base any detailed arguments on this variant.

The Manuscripts Compared

Features of the Manuscripts

Most or all of the features observed on these manuscripts fit into the
patterns already familiar from the broader spectrum of manuscripts
found at Qumran.

The leather prepared and used for the palaeo-Hebrew
manuscripts, except possibly for 4QpaleoDeutr, appears to be similar
to that used for the biblical manuscripts inscribed in the Jewish
(square) script, and no differences are apparent between those
manuscripts predating the Qumran settlement and those possibly
copied at Qumran. For example, the ink used for 4QpaleoGen-Exod’
had acid in it, just as the ink for some other manuscripts did, such as
4QLevd and 4QDand.

4QpaleoDeutr has a number of unusual characteristics: its scribe
did not use dots for word division as did all the other scribes writing
palaeoHebrew; its surface appears to crumble in a manner not
common at Qumran; and one of its fragments has a right-angled cut
with straight edges along the top and left sides that seems too
geometrically regular to be unintentional. Nonetheless, its size,
format, and text can be considered normal for a Qumran manuscript.
Moreover, ancient inscriptions in the Phoenician script sometimes
did not use dots for word division, and the surface crumbling of
4QpaleoDeutr could be due to unrelated factors such as type of
damage or deterioration.

Concerning paragraph divisions, all the manuscripts except the
tiny 4QpaleoGenm and 4QpaleoJobc are at variance with both ITZ
and to in their distribution. The conclusion that emerges from
comparison of the extant divisions with the divisions preserved in
2TI and to is that there was a common practice in the late Second
Temple period of separating sections by longer and shorter divisions,
but that the placement of these divisions was made more on a free



and logical basis than according to a traditional schema that was
standardized and widely accepted.

The palaeo-Hebrew waw used systematically by 4QpaleoExodm
for division of some larger sections is used in 1QS at the top right of
column V, apparently to mark the new section (though the square
script waw is “repeated” in the initial word). A similar palaeo-
Hebrew waw is found in 1QIsaa, though both its placement and its
function are unclear. It appears at line 22 between columns V and
VI, and though it has been interpreted as marking column V,24 it is
possible that its placement may rather indicate (as in 1QS) reference
to column VI at its left. Its function is not clear, but possibly it marks
either the new section at 6:1 (if for column V) or the new oracle at
Isa 7:7 (if for column VI).

Palaeography and Date

The palaeography of the six palaeo-Hebrew biblical manuscripts
reveals six different hands, all well practiced. They display a
familiarity with the script and an ability to write with “grace and
speed, “25 which mark it as a reasonably common practice, not an
unusual exercise. Though the palaeo-Hebrew script was probably a
minority script, the minimalist view concerning its use needs to be
revised, as McLean has noted, since all the main groups (except
eventually the Pharisees) seem to have used it: the so-called
“normative community” under the Sadducees26 and Hasmonaeans,
the Qumran community, the Samaritans, and those of the First and
Second Revolts.21 Naveh makes the point, even if perhaps too
strongly, that there was “a strong bond between a language and its
script.“28 In the Persian period, Jews used both languages and both
scripts - presumably the palaeo-Hebrew script for biblical texts and
the Aramaic script for administration and trade. According to Naveh,
the old script was in use well into the Hellenistic era.29 On the other
hand, insofar as McLean is also correct, there is scarcely a gap that
separates the common use of that script in the early Hellenistic era
from manuscripts such as 4QpaleoDeuts, copied in the palaeo-
Hebrew script ca. 250-200 B.C.E.

The dating of the manuscripts by McLean was done according to
a typological schema, anchored at both ends by inscriptional
evidence. Typological dating is open to some degree of questioning,
but it must be remembered that with undated manuscripts there are
only two avenues of estimating the date, palaeography and
archaeology. Archaeology can provide a terminus ante quem, the



reliability of which depends upon the reliability of the methods, and
luck, of the archaeological dating. The results of McLean’s
typological analysis of the scrolls fit with the archaeological dates.
The dates assigned to some of the manuscripts predate the Qumran
settlement (ca. 150 B.C.E.), but so do some of those in the Jewish
script, for example, 4QExodf, 4QSamb, 4QJera, 4QXIIa, and
4QQoha. This is not problematic, since most agree that some of the
scrolls, especially biblical scrolls, were copied elsewhere, in
Jerusalem or broader Palestine, and imported into Qumran as people
came to join the community.30 The fact that there are no clear
distinguishing features between the general Palestinian Jewish
scrolls and the particularly Qumran scrolls suggests that scrolls were
produced at Qumran according to conventions similar to those
common in Jerusalem and Palestine in general.

The chronological order of the manuscripts in McLean’s (and
Cross’s) view is 4QpaleoDeuts, 4QpaleoJob`, 4QpaleoGenm (all
three predating the Qumran settlement), 4QpaleoGen-Exod’,
4QpaleoExodm. McLean did not analyze 4QpaleoDeutr, but in my
view it should be dated roughly contemporary with 4QpaleoExodm.
Thus, the simple conclusion would be that the first three were
presumably copied somewhere in Palestine outside Qumran and that
the latter three could have been copied either at Qumran or
elsewhere in Palestine. Since there were a number of other palaeo-
Hebrew manuscripts in four other caves at Qumran, and since no
physical features distinguish these manuscripts from the other
manuscripts in Jewish script (a number of which must have been
copied at Qumran), there is no evidence to rule out a conclusion that
some of the palaeo-Hebrew manuscripts were also copied at
Qumran. If this is true, the further conclusion is also logical, that
there appear to be no characteristic differences between those
palaeo-Hebrew manuscripts copied at Qumran and those imported
into Qumran. I must reiterate that we do not have strong evidence to
support this as a firm conclusion, but the conclusion is logical and
plausible.

Most or all of the palaeographic features observed on these
manuscripts also fit into the patterns that indicate no observable
differences between manuscripts copied outside Qumran (i.e., those
assigned dates prior to the settlement at Qumran) and manuscripts
presumed to have been copied at Qumran. But it is necessary to
consider this conclusion from the perspective of orthography as
well.



Orthography

Study of the orthography of each of the larger three palaeo-Hebrew
manuscripts tells us something also about 211. The orthographic
practice at work in the Qumran manuscripts, just as in M, shows
somewhat distinctive tendencies but also a degree of inconsistency
in each manuscript and in the various books in 111.

The orthography of the six palaeo-Hebrew manuscripts can be
charted on a spectrum arranged this time, not primarily by
chronology, but by fullness in use of internal matres lectionis. The
most conservative use of internal matres lectionis is in 4QpaleoJobc,
which arguably has none. Perhaps 4QpaleoDeuts may be ranked
next, insofar as it has no spellings fuller than In or xu, but this is
uncertain and almost meaningless. 4QpaleoGen-Exodl and
4QpaleoDeutr display a slightly fuller use, and 4QpaleoExodm a yet
fuller use, though still within a fairly moderate range. Perhaps
4QpaleoGen’ should be placed with or slightly beyond
4QpaleoExodm on this spectrum, but we have too little evidence for
a firm decision. 4QpaleoGenm alone among these manuscripts
writes X17 with waw, whereas 4QpaleoExodm writes K7 without
waw; but 4QpaleoExodm sometimes, for example, writes 1n1K‘1
with waw, while we do not know whether 4QpaleoGenm may have
written 1nK‘1 without waw. At any rate, though there is a spectrum
of orthographic practice in the Qumran manuscripts, virtually all
forms found are of a type routinely found in other known biblical
manuscripts, including 211, ut, and other Qumran manuscripts in the
Jewish script.

If we then compare the chronological spectrum charted by the
palaeographically assigned dates with the spectrum drawn according
to orthographical usage, we get - not a logically satisfying
correlation that shows a regular chronological development of
orthographic practice - but a picture that is actually more real and
believable. In the short period with which we are concerned, a
moderate range of orthographic practice seems to have been
acceptable. 4QpaleoJob` cooperates best by having a very
conservative orthography that most would tend to date early, and by
having one of the earliest palaeographical dates. Analogously,
4QpaleoExodm has a more liberal orthographic profile together with
a date near the later end of the spectrum. But 4QpaleoGenm has
what we often think of as a later orthographic style, while being
dated palaeographically as early. We should recall, however, that the



Nash Papyrus also writes the negative as K1`7, and it is commonly
dated to the second half of the second century,31 roughly
contemporary with the date sug gested by McLean for
4QpaleoGenm. The conclusion to be drawn here, just as for the
scrolls in the Jewish script, is that though earlier manuscripts may
tend to have more conservative spelling, that is only a rule of thumb,
a tendency. The common view - that Hebrew orthography was never
rigidly standardized, and that it reached its fullest style of spelling in
the Hasmonaean era - is exactly what one observes in the palaeo-
Hebrew manuscripts from Cave 4.

Orthography at Qumran is probably not to be distinguished from
general orthographic practice in contemporary Palestine
(4QpaleoGenm) and even perhaps in Egypt (Nash Papyrus).
Emanuel Tov speaks of Qumran orthography and amasses
impressive data to offer us a more multidimensional perspective.32
But he is careful to say that we do not have sufficient evidence to
know whether “‘Qumran’ orthography was practiced widely in
Palestine.“33 Though there is little evidence available, nonetheless
there is some, and it is quite diverse. There are, for example, fourth-
century jar handles alternating between 11’ and 711’; the Nash
Papyrus from Egypt uses X1‘7; and even the Masoretic texts of
Chronicles and of Samuel in their parallel passages display more and
less plene styles, respectively, though a form of Samuel was used as
a source by the Chronicler. In light of these diverse sources, I think it
may be preferable to expand the nomenclature of orthographic
categories from “Qumran” and “non-Qumran” orthography to terms
that would cover the entire late Second Temple period, or
Hasmonaean-Roman period, since it appears that the fuller
orthography reached its characteristic features then. I would then
characterize the different orthographic approaches in biblical
manuscripts as “traditional” vs. “contemporary,” or “conservative”
vs. “modernizing” - depending upon whether the scribes continued
to copy the Persian-period texts in the old orthography or (like the
scribes of 4QSamc, 4QIsac, and 4QDanb)34 modernized them in
accord with contemporary practices. In short, just as I detect no
difference in physical features or palaeography of the palaeo-
Hebrew biblical scrolls between those produced throughout
Palestine and those produced at Qumran, neither do I see any
characteristic difference between them in orthography, except
insofar as scribes had to make a decision whether to modernize or



not to modernize the orthography of their manuscripts as they made
new copies.

Textual Character and Affiliation

The Masoretic Text, when one is speaking in scholarly rather than
religious terms, should more properly be termed the Masoretic
collection of texts. It has now become common knowledge that the
Septuagint differs from section to section and from book to book,
and sometimes even within a given book. The case is the same with
the assortment of texts gathered into the Masoretic collection. The
textual profile of the individual books varies significantly, both with
regard to the soundness of the text (i.e., sound texts such as Genesis
and Exodus vs. problematic texts such as Samuel and Hosea) and
with regard to the successive editions transmitted (i.e., early editions
for the book of Exodus and for the Hannah narrative in Samuel vs.
revised editions for the David-Goliath narrative also in Samuel and
for the book of Jeremiah).35 Thus, one cannot simply compare texts
from various books of the Bible to “the text” of M.

The palaeo-Hebrew manuscripts exhibit what one would expect:
they are primarily in agreement with the editions we have known,
with predictable types of minor expansions, transpositions, errors,
and other features that distinguish them in minor ways from the
specific texts that happen to have been preserved. One could point
out that only 4QpaleoExodm has a demonstrably proto-Samaritan
text type, whereas the remainder are close to M. But it must be
remembered that this distinction is irrelevant for one of the six
manuscripts (4QpaleoJob`), is unable to be determined for two
others (4QpaleoGenm and 4QpaleoDeuts), and is reached primarily
by reconstruction for the remaining two (4QpaleoGen-Exodl and
4QpaleoDeutr, though one can rely on the conclusion about the latter
two with reasonable confidence). Thus, we are left with the ratio of
two texts in the same early edition as that in Ill to one text in the
revised edition as in m. A base that narrow cannot support very
weighty conclusions. As is all too often the case, the fragmentary
evidence is not extant where it is needed or sought. There is almost
no overlap of the palaeo-Hebrew scrolls with each other or with
other Cave 4 scrolls, and when there is, there is very little of
significance in the contrast.

In sum, except for their script, the palaeo-Hebrew biblical
manuscripts from Qumran Cave 4 do not appear to form a group
distinguishable from the other biblical scrolls in either physical



features, date, orthography, or textual character. Moreover, though
certainty is even more elusive for this contrast, there seems to be no
great distinction in any of those four categories between manuscripts
copied outside Qumran (or predating Qumran) and manuscripts
copied at Qumran.

 



For certain ancient manuscripts, the authors, editors, or scribal
copyists had such an acute knowledge of grammar and orthography
that it is possible and profitable to describe their orthographic
system in detail. If such manuscripts are fragmentary or damaged,
letters that are difficult to read can sometimes be more accurately
and confidently restored. The Ben Sira scroll from Masada is an
example of such a manuscript. Professor John Strugnell was able to
describe the system of orthography employed by the scribe and thus
gain greater control for determining a number of damaged letters in
that scroll.’

With regard to the text of the Bible, though the Masoretic Text is
used as the common standard text, it has been amply demonstrated
for a number of books that the ancient manuscripts discovered at
Qumran sometimes provide us with more sound, preferable readings
than does the MT, the textus receptus from medieval times.

The purpose of this study is, first, to explore the orthography of
the two larger manuscripts of Daniel from Qumran and that of the
MT, and secondly, to examine some of the variants in those texts, in
order to understand the text of Daniel better than either the Qumran
or the Masoretic texts alone would allow. The chapter will offer, not
an exhaustive study, but a number of highlights from our recently
gained vantage point on the book of Daniel.

Three of the Qumran caves have yielded a total of eight
manuscripts of the book of Daniel from the late Second Temple
period, providing us with a good glimpse of the shape of the book at
the beginning of the common era. Two manuscripts on leather were
found in Cave 1, five in Cave 4, and one on papyrus in Cave 6.2

The Qumran manuscripts, of course, are by no means flawless,
but they do demonstrate that the MT of Daniel is also not flawless,



and comparison of the Qumran texts with the MT gives us a better
perspective on the sound parts of each and the less sound parts of
each. Similarly, the Qumran biblical texts in general have exonerated
the Old Greek translation of many books, showing that the OG is
usually not an erroneous or willfully tendentious translation, but
often a faithful translation of what is simply an alternate - sometimes
more, sometimes less, preferable - Hebrew text of which in the past
we had been simply unaware.

In order to put the present study in a larger context, we can recall
some conclusions already generally available from study of the
Qumran manuscripts and the MT concerning the early form of the
text of Daniel. First, with regard to textual variants, there are no
major departures from the early Hebrew-Aramaic text that is handed
down to us in the Masoretic textus receptus. All twelve chapters of
the traditional short edition of the book are attested in Cave 4,
whereas - at least to date - there appears to be no manuscript evi
dence3 of the longer edition attested in the Greek versions.4 In the
five manuscripts of the book of Daniel found in Cave 4, the first
eleven of the twelve chapters of the book as transmitted in the MT
are attested, and the twelfth chapter is quoted in the Florilegium
(4Q174).

Secondly, the curious shift from Hebrew to Aramaic at 2:4a in
the MT also is confirmed by the ancient manuscripts 1QDana and
4QDana, and the shift from Aramaic back to Hebrew at 8:1 is
confirmed by 4QDana and 4QDanb; furthermore, all the extant
fragments of all the Daniel manuscripts display the expected
distribution of languages. Thirdly, though early conjectures
suggested otherwise, it is now recognized that the book of Daniel
was considered as a sacred and authoritative book at Qumran, on a
level with other books later considered canonical scriptures

In this study we will be able to deal only with the two most
extensively preserved manuscripts, 4QDana and 4QDanb. 4QDana
is inscribed in a formal script of the Hasmonaean period or the
transition to the Herodian period, and thus may be assigned a date
approximately in the middle of the first century B.C.E., about a
century or so after the composition of the book.6 It has sixteen
identifiable fragments preserved, seven of which are from columns
26 of the original scroll. Column 4 is almost entirely preserved,
containing the text of Dan 2:19-33, and it is followed by fragments
in the next column from almost every verse of 2:33-46.



4QDanb is inscribed in a “developed Herodian formal script”
and may be assigned to approximately 20-50 c.E.,7 almost a century
later than 4QDana. It contains nineteen identifiable fragments,
spanning Daniel 5-8, with a large fragment containing generous
portions of two columns from Daniel 6.

The following passages from Daniel are extant on the two
manuscripts:8

The lack of text shared in common by the two manuscripts is
frustrating; see especially the distribution in chapter 5. Fortunately,
however, the two manuscripts have modestly large fragments from
Dan 8:1-5 which overlap, and we will examine these below. With
this general perspective on the Daniel manuscripts, we may now
center our focus on the orthography of the MT and the two larger
manuscripts found at Qumran.

Orthography

Although for certain ancient manuscripts the authors, editors, or
copyists employed a consistent system of orthography, nonetheless
for many manuscripts there is no consistent system. The copyists
simply copied the text as they found it, as faithfully as they could
(though occasionally adding errors and intentional minor changes).
If there was no consistent system on the part of the authors or major
editors or scribal editors, then, unless the scribal copyists were both
very learned and sufficiently confident to “correct” the spelling,9 the
text reproduced by the copyists will have been as inconsistent as the
original. When the orthography of a biblical manuscript is
inconsistent, a practical procedure is simply to list the differences
between that manuscript and the MT, which usually serves as the
standard text for comparison.

As we shall see below, it is necessary to distinguish between
using the MT as a standard in the sense of a common, convenient



source of reference, and using it with the assumption that it is the
standard in the sense of the original or perfect or normative text.10

The Orthography of the MT

When we survey the Hebrew-Aramaic manuscripts of the book of
Daniel from Qumran, we notice that there is no consistent system of
orthography operative in the form of the book as we meet it.
Comparison with the Masoretic textus receptus reveals the fact that
the MT also lacks a consistent orthographic system.

A thorough analysis of the orthographic practice in the MT of
Daniel is surely a desideratum, but that is beyond what we can
attempt in the confines of this study. If it were indeed consistent,
then it could be described in short compass, but the greater its
inconsistency, the more lengthy and complicated its description
necessarily becomes. Thus the lists that follow are meant to be
illustrative of the inconsistency in the orthographic practice of those
responsible for the MT of Daniel as we receive it. It can be said, of
course, that the MT has certain orthographic tendencies: it strikes a
moderate balance between a sparse use and a full use of matres
lectionis. For example, in both the Aramaic section and the Hebrew
section, one always finds ~7, never both and when long o- occurs in
two successive syllables, usually only one, not both, are marked with
waw.ll There are, however, numerous inconsistencies - possibly due
to the different hands involved in the composition and editorial
history of the book and to the many hands who over the centuries
copied the finished book. Again, the lists are not intended to be
exhaustive, not all occurrences are listed, and prefixed articles and
prepositions are ignored.

MT: The Aramaic Section



12. The (probably medieval) Masoretic vocalization is a
secondary effort to make sense of the consonantal orthography,
morphology, and syntax; it is not necessarily an accurate indication
of the original form; see 11tvD especially at 5:12, and 7115 at 5:7.

MT: The Hebrew Section

With even such a partial list, one need not continue the quest to
describe “the orthographic system of the MT of Daniel.“13 Rather,
having seen this illustration of non-systematic usage in the MT, we
will now survey the orthographic practice in the scrolls from
Qumran.

4QDana



The orthographic system14 of 4QDana is also not consistent, but the
orthographic practices of 4QDana are usually close to those of the
MT (in contrast to those of 4QDanb, as we shall see below); for
example, the words ~D, K?, and C’oft are never spelled with waw.
There are, however, eleven orthographic differences between
4QDana and the MT. 4QDana has waw twice where the MT lacks it:

has yod for ‘alep in the MT once:

and he twice where the MT has ‘alep:

On the other hand, the MT has waw four times where 4QDana lacks
it:

and yod twice where 4QDana lacks it:

Though these are the patterns where 4QDana happens to be extant,
notice that some of the examples contrast with each other, and for
yet others one can find the reverse patterns elsewhere in 4QDana
and the MT.

4QDanb

The orthography of 4QDanb is fuller than that of the MT and of
4QDana for both the Hebrew and the Aramaic sections. In 4QDanb
the word ‘71n, for example, is always spelled with waw, and >Z1 is
always spelled with waw in the Hebrew section. There are twenty-



three orthographic15 differences extant between 4QDanb and the
MT. Six of these are preserved on both 4QDanb and 4QDana, and
4QDanb is almost always fuller. 4QDanb has the longer reading five
times against the combined 4QDana and MT: once using the
“cohortative” equivalent of the indicative,16 and four times adding
waw. It is only in one instance of yod as a mater lectionis that
4QDanb has the shorter reading against the combined 4QDana and
MT:

In other instances where 4QDana is not extant, 4QDanb never adds
yod where the MT lacks it but does add waw nine times where the
MT lacks it, two of which are inserted by the original scribe
supralinearly:

4QDanb has ‘alep twice where the MT has he:

but it has he for the emphatic state once where the MT has ‘alep:



4QDanb has ‘alep for a III-‘alep verb once where the MT has yod:

has he for III-weak verbs three times where the MT has ‘alep:

and finally, it has ‘alep for the ‘Itpe’el once where the MT has a
Hitpa`el in the Aramaic section:

Thus, 4QDanb has twenty-three orthographic (plus minor
morphological) differences from the MT. In all six of the instances
for which 4QDana is extant, the latter agrees with the MT against
4QDanb. For clear perspective, however, we should note that the
MT exhibits at other points most of the features of orthographic
variation that have been observed in 4QDanb. We should also recall
that the MT does not have a consistent system of orthography, that
neither 4QDana nor 4QDanb has a consistent system, and indeed
that the inconsistencies in each can often be found exemplified in the
other.

Textual Variants

When attempting to assess the textual agreement or variation
between 4QDana and 4QDanb in order to see the textual relationship
between the two Qumran scrolls and then the textual relationship
between them and the MT, we find that we do not have much data to
work with. We find two interesting passages.

Daniel 8:1-5

The largest overlap of text between 4QDana and 4QDanb is at Dan
8:1-5 (see the synopsis on the next page). But there the two
manuscripts overlap for only fourteen words that are preserved
completely on both manuscripts and seventeen that are preserved
only partly on one or both manuscripts. In order to concentrate on
the question of textual variants for 4QDana, 4QDanb, and the MT,
let us first note and then eliminate the orthographic differences in
this passage. 4QDana has only a single mater lectionis that is not



found in 4QDanb: the yod in’J”T ,f1 at the end of 8:4 (= MT, see
above). The orthographic practice of 4QDanb, in contrast, is fuller,
and in this passage it uses waw four times where 4QDana does not: I
WY and 1]118 i (8:3), ~1D1 and ;Z1‘7 (8:4) - all characteristic of
this manuscript.l” 4QDanb also once has the longer “cohortative”
form, 71KWK1 at 8:3, which at Qumran functions as an alternate
form of the indicative.18 We may recall that 4QDana agrees with the
MT against 4QDanb in all these minor differences.

When we return to the larger question of the textual content of
this passage, we note that there are three significant variants, which
are underlined in the following synopsis.19

Synopsis

The Text of Daniel 8:1-4 in 4QDana, 4QDanb, and the MT

4QDana

4QDanb

MT

From analysis of the foregoing synopsis we can make the following
observations:



Line 1. 4QDanb and the MT are identical in text and letter
count.20 The scribe of 4QDana added two words probably
suggested by the parallel introductory formula of chapter 10,
recognized that they were incorrect here, crossed out the two
erroneous words,21 continued with the correct introduction for
chapter 8, and wrote “111M on the next line.

Line 2.4QDanb and the MT are identical (except for the assumed
fuller spelling of ‘1111M‘1:1 in 4QDanb). 4QDana, because of the
error in line 1 and the subsequent shift of ‘111K to line 2, shifts
1WX to line 3.

Line 3. 4QDanb and the MT are identical (except for the longer
form 1KWK1 in 4QDanb). 4QDana begins with 1tZK but ends with
the same word as in 4QDanb and the MT.

Line 4. The longer reading 01117 01317 is extant in both
4QDana and 4QDanb, and the longer reading ?1’TX is extant clearly
in 4QDanb and probably in 4QDana. Thus, our analysis must begin
with this evidence. The smaller letter count for 4QDana and 4QDanb
is partly due to a slightly shorter line in both manuscripts and partly
due to the slightly more spacious script in 4QDana in this line.22
But the smaller letter count means that 4QDana very probably had
all the text that the MT has plus the additions as in 4QDanb.

Line 5. The three texts are identical (except that 4QDanb has the
fuller 1]1111K~). The short letter count means that D’.1711 must be
reconstructed at the beginning of line 5 in both 4QDana and 4QDanb
in agreement with the MT. This in turn proves that the second 01217
in line 4 is truly a plus in 4QDana and 4QDanb, not a shorter variant
replacing 0’]77, 11 in line 5.

Line 6. 4QDana and 4QDanb are identical (except for the fuller
spellings ?1:)1 and >Z1 ? in 4QDanb, partly counterbalanced by the
article in 111’T11 in 4QDana). Again, 4QDana clearly has the
addition i111T7 1, and 4QDanb probably had it also. If 4QDanb did
not have 1111 Tn1, then its line would have contained only forty-
eight letters, and that implausibly short count would necessitate
some alternate irregularity in this line of the manuscript.

Thus, 4QDana presents two certain pluses relative to the MT and
one probable plus: 01117 2°, 1n1T7 1, and’ 71[‘7X]. 4QDanb
clearly preserves the x’]17 2° plus and preserves clearly the plus that
is only “probable” in 4QDana (?111); it must have preserved also the
remaining clear plus in 4QDana (1n1TTMI) - unless we posit some



even less predictable variant. In support, 7Cp6S &vaTOX&S
(=1n1T1~1) in the Old Greek translation of the verse, in
combination with the occurrence of the plus pty(xv (= ?1`T1) in
agreement with 4QDanb in the preceding verse, also argues in favor
of the likelihood of 111Tn1 in 4QDanb. Prescinding from the minor
and customary orthographic differences in 4QDanb and the article in
4QDana, the text of the two Qumran manuscripts stands in complete
mutual agreement against the MT in the three variants that occur,
whereas neither Qumran manuscript preserves an agreement with
the MT against the other Qumran manuscript in this or any of the
other Daniel fragments. In fact, let us examine one further example.

Daniel 5:12

At Dan 5:12 4QDana has another variant from the MT. Of the small,
four-line fragment, the few words in the first two lines share the
same basic text with the MT, though with three minor, single-letter
variants. The third line differs completely from the MT, while the
fourth line is of little help, having only the top of a lamed. The
variant in the third line reads K1j7 W=51, and it occurs in the place
where one would expect the last two words of the MT reading 11n1’
711V DI 117n’ ~X’]`r Iy:). If, however, the “writing-interpretation”
formula is studied for all of chapter 5, the 4QDana-MT variant
becomes clear. There are five occurrences in the chapter, at 5:7, 8,
12, 16, and 17. In the MT, the double clause “read the writing and
make known the/its23 interpretation” occurs in four of the five
instances, and the exception is here at 5:12, where only the second
clause, but not the first, occurs. The scroll should be reconstructed to
read:

24. Or, less likely, “11‘7111 with the MT; see the text of 4QDanb
below.

Critics, I am sure, will delight in debating whether this was a set
formula, part of which was omitted by parablepsis from the MT
tradition, or whether the text tradition from which the Qumran
manuscript was copied inadvertently or intentionally filled in a
routine expansion in an originally shorter text.25 Whatever the
judgment on the superiority of the reading, 4QDana in fact has ]x17’
K0n51 [ at the point where it should follow ‘17t1’ in 5:12.

4QDanb has an even smaller fragment, but with equally clear
and important results. The two-line fragment has only one complete



letter and eight partial letters. Fortunately, all but one of the partial
letters can be identified with near certainty, and, though not one
letter of line 2 agrees with the MT, the fragment must be placed at
5:12.26 Line 1 agrees with both 4QDana and the MT. Line 2 reads
]1 1 K [, and, based on the spatial controls provided by three other
nearby fragments in the same column, its text may be restored as:

The results of this second pair of overlapping fragments provide
strong confirmation of our earlier finding - that 4QDana and
4QDanb share variant readings in common against the MT. Indeed,
it may be asserted now that 4QDana and 4QDanb stand in agreement
against the MT in four readings, all of which are pluses relative to
the MT, all (with the quite possible exception of ;!i17’ K]11l1) are
secondary additions, and all (with the possible exception of 01117
2°) are predictable. In contrast, neither of the two Qumran
manuscripts ever agrees with the MT in a textual variant against the
other Qumran manuscript, whereas the Old Greek agrees with
4QDana and 4QDanb against the MT in two of the four readings.

Conclusion

We have examined the orthography of the Masoretic Text and of the
two larger manuscripts of Daniel from Qumran, 4QDana and
4QDanb, and then inquired into the nature of the interrelationship of
these texts at points where all three are extant and able to be
compared.

We found that 4QDana and 4QDanb each have orthographic
tendencies but that they do not have a consistent orthographic
system. The examination also revealed that the MT has orthographic
tendencies but that it too does not have a consistent orthographic
system. Though for an individual reading, comparison with a
Qumran manuscript may show the MT as displaying a certain
orthographic feature, the MT not infrequently displays in another
verse the contrasting feature that marked the Qumran reading. Thus,
orthography in both the Qumran manuscripts and the MT of Daniel
is partly stable but somewhat fluid. A specific conclusion that
emerged is that 4QDana and the MT have similar orthographic
practices in common against the generally more liberal use by
4QDanb of matres lectionis. In all six orthographic differences
where both 4QDana and 4QDanb are extant, 4QDana agrees with
the MT against 4QDanb.



That pattern of agreement changed dramatically when we moved
from orthography to textual interrelationships. Although in
orthography 4QDana always agrees with the MT against 4QDanb, in
all four textual variants that occur where the two Qumran
manuscripts have extant fragments which overlap, 4QDana and
4QDanb always share the same text against the MT. Due to the
fragmentary nature of the evidence, only one agreement is fully
certain, but strong evidence is extant for the other three, and the
most cogent interpretation is surely to conclude that 4QDana and
4QDanb agree in four longer readings against the MT.

Moreover, since neither Qumran manuscript agrees with the MT
in a single reading against the other Qumran manuscript, we can
conclude that 4QDana and 4QDanb stand in one text tradition over
against that exemplified in the Masoretic textus receptus.

We can venture further, now beyond the area of what can be
documented, and suggest the following possibility. We have seen
that in textual affiliation 4QDana and 4QDanb stand in one text
tradition in contrast to the MT, and that 4QDanb in both
palaeographic script and orthographic profile - including the active
insertion of supralinear matres lectionis by the scribe - is a later and
more developed manuscript than 4QDana. Given this pair of facts,
the fertile suggestion arises that 4QDanb may have been copied27
from 4QDana (or at least from a very closely related manuscript)28
by a scribe who was intent upon reproducing the text in the more
contemporary, more full and clear and interpretative orthography of
the late Second Temple period.
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The editions of the LXX manuscripts 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.

There were eight Septuagint or Septuagint-related manuscripts found
at Qumran and, though none was found at Masada or Murabba`at, a
ninth was found at Nahal Hever (Wadi Habra):

All these Greek manuscripts have been published or submitted for
publication in Discoveries in the Judaean Desert.1 Patrick Skehan
had prepared editions of 4QLXXLeva, pap4QLXXLevb, and
4QLXXNum and published editions of the first and the 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 (4Q127) 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 in 1990.

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

4QLXXLeva: P. W. Skehan, “The Qumran Manuscripts and
Textual Criticism,” in Volume du congres, Strasbourg 1956
(VTSup 4; Leiden: Brill, 1957) 148-60, esp. 157-60;

4QLXXNum: P. W. Skehan, “4QLXXNum: A Pre-Christian
Reworking of the Septuagint,” HTR 70 (1977) 39-50; partial
publication: Skehan, “The Qumran Manuscripts and Textual
Criticism,” esp. 155-57;

4QLXXDeut plus the variants from all the LXX Exodus-
Deuteronomy scrolls: E. Ulrich, “The Greek Manuscripts of
the Pentateuch from Qumran, Including Newly-Identified
Fragments of Deuteronomy (4QLXXDeut),” in De
Septuaginta: Studies in Honour of John William Wevers on His
Sixty-Fifth Birthday (ed. A. Pietersma and C. Cox;
Mississauga, Ont.: Benben, 1984) 71-82;

pap4QparaExod gr: E. Ulrich, “A Greek Paraphrase of Exodus
on Papyrus from Qumran Cave 4,” in Studien zur Septuaginta -
Robert Hanhart zu Ehren (ed. D. Fraenkel, U. Quast, and J. W.
Wevers; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1990) 287-94;

pap7QExod and pap7QEpJer: Baillet in M. Baillet, J. T. Milik,
and R. de Vaux, Les ‘petites grottes’ de Qumran (DJD 3;
Oxford: Clarendon, 1962) 142-33 and plate 30;

8HevXIlgr: Emanuel Tov with R. A. Kraft, The Greek Minor
Prophets Scroll from Nahal Hever (8HevXIIgr) (DJD 8;
Oxford: Clarendon, 1990); preliminary publication: D.
Barthelemy, Les devanciers d’Aquila (VTSup 10; Leiden:
Brill, 1963) 163-78.

John Wevers, with whom both Skehan and I communicated and
shared our work on the Cave 4 LXX manuscripts as it developed,
included that evidence in his Gottingen editions of Leviticus and
Numeri,2 and in 1982 he published an article that examined the
variants in 4QLXXNum.3 I am un aware that _link_ anyone, with
the single exception of Wevers, has analyzed the list of variants from
the Qumran Greek manuscripts 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.“4

In this article I now propose to analyze some of those variants.
First, the variants of 4QLXXLeva will be studied methodically.
Secondly, as a result of that study some reflections will be required
concerning the Hebrew text(s) that lay behind the Old Greek
translation (OG) and other Greek witnesses. Thirdly, some of the
variants of 4QLXXNum will be studied. And finally, conclusions
will be offered reevaluating the significance of the variants of these
two manuscripts.

At least one caveat should preface this analysis. Throughout the
article texts will be compared and terms used such as “the scroll,”
“the Masoretic Text,” and “the LXX.” In order not to become
engulfed in a constant quagmire of qualifications, 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 (t5ed). 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. We need not,
however, accept the hypothesis that correction of the original Greek
toward the Hebrew text that became dominant in the Masoretic
textus receptus is randomly scattered. For example, it is a plausible
hypothesis that 4QLXXLeva might represent a revision toward
proto-MT of a text like that transmitted in the fourth-century Codex
Vaticanus (SB); conversely, it is also a plausible hypothesis that the
text in 6B might represent a revision toward proto-MT of a text like
that in 4QLXXLeva. But it is implausible that both 4QLXXLeva and
d3B could each be revised toward proto-MT in 40 to 50 percent of
their readings. That is, although all texts are to a certain degree
mixed texts and systematic revision toward the eventually 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.



The Variant Readings of 4QLXXLeva

For the purposes of this article a “variant reading” will be any
reading, beyond the purely orthographical, preserved on the extant
Qumran fragments which differs from ded, 5B, or the MT. There are
sixteen such variants in 4QLXXLeva.5 For each variant the lemma
will present the reading of 4QLXXLeva; the readings of bed, 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 alternate Hebrew text might lie behind the OG or might
have influenced the Greek variants. Then the following pair of
contrasting possibilities will be explored and articulated: (a) If the
reading in @ed represents the original Old Greek translation (OG),
then how is the reading in 4QLXXLeva to be explained? (b) If the
reading in 4QLXXLeva is the OG, then how is the reading in ded to
be explained? A decision between the possibilities will be postponed
until all the variants have been reviewed and the reflections in the
second part of the essay have been considered.

bed is a correct, but not completely literal, translation of the Hebrew
as represented in MTtu, whereas 4QLXXLeva can be seen as a free
translation of the sense of the same Hebrew. Occurrences, however,
such as 121K”1= = Tov uETOV Tq yq aou in the similar list of
covenant blessings in Deut 28:12, demonstrate that 4QLXXLeva
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 4QLXXLeva, or it could be a similar but
independent expansion.

(a) If ded is original, then it should be seen as a translation of a
text like MTut, and 4QLXXLeva is either a legitimate, free
translation of the same Hebrew or a literal reflection of a slightly
different Hebrew Vorlage. (b) If 4QLXXLeva is original, then bed is
probably the result of a revision toward MT.

Lev 26:4 TOV l;uXivov xapo[ ] (xaprrov?) } Ta ~uXa (l;uXtva G-
426) TWV 7TE61wv arro6woEt Tov xap7TOV auTwv (5ed =
1‘1D In, 71`ftv;i p17(1) MT1.u

@ed is again a correct, almost literal, translation of MTtu, whereas
4QLXXLeva 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 Tou xap7rou Tou ~uatvou = rYl, ‘1D in the next
chapter (Lev 27:30) shows that 4QLXXLeva may depend upon a
slightly different Hebrew text.

(a) If Q3ed 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 MTut or possibly a literal
reflection of a different Hebrew Vorlage, and 63ed is probably the
result of a revision toward the MT.

V1 as a noun (= aaoiTOS, “threshing”) is a hapax legomenon in the
MT, occurring only here. The verbal root (W1i = aAoav) occurs five
times, including twice in judges (8:7 and 8:16). In the latter two
instances the meaning is metaphorical, and @A translates
metaphorically with xaTal;a1VE1V “crush to pieces,” a correct but
more free rendering instead of the more literal aXoav. Illustrating the
problems we are dealing with throughout, the MT in Judg 8:16
presumably errs with a divergent Hebrew reading, 31111 for W111
(`ayin for sin).6 Note also U11t, an error in the MT for =3111n at
Amos 6:8, discussed under Lev 26:11 below.

ap1]TOs is most often used for 1’Y7 (“harvest”). It is possible
that 1’Y7 occurred in the Hebrew Vorlage (or was mistaken for 1’Yn
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 W’`1 or 1’Y7) was clear in the
Hebrew text being translated, 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 was no
paleographic 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) aaoflTOS is the OG, correctly translating the Hebrew
preserved in MTxu, but then the variant apqTOS is difficult to



explain except as a revision toward an undocumented Hebrew
variant; or (2) apiTOc is the OG, attested by the earliest witnesses,
and aXorlTOc is a revision toward MTiut.

(a) If bed is original, then it is simply the accurate translation of
a Hebrew text like MTw, and the scroll is either a paleographic 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
1’Y7 in place of W‘7. (b) If the scroll is original, then bed would be
a revision toward the MT.

This clause fits better at the end of verse 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 t5 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 (G]Y1K~~0]Y1K] if at the end of verse 5; ]1n1— 111 if
at the end of verse 6) and reinserted in the margin of a Hebrew text;
then Hebrew manuscripts 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 OG Vorlage, and
subsequent Greek manuscripts would have placed it wherever their
respective Hebrew texts (if any) had it.7

(a) If bed is original, I would suggest that its order is due to its
being translated from a Hebrew Vorlage that 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 bed would be either an unintentional displacement or a
correction toward an early variant Hebrew that similarly could be an
unintentional displacement.

On one level this is an insignificant reading, for it seems unrelated to
the Hebrew. In none of the twelve occurrences of 1‘1t1n 1’K1



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 Q5Jer 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 that 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 manuscript and thus be
assigned to false causes.

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

(a) If bed is original, then the scroll is to be seen as a stylistic
revision. (b) If the scroll is original, then 15ed is probably a revision
toward the MT.

Lev 26:9 [xat s6Tai µo]u q StaOfxf gv uµty[ ] I xat 6Tgow Tqv
StaOflxqv µou µe6 upwv (Stab. upty b; … pactum meum in uobis
Armte) @ed Aeth Arm Bo = n7J1K ‘11112 N ‘i1WIN,11 MTxu

The nominative in the scroll requires that rt 6taOrlxq be the subject
of its verb. The scroll’s reading probably reflects a Hebrew not far
from ‘X1‘73 1(X1)‘11 13=111= (cf. Ezek 37:26) or 0]]1K ‘X1‘731 -
note 13311K ‘X113711 (!) just before ‘11W711 in the MT.

(a) If fed 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 Q3ed quite
probably must be seen as a revision toward the MT.

4QLXXLeva could be freely translating a Hebrew text identical with
the MT, a slightly different text, or even a text such as WIrt 10Y
1K’Y111, whereas (5,d is a virtually literal reflection of the MT.

(a) If Q3ed 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
Q3ed quite probably must be seen as a revision toward the MT.

Both readings occur in both Hebrew and Greek - [36EXuoGopat =
OKflO (read Oy11I], Amos 6:8) and E[3SEXutaro q WuXq auTwv
= OtUD. JYflfl (Ps 107[63106]:18) - so it is difficult to decide
whether the difference here is due to Vorlage, style, or theological
influence.

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

The scroll did not have at EprrEptrraTtlGW Ev uprv 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 bed 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 bed quite probably
must be seen as a revision toward the MT.

The preponderant usage of both the LXX and the later recensions is
Xaoc for Cal (when referring to Israel), and £Avoc for ‘III and for
Mal (when referring to peoples other than Israel). The LXX does use
eovoc, however, to refer to Israel, at least once in Leviticus (19:16)



where the Hebrew probably had ❑17, as well as in the promises to
the ancestral bearers of the covenant (cf. Gen 18:18; 46:3). These
latter translate 111, it is true, but the point is that the LXX has
established the occasional use of e0voc to refer to Israel, even to
reflect O17. In contrast, it is very difficult to imagine sOvoc being
substituted - intentionally or in error - for an original Xaoc.
Moreover, Wevers does endorse sOvoc as the OG at Lev 19:16 for
D1 referring to Israel. Thus it would appear that nOvoc was the OG
translation here at 26:12, with Xaoc as the routine revisional
substitution.

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

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.

The scroll reads well without TauTa, and there is no reason to
suspect it was intentionally or accidentally omitted, whereas the
word seems superfluous in bed and is best interpreted as a revision
toward the MT.

The OG, this time with all Greek manuscripts in agreement, had
aXXa as a good and free translation of the meaning of MR(1) in its
context.

The OG three times uses npooraypa for UDW7 in Leviticus (see
18:26, 19:37, and later in this chapter, 26:46), but it also uses Kptpa
five times for MDW7 in Leviticus (including verses 15 and 43 in
this chapter, but note Kpipa for 711 in verse 46). For 0’ and (X ‘,



however, xptµa became the recensional lexeme for M)Wn, whereas
npooTayµa became the recensional lexeme for 711 or 717D. Thus, if
one of the variants should be recensional, it would be Kptµaoiv.

(a) If ded is original, then the scroll simply presents the
substitution of a synonym, intentional or not. (b) If the scroll is
original, then toed could also be simply a synonym, or it could be a
secondary, routine recensional lexical revision toward the MT.

This final reading is too uncertain to bear the weight of any solid
argument or conclusion.

The Hebrew Vorlage Behind the Greek Translation

Having studied the variant readings preserved by 4QLXXLeva and
suggested two possible vantage points from which to understand
their interrelationship, 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 TextCritical Use of the Septuagint
in Biblical Research’s 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 specialized 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 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 points firmly enough in the opposite direction.9

Julio Trebolle, in a series of books and articles concentrating on
SamuelKings, has demonstrated repeatedly that a Hebrew text
divergent from the Masoretic textus receptus both explains the



translation of the OG and at times provides a superior Hebrew
text.10 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.11

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 _link_ must
have _link_ started to improve it and to eliminate discrepancies
between the Greek and the Hebrew.12

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

I have high respect for John Wevers’s 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) 4QLXXLeva 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 OG.



Wevers, of course, is aware of the possibility of an alternate
Hebrew parent text as the basis of the Old 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 scribal
errors from the Greek text tradition.14

Thus the question becomes whether and when an alternate Hebrew
is considered the source of specific variants. As an example let us
consider three instances concerning which preposition among
attested variants is to be selected as the OG. In 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.“15 First, in discussing Lev 24:8 (mrapa vs.
cvw7nov), he says, “The lectio difficilior which renders the MT liter
ally is here to be preferred.“16 In this instance I do not disagree with
the choice of papa but rather pause at the reason adduced; mapa may
render the MT (t1Kn) literally, but does that mean that rrapa is
necessarily the OG rather than a secondary revision of the OG back
toward 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 (rrpoc 10 vs. rin),17 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 ~;Z vs. ‘]Y variant in
the Vorlage lies at the root of the Greek variant. The ‘7h vs. 737
confusion of laryngeals is frequent in the text transmitted in the
MT,18 as it is in the ancient manuscripts from Qumran.19

For the third instance I do disagree. At Deut 31:5 the MT has the
frequent promise, =12? -N-il Mr1]1 (“The Lord will give [your
enemies] into your power”). There are three Greek variants:
Evwrrtov upwv, upty, and Etg Tag XEtpag upwv, and Wevers selects
Kai rrapEbwxev auTOUg xuptog Evwrrtov upwv as the OG
translation. In his Text History of the Greek Deuteronomy, after
discussing another locus where the decision on the originality of
upty was difficult, Wevers says:



Much simpler to decide is the case of upty in 31:5 where for
Deut Evwrnov upwv, [Vaticanus and other witnesses] read upiv.
The verb modified is rrapESwKrv. The difficult rrapESwKEv …
Evwmov upwv, 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 rig Tag
XEtpag upwv was substituted for Evwrriov upwv.20

Thus, Evwrrtov upwv is viewed as original, and upty and Etg Tag
XEtpag upwv 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 Septua gint do not wince noticeably more at
7TapE6wxev … evwmov upwv than at numerous other parts of the
translation. It is hard to escape the suspicion that Wevers presumes
that the =‘2? 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 1‘2‘7 and 4QpaleoDeutr also has
occurrence another Deuteronomy scroll has has These maybe
viewed as synonymous variants. When one seeks the OG translation,
one finds only Elc Tac XEIpac aou (without relevant variant) in the
manuscript tradition. I would maintain that probability rests on 7?‘2
7?‘2 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 w
had already taught us this lesson: in Deut 2:36 where the MT has (…
111]) already the OG has Elc raS XEipac gpwv (without relevant
variant), and the Au has 1311i - quite probably the word encountered
in the Hebrew text used by the OG translator.

Such examples are frequent and widespread, a small sampling of
which follows:



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 manuscripts and the versions. To underrate it will cause
distortion in the understanding of the LXX and the forces behind its
translation and transmission.

The Variant Readings of 4QLXXNum

With those general reflections on the Hebrew Vorlage of the LXX,
we can now turn to 4QLXXNum. There are seventeen variants in
4QLXXNum, thirteen of which are unique, only four finding support
in other Greek manuscripts.21 Again, only one - where OB has an
obvious error and 4QLXXNum has strong support from the
manuscript tradition - is accepted in the Gottingen critical edition as
an attestation of the OG. 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 (xprqp- vs. ava4op- as
one variant).

Num 3:40 aptOptloov I EmoxElNat ded; I p!) MTut

Five factors point with varying degrees of strength to apt0ptlaov as
the OG.

(1) Lagarde had discovered the general, but not universal, rule of
thumb that if two variants occur in the manuscript 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 AptOpot as the original
Greek title of the book, and the title surely derives from occurrences
of the word in the text.22

(3) Emoxr7mTEaOat became the standard recensional
equivalent for `17D, while apiOpety was used for 1]l]. Thus, where
1p2 occurs in the Hebrew with Err10xE7rTra0a1/aptO1Ety in the
Greek witnesses, if recensional revision is at work, apt0prty is
probably the OG and Entoi mrr60at the recensional revision.23

(4) Consider the way translators and revisers work. If the
translator sees 17D in the Hebrew of Numbers and is translating
fresh, both Emox€TrTEQOat (as a literal translation) and apiOprty



(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. If a reviser sees‘17h in proto-MT and is
revising the OG back toward that Hebrew text, one might (as 0’ and
(X’ certainly would) change apiOisty to Errt6KEmTccOat; there
would be no reason to change ETrtoiE7rrra0at to apt0prty 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
crrtoxr7rTr6Oat to apt0psty for contextual meaning. Thus, apiOprty
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
apiOpcty and E7T16KE7TTEcOat. Insofar as this passage falls in a
section usually considered recensional, the most logical explanation
would be that the occurrences of both apiO.Ety and
EmlcYKE1rTEQOat together represent the OG unrevised in that
passage, and that this in turn argues in favor of apiOpsty in
4QLXXNum as the OG revised in @B.

It will be clearest to quote Wevers’s exposition:

Characteristic of the [4QLXXNum] revision is the substitution
of aprrlpaS for (TOYS) dvanopsic. The word occurs four times
in this fragmentary text, three times for 0”M (4:6, 8, 11) and
once for t91n (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
&vawopEUS was an agent noun, i.e. a “carrier” rather than the
means of carrying; in fact, in v. 12 the [ded] text could easily be
interpreted as referring to the bearers instead of the carrying
staves…. I suspect that the use of apTrlp to designate staves for
carrying the ark instead of 6(va4opc5S is meant to avoid
possible confusion in meaning for &vawopsuc as an agent rather
than an instrument for carrying.



… [In] the case of apTrlp,… 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 OG] as would be expected from
the so-called Kaiys recension; rather it is a variant clarifying a
Hebraic kind of Greek by a more idiomatic text.24

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 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,
avawopsuc is clearly used as a recensional substitute: Aquila uses it
but never ap-rgp for ‘T n. (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.

uaxivOoc means “dark blue” and usually translates Z*nl1.
oXorrop4upoc means “dark red/purple” and usually translates
1f]X1K. The adjective here refers to the cloth (iµanov) 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 OG was translated could have had either 1*nr1 or ljX1K.
But, since the Greek always translates the other colors throughout
this passage mechanically and faithfully, I would maintain that the
OG translator correctly translated whichever Hebrew word (he
thought) lay before him. The alternate Greek text would have to be a
mistake or an early revision toward an alternate Hebrew text. It is
impossible to decide with the evidence available.

Ta 6rrov6eta means “cups”; Toy KaXowrgpa is simply an error. The
issue is whether the error was made by the OG translator and was
later corrected in 4QLXXNum toward the correct Hebrew, or
whether the correct OG is faithfully represented by 4QLXXNum and
became distorted (as in (5ed) later in the transmission stage. It
appears impossible to decide between these possibilities on the
strength of the evidence available.

Conclusion



As we argued above, it is essential to consider the possibilities for
the Hebrew original that the OG was attempting to translate. Often it
is, but often it is not, identical with the Masoretic textus receptus.
Now that we have studied the variants of 4QLXXLeva and several
of the more important ones in 4QLXXNum, it is appropriate to
reappraise their value as witnesses to the CG.

4QLXXLeva displays fifteen variants from the text of Q3ed
(plus a sixteenth where it and (3ed both represent the OG in a variant
from MTw) - fifteen variants in twenty-eight less-than-half-extant
lines of manuscript! But none of these variants is an error. All are
sensible readings, constituting an alternate text or translation. Is
Kahle correct that prior to the LXX translation there were divergent
Greek targumim? No. These variants are embedded in a text that
shows 75 percent agreement with Qied. Thus 4QLXXLeva and med
are two representatives of the same translation, one or both of which
has developed a total of fifteen 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 OG back to the emergingly dominant
proto-MT.

On closer inspection, we note that of the fifteen variants, seven
are unique and three others are attested by only one or two
manuscripts. All the readings in 4QLXXLeva 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 manuscript comes from the late second
or the early first century B.C.E. - three or four centuries earlier than
our next earliest witnesses - not one of its readings is accepted for
the Gottingen critical text. Rather, for every variant the reading that
agrees with the MT is chosen. My assumption is that Wevers’s
selection is partly based on the weight of the manuscript tradition
(not a bad argument!). But I think all would agree that at many
points our manuscript tradition does not take us all the way back to
the OG translation. I am not certain, but I propose that 4QLXXLeva
penetrates further behind our oldest witnesses, especially with
cOvoc (Lev 26:12) and plausibly with Tov i;uXivov xapirov (Lev
26:4), the rroXepoc clause in its correct place (Lev 26:6fin), and
(3SsXuiopat (Lev 26:11).

If we seek a comprehensive pattern for the majority of readings
in 4QLXXLeva vis-A-vis the Gottingen edition - either seeing the



Gottingen edition as an accurate translation (the OG) of the proto-
MT and 4QLXXLeva as secondary (simplification, smoothing, error,
etc.), or seeing the Qumran text as an acceptably free translation (the
OG) 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. In short, predominantly through the first part of this essay,
the (b)-pattern seems more consistent.

4QLXXNum displays four crucial variants from the text of @,d.
The analysis of the first two indicated my preference for interpreting
the Qumran text as the OG and the readings in 03ed as recensional
(partly because errtai c- rrrcaOat and avafopcug are documentably
recensional substitutes). The evidence available for the remaining
two variants is admittedly insufficient. But the reading of Qied is
clearly an error in the fourth and apparently an error in the third,
while the much older witness presents the correct readings in both.
The cumulative evidence suggests that 4QLXXNum, just as
4QLXXLeva above, presents the superior witness to the Old Greek
translation.

 



Inquiry concerning the biblical text used as a source by Josephus for
his monumental history, The Jewish Antiquities, can be doubly
illuminating. It can shed light on the state of the biblical text in the
first century C.E., and it can shed light on Josephus’s method as a
late first-century historian.

Josephus probably used scrolls of the Scriptures that were copied
in the first two-thirds of the first century of our era or perhaps even
somewhat earlier. Shortly after the First Jewish Revolt against Rome
and the destruction of the Temple in 70 C.E., he left for Rome with
some copies of “sacred books” (Life 417-18). Thus, the more that is
known about the specific biblical texts that Josephus used, the more
we know about the specific form, or one of the specific forms, of the
biblical text circulating in Judaea during the late Second Temple
period and during the formative stages of the literatures of the New
Testament and the Mishnah. Similarly, the more we can determine
about Josephus’s biblical source, the more we can understand of his
methods as a historiographer.’ The emphasis in this study, however,
will be on the biblical text used by Josephus.

The scope of this study will be limited to the books of 1-2
Samuel.2 In Septuagintal studies it is now common knowledge that
the text type of one book is not necessarily that of another book and
in fact is not necessarily the same within all parts of one book.3 For
books of the Masoretic Bible the same is true, though less attention
is paid to this point. The biblical scrolls discovered in the area of the
Dead Sea, dated to ca. 225 B.C.E. to 68 C.E., provide documentation
for a measured variety in the texts of the different books. We should
presume that, since the biblical books were copied on discrete
scrolls, and since the text type of one scroll was not necessarily the
same as that of another scroll, the relationship of Josephus’s
historical narrative to “the biblical text” will vary from book to
book. Thus, for each biblical book, that relationship must be
analyzed in detail. Since for this present study we will be concerned



with the books of Samuel,4 our results may well hold true for other
books but should first be tested.

The Content of Josephus’s Bible

Josephus preserves narrative material that is or was “biblical” but
that no longer appears in our contemporary Bibles. That is, when the
text of Josephus is compared with contemporary Bibles, either
vernacular translations or even the Hebrew or Greek text in critical
editions, there are words, phrases, ideas, and even an entire passage
that prima facie could seem classifiable as “nonbiblical” and that
indeed have been noted by some scholars as “non- biblical.“5 They
were, however, biblical for Josephus, and he had actually derived
them from a “biblical text.”

4QSama (Q) gives us a new vantage point on this question. It is
a biblical scroll of the books of Samuel representing a text type at
variance with the Masoretic textus receptus (MT) for Samuel.6 It is
interesting to compare Q and MT, and at the points of divergence to
see with which text Josephus (J) agrees. Such a comparison
highlights at least four readings in which the biblical scroll used by j
agrees with Q against MT, but no readings emerge in which j agrees
with MT against Q. The Septuagint (G) should also be compared,7
since Josephus composed the Antiquities in Greek and since it has
been claimed that Josephus’s predominant biblical source was the
Septuagint.8 The four readings in which Josephus’s biblical text
differed from the textus receptus follow.

1 Sam ll:linit Ant. 6.68-69

4QSama and Josephus share this extended passage absent from all
other surviving biblical texts of Samuel.9



The epithet nazir applied to Samuel is a plus in 4QSama attested in
no other extant biblical manuscript, though reflected in Josephus.
Josephus never uses val tpaioc for an individual, since his audience
would not know the term; instead, he uses the more general term
prophet, as he does, for example, in his description of the nazir
Samson (Ant. 5.285).b0

11. The following variants occur in the Josephan manuscripts:
Peyav RE; Piyav 0; Pcyyav MSP; Rella Lat. On the accuracy of the
Latin text of Josephus, see Franz Blatt, ed., The Latin Josephus
(Copenhagen, 1985) 25. On the discovery of this reading, see Cross,
“The History of the Biblical Text in the Light of Discoveries in the
Judaean Desert,” HTR 57 (1964) 293.

Here 4QSama probably has an addition, reflected by Josephus, but
indirectly through the medium of a Greek Vorlage.12

12. See Ulrich, Qumran, 171-72: The Greek text used by
Josephus “must have had approximately EIE (TON) HOAEMON
EIEP(A)EA…. Josephus saw and reproduced A (and not r), for A is
solidly in the text tradition. The double (A and f) text-tradition is not
explainable if r was original…. Josephus himself … did not
recognize that in his Vorlage Jezreel was meant (though something
quite similar was present), because he habitually (VIII, 346, 355,
407; IX, 105; etc.) identifies it for his foreign readers by appending
`Tr6Xis’ to it, whereas here he does not append `Tr6Aic: Thus the
4Q text type had 71.Illi’ correctly, G frequently errs on the name ….
and Josephus’ Vorlage contained a form quite close to IEEPAEA but
already corrupt. That `corruption already in the Vorlage of J’ is a
specifically Greek language corruption: -1t’ > IEZP- (or IEEP-) >
EIE P-.”



Josephus refers to Uriah as Joab’s armor-bearer, and 4QSama is the
only preserved biblical manuscript from which he could have
derived that detail, here or elsewhere.13

Conclusion: There are at least four instances in which Josephus
shows dependence on the contents of a biblical text at variance with
all current Bibles. Since the content of his Bible was not necessarily
identical with that of ours, Josephus should be studied to see if
elements of his narrative that appear to be “nonbiblical” may
occasionally point to a variant biblical text.

The Text Type of Josephus’s Bible

The previous section showed that, at least for the books of Samuel,
Josephus’s biblical text was somewhat different from our textus
receptus represented in the Masoretic text, though it did agree with
another biblical manuscript. This section will address the question of
whether we can determine which particular text type Josephus used.

If the text of Josephus for his narrative of the content of 1-2
Samuel is compared with known biblical texts, such as MT, the
Targum (T), the Greek of Samuel (G), and the Masoretic and Greek
of Chronicles (CMTG) as well as with the new biblical manuscript
discovered in 1952, 4QSama, one can get a reasonably clear picture
of the type of text Josephus used as his source for the Samuel
portion of the Antiquities. That clarity will not extend to all the
individual readings, that is, we should not hope to know all the
details of the precise manuscript which Josephus used, but it should
reveal the general text type used.

Text Types in Samuel

Q and MT clearly and distinctly display variant text types for 1-2
Samuel. The differences between them are multiple and complex,
however, and here it is possible to offer only a rough summary. ‘4 Q
and MT are sufficiently close to consider it plausible that they both
ultimately derived from a single textual tradition (which may have
developed, or preserved, some very ancient variants). But at one
early point, or through the course of time in an early period, an



ancestor of MT suffered a number of haplographies that were never
corrected in the MT tradition.15 The remainder of the textual
witnesses continued to preserve the text now lost in MT, and the Old
Greek (OG) version was translated from a Hebrew text that also
preserved those readings. Through the course of time, all witnesses
developed in unique ways: through errors and other unintentional
changes, and through deliberate changes such as expansions (some
in MT, more in Q, others in G), omissions, and alterations for
various reasons. Q is a longer text than MT for two reasons: (1) MT
suffered a considerable number of losses of text, and (2) Q exhibits
more secondary expansions or additions than MT, though MT also
exhibits some other expansions. If one seeks the “preferable” text,
one would follow Q and OG for the first category but MT and OG
for the second. Thus it emerges that Q is a longer text than MT for
the two reasons just mentioned and that the OG translation (as
opposed to simply the text of Vaticanus as printed in the Cambridge
edition) agrees much more with the Q tradition than with the MT
tradition.

Furthermore, comparison of the parallels in Chronicles with Q
and MT of Samuel shows that CMT also used as a source a text of
Samuel significantly closer to Q than to MT.16 Since CMT
demonstrates greater dependence upon the Q text type than upon the
MT text type, and since the OG shows close and frequent affiliation
with Q against MT, we must draw the conclusion that Q was not just
some aberrant manuscript deviant from the widespread norm that
was MT, but rather that it represented a text type influential in Judah
during the fourth century B.C.E. (Chronicles), perhaps in Egypt
around the end of the third century (the Old Greek translation), and
again in Judah during the early (4QSam`) and middle (4QSama)
parts of the first century B.C.E. and the early centuries C.E. (the
early, developed Greek texts used by Josephus and revised by Proto-
Theodotion and Aquila).17

Thus, the evidence indicates that prior to the turn of the era MT
was not the norm, not the text of Samuel, but rather that the text type
exhibited in Q was, at least judging from the witnesses preserved,
more influential.

Josephus’s Affiliation with the Text Types

Josephus agrees in general with the Q G C tradition rather than the
MT T GR tradition.18 Adam Mez in 1895 had already demonstrated
that J used GL, not MT or G13.19 A. Rahlfs attempted to counter



the results of Mez,20 but fresh analysis21 sparked by the discovery
of 4QSama substantiated Mez’s hypothesis in general, yielding four
(or possibly five) readings in which j = Q alone # MT G(R?),
already seen in the first section of this chapter. In thirty-four further
readings, Josephus showed agreement with Q G against MT, and in
five more agreed with Q C against MT G. The results demonstrate
that Josephus shows no dependence on MT specifically.22

Here we have space to present only a few examples to illustrate
Josephus’s dependence on the Q text type as opposed to that of MT.

Josephus agrees with Q G OL against MT C for a plus in the Q G
tradition (or possibly a haplography in MT); see Ulrich, The Qumran
Text of Samuel and Joseph us, 45-48.

Josephus agrees with Q G OL against MT (haplography in MT: K”1
K‘71); see Ulrich, Qumran, 84-85.

Josephus agrees with Q G OL against MT (haplography in MT 7`ln1
1‘7nfl ); see Ulrich, Qumran, 85.



4QSama probably has the original reading; GL represents the OG;
tycw eipt for ‘= shows that the GMSS are influenced by a later
recension. Josephus agrees with Q G OL against MT GR and against
CMTG; see Ulrich, Qumran, 86-87.

Josephus agrees with Q CMT,L against MT G CG for a plus in Q
(doublet in G); see Ulrich, Qumran, 179, 194, 230.

Conclusion: The first section displayed differences in the content
of Josephus’s biblical text compared with our current Bibles, and
this second section has illuminated the cause of those differences:
the affiliation of Josephus’s biblical text with the text type found in
4QSama and/or in the Septuagint, rather than with the text type
found in the Masoretic text.

The Language of Josephus’s Bible

This section will address the question of whether we can determine
the language - Hebrew, Aramaic, Greek, or a combination - in which
Josephus’s biblical text of Samuel was written. Since Josephus was
writing his extensive history in Greek and since the Bible was one of
the main sources, it stands to reason that his logical choice for a
source text would be a Bible in Greek. A. Mez already in 1895, and



H. St. J. Thackeray in 1927, had claimed that for the books of
Samuel Josephus used primarily a Greek text.23

Josephus’s Use of a Bible in the Greek Language

We have already seen one example (in the first section: “Jezreel” = 1
Sam 28:1; Ant. 6.325) in which Josephus displays an error that
betrays that he was using a Bible in the Greek language; he must
have seen the Greek error, EIEP-, already in his source, because if it
had been some recognizable form of “Jezreel,” he would have added
rroatc, and the Josephan manuscript tradition would display variants
on “Jezreel,” not on “Relax” It is important to note here that, as far
as extant manuscripts can show, Josephus agrees with the Hebrew
text 4QSama alone; but his reading clearly demonstrates that he is
dependent upon a Greek medium, a Greek text that had erred in
interpreting a detail once found in a Greek manuscript but now lost
from the manuscript tradition. A few further examples must suffice
to illustrate Josephus’s dependence on a Bible in the Greek, as
opposed to Hebrew or Aramaic, language.

The Greek apparently did not recognize the gentilic “Calebite” and
translated the root =fin “dog-like.” Josephus erroneously interprets
xuvtx6S as meaning a Cynic (!), his interpretation clearly based on a
Greek text (see Ulrich, Qumran, 79, 184).

Josephus clearly based not only his content, found only in the
Septuagint, but also his diction on the Greek words in the Septuagint
(see Ulrich, Qumran, 182, 235).



The text tradition of 4QSama and of the Vorlage of G contained WO
V [K1] without word division, G erroneously interprets it as a proper
name, and CMT,G lack it. Josephus, following G, accordingly treats
it as a proper name. He makes a second, parallel error, interpreting
EupoS as king of the Mesopotamians! Josephus’s Vorlage must have
had the Greek masculine: Josephus could not have mistaken C1K for
a person, named him EupoS, and considered him to be “king of the
Mesopotamians”! Thus, again for this pair of readings Josephus’s
Vorlage must have been in Greek (see Ulrich, Qumran, 152-56, 184).

This selection from a larger number of examples suffices to
demonstrate that at times Josephus used a Bible in the Greek
language, producing readings that would be implausible or
impossible had he consulted a Hebrew Bible. But did he at other
times use a supplementary Hebrew or Aramaic Bible? Does not the
set of readings in which Josephus agrees with 4QSama alone, where
no Greek text contains the material reflected by Josephus,
substantiate the hypothesis that Josephus used a supplementary
Hebrew Bible?

When the evidence is viewed comprehensively, we find, first,
that the “Jezreel” reading shows that Josephus used a Greek text - a
Greek medium linked intimately with the 4QSama tradition - which
is no longer extant but which in his day contained the detail now
extant only in 4QSama.24 Second, there are eleven readings in
which Josephus shows dependence upon G rather than 4QSama,25
again because he is using a Greek Bible. And third, when the books
of Samuel are studied systematically in comparison with the text of
Josephus, it becomes quite clear that “for all the portions of the
Samuel text for which 4QSama is extant, j shows no dependence on
MT specifically or on a Vorlage in the Hebrew language.“26

Contrary Evidence

Nonetheless, we find that in the notes to the Loeb edition Thackeray
and Marcus indicate points in Josephus’s recasting of the Samuel
narrative where they allege that he is dependent upon a Hebrew or



Aramaic source in contrast to a Greek source. We have seen,
however, that Thackeray’s conclusion with regard to the division of
the Greek text of Samuel was generally accurate but required
correction.27 So also here his conclusion with regard to the language
of Josephus’s text of Samuel is generally accurate but requires
correction. The results of my 1978 study confirmed the general
hypothesis that Josephus used a Greek source continuously and
predominantly. I went further, however, and examined all the
evidence marshaled by Mez, Rahlfs, Thackeray, and Marcus that in
their judgment indicated a Hebrew or Aramaic source. For the parts
of 1-2 Samuel for which 4QSama is extant, not a single one of their
arguments for a Hebrew or Aramaic source - primary or
supplementary - turned out to be persuasive.

Mez listed, for the parts where 4QSama is extant, only one
instance in which he discussed the possibility of specifically Hebrew
influence on Josephus,28 but he himself thought that that possibility
deserved “kraftiges Misstrauen.“29

Rahlfs discussed five of Mez’s readings for which 4QSama is
extant, but for three of them he agreed that Josephus’s source was a
Greek text. Of the other two, 4QSama shows that Mez was correct
and Rahlfs incorrect. For the first, Rahlfs had claimed that Josephus
had derived his reading from Chronicles, not from Samuel; but now
4QSama provides us with a text of Samuel (from which text type
Chronicles derived the details in question) containing those details;
moreover, close inspection shows that Josephus must have gotten
one of the details from a text necessarily in the Greek language. For
the second reading as well, Josephus does err, but his error
demonstrates dependence on a preexisting error in a specifically
Greek source.30 Thus, Mez and Rahlfs agree that in general
Josephus is using a Greek text, and none of their suspicions of a
supplementary Hebrew source survives scrutiny.

Thackeray and Marcus at thirty-four places in the notes to the
Loeb edition draw conclusions concerning the Vorlage employed by
Josephus, for portions of Samuel where 4QSama is extant. Of these,
twenty-six agree that Josephus’s Vorlage was in Greek, and five
more, upon fuller consideration, also support that hypothesis. The
remaining three are quite ambiguous: two involve proper names, the
first resting on a dubious choice among the variant spellings in the
manuscripts,31 and the second involving the single difference
between 2 and D in Hebrew manuscripts, both forms of which are



reflected in Greek manuscripts especially in Chronicles.32 The last
of the three suspicions of a Hebrew or Aramaic source is due simply
to failure to understand Josephus’s style of paraphrasing his source,
whether that source be biblical or nonbiblical, and whether it be in
Greek, Hebrew, or Aramaic.33

Thus, all agree that Josephus’s main biblical source was a Greek
Bible; but with regard to the question whether he used additional
manuscripts in Hebrew or Aramaic as a supplementary source, when
all the specific instances are examined for which Hebrew or
Aramaic influence has been claimed, not one single example proves
clear and persuasive.

Since 1978, only three scholars, to my knowledge, have taken
issue with this conclusion. First, Jonas Greenfield, though agreeing
that Josephus’s “closeness to the 4QSama text is clear,” has argued
that “the assumption that Josephus had no recourse to a Hebrew text
seems to me to remain unproven. I find the viewpoint of Sebastian
Brock … that Josephus made use of both the Greek and the Hebrew
more logical, even if it is only an inference.“34

Second, Louis Feldman has argued that it “seems hard to believe
that [Josephus] would have stopped consulting the Hebrew text so
suddenly,35 especially since he must have heard in the synagogue
portions from the historical and prophetical books in the form of
haftaroth, the reading of which dates from at least the first
century.“36

Third, T. Muraoka, also acknowledging “Josephus’ Greek
source,“37 nonetheless pleads for more caution, finding at least one
case where he concludes that “Josephus is evidently not dependent
on the Greek, but if anything, is aware of one plausible interpretation
of the Hebrew text.“38

In response to Professors Greenfield and Feldman I would say
that it may be logical to assume that Josephus used a Hebrew Bible
as a supplementary source, but that assumption (1) is an assumption,
(2) is based on unrevised findings from early in this century, prior to
the significant reorientation of our textual knowledge by the
discovery of the Qumran manuscripts, and (3) as yet lacks
justification by a demonstration of evidence. I agree that the
assumption is logical, and it was not my initial intention to set out to
prove that Josephus was exempt from dependence upon a Hebrew
manuscript; on the contrary, I was attempting to demonstrate his



close relationship with the Hebrew manuscript 4QSama. The
conclusion, however, emerged from reexamination of the evidence:
it happened to turn out that for the portions of 1-2 Samuel where
4QSama is extant none of the readings used by earlier scholars to
found the hypothesis of a supplementary Hebrew or Aramaic
manuscript actually demonstrated that he did so. Thus, the
assumption is logical, but it is also unproven. It seems questionable
to rest with a general refusal to accept detailed conclusions, when
those conclusions are based on detailed analysis of over two hundred
readings, without providing evidence to the contrary.39

I have suggested an alternate assumption, equally logical,
equally un- proven.40 I can also imagine the possibility that, for
portions of 1-2 Samuel not extant in 4QSama, one might find
evidence of Hebrew influence that could withstand the counterclaim
that the readings involved - like the readings illuminated by 4QSama
- are dependent upon a Greek manuscript of the 4QSama tradition no
longer extant.

In response to Professor Muraoka, I would like to commend his
carefully detailed research on which his conclusions rest. As I also
attempted to do, he has provided a general model for the kind of
research needed to extend our knowledge of Josephus’s biblical text
to the remainder of the books of Samuel and to the other books of
the Bible.

At only one point, however, does a negative conclusion of his
overlap with extant data from 4QSama: 2 Sam 11:3 (the last example
listed in the first section of this chapter). I should present his exact
argument, since others may wish to compare the arguments in detail:

Cf. Ulrich, Qumran Text, p. 173, where the addition in a 4Q
Hebrew fragment at the end of the verse [3] of nws’ kly yw’b (=
Josephus) is discussed. Pace Ulrich, the phrase can be more
easily a later addition than a case of deliberate omission. See
also Ulrich’s discussion of OL at this point: Ulrich, “The Old
Latin translation …… 126f. Given the appalling mode of
publication of 4Q Hebrew materials, one cannot be sure that this
“unscriptural detail” is to be considered to be part of verse 3, as
Ulrich thinks. This does not appear to be the case in Josephus,
though he adds the detail on the first mention of Uriah (JA
7.131). Finally, it must be pointed out that there is some doubt as
to whether Josephus’ source read o7rXo~opoc or atpwv 6KEUrl,
the latter rendition corresponding to Heb. no’e’ kelim and



sometimes replaced by him by o7rXo4opoS (I Ki. xvi 21, xxxi
4), for Josephus (JA 7.132) reads 7raprKotµrjO9 Tw [3aoiXEi
avv ToiS oAXots 8rrXo~6poic, which is parallel to vs. 9
KotpaTat … iETa 7r6lVTwv Twv rraibwv (Heb. `abde) Tou
KUPIOU aUTOU.41

(1) Concerning the “addition” vs. “omission,” I am puzzled because
I do explicitly call the phrase a “plus” and an “explanatory gloss”
(Ulrich, Qumran, 173) and judge that the MT is “the preferable,
unexpanded text” to which 4QSama and Josephus “add” (Ulrich,
“Old Latin” [see my note 7 above], 12627). His idea of “deliberate
omission” may derive from my admittedly deductive explanation
that if the phrase was present in Josephus’s Greek source, it was
subsequently “excised” (Ulrich, Qumran, 173), because it no longer
appears in any Greek biblical manuscripts. There are fairly clear
examples of material excised from the Greek text because it did not
correspond with the MT. Thus, concerning the “addition” we seem
to be in agreement, and concerning the “omission” my conditional
deductive argument remains true. The “problem” that “there is no
Greek witness to support Josephus” is not “especially acute”
(Muraoka, “The Greek Text,” 57) in light of the other specifically
Greek testimony adduced throughout 1-2 Samuel, unless one were to
contend that it is legitimate to demand that the specific manuscript
used by Josephus be actually present in one of our modern museums
for collation in our critical editions.

(2) That this scriptural detail is part of verse 3 is virtually certain.
My dissertation was explicitly not an edition, but an analysis, of
4QSama; but scholars may be confident of my reading in this
individual case, confirmed by Professors F. M. Cross, P. W. Skehan
(New American Bible), and P. K. McCarter (Anchor Bible
Commentary).

(3) Josephus adds the “armor-bearer” detail when he first
mentions Uriah’s name (Ant. 7.171), just as 4QSama does. Once one
understands Josephus’s characteristic manner of composing his
narratives, there is no reason at all to doubt that Josephus’s biblical
text had this detail at the end of verse 3. Nor is there a more likely
place for it to occur.

(4) If Professor Muraoka refers to doubt concerning which of the
two different possibilities, orrao4opoS vs. atpwv oxEvrl, was in
Josephus’s text, the answer does not matter because, as he says, the
latter is “sometimes replaced by [Josephus] by omrXo~opoc.” If he



refers to doubt as to whether some other term (e.g., `ebed, as he
suggests from verse 9) - as opposed to either of the two equivalent
possibilities, orrXo~opoc or atpwv oxsuq - was in the source, that
seems implausible, especially in light of’~D KIU1[]] in 4QSama.
But in that unlikely event, he would then concur more closely with
my thesis that Josephus used a Greek Bible; for if `ebed were in
Josephus’s Hebrew Bible, there would have been no source other
than a Greek (or Aramaic) Bible for the more specific orrXo~opoc.

Finally, Professor Muraoka also concludes, discussing 2 Sam
11:8, that “Josephus is evidently not dependent on the Greek, but if
anything, is aware of one plausible interpretation of the Hebrew
text.“42 He is referring to the difficult flKtVn/6cpaiS/Twv
rraprarqxbrwv. But 4QSama is not extant for this word, nor does
Muraoka sort out the complex stratigraphy of the recensional layers,
but merely refers to the undifferentiated “L text.” Thus, we do not
know what his source had, regardless of whether that source were in
Hebrew or Greek.

Conclusion: For the books of Samuel the scholarly consensus
that Josephus continuously and predominantly used a Greek Bible as
the source for his narrative in The Jewish Antiquities is fully
corroborated. The older view that he also used a supplementary
Hebrew or Aramaic Bible is logical but, at least for those portions
where the added control of 4QSama is available, lacks evidence
produced to support it.

Conclusion

From a study of Josephus’s recasting of the narrative of the books of
Samuel in The Jewish Antiquities compared with the major text of
Samuel from Qumran, the Masoretic text of Samuel and Chronicles,
and the Greek versions, we can sketch a fairly clear picture of the
biblical text which he employed. He used a text intimately related to
4QSama. His text was a biblical text in a tradition not aberrant but
apparently more widely influential in the Second Temple period than
that of the MT. It was a text of Samuel, not of Chronicles, though
similarities in Chronicles indicate that the Chronicler also used as
his source a text closer to 4QSama than to the MT.

Josephus’s biblical text was in the Greek, not Hebrew or
Aramaic, language. Some scholars continue to hold that he used a
Hebrew or Aramaic Bible as a supplementary source; this is a
logical but unproven hypothesis which developed in an earlier



period before we had wide documentation of Hebrew biblical
manuscripts clearly at variance with the MT. Occasionally,
especially in errors - where textual affiliation is often most easy to
detect - he betrays that he is using a form of the text tradition very
closely allied to the 4QSama text tradition, but in the Greek
language (the “proto-Lucianic text”). For the most part, the readings
of his Greek Bible are still preserved in our Greek manuscript
tradition, but it is an ancient text tradition a number of whose
valuable readings succumbed to the knife of revisionists. These
latter, part of a current whose culmination is well known in the
recensions of (Proto-) Theodotion and Aquila, were intent upon
bringing the old “Septuagint” into conformity with the Hebraica
veritas, which they equated with the rabbinic Bible destined to be
guarded by the Masoretes and thus to be handed down as our textus
receptus. Our closest glimpse of Josephus’s biblical text for the
books of Samuel comes through critical synoptic scrutiny of
4QSama and the ancient Greek manuscript tradition.

 



Origen is still commemorated eighteen hundred years after his birth,
and one of the many reasons is the Hexapla that he composed - his
monumental work striving toward exactness in the text of the Old
Testament Scriptures.’ As Charles Bigg has noted, Origen was
perhaps “the first who distinctly saw that for the theologian,
whatever may be [the] immediate object, controversy, edification, or
doctrine, the prime necessity is a sound text.“2 Though Origen may
have been the first Christian, he was not, as Bigg suggested, “the
first” to see this, for he clearly followed and built on the work of a
long line of Jewish textual scholars.3 Bigg’s statement, however,
does point in the right direction: in order to understand Origen
correctly, just as it is necessary to know his historical context, his
educational and philosophical context, and his religious and
theological context, so too is it necessary - since Origen and his
works were so thoroughly rooted in the Bible - to know the
character, the evolving character, of the biblical text that he used.

The purpose of this study is to provide a focus on the nature of
the Old Testament text used by Origen. What would the Old
Testament text, the Septuagint, have looked like in Origen’s day?
What was the character of the text that Origen would have picked up
and begun to use when he started reading, praying over, preaching
from, and writing commentaries on the Old Testament text?

That question necessarily requires a diachronic perspective, for
the biblical text that Origen used was the product of a historical
process. But this is a complex undertaking, if for no other reason
than that Origen himself significantly changed the shape of that text.
Origen primarily used the Septuagint, and what later theologians,
such as Eusebius, Jerome, or Pamphilus, would think of as the
Septuagint text looked noticeably different from the Septuagint text
that Origen first took in hand. We should presume, for example, that



the Septuagint text of Jeremiah, or Psalms, or Daniel cited by Origen
early in his career would read differently from the Septuagint text
cited by him late in his career, because he devoted a substantial
amount of time to reediting that Septuagint text.

Thus, understanding the character of Origen’s Old Testament
text means understanding the origins and developments that formed
it. Indeed, there are several more complicating factors, each of
which needs its trajectory carefully charted. The first concerns the
transmission of the text during the century or two after Origen. The
oldest extensive manuscripts of the Septuagint that are extant are
dated in the fourth century, at least a century after Origen, so we
cannot always be certain that our Septuagint text corresponds to that
of his day (either in its pre-Origenic or post-Origenic form).

The second complicating factor concerns the transmission of the
text during the centuries before Origen. Numerous changes and
numerous types of change, both intentional and unintentional,
buffeted the Septuagint on its journey from Jewish Alexandria in the
third and second centuries B.C.E. to Christian circles in Egypt and
Palestine in the third century of the common Jewish and Christian
era.

A third complicating factor, only rarely suspected4 prior to the
discovery of the Qumran scrolls, is the shape of the Hebrew text of
which the Septuagint was a translation. For a number of books the
variation in the Hebrew texts was as significant as that in the Greek
text between the second century B.C.E. and the late first century
C.E.

Thus, my goal is to study some aspects of the text of the Greek
Old Testament and of Origen’s use of it. But since that text was an
evolving text, we must first consider its origins and character,
secondly its early transmission history, and then thirdly some aspects
of Origen, his Hexapla, and his use of the Septuagint text.

The Origins and Character of the Old Greek Text

Definitions

At the outset it is important to sort out the various entities for which
we use the term “Septuagint” and to clarify our terms for them.
There is no fully acceptable definition or consistent usage for the
term “Septuagint.“6 The term originally designated the pristine
translation of the Torah (only the first five books of the Hebrew



Bible) by the seventy (septuaginta) or seventy-two elders
commissioned to go from Jerusalem to Alexandria for that purpose -
but all this as narrated in the Letter of Aristeas. But the Letter of
Aristeas is legendary in content and, though epistolary in form, is
really “a propaganda work .17 Thus, historically, we cannot
document any seventy-two elders who were the original translators
of the Torah nor, a fortiori, of the entire Hebrew Bible. But the term
“Septuagint” in its strictest usage refers only to the Pentateuch and
only to the original Greek translation of it.

By extension, however, it legitimately8 designates the original
Greek translation of the entire Old Testament, including both the
books later accepted as the Hebrew Bible and the apocryphal or
deuterocanonical books. But it is excessive elasticity when the term
is stretched further to mean “the Greek Old Testament,” that is, any
Greek form of the OT without regard to specific Greek textual
tradition.

More accurate terms would be:

• the Old Greek for the original, single, or singly-influential,
translation of each different book (many writers now use “the
Old Greek” as a term preferable to “Septuagint,” since “the Old
Greek” is not necessarily confined to the Pentateuch, and since it
clearly distinguishes from later forms of the Greek text);9

• the early Greek text(s) for the gradually evolving forms that
developed from that original translation;

• the early recensions of Proto-Theodotion (and perhaps
Theodotion), Aquila, Symmachus, and possibly of others
(“Quints,” etc.);10

• the hexaplaric recension for the text that Origen produced in his
fifth column, “o”’ (= “LXX”=“70”); and

• the Lucianic recension for the fourth-century Antiochene
recension of certain books.”

The ideal object of the quest for many Septuagintalists is “the text as
it left the hand of the [original] translator,” or even the Hebrew text
behind the LXX.12 But the practical object of the quest, that sought
by the Gottingen critical editions, is the oldest recoverable text of
each book, and this would be called “the Old Greek.“3

This leads us to the final, and for the study of Origen and other
ancient writers a very important, distinction: the distinction between



the text of the Old Greek as the original Jewish translation of the
Hebrew Scriptures, and the text of the Greek Old Testament as the
living Bible of the ongoing church during the early Christian
centuries. The former signals the translation’s importance as a
witness, in fact one of the most important witnesses, to the early
Hebrew text. The latter signals the text’s importance as the living
Scriptures of the developing church. These are two different foci, the
Greek Old Testament at two different points in its history, serving
two different historicaltheological purposes.

The two foci can be clearly exemplified by the works of
Emanuel Tov and Marguerite Harl. Tov’s book is entitled The Text-
Critical Use of the Septuagint in Biblical Research,14 and his aim is
to understand the LXX and to use retroversion of it, wherever and
insofar as possible, as a witness to a form of the Hebrew text - a
witness that predates extensive Hebrew manuscript documentation
of the Old Testament. Thus, he studies the LXX to see how it can
help us get further and more reliably back to earlier or superior
forms of the Hebrew Bible. Harl’s project of a French translation of
the LXX focuses on the use of Scripture in the early church and
envisions that

la Septante sera prise pour elle-meme, non pas comme une
traduction mais comme un texte au sens plein du terme: le texte
de la Bible du Judaisme hellenistique et de I’Eglise ancienne, le
texte tel qu’il fut lu par des lecteurs qui n’avaient aucunement
recours a 1’original hebreu pour tenter de le comprendre, un
texte qui s’explique a l’interieur du systeme linguistique grec de
son epoque.‘t

From the perspective of Origen, both foci are necessary, for one of
his goals was to restore “the translation of the Seventy,” and another
was to explain and expound the scriptural text of his church.
Therefore, we must look at the original Septuagint, and the
developed text that Origen used, and thus the intervening
evolutionary process that produced the text he used.

Septuagint Origins: The Data from Early
Manuscripts and Quotations

Rather than beginning with the Letter of Aristeas, which is
legendary material, I think that it is preferable to begin with
Septuagintal manuscript evidence and with quotations of the



Septuagint by ancient authors. The evidence usually cited is the
following:16

• Demetrius the Hellenist quoted the Greek Genesis in the late
third century B.C.E.

• Eupolemos, a Hellenistic Jewish historian of the mid-second
century B.C.E., based a part of his narrative on the Greek
Chronicles.17

• The Prologue of Ben Sira, written shortly after 132 B.C.E., refers
to “the law …. the prophecies, and the rest of the books” that had
been translated.

• The John Rylands Library of Manchester has small papyrus
scraps of the Greek Deuteronomy, dated (by C. H. Roberts) to
the second century B.C.E.

• Papyrus Fouad 266, also containing small portions of
Deuteronomy, comes from the late second or early first century
B.C.E.

• Qumran has yielded five early Greek manuscripts of
GenesisDeuteronomy: 4QLXXLeva (late second century
B.C.E.), 7QLXXExod (ca. 100 B.c.E.), 4QLXXLevb and
4QLXXNum (probably first century B.C.E. or the opening years
of the first century C.E.), and 4QLXXDeut,18 in addition to the
Greek Minor Prophets scroll and a fragment of the Letter of
Jeremiah.

• Papyrus 967 is a manuscript from the early third century C.E.
containing portions of Ezekiel, Daniel, and Esther.19 For Daniel,
this manuscript displays a “pre-hexaplaric” text, that is, a text
which is a developed form of the Old Greek, such as Origen
would have used as a basis for the “o”’ column, but which shows
no admixture of elements from the Hexapla. In this case, 967 is
for the most part very close to what Origen listed as the “o”’ text
of Daniel (and clearly at variance with the Theodotionic text,
which became universally used and displaced the older “o”’
text); but it does not yet have the demonstrably Origenian
hexaplaric changes and additions taken from the Theodotionic
text that are now found in the single extant Greek witness to
Origen’s revised “o”’ text, MS 88.

The conclusions indicated by the evidence from manuscripts and
citations are that the Torah was translated by the late third century



B.C.E. and probably by ca. 250, that the Former Prophets were
translated before the middle of the second century B.C.E. and
probably by ca. 200 because they would have been translated prior
to Chronicles, which was circulating by the mid-second cen tury
B.C.E. The Latter Prophets would very likely have been translated at
the same time as the Former Prophets, and of the Writings many
books would very likely have been translated about the same time as
Chronicles.

Septuagint Origins: Hypotheses

The Letter of Aristeas purports to be a letter written in the mid-third
century B.C.E., sent by Aristeas to his brother Philocrates,
describing the events surrounding the original translation of the
Hebrew Torah into Greek for the Ptolemaic king’s library. It was
taken at face value as historical as early as Philo, and continued to
be taken as such by Josephus, early church writers such as Jerome,
and others all through the centuries until 1705. The question of LXX
origins was considered answered, indeed narrated in detail, by the
Letter of Aristeas. Sidney Jellicoe traces the transmission history20
of the Letter, including the steady embellishment as it went from
hand to hand, all connected with the inspired and authoritative
character of the LXX as the Greek form of God’s word to Israel.

But in 1705 Humphrey Hody studied the letter and declared it
legendary. John W. Wevers has recently presented a current view
concerning it, again emphasizing that it is legendary in character,
and that “it would be methodologically sound not to accept anything
stated in the Letter that cannot be substantiated elsewhere.“21

Since late in the nineteenth century, Paul de Lagarde’s theory of
LXX origins has held sway, except for a brief period when the
influential figure Paul Kahle propounded a diametrically opposed
theory. Lagarde thought that the widespread variation in our extant
manuscripts led us back to three major recensions of the Greek text,
differentiated geographically, and that behind those three recensions
one could arrive at a single translation of the Hebrew Bible into
Greek.

Kahle, in contrast, thought that the Septuagint arose as did the
targumim - from a plethora of individually produced partial
translations that, after a period of multiplication, were supplanted by
a single translation now endorsed by rabbinic decision as being
authoritative. In 1915 he claimed that the letter, though fictionally



set in the third century B.C.E., was actually written as propaganda to
assure the outcome for one side of a con flict over the authority of
competing Greek texts in the late second century B.C.E.22

Thus, Lagarde saw an original single translation gradually
branching out both chronologically and geographically, whereas
Kahle saw many targumim being displaced by a single standard
translation. Lagarde’s view, however, appears confirmed by nearly a
century of multifaceted research by a wide spectrum of Septuagintal
specialists and by the data available from the Qumran and other very
early manuscripts, whereas Kahle’s view finds no support in detailed
research by Septuagintalists.23

There remain two schools of thought on the degree of intentional
fidelity in the Old Greek translations: one, that the translators
generally intended and attempted to render in the Greek language
what they perceived to be said in the Hebrew original; the other, that
the translators viewed themselves as in a certain measure free to
adapt the original meaning to conform with contemporary historical
knowledge or theological Tendenz. Though the case differs from
book to book, I think that in general the former describes the
situation more accurately.24

Summary

The Old Greek of the Pentateuch was translated starting near the
mid-third century B.C.E., the last of the books (e.g., Daniel) being
translated probably by the late second or early first century B.C.E.
Thus the Old Greek of the Pentateuch antedated Origen by about
450-500 years and the latest of the books by about 300 years.

The earliest, nearly complete codices of the Greek Bible date
from the fourth (Vaticanus) and fifth (Alexandrinus and Sinaiticus)
centuries c.E., a century or two after Origen. But fragmentary
manuscripts are preserved as far back as the second century B.C.E.,
and quotations by Hellenistic Jewish authors apparently document
the Greek Genesis as far back as the late third century B.C.E.

Lagarde’s view that the present variation in LXX manuscripts is
traceable back through three ancient recensions to a single original
translation receives confirmation by nearly a century of multifaceted
research by a wide spectrum of Septuagintal specialists and by the
data available from the Qumran and other very early manuscripts.



For each biblical book there seems to have been an original
translation from the Hebrew into Greek. The translations, however,
display differing translation techniques, and thus each book’s
translation should be presumed to derive from a different translator.

Though it is often not done, one must carefully consider the
relationship of the Old Greek translation to its Hebrew Vorlage. Not
infrequently, differences from the MT either in individual words or
phrases or even in the form of the larger book (e.g., Jeremiah25) are
due not to theological Tendenz but to faithful translation from a
different Hebrew parent text.

Thus, as far as we can tell, originally the Old Greek would have
been a collection of papyrus or leather scrolls, each normally
containing one biblical book, each apparently translated by a
different translator, and all (or many) attempting to reproduce in
Greek the intended meaning of the Hebrew text (Masoretic, Qumran,
or other) from which it had been translated.

The Transmission of the Early Greek Text up to the Hexapla

The collection of scrolls produced from the mid-third to the early
first centuries B.C.E., containing the original Greek translations
from varying Hebrew texts of the Scriptures, traversed a somewhat
complex history of transmission, knowledge of which is essential for
understanding the work of Origen - a history partially chartable,
mostly lost in the darkness of the past.

We do not, and Origen did not, have extant for any book what
anyone would consider the original form of that translation. All
manuscripts display a considerable amount of textual development -
certainly unintentional changes, such as the well-known panoply of
errors, but also intentional changes, such as clarifications, revisions,
doublets, and harmonizations.

Moreover, for some books, we no longer have even the changed,
cor rupted, and developed copies of the Old Greek. In these cases all
of our extant manuscript evidence is traceable only to a later
recension that either by chance or by conscious decision supplanted
the original Greek. The book of Daniel furnishes an example in that
this loss and supplanting was complete, except for one manuscript,
MS 88, the single extant Greek witness to Origen’s “o”’ text.26

With regard to the Hebrew Vorlage or parent text, the
transmission history becomes simplified: the evidence suggests that



there were no variant Hebrew manuscripts generating further Greek
variants due specifically to correction toward Hebrew readings at
variance with the MT after approximately the beginning of the
second century C.E. The Hebrew scrolls found at Murabba`at, dated
prior to 135 c.E., conform very closely to the MT and indicate that
the rabbinic Bible was already standardized both in general contents
and in consonantal text by the second Jewish revolt.

A number of additional sources help illuminate parts of the
transmission history of the early Greek text. Study of sources such
as the Vetus Latina,27 quotations of the Hebrew Bible or the
Septuagint in the New Testament and in Jewish and Christian
authors in antiquity, and ancient biblical manuscripts provides us
with windows on the past, enabling us to glimpse what the early
Greek text looked like in certain places and specific points in time.

Regarding the devanciers d’Aquila, as Dominique Barthelemy
terms them, the predecessors of Aquila, we should not take the
hexaplaric order as a chronological indicator. The text that circulated
under the label “Theodotion” can more accurately be labeled “Proto-
Theodotion”; that is, the main systematic revision which
characterizes that text was done around the turn of the era, early
enough to influence possibly Philo, the New Testament authors, and
Justin.28

For Proto-Theodotion, Aquila, and Symmachus, it is important
to stress that these were not new translations from the Hebrew but
recensions, that is, systematic revisions, of earlier Greek texts. For
Proto-Theodotion, the Old Greek (but already in developed form)
was used as the basic text, and it was revised according to definite
principles. The principles operative in the ProtoTheodotionic
recension involved bringing the early Greek text into much closer
conformity with the rabbinic Hebrew text (the consonantal text that
would later become the vocalized “Masoretic” Text). This
conformity embraced both quantitative and qualitative aspects.
Quantitatively, material in the Greek not found in the rabbinic Bible
was excised, and material in the Hebrew not matched by the Greek
was filled in. Qualitatively, there was insistence on much greater,
much more literal, fidelity to the details of the Hebrew text:
lexically, Greek roots were matched much more consistently and
mechanically with Hebrew roots, even if some violence was done to
meaning; and the syntax of the Greek, already awash with



semiticisms, was forced into even greater conformity to the syntax
of the Hebrew, even if some syntactic violence occurred.

Aquila’s recension was based on Proto-Theodotion but carried
the systematic revision of Proto-Theodotion to even further levels of
mechanical conformity toward the rabbinic text of the second
century C.E. Aquila’s recension is so systematic that Joseph Reider
and Nigel Turner were able to compile An Index to Aquila,29 which
gives the Greek equivalents used by Aquila for the Hebrew roots in
the biblical text.

Symmachus, about whom little is known,30 produced a
recension also based on Proto-Theodotion but aimed at good Greek
style. Variants in which “the Three” ((x’ d 6’) agree against the Old
Greek usually signal words revised in the Proto-Theodotionic
recension and adopted but not further revised by Aquila and
Symmachus.

Thus, the task of tracing the transmission of the Greek Old
Testament during the early rabbinic and early church period is a
multifaceted task, because that text differed for each century and for
each geographical region.31 Book by book, we are learning the
detailed characteristics of the Old Greek, the developments within
the early Greek texts, and the characteristics of the subsequent
recensions.32

Finally, to envision the “Septuagint” text that would have been
available to Origen in the early third century one can study Codex
Vaticanus or Papyrus 967. Both are codices containing all or many
of the biblical books, inscribed in uncial script, with a text that is
pre-hexaplaric. Both have numerous errors, and both display
expansions clearly attributable to the vulnerabilities inherent in the
process of transmission history. The “Septuagint” text, in varying
forms, was the text used in the churches; the texts of Aquila,
Symmachus, Theodotion, and others (such as “Quinta” and “Sexta”),
mostly known to be Jewish and more closely based on the Hebrew,
would also have been available by then.

Some Aspects of Origen and His Hexapla

So Origen began with the ordinary, somewhat corrupted, somewhat
developed, koine Greek text of his day (called “the Translation of
the Seventy” or simply “Septuaginta”), and he produced a text that
was neither the original Old Greek translation nor the purified,
inspired “Translation of the Seventy.”



I would now like to bring a Septuagintalist’s eye to focus on
three aspects of Origen and his work: whether Origen knew Hebrew;
whether the Hexapla contained a column with Hebrew characters;
and an evaluation of Origen’s hexaplaric labors as a contribution to
the history of the Greek Bible.

Origen’s Knowledge of Hebrew

Origen’s alleged knowledge or use of Hebrew centers on three areas:
(1) his Hebrew tutor(s), (2) references to “the Hebrew” in his
writings, and (3) the first column of the Hexapla. Let me begin by
stating what would be a minimalist position on these three points:

(1) Perhaps Origen knew no Hebrew or very little Hebrew, so
little that it was virtually nonfunctioning. (2) When Origen speaks of
“the Hebrew,” the basis of his knowledge is the Greek versions of
Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion, that is, the Hebrew indirectly,
as witnessed by literal Greek renditions, not the Hebrew text itself in
Hebrew script.33 (3) The extant hexaplaric manuscript fragments
contain no Hebrew column, perhaps because there never was a
“first” column containing the Hebrew characters.34 One is hard-
pressed to move beyond this minimalist position, but let us see what
can be established or plausibly conjectured.

(1) Eusebius says that Origen took great pains to learn Hebrew
and had copies of the Jewish Scriptures in the Hebrew script.35
Jerome makes a similar assertion.36 Now this may be attributed to
the panegyric style of Eusebius and Jerome. But just because they
are waxing eloquent about their hero does not mean that what they
say is false; it simply means that we cannot ipso dicto consider the
statements accurate without further verification. On the one hand, it
is quite possible that Origen learned some Hebrew both from “his
second teacher in Scripture … , the unnamed `Hebrew,’ son of a
rabbi, earlier converted to Christianity in Palestine,“37 and later
from learned Jews through direct conversation or debate. On the
other hand, this possibility remains nebulous; we can determine only
whether he knew Hebrew and how much he knew through his actual
uses of it in specific writings.

(2) To what specifically is Origen referring in his commentaries,
homilies, and other writings when he speaks of “the Hebrew” or
when he relates the Christian “Old Testament” to “the Hebrew”? I
have not found any loci where Origen uses Hebrew38 in such a way
that he is free of possible dependence on a Greek intermediary, such



as Aquila or the Greek transcription of the Hebrew,39 or possible
dependence on well-known early Christian tradi tion, such as the
discussion of Isaiah 7:14 by Justin, Irenaeus, Tertullian, and
others.4o

On the contrary, Origen can be seen referring to the Hebrew at
least once41 where his argument founders because the Hebrew of
the Masoretic textus receptus is other than he says; and it seems
unlikely that we may appeal to a Hebrew different from the
Masoretic, because the context demands precisely the word found in
the MT.42 The passage under discussion is Isaiah 7:14, and the
Hebrew quoted is Aalma [= 717*Y], which of course does occur in
Isaiah 7:14. Origen argues that the word Aalma here means “virgin”
and not simply “young woman.” For support, he appeals to Deut
22:23-26, a legal text in which the point centers specifically on a
virgin. Origen says that “the word Aalma, which the Septuagint
translated by `parthenos’ (virgin) and others [i.e., Aquila and
Theodotion] by `neanis’ (young woman), also occurs, so they say, in
Deuteronomy applied to a virgin,“43 and he proceeds to quote the
full text of Deuteronomy. Immediately, one suspects that Origen’s
qualifier “so they say” indicates that he is getting his argument
secondhand. And yet, one would think that such an indefatigable
scholar as Origen on such a much-argued point as the virgin mother
of Christ would certainly have checked the passage in Hebrew if he
could have. Had he done so, he would have seen that Aalma does
not occur in that passage, but rather na`ara[h] (“youth”) and the
required betulah (“virgin”). But it is the presupposition here, not
specifically Origen’s knowledge of Hebrew, that emerges as
problematic: Origen was not sufficiently indefatigable - at least not
at this point. For even if Origen knew no Hebrew - had he, as
presupposed, made the effort to consult even the Greek
transliteration - he would have found that his argument from
Deuteronomy was baseless. Thus, even this argument where he errs
with regard to the Hebrew does not prove that he did not know
Hebrew, but rather that he simply did not check his sources, in
Hebrew or in Greek transliteration.

In sum, one could conjecture from the evidence and the lack of it
that Origen may possibly have learned some Hebrew at some time,
but that his lack of display of that knowledge quite probably points
to at most a modicum of acquired Hebrew, and that his Hebrew was
virtually nonfunctioning.



(3) If Origen’s knowledge of the Hebrew language is in serious
doubt, that would seem to lend support to the position of Pierre
Nautin and cast serious doubt as well on whether Origen’s Hexapla
contained a “first” column in the Hebrew script, and to this we now
turn.

A Hebrew Column in the Hexapla?

Did the Hexapla have a column written in the Hebrew script? It is
with regard to the Hebrew column of the Hexapla that the minimalist
position stated above, echoing Nautin,44 seems too minimal to me.
The Mercati fragments of the “Hexapla,” the Ambrosian palimpsest
0 39 sup.,45 contain no Hebrew column, nor do the other hexaplaric
remains.46 Does this prove, however, that there never was a “first”
column that contained the Hebrew characters? Barthelemy, having
published his article prior to Nautin’s book, assumes with the
majority of scholars that there was a Hebrew column.47 My
colleague John Wright48 is convinced by Nautin, but I am not.

Beginning with the data, we note that the ninth- or tenth-century
Mercati manuscript has as its initial column the transliteration of the
Hebrew in Greek characters, followed by Aquila, Symmachus, the
“o’,” and a fifth column, customarily labeled “Theodotion” but in
Psalms probably Quinta. The side margins are preserved, and it
appears certain that there was no column with Hebrew characters
prior to the transliteration column in this manuscript. Similarly, the
other three synoptic fragments with excerpts of the Hexapla (the
marginal notes in Ambrosian codex B 106, the Cambridge frag ment
from the Cairo Geniza, and the Vatican codex Barberinus 549)49
contain no column in the Hebrew script.

Starting from a different angle, it appears that the Greek
transliteration column was clearly an element of the original
Hexapla. It, with or without the Hebrew first column, is the key to
the vertical format of the Hexapla. It is implausible that the Greek
transliteration would have been added later by Origen or added to
Origen’s work between the third and eighth centuries had it not been
there from the start. The question is whether Origen also had a
column with the Hebrew text in Hebrew characters preceding the
transliteration.

Nautin bases his assertion that there was no column in the
Hebrew script on the format of the four preserved hexaplaric
fragments and a critique of the description given by Eusebius.50



But, turning first to Eusebius, Nautin’s critique does not disprove
Eusebius. Nautin admits that Eusebius had seen the Hexapla,51 and
quotes Eusebius’s statement that Origen had learned the Hebrew
language and had acquired personal copies of the Jewish scriptures
in Hebrew characters.52 The statement that Origen had learned the
Hebrew language may well be eulogizing praise, founded or
unfounded; but the statement about copies of the Hebrew scriptures
sounds more like a statement of fact, a description of something
Eusebius had seen in the library at Caesarea.

Nautin says that Eusebius “manifestly wants to give a complete
description but makes no mention of a column containing Hebrew
characters” (p. 314); thus, he concludes, there existed no such
column.

Now Nautin is correct that in this passage Eusebius does not
explicitly state that there was a column with Hebrew characters as
the first column of the Hexapla. He is also probably correct that AS
`E(3paiwv 6r)pet6)uEwc means the Greek transliteration. But
though he makes the curious remark (causing one to wonder what
presupposition lies behind) that the LXX comes only in the third
rank among the four Greek versions (p. 305), he fails to bring to our
attention that Eusebius does not describe the columns in order but is
content to mention the LXX in one phrase but the versions of
Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion together in a separate phrase.
Nor does he bring to our attention that Eusebius mentions q
`ERpaiwv a-qpctwaewc after, not before, the other Greek versions.

In my view, just as Eusebius spoke of the LXX and “the Three”
in one natural way of speaking, but not in a precise order of
description, so he began this passage by speaking of Origen’s
Hebrew Bible “in Hebrew characters” and immediately continued
describing - without having precisely stated that the Hebrew was
inscribed in the first column - the other elements of the Hexapla.
Eusebius is patently not giving the type of precise description
required to support the weight of Nautin’s conclusion. Put another
way: why is it possible to conclude that, since Eusebius makes no
explicit mention of a column containing Hebrew characters, there
therefore existed no such column, if one is not prepared to say that,
since Eusebius explicitly mentions the LXX in one phrase but the
versions of Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion together in a
separate phrase, the columns of the Hexapla were therefore precisely
in the order he described?



Nautin’s well-intentioned cross-examination appears more
rigorous than Eusebius’s words were meant to bear. At the level of
concepts, Nautin has elaborated one provocative, perhaps possible
reconstruction of the Hexapla. But at the level of judgment, he has
not at all proved that the traditional (ancient and modern)
reconstruction is incorrect, nor has he proven that his is correct; each
of his conclusions still needs to be tested.

Turning now to Nautin’s assessment of the Mercati manuscript,
before considering his judgment it is important to state explicitly, as
Nautin does not in his opening treatment of the manuscript, that the
Mercati manuscript is not the Hexapla but a ninth- or tenth-century
copy of excerpts from the Hexapla. In fact, our earliest fragments of
the Hexapla date only from the eighth century, five hundred years
after Origen. We should expect there to have been very few
Christians after Origen and before the date of the four surviving
fragments of the Hexapla who could have transcribed the Hebrew
column,53 and it would be extremely unlikely that for each instance
of copying during those five hundred years there was someone who
both knew Hebrew and saw a need to preserve the Hebrew column.

Furthermore, I am not at all sure that all four fragments support
Nautin’s conclusion. The twelfth-century (or later) marginal notes in
the Ambrosian codex B 106 list five columns (the Greek
transliteration, then presumably Aquila, Symmachus, the Septuagint,
and Theodotion or Quinta); but prior to the Greek transliteration
column there are four points arranged, according to Nautin, in a
diamond shape. Mercati wondered whether these points would not
have been put in place of the Hebrew letters, but Nautin says that
“This supposition has no foundation since Eusebius himself did not
find the column in Hebrew characters … and furthermore [the
Mercati fragment] does not have it. These four points can have no
other function than to mark the beginning of the citation or to signal
the use of Hebrew words.1154

However, Nautin’s argument does not hold up. Against the three
parts of his statement: first, I have argued above that Nautin has not
proved that Eusebius did not see a Hebrew column in the Hexapla;
secondly, the absence of the Hebrew column in the ninth- or tenth-
century Mercati copy does not prove that the third-century Hexapla
did not have a Hebrew column; and thirdly, the scribe’s four points
do, I would agree, signal the use of Hebrew words; but I would
assume that these signaled Hebrew words were in the Hebrew script



from the first column, where in fact the points are properly placed.
In contrast, Nautin, if his argument is to be consistent, apparently
assumes that these “Hebrew words” are the Greek transliteration in
what is traditionally considered the “second” column. This point,
however, must remain unresolved until it can be determined, from
other usage in the manuscript or elsewhere, whether the four points
substitute for words in the Hebrew script, seen, not copied, but their
presence marked, or whether they simply indicate that the following
words that were copied are foreign words, though written in Greek
script.

Thus, for Nautin’s denial of the Hebrew column on the basis of
the manuscript evidence, I question his data on one of the four
manuscripts, and I think that the five-hundred-year hiatus between
Origen and the preserved fragments neutralizes his evidence, for one
would not expect Christians either to have been able, or to have
always wanted, to copy the column with the Hebrew script. Nautin
has argued the case for one possible reconstruction of the Hexapla,
but in my view he has not proved that the traditional reconstruction
is wrong, and I still find myself holding the traditional
understanding.

It may well be that none of the four fragments are really copies
of “the Hexapla” but simply excerpts, or copies of excerpts, from the
Hexapla. Three of the four are from the Psalms, and the citation in
Vatican codex Barberinus 549 is a citation of one verse excerpted
from the Hexapla (” ‘Ex T()V ~&6rrXwv”) - only a citation from
Hosea 11:1, in connection, as it itself says, with Matthew’s quotation
of it in his infancy narrative. The Hosea usage is clearly Christian,
and the Psalms usage may very well have been. Thus, a minimalist
interpretation here would be that the Greek columns of the Hexapla
of Psalms were copied and used, and excerpts were occasionally
made from a copy of the Hexapla for Christian exegetical purposes.

Be that as is it may, from a larger perspective the point of the
Hebrew column may be of little consequence, if Origen did not
know or use the Hebrew. I think that, whether Origen’s Hexapla
contained a Hebrew column or not, the transliteration column arose
earlier as a column in parallel with a column containing the Hebrew
characters. Origen borrowed and placed in his Hexapla either the
Hebrew text and the transcription (the traditional view) or simply the
transcription (Nautin’s view). It is quite conceivable that Origen
borrowed a Jewish source that already had in parallel columns the



Hebrew, a Greek transliteration, and Aquila’s exactly corresponding
version - and possibly even Symmachus’s version as well for
intelligibility or elegant style.

The picture which emerges is that Origen was confronted with
manuscripts of the Greek Bible used by the church which disagreed
with each other, and that he was confronted by argumentation (live
or literary) with Jews whose Bible differed significantly from that of
the church, and he had enough balance to understand that the
Hebrew had a certain priority. So he took “the Hebrew” (probably in
Hebrew script and also in Greek transliteration, possibly only the
latter), Aquila, Symmachus, Theodotion, and whatever other
ekdoseis were available plus the “Septuagint” in forms then current
in Alexandria or Palestine, and had his copyists and calligraphers
(probably including Hebrew) compile a work that he in his extant
writings does not, but that Eusebius does, call “the Hexapla.” In its
fifth column he produced “the hexaplaric recension,” a revised
edition of the “Septuagint,” with the quantitative changes marked by
the Aristarchian symbols, with the qualitative changes including
transposed word order not marked, and ineluctably with some
copyists’ errors.

Origen’s Achievement

Finally, what evaluation do we render concerning Origen’s Hexapla
in relation to the transmission history of the Greek Bible? From
Driver55 to Barthelemy, the judgment has been negative.
Barthelemy even uses the word “catastrophique” and notes that, for
us to arrive at the original Old Greek, “il nous faut commencer par
purifier le texte de la Septante de toute contamination
hexaplaire….“56

The key to the problem engendered by the Hexapla is that by
Origen’s time the rabbinic Hebrew Bible had been standardized and
there was a general assumption that it was the Hebraica Veritas.
Origen assumed that the single Hebrew text type used by his
contemporaries was identical to that from which the Septuagint had
been translated. Deviations of the Greek from the Hebrew were
considered problems or infidelities in the Greek. It is precisely in
Origen’s carrying out of his objective that he obscured and lost the
most: in his changing the Greek “back” toward agreement with the
rabbinic text, he lost, sometimes forever, many superior readings and
many attestations to variant traditions.



Nautin and Trigg57 think that Origen should not be blamed.
They rather blame his followers who did not maintain his critical
standards. But here again, I must disagree. Origen deserves high
marks for industry, good intentions, and perhaps the highest
standards conceivable and achievable in his era. But he did not
achieve the “incorrupta et inmaculata septuaginta interpretum
translatio,” as claimed by Jerome.58 Neither did he achieve the
original Old Greek translation, in the sense of the goal of the modern
text critic; on the contrary, he moved farther away. Nor did he
produce a text that would long stand as a purified text for the Eastern
churches (in his sense of conforming to the Hebrew). Nor did he
even have the luck to bequeath a very useful tool for the modern
scholar - in that it is scarcely preserved, and what is preserved is
confusedly preserved.

What is the difference between the hexaplaric Septuagint and the
Septuagint that we use today? The Gottingen critical editions, and
even Rahlfs’s hand edition, have attempted to purify the text of any
hexaplaric influence, and the Cambridge Septuagint chooses
Vaticanus as its diplomatic text precisely because it is largely pre-
hexaplaric. Is this “purification” good and desirable? The textual
critic, attempting to drive further back toward earlier and “superior”
forms of the Hebrew biblical text, would assent. One seeking the
Bible of the early church may perhaps start by dissenting but would
soon have to agree that Origen moved the Bible away from the form
that the church had previously known and produced yet another
form of the varying Septuagint manuscript tradition - a form that,
soon afterward at the hand of Lucian, spawned future diffusion in
the transmission history.

On the positive side, Origen was the pioneer of biblical textual
criticism for the Christian tradition. He also pioneered the path of
integration of critical scholarship with theology and spirituality. He
did achieve the removal of a number of mistakes from the text, and
he brought the Christian text into greater conformity with the
rabbinic Hebrew text of the third century, so that dialogue continued
to be possible. A principal achievement was that he bolstered
Christian confidence in the soundness of the Greek Old Testament,
and this should be reckoned a significant milestone in the Christian
use of the Hebrew Bible.59

 



The Hexapla is a rich testament to the textual diversity of the
Hebrew Bible and its Greek forms in the second and third centuries
C.E. Origen, in order to produce a reliable basis for disputation,’ but
with high dividends for textcritical purposes, attempted to bring the
Greek text of his day into conformity with the Hebrew text. His
noble purpose, however, produced results that proved as problematic
as they were rewarding. The variant Greek traditions were not
aberrant paraphrases in need of correction back toward the Hebrew,
but faithful translations of variant Hebrew texts that were unknown
to Origen. That is, Origen began with the incorrect assumption of a
single Hebrew form of the biblical text, with the result that most
who used his work, instead of being led closer to the original
“Translation of the Seventy,” with every step in this regard were led
farther away from the text that was his goal.2

Despite those unfortunate ramifications, the Hexapla was the
largest single repository in antiquity documenting the history of the
biblical text over five hundred years. It was the convergence of
hundreds of years of diverse currents in the history of the biblical
text, and, of course, itself became the beginning of another era of
diverse currents of the same.3

The reason for the Hexapla was that the multiplicity of texts and
text traditions proved problematic for one espousing the principle
that, because the text was inspired, there must be a single text of the
Bible. But one of the main forces causing the major “cross currents”
or “textual confusion” that prompted the Hexapla was unknown to
Origen, and it has been unseen generally until the middle of this
century: that the text of the Hebrew Scriptures was not uniform but
pluriform during the late Second Temple period, during the rise of
Christianity, perhaps as late as the second Jewish revolt (132-35
c.E.), and possibly later. Some of the tools that show this, principally
the Samaritan Pentateuch (SP) and the Old Greek (OG), lay within
easy reach of scholars through the centuries but were not generally



understood in this context. However, the scrolls from Qumran and
other sites along the Dead Sea paint the picture with exciting clarity.
They are crucial for understanding the textual pluriformity in the
Hebrew biblical text as well as the textual diversity, disturbance, and
confusion in the Greek transmission history. Moreover, their witness
simply confirms the picture of the nature and history of the Hebrew
and Greek text taught by the SP and OG. The scrolls are essential,
therefore, for understanding and working on the Hexapla.

These new Hebrew biblical manuscripts provide us with a
greater understanding both with regard to the specific text forms of
the individual books and with regard to the extent and classification
of the collection of the books at the end of the Second Temple
period.4 Here, however, we will focus on the specific text forms of
the individual books and their relevance for the study of the
Hexapla.

Numerous readings scattered throughout the Hexapla are the
result of textual turbulence. One helpful way to begin to clarify the
text of the Hebrew Bible is to distinguish between three
fundamentally different types of variation in manuscripts and textual
traditions. First, differences in orthography (i.e., different legitimate
ways to spell the same word), whether Hebrew or Greek, usually do
not affect meaning and are, or can be, independent of manuscript
interrelationships that can be traced by textual variants. Second, the
textual variants within a single manuscript are commonly unrelated
to each other; that is, one variant in a manuscript may be an
inadvertent error, another a scribal clarification, the next a
harmonization, and so forth. Third, in contradistinction to this
random fluctuation, the pattern of variants in some texts proves to be
an intentional and systematic production of a revised form of the
text. This tripartite division of types of variation is well known and
accepted in Septuagint studies.

Orthography

For our present purposes we need not dwell on this category.
Usually, orthographic differences are irrelevant for tracing the
interrelationships between texts until they are at a more developed
stage. It may be useful to point out that in the Cambridge Septuagint
editions orthographic differences in the majuscules are separated and
placed in the first apparatus.

Individual Variants



The main apparatus in BHS and in the Gottingen and Cambridge
Septuagint editions would be examples of the common category for
textual variants, the one into which variants usually fall unless
proven otherwise. With respect to the Hexapla, its structural
arrangement in narrow columns of parallel vertical text is conducive
to focusing on individual variants. But the huge size of the Hexapla
and the small amount of biblical text on any single page makes it
more difficult to contemplate variant editions or to analyze the
textual character of a book or a column.

Variant Literary Editions

Some of the most important new findings are in the area of variant
editions of biblical texts, whether of entire books or of
circumscribed passages. In Septuagint studies it has long been
axiomatic that close study of the textual character of each book is an
essential basis for solid results in one’s analysis. Knowledge of the
textual character of each book in its Hebrew stages is equally
important, although that point is seldom expressed and perhaps
seldom considered. Emanuel Tov correctly points out that the
Qumran texts have “taught us no longer to posit MT at the center of
our textual thinking.“5 It is not that the Masoretic Text has decreased
in value or respect. Rather, we can see it more clearly, we can see
beyond it to a variety of Hebrew texts in antiquity, and we can see
that it faithfully reflects an ancient collection of disparate texts of the
individual biblical books. But, just like the Septuagint, the Masoretic
Text is not homogeneous; the textual character and quality of the
various books within the Masoretic collection change from book to
book. And, since the textual character and quality of each book
within the Septuagint collection also changes, energy should be
focused on identifying the textual character of the book in the
Masoretic collection and that of the corresponding book in the
Septuagint collection. We should not presume that the OG of any
particular book was translated from the Masoretic form of that book.
Once we begin with a neutral question regarding the character of the
Hebrew text of a particular book that the OG was attempting to
translate, we can gain clearer focus on the nature of the Greek text
whose transmission we are trying to chart through the Hexapla.

Variant Literary Editions in the Hebrew Scrolls

The following textual survey for a broad selection of the biblical
books may prove to be of service as a background to Hexapla
studies.



Genesis. The text of Genesis appears mostly to have stabilized
prior to all of the extant manuscript witnesses, so that all witnesses
exhibit generally a single textual tradition, except for the
chronological sections of Genesis 5 and 11, which may show
intentionally variant schemata in MT, SP, and OG.6

Exodus. The MT and the OG contain presumably an earlier,
shorter edition of most of Exodus, whereas 4QpaleoExodm displays
a later, harmonized edition that in turn was similar to the one that
had been used as the basis of the SP.7 It is probable that these two
variant editions were both in use by Jews of the late Second Temple
period, just as the following pair of editions were. For Exodus 35-
40, MT and OG have different editions of those chapters, and here
4QpaleoExodm, SP, and MT share the same tradition against OG,
suggesting that OG may represent an earlier form of the tabernacle
tradition.

Numbers. MT and SP bear witness to different editions of
Numbers, with patterns similar to those in Exodus; OG mainly
agrees with MT, but sometimes with SP.8

Joshua. It is not certain, but it is quite probable that 4QJosha
contained an edition of the text of Joshua with claim to an earlier
sequence of narrative components than that preserved in MT and the
transmitted LXX. According to this understanding of 4QJosha,
Joshua built the first altar in the newly entered promised land at
Gilgal immediately after crossing the Jordan (prior to Joshua 5), and
not later, in the odd detour into unprotected territory, as the MT
(Josh 8:30-35) and the transmitted LXX (Josh 9:3-8) narrate.
Josephus (Ant. 5.1.4 §20) supports the sequence of the 4QJosha
narrative.9

Kingdoms. The case for Samuel as a whole remains unclear, but
MT and LXX may present intentionally variant editions in 1 Samuel
1, and they clearly do in 1 Samuel 17-18.10 Whether it can be
judged a variant edition or not, 4QSama displays a text tradition that
was used by the OG translator of Samuel, by the Chronicler, and by
Josephus, in sharp contrast with MT, which was not the Vorlage of
the OG nor used as their source by the Chronicler or Josephus.”

For the books of Kings, Julio Trebolle Barrera has demonstrated
variant literary editions of selected parts, sometimes utilizing the
Old Latin for clues to the OG, which mediated forms of the Hebrew
narratives now lost.12 In addition, Zipora Talshir has recently



retrieved “the lost Hebrew story” behind the Greek narrative in 3
Kingdoms 12:24a-z, highlighting another variant edition in the
biblical text.13

Psalms. Although there is still no consensus on this point, most
indicators point toward a pair of variant editions of the biblical
Psalter in the late Second Temple period. 11QPsa, followed by
11QPsb and possibly 4QPse, displays an expanded and somewhat
differently arranged series of psalms.14 The preserved LXX (not
necessarily the OG) of Psalms mostly follows the MT arrangement,
although it does, in agreement with 11QPsa, include Psalm 151 at
the end. Interestingly, there is no Psalms manuscript from Qumran,
and only one from Masada (MasPsb), “whose order unambiguously
supports the Received Psalter against the IIQPsa arrangement.“ls

Jeremiah. Ever since Frank Moore Cross’s identification of
4QJerb as parallel to the Vorlage of the OG of Jeremiah, and
Emanuel Tov’s analysis and contrast of the OG and MT forms of the
text of Jeremiah, the two variant editions of that book are well
known.16

Daniel. Although the Greek tradition preserves both variant
literary editions of Daniel, the OG translation and the recensional
text marked 0’, rarely is the connection made that there must have
been (at least) two Semitic editions of the text. The shorter Semitic
edition is preserved in MT and in the Qumran manuscripts, and the
longer Semitic edition is reflected first in the text that the OG
translated and later in the text toward which the recensionist revised
the OG.17 The texts of Daniel provide an example of the threefold
distinction discussed above: 4QDana consistently agrees with MT
(against 4QDanb) in orthography, but 4QDana agrees with 4QDanb
(against MT) in individual textual variants. All three, however,
appear to agree in the earlier, shorter edition against the longer
edition of the OG and 0’ traditions.18

From this selective and compressed summary of the evidence
provided by the Hebrew biblical scrolls from the Judaean Desert, the
importance of identifying the nature of the Hebrew text behind any
Greek text is manifest.

The Greek Scrolls

The Greek manuscripts from the Judaean Desert are also bountifully
instructive. They provide documentary evidence for the presence in
first-century Palestine of both Septuagintal and recensional texts.



For example, pap7QLXXExod, 4QLXXLeva, pap4QLXXLevb,
and 4QLXXNum show us texts that are unquestionably in the OG
tradition, although they have noteworthy variants from the principal
uncials and the general manuscript tradition.19 By contrast, the
Greek Minor Prophets scroll (8HevXII gr) attests the recension
commonly referred to as ProtoTheodotion or xatys.20 Working
through this Greek scroll and the substantial analyses by Barthelemy
and Tov is fundamental for anyone doing Hexaplaric studies.

With regard to the Septuagintal texts, they urge a conversion in
our thinking analogous to that demanded by the variant Hebrew
texts. When comparing the variants between the traditional LXX
manuscripts and the LXX scrolls, one must ask which text form is
closer to the original (or primarily influential) Greek translation? It
is instructive, if perhaps unfair, to ask the question again this way:
which witness presents an earlier or more original text, the second-
and first-century-B.c.E. Qumran manuscripts, or the fourth- and
fifth-century-c.E. Vaticanus and Alexandrinus, or the medieval
minuscules? This is admittedly an unfair way of putting the
question, since age is not necessarily determinative of quality; but
age should be seriously considered, and in this case, I think, may
lead in the right direction. This is not the place for a full discussion
of this issue, but the question should be raised.21

When making decisions in Hexaplaric work, one needs
threedimensional vision for “the LXX” Is “0” or “65ed” or “the
LXX” or even “the OG” really the original translation (absolutely or
by influence) from a Hebrew text into Greek? Sometimes yes,
sometimes no; and often from word to word we cannot know. But
we must consider that the text is frequently what I have sometimes
designated “G2.” That is, it is a developed form of the OG, partly
corrupted, partly developed by expansions and clarifications. A
small percentage of these developments are due to influence by
Hebrew texts, but most are inner-Greek. When judging between the
variants of the Greek scrolls and the LXX manuscript tradition, we
are usually attempting to determine which reading is the OG and
which is G2-

The Greek scrolls as well as the Hebrew scrolls are fragmentary,
and the remains of the Hexapla are fragmentary, and so the problem
is compounded. Despite the fragmentary nature of the witnesses,
sufficient work has been done on both the Hebrew and the Greek
biblical scrolls from the Judaean Desert to make available a



reasonably clear picture of the state and development of the biblical
texts in antiquity. That picture is more than sufficiently clear to be of
significant service to Hexaplaric studies. Yet a stronger statement is
necessary: it is perilous to navigate the broad and varied seas that
constitute the Hexapla, its contents, and the forces that formed it
without knowing the map of the textual winds and currents that the
scrolls from the Judaean Desert have brought to light for us. With
the new evidence from the Dead Sea Scrolls and the newly refined
criteria developed during the past half century of scholarship for
both the Hebrew and the Greek forms of the biblical text, there can
be substantial, new advances in the study of the Hexapla.
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The Problem

The character of the Vetus Latina (= L) t and its various forms was
beyond critical control in the days of Jerome and Augustine,2 did
not yield to Sabatier’s gi gantic efforts,3 _link_ and still in our day
eludes a critical consensus among scholars.4 Even if its character is
determined for one book,5 it varies, like the Septuagint, from book
to book and may not be presumed to exhibit that same character in
another book.6 The books of Samuel specifically have not yet been
blessed with complete collations and trustworthy critical editions
such as those from the Vetus Latina Institut at Beuron and the
Septuaginta Unternehmen at Gottingen. The only person to attempt a
full-length study of the Old Latin within the books of Samuel was
Henry Voogd in a 1947 dissertation.? He noted that “the history of
the Old Latin manuscript fragments is quite obscure” and lamented
“the present uncertainty and obscurity” regarding the Old Latin prior
to his day, attributing it, with a large degree of accuracy, to the
confusion concerning the various forms of the Greek text upon
which L was dependent.8

1. The sigla used in this article are, with some exceptions, in
general conformity with those used in Biblia Hebraica



Stuttgartensia, the Brooke-McLean edition of the Septuagint, and
my edition of 4QSamc in BASOR 235 (1979) 1-25, but several sigla
and abbreviations require specific mention. See below and on pages
234, 237-38.

Ambr Ambrose’s citation of L, quoted from Sabatier (see note
13, below)

Voogd’s investigation covered only 1 Samuel, and, though
significant advances have been achieved with respect to the Greek
text of Samuel,9 it is not yet clear to the present writer how solid are
the “definite results” that Voogd achieved.‘0

Accordingly, in light of the lack of consensus concerning the Old
Latin and the lack of concentrated study on the Old Latin of Samuel,
t t it is necessary to state at the outset that the present study is
preliminary and partial. It is simply an attempt to contribute a
limited amount of new evidence and to draw appropriately limited
and tentative conclusions. It would require the labor of at least a
decade to achieve such a comprehensive control of all the aspects of



the problem that one could construct reliable groundbreaking
conclusions.

The first purpose of this study, then, is to provide for the section
2 Samuel 11-24 the readings in which extant fragments of Old Latin
manuscripts intersect with preserved variants on the fragments of the
first and third scrolls of Samuel from Qumran (4QSama and
4QSamc). That is, this study includes only the section12 2 Samuel
11-24, not 1 Samuel 1-2 Samuel 10. It includes only L manuscript
readings, not quotations cited by the Fathers.13 It includes only
4QSama and 4QSamc, not 4QSamb, since the latter survives only in
fragments of 1 Samuel. It includes only readings that are actually
preserved both in the L manuscripts and on the leather of the scrolls
- with but few exceptions: a few readings where L or 4QSam,
though partially or even fully reconstructed, are either virtually
certain or highly probable; these will always be explicitly noted so
that the reader may judge them accordingly.14 It includes, finally,
only readings where L intersects with a disagreement between
4QSama°c and either the Masoretic Hebrew (= M) or the main
Greek text traditions (Vaticanus = GB; Lucianic = GL).

The second purpose of this study is to examine (1) what new
light the scrolls shed on the nature of L; (2) whether, how, and how
frequently L provides a witness to the original or early Greek text,
especially where no extant G manuscripts still preserve the
reading;ls and (3) the textual affiliations of the various L
manuscripts.

The investigation will proceed by listing, in the next section of
the essay, the manuscripts extant for the Vetus Latina of 1-2 Samuel;
in the third section, the readings of 4QSama in contrast with MGL
plus an assessment of the significance of those readings; and then, in
the fourth section, the readings of 4QSam` in contrast with MGL
plus an assessment of their significance. The study will then end, in
the fifth section, with conclusions warranted by the study of these
texts.

Vetus Latina Manuscripts for 1-2 Samuel

The evidence of L for 1-2 Samuel comes from two sources,
manuscripts and patristic citations. Here we are dealing only with
the manuscript evidence, which for Samuel is quite circumscribed.
Apart from the collection of fragmentary readings compiled by
Sabatier (Ls), there are only Old Latin glosses in the margins for



Spanish Bibles (L91-96) and the fragmentary remains of a few Old
Latin manuscripts (Ells 117) For full descriptions, see Fischer’s list
in Vetus Latina 1: Verzeichnis der Sigel (1949) 17-18; Brooke-
McLean, The Old Testament in Greek, vol. 2, part 1, p. vii;
Kennedy, “Latin Versions, The Old,” HDB 3.50; and Wiirthwein,
The Text of the Old Testament, 88-90. Since these lists are all, with
the exception of Brooke-McLean, composite lists and there is no
separate list for Samuel that is complete and up-to-date, the
following list of Old Latin manuscript witnesses for Samuel is
provided:16

Contains: I Sam 1:14-2:15; 3:10-4:18; 6:3-17;
9:21-10:7; 10:16-11:13; 14:12-34;

2 Sam 4:10-5:25; 10:13-11:19; 13:13-14:3(4);
17:1218:9.



Quedlinburg, Archiv der Oberpfarre St. Servatii.

Fragmenta Quedlinburgensia et Magdeburgensia, fifth
century.

Published by Weissbrodt (1887), Degering & Boeckler
(1932).

Contains: (Lq): 1 Sam 9:1-8; 15:10-18; (Lm): 2 Sam
2:29-3:5.

17. Not copied in 690, as stated in E. Wurthwein, The Text of the
Old Testament (trans. E. F. Rhodes; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1979)
89.

18. Cf. Fischer, “Lukian-Lesarten in der Vetus Latina der vier
Konigsbticher,” Studia Anselmiana 27-28 (1951) 170, n. 1.

19. My understanding of Haupt (p. 5) differs from that of Fischer
(Verzeichnis der Sigel, p. 18, §117) and Wurthwein (Text of the Old
Testament, 90).

The manuscripts that intersect with the surviving fragments of
4QSama,c are: L93 (= Lv), L115 (= Lb), L117 (= Lh), and Ls. All
four are collated in BrookeMcLean. The readings from Ls cited in
the present study are quoted directly from Sabatier’s collection. The
readings of L93,117 are taken primarily from the microfilms of the



Vetus Latina Institut cards from Beuron. The readings from L115 are
taken from a photocopy of Fischer’s transcription (Lf); substantial
variants in Lb will be inserted for comparison with the published
edition of Lb, but orthographic variants in Lb will not be noted. In
the present study the sigla with letters (Lf,h,s,v) will be used, since
the author worked from others’ editions, not from the manuscripts
themselves, and since this is still the common practice. Eventually,
when Vetus Latina scholarship for the Old Testament reaches a
sufficient plateau, a standard set of sigla should be adopted in
conformity with the Beuron and Gottingen editions.

4QSama and the Old Latin for 2 Samuel 11-24

A rough edition of 4QSama illuminated over two hundred instances
of dis- agreement20 among the three text traditions, 4QSama, M,
and G. Old Latin manuscript fragments are extant for a sufficiently
large number of these disagreements to raise hopes that we could
gain a sharper focus on the character of the L texts by testing their
textual affiliation. Here, then, we will list the readings for 2 Samuel
11-24 in which L manuscripts intersect with those disagreements.

Readings

4QSama and Josephus alone in this striking agreement add the note
that Uriah was Joab’s armor bearer (see Ulrich, The Qumran Text of
Samuel and Josephus [hereafter QTSJ], 173; and contrast 2 Sam
23:39 with 23:37b). Lfl’ follow the preferable, unexpanded text.



The Hebrew text is probably to be preferred (cf. 13:1 lb, in contrast
to QTSJ, 145). G offers a (probably inner-Greek) lectio facilior,
followed by Lfl Lfl but Go V correct to M.

(1975) 24-39. See also now the clarifying critique of E. Tov, “The
Textual Affiliations of 4QSama,” JSOT 14 (1979) 37-53.

See QTSJ, 137.4QSama lacks 1flKnt 7 , and the word immediately
following flWU‘17fln is very probably ;!i1]fl1: one-third of the base
line of bet is visible; it cannot possibly be sin or any other letter
except a too-shallow kap.

It cannot be decided confidently whether,‘111aZ= is a plus in M
being tacitly understood in 4QSama, whether it was lost (by
haplography?) in the 4QSama tradition, or whether the entire
circumstantial clause is a secondary addition. The later laws in Lev
15:19-33 use different vocabulary. Methodologically, we shall
consider preferable the lectio brevior (4QSama).

Similarly, though we expect ZtUfl1, M13111 appears original,
because the refinement to =111 is natural while the reverse is not,



and because the verb can be seen as the beginning of verse 5 rather
than the conclusion of verse 4 (cf. Lfh V; 4QSama? GL?). Again, the
Peshitta is conflate; because its final form is closely dependent upon
M, certain preferable variants may be considered to reflect a non-M
substratum. whpkt twb = .Wfl1, whereas w’zlt = Kifll.

GL (XEXouJtvq, -gXOEv) appears to represent the Old Greek
(OG). For all three GB words (ayta(E(YOat, axaOapma, and
arroGTpE4EIV)21 are the standard and the Aquilan (despite the
marginal readings of jz) correspondents to M, while the early
witnesses, 4QSama (K1:3111) and L (iota, abluta, and esp. dimissa)
argue against simply late Lucianic revision. arrcpXEaOat =1~1,
normally, but = M13 in 1 Sam 25:5 and 2 Sam 3:24 (A; eta- B); it
never corresponds to WW in Samuel or Kings (though it does in
other books).

The strange reading dimissa excelso loco in one of Vercellone’s
variants results from a pair of errors, both dependent upon GL:
dimissa = X XppEVil,22 and ex/celso loco is an interpretation of El;
a4 / ESpou (seat, throne, lofty position) instead of c a#spou (sitting
apart, menstrual period). V is corrected back to MGR.

See Barthelemy, Les devanciers, 69-78; Kevin C. O’Connell, The
Theodotionic Revision of the Book of Exodus (HSM 3; Cambridge,
Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1972) 19-22, 281; Bodine, The
Greek Text of Judges, 15-16; and QTSJ, 87-88. For the apparent
affiliation of these synonymous variants,



See QTSJ, 187-88. 4QSama appears to agree with MGV. GL and the
G minuscules z, a2, 71, plus Lf A and Josephus, all include the
answer to the question, which is probably original, for this narrative
normally includes the responses to questions, commands, and
reports (11:3, 6, 10-11, 11-12). For the shorter M text, Cross
suggests a common haplography: 0*tU‘1 1nK‘1 < a1’?W~ 1nK11>
1n11‘7n1 - note that G1`JtZ7 2 already occurs three times in the last
six words of the question, and see Lh below and G’,’, each of which
betrays a similar haplography here. GL exhibits the Old Greek
correspondent for 0*tU`J, GB the recensional correspondent (cf.
Barthelemy, Les devanciers, 106; and Comm at col. I, line 2 [14:8]);
and it is interesting that witnesses to the recensional text (esp. a2,
which is usually the closest congener to GB in Samuel) preserve the
Kat curry (Ouptac rravrec) etc ctptlvqv. Lf most closely follows a2;
Lh is now haplographic but originally followed GL, a2:



All texts here (except G`) display a euphemistic insertion. Only C
agrees with 4QSama. L`’ most closely agrees with GL S, G V with
M. For this expansion,

See QTSJ, 100-101. 4QSama apparently expands with 7W3, M with
1`71. The early GL followed 4QSama, while auXi(srv and xotµ(xv
are the GR correspondents of It and 3:)W (see QTSJ, 100-101 and
58; Bodine, The Greek Text of Judges, 52-53). L° Ambr and J reflect
GL.



4QSama GL J attest Jonathan, M G V Jonadab (cf. Cross, HTR 57
[1964] 294; and QTSJ, 105-6). Lf is lacking at 13:3, but has
lonathab at 13:32 and Ionadab at 13:35, 36. GB* and its close
congener a2 have -Sap; at 13:32 GN has -6a[3 over an erasure that
originally could have read -Oav, though this is conjecture. Adam
Mez, however, in Die Bibel des Josephus (Basel, 1895), p. 44, lists
Iwva0aµ as his reading of GB; I have presumed that this is an error,
but it deserves firsthand checking. At any rate, Lf remains
ambiguous; one can only conjecture that L may originally have
contained Ionathan but was gradually corrected back toward the
dominant MG tradition.



4QSama preserves a noticeably longer but original text
(Wellhausen), lost in M through haplography (K`71 … 01, Cross).
Lfsv contain the reading in slightly variant forms. Lf follows GL
especially in the opening clause but also with defecit animo, which
reflects (as does riXOEro of J; Cf. QTSJ, 84-85) the mitigated
rlOupgarv of GL, whereas iratus of Lv reflects EOupwOrl of
GM[4QSama]. For this original reading, lost in M,

See QTSJ, 106, and Comm at 11.3 (14:22). Both the preposition and
the suffix in M are superior, T1 .37 being standard courtly usage. J,
as frequently, appears to reflect GL 4QSama. In a pair of inferior
variants, even followed by V,



See QTSJ, 85. 4QSama, followed by G Lfs J, preserves an original
fuller reading lost by parablepsis (Jln 1 1°‘2°) in M, thus not
appearing in TSV.

4QSama and M both err, 4QSama being attracted to that same form
earlier in the verse, M omitting the he of the suffix (10 <,‘I>’-; cf. 2
Sam 1:2, (11); 3:31; and the first half of this verse!). The suffix is
customarily used when ‘TIM is in construction with 3177 in Samuel.
GTS (and maybe V) are based on a real or presumed correct reading
in the M tradition. GL may be either polished classical Greek or late,
hexaplaric fidelity to M; cf. 2 Sam 1:11, where G adds the tacitly
understood Sirppr)l;av Ta tpaTla auTwv, but where GOL alone omit
these words found in G but not in M. V appears to follow Lb; this is
possible, though it could also reflect a correct variant in the M
tradition, or sense.



The BHS note listing ~1D a’ 1 7 1 for M’ W2 i ~:) is imprecise.
Rather, S Gu(cx) A E (reflecting 1ln1 ‘22 ?]) plus a2 (omitting 133)
suggest a doublet, incorporated fully into 4QSama, but smoothed in
M G. Lf follows GL, which in turn is dependent on M.

See QTSJ, 103. 4QSama has space for only one four-letter word.
C1’n is essential, while lnltr appears dubious, though Wellhausen
and Driver both pre- sume,MV, or some similar form, to be original.
xctpcvoc (except for its masculine gender) is an exact translation of
Vn1ro. GL construes this whole clause differently from GBAMN
The latter (= GR?) closely follow M. GL, mirrored by Lf, appears,
from the little Qumran evidence, to be based on 4QSama. Against
the presumed addition of 1n1ty in M,



4QSama probably expands here, followed by Gomn and L1’. V T S
follow the preferable short text of M. Though Josephus adds XwpaS,
it does not appear to reflect this plus, because XaXXaµa is absent;
but neither would his silence prove that his Vorlage lacked it. In this
expansion,

See QTSJ, 106-7. 4QSama preserves the original Hebrew, and
GLMN preserve the faithful Old Greek, though GL later includes the
expansion Dauctb. M has the lectio faciliorand ad sensum corruption
n11 >111 (signaled by the preceding fem.‘7W11). GBA V follow the
error in M. Lf follows the early, correct GL (without the later
Aauctb), though it has suffered a two-stage error: first,
ETREQUIETUSESTSPIRITUSREGIS (from OG = GL) suffered
haplography (ESTSPIRITUS > ESTIRITUS), and then IRITUS was
“corrected” to IRATUS. Lv is apparently a rendering ad sensum,
dependent upon GBA. J depends upon the correct reading in GL and
ultimately upon the 4QSama tradition.



Though Lh can make sense as it stands, very likely it simply errs,
omitting in os through parablepsis: in’ancillae. Nonetheless, as the
texts stand for this omission in Lh,

See QTSJ, 139, for the textual affiliations; and cf. 18:4. Ambrose
reflects an L reading (see note 13 above, and Sabatier, p. 540a, note
on 15:1) that could depend on M or on either form of the Greek, but
not on 4QSama.



See Comm at II.2ISIIP-III.3 (15:1-6) and QTSJ, 107.4QSama,.
followed by GL j, preserves the correct reading. Ambrose, whose
text continues with the imperfect form accedebat (cf. a21
immediately following), reflects 4QSama GL.

See Comm at 11.22 (15:2) and QTSJ, 107. Ambrose interestingly
reflects a variant interpretation best explained at the Hebrew stage:
accedebat = K\117 (“to approach, meet”). There are no extant Greek
variants recorded in Brooke-McLean that would serve as a medium
for L-Ambr. Several possible explanations emerge: (1) L was
translated directly from the Hebrew; (2) L was translated from a
Greek text (with *gvTa, *nrapcyivcTO, or something similar) that
has been superseded by the dominant G tradition; (3) some G
manuscript had a double rendering of K1p1 (i’aXet plus *gVTa/
*rr(XpcytvcTO), the latter excised in subsequent revision toward M
(cf. QTSJ, 142); or (4) Ambrose is narrating the sense of the story,
not citing an L manuscript. 7rapcyiVETO in j describes Absalom’s
approaching the palace, not the plaintiffs; but j does not explicitly
mention the latter, whereas he does occasionally use the words of his
Vorlage in a slightly changed context (see QTSJ, chaps. VII and
VIII).

Lexically, Ambrose appears dependent upon 4QSama (M), not
upon any Greek source (except possibly J’s source). For tense,
Ambrose agrees with 4QSama GLCX V. Combined, for this unique
reading,



See Comm at 11.23 (15:2) and readings a20, 21 above. Ambrose
reflects the expansion and the proper tense/aspect in 4QSama,c GL
V.

A tracing sketched over 4QSama favors the shorter n [3111, though ]
[31’]1 is possible. However, the other three preserved verb forms of
4QSama in 15:1-6 are converted perfects (a20, 21, 22) in contrast to
M. In this preferable reading where M errs slightly,

See QTSJ, 114. G is the Old Greek reflecting the original Hebrew
reading, My1 being an unnecessary expansion (cf. 18:2). Only the
Lucianic manuscripts add o Xaos, and it is echoed in Lf, which
further expands with the explanatory plus in pugnam. If Lf is the/a



Vetus Latina translation, then GL is a proto- Lucianic plus based on
the Hebrew (probably the 4QSama tradition). A less likely
possibility, without evidence, is that the late Lucianic text included a
hexaplaric plus based on M and that Lf was later brought into
conformity with a Lucianic manuscript. At any rate, for the
expansion populus,

See QTSJ, 107-8, and the preceding reading. The text history of this
verse is a nightmare, though a number of problems have yielded to
analysis. 4QSama preserves for the problematic section only ]? 12~
a [ ]°[ ]. The doubtful trace of a letter looks most like the bottom
central stroke of sin or qop; possibly there was a small letter
between it and the clear final mem. Thus, 10’W’, DWI,
10tU1’,1017’,107’,DIM’ are all possible, in approximately that
order of descending probability, palaeographically and semantically.
The text of M is essentially sound, except for 11131, which should
be 111M (cf. BHS note b). G follows M closely. GL agrees with G
for the second clause, but its first clause stands out startlingly from
all other traditions except 4QSama and Lf. That first clause does not
translate the intended meaning of 4QSama or M, but, not
understanding the Hebrew idiom, it does present an exact translation
of another possible interpretation of the 4QSama text. (I do not argue
this here, but, since the first and second clauses are identical in all
Hebrew and Greek traditions except GL, it is possible that the
second clause was lost by haplography from the early GL text, just
as it was from G manuscripts acgxa2 and from S E, then was
restored with the reading taken from the G text.) At any rate, Lf
obviously follows GL:



(Lf divides differently, interpreting qptou not as subject of
(xrroO’, but as object of a real or presumed Ovrlaxoumv:
“and if we die, they will not kill a half part of our [army]
along with us.”)

(GL follows the erroneous Hebrew with vuv, misreads 1 7 as
12= and thus inserts awatpEOfacTat [though this could have
happened at the Hebrew stage], and inserts l yr) (cv)
after/before el npwv [probably a dittographic mistake for
r)pwv]. Lf follows GL in the first two errors.)

In sum, though 4QSama is extant for only the second clause, and
though GL now agrees with M G for the second clause, the first
clause in GL reflects the 4QSama second clause (and presumably
the first), and Lf is derived from GL, displaying an error (occident)
which shows dependence on the Greek, not Hebrew, language. Thus,
though 4QSama is extant for only a small part of this reading, it
appears that for this series of variants and errors,

G (or its Vorlage) simply errs, attracted to Spupw (137’) later in the
verse. For this correct reading,



4QSama preserves the original reading, with the customary Hebrew
style for a circumstantial clause. M makes the subject more explicit,
with the unnecessary repetition of the name (four words earlier). GL
literally follows 4QSama as GR does M. Lf, as V indicates, is
ambiguous, though it is more likely that it reflects 4QSama GL.

See QTSJ, 86. The main reading under consideration is the frail,
simple (haplographic) omission of ON in M, but followed by T.

The immediate context, however, illuminates the nature of L.
Note (1) that for iuraverunt, LS’ = GL # 4QSama(vid) M G V; (2)
that GL adds ou, and L° echoes it, pleonastically for both; (3) that G
adds orgpspov (om GL), influencing both j and Lv; and (4) that GL
adds sic … Xaou, and L`” records it in fuller form (while Xaov in J
may depend on the plus or may depend on the context). In (1, 2, 4)
L`” depends on GL alone; the plus in (3) looks like a conflation from
G, but it is early (J) and may have been lost in GL. In all these,
except (3), L° depends on GL in disagreement with M and G. In all
four, L`” agrees with GL against V.



Preserving, with 4QSama the correct text, against the omission
in M,

Cf. NAB; BHS, note 33a. L° follows the early GL text, which
depends upon the original reading preserved in 4QSama and Ps. T S
G (= GR) follow the inferior variant in M, though V echoes L°.

See F. M. Cross, Canaanite Myth and Hebrew Epic, 234-37; QTSJ,
113-14; NAB. ~X 0771 was the original consonantal text. 4QSama
preserved this in correct plene form. The Old Greek interpreted its
Vorlage as having I7 R and ~;Z 0(‘)71. M confused the laryngeal. S
interpreted this error one way (nyr’ _ yoke =‘737), whereas GR
(after adding Kan= M) interpreted the error another way, adding
Errs. L`’ agrees exactly with the erroneous and correct elements of
GL, while V reverts to the contrasting correct and erroneous
elements of M. Though Lv is obviously dependent upon GL, for the
two preserved correct readings in 4QSama,



See F. M. Cross, Canaanite Myth and Hebrew Epic, 234-37; NAB;
QTSJ, 114. 4QSama preserves, with ?W?i 2° and presumably with
‘7W? 1°, the original reading. The G and GL renderings
rrapa(3oXgv curov and apl;ov must both derive directly from the
Hebrew: aorist imperatives for two senses of the verb ~tvn. One is
original, the other is apparently a revision based on the Hebrew.
ap~ov is the correct interpretation, whereas rrapa(3oXn is the
standard correspondent that the Old Greek, Aquila, and presumably
GR use for `?W?j, “proverb.” Ev avOpwrrots (not -rrw) is the
correct rendering of 0`fln. Correct also are btxatwS and apXs (now
present imperative); there is much manuscript variation on
xparatwGnrs, which must have begun as a singular imperative or
subjunctive variant of apXB based on the Hebrew (cf. Prov. 16:32;
17:2). That variation plus -wrrw rrwc (cf. (xvotc 6watws) suggests
inner-Greek confusion, resulting in the pious example of
tropological (cf. esp. GB) interpretation in G.

L’ reflects the G rendering of the first verb but then the GL
rendering of the remainder, including misunderstanding apXE(t) as
“begins” instead of “rules.” This error demonstrates dependence on
the Greek language specifically. L° thus either displays dependence
on a mixture of Greek texts (the more economical explanation) or
preserves a fossilized stage in the history of the text, which would
have developed thus: (1) The original Hebrew as preserved in
4QSama. (2) The Old Greek translation as preserved in GL. (3) An
interpretative revision based on the Hebrew: *7rapa(3oXgv ctrrov
Ev avOpwrrotc Stxatwq apXE…. It is at this stage that L° was



translated. (4) The Hebrewbased variant *KpaTatw6-. (5) The M
interpretation, influencing T S and eventually V. (6) An inner-Greek
confusion in the dominant text, resulting in the spiritual
interpretation in the present G text.

In summary, L” depends upon the Greek text(s) in specifically
the Greek language. Either it was directly translated from the GL
text but over aptov (which it probably misunderstood) chose the
interpretatively more attractive variant rrapa(3oar)v einov, or it was
directly translated from a Greek text at a medial stage of the textual
development. Whichever be the case, for the individual readings,

See NAB; Shenkel, HTR 62 (1969) 81; QTSJ, 86. 4QSama probably
preserves the original text (cf. the antithetical 1KY1 1‘7K1, which
follows immediately). Chr-M seems to present 711 as Hip’il inf.
abs., and Chr-G certainly understands it thus. Eyw ctµt = the GR
correspondent for ‘MM; Kaxono1Ety = VV7, and a&KCty = 11V.
Thus, GL represents the Old Greek here. M T S V omit “shepherd,”
but the Old Greek, all subsequent Greek traditions (except GB*,
which suffered post-GR haplography, cyw in 1°_2°, thus suggesting



that it did not have Troi iiiv), plus A C E and Josephus all have
7rotpgv.

Ambrose himself (see note in Sabatier) has several renderings,
including ego pastor male (malum) feci. Ambrose also quotes from
“Vict. Tun.” (presumably Victor, Bishop of Tunnunna), and this is
the reading that the text of Ls has: ego pastor peccavi, et ego male
feci: grex autem hic… . Three of Chrysostom’s six citations of this
passage also display that order: o 7rotµqv qpaprov xat Eyw (+ o
7rotpqv 2/6) Exaxorrotgac(. Since it is only in the Hebrew play on
words that the position of 1Y11 is significant, it is understandable
that L, or a Greek tradition before it, may have placed pastor earlier
(note similarly the changed order of grex/hic). At any rate, GL Ls
Chr J include this original reading from 4QSama, now lost from M
GR.

Significance of the 4QSama-L Readings

if (= L115): Palimpsestus Vindobonensis

Lf offers seventeen readings for comparison. It is extant for nineteen
readings in which 4QSama, M, or G disagree, but in two of those it
is ambiguous (a9, 27). 4QSama is reconstructed in seven readings,
Lf in two readings (marked with **).

[The symbol = denotes agreement with L; / denotes
disagreement; (=) denotes agreement though L probably depends
on another reading.]

Of the seventeen reasonably clear readings, Lf agrees with GL
sixteen times. The disagreement is in a13, where G preserves the



correct Old Greek reading, while GL makes a minor classical,
inadvertent, or hexaplaric omission, which L would automatically
supply (as does V against M). On the other hand, two of the
agreements (a4, 16) are complicated. In a4, Lf agrees with the
partially reconstructed reading of 4QSama, supported by S in the
non-M element of its doublet. One might conjecture that the Old
Greek had *si6fX6rv, which was subsequently revised to arm- for
conformity with M or sense. In a16, the correct, Old Greek reading
is MAAXA. This was transcribed correctly by Lf, slightly corrupted
by GBA, and substantially corrupted by GL. We may note here that
L° reflects the corrupt form in GL.

In sharp contrast to these sixteen agreements with GL, Lf agrees
with 4QSama in only ten of the seventeen readings, with M six
times, and with G eight times, in two of which (a10, 14) Lf is really
dependent upon GL.

✓  There are only three readings in which Lf agrees with a single
tradition against the other traditions (a4, 6, 13). The first and third
have just been discussed. In a6, Lf agrees with GL, z, a2, 71 and
Josephus (z and a2 showing signs that GR may have had the fuller
reading).

Statistically, it is evident that Lf is most closely affiliated with
the GL text. This, of course, is the general conclusion that most
studies for Samuel have formed. But we may go further. Lf actually
reflects the Old Greek in most readings where the Old Greek can be
determined. It reflects the Old Greek in preferable readings,
expansions, errors, and freedom from omissions.

Lf reflects the Old Greek in many preferable readings (al, 4?, 5?,
6, 10, 12, 13, 15, 16, 17, 26), all but three of which are preserved in
GL (a4, 13, 16 - discussed above). It shows that twice the Old Greek
has been lost, once through revision (a4) and once through
corruption (a16). It also shows that, though GL in this section is an
impressive witness to the Old Greek, in three instances GL displays
later development (a4, 13, 16). Lf itself has erred once in these
preferable readings (a17), but this is an inner-Latin corruption that
demonstrates original dependence on the correct Old Greek
preserved in GL.

Similarly in its four expansions, Lf reflects the Old Greek three
times (a3, 14, 16 - the first two of which are GL, the last, GB) and a
GL expansion once (a24). As is true for the Old Greek, Lf exhibits



no omissions; and indeed for all three omissions by M it retains,
with the Old Greek, the original text (a6, 10, 12).

In its four errors, Lf twice translates correctly, accurately
reflecting errors in the Old Greek (a2, 11 - the first in both G and
GL, the second specifically in GL). Once it is guilty of an inner-
Latin copyist’s error, where again the original Latin had correctly
translated the correct Old Greek (a17). In its complex fourth error
(a25), Lf first correctly translates an erroneous interpretation in GL
(non stabit…) then continues with an error (occident) at a point
where the GL text appears to be secondary; this last suspicion is
strengthened earlier in the verse (cf. a24), where Lf follows not the
Old Greek but the expanded GL text.

Concerning the language of its Vorlage, Lf appears dependent
specifically upon the Greek language in the two translations defecit
animo and occident (a10, 25; cf. also QTSJ, no. 55 on pp. 210, 218,
and no. 71 on pp. 233, 234). There are no hints that it was translated
directly from the Hebrew language.

Thus, Lf is most closely affiliated with the GL text, which is
predominantly the Old Greek but a slightly revised, slightly
corrupted, form of the Old Greek.

Lh (L117): Fragmenta Vindobonensia

Lh is extant for only six readings:

The first five readings show the same textual affiliation as Lf,
whereas the last is apparently an idiosyncratic omission, a simple
parablepsis. Of those five readings in common with Lf, there are
only two significant differences between the Latin texts (a2, 6).

L5: The Sabatier Collection

Ls, Sabatier’s collection of Vetus Latina readings from manuscripts
and patristic citations, still requires critical sorting, but its readings
are nonetheless presented here with that caveat. Sabatier provides
two manuscript readings and six readings from Ambrose, the last of
which is from “Vict. Tun.“23 as well as from Ambrose:



The two manuscript readings (a 10, 12) record L translations of the
common G text, which is based upon the 4QSama tradition in
contrast to long haplographies in M. The first reading is also
documented by LE’, the second by L1 haplographies These readings
vary significantly from each other, but there is as yet insufficient
material to determine whether they are separate translations or are
recensionally related.

The six Ambrose (and Vict. Tun.) readings require little caution
for our purposes. They probably reflect L in general. L’ is extant for
only one of them (a8), but it is in agreement with it: an expansion in
the Old Greek or proto- Lucianic text, based on 4QSama. In another
(a19), its two nouns interpret the two nouns in the common Greek
and M. In three other readings from the same verse (a20-22), Ambr
reflects the correct reading with 4QSama GL j against MG, with two
exceptions: first, accedebat (a2 1) indicates a variant interpretation
specifically of the Hebrew; this could have taken place at the Greek
translational or revisional stage, rather than at the Old Latin stage,
but no evidence is forthcoming to support that possibility. Secondly,
respondebat (a22) need not represent arrexpivaro exactly (om
EXeycv), but it probably does (note V). Finally, we can be confident
that pastor (a36) reflects L as dependent upon the Old Greek and
ultimately upon 4QSama. Josephus supports the Ambrose readings
in three out of the six instances (a8, 20, 36), vaguely paraphrasing
the other three (a19, 21, 22), but never showing signs of
disagreement. This support is confirmed by his agreement with the
two manuscript readings as well.

Two points should be stressed. First, the two manuscript readings
agree with 4QSama GL G against M, while the six Ambr readings
agree with 4QSama GL four (and probably five) times, while
agreeing with M only once (or possibly twice) and with G only
twice (both because OG, in common with GL). Secondly, Ambrose



once (a2 1) seems to be dependent directly upon the Hebrew.
Especially since this is the unique clear instance of such dependence
(to which a possible instance in a5 may be added) among the thirty-
six readings reviewed, it is important to recall the analogous startling
fact that Josephus preserves five unique readings in his narrative of
1-2 Samuel undocumented in biblical manuscripts - until the
discovery of 4QSama. The point at issue here is that one might
immediately conclude that Josephus is dependent upon a Hebrew
manuscript in the 4QSama tradition. But analysis of those five
readings (QTSJ, 165-73, 190) demonstrates that for three of them
Josephus betrays dependence on a Vorlage specifically in the Greek
language as his medium. Nor is there any evidence to doubt that the
same is true for the other two readings; we simply do not have
sufficiently differentiated readings to determine the language for
them.

Thus, the proper way to describe the Ambrose agreement is that
Ambrose reflects an interpretation based directly on the Hebrew. We
simply lack evidence to determine whether that interpretation was
made at the Latin stage (the Vetus Latina translation or even
Ambrose) or at the Greek stage, upon which L Ambr are dependent
but which is no longer extant. The Josephus analogy and the
dominant scholarly conclusions thus far would suggest the latter.

L’ (= L93): The Vercellone Glosses

Burkitt (The Old Latin and the Itala, 9-10) doubts the reliability of
the L(91),93 readings published by Vercellone: “it is by no means
certain that this interesting document does not represent readings
extracted and translated from some Greek codex, so that it may have
no connection with the Old Latin properly so called.” Voogd (pp.
110-11) notes, however, that Vercellone was convinced of “the Old
Latin character of these marginal readings,” and adds his own
judgment “that the marginal notes possess genuineness as Old Latin
evidence.” They are included in this study as plausible evidence,
until the writer can verify them more precisely.

Lv offers fifteen readings for comparison:



Again L° predominantly agrees with GL: twelve (+1) out of fifteen
times, whereas it agrees with G only five (+2) times, with 4QSama
nine (+2) times, and with M only three (+2) times. Lv preserves
eight preferable readings (a10, 23, 28-31, 33, 34), three expansions
(a7, 8, 16), no omissions, and six errors (a3bis 16, 17, 32, 35) - all of
which, with the exception of the errors a17 and 32, simply reflect the
preferable readings, expansions, lack of omissions, and errors in GL.
In a17 it presents a unique, independent reading, but that is probably
due to the fact that it does not have the preferable GL text but the
erroneous GB text. The other non-GL error (a32) will be discussed
immediately below.

Of the unique agreements, three or probably four are with GL
(a3, 16, 35, and probably a7); only one is not with GL: the error in
a32 is patently dependent upon the erroneous interpretation by GB
of the 4QSama reading. It is difficult to determine whether GB is the
Old Greek or rather a more spiritually enticing interpretation based
at an early point upon the Hebrew.

At times it is difficult to isolate the Old Greek with confidence,
but L° probably reflects the Old Greek in nine or ten instances (a3,
10?, 23, 28-31, 33-35), though twice it errs while reflecting the
correct Old Greek (a3, 35). Once it reflects a later, corrupt form of G
(a16) and once a corrupt form (a 17), which is possibly a later
development in the Greek text; but this displays a pattern similar to
that of a32, and more evidence is needed before deciding whether in
a17, 32 the GL readings are corrections of the Old Greek (GB) or
whether the GB readings are corruptions of the Old Greek (GL).

There are no hints that L’ derives directly from a Hebrew source;
the manuscript does show, however, dependence on a Vorlage
specifically in the Greek language in five instances (a3bis 16, 23
[suafaciebatfor iStorrotciro], 35 [ incipit] ).



4QSamc and the Old Latin for 2 Samuel 14-15

The L manuscripts extant for the portions of Samuel preserved in the
third Samuel scroll from Qumran are: Lh (2 Sam 14:17-30), LS
(14:26, 27, 30; 15:1-5), and L`’ (fragments from 14:7-30 and 15:4,
6, 12). Since the edition of 4QSamc is published in BASOR 235
(1979) 1-25, the L readings for 4QSamc can be more briefly listed
here, and the reader may consult the edition with its photographs,
transcriptions, commentary, and analysis of textual affiliations
(hereafter Edn, Photo, Trscr, Comm, Affil), as appropriate.

Readings

cl. 2 Sam 14:7 (col. I, line 1)

See Comm. This passive verb plus nominative construction
undoubtedly reflects the passive verb plus nominative
construction of GL: ua1 a(3roO acTai o amv0tlp.

c2. 2 Sam 14:11 (1.6)

c3. 2 Sam 14:18 (I.16-17 // 4QSama

See Comm. This could simply be a synonymous variant among
the frequent formulaic options. Or it could be conjectured,
partially on the basis of the GL variant Tq yuvatxt (7Tpoc Trw
yuvatxa GB), that the Old Greek originally read *1 a1
arrrxptOq o uiw nxruc Tr) yuvana xau rurcv, and that the last
two pairs of words were revisionally transposed to conform
with M GR.



c4. 2 Sam 14:19 (1.20; cf. a18 above)

c5. 2 Sam 14:20 (1.22)

c6. 2 Sam 14:21 (1.23)

c7, 8. 2 Sam 14:22 (11.2)

After following the change to first person in GL, Lh omitted the
now superfluous subject.

c9. 2 Sam 14:22’n (11.3)

`bdk is the correct court usage (see Comm). M errs here through
synesis, though earlier in the verse (cf. c8) it reads correctly. G,
possibly through recension, agrees with M, as do TMSS S. Gd
may preserve the Old Greek reading. Lh, though slightly
paraphrastic, depends upon 4QSamc (OG?). V is possibly the
result of Jerome’s consciously critical selection of L over M G.

c10. 2 Sam 14:23 (11.3)

cll. 2 Sam 14:25 (11.5)

4QSam` preserves the original reading, the M variant being due
to earlier palaeographic confusion (see Photo) and subsequent
smoothing. The Old Greek may no longer be extant, but see Gd.



Porro = gm exactly, and the order and syntax of L appear closer
to 4QSamc than to M, but the correspondence is not exact.

c12. 2 Sam 14:26 (11.8)

c13. 2 Sam 14:27 (11.9)

c14. 2 Sam 14:27 (11.9)

c15. 2 Sam 14:27fin (11.9)

c16. 2 Sam 14:29init (II.10)

This is possibly the original short text in Lh. But it is also
possibly a stylistic omission, since Abessalon occurs as subject
in 14:28, which Lh syntactically connects as a subordinate clause
to 14:29:

c17. 2 Sam 14:29 (11.11)

c18. 2 Sam 14:30 (11.12)

Because of the different placement of Abessalom in the G
traditions, the expansion was probably not in the Old Greek;
Lh follows GL.



c19. 2 Sam 14:30 (11.12)

Though the word order shifts in the Greek witnesses, in agro
shows dependence upon the Greek, and nos specifically upon
GL.

c20. 2 Sam 14:30 (11.13)

Lh: Et illi obaudienter praeceptis domini sui congregauerunt
segetem Joab posita in confinio agri illorum.

Lh is strongly interpretative and grammatically problematic
here: where “the servants burned the field” in 4QSamc M G, in
Lh “they, obediently to their master’s commands, gathered
Joab’s crop placed (?) on the border of their (?) field” (posita
agrees with no antecedent, and illorum should not refer to
Absalom’s servants [sui!]). Josephus (Ant. 7.191) also
mollifies the action, saying that they burned the field next to
Joab’s. Finally, rabbinic tradition, similarly troubled by the
action, says that “Absalom’s sons died before him as a
punishment for having set fire to Joab’s field.“24

This reading provides no positive evidence for textual
affiliation, but it is instructive for understanding the character
of the L translation.

c21. 2 Sam 14:30fn (11.14-15)

c22, 23. 2 Sam 15:1 (II.21sup)

c24. 2 Sam 15:2 (11.23)



c25. 2 Sam 15:12 (111.12)

Significance of the 4QSamc-L Readings

For the 4QSama readings, the primary textual affiliation of Lh
was with GL: four (and a possible fifth) agreements out of six with
GL, where the sixth was a simple omission unique to Lh.

For the 4QSam` readings, Lh disagrees with all four traditions in
three readings: a simple parableptic omission (c4), a stylistic
omission (c16), and a distinctive, independent interpretation where
Josephus and rabbinic tradition also mollify the report (c20).

Of the remaining fifteen readings that provide comparisons, Lh
agrees with GL nine times (technically, c8 is a disagreement; but the
Lh omission is possible [indeed advisable] only because Lh followed
GL alone in the previous word [C]). GL preserves the Old Greek in
five of these nine readings (c8, 10, 12, 15, 21), GL shows a
secondary reading three times (c6, 7, 18), and once there is a
problem with identifying the Old Greek (c19).

Lh agrees with the majority G tradition in five readings, plus two
other technical agreements where it really depends on GL (c18, 19).
Of these, G pre serves the Old Greek four times (c10, 13, 15, 21)
and shows one secondary reading (c5).

Lh displays six unique agreements with GL (c6, 7, 8, 12, 18, 19
[nos] ), none with G, three with 4QSam` (c3, 9, 11), and one with M
(c17). The unique agreement with M is simply the preferable



reading, which rejects the expansion ‘lyw 2°, where the Greek
manuscripts e2 (Lucianic) and d agree with M Lh Ved. Of the three
unique agreements with 4QSamc, one is simply a synonymous
variant (c3), and the remaining two again display the preferable text
(c9, 11). Uncannily, the peculiar and abbreviating manuscript Gd
agrees with 4QSamc Lh for c9, and for c11, though it shows severe
confusion with entire lines displaced, it displays the reconstructed
4QSamc text (see Comm at 11.5 [14:251). Gd deserves special
study, for one of the ancestors of this manuscript provides the Greek
readings that bridge the Latin with the Hebrew in three of the four
instances where Lh shows agreement with 4QSamc or M in contrast
with the GL and dominant G traditions.

The only hint at dependence upon a Vorlage in specifically the
Hebrew language or specifically the Greek language is in c19, where
pars … in agro patently reflects the Greek rl irpiS … ev aypw, not
the simple hlgt of M.

Thus, as was the situation for the 4QSama readings, so also here,
Lh predominantly follows GL. Lh follows the Old Greek, as often
found in GL but occasionally in G as opposed to GL (c13), and it
possibly follows the Old Greek (cf. Gd) where both G and GL have
together conformed to M (c3, 9, 11) or to the 4QSam` tradition
(c17). But it displays a slightly developed Greek text, again usually
following GL, but once showing a minor expansion found in G but
not GL (c5).

L5: Sabatier Collection

With the exception of the reading divided as c22, 23, we may
confidently treat this list of readings as genuinely being or reflecting
the Old Latin. The readings in c15, 21 are from manuscripts, the
citation by S. Paulin (c12) agrees with both Lh and L°, and the
Ambrose reading in c24 is attested in 4QSamC, 4QSama(vid), GL
(= OG?), and V.



LS follows GL in all readings except c22, which refers
specifically to word order (a minor transposition), while it does
agree with GL in content and tense/aspect (c23). One of these
readings is a unique agreement with GL (c12), and all are Old Greek
(with the possible exception of c22, 23). In contrast, LS agrees with
G only three times (all OG in common with GL: c15, 21, 23), with
4QSamc three times (c21, 24, plus the unique agreement on word
order in c22), and with M only once, where it also agrees with GL,
G, and V (c23).

In these readings collected by Sabatier, L clearly depends on the
Old Greek as preserved in GL.

L’ (= L93): The Vercellone Glosses

Lv agrees with GL in all eight readings, uniquely so in three (c2, 12,
13). It agrees with G only twice, both Old Greek in common with
GL (c15, 21). It agrees with 4QSam` four times (cl, 14, 21, 25), and
with M never.

L° follows GL as it preserves the Old Greek in five of the
readings (cl, 12, 15, 21, 25) and shows secondary developments in
three: a smoothing of the narrative for sense (c2), an error in a
proper name (c13), and a minor addition of a conjunction (c14).

No clues are given which would betray the specific language of
its Vorlage.

For the 4QSama readings, Lv had predominantly reflected the
GL text, which was mainly the Old Greek but in a developed form.
Though it sporadically displayed dependence upon an error in the
GB text tradition, it mainly followed the preferable readings,
expansions, lack of omissions, and errors in GL. For these 4QSamc
readings, it displays with striking clarity its dependence on the GL
text, which is a slightly developed form of the Old Greek translation.

Conclusion

This has been primarily a study presenting and analyzing new data.
For a number of reasons, large-scale hypotheses or conclusions



would be premature. First, the general field of Old Latin studies for
the Old Testament is not well developed. Again, this particular study
has had to be confined to fragments of the Qumran and Latin texts
covering only one-quarter of the text of Samuel. Furthermore, it is
obviously important to study the Latin manuscripts as documents
with their own character and integrity. Fischer’s corrected edition of
L115 for example, transforms the impression of its character gained
from Belsheim’s edition.

Significant results, nonetheless, have emerged from the analysis
of the witnesses to the Old Latin of Samuel in the new light dawning
from the Qumran scrolls.

L proves to be a reasonably faithful and controllable witness to
the Old Greek, which in turn is not infrequently a witness superior to
the Masoretic text for the ancient text of Samuel. L, however, is not
Old Greek in its “pure form,” but is reflective of numerous early
developments in the Greek text, including conscious revisions,
expansions, alternate interpretations, and errors; and it has its share
of similar developments beyond its parent text.

The scrolls help us to understand errors in the Latin text (e.g.,
a17); the Old Latin helps us reconstruct the fragmentary scrolls (e.g.,
a4, Edn, pp. 2122), and the Old Latin occasionally preserves the Old
Greek when the latter is no longer extant in surviving Greek
manuscripts (e.g., a4?, 16).

The frequency of the pattern L = 4QSama,` GL # M G and the
infrequency of the pattern L = M G # 4QSama,c GL again confirm
the general hypothesis according to which this study has been
structured and conducted, namely, the theory of the textual history of
Samuel conceived by Barthelemy, developed by Cross, and tested in
QTSJ and elsewhere: the Old Greek and some of its early
developments, including conscious revisions, are based
predominantly on the text tradition shared by 4QSama,c as opposed
to the Masoretic text, whereas the majority Greek text for 2 Samuel
11-24 displays a text that in its basic stratum was the same but that
underwent subsequent recension toward conformity with the
ascendant Masoretic text.

But the fundamental importance of the Old Latin, once again
demonstrated by this study, is that it often takes us back with
controllable reliability to the text of Samuel as it was when the
Greek was first translated from the Hebrew, ca. 200 B.C.E. And in a



book for which the Masoretic text so often errs, a valuable resource
is thus available in the witness of the Old Latin.
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The purpose of this study is to explore in short compass some of the
characteristics of the Old Latin (OL) translation of the Septuagint
(LXX). More specifically, what features of the Septuagintal text can
the Latin language accurately and distinctly reflect, and which
features can it not? Further, insofar as practice diverges from theory,
to what extent do individual OL translators accurately and distinctly
reflect their Greek parent text? The framing of these questions
displays thorough agreement with two theses posed by John
Wevers:l that for use of any version for textual criticism one must
have in mind as clearly as possible, first and theoretically, a
comparative knowledge of the contrasting features of the two
languages, and secondly and concretely, the peculiar characteristics
of the particular translation or manuscript being used. Within the
confines of this paper, only a few aspects of the topic will be able to
be discussed.

Preliminary Observations

A number of observations and clarifications must be made
immediately. First, theories and conclusions must rest upon data,
and our data for the study of the OL version are very fragmentary.
Neither do we have available an abundance of OL manuscripts
covering complete books of the Bible,2 nor do we have tools (such
as critical editions or concordances)’ comparable to those for the
Hebrew and Greek Bibles, nor has there been a sustained, vigorous
history of OL scholarship.4

Secondly, just as the Septuagint is not a unified translation
consistent through all books, so too the character of the OL, as far as



we can judge, varies from book to book. As for the Septuagint, so
for the OL, we must analyze the manuscripts available to discover
whether the surviving text form is likely to reflect the original
translation or a later - developed or corrupted - form. We must ask
how a particular manuscript relates to other manuscripts of the same
biblical book, and how it relates to its own text form in other
biblical books (if the manuscript extends to other books).

Thirdly, the previous question presumes that we know whether
there was a single original OL translation of “the LXX” or whether
there were multiple separate translations of an individual book, of
some books, or of all the books of the Bible, that is, whether all our
manuscripts and all the quotations by early Latin writers are
stemmatically related. For the book of Genesis and probably for the
books of Samuel and Kings, Bonifatius Fischer thinks that the
evidence indicates that there was a single original OL translation
that underwent the development (corruption, revision, expansion,
omission) attested in our extant witnesses.’ But we are unsure
whether this would hold true for other types of books such as Isaiah,
Psalms, and Job. Linked with this is the whole question of the
provenience of the OL - North Africa, or Italy, or both, or more?

Fourthly, the second and third questions require as a basis a
critically sorted Greek text, and a critically sorted Latin text. We
should not presume that in “the OL text” (i.e., in OL manuscripts or
quotations) we have an original Latin translation of the “pure,
original Old Greek text.” An earlier study in which I probed the OL
manuscripts extant for 2 Samuel 11-24 showed that the OL does not
reflect the “OG [Old Greek] in its `pure form, but is reflective of
numerous early developments in the Greek text, including conscious
revisions, expansions, alternate interpretations, and errors… .” That
study also demonstrated that the OL “has its share of similar
developments beyond its parent text.“6 That is, our OL witnesses
already contain errors, revisions, expansions, and other features that
are developments within the period of the textual transmission of the
OL, subsequent to the translation process. Such further
developments have no usefulness for the textual criticism of the
OG.7

Fifthly, we must remember, both throughout this paper and
throughout our study of the OL8 version, that we are contrasting
Vulgar Latin with Koine Greek. In classical scholarship there have
been comparative studies of Attic Greek and Classical Latin;9 and



in biblical scholarship we are accustomed to comparative studies of
Hebrew and Koine Greek; but comparative studies of Koine Greek
with Vulgar Latin are rare.10 We need not dwell on the wellknown
chronological and geographical variations in the Hebrew and the
Greek languages, but it may be helpful to consider briefly the many
types of variation in the Latin of the OL translation.

Latin, as a living language, both possessed a substantial self-
identity and was constantly subject to change. Geographically, as
the Romans spread their empire radiating throughout the four points
of the compass, they spread their language as well, so that, except
for Greece and the Near East, the entire empire was Latinized by the
fourth century C.E. Latin was sometimes substituted for or
sometimes blended with the different native idioms, with varying
degrees of purity or fusion in vocabulary, syntax, and pronunciation.
As is common with languages, there were differences between the
literary Latin of the upper classes and the common parlance of the
lower classes; and the Latin spoken in the major metropolitan areas
was different from that spoken in isolated rural areas. Finally, we are
all aware of the large-scale, gradual development of the Latin
language as a whole from the ancient classical language to the
family of Romance languages, each displaying somewhat different
blends of the original with the regional. Thus, one must take into
account the many possibilities for types of variation in “the OL”: it
will vary in its types and degree of divergence from literary Latin
depending not only upon the degree of mastery of literary Latin by
the individual translator, but also upon the degree of mastery by
subsequent copyists and upon the contingencies of whether the
particular translation or manuscript derives from the second or the
fourth century, from North Africa or Italy, and so forth.

This rather lengthy list of preliminary observations is necessary
because we do not have a widespread and widely known tradition of
OL scholarship. It is therefore important for textual criticism, before
dealing with individual variants, to determine insofar as possible the
nature or character of a particular manuscript and to determine
whether the text displayed in that individual manuscript is a text
which directly reflects the parent Greek text.

Relationship to the Vorlage

Since the ultimate purpose of OT textual criticism is to establish
insofar as possible “the original Hebrew text,” 11 we must discuss



one further point before proceeding to our main topic, a point which
concerns the Hebrew text, though it has ramifications for the Greek
and Latin translations.

The biblical texts discovered in the Judaean Desert from 1947 to
1956 have illuminated a feature of the transmission of the Hebrew
text of the Bible previously undocumented: the Hebrew text enjoyed
a certain controlled fluidity prior to the Rabbinic stabilization that
eventuated in our Masoretic textus receptus (MT).12 Thus, though
the Hebrew Bible at the turn of the eras was substantially identical
with the Hebrew Bible we possess in modern editions, it also
contained considerable variation in its text forms, more in some
books, less in others. Thus, we may not presume that our present
MT contains the exact text from which the LXX was translated, nor
that our codices or printed editions contain that original Greek
translation. The OG translation of a given verse or book is, with
virtual certainty in some instances, to be seen as a reflection, not of
our present MT, but of a variant Hebrew text tradition, sometimes
documentable, sometimes not.13 The point relevant for our study of
the OL would be that, since generally the OL is a translation of a
developed form of the OG, and since the OG is a translation of a
Hebrew text that may or may not be identical with our MT, we must
try to establish what the Hebrew reading was that our Greek
witnesses were attempting to translate, and we must try to establish
what the Greek reading was that our OL witnesses were attempting
to translate. The Hebrew reading in question may be that of the MT
or it may be extant in another ancient Hebrew text such as one of the
Qumran texts, or it may be no longer extant or have never existed
except in the erring mind of the Greek translator. The Greek reading
in question maybe that of our major codices, or in the text of our
critical editions, or in the critical apparatus, or no longer extant, or
only in the erring mind of the OL translator. The Latin reading in
question may be the original OL reading, or a secondary corruption,
interpretation, revision, and so forth.14

I think that this point is both sufficiently important and
insufficiently widely accepted and incorporated that a couple of
examples should be presented. (I should explicitly state at the outset
that of course many variants do not signal a deviant Vorlage. We
must balance the Vorlage issue with many other considerations. My
point here is that sometimes what appear to be variants really are not
so - they can be seen as faithful translations of a variant Vorlage -



and that methodologically we should first consider as one factor the
possibility of their accurately reflecting a variant Vorlage).

1. We may begin with an example in which an ancient, non-
Masoretic, Hebrew text of Samuel (4QSama) documents what we
may consider with virtual certainty the Vorlage of the Septuagint (1
Sam. 1:23):11

The Latin text is a close, faithful translation of the Greek text, which
is a close, faithful translation of its Hebrew Vorlage reflected by
4QSama. Before the availability of the Hebrew manuscript evidence
of the Qumran reading, most would have considered the Greek an
incorrect translation of “the Hebrew,” that is, of the Masoretic Text,
though it would still have been clear that the Latin was translated
from the Greek, not from the Hebrew. Now we are in a position to
recognize that in this instance the Greek is a correct, faithful
translation of its Hebrew Vorlage, which was simply not the
Masoretic Text.

2. We may follow this example, in which the Hebrew Vorlage of
the Septuagint is extant in a Hebrew manuscript at variance with the
MT, with an example in which no Hebrew manuscript evidence is
extant that documents ex actly the Vorlage of the Septuagint but
where the Septuagint points toward the no-longer-extant Hebrew
Vorlage, which again differs from the MT (1 Sam. 1:24):17

The Hebrew reading that best explains the various readings is 111K
X31111*. The Septuagint translator interpreted that Hebrew reading
in one correct way. About a century later, the scribe of 4QSama (or
sometime during that century an earlier scribe in that tradition)
interpreted the Hebrew reading in another correct way by inserting
the mater lectionis. The MT tradition preserved both possible
interpretations, making each unambiguously clear, if conflated.
Again, the Latin faithfully translates its Greek Vorlage. Thus, we do



not have attested the precise Hebrew Vorlage of the Greek, but
4QSama clearly hints at it, and the Greek is most probably a faithful
translation of that Vorlage.

There are many further examples, involving increasing
complexity, that show the need for investigating the readings in the
Greek Vorlage from which the OL was translated and especially the
readings in the Hebrew Vorlage from which the Greek was
translated, but space does not permit their inclusion here.‘8

A Comparison of Greek and Latin Grammar

Since we are interested not so much in describing the Latin
language in itself or the Greek language in itself, but rather in
describing their interrelationship especially with regard to the one
practical question of biblical translation, we must necessarily
confine our discussion to those features which figure most
prominently in the translational contrast. Fortunately, since both
Greek and Latin are closely related languages within the same Indo-
European family, the ancient translation process was much simpler
and our present task is much simpler than comparison of Greek with
languages in other families, such as Greek with Hebrew or Syriac or
Coptic. Latin is even considered by some as more closely related to
Greek than Armenian is to Greek, insofar as Greek and Latin are
both in the so-called “centum” division of the Indo-European
languages, whereas Armenian is in the “satem” division.19

Grammar is traditionally divided into phonology, morphology,
syntax, and lexicology or vocabulary. But it seems necessary to add
one category beyond the strictly grammatical, namely what we may
simply call style or translation technique. Style is difficult to define
and can mean many things; but here we are referring to the
individual, personal, particular way in which the translator
characteristically chose among and utilized the range of the
grammatical possibilities. We can use “style” to refer to what John
Wevers has described: `just how and from what points of view this
translation was done by a particular translation.“20

Phonology deals with the sound system of the language,
especially the functionally meaningful differences in sound. Here
we shall not deal with phonology, because this aspect bears on our
topic less than other aspects of grammar. We should simply mention
certain features such as the b/v ambiguity (amabit [future]/amavit
[perfect]) which has been noted by Professor Wevers,21 and the



transliteration of personal names, place names, and specific
technical terms. More important than saying anything in particular
about the use of phonological witness for textual variants is to say
that, for witness to personal or place names, and so forth, it is very
important to study how a translator or manuscript characteristically
treats names and sounds.22

Morphology deals with the inflectional system of the language,
especially the functionally meaningful differences in the forms of
words. It is morphology that we shall principally discuss here, both
because this is the most commonly developed aspect in most
grammars and, more to the point, because, since the OL appears in
general for many of the biblical books to be a fairly literal
translation of the LXX, the morphological aspect seems to be the
most fruitful area to explore for understanding the interrelationship
between the OL and the LXX.

Syntax deals with the interrelationships between words,
determining larger units of meaning in the language. Syntax we
shall study on an ad hoc basis. It is a complex area, made more
complex by what we have just referred to as “style.” Insofar as we
are forced to examine individual manuscripts of the OL and
interrelate them with the LXX, the aspect of syntax can most
economically be treated according to individually occurring
significant examples, to illustrate the consistent character of the
manuscripts and possible departures from that consistent character.
Here, however, it may be noted that Latin is capable of the same
barbarisms as Greek for literal translations of Hebraisms (2 Sam.
18:3)23:

Both the protasis and the apodosis in the Greek contain Hebraisms,
and both, of course, make the Hellenophile wince; but the protasis is
readily intelligible, and the apodosis (if one knows Hebrew, as the
Greek translator did but the Latin translator probably did not) can be
understood. The Latin translator followed the Greek protasis
accurately, for the expression is intelligible (though we never find it
in the rhetoric of Demosthenes or Isocrates!). The apodosis,
however, overstrained this particular translator, though not the Latin
language; he could have mechanically reproduced non imponent



super nos cor, but he was one step too far removed from the Hebrew
idiom and presumably felt the need to make the clause make sense.
Thus, again, we point to the distinction between what the Latin
language is able to reflect theoretically and what in practice the
individual translator did reflect. But even more importantly we
reiterate the principle that, before we can formulate a conclusion
with confidence, the characteristics of the translation technique of
the individual translator and manuscript must be studied as
thoroughly as possible.

Lexicology deals with the semantic meanings of individual
words, especially in their historical and contemporary use within
context in literature or speech. Lexicology will be treated, just as
syntax, only ambulando. Latin shares with Greek a large number of
related lexical roots, and the two languages further share to a large
extent their patterns of word formation. Consider, at the level of
word formation, the following suffixes for noun formations:

24. See Buck, Comparative Grammar, 346-47.

In addition, the genders for the nouns formed by those suffixes are
identical in the two languages. Practically, however, at the level of
individual words, the genders of many words have no
interrelationship, for example, orxoc (masc.), domus (fem.). Here it
will be helpful to recall that some words were used differently in
Vulgar Latin than in Classical Latin.25

The Verbal System

The verbal systems of the two languages are largely congruent,
since they derive from the ancestral Indo-European language, but
each also has its distinctive developments. Greek verbs are inflected
for voice, mood, aspect/tense, number and person, and the same is
true for Latin.

The ancestral language had two voices, an active and a medio-
passive, represented in the Greek middle and the Latin deponent;
there was no distinct passive voice.26 Formally, however, Greek and
Latin both developed passive systems. The Greek passive forms are



identical with the middle forms except in the future and aorist, and
thus they are a possible source of ambiguity for a Latin translator.
The Latin deponent-passive

represents a type which is unknown in Greek, Sanskrit, and most
of the IE languages…. It is in origin a medio-passive of a
different formal type from that [of Greek], though partly
dependent upon the latter…. It is characterized by an r-element,
which was combined partly with active, partly with middle
forms.27

Thus, the voice possibilities are generally congruent for Greek and
Latin, formally in their origin, and functionally in their
development. The particular correspondence must be checked in
each instance, but we often find fortunate congruencies such as the
following in 1 Sam 1:19:

Greek is inflected for four moods, the indicative, the subjunctive,
the optative, and the imperative. Latin is inflected for only three, the
indicative, the subjunctive, and the imperative; the subjunctive and
the optative were merged into the former. In the Greek of the
Septuagint and the New Testament, however, the optative is rare,
and so the inflection for mood in the two languages is for practical
purposes congruent. Though morphologically the Latin language is
able to reflect the Greek moods, it is necessary to check whether in
practice a particular translator has done so (in the books of Samuel
the translator appears to have followed the Greek moods generally,
though there are both intentional and mistaken departures). In 1 Sam
1:23 we find the Latin subjunctive reflecting the Greek subjunctive:

but in the previous verse the same Latin text has the subjunctive
reflecting the Greek infinitive:

Concerning aspect and tense, Professor Buck maintains that the
tenses of the ancestral Indo-European



served to denote differences in the “aspect” of the action, and to
some extent also differences of time. It is the aspect of the action
that was indicated by the different tense stems, while certain
tenses of these tense stems denoted past time.28

The present stem denoted action going on or a state - the present
tense for such action in present time, the imperfect tense for such
action in past time. The aorist stem denoted punctiliar action, or the
point of the beginning or end, or action without reference to its
duration. The perfect stem denoted action completed or a present
state resulting from past action. “There was probably,” in Buck’s
view, “no distinctive future tense, future time being expressed by the
present indicative, by the subjunctive, or by certain s-formations
with desiderative and future force ….“29 This point is strengthened
by the lack of a distinctive future tense in Armenian, as Claude Cox
has pointed out.30

In Buck’s reconstruction, Greek retains these features of aspect
and tense, though the Greek perfect used as a simple past tense was
not uncommon in the Hellenistic period.31 In Latin the aorist
merged with the perfect, and all tenses except the imperfect/perfect
distinction (distinguishing continuing from completed action in the
past) became purely temporal. Each language developed both a
future tense and the relative tenses of pluperfect and future perfect.
Latin can thus reflect all the tenses of Greek, though it cannot
distinguish between the Greek aorist and the Greek true perfect:
arrMavc “he died” and Ttevrii r “he is dead” would both be
translated mortuus est. (Adverbs, however, could be added to
differentiate: e.g., tunc or ibi could distinguish the simple, aorist
past event; nunc mortuus estwould distinguish the present, enduring
result.) The historical present, which in biblical Greek occasionally
occurs in narrative passages, appears not to occur in Latin (1 Sam
1:19):

(Syntactically, we may note in passing that the Latin has transposed
the order of the first clause, producing preferable Latin word order,
and that it has used the accusative in the second clause for its
transitive verb in contrast to the dative in Greek, which often
follows compound verbs.)



In number and person the two languages pattern similarly,
though the exception should be recalled that Greek, unlike Latin,
employs a singular verb after a neuter plural subject.

Participles, like adjectives, are declined for gender, number, and
case in both languages morphologically, and syntactically their
patterns for usage are generally congruent. Greek participles in the
middle voice must be compensated in Latin either with special
lexical choices or added words, such as sibi or se.

The infinitive, originally a nominal formation, presents the same
general complications for voice, due to the lack of the middle voice
in Latin. Syn tactically, its usage is generally similar in the two
languages, though due to the possibility of articulation in Greek but
not in Latin, the Latin translation sometimes loses the definiteness
of the Greek.

The Nominal System

The nominal systems of the two languages are also largely
congruent, so that most features of nouns, adjectives, and pronouns
in Koine Greek can be accurately translated into Latin. That is, the
Greek nominal system is inflected for gender, number, and case, by
means of suffixes, and the same is true for Latin.

Gender is a grammatical, not biological, distinction, but both
languages tend to follow biological gender when appropriate. As
was mentioned above, some classes of nouns formed by suffixes
share the same gender in the two languages, but there is no
necessary interrelationship for the gender of individual words.

For number, the usage in the two languages is practically
identical. Though Attic Greek inflects for three numbers (singular,
dual, and plural), the dual is virtually nonexistent in Biblical Greek,
thus eliminating that difference.

Greek lacks an ablative case, but since Latin has all of the cases
of Greek, that particular difference becomes otiose. A problem of
case, however, does arise due to the development of Vulgar Latin: in
the general development from Classical Latin to the Romance
languages, there was a gradual loss of case distinctions in Vulgar
Latin. “By the end of the Vulgar Latin period the cases were
generally reduced … to two, - a nominative and an
accusativeablative ….“32 Now the OL (second to fourth centuries)
falls into the middle of the Vulgar Latin period (roughly 200 B.C.E.



to 600 c.E.),33 so that the loss of case distinction was not advanced,
but traces are clearly visible in L 115: a faciem; de inimicum meum.
Ambiguity in cases can sometimes arise from morphologically
undifferentiated forms, such as some nominative/vocative forms or
genitive/dative forms (e.g., 2 Sam 14:19):34

Since ancillae tuae could be dative, L 117 could present a correct
clause; but the genitive case is more likely, in os probably having
been omitted through parablepsis: in - ancillae (since the MT,
4QSama, and 4QSamc all have bpy).

Articulation is perhaps the clearest systematic distinction in the
usage of the nominal system between Greek and Latin. The
definiteness or indefiniteness of the Greek noun is simply not
signaled in Latin translation. Syntactically, due to the availability of
articulation, Greek can decline “indeclinable” words such as
infinitives and, more importantly, proper names transcribed without
case endings from the Hebrew. Latin, just as Greek, can, but often
does not, reflect the case of Semitic proper names by adding case
endings; thus Greek can still distinguish, but Latin cannot: T(.~) &
(uEIS becomes simply Dauid.

Adjectives agree in gender, number, and case with the nouns
they modify in both languages. Pronouns are also declined for the
three genders, the two numbers, and the four Greek and five Latin
cases, plus vocative when appropriate. But though there is
morphological congruity, practice may differ. For example, Greek
and Latin both have reflexive and nonreflexive pronouns; but some
LXX translators did not distinguish them, presumably because the
Hebrew does not, whereas some OL translators did distinguish
nevertheless. Thus, for example, in 1 Sam 10:25 the LXX has
ExaaToc Etc TOV Torrov aUTOU, which L 115 translates
unusquisque in locum suum (not eius).35 But complicating the
picture further is the gradual erosion of the distinction between the
reflexive and the nonreflexive forms in Vulgar Latin; there was
“great irregularity in the use of reflexives, especially possessives,
suus being generally substituted for eius.“36

Conclusion



There are many unexplored and unknown areas in the study of the
Old Latin version, partly due to the fragmentary nature of the OL
remains, partly due to the lack of a sustained history of scholarship.
But we have been able to note some causes of the variation found in
the OL tradition: that the character of the OL translation varies from
book to book, that the OL witnesses vary depending upon century
and region, and that the OL has its own complex transmission
history requiring an attempt to establish the original Latin
translation. We also saw the importance of determining the Hebrew
Vorlage of the Greek translation as well as the Greek Vorlage of the
Latin translation.

Finally, on the conviction that it is essential, in order to use the
OL version reliably for the textual criticism of the Septuagint and
ultimately of the Old Testament, to understand the contrasting
features of Greek and Latin, we attempted to sketch an overview of
the comparative grammar of the two languages. Greek and Latin are
comfortably close members of the family of Indo-European
languages. Their verbal and nominal systems, their syntax, and to a
significant extent their vocabulary and some processes of word
formation are very closely related. But we also observed that,
beyond the theoretical possibilities of the Latin language for
reflecting the features of the Greek language, it is also important to
study the customary style or translation technique of the particular
translator, or, often more immediately for an individual OL
manuscript, the particular character of that manuscript. At least for
the books of Samuel, from which our examples were taken, the Old
Latin translation of Samuel appears to be a reasonably literal, but
not wooden, translation, attempting to mirror accurately and
faithfully its parent text, a developed form of the Old Greek
translation.
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accepted into the Rabbinic canon. And though my attention is on
Tanak or the Old Testament, I do not think that all my remarks will
be unrelated to the principles underlying a translation of the New
Testament.

2. The New Jerusalem Bible (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday,
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traditions, but “earlier” or “later” in the redaction of the stories as
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(HSS 30; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1986).



12. Lust (The Story of David, 13-14) characterizes the material
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formulation in “The Literary History of the Book of Jeremiah in the
Light of Its Textual History,” in Empirical Models for Biblical
Criticism (ed. Jeffrey H. Tigay; Philadelphia: University of
Pennsylvania, 1985) 213-37.
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of Notre Dame, 1991).
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(CBQMS 19; Washington, D.C.: Catholic Biblical Association,
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19. Ibid., 83.

20. Ibid., 138, 145.
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22. We should also observe that the editing of Chronicles from
the sources of Samuel-Kings took place at the Hebrew level.

23. We will not even attempt here to bring up the question of the
larger book of Daniel with the “additions,” further complicated by
the appearance of that longer edition in the presumably Jewish
recension, presumably based on a Hebrew-Aramaic Vorlage,
attributed to Theodotion.

24. Jeansonne, The Old Greek Translation of Daniel 7-12.

25. For the moment I suspend judgment on the unclear case of
chapter 3.

26. Though for reasons of space the focus in this paper is
restricted to the scholarly aspects, and cannot cover the theological
or religious aspects of our topic, I want to say that I think there can
be legitimate reasons within a religious community for choosing to
translate a specific textual tradition.

27. See, as an illustration, the quotation on p. 35 above.
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Tov (“The Text of the Old Testament,” in The World of the Bible
[ed. A. S. van der Woude; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1986] 156-90,
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